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P R E FA C E

This is the amplification and revision of a doctoral dissertation, 
‘The Fragments of Iamblichus’ 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, 
I 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 Iamblichus’ 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 Iamblichus—G. Mau, in his R E  
article on Iamblichus, and one Kintrup, as reported by Kroll in 
his appendix to Mau’s article: “ Über 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 Münster, 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 Bude edition of 
Damascius’ Dubitationes et Solutiones from Mile. 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’ 
Platonic Theology, to free us from Aemilius Portus, and to the 
completion of Henry and Schwyzer’s Plotinus. As for the Chaldaean 
Oracles, they have at last received a proper format and useful 
commentary from E. Des Places.1

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. Rosenmeyer, 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 benefactors, 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 Psellus, 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

L IF E  AND W ORKS 

I . L i f e

Any biography of Iamblichus must begin with the complaint that 
we know virtually nothing about the subject.1 We chiefly rely on 
a biography by Eunapius, in his Lives of the Sophists,2 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:

mx.rplc; Si Yjv y.uTpj Xa/.xL' Kara ty)v <£upiav tt)v> Koi.ATjv TTpotjayo- 
psuopiviQV scmv y) tcoXu;.

Syria in the time of Iamblichus’ birth (c. 245 A.D.) had behind 
it almost 300 years of peaceful prosperity under Roman rule.3 
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 seems 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 2nd Cent.

1 e.g. Mau in R E  ‘Iamblichos’ ; Zeller, Phil. d. Gr. I l l 2 p. 6 13, note 2.
2 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, 19 16 ; 

F . M. Heichelheim, ‘Syria ’ , in A n Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, ed. 
Tenney Frank, 1938; Franz Cumont, in CAH  X I, 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.

Iamblichus 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 areas 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 Coele, the southern 
Phoenice. Eunapius, then, writing towards the end of the 4th 
Century, could mean by ‘Coele’ only one thing. Iamblichus’ home 
town is therefore Chalcis ad Belum, modern Oinnesrin, 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.1 In 256 A.IT, in Iamblichus’ childhood, the 
Persian king Sapor broke through the Roman defenses here, t o  

Xljjutov XaXxi§o<;, and pillaged the whole north of Syria, including 
Antioch (Malalas, Chron. 295-6). We do not know how Iamblichus’ 
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.

Iamblichus was an honourable name in this region, first borne 
(to our knowledge) by our Iamblichus’ 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 xoci xaxa yewq gsv 67ui(pav7)? xal xwv a(3pwv 
xal euSaigovwv.

1 See R . Mouterde and A. Poidebard, Le Limes de Chalcis, Delegation 
Generale de la France au Levant, Archaeologique et Historique, Tome 
X X X V I I I  1945.
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It is remarkable that this Semitic name,1 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.2 There were in 
fact ancestors of which the family could be proud. We learn from 
Photius (Bibl. cod. 18 1) that Iamblichus traced his ancestry to 
Sampsigeramos and Monimos, 'av8pa.<; tcx TtpiuTa dSwXoXaTpouaY]<; 
ixGẑ doLt; aTrsvsyxagsvoui;’ . These are both distinguished names in 
the Syrian region. Sampsigeramos was the founder of the line of 
priest-kings of Emesa, (Str. X V I, 2, 10) active in the 6o’s of the 
1st Century B.C. and later. He is the father of the first 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. inserr. 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’eim, 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 
XaAxip, 'TSTapTY], tioXlq &j Supioc, xTicrOetaa uiro Movixou too ’'Apa[3oi;’ . 
Monikos is not a name which I find recorded elsewhere, and I am 
much tempted to emend this to Movigou. 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 Iamblichus 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-m liku’ . The 
second element is plainly the root meaning ‘king’ , or ‘rule’ . The first element 
is probably simply the third person singular prefix of the indicative. The 
whole would then mean ‘ (TCI) is king’ .

2 Porphyry, admittedly, had a Phoenician name, Malkhos, which Amelius 
‘translated’ into Greek for him, probably playfully, when Porphyry came to 
Rome (VP 17). He must then have taken on the name ‘Porphyrios’, on the 
basis of its connexion with kingship. Among prominent Syrians, only the 
Palmyrenes seem to have clung to their Semitic names (cf. Barbieri, L ’Albo 
Senatorio da Settimo Severo a Carino, p. 451.
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date of c. 265-280. Suidas fixes his floruit in the reign of Constantine 
(306-337 A.D.) which, assuming a conventional floruit-age of 40, 
puts his birth at 265 A.D. at the earliest. Schmid-Stâhlin (Gesch. 
d. Griech. Lit. I I :  2e (1924), p. 1052) place his birth at 280 ‘at the 
latest’ , while S. Impellizzeri, {La Letteratura bizantina (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 École’ ,1 and a note by Alan Cameron ‘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).3 Bidez then points out that Iamblichus’ ano­
nymous correspondent, author of the letters of Pseudo-Julian 
(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 Iamblichus may be conveyed sp to ocxpoTarov tou 
Y4pwç, 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 250.

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. 9), mentions a number of 
lady disciples of Plotinus, one of whom is Amphicleia, tyjv ’AptcjTwvoç 
toü Ta[i.pxixuu Y£Yovuiav Yuvaïxa. Now, Cameron argues, Amphi­
cleia must have been at least in her ‘teens to have been a pupil 
of Plotinus, and he died in 270. 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. I 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. cit.), and

1 R E G  27 (1919), pp. 29-40.
2 Hermes 96 (1968), pp. 374-6.
3 Sozomen, Hist. I 5, 1. Lydus (De Mens. 65, 21 Wiinsch) describes 

Sopater as taking part with the Emperor in the inaugural ceremonies of 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 ideas is possible. Amphicleia 
may have been 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 
yeyovuiav. Porphyry might have said simply ’Apicrrwvoi; too Tap.- 
PAiyou uioCi yuvouxa. As it stands, the meaning surely is ‘who 
(subsequently) became the wife of Ariston, the son of Iamblichus’ , 
that is, at some time between 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, is that this may be a quite different Iamblichus from our 
philosopher. I feel that he is justified in rejecting the doubt, though 
not, perhaps, in ignoring it. Iamblichus 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 Iamblichus’ 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 Iamblichus’ 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 between Ariston 
and Amphiclea to about six years. If we are to use this evidence, 
it seems to me that we are tom between making Ariston too young 
and Iamblichus too old, and the date which I propose seems a 
reasonable compromise.

Eunapius continues:

outo<; ’AvccToAua то ¡asto. Пор(рирюѵ та Ssiirspa (pspopivw auyys- 
vopievoc;, toXu ys stosSwxe xal elt; axpov cpt,Aocracpia<; r f atrev slta ¡ast’ 
’АѵатоАюѵ Пор(рирь<р простѲеІ? гаитоѵ, oux semv 6 ti Ilopcpupiou 
§t,Y]vsyxsv, 7гХт)ѵ oaov хата <тиѵѲт]Х7)ѵ xai Suvap.iv tou Aoyou.

1 This theory is vitiated, of course, if Amphicleia be taken as a daughter of 
the lady Gemina, just previously mentioned, but f find this unlikely. Por­
phyry would surely have said тА? таіітт)? Ѳиуат£ра? 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,1 would be made more certain if we were to 
take toc SsoTspa cpspo [jivw 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 'Opvjpixa Z^ryipaTa, and Anatolius 
the Aristotelian scholar and Bishop of Laodicea.

The arguments of Wolff 2 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 Verhältnis (with Por­
phyry, and Iamblichus in the Theol. Ar.) schon aus chronologischen 
Gründen, 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 Iamblich den Anatolius zum Lehrer hatte, 
längst im bischöflichen Amt gestanden haben, wenn er damals 
überhaupt 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 R E  article, and H. I. Marrou, in The Conflict between 
Paganism, and Christianity in the Fourth Century, ed. A. Momigliano, 1963, 
p. 133  n. 1.

2 Porphyrii, Phil, ex Or. p. lyt.
3 Phil. A. Gr. I l l ,  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. Iamblichus’ birth-date 
has now, I feel, been satisfactorily pushed back to before 245, 
while it is plain from Eusebius’ chronicle 1 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 V II 32, 21.

Since Anatolius was ordained Bishop by Theotecnus of Caesarea 
in order to succeed him (Theotecnus) in the diocese (Eus. loc. cit.) 
it 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 
Iamblichus 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 cause. It is perfectly reasonable 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 flor. 4th Year of Aurelian; Anatolius flor. 2nd Y ear of Probus. 
(Jerome’s trans.)
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Eusebius, writing some time after his death (c. 305 A.D.), describes 
him 1 * as 6 xa0’ 7]pa<; ev SixsXia xaraardi;, which must denote at 
least a considerable stay. Bidez 3 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
ever, is a proposition with which few would disagree, although 
nothing that Eunapius says forces us to assume that Iamblichus 
studied with Porphyry at Rome, and not at Lilybaeum. Which­
ever is the case, the only direct evidence we have of their association 
is the dedication to Iamblichus of Porphyry’s work Uspl too

TvioOi, CTOCUTOV,4
What the relationship between the two may have been we cannot 

judge with certainty. In later life Iamblichus was repeatedly, and 
often sharply, critical, of his master’s philosophical positions. 
We can see this in the Timaeus commentary, where, of 32 recorded 
fragments in which Porphyry is mentioned, 25 are critical, only 
7 signifying agreement. The De Mysteriis is a point-by-point 
answer to and refutation of Porphyry's Letter to Anebo, and Iam ­
blichus’ references to Porphyry in the De Anima are often less 
than reverent.5 No doubt Iamblichus’ 'ITepi dYaXp.dtTMv> (now 
lost) had a good deal to say in confutation of the work of Porphyry 
of the same name.6 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 H E  V I 19, 2.
a Vie de Porphyre, p. 103 n. r.
3 See on this matter Alan Cameron, ‘The Date of Porphyry’s K A T A  

X P IS T IA N flN ’ CQ X V II, 1967, pp. 382-4.
4 Unless we take Iamblichus’ statement in the De Anima, p. 375, 24 

W achs: top 8’ eyco tivcov ax f)xo a  IIXaTcovtxiiov, olov Ilopcpupiou xai aXXcov tcoXXSv, 
as evidence of personal acquaintance. Unfortunately, however, axouco +  
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, In  Tim. I l l  25, 2 Diehl, tells us Toiau-ra yap r\y.ouaa too ©soScopou 
tpiXoaotpoovToi;, which he cannot possibly have done in the normal sense.

5 e.g. Stob. T 365 Wachs.
6 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 persona] experience- 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 Anebo, very much of a recantation of his own early 
beliefs, as evidenced in the Philosophy from Oracles, Iamblichus 
was ready to spring to the defence with well-forged arguments.
As we do not know when (or even where) Iamblichus studied 

under Porphyry, so we do not know when he left him, to return 
to Syria and found his own school. From 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 Iamblichus left Porphyry sometime 
before, the master’s death (circa 305 A.R.) perhaps owing to an 
increasing divergence of their views about the role of philosophy, 
or Gscnpioc, vis-a-vis Gsoupyia. Such hypotheses, however, can hardly 
be insisted upon.

For Iamblichus’ activity upon his return 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 Iamblichus’ senior pupil Aedesius, via his 
own revered master Chrysanthius. Certain stories, Eunapius 
tells us, he forcbore to repeat, so as not to introduce elements 
of fantasy into a factual narrative—an admirable sentiment indeed l1

This account is amplified and supplemented by Bidez in his 
article ‘Le Philosophe Iamblique et Son École’ .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 Iamblichus returned to found his School.3 If one 
accepts into evidence (as I feel one must) the Letters 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 waiting to him. For instance, Letter 40 Hcrtlein 
(184 Bidez-Cumont), probably to be dated 326 A.D. (see Wright,

1 V S 460: atpaXeoov t i  xal Oeopiaep T tp a y p a  Yijoinizvoc ziq auYypatpyjV araaipov 
xai TrsTryjyuiav eTrsiaaysLV axofjv St£cpöap[ievy]V xal psouaav.

2 Quoted above, p. 6, n. 1.
3 Praechter, ‘ Richtungen u. Schulen’, p. 108, assumes Chalcis and Man, 

in R E , is, as about so much else, uncertain.
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Loeb ed. p. 254 note), is given in charge to a royal hypaspist 
named Julian, son of Bacchylus, ’Adapts««; to ysvo<;, & 81a toüto 
p aX iara  tyjv етсттоХгр eve^sipi^ov, o n  x a l тсp 6  ̂ upa«; yj^siv xal ae 
axpißö«; si&svai xoLbumoyysim.

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 ’A^apeui;, if Apamea were not the destination of the 
letter? Again, Libanius, in a letter,1 describes Apamea as tyjv 
T apßXi^ou ts £popL£V7]v xal Somarpou ¡актера, 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 2nd Century, and recently 3 4 
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 4 (perhaps 
by 290), but he had left his library and possessions to his adopted 
son, Hostilianus Hesychius (Porph. Vit. Plot. 3), who presumably 
continued to live in Apamea.

On the other hand, the evidence of Malalas, Chronographia X II , 
312 , 1 1 - 1 2  would indicate that in fact Iamblichus was established, 
with a school, at Daphne, near Antioch, in the reigns of Maxentius 
and Galerius (305-312).5 "Ета §s т?)<; аитой ßaniXsia«; Tap.ßXi.;£o<; 6 
фАостофо«; ¿SiSaaxsv olxwv ev Дафу/) Stog тт)? теХеиту)? аитои.’

Malalas conflates Maxentius and Galerius (‘ ¡лета to ¿xoOsrrOai. 
tv)v ßatrtXelav Ma^tpuavov eßaaiXeuae Ma£evTio<; 0 x a l ГаХЕрюд 
ету] у )•

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

1 E p . 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 Iam bli­
chus and Sopater: тьА St ev ueaoyeia (sc. the Apameans) ££vou те xal tcoXItou, 
той plv (Iamblichus) tccut7)v 7rpoxpivavTO<; ¿pcpiXoaocpeiv, той 8e exeivov те xal 
Tof)? axoXouÖoüvTa? exelvip тохута/бОеу iajxfvioq Se^apivou (Sopater).

3 In 269, Porph. Vit. Plot. 3
4 Procl. In  Tim. I I  300, 24H.
6 See on this A. Schenk von Stauffenberg, Die römische Kaisergeschichte 

bei Malalas, Stuttgart 19 3 1, 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 Iamblichus 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),1 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 Iamblichus 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,2 the main influence 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. 
I do not see that this controversy would make contact with Por­
phyry impossible. It is a normal enough School controversy,

1 Cf. Sodano, P o rfirio : Lettera ad Anebo, Naples, 1958, Intro, p. X X X IV -  
X X X V I.

2 Cf. Des Places, lamblique, Les Mystères d ’Egypte, Budé ed. Intro, pp. 
1 4ff. ; F . W. Cremer, Die Chaldâischen Orakel und lamblich 'De M ysteriis', 
Beitr. zu Klass. Phil. H eft 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 seems to me probable that Iamblichus 
returned 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 Theodoras 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.”  1

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 succeeded on his death by Eustathius. If Theo­
doras may be assumed to be the well-known Theodoras 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 Iamblichus’ character.2 
Euphrasius cannot be traced further.

In addition to these, we may reckon as pupils Dexippus, the 
author of an extant Commentary on the Categories,3 on the basis 
of the evidence of Simplicius.4 (Indeed Dexippus’ Commentary 
constitutes good evidence for the content of Iamblichus’ own); 
and Hierius, master of Maximus of Ephesus (Ammon. In Anal. 
Pr. 3 1, 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 (Suvocymy'') r£>v fluBayo- 
psiwv SoyiadcTiav), ten volumes of introduction to Pythagoras and

1 VS 458, Wright’s trans.
2 Julian  E p . 12  Bidez. (To Prisons.)
3 GAG. Vol. IV  Pars II , ed. Busse.
4 TnCateg. p. 2, 25 GAG. Se 6 Ta|x0 Atxe 10c,... ’
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his philosophy, of which we still have four 1 (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.2 
As for Plato, Iamblichus 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,3 ch. 26, a 
course of ten dialogues (Alcibiades I, Gorgias, Phaedo, Cratylus, 
Theaetetus, (Sophist, Statesman),4 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’.5 Of these, we have fragments or 
evidence of commentaries by Iamblichus on the Alcibiades, Phaedo, 
Sophist, Phaedrus, Philebus, Parmenides and Timaeus, the most 
extensive being those on the Timaeus.

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 Iamblichus acquired in later times, 
(mainly, I 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 enormous Commentary on the Oracles,6 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.7 During a visit (of the whole school?) to the hot

1 See section on Works, infra.
2 For evidence of these see infra, Works.
3 ed. L. G. Westerink.
4 These supplied by Westerink, but with virtual certainty.
5 See on all this the Comm, to In  Tim. Fr. 1.
6 A t least 28 Books, Damascius, Dub. et Sol. ch. 43, Vol. I p. 86, 5L Ruelle.
7 VS 459.



INTRODUCTION

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,1 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.'”

Iamblichus 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):

Ta yeypocptfjt£vcx 8e hub t%  cnjv0y)X7]<; epieXocivsTO, xal veq10c, auTocc; 
¿TOTpe/e (ia0'j oil tc 8c’ aaaqjecocv twv yevopivcnv, aXXa 8c8oc<jxocXixov 
sl’/s tov ’AXuiwou Xoyov piocxpov Tiva, xac 8caXsEscuv oh Tcporryv ;j.vq(jv/j 
Xoyov eypuawv.

“ The narrative was obscured by its style and it was hidden by a

1 Ibid. 458.
2 Ibid. 460, W right’s trans. It  is possible that Alypius was making a crafty 

allusion to Iamblichus’ own position as scion of a wealthy family.

l6
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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.1

There is one other incident reported that throws interesting 
light on the activity of the school (again, relayed by Aedesius, 
via Chrysanthius) :2

“ 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 (Ouniac; xatpos ijv), and this had been 
made ready in one of the suburban villas (7tpoac7Teia) belonging to 
Iamblichus.”

The story concerns a marvellous premonition which came to 
Iamblichus 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 Iamblichus 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 Ju ly  23rd,3 and the 
sacrifices probably took place at dawn. It is interesting to note 
Iamblichus’ possession of not one, but several, 7tpoacjTeia, and the

1 And yet Iamblichus did not ignore the question of style. Syrianus (In 
Hermog. I 9, n ff .)  quotes him as follows, from his work IIspl xpiaeox; dpiaxou 
Xiyou (see Works) : ‘Sei yap p.fjTS t 8 aovTopov slvai aaaipsi; [H)t s  to acttpiz 18ig>t ix 6v 
xal to ptiv aspvov pi) slvai 6iyav e^kXayptevov t 8 84 xoiviv pi) slvai suxaTa<pp6v7)Tov, 
’¿■ /eiv 8s Tiva s^aipSTov u7tepoxf]v' t 4 yap 7ravTeX4i; touto xal aup7re7rX7)pcopsvov 
toT? 8X01? xaXXeai t £W Xoyojv 7tap’ 'Optypcj t s  xal IIXaTom xal Arjjj.oa0fvei 
yvcopi|i.6v scttlv ¡8etv.

2 V P  458-9.
3 I t  is mentioned by Aratus, Phaen. 149-54 cf. Hipparchus, In  Arat. et 

Eudox. I I , 1 , 18.
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Pythagorean abhorrence of death which is part of the point of 
the story.

From the remains of Iamblichus’ 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 Tdbanius’ 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 Platonism 
to some sort of sanity towards the end of the Fourth Century.

II. W o r k s

Any attempt to arrange the works of Iamblichus in definite 
chronological order at the present stage of research is rash in the 
extreme, and the same may be said 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. I shall distinguish three possible stages, in each of 
which I shall try to place the works which I consider proper to them.

A. Pythagorean-Hermetic 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 Chaldaean 
Oracles, which last, however, he will not have systematically 
Platonised.

I would assign the Dc Mysteriis to the end of this period, about 
280, perhaps while Iamblichus was already in contact with Por- 
phyry.

IT Porphyrian-Platonic Period

This period might be dated c. 280-305 A. I)., including within 
it perhaps the first decade of the school at Apamea (or Daphne).
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W orks:

1. De Anima.1 I 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, Plotinus, Amelius and Porphyry, together 
with statements of his own views.

2. lisp ! xccOo&ou Lydus (De Mens. IV p. 167, 23
Wiinsch) quotes from Book I  of this work, which seems to make 
it separate from the De Anima. I place it next to it, but without 
much confidence. It may be from a quite different period.

3. The ‘Pythagorean Sequence . I suggest that this ten-volume 
collection, which I term for convenience ‘The Pjdhagorean 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 :  B io  q Побауор^хор, or The Life of Pythagoras (Vita 
Pythagorica), which might also be translated ‘Life according to 
Pjdhagorean Principles'. The composition of this has been well 
analysed by E. Rohde in two issues of Rhcinisches 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 his Life of Pythagoras), and (2) a Life of 
Pythagoras by Apollonius of Tyana. This latter 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 2: А6уо<; Протргтст1хо<; elp cp 1A0стоcplav, or Exhor­
tation to Philosophy (normally termed the Protreplicus). A series 
of extracts from previous philosophers, first Pythagorean, then

1 Frr. in Stobacus. 'Frans, and comm, by Festugiere, Rev. d. И T . Vol. I l l  
App. 1.

2 On the Pythagorean Sequence see: Syr. In Met. p. 160, 15 Kroll CAO, and 
H. Oppermarm, in Gnomon 5, 1929, pp. 545-558.

2 Vol. 26 1871 pp. 554ff.; 27, 1872, pp. 23th Reprinted in his Kleine 
Schri/ten, Vol. 2, 102IL
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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 Iamblichus, but is perhaps from Nicomachus 
of Gerasa. All these passages are linked by bridge-passages by 
Iamblichus himself, who also writes the introduction.

Volume 3: Ilep l ty)5 xolvy)? (i.a0Y)(i.aT!.xYj? £7riaTf](i.7)<;, 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.1

Volume 4: Ilep l ty)? Ni.xofi.dxou ’ ApiOp^-rixi)? 
or ‘On Nicomachus’ Introduction to Arithmetic’ . (In Nicomachi 
Arithmeticam Introductionem). This is a commentary on, and 
paraphrase of, Nicomachus of Gerasa’s (surviving) Introduction 
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 Iamblichus’ 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 0 soAoyou(j.£va ’Api0fi.Y)Tix̂ ?. 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. (1) The Theologumena Arithmeticae of Nicomachus 
of Gerasa (summarised in a hostile manner by Photius, Bibl. 
cod. 187), (2) The treatise On the Decad and the Numbers comprised

1 See on this work, and its sources, Ph. Merlan, From Platonism to Neo­
platonism, p. 25.

2 In  Nic. p. 125, 15ft. Pistelli.
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by it by Anatolius (presumably Iamblichus’ teacher), which has 
survived,1 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 Iamblichus 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 Iamblichus’ 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, 9ff., etc. Kalbfleisch CAG V III. Iamblichus, he tells 
us, was the first to employ ‘Archytas’ in the exegesis of the Cate­
gories.

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

3. On the Prior Analytics. References in Philoponus, In  An. 
Pr. I ,  p. 26, 5 Wallies CAG X I I I ;  Ammonius, In  Anal. Pr. pp. 
3 1 , i5 ff.; 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 
Iamblichus’ own De Anima, which Simplicius in fact quotes, p.

1 Published by Heiberg, Annales Internationales d'Histoire Congres de 
Paris 1900. ge Section: Histoire des Sciences, pp. 27ft. On the Theol. A r. 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, 33ff. Hayd. The Philoponus reference, however, seems to point 
to a Commentary. I leave the question open.

6. On the Metaphysics. References in Syrianus, In  Metaph. 
p. 46, 24 etc. Kroll. CAG V I: 1.

II. Plato

(I take Tamblichus’ own order of the dialogues as set out in 
Anon. Proleg. ch. 26. (sec Comm, ad In  Tim. Fr. 1).

1. Alcibiades I. Fragments in Proelus, In  Ale. and Olympio- 
dorus, In  Ale.

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

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

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

5. (Theaeletus. No evidence.)
6. Sophist. Summary of Introduction to lambliclms’ Commen­

tary preserved in scholia to the dialogue.
7. (Statesman: No evidence.)
8. Phaedrus. References in Hermcias, In  Phaedr. p. 9, 10 ; 

68, 26 etc. Couvreur. Also Proelus, Theol. Plat. IV  23, p. 215 
Portus.

9. (Symposium : No evidence.)
10. Philebns. References in Damascius, In  Philebmn,
1 1 .  Timaeus. Numerous references in Proelus In  Timaenm, and 

useful quotations in Simplicius In  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 earlier portion. In a number of places it is unfortunately 
doubtful whether or not he, is referring to the Commentary. Proelus, 
in his Parmenides-Commcntary, normally covers his traces too 
well to allow of certainty of attribution, but reference to lambli- 
chus’ Comm, is clear in In Farm. VI col. 1054, 37-1055, 25 Cousin 2,
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from the marginal glosses preserved in Paris, gr. 18 10  fol. 178V 
and Laur. Pint. 85, 8 fol. iqor., cf. Proclns, Theol. Plat. Intro, 
p. L X X X II  f. Saffrcy-Westerink.

C. Latest Period

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

W o rk s :
1. llep l Oeoiv. 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 friend of the emperor’s. Some of the specu­
lations in Book I and the identifications of the Olympian Gods 
in Book IV, of the Timaeus commentary will probably reflect 
accurately the positions taken in this work. There may well have 
been criticism of Porphyry's llspl Osiow ovopaxcov, which must 
have dealt with the same subjects.

We have one fragment of the Ttspi (isCv in Proclns, Theol. Plat. 
I n ,  p. 52, 2-15 Saffrcy-Westerink, and six' note p. 52 n. 1. Also 
a reference in Darnascius, Dub. el Sol. ch. 61, 1 p. 132, 13  Ruelle, 
where Iamblichus is reported as making a distinction in this work, 
as well as elsewhere, between sivai and uTcxp'/siv.

2. Flepl ayaXpaTwv. Photius describes (Bibl. Cod. 215) a refuta­
tion of this work by John Philoponus. The work seems to have 
comprised the correct construction of statues, and the prayers 
to be addressed to them. No doubt it was wrilten wilh reference 
to the work of Porphyry of the same title (of which we have extracts 
preserved by Eusebius),1 correcting Porphyry’s identifications and 
instructions. Manyr of the quotations of Iamblichus in Lydus, 
De Mensibus, may be traced to this work, or to the risp i Oswv.2 3

3. IIsp l T~fjQ sv Ttpoucp t o o  A 16c, 87)¡J.7)yop i a c,. I have given 
reasons (see Comm, ad In  Tim. Fr. 34) for regarding this as a 
separate work from the Timaeus-Commentary. The passage which

1 Printed in Bide/., Vie de P otjihvve, A.pp. pp. i -23.
2 Cf. J .  Geffekcn in Arcfiiu f. Religionswissenschaft, XLX, 19 19  p. 309ff.
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Proclus gives us 1 reveals a far more elaborate, Chaldaean-influ- 
enced, metaphysical scheme than that used by Iamblichus 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 Chaldaean influence, and I am thus 
inclined to place it late in Iamblichus’ philosophical development.2

4. ‘ H XaXSatxT) ©soXoyia. This work is quoted by Damas- 
cius, Dub et Sol. I 86, 5, where he refers to a 28th 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. Procli 26; Lydus, De Mens. IV  159, p. 175, 8; Psellus, 
ap. B.C.H. I 1877, p. 319.

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

5. ©soXoyia nXixTcovixT), mentioned by Proclus in his P la ­
tonic Theology Book I I I  xi (p. 140, 20 Portus) and probably In  
Parm. 1067, 23-34. This must have been a considerable work, but 
this is the only explicit mention of it.

6. IIsp l apsTwv, quoted by ‘Olympiodorus’ B . (p. 1 13 ,  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. IIsp l ffupipoXwv (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 Protrepticus.

9. A piovopipXov is mentioned by Nemesius of Emesa (De Nat.
Horn. 51) with the title: "Oti o u x  onz av0pci)7tcov sl  ̂ ¿̂oa aXoya, 
ouSe airo aXoyov sip avQpcoTtou? at ¡i.STSvacop.aT<ixjsî  yivovvai,

1 In  Tim. I 308, i8ff.
2 Cf. also Olympiod. In  Ale., p. 2, 4-5, Westerink.
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aXXa ¿ to  Ac, ^Ga, xal ¿ to  ¿vOpurrow ett; avOpoma, 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. 402, II  259, 13  Ruelle, with the title Ilepi 
pieTavauTauswi;, 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. IIspi xpiaeun; ap io iou  Xoyou, possibly a purely rheto­
rical treatise, quoted by Syrianus, In  Hermogenem I p. 9, 1 1  Rabe.

1 1 .  The Panegyric of Alypius quoted by Eunapius E.S. 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 ot most 
philosophical importance.

This survey of Iamblichus' 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 
R E  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

For the purpose of the present work, I shall confine myself 
mainly to such of Iamblichus’ philosophical views as are illustrated 
by the fragments of his Platonic Commentaries. A proper account 
of his philosophy as a whole must await a close analysis of Proclus’ 
Platonic Theology, Damascius’ Dubitationcs et Solutiones, and 
Proclus’ Commentary on the Parmenides, from which last that 
element which is Iamblichean will have to be carefully isolated 
on the basis of whatever can be learned from all other sources.1

Iamblichus’ system of philosophy is essentially an elaboration 
of Plotinus’s Platonism, though strongly influenced by Neo- 
pythagorean writings and the Chaldaean Oracles. Resides his 
teacher Anatolius, the writings of his fellow-countryman Nico- 
machns of Gerasa (c.. iao-iqb2 A.l).) influenced him greatly. We 
find him making much use of the writings of ‘Archytas’ , for in­
stance, in his Commentary on the Categories and in the Protrcpticus, 
and of other Neopythagorean apocrypha. He believed, with 
Moderates of Gades, that Plato was essentially a Pythagorean, 
and he pays great respect to Speusippus for the same reason.

Following on the new direction given to philosophy by Plotinus 
a sequence of scholastic elaborations of doctrine arose by a sort 
of natural process. Plotinus’ successors, Amelius, Porphyry, 
Iamblichus 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 breath the vast majority of philosophers of all eras and 
schools who have carried on and elaborated the thought of one

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

2 See my note 'A  Date for the Death of Nicomaclms of Gerasa’. C R  n.s. 
X V I 1969.
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great master or another, ironing out inconsistencies in his thought 
and bringing out in a salutary way various tendencies latent therein. 
All the four philosophers mentioned above were great and noble 
men; 1 am only required to defend one of them. However, it will 
be necessary in the course of my notes on the Commentaries 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 by his pupils, at least in 
their written works. They returned to the business of exegesis, 
commentaries on Plato and Aristotle, and essays on such, ancient 
subjects as The Soul, Tree-will and Necessity and 1 'hc- Gods, although 
fortified in their work by the insights gained from contact with 
the Master. As compared with Middle Platonism, the chief deve­
lopments were the doctrine of the Transcendent One, distinct 
from and superior to Noi:s, the doctrine of the Hypostases, and the 
doctrine of Emanation. We say this on the basis of our knowledge, 
which is incomplete, but pending evidence to the contrary, we 
may accept it.1 As regards the interpretation of Pluto, a far greater 
freedom of symbolic interpretation is immediately apparent, 
together with a ccuce. *0 make Plato agree, not just with Aristotle 
or Pythagoras, but with llomer, Hesiod, Orpheus and the Clial- 
daean Oracles. It becomes absolutely necessary' that Plato be, 
consistent both with all those inspired authorities, and also with 
himself. This last had always been a necessity lor Platouists; 
but it becomes a much more strenuous problem now, when the 
whole of each dialogue becomes infused with higher significance, 
and especially when, on the authority of lambliclnis, a single, 
consistent cjxottos is established for- each dialogue, to which even 
the introductory and apparently casual portions must conform.

1 The concept of the Supreme Clod in Albinas, Didaskalikns cli. X , and 
certain doctrines of Philo, Plutarch (e.g. the Myth of the DeGeuio Socr.) and 
Celsus (ap. Origcn, Contra Celsntn V II 45). as well as a doctrine of emanation 
which I discern in Nicomachus of Gerasa, must make us aware of the lim ita­
tions of our knowledge. There are large gaps in our knowledge of the doctrine 
of Numenius; and the Chaldaean Oracles and the Hermetic Corpus were, 
after all, based on contemporary PInionism of some variety, as Lewy, 
Cltald. Or. Oh. VI, and Festugiere Iiio. tl. I l.T . have argued. On these matters 
sec also Dodds, ‘The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplaionic. 
One.’ CQ 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 Iliad and Odyssey, the Orphic 
Poems, (probably) the 'Ispoç Aôyoç 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. Iamblichus accuses 
Porphyry of this intellectual crime on a number of occasions.1 
One might also fail to make correct symbolic interpretations,2 
and one might confuse concepts, or fail to discriminate them with 
sufficient finesse. Iamblichus himself is frequently refined further, 
though rarely contradicted flatly, by Syrianus and the Athenian 
School.3

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 5 (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 Iamblichus’ defence and intellectualisation of 
the practice of ‘theurgy’ (Osoupyia) to supplement ‘theology’ 
(OeoAoy ia ). 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 Mysteriis), 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 Iam ­
blichus’ defence of theurgy in this work, and philosophical theories

1 e.g. In  Tim. Fr. 16, “ ooxe IlXocxomitiOi; ooxe àXïjOwç” ; ibid. Fr. 70 àXXoxpiüx; 
xoü nxâxiovoç EÎaaYo(i.évaç ; also In  Tim. I  307, 4 the criticism of Porphyry is 
probably Iamblichean.

2 Not preserving the âvaXoyta, In  Tim. Fr. 2 1, cf. ibid. Fr. 19.
3 e.g. Pr. In  Tim. I 153, 28; 218, 13 ;  441, 1 5 ;  for contradiction, I  153, 28, 

following Fr. 16, I 218, 1 1 ,  following Fr. 27, I 230, 17, following Fr. 29 etc.
4 e.g. In  Tim. Fr. 16  ‘pappaptxi) àXaÇoveia’ .
5 e.g. In  Tim. Fr. 39 (Amelius’ triad of Demiurges) ; ibid. fr. 54 (numerolo­

gical calculations); ibid. Fr. 71 (exegesis of Tim. 39 E).
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of Karma, or the Way of Sacrifice, in Indian Philosophy.1 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 Iamblichus’ 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 Iamblichus’ metaphysics as illustrated by the Platonic 
Commentaries, and in that connexion something must first be said 
about his theory of the One.

The One

Iamblichus, 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:

Mara Ss rau ra  sxslvo 7ipo[3aXXco[j.£0a tic, S7ti<rxetjnv, 7xoT£pov Soo 
sialv a i n p &X a i  a p ^ a l  7xpo tt)? voY]Trj<; 7xpa>T7]i; TpiaSoc;, 4 ts toxvt/) 
appYjTOi; xal 4 aauvTa>CTO<; 7rpo<; ty]v TptaSa, xa0<x7i£p 6 ¡ilyac,
TappXv/oi; ev xw xy;“ [iLpXicp tyj? XaXSaLXYji; TeXsLOTaTYji; OaoXoY'.ai;, 
4 ¿>q oi 7xXsLffT0i xwv [AST* aiixov ¿Soxipaaav, pisra ty]v appY]Tov aM av 
xai piav slvai ty)v 7ipwTY)v xpiaSa tcov voy]tcov • ^ xal xol\jtT)Q 67xopY)ff6p,£0a 
tt]̂  6Txo0e(Tscoi;, xaxa Se xov Ilopqjupiov epoGpisv xyjv piav xwv xxavxwv 
ap/Yjv slvai. xov 7xax£pa Tf\c, voy)xyj<; xpiaSoi;;

“ 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 believe, 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, Advaita and N eo­
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 Father of the noetic triad?”  1

The evidence presented here for Iamblichus’ 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 else. The majority of later philosophers considered that 
only one principle was ¡recessary. Porphyry indulged in greater 
economy, and considered the first element (iraT-rjo) in the noetic 
triad to be sufficient as a first principle.2 Damascius thinks that 
such a principle of generation must be cither the sv toxvta, or 
y.oivoTspov ti, and that it is better to adopt Iamblichus’ view.

lie  does not explicitly state that Iamblichus 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 Iam­
blichus envisage? The problem, I think, stems from the contra­
diction between an absolutely transcendent One, arrived at by 
negative contemplation, which can have no 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 see, is made the head of the noelic triad; Iamblichus simply 
distinguishes two Ones, preserving the first as 7tavT7] app^To?, and 
postulating a second, presiding over, but not correlated to (iauv- 
vaxToi;), the noetic triad. This would in effect be the cv tvolvtol, the 
subject (for some Neoplatonists) of the Second Hypostasis of 
the Parmenides.3

This seems relatively clear, but in cc. 50 and 51 (I, p. 10 1, n ff ., 
and p. iog, 6ff. Ruelle), Damascius reveals that Iamblichus

1 Or ‘ the Father of the noetic triad is the first principle of all tilings’ ?
2 This is important evidence fora triad — mxTT)p (civ) —  if«?) (Siivapn;) — voui; 

within the noetic realm already in Porphyry. See also Pr. In  Tim. I l l  64, 84, 
where Porphyry’s elaborate scheme of interpretation is dependent on this 
tria d.

3 See the first chapter of Pooh VI of ProcIus’ Comm. In  Parm. and Proclus, 
Theoi. Plal. intro p. L X X X 1I, Saffrey-W esterink. For Plotinus the second 
hypothesis chiefly describes Nous, but he uses some of its formulations to 
describe the One in its positive aspect. See Dodds, 'The Parmenides of Plato, 
etc.’
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postulated also a dyad, тараp—drosipov, 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 quotes 
various authorities to support this—Orpheus, the Chaldaean Ora­
cles, Plato (Philebus 23C), and Philolaus. He then brings in Iam­
blichus :

Sslv oov cp7]of Tip itrwp 7tpou7toTi0 svai тар аНтар xal той svop ovtop 
xal Trjp sv аитсо SuaSixrjp cpucrscop tcov o-Toi ŝicov • sivai roivuv t?]v 
SuaSa twv apywv TcpoSiyjpTjpiv/jv T'ijp £iprj[j.£V/]p SuaSop acriav, ¿oanzp 
xal то 7гр6 Tvjp SuaSop sv, отар о ТарфХ1у.ор TiOsTai про dpicpoiv too 
ovtop svop acriav 7ipou7idp'/siv.

. . . (1 0 1 , 2 1 ) TotauTa yap sXeye xal 6 ttjv ТарфХ^уои 7tpeii(3eutov 
ap^Yjv pisCTTjv riOspisv/jv twv ts Susiv xal Tvjp dppyjToo TtavTsXwp.

“ 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 there1 exists also the One before the Dyad, which 
Iamblichus postulates before both, to be the cause of the One- 
Existent.”

"For such would be the argument of one who accepts the first 
principle proposed by Iamblichus, which is situated between the 
two (principles) and Ihc totally ineffable (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, 
6ff. Ruelle):

xai yap 71 pua dp'/v; 7ipo to>v Susiv, аитт] pisv oOv то атсХсор sv, 
6 ¡x.scrov 6 ’lapL^Xiyop TiOsTai twv Suo ap^wv xal ri/jp TtavTdjraaiv a7iop- 
pyjTou sxsivTjp, ai 8 s 8 uo, тарар cpsps xal aTteipov, yj xal el pouXsTai Tip, 
sv xal noXhv., aXXd to avTixsipisvov sv то1р 7ioXXoip, ои то про dp-cpolv 
xal avavTiOsTov.”

"For indeed the one first principle is prior to the two; and this 
is the 'simply One’, which Iamblichus 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 one wishes, One and Many, the ‘One’ here to be taken as ‘One’
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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 izipac, and ¿rreipov of the 
Philebus ( l ydf . ) ,  between the Second One and the noetic realm. 
On this scheme, the sv Sv or ad Sv at the summit of the noetic 
realm, will be the pocrov resulting from the concerted action of 
these two principles, the Second One serving as the mixing agent, 
while the First One sits in unspeakable splendour above all this,1 

The Realm of the One in Iamblichus’ metaphysics is now, I 
think, complete. In contrast with the simplicity of Plotinus’ One,2 
we seem to have the following elaborate scheme—

T h e  F ir s t  One
[nav-ccXaq Sppi]Tov)

T h e  Secon d One 
(6 ¿TrXto; irj, Ttpi T7js SuctScc;, 

dauvrcocToq Trpiq ttjv (vo7]rfjv) iptdSot)

T h e U n lim ited
(ti fijtEtpov)

T h e  One E xiste n t  
(tB sv Bv)

On the other hand, I 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 Iamblichus 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.3

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

L im it
(jr£ptx?)

I__

1 The second One and the Dyad of Tziptxq and drreipov appear in Fr. 7 of the 
Timaeus Commentary (Pr. I n  T im . I 78, 6 1) '¿Trel yip  TtivTa y.ai in  totj 
£ori xod be tt i) q ¡xe-ri to Sv S u i S o q S e e  Comm, ad loc. The above references 
to Iamblichus do not seem to be from his P a rm en id es C om m entary, but rather 
from the C haldaean  T heology  or the P la to n ic  Theology. W hat scheme Iam bli­
chus used in his exegesis of Hyp. I  o£ the P a rm e n id e s  we cannot be sure.

2 Cl. A. H. Armstrong, T he A rchitecture o f  the in telligib le U n iverse  in the 
P h ilo so p h y  o f  P lo tin u s, esp. chap. I  & II.

2 B ut on this question see App. C.
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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 1
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) : ‘raiff/jç toĉ scùç, yj ¿piOexxoi; Yjyelxoa ¡lovolc, 
7ipo xûv pisxexopsvojv’. (‘Every order 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 TcpooSoç—è-mcrrpotpŸ) may 
take place, and on the other for the higher orders to be essentially 
pure and unmixed in themselves. B y  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 in the lower level of being; the 
three levels were termed ¿[iiOexxoi; (unparticipated), y.sTsyôtj.s.voç 
(participated) and xaxà pi0s£iv or sv ayiazi (in participation or 
relation). In the realm of Nous, Iamblichus postulates, as his 
‘ruling’ , unparticipated Monad, xo sv 6v. This he also terms rb 
¿si ov, and identifies it with Aeon and the Paradigm.

In In  Tim. Fr. 29, discussing the passage ‘xi xq ov ¿si’ x.x.X. 
(Tim. 27D), Iamblichus gives his view of xo ¿si ov as xpstxxov xal 
xwv ysvüv xoii ovxoç xal x£>v ISswv, positioned etc’ axpw xïjç voTjxvjç 
oùcrlaç, and 7rpoi>xti>ç [xexéxov xou évoç. h or this entity he draws 
support from the second hypothesis of the Parmenides (142 B  ff.), 
and from the Sophist (244 B  ff.). It is important that there be some 
aspect of each realm that partakes -rrpwxwç, primarily, of the prior

1 I have chosen ‘realm’ as a technical term to designate the terms x.à<jy.oç, 
81 ¿xoapoi; or Tot̂ e;.

3
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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 7rpooSoi; that is the chief 
cause for the multiplication of entities in post-Plotinian Platonism. 
Iamblichus’ 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 15 1 , 
i8 ff„  Ruelle):

OTL ¡i.SV TOLVUV OUTS outs §Lavoia outs VW T&> (jjU/LXCp OUTS VOYjaSL

¡asTot Xoyou 7rsp[.X7)7rTov, aXX’ ouSs tt) tou vou 7ravTsXsi! 7rspLC07r  ̂ outs 

tw avOsL tou vou aipsTov, outs S7UP0X4 oka>c, outs xaTa knipsiaiv «pm-
[AEVYJV OUTS x a T a  TCpiXYJljxV OUTS TLVa TOLOUTOV Tp07T0V SXSCVO yVWCTTOV, 

CTUy/iopyjTsov TauTa a^iouvTi t o  pisyaXa) ’ Iap.p/iyop.

This is disconcerting, particularly the denial that it is beyond 
the grasp even of the avOoi; tou vou, which one would have thought 
to be precisely the faculty which could grasp it. That was what the 
Chaldaean Oracles declared, after all:

ecttlv yap t i vot)t 6v, 0 p̂v) c7s voslv voou avOst. • (Fr. I  des Places)

Iamblichus faced this objection {ibid. 154, 7ff.). He claimed that 
the Oracle meant that the voyjtov was before the mind as an object 
of striving (scpsTov), not of knowledge, and that it did not fill the 
mind with knowledge, but with being and with ‘complete and intel­
ligible perfection’ (0X4 xai voyjtt) teXelotyji;).

This determined denial of knowability to the noeton is the result 
of Iamblichus’ 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 Phaedr. 247C with 
the ‘One’ of the Soul. It is presumably this faculty, to ev tyj? 

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 (to ydp ev ty)? 

EvouaOat. to1<; 0eoL ; TrscpuxEv). 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 sv ov probably derives from Iamblichus. He has a number of 
references to Iamblichus in this section, and ends (c. 69, p. 15 1 , 
5ff.) with an assertion ‘xoctoc tov ’ IappXi^ov too a-epivoTaTa tmv sip7)pii- 
vwv avaTeOeoxa|j.e'/.

It seems as if the One Existent or monad of the noetic realm 
is in fact identical with the lowest entity of the realm of the One, 
the puxTov, also termed Iv ov, 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 oneness and existence, which 
it dispenses to the first noetic triad, to which we will turn in a 
moment. First, however, we may consider the One Existent as 
Aeon, or Eternity.

Aeon

As Aeon (Aui>v), to ev ov serves as a measure (pirpov) for the 
noetic realm {In Tim. Fr. 64) in the same way that Time (Xpovo<;) 
is a measure for the psychic and material realms. We may suspect 
that the definition of Aeon 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 Alwv (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 Oracula Chaldaica (cf. 
In  Tim. I l l  14 .3); and Proclus accordingly calls alow ‘an intelligible 
god’ (ibid. I l l  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 Aeon (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 varying interpretations throughout later 
Platonism. With the Paradigm, in Iamblichus’ metaphysics, is 
bound up the question of the identity of the Demiurge, a problem 
which was much debated in later Platonism.1 In In  Tim. Fr. 35, 
in the exegesis of Tim. 28Cff., he defines the Paradigm as corro 
то бтер ov, only to ev 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 2 we find mention of ov, £wy¡, and voo? 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.3 In Iamblichus, we see the three moments 
clearly distinguished in In  Tim. Fr. 65 (on Tim. 38A) where xpóvo<; 
is said to derive different qualities from ov, of) and voti<; 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 ‘t í Se тосх; Aió<;; ¿¡c, áÁrficbc, xív/jaiv хai 
CtoTjv xxi 'jaî Tjv xccl cppóvTjiriv f¡ pxSíioc, 7течт0т]1т0р.е0к tü 7tavTeX&<; 
ovTi g.7) 7tap£ivix[., pi7)Se i¡7jv aÚTO pu)Se cppovslv, áXXá crepivov xaí 
áytov, voüv oux íyp'>, áxív7)Tov é(7T0<; eivai;

How can one have Absolute Being without Life and Mind? 
And how, therefore, can one have Mind without Absolute Being 
and Life? It is not improbable, indeed, that a stimulus to the 
hypostatisation of i¡ came from the Gnostic and Hermetic 
systems, where it appears as a divine Principle,4 but, as we sec, 
a source could be found in Plato.

1 See my article ‘Plotinus ITT 9, 1 and Later Views of the Intelligible 
W orld’, ТА РА  ioo, 1970.

2 I 6, 7; V  4, 2 fin .; V. 6, 6.
3 Cf. Proel. In  T im : I I I  64, 8ff., a most remarkable passage. See my Comm, 

ad In  Tim. Fr. 70.
4 See Dodds E T  p. 253.

З 6
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In Damascius’ Commentary on the Philebus, sect. 105 p. 51 
Westerink {Comm. In  Phileb. Fr. 4) we find the statement that 
Iamblichus located in the xaOapop voijp, the first element of the 
noetic triad, the monads of the Forms, by which he meant to 
sxaenrou (sl'Soix;) athaxpiTov, not the Forms themselves, which would 
reside properly in the third element, Nous proper. See my Comm. 
ad loc.

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

What distinction Iamblichus made between the monad of the 
noetic world, and the first element 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.1 It does seem as though Iamblichus 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.2 In In  Tim. Fr. 34, however, we find the 
following statement by Iamblichus:

‘tt)v ovrwp ouffiav xal tov apy7]v xod Ta w/)Ta too xoap.00
7rapa§siYpexva, ov ys xaXoujxsv vo7)T&v xoo|j.ov, xal oaap aEriai; Tipoiu:- 
apxetv TiOsgsOa twv sv tt) cpucrei toxvtcov, Tairra toxvta 6 vov ^Tougevop 
0so<; §7)puoupYo<; sv evi ai>AXaP<i>v utp’ H ut ov

1 It  seems to me, for instance, that in the passage which Proclus quotes 
from Iamblichus’ essay ‘On the Speech of Zeus’ (In Tim. I 308, i8 ff .) we 
do in fact have a comprehensive description, replete with lamblichean 
epithets, of 6\i, Guf] and voui; as a triad of 'Fathers’ in the Intellectual Hebdo­
mad. See m y Comm, ad Tn Tim. Fr. 34, and Appendix A.

2 For all this see my article ‘ Plot. Enn. I l l ,  9 .1 ’, T A P A  roo.
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Proclus takes this as meaning that Iamblichus calls the whole 
intelligible realm the Demiurge (rcavra tov votjtov xoergov ¿noxoclsi 
SvjirioupYov, I 307, i7f.), 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. Nou; by itself, on this scheme, 
can only create the Intelligence of intelligent beings. It must be 
left to £coy) to create Life, and to ov 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 relation of The One to Being, he says:

to y<*P Qrcsp to [gy]] ov xal cruv tw ovTi xal ere! TaSe too ovto;, 
ox; £7U TfjQ uXy]q xal tt); mzpfaeooc, •

“ 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 gy) is to be deleted with Kroll, as absurd, era Ta8s, of course, 
has the signification ‘on this side’, ‘in our direction.’ )

In Comm.In Ale. Fr. 8 (ap. 01. In  Ale. n o ) we can see Iamblichus’ 
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’ 
(SpiguTepa). See my comm, ad loc.2

1 Ttav atriov xal Ttpo too aiTUXToO svepysi x a l ¡rer’ aoro TtXstovwv eaxlv UTtoaraTtxov.
2 One sees a curious prefiguring of this theory in the 3rd Cent., with 

Origen. In 11spl apxoiv I, 3(esp. Fr. 9 Koetschau) dealing with the Holy 
Spirit, he lays it down that the persons of the Trinity are arranged in such a 
w ay 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 H oly Spirit only to 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 seem a better candidate for Zoe’s position than 
the Soil. Not so, however, as Origen is presenting the Holy Spirit as the 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 (II 149, 25f. =  In 
Farm. Fr. 6A) that Iamblichus situated xà yévT) той ovtch; 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 Iamblichus discusses the relation 
of Intellect to the psychic realm.

In the exegesis of the passage Tim. 36C (ха! тfj хата таита sv 
таитй 7rep(.ayopsv7) xivyaei. 7tepi  ̂ айтаг; sÀaps), Iamblichus takes the 
motion here described not as referring to the Soul, as had his 
predecessors, but to Intellect.

Soul participates Intellect, xaOóaov sctt'i voepà, and through it 
is joined to the Divine Intellect. The Intellect which Soul partici­
pates is Participated or non-separable Intellect (voG<; ре0ехто<;, 
aycopiCTTOi;). It is a necessary intermediary between Soul and the 
'separate’ Intellect, voot; ^copiar6?, with which the Soul can have 
no direct contact. This is made clearer in Fr. 56,1 where the vou?

is depicted as enclosing the two Souls, while the parti­
cipated Intellect mingles with them and directs them, and is the 
intermediary through which Soul is united to the Demiurge. We see 
here again the three moments of any hypostasis in post-Plotinian me­
taphysics, (the third mome ntof Intellect, vou<; хата p£0eipv, is merely 
the second moment, vou<; psOaxTo?, considered as operating in Soul).

In fr. 5°  (ad Tim. 34B : eie, то péaov аитои 0гц, х.т.Л.)
we find Iamblichus interpreting the Soul described in this passage 
as the ¿paGexTOi; фи̂ у], ‘èi;7]p7]pév7] xaì Ù7repxóapioi; ха! а7иоЛито<; 
ха! TOxmv èvs ôuertà̂ ouera’ , a characteristically Iamblichean string 
of epithets. This Soul is set above all the souls in the cosmos as 
a monad (uirèp nà.a<xc, той; syxoupioix; w<; povaSoi; TSTaypévyp), 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 è^p^pévoi; jjpóvocf), which holds

1 ad Tim. 36C, 'xal tòv pèv тòv 8è èvrò  ̂¿7toteiTO t£ùv xuxXtov. ty)v pèv oSv
еНб) tpopàv tnt<f'l]\urst\i elvat тур raòroG zry 8è èoxòc тур батероъ’.

а In this transitive use of ‘participate’. I follow the precedent of Dodds 
(see p. 4 n. i 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 In  Tim. Frr. 62-68, of which 62, 63, 67 and 
68 are from Simplicius. Here we see Iamblichus concerned primar­
ily with the essence 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 Siaxodp^di,? 
which is the immanent agent of the ordering of the universe. In a 
phrase which caught the attention of Proclus (III, 30, 3off.) he de­
clares that it can be described as a ; not as vccTTopivyp, but as тат-
тешста, not as the ordered thing, but as the ordering force. He lays 
stress on its creation simultaneously with the heavens ((Siaxonpituv 
apia oupavov no lei. . .  Tim. 37D). Time proceeds not dbro ту); фи у̂); 
xiVTjWEUx; yj but ebro ту); ттроюистУ); obro vou Syjfnoupyou voepap
SuxxooyL-fjasMi;. 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, ov, фыу) and von; 
(all of which are encompassed by the Demiurge), are enumerated, 
albeit in a somewhat strained interpretation of the lemma Tim. 
38A. Fr. 64 describes in some detail how Time reflects Aeon, 
w'hose image (sixwv) in the extended world it is. Time, indeed, 
is the first, the highest image, since Aeon itself cannot be an image 
of the One, of which there can be no image. Frr. 67 and 68 add to 
this discussion of Time as an Image.1

Space

The discussion of Time raises the problem of Space, since Time 
operates in spatial extension. We know Iamblichus’ views on Space 
only from In  Tim. Fr. 90, from Book V of his Timaeus Commentary 
(preserved by Simplicius). Iamblichus seems to have declined 
to recognise any reference to physical space, or to the material 
world, before the introduction of the onobo'/j] in Tim. 48Eff.

Space, in its essence, is empupuy); той; (jcopiatnv. 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 odxia, apart from the Demiurgic plan. Iamblichus 
thus dismisses the theories of Space of Aristotle and the Atomists.

1 On Iamblichus’ doctrine of Time, sec S. Sam bursky and S. Pines, 
The Concept of Time in  Late Neoplatonism, The Israel Academy of Sciences and 
Humanities, Jerusalem  19 7J, 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? <ij> yj 8uvocfi.1v ocutov стсорсатоес85) TC0spcsvY) tyjv ocvê ouaocv 
та аырсатa xa'c ScspscSouaav xac 7tc7tTOVTa pcev aveyecpouaav 8ca- 
crxop7rĉ ovTa 8e auvayoucrav, <Tupt7tAY)pou(rav 8e аитаарса xa'c терcŝ oucyav 
TtavTâ oOsv. This is a description of Space as a Suvapcc; аа>рсато£с89)с;, 
(but not itself material), which maintains, separates and surrounds 
асорсата. ‘Тотгоф is not actually mentioned in the Timaeus until 
52A (y cyvopcsvov t s  ev tcvc то7гср) and I tentatively take fr. 90 as 
a comment on that passage.

The Individual Soul

Before leaving the psychic, or noetic realm, we must examine 
Iamblichus’ 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 Iamblichus 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. I 365, 7ff. Wachs.) 
concerns the nature of the Soul:

eccy'c Sy) tcvsc;, oc 7toc(tocv tyjv tolocutyjv oucy'cav орсосорсер?) xa'c tyjv 
auTYjv xal pccav aTtocpacvovTac, ax; xal ev otwouv auTY]; pcepec e lv a c  
та бЛос • xa'c TayaOov xac toxvtoc та 7греаритера yevr) аитт)р evcSpuoucrc 
xal sv 7tacycv ахтаитах; 7tavTa scvac aTtocpacvovTac, ocxecax; pcevToc хата 
tyjv aiiToiv oucycav ev ехасттоц. xa'c TauTYjc; tyj;  Soly/jp ¿«арсфссуру)ту)тах; 
pcev есутс NouptYjvcoc;, ou 7tavTY) 8s opcoAoyoupcsvax; IlAcoTivop, ¿агатах; 8e 
ev аитт) среретас ’АрсеЛсо;. Порфирсос; 8s svSoca^ec таре auTYjv, пу) pcev 
ScaTSTapcevax; аитг); a9caTapcevoc;, 7tyj 8s auvaxoAouOaiv аиту), ax; 7tapa- 
SoSsccTT) dvcoOev. хата 8yj TauTYjv vou xa'c Oewv xa'c tcov xpecrrovcov 
yevwv ouSsv Y) фи̂ У) ScEVYjvoxs хат а  y s  tyjv oAyjv ouacav.

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.) :

’ АЛЛа pcYjv yj ye  г р о ; таи т-yjv avOcuTapcsvY) 8o^a p i £ s c  pcev t Jjv 

ф и х ^ , атго vou ysvopcevrjv S s u T s p a v  x a 0 ’ S T s p a v  u r o a T a a c v ,  

to 8s pcsTa vou auTYjp s^YjyscTac ax; elpjpTY] pcsvov атго тои vou, рсЕта тои 

х а т ’ cScav ucpecrrYjxsvac аитотеЛсо;, )(a>pi£ei ^s auTYjv xa'c а т е  twv
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xpsiTTÓvcov ysvwv oXcov. ÍSiov 8s aÚTÍj t9]<; oiiaíai; opov a7ravsp,si. t̂toi, 
•to picrov t mv ¡j.spi.(TT¿>v xal áp.spíaro)v <twv ts awgaTixcov xal áxrw¡j.átwv 
ysv¿¡>v, r) to 7rXYjpti)[i,a twv xa0óXou Xóywv, r¡ tyjv fistá tá? ISsap; Ú7tY]ps<ríav 
T?j? Si)¡i.ioupyía?, r¡ t̂ov¡v map’ sauT̂ c; s/ouaav to í̂jv tyjv amó voo 
mposX0oÍj<Tav, 7̂ ty¡v au t¿5v ysvtov óXou too ovtwí; ovto? mpóoSov sí? 
úmoSsstTTspav oüaríav.

“ 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 accompanied 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, or 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 P y ­
thagoras, and of Aristotle and áp/oñoi toxvts;;, if one interprets 
their statements ¡j.st’ smorrnir¡(;. The long, Iamblichean, 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 thc Timaeus Commentary, an exegesis of Tim. 43CD 
(Pr. I l l  334, 3ff.). The point of dispute is as to whether any part 
of our soul remains áma0sc, xal áel vooüv. The protagonist of this 
view is named as Plotinus (cf. Enn. I l l  4, 3 ; IV, 1, 10.). Iamblichus 
enters upon an eloquent argument against him to demonstrate 
that no part of the Soul remains permanently in this state. One 
point is particularly worth quoting:

“ si 8Ó oTav to sv f][Aiv xpdfuoTov tsXsiov fj, xal to oXov Yjfxwv suSaipiov, 
tí xwXúsi xal vuv rjfxap; súSaígova^ slvai av0pa>moup; amavTap;, si to 
áxpÓTaTOV y)[xc5v áel vos 1 xal áel mpop; T0I5 6sioi  ̂ scttÍv ; sí pisv yáp ó 
voOp; TOUTO, ouSsv rnpoc; tyjv <jju/Y]v si 8s góptov ^û yji;, eijSaifxwv xal 
Y] XoimYj.”

“ 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 turned 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.1 Iam ­
blichus contends that if this hidden generator, so to speak, was 
continually humming away, how could we not feel the effects?

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. I 372). 
Here Plotinus and Amelius are on one side, and Porphyry on the 
other. Neither side, however, satisfies Iamblichus.

“ IIoTepov ouv tzolvom Toiv фи'/tov та аота epya аттотеХгРгоч, ¥j та 
glv t¿¿v oXcov теХесотера, та <5e tmv aXXcov c05 exairrai SisiXyj^aai 
ty)v 7rpoaY)xouc7av ёаитоа? Tacpiv;”

"D o all souls” , asks Iamblichus, “ accomplish the same acts, 
or are those of universal souls more perfect, while those of other 
souls correspond to the appropriate rank of which each partake?”

"x a i 7tou IlXoiTivoi; xai ’ApiXiOi; ¿та таитт^ einl ty)<; §6i;Y]p (¿vlots 
yap <oux> ¿>Q aXXajv ttjv pepitTTTjv тара tt)v oXyjv, giav Se ai>T7)v
npbc, sxeiv7)v eivai acpopi^ovTai.) • ¿>1; S’ av zmoi Порсрирьо?, TcaVTT) 
xe^topnjTai та v/jp окщ  фиу/ji; 7taP°'- Hjv gapirrr/jv ¿vspy/jgaTa.”

For Plotinus this can be documented from Enn. IV  3, 4. For 
Amelius, and for Porphyry’s contrary view, 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):

“yevoiTo $e xoiv аХХт) 86l;a oux атто(ЗХт)тор, 7) хата у 1щ  xai 
tmv фи̂ со\| aXXa gev та toiv 6X<uv 7ravTsXvj, aXXa Ss та twv Ositov фи^ыч 
a^pavTa xai aliXa, гтера Ss та tmv Saigovicov SpatJTYjpLa, та Se tmv

1 See Armstrong, Arch, of Intell. Univ. ch. V I, for a good survey.
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Y)pcnxcov pieyaXa, та 8s Ttov èv тоìp £a)oip xaì Toìp àv0pa>7roip 0vy)toeiSy) 
stai та аХХа (oaaÙTtop è'pya SiaipoupivY).”

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 (xev yàp fiiav xaì ty)v aÙTYjv 7ravTayou фоу/jv SiaTsivovTsp i) toi 
ysvEi г) e’i'Sei, wp Soxeì IlXcmva). у] xaì api0pa>, ax; vsavisósTai oòx 
òXiyàxip ’ApiXiop, sivai aÙT7)v spoùaiv атор ÈvEpyEÌv.

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

“ oi S’ à(7<paXé(7T£pov toutiov StaTaTTÓpisvoi xaì 7tpoó8oup тсрытар 
xal ScuTÉpap xaì TpÌTap oÙotcùv тт]р фор)? Sucyupi^ópisvoi Ttpoycopsiv 
sip то 7гростео, oìoup av Tip 0eÌy) тоир xaivtop ptèv ¿TOaicrmp Sè àvTi- 
XappavopÉvovp t&v Xóycov, та pèv tcùv oXojv фи'/ол xaì OeÌojv xaì àùXojv 
èvepyTjpaTa spouaiv oStoi 7ràvT<op Svj7rou xaì zie, oùaiav ¿ttoteXeutSv. 
та Se twv pspiaTtov xpaToupivwv sv Évi eì'Sei xaì Siaipoofiivwv тор! 
Tot? acofxaaiv oùSapiùg auyympYjaouaLV eù0ùp sivai таО0’ атор svEpyouai.

“ 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 one single form and divided out among bodies, are 
immediately identical with their acts.”

If one penetrates the jargon here, it will become apparent that 
Iamblichus’ 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 xaì sip oùaiav aTOyreXsuTav), whereas in the case of human 
souls, their acts extend outwards and are not identical with their 
essences.1

1 In Stob. 373, i3 f . he speaks of the acts of (human) souls as being like the 
putting forth of fruit by plants (ioiy.ivai xrx(c tcov xap 7rw v  a7toYEvv7)<remv) i.e. 
e parable from their essences.
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This has some bearing on Iamblichus’ interpretation of the 
Return to the Mixing-bowl in Tim. 4 1D  {In Tim. Fr. 82). For 
him, the mixing-bowl is ^moyovop np atria, putting forth creative 
Xoyoi which penetrate all of life and all the orders of souls (фи/ixal 
таЕ,гц). These “ allot to each soul within its proper sphere suitable 
measures of coherence (¡гетра тт]<; a u v o -тгретата), 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 
(npooSo<;) 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 ¡гетра тщ auvoyij<; 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 7rpooSoc, from the 
Bowl, which seem to connect us with the passage from the De A nima.

We can see from In  Tim. Fr. 83 (III 257, 24ff.) that Iamblichus 
was noted for allotting a transcendent superiority (ŝ 7)py](rsvy] 
¿тароут)) 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. 
Horn. sect. 51, p. 1 17  Matthaei). The question here concerns inter­
change between, and therefore the essential homogeneity of, the 
souls of men and of irrational animals.

“ Kpoviop ¡rev yap ev тф llspl 7raXiyyeveeria<; (оиты 8e xaXei xijv 
(rsTEVCTO(raT(jL)CTt.v), Xoyixap тсаегар elvai (BouXsTat.- opoiax; 8e xal ©soSopoi; 
6 ПХатотхсх; sv тф "On 4 фоут] 7iavTa та sISt) ean, xal Пор<рирю<; 
opioiciN; • Td(i(3Xiyo<; 8£ t/]v evavnav тоитоц Spapuov, хат’ el8o<; (uuv 
фиу?)<; sI8o<; elvai Xsyei, ^youv, el'S-/) Siatpopa. yeypa7TTai youv аитф 
¡lovofkpXov enypatpov, "On oux oot’ avOpamaw el<; £фа aXoya, ouSe 
ато aXoycov si? сЬ0ры7тои<; al [¿етечоы̂ хтыагк; yivovrat, aXXa
dbto l(w(ov sic, £фа, xal airo avOpamov sic, dv0pd)7rou?.”

Iamblichus is here figured by Nemesius as opposing Cronius, 
Theodoros (of Asine),1 and Porphyry in the matter of the homo­

1 We m ay note that Iamblichus cannot, if we preserve the chronology, 
have contradicted Theodoros, who wrote somewhat after him. W hat 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.* 1

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 Elements of Theology 
(p. x x ) :

“ 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 seem fantastic 
and almost impious: not by the effort of his own brain and 
will can so mean a creature as man attain the distant goal 
of ‘unification’.”

This is very much the spirit which informs Fr. 88 of the Timaeus 
Commentary. Iamblichus 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:

'r a u T a  y a p  a y v w aT a  Y]p.D UTcap'/ei. xou otl p lv  r a o  0e<nv ucpecTY]xe 
TtavTa, etc, T7)v ayaGoTijra a u rw v  a7roPAe7TOVTe<; x a l  ttjv Suvapuv S ia rsi.-  
v o p e 0 a , 7rwi; &e exelOev 7cp6et,cxt.v, Tjpeig y iy v ax jx e iv  0117 o lo t r e  s a p s v . 
a tT iov  &e, oti to 7cpovosl’v x a l  to yevvav e^ a ip e ro v  e a r i T7)<; 0eia<; U7rdpi;ew<; 
ayvcociTov iucepo^YjV.’

Pious sentiments indeed! This attitude must provide a fertile 
ground for theurgy. Dodds in the same passage quotes a passage 
of the De Mysteriis (II, 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 Iamblichus contradicted Amelius, 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.

1 It  is also Chaldaean doctrine that there is no metempsychosis into ani­
mals (Or. Chald. Fr. 160 Des Places), and this doubtless influenced Iam bli­
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 whicli are intelligible 
only to the gods.”

The Vehicle (6)(7][ia) of the Soul

The history of this concept has been adequately set out by 
Dodds, Elements of Theology, App. II, pp. 3 i3ff., and I will not go 
into the subject here.1 2 The composition and fate of the oxv]p.a 
was a point of dispute between Iamblichus and his predecessors, 
particularly Porphyry. I 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 some way within 
the cosmos, following in this, it would seem, Chaldaean doctrine.

Nature and Matter

These subjects are touched on only incidentally in the surviving 
fragments of the Commentaries. Iamblichus 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 evil World-Soul. He does, however, have a strong 
sense of the power of Fate (eifrappivr)), which is in fact the power 
of the material world (eputn<;) 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.3 
Although his view of the power of the Soul is less optimistic than 
that of Plotinus or Porphyry, he grants Fate power only over the 
second soul (the 6x^jra), and recognises that the pure soul may 
free itself by the practice of theurgy.

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

1 See also R. C. Kissling, ‘The O XHM A — IIN E Y M A  of the Neoplatonists 
and the De Insomniis of Synesius of Cyrene.’ A JP  43 (1922) pp. 318ft’.

2 Fragments in Stobaeus, I, 80, II  173ft. Wachs.
3 V III  7, and X  5. Cf. also In  Phaedr. Fr. 6A.
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of the One.1 In In  Tim. Fr. 9 we find a reference to the power of 
Matter to introduce eTEpoTYji; into the Xoyoi:

'. . . x a i o i a u T o l X oyo 1 7to<jy ]v e^aXXayrjv emcpaivoocnv, . . . zayu^atc, 
Iv  uXr) ycyovoTzc, x a i a 5 rap l tyjv uXyjv psTa ty)<; 6(i.o i6 ty]to ? 7rap7r6XXY]v 

T7]v sTspoTYj-ra SeixvovTS?.’

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 erepoty]? and 
multiplicity was characteristic only of the sublunary sphere. The 
most that Iamblichus will grant is that some forms in the cosmos 
‘rejoice in sameness’ (toc pcv xwv eiSwv tocutotyjti '/a-1 Pel araeisi).
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. Fr. 74 that Iamblichus 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 2 of Gods into (1) lyxocrpioi 
and uTOpxoopioi, (2) of the u7cspxoapioi a threefold division into 
those who make the ooaia, the vou? and the ° f  Gods, and
(3) of the lyxocrpica, a fourfold division into oi tooouvts? (tov xocrpov), 
oi !y'uy_oijv"c, oi apposovrec and oi ippoupoovrê  3 and Proclus’ division 
in props. 15 1-9  of E T  of the classes of gods into to rcarpixov, to 
yevvYjTixov, to TeXecnoupyov, and to qjpoopYjTixov, 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 Iam­
blichus. I suspect that the systematic formulation of the theory 
of different manifestations of the same god at successive levels of

1 The cosmic Evav-ritoaii; goes all the way up to yj ¡xeto: to 8ua<;, In  Tim Fr. 
7 -

2 De Diis et Mundo, ch. VI.
3 Sallustius actually uses verbal phrases (oi piv sivoci Trotoucrt tov xoctjxov, etc.) 

but I 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 Iamblichus, 
but Iamblichus seems at least to have envisaged certain gods, 
such as Asclepius, as being emanations of certain others, such as 
Apollo (In Tim. Fr. 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 Tim. Fr. 16). As a background to that, 
I will give an account of Iamblichus’ doctrine on daemons in the 
De Mysteriis.

We are introduced in De Myst. I, 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, the lowest by ‘pure’ souls (^u^ai a^pavTot). Between the 
ocxpa are two 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, I3 ff .) ; they also serve to pass 
on the graces in which they participate to the classes of being 
below them (‘Tcapê ouaocv S’ auT/)v acpOovcoi; tol<; ¡xsQ’ eauT/)v ysvscu 
xal St,a7Top0[jieuouaav’ , with a reminiscence of the Sympo­
sium 202E).

“ These median classes (daemons and heroes) fill out the common 
bond (tov xoivov auvSeagov) 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 (tcov oAmv)” 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 Mysteriis, as in the Timaeus-Commentary, heresies of 
Porphyry are being combated. Porphyry, in framing his questions, 
has failed to distinguish properly between the ouaicn, Suvapieu; and 
evspYsiou of the superior beings (I 4 :j j ). He erroneously tries 
to introduce a distinction between those which are subject to 
passions (epmaQs?) and those which are not (anaOs<;) (I, 10 :34  
which ‘Abammon’ rejects. To none of the xpehrova yevv], he main­
tains, can either of those terms be properly applied; they are above 
such distinctions.

4
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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 of 7c6XXol twv (piXocyotpwv) defines gods as v6e<; 

xa0apoi, daemons as voG pistô ol and tyuyj.y.oi (45, ioff.), 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 pioipaç Tivàç piepicyTaç tou xocypiou xaTaTsivapiEvoi TaÛTaç 
xaTsu0ftvoucyiv’ — their powers are essentially partial. Further (64) 
TO fISV 0EIOV ECiTlV 7)YE[X0VI,X0V xod 7TpOlffTapLEVOV T7)Ç Èv toïç often. 
Staxa^Ewç, S iaxovixàv 8È to Saipioviov xal 7rapa8EYopisvov a7rsp 
av rcapaYYEÎXwen.v ol 0sol 7cpo0ftpiw<;, auTOupYia te YP^p-evov 7cspl 
cbv ol 0eoI vooGcyi t s  xal floGXovTai xal srciTaTTOuciiv.

At the beginning of Book II, daemons are distinguished from 
heroes, according to oftcy'ia, Suva pue; and svspYsia (67).

“ I say then that daemons are produced by reason of the gener­
ative and demiurgic powers of the gods (x a x à  t àç Ysw/jTixàç x a l  

S-rçpuoupYixàç; t ô v  0ewv Suvàpisiç) in the furthest extremity of their 
procession and of their ultimate divisions (twv scy/axwv SiapiEpicypiwv) ; 

heroes, by reason of the principles of Life in the divine beings 
(x a x à  toùç ty)ç Çwîjç èv toïç Osioiç Aoyouç) and the primal and perfect 
degrees of souls take them as their end and cause of division (?) 
(¿TOTEXEUTav cuz aftxwv x a l  a7copispi^Ecy0ai)” .

The ouata (67, 10) of daemons is a7cspYaaTixY] xal t% xa0’ IxaaTov 
twv YiYvoy.év(ùv èniGTCuaiaç,, while that of heroes is Çwtlxt) xal Xoylxyj 

xal ^o^wv •/¡Yspiovi.xT).
The Suvâpieiç; (67, 1 5 )  of daemons are yoviy-oi, sTci.cyTaTi.xai te 

Tvjç cpûaEwç; xal toG cyuvSécypiou twv ^ uy,mv sip t «  awpiaxa; those of 
heroes are Çwo7roioi, -/¡YspLovixal twv àv0pw7cwv, ^z 'jz g z ^ ç, à7roXsXupiÉvai.

The EvspYecai. (68, 3) of daemons are piaXXov 7cEp1.xocypLi.01., SiaTsi- 
voucyai £7cl 7cXslov èv tolç aceotsXou[j.Évolç ucp’ sauxwv, those of heroes 
are E7c’ è'XaTTOv pisv SiYjxoucyai, 7capà 8è tyjv twv ijju^wv SiaTaÇiv È7u- 

axpstpopiEvai. I

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 (II 2:68, 8ff.) with an analysis of the nature of 
фи/а! axpavToi, 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 
хат’ olKKolq appoviat; oueutov xai 8uvap.s<nv 7) xaQ’ o'iat; Saipovst; ts xai 
yjpwsi; тро<; аитсяк; ctuvstAsxovto. They are deficient to these latter 
in eternity of uniform life (to aiSiov ty)<; opoiat; £ыт)<;), but on the 
other hand can ascend сЬытеры, even to the rank of angel (im 
psi^ova Ta îv, ttjv ayysXi.xY)v)> 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 varieties 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: 4 i to yvcopiapa бгоо rcapouaiat; rj ayyekoo y) 
apX«-YY^0U 1 Salp-ovoi; rj tivo<; ap/ovTOt; y) фиyj\c,’ . But of course 
Iamblichus 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 (71) is: gods, archangels, angels, 
daemons (in a new four-fold grouping), heroes, sublunary archons 
(or cosmocrators), hylic archons,1 souls. What seems to have 
taken place is a further unveiling of [j.s<toty]ts<;, between gods and 
daemons on the one hand, and between heroes and souls on the 
other.

At the beginning of II, 5 (79, 7 ff.), we get a useful summary of 
the activities proper to each class of being: 1

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, 4 ff.): the sublunary (whom he also called riYep.ovt.xoi) xa utto a s Xrjvrjv 
ffTOt^sta (Siotxouat); the hylic (SvuXoc) xfjt; GXr)t; (Ttposaxfixafft). A  dualistic 
element threatens here, as the evuXoi apxovx&; 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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xal [r/iv то Ys airoxaOapTtxov Taiv t£Xsov giv ecm.v ev тоТр
0soip, ev 8 s тснр архаууеХо1р avaYwyov' aYYÊ ot 8s Xuoum govov twv 
Ssagaiv тт)р uX^p, Saigovsp S’ sip r ip  (puaiv xa0EXxouari,v • -yjpWEp 8e 
xaTayouaiv sip tt)v smgEXEiav т ш  aWbyraiv e’pywv ap^ovTsp 8’ t̂tol 
tt]v 7rpo(JTa(7iav t&v 7TEpi.xo(7[jiicov 4 T7)v Tcov evuXcov E7UCTTaaiaV SYXeL'  
pi^oucn., фи/а! 8’ sm<pai.v6g£vai xaraTEivouai тссор srcl ттр y h za w .

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 Iam­
blichus’ philosophy which is both coherent and comprehensive. 
It is these classes of being which Iamblichus made the subject 
of Hyp. I l l  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 2 3 4

(1) The doctrine of unparticipated (ag£0EXTa, ¿^npijg£va) 
terms. Cf. In  Tim. fr. 60: Selv g4 aOpoav ywEcyOat ттр gSTapaatv 
oino twv e?YjpTjij.ev<A>v ettl та gsTEyovTa, aXXa glcrap Eivai тар ctuvte- 

Taygevap то!р gsTsyoumv ouaiap. To this we may add the whole 
doctrine of moments within an hypostasis.

(2) The doctrine of аиОшгосгтата, 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. II  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 Eternity, 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 be best documented 
from the De Anima; see above, on The Individual Soul.

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

(7) The Denial That any part of the Soul remains “ Above” . This 
is the issue in In  Tim. 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 1 
does cover it at some length, though with certain hostile prejudices. 
Mau, in PW, deals with it rather sketchily. Praechter 2 deals well 
with Iamblichus’ relation to Porphyry, but his concern is primarily 
with Iamblichus’ proper place in the development 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 docs not, inevitably, 
probe the depths of the subject.3

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

1 Phil. d. Gr. I l l 2 pp. 613-646.
2 ‘ Richtungen und Schulen’, esp. pp. 1 34tf.
3 See now also the excellent account in R . T. Wallis, Neoplatonism, Ch. 4. 

Duckworth, 1972.



CHAPTER T H R E E

TH E IAM BLICH EAN COMMENTARY 

The Procline Format

In coming to a decision on the general form and scope of Iam- 
blichus’ commentaries, I find myself in agreement with A. R. 
Sodano, in the introduction to his collection of the fragments of 
Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus.1 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 cases, when they seem 
to put something particularly well. In the case of his references 
to Porphyry, Iamblichus, and Syrianus 2 it is frequently obvious 
that they are commenting on the same lemma as he is himself; 
occasionally we can see 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 xeçàXociov and its lack of doxography.3

In the case of what I believe to be his innovation in dividing 
a traditional Book III  (dealing with Tim. 3 1B  owfiaTosiSèç Sè 
87) . . . to 40E . . . >cai XeyéaQ«) into two (his Books I II  and IV),

1 P orphyrii In  Platonis Timaeum Commentariorum Fragmenta, collegit et 
disposuit À. R . Sodano, Napoli, A.D. M CM LXIV.

2 I 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 e.g. I 32, 2off. (on 17C) ; I 328, i2 ff. (on 2qff.) 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 rcpooipiov. We can see 1 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 IV, therefore, is most significant. The importance of this 
for Iamblichus’ 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)2 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- 
tetumz and Calcidius In  Timaeum.4 5 I believe Calcidius’s surviving 
commentary to be a good example of one type of Middle Platonic 
commentary. He chooses topics 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 see 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. I 204, 17  
(v. Fr. 25) that Sevents too began his commentary at least after 
27C; we find Calvisius Taurus (ap. Philop. De Aet. Mundi, p. 520 
4ff. Rabe) commenting on aMpaxoeiSèt; Syj x .t .X. 3 1B , in the ‘first 
Book of his Commentaries on the Timaeus’ 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.3 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 Iamblichus), In  Tim. frr. j, 
26, 74.

2 Of 85 frr. from Proclus, I have counted 32 in which Iamblichus is noted 
as referring to Porphyry; in 25 cases he is attacking him, while in only 7 is he 
in agreement with him.

3 Ed. Diels-Schubart, Berliner Klassikertexte, Heft II , 1905.
4 Ed. J .  H. Waszink, Plato Latìnus Voi. IV . The Warburg Institute. 1962.
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 Ilepl x£iv Souptóvcov (Cf. Porphyry, 
V.Plot. 3, and Lewy, Chald. Or. Exc. X I), or simply with oral expositions 
reported by Longinus or Porphyry.
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of the Soul in the Timaeus.’ Atticus, 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 3 1 C.

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 2nd 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 oxotzoc;, 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.1 
I give the relevant texts in the Commentary on In  Tim. Fr. 1, 
whither I 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 für K arl Robert, Berlin 19 10, an essay to which every student of Iam bli­
chus must stand indebted.

2 It  is plain from the Anon. In  Theaet. that Middle Platonists formulated 
the subject of each dialogue. Some of the Platonists, says our author, consider­
ed that the dialogue was about the xpi-nrjpiov, (2, n ) ,  others considered it
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this canon of criticism. Porphyry comments ¡j.spix<í)Tspov, he him­
self O/.'.XOjTSpOV or S7I07ITI,X CjTepO V . * 1

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).2 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 Iamblichean 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 Iamblichus’ philosophical position 
and vocabulary than is the case at present.

Nature of Proclus’ Quotations

Proclus, unlike, for example, Simplicius or Philoponus,3 does 
not feel obliged to give verbatim 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,4 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 l7ucjTf)¡i/r¡ (2, 32). Our author accepts these latter, with the 
qualification that it is the oucria, not the üXï], of ém(yxr\[ir¡ 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 e.g. Tim. 24AB, cf. Iambi, fr. 16 ; Tim. (28C-29A), Iambi, fr. 35.
3 e.g. (as regards authors relevant to us) frr. 62, 63, 67, 69, 90 of the 

Timaeus Comm, (from Simplicius), and frr. X X X IV , X X X V , X X X V II I ,  
X L V II, X L IX , L V III , L IX , L X  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.



58 INTRODUCTION

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 90 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 
yap, 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 yap 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 yap, 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 in 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, I 
will take three passages to serve as paradigms.

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

After the initial passage, in which Iamblichus 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:

st yap  ap^ovTai 7tote t i)<; xX^paxTSWi;, x a l  7r a u o i v T ’ a v  7tots.' to 

y a p  rrapapiSTpoupievov oarav toioutov e u t i v  x .t .X.

The setting out of the oaropia continues in this way for some
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ten lines (to 145, ig), and is then picked up by ‘raika 84 SiaTcopïjaaç 
sTciXiiexai Xéycov . . 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 (11. 24ft. ), which merely expands on 
Iamblichus’ solution, and that, I feel, is why we have toioutov 

èariv, rather than toioutov sivai.

2. Fragment 54 (II 240, 4ft.)

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

o [lèv yàp Oeïoç Tà[ipXiyoç ‘avw’ 7rou ‘p.£T£Wpo7i:oXeL’ xai ‘xàtpavîj 
ptepipwa’, TYjv re piav xa'1 ^  auxï)ç TrposXOoéaaç 860.

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

nixoyjç yàp xà ŝcoç 4 àp.é0£xxoç Yjystxai fxovàç npo x&v [i.£T£̂ o[i.évwv, 
xai scttiv oîxeïoç àpi0p.àç xoïç àpisBsxxoïç xai <7up.<pi)Y)<;, xai ¿to xoti 
évoç 7] Sudcç, coanep £7r’ aùxwv xcov 0eüv.

This is a formulation of which Proclus thoroughly approves. 
He states it in proposition 21 of the Elements of Theology. uSaa 

a7ro [xovâSoç ap/opisvv) uposidiv eiç 7rX9)0o<; tï) qovaSi aûcxxoïyov. 
Why, then, could this not be Proclus’ own contribution to the 
argument here? First of all, it would leave Iamblichus without 
any defence of his own position; this we could tolerate, but, much 
more fatally for the theory, the text continues :

“ xai o5v xai 0 TifAaioç” , <p7)ai (sc. Iamblichus),“ . . .  ty)v SuaSa 
uapàyei octt’ aùxrjç •”  making clear that it is Iamblichus’ explanation 
with which we are involved. This in turn is continued by ‘4 p.èv 
yàp ayiaiç xtjv SvjpuoupyixYjv 84X01 Siaipsaiv, x.x.X.

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  (I 152, 28ft.)

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 Iamblichus’ objection to Porphyry is 
introduced by yap and Indirect Speech—‘outs yap tou? apyayysXou? 
fjE,itoaOai 7tou imo IIXoctcovoi; . . .’ . 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 yap with Direct Speech attributed 
(correctly, in my view) to Porphyry in his Frs. I, III, IV, VII, 
V III, X V I, X X I  et al.1 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. I stop short, however, of claiming 
any of Proclus’ quotations as Iamblichus’ ipsissima verba. The 
matter is not of primary importance, as Iamblichus was not, on 
Eunapius’ admission,2 much of a Greek prose stylist; what we 
need to be sure of is his theories and his philosophical vocabulary, 
and in these matters I feel that we can trust Proclus. If he says 
that Iamblichus made such and such an identification, using such 
and such technical terms, then we may, I feel, claim this as evidence 
for what Iamblichus thought and said.

The Quotations from Simplicius

As I have mentioned above, our second source for Iamblichus’ 
Commentary on the Timaeus is Simplicius, in his Commentary on

1 Note also a continuative youv in Fr. II , an explanation oi Longinus’ given 
without approval by Porphyry with yap and Ind. Speech in Fr. IX , and 
Porphyry reported without approval by Proclus in Ind. Speech introduced 
by yap in Fr. X X I I I .

2 Eunapius, VP  458: oute yap eip acppo8ixY)V auxou xal yaptv T“  Xeyopisva 
ftsfiotmea, oute e/ ei XEUx6x7]Ta xiva xal Tip xa0ap£> xaXXc07ti^ETai- ou p.Y)V ou8£ 
aaaiprj raxvTEXcog xuy/ivEt, ou8£ xaxa xr]v Xl^tv 7][xapT7]ji.Eva, aXX’ ¿oa7tEp eXeve 
7rcpl HEvoxpaxou? 6 IlXarcov, xat? EppatxaTi; ou x£0uxat Xapiaiv.
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Aristotle’s Physics}  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 90). A fifth, fr. 62, occurs in the body 
of the commentary, ad Phys. IV  218a 3 iff. The sixth is a testimonium 
(fr. 89) from his commentary on the De Anima, p. 133, 3 iff. 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): 
0 8s Tap.pXi.xoi sv t£> oySow xov ziq Tipaiov uTOpvrjpaTwv xai Taura 
Trpoi; ty)v 8o^av sTr^yaysv •

Fr. 63 is introduced (793,23): irpoaxsiaOa) 8s xai ra arco tcov 
zIq Tipaiov {mopvrjpaTcov. sv toIvuv tu oySoco pi.pXia> .. . 7xapa8i8coeu . . . 
Xsysi 8s xai sv tm c xs<paXai<o Taura-

Fr. 67 (just below) is introduced by:
‘apa 8s Txspi rourou . . . sv tw 1 xs<paXaico raSs ysypacps •’

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 see, from the passages themselves, 
that they are comments on 37U (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 seem to discern that Iamblichus’ 
Commentary was somewhat briefer than that of Proclus. Proclus 
has four xs9aXaia between 37D and 38BC, as against three of 
Iamblichus’ (xs<p. 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. Iamblichus’ 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. 90) concerns Space, and is from the 2nd xeipaXaiov 1

1 Ed. Diels, CAG Vol. IX  Berlin M D C C C L X X X I1.
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of Iamblichus’ 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 (11. 15-16) 
“ xai M(T7X£p TOV ^povov S7XS!,pa0Y)[I.SV OplÔDY] 7TpO<; T7)V §7)pU0l)p- 
yiav a7xo§ouvai,, outco xai tov totov l^yjysLtrBai.”

One cannot progress from an Eighth Book to a Fifth Book. There 
is, admittedly, an embarrassing textual variation: for sv xu s' 
(Epxico xwv sic; Tijxaiov u7xo[tvy)p.aTMv, the Ms. E  has sv x£i (.s' (Epxiw. 
This would destroy our argument. Diels, however, does not accept 
this variation, and I feel that he is right. The is arises, I feel, 
either from a wrong division of TO IEBIBA IO I 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 I incline to the former, as being simpler.

What, then, are we to do with ev tco oySoco (Epxico? It is, after 
all, twice mentioned. I think we can see, from the writing of to 
e' (Epxico, that there was a stage when the former reference was 
written sv xm 7)' pipxico. My suggestion is simply that 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 Iamblichus’ 
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 ixpooipuov marks it out as peculiar.1 
The sixth xs<p. of Iamblichus’ Book Three is the second xscp. of 
Proclus’ Book Four, and Iamblichus’ 10th xe«p. is Proclus’ 7th. 
I suggest that Iamblichus’ Book I I I  comprised Proclus’ Books 
I I I  and IV , while Iamblichus’ Book V (xscp. 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 50 C.

It seems to me that we have no way of deciding whether Iam­
blichus commented on the whole dialogue. It seems 3 that Proclus

1 See Festugiere, Proclus: Commentaire sur le Timie, Vol. I l l  p. 7, who 
discerns that Proclus’ Books I I I  and IV  are one continuous whole.

2 De Aet. M undi, 1 1 ,  1 1 ,  p. 364 Rabe—quoted at the end of Diehl’s edition 
of Proclus, In  Tim.

3 Festugiere, op, cit. Vol. I, pp. io - n .  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 dialogue 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 4 1E  (III 272, i6ff. Diehl; Sodano 
Fr. L X X X I) , and we have no other clear evidence that he went 
further. As for Iamblichus, 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 seem to carry us to 52A, 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 
Timaeus 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 seems 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 phrase 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 praxeis, each 
of which may have represented a lecture of an hour or so. The 
subject-matter of each praxis covers approximately one Stephanus

63

revealed a translation of Proclus’ Comin. on Tim. 89K4-90C7, 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. Festugiere 1 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 lexis—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 aporiai on the text, or on Proclus’ interpretation thereof, 
and then answering them. His references to Iamblichus present 
problems. First, 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 Iamblichus, 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

1 M us. H elv. X X  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’ . Indeed, 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 I have had a serious doubt that a reference is in 
fact to a Commentary, I 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. When a full collection 
is made of the fragments of Iamblichus, 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.1 2 Olympiodorus quotes indepen­
dently of Proclus from his Commentary on the Alcibiades,2 and 
Simplicius gives us many valuable quotations from a number of 
his Commentaries on Plato and Aristotle.3 4 Philoponus ignores 
him, while quoting Porphyry, in the De Aet. Mundi, although 
he wrote a treatise against his IIspl ’AyaApiaTtuv (Photius, Bibl. 
cod. 215). Lydus seems to be using Iamblichus’ IIspl 0swv, his 
IIspl xa068ou and his Commentary on the Chaldaean Oracles,
but thereafter only his exoteric works survive, even to our own 
day, along with the De MysteriisA Sodano 5 6 has shown that Psellus 
and the Byzantine scholars after him knew neither Iamblichus’ 
nor Porphyry’s commentaries at first hand, but relied on Proclus

1 Damascius, Dub. et Sol. passim. See Ruelle’s Index.
2 Olympiodorus, In  Ale. See Westerink's Index.
3 See references in Intro. Sect. 1 :  Works.
4 Johannes Stobaeus is acquainted with his De Anim a and with his Letters,

for both of which works he is our only source. These may have survived 
somewhat longer than the Commentaries.

6 Op. cit. Intro, p. X . ff.

5
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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.
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ED ITIO N S

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 seemed 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 Aristotelem Graeca (CAG) 
edition of Diels, the latter of which, however, I found to require 
emendation (see In  Tim. Fr. 63). For Damascius Dub. et Sol., 
on the other hand, the edition of Ruelle is very slipshod, and 
requires supplanting,1 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 16 18  is finally 
being rectified by the excellent Bude 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.2.

The texts used, then, are as follows:

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

In Phaedonem:
Olympiodorus, In  Platonis Phaedonem Commentaria, ed. W. 
Norvin, Teubner, 19 13.

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

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

1 A new edition in the Bud6 series, by Me. Galperine is now announced.
2 This has now been supplied by C. Zintzen, in a reprint of this edition by 

Olms, 19 71.
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Couvreur. Bibliothèque de l’École des Hautes Études: Sciences 
Historiques et Philologiques, Vol. 133, 1901. (repr. Olms, 1971), 

Proclus, In  Platonis Theologiam Libri Sex, ed. Aemilius Portus. 
Hamburg and Frankfurt am Main, 1618.

In Philebum :
Damascius, Lectures on the Philebus, ed. L. G. Westerink. North- 
Holland Publishing Co., 1959.

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

In  Parmenidem :
Syrianus, In  Metaphysica Commentaria, ed. W. Kroli, CAG VI: 
i, 1902.
Proclus, Opera inedita, ed. Victor Cousin, 2nd Ed. Paris 1864 
pp. 617-1258.
Damascius, Dubitationes et Solutiones de Primis Principiis, ed. 
C. A. Ruelle, 2 vols. Klinksieck, Paris 1889.

The following translations I have found helpful in varying 
degrees:

In Alcibiadem'.
O’ Neill, W. Proclus, Alcibiades I :  A Translation and Commentary. 
Nijhoff, The Hague, 1965.

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

In  Parmenidem :
Chaignet, A. Ed., Damascius le Diadoque, Problèmes et Solutions 
touchant les premiers Principes, 3 vols. Leroux, Paris, 1898.
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SIG LA

Proclus, In  Alcibiadem.
N Neapolitanus I I I  E  17 , saec. X I I/ X IV
M Marcianus gr. 190, saec. X IV
R  Laurentianus 85, 5, a. 1489

Olympiodorus, In  Alcibiadem  
M Marcianus gr. 196 c. 900 A .D .

Olympiodorus, In  Phaedonem
M Marcianus gr. 196, c. 900 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. X I - X I I  
W codex Vindobonensis, et scholia Vindobonensia, saec. X  (?)

Hermeias, In  Phaedrum
A  Parisinus gr. 1810, saec. X I I I  exeuntis
A a manus secunda, saec. X V I-X V II
M Monacensis 1 1 ,  saec. X V I

Damascius, In  Philebum  
N0 variants.

Proclus, In  Timaeum
C Coislianus 322, saec. X I / X I I
M Marcianus 195, saec. X IV  exeuntis
P  (olim F) Parisinus 1840, saec. X V I 
N Neapolitanus Borbonicus I I I  D 28, a. 13 14
R  Riccardianus 24, saec. X IV  incipientis
Q (olim P) Parisinus suppi, gr. 666, saec. X IV  
£  recensio vulgata (A: Monacensis 382

(b: editio Basileensis a. 1534 
S Schneider, qui edidit a. 1847 Vratislaviae
t  Taylor, qui vertit in linguam Anglorum a. 1820 Londinii

Simplicius, In  Physica
E  Marcianus 229, saec. X I I I  exeuntis
F  Marcianus 227 saec. X I I I
a editio Aldina, 1526.

Syrianus, In  Metaph.
C Parisinus Coislinianus 16 1, saec. X IV
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Proclus, In  Parmenidem
Parisinus gr. 18 10 , saec. X I I I  exeuntis 
Parisinus gr. 1836 
Parisinus gr. 1835 
Parisinus gr. 1837

amascius, Dubitationes et Solutiones
Marcianus 246, saec. X  ineuntis.
Parisinus 1989, saec. X V -X V I
Hamburgensis philos. I, olim Lucae Holstenii, saec. X V I 
Monacensis 5, olim 243, saec. X V I

(B, F  and E  are in fact of no independent authority)
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Fr. i

Proci., In Ale. I l ,  12 Creuz.

nPOOIMION

xal ¡101 Soxeï xal 8ià tgo>ty)v tyjv alvlav о 0£Ïop TajißXtyop tyjv TipWTYjv 
аиты SiSovai toĉ iv sv toïç Ssxa SiaXoyoïç sv oïç oïsTai. ty)v oXyjv той 
IIXocTcovop 7rspis;(s(70at cptXoaocpiav, cocursp sv сттер[1ат1 тоотср Tvjç 
<TUfj.7i:àaY)ç sxsivwv 8is!;68ou 7tposiXY][ipisvY)Ç.

Fr. 2

Prod., In  Ale. 13, 17

'E x S tV O Ç  8 y] OUV Ô TpO TO Ç  TYJÇ TOU S ia X o y O U  TO[IY]Ç S JIO iy S  8 0 X S Ï 7tOCVTWV

stvai твХвытатор, ov xal ô qxXoaocpoç Ta[ißXi,yop svsxpwsv, о ¿t:’ aÙTÜv 
ôpjitûjisvoç TÜv 7rpay[iaT<ov xal auvàycov elç Tpla xscpàXaia tyjv oXyjv 
olxovopiav too ouyypajipiaToç xal тгрор таита àva<pspc>)v тар ts ctuXXo- 

5 yicmxaç ¡is0o8ouç xal тар XsxTixàç ¡isTaysiplcrsip. Seïyàp ¿si та SsÛTSpa 
xal та  ôpyavLxà tcov upcoTcov xal xuplwv ¡ispeov ¿VTsysa0ai, xàxsivcov 
saToyaaiisvcoç 7rapa8i8oa0ai,. т:йр oùv cpaplv tov StaXoyov sip та  upoosyr) 
xal хирьытата ¡ispv) SiaipelrrOai,; 7rüp 8s аХХыр Y) ètcsiSy) ctxotoç ¡isv 
scttlv аЗты tyjv oualav sxcpvjvai too ¿vOpwTcou xal 57шттрвфа1 тгрор 

о èaoTov sxaoTOV Yjfiwv ¿то tyjç sip та sijw ßXsTOÖcrrjp ôpjiYjç xal тyjç 
àXXoTpi,o7i:paypLO(7ÔV7)p, TauTYjv 8s àvayxYj ylyvsa0ai tov ¡i Èv Xoyov yjjiwv 
xa0ai.povT(i)v ¿то tcov s7U7rpocj0oôvTO)v аитф xal tyjv sTticrTpoipyjv Siaxo- 
7ttÔvto)v, то Ss aXoyov TradsoovTwv xal тгрор tyjv хата tov Xoyov TsXslcocuv 
avaxaXoufisvtav, TCpoYjysLTai ¡ièv xscpaXarov sv, то tyjv ayvoiav àqjatpoov 

5 too Xoyoo xal та  è[iTO8i,a tyjç s7Uoty](iy]P та sv аЗты 8ià tyjv ysvsaiv 
àvacTTÉXXov toXXolç 8yj tkti xal 7ravTo8aTOtç aoXXoyt(7|iolp • SsÔTspov 
8s èm  toÔtco TSTaxTat too 8iaX6yoo ¡ispop to xaTacrxsuaÇov top où j£pvj 
Tolp cpooixoïp 7rXsovsxTYj|iam,v àpxoôfisvov ¿7ToXip.7Tavsa0ai, tûv хата 
TYJV TsXslaV ¿pSTYJV S7UTY)8sU[iaTCi>V • TpÎTOV 8s S7tl TOÙTOLÇ TO TYJV ¿VaflVYJCUV 

о 7Topi^ov tyjç ¿XyjOlvyjç ÿjjiüv oùtrlaç xal tyjç smfisXsiap tyjç op0Ÿjç tyjv 
SOpSOLV xal TsXop ТО 7tpOC7YjxOV S7TayOV TY) ÔXy) 7i:pO0S(TSl twv Xoywv ;

5 opyava N. 9 toü: tyjv N. и  таитrjv: toûto ci. Cousin. 13  t&v 
Xôyov R: X6yov N, той Хбуои M.

IN  ALCIBIAD EM

Fr. i

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

Prod., In  Ale. 25, i9ff.
< Tfl  jtki KXswiou, olficd as 0ao|i.a^siv otl reptoro? IpaarY)? a 00 ysv6|i.£vo<; xfiiv 

dtXXtov TO7rau|i.iv(ov piovo? oux K7taXXaTTO(xai. I 03A .>

”E ti, 8yj Xsyoptsv oti xal toT? Tcept. too fe'poYTOi; Xoyoii; scttl touto 
8i.a<p£p6vTaY<; upoa^xov, GYcmsp 8y) 9 yjctl xal 6 Oslo;; TapipXixo? • to yap 

5 app£vco7tov ty)? aXr)0ou? IpcoTtxij? xal to syyjysppiivov atari ty)? uXyji; xal 
to 8patTTY)pLov Tj dtaro too TaTpop svSslxvuTai xX^tnp.

Cf. Olymp., /w ri/c. 24,2ff. West.: yj cm SisyYjyspptEVY] yj 7tpop 
Trarpop xXyjctlp <xal> olxsla Tolp spcoTLXoTp xal aoToip TotouTOip oOrri. 
xal toXu s/outn to appsvoYTrov . . .

Fr. 4

Prod., In  Ale. 84, iff.
< T outoo 8s to atriov ysyovsv oux avOpcomvov, aXXa ti Satpiovtov svavritojYa, 

ofi au ty)V Suvajnv xa l uaxspov neiia-fl. 10 3  A > .

[sTOTai, 8s Tolp £fA7rpoa0£v straw, t! 8y)7Tote «pYjatv 6 EcoxpaTYjp. oi)x 
auro to Saipioviov UTTEpov £(T£(T0ai toy V£avIctxoy yv6Ypi.ii.GV, aXXa tyjv 

5 Suvapuv auToo. XEysi. yap ouTO>p- ‘o5 au ty]v Sovapuv xal oarapov raua?)’ .] 
ttogytgv pi£v gov pY)T£ov, o xal o 0e1op ’ Ia[J.pXr/_Op <pY)<KV, OTt Tap [XEV 
'JTTappELp T6YV SaLliGVGYV xal oXo>p TWV XpStTTOVOYV Y]pLlV 0£OYpY)CTai. ’/oXs- 
TTOYTaTov sctti Tol’p [J.tj teXeoyp sxxsxa0ap[xsvoi.p tov ttjP (|)uy_rjp vouv, 
07T0U ys xal (Jjuyrjp out lav xaTtSslv ou paStov Travrt, (piovop youv 6 Tlpwuop 

o a.Traaav auxyp tyjv out lav epEprjvsv • ‘olov’ yap ‘stm 7ravTY) 7ravTO>p
0slap xal piaxpap’ Ssi/rai. ‘8LY)yY)TEO)p’ , wp rau cpYjat xal o ev toy OaiSpoY 
SoYxpaTYjp) • Tap 8s Suvapisip auToiv xal ISslv xal 8t,aaa<pY)aai. paov. 
a7to yap toyv IvspysioYV, g'yv slctI TTpoTsyoYp al SuvapiEtp [i.Y)Tspsp, xal 
auToiv sxsIvoyv E7rai,CT0av6[i.£0a • pisaY) yap Y) Suvapup ecttl ttjP ts oualap 

5 xal Tpp svspysiap, TfpopaXXou.EVTj ¡xsv aito Typ ounlap, aTToysvvoYaa 
8s tyjv svEpysiav.

10  P haedr. 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.

Fr. 4

(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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F r .5

Proci., In  Ale. 88, io.

<N uv 8è ètiziSti oùx  ¿vavxiouxcu, o u tm  TCpoaeXrjXuGa ■ eueXju? Sé sìixe. [iv)8è tò 
Xomòv evavTtóaeaGai. aùxó. I0 3A B .>

’ E ttsiSy) xoìvuv ai xoiauxai nanai onzoivTriosic, cra0paì xaì eùSiàXuxoi. 
TOxpyjvaai, Xéyoiisv y)[ì,£u; £7tó[i,£V0i to  xe 0eho ’ Iap^Xi/co xaì rw Y)[i,exépq> 

5 xa0y)Ye[ióvi xpìa xauxa /pYjvai Siacpspóvxwi; sv xij Xùasi, x9ję 7tpoxsi[AsvY]ę 
a7ropiaę Siaow^eiv • sv [lèv xò 7tpÉ7tov xw sepisvxt, Saipovi, xtjv cuvouaiav, 
Ssùxepov Ss xò xa09įxov xw Stoxpàxei xo xaì 7tpóxepov óp[i.Y)aavxi, 7tspì 
xt]v xou ’AXxi^iaSou 7tpóvoi,av xaì vuv a7tY)vxY)xóxi rcpòi; aùxòv, xpixov 
Ss xò xou veavicrxou <7U[i<pspov. Ssiv Y«p aùxòv sx xY)ę auvouaiaę èroSsi^ai 

io xaùxYjc; <IxpeÀY)[i.évov, où yàp a7toYpYįvai iiy) js ip o ì ^spoyb)a.i. xoùxo [lèv 
yàp xaì ó Xo M-ô 0y]pcįj cctuvwv xspSaivoi. àv>, xò [ri) a7roxeXe<70Y)vai.,
xo Ss CT7TouSaitó 7cpé7coi àv a[i.eivouę §Y)7tou xouę ouvóvxai; 7toieiv.

[<y ‘ > oxi [lèv xoìvuv ó vsavi<rxo<;, 'iva a7rò x<ov àxsXstrxépcov àp̂ cópisOa, 
xaXXìcov à7toxsxsXsoxai, SrjXoì xaì xò 1iXaxomxòv Su(i7tóoiov, 67100 

15  Syj, xaì xauxa iis0uwv, ó ’AXxi|3ia8Y]ę urcoxeixai Oaupià^wv [lèv ‘xouę 
sv qxXooocpìa X0Youę’ &ą SpaaxY)piouę xaì ‘àYPlcóxepov s^iSv^ę’ xeov 
eùrpuìa Siaqjspoua-wv ^u^oN avxiXa[,t.(iavo[i.ėvouę, s^op.vu[isvoę Ss xaxa- 
Ŷ)<piCeo0ai, sauxou xaì x?)ę sauxou a[ia0iaę, oxav àxoÙY) Si.aXsYop.svou 

Scoxpaxouę, xaì a7to0au[i.a ŝi,v pèv aùxou xà ‘svSov oLjaikyLOLrci’ T6>v 
20 àpsxwv ¿>ę crspvà xaì xìpia, à0Xrov Ss sauxòv y]yeiaQca XYįę sįįscoę svsxa 

roję xaxà xy)v t̂ u/Yjv. 7tpoę y*P T“ uxa ¿xpeXY)[iivoę imo xou Ncoxpaxouę 
où ajuxpàv oipai 7ipoo0Y)xY)v ’ia jp )  zlą xtjv xuv qsuoixwv 7rXsovsxxY)pàx<ov 
xsXsìcooiv. si Ss xaì 7tS7tpaxxai. xiva aùxq) 7rXY)ppsX?į, xò axsXsę aìxicóps0a 
xaì xò pi) 7tàvx7] xaxcop0copsvov XY)ę sv aùxco ĉoYję. oùSs yàp xoùx’ sqsapsv 

25 coę CT7rouSaiov aùxòv y) Ncoxpàxouc; à7reipY<x<Jxai ouvouoia, àXX’ Sx; 
à7i<óvaxo XsYopsv. <xaì> è'iyxco 7tp0ę xòv 7tapóvxa (iìov pY)Ssv aùxco 
Yevovsvai xi Sia xy)v ouvouoiav ¿ yocOov, àXXà 7ipó<; j z  xòv psXXovxa 
TCpoupYou xi 7ravxcoę sysvsxo. xaì vuv psv coę xò sixoę Ù7rò poY0Y)pa 7roXi,xsią 
xpsqjópsvoi; oùx sa^s xsXscoę à7róvaci0ai xwv XÓy <ov, 7roXXo5v ovxcov xòv 

30 àv0sXxóvxcov • a7io7iXYjoaę Ss xaę sp7tXY)xxouę oppaę i r f ,  ^0^% xaì sv y <xXy)vy) 
xeov xoioùxcov Ysvopsvoę xaxwv xaxà ojolApj 7rpopàXXcov xouę xoiouxouę 
X0Youę opą xò Siàqjopov x?)ę sauxou Coiiįę 7ip0ę xy)v <piXó<7o<pov oupPouXYjV. 
ouxco Yàp Sy) xaì ò sv IToXixsia ScoxpaxY)ę 7rspì ©paoupà^ou qjYjoìv 
6x1 ‘si xaì Tcpòc; xò 7rapòv pY) 7ts7tsioxai pop TCpoę ys  ^òv s'TOixa ĉóv 

35 eÌY) àv xi 7tpoùpY0U yeyovóc,’.

9 Seìv Westerink: Sei N. 1 1  otco ixoxOyipcT) tò xaì xsìp°v mss. : correctionem 
sugg. West.
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Fr. 5 1

Now since all such replies are evidently 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. For we must show him to have profited from 
this association; it will not be enough that he merely not become 
worse. For 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,2 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. For we did not say that 
the association with Socrates made him into a worthy citizen, but 
we do say that he 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, reared under a bad form of government, he was unable

1 I have borrowed for this lengthy passage the translation of William 
O’Neill (sec Bibl.), since I found very little in it to quarrel with. I have, 
however, chosen to translate ajrouSatoç 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.



7 8 IN ALCIBIADEM

xai Oaujuxcrrov ouSev xai tov 8ai[J.ova 7Epo<; ty;v oXy]v 7EepioSov auo- 
(3Xs7EOVTa twv (jiux&v ecpisvai t£j UtoxpaTsi SiaXsxQrjva!.. xaOaTOp yap 
o5v xai Tap xoXa<T£i.<; ap E7Eayou(nv oi Saip.ovep oux a^iwTeov upop eva 
piov piovov avaqjspeiv aXXa rcpop auacrav tyjv TOpioSov, xaTa Ta aura 

40 8yj xai Ta aya0a Ta ¿71’ auTwv 7EpOTSi.vop.eva xai Tap wqjsXsiap sip to 
oXov T7)p TOpioSou TsXop avsvexTSOV. ou yap E7eI (3paxu PXItcouctiv oi 
xpeiTToup 7]p.wv, 068’ ¿xjTOp 7]p.sip oi av0pco7Eoi, aXX’ aTS Toup pioup 
Y)p.COV £7E£OX£[J.[J.£VGl 7E(XVTap Xai Tap OAap TCpioSoUp, sxsivwv (7T0Xa(̂ 0p.£V0l. 
7EoXXa Spaitnv sip Y)[i.ap wp 7rpop sva piov aCTupepcova Toip uoAAoip cpai- 

45 vopcva • 810 xai 0aup.a£eTai u7e’ auTwv si xaTa Saiptova Ta ToiauTa 
SiSoTai. xai [ayjv xai exsl’va pyjTsov upop tyjvSs tyjv ŶjTYjcuv, oti xai 
oi 8aip.ovsp xai twv av0pci>7iwv oi cuEooSaioi 81’ sauToup svepyouat, xai 
to sv auToip aya0ov, xai 7EpaTT0uaiv, a  ccv 7EpaTTCiK7i., 81a to TsAop ouep 
sveoTpaavTO toutcov sxaTspoi T7)p ôjYjp • xai oi p.sv 8aip.ovsp 7EpoT£ivou<ri 

50 Tap twv aya0wv Soosip aqjBovwp, oi 8s suspysTsTv a7Eoo8a£ou<n Toup 
(TovovTap. xai waTOp 6 ^Aiop <x(p'n]Gi to qjwp 00 SiwpiCTjxsvwp, aXXa 7racn. 
Toip 8uvap.svoip a7EoXausiv, psTsysi. 8s 6 Suvapevop • xai too p.sv YjXiou 
7ravTa [J-STsyei, to 8s ye [xyj psTsyov 81a ty]v ao0svsiav tyjv sauTou 7rapai- 
TeiTai TYjp [j.£0£^£wp • ouTOj 8y) xai twv aya0wv Saipovwv aei Ta aya0a 

55 SiSovtwv xai twv sxsivoip auvTSTaypsvwv avSpwv, to pyj 8iaTL0£a0ai 
xaT’ aoTa aupPaivsi. Toip dcXXoip 7iapa ty)v auTwv avs7UTY)8ei.6T7]Ta. 
xai si TEpoeyivwCTxev ouv 6 Saipwv wp ou neioOrjGzzai. 6 veaviaxop, xaTa 
tt]v sauTou aya0oTY)Ta evYjpyei. tov 2wxpaTT]v pyj aei Tyjp upop auTov 
a7T0Tpe7Ewv auvouaiap- xai tw pev Saipovi xai ouTop wqjeXYjTat., ty) 8e 

60 oixeicp aipeoei. tyjp axpeAeiap a7E07Ee7ETCoxsv. s7Esl xai o Ilu0i.op 6 tw 
Aaiw xpy)oap pyj oTEeipsiv Texvwv aXoxa Saipovwv pia’ uavTwp 7Ep07g8ei. 
tov Aaiov py] TOiaopevov, aXX’ wp aya0op wv 7EpouT£ivev auTW tyjv 
apeivw Tyjp ^wyjp aipeoiv; xai 6 Aatop auTW pev oux (̂¿ocpTe, 81a 8e ty]v 
oixeiav avoiav to ip uaTepov 7repL7EeTY]p sysveTO SuoTuxppafTL.

65 <p> xai Toivuv xai 6 Sw<xpaTY]p tou xa0y)xovTop stuxs>' nixaca

yap ai tou a7E0u8aiou TEpa^si? TEpop auTov exouai. t‘/¡v avacpopav evep- 
y-poap o5v euepyeTixwp x a i 0so7Epe7Ewp sv ty] svepyeia to TsXop exel> 
x a i si pyj to evSexopevov auTou xaTa ty]v exTop evspyeiav TSTeXeiwTai. 

TauTa poi Soxei x a i Tcp IlXaTwvi. oupqjwva xai Toip xpaypaaiv  u7eo 
70 twv s^yjyyjTwv eip^(70ai 7Epop ty)v T^p a7E0piap SiaXuaiv.]

65 em. West.
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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 3 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 life 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.

*~Rep. V I 498CD.
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Fr. 6

Procl., In  Ale. 126, 22ÎÎ.
< K a i ïctoiç ys, £> XXixpaTsç, oùx oïud’ Sri apiixpùv ¡j.e ïcp07)ç. i y ô  yâp t o i êv vep 

eïyov TrpÔTepôç aot TrpoosXOàv Taûxa Èpéadai, ri k o t e  poùXei xal eîç xtva èXmSa 
fjA£7Ti'tv b ir//'kzïp ¡le asi, Ô7cou7r£p av & im iie k e a ra r a .  Ttapwv; tco o v ti yàp 6au(xrit̂ M 
6 r i  7toT£ èoTt to  oôv repay(xa, xal ^Sierra ctv reuOoifrrjv. T04C P .>

5 Tô 8s 'Êvo/Xeu; [xe’ oùx ectti toioùtov oiov to 7rp6cr0ev sipyjpiivov 
to  ‘Si’ o/Xoo èyévovTO 001’—àXX’ wç Ç7)ci,v ô Oeïoç Tapi^Xi/oç, ïoov 
Sùvarai Tto ‘slç ¿atopiav pis xaTajâàXXeiç Çy)T0ÜVTa tt)v alriav xal to 

t eXoç t ^ ç ffia>7tîjç xal tÿç ctuvtÔvou TaÙT7)ç 7rapaxoXou07)asMç’. xal 
yàp Ècttiv Ôvtmç  to aTtopsïv Seapioç tiç  TÎjç à7i:opoùc7)ç ijm/îjç xaî, xwXuoiç 

10 ttjç évspyeiaç xal olov 6y\-qaiç.

Fr. 7

Olymp., /w Aie. 59, 22ff. Cr.
< ?E Z ev; et 8è Sy) ôti [laXicnra Tauxa 8tavev6Y](xat, 7rcoç 8ià aou [lot écrou  xal 

fivsu aoû oùx av yévoiTo; b /z ip  /.¿yîf.'j ; io 6 A .>

‘I lâ ç  Sia ctoü pioi SCTTai;’ ÈVTaG0a yevopievop ô cpiXoaocpoç TàpipXiyoç 
•?)xop7)aev oti çaivsTat ô ’AXxt(iià§7)ç TsXsioTspoç £>v tou SwxpaTooç. 

5 o5toç pisv yàp slxsv oti ‘Sià aoù’, xpoap7)[xa ôpyavixTjç aÎTÎaç, sxsïvoç 
8è oti ‘pisTa tou 0soo’, 7rp6ap7)pia 7roi7)Tix7)i; aiTÎaç, xal aovsTa^sv 
sa’JTOv tco 0£O), o’jtoç 8s wç ôpyàvoo ôvtoç tû  0sco tou UtoxpaTOup 
eTxev ‘8ià aoti’. ÈXoas Se aÙTOç xayxàXwç Xsycov oti sv sTspoiç cp-rçalv 
ô nXaTtov Ôti al pisv TsXEiOTspai ijio/al ouvsmTpoTOiiouai t «  t9)8s t ü  

10 0SW xal aovSioixoùaiv, al Sè àTsXÉaTspai coç ôpyavov slai xal oÔtmç 
/ p^Tai aÙTaïç ô 0eoç xpôç Ta svTao0a- où piovov 8è Taïç àTsXsaTspaiç, 6

6 105 e 5 8-9 Phaedr. 246BC.
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(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. For 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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àXX’ ecttiv ote xaì Tal? xaxaip, olov cpoveùaiv тсро<; то 8ixyv à^iav 8ouvai 
toÙ? ò<psiXovTa<;. ó ¡iiv o5 v £ыхратг)<; 7Tpò<; тар TsXsioTÉpap айтоо 
Suvàpisip ато^Хефар eÌtov ‘ gSTa тои 0 sou’ ; è S s  ’АХхфихЗ^р 7грор тар 

15  атеХесттерар, 8 io ‘8ià стой’ s ln s 'J  xaì ETrfiyaysv TcàXiv ‘xaì àvsu стой’ , 
TtpÓCTpyj(i.a 6Xyjp.

13  aÙToù M: corr. Creuzer.

F r. 8

O lym p., I n  A l e .  n o ,  i3 f f .  Cr.

< K a t  poi Xéye- twv Sixaicov (fife Ivia pèv cruppiépsiv, Svia S’ ou; Nat. tì Sé ; 
та pèv xaXà elvai aÙTwv, та 8’ ou; ™ p  тоито ерытар; E t t i ? 7)8?) croi £So!;ev 
aìa‘/pà pév, Sixaia 8è TpaTTEiv; Oùx Ipoiye. 'AXXà таита та Sixaia xaì xaXà; 
Nat. I I 5 A .>

5 6 8È 0 eìop ’ IàppXi/op où Siaxpivsi та ифу)Х0 тера ато twv xoiXÓTEpwv
т?) 7rXeiovi p0Ta8óaei (тгаита yàp a/p 1. т?)р uXyjp xaTsicn- 8 бур. a  у  яр  

ècmv, àcp’ ou àv ti àppyTai Èvspysiv pii) 7iauea0 ai àyp 1 twv È<r/aTwv • 
s i  yàp xaì tayupoTEpóv ècmv, àXXà SuvaTai 8là T?jp тторры SiaaTaaswp 
àvTavì(70K7ip yivsa0 ai 7Tpòp то àa0 svéaTEpov), àXXà Siaxpivei ты Spi­

lo  puTÉpav ttjv psTaSocnv twv ифу)Хот£рам> elvai. pàXXov yàp ècpispsQa 

eivai rjnsp £w9)<;, xaì piàXXov тои ŷjv ynsp тои voeiv.
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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 < o f  h is> , 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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Fr. i

Olymp., In  Phaed. p. 57, iff. N.
• C l la X a io p  (xev  oOv ecttI t i p  6 X 6 yo ? ouTop, ou ¡i.E(jLVY](i.E9a, ¿ p  Iv0 e v8 e  a cp ix d p e v a i 

EXE?, x a l  7t(iXiv y e  §Eupo acpixvouvTca x a l  y iyvo vT at. e x  t m v  Te0vea>T(i>v. jo C .>

npwTov t o u t o , cm 6 o x o t o p  tm  irpoxsifisvM Xoycp Seilpai oux aOavaxov 

tyjv iJjuxyjv, aXX’ s 7uSt.a(i£voi)(Tav x p ° vov T lv “  H-sra tov x ^ P ^ P - ov tou  

5 acopiaTop, xal ou xaOaTCp TafipXixop oisTai, exacrrov Xoyov Seixvuvat, 
tyjv aOavaalav tyjp cJ^X^P' Tauxa yap sv0 ooat,cov cop xaxa TceptcoTCYjv 
cpYjcnv, oiop exeivou 0 ufiop, ou ¡iyjv  ty) Xelpei xauxa olxeia“

Fr. 2

Olymp., 7m Phaed. p. 60, n ff .  N.
<Mv] toivuv xa-ra av0p<i>7r(i)v, i) S’ op, ax o m i [iovov touto. 70 D .>

T ivep ex  toutou tou pYjcrSlou a.7i:aTYj0evTEp coyOyoav tov IlXaTCOva 

7iacrav 4IUX'0V a rtaO av ax l^s iv - a x o irs i y a p , t [ cpYjcuv ¡iy) ¡iovov x a x a  
av0pco7rcov (txotoi ¡101 tov Xoyov aXXa x a l  x a x ’ aXoycov x a l  (puxcov, cop 

5 av x a l  tyjv aXoyov ^ x V  x a  ̂ tyjv «puTixrjv aOdcvaxov auxou  pouXopievou. 
x a l  x a T a a x s u a ^ o u a i  touto ouxcop, oti 7ra<ra i|juxy) ^ coyjp o u a a  x opi)Y°P 
oux  Im SexETai. O a v a x o v  ouSev y a p  ¿1 eroxysi to evavxlov s7u,§sxsT a l ‘ 
ouSs y a p  to 7iup 0spp.6TY)Ta era lyov  ipu^ecop ecru  Ssxtixov , 6t:ou ye , 
cop (pYjorv 6 ’Iap.pXi.xop, ouSs 6 S7tayei S e x u a l - ouSs y a p  0eppoTY]Ta 

10 yopilY0^  QeppoTYjTa S e y s ra i.

7 ouSsv F in c k h  : ou8e M. 8 ye] yap M

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, being an introducer of 
life, does not admit death; 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. з

Olymp., In Phaed. p. 65, ißff. N.
< x a i  ¡xyv, etprj 0 K lßyp  ÜTtoXaßcov, xa! xax 1 èxeïvôv ys xóv Xóyov, S> SwxpaxEp, 

ei àXyOyç saxiv.ôv au £Ï<o0aç 0a|xà XÉyEiv, öxt ï )(xïv ÿ (xàSïjaiç oùx àXXo xi r¡ àvà(xvY)aiç 
xuyxávEi oüaa, xa! xaxà xoüxov àvàyxï) Ttou уцлас; èv 7rpoxépi¡) xiv! xpôvo> |XE|xa07]xsvat 
â  vüv áva¡i.í(xvY)axó[iE0a. 7 2 E .>

'O ¡J.SV yàp TapißXi^op o ïe ta i èxàTEpov Xóyov xaO’ auTov Seixvûvat 
ty]v ¿Oavaaíav тур фи^ур; el yáp, cpyai, то Çüv xa! t e 0 veop è£ àXXyXwv 
xa! asi èp àXXyXwv, áíSiop apa y фи/y  • àXXà ¡xyv xa! s! àe! ai ¡xa0y<7£t,p 
ávajivyaEip, áíSiop apa xa! хата toütov Tov Xóyov Y) фи^у.

Fr. 4

Olymp., In  Phaed. p. 78, I5ff.
<O uxoüv xoióvSe xi, r¡ 8’ ôç ó SwxpàxYjç, Seï 7](xàç 4vepÉa0at. êauxotiç, xo> 7roico 

xiv! ápa 7tpoar¡XEt xoüxo xà 7tá0op miaxsiv, xô SiaaxESâvvuaOai, x a l ûnÈp xoü 
Ttoiou xivèç SsSisvai ¡17] xáOy aùxô, xa! tco noioj xiv! < o ü >  • xa! psxà xoüxo aü 
¿7ПС!Х£фаст0аь reóxEpov [ÿj] фи/т) èctxîv, xa! èx xoûxcov 0appsïv rj SsSiévai Ù7tèp xrjç 
■fjpEXÉpaç фих^р; 78 В .>

'O  8è <pt,Xó<ro<pop TapißXiyop xa! toötov tov Xóyov ßouXsTat TsXeíav 
áTToSsr.xvóvar, Tyv àOavaoiav тур фи/ур • óaov pisv yàp èx тур орлхотутор 
TToXoypovxoTspav aTréSet^sv, ex Se tüv xsipiévwv èv ту XeÇei XypipiaTcov y 
áOavairía туг; фи^ур ouváysTai. • áoúvOsTov yàp aÙTyv s 'Ettsv xa! Ssotto^elv 

o toíj «тыратор, xáXXiara Sé tm  ПХм тЬ/ы ypeoev 7xav cpOetpópisvov St’ 
sva TÜV 8Ú0 TpÓ7XWV TOÚt MV Cp0 sípS(T0 at, r¡ <bç aÚv0 ETOV r¡ ¿p  Iv Ú7XOX£l[J.£Va) 
o v  та piÈv yàp arreo piara Stà то év Ú7rox£t,pi£v<p Eivai cpßsipsTai, та Sè 
спор,ата сор oúvOsTa. е! o5 v у фи/у oùSè <túv0 etÓp ecttiv, йр (pyaiv ó 
’ IapßXixop, x a !  toüto ха! у Xélpip èSyXcocjEV oùSapiou yàp áópaTOV 

5 a>jT7]v eIttev, àXXà á«7Úv0£Tov, ¿>p av таитои ÖvTop аоратои xa! á<ruv0 £Tou- 
àXXà [XTiv oùSè èv Фтгохгцхг'Яр ecttÍv, eÏ ys Secttxô ei. toü acopiaTop, фсоотто!.- 
O’jcra aÙTO xa! aÙTOxivyTop оиста, хат’ oóSéva apa TpÓ7Tov гр0 аруо£та'. 
oùSè сор aúv0 ETop oùSè èv ÓTTCixs'.pévco.

IN PHAEDONEM 87

Fr. 3

For Iamblichus 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. For 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. ig i ,  26ff. N.(a) and 203, 26ff. N. (b)
cT uyovrai; Si exei 5iv Srj toxeiv xa l ¡xstvavxai; Sv xpij xpovov &\\o$ Ssopo mxkiv 

r}yz^oiv v. ev noWouc, xpovou veal ¡xaxpou? TrspioSoe?. 10 7 E . ( ? ) >

(a) "Otl oux sixtiv asi tlvoc pivciv, outs sv t u  voy)t o , gx; ’IapipXi/oi;- 
s trap  yap xaTYjXOsv, racpoxsv xariivou tote.

(p ) f la x ; 6 ’ IapLpXi/oi; to svocvtiov tprjai r a p !  twv teXsgx; a7 ro x a6 - 
iCTTapievcov; ?) t <x ¿hmuTpocpa 7tavTa spoupisv, ou§s7TOts  xaTtsvai, aoTat;, 
5j x a r a  Tiva rap io S o v  xaGoScov a l r i a v  oux  l /o u a a v  a v a y x a ia v , yj ouov 
y s  S7U T?j o ix s ia  i ĉoyi p.Y) ps7TOtj<T7] 7xpo<; ysvscuv, Y] to TpiTOV xocra to 
sl§o<; ty)? £co5ji; aysvYjTOV TroioupivYji; tyjv xaQoSov x a l  7tpo<; T a s x s t  
aSiaxo7rov, ax; x a l  auTcx; sv s7u<TToXat<; ypacpsi, u ra p  too olxsloo Xoyoo 
a7TOXoyoopisvo<; tov T pirov pY)0svTa T po rav .
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Fr. 5

(a) It is 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 Iamblichus 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, either 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 Letters, explaining his own theory along the third 
line of argument above-mentioned.

1 i.e. the converse of the solution proposed just before (203, 14ft.), in 
respect of the damned, that they never ascend.
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Fr. i

Hermann, Plat. Dial. VI pp. 249-50, and Greene, Scholia Platonica, 
pp. 40 =  445-6.

< npoot[i.tov>

!,E<m  yap y-a.xd ^ov piyav TapiJiXi^ov <7x07:0? viiv Tcspl xou into 
<t£Xy)vy)v S7)puoopyoij. o5 xop yap eISwXotoio? xal xa0 apx4? «¡ju^gD, 
svavxlwv Xoyaiv ¿si ywpt^wv, [i.£xa(3X4xix6p, xod vsaiv 7rXou<7la>v s'[i.[i.i<70o? 
04psux4?, «¡JU^a? UTOSsyopiEvop 71X4Pei? Xoyaiv avaiOsv lou«7ap, xal 

5 [xictOov Xapijiavwv Trap’ auxaiv xi)v ^woTOilav xvjv xaxa Xoyov xaiv 0vt)tc5v. 
goto? svSeSsxai tw [14 ovxi, xa svuXa 8y)[i.toopywv, xal xo ax; aX7)0ai<; 
«¡isuSo? ¿<77ta£6[Asvop, xy)v uXt)v. (BXstcsi 8s sip xo ovxaip ov. ouxop eerxiv 
6 TroX'j’xsqiaXop, TcoXXa? oucrtap xal eaiap 7rpopsfiXrj[xsv0p, 81’ 01 v xaxa- 
<7xsua£si X7)V TOixiXlav xyp y£V£<T£cop. 0 8’ auxo? xal yoyp, a>p OsXywv 

o xap (jiuyap toi? 9 u<7ixoip Xoyoip, wp 8u<7aTco«7Tca«7X(iip syEiv ¿ to X4? 
ysvsoswp. xal yap 6 £pa>p yo7]P, xal 4 91x71? u7ro xlvgiv piayop xlxXTjxai 
8ta xap xu[X7ra0siap xal ¿vxuraOsla? xwv 9u«7£i. vuv o5 v xov 7ravxo8a7rov 
irocpL<Txy)v (iouXsxai 8i8aerxsiv. xal yap o 91X6(7090? <7091(7x4? aip ¡xipiou- 
[isvop xov xs oupaviov 87)puoupyov xal xov ysvEeuoupyov. xal 4 Siaipsxixy) 

5 [Xipisixai X7]V ¿ to xou evop xwv ovxcov TrpooSov, xal 6 ysvscnoopyop xov 
oupaviov 84pn.oupyov • Sto xal <7091(7x4?. xal auxop 8e 0 «70910x4? av0p«jtiTcop 
Siv 81a xo xa pisyaXa pupislerOai «7091(7x4? xaXsiTai- o0 sv xal xov (709U7X4V 
7roXux£9 aXov sip4xsv. 6 8s i;svop sip xutcov xou 7raxpo? xaiv 84puoupycov 
vosl«70to UTOpoupaviop xal s^4p4[i.svop, oi 8s ¿xpoaxal sip xap S4[i.ioup- 

o yixa? voyxsic, 6 pisv sip xyv xou Aiop, 6 8s sip xyv ¿yysXixrjv cop 'Eppiai- 
xop xal ysaipiExpixop. xal srol 4 84[i.ioupyla sx xou ¿xsXoup si? xo 
xsXsiov, 81a xouxo 7rpc!ixov o ^svop xa> 0 so8 (i>pa> ouyylvsxa«. sixa 8«’ 
s7Ti«7Xpo94p Aii«i> Saixpaxsi.

2 xaQapTYjp] xaQapaip (sic.) T . 3 Xoyoiv] X6yov B  ¡lExafi/.TjT'.xo)c B W
4 a7ToS£)(6(i£vop W  X6yoiv T : aXdyaiv B W  6 evSsSsxai] ivSiyeztxi  B
1 1  xai yap] xai yap xa i B  utt6 tlvoiv om. W.
14  oupaviov] oupavou B  2 1  a7£Xoup] xiXoup B .

IN SOPHISTAM

Fr. 1

The subject of the present dialogue, according to the great 
Iamblichus, concerns the sublunar demiurge. For he is an image­
maker and purifier of souls, always separating them from contrary 
arguments (or 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 (or 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 antipathies 
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 entities 
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 Zeus, 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. i

Hermeias, In  Phaedr. g, 6ff. Couvr.

nPOOIMION

(a) JlàvTEç <o3v> oÙtol pspMV tlvcov TÛv èv tcü StaXoytü SpaÇàpisvoL, 
TOpl toü toxvtoç a7t£(pY)vavTO tov <txo7t6v  sva §s 7ravTa/oü /pv) EivaL 
tov ctxotov xal auToü Ivsxa <7tàvTa> 7tapELA7j<p0aL, Üva coç èv Çcücü 7tavTa 
tw èvl (TuvTaTTTjTai. Slo 7T£pi too 7ravTo8a7Toü xaXoü <pyjctlv ô ’Ià(J.pXi.'/oç

5 £LVaL TOV CTX07T0V, (I)Ç EtpE^Y)? ÈpOÜpLEV.

ibid., i i ,  iôff.

(b) Oute oùv ttoXXoÙç slvaL tpaTÉov touç <jxo7touç (7Tpôç yàp sv tl 
toxvtix Sel T£Tacr0aL Î.V waTOp lv Çwov ô Xoyoç üracp̂ Y)) oute «to piépouç 
7TEpl TOU TtaVTOÇ à7TO(pOLLV£<T0aL, àXXà TOV Xoyov ELÇ Iva (TUVTtXTTELV «TX07T0V. 
ECTTL Se oÙtoç, wç «juveAovtl elttelv, 7rspi toü 7ravToSa7toü xaXoü [ewtelv].

o Slo àp/ETaL [lÈv a7TO tou oaLvojjLsvou xàAAooç tou èv ty) fjtopcpŷ  toü 
OaiSpou, ouTTsp èpaaTTjç t ;v o Aoaiaç, xavà à7t67ttw<jlv toü ¿Xy)0lvoü 
èpauToü àxoXaiTToç wv spaaTYjç. sTra ¡xetelulv èm to Èv tolç XoyoLç 
xaAov, o5  èpaiTTTjç 7rapaSlSoTaL OaïSpoç, èptüpisvoç Sè ô Auolaç 
v) ô toü Auctlou Xoyoç • Slo àvTspwuLV àXXvjXwv Ao<jiaç xal OaïSpoç, 

5 xal àpitpoTspoL ÈpaaTal elctl xal èpcopiEvoL, àAA’ où xaTa tov aÜTov spojTa • 
Slo xal (îsAtlooç àpicpco xaTa tl xal ysipouç • xa0 o pisv yàp ÈpaaTTiÇ, 
(îeAtlcüv ô OalSpoç, /Eipwv Sè ô Auaiaç. ô pièv yàp Aualaç; toü «nopiaTOÇ 
îjpa xal tt)ç àxoXàaTOu È7rL0u[i.Laç, ô Sè OalSpoç toü èv Xoyoïç xaXoü 
xal toü èv t9) ouvOéctel twv pvjpaTtov, ô àuAoTspov ttùjç; Èttl• xa 0 o Sè 

o spwpiEvoç, PeXtlwv ô Auolaç sari (toutÉcttlv ô Auctloo Xoyoç), ^slpcov 
Sè ô (DaîSpoç, Toi 7ràXLv èptüpisvov pièv slvai toü OalSpou tov Xoyov Auitlou, 
èpwpiEvov Sè toü Auctlou tov OaïSpov. ELTa È7TavapLpa<J[i,OLi; ypojLisvoc;
0 SwxpaT7)i; STtàveLaLV ocno toü èv tolç XoyoLÇ xaXoü ÊtcI to '¡/uyj.xo'J

1 <oûv> add. Couvreur. 2 toü ratvToç Couvr.: toùtcùv Aa: toütov M.
7 T£TÔt(j0 aL] TZTriyOcti Ast. ûmcpxfi ô X6yoç M rravrOc om. M. 9
eÎ7t£Ïv secl. Couvr.

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 dialogue 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 Lysias 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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2.5

xaAAoc;, touteoti xa<; apsxac; te xai s7u<7TY)fi.ac;. sixa stu to twv syxo- 
apicov 0emv sv Trj TcaAivwSia. sixa sm to vor)xov xaXkcx; xai auxyjv xr)v 
~ 'rC&CJ vou xaXou xai tov 0eov ’’Epcoxa xat auxo to xaXov. o0ev rta/av 
xaxeiffi §ia t?)S SiaipsTixijc; etc! to ijiu^ixov xaXXot; xat to tcov apsxwv 
xai s7uaT7)fi.fiiv. sIt ’ au TiaXiv stu to ev Tot? Xoyou; xaXov, xat auvarcTEi 

tsXsutyjV i-p'/Jl-

24 x& om. M. 24-5 lyxoajjiicov 0£cov] ¿yxoapioiv xai 0sUov sugg. Couvr. 
(nisi 0£a)V ex 0£a fluxerit).

Fr. 2

Hermeias, In  Phaedr. 1 13 ,  23ff.
<  pr/r. Ttacra d0avaxo<;. to yap aEtxivrjTov aGavaxov 245C>
’A XXa ou^t xat r) ptspixr) cpuau; laxai aOavaxoc;, auToxivrjTO?

ouna; r) TtpwTOV pisv iaxeov <05 6 Oslot; ’ IappXiyoi; xat o cpiXoaocpoi; 
IIopcpupioc; ouSs auxoxivrjvov cpaai tt]v p.Epix7]v <puaiv, aXX’ opyavov 
oucrav TfjC, xivEicrOai glv utc’ auxiji;, xtvstv §s xa a-wpiaxa, xat

5 xauTTjv stvat cpaar xr)v svaxr)v xivr)arv.

3 et 5 cpa<rl A. 4 a<o(j.axa] aco^ojjiEva M. 5 ¿vvaxrjv M.

Fr. 3
< ' 0  (Av Sr) p iy a?  f)Y£(j.d)V £v oupavtp Zeu<;, ¿Aauvcov Trxrjvov appia, Ttpcoxo? 

7rop£U£Tca, Staxoaptcov Travxa xai £7U(j.EXoupi£vo?. 2 4 6 E .>

Hermeias, In  Phaedr. 136, I7ff.

(a) '0  ptsvTot Osioc; Ta[i.pXiyo<; too too Atog ovoptaxot; Spa âpisvoc; 
etti tov sva Sr)(i.toupyov too xoapou, TTspt ou xai ev Ttptattu etpyjxat,

5 ptExacpspst tov Xoyov.

Proclus, Theol. Plat. IV, 188, 15H:. Portus.

(b) E i 8e xt<; vor)xov Xsysi tov oupavov scp’ ov rjystxat pisv o Zsu<;, 
ETrovxat §e roxvxsc; ol Osoi xat piExa toutcov ot Saipovsc;, xyj xs cpuasi 
twv upayptaxcov aupicpcovoui; auoScoaEi xai; xou nXaxcovo<; sv0£ou<; 
ucprjyVet?, xat xoi<; xXeivoTaxou; xcov s^yyyxcov x ax ax o X o 1 j 0 y oat. xai

10 yap nXcoxivot; xai ’ Iapt^Xtyot; vorjxov xtva tov oupavov toutov â toucrtv 
stvat. 10

10 Enn. V  8.10.

IN PHAEDRUM 95

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? First 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.

Fr. 3

(a) The divine Iamblichus, however, drawing on the name 
‘Zeus’, refers the 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. 
For Plotinus and Iamblichus consider this ‘heaven’ to be an intel­
ligible entity.
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Fr. 4

Hermeias, In  Phaedr. 143, 23ft.
<IIoXXal p£v o3v xai paxapiai 0sai xs xai 8tii;o8oL svxG? oGpavoo, 0siov 

y£vo<; su8aip.6viov E7uaxp£<pexai npaxxiov Sxaaxo? auxaiv x8 auxoO. 247A.>
to 8e ‘ suSaipLovwv’ x a i  ¿ 4  6 0£io<; Tap.{3Xi.xo? cpyjcfL twv yap  xyv  EuSai- 

¡jioviav Ttaps^ovTwv •’ x a i  bn  auxfiiv 8e twv 0e2iv Suvaxov to T44 EuSai- 

5 ¡jiovia«; axoueiv x a x a  to e7cea6ai xotp sauxoiv ¿¡ycyLoai x a i  a s i  auxoiv 

s ’/saQcn.

Fr. 5

Proclus, Theol. Plat. IV  215, 2iff. Portus.
< "O xav  8s 87) 7tp6? Saixa xai stu 0owt)v uoatv, axpav S7tl xyv 07toupaviov 

a^ iS a  Ttopsoovxai 7tpo? avavxep, 247A B .>

'O  Ss 8y ¡reyap TaptpXi/o? voyxcov Tiva Tdt îv 0eg>v, Sari 8e frrrou 
Tto Sypuoupyw ty)v auxyv tov piyav oupavov 7tpoaTy<japw:vo<;, tyjv bn 
aoTcp rcpofTsy/Gp ISpupKvyv Siaxoapryarv xai olov UTTE^oxuiav tov oupavov, 

5 uTxoupavLov a<J/i8a xi0£Tai. xai Tauxa £v T0I4 too OaiSpou yEypacpEV 
U7XO(JLVYJjJLa<Tl..

Fr. 6

Hermeias, In  Phaedr. 150, 24ff.
< 4ox% xupEpvfjxfl p.ova> Osaxy [va>]. 247C.>
'O Oeioi; Tap^Xi/o«; xu[3EpvfjTY)v to ev ny\q axousi- yvlo^ov

8s tov vouv aoTTjp ■ to 8e 'dsarfi’ ooy_ oti xaO’ STEpoxyTa £7n.[3aXX£i. 
tout«  Tcp voTjTpi aXX’ oti svouTai auT« xai OUTC04 aurrjp auoXaus'. • 

5 TOUTO yap SyXo'l tov xu{i£pvyTyv teXsloteoov tl too yvioyou xai tov 
LTC7XOV • to yap sv T44 svouoBai T014 OsoTp 7xecpuxsv.

Fr. 6A

Hermeias, In  Phaedr. 200, 28H.
< O o  yap 8r)7tox£ siptapTaL xaxov xaxco cpiXov 008’ aya0ov p.7) cptXov aya0cj> 

eivai. 256B._>

Ei[i.apjJL£Vr)V Ss XsyEl T7)V TtSpl T7]V (TOpLaTOElST] ^OT)V xai x a ^ iv  o 
Tap. ¡3Xi/04 Ss tt]v cpumv too TtavTOi; sip.app.svyv xaXs'i.
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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 to signify 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.

7
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Fr. 7

Hermeias, In  Phaedr. 215, I2ff.
<AÉY£Tat S’ (oç no-:’ ■ Jjaav outoi av0pco7ioi twv nplv Moucraç yeyovEvixi, 259B. >  

'H  Sè è̂ 7)Y7)cn.ç Tou Osiou ’ IapipXiyou p>7)07|aETai vüv àv0po)7rouç 
XéyEi Taç 'jnjyàç ràç èv t û  vot)t m  SiaTpujjaaaç • ai yàp 'jiuyai, Trplv tov 

0v7)tov piov Sia^rjacxTiv, avw eiitiv èv rw votjtw, aùrà Ta eî’St) 0 £wpoüaai, 
5 a [J. a toTç 0eoïç toïç UTTEpxoapiioiç oucrai- outwç ouv oi avOponroi ijcrav 

Ttplv ysveaOai ràç Moûiraç, toutÉctti Tap açaipaç xai tov aia07)Tc>v 
xôapiov. to Sè ‘Ttpiv y F  [H] XP°VCP àxoùa7)ç àXXà Trplv £ le, to èpicpavèp 
TauTTjv T7)v xpooSov y£vé<T0 ai twv crcpaipwv aur/) yàp ècrriv t; yéveoiç 
TWV MoUCTWV 7) EXÇaVCTlÇ 7) <XTTO TOU S7)pH.OUpyOÜ y£VO[X£V7] £IÇ TOV ala07)TOV 

o xoapiov. fjCTav oùv oi ¿cv0 pcoTroi èv tw  vot)tô> xoapico • api a oOv èyèvovTo 
ai Mourrai xai ai aipaîpai xai ô ai(T07)Toç xôcrpioç xai ÿ ôXt) yuyy toü 

TravToç xoapiou, <TupiTtpO7jX0ov xai ai piEpixai ijju/al ai tcov àv0 pc!)Trcov • 
xai aT£ St) veoteXeïç  o Orrai xai piV7)[i.7)v è'yourrai t ô v  Èx e ï , aTrocrrpocpoi 
Tjaav ttjç y e v é<temç xai oùx TjOsXov oùSè rpaysiv oùSè tueïv , toutsoti 

5 ¡i.£Ta>,a[iteïv airr07)T^ç SoÇtjç oùx TjfiouXovTO • sîyov yàp -ryv vot)tt)v Tporp7)v- 
Sio utto Xipioü t ü v  èvTaû0 a à7ré0avov, àvTi toü àv7)y07)rrav. 7

7 Ttpiv Plat. ypévip] ypovov M 9 gxtpavmi;] g|xtpixaiç M.
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Fr. 7

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 heavenly 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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Fr. i

Damascius, In  Philebum 5, p. 5, West.

nPOOIMION

"Oti o oxo-tto? xaTa ’Ia(x^Xi.xov x a l Tout; TtEpl tov Suptavov x a i tov 
I I pOxXoV 7TEpl TOU TsXlXOU aLTLOU 710.01 T01? OUCTIV, 6 EOTl TCEpl TOU 8ia 
TcavTcov 8w]xovto? aya0ou. [ou^ o irX«? 8s out« ? - ou yap Syjtcou tou 
s^7]p7)p.svou, aXXa tou x a F  auTa Ta ovTa 0E«pou[i.svou xal sq>’ o cttcuSei 

5 xa TCavTa x a l ou ^(.xvsiTai.- to yap e^7)p7)(i.evov <xve91.xtov. 7rpo<T7ioi.eiTai 
(lev yap 7tepl tou av0p«7uvou ^ tsiv o SwxpaTT)?, avaysi 8s to ^r]T7)pia 
el? to Ttovooyou  toloutov, olov xal ev voi? x a l sv 0soi? pi^pi. ”” )? upcim)? 
ap^ij? x a l ev toi? ea^aToi.? psXP1 F/j? uX?)?.]

Fr. 2

Damascius, In  Philebum io, p. 7 West.

T it ; apieivov SiaTOCTTETai, IIop96p!,o? 7] ’ lo \i!^ k i-/o ;, 6 ¡xev tov xaTa 
vouv (liov 7rpOTi(i.wv, 6 8e ’ Ia[i.(IXi.)(o? tov puxTov; y\ ou8s 8(.a9«vouai.v • 
6 pisv yap IIop9up!.o? vouv pisv sx8ej(STai tov TsXswTaTov, 7)8ovt)v 8s 
tt)v aXoyov, ’ IapipXixoi 8® YjSovyjv pisv ttjv vw aupi9ua, vouv 8s piovvjv 

5 tt)v yvcocTTLxIjv ISioTTjTa- out«  pisvToi. xal IIXaTWV.

Fr. 3

Damascius, In  Philebum 57, p. 29, West.
< © ecl>v pisv tic. avSpwTCOU? Soul?, & ; ye  xaxatpaivExai l[xoi, k o0 Iv lx  0£<ov 

Ipptcpig Sia xivo? npO(r/)0Ea>? d jia  cpavoxax?) xt.vi. Ttupi- l6 C .>

"Oti. 6 pisv IIpo[i.YjOeu? Ta? s i ;  tI)v 9ucrv t« v 0e« v sx9alvs!. 7rpoo8ou?, 
6 8e ’EmpujOeui; Ta? s i ;  to votjtov ETcavioucra? E7tUTTpo9<x?. out« ?  elpYjxevai 

5 tov ’IapL^Xi^ov xaTa Ilu0ayopav.

IN PHILEBUM

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 
Iamblichus prefers the mixed life. In fact they are not at variance, 
for Porphyry takes ‘intelligence’ 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 Iamblichus, following Pythagoras.
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Fr. 4

Damascius, In  Philebum 105, p. 49-51 West.
<  P T outcov SP] tcov elScov xa 8uo TiOcopeOa, to  84 xplxov 4!; aptpotv xouxotv 4v xi 

¡iuppicryopevov. etpl 84, ¿>; 4oixev, ey<i yeXoio; x i; avOpcoxot; xa x’ etSv) S iuttix;  xal 
auvapiOpoupevo;. 2 3 C D .>

"O ti o'j Ss sv to  So'JTspoj 8iaxoa|i.a> 4 nxvTYj 8i.axpi.at.;. 4 yap rapi- 
5 ysypafi.fi.sv4 si8 o7roila voo 7Tpa)Tou saxlv, voo; 8s n p & r o q  6 xaOapo; 

voo; • St, 6 xal 'Iafi.pXi.yo; sv Tooto> utplaTaaOat. Xeyet, Ta; iwv slSaiv 
¡xovaSa;, <[i.ova8a;> to sxaaTou Xsyaiv aStaxpivov■ 8to V04TOV g>; sv 
vospol; xal ouala; acuo; £184x1x4;, a); o SsuTspo; ^auj;, (I)? o TpHo; 
sE8oTO>ta; sv vosp01;.

7. <|iOva8a;> add. West.

5

Fr. 5

Damascius, In  Philebum, 130 p. 63 West.
<  ?"Oti <jp.ixp6v xe Touxojv ixaaxov roxp’ r]|itv eveaxi xal 9 auXov xa l ouSapfl 

ouSapco; elXixptv4; 6v xal xr;v 8uvap.iv oux a^iav xij? ipuaeco; iyov- 4v 4vl 84 Xapdjv 
Txepi iravxijjv voei xauxov. olov xup pev 4<m ttou xap ' i]piv, e a u  S ’ 4v xqi 7ravxt.
2g B .>

vApx o5v oaa sv toZ; 0X01; xal sv 4fi.1v 4 oaa sv 4fi.lv xal sv toi;  
6Xot;; too;  o3 v Ta pisv oXa, xa 8s [iip4; o [ii:v o5v Iloptpipio; xal ’ Iafi.- 
(iXiyo; opioas Toi Xoya> ywpouaiv 7ravTa si vat uavTayou XsyovTs;, ¿cXXa>; 
pievTot xal aXXa>;.

Fr. 6

Damascius, In Philebum 227, p. 107 West.
<  ? K a l vuv Si) x i; Xoyo; epyjvucrev ijptv, <6a7rep xal xax ’ ap ya;, pi) ^ xeiv 4v xoi 

aplxxto fi [f,j xdlyaOov aXX’ 4v x ii ptxxfi). 6 l B .>

Ata Tt to) fitxTqi S7u8i8a>aiv saoTvjv 4 alxla; 4 w ; 7ravrsXsi 7ravTa 
oOaa. to yap a7xXoov ouy olov Ts saxi yaipyaat tt]v appTjxa); 07tsp to 

5 ev cOTavxa auXXa(3ouaav auxoo Suvapuv. xaoxa Toi <p4alv o Oslo; ’ Iap - 
pXtyo; aSuvaxov slvat t u v  xoivtov Ta^ewv xaO’ sva pisTaXapsiv, el ¡i.4 
auv Taj Oeaueala) yopaj tcov o[i.ovo4Ttx<6; avayopievaiv.

IN PHILEBUM

Fr. 4

103

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 Iamblichus 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 elements which are 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 Iamblichus 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

Damascius, In  Philebum 243, p. 1 1 5  West.
<O uxouv et (17) (Jta Suva[xe0a E8£a to  aya0ov 07)peoaat, aov xpial Xa(86vx£?, 

xaXXst xat ¡iuppiexpEqc xa l aXyjOeia, X£y«(iEV ox; xooxo olov §v 6p0oxax’ &v aExiaerai(ie0’ 
av xoiv sv xfj xal 8ia xouxo oj;  ayaOov ov xotaoxTjv aoxyjv yeyovsvai. 6 g A .>

"O tl xal ’ Ia(i[3Ai/oc; xap Tpslc piova8a<; <p4alv ¿7x0 xayaOou 7xposX- 
OoutTac; xoapiaai, tov vouv aSrjXov 8s, orauov vouv, xoTspov tov piSTa 
tyjv ĉoTjv 4 tov sv ty) ouala vouv xaTpixov U4VOU4SVOV • svioi yap ou 
toutov, aXA’ sxsivov yxouaav. xal 44V sv toi<; ’ Opcpixolp sv to! piuOsuopisvcp 
¿ii) xa<; Tpsi<; sxyavrjvai (lovaSap <p4aiv.

Fr. 7

Iamblichus 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 declares 
that the three monads come to light in the Egg of the mythological 
system of the Orphic Poems.

IN PHILEBUM 1 0 5
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BIBA IO N  a'

Fr. i

5A, I 13, 14-
IIPOOIMION

’Op0w? apa epyjalv 6 0£io? Tà|i.pXtxo? ttjv oXy)v tou HXaTwvo? 0swpiav 
èv rot? 8Go toGtoi,? 7r:ept,é̂ sc70at StaXóyot.?, Tt.ji.alw xal rfappeviSr] • 
7raaa yàp rj uspl twv syxoafi.iwv xal G7Tspxoaji.iwv 7tpay|i.areia teXo? 
iyz\< rò àptarov èv aùroi?, xal oùSEpia ra?i.? twv ovtwv ¿SispeGvrjTo? 7tapa- 

5 XéXei7trai.
3 Ttept om. P.

Fr. 2

=  Fr. 23

[ '0  Sé ys 0elo? Tà|i.pXi.^o? Oauptaaróv riva Tpórcov Sta ttjv upò? 
roù? àXXou? àvrtXoytav ptsptxwrspov avriXa^opivoi»? TY)? àvaXóasw? 
oòSè àXXw? 7) xarà rò «paivopisvov àxpoàa0at, ròv Xóyov Siéyvwxs,] 
xalrot ys èv 7tpootptiot? aùrò? à<pop|i.à<? y)jì.iv tw v  rotoórwv Xóywv rcapa- 

5 SeSwxw?.

Fr. 3

6 E F , I 19, 9.
<  ’AcrQéveià Tip aùxc5 ^vvéneaev, ai Ecóxpaxep • où yàp àv éxwv xrjcrSe àTteXeineTo 

xi)? auvoucrtap. 1 7A > .

' 0  Sé ys Osto? Tà|r(jXiy/j? 'j• jjrjXoX0y 0óptsv0? èv raury ttj prjrst roù? 
7rspl tt]v tw v  vot]tw v  Oéav èyysyuptvaCTptévou? aCTuptptsTpw? exeiv  <p7)al 

5 Tcpòi? tyjv 7tspì rà  ataOrjTà StarptPrjv • w? 7rou xal auro? stprjxsv 6 Sw xp àr7)? 
èv IIoXiTSta Toù? èv aùyy xa0 apa TsOpaptptévoo? à|i.pXuwTT£tv si? tò 

a7t:7)Xatov xaraPavra? uto toG èxst <j x Ótoo?, waxsp xal toù? àvapavra? 
èx too nTTjXatov Sta rò pty 8 óvaa0 ai tcw t o o ? to 9 ¿i? àvTWTrciv xal

5 Rep. V II 516E ss.

4 èyysyupvaupévou? schol. M. cum S. 5 nspl om. P.

IN TIMAEUM

BOOK I

Fr. i

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 Iamblichus 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 Iamblichus, 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 himself said, in the Republic, that those 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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8t,a xaí>x7¡v ttjv aíxíav a7xoX£Í7XEa0a(. xov xsxapxov, w? aXXy) 7xpoaY¡xovTa 
o 0sa, xt) twv voyjxwv, xaí Svj xaí slvai tyjv acr0sv£t,av aúxou Taúx7]v 8uvá[i.sw<; 

Ú7ispPoXY¡v, xa0’ y)v ÚTOps/Ei TÍ)? 7Tapoúerr)<; Oswpía?- w? y<*P 4 twv 
xaxwv Súvapi.? áSuvotpía paXXóv éemv, ouxw? 4 áa0svst,a 4 upo? xa 
Ssúxspa Suvápsw? £<rxt,v Ó7iepoy7¡.

Fr. 4

8D, I 24, 17.
<O üxo5v ctóv xoivSé te epyov xaí tí> Ó7rsp xoü árróvxop ávajxÁrjpoijv ¡tepop. iy A .>  

'O  8s ’ Iap^Xiyo? oinxE, tov áxaxovópaaxov Ú7to0É[í.evo? sivat, xpsíxxova 
t o v  7iapóvxwv xaí 9iXo0eápova xwv voyjtwv, Ev8 síxvua0 aí <pY¡<7i tov 

SwxpáxYjv 8t,á xoúxwv cm, xáv á7xoXsÍ7XY¡xai tá YEWYjpaxa Ta zvjg <púasw? 
5 twv ovxw? ovxwv, áXXá 7xapaa7Taxaí xiva án’ auxwv ópot,ÓT7)Ta 7xpo? 

auxá- xaxá Ta auxá Se xal y¡ 7xspí xt¡v cpúcrtv (7Tp£90[i.svY¡ 0 swpía [xsTsysi 
7xw? tt)? £7n,(7T7)[i.7)? twv voyjxwv, xal xoüxo 7¡ áva7xXY¡pw(7!,? 8y)X<H.

2 áxaxcúVÓ|j.aCTTOv M N P :  c o r r .  S .  4  a c o x p á x r ]M N . y £vv7)p a T a  x á  F '  yÉvir) 
x a  M : y e v r]x á  N .  5  7iapa<T7ra<7aí P .  a n ' a ú x o iv  o m . P .

Fr. 5

ioBC, I 30, 2.
< X 0 é p  7iou xcov ún’ ¿(xoü p?]0svTcov Aóycov 7repí íio X tx eía p  9jv x o  xecpáX aiov o ía  xe 

x a l  iE, oícov ávSpcov á p ía x r ]  x a x a c p a ív e x ' a v  ¡ro í y e v e a B a t . i y B C . >

[Oí pLsv TTjv suavoSov Ty? FToAiTsía? y 0 ixwTEpov XéyovTS? svSsíxv’j<7 0aí 
9aen,v ypitv, oxi Ssí xa y0 y¡ xsxoapYjpsvou? á7TTsa0a!. tt¡? Oswpía? twv 

5 oXwv] oí Sé áSpoGarv w? síxóva xy? too 7xavxo? SiaxocrpLycrew? Txpoxex- 
a0 ai xy? (7upL7xá(ry? ipoCTioXoyía?' sívai yáp xoi? ITu0 ayopsíoi.? s0 o? 7xpó 
xy? E7xi(7Ty[i.ovixy? SiSaaxaXía? 7xpoxi0svai xyv Siá xwv ópoíwv xaí 
twv síxóvwv xwv ?yTou|j.év6)v axsppáxwv SyXwaiv xaí psxa xaúxyv 
É7xáysiv xyv 8tá xwv auppóXwv aTOppyxov 7xspí xwv aóxwv IvSei^iv, 

o é n e  1.0’ oótwctÍ pLsxá xyv avaxivyatv xy? voyasw? xaí xyv too

opipiaxo? 8 i.axá0 apcn.v Tcpo^speiv xyv óXyv xwv Tcpoxei.(i.svwv oxepipLaTwv 
é7xujTypiyv. xávxao0 a xoívov y piév xy? IToXiTEÍa? upo xy? ipoCTioXoyía? 
E7xix£xpLypiEvy TCapáSoCTi.? síxovixw? yp.a? Eipioxyoi xy Sypuoupyía TOO 
xavxóc, y 8é TOpí xcov ’AxXavxívwv íxxopía xu|j.[ioX'.xw? • xaí yáp oí 

5 [i.u0 oi xa 7X0XXá Siá xwv (ru¡i.póXwv síwOaoi. xa 7xpáy¡i.axa ¿v8 síxvucr0 ai.' 
WCTxs eívai xo 9001.oXoy1.xov Siá 7xavxó? xoo SiaXóyou Siyxov, áXX’ o5  

[xév áXXw?, ou 8é áXXw?, xaxá xoo? 8ia9Ópoo? xpÓ7xoo? xy? 7xapa8ócrew?. 

1 6  coote P :  w a x ’ N :  cb? M . 1 6 - 1 7  0v .......  ° v  M .

IN TIMAEUM, BOOK I

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.

Fr. 4

109

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.

Fr. 5

(Some, (sc. Porphyry), taking the recapitulation of the Republic 
in an ethical 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. Iamblichus), 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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Fr. 6

17F-18A , I 55, 10
< TA p’ o3v 84 St,eX7)XüO<xjAEV 484 xa0a7T£p 40èç <*>Ç èv xscpaXaioiç kxXiv È7ravEX0EÏv, 

T) 7TO0oG(1EV I t I XL TtOV pï)0ÉVTtOV, ¿0 ÇÎXe TÎ[iai£, a7ToXEt7r6(lEVOV ; ig A .>

I Io x E p o v  S s  4  X éÇiç x o ü x o  (prjaiv, o x i  Y|v ;(0£<; 8 i^ X 0 e  7xoXi,x£Îav, v ijv  

év x s c p a X a io iç  S i s Xy)Xu0 £ v , 4  x a l  y_Oèç s v  x s q ja X a io u ; x a l  TYjjxepov 7xaXiv 

5 s v  x e q ja X a to tç  T xa p sX a p sv  aùxyjv, Ç4TSÏV o ù S èv  ë y e i  7xpaYp.axE!.ü8£<;- 
s i 'x s  y à p  y ô è ç  fxÈv 7xot,xt,XüxEpov si.7X£, vu v  S è  s v  XE<paXaiot,ç, s ’i x s  sv  

à[j.<pox£po!.ç Èv x E y a X a io iç ,  à p É a x E x a i  6  O sïo ç  ’ Iâ [x [iX (.y o ç , x a l  o ù S èv  

4püv S io ia s i .

5 7rpaYpaxtôj8EÇ C. 6 eÏte.... xEtpaXaioiç om. C. : e’îte èv xscpaXaioiç èv
àp.<poxèpO!.<; P.

Fr. 7

24DE, I 77, 24.
< ”A xoue 84, 6j ScjxpaxEÇ, Xèyou pâXa pèv àx^yrou, 7ravxa7rarii ye pyv àXyOouç, 

¿bç ô x£Sv è7xxà oocpcaTaToç 2 6 X(ov 7toxè 197). 20 D ,>

’ AXX’ ovxol y£ xal Ù7xo tou Osiotoctou x axà y* spr/jv 'Ia(rfiXiyou xop.184 
yEvvaiox; Yjù0ûv07)oav. àpÉaxst, 8s xoûxw te x al tco 4p.sxspcp xa07)y£p.6vi, 

5 T4V èvavxitoeuv TaÔT7)v oùx È7x’ à0EX4<7E(, tüv tpatvop-Évwv—xoùvavxlov 
[XEV OÜV, Èxelvtov TOXVTtOÇ S e S o Y[XÉv WV O ç  ysyO V O T tiJV — àXX’ ¿iÇ s[Ü0ap.EV 
xà Tipo tüv u7xoxE(.p.svcov xoïç SiaXoyoïç àvàysiv eÎç tov aùxov xoïç 
SiaXoyou; xxotxov—àpÉcjxEi 84 ouv oûtoxjI xal xaxà tov op.oi.ov tÔttov 
x al xauxyv xà)v svavxiiocJt,v ¿ 7x6 xüv àv0pto7xiva>v àpavxaç 8là xxavxàç 

10 tou x6op.ou xal ¡laXiaxa xüv yevtqtüv Siaxsivsiv, xal s txI rxàvxa T4V 
Siàvoiav sxxsivsiv, 07x4 [j.etÉ/_ei. xîjç ÈvavTiüoEwç 0EtopoovTaç xaxà xà)v 
7xoi.xi.Xiav xüv Suvap-Etov È7xsl yàp 7xàvxa xal èx xoü évoç ècm xal èx 
Tvjç [xsxà xo ev 8uaSoç, xal Ÿivtoxai 7xtoç àXX^Xoïç xal àvxl0£xov sXays 
xpûaiv, üa7xsp x a l Èv tolç yévsat, xoo ovxoç ë«m xiç àvxi0Eaiç xaùxoü

3 xaxà  y£ T7)v èp7)v M P; Êp7)v<yvcjp4v >  Radermacher. 4 yEvvaïoç C. 
te om. C. 5 TaÙT7)v om. C. ¿7x<xt4<tei C sic. 7 7xp6ç C; 7xpÜTov Ü7ToxEÎpEva 
ci. Radermacher. 8 oôxcoai G : outojç eî CMP. 12  èx om. C. 13  Î tu/ e 
M. I4 ÛÇ 07X£p P.

IN TIMAEUM, BOOK I III

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.

Fr. 7

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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15 7tp6? Oarspov xal xcvYjasa)? 7xpo; a r a a iv ,  7xavTa Si fie re y e i t u v  ysvciv

toutw v  T a  ev t w  xoapcp, xaXto; ocv e y o 1 tyjv Sea 7xavTcov StYjxooaav 
evavTicoaxv Gewpeiv.

Fr. 8

26A, I 82, I I

< ’ Hv piv oOv oixeToi Yjpiv xai (KpiSpa (piXop ApcoiriSou xou 7ra7T7rou, xa0a7rep 
X£ye 1 7roXXaxou xai auxo.; ev xfl 7roiifjasi. Kpaq Se Kpixiav x8v Yjpexepov narntos 
elnev, cjq a7repvY)p6veuaev au 7tp6i; Yjpai; 6 yipcov, oxt peyaXa xai ©aupaaxa xijaSe 
eiT) 7taXaia epya xy)? 7xoXecop, 6716 xpovou xal cpOopai; avOpcoTitov Yjtpaviapsva. 2 o E .>

5 [To piev oOv aXY]0ei; tocootov.] 6 8s ye Ge'to; Tap[JXcyo; aXXax; 7xto; 
7xapa8i8a)(7i tyjv too ysvoog SiaSoyYjv aoxoGev yap too ApouxiSoo 7xal8a 
tov rXaoxwva txocsc.

5 SXkoq C.

Fr. 9
27C, I 87, 6

< ’Eyoj qjpdcoco TiaXaiov axYjxodx; X6yov 00 veoo avSpoi;. 2 l A .>

'O  8s 87] p sya; TapfiXcyo; apcoi paXXov Y]pai; stxc toc 7xpaypaxa tcov 
Xoycov ty)v TxocxcXcav avayetv xai opav, 07x077; xocl ev ty) (poaec toc evavxia 
tw evi xexpaTY)Tat, xai to ev 87x001; 7xocxiXXsTat., xal ol aoTol Xoyot 

5 7x6(7y]v epaXXayyv e7xicpatvoo(7iv, aXXox; pev Svtci; ev too vqo too 7xavToi;, 
aXXooi; 8e ev ttj '¡I'syji xal aXXooi; ev ty; cpoaec xal eoydcToo; ev oXy) ysyovoxs; 
xal ao 7xepl tyjv 5 Xy)v pexa ty)i; opocoTYjTo; TxapTxoXXrjv xijv exepoTYjTa 
Setxvovxe; • xaoxa yap sot tv STxapta ty)? too IIXoctoovoi; Siavocac;, aXX’ 
oiiy Y) 7xoXo7xpayptoCT6vY) ty)? Xe^eax;.

2 St) om. N. 3 alterum xai om. N. 4 xcp evi om. CP. 6 ev < xy) >  
oXy) sugg. Diehl.

IN TIMAEUM, BOOK I

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

1 1 3

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

Fr. 9

But the great Iamblichus 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.

8
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Fr. 10

29BC, I 93, 15
< C E Z t t e v o 5 v  t i ; t c o v  tppaxspcov, e I't e  S yj Soxoijv auxcp t o t e , s i t e  xal X ® P tv Tiva 

to Kpixia cpipcov, S o x e Tv  oi xa xs icXXa acxpcoxaxov yEyovivai EoXcova xal xaxa t yjv 

TroiTjatv a5 t c o v  7coi.y)t c o v  7cavxcov EXEuOEpicoxaxov. 6 S yj yEpcov, acpoSpa yap o5v 
pijxvTjjiai, (iaXa xs ^ct0y) xal 8iaji.EiSi.aCTa; gEtcev ■ E l ye, co ’AjxuvavSps, uy Ttape- 

5 pyco xy) 7coiYja£i. xaxE/p'^xaxo, aXX’ saTtouSaxei xaOaxcp aXXoi, t o v  xe Xoyov 6v 
aw’ AiyuTcxov Ssupo YjvEyxaxo aixexeXEae, xal jiY) 8ia xa; axdCCTEi; U7r6 xaxcov xe 
aXXcov, oaa supsv svQaSs y j x c o v , Y)vayxaa0Y) xaTajisA/jaac, xaxa y ’ ejxyjv 8o!;av o u t e  

'HaioSo; o u t e  "OjiYjpo; o u t e  aX/.o; ouSsl; 7t o i y)t y ); EuSoxcjicoxEpo; av i x o t e  sysvETO 
auxou. 2 iB C D .;>

10  6 Ss ’ Iaji.pXi.xo? ouSsv slval cpYjai toutwv oAy)0s ?, aXXa aY)ji.aiv£<70a(,
Sia toutou to a7xoXuTOV tou vou x a l to aSsOTtoTov tyj? apsTYj? too NoAwvo? 
x a l to ctejivov x a l UTOps/ov roxvTa Ta aXXa. x a l jxsv Syj x a l to ji.siSi.av 
tov K p ir ia v  cpYjalv o auTo? s ^yjyijtyj? SyjAoov tyjv TsXslav a7xoyevvY)t7i,v 
twv a ’lTiwv, tyjv s7i:i.YT]0ouaav toT? yewruiccaw  sauTYj?, tyjv Se otpoSpa 

15  ji.VYjji.Yjv tyjv trwTYjplav twv tcoiyjtixwv sv t u  xocTji.o> Xoywv svSsixvuaOat.. 
Sia tl oOv Ea7xoi>Saasv av o DoXwv sv 7xoi.Yjji.aai, 7xapaSouvai. tov ’ATXav- 
Tixov 7xoXsji.ov; S ioti, cpYjal, TxavTa Ta cpuaixa epya x a l yj xogjiixy) svavTi- 

wcn? Sia ji.(,[i.Yjc7ew? utpetJTYjxsv • avaXoYsi Y*P T° f?  7toiyjtixoi? auTYj? 
x a l 7xpa>ToupYoi<j atrioi?, c0? o KpiTia? toi? 7rpoae^£cn. x a l SeuTEpoupYoi?. 

20 Sia t I Ss u7xo twv CTTaaswv sxwAu0yj ; S ioti Ta svuXa xi.VYjji.aTa x a l 6 
svuXo? 0opupo? sji/jroSwv Y^STai toi? toiyjtixoT? Aoyoi.? twv sYxoajitwv, 
w? eipYjTai x a l 7xpoTSpov.

I I 4

Fr. 1 1

31C , I 100, 29
< K a I  ixote TxpoayaYEiv (BouXyjOeI ; auxoii; TXEpl tcov apyaicov eE; X6you;, tcov 

xyjSe xa apyatixaxa Xzyziv E7UX£lp£iv, 7X£pl ttopovlcoi; xe xou Txpcoxou XexQ̂ vtoi; xal 
N i6(3y)<;, xa l (isxa xSv xaxaxXua(i6v a5 7X£pl AsuxaXicovoi; xa l II6ppa<; co; S ieyevovto 
(luOoXoyETv, xa l xou; c ; auxcov ycvcaXoyEl'v, xa l xa xcov excov oaa 3jv o l; eXeye 

5 7XEipaa0ai Sia(iVYj(iovEucov xou; xpovou; api0(i£ iv  2 2 A B .>

’Aaaupiot. Ss, cpYjaiv ’ Iaji.pXi.xo?, ou/ OTTa xal s’ixoai, ji.upi.aSa? stwv

IN TIMAEUM, BOOK I

Fr. 10

115

But Iamblichus says that none of this 1 is true, but that there 
is signified by this 2 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.3

1 Origen’s explanation—See Comm.
2 The epithet EXcoOcptcoTaxo;.
3 B y  Proclus, I 9 1, i j i i .

Fr. I I

And the Assyrians, says Iamblichus, preserved records not
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iiova? sTYjpvjCTav, ¿6? ‘iTXTxapyo?, ¿XX a  xal oXa? ¿ 7xoxaTa<roxa£t.?
xal TXEptoSou? twv £7XTa xoapLoxpaTopwv ¡iV7)[i7) 7xape8oaav • 7xoXXou apa 8e£ 
7xpo? Tauxa 7xapaf^XXsa0ai 7) 7xap’ "EXXTjat. 7xoXu0p6X7]To? ¿pxaioXoyia. 

io  ¿6 x al SvjXov, oti 7) 7xapouaa ¿ 97)y7)cn.? ou 7xpo? puxpov o (p zi\s i [3Xe7XEiv, 
aXXdc 7xp6? to oXov x a l 7xav.

7 XI/ eE fjsv EXT) xa Ssxaxa X£7txa  ̂ sixoaxa XsysL?, taco? aXr)Oeusl?- el Si: sxo? X7]v 
¿770 XplOU EL? XpLiv TTEpioSoV XsyEL?, XL? aV <701 7rK7X£U<J£L£V; EL7rol|Jl av £y<i> TTpi?
’IapPXi/ov.
7 fjovov P . g 7rapaPaXXsa0aL om. C. 7roXu0p6XX7)xo? mss. io  Si 8tj xal 
P . i2 a X X a x a lN .

Fr. 12

36D , I 1 17 ,  18
< T 6x£ ouv 0C70L x ax ’ op7) xal ev u^tjXol? to7TOL? xal £r(pol? otxouoi, piaXXov 

SloXXuvtoll x<ov 7toxapoL? xal OaXaxxT) 7xpo<joLxoGvxcov. 2 2 D .>

"O ys pLTjv 91X000901; ’ IapL^Xi^oi; 9uat.xw? xauxa ¿¡?ioi Oewpsiv, 
¿XX’ oux 7,01x8.)?. sx7xupci)<7£M? oOv yr.yvoij.svy? ijaXXov 8t,oXXua0ai 97501 

5 too? sv u(jr7)Xoi? olxouvTa? opsoiv, m? 7xoppa)Tspov OVTa? TWV ¿ 7X0 TOO 
uSaxo? avaOupiLaosMV ■ ou yap S7xl 7x0X6 a’ipovTat Sta ttjv (3apuT7)Ta ttj? 
uypa? ouoia?. oux Iotlv ouv svixpio? o 7xspi£^wv auTou? ayp, aXXa i?ypo?, 
xai u7xsxxaup.a yivsTat tm xxupl 960SL 7xpo? Ta avw 9spo(jsvw. ava7xaXiv 
8s xaTaxXuopcov y.yvoijsviov oi sv toI? xolXol? olxouvts? 90sipovTat. 

10 jiaXXov, stxsiSt) 7xavxa Ta (3apsa 7xpo? to xaxw 9spovTat 960s!..

4 ou/ 7)0lxco? C. yevo|jev7)? P . 7 ¡?7]pa? C. 8 xa dive0 C : x£j av<o P : 
xo dcvM M. 10  (pEpsxaL P . cpucTEL C. xaxa <pu<7LV MP.

Fr. 13

37B C , I 120, 10
< K a x a  Se xtjvSe X7]v /copav ouxe tote ouxe avcoOsv etcI xa? apoupa? uScop 

£7XLppEL- xo Se svavxiov xaxco0EV 7tav smxvLEvaL 7tEipuxEV. 60EV xal Sl’ a? alxta? xa 
ev0<x8e aepporjEva XsyExai 7raXaLoxaxa. 2 2 E .>

'O 8s ’ Iarj[iXL/_o? ouSsv 97,ol ypyvar. toloutov u/?tsTv, ¿XX’ a7xXouoTspov 
5 axousLV T7]v S7xavo8ov tou uSaxo? xyv xatmOsv, yv siojOaoL Xsysr.v ava- 

[3aolv ■ §!.7xXyv S’ aFiav ¿7x081806?, 8x’ yv oi Aiyu7XTL0L xai tou? au^p.06? 
xai tou? xaTaxXuofiou? 8ia9suyouoL, 8yXo? sotl SoxLpia ĉov xyv ¿7x6 
Ttov SpPpwv au^yoLV. XsysL yap 7xpo)TLOTyv pisv aixiav sivaL ry? twv 
A iy’JTXTLojv ocoxypia? xyv twv siXy/OTcov auxou? 0saiv [BouXyoLV xai

4 xoiouxo P . 6 71X771 C M P : SlxX/v C : txXt,v SnxXijv coni. Diehl. 8 Spfipijjv 
CM : vsiXtov P . 9 xoiv om. P.

I l 6 IN TIMAEUM, BOOK I I I 7

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. 
B y  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 Iamblichus, 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
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o tov sE, apyyjp opov Tvjp S-qpuoupylap, SeuTepav 8e t?)v tov aepcov xpaeuv  
a l ts yap ¿>poa •qvavTlcovTai, Irv Tolp avTolxoi.p, a<p’ &v pel o NelXop TCpoi; 
Toup lyjSe totcoup, x al 4 tov auygwv xal twv £7TO[i,ppiwv yevstnp £7ra[i.el- 
PsTai ev auToip. 
io  etXa/orwv C.

Fr. 14

44F-45A, 1 1 4 5 ,5 .
ClIpoTepav [Av tyjv 7rap’ upuv St s c r  yiAoip lx  T7;p t s  xal 'Hipaiaxou to  mrspixa 

7tapaXa[3ouffav upcov, TrjvSe Se uffrepav. 2 3 D E .>

’A7ropY](Tap 8e 6 0elop Tap.pXi.xop, 7ttop ol 0£ol xaTa xpovou? atpwpi- 
opsvoup Xayyave'.v XeyovTai T07roup Tivap, olov ’A0yva 7tpoTSpov ¡xev 

5 rap  ’A0y)vap, ucrrspov Sk T7)v Saiv • el yap ap^ovral 7tot£ tt)p xX^pwascop, 
xal 7tauoivT’ av 7tots- to yap xpovco 7rapafi.eTpoufi.evov a7rav toioutov 
eemv • eTi Se ov xots XayyavouT!, toxov, 7roTepov aSeoxoTOv ovra Xayya- 
voueuv, 4 u7t* aXXwv Oecov 7tpo(rraTo>jpevov • el pev yap aSecnroTOV, 7tcop 
av el'y) ti tou ravTop epyjfxov 0£ou 7ravTeXwp; 7rwp S’ av Siapevoi Tip 

o T07t04 oXcop a<ppoup4Top uuo t£>v xpeiTTOvwv; 7tto4 S’ av, el auTapxyjp 
semv elp to ow^eiv eauTov, SoTspov xXyjpop yevoiTO 0ewv Tivop; el Se 
U7r’ aXXov y)y£fi.ova TeXet xal aXXop auTov Xayyavei 0eop, xal ouTCop 
aXoyov • ouTe yap 7rapaa7rarai 6 §euT£pop ttjv em crraaiav tou 7TpOT£pou 
xal tov xXvjpov, outs avTipsraXa.ppavouor to up aXXyjXcov Toxoup • ouSe 

5 yap ol Salpovep evaXXa.TTOuTt Tap eauTwv Xvjipeip—ra u r a  Sr] Sta7ropy)(rap 
STuXueTat Xeycov earavai pev Tap xXypfoostp atStoup twv 0£cov, r a  Se 
peTe^ovra auTwv tots pev ¿OToXaueiv twv yjyefi.ovwv, 7roT£ Ss aTepetrOat, 
xal rau rap  el vat Tap pe0spsip Tap ypovw peTpoupevap, ap Sr] xoXXaxtp 
ot tepol 0e<rpol ysvs0Xta xaXouot 0ewv.
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ground-rules of their creation, while the mixture and composition 
of the air is a secondary reason. For 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).

Fr. 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 ruler, how would any part of the All be completely 
devoid of God? And how would any place survive entirely 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 the allotment from the former, nor do they assume in turn 
each other’s areas; for not even the daemons change allotments 
with each other.

Having raised these difficulties 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

45B, I 146, 9
< T t)ç 8 è  ¿ V 0 a 8 l  8taxo<7[j.7)aECix; 7rap’ 7)[j.ïv è v  t o ï ç  Eepoïç ypapifiaaiv ô x x a x i a x i X i ü j v  

àpi0[j.ôç è t c o v  y É Y p a T r t m .  2 3 E . >

”E t i 8è (X7üo t û v  îspâv ypapipiàTMV tyjv àcpr]yY)criv TaÙTYjv Troioùpisvoç, 
Ô 84X0Ï TÛV XOCpilXCOV OsiMV ElSâiv T7)V ¡xovipiov (ppoupàv, G)Ç <paÎ7) av 

5 ô TapifiXi^oç.

Fr. 15

45E, I 147, 24
< ............................ibid...................................>

ITàcrav 8è TaÙTrçv tï)v sÇy)yy)(Tlv ô 0 eïoç TapifiXi^oç arcoSoxipiàÇsi 
Xéywv [i.7j 7repi piwv sivai tov Xoyov sv toÙtoiç, àXXà 7xspi Siatpopwv 
¡jisTpcov TŸjç ’A 0 Y)vaixy)ç ¡isd é E so jç. aTOTrov oùv yivsa0 ai tyjv [ivy]|i.rjv 

5 tôv sv OaiSpa) TOptoScov.

Fr. 16

47BCD, I 152, 28
< n p £ S x o v  [xèv x ô  xôiv ÎEpÉiov y é v o ç  ¿ tto xôiv a X X c o v  yioplç acpiopiapiévov. piExà 

8 è  x o u x o  x è  xôiv S^pitoupyoiv, oxt x a O ’ a ô x ô  ÉSxaaxov, aX X o j  8è o ù x  ¿7n[xiyvûp,evov 

8ï)p.ioopyei, x 6  x è  x£iv vopLÉcov x a l  x ô  xôiv 0ï)peuxiov, x o  x e  xôiv yEcvpyôiv, x a i  87) x a î  

x o  [xây_i[iov y é v o ç  f)a0ï)cjai t t o u  xfjSs à7T<ivxMV xôiv yévôiv XE^oipiapiÉvov, olç o ù S È v  

5  œ X X o  7tXy)v x à  7rspl x ô v  7r6XEp.ov Ô7t 8 t o ü  vop.00 7rpoctx£xâx07) piXeiv. 2 4 A B . >

' 0  Ss ys 0 sïoç Tà[i.(3Xi;£oç STriTiii.yja'aç toÙtoiç coç ours nXaTomxwç 
outs àXY)0 wç Xsyopisvoiç—ours yàp touç àp^ayysXouç Y)Çi«a0 ai tou 
[i.VY)|i,Y)ç u7x0 nxàrwvoç, ours xo fi.ay_LU.ov yévoç sïvai twv sîç a-wpiara 
pSTOuerüv (jjuycov • où yàp Ssï Taùxaç àvuSiaipsïv Osoïç -4 8ai|i.o<Tiv • 

10 xai yàp oÎtotov, si Taùxaç pièv sv tm pisao) ysvsi xà^opisv, 0 soùç Se xai 
Saipiovaç sv toïç 8Y)[i.ioupyixoïç toïç èayàxoïç • outs vopisaç Ù7ràpysiv 
èxsivouç touç àTOTuyovxaç pièv tou àvOp&mixoù vou, 7Tpoç Ss rà  Çoia 
ayôvxaç xivà iro[i.7xà0 siav • où yàp é£ àv0pw7xwv sari to sivai toïç Saipiocri 
TOÏÇ S7XlTp07XSÙ0 U<Tl TY)V 0 VY)TÏ)V (pÙtTlV • OUTS 0 Y)paxàç TOÙç Cûf77XSp SV 

15 Çwypsi« xaTaxXeiovxaç xcp crcopiaTi ttjv i|ju}(r]v où yàp ootwç 4 4;UX'0 

tü  (rà)|jiaTi cruÇsùyvuTai, oùSè <piX6(TO<poç ô Tpo7xoç outoç TÎjç 0 swpiaç, 
àXXà Pappapix^ç àXa^ovsiaç ¡jIeijtoç- outs tooç yswpyoùç slç ty)v Â pLY)- 
Tpav àvsvsxTsov- ¿çyprjVTai yàp oi 0 soi twv 7xpoae/(ov aixioiv ttjç ipùasoiç 7

7 yEvopiévoiç M: yivojiÉvoiç P. 8 7rapà xoü 7tXàx<ùvoç P. g 8-i) N. 13 
xivà MN: xt)V P. 18 Ê yipTTjvxai P.
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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.

Fr. 15

But the divine Iamblichus rejects all this exegesis, 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 shepherds 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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—toutoi? S’ ouv s7UTi[A7)<jap too? pisv ispsa? avaXoyov iew jai Si’ opioi- 
ottjto? 7xpo? 7xaaa? Ta? SsuTspa? ouaia? xai SuvafXEi?, oaai Ta? 7xpoT£pa? 
sauT&v aiTia? TifxfiSai xai 0spa7xs8ou<n, too? Ss vopia? 7c«en tol? sv 
t£> xoapico T7]v sraaTaaiav Xayoucn Tij? si? to acopia p£7souar)? Êmt)? 
xai To’iv aXoyicmov Suvafxstov xai TauTa? sv xaijst SiavEpioucn, too? 
8s OrjpsuTa? Suvapiscu xa0oXixaT?, xoafi.r)Ti,xai? tcov SsuTspcov 8ia  T?j? 
0yjpa? too ovro?, too? 8s yccopyou? toi? TOxpaaxsuaE[ouaT ttjv teXs- 
aroupyiav tcov a7t’ oopavoo cpspopivcov sm. yijv cursppiaTcov, too? 8s 
|J.ayi[i.oo? toi? to [xsv oi0sov 7tav avaTpsTiooTt., to 8s 0sTov xpaTuvouaiv.

19  Si’ 6(i ,o i6 t ?)TO? avaXoyov 'iaxYjai P . 24 Sia x%  N : Sia xa? P :  Sixcc? M sic.

Fr. 17

48D, I 156, 3 1.
< ”E ti Se 7) t }\z oTcXiaecop aoxoiv ayea ic, aoTciScov xai Sopaxcov, oT? 7)|J.£i? Tpoixoi 

xcov 7repl XTjv ’A aiav coreXiapieOa, xij? Oeou xaGareep cv exeivoic xoip xottoi? Trap’ 
upiiv Tpcoxoip evSei^apievT)?. 2 4 B .>

'O  Se yc Oslo? ’Iap.pXi.yo? sv0sacmxco?, S7xsi8r) 7xav to 0siov xai 
8pav 704 x ai ¡juXj Trarrysiv, iva t u  psv 8pav pr) syy to aSpavs? ty) oXy 
7rpoc7opoiov, xm 8s pr) 7taaysiv ¡J.7] syr) TO SpatITr]plOV tol? svuXoi? SOLXO?, 
a  psTa TOX0OO? m is i ,  too? psv am tiSa? Suvapsi? sivai TL0£Tai 81’ a? 
a7ta0£? xai aypavTov psvsi to 0siov, appr)XTOV sv sauTco cppoopav 7tspi- 
PspXr)psvov, Ta 8s SopaTa Suvapsi? xa0’ a? ycopsi 81a  toxvtwv avacpco? 
xai 8pa si? Tiavxa, to svuXov axioxoTiTov xai nav to ysvsxioopyov s l8o? 
apovopcvov.

Fr. 18

49B, I 159, 13
< T o  S’ a 5 reepi XT)? tppovyjaeco?, opo;? t t o o  x o v  vopiov xfjSe ocrrjv empiXeiav 

¿7toi7)CTaxo s60i!)? xa x ’ apya? TCpi xe xov xocpiov aTavxa pieypi |J.avxixi)? xai iaxpixij? 
7tp6? uyiciav ex xouxoiv 0ei(ov ovxtov el? xa avOpciiTiva avcupcov, osa xc aXXa xouxoi? 
¿Texai p.a07)|j.axa 7tavxa xx^crapievop. 2 4 B .>

‘ ri£pl 8s tov xoapiov axxavxa’, 810T1 xai acpavsl? sltnv a m a i  tcov 
sv tco xoapico TETaypisvcov, a? 0 scopsi xpo tootcov rj TsXsa cppovr)cn?' 
00 yap scmv aorij? to ei8o? ts^vixov, co? cpr)ai flopcpopio?, 4 upo?
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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 hunters to the general powers, which order the 
secondary powers by means of their search for Being, and the 
farmers 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. 17

But the divine Iamblichus, 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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zzjycLC, s7ut4(5e(,o v  'Hipaia-rou yàp xoòxo Swpov, àXX’ oùx ’A0Yjvà<;, 
&c, cpvjcTLV ’ IàpipXixoi;.

Fr. 19

49CD, I 159, 25
< ..................ibid...................... >

[lloprpûpioc; Sè sixoxwç cpvjtri xal ìaxpiXYjv â n o  t ï \ç ’ AOrpac; YjXSiv, 
SiÓti x al ó ’Ac7XÀYj7uôp voüç ecttî SeÀTjviaxôp, &<tk zç  ó ’A toàXwv 'H X ia- 
xôç vouç.] oiç xal ó 0etop hr.én'krfcvj ’ I à[j,pXiy/>ç wç où xaXwç Tuy/éourTi. 

xàç t£)v 0eg>v oùofaç 0Ò8È ôp0£5ç ¿ eî xaxà xò 7xapòv xoùç voijç xal xàç 
5 (jjuyàç Twv èyxoapiwv SiavÉpioucuv • stoI xai ’Arr/.XyTuôv sv 'HXicp 

0ETEOV xai ¿7x’ SXSÎVOU 7rpOlÉvai TCEpi XOV ySVYjTOV T07XOV, IV ’ WCTTOp Ó 
oùpavôç, oûxw 84 xai 4 ysvEtrtç xaxà SsùxEpav ¡i,£ToyYjv ûto t^ ç 0sóry]Top 
xaùx4ç CTUvéyYjTai, (TUjajxETpiaç xai sôxpaaiaç ¿ 77’ aùxîiç reX^poupiEVop.

6 < e îv a t>  0ETÉOV K ro ll. 7 Si) om. P . 9 sell, ó yevY)TÒ<; tôkoç, nisi potius 
7rXr)poupévr) cum Ç scrib.

Fr. 20

51A , I 164, 22
< ’ExXeÇapévr) t ò v  t Ó t t o v èv «  yeyévr)<70£, t t j v EÙxpaaiav xtov ¿p& v èv aÙT<;> 

xaxiSoGaa, cm cppovipoxcitTouç àcvSpaç oïooi. 2 4 C .>

'0  Sé ys Oeïoç ’ Ia[xpXi.yop ‘xÓ7xov’ î x̂oixtev oòSepiav awpiaToeiSv) 
Siàaxacuv, àXXà ttjv Sià tï)ç yvjp Siajxouaav àawpiaxov alxiav, xyv àvs- 

5 youaav ryj Çcùf) xà awpiaxa xai TCEpiéyouaav 7raaav Siàoxaoiv eEç yàp 
xòv toiootov xo7rov 4 0£oç Syjpuoupysi, <pY)oi, xai xaxoïxiÇsi xoùç Ôvxwç 
àyaOoùç àvSpaç.

4 aïxiav S  : t t j v aixiav CM N.

Fr. 21

5rB , I 165, 16
< " A t e  o u v  çtXoTtôXepôç T£ xai qxXôaoçoç i) 0eôç o5aa xòv TxpoaipepeCTxàxouç; 

aùxfj péXXovxa oî'o e i v  t o t t o v  avSpaç xoüxov èxXcÇaptévzj Ttpûxov xaxtpxitrev. 2 4 D .>

'0  Ss 0sïoç ’ Ià(i,pXiyoi; toÙtolç È7t 171X4 l;aç <&$> où xaXwç tyjv àvaXoyiav 
Siaawaapivoiç xòv ¡aèv 7ióXe[xov è^vjyeixai xòv àvaipsxixòv àpSvjv ôXvjp 

5 T4Ç àxàxxou xai 7xXy)[X[xeXoüp xai èvùXou cpùaswç, croipiav Sè ty]v àuXov

3 ¿iç add. Kroll. 4 xò pèv C.
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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 Iam ­
blichus says.

Fr. 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 confuse 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. 20

But the divine Iamblichus 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 
settles 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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v6y)oiv x al XGipiaT-fjV, apupoTSpcov Se tyjv 0eov a m a v  slvai TauTT^v • -rjv 
xal ol ’AOYjvaioL ¡j.i.(j.ouvTai Sia ty;p sp/ppovop ĉoYjp xal TroXepuxYjp, xai 
6 totop <o> ’A0Y)va(.xop eu auvYjppiofTTai. 7rpop tyjv u7toSoxy)v twv tchoutcov 
tpoxcov.

6 t o W  0eoSv M. 8 6 add. Kroll.

Fr. 22

53E, 17 1 , 17
ClIoAAd pev oOv upoiv xa l peyaAa gpya ty)<; 7r6XEa>p xfjSs ysypapplva 0aupd£exai, 

TtavTcov ye p-qv ev unepe/et peyeOet xal apexf), 2^ D .>

'0  Se IIop<pup[.op ‘¡j.syaAa piev epya xal 0au[i.a<7Ta’ ^xouasv,
oaa 7Tpop uAyjv xal Toup uAixoup 7rpaTTeTai, TpoTCOup, uAixoup Se TpoTOup 

5 aTOxaAei Toup Saip-ovap- Suo yap elvai Saipiovcov siSy], to ¡xev tpuxa?, 
to S’ eTepov Tporcoup, elvai Se toutoup 6A(.xap Suvagsip, Y)0o7xoioup ty)p 
(pux‘0i. xal OTCp ye twv SoypaTWv toutcov suOiivap TrapeaxCT0 ™  ¡xct’ 
aiiTov ê YjyYjTY).

3 p£v om. M. 7 Tai om. C.

Fr. 23

54A, I 1 7 4 ,  28
< A e y e i yap xa yeypappEia, 6cn]V rj 7r6Xip upaiv ’¿-Kauai kotz Suvapiv (i^pei 

7Top£uopsv/)v apa im  itioav Eupci>7ri]v xal ’Aaiav, 2 4 E .>

' 0  Se ye Oeiop ’Iap[3A!.xop OaupiaaTov Tiva TpoTCOv Sia tyjv 7tpop Toup 
aAAoup avTiAoyiav pepixcoTepov avT(.Aa(3o[i.svoup tyjp avaAixjEcop ouSe aAAcop 

5 Yj xaxa to ipaivofisvov axpoac70ai twv Aoycov Sieyvcoxe, xai.Tot, ye ev 
7xpoo(.[i.io[.p auxop acpop[i.ap Y)[i.1v twv tcxoStcov Aoytov TCapaSsSwxcSp. 
aAA’ o [i.ev (Flop oeTop avY]p 7roAAa Te aAAa x a l Syj x a l TaoTa Yjpap x a i-  
Seiiaap eupievYjp scttco.

<7%. C M K  EtpTtXixlou zip t o  ‘dXX’ 6 pev QzXop Tap[3Xi^op eupevijp iaza>’ • 
Axp7rXix£ou 7r6vop o5xop, TapPAi^s Saixep facov,
'iXaQi. vixTjOeii;, aXX’ U7t6 06W emcov.

4 alxioXoylav mss.: em. Kroll. dvTiAapflavop6voup C.
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Athenians imitate her through their intelligent and warlike mode 
of life, and the area 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 daemon, 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.”
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Fr. 24

60D, I I95, 22
Sy) t o i , t o  XcyopEvov, x i  roxiScov (iaOvj(iaTa Qaupacrrov e^ei t i  (i.V7)(i£tov. 

eyai yap a  p.ev xOei; 7}Xouaa, oux av olSa ei Suvaip.r)V amxvTot ev (jIVY|(jIY| TtdcXiv Xa^etv* 
TauTa 8k a  7t<xp.7TOXuv ^povov Siaxxjxoa, TxavTomaat. 6aufi.daai.jx' av £i xl fi£ auxaiv 
S u x t x^ e u y e v . fjv pi£v o\5v pLETa 7t o X X y)p  rjSovrjt; x a l 7tai8ix7)i; t 6 t e  axouofXEva, x a l t o u  

5  TTpEC^oTou 7rpo0ujx<vp ¡x e  8i.8daxovTO£;, Src’ efxou TroXXdba? ETxavEpMToivToi;, a>axs 
olov Eyxaofxaxa dvexTxXuTOu ypatp^p efxjxova fxoi y£yov£v. 2 6 B .>

E l  Se t ic, npbc, za.uza.iQ zaiQ  anoSoaem xal xuv 7xpaYp.aT«v ¿cvte^ oito 
T7)p oXt)<; Oscopiap, axoustm XsyovTOi; Tap.(3Xi}(ou ttjv ¡rev xwv 7xai§cov 
¡i.vy)ji.7)v svSsixvuaDai t /]v as! vlav xal ax(J.a£ou<jav [ibvqiov xwv Xoywv 

10 7xow)<tiv, to Se av£X7xXuTov tyj? ypacpYjg, y) ty)<; pacpTjp—XsysTai yap 
dpupoTEpw?—ty)v asvaov xal avexXenrTov Sy)puoupyiav, to 8e 7xp60ujj.ov 
too StSacrxovTOi tyjv oc90ovov toiv 7xpscrpuTSp«v a lz lo v  sip Ta SsuTEpa 
XopTjylav •

0 jxovijxovv ci. S. 1 1  apicpoTEpov P. aevaov P :  a£vvaov CN.

Fr. 25

63B, I 204, 24
<T£Xrcop T£ xal Xapurpwp £oixa dvTaTTOX-ijipEaSai tyjv tovv Xiyovv eaxiaatv. aov 

oOv £pyov XeyEiv oiv, ¿> TtfxaiE, to jxetA tooto, ¿>q eoixev, xaX£aavTa xaTa vojxov 
Oeoup. 2 7 B .>

[Msypt 8y) toutcov tJupiTCCTcXYiporrai to too Ttpiaiou xxpooipuov, 87XEp 
5 Ssuijpop p.sv ouSs s^7]yy)C7£wp -’t]Q,i<j)GZ to 7xapa7xav, Aoyyivop 8s ou 7xav 

eXsys 7xspiTTOv, aXX’ oaa TxapsiaxoxXsiTai 7xspl twv ’ATXavTivcov xal 
TCOV TOU AlyUTCTtOU St7)yy)(T£C0V, WI7TE Xal sltO0S[, aUVa7XT£l,V T7) SwxpaToup 
8ey)ctei, ty]v a7xayysXiav tou Kpixiou, Xsyw S t  t q  ‘7xap£ijj.i te ouv xsxo- 

10 <jjj.7]jjivoq £7x’ auTot xal navzcuv  sTotpioTaTop Ss^scyOat’ to ‘ctxotxei, 84 ty)v 
tuv Jpsviciv croL 8ta0E(xi.v, ¿) 2jfoxpaTE<;, dj St.£0£fi£v.’]

IIopcpupiop 8s xal ’Iaji.pXi.}(op tt] 7xao7) tou SiaXoyou 7xpo0Ea£i aupi- 
ipaivov dnsfrjvav, o [lev ¡rspixcoTEpov, 0 8e E7xo7XTi,xwTEpov WC7TS si xal 
Y)[XEti EVTauOa to pt^Xiov TXEptypaiJ'aip.ev, cupi^tovov tu  te IlXaTWV!. xal 

15 TouTot,? 7xapE^6 ji.£0 a ttjv sauTtov toĉ iv.

2 rj om. N. emxocXsaavTa A, Plat. 13 eE om. N. sed sscr N' post r)(ieip. 
14 te om. C.
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Fr. 24

But if one, in addition to these explanations, were to cling 
fast also to the general consideration of reality, let him listen to 
Iamblichus 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.

Fr. 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 all 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 I 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.

9
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BIBA IO N  p'

Fr. 26

64CD, I 209, i

nPOOIMION

' 0  8è ye 0eïoç ’Iàp,pX(.)(oç ttjv fxèv ToiauTTjv luToplav oùSèv TjyeÏTai, 
TcpooTjxew [ev] toïç Ttpoxeipivoic;' où yàp rapi, àQéwv àv0pci>TtMV ó Xôyoç 
t ü  riXaTcovi vov, àXXà rcepl aaxppovoùvTwv xal 0eoïç TCpocyopuXeïv 
Suvapivcov, où8è rap i àp.cpi.c7(37)ToôvTa)v 7rpôç Ta êpya omÔTTjToç, àXXà 

5 rap i t û v  uwÇscOai, (BouXopivcov òrto x « v  Ta ôXa ctcüÇôvtwv • TtapaSiScoai 
8s TT¡v t e  Sùvapuv ttjç s ù ^ ç  xal ttjv TsXeiÓTTjTa 0ao(xac7T7)v Tiva xal 
ùrapcpuî] x a l raloav ùrapalpoucav eXraSa.

2 [èvj del. Diehl. 5 |}ouXo|jiÉvmv N : Suvauévfov CP.

Fr. 27

67D, I 218, 8
C'H piaç Sè xoùç 7T£pi ttocvxXç Xoyouç 7rot£Îa0al 7T7] ptiXXovxaç 7) yéyovev ij xal 

àyevéç l(TTtv, eI ¡xrj Koivrânaai 7rapaXXàxxo|jiev, ■2jC.>

'O 8é ys Oeïoç ’ IàfxpX(.)(oç ‘nri)’ fxèv rapi toü TtavToç eaeahai cpyjai, 
t Òv Xôyov, ‘t«)’ S’ où- TYjv yàp oXyjv are àôpoxTov oouav xal àveiSeov 

5 àpp7)Tov àcpiï]C7i., ttjv 8 s  e IStjtixtjv TZOLGCCD SV TÜ XOCTpU;) 7T0!,X(.XÎaV àva- 
(TxétpeTai.

4 yàp CM : ys P.

67D, I 219, 20 
< ...............ibid.

Fr. 28

>
IIop<pùpioç 8s xal ’IàfxpXi^oç àfxcpÓTspa ijaXotJuiv, Îv’ fj tò Xeyófxevov, 

TOTspov yeyove tò 7rav, t) è.yz'jkc, ècm- tooto yàp èrauxeipsTai 7rpò twv 
àXXfov aravTCOv [xal yàp pieyÌCTTTjv èv ttj oXtj (pumoXoyia 7xapé)(£Tai 
(TUVTsXsiav ôp0âç Ù7tots0sv tj [xtj, tó yevvjTÒv yj àyevYjTov eìvai tòv xótrpiov ; |

2 TCpòp C. 3 Tràvxcov P : om. C. Iv t?) oXï) tpuaioXoyiqt |2eyiax7)v P. 4
(2.7) om. C.
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BOOK II 

Fr. 26

131

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 w ay’ about the All, and ‘in some way’ not ; for Plato leaves 
aside Matter as being unlimited and formless, but the Forms he 
will investigate rigorously, in all the variety which they assume 
within the cosmos.

Fr. 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

70E, I 230, 5
<T i rò ov àei, yévECTiv 8è oùx 2/ ov, xaì, ti tò yevójxevov ¡xév, ov 8s otAétote ; 

27D.>
’AXX’ ò 0 sio<; ’Ià[x(3Xî o<; è[x(3pi.0 w<; Siajux^ETai t u  Xóyw, tò ¿sì Sv 

xpsutrov xai t u v  ysvwv too ovto<; xaì tm v  ìSswv ¿7rocpai.v0fi.svog xai £71’ 

axpcp T7)q votjt^ p oùcriag iSpuwv aÒTÒ 7rpa)Tcop [xsts^ ov too svóg. ToÓToig 
5 8s piapTopsI xaì Ta sv napfisviSfl ysypafifisva 7rspi too svòg ovirog xai 

Ta sv EocpKjT?] • xaì yàp sxsi repo too 8Xou tcxttsi to sv ov xaì 7ipò too 

7iavT0g too votjtou, xaÌToi xai to oXov voyjtov sciti xai to 7iav. ¿XX’ 
svTaoOa ys 0a 9 cot to TCapaSsiypia ¿sì ov ó IlXaTtov TTpooyyopsoos xai 
oXov xaì 7ravTsXsg • tooto fisv oOv aÒTÓ0 sv • 7ravTsXsg yàp aÒTÒ xaXso 

o ijoiov xaì oXov 8s, OTav Xsyy)- ‘ou 8s sciti Ta aXXa ixòa piópta xa0 ’ sv xai 
<xa>Ta yévif).’ wars si to TtapaSsiypia oXov xai 7ravTsXÉg, to Se irpciiTtog 
ov 07rsp to oXov xaì 7rav, oùx av eI't) to TTapaSsiypia TaÒTÒv x¿xs'ìvo to ov.

5 Farm. i42Bff. 6 Soph. 244D, 245A-E. 10 Tim. 30C.

8 auvTjyópeuae P. 9 tooto — aÙTÓGev om. P. io où Sé T : 0Ù8È CMP.
< x a > ià  sugg. Diehl. 13 d  CP: si? M.

Fr. 30

79C, I 258, 23
< I la v  8è a5 tò yiyvófiEVOv Û7t’ aWou tivôç ¿Ç àvâyxi)? ytyvsa0ai- 7iavxi yàp 

àSuvaTov yoiplç aMou yévecLv eysiv. 2 8 A .>

’E ttsiSt) 8s to pÈv ETSpov tüv vüv py)0svTcov toÔtwv évapysciTspôv 
sciti, to 8s STSpov ^ ttov yvwpipiov xai aaepsg, to pièv à ç  psciov, to 8s côg 
dupurspacipia t î07)cu- to pisv yàp ‘nxv m  ytyvôpisvov u x ’ aÎTtou yiyvsciOai. 
Tivog s<g ¿vayxYjg’ aufi.7rspa(ifi.à sciti, tò 8è ‘toxvtî ¿SuvaTov ^copiç “ Wou 
ysvscuv <jxeïv’ piÉciog, ïv’ 6 auXXoYiapiôç f] xaTYjyopixôg sv t ù  7ipci>Tcp 
o/y]piaT(. TotouTog-

tò ycyvôpisvov ¿SuvaTov ywpìg aiTÌoo yiyvEcrOai- 
o 7ràv 8s, 8 ¿SóvaTov ^copig <xmo\) yiyvsci0 ai, tooto ut:’ am ou Tivog

[¿vàyxy] yiyvsciOai-
u à v  àpa tò yoyvôpisvov utc’ aÎTioo Tivog èE, ¿vàyxYjg y ivsT ai.
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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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xàXXiov yàp ouTW m jvàyEiv, &anep xal ô 0sïoç TàgpXiyoç STCxpivsv, 
4  &aizsp dcXXot tiv sç  ü to Ostix o v  tcoisI v (TuXXoynTpiov.

Fr. 3 1

84D, I 275, 20
<EX£7tX£OV S4) OUV 7t£pl aÙxOÜ TCpMTOV, 07t£p ÜTCÔXCLTai 7t£pi Jtavxôç £V àpXTÎ 8eïv 

oxoTOiv. 2 8 B .>

’E toiSt) 8è tojv nXaxojviy.ojv ol pièv teoXXoi to 'tceo! Tcavxop’ yxoooav 
stcI TxavToç TCpàyptaTOÇ xotxà to èv tco <I>ai8pM p7]0ev, riopcpûpioç 8è xal 

5 ’ IàpipXiyoç etc’ auTou toü 7ravTOÇ, coç 8éov ov TOpl toü TtavToç sItcsïv 
7rpcoTOv, 7roT£pcoç è'ysi cpucTEcop, eÏte ayevrjTov, site a5 ysv7]Tov Tuyyàvsi 
ov, slSevai ypY), oti ptàXXov 7] 7rpoTÉpa èÇrjy/jcnp e/si to aÙTOepuÉÇ' xai 
yàp to ‘uspl toxvtoç’ sip to ‘uspl toü TcavTOp’ ¡xsTaXap.(Iàvsiv wroifjsXXov 
serav.

4 cf. Phaedr. 237BC.

5 ov del. sugg. Diehl.

Fr. 32

85A, I 277, 8.
< IIoTspov àzi, yevécretüç àp 7̂)v ë%(ùv ô ŝ̂ tav, 7) ysyovev an àpX7)ç Ttvoç 

àpÇà[i.svoç. 28B.>
0 1  8è TOpi. Kpàvxopa toü nXàxcovoç ÈErjyrjTai cpaai yevrjTov XéyeaOai 

tov xoirpiov côç arc’ alxiaç àXXrjç Tcapayôpisvov xal oùx ovxa aÙTÔyovov 
5 oûSè aù0u7r6aTaTov, IlXamvop 8è xal ol ¡xETa IIXmtïvov cpiXoaocpoi, 

riopcpijpioc; xal TaptpXiyoc;, to otjvOetov cpaaiv èv toutou; XExX7ja0ai 
yevrjTov, tout«  8s auvmrapysiv xal to àcp’ STSpaç aéria; àTtoysvvàaOai.

5 cf. Enn. V 9, 3 (?)

Fr. 33
89A, I 290, 3.

<réyov£V épaxôç yàp àTtxoç xé saxe xai câpa e/cuv- 7iàvxa 8è xà xoiaOxa 
ai<j07)xà- xà 8’ aE<T07)xà, 86Çf] 7tepiX'r)7rxà pEx’ aia07)<T£<i)ç, yiyvôpEva xai yevTjxà 
ècpàvT). 28BC.>

Où p.7)v oùSè èxsïvai ycôpav I^oiktiv, ocrai XoyixcoTepov anoSiSovTai, 
5 oïov 8ti xax’ èruvoiav ¡jlovtjv tj yévEcriç etcI toü xocpiou Xéysxai—ootco
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therefore everything which comes to be necessarily docs so by 
reason of some cause.

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

Fr. 31

Since the general run of Platonists understand the expression 
Trspl uavTop, 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 generated 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.

Fr. 32

Those commentators on Plato who are of Grantor’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 Iamblichus, say that it 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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yap av xai oti S^pnoupyop ecru too uavTop xax’ smvoiav cruMoyiaaEpieOa 
xai ou xaxa aXY)0eiav • ex yap too yevYjxov elvat, xov xoerfxov SeSeixTat, 
oxi 7toiv)TiX7) Tip ecmv auTou xai 8Y)[xi,oi>pyt,x7) aixla—y) au oxt aacpyjvetap 
evexa SiSaaxaXtxiip uttsOeto  yiyvojxsvov to 7tav, 'iva SiSa^Y], uoawv aya0o5v 

10 ex Tvjp S7)pitoupy(.x7)p upovoiap ¡xsxsiXy))(S‘ xai yap xooxo eaxi ¡xsv 7«op 
aXyjGep, oiix auxapxep 8s upop tyjv EIXaTOvop 0ewpiav to yap aacpep 
xi[xt,ov srm, cpYjalv ’ IapL^Xtyop, oxav olxeiov fj upop s 7u <7tyj[xyjv • euel 
xai atSiou too uavTop pvjOevTop Suvaxov tjv evSei^aa0ai xa elp aoxo 
uapa xGv 0ecov SiSopieva aya0a.

12 eaxt om. P. oixeiov CM: <Ta<pep P. 14 EvSESofxIva M: EvSsifxeva P.

I3 6

Fr. 34
94AB, I 307, 14.

< T o v [xev ouv 7rotY)T7)v xai 7raTEpa toGSe  too 7ravxop EupEiv t e  £pyov xa i eupivxa 
sic, a7tavxap aSuvaxov Xeyeiv. 2 8 C .>

’AXXa 84 fiexa xouxov 0 0eiop ’ Ia[x3Xty_op 7roXXa ¡xev avxiypa^ap 
7rpop tyjv ITopcpupiou 8oi;av xai cop <jxyj> I7Xcoxive(.ov auxYjv oScrav xaxa- 

5 3aXwv, aoxop Ss tyjv eauxou uapaSiSoup 0eoXoyiav uavTa xov voyjtov 

x o <t[xov auoxaXel SYjjxioupyov, wp ye ex xcov elpYjpievcov SyjXov, aoxop 
xco nXcoxivco c7O[xcp0eyyo[xevop. Xsyst, yoov ev xoi’p i>7ro[xvYj[xacn,v ooxw • 
‘ tyjv ovxcop oocilav xai xcov ytyvopivwv apyvjv xai xa voyxa too xocrpioo 
7rapaSeiy[xaxa, ov ye xaXoopiev voyjtov xoapiov, xai ocrap alxiap 7rpoo7T- 

10 ap^etv xt.0sp.s0a xcov ev tyj cpucrei Tcavxcov, xaoxa uavxa 0 vov Ŷjxo6(xevop 
0eop SYjpuoopyop ev evl croXXaPwv ocp’ eaoxov sj(st.’

4 <[X7)> add. K ro ll. o5<rav om. P . 8 ooaiav C P : aixiav N . 9 ap^cov
P. 9 te m ss: em. K ro ll. 1 1  6<p’ C N : kcp’ P .
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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 Commentaries: ‘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.’
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Fr. 35

98B, I 321, 24.
<T68e S’ ouv TiaXiv eTcicxeTcreov Tcepl auTOu, Trpo<; Tcorepov tcov Trapa8eiy(i.dlTtov 6 

TexT7)voc(i.evo(; aurov aTretpya^eTo, Tcorepov ¿>5 7rp6  ̂ to xara Tauxa xal <bcyauTco<; 
e^ov 7̂ Trp6<; to yeyovo<;. el (i.sv 87] xaXo<; ecmv o8e 6 xoa(i.ot; 6 re Sv^ioupybi; ayaOo<;, 
SijXov to<; 7rpo<; to aiSiov ê Xetcev* ei 8e, 8 (j.7)8e eItieiv tivi 0ejj.it;, 7rpo<̂  to ysyovo«;. 

5 rravTl 87) tfacpet;, oti Trpbt; to ai8iov* 6 (i.sv yap xaXXicrTOi; tcov ysyovoTcov, 6 8e 
apiCTTOt; tcov amcov. ootco 87] y£ysv7)(i.Evo<; rrpo<̂  to Xoytp xal cppov7)aEi TcspiX7)7TTbv 
xal xaTa TauTa sj(ov 8s8T)(i.ioupyT)Tai. 28C -28A .>

[’Exetvo Se £7ri toutoj Geaxeov, r i to uapaSeiypia touto xal 7roia<; 
Ta£s<o? tcov ovTcov * aXXoi yap aXXco<; sGevto tcov TraXaiOTspcov.] 6 pisv 

10 yap GeToj; ’IapLpXi^Oi; auTO to 07rsp ov, o 8y) vorjaei piSTa Xoyou TcepiXYjTCTOV 
scmv, atpcopiaaTO to uapaSeiypia rou 7tavTo<;, to ptiv sv sTcexsiva TiGs- 
pisvoc; too uapaSslypiaTOc;, to 8s Q-rcsp ov auTto auvSpopiov a 7rocpalvcov, 
IxaTspov 8s votjctsl 7cspE.XY)7rTov aTroxaXcov.

1 1 / 12  to pisv. . . 7rapa8ely(jiaTo<; om. C. 12 aoTco N : auTO O: P  (-0). 12
a7rocpaivov P. 13  7r£ptX7)7rT£iv C: 7reptX7)7mxbv P.

Fr. 36

102E, 1 3 3 6 ,16 .
< T outcov 8e Lmap^ovTcov au 7taaa avayxr] tovSe tov xoojiov e!xova tivo? eivai.

2 g B .>

FT avTa a  pa. [ le r c i / .r jc v  aXXyXfuv tA a m a  xal sv aXXyXoi.? sarlv , 
wctts x al 6 tov Syjpuoupyov Xsycov sv aurw  to TOXpaSsiyfxa Tispi.sysi.v scmv 
07TY) q)Y)(jlv opO«?, xaOobrsp 6 Oslo? Tap.pXt.yop StaTaTTSTai, xal 6 to 

5 TTapaSsiypa STjfxioupyov a 7co<pat,v6fi,£vop, w(T7Tsp o ysvvalop ’ApsXt.0?- 
scopa yap o psv sv t u  TrapaSslypaTi S4p.10upy1.xov ISlcopa 7Tpoumxpyov • 
sxsl yap 6 TipcoTioTo? scrn, Zsup xal Sta touto stoIsi tov OavyjTa 849,1.- 
oupyov- o 8s sv to  Syjpioupyw to TiapaSstypa • yjv yap xal sv tout«  
xaTairoOslp 6 MijTip* xal St,a touto si? TauTov Ajys tu  S4p 1.oupy1.xo) 

10 to TcapaSsLypa.Tixov aiTtov.

3 6 om. CP. auTco C sic: auxoi N. g ¿¡ieXio? CN: iapi|3Xî o? P. 9 
piyjTTj? N: fitxi? C.

Fr. 37

116C D , I 382, 12.
< O utco 84 7iav ooov ijv opocxov 7tocpaXaficbv ovy ijauytav ayov, aXXa xtvoupievov 

7rX7)(i(ieXco? xal iiax ico ?  el? zdEiv auxo ijyev ex T4? axa^ia?, iiy^CTapievo? exelvo 
toutou 7tavTco? aptEtvov. 3o A .>

ol Ss Tispl riopq>up(.ov xal ’IappXtyov TauTTjv psv s7uppa7ri^ouat, tyjv

4 pa7rl^ouai P.
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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 reasoning; 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 one 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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5 SôÇav to (Sxaxxov izpo xoG vexaYiiévou xal to <xteXèç upo too xeXsiou 
xal xpo toG voepoG to <xv6y)tov sv toïç oXoiç dc7TOTi0ep.évy)v xal où fiovov 
TOpl tov xôcqiov, àXXà xal xepl aùxov ¿ ctePoGaav xôv 8y)[xi,oupYov xal 
4x01 aù ty)v ¿y <x̂ osl^4 POÙX401.V aùxou to Ttapairav àvaipoGaav, 4 ttjv 
Yovipiov Sùvapnv • àfnpoxéptûv y<*p aovxpŝ ouCTcov àvaYXT) xal tov xôcqiov 

10 SyjpuoupYeîcrÔai. 7tap’ aùxoG Siaixovltop.

aùxol 8s cpaenv, oti ty)v oltzo toG SyjpiioupYoü xpovoiav T4V sîç to xâv 
xa0Y)xooCT(xv ô nXocTMv svÔslpaaOai. i3ouXo|j.svoç xal -rip âno voG y/jortfiotv 
xal Tï)v t^ç ■ reapooffiav octmv ecttI t£> xocrpap xal ÿjXlxoïv [alxiwv]
dyadüv aèua TCpÔTSpov aÙT7)v ècp’ Éauxyjç Oscopsï ty)v 0X4V acop.aTOs1.S4 

15 aGaxaaiv, oucoç èaxl uXt)[X[J.eX7)ç xal axaxTOç, ïva 84 xal ttjv àxo 4'UX^Ç 
xaipv xal T7)v 84p1.oupYi.x4v 8iax6ap4ai,v xa0 ’ ÉaoTTjv IScov îxr\c, <x<popi- 
ÇeaOai, Ttoiav psv xô ooJtic/.rosiSèç xa0 ’ aùxo çùa'.v, uoiav 8è sXaysv 
àuà t^ç Sy)[ii.oupYÎaÇ 8(,axoap4ai.v, aùxoG p.èv ovxoç àel tou xoapoo, 
toG 8è Xôyou SiaipoGvTop àuo toG 7toi.oGvtoç to YlYv°iAevov x<xl wapa- 

20 y ovt°Ç xaxà Ypôvov xà ôpoG auvutpsaT4x6xa, Scoti, aùvOsxov saxe xâv 
tô Yev4T6v.

7 àaePoüen C. 8 dcvatpoüm.v C. 13  aîxtcov om. P, m erito. 16  e^oiç P : 
¿Xek; M. 17  tô om. P.

Fr. 38

117 D , I 386, 8.
< ........................ ibid.................................>
K al pL7|v xal 7] twv AIyotitccov xapàSocriç xà aùxà Ttspl aùx^ç çtqctiv • 

0 yé  toi Osloç ’ IàppXc^oç laxop^osv, otc xal 'Eppîjç èx tt]ç 00010x4x01; 
tt)v ùXox^xa xapaY£<r0ai (3oùXsTai,‘ xal 84 xal scxoç xàx toutou tov 
nXàxwva TY)v xoiaÙTTjv itspl xr;ç 0X4 ç Sopav systv.

2 ô yé M: ô Sé sscr. y c C: ô SI P. éppâjç om. P. 3 sec. xal om. M. 
4 7t£pl om. P.
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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.

1 That of Plutarch and Atticus. See Commentary.

Fr. 38

141

And indeed the tradition of the Egyptians has the same account 
of it (Matter) ; at least, the divine Iamblichus 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

I2 lD , I 398, 26.
<  AoYiadcfievoi; ouv eüpKrxev èy. tüv xarà tpiiatv opartôv oùSèv <£v<St)tov tou voüv 

exovtoç oXov oXou xctXXiov ïoeaQai tcot’ êpyov, 3o A B .>

'O  8s ys dsïoç ’IâfipXtyoi; Ttawav pisv Tyv tokxÛttjv ¿47jY'/j<7!.v wç av 
Xlav TuepiTrwç Si,EaxEuwp4fjiv7)v STUppara^Ei, Aoyiafiov 8è a<popl^£Tai 

5 tov x a F  amav tw v  ovtwv 7tpo7)yo>i[X£VOV xal tov ty)<; oüaia<; aÙTÎj<; 

87)puoupy(,xév xal tov x a F  svÉpysiav ECTTTjxoTa waai>TWç, à<p’ ou 7txvteç 

ol XoyLCTpiol auvéxovTai, xal to Eivat ë/ouaiv.

3-4 oïv Xiav N : àXiav M P: Xiav S'. 4 8ieaxeu<op4p.év<oç MP. 5 tûv xar ’ aîAav
tov (sscr. co) M. 6 ¿¡ç aùrôç MP.

Fr. 40

12 1E -12 2 A , I 399, 28.
< ...................... ibid...............................>
T à  8è ‘xaTa cpûcuv épaTa’ Ta pièv alo07)Tà Xéysiv 7iavT£Xwç aT07io v  

TaÜTdc te yàp outcw SisTETaxTO tü  Xoyw, xal tov Sirjjxioupyàv È7UOTpé«psiv 

slç aÙTa twv àSuvaTWv Èem- 7twç yàp veuei 7tp6 ç t6 /EÏpov 4 Ô7toiav
5 s'picpaffiv SéysTai twv èvûXwv, sep’ â pi7)Ss t9) pispixT) 4/uX?) T° veiSsiv

EÙTuyÉç; apiEtvov oév, wç ô 0 stoç TàpiflAi/oç ixp^yeiTai, Ta voyjTa ToiaÜTa 
vopii^siv • oti pièv yàp épaTa scm, SîjAov êÇ <ïv opav aÙTa cp7)(Ti tov 
§7)puoupy6v  “ t)iTsp oôv vouç svoixraç ISsaç SV TW ô scm l^wov, ôaai TE 
xal oiai, xa0 opa,” puxpèv spsï 7rpoeX0wv. oti 8s xal xaTa ipéarv opaTdc,

10 S4X0V eI ev0u[X7)0£Î7)ç, oti. Ta pièv eoti npoç 4[xâç épaTa, Ta 8è xaTa
cpéuiv, xal Ta pièv 7rpoç '/¡piaç épaTa TÎ) eauTwv cpéusi axoTsivâ Ècm xal 
àoaçy , Ta §s xaTa çuctiv épaTa ovtwç yvwarà xal tw 0 eîw ipwTi xaTa- 
XapiTCopieva- ToiaÜTa Sè Ta voyjTa sari.

8 Tim. 39E

4 7toiav N. 5 to  yo v eû eiv  M. 8 îrep N cum P lat.: îrep M: eïjrep P. 
voüv P.
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Fr. 39

But the divine Iamblichus condemns such an interpretation 1 
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 self-same, the source and potency from which all 
his subsequent designs follow without a break, and have their 
being.

1 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

I25E , I 412, 12.
<OOt<x>i oSv 8r¡ xaxà Xóyov tòv eìxÓTa Sei Xéyeiv TÓvSe tòv x ó o (xov Çcpov é[¿4uXov 

t e  Tfl àXrjOeiqc 8ià toü  0eoü y¿veaOai rcpóvoiav. 3o B C .>

TàppXiyoç Ss tò [ì.sv Çwov sm toxvtÔç toctte!, toü Çwrjv éy/jVTGç, tò 
Se Efi^u/ov nei Trj<; tSiaç tcov i|>uy¿)v [XETOoaíaí;. Íctok; Sè xai ootoç Sià 

5 [lèv toü Çorjv syovToç xai Ta voYjTa Çwa m:pi.síXr¡<p£, Sià Ss toü èpi^ùyou 
[lóva Ta ar.fjOyjTa.

Fr. 42

129AB, I 423, 9.
<Tô>v (lèv ouv Èv ¡xépouç eï8ei TteípuxÓTCúV ¡ivjSevl xaTaÇicoaco|iev aTeXeï yàp 

Èoixùç oùSév tot’ av yévoiTo xaXov. 3o C .>

'O Sé ys 0 sïo<; Tá[i.¡3Xiyo<; à^ioï 7tpocm0évai tò ‘ g>ç’ t ü  ‘èv eïSeï’ 
xai tò oXov áxoúeiv ‘èv [ispouç wç [èv] s’îSel’ 7req>uxôç uàv tò [xspixòv 

5 Çwov èv Tôt? voyjtoïç- STusi.SŸ) yàp tò pipoç oùx semv èv èxsivou; toioütov, 
o'iov èv tolç aÎCT07)Toiç—sxaaTov yàp èxsï TiàvTa èemv ocra to ÔXov xavà  
Trjv êauToü t ï ^iv—St,à toüto 7rpoer0sïvai, to ' ojç’ <tw> ‘èv sïSsi’ tov 
ípiXóacxpov, ïva Tï)v [lépoix; TrpocrYjyopiav oixsiwç toïç eïSsax 0 e<ôp.£voç 
¡ir¡ StaaTr)[iaTi,xwç [iyjSs Strjprjfièvwi; àxoücJTjç xai tr\c, twv y¡vm[í¿ vmv xai 

10 ápLspíffTwv oùeuwv svwerswç á7roXeí<p0r¡<;’ ápipierra yàp èxeïva xai 
Yjvoiiisva xaT1 aÒTÓv Ètti, tòv cpiXôaocpov.

3 TÒ coç TÒ Èv sïSeï P. 4 áxoúei C [Èv] del. Kroll. 6 èv om. C. 7 < t ü >  
suppl. Festugière. 9-10  à|ieptcmov xai Ÿjvco(isvcov MP. 10 aTOXet<pOv)<; 
M P: àTOXeicpüeïaav C, 1 )iehl.

Fr. 43

I29E-I30A, I 426, 3.
< O ü  8’ èotî r à  àXXa Çôia xa0 ’ Èv xai xaTà yévr) pópta, toútco mxvTfov òpoiórarov 

aÙTÒv eivat TtOcopev. 3 o C .>

ó Sé ys 0£Ïoç TàppXiyoç tyjv èvavmav toÜtoiç aTtamv sTpàxsTO zr;ç 
è̂ rjyYjcrswç óSóv. oÜTOi pèv yàp to ‘xa0’ sv’ xaTaSssCTTSpov xai pspi- 

5 xwTspov xoioüatv toü ‘xavà ysvr¡’ . 8 Ss è'pTraXr.v aspvÓTspov, íúgtzsp 
Sy¡ xai TTpoCTYjxst Tyv svàSa 7tpoY)y£Ï<70at, toü ttXyjOouç sv to’Ïç voyjtoïç. 
Xsysi. Sr¡ ouv, oTi toü aÙToÇwou TuávTa Ta aXXa Çwa xaO’ sv xai xaTa

5 toü xará yévy) TOioüatv M. 7-8 xaO’ Èv xai xará yévyj xa0 ’ ev xarà MP.
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Fr. 41

Iamblichus 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 each ‘particular’ is the total equivalent of the 
universal in its own (‘vertical’) order—for this reason the Philos­
opher added ‘as it 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.1 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, Xenarclius, (Tlieodorus). See Commentary.

10
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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. For 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 i t ; but in either case the Universe is similar 
to the Essential Living Being.
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Fr. 44

I3 lC , I 43I, 23.
< T oj yàp xojv vooujxévoiv xaXXlaxo) xal xaxà xàvxa xeXelo) piàXtcrxa aùxòvóOeòi; 

óptoiiòaai (3ouXy)0eÌi;, £(òov ev ópaxòv ixàvxa 8aa aiixoG xaxà tpucriv CTuyyevT) èvxòi; 
éyov èauxoù auvécrxrjaev, 30D 3 iA .>

Micro? Ss àjxcpoiv ó Osto? Tàp,(3Ai/oi;, <rova7ixwv xal èvi ĉov tw Svj{jtt- 
5 oopyw tò 7iapàSei,Y[ia Sia tyjv è'vcomv ty)v tou vou 7tpò? rò voYjxóv.

Fr. 45

133BC , I 437, 25.
<nóxepov o5v òp0wi; Iva oùpavòv Txpoaeiprjxajiev, yj iroXXoùi; xal oaxeipoui; 

Xéyeiv 9jv òp0óxepov; 3 iA .>

Ilspì Sè ty)? Xé^swi; à[i,<piafÌY)Tooaiv oi si;Y)YY]Tai- to le, pisv yàp Soxsi 
Suo Eivai xà Siaipoupieva vuv Ù7iò tou IIXaTcuvo?, tó ts ev xal to 7iày}0o? 

5 7iàv, xal piapTUpEiv aùxoi? cpaivsxai xal to “ nÓTEpov” , sul Suoiv 7ipay- 
paxcuv TaTTÓfievov u7iò xwv 7iaXaiwv. xol? Ss Tpia sìvai xà Siaipoupisva 
xaxa9alvsxai, xò ev, to TOTOpaapilvov 7xAy)0o? xal xò ànsipov. xal sieri 
xauxT)? 7ipoaxaxai ty)? IJyqyYjerEW? IIopcpùpió? xs xal ’Iap^Ai^o?, xaxà te 
xà Tipayii-axa XlyovTs? e5  xal xaxà tyjv tou IlAàxeovo? SiSaoxa.Xlav • 

o pixpco yàp ucrxepov Suo pièv àvaipYjerei, xaxaXs'upsi Ss ev ex ty)? Siaiplcrsw?. 
éx Sè xpiwv yivExai Suoiv àvaipscri?, évo? Sè 0 écn?, àXX’ oùx èx Suoiv 
póvoiv. Soxel Sè aùxot? avT^OlyyscrOai xò “7ióxepov” . OepaTCuxÉov 
Si) xal xouxo Xèyovxa? 4 xw “ àp’ oùv” xò “7xóxepov” erY)fi.aiveiv xaùxòv— 
TioXXàxi; yàp xal ouxw 7iapaÀap.BàvETai 7rpò? xwv 7xaXaiwv—4 èvSelv 

5 tco Xóyw xò “4 00” , xal sivai xò auxoxeAs?- “7xóxspov òpOw? Iva oùpavòv 
7Tpoc7EipY|xa(i.EV Y) où ; xal eì piY] xouxo, 7ióxspov 7T0XX0Ù5 yj aTCìpou?;” 
xaùxa Sè Sia <ruvxofi.iav Tiapsixèvai xòv IlXàxcova.

10  Tim. 3 1B .

I xal M P: xaxà C. 5 Sualv M: Sucri C. 9 xà om. M. io  pixpov MP.
1 1  primum Sè om. M. 12  Sè C, : prjv MP. 13  y) xò àp’ ; C. 14  crYjpiaivei P  
14 Txpò C. 15  x£S aùxoxeXèi; M. 16  y) xal àicelpouc; MP.

Fr. 46

134AB, I 440, 16.
< "E v a , elixep xaxà xò mxpàSeiypa SeSY)pioupyY|p.évoi; ecxai. 3 1 A .;>

'O Sé y s  0 sio? ’làpBXiyoc; xaùxYjv pèv sTuppaixi^Ei xyjv anoSoxiv w?

IN TIMAEUM, BOOK II I 4 9

Fr. 44

“ The divine Iamblichus takes a middle position between these 
two,1 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 account1
1 That of Porphyry. See Commentary.
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fiT)8ev twv (X7ropt.cov s7uXuo[xsvy]v  saxeo yap TZOLQ O cdaOyjTOC, xoaficx; 
(ispiaxox; '¿yiov xa apipLaxa xal Srftpyjpivwi; xa dSialpexa xal mnkrpxi- 

5 dpievwp xa fiovaSixa, 81 a xl oOv xwv ev auxq> xa p,sv sxl pivsL fiovaSixa, 
xa 8s oil; xouxo yap xo tE, ocpxrjt; aicopTjOsv. auxo^ 8s lirayei XLva xa> 
a7ropw Auctlv, 0 aupauxY)v psv, 7capapu6iap 8s xlvo<; 8sopsvY)v Xsyei 
yap o3 v, oTi xa psv xwv siSfiiv xaux6x7)xi ^aipsL y-<x'1 Txaasi, xa 8s xivyjasi, 
xal sxspoxijxi, xal cop xa pev povaSixwv eaxiv a m a  xal ai8lcov, xa 8s 

IO XlVOUpSVWV XS Xal 7X£7t>.Y)0 U(T(i.SVCOV.

4 jxeptCTTOi; MP. 5 ext oni. C.

BIBA IO N  y'

Fr. 47

140C, II 4, 20.
-C^co^axoscSep 8s 8r) xai opaxov axxov ts 8si xi yiyvopisvov slvai. x wPtCT0Ev 8s 

Trupop ouSsv av tiots opaxov ylvoixo ooxs axxov oivso xivop axspsoo, axspsiv Si: oox 
iXveu yvj;. 80sv ¿x xupot; xa l yrjt; xo xou 7iavxo? apyopsvop auviaxavai a<7jp a  6 Oeop 
s7roist. 3 i B . >

5 E l 8s xl<; xai xa svuXa sl8y) xai auxap Xsyoi xap 7XOLOX7)xap ala0Y)<7si 
psv sivaL tymdu;, aawpaxou? SI, xai opicop ysvsaiv I'ysiv, I'axco, cpyjalv 
o 0SLop ’IappXLyop, otl m/VTeXsL xai xauxa upop ty)v u7TO<rxa<nv xcov 
crwpaxwv xai psx’ sxelvcov auvOecopsixaL.

1 5 0

Fr. 48

150CD, II 36, 24.
< E t  psv oov sxixsSov psv, PaOop 8s pr]Ssv s/ov s8si yiyveaSai xo xou iravxop 

(Twpa, p£a psoox^i; civ ¿^rjpxet xa xe ps0' sauxrjt; ^uvSstv xai auxr]v- vuv 8s — 
(TxspeoeiSri yap auxov 7rpocrTjxev elvai, xa 8s axepsa pia psv ooSetxoxs, 8uo 8s ael 
psa6xr)X£(; 7rpoaappoxxooai, 32 A B .>

3 'O psv 0eZop TappAiyop—ouxop yap 6 av/jp SLatpepovxcop avxsAapsxo xijp 
xoLaoxTjC Oecopiap, xcov d/.Acov cociTcsp xaOsuSovxcov xai isspi xo pa0Y)paxLxov

6 cf. Rep. I l l  390 B.

5 6 om. MP.

IN TIMAEUM, BOOK III

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.

1 5 1

BOOK III  

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 are subject to creation, let him know, says 
the divine Iamblichus, that these things also contribute to the 
composition of bodies and are considered in conjunction with 
them.

Fr. 48

The divine Iamblichus,—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 mathematical 
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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xaXtvSoufievwv [xovov—8(.axpivei,v [xoi. ooxe’i Ta arrXa t£>v <tuv0£t£Sv 
xal Ta [i.epv] twv oXwv xal a7rXfi>? eItcTv ra? svuXou? 8uvafi.£t.? xa l Ta 
ei'Sy) Ta IvuXa t« v <n>fi,7iXY)poufi,£VGyv arr’ auTcuv ouentov, xal Ta fisv enineSa 

io  xaXeiv, xa 8s errepsa' xa0a7isp yap to etutcSov eayocroc; opo? saxl tou 
[ia 0y)[i,aTi,xoij awpiaTo?, outco 84 xal to svuXov el8o? xal 4 Suvapu? 4 tcov 
<9uen,xcov> acopiaTcov pcopcpi] xal rcepa? ecrrl tcov uTtoxsipievcov. outco 
8e toutcov 8(.7]py)[i.svcov sm fisv tcov obrXcov e^apxsiv tyjv [Lav fisaoT^Ta, 
Scoti. <sl> tcov Xoycov xal tcov slScov xal stc <ty)?> ^014? s<mv LrapoTy?, 

15  xal x a ra  tou? xoivou? auvSeapiou? tcov Xoycov <xa l tcov sl8cov> xa l t7)? 
^«4? \Aa yiyvsTat [iscroTy)? ■ tcocotyj? oOv tcocot̂ tc xal Suvapu? Suvafiet. 
[rovoeiSco? CTUpL7rXsxsTac x ax ’ auTY)v tt]v STspoT7]ra xal TauTOTY]Ta tcov 
slScov. era 8e tcov auv0excov sixotco? Siio plsctot̂ ts? • 4 yap 8ua? ffuv0£<reco? 
ts xal Scaipsaeco? rcacrc)? ;(op4y6?. exaerrov 8s tcov ctuv0stcov sx uXeiovcov 

20 scttIv ouaccov xal Suvafiecov, 810 7iXelou? al pLSCTOT̂ Te?, xal aSxac Scxral 
TouXaxcoTov • 0IXX4 yap xaxa to el8o? ¡lsgot^q xal ocXXy) xaxa to utco- 
xeipLsvov.

1 2  <<pumx£iv> conj. Kroll. 14 < e l>  addidi. 14 <Trjc;>add. Diehl. 
1 5  < x a l  t c o v  st8 cov> add. Diehl. 2 0  8 16  Q : 81? M I’.

Fr. 49

16 1B -E , II  72, 6.
<  X yrju rx  8k e S coxev auTco to toctcov xal to ^ o y y eve? - tco 8 1  to: ttocvto: ev ccutco ĉoa 

TrepiÊ siv piXXovTi ĉJ)co Ttpiirov av e’irj a^5j;ca to KepieiXr](pkg kv auTco 7rav0’ 0era 
ayy)paTa. 8 16  xai acpaiposiSk?, e x  ¡cectou toxvty) Ttpo? Ta? TEXeOTa? I'aov aTOyov, 
xuxXoTEpl? auTO eropvcoaaTo, TtavTcov t e Xecotoctov opcotoxaTov t e  saOTco oyrjpcaTcov, 

5 vopdaa? peupiep xaXXcov ojxoiov avofioiou. 33B.>
[Auto 8e xa0 ’ auTO to Soypia y)pLsi? sraaxei[ico[i,£0 a 7iavTo8a7ico? ts 

auvsXcopisv, xal upcoTov 91X0(769«? auTO xaTa8 y)acopLS0 a Ta1? TapipXt,- 
ysloi,? empoXai?.]

(a) ’ E ttelSy) toivuv Set tov xoapiov a9opiocoua0ai upo? ttjv oXvjv 

1 o ^ oxy)v ty]v s7ioxoupLevy)v auTO), 8ec xal 7rpo? to l̂ cpoyovov ax4pi.a 'ey? 
^UX4 ? auTOV 7Epo(TSO!,xevac. xaOaTOp o5 v sxsivyv xaTa 8uo xiixXou? 
UTOaTyaev o Sypicoupyo?, outco xal to 7rav 09atpoecSe? a7USTlXec7S 7upo? 
Tyv auToxiV7]criav auTyj? aTOixa^opisvov. 8co xal to ypisTspov oyrnLa. 
(79acpexov a7roTeXeiTac xal xivecTac xuxXcxco?, 6Tav SLa9spovTco? opLoccoO?] 

15 7upo? tov vouv rj <[)uyrj ■ [xipiscTac yap ty]v voepav evspyscav 4 t s  Ty? 
^uxy? vo7]cK? xal Yj xuxXo9opla tcov acopiaTcov, Ma7rsp Ta? avo8ou? xal

1 5 - 1 6  tcov tjjuycov Q .
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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 arises; 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 least; for there is one 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 Iamblichean methods of argument):

(1) 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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xa068oû  Tojv 'jjuyeiv yj xoct’ suGsiav xivYjai^1 xai yap «5rai aGipiaTGiv 
siaiv oux ovtguv sv toZc, oixeiok; totcok;.

(fl) sti Toivuv tyj aTOtpw Suvapisi 7rpo<jeoixsv yj axaTaAYjxTO<; xivYjai<; 
20  too TtavTO<; x a i  tyj <*tcXoty)ti ty)? o u a ia p  yj ¡aovoeiSy)!; rap icpopa, tyj 8s 

Siaicoviw a T a a s i  yj ¿xrauTax; x a l  r a p l  to auTo XEVTpov 7tepi7topsuo(ievY] 
Tcov oAojv avaxuxAYjai?.

(y ) eti 8 e ax; yj p i a  xivYjeri? too xocypiou 7ta o a ?  TOpiE^si Ta<; xivyjctek; 
x a l  yj pua 6Aotyj<; irav T a  too t s  oAa x a l  too pospY) too crwpoaTOxa, x a i  ax; 

25 Y) piia cpuai? uolgolc, Tap SsuTspap xao TpiTap cpuasu;, ouTaip to sv ayY](i.a 
to xoapioxov TtavTaiv slvao 8e i o ^p o a T a iv  TCpiAYj7mxov. toioutov 8s 
to acpaipixov, ap .a  ev ov xao to 7tAy]Gop 7rsp i£yeiv  Suvajxsvov, 0 8 yj 0 eoov 
ECTTIV OVTOip, TO piY) S^HTTapiEVOV TYJ? EVOTYJTOP rtaVTOp TOO 7r£7rAY]0 UC7pl£VOO 
xpaTEiv.

30  (8) ETO Ttpop TOOTOip 0>p TO VOYJTOV ^CpOV TOXVTa TtEpiE^EO TOO VOYJTOO
£ w a  x a T a  pioav svw aiv , outgo xao 6 xoapiop 7Tpop to TrapaSsiypia topioi- 
copisvop TravTa 7r £ p is /s i  too sy x o c rp ia  CT^Y)piaTa x a T a  to acpaipoxov G'/:<\u.rj. ■ 
iropaipa y a p  piovY) SuvaT ai 7tavTa too a T o i^ s ia  7rspiAap.pavsiv. tooTOp 
o5 v x a T a  tyjv piovooaiv a ra ix o v i^ sT a i  to voyjtov 7ta v , outgo xao x a T a  to 

35 ffcpaoposiSsp piopisiTao tyjv sv exeovoo tgov oAoov TtspooyYjv.

(s) eto 7rpop auTO to xaAAop opiooouTai to voyjtov 6 xoapiop 80a touSe 
tou oiXY)piaTop. to yap toxvtyj opiaAsp xai aupiposTpov xai opioiov tooop 
ou'/i SoacpspovToop xaAov; si toivuv e8ei xocAAuttov auTov sivao tcov 
ai(T0 Y)Toov, e8eo xai a^YjpiaTo? auTto toioutou, 7ravTay6 0 ev i'aou xai 

40 copierpisvou xao axpo^oup.
(p) eto Tspop auTo to uspap oixsioTaTov eojti to acpaipoxov too pisv 

yap ¿oAAa o^YjpiaTa 80a to 7rAyOop tcov ETtiTtsScov xai Tap ycoviap yj Tap 
xAaasop acpierraTai tou opou xao tou TtspaTop- yj 8e acpalpa poovaSoxY) 
te ouaa xai inkr- xai yj auri] 7iavTay6 0 sv Etp tyjv aiTtav (xvyjxeo tou 

45 TTEpaTop.
(Q sti to auvaycoyov tcov 7toAAcov sip ev xai to ysvvYjTixov xai 

to <j7reppiaTTxov too toioutco yaipso o^YjpiaTi. xaTacpavsp 8s ectto touto 
xao eto Tcov CTTOppiaTcov xai etci tcov ev Toip poooop xupocoTdoTCOv piopocov 
xai yap TauTa aqyaipoEoSYj xaTa Suvapiiv yj qyiicrip aTtoTEAsi.

5 °  (i}) st i to ooTpsTCTov x a i  aGpauaTOV x a i  aiS iov o ix sioT aT a eo ti too

ocpaopixcp (T/YjiYcoTi • 80a y a p  to 7iav T a '/o 0 £v sop saUTO ctuvveueov SuvaTco- 
TaTOV EC7T0 - TO y a p  XEVTpov SVOTtOlOV EC7T0 x a i  C7UVEXTIX0 V TYJP oAyjp 
oqyaopap. soxoTcop a p a  to sauT ou ctuvextoxov acpaoposoSEp utootyjoev 
o SYjpiioupyYjaap to  tcoov.

18 sEalv om. Q in spatio. 35 v̂ om.P. 39 ttcovtoOgv Q. 49 orcpaopoetSsi Q.
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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 shape. 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.1

(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 Nature makes these as far as possible 
spherical.

1 Taking t o u  iripaxoi; as descriptive genitive; otherwise ’the cause of 
Lim it’ =  the One, but this would be introduced strangely at this point.

2 i.e. the head.
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Fr. 50

17 1D E , II  104, 30.
C 'F u x V  5e elq to [íectov cwxo’j  0£i<; Stoc rcavxó? xe exeive xai Sxi si;co0ev xo a£j[ia 

aúxfj TOptexaXutjjev, 3 4 B .>

’AXAá toÓtok; uatriv ávriypá<pou(Ti nopcpúpiói; re xal ’ Iáp.(3Xt.X0i;, 
s7rippam£ovTE? auTou? ¿>q totuxw<; xal S(,a<7TY)ji,aT[,xwí to pierov áxou- 
ovxai; xal sv tivi p.opíw xaTaxXsíovTa^ ttjv oXou toü xoapiou ^u -̂/)v, 
tt¡v rxavxayoij 7rapotJcrav óptoíox; xal narriv <evYs^ouma^oufTav xal -rrávTa 
áyoucrav xm<; saurr)? xivy]<ts<71v.

[aúxcúv Ss twv Osíwv toÚtwv ávSpwv ó p.sv IIop<púpio? slvai
Xa(3 wv TaútTjv tt¡v toüSs tou rcavxóí;, tó [isctov xaxá tt¡v oúeúav E^yslTai. 
ty]v ’jjvyr.xyv ■ jxI cjt) yáp sera twv ts voy]twv xal twv alaOvjTwv. xal oÚtwctI 
¡iev ó Xóyo<; p-/)0 sí<; ou&F> áv Só^sisv Xéystv ŵ  repó? ys ty)V tou ÜXáTwvOí; 
pyjaiv • si Ss sxslvo Xápoipev, to to 7xav sx vou xal 'b'y/j¡c, xal owfiaTO  ̂
o-u(i7XSTi:Xv]pw(T0ai, xal sívat ^wov g[it|;oyov evvouv, piiavjv súpv¡(TO[iev sv 
tw cucTYjfxaTi toÚtw ty¡v t|;uyy¡v. tooto o5 v ó IlXaTwv 7rposwrwv xal vvv 
ouSsv aXXo Só^sisv áv Xéysiv y¡ oti Siá 7xavTÓ<; TSTaTai r¡ ^0x4 too xófffiou, 
(isctyjv sv aÚTw XayoGoa Ta£iv [isTsysi yáp áel Ta Sstrrspa twv upo 
aÚTwv, w<TTOp owpia ’b'r/r¡c,, soyaTov ov \úay\c„ xal dw/y¡ voti 7ipo auTÍj  ̂
ovto<;.J

ó Ss Sy¡ qxXóaocpo? ’ Iafi^Xiyoi; á^tol <puXVv áxoóstv v¡[iaí; t /)v sE,r¡pr¡- 
(isvyjv xal ÚTOpxóopuov xal aTÓXuTov xal 7saoi.v svs^oumá^ounav • jiyjSs 
yáp slvat 7rspí Tt\c, xoojiixyt; tw IlXáTwvt, tóv Xóyov, áXXá Txspl tí¡¡; 
ápsOsxTou t¿iuy7¡<; xa'1 úrap Txáoai; Ta<; syxotTpúoui; w? ¡xováSo4 TSTayfiivv^- 
slvat yáp ToiaÓTTjv tt¡v 7xpwTY¡v tjiuyvjv xal to (isoov ¿7tl TaÚTT)̂  w  ̂7xávTa 
ófioíwí tJtuxoóoYjí; xal uávTwv ítrov <í<psarú>ar¡i; • ou yáp áXXwv ¡isv -íjttov, 
áXXwv Ss ¡láXXov áqjéoTTjxsv—x <t ¿stoc, yáp—áXX’ ó(ioíw<; áuávTwv, 
si xal (iY) 7xávTa tov aÚTov aoTÍj  ̂á<psoTY¡xoi, Tpóuov • sv yáp toi? (isTsxooai, 
tó [láXXóv ¿oti xal y]ttov. 6

6 é^ovotá^oucav m ss.: em s(ad I.20). 7 Éauxat? P. 9 E^ouoíav P. 12
alterum xo om. Q. 13  copoptEv Q. 17  ocuxtov Q. ao)(ia éorep Q.
buxyv Q- vou <xoC > sugg. Diehl. 24/25 «XXov....(iíXXov Q. 25 óptotwv 
Q. 26 á<pE(JXr)X£t P.
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(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,1 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 
essential 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 Miud, which is prior to it.)

But the divine Iamblichus 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

1 See Commentary.
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Fr. 5 1

I73A, II  IO9, 7.
< K a l  xtixXw 87) xûxXov <7Tp£(p6(x£vov oùpavôv eva pôvov Sp7]|xov xaTécmr]a£v, 

34B.>
"E tl 8è jxelÎ̂ ovcoç ô Osïop ’ IdcjjLpXi.̂ Oi; Slttov sïval <pY)<n tov xùxXov, 

tov ¡jLsv ^ujuxov, tov Sè <7Wji.aTi.xov, xai OaTspw xivEÏCT0 ai tov Xowrov • 
Sy)XoV Sè, TOTSpô) 7TOTSpOV TOOTO yàp xai TOÏÇ 7TpOE[.pY)ji.ÉVOlÇ ecttIv 

5 àxoXou0 ov xai toïç pY)0 Y)CTOji.èvoiç aupvpwvov narà yàp Tov 4wXlxc>v 
xéxXov xivyjCTei. tov CTwp.aT(,xov 7rpoi,wv aÙTop ô pxXoCToepop xai. Tap Si/cràp 
àvaxuxXy)CTSiç sic, àvaXoyiav â£si twv èv rfi 'p'y/_fi TOpioSwv.

6 Tim. 36CD.

3 t w v  Xoortov P. 6 tov Kroll: tô mss. 7 oiipei s : êipei mss.

Fr. 52

183E, II 142, 27 and 184A, II  143, 21.
< T îjç  àpspÎCTTOo xai àei xarà  Ta aura èxoucrr]p oùaiaç xai Trjp aô 7tepi Ta acvpaTa 

p.EpiaT?jç Tpkov ÎE, àpçoïv èv péaw auvsxepâaaTO oùaiaç etSoç, 3 5 A .>

(a) [Kai si poûXsi Ta tou ysvvaiou ©soSwpou TtapaXajjLpàvsiv èv 
toutou;, ô ¡xèv voüp ào^ETop ecttiv, tj Sè nspi to CTWjia Çwi] èv ayèazi, ji.éa7]

3 Sè 4 '\>'y/ji, yjjjLÎCT̂ EToç Tip oucra.] xai xaTa tov aèyav ’TàjipXiyov ô [j.èv 
èpr)pTj[j.svop, T) Sè CTUVTETayji.èvY] toïç Ôyxoïç, T) Sè èprjpr)[i.évrj te àpia xai 
CTovTETaypivY).

(b) . . . ô jièv oOv ’ Iap^Xi/op xai jiETa toutou ©soSwpop £Îp tyjv

U7T£pXOCT|XlOV «vàyOUCTl TOÙp Xoyoup.

6 ô 8è eruvTCTaypévT) Q.
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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 it in 
the same way; for it is in the things that participate that degrees 
of more and less arise.

Fr. 51

“ But the divine Iamblichus makes the more significant remark 1 
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 sc. than Porphyry. See Comm.

Fr. 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 Soul is median, being, as he says, 
‘semirelated’.) And according to the great Iamblichus, 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.

. . . Iamblichus and after him Theodoras refer this passage to 
the supracosmic Soul.
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Fr. 53

206AB, II  215, 5.
< ’'Hp/sTO Ss Siaipsiv g>8e . (xiav atpsTXE to 7rpo>xov tx.no ntxvrbc, (joipav. piexa 8£ 

xauxyv acpfjpsi 8i7rXaaiav xauTT)?, xyv 8 e au Tpixyv ypj.oXEav pisv xrjp SsuxEpa?, 
xpi7rXa<jiav 8s xy? npaixT)?, xsxapxyv 8k rye, SEUTEpa? St7xXyv, 7XEfj7rxyv Si xpmXyv 
xy? xpixy?, xyv 8’ sxxy v xy? rrpojxyp oxxa7rXaaiav, ¿(386piyv 8’ £7TxaxaisixoCTi7rXaCTiaM 
xy? TTpcoxTQp ■ 35B.>

' 0  8s ys 0eio? ’ Iaji.pXixo? sl;ujj.vsi xou? apt.0ji.oij? [i.sxa rozay? Suvajisw? 
w? 0au[i.a<7TWv tlvcov tSiojjiaTWv ovxa? 7xsp1.sxTi.xoo?, xyv jj.s v  povaSa 
xauxoxyxo? xal sveoaeoj? aExlav a7xoxaXcov, xyv 8 s  SuaSa 7xpooScov xal 
Siaxpitjsoj? jyopyyov, xyv 8 s  xpiaSa xy? erjuaxpoepy? xcov 7xposX0ovxcov 

0 8s xsxpaSa Ttavapji.ovt.ov ovxto? sivai, 7xavxa? sv saury
7tspt,sxooc7av t o o ?  Xoyoo? xal Staxoapov sv saury Ssuxspov sxcpaivoutjav, 
xyv svvsaSa TsXsicotjscop aXy0ivyp xal opoioTyxop 7x01.yTi.xyv, xsXsiav sx 
xsXsicov oOaav xal xy? xauxou epuasoj? jiSTsyootjav, xi)v 8s oy8oa8a 
xy? S7xl 7tav 7tpooSoo xal 81a 7xavxa>v jyojpytjsoj? aExlav Ttpoaayopsuwv, 

5 Xowxyv 8s xyv s7xxaxaisixo(Ta8a xy? s7U<7Tpocpy? xal auxcov xwv sayaxwv 
7X0Lyxixyv, tv’ sep’ sxaxspa xy? xsxpaSo? t o  ptivov fj xal t o  Txpotov xal 
<to> s7tic7xpscpov, 00 jisv 7tpcoTW?, ou 8s Ssoxspco?- xal yap y evvsa? 
z j z i  7tpo? xyv jiovaSa auyysvsiav, sv vsov oOaa, xal y oy8oa? 
7tpo? xyv SuaSa, x6(io? an’ aoxy? oOaa, xal y slxoc7t,S7txa? 7tpo? 
xyv xpiaSa 81a xyv ojjoiav aExiav. 81a j js v  oOv xwv 7tpoxspojv xot? ¿7xXou- 

o axspot? svSESaxxt, xa? jjova? xal s7tiaxpo<pa? xal 7tpooSoo?, 8t,a 8s xojv  

Ssoxspwv xoi? CTUV0sxoJxepot.?, jisay 8s y xsxpa? outja, Sioxt j js v  xsxpa- 
ywvo? saxi, xo jjsvov syst, 81.6x1 Ss apxwba? apxia, to  7tpot.ov, 816x1 8s 
7taVXWV 7tE7tXypC0Xai XWV XoyWV <X(6v> a7t6 (JOVaSo?, TO E7tlC7Tp£(p0V. 
xaoxa Ss aoji^oXa 0siojv saxl xal a7toppyxwv 7tpay(i.axwv.

8 jipooSov Q. 9 Staxpiasov P. 10 auTy P. 16 alterum t o  om. P. 17  
< x o >  ins. Kroll. 22-23 8s <7tavxa> ci. Kroll. 23 <xoW> add.
Kroll.

Fr. 54
214AB, II  240, 4.

C Tauxyv ouv 8y xyv (rutTTatJLV 7tatrav 8i7tXyv xaxfi ¡j,5ixo? (T/itra?, (i£ayv 7tpo? 
¡i,£cyv Jxaxlpav aXXyXaip olov 7I 7tpoc|8aX£iv xaxExapnjj^ sk  xiixXov, 3 6 B .>

[IIspl 8s xy? CTyEosto? xauxy? xal xcov 860 jjyxcov y xwv xoxXwv xi

2 eS? ev xuxXco Q £  cum A o P la t.: eE? xuxXco P. cum T P lat: eE? xuxXov legit th 
cum *s I ’lat. et lambi. (1. 21).
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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 properties, 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 Ennead 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 points and of Progression through all, and finally 
the Heptakaieikosad the force stimulating Return even 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 Iamblichus, on 
the one hand, traverses the heavens above, so to speak, and ‘busies
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TtoTs pjTsov, a^iov x a riS e iv ]  6 ¡i.sv yap 9sio<; ’Iap-PAi/oi; avw Ttou 
5 (i.eTswpo7ToXeL xal Tatpavij [xspipiva, tyjv te piav iJju^yjv xal r ic , cot’ auTYji; 

7TpoeX0oii(7ai; §uo • tcocctyĵ  yap tgĉ swi;  yj apiO exto? YjysiTat p,ova<; repo 
twv (iSTe^opievcov, xal fc tiv  olxslcx; apiDpoi; Tolg aps0EXTOig xod aupnpuYji;, 
xal oto tou evoc; yj Sua<;, w arap sir’ auToiv rwv 0eoiv. xal ouv xal 6 
Tlpaioc;. cpYQcri, § ia rr\c, cJjuj^oyovla? tyjv plav xal uTtspxorrpuov t£1 Xoyw 

o §Yjpi,oupyYjc7ag 4'uX'i0v> *<p’ tou rcavTOi; xal al aXXai, tyjv SuaSa
7rapaysi vuv coto TauTYji;- yj piv yap a j i a iq tyjv SYjpioupyixYjv SyjAoi 
Siaipsenv, yjtu; sv TauTOTYjTi x a l teAsiotyjti 7TpOEp)(£Tai r a  auTa x a ra  
SeuTepou? ap(.0pou<; OToysvvoiaa, yj §s K ara pYjxoi; Sialpscut; tyjv avcoOsv 
goto too SYjpioupyou xa0Yjxouaav TTpooSov. 81a 8e toutcov OToysvvtovTai 

5 Sii° [xetoc tyjv plav. d>v exaxspa too? auTOug s^et Xoyoi><;, xal
(juvaiTTOVTai te aXArjAan; xal sv aXXYjXau; s la l x a l SiYjpYjVTat. a ir’ aXXY)Xcov 
Siaaop^oucri te tyjv apiyij xaOapoT/jTa p s ra  tyjc; 81’ aXXYjXaiv evcocteox;- 
auxoL? yap YjvouvTai role; I hutov xsvTpoig. xal touto sctti to ‘psaYjv 
7rp6<; pscr/jv’. e7tei.8y) 8e xal au ra l al ipu^al vospal sicu xal vou Oslou 

o piETE^ouai, TTplv xal oupavov yevserOai xaTsxapcpsv auTa? 6 §Y)pioupy6<; 
s ic, xuxAov xal ty) xaTa Taura xal sv tu  auTW xivyjctei TOptiXapEV, aura? 
te voEpa<; noiTjaac, x al vou pExaSouc; aural«; 0slou xal svOsl? tyjv 5ua8a 
tmv c]juj(a>v £k  SuocSa vospav x a r ’ ouerlav au ro v  UTCEpE^oucrav.

g Aristoph. fr. 672 cf. Achill. Tat. Tsag. Ch. 1.

8 cotJTiEp xal &n' auToiv P  sic. 10  fj s al mss; cf. anima mundana. 18 aureo 
yap Q. 21 xar’ aura M. 23 vospeov P.

l6 2

Fr- 55
217C, II 250, 21.

< K a i  Tf) xaxa xauxa sv xauxcp TrspiayopEVf) xivtjctsi m pil; auxap eXafis, 36 C .>

Aaipovio? 6 rpo7to<; ovtcoc; ear l tyjs ev toutou; stclPoXy]«; tou Oslou 
’ Iapipxi^ou xal aurY)<; t^ i; tou lTXdrwvoi; Siavolag arcpl  ̂ dvrs^optEvo«;- 
ty)v yap xara  raura xal sv rauTM 7TEpiayopiEVY)v x Ivyjctiv ou/ we; ol 7Tpo 

5 aurou tcov ŝ Y]yY)Twv e7tl rrjQ 4;UX%  ol'erai Ssiv axoueiv (ev aur^ yap 
semv y)8e xal ou 7tspl aurYjv yj ty)<; xivYjau;), aXX’ s7tl tou vou xal
r-qc, vospac, xal yap ouSapiou (palvErai tou Xootou t u  vw tyjv

3 ajrpol^ P. 4 xax’ aura P. ev xoi auxeo O. 6 7tEpi auxY]V xyjv t|nĵ Y)v Y) 
xivYjoip sugg. Diehl.
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himself with things invisible,’ to wit, the one soul and the two 
proceeding 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,1 produces from it at 
this point the Dyad; for the ‘splitting’ signifies the dividing action 
of the Demiurge, which goes forth in sameness and completeness, 
engendering the same things according to secondary numbers, 
and the ‘division lengthwise’ the procession coming down from 
above, from the Demiurge. And through these are generated two 
souls after the one, each of which has the same system of principles 
and are combined with each other and are in each other and are 
distinguished from each other and preserve unmixed purity along 
with their mutual 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 heaven 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 
essence.

1 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 in 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 
Intellect: but he should do so, so that, by means of this addition,



IN TIMAEUM, BIBAION Г ‘

ф и р ^  ctuvoottwv Sec Se, foa xal тоито 7гростбе'ц ‘£<uov epupu^ov evvouv’ 
a7rotpociv7) to 7rav. обты? o5v xocl 4p1.lv axoucrreov ‘ttjv ev таи тй  хоста 

о таита 7T£pi,ayopL£V4V xhnrjffiv’, ty)v voepav абту) yap n s p i i y z i  tyjv cpu^v, 
ыоттер 7] фи^т) 7repcxaXu7iTec tov oupavov. aXX’ 6 pcev vou? xiv4ai? scmv 
axcvTjToc;- 0X4 yap apca xal eviaico? ucpetJTyjxev 4 Se фи^У) xcvyjcn? аито- 
xcvTjTop • xai о (xev p1.ovos1.84? ecttiv, 4 Se SuoelSt)?, xai 0 pisv st? xai 
aScacpcT0?, 4 Se EauTYjv Siaipouaa xai 7ioXXa7T:Xa<T[.a^ouaa. pisTsym 

5 Se 4 фи}(4 too vou, xaGoaov ecru voepa, xai Sc’ аитои auvauTCTac xai 
upo? tov 0ecov vouv- vou yap 4 тои 7ravTO? фи^4 рсетехоиаа тсро? to 
V04TOV avecacv.
8 Tim. 30B.

9 dbrocpavYi P. a7C097)Vf) S : demonstrare cernit th. 10-11 in eodem et similiter 
th: ev таитй хат’ аита P: ev аитсо хата таита Q. 11 ¡x£v от. P. 12 aico- 
vico? P. 13 lacunam ante xal sugg. Diehl.

Fr. 56

217F-218A , II  252, 21.
<Kai tov ¡xev Щ01, tov 8e evto? ettoieito tcov xi>xX<ov. tyjv ¡xev oSv e!?co cpopav 

c7rscp7][xc<7EV elvai ту)? таитои cpuasto?, tyjv Se evto? туjp батЕрои. збС.>
Тоитои? той? Suo хихХои? 6 pcev Oslo? ТарфХ^о? si? ^wpiarov twv 

фи^й^ vouv xai â wpccTTOv avTjveyxe xai T4V ev таитф 7rEpt.ayop1.EV4v 
5 xiv4crcv T7]v 7tepĉ  аитои? Xafloucrav, со? тои pcev Trspii^ovTO? та? Suo 

фи^а?, тои Se ev аитас? ovto?, ха'с тои pcev арссуои? сЬтб ту)? 0СХХ4? 
^а>4? xai twv Suvapcemv ту)? фи т̂)?, тои Se pccyvupcevou 7тро? аита? xai 
xaTeu06vovTO?, a<p’ %  am a? xai 0X4 <У)> фи̂ у) pcovcpcw? evepyec xai 
7гро? auTOV evouTac tov S4pccoupyov.

4 таитсо P. auToi Q. 6 aiiTai? P аитг) Q. 8 <i)> add. Diehl.
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Fr. 57
226BC, II  277, 26.

< T t)v  Se evtó? а/сстар eÇa/fj еттта xúxXou? ávíaou? хата tt)V toü SmXaaíou xal 
трстсХаасои ScáaTaaiv ÉxáaT7)v oúaüv ÉxaTÉpcov Tpi&v хата TavavTÍa ¡xév áXXy)Xoi? 
TtpoaÉTa^EV íévac тои? xúxXoup, тх/ еc Sé тре!? ¡xév ó¡xolco?, too? Se теттара? 
áXXrjXoL? te x a l toc? Tpcalv ávo¡xoíco?, ev Xóyco Sé <pepo¡xévou?. 36 D .>

5  'O Sé ye Oeco? ’ lájxSXcyo? aíiaaav tv)v TOcaÚT4V Gempcav e7teppa7T:ccrev 
év тас? 7tpo? toú? ápccpc ’ApcéXcov—обты yàp етссурасрес то xecpáXacov— 
xai S4 xai Noupcvjvcov aVTcppTjtTecTcv, есте toütov ec? éxecvou? áva7tépc7ta)v

5 a7tcppa7U(TEV Q.
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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 motionless 
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.

l 65

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 contains the 
two souls, while the latter is in them, and the former is unmixed 
with the other life 1 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 Festugière.

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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s it e  xai exeivou; evTuywv 7tou toc ofxoia ypaipouax Ttspl to u tw v  ou yap 
syw Xeyeiv. Xeyet S’ ouv 6 Oeiop TapipXiyot; TrpwTov [xev, w<; oux e'Sei 8ia 

10  to TrX'̂ Oop twv ypa[X[xaTwv ty)V ^uyyv ttoisiv tov aupuravTa api0fxov 
7) tov y£WfX£Tpi.xov api0[xov xai yap to aw(xa ex twv i'dwv ¿cm ypapipia- 
tw v , xai auTo to [xtj o v  sgzcu  ouv xai to [xy] ov apiOfxcx; 6 a\)[nza.Q - icoXXa 
S’ av xai aXXa supon; ex twv » twv 8vva ypaptpiaTWV xai a icypa xai T<a 
svavTtwTaTa aXXv)Xoi.i, a  Sv) icavTa auyyeiv sip aXXvjXa x a i tpupsiv oux 

15 op0w^ s / sl. SeuTspov 8s, oti to arco twv yapaxTypwv sm ysipstv oux 
arrtpocXsi;’ 0eaei. yap ecm TauTa, xai to [xev apyalov aXXop v)v 6 tutior, 

vijv Se aXXo^" auTtxa to ¿9’ ou TO7toi7)Tai tov Xoyov sxsivop, outs 

icapaXXv)Xoui; siye Ta<; aicsvavTiov 7ravTW<; outs ty)v fxs<77]v Xoiyqv, aXXa 
icpog op0a<;, mg xai oaro twv (tttjXwv sotl twv apyaiwv xaTatpavsg. 

20 TpiTov to slq  Toug 7tu0[xsvag avaXustv xai icspi sxsivoug SiaTpi^stv am ’ 

aXkcav api6[xwv sEg aXXoug p,s0iaTY)at. tyjv 0sw piav  ou yap TauTov scttiv 

yj ev ¡xovamv sitTag xai v) ev Sexafit xai rj sv exaTOVTaai. Tauxyg oOv sv 
tw  ovofxaTi Fijg <jiuy7]g oucyjg r i  sSsi TcapsnrxuxXsiv tov 7rspi twv ttuO[xsvwv 

Xoyov; outw y^p <xv TtavTa sig itavTotg aptOjxobg ¡xeTa[la.XXoi.[X£v Stat.- 
25 poovTEg 'i] auvTi0£VT£g v) 7toXXa7tXacn.a^ovTsg. xa0oXou [xsv ouv TauTa. 

StsXsyys', Ss xai sxaoTvjv aicoSotnv wg sa-xsuwp7j[xsvY)v xai ouSev syouaav 
uy teg. xai otw cpiXov rcavTWV ttjv aa0poT7]Ta xaTavo^oat, pa.81.ov icapa- 
0s[xsvw to ¡3i.[3X[ov avaXsyeaOai. Tag olxsiag avTiXoyiag itpog exaaTOV 
aico twv yeypa[X[xsvwv.

9 S’oOv Q: youv I ’ . 12 / 13  t o  om. I*. 15  auyypafXjxaTcov P. 19  xaxa<pav£g
Q: xaTaXa(B£tv P . 25 y) xaOoXou P. ouv om. P.

Fr. 58

2340, II  306, 3.
< A 6yo5 Se o xaxa xauxov aXy)0’i)i; yiyvopiEvoi; 7T£pt xe 0ax£pov ov x a i 7t£pi 

xauxov ev xoj xtvoupievip ucfi’ auxou cpEpopiEvoi; fivEu cp06yyou x a i yy7jC, 37B .>

[tov Xoyov TouTov 6 [xsv ’Attixoi; S7ci t^? icpoasxTtx^i; Suvafxewi; 
2 u7t’ auxou P ro c lu s : ucp’ auxou P la t ,  e t Ia m b i, (cf. 1.6.).
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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 ([XT] ov) itself; so that then Non-Being (pii) ov) 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 
even mutually contradictory, all of which it is surely not correct 
to mix up and jumble together.

Secondly, 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 1 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.2

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 seven 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 anyone is interested in learning the rottenness of the whole 
theory, it is easy for him to take the book and read the individual 
refutations of each separate point.

1 Necessarily Amelius, but it is Tlieodorus whom Proclus has been quoting. 
Sec Comm.

2 i.e. X for the more modern Z.
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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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ijxoudEV, o 8s IIopipùpioi; sui tou Yjvioyou tou xivoùvto<; toÌ)? Sittou<; 
5 ÌnnouQ,] è Sè ’ Ià[i.pXiyo<; C7tl tt)<; oXyj? ^uyYji;- aurr; yàp saurTjv 7Taiiav 

xivsi xal Si’ oXyj? sauri)? Xóyo? èuri twv ovtmv.

Fr. 59
235D EF, II 309, 1 1 .

<"Oxav (J.ÈV rapì TÒ aÌCTOrjxòv YÌyvrjTai, xaì 6 xou 0axépou xuxXos òp0ò<; ¡¿>v eip 
7ràaav aùxou xrjv ^uxV SiaYyeiXr], Só^ai xaì mersu; yiyvovxai fìègaioi xaì àXrjOeìi;, 
37®->

[’Ev Syj toutoi? rapì ri)? twv aì<70Y)Twv SiaXsysrai yvwcrswp, onco? 
ó Xóyo? è èv ty) 4^X71 rou 7tàvTO<; à7toyevvqi tyjv yvweriv raórY]v, ori tov 

5 0 arèpou xuxXov xivwv xaì tou? èv aurei) Xóyou? roò? 7tpoiara[isvou? ri)? 
8iaxoa[i.Y)<7SG)? twv oXwv, xaì àxXivi) epuXàrrwv aùróv •] yj yàp òp0 órY]? SyjXoi 
[lèv xaì ty)v Òp0 o8 oi;iav, w? 0 T£ IIopcpópio? è̂ Y)yY)<7aro xaì ó ’IàpifìXi/o? 
E7rsxpive, SyjXoi 8è rò àSapaiiTov èv ri) Trpovoia xaì rò àpp£7tè?' oÌxeiov 
yàp volersi [lèv yj àxpiYjro? xaì òl;uxivY)TO? Sóvapu?, npovoia 8è xaì 

io  yovipioi? èvspysiai? yj àpisiXixro? xaì àxXivi)?, xaì àpispicmp [lèv oòaiqi 
xa0 apórY)? voyjctsg)?, [xspiaT?) 8è yj àypavro? èvèpysia. [< IIopipópio?> 
[lèv o5 v ròv òp0 òv xuxXov <à[ispi<TTov, pispiaTÒv Sè> ròv p,Y) àxpiflY) xuxXov, 
àXXà [lETÉ/ovrà 7U0? ty)? EÒ0 Eia? àxoósi, Sièri 9 sp£Tai rs  sì? rò èxrò? 
Y) yvwtn? twv aì(70Y]Twv xaì sì? aòrvjv 7iàXiv ¿vaxà[X7trsi tyjv 

15 (I)? [iyjte sù0 siav sìvai pióvov o'ia Y) r 9jc; aìa0 Y)<7EG)? yvwai?, [xy)te xuxXov

oì'a Y] ri]? Siavoia?.] ’Iap-fiXi^o? 8è 7iàv touto àTOSoxipiausv w? reni; àv0 p W7ii- 
vai? yvwuECTiv, àXX’ où raì? 0 sìai? 7TpocrY)xov. orav roivuv ó Yjvìoyo? xivy) 
ròv Oarèpou xuxXov, 0 Sè àpps7TY]? piévwv xaì sii; aùròv £7TE(7Tpa[i.[i.svo? 
roù? Xóyou? àvsysipY) rwv aìa0 Y)rwv xaì sì? 7tàaav SiayysiXY) tyjv vjjuyYjv 

20 01 ov sxaaróv èuri rwv aìa0Y]Twv—Tzàaa yàp yj ûyY] yiyvwoxEi, xarà
rourov [xévroi, rò aì(T0 Y)ròv 7xav xaì yàp ó raòrou xuxXoi; rà  voYjrà 
(3XÉ7TWV, oI8e xaì rò aìrr0 Y;ròv wi; àr:’ aìria?, o5 to? 8è aùró0 sv xaì oiov 
uuuroiywi;—èv aùrw Só^ai xaì moTziQ a7ToyEVVwvrai ■ tyj? yàp 0£iorèpa? 
vjjuy î; oiov £7TixpivaaY)<;, piàXXov 8è vospwrépav èvépysiav sì<; aùròv 

25 èXXapivjjàuY)?, ó So^aurixò? xùxXo<; xa0 apàv e/ei tyjv oìxsiav ^wy)v, xaì 
yj yvw(Ti<; èv aurei) pióvipio<; à7torsXeirai, rà  pièv epspópisva [xovipiwe;, rà  
8è piETappèovra xaì èvSsyópisva Tuierreui; xaì àpapórw<; èv èaury rposi- 
XYjepuia- è'em yàp yj [lèv 8ó^a r^p So âCTrixYji; iJ'ECT? èvèpysia xaì yvwaii;, 
Y) 8è 7ri(7ri<; Y) [lóvipiop xaì à[iEra7Trwro<; r^<; 8Ó̂ y)<; xpierie;.

5 Oàrepov D. t i  piepiCTTr) mss. à|xépiaTo<; pièv oòv mss. : àpièpiaTov £  : 
<ITopipupioi;> pièv o5v inserui, à[xépiaTov post xuxXov ponens. 12  piépiarov 
Sè ins. S : piepiCTTT] Sè £  : om. QD. 19-20 xaì eìp . . aìaQ̂ rcóv om. D.
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horses,) Iamblichus, to the Whole Soul; lor 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.) For this ‘correctness’ means on the one hand ‘correctness 
of opinion’, as Porphyry interpreted it,—an interpretation which 
Iamblichus 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,) of 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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Fr. 6o

236F, 11 3 13 , 15.
<"O xav 8è au nepl tô Aoyirmxov f t xa.l 6 xaùxoü xuxâuc eüxpoyoç fi>v aùxà |A7]Vijay), 

voüç ¿7uaTïj(ir) xe èÇ àvàyxTjç àno^XetTat. 3 7 C .>

’IàpPAiyoç 8s t Ôv vouv toÛtov 7up£api)Tepov àxoûst, tt)ç (jiujfvjç, àvw0sv 
oaiTTjv auvsyovToc xal TsAsioüvTa, xal SiayMvlÇsTai 7Tpoç touç y) aÙToOi 

5 Tm  TavTsAsl vm  (rovà7UTOVTaç tt)v (Ssïv yàp [xi) à0poav yivscrôai
T7)v [xsTocpacriv dmo lô v  s^7)py)[j,svMv S7ti Ta gsTs^ovra, àAXà [i-scraç slvai. 
Taç cruvTSTaygsvaç tolç [xsts^ ouctlv oùcriaç) t) tov vouv s ^ iv Ü7toti0 s - 

[xévouç tt)ç ^uyâjç (Ssïv yàp eïvoci to èv aÔTM ôv Trpo tou èv aXAcp ovtoç).

5 vâ  om. D. Set D. 8 xo èv aüx(p ( j :  t c o  D ; auxcji conieci.

Fr. 61

242DE, I II  14, 16.
< 'H  (ièv oijv xoü Ç<!)OU tpÔCTiç èxiiy^avsv oùaa aicovioç. xa l xoüxo ptèv 8à) t<ï> 

yevvTjxco TTavxeXôiç 7tpoa<x7rretv oùx ajv Suvaxôv • etxo) 8’ èirivoeî xtVTjxov xtva atwvoç 
noi^CTai, xal Staxoaptcov àpta oùpavôv Trotet ¡rivovxoç atcovoç èv èvl xax ’ àpi0[iôv 
EoGaav alojvtov elxéva xoûxov ôv ypôvov ¿>vo[i,àxa|i£v. 3 7 D .>

5 IlàXiv 8è 7ravTa^o0ev ¿viyveuovTsç t /)v tou cpiXocroiyou Tspi atMVoç 
s7aPoX7)v SpaÇ(!)[xs0 a toü ‘[xèvovToç aÎMVoç èv èvi’ • toÎm yàp èvi, £y)TM[i.sv. 
apa Tàya0 M, xaOaTCp s'SoÇs tô  0 soAoyixMTaT(p tôv s^7)y7)TMv;
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directly and, as it were, by affinity—opinions and beliefs are 
engendered in i t ; 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 belief is the judgement of opinion.

Fr. 60

171

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 itself must be 
prior to what is in another).

Fr. 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

Simpl., In  Pkys. I 702, 20 CAG
<  .......................... ib id ..................................>

'O  8e ’IapPAix0? tm foySocp tmv sic, T ipaiov u7x0ji.vYjji.aTMv xal 
Tairra npo $  tyjv 8o£;av s7XYjyaysv •

“s i  naira  xivYjav; sv '/povto, xivyiretp noXXat ojxou (TuviaravTai. t« 
8s tou ypovou (xopta aXXa ocAAots. yj xivY)cn,<; nspi ti jxsvov qjlpenai, 

5 Xpovoi 8s ou8sv Yjpsjiiai; 8sl. xivyjitsi xivYjan; yj Yjpsjna EvavTiouTai ty) 
JISV SV ysvsi YJ SV ySVEt, TY) 8s SV Sl8si Y] SV s’iSsi, XpOVO) 8s ou8sv.”

1 xpixto legi (sc. Y  pro yj') : oyS6<i> mss.

Fr. 63

Simpl., / m Phys. I 793, 23 CAG.
<  ........................ib id ....................................... >

[npo<TXEi<T0co 8s xal Ta ano tmv s ip Tiji.ai.ov u7xo[iVYjji,aTMv. ev toivuv 
tw fo y 8ow piJiXiw tm IlAaTMVt, ji,aAi.<TTa napaxoXouOoiv tyjv npop 
tov alcova Too xpovou ouvapTYjaiv napaSiSwcri. 81,0 x al nspl sxsivou 
¡iaXia-Ta noisiTai tov Aoyov Too s^YjpYjjisvou jiiv ano Too xocrji.00, naaYjp 

5 8s Tyjp b j aoTpj xwYjaswp Ta jiiTpa nspieyovTop ts x a l x°P''iy°^v'ro?> 
§<; aXXop av sI'yj ootop n ap a  tov ono twv 9u<ti.xmv C^To6jisvov j^po^ov. 

Xsysi. 8s xal sv tm c'xsoaXaioi TaijTa-]
“ tyjv 8s ooaiav auTou tyjv x aE  svspysiav ty) npotooiTYj SiaxocrjiYjasi. 

xal crovTaTTojisvYj npop Ta 8Yjjuoupyo6(i.sva xal axoipiarw  tmv anoTS- 
10 AoujisvMV 69’ saoT^p onapyoocTYj TauTYj auvTaTTOjisv. to[v] yap ‘81a-  

xocrjxwv a jia  oopavov n o ts f  SyjAoI tooto, oti. erovTSTaxTat ty) 8iaxoi7(i.Yjast. 
ty) a  no too SYjjixoupyou nposXSoocTY) xal yj too XP^vou 07x6aTacn.i; • xal 
§Y)Ta Xal aoTY) npOYjyslTai Tvjp too oopavou nspioSoo, ¿jansp 8yj x a l yj 
8iaxocrji,oocra aoTYjv 8iax6<Tji.Yjcr!.<; npoersyax; ts auTYjp npOTSTaxTat 

15 xaTa Ta auTa Tai'p sxsivYjp bmaza.aia.ic,- oAyjv ts x al auTYjv a0poo<; 
(TOvsiXY)9S 8i.Mp!.aji,svou; tloI nspamv octs SiaaM^ouira tov Xoyov tyj<; 
alTtap ¿ 9’ fjC, napaysTau Ta.G.v jiirv o5v sivai too xpovou x a l d)jjLEIp 
aoyxwpoojxsv, 00 jxsvToc. tyjv TaTTOjiivYjv, aXXa tyjv TaTToucrav, 008s 
tyjv snojxsvYjv Tolp npoYjyooji,svot<;, aXXa tyjv apXYjyov tmv dnoTsXoojxsvMV 

20 x al npEo^OTspav• 008s ty)v ji,sptaTM<; xaTa Xoyoop ij xivyjcjsi.<; yj aXXap

2 Tpixcii legi. 10  xaiiTYjv a. r o - 1 1  xov vii[ Siaxodpiov oijia oopavov noieiv 
(noist E F )  m ss : em endavi. 13  auxr; ex  aoxvj. 14  aoxrjv om. E . 15  xai
om. E . 17  o5v om. F . 20 npeafjuxepcov a F 2.
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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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Si,wp(.afi,£vap SuvapiEip acpwpicfiivYjv, aXXa ty]v nxvzzkri x a0’ oXap Tap 
§Y)g.t.oupYt.xap a 7i:oY£vvY)cT£!,p <TU|urc7TXY]pwp.EVY]v. zb Ss n p b zep ov  x a l 
UCTTSpov ev ty) Taipei ou xaTa xivY)aswv piSTaflaijeip ou§e x a F  aXXo ouSev 
toioutov TiOspisOa, aXXa x a r ’ am w v 7TpoY)Y?)iuv xod  eru¡i.7tXoxy)v cuve^ y) 

25 twv aTCoYsw^CTecov x a l upwroupyov svspYe^-v xal Suvapuv E7UTeXecmxY)v 
xwv xivyjctewv xal xaTa ToiauTa 7tavTa acpopi^opieOa. eti toivuv ou ¡xstoc 
Tijp 7rpo!,oucTY)p x n b  ty)p (Jju^yjp xivY)aewp y) £wy)p tov ^povov xal opiou 
tov oupavov XsyopLzv ¿noysv^xtyOxi, aXX’ ¿ n o  TYjp 7tpoiou<r/)p ¿ n o  tou 
SYjpuoupYou vospap SiaxocpiYiffswp- p.£Ta y x p  TauTY)p 0 ^povop re  ev 

30 auTW a o w n ia zy ]  x al 6 xoapiop. x a l airrop Ss 6 TCaXaiop <Xoyop> SiappYjSYjv 
tov 0sov SiaxoapiouvTa xal mxpayovTa tov ^povov ojxou xal tov oupavov 
7roisTv a7xocpaivsTat. xal 0sIyj av Tip auTov sivai (xeTpov outoi x a ra  zb  

[XSTpOUV TY]V cpopav Y) TY) XlVY)CT£l |ASTpOU|ASVOV Y) Sy)Xouv TY)V TOpupopav 
y) Sy)XoS(xsvov, aXXa xaTa to avnov xal sv o[iou Sy) roavTcov toutwv.”

35 [TauTa (xsv oOv 7repl tou sjpYjpYjpievou ty)p yzvkazii>c, xal xaO’ sauTov 
ucpsoTYjxoTOi; Y£YPa ? £V-J

(cf. 248A B , III  30, 30: outw Y«p 8y] xal Y) tou xpovou xlvYjarp xaTa 
Ta sv tt) 7povtxY) piovaSi ¡xsTpa TCposXOouaa nzpxc, ¿p'/j\ eruvaTTSi, xal 

40 touto arcipaxip, Taipiv ¡xsv s^ouoa xal auTY) 0elav, ou (ie v t o i  tyjv 
TaTTO[xsvy]v, cop cpYjat, xal 0 tpiXoaocpop ’ Ia|i,pXq£op, aXXa tyjv 
TaTTOuaav, ouSs tyjv s 7xo(xsvy)v to ip TCpoYjYou ¡revoip, aXXa tyjv 
ap^YjYov twv a7TOTsXou(X£vwv.)

28 xal om. E. t o v  o X o v  o u p a v o v  a. 30 7raAaiop E F ; < A o y o p <  add. a : T T XaTcov 
malim. 32 o u t o i  Diels: o u t s  a E : o u  t o  F. 34 t o u t c o v  om. a.

Fr. 64

248E -249B , II I  32, 32.
< ......................................ibid..................................... >

IIwp ouv 6 ToiouTop slxwv olv sly) tou alwvop; XsysoOw yip TtaXiv 
81a ty]v twv 7rpay(xaTwv SuereTuyvwaTov ISeav. o ti, <pY)alv 6 Tafi,(3Xq(op, 
to £v xal a7T£(.pov tou alwvop xal yjSyj ov xal opiou 7rav xal ev tw  vuv 

[X£Vov xal api£TpY)Tov ov pisTpov twv voYjTtov sv avsXi^si. xuxXcxy) xal sv 
5 auvs^eia xal tw  scpŝ ijp STttSsixvucjt, xal tco ¿p'/jx-Q xal pisaa xal zeXrj 

SiaxplvEiv xal [xyjS ’ otcouv a7roX£i7T£i.v twv utt’ auTOu TOpts^opilvwv, 
xal wcjTOp ou xtvYjTop auXaip, aXX' wp 7rpop tov alwva xivYjTop, ouTwp 
ouS’ aTrXwp slxwv, aXXa to cjSvoXov touto alwvop slxwv av pYjOsiY) Stxalwp- 
aXYjQwl) yap wv ouala xal a7ioxaTaffTaTi.xY) xal |xsTpY)Tix4 xal 7r£pi£XT(.xY)

6 SiaxplvovTi mss: Siaxpivetv scripsi. a7roAel7rovTi. mss: a7roAst7retv scripsi.
9 [YSTpCXY] D.
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of, and senior to, the things perfected by it. Nor do we believe 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 intellectual 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 one might declare Time 
to be a measure, not in the sense of measuring the progress (of 
the Universe), or of being measured by 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 generation and subsistent in itself.)

Fr. 64

How, then, would such an entity 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 measure 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 
absolutely speaking, but only in comparison with Eternity, so it
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i o  toW javYjcrscov oXg>? o[ic0? eìxcov aìwvo? eìvai Xéyexai, xal eoixev yj
7rpci)TY) xwv eìxóvwv aùxò? si vai- voù? [lèv yàp ó TravxeXy? où xuplco?
eìxwv Xéyexai xou 7rpa>xou (t i yàp àv àcpcopolcoxo xw Tràvxr) àveiSécp;), 
rwv Sé èraxaSe vou xal xvj? àpieploxou tpùaeco? ypóvo? àv eìij to 7rpcóxi(Txov, 
xai oXco?, s i  Sei xwv pexexóvxcov eìvai xtjv elxóva (xùnov yàp àXXou

15 7TpsapoTépoo Siaenó^eiv poùXexai, 7tap’ où xaì xò ISlcopia xij? ISea?
xaxaSéyexai), ypy [lyxe ev xaì? irpumaxai? oùalai? eìvai xy)v eìxóva 
(où yàp [lexéxouaiv exeìvai 7tpcimaxai ye oùaai, piàXXov 8è aùxaì ù<p* 
exspcov [lexé'/ovxai, oùx eyyivópievai xoi? [lexlyoutriv, àXX’ exepov xpoirov 
aùxà 7rpò? saura? sTuoxps^ouoai), [iyjx’ sv xaì? aì(70Y)xaì? [lóvai? ([iszsysi. 

20 yàp xaì xà piètra xwv npwxcov xal où piova xà aìxOyxà, etcì xal xà 
al<T0Yjxà 8ià xà? èx xwv fiéacov ep^àtrei? àtpopioiouxai xoi? 7ipà>xoi?) • 
òp0w? àpa xal ó ^póvo? aiaivo? eìxwv sl'pYjxai xal 7rà? ó xóapio? xaxà 
xe if/uyìjv xal xaxà awpia xoù aùxo^wou.

[Eì pièv yàp, a>? wexo IIopipùpio? xaì xive? àXXoi IlXaxcovixoi, piova 
25 p i e r e i x w v  ovxoj? Óvxcov xà aìaOyjxà, ev aùxoì? (lóvot? àv è̂ Yjxoupiev 

xà elxóva?. si 8’ , à? ’ApiéXio? ypàtpei xal rcpò ’ApieXìou Noupfjvio?, 
pié0e î? etti xàv xoi? voyxoì?, eìev àv elxóve? xal ev aùxoi?. eì 8è ó 
0eio? IlXàxwv ouxe ev xoi? 7rpamaxoi? xwv ovxwv à7ré0exo eixóva? 
oux’ ev pióvoi? xoi? aÌCT0Yjxoi?, vixcóij àv xaì xoùxoi? ó roxvxa? ev 7rà<7iv 

30 òXìyou Seco tpàvai xpaxoiv TàppXiyo? ó xà? [iE0é?si? in i  xe xwv piéacov 
xàm xwv xeXeuxalwv 0ewpeiv 7rapaxeXeuópievo?.].

io  oXcoc del. Kroll. 12  à<pco[iatoixa D. àveiSéco S  : àviSéco QD. 17  aùxaì 
mss: em Kroll. 21 àcpofioiouvxai D S.
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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 seem 
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 Time 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 first rank of beings nor solely 
in the sensible, it follows that Iamblichus 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.)
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Fr. 65

252E, I II  45, 5.
< to 8 e rjv t6  te saxai 7rspl tyjv ev yiveaiv l°uaav TtpiTtet XiyeCTOai-

xlvt]ctei<; Y“ P ¿gtov. to 8 e ael xaxa xa auxa syov dbavr)Tco<; outs TpEafluTEpov ovixe 
VEMTEpov 7tpo(TT)X£t Y‘YveCT0ai 8 1a XP^vov °u8 e Y£V£a0aL ^oxe oo8 e YeY0V£vat vuv, 
ouS’ elctccuOk; sascrGaL, to 7tapdt7tav te ooSev oaa yevsctli; tol? ev cd(707]a£i cpepo[xevoi<; 
7tpo<r?i4 £V, aXXa jrpavou xaoxa aitova [xi[xoopilvou >cal x ax ’ apL0[xXv xuxXouptevou 
Y£Yovev eEStj. 3 8 A .>

Tpia TauTa 7rpoa7)X£i, cpYjai, 81a ^povov Txj ysvsasL, ev [xev ‘to yjv xal 
to ECTTai’, SeuTEpov 8s ‘to vscoTspov yiyv£G0 aL xai TipecrpOTSpov’, Tpixov 
‘to yiyveaOai 7tote y) vuv ysyovsvai y) EiaauOi? sasaQai’. ¿>v to [xev uptoTov 

o 97)01 6 Oslo? Tafx[3Xiyo? 8pav tov ypovov el? tyjv ysvsoiv «? arco too 
OVTO? 7TpOEX0 oVTa, TO 8s SsUTEpOV (i)? 0710 ^MY]? OpfXWfXEVOV, TO 8s TplTOV 
CO? TY)? VOEpa? Tâ ECO? ¿i(Y)pT7)fX£V0V.

Fr. 66

253EF-254A, I II  48, 29.
<Kal repo? toutol? £tl xa toiocSe, to te yeyovoQ slvai yeyo'joi; xal to vlY'-Alevov 

clvai YiyvoptEvov, to y£vt)o6(Xevov elvai YsvTjaopievov xal to ¡it] ov slvai, cov ou84v 
axpifil? Xeyo[xev. 7T£pi ptsv o5v toutcov Tax’ av oux [av] sir) xaipo? Tpemov ev tm 
mxpovTi SLaxpiPoXoYEtaOai. 34AB.>

5 [Kal Y) [XEV atpOppLY) T4 ?  7toAAy)? XpYJOEM? EVTEU0SV eAy)90Y) 7TO0EV * 

ou pL7]v axpi(3e? x a i  £7iig t y )[xovixov e^e i  Ti T ij?  E7UTapa^eco? TauT4 ?  

7] pl£Ta0£Ol?.] 8lO S7UGY)fX7)VafX£VO? SCp’ OGOV £7ip£7T£ TY] TUapOOOY) GXEL̂ SL 

cpuaixcoTEpa ouoy), TOpi toutcov ETiiTiXeov E^ETa^sLV aAAyj? s iv a i 9 4 0 1  

7rpayfxaTsia?, « ?  [xev ol tcoAAol vopii^ouai tcov s ^yjyyjtwv, AoyixYj? (sv 

o y ap  T a t?  A o y ix a i?  Guvoooiai? eicoOaai ^yjtelv, el So^aaTov sgtl  to  [xyj 

Sv ), co? 8 s  6  0 elo? Tafx[3Aixo? eI tue xayco TiEi0o(i.ai, OsoXoyLXYj?- ev t e  

y ap  tco HocpiGTY) 7toXu? o TOpi too 7uavToSa7xco? (xy) ovto? Xoyo? x av  tco 

I lappLEviSY), cov Sy) x a l  to  ax£[X[xa o ix s lo v  6 TifxaLO? sivac aTiotpaivsTaL, 

v’jv  [xev, coGTTSp Ta 7Tpay(xaTa Stexp ivs xod  S legtyjgsv a n ’ aXXrjXcov s i?  

5 t s  to  ov a s i  x a i  el? to  ycyvopLEVov xa 'i octioXXu ¡xsvov, sl? s ix o v a  x a l  Trap a -  

SELy[xa, el? to  aicovLov x a i  to syypovov, outco? sOsXYjaa? x a i  t o ?  7rpoapYjasi? 

OLXELa? EXaTEpOL? (XTUoSoUVaL, CO? (XYjTE Ta Sea ^povov TY) ySVECTEl 7TpOG- 

TE0£VTa (xsTacpspELV etcl T a? a7rXouGT£pa? x a i  0ELOTSpa? o u a ia ? , (xyjts 

Ta  E^aipsTa tcov xpELTTovcov a y a 0 a  auvavacpupsiv tol? ev xivyjosl x a i  

o (XETaPoXi) cpspofx^voL?, T a? 8 s  Pa0UTEpa? toutcov speuva? tol? oixsLOTEpoL? 

a7xovs[xcov xa ip o L ?- elcoOo? yap  yjv touto  x a i  auTco I IX oltcovl x a i  7Tpo 

13  a v a tp a iv E x a i D. 2 1  < x £ i >  post a o x o i sugg. Diehl.
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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 myself believe. 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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IÏXaTCOvoç toïç 11uOayopsioiç, о Srj xal ’АркттотeX^ç SiacpEpovTCOç 
eÇyjXcücte, nrpoffipopcüç Taïç Tcpodéazai. tüv TtpaypiaTsiaiv та хата cpiXocio- 
cpiav •rcpoßXfüi.aTa [izzoc/z’-p'^oOca.

Fr. 67

Simpl., In  Phys. I 794, 21.
<Xpovoç 8 ’o5v ¡xex’ oùpavoü yéyovev, l'va àjxa yevvrjOévxeç àpia xal ÀuOüaiv, av 

7tots Àûaiç xiç aùxüv yiyvrjxai, xal xaxà xo 7rapâSeiy(ia x9jç Siaioma? фиаеыр, '¿va 
ù>ç ô(j.oioxaxoç aùxèç aùxcô xaxà Suvajaiv 9) ■ xô (j.èv yàp 89] 7iapàSeiy(j.a 7tàvxa 
atwvâ iar iv  ov, ô 8’ aù 8ià xéàouç xôv àrravxa xpôvov yeyovûç xe xal &v xal £a6jx£voç.
(3 8 B C .)>

5 ["Apia 8è Ttepl toutou xal тар1 toü àn’ аитои svSiSopivou тй хостр.ы 
sv ты 1' хЕфаХаьы TtxSz yéypacpE-]

“ 8ià 84 таита xal ‘х ат а  то 7xapàS£iy|i,a TÎjç Siaicoviaç <рист£ыр ôpioio- 
татор аитор аиты х ат а  Suvapdv’ Èctti xal ô ^povoç- xal тгростЕсххЕ ты 
alwvi, xal Tipôç èauTov орюютатор ècm х ата  то SüvaTOV 8ià tt)v öpioiopispT) 

10 «pÛCTiv, 81a ¡jliôîç te svEpyEÎaç EvltiTaTai. xal 7rpo£iCTi х а т ’ aùrijv x a l ôpi^Ei 
7xàvTa т а  yivopiEva ыстаитыр, xav fj SiaçépovTa.”

2 al(vviaç mss. P lat. 3 aùxôç om. mss. P la t, аитй mss. P lat, cum Pro cl.: 
aûxto Tambl. 7 8ià Srj om. E . 8iaiomaç a F : 81’ aî&voç E . 8 абхы a F 2: 
аихф E F 1 . 9 6|j .oiot7]t6ç E . Sià x9]v à[i£p9j E :  8ià xi]v op.oiop.Ep9) F :  xaxà 
xi)v ôpotop£p9j a. xaxà

Fr. 68

Simpl., In  Phys. I 794, 26.
< ................................ib id ............................... >

[AéyEl TOIVUV 7t£pl TOUTCÜV xal àXXlJV à7t6§£t̂ tv TOiaUT^v]

“  ‘то plv yàp 84 7гара§£1ур.а 7tàvTa alüvà ecttiv, ô Ss au 8ià téXouç 
tov ànavTa xpovov ysyovsv, ыстте xal àv xal ÈCTOfiEvoç.’ ô toivuv ecttIv 
ojç 7tapàS£ty[i.a Èv ты vo7)tü , toüto ojç eIxcov ecttiv èv ты угоутсо. xal 

5 07t£p ecttIv èxei хат’ ahova, toüto èvTaüOa хата ^povov, xal то èv
ты V04TÜ хата то £lvai vüv 484 7tapov, toüto ev tolç tŷ Se хата CTUvè̂ Eiav 
2 alà>v a. g slvai om. aF.
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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 before 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 io :)

“ For 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 noetic sphere according to the category of Being,
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8ia teXou? TOxpayivETai. xal to ov waauTco? [to] ev TaoTw yeyovo? te 
xal eaop.svov xara too? TTjSs totou? sxipaivsTai. xcd to aSiairraTov 
exec Siectttjxo? svrauOa xaOopaTai. xcd vuv 87) too ypovou ysyovs xara- 
StjXo? 7) pL£(j7] SiuXt] <pu<n?, piatj psv alcovo? te xal oupavou, SiuXt] 8e 

o xaOoaov auvuipiaTaTai psv 7ipo? tov xoapov, (juvtocttetoce, 8e upo? tov 
alcova, xal tou psv TjyecTai, tw 8e aipopoiouTai.”

[ToiauTT] psv ti? ecttiv tj twv 7rpoxsip,£vcov Xe^ecov too Tipaiou <racpY|- 
VEia xaTa tov Osiov ’ IapPXiy/w.]

(cf. Pr. 254D E, III 51, 2lff. : 7ICO? OUV, ECTEp 7) TOU ^povou 
5 cpu 51;, co? qjTjai xal 0 Oslo? ’IappXixo? xayw nsiOopai,, psaT) s<mv 

alcovo? x a i  oupavou x a t  too psv TjystTat, tco 8s acpopoi-  
ouTai ,  ypovoi; oupavou X^PI,V utcecitt) ’)

6 t8 ev toS E F :  to ev auTtp a : ’to] ev toutcS scripsi.

Fr. 69

257B, III 59, 22.
< 2o)(j.ara Se aoTt7>v exaaTtov 7tot̂ aâ  6 Oeos e0r]xev eiQ tccq nepî op<xq, oic, y] 

6aT£pou 7?spio$ô  fyev, eTTTa outran ovtcc £7rxa, 38C.>
Ta? 8s uspicpopa? auTcov Apa toi>? s7axuxXou? pvjTsov rj rap avsXtT- 

Touaa? 7) Ta? oXa? aipaipa?, sv al? sxaaTov saTt twv acrrpcov, 7) to^tcov 
5 psv ou8£v, Ta? 8s auTcov rap voEpa?, &onzp o Oslo? Tappaxo?

UTOXa ŝv; ax; yap tov oXov oyxov eI'ctco tt]? <j;ux7)? sTEXTTjvaTO 7ipoTspov, 
outco xal vuv toc zicra acopaTaTal? inrd vospal? ĉ uxat? evtIOtjcuv apa xat 
cpuxa? xat voa? auTol? icpiardp. etciStj 8e xat 7) Oarspou TOptoSo? tt]? 
oXtj? ^UX4 ? toI? knra toutoi? OeIoi? rrwptaatv £7it[3s[37)xs 7ioXXa> 7ipoTspov, 

O slxOTCO? S7l7]VSyX£V U7TOpipV7|(TXCOV TCOV slpT)p£vCOV 7)pa?‘ 'a? 7) OaTCpOU 
7isptoSo? TOptayst rr\p oXtj? ^ux^?’. xat uaXtv touto 8t)Xoutco p7)0sv 
svtxeo?, ort ar/taToc serTtv sxstvT), xav ¿erytcjOat XsyTjrat, xat o>p oux 
a7ioXcoXsv auTij? to ev ry st? tou? £7CTa xuxXou? xararopt^.

2 t]iev a P la t .: ijysv A (0 ) P la t: IV (yp-) A  P la t.: t’ir) r P la t .: * S  Plat. 3
dipa mss. 1 1  S^Xouto) < to>  vel S7)Xot t8 sugg. Diehl.
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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 itself 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 Timaeus.)

I«3

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

258EF-259AB, III  65,7 .

< S eXt)V7)V [J.EV tic, TOV TOpi f/JV -TipciTOV, X̂lOV 8 s El? TOV SsUTEpOV U7TEp Ŷ l?>
eoxjcpopov Se xa i t5v ispov 'Ep|j.ou Xeyoiaevov eE5  tov tocx̂ i (Av EaoSpopiov v)Xi<») 
xuxXov Eovxa, xr)v 8 e evocvtlocv eEXyĵ otcc au ra  8uvap.iv, o0ev xaxaXapifiavouai te xai 
xaTaXa|i.(3avovTai xaxa xauxa U7t’ aXX7)X<uv Tpio? xe xaE 6  xou 'Ep|aou xai 6 lumpipoi;. 
38 D .>

5 'O 8s ye 6slo<; ’ IafxpXiyoi; outs Tag tov b uxbxAcov Tcapsi(7xuxXY)asu; 
a7io8ey£xai ax; g.e[AY)yavY)[ji£va<; xai aXXoxpLax; xou IlAaTa)vo<; ELaayogEvai;, 
outs tt)v ¿710 x9j<; ^coiji; etuPoAyjv ax; [AaxYjv 6vEipo7ioXou(7av xa<; xoLauxai; 
Siaoraasn; xai elit68ou<; xai ei;o8ou<; xai 8ioarXoxa<; xai ouSagy] xa> 
llA axam  o-uvsTcojxevTjv• 7iou yap 6 IIXoItcov Ipipiae ttjv 8l<x â>9j<; xai 

o 81a vou xai <8l’ > ouaia<; Ira xt]v oualav avacpopav; 7rou 8e tov gev Kpovov 
xaxa ty)v ouwiav sxa^s, tov 8e gex’ auxov xaxa tov vouv, tov 8s xplxov 
xaxa T7]v ^coyjv ; xauxa 8s aTcoSoxLgalgov aTcXouaxspav TrapaSlSoxn 
Gecoplav, tt)v gev o-sXt̂ vtjv 7ipa>x7)v el<; tov 7iepl y 9)v TOTCov xexayOai 
Aeycov ax; cpuirecoi; eyouaav Xoyov xai g^xpcx; 7ipcx; ttjv ysveatv (7tavxa 

5 yap auxi) (TuvxpETtExai xa i auvau^ExaL gev auljavogevY):;, eAaTTOuxai 
8e sXacjf7ou[i,EVY)i;), xov 8e 4X10V vrcep (7eAy)V7]v, Sloxl TcepLtpavax; tt)v 
aeXyjvTjv 7iX7)poI Suvagecov xai 7uaxpoc; eyei 7upo<; xi]v ysvs<7(,v Xoyov, 
U7iEp 8s 4X10V ’AcppoSlxTyv xai 'Epgijv, Y)Xiaxou<; ovxa<; xai auvSY)gioup- 
youvxac; aura) xai Tcpoc; ttjv xeXeaLoupyiav xwv oAa>v auxw o-uvxsXouvxai; • 

o 810 xa i iaoSpogoi xuy^avouaiv ovxe<; Y)Xia) xai Tcspl auxov slow ax; 
f7uyxo(.va)vouvxs<; auxq) tt)<; 7roiY)aeox;. EvavxiouvxaL 8s Tcpcx; auxov ou 
xaxa T7)v ev xol<; £71lxuxAol<; [govov] cpopav, ax; [£L7rogev Tcpoxepov xai] 
ol ga 07]gaxixoL rpaarv, ou8e xaO’ octov o [isv Excpavcysa)i; xaiv xpuuxwv 
soxiv aLT№<;, ol 8s xpu^sax;, ¿> q ol aoxpoXoyLxol SLaxeivovxaL- [xai 

5 8ia xauxa ¡xsv yap], aXXa [xai] xaO’ yjv sIttev auxot; Osiav 8uvap.LV, 7] 
psv xou y)Xlou 0aupaoxY) xl<; sctxl xai oIvutcepPXy)to<; 8uvapL<; xai 81a 
xouXo xa 0 ’ sauxY)v aouppexpo<;, al 8s Tvi<; ’AqspoSixY)!; xai at xou 'Eppou 
ouppexplav E7ULXap7iouoaL xai suxpaolav 8ia xo asl psxa vjXlou 7ispL- 
tcoXslv svappovLov 7iapsyovxaL xy)v Y)XLax7)v 71oly)olv • apcpa) yap xoLva>VLa<; 

o slolv al'xLOL xai o 'Epp^t;, xoivtovo? a>v sv xai<; 7uoiy)oectl xwv xs TjpspLVwv 
xai xwv vuxxspLvwv xai appsvoupsvo<; xa i 07]Xuvopevoc;, xai 4 ’Aqspo- 
8lxy), ctuvSsxixt] s^ouoa Suvapiv xai ouvappooxLX7]v xwv Slsctxwxwv. 12

12  xaxa T7)v . . . a7tXouaxspav om. D. 18  8e 8t] Q D. ’Acppo8tx7]v xai 
'EpnT]v om. Q 21 auvxoivuvouvxEc; QD. 27 ai bis m ss.: fort bis. 7) scrib. 
sugg. Diehl. 30 xoivog Q D b: om. A.
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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 Moon has the first rank, in the area round the 
earth, 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 Generation, 
and above the Sun Venus and Mercurjy 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 pow'er of the Sun being something marvellous 
and unsurpassable, and for this reason essentially incommensurable, 
v'hile 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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Fr. 71

268BC, III  104, 8.
< THt.7rep o5v vou? ivovnac, IStar xa> 0 sax 1 ££>ov orsai xe xai oEai xa0opa, xoaaoxa? 

Sievo7)0r] Selv xal xoSe ctxeiv. 3gE .>

npo? [tsv oOv toutoui; xai 6 0sio? ’ Iap.[3XLyo? ixavfii; avT£Lp7)X£ 
TTpocrTiOsi?, otl xai tcc? Siaxpicrsi? tmv Gelmv ou xoiauxai; 6 UXoctcov 

5 7iETtoi7)Tai,, o'ia? oOtol XsyoutjLV, ev te SocpiaTT] xai <DlXy)(3cp xai Ilap- 
piEviSy], aXXa SicopLcipLEvou? 7ispi sxatjT7)<; exsl Ta^eax; xtxoSeSmxe Xoyoui; 
xai SlslXe tolc; utoOectel? ait’ aXXy)Xa>v, ycopi? plv tt)v 7xspi tou evo ,̂ 
ywpii; 8s tv]v 7rspi tou oXou, xai Etps^i opLohô  ExatjTY)v tolc; olxeloli; 
TOpiypacpELV acpopLcrpLOLi;.

Fr. 72

275, III  118 , 16.
< T t 0 Y ) a L  x £  el? T7]V xoli x p a x i a x o u  <pp6v/)cuv sxsivco 5 u v £ tt6(1£Vo v , V£i[ia5 7T£pl 

7tavxa x u x A o i  x o v  o u p a v o v ,  x o a piov dArjOivov e v  auxto 7t£7TOixtA|AEVOV cl vat x a 0 ’ 

oAov. 4 o A . >

’A XX’ o 5 v, 07xsp sXsyopisv, 7] (Lu^iocrt.^ rw v  aarpcnv svTi07)ar ¡rev a u x a  
5 T a l i  o ix E ia ii  ^ u y a l ’i ,  ouvcottei Ss x a i  Tcpoi; tt)v oXt)v ^ u/ t]v T7]i TauTou 

cpopai, avaysL  Ss x a i  S7ii xyv xocrpLLXTjv ^ u ^ v ,  sviSpusL Se x a i  zig auxo 

to 7xapa.SEi.ypLa to vot)tov, 0 x a i  SLacpspovTWi opwv 6 B slo i ’Iapi(3 XLyoi 
‘t 7)V TOU XpaTLOTOU 9pOV7)CTLv’ EV TCp TtapaSsiypiaTL TL0£Tai.

Fr. 73

282A, I II  139, 2.
< T t]V 8s Tpoeprjv ¡ccv ^p.cxcpav, tAAop.£V7jv 8 1  7xrpt xov 81a Travxvc jtoAov xexapilvov, 

cpoAaxa xal SvjfnoupYov voxxo? xe xai TjjAspai; s|j.7]xav7)aaxo, 7tpci>x7]v xai 7tpEa(3 oxdT7]v 
Oecov oaoi svxoi; oupavou yEyovaaiv. 40H C _>

E l Ss  xai, wi cp7)<TLV o 0 £LOi ’ IapL^XLyoi, ‘tov Sta 7XavToi TETapisvov 

1 tAAop.̂ VAjV D C cum. P lat.: ctAAop.cvpv Q : EtXXo(i£V7)V EtXoupiEvrjv, sim. * g Plat.
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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 together and harmonising things set apart or at odds.

Fr. 71

These1 the divine Iamblichus 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 Philebus 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 Nunienius. See notes.

F'r. 72

But, as we said, the ‘ensouling’ of the planets 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 Iamblichus says, we choose to under­
stand ‘the pole that is stretched through all’ as the Heaven, we
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5 7toXov’ sto too oùpavoü 0 ÉXoi|i,sv àxoùsiv, où8È outwç è'Çw x ÿ ç  HX<xt6)vo<; 
«7ro7rXavY)(76(j,e0a Siavoiaç- wç yàp aÙTOÇ sv KpaToXw Xsysi, tov oùpavov 
‘■xoXov’ xaXoüaiv oî Ssivol 7rspî à<TTpovo|iiav ¿¡ç svap|i,ovîw<; TOpiJtoXoüvTa.

6 Crat. 405 CD.

BIBA IO N  8'

Fr. 74

290F-291AB, III  167, 32.

IIPOOIMION

Aonrov 8è TCpi aÙTÛv twv 0 £wv toutwv, ü>v s|i,VY]|i,ovsuasv o nXaTWv, 
cnroiaç zys.iv svvoiaç 7ipo<jY]X£i, pvjTsov, S ion xaî twv 7taXaiwv oî psv ziç  

¡j,u0 ou<; tov 7repi aÙTÛv Xoyov àvY]vsyxav, oî 8è siç raxTpia 7t6Xswv, oî 
5 8s ziç  cpuXax<ix>àç 8uvâ|i,e(,<;, o î 8è ziç, r]0 (.xà<; ¿7ro86a£(.<;, oî 8è stç; (po^âç. 

oôç xaî 0 0 sîoç ’Ia(j,ßXi,^o<; aÙTapxwç SiYjXeyÇev wç t^ ç te tou nXaTwvoç 
Siavoiaç àpLapTÔVTaç xai TÎjç twv 7tpay|i.aTWV àXv)0 eia<;. pvjTÉov 8’ ouv 
toÙtov tov Tponov, oti nuOayopsioç wv ô Tî|i,a(,oç skreTai 'sa.ïç twv 
TluOayopsiwv àpyaü;. aÙTai 8é sicnv aî ’Opcpixaî. 7rapa8o<T£t.<;’ <x yàp 

10 ’Opcpsùç 81’ à7T0ppY)TWv Xôywv [xuarixwç 7rapaSé8wxs, TaÜTa H u0 ayopa<; 
èÇé(j,a0 sv ôpyiaa0 £l<; èv A£ßY)0 poi,<; toïç ©paxioiç ’AyXao<pà|i,w teXecttX 
(AETaSoVTOÇ Y)V 7tSpl 0 SWV ’OpCpEUÇ (TOCpîaV TOXpà KlxXXlÔ7tY]Ç TÎ]Ç [XY)TpOÇ 
È7uvÎkt07]- TaÜTa yàp aÙTOç <pY]<riv ô I lu 0 ay 6 pa<; èv tw 'Ispw  Aoyw.

5 cpûXaxaç mss. : em. s. 8 tüv om. D S . 1 1  opyicrSdç D. XißtjÖpoe; 
Iam blichi m ss.: AeißrjOpoi? Valkenarius. 12  TeXsaxa m ss.: TEXsuxa sim. 
Iam bi. : teXetixc; Lobeck alii. 13  mvua0£Îç Iam bi.

"Fr. 75
< r î ) ç  te xai Oùpavoü 7taï8sç ’ flxEavôç xai T t)0ùç èyevèaQrjV. 4 o E .>

OT8 à ys jxvjv, 6 x1  xai o 0 sïoç Ta|i,ßX(,;£o<; y 9]v jxsv àxoùsi tt]v to piovipiov 
7iäv xai OTa0 £pov xaTa t e  oùaiav tw v  èyxoa|iiwv 0 swv xai xa V  svÉpysiav 
xai xaTa tt)v àîSiov 7tspupopàv xai 8 uvâ|i,£(,<; xpsÎTTovaç xai Çwàç oXaç 

5 7T£plÉy^ouoav, oùpavov 8s ttjv Trpoioücrav à-ro tou 8r;{Uoupyou Sïjpuoupyixàjv 
èvspysiav oXt]v xai TsXsiav xai 7rXf]p7] ty)<; oîxeiaç Suvapiswi; xai TOpi 
tov 87][xtoupyov ÜTOxpxoocrav, wç 6pov sauTÎji; oücrav xai tw v  oXwv.

2 xai om. D.
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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.

189

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, indeed, 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. 76
293EF, I II  1 77, 28.

< ............................ibid........................................>

'O  8s 0eiop Tap.(3Xiyop xr)v jieov)v xivvjtixrjv alxiav auxov acpopi^exai 
0e[av ouuav, r\c, 7rpii)Ta><; at picrai. tj'uyal *al £<*>al xal voy)a£i.p \Lziiyouai^ 
cn xe Spaanqpioi cpucrsip xal Ta Ttvsupt.aTi.xa xo)v aroi^eitov, tooTOp ¿W)p 
ts xal 7tup. ty]v 8s Ty;0uv [oE fiev xyjv uypav auxyjv ouaiav <paciv, oE 8s 

5 TVjV 7toXutI.STaPoXoV «putnv, CX 8s TYJV TOU 7TaVTOp SU0y]fIO(7UVy;V. 6 8s 
’Iap.pXt.70i; [7toiv)tixy)v SiaOecuv] sivat. auxyjv xyjv sv t u  svspystv 8pacrry)p(.ov 
u7tOTL0STai xaTaaraarv, yip al fiovifioi voyjCTSip xal ij/uyal xal cputreip xal 
Suvapisip piSTsyouoi xal rcpop Tobxoip at tyjv sSpav 7rapa{rxeua£ou<rai 
xtvv axoiysitov OTSpsat xivep yiipai. yj xyjp yyjp xal tou uSaxop.

cf. 179, 30.

o 'Dp 8e o 0etop Tafi(3X!.yop 7rapa8sSa>xs, tyjv v/jp Oscrswp xal piovtpioo 
xaTaffTaaswp yopyjyov acpopiareov.

5 suOuptoauvr)v D 5 . 6 < T q i>  7roii]Tixi]v 8 id0e<nv < £ y e iv >  ci. Diehl,
fort, recte; seclusi. auxf)v < x a i>  ttjm ci. s. 7 (puastp xa l om. D. 9 xal 
m ss : ^ ci. D ieh l: im m o < i i >  xal.

Fr. 77
296D, I I I  187, 24.

< T outmv Se Oopxup Kpovop rs  xal 'P s a  xat oaot p e ra  toiItmv, 4oE .>

' 0  8 s  0stop  Tap.pXi.yop S7tl x a ip  Tptcrl aq jatpatp  auxoup tocttsl xalp  

psxaipu yyjp x a l  oupavou- ot ptsv y ap  Ttpo auxwv 817?] StstXov tov utco 

asXyjvyiv xooptov, ouxot 8 s  xpiyyj, x a l  6 ptsv O opxup xvjp uypap oXyjp 

5 ouatap sipapyei, x a x ’ auxov, 7ra(jav auxyjv aptsptoTwp auvsyw v, 4  8 s  'P e a  

t u v  psovxoyv scttI x a l  aspostSw v irveupaxcov auvsxTtxy; 0sop, 6 8 s  Kpovop 

xyjv utjjy;XoTaTy;v yw pav x a l  Xs7tT0TaTy}v xax su 0u v st tou at0spop, pisaop 

7tapa t u  IIXaTcovt TSTayptsvop, Stoxt to ptsaov sv xolp  aaw ptaTotp ouatatp  

x a l  to xsvTpov xuptwTspov UTtapyei tw v  7tspt to ptscrov. 

o [ ’ E x s tv o  ptyjv ytv tix jxstv  aiptov, wp ou Ttpocr^xsv a x p tP o X o y eto 0 a t 

TCpl xvjp sv auTotp xalpecop, 7toxspov 6 Kpovop scrxlv u7tspxspop 4  6 O opxup- 

svcofftp yap  auxwv sa x t  x a l  opiotox^p.] s t Ss ypyj S tatp stv , aptstvov x a x a  

tov 0stov  ’ IapLpXt7ov xax x stv , wp tou ptsv K povou ptovaSop ovxop, xyjp 

8 s  'P s a p  SudSop xtvop 7tpoxaXoupisvy}p xap  sv auxw  Suvaptetp, tou 8 s  

5 i>6pxuop TsXso-toupyouvxop xyjv 7tpoo8ov, Xot7tov 8 s  xtov s^yjp paatX sw v 

a7to TouTou TTjv spttpavv) Staxocrptyjotv Ttapayovxcov • xauxyjv y ap  stXyjyaatv 

obxot xa^tv.

15 <p6pxuvop D  q.
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Fr. 76

I 9 I

But the divine Iamblichus defines Ocean as the median moving 
cause, which is 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 pow’ers, and 
in addition to these by those certain solid places of either land or 
water which provide a foundation for the elements.

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

Id-. 77

The divine Iamblichus, however, relates them (Phorcys, 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 Phorcys, 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 rarefied area 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 
one must make the distinction, it is better to follow the arrange­
ment of the divine Iamblichus, 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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Fr. 78

297C, I II  190, 4.
< ’E x  8 Й K p 6vov xai 'P ea?  Zei!)? "H pa те xal 7ravxe? ocrou? i'crpiev тсачта? 

aSeXp0 6 ? XeyofAvou? auxdiv. 4 o E -4 i A .>

Tive<; o5v slaw ouxoi xal 7xoiav eyoum xa£iv; о jaev 8yj Oetoq ТарфХь/ск; 
xov A la pisv elvai xiGsxai xov xsXecnoDpYov nxGTj<; xyj? ysv£(7£<jl><;, "Hpav 

5 8e ty]v 8iivd[i.£<jL>5 alxiav xa l auvoj t ]c, xoic; toxcti, xal 7xXY)p<i>(7Sioc; xal ^ioy)<;, 
aSsXfpouc; 8s aux&v xou<; xoivwvouvxai; auxol<; xy]<; Y£veCTt0,JPY0  ̂ SYjpuoop- 
yiou;, voa<; xal aoxolx; ovxa<; xal <ru[i.7xXY)pou[j.£vou<; xaxa xyjv opioiav 
Ixsivoip xsXeioxYjxa xal Sovajxiv.

Fr. 79

299DE, I II  197, 8.
< ’E 7rei 8k mxvxe? 6 aoi те 7repmoXouai cpavepco? x a i oaot paivovxa!. 0eoi xa0 ' 

Haov dv е0£Хб«п, yeveatv £a/ov, X£ysi 7rpo? auxou? о т 6 8 е тй 7rav yevvYjaa? xaSe-
4 i A .>

E la l 8 s ev  ai>xoT<; xal ото x&v шхерхостриозч Gscov 8 uvap.£i,c;, site сото 
xwv SwSsxa Y)YS[i.6 v<jL>v si'xs cot’ aXXwv xiv&v x a 0 Y)xoi)(Tat, xal a 7x0 tmv 

5 oupavltov Ss торыч ^postal xi<; sic; xyjv y e v e a iv  8 iaxai;i,c; SwiXatTiâ opLEVY], 
$>? <prj<nv o Osloc; ТарфХстос;- сото fxsrv Y<xp xciv sixoui xal svoc; y)Y£(aoviov 
Y£V£(T0 at 8 i>o xal xscTaapaxovxa x a 0 ’ sxaaxYjv axoi^sloi) Xŷ iv ууецсм'кх.  ̂
Os&v YsvEatoupYwv, сото S e  xwv si; xal xpiaxovxa SsxaSap^cov 8 uo xal 
ipSopiYixovTa 7xposXY)Xu0 £vai, xal aXXoi><; waauxwc; Gsoix;, 7xXy)0 ei, |J.ev 

10 ЗотХастЕоос; xwv oupavicov, SuvapiEi 8 e ootoXeotojasvoix;.

3 <p.ev> Setovci. Diehl. 7 exdcrxou Q.

Fr. 80

306C, I I I  2x9, 5.
< A i’ a  xai e7ret7rep yeyevyjcrOe, a0avaxoi piev ovix eaxe ou8 ’ aXuxoi to 7iafOTav, 

0 0  xi ¡ikv 8 v) Хиб^аеабе ye ouSe xen^eaOe Oavocxou ¡xoipa?, тт)? ejay)? ¡ЗоиХт)аео>? 
(rei^ovo? 2xt Seapiou xai хорьытерои Xa^ovxe? exeiviov, ole, oxe eyiyvetrfk cruveSeiaOe. 
4 i B .>

A utyj Se y] too Gavaxou polpa 7xoXXac; TtaXiv Y)p.lv iuxocpaivEi Gavaxwv 
5 Siacpopac;* aXXoc; y ®°P °  Oavaxo  ̂ xwv xaxa ajeaiv "Keyoiievoov Saijxovojv, 

aXXop о x(ov |J.Epi,xwv aXXop Se xeiv ^oxov, aXXo  ̂о xoiv s'l'u^wpiEvcov
6 ep4uxo>p^vtov mss. em. Diehl.
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producing from him (Phorcys) the visible Order; for these latter 
have been assigned this position.

Fr. 78

Who, then, are these, and what rank do they have ? The divine 
Iamblichus, 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. 80

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

13
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awfidcTtov, ó piév pii[Xoú[ievop olov yix&voq araOemv, ó Sé ¡xerá a’ju.7xa0eía? 
ty¡? 7xpo? to yevY¡Tov 7xt<o<ti? <í>v sí? aoTÓ tt)? ^074?, ó Se SiáÁuai? ¿¡>v 
CTcóixaTop xaí <\i'x/rfi tin áÁÁY¡Xcúv, ó Se (rrépyjai? tí)? év ÜttoxsiiíÍ vm oüffrj? t¿i 

o awpiaTi ôjTjp, toÚTojv Sy¡ TráXiv é£f¡pv)VTai 7xavTeXw? oí re éyxóapuoi 
0eol xaí [oí Saíaovs?] oí xar’ ouaíav Saíjrove?, oí ctuvsttolLoVoi roí? 
0eoí?- oóSé yáp ó 7xpwTo? too 0avaTou TpÓ7ro? écpappióaeie toótoi.?, ¿>? 
xaí ó 0sío? TápipXiyo? TtapaSéSwxev, ¿¿tqstttov cpuXaTTiov to A? áXT)0¿5? 
Saipióviov yévo?.

8  yev7)Tov Q: 0vt)xóv DS. i  i  [o í  Saipiove?] seel. Diehl.

Fr. 81
3 1 1B ,  I I I  234, 32.

< T 6  8e Xoitcov ¿¡aeI?, áOaváxtp 0vv)Tov 7Tpoaotpaívovx£i;, 4 i C D .>

TpÍTOi Sé a5  eíaiv oí Tiaaav rpOopáv ávsXóvTS? árró t s  too oyy¡¡i.aTop 
xaí tt)? áXoyía? xaí sí? TauTÓv áyovTSi;  tt¡v T6 toü ó^ájpiaTO? 8ia¡i.ovr¡v 
xaí TY¡v toü áXóyou xaí to  '0 vy¡tov’ ere’ aoToü to  croiiiaToeiSé? xaí 7xspí 
T7¡v üXt¡v ¿7TTOTj¡xévov xaí £Ti.¡xeXoú¡xevov twv 0 vy¡Ttov é^yoúpisvoi, cóp 
TápipXiyo? oíeTai xaí oaoi toÚtw  auváSsiv áipioüai, xaí 00/ aTxXw? 
a.Tio Ttov CTwpiáTtov t & v 0 sícov aoTw S iS óvts? tt¡v ÚTróaTarjiv, ova 84 
ysvópisvov ex xivoupivwv atTÍtov xaí ¡xeTapXyTov f¡ xxrx  tt)v éauToü 
cpúaiv, áXX’ a7TO twv 0s £)v aÓTwv tcov t ov xóapiov xaTeo0 uvóvTWV xaí 
Txávxa Siaiorvíoj? ttoioÓvtojv.

Fr. 82
315A B , I II  247, 16.

< K a í  7ráXiv ¿7x1 xóv 7rpáx£pov xpaxijpa, ¿v ¿> x7]V xoü 7ravx6 ? 4 IUX'0 V XEpavvü? 
spiicys, xa x<ov 77póc0ev Ó7r6Xoi7ta xaxE/eixo (jiícrywv. 4 i D . >

K ax á  Sé tov 0 eíov TájxpXixov ó xpaTY¡p scttiv si? piév, í¡woyóvo? Sé 
ti? aÍTÍa TtepiexTOXT) ty¡? oXy¡? £a>9¡? xaí auvaywyo? aÚTÍj?, ávéxoocra 

5 aoTT] éauTYjv Syjpuoupyixoi? tkji Xóyoi?, oí Siá 7xá(jY¡p piév tt¡? ^0)4? 
Sirpioucu xaí Si’ oXwv twv ^ o/ ixwv Táijsiov, év oíxeía Sé Xy¡?si 8iexXv¡- 
pcoaav éxaoTT] 4 IUX7 Í [xsTpa tt)? ctuvô t]? 7xpS7xovTa, Tai? ¡xév é£ ápx^? 
TcpwTa Siá t9)? 7xp<í)T7¡? xpácrew?, Tai? Sé eícraGOi? (juyxepacrOeiaai? 
SeíiTepa- 7¡v yáp é'^oocri 7xpó? áXX7¡Xa? Ta^iv, ToiaÚT7¡v a7x¿ toü xpaT7¡po? 

o Xay^ávoucri 7xpóoSov too? tt¡? ^(04? opou? éxei0 ev TrapaSe^ópievai.
5 auxi] Éaux7]v aúxijv ÉauxT) Q: aúxv) Éauxv) D. 9 aüOii; D S. 9/10 ano. . . 
opoo? om. D.
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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 vehicle) 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 wdiich 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 relative to each other, such is the procession from
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Fr. 82A

316C, I I I  251, 21.
< .................... ibid...............................>

’Acir.fi) 8e tov Gslov ’ Iafj.pXr.y_ov xal si? TauTYjv a 77opXs7ust.v tou nXaTtovo? 
ttjv Xs?!.v x a l Xap.pa.vsiv ¿77’ auri)?, o z i ri]v tou 77avTo? u^£<tty)CT£v
ex tou xpapaTO? Tfiiv psawv ysvfiiv, aXX’ ou rijv u77£poupavi.ov ■ xal 
Tsfii? yap av sic, xaipov sxsIvy)? spspvYjTO to 7uav 77poOspsvop, 0770u ys 

5 x a l tou ypovou pvajaGsl? UTtEpxoCTfi-iav Taipv XayovTO? opw? auvsTai;£v 
auTOv tu  oupavfii, ‘ypovo? S’ o5 v p sri oupavou ysyovE’ Xsywv;

Fr. 83

318B , I I I  257, 24.
< .......................ib id.................................. >

[Ta 8s saya/ra TauTa 77poffslpY)Tat. vuv, ‘6710X0wra twv TEporrOsv’, 
e7teiSy] x a l opoia 770)5 e a r n  auToI? x a l uipstplva Trap’ sx s iv a■ to yap 
U77oXeoto[xevov tm te 0X0) TsdvTO)?, ou pspo? scmv, wpolwTai. x a l uq>eiTai 
TOU TsXsiOTEpOU Xal 7tpOY]yOU(i.EVY]V syovTO? Taipv.] apipoTspoui; apa 

5 a 77o8 si;6 ps0 a, tou? te XsyovTa?, oti TauTa xaTaXot,77a s<ra twv psawv 
ysvfiiv, x a l tov GsZov ’Idp.pXr.yov si?Y]p‘/)p£V/)v u77£poyy)v ¿ 770vspovTa toi? 
CTUpt.7rXY]p tOTIXol? TCOV GsltOV rjruyfiiv yEVECTtV, OpOU T7]V TE OpOlOTTJTa 
77avT0)v twv psawv ysvfiiv x a l ttjv E^aXXayY]v Siaaco^ovTsp.

Fr. 84

32IA , I II  266, 24.
< K a l  E|x[3i(3acja(; <0 ? zlc, oxi)pa ttjv tou 77avTO<; (puoiv e8ei!;ev. 4 i D E . >

T l o5v av eI'y] to oyyjpa rij? >cal irfii? spPipd^Et. T a ?  rjruyd? 6

Syjpioupyo? si? auTo; 8si psv ouv, w? slfiiOatn Xsysiv xal ol 77spl tov 
psyav ’ Idp.pXr.yov, w? xal ¿ 7 7 0  TsavTo? tou alGspo? yovlpyv syovTO? 

5  8Svap.tv tt]v Tfiiv oyypaTtov Tfiiv rjruytxfiiv a77oy£vvwpEvi)v rruaTacuv, 

4  7ravT0? tou Q : 7ravTo? D : tou Kacvrog
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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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oute èXaTTOupivMv tcov 0sicov acopiaTCOv outs TUfJ.Trecpop'j'jfJ.svc.ji; toùtcov 
ucpi.aTafi.évojv, àXXà xaxà Tap Çcoàç Tàç Osiaç TrpotovTWV xai piopcpoupiivcov 
tcov pispixcov 7rveupiaTC0v.

I 98

Fr. 85

324CD, I I I  277, 3 1.
< "O ti yéveoLç 7rpci)TY) (j.èv ecoito TeTay(j.évY) [lia Tracuv, ïva (xy) tlç eXoc-t-toTto un:’ 

auTou. 4 i E . >

Tt]v Sè 'rcpcoT̂ v yéveaiv*, t]v vuv ô <ptXo<jo<poç TcapaSiSoxji xai t)v 6 
SyjpuoupYoç touç sipiappivouç vopiouç x4PÙttcov Ttpoayopsùsi xcdç x̂>ya.ïç,, 

5 riva 710TÈ py]Tsov; où yàp à^Xoùç 6 7ispi aùrîjç Xoyop, àXX’ o u.èv Oeiop 
TàpipÀ'.yoç rijv tcov 077)̂ 0ctcov OTiopàv 7ipci>TY]v y^ stiv à7toxaXeï ’/.ai, 
piapTopei y£ aureo to £44 ç- iniiyixyz yàp coç toÙtco auve^èp to ‘ Ssoi 8è 
(rrzocpeiaaç aùxdç’.

7 toüto  mss. : em. s.

Fr. 86

338C, I I I  323, 7.
< ’AXXà 8 tà <j(i.ixp6x4 xa àopâxoïç, 7coxvoïç y6[L<foiç CTOVxrjxovxeç, êv èÇ àroxvxcov 

à7r£pYa^6pevoi, acopia Ixaaxov, xàç x9)ç àGavàxou 4 UX^Ç 77£pi6Sooç èvISoov e Eç 

È7tippuTov acopa xa i à7rappuxov. 4 3 A .>

Toùç 8è ‘7iuxvoùp Y°ÍJ•<P0UÇ, ° î p-sv tï)v tcov Tpcpiovcov cttoî eîcov 
5 auvappiocnv Y’/ourrav, ô 8è Ta[i(ïXi70ç tyjv tcov cpucnxcôv Xoycov xoivcoviav, 

COOTCp T7]V ‘aÙVTÏJ^tv’ aÙTCOV T7)V 8t)[jUOOPYI.XY)V CJUVO74V x a i SVCOCJtV.

6  aûvxaiçiv Q.

Fr. 87

341D E, I I I  334, 3.
< K a i  St) t 6 xe êv xcp xapovxi 7cXeÎ<tt7)v xa l (xeyÎctxtjv TrapaSs/ôpiEvai xivy)<tlv, 

p.£xà xoü péovxoç evSeXe'/ojç ô/ etoü xivoüaai xa i acpoSpcùÇ aeiouaai xàç TÎjç 
7C£pi6Souç, xt)v ¡ièv xaùxoû 77avxa7ra<jiv è7cé8 ï)CTav èvavxia aùxfl ^éoucrai xa i exéct/ ov 
àp/oocjav xa i ioütjav, xt)v 8 ' a i  Gaxépou SiéaEiaav, 4 3 C D .>

5 ['H 8s 0aT£poo SiacrscTËtCTToci <Jjsu8cov àvaTrX7]T0ECTa SoYpcaTcov 4
yàp 7tpôç tyjv àXoY'.av YstTviacuç 7toiet xai aÙTYjv ziabt/zaftcti ti 7ia0oç 
¿7ÏO TCOV SXTÔç. ¿7X0 8y) ToÙtCOV ÔppiCÙpiEVOl 7tapp4<Tia<r6[AË0a 7lpOÇ IIXcOTÎ- 
vov xai tov [j.iya'j ©soScopov ¿7iaO£ç ti cpuXaTTOVTap sv YjpiTv xai ¿si 
vooüv 8ùo Yàp xùxXouç piovov sip ty)v oùaiav -rîjç ^0745 îrapaXa^cov 6
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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 Fate, 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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io  IlXaTwv tov ¡isv kniSr^z, tov 8k 8iectsktsv, oitSs tov 7r£7rs8Y][i.svov outs 
tov 8iaa-Easicr[i.evov EVEpysTv vospw? SuvaTov.] op0co<; apa xal 6 0eioc; 
Ta[i.pXiyoc; SiaywviCsTai Tpo? toi!>£ TauTa oío[i.£vooc;• ti yap to apiapTavov 
sv Yjpiiv, OTav tyji; aXoyiap xivYjcracrYjc; “ pop axoXaarov cpavTaaiav Im Spa- 
puopisv; ap’ oux yj 7ipoaip£(Tip; xai 7io5p ouy auTYj; xaTa yap TauTYjv 

15  Siacpspopisv tov cpavTa<70EVT«v upoTOTwp. ei 8k 7Tpoaipscnc; apiapTavsi, 
tooc; avapiapTYjTop yj ij/uyYj > ^  T° iroiouv suSaipiova tyjv oXyjv Yjpiwv £o>yjv ;
5p’ ou to tov Xoyov ayEiv tyjv oixsiav apsTYjv; 7cavTtop Syjtou cpYjcropiEV. 
si 8s OTav to sv Yjpiiv xpaTicrrov tsXeiov fj, xai to oXov Yjpiwv suSaipiov, 
ti xcoXuei xai vuv Yjpiac; suSaipiova? slvai av0pci)7ioup a 7iavTap, si to 

20 axpoTaTOV Yjpuov asi vosi x a i as i 7ipop Toip 0sioip scrriv; si |j.sv yap 0 
voup touto, ouSsv 7rpop tyjv ij/uyYjv • Z’1 ^  fL°p l'0V 4,UX^?> suSaipuov xal 
YJ XoiTYJ.

Tip Ss o Yjvioyop ty)p ^uyijp; dip’ ou to yapiEOTaTov Yjpiwv xai. wp av 
sitoi Tip xscpaXaiwSscrTaTov; xai 7rcop ou touto pyjteov, sfesp oStop 

25 ecttiv 6 7ra<rav Yjpiwv Siaxupspvwv tyjv oucriav xai Ty sauTou xscpaXy tov 
UTOpoupaviov T0 7 1 0 V opwv xai 7ipop tov ‘ pisyav Yjyspiova’ tov 0 emv 
opioioupisvop, ‘appia ttyjvov sXauvovTa’ xai ‘upcvTOv’ Yjvioyov ‘sv oupavw 
7T0pEu6[jl£V0v’ ; si 8e TO SV YJp.IV (XXpOTaTOV o Yjvioyop, o^Top 8s, wp sv 
OaiSpw XsysTai, 7tote psv pi£Tswpop cpspSTai <xai> a’ipsi ‘tyjv xstpaXijv 

30 sip tov sipa> to7tov’, tote Ss Suvei xal tyjv EauTOu j^coXsiap xai 7TTspop- 
pUYjoswp <ava7upiTXY)cri £uva>pi8a>, SyjAov to sx toutwv aupPaivov, 
oti to sv Yjpiiv axpoTaTov ocXXote sysiv avayxaiov. [touto piv ouv xai 
sv oiXXoip UTOpivYjcrTai Sia uXeiovwv.]

26 ss. Phacdr. 246E. 29 Phaedr. 248ASS.

20 vosi xai &el om. D . 24 sim) D. 25/26 tov. . . opSv om. Q (20) tin  
fenestra om. D. 29/32 ttote (rev. . sv Y)(riv om. Q. 29 tpiperai D. aipei 
corr. S : < x a i>  ins. Diehl. 30 xal ri]V S :  Trjp M2. 3 1 <ava7U(TTtX7)ai
5uv<vpi8a >  suppl. s ex. Phaedr.

Fr. 88

348C, I I I  356, 6.
<Ta 8s repo toutcov ruepi irajpiaTwv xara (repr, tyjp ysveaeai? xal Ttspl 4uzy)?, 

81’ ap ts aiTiap xal rtpovoiap yeyove Oeoiv, too piaXicjTa elxoTcop avrexopievoip out« 
xal evTauQa Tropsuopisvoip Sis îtsov. 44CD.>

“OTav Ss oXwp Errri tyjv 7tpovoiav tov 0e£5v ava7cspi7CYj tyjv aiTiav twv
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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 charioteer 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 supracelcstial 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. (However, 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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5 yEvr)Twv, apprjTov aùxoi.ç SiScoai. xai xpEÍTTOva yvcoaEtop xyv Tipcof[oryv 
sip to Eivat, TOXpoSov. o0ev Sr¡ cpijatv ùpOâp 6 6zloç TapßXt,/op, <áp> 
oùSs TaÙTa auXXoyí^Ea0ai, Suvaxov, ttü;  pèv to awpa Ttapayouciv oí 
0eoÍ, 7tcoç 8è T7]v èv aÙTOj 'Corrpj, nüç 8k aup7rXsxouai,v àpcpoTEpa àXXyXoïp • 
TaÜTa yàp ayvcoaTa ÿpi'v u-rap/si. y.al oti pèv «to Oecov ùcpstTTTjXE 

io TiàvTa, siç tyjv áya0ÓTY]Ta aÙTÛv ¿7roßXE7TOVTEp xaí tv¡v Sùvapiv Sia- 
TE(,vÓpE0a, noir 8k EXSÏ0EV TTpOEtaiV, rjjXEÏp yiyvà)(TXEt.V OÙ/ oïoi TÉ ÈCTjXEV. 
atTiov 8É, oti. to Tipovosïv xai to ysvvav èi;aipETÔv sera ty¡p Osiaç ùnàp̂ EOjç 
ayvcoerrov È/oùayç ÙTispo/yv.

6 <A ç> ins. Diehl. 7 xaüxa Q: xaux8 D: xoüxo Ç. i i  olócrxs D sic.: 
olov t e  b.

Fr. 89

Simpl., In  De An. 133, 3 1  Hayduck. CAG X I.
<"O Tav oöv (i.e07)(i.epiv6v f) cpcoc; 7tepl to x?j; oi[istop peupLa, tote EX7ri7TTOV 0|i.oiov 

7rp6c; öpioLOV, cru|i.7ray s; ysv6|i.svov, £v cr£)(i.a otx£uu0£v cmveött) xaxa ttjv t£>v 
oji.ji.aTi.iv E'jO'jojpiav 07nr]7rsp av avTspsiST) to TlPOcttlItttov ev8o0ev 7tpo; 6 toiv e^oj 
auv^7tE(TEV. 45C .>

5 Ou TOpi toü Siacpavoüp, aXXa TOpi toü cpcoTop toüto £7xdytüv xai 7Tpop 
tov Tip.ai.ov dcTTOTEivopEvop’ 7xap’ ¿> Ö7Tcop 7rupop ei8op XlysTai to cpcop, 
xai 07TCüp TO p£07] p£p IVO V T£ Cptüp xai TO T7)P ÖljlSCOp psupa (Tup7Taysp 
ysvopsvov sv aoipa eruvierTaaOai XlysTap sx twv T apßX i/ou XynTEOv 
sip tov T ipaiov OTTopvypaTOjv.

BIBA IO N  s'

Fr. 90

Simpl., In  Phys. 639, 24 Diels CAG IX .
< ?  Tplxov 84 a5 yEvop ov to ttj;  <xsi, 9 0 opäv ou 7tpoaSs;(6[i.svov, sSpav

8k 7rapix°v ocra £/ei y evsctiv 7ratJiv, auxo 8£ ¡ie t ’ avaia07)alap am ov  Xoyicr|i.£> xivt 
vo0<p, pioycc moTov, 7rpö; o 8t) xai övsi.po7raXoü|i.sv ßX£7rovT£; xa i cpapLEV avayxaiov 
slvai 7rou to ov a7tav ev xivi tottm xa i xaxlyov x<*>pav xtvdl, xö 8k inrjx’ sv yfj (i.r|T£ 7tou 

5 x a x ’ oupavov ou8ev slvat. 52AB.>
[To 8k auxo Ssi^co tov 0 stov TapßX t/ov papTUpopsvov. xai outo;  

yap sv Toi s ' ßtßXico Toiv sic, T ipaiov u7Topvr)paTCüv sv xscpaXaia) SsuTEpq) 
TaSs ylypacps-]
7 xw e' F :  t£S ie' E : tö> ^¿^,71x0) a. st; xöv TipLatov aF.
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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 1 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. 90

[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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“ Ilav C7«[ia fj acipux UTOxpyei, ev totoo suxi- <7U[i<pUY]i; apa t dic, acoplacnv 
o t o t o ? <tuvu<pec7ty]xe xaE ouSapuo? inzayyaplvoc, auxcov ty)? 7ipa>TY]<; 
TcapoSou ei? xa ovxa xaE ty)? xupicixaTY)? oucriap. sExoxwp oipa 6 TEpiaiop 
piex’ auxyjp ty)? xcov cropiaxcov apx?jp xou sivai xaE xov totov  upaixcop 
7iapaysi. oaoi Srj o5v oux aixiap avy-ysvyj noiouai xov totov  eEp TOpaxa 
STU.rpavsLwv 7) ycopy gara Siaxsva 4 xaE SiaorypLaxa o'TOiaSvjxi.vaouv 
auxov xaOsXxovxsp a;j.a ¡j.sv aAAoxpia Sopax;j.axa scpsXxovxai, apia 8s 
xaE ¿CTOTuyydvouiTi ty)? oAyj? too TigaEoo 7rpoaipecrswp, yjxip aeE ty) 
SYjpiioupyia xt)v cpuaiv a-uvaTtxei. e8 ei xoivuv, coarop xa cwpiaxa auyysvwp 
ty| aExia 7rpa)xwp 7xapYjYaysv, ouxwp xai xov totov 4px7)p.evov txno x?jp 
atxiap xaxiSsiv, fjTOp 6 Tipiaiop ucpvjysixai.. xaE &onsp xov ypovov STOipa- 
07jp.ev opiocpuY] 7tpop xvjv S^puoupyiav aTOSoovai, ouxw xaE xov totov  
ê TjYsia-Oai..”

[coaxs xaE auxop xap aXXap s7upoXap a7to<7XEua^6[isvop xap IE;m0 sv

XWV EV T07X« XOV TOTOV TOlOUCTa? C7U[Y.CpUYj XOV TOTOV XOip EV X07TC|J tpTJCji.
xaE 7rposX0G)v Se] “ xip o5 v 8oi;a” [cpY)C7L,] “ xo xsXstov xaE xo ty)? outriap 
(juyyEvsp TOpt xov totov atpopiCsxai; <3p  tj Suvapuv auxov awpiaxosiS^ 
xi0Ep.£V7j xvjv aveyouaav xa xoj|J.axa xai SiEpsiSouerav xaE TO7rTovxa 
[iev avsysipooaav Siaoxopm^opiEva Se auvdyouaav, aup.7rX7jpou(jav Se 
auxa ap.a xai TOpiE'/ooxav TravxayoOev. ”

[’’Eoixsv ouv x ai auxop opwjpiov <x7roSiSovai. xou totou ‘Suvapuv’ 
auxov ‘(Twp.axoEi.SYi’ Xsywv <7U[Y.<puYj xw EV X07TW ‘xy]v avsyoucrav xa awp-axa 
xai SiepeiSouc7av xai 7ii7rxovxa ¡aev dEysipouc7av Siac7xop7u^6p.eva Se 
c7UvdEyouc7av, c7U[A7rXYjpouc7av Se auxa apia xai TOpiEyooaav 7ravxay6 0 ev.’ 
xai S4X0V 6x1, s in e p  c7upi7iX7)poi xa C7wpiaxa o toto?, oux av eI'y) ywpicrxop 
XOU EV X07IW. 7TEpi.eXXl.X0 p Se ouxwp wp 6 pi.C7Xl.x6 p EC7XI x a i C7UVaywyop 
XWV C7WpiOCXWV.]
10  ¿7r£ayipevop, E. 7rp<ixou F. 13  aixia sugg. Diels, ex auyyevtop xf) atria 
inf. 13  xai om. a. 16  xai om. aF. 16 /17  SrjpuoupyEav rfj 96021 a. 
18 xpcoxoig om. a. 18 ypovov E :  tottov aF. 24 < i j >  add a : < ^ >  addidi. 
25 xa ocopaxa iteravit E .
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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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Fr. i

Syrianus, In  Metaph. 38, 36H.
< TH  x al 7tepl xcovSs, & Swxpaxsi;, à  xal ysXoia 86$eiev av slvai, olov 0pi$ xal 

7i7]Xò<; xaì pinot; т) йХХо xi àxi[xÓTaxóv xe xai 9auXóxaxov, ànopziQ  sIxe хрт] 9avai x a i 
xoiixwv sxaaxou sT8o<; slvai х ыРк> ®v &XXo aùxwv. ^  &v 7)[xet<; [xexaxeipi?6[i.e0a, 
sixs xai pcq; i 3o C D .>

5 "Оттер elw0ei xapà roti; àpicpl tov liapUoviS'/jv àrtopEicrOai., touto 
xal aùxò? £y)teì, tivwv ijv ISéa xal tivwv об- So’ axpifteLa? [lèv oùv èv 
t01? s1? tov IlappieviSTjv Ù7T0[xv7j[xacn.v ТарфХ'^со тф 0elw тер1 toutwv 
eÌpTjxaf xetxat Se 7xapà IIXwtÌvoj èv ти Пер!, vou xal ISewv xal той 
ovto? crxlpipiaxt. ox; Ss Si’ èXaxicrrwv sItoxv èv тф 7ràpovTL, oute twv 

io  TÊ vYjTWV iòsa? ùttoOetéov (xal òp0w? àTtoyiyvojrrxEi vuv ’АркттотЕХт)? 
elvai riva obaav 7iapà та? 7roXXà? oixia?), оите twv ха0’ ехаата yevvjTwv • 
twv Se oXwv elSwv т% yevsaew? xal twv èv тф navTl xóapiw xal twv 
àùXwv тт)? фи̂ х)? Xóywv 7rpoeaTavai cpapisv àiSoa 7rapaSe[y[iaTa voepà 
yevvYjTtxà xal 7rpovo7jTt,xà.

8 Plot. Enn. V  9. 10 / 11 Arist. Metaph. В  4, 999b 17ft.

3. ov aXXo a i  5) <5v <xi> 7)[i£Ì<; B u rn et: aùxcov. t) tvv P lat, m ss В Т , et Proci. 
12  8è oXcvv C : 8’ évuXcov Usener. 14  yevTjxixa C.

Fr. 2

Proci., In  Parm. 1054, 34ff. Cousin.
< ?  Elev 8y), 9<xvai- si ëv ëcxiv, аХХо xi oux av sb] rcoXXà xà ev. I I üç yàp &v; 

OuxE apa [xÉpoç aùxoü, ouxe òXov aùxò Set elvai. TE 8rj; I3 7 C .>

Oi Ss pierà t o u t o u ?  х ат ’ aXXov TpÓ7iov slaàyovTE? та  бита, ty]v [lèv 
7Tpo)T7jv XcyovTS? slvai 7TSpl 0 SOÜ xal 0 ew v  où yàp [lóvov те  pi той evo?, 

5 àXXà x a l тер 1 7тастüv t w v  0 eiwv svàSwv aÙTijv 7i:otsïa0at. to v  Xóyov 
< • T7)v Sc SeuTspav тар 1 той voTjToü 7гХатои? xal t w v  0 sw v  t w v ?>  vot)t w v  • 
ty]v Sè TptTTjv oùx етт тер 1 ф и ^ ? , w? oi 7Tpò auTwv, aXXà тер 1 t w v  

xpeiTTÓvwv 7][iwv yevwv, àyyéXwv, Saipióvwv, yjpwwv (таита yàp та  
ysvi] тсросте^й? è^7)pT4 CT0 at t w v  0 ewv xal elvai xal auTwv xpeÌTTOva

3 a/óX. TapßXEyou 8ôÇa. 6 Lacunam supplevi exempli gratia.
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Fr. i

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 there 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 On 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 here to dismiss the notion of an (ideal) 
house apart from the multitude of individual houses), nor forms of 
individuals; but we do say that there 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 1 and of the imma­
terial reason-principles in the soul, which have produced them 
and keep watch over their continued existence.

1 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. < T h e second will concern 
the intelligible realm and th e>  intelligible < g o d s ;>  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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o t û v  ÔXwv ijjuxwv- "touto Si) to 7rapa8o£;oTaTov rpatoi, x al 8ià toüto tyjv 

7Tpô t ü v  ^ux“ v Tau; Û7to0 éaeai TaÇiv Xa[3eïv) • tyjv 8è TETapTrjv Tcspt. 
ijjuX&v tcüv Xoyi.xûv, ryjv 8è 7Tsg7TT7]v rcepl tcüv 7Tpoautpaivo[iévcüv Taïç 
Xoyixaïç ijjuxalç SsuTÉpcüv ijjoxwv, tyjv 8s I xttjv 7tspl tcüv evuXcüv eIScüv 
xai toxvtcüv tcüv a7tsp[xaTixâv Xoywv, tyjv 8è èpSopnrjv 7tspl aÙTTjç Xowrov 

5 t ^ ç ÙXyjç, tt]v 8è oy86t)v 7uspl toü oùpaviou acigaToc;, ty]v 8s èvvdtTYjv 
TOpi tou ysvvyjtoü xai im b  asXyjvYjv acügaToç.

Fr. 2A

Dam. Dub. et Sol. I 15 1 , i8ff.
<  ? Où8' apa ovopia èaxtv aùxcü oû8è Xoyoç oùSé xiç êmaT^ixYj où8è a ’ia07]aiç 

où8è 86S;a. Où çaivexai. Où8’ ovopa^exai apa où8è Xéyexai où8è So^à^STai oùSè 
yiyvcüaxexai, oû8é tl tqv ovtcüv aùxoü aîa0âvexai. I4 2 A .>

"O t i [xèv to Îvuv outs 86^7) outs Stavoia outs vcü tcü ^ uxixcü outs 
5 voYjasi pLExà Xoyou 7tepiXy]7tt6v , àXX’ oü8è ty) tou voü 7ravTsXsï 7tspi,cu7TŸ 

outs TCp avOsi, toü voü aipSTÔv, outs s7u [3oXÿ oXcuç, outs xaTa s7rspsunv 
CüplCT[ISV/)V OUTS XaTa 7TSpÎXTfJCpl.V OUTS Tivà TOIOUTOV Tp07T0V ÈXSÏVO YVCÜOTOV,
auYXwpr]Tsov TaÜTa à^ioüvTi t ü  {±zya/M  ’Ia [i[3Xixcü.

7 Xï]tttù F  e t  m rg : yp. yvcoaxôv.

Fr. 2B

Dam., Dub. et Sol. I 147, 22ff.
<  ? "Ev eî ïcttlv, àpa  olôv te aüxà elvai piv, oùaiaç 8è pi) pexÉ^eiv; 0\>x oïév xe. 

i42B.>
[A ii x a i tcüv svTaüOa sxacrTOV yèyove'j sv xai 7roXXà, xai Sià toüto 

sv TÎjSs tÿ TaÇsi xai 7] oüaia xaOapà yéyovs YugvcuOsïaâ mr] toü svoç, 
x a i Ta 7roXXà auTO0 sv Û7usaT7j, 7rpoTSpov 8s xaTa sgtpaaiv îjv to 7rXi)0oç 

5 sv tcü -/¡vcüpisvcü.] o0sv xai b TàgPXixoç sv tcü svi [xsvelv to voyjtov àrcstpY)- 
vaTO, oti gaXXov ŸjvcüTai, rcpoç aÙTO xai x a F  aÙTO siSoTroisÏTai y) x a rà  
tô 8v. àgsXsi. oü8è SicüpiaTai ti sv aÙTCu, oùx oùaia, où voyjtov, oùx ¿cXXo 
oùSsv, sv toutcü 8s sxsi to sîvai., sv tcü roxvTa slvai x a rà  auvaipsa iv  
toüto 8s auToü saTi xai tù ovtcüç voyjtov

o 7ràvT’ saTi y ip -  ¿XXà voyjtcüç,

9Y)ai to Xoyiov G w iy z i y&p sic; sv TOxaaç Y)p.«v Taç voY)aei,ç x a i tcoisï

6 7ipôç èauxo E . 7 oùx oùaia] y) oùaia B F  Kopp. 8 êv toùtcü] èv 8è toùtm E . 
9 x a i tô ùvxoç B F  K opp; xai toü ovtoç E . 10 ttixvtmv B . a/./.a Kopp.
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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 
Iamblichus 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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pdav ffuvELXypipievyv lx  mx.a&v TavTsXy xai aSiaxpiTov xai «<; aXy0 6 S<; 
yVCOplEVyV V0 y<7 lV, OlOCV TOU VOyTOU IxSLVOl) TyV V0 y<7LV SlVai |3oi>XsTai 6 
Tap^Xt^o?- st 8s Iv aXXoi<; svSsixvuTat, ouaiav etvat -ryv axpoiyTa twv 

15 vospcov y o IlXaTCOv, y ocmaouv twv 0 stwv avSpwv, ouSsv octotcov y 
yap x a 0 apa ouata xai xaTa Tapi(3Xiypv ev Ty8s avscpavy Ta^et* sly  8’ 
av auTY) y vospa axpoTY)<; ouaia vospa o u a a - touto SI leva StwptafievY) 
x a 0 ’ <x6ty)v, /.a t tw Ivt wscrTpwp^vy ¿it; STepa sTEpco xaTa Tyv I xei 
avacpavsicrav ouanoSy xai Ivtatav STspoTyTa.

12  (nav tyjv cjuveiX. E . 16  xat om. E . 18 e-rlpa om. F .

Fr. 3

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  53, 2gff.
< T i  oijv; t6jv popitov exaTepov toutcjv tou evoc ovTtx;, t6 ts Sv xai to ov, 5pa 

a7toXe[7t£<i0ov y t& Sv too slvat ptoplou  ̂t& 8v too evEx; piopiou; Oux av sty. I42DE.>
[To 8y ev ov ysvvYjoEi a<p’ skotoo  eva ov xa 8u o- x a t  Tt StotoEt to 

ETEpov too ETEpoo; y  to pilv x a T a  t 8 ev EtSoTtotstTat ptotXXov, TO 8 s  xaTdt 

5 to  ov ptaXXov. Sto x a t  ¿v o p taaT at x a T a  Tyv sTuxpaTEtav sxaTsp ov , to 

(xev ev, to  8 s  Sv, xatTOt ov x a t  to ETEpov. x a t  y ap  el ptspi^otTO arco too 

0X00, aXX’ oXov acp’ 0X00 ptspi^sTat, x a t  oXov pievsi ptETa to oXov pispOi; 

ExaTEpov.] ooTco x a t  6 p tly a ; Tapt^X tyoi; Iv o y asv  to  ev ov ev ptspst e x a -  

TEpov, x a T a  to  7tavTy yvcopilvov x a t  aStaxp tT ov ry t; voyTy? yEvvycrswi;.

Fr. 4

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  1 12 , i3ff.
< ’AXX’ e'Etce p ye olpat ecttlv, avayxY) auTo aei, itoanep av Sv y I ti slvat, 

prjSsv 8e aStivaTov. ’Avayxy]. I44C .>

’’E v a w v , Tt to  ‘ev y l  Tt’ crypiaLVEL, x a t  to  ‘t i ’ 7rpocrxEtpt£Vov; 5 p a  

oTt av T txsiT at t w  ouSev to  t !  Ilopcpoptoi;, y  otl to t i  SyX ot to  pisQsxTov 

s v ; s ’t y ap  sv to  apts0EXTOv, to ¡xe0 extov Tt sv • apta y a p  ‘t l ’ x a t  pt£0sxTOV,

3  xi m ss; tI sugg. Ruelle. 5 otEt yap m ss; eE sugg. Westerink.
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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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ô G Y jpa ivE i t o  'ri', w ç  ô cpiXôoocpoç E o p ia v o ç ,  y) w ç  ô p i y a i ; T a p p X iy o ç  

oti ij.£T a to  àxrX w ç s x a n T o v  to  t I ecttiv E x a r r ro v , wctte ¡ i s v à  to  in X w ç 

èv t o  T i e v . e ix o t w ç  a p a  t o ïç  p o p io iç  TŸjç o ù criaç  T a  T iv à  7 rp 6 a e cru v  I v a  

Ix â a T c o  o v t i, ev y é  t i  è x a c r ro v .

Fr. 5
Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  142, gff.

(a) < TA p ’ oi$v o{>tcoç ë^ov °^x fcùrà èv saurai carat xa i èv aXXa>; IIcoç; 
rû v  jispcov 7TOD sxaarov èv r£> ôXa> èarl xal ouSèv èxroç tou oXou. I 4 5 B .>

[Et o5v ¡iy] èv racai t o ïç  piépeaiv 4 too 0X00 voo îS iotyjç, 4 ¿ xoivwvyjtoç 

Serrai rrpoç Ta aXXa, y) piETaSwaEi aÙToïç, ootwç eyojv xai Tyç ÉaoToü 
5 xoivwviaç- 4  oûv èv t w  7tpè aÙTOü wç èv aXXw, ¿XX’ oùx 3)v èv èxEivcp wç 

oXov, ¿XX’ wç piÉpoç- wç 8e ÔXov, TrapaXaafîavEi ô IIapp.EVÎ8Y)Ç- wctte 

èv aXXw TW [i s t ’ aÙTÔ, 4 wç oXov pév, xaTa pisOspiv 8è xal xaTa Trpôvoiav 
t y)V wç sîç aXXo xaOyjxooaav, ¿XX’ oùx slç pépoç-] 4 paXXov, wç epyjcriv 
ô ¡lèyaç TaafiXiyoç, wç pèpT) uèv eiç èaoTOv ènéarpocnroci, tov piEpiapièv 

1 0  ¿vaxaXoûpiEVoç- wç 8è sïSvj, èv èauTw t éXeioç ûtïo tw v  SeoTÉpwv piETs- 
yzrxi yWpiOTWÇ.

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II 147, 27H.

(b )  [TpÎTO V x a i . SÉxaTO V, 8 là  T l ¡2Y) ¿7TO TOU UpOCTÉ/OUÇ CTO[X7r£pa_ 

c p ia T o ç  to  ‘ èv sauT W  x a l  èv  a X X w ’ x a T e a x E Û a c re v , ¿XX’ ¿ t o  too  7 ro p p w T sp w , 

x a i  (ÎXWÇ 8 là  T l o i  7TpOC7£YWÇ Ô 7repxeÎ[I£VOl plY) ^¿VTW Ç 7tapayOO(7lV TOUÇ

1 5  pi£0’ e a o T o ô ç .]

(II 130, 3off.).

[’Em  T caa i t o  T p iT ov x a i  S é x a T o v  X é yw p iev  ev piev o t i x a i  o i aX X o i 

G so X o yo i to v  vo o v  to o to v  ¿7 to  too  a o v o ;£ ix o o  S ia x o a p io o  7 rap ayo u c7 iv  • 

ETepov 8è  o t i ô T e X e T a p ^ ix è ç  v o o ç  o o x  scttiv oùcrio7Toioç, ¿ X X à  T e X e a io o p -  

y o ç ,  wctte aX X o v pièv S ^ x o c rp io v  <ropi7rXY)poov, fri) e i v a i  8 è  y£WY)TY|v 

2 0  S ia x o c rp o u  T iv è ç  ¿ v o p o s iS o ü ç - ]  T piT ov  8 é , w ç  cpYjcnv ’ I a p ip X iy o ç , o t i 

TjV o jT a i ¿X X yjX o iç  T a  8 0 0  a Ï T ia  too  a o j iT e p a T a a T o ç ,  [ coctte x a i  au veiX ^trO ai 

t o ïç  (T o vo ^ eo a i t o u ç  т £ X £ T ¿ p y a ç •  eÏ7ro i yip  a v  t iç  x a i  t o o t o , (3e(3aiw v 

to v  è x e iv o o  X o y o v] . . .

3 T| àxoïvwvrjToç] Y) àxoïv. B . 4 aorou] aÙToïç B . 12  TpurxaiSéxaTov B A . 
16  Xéyopiev B .
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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 1 
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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(147, n ff .)  Tôv Tcspi. ty|V Xs£iv to  filv Tcpooifxtov ‘àpa oùv oùtmç 

25 ë^ov’ a7)fi.aivei r/jv ànéSsi^iv 7rpoisvai, xa0a7rsp «pajiriv xai TafipXixoç, 
où piovov ¿710 to G ôXou, àXXà xai ¿710 tm v  Tipoas/civ a1jp.7rspaap.aT 6) v 
sv oïç Ta 7ravTa pipa; to  ÔXov 9jv  Sri 8è to  aÙT07rspiypa<pov ¿710 tou 

a/yua/roc, ôctts sv sauTto xai èv àXXa> y.ai, 8ià to oy^pia. xai pàjv to 

t éXsiov èxsïOsv. touto 8 s  auTapxsç- êv sauTw àpa. to  8è sauTÔl àpxoùv 
30 xai. ¿XXw SùvaTai p.sTa8oüvai xyp sauTOÜ aÙTapxsiaç, xai, èv a.XXoj apa 

to  t é Xsiov , stcs'i xai tou xpsiTTOvoç eyoiTO av to  t é Xs i o v  xai TaÙTY) 
oùv èv aXXco t éXsio v . ’iacop 8 s  xai rcpoç 7ravTa ¿ v ev sxtÉov Ta 7ipoTspa 
to ‘outoî 8 ’ èyov’, 5715184 ¿si Ta ¿710 7ravTwv 71pos1.cn t û v  Trpsa[3u- 
Tspcov to  8 s  ‘a.ÙTO èv eauxcij xai èv aXXco’ xyv auvaipsaiv 84X01 xr’p 

35 ¿ v t iOsctsgx;  • où yàp 8ùo to èv èauTÔ) xai to  èv àXXw, ¿XX’ sv Ta 8ùo, 
xai p.ovaç y 8ùaç, xai to  sv sauTÔ sv aXXco, xai o èv aXXco sv saurai ■ 
0UT6J yàp nacrav ¿VTÎOscnv eip piav auvaysi vovjcnv o p-éya.p Tàp.[iXiyop.

27 aùxo TTSpiypacfiov BA. 2g aùxcv mss: saurai conj. Ruelle. 3 1  xaox'r]ç B . 
32 7rpoç Ta 7ràvTa B. 34 aÙTtu mss: èauTip conj. Ruelle.

Fr. 6

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  146, 3ff.
< ’AXXà pévxoi t 6 ye oXov a3 oùx èv xoïç pipeaiv ècmv, oüxe èv 7tâcn.v où t e  èv 

rivi. ei yàp èv jrâaiv, àvàyxy xai èv èvi • èv xivi yàp èvi u/q ôv oùx àv ëxi Trou Sùvaixo 
èv ye àTxaalv eïvai. I4 5C D .>

[AuoSsxaTov, rcpoç ttjv ¿rcopiav Xsxtsov tccoç to èv 7iaaiv xai sv sxaaTcp, 
5 xai si p.4 sv svi, oùSs èv 7iàaiv, yjv xivsï xai aÙTOç aacpéaTspov. I I  130, 

28-9].

'Qç 8s ty)v ’ Iap.pXiyou 7iapaOsa0ai èÇyjyajcnv, èxsïvoi; 6 àvvjp oùSs 
sivai t Î cpyjcnv sv toïç Ôvtwç ouaiv 6 sv 7iâai p.sv, oùx sv sxaaTco 8s, to 
yàp ‘nàv s[1 tcXsov sovtoç’ cpàvai xai tov èv s7iscn IIap[isviSyv, à ç  7iàv 
onsp av fj èxsï 8ià 7iavTcov ycopouv, xai navTayoù 7rapacpaivop.evov • 

1 0  xai Xsysi ‘rrav’ xaXcoç. si yoîiv eïy xai ¿piOptop èxsï Tip, oùcncoSvjp 8

8 èèv §v txXeïov mss: emendavi, v. not. 10  -kS.ç B .
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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 Iamblichus 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 each individual;
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Icmv ESioTyc;, o[i.ou p.lv Iv tw a0p6(.<7[i.aTi, 6[i.ou 81 Iv sxaaTtp oOaa • 
8uo8sxa8i.xy yap xal y twv StoSsxa yyE[i.6va>v 7iXy0u<;- xal ai>To<; sxaaTop 
T« sl'Ssi auvoucuayrai iy:; 8uo8Exa8(x;• 6[i.oiax; 8s xal km  twv aXXa>v 
apt0(ji£>v. ¡jL'/jTTOTS SI, ax; ISslyOy Iv lauxa» ax; ra TtavTa ploy, outox; 

15 sv aXXco SeixvuTai ax; oux ov t <x pi py • y plv yap lx psp&v oXovyc; I v 
lauTqi, 7] 81 7rpo pspaiv Iv aXXqx to 81 7ipo pspaiv 7ipou7rapxsi sxaercou, 
coctts xal TsavTajv, xal si plv I v tw xpeitrovi, ax; cpyaiv auTop- si 81 Iv 
tot ysipovi, xara to xpsiTTov, a7rspiypacpov vyv s ’u; too dXXa 7toieiTai 
upovoiav xal aplpiercov xal lyfjpyplvyv, ax; ’ Iap.pXi.y_Oi;, xaTa Tyv 

20 ypsTlpav | 7u PoXyjv, ax; plv l7isaTpapplva>v twv pispcov si? to oXov xal 
oXoupIvaiv Iv lauTCp, w? SI too oXou py I vovto? toi? plpscuv, aXXa 
pspmpou povou ovTop, Iv tw ysipovi. ysipaiv yap 0 pspiapoc; Typ IrciffTpo- 
cpy<;, y xal 6X0? outoc; o ImaTpscpyc; Iv lauTai pspiapop oux av sly I v 
plpst, ou8l I v plpeaiv auvsi.Xy7rTai yap xal too pipy xal to 8Xov Iv 

25 TCp toowSe . outo> ys pyv lyajv outop o voup, y Iv dXXcj) Icmv, y ouSapou ■ 
to SI ouSapou 06 TTporryxEi. aoTW, 7ioXXa>v plv ovtojv too aoTOu, toXXoiv 
SI p e t ’ auTov' Iv dXXa> ¿cpa y tw xosittovo y tw ysipovo' xal py-roxs 
(poxpou yap ps touto 7iapyX0sv sErax/v), ax; plv TCpwToc; xyc; l^ypyplvy? 

twv I tctoo xoapwv IpSopaSop, Iv lauTw, w? 81 xyv auvTETaypIvyv 
30 ¿OToysvvwv, Iv dXXw, xal sxaffTop twv I tito. xaxa xov auxov TpoTov. 

7ipWT0(; 81 outw Scxtoc; o ana!; l7ilxsc,va.

15  fivxa mss: ov xa Chaignet.

Fr. 6A

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  149, 25ff.
< ?  Ouxto 8y Tscpuxo? xo ev &p’ oux dvdyxy xal xivsTaGai xal saxavao; I 4 5 E .>  

AsuTEpov SI, si Iv tw Sypooupyw too ylvy too 8vxo<; iSpuxai, ax; 
yipou o p lyap  T ap(3Xiyo<;, paXXov 8 1  x a l o toutou o7iaSoi; Supoavoc;, 
ax; vuv EffTopsl xal auTop, too x a 0 yyspovo auvlTiEa0 ao opoXoywv, xootoo 

5 dXXo0 o TioXXayou xal Iv Toop 7ipo too Sypooupyou touto TO0 lpsvop.
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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; . . .  1 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 I 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’ generally. 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 manner. 
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 (ilv 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. 7

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  152, yii.
< O utco Sì] KecpwKÒt; tò ev 3cp* oùx àvàyxY) xal xtvEÌaOai xa l scrravai; I 4 5 E .>  

[TpiTov Sé, 7rcop xivTjcnp xal aTacnp ¡asTa tò  èv èauTW xal èv aXXw ; 
(II 149, 29)].

npop Sè Sy) to TpiTov Xsxtéov èv [lèv oti to [lèv èv èauTW xal èv àXXw 
olov TOTTOi Tivép elaiv, c'jp xal ’ lappXiyco Sox si • tò Ss xivoujisvov xal 

5 ETTCop èv ycópa Tivl xal xivelvai xal ettyjxev. Sei àpa 7rpouTcapysi.v too 
èv tÓttw Y] xivoupiévou 7) èorcÒTop aÒTÒv tov totcov.

Fr. 8

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II 166, 2off.
< ’AvàyxY) àpa tò e v , aÙTÓ t e  ev sauTcò àsl ov xaì. Èv ÉTÉpcv, àel xivEiaSai t e  xal 

EOTavai. I46A.>
[TÉTapTov, Sta t ì  tò  àel 7tpo<TXa(i|3àv£i Tolp TcpoSeSetypièvoip àva- 

7tóS e ix t o v , xaì S t a  t o u to  «ruvàyei OTaatv xal x i v Y j a i v  Tip fyàp  ; ( I I  

1 6 5 ,  I O - I I ) ] .

5  IIpòp t o Ìvuv  TÒ TÉTapTov tò  ‘à s l’ tpayev 7tapaTacnv è'yeiv èv TrapaTaas1 

S è  t ò  IcTTaaOat [xal xtvslaOat] 7iaòXav é'/zi xtVY]aecop, xal t ò  xivelcrSa1 

7TauXav t ^ P  aTaaecop èvSetxvuTat. àvàyxY] àpa auvelvat tò  àsl t w  laTapiévcp 
xal xtvoopiévcp. sti Sè et ójxou xavà pdav ISèav xal tpóatv xtvoóptsvóv 
serri xal è<7Twp (àxoXoo0Y)TÉov yàp Ta[i[}Xixa> <n>vaipoovTi rcaa-av àvri- 

o  Oeatv etp èv olov elSop xal piav v Óyjctiv) ,  àvàyxY) àsl auvslvat t w  xivetaOai 
<t o  èoTavat> xal t ì Ì) èaràvai tò  xtvelaSat. • èv yàp t i  t ò  auvaficpoTSpov. 
oùxouv fjLsvst. [lè v  èv t w  xtvs1<70at Y) xivYjaip- àsl yàp x iv Y ja s T a t  • Y) Sè 

aTaatp TCapaTa0Y]asTat èv t w  ècrràvai' àsl àpa xal auTY) èaTY]^STat, 
a re  T^p jjlÈv xtvycrscop oùx ètóayp olov xa0eóSetv ty]v aràaiv , t y jp  S è  

5  aTacrewp où <7oyxwpoóaY)p èxaTYjvai xal èaoTYjp tyjv  x Ìvyjctiv. ouTCop 
àpa t o  èoràvai t s  xal xivslaOai tò  àel aopiTOtpoxev.

4 Tip y à p  non intelligo; fort, corruptum. 6 x a l  x iv E ia O a i secl. Chaignet. 
tò ÉoT7)xÉvai mss; tò x ivE taO ai sugg. Chaign. io  post à v à y x v j < y à p  t ò >
inseruit Ruelle. n  < tò  E c r r a v a i>  addidi.
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Fr. 7

(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 Iamblichus; 
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 Iamblichus’ 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 
‘jump 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. 9

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  18 1, i3ff.
< I I 5v 7tou Tipbc, ot7tav £j8e eyei, y) xauxov ¿cttlv ^ Sxspov. 7] eav [ir] xauxov p.r]8’ 

Sxspov, pipo? av sir] xotixou xpii; 5 ouxco? Sysi, *) “ S upo? pipo? oXov av e’irj. I4 6 B .>

[Aia7iopY)X£OV 7rpoxspov 7tepl xou xavovo? ov 7xpoXa[i,pavei rwv a7io- 
Ssi^scov ‘xav yap’ , £cpY), ‘"rcpop ixav (LSs £ysL- Y) xauxov ecrxw y) sxspov, 

5  rj, si piYjSsxspov, pipo? av £iY) xouxou 7rpo? o ouxco? £y£L, 7rpo? pipo? 
oAov av ely).’ (II 178, 9-12)].

[E ix a  ou8s £<jxl [iovoelSg)? ouxs xauxov supsiv ouxs sxspov, aXXa 7iav 
•Kpbc, 7iav 7x̂  xauxov x a i 7iY) sxspov I ctxl.] Slo x a i o p iy a?  TappXLyo? 
a^LOL xsXsiav sivaL S7U 7xavxcov SiaipscTLV, yj xauxov sivaL y) sxspov 7iav 

o 7ipop 7iav, dXX’ op«? upoaxEicOaL yj oXov 7ipo? pipo? y) pspo? 7rpo? 
0 X0 V si? U7TO0£(T£(Op CpYjCTLV. si yap ¡XY) xauxov Y) sxspov OLY)0£LY) XL?, 0 X0 V 
OLYjcsxai 7ipo? pspo?, x a i pspo? 7r:po? oXov, o 7laAiv £<rxl xauxov xai 
sxspov • 71 y) yap xauxov xai sxspov xo oXov x a i [¿spot; ■ dxrxs xouxo povov 
SiaLpslv xaxa aXY]0£Lav xov ITappEviSYjv, xo 7rav 7rpo? 7rav Y] xauxov Yj 

5  sxspov.

Fr. 10

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  173, 2off.
<"Ex£pov <5cpa av e?7) to Sv xoiv dXXcov. "Exepov. 1 4 6  D .>
[“Exxov, 7 1(0 ? yj 7rpo? aXXa sxspoxYj? xpsixxwv xrj? opoxayou? xau- 

XOXYJXO?, £L7C£p asl Y) XaUXOXY)? Xp£LXXCOV XY)? SX£pOXY)XO? \ (II 169, I7-I8)]

T a y a  8 s xai svxauOa xpaxicxov TrapaAapsiv xov TappAlyou Xoyov 
5  a>? yap xaxa xo oXov sv aXXco ■Jjv 6  7ip«xo? vou?, xaxa Ss xa pspY] sv

saiixco, ouxw xai 6  xpixo? xaxa psv xy)v Eauxou IxspoxYjxa djxxov soxl SYjpi- 
oupyo?, xai xauxy xwv aXXwv sxspo?, xaxa Ss xy)v u7isp7rXY)pY) xauxoxY)xa 
7ipoxsLV£L sauxov sl? xoLvwvlav xol? aXXoL?, xai yiyvsxai auxot? 6  auxo?. 
SCTxaL ap a  yj pisv 7tpo? xa aXXa xauxoxYj? lyyovo? x^? 7Tpo? sauxov, yj 

o Ss sx£poxYj? x^? EXEpoxYjxo?, sl x ai dva7TaXLV aXY]0£? £L7rsiv. 6 (Tov x£ yap 
UTTspavsysL XY)? uXyj?, xoctouxoj ¡xaXXov stt’ auxYjv ycopsl axwXuxco? xai
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Fr. 9

(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. io

{Sixthly, 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 qua whole the Primal Intellect was ‘in another’ , while 
qua 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
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acp£xwi;, o<7ov t e  TcpoEiatv sit;  fiepurpiov, xoaou xw  ¡xaXXov sxtpavoui; rcp oa- 

SsTxai ty)? •/6)pi.^ouCTrii; x a i  avEXQuay)? Exepoxyxoi;.

Fr. i i

Dam., Dm6. et Sol. I I  186, 22ff.
< TA p’ ojjv to ev auxo auxou pepo^ saxiv; OuSapcv^. Ou8’ apa oj  ̂ itpi^ p,£poi 

aux8 auxou <SXov 6Ev e ’iy], repot; ¿auxo ¡¿¿pot; ov. Ou yap oT6v xe. ’AXX’ 5 pa gxepov ecmv 
evop to Iv ; Ou Srjxa. OuS'apa eauxou ye exepov av et?). Ou pevxot. EE ojjv prjxE 
exepov prjTE oXov perjxe ptipo; auxo repop eauxo ecmv, oux avayxr) ^8r) xauxov elvai 
auxo eauxco; I4 6 B C .>

5 n o p  o5v ou x la x iv  sv auxol’p oXov x a i  jiip Y j; o x i cpYjtriv o TdqipX'.yoi;, 

sx E iv a  p.EV ev aoxw  x a  repoa7TO8s8Et.yji.sva, vuv 8 s  a v a ip s ix a i  oXov x a i  

pipY), aXX’ a x x a ;  s x s i  psv yap  xo oXov sxepov xm v  pspwv wp xs^wpicrpEvav, 

CTxauOa 8 s  a u y x sx u x a t repot; x a  pspY) x a i  sv auxoip  itysi xo s iv a i , x a i  x a  

pLEpr) xo oXov s iv a t  8oxs£. 8 io x a u x a  xou evot; arescpYjasv, wt; repocrqxovxa 

i o  paXXov xoi’p aXXou; x a i  aioO ^xoi’c.

5 o xi R u e lle : oxi m ss. 6 ev auxfii] ¿v eauTfii B . 9 Soxet R uelle : Soxetv 
mss.

Fr. 12

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  247, I5ff.
< ’'Exi St] t o  xpixov /xycopxv. I 5 5 E.

Asiresxai 8y] [yj] respi xwv asi 0soit; sreopsvwv sivat. xyjv u7t60£ctlv, 
x axa xov psyav TapPXr£ov. saxiv yap auxY] ret.0avwxaxY) reaawv xwv 
reaXaiwv s^YjyYjascov xai reoXXa; syouaa repo; ret.axi.v acpoppa; ex xwv 

5  EV 2up7T0a[w Saipioviwv CTUpLTCEpaCTpLaXWV.

2 fj seel. Ruelle.
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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. 1 1

How, then, is it that ‘whole and part’ are not among these? 
As Iamblichus 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

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  256, 22H.
< TA p’ OÙV, 8 t £ (jl£TEXEl, OÎÔV TE ïaZtXl TÊTE (Jlï] (JIETÉXEIV, T] OTE (jl7] (jtETÉ^El'

(jIe t e ^ e l v ; O u y  o to v  t e . ’ E v  &Xk(ù &ptx xP°v<o  (¿e t éyzi xal èv aXXtv où [i e t e / e i • oütoj 
yàp av (xovoiç toü aÜToü (¿ETEyoi t e  xal où (t e t e x o i . ’OpQojç. I55E.>

To Ss 7)[i.ÉT£pOV Iv Tcpoç TOttJTa VUV UTOXSlTai àXXoioù[i.svov £t Se Tl 
5 xal t w v  xpsiTTÔvwv ysvcôv rci.ayzi xivà xàQoSov xal àvoSov à[i.<oay£7rG)ç 

(4S7) yàp t o i  xal t o io ü t o v  b 0sïoç Tap^Xiyo!; èv t o u t o u ;  aÙTolç Ù7TOTÎ0£Tai), 
àXX’ sx7Tp£7ré(TTaTov t o  7rà0oç èv Tai? r)[i.ST£pau; tpoyaïç.

6 èv t o iç  aÙ Totç BA.

Fr. 14

Dam., Dub. et Sol. II  286, 15ft.
< C)UT6J S tj tô  I v s i  è'cm v, irdtvTa t é  è c m  to  ev xal ovSè I v  ectti xal npoç éauTÔ xal 

TrpXç Ta aXXa ¿laœûraç. i6oB.>
[ " E x t o v , S i à  T Î  è v  t o ï ç  a X X o ïç  o ù  7 T p o a T Î0 7 )a iv  T a  ô p ,o ü  x a T a ç a T i x à  

x a l  à î r o c p a T ix à  a u p .T O p a c rp .a T a  r rp o ç  t s  è a U T a  x a l  npbç t o  Iv ;

5 [’AXXà Sr) To I x t o v , t Îvo ç  sïvsxa où auvvjyaysv ¿7tl tco v  àXXcov, où; 
èm t o ü  èvoç, t Î àpa aup[3aivei xal où aup[3aiv£i; àpa Ôt i  èm t o u  o u v Os t o u  

auvr(yOr( av TaÜTa, t o  Sè ctuvOs t o v  sE, àpqjoïv Ssï apa auvOeïvai éxaTspav 
siç piav; t o  Sè auv0eïvai t 9)v  t o ü  auv0£Tou èvSsixvuTai cpùaiv SioTOp 
aÙTÔç où auvé07)X£v, aXXcoç t s  cpr)aiv, ‘xal oùx àp/4 t o  aùv0STov, àXX’ 

10 èrcl àp/7)(;. ô Sè SiàXoyoç èemv TOpl àpywv’ .] 4 7tpoç t o u t o  ys àvTiTÎ0epsv 
t o v  péyav ’ IâpSXiyov sij XéyovTa xal t o  aùv0£Tov eivai àpyyv, otov 
Ta TÉaaapa aToiyeïa àpyr] tcov Çtocov xal t o ü  üxoaeXY)vou TCavToç, xal 
ai acpaipai t o u  oùpavoü xal ô oùpavoç àp î) xal aéria T7)<; yevsaswç.

5 Ivsxa B. 7 <tuvï)X07] - 8 ouvBétou om. B. 8 Seïv apa mss. ex Seï apa 7 ? ; 
tX Sè scripsi. 10 7T£pi] arci B.
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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 Iamblichus 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 is 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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Fr. i

For a discussion of Iamblichus’ order of the dialogues, I refer 
the reader to the Comm, ad In  Tim. Fr. i .  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 Iamblichus’ 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, (i, 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- i8).

(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 various devices—exhortation, 
dissuasion, refutation, elicitation, praise and blame—first to cleanse 
us of false assumptions of knowledge, then to demonstrate 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 
Timaeus-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 were made in this 
case, and merely elaborated by Syrianus and Proclus.
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The immediate occasion for Proclus’ introduction of Iamblichus 
here ‘xai ¡rot Soxsl km Sid Taurrjv tyjv alriav . . is presumably 
Proclus’ own formulation, but it may yet represent Iamblichus’ 
views; ‘xai ¡rot Soxsl’ need not mean that Proclus had no evidence 
to go on in coming to his conclusion. I give the preceding passage, 
therefore (n , 3 - 1 1 ) :

apyy 8c seruv oSrop 0 SiaXoyop a-roxer/jp tpiXoaotpiap, &onsp 8y] xai 
Yj sauTMV yvcoaip- xod 8lx to'jto tloXXcov ¡xev scttl Xoylxgjv sv x'jtoj 
0£top7](jL(XT(ov xaTsewtappiEVY] TCapaSoaip, 7roXXwv 8e y)0lxwv xal roiv 7rpop 
oXyjv 7](jLlv ty)v TTEpL suSaigoviap ETtiaxŝ LV <tuvteXo6vtwv avaxd0ap<Tip, 
7toXXwv 8e sip 9'Ja'.oXoyiav 7) xal tyjv rapl aurwv t<ov 0si«v dXrjOsiav 
ijpiap 7to8y)yo6vTwv SoypiaTwv i»7roT\j7rwCTLi;, lv’ cocnrEp sv <Ti»7rw> to6tw 
tw SLocXoyw toxctyjp cpiXoaotpiap tj xolvy) xai. ¡xia xai oXoayspYjp uTroypacpY) 
TOptXap.j3dvY)TaL 81’ aur/jp v/jp 7rpd)TY]p Y)piiv sip EauTOup sTUCTTpotpijp 
avacpatvojjLEVY).

We may compare with this Iamblichus’ 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. 
X L). This division concerns the middle eight dialogues; The A lci­
biades, as the introduction to the sequence, will contain samples 
of all these types of virtue.

Fr. 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 Iamblichus 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 Iambli- 
chean in 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-119A.
II  119A -124A .

I l l  124A-135D .

The extant portion of Proclus’ Commentary only runs to 116A B, 
still within the first division. Olympiodorus’ Commentary covers 
the whole dialogue, but no references to Iamblichus are preserved 
beyond 115 A  (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 
xscpaXociov), employs a variety of syllogistic arguments to do away 
with obstacles to knowledge existing in the reason as a result of 
y ivzuic,, 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 ‘ccXX’, d> ¡raxapie, spiol TrsiOojrsvop 
xal tw sv AsXtpou; ypoqi.p.a'n., y v& 0 1 aautov,1 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 Iamblichean, (<xXX’ «<; sicoOapsv t<x npo twv uTroxsipivtov Toip 
SiaXoyou; avdyeiv si; tov aurov tou; SiaXoyou; oxottov, in an Iambli­
chean context). Following ‘ol Yjpifspoi xa07]ys[i.ovei;’ (probably simply 
a plural circumlocution for Syrianus), Proclus states the principle:
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to. 7rpooi[xia tuv  IlXaT<ovt,x<ov SiaXoYwv CTUvaSsi 7tpo<; tou<; 6Xou<; 
auTojv ctxotcou<;, xai outs SpxpLxnxyji; svsxa <puxxy(oyixiz {iz\rriy6:rtf.x.i 
Tip IlXaTwvi . . . outs iaiopixc, OToya^ETa!. {J/Wffi, ¿xmsp tive<; imsi- 

Xf)<paai.v

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

The meaning wrung from the simple address ‘d> nxi KXswiou’ 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) appsvomov, being used here in a curious metaphysical sense, 
since Iamblichus is presumably referring to the ordering and 
‘epistrophic’ force of the male principle. The term is used fre­
quently by Proclus (e.g. InRem p. I 2 5 6 ,11  Kroll, In  Tim. I 220, 27), 
its opposite being OrfAuTipoTrsc;.

(2) tyriyep^evov  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) o 2 <oxpaTT)<; . . . zlc, u7roSo/r)v ty)? eauTou auvouaia*; scopa 
tov spcop.svov syrjYEpfrsvov.

(ii) tcov [xsv TeXsaioupYcov ahfcov TTpoysipov syovTcov tyjv piETaSoaiv, 
TCOV §S piETaXŶ OfTEVCOV ¿yrjycp [XEVCOV TC p O <; TY]V freQe^iv.

I do not find the perfect participle in Iamblichus, but sysipcn 
is used a number of times with this ‘paracletic’ force, e.g. De Myst. 
I 15 : 46, to Qeiov sv f)pxv . . . ¿YsipsTou . . . £V Taiq su/ah;, and Protr. 
ch. X X I, p. 1 17 , 25 Pistelli, of one of the Pythagorean Symbols.

(3) SpaCTTTjptov is a term much used in describing the power 
of daemons and other spiritual beings in influencing events on 
earth (e.g. Procl. In  Ale. 7 2 , 1 ;  8 5 ,5 ; In  Tim. 2 13 ,6  and 9 (of 
Prayer)). This epithet is used by Iamblichus in De Myst. I I  3:72 
& 74 in connexion with archangels, and in V 6 : 206 of sacrifices, 

and in In  Tim. Frr. 17  and 76 of Tethys, if the language can be 
claimed for Iamblichus.

Fr. 4

A typically Neoplatonic distinction. It gives Iamblichus an 
excuse to distinguish the oucriai (u7rap!;st,<;), Suvapsic; and evspYewci.
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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. II  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. 67ff.) covering gods, angels, daemons and heroes, quoted 
in Intro, pp. 49 ff.). 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 ‘vires et efficaciae et 
operae’ (14, 3). But the more elaborate applications of it seem 
not to appear before Iamblichus.1

1. 8. to! c, ¡irj TsAeox; exxsxaOappievot,? . . .  A characteristically 
Iamblichean remark. It requires xaSaperu; by means of special rites 
to attain to the highest knowledge. The 4̂ X4? voop which 
undergoes purification is no doubt a development of to tt)p 
opipia of Plat. Rep. V II (533 d 2), but it is a curious phrase. It must 
refer to that part of the soul which is as it 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, in Tim. Fr. 5, in connexion with the Pytha­
gorean system of education:

etoi.0’ oiiTwai pieTa T7jv avoodvY)ai,v tt)p ij1 u X1 x ^ ? v o rjaew t; xai 
t t ] v t o o  opipiaTop 8uxxa0apen ,v  7rpocnp£p£xv t ry oXyjv tw v  7rpoxei- 
pievwv <TX£|ap,aTcov s7u<TTY]p,Y)v.

The emphasis on purification has a Chaddaean ring, as has the 
term uTcap̂ tp, and the description of ‘powers’ as gyjTspep 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 
Iamblichus, cannot have enunciated this triadic ‘solution’ to the

1 Hermeias uses the distinction in his Phaedrus Commentary, using the 
lemma naaa. aSavaro;, 245C for a discussion of the soul’s ouctia, rrepl psv
o5v -riji; aOavaaiap auTTjp, 246A, for a discussion of its Suvapieu;, and the lemma 
717] 8i) o5v 0v7)tov t£ xai aOocvaxov, 246B, for the discussion of its evepYeiai 
(In Phaedr. 129, i8ff.). 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:

‘таита [Aoi Soxei v.c/1  ты П Х а т а т  n u iio o iv x  ха! t o iq  npxYpLxaiv  

u n o  tc5v е^7)ут)тсov slpTjerSoa. 7tpop tt)v тт)р xn op ixc , Xiieuv’, of ёЕ,У]уу]пх1 

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, 
hut I believe that an Iamblichean core can reasonably he extracted 
from it—approximately the following T

(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 Iamblichean, 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 benefits to be derived from the gods are not dependent 
on any variability or caprice on their part, but on the етптт̂ гготт)*; 
•тсрор utcoSoxtiv 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 ‘ха! [i.7)v xai sxsiva pyjTsov 
npbc, ttjvSs tt]v £/)TT]aiv . . .’ is Proclus’ own distinctive contribution. 
Certainly it begins in a way characteristic of such contributions.

(B) “ In acting with good intent, Socrates has achieved his xaOvjxov.1 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’.

1 Proclus has given the order of explanation 3 - 1 - 2  (Jvа dbто t£>v атеХга-rEpcov 
ар!;а)р.£0а). I will leave this unaltered, merely noting that it may be an 
innovation of Syrianus or of Proclus rather than the original arrangement 
of Iamblichus.

2 xaOrjxov 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 Iamblichus dealing in detail with the 
Xet;u; in the way outlined by Festugiere 1 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 Oscopia—Xe£i<; 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 (Si’ o3) and that proper to the 
creative cause (pieO’ o5). Alcibiades in 106A 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. A 2, 10 13  a 24ff., Phys. II 3, 194 b 23ff.), so that the 
aporia is guilty of mild anachronism, to add to its general absurdity, 
but reading Aristotle into Plato was a general fault of Middle 
Platonism. The expression proper to the tzoltjtlxt] atria is really 
u<p’ o5, but psO’ ou is made to serve here, since there are really two 
efficient causes working together here, God and Socrates.

It is interesting that Proclus completely ignores Iamblichus’ 
problem and his 7rayxaXv] Xuau; (In Ale. 168, 17-169, 8). He thinks 
that Alcibiades is quite right to regard Socrates as an opyavov, 
and to consider to 0siov as to 7rpwTWi; 7toiy]ti,k6v.

1 M us. Helv. X X , 1963, pp. 77ft.
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It seems that Iamblichus wanted particularly to stress that 'the 
more perfect souls’ , presumably the souls of those men who are 
spoken of in Fr. 5 as ‘classed with the good daemons’, assist in the 
administration of the universe.

Fr. 8

This fragment, or testimonium, poses a difficult problem. Olym- 
piodorus brings in 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 his commentary, pp. 319 , 12-322, 17. It receives its 
most formal statement in El. Theol. prop. 57: rcSv kltiov v.al про 
той oÙTiaToïï èvspyeï xaà. psv’ ccjvo icXetovtov èoriv ÛTQOTKTLy.ov. The 
difference between the theories of Proclus and Iamblichus is 
perhaps best represented diagrammatically :

Proclus; —  The One Iamblichus: The One — — — —

-  Nous N o u s____________

г  Psyche P s y c h e ___ — _  _

L  L iv in g  Things L iv ing Things

_  E x istin g  Things E x istin g  Things

____M atter M atter \

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 Spqt'jTepoa, more piercing. They do not, 
however, overwhelm the lower, since their strength is counter­
balanced by the distance which they have to travel, a curiously 
physical conception in this connexion.

This wc must infer to be the general doctrine of Iamblichus. 
What we have here is this doctrine applied within the hypostasis 
of Intellect to the triad Sv— —votk, as is done by Proclus also 
(321, 3ff.). That Iamblichus 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



IN ALCIBIADEM 237

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. 115A , the relations between aufrepspov, xaXov, and Sixaiov. 
He declares that to aufxcpepov is to be linked to vavaGov, to xaXov to 
vovc, and to Sixaiov to ''fr/jh in such a way that what is xaXov is 
also CTup-cpepov and what is Sixaiov is also xaXov and ffufxtpepov, but 
not reciprocally—to aujxcpepov is eTtsxeiva xaXXou? xal Sixaioauvr)?. 
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 
Iamblichus.
We must ask, if this is from Iamblichus’ commentary, how did he 
apply his doctrine to the exegesis of the text? We must presume 
that he distinguished the triad aupicpepov—xaXov—Sixaxov in 115 A  
and discussed their mutual relations, pointing out that what is 
Sixaiov is xaXov xal aupicpepov, and what is xaXov is also xuayspov, 
but not vice versa. There is a difficulty in the fact that the text 
declares that not all that is just is also advantageous, and indeed 
this is important to the argument. This is easily overcome by 
Proclus (315, I7ff.), 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 auqcpspov is de­
clared to be equivalent to to ayaGov, and to be manifest at a higher 
level of being than to xaXov and to  Sixaiov. 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 stone 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. i

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. II 
240, 4f. Diehl, Iambi. In  Tim. Fr. 5 4 '  6 ¡rev yap Oeioc Taii.(iXt,y_oc 
¿ivto TTou [i.eT£(opo7roXet y.ca racpavr, ¡iepipiva . . ., and the pronounce­
ment of the Oracle contrasting Porphyry and Iamblichus reported 
by David (In Porph. Isag. 92, 3 Busse), ‘Iv0ooc 6 2 opoc, 7roXu[i.ix0Y]c 
6 Oomi;.’

This passage is testimony to a general comment by Iamblichus 
on approximately the passage 70C 4 axetJtcojjieOa §e—70D 5 oiXXoo 
oiv too Seoi Xoyou. I have chosen as lemma merely the completion 
of the part-sentence quoted as a lemma by 01. 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 
Xoyoi; dcTTo rwv evavricov, the argument from opposites, running 
from 69E-72E. As we see from Fr. 3 (01. p. 65, i3ff.), Iamblichus’ 
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 Amelius on this matter, 
but Plotinus’ remarks in Enn. IV  7, 9-12 (see Comm, ad Fr. 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 (132, n ff .) :  6

6 Se ev roxcn CTUjrqeTpia raxpiatopLevoc Eopiavoc tmv  Te Trporepcov to 

ISiWTixov xe xai daropov <puXai;dt[i.£vo? xou t o u  ’ Ia|j(,pXixou
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/ aXà <r a ç èrceipâ0Y) xai Tais SioxpaTouç srrayysXiaiç s^pisvsiv xai 
Toùç SiaxMpupSoüvTaç ttjv s7iiysipY](Tiv È'sXsyysiv 6jç (TUxotpavToüvTaç.

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, I4 ff.:

oi 8s pisypi t4? aXoyiai; (a7ra0ava'u^ou<rt,v), ¿5  twv ptlv 7raXaiti)v 
Esvoxpd-rr]? xai S toucotrax;, twv 8s vewxepwv Td|i.(3Xiyo? xai IlXou- 
rapycx; (schol. IlaTspnx;),—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 (2), where we 
find at the beginning of sect. 14 :

rapl 8s t4? rwv dXXwv <J>oyr\q, Serai ¡asv aurwv ertpaXsiaai xai
¡asypi 07]pia>v tjxov awpiarcov, avay/.y xai raurac dOavaxoix; sivai. si 
8s scttiv aXXo ti si8o<; oux aXXo0sv 4 a7io xr\c, î cocry)̂  epuasax;
8 si 7.al TauTYjv sivai xai aijryv ouaav ’Corrfi toiq 'C./poiq alriav, xai 84 
xai tt)v sv xoic, (poxotc,- araxaai yap ¿>p[i.yj07]aav oino aurfji; «PX% 
Cwt)v syouaai oixsiav acwpiaToi ts xai aSrai xai ajaspsh; xai oiiaiai.

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 oyypa, 
apparently within the universe.

As an interpretation of this passage of the Phaedo, this view of 
Iamblichus’ is surely erroneous. Ammonius, as 01. records (60, 
2 iff.), 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 ‘ £̂>a mxvra xal cpura xal mjXX7)(3§7)v oaoLizzp 
eye!, yevecnv’ 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 (dbra twv evavrunv) 69E-72E
(2) The Argument from Recollection (ex twv avaixvyasoiv) 

72E-78B
(3) The Argument from Similarity (ex xrfi 6[xoiorr)To<;) 78B-84B
(4) The Argument about Harmony (topi appoviai;) 84C-86D
(5) The Argument from the Forms (ex xr\c, ouaiap) 102A-107A.

Iamblichus, as we have seen in Fr. 1, stoutly maintains the full 
validity of each of these proofs1. 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 Iamblichus’ 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, gif. N:

■rcocvTSc, (xev ouv oi eS^y/jra! fxovov tov ex tt}<; ouaiotp cpaal T?j<; 
Seixviivoa ty]v aOavaaiav aoryp ■ 6 |xev yap ex twv ava|xvif)CTewv Xoyop 
ISei^ev, oti -repowapyei 4 T0'1 cr<i)(xaTo<; 7rdcvTG)i;, ou [xr)v Sri * 16

1 Or in the case of Argument (4), the validity of the proof of its refutation.
16
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xal asl srmv. outop Ss Sslxvotnv ex Typ ¿[loiOTyTop <cm> [j.E0u7rap‘/Ei 
<np jiaXXov aSlaXuTop oOaa, xal e7uSt,a(i.evsi (I)? 7roXu/prm<OT£pa, ou 
piyv oTi xal aOavaTop.

Some commentators (65, 17ft.) would hold that the first two 
Arguments prove the immortality of the soul complementarily, 
the first showing that it is aq>0apTop, the second that it is aysvyrop. 
Ammonius, however (6 cptXoaocpop 65, 23) 1 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 sx ryp ouaiap 
for a complete proof.

Fr. 4

Here again, in the case of the Argument from Similarity, Iam ­
blichus makes the highest claims. From the circumstance that 
this passage is followed immediately (79, iff.) by a reference to 
Proclus Se 6 npoxXop, irspl 7roicov apa eiScuv r a  IlXarcovi 6
Xoyop, x.t.X.), although Proclus is not criticising Iamblichus, one 
might conjecture with some likelihood that it is from Proclus that 
01. took his references. 01. has shown his independent knowledge 
of Iamblichus’ commentaries in the case of the Alcibiades, 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, 
iff. Norvin), deal with this same passage as follows:2

"Otl nXcoTivop <py0y Ssixvuvat. Trpo'jTop ryv tjjuyyv aOavarov arroSsipap 
ouaav auryv [lyrs acopia piyTs a'/topioTov aOjiarop, xa0a xal olp o 
Oavarop tocpuxs 7rapayiyvs(T0at,, tw [iiv, ouvOetov SiaXusrai. yap 
sip wv auvsTsOy tu  8s, o n  £v u7Toxsi;i£vcp, a7ToXXu(i£vou yap aurou 
CTUva7ToXXuTai x a l to ev auTcp aacopaTov. . . . ou pyv apxEtv ys tov 
Xoyov rpyolv IIpoxXop Troop TsX£av aOavaaiav •

So here we have i t ; Proclus did criticise the view that this argu­
ment was a complete proof of immortality. It is clear from our 
passage in 01. that Iamblichus quoted Plotinus to support his case, 
and clear from Enn. IV 7, 9-12 that Plotinus regarded all the 
arguments of the Phaedo as proofs of immortality. D ’s notes have 
left Iamblichus 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, 9-21.
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It is not so dear, however, what predsely Iamblichus is quoting. 
The point about destruction arising from compositeness Plotinus 
makes in Enn. IV 7, 12 , 11.12 - 13 : toxv re to XuogEvov auvOeaiv sic, 
to sivai slX7]<p6<; tooS-ct] SiaXusaOai 7re9uxsv, fj auvsT£07). Destruction 
arising from being in a subject is not so clearly stated, but presum­
ably II.17-19 imply it: dtXX’ dcXXoiwOsiaa rfesi zic, 90opav. aXX’ tj 
aXXoiwau; 90eipouaa to eISoi; d^aipei, ttjv 8s uXtjv ea • touto 8e <tuv0etou 
tox0o<;.

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 (teXeô  a7roxa0iaTa|i,£va) 
in the noetic realm are henceforward exempt from descent. This 
opinion, says C, Iamblichus 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, 2 ff.:

aXXa ¡r/]v ou8s totc, t£jv 0 soupy8iv flouXeTai (sc. 0 IlXaTwv)
pisveiv asi sv tco votjtw, aXXa xai xaTiivou sic, yevectiv, 7i£pl <bv <f>y)ow 
to Xoyiov ‘ayy£Xtxw svl ywpcp’ .

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. Iamblichus seems to hold that such an enlightened 
soul never loses its contact with t<x exel 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 Iamblichus’ 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 0elo<; among 
the Neoplatonists. We may note that such figures as Aristotle
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and Porphyry are never Qsinr, although Aristotle at least is often 
Sai^ovio?.

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. I 380 Wachs.) Cf. Comm, ad In  Phaedr. Fr. 7.



IN SOPHISTAM

Fr. i

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,1 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
o7.ü7toç, but Iamblichus may never have written a full commentary 
on the whole dialogue.

At any rate, for Iamblichus the subject of the Sophist was ‘the 
Sublunary Demiurge’. This figure is clearly distinguished from 
ô oùpàvioç S'/jaio'jpyoc, presumably the Demiurge of the Timaeus. 
We might see this sublunar or ‘genesiurgic’ demiurge as corres­
ponding to the veoi 0£oi of the Timaeus, but then the Heavenly 
Demiurge alluded to here becomes a problem. We have in this 
passage a succession of three entities,2 (i) h rcar/jp t w v  S^pnoupYwv, 
who is ÛTtspoupâvioç xal spypypévoç, a situation corresponding to 
what we know of the Demiurge of the Timaeus', (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 ybjzaic and tpfiopa, 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 Fato, 
572F-574D), though that division stays much closer to the entities 
presented in the Timaeus, the Demiurge being the administrator 
of Primary Providence, the ‘new gods’ of Secondary Providence 
and Fate, and a class of daemons borrowed from the Phaedrus 
Myth the administrators of Tertiary Providence.

1 Proclus {In P a m .  774, 25-6 Cousin) says of the question of the combining 
of Ideas (Soph. 256B) that it would be better discussed èv xaïç toü SoipioroO 
èÇt)yficTEaiv, which could imply a commentary, or sim ply lectures. Similarly 
Olympiodorus, In  Ale. n o , 8, ev xcii Sotptaxjj êv xotç Ttepi xoü ovxoç Xôyotç 
àxpt-^éaxE pov jra6 7 ]aô jiE 0 a .

2 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 upcoxo? xwv Ŝ paoopYoiv is distin­
guished from o y-iaoc, Sr̂ noupYoc; in I 156, 5-7, and 6 xpixot; Ŝ pnoupYot; 
is described as co-operating with the creative activity of 6 8eoxepo<; 
in I 74, 15-16. This third demiurge is apparently to be equated 
with Pluto in this passage since we have the statement (74, i6ff.): 
Seixou. y*P 7) ybtzaic, xal xaiv ex xoo ¿Tro^Oovioo xocpoo 
7rocvxw? avaSoaewv. 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.1

The second demiurge seems to be simply oi veoi 0sol taken as one. 
At any rate they are referred to repeatedly later in the Commentary 
as ol Ssiixspoi. Ŝ pioupYoi (III 200, 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, Poseidon and Pluto respectively. 
The difficulty is that in this arrangement it is Poseidon who is 
allotted the administration of xi otto aeXrjv v̂ (as he is at In  Tim. 
II 56, 2 iff .), while Pluto is allotted xa k o  H 1S Poseidon 
who seems more akin to the sublunar demiurge of the Sophist,2

We need not, however, it seems 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 one may equate with the veoi 6soi of the Timaeus; 
and finally our third Demiurge, who presides over generation in the 
realm below the Moon. He entraps souls in Matter, but he is not,

1 As, for instance, in Plutarch’s De Facie in Orbe Lunae 942C-F, and the 
Myth of the De Genio Socratis 591A-C. The idea m ay well go back to Xeno­
crates (cf. Heinze, Xenokrates, pp. 134-7.)

2 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 m ay be confirmed by the fact that Lydus, De 
Mens. 83, I3 ff. reports Iamblichus as stating that the three tribes of sublu­
nary daemons are presided over by one (jl£y «jto<; SaEjrwv- 'oQxoq S’av paX- 
Xov 6 LEXouTtov, &q tpr)<nv 0 auxix; Tajj.pXiYo<;’ . Lydus also reports (p. 167, 22ff.), 
however, that in Book I of his work nepl xaGoSou ipuxrk Iamblichus 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.

I. 4. TtXY)pet<; Xoycov.

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

II. 9-10 ¿>q 0eXywv rag ijmxag. This has a Chaldaean ring, cf. 
Or. Ch. Fr. 135, 3 Des Places:

vtai 'li's/ic OeXyovTeg asl tsAstGv auayouaiv—said here of evil, 
chthonic daemons.

11. 18-19 6 §e i ;e v o g  zlq t iSttov to u  u a r p o g  t w v  8 7 ]g ,!.o u p y6 iv  

V 0 £ 1 (70 CO .

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 Father of the Demiurges, 
while Socrates and Theodoras are identified respectively with 
Zeus and Hermes, Hermes being here seen as the ayysAixT] vo7]cug 
of the Father. This voTjcug is 'geometric’ , presumably, as creating 
the basis of the three-dimensional material world. ‘Hermes’ may 
thus be seen as the logos 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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The second, larger passage seems in fact to expound in detail 
Iamblichus’ view of the subject of the dialogue, ‘to 7iavToSa7rov 
xaAov’ . 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- 
244E, 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 Symposium, and further a corresponding 
descent.

11. 3-4. '¿va ¿¡c, ev £cf>co navTa tco svi auvTaTTTjTai.

This comparison of the Xoyo? with a £cpov (repeated in I.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. Bielmeier, Die neuplatonische 
Phaidrosinterprdation, pp. 22-3.

Fr. 2

The question here discussed arises from an aporia, mentioned 
at 1 1 3 , 1 5 —n  oOv, si'tcoi rig av, piovY) 4 ipu/Yj aOavarog; and I am 
taking it that lamblichus 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 aXoyia, (which is 
what 4 jAepixY) ipuaig 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 cusp 
to aOavarov elvai (113 , 16-17). It exists on a plane where the predi­
cation of immortality is no longer meaningful. Well and good; but 
what of y] pepixY] cpuoig? Hermeias himself considers that if it can 
be called ‘self-moved’ at all, it can be so-called only siScoXixwg, 
(113 , 28), and so not properly. Even as nous is superior to this 
term, so the irrational soul is below it.

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

The reference to yj svocty] xivYjaig is of interest, and may be a clue 
to further Iamblichean 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 (1. 
23ff.) he makes mention of a ninth motion in the body, which 
also has its counterpart in the soul:

Y] 8s evaTY) xivY)aig y]t i<; sctti t u v  auwpiaTCov Tcep'i TOig u A p am v,
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oloa 0sp[xoTr)TS<; ij 4 s(jl4juX̂ <X!-> ’¿-IF- T4V TCapaSeiypaTucijv aruav
t v t?) 4 JUX?ij xa0o 4 (¡WJP) foig CTcofxocoxv evSiScoci, £ coy)v.

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 Mysteriis, and from some fragments 
of the Timaeus Commentary.1 Even though this passage on the 
motions may well have been worked over by Syrianus and/or 
Hermeias, I 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 
Iamblichus’ position on the subject, since he probably mentioned 
it here. In the B  Commentary on the Phaedo (In  Phaed. p. 124, 
I3ff .)  there is a comprehensive doxography of views on the question 
of what types of soul should be allowed immortality. Iamblichus’ 
position, as stated, is in apparent conflict with the evidence pre­
sented here:

oi §e ¡i&xpi Tij<; aXoyiai; (¿OTaOavaTi^ouai.v), ax; to>v psv toxXouoW 

EsvoxpdcTT);; xai YinsoamnoQ, to>v Se veaiTepcov Tap.pXi.xo? xal IlXoiS- 
rapxo?.

However, all that Iamblichus is denying to 4 pspixrj (pome; is 
self-motion, not immortality. We know from Comm. In  Tim., Fr. 
81 that he granted immortality to the oxvjpa, though his further 
plans for it remain uncertain. It cannot have accompanied the 
pure soul out of the cosmos. He may have discussed all this in 
connexion with the precise meaning of tluxi) Faeroe in the lemma, 
but we have no trace of such a discussion. It is plain to Hermeias 
that i^X l̂ TOxaa means izaaa Xoyt.xr) (P- I02> x9)> 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’.

1 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 only 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 (Ss^aSapxon 0soi) and the daemons 
who preside over fate (¡xoipY^Tai Sadpovsi;).

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.

Iamblichus seems to be the first to raise the exegesis to a supra- 
cosmic level, equating Zeus with the Demiurge of the Timaeus, 
6 siyr)pY)[iivoi; S^pioopyoi;, as Hermeias refers to him just below 
(136, 21). Hermeias accepts this in essence, but with an elaboration 
or two, no doubt derived from 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’ (eoSaifrovia) 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 suSaigoviot 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 U7toopavio<; 

a<ja?. Iamblichus declares it to be the Siotxo situated imme­
diately below the Demiurge (or the Heaven—the reference of auxw 
is not clear to me), and thus presumably the ‘primary order of 
creation', or sphere of the cosmic gods, the v£oi dsoi, who will 
themselves, in the Timaeus, supervise the creation of everything 
below them.

Hermeias (144, I7ff.) declares it to refer to roc? 7ipoffe%w<; e^7)g- 
piiva? Oopavoo xoci;si<; twv 0ewv, 7) tivoii;  aXXa? ¡rexa^u Oupavou xai. 
Kpovou, a view (presumably) of Syrianus’ which seems to confuse 
the situation unnecessarily.

Iamblichus’ apparent reference to the Chaldaean otô wx«? in 
this connexion is interesting. The utc^wxox; is in Chaldaean theology 
(as interpreted by the Neoplatonists) the lowest member of the 
order of intellectual gods. According to Damascius (Dub. et Sol. 
I I 13 1 ,  27ff.), who seems here to be reporting Proclus,1 the utc^wxw? 
is that which holds the lowest order of supercelestial gods, the 
apisiXixxot, 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):

¿¡c, yap utc^coxm? xi? ’jpw]v voepo? Siaxpivei.

For the Chaldaeans, the matter was probably simpler (cf. Lewy, 
Ch. Or. p. 92). The utte^wxw? 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 In  Remp. I I  225, iff. as ‘the single 
cause of otherness and division’, and equates it with Platonic erepoTT
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Iamblichus is taking the utô cojccoc, 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, I5ff.), 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 Iamblichus’ broad view of the extent of the 
Demiurge is quoted.

Fr. 6

First, the textual problem. Modern editors are unanimous, I 
think, in reading xoftepi/yj-r/j povw 0sa-rlj vw at 247C 7-8. The
dative Oearf) requires something to govern it, such as the 
supplied by B  and W. This is not satisfactory, however, as it 
clashes grammatically with e/ei in the same sentence. A participle 
Xpwpiv/) would be grammatical, but there is no ms. support for it. 
It certainly seems as if not only Hermeias but also Iamblichus 
read 0eaT9j. It also seems as if neither of them read vói. Further 
on in his commentary, (152, 2 and 8) Hermeias twice quotes the 
phrase and in neither case does he add vw, though
it would have been suitable to do so had it been there. Further, 
Iamblichus’ argument, which Hermeias adopts, that the xuftep- 
vt]t?)<; is the One, not the Intellect, of the soul, would surely have 
been impossible to propound had v£j been part of their text. At the 
very least they would have had to explain it away.

It is possible, indeed, that vw is an explanatory gloss, even as 
BW ’s /p^rai 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 is referring to the mind, for him the highest 
part of the soul.

For Iamblichus, 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. I l l  8, 9) and many of his predecessors.

Even the summit of the noetic world Iamblichus in hisParmen- 
ides Commentary at least (fr. 2A), did not consider to be attain­
able by the faculties of the mind proper. This axpottjc; or xopwpvj, 
which in its various aspects was ev, ov and votjtov 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 ‘charioteer’ 
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. I l l  20:148-9, where the faculty wherein f) 
Osoupyo? svepysia 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 Fate, of which this would be the initial statement. 
It is possible, however, that, Iamblichus’ 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 
Iamblichus ?

Iamblichus defines Fate in his Letter to Sopater on Fate (ap. 
Stob. I 81 Wachs.) as follows:

t t )ç S ’ s i [ i .a p [ i iv 7 ) i ;  7) o ù f f i a  стиригаста e c m v  e v  тт) <pùazi - (puoiv S s  X s y w  

t t )v  a /w p iC T T O v a i T t a v  т о й  х о с т р о и  x a i .  а у ы р Е с т т ы р  mpiéyooaay 
ô X a ç  odriacç Т7)р y e v é a s t o p ,  оста ^ ы р и г т ы р  « 1  x p e Î T r o v e ç  oùaiai x a i  

SiaxoCT[i.f)CTSiç CTuvsiXfjqjaCTtv èv  s a u T a ï ç .

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 80, II 173-6 Wachs.), a statement of Platonic
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doctrine consonant with Plotinus’ exposition in Enn. I l l  1  and 
2-3. Iamblichus’ reported formulation here seems to be taken 
directly from Timaeus 41 e 2: xai sp,(3ipaaa<; oop sic, o/4pia T4V too 
7TavT0(; 90CIV It is worth noting that Proclus, In  Tim.
I l l  272, 16, in his discussion of Fate (ad. Tim. 41 E), condemns 
Porphyry for defining Fate as ty)v «pueriv auXcop instead of «puuiv . . . 
ev0eov xai 7T£7rX7)pco(ji£V7)v sXXaplljlEMV 0EICOV, VO£p£>V, ijn>yix£>v (11. 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 Iamblichus’ views in this passage.

Fr. 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 genesis. 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 triumphant re-ascent into the 
Intelligible.

1. 9 4 Exqjavenp 4 <xno too 87)[Tioopyou y£vo(rev4 . . .

sxqjavuip seems to be a distinctively Neoplatonic noun, first used 
by Plotinus in Enn. I l l  5, 9, where Poros of the Symposium Myth 
is referred to as follows: opiou 8e oi Xoyoi 6 Порор, 4 Eujropia xal 6 
•лХоитор twv xaXwv, ¿v sxqjavuEi 484.

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 ¡24 
ypovw . . . aXXa 7Tpiv s i q to £(i<pav£<; T00JT4V T4V rcpooSov yevEcrOai tcov 

cqjaip&v.

1. 13  xat olts 84 veoteXeip ouaat,.

Iamblichus refers again to this class of soul in the De Anima (ap. 
Stob. I 380, 23ff. Wachs.) in his discussion of the Descent of 
Souls: o'i те yap veoteXeI'p xal 7roXu0sapiov£p tc8v ovtoov, 01 ts aovona.8ol 
xai ouyysvELi; twv 0ewv, o'i te TcavTeXeip xai. 6XoxX4pa та £184 ty)<;
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7T£pie)(ovrsi;, TtavTS? airaOsti; xai «XTjpaTOi sfxcpuovToa 7rp<ixrM<; 
si? Ta owpiaTa.

The passage is replete with reminiscences of the Phaedrus Myth. 
Iamblichus is most concerned to maintain, in this part of the De 
Anima, the distinction between the types 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 (8ia Yupvacriav xai CTavopSwcrw 
xwv oLxsicov 7]0cov)—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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Fr. i

I give the whole passage here, but tentatively. To me, the passage 
beginning with the qualification ou/_ сск/.&с, 8e ойтсод- 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, i5ff., I l l  174, i^ff.).1

All I would confidently claim for Iamblichus is the basic formu­
lation Ttepi той TeXtxoo outloo noiai rote; oOeuv, described further as 
to 81a -rravTcov 81,4x0V iyxQov. 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 y)0ixo<;, тар! Y-Scvvjp. Damascius gives this 
as the first suggestion for the ахотор, though without mentioning 
names (sect. 1).

Of Neoplatonists, one Peisitheus, a pupil of Theodoras 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 (о ^¿теро? х.с&унщыч, sect. 6, 1) wishes to qualify 
this by suggesting that the subject is oi>x атсХсог; то 8toe toxvtcov 
f,xov ayaQov, аХХа to Sta TtavTcov £a>tov 0eicov те x«I qeyp 1 t & v srr/aT6jv, 
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, to ¿£4 p 4 ¡rev о v iycSov, 
is to be excluded. It does seem from the report of the Anon. Proleg. 
quoted in n. 1  above that Iamblichus made no limitations, which 
is strange, since the Parmenides might seem on his own arrangement

1 W esterink inclines also to th is v iew  (see his note ad  loc.), quoting the 
A non. Proleg. c. 26, where Iam blichus’ view  of the 0x0716? is g iven  as follows: 
goyaxov 8a Set (sc. 7tpaTTsiv) xov i>[XY][iov, еттеьЗт) ev айтф Ttepi той а у а в о й  
SiaXeyeTai, 8 t a v t u v  ¿7 texe iv a  e ax i v .

17
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a better place for a discussion of the Good Itself. But in Iamblichus’ 
arrangement, after all, the Timaeus 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 Iamblichus’ analysis. The fact that the Supreme 
Good is not enumerated is simply, as is explained in sect. 252, 
because it is appyjTov. 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 Iam­
blichus, probably polemical, which would form part of Iamblichus’ 
discussion of the c-xotoc. 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 Iam­
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 =  7ipovoia, Epimetheus =  
£7uoTpo<p-y) eip to vot)tov. Julian, in his Lecture to the Uneducated 
Cynics (Or. V I 182CD), makes this connexion explicit, probably 
here giving an Iamblichean doctrine:

6 yap TOl npO(i.7)0£l!)p, 7) 7ldvTa £7UTp07I£U0U<Ta TOC OvyjTa 7ipovoia,
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•jTvsujia svOsppov warop opyavov uuoflaXXouaa tt) (puast., cinaai pi£Ts- 
Scoxsv aatojiaxoi) Xoyou.

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 demiurge discerned by Iamblichus as the subject 
of Plato’s Sophist (see Comm. 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, ‘OeXycov t<x? toZq <puaixoi?
Xoyoi?, co? Suaa7toCT7ra<TTco? e^siv oltio tt)? yeveaeco?’, 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 Iamblichus regarded in various 
lights according to the context. Proclus, in the Commentary on the 
Republic (In Remp. II  19, 28ff., and 53, 2ff. Kroll), names Prome­
theus as the supervisor of human existence, while in the Commentary 
on the Timaeus (III 346, I2ff. 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 Reptiblic 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 Philebus Commentary, I 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 general 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 Iamblichus’ doctrine in gener­
al. However, if we accept that Iamblichus 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 these passages the benefit of the doubt,
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particularly as, if they are not included in this collection, it will 
not be easy to find a home for them, and they are important 
principles of Iamblichus’ 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 Forms. 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 
préfigurations on a higher level. Zoë, the principle of Life, endows 
them with life, and Nous proper bestows upon them a formal 
definiteness, making them Forms (siSottouoc must be distinct from 
oLKTtot £t§7]Tocv] ). 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 ucpiaTaaOai, 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 Iamblichus’ views on the Noetic Triad, see Intro, pp. 36-7.

Fr. 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 Sent. 10 :

ou)( opioiwi; pisv vooopisv sv 7r«cnv, aXX’ oititiiix; tt) sxaaroo ooatqc. 
ev vw ¡rev yap vosp«<;- sv ^  ^oyixw?- sv Ss tdic, cpuxoh; arreppia-
Tixfi»?’ sv Ss (Twpiacnv slSwXtxw? • sv Ss to s7tsxsiv<x, <xvsvvot}t«<; ts 
xal uTOpouatax;.

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. I 365, 7ff.), 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 Iam­
blichus opposes (365, 22ff.). He sounds here as if he did not think 
very highly of the principle either:

etcrl Sr) tives, ot rcao-av tt)v ToiauTTiv ouaiav opt.oi.ofj,epij xal -rrjv auTrjv 
xal ¡iiav a7To<paivovTai, wc; xal ev otmouv auTrj? pipei elvai -ra oXa* 
oi/rivet; xal ev tt) pepiarfl T°v 'vorjTov xoapov xal heout; xal Saipovac;
xal TayaQov xal iravra ra irpecrPorepa yevr) auTrjt; eviSpooocn xal ev 
rcacnv wiraATWi rcavTa e iv a i  arcocpaivovT ai, o lx e ia K  ¡lev r o i  
x a r a  ty]v auTwv ouadav ev exatTTOu;.

It is not in fact inconsistent with Iamblichus’ own doctrine of 
the soul that the soul should contain the hypostases superior to it 
•b'j-/iy.oir, 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 
Iamblichus (130, 4), and from whom he perhaps borrowed the 
reference to the latter two. Probably following Proclus, Damascius 
discerns four arguments (e7û si.pr)(xaTa) produced by Socrates in 
the passage 28D 5-30C 1 1 ,  to prove that the universe is governed by 
Intelligence, the second of which is the argument xara avaXoyiav, 
namely that the bodily elements in us come from the universe, so 
that so also a fortiori 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 
Porph}ny and Iamblichus are producing their solution.

As we see from the Be 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.



262 COMMENTARY

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 6 1A 1-B 7, 
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 useful section of this passage as a tentative lemma.

Iamblichus 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.1

We may note a remark in a similar spirit in Proclus, In  Farm. 
(664, 30-2) ‘f) ¡rspLXT] PouXrjtn? oiiSsv avso twv oAwv 7rspaivei,v Sovarai,’ , 
in a context (symbolic exegesis of the characters) which I suspect 
to be much influenced by Iamblichus.

Fr. 7

As Westerink points out in his note ad loc., Damascius’ last 
sentence solves the problem. The Egg is the equivalent of the 
naxpc/.og voup, the first element of the noetic triad, and it is therefore 
in that hypostasis, and not in Intellect 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 Iamblichus in a way 
we often observe him doing in the Timaeus 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. et Sol. ch. 38, (I 19, 
1 1 - 1 4  R uelle): 8x1 Si xauxa xat, Svvaxai aevaS^iv, e x e iv o  Traiovirai
xsx(j,fjpiov oxt ty]v Kpog e x e Tvo dvotyoiYYjV iy.itrx(p ou x  scpotxvjv zlvcd <pYjaiv, si (jly) 
(Tuvxd ŝtsv sauxo zoir r.y.G’.v. y.y.1 ptexa mxvxtov avoeSpdp.01 ttgoc xy)v xoivrjv 7rdvxaiv 
deprijv. Damascius is speaking of the return to the Supreme Principle. He may 
be referring to the same passage of Iamblichus as that referred to here.
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logy, Book II ch. xi-xiii,1 pp. 139-143, in the course of which 
discussion Iamblichus is quoted twice, though from his Platonic 
Theology, it seems, rather than from a Commentary on the Philebus. 
Nevertheless, they seem worth recording here.

(1) p. 140, i5 ff.:

TOtt/ra 84 [xol 80xsi Ta? Tpsi? tou ovto? aMa? xai o Gsioc; Tag(3Xi)£0? 
xaTiSwv sv Tpial tootoi? aepopî siv to V04TOV, aupijisTpia xai aXyOsia 
xai xaXXsi, xai 8(.a toutcov tou? vcyToup Osoup sxpaivsiv sv T4 tlXaTcovixi] 
©soXoyia.

(2) p. 143, 45«.:

Tpt,a8o? 8' ouv ouai)? sv sxaaTO) puxTto, to [xsv 7tpwTov aup-p-STpia 
[xaXiaTa auvsysi, to 8s SsuTspov aX^Gsia, to 8s TpiTov xaXXop ■ o 84 
xai tov Oslov ’Ia[J.fiX'//_ov Xsysiv avsnsirrsv a>? apa to vovjtov 7tav sv 
Tpiai tout01? o IIXaTOiV aepopî su

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 
toxtplxop vou?, but through it upon the whole vovjtov 7iXaTo?. For 
further details 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, 24ft., that he wrote a special essay 
on these three monads, but it has not survived.

263
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BOOK I 

Fr. i

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 <тхо7го? of the dialogue, 
which must then be defined.1

For instance, Proclus says, in the introduction to his commentary 
on the Alcibiades (n , n ) :

xal pioi Soxsi xal 81a tocuty)V t /)V alxiav о 0sio? ТарфХ(,уо? t/)v 7rpa>T/)v 
auT<o (sc. the Alcibiades) SiSovai xa^v sv toi? Ssxa SiaXoyoa; sv ol? 
o’isTai, T'ljv oXvjv той liXaTorvo? 7tspi.s/s(j0ai, cpiXoaocpiav, ¿baizzp sv 
mreppiaTi тоитсо тт)? стирлтасг/)? sxslvcov 8isi;oSou TrposiXyjppsv/)?.

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 axonoi, to form a complete course in all branches 
of philosophy, from a knowledge of oneself to a knowledge of 
xayaOov.

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 Timacus 
and the Parmenides.

Xsyopsv 8s о 6 0 sio? Tap^Xiyo? s7rob}(jsv айто? toIvuv 7tavTa? sl? 
ф' Siyjpsi SiaXoyou?, xal toutcov Tout; psv cpocnxoo? sXsysv, too? 8s 
OsoXoyixooc • toxXiv 8s tooc ScoSsxa aw/ipei, ziq 8uo, si? те tov Tipaiov

1 The definition of a basic subject for each dialogue was already the 
custom in the School of Gaius, as we m ay gather from the Anonymous 
Tlieaetetus-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 Iamblichus.

2 Here we must add . . . .  Sophist, Statesman . . . .with Westerink. See 
Westerink’s ed. of Prolegomena, pp. X X X V II - X X X V II I .  We can gather 
from Fr. 66 that the Sophist was ‘theological.’
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xod tov riap|i.sviSy)v, c&v tov |ilv Tipaiov I tu Tcaai toiq cpucuxotk tov 8s 

riap|i.EviSy)v tou; OeoXoyi.xoik.

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 sxo7to<; 
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,1 and as 
embodying Tarrav tt)v tcov ¿yxoaphov xod uTtsoxorTpitov repay yarsiav, 
to quote Fr. 1.

It seems also to have been Iamblichus’ view that the dialogue 
was «puoixoi; and that in all ones individual exegeses one should bear 
that in mind, this being a point of dispute with Porphyry, (see Fr. 3).

There is some difficulty, it seems to me, as to the precise reference 
of sv 7rpooi(iioti;. I have taken it as referring to the Preface to Book I, 
but one must recognise that, even taking into account sophistical 
habits of vagueness, it may mean that Iamblichus was generally 
accustomed, in his prefaces, either to other commentaries, or to 
other books of this commentary, to give a<pop¡¿ai for such inter­
pretations. The lack of a definite article might make the latter 
interpretation more likely; ‘ev Totp 7tpooi[xion;’ would more clearly 
give the meaning ‘in the Preface’ (cf. Procl. In  Tim. I 26,9 : ‘ev 
to ip 7rpooipioi<;’ , referring to the first part of the Timaeus). On the 
other hand, Proclus repeatedly refers to this same first part (up 
to 27C) as 7ipooi|i.ia, without the article (e.g. I 68, 30 ‘ex 7tpooi|i.itov’ 
I 223, 6 ‘ex TipooipuMv’ ), so that I feel justified in assuming that 
Proclus is here referring to Iamblichus’ Preface.

Fr. 3

Proclus sums up thus (19, 22):

Xeysi Sr] oOv 6 Xoyo? tov «7toXsm6g.evov a>c, aaup.p.£Tpov toI? <puglxoic;

1 A t a n y  ra te , aXXto? vj xaxoc t o  q>ouv6|jievov.
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Xoyou; ¿TTSivat, ¡iouXeoQai 8’ av 7tap£tvat tootoi<;, et rap! Ta vov)Ta 
SiaTpi^eiv IfxsXXov.

I feel that this is Proclus’ summary rather than Iamblichus’ 
own, although it expresses Iamblichus’ interpretation. There is 
no reason, on the other hand, not to attribute all the preceding 
passage to Iamblichus.1 The infinitives ¿cTroXeiTC<r0oa . . . elvca make 
this clear.

Iamblichus’ 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 (aoflsvsia too a&yuxTo/;) 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 mds, 
OTotv ti Soxwor rrocpa to xoivij 8oi;av <oox> op0S<; ttoisiv. (accepting 
Radermacher’s addition of <oox>).

This is an ‘ethical’ comment rather than a ‘physical’ one, which 
explains Proclus’s epithet u<prjXoXo y o u [a e v o <; in regard to Iamblichus, 
and his following comparison (p. 19, 24ff. D ): xa.1 ayeSov ootocvtoc 
Ta 7tpo ty)<; <puaroXoyia<; 6 (xev s^ysiTai TtoXiTixwTepov, o Ilopipipio?, 
siq Tag apeTag avatpspcov xai Ta Xeyoptsva xa0f)xovTa, 0 8s (sc. Iam ­
blichus) tpoarxcoTspov • 8stv yap tu 7tpoxei.[i.evcp cxottw 7ravTa dopupcova 
sivai- (puatxog 8e 0 SiaXoyog, aXX’ oox y]0ixog. TaoTa (xsv oov ot <piX6<70<poi 
8laTaTTovtou 7i£pl tootcov •

I must confess that Ssiv disturbs me. Why the infinitive, 
instead of Sex? Admittedly P reads 8et, but it is in the minority. 
Also the whole statement is odd. Even with 8si, 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, I think, that this is in fact a quotation from 
Iamblichus’ own defence of his exegesis of the dialogue. It seems 
a good, indeed an extreme, example of yap 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 'imb xij<; £[«)<; ouSeveiao;’ (p. 41, 22f. Couvr.): to 't5)<; 
ouSeveiai;’ oux aaQeveiav ctXka. Suvajrecop U7tep (3 oX-Jjv oT)[ratvei. to yap 8uvap.1v 
eyov Kepi Ta vor]Ta ¿vepyetv aSuvapiav eyei too Kpoaeyeis xotp alaQ^xoig. This is 
very probably tamblichean, but I refrain from including it as a fragment. 
That would belong to a later stage of investigation.



IN TIMAEUM, BOOK I 267

F r .4

Here again we find Iamblichus 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 opoioTiji; 
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 (oixeiox;),1 and that 
noetic and divine things leave crvySoXa here, which it is the business 
of the theurgist to recognise.

xXXx 7T:apoc(T7TaToct. . . . irpoc, aura. Iamblichus uses Trxpx- 
cmaopioa on a 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. I l l  27: 164, VP  1, 12). The three members 
present are in this case to be seen as drawing off from the Absent 
Guest, whom Iamblichus 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. ’Av001X7)0«mi; is 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 ol piv and oi 8e 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 TOXiTixaiTEpov, while Iamblichus takes it 
cpocnxwTepov. On fr. 4 also, (p. 24, I2ff. D) Porphyry yjOlxov ev 
toutoic; <xv<xYp<x<p£i. . . while Iamblichus gives the more ‘physical’ 
explanation. Note also Iamblichus’ view (p. 19, 27ff.) that the

1 Tiie principle is most clearly stated in Prod. E . T. prop. 103. See Dodds’ 
note, p. 254 of his edition. Iamblichus himself, in the De Anim a (ap. Stob. I 
365 Wachs.), attributes it first to Numenius. As a principle of theurgy, it 
pervades the De Mysteriis. See also In  Phileb. Fr. 5 and Comm.
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dialogue is cpucnxo«;, 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 tyjv tou 6[x(i,«To<; 8iaxa0apcuv as ‘the purging 
of (the mind’s) vision’, by comparing the phrases in V P  3 1 :  ‘6fi.fi.a- 
Toucua T7j? • • ■ xa'1 2 3 xa0apTixa tt]«; . . . tou vou TuepAwasw«;.’
The phrase is, no doubt, a reminiscence of Plato, Rep. V II, 533 D 2, 
‘xal tu ovti ev Poppopw Pappapixw tivi to tt)<; ofifia xaTopw-
puygevov Tjpefia eAxsi xal avayei avw, x.t.A.

Fr. 6

Proclus in fact inclines, as he goes on to say (55, i6ff.) 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 Timaeus 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 
Iamblichus 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—0 7Tp«TO<; tou IlAaT«vo<; Ê 7]y7]T7]<;) consider 
the Atlantis Story to be ioTopioc îAf), 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 (evSei^k;) of t« del ovtgc x<xtoc tov xocrptov 
fj yiyvopLsv«.

(3) ‘Others’ do not deny that these things happened in this way, 
but consider that they are to be taken as eixove? twv ev TtjS nocvtI
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тсрооиcr<Sv svkvtlcoctscov and they quote Heraclitus: 'ttoXojjlqc 7тат7]р 
toxvtcov.’

Of these:

(a) ‘some’ refer the reference S14 rout; inkoMzlc, xal тсХа^та?.
(b) ‘others' make the Atlantids the planets, and refer the fight 

to the ‘contrary revolution’. (avxwrepnpopa), the other side (the 
Athenians) prevailing Sex xtjv piav той хострои arpcxpTjv.

(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 ziq 8aipovcov xtvwv ¿vavxiwmv, one 
group good, the other evil, one superior ttXtjOsi., the other Suvapsi, 
one group winning, the other being beaten.

(5) ‘Others’ (Numenius) refer it to a conflict of ‘nobler souls’, 
who are nurselings of Athena, (x9j? ’A0T]va<; xpotpipov) with certain 
producers of Generation (yeveaioupyGv), who also belong to the 
God who oversees Generation (тсроег̂ хоисп. тф тт)c, yzveaeayq ¿форы 
беф), that is, Poseidon, cf. Porph. De Antro 32-35, where Numenius 
is referred to.

(6) ‘Others’ (Porphyry), combining Numenius and Origen (‘¿x; 
ol'ovToa’ ) make the battle one between souls and daemons, twv pev 
Saipovwv xaxaycoy&v ovtwv, twv 8s <1>иу£>ч avayopisvcov. ‘These divide 
daemons into three types, 0sioi, ‘relative’ (хата ayiaiv), and evil. 
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 Iamblichus 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 Iamblichus. The passage aXX’ oOxot ys . . . 
twv Suvapscov we may regard as a summary by Proclus; but the 
passage from sto! yap xavxa . . .  I allot to Syrianus, who will how­
ever be using Iamblichus’ 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)

269
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as ¿>q 6 riopcpupioi; 97]ai xayw 7tsi0o[xai (for Iamblichus), or wp 6 
0£to<; ’ IapipAi/oi; cp7]cu xayw 7tsi0opai. (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 evcomwau; as going all 
through the cosmos and beyond it, as far as to sv 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 
Iamblichus is alone in postulating two Ones, Syrianus would make 
this One the primal one.1

For Iamblichus, again, to yev/j too ovtop will have a special 
meaning. They should be the yevy] of the noetic world, dependent 
on to ov, 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 toutov, Oderepov, xiv/jau; 
and aza.au;, and all things in the cosmos partake of these classes.

We see here, as often elsewhere, Iamblichus 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 svaVTiwcyu;.

Fr. 8

It seems as if Iamblichus 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 6 IlAa- 
tlovixop (of Smyrna), make Critias and Glaucon the sons of Callae- 
schrus.

However, Proclus was wrong, and caused himself difficulty,

1 B ut cf. Syr. In  Melaph. 112 , i 4 : ’'EXeyov (xev oi avSpeg pcxa T7)V |j.iav xcov 
Tcavxtov apyjp, tjv xayaOov xal t o  orrepcmaiov ev tiloov xaXeiv, 800 slvai ra v  oXojv 
aMas, p-ovaSa xal TV)V a7r£ipoS\ivapov SuaSa, xal xauxaq xa? apx®? £xciCTX7]v
x£)v Svxtov xa5tv oixsiwi; aTiexiQevxo • x.x.X. ’oi avSps?’ are those who believe in the 
ideas, in Ar. Metaph. M 1079 a i5ff., 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 7tepa.q - artsipov, which follows on the Second 
One. (See Intro., p. 29 f.)
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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, Gk. 
Phil. I 338 and Taylor, Comm, on Tim. p. 23). Proclus leaves out 
two generations, a Critias (this man's grandfather), and a Dropides. 

The genealogy, as given by Proclus, is as follows:

Execestides

I----------------- --------------------------------1
Solon (c. 638-558) Dropides

Critias

Calbcscbros Glaucon

Critias \ [
Chirm ides Pcrictione

Plato

It requires a further 'Dropides-Critias’ after the first pair, if we 
assume the grandfather of the Critias of ‘The Thirty' to be our 
subject. Could Iamblichus have made the Glaucon son of Dropides? 
Surely this would confuse his family tree intolerably. He may 
have postulated a Glaucon after Dropides, making the first Critias 
a grandson of Dropides, in which case he may have read 'ApomSou 
too ¿то.тто.тгтгои in 20E i , 'Dropides, my grandfather's grandfather'. 
The reading of all the Proclus MSS (except the recensio vulgata) 
‘mfoniou’ could only stand if it were being used loosely,1 in which 
case the Platonic MSS reading тсротсаптсоо is a ‘correction’.

Fr. 9

What has preceded this is some literary criticism from Longinus 
(of whom Proclus repeats Plotinus's comment that he was piXoXoyot; 
xai 00 piXooopoc.) Longinus is impressed by Plato's use of ip/odov 
(of the Ipyov), TtaXaioi (of the Aoyo?), and oh (of the txvyjp),

i.e. 'old man Dropides’.
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all to express the same concept, (‘old’ ) and takes it as evidence 
of Plato’s concern for ovopiaTcov copa xal 7r01.x1.Aia.1 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 f] 7roAo7rpaypt,o<juvY] t9)<;

The final phrase (from Taura 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, 
Iamblichus’ explanation being thus subtly assimilated to Proclus’ .

If we assume this, then it is fairly plain that Iamblichus 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.

I.4. x a l to I v oTcoiQ 7roi.xiXX£Tai. In Fr. 27 (I 2x8, 8ff.), we find 
Iamblichus speaking of tyjv eISyjtixyjv roxerav ev tw xocpico 7roi.xi.Aiav. 
He likes the notion (cf. also tt]v 7rowaAiav twv Suvapiscov in Fr. 7).

H-4 -5 . ol auTol Aoyoi 7ToerY]v e^aAAayvjv £7ri.cpaivoi>(T[.v. The 
idea of the same Xoyoi manifesting themselves ^u îxcop, cpumxfijq and 
uAixtop in the various levels of reality is proper to all those who 
believed that all things were in all, but olxeicop. (cf. Fr. 4 Comm.). 
Since this seems to be an essential part of Iamblichus’ argument 
here, it may be taken as useful evidence of his having formulated 
this principle.

1.7 - p.£Ta T?]? O(JLOlOTY)T0£ 7iajJ.7r6 AAV] V T 7] V £TSpOTY]Ta S six- 
vuvTsp- The conflict between ojj.oioty]<; and srspoT?]<; 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 7rotxiXia 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 svSeixvuaUai is joined to what precedes it by o5v, 
which would tend to disqualify it, but for the unequivocal <p7)ai. 
The ouv may well, then, be Iamblichean. Similarly the final section, 
beginning 8t.a ri 8e . . . seems impossible to separate from the first 
Side ri passage, so that it seems safe to say that everything but 
the final editorial phrase is Iamblichean. Had Proclus introduced 
the second Side ri as his own question, some phrase such as (pair) 
rip dev would be demanded.

Origen had confined himself simply to speculating as to why 
Solon is described as sAsuOspworaroi;, and he gives three natural­
istic suggestions, which Iamblichus brushes aside and rises above. 
It looks as if Iamblichus 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.

Iamblichus' own explanation is a good application of his prin­
ciple, enunciated in Fr. 5, that truths of philosophy should first 
be expressed sbccmxox;. 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—to auoAurov tou vou seems to 
me to signify his position as voû  dwroAurcx; or yoipurro?. Within the 
Demiurge, he represents the ‘pure’ or ‘separated’ moment of the 
Demiurgic Intellect, as opposed to Critias, who represents the 
ayuipiuToc, aspect, the Demiurgic Intellect in the cosmos. Solon 
is the TTpwToupyoi; atria of the material world, while Critias is its 
7rpotT£yy]c, v.cu Ssurspoupyop atria. The Demiurgic Intellect creates 
by gi[i.7]ai.p 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 ¿7ro aeAyjvqv Svjpuoupyoi; whom Iamblichus considered 
to be the subject of the Sophist (see In  Soph. Fr. 1), although 
‘ Critias’ is not here confined to the sublunar region. This secondary 
Demiurge must correspond to the veot. 0sol of Tim. 4 1A  ff.

Finally, Matter resists, with disorderly motion, the efforts of 
the Aoyot. to bring it to order. The Aoyot. here are simply the second
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Demiurge expressed differently, the proximate cause of creation 
as opposed to the hypercosmic primal cause.

As I have said above, both as a view of Iamblichus’ 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. i i

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 Iamblichus drew the ‘high’ inter­
pretation from this passage, which is, in Proclus’ words, Toiaura 
sctti Ta 0£ia roxvxa atria, 7tpoxXy]Tixa tcov TeXsiorepcov Suvapiscov, 
xal Sia ryjt; TtpoxXrjrreojt; rauTTjt; ¿71071X4 pooucva Ssiorspcov xai 0X1- 
xwripwv voTjCTsoiv arc’ auroiv.

Solon’s drawing out of the Egyptian priest is thus a symbol of 
the manner in which ra 0sia afua coax vorjasic, out of the powers 
above them and are thus fulfilled. One would have expected Iam ­
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 TOpiyeioi <$vi[±ovzc), 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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A lotop 7rapa XaX8aioi.<;, 7rap’ ole, 8(.ax£xp(.Ta(. xa0apo<; o 7rp6<; ¡xovoui; 
-roup Osour Xoyop, ouSapiou a7XE'.Xrj XsysTai ■ Aiyu7moi 8e cju[xij.iyvuovT£<; 
ap.a ¡XoTa xwv 0sio>v cjuv07)[xaTtov xai too? Saipoviouc Xoyou?, p̂covTou 
semv &te xai Taip aTOiXaip.

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:

A ioti yap xuv ispwv eOvwv, tocjTCp ’A a a o p ito v  ts x ai Aiyi)7rricov, 
oi 0eoI ri)v oXrjv SiaXexTOv iEp07rpE7rfj xaTsSsi^av . . .

Hipparchus of Nicaea (fl. c. 16 1-12 6  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.1 The period of 270,000 is, of course, nonsense,2 
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. t« v e7tta xoafxoxpaTopcov. As a title of the planets, xocjfxo-

1 See R E  article ‘Hipparchos’ v. 8:2 col. 1675, and Franz Cumont, 
Astrology and Religion Among the Greeks and Romans Ch. I I  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 20 minutes of a degree of the Zodiac, but 
otherwise “ Who would believe yo u?’ ’ I would say to Iamblichus” . Cicero, 
(De Div. I 36) quotes a figure of 470,000 years, so that the figure given here 
may be a mistake.
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xparw p does not seem to be attested earlier than Vettius Valens 
(2nd Cent. A.D.), 17 1 , 6. We find it used in the De Mysteriis 
(II 3 :7 1 )  to describe certain archons: tA 8e twv ap^ovTwv (tpaapocTa), 
s i ¡rev goi SoxoufTiv outol stvoci ol xoapoxpaTopec; oi t A utto asXY)VY)v 
CTTOi^ela S'.oixouvTec;, e a ra i novAika. ¡rev, ev tA^si Se SiaxexoapYjpsva, 
(cf. Intro, p. 51). These must here be identified with the planets, 
who are thus credited with administering the elements (whether 
material or daemonic) of the physical world.

Fr. 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 (to 0 up.osi.8 s!;) becomes overheated, and this 
ecpyrosis is the destruction of the ‘men’ within us (twv ev yjpiv 
av0pco7i:wv):

‘and his eyes were like gleaming fire’

says Homer of the enraged Agamemnon (II. A 104).
But when the desiring part (to s7u0up7)Ti.xov) is flooded over by 

the creative wetness (wro tyJ? yeveaioupyoo uypoT7)To<;) and is 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 
(aoppsTpov sit; ty)v twv SsuTepwv ETn.peXsi.av), remain 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 (auvTovwTepov) and roused up from matter, are unvexed 
by those of desire; for this is the meaning of the ‘high places’. 
For 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 (pouaixoi;) to slacken the tension 
of the spirit, while tightening up the flatness (to sxpsXe«;) of Desire.”

Porphyry is being ‘ethical’ again, using here the same argument 
(with Heraclitus quotation) as he employed in DeAntro Nymfiharum. 
(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 §e tiq aiTiaTai rauT^v ryv ¿TriSoaiv . . .’ . 
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. It is possible that Iamblichus 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 , 
i6ff. 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 xd-raGev STravtivoa and ckô si Xuopsvo? (22D 6) 
that draws Iamblichus’ criticism.

7tpMTiaT7]v pev ouTiav . . . Iamblichus 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 (opos) of Creation given to them; only then will he discuss 
the lower, more immediate cause.

sv toic; dvToixoic;. ocvtoixoi are those who live on the opposite 
side of the equator to us, but on the same meridian, contra L S J. 
cf. Cleomedes, de motu circulari I, 2, 12.

tijv ¿ tto twv opippwv au^TjCTLv. The ‘rains’ theory goes back
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at least to Eudoxus 1 2 (Aetius. IV, 1, 7, p. 386 iff. Diels), and 
Eratosthenes considered the matter to have been settled by the 
fact that travellers had actually been there, as Proclus reports, 
( 1 2 1 ,  8 ff.); ’ EpaToaQevT]!; 8s o o x e t i cpijaiv oo8s T̂jTsi/v xpyjva'. rap! 
Tyj<; aoi;Y)<T£6><; to u  NsiXoo, txacpco!; xai aqHxojisvcov tivcov sic; rap tou  

NeiAou nyyocq xai toui;  opi(3 pou<; roup Y ^ 0!3-^ 01̂  ¿«paxorwv, ¿o a rs  

xpaTuvsaGai ttjv  ’ A ptaT O T sA ou p  d n o S o m v .

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 Iamblichus 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 Diis, X V III , pp. 32-4 Nock.

‘ . . . to ptY) SuvaoGai. toxvtoc tov xoapiov TYjp ™ v 0s«v 7rpovoia<; xno- 
Aaus i v  opioicop, aXXa Ta piv aicoviox;, Ta 8s x a ra  ypovov, x ai Ta psv 
7rpti)Tw<;, Ta 8s SeuTepox; y L z rz x e iv  ¿xzivYjQ . . . x ai 81a touto ¿ic, soixsv 
oi Tap sopTap xaTaffTyjoapisvoi xai aTOippaSap sxoiyjaav £V aip Ta psv 
4 py£i. twv ispwv, Ta 8s sxAslsto, t£5v 8s x ai tov xoapov acpfjpouv, 7rpop 
ttjv aaGsvsiav tt)p TjpLSTspap aipooioupLsvoi 9uti£wp-

The example of temples being closed serves the same purpose as 
that of the birthdays of the gods laid down by oi ispoi Gespoi, though 
the two examples are in a sense opposites.

Nock recognises this as Iamblichean (pp. L X X X IX , X C IX ), 
but only quotes De Myst. I l l  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: 4 psv 7ipovoia rwv 0s«v 
SiaTsivsi roavTayoo, stu ttjSs io t ^top 8 s  povov 7rpop uxoSoy/jv SsiTai 
(Sail. ch. XV), which, if not Iamblichus’ own words, must certainly 
be Iamblichean.3

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.):

1 Fr. 288, Lasserre: EuSo^oq t o i >£ iepsii; 97)01 Xeyew T a  6(i.[ipia t w v  ftSaxtov x a r &  

t t )v  a vTirrepioTaarv t £>v  coptov* o x a v  y a p  yjpuv 0spoi;, toic, d 7t o  t o v  0ep!,v6v TpoTrtxiv 

ohiouor, x 6 x e  xoZt; 6rr6 t o v  xstptcptvov xpoTTLxov a v T o i x o t ^  ^eijacov I c m v ,  1 $  w v  t o  

7rX7)(X(j.opo(jv o8(op xaTappTjyvoTai.
2 The phrase e7riT7)8etô  7rpog urroSoxV is frequent in De M yst., e.g. I I  2,

I,  1 1 ,  V  23.
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‘outs to peTs^siv ocutwv (the gods) stutvjSsiov xwXustou t4? ps0ei;sw?, 
aXX’ apa re xi -repoc; T4V peTouaiav exoipov yivsTOU xaxsivou uapsi.a'i.v, 
outs tote 7iapaysv6psvai. outs 7ipoTspov anouaca, aXX’ asl waauTW? 
s/ouam. sav ouv ti twv rapi yijv £TUTr)Ssi,ov fj psTS/siv, xai toutw 
7tapsKn‘’ and more especially in Prop. 142: 7ta<ri psv oi 0eol 7iapsicnv 
waauTW?- ou rravxa Ss axrauTWc; toi<; Osolc; 7taps<mv . .

yevs0X(.a 0ewv. Festugiere 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 ysvsOXiot, 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 xXypor, and their ‘birthday’ in the area could 
thus be celebrated. What precisely the ispol Osopoi were escapes 
m e; perhaps various sets of priestly records, prescribing the correct 
times and methods for festivals and sacrifices, cf. the ispa ypappaxa 
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,1 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.

t w v  xocxpi.xwv 0 eiw v  eiSw v. I see no reason for suspecting 
0 siwv with Kroll. Iamblichus is quite capable of adding two adjec­
tives to a noun without separating them, cf. fr. 68 ‘4 pier/) 8171X4 
cpiidi?’ of Time. These xoapixa 0 sia S1S4 will be those syxoapuoi 0 soi 
who are cppoupr)Tixoi. The division of Sallustius, De Diis c. VI, 
p. 1 2  Nock: tw v  Ss eyxocrpiwv (0ewv) oi psv sivou 7ioiouar tov xoerpov, 
oi Se auTWv (j/uyouarv, oi 8s sx Siacpopwv ovxa appo^ouarv, oi Ss 4ppo- 
erpsvov eppoupouen is no doubt Iamblichean.

1 W e m a y  co m p are , e.g. I l l ,  179, 29f. 'IIX octcov ¡xev oiv xoiauxa av epairj 
7iEpi xoijxuv xal ehzev ev KpaxuXco aacptoi;.



28o COMMENTARY

‘Forms’ as such are not active or personal principles, and yet 
9 p ou pa should mean some active surveillance. I am inclined to 
take siSrj, then, in this case, as a variation of yev/].

If this is a record of Iamblichus’ 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’ (re/vixoç voüç) 1 
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 9000 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,

1 We find the xex̂ t-xoc; vouq occurring in the Theol. A r. 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: 
noXkaiuz e'907)piev eittovxei; xov T e/vixo» vouv T t p x a c  aptSpiou spupepeiac; xai 
acpopiotcoasti; 7tp6<; TtapaSeiYf1“  Tt toxvteXes aTtepyaCTaaQai xt)V xou xoaptou xai 
x£jv sv x6u|j,co Ttavxcov xaxa(Txeu7)v te xai auaxaaiv. 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 (9 to 8) 
in Athena. It was an aporia (146, 26) as to why the number 9 
should relate to Athena, when it is well known to be proper to 
Hephaestus, while 1000, as a cube, is j^ovio;. The solution is that 
this number is proper Tat; jo v ia l?  t 4; ’A0Y]va; Xŷ eeriv. It is also 
explained earlier (146, n ff.)  how 9000 is superior to 8000:

crupPaivouai 8s xal Tai; ^oatc; ol apL0pol xara tov slxoTa Xoyov. 0 
psv ye oy.TooaayiXia xuPo; scmv stc'l x i>Pov, 6 8s ETspo; etutisS ov TSTpa- 
yomxov stu xufiov ouxouv o [lev spdOuvs t o  etcltceS ov xal touto 

8lA ty) ;  aopifTTou 8ud8o;, 0 8e « ¿ t o  cpuXaTTtov stp’ sauTou to  

STz'nzeBov sv opoLOTY]Ti x a l t e X s l 6 t 7)t l  t y ) Atco TpLa8o; ou8s 
tov xii(3ov atp?ixsv aTr£pDa]7iTov, aXXa nepieaxe xal toutov Sia t y); 
Xi.X1.d801;.1 * ¿cm 8s £cy?j; apslvovo; crup(3oXov to  pevov scp’ sauTou xal 
Ta SeuTspa xoapouv, aTsXscTTSpov 8e to  xaTiov el;  sxsiva xal op.OLoiip.Evov 
auTOi; xal aopLcrTLa; tlvo;  avaTCLp7rXapsvov.

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 low'er levels of Being, and becomes assimilated to them.

We may compare this with Iamblichus’ definitions of the numbers 
in the Soul in fr. 53 (ad Tim. 35B), Pr. II 215, I2 ff .: ‘tyjv 8s svvsdSa 
teXelwoeco;  aXY)0LVT;; xal opoLOTYjTo; 7toly]tlxy)v, TsXsiav ex teXelcov 
ohaav xal ty); TauTou cpuoEco; pETE/oucjav, ty(v Ss oySodSa t7); etul xav 
TTpooSou xal SlA ttAvtwv ‘/top'/jo-sw; amav . . .’

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.

H.4-5 tt]v pvy)py]v tuv sv dJaiSpo TcspLoSov. Iamblichus is 
referring to the fact that Porphyry has connected this passage with the 
‘ordinance of Adrasteia’ in the Phaedrus (248 C 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 oltotto;.

1 Festugiere’s necessary emendation for evveaSo; of MSS. See his note
ad loc. Nine is not a cube; a thousand (lo3) 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 I2ff.):

"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 (St,’ ¿7top- 
p'/jTOjv), 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 (jxepixoi) ones, 
some overseeing races, others cities, and others yet individuals; 
and the hunters 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 Iamblichus condemning him roundly for (3ap(3api>«) aXa^ovsia.1 
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 fin d  
archangels in some other form, if necessary. Iamblichus certainly 
does not object to archangels as such, as can readily be observed 
from the De Mysteriis.

Five classes of divine power (in the cosmos) are here distinguished. 
Proclus notes (153, 23ff.) that both Porphyry and Iamblichus 
make a five-fold division, ignoring to S^puoupytxov as a separate 
category, whereas Syrianus accepts it, and makes a division into 
three pairs. Porphyry and Iamblichus presumably wanted a five­
fold division, as six classes seem to be distinguished by Plato, and

1 Note Ju lian ’s using of the same phrase in Ep. 89a fin. (Bidez-Cumont), 
to the high-priest Theodorus, referring to the Christians: aXailoveiq: PapPapixf) 
7tpo<; TauxTjv xi]v anovoiav EnapOAxei;.
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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 X I, p. 497 ff.), convincingly 
identifies the immediate source of Porphyry’s demonology here 
(and in the De Abst. II 36-43) as the Neoplatonist Origen and 
his work 7tepi 8ai.p6vwv, 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. 11 )  
as a possible intermediary. Iamblichus seems to recognise this in 
his condemnation—pappapixyji; aXa^ovsiac; ¡¿same,. He directs this 
particularly against the notion that certain daemons shut souls 
up in bodies wcTTOp ev ^wype’up. 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 I 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 oucrioa and 
Suva¡jlzu;, such as honour and serve the a’nriai 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 6mx8oi who accompany the gods in their celestial ride 
in Phaedrus 246Eff.

Secondly, the warlike class he identifies with 0! to piv a0eov 
tcxv avocTps7touai, to Ss Oetov xpocnSvouaiv. He objects to Porphyry’s 
identification of this class with ‘the souls which incline towards 
bodies’ . Now we find in De Mysl. I, 20:64 the statement: Toiyapouv 
oi Oeoi t £>v p£7iou<r£>v sic, T7]v yevecriv Sovapewv siaiv otnr]Kkot.y- 
psvoL- Saipovst; §e toutcov ou toxvtt) xa0apsuou<7iv. Daemons, then, 
are not entirely free of such influences, but to identify the warlike 
class with souls, 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, 7ft.): . . . oi (xsv exoooioi. TpoTtoi vooijvxat. -ri)q xaQoSou, rj eXo|aevt)i; aux?)? 
T7)i; Tt)v Siotxr/ai'j tov jtepi yvjv, r) 7r£i0ap/ouay)i; toi<; xpeixToaiv, oi Se
axouaioi pioc£o|Aev7)i; in i  ti / s t pov eXxeaQai .  Porphyry, after all, in 
Sent. 29, does not accept the image of the tioYpeiov: to aarco(xaxov av ev ad)|xaTT 
xaxac/eGfi, ou cuyxXEiaOyjvai Ssi, coq ev iwypeup Gyipta.- CTuyxXeiaat yap auxo 
ouSev ouxco Suvaxai xai TxepiXafiEiv a<o(xa. There seems to be a contradiction here.
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Porphyry’s fault is to make identifications at too low a level. 
For Iamblichus, to ptaxipov ysvo<; should operate â pdcvTcoc„ 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.

Iamblichus goes on to say that one should not avTtSiaipeiv these 
souls from gods or daemons, to ptaxiptov yevop 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, ‘sv 
tw ¡jLscTcp yevsi’. The concept of to ¡xsctov y zmoq, or tcc pitta yevr), is 
a rather broad one in Iamblichus, 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 
sv Totc, §7)[xioupyixoic; toic, sffxritTo(.(;, which must refer to the sublunar 
realm.

Again, the shepherds are to be identified with those beings who 
have sTUffTaaia over Life which inclines towards Body and od 
aXoyiCTToi Suvap.su;. This hardly differs, except in terminology, from 
Porphyry’s identification, but Iamblichus really objects to Por­
phyry’s downgrading of these daemons as aTroTu/ouffai tou

avGpcoTuxou vou, that is ‘failed human beings’ , filled with malice 
towards the human race. Iamblichus denies that these adminis­
tering daemons ever were human souls. He might well have iden­
tified them with his evtAoi ap/ovTsp (see Intro, p. 51).

Iamblichus 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.1 Iamblichus, both here and in the De M ys­
teriis, protests against any downgrading of gods or divine daemons, 
or any suggestion that they may be malicious.

Iamblichus’ objection to Porphyry’s identification of the hunters 
I have already discussed above. He makes then Suvap.su; xaGoXixai, 
ordering the secondary powers by means of their search (Gyjpa)

1 We may note that Porphyry here assumes (152, i8 f f .), first, a chief 
daemon (the Agathodaemon or Summus Daemon?)—av0pcorccov aofiXgc, xic, 
xrjSejrcov—and then pEptxoi Ttve; daemons overseeing various areas of the 
earth.



IN TIMAEUM, BOOK I 285

for Being.’ Who are these? To be 'universal’ is the mark of a god 
rather than a daemon, who should have a p.spod). I would
equate these with the vsoi Osoi, who create the lower orders by 
looking to the noetic model.

The ‘farmers’ and ‘warriors’ must then be daemonic servants 
of the veoi 0eoi, 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 Iamblichus has in mind here the elaborate scheme which he 
lays down in the De Mysteriis. 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 Mysteriis, of the transcendence of the Gods.

Fr. 17

What follows this (157, 7ff.) is, I feel, amplification by Proclus.
It does not seem 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 Proclus, “ calls the body the ‘shield’ , and 
understands by ‘the spear’ the spirit (0ug6<;); these are charac­
teristic of things that have fallen into generation and are material, 
and are not implements of the undescended realm of salvation 
(t% aTpe7i:iro’j ocorYjpiai;) but of the life that is involved in genera­
tion, corrupting the purity of the mind and destroying the life 
according to reason.”

For Iamblichus, to 0eiov cannot be affected by the world of 
matter, though it must act upon it. It has that are defen­
sive and offensive, the offensive Sevapt-sip penetrating all things 
and influencing all things, but avc t̂o«;. The adverb dvacp<o<; seems 
from L S J  to be an Iamblichean coinage, and is certainly charac­
teristic of him, cf. De Myst. 202, where the gods ttjv avaqjcop 
tt.noy.onzoutjiv, preventing any avaGupLiaaip ¿ 7 16  <7C0|j.dTwv from 
reaching them. This insistence on the freedom 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

yj те As a (pp6vyjau; is here defined as being бемртуах^, not тгуус/.т). 
For Hephaestus as patron of practical wisdom, cf. Julian, Contra 
Gal. 235В ‘та Ss ец тsyya.q "Нфаило? атгокЛ̂ роь xa! Siave^ed.

A problem arises as to whether Porphyry is or is not saying 
that this 9p6v7}crt,i; is теуус/.у, 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. Порсрорих; 8s ха! TapifiXiyoi; 
(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 срр6у/)<п<; as Tayvoo)? 
Athena was, after all, traditionally connected with practical crafts 
as well as with higher knowledge. At I 159, 25 (quoted in the next 
fragment), Porphyry makes Athena, through Asclepius, the origi­
nator of the art of medicine, and in the Пер! ayaXpiaTcov p. 14  Bidez 
(quoted, Fr. 19), he describes Athena as cppovf)<reco<; аорфоХоу, 
without further qualification. In the same work (p. 12 , 5ff.), 
Hephaestus is merely the personification of the force of fire.

Fr. 19

‘ole,’ must refer to the two propositions of Porphyry (1) that 
Asclepius is the Intellect of the Moon and (2) that Apollo is the Intel­
lect of the Sun.1

s ! x о т  со r  is awkward. Proclus, after all, agrees with Iamblichus’ 
assessment of Porphyry—unless perhaps we may translate ‘with 
apparent plausibility’ ; but this is strained.

For Asclepius as connected with the Sun, cf. Julian, Contra Gal. 
200A ‘6 yap tol Zsue, ev [rev to£<; vo7]Totk sE, saiiToij tov ’A ctxXtjttiov 
syevvT)ctev, sic, 8s ttjv у 81a Tvji 'HXtou yovipLou s ŝeptjvsv.

1 Cf. His Ilep i p. 14 ap. Bidez, Vie de Porphyre : оттер Se ’A tcoAXojv
ev rjXitfi t o O t o  ’AQtjvos ev aeAfjvr)- £<m yap тгк ippovr)aecj<; cpjpifjoXov, ’A6pT]va 
t i c ; o5aa.
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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 vea STj^oupyia. 
Apollo Iamblichus 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 totox; 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 iotvoi; 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, n ff .)  Panaetius, ‘xal aXkoi rivet; xwv IIXaTcovixcov’ 
(Kroll dislikes this, and conjectures uaXaiwv), take the text literally, 
wp ti)? ’Attixt]? 81a Tap wpap rou sroup sO xsxpap.svap CTUTTjSsicop 
eyouCTYjp 7Tpop ty]v xwv 9povipi.cov avSpwv anoYevvYjaw’. This is strictly 
an exegesis of ‘tyjv suxpaaiav twv wpwv’ , but a literal interpretation 
of totop is obviously implied. This is the sole mention of Panaetius 
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 Timaeus ? 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 suxpaaia as referring to 
the xuxAocpopia 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. V III  546A: ou ¡rovov
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cp'JTOьс, iyysioii;, aXXa xal sv етуПок; ^сбоц cpopa x a i acpopia 
vs xal ffcopiaTcov y'iyvwua.1, бтаv 7cspiTpo7rai ехаатоц xuxXcov 

7Tsp(.(f)opa<; !;uvdxrco<7i, xtX. 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 suxpacua. He prefers to think of it as [8iot7]<; ты; 
той хатасттт)р1ато<; ¿хатоуоркхсггор (a sort of indefinable peculiarity 
of the climate—or physical situation?—or position of the heavens?), 
which contributes to the growth of q>p6v7]ai,<;, in the same way as 
certain waters inspire prophecy, and certain places bring on 
disease and ill-health.

I place Origen before Longinus, since he was Longinus’ teacher, 
but he falls outside the main stream of commentary on the Timaeus. 
Hans Lewy (Ch. Or. Exc. X I, p. 505) conjectures persuasively 
that it is not from a Timaeus-Commentary, but from his work 
тер1 Soupiovwv, that these references to the Timaeus are taken. 
Longinus, then, represents the highest refinement of the ‘literal’ 
interpretation; Origen is already employing a symbolic interpre­
tation, to be taken up further by Porphyry and lamblichus.

(4) Porphyry (162, 33ft., Fr. X X I (Sodano)) takes issue with 
Longinus. How does the postulate of a single ISior/;? explain 
differences in aptitude 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 Chaldaean 
astrological teachings:

The gods divide the whole of Space in the order of creation 
(хоста ty]v §7)[aoupYlx4v va^iv). Each part of Space receives souls 
suitable to it, that dominated by Ares ai OuposiSeaTspai, that 
dominated by Apollo al ¡aavTixai, that dominated by Asclepius 
at EocTpixai, and that dominated by Athena od cppovipot. (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 Phaedms Myth.). Each part (¡aspi?) of Space 
has a kind of -коютщ, or rather Suvocpufrom the ruling god, and 
a suitability (suappiocmoc) to the type of life prevalent in it. Plato
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calls this suitability suxpaaioc, 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 ap-iymc;—without including itself in the mixture. 
For this reason the Father has set the Hours to watch over these 
pspiSsc;, as Homer says (E 750), and they see to it that the right 
souls are put into the places in Space.

So it was such a to7to<; that the Goddess picked out as suitable 
sic; utcoSoxV  (Jiu/wv epnppovcov. Certainly, as Origen says, the xuxXo- 
cpopia tou oupavou does cause cpopoci and aqsopiai., but even despite 
these cycles a predominance of cppovipoi i^ux*! are produced in the 

of Athena.1
Proclus on this occasion agrees with Porphyry, against Iambli­

chus, and amplifies Porphyry’s opinions in the passage 163, 21-164, 
22. It seems here that we have, sketched by Porphyry, at least an 
ancestor of the theory of crstpai 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 ¡repip or 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 suxpocuioc; he is explaining toko<;, 
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 totcoi;, 
which is within the Universe, as a awpiocTOEiSv);; Siacrracug. He wishes 
to understand the totto<; as an immaterial, intelligible influence, 
coming down from the noetic Athena, at the right hand of the 
Demiurge, in which she places oi Svtuh; ayaQol avSpzq. This seems 
to reject the applicability here of the scheme of encosmic Xr^si?.

Fr. 21

Again, Porphyry is being criticised. "Porphyry” , says Proclus

1 We m ay compare Porphyry’s treatment of the matter of differences in 
lives in his IIspl t o u  scp’ i)p.iv (ap. Stob. Anth. I I  i63ff. Wachs., esp. i6gff.), 
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, i6ff.), "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, 3off.). 
Athena presides over t¡ véa STjpnoupyia. 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 least, to Iamblichus. (See further Fr. 74 and 
Commentary ad loc.).

At any rate, Proclus goes on to ‘clarify’ the views of both Por­
phyry and Iamblichus (165, 3off.) by reference to the Chaldaean 
Oracles.1 Whether Iamblichus himself used the Chaldaean Oracles 
in his Commentary is not clear, but I 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 Iamblichus 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 ахАЕт^ and атрЕтстсх; 
will, in her secondary emanation хата tyjv áypavTov e-raSa, she is 
Kore, and only in her third emanation, ev toZq атсоЛбток; 0eoL;, 
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.

1 si 8é Sel xai ttjv t¿jv ávSpüv toútcov стасрr¡ ysvéaSai Siávowcv xai про toútcov 
T7]v ri.XaTCúvixíjv ехфavijvat TrapáSoatv аирфо>чотатtjv oSaav tole, btoXóyoiq, avco0sv 
oútclxtI pyjTsov ■ H e  is n o t co n tra d ic tin g , m ere ly  c la rify ing .
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Proclus’ whole exposition can be regarded as an illustration and 
development of Iamblichus’ 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 (YLyavTia xal ysveaLoopy cpavTaapaTa, 
168, 25), and reconciling evavTiwcreic; ev toli; oXoip (168, 14), and 
is thus cpiXo7roXspoi;.

(2) she remains in her Father as his SY)poopyi.xY] and cro<pi.a
Xcopiarrj xal auXop (166, 12 - 13  and 168, 10), providing 6Xup7n,a xal 
avaywya twv Ou/ wv aya0a, and so is cptX6<ro<po<;.

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 
(Tstpa of Athena, a creipa 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 (oi pev . . . oi 8e) is there another 
ambiguous reference. But there can be no reasonable doubt that 
he is 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 peyaXa xal Oaopacrnx spya 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 Iamblichus’ view of the passage, 
we may, 1 think, reasonably assume that Proclus agreed with him 
here entirely, and that in fact the passage p. 17 1 , r-17  is nothing 
else but Iamblichus. Certainly it accords with his views. I give it 
in full:

etciSy) 8e xai twv Epywv etm pev xal aptFpop, 8e xal evap pia 
7rep1.X47TTi.xY), xa0’ vjv to ~av elSop emSeixvuTai -rij? 7roXi.Teia<;, t& p^yicrrov 
xal apsTY) Siacpepov spyov s7rayysXX£Tai. ava8i8ai;£!.v. 0i>x ev twv 7roXXwv 
ov, aXX’ Iv 7tp 0 tmv ttoXXwv. yj yap tomoity) pe0o8o<; twv X8ywv
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oixeioic, syst npoq  T£ to Ttav, ev <L Ta oAa fiiav a7t0TeXei xal auveyy 
¡¡wifjv, aXXa 7rpo^ tyjv 0sov tyjv xal Tap 7toXXap evavTicoaeip eip evoktiv 
¡jtiav auvayourrav. rtoXXwv ouv xal fisyaXcov ovtmv <Ipywv> Typ TroXeojp 
£LXOTO>p TO EV Ipyov icTOpEt TO EV TOip tEpOtp ySypafJ.fi.SVOV. StJTt yap 
auTou xal 7tapd8siyfi.a vospov, xa0’ owov sv tm xocrpio) OscopsiTat xal 
to uTrspeyov |J.£ye0ei. xal apETyj, ~pp pilv xaTa ¡asysOop uTrspoyyp tojv 
¿yxorquodv x a l fi.spi.xap Evspysiap eysi rcoXXap xal fiiav aTTOTEXsl 'Cwpv 
xal rtoXiTsiav, xa0’ r;v rtavTCOv xpaTSi u9£(.(iiv<ov otto Typ ’A0yvap 
CTTpaTYjyoiifiEva.

This is an interpretation which accords with Ta TtpaygaTa—olxsicop 
lysi irpop te to roxv, ev d) Ta oXa (ilav ixtcotsXel x a l auvsyvj £of]v, 
and with the Goddess (Athena), who gathers together Tap rtoXXap 
evavTuixTEip sip Ivcocuv fiiav. This is what one would expect 
Iamblichus to do here, to draw attention to the higher meaning 
contained in ‘rdvTtov ys |i7;v sv unzpiyzL ptsysOsi xal ap£T'7;’ , the 
intellectual paradigm of spyov above all individual spya. It is 
analogous to the higher beings in the cosmos, which, themselves 
unitary, have many fi.spi.xai svspyEiai.

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 
Iamblichus 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 daemons, 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 axoTtop (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 [zepixcoTepov, without 
regard for overall consistency. He complains of the same thing in 
fr. 19, with specific reference to Porphyry, (cf. i t l  xaxa to rcapov . . . 
SiavepLoucnv).1

What, one might wonder, is the Taura 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 
Iamblichus 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 ‘ethical’ one (Porphyry’s).

Fr. 24

The previous xnoSoatu; 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 twv Xoywv as a subjective genitive, the being that
carried out by them. The Xoyot are the agents of Athena, or the 
Sypuoupytxoi; voup, in the creation of the world.

‘ ypacpyjp’ . . . fj . . . ‘ (lacpr\c,’. Iamblichus’ noting of a variant 
reading is interesting, pacpiji; is a reading recorded in the mss. F. and 
Vatic. 228 of Plato. There is, of course, the possibility that Iam­
blichus read (Bcccpyji; and that Proclus here is bringing his comment 
into line with his own text.

Iamblichus takes this passage as an opportunity to expound 
his theory of emanation, not a development of Plotinus’ , but 
couched in distinctive phraseology— tj x t l  vea xa't axpia^oucra \xom\xoc, 

twv Xoycov TzoitjaiQ, y] ¿cevaop x a t  avexXs'.TTop Sypuoupyia, y  acpOovop 

twv rcps<r(3uT£pwv a m w v  tic, Ta SsuTspa ^ o p yy ia . This last lays stress

1 It  may be that the whole notion of consistency within each dialogue 
arose from meditation upon Socrates’ dogma expressed at Phaedr. 264C: 
xXXit x68s ye olpai at cpavai av 8siv Tiavxa Xoyov cocTisp £<5ov auveaxavat. atopa 
xt eyovxa auxov auxoij, fixixe |i.f)xs ax£<paXov slvat uyxs aTcouv, tkXXSt ¡liact xs e^ecv 
xat axpa, rrpxirovxa aXXrpot? xat xcil oAoj YEYP®!rp.Eva. The reference to the Xoyoc, 
as a £ciov is made explicitly in an Iamblichean context by Hermeias [In 
Phaedr. 9, 9 and 1 1 ,  18 =  Iambi. In  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 7rpooi[xiov, 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 (IIе A.D.) 1 began his commentary not before 27C, as 

we must assume from this passage. This seems to be the case also 
with Theodoras of Asine. We do not hear a comment from him 
before 27C (Procl. I 213, 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 xecpaXaiov 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 ‘7rpooi(i,iov’ 
is clear enough:

‘Denique de principio libri, quo simplex narratio continebatur
rerum ante gestarum et historiae veteris recensitio nihil dixi.’

Of those who accepted the 7tpooi(xiov as worth discussing, Crantor 
‘6 тирсото̂  xou nXaxcovcx; kfyiyvyrrjc,’ (Pr. I 76, 1) would agree with 
Calcidius that it is ioropia ¿iXy (simplex narratio). Origen and 
Numenius are prepared to see in the Atlantid story eixova? iwv sv 
ты 7ravxl 7rpooutrfiv svavTicixrecov (I 76, 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 fxuOov elvat, xal 7rXacr(i,a, yevopevov 
usv ои&аи,й<;, svSei îv §e tpepov x&v ael ovxcov xaxa xov xocrpov 7) yiyvo- 
pevcov (I. 76, raff.).

1 On Severus see Praechter in R E  П А, 2007ft'.
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Amelius is quoted once in Book I on a question of substance, 
(76, 2 iff .), 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—ev r a  SsuTepw iwv sic, tov Tipaiov 
uTro[i.vTf)[i.aTcov) we find him in the same book as Proclus. The problem 
posed by Simplicius’ references to Iamblichus has been discussed 
in the Introduction (pp. 6off.), and will be mentioned at the relevant 
places. It seems incredible, however, that if Iamblichus ended his 
first book here (as oupupcovov . . . toutoii; surely indicates), he should 
then have begun to churn out books at such a rate that he had 
reached his eighth by Tim. 37D. I do not see that if in fact Iam­
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 ¡aspixcoTspov (v. fr. 23), this time directly 
applied to Porphyry. I 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 stw 0si, (tuvoottsiv must refer not to a commentary, but 
to his custom in lectures, and can thus have been originally made 
only by Porphyry,1 his student), but Porphyry was the first to 
deem it worthy of treatment as an essential part of the dialogue; 
however, Porphyry expounds it ¡ispixwTspov, whereas it is necessary 
always to look to an overall scheme of exegesis, as he himself has 
done. The epithet sTcoTCTixtoirspov will be Proclus’ reflection of this 
self-praise.

1 Did Longinus comment on the whole work? Beutler, R E  X V III , 1, 
1035, 6iff.  s. ‘Origenes’, thinks so, on the basis of this passage, and even more 
from In  Tim. I 322, 24, (ad 28C 29A), where Longinus’ views on the relation 
of the Demiurge to the napaSsiyuaTa tow oXow are reported. B ut there is no 
necessity that this opinion be taken from a full-scale Commentary on the 
Titnaeus. T feel that the otherwise total silence about any such Commentary 
indicates that Longinus’ continuous comment was confined to the intro­
ductory portions of the dialogue.
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BOOK II 

Fr. 26

I take the subject of TOxpaSiSaxri to be Iamblichus. To refer it 
to Plato would be unnatural. The last sentence, then, contains a 
description by Proclus of Iamblichus’ theory of prayer rather 
than a quotation. The t s Xs i 6t /)<; is presumably the perfection of 
the creature that is attainable by means of prayer. Proclus then 
goes on:

TTpOOTJXSI. S s  Y)[i.ap £7U  TO (TOVY]0 £<5T£pO\) TOip axoooucn XOCl yVWpl(JL(i)- 
T£pov tov Xoyov gsTayaYovTap tt)v t £ ¿xeivou ootyrj 71017)01x1 8i.avoi.av 
xal t o  OXaTcnvi, cupupwvoup ¿TCoSoovai roup uspl £ujjiq  Xoyoup.

Since this is a ‘translation’ of Iamblichus’s views on prayer, 
and requires extended discussion, I have preferred to relegate it 
to an appendix.1 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 'uxropia which Porphyry indul­
ges in.

1. 5- TC£pl t cov (Tci^£a-0aL (JcuXoptEvcnv. I prefer the reading 
of N to the Suvagevcov of CP, which Diehl adopts. It is the will 
to be saved that is at issue, and Suvapivcov could easily have strayed 
in from 0£oip TcpoaopuXsiv SuvaptEvcov in 1. 4.

Fr. 27

Iamblichus is here seen discussing a point of some detail. We 
find him elsewhere also engaged in textual criticism and emenda­
tion, largely unfortunate.2 Here too he is reading too much into 
7rJ), but then so did his predecessors. He is here quoted, not after 
Porphyry, but after oi 7raXaL0T£p0L xwv ¿^y-^Tcov (i.e. pre-Plotinian), 
who explained the tcy) as going with yEyovsv and ayfivsp e o t i v , and 
took it as meaning that the Cosmos was in a way created and in a 
way not, which is as bad as Iamblichus. Proclus sensibly points

1 Appendix A.
a e.g. frr. 28, 43.
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out that iu] goes syntactically with ¡iiAAovrap Aoyoui 7ioieur6ai, 
hut then adopts Syrianus’s view that this distinguishes the various 
types of Aoyop.

The main thing to be noticed in all this is the weight that corn- 
men tutors by this time gave to almost every detail of the ,sacred’ 
text.

I.4. T'/jv y ip  uXyjv . . . appyjTov a<pLf]a 1. What can this mean? 
Matter is discussed by Timaeus from 48E on, we might claim, 
under the guise of the woSo-/4, the vpi-rov yevop. Admittedly, the 
word oAy) is never mentioned by Timaeus, but the identification 
with the >jto§oyy) 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,1 
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.

Er. 28

Sodano attributes the sentence after ecttI 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 2 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 xai yap, and that I 
will grant to Proclus, especially in view of the phrase ‘wp eorai 
SvjAov Tjgtv gixpov uarepov.’ (219, 27).

The insistence on the main theme of the dialogue is consonant 
with Iamblichus’s general method of exegesis, as we have seen.

It is worth noting, perhaps, that the reading generally adopted 
today is 7) ysyovsv from the cod. Tubing., though 4 is given in Vindo- 
bonensis 2 1. Calvisius Taurus (ap. Joh. Philop. de Aet. Mnndi 
VI 20, p. 186, 17ft. Rabe) read el ysyovev, si xai ayevsp sanv. Phi- 
loponus himself (ibid. p. 136, 8) read ‘si yeyovev 4 xai ayevsp sanv.’

Proclus himself recognises three possibilities:

(1) (p. 218, 2gfi.) ‘Some’ read ‘y yeyovsv 4 xai ayevsp ottw’ . 
(.Albinus (p. 219, 2) seems to be here in fact the one referred to.)

1 e.g. Ft. 20.
2 See Introduction, p. 58.

2Q7



2g8 COMMENTARY

‘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 nature.’ Albinus, for instance, considers that according to 
Plato the cosmos, though uncreated, has an apxrj yeveaecoi;. It is 
both ael tov and ysvyjr6?, not as created in Time, but cog Xoyov e/cov 
у evectem? Sia tt]v tx. 7tXstovcov xal avopoitov guvQsgiv, for which reason 
its origin must be referred back to an акта 7tps<7[3uTspa outside 
itself. This is Grantor’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 fj yeyovs xal jj aycveg s<mv,
— ‘that he may be understood to say that he is going to discuss 

the Universe, in what way it has come to be, and in what way it is 
uncreated.’ These, says Proclus, make the same mistake as the 
previous group, ‘z i  [xtj apa  out top Xeycxev ysyovo g xal ayeviQTov to rrav 
х ат а  pev to e!8og ysyovog, х ата  Ss ryv ti0 7 )vy]v aysv/)Tov.’ for even 
thus Timaeus will go on to say (52A) that the ‘nurse’ is uncreated, 
but the cosmos is yevyjTog, 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 Iamblichus, 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 
fj) that in some way it is created.

It is to be noted that this whole argument presupposes an 
identity in pronunciation between yj and ei and a loss (or omission) 
of the rough breathing, but this was the case even at the beginning 
of the present era.

Fr. 29

This is Iamblichus’ contribution to the second question 1 pro­
posed by Proclus on this lemma (229, n ff.)  : aîiro 8s to ôv a s l TOTepov

1 The first (227, 1 3 ff. ) being the signification of Tt at the beginning of the 
lemma. Ts it, as Severus, thought, the designation of a yévoç (z6 t I) common 
to t o  ov and to yiyvogevov, or is it a mere request for a definition? Proclus takes 
the latter alternative.
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tov vot]t6v 7ravTa cTYjixaivei. xocrpiov ?j tov SrjpuoupYov -fj to 7rapdde(.yp.a 
той 7ravT0p;

He thus proposes three alternative identifications for to ov dai, 
all of which have their partisans (dXXoi yap aXXco<; u7r£Xa[iov, 229, 13  
—unfortunately he does elaborate further on the identity of these). 
A t any rate, Iamblichus approves none of these identifications, 
but takes to ov del as referring particularly to the monad at the 
head of the noetic realm, which he terms to del civ, and identifies 
with Aeon, (see Intro, p. 33 f.).

I take the passage from toutol<; Se . . . as reflecting the fact 
that Iamblichus 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. Iamblichus 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 ev ov 
distinct from a тсХт)0ор tojv ovtcov, which he identifies with the noetic 
world. This Iv ov he identifies with the as! ov of the present passage.

Proclus respectfully dissents from this interpretation of to ov 
in this passage,1 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 Iamblichus’s theories 
(p. 230, 3 iff.) :

areal cm ye to ov to тгрсотсор ov to dxpoTocTov arm  той vot]too тсХатоир 
xal Yj (jiovoe; t6>v ovtcov a7tdvTtov, SrjXov rravTayoo yap то тсрсотох; ov 
07T£p ecmv sv rij еаитой aeipa tt)v dxpOTaTYjv ’¿yzi т а £iv • fteurepov yap 
ov, aXX’ oux айто to £180?, ouxeti 7грсотсо<; scttIv orcep eariv.

Proclus distinguishes to Iv ov from to del ov (231, gff.). to sv 
ov (or то тсрсЬтсор ov) is s7rsxsi,va той alcovo ;̂ to del ov is alcov, 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 to dal ov here includes 
the whole of reality from to aoToov down to the individual mind, 
“ aXX’ ou^l oiov ecm to ev ov, Sc’ о та ovTa nravTa ovTa XlyETai, ou Sdj

1 230 , 1 7  ^7тоте o6v a^Eivov X^ysiv e iv a i  ^¿v rtva ro iao rtjv той ovroc, ra^iv, 
oi'av 6 Osioi; TrapaSeScoxe x a l oi'av 6 I lX a ro v  sv aXXoic, eQscopiae, vuv fis
aTcavxa tov dacoviov xoa^ov o'jtw c, STca>vo(j,aerOai.
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fiovov еаті хреіттоѵ to I v аитб xai al ap/al too бѵтор. to (jlev o5v sv 

<6v> xai too аиѲштбсгтатоѵ1 elvoa хреіттоѵ егтті ■ 8ei ухр аито 7гаѵто<; 
е^рт)(тѲаі 7гХт)Ѳоо<;' то 81 а е і оѵ аиѲитгосттатоѵ ptev, 81а то еѵ 81 
Т7]ѵ 8tivap.iv е/еі табтт]ѵ- то 81 р.ет’ к о т о  хаі аиѲитгосттатоѵ ара 
xai атг’ аітіар аХХтисрісттатаі тгоі7]тіх7)<;, оібѵ тгои хаі то У]ретер6ѵ 
¿cm.

то еѵ бѵ and то аеі бѵ are being distinguished in this passage. 
to  Iv бѵ,2 we learn, is not even аиѲитгосттатоѵ; (it is аррт]тоѵ хаі тф 
evl стиѵ7]ѵа>реѵоѵ, 231, 24. то аеі оѵ is аиѲитгосттатоѵ, but derives this 
power from to I v. The principle following on this (not here named) 
is ‘self-substantial’ , but at the same time depending for subsistence 
on a creating cause—therefore, ‘self-substantial and not self- 
substantial’ ; та Іст^ата, he goes on to say (p. 232 ,16 ), are not 
self-substantial, but аѵитгосттата, without substantial existence.

П.2-3. t o  * e'1 хреіттоѵ х а і тыѵ ysvwv t o o  бѵтор x a i  t w v  

18ейѵ. то ael бѵ is thus in the position of а бХоѵ про тйѵ pep&v (cf. 
e.g. Procl. E.T. prop. 67), the ‘уеѵт] той бѵтор, 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 noetic order is not то аеі бѵ but то ev бѵ.

As for то ael ov, it is, according to Proclus, a proper term for the 
whole noetic (and noeric) order ‘архореѵт)ѵ pev атгб too  аитооѵтоі;, 
теХеитыстаѵ SI eip тбѵ pepixov vouv.

At 238, ioff., (quoted in full at Fr. 35), Proclus identifies the 
terms аитб бѵ, бтер бѵ, and аеі бѵ, showing how they define the same 
entity in different aspects.

ЗОО

1 The expression auBuTocTaxoi;, ‘self-substantial’ , though adopted by 
subsequent philosophers, seems to originate with Iamblichus, cf. Letter to 
Macedonius, ap. Stob. Vol. II, 174, 2 iff. W achs.:

xai xa6’ 0cov plv X6yov xa9ap8v au0u7r6(TTaTov xai aoxoxivrjxov deep’ eauxou 
x£  evepyouvxa xai xlXetov v\ cp'-'X’h auveiXrjcpev Iv lauxf) xaxa tocoutov  airoX oTop 
loxt xavxcdv xcov 8i;io0ev ■

2 It seems necessary to supply < o v >  after ev in 232, 1 1  to set up a proper 
contrast with to ael ov. Admittedly to ael ov is said to receive its substantiality 
from to ev, not from to ev ov (unless we emend this too), but x8 Iv ov is united 
with to ev - it  is a henad, as befits the head of the noetic 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 Iamblichus does not emerge too well.

Fr. 30

It is plain from this extract that Iamblichus was concerned, as 
was Proclus on many occasions, to give Aristotelian form to Plato's 
arguments.

Here, however, the opposition between ct>jXX&yict(i.o<; xaxYjyopixot; 
and !j7to0£Tix6<; seems to be Theophrastean or Stoic rather than 
Aristotelian.1 The hypothetical syllogism would presumably have 
run somewhat as follows:

E i aSuvaxov xwpk odxiou yiyvErTOal ti, yiyvexai avayxTji; i>n’ 
atxiou tivotp

aXXa ptYjv aSuvaxov •
yiyvsxai. apa eE, avayx7]<; U7t’ atxiou xivoq.

For Proclus, a categorical syllogism is xaAAiov, 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.2

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 Timaeus, 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 Timaeus. 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 T 206, 23 ff.

2 e.g. In Tim. I 264, 28ff.
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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:

tcov Ss cnjXXoyLapcov oi p£v хатт)уор!.хо1, oi §£ otcoOstlxol, ol Ss 

pixTol ex tootgjv. хатт)уор(.хо1 p£v, ¿>v xal та Х^ррата xal та аортсе- 
раарата атсХаЕ тсротастр шгар^оисти, ijtco0etixo I Se oi ¿E, ii7i:o0eTtxwv 
7rpoTaCTea>v, pixTo'i 8e oi та Suo auvEiXTjcpOTEi;.

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 туурата, one from the Alcibiades I, two from the P ar­
menides', then examples of the three hypothetical обрата, 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 
pixToi, (1) sE, axoXou0 ia<; xaTaaxeuacmxot, (2) sE, axoXouOiaq ava- 
(Txeuaarixoi, that is constructive consequential arguments (modus 
ponens) and destructive consequential arguments (modus tollens). 
If we consider Albinus’ example of the former, we will find that the 
hypothetical argument which I have constructed above is actually 
of this kind:

el to lv oXov ¿cm xal 7TE7i:£pacrp£vov, тоото ар^тр xal psaa xal teX£0tt)v 

e’Xov xal a}(Y)paT0i; peTe^si- to §s Tjyoopevov- to apa Xijyov.

Albinus seems to be the only author to describe this as a auXXo- 
уитро<; p lx to <;; for Proclus it was simply hypothetical, and so pre­
sumably for Iamblichus.

Fr. 3 1

Here Porphyry and Iamblichus are revealed united in an effort 
to strain the Greek language in order to fit their theories. For 
Iamblichus, this is in the same spirit as his stand on the question 
of to  ael ov in fr. 29, bending every possible line of Plato to the 
service of his own theories. The result is, as Proclus says, wro êXXov. 
We may, I feel, take the explanatory clause as Iamblichus’, even 
though it be only Iamblichus repeating Porphyry.
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I . 4 .  x a r a  t o  sv t w  O a iS p w  p7)0ev. In the normal manner of 
Platonic commentators, Proclus has brought in a parallel passage 
from another dialogue, Phaedrus 237BC. He has quoted it just 
above (275, i5 ff-): Set xai, toerrsp sl'pr)xsv 6 sv OaiSpw SoixpaTiQi;, 
Tcepl TcavTop to tl scttiv sv ap^T) axo7reiv.

That he was not the first to quote the parallel seems indicated 
by his method of qualifying the interpretation of ot t o XXoi twv 

flXaToivixaiv, 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 SiSaffxaAiap ykpiv (see fr. 33 and commentary). 
Plutarch (De An. Proc. in Tim. 1013a) links Xenocrates and his 
successor Crantor (‘and their followers’ ) as both considering that 
the soul (of the oupavop) has no beginning in Time (izivzee, oOtoi 
ZpOVCp fi,£V OlOVTOCl T7)V fi.7] yzyovivcn SlVKl Y&VTJTYJV. Here
Crantor is credited with the opinion that the Cosmos is yevt]t6<; 
in the sense of being produced by a cause outside itself. The language 
used (7capaY6(i.evov, auToyovov, ai»0uTc6cjTaTov) is Neoplatonic, whether 
of Proclus himself or of a previous Neoplatonic commentator. As 
usual in these situations, it is reasonable to suppose that Iamblichus 
made the contrast (no doubt following Porphyry), between his 
own position and that of Crantor. At any rate, the words auToyovop 
and auOwtoCTTaToi; are attested earliest in Iamblichus.1

I take Iamblichus’ (and his predecessors’ ) point to be that the 
main sense in which the Cosmos is yẑ -qzoc, is as being tjv0£tc<. 
The sense of auvuTcap/eiv must be ‘be present as a o-uvaiTiov’, 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 AtSacxa/.iac; /d piv’ argument be­
comes plain from the next fragment.

1 auToyovoi;, De Myst. X , 6: 292, auBuTcoaTaxoi;, E p . ad Maced, (ap. Stob. II  
[74, Wachs), quoted above, Comm, ad fr. 29.
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Porphyry receives extended attention from John Philoponus 
on this point.1 After a verbatim quotation, in which the word 
ituvGstop does not in fact occur, Phiioponus continues:

[xsyiaTY] avayxY] xal 7tacjY]p (asi^wv aTroSeiipsaip rj svapysia- xal au 
yap, cb Gavjxdins, ysvY)xov sivai xov xoapiov, xa0o cjuvGsxop saxiv, u k o t l -  

GsaGai nXaxiiiva Xsycov xai toutou daroSsiipiv rcapdysiv to opaxov sivai 
¿ ttov t s  xai <r<i[xa sysiv a7t:ocpaivo[X£vop, tcoGsv , s i t s  jxoi, ty]v avayxYp 
too Xoyou xaxsaxsuacjap; x.x.X.

It is clear from this, and from what follows, that Porphyry took 
awOsrop as his preferred meaning of ysvYjxop. It seems from De 
Aet. Mundi VI 8 (p. 148, 7ff. Rabe) that Porphyry was actually 
supplementing the meanings of ysvYjxop enumerated by Calvisius 
Taurus in his commentary on the passage (xai 6 TIopcpupiop 8s 

7tpop toip utco too Taupou xaTY]pi0[XY)fxevoip xai sxspa 7tpo<TTi0Y]cnv too 
ysvTjxoo c7Y)(aaivo(asva).

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 ysvYjxop (besides that of ‘creation in Time’): 
ysvYjxop means

(1) to piY) ysvojxsvov [xsv, ev 8s xcp aiixcp ov ysvsi toip 
ysvY]xoip. Something, that is, which is potentially creatable, but 
is never actually created, as a body at the centre of the earth 
would be potentially visible, but never actually seen.

(2) to S T iv o ia  ctuvGetov, x a i  s i  piY) tjuvTsGy. Thus the mese 
in music is (TovOsTop of the nete and the hyp ate \ even if it is not in 
fact constructed of these two, it is seen as the potential blending 
of them, ‘xal xtp xoapico xoivuv evopaxai auvGscjip xal xpaaip, xaGo 
xal SuvajxsGa acpeXovxsp auxoo xal ycopiaavTsp Tap 7toioxY]Tap dvaXuaai 
auxov sip to TCpwxov uTCOxsijxsvov.

Proclus (or lamblichus) refers to, and condemns, this inter­
pretation in I 290, i3ff. (fr. 33). In fr. 37, however, we find Por­
phyry and lamblichus approving the theory that Plato only 
describes the Universe as any stage xivoujxsvov ttXŷ jxsXwp xal

1 De Ael. M undi V I, 25, p. 200, 4ft. Rabe.
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атахтcm; so that the essence of Matter may be considered separately 
by itself—sTuvoia, that is—and the benefits it receives from Above 
thus clearly appreciated.

(3) It is called ysv^Toc;, x a 0 o a e l ev ты y ivstjO ai e a r iv ,  cot; 
6 Прытеид fi.eTa[3 aAXa>v ziq 7ravToSa7rat; [лорфад. 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 ysvTjTOi;,1 on xai to eivai. аиты aXXâ oOsv 
¿cttlv xai. тсара too 0eoo, 7тро̂  ov xsxoapLTjTai—that is, it derives its 
being from an external cause, as the Moon derives its light from 
the Sun. This is Grantor’s view, though not credited to him here, 
and this is the meaning that Taurus himself favours (p. 147, I3ff.), 
although he also accepts meaning (2)—smvoia ctuvOstov—in view 
of Plato’s use of the phrase ‘xai стыр.а eycov’ (28B) rather than 
‘xai. (7ыр.а ecttiv’ .

‘oi тер! Kpavxopa’ 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 seems 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, 
25ff. W),2 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

1 We find here Аеуосто in the MSS without av, which has been suspected, 
but the Optative is a proper way to introduce a view which one has either 
invented oneself, or which one favours, at the end of a  doxography.

2 Not only Taurus indeed, but two schools of T au rian s: O l 8s 7iepi 
TaG pov ГТАато>\кхо1 Tr£fi7iecr0ai тар фиуар uno 0eu>v eip yvjv Xey ouaiv, oE pev 
етторсемыр ты Tipaicp (39E) 7tapa8i86\)Tep o t i  eip TeXeicocnv той тгачтйр, йоте elvai 
xai ¿v тй xoapup тооаита фХа, oaa etoiv ¿v тй voyjto) • ol 8k eip 0eiap t̂ onjp 
CTuSetipw то теХор а\)а<реро\)тгр Tvjp xa 0o8oi>. Tairnjv yotp etvai T7)V (Jo o A tjctiv t u >v  

Oecov, 0eoop extpatveaOai 8ia t o W  фиуйч. тгроерхочтас yap eip Toupupavep oi 0eol xai 
eTuSeixvuvTat 8ia t c o v  фuycov xa 0apap xa i аурачтоо £o)i)p—this latter a  rem ark­
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 yev-yjTo?, and the one which he picks 
is that of Crantor, to whom credit is thus given.

We may note, at I 290, iy ii. (ad Tim. 28BC), Proclus’s discussion 
of the meanings of yevy)T6? (roxXiv Se apyj\c, Eihrcopev, тыс, XeyeTat
yevyjTov to  7rav).

He begins by dismissing 'creation in Time’ and ‘simple derivation 
from a cause’ : ооте yap хата  ^povov Sia той? eip-yjpevou? Xoyou? 
(sc. against Atticus p. 283, 27ff.). ouG’ 6t i  атс’ aeria? атскыс,- ой уар 
amoyjpt] тоито Xeysiv • 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 yevY)Ta. This seems to deal with Crantor (Taurus' 
Meaning (4)).

Proclus then considers Taurus’ third meaning: тгео? oov yevTjTov 
to  Trav; (pal?) t i? a v  ы? ael yiyvopievov ap a x a i yeyevvjpevov 
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 ‘ ctuvOeto? ’ (291, 2ff.): 
xai to? cj6v0eTO? yiveTar тгааа yap auvOecn? yevecri? ecjtiv , and links 
the two meanings as cruvSpopoi. His conclusion, then, is that of 
Porphyry and Iamblichus, somewhat elaborated.

Fr- 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 ‘co? epair) av 6 Тар^Х^о?’, 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 cra<p7)vei,a 818a- 
axaXixY) for Plato’s describing the cosmos as yevrjTo? 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,

306
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crediting him personally only with one particularly striking 
phrase.

Iamblichus’ views on all this are well set out by Julian (Or. 
4, 146AB). Plato and Iamblichus, he says, were prepared to use 
the hypothesis that the world had a temporal beginning (a^pi; 
u7toO£(T£Go;  Tfp Y£VV'i]T(I) 7Tpoer)£pa>}ilvou<; xai. oiovsl )£povi.>«)v tlvqc tyjv 

tcoirjciv u7toTi0£p£vou;) ‘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—sTrsirrsp axivSuvov ov&k 
auro to ps/pI. J iat); UTroOsosto; xpovixvjv Tiva Trspi tov xoerpov oTroBscrQai 
7tol7]0lv o xAavo; ppco; svopiasv ’IappA^oi;.

We cannot be certain what work of Iamblichus’ Julian has in 
mind, but it is reasonable to suppose that Iamblichus 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 отсерхоегрю; 
фор), making vou; the Paradigm. Proclus represents Plotinus as 
postulating two Demiurges, (I. 305, i6ff.) tov pev ev ты voy]t o > 

tov Ss to Y]Y£(J-0V°a'J T°a uavTo;, which, if referring to Enn. I l l  9.1, 
is a controversial interpretation. At any rate, it is not what Iambli­
chus says, though what Iamblichus says accords well enough 
with III. 9.1.

At any rate, Proclus is not satisfied with Iamblichus’ exegesis. 
If, 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 uav то ротаЕф 7гХато; between the One and the Cosmos, 
then Proclus proposes to combat him ¿E, tov т]ра; аито; avsSiSa^E, 
from what he himself has taught us. “ Where are ol upo тои Д10; 
patnXsL;, oi тгатора; too Aio;?”  Iamblichus must have postulated 
these figures, no doubt the same as Amelius’ three kings, taken 
from Orpheus, Phanes, Uranos, and Cronus, (cf. I, 306, io ff.),1 
though for Amelius these were the three demiurges,2 whereas 
for Iamblichus they must be above Zeus (as Demiurge). That is 
what Proclus seems to imply. “ And how did we say that to asl 6v 
was аито to  7tpcoTi0Tov ov and the Demiurge 7ta; 6 voy]to ;  Siaxoapo;,

1 As well as from Plato, Ер. II, of course.
2 Cf. ad fr, 40, Pr. In Tim. I 398, i6ff.
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if he is himself to asl 6v and also to auTo^wov?” to asl ov 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 Пер! тур ev Ttpaiw too Aiop Sypyyoplap he discusses у Sypuoup- 
ylx!) та£и; in more detail:

“ рета тар voyTap TpiaSap xal та? twv voepwv1 0ecov Tpsip TpiaSap 
ev ту voepa epSopaSi -ryv Tpfryv ev тoip театраenv artovEpsi. тф 8ур|,оируф 
Taipiv Tpeip yap elvai 0еоир тоитоир xal тара то1р ПиОауорепнр upvy- 
pevoup, of too pev evop vou, cpyai, ха! тар povaSap oXap ev еаитоо 
Tcepiê ovTop to axXouv xal aSialpeTOV xal ayaOosi.Ssp xal pevov ev еаитф 
xal auvyvwpevov Tol’p voyTOip xal та тоеаита yvwplcrpaTa тур итеро/ур 
TapaSeSwxacn., too 8e рестои xal Tyv crjpTtXypwmv auvayovTop tojv 

Tpicov to yovipov twv 0ecov 2 xal to auvaycoyov t & v Tpicov ха! то тур 
evepyeiap a 7t о тсЛу p оj т 1 x о v xal то тур evepyeiap aTOTAypojTixov ха! to 

тур 0eiap £wyp yevvyTixov xal to irpoiov TavTY) ха! to ayaOoupyov 
хаХХюта SeiypaTa Xeyoixri, too 8e тр1тоо xal SypioupyouvTop та oXa 
тар povlpoup TpooSoup xal тар t & v arricov oXcov тоеустеер xal auvo^ap 
тар те aipcopiapevap бХар то1р elSectiv а1т1ар xal тар троеоистар тсастар 
Sypioupyiap xal та opoia tootoip техрурга хаХХктта avaSiSacrxouai.

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 рета 8s тоитоир 
тоир тсууаЕоир татерар Soipa^ouaiv yyouv тоор xoapayoop- ¿>v 
трсотор psv о сота!; Xsyopevop, pe0’ ov <y> 'Ехату SsuTepa xal perry, 
тр1тор 8s 0 Sip sTexsiva-4

After these come the second triad, oi тре!р apeiXixToi, and, to 
complete the hebdomad, о uTŝ coxcop. Hecate may seem curiously 
placed as the middle father, but there she undoubtedly is. She fills 
everything with life and light (voepou фсотор xal £ыур таКта rcXypoi).

6 Sip STsxsiva is so called, says Psellus, because he is SoaSixop, 
vto psv xaTsyojv та voyTa, alrj0yrr!.v 8s smxyrov Tolp xoapoip. {Or. Ch. Fr 8

1 Perhaps twv Cvoyrcov xai> voepcov 0e£jv.
3 The description would in fact fit the triad ov -¡̂ giy]- voup, voui; being the 

demiurgic element, and one may suspect that Iamblichus is here merely 
describing Chaldaean-influenced personifications of this triad.

3 p. 198 Des Places.
4 See also Procl. Plat. Theol. V 2-3.
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des Places) Iamblichus preserves this notion in the idea of povi.fj.oi 
7rpooSot ‘stationary progressions’ (taking povtpop in this sense, rather 
than as meaning ‘permanent’ ). He has been allotted Taipv sv тоар 
TCYjyaZc, SY)piOUpYtKY)V.

Psellus’ ultimate source is probably none other than Iamblichus’ 
voluminous work on the Chaldaean Theology, transmitted via 
Proclus’ work on the Oracles, which Psellus used. 1

Pr- 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 то бтер ov, ‘6 81) 
voYjasi . . . 7tsp lXt]7ttov sariv’ seems to imply that he is commenting 
also on оиты 81] yeyev/jpevoc, . . . SeSYjpioupy/jTai..’ The fact that 
Proclus’ next two lemmata (El pev 81) xaXop ecmv . . .  I 328, 13ft., 
and 7ravTi 81) aacpep . . . 330, 7) are short and bare of reference to 
his predecessors tends to confirm m y suspicions.

I translate to бтер ov ‘ the Essence of Being’ , but this must be 
regarded simply as jargon translating jargon. We have here an 
equivalence: TrapdSeiypa =  то отер ov; in fr. 37  Iamblichus is 
credited with saying that the Demiurge sv аиты то тгарабегрра 
териг^, as he discerns a З^рлоируосот ISlcopa, a demiurgic property, 
in the Paradigm. Iamblichus seems to be postulating a power- 
activity relationship between the Paradigm and the Demiurge.

Apropos 27D  (t I to ov de i . . .) Proclus makes a useful distinc­
tion between the uses of аото, бтер and del to qualify to ov, which 
m ay prove enlightening. (I 238 ioff.).

(1) 1) to pev ‘аито’ tt,v а7гХотг)та SyjXoi twv voy)t<5v xal то хата 
t!)v u-raplpv xal то 7rp<i>T<np elvai, о XeysTai хата tIjv 18(.отт)Та, хаб’ 
xjv 7трсбтгор ovTa a can  xal та 8еитера к\у)ро1 Trjp eauTtov psToooiap.

(2) то 8s ‘ бтер ov’ tIjv ха6ароту)та xal to dpiyep xal pi) ava-re-nXy]- 
apevov т1)р svavTlap (puoecop.

(3) to Se ‘del’ to aloiviov xal apeTdpXrjTov xal aveipaXXaxTov хата 
t!]v итеатаспл/.

He then proceeds to illustrate this with ‘абто xaXov’ , бтер xaXov’ , 
and ‘ael xaXov’.

We have seen earlier, (fr. 29), that Iamblichus wished to make 
to del ov the monad at the summit of the noetic world—what Proclus

1 See further on all this Appendix C.
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wants to term to sv  ov. Now we find to o~sq ov as the Paradigm. 
Proclus would make all three terms listed above equal to each 
other, and equal to the Paradigm in its various aspects.

hr- 36

We may note o ¡jlsv here meaning ‘the latter’ (Amelius), and 
6 Ss ‘the former’ (Iamblichus) cf. Pr. in Remp. I 14 1, iff. Kroll:

’'Apupo) piev o5v ol'Ss of 0sol xspl xavTa tov xocpiov svspyouaiv, 6 ts 
"HipaiaTop Xsyw xal 6 ’'Aprjp, 6 ¡rev Siaxplvwv Tap svavT«oasip tou 
7tavTop . . .  6 8s tyjv oXyjv aloOyTyv 8iaxo<T[i7)(7iv ts / vixyjv a7repya£6- 
¡asvop . . . where o ¡lev is Ares, and 6 8s Hephaestus.

In our passage the identification is obvious from the content:1 
Amelius makes the Paradigm 6 TipwTop Zsup and Phanes the De­
miurge, cf. I 306, 13b : xal o ptaXicn-a 7rap’ aura SvjpuoupyGp o (t>dvv)p 
sttIv. Iamblichus we have seen in fr. 34 making the Demiurge 
xap 6 voyjtop xoerpiop, enclosing within himself t<x voy)t<x tou xoapiou 
7rapa8eiyp.aTa. We find an identification of Metis and the Demiurge 
at I 169, 17 b : ijv yap 6 Sripnoupyop

xal MrjTip 7tpwTo<; ysvsTwp xal ”Eptop 7roXuTEp7rrip.
(Orpheus, fr. 71)

and again, in more detail, just prior to this fragment (p. 336, 6ff.)

naXai yap o OeoXoyop sv ts tw OavyjTi t/ iv SyKiioupyixijv aiTiav 
avu[i.vY]oev • sxei yap Ijv ts xal xpo^v, (oaxsp sepy) xal awrop,

‘Bpopuop ts piyap xal Zsup 6 7ravo7tT7)p,’
'iva 8y) t9jp SiTTrjp Syipuoupyia«; ¿yjl Tap olovsl 7T/)yap • xal sv tm Ail 
tyjv 7tapa8eiy[iaTixr]v• M y)t ip  y ap  au x a l  outop eotlv, oi>p cpYjm.

‘xal MrjTip 7tpMTop ysvsTfop xal ’'Eptop 7roXuT£p7trip, ’ 
auTop 8s o Aiovuaop xal <I>dvY)p xal ’HpixsTiaiop enjvsywp ovopiat^STai.

Did Iamblichus 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 Iamblichus identified the Paradigm with Metis, 
whom Zeus swallowed.

1 It  is possible that the scribe of P. was confused by this usage. He writes 
Edt(i(3Xiyo<; for apiXio? (see App. Crit.), but he m ay have simply been careless.
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Fr- 37

First, to what precisely does oi rap! IIop<pupt,ov xat, 'IappXijcov 
refer? This is not the only time that Iamblichus is referred to in 
this w a y 1 and there is mention of oi rapl IIopcpupiov in Pr. 3 11A , 
I II , 234, 18, though they are never elsewhere thus grouped to­
gether. I take this simply as representing Iamblichus reporting 
and agreeing with Porphyry, the oi rapl being merely sophistical 
embellishment. We know of various pupils of Iamblichus writing 
commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories, 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 X IV  3: See Sodano, Porph. 
Comm. p. 3off.), 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 SiSaaxaXiap Ivexa is given 
in both sources, though in different words:

Porph. ap. Philop. VI 14 (p. 154 R abe): tocutoc §e aei apa yiveTai. 
Ttavra xai ou p̂ovco §qr)pr)piva, aXX’ 4 ye StSaerxaXia avayxaiox; Siatpei, 
tv a StSaewir) a x p to yt,yvopevov.

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 ‘SiSourxaXiai; Ivexa’ explanation is set out by Iamblichus 
in his own terms. It is important to see rj acopaToetSr);; aorrramc;, 
first in itself, and then as organised by Srjptoupyia, so that we may 
see the essential characteristics of each. This is to adopt Calvisius 
Taurus’ second meaning of ysvigToc, (see fr. 32), though slightly 
altered. We are in effect to think of the Universe as eravoia Stat,- 
poiipevov.

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 rj axoapcqrot; uX4

1 Cf. fr. 81 (Pr. 3 1 1B ,  I I I  p. 235): ax; ’ lanPXixo? otexai xal 0001 toutu  
auvaSeiv  aU au at, and fr. 85 (Pr. 32 1A , III p. 266) 'ox; eia>0aai Xiyetv xal 
rji rap t t 6v (j.eYav ’ Itx|ipXt)(ov.
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and the xaxspysTK; 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 Wünsch, from Iam ­
blichus’ Commentary on the Chaldaean Oracles (Book I). Iamblichus 
is commenting on TraTpoyevyji; as an epithet of uXyj:

“ aiSiov (lev ecrnv yj uXyj, znzim p  auvucpiirraTai (leva -ro>v Ttpcimcrow 
alrimv IE, ai8ioi>, [lex’ aurcov te xal g u v  auTo'l<; iyzi to slvai. ouSstcote 
8s s^iaTarai deep’ eaur%, Sioti xara t y jv  povipov (Kroll: opwvupov 
mss.) xal svialav Stivapiv sveaTYjptxTai toZq xoivoip.”

Fr. 38

This is verbally very close to the account Iamblichus gives in 
the De Mysteriis (VIII 3: 265):

uXyjv 8s TCapy]Y<xYev o 0eo<; a no tv)<; ouctiotyjtoi; u7toa£i.a0£iaY](; uXoty)toi;, 
yjv uapaXaPwv 6 8yj[n,oupYo<; ^mtixyjv o3aav rat; anhat; xal anaBeZi; 
G<paipa<; an  auT7]<; sSYjpxoupYYjas, to 8e sayaTov auriji; eh; ra  ysvvYjTa 
xal (pGapTa acofiaTa Sisxoapyjasv.

The Hermes referred to is doubtless he who in V III, 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 oucuot7j<; and uXotyji; are words found in the Hermetic 
Corpus. oucu6t7]i; is also found in Albinus (Didasc. X  3) as an 
epithet of o TtpwTOi; Geo?, “ Osiotyji;, ougiovt)!;, aXyjOsia, GuppsTpia, 
aya0ov.”  It is obvious from Plotinus’ reference to uX6tyj<; in Enn. 
II, 9.10 “ 81’ uXvji; r} uXotyjto<; i) oti ovopa^siv s0sXougi”  that it is a term 
used by the Gnostics whom he is attacking.

One might well conclude that it is in fact the De Mysteriis 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.). It would be eccentric for 
Proclus to quote from a different work the author whose commen­
tary he has hitherto been regularly quoting.1 We can thus, I feel,

1 Without, that is, using some phrase such as 'ev otXXou;.’
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reasonably preserve this for the Commentary, while noting this 
excellent evidence for the authenticity of the De Mysteriis.

I.3. uA6ty)<; will presumably be a noetic archetype of Matter, per­
haps connected with in the noetic world.

Fr. 39

Here the enemy is Amelins, who has characteristically discerned 
a triad in the passage from (3 ouXy)0 sIç (30A) to ¿TtEipyaaiJLsvoc; (30B), 
“ sirs! xal vov aXXoç gèv 0 P ouXy)0 £Î<;, àXXoç 8s 6 X oy iT ôgsvo t;, 
aXXoç 8è ô Trap aXa[ici>v, xal h [ièv vt\ PouXyjctsl tcoieï [aovov, ô 8s tt) 
VOYJfTSt. xal TW VOSLV, 6 8s TJj (JLSTaYStpÎCTSL- Т107)ОТ (JLSV vàp VOVV SV фи/Т), 

8è sv (TwpiaTi xal обты aovTsxTaivsTai то Tiav.”
Here then is Amelius’s demiurgic triad. Iamblichus rejects it 

as Xiav TTspiTTw? SisaxeuwpYjpivr), but constructs one of his own out 
of Xoyirrgoç, referring to the reasoning power of the Demiurge, 
thus creating a triadic activity of the Demiurge instead of a dem­
iurgic triad. The XoyifTgoç 7TpoY)you(xsvoç хат’ amav will correspond 
to the Demiurge Xoyi^ogsvoc; ; in either case the activity of the 
Demiurge in planning or setting up the conditions for creation 
is distinguished from the actual creation. XoyicT(i6t; Svjpiioupyixoi; 
corresponds to Amelius’s Demiurge TtapaXa^wv, both of which are 
concerned with actual creation. This leaves Iamblichus’ third 
(о хат’ èvépysiav èmvjxùç (ôaaÛTtoç), and Amelius’s first (0 PouXtjOeîç), 
of which Amelius’s sounds more active than Iamblichus’s. In each 
case, however, we have, an element 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 Myst. I l l ,  28: i 6 8 -g, the 
Demiurge is described as creating toùç xoerpout; ‘тай; èwoiaiç ха! 
РоиХг,(Т£(П xal toïç xhXoïç eïSem, 8ià т rfi ài8iou ts xal ûnepy.orrgioo 
xal èyxoCTgiou фи^г ’̂ , which gives us a triad, ‘Conception-Will- 
Activity’ (implied in the si8y) which he employs). This does not 
agree very closely with the division of demiurgic Xoyiouiç given 
here, but it preserves a triad of activities within the Demiurge, 
as opposed to a triad of Demiurges.
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Fr. 40

I take the passage oxi ¡¿sv yap . . .  ad fin. as Iamblichean, as 
it contains the explanation of this particular exegesis of ra xava 
tpucnv ¿para, an exegesis which certainly requires defence. It is not 
reasonable to suppose that Iamblichus gave no explanation of 
his interpretation, nor is it, I 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, I feel, is 
substantially Iamblichus’s explanation, at most rephrased by 
Proclus, (e.g. el ev0i)p.7)0si7)p, which is more likely to be Proclus 
himself than a blind copying of Iamblichus). As Festugiere rightly 
discerns, the passage immediately following this (xai [«¡tots 400, 
1 1  . . .—xai t% yeveasox; 400> x7) constitutes a break in the argu­
ment, which is then resumed, and continues to 401, 10. 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 
Iamblichean ¿7u!3o>,yj without giving a false idea of what we can 
safely claim. I claim the terminology, such as it is, as Iamblichean.

The argument that what is clear or visible or simple in itself 
is not so to us and vice 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 avoijTov? 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 Proci. ET. Z coyj here is a more 
general concept than We know from fr. 65 that Iamblichus
accepted Zwq as a hypostasis, coming between to ov  and Nout;, 
as the 7rp6oSop-element of the noetic triad.

Proclus has mentioned an aporia which ‘some’ raise (p. 4 11 , 
2 ff.):

aXKoi ntoq, cpoccri, £wov epujjû ov svvoov acpopi^eTai to  toxv ; Soxei ¡asv 
yap au to p.ev £wov pip op elvai t i , to S’ epi^o^ov ysvop.
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This point could only be made by those who considered that 
Soul extended into plants, while they restricted the term 
to animals. For Iamblichus the opposite was the case; plants do 
not have soul, but they are living things—they participate, in Zcoyj, 
but not in T u/y)- Proclus feels the necessity to expand Iamblichus's 
definition of ££>ov to take in ia  voyjtA ijoa, who are above .Soul, even 
as plants are below it. From Proclus’s wording we must conclude that 
Iamblichus 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 lusis, and then appends the 
opinion of Iamblichus, with his own elucidation.

Fr. 42

Proclus has just given his view that the phrase ev ptipoup stSst. =  
sv pipou? =  w? pipe?, which is obviously all that Plato meant. 
He thus implicitly suggests that the divine Iamblichus is being 
TtepiTTop. 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 oixsiw?, and Iamblichus is prepared, as 
elsewhere, to emend the text in order to preserve philosophical 
accuracy. If we take tov qxkoacxpov in I.14 to refer to Plato, as it 
should, then Iamblichus is actually proposing to read w? in the 
text; otherwise we would assume him to ‘understand’ it. Proclus 
refers to no one else, however, as 6 91X00090?; therefore Iamblichus 
is proposing a reading, and the text here is Iamblichean, not 
Proclean.

11. 6-7 s x a o T O v  yap ix&l  . . . xorra tyjv  k u x o 6 t AEa v . cf. De 
Anima (ap. Stob. I 365, 7ff. Wachs) den Syj w e?, 01 -rcaaav tyjv 

ToiauTTyV ouaiav (sc. tyjv aacopaTov) oporopspY) x a l  ty;v ocjtyjv xal piav  

a7T09aivovTai,, w? ev otcooov aoTvj? ¡repei, s l v a i  t «  SXa. As an 
argument for confusing the hypostasis of the Soul with those above 
it, Iamblichus condemns such a view (365, 22ff.), but he would 
accept it in general, as here, with the qualification ‘xa-ra ttjv sauTou 
-ra^v’. 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 ©tSvj 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 ysvY] as representing a higher scale of being than xa0’ ev, 
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.):

to p.ev x a T a  yevv] Tap xaTa to . rrrot^sTa xwv t̂ cotov 7rpoij7rap;(puaap 
vo7]Ta<; amap 8t]Xouv, olov oupaviov, aeptov, IvuSpov, ^epaaiov, &v 
xal (i,VY]<T0Y)(T£Tai puxpov uarepov (39E 40A), to 8s xaO’ Iv Tap sv 
sxacrrcp tootwv slSoTrotoup apj^ap t £>v ttoXXwv • xal yap sv Tolp oupavioip 
aXXo (i,ev TrapaSstypia YjXiou, aXXo Ss CTsXyjv̂ p, xal sv ToTp p,eTal;u Tiapa- 
7rX 7]< T [«p .

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 povaSixa and those which are 7rs7rX40u<T(iiva. 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 to. p-sTaipu rather mysteriously,1 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 oupavia £fpa 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 to. (ASTaipu, that he would 
install the latter, thus taking the line later revealed in Apuleius’ 
De Deo Socratis.

Atticus (p. 425, 1 iff.) regards xa0' sv as referring to Ta aTopa 
s’iSt], by which he is reported to mean t <x n p oasy rj twv aTopwv arna, 
such as 6 auToavOpwTrop or 6 auTofonrop, while xaTa yevy) refers to 
Ta oXt,xci>Tspa toutcov xal TrsptX̂ TrTtxwTSpa TrapaSstyp-aTa of which no 
examples are 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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infimae species, nothing more particular than ‘Man’ or ‘ Horse’ 
being present in the Intelligible World, toc oXixcoxepa 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 £o>ov.

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, i6ff.), considered xaQ’ ev to refer to 
individuals, xocxot ysvr) to more general concepts (xoivoxspa). Theo­
dorus, Proclus tells us (425, igff.), followed Amelius’ view, and 
contributed an elaboration of his own, with which we need not 
concern ourselves.

Iamblichus, however, seems to want to take xa6’ ev 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 (evoeiSw?) 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 Iamblichus’ metaphysics, valuable. I hesitated before including 
the concluding passage of the lemma (lemv o5v 426, 25—8p.01.0v 
427, 2). It may be more Proclus than Iamblichus, but it continues 
the exposition of Iamblichus’ view, and may thus, I think, be 
accepted as substantially Iamblichean.

Fr. 44

Atticus put the Demiurge above the auxo^wov or vo^xov ^wov, 
Porphyry gives him a lower rank than to vovjxov. The auxoljcpov 
is being taken here as identical with the Paradigm, as it was the 
Paradigm that Porphyry equated with Mind, the Demiurge with 
u7tepoup<xvio<;

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 Iam ­
blichus took the whole noetic cosmos as the Demiurge, who thus 
comprises the Paradigm within himself—this being Iamblichus’ 
interpretation of Enn. I l l  9, 1. Porphyry’s identification of the 
Demiurge with the U7repx6or(xioi we have already seen.
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Atticns’ problem was as follows (In Tim. I 431, I4ff.): Is the 
Demiurge contained within the vor]xov £cpov ?

(1) If he is, then he is a part; but, parts are by definition imper­
fect (¿cteX4\c)  ; the Demiurge, then, must be imperfect, and thus 
‘not beautiful’ , which is impossible. (2) or, he is not contained in 
the voyjtov £cpov. In that case, the vorjxov £mov will not contain all 
the vor]Ta; (but, on Plato’s theory, it must.) So that is impossible.

So then, says Proclus (or Porphyry) ‘a7TOpf]aap I0eto paSiwp 
uTOp to auxo^wov slvai xov S^pnoupyov—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. ’’A ttixoc; . . . auToOev tov 8r)puoupyov ziq xaoxov ayet 
xayaOco. There was for him no One above the Demiurge. The Ideas 
were contained in the voy]tov £tpov, 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 oi 7tepi ’’Attixov, a propos Tim. 30A, reported 
by Proclus, I 391, 4-396, 26, (Sodano fr. LI), we find the following 
(393, 3 i f f .) :

Tpixov xoivov, 8ti ouSs 0 Tioir)Tf]p, ov TrapaXapi^avoiKTiv ap^yjv, 7tpoi7V)XEi 
tw IIXixtwvi- outs yap a t IS ea i xE^w piupiTvai too voo x a 0 ’ 
a6xap  UTre(TTf)xa(Tiv, aXX’ 0 voup eip eaurov £7TE<TTpafi.fi.£V0(; op<x xa 
£iSv) Ttavxa . . . oi 8e aSpavsu; Tap ISlap TUTto'.p xopO7tXa0i.xoi<; loixoiap 
Icp’ EauTwv ooaap xal et'O) too vou xEiptivap Eicrayoucnv.

That is to say, Atticus and his followers regarded the Ideas 
as being outside the Intellect, and independently subsisting.

ïrr. 45

I 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 noTspov. 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 tacitly assumed that only two alternatives were envisaged, 
direipoup strengthening noXkoup. 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 can be added after Trovepov, but it would be 
introduced by another у), not by xai as here, (see L S J  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 хата та тграурата—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—unified or limited plurality, in other 
words, not just ev—a7teipov, but ev—тараp—a7t£ipov. They might draw 
support from the exposition of the theory of Dialectic in Philebus 
i6Dff., especially ‘tyjv 8e той атаЕрои iSeav тсрор то TcXijBop рт; тгрост- 
cpepsiv Ttplv av Tip tov apiBpov аотои TtdvTa хат[8у) tov рета^и too 
атахрои те xai. той hoc,’ .

Fr. 46

The aTTopia raised is precisely why a copy of a unitary paradigm 
must itself be unitary. An anonymous class of objectors (p. 439, 
22ft.) bring forward the analogy of the ai>Todv0pco7top, the auToi^-op 
and suchlike entities, which produce a multitude of copies. Why 
should not the paradigm?

It is to Porphyry’s answer to this d-rcopia 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),

Toip pev dcpBdpToip top tu xoirpw, xdv fj pep?), to povaSixov oixeiov, Toip 
8e <p0apTOLp to 7iX^0op,

the sun and moon being d<p0 ap T a  and thus not requiring multi­
plicity to ensure their survival as a species, as perishable things do.
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Presumably what Iamblichus objects to in this account is the 
too sharp division between perishable and imperishable things in 
the cosmos. If we assume that the material (aia07)Tot;) cosmos 
takes in everything from above Sqjp^pivcjt; and tc£tcAt)0u-
apivcjt;, then we cannot just say that the sun and moon are ¡aovaSixd 
because acpOapra; 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 
tocut6tt]<; and otolgiq prevail, and this makes them unique and 
permanent, while in others eTepoT7)<; and xb/y)aiq are dominant.

Proclus’ 7tapapu>0ia may give us a clue to what Iamblichus has 
in mind. Proclus wants him to refer to the two ap^ai after the One, 
Tzipct-Q and aTCipov, 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 Trepan, while those 
which rejoice in Motion and Otherness to to oiraLpov. 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 III 

hr. 47

This is an answer to an aporia. Proclus has just said (4, i6 ff.) 
that not everything that is ysvyjTov is ala07)Tov according to Plato, 
but only what is <tuv0stov xoci a si yiyvopisvov slq octcocvtoc tov ^povov • 
for the soul, after all, is ysvyjTT). 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 yi^saic, (though being 
ocatopKXTa), and are ai<T0y)Ta.

The force of Iamblichus’ answer to the aporia must be considered 
to lie in his use of the Aristotelian term auvOscopsiTou. Forms and 
qualities are not visible in themselves, but only in so far as they 
contribute to the creation of bodies. It is not, then, in fact the 
ei'Sy) and 7toi6ty]t£̂  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 S’ o5v ; 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, aG>p.aTO£!.<W)t; and ysv»)to<;—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. Festugiere is unhappy about the existing text (v. his note 
ad Diehl 37, 4), and advocates inserting xxi after Slotl. I suggest 
si after Sioti, 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, y«P in line 12 seems to introduce in substance Iam­
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 ser âTo4 open; of mathematical body, and forms-in- 
matter as p-op̂ v] x«l rrep ap of their substrata may seem a trifle 
strained, the planes being the lowest bound of mathematical body, 
while the forms and powers are the highest element in matter. 
(Kroll’s conjecture epueuxoiv (see App. Crit.) seems necessary, to 
secure an adequate contrast with tou p.a6v]p.aTi.xou aci>pi,aTo<;.) 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.

1. 14 t S v Xoywv . . . ecttlv £T£poTY)<;. The material world 
is properly the realm of etepotvjp, 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. 9, where the logoi 
descending (ultimately) from the One, when they reach Matter, 
exhibit pLEToc Trj<; 6£i.ol6t7]to<; TOxpjraXXYjv rijv £T£poT7]Ta. However, 
in spite of the tendency to Otherness, or multiplicity, of the svuXa 
etSrj, the y.aivoi of the reason-principles 1 and the forms,
and of Life, secure that only one mean is necessary. Zwrj here

1 The p h r a s e  xoivol a uvSectpoi r e c u r s  i n  De An. 385, 10 (I d o  n o t  f i n d  it u s e d  

b y  P r o c l u s ) : . . . cruppiTpui; S ’a i  x a l  irpix; t o  a r e p e o v  ctcopa aupipipa^eiv fxkaoiq
TtCTL y.(J IVOiq Cpj'lfikrVLGlC aUT7)V aUVaTTTGVTIX.
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seems to be synonymous with 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 (truvQeToc), 
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 oixriai and Suva(j,ei? and thus require at least 
two means, is not easy to comprehend or assent to.1 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.2 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 ctxoto? of the dialogue.

Proclus himself, though recording Iamblichus’ view favourably, 
does not adopt it. His ‘physical’ explanation (p. 37, I4ff.) rests 
on the principle that the four elements have each not one quality, 
as the early physical philosophers believed, or even two, as main­
tained by Ocellus in his Ilepl Ouctsco?, but three, as Timaeus himself 
asserts (cf. 55D, and also Tim. Locr. 98C). 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 m ay compare, however, De Myst. I 4 :i-2, where mivOera are compared 
to t£ xpei-rrova yevr): mivraih? yap «¿Ttov (sc. rev ctuvOetwv) auvioTaToa., 
avoixeiorr)!; re (xera î) TrapepirciirTet xal S ia a r a a i? ,  as a result of their having 
some qualities which are 7rpoi)yo6(xeva and some which are ercopieva.

2 Cf. the personified Suvapsii; who abound in the Corpus Hermeticum, 
particularly C.H. I and X I I I .  See Festugi^re, Rev. d. H .T., Vol. I l l ,  pp. 
I53ff-
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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 
ottotocv yap api.0p.wv vpiwv) 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,1 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 xecpaXaia) 
with Calcidius cc. V III-X X V , we note—apart from the obvious 
Neoplatonic theologising—one chief difference. Proclus begins at 
p. 20, 19 with a reminder of the basic axonoi; of the dialogue, KpwTov 
drusiv xpr] ne.pl toutw v  paOy]paTi.xw!;, eneirx, onep paAiaTa upo-  
x e i r x i ,  cpucnxw!;- 00 yap aTnrjpTTjaOai Sel tov Aoyov Tvj<; 7ipoxsipev7)i; 
rjpiv Oewpiaq.

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 -X II . Calcidius’ treatment is agreed to be substantially 
that of Adrastus (see Waszink’s Intro, p. X X X V II) ; it sounds 
from p. 20, 25L (xai 6 ye Ni.xo payee; Tavvyc; sari vr̂ c, Soejyc;, Aeywv 
¿p0wc) 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 Iamblichus’ favourite author.

It is worth noting the similarities between the exegesis here and 
the discussion of means in Iamblichus’ Commentary on Nicomachus’ 
Intro, to Arith. pp. 100-118  Pistelli, bearing in mind the extreme

1 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.1 
find a similarity:

In  Nic. p. ioo, 15.

TupoXv]TUTEOV Se 6ti xupiwp av a-  
Xoyiav exaXouv ot 7taXaiol tyjv 
Yewp,£Tpi.xY)v, xoivoxepov Se ^Sy] 
xal Tap Xoimxp'mxaap piY]v Ysvntwp 
pt,eaoTY]Tap.

Immediately at the outset we 

Procl. II 20, 21.

E lot piev oOv xivep, 01 vopii^ouat 
tov ilXaxwva 8 (.a toutw v  tyjv 

YewpLeTpix^v pt,£<jOTY]Ta atpopi^e- 
(T0ai,, XeyovTsp aXXa xe TroXXa xal 
o ti xupicop piev ecmv avaXoY'-a 
7iapa Ttaaap 4 Yea) P^Tp ix y ], pie- 
CTOTYjxep Se at aXXai xaX oivxo 
av Sixaicop, xal 6 y e  Nixopia^op 
xauxTjp s c m  Trjp S 6^4? , Xeywv 
opOfiip.

In Nicomachus himself (II 24, p. 126 Hoche) we find merely:

I] Se enl xauxY] Gweyrfi YewfLe'rPl>c4  [¿ecroxY)p xop imp avaX oY ia  
p,6vY] xaXoupievY] Sia to ava tov auxov Xoyov 6ewpeia0 ai. Trpop aXXY)Xoup 
xoup ev auTTj opoop.

He then goes on to describe it.
Another peculiarity of Proclus as opposed to Calcidius in his 

demonstration (21, i8ff.) that all three means can be found in all 
three classes, apiSpioi, 6yxoi (which he takes as solids), and Sovapieip 
(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 27, p. i36ff. 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. Festugiere Vol. I l l ,  pp. 46-7, notes.)

It is reasonable, I think, to conclude that Iamblichus, after

’ We cannot ignore that Adrastus has the same to say on this subject 
(ap. Theo. Smyrn. 105, 15ft. Hiller): t o u t c o v  8e (pYjcnv 6 ’'ASpacrroi; [Aav t y j v  

YEW[i.eTpixTlv xupltop X ŷsaQou xal avaX o ylav  xal rtf£yn)v TauTTji; [iiv yap al 
SXXat 7rpocr8eovTai, auTY) S'sxeivcov o'y/i, ¿><; uTioSelxvuatv bi xotp ¿cpê Y)?- Kotvorepov 
8e cpvjcri xal xdp diXXai; [i.ecroTY)Ta<; tW Ivitov xaXelaSat avaXoyEap. Note the xoiv6re- 
pov 8k 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 Suvapsi? in a musical sense, from his 
use of the word in In Nic. p. 108, 27 etc., when discussing the 
harmonic mean (he quotes Tim. 31C-32A on p. 105—with the 
perhaps significant omission of wvxtvwvouv).

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 <7xo7to<; 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. X X -X X V , where he discusses the 
possibility of establishing means between Fire 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. Tim. 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 cpuaixcop, “ wcttop 
xal ’Apirr-roTs/.r,? ¿Tzeysipinsv" in which he gives 5 arguments taken 
from the De Caelo (1) B4, 287a 11-23 , (2) l.c. 287a 32-287!? 7
(3) l.c. 286 b 10-18  (4) l.c. 287 a 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 
Iamblichean arguments, presumably, from a commentary parallel in 
form to his own. I feel, therefore, that the passage can safely be allot­
ted to Iamblichus, to the extent that the phraseology maybe taken 
to be his, even if we have it in a somewhat abbreviated form.
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Iamblichus, 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 (2), 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 Iamblichean origin for Proclus’ listing of the ten gifts which 
Plato grants to the world (II 5, I7ff.). 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 Ú7repxóff(juo<; фиут). Plotinus had made a suggestion in this 
direction in IV  3, 4: el (jly] t ic, to p.ev tv oty¡<t£!.ev ecp’ eocutoü (jly¡ 

7T1.7TTOV el? aüjxa, s i t ’ iE, éxeívou vá<; 7rá<ra<;, т r¡v те той бЛои xal та? 
aXXa<;, 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 Tzáar¡Q т á^eox; 4 ¿(xéQextoq -f¡y¿ÍTca ¡imc/.Q тсрб t & v (jlete- 

Xopivwv, and in the psychic order this requires ¡lío. ха! Ü7repxó<rpu.o<; 
yu/_Tj, from which the фиут] too 7rocvvó<; and aX aXkca must derive, 
which is precisely what Plotinus had suggested. The Hypercosmic 
Soul is here given the suitable epithets ê yjpvjpLévr¡ and аребехто?. 
It also, however, 7ra<nv ével;ou<T(.ál¡et. (this being a use of this word 
not found before Iamblichus (c.f. De Myst. 1 1 , 3 :7 1  and III, 
17 :14 3 )) , and in this sense may be regarded as being ‘in the middle’ .

It is interesting to note Proclus’ methods of quotation in this 
place. Iamblichus’ explanation, introduced by yap, is given in 
indirect speech; Proclus does not entirely identify himself with 
it. Syrianus’ explanation of his position, immediately following
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(105, 28ff.), also introduced by simple yap (т?)<; yap той toxvtoi; 
фuyy\c, ■ . ■ ) rates direct speech (таота ndvTa 6 7tap6)v Xoyop '¿(pyj 
evSeuiviipievop . . . 106, 7); Proclus fully adopts his master’s line.1

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 to piuov, 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, I7ff.):

(1) Some consider ‘the middle’ the centre of the earth.
(2) Others say it is the Moon, ’ur0p.ov tm v  yevTjrtov xaX 0ei<nv.
(3) Others say it is the Sun, ¿>q sv тотгм xocpSiocq iSpupievov.
(4) Others refer it to the Sphere of the fixed stars, of whom

(a) some make it the equatorial circle (6 iCTTjp-epivop) top opi^ovra 
то 7сХатор.

(b) others the circle of the ecliptic (o Sta pecrcov)

—in each of which places they respectively fix to yyspovtaov too 
•rcavTop. 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, 3off. there are in fact 5 Middle Platonist 
opinions, pp. 268-9).

Fr. 5 1

Porphyry has just explained the phrase xiixXcp xuxXov 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 SijXov 8£ . . .

1 I t  m ust be adm itted th at an exp lanatory sentence which is plain ly th at 
of Porp h yry , picT) у “ Р t<ov те vovjtoIv х а ! t£3v а !а0т)тйч is given
with direct speech, but this is an uncontroversial rem ark with which Proclus 
( & Iam blichus) can fu lly  agree.
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Tcept6S(ov as Iamblichean, rather than as an explanation by Proclus. 
The first section would be excessively cryptic, and indeed almost 
pointless, by itself. Iamblichus 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 two 
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 та 7траурата. ‘What has been said 
before’ must refer to the previous sentence, particularly ‘y.al сто 
I£w0ev то аыра аотт] терьгхаЛофеч.’ 1 'О фо/ixoi; xoxXo? here must, 
then, be the Circle of the Hypercosmic, Transcendent Soul, as 
described in that fragment. The circle of this Soul, then, causes 
the аырато<6<; xuxXo? of the Universe to turn.

‘та p7]07]ao(xsva’ must refer, as suggested in the translation, to 
the passage on the construction of the Soul in 36c: ‘ха! т9] хата 
таота ха! ev таиты 7rept.aY0p.ev7] xivy]ctsi. 7rept5 аита? ёХа(Ве, ха! tov 

pev еры, tov Se cvto? s t o ic  ito  to v  xiixXwv.’ 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 y] voepa фыт), 
on the argument that this xivYjarip 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 о /ыртто? vooc„ the transcendent 
Intellect, and the inner circle, the circle of the Other, with voo? 
a/_(bpi.oTo?, Participated Intellect, which drives the Soul from within. 
These will be discussed more fully ad loc.

Iamblichus can quote as further evidence for his interpretation 
36D E: £7re! 8k хата vouv ты Ни'дата'т 7га<та yj Trj? ф'г/_% %bazat.au; 
eysYSŶ TO, рета тоито 7rav то acopaToeiSe? svto? айтт]? ётех- 
Taivero xa! peaov рёстт) ^uvaYaywv ттрооурроттер, . . . where one 
may regard the material mass as enclosed by the psychic.

11. 6-7. та? S itto ci;  a v a x u x X r jc J s t ?  et? avaXoylav . • • This

1 On which Iamblichus has just commented in Fr. 50.
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presumably refers to 36C, where the two xuxXoi are related to the 
circuits of the Same and the Other within the Soul.

Fr. 52

I have included the Theodoras passage only to make clear the 
reference of 6 piv, у 8s and у 8s in the Iamblichus passage. Theo­
doras 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 
Iamblichus 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 sipypypsvop or ap£0sxTOip, у тар! то егйра 
being xa0' eipw, a condition of physical bodies, and the Soul being 
psTsyopevy, 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, i3ff. 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. 10 12  E ) : 
ol psv yap (the Xenocrateans) oi>8sv у ysvecuv dp(.0poo 8yXou<r0ai 
vopi ôixrt, ту pif;st, ту<; apspicrrou xal pspuxryp oiiaiap1 dpspicrrov psv 
yap sivai to sv, pepnrrov 8s то 7tXy0op, sx 8s toutojv yiyvsa0ai tov 
ap(,0pov too svop opi ôvTop то 7tXy0op ха! ту a-raipia терар evTiOevvop, 
yv xa! 8ua8a xaXoumv dopicrrov.

This we may term the arithmetical explanation.
We may note, however, that Xenocrates’ predecessor, Speu­

sippus, defined the Soul as !8еа tou toxvtt] 8(.аататои (Iambi. De An. 
P- 364. 5)-

That this had some connexion with this passage seems indicated
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by Plut. De An. Proc. 1023B (where the definition is attributed to 
ol 7rspt rioCTSi.8wvi,ov): . . . Selpdpsvoi xyv tw v  TCpaTWv ou oiav reap! 

t «  o w p a x a  peptoTyv x a !  T au xa tw  voyxw  plSpavxep a7rs<pyvavTO Tyv 

t4JUX.'̂ iv i S s a v  s i v a i  t o o  i t a v i T j  S t a c t T a T o u  x a x ’ ap i0p ov  ctuvs- 

CTTwaav appoviav  xspis'/ovTa.

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 physical explanation, that the Soul was a mixture 
ex t s  Typ voyTyp x a l  Typ TCpl r a  aiaOyTa SoipaCTTyp epuaswp (Plut. op. cit. 
1012D ). Plutarch goes on to explain further (10 12F  ff.): oi Ss 
7tsp l K pavT O pa paAiCTTa Typ ipuyyp iSiov w roX appavovTsp spyov s iv a i  
to xpivsiv  Ta t s  voyT a x a l  Ta aiCT0 y T a  Tap t s  toutw v  sv atiToip x a l  7cpop 
aAAyAa y iy v o p £ v ap  8iacpopap x a l  opoiO Tyxap, ex  7tavTWV epaoiv, i'va 
7cdvTa yiyvwCTxy, CTi>yxsxpaCT0 a i  Tyv y u y y v  ■ TaiiTa 8 ’ s iv a i  TSTTapa, 
Tyv voyTyv ipuCTiv a s l  x a T a  T a u r a  x a l  waauTW p e y o o aa v  x a l  Tyv 7xspl 
T a a w p a T a  Tca0 yT ixyv x a l  p sT apA yryv , s t i  8s  Tyv TaiiToo x a l  too STspou 
Sta. to x ax siv w v  sx aT sp av  p sT sysiv  STSpoxyTop x a l  TauTOTyxop.

Crantor, then, seeing the Soul as median between the noetic 
and sensible worlds, requires that it be made up of four elements, 
y voyxy cpouip and y uepl Ta irwpaxa 7ta0yxixy xal psxapXyTy 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.1

It is with the view of Crantor that Iamblichus will feel most 
sympathy. It is likely that the passage of the De Anima (365, 
27ft.), 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 ‘to pscrov tw v  pspioxwv xal 
dpepiCTTwv <tw v  t s  CTwp.aTi.xwv xal dxrwpdxwv yevwv.’ The Soul is 
able to comprehend everything above and below itself, but does 
not contain these things, as Numenius and those who follow him 
would have it do.

In fact, in Procl. II 153, i5ff. Aristander and Numenius are 
credited with the view of Xenocrates: apiOpov aoxyv (s.c. Tyv

1 He m ay have taken his position from Aristotle, De An. A, 404b 16 : xov 
aùxôv &è TpÔTiov xal IlXâxwv èv roi Tijxaicü X7]v <Jw /7)v ¿ x  t£>v ctxoixeîw v t t o ie ï; 
YiYv“ IJ>cs:CT0ai yàp x<o ô[Joic<> xô oij.oi.ov, xà Sè T tp a Y fia x a  êx xcvv àp/âiv elvai, taking 
axoïxeïa and àpxai to be in effect the categories of the Sophist, ov, xowxSv, 
Oaxepov, axccaip, and xivï]a'.ç.
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ФиХ*р) sutovte? ex povaSo? ttoiouctlv, со? apEpiaTOU, xai tvj? aopicTTOU 
Sua&o?, со? pepierryj?, which puts them in the arithmetical category, 
while Severus is credited with another form of the geometrical 
explanation:

o'i Se (Severus, 1. 25) со? уЕ^рЕтрс-сур ¿пгоеггаспv oiwav sx aryjpetou 
xai S tao ra ffsco ? , той pisv apepoG?, ту)? Se рерьстту)?.

Iamblichus himself gives this as follows (De An. 364, 3ff.): ecrn. 
8v) yevo? Iv Ti опту)? то <туу)р.а, тсера? ov S iccctoccteco? , xai. айту) <yp 
Sta ffT a o t? . sv аитос? p.ev ouv Ие^уро? 6 ПАатотхо? ocuttjv а^сорсстато.

I distrust the word сту̂ рьа in this passage. Either it is being used 
in a special sense, to mean ‘geometrical point’ , or we should emend, 
perhaps, to ат[ура. The latter I do not find used in this sense either 
(though emypiy) is 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.

Fr. 53

This is an extremely important passage, being the earliest 
definite reference1 to the triad povy)—TrpooSo?—ETuerrpocpv) 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, I I I 2, ii. 7i3ff.), but the present passage, 
like the Anon. Taur. passage, and Marius Victorinus, Hymn I I I  
(e.g. 11. 71-4 ‘Status, Progressio, Regressus, O 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 the allusion in Anon. In Parm. X IV , the authorship of which,
despite Hadot R E G  74 pp. 410ft., must be regarded as uncertain. See Dodds, 
Proclus pp. 220-1.
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iTtpciroi SubioonoiJ Movai

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 to be regarded as contained in the Soul, which, 
like the Tetrad, is TtavTwv 7cepiexTtxy) and 7tavT<ov extpavrtH.7], of those 
things above it and below it, respectively.

It is interesting here to note the previous exegeses of the passage, 
as set out by Proclus. First, the. anonymous Middle. Platonists, 
exhibiting substantially five literal, astronomical, interpretations, 
with a miscellaneous group {II 212, i2ff.).

(1) o'i \ii't wish to relate these seven opoi to the seven planetary 
spheres.

(2) oi 8e, to the distances of these from the centre of the earth, 
taking it as the monad.

(3) 01 Se, bIq rig xiv^ffen;, presumably the various movements 
of the spheres.

{4) ot 8 s, to pEyeOrj tcov ¿trreptov—the various sizes of the 
planets.

(5) ot 8s, sic; va xdcyrt i£iv xuxAcov—their respective speeds of 
revolution.
and others have other similar theories. (¿cXXon; toiovtok;  ¿71086004, 
212, 21).

Proclus condemns all these. First, they disagree with the latest 
astronomical theories ( x i t ;  t c j v  v e w T s p o i v  ¿ n T p o v i p t i i v  -ryprjaetc;). 
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 (^uyoyovia), not 
that of the Cosmos {xoerp/jyovioc).

We now are given the opinions of ‘ the commentators who deal 
in more serious arguments’ (7rpayp.aTEUti8srrTsptov X6y<a\i avre^pevoi).
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These are Amelius, Porphyry, Iamblichus (see the present frag­
ment), Theodoras, 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 àypaçoi auvooaiai.1 This, it seems, he did to add authority 
to a theory which had already been refuted by his successors, 
including, no doubt, Iamblichus.

“ sTtsl yap f) фоуу) TtàuTwv scrri auvEXTixt) tüv syxoaptlwv, olov 0 eüv 
Saipiovwv, àv0pÜ7twv, àXoywv, х а т а  pièv ty)v piovàSa cprjcrlv aÙty)v 
Tcàv то syxoapuov twv 0 eûv yévoç auvÉyEiv (xal toûto ¡ar) 
Oaupiàawpiev, el 0eüv ц фиуу ctovextixy) XÉyoïTO' тоото youv 1]8у) tiç 2 
аитй tüv ¡ает’ aùxov £7t7jV£yx£':roXXayüç yàp h 0 eoç, oùyl то u:t£poôcn.ov 
ptôvov oôSè ô vooç ptovoç, àXXà xal ai 0£Ïai фиуа1 xal та 0sïa awpiaTa- 
toÜtcüv oùv £аты xal i) tou iravTèç фиуу ctuvextixt) хата то еаит^р 
piovaSixàv tov àpihpiov 7t£pi.Xapt.pàvoucra tov 0£tov)- хата Sè tyjv SuàSa  
x a l T p iàSa то Saipiôviov yévoç (èirei yàp ol Saipioveç xal tov 
0eüv èi;7)pT7)VTai xal Yjpiüv irpovooutn, хата pièv tÎ)v SuàSa ty)v upovotav 
auTwv àveysipei, хата Sè ttjv TpiàSa tyjv npoç 0 eoùç aÙTÜv ётиатро<рт]ч 
teXeioï- Sltty) yàp, йаттЕр sîjropisv, y) aytcnc, aÙTÜv, Si6ti [летали 0 eüv 
te slat xal ï)piüv) • х а т а  Sè t Î)v t et p à S a x a l èvveàSa TÎjç àv0 pw- 
tvÎ vtjç 7tât?r)ç 7rpovo£Ï £ w îj ç (SittÎ) yàp xal auTTj, tw те àpislvovi 
xal тй yslpovi Swapouptiv/], xal tî) pièv evveàSi xoapiEÏ T7]v àpislvco, tï) 
Sè TETpàSi TaTTEt Tyv xaTaSssciTEpav) • х а т а  Sè t ï )v о x t à  S a  x a l  
elxocu£7rTaSa upoEtcnv £7tl 7tàv x a l pieypi. t ü v  ÈayaTw v xal 
TeXeioï та  pièv ^piepa тй 7ГЕр1тта>, та  Sè a y p ia  тй  а р т 1ы 
(upocnpopoiç yàp Suvàpieaiv ехаата xoapiEÏ, Taôç pièv àpTÎaiç та ùipeipiéva 
uavTa^ou, тай; Sè тер1ттаXç, та aspivoTEpa xal xupiwTEpa xal 0eioiç 
7tXÉoV 7tpO<TÏ)XOVTa).

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

1 ApieXioi; piev yap r,v el? IIXojxivov avarespiTei Oswpiav ¿>z ev a y p a i p o i g  
a u v o u c l a t i ;  jrapa8e8opi£vr)v (mb xoiv pier’ aux8v ixavax; EXr)Xeypi£V7jv pii) Txpoajroir)- 
aaixsvoq, xpojrov Zrepov ¿Jp]yetadca jreipaxai xou<; ¿xxeipiEvout; Xoyoui;.

2 Probably Iamblichus. See his criticisms in De A n . ap. Stob. 1 365H. 
Wachs., discussed in Comm, to Fr. 88.
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we can accept, bat 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 Timaeus gives 
warrant for i t ; 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. Amelius, of course, had every 
right to appeal to aypacpoi nuvouniai., 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, 4'ff.), 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 7гА?)0о<; 4pp.0ap.ev0v. He does state in 
conclusion that the harmony in the soul may perfectly well reflect 
distinctions in the external world: “ xcaAuei 8e ouSev xal tootwv 
aX7)0a>v ovtcov op.co<; eLvai xal etxova? тойp app.ovi.xoui; Аоуоир 0eiwv 
Ttvtnv 7грауратыу обтох;, ax; то сгйра acpaipixov pev eemv, aAAa 81a too 
acpatpixou p lp ^ p a  slvai Xeyerai vou- xal aup(3aivsi табта аХА^Аоц.” 
(cf. Fr. 49).

Iamblichus, then, in his interpretation, takes something from 
both his predecessors. From 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.

П .17-18 x a l yap 7] svvsap e^si rtpo? T4V povaSa cruyyeveiav, 
b v io v  ouna. The xal yap makes it uncertain whether the passage 
following it is still Iamblichean or an elaboration by Proclus, but 
the etymology ev veov 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.) 1 It is mainly applied to the Muses, as 
being a progression from the monad, Apollo.

In Procl. In  Remp. II 4, 2off. we find the following:

cd 8è Moüaai 7тХ9)0о<; outra той Моистг)уетои, тгроeX0 ôv àuo T ïjt ; èxsivou 
p.ovâ8oç ziç tov oXov <xpt.0 p.civ xal êv véov ètpiépevov elvai . . .

The etymology is alluded to also ibid. 35, 9, and 80, 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.

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 8e 
ye Oetot; Tap(3Xix°? u'Jji)XoXoyoupt.evo<; sv TauTfl t?) prja-ei’ though 
not necessarily playful, also seems to go with disagreement on 
Proclus’s part with some excessive subtlety by Iamblichus. There 
is nothing here, however, with which Proclus should not agree 
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); 
TzxGriQ Ta^ecoc; r; ape 0 exTO<; Y]yeiTai povat; xrpo tcov peTexopevtov. cf. 
Pr. E.T. prop. 21 (7raaa Ta£1? axro povaSot; ap^opivr) 7xp6et,<nv ei<; 
TtX9)0oi Tvj povaSt. a u a m ix o v . . .) prop. 67, uacra oXoTYji; rj 7xpo tw v  

pepaiv ecmv vj ex tw v  pepwv i] ev xw pepet.) prop. 101 (ttixvtcov xov vou 
p,eTe)(ovTMv ^yetTai o ape0 exTO<; vout;). 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 oXov ex tow peprnv and a oXov 7xpo x£iv pspcov 
originates in Theaet. 204A-205C. Every order, then, including,

1 Unless perhaps the statement 'einep EWEac piv xexXtqtoci olovei. iva? v) roivTa 
Ivtoi; айтг)? хата  jrapcovupiav той ev.’ (76, 14!. De Falco), m ay be thought to 
imply such an etymology. But here there seems rather to be a pun on ev and
EV.
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obviously, the Sou], is headed, and presided over, by an unpartici­
pated monad. In the Soul-order, this monad is 7] 8Xt) '\>uxh or 'h 
u7repoi>pavLOi; ipû yj, which is itself apiOexTop by the order below it, 
to wit, Thus, at least three Souls are now called for, rather
than two—v) api£0£XTOp ijjô y) (the Whole Soul), 7) [xsOexty]
(the Soul of the Universe), and y) <̂ û y) Kara [xeOŝ iv (y) [xepixy; <̂ û y)), 
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).

336

Fr. 55

The passage from xal yap ouSap.00 «paiv&rai. . .  (1. 6) I am unhappy 
about. It seems necessary 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, 
ouSapiou yap cpaiveraL. 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 Iamblichus. 
I feel, therefore, that the passage is essentially Iamblichean, 
the xal yap notwithstanding. The xal yap 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, 1. 1 1  a xal yap which is manifestly part 
of Iamblichus’ 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 voo<; ¿[ii0exTo<; or 
XwpiCTTop. The Soul reaches towards it, but it in itself is not related 
to the Soul, only through the voup ¡xsOexTop or aycopiuTop, which 
is to be identified with the ‘Motion of the Other’ .

11. 1 1 - 12 .  xiv7)CTi<; axiv7)To<;. This formulation no doubt takes its 
start from Ar. Metaph. I 0 i 2 b3 i : to 7rpcoTov xlvouv axivyjTov airro.

Fr. 56

Here voup ^copiciTop (or a[xe0£XTop) and voup a^copiciTOi ([xe0 e x t 6<;) 

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 Ÿ) ÔXyj 'j'ux'Ô and 4 
¡aspuo) (at pispixai. î>xai 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 Ÿ) oXyj ^ i>xyj 
(or wrspxoapuoç ^i>xy)) which serves as the Monad for the of
souls, from which two souls proceed, yj ^i>xyj too and y] pispixY)

In F r- 54. 71 8Xy) ^uxy) 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, 
the 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 voüç pisOexToç, penetrates and 
guides the whole psychic realm, inasmuch as it is vospà, receptive 
of Nous.

Fr- 57
This extract contains much that is worthy of note. First, we have 

the name of a xsipaXaiov which seems definitely part of the text 
of Iamblichus’ Commentary, in contrast to the essay rapi ty)<; 
sv Tipiaico too  Aiot; SYjpiYjYopiat; (see ad Fr. 34), which I have adjudged 
a separate work. Festugiere, in his translation, seems to take this 
also as a separate work, but the term xetpdcXaiov seems to belie 
this. As for the elaborate title, we may compare some of the titles of 
chapters in Proclus’ Commentary 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 xsipaXaia, 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 ^û y)—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 Amclius himself, 
but is relying only on Iamblichus’ criticism. This raises the question 
of what Proclus had access to. It is probable that there 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 ou yap ey_6) Xeyeiv 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 yptinnoirci and yapaxTYjpei; and apiGpoi 
of the word ipuy/); what we have in fact is Theodorus of Asine’s 
account of the ypap,p.(XTa, yapaxTfjps!; and ap 161101 of not only 
but ev as well, with which Iamblichus 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 IIspl ovoixarcov 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 Iambli­
chus might have commented on Theodorus but chose to strike at 
Amelius instead, using the general term ol apnpi ’Api/aov. We have 
the testimony of Eunapius that Theodorus came to study under 
Iamblichus; he is also said to have been a pupil of Porphyry,1 
though not of Amelius. Yet, like Amelius, he was an enthusiast 
for Numenius (twv NoupiTjvsiwv Xoywv epnpopYjGsii; II  274, 1 1 ) ,  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 Iam ­
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 Iamblichus 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 numerology took was the so-called Gematria. 
Every letter in the Hebrew or Greek alphabet had the double

1 Damascius, Vita Isidori, 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.1 We learn nothing of 
Iamblichus’ interpretation of the astronomy of the passage. Proclus 
begins his own chapter (p. 263, 26) with an astronomical discussion 
(Tpo7toi; yap outo?  SiSauxocXiaq £p,p.eX7)i;), 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 Xoyoi of t o  0r.71X0r.vzQ, to  7tXavcop.£vov, and t «  ztztol 
7rX«v<ip,£va, to the Soul of the Universe, which contains them all, 
is divided into two parts, of which the second (268, 15) begins: 
‘sti S’ av p-/)0£») TzXzdtzspov, . . .’. The discussion then becomes more 
Chaldaean 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 Iamblichus’ fragments can be made, 
and until Proclus’s methods of composition can receive proper 
analysis.

Fr. 58

I have preferred not to translate Xoyo<;; in the first context (as 
in the Timaeus lemma) it might be translated ‘discourse’ , but in 
the Iamblichean 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’ yap. This is Iam ­
blichus’ explanation, or the substance of it. Proclus then continues 
himself (xai Soxoucu ¡rev at zf,fffr\(7ziQ . . . 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 I t  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—but it shows a concern for the power of names.
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For Iamblichus, y] oXy] фû yj was the monad presiding over the 
dyad of Souls proceeding from it (see Fr. 54), the итерхострю? 
фи/т), atp’ fjQ xai yj too TiavTcu; xa'i ai aXXai. It is this theory that 
Proclus is combating when he says a little further on (306, i2ff.):

Y) 81a tl pi) Tpef? ŝr̂ ovoLcn. xiixXoi, xa0 ’ sxaciTov r a v  ercm ŝicov (of 
the Soul) Tpiwv ovtcov si?, aXXa Suo povov, 7) Ф? ty)? ouaia? pia? sv 
ap9oIv;

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 tipoctextixy] Sovapi? of the Soul is, however, a post- 
Platonic formulation, perhaps Stoic, perhaps Atticus’s own.

h.5-6. абтт] socutyjv T iaaav  x iv s i .
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 
Iamblichus had access. Iamblichus’ interpretation implies that he 
was reading ' ev т а  xivoupsvcp 6 9 ’ a iu o u ’ at Tim. 37B (see lemma), 
as against the ¿71’ абтои of Proclus. In this Iamblichus agrees with 
the mss. of Plato and of Stobaeus. Further, Proclus admits, in an 
interesting passage, that it is the reading sv rot? axpipsaTspoi? 
(II 308, 25ff.) :

‘e! 8e, g>? sv  t o i? axpiPsffTspoig supopsv t o l ?  xsxoXaapEvoi?, pY] 
ураф01Т0 'sv t S> on’ аитои xivoupcvcp’, W  etc! to v  Xoyov s ^ yj tyjv  

ava9opav, aXXa ' t £> иф’ ёаитоо xtvoupsvco’, Tcasav av S yjXoiy) to u to  

ty)v атсо той оритрои (TYjpatvov auTYjv то Y^P opiaTov тф орктрф
TaiiTov тссо? scm.’

Proclus himself, as we have seen, favoured Porphyry’s inter­
pretation, and wishes bn’ аотои 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 8y)Xol 8s (1. 8) . . .  be attributed to Porphyry and
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Iamblichus jointly. A phrase of this kind might seem to be adver­
sative to the (Porphyrean) previous phrase, introduced by 84X01 
fiev. However, the qualification ‘<I>? 0 te  nopcpiipiog xal
6 ’ IapipXtxo? ETtexpive’ must go with both. The passage beginning 
otxEiov yap . . .  is intimately connected with what precedes, and 
Iamblichus must be regarded as subscribing to the thoughts therein 
contained, and may be credited with at least transmitting the 
phraseology. From apiEpiarov giv o3v, however, their ways must 
part, for it is to this part of Porphyry’s exegesis that Iamblichus 
takes exception, 'axouei’ must refer to Porphyry. It cannot, as 
Festugiere thinks, refer to Plato. A man cannot «xoietv his own 
work ‘in a certain sense’ . I feel, then, that Porphyry’s name has 
dropped out. Since it must be admitted that pieptarov 8e has dropped 
out, I suggest that apieptarov also was missed out, and reinserted 
in such a way as to displace Ilopqjupio? 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 Iamblichus 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 Enn. VI 7, 1-11 as to how to al<j07]Tix6 v 
might have a place in Nous.

We get some insight here into Iamblichus’ psychology, if, that 
is, we can claim the passage beginning orav toivuv . . .  (1. 16) as 
Iamblichean. One would have preferred yap to towuv, but, on the 
other hand, some explanation of Iamblichus’ objection seems 
required. If this is Iamblichus, 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 Iamblichus 
4 0X4 djuyrf], the Hypercosmic .Soul. He rouses the Circuit of the 
Other, which stirs up the Xoyot 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 rd ahrO^Td. The Circuit of 
the Other, 6 So^aaTixo? xuxXo?, is 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, fxovifxox;, 7riaT«<; 
and apapoTcop.

This is all referring strictly to the Hypercosmic Soul. The human 
soul, on Iamblichus’ 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 aloyoc, <j'ux'T (The gods do indeed have ox^fraxa, 
albeit suY)vi.a). With this element in their souls, the gods view the 
Xoyoi xwv aifrOyrCv, even as the Hypercosmic Soul itself does.

Fr. 60

Proclus has just previously declared that voG? here is 0 xad’ 
Iljiv (p. 312, 3of.), so that he is in disagreement with Iamblichus. 
Proclus goes on to give his threefold division of voup : ‘Ttpwxop uev 
6 0£iop, olop §•/] xal 0 SYjpiioupyop, SojXEpop §e o [iszsyoyi&voc, utto xijp 

ouctuoStjc xai aijxoxEXY]P, xplxoc, Ss o xa0’ Spiv, Sl’ ov y\ (['uyT] 
voepa £<mv. That this reflects an Iamblichean division is made 
probable by the phraseology of a parallel division in Procl. In  
Ale. 65, i6ff. p. 29 Westerink:

‘xal yap 6 voup aXXop qlv o api£0£xxop, ŝ 7)p7)[X£Vop acp’ oXwv xwv 
fXEpixwv ysvwv, aAAop 8e 6 pi£0Exxop, ou xal od <jwxal xwv 0ewv piEXEXouai 
xpEixxovop ovxop, aXXop SI arco xouxou xalp <jwxa!p syyi.yv6p.Evop, oc, 
St; xal saxiv auxwv xwv diuy/ov xsX£i.6x7)p. Cf. also In  T im .  I l l  10 1, 24ff.

In each case it is the second type of voup that Iamblichus wants 
to understand here, the voup [asOexxop, presiding over the Soul 
directly, participated by it, but not a product or sEpp of it. Proclus 
freely recognises the existence of this type of voup, but does not 
accept that that is what is referred to here. Once more, Iamblichus 
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), (1) There can be no direct 
progression from the Transcendent to the Participating, but the 
participated mode is required as a mean; (2) 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 Iamblichus in the 
apparatus ad loc., but in the Index takes it to refer to Syrianus 
(v. sub Syrianus, I II  379)—persuaded, it seems, by Freudenthal,1 
who assumes this to refer to Syrianus, through comparing Proci. 
In  Parm. 1061 Cousin, where Syrianus is described by Proclus as 
‘t« ¡rèv etcì OeoXoyixciiTepov si Sop tyj p ŝ TjyYjascop àvsveYxcóv’. Proclus 
is not recorded as describing any other commentator as (koXoy,- 
xcoTotTop, 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 è /¡¡istepop xa07)y£jicóv just 
below (p. 15, 16), and this, together with the fact that Syrianus 
is there credited with a different interpretation of ‘pivovTop odcovop 
sv évi’ 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 tò àsl ov, which he placed at the summit 
of the noetic realm, as we have seen (Fr. 29). 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, 1 gff.) 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, i3ff., was that the 
Monad of Being, tò sv ov, 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,

1 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 Fr. 63. Iamblichus is thinking here of Time in 
itself, 0 ¿freSsxToç, ê^pTjfrévoç ^povoç, 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 I II  of Iamblichus’ Commentary, 
in face of the oySoip of the MSS.1

Only Simplicius makes any mention of books or chapters in 
respect of Iamblichus’ Commentary, so that we have nowhere 
else to turn for evidence. My arguments are as follows :

(1) Simplicius attributes a comment by Iamblichus on Space 
(my Fr. 90), 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., 
(is'fors') (see Comm. ad~Fv. 90), 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 
iz shows that the numerals were in the MSS at a certain stage 
instead of the ordinal words. My claim is that Iamblichus 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 204, 24ff. Fr. 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, I 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 Iamblichus’ 
style which Proclus, in the introductory note to the mss. of the 
De Mysteriis, is reported to have characterised as to xofj.fiaTt.x6v 
xal aqpopnmxov, which seems on the whole a polite way of describing 
Iamblichus’ 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: ttjv 8e oiiuiav auvoij tt]v x a r ’ ev£pysi.av tt) 

TTpoiouaT) 8t,axo<T(j.Yj<Tet. xal anVTaTTO(i.svY) Ttpop T« Syjpuoupycnj- 
fj.sva xal aywpiaTW  t g Sv a7TOT£Xoufj.svG>v 6 9 ’ sauTTjt; UTrap- 
Xoua 7] TaiiT7) crovTaTTopiev. as we have in the first sentence of Fr. 64: 
OTt, to  sv xal aTrsipov too altovop xal 484 ov xal opioo 7rav xal 
SV TW VUV [J,SVOV xal afJ,£Tp7)T0 V OV fXSTpOV TWV VOTjTWV SV 
avsXi^et. xuxXixij xal ev a u v s ^ s i a  xal t £> s t p s ^ q  ¿KiSsiy.vnai 
xal t w  a p y a p  x a l  a z a a x a l  t s X t] St-axpivsiv x a l  fJ.i]S’ o t io u v  

aTCOAs ItCSIV t 5 v UTC’ aOTOO 7T£p t,£yofj,svwv,
The Time which Iamblichus is here discussing is, as Simplicius 

explains, 6 s f̂lpYjfiivoi; ypovop. 'xap svspysiav', in its activity, it may 
be regarded as united with the Siaxoafi/rjcui; going forth from the 
Demiurge, and it will be aycopioTop from its manifestations. In 
itself, however, as the ypovixi) piovap (in Proclus’s words), it must 
be above, and separate (ycopicTTop) 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 in the sense that it presides 
over organisation, a pisrpov in the sense that it is the monad uniting 
all the particular temporal manifestations, xaxa Suvapuv, however, 
it will be [j.s0 £x t 6 i; , and xar’ svepysiav it will be xaO’ s^v. It is this 
last, Time in its parts, with which the physical philosophers have 
concerned themselves.

On the question of the more general dependence of Proclus on
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Iamblichus, already touched upon in Fr. 48, the passage of Proclus, 
I I I  3 1, I5ff., 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 8s (31, 4). Normally 
we could have no clue, other than a general suspicion (expressed 
by Sambursky, op. cit., infra, p. 17), that Proclus was dependent 
on Iamblichus. 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 Iamblichus by Syrianus.

The passage 3 1, 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):

Оиты xal 0 ^povoc; xaircsp cdtovioc, &v хата (puciv брюх; el'pTjTai. 
x (.vt]t 6<; ыр жро<; auTov tov alwva, Sia 8s tt]v toĉ .v aucou xal sv тт) 7гроо8ы 
auv^eiav то те rcpoTspov x a l и стер ov reap’ аиты тсбХХои Set 
toioutov elvai, o'iav айто т и г ;  uirsiAr^aciv • ойте yap х а т а  xivrjaecov 
¡ r e T a p i o E i ;  piovov, ыспггр stu Tvjp фи^т);, o uts хата acopiaTixcov 
ysvsascov Sis^oSoup ысттгер ста ту); фйсгах;, ойте х а т ’ aAAo t o io u t o v  

ouSev айто 0sa>pr)Tsov d̂ copiap-svcoc;, (t £jv  yap ¡ iz x ’ auTov toĉ eow 

i'Sia таота xaOeaTTjxev), aXXd х а т ’ a lr lo v  Ttpof)yy]ai,v x a l я и р - 
tcA o x ^ v тй  cuve^ei to jv  d7royevv7)asa>v x a l л;рытоир yov 
evepyetav x a l Suvapuv sv s p y T jT ix T jv  t u v  7roi.xiXa>v xal toxvto- 

SaroSiv xivrjcfscov.

Proclus then veers away from a close attention to Iamblichus’s 
commentary, but returns about a page later (33, iff.), 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, 1971. 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’ ocO Sta tsAoik; tov airavTa ^povov te xcd cnv xai
sa-opLsvoi;’ (38C)—see Frr. 67-8—seems to have been the basis for a 
definition of Time as 4 tou oAou xivY]<ni; (Ar. Phys. A 218 a 33), 
Theophrastus, cpuo. So£. Fr. 15 Xenocrates is reported (Aetius, 
Plac. 1.22, Doxog. Graec. 492) as giving the definition piTpov twv 
Ysvyjtcov xcd Y.'wr)cic, aiSio?, while Speusippus (Plut. Quaest. Plat. 
1007B) defined it as to sv xivvjaei TOaov.

Iamblichus' reference in 11. 44ft. to psTpov as a definition seems 
to answer the pseudo-Platonic definition (Def. 4 1 1B  3) ‘xpovo? 
v)Aioo x Ivyjcjk;, ¡xeTpov cpopaq . He will accept the definition perpov, 
but only inasmuch as Time is to ocItiov xcd sv opou 7ravT<ov toutcov 

(sc. the heavenly bodies and motions).1

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 SiccxpivovTi (1. 7) and oOToAebtovTi (1. 8) of the Mss. 
to SiaxpivsLv and iTzo’XzmziM 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 -eiv and -ovtl were confused at some stage 
of the tradition by a scribe, who, like most scribes, was not attend­
ing to the overall sense of the sentence.

II. 7-8. xa l &>Gnsp ou xivy]to4 aitAo)? . . . av p7)0 etY) 
Sixa 1 co4. Unparticipated Time, as we have seen, is not xlvy)to4, 
so that the moving image of Eternity is more properly speaking 
to ouvoAov TouTo, Time and all that which is moved by and in Time.

1 Iamblichus also discussed Time in his Comm, on the Categories (ap. 
Simpl. In  Cat. 353, 19ft.), basing himself there on Pseudo-Archytas.
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II. io '61 ax; 6 p co ç. This sounds suspicious, and Kroll would 
delete ôAcoç, but with Iamblichus one never knows. ôAwç can, 
after all, reasonably modify nspisxnxrj, and thus adds to the sense 
—it encompasses all motions as their totality—while opcx; introduces 
the following clause. There is a contrast between being an àXv)0tvi) 
oùoia, and nevertheless being an slxwv (albeit the first Being in the 
scale of Reality to be such) since the noetic world cannot be said 
to be the image of its prior.

11. ig-20. 26. [x s t é ^ sl  yàp x a l xa p sca  t w v  7rpd>TMv. This turns 
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 péÔeîpç is a vertical 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 
accurate here, as is Iamblichus himself on other occasions, e.g. 
on the subject of archangels or epicycles in Plato. For Plato, xa 
vov]Ta were xa Tiptimaxa (1. 28), and he recognised no péOsipç among 
them (for to participate something is taken as equivalent to being 
its image). Numenius, at any rate, must have postulated péOsi;iç 
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 Metafh. p. iog, I2ff. Kroll CAG.) which is in fact 
parallel to the passage before us. Syrianus {ad Met. M 1079a 3ff.) 
is discussing the question ‘riva xa psTs^ovroc x£>v ISewv’ (108, 34). 
Do both Ta ysvr)xà and xa caSta participate, and of xa daSia perhaps 
only some, xa o-copaTostŜ , i.e. xà oùpcma? And also, how do the 
participants participate the Ideas? (iog, 3.)

Syrianus’ solution is one which we see 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 xa vovjxâ and xa ato-OyToc participate the same 
Ideas, but oixsiwç xf) êauToîi xàî;si (109, 21). He then continues:

‘Tva  8s pi) xapaxxGpsGa 7ipoç x a  Toiauxa t ô v  e m ^ s t p v j p a x M V  aijxoü, 
Àv]7vréov r à  SoxoSvxa 7ispl t û v  psxs^ovxtov toïç àpicrro(.ç twv n À a- 
Ttovixâv. Novpr|vicp pèv oOv x a l Kpoviw  x a i ’ApsÀtw x a l xà  vovjxà
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xaì та а 1ст07)та toxvtix piet s^ siv àpsoxsi twv ìSscnv, Порфирит» Ss piòva 
та al(j07)Ta, тТарфХ^ы Ss outs piova та voijTa outs piova та а’ктОт)та,> 1 
аКка. та pisv тсрйта xaì apiara twv vokjtcov аита sivai та pisTS^ópisva, 
та 8’ IxeiOev a7T0YSVva)pisva таит’ eivai та tcòv sìScov piSTS^ovra, tov 

t s  ijiu^ixov 8т)Ха8т) Siàxoapiov xaì tov aìaOìQTÓv.”

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 Ideas that is at question. Amelius holds that 
the noetic world, the vós<; and the noetic gods, presumably, parti­
cipate such Ideas as Being, Sameness and Difference (ópioiór»)?, 
l(jónf)<; and таитотт}q are actually listed by Syrianus at 109, 17), 
these Ideas being in the Paradigm, and so prior to the noetic 
entities proper.

This theory Porphyry rejected, as he would identify the Ideas 
and та vov)Ta. But Porphyry, it seems, omitted to consider та piscia 
yevY), to wit о фихкор Siàxoapiop, Soul and the psychic entities. 
Here Iamblichus introduces his refinement. They too, and first among 
them Time, participate in the Ideas, Time’s ‘Idea’ being Eternity.

Proclus has substituted for Ideas та ovtuk; ovTa. Now to say 
that та vo7)Ta participate та ovtox; ovTa, seems, to me at least, 
considerably more obscure than to say that they participate ìSéai, 
but we must realise that by Proclus’ time the Ideas were firmly 
established in to 6v as opposed to Nous, so that та ovtux; ovTa would 
thus be a perfectly reasonable synonym for ‘ Ideas’.

Fr. 65

Here we have an unequivocal employment by Iamblichus of 
the triad ”Ov-Z coy)-N ou<;, with £my) established as a hypostasis 
between to ov and vou»;. 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 noetic world, it contains хат ’ aÌTiav the three 
hypostases into which it is divided, and thus its image, Time, 
inherits their images as well, to ov, 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 аЕа(Ь]та 
and aiaQt)xi.
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provides Being to the physical world. Zo/q, the second in rank and 
extension, provides the principle of life and growth, ‘to vswrspov 
yiyvzoQca xod 7tpsa[36Tspov’, and Nous, being of narrowest extension, 
provides—to yiyveoOoa uote, etc. One would have expected it to 
provide intelligence, but Iamblichus is limited by the text on which 
he is commenting.

Proclus does not think much of this effort at the higher criticism 
— to<j t « v Ss Xiav s(ji9pov<aq slpvjpsvwv (4 5 , 1 2 ) .  He prefers, reason­
ably, a two-fold division, associating ‘7tpsa[3iJTspov “q v sa n sp o v ’ 

with ‘ysvsaOon noxz and 'siaauGi? easaGai’ with ‘ysyovsvai vuv’.
It is worth, perhaps, puzzling awhile as to what Iamblichus 

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 he 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, whereas 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 
xayw 7Tsi6opiai, 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. 
But if the first, then Proclus would need to contradict or amplify 
it (as he does on other occasions); if the third, then Iamblichus is
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being unusually bald and laconic, and, moreover, Proclus’ expla­
nation would naturally begin xoc! yap sv tco EotpiaTyj, rather than 
with the simple yap; therefore, I would maintain, the second.

The Parmenides was, for all Neoplatonists, including Iamblichus 
(see Fr. 1), the theological dialogue par excellence.1 Farm. 155E -157B , 
with its discussion of to epaiqsvYjp and of the continuity or discon­
tinuity of xivYjaip, 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 logical dialogue.

As for the Sophist, 237B-241D, where to pB) ov 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 Iamblichus, it ranks as theological. For 
evidence of his Commentary on, and view of, the Sophist, see 
In  Sophistam Fr. 1.

I. 13  d>v SI) x a i to  (jxeppa o ixsio v g Tip.ai.op slvai. airo- 
paiveTai.. 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 Timaeusl Not neces­
sarily, I think. I do not know of any other evidence as to the 
views of the Neoplatonists on the relative order of these dialogues.

Fr. 67

As we saw, Ch. 6 of Book III  (or V III) seems to deal with Tim. 
37D. Now Ch. 10 is concerned with 38BC. If a xecpaXaiov of Iam ­
blichus means to Simplicius what a xscpaXaiov 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 Fr. 90 is from the 15th  Book. He did, after all, write at least 
28 books on the Chaldaean Oracles.) There are four xscpaXaia in

1 Whether the Neoplatonists were right in this assumption is a vexed 
question. C£. Dodds ‘The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neo­
platonic One’ CQ 1928 pp. I29ff.
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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 ayevyjTOi; xal acp S a p ro This 
Iamblichus may well have done also. Then he turns to the subject 
which we find Iamblichus discussing here: Seurepa 8e, iva xai 
¿ ¡to io to c to v  Y) tco 7rapa§eiy(i.aTi.' t o  yap ‘airrop airrw’ o oupavoi; Aeyei Ttp 
TcapaSeiypLaTi.

We may observe from this a difference in the mss. readings 
available to Proclus and Iamblichus, Iamblichus commenting on 
opKHOTaTOi; o l u t o c , aurci and Proclus on a u r o ?  aurw (sc. to Eternity, 
its paradigm). The accepted reading today (OCT) is o l o t S >  without 
auTop, which Plato’s own MSS omit. It is plain from Iamblichus’ 
gloss c7rpo<; eau-rov 6y.OLOT01.TOt;’ that aurw is what he read, although 
E  and the first hand of F  give aurw. The reading of the corrector 
of F, and of the Aldine ed., should be accepted, with Diels. Cal- 
cidius, although he paraphrases somewhat, reflects the reading 
aureo: ‘similis ut aevitatis exemplo similis esset uterque mundus.’

Proclus’ further development of this subject does not reflect 
what we have of Iamblichus, although it is in no way contrary to 
it in spirit.1 It continues to 51, 21, where, beginning with a reference 
to Iamblichus (quoted in the text), he goes on to the (rhetorical) 
question ‘7rco? XP°V0? oupavou ^apiv utocttt)’ . This would of course 
be most unsuitable, the container to exist for the sake of the

1 There is even a question in my mind as to whether perhaps for 
(sc. 6 ПХатыч) in 50,26 we should not read tpyjaiv < 6  ТарфХс)(01;>, as the 
sentence following sounds much more like Iamblichus than Plato: k &z o5v Sia 
Xpovov ‘opioioTepo? 0 oupavo? то) аитоСфы yiyveTai; oti, cpyjaiv, &акер та votjtix 
a¿¡TTtaaav 8uvapt.iv tou  aifiWoi; smwtixyjm o5aav xal auvexT»a]V ’/¡Sr] xal аОр ои; xal 
eviauiii; бтгоЯгуета'., оитш xai 6 xoojjiop tt]v cujiTracav той /ромои /opeiav (герютйр 
xai SiY]p7](riv(oi; u7toij,ep.vY)xe, . . The run of parallel phrases in the first clause 
sounds most Iamblichean. Be that as it may, there is nothing to conflict with 
Iamblichus here.
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contained. In fact, for the purpose of imaging Eternity, each exists 
for the sake of the other (51, 30ft.). 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 Iamblichus’ 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 psOsxcoc; 
ypovosvspysia 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 о х.ат’ evepyeiav /p6vo<;, to the apparent 
exclusion of 6 хат’ ovoiav, or Time in itself.

11. 9-10. §ia ttjv 0p.010p.ep7j <piiariv. There is considerable difference 
in the MSS here. E  reads §ia ttjv apspij, F  хата ttjv opoiopspyj, with 
Slot written above хата, and the Aldine Ed. (a) хата ttjv 6p.cK.op.spij, 
Diels actually prefers apepij, but it is Aion, not Time, which is ap.ep7j<; 
and Time’s means of imitating this partlessness is by its being 
6p.oiop.spij<;. As a characteristic of the Soul this is a commonplace, 
e.g. Procl. In Tim. II. 225, 3 i f f . : ‘ oti psv 6p,oo6cnoi; ecmv tj oXtj 
фиут) про? eauTTjv xai o p .oiop ep7j<; xai olov ороуроск;, voepa тгаста 
xai Xoyo c, oocia voepo<;, StjXol Sy)7too0£V 6 ПХатоп/ a m  too абтоо храрато? 
та те бХа ev аоту) xai та pepv) tzoi&T, 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 xayw 7i:ei0op.ai—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. Iamblichus may have omitted ov 
after scttiv, and written y£yovsv, wctts for y£yovci>i; 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 8-9) to ov waauTwc; to 
ev auToi of the Aldine ed. (accepted by Diels), to the more Platonic 
to ov waauTMc; ev tocutco, 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).

1 . 10. (7uvucpi(7T(XT(xi tcp 6 ^ . . ., a u vtocTTSTai 7 tp 6 ?  . . . 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 upo? 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 Iamblichus seems to be ‘rising above’ previous 
commentators, with a ‘higher’ interpretation of ‘7rspnpopa<;’. That 
this passage is in fact Iamblichean seems assured by Proclus’s im­
mediately following qualification (p. 60, 4): ‘Taya S’ av sl'y xaAXiov 
Xsysiv . . .’

The topupopat 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) oi s7rixuxXoi. We get an elaborate explanation of these 
by Adrastus, ap. Theo Smyrn. Expos, pp. 158-166. Iamblichus 
points out in Fr. 70 (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) ai avsXixxouaou acpocipoa 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.1

(3) od oXoa acpoupai 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.

Iamblichus rejects these physical explanations, taking the 
nspupopod to be the vospocl cJju/ occ of the planets. Proclus rephrases 
this proposal (60, 4) by suggesting that it is into the Sovàgei^ x4? 
0X4? that the bodies of the planets are put. For Iamblichus,
the seven voepocl cjju/od of the planets must be in fact 4 0X4 cJju/ yj, 
which maintains its unity in spite of its seven-fold division.

11. io -n . 4 Qocxepou 7T£pioSo^ n e p it x y e i. . . This, while not 
quite a verbatim quotation, seems to reflect a reading ijysv 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) sÌ7to{jlsv 7rpóxspov, which refers back to 65, iff. 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. io  (I, 93, 30) where he has added 
¿¡q s’ip4x00. xod 7cpóxspov (referring to 91, I7ff.) to a clearly Iambli- 
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 
‘ pióvov’ , ‘xod Sià xocuxoc ¡lèv yap’ , and ‘xod’ , 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 (iocQ4p.ocx1.xoi and that of the àaxpoXoycxoi, and gives a

1 Cf. Arist. Metaph. A  1073b 1 7ff. (Eudoxus Test. 6 Lasserre), Simpl. In  
De Caelo p. 422 Heiberg (Fr. 122 Lasserre), and ibid. p. 492 (fr. 124 Lasserre).
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third which finds support, it seems to him, in the text of Plato. 
A more convincing place for the Iamblichean material to end is 
66, 8, where Proclus continues in a way characteristic for the 
addition of ones own opinion to a previous one—‘еоток; S’ av xal 
S io t i . .

1. 5- та«; tfiv  s7tix6xXc)v 7т«ректхихХу|<те1<;. Iamblichus 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 rj a no 
етефоХт), which was the suggestion of Porphyry (followed by Theo­
doras), The problem concerns the interpretation of ‘tyjv Se sva v t Iocv 
е1Хт]х6т« аиты Suvocpuv’ about which there was much uncertainty 
in antiquity, and in modern times (see Taylor’s note ad loc.).

Calcidius (cc. 109-112) lists three (Middle Platonic) ‘physical’ 
interpretations of f) svav-ua Suvcqm; (probably here following Adras­
tus) :

(1) 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 sun, 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 evavTioTV)? 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 ouuia, 'Cor'ri and vou?, obviously influenced by the Chaldaean 
Oracles. It runs as follows (p. 64, n f f . ) :

“ The cause, according to them (Porphyry and Theodoras), of 
the equality or inequality in speed (of the three planets) arises 
from the Intellects (vosc,) being related to the Essence either 
immediately or through a number of intermediaries (7) o.u t o Osv
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7) Si a tt/.siovcom) 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’ (ou<tk68y]<;) in another, ‘intellectual’ (vospo<;), in another, 
‘vital’ ( ĉotixop); 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 (T[i.Y)[i.aTa), 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 medium 
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 oueriou or fixaiksic, ouencoSsip, three (demiurgic) 
vos?, and the ¿Trê coxtop, which can be identified with Hecate, the 
Soul of the Universe, or the Moon.1 We have seen Amelius being 
affected by this in his doctrine of three Demiurges, and Iamblichus 
himself in his essay ‘On the Speech of Zeus in the Timaeus’ (cf. 
Comm, ad Fr. 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 
Iamblichus 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

1 See Lewy, The Chaldaean Oracles, Exc. V II  lor 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 èvavxia Suvapiu; 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, 23ft. In that 
case we might conclude that Iamblichus viewed the three other 
planets as follows (67, 22ff.): aXXv] Tpwtç son Kpóvou pièv xai ’'Apsoç 
¿txpwv Svtwv xai svowiwv àXX7)Xoiç, xa0’ ooov ô pièv ouvo^T)?, ô Sè 
Siaipsosw ç oaTioç, xai ô p.èv ô Sè OeppiÔTYjTOç, toü Sè
Aièç sv (xéow TSTaypievou xai s le, eùxpatnav ayovToç aÙTÜv ràç 
oupyixàç novíjaeiq.

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 r¡ zr¡c, ÇcoŸjç èmpoXï), however, Iamblichus has 
still to explain the evavxia SúvapiM; 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 èvavTiÔTTjç. 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 ¿vocmat.

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 Iamblichean origin for 
both:

ecru Sy¡ ouv aim] trùyxpatuç twv oúpavícov 0swv, xai ty¡<; àppioviaç 
ûcotwv z t i  cpiXía xa! evwciç. 'HXíou yàp èyyùç outra xai crup.7Tepi0éou(ra 
xai 7rXy)cuáí¡ouc7a TcXrjpot (xsv tov oùpavov sùxpatùaç, èvSiScocu Sè to 
yóvipiov ty) yÿj, 7Tpo(i,y¡0oup.év7) xai aÙTY) tyjç ásiysvscúai; twv Î(wwv, îjç 
ó p.èv paoiXe'iç "HXioç i '/ s i  ty)v 7rpcoToupyov aiTtav, ’AcppoSérY] Sè aÙTw 
truvaÎTioç, Y) OéXyoutra p.èv xàç Ju/àç ■ rçp.âv trùv sùtppotrùvv), xaTa7TS(i,7rouc7a 
Sè eiç yi)v s2, aiOépoç aûyàç Ÿ]Sie7Ta<; xai àxYjpotTouç aÙToü tou ^putriou 
cmX7rvoTspa<;.
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Fr. 71

Once 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 7ipo<xu0ei<;, that Iamblichus’ 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. upop 
[jlsv o3v toutoup o u t w ? avTsipYjxs, TTpocTTiDsip 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 (103, 28ff.) 
identified to 0 scrri £mov with his First God, which intelligises (vost) 
by using as an instrument the Second (sv 7tpoffxP^ffSl T°u SsuTspou) 
which he identifies with Plato’s voup, and which in turn creates 
the world, using as an instrument the Third, which he identifies 
with 6 T.avoo’jnsvoc (from Plato’s SisvoyjQy]). Proclus has already 
[In Tim. I, 303, 27ff. ad 28C), told us about Numenius’ three gods, 
6 TtotTTjp, 6 7iow]T7)<; and to TtoiTjfxa or, as Numenius called them, 
-KOL-Knoq, e'YYovop and axoYovop. Numenius thus postulated two 
Demiurges, the higher operating sv Trpocrypt)crsi. of the lower.1 This 
possibility is also entertained by Plotinus in that most ambiguous 
and interesting fragment, Enn. I l l ,  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. Fr. 34).

Amelius (103, i8ff.) derives from this passage of the Timaeus 
particularly his triad of demiurgic intellects, 6 wv, which he iden­
tifies with to 6 s <tti £wov; 6 eywv, which he derives from the Evoua-a?

1 For a good discussion of Numenius, see Dodds, Entretiens Fondation 
Hardt, Vol. V.
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(ISioLp) (“ for the second does not exist, so much as that they exist 
in him” —ou yap zarw  o Seurspop, aXX’ z'Lozici'j ev auT<o); and o opwv, 
from ‘xa0opav’.

Iamblichus’ criticism of Amelius (103, 23-28) is that Plato said 
that the Ideas were in  to 6 icm  £«ov, it is not the case that the 6 
suxi (hjiov is different from 6 sv & evsxctiv al ISsai.

Of Numenius his criticism is as follows (103, 32-104, 8):

T aura  Ss o n  piev z/zi  rivap xa0 ’ eaura Staipopap, npoSyXov, ou/ 
ouTco Ss Siypyrai vuv uuo too IlXartuvop, ¿ j a r s  erepov usv slvai rov 
voouvra voov, STSpov Ss rov SiavooupLsvov- ou yap avriSiaipsi rap svspysiap 
6 IIXaTWV roii; svspyoutnv • ¿cto yap rcov svspyouvrwv at svspysiai, 
piaXXov Ss S7U t£>v Osicov oucuaiv aovSpopioi. 7ipo<; rap ouaiap. to Ss 
‘St,svoY]07)’ xal to ‘xa0opa’ tou S4pi.10upy1.xou voo Tspog to rcapov ax; 
svspyfjpiaTa TDapaXapipavsTau toXXou Spa Ss'l ra u ra  avriSiaipsicrOai 
npoc; aurov, a auvSpopia sctti. Tspot; T7]v UTOOTaaiv aurou.

" I t  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 additional rehitation 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, to Tp oixsioic acpopujpLou;. 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 Iamblichus’ 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.

360
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Fr. 72

Wc have already seen, in Fr. 69, that Iamblichus considers 
‘e07jxsv sic toc? 7tsp(,<popa?’ (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 seems 
to be referred to as 1] xoopnjcJi tyvyfi, but we remember that Proclus 
was not happy with Iamblichus’ theory of the Whole Soul (Fr. 54).

Iamblichus’ identification of vj tou xpariuToi) 9pov>]<up 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 Iamblichus that this passage describes the 
establishing of the stars (and planets, although Plato is speaking 
only of stars), in the actual noetic Paradigm. 4 t u v  acrrpcov
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 <r$vat|np, avaywy^ and evi8pu<rip, all theurgical terms, applic­
able equally well to the ‘individual’ soul. See Lewy, Chald. Or. 
ch. I l l  ‘Theurgical Elevation’, and De Mysteriis, passim.

(Cf. also Appendix A, Iamblichus’ 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 oupavop, although he doubtless quoted 
the Cratylus to reinforce his point. The passage of the Cratylus 
referred to is 405 CD: '. . . xocl svtowOoc try ‘ogou -rcoXyjcnv’ non 7repi 
tov oupavov, oup Si] ‘tcoXou?’ xaAoucuv, xcd [ttjv] Ttepi, vijv sv tt) cpSyi 
apfiovtav, 4 Si] augcpcovia xaXeiTca, oti Taura tuxvtoc, cop cpacuv oi 
xopupol 7tspl ¡aouCTixijV xcd aaTpovopuav, appiovia tiv! uoXec apia 
7uavToc-

If we take the Heaven as the ‘pole that is stretched through
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all’ , then says Proclus, (139, 7ft.) we cannot regard the earth as 
‘winding’ around it Tomx.5>Q, aXXa 81’ Spe^v ty)<; upop aurov ofioio- 
tfj-ioQ auvveuoucra sip to pticrov, 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 (XsyoiT’ av oOv xara. tccutiqv tyjv s7u(3oXy]v), so that we 
cannot know whether Iamblichus gave any further explanation of 
his interpretation then the reference to the Cratylus. If 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 Iamblichus.1

This passage, and specifically the word IXXopisvYjv/slXXofiivYjv, 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 a<piYYo[Asvy)v xai 

(p. 137, 6), and that there is no indication that Iam ­
blichus thought otherwise. The possibility of the interpretation 
elXoufiivyjv xai aTps<popiivY)v (p. 138, 7-8) was still recognised (as 
that of Heraclides of Pontus and of Aristotle), but rejected. The 
reading iXXoptivyjv 8e tyjv  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 'tov . . . TSTapivov’ ‘tov oupavov’ we get IXXopivYjv 
rapi tov oupavov, whereas what Iamblichus apparently wants to say 
is that it packs itself around (its axis) Si’ ope îv of the sphericity 
of the outer heaven, to dbrXavsi;. But at all costs a ‘higher’ meaning 
must be extracted.

3 6 2

1 I t  is not unlikely also th at the passage im m ediately preceding our 
fragm ent (138 , 3 o ff . : xai pivTot xai to ’TSTapevov’ ev8eixvuTai, TtTrjvtov eivou, tt)v 
ptav TauT7]v 8uvajj.iv r/]v cppoup7]TLX7)V trjg avaxuxXr]<j£cog tc5v 0Xtov) m ay be taken 
from  Iam blichus, cf. Procl. LnCvat. p. 56, I3 ff. P asq u ali: xa i Tax’ av 0 IIXcctow 
ev toutok; too tcov Ti/ravtov ovoparog SiTTag e^Yjyrjceig 7)jj.lv apyoELBeig TtapaSiSwcnv, 
as ‘ Iap^Xiyog ts xa i 'Ap.sXi.oi; (&vaylypa<pev • Turavag yap 6 pev ;rapa to SiaTstvsiv 
ettI 7ravTa Tag EauTtov 8uvap.su;, 0 8£ napSc. to 'ti ccTopov' xsxX7)<70ai 9Y)atv. . /
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BOOK IV

Fr. 74

This fragment represents a compromise. One might stop at 
168, 7 . . . aXrjOsiap, 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, could have been begun ‘ПиОауоргюр 
yap &v 0 Tijxaio^’ . I have included it, in fact, only because (a) as 
usual, if Iamblichus 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 Тербр Лбу ос,, which is 
quoted verbatim in Iambi. Vit. Pyth. 146, p. 82 Deubner: ‘<Xoyop> 
68s тар! Oeciv ПиОаубра тй Mv/jaapy«, tov £ ŝp.a0ov opyiaa0slp sv 
Ai(kr)0poip toIp ©paxioip, ’AyXaocpap.« теХеата р.гта86чтор, a>p ара 
’Орсреир 6 KaXXiorrap хата то Паууаюч брор итсо тар ¡латрбр Tuvua0elp 
есра, . . .

B y  itself this proves nothing. Proclus was quite capable of quoting 
either Iamblichus, or the original Тербр Лбуор. Indeed the difference 
between the AefrijOpoip of the Proclus MSS and the AifrijOpoip of 
the Iamblichus MSS 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 Тербр Лбуор 
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 (uepi 8e twv aXXwv Saifiovcov). I would 
suggest that in fact in Porphyry’s arrangement the first lemma 
of Book IV  (V) took in the passage ‘таpi 8s xwv aXXwv Saipiovcov . . . 
ёуетм xal XeyeMW 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 xsipiXcua, forming a conclusion 
to his Book IV. This arrangement may go back to Theodore of 
Asine,—as we find him quoted (III 154, igff.) on the problem as 
to why Plato called the YsvscnoopYo! fkoi here Saiuovsç,— 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 Mysteriis. 
The passage I II  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 Iamblichus 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 cpuXaxixod 8ow.ueic (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 lisp! 0ewv, 
which undoubtedly influenced Julian and Sallustius, and of which 
he is probably repeating or paraphrasing relevant parts in his 
commentary.

364

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 ot piiv and ot 8s. In the present instance, we have a list of eight 
anonymous identifications for Ge and Uranos, (173, 7ff.), then
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Iamblichus, then Theodorus ( 17 3 ,24H.), then Syrianus, intro­
duced by the following passage:

таита 8s stScoi; (sc. all the previous identifications), yjyoupai Ssiv 
¿KT7isp аафаХойр тгисгратск; ŝ scrOaL тт)р той хаб^уероуор Tjpcov тгара- 
Soffscop- 81a yap таитт]р та psv тсХ̂ рреХ?) twv Sô acrpiaTcov <psut;op£0a, 
т а Iс, 8 е хабарсотатак; evvoiaip ’ 1ар(5Х1х ои сл^еф ореба’ .

It sounds as if Syrianus is claiming to expound the theories of 
Iamblichus in their pristine purity, as against the excesses of 
Theodorus, to which we have just been exposed. Yet the ensuing 
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 xaL The sum of the epithets is somewhat 
bewildering. Obviously, Гт) 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 syxoo-ptoi 0eoi may 
be a broader category than that of Proclus, but since Proclus 
does not contradict him in this, we may presume that he felt that 
they were referring to the same class of gods, the vsoi 0eoi. Proclus 
does claim here, after all, to be following the хабарытатас. swoiai 
of Iamblichus.

Earth and Heaven, then, are to be regarded as the two extreme 
axpoTTjTs? of the encosmic, gcnesiurgic 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 7uspai; and a7uet.pia, respectively, at work in the sublunary realm, 
(see esp. 175, ¿off.) ‘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 ахрот^тер ‘Earth ’ 
and ‘Heaven’ , still as applied to the encosmic gods.

One might have expected ‘Ocean’ to be analogous to Water in 
this scheme, but where then would Tethys fit in? The element

Зб5
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<bx- in wxsavoc,, 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 xaxa giocv evcoeuv 
xod au(xttXoxyjv tcov Suvapecov aSiaipexov, which the theologians call 
yap o Iam b lich u s 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 xivtjtlxtj ocM x in 
which a number of entities which he lists participate. The use of 
the word peacx; is a problem here, as elsewhere. If Ocean is a pe<T/] 
cdzio. it is not primary, but must have a 7tpcbTY) or TtpomaT/) xWia 
prior to it. One might presume this first cause to be the Demiurge 
himself, or Phanes, from I I I  10 1, Qff.

“ 810 8y) xcd ’Opqjsu«; ( M vyjtoc t s  tov Qeov toutov 7ipo<TY)y6p£ucrev ax; 
s^odvov-ra xac voryac evaSap xod ĉocov auxco popyap avsOyxsv a>p sv 
auT<b -ryp 7rpa)TY)p aiTiap tcov voyjtcov ^aiaiv sx9avsiaY)p xod tSeap 
7roXus(.§eip wp Tt5v voyjtwv iSecov -TTpcoTaip 7T£p(.XY)7mxa) . . .”

The (xs<77) aixia then, produces, or is participated by, pccro« (jxjyoci 
and ôxjci and vovjasip. Presumably these come between oXoa (jxjyai 
etc., and gepixal (j)uyai, general (divine) and individual souls.

Fr. 77

Phorcys, Kronos, and Rhea are here stated by Iamblichus to 
divide the sublunar realm in three, ‘those 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, the former pair representing extremes (axpoTYjxep) in the 
Universe, the latter representing pEeroxTjTEp.

The division here seems to cut across rather than supplement 
the previous identifications. There are three spheres here envisaged 
between Heaven and Earth.1 Kronos, seen as a monad, pre­
sides over the aether, Rhea, as dyad, developing the SuvdpEip

1 This seems to be a Chaldaean division, cf. Psellus, Ecthesis 1149c, 
p. 189 Des Places, where we have xpstp uXcdoi xoapot., presided over by a 
triad of 7raT7jp, Suvapu? and vou?.
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latent in Kronos, presides over the air, and Phorcys, as triad, 
presides over the watery element, bringing the procession (of 
Suvapsii;) to completion. From him, as we learn, oi sÇyjç PkctiXsïç 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 Gë are responsible for Suvàfisiç xpsrirToveç 
and oXou Çtoai; Okeanos and Tethys preside over [iiaoa ^u^od 
xai Çtoai. xai vorjaeiç; Kronos, Rhea and Phorcys are subordinate 
to these, and constitute a triad bringing certain Suvàjxeiç, presum­
ably [iicroa Suvàpisiç, to completion; finally Zeus, Hera, (Poseidon 
and Hades), constituting a tetrad, the number proper to material 
creation, bring to completion the realm of yéveaiç (comprising 
papixa'i Çioai, tpûaeiç and 8uvàji.siç).

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.

3 6 7

Fr. 78

This, as Proclus says (189, 22) is the third 7rpoo8o<; of 0eoi ysve- 
moupyoi, and their fourth tk^ c. After Iamblichus’ placing of Kronos, 
Rhea, and Phorcys over the three sublunary spheres (see last 
fragment), aether, 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, TeXscuoupyoi; 7tacrij? tt]<; ysvsasax;. Proclus later (190, 
ipff.), 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 <ruvoyy\, nX-fjpcoait; and £<04, 
coherence, fulfilment, and life. She seems to do for earthly things,
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in Iamblichus’ scheme, what Oceanus does for od ¡lecroa 
and the other intermediate essences (fr. 76).

The ‘brothers’ are not further specified, but left as assistants 
in the ysveaioupyos Svjpuoupyia. Poseidon and Hades are being 
primarily referred to, I  presume, and Proclus must have them in 
mind when he characterises this togE,u; 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 piv and ol Se occasionally appear. We may 
suspect that this exegesis of Iamblichus’ closely follows, or is 
followed by, his Uspi 0 swv, 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 (ysveaiv xaTsuOuvovTe<;, 196, 1 1 ) ,  that 
is, the gods beneath the moon (197, 23). For how much of this 
Iamblichus 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 TrepuroAouiri, (pixvep&i;, 
with the oupavioi Osoi, the planetary gods, and those who (paivovroa 
xa0’ oaov av sQsAtocn with the sublunary gods, though this latter 
identification, he feels (II 195, 1), requires some explanation. 
Their 6yy][i.aTa 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 oixria t?) uXv) aupipis- 
puYpivT] as the Stoics assert (cf. SVF II  307), nor even Suvapien; 
and evepysia mixed with Matter, their essence being unmixed, 
according to Numenius’ formula. They are in fact toxvtt) apuysZc; 
7rp6<; ty]v uXvjv (196, 25), administering the material world without 
drawing from it any contamination, a formulation of which the 
Iamblichus of the De Mysteriis would thoroughly approve.

It seems reasonable to suppose that Iamblichus 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 need to credit him with it.

Who, we must inquire, are the twenty-one Y]yEp№vs<;, and the 
other three classes here described?

One might begin more confidently with a consideration of the 
SsxaSapxai,, or decan-rulers. These are deities of Chaldaean origin, 
perhaps brought into Greek calculations by Hipparchus, although 
the word is not attested by L S J 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 lamblichus’ on the place of decadarchs are given 
by Damascius, Dub. et Sol. 358, (Vol. II p. 216 Ruelle), in answer 
to a problem concerning the eimoXuTOi 6eoi (p. 213, I lf .) :  ‘et ¡i,ovot 
dm¿AuTOt etfftv, xal ¿yxoapnoi ttvsi; ot SsxaSap^at xal ^wStoxpaTope?
xal wpovopiot xa't x p ara to t’ ; In other words, are these deities only 
doroAuTot, or are they in the cosmos as well? lamblichus thinks that 
they are also encosmic: " oute 6 ptsya? TapiflAi^o? outm? lyetv rruyy to - 
pet, outs 6 <xA7)9t)<; Aoyoc,. tix yap ^ci)Sta too xoapiou piotpat Ttve<; etertv • 
eyxocrpttot apa ot ^coStoxpdtTope?, wctte xa't ot SexaSap^at xa't ot aAAot 
roxvrep, ot te xaTexXv)pou^7)c7av to Trav. etot [i.7)v Tourot? optcovuptot 
x a 't aitoAuxot 0 eo t, a 7roAi)Too? tcov auToiv 7TpoeCTTWTei;, &aizsp xa't 
Ttov xoaptoxpaToptov exacTTOr; StTTop, 0 ptev eyxocrpttoi;, 6 Se UTOpxotrptto?.

We see here vestiges of a theory which we could not confidently 
claim for lamblichus 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 opttovuptoi of the rulers of 
the zodiacal signs and of the decans. The decadarchs proper, if 
we may so term them, will rule above the moon; above the cosmos, 
their archetypes rule dbroAtiTwc;; below the moon, it seems, they 
suffer a mysterious doubling, and emerge as 72—perhaps still deca­
darchs, perhaps something else. I have as yet discovered no clues.

The tw enty-one yyspiovsc; are even more mysterious. I can find 
no analogy for this number. All that occurs to me is the following: 
2 1 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 (crToi.̂ eia) fire, air and water, which 
extend in consecutive layers between the moon and the earth, 
then one might conceive of the 7)ye[i.6ve<; here as the ‘leaders’ of 
each planetary influence in each sublunary element. These, however,

3 6 9
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must be themselves above the moon: it is the 42 ijyepovEai of genes- 
iurgic gods descending from these who are properly sublunary.

These are all ‘Chaldaean’ refinements, which require further, 
separate, research into the Oracles. Their mention, here, however, 
seems to show that Iamblichus’ Timaeus Commentary was not so 
free of Chaldaean influence as the surviving fragments would 
suggest. From Dam. Dub. et Sol. II 232, i3ff. Ruclle we learn that 
this doubling process is a Chaldaean doctrine: I'crcot; 8s xal exelvo 
о IlXaxcov evSsixvuxat,, on f) oupavia ŝ oci; sv хф bub asXf)v7)v х-осры 
ЗотХаеиа^ета!,, остер xal ol XaXSalot, та шгоирста уещ xwv oupavicov 
ЗигХастЕы napaSiSoamv. Along with their doubling, as Iamblichus 
bears witness, goes a lessening of power.

Fr. 80

It is first necessary to defend the inclusion of the passage айтт) 
8e . . . Coi]?, which contains a description of four kinds of death, 
suitable to four types of being. I think we must conclude from the 
fact that Iamblichus considered that ‘not even the first mode of 
death’ was attributable to encosmic gods and ‘essential’ (хат’ oucriav) 
daemons, that he has previously made some mention of various 
хромое Oavaxcov. Since Proclus mentions four such just previously, 
and relates Iamblichus’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. T. то (33-34), where Iamblichus is re­
plying to a distinction which Porphyry has made between members 
of та xpeixxova yevv) which are ерлабт) and those which are атсабт):

“ ’Eyd> 8s ouSe TGwxyjv Seyopai tt)v Siaipemv. 008’ oxioov yap x&v 
xpeixxovcov yev&v eemv Ip-raGsi; 0118’ dbraGei; об тыс, ¿>q avTi8t.aipoup.evov 
npoi; to 7ra07jxov ou8’ TCcpuxoi; psv Seysahat, та таОт), 8i’ ареттр 
8’ auxeov 4 xiva aXXvjv mrouSaiav xaTaoraarv a7roXsXupevov. aXX’ oxi 
7ravxeXcoi; е£у)ру)та1, тт)? evavxicoaecoi; тои 7ra<7yeiv vj pi) 7raayeiv, 
xai Sxi ouSe Tecpuxev oXcoi; 7ra<7ysi.v, xal 6xi x a x ’ oucuav eyst, ttjv 
axpsitTOv сттере6тт]та хата тоито ev 6X01? айтои; xEGepat. to dwraGsi; 
xal axpsTixov” .
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Iamblichus is not here discussing death, but only subjection 
to toxOt). Nevertheless, on similar subjects we find him using similar 
language (cf. In  Tim. fr. 39, where the closeness with the De M ys­
teriis 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 opjpa, and of the ^itmvep 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 oyrjpa, see Dodds, El. ofTheol. App. II  p. 3 i3ff.

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 Iamblichus is the third.

(1) Some (“ oE ’A t tix o E xal ’Axpivoi xai toioutoE Tivep” , 234, gff.), 
permit only the Xoyixyj tp'HA to be immortal and grant destruction 
to yj aXoyop Cf»!) aupnacTa and to 7rvsup.aTi.xov o^rjpa Trjp (j/uyijp, 
granting them an existence only in connection with the sip yevecnv 
poTrl) t (J/uyijp, its life in the body, and preserving only the mind 
(vou4) as immortal.

Can we assume from this passage that Atticus and Albinus in 
the 2nd Century A.D. recognised the existence, if only the mortal 
existence, of a 7rveupaTixov oyTjpa? The evidence is that such entities 
were recognised in certain quarters at this time. Clement of Alex­
andria [Strom. II 20. 1 12 - 1 13 )  tells us that the Basilidian Gnostics 
believed in a upoerqpTTjpevov revsupa or nporsyovjp 4;UX'̂1 which was the 
organ of passion. Again, Galen (De Placitis Hifip. et Plat. p. 643 
Muller) recognises, and seems to approve, the possibility of an 
auyoeiSep te  xal aEOepaiSep afiipa (incorporating Aristotle’s view of 
the nutritive soul in De Gen. An. 736b 27ff.), which might serve 
as a uptuTov o^vjpa for the soul, itself immaterial, Sia oO pecrou tyjv 

7Tpop TaXXa acopava xoivwviav XapPavsi. This 0xvjpa it would natu­
rally divest itself if on separation from the body. The author of 
the pscudo-Plutarchcan De Vita et Poesi Homeri (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 to uvEupaTixov, 

which acts as its oj^pa (c. 128), though how permanent such an 
ox4pa is unclear. Alexander of Aphrodisias (Simp. In  Phys. 964,
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i9ff. Diels), at the end of the 2nd Cent., knew of the doctrine of 
the oyypia, and, like Atticus and Albinus, opposed it. Iamblichus 
himself, in his de Anima, (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*) that the soul ¿si sivai ev стыр-атт, and атто 
CTCoparcov oojty)v XertTOTeptov sip та осттреы^г) TtaXiv [siaoud^oocri] 
асората.

It seems to me that there is ample evidence that Atticus and A l­
binus knew of the бу/ура.1 2

What was the view of Atticus, at least, we learn from a later 
passage of the De Anima (ap. Stob. I 379, 25ft. Wachs): ’A ttixw 
<8e> ха! саХХоц тьа!> ПХататхспр ой aovSoxsi (sc. the notion that 
pure souls join with bodies purely, souls of an opposite nature 
in an opposite fashion), xa0 ’lva &e трб-jrov auvTSuipscop тар бХар 
фи^ар Totp awpaai. auvayouaiv, ыаайтсор as! pev xal ета тохегур evawpa- 
Twascop twv фиу<м Trpou7TOTt0evT£p ty)v aXoyov ха!  ттХу ppeXy  
xa!  evuXov ф и ^ ^ ,  sv айту Ss xaTaxoapoupevr) т-yv xoivwviav тур 
Xoyixyp STTSiwayovTsp.

For Atticus, then, the аХоуор фиуг) 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.3

(2) The second school of thought is represented by о! тар! 
noptpupiov (234, i8ff.). They are described (a trifle sarcastically), 
as psTpiwTspoi ха! 7траотеро1 than the first group. They decline to 
impose so-called destruction upon the оугцш and the аХоуор фиуу 
but say that they are resolved into their elements and in some 
way dissolved (avaXoea0 ai) into the celestial spheres, from which

1 I f  this were the Eratosthenes (see F . Solm sen, ‘Eratosthenes as P laton ist 
and P o et’ , Т А Р А  73 (1942) 2 io f f .), then the whole doctrine goes back to 
H ellenistic tim es, and m ay have received am plification b y  Posidonius. 
Cf. R einhardt, K osm os u . S ym p a th ie  p. 380, note 2.

2 W e m ay note th at Origen (Contra C elsum  I I ,  60), w riting c. 246-8 A .D . 
accepts an auyoeiSep спора: та pev oiv yivipeva 7rep! фиуу<; TE0vyx6x<»>v ¡pavxatrp- 
ата атто xivop u7roxeipevou yivexai, той хата xyv UTreoxyxulo'v ev x<o xaXoupevoj 
a u y o e iS e i a to p a x i фиуг^.

3 An analogous notion is found in the H erm etic tradition, cf. H erm es ap. 
Stob. I  290, I3 ff. W achs: £7rel xoivuv to mieupa oux efyyv ev ту vySiii xyv l^amxyv 
xivytnv, xyv Se pXatmxyv, xal xaiixyv yppoaev appovloi LmoSoyyv oiaav тур Sia- 
voyxtxyp £ь>ур, where а фиуу [IXacmxy seems to be presupposed as a йтгоЗоуу 
for rational life, and thus for the rational soul.
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they were originally combined, and that these are mixtures (<popa- 
[iara—the components of the 0x44a 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 (wctts 

xal sivai Taura xal 44 sivai), but that they cease to exist as one 
composite thing and do not preserve their identity (18i6t7]t<x).

This belief, which (as Proclus—or Iamblichus) points out, finds 
support in the Chaldaean Oracles (p. 47 Kroll), is also expressed 
by Porphyry in De Antro Nymph. 1 1  etc. It is also in fact that of 
Plotinus, Enn. IV  3, 15 and 24.

I believe that Iamblichus himself presented these two views, 
before stating his own, which is that the 0x44a and aXoyoc, ^ux4 
survive intact, not dissolving into nothing or into the spheres, but 
taking their origins from the gods themselves and not the universe.1 
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 
0x44a does not owe its existence to ra GsZa <ni>[iaTa seems to be a 
direct criticism of Porphyry’s view. As usual, however, I refrain 
from including the doxography in the fragment proper.

Iamblichus, then, is forced to take to Ovyjtov as being so called 
merely because it is concerned with mortal affairs. Proclus agrees 
that the 0x44a is not destroyed, but is in some difficulty to explain 
the use of the word GV4T0V (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 ‘ajispYa^safk ĉoa xal yevvaTS Tpo<p7]V ts SiSovts? auE,avsT£ xal 
(pGlvovva naXiv SeyzaOe-’ , 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 yyrwvs<;) 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 ra avayx4<; Yiyv64sva, as we

1 This is tile doctrine also of the Oracles, as set out b y  Psellus (Exes'. 
Xi24a6, pp. 16 2-3  Des Places, and F r . 158  D es Places).
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can see from Calcidius’ treatment), and so whatever apparent 
references there may have been previously to Body or Matter 
must have some metaphorical significance. This has been a cause 
of difficulty to Iamblichus 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, 3 iff.). The 0x44a is up to a point immortal and up to a point 
mortal :

r à ç  pièv ày.poTYjraç T4 Ç àXôyou Çor/jç то  7tvEO(j.a 7r£p(.s^£iv x a l  s iv a i  

т а и т а ç ¡гета той c>x4 ixaT0(? cbç a 7to  той S-/][noopyoo 7rapY)y[révaç,
TaÔTaç Sè exT S ivopivaç  x a l  p sp i^ o p iv a i;  to isïv  tt]v Çwrçv Tai»T7]v, tjv 
7Tpoci»9 alvoo(Ttv ol vsoi 6 so i, 0vt]t 7]v [rev oSoav 8 lÔt i tov [répiopiov TaÜTOv 

атсотЮ габа! 7TOTS tt]v ф о у /jv à v a y x a lo v , OTav атго х атаатт] тиф оида 
xaOàpcretùç, 7roXuxpovt,WTspav Se TÎjç tou са)р,ато<; toutou Çcot)ç.

There are then, for Syrianus (and for Proclus), two aspects of 
the 6x44а or 7TV£U(j.a. The first is immortal, created by the Demiurge 
himself, and comprises the ахроту]тeç of the irrational life—the 
0 x 4 4 «  in itself, one might say. ¿ х р о т yjç 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 0x44a proper merely deals with 
the préfiguration х а т ’ aÎT tav  of the irrational part of the soul in the 
rational part, and it is this ах р о тг]ç which, it seems, survives the 
ascent and purification of the soul and is thus immortal. But the 
ахротУ]те<; are also extended and divided (х а т ’ sv spyeiav , 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 6x44a is simply immortal. We get more information on 
his view of it from the De Mysteriis. We hear, in II  1 1  and 14, 
of the aùyoeiSèç ^veu^a in connexion with divination. It is this 
which is illuminated by the è n im o ia . of the gods, particularly in 
the process known as срытоç àywyf), or фотауыуса: аиту] (s.с. срытое 
аусоут]) §т) 7гои то 7T£pixsi.4£vov т4 фихт) alOspüSeç x a l aùyosiSs<; 
8x 4 4 а Ê7aXà[i.7csi. Qsiop срыт1, êî; ou S4 <pavTa<riai 0eïai хатаХарфал/оиех 
T7)v sv 44ÏV çavTaciTtxTjv Sûvapuv, xivoupisvai. ùno tt)ç (ЗоиХ7)<теы<; t ü v
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Oecov. This ojriyux., then, provides a medium through which divine 
images may be impressed upon the tpavTaota on the imaging faculty 
of the soul.

We also find, in De Myst, V III 6: 269, a theory of two souls, 
one issuing from to toyotov voy)tov, the other introduced into us 
from the circuit of the heavenly bodies:

Дйо yap фиуа?, ¿к; тайта фv\ai та урар[хата (sc. the Hermetic
Writings) 6 aV0pG)7tO<;- Xai Yj ¡J.SV EC7TIV (X7EO TOU 7EpCOTOU VOYjTOU, [XETEyoucra 
xai tyj? той SYjpuoupyoG Suvapiew?, yj §1 IvSiSopilvY) lx  TYj? xwv oopavhov 
TCEpicpopa?, ei? y)v l7rsi(Tep7rei Yj 0eo7mxY) ф их'О - toutgjv Sy] outw? lyovTWv 
Yj piEV <x k o  twv xoapwv si? Yjpia? хаО^хооста фи)(г]? r o d e ,  m p i o S o i . '  iruva- 
xoXouGsi iwv xoupiaw, rj SI < x m  той voyjtou vo/jT<7>? 7гарой<та тт)? ysvear- 
оируой xuxXyjiteg)? u n e p e x e i , xai хат’ auTYjv yj те Лиея? yiyvETat ту)? 
elpiappievYj? xai Yj про? той? voyjtou? бгой? avoSo? . . .”

We are not, however, told that the second soul, IvSiSoptivY) lx  ту)? 
twv oupaviwv 7iEpttpopa?, is mortal, merely that it is subject to Fate, 
in contrast to the higher soul, by means of which we can escape 
from this world through theurgy.

Iamblichus gives his Hew also in the De Anima (ap. Stob. I 
384) as follows (Festugiere, in his translation, makes this a section 
on The Fate of the Irrational Faculties of the Soul, which seems 
reasonable):

‘той? §e 7T£pl IIXoitIvov tyj? сттастЕЫ? TrpouTTapisvou? sxsivy)? ty)? 
^(opdjouaY)? айта? (sc. та? аЛбуои? Sovapsi?) атса той Лбуои, 4 xai 
acpisitfYj? si? ty]V ylvsiTiv, y) xai афафойет)? атго ту)? Siavoix?- acp’ Yj? 
rraXiv Sitty]? So^yj? yiyvsTai Siaxpim? • YjToi yap Айетаи ехаатт) Suvapu? 
aAoyo? ei? tyjv oXyjv Cwyjv too tcocvto? acp’ fj? a7rspi.spi(T0 Y), Yj xai oti 
paX terra ptlvEt apisvapXYjTOC, йегтер YjyetTai Порфйрю?* y) xai y<opt- 
aO slaa. атсо ty)? S ta v o ia ?  yj oAyj аЛоуо? ((муj [xlvet x a i  аитт] 
Siaoup^optsvY) Iv тф  хостpup, &a  7Г£р oi 7t«X aioT aT oi t <J>v 
iep lw v  a7 t0 9 a iv o v T a i. ’

‘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 reader 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 Myst. V III, 6.

The view here attributed to Porphyry is peculiarly phrased, 
but accords well enough with the evidence of the Timacus Cominen-
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tary (I believe that Heeren’s emendation of mss. у xod to у xa! 
must be adopted, contra Festugiere). 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 Poemandres, 
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 Пер! twv тур фuyyp Suvapswv (ар. Stob. 
I 35° . 25 Wachs.—unless indeed this is part of his treatise On the 
Soul) :

aXXoi Se, <bv xai. Noupyviop, ou Tpia pepy фи^ур piap у Suo ye, to 
Xoyixov xa! aXoyov, aXXa Suo ф иуар eye i v  y p a p  ol'ovTai, йхттер 
xa! aXXa, Tyv pev Xoyixyv, Tyv Se aXoyov oi pev apcpco afiavocToui;, 
oi Se Tyv Xoyixyv a0avaTOV, Tyv Se aXoyov ou хата тар evepyeiap povov 
афттастОаь тур тго'.ас xivyaewp, aXXa xa! хат’ ouaiav SiaXueaOai. 
(Numenius, TTsb 36 Leemans.)

From other evidence 1 2 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 Iamblichus’ 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, 13ft. Norvin), as it puts 
Iamblichus well in context :

' o t i  o! pev ¿ото тур Xoyixyp фиуур aypi тур ёрфиуои eipscop cbraOava- 
Tt^ouniv, ¿>p Noupyviop- o! Se psypi тур сриаеыр, ыр ПХсотАор evi бтиои.2 
о! Se peypi тур aXoyiap, ыр t & v  pev 7raXaicov HevoxpaTyp xa! Итеисилг-

1 Olym piodorus I n  Phaed. p. 12 4  N orvin  (Test, 38 Leem ans), and Joh . 
Philop. I n D e  A n im a p .  9, 37 H ayduck GAG X V  (Test. 39 Leem ans).

2 e.g. E n n .  IV  7, 14 .
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7toi;, twv 8s vsompmv ТарфХ^ос xai ПХоитар^сх;.1 ol Ss p i/p i рощ<; 
T7)p XoyixTjg, top ITpoxXog xai Порфоргор- oi §e [¿¿xpi (tovou too vou, 
cpOsipoucu yap tt)v SoEav, cop rtoXXol tcov llepiTtaTTjTixcov • oi Se pi^pi 
t% oXyjp фи^р- cpOsipouai yap тар pispixap sip tvjv oXvjv.’

We see here that Olympiodorus distinguishes Numenius’ position 
from that of Iamblichus, inasmuch as 4 е̂ фи̂ ос; ŝ cp, which must 
be the ‘embodied’ aspect of the Soul, or the ‘ensouled’ aspect of 
the Body, may be distinguished from 4 aXoyia.

Fr. 82

This passage is immediately preceded by a rather curiously 
personal reference to Atticus, who maintained that there were two 
mixing bowls (this being the point of 6 хратт)р ranv sip piv. . . 
at the beginning of the Iamblichus quotation). As it is both remark­
able and short, I quote; it in full. If Proclus is being honest, it 
means that he personally consulted Atticus’ commentaries, not 
only on the Timams, but on the Phaedrus:

‘xai sycoys xai tov cpiXoTtovcoxaTOV ’A ttixov ебаираста Sittov 7tou 
tov х р а б р а  Xeyovxa eupcov, xai таита еЕыОота acpoSpa 7rapE7re<r0ai 
таср p-qazm- pifAVTjTai 8s Йр.а>р exewop tou Sittou храту)рор xai tov 
O ai’Spov s^Tjyoupisvop.’

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 ‘sm tov TrpoTspov 
xp атт)ра.’

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 iaa^ioi and opiooooToi with the divine souls (245, igf.) as 
does Plotinus, while being a supporting text for those who want 
to make a difference.

Iamblichus himself 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 Xf^eip, within which

1 Iam blichus’ partner here, Plutarchus, is probably P lutarch o f  A thens, 
as N orvin  assumes in the Index. H ow ever, the scholion on the passage gives 
us instead of P lutarchus a m ysterious Paterius, whom  one would dism iss 
out of hand, were it not for the fact th at he is quoted at three other places 
in the Com m entary (85, 1 ;  104, 2 1 ,  and 1 1 3 ,  5 and 12 ), as well as b y Proclus, 
I n R e m p .  I I  42, 9 ; 134 , 9 ; 380, 25 (schol.).
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the demiurgic Xoyoi, coming forth from the ‘mixing-bowl’ (which 
on Iamblichus’ 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 ¡xeTpa t735 a-uvo^%. From an excursus by Proclus 
subsequent to this (252, 9 xod zi ti Ssi ty) ¿¡x?j ¡xavrsia 7rpoasxsw. 
—256, 21), we might gather that what is at issue is different pro­
portions of ouaitx, tocutott):; and srspoTTji; for divine, daemonic, and 
individual human souls respectively (254, 4k). As I do not see 
anything else which the ¡xsTpa Tvji; tru volvis could refer to, I assume 
that this is what was in the mind of Iamblichus also. We may 
recall here his formula in Fr. 46 about certain cosmic entities 
‘rejoicing more’ in tocutott)$, and others in srepor4?. The same 
components are in all souls, but in different proportions, so that 
different elements are dominant.

Fr. 82A

Although this reference to Iamblichus comes under the lemma 
4 1D, I feel that Proclus is really harking back to a doctrine of 
Iamblichus 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) ‘xa'i tcoic, y ip  ocv zh; xocipov sxeivr)c, 
IfxsfxvTjTo’ would thus refer to the former passage rather than to 
this, while Iamblichus is exhorted to look to this passage (‘tov 

upoTspov xpaTYjpa, sv d> t y)V too  TravTO^ ijiuyTjv xspavvu^ ¿’¡xiays’ 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.

Fr. 83

This is a comment in particular on Ta tov upooDsv oTzokonza.’. 
Proclus (257, 5ff.) would identify these with uttoAowto. t £5v jxsctmv 
ysvoiv rather than rou sxei xpapaTo?, 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 7rp6fj0sv? 
Within tix ¡xsffa ysvT), he argues, there are some that are axporaxa 
xcd vospa, some that are ¡xsctk, and some that are samara. It is these
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¿'aXocTa that are here being mixed, and they are utoAoitox of the 
highest degrees of [jiua

This, however, is not given as Iamblichus' view. He, it seems, 
stressed the transcendent superiority of those ysvx) which go to 
make up divine souls. Presumably y¿vtj refers here to the categories 
ov, rauTov and OaTspov rather than any class of angels or daemons, 
and Iamblichus wishes the divine souls to be made of components 
of a different degree of purity from those of individual souls. This 
would accord well with his general psychological theory.

Proclus accepts this, but also wishes to stress the 64010x41; sub­
sisting between all classes of soul.

Fr. 84

This passage presents a number of difficulties. First of all, what 
are we. to understand by oi respt xov ¡jiyav ’ IafipAixov ? Taken along 
with the reference in fr. 81 to an Tambliehean group’ of interpreters 
(or philosophers), one is constrained to believe that it is something 
more than a mere literary circumlocution for Iamblichus himself. 
At any rate, I persist in taking the phraseology as Iamblichean. 
The unknown disciple of Iamblichus, if such there be, must be 
presumed to be here echoing the master.

As to the identity 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 
different opinion, in this case, of the origin arid nature of the ‘vehi­
cle’ (266, i5 ff .) ; 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 oi giv, oi 8e and svioi) 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,1 and so perhaps 
was his master Isidorus—oaoi tout«  auvĉ Ssiv a îoucu’ in fr. 81, 
while not conclusive either way, sounds best as a reference to 
contemporary partisans, under Proclus’ nose, ‘oi Tcspi’ 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 would have had much use for a 
doctrine of 6yri[iaTa in connexion with theurgy.

1 Ci. Simpl. In  Phys. 795, 1 3 ff. Diels.
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As for the doctrine, we are enquiring into the origin and nature 
of the oy^jaa. The views of (a) Theodorus, who declared the оутдркх 
to be У) too -ктго$ 9Ьаы; (p. 265, 15), presumably in the sense that 
it is derived from it, and (b) тweq who make the оущш the atvcpov 
mentioned in the previous clause of the text, have been rejected, 
as is in general the view that the оуг^ш is a pre-existing thing, not 
created specially for the soul (p. 267, 8ff.). Iamblichus here seems 
to derive the оугцтсе. from the aether, the т с щ л хо ч  стйркх, thus recog­
nising the Aristotelian side of its origin, as т щ м . .  He thus credits 
the aether with a yovipiyj Sovapup, which does not involve taking 
anything away from the heavenly bodies.

But what are we to understand by ours CTupuropopripiivcoc; ифьстта- 
givtov’ ? We may, I  think, compare 1 1 12 3 6 ,2 2 , where the un­
reasoning soul is the subject of discussion: 00 yap естti Cwwv aupupo- 
pTjCTip f) dXoyop, dXXa pda toXosiSy)«;. That is, the аХоуо? фиyrj is 
not just a collection of £<oai 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 (xtTwvec;) gathered from each of the planetary 
gods’. Again, a i '(ojai at 0eiai I take to mean the life-principles— 
the unreasoning generative principles, neither ouffiai nor vosp—of 
the encosmic gods. These are, in theological terms, the aetherial 
source of the individual 7г;гор,ата/о^трата.

F t. 85

Proclus mentions three views of what yevscn? терытт) refers to. 
First, this opinion of Iamblichus. Then, аХХор тц, who makes it 
•f) [lice xdOoSo? t&v фоу/оо. This man tbikuic, Siopi^sTai pdav ye -uva 
xa0o8ov slvai фоуг;р еу.аатус. 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 
‘dXXoc; xiQ pointing out that the soul does not simply have one 
descent, but one descent xxO’ exocCTTyjv too 0eiou yevrjToo ueptoSov—in 
every Great Year or атсохатасттастц. Iamblichus is criticised only 
to the extent that т) прыг») убместц, being the first xdOoSo?, is later 
than the стттора tmv бугцшхоы. Proclus must be assumed to agree 
with Syrianus, as he makes no further comment.

Since Iamblichus took the терыту) уevsctu; to refer to the сттсора, 
he must then assume all оу-г^ата to be of equal value, as the point
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of this first birth is Eva ¡irj xi; eXaxxoixo on’ auxou. Differences in 
the quality of life must then depend on how good ones relation 
is with ones 077] 4  a.

1. 7. s7t7]Y«Ye Y*P xouxcp xu vsxe; . . .  I believe the subject 
of £7rqYaYe 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 dcrcoxocXei for Proclus to have written k n iy e i.

F t . 86

Proclus himself gives a more literal interpretation of the mjxvol 
Yojxcpoi (321, 12 ft .) :

too? ¡lev ouv 7tuxvouc xal aopaxou; Xeyojiev xa; xcov qnxpwv
y.ai aopaxcov xTor/eiojv 7capev0exEi<; xot; ¡iSYaXo[i.Epe(jx£poi<;, xtjv 8s 
(juvttj^i-v olxslav sivai xoi; ’ H<pat.<Txelot,; IpYOi;, xou 7U)po; epYa^opivou 
81a xvj; apauoxEco; sv x?) xuvxYjijel xyjv racvxcov 81’ aXXvjXcov '/¿^p-qavj, 
w<; era xcov xuy ‘/_wveu0¡lev00v Y'-VSTai- [isxaXXcov eix8uo(i£vcov sv xw 
TTjy.exOat xwv xpuxpofiepcov el; xa ¡lEYaXojiepexxepa xal oQxco xi); 
xuYxpaxeco; ywopivu];.

“ 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 yop.<p<n represent the unifying property of the 
Xoyoi 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, ioff. Wasz.) no doubt represents the 
Middle Platonic comment on yop.yoi, represented here (perhaps 
with the addition of Porphyry) by o'l ¡xev:

“ 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. 87

This is a most important passage for Iamblichus’ psychology 
Here he is taking issue with Plotinus (we assume not with Theo­
dorus) on the question whether there is any part of the individual 
human soul which was a7ra0e<;. The argument is pursued more fully 
by Iamblichus in the De Anima (Stob. I 365-6 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 
ael vost and which is a7ra0s<;. We may suspect, by analogous situa­
tions, that Theodoras here is following Amelius. Iamblichus docs 
state that the philosophers mentioned 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 ff. where the De Anima passage is quoted.

Iamblichus’ view is that Soul is a separate and inferior hypostasis 
to Nous, and to to xpeerrova yev/] generally. On the level of the 
individual Soul, Iamblichus’ argument is one from experience. 
Is there in fact any part of us that remains unaffected by the 
passions? Iamblichus 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), 
Iamblichus reminds us that the Charioteer of the individual soul, 
while sometimes, admittedly, ¡xeTewpog cpepsTOt., etc., at other 
times Suvst, xal t /jv sauT ou ;(a)Asia<; xod TTTspoppufjaeax; <ava7uprcAvjcrt. 
£uvwpi8a>. The fact that at any time he should so descend proves
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that no part of the soul remains always daraOei; and asl 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.

Fr. 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 'rap! wv ¡iiv ouv 6 Xoyoi;, 
siprjTai’ 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 beginning 'amov Ss . . —Providence 
and the power of generation are the peculiar province of the Gods, 
and have an ayvcoaroi; uTcepoxv] to any thought-processes of ours. 
Proclus approves of this formulation, and so it comes to us in 
direct speech.

Fr. 89

This is strictly a testimonium rather than a fragment. We are 
not told by Simplicius what Iamblichus had to say on the subject 
of vision, simply that he said something. It sounds as if Iamblichus 
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. C C X X X V I-C C X LV II). I presume that we 
are still in Iamblichus’ Fourth Book. The lemma which I have 
chosen (45C) seems to approximate most closely to the subject- 
matter, but it is, of course, a mere guess.

Simplicius is commenting on Ar. De An. 418b 14, 8 t i  o u t s  reap  

ou0 ’ oXwp <Tt5(i.a (sc. hat !  t o  9 &>?), 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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Iamblichus himself, in commenting on the De Anima, referred to 
his own Commentary on the Timaeus, and this led Simplicius to do 
so as well.

BOOK V 

Fr. 90

In this fragment, it seems to me, as in Fr. 89, we have evidence 
for Iamblichus’ Commentary which goes beyond what we have of 
Proclus. I have chosen the passage 52AB (xpixov S’ «5 yevo<;. . . 
ouSev slvai as the lemma, because it is the first place where Space 
is given a mention in the dialogue.1 Iamblichus makes this point 
when he says that Timaeus makes the first mention here of the 
existence of Space (xov xo7xov 7tpcoxco<; TOxpaysi) along with the 
account of the first creation of bodies. This is a rather Proclean 
lemma—I 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 7xpoot(xiov counted as a xsepd- 
Aaiov. Whether it did or not, Iamblichus’ Book V cannot begin 
much before 5 1E  ‘xouxcov <5s ooxco<; sycwxcov’ , and indeed there is 
where I would suggest that it did begin. As for Proclus, John 
Philoponus produces 3 a quotation from the 5th Book of his Com­
mentary, which Diehl (III 357) seems to wish to refer to 48E, but 
which seems to me to refer clearly to 50C: xd 8e elaiovxa xal s^iovxa 
xwv ovxcov asl [i.i[i.vj(i.axa . . .’ cf. Procl. ( I ll  357, ioff.) . . . [i.y)7tox£ 
§e dpisivov XsysLV, 6x1 xal xd elSt) xd svuAa xal 06 piovov al 7toi6 x7)xs<; 
sla lovxa  xsxXyjxai x a l s^iovxa.

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 X07tog. We are to see it as alxiac, cjuyysvY)«;, in connexion

1 24C exX^oqievr) tov toxov . . . .  cannot be allowed to count. Iamblichus 
has already explained that away as denoting ouSepiav <T(op.aToei.87j auaxaotv 
(see Fr. 20).

2 Or 15th, if the reading of E  be accepted, but I  feel that this is either a 
slip arising from E N  T Q IE  B IB A rfH  being wrongly divided, or an attempt 
to rationalise resulting from the of Err. 62 and 63. See Comm, ad loc.

3 De Aet. M undi 1 1 ,  u 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 (ofiocpuŷ  
7rpo<; ty]v STifiioupyiav). Iamblichus’ definition here—space is a 
Suvapuc; tnopLaTOsi&Tji; vj avg^ouaa tA a w fia ra . . . xai 7repie^ou<ia 
7ravTax60ev—is remarkably similar to his definition of the noetic 
ronoQ of 24C in which Athena operates: yj Sta Sirjxoucra
aaMfxaTOc, am a yj aveyouaa Ty t a  acopara xai 7tep leyouaa 
naaoty SiaaTaatv.

Physical Space seems thus for Iamblichus to be an analogue 
of the noetic influence exerted by Athena in her assistance of 
the Demiurge.

II. 13 -15  odoi . . . ecpeXxovTai. 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 TCpaTa s7U9aveia>v 
and ywpyjpaTa Siaxsva arc distinctive, particularly the latter, and 
for the latter I can find no parallel. Perhaps it is Iamblichus’ own 
phrase. At any rate, we may note his frequent stance of defender 
of Plato against corrupters of the pure 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
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Fr. i

Wc have here testimony to a comment by Iamblichus in his 
Parmenides Commentary on approximately the passage of the 
Parmenides (130CD) which I have chosen as a lemma. I have 
chosen this passage simply because Proclus in his Commentary 
(pp. 815-833 Cousin) took it as the basis for his discussion of the 
question ‘tivmv ecttI xod tlvmv oux ecm to eiSt)’ ; in which he agrees 
with Iamblichus’ 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 Iambli­
chus’ own exposition, but it would be unsafe to extract any partic­
ular passages.

Iamblichus is here reported as rejecting ideas of and
of to xaO’ ExacTO. Proclus covers the former in 827, 26-829, 2 1 . 
making much use of Plotinus, Enn. V 9, particularly sects. 10, 
1 1  and 14 ; the latter he discusses at 824, 12-825, 35 in which he 
is answering Plotinus in Enn. V 7, the remarkable essay ‘On 
Whether there are Forms of Individuals’ .

There were also, however, the problems of the existence of a 
Form of Matter, and of forms of evil things (xaxd) 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, I3 f f . : sdv yap oorto 
Xeywg,ev, o u t s  tcov xaxwv ukai; EicjoiaopiEV, &q -uvec, twv IlXaTcovixciv, 
but I doubt that Iamblichus did.

This exposition of Proclus’ is a key passage for the Neoplatonic 
Theory of Ideas, 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 
inevitable 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 Timaeus and Parmenides Commentary, noting 
Iamblichus’ known contributions to the former, is extremel}’’ 
instructive. It may be possible at a later stage of scholarship to 
work out with confidence the skeleton of Iamblichus’ Introduction 
to this dialogue. For the moment, I can only exhort the reader to 
examine the text.

Fr. 2

This account of the axoTioi of the hypotheses is identified with 
Iamblichus 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 Fr. 12 quotes Iamblichus as stating the 
subject of the Third Hypothesis as t i  as! Osol? knop-zva, which 
agrees with xa xpsixxova -/jgwv yevr) of this passage, since they are 
further particularised as angels, daemons and heroes, and these 
are the beings which Iamblichus has in mind in Frr. 12 and 13 
(Cf. Comm, ad Fr. 13). Again, at Dub. et Sol. II 292, 7ft., on the 
subject of the Sixth Hypothesis, we have the following statement:

6x1 8 k oiiSev ¿TOgipawov Asyopev xoic, noXaio!? 8 r\K o i gsv xal T ap - 
pAixoc, 484 xivoe; utcoOsctsk; xoi'g alaOyjToig aTiovsipag xal axopung, 
StjAol 8 k xai 6 lepog IlAouxapxo<;, aux'/jv xauxrjv tyjv sxxtjv utioQsctiv 
Tiepl xwv alcj67]Twv UTcoGsgsvoi;.

That Plutarch of Athens held this to be the subject of the Sixth 
Hypothesis is confirmed by Proclus, In  Farm. VI, 1058, 2 iff. As 
for Iamblichus, this description would cover his analysis of the 
Sixth, Eighth and Ninth Hypotheses, as given by Proclus. See 
also Fr. 14 and Comm.

Iamblichus’ 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. L X X V -L X X X IX ). 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. In 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.
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He also in Enn, IV  2, 2.52-55, seems to be taking as the subject 
of the Fourth the Forms in Matter, and of the Fifth, 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; I I ,  Intellect; I I I , Rational Souls; IV , Irrational 
Souls; V, Matter as disposed towards the reception of Forms; 
V I, Matter brought to order and in receipt of Forms; V II, Pure 
Matter; V I I I  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, 36-1055, 25):

I 6 0eoi; 6 npdiziazoq
II TO VOT]TOV n'kaLZOCl

III  c|;uX7)
IV  CTCOga XEXOCT[i.Y)[i.£VOV
V CTcopa axoa[i.Y]TOv

VI iiXy) X£XOCT[i.Y][i.EV7]
V II uXy) ax6(T[i.7)TO(;

V III Ta I'vuXa eI'8y| ev Tcj> 67Tox£i(i.evw
IX  toc £wXa eiSt) eep’ ecojtmv

It will be seen that more or less the same order emerges. 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 awpa from uXy;, as can be seen from Fr. 
X L V II of his Timaeus 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. I would seem to 
indicate a belief by Iamblichus in henads. It seems inevitable 
that Iamblichus recognised a class of gods in the realm 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 there seems no reason to doubt i t . 1

The account of Hyp. II is marred by a lacuna, but it must have

1 On this see Appendix B.
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concerned Intellect, and there is mention of some noetic entities, 
perhaps gods.

In Hyp. I l l  Iamblichus breaks loose from what must already 
have been the traditional view), that it concerns Soul of at least 
some variety. He perversely puts in here toc xpsirrova yevr), pre­
sumably to establish a more elaborately structured universe such 
as we see laid out in the Dc Mysteriis, 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 else followed his suggestion.

From this on, the Hypotheses are interpreted smoothly enough, 
until V III and IX , where he really seems to run out of entities. 
However, his view quoted in Fr. 14 below, asserting that «ruvOsTa 
can be apxai, 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 a7T0TsXe(7p.aTa 
instead of ap^ai in these two hypotheses.

Proclus has a general explanation of why these early 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, whereas the last four lead to absurdities (aT07ta  Tiva). 

They do not introduce further realities, but simply demonstrate 
that nothing exists if the One does not exist. The Athenian School, 
then, from Plutarch of Athens onwards, took only the first five 
Hypotheses as describing levels of reality, and made their task 
that much the simpler.

Fr. 2A

Whether this splendidly lamblichean flow of epithets actually 
comes from his Parmenides Commentary must remain doubtful. 
I include it here provisionally for the following reason:

Damascius, in protesting mildly against the violence of this 
formulation (151, 22ff.)—after all, even the co/Oo? too vou cannot 
comprehend the voy]tov in this passage—finally contrasts Iambli­
chus’ position here on the knowability of the summit of the noetic 
world with his position in his Chaldaean Theology (154, 7ff.):

Xwpi? §e toutwv xou oi Gsoi. yiyvcixTXScrOai. to voyjtov dotocpaivovTat. 
aacp& i, ou (tovqv XsyovTSq vosiaOou xal vosxv • tjSy) priv yap T auxa xal 
aXXwp e^youvrai oi cpiXoaocpoi, to voyjtov 7tpoxsia0ai to  vo XsyovTsp,
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06^ w? yvoratov, aXX’ <o? sxpeTov, xa! am  toutou 7tXYjpoua0at. tov vouv 
XeyovTe? ou yvcoaetoi; aXX’ ouaiap xai tyj? oXyj? xa! voyjtyj? tsXei,6ty]to<;. 
outm yap 7toXXa^ou xa! 6 ’ IdppXLyo? xa! o! pst’ autov acpoucn.v oux 
ael Se outmc, aXX’ sv aXXoi? xai tyjv yvmaiv sv tw voyjtco xa! Tcepi auto 
xaTaXsi-jrouaiv, <o? sv toi? XaXSaixoi? opoXoyoupevw? 6 ’ IapflXiyo?.

Iamblichus’ position here, then, is contrasted with his position 
in the Chaldaean Theology, in particular his exegesis of the well- 
known passage (Fr. i  Des Places, which Damascius now quotes), 
in which the avOo? tou vou is introduced, for the very purpose for 
which Iamblichus is now denying its efficacy:1

’’EaTiv yap ti voyjtov, 6 ypYj as vosiv voou dvOsi'|yjv yap s7tsyxXivYj<; 
aov voiiv xaxsivo voYjaYj?|coi; ti vowv, ou xsivo vo'/josi?- sari yap aXxYjp 
lap.91.9aou? Suvapi? voepai? aTpaTtTouaa Topaiaiv.|ou 8yj yplj wpoSpoTYjTi 
vosiv to voyjtov Exsivo,|aXXa vou Tavaou Tava9j 9Xoyl roxvTa psTpouaYjl 
ttXyjv to voyjtov sxsivo- /psoj Syj touto vo9jaai|oux aTevw?, aXX’ ayvov 
a7roaTpo9 ov oppa 9spovTa|ctyj? î u^y)?, TSivai xsvsov voov s? to voyjtov, | 
09pa pa0Yj? to voyjtov, ensi voou s^<o umxpysi.

I have quoted the passage in full (in Lewy’s corrected version, 
Chald. Or. p. 165-6), since Iamblichus’ 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. Fr. 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 properly comprehend 
it. As Damascius represents him as saying, the Monad of the Intel­
ligible Realm is for the intellect an object of striving (ê etov) 
rather than an object of knowledge. Not that this striving can be 
definite (sTtepeiaip ¿p ia p e v Y j) ; it must rather be attained by indi­
rection—dXX’ ayvov a7r6aTp090v o p p a  9spovTa | aYjp a s  the
Oracle says.

However, since Damascius can present an apparent discrepancy 
between this passage and Iamblichus’ exegesis of the Oracles, this 
passage must have occurred somewhere cist:. But where? Damascius 
does quote elsewhere a llep! 0 emv by Iamblichus (I 1 3 2 , 1 3 ). Iain-

1 We probably have the substance of Iamblichus’ comment on this 
passage reflected in Proclus, Eel. Chald. 194 Pitra, p. 209 Des Places.
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blichus in that passage is quoted on a general philosophical point, 
the distinction between thou and 'mipysiv, so he seems 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 Iamblichus by Proclus (Theol. 
Plat. I l l  p. 140, 20 Portus), but not mentioned by Damascius. 
These, then, are distinct possibilities, but one must ask oneself, if 
indeed Iamblichus wrote a Commentary on the Parmenides, 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 First Hypothesis (Farm. 142a 1-8) 
seems a good place for Iamblichus to introduce his exposition of 
the monad of the noetic realm, the lowest element in the realm 
of the One, to I v ov, which is itself, we must remember, neither 
sv nor ov in a noetic sense, but transcends both.

In this passage, as we see from my suggested lemma, wc 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 §6i;a, it must be admitted, is common to both, 
but the same ground is covered, except that no mention is made 
of or odaOaveaOai, which for a Neoplatonist it would have
been abhorrent to apply to the One, even negatively, face the 
divine Plato.

Fr. 2B

Iamblichus’ 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 Iamblichus 
made some such remarks as this in a discussion of theory at the 
beginning of Hyp. II, and I 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 Fr. 2A, and 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 vô tov proper, or £v ov, 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 puxxov, the 
product of Limit and Unlimitedness, but it presides over the 
noetic realm as the One-Being. In Fr. 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 
voyjctu;  that is proper to the noetic summit—pua cruveiX̂ pipisvY) ex 
Ttaawv uavxeXTji; xa'i aSiaxpixot; xal aXY)06S<; YjvwpievY). This may 
seem to contradict the statement contained in Fr. 2A, and to agree 
better with what Damascius quotes from Iamblichus’ exegesis 
of the Chaldaean Oracles (see Comm, ad 2A), but in fact the terms 
aSwcxpixoi; and ¿>q xXtiQmq YjvwpievY) make it clear that this intellection 
can be in no way analytical, but rather intuitive, and is thus really 
a supcr-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, whereas here it is being treated as the summit of the noetic 
realm.

Perhaps the truest expression of Iamblichus’ 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. I 154, gff., quoted in 
Comm, ad Fr. 2A).

The second doctrine of Iamblichus 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 
oueda here may be distinguished from to ev. Damascius has just 
been speaking of exep6x7)<; and oueda xaOapa as being manifest 
first in the Intellectual Realm (147, i6ff.) and this doctrine is 
now attributed to Iamblichus also.

Fr. 3
Here, it seems to me, we have with fair certainty a reference 

to Iamblichus’ 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 (i42d 6-i42a 3).
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We cannot tell from this what Iamblichus’ part in this division 
may have been. All he is credited with here is a formula to explain 
how each part of to ev ov is itself ev ov, 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 (demerit of the 
noetic world is also ev ov, but Iamblichus is more likely to have 
been affirming rather that neither the Oneness nor the Being which 
the One-Being transmits to the noetic realm in general 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.

hr. 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 lexis of the passage 143a 4-i44b 8, 
which largely covers what Damascius took to be Plato’s description 
of the summit (àxpoTYjç) of the noetic-nocric realm. Sections 
191-229 have been, 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, section 238, does Damascius quote any authorities, 
and here we get a pleasing sequence, Porphyry—Iamblichus— 
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 explanation 
of the phrase ev ye  t i . Iamblichus and Syrianus do not appear to be 
in conflict. Presumably Syrianus was quoting both Porphyry and 
Iamblichus, and perhaps Proclus was quoting Syrianus. If so, 
Proches changed his policy on quoting once he got past the First 
Hypothesis. The alternative is that Damascius had independent 
access to these earlier authorities, and since Damascius shows 
much other evidence earlier 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 every form has both an unparticipated 
and a participated moment. This is used here to give a fanciful 
explanation of the xi of ev ye xi.
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Fr. 5

The two parts making up this testimony are separated in Dam- 
ascius’ Commentary, being embedded respectively in the replies 
to the eighth and thirteenth aporiai on the First Noeric Order 
(.Parm . 145 bc-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 I have included in the text, as the second 
passage is hardly comprehensible 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 
Iamblichus 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 lexis.

There is, perhax>s, a trace of such a division here. First, a dis­
cussion of how 6 SXoç voüç can be said to be both in itself and in 
another; then, the question as to what o u t  со ç s ^ ov of 145b 6 
refers to. Is it to the conclusion of the play] та£ц of the noetic- 
noeric realm (to ev apa ov !v t é  erm таи xal таХХа, xal ôXov xal 
popia, xal татарaapévov xal ôareipov 7rXy)6ei. (145а 2-3)), or to that 
of the тр1тт) таÇlç of that realm (xal cq(y]p.aToç 84 tlvoç, ëoixs, 
toioütov ov \ L z x t jo i  av то ev, 4 tol eùOéoç 4 атроууиХоо r \ tlvoç gsixToü 
si; àgcpoïv (145b 3-5)), and if the former, why not the latter, which 
is, after all, to Tupotjê èç аиртараара?

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 schématisation 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 a o v o a n d  145a 4-b 5 the order 
of тгХетаруаи We note Damascius assiduously ‘strengthening’ 
Iamblichus’ argument in 1. 21 by including a reference to these. 
Plainly Iamblichus made no such reference. His problem is simply 
that o u to jç  è 'xo v  should naturally refer to the immediately preceding
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conclusion, and this it at first sight docs 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 sti Ss . . . (1. 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 Iamblichus ('oiiiw yap -rraaav 
avTiOsaiv sic, pdav aovaysi, voTjaiv 6 fiiyac TapPAi/oi;’) 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, to oouTorapiypacpov 

and to t s Asio v , are to be derived from the immediately previous 
conclusion on the of the One. In connexion with to au T o-

TTspiypacpov, (a term not found before Damascius) we may, I think, 
salvage the substance, at least, of Iamblichus’ discussion of 145b 
3-5, relayed in Damascius’ ch. 261, II 127, 3-17. This passage is an 
exposition of the theological significance of the various 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 Iamblichus.

hr. 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’, 
lamblichus’ solution seems to be as follows:

(1) In the noetic realm, all things are in all things. Even in the 
case 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 ouatriS-/)? apiOpop is).

(2) However, in the case of the Demiurge, in one aspect he is 
sv «AAm, as being distinct from his ‘parts’ , the entities which parti­
cipate him, whereas he is also present to the parts, as exercising 
Ttpovoia over them—a rcpovoia to which are attached some Iambli- 
chean-sounding epithets, aTCpiypacpoi;, agipiaTOi;, siyftpTjgivY). The 
last two at least are certainly lamblichean, if we may judge from
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the Timaeus Commentary (see Index verborum). For a7rspiypa<po<; 
Iamblichus actually seems to use a-spiArj-To;;: In  Nic. p. 6, io 
Pistelli =  VP  p. go, 5 Deubner; De Myst. I 9 : 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 
Iamblichus said. There are, however, contributions by Damascius, 
particularly the final section (xal ¡xt)t o t s  . . .  о anaE, Ёта’/cswa)— 
unless Damascius is simply remembering at the last moment to 
include another point made by Iamblichus.

I fail to see why Ruelle preserves a garbled version of the Par­
menides quotation ‘ таЬ  s [A7tXsov ¿ ¿ vto; ’ (1. 8 ). Since Damascius, 
or Iamblichus, comments ‘ха 1 Xsyst, ‘тг5v’ хаХй?’, he must surely 
have quoted it correctly, with 7rav. Ruelle was, to say the least, 
excessively cautious, here as elsewhere.

Fr. 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 
vov does seem to imply that Damascius has before him a text, 
presumably a Commentary by Syrianus on this part of the P a r­
menides, which he is consulting as he writes. (It is possible also 
that the аитоc, 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 аито? in this context 
would then be quite ambiguous).

We hear of Iamblichus’ views on the relation of the yevyj too 

ovtoc, to the Demiurge also in Fr. 34 of the Timaeus Commentary, 
where the Demiurge is said to embrace within himself ‘tt)v ovt toe 

outriav xal tcov yiyvofxevtov apyrjv xal та voy]tix too xoafxou TcapaSsiy- 
¡хата’. Again, in Fr. 29 of that commentary, we learn that to 

as! ov, which is for him the monad of the noetic world, is xqsittov 

xal tcov ysvcov too ovtoc; xal tcov ISscov.
The metaphysics of the Timaeus Commentary, so far as that can



IN PARMENIDEM 397

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 to asl ov, they must be found in the Demiurge, 
since Iamblichus seems from In  Tim. Fr. 34 to be regarding the 
Demiurge as comprising the whole noetic realm. From In  Phileb. 
Fr. 4 we may further learn that in the first element of the noetic 
triad, to ov or 0 7tptoTo<; voiip, we find only the monads of the forms; 
the second element, £cot), 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 
(i45e 7-i46a 8 ) 4 pear) tw v  voepoiv Taiptp, which is characterised 
by the thesis that the One must be both in motion and at rest. The 
point made here by Iamblichus is the first of seven given by Dam­
ascius as to why motion and rest are posterior to being in oneself 
and in another. He may be responsible for more of them, but this 
is all he is credited with.

The fact that Iamblichus 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, I3 f f . : «XX’ eoixev xai. touto  dato tou sv eauToi 
xai ev aXXw r(xsiv sip auTOup- to Ss  sv socutm xai, sv aXXco xai o TappX^op 
sip tov vo7)tov avyjvsyxs T0710V, xai oXcop Ta ovopaTa paXXov eiri totwov 

sX7)<p0Y).
In this case the subject of discussion is the mention of eSpa and 

Xtopa 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—namely, 
why Plato feels that he can slip in àsi 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 Iamblichus, as for instance exemplified in the exegesis
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of Farm. 145B (II 147, 22f. =  Fr. 5), where Iamblichus ‘Ttaaav 
avTiOsaiv eic, ptav aiwaysi vorjaiv’. But on the other hand, it seems 
equally reasonable that Iamblichus should have followed his own 
principle here also.

We would not, I think, attach any particular significance to the 
introduction of asi in this argument. The asi is actually introduced 
at 146A 3 ‘to S£ ye sv to aurw aei ov’, and then repeated in the 
next line, ‘to ev srepw asi ov’ 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 aei becomes 
obtrusive. At no stage, certainly, is its insertion separately argued 
for, and it is thus ava7r68ei>CTOv.

I have had silently to correct Ruelle’s punctuation at various 
points, in order to make sense of the argument. What Kuelle 
thought was being said is not easy to discern. I 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 asi.

1. 5. sv u a p a T a o s i .  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 
asi means not just ‘always’ but ‘continually’ , and Iamblichus seems 
to be making use of both meanings in his exegesis. Therefore, both 
co-extensively and in 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 Iamblichus’ 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. 9

The aporia here is whether Plato intends the whole-part relation 
to be an additional distinction to the same-different relation, or 
simply an elaboration of it.

From Damascius’ discussion (180, 3ff.) we learn that this question 
had exercised oi 7raXaioi (1. 6), so Iamblichus inherited the question. 
It may seem 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?’

Iamblichus’ 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 sE, U7ro0eaeo)? here, i.e. ‘derived from the 
basic distinction’ ). We must take sameness and difference not as 
absolute categories, but as admitting variations in degree (roj). 
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, igff.) does not agree with Iamblichus 
that the whole-part distinction is simply sE, uuoOeas«?, in view 
of Plato’s use of the additional specification 'npot; 6 out«? e'xei- 
He prefers to take whole and part as ‘tivoc epumv tSiov tcov upo? t i’.

Fr. io

It is clear here, at least, that we have a record of a comment by 
Iamblichus, 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 sTspoTYji of the Demiurgic Intellect does represent its higher 
aspect, according to which it transcends its productions, whereas 
its t o o j t o t represents its lower aspect, its immanence in matter, 
or the Others. We note also that, although Sameness and Otherness 
towards the Others derive from Sameness and Otherness towards 
itself, one may also say that Otherness from the Others involves 
greater self-involvement, and vice versa.

Fr. и

This discussion comes, in Damascius, under the heading ava- 
7ctu^ ic, tcov <7i>AXoyt.ff(i.(ov, which is an analysis of the four syllogistic 
arguments contained in the passage 146B 5-147BS. Iamblichus 
is quoted on the first one, which I 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 7тА9)рs? tcov щ о а т о - 

SsSsiypiivcov, filled with the attributes previously demonstrated 
as belonging to it. Where, then, does that leave 'whole and part’ ?

Iamblichus is ready with an ingenious scholastic explanation, 
which, however, does not satisfy Damascius, who has another 
theory which need not concern us.

Iamblichus is quoted later on in the discussion (187, 17-18  
xal yap 7) avTiOscnc; той svo? Ijv, xal 9}v та Soo 9jv, coc; svosi о ТарфАс/ос;), 
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 less persuasive. As has been pointed 
out in the commentary to Fr. 2, lamblichus 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 (See Fr. 13  and Comm.).

Damascius’ reference to the Symposium may reflect the fact 
that lamblichus 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 Fr. 13, in the way of placing the 
daemons, or ra xpsi-TTova yévv] 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 toc xpsirrova yevr], (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 Iamblichus, 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 xdGoSoi and dvoSoi Iamblichus 
had in mind for the ‘superior classes’ . We may think, however, 
of Timaeus 4 1A  ‘xal ocnx. cpouvovrai Geoi. x a 0 ’ oaov av sGeAwcu’ , 
which, on the Neoplatonic interpretation (cf. Prod. In  Tim. I l l  
I94ff . ) ,  described the 'gods’ below the moon who administer the 
realm of Generation (twv x <xt£uQuvovtmv ttjv yevscnv Gscjv , ibid., 
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 {ibid., 11. 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 
dpiysii nphe, Ty]v uXi)v (196, 25)-

I suggest, then, that this is what Iamblichus had in mind as the 
xdGoSop proper to the xpei-rrova yevr], 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 only to the One: “ Thus, if there is a 
One, the One is both all things and nothing whatsoever, alike 
with reference to itself 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 . . . xod. 
npoi; ra aXXa, <xal to. aXXcococraoTtoi;, “ . . . to the Others, and the 
same is 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 One 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 reason had to be concocted as to why the 
results for the Others receive no mention.

Proclus’ 1 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 Iamblichus, whom Proclus 
has previously criticised in his review of past opinions on the 
subjects of the Hypotheses in In  Farm. Book VI (1055, 23ft.): 
TtpociecjTi. §s xal toutoii; ¿TtoTeXeapLaTa 7rapaXap.pdv£!,v, aXX’ oux 
ap^a? ev xaie. xcheoxcdcac, urcoOeCTetn. Cf. also Comm, ad Fr. 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. V III 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 these consequences in the next 
Hypothesis, and does not want to repeat himself:

1 Assuming oiut6? to refer to Proclus, us it normally does in this work.
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Eva oov ¡xr) SiXoyrj, Ttaprjxsv vuv тайта- airoScoasi 8e аота hpzcprfi tt)v 
той ¡XT) sivai t o  ev Siaipeaiv svoTTjoafxevoi; * & c t t s  хата ¡xsv t t )v  ¡xeQoSov 
SnrXaaiaaTeoM та тоьайта xai exst оота xai еотайба ocpsiXovTa • хата 
Se та тсрау[хата атох!; eSei TeBijvai йсттар xai етебт) сжоо аота rj той 
аообетоо (xeTYjyayev 90011; zic; t / jv  t o o  (xy сото; s v o i ;  Siaipsaiv. xai yap 
9aiveTai. о IlapjxsviSrji; тйо тсрауратыо jxaXXov у т/jc ¡xs06Soo eyo[X£voc.

The notion that the Parmenides of this dialogue was more con­
cerned with та 7трау(хата than with the ¡xsBoSoc is bizarre, but a 
possible reflection for a scholastic of Damascius’ calibre.
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Iamblichus’ Theory of Prayer

After his summary of Porphyry’s views on prayer, (In Tim. 
I 207, 23-209, 1), Proclus reports Iamblichus' criticism of Por­
phyry, and then adds:

TOxpaSiSoxn 8s tyjv t s  Siivapiv ty) ; s u y f c ,  xal tyjv TeXeioTYjTa 0au- 
[xcc(tty]v Ttva xal UTcepcpuY] xal Tcaawv u7rspaipoua-av sX7ri8a. 7rpoo7)xsi 
8s Yjga; stcI to auvYjOecrrepov t o i ;  axououcn, xal yvtopigtoTspov tov Xoyov 
[asrayayovTap tyjv t s  s x s i v o u  aacpY) n o i r i a c a  Siavoiav xal tu  flXaTcovt 
augcptovou; arcoSouvai tuu ;  7rspl s u y flQ  Xoyoui;.

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 sxsivou to refer 
back to Porphyry, but only if there had been a part of outoc, to 
balance it, referring to Iamblichus. As it is, the sxsivou is con­
trasted with to ITXaTcovi. in the next phrase, and must refer to 
Iamblichus.

Proclus declares a double aim: (1) to present the theory of 
Iamblichus on prayer in terms familiar too; axoiioucn, presumably 
the students in the Academy, and (2) to bring Iamblichus into 
accordance with Platonic theory.1 In view of this statement of 
intention I wish first to examine Iamblichus’ doctrine as stated 
in Book V of the De Mysteriis (ch. 26: 237-240), and then to analyse 
Proclus’ ‘ ¡xsTaycoyyj’ , in the hope of finding common features.

1 T<J> nXaxtovi . . . Xoyoui; could  be taken as ‘expound a theory of p ray er 
concordant w ith th at of P la to ’ , but there is no sign of a break in exposition 
(until 2 1 3 ,  8), and I feel th at Proclus would in th at case have said, e.g. 
Xoyoui; 7iEpi eu)(Y); a. xoi II . tru|j,tp(ivoui;.
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Iamblichus is discussing prayer in connexion with sacrifices. 
The first relevant passage is as follows:

<P4p.l 84 o5v (lx; t o  pisv 7TpwTov ty)<; soyi)*; sI86<; scm erovay w yó v aova- 
94c; t s  XT]? npbc, t o  0 siov xai yvaipio-sax; si^youpisvov • t o  8’ s7rt tootco 

xoi,va)via<; 6p.ovo75Ti.x4i; c to vS e t i x o v , S óctei?  t s  7TpoxaXoófisvov Tap; 
sx 0 ewv xaTa7rep.7Top.svai; npò t o o  Xóyoo, xai npò to o  volerai, Ta oXa 
epya s7UTeXoócrai;• t o  S s  TsXsaxraTov aoTYjp 4 app4Top sveomp 
s7Ucrcppayi^sTai,, t o  7rav xupop sviSpiiourra Totp 0 soip, xai TsXscop sv 

aÙTOiq xsiahai ty]V ijiuyY]v Y]pwv 7rapéyoucra.

Iamblichus here distinguishes three classes of prayer, in ascending 
order of perfection, the first being (ruvaywyov, leading to union 
with the divine and cognition thereof, the second ctuvS e t ix o v , 

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 app4Top sveoau;, unity beyond expression, estab­
lishing all power in the gods, and providing that our souls rest 
completely in them.

He characterises these three stages just after this (238, ioff.) 
as ‘ to  psv sip STuXapijav t elv o v , to  S s  s ip x o iv y]v à7TSpyacriav, t ò  8 s  s ip ty]v 

TsXsav a7ro7rX4pco(nv ¿7TÒ too  7rupóp’.

If we turn now to Proclus’s account, even allowing for differences 
in Iamblichus’ presentation in his Timaeus commentary, the pro­
spect is not initially encouraging. The efficacy of prayer is based 
on the premise that all things are sxyova 0swv (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. 
‘oùSsvòp yàp àcpsCTT4xs to  0stov, àXXà ntHaiv è\ l'aou 7raps<m’, ‘7Tpo4X0s 
7ràvTa xai où 7rpoY)X0£v’. As all things experience 7rpo68op, they also 
experience s7uaTpocp4 (I 210, 2ff.), even Ta aijiuya, which have 
CTup7ra0Ei,a to various ersipai of gods, and to this sTuorpocpy) much is 
contributed by prayer (210, 3off.) which, by means of atipfloXa 
app4Ta, draws down the beneficence of the gods towards the sup­
pliant and unites him with them (svouera and eruva7TTouera) and 
rouses the will of those who encompass in themselves perfectly 
all goods to the ungrudging sharing of them, 7rsi,0oijp t s  ouera T4P 
Osiap 84[xi.oupyòi xai oXa xà Y][X£TEpa zo ic, Osoip svtSpuouaa.

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 (2 1 1 , yii.) find a three-fold division of prayer:

(1 ) YjyslTai Ss rrjp rsXsiag xal Svrcog ouCTYjg su^Yjg upfoTov 4  y  v too ig  
t u v  Osicov ra^ ec o v  7rae7<ov, ah; 7rpocTEE.(TE.v 6 su/ofisvog- ou yap av 
oixsiwg 7Tpo(reX0 oi. fiY) Tag l8 ioTY)Tag auTaiv eyvwxw;. 8 10  x al to Xoyiov 
‘tyjv 7n>pi0 aX7CY) evvoiav’ 7rpcoTiaTY)v sysiv ra^iv  sv ty) i£pa 0pY)axsia 
7TapexeXeuiTaT0 .

The first type of prayer is yvoxug xwv 0sfi>v Ta^ewv noco&v, for 
which the suppliant, to approach them properly, must know their 
ISioTYjTEg, and for this the Oracle recommends 4 7njpi0aX7r?)g swoia. 
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 
(truvaycoyog), and productive of yvwaig/yvfopi.a’i.g.

(2 ) SsiiTspa 8s fiera TauTYjV 4  o ix s ico eu g  x a i a  tyjv 7tpog to

0 s lo v  ¿¡xoiw euv y)[x£)v TYjg e7U(A7tae7Y)g xa0apoT Y )T og, a y v s ia g ,  
u a iS s i a g ,  T a ^ s w ;,  8 1 ’ %  Ta Y)(xeTspa 7tpO(rayo|i.sv roig 0solg, IXxovTsg 
tyjv a7x’ auTWV EUfisvEiav xal Tag u7roxaTaxXivovT£g auTolg.

Again, the same level of prayer is being described, but the terms 
are different. Nevertheless oixeitoaig 1 and xoivcovia express the same 
idea. The De Mysteriis stresses the efficacy of this level of prayer 
in obtaining Soasig through xoivcovia, while the Proclus ‘trans­
lation’ lays emphasis on opioitoeng 7tpog to 0 eiov in the matter of 
xaOapoTYjg, ayveia, TOxiSsia and Ta îg. We do, however, draw down 
their supsvsta, which does lead to Soosig.

Also, a little further on, the De Mysteriis passage speaks of 
prayer, or of SiaTpipY) in prayers, as follows (2 3 9 ) :

“ . . . Ta [xev Y)[xeT£pa t%  Siavoiag y)0 y) Yjpsfia a v IX x s i,  Ta 8s 
tuv 0 s6jv y)[xlv ExSiScoeu, TO10W 8s xal xoivcovlav xal otXlav aSiaXuTov 
eyeipsi, tov ts 0 eiov e p w r a  ouvaii^ei., xal to 0 siov TY]g t];u/Yjg avoOTTEi, 
d n o x o cd o d p si te 7xav to svavTiov TY)g XXL dnoppin^ei tou

atOepicoSoug xal auyosiSoug 7TV£U[iaTog rap l auTYjv oaov ecttI ysvEeuoupyov, 
eXniSx  te ayaOyjv xal tyjv 7rcpi to 9wg n iu r iv  teXsioi, x al to oXov 
ewteiv, opuXYjTag twv 0 smv, ?va ouTtog sl'-rccofiEv Toug ypwpsvoug auTalg 
aTOpya^ETai.”

1 Cf. also De M y si. 239, 18—sksiSt) 81 gpycov o ixsiou T at roig Qeoig.
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I quote this whole passage in order to connect it in turn with 
further passages of Proclus. W hat 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 (aTroxaQaipei.). 
7raiSsia is not mentioned, nor Ta£i<;, although these terms probably 
refer to the knowledge of the right prayers to address to the right 
deities (toĉ k; tcov 0sicov spycov, 2 12 , 19), and so are substantially 
involved in xoivyj &7repYaena (De Myst. 238, 10).

However, we see in this passage an appearance of a triad spco;— 
sXto; —mem;, which is close to that of the Chaldaean Oracles,1 
with which we m ay compare Pr. 212 , 1 yff., where the triad appears 
in its correct form:

xal tt]v Ta^iv tcov 0sicov spycov aaaXsuTOV cpuXaTTsrv apsTa; t s  a7to 
tt) ;  ysvsasc0 ; xa.6apTi.xai; xal avaycoyou; 7rpo(3spX9j<70a[. xa l ttI c jt iv  x a l  
aX^O siav x a l  epcoTa, TauTTjv sxslvvjv r*)v TpiaSa, xal eX u lS a  tcov 

ayaOcov aTpsuTov t s  imoSoyyjv too Oslou cpcoTO; xal sxerracuv otto tpxvtcov 

tcov aXXcov smT7)8so piaTtov.

W ith these last phrases we may in turn compare De Myst. 238, 
I 7 ff. ‘ttjv 8s  tt); t|iUX4 ? uTroSoyyv tcov 0 scov tcoic!  Xlav supuTspav, 
avolysi 8s toT; av0pco7roi.; Ta tcov 0ecov, eiuv40si.av 8s 7sapsys(. 7rpo; 
t « ;  too cpcoTo; ( ia p g a p o y a ;.’

But we have been deflected from the examination of the second 
stage of prayer. To summarise, in the De Mysteriis it unites us 
with gods ill a working relationship, with a view to benefits from 
them (xoivcovia; ouovoyTi.xy; cjuvSstixov, si; xoivyv aTrspyaaiav teIvov) 
in Proclus it makes us like the divine in purity, education and a 
sense of order, but also attracts divine suptivsia towards our prob­
lems.

(3) The third and highest degree of prayer in the De Myst. 
(238, 3ft.) involves i] apprjTo; svcoai;, to 7rav xiipo; svcSpooueia 
toI ; 0soi;, xal tsXsco;  ev auTol; xsta0at tyjv (Jiuyyjv rjgwv 7rapsyouaa. 
It is leads to ttjv TsXslav a7ro7i:X4pcoenv txnb too 7rupo; (238, 1 1 ) .

For Proclus the highest degree is (211, 24) 4 sv eo a i;, auTcp Tip 
svl twv 0 swv to sv t 4 ; s v i S p o o o a a  xal piav svspyeiav Y)[i.cov
t s  no iouax  xal Ttov 0scov, xa0’ yjv ou8s saUTcov saptsv, aXXa tcov 0scov, 

ev Tto Oe Ico epam psvovTs; xal 071’ aoToo xuxXco 7ispi.sy6p.svo!..

1 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 svcocu? of the One of 
the Soul with the One in the gods (we may note that the actual 
phrase арр4то? svoxn? 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 In  Tim. I 209, 13-212 , 28, 
however, agrees very well with that of De Myst. V 26. The doctrine 
of the three stages of prayer docs seem to be an Iamblichean in­
vention.1 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.

I will conclude with a further statement of Iamblichus on Prayer, 
from De Myst. I 15 :46, which also fits well with the present passage 
(esp. In  Tim. I 2 11 , 24ff.). (Porphyry has just been wondering 
whether it is worth while praying to ‘pure intellects’ ):

syo) S’ 008’ aAXoi? tkt'iv 7)уоир.«1 Sst'v Tr/jzoQxi. to yap Osiov ev 4ji.1v 
x a l vospov xal sv, 4 si V04TOV аото xaXEiv sOsXoi?, syslpsTat tots 
evapyai? sv та i?  su^ai?, syetpopievov 8s ecp lsT ai too o jxoiou 81a- 
cpspovTco? xal <7 Uva7TT£Tai тгро? auTOTsXsi6T4Ta . . . ооте 84V oov 
Sta Sovapiscov outs 81’ opyavcov slaSexovTai s1? еаитоо? ol 0 eol та? 
sox«?, sv sauTOi? 8s Treptixouat. to>v a y a 0 fiiv та? evspysla? t« v Xoycov, 
xal paXtcrra exelvcov oitivs? 81a T4? [spa? ayiaTsla? svt.8poji.evoi 
Tot? Oeoi? xal auv4vo i(xevo i Tuy^avoocuv ■ aTexvw? yap m jvixaufa 
а о т о  to 0 et!ov тгро? е а и т о  a o v s a T t, xal 008’ cL? STepov xoivoyvsi 
tcov ev Tat? soyat? voyTscuv.

This last sentence in particular expresses very well Iamblichus’ 
view that the highest form of prayer unites to 0eiov in us with 
to 0SIOV itself, and that this highest form of prayer can only be 
reached by performance of the proper ritual acts (аутте[а).

1 If, indeed, it is not Chaldaean. But we have no secure evidence on this 
point.

4II
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lamblichus and the Origin of the Doctrine of Henads 1

E. R. Dodds, in his great edition of Proclus’ Elements of Theo­
logy,2 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 andCorrigenda (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 tivsi; twv 

aiSoiwv, since he places the gods in the Second Hypothesis 
of the Parmenides, whereas the figure or figures referred to there 
place them in the Eirst. 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 
existing evidence we can come to a more definite conclusion than 
this, and in fact attribute the origin of the doctrine with virtual 
certainty to lamblichus.

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 lamblichus as to the subject 
matters of the various Hypotheses.3 His account of the first one is 
as follows:

Oi S i рета toutoui; хат’ aXXov TpoTOV siaayovT£<; та ovTa, ty)v piv 
7Tp<i)TY)v XeyovTsg sivai тер! Osou xai Oe&v' ou yap povov тер! too Dop, 
aXXa xai тер! 7raaa>v t&v 0 s!wv evaSwv auTYjv 7EOiswr0ai tov Xoyov.

It might be doubted here whether the amplification mentioning 
the ‘divine henads’ is lamblichean or due to Proclus. Regarded 
by itself, all this testimony can be taken to affirm with certainty 
is that lamblichus took the First Hypothesis to concern not only

1 This appendix has appeared separately, as an article in Phronesis X V I I : 
2, 1972.

2 Oxford 2nd Ed. 1963.
3 See the excellent survey in the Introduction to the Budë edition of 

Proclus’ Platonic Theology, (edd. Saffrey and Westerink, Vol. I pp. L X X V - 
L X X X I X ) .
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God (that is, 6 лрьтеттск; deoq, 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 Iamblichus 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, i6ff., we find the following passage, 
which seems to me to refer inevitably to Iamblichus:

’Avdyxv] toivuv, ELicsp povov xal arcav to 0 elov итар oucnav suxiv, 
7) тер! той лрытои 0eou povov elvai tgv Tcapovxa Xoyov, oq 84 ¡j.6wq 
scmv итсер oualav, 4 тар! tcolvtcov OsGv xal twv ¡tst’ sxslvov, анттер

TIVE? TOW 7jp.LV aiSoLWV.

‘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 (loc. cit.), but for the fact, above 
mentioned, that Syrianus puts the gods in the Second Hypothesis 
{In Parm. 1061, 33ff.). 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, Iamblichus.

Proclus continues, presumably now paraphrasing or elaborating 
on Iamblichus’ explanation: (1066, 22ff.):

stcelStj yap  тса? 6eo<; xa0o  dsoq tviq scm  (тойто y ap  ¿cm  то тсаот]<; 

oufflai; sxOecotlxov, to sv), S ia  Stj touto auvaTCTSiv ¿ ^ louctl тт) тар ! 0sou 

too тхрытоо Oswpla ttjv тар ! 0sa>v aTiavTcnv LKpYjyTjcuv • rxavTSq yap  elctlv 
svaSsi; oTOpoocrioL, x a l  too txXy)0oo<; tow gvtcov imspavs^oocjaL, x a l  

ахрот7)те<; tcjv ooulcov.

It was Porphyry, as we have seen, who declared Hyp. I to be 
about ‘the first god’, and Iamblichus who chose 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, 2off. Ruelle), where he is contrasting 
Iamblichus with his predecessors in his treatment of the gods:

T l Ssl тсоХЛа Xsysiv ots xal zobq Oeou? outa>q uTCOTL0 £VTai tobq ■Ko'Kkouq
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oi 7tpo ’ IappXixou <?XS^°V TL rcavTec; cpiXoaocpoi, eva fiiv slvai tov urcep- 
ouenov 0sov XeyovTsc;, tou? <8’> aXXou? ouaitoSsii; sivai, Tai? aruo tou 

evo? eXXapn̂ scjiv sxOsoupsvou ,̂ xai slvai to  tw v  UTrepouaitov TrXvjOô  
IrvaSwv oux auTOTsXwv ¿TCoaTaastov, aXXa tojv sXXapiTCopisvwv ¿oto too 

piovou Osou, xal Tai? ouaiau; IvSiSopivcov Oetoaetov.

From which we may reasonably conclude that Iamblichus held 
that the rest of the gods were also ‘superessential’, that they were 
‘independent hypostases’ , and that they were not simply entities 
(of a lower order) divinised by the supreme and only God.1

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 pieces 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, I 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 sXXap^ei? thereof. And 
this indeed is the argument developed by Damascius throughout 
ch. 100.

1 Of the predecessors of Iamblichus in this context the most distinguished 
was Plotinus himself. In Enn. I I  9, 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 i t :

¿v t e u Bev Si 1(8 ?) xal to u?  vovjToii? upvsiv Bsoup, ¿ 9  amxai 8s rjSrj t &v piyav 
tow  e x e i  pacriXsa xal sv t £> tcXtjBei (raXiaxa tcov Becov to peya auxou EvSEtxvupEvov • 
ou yap to  auaxeiXai sic, 2v, aXXa to Sei^ai teoXu to S e io v , oaov zSz’.zzv auro?, 
touto  ¿OTi Suvap.iv Oeou e IS otcov, orav pivov 6? San 7toXXou?  TE017) r a v i a ;  e E? 
auxov avY)pTY]psvou? x a l  S i ’ e x e i v o v  x a l  reap’ 1x 2ivou SvTap.

cf. also Enn. V i, 8ff. which points in the same direction. If the Demiurge 
is in the noetic world, and is represented 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 Diis et Mundo, is probably being Iamblichean when he says of 
the Gods:

ooSe ty;? 7ipd)TY)? а1т1а? y) aXXY]Xo)v ^(upl^ovTai, &anzp ouSe vou at 
voTjCTStp ouSs at £7п,сгг/)[ха[, ou8e ^фоо at aia0Y)<7etp.

I do not think that one should necessarily conclude from this, 
as Dodds does {op. cit. p. 259, n. 1), that Sallustius is here repre­
senting the Gods as simply Philonic ‘powers’ of the First Cause; 
he 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 First Hypothesis until 1071, 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.1 He firmly rejects the notion, and the reason he gives first 
is most useful for the understanding of Iamblichus’ reason for 
postulating henads. (1066, 33ft.):

si 8 k  to piv TtprimaTOV ev, wp 8oxeZ nou xal лито!? раХюта, toxvtwv 
pova)? sera xal aeruvTaxTov irpop та aXXa rcavTa xal ape0exTov, cpaalv, 
аито aproxcrav тсроc, -ribv oXeuv2, xal ayveuaTov toI? 7ta(Tiv <xal> ei;Y]pY)psvov, 
ехасттт) Se tg>v aXXeuv svaSenv psOsxTY) ncbp sera, xal ou povov eva? aXXa 
xal 7тХу;0оир olxslou рете^оиеха, xal ооспар yj voY]TYj? yj voepap vj фи^рху)? 

Y) xal сшрат(,ну)р (ре^рь yap таитY)? 7tpoeiaiv r( psOelpp), XP'k T°  FO 
auvap(.0poopsvov toI? oOcuv ev, py]8e ciuvTaTTopsvov оX«p to1? 7toXXolp, 
si? plav u7to0sct!.v avatpepeiv таЕр peTs^opevaip pev атсо tuv ovtcuv, 
(TUvexTtxal? 8s twv 7toXX<ov evacnv;

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

1 Proclus had enormous respect for Iamblichus, but he nonetheless is 
prepared to contradict him on occasion, a thing he does not do to Syrianus; 
e.g. In  Tim. I 153, 28; 218, 13 ;  I I  105, 28; I I I  247, 27 et al. In all these 
cases the contradiction is really made by Syrianus; Proclus simply seconds 
it. In one passage (I 147, 2gff.), Proclus even backs Porphyry against 
Iamblichus.

2 A ref. to Or. Chald. Fr. 3 Des Places, presumably by Iamblichus 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 crsipá, and indeed the doctrine of henads 
seems to involve the doctrine of seirai 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 seirai 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 ETspl ty)? sv T ipiaiu tou 
A i o ? SY]ji.Y]yopia?

Plainly the metaphysical scheme revealed by Proclus at In  
Tim. I 308, i8ff. is far more elaborate than that being employed 
by Iamblichus in his Timaeus Commentary, and Proclus quotes 
this scheme, from Iamblichus' treatise 1 ‘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 feel that it is worth setting out 
here the scheme therein contained (For the text see Comm, ad 
In  Tim. Fr. 34):

(1) ‘Triads’ of noetic gods are mentioned. I presume these to 
be three triads, as we find next:

(2) t<x? t£>v vospcov 0e£>v Tpei? xpiaSa?. Here, following the schol­
iast ad loc., [In Tim. I 473) I read tmv <vo?)tov xai> voepcov Gscnv, 
as we find next:

(3) a noeric hebdomad, in which the Demiurge holds ttjv TpiTY)v 
sv TOi? TOXTpamv.

We seem to have 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 
realm, followed by three triads of the noetic-noeric realm, followed 
by two noeric triads. These last should be followed by the vnsZ,coxco?, 
the seventh member of the noeric hebdomad in Chaldaean-influ­
enced Neoplatonic theology. But who are these Fathers? This 
seems to be the name for the first noeric triad, the second being

1 Olympiodorus’ reference to this work {In Ale. 2, 4k) is somewhat 
disturbing: 816 xal 6 ’ Ia(xp>.ixo<; U7ro|xvr)|xaTi^cov t o v  SiaXoyov (sc. Timaeus) 
£7reypai]j£v 'zlq t t )v  Svjpiv)yopiav t o u  Aiop’ . ejuypa<pco should mean simply 
‘entitle’ , which would make the whole mean: . . Iamblichus, when writing
a commentary on the dialogue, gave it the title . . In that case, I submit 
that this ‘commentary’ of Iamblichus’ is not his main commentary, but 
simply the essay to which Proclus refers. It is possible, I suppose, that 
£7n.ypa<pco could have the meaning ‘write in addition’, but I prefer the former 
alternative.

27



418 APPENDIX C

termed the ¿¡ji£tXi.xTOt. The Fathers are the triad ov—^wv)—voui mani­
fested at the noeric level. This passage describes the characteristics 
of each of them, attributing the doctrine to 'The Pythagoreans’, a 
thing which Iamblichus liked to do.

The Nous-which-is-One, first, or the eh; voiR, contains within 
himself ‘all the monads’. The monads of what? We must assume, 
surely, the monads of the Forms, and refer to In  Phileb. Fr. 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 
aTcAoiji;, aSiodpsTOi;, aYa0 o£uWji;, [xevwv ev eauTco, and cruv7]vw[X£voi; 
Toi<; vo7)tol<;, this last signifying his special connexion with the 
realms superior to his own. The C scholiast on Proclus (I 473) 
identifies this principle with Cronos.

The middle element is described as that which ‘gathers together 
the fulness (aufi7i:A7)p«e7t,i;) of the three’ ; it is e7uvaY«Y°?>
T7]t; evepYelai; aTt07i:A'/)p6mxoi;, tiji; Oeica; Yevv/jtixo?, irpoicov
7ravT7), aY^OoupYbe,.

It has, in fact, all the marks of a female life-principle. The C 
Scholiast identifies it with Rhea.

To the third element, the Demiurge proper, identified by the 
scholiast with Zeus, ‘the Pythagoreans’ attribute pumpm 7rp6oSoi, 
xwv oaTicov oAwv xai auvoxod, acptopiajilvou oAou tdie, PiSscuv
aerial, and cd 7tpoioucrai noiooii Srnuoupyiai. 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 ¿xpocvToi 
or afxsiXixToi Qsoi, followed in turn by the uTĈ wxcix;. 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 Iamblichus’ views here, in order to make the sharpest possible 
contrast with his other view of the Demiurge. The more general 
‘Chaldaean’ view seems 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 0 OTTaxTiq 0sop, who, as the intellectual paradigm of 
the celestial Helios, will be in fact the Demiurge, the Helios of 
Ju lian ’s Oration Four. Damascius, Dub. et Sol. I 294 refers to 
6 £7TTax4 7rpoul>v 0A05 S^ptoupyoi; 7rapa toZq XaXSaioi.^, and at I 295 
to ot ETTTa 815 sTrexeiva Srjpuoupyot Trap a to Zq Gsoupyotp, making all 
the noeric entities demiurgic.

We have, then, clear evidence that the Chaldaean Theology was 
already fully elaborated by Iamblichus, 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 between 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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3 13 ;  influencing Porphyry, 356; 
terminology, 3 6 1 ; division of uni­
verse, 366 n. 1 ;  370; (Fr. 1 Des 
Places), 390; on irrational soul, 
373 ; triad spoil; - shnic, - Tziaric, 
4 10 ; on Demiurge, 418 

Chrysanthius 1 1 ;  17  
Cicero 4; 275 n. 2 
Clement of Alexandria. 371 
Cleomedes 276
Crantor 268, 292, on Atlantis Myth 
294; 298; 301, on origin of Universe 

303-5; on composition of Soul, 330
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Critias As aspect of demiurge 273 
Cronius 45, 348
Cronos 246; as planet, 337; alle­

gorised 366-7; 418

Damascius 15  n. 6; 2 3 ft .; 26; 2 g ff.; 
3 1 ;  33-4 ; 63ff.; on s/iopos ol 
Philebus 257; 2 6 1; gives Iam bli­
chus' views on decadarchs, 369; 
partisan of Iamblichus, 379, 40 1; 
access to authorities, 393; d is­
agrees with Iamblichus on Farm. 
146B, 399; on Demiurge 419 

Daphne site of Iam blichus’ school ?, 
i iff.

Delphic Oracle 299 
Dexippus pupil of Iamblichus, 

commentator on Categories, 14,
25. ЭИ

Earth Moon as earth, 2S0; as
áxpÓT7¡<; of encosmic gods, 365 

Egyp t, Egyptians 274, habit of 
threatening the gods 274; Nile 
276; call Moon ‘aetheria! earth’ 
280; wisdom of, 289; doctrines of, 
3 12

Eleusis, mysteries of, 290 
Em esa 3, 4
Epimetheus as epistrophe 238 
Eratosthenes on Nile 278; on ir­

rational soul?, 372 
Eudoxus of Cnidus astronomical 

theories, 355 
Eunapius 3ff., 338 
Euphrasius pupil of Iamblichus, 14 
Eusebius church historian, <)f., 23 
Eustathius successor to Aedesius, 

J4

Gaius School of, 56, 298 
Galen 371
Gnosticism 36; Basilidian Gnostics 

on lower soul, 371

Hades (I’luto) 49, 246; allegorised, 
368

Harpocration of Argos 230 
Hecate in Clialdaean demiurgic 

triad, 308; 378
Hephaestus as te/ vixoi; voO?, 280, 

patron of practical wisdom 286;
381

Hera allegorised 367; 378 
Heraclides of Pontus 362 
Heraclitus 269, 276 
Hermeias 22, 63, 233 n. i , 244, 

on XoyoQ as ioiov, 293 n. 1, on 
etym. of ivveap, 335 

Hermes 247, 290; planet 356 
Hermetic Corpus 27 n. 1, SuvdgEip 

in, 322 n. 2; on irrational soul, 
372  n. 3 

Hesiod 27, 28 
Hestia 251
Hierius pupil of Iamblichus, 

teacher of Maximus of Ephesus, 
14

Hipparchus 17  n. 3, 275, devised 
epicycles, 354

Homer 27, Ilia d  I 104, 276; Iliad  
V  750, 289; 291

Iamblichus, philosopher Division 
of Alcibiades 2 3 1 ;  style 239; argu­
ments in Phaedo 239ft.; structure 
of Phaedrus 248; on divine ‘happi­
ness’ 2 5 1-2 ; the ‘One’ of the Soul 
2 5 3 F ; exegesis of cicadas in Phae­
drus 255; types of Soul 256; 
monads of the Forms 260; order 
of dialogues 264-5; Timaeus <puai- 
xop, 265; on genealogy of Critias 
270-1; symbolical exeg. of char­
acters, Tim. 2 1B -D , 273C; prin­
ciple of ‘analogy’ 280; being ‘con­
servative’ 284; and Chaldaean 
Oracles 290; variant reading 
noted, 293; interprets £7тотгт1х ы т е - 
pov, 295; comment 011 textual 
details 296-8; using syllogism 
3 0 i f . ; unnatural interpr. of Tim.. 
28B ; oi 7repl Hopcp. xal ’Idg(3X., 
3 1 1 ; Comm, on Chald. Oracles 
quoted 3 12 ; habit of repeating 
passages 3 12 ; adapts Phaedrus 
Myth in exeg. of Timaeus, 3 4 1; 
Comm, on Categories referred to, 
347 n. 1 ;  variant reading from 
Proclus, Tim. 38BC, 352 ; treatise 
тар! 0 e¿5v, 364; on decadarchs, 
369; De Anim a  quoted, 372; 
theory on oxrjga, 373 !!.; crit. of 
predecessors in De Anim a, 382; 
on the Hypotheses of Farm. 388-9; 
Chaldaean Theology quoted 389;
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7t£pi 0£cov ref. to, 390; poss. behind 
Dam. Dub. et Sol. 261, 395; On 
Prayer 407-4 11 ; Doctrine of Hen- 
ads, 4 12 -16 ; On the Speech of 
Zeus in  the 2'imaeus, 4 17 -19  

Iamblichus, novelist 4 
Iamblichus, (phylarch of Arethusa 

and Emesa) 4; son of, 4

Julian, Emperor 23, 24; 364; on 
Prometheus as pronoia, 258-9; 
Asclepius connected with Sun, 
286; Hephaestus patron of practi­
cal wisdom, 286; quotes Iam bli­
chus on eternity of world 307; 
Aphrodite assisting Sun, 358; on 
Demiurge 4 18 -19

Kidenas, astronomer 275

Longinus 9, 55, 271, 2 87 !, policy 
in Timaeus comm. 295, n. 1 

Lydus, Joannes Laurentius 6, 
n. 3, 19, 24, 65

Macedonius friend of Iamblichus 
25

Malalas 4, 5, 12 
Marinus 24
Marius Victorinus and triad ¡xovtj— 

71960801;— emoTptxpf), 33 1 
Maximus of Ephesus J4 -5 ; Comm.

on Categories 3 1 1  
Minucius Felix 283 
Moderatus of Gades 26 
Monimos 5 ; god, 5 
Moon 48, 2 5 1; as Earth  280; third 

emanation of Athena 290; 3 19 ; 
3 2 7 ; 3531  357

Nicomaclius of Gerasa r8, Life  of 
Pythagoras, 19 ; Introduction to 
Arithmetic, 20; Theologumena 
Arithmeticae, ibid., 26; source for 
Proclus, 323 

Nile source of, 277 
Numenius 4, 12, 19, 41, 260, 267 

n. 1 ;  on Atlantis M yth 269, 294; 
on Soul, 330; on participation in 
noetic world, 348; influence on 
Amelius, 337, 359; system of three 
Gods, 359; on planetary gods, 
368; on parts of soul, 376; 382

Oceanus allegorised 366 
Ocellus Hepl Ouaecop, 322 
Olympiodorus 22, 24, 25, 63ff.,

231, 237, 376-7; on Iambi. Speech 
of Zeus in  Timaeus, 4 17 n. 1 

Origen, the Christian 9; 27 n. 1 ;  
38 n. 2

Origen the Platonist 55, interprets 
Atlantis Myth 269; 272; 294; 
refut. by Iambi. 273; Ilept 85a -  
[2.0VC0V as source for Porphyry 283; 
on 24C, 287f.

Orontes, R iver 3, 4 
Orpheus, Orphic Poems 27; 28; 

3 1 ;  Egg 262; 283; 29 1; 307; 
Orphic initiation of Pythagoras 
363

Panaetius commenting on Timaeus 
24C, 287

Parmenides quoted, 396 
Paterius on immortality of soul, 

377 11 ■ i
Peisitheus pupil of Theodorus of 

Asine, on skopos of Philebus 257 
Phanes 307; as Demiurge for Am e­

lius 3 10
Philo Judaeus 27 n. 1 ;  SuvdjnEip in, 

415
Philolaus 3 1 , 395 
Philoponus, Johannes 2 1, 23, 55, 

62, 65; on Porphyry 295; on Tim. 
27C, 297; quotes Proclus In  Tim.,
384

Phorcys allegorised 366-7 
Photius 20
Platonism, Platonists, Middle 27; 

Commentaries 55; 232; 235; 2 5 1; 
on skopos of Philebus 257; 286; 
hypothetical syllogisms used by, 
3 0 1 ; on Tim. 32A, 325; on Tim. 
34B, 327; on Tim. 35B , 332; 3 5 1 ; 
on Tim. 38D, 356; on Tim. 43A, 
38 1-2 ; on Space?, 385 

Plato 15, 20, Parmenides 30; P h ile­
bus 1 7 Cff.; 32 ; 36; 42; reading 
Aristotle into 235; Philebus 66A- 
C, 258; 272; Phaedrus 248Cff. 2 8 1; 
Parmenides and Sophist 299; for­
mal syllogisms seen in dialogues 
302; E p , II , 307 n. 1 ;  Phaedrus 
myth used at Tim. 37B, 340; 
Sophist and Parmenides referred
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to, 350 -1; Parm., Phileb,, Soph. 
mentioned 360; poss. ref. to 38 1; 
Phaedrus Myth, 382; Symposium  
ref. to by Damascius, 400 

Plotinus 6, 7, 19, 26, 30, 33, 36, 41, 
42, 43f., 2 6 1; on Longinus 2 7 1; 
293; said by Proclus to postulate 
two Demiurges, 307; on supra - 
cosmic Soul 326; fiypacpoi auvou- 
cdai of, 333 ; on faculty of per­
ception in Nous, 3 4 1; on Demiur­
ge, Enn. I l l  9, 1 , 359; on irration­
al soul, in Enn. XV 3, 373; ref. 
to Enn. IV  7, 14, 376; 377; 
criticised by Iambi. 382; Enn. V 7 
used by Proclus, 386; first to take 
Parm. as m etaphysical? 387; gods 
in noetic world, 4 14  n. 1 

Plutarch of Athens on immortality 
of soul, 377 ; on subject of sixth 
H ypoth. of Parmenides 387; 389 

Plutarch of Chaeroneia 27 n. 1, 55, 
246 n. 1 ;  and Atticus, heresy of, 
298; De Лп. Proc. 10 13Л , 303; 
creation of universe in Time 
3 i i f . ; 329; ref. to l ’s. Plut. Vit. 
et Poes. Elomeri, 371 

Porphyry Intro, ch. 1 passim; 
Homerika Zetcmata, ded. to A na­
tolius 8; in Sicily 10 ; l'lepl toG 
Tv(o0t craurov ded. to Iambi., 10 ; 
relations w. Iam bi, io f f . ; De. 
Anim a, 19 ; Ifepi Oettav ovopiaTtov 
23; 2 6 ff.; un-Platonic 28; Letter 
to Anebo ib id .; 30; 36; 37 ; 4 1 ;  42 ; 
49ff.; Commentary on the Timaeus 
54; 58; 260; comments ‘ethically’ 
267; on Atlantis Myth 269; corr. 
by Iambi. 270, 276, 277, 280, 282, 
285, 292; De Antro Nymph. 276; 
on daemonic Time 279; takes 
Hephaestus as тeyyixbq voG; 280; 
on Tim. 24AB, 282f.; on 24C, 288; 
TTepi toG ¿9’ Y)jriv, 289 n. 1 ;  on 
Tim. 24E, 292; division of Timaeus 
Comm, into books, 295; inter­
prets piepixcuTspov, 295; in agree­
ment w. Iambi, on 27C, 298; un­
natural interpr. of Tim. 28B, 302; 
on origin of universe, 304; De 
Anim a 305; ol rrepl Порср., 3 1 1 ;  
on Tim. 3 1A , 3 18 T ; answers
aporia on Tim. 3 1A , 3 19 ; on Tim.

34B, 327; and Marius Victorinus, 
3 3 1 ;  on Tim. 35B , 334; on Tim. 
37B , 339, 340C; on Tim. 38 D, 
Clialdaean-influenced, 356-7 ; on 
aXoyoç 'i'uX5. 372-3 ; on subjects of 
Hypotheses of Parm. 388; on 
Parm. 143A -144B , 393; views on 
Prayer, 407, 409; gods in H yp. 2 
of Parm. 4 14  n. I 

Poseidon 269; allegorised 368 
Posidonius 250, 301 
Proclus 22, 24, 26, 28, 32, 38, 48, 

54, 57ff. ; elaboration of Iam bi.’s 
exeg. of Alcibiades 229; unwilling­
ness to quote verbatim 230; amplif. 
of Iambi. 233h ; theory of exten­
sion of hypostases 236f. ; on 
ÛTreÇcoxiàç, 252; 262-3; 011 Atlantis 
Myth 269t. ; symbolic exeg. of 
characters 274; doctrine of grace 
278-9; disagreement with Iam ­
blichus on Tim. 27D, 299; on 
meanings of y£V7]T6ç, 306; El.
Theol. 58, 59, 70, 3 14 ; E l. Theol. 
776-7, 3 15 ;  on Tim. 32A, 3 2 3 I ;  
methods of quotation 326-7; ano­
nymous doxographies in, 327; 
etymol. of èvvsdcç, 335 ; use of 
Iambi., 346; on participation in 
noetic world, 348; quoting Pyth. 
Tepôç Aôyoç, 363; using Plotinus 
Enn. V 7, 386; attr. Platonic 
Theology to Iambi., 3 9 1; crit. 
Iambi, on H yp. 6 of Parm., 402; 
oojtÔç ref. to in Damascius, 402 
n. 1 ;  contradicts Iambi. 4 15  n. 1 

Prometheus as pronoia 258 
Psellus, Michael 24, 65; on Chal- 

daean demiurgic triad 308; Chal- 
daean division of cosmos, 366 n. 1 

Ptolemy on irrational soul?, 372 
Pythagoras 14 ; Hieros Logos, 363; 

28; 42; 243
Pythagoreanism, (Neo-) 15, 19,

20, 26, 268, 283; mathematics 
322; 335; 350; 3 6 1; 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 447

Sampsigeramos 5 
Seleucid Empire 3, 5 
Septimius Severus 4 
Severus 55 ; policy in Timaeus 

Commentary, 294; significance 
of xi in Tim, 27D, 298 n. 1 ;  323; 
on composition of soul, 33 1 

Simplicius 2 1, 22, 58, 35 1, 379
n. i , 383, 385; problems as source 
for Iam bi. 60-2 

Sirius 17
Socrates 17 ; 232ft., 262, 287, 293 
Solon as demiurge 273, 274 
Sopater 6, and n. 3 ; I2ff. ; death of,

14. 25
Sozomen 6 n. 1
Speusippus 26, 250, definition of 

Soul, 329; definition of Time 347; 
on im m ortality of Soul, 376 

Stephanus 21 
Stobaeus, Johannes 65 n. 4 
Stoics S V F  II 307 referred to, 368; 

382
Suidas 6
Sun ("Hàioç) 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; Iam ­
blichus returns to, i iff.

Syrianus 19 n. 2, 22, 49, 54, 229, 
231, 234, 239; typical am plifica­
tion of Iambi. 257 ; 262 ; on Atlantis 
Myth 269; on Tim. 27C, 297; 326; 
how referred to by Proches, 343 ; 
views on Aeon, 343 ; on participa­
tion in noetic world, 348; his 
method of commentary 348; e x ­
pounding Iamblichus, 365 ; on 
Sx^ipa, 374; on Parm. 143A -144B ,

393; acknowledges debt to Iambi. 
396; and henads 4 i2ff.

Taurus, Calvisius 55; on Tim. 27C, 
297; enumeration of meanings of 
YEVTjxoi;, 30 4 !, 3 1 1 ;  school of, 305 
n. 1

Tertullian 233 
Tetliys allegorised 365-6 
Theodorus of Asine pupil of 1am- 

blichus? 14, 26, 28, 45; 294; on 
Tim. 35A, 330; arithmo logical
analysis of 338; relation to Nume- 
nius, 338; on Tim. 38D, following 
Porphyry, 356; triadic elabora­
tions of, 357-8; 364; on S/7)[ra, 380 

Theodorus of Cyrene in Sophist, 
247

Theon of Sm yrna 324 n. 1, 354, 356 
Theophrastus and syllogisms 3 0 1; 

mentioned by Taurus, 304; on 
Time, 347

Theotecnus, bishop of Caesarea 9 
Timaeus Locrus 98C, 322

Vettius Valens 276

Xenarchus 10  n. 4; quoted, dis­
tinguishes two types of atrial, 3 16  

Xenocrates 250; on origin of uni­
verse 303, 306; on composition 
of Soul, 329; definition of Time, 
347; on im m ortality of Soul, 376

Year, Great 275

Zervan 35
Zeus 49, 246, 2 5 1 ; as Demiurge 

307, 4T8; as planet 357; allegoris­
ed 367

IV . S U B JE C T S  
(a) English Words

Angel 51 
Archangel 51, 283

Archon 51

boddhisatva 243

Daemons 4 1 ; 49-52; 236; in A t­
lantis Myth 269; 28211.; chief dae­

mon 284; intermediate status of, 
401

Dyad peras-apeiron 3 1 ;  Unlimited 
33, 47, 27°, 322, 329

Demiurge 24; 37-9; 245-7; 25 1 ; 
385; sublunary 245, 259; Father 
of demiurges, ib id .; Solon and 
Critias as, 273; Athena at right 
hand of, 289-90; identifications
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of, 307f.; Chaldaean demiurgic 
triad, 308; 3 13 ;  4 17 ; for Iam bli­
chus 309; and ooiTotjcpov 3x7; 
Demiurgic Intellect 394-5; xau- 
t6tt)ç and ёт£р6ту)<; of, 400; as 
Zeus, 418

Em anation 27, 291
Ennead 281
Exegesis, symbolic 27

Fate (sipappivi)) 47, 245
Form (Ideas, elSoç, ISéa) Monads 

of, 37, 260, 4 18 ; 279-80; 300; 3 16 ; 
participation in, 349 ; of what 
things there are, 386; of Matter, 
386; of evil things 386

God, gods (Ssoç) 4 1 ;  48-9; ‘birth­
d ays’ of, 279; vsot Qzot, 285, 365; 
have 'second horse’ 342 ; у£V£~ 
aioupyoi, 364, 367, 40 1; еухбаріин, 
3Ô4ff. ; sublunar, 368, 401; fjye- 
p6v£<;, 369; SexaSap^cd, 369; акб- 
Xutoi, 369; à|rei?axToi, 4 18 ; and 
Prayer, 407-4 11

Heaven (oùpavéç) xuxXocpopia of, 
287; 352; 36 1-2 ; as Logos of 
Demiurge 365

Hebdomad intellectual (noeric) 37, 

4 17Henad 32, 289; origins with Iam ­
blichus, 4 12 -16 ; equated with 
traditional gods, 415

Hero, heroes 49
Hypostasis 27; ‘moments’ of 33; 

52 ; extension of 236; three aspects 
of, 329

Karma 29, 383

M a'at 35
Mathematics on Tim. 32A, 322-5; 

Gematria, 338-9
Matter (uXrj) 38; 47-8; 236; resist­

ing Xàyoi, 273; where discussed 
in Timaeus 297, 373; 7гатроу£ѵт)<; 
in Oracles 3 12  ; 32 1 ; gods unmixed 
with, 368, 4 0 1; 388; pure Matter 
subject of Hyp. 5 of Parm., 402

Mind (Intellect, voüç) 27; avOoç 
той voü, 34, 387; хаѲарбі;, 37;

■ Kaipixoç, 37, 263; participated
(peeexTàç), 39, 336-342; тsxvixôç, 
Hephaestus as, 280; unpartici- 
pated (àpiSexToç), 336; ov— Çoif)— 
voGç, 36, 260, 349, 4 18 ; ô 6Xoç voüç, 
394

Monad 3 1 ;  unparticipated noetic 
33 ; 34; of forms 37 ; 260; 418

Motion (xivycnç) 398

Nature (çûcm;) 47, 322

One, The (to sv) 27; 29-33; One- 
Existent 3 i f . ; 35 ; 270; Iam bli­
chus’ two Ones 270, 4 14 ; 32 1 ; 383 ; 
how ‘ in itself’ and ‘ in another’ , 
395; relation to Others, 399; 402

Paradigm 33 ; 36; for Amelius 3 10 ; 
361

Prayer 4 0 7-4 11; Porphyry’s views 
to, 407; relation between Proclus 
and Iambi, on, 4 0 7 !!

Providence (крovoux) 245 ; Prome­
theus, 258; 383

Rest (cTaai;) 398

Soul (фо/г)) psychic realm 39-47; 
хахеруетк;, 3 12 ; ii7repxoapio<;, 317 , 
326, 340, 378; unparticipated
(àgé6exToç) 39, 336; monad of, 336; 
Soul of the World, 39, 361, 378; 
f) oXv) фохг), 337, 34° - b  3551 indi­
vidual soul, 39, 4 1-7 , 337; im­
m ortality of 24off., 250; (in
general) 233; in the Moon 280; 
exceeded in extension by tjiof;, 
3 14 L  ; composition of, 329-31, 
ЗЗЗ; 7Tpoa£XTixf) Sûvagiç of, 340

Space 40-1, 385
Sublunar sphere 48; demiurge 245, 

259
Tetrad role described 332
Theurgy i i ,  28, 361, 383
Time (xpôvoç) 35; 39-40; as Image 

40, 229, 347, 385; transcendent 
(è^nprjpsvot;) 40, 344L, coexistent 
with Universe, 354; Iam blichus’ 
doctrine on, 343ff. ; хат’ êvépysiav, 
хат’ oùaiav 345, 353

Triad noetic 29, 36-7, 236L; of 
planets 357
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Universe (xoapop, world) material 
48, 49, 320, 3 3 if . ;  whether and 
how created, 298; beginning in 
Time?, 303ft., 31 if. intelligible

(vovjxop), 310 , 3 15 , 3 3 if . ;  eight 
resemblances to paradigm, 326; 
ten gifts by God to, 326; Time 
co-existent with, 354

(b) 6 reek Words
áyaOóv, t o  41 
así 397-8
Aicóv 33, 33, 299, 34 3 ; ápEpfjs, 353
ápHXiXTOt. fkoí 4 18
á(j.éOexxo<; (unparticipated) 52, 336 
ávoSop 401
¿Tropía 235, 249, 2 8 1, 3 19 , 320, 394;

eristic 399. 
ápiOpóp ouauiiSf¡p 393 
ápprjrop 258
áp/Y) ápyaí of 7répa<;-—otTTstpov 3 1 - 2 ;

32 0 ; 389
auOuTróaraTOf; (self-substantiul) 52, 

300 n. 1, 303

yéveaiq 7rpcí>T7j 380 
yzvr¡TÓc, m eanings of, 304-5, 3 1 1  
yévop y é'jt) toO ovtop 39, 270, 300,

378, 39^; xaxá yé V7) 31O ; xa
xp£ÍTTOva. yévT) 322 n. 1, 370, 382, 
387, 4 0 1 ; xa péaa yévr) 378

SExaSáp^Tip 369 
Sy]g.ioupyía véa 287 
Siaxóau.Tjaip 252

Súvapip (power, potentiality) 232I'.; 
283; H erm etic Suvápeu; 322 n. 2; 
tpuXaxixaí 364 ; ¡lécoa, 367

eíSoq 3 13 ,  3 15
EIXCÚV 268
évavxía>ai.p 270, 29 1, 292 
evépyeia 232!. 
évveáp ‘ev véov’ 334 
Évwmp appv¡xo<; 408 
éxlxuxXoi; 354-5
émaxpoipY) 33 ; Epim ctheus as, 258 ;

¡jLovf), xpóoSop, £7UCTTpo<pf), 33 1 
Ixepóxrjp (otherness) 47-8 ; of M at­

ter 3 2 1 ;  378 ; of Dem iurgic In ­
tellect 400

¡¡<of¡ S v , ¡ ¡c> f |, voup 36, 349, 35b, 4 1 8 ;  

3 1 3 ;  extension of, 3 1 4 ;  36 7; ¡¡coal 
(Jeiai 380

£fpov auTo ĉpov discussed 3 17 ; xo й 
I ctti ¡¡coov 359

fjyopcov typ e  of god 369

(kcopia and Oeoupyia 1 1 ;  and XoEip 
235; 394

xaOfjxov 234 
xaOoSop 401
хострохратсор 275-6, 369

Xeipp and Gsopia 235, 393, 394 
Xoyop, Xoyoi 273, 3 2 1 , 339 ; logos as 

Charioteer 340

piftepip 33; in noetic world 348

voepop (intellectual) герготг) icov voe- 
p<T)v xaipp 394 ; gxCT-i) x.v.x., 397 ; 
xpeip rpuxSsp (vorjxcov xal voepcov) 
4 17 ;  hebdomad 4 17  

vovjTop (intelligible) R ealm  3 3 -39 ; 
triad  29, 36-7, 260; m onad 33, 34 ; 
vorjxov xXaxop 2653; archetype of 
M atter 3 1 3 ;  vorjxd ¡¡coa 3 1 5;  то
VQ7]T0V 3 1 7 , 389, 3 9 0 ; TO 7iptVTOV
Voitov 375;  noetic-noerie realm s 
417- 19

oi psv, oi S i  267, 268, 368, 379 
Sv, to Triad  ov, ¡¡of), voup 36, 236, 

260, 349, 356, 4 1 8 ;  yevr) той ovxop 
39, 270, 300; та ovxcop ovxa 349; 
to as! ov 299, 397 ; to ev ov dist. 
from  to del civ 299; 308; 3 9 1 ;  to 
07TEp OV 309 

ouata 232!.
o/ripa (vehicle) 47-8 ; 250; and

Xixcovep 3 7 1 ;  survey of theories on, 
3 7 1 ;  xveupaxixov, 3 7 1 ;  380

лраурата, та 403 
тираже? (lecture), in Olym piodorus, 

b3
xpooSop (procession) 33, 34 ; ogdoad
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symbol of, 2 8 1; (j,ovfj, 7rp6o8oç, 
imazpofr) 3 3 1 ; of 0eoi yeveaioupyoi, 
367

aeipa (chain) 289, 291, 416 
axonoç (subject matter) 27, 229; of 

Philebus 257-8 ; of Hypotheses of 
Parmenides 387

tocutottjç (Sameness) 281, 349, 378;
o f Demiurgic Intellect, 400 

T<5iroç non-physical 287, 239; vo7)-r<iç 
397

u7rapÇn; (essence) 232t.
ÙtoÇcùxcùi; 252, 308, 357, 4 17

9p6vï)oti; 286, 288

Xûpa 397


