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ABBREVIATIONS AND CRITICAL EDITIONS

Below are abbreviations not found in the aforementioned tools and critical editions used by the authors of the chapters.
As arule, ancient texts are abbreviated according to the guidelines of the Oxford Classical Dictionary or Thesaurus Linguae
Graecae.

Alex. Aphr. De an. = Alexander Aphrodisiensis, De anima, Quaestiones, Supplementum Aristotelicum
I1.1-2, edidit I. Bruns, Berlin, Reimer, 1887-1892.

Alex. Aphr. In APr. = Alexander Aphrodisiensis, /n Aristotelis Analytica priora Commentaria, edidit
M. Wallies, Berlin, Reimer, 1883.

Amm. In APr. = Ammonius, In Aristotelis Analytica, edidit M. Wallies, Berlin, Reimer, 1899.

Arist. = Aristoteles, Opera, edidit 1. Bekker, 4 vols., Berlin, Reimer, 1831-1870; Mete. =
Meteorologicorum libri quattuor, ed. F. H. Fobes, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1919.

Dam. In Phd. = Damascius, The Greek Commentaries on Plato’s Phaedo, Vol. 11, edited by L. G.
Westerink, Amsterdam / Oxford / New York, North Holland Publishing Co., 1977.

Dam. In Phlb. = Damascius, Commentaire sur le Philébe de Platon, edition par G. Van Riel, Paris,
Les Belles Lettres, 2008.

El. In Porph. = Elias, In Porphyrii Isagogen Commentaria, edidit A. Busse, Berlin, Reimer, 1900.

Eucl. El. = Euclides, Opera omnia, ediderunt J. L. Heiberg — H. Menge, Leipzig, Teubner, 1896, vol.
IV.

Herm. In Phdr. = Hermias Alexandrinus, /n Platonis Phaedrum Scholia, ediderunt C. M. Lucarini —
C. Moreschini, Berlin, De Gruyter, 2012 (= P. Couvreur, Hermiae Alexandrini in Platonis
Phaedrum scholia, Hildesheim, 1971).

Hom. Od. = Homerus, Odyssea, edidit P. von der Miihl, Basel, Helbing & Lichtenbahn, 1962.

Tambl. Comm. Math. = lamblichus, De communi mathematica scientia, ediderunt N. Festa — U. Klein,
Leipzig, Teubner, 1975.

lambl. De anima = lamblichus, De Anima, edited by J. M. Dillon and J. F. Finamore, Leiden / Boston
/ Koln, Brill, 2002.

Iambl. fr. = lamblichus, /n Platonis dialogos commentariorum fragmenta, edidit J. M. Dillon, Leiden,
Brill, 1973.

Iambl. In Nic. = lamblichus, In Nicomachi Arithmeticam Introductionem, edidit E. Pistelli — U. Klein,
Leipzig, Teubner, 1975.

lambl. Myst. = Jamblique, Reponse a Porphyre (De Mysteriis), edition par H. D. Saffrey — A.-Ph.
Segonds, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 2013.

lambl. VP = Jamblique, Vie de Pythagore, edition et tradution par L. Brisson — A.-Ph. Segonds, Paris,
Les Belles Lettres, 1996.

[lambl.] Theol. Ar. = [lamblichus] Theologoumena Arithmeticae, edidit V. De Falco, Leipzig, Teubner,
1922.

Marin. In dat. = Euclides, Data cum commentario Marini et scholiis antiquis, in Euclidis opera omnia,
edidit. H. Menge, Leipzig, Teubner, 1896, pp. 233-57, vol.VI.

Marin. V. Pr. = Marinus, Vita Procli, edition par H.-D. Saffrey — A. Ph. Segonds, Marinus. Proclus
ou sur le Bonheur, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 2001.

Nicom. Ar. = Nicomachus Gerasenus, Introductionis arithmeticae libri 11, edidit. R. G. Hoche, Leipzig,
Teubner, 1866.

Olymp. In Grg. = Olympiodorus, In Platonis Gorgiam Commentaria, edidit L. G. Westerink, Berlin,
De Gruyter, 1970.
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Olymp. In Mete. = Olympiodorus, In Aristotelis Meteora Commentaria, edidit G. Stiive, Berlin,
Reimer, 1900.

Or. Chald. = Oracles chaldaiques, edition par E. des Places, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1971 (Paris,
Les Belles Lettres, 2010) (= W. Kroll, De Oraculis Chaldaicis, Breslau, Koebner, 1894).

Orph. fr. = Orphicorum Fragmenta, edidit A. Bernabé, in Poetae Epici Graeci. Testimonia et
fragmenta, pars 11, fasc. 1-2, Miinchen / Leipzig, De Gruyter, 2004-2005; Orphicorum fragmenta,
edidit O. Kern, Berlin, Weidman, 1922, pp. 20-7.

Phlp. In APo= M. Wallies (ed.), Joannes Philoponus, /n Aristotelis Analytica posteriora, edidit M.
Wallies, Berlin, Reimer, 1909.

PIL. = Plato, Opera, edidit J. Burnet, 5 vols., Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1900-1907; Res Publica edidit
S. R. Slings, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2003.

Plot. Enn. = Plotinus, Opera, 3 vols., ediderunt P. Henry — H.-R. Schwyzer, Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1964—-1982.

Porph. In Harm. Ptol. = Porphyrius, Kommentar zur Harmonielehre des Ptolemaios, edidit 1. Diiring,
Goteborg, Elander, 1932 (Hildesheim / New York, George Olms Verlag, 1978).

Porph. Plot. = Porphyrius, Vita Plotini, in Plotini Opera, vol. 1, ediderunt P. Henry — H.-R. Schwyzer,
Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1964, pp. 1-38.

Porph. Sent. = Porphyrius, Sententiae ad intelligibilia ducentes, edidit E. Lamberz, Leipzig, Teubner,
1975.

Porph. V. Pyth. = Porphyre, Vie de Pythagore, Lettre & Marcella, edition par E. des Places, Paris, Les
Belles Lettres, 1982.

Procl. De dec. dub. = Proclus, De decem dubitationibus circa providentiam, in Procli Tria Opuscula,
edidit H. Boese, Berlin, De Gruyter, 1960, pp. 3—108.

Procl. De prov. = Proclus, De providentia et fato et eo quod in nobis, in Procli Tria Opuscula, edidit
H. Boese, Berlin, De Gruyter, 1960, pp. 109-71.

Procl. Hyp. = Proclus, Hypotyposis astronomicarum positionum, edidit C. Manitius, Leipzig, Teubner,
1909.

Procl. El. Theol. = Proclus, The Elements of Theology, edited by E. R. Dodds, Oxford, Clarendon
Press, 1963.

Procl. In Alc. = Proclus, In Platonis Alcibiadem, edidit L. G. Westerink, Amsterdam, North-Holland
Publishing Co., 1954.

Procl. In Cra. = Proclus, In Platonis Cratylum Commentaria, edidit G. Pasquali, Leipzig, Teubner,
1908.

Procl. In Eucl. = Proclus, In Primum Euclidis Elementorum Commentarii, edidit G. Friedlein, Leipzig,
Teubner, 1873.

Procl. In Or. Chald. = Proclus, In Oracula Chaldaica (excerpta Michaelis Pselli), in Oracles
Chaldaiques, edition par E. des Places, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1971, pp. 202-12.

Procl. In Prm. = Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem Commentaria, edidit C. Steel, 3 vols., Oxford,
Oxford University Press, 2007-2009; C. Luna — A.-Ph. Segonds, Commentaire sur le Parménide
de Platon, 7 vols., Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 2007-2021 (V. Cousin, Procli philosophi Platonici
opera inedita. Part I1l: Commentarius in Parmenidem, Paris, A. Durand, 1864).

Procl. In R. = Proclus, In Platonis Rem publicam Commentarii, edidit W. Kroll, 2 vols., Leipzig,
Teubner, 1899—-1901.

Procl. In Ti. = Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, edidit G. Van Riel, 5 vols., Oxford, Oxford
University Press, 2022 (= E. Diehl, Procli Diadochi in Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, 3 vols.,
Leipzig, Teubner, 1903—-1906).

Procl. Theol. Plat. = Proclus, Théologie platonicienne, edition par H. D. Saffrey — L. G. Westerink, 6
vols., Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1968—1997.

Ptol. Syntax. Math. = Claudius Ptolemaeus, Syntaxis Mathematica, edidit J. L. Heiberg, Leipzig,
Teubner, 1898—-1903.

Simpl. In Cat. = Simplicius, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, edidit K. Kalbfleisch, Berlin,
Reimer, 1907.
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Simpl. In Ph. = Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physica Commentaria, edidit H. Diels, Berlin, Reimer,
1882—1895.

Stob. Anth. = loannes Stobaeus, Anthologium, ediderunt K. Wachsmuth — O. Hense, Berlin,
Weidmann, 1884—1912.

Syr. In Hermog. = Syrianus, In Hermogenem Commentaria, 2 vols., edidit H. Rabe, Leipzig, Teubner,
1892-1893.

Syr. In Metaph. = Syrianus, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaria, edidit W. Kroll, Berlin, Reimer,
1902.

Them. In APo. = Themistius, Analyticorum posteriorum Paraphrasis, edidit M. Wallies, Berlin,
Reimer, 1900.

Theo Sm. Exp. = Theon Smyrnaeus, Expositio rerum mathematicarum ad legendum Platonem utilium,
edidit E. Hiller, Leipzig, Teubner, 1878.
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Anna Motta - Daniela P. Taormina

PROCLUS AND THE SCIENCES

A New Volume on Proclus

This volume explores Proclus’ thought, emphasizing the interconnected role of mathematics,
theology, and other scientific disciplines within his philosophical system. One of the main
objectives is to analyse how, in the Platonic tradition, Proclus (410-485 AD) conceived
mathematics not only as a science in its own right, but also as a fundamental tool for understanding
the divine and metaphysical reality. An innovative aspect of the volume, which unifies the various
essays, is the analysis of Proclus’ exegetical practices, highlighting the significance of mathematics
and the sciences more broadly in relation to the philosophical developments of his thought — and
consequently, not only to the emergence of theological science, i.e. Platonic theology approached in
a scientific way". This volume stems from a 2024 workshop organized by Anna Motta and Daniela
P. Taormina, entitled Proclus: Science and Theology, held in Naples (Italy), with support from the
2022 PRIN Ancient Science, Ancient Philosophy Funds. The publication continues a broader
research project funded by the Italian Science Foundation 2021 and coordinated by Lorenzo Perilli.
This project investigates how the status and methodology of science since the classical age have
been consistently influenced by philosophical reflection, focusing on the scientific foundation of
theological discourse in the imperial age.

Consistent with the workshop’s objectives, this volume aims to identify the mathematical
aspects of Proclean thought and to define the argumentative and scientific procedures allowing
Proclus to provide theology with a universal, necessary, and demonstrable foundation®. Recent
analyses of the Classical model of science certainly provide valuable insights into the philosophical

We would like to thank the editor of the Micrologus Library and the entire staff of the SISMEL editorial office for their
support throughout the publication process. Finally, we are grateful to the anonymous referees for their helpful
comments, to Sergio Knipe for proofreading, and to Francesco Ferro, Marco Guerrieri, Giulia Rescigno, and Giovanni
Trovato for their assistance in the final stage of revising the proofs.

! Greek terms are transliterated without the use of symbols indicating tonic accent or long and short vowels. Critical
editions of ancient texts are not indicated within the chapters unless there are ambiguities that cannot be resolved by the
bibliography at the end of each essay. Abbreviations of ancient texts are indicated below.

See Chenu 1957 and Saffrey 1996.

2 See Cleary 2013.
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significance of a number of important issues related to Neoplatonism and mathematics; however,
they remain insufficient for explaining how Proclus sought to establish a scientific foundation for
theology. Not all the contributions from the invited speakers at the conference have found their way
into this volume, which also incorporates the results of the discussions that followed their
presentations.

Regarding the collection of studies, the chapters offer significant insights into theology,
mathematics, and other sciences across various Proclean works. This approach highlights diverse
methodologies and a range of research interests, thereby providing perspectives on the philosophy
of mathematics and the philosophical significance of the analytic-synthetic distinction, the
axiomatic method, the hierarchical ordering of the sciences, and the status of logic as a science.

This multilingual volume (English, French, Italian) aims to serve as a key resource for
scholars and students of Ancient Philosophy and Classics, offering insights into Proclean Platonism
and the broader philosophical, scientific, and theological themes it addresses. These advancements
in the field of Neoplatonism and Proclean studies offer a valuable foundation for understanding
Proclus and his philosophy, particularly his integration of mathematics, science, and theology.
Consistent with this research program, the volume investigates how Proclus a) employs
mathematics while excluding or reformulating other criteria of scientific analysis; b) formalizes the
divine taxeis on the basis of a demonstrative structure grounded in the articulation of hypotheses
and conclusions established in the Parmenides; and c) uses dialectical concepts and arguments as a
code to ‘translate’ elements from other theological traditions — originally expressed through

different forms — into a clear scientific system.

Thematic Points in Three Sections

The volume is divided into three main thematic sections (plus a philological appendix), each
containing essays that explore specific aspects of Proclus’ thought. This structure highlights the
importance of engaging with mathematics, science, and theology, offering a renewed and advanced
perspective on Proclean Platonism, its commentary practices, and the philosophical landscape in
which his works were produced. Many contributors were among the scholars present at the 2024
workshop. As editors, we curated a diverse group of contributors, taking into account their
international backgrounds, career stages, and gender representation to ensure the volume’s overall

balance.
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The section “Mathematics: Branches, Ontological Status and Method” investigates the
ontological status of mathematical objects according to Proclus, as well as the special faculties of
the soul involved in their comprehension. It also explores the use of the theological notion of
harmony, which aims to reveal the essence, intelligible relations, and causality of the soul by taking
its harmonic structure as a starting point. The chapters show how the demonstrative procedures
employed by Proclus follow the structure of mathematical arguments, from which he infers general
laws applicable at every level of the ontological hierarchy. The essays further address Proclus’
polemic against the idea that mathematics can be derived from empirical experience, highlighting
his purely rational and metaphysical approach.

The section “Mathematics: A Bridge to Theology” examines the correspondences between
mathematical objects and the gods in Proclus’ texts. The essays aim to demonstrate how this bridge
is constructed and how it surpasses previous positions in the history of Platonic thought. Proclus
formalizes the divine taxeis through a demonstrative procedure based on axioms and
demonstrations. Drawing on Aristotle and Euclid, he equates axioms with common notions, treating
them as the premises of science: they require neither proof nor evidence and must be accepted as
the starting points of demonstrations, as they are immediate, evident, knowable in themselves,
innate, and eternal. The chapters of this section provide a comprehensive presentation of the late
Platonic metaphysical/theological system, showing the basis on which Proclus establishes an
‘agreement’ among the various theologies. They also examine the ways in which Proclus employs
mathematical and analogical reasoning to explain complex theological concepts. Moreover, the
section highlights a notable tension: mathematics may serve more as a confirmation of theological
doctrines than as an independent pathway to divine insight.

The section “Other Sciences and the Divine” explores the philosophy of nature as a science
and how Proclus establishes a solid foundation by identifying, in the Timaeus, a connection
between rational and empirical approaches to the natural world. Furthermore, through geometry,
Proclus secures a universal, necessary, and demonstrable foundation for all philosophy of nature,
while broadening the perspective to encompass other scientific disciplines and their relationship
with the divine. This section demonstrates that Proclus’ thought extends beyond mathematics to
includes sciences such as astronomy and even “potamology” (the study of rivers), integrating them
into a unified cosmological and theological framework. This approach emphasizes how, for Proclus,
the entire universe, in all its manifestations, reflects the divine order.

Aligned with the volume’s overarching theme is the philological appendix. This essay
examines the transmission and reception of Proclus® Commentary on the Alcibiades and
Commentary on the Timaeus in Byzantium, comparing the Middle Byzantine period with the
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Palaiologan era. The chapter enriches the volume with a philological note highlighting the
importance of Neapolitan witnesses for reconstructing Proclean texts. Indeed, we maintain that the
dialogue among scholars of ancient philosophy cannot be separated from engagement with
philologists and philology. A study of Proclus necessarily reflects the view that philology is not a
separate practice from philosophy but a true habitus.

All in all, this volume aims to reveal the intricate connections between mathematics,
theology and science in Proclus’ thought, offering a detailed analysis of how he employed
mathematics to explore and understand metaphysical reality and the divine realm.

A Comprehensive Chapter-by-Chapter Summary

The first section Mathematics: Branches, Ontological Status and Method comprises five
chapters. It opens with a chapter by Dominic J. O’Meara (Syrianus and Proclus on Why True
Mathematics Cannot Be Empirically Based). The author presents arguments from Syrianus
(Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics) and Proclus (Commentary on Euclid’s Elements) that
refute Aristotelian explanations for the empirical origin of mathematical concepts and theories
(Aristotelian abstractionism). These arguments establish the ontological status of mathematical
objects as discursive projections of a priori concepts innate in the human soul (ousiodeis logoi),
which derive from a transcendent demiurgic intellect. This ontology shows how mathematical
objects can be precise, eternal, and universally valid, while still allowing for the creative activity of
the mathematician in developing mathematical science. It further illustrates how mathematics
functions as a science that foreshadows metaphysics and serves as a paradigm for physics.

The second chapter, by Anne Sheppard (The Place of Music in Proclus’ Conception of
Mathematical Exegesis), is devoted to harmonics. In Republic VII 530d-531c, harmonics, together
with its “sister science’ astronomy, is described as one of the branches of mathematics that the
Guardians must master as they progress toward the highest level of their education: the study of
dialectic. In 530d, Plato attributes the connection between harmonics and astronomy to the
Pythagoreans. This link reappears in Republic X 616b—617d, and the connections between
mathematics, music, and astronomy are also evident in the Timaeus, particularly in 35b-36b and
38b—-39%e. The details of Platonic/Pythagorean harmonic theory are developed more fully in later
authors such as Nicomachus of Gerasa and lamblichus. Both Republic VII and the Timaeus provide
the background for Proclus’ brief remarks on mousike as a branch of mathematics in Commentary
on Euclid 35.28-36.1 while Republic VII also informs his discussion of the four types of mousike in
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Commentary on the Republic | 56.20-60.13. In such a chapter, the author maintains that Proclus’
use of the notion of mathematical exegesis in his Commentary on the Timaeus is grounded in the
Platonic conception of the mathematical sciences. This framework also underpins his distinction
between mathematical, physical, and philosophical modes of interpretation, developed in the
context of his analysis of the musical scale in Timaeus 35b. Proclus’ conception of mathematical
exegesis encompasses music as well as astronomy, and he follows the Platonic and Pythagorean
tradition of including one type of music within mathematics.

The central question of the third chapter, by Denis Walter (Incommensurability in
Geometrical Entities in Proclus’ In Eucl. and In Prm.), is the origin of incommensurability within
Proclus’ ontology. The chapter begins with an analysis of Proclus’ Commentary on the First Book
of Euclid’s Elements. The issue is complex, and scholarly debates have suggested that
incommensurability might not be a subject of scientific inquiry at all. Yet how does it arise at a
specific ontological level, and how does it relate to a particular mode of cognition? This chapter
first shows where geometrical entities are situated — namely, between intelligible and the sensible
realm — and then demonstrates why sensible matter, by itself, cannot unqualifiedly account for
incommensurability. To this end, incommensurability is contrasted with imprecision, the defining
characteristic of the sensible world. However, intelligible matter alone cannot unqualifiedly account
for incommensurability either, since some objects projected onto intelligible matter (i.e. the soul) do
not exhibit this feature. Instead, the chapter shows that incommensurability is an intrinsic property
of specific geometrical entities, belonging to them as other identifiable characteristics do. Drawing
on Proclus’ Commentary on the Parmenides, the chapter ultimately argues for the plausibility of
accepting a form of incommensurability.

The fourth chapter, by Alvaro José Campillo Bo (The Unfolded Syntax of Intellect: Proclus
on the Metaphysical Foundations of Elementary Arrangements), This chapter analyses Proclus’
epistemology and ontology of the discursive sciences, focusing on the noetic foundations of
dialectic and mathematics. It examines demonstrative reasoning and elementary dispositions as
iconic projections of the intelligible structure of Intellect. Drawing on Proclus’ philosophy of
language, it argues that discursive syntax reproduces the relational articulation of noetic activity.
The chapter shows how the dynamism of Intellect is fully expressed in dialectical operations and
only derivatively in mathematical demonstration, thereby grounding a hierarchical dependence of
mathematics upon dialectic and their coordination within “common mathematics”. This dependence
is clarified through an analysis of the continuous logical syntax shared by both sciences. As a case
study, the chapter demonstrates how propositions 1-4 of the Elementatio theologica are analytically
derivable from Euclidean arithmetical definitions. It concludes that elementary logical syntaxes in
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the contemplative sciences function not merely as methodological devices but as discursive
enactments of the noetic order.

In the fifth chapter (Can the Will Ground Science?), Antonio Vargas challenges
interpretations that view the Elements of Theology as a work of dialectic based on self-evident
axioms. He argues that Proclus denies any ultimate grounding of knowledge in axiomatic
propositions. For the philosopher, the science that grounds all knowledge on an unhypothetical first
principle is Parmenidean dialectic, and his more geometrico metaphysics, the Elements of Theology,
cannot be considered an example of this science. Although some have speculated that this might be
the case because the Elements lacks an initial list of axioms and definitions, VVargas argues that this
absence must be viewed within the broader context of the Elements’ many departures from the
geometric ideal, arguing that the lack of such a list is ultimately insignificant. According to Vargas,
the Elements makes no use of what Proclus identifies in the Parmenides Commentary as our access
to an unhypothetical first principle — namely, the so-called ‘one of the soul’, which, based on De
Providentia, can in certain respects be identified with the will. He complements this negative
argument regarding the Elements with a positive argument about how the will, in Proclus, can serve
as a ground for knowledge. In Proclus, science is not grounded in axioms but in the absolute unity
of the soul’s will. The Elements of Theology, while pedagogical, is not dialectical, since it never
begins from the unhypothetical first principle. Instead, true dialectic involves the interplay of will,
nous, and discursive reasoning (dianoia).

The second section, Mathematics: A bridge to Theology, includes a further five chapters.
The first chapter of this section and the sixth of the volume, by Carlos Steel (Proclus on the
usefulness of mathematics for theology), begins with the introduction to Proclus’ Commentary on
Euclid, where he declares that “mathematics prepares intellectual insight for theology”, as it
“reveals in its reasonings the truth concerning the gods”. Throughout many other passages, Proclus
emphasizes that mathematical science should serve as a “stepping-stone” to elevate the soul to
higher realms, rather than being valued solely for the technical discussion of its demonstrations.
These programmatic declarations have often led to a neglect of the real import of Proclus’
geometrical arguments, making its whole purpose ‘theological’. Steel extensively discusses
Gouling’s study, which argues that “geometry, practiced in a certain way, constituted for Proclus
the core of the higher theurgy”. He contends, however, that one should not be misled by Proclus’
Neoplatonic statements about mathematics as a bridge to theology. The theological speculations in
the text are digressions, illustrating how it is possible from our discursive perspective — the proper
domain of mathematics — to gain intellectual insight into the divine causes. In particular, Steel
examines the difference between the technical ‘textual” analysis of Euclid’s demonstrations and the
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speculative approach (theoria) to reality, a distinction present throughout all of Proclus’
commentaries.

In the seventh chapter (La mathématique générale chez Proclus), Alain Lernould aims to
demonstrate that, above the particular mathematical sciences of arithmetic, geometry, music, and
the spherical, Proclus — in the first Prologue of In Euclidem — introduces the concept of general
mathematics, which is distinct from mathematics in general. General mathematics constitutes a
category that transcends the particular mathematical sciences and goes beyond mathematics in
general. This chapter shows how general mathematics constitutes the highest stage within the
discursive sciences in the ascent toward the Intellect and the divine. Lernould demonstrates that it
functions as an intermediate, unifying science between the particular mathematical disciplines and
the higher philosophical sciences (dialectic, intellect), without reducing it to mere logical
abstraction. He further underscores the ontological priority of “common theorems” (universals ante
rem) over their instantiations in arithmetic or geometry, aligning them with productive principles
rather than post hoc generalizations.

In the eight chapter (Relations that Are Given and Established. Proclus’ Use of Analogical
Reasoning in Theology), Marije Martjin suggests that one of the main methods of human reasoning
is analogical reasoning, in which conclusions about a less-known “target domain” are drawn from
its similarity to a better known “source domain”. For Proclus, analogy constitutes a key component
of scientific reasoning across all sciences and, a fortiori, in theology. This chapter examines the role
of analogical reasoning in Proclus’ understanding of theology, addressing his definition of analogy,
its relation to mathematical analogy or proportionality, the wvarious kinds of analogy he
distinguishes within the context of theology, and some problematic aspects. A central challenge for
analogical reasoning is justifying the assumed similarity between the “source domain” and the
“target domain”. Martijn discusses how, according to Proclus, the use of different kinds of analogy
in theological can be justified. Unsurprisingly, the primary justification is ontological, relying on
emanation and reversion, which themselves establish analogical relations to some degree. In
addition, in theology, the via analogiae merges with the via eminentiae, yet is ultimately surpassed
by the via negativa. Proclus’ conceptual toolkit also includes certain problematic forms of analogy,
notably symbolic and literary analogies, for which the ontological justification is less apparent. In
these cases, he appears to introduce a separate category: a relation of similarity established by an
initiate, such as a philosopher or priest. Even here, however, a real — but remote — ontological
analogy underlies the relation.

In the ninth chapter (L épi6uoc divino nel sistema metafisico di Proclo), Miriam Cutino
focuses on Proclus’s ordered theology, with particular attention to the concept of ‘number’, the
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notion of ‘multiplicity’, and the relationship between the monad and the series in the Neoplatonic
ontological hierarchy. The ontological realm presented by Proclus in the Platonic Theology is a
‘metaphysical system full of unity’ — i.e. one in which the presence of unity holds fundamental
existential significance as the condition of being for each entity. The chapter aims to study the
articulation of the taxis, namely the universal ontological hierarchy, which itself comprises three
different forms of order. It demonstrates how the structure of Proclus’ divine diakosmoi is
organized according to a mathematical analogy, whereby the Pythagorean divine numbers
correspond to the various levels of the ontological reality. The analysis then focuses on the
ontological significance of the term diakosmos as number and the paradigmatic cause of unification,
and of the term arithmos as the first ‘otherness’ introduced by the intelligible-intellectual world,
relating it to its usage in the works of lamblichus and in Sirianus’ Commentary on Aristotle’s
Metaphysics.

In the tenth chapter (Les structures numériques des ordres divins dans la Théologie
Platonicienne de Proclus. De la triade a I’hebdomade et a la dodécade), Philippe Hoffmann
explores how Proclus links ‘science’ and ‘theology’ through arithmological structures in his
Platonic Theology, a comprehensive synthesis of Plato’s doctrines. He focuses on the divine order
of the intellective gods, organized according to a hebdomadic (sevenfold) structure, following the
triadic patterns of the intelligible and intelligible-intellective orders. The intellective hebdomad
consists of two triads plus a separative monad: the triad of the “fathers” (Cronos, Rhea, Zeus),
paired with an anonymous “immaculate” triad, and completed by the monad, yielding 6 + 1 = 7.
This arrangement relies on earlier triads to maintain mimetic continuity within the processional
hierarchy. The structure is based on the topography of Plato’s Phaedrus myth (246e-248a), which
distinguishes the supercelestial realm, Heaven (supersensible in Proclus’ view), from the
subcelestial vault — Heaven occupying the middle position in all three divine orders. Hoffmann
concludes that this hebdomad fits into a broader arithmetic progression (1-2—-3-7-12), culminating
in the hypercosmic gods and intriguingly echoing the start of Hofstadter’s series in modern
mathematics.

The section Other Sciences and the Divine comprises the eleventh and twelfth chapters. In
the eleventh chapter (Proclus’ Potamology: The Role of Rivers in Eschatology), Gerd Van Riel
examines how Proclus integrates cosmology, psychology, and soteriology into a coherent vision.
Van Riel explores Proclus’ interpretation of the role of rivers in Plato’s eschatological myths:
Leéthe, Styx, Acheron, Pyriphlegethon, and Cocytus (as set out in Phaedo and Republic X).
Unsatisfied with merely physical or allegorical readings of these rivers, the later Neoplatonists
combined a literal interpretation (on the cosmological level) with a moral message concerning the
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destiny of the soul. The role they attribute to the rivers (“potamology”) thus provides valuable
insights into the interaction between body and soul, and the relationship between cosmology,
theology, physics, and ethics.

The final chapter (Proclus’ ““Theological” Spherical Cosmic Whole and His Scientific
Innovative Astronomy) offers a dense and innovative contribution to Proclus’ astronomical and
ontological thought, with a theoretical ambition that unites ancient philosophy, modern physics, and
Platonic theology into a coherent and interdisciplinary discourse. Emilie Kutash argues that,
although Proclus admired Ptolemy’s Almagest, he rejected Ptolemy’s mechanical attempts to
reconcile the apparent irregular movements of the planets through epicycles and eccentrics. Guided
by Platonic theology, Proclus envisioned the cosmos as a finite, spherical, and thus curved space.
He held that all apparent irregularities in planetary motions stem from “self-moving” motion, which
inevitably reverts toward circular paths and ultimately toward the One, the spherical center
symbolizing eternal unity. In contrast to models based on concentric spheres or epicycles, Proclus
conceived of planets as self-moving bodies with independent three-dimensional trajectories (in
longitude, latitude, and depth), producing spiral motions as a mean between purely circular and
straight lines. This theory explained astronomical anomalies through higher principles and was later
cited by Copernicus for its account of combined motions. Proclus also questioned the Euclidean
parallel postulate, anticipating the notion of non-linear space. Conceptually, his model bears
intriguing parallels to Einstein’s curved space and space-time continuum, developed many centuries
later.

In the philological Appendix (Difformita storico-tradizionali in Proclo, Commento
all’Alcibiade | e Commento al Timeo tra il periodo mediobizantino e I’eta dei Paleologi: Giorgio
Pachimere (Napoli, BN, I11.E.17, In Alc.), Giovanni Catrario (Napoli, BN, 111.D.28, In Ti.) e lo
vrotog t@v prlocopwv Michele Psello (Patmos Eileton 897), Mariella Menchelli provides a
philosophical reading of the reception of Proclus’ studies on Plato’s dialogues in Byzantium,
highlighting their close connection with the transmission of Neoplatonic commentaries, some of
which were included in the ninth-century “philosophical collection”. During the first Palaeologan
Age, the same — or other — texts were carefully copied and studied by learned philosophical circles
in Constantinople and, for example, in Thessalonike, as manuscript evidence appears to confirm.
The collections in Naples provide valuable examples in which it is now possible, in some cases, to
identify the hands and scribes at work, offering insights into some important primary witnesses and
their role in shaping the reading of the text. Proclus’ Commentary on Plato’s First Alcibiades,
Neap. BN 111.E.17, is in part also a codex unicus. Proclus’ Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, Neap.
BN 111.D.28, belongs to the ¢-branch of the textual tradition, along with ms. Chigi R VI1II 58 and
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Patmos Eileton 897, a paper scroll from the eleventh century — the age of Psellus — featuring a rich
apparatus of mathematical scholia. BNN Il1.E.17 was largely copied by Georgius Pachymeres,
assisted by two copyists, one of whom one Pantelis Golitsis has identified as Nikephoros (e. g.
Laches, initium). Neap. 111.D.28 was written by John Katrarios. In the same branch, Patmos Eileton
897 chart 7.747 x 250 mm, ff. 19, in volumine, is an exceptional paper scroll, discovered by A.
Kominis in the 1980s: its reading of the text is also significant for the exegetical apparatus it
contains. The aim of this chapter is to explore these three witnesses and their implications for
Proclus’ text.

Some Concluding (and Bibliographical) Remarks

In recent years, critical editions and studies on Proclus have proliferated, enabling him to be
regarded as the thinker who identified religion with philosophy by theologizing Platonism and
rationalizing religion: the fusion of religion and philosophy gave rise to the science of theology —
that is, philosophical speculation on the divine. The relationship between philosophy and theology
in ancient thought remains a central subject of study, as shown in the recent volume L’Esprit
critique dans I’Antiquité, 1. La Naissance de la théologie comme science®, the foundational studies
of André-Jean Festugiére and Pierre Hadot remain essential for reconstructing the theoretical
background, methods, and significance of this Proclean endeavor®. These two scholars emphasized
the link between Neoplatonic thought and religious traditions. Their studies should be considered
alongside important texts tracing discussions on the origins of theology as a science, within a
framework that underscores the centrality of Plato’s Parmenides®. Without merely quoting the
lamblichean statement, Proclus affirms the prominent position of the Parmenides, where dialectic is
identified with ‘theological science’ (episteme theologike)®. Theological truth is expressed in
various dialectically intertwined forms. When assessed in light of the overall Proclean system and
the Athenian project of a theological science — as Jean Pépin and Stephen Gersh have shown — the
modes of discourse on the divine reveal not merely a classificatory ambition, but the presence of a
genuine philosophical method.” The editorial work on the Platonic Theology by Henri Dominique
Saffrey and Leendert G. Westerink, the volume Proclus et la Théologie Platonicienne edited by

¥ Boulnois et al. 2024.

* See, e.g., Festugiére 1966-1968; Festugiére 1969; Festugiére 1970; Festugiére 1971; Hadot 1987.

® Saffrey 1992.

® On the importance of Parmenides in Neoplatonism, see the still fundamental Dodds 1928; Saffrey 1984.
’_ Pépin 2000; Gersh 2000.
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Alain-Philippe Segonds, Carlos Steel et al. (Louvain / Paris 2000)%, and the studies of Philippe
Hoffmann all suggest that, in addition to the Commentary on the Parmenides, we must take into
consideration at least one other Proclean work, namely the Platonic Theology®. In this text, Proclus
provides a scientific description of the regulated procession of realities emanating from the One. He
expounds the theology attributed to Plato, as disseminated in the dialogues, and orders it according
to the teaching of the second part of the Parmenides, which is interpreted as a discourse on
theological realities that, once harmonized with ancient doctrines, constitute the *scientific’ identity
of the gods of traditional polytheism.

The scientific character of this exposition is evident in the second kephalaion of the Platonic
Theology: “How many propositions must be proved before the number of divine classes can be
found? Systematic exposition of these propositions™®. This is a “demonstration” of four
fundamental propositions that precedes the “discovery” of the plurality of divine classes, the
existence of which is then scientifically demonstrated on the basis of these propositions. What
emerges is the pursuit of demonstrative perfection, intended to firmly establish the dogma of Greek
polytheism — namely, the existence of a plurality of gods. These propositions, which Proclus calls
*axioms”, correspond to common notions already possessed by the soul and evident to those who -
unlike Christians — are not constrained by “atheistic” prejudices'. This volume seeks to make a
substantial contribution to the scholarly debate on the significance of Proclus’ use of the sciences,
and of mathematics in particular. Our aim is to show how Proclus, while adhering to a classical
model of science, adapts certain features of this ancient paradigm to epistemology, cosmology,
ontology, and Neoplatonic metaphysics.

8 Saffrey — Westerink 1968-1997; Gavray — Hoffmann 2024.
° Hoffmann 2019.

19 Procl. Theol. Plat. 111 1.10-11.

1 Hoffmann 2012.
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ABSTRACT

Anna Motta — Daniela Taormina, Proclus and the Sciences

This chapter introduces this new collective volume on Proclus that investigates how late
antique Platonism integrates mathematics, theology, and the sciences into a single philosophical
project. The book asks how Proclus (410-485 CE) could treat mathematics not only as an
autonomous discipline but also as a methodological paradigm for giving theology a universal,
necessary, and demonstrable foundation. The editors stress that prevailing accounts of ancient
scientific models, though useful, do not fully explain Proclus’ attempt to “scientize” theology;
therefore, the volume foregrounds his exegetical practices and his formal use of hypotheses and
conclusions, especially in relation to Plato’s Parmenides.
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Dominic J. O’Meara

SYRIANUS AND PROCLUS ON WHY TRUE MATHEMATICS CANNOT
BE EMPIRICALLY BASED

Introduction

The ontological status of the objects studied in the mathematical sciences, as conceived by

the Platonist philosophers of Late Antiquity, has been examined by modern scholars in a number of
publications and is familiar to specialists in the field. In this chapter | would like to examine in
more detail one aspect of the subject which, | believe, deserves further attention, namely the
arguments given by these Platonists, in particular by Syrianus and by Proclus in Athens in the 5t
century AD, in support of their ontology of mathematical objects, arguments designed to refute the
position that such objects can be derived empirically, from sense perception. These arguments seek
to show that “true mathematics’® cannot be empirically based and lead to an important and novel
conception of what mathematics is as a science and how it relates to other sciences, in particular to
the science of transcendent divine being, i.e., metaphysics or “theology” (as they called this
science).
Before looking at the arguments presented by Syrianus and Proclus, it may be of use to recall
briefly the ontological landscape in which these philosophers situated mathematical objects®. This
landscape, if we take it in its simplest form as we find it in Plotinus, has at its summit the ultimate
source of reality, the One, transcending all beings and thought. From the One derives a succession
of lower levels of existence: a divine Intellect, which is one with transcendent Forms, and, deriving
from Intellect, Soul, which produces the material world.

In Syrianus and Proclus this landscape acquires many more differentiating features, many
more intermediate levels. Following Aristotle’s reports on Plato, the Platonists of Late Antiquity
held that mathematicals occupy an intermediary place in this ontological landscape, between

Intellect/the Forms, on the one hand, and the material world, on the other. But in Plato, soul also

Earlier versions of this essay, presented in Amsterdam and Oslo, brought comments and questions, as did this version,
presented in Naples, for which | am grateful.

! See for example Mueller’s Forword to Morrow 1970; Cleary 2000; O’Meara 2016.

2 | indicate what is meant by this expression below, in section 4.

% | will refer to these objects in the following pages as “mathematicals”, term that can include both mathematical objects
such as numbers or geometrical figures and the relations which obtain between them.
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seems to occupy this intermediate position. What then is the relation between mathematicals and
soul? It is this question which will be pursued in the pages which follow.

In Syrianus and Proclus, and before them in Iamblichus, the theory of the ontological status
of mathematicals replaces a position which derives these objects from material bodies, the objects
of sense perception. The claim that mathematicals are taken from sensible objects goes back in
particular to Aristotle, in his criticism of Platonism in Metaphysics Books M and N, more precisely
in Book M, chapters 2 and 3. The great commentator on Aristotle of the second century AD,
Alexander of Aphrodisias, commented on these books of the Metaphysics, a commentary which is
now lost but which was probably used by Syrianus in his commentary on Metaphysics MN”, where
he sought to refute Aristotle’s claim in arguments which we can also find, along with other such
arguments, in the work of Syrianus’ student and successor, Proclus, in particular in Proclus’
Commentary on Euclid’s Elements’. In the following pages I propose examining the arguments
presented by Syrianus and Proclus refuting the derivation of mathematicals from the objects of
sense perception, arguments supporting thereby their Platonist theory of the ontological status of

mathematicals and their relation to soul — a theory which I will describe in section 5 of this chapter.

Mathematical Objects Are Not to Be Found in the Sensible World

Syrianus points out that many of the objects studied in the mathematical sciences are not to

be found among the objects of sense perception (In Metaph. 91.25-29):

We have never seen any polygons of such size and quality as geometry concerns itself with by way of plane
figures, nor such a variety of many-sided figures as are examined in stereometry, or divisions of angles or sides

6
and surfaces’.

Aristotle would agree with this statement, as indeed would Alexander’. However, both
would maintain that mathematicals correspond to aspects to be found in the objects of sense

perception, that are derived from sense perception by certain procedures in the thinking subject.

* See below, note 37.

> Longo 2010 has shown how Proclus, in his commentary on Euclid, takes up arguments given by Syrianus in his
commentary on the Metaphysics. Helmig 2010 discusses these arguments and especially similar arguments given by
Proclus in his commentary on Plato’s Parmenides.

% See Syr. In Metaph. 91.25-29, commenting on Arist. Metaph. M 2: undé émpakévart fudc mote pite ToAdymvo,
tocadta kol Totodta, ola émineda 1} yeopetpia Oswpel, prite ToAdmAevpa obtm mowkila <olo> 1) cTEpsOpETPin
gmoxéntetal, fj yovidv doupéoeig fj thevpdv f Eupaddv; tr. Dillon and O’Meara 2006. See also Syr. In Metaph.
176.26-31; Procl. In Eucl. 12.19-23; 49.12—17; 139.26—140.2.

7 Arist. Metaph. M 2.1077b15; Alex. Aphr. In APr. 4.7-9.
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Alexander speaks of the “help” provided by the thinking subject in deriving mathematicals from
sense perception®. But what is this “help”, and what are these procedures? In his Commentary on
Euclid, Proclus distinguishes between two procedures, “abstraction” (dgaipeoic) and (what I will
translate as) “accumulation” (80potoic)’. I will take each of these procedures and the refutation of
them by Syrianus and Proclus insofar as they might constitute possible means for the derivation of

mathematicals from sense perception.

Abstraction

According to Aristotle and his commentator Alexander, abstraction, as a procedure, allows
for the derivation of mathematicals from the objects of sense perception'’. Against this possibility

Proclus gives two arguments' ', of which this is the first (In Eucl. 12.26—13.3):

How then will we give stable being to unchanging [mathematical] logoi, if they are derived from things that are
ever changing from one state to another? For they agree [axiom 1] that all that which results from changing

beings receives from them a changeable being'”.

If mathematicals (logoi) are unchanging, and the objects of sense perception, i.e., bodies, are
in constant flux, then the former cannot derive from the latter, on the principle (which I label as

. 13
“axiom 17

) that all that comes from changing beings is itself changing. The principle is one to
which “they” —the Aristotelians, I take it— subscribe'®, who consequently cannot derive
mathematicals from the objects of sense perception without violating a principle to which they
themselves adhere.

Proclus then offers a second argument intended to refute Aristotelian abstractionism (In Eucl.

13.3-5):

¥ See Alex. Aphr. De An. 87.28.

? Procl. In Eucl. 12.4-7.

10 Arist. APo. 74a33-bl; Metaph. Z 11.1036a34-b3; b22—23; on Alexander see below, note 37 and Mueller 2016 who
presents Alexander as championing “abstractionism”. On Alexander’s abstractionism see also De Libera 1999 ch. 1.
' On these issues see Helmig 2012, p. 212; Tambl. Comm. Math. 4.9—10 (a cue inspiring Proclus’ approach?).

2 Tr. Morrow 1970, modified as in the following quotations. tdg 0DV Toig dKIVATOLS AOYOIS £K TAV KIVOLHEVMV Kol
dAlote GAA®G EYOVTOV aOTNV TNV LOVILOV 0VGTI0V SDGOUEY; AV YO TO GO KIVOUUEV®V 0VOIHY DOLOTAUEVOV Kol
vrop&v petafintnyv Exewv opoloyeital map’ avtdv. See 49.17-24.

" The principle is formulated as a universal affirmative proposition: “All that which results (...)”, reminiscent of the
universal affirmative propositions of Proclus’ El. Theol.

'* See Procl. El. Theol. 76 (part of which corresponds word-for-word to axiom 1). In his edition Dodds 1963, p. 345
refers us to Arist. Ph. ® 6.259b32-260a10. See Proclus’ commentary on Plato’s Parmenides I1I 786.17—18.
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And how can we give precision to forms which are precise and irrefutable from things which are not precise?

For [axiom 2] all that is cause of unadulterated knowledge must itself be such to a greater degree'”.

The second argument has the same structure as the first. A principle is stated, which I label
as “axiom 2”'°, which the Aristotelians are taken to uphold'’. Mathematicals are precise and certain,
but deriving their precision and certainty from things which are imprecise, impure, and unstable is
to violate this principle.

In reading Proclus’ arguments, we might make the following observations. Proclus assumes
that mathematicals are of an unchanging, eternal nature: they are precise and clear in their nature,
whereas bodies are forever changing, confused, imprecise. He also seems to consider solely the
derivation of mathematicals from the objects of sense perception, without taking into account the
role which the thinking subject, i.e., the mathematician, might have in generating mathematicals
from sense perception, even if the concept of abstraction would seem to include such a role.
However, by ruling out derivation solely from sensible objects, the arguments turn the focus on the
role played by the thinking subject, the rational soul, as we see in the conclusion Proclus gives to

his two arguments against abstractionism (In Eucl. 13.6—8):

Soul must therefore be what generates mathematical forms and logoi'®.

The role played by soul in generating mathematical science will therefore require
examination: can it be reduced to a procedure of abstraction? Or can soul be the only source of

mathematicals, as Proclus appears to claim? I will come back to these questions below.

Accumulation

A second procedure is mentioned by Proclus as put forward by those who seek to derive
mathematicals from sense perception: ‘“accumulation”. Who might be the proponents of
“accumulation”? What precisely is this procedure and how does it relate to the procedure of

abstraction? Is it an alternative procedure, as Proclus’ argumentative strategy seems to imply, or is

15 _~ Y ~ 2 . v . sr SN~ \ ~ N ’ , ~ \ N~
¢ 6¢& 10ig akpPéotkal AvedEyKTolg €0ecty Amd TV PN AkpPdv TV dxpifetov tpocOncopev; Tav yap 10 THg

axidniov yvooeng aitiov pelldovog éotiv adtod torodtov. See also 139.26—140.4. See Syr. In Metaph. 91.25; 95.29-32;
96.31-33; see P1. Phd. 75a—b.

'® Again, this principle is formulated as a universal affirmative proposition: “All that is cause (...)”. See Procl. El.
Theol. 7.

'7See Alex. Aphr. De An. 88.17-89.8.

8 yoyiv Gpo iy yevwnTikiy DmofeTéov TdV podnpoTikdy eiddv T Kol Adyov.
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it in some way complementary to abstraction? | would like to take up these questions before coming
to the analysis of Proclus’ arguments against the procedure of accumulation.

It might be thought that “accumulation” refers to a Stoic theory®®, which would mean that in
attacking abstraction Proclus criticizes Aristotelianism, and in refuting accumulation he is rejecting
a Stoic theory of mathematicals. However, | will argue here that accumulation is a procedure which
can also be found in Aristotelianism?, in particular in Alexander of Aphrodisias, and that Proclus’
arguments against the procedure of accumulation, like his arguments against abstraction, are
addressed to an Aristotelian opponent, most likely Alexander.

According to a report in Simplicius, the verb “to accumulate” was used by Alexander (In Ph.
1075.7-8):

This, then, is the way Alexander explained [it], wishing the universal and the cognition of the universal to be
assembled from the particulars, and he said that it was stated that ‘it somehow knows the particulars through
the universal’ [Arist. Ph. H 3.247b5-7] as a sign that the cognition of the universal is accumulated
(4Bpoitecbar) by means of the particulars, since the universal knowledge is of each of the things [falling] under

the universal and it has been accumulated (10poic6n) from these?’.

If this is good evidence that the term *“accumulation” would have been used by Alexander in
a relevant context, we can ask if the procedure which the term designates was used by him to refer
to the generation of mathematicals. This procedure, as Proclus describes it, seems to involve the
accumulation from sensible particulars of what is common to them, which includes
mathematicals®. A comparable procedure can be found in the extant works of Alexander, when he
speaks of intellect putting together (cvvbeoic) similar particulars, grasping the universal through the
similarity in sensible particulars. Intellect sees (cuvid®v) what is common in particulars, grasping
this common form, separating form from matter®. If this synthetic (or synoptic) procedure
corresponds to what Proclus refers to as “accumulation”, then I think that we can say that the
procedures of abstraction and of accumulation, as Alexander seems to have seen them, were not
alternatives, as Proclus’ critique might lead one to think, but were linked: to accumulate perceptions
of sensible particulars, seeing what is similar in them, what is common to them, allows abstraction

of the form common to them, i.e., the universal.

19 See SVF 11 841 (Chrysippus, as reported in Galen), Sext. Emp. Pyr. 111 188; see Helmig 2012, p. 31 (a very useful
collection of references to the use of the term “accumulation™) and 280.

2 gee, for example, Sext. Emp. Math. V11 224.

21 Tr. Hagen 1994, slightly modified.

22 In Eucl. 12.6-7; 14.1; 15.17-18. The relation between universals and mathematicals cannot be discussed here. In
speaking of what is common to sensible particulars, Proclus seems to associate them, as had Alexander of Aphrodisias
(De An. 90.2—11). Proclus also speaks of the “accumulation”, i.e., the combination of theorems as premises in order to
constitute demonstrations (71.13—17); see Alex. Aphr. In APr. 17.24-25; Ammon. In APr. 26.4—6.

%% See De an. 83.11-15; 85.18-20; Quaest. 79.16—18; Helmig 2012, p. 161.
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To confirm that Proclus is indeed attacking an Aristotelian procedure of accumulation; and
not, for example, a Stoic theory, we can observe that this procedure is mentioned by Late Antique
commentators on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics when they deal with the famous chapter on
induction (II 19). Both Themistius, in his paraphrase of this chapter, and the author of a
commentary on it attributed to Philoponus™, discuss the topic of the “principles” (&pyai) of
demonstration. Themistius speaks in this connection of how experience (Suneipia) is “accumulated”
(&Bpoiletar) from many perceptions and from memories by the soul’s “collecting” (cvAAéyovoav)
what is similar in sensible particulars, the universal®>. ‘Philoponus’ also speaks of the accumulation
(he uses the verbs cvvaBpoilewv and émouvaboilev) of perceptions and memories leading to
knowledge of the universal®®. Now it is precisely with regard to the topic of the principles of
demonstration that Proclus’ two arguments against the procedure of accumulation are formulated,
seeking to show that to derive such principles through accumulation is to violate rules for
demonstration laid down in the Prior Analytics®’. Here then is the first of Proclus’ two arguments

(In Eucl. 13.27-14.15):

If we accumulate mathematical logoi from below, from sensibles, must we not say that
demonstrations which are constituted from sensibles are superior to those constituted from ever more
universal and simpler forms? For we say that everywhere the causes for demonstrations should be
appropriate to the hunt for what is sought®. If therefore particulars are causes of the universal and
sensibles of the objects of discursive thought, how can the term” in a demonstration refer to the what
is universal rather than to what is particular’ and the being of objects of discursive thought be
declared more related to demonstrations than the being of sensibles? For the man, they say,”’ who
demonstrates that the isosceles triangle has the sum of its angles equal to two right angles and that
the same is true of the equilateral and the scalene triangles does not properly understand these
propositions; rather it is he who demonstrates about any triangle, without qualification, that knows in

the strict sense of the term™>.

** On the question of the attribution to Philoponus, see most recently Lagnerini 2023.

*> Them. In APo. 63.19-64.2; see In Ph. 206.15.

%% In APo. 435.16-23. Philoponus’ distinguishes between accumulating perceptions and (furthermore) collecting
(émovvayetar) the universal from these.

" The connection of Proclus’ argument with the An. post. is noted by Helmig 2010, pp. 51—-2.

*® See Arist. AP0. 71b19-33.

% 8poc, the subject or predicate in a premise (Arist. APTr. 24b16).

" APo. 85b23-27.

> APo. 73b28-74a3; 74a25-26.

32 i ktdey Kol 4md TdV aicOnTdv aOpoilopey Todg TV padnudToy Adyovs, Tdg 00K GvayKkn TS dmodsifels dueivoug
Aéyew, doat amd T@V aictnTdV cuvicTtavtat, Kol ob TG Ao TAV KaBOAMKOTEPOV (el Kol ATAOVGTEP®V EIOMV; TA YO
oitio movTayod Toic amodeifeoty oiksin mpdg TV Tod {nTopévov Bfpay stvol gapéy. £l oDV T8 PEPIKY TV KaBOLoL Kai
T aicOnta TV davontdv aitia, tig unyovr tov dpov TG anodeifemg €mi Td KOOV HAAAOV AVaEEPELY AVTL TV
peptk®dv Kol T@v dtavonT@v TV ovciov Tpod TAV aicOnNTdV Taic Amodeiecty cuyyevesTépay amopaively; o00E yap &i Tig,

24

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



Sharing with Aristotelians fundamental premises concerning scientific demonstration as laid
out in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, Proclus (“we”) argues that this is incompatible with the
procedure of generation of mathematicals by accumulation. For “they” (the Aristotelians) agree that
the universal is prior and superior to particulars and is the principle of scientific demonstration, not
the particulars.

The same point is made in Proclus’ second argument against accumulation (In Eucl.

14.15-20):

Again [they say] that the universal is better than the particular for demonstration and consequently that
demonstrations from what is universal are more demonstrative. But those [things] from which demonstrations

are constituted are prior and naturally superior to particulars and the causes of what is demonstrated™ .

Proclus’ arguments against “accumulation” can already be found in large part in Syrianus’
commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics Book M**. Although Syrianus does not mention the term
“accumulation” in this context, I think that we can take it that there is a very good chance that he is
arguing against a position he found in Alexander’s (now no longer extant) commentary on
Aristotle’s Book M?®, where Proclus would have read the term®®. At any rate, we are now in a
position to explain why in particular the topic of the principles of demonstration comes up in
Proclus’ argument against accumulation and to see that Aristotelianism is the target of the
arguments against both abstraction and accumulation. Attention to Alexander’s views also suggests
that abstraction and accumulation are not alternative procedures for generating mathematicals,
contrary to what seems to be suggested by the structure of Proclus’ critique.

As in the case of Proclus’ arguments against abstraction, we note that no account is taken of
the activity of the thinking subject, i.e., the rational soul, in generating mathematicals; sensible
particulars alone are considered as the source of mathematicals. Yet, the rejection of sensible
objects as sources of mathematicals allows Proclus to turn now to soul and to its role in constituting
mathematicals. Before coming to this subject, I would like to introduce two descriptions of what an

empirically based mathematical science might look like, in the eyes of Syrianus and Proclus.

pooiv, arodeifelev 6t 10 icookeleg duelv OpBais Toag Exetl Tag yoviag, Kol &1t 10 iIcdmTAgvpov @1 Kol TO GKOANVOV
€nioToTon KoTd TpOmov, AL’ O TTdv Tplymvov kal aTAdG dmodeibag &yl Thv Emouny Kad’ avTo.

3 kod ey 811 O KaBOLoL BEATIOV TOD Katd péPog TPOGAMOdEIELY, Kol £ETiC 6Tt ai amodeiteic £k TdV kaddrov paAdov,
£ v 8¢ ol amodeifelc, Tadta mpodTEPQ KOl TH PVGEL TporyouEva TdV Kal’ ExaoTa kol oitia TV Seikvopévay. See
Arist. APo. 71b25-72a7; 86a5-30.

** Syr. In Metaph. 90.17-91.2; 164.4—12.

3% Alexander certainly spoke there of abstraction, as we can see in Syrianus’ report (In Metaph. 96.14—19), as quoted
below, note 37.

%% Syrianus (In Metaph. 54.12—13) regarded Alexander’s commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics as adequate for use,
except of course where Platonism and Pythagoreanism were the object of criticism, which Syrianus undertook to refute.
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What Would Be an Empirically Based Mathematics?

Syrianus gives us the following description of such a mathematics (In Metaph. 96.14—19):

But how could it [soul] achieve that, if it concerned itself with the products of abstraction? (...) if in the words
of Alexander of Aphrodisias, it moulds for itself certain objects of intellection, which are not by their own

nature intelligible, and then vainly plays shadow battles (éokiapdyet) with them®”.

Syrianus is quoting, it appears, Alexander’s (lost) commentary on Metaphysics M 3, on the
topic of abstraction. Syrianus regards a mathematics which produces its objects by abstraction from
sensible particulars (which in themselves are not intelligible objects) as a sort of shadow-battle. The
reference is to the image of the cave in Plato’s Republic, according to which prisoners contend with
each other in elaborating conceptions and theories on the basis of the shadows that they see moving
on the wall of the cave’®. To construct such a chimerical world from shadows is what it is to
construct a mathematical science from the shadows of reality which are sensible particulars.

Such a mathematical science cannot be considered as true, as is suggested by Proclus in another

description of an empirically based mathematics (In Eucl. 13.13-21):

But if it [soul] weaves this great immaterial structure and generates such a great knowledge without knowing
or having previously known these l0goi, how can it judge whether the offspring it bears are fertile or wind eggs
[PL. Tht. 151e6], whether they are phantoms instead of truth? What criteria could it use for measuring the truth
in them? And how could it even produce so great a variety of logoi, if they did not have their being in it? For

then we would be making their being come about at random, without reference to any standard™”.

If rational soul is entirely dependent on what it experiences of material things through sense
perception, what independent criteria could it have for judging of the truth of its mathematical
thoughts, what standard? Without such a standard, soul’s mathematical constructions would be
unverifiable and random, and the result of chance encounters in sense experience. Proclus also
refers to the fertility of mathematical thought, namely the great variety of mathematical truths
elaborated by the rational soul. Can this soul’s creativity be simply reduced to the procedures of

abstraction/accumulation? We note that, in Proclus’ view, soul’s contribution to the constitution of

378 mepi to £€ dpanpéoeng Slatpifovoa TOT G katempdeto (...) £l kaBdmep Pnoiv 6 Appodioieds AAEEaVSpOC, vonTd
drtto govti] avanidoaco, ovk dvta Tf oikeig eUoEL vONTA, TePl aDTA TADTO ATV E0KLOUAYEL.

¥ P1. Resp. VII 515a—b, 516c—d, 520c—d (okiopoyodvtmv).

% &1 82 ) Eyovoa unds TpostAneuia Todg Adyovg TocodToV VeaiveL Sidkooov GBAov Kai TosadTv dmoyevvi Oempiay,
TG TO YevvnOévTa duvotat dtakpively, gite yovipa Toyydvel dvta eite avepuaio Kol eidmia avt’ aAnddv, Toiolg 6
KOVOGL YPOUEVT TV &V TOVTOLS AN B0V TOPAUETPET; TAG 6 Kal un Exovoa TNV ovciay avT®V AToyeEVVE TocadTV
TOKIALOY AOY®V; NOTOUATICUEVV YOp 0VT® TNV DTOGTOCLY 0DTAV TOMCOUEY Kol TPOG 0VIEVA OPOV AVAPEPOUEVTV.
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mathematical science is far greater and of another nature than what could be produced by the
procedures of abstraction or accumulation.

This point is made clear in Proclus’ final argument against those who have the soul derive
mathematicals from sensibles®’. To subordinate the soul to sensibles and to make it fabricate
(dramratrer) images derived from them is to disvalue the soul and to make it inferior to matter
which receives forms from nature, forms which the soul would then artificially separate from matter

in making images of them.

Soul, Intellect and the Generation of Mathematicals

From Proclus’ arguments in his Commentary on Euclid, it follows that if mathematicals do
not derive from sensible particulars, then their source must be sought elsewhere. In the
metaphysical landscape of the Late Antique Platonist, this means, in the first place, in soul and/or in
divine Intellect. As regards the soul, Proclus dismisses soul as the sole origin of mathematicals on
the grounds that mathematicals are images of the paradigmatic Forms which inspire divine Intellect,
as demiurge, as maker of the sensible world. Nor can this Intellect, however, be the sole source of
mathematicals in Proclus’ view, for this would reduce soul to a merely passive role, receiving
mathematicals from Intellect as if it were matter, depriving it of the activity and the dynamic
creativity it displays in developing mathematics*. From this argument it thus follows that
mathematicals must be located in and derive from both soul and Intellect. But how?

The solution to this problem might be briefly summarized as follows*2. According to the
cosmological account presented in Plato’s Timaeus, divine Intellect, as it is the demiurge of the
world, constituted the nature of soul out of mathematical structures (Ti. 35a—d). For both Syrianus
and Proclus, these mathematical structures constituting the soul, which they call “substantial
reasons” (ousiodeis logoi)*, derive from and are images of the paradigmatic Forms which the
demiurge uses in ordering the material world. Soul, in developing mathematical science, elaborates,
i.e., unfolds (“unrolls™) in discursive thought, these “substantial reasons” so as to bring out their
implications. Accordingly, for example, the geometer “projects” these reasons in extension, which
is provided by the representative faculty (phantasia), so as to grasp them more easily and make
manifest what they imply. Sensible particulars, imaging the paradigmatic Forms, may serve to

“Oprocl. In Eucl. 14.24-15.15.

“I procl. In Eucl. 15.21-16.4.

“2 See Procl. In Eucl. 16.4-18.4.

¥ Procl. In Eucl. 17.23-26 (quoted below, note 47); 37.11-26; Syr. In Metaph. 91.29-92.5; 95.15-16; 179.8.
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remind soul* of the innate knowledge (the substantial reasons) which it already possesses as
constitutive of its own nature®. In mathematical thought, these substantial reasons are explored by
the rational soul by means of various methods proper to discursive thought. Geometry, for example,
conceptually articulates the substantial reasons in the form of first principles or hypotheses: these
are precisely definitions, postulates, and axioms (common notions) of Euclid’s Elements. By means
of the methods of division, definition, demonstration, and analysis, the first principles are
elaborated to form a logically rigorous deductive chain of truths and a system of seamless
progression of conclusions based on demonstrations, whose conclusions, by the method of analysis,
can also lead back in stages to the first principles of the science®. Proclus describes this dynamic

progression and return of mathematical thought as follows (In Eucl. 17.22-18.4):

So the mathematical logoi which fill souls are substantial and self-moving. By projecting them and unfolding
them discursive reason brings into existence the mathematical sciences in all their variety; and it will never
stop, forever generating and discovering more and more of them as it explicates the indivisible logoi within
itself. For it contains in advance all of them as being their principle, and by virtue of its infinite power projects

manifold theorems from the principles pre-contained in it*’.

Rational soul thus exhibits immense creativity in developing the mathematical sciences and
an ability to generate an elaborate system of universal, necessary, and eternal truths which is
anchored in the canons of truth represented by the substantial reasons innate in soul, which are
themselves rooted in the truth of the transcendent Forms known by divine Intellect. This creativity
and the system it generates stand in strong contrast to a contribution of the rational soul which
would consist in abstracting or accumulating generalities from sensible particulars®™. Both the
character of rational soul’s methods and the objects which it elaborates are of a different order than

that which the Aristotelians envisage as the abstracting/accumulating activity of soul and the

“ Procl. In Eucl. 18.17-18; 45.7-15; 140.15.

* This theory of the ontological status of mathematicals appears to go back to Tamblichus (Comm. Math. 43.15-23;
44.4-9) and has its roots in Plotinus (Enn. IV 3 [27]. 30; VI 6 [24]. 16.38—39); see Sheppard 1997; Maggi 2010, pp.
178—84; Kalligas 2015.

“Procl. In Eucl. 18.10-19.20; 42.15-43.10; 69.13—19.

7 ovo10de1g Bpa Kkai adTokivTol TV padnudTev gioiv of Adyor <oi> copmAnpodvieg Tac yuxdg, odg &1 koi
npofdrlovoa 1 didvola kai EEghitTovca Tdoay TV ToKIAloy VEIoTNoL TOV PAONUOTIKAY ETOTU®Y, KOl 00 U ToTE
TavoNTL, YEVVACO HEV GEl Kol dvevpiokovsa dAAa € GAAOLC, TOVG OE dpepeig avtiig Adyoug E&aniodoa. TavTa yop
TPOEIANPEV APYOEODG KOl KOTO TNV GTEPOV £AVTTHG SVVAULY €K TAV TPOSIANUUEVOY Apy®V TovTodan®dv Bewpnudtov
motelton TPOPOAAGC.

* These generalities are what Late Antique Platonists term “later-generated” (botepoyevij): as universals post rem they
are seen as ontologically inferior to the sensible objects from which they are derived and epistemologically inferior to
ante rem Forms such as are known by the substantial reasons innate in soul; see Syr. In Metaph. 171.16; Herm. In Phdr.
171.9-11 Couvreur = 178.31-179.3 Lucarini — Moreschini; Procl. In Eucl. 14.25-15.3. For Aristotelians, the form
abstracted from matter is purely intelligible and identical (see Alex. Aphr. De an. 85.16-18), whereas for Platonists
form is diminished by its presence in matter, and the conceptual form derived (as abstracted) from this enmattered form
is even more degraded.
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conceptions which it distils from sensibles. Proclus is convinced that his view of mathematical

science is what we find in the mathematicians, in particular in Euclid’s Elements™®.

Mathematics and the Science of the Divine (Theology) and of Nature

The Late Antique Platonist theory of the nature of the mathematical sciences has
implications concerning the relations between these sciences and other sciences, in particular
metaphysics and physics. As in mathematics the first principles of science (the “substantial
reasons”) are images of the transcendent paradigmatic Forms thought by divine Intellect, then, by
articulating and reaching a better grasp of these first principles, the mathematician comes nearer to
reaching a knowledge of transcendent divine beings, that is the domain of metaphysics (theology).
Mathematics thus prepares the way for the study of metaphysics, and the mathematical world which
it constructs images the transcendent hierarchy of the divine. Similarly, since mathematics has
innate knowledge imaging the paradigmatic Forms which inspire the divine maker of the world, it
provides access to the rational structures which underlie the organization of the material world
while also supplying physics with scientific first principles and methods. These themes, however,

are the subject of other investigations>°.

Bibliography

J. J. Cleary, Proclus’ Philosophy of Mathematics, in G. Bechtle — D. J. O’Meara (eds.), La
Philosophie des mathématiques de I’Antiquité tardive, Fribourg, Editions Universitaires,
2000, pp. 85-101.

P. Couvreur (ed.), Hermiae Alexandrini in Platonis Phaedrum scholia, Hildesheim, Olms, 1971.

A. De Libera, L’Art des généralités. Théories de I’abstraction, Paris, Aubier, 1999.

H. Diels (ed.), Simplicii in Aristotelis Physica Commentaria, Berlin, Reimer, 1882-1895.

J. M. Dillon - D. J. O’Meara (eds.), Syrianus On Aristotle Metaphysics 13—14, London,
Bloomsbury, 2006.

E. R. Dodds (ed.), Proclus. The Elements of Theology, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1963.

“ Proclus’ views on mathematical science, which were to be of interest to Renaissance mathematicians and
philosophers, correspond only in part to modern versions of Platonism in the philosophy of mathematics as described,
for example, by Linnebo 2023.

%% See Procl. In Eucl. 19.20-20.6; 62.1-26; O’Meara 1989 chs. 9-10, Martijn 2014 and the present volume.

29

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



C. Hagen (ed.), Simplicius on Aristotle Physics 7, London, Bloomsbury, 1994.

C. Helmig, Proclus’ Criticisms of Aristotle’s Theory of Abstraction and Concept Formation in
Analytica Posteriora Il 19, in F. de Haas — M. Leunissen — Marije Martijn (eds.), Interpreting
Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics in Late Antiquity and Beyond, Leiden, Brill, 2010, pp. 27-54.

C. Helmig, Forms and Concepts. Concept Formation in the Platonic Tradition, Berlin, De Gruyter
2012.

P. Kalligas, Plotinus on Number as Quantity, in «Philosophical Inquiry», 39 (2015), pp. 207—16.

A. Lagnerini, The dual Account of Induction in Philoponus’ Commentary on the Posterior
Analytics, in «Philosophie antique», 23 (2023), pp. 117-32.

@. Linnebo, Platonism in the Philosophy of Mathematics, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, 2023, https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/platonism-mathematics/ (Seen July 15
2025).

A. Longo, In Euclidem, Prologue I, chapitre 6: ce que Proclus doit a son maitre Syrianus dans les
arguments avancés contre la theése de I’existence ‘postérieure’ des objets mathématiques, in
A. Lernould (ed.), Etudes sur le Commentaire de Proclus au premier livre des Eléments
d’Euclide, Lille, Presses Universitaire de Septentrion, 2010, pp. 45—-54.

C. Maggi, Sinfonia matematica. Aporie e soluzioni in Platone, Aristotele, Plotino, Giamblico,
Napoli, Loffredo, 2010.

M. Martijn, Proclus’ Geometrical Method, in P. Remes — S. Slaveva-Griffin (eds.), The Routledge
Handbook of Neoplatonism, London and New York, Routledge, 2014, pp. 145-59.

G. R. Morrow (ed.), Proclus. A Commentary on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements, Princeton,

Princeton University Press, 1970 (19927).

I. Mueller, Aristotle’s Doctrine of Abstraction in the Commentators, in R. Sorabji (ed.), Aristotle
Transformed, London, Bloomsbury, 20162, pp. 501—20.

D. J. O’Meara, Pythagoras Revived. Mathematics and Philosophy in Late Antiquity, Oxford,
Clarendon Press, 1989.

D. O’Meara, Mathematics and the Sciences, in P. d’Hoine — Marije Martijn (eds.), All from One. A
Guide to Proclus, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2016, pp. 167—82.

A. Sheppard, Phantasia and Mathematical Projection in lamblichus, in «Syllecta classica», 8
(1997), pp. 113—20.

30

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



ABSTRACT

Dominic J. O’Meara, Syrianus and Proclus on Why True Mathematics Cannot Be

Empirically Based

This chapter presents arguments by Syrianus (in his Commentary on Aristotle’s
Metaphysics) and Proclus (in his Commentary on Euclid’s Elements) to refute the Aristotelian
explanation of the empirical origin of mathematical concepts, known as abstractionism. The authors
seek to establish a higher ontological status for mathematical objects. According to Proclus and
Syrianus, mathematical objects do not derive from sensible experience but are discursive
projections of a priori concepts (ousiodeis logoi) innate in the human soul. These concepts, in turn,
originate from a transcendent demiurgic intellect. This Neoplatonic ontology demonstrates how
mathematical objects maintain qualities of precision, eternity, and universal validity, while
simultaneously allowing for the creative activity of the mathematician. Crucially, this perspective
positions mathematics as a fundamental science that serves as a paradigmatic model for physics and
a crucial foreshadowing of metaphysics, highlighting its vital role in Proclus’s overall philosophical
system.
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Université de Fribourg - CH
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Anne Sheppard

THE PLACE OF MUSIC IN PROCLUS’ CONCEPTION OF MATHEMATICAL EXEGESIS

The Platonic Background

In book VII of the Republic, in the account of what is sometimes called the “higher
education” of the Guardians, Plato treats music as a branch of mathematics. Mathematics plays a
key role as an essential preliminary to the highest kind of study, that of dialectic. Socrates describes
five branches of mathematics: arithmetic, geometry, solid geometry or stereometry, astronomy and
finally, at 530d—531c, harmonics, the mathematics of musical intervals. At 530d Socrates calls
harmonics and astronomy “in some sense sister sciences ... as the Pythagoreans say”'. He claims
that both sciences suffer from the same problem, namely that their practitioners are too focused on
the physical world — the visible movements of the heavenly bodies in the case of astronomy, audible
musical intervals in the case of harmonics — and the proper study of both requires abstraction from
physical phenomena so as to think about numbers in themselves. As often, Plato here appears to be
picking up on an idea which he found in Pythagorean sources and using it for purposes of his own.

The link between harmonics and astronomy reappears in Republic X where the myth of Er
contains a description of the rotation of the heavenly bodies around “the spindle of Necessity” (see
616b—617d). Famously, this description includes a reference at 617b to the music of the spheres,
another Pythagorean idea. Harmonics also plays an important role in the Timaeus, especially in the
account of the composition of the world soul at 35b—36b. That is described in terms of a structure
which is both mathematical and musical, according to the divisions of a musical scale. The result is
the incorporeal circles of the Same and the Different, of which the latter is subdivided into seven
concentric circles. Timaeus goes on to describe how the demiurge, having put the world soul
together, forms the body of the world in accordance with the same structure, so that seven inner

circles carry the visible heavenly bodies of the sun, the moon and five planets (Venus, Mercury,

I would like to thank the participants at the conference on “Proclus: Science and Theology” for comments on the earlier
version of this essay which was delivered at the conference, especially Dominic O’Meara, Gerd Van Riel, Carlos Steel
and Antonio Vargas.

'. PL. Resp. VII 530d6-8: kwvdvvebet [...] kai adtar 6AMAoV ddehoai Tveg ai émotijpar sivor, d¢ of te TTuhayopetol
Qaot.
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Mars, Jupiter and Saturn) while an undivided outer circle carries the fixed stars (see 38b—39¢). So it
turns out that once again mathematics, music and astronomy all go closely together.

Republic VII 530d—531c was picked up and developed by later writers on Platonic/Pythagorean
harmonic theory such as Nicomachus of Gerasa and [amblichus, often in connection with the music
of the spheres alluded to in Republic X®. My concern here is with Proclus and with some of the
ways in which he draws on the passage on harmonics in Republic VII, combining it not only with
Republic X on the music of the spheres but also with exegesis of the Timaeus. Proclus was of
course very familiar with the long tradition of Platonic interpretation that he inherited but he also
looks directly to Plato. I shall briefly discuss Proclus’ mention of music as one of the mathematical
sciences in his Commentary on Euclid and his use of Republic VII in his Commentary on the
Republic, especially, but not only, in the fifth essay of that commentary, before turning to his notion
of mathematical exegesis in his Commentary on the Timaeus. I will examine the role of music in
two passages of that Commentary in which Proclus contrasts mathematical exegesis with exegesis
of other kinds, namely his comments on Ti. 31c—32a and 40c—d. In the last part of the chapter I will
address some aspects of Proclus’ discussion of the musical scale of Ti. 35b and will attempt to
clarify how he understands the distinctions between mathematical, physical and philosophical

exegesis in that part of his Commentary.

Music as a Mathematical Science in the Commentary on Euclid and the Commentary on the
Republic

As part of the prologue to his Commentary on Euclid Proclus discusses different views
about the classification of the mathematical sciences, contrasting the Pythagorean classification
with that of Geminus. When he presents the Pythagorean view, he offers a division of mathematics
into four branches which may well be drawn from Nicomachus (Ar. I 3.1) but also echoes the
five—fold division of Republic VII: “Arithmetic [...] studies quantity as such, music the relations
between quantities, geometry magnitude at rest, spherics [i.e. astronomy] magnitude inherently
moving (35.28-36.3)*. Solid geometry and astronomy are rolled up together here, but harmonics is

picked out as a distinct branch and labelled not appovia but povoikn. A few lines further on Proclus

*. On the use of this harmonic structure in later passages of the Timaeus see Barker 2007, pp. 323—6.

?. See O’Meara 2007, pp. 147—61.

* kol THY pév aptOpnTKiy 1O K00’ adTd O TocdY BE®pELV, TV 88 Hovskhy TO TPdG EALO, YeopETpiay 88 TO TNAikov
axivntov vmapyov kal TV oeapikiy o kah’ adtd kwvovpevov. Translations from the Euclid Commentary are taken
from Morrow 1970. The echo of Nicomachus is pointed out in Baltzly 2009, p. 179 note 329.
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develops the contrast between arithmetic and music in a way explicitly derived from the Timaeus

(In Eucl. 36.17-38.1):

As the Timaeus has taught us, it is by virtue of her difference (...) that the understanding (...) projects numbers
and the knowledge of numbers which is arithmetic; and by virtue of the unity of plurality in her and the
community of bond that binds her together, she projects music. Hence arithmetic is elder than music, since the

soul was first divided by the Demiurge and then bound together by ratios in the fashion explained by Plato’.

Harmonics and music are not mentioned in this Commentary otherwise.

The Commentary on the Republic would seem to be the obvious place to look to find out more
about Proclus’ understanding of the treatment of music in Republic VII. None of the essays which
make up this Commentary focus on the “higher education” of the Guardians. However, the
approach to music that we find in Republic VII is picked up when Proclus discusses Plato’s views
on music in the fifth essay of the Commentary. That essay discusses ten problems in the
interpretation of Plato’s views of poetry and music. The fifth of these problems addresses the
inconsistencies between Plato’s various remarks on povoikn both in different dialogues and within
the Republic and tries to solve the problem in a way characteristic of later Neoplatonism, by
separating out four different types of povowm. The first type is philosophy, as in Phaedo 61a; the
second is the inspired poetry described at Phaedrus 245a; the third is the one which “leads up from
imperceptible harmonies to the perceptible beauty of the divine harmony (I 58.28-59.1)”°; and the
fourth is the one which educates the character and the passions.

I have discussed Proclus’ fourth type of povown elsewhere; it clearly derives from the
discussion of music in the earlier passage on education in the Republic, in Book 3, where the focus
is on the moral education of the young Guardians’. My interest here is in the third type of povouki.
This one is surely the povown of Republic VII, in which the proper mathematical study of
harmonies can lead to an understanding of numbers in themselves, as a stepping stone to the
supreme study of dialectic. Proclus stresses that someone who is povowdg in this sense is reminded
of the beautiful through hearing, rather than through sight, describing such a person at I 59.8—11 as
someone whose “activities concern the beauty that is in harmonies and rhythms. From these, he

ascends to the imperceptible harmonies and the rhythms that are never known through hearing, but

> ¢ O Tipowog fpudc Gvedidatev, Aektéov 8Tt Katd pév TV £tepdTnTo TV avTiic Kol TV Slaipeoty TV Aoyov Kai 10
mAMiBoc 1 didvola oTica Kol vOcaco EavThv &V Kol ToAAY odcay ToVS Te Ap1Bpode TpoPaAlel Kai THY TOVTMV YVAGLY,
Vv apiuntikny, katd 8¢ v Eveocty Tod TAN00VG Kol TV TPOg E0VTO KOWMVIOY Kol TOV GUVOEGUOV TNV HLOVGIKNV. o1
o Koi 1) 4PN TIKY TpESPLTEPQ THC HOVGTKTiC, Emel kol 1) yuyh Stanpsiton Tp@dTov Snpovpyikde, €10’ obtme cuveEdeton
T0ig Adyolg, ag 0 [TAdtmv venyeitat.

b qvayoydv 8¢ Speg amd TV Qovopivey dppovidv i T dpaveg Tig Osiag dppoviag kdAiog. Translations from the
fifth essay of the Republic Commentary are taken from Baltzly et al. 2018, with some modifications.

7. See Sheppard 2005.
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are instead apparent to the reasoning of discursive thought™®

. Proclus’ emphasis here is on the
anagogic power of this type of povoikn, rather than on its mathematical basis.

The thirteenth essay of the Commentary on the Republic, a lengthy treatment of the speech
of the Muses in Republic VIII 546a—547a, includes a couple of passages which present the same
conception of povokn as a mathematical science with anagogic power. At II 36.3—46.17 Proclus
interprets the mysterious nuptial number, described by the Muses in Resp. VIII 546c7 as a
“geometric number” (dpOpOc yewperpikdc), first arithmetically, then geometrically, then
“musically” (LovoiK®g), i.e. in terms of harmonics, and finally in terms of mathematical astronomy,
using the division of the mathematical sciences from Republic VII. In a later passage of the same
essay, II 68.3—16, Proclus contrasts the harmony (appovia) of the Muses with the harmony of the
Sirens: the former saves souls and situates them among the gods while the latter is associated with
the realm of becoming (yéveotc)’.

Proclus’ conception of music as one of the mathematical sciences is further developed in his

Commentary on the Timaeus, to which I now turn.

Mathematical Exegesis in Proclus’ Commentary on the Timaeus |

Proclus’ fullest presentation of a mathematical approach to music can be found in his
exegesis of the musical scale of Ti. 35b. Before addressing this, it may be helpful to consider two
other passages of the Timaeus Commentary where Proclus contrasts mathematical exegesis with
exegesis of other kinds and to examine the role of music in these passages. The first one is In Ti. III
28.13—31.26 Van Riel (= II 20.19-23.8 Diehl). Here Proclus is discussing Ti. 31c5—32a7. At this
point in the dialogue Timaeus is describing how the body of the world is put together from the four
elements; 31c5—32a7 sets out the formula for the geometric proportion of this composition. The
passage of Plato is difficult and its interpretation is disputed'’. My interest here is not in how we
should understand Plato or even in exactly how Proclus understands him but in the way in which
Proclus characterizes the exegetical method he is using. At III 28.13—14 Van Riel (= II 20.19-20

Diehl) Proclus says “It is first necessary to speak about what is said in a mathematical manner, and

¥ 1oV pév mepi i koAdV Evepyodvra T &v dppoviaig kai PrOpois kai 4md ToHToL TPOS TS APaVETg appoviag avidvTa Ko
PLOLOVG Ekeivoug oVKETL O’ dKof|g dvTag YvOoTovg, AAAY T® TG dlovoing AOYIGU® KATAPVETS.

?_ On the interpretation of the Sirens in this passage and its connection with the four types of music distinguished in the
fifth essay, see Moro Tornese 2013.

' For a summary of the modern interpretations of this difficult passage of Plato and of Proclus’ view see Baltzly 2007,
pp. 11-8.
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then in a physical manner, since it is the latter in particular that is under discussion™'. His
mathematical interpretation runs through until III 31.26 Van Riel (= II 23.8 Diehl) and is then
followed by his physical interpretation, from III 32.1-38.17 Van Riel (= II 23.9-28.7 Diehl). The
physical interpretation is, as one might expect, concerned with the four elements as they are found
in the physical world, although it is worth noting that Proclus emphasizes the divine origin of the
elements and concludes with a reference to the Neoplatonic allegorical interpretation of the binding
of Ares and Aphrodite by Hephaestus in Odyssey 8 (see III 37.16—38.4 Van Riel = II 27.17-27
Diehl). The mathematical interpretation begins with a discussion of mathematical proportion but
then moves into an examination of how these proportions apply in music: see III 30.5—-6 Van Riel
(= II 21.31-2 Diehl): “And of course one could do the same thing with musical values™'?. Proclus
sets out how, in his view, first arithmetic and then geometric proportion are instantiated in music.

As Baltzly points out,

The tradition that the arithmetic, geometric and harmonic means are instantiated in music goes back to
Archytas”. Our text of Proclus says nothing about the harmonic mean, perhaps because there is a lacuna or
perhaps, as Balztly suggests, following Winnington Ingram, because he “set this difficult point to one side for

the moment'®.

The way in which Proclus concludes his discussion of the mathematical interpretation makes
it very clear that he considers music, understood here as harmonics, as an integral part of

mathematics. At III 31.4—8 Van Riel (= II 22.16—20 Diehl) he says:

All these [ratios] may be seen in numbers as well as in volumes and in musical values, but number has been
particularly adapted to the arithmetic [proportion], volume to the geometric and musical values to the
harmonic. It is for these reasons that Plato has made use of these three things: numbers, volumes and musical

values'*.

He continues at 111 31.20—22 Van Riel (= II 23.2—5 Diehl):

" pdtov eineiv xpi mepl 00TOV podnpatucde, énsita, dtep pdloto tpokettal, eotkdc. All translations of passages

from the Timaeus Commentary are taken from Baltzly 2007, 2009, 2013, with some modifications.

12 kol 81 kai &v Suvdpeot Tov adtdv Tpomov. It is clear from what follows that Suvaueig here means ‘musical values’.

1 See Baltzly 2007, p. 66 note 85 and 67 note 92. Cf. also Van Riel 2022, note on III 31.15 Van Riel (= II 22.27
Diehl).

Mmoo Gpo kol év apdpoic dpdviar kol év Gykolg kol &v duvapeot, pdAlov piv Gkeloton 6 pév apopdc Ti
apOun Tk, 6 88 dykog i yempetpicii, 7 8& Svvoug Tf appoviks. kai S1o tadta Pdv ovv Toic TPIGLY £xpicaTo TovHTOIG O
[MAdTov, apBuoic, dykolc, Suvapecty.
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One might say that, strictly speaking, sameness is set over the geometric proportion — for the ratio [between the
terms] is that of sameness or identity — but equality is set over the arithmetic proportion, while similarity is set

over the harmonic®.

Proclus also discusses the distinction between arithmetic, geometric and harmonic ratios in
the immediately preceding passage of his commentary, III 26.1-28.3 Van Riel (= II 18.21-20.9
Diehl), where the statement in Ti. 31c4 that the bonding between the elements is best brought about
by proportion (édvoioyia) leads him to expound these three types of proportion, explicitly focusing
on Plato and setting aside the complex accounts of different types of proportion found in
philosophers such as Nicomachus and Moderatus (see III 26.15-16 Van Riel = II 19.4—5 Diehl).
The three types of proportion are derived from what follows in the Timaeus at 34a—36a, as Baltzly
explains in the introduction to his translation of Proclus'®. Overall, then, music, in the sense of
harmonics, forms an integral part of Proclus’ mathematical interpretation of this part of the
Timaeus. The mathematical interpretation of the text, in terms of different types of proportion,
appears to be at a higher level than the physical interpretation. This is in accordance both with the
treatment of mathematics in Republic VII and with the part played by mathematics in structuring
the world soul in the Timaeus. In both dialogues mathematics, including harmonics, operates at a
higher, more abstract level than perception of the physical world.

Proclus again contrasts mathematical exegesis with exegesis of another kind at In Ti. IV
188.17-193.21 Van Riel (= III 145.32—149.28 Diehl). This time the contrast is not between
mathematical and physical exegesis but between mathematical and philosophical exegesis. The
passage under examination here is Ti. 40c—d where the heavenly bodies are treated as visible gods
whose regular movements form a cosmic dance. Proclus offers first a mathematical interpretation of
the passage, according to which the movements of the stars are to be understood in astronomical
terms, and secondly a philosophical one, according to which the passage is concerned not so much
with the heavenly bodies as with the divine souls which animate them. He begins his lengthy
exposition of the mathematical interpretation by saying (III 188.17—-19 Van Riel = II 145.32—146.2
Diehl): “If first you wish to proceed in the mathematical [mode of interpretation], let us interpret

917

their dances as their well-ordered and harmonised revolutions The word “harmonised”

(évappoviovg) might lead us to expect that the mathematical interpretation will also involve

1. Aéyorto 8 8v kupimg émi pévrfig yeopeTpiiic 1| Towtdtng (O yap adtdg €0t Adyoq), emi 88 Tiig apdpumtikic 1 iodtc,
€mi 8€ TG ApLOVIKTAG 1] OpOOTNG.

1. See Baltzly 2007, pp. 8—11.

. xoi mpotepov, el Podrel, padnpatikds {te kol GIAOGOQMC} YOpelag PV AKoVomUEY TAG EDTAKTOVS aVT@Y Koi
évappoviovg meprpopds. The words te kol PAocdedg (“and also in the philosophical [mode of interpretation]”) seem
out of place here and are treated by both Van Riel and Diehl as an interpolation that should be deleted. I follow
Festugiére and Baltzly in not including them in my translation of the text.
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something about music (harmonics). That is not the case: what we get is a very detailed discussion
of astronomy which does include references to Resp. X 616—17 as well as to Ti. 3639 (see IV
191.20—-191.4 Van Riel = III 147.21-31 Diehl). But we should remember that for a Platonist
astronomy and music are “sister sciences” and also that the stars are dancing. Dancing is usually
accompanied by music; the music to which the stars are dancing is surely not music audible to
human ears but the music of the spheres. The philosophical interpretation to which Proclus turns at
IV 193.17 Van Riel (= III 149.23 Diehl) is introduced by a reference to another dialogue which is
important for the tradition of the cosmic dance, namely the Phaedrus: “Surely then the dances of
the souls are the Bacchic ones that they make around the intelligible, and the intellectual periods
and complete cycles for they [sCil. souls] also dance when they are following the more divine

among their leaders, as Socrates says in the Phaedrus”'®

. The interpretation which follows offers a
philosophical allegory of the cosmic dance.

If we put these two passages of the Timaeus Commentary together, we can see that for
Proclus a mathematical interpretation is superior to a physical interpretation but inferior to a
philosophical one. We can also see that a mathematical interpretation can include either harmonics

or astronomy or both. None of this is very surprising, but it is deeply Platonist and reflects both the

Republic and the Timaeus.

Mathematical Exegesis in Proclus’ Commentary on the Timaeus Il

Finally, I come to Proclus’ interpretation of the musical scale of Ti. 35b. In this context too
Proclus distinguishes between mathematical, physical and philosophical interpretations but, as we
shall see, he also distinguishes more than one level of both mathematical and physical
interpretation, partly in order to structure his presentation of the interpretations of earlier
commentators. At In Ti. III 236.20-237.12 Van Riel (= II 174.15-28 Diehl), Proclus introduces

what he describes as the mathematical interpretation of 35b4—6 with these words:

Mathematical theory ought neither to be entirely scorned, nor sought after for its own sake. The first option
means that Plato will not be able to indicate to us, as he wishes to, the things in their images, while the second
option makes the whole exegesis of the text as unstable as a ship without ballast, for it is necessary to be firmly
anchored, as it were, when one is heading off after the essence of those realities with which the dialogue is

concerned. We, however, will steer a middle course, as we said before, having first set out the text

18 obKobv yopeiar pév iot TV yoxdv ai mepi o vonTov Pakyeion kol ai mepiodol Kol GmOKUTACTAGE ai voepai:
ovvendpeval yap 1@ Be0tépe t@V Nyepdvov kai adtoi yopevovowy, G¢ enow O &v Daidpy Twkpdatng. Cf. Phdr.
246e4—247a7, 250b6 and 252d1.
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mathematically, then, after this we will provide an exegesis of the proposed division [of the psychic essence]
that is appropriate to the subject. Now the Pythagoreans were doubtless very wise in as much as they
discovered the division of the monochord, but it was Plato who imparted the division of the soul in these terms

— disclosing the substantial causes and the generative logoi of mathematical theorems'”.

The mathematical interpretation of this difficult passage of Plato in which mathematics and
music are combined takes Proclus a long time. He starts with an extended account of the numbers
and musical intervals involved, including discussion of the views of some earlier commentators. At
III 260.25 Van Riel (= II 193.9 Diehl) he turns to what is described as mpaypoteumong EEynoic,
which I suggest should be translated as “the exegesis that correlates the text with reality”. The word
npaypateudong, taken from Plato’s Parmenides (137b2), is used a number of times in Proclus’
Commentary on the Parmenides to contrast a purely logical interpretation of that dialogue with an
interpretation in terms of metaphysical reality. In this passage of the Timaeus Commentary there is a
parallel contrast between two levels of mathematical interpretation, as described in the text quoted
above: one is the purely mathematical interpretation, which would be unstable on its own, while the
other is the interpretation that “discloses the substantial causes and the generative logoi of

9520

mathematical theorems™". The distinction between two levels of mathematical interpretation is

expressed in musical terms at II1 263.11—19 Van Riel (=11 195.11-24 Diehl):

Let the manner of exegesis of the soul’s essence be naturally consonant with the essence of the soul itself. You
must free yourself from the [mere] appearance of harmony, and lift yourself up to the substantive and
immaterial harmony, and be led back from images to the paradigms [of these images]. For the concordances
that flow through our ears and which consist in soundings and strikings differ entirely from the concordance of
what is life—giving and intellectual. Therefore, let no one stop at the point of the mathematical consideration of
the subject at hand. Instead he should urge himself on to examine this subject in a manner fitting to the essence

of the soul?!.

19 3 3 r o ) Iy . o r ER < 3 . \ \ \ 5
. TV padnpatikny Bewpiov obte mavtdmocty dtipactéov obte povny avtnyv Kab’ oavtrnv {nhotéov: O pev yap ov

deikvoow fuiv, donep 0 [MAdtmv Bodretal, Ta Tpdypata v Toig €ikdGL, TO 0& aveppdTioTov TTolel Tv ANV EEnynow:
Sl yop o¢ €n” dopolodc meiopotog Oppelv Thg TV mpaypdtev TEpL OV 6 AdYo¢ E0Tiv 0VGI0C. £V HEGH TolvLY, Homep
glmopev Kol TPOTEPOV, KATAGTHCAVTEG TOV AOYOV HAOMUOTIKDG HEV TPATOV, 0lKeIDG dE TOIG VITOKEUEVOLS HETA TADTO
TV TpoKEEVNY EEnynodueda Kotatopv. oi pgv odv IMubaydpeiot uéyo ePovodoty, OC THY ToD KovOVOS KOTOTOUNV
avnopnkoteg: 0 6¢ ye ITAGtv Youyfig Katatopnv &v ToVTolg Topadidmaot Tag aitiag Tag 0VGLMOELS Kol TOVG AGYOVG TOVG
YEVWITIKOUG TV HaONUOTIKGY OempnudTtov Avarticcmy.

0 1a¢ oitiag tag 0061OSEIC Kol TOVS AdYOVG TOVG YEVWNTUKODG TV podnpotikdy feopnudtov dvontbcomy. On the
meaning of mpayuateiodng and the content of this part of the commentary, cf. Baltzly 2009, pp. 23—4 and 168 note 302.
Baltzly translates mpaypoteinons €Enynoig as “the exegesis that correlates the text with things”. I am doubtful about his
suggestion that mpaypoteiddng refers specifically to ‘correspondences between levels’. Morrow—Dillon 1987
sometimes translate the word by “substantive” or “important”, as he says, but at other times use phrases such as
“concerned with the reality behind the text”, “concerned with the underlying realities” and “from the perspective of
metaphysical reality”, all of which effectively capture the contrast with a purely logical (or purely mathematical)
interpretation. Cf. also Procl. In Eucl. 82.13-20.

216 8¢ tpomog TG mepil otV £ENYHoEng E0Tm THi 0VGIN GOUEVHG, AId PEV THS PaVOpévIg GppOVIaS ATOAVOEVOG,
avay@v 0& £0TOV Enl TNV 0VGLMON Kal Gudkov appoviay Kol drd TAV eikOVEOV €l TO ToPAdEIYLATO AVOTEUTOUEVOG: 1)
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After expounding both levels of mathematical interpretation, Proclus finally moves at III 285 Van
Riel (= II 212 Diehl) to other types of interpretation, introducing them as follows (III 285.23—286.5
Van Riel =1I 212.3-9 Diehl):

As we said earlier, it is necessary to interpret what has been said by Plato not only mathematically, but also
physically or philosophically. For the soul’s essence has not been composed from mathematical numbers and
ratios, but instead all these ratios and numbers are images of the soul’s real essence and the demiurgic and life

— generating divisions within it**.

The second sentence here once again expounds the two levels of mathematical interpretation
which Proclus has treated at length. In what follows he presents physical interpretations of the same
lemma as before, Ti. 35b4—6, and then, at the end of his discussion, the philosophical interpretation.
Proclus organises the physical interpretations into two groups, at two different levels, just as he did
with the mathematical interpretations, starting with a brief account of interpretations of the musical
scale in terms of the seven heavenly spheres and the movement of the heavenly bodies. However,
this kind of interpretation purely in terms of the physical world is swiftly rejected and he moves to
discussion of the views of first Amelius and then Porphyry, lamblichus and Theodore of Asine with
another reference to mpaypoteiddng €Enynoig, introducing their views by saying “After these people
[i.e. those who offer a purely physical interpretation of the text] there is yet another crowd of
interpreters who hold views that are more in keeping with reality (III 287.15—-16 Van Riel = II
213.8-9 Diehl)””. At this second level of physical interpretation, physical phenomena are
correlated in various ways with numbers and ratios. For Proclus none of the philosophers discussed
under this heading offers a fully satisfactory account of the text, although he expresses approval for
some aspects of the interpretations of Porphyry and Iamblichus®. At III 295.11 Van Riel (= II
218.20 Diehl) he comes at last to his preferred interpretation, that of his teacher Syrianus,

introducing it as “another mode of reasoning (dAlov Tpoémov AOywv)”. This interpretation sets the

yop o dtov eiopéovoa cupeavia kal &v {olg Kol TANYaic VeteTopévn Tiic (oTikg Kol vogpdg EERAAaKTAL. U Toivuv
TG dypt TG LodNpatiKiic TV Tpokepévav iotdobm Bempiag, AL’ Eml TOV Tpémovta TpOTOV Tij 0VGin TTig Wuyiig Eavtov
EYEPETM.

22811 pév 0 povov padnpatik@dg, GALY Koi UOIKAS fi p1hocdeog dkpodacat S&i Tdv HId Tod ITAGTVOC Aeyopévay
gv ToVTOIC, KOl TPOTEPOV Eimopev: od yip €k podnuoTikdy Apdudv 0Tt Kai Adymv 1 ovoia THC Yuxdc, GAL’ obTol
mavteg ol Adyot Kol ol apBpol v dvimg ovoiav avtig dneikovifovtal Kol Tag &v avTi] Stapécelg Tag SNULIOVPYIKAG TE
Kol {woyoviké.

2 petd 81 TovToug A0 TATOOC E0TIV EENYNTAVY TPAYUATEIOSESTEP®OV AdYDV AvTEXOUEVOV:

** Theodore of Asine is criticised at III 294.20—295.3 Van Riel (= II 218.8—12 Dichl) for offering an interpretation
which is limited to mathematics and fails to explain “how it compares with the reality which is the subject matter of our
discourses or how one might interpret this in a Pythagorean manner” (8mw¢ 8¢ dmeixaotal Toic TPAypActy VIEP GV ol
AdyoL, kol dmwg dv Tig avtda [Tubayopkdg dieppunvevaceiev). I take this to mean that Theodore’s interpretation correlates
physical phenomena with mathematical ones but fails to ascend to the higher level of mathematical exegesis, let alone
to a fully philosophical interpretation.

41

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



understanding of the soul within the big Neoplatonist metaphysical picture of procession from and
reversion to first principles and offers a clear example of what Proclus means by a philosophical
interpretation. An interpretation of this kind is like the philosophical interpretation of the cosmic
dance, i.e. it interprets the text in a way that goes beyond correlations between physical phenomena
and numbers and ratios and also beyond correlations between the properties of numbers and ratios
and the properties of the soul. At ITI1 299.17-19 Van Riel (= II 221.24—-26 Diehl) Proclus argues that
such an interpretation offers the best explanation of Plato’s text and that by referring to it “we will

resolve many of the puzzles (mtoAhd TV dmOpwV doAdcoouey)”.

Conclusion

We have seen that, like Plato, Proclus regards music as one of the mathematical sciences. It
follows that Proclus’ conception of mathematical exegesis includes music, alongside astronomy. In
this he clearly follows the lead given by the text of both the Republic and the Timaeus. In several
places in the Timaeus commentary Proclus distinguishes between mathematical, physical and
philosophical exegesis; when he comes to discuss the musical scale of 35b he subdivides both
mathematical and physical exegesis into two levels to take account of the complexity of the subject
matter and the diversity of earlier interpretations. Yet his overall conception of music (pLovoikn) is
much wider, as we can see from the fifth and thirteenth essays of the Republic commentary. I
argued earlier that the third type of music distinguished in the fifth essay is the mathematical type
(“harmonics”). This type of music reappears in the thirteenth essay, both as harmonics and as the
anagogic harmony of the Muses, contrasted with the dangerously bewitching harmony of the Sirens.
The first two types described in the fifth essay, which are equated with philosophy and with
inspired poetry, might have a part to play in philosophical exegesis as we find it in the Timaeus
Commentary (for example, in the philosophical exegesis of the cosmic dance or in Syrianus’
exegesis of 35b4—6 in terms of overarching metaphysical principles). The fourth type, which
educates the character and the passions, operates at the same level as physical exegesis, although I
have not so far come across any texts which put these two things together. However that may be,
Proclus follows Platonic and Pythagorean tradition in including at least one type of music within

mathematics.
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ABSTRACT

Anne Sheppard, The Place of Music in Proclus’ Conception of Mathematical Exegesis

This chapter investigates the role of music (mousike) within Proclus’s concept of
mathematical exegesis, drawing upon the Platonic and Pythagorean traditions. In Plato’s Republic 7
and the Timaeus, harmonics is established as the “sister science” of astronomy and a necessary
branch of mathematics for the Guardians’ education toward dialectic. The author argues that this
Platonic conception of the mathematical sciences informs Proclus's application of the notion of
mathematical exegesis in his Commentary on the Timaeus. The chapter specifically examines
passages in In Tim. and Proclus’s distinction between mathematical, physical, and philosophical
interpretation, including his exegesis of the musical scale from Timaeus 35b. The core argument is
that Proclus’s conception of mathematical exegesis intentionally includes music alongside
astronomy, adhering to the ancient tradition that incorporates a specific type of music into the
domain of mathematics, which is also evident in his discussions in the Commentary on Euclid and

the Commentary on the Republic.

Anne Sheppard
Royal Holloway, University of London
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Denis Walter

INCOMMENSURABILITY IN GEOMETRICAL ENTITIES IN PROCLUS’
IN EUCL. AND IN PRM.

Introduction

The central question I aim to explore in this chapter is the origin of incommensurability
within Proclus’ ontology. This issue is complex, and it has been observed that Proclus might not
have regarded incommensurability as a subject of scientific inquiry at all. Yet, how does it emerge
at a specific ontological level, and how does it relate to a particular mode of cognition? In this
chapter, I will first identify the ontological status of geometrical entities. I will then show why
neither sensible matter as such nor intelligible matter can unqualifiedly serve as the cause of
incommensurability. I will demonstrate that incommensurability must rather be a property of certain
specific geometrical items, belonging to them just as their other identifiable parts do. Finally, I will
conclude by advancing what is surely a controversial position: that there might be a form of

incommensurability.

Incommensurability in Proclus’ Philosophy of Geometry

In his Commentary on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements, Proclus situates the geometry
presented by Euclid within a Neoplatonic framework. According to Proclus, Euclid’s arguments in
the Elements aim at the construction of the five regular bodies known from the Timaeus',
progressively deriving them from the highest principles’. The overarching argument begins with a
first prologue, where Proclus locates mathematical entities within his ontological hierarchy,
demonstrating how the common principles of general mathematics are responsible for the creation
of geometrical entities’. In a second prologue, he elaborates on the goal of the first book of the
Elements and the methods of geometry, including a general discussion of its postulates and axioms.
After these two prologues, Proclus examines Euclid’s definitions, followed by a detailed discussion

of specific postulates and axioms, before finally addressing Euclid’s propositions. The discussion

' “Solids” would imply their material solidity, which is not a given for geometric entities.

*. See Procl. In Eucl. 68.21-23; 70.19-71.5; 82.25-83.2.

3. See Procl. In Eucl. 2.5: tag 88 apydic Tiic padnpatikiic SAng ovoiag émokomodves £’ adTdg Gvipey Tag d10 TavToY
TAV dvimv dinkodoag apyag Kol TAvVTo 4’ 0VTOY ATOYEVVAGAG, AEY® O& TO TEPOS Kol TO Gmelpov.
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Proclus presents thus becomes progressively more complex and increasingly removed from the
higher and simpler causes.

Mathematical entities, generally speaking, occupy an intermediate level between the simple
immaterial realities of the highest realm and the extended, composite, and confusedly complex
objects of the sensible world®. They exist in the vestibule of the forms, being more exact than
physical objects yet more complex than the forms themselves’. Proclus occasionally emphasizes the
complexity of mathematical entities by referring to them as logoi®. A closer look at mathematical
entities reveals that they are further divided into a higher “arithmetical” part and a lower
“geometrical” part. The well-known distinction between the two lies in their differing expressions
of the relation between Limit and the Unlimited. In the arithmetical part, the Limit ensures that each
number remains finite, while the Unlimited accounts for the infinite additivity of numbers. In the
geometrical part, the Limit accounts for the boundaries of entities, whereas the Unlimited accounts
for their infinite divisibility’. As Proclus notes, “If there were no infinity, all magnitudes would be
commensurable and there would be nothing inexpressible or irrational”®. Magnitudes do not only
exist on this intermediate ontological level. They also manifest within the lower realm of the
sensible world and are present as logoi — though in a distinct, non-extended mode’. The logos of a
geometrical object is the cause of both the geometrical and the sensible entity. The difference
between geometrical and sensible objects is that the former are projected onto the soul’s phantasia
— i.e., intelligible matter'® or pathetikos nous'', a faculty of the soul — whereas the latter are
projected onto the lower kind of matter that accounts for sensible objects. One key difference
between the geometrical and the sensible projection is the degree of precision each allows, a point
which will prove important for our understanding of incommensurability. Clearly, the phantasia,
unlike the sensible world, can represent a geometrical figure such as a circle with precision. It is this
projection onto the soul’s phantasia that gives geometrical entities their extended nature, just as

projection onto lower matter results in the extension of sensible objects'>. Once the notions of

*. See Morrow 1970, pp. XXXIIL

*. See Nikulin 2008, p. 154, referring to Procl. In Eucl. 5.2-3; 55.2.

® See Nikulin 2008, p. 157.

. See Nikulin 2008, p. 158, referring to Procl. In Eucl. 6.21

. See Procl. In Eucl. 6.19-21: kai tfic pév ansipiag ovk odong té te peyédn mévia cOUPETPO dv {v Kol o0&V dppnTov
000¢ GAoyov.

? Procl. In Eucl. 54.5-13.

2. As Proclus notes, the soul is not a passive receptacle but actively participates in the process of “writing” these
geometrical forms. See also Opsomer 2009, p. 215.

" See Nikulin 2008, p. 163.

12 See Procl. In Eucl. 52.26-53.1: (The soul) thinks the circle as extended, and although this circle is free of external
matter, it possesses an intelligible matter provided by the imagination itself (koi tov & KOk oV SlacTOTMG VOET THiG peV
€KTOG VANG kabapevovta vonTiy 88 VANV Exovta ThVv &V oOTH)).
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matter, magnitude, and, with them, divisibility are introduced, we might infer that this is also the
direct cause of the of incommensurability'”. Yet, the problem is more complex than that.

The extended yet precise geometrical objects within the phantasia represent the mode by
which the soul seeks to comprehend the unextended paradigms. Proclus describes this process as

follows (In Eucl. 54.27-55.4):

For the understanding contains the ideas but, being unable to see them when they are wrapped up, unfolds and
exposes them and presents them to the imagination sitting in the vestibule; and in imagination, or with its aid, it

explicates its knowledge of them (.. DM

Phantasia functions as a tool that enables the soul to grasp items that would otherwise be
inaccessible to it'>. Through the process of unfolding and dianoetic reasoning, the soul can reveal
aspects of the logoi by systematically working through them. The unfolding, on the one hand,
allows us to discover the properties of these entities through discursive reasoning — properties that
cannot be apprehended merely by contemplating the logoi themselves'®. Discursive reasoning, on
the other hand, expands these properties through construction, employing techniques such as
analysis, division, definition, and demonstration'’. Proclus explicitly states that the relations and
properties of geometrical entities are not derived from the lower level of the soul but are instead

present in the higher realm, though in a non-extended form. He writes (In Eucl. 55.23-56.8):

Every true geometer should cultivate such efforts and make it his goal to arouse himself to move from
imagination to pure and unalloyed understanding, thus rescuing himself from extension and “passive nous” for
the dianoetic activity that will enable him to see all things without parts or intervals—the circle, the diameter,

the polygons in the circle, all in all and each separately. This is why even in our imagination we show circles as

" If phantasia is furthermore considered an irrational faculty of the soul, incommensurability, being alogos, seems to
have found its proper place. See also Opsomer 2009, p. 220.

1. Eyovoa yap 1 Sidvoto Todg Adyove, dobevolica 8¢ cuvemTuypéva 186tV Gvamhol te adTode Kai vrekTifeTol Koi €ig
Vv eavtaciov &v Tpobvpolg keyévny mpodyet kal &v €keivn 1 Kol pet’ ékeivng averittel v yvdolv adtdv (...). See
also Procl. In Eucl. 56.13—23: aAAd ki o0 kpuging éotiv v ékelvm, d106TaTdC Kol HEPIOTAG ¢ pavTaciov TpodyeTol
Kol O pgv TpoPdidov 1 Siévota, TO & 4’ o TPOPEALETOL TO SlavONTOV E100C, TO 88 &V @ TO TPOPAALOUEVOV TAONTIKOC
oTo¢ KoAoVpEVOC Volc, £EeMTTOv £0ToV TEpl TV auépetav Tod dAndodc vod kai Stictdc éavtod 1o ddidoTatov Tfig
AKPoLPVODG VONGEMG KOl LOPPAV E0VTOV KATH TAVTO TO AUOPP@TA €101 Kol TAVTO YryvOpevog, & 0Ty 1 didvola Kai O
apepng v nuiv Adyog.

15 See Bechtle 2006, p. 337: ,,Wenn die Geometrie also — Proklos’ Argumentation gemil3 — iiber den Kreis, seinen
Durchmesser, seine Tangenten 0.4. Aussagen macht, dann erfahren wir nichts iiber Kreise (allgemein logoi) in sinnlich
wahrnehmbaren Dingen (...) —sagt Proklos — und auch nichts iiber die logoi in der dianoia. Denn der Kreis in der
Geometrie ist auf der einen Seite immateriell, ndmlich im Gegensatz zum Kreis in sinnlich wahrnehm-baren Dingen,
auf der anderen Seite multipel, teilbar etc., ndmlich im Gegensatz zu den logoi in der dianoia. Da die Geometrie sich
also nur mit den projizierten logoi in der Vorstellung (beispielsweise also vorgestellten Kreisen) beschéftigt, sieht der
Geometer die eingeborene Form oder Idee (den logos) auch nur indirekt als Spiegelbild, obwohl der logos selbst (der in
der dianoia) das eigentliche Ziel seiner Beschiftigung ist“. See O’Meara 2005, p. 138.

1. See Nikulin 2008, p. 164.

7. See Nikulin 2008, p. 165, referring to Procl. In Eucl. 42.9-43.21.
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inscribed in polygons and polygons as inscribed in circles, in imitation of the proof that the part-less ideas exist

in and through one another™®,

Thus, an unextended entity, such as the circle in the higher realm, possesses a diameter and
relations to other geometrical entities, albeit in an unextended manner. Now, incommensurability
might either result from the weakening power of matter, or it might be a property caused by the
higher realm, on a par with the diameter or the angle, which become extended only within the

phantasia.

Incommensurability and Matter?

Incommensurability and Imprecision

Having set the stage, we may now ask where incommensurability actually originates. The
first answer that comes to mind is matter. The unextended logoi of geometrical objects are projected
onto two distinct recipients: the soul’s phantasia and the matter of the sensible world'’. Both of
these recipients weaken and extend the logoi. However, there is a clear distinction between the two
projections. Sensible objects, by their very nature, are imprecise®’. Everything in the sensible world
is extended in three dimensions. For instance, we will never encounter a one-dimensional line or an
unextended point in the sensible world*'. Moreover, in the sensible realm, magnitudes are conflated
with one another: what we might identify as a circle displays features of straightness, and what
strives to be straight exhibits traits of roundness. No comparison between two entities in the
sensible world can ever be exact, owing both to their three-dimensional extension and to the
confusion of their contrary properties. The absence of any precise interval in the sensible world
makes it impossible to speak meaningfully of commensurability. This does not mean that

everything in the sensible world is incommensurable. Rather, the characteristic feature of the

'8, kai TV ST TV pEAETNV pekeTdv TOV GG AANODC YEOUETPIKOY, Kai TpdC TV Eyepoty kai TV 4md THig pavTooiog
petdotacty gig povnv v didvotov adtv ko’ avtnv moteiobot Téhog, apralovia £0VTOV And TAV SoTACE®Y Kol TOD
mafntikod vod mpog v dtavonTikny évépyelav, kab’ fiv mdvta adlactdrog dyetal kol &v apepel OV KOKAOV, TNV
Suapetpov, Ta &V T@ KOKA® TOADY®OVa, Kol TAvVTo &V Taow Kol EKactov yopig. o1 yap todto kol &v pavtaciq deikvopey
&v 18 101G TOAYDOVOLG TOVG KOKAOVG £YYpa®opévoug Kol €v Tolg KOKAOLG T TOADY®VA, HIHOVUEVOL TV TGV AUEPDV
AOy@Vv 01’ A A@V SETE.

1% See Procl. In Eucl. 51.13—15: koi td petéyovta adtd d1ttd Oépuevort, Té pév aicOntd té 8¢ &v pavtooiq Thy dTocTAGY
&yovta.

% See Nikulin 2019, p. 137. Procl. In Eucl. 12.23-26: ody 6pdpev, GG &v GAAMALOIC TévTa Té aioOnTd coppépuKTOL Ko
MG 00OV &v T0VTOo1G EiMKPIVEG 0VOE TOD EvavTiov Kabapedov, GALY HEPLOTA TAVTO KO S1OTATH KOl KIVOOEVA.

1 See Procl. In Eucl. 49.12—17: mod 82 kol te0edueda &v T0ig aicbnToig 1O duepic onpeiov i Tv amhatii ypappdy
v apabii émedveiav fj T icoTTA TGV €K TOD KEVIPOL YPOUU®Y §| OA®MG T0 TOADY®@VA Kol TOAVESpO GYNLOTH TAVTA,
nepi OV 1 yeopetpio S1ddoKet.
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sensible world is imprecision. Thus, there are no geometrical objects in the strict and precise sense
in the sensible world** — only imprecise magnitudes.

Incommensurability only comes into play when the relationship between two intervals
cannot be expressed in terms of a common unit. However — and this point is crucial — it must occur
within a realm where commensurability is at least possible. Imprecision in the sensible world is not
the same as incommensurability. Imprecision precludes any determination of whether something is
commensurable or not. The sensible world, which is incapable of providing any precise unit owing
to its inherent imprecision, instability, and motion, is therefore characterized neither by
commensurability nor by incommensurability, but simply by imprecision. The sensible realm does
not even permit the use of the anthyphairetic method to detect incommensurability, since each step
of this method requires at least partial commensurability, precision, and a unity, followed by an
interval that is not commensurable with the former, and so on. Incommensurability, then, is not a
feature of the sensible world but of the phantasia. And if this is the case, the direct deduction of

incommensurability from lower matter becomes implausible.

Incommensurability and Intelligible Matter

Given this, it makes sense to take not lower matter but intelligible matter as the cause of
incommensurability. Incommensurability, then, would not result from the weakening force of lower
matter. Proclus, after all, viewed incommensurability primarily as a feature of the geometrical realm
of the phantasia®. However, to take intelligible matter as the cause of incommensurability is also
problematic, since only certain items projected upon it exhibit incommensurability, while others do

not**. Consider the circle, which according to Proclus does not exhibit incommensurability; the

%2 See Nikulin 2019, p. 137.

2 See Procl. In Eucl. 6.19-22: kai tijg pév dmsipiog ovk obong té te peyédn mavta odppetpo dv fv kol oddsv dppntov
003 dAoyov, oic 81 Sokel Srapépsty T &v yempetpig TV &v apOunTiki (...). See Procl. In Eucl. 278.19-24: étav yip
detkvomoy 6Tt EoTv TO ACOUUETPOV €V TOlG Heyéfeot kal 0 TavTo cOUUETpO GAANAOLG, Ti dAAO detkvival ENoEL Tig
avTovG 1 dtL mav péyebog eic del dSwupeital Kol ovdémote HEopev €ig 10 apepéc, 6 €ott KOwov pétpov TdV peyeddv
ENdyyrotov.

** This distinction was already clearly recognized by Aristotle. See Karasmanis 2011, p. 389 in Anagnostopoulos:
“Does he think that incommensurability is a result of infinite divisibility? We do not have evidence that Aristotle
thought so. On the contrary, from a passage in the Prior Analytics (65b16-20) we see that Aristotle thinks that infinite
divisibility and incommensurability are two rather independent properties”. See Karasmanis 2011, p. 393: “Now, if we
agree that Plato says (25a6—7 [in the Philebus, DW]) that apeiron admits opposite characteristics to those of peras, then
we have to conclude that incommensurability is a further and very important characteristic of apeiron. If we define
continuity in terms of Zenonian infinite divisibility, as Aristotle does, then all the pairs of the infinite cuts of a
continuous thing (e.g., a line) have a specific ratio (a):(b) (where (a) and (b) are numbers). Therefore, according to
Plato’s conception of peras, the Aristotelian continuum belongs to peras and not to apeiron. Hence, we cannot interpret
Plato’s apeiron just in terms of continuity or infinite divisibility”. Commensurability depends on the “cuts” we make in
the substrate. If those cuts are in a “Zenonian” ratio, there is no incommensurability. According to Karasmanis, Proclus
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same applies to some triangles. These figures can be incommensurable with other entities, but not in
themselves. Although all such entities are projected onto intelligible matter, only some manifest
incommensurability, while others do not. The difference between the “effect” of lower matter,
which causes everything to become imprecise and three-dimensionally extended, and that of
intelligible matter, where only certain items display incommensurability, requires explanation. For
now, it is clear that we must determine why incommensurability arises in some cases but not in

others.

Commensurability and Incommensurability in the Cosmos

So far, we have established that incommensurability is a feature of the phantasia, yet there
must be a reason why it arises in some extended geometrical entities but not in others. If intelligible
matter were the sole cause, all such entities would exhibit incommensurability in themselves.

In Ti. I 261.20-262.2 Van Riel (=1 384.29-385.3 Diehl) and In Eucl. 6.19-22 suggest a
link between matter and incommensurability. However, it is in In Prm. VII 1205.9-1206.28 that

Proclus develops the concepts of commensurability and incommensurability in greater detail®.

did not work this argument into his Commentary on Euclid. Nevertheless, it is significant for our investigation, as it
highlights yet another reason to distinguish incommensurability from unlimitedness. See ibid.: “Let us look at some
propositions from Book X of Euclid’s Elements: Proposition 5: “Commensurable magnitudes have to one another the
ratio which a number has to a number”. Proposition 6: “If two magnitudes have to one another the ratio which a number
has to a number, the magnitudes will be commensurable”. Proposition 7: “Incommensurable magnitudes do not have to
one another the ratio which a number has to a number”. Proposition 8: “If two magnitudes do not have to one another
the ratio which a number has to a number, the magnitudes will be incommensurable”.

T quote the entire passage in the footnote and comment on specific lines in the text. The full passage from In Prm.
VII 1205.1-1206.20 reads as follows: énel yap eiot kai &v tadtn) TOAAOL SLVANELS, ol HEV AAAANLG GVGTOLXOL KOl TPOG
70 0a0T0 Téhog Kol dyafov dvatewopeval, ol 0& SlaPéPovcal Katd Te Lmepoynv Kol Veecty, Ekeivog PEV KaTd TNV
icomTa yapaktnpilecOor pTéov — T Yip avTd GyafdV HETPOV £6TIV EKAGTMOV: T 0DV T¢ AT dyadd cuvnvouéva 6
avT® pétpm pepérpnror Koi oty ioa Ao —, Tag 8¢ Y UN cvoToiyovg AAANANLG Katd TO Gvicov memotijcbat thv
npoodov Betéov, Emeldn Tag PHEV VTEPEYELY, TAG O VEEIGHaL Aéyopey. GAL’ émel Kol T®V Avicwv Ta pev cOppeTpa, <td 6
aovupetpo>, Sfjlov 6T kai todta Toic Osiolic Spopudcopsv, THV pEV ovppetpiav €9’ ov (10) Ta Sevtepa
GLVOVAKEPAVVLTOL TOIG TTPO ADTAV Kol OA®MV HETEXEL TOV KPETTOVOV — 0VT® YOp Koi €v T0ig cuppétpolg to Elattov
£08Le1 pétpov KooV Exsty Tpoc TO usiCov, dhov ékdtepov Tod odTod peTpodviog —, TV 8& dovupetpioy £¢° OV T
Katadeéotepa Ol TV TOV KPertdvav EEnpnuévny vmepoyny petéyet (15) pév tmg avtdv, 6Ao1g 6¢ adtoilg cuvimtesbot
S TV Eovtdv Veecty advvatwg Exelr Taig yop pepkais aitiong kol ToAAOCTAIG GTO TAV TPMOTOV ACOHUUETPOG EGTIV M)
TPOG EKkEIVO Kovovia Kai 1) Tpog TO adTd vontov ayadov €keivolg avatacic. Kol £otkev, gl T@v ykoopiov éotl Oe®dv
tadto cvvOipata, T foov (20) Aéym Kol T Gvicov, gikotwg €vtadbo kol tO0 cOppeTpov avapavijval TodTo Kol T
AGVOUUETPOV: €V LEV YUP TOIG AOMUATOLG Kol AUAOLS Ydpav 1) ToOToOV dvtifesig ok £xel, mavtov kel PNTdV dvimv Kol
év €ldeot kabapoig VPeoTOT®V, 61OV 3¢ €0t Kol VAKOV Drokeipevoy kol pi&ig id0vg kal Aveldéov Tvog, IKOTMS Kol
ovupetplac gotiv évtadBa Lol dovpuetpiocl] &viibecic, v ol &ykoOouIOl TPOGEXDC €161 GUVEKTIKOL, Wuy@V Kol
cOUATOV, €00Vg Kol VANG. €lkOTOG Gpo mEPLKEV €v aOTOIG KATO TNV <Ttod> Avicov dlaipesty 10 GOUUETPOV KOi
aovupeTpov, S10 kai TodTOV 6 TapoV Euvnuovevss (30) Adyoc. (1206) Todto pév ovv kol elcoddig émi mAéov
avaokeyopueda. viv 8¢ 8Tl yeopeTpik®dg mpo TV dnodeiemv 6povg maparappdver tod icov, Tob cvppétpov, TOoD
acvppétpov, Aektéov: ioov pEv Aéymv TO TOIG aVTOlG UETPOLG UETPOVUEVOV, GUOUUETPOV O& TO T® aVT® HETPW
petpodusvov, &av uev peiov i, (5) mheovdxic fi 1 Elattov, &av 8¢ Elattov, lattovakic {f TO peilov, dodupetpov 8& 1o
Swapodpevov i ioa pev kat’ apbpov, dvica 6¢ kot péyebog, €i pev Elattov gin, dfjAov a¢ gig EAdtTova, &l 6¢ peilov,
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Proclus introduces first equality and inequality as broad principles before coming to our notions (In

Prm. VII 1204.24-28):

Now, as we have said, equality and inequality are to be taken as penetrating throughout the whole of divinity in
the cosmos, even if the proofs also suit physical equals and mathematic equals and those in reason-principles

of soul and those in the intellectual forms?®.

As subclasses of the equal and the unequal, commensurability and incommensurability are
also introduced. Unlike in the Commentary on Euclid’s Elements, Proclus here first discusses what

we might call vertical commensurability and incommensurability. He says (In Prm. VII

1205.9-28):

But since even of those that are unequal some are commensurate and others incommensurate, it is plain that we
must fit these concepts into the divine realm, (A) commensurability being taken as referring to those cases in
which the secondary entities are mixed with those prior to them and participate in the whole of what is superior
to them (for in this way also, in entities that are commensurate, the lesser desires to have a common measure
with the greater, the same unit of measurement being applied to either of them as a whole); whereas (B)
incommensurability applies in those cases where the lesser entities, by reason of the transcendent superiority of
the greater, participate in them up to a point, but are unable to be joined to them as a whole because of their
own inadequacy. For in the case of partial causes which are at many removes from the primal, communion
with them is incommensurate and so is the striving upwards for them towards the same intelligible good, and it
would seem, if these things are symbols of the encosmic gods, I mean the equal and the unequal, that it is
reasonable that this “commensurate” and “incommensurate” should appear at this point. For among incorporeal
and immaterial entities such an antithesis can have no place, since everything there is rationally related and has
its basis in pure forms; but where there is also a material substratum and a mixture of form and a formless
element, then it is reasonable that there should also be an antithesis of commensurability and
incommensurability between those things which the encosmic gods maintain directly—souls and bodies, Form

and Matter.

dfilov @g &ig peifovar 10 pev Lyapll €lattov opikpotépov €otar pétpov icav (10) kat’ apBudv, 10 8¢ peilov
peloévav: éav yap AGPNg v mhevpav Kol TV didpetpov Kol S1EANG ekatépav diya, dfilov g 1 pév peilov €€el TV
pepdv ekdtepov, 1 8¢ Elattov. €’ APEOTEP®Y O& TAV CUUUETP®V KOl TV ACLUPETPOV Opoimg mpog peilova kol
g\drTova tiic mopaforfic obong, £p° GV pév t@v (15) pérpav Tdv odTdY dviov, GAL’ §j mheovikic 1 Ehattovixic, &’
®v 8¢ eic Too pév tiic Stnpéoemg yryvoudvng, AL § eic psiCova kot T péyedoc i €ig EAdTTovo, dmov PEV KATd TO
mAT00g Tiig dropopdg odomng, dmov ¢ Kot T0 péyebog [ladtdv. kal yop mov PEV KOOV HETPOV TAVTa HETPET, OOV 08
ob duvaTdv sivar Tavimv TanTd péysfocl! AcVUPETPOV DTOPYOVIOY. TOVTOV 81 TV dpwv TpostAnuuévov 57 Endyet
T dmodeifelc, S’ v amodeikvutol TpdTov PEv 8Tt 0K EoTty io0V TO £V 0BT SavTd 0bTE HAA®, EMEttal 811 oBTE Bvicov
A obte Eavtd ovte GAA®. Aéyel 8¢ obTmg:

g Gomep simopey, vog iodtTa kai avicdTTa AnmTéov THY 818 mhong portdoay Tiig &ykoopiov HedTTOC, £l KOl
pappolovoty ai amodei&elg Kol Toig eLoKois 601G Kol Toig padnatikols kol Toig £v Toig AdYolg Tolg WuyLkoig Kol Toig
€V 101G €(0ea1 T01g VOoePOIc.
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This passage is highly complex, yet Proclus appears to maintain that commensurability and
incommensurability coexist’’” when matter is involved. In the context of his argument, he must
mean that these are manifested in the relation between the higher and lower realms within a given
object. He does not seem to be referring here to the horizontal commensurability and
incommensurability discussed in the commentary on Euclid. By contrast, incorporeal and
immaterial entities possess only rational relations to one another, and incommensurability thus has
no place among them”. From this passage, we might infer that the sensible-material realm is, as
such, incommensurable. This would contradict the argument we tried to make about the difference
between incommensurability and imprecision. However, the discussion of incommensurability in
the Commentary on the Parmenides focusses on the relation between the higher and the lower
realms. The lower realm is incommensurable insofar as it cannot reach the higher realm. This
vertical incommensurability concerns not the entities of the lower realm themselves, but the relation

those entities bear to the higher standard.

Incommensurability in Specific Entities

Simple Entities

Given the foregoing, neither lower matter nor intelligible matter can be the sole cause of
incommensurability, as shown by the fact some geometrical entities do not exhibit it. Thus, we need
to examine these entities more closely. Two straight lines of equal length are clearly
commensurable with one another, even though they possess magnitude and extension and are,
consequently, infinitely divisible. Thus, while infinitely divisible items exist within the geometrical
realm, their ratios may or may not conform to numerical relations. The mere presence of infinity
and magnitude does not, by itself, cause incommensurability, but it can create the conditions for
incommensurability to arise.”” At this point, the central question becomes what exactly is being
related to what in this specific case. We could cut off a portion of a line such that it becomes
incommensurable with another chosen line. But this would be arbitrary. Instead, we must shift the

focus to a single geometrical entity and its internal proportions. When we speak of

77 (.. ixdtog kai ovppetpiag Sotiv dvtada [kal dovppetpiag] avribeoig (...).
¥ See Procl. In Prm. VII 1205.22—-24: “For among incorporeal and immaterial entities such an antithesis can have no
place, since everything there is rationally related and has its basis in pure forms” (v pév yap toig dowpdtolg kai aAolg
Ydpav 1 ToVTOV Avtifesic ovK Exel, mivtav kel PNTdV Svtav Kol &v £ideot kabBapoic VPESTOTOV).
*. See Procl. In Eucl. 60.26-61.7.
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incommensurability, we are speaking of a property that an item possesses within itself, not of a
comparison between two randomly chosen magnitudes.

Let us examine more closely the causes and properties of geometrical entities.
Commensurability and incommensurability seem to arise concretely from the interplay of the two
principles: Limit and Unlimited. Proclus clarifies this when he explains that material extension is
governed by the Unlimited, whereas the higher realm, which is free of extension, is governed by the
Limit*. The interplay between Limit and Unlimited recurs at every level of being. Proclus states, in
In Eucl. 151.13-152.5"", that the circular line belongs to the realm and principle of the Limit**. Let
us compare this with his account of the straight line, where he notes that the straight line belongs to
the Unlimited (1 8¢ £00gio mpoc tiic dmewpioc)™. This prioritization of the circular over the straight
line has significant implications for understanding incommensurability. The circular line, as the
first among extended geometrical entities, functions as the formative and limiting cause of the
straight line, such as the diameter. It also holds precedence over the semicircle, which it governs™”.
The circle’s priority is further evidenced by its direct dependence on the point rather than on the
straight line. When Proclus explains how both circular and straight lines are constructed, he traces
each back to the movement of the point™. Moreover, he explicitly rejects the claim that the straight
line is necessary for the construction of the circular line. I will quote the entire passage (In Eucl.

106.20—107.11) below, as it is important for the continuation of the argument:

One might think that, although both the straight line and the circle are simple lines, the straight line is the
simpler. For it contains not even any dissimilarity in thought, whereas concavity and convexity in the circle
indicate difference; and the straight line does not suggest the circle, whereas the circular line does bring to

mind the idea of the straight line, if not through its mode of generation, at least by its relation to a center. What,

%, See Procl. In Eucl. 85.14-86.4.
31 See Procl. In Eucl. 151.13—152.5: éAA& tadta pév péypt to0tov domenspavio, Ty & padnuotikiyv arodooty tod
KoKAov Bswpricopsv eig mépag axpiPeiag fikovoav. oyfjua pev ovv avtov E0sto S16TL 1) MEMEPUOTAL KOl TEPIEYETOL
mavtoydBey Ve’ EvOc Epov Kol ovk £6TL THC meipov PVCEME, GALY TG TEPUTL GVGTOLYOC, Kol Eminedov 8¢ av, kafdGoV
TAV oYNUATOV 1j v Empaveiolg OpOUEVOV T &V 6TEPEODIS, O KOKAOG TAV EMMES®V £0TL TO TPDTIGTOV, ATAGTNTL HEV TMV
oTEPEDV VIEPPEPOV, HOVASOG 0& PO TG Emimeda AOyov €xwv, VWO WG O0¢ YpaupiG TEPLEXOUE VoV, MG T@ &vi
TPOCTHKOVTO Kol KOTO TO £V dpopildpevov, v 8¢ moikidov @V tepikepévoy EEwbev dpmv 00 Topadeydpevovy, Tpog 08
TadTV TV ypouunyv ioag &yovia macag Tag G’ EvOg onueiov TOV €viog avToD KEWWEVAVY, O10TL Kol TAOV VIO LG
Oop1opéEVOV YPOUUTC TO LV €K HécOV Taoag Toag ExEL, Td 8¢ 0 Taoag.

. See also its priority for motion in Procl. In Eucl. 17.21-22: wtévtov yap t@v kivoupévav 6 kOKhog apyn kot 1 KOKA®
kivnoig.
3 See Procl. In Eucl. 107.15.
** In contrast, the modern approach often seeks to measure the circle by means of an infinite number of triangles,
gradually approximating the length of its circumference. Proclus, however, would likely reject this procedure, as it
attempts to measure something that belongs to the domain of the Limit by means of something inferior, rooted in the
Unlimited. Arguably, he would maintain that incommensurability arises from the inferiority of the straight line, whereas
the circular line itself does not exhibit incommensurability. One can, of course, select two segments of a circle that are
incommensurable with one another, but this is a matter of chance and has no bearing on the nature of the circle.
3% The straight line in Procl. In Eucl. 97.6—7: apopilovtar 8¢ adtiv koi kot dAkag pedodove, ol pév poov onpueiov
Aéyovteg, and Proclus’ approval in 13—14: 1| 8¢ pooig tv Tpdodov Evdeikvotal kal TV YOVIHoV SOVOLY. ...
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then, if someone should say that the circle needs the straight line for its existence? For if one end of a finite line
remains stationary and the other moves, it will describe a circle whose center is the stationary extremity of the
straight line. Should we not reply that what describes the circle is not the line, but the point that moves about
the stationary point? The line only defines its distance from the center, whereas what produces the circle is the

point in circular movement™.

This passage brings us closer to understanding why some geometrical entities exhibit

incommensurability while others do not, as will become clear in what follows.

Complex Geometrical Entities

An intricate interplay across different ontological levels is emphasized, for instance, in In
Eucl. 108—109. There, Proclus explains that the straight represents procession, while the round
represents return. These principles govern not only spatial but also spiritual motion. Essentially, the
circular line is associated with the Limit, whereas the straight line is associated with the
Unlimited®’. Therefore, the circle defines or limits, whereas the straight line, taken on its own, is
indefinitely extensible. However, these principles interact in complex ways. As a diameter within a
circle, the straight line depends on the limit imposed by the circle. Its unlimited extension is thus
limited and made contingent upon it. With these two basic elements in view, we can now
investigate how their interplay informs the construction of geometrical entities in the phantasia.

The circular line is not identical with the circular surface: while the circular line represents
the Limit in one-dimensional space, the straight line represents the Unlimited in the same space”.
Beginning with In Eucl. 115, we learn that in two-dimensional space another opposition arises —
one crucial to our argument— namely, that between round and rectilinear figures (In Eucl.

115.3-8):

0 80Ee1e 8 GV AUEOTEPOY 0VGAV ATADY T@V Ypappdv, TG eveiag Kol Tiig Tepipepodc, dmhovotépa pdriov 1 00l
givat. év TanTy pev yap o0dE kat’ Emivoldy 6TV AvopoldTNG, &ml 88 THic mep1pepoDc T KoILOV Kai KVPTOV £TEpOincty
éupaivel. kol 1 pev evbeio TV mePLPEPELOy 00 GLVEIGAYEL KOTO TNV €mivolav, 1 8¢ meplpépeta v evbelav, &l Kol pn
KATA THY YEVESTY, ALY KOTd TV TPAC TO KEVIPOV GYEGLY. T 0DV, &l Aéyol Ti¢ Kai TV meppépetay Seiobar Tig evdsiog
glg v vmdoTaoy; &l yap e00siag nenepacpuévng Bdtepov pev TV mepdtav pévol, Bdtepov 8¢ Kvoito, ypawel KOKAOV,
KEVIpOV 88 odTod TO pévov Tiig e00sing TEPAC. T TO YPAPOV TOV KOKAOV TO oNUEIOV £6TL TEPL TO LEVOV PEPOUEVOV, ODY 1)
€00l TV yap andoTacty it LOVOV APOPILEL, TNV 08 KUKAKTY YPOUUTY TO GNUEIOV DOIGTNGL KIVOOUEVOV KUKALK®G.
37 See Procl. In Eucl. 107.11-16: otkev 8& | puév mepipépeto. Tpdg Tod TEPOTOG £lvaL Kod TodToV EXElV TOV AOYOV TPOC
Tag GAAAG YPappdG, OV Tpog mavta ta dvta TO TEPUG — Kol yap dplotat Kol oxfjie arotehel povn @V ankdv—r) 08
g00sio TpoC THG dmepiog: n’ dmelpov odv xParlopévny ovde mavetal. See for the priority of circular lines O’Meara
2005, p. 140.

¥ Proclus does not appear to address the fact that the circular line, though itself one-dimensional, necessitates two-
dimensional space.
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For the circle, which is the principle of all curvilinear figures, carries a hidden trinity in its center, diameter,
and circumference; and the triangle is the premier of all rectilinear figures, as everyone can see, because it is

determined by the number three and formed by it®.

The circle’s surface is, furthermore, the most perfect of all surfaces®. This suggests, by
analogy with the circular line, its affinity with the Limit in two-dimensional space. The triangle, by
contrast, as the principle of the other class of figures, must bear a closer resemblance to the
Unlimited in two-dimensional space. This is hinted at, e.g., in In Eucl. 214, where Proclus presents
the circle as the cause of the construction of a triangle — analogous to the way the circular line gives
rise to the straight line, expressed through its diameter*'.

Even though the triangle appears to represent the Unlimited, it remains unclear why some
triangles do not exhibit incommensurability within themselves while others do*>. For instance, the
equilateral triangle does not exhibit incommensurability among its sides. Proclus distinguishes three
types of geometrical triangles, each reflecting a different degree of proximity to the circle, and thus
to the Limit. In In Eucl. 213 ff., we learn that the equilateral triangle is the most beautiful and the

most akin to the circle”. The isosceles triangle stands somewhat further removed from it, while the

39 N \ , o 5 3 3 ~ ) 5 ’ e \ \ ~ ) ~ r ~
. 0 p&v yap KVKAoG, 8G 0TV GpyN) TOV TEPLPEPOUEVMV, &V KPLPIm EYEL TO TPLOSIKOV T KEVIP® Tf| StoTACEL Ti|

meplpepeiq: O 8¢ Tpiyvov amdvtev 1yepovodv Tdv e00VYpapp®Y TovTi Tov dfjAov, &TL Tf] TPLadt KATéXETOL KOl KT
€Kelvnv HepOPO®TAL.

. See Procl. In Eucl. 146.24—147.3: “The first and simplest and most perfect of the figures is the circle. It is superior to
all solid figures because its being is of a simpler order, and it surpasses other plane figures by reason of its homogeneity
and self-identity. It corresponds to the Limit, the number one, and all the things in the column of the better” (1o
TPDOTIGTOV Kol ATAOVGTATOV TAV CYNUATOV Kol TEAEOTATOV O KOKAOG £0Ti. TV PEV YAP OTEPEDY TAVTOV VIEPPEPEL TG
&v anhovatépq taéel Ty Vmapév Exety, TOV 6¢ &V TG EMMESOLG VOIGTOUEV®V Tf] OLOOTNTL KoL TOVTOTNTL THV VITEPOYNV
Eloyev).

. Procl. In Eucl. 214.4-8: “If, then, the circle is the likeness of intelligible being, and the triangle the likeness of the
first soul because of the similarity and equality of its angles and its sides, it would seem reasonable to demonstrate it by
means of circles as an equilateral middle area cut off in them” (&l toivov 0 pév KOKAOG gikdV €Tt TG VogPEG 0VGiag, TO
8¢ tpiymvov ti|g TpoTiotng Yoyfg d1d te TV icdtta Kol TV OpodTNTO TV YOVIAV Kol TAEVPAV, eiKOT®G GV Koi ToUT0
1l T@V KOKA®V €V 00 TOIG HEGOV ATOAAUBAVOLEVOV iGOTAEVPOV ATTOSELKVHOLTO).

2. Clearly, even though the triangle projected onto the soul represents the Unlimited, its distance from the first cause
renders it a mixed entity. By this, I mean that the triangle, possessing a three-sided boundary, also exhibits features of
the Limit. See Procl. In Eucl. 136; 143. See Procl. In Eucl. 142.24-143.5: “Since figure too, like the idea of the angle,
exhibits in its own subdivisions the twofold progression of the Limit and the Unlimited, it applies the single boundary
and the simple form to the things it bounds when it acts in accordance with the Limit and the many boundaries by virtue
of the Unlimited. This is why everything figured has either one or more than one boundary” (énei yap kai a0 v 700
méPATOG Kal Ameipov dvoedt] Tpdodov €v Toig oikeiolg eidest mpoteivel, kabdmep o1 Kol O Tiig yoviag Adyog, TOV Hev Eva
Spov Kkoi 10 amloDV £180¢ £mdyst TOIC VY’ E0VTOD TEPIEXOUEVOLC KOTH TO TEPAC, TOVE OE TOALODE KOTA THV Gmelpiav. Kol
St todto wav 1o éoynuaticpévov §j vog 6pov peteilngev §| TAelovwv). See also Procl. in Eucl. 144.6—18: “But whence
comes the idea of figure and from what sort of principles is it perfected? I answer, first, that it owes its being to the
Limit and the Unlimited and the Mixture of the two. This is why it generates some kinds by virtue of the Limit, others
by reason of the Unlimited, and others according to the Mixed. For circular figures it invokes the idea of the Limit, for
rectilinear that of the Unlimited, and for figures derived from both the idea of the Mixed” (dAAd m6Oev mpodelGY 6 TOD
oyNroTog Adyog Kol amd moimv aitiov tedetodtat; Aéym o1, 6Tt TpdTOV pEV €K TOD TEPOITOG VPioTATOL KOl TOD Gmeipov
Kol ToD €K TOVT@V HEMYHEVOL, 010 Kol a0TOG TO HEV ATOYEVVE KOTO TO TEPAG TOV €0®V, T 8 KOTO TO dmelpov, To 68
KOTd TO PIKTOV, TOlG HEV Teplpepéat TNV ToD mEPATog déav Endymv, Toig 8¢ ebBvypdaupolg v T0d dneipov, Toig 8¢ €k
T00TOV TV T0D pIKTOD).

. See 0’Meara 2005, p. 140.
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scalene triangle occupies the opposite end of this spectrum, being furthest from the circle. It is in
these latter two cases that incommensurability between sides may arise.** To be sure,
incommensurability may also appear when we arbitrarily compare one geometrical entity with
another. However, there are only a limited number of geometrical entities which display

incommensurability in themselves and by themselves.

The Form of Incommensurability or the Display of Infinity?

So far, it remains unclear why only some triangles display incommensurability within
themselves while others do not. We learned from Proclus that the task of the geometer’s phantasia
is to make visible what the understanding cannot perceive®. The entities that exist in an unextended
manner, without shape or magnitude in the higher realm, nonetheless have their inherent proper
parts. Though unextended and shapeless, the diameter and other elements are present within the
form of the circle. Analogously, the angle and the limits of the triangle must likewise be present in
an unextended manner within the form of the triangle. But what of incommensurability itself?
Could it also be a property like these others? If incommensurability is coextensive with infinity,
then clearly infinity is beyond the grasp of the imagination. It suspends any thought about what is
immeasurable and thus incomprehensible™. It cannot traverse the infinite*’. Knowing the infinite is
akin to seeing darkness in the dark™. However, it seems that incommensurability should not be

considered coextensive with infinity. In In Eucl. 278.19-24, we learn that:

For when geometers demonstrate that there is incommensurability among magnitudes and that not all
magnitudes are commensurable with one another, what else could we say they are demonstrating than that
every magnitude is divisible indefinitely and that we can never reach an indivisible part which is the least

common measure of magnitudes*®?

*_ The elementary triangles of the Timaeus which make up the regular bodies are of the latter two classes, as Proclus
acknowledges. See Procl. In Eucl. 383.17-384.4: “(...) the half-square; and that the scalene half-triangle (...) I do not
mention these matters without a purpose, but because they prepare us for the teaching of the Timaeus”.

#. See Procl. In Eucl. 55.23-56.8.

% See Procl. In Eucl. 285.10-13.

*7. See Procl. In Eucl. 285.18-19.

8 See Nikulin 2008, p. 170.

. 6tav yap dekviwoty OtL E6TIV TO AGVOUUETPOV £V TOIG HeyEBeat kal OV TAVTO GOUUIETPO AAANAOLG, Ti BAAO detkvival
onoet tig avtovg 1 6tL v péyebog eig el drapeitar kol ovdémote fiouev €ig 10 apepés, O €0TL KOOV UETPOV TAV
peyebdv Erdyiotov;
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We learn that, although all geometrical magnitudes are infinitely divisible, some are
nevertheless incommensurable®’. Infinity and incommensurability are therefore not coextensive.
This allows us to identify in incommensurability a different kind of explanation — one that points
toward its being something definable. A passage from Proclus’ Commentary on the Parmenides
moves in this direction and offers the following definition of incommensurability. In In Prm. VII

1206.4-8, he states:

(...) commensurate is “that which is measured by the same measure — if it is greater, more times than less, if it

is less, less times than the greater”; and the incommensurate is “that which is divided into parts which are equal

numerically, but are unequal in size”".

It is not common to speak of a form of incommensurability, yet in the context of other forms
that Proclus defines in his Commentary on the Parmenides, this may be a valid explanation.
Likeness and unlikeness, for example, are defined in terms of identity and otherness™> — and both
are forms. Equality and inequality are likewise defined as deriving from identity and otherness™. As
we have seen above, commensurability and incommensurability appear immediately after Proclus’
and Plato’s discussion of equality and inequality, and they too are directly defined in terms of
identity, equality, and inequality. Thus, even though these notions apparently belong to a lower rank
within the realm of mathematical entities — insofar as they are dependent on these other forms —
incommensurability, like unlikeness, seems to possess its own definable form. Proclus does not call
it a form of incommensurability; therefore, this interpretation is only valid insofar as we accept the
analogy with likeness and unlikeness. If likeness and unlikeness are definable in terms of identity
and otherness and are themselves forms, then commensurability and incommensurability, too,
would appear to be definable forms, though of a lower rank within the two Pythagorean columns.

As in the case of likeness and unlikeness, this does not imply that the form of incommensurability

> The notion of infinity discussed a little later in Procl. In Eucl. 285-287 also appears to concern infinite extension.
See Procl. In Eucl. 285.15-24: “It produces it (i.e. the infinite, DW) indeed, because it has an indivisible power of
proceeding without end, and it knows that the infinite exists because it does not know it. For whatever it dismisses as
something that cannot be gone through, this it calls infinite. So if we supposed the infinite line to be given in
imagination, exactly like triangles, circles, angles, lines, and all the other geometrical figures, should we not ask in
wonder how a line can actually be infinite and how, being indeterminate, it associates with determinate notions?”
(Yevvi p&v odv odtd 1@ SOvapy Exev auepd TPoi&vor SUVALEVITV AKOTUANKTMG, VOl 88 (O¢ vmooTav Tt pry Vot 1o
dmelpov. O yop afikev ag adie&itntov, tovto dmepov Aéyel, Gote TNV dmelpov ypapunyv v dobeioav &v Tf] poviacig
Béuevot, kabdamep oM kol Ta GAAa TavTo yeopetpiog €idn, @ Tpiymva, Tovg KOKAOVG, TAG YOVING, TAG YPOUUAS, oV
Oavuaoousea TAOG kat’ EvEpyelav Amelpdg 6T YpapT Kol TpooTidnoy aoptorawouca TG MPICUEVOLS VOT|GECLY).

. (...) odppetpov 8¢ 10 T® AOTO PETP® HETPOVUEVOV, E0V UEV uaCov N, mAeovakic fj 10 Elattov, &av 88 Ehattov,
ekattovamg 1} 10 peilov, dovupetpov 8€ T dapovuevov gig ica pev Kot apBudv, dvica 8¢ Kotd péyedog.
>2 See d’Hoine 2014, pp. 1-37.
> Morrow — Dillon 1987, p. 481: “Apart from showing that ‘equal’ and ‘unequal’ follow on logically from sameness
and otherness, he is chiefly here concerned with the concept of ‘measure’ and commensurability which Plato introduces
here. First, as he notes (1206.1ff.), Plato produces definitions of ‘equal’, ‘unequal’, and ‘incommensurable’, in a proper
geometrical manner, before going on to his proofs”.
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must itself be incommensurable. Rather, analogously to likeness and unlikeness, commensurability
and incommensurability are forms of relatives that are themselves not relative. They are “non-
relational, though productive of a relation” (Goyetog... £oTv VTOGTAGLS EKEL, GYECEMC DTOGTATIKY
twoc, In Prm. IV 936.25-26)*. If incommensurability is analogous to unlikeness — a property that
appears as extended in its proper place while depending on a form — and if it is neither merely an
“effect” of matter™ nor identical with infinity, then it can be displayed in the geometer’s phantasia.
In the same way as the diameter in the circle, incommensurability appears as an “element” — and it
can be shown in an extended way in the phantasia by the triangles in which it is present.

What remains unclear is why there is only one form of the triangle, which nevertheless
differentiates into geometrical triangles — some displaying incommensurability, others not. | have
not found explicit textual evidence for the claim | wish to propose, but its systematic basis seems to
be the following. As noted above, Proclus distinguishes three kinds of geometrical triangles, the
equilateral, the isosceles, and the scalene. The last one of these is said to be the most remote from
the circle, which | take to mean that it represents the triangle in its purest form. Now, every triangle
— whether isosceles, equilateral, or scalene — can be divided by a line drawn from the apex to the
base, into two right-angled triangles. Most right-angled triangles exhibit incommensurability, while
its absence appears to be the exception (cf. Pythagorean triples). This comes close to the way Plato
describes the two elementary triangles in the Timaeus.

Conclusion

The argument | have laid out shows that incommensurability in Proclus’ philosophy is a
complex issue. Scholarly literature rightly emphasizes that intelligible matter plays a crucial role in
its manifestation within geometrical entities, just as sensible matter accounts for depotentiation,
magnitude, and imprecision in sensible entities. However, we have seen that intelligible matter
cannot be the sole cause of the appearance of incommensurability. Some objects display this feature
within the geometrical “realm” when projected onto the phantasia of intelligible matter, while
others do not. The reason, it seems, is that Proclus acknowledges a form of incommensurability —
one that is defined and constitutes an inherent of certain entities.

% See d’Hoine 2014, p. 22 in the context of a thorough discussion of Likeness and Unlikeness in Proclus.
%% See two forms of dissimilarity, d’Hoine 2014, pp. 31-2, referring to In Prm. Il 748.12: “The one derives its character
from above, the other springs from the indeterminateness of matter (...)".
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ABSTRACT

Denis Walter, Incommensurability in Geometrical Entities in Proclus’ In Eucl. and In Prm.

This chapter investigates the origin of incommensurability within Proclus’s ontology
through an analysis of his Commentary on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements and his Commentary
on the Parmenides. The central gquestion concerns how incommensurability arises at a specific
ontological level and how it corresponds to a distinct mode of cognition. The chapter first situates
geometrical entities in an intermediate position between the intelligible and the sensible realms. It
then demonstrates that sensible matter cannot serve as the unqualified cause of incommensurability,
since it accounts only for imprecision rather than for incommensurability. Likewise, intelligible
matter (the soul) alone cannot explain it, as not all objects within the soul exhibit
incommensurability. Instead, the chapter argues that incommensurability is an intrinsic property of
certain geometrical entities, comparable to their other identifiable features. Ultimately, the essay
supports the interpretation that incommensurability is a definable and necessary feature of some
geometrical objects.

Denis Walter
University of Bonn
dwalter@uni-bonn.de
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Alvaro José Campillo Bo

THE UNFOLDED SYNTAX OF THE INTELLECT: PROCLUS ON THE METAPHYSICAL
FOUNDATIONS OF ELEMENTARY ARRANGEMENTS

S yap TV AAARA@V  T®V  €lddV
cvumhokry 6 Aoyog yéyovev fiuiv (PL. Sph.
259¢5-6).

One of the most remarkable aspects of Proclean epistemology is its account of scientific
knowledge. Although human beings are not granted immediate access to eternal realities through
their natural faculties alone, Proclus maintains that human sciences, such as theology and
mathematics, nonetheless concern such beings.

As is widely known, Proclus explains human temporal engagement with eternal beings by
posing that expressions of noetic realities are found within the substance of the soul. The soul
accesses these expressions of noetic beings by turning toward its eternal substance, thereby
unfolding discursive images of its innate imprints of the Intellect, or “reason-principles”, through its
temporal powers'. This dianoetic activity prepares the soul for the higher cognitive act of
intellection (vonoic) — or even for that which lies beyond the soul®. Proclus’ epistemology of
discursive sciences and their apodeictic capacities raises several puzzles. This chapter explores
these issues, focusing particularly on Proclus’ views concerning the logical structures of dialectic
and mathematics, their origins, relationship, and their metaphysical grounding. Its primary aim is to
elucidate the metaphysical foundations underlying the logical structure exhibited by dialectic and
mathematics and, on this basis, to trace Proclus’ conception of the logical and doctrinal continuity
among the contemplative sciences through the case study of “common mathematics”.

Section 1 examines some aspects of Proclus’ philosophy of language, focusing on the idea
that the demonstrative structures of dialectic and mathematics are an “icon” or “intellectual
paradigm” expressing the architecture of Intellect. Section 2 dwells on the justifications and
consequences of this view, scrutinising the relationships between Intellect, the logical methods of

dialectic and mathematics, and their elementary syntaxes. Section 3 applies the insights developed

!. Procl. El. Theol. 191: “Every participated soul has an eternal substance (oboiav aidviov) but a temporal activity
(évépyelov kata ypdvov)”. See also Helmig 2016, pp. 183—-296; Lernould 2021; Chlup 2012, chapter 4; Steel 1997,
O’Meara 2017; O’Meara 1989, chapter 8, 9, and 10; Cleary 1998, pp. 85—102; Maclsaac 2001; MaclIsaac 2002.

*. On Proclus’ views on higher modes of intellection, see Vargas 2025. See also Lernould 2016; Maclsaac 2014;
Maclsaac 2010.
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in the preceding sections to explore how, according to Proclus, a seamless logical transition
between mathematics and theology can be achieved through the intermediary discipline of common
mathematics. In this context, a formalisation of propositions 1—4 of the Elementatio theologica is
proposed, showing them to be deducible from Euclid's arithmetic definitions (Book VII, def. 1 and
2). Finally, Section 4 offers concluding reflections, highlighting how Proclus’ foundations of logical
functions reveal that the composition of elementationes was more than a matter of literary form for

the Diadochus: it embodied deep philosophical commitments.

Proclus’ Philosophy of Language and the Intellectual Paradigm

In the Platonic Theology, Proclus provides some details regarding the science of dialectic,

conceived as a demonstrative discourse about divine being (Theol. Plat. I 10.45.20—46.9):

The initial conclusions are immediately evident through very simple and familiar common notions; those that
follow are demonstrated through more steps and variations, and the final ones are the most complex. He [Plato]
always uses the initial conclusions as demonstrations in his arguments and presents the mutual connection
amongst conclusions in the order of geometry or other mathematical disciplines as an intellectual paradigm. If,
therefore, definitions bear the image of the things of which they are the explanations, and if, as is the unfolding
of demonstrations, such must the order necessarily be of the things demonstrated, then it is necessary, I think,
that the things beginning from the most simple principles should be absolutely the most primary and arranged
in connection with the One, whereas those that are more numerous and dependent on various demonstrations

have come after a considerable interval from the One, if it is permissible to speak in this way’.

Proclus begins by reflecting on the inferential structures produced by the dialectical chains
of demonstrations as found in dialectic. He expresses his views that (i) Plato conducts his
arguments according to the method that geometers also follow, namely by producing
concatenations of proofs that depend on previously demonstrated theorems (this “also” will prove

of the utmost importance). As Martijn has shown, In Timaeum and In Parmenidem provide clear

’ 14 pdv mpdTa TOV cLUTEPASPATOY 81 EhoyioTOV (¢ 016V TE Kol ATAOVGTATOV Kol YVOPILOTATOV Kol 010V KOW@Y
Evwoldv €00vg KoTadnia yivetatl, ta 8¢ TtovTeV €@eliic d10 TAEOVOV Kol TOKIMMTEP@Y, TG O Eoyata TAVTEADS €0Ti
ocvvbetdtarta. ypiitor yop [0 [MAdtwv] del t0lg mTpMdTOLG cLumEPAcHacLY €lg TOV €xopévev dmodeifelg kol Thg €v
veoueTpig TaEems 1 T0ig GALOIG LabLact TAPASELY LA TTPOTEIVEL VOEPOV THV TV CUUTEPUAGUATMOV TOVTOV TPOG GAANAL
cuvapoY. £l Toivov oi Adyol TdV TpaypdTmv sikdva gépovcty Qv gicly £énymtol koi b¢ Exovowv ai [amd] TdV
amodeifemv aveAiferg, obtmg avaykm Kol T Seucvdusvo ThEemc Exstv, avaykoiov olpuarl Té P&V 81AmAOVCTATMV
apyopeva Tavieg apyosidéotata Kol @ €vi cuvevapévo tetdybat, to 8¢ del mAnBvduevo kol mokilmv dmodeiemv
NpTNHEVE ToppMTEPOV TPOANALOEVAL TG ToD €vOg amoctdoemc, €l Oéuc einelv. See Solére 2003; Opsomer 2021;
Opsomer 2020; Opsomer 2012; Kiosoglou 2022; Nikulin 2003. Unless otherwise indicated, the English translations are
mine.
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examples of Proclus applying this conviction in his hermeneutics and seeking geometrical-like
arrangements within the prose of the divine Plato®. To this, Proclus adds an important observation:
(i) that the order and intertwining of propositions constitutes an “intellectual paradigm”
(mopdderypo voepov). In other words, the inferential arrangement of theorems in dialectic (much as
in mathematics) is itself an image of certain intellectual traits.

This implies that the different modes of theology described by Proclus (scil., entheastic,
symbolic, mythical, and dialectical) overlap in certain cases’. Such an observation accords with
Proclus’ broader doctrine that (some) linguistic items provide insight into the realities they signify
not through direct reference, but through representation — for instance, through etymologies or
analogical naming. Proclus maintains that this also applies to complex linguistic items. For
example, he holds that the dramatic structure of Plato’s dialogues conveys metaphysical teachings.
Similarly, in his commentary In Timaeum, Proclus accepts Socrates’ claim that Timaeus’
(demonstrative) cosmogony is, at the same time, a hymn (vopoc) to the Demiurge®. Once again
tracing overlapping theological insights within a linguistic composition through the iconic function
of language, Proclus suggests that the arrangement of demonstrations in dialectic and mathematical
speculation reflects certain noetic relations.

How is this supposed to work?

Proclus provides some insight into this issue by introducing a distinctive theory of language,
which he derives by fusing two Platonic passages. The first comes from the Timaeus (29b3-5),
where Plato points to a kinship between explanatory Adyor and the things of which they are
expositors (é€nyntai, cvyyeveic) — the latter being both exemplars and their images. The second
passage is from the Cratylus (439al-3), where Plato suggests that names are images of things
(eikévag @V mpaypdrmv). Combining lexical and philosophical themes from both passages, Proclus
formulates a theory of iconic language that unfolds on three levels of complexity: definitions,
demonstrations, and elementary arrangements.

First (1), Proclus assumes that explanatory Adyot bear a likeness to the things they describe.
I take Adyog here to mean “definition”, although apophantic propositions, such as those employed in
demonstrations, could also fit. Proclus’ doctrine appears to be that, insofar as a real definition or a
true proposition conveys the nature of an entity, its subject-predicate relationship is an image which,

in some respects, discursively expresses the defined entity.

*. Martijn 2014.

> Procl. Theol. Plat. I 4.17.9-23.10; See Gersh 2005. I wish to thank Prof. Gersh for bringing this point to my attention.
6 PL Ti. 27b9; Procl. In Ti. II 218.16ff. Van Riel (= I 355.4ff. Diehl); Martijn 2010, p. 11ff. See Theol. Plat. V
20.65.10ff.
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Second (2), as a consequence of this view, Proclus claims that the arrangement of
demonstrations is likewise an image of the ontological order (té&wg) among the referenced entities.
He seems to think that if the elements of demonstrations (say, definitions) are images of the defined
beings, then the resulting composition must also express the relationships among those beings.
Arguably, this means that the way terms are arranged and connected within a syllogism reflects
some structural features of the extra-logical being(s) the demonstration deals with.

Third (3), Proclus extends the notion of likeness between logical structures and the
metaphysics of the entities they concern to the entire (actual or possible) dialectical system of
theorems. He articulates this in a way reminiscent of both his understanding of the series of
deductions from the second hypothesis in the Parmenides, as the unfolding of the noetic orders, and
the layout of his Elementatio theologica, which proceeds deductively from the One-itself to the
descended soul. Proclus notes that demonstrations concerning prior beings are more directly
connected to (propositions about) the One, whereas derivative entities will be logically proven in
advanced demonstrations that rely on the previously established theorems. Thus, the demonstrative
system of dialectic functions as an informative truth-bearer in two senses: (a) in a purely denotative
sense, according to the content expressed in its conclusions; and (b) iconically, insofar as the
entities involved in the demonstration are intertwined in a way whose relations of priority and
posteriority are discursively represented through the logical structure of dialectic.

In the following sections, we shall explore in greater detail the philosophical justifications
and implications of this view, and consider how this aspect of Proclus’ philosophy of language -
when applied to elementary arrangements — may deepen our understanding of the Elementatio
theologica and illuminate the connections between dialectic and mathematics.

Unwrapping Intellectual Syntax: The Logical Methods

What are the intellectual traits of the geometrical-like inferential order of dialectic that make

it an intellectual paradigm? Whence do such traits come, and how are they philosophically
justified? Part of the answer lies in a passage from Proclus’ In Cratylum (111 5.1-8):

For Intellect is the projector of dialectic. From itself, as a whole, it generates the entirety of dialectic; and
through the progression of all things from the One, it establishes division; through the gathering of each thing

into the comprehension of a single property, it establishes definition; through the mutual presence of Forms,
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whereby each thing both is what it is and participates in the other Forms, it establishes demonstration; and

through the return of all things to the One and to their proper principles, it generates analysis’.

In this passage, Proclus refers to Intellect as the “projector” (mpofoAievg) of dialectic. This
designation carries epistemological and metaphysical implications, as the verb mpofdAiiev and its
derived noun mpoPoir; are employed by Proclus to denote the act of “putting forward” or
“projecting” a further reality from a higher principle®. As the former passage of the In Cratylum
concerns the science of dialectic, it is sensible to interpret the term mpofoAevg there in a similar
sense: it designates the process by which a superior reality is expressed through discursive powers —
metaphysically translated into the temporal activity of the soul. Therefore, Proclus maintains that
Intellect is projected as the logical powers that enable the soul to engage in demonstrative theology:
human science can be understood as the soul’s manifestation of its inner reasons according to the
distinctive mode of being proper to each kind of knowledge (i.e., metaphysical in dialectic,
quantitative in mathematics).

However, it is remarkable that, once again, instead of merely highlighting the doctrinal
contents of dialectic as displayed ensouled reasons, Proclus also declares that its logical operations
— division, definition, demonstration, and analysis — are likeness-bearers of the Intellect. This detail
captures a well-known aspect of his philosophy that is crucial for grasping his notion of the
elementary arrangement as an intellectual paradigm. The ontological relations of priority and
dependence among intellegible beings translate into determined logical relationships; conversely,
the logical connections of dialectic unfold and represent the metaphysical relationships that exist in
an undifferentiated manner within the Intellect’. Therefore, as the dianoetic expressions of
intellection, the methods of dialectic disclose a discursive image of the compressed architecture of
Intellect in the form of a web of theorems.

We can illustrate this through Proclus’ examples. When the dialectician engages in analysis
and determines that a prior proposition must be postulated for the analyzed proposition to hold true,
his inferential movement mirrors the activity of (self-)reversion (émiotpoen) within the noetic being
under investigation. In this way, the dialectician, through his inferential process, retraces the
dynamic ascent toward ontologically and logically prior principles, thereby uncovering a higher

noetic being as a necessary, both logical and ontological, precondition of the one under study.

7. 811 voig €oTv O THg SlHAeKTIKTG TPOPOAEDC. G’ EavToD BAov SNV AdTAV Gmoyevwdv: Kol KaTd P&V THY & Evog
TAVTOV TPOodoV TNV SWPETIKNY VOIGTNOL, KOTA 08 TNV CLUVOYOYNV €KAGTOL TPO¢ piov 1010tTTog mepiinyy v
OpPIOTIKNV VPioTNoL Katd 08 TNV €n dAANAa Tapovciov TdV €idd®v, dU'Hiv kol £otv § €oTv £KOOTOV KOl UETEYEL TOV
AOIT®V €10AV, TNV ATOOEIKTIKNV: KATA O& TNV EMGTPOPTV TAVTOV €ig TO &V Kol TOG OIKElNG APy AG TNV AVAAVTIKTY YEVVAL.
See also Procl. Theol. Plat. 19.40.5-10.

¥ Helmig 2012, pp. 291-9.

? Gersh 1973, p. 74ff.
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Conversely, when the dialectician uses division, he is logically retracing the outpouring of power
(mpdodog) from a given Form, following its descent from its source to its effects. This movement
proceeds from unity and simplicity toward multiplicity and complexity, as the further
determinations of a genus are identified and progressively articulated.

In sum, the logical functions that weave together the theoretical corpus of dialectic present
an unfolded image of the unitary interconnection of intellegible beings. Moreover, every discourse
that employs these logical methods (see below) tend to converge toward an elementary arrangement
— the very paradigm of discursive intelligibility.

What, then, of the axiomatic systems of mathematics? In what sense can they be regarded as
images of the relationships that obtain among intellectual beings? To answer this, we must first
understand how Proclus conceives the relationship between Intellect, dialectic, and mathematics. He

addresses this issue in his commentary In Euclidem (In Eucl. 44.9-23):

But even higher than it [scil. common mathematics, see below], dialectic could be said to be the bond of union
among the mathematical sciences or, to repeat Plato’s designation in the Respublica, their capstone. For this
perfects common mathematics and sends it up towards Intellect by means of its peculiar powers, showing that
it is truly a science and rendering it steadfast and irrefutable. Yet highest in rank amongst the unifying bonds is
that very Intellect which contains in itself all dialectical powers in undifferentiated fashion, combining their
variety in simplicity, their partiality in completeness of insight, their plurality in unity. Intellect, then, wraps up
the developments of the dialectical methods, binds together from above all the discursiveness of mathematical

reasoning, and is the perfect terminus of the upward journey and of the activity of knowing'.

This section reveals some important details concerning Proclus’ theory of discursive
science.
First, it shows how the cascade of powers flowing from the noetic realm is mirrored in the soul as a
progression of cognitive capacities or sciences. These powers reside initially within Intellect, where
the Forms coexist in a unified manner (povoed®dg), beyond all discursivity. From there, they are
transmitted to the activity of the soul and become differentiated as the logical capacities of dialectic.
In turn, these dialectical powers generate (or can be employed as) lower cognitive powers, giving
rise to diluted images of themselves. The offspring of dialectic stands as an intermediary science

bridging noetic and sensible beings: mathematics. Just as dialectic originates from and reverts to

1 dvartépo 8 &t o 1| SlakekTIKT TV padnudtov dv i ovvdeopog, 1 koi Opryxov avtdv, d¢ Epnv, &v moMTEin
nwpoceipnkev. adt yap kol v 6Anv pabnpatikny teketol kai gig vodv dvamnéunet Toig ovtiig SUVAUEST, Kol EmoTnunV
dvtog amopaivel Kol povipov kal avéieyktov amepydletot. tpitnv 8’dv &yot ta&v &v 10lg GLVIEGHOLG O VODG aVTOG O
TAG0G TAG SLOAEKTIKAG SVVAUELG €V £0VT@ HOVOEDS TEPIEX®OV KOl TNV TOKIAiay adT®V d1d Tiig amAdTnTog Kol Tov
LEPIGUOV S8 TG dpepodc yvdoewg kai 1O mARO0¢ S1d TG EVOGE®MS GUVAY®Y. avTOC 81 0DV GLURTVGGEL UEV TOC
aveli&elg T@V doAekTIKOV PeBOd®V, cLVdEl 6¢ dvmbev mioav TV d1é&odov TV LadNUATIKAOY AdyVv, TEAOG &’E0Tl TO
dprotov Tiig Avaydyov Topeiag kal tfig yvooTikig évepyeiag; tr. Morrow 1970, slightly modified.
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Intellect, so mathematics proceeds from dialectics and attains its epistemic perfection by returning
to it.

Second, just as dialectic is a discursive, demonstrative reflection of Intellect, so mathematics
constitutes a quantitative reflection of dialectic. In this capacity, mathematics receives the four
logical methods in a manner analogous to the way dialectic derives its powers from Intellect (In

Eucl. 42.12-43.1):

Our answer is that, as Intellect is set over discursive thinking and dispenses principles to it from above,
perfecting it out of its own riches, so in the same way dialectic, the purest part of philosophy, hovers
attentively over mathematics, encompasses its whole development, and of itself contributes to the special
sciences their various perfecting, critical, and intellectual powers: the procedures, I mean, of analysis, division,

definition, and demonstration'.

Thus, according to Proclus, the four methods by which the axiomatic structure of
mathematics is constituted are, in reality, the envoys of dialectic within mathematics — restricted in
their intellectual potency by the inferior nature of the mathematical beings with which they operate
at this ontological level (see below). Hence, the elementary structures produced in the exercise of
dialectic are not imitations of mathematical arrangements. On the contrary, the truth is precisely the
reverse: mathematicians appropriate the methods and formal structure that properly belong to
dialectic and manifest them in their own science. This ultimately means that if the mathematical
sciences can be elementarily arranged at all, it is because mathematics inherits the footprints of the
Intellect in the form of its logical movements, which allow (and require) a sort of elementary
structure — a twice-removed imitation of noetic syntax. Consequently, when Proclus composed the
Elementatio theologica or sought deductive, elementary arrangements in Plato’s dialogues, he could
not have regarded himself as imposing a geometrical-like logical structure upon theology. Rather,
from the standpoint of his philosophy, Proclus was attempting to present dialectical theology in its
most proper and authentic form: in a logical configuration of which mathematicians are mere vicars.
In sum, for Proclus, axiomatized mathematical systems are but attenuated versions of the exemplary
dialectical syntax.

But then, in which sense is the elementary structure of mathematics weaker than that of

dialectic?

11 N . % r e ~ e ’ ~ ’ N ~ 3 \ o 5~ N ~ 3
. Kol Aéyopev, 611 xabdmep 6 vodg Vmepidputon Thg Sravoiag Kol xopnyel Tag Apydg Gvmbev avtf kol telelol v

Stavolay 6@ gavtod, katd TO odTR O koi 1 StakekTikh, @Locoginc ovoa TO KABUPHOTATOV HEPOC, TPOGEXDC
vrepNTA@TOL TV podnpdtov kol mepiéyet v OAnv adtdv avéAEly, Kol didmot SuVAELg AP’ EaVTiic TAlg EMGTHLOIG
aOT®V TOVTOlNG, TEAEGIOVPYOVG KOl KPLTIKAG KOl VOEPAS, TNV AVOAVTIKNY AEy® Kol TNV SLOUPETIKTY KOl TV OPLOTIKIV
Kol TV amodektikny; tr. Morrow 1970, slightly modified.
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This follows from the metaphysical principle that the transmission of power from cause to
effect entails a diminution of perfection in the recipient’s activity. Thus, according to Proclus, the
fullest epistemic realization of dialectical methods — and therefore the highest possible form of
discursive science — can be attained only within dialectic'®. Lernould has convincingly argued that
such an epistemic superiority lies in the capacity of dialectic to achieve an unhypothetical status'’,
Both dialectic and mathematics employ hypotheses in their analytic phase, the stage of inquiry
aimed at uncovering higher principles. This process eventually leads to the first principles specific
to each discipline: definitions, postulates, and common notions in mathematics; and the One in
dialectic. However, whereas the hypotheses of dialectic culminate in this unhypothetical principle,
mathematics, according to Platonic epistemology, can never be freed from hypotheses. The first
principles of mathematics remain suppositions of existence'* and can be justified only when
demonstrated by the superior, unhypothetical science (see next section).

Lastly, Proclus holds that mathematics must be endowed with the dialectical methods in
their entirety — i.e., in all its branches — since every mathematical disciplines adopt the methods of
dialectic. Because of this, he introduces an overarching, general mathematical discipline that
mediates between dialectic and the particular mathematical sciences, which he calls “common
mathematics” (kown padnpotikn). Succinctly, Proclus characterizes this discipline through two
main traits: (i) common mathematics comprises the most general theorems and methods shared by
geometry and arithmetic and thus stands as the general science upon which all mathematical
branches depend; (ii)) common mathematics functions as the hinge between dialectic and
mathematics: it serves as the bridge leading the learner from mathematical inquiry to dialectical
speculation. Proclus illustrates this by noting that through the study of fundamental mathematical
concepts, the practitioner is gradually drawn toward reflection on the fundamental principles
underlying mathematical truth, thereby advancing toward the science of being qua being (tod

dvtog, | Ov éotwv) — the Aristotelian expression Proclus employs to denote dialectic in this section'.

"2 A further question arises as to whether Proclus truly attained the archetypal scientific rigour he envisioned for
dialectic in his Elementatio theologica. By his own standards, a genuine elementation of the supreme discursive science
would have to surpass Euclid’s Elementa in precision, irrefutability, and freedom from hypotheses. Yet, whether
Proclus actually achieved this remains open to legitimate doubt.

"’ Lernould 1987.

' For Proclus’ understanding of definitions as suppositions of existence, see Martijn 2010, p. 84 ff. See also Maclsaac
2014.

. Procl. In Eucl. 7.13-22: AL’ 811 puév dpyai koi tdv podnudrov abtar mposotikacty, of kol TV Sviov dndviov,
QovepOV. Bomep 08 TG KOWAG Apyds avT@dv tebemprikapey kal did Tavtov dmkovoog TV Habnuatik®V yevdv, obto
oM kod T0 kowa avT®V Beoppota kol amid kol Ti¢ pds Emetiung Eyyova tiig Tdoag Opod Tag HobNUATIKAG YVAOGCELG
€v évi éneyovong avaroyioduedo, kol dnmg Epappotel Tdoalg kol dvvatal Kol &v aplBpoig kai év peyébeot kol &v
Kwnoeot Oewpeicbon oxonfowpev. In Eucl. 9.11-19: 0b yap dMmov 1@V pev ueptotd®dv gicitv Emotipot Kol yvhoelg, Tdv
8¢ abAov kal tig voepdc Bempiag Eyyutépm teTayévov obdE piav Exopey EMGTAUNY, GAAG TOAAD TPOTEPOV 1| EKEIVQOV
Yv@®Gic EoTv EmoTAUN Kol A’ Ekeivng ol ToAAAL TOVG KOvovg DITodE ovTaL AdYoVus Kol HEXPL TOGOVTOL YVACEMY Gvod0G
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The Interweaving of Discursive Sciences: Common Mathematics and Dialectic

So far, we may conclude that, according to Proclus, (a) the underlying logical structures of
dialectic and mathematics stand in an exemplar-imitation relationship; (b) this structure is what may
be termed “geometric-like” or, more properly, “elementary”; (c) the syntax of Intellect necessitates
this structure within dialectic; and (d) the same structure is transmitted from dialectic to
mathematics, which constitutes the quantitative image of dialectic.

From this, it follows that (1) the syntax of Intellect is manifested at each ontological level in
a manner appropriate to that level. As noted above, one of the main differences between dialectic
and mathematics lies in the hypothetical status of the latter. Another distinction may be found in the
fact that whereas dialectic consists entirely of theorems, mathematics also includes problematic
propositions —i.e., steps that require the mathematician to construct the objects about which
theorems will be demonstrated. These constructive procedures reveal that mathematics stands closer
to the realm of generation and change.

Second, it also follows that (2) if mathematics both ontologically and epistemically depends
on dialectic and is perfected by it, then a logical bridge must exist between the logical syntaxes of
the two sciences. Proclus locates this connection in what he calls common mathematics. We will
now focus on the mediatory role of this science. In doing so, we will take propositions 1—4 of the
Elementatio theologica as a token of dialectic and, as indicated by Proclus, attempt to reach them
through an analysis of mathematical concepts.

Some details about the doctrinal transition from mathematics to dialectic are revealed in

Proclus’ In Rem publicam (1 291.28—292.15):

(...) Intellect contemplates that which lies beyond dianoetic beings, not by proceeding toward a result, as in
reasoning from hypotheses to derived conclusions while leaving the hypotheses unproven, but instead by
ascending from principles to ever higher principles, until it reaches the indemonstrable and unhypothetical first
principle that does not exist hypothetically but as the true principle of all things, beyond which nothing can be
thought. It is not subordinate to anything else, but everything else is subordinated to it. Thus, while the point is
the principle of all things in geometry, it derives from the common principle of all things and is subordinate to

it. The unit (povdg) is also the principle of certain things and not of all in the same way; it is the principle of

G TV PEPIKOTEPMY &ML TAC OMKOTEPUC, Em¢ GV &’ adThV Avadpdpmpey Ty Tod dvioc, § 8v £ottv, Emotiuny. See
also In Eucl. 7.26-27; 8.4—6. See Steel 2005.
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numbers and of everything in arithmetic, but it too is subordinated to the principle of all things. Such steps may

be used by those ascending toward that principle of everything'®.

Proclus here illustrates the analytical ascent of the Intellect toward the supreme principle. He
contrasts this movement with the synthetic progression from the hypothetical principles of
mathematics to the proofs of propositions. Moreover, he declares that the first principles of
arithmetic and geometry, as images of the One, can each be traced back to their metaphysical origin
in dialectic, and that this is the path to be followed by the learner.

Similarly, in his In Parmenidem, Proclus observes that the beginner should be led to
understand the divine principles of dialectic by reflecting upon arithmetical and geometrical units as

images of divine undifferentiation (In Prm. IV 926.16-23):

For whatever our discursive thinking is unable to contemplate in the gods, it can see in these [scil.
mathematics] as in images (év €ikoot); and having seen them, it will rest in the contemplation of those [scil. the
gods] and believe also the things said about them; I mean, for example, that if it wonders how the many are in
one and how everything is in the indivisible, it will reflect upon unity (v povada), and how within it all

things are shown to be both even and odd, circle and sphere, and the other Forms of numbers'”.

From this it becomes clear that Proclus regards the notion of unity in arithmetic and
geometry as the starting points of the soul's ascent toward dialectic. It is therefore reasonable to take
as our own starting points the two authoritative Euclidean definitions (well-known to Proclus) of
such principles: Book I, def.1 “A point is that which has no part(s)” (onueiév &otv, o0 pépog
ov0év) and Book VII, def. 1 “A unit is that through which each of the beings is said one” (povdég
gottv ka’fiv £kaotov TV Sviev Ev Adyetan)'.

To attempt to grasp how the ascent to theology through common mathematics works
according to Proclus, we must first clarify some aspects of his philosophy of mathematics. We shall

focus on the notion of number, since Euclid’s definition of unity seems philosophically promising.

() 8 & 1OV davontdv dmEpTEPOV <OV> voDG £moKOTET Kai 00TOG 0VK &mi TEAEVLTHV TMOpPevdpevos, olov &€
vroBécedv Tivov €l cupnepdopata, TMY VTOBECEMV AVATOdEIKTMOV KEWWEVAOVY, GAL A0 T@V Apy®dV &n’GAAAG AVOTEP®
KeEWEVOC apydc, Em¢ av éml TV avamédsiktov dvadpaun kol dvomdBetov dpynv, od Kad dIdhecty TANTHY 0DV, ALY
Kot GAR0sIY TV TAVIOV ApYv, NG oVdEV Emékewvo voetv Béuic, undevi pév dmokewévng, ot 8& TV EAAmV
VIOKEWEV@V. TO HEV YaP onUeEloV, el Kol dpyn TV €V YE@UETPIY TAVTOV £0TiV, GALY Kol €K TTiG KOG GvijTTTaLl TAVI®V
apyfic kol DTOKEITOL £Ketvi). TIV@V oDV dpyN Kol Hovig Kol 00 TAVIOV GoadTod, GplOudy udv dpyn kol tédv &v
apBunTikii Taviov, drokertat 8¢ Tf) TAvtov apyil. Kol éravoaBacpoic tovtolg xpiicdot duvatov toig &n’ékeivny dviodoty
TNV 100 TOVTOG ApyNV.

. 8oa yap Audv 1 Sidvolo Bsopeiv v Toic Oeolg aduvartel, Tadta &v ToVTOIC (¢ &V £lkOOL KOTIdOL, Kol KOTISMV
gmavomodosTal Tf TovTmv Bsmpig, Kol ToTEVoEt Kol Toig mepl ékelvov Aeyopévolc: Aéym 88 olov, &l Bovpudlor Tig &v Evi
TO TOAAQ Kod €v Gpepel mavta, TV povada évvonoel, Kol dmwg &v avti] deikvutal dvto mavTo Kol dpTio Kol meptrtd,
KOKAOG T€ Kol opaipa, kKol TdAha €idn TdV apOpdv. See O’Meara (1989) chapter 10.

'8 Accessing theology through meta-mathematical speculation does not exclude the simultaneous and necessary pursuit
of other paths, such as theurgic practice and moral refinement.
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Indeed, this definition — already in use and metaphysically interpreted in the pre-Euclidean age —
extends beyond the disciplinary boundaries of mathematics, confronting the reader of the Elementa
with a metaphysical proposition: unity, or a unity (the statement is ambiguous), is that by virtue of
which each being is said to be “one”. This definition is meant to pave the way for the following one,
namely that of number (Euclid’s VII, def. 2): “A number is a multitude composed of units”
(ap1Bpog 6¢ 1O €k povadwv cuykeipevov mAfifoc). From these definitions, it follows that (i) the unit
is not itself a number; (ii) numbers are not units (but collections of units); and (iii) each number is
one number — that is, each multitude (TAfj6oc) of units is, qua number, one multitude of units.

Here a philosophical puzzle arises: how can each number be one number if it is a multitude
of units, yet not itself a unit? Proclus’ philosophy of arithmetic, which he arguably inherited from
Syrianus'’, resolves this difficulty by applying to number two general features of his metaphysics:
(a) that all begins except the first principle are not one by themselves, and (b) that all beings except
the first principle are unified (or said to be “one”) by virtue of their subordination to some unifying
principle. Accordingly, Proclus endorses the long-held distinction between monadic numbers
(numbers composed of units) and eidetic or divine numbers (indivisible and unique numbers). In his
view, the oneness of a monadic number derives from its participation in an eidetic number: five
units are said to be one multitude — and thus a single monadic number — because of the Form of
five, or five-ness itself. Hence, the eidetic number is conceived as a monad that bestows the
character of “being one-five” upon a series of fitting, unified manifolds™. Ultimately, the source of
the oneness imparted by the eidetic number is the One-itself, in which both eidetic and monadic
numbers participate.

Considering all this, we now return to Euclid’s arithmetical definitions. If a monadic
number, qua that number, is said to be “one”, then, according to Euclid’s definition of the unit, a
collection of units (say, five units) can only be said to be one number (one token of five-ness)
through (a) unit. What does this mean precisely? If we interpret this statement through the lens of
Proclus’ philosophy of arithmetic, the function “Y is said to be X through a unit” must be
reformulated as “Y participates in some way in X-ness”. Consequently, a number is said to be one
X by participating in and being unified through X-ness. If this principle applies not only to numbers

but to all unified beings, as Proclus upholds and Euclid’s VII def. 1 declares (¢éxactov t@v dviwv),

1 See Syr. In Metaph. 133.8—14. See also Mueller 2002; Mouzala 2015; Opsomer 2014.

2% See, for instance, Procl. Theol. Plat. IV 34.101.8—11: énei kév T0i6de TOIC povaducoic aptOpoic dAla pév to £idn v
ap1Oudv, olov 1 TPI6g, 1| TEVTAC, 1| £nTdc, dAkar 8¢ ol TMV eiddV Evioelg: kol Yip ToVTwV EKaoTOV TV £1d®V &V 0Tt KOl
nAf0oc. Note that, in this passage, Proclus emphasizes that every monadic number is simultaneously one and a
multitude — a detail which will be crucial below. For Proclus’ views on eidetic numbers, see Theol. Plat. IV
29.86.1-10; In Ti. IT 173.13-174.3 Van Riel (=1 324.4—14 Diehl); IV 132.14-19 Van Riel (= III 102.17-23 Diehl). On
monadic number, see In Prm. VII 1175.5—14; In Eucl. 95.26-96.3.
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then a metaphysical claim follows: every composite being is said to be “one” by participating in
oneness (or a oneness). From this, propositions 1-4 of the Elementatio theologica can be logically
derived. Seeking to remain faithful to Proclus’ own manner of reasoning, we may now propose the

following tentative formalization:

Analysis from arithmetic
(0) Every (arithmetic) number is a (one) being (i.e., arithmetic numbers exist).
(1) Euclidean definitions:
(1.a, VII, def. 2) A number is a multitude composed of units.
(1.b, VII, def. 1) A unit is that by virtue of which each of the beings is said one.

Analysis within common mathematics (from arithmetic to dialectic)
(1.c, Proclean postulate) No number is one by itself.
(2) If every number (qua that number) is one multitude composed of units (from 0 and 1.a),
then every number is said to be one (from 1.a and 1.b).
(3) Every multitude composed of units is a number (identity inversion of 1.a).
(4) Every being is said to be one either by itself or through another (from 1.b).
(4.a) Every being said to be one through another is not one by itself (from 4).
(5) If every multitude composed of units is a number (3), and every number is said one (2),
and no number is one by itself (1.c), and every being is said to be one either by itself or through
another (4), then every multitude composed of units is said to be one through another.

Analysis within dialectic

(6) If every multitude composed of units is said to be one through another (5), and a unit is
that through which each of the beings is said to be one (1.b), then there is some unit through which
every multitude composed of units is said to be one.

(7, re-definition as participation) If a being Y is said to be X through another (from 4), this
means that Y participates in some way in X-ness, and X-ness is the unit through which any being is
said to be X.

(8) If every multitude composed of units is said to be one through another (5), and every
being is one either by itself or through another (2), and every being said to be X participates in some
way in X-ness (from 7), then every multitude (composed of units) participates in some way in
one(ness) (Proclus, prop.1).
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(9) If every multitude composed of units is said to be one (5) and every being is said to be
one either by itself or through another (2), and a being said to be X through another participates in
some way in X-ness (from 7), and every being which is said to be one through another is not one by
itself (4.a), then every being that participates in one(ness) is both one (through another) and not one
(by itself) (Proclus, prop. 2).

(10) If there is some unit through which every multitude composed of units is said to be one
(6), and a being said to be X through another participates in some way in X-ness, and X-ness is the
unit through which any being is said X (7), then every being that becomes one (= it is said to be one
through another) does so by participation in one(-ness) (Proclus, prop. 3).

(12) If every being that participates in one(ness) is both one (through another) and not one
(by itself) (9, Proclus, prop. 2) and every being that becomes one (= it is said to be one through
another) does so by participation in one(-ness) (10, Proclus, prop. 3), then every being that is
unified (= it is said to be one through another) is other than the One-itself (sive oneness, sive one by
itself) (Proclus, prop. 4).

Although this logical transition could be structured in alternative ways that may be more
direct or more comprehensive, its overall features provide valuable insight into the logical
continuity between mathematics and dialectic that Proclus postulates. Four aspects are particularly
noteworthy:

First, it helps us to understand more clearly the preliminary role of common mathematics in
relation to dialectic. As Proclus explains, it is through reflection on the first principles of
mathematics that the learner is ultimately drawn into metaphysical speculation. Questions such as
“What is a number?” lead the learner to consider the higher concepts upon which mathematical
definitions depend. This constitutes one of the defining traits of common mathematics: it begins
with propositions about mathematical concepts and concludes with metaphysical ones (see steps 1.c
and 2to 5).

Second, as is well known, Proclus’ Elementatio theologica rests on certain implicit
assumptions. Opsomer has convincingly argued that Proclus most likely avoided definitions and
postulates in order to preserve the unhypothetical status of dialectic’*. However, we should bear in
mind that the Platonic hierarchy of the sciences is not merely a classification of disciplines
according to their proximity to the Forms; it also outlines a structured curriculum for students
progressing toward dialectic. Following Plato, Proclus regarded mathematics as preparatory to
dialectic, situating common mathematics as the final pre-dialectical stage. Consequently, it is
reasonable to assume that Proclus’ Elementatio theologica was intended for readers who, following

2! Opsomer 2022, part 3.
73

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



the Platonic progression, were already familiar with the preliminary concepts of geometry and
arithmetic. Thus, some of the notions developed within common mathematics would form part of
the conceptual toolkit required for dialectical speculation, while remaining part of common
mathematics as a distinct discipline. In this way, theology could be kept free from all hypotheses
while nonetheless drawing its necessary background notions from common mathematics. Further
evidence for this view lies in the fact that the key terms employed by Proclus in the opening
propositions of the Elementatio theologica partially overlap with the lexicon of mathematics: unit
(novac), multitude (mAfi0og), one (&v), as well as unlimited (&nepov), and limit (wépac). These are
all terms found in Euclid — a Platonic philosopher himself, according to Proclus™.

In pedagogical terms, therefore, when Proclus employs, for example, the abstract noun
mAfjbog in the opening propositions of the Elementatio theologica, he most likely assumes that the
learner, as part of his philosophical training, has already advanced from the study of physical
multitudes to the contemplation of incorporeal, countable multitudes (i.e., monadic numbers) by
studying Euclid’s Elementa. Such a learner would thereby have acquired the necessary familiarity
with immaterial objects and the conceptual background required to embark upon dialectical
speculation. Hence, the reader would know from his previous training in common mathematics that
a mAf|00o¢ is “a composite being that is said to be one, composed either of units or of other composite
beings that are also said to be one” — a definition implied in Proclus’ first proposition and easily
inferred from Euclid’s arithmetical definitions.

Third, once proposition 4 of the Elementatio theologica has been analytically deduced from
arithmetical principles, the reverse operation should, in principle, also be logically possible. In such
a synthetic operation, arithmetical definitions —assumed as existential hypotheses within the
domain of mathematics — are granted the status of demonstrable metaphysical theorems from the
higher standpoint of dialectic. Thus, what Proclus’ theory ultimately maintains is that arithmetical
definitions, such as “A number is a multitude composed of units”, should be read as existential
claims when viewed from the perspective of dialectic: “There exists such a thing as a multitude
composed of units, i.e., a number”. This proposition would be established as a theorem derived
from dialectical propositions: it follows from the One-itself that numbers — i.e., unitary multitudes —
must factually exist. Therefore, every genuine mathematical principle ultimately stands as a
metaphysical theorem synthetically demonstrated within the interregnum of common mathematics.
This, in turn, shows how Proclus interpreted Plato’s claim in the Respublica (510b) that

mathematics becomes truly scientific through dialectic.

22 See In Eucl. 68ff.
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Lastly, we are now in a position to better understand the nature of the all-pervading syntax
of Intellect. According to Proclus, the logical structure of discursive sciences, taken as a whole,
mirrors the underlying relations of priority and dependence among beings. Hence, the theorematic
arrangements of discursive sciences cannot be regarded as discrete systems: the seamless continuity
of powers structuring Proclus’ cosmos allows for no gaps; ontological continuity in the procession
and reversion of beings entails logical — and therefore doctrinal — continuity. Inferential bridges
must thus exist between sciences whose objects of study occupy adjacent positions within the
metaphysical hierarchy. With the sole exception of dialectic, the principles of every subordinate
science must be derivable from certain elements belonging to the science, or sciences, that stand
above it.

This leads us to a further question — one that, for the sake of simplicity, | have set aside in
this chapter — namely, the place of Proclus’ Elementatio physica within this framework and its
relation to prior mathematical sciences. As things currently stand, we can draw two preliminary
conclusions. (1) First, according to Proclus, the physical world also bears the imprints of Intellect,
as it receives it from the Soul. This transmission endows the sensible realm with some degree of
intelligibility and, ultimately, makes it possible to learn about it demonstratively. (2) Second, if
Proclus is consistent in his thought, he must, mutatis mutandis, also assume the existence of a

doctrinal transition between the principles of physics and those of mathematics.

Concluding Remarks: The Elementary Structure of Scientific Knowledge

In this chapter, we have explored how, for Proclus, the hallmark of scientific knowability
lies in a being’s capacity to be propositionally formalized and integrated into an inferential web
governed by the operations of analysis, division, demonstration, and definition. When combined,
these cognitive powers converge upon a precise structure in which propositions are deductively
interwoven according to an order of explanatory priority and logical dependence: the elementary
system. According to Proclus’ philosophy of language, the ordering produced by these logical
powers reflects the syntax of Intellect, which stands as the ultimate source of these powers and the
compressed formal model of this logical arrangement.

Proclus also maintains that likenesses of the intellectual syntax cannot be achieved with
equal efficacy across all sciences. The extent to which a science’s logical structure can formally
represent the noetic architecture depends on the ontological proximity of its subject matter to
Intellect. Hence, the discursive science concerned with the loftiest object must be the one capable of
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representing the most accomplished logical expression of the undifferentiated noetic syntax.
Therefore, whereas dialectical elementations can, at their finest, be arranged as self-sustained
elementary systems (imitating the self-sufficiency of divine being), mathematical or physical
systems (dealing with derivative entities) are structurally constrained to rely on hypothetical
principles that they cannot justify. Consequently, as illustrated above through the case of Proclus’
common mathematics, formal transitions between disciplines must exist, allowing for the ascent
from lower to higher sciences and enabling the hypothetical principles of the former to be
demonstrated from the perspective of the latter. In this resulting hierarchy of sciences,
unhypothetical dialectic stands as the pinnacle.

It must also be emphasized that, according to Proclus, it would be utterly mistaken to claim
that the elementary arrangements of theology attempt to emulate mathematical methodologies: the
elementary syntax inherently belongs to theology; the so-called geometrical method is only an
imperfect reflection, dependent upon the dialectical one.

All of this provides insight into Proclus’ conception of the elementatio as a literary genre.
According to his view, the elementary structure is not merely one mode of philosophical exposition
among others. Rather, when composed correctly, the logical structures of the elementations are
closer or more distant iconic instantiations of paradigmatic intelligibility?>. Therefore, for Proclus,
composing elementationes was more than writing pedagogical textbooks aimed at clarity and
thoroughness. In his own terms, by producing these elementary works, Proclus also sought to
retrace the syntax of Intellect itself, envisioning it as iconically expressed across the three

theoretical sciences.

22 However, not every elementation is equally thorough, elegant, or clear. As an accomplished mathematician, Proclus
was aware that alternative elementary models of a given science could be constructed, differing in their completeness,
propositional arrangement, and inferential pathways. For Proclus’ account of the literary genre of elementation and its
composition, see In Eucl. 71ff.
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ABSTRACT

Alvaro José¢ Campillo Bo, The Unfolded Syntax of Intellect: Proclus on the Metaphysical
Foundations of Elementary Arrangements

This chapter examines Proclus’ epistemology and ontology of the discursive sciences,
focusing on the foundations that ground the logical structures of dialectic and mathematics. It
explores Proclus’ account of demonstrative reasoning and elementary arrangements as the iconic
reflection of the architecture of Intellect. The chapter considers aspects of Proclus’ philosophy of
language to show how the structures unfolded by discourse reproduce the relational patterns of the
Intellect. It analyses how the dynamics of Intellect manifest in the logical operations of dialectics
and, in a more attenuated way, in mathematical demonstration, establishing a hierarchical relation
between the two sciences. This hierarchy clarifies the dependence of mathematics on dialectic and
their mutual intertwining through the discipline of “common mathematics”. This dependence is
examined by exploring the continuous logical syntax linking both sciences. As a case study, the
chapter explores how the opening propositions of the Elementatio theologica (1 to 4) can be
analytically derived from Euclidean arithmetic definitions. The chapter concludes that, for Proclus,
the elementary logical syntaxes in contemplative sciences are not mere methodological tools but

discursive enactments of the noetic order.
Alvaro José Campillo Bo
University College Dublin (Ireland),

Accademia Vivarium novum (ltaly)

alvarocampillobo@gmail.com
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Antonio Vargas

CAN THE WILL GROUND SCIENCE?

What is the ultimate ground of knowledge? Is it something like a self-evident proposition or
a group of propositions that could be the basis for a more geometrico treatise? In this chapter, |
show that Proclus answers that no, knowledge is not ultimately grounded in anything like a self-
evident proposition. For the Neoplatonist, the science concerned with ultimate grounding is
dialectic, and specifically the dialectic of Plato’s Parmenides, and Proclus’ more geometrico
metaphysics, the Elements of Theology, cannot be considered an instance of this science. Some have
speculated that it might be so considered because the Elements lacks an initial list of axioms and
definitions, but | argue that this absence must be understood within the larger context of the
Elements’ many deficiencies vis-a-vis the geometric ideal. The absence of such a list of starting
points is thus not especially significant. Furthermore, the Elements makes no use of what Proclus, in
his Parmenides Commentary, identifies as our access to an unhypothetical first principle — namely,
the so-called “one of the soul” (hen tes psyches), which on the basis of the De Providentia can also
be identified with the will*. | therefore complement the denial of the Elements’ status as dialectic
with a positive argument on how the will in Proclus can serve as a ground for knowledge. This will
is a ground for analyzing our simple intuition of Being (which Proclus thinks Parmenides” Way of
Truth describes) into Being itself and the Unity of Being. It thus institutes a tension between, on the
one hand, the unity of Being and Unity, which is intuited by nous and, on the other hand, the
transcendence of Unity itself, which is indicated by the will. Such a tension then forms the basis for
the derivation of the orders of the gods in Proclus’ interpretation of the second hypothesis of Plato’s

Parmenides.

!, Voluntas in Moerbeke’s Latin, bouleusis in Strobel’s 2014 retroversion. | favor the term “the will” in this context to
bring out its non-cognitive character and thus to highlight the strangeness of Proclus’ position. | also find it fitting
given its connection to (i) to agathon, which I translate here, following convention as “the Good”, though it clearly
carries something more sinister in Proclus (see Vargas 2020) — a nuance that justifies a more neutral reading such as
“the will” rather than, say, “love”; and (ii) its connection to the self (see section IV below). | would like to thank Anne
Sheppard for pushing me on this terminological issue.
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On the Hypothetical Character of the Elements of Theology

One reason why readers have thought that the Elements might embody dialectic is that it
does not begin with a list of axioms and definitions — a feature that would seem to correspond to an
unhypothetical science?. But this is clearly insufficient. The puzzle regarding the lack of a list of
starting points in the Elements is, in fact, an illusion created by the spell of its mathematical form:
the reader sees how relatively didactic the text is when compared to other ancient metaphysical
treatises and correctly attributes this, in part, to its organization into propositions and
demonstrations®. They then reason that clarity has been achieved — that the work is complete — and
thus begin to wonder why it does not conform more closely to Euclid. Indeed, if everything in this
text were formally perfect, and the lack of axioms and definitions at the beginning were the texts’
only blemish, 1 would concede that there might be some significance to this fact. But once we snap
out of this enchantment cast by its mathematical form, we realize that Proclus’ text is incomplete in

many respects and that the absence of a list is merely one among many such deficiencies”:

1. There are passages written in a more elaborate or baroque style than is typical for a text
modeled on mathematics. See propositions 52, 71, 75, 86, 93, 98, 129, 145, and 209.
2. Some propositions fail to draw upon earlier propositions for their arguments when it would

obviously be appropriate to do so, as in prop. 115.

3. Certain propositions contain incomplete arguments, such as prop. 91°, or require extensive
supplementation to be valid, as in prop. 6.

4, Some propositions seem misplaced, especially propositions 104-107 on perpetuity and
immortality, which would fit better alongside propositions 50-55 in the subsection on time
and aion.

5. There is some inconsistency as to when a proposition is enunciated as a compound statement
(as in prop. 21) or when two propositions are proved separately (as in props. 84 and 85).

6. Some corollaries are treated as propositions (prop. 109, prop. 111). In other cases,
enunciations are missing (e.g. props. 71 and 209, where what is taken as the enunciation is

far too complex a statement) and many demonstrations lack explicit conclusions.

2. As in Opsomer 2021, p. 156 and Opsomer 2022, p. 32, but proposed earlier in e.g. O’Meara 1989, p. 197. Opsomer’s
suggestion that the lack of a list of starting points is due to reliance on common notions perplexes me: if these common
notions were readily available to Proclus and his readers, he could just as well have written them down.

® The logical organization of Proclus’ concepts is certainly the primary source of the text’s clarity.

* 1 expand here slightly on the list of deficiencies given in my translation of the Elements, Vargas 2024, pp. 29-30,
which can be consulted for the arguments concerning individual propositions.

®_ 1 suspect that prop. 91 and 92 were originally intended to form a single proposition, since the enunciation of prop. 92
appears to be expand upon the second, undemonstrated half of 91.
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7. The text ends abruptly at prop. 211, with an attack on Plotinus’ theory of the soul — an odd
place to conclude an introduction to theology®.

8. And, last but not least, it appears that a final section on the natures of bodies is missing.

Several features of the text suggest this:

8.1 In the corollaries of prop. 21 and prop. 62, and also in prop. 20, the three orders — henads, noes,
and souls — are presented alongside the order of natures. Thus, if the Elements of Theology,
in its second part, aims to present a metaphysics of all orders of being, it would also need a
section dedicated to natures.

8.2 If, on the other hand, we emphasize the theological character of the investigation in the
Elements of Theology, we find that Proclus repeatedly highlights the presence of gods in the
world (props. 139, 140, 144, 145, 165).

8.3 In sections of the book devoted to henads, noes, and souls, each one addresses not only its
respective order but also the principle of the order that follows. Thus, the section on the gods
concerns not only the gods but also real being (see prop. 138); the section on noes concerns
not only noes but also the forms known by souls; and, finally, the section on souls concerns
not only souls but also their “vehicles,” the primary bodies in the world.

These are all reasons indicating that the Elements is incomplete, and therefore that we
should not read too much into its lack of a list of axioms. Indeed, it is plausible that elaborating
such a list would be the very last thing the author of a work entitled Elements would do: only after
establishing all the claims he seeks to ground, and exhausting attempts to derive those claims from
simpler ones, would an “elementarizer” finally settle on a group of basic claims and terms. Thus,
when faced with a text that is deficient in many respects, we should even expect it to lack the
crowning glory of any such endeavor: a minute list of basic definitions and assumptions from

which, astonishingly, the principles of an entire science can be derived.

On the Starting Point of Dialectic

An even more important point to be made here is that dialectic in Proclus could never take
the form of an Elements — not even that of a completed Elements with perfectly valid proofs and
self-evident definitions and axioms. For there can be no self-evident grasp of the unhypothetical

first principle, Unity or to hen, which is “more ineffable than all silence and more unknowable than

® We probably tend to exaggerate the distance between Plotinus and Proclus on this issue, given that Proclus held that
Plotinus (and others like him) possessed something that remained “up there”, namely their divine daimon (see Procl. In
Alc. 72.16-73.8).
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all individual existence” (Theol. Plat. 11 11.65.13-14). As | will discuss below, human beings
“know” unity, if at all, not by nous, not in the clarity of noesis, but through our constitutive will for
the Good, which Proclus also calls the unity or one of the soul, hen tes psyches. It is only this
immediately present unity within us that can serve as an unhypothetical starting point. By
definition, any unity discovered through an argument for a first principle is hypothetical, insofar as
it depends on the premises and starting points of that argument. It is true that Proclus, in
propositions 5, 8, 11, 12, 13, and 20 of the Elements, argues about the first principle, demonstrating
its existence (5, 8, 11), the identity of its notions (12 and 13), and its superiority to the principles of
change (20). Yet in these arguments he presupposes certain premises as conceded or self-evident,
relies on definitions, and builds on earlier propositions. Thus, although the first principle is
discussed and indeed present in the Elements, it does not appear qua an unhypothetical first
principle. Some have been tempted to see in the first few propositions (1-5 or 1-13) an ascent to the
One, which would then be followed by a descent’. But although there may be some thematic truth
to this interpretation, it is certainly not logically true: later propositions often introduce premises
and concepts that simply cannot be derived from 1-13 alone (for instance, the necessary existence
of change presupposed by prop. 14). There is therefore no logical sense in which prop. 1-13 brings
us to the principles for the rest of the book.

There are certainly affinities between the Elements of Theology and dialectic. In the first
place, it is unmistakably a theological text — not only because of its title, but because it treats all
things as dependent on the first principle®. All readers of the text seem to agree that it falls into two
parts: a first, more general part on the first principle and causality in general, and a second part
dealing with the various specific orders of existence. It thus seems clear that the work is intended, at
least ideally, to encompass all kinds of being®. Dialectic too is supposed to show how all things
depend upon the unhypothetical first principle, ascending to it and then descending again, proving
those hypotheses that other sciences simply take for granted.

Furthermore, Proclus tells us that dialectic makes ample use of the methods of division,
definition, demonstration, and analysis —and indeed, it is in dialectic that these methods properly
have their home (In Prm. 1003.6—-7 Steel, In Eucl. 42.13-43.1). Starting from Proclus’ claims to this
effect, many researchers have shown how these methods are present in dialectic and employed in
the Elements®®. However, this is not sufficient to show that the Elements is dialectic, for the key
feature that distinguishes dialectic from all other sciences is its relation to the unhypothetical first

’ E.g. Opsomer 2021, p. 157, and Opsomer 2022, pp. 28-30.

8 See In Prm. 1 640.13-643.4, and also Steel 2005.

° On the division of the text, see Ruz 2024, pp. 113-5. As noted in Section I, a concluding set of theorems on natures
and bodies appears to be missing.

10 See Opsomer 2022, Lernould 1987, Bonelli 2016, and Kiosoglou 2023.
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principle qua unhypothetical. The analyses in propositions 5, 8, 11, and 20, for instance, which
argue for the existence of a first principle, all depend on some definition or hypothesis; thus, they
do not provide the absolute starting point of dialectic, but something that depends on other starting
points.

Opsomer (2021) and Kiosoglou (2023) have observed in this regard that certain propositions
which are accompanied by proofs in the Elements are mentioned elsewhere in Proclus’ works as
axioms to be accepted without proof. This raises the interesting possibility that Proclus regarded the
whole list of propositions in the Elements as axiomatic'': each might, in principle, be susceptible to
being known as self-evident through noesis. In his interpretation of the Timaeus, Proclus often
remarks that Timaeus first announces a conclusion and then provides an argument for it, taking this
to indicate that the character directly intuits the truth of the conclusion though nous and then offers
an argument, by way of dianoia, for the benefit of his listeners'>. Likewise, Proclus construes the
dialectic exercise of the Parmenides as a laborious “task” for the Eleatic philosopher, since he is
descending from his habitual state of intuitive apprehension to the use of discursive reasoning for
the sake of Socrates’ training'®. Thus, perhaps the Elements as a whole is knowable through noesis
and there is no list of axioms because it itself constitutes such a list, merely accompanied by proofs
for the benefit of learners'*.

By introducing the theme of noesis and self-evidence, this reconstruction of the Elements’
internal logic brings us to what truly separates it from dialectic. For even if we were to imagine that
the Elements constitutes a list of self-evident truths, self-evidence alone is not sufficient to bestow
“unhypothetical” status upon a proposition. Indeed, Proclus is quite clear that the One-Being — the
hypothesis from which Parmenides sets out in the dialectical exercise — is Being itself, existing
separately from all particular beings, and is thus known only through noesis (Procl. In Prm. I
704.7-18):

All beings actually come from a single unit (monas) which is called primarily Being, by which they are and are
named beings according to their respective orders; and from this unit all beings share a predicate with one
another (cupmadf] éotv dGAANAo1g) and are in a sense the same, as coming from the One-Being. It is to this

union of all beings that Parmenides was looking when he demanded that we call the All one, primarily and

"' To be clear, neither author makes the leap I am making here from their starting points.

"2 See In Ti. II 114.5-115.5 Van Riel (= I 282.27-283.18 Diehl); IT 182.18-183.3 Van Riel (= I 330.12-20 Diehl); II
225.17-226.10 Van Riel (=1 360.5-17 Diehl); and see also In Prm. VI 1125.14-16.

. In Prm. V 1020.9-12.

' This would correspond to the claim in Resp. VI 511b—e that dialectic knows through nous, a topic which Proclus
discusses at In Eucl. 42.9-44.24.
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most strictly the All which is united with the One, but also the All simply (axAdc); for all things, in so far as

they participate in the One-Being are in a sense the same as one another and one®.

However, Being itself is not the unhypothetical first principle, because it has a further cause,
namely the One or Unity itself (Procl. In Prm V 1033.23-33):

Parmenides begins from the One Being (...) and ascends from the One Being to the One, thus indicating
clearly that the One in the strict sense wishes only this, to be One, and “snatches itself away” from Being; and
that the One Being is second to this by reason of its descent, going forth towards being, whereas the One itself
is superior even to the “is”, and the hypothesis “if it is”; for together with the “is”, the One in the strictest sense

no longer remains™.

That there is no noesis, no self-evident grasp of Unity, is clear for three reasons familiar to
scholars of Neoplatonism:

M because Unity is the Good beyond being, and only beings can be known by nous (El.
Theol. 8, 13, 123);

(i) because the very duality of nous — which characterizes self-evidence, in which there
IS an activity (knowing, “being evident”) and a being (the noeton, the “self” that is evident) with
identical content — makes it clear that it is not simple Unity and is below the One (El. Theol. 20);

(i) and finally, because all beings and all noeta are a mixture of limit and the infinite,
and thus fall short of Unity itself (El. Theol. 89).

A Short Digression on Plat. Theol. Il 12: What is the First Thought of Dialectic?*’

The above presentation of an eidos, the One-Being, as Parmenides’ starting point in the
hypotheses of the eponymous dialogue may come as a surprise. Although Proclus clearly refers to
Parmenides as beginning from the One-Being in his commentary on the dialogue (e.g. In Prm. V
1033.17-1034.29, VI 1071.4-7, 1079.4-20), a passage in his Platonic Theology has given many
readers the impression that his starting point is actually a proposition (Procl. Theol. Plat. 11 12.66.2-
20):

> Tr. Morrow and Dillon 1987, modified. See In Prm V 986.21-27 on how the primary eide are not definable and are
apprehensible solely by nous.

1° Tr. Morrow — Dillon 1987, modified.

71 would like to thank Carlos Steel for his insistence that I revisit this passage.
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What, then, would be the very first thought (noema)'® of the science that goes forth from nous and shows
itself? What else will we say but that it is the simplest and most knowable of all thoughts within that science?
For this is also especially most like the contemplation of nous. What is it then? “Unity”, says Parmenides; “if
there is Unity, it would not be many”. For multitudes participate in Unity necessarily, but Unity does not
participate in Unity but is Unity itself. But neither is primary Unity participated in: for pure Unity would not be
mixed with any multitude, nor would what it is to be one receive any addition of what is worse than it [...].
This, therefore, Parmenides did not deem worthy of demonstration; rather, as most evident to all, he announced

it first, given the (as it were) ‘opposition’ between multiplicity and Unity.

To reconcile this passage with those in which Proclus clearly states that the One—Being is
the starting point of the first hypothesis, Lernould (2021, pp. 100-1) goes so far as to identify the
One-Being with the proposition “Unity is not many”. | see no need, however, for such a radical
reinterpretation. Indeed, it seems clear that what is called here “the first thought” of this science is
the first negation of the first hypothesis (In Prm. VI 1089). Yet this is clearly presented as a
consequence of the claim “Unity is”, which expresses the existence of the One-Being. As Proclus
explains: “Parmenides begins from the One-Being for “if there is Unity”, refers to this order of
realities, since it contains besides “Unity” also *“is” (In Prm. V 1033.18-20).

However, if the One Being is known through nous (as In Parm V 986.21-27 suggests), then
a science that begins by stating its existence is indeed one that starts apo nou, “from nous”. The
very first predication it makes of the One-Being, “Unity is not many”, may thus be legitimately
called a noema — not simply because it is a thought, but because it is a product of nous®. It is true
that no demonstration or argument is offered for this inference, nor is there any appeal made to a
principle such as “something is not its opposite”; rather, the inference is presented as immediately
evident. But it still rests on a more basic insight into the One-Being.

Proclus is eager to show that Parmenides’ premises are self-evident and that his arguments
are valid. However, neither the Platonic Theology nor the parallel passage In Prm. VI 1092.13-
1093.13 describes his starting points as “the unhypothetical first principle”, in such a way that
Platonic dialectic could be reduced to a model of deriving all knowledge from a set of self-evident
truths. But if science is not grounded in self-evidence, then in what is it grounded? The answer, as

we will see, is “the one of the soul” or “the will”. But how can the will ground science?

'8 On noema in Proclus, see his discussion of Socrates’ suggestion at Prm. 132b3-6 that the eide are thoughts (In Prm.
1V 891.4-898.1). The term appears to denote both an activity of thinking and an innate concept belonging to the soul’s
essence.

', See In Prm 1V 897.2-5.
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The Discovery of the Will as Ground in the First Hypothesis

In De Providentia 857.60, Proclus defines the will (voluntas) in contrast to the power of
choice: whereas the latter is capable of pursuing both real and apparent goods, the will is a unitary
power directed solely toward the good. The man who lives according to the will “becomes god and
governs the whole world” as he says. This agrees with In Ti. Il 241.15-243.10 Van Riel (=1 371.9-
372.18 Diehl), where Proclus presents the will (bouleusis) as mediating between the goodness of the
gods and their exercise of pronoia, understood as their characteristic act of bestowing goodness
upon things, prior to any divine plan or nous (El. Theol. 120). The potential of the will to deify us,
together with its role in the gods’ exercise of their most characteristic activity, would already be
sufficient to identify it with the one of the soul, the soul’s participation in Unity itself (see De dec.
dub. 863-65). But there is no need to rest my argument solely on this. Indeed, in the Commentary
on the Parmenides we learn that the soul’s innate striving for the Good itself is actually identified
with the one of the soul (In Prm. V11 509.10-24). Proclus explains this as the faculty through which
the soul unites itself as an “I”, and says “I am” and “lI do such and such” (In Prm. IV 957.22-
958.10)%.

Proclus turns to this faculty when resolving an aporia concerning the first hypothesis: how is
it possible that the soul should not “lose itself in the void of non-being” once everything has been
denied of Unity itself, and imagination and thought have nothing to hold on to? (Procl. In Prm. VI
1072.1-11)

So then, we need demonstrative power in our preliminary assumptions, whereas we need intellectual activity in
our investigations of being (for the orders of being are denied of Unity), and we need inspired impulse in our
consciousness of that which transcends all beings, in order that we may not slip unawares from our negations
into Not-Being and its invisibility by reason of our indefinite imagination?’, but rousing up the unity within us
and, through this, warming the soul we may connect ourselves to Unity itself and, as it were find mooring,
taking our stand above everything intelligible within ourselves and dispensing with every other one of our
activities, in order that we may consort with it alone and perform a dance around it, leaving behind all the

intellections of the soul which are directed to secondary things®.

Proclus here claims that it is our own striving for unity — which points to Unity itself as what
is ultimately desired, even in the lack of any concept or image of unity — that allows us to refer to

2 On this passage, see Costa Lima 2012, pp. 119-21 and Vargas (forthcoming). In this context, it is significant that
Proclus’ explanation of the one of the soul as the source of selfhood arises precisely as he seeks an analogy to divine
pronoia.

°LCf. In Prm. VI 1105.32-42.

22 Tr. Morrow — Dillon 1987, modified.
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Unity itself after total negation. This teaches us something about how the first hypothesis of the
Parmenides and its negations of all predicates of Unity is supposed to work. It shows us that
Proclus interprets the final denial — “Therefore it is not named or spoken of, nor is it the object of
opinion or knowledge, nor does anything that is perceive it” (Prm. 142a) — not as a denial of every
kind of knowledge of unity, but only of the kinds of knowledge that are listed: the will and its
reference to unity remain untouched. The first hypothesis thus begins with the One-Being, known
through noesis, and ends by showing that our reference to Unity itself, as the cause of the Unity of
the One-Being, is independent of that noesis. Phrased differently, the series of negations shows that
when we, together with Parmenides, claim that “All is one” (see supra 000 p. 88), the unity we
predicate and intend is prior and independent of any insight into being. The argument therefore is
not a process of acquiring new knowledge, but of bringing the reasoner to realize that they already
possess an innate reference to Unity itself.

Proclus stresses that our striving toward unity is not, as it were, a presence or activity of
Unity itself within us (Procl. In Prm. VI Finis Graece Redditus 511.3-8):

But our notion and apprehension of Unity is in our nature itself and does not come about through perception or
cognition. The other notions, being cognitions, coexist with their objects and can name them, for their objects
can be grasped by them. This notion, however, is not cognitive and does not grasp Unity, but is essentially an

operation of nature and a natural desire for unity®.

The denial Unity’s presence in the will is crucial, for it is precisely because Unity itself is
not present in the will except as its ever-absent goal that our own unity can serve as a truly absolute
and unhypothetical starting point for our thinking, one that contains no duality at all. In this respect,
it is significant that Proclus also discusses the unity within us as a synthema of Unity®*, as opposed
to an eikon: for a synthema need not resemble what it refers to, nor mirror its content in any way (In
R. 1198.1-25)%.

We can compare this to lamblichus’ reply to Porphyry’s remark that he “concedes the
existence of the gods” (Myst. | 3.1-11):

That is not at all the way to put it. For an innate knowledge about the gods is coexistent with our nature, and is
superior to all judgement and choice, reasoning and proof. This knowledge is united from the outset with its
own cause and exists in tandem with the essential striving of the soul towards the Good. Indeed, to tell the

truth, the contact we have with the divine is not even knowledge. Knowledge, after all, is separated (from its

2% Tr. Morrow and Dillon 1987, modified.
2 See Theol. Plat. 11 56.16-57.3, In Ti. 11 8.9-14 Van Riel (= | 210.3-8 Diehl), In Or. Chald. IV 63-66.
% The innate concepts (logoi) of the soul, however, are clearly called eikones of the forms in EIl. Theol. 195.
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object) by some degree of otherness. But prior to what knows another as being itself other, there is the unitary

connection with the gods that is natural <and indivisible>?.

It is important to bear in mind that lamblichus and Proclus disagreed on the interpretation of
the first hypothesis: lamblichus thought that it concerned Unity and the gods, whereas Proclus
believed it concerned only Unity, with the orders of the gods discussed exclusively in the second
hypothesis (In Prm. VI 1066.13-1070.12). lamblichus can nonetheless help us to understand more
clearly the character of the one of the soul as an absolute starting point. Yet when it comes to the
knowledge of the gods in Proclus, we must turn to how our striving for unity functions in the
second hypothesis, where positive conclusions are derived concerning the One. How, indeed, can
something that is not a judgement — indeed, not even a concept — allow us to draw any positive

conclusions at all?

The Use of the Will as Ground in the Second Hypothesis

We should recall that Proclus does not think that the unity of the soul alone suffices for the
interpretation of the Parmenides. As In Prm. VI 1072.1-11 (quoted above, 000 p. 91) states, nous
and dianoia are also required. Nous allows us to grasp the definitions of the orders of beings and to
intuit the truth of the initial hypothesis, “Unity is”, which Proclus interprets to mean “there is the
One-Being”. What the one of the soul appears to ground is the claim at the beginning of the second

hypothesis, that “unity” has a meaning that is entirely independent of beings (Pl. Prm. 142b—c):

“Consider from the beginning: if unity is, can it be, but not partake of being?” —*“It cannot.”

So there would also be the being of unity, and that is not the same as unity. For if it were, it couldn’t
be the being of unity, nor could unity partake of it. On the contrary, saying that ‘unity is’ would be
like saying that unity is unity. But now that is not the hypothesis — namely, what the consequences
must be, if unity is unity — but rather if unity is. Isn’t that so?“—"Of course.”

Is that because ‘is’ signifies something other than ‘unity’?”—*"“Necessarily.”

“So whenever someone, being brief, says ‘unity is,” would this simply mean that unity partakes of

being?”—*“Certainly.”*".

2 Tr. Clarke et al. 2003, modified.

T Tr. Gill - Ryan 1997, modified.
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For reasons that would take us too far afield, Proclus interprets this initial passage in what
appears to be a topsy-turvy manner. He takes it to claim not that unity participates in being, but that
being — or, rather, the One-Being — participates in a unity (a henad). Thus, according to Proclus,
Plato is offering an analysis of the One-Being into a triad that comprises a henad, its power, and the
One-Being that is generated by the unity through its power (Procl. Theol. Plat. 111 24.84.20-26):

This triad is thus the summit of the intelligibles: the unity, the power, the being —i.e., the producer, the
product, and the power dependent on the unity, which is brought together with the being. It is this triad, then,
that Parmenides immediately presents at the beginning of the second hypothesis, attaching to the unity the

simplest participation of ousia (...).

The one of the soul preserves this analysis of the One-Being from a possible objection of the
following kind: “The ‘unity’ of Being is a mere abstraction and nothing real —as the first
hypothesis’ attempt to think a pure unity shows.” Against this, one can reply: “I know Unity is
something beyond being from my own case, for | desire unity in the necessary absence of any kind
of knowledge (and where there is no knowledge, there is no being)”.

Furthermore, our unity not only allows us to distinguish Being from Unity; it also allows us
to distinguish between Unity, which is entirely unparticipated, and the unity of Being, which must
be participated by Being. That is, it allows us to recognize the henad or divine unity that must
ground Being’s unity. Thus, Proclus can perhaps accept lamblichus’ claim that we know the gods to
the extent that we desire the Good - for, in cooperation with nous, the one of the soul also allows
souls to have an innate knowledge not only of the first principle itself, but also of the gods.

The key to understanding how the cooperation of unity and nous allows one to know the
gods lies in Proclus’ repeated emphasis that each negation in the first hypothesis corresponds to an
affirmation in the second (e.g. In Prm. VI 1061.17-1063.4). Thus, for instance, the affirmation that
“Unity is” at the beginning of the second hypothesis contradicts the negation “Unity is not” at the
end of the first hypothesis at Prm. 141e9-10. Furthermore, for Proclus, the only predications that
can be affirmed — and thus the only ones that can be denied of Unity — are those asserting that Unity
itself belongs to a certain “order of being” (In Prm. VI 1085.11-1086.7). Examples of such claims
would be that unity depends on being in time, or that unity depends on being a self-identical
substance. According to Proclus, the former is denied in the conclusions that “Unity is not in time”
(Prm. 140e-142¢, In Prm. VIl 1212.26-1213.1), and the latter in the denial that Unity is the same
as and different from itself and the things other than it (Prm. 139b-e, In Prm. VII 1176.22-27).
According to Proclus, by denying that Unity depends on these specific kinds of unification, the

argument also shows that Unity is distinct from the specific kind of unities or henads that are
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responsible for producing it, what he calls an “order of the gods”. Thus, the negations of the first
hypothesis reveal Unity’s transcendence with respect to all these divine orders.

The affirmative conclusions of the second hypothesis, however, all demonstrate — by
contrast — the existence of these divine orders. As we saw above, the very first conclusion allows
Proclus to distinguish within Parmenides’ One-Being the divine unity or god responsible for
unifying it. To see how the one of the soul continues to function as a productive ground, let us also

consider the following conclusion, that Unity is a whole and has parts (Pl. Prm. 142c¢7-d8):

“Let’s again say what the consequences will be, if unity is. Consider whether this hypothesis must not signify
that unity is such as to have parts.”—*“How s0?”

“In this way: if we state the ‘is’ of the One-Being (tod évog 6vtog), and the ‘unity’ of the Unity that is
(tod 6vtog €vdg), and if being and oneness are not the same, but both belong to that same thing that we
hypothesized, namely, the One-Being, must it not itself, since it is one, be a whole, and the parts of this whole
be Unity and being?”"—*"“Necessarily.”

“Shall we call each of these two parts a part only, or must the part be called part of the whole?”—"*Of the
whole.”

“Therefore whatever is one both is a whole and has a part.”—*“Certainly” %.

“The One-Being” appears here alongside the inverse expression, “the Unity that is”. If
Proclus explicitly interprets the former as Being itself in its transcendent unity beyond all beings
(see supra 000 p. 88), then “the One that is” can plausibly be understood as the henad that unifies
the One-Being and whose existence is, for Proclus, demonstrated in the previous argument of the
second hypothesis. From a Procline point of view, then, this argument now shows that once the
distinction between the One-Being and its henad has been drawn, we are confronted with a new
kind of unity: the unity of a whole composed of parts. This whole exists because of the causal
relationship between them, whereby the henad produces the One-Being through its power. As
Proclus puts it “from the power [of the henad] comes the second kind of wholeness [i.e. being a
whole of parts: see El. Theol. 65]” (Theol. Plat. 111 25.88.18). Thus, once we have analyzed the
One-Being into Being and its specific kind of unity, this analysis requires the existence of another
kind of unity: the specific unity of wholeness. The one-of-the-soul is necessary in maintaining the
separation of one of the two parts of this wholeness, the henad or separately existing unity, and also
in ensuring a further conclusion that according to Proclus is demonstrated in the passage quoted
above: namely, that there is a henad responsible for this particular kind of unity, i.e., wholeness, in
the same way that the first argument showed that there is a henad responsible for the peculiar kind

% Tr. Gill - Ryan 1997, modified.
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of unity that is being. In the argument of the second hypothesis, then, the one of the soul always
serves two functions: on the one hand, our innate knowledge of unity beyond being grounds the
analyses in all the prior arguments, thereby enabling the separation of the henads from the beings
they cause; on the other, in each new argument, a new kind of unity of being is established
(wholeness, totality, number, and so on). For each of these unities, the one of the soul enables the
analysis of that new unity of being into a kind or order of being on the one hand, and a transcendent
unity or henad on the other, which unifies this kind or order of being. This constant and renewed
analysis drives the argument toward its conclusion that there are ever-new and increasingly
complex forms of unity, ultimately producing, according to Proclus, an exhaustive list of all the

orders of the gods and the kinds of being they are responsible for (In Prm. VI 1083.1-1088.2).

Conclusions

In conclusion, our will, the unity of the soul, grounds the science of dialectic (and thereby,
all sciences) by requiring that dianoia, our discursive thought, at every step break up and analyze
the simple unity of being grasped in noesis into modes of being and orders of gods. Thus, it is not
surprising that the deduction of the essence of the transmigrating soul and its thought in time
appears in the third hypothesis, according to Proclus, motivated by the need to both deny and affirm
all predicates of unity*’. Dianoia arises precisely because of the interplay of Unity, represented by
the first hypothesis, and nous, represented by the second hypothesis.

In any case, it should be clear that this absolute ground — this willing of our own selthood,
which has no further cause — does not function as a self-evident proposition from which all science
is derived. Rather, it provides science with its foothold in the absolute, but science itself still
requires Nous (the insight into self-evident unities) and dianoia (discursive thought). In this regard,
there is an analogy between Proclus’ theory of causes and his account of dialectic. In his view of
causes, a cause essentially remains what it is, and its effect manifests itself around the cause’’.
Correspondingly, in his account of dialectic, the knowledge of unity remains what it is, and nous
and dianoia generate science by circling around the absolute certainty of our will.

Finally, it should be obvious to all that none of this is present in the Elements of Theology.

The Elements of Theology is an attempt to render the theorems of theology in a mathematical and

* P1. Prm. 1554-6; see Trouillard 1972, pp. 133-54.

3% Procl. El. Theol. 30.6-7: o yap mévin mpoidv oddev dv &xot TadTdV TpdS TO pPévov, GANESTL TEVTY S10KEKPLIEVOV.
What goes forth entirely has “nothing” in common with its cause, which implies that the cause, qua cause, has no
activity” or “effort” emanating from it, because it is entirely immutable. Therefore, the effect must possess an aspect of
its own that remains in the cause, and from which it separates itself in its production.
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thus more easily learnable form, but it does not do so dialectically. It does not start from an
unhypothetical first principle; rather, it seeks to discover a set of basic hypotheses from which all
theological truths can be derived. It is an incomplete attempt, and that is why there is no list of
axioms in the text as we have it. Nevertheless, this is the direction it tends toward — this is the
project, insofar as we can recognize one in the text. But even if this project were completed, it
would never start from an unhypothetical first principle, because the mode of reasoning here is

fundamentally different from that in Plato’s Parmenides (in light of the Parmenides commentary).
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ABSTRACT

Antonio Vargas, Can the Will Ground Science?

This chapter has two aims: to determine the ultimate ground of knowledge in Proclus and to
argue that his answer to the problem of an unhypothetical first principle is not a self-evident
proposition. The author contends that the science grounding all knowledge on an unhypothetical
first principle is the Parmenidean dialectic, and Proclus’s Elements of Theology, despite its more
geometrico style, is not an instance of this ultimate science. The speculation that it might be so
considered because the Elements lacks an initial list of axioms is challenged; the author argues this
absence is insignificant given the text’s overall deficiencies vis-a-vis the geometric ideal.
Furthermore, the Elements fails to utilize what Proclus, in the Parmenides Commentary, identifies
as our true access to an unhypothetical first principle: the so-called “one of the soul.” Based on the
De Providentia, this “one of the soul” can be partially identified with the will. The essay thus
complements its negative argument regarding the Elements with a positive argument demonstrating

how the will in Proclus can serve as a viable ground for knowledge.
Antonio Vargas

Universidade de Brasilia (Brazil)

antoniov@gmail.com
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Carlos Steel

PROCLUS ON THE USEFULNESS OF MATHEMATICS FOR THEOLOGY

How Can Geometry Prepare for Theology?

In the first prologue of his Commentary on Euclid, Proclus discusses at length
why it is useful for philosophers to study mathematics'. He draws upon a long-standing
tradition in defence of mathematics, beginning with Plato, who emphasised the
importance of mathematics, particularly geometry, in the advanced education of
philosophers, the future leaders of the state. However, not all philosophical schools
accepted this Platonic prejudice in favour of mathematics. Proclus refers to Zeno of
Sidon, an Epicurean who attacked the scientific nature of geometric proofs®. Neither the
Epicureans nor the Stoics considered the study of mathematics to be a valuable pursuit
for a philosophical life. They observed that advanced mathematics with demonstrations
of general theorems offered little practical benefit. Applied sciences that dealt with
specific problems, such as mensuration, were considered to be more useful in everyday
life. Even within the Platonic school, as Proclus mentions, some people questioned the
value of mathematics as a science. They referred to Plato’s criticism of mathematics in
comparison to dialectic in the Republic. However, Proclus offers an extensive response
to these arguments, defending the essential role of mathematics in intellectual formation
alongside Plato, though he acknowledges that it is not first philosophy®. He refers to
mathematics with an expression coined by Plato in the Timaeus: “the paths of
education” (t@v kotd maidevov 06@Vv). The phrase is used at a pivotal moment in the
exposition. Before explaining how the four elementary bodies are formed from a

combination of triangles, Timaeus warns his audience that his account will be

L For some arguments, this contribution draws upon the introduction | composed together with Alain
Lernould for our new edition with a French annotated translation of Proclus’ commentary on Euclid. For
various reasons, the publication of this edition by Vrin has been delayed and is now scheduled for early
2026. To avoid complications with other contributions in this volume, references will not be to the new
edition, but to Friedlein 1873. Fortunately, the old edition is in most cases reliable. When | diverge from
Friedlein’s edition, a variant reading will be noted. For quotations and paraphrases in English | rely on
Morrow’s 1992 excellent translation, adapting it freely.

2 On the Epicurean criticism of geometry, and in particular of Zenon of Sidon, see Benatouil 2010.

% See on this discussion within the Platonic school: In Eucl. 29.14-32.20.
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“unfamiliar”: “but since you have been schooled in the ‘paths of education’ through

»* The context makes it

which I must demonstrate what I am saying, you will follow me
clear that Timaeus assumes that his audience is well trained in geometry, as all his
arguments start from geometrical figures (triangles) and their properties. As Proclus
explains, Timaeus uses the phrase katd maidevowy 0501 because in his view mathematics
is related to philosophy in the same way that education leads to a virtuous life (In Eucl.

20.14-17):

As education prepares the soul (mpoevtpenilet) for a perfect life through infallible dispositions,
mathematics makes ready our understanding and the eye of our soul for turning towards the upper

world®,

As he explains later, one should practise mathematics for its own sake and not

for some external utility (In Eucl. 28.1-7):

However, if one must relate its usefulness to something outside of itself, it is to intellectual
insight that it must be said to contribute. For to that it leads the way and prepares us (modnyel kol
npoevtpeniler) by purifying the eye of the soul and removing the hindrances from the senses for

the knowledge of the whole of being.

Just as the purifying virtues are not useful for the necessities of life but prepare
the soul for the contemplative life, in the same way one must relate the study of

mathematics to the achievement of ultimate wisdom (/n Eucl. 49.9-12).

We say that geometry releases us from the sensible world and leads us to the incorporeal being
and that it habituates us to the view of the intelligibles and prepares us for activity according to

the intellect®.

Proclus adopts the term “habituation” (cuvebiopov) from Plotinus, whom he
quoted earlier. It is not enough to have a soul that is “by nature” philosophical; it must

be educated (In Eucl. 21.19-24):

*PL. Ti. 53c1—4: 6Mbet Aoy® mpdg DUd SNAODV, GAAGL Yap £mel petéyete TV Katd Taidevoy 6d@v 8’ dv
évoeikvuoBat ta Aeyopeva avaykn, cuvéyeche.

> [15 fi0eow correxi (cf. 23.24 and In R. I 161.28): £€0sowv Friedlein with M].

TNV YE@UETPlOV TAV alcONT®V NUAG AToAVEY PICOUEY KOl TEPLAYELV E1G TNV GCAOUATOV VTOGTAGLY Kol
GVVEDIGHOV £lval TPOC THY Béay TdY VO TdY Kol TPoeLTPEmilety gic TV KoTd VOOV &vépystay.
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Certainly, someone of this nature has already from himself awakened and taken flight towards
being, but one must give him, says Plotinus, mathematics to accustom him with the incorporeal
nature, and, while he uses mathematics as steps, it is necessary to lead him to the reasonings of

dialectic and, in a general way, to the study of beings’.

Proclus also uses the phrase “paths of education” in his introduction to the
Platonic Theology, when he discusses the necessary preparations and dispositions for
studying theology. First, the student of theology must be purified by all moral virtues.
Next, he should be trained in logic. Thirdly, he should have studied physics in order to
investigate ‘“the nature of the separate and primordial substances” and become
acquainted with “the truth in appearances”. Finally, he should not be ignorant neither of
the “paths of education”™ “for through them we know the divine being more
immaterial”®. Proclus is himself an excellent example of such an education, which he
received from Heron in Alexandria. His teacher is said to have had a perfect training in
the mathematical “paths of education™.

We may, therefore, conclude with Proclus that the utility of mathematics should
not be measured by considering human needs. As with all theoretical activities “it is
worthy of pursuit for its own sake and not merely because it satisfies human needs”
(27.28-28.1). If we are to continue discussing its usefulness, we must consider its
essential role in the formation of a philosophical mind and its ascent to higher
immaterial reality. Proclus also makes this point in his introduction to the commentary.

He wants:

to emulate the Pythagoreans whose byword (copforov) was “a figure and a stepping-stone”
(Bape), not “a figure and three obols”. By this they meant that we must cultivate that (ékeivnv)
sort of geometry that, with each theorem, lays the basis for a step upward and elevates the soul to

the higher world'’.

“Prefer the figure and step instead of the figure and three obols” is listed as the
36th Pythagorean symbolon in Iamblichus’ Protrepticus. Iamblichus explains it as an

exhortation to study mathematics with the goal of contemplating the incorporeal beings

" Cf. Plot. Enn. I 3 [20], 3.5-6 and 9-10.

S MAT odv tadtng, Smep elmopev, Tiic &v Toig patvopévols aindsiog, pite ad TV Katd Toidevoy 63@V Kai
TV v avTaig pabncenv anoleleipbm: 010 yop ToVT®V GLAdTEPOV TNV Belav 0VGIOV YIVOGKOUEY.

® Marin. V. Pr. § 9.15: énl 8¢ podfpoocwy “Hpovt énétpeyev £ovtdv, avdpi OgooePel koi teAsiov
TAPUCKELTV E0YNKOTL TOV KATA TAIOEVGY OODV.

% In Eucl. 84.15-20: {nhodvteg todg Mubayopeiove, olg mpdysipov fv kai Todto cvpBorov ,,oxdua Kol
Bapa, AL’ o0 oydpo kKol TpdPoAoV EvOEkVOUEVDY, MG Gpa Ol TNV Yeopetpiov Ekelvnv PETASIOKELY, §
kab’ Exactov Bedpnua Brina tibnow ig dvodov kai dmaipel v woynv gig dyoc,
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(p. 150). A later commentator, Elias, interprets this goal as a speculation about the
divine: “let us make on each figure a step up to theology''. Three obols (a day pay given
to members of the assembly or tribunal in Athens) stands for the ordinary applied
mathematics, for calculation involved in mensuration and commerce. In the Vita
Pythagorica (§ 5.21-24), lamblichus recounts how Pythagoras, having observed a
young man in Samos wasting his time on physical training, convinced him to study
mathematics with him, promising to pay for his training. Pythagoras paid him three
obols for each figure he learnt. After some time, Pythagoras said he had no more money
to pay him. However, by that time, the young man had become so highly motivated that
he continued his study of mathematics without any financial reward. A similar anecdote
is told about a disciple of Euclid who once asked him, after having studied the first
proposition, what profit he will obtain from having studied it. Euclid said, “give him a
threeobol” for he must have some profit from what he learned'?. Proclus shares the
Pythagorean view. According to him, the only benefit of studying mathematics is
“elevating the soul to the higher world, instead of letting it descend among sensible
things to satisfy the common needs of mortals” (84.20-23).

However, this emphasis on mathematics as a study worthy of choice for its own
sake should not make us forget that it also has a utility that extends to all sciences and all
technical arts. Drawing inspiration from Iamblichus’ arguments in On common
mathematics Proclus discusses how mathematics contributes to the study of theology,
physics, ethics, and politics, and to the different applied arts". I will focus in this
contribution on the utility of mathematics for theology, which Proclus formulates as

follows (In Eucl. 22.1-16):

Mathematics prepares for theology intellectual insights (mpogvtpemilel tag voepag EmPorig).
Mathematical arguments reveal through images (gik6vwv) truths concerning the gods that are
difficult for imperfect (minds) to discover and (too) elevated to discern, making them
trustworthy, evident, and irrefutable. For they show, reflected in numbers, the properties of that
which transcends being and reveal in the objects of discursive thought the powers of intellectual
figures. That is why Plato teaches us many wonderful doctrines about the gods by means of

mathematical forms and the philosophy of the Pythagoreans also uses such veils to cover its

" EL In Porph. 28.21-23: ot yap ¢act kai oi ITubaydpstor “oydpa kol fapa” dvi t0d ‘kad’ Ekactov
oyfuo Babpov dvipev ént Osoloyiav.

12 Stob. Anth. IT 31.114 Wachsmuth: ITap’ EvkAeidn Ti¢ dpEdpevog yeopeTpeiv, GG T TpdTov dedpnua
£nabev, fipeto 1ov Edkdeidnv: “ti 0¢ pot miéov Eotar tadta pabovy”, kol 0 Evkieidng tov maida kaiécag
“80¢”, £, ,,a0T@ TPIOPOLOV, En1dT) Sel adTd € BV pavOdvel kepdoivey”.

" See on the contribution of mathematics to the different sciences O’Meara 1989, pp. 160—4.
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mystical initiation into the divine doctrines. So is the entire Sacred Discourse', so does Philolaos
in the Bacchae'® and so is the whole way in which Pythagoras teaches (tp6mog tiic DVONYHoE®OS)

about the gods'®.

The way of teaching of Pythagoras. As is well known, Proclus distinguishes four
tropoi of theology, one through oracular language (Chaldacan way), one through myths
(Hesiod, Orphic hymns), one through (mathematical) images (Pythagorean way), one
through dialectic'’. The privileged Platonic way of theology is the rational scientific
approach, as displayed in the dialectic of the Parmenides. Yet Plato occasionally uses
the three other modes; he inserts in the dialogues myths, he writes an almost oracular
speech on Love in the Phaedrus, and uses arithmetic and geometry to explain the
structure of the divine world soul. However, the Pythagorean theology, as exemplified
by Philolaos and the Sacred Discourse, is entirely in the mathematical mode (Procl.

Theol. Plat. 14.20.8—-11):

The mode of exposition that makes use of images is Pythagorean, since the discovery of
mathematics was made with a view to the recollection (dvauvnow) of divine principles, and by
means of these entities as images they endeavoured to gain access to the principles there; hence

they consecrated numbers and figures to the gods.

When discussing the utility of mathematics to theology Proclus draws upon
Tamblichus, who even used the formula mpogvtpeniler mapookeviv Tf Ocohoyia'™.
Among the different ways to study mathematics Iamblichus puts the theological first

(Comm. Math. 63.24-30):

The first way to study any mathematical object (wether generic or specific) is the theological
approach, which harmonizes (cuvapuolopevov) it according to its rank and acts with the being

and power of the gods through a suitable analogy. This is indeed what deserves special attention

' On the iepog Aoyog attributed to Pythagoras, see Thesleff 1965, pp. 164-8, and the recent update
Huffman 2024.

"> On (pseudo-)Philolaos see Huffman 1993, on Proclus’ use of Philolaos in his commentary see Steel
2007.

1% 811 Ocohoyiq pév mpoevtpemiler i voepdg EMPordS. doa yap Toic dredéor dvobfpato kai dvévn
eoaiveral Tig mepl T@V Be®dv dAnbeiag gig didyvmorv, Tadta ol Tig pobnpatikiic Adyot ToTd Kol Kotapavii
Kol avéreykto S TOV ekOVOV AToQOivouGLl. TAV HEV YOp VTEPOLGI®V 1O10TNTOV &V TOIG AplBnoic Tag
EUPAcELG SEIKVVOLGL, TAV & VoEPAV GYNUAT®V €V TOIG d10VONTOIG TAG OLVANEIS EKPAivovoLy. d10 Kal O
[MAdTev ToAAa kKol Bovpootd 0oypata mepl Oe®dv S10 TV pabNUoTIKAY gid®dV NUAG AvadlddoKel Kol 1) TV
[MvuBayopelwv @rhocopio TopATETAGHAOT TOVTOWS XPOUEVT] THV HLOTAY®OYIOV KOTOKPUTTEL TV Ogiov
doypdtov. totodtog yap Kol 0 iepog ovumag Adyog kal 0 Dhdraog év taic Bdxyaig kol 6Aog 0 Tpdmog Tiig
IMvBayopov mepi Oedv VPN YNoEMGS.

7 See on the four modes of theology, Steel 2005, Steel 2007, Hoffmann and Gavray 2024.

'8 Tambl. Comm. Math. 55.8-9 (ch. 15). On Iamblichus’ scientific theology, see Lecerf — Taormina 2024.
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from the Pythagoreans [toig dvdpdowv]; for instance, in the case of numbers, which sorts of
numbers are of like nature and akin to which sorts of gods, and in the case of other branches of

mathematics they are used to think the same'”.

Theological mathematics consists in finding similitudes, analogies between
mathematical objects such as numbers or figures with different classes of gods and their
respective powers and acts. Like Iamblichus, Proclus recognises two modes of images in
the Pythagorean theological tradition: either numbers or geometrical forms. The former
is found in the tradition of theological arithmetic, best known by the Theologoumena
arithmeticae™. The second method involves the use of geometric figures such as lines,
triangles and circles. Philolaos, quoted by Proclus, provides an interesting example of
this method. According to Proclus, geometrical arguments may reveal “the powers of
intellectual figures in the objects of discursive thought” (t@®v ¢ voep®dv oynuatov €v
101¢ dtovontoig tag dvvapelg). Ta dwavontd is the realm of being that corresponds to
discursive thought (didvowr) and is distinguished both from the intelligible and the
sensible. As Proclus shows in the opening paragraph of the prologue (following Plato’s
analogy of the divided line in Resp. VI), the mathematical objects and the knowledge
related to them occupy that intermediate region. In this realm one may study triangles
and other figures in their essence and powers (and the effects they have in the
construction and demonstration of theorems). However, when considered from a
theological perspective, these geometrical figures can reveal properties and powers of
gods. For certain classes of gods, as we shall see, are characterised by “intellectual
figures” that transcendently anticipate the powers of geometrical figures®'. Thus, the
study of geometry can offer, opportunities to grasp through images the divine paradigms
of its objects.

In fact, as Proclus says, mathematics is a preparation for theology because it
offers through images intuitive insights (voepai émPoAai) that transcend the multiplicity
of discursive argumentation®*. These insights are necessary in order to understand divine
beings, which are themselves beyond all multiplicity>. We can only grasp their nature
by an act of the intellect. Mathematics prepares us for theology, helps us to reach this

intellectual intuition of divine orders not directly by its definitions and demonstrations

1% Cf. Dillon — Urmson 2020, p. 73.

2%-See on this work the recent study by Salerno 2024.

*! See below, 11 and Steel 2007.

> Proclus uses a similar expression for Cratylus’ attempt at intuitive knowledge of the gods through
images of “names”: v £kl d1a TdV gikdovov EmPBoAny (Theol. Plat. VI 12.60.3-4).

- See Theol. Plat. IT 12.73.9-11).
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but because some of its basic notions (not only figures, but also propositions) can be
used as images (eikones or sumbola) to “indicate” a truth that is hard to reach by
demonstrations. As Proclus says, a certain argument “may offer an indication”: icwg
EvdelEw Gv pépor (102.4; 110.4) &xou Gv &vdeiEw (291.15) eic &vdeitw (91.11)%*. Some
examples of geometrical symbols are obvious, and they belong to a long tradition of
Pythagorizing reading of geometry. Points, lines, surfaces, triangles, cubes, circles,
spheres can be used as symbols to reveal fundamental metaphysical principles. Take
108.10-15: the straight line is a symbol of the inflexible providence, and the
circumference a symbol of the activity that returns to itself; or 115,10: “if we take this
[i.e. definition VI of lines as limits of a surface] as image (4o T0OTOV MG gikdVOV
Anmtéov) we can understand that every simpler being supplies a limit to what follows”;
164.8: the straight line is symbol of procession and movement and infinity; 290.17: the
line at right angles is symbol of life lifting itself to the upper world, the perpendicular is
an image of life following the path downwards, the right angle is symbol of undeviating
activity.

However, in some cases, the supposed images do not actually help us to
understand the superior divine beings. In fact, one must be well versed in a theological
system, such as Chaldean, Orphic or Proclus’ own Platonic theology, to understand how
a certain element of a gometrical argument may function as an image of a paradigmatic
reality. Take, for instance, the commentary on the first Proposition (the construction of
an equilateral triangle on a straight line 213.14f.). Proclus noticed that Euclid in his
demonstration constructs two circles that enclose this triangle (each of them in part).
“This seems to indicate in a likeness (mg év eikdowv)”, he notices, “how the things that
proceed from first principles receive perfection, identity and equality from these
principles” and “how that things that move in straight line are carried about in a circle
through the eternal world-process, and souls are likeness of the immovable activity of
Nous because of their periodic return” (213.21-26). So far, we may understand the
analogies. But what follows is a more difficult step: “It is said also that the live-giving
source of souls is bounded by a twofold Intellect” (214.2-3). Specialists in Proclus’
theology may identify the “source of souls” with Rhea, who occupies the second place

in the first triad of intellectual gods between two intellects, Kronos and Zeus. Proclus

- Simplicius (In Cael. 641.23-28) notices that Timaeus uses the verb évéeikvocbou in his remarks on the
“unusual (geometrical) account he will give to explain the elementary bodies”. In Simplicius’ view, this is
an indication that we should not take this hypothesis literally: “Plato makes clear that these things are like
the hypotheses used by the astronomers with which it is possible to save the phenomena”.
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integrated this Orphic-Chaldean doctrine in his Platonic theology®’. Only in that context
one may understand how Euclid’s demonstration of the first proposition can function as
“image” of a theological doctrine. But how could Proclus still claim that Euclid’s proof
of Proposition 1 reveals truths about the gods that are difficult for imperfect minds to
discover, and makes them “trustworthy, evident, and irrefutable” through images? In this
case, the geometrical demonstration is not an image helping us to understand a divine
truth, it is the inverse: unless one is familiar with a particular theological system it is not
possible to recognize images in the argument. For the non—initiated it is “obscura per
obscuriora”. And yet Proclus concludes this digression in a Pythagorean manner: “But
all this reminds us, as through images, of the nature of things” (AALG tadta pHEV OC €€
EIKOVOV MUAG AVOULUYNOKET® TG T®V Tpaypdtov evoewg 214.12—13). Anamnesis of
the divine was, as we have seen, the main motivation for the Pythagoreans to study
mathematic.

Rather than being images that evoke divine beings, the geometrical definitions
and arguments serve as triggers for theological digressions on topics dear to Proclus.
Take 91.1-3: “if  may give my own view (& pe d€l ToOpOV gimeiv), the centres of all the
spheres and poles are symbols of the wry-necked gods (t®v tvyywk®dv)”. The epitheton
tuyyweog used to designate a particular class of gods originates from the Chaldean oracles
(see fr. 77). In his Platonic Theology (IV 1.6.10-18) Proclus makes this class
corresponds to what is called in the Phaedrus the “supercelestial place” (247c), which
represents the first triad of intelligible-intellectual gods. When introducing ‘“his own
view” in the Euclid commentary, Proclus gives a summary of his doctrine of the three
triads of the intelligible-intellectual gods showing how they are represented in this
world. As is evident again in this case, Proclus uses the argument to find a mathematical
confirmation of a doctrine from his Platonic theology. Another example of this
“exegetical” practise can be seen in his speculations about a “triadic god who proceeds
from ‘the hidden world’ (= Or. Chald. fr. 198) and comprehends in himself the primary
cause of the rectilinear figures” (155.19-21). Glenn Morrow suggested that that this
name ‘triadic’ “given by the most mystic theology” might be a reference to Hermes
Trismegistos, what in this context is implausible®®. It is again a reference to the first triad
of the intelligible-intellectual gods.

In sum, one gets the impression that Proclus wants to confirm his complex

Platonic theology, and above all the doctrine on the triads of intelligible-intellectual

- See Theol. Plat. V 11.36.12-38.9.
2% See Morrow 1970, p. 123 note 120, see also 38, n. 88 and Goulding 2022, p. 382 note 35.
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gods, with references to Euclid’s geometry. In that way, the Platonic theology, which
finds its ultimate scientific foundation in the first and second hypothesis of the
Parmenides, not only integrates the oracular wisdom of the Chaldean tradition and of the
Orphic mythology but also allows us to interpret symbolic elements of geometry. The
idea that we have intuitive access (émPpoAn)) to this complicated theology through
geometrical figures serving as images is wishful thinking. In fact, we should first study

Proclus’ Platonic theology in order to understand which gods the images represent.

Text and Theoria

Proclus’ commentary on Euclid’s work is clearly different from those of his
predecessors, Heron and Pappus (which, unfortunately, we only know partially).
Although he does not neglect a technical-mathematical approach to Euclid’s text, he is
not primarily interested in it. His main interest lies in theoria: a speculative approach
that investigates the reality (td mpdypoata) corresponding to mathematical objects, as
well as the first causes and principles. This approach is evident in the way he presents
his commentary after the prologues. He urges his readers not to expect a technical
analysis from him, the kind usually found in commentaries on Euclid. As he says, there
are already enough explanations of the technical aspects of Euclid’s Elements. “We are
surfeited with those topics and shall touch on them only sparingly (...). But whatever
involves a speculation more about reality (mpaypoateimdeotépav Oewpiov) and
contributes to philosophy as a whole, we shall make it our chief concern to mention”
(84.11-15). Not only in this introduction, but also in the conclusion of his commentary
Proclus expresses the same view, as an advice to those who might consider continuing

his commentary beyond book One (432.15-19):

For the commentaries (bmopvnpata) which are now in circulation present much confusion of
every kind: they do not expose the causes, and we see in them neither dialectical judgment

(xpiow dwadextiknv) nor philosophical speculation (Bswpiov prAdGOEOV).

Throughout the commentary we find remarks with the same emphasis (200.15—

16 and 294.13-14):

we should give greater attention to the examination of reality (tf] t@v npoaypdtov éneéepyaciq)

than to the variety of cases.
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so much can we derive from this theorem for understanding the whole of things (gig v @V

SV @Oow).

From all these passages the same interest emerges: one must approach Euclid's
text as a philosopher, try to understand how the definitions and propositions relate to
reality (ta mpdypata), seek to establish the causes in the demonstrations. By proceeding
in this way, says Proclus, geometry comes close to the “first science” (243.18), i.e.
metaphysics, and even theology, since the first principles of beings are divine.

Proclus often indulges in speculative considerations of first principles. For
example, after his explanation of the definition of a line (I 2), he provides an extensive
exposition of the Pythagorean doctrine on points, lines, surfaces and solids, and their
respective correspondences with the monad, dyad, triad and tetrad, and finds
confirmation of this doctrine in the Parmenides. Proclus concludes (100.4-5): “So much
can be said about the line according to more speculative views” (Kotd TOG
Beopntikotépoc EmPordsg)”. Another example is the theoria, which comes after the
explanation of propositions 11 and 12. “If we must now add a speculative consideration
(Bempiav) to these last two problems, it seems that the straight line raised at right angles
imitates Life lifting itself up to the upper world (...) whereas the perpendicular is a
likeness of life following the path downwards (...) For the right angle is a symbol of
undeviating energy (...)” (290.15-22) Or after having discussed what the circle are, and
its circumference are (definition 15/16): “let us once more ascend from these to the
consideration of their paradigms (gig v t@v mapaderypdtov avoadpduopev Bempiav)”
(153.12-13).

In many cases the theory offers theological speculations about different classes
of gods. As I mentioned earlier, the commentary on Proposition I,1 demonstrates that the
equilateral triangle and the two circles used to construct it are images of the first triad of
intellectual gods. However, the conclusion does not make any explicit theological
claims: “Let these remarks bring us to reminiscence, as from images, of the nature of
things” (214.14-15).

Definition 9 offers Proclus the occasion for a long speculation on how the angles
are symbols of divine connective powers, with reference to Philolaos. Proclus
concludes: “Thus these [features of the angles] bring us around to the consideration of
beings (v t@v dviov Oeswpiav)” (130.22). The commentary on the definition of

trilateral figures (24-29) leads to a long speculation (Bswpeiv 168.3) on how and why
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the Pythagoreans, and in particular Philolaos, dedicated the angles of triangles to
particular gods, Kronos, Hades, Ares and Dionysos”’. Similarly, when commenting on
the definition of quadrangular figures (30—34), Proclus draws upon Philolaos to develop
the analogies between the angles of these figures and certain divinities. He concludes

(174.17-21):

This is all we could say about quadrilaterals to explain the thought of the author of Elements and
to give those who wish to know the intelligible and invisible beings (t@v vontdv kai AQoOv@AV)

starting points (dpoppdg) towards more speculative intuitions (Beopnrikotépag EnPoAEs).

This conclusion highlights two objectives of the previous commentary: (1) to
explain Euclides’ argument and (2) to provide a starting point for “a speculative
contemplation (intuition)” of invisible (divine) beings. As we have seen, Proclus used
the term émPoAr] when examining the contribution of mathematics to theology.
Mathematics can prepare for theology by providing intuitions.

Proclus clearly likes to use the term Oewpia for these speculative considerations,
often connecting it with npdypato or mpaypateidong, once with eildcopog but never
with Ocohoyucoc. The mpaypoateiddne Bewpio® is distinguished from, and opposed to,
the Aé&1c which offers a technical exegesis of the argument, as is the practice in Proclus’
commentaries on Plato®”. As we have seen, most of these speculative considerations deal
with metaphysical questions that are beyond the scope of mathematics. Some of them
are explicitly theological, making connections with deities. This raises the question of
this commentary's overall purpose, in addition to its immediate purpose of explaining
Euclid's text. Do why find this overall purpose in de speculative theoriai? As is well
known, Proclus conceived of his Platonic theology as an endeavour to unify all
interpretations of Plato's texts (v 1®v Aé€ewv €podov), as set out in his commentaries,

into a comprehensive and holistic theory (mpayupoateidon Bewpiov) applicable to all

%7 See on this interpretation Steel 2007.

- Cf. Procl. In Ti. III 260.25 Van Riel (= II 193.9 Diehl): npoypateiddng é€qynotc. On the meaning of
mpoypateudong see Festugicre 1963, pp. 94—-100, and in this volume, see Sheppard 000.

% See, for instance, In Prm. III 784.12: A& mept pév tdv AéEsov Tocaibta ipiobo- petafotéov 8¢ uiv
€mi Vv 1@V Tpoypdtov Bswpiov. VI 1092.14: ooty 6& v Aé&w Aowmov €mokentéoy, tva Kol tavtny €ml
v BV mpayudtov Osopiav Emavaydyopev. VII 1146.23: Tadta pév odv cipicBo mepi Tiic
TPOYUATELDOOVG TOV TPoKEPEVAOV Bempiag. mepl 8¢ v Aé&wv émonpavtéov 6Tt In R. 1 164.9: Ei 8¢ v
nepl TV A&y ToAvmpaypoohvny GAlog aeévieg émi v g Bswpiag dvadpapowev. In Alc. 30.5-6:
Tadta pév odv tiic mepi Thv A&y Bswpiag dvreyduevo péypt TovTwV EENTacbm, T 8¢ éviedBev &n” odThV
TV TAV Tpaypdtev tpamopevol Oswpiav. In Ti. 11 138.10-12 Van Riel (= 1299.20 Diehl): nudc 8¢ npdrov
xpn TV A&V avtnv ko’ adtv éEetdoavtog Encito obTm mpog TV ANV Bewpiav dvadpapelv. On the
distinction between A£G and Oewpia in Proclus’ commentaries see Festugiére 1963 and Saffrey and
Westerink 1987, p. 83 note 3 (note compl. 142).
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classes of gods®. Should we also include in this overall project his commentary on
Euclid with its distinction between lexis (the technical-mathematical) and theoria
(philosophical/theological)?

Listening to Anne Sheppard’s presentation I was struck by a passage in Proclus’

Commentary on the Timaeus (In Ti. III 236.20-237.6 Van Riel = II 174.15-22 Diehl).

Mathematical theory ought neither to be entirely scorned, nor sought after for its own sake. The
first option means that Plato will not be able to indicate to us, as he wishes to, the things in their
images (td mpdypoto v taig eikdot), while the second option makes the whole exegesis of the
text as unstable as a ship without ballast, for it is necessary to be firmly anchored, as it were,
when one is heading off after the essence of those realities with which the dialogue is concerned
(tiig T@V TpoypdTov mEpt GV 6 Adyog £otiv ovoing). We, however, will steer a middle course, as

we said before, having first set out the text mathematically’'.

“Mathematics is not sought after for its own sake”. Although this advice may
seem relevant to interpreting the Euclid commentary, it does not apply. In fact, the
interpretation of the Timaeus is a quite different case. After all, the Timaeus is about
physical matters, not about mathematics, which in this dialogue is subservient to the
goal of explaining nature. Proclus rightly insists that the mathematical sections in the
Timaeus should be studied seriously. For they are essential for understanding the text’s
main purpose: to explain the physical world and its causes. However, mathematical

32 as they are not themselves the things they

constructions only offer “things in images
represent. Therefore, although the mathematical arguments must be examined seriously,
they should not be considered the ultimate explanation of the Timaeus. That is why the
interpreter must be steering “a middle course” between neglecting mathematics and
making it the main purpose.

But what if we turn to the commentary on Euclid? Is there a “middle course” to
follow? Should we study geometry seriously, but not make it our ultimate purpose?
What, then, could be the overall purpose of studying geometry with Euclid? Proclus
discusses the okomdg of the Elements in his prologue (70.20—71.24). He distinguishes

between the treatise’s purpose, as determined by the things (npdypata) investigated, and

its purpose with regard to the student. With regard to the student the Elements offer a

% See Procl. Theol. Plat. IIT 23.83.7-10: Agl 8¢ fudc TV TPAyLateldd Koi CUVOTTIKIV TEpL EKAGTNG
Ta&emc ovvayew &ig &v Bewpiav, Emeldn kol Ty 1@V AéEemv EPodov €v TOlG DTOUVILAGT TOUCAUEVOVG TO
aOTO Kol VOV AvaKVKAETY 00K Gv Exot Adyov.

* Quoted and discussed by Anne Sheppard in this volume, 000.

3% “Things in images” to be compared with what Proclus says in Theol. Plat. I 2.11.5 of physics: the study
of “truth in appearances” (tf|g &v 101G Pavopévolg aindeiag).
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training in the elements of geometry that makes the student capable to apply its
reasoning to the whole of geometry. With regard to the matters it investigates it helps us
understand the geometrical structure of the four elementary bodies and of the world as a
whole, as set out by Plato in the Timaeus®. Some interpreters, Proclus notes, thought
that each of the books had a purpose related to the understanding of the cosmos, and that
its “usefulness” (ypeia) lay in its “contribution to a theory of the universe” (mpog Tv T0D
navtog Oeswpiov). This corresponds to what Proclus said about the importance of
mathematics for understanding the natural world in the above-quoted text from the
Commentary on the Timaeus.

So far for Euclid’s Elements. But what is the purpose of Proclus’ commentary,
and what place did it have in the school curriculum? For the students, it is undoubtedly
an advanced training in geometry, which will help them considerably when studying
dialogues in which Plato indulges in geometrical arguments. But what about the “things
examined”? should it have a more overarching, sublime goal? Dominic O’ Meara writes:
“The purpose of Proclus’ Commentary on Euclid is (...) to use mathematical science as
a bridge, as a fore-shadowing of and initiation to metaphysics. The overall purpose of

the Commentary (...) is Pythagorean™*

. The Pythagorean—Platonic emphasis on the
essential role of geometry in the education of philosophers may well have been the main
justification for including this treatise in the curriculum. However, despite the
theological nature of much of its speculative theory, the Commentary on Euclid is
certainly not an example of theological geometry, a kind of theologoumena
geometriae™. After all, we should not exagerate the theological scope of this
commentary. The Pythagorean approach is most evident in the section on definitions, as
speculations on points, lines, circles and angles fit well here. There is already a long
tradition of symbolic interpretation of these definitions. However, we should not forget
that the most important section of the commentary, which constitutes half of the volume,
concerns the propositions and contains very few speculations that go beyond the text.
The commentaries on the propositions are often very technical for non-specialists.

Furthermore, some of the longer speculations focus on “logical and methodological

issues closely related to Euclid’s text rather than on theological or metaphysical

3 The same purpose is mentioned in In Eucl. 82.13-83.2 (cuviekel mpdc SV TV TGV KOGHUIKGV
otoyeiov Bewplav); 384.3—4; 423.13-18.

**O’Meara 1989, p. 174.

- See Mueller 1987, p. 309: “In the Euclid commentary Proclus blends these two approaches to
mathematics (that is the Pythagorean approach and the technical) in an interesting and unique way”. Even
‘blending’ may be too much said, as both approaches are clearly distinguished.
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questions®. Above all, the philosophical-theological approach in the theoria does not
cause Proclus to neglect the technical exegesis of the text. He carefully analyses the
Euclidean text, addresses the objections raised against some of his proofs, and presents
alternative proofs, including his own’’. His explanation of the distinction between
problems and theorems, and his discussion on the fifth postulate (also known as the
parallel postulate), are remarkable’®. Clearly, Proclus was interested in discussing
technical geometrical problems, despite his stated intention not to devote too much time
to them.

In conclusion, the Pythagorean speculative theoriai do not provide a perspective
on an overarching purpose of the commentary different from the textual and technical
explanations it offers. Rather, they are digressions triggered by certain arguments, in
which the author indulges his theological interests. Fortunately, they do not interfere in
the textual explanation. On the contrary, as lamblichus already observed, it is only when
knowing the “common elements of mathematics” that one may also understand “the

symbolic and outlandish use of mathematical expressions” in theological speculations®”.

Mathematics and Theurgy

The most significant theological digression is found in the commentary on the
definition of figure (oyfua) (136.20 ff.). This should come as no surprise, given that we
have seen that «figure» is the central concept for making symbolic analogies to divine
powers. Proclus concludes this lengthy section “we have drawn out at great length these
matters of Pythagorean doctrine”*’.

To explain how figures could be symbols of gods, Proclus first gives a survey of
the various levels where figures may be found: figures produced by art, figures in nature,
in the soul, in the intellect, and “transcending all these figures, the perfect, uniform,
unknowable and unutterable figures of the gods™ (138.6—7). Theurgy, Proclus claims,

may represent the properties of these divine figures by creating statues of the gods and

assigning different forms to each deity. It symbolizes some of the divine figures by

3% Harari 2022, p. 64.

* On Proclus’ own mathematical contributions see Vitrac 2004 and Maronne — Rabouin 2022, ch. 1, pp.
9-12.

% Cf. Salerno 2021.

% Tambl. Comm. Math. 67.16-17 (chapter 22): dxodoar TV GLUPOAKIV kai dmeEevmpévny xpficty TdvV
padnuatik®dv AéEemv.

0 In Eucl. 142.8: AMd todta pév katd 1o TTuBaydpetov apEckov SUnKOVapEy.
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means of magical “characters” upon the statues; it “imitates other through forms and
shapes making some [statues] standing, some sitting; and some spherical, some heart-
shaped and some fashioned still otherwise, etc.” (138.12-18).

That the gods can be characterized by figures can also be deduced “dialectically”

from the second hypothesis of the Parmenides. “If the One is of this sort, it would
partake of some figure, as it seems, either straight or round, or some figure mixed from
both” (145b2-6). Proclus argued that in this deduction Parmenides refers to the third
intelligible-intellectual triad, which corresponds to the Teletarchs (teketdpyot) in the
Chaldean Oracles. These divinities play an important role in the theurgical rituals, and it
is plausible that certain geometrical forms as triangles and circles were used*..
The association between divine figures and theurgy has been examined in a recent study
by Robert Goulding®?. Building upon the studies of Gregory Shaw®®, the author
distinguishes between external theurgy, which uses statues and other magical objects in
rituals to purify the soul and draw it towards the divine, and a superior inner theurgy,
which is “conducted within the contemplative space of the mind to raise the soul to the
highest reaches of the intelligible”. Goulding (2022, p. 383) radicalizes this view
arguing that “geometry, practiced in a certain way, is not just a preparation but
constitutes for Proclus the core of the higher theurgy”.

Geometrical objects are tokens of the gods in the phantasia, which are employed in an internal
ritual. The efficacy of this inner theurgy depends on the practitioner being aware of the objects
just as symbols and recognizing the inner rituals just as rituals (p. 376). The propositions
themselves of the Elements constitute the theurgic rituals—that is, the whole of each proposition,
including the instructions for making the construction and the demonstration, as well as the
geometrical truth stated in the proposition, and the finished diagram that accompanies it. The
process of inscribing the diagram in the phantasia, line by line and circle by circle, is a ritual act,
as is the movement of the dianoia through the steps of the demonstration; theurgy differs from

contemplation precisely in the fact that something is done (p. 383).

In short, Proclus’ commentary does not merely contain theological digressions
(theoriai) and analogies with theurgical practises; the Euclidean demonstrations
themselves become “rituals of inner theurgy”. Goulding has two main arguments (1)

The role of phantasia in geometry: Proclus held that the same organ that was the vehicle

- For a study of Proclus’ doctrine on divine figures and the connection with the Parmenides see Steel
2007.

“2 Goulding 2022.

*> Shaw 1995.
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and receptacle of theurgy was also the location of the mathematical objects that are the
subject of Euclid’s geometry. (2) Proclus observed “connections between geometrical
objects and the gods” and structured them *into cepai, chains of correspondences,
which formed the basis of theurgy” (380). | will not discuss the first argument, on the
status of phantasia, which is as such not convincing®. Besides, phantasia is certainly
not an “organ” that is the “location of mathematical objects” Mathematical objects
belong essentially to the realm of dianoetic knowledge though they can be projected
within the sphere of imagination. Concerning the second argument it is correct that
Proclus (and his Pythagorean predecessors) found connections between geometrical
objects and divine principles. As Proclus says: “The figures first appear in the successive
classes of the (intellectual) gods” (156.2-5). Because of these connections with the gods
it is possible to use a geometrical notion as an image to grasp indirectly the divinity that
is beyond understanding. However, to develop those symbolic relations is in no way an
act of theurgy, but is, as we have seen, one of the tropoi of theology. Moreover, not all
notions or elements of a geometrical demonstration can be seen and experienced as
images of the divine. Geometrical arguments have a technical aspect that cannot be
reduced to theological speculation. Claiming that practising Euclidean demonstrations is
an act of theurgy removes the intrinsic rational finality of those arguments.

However, one might not focus on the technicalities of the demonstrations, but
rather defend the theurgic claim from Proclus’s perspective on mathematical objects as
projections originating from the dianoia in the imagination®. Although the soul may
find in its own being the geometrical reasons (logoi), it is too weak to consider them in a
unified way within itself, it has to project them in its imagination. This projection gives
extension and plurality to figures that have in their ideal state neither extension nor place
or plurality: the ideal circle, the ideal triangle. In the compositions and divisions of the
figures as well as in the related arguments discursive thought makes use of imagination
as an intelligible matter. With his projection doctrine, Proclus attempts to explain the
tension within geometry between, on the one hand, the understanding of its ideal
content, and, on the other hand, the discursivity of its argumentation. This is the type of
geometrical knowledge, as we practice it in explaining Euclid’s Elements. However, as
Proclus claims, this discursive geometrical reasoning is not an end in itself, it should be
“a path” to go back up, to rediscover the richness of the soul’s thought (In Eucl. 55.13—
18).

** One could also use this argument to make the role of phantasia in sense-perception theurgical.
“*-On this well-studied doctrine see inter multos Nikulin 2008, p. 2.
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If [the soul] should be able to roll up the extension and view the multitude of the figures in a non-
figurative and unitary way, then in turning back to itself it would see in a superior way the

undivided, unextended, and essential geometrical ideas (Aoyovg) of which it is the fullness.

Such an activity would be “the supreme end of studies in geometry”. “It is to this
exercise”, says Proclus, “that he who is truly a geometer must devote himself, and this
should be the goal he must set for himself: to awaken and turn away from the
imagination towards thought alone in itself”*.

Goulding (2022) comments on this passage: “Thus, simple visualization of
geometrical objects and reversion to their dianoetic models must have been part of the
practice of Proclus’s inner theurgy” (381). However, what has this reversion from
imagined figures to their logoi in the soul to do with theurgy? The projection of its
content in imagination and rolling it up when returning to itself is a relation within the
soul. The dianoetic logoi are not the ideal paradigms in the intellect, and a fortiori not
the secret figures of the intelligible-intellective gods: they are logoi in the soul. Proclus
is right in saying that no true geometer would like to remain in endless argumentation
and demonstration; rather, he would want to return to the state of knowledge that the
soul has always possessed in its essence. However, Proclus never considered the
projection from the essential logoi to the realm of imagination, and their subsequent
return to an ideal status as an internal ritual of theurgy. One might argue that the
geometrical approach is analogous to the aims of theurgic practice. However, even this
more modest assertion is not put forward by Proclus.

Rather than relating geometry to an esoteric practice, Proclus’ doctrine of
projection, which situates the practice of Euclidean geometry within the movement of
the soul —outgoing in imagination and returning to its innate content — provides
geometry with its ultimate philosophical foundation. Moreover, even his Pythagorean-
Platonic approach does not remove geometry frow its natural location, discursive
reasoning (dwavowa). To be sure, Proclus likes to show how geometry is capable of
extending its reach to all levels of reality, including the divine. However, in this range to
all beings, it remains within its own level and its own possibilities. Even when revealing
through images sublime insights about the gods, the soul is not transported to a higher
sphere but remains on its own level. This is evident in a beautiful text wherein Proclus

demonstrates the extension of geometry to all things.

- In Eucl. 55.20-23.
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Geometry is coextensive with all things; it applies its reasoning to all things and

contains in itself the forms of all things (In Eucl. 62.1-22).

At its highest intellectual level, it thoroughly inspects real beings and, through images, teaches
the properties of the divine orders and the powers of the intellectual forms. For it also contains
within its own speculations the logoi of these entities and shows which figures are proper to the
gods, which to primary substances, and which to the natures of souls.

In the middle range of knowledge, it develops and unfolds its dianoetic logoi, considering the
diversity within them and revealing their essences, properties, commonalities, and differences.
Starting from these logoi, it encompasses within defined limits the figures shaped in imagination
referring them to ther essential logoi.

At the third stage in the development of its reasoning (diavoficewc) it examines nature and the
species of the sensible elements and their powers and explains how they are contained in a causal

manner in its own logoi*’.

The three levels correspond to 1) the use of geometry in theological speculations,
2) the level of ordinary mathematics as Proclus understands it, 3) the use of mathematics
in explaining the physical world.

What Proclus says about the superior dimension of geometry (“it teaches through

images the properties of the divine orders and the powers of the intellectual forms”),
corresponds to what he said earlier about its contribution to theology : mathematical
logoi show through images the properties of that which transcends being and reveal the
powers of intellectual figures™®. Proclus insists that geometry finds these logoi of the
divine beings, “in its own speculations”, that is in discursive thought.
The second level, which lies between the intelligible and the sensible, is characteristic of
the rational soul when it is engaged in discursive thinking (dianoia). This is the level of
Euclidean geometry, as explained by Proclus in his commentary. It develops the notions
(logoi) corresponding to the different figures, studies their properties, shows what they
have in common and in what they are different. Starting from those logoi, which belong
to the very essence of the human soul, geometry shapes the figures in imagination but
keeps them within their defining limits by connecting them with the essential logoi.

The third level is the extension of geometry in its application to the physical
world. It examines in particular, as in the Timaeus, the geometrical structure of the

elements.

I Mueller 1987, pp. 317-8 quotes this text to show how Proclus used his doctrine of projectionism as a
foundation of ordinary geometry. See on this text also also O’Meara 1989, p. 173.
“8 See text quoted above note 17.
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Proclus concludes (In Eucl. 62.22-26):

Geometry has images of the total intelligible kinds and paradigms of sensible ones but it has its
essence in the dianoetic forms and through this middle region it ranges upwards and downwards

to everything that is or comes to be.

The conclusion recalls an important principle of Proclus’ psychology. The soul is
everything, in its own manner: what is above the soul, it knows as image, what is
inferior, it knows in a paradigmatic way. This principle figures as proposition 195 in the
Elements of Theology: “Every soul is all things, in a paradigmatic way
(Topaderypotikdg) the sensible, in an iconic way (gikovik®c) the intelligible”. Unlike
Plotinus and Porphyry, Proclus maintains that, in its attempts to ascend or descend, the
soul always remains at its own intermediate ontological level, characterised by
discursive thinking (dianoia). Even in its theological speculations the soul keeps a mode
of vision proper to it (év toig oikeiowg Oeduoot). Rather than a theurgic esoteric
transformation, there is a reasoning that enables us to understand, through images, that
which we cannot directly grasp. This is also what Proclus had said earlier in the

prologue (20.4-5):

Geometry reveals in its own arguments (€v toig oikeioig Loyiopoic) the truth about the gods and a

theory of being (kai v mepi Oedv dAnBelav Kai v mepl TdV dvimv Bewpiav).
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ABSTRACT

Carlos Steel, Proclus on the Usefulness of Mathematics for Theology

Despite Proclus’s programmatic declarations in the introduction of his
Commentary on Euclid that mathematics “prepares intellectual insight for theology” and
should be used as a “stepping-stone” to a higher world, this chapter cautions against
overemphasizing the theological purpose of his geometrical arguments. Such
declarations have led to a neglect of the real import of Proclus’s technical geometrical
discussions, with some arguing that geometry for him constituted the core of higher
theurgy. This chapter argues that scholars should not be misled by Proclus’s Neoplatonic
claims about mathematics as a bridge to theology. The theological speculations present
in his work are best understood as digressions that illustrate how it is possible, from our
discursive perspective (the proper domain of mathematics), to gain an intellectual insight
into the divine causes. Specifically, the chapter examines the crucial difference between
the technical 'textual’ analysis and the speculative approach (theoria) to reality.

Carlos Steel
KU Leuven (Belgium)

carlos.steel@kuleuven.be
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Alain Lernould

LA MATHEMATIQUE GENERALE CHEZ PROCLUS

Mise au point terminologique

« Mathématique générale » traduit le grec 1) 6An podnpotikr). Maintenant 1’expression 1) 6An
pobnuatikny peut avoir deux sens: (i) la « mathématique tout entiére » (la « mathématique en
général », i.e. I’ensemble des sciences mathématiques particuliéres, en premier lieu : arithmétique,
géométrie, musique, astronomie), ou (ii) la « mathématique générale » ou «universelle », par
opposition aux sciences mathématiques particuliéres'.

La notion de « mathématique universelle » apparait pour la premicre fois chez Aristote,
fugitivement, en Métaphysique E 1.1026a25-27 et K 7.1064b8s. Dans ces deux passages Aristote
distingue les sciences mathématiques particuliéres, qui traitent d’un genre déterminé (comme la
géométrie ou I’astronomie) d’une « mathématique universelle » qui est « commune »: 1 0¢
ka0 oL TosdY Kown, 1026a27).

Jamblique, dans son De communi mathematica scientia, du IV® s., glisse parfois du sens (i)

au sens (ii)’.
Le genre transcendant
Dans le frangais « mathématique générale » il y a « genre ». Proclus oppose trés fortement le

genre « logique », le genre « abstrait », élaboré a posteriori par la raison a partir d’une multiplicité

et le genre transcendant, qui a le statut de principe, de cause productrice, antérieure a et séparée de

'. Comme le dit trés justement Rabouin 2009, p. 143 : « I’exposé (sc. dans le Prologue I, chapitre sept de I’In Eucl.)
semble valoir aussi bien des mathématiques ‘en général’ que d’une possible ‘mathématique générale’, deux manieres
trés différentes de traduire et de comprendre la 6An podnpoticy, qui se retrouveront chez les commentateurs ».

?. Voir Rabouin 2009, p. 37ss.

’. Sur la « mathématique commune » chez Jamblique, voir pour commencer Bechtle 2010, pp. 31—44, qui aborde la
question importante de savoir si par « mathématique commune » (kown pofnpatikry) Jamblique dans le De communi
mathematica scientia entend une science antérieure aux mathématiques particuliéres (une « mathématique générale »)
ou I’ensemble des sciences mathématiques (une mathématique « en général »). Dans le chapitre cing du Comm. Math. il
est clairement question d’une « mathématique générale » (comme dans le chapitre trois du Prologue I de 1’In Euclidem
de Proclus). Sur la mathématique générale chez Proclus, voir aussi O’Meara 1989, pp. 157-66.
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son dérivé®. C’est surtout dans le commentaire sur le Parménide que I’on trouve des
développements sur ce point. Mais le theme du genre transcendant apparait clairement aussi dans un
passage de I’In Euclidem. C’est dans le cadre du commentaire sur la définition de la figure dans les
Eléments (Déf. I, 14) : Une figure est ce qui est contenu par quelque ou quelques frontiéres. Cette
définition a été critiqué d’un point de vue logique en ce qu’elle définit le genre par I’espéce. A cela
Proclus répond (In Eucl. 143.18-144.9) :

Si un logicien subtil reproche a la définition d’Euclide de définir le genre a partir des especes — car ce qui est
contenu par une frontiére et ce qui est contenu par plusieurs frontiéres sont des espéces de la figure, il faudra
lui répondre que les genres ont pré-embrassé en eux-mémes les espéces potentielles. Et les Anciens, chaque
fois qu’ils veulent mettre en lumiére les genres a partir des espéces potentielles qui sont dans les genres,
semblent procéder & partir des espéces, mais, en réalité, c’est a partir des genres eux-mémes c’est-a-dire a
partir des espéces potentielles en eux qu’ils nous enseignent ce qu’ils sont. La raison de la figure, tout en étant
une, embrasse donc, en vertu de la Limite et de I’lllimitation qui est en elle, les différences entre les multiples
figures, et pour celui qui définit cette raison il n’est pas absurde d’inclure dans la définition les différentes

puissances qui sont dans cette raison.

Le genre transcendant pré-contient les espéces dont il est cause. Il les contient en acte, mais
de maniére concentrée, non différenciée, si bien que ces mémes espéces peuvent étre appelées
« puissances » en tant qu’elles ne sont pas encore réalisées, i.e. pas encore formellement
différenciées. C’est la une doctrine fondamentale dans le Neéoplatonisme tardif. On la trouve
exposée chez Proclus dans le Commentaire du Parménide et aussi chez Simplicius, dans son
commentaire aux Catégories d’Aristote®. On ne peut comprendre ce qu’est la mathématique

générale chez Proclus si I’on n’a pas en téte cette doctrine néoplatonicienne du genre transcendant®.

Le rang de la mathématique générale dans la hiérarchie des connaissances

Dans le chapitre 14 du Prologue I du commentaire de Proclus sur le premier Livre des
Eléments d’Euclide il est trés explicitement question en certains passages de la « mathématique

* Sur la notion de genre transcendant cf. I’ouvrage important de Helmig 2012 et la recension de celui-ci dans Lernould
2016. Voir aussi Luna 2001, citée infra note 5.

® Voir e.g. Simpl. In Cat. 69.24-32 ; 77.12-78.3. Sur cette doctrine qui s’inspire de la métaphysique néoplatonicienne
tardive voir les pages excellentes que lui consacre Luna 2001, pp. 794-804. Voir aussi Procl. In Prm. VV 981.5-21
Steel : la raison substantielle en nous de I’homme contient en acte sous un mode unifié toutes les différences
constitutives de I’individualité d’un Socrate par exemple, tandis que le genre « homme » coordonné aux multiples
hommes particuliers ne contient qu’en puissance ces mémes différences, « si bien qu’il est comme une matiére pour les
différences spécifiques qui s’ajoutent a lui » (981.14s. ; souligné par moi).

® C’est ce qui manque dans les pages que D. Rabouin consacre dans son livre Mathesis universalis & la mathématique
générale chez Proclus.
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générale ». On peut en tirer une idée trés claire de la place qu’il faut attribuer a la mathématique
générale dans une hiérarchie des connaissances. Proclus traite dans ce chapitre de la question de
savoir en quel sens Platon, dans la République (534¢), dit que la dialectique est le « couronnement »
des mathématiques. Puis il aborde le probléeme du sens qu’il faut donner au mot « lien » que Platon
emploie dans I’Epinomis (991e) en parlant de « lien des mathématiques ». 1| commence par rejeter
I’opinion d’Eratosthéne, le contemporain d’Archiméde, pour qui le lien est la proportion. Proclus
nous donne la raison pour laquelle Eratosthéne avait pensé cela. C’est parce que « la proportion est
dite étre, et de fait est, une des choses qui sont communes aux mathématiques » (In Eucl. 43.20-
21)". Mais, rétorque Proclus, la proportion n’est pas la seule chose qui soit commune & tous les &tres
mathématiques®. Lui-méme donne trois autres interprétations du mot « lien », en fonction d’une
hiérarchie de liens qu’il parcourt de bas en haut. Le «lien », c’est d’abord (i) la mathématique

générale :

Nous dirons au contraire ceci : leur lien immédiat est la mathématique une et générale qui contient en elle-
méme sous un mode plus simple les principes de toutes les sciences mathématiques particuliéres, qui examine
ce qu’elles ont de commun et ce qui les différencie, qui enseigne ce qui est identique en toutes ces sciences, ce
qui appartient & une majorité d’entre elles et ce qui appartient & une minorité d’entre elles. Et, pour ceux qui
apprennent [les mathématiques] comme il faut le faire, c’est jusqu’a elle que s’effectue la remontée a partir des

sciences mathématiques (In Eucl. 44.1-8).

Proclus parle ici de « lien immédiat » (proseches sundesmos) en ce sens que sont aussi
« lien », d’abord et avant la mathématique générale, la science premiére (la dialectique) et plus

fondamentalement encore I’Intellect (voir la suite immédiate du texte sur laquelle je passe ici).

Les objets de la mathématique générale : les théorémes communs
Quels sont les objets de cette mathématique générale ? Pour répondre a cette question je
prendrai d’abord un passage tiré du chapitre 2 du Prologue Il de I’In Euclidem (In Eucl. 60.6-23 ;

souligné par moi) :

[La proposition] : “‘tout rapport est exprimable’ convient a la seule arithmétique et pas du tout a la géométrie
car en elle il y a aussi des rapports inexprimables. Et le principe qu’il y a une limite inférieure aux gnomons

des carrés® est propre & I’arithmétique car en géométrie il n’existe absolument pas de minimum. Appartiennent

”_On peut se demander si Eratosthéne avait en téte le Timée de Platon, ot il est dit (31b—-32a), & propos du lien qui doit
unir les deux extrémes que sont le Feu et la Terre, que la proportion (&voloyia) est le plus beau des liens.

& Cf. In Eucl. Prologue I, chap. 3.

° Le nombre gnomique minimal pour les carrés est 3. Le « gnomon » en géométrie est la figure qui, ajoutée au carré,
accroit sa taille sans altérer sa forme (cf. Arist. Cat. chap. 14, 15a30). Sur le « gnomon » et I’'usage qu’en ont fait les
Pythagoriciens dans leurs spéculations sur le pair et I’impair, cf. Vitrac 1990, pp. 318-20 et 326s.
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exclusivement a la géométrie les théorémes sur les positions — car les nombres n’ont pas de position ; ceux sur
les contacts — car c’est dans les continus qu’il y a contact'® ; ceux sur les irrationnelles — car c’est 1a ou il y a
division a I’infini qu’il y a aussi I’irrationnel. Mais sont communs a ’arithmétique et a la géométrie les
théorémes relatifs aux sections, comme ceux qu’Euclide présente dans son deuxiéme Livre'!, exceptée la
section d’une droite en extréme et moyenne raison'>. De ces théorémes communs, les uns passent de la
géométrie a I’arithmétique, d’autres, inversement, passent de ’arithmétique a la géométrie, d’autres, qui leur
viennent de la mathématique générale, sont également propres aux deux ensemble. Car la permutation et les
conversions des rapports ainsi que les compositions et les divisions sont de cette maniére choses communes a
toutes les deux, mais c’est I’arithmétique en premier qui étudie ce qui concerne la commensurabilité, puis en

second la géométrie, qui imite celle-1a.

Un théoréme peut étre commun a I’arithmétique et a la géométrie parce ce que I'une le
recoit de I’autre. Il peut aussi leur étre commun parce que toutes deux le recoivent en méme temps
d’une autre science qu’elles, antérieure a elles, a savoir la mathématique générale. C’est ce que veut
dire « sont également (6poiwc) propres aux deux ensemble »'°.

Proclus, dans le Prologue I, chapitre 4, parle des théorémes communs en donnant les mémes
exemples. Mais il donne en plus une précision cruciale quant au statut de ces théorémes communs

(In Eucl. 8.18-9.10) :

Il ne faut donc pas penser que ces théorémes communs'® existent d’abord dans les espéces mathématiques
multiples et divisées, et qu’ils sont produits postérieurement, c’est-a-dire a partir des espéces multiples ; il faut
au contraire dire qu’ils existent avant ces multiples especes et qu’ils I’emportent sur elles en simplicité et en
précision. C’est en effet pour cela que la connaissance de ces théorémes communs a la préséance sur les
diverses connaissances mathématiques, qu’elle donne a ces derniéres leurs principes, et que les diverses

sciences mathématiques existent en référence a'"° elle et remontent 4 elle'®. Que le géométre dise en effet que si

"% Arist. Ph. E 3.227a21s.

" Eucl. EL II 1-10. Sur I’ « algébre géométrique » et I’interprétation algébrique du Livre II des Eléments, cf. Vitrac
1990 p. 366ss. (en part. 368s. sur les démonstrations arithmétiques des Propositions du Livre II des Eléments d’Euclide
dans les scholies a ce livre et par le moine Barlam). Voir aussi le commentaire de an—Nayrizi dans la version arabe.

" Cf ELIIL.

13 Rabouin 2009, pp. 147-8, pense que les théorémes communs dans le Prologue II (sur la géométrie) relévent d’une
mathématique générale « au sens étroit » du terme par opposition aux théorémes communs dont il est question dans le
Prologue I (sur la mathématique), chapitre 3.

. Ce sont les théorémes qui portent sur les proportions, les rapports, 1’égal et ’inégal considérés d’une maniére
générale et non pas en tant qu’ils sont dans les figures, les nombres, etc. cf. In Eucl. 7.13-8.3.

5. 9.1s. Sur I’emploi de la préposition mepi + acc. pour signifier dans un contexte métaphysique ce « relativement a
quoi » ou « en référence a quoi » quelque chose existe (i.e. la cause premiére ou la cause antécédente) cf. Théol. plat. I
9.60.26 et la note 4 Saffrey-Westerink (Notes Complémentaires, p. 117). Proclus développe cette interprétation de mepi
+ acc. (qui s’inscrit dans le cadre plus général d’une métaphysique des prépositions) a partir d’un passage de la Lettre
I1, ou il est dit que « tous les étres existent relativement au Roi de I’Univers » (312els.), cf. Theol. Plat. I 9.61.2-5 :
« Le “relativement a quoi” (10 mepi 6) convient au sommet des intelligibles, puisque tous les mondes divins procédent
relativement a lui qui leur est supérieur d’une maniére cachée » ; Theol. Plat. 11 9.59.10-13 : « Dire que tous les étres
n’ont d’existence qu’en référence a lui (10 yap mavra nepi avtov Deeotkévar) révéle Iexistence des étres inférieurs
tout en laissant ce qui est au-dela de tout 1’univers sans aucune liaison avec les étres qui le suivent » ; voir aussi Theol.
Plat. T 3.17.6ss.; 1I 8.56.18; I 9.57.15; In Prm. 1 708.37. Appliquée a I’Un DI’expression mepi & marque la
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quatre grandeurs sont proportionnelles, elles le sont encore par permutation, et qu’il le démontre selon les
principes qui lui sont propres et dont jamais un arithméticien ne ferait usage ; quant a I’arithméticien, qu’il
démontre & son tour que quatre nombres étant en proportion, ils le seront encore par permutation, et ceci a
partir des principes de la science qui lui est propre. Qui est alors celui a qui il revient de connaitre la
permutation aussi bien dans les grandeurs que dans les nombres'’, ainsi que la division aussi bien des
grandeurs que des nombres composés, et pareillement la composition aussi bien des grandeurs que des

nombres divisés ? [souligné par moi]*,

Proclus ne donne pas la réponse a la question : qui est alors celui a qui il revient de connaitre
la permutation aussi bien dans les grandeurs que dans les nombres ?, mais on peut raisonnablement
penser qu’il s’agit du philosophe.

Mais ce que je voudrais souligner est la chose suivante : les théorémes communs ne sont pas
des généralisations produites postérieurement a partir des multiples et divers théorémes qu’on
trouve dans les diverses sciences mathématiques. Ils ont un statut analogue a I’universel ante rem,
par opposition a I’universel postérieur dans I’ordre de I’étre. Loin d’étre « abstraits » des multiples
théorémes divers ils sont antérieurs a ceux-ci. Loin d’étre des formes « logiques » vides, ils ont le
statut de principes producteurs. Et la science de ces théoremes communs elle aussi est antérieure
aux diverses connaissances mathématiques. L’antériorité se traduit par I’unité, une plus grande
simplicité, une plus grande rigueur, par le statut de source, d’origine, i.e. de cause productrice. C’est
la « connaissance des théoremes communs » qui donne aux diverses sciences mathématiques leurs
principes spécifiques, plus déterminés, plus particuliers. Cette « connaissance » n’est pas la totalité
composée (qui résulte) des parties (ceci est la « mathématique tout entiere », la mathématique « en
général »), encore moins la totalité dans la partie. Elle est totalit¢ avant les parties. Par

« connaissance des théorémes communs » Proclus veut dire ici : « mathématique générale ».

transcendance absolue du premier principe en méme temps qu’elle exprime I’idée que I’Un est cause de la procession et
de la conversion de toutes choses. Ficin se fera I’écho de cette interprétation, cf. Commentaire sur le Banquet de Platon.
De I’amour 11 4.32 Laurens : « Autour du roi signifie non pas “dans le roi”, mais “en dehors” de lui : car en Dieu il n’y
a pas point de composition. Quant au sens de ce terme, autour, Platon I’explique en ajoutant : Tout existe grace & lui, il
est cause de tout ce qui est beau. Comme s’il disait : tout gravite autour du roi parce que tout, par nature, revient a lui
comme & sa fin, de méme que tout a été produit par lui en tant que principe ». Ici c’est la science premiére, la science de
I’8tre en tant qu’étre, qui, par rapport aux diverses sciences mathématiques, se voit attribuer le rdle de cause
antécédente, analogue donc a ce qu’est le o mepi 6 en métaphysique. Pour d’autres occurrences dans I’In Eucl. de nepi
+ acc. au sens de «en référence a», cf. par exemple 56.18 ; voir aussi 154.25 (le centre du cercle est le «ce en
référence a quoi » les rayons et la circonférence existent).

16 Cf. lambl. Comm. Math. ch. 5, 20.1-5.

1" Cf. Arist. APo. | 5.

8 Cf. Eucl. EIl. V 16, 17 et 18 : si A: B= C: D alors, par permutation, A: C=B: D;si A: B=C: D alors par
séparation (A-B) : B=(C-D): D ;etsi A: B=C: D alors par composition (A+ B) : B = (C+D) : D. Voir aussi lambl.
Comm. Math. ch. 5, 19.2-4.

', Cf. El. Theol. 67-69.
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La mathématique générale est un genre transcendant

La mathématique générale est-elle une cinquiéme science mathématique ? La réponse a cette
question est bien sOr : non. La mathématique générale n’est pas une science a coté et sur le méme
plan que les autres sciences mathématiques. Par « sur le méme plan » je veux dire que méme si les
diverses sciences mathématiques peuvent faire I’objet d’une hiérarchisation en fonction du degré
d’unité plus ou moins grand de leur objet propre (I’unité en arithmétique, n’a pas de position est un
objet plus simple que le point, qui est en géométrie unité ayant en plus une position), néanmoins
elles se situent toutes a un méme niveau de discursivité. La mathématique générale déploie, elle,
une science plus simple. Mais la mathématique générale n’est pas non plus une méta-mathématique.
Elle ne serait, si c’était le cas, qu’un savoir logiquement « abstrait », un genre « postérieur dans
I’ordre de I’étre » comme I’est le genre logique « vivant » par opposition aux espéces (vivant ailé,
terrestre, etc.)?®; et le théoréme commun ne s’appliquerait & aucun objet qui lui serait propre, un
universel « substantiel ». Un théoreme commun, sur I’égal en tant que tel par exemple, a le statut
d’un universel ante rem. L’égal dans les nombres et I’égal dans les grandeurs sont, eux, des
universaux in re. C’est précisément parce qu’elle est connaissance du commun comme genre
transcendant que la mathématique générale n’est plus une connaissance du méme type que celui des
sciences particulieres qu’elle unifie. En ce sens la mathématique générale n’est plus une science
mathématique. La mathématique générale est bien au-dessus (séparée) des mathématiques
particuliéres. Elle a le statut d’une monade d’ou procéde une multiplicité qui lui est homogéne (scil.
les diverses sciences mathématiques), de la méme maniere que la Nature Universelle (ou Totale) est
suivie des natures multiples. Puisqu’elle est « lien », principe d’unité, elle transcende ce qu’elle
unifie. Elle est donc bien une « connaissance » (yvioig), ce terme marquant un type de savoir
spécifiguement caractérisé par son degré de proximité ou d’éloignement par rapport a la
connaissance ultime qu’est I’union intellective avec les Intelligibles (sensation, opinion, science,
intellection). Le fait que cette connaissance est encore de la « mathématique » trahit, si I’on peut
dire, sa proximité d’avec les sciences mathématiques. Mais ce n’est plus une science mathématique
en ce sens qu’elle ne porte pas sur un genre mathématique particulier (comme toute entité
médiatrice elle communique avec ce qui la précéde, la dialectique, et avec ce qui la suit, les

mathématiques particulieres).

2 Proclus parle parfois des sciences mathématiques comme des espéces d’un genre commun, cf. In Eucl. 35.17ss. :
« Car aprés avoir considéré le genre total et complet de la mathématique il faut aussi sans doute voir les différences
spécifiques des sciences mathématiques particulieres ». Le « genre commun » est ici la mathématique tout entiére. Sur
I’idée que la mathématique générale n’est pas un genre par opposition & des especes cf. e.g. Dillon — O’Meara 2008, p.
6.

126

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



Ajoutons que les théorémes communs (les axiomes) sont les principes de toute
démonstration. lls s’appliquent a toutes choses en tant que ces choses sont, au sens fort du terme,
i.e. en tant que toutes choses ont en commun I’étre. C’est pourquoi Aristote peut dire que leur
connaissance reléve de la connaissance de I’étre en tant qu’étre (Metaph. T 3.1005a19-30).

Mathématique générale ou science de I’étre en tant qu’étre

Reprenons notre lecture du Prologue I, chapitre 4. Proclus a souligné I’antériorité des
théoremes communs par rapport aux objets propres a chaque science mathématique et il a donné

quelques exemples de théoremes communs. Il poursuit en disant (In Eucl. 9.10-10.13) :

Il ne se peut en effet qu’il y ait des connaissances scientifiques des choses particuliéres sans que nous ayons
une science une des choses qui sont universelles et plus proches de la contemplation intellective. Au contraire,
c’est bien plut6t la connaissance de ces choses-1a qui est science; c’est d’elle que les diverses sciences
mathématiques regoivent leurs principes, et <la> remontée des connaissances, depuis les plus partielles vers les
plus universelles, se fait jusqu’a ce que nous remontions a la science elle-méme de I’étre en tant qu’étre?.
Celle-ci ne daigne pas examiner les attributs essentiels des nombres, ni non plus & ce qui est commun a toutes
les quantités ; elle étudie I’une et unique essence et existence? de tous les étres, et c’est pour cela qu’elle est la
plus enveloppante de toutes les sciences et que toutes les sciences regoivent d’elle leurs principes. Ce sont en
effet toujours les sciences supérieures qui fournissent a celles qui leur sont inférieures les hypotheses premiéres
de leurs démonstrations ; quant a la plus parfaite des sciences, elle donne & toutes les sciences leurs principes,
qu’elle tire d’elle-mé&me : aux unes, elle procure des principes plus universels, aux autres, des principes plus
particuliers — c’est pourquoi, dans le Théétete aussi, Socrate mélant la plaisanterie au sérieux compare a des
colombes les sciences qui sont en nous. Il dit qu’elles volent, celles-ci en troupe, celles-1a & part des autres. En
effet, d’un cété, les sciences qui sont plus communes et plus universelles englobent en elles de multiples
sciences plus partielles, et de I’autre celles qui touchent aux choses connues divisées en espéces s’écartent les
unes des autres et sont sans contacts les unes avec les autres, parce qu’elles partent de principes premiers
différents. Au-dessus des multiples sciences mathématiques on doit donc mettre une science unique, qui
connait les choses qui sont communes et qui s’étendent & tous les genres et qui fournit a toutes les sciences

mathématiques leurs principes. Que s’arréte ici notre enseignement consacré a cette science.

2! Dans le chapitre sept la science une et supérieure aux diverses sciences mathématiques est la mathématique générale
(cf. In Eucl. 18.5-11). Il est a nouveau fait mention de la mathématique générale plus loin dans le chapitre quatorze ou
il est dit que la mathématique générale est le lien immédiat, le premier lien des mathématiques ; au—dessus de la
mathématique générale le lien des mathématiques est la dialectique ou science premiére, et, en derniére analyse, le lien
est I’intellect (In Eucl. 43.19-44.21).

22 | ’essence, c’est-a-dire I’existence, est premiére par rapport aux déterminations qui viennent s’ajouter a elle et dont

elle est comme le substrat. Pour le couple ovsia kai drap&ig cf. e.g. In Ti. 11l 170.6-7 Van Riel (= 11 123.16 Diehl) :
« I’essence et I’existence (ovcio kol tmap&ig) dérivent du Principe tout premier ».
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Dans ce chapitre quatre Proclus, dans sa remontée jusqu’a la science une au-dessus des
diverses sciences mathématiques, s’éléve directement jusqu’a la science de I’étre en tant qu’étre en
laissant derriére lui, si I’on peut dire, la mathématique générale (et aussi la dialectique®®). Comme le
fait remarquer Rabouin 2009, p. 142: c’est la une des raisons pour laquelle nombre de
commentateurs renaissants considéreront que la « mathématique universelle » n’est en fait rien
d’autre pour Proclus que la philosophie (science) premiere elle-méme. Il ajoute (ibid. 142ss.) que la
possibilité d’une mathématique générale n’est pas fermée et il voit, semble-t-il, dans la science de
« ce qui est commun a toutes les quantités » (In Eucl. 9.21) quelque chose comme une allusion a la
mathématique générale.

Ce qui peut conduire a faire dépendre les sciences mathématiques directement de la
philosophie premiere c’est bien sdr I’enseignement de Platon, qui attribue a la dialectique (que les
Néoplatoniciens identifiaient avec la science de I’étre en tant qu’étre chez Aristote) la fonction de
« couronnement » des mathématiques (cf. Resp. VII 534e2s. et In Eucl. 42.8-43.18). C’est aussi
celui d’Aristote, cf. Metaph. I 3.1005a19-30 :** c’est une méme science, a savoir la science de
I’étre en tant qu’étre, qui porte a la fois sur les principes a la base de toute démonstration et sur les
causes premiéres de I’étre (voir aussi E 1, en part. 1025b3-16). Syrianus se fera I’écho de cette
doctrine.”

Mais je ne pense pas qu’ici dans le chapitre quatre le silence de Proclus sur la
« mathématique générale » comme science intermédiaire entre la dialectique (la science premiére)
et les mathématiques implique une identification chez lui de la mathématique générale avec la
science premiere. La « mathématique générale », ou « mathématique universelle », n’est pas la
« science universelle ». Et si I’on suit Rabouin, il n’y a pas véritablement une omission de la
mathématique générale, mais bien une allusion a celle-ci. Et méme si on dit qu’il y a omission,
I’omission n’est pas une négation. Comme souvent chez Proclus un cadre doctrinal peut prendre des

formes diverses selon le contexte et I’idée directrice du développement. Je pense que I’étagement a

2 Sur la dialectique comme « couronnement » des mathématiques, cf. In Eucl. 42.8ss., en part. 42.16ss.: «La
dialectique (...) donne aux sciences mathématiques leurs diverses puissances, qu’elle tire d’elle-méme (...) je veux
dire : I’analyse, la division, la définition et la démonstration ». La-dessus voir Lernould 1987.

2« Il faut dire s’il reléve d’une seule science ou de deux sciences différentes de traiter de ce qu’on appelle axiomes en
mathématiques et de la substance. Certes, il est manifeste que I’examen de ces axiomes reléve d’une seule science et
que c’est celle du philosophe, car ils appartiennent a tous les étres et non & un genre particulier séparément des autres.
Tous s’en servent parce que les axiomes relévent de I’étre en tant qu’étre, et que chaque genre est un étre, mais ils ne
s’en servent qu’autant qu’il leur suffit, c’est-a-dire autant que s’étend le genre sur lequel ils font porter leurs
démonstrations. En conséquence, puisque, & I’évidence, les axiomes appartiennent a tous les genres en tant qu’étres
(c’est en effet ce qui leur est commun), leur étude reléve aussi de celui qui acquiert la connaissance de I’étre, en tant
qu’étre. C’est pourquoi, aucun de ceux qui ménent une recherche partielle n’entreprend de dire quoi que ce soit sur la
vérité ou la fausseté de ces axiomes, qu’il soit géomeétre ou arithméticien » (trad. Duminil-Jaulin).

2 Cf. In Metaph. 20.27-34. Sur cette science premiére des principes de toute démonstration comme « sagesse » —
comme « monade » des sciences — identifiée par Syrianus a la philosophie premiére, et sur cette « sagesse » comme
image de I’Intellect divin, voir O’Meara 20009.
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quatre termes dans le chapitre 14 : 1. sciences mathématiques multiples, 2. mathématique générale,
3. dialectique, 4. Intellect, est réduit ici dans le chapitre 4 a deux termes : 1. sciences mathématiques
multiples, 2. science de I’étre en tant qu’étre (= dialectique), sans mention de la mathématique
générale et sans mention non plus de I’Intellect.

En outre la science premiere s’éléve au-dela des objets propres a la mathématique générale.
Certes les principes que connait la mathématique générale sont les axiomes ou principes de toute
démonstration. Mais les théorémes qui lui sont propres portent sur les rapports généraux, comme on
peut le lire chez Marinus, dans son Commentaire aux Data, 254.5-13 Menge : la mathématique
générale est la science qui a pour objet les multiplicités, les grandeurs, les temps, les vitesses, les
rapports, proportions et médiétés de toutes sortes. Marinus ajoute : Euclide dans le livre V a adapté
aux grandeurs, en géomeétre qu’il était, les rapports généraux (ibid. 254.223-227). La mathématique
générale a ainsi pour objet une essence mathématique, qui est intermédiaire entre I’Intelligible et le
Sensible (voir In Eucl. Prologue I, chapitre 1). Seule la science premiéere (la théologie ou
métaphysique) s’éleve jusqu’aux Intelligibles. La science premiére déploie toute la hiérarchie divine
en montrant comment tout dépend de I’Un. Elle est tout entiére contenue dans le Parménide.

Maintenant, pour en revenir a notre chapitre sept, le mouvement de remontée vers la science
unique au-dessus des sciences multiples ne peut s’arréter avant le terme ; c’est lui qui prime et une
étape intermédiaire peut treés bien étre omise quand il s’agit d’aller rapidement a I’essentiel, au
terme culminant. Et le terme ultime c’est ici la science de I’étre en tant qu’étre. Pour le dire un peu
familierement : certes il existe ce qu’on appelle la mathématique générale, qui intéresse le
mathématicien ; mais le philosophe, lui, ce qui I’intéresse c’est la science premiére ; alors on peut
bien passer (quand il faut étre bref) par-dessus la mathématique générale et aller directement a la
science premiére. Et Proclus s’arréte la. Il ne remonte pas jusqu’a I’Intellect parce que le chapitre
porte sur le mode d’étre des théoremes communs en tant qu’ils font I’objet d’une science discursive,
en tant qu’ils font I’objet d’une démonstration. La these est, comme on I’a vu, que ces théorémes
communs ne sont pas tirés par abstraction des divers théoréemes spécifiques aux diverses sciences
mathématiques mais qu’ils préexistent a ces derniers et en sont la source, ce qui fait qu’ils sont plus

simples et plus précis.

Le caractére fantomatique de la mathématique générale dans I’In Euclidem

Le premier passage ou semble bien apparaitre le theme de la mathématique générale est dans
le chapitre 3 du Prologue I. Dans le chapitre précédent Proclus a exposé comment le Limitant et
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I’Illimité parcourent I’essence mathématique tout entiere. Apres 1’exposé des principes communs
(Prologue I, chap. 2) vient celui sur les théorémes communs (Prologue I, chap. 3 : In Eucl. 7.13—

8.4):

Maintenant, de méme que nous avons considéré les principes qui sont communs aux objets mathématiques et
qui s’étendent a travers tous les genres mathématiques, de la méme maniére considérons les théorémes qui leur
sont communs, qui sont simples et issus de la science une qui maintient ensemble dans 1’unité toutes les
connaissances mathématiques, et examinons comment ces théorémes s’adaptent a elles toutes et peuvent étre
étudiés et dans les nombres et dans les grandeurs et dans les mouvements. Tels sont les théorémes qui portent
sur les proportions, les compositions et divisions, les conversions et inversions, ou encore ceux qui portent sur
tous les rapports comme par exemple les rapports multiples, épimores, épiméres, et leurs inverses, et, plus
simplement, ceux qui portent sur 1’égal et ’inégal considérés d’une maniére générale et commune, non pas en

tant qu’ils sont dans les figures, ou les nombres, ou les mouvements, mais en tant que 1’égal et I’inégal, pris en

\ . oy . 26
tant que tels, possédent une nature commune et se font connaitre d’une maniére plus simple™ .

La encore il semble bien qu’on puisse mettre le doigt sur la mathématique générale, a ceci
pres que ’expression n’y est pas. Mais le rapprochement avec le passage en 60.6-23 cité plus haut
peut nous permettre de reconnaitre, voilée dans la brume d’une périphrase, comme la silhouette de
la mathématique générale. Passons au dernier texte qui peut ici nous intéresser. Il s’agit du début du
chapitre 7 dans le Prologue 1. Ce chapitre a pour objet 1’acte propre et les puissances (Scil. les

méthodes) de la science une au-dessus des multiples sciences mathématiques :

Mais apres 1’essence des espéces mathématiques, remontons jusqu’a la science une des celles-ci, que nous
avons montré étre au-dessus des multiples [sciences mathématiques], et voyons (i) quel est son acte propre, (ii)
quelles sont ses puissances [cognitives] et (iii) jusqu’ou ses puissances s’étendent dans leurs opérations. Il faut
poser, comme nous l’avons dit auparavant, que l’acte propre de la mathématique générale (tflg OAng
pabnuotikiic) est dianoétique et qu’il n’est ni semblable a I’acte de I’intellect, qui est établi de maniére stable
en lui-méme, parfait et autosuffisant de par lui-méme, et tourné vers lui-méme, ni semblable a celui de

I’opinion ou celui de la sensation (In Eucl. 18.5-13).

Je traduis ici 6An poOnpotik par « mathématique générale » car la « science unique au-
dessus des multiples sciences mathématiques » semble bien étre la « mathématique générale ». Mais
en méme temps le contexte ne corrobore pas, semble-t-il, une telle interprétation. Quand Proclus
dit: «la science unique que nous avons montré étre au-dessus des multiples sciences
mathématiques », il renvoie manifestement aux chapitres trois et quatre qui précédent. Or dans le

chapitre quatre c’est la science de I’étre en tant qu’étre qui est mentionnée comme étant la science

*® Par exemple 1’axiome : si, 4 partir de choses égales, des choses égales sont retranchées, les restes sont égaux.
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une au-dessus des multiples sciences mathématiques (cf. 8.18-10.13), avec le probléme que pose
I’apparente mise entre parenthéses de la mathématique générale ; et dans le chapitre trois on ne
trouve pas I’expression « mathématique générale ». Et surtout la suite de son propos tout au long de
ce chapitre sept porte a I’évidence sur les sciences mathématiques en général, la mathématique tout
entiére, et certainement pas sur ce qui serait propre a la mathématique générale. Comme le dit treés
justement Rabouin 2009, p. 143 : « I’exposé (scil. dans le chapitre sept) semble valoir aussi bien des
mathématiques ‘en général’ que d’une possible ‘mathématique générale’, deux manicres tres
différentes de traduire et de comprendre la OAn poabnuatikn, qui se retrouveront chez les
commentateurs ».

I1 reste que nous avons deux passages ou la notion de « mathématique générale » apparait
distinctement dans 1’In Euclidem (Prologue II, In Eucl. 60.19, et Prologue I, chap. 14, 44.1-8).
C’est, il est vrai, un peu court pour une notion si importante, qu’on ne peut manquer de rapprocher

de la mathesis universalis comme ambitieux programme du rationalisme classique®’.
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Marije Martijn

RELATIONS THAT ARE GIVEN AND ESTABLISHED.
PROCLUS’ USE OF ANALOGICAL REASONING IN THEOLOGY

Introduction

The first form of reasoning human beings use, is arguably analogical reasoning®.
Apparently from the moment humans start perceiving, they start drawing conclusions
on the basis of similarities. Besides this all-pervasive use, analogical reasoning, most
famously the analogia entis, also has a more specific role in philosophy, as a tool for
understanding the divine.

As Aubenque shows, although the tradition often identifies Aristotle as the
source of medieval and later ideas of the analogia entis, this is actually the result of
Platonizing Aristotle — and indeed, Plato is the primary source for the most important
influence in that tradition: mathematically based analogical reasoning®. One of the
thinkers that play a crucial role in that tradition is Proclus. This chapter will discuss
his views of analogy, to find a unified theory bringing together a colourful palet of
analogies. Although it is not one of the dialectical methods, Proclus does value
analogical reasoning as a crucial scientific and philosophical method, because of its
contribution to reversion or epistrophe. It is therefore a fortiori a crucial theological
method as well. At the same time, however, analogy comes in different forms, each
with its limitations and challenges, that were also matters of debate in Proclus’
writings, as in antiquity more generally. The aim of this chapter is to discuss the
different types of analogy relevant to theology, and show that even the most
problematic ones, according to Proclus either involve or are related to a proportional
relation, with an ontological foundation.

In section 2, | will discuss contemporary and ancient definitions of analogy,

and the main limitation of this form of reasoning. The most pressing limitation, one

! Holyoak et al. 2001, p. 2.

2 Pierre Aubenque published various articles on the history of what he calls the “pseudo-Aristotelian”
notion of analogia entis. See e.g., Aubenque 1989. Fronterotta 2016, following Aubenque, analyzes the
use of analogia and related terms in Plato’s dialogues. For another history of the analogia entis that
includes the Neoplatonic tradition, see Pannenberg 2007. | have not been able to consult this work yet.
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could say, is the problem of justification, or the problem of the unknown universal. |
will also discuss the mathematical foundation of proportionality, and the justification
of analogy found in the system of causality. In the subsequent sections, we will look at
some passages from Proclus’ writings, such as the Platonic Theology, the
Commentary on the Republic and the Commentary on the Parmenides, to highlight
the kinds of analogy he distinguishes and their uses in theology. In this context, we
will also address his discussions of the limitations of analogy, and his proposed

solutions.

Analogy Defined and Justified

Let me start out by distinguishing between analogy as a form of reasoning and
analogy as a stylistic tool. This chapter is about both, but for the purposes of this
discussion, the most relevant contemporary discussions on analogy are those looking
at it as a form of reasoning®. Analogical reasoning is a method that does not require
any prior knowledge, just a capacity for observation and subsequent identification
patterns. That is its core: “to identify recurrences of these patterns despite variation in

the elements that compose them™

. Or in more technical terms, analogy involves two
domains, or sets of objects and statements about them: a familiar source domain, and
a less familiar target domain; and accepted similarities between these two domains. On
the basis of these similarities and our further knowledge of the source domain, we infer
additional similarities between the domains, that allow us to conclude certain things
about the target domain®. For example: if we know that (lit) candles and stars are
similar in that they are bright, and in addition we know about candles that they are
hot, we may infer that stars are hot as well. The first problem immediately presents
itself: this is a form of induction, and therefore the certainty of the conclusion is not
guaranteed®. In part, this problem is due to a certain vagueness in the English use of
the term. This vagueness diminishes once we look at the Neoplatonic tradition’. The
definitions given by Holyoak et al. and Bartha are similar to the description we find in

G. E. R. Lloyd’s famous Polarity and analogy, in which he analyses the use of two

% This is because, as we will see, stylistic analogy, or simile, for Proclus is nothing other than a specific use
of analogical reasoning.

*Holyoak et al. 2001, p. 2.

> Bartha 2013, § 2.2.

®Cf. Bartha 2013.

’-Cf. Gersh 1973, p. 87.
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modes of reasoning in early Greek (pre-)philosophy. As emphasized by the title of his
book, the two modes start from polar opposites and from analogies respectively.
Lloyd mentions that there has not been *“general agreement on the definition of

analogy™®

. In a broader sense, when we speak of analogy as a part or a method of
reasoning, we may say that the hallmark of any analogy (like inductive reasoning)
Is similarity. This brings Lloyd to take on board the following definition, which maps

onto Bartha’s:

Any mode of reasoning in which one object or complex of objects is likened or assimilated to
another of the two particular instances between which a resemblance is apprehended or
suggested, one is generally unknown or incompletely known (Bartha’s target domain, MM),

while the other is, or is assumed to be, better known (Bartha’s source domain, MM)®.

In the subsequent elaboration of pre-philosophical examples, Lloyd shows its
pervasive use: he discusses homoeopathy, omen, simile, comparison, metaphor,
imagery, and, in Greek cosmology, the anthropocentric understanding of the cosmos
in political, biological, and technological images (the cosmos as a politeia, as a living
being, or as a product of craft).

Lloyd’s definition, as that of Bartha, ultimately derive from an uncontroversial
and very concrete ancient sense of the word analogy (analogia): the relation between
two mathematical proportions, especially what is called “geometrical proportion” — a
relation which is itself also proportional: e.g.,1:2::2:4,0r1:2::4:8. Inboth cases,
the two proportions stand in a proportional relation to one another (e.g., 1:2 and 2:4 —
which is just another form of 1:2 —, in turn stand in a 1:2 relation). This primary sense
is also generally identified as a crucial part of the justification for the success of
analogical reasoning: in ancient philosophical sources discussing the nature of
analogy, we find that, by extension, just as analogy holds as a proportional relation
between different kinds of mathematical entities (numbers, magnitudes)?, so too it
holds as a proportional relation between non- mathematical properties or entities: as a

isto b, bistoc, orasaisto be, cistod. Excellent examples of this geometrical

% Lloyd 1966, p. 172.

* Lloyd 1966, p. 175.

" See e.g., In Eucl. 9.2-8. As Morrow 1970 points out, in that passage Proclus also refers to the
geometrical proof of alternate proportionality in Euclid’s Elements theorem V.16 (“if four magnitudes are
proportional they will also be proportional alternately”: é&v téccapa peyédn dvaioyov 1, Koi &vaAraE
availoyov Eotat).
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formula, as we may call it, are found in Plato’s Republic and Timaeus, e.g., “as what
is believed is to what is known, so the likeness is to the thing it is like™".

In the following, analogy will stand more narrowly for such applications of
geometrical proportions to non-mathematical domains. Analogical reasoning will
stand for argumentation relying on the two relations that are similar and themselves
related.

There is a problem with the above-mentioned justification through the
underlying mathematical example: that justification itself relies on an analogy. Other
domains are considered similar to the mathematical domain, and because the
proportional relations exist and work among mathematical entities, they are taken to
exist and work among non-mathematical entities. This is one part of what | will call
the ontological problem. For the other part see below.

In addition, analogical reasoning is essentially different from proportional
relations in mathematics: whereas in mathematics the ratio of comparison is known,
outside it analogical reasoning relies on an unknown universal (or an unknown ratio).
This problem was addressed by Aristotle in his discussion of “arguments from
similarity (homoiotes)”. That these “arguments from similarity” are what we call
analogy is clear from Aristotle’s example, which echoes the geometrical formula®?:
“as knowledge and ignorance of contraries is the same thing, so is the perception of
contraries the same thing, or, conversely, since the perception of them is the same, so
also is the knowledge”. The problem is that such arguments compare things through an
implicit universal, which makes them useful in dialectic (in the Aristotelian sense),
but also unreliable. This is what we may call the epistemological problem of

analogical reasoning.

" Resp. VI 51029-10: d¢ 10 80£00TdV TPOC TO YVeoToV, 00T 0 Opoledéy Tpdg T @ Mpotddn. And
further Resp. VII 534a3-5: 6t ovcia wpog yéveoty, vonow mpog d6&av, kol dti vonoig mpog d6&av,
EmoTAUNY TPOC ToTV Kal Stdvolav mtpog ikaoiav; Ti. 29¢3: dtumep npdg yéveotv ovesia, TodT0 TPOC THoTV
aAnOsia. Another important passage for later ancient ideas about analogy is Ti. 31b4—32a7, where Plato
describes the proportional bond between the elements.

"> Arist. Top. ©® 1.156b10—18. See also Fronterotta 2016, p. 50 and Bartha 2013, § 3.2: “Although Aristotle
employs the term analogy (analogia) and discusses analogical predication, he never talks about analogical
reasoning or analogical arguments per se. He does, however, identify two argument forms, the
argument from example (paradeigma) and the argument from likeness (homoiotes), both closely related to
what would we now recognize as an analogical argument”. I would say, however, that the argument from
likeness or similarity comes much closer to analogy in our sense. Paraphrasing his illustration of the
argument from example: if we wish to prove that to fight with the Thebans is an evil for the Athenians, and
we know that the fight against the Phocians was evil for the Thebans, we may assume an underlying
universal that applies to both — namely that to fight against neighbours is an evil in general. The
difference, of course, is that we here have an argument concerning two particulars falling under the same
implicit universal, not (as in analogies) two relations between pairs of similar particulars. Cf. Aristotle’s
own observation at Top. ® 1.156b14—18. Aristotle criticizes arguments from example, not as relying on an
implicit universal, but an incomplete induction from a particular to a general principle: “it does not draw
its proof from all the particular cases” (APr. 68b38—69a19).
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Let us first sum up the well-known Neoplatonic reply to the ontological
problem. One of the advantages of Neoplatonic, or in our case specifically Proclus’
thought, is that it offers a clearcut universal justification for the analogy between
mathematics and other domains: while the mathematical analogy itself as many other
cases of analogy apparently function in a horizontal plane, i.e., between entities that
are ontologically of the same level or category, for Proclus and most Neoplatonic, as
well as Christian thinkers like the Areopagite and Thomas Aquinas, such analogies
are dependent on primary analogies functioning in a vertical plane, i.e. between prior
and posterior, or cause and effect'. It is salient in this respect that Proclus in the
Commentary on Euclid’s Elements, despite the fact that proportions are not introduced
until book 5 of Euclid’s Elements (as he points out at In Eucl. 427.13-4), does bring in
the method of analogy as part of the geometrical method in the commentary on book
1: it is one of the methods grounded in the superior science of dialectic'’. In
addition, and even more saliently, he often refers to analogical relations in that same
commentary, but of all instances most concern the vertical relations between the prior
and posterior, and especially between causes and effects™.

The likening or assimilation of what Bartha calls the “target domain” to the
“source domain” relies on and is therefore justified by a metaphysical assumption
regarding causal relations. Or to be more precise, according to Neoplatonists, in
proper analogies the objects are not likened or assimilated, they are instead alike and
similar or even in part the same by nature due to causation — the resemblance
therefore is not suggested (as in Lloyd’s definition), but real. Moreover, for any
thinker with a Neoplatonic background, the mathematical proportions remain in the
background also in the vertical application of analogy: for them, the mathematical
number 1 is ontologically prior to and the cause of 2 etc., and therefore even a

13- On horizontal vs. vertical in the context of analogy see also Fronterotta 2016. On analogy as part of
Proclus’ geometrical method see also Martijn 2014.

' For Proclus’ discussions of mathematical proportions and the “common theorems” related to them, see
In Eucl.

7.15-24. For the grounding of common principles, including those governing analogy, in dialectic, see In
Eucl. 8.21-10.1.

> For the use of mathematical proportions see 67.5-6, and especially in the exegesis of the first
propositions, e.g., In Eucl. 205.24-206.2, 213.2—7, 220.17-221.6, cfr. 405-406. For the analogical
relations between prior and posterior, or causes and effects (including the relation between superior and
subordinate sciences), see 39.20-22, 66.5-8, 77.12-15, 97.18-100.2, 104.8-16, 117.2-17, 147.3-5,
168.13—-15. An additional role of analogy is the Timaeus’ “bond” of the cosmos, see e.g., In Eucl.
22.17-23.11. Note that at first sight, In Eucl. 43.22—-44.24 seems to contradict my claims, because Proclus
there says that proportion is not the bond between the mathematical sciences. His point there, however, is
that although proportional relations are present in all mathematical sciences, they are not what relate them
to one another — that bond is instead found on higher levels (universal mathematics, dialectic, and
ultimately Nous).
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mathematical analogy is in a sense already an expression of the connection between
the horizontal with the vertical plane®.

The general underlying causal principle can be found in Proclus’ Elements of
Theology. As has been discussed elsewhere, two elements are key to causality for
Proclus as elaborated there: productive motion and degrees of sameness'’. Productive
“motion” is the activity of the prior that of necessity produces the posterior; and the
degrees of sameness point to the fact that the posterior either has the same essence but
in a lower degree, or a different essence. It is the former kind of sameness which is
especially relevant for us, as in this case the posterior consists of a transverse chain of
products or effects with an analogically or proportionally increasing distinction from
their cause’®. For example, lower kinds of souls that are still essentially souls, but, to
differing degrees, inferior to, less perfect, and more divided, etc. than their source, the
monad of Soul. In other words, one of the fundamental structures of reality consists in
analogical relations. This is clear, for example, in EIl. Theol. 100:

Again, all the unparticipated monads are referable to the One, because all are analogous to the
One: in so far as they too are affected by a common character, namely their analogy to the

One, so far we can refer them to the One™®.

So the primary causal background of the ontological analogy between a
principle and its chain is, of course, emanation, which combines a degree of sameness
(remaining) with difference through proportional declension (hyphesis/hypobasis),
i.e., gradual disappearance or inversion of attributes?®. Together, and on the
assumption that the declension takes the same steps in every chain (i.e., follows at
least partially same sequence of inverting attributes to their opposite or to privation),
these two give us “analogous” members within two adjacent series: the monads to the
One, the souls to different gods®* — there are members of the one series that are in

18 Moreover, as Beierwaltes 1979, p. 65; pp. 153-8 in his discussion of analogy as horizontal ontological
“bond of the world” (“Band von Welt”, p. 158) points out, a horizontal analogy as a structure of sameness
is a kind of unity and therefore also relates lower ontological levels to higher ones with greater unity.

17 See the discussion in Martijn — Gerson 2016, but also Beierwaltes before us (see the reff. in Martijn and
Gerson). On the difference between similarity, sameness, and identity, see Martijn —Gerson 2016, p. 53
note 43.

'8 In the latter case, the posterior is an image of the former, which means that the essence is not the same,
but only similar to the essence of its cause. One may here think of the soul being similar to the intellect
(El. Theol. 195).

P oo 8¢ od ol apébextol povadeg ic T v avdyovrar, S10TL T @ Evi avahoyov: | odv TadTdV
7L kol odTon TEMOVOAGL, THY TP TO &V Avaloyioy, TavTy €ic 1O &v avTodc 1) dvaymyn yivetol.

2% In addition, there is a secondary sameness that is the result of reversion (§§ 97 and 29). See also below.
*!_ For the relation of the monads to the One see also EI. Theol. 108—110; cf. 181, and for the souls being
analogous to the gods see 185 and 201.
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the same respective position as members in the other series. Such analogous
members, i.e., with in part the same set of attributes??, can be used in our anagogic
analogies®.

In a slightly less technical context, the different elements of this ontological
justification of analogies as discerned by Proclus come out beautifully: in the 12th
essay of his Commentary on the Republic, when he interprets the Divided Line.
Regarding the second cut of the line (i.e., cutting each of the two unequal parts in
two), Proclus first of all points out that the geometrical proportion, i.e., that each of
the line sections resulting from the first cut, is itself cut “analogous to the original

Iine"24

, serves to bring out the nature of emanation as a combination of declension
with identity — the secondary is inferior to the primary, but through sameness®.
Subsequently, he states that “analogy is the identity of relation and the most beautiful
bond” — which seems a general statement about analogies, but by its reference to
Timaeus 31c brings in the horizontal and entirely immanent ontological analogy
between the elements®®. And finally, he calls analogy the “judgement of Zeus”. This is
a reference to Laws VI 757b, where that judgment is described as consisting in
genuine equality (“much to the great and less to the less great”), which leads to true
friendship. This addition emphasizes the way horizontal analogy can teach us about

vertical analogy. Or in Proclus own explanation (In R. | 289.3-6):

Just as this cosmos has been crafted according to analogy, with all things obtaining an
indissoluble friendship to one another, so too all things came forth, tied together by it and

agreeing with one another?’.

So with this feat of Platonic exegesis, Proclus makes the perceptible
horizontal analogies of the physical world and political life, an indication of the
vertical analogy between the sensible and the intelligible.

Although the phenomenon of analogy built on ontological relations of prior and
posterior may be more often associated with the analogia entis of Christian

NN

. See Van Riel 2016 for a fascinating elaboration of declension among the henads.

. See further El. Theol. 21, 24, 63, 97, and 125.

. InR.1288.26—7: 100tV 8¢ TV AvicmVv 300 TUNUATOV EKATEPOV AVALOYOV TEUVEL Tf €€ APYRG YPOLLLT.

. InR. 1288.27-9: tf|g avaloyiog TaA ToOTNG EVapydS dnAovong TV i TaVTOTNTOG TAV dEVTEPOV GO
TV TpdTEPOV VDPETV.

® In R. 1288.29-289.2: Adyov yap €otwv 1y dvokoyio TontdTg Kol Seopdv 6 kdAhotoc, Og &v Tiado [31c]
HELOONKALEY.

7 g odv O kdopog 0DTOC SedNuovpYNTAL <kaTd> TRV dvatoyiav, Taviev eikiov EAvTov TpdS AN
Aapoviov, obte Koi To mavta TpofjAfev cuvdebévta d1d TovTng Kot Opoloynoavta GAAAOLG.
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metaphysics®®, it is central to late ancient pagan Platonism as well (and even occurs in
middle Platonism, see below)®. An important ancient objection to the ontological
foundation is the rejection of an important assumption on which it is built: that there is
a one-on-one relation between the intelligible and the sensible. In other words,
according to critics the presumed universal behind analogical reasoning about the
intelligible on the basis of the sensible is not just unknown, it is non-existent. This
criticism, which echoes Plato’s own “large largeness” and Aristotle’s third man, is
unjustified. It was in fact quite clear to Neoplatonic thinkers (pagan and Christian)
that the use of analogical reasoning in theology, and assumptions concerning vertical
analogies, are to some extent problematic. Among them, as Chiaradonna has shown,
Plotinus held an extreme position, demonstrating that analogy fails to capture the
differences between the sensible and the intelligible, and arguing that the two realms
are not related by analogy®. Proclus, instead has a more traditional view, in that he
does embrace the metaphysical analogy, but he too discusses the limitations of using
analogical reasoning concerning the transcendent.

In Proclus’ writings, the best place to look for the role of analogical reasoning
as a method based on this metaphysical relation of analogy, is found precisely in a
theological work, the Platonic Theology. We will turn to that next, which will also
allow us to address the epistemological problem mentioned above. Before turning to
the exegesis of passages however, there are two important caveats to be made: first of
all, it is possible that in different writings we find different notions of analogy.
Although Proclus is a very systematic philosopher, his writings do not need to contain a
fully coherent system. And second, one reason why we might find different notions, is
that Proclus is often limited by the texts he is interpreting, such as Platonic dialogues
or Orphic Hymns. | do think, however, that despite these caveats, it is still possible to

find a coherent notion of analogy and analogical reasoning in Proclus’ writings.

28 0On this topic see Ashworth 2009. We will leave aside the medieval tradition in this chapter, but it does
make sense to point out here that the three medieval senses of analogy distinguished by Ashworth,
analogy of proportionality (comparison of relations), analogy of attribution (cf. Aristotle’s focal meaning),
and analogy of imitation or participation (between God and creation), the first and last come together in
Proclus. As we will see, the participation of lower levels in the higher is a proportional relation. In a sense
the analogy of attribution is part of this picture as well, as there is always a highest level to which a term
belongs in its truest sense, but this is semantically a bit different from the transcategorial attribution in
Aristotle.

2 One of the sources of inspiration for Proclus’ view discussed in this chapter was lamblichus’
Pythagorean approach (for which see e.g., Simpl. In Cat. 116.25-33).

% Plot. Enn. VI 3 [44], 2. See the discussions in Chiaradonna 2002, pp. 227-305 and Chiaradonna 2016,
p. 201. As Chiaradonna shows, Plotinus criticized the assumption of those who attempted to harmonize
Plato and Aristotle, that there was an aph’henos-pros hen relation between the intelligible and the
sensible; he moreover criticized the use of analogy as obfuscating the irreducible differences between
these two realms.
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The Role of Analogy in Theology

In the Platonic Theology, Proclus lays out Plato’s theology, which is not the
topic of one specific dialogue, but spread throughout Plato’s writings. In Il 5 of the
Platonic Theology, Proclus presents what he takes to be Plato’s two paths human
beings might take to gain some form of cognitive access to the One, namely the road
by analogy (or, to use its medieval name, the via analogiae), which is represented in
the Republic, and the road by negation (via negativa), for which the Parmenides is the
main source®. We will mostly disregard the latter, and focus on the former, which is
first introduced by Proclus as follows: “Well now, | say that [Plato] sometimes
exhibits that [i.e., the One/Good] through analogy and the sameness of the secondary
things”.

Analogia here refers to the method Proclus thinks Plato chose for exhibiting
(although not really describing) the One, and that the *“sameness” refers to the
underlying metaphysical relations justifying the use of that method®. Just like
Alcinous before him, Proclus mentions as the prime example of this method the
analogy of the sun from Plato’s Republic: “For in the Republic he reveals the
unspeakable character and existence of the Good through the analogy to the sun”*.
Where Alcinous merely mentions analogy, and elaborates the example, Proclus
almost does the inverse: he summarize the example, to then elaborate extensively on
the method. The summary is more informative than it might seem at first sight,

however, so we will return to it below. First let us take a closer look at Proclus’

*1_ Note, however, that analogical reasoning also plays a role in the Parmenides. See below. On the
broader history of these two roads, and the additional third road, the via eminentiae, see O’Rourke 2016.
As O’Rourke points out, the three roads are already discussed by Alcinous. See also below. Plotinus also
discusses different ways in which we can know the first cause, including among others analogy and
negation, Enn. VI 7.36.6—9. See also below. On Plotinus on analogy, see above and Smith 2012.

2 Theol. Plat. II 5.37.12-3: Aéyo toivov &1t moTé pév 81’ dvodoyiog adtd Kai TG TOV SevTéPOV
opotdtnroc eupavifetl. On this passage see also Beierwaltes 1979, p. 330. Saffrey and Westerink translate:
“fait voir le premier principe par le moyen de I’analogie et par la ressemblance avec lui de ce qui lui est
inférieur”.

3 The same pattern is used in the description of the second method of negation. There too we get the
method used first, and the underlying reality second: “and sometimes displays its transcendence through
negations and the excess with respect to all beings together” (Theol. Plat. 1T 5.37.13—15: noté 8¢ o1 T®V
aropdcev T0 EEnpnuévov avtod Kol dp’ dAwnv 0pod TV dvtav EkPepnkog Emdeikvooty).

** Theol. Plat. IT 5.37.15—17: év Hohuteig pév yap St tiic mpdg OV fikov dvaroyiag v Gppactov
idtotto kol Hrap&y 100 dyabod pepnvukev. Cfr. Alcin. Did. 10.5: “The second way of conceiving it is
that of analogy, as follows: the sun is to vision and to visible objects (it is not itself sight, but provides
vision to sight and visibility to its objects) as the primal intellect is to the power of intellection in the soul
and to its objects; for it is not the power of intellection itself, but provides intellection to it and intelligibility
to its objects, illuminating the truth contained in them.” (tr. Dillon 1993, modified)
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further description of how analogy works, namely through a “representation of
reversion” (Theol. Plat. 11 5.38.2-8):

By the other method [i.e., through analogy] the return to it [i.e., the One] of the things that
have proceeded from it is represented; through sameness to that [i.e., the One], there is a
monad for each order of beings, that is analogous to the Good, and which is to the whole
[series] conjoined with it, what the Good is to all the orders of the Gods; of that sameness

itself, the return of the wholes to the One is altogether the cause™®.

At first sight, this passage may be a bit unclear, because Proclus here
describes a couple of steps, and moves between the method and its metaphysical
underpinnings. First (in the order of reality, not of the text), there is the emanation of a
monad (a universal, a whole) from the Good (which we may understand to be the
One/Good in its emanative capacity), heading the orders of being and orders of the
Gods respectively. These are real, ontological relations. Second, there is a return of
the monads/wholes to the One (or the One/Good in its final capacity), i.e., an
ontological epistrophe of the “wholes” to the One, which causes an (ontologically
founded) sameness — and it is this sameness, which founds the analogical relationship.
This is not just a reference to the structure of reality — i.e., the repetition in
functioning as a monad, or being a lower kind of One with their own chain of
emanation — but also to the power patterns at lower metaphysical levels have to help
us revert. This analogy is why Plato can use an analogous, lower entity, as an image of
the higher in a philosophical or literary representation (apeikonizetai), for the sake of
our ascent (anagoge) to the One®. Note that this description is not specific to the
analogy of the Sun — although Proclus probably did pick that example as a very clear,
or the standard, illustration of this method — but is apparently intended to function as
applicable to all uses of the method of analogy®’.

35 \ \ TN o 3 3\ B ~ ’ 5 \ Iy ) \ \ 3
. Kot 0€ oo 1OV Etepov TV mPOG avTd TdV mpoeABoviov EmoTponyv dmewkoviletor S yap TNV

opodTo THY TPOC EKEIVO K0’ EKAGTNY TMV Svimv TEW dvaloyov Dméotn Td dyadd povag, Todto odoa
1p0og dAov TOov obluyov aTiig 6 mPpOg Amdoag 0Tl TAG TOV Be®dV dloKooUNGELS TAYaBOV: TG 6€ OLOOTNTOG
Ta0TNG 1) TPOG EKEIVO TAOV OA®V EMGTPOPT] TAVTMG OiTio.

%% On the methods of negation and analogy as linked to emanation and reversion respectively, see also
Baltzly et al. 2022, pp. 12-3.

7 This shows, I think, from the distance between the illustration and the description (there are 8 lines
between them, in which the other method is described) and the general terms used in the descriptions, e.g.
the use of expressions like “all other things” (Theol. Plat. II 5.37.19-20). To give two further theological
examples: like the relation between the demiurge and all encosmic things, the relation between the One
and all beings is an analogous relation (In Prm. I 642.15—16); and in the Elements of Theology Proclus
argues for the existence of the henads on the basis of analogical reasoning: in a nutshell, every plurality is
analogous to its cause, and as the intellects have Intellect as their cause, the divine series has the One as its
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To return to the analogy of the sun, however: the phrasing used for it, already
suggests that we may run into problems when using this method in theology: Plato
“reveals the unspeakable character and existence of the Good through the analogy to
the sun” — “reveals” and “unspeakable” are clear indications that what we are dealing
with here is not exactly the same as what we find in mathematical analogies. In fact,
as we will see, the method of analogy in this context merges with the via eminentiae
(mentioned as a third method by Alcinous, but not by Proclus)®. This becomes clear
when we look into Proclus’ immediate problematization of a misconception of the
method of analogy. After rejecting unjustified criticism of the via negativa (based in
wrongly understanding the negations as privations), Proclus goes on to address and
reject unjustified criticism of analogy — or perhaps a misguided use of analogies
(Theol. Plat. I1 5.38.15-18):

And let noone try to misrepresent that upward journey to the first principle by defining
analogy as consisting in identity (tautotes) of proportions (logoi) and proportions as

consisting in relations (en schesesin)®.

At first sight, Proclus’ picture of the “misrepresentation” seems to contradict
what | said above about the method of analogy being rooted in geometry, so let’s pick
this passage apart. The issue addressed seems to have several layers: the first problem
would be that if analogies consist in logoi and logoi consist in relations, then
presenting a functional analogy would imply describing a relation of the lower to the
One Good, which is impossible by definition due to the latter’s complete
transcendence. In addition, as a second problem Proclus brings in that analogies are
said to consist in identity of logoi — not just similarity or partial sameness, but
identity, which would put the One and whatever emanates from it on the same

40
|

ontological level™. As we read near the end of the chapter, Proclus refutes this

cause, therefore the divine series has to consist of unities (113, cf. 151). Admittedly, however, this is not a
case of reversion, as the Elements of Theology is set up in descending order.

¥ For the three roads in Alcinous see note 000. Cf. O’Rourke 2016, p. 525 for a similar merging of analogy
and eminence in Celsus, and Chiaradonna 2016, p. 76 for lamblichus and Simplicius.

¥ kod pot pmdeic [...] pite T dvadoyiay &v Adyov TadTdTTL TODG 88 AOYOVG &V GYECESY BPOPILOHEVOG
Sfarrev Emyyelpeito TV Avoyeyov Tavtny mopeiav &l v mTpotictyv apynv. Note that Proclus here
seems to disagree with Plotinus, for whom analogy is not a path to the first principle, but a teaching about it
(didaskousin, Enn. VI 7 [38], 36.6—8). The path to the first principle instead is provided through certain
activities and states, such as purification and virtue (VI 7 [38], 36.8—10). Moreover, Plotinus distinguishes
between analogies and “things derived from it” (yvdoeig tdv €€ advtod), which suggests that he is thinking
of literary analogies, where for Proclus instead the analogies that we need are precisely about “things
derived from it”.

*_ For the difference between similarity, partial sameness and identity, see above and Martijn and Gerson
2016, p. 53, note 43.

143

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



criticism, in both its elements, by showing that Plato’s method of analogy neither
expresses identity of, nor a relation between the One and the things after it (Theol.
Plat. 11 5.39.6-9):

Analogies are only used through indication of the sameness (homoidse6s) of secondary things
to the first, and neither a proportion, nor a relation, nor a communion, of the first principle to

the things after it, is displayed by them*’.

Again, this might seem to undercut an important part of my thesis, namely that
analogies work because of a metaphysical relation of proportionality, but if we keep
on reading, we will see it does not. The main point Proclus is here making is that the
analogies that help us “reach” the One rely on two kinds of relations of transcendence
of cause to effect (Theol. Plat. 11 5.39.9-15). If you recall, chapter 5 of book Il of the
Platonic Theology, as we saw above, not just contains an explanation of analogy, but
also an example, on the One Good and the monads. Let us return to that example to
see how it solves our problem. Importantly, in the context of the Platonic Theology,
the example primarily serves, not so much as illustration of analogy, but as part of the
argument for the transcendence of the One. The example is expressed as an analogy
consisting of proportional relations, namely “the monad [...] is to the whole [series]
conjoined with it, what the Good is to all the orders of the Gods”. Or to render this a
bit more schematically:

monad : series : : Good : orders of Gods.

This analogy suggests that the relation between the monad or unparticipated
universal and its chain is the same as that between the Good and the orders of the
Gods. And it is, in some respects, but importantly not in all — the relation is itself one
of analogy. As Proclus goes on to say: “But all of intellect and every god has a lower
superiority to the inferior of which it is the cause, then the first has to each of the
beings™*. In order to understand this addition, we have to point out that monads exist

i 8¢ avatoyion 81U EvBEIEWV LOVOV THG TPOC EKEIVO TMV SEVTEPMVY OUOIOGEMS TaPUAapBavovTaL, Kol 0DTe
AOy0G 00delg olTE oYéoig 0UTE KOwvmVvia THG TPOTIGTNG APYTiS TPOG TA HET’ aNTNV €K TOVT®V AvapaiveTat.
As we will see, such “indication” can also be found in applying names that belong to sensible objects to
intelligible entities “by mere analogy”. See e.g., In Prm. VII 1200.32—-1201.2.
. Theol. Plat. I 5.39.15-17: 6ALd 7wl 6 vodg kol mig 0gdc Vpeyévy Ehayev dmepoyiv Tpog Td
Katadeéotepa Kol OV 0TV aitioc §| 1O Tp@dTOoV mMPOC EKacTov T@V Svtwv. It is unfortunate for the
systematic rendering that Proclus in this passage moves from the contents of the analogy to a more general
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at different levels, and that Proclus here introduces what he calls the second and third
levels (gods and intellects), but in the inverse order (first intellect, then gods) —
perhaps because it would be easier to understand for his readers how intellect is
inferior to the One than how a god would be inferior to the One. Moreover, the
“orders of Gods” of the second half of the analogy are in fact headed by the very
monads of the first half of the analogy. To illustrate with a mathematical example, the
kind of analogy we are working with here has three terms, not four: it is not similar to
4:8::1:2,but2:4::1:2. The analogy, then, both illustrates the partial sameness
between any monad and the Good, and provides the space to point out the relevant
difference between them, in how they relate to their inferiors®. It thereby reinforces
Proclus’ explanation for why analogy does not express relations in the case of the
One.

In order to ascend to the One through analogy, we use an analogy in which
some source domain figures and offers something knowable (in this case the
ontological analogy or proportional relation between monad and its series), which has
a sameness — in some but importantly not all respects! — to something we wish to
know (but is essentially unknowable) about our target domain: the One.

Schematically, we might render the analogy in the following table:

source unknowable target sameness difference

domain domain

monad 2 | analogous to One 1 unity metaphysical level

| schesis analogous to /no schesis relation vs. transcendence

series 4 | analogous to Gods (and all beings) 2 emanated metaphysical level
plurality of
ones

Table 1

Two things are worth noting here. First of all, it seems problematic that the relation
between “1” and “2” is different from the relation between “2” and “4”. After all, the

point regarding the transcendence of the One. I have tried to make up for this transition in the below table
by including both the term from the analogy and the more general point about “all beings”.
*_Procl. Theol. Plat. IT 5.39.9-20: kai yop 0 £Enpnpévov adTig ob ToVTOV £6TIv 0lov &Ml TV SevTépmv
Kol Tpitev Be@peitor SloKOGH®Y, GALY TOAAD pelovmg Tayabov Drepéyel tdv dAmv §i 6 volig TV pet’
adTéV, £ite 6 dNUIOLPYIKOC 0vTOC &ite 6 TOD TovTOC KOGHOV Vvodc site BAAoC TiC & TV Oesiov
TPOGOYOPEVOUEVOV: GAAG TG O voig kal mig 0e0g VEeEVNV Eloyyev DTTEPOYNV TPOG TA KATAUOEEGTEPT.
Kol OV 0TV 0iTo¢ §| TO TPMTOV TPOC EKAGTOV TAV dVIOV, O TAVTOV Opoing EKPEPNKE Kol oD TV P&V
udALov Tdv 88 frTov: odTm Yap &v adTd oyéoty TPoC T devTepa Peilm Kol EAGTT® TPOCEyOIEY.
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whole point of using an analogy is that it allows us to conclude something on the basis
of patterns shared by the known and the unknown. Proclus may take this to be resolved
by what we will term, modifying a distinction made by Keynes, a combination of
positive and negative analogy**: what holds in the source domain, holds in the target
domain, but not in the same manner — the pattern is the same, but with an adverbial
modification®. Let me illustrate that with the use of the second point: the merging of
the method of analogy and the method of eminence mentioned above. It comes out
quite clearly in Proclus’ statement, reminiscent of the “true equality” from the Laws,
that the (One) “Good exceeds the wholes by much more” (moAl® peldvaog tayadov
vmepéxel Tdv OAwv, Theol.Plat. 11 5.39.9-20, “the wholes” referring to the first level
below the Good). So there is a proportional relation, but perhaps it is better to render it
as 0:1 :: 1:2. Significantly, even though the mathematical relation is broken up by the
adverbial distinction, it is also maintained by the use of the verb “to exceed”
(hyperechein), which is also used in the context of mathematical analogies*.

Proclus on the Didactics of the Analogy of the Sun

The tension we found in the use of analogies between incomparable realms
could be considered a subtype of two of the main problems of analogical reasoning:
the ontological and the epistemological problem of justification. As Bartha points out,
it is very hard to find a general justification for the reliability of reasoning by analogy,
without it justifying arguments that are actually bad arguments*’. We may also recall
Plato’s own eloquent and quite informative warnings against the pitfalls of analogies,
which relate to the epistemological problem (PIl. Phdr. 262a—b and Sph. 231a):

Therefore, if you are to deceive someone else and to avoid deception yourself, you must know
precisely the respects in which things are similar and dissimilar to one another. - Yes, you

must. - And is it really possible for someone who doesn’t know what each thing truly is to

“ Bartha 2013, § 2.2 refers to Keynes 1921 for this distinction, that highlights that analogies may refer to
propositions holding for both source domain and target domain, but also to propositions holding for one
domain but not for the other. See also Lloyd 1966, p. 175.

“* This concept is inspired by Siorvanes 1996, p. 126. For a similar concept in Syrianus (In Metaph.
115.5-9) and Opsomer 2004, who phrases it as a combination of homonymy and synonymy. For this
combination see also below.

“® Seee.g., In Eucl. 122.3-5, Archyt. DK47B2 apud Porph. In Harm. Ptol. 92.

“’_Bartha 2013, § 4.
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detect a similarity - whether large or small - between something he doesn’t know and

anything else*®?

and

And a wolf [is similar to] a dog, the wildest to the gentlest. If you’re going to be safe, you

have to be especially careful about similarities, since the type we’re talking about is very

slippery®.

The first warning, from the Phaedrus, is in fact a variation on Meno’s paradox,
as analogical reasoning is used to draw conclusions about things we do not know
on the basis of things we do know, but as long as we do not know the former (“know
what each thing truly is”), we may not be able to discern a similarity between it and
something else. The second warning, from the Sophist, is an example of this problem.
If we do not really know what a wolf truly is (or a sophist for that matter), we may
conclude that it is similar to a dog (or a philosopher) in more respects than it actually
is — thereby not seeing salient differences, such as that the wolf is a wild animal (and
the sophist a fraud)*®. The importance of knowing differences is also brought out
by Proclus himself, in his discussion of the analogy with the sun in the
Commentary on the Republic, and more specifically in the 11th Essay, the topic of
which is the Republic’s discussion of the Good. He introduces the analogy of the sun as

Socrates “clarifying [the Good] through an image (eikon)”™

. “Through an image”
here refers not to the method of analogy®?, but to the sun, which is an image of the Good
in an ontologically heavy sense. This interpretation is based on similarities with a
chapter early in the Platonic Theology, namely I 4, with its distinction of four methods
of speaking about the divine. Of the two methods that are not “unveiled” but “by
indication” (di’endeixeos), one speaks about the divine “through images” (di’eikonon)
(Theol. Plat. 1 4.20.1-5). This method is further elaborated as “teaching through
mathematics [...] and a treatise about the gods from ethical or physical logoi” (Theol.

Plat. 1 4.19.6- 13). Although the Timaeus would perhaps come to mind first, and is in

* Tr. Nehamas and Woodruff 1995. 8&i 8pa tov pédlhovio dmothosy pév dAlov, adtdv &8¢ pi

dmatioechat, TV OpOOTNTA TAV SvIeVY Kol dvopotdTo dptPdc Siedévat. — Avaykn pév ovv. — "H odv
016¢ & Eotan, GMBelay dyvody EKAGTOV, THY TOD dyVOOLUEVOL OUOIOTNTO GUIKPAY TE KOl UEYUANV &V TOig
A0S SloyLyVOKELY;
*_Tr. White 1993. koi yap K0Vi A0KOG, GypLdTOTOV HUEPOTAT®. TOV 8¢ Aopali] &1 maviov péloTo Tept
TG OpotdTNTAG del moteloBat v euAaknv: OAcOnpdTaTOV Yap TO YEVOG.
>0 Cfr. also Euthd. 298c5: “you are joining flax and not-flax together”, also discussed in Lloyd 1966, p.
395.

31 InR. 1273.21-22: 818 Tiig £ikdvog dppioug Totfjoat capis.

>2_ Pace Baltzly et al. 2022, pp. 142—4, who seem to take “image” to refer to “analogy”.
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fact explicitly mentioned by Proclus®®, the Republic fits this method rather well. And it
is significant, | think, that in the 11th Essay, Proclus paraphrases Glaucon’s request to
Socrates to recount what the Good is, as a request to “give an indication” what the
Good is**.

Before Proclus provides us with his reading of the analogy, he first discusses
the risk involved in using analogies as a means of teaching (tropos didaskalias, In R. |
274.21-22). Plato, he argues, is warning the reader of that risk, but fitting the methods
“by indication”, his warning is presented in a way that will only be understood by
readers who are “not cursorily listening”: he uses word play®>. The more advanced
and careful readers will understand that the main risk in using analogies for teaching
purposes lies in the fact that the audience has to select the features of the source
domain that are shared by the target domain. Because of course, not all features are
shared, but the whole point of analogy or any logos is that they “are not understood
according to the difference of all things, but quite the opposite, according to their
sameness” . Analogies, that is, work because of a sameness of the things compared to
one another. That sameness is never complete, however, as there is always also some
difference between its members. In the case of the sun and the Good, Proclus
emphasizes, the sun’s being a cause is the relevant feature, but some readers might
think the sun’s being caused is also included, and would wrongly conclude that the
Good is caused as well (In R. | 274.24—-275.2). Moreover, because of the nature of
emanation, Proclus emphasizes, it would in any case not be possible to compare
the Good to anything in all its respects (I 275.2-5): there is nothing that is identical to
it.

Proclus takes the risk of overinterpretation of analogies very seriously, and a
couple of pages later, when presenting his own interpretation of the analogy of the
sun, underscores it once more (In R. | 277.7-9):

>3 On these methods in relation to the Timaeus, see Martijn 2006.
 InR.1273.16-21: petdr 8¢ 10010 10 dyadov, Slopioduevoc OV Tept adtod Adyov d¢ peilova Svia tdv
TPoKeIPEVOVY, 100 ['Aavkmvog Kiviicavtog dmmg av évdei&ntat ti 10 1@ dvtt dyadov, dpunocev pév, dg Kol
adTHC POV, ovy 811 E0Tiv €imsly 10 AmMA®C Gyaddv, de’ ob kai TO &v Muiv, dALd Ti TO £01KOC AVTE.
Cf. Glaucon’s requests in the Republic: xai nepi 10D dyabod 616A0ng (VI 506d5) and AAN’, Eon, Aéye- €ig
abB1¢ Yép oD ToTpdC dmoteicelg T Sjynot (506e6—7).
> For the word play see Resp. VI 507a, Proclus’ explanation at I 274.17-22, and Baltzly et al. 2022, p.
144; p. 154 note 29.
1N R.1275.10-12: ai 8¢ dvatoyio koi oi Aoyot ovyi kotd TO Gvopolov Aapfdvovial Taviov, AL’ adtd
Tovvavtiov katd TO dpotov. It is not entirely clear how semantically specific 10gos is in this sentence,
which is why I have left it untranslated, so it can refer to e.g., proportions or arguments
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As we said before, in analogies we should look at each of the things taken in the same relations
(logoi), insofar as they are the same, not insofar as they are different and outside of the same

relations of the things assumed®’.

The formulation is a bit awkward, especially due to the repeated phrase “the
same logoi”. The point is clear, however: when comparing things that display (or that
we take to have) sameness in their relations — i.e., the relations within the two pairs,
in our example specifically the relation between the sun and the sensible and the
relation between the Good and the intelligible — we should focus on the sense in
which these two relations are the same, and by no means on whatever it is that they
are different in>®. What Proclus does not mean here, of course, is that the differences
are irrelevant. Quite the opposite. We should see the difference as such — and hence
not equate the two things in all respects. In the case of the analogy of the sun, he says,
there is only one aspect in which the sun is “analogous” to the Good, namely in its
being a cause of light (ka0’ &v 8¢ uoévov 10 aitiov eivan potdg, | 276.26—27). Proclus
seems to propose that we consider all other aspects of the analogy (light being
analogous to truth, their causal roles, the respective transcendence of sun and Good,
the eye being analogous to the mind) as following from this one point. In addition,
there are points in which the sun is not analogous to the Good, such as the fact that
the sun has a body, and a physical place, and can be moved (I 276.25-26) — these are
not part of the analogy. (Note that both sameness and difference are located in the
lower entity, as we learn about the Good by thinking about the sun — and the analogy
starts from we thinking about the right properties of the sun). In addition, of course,
the analogy reveals its own limitations: it shows us that the Good is the cause of truth,
and therefore transcends truth, and therefore cannot be understood by the intellect. In
other words, the analogy shows us that it itself cannot be the final tool for “knowing”
the Good — for that we need dialectic and the negative method, of aphairesis (I
280.8—281.8). And now we finally understand the point of Proclus’ emphasis on the
risk of overinterpreting analogies. Emphasizing once more that analogies should not
“transgress to other particularities””, Proclus starts his introduction of that negative

7 8t yap ¢ eimopev &v taic avatoyiog i Spota PAémev Ekaota @V AopPavopéveov &V Tolg onToig
LOYOLC, GAL’ 0Dy | BvOpOL KOl TV aDT@Y £6TL AOYmV TV sIMUpévey éKToC.

% Baltzly et al. 2022 translate “toic avtoig Adyors” and “tdv avtdv Adymv” as “the discussion itself”, but
I think this stronger “proportional” sense does more justice to the overall idea.

> Apparently with a nod to Aristotle’s principle of metabasis: pimote odv évtadOa t@v mepi Tig
dvaroyiag Mpiv Tpodupnuéveoy pvnuovedsty koupde, &v oi¢ éléyopev Seiv un petoPoivelv &m’dAkag
id1otnTag T®V TOVG AAYOVG EXOVTMV, GAL Eupévey ypTival Talg €€ apyfig, kab’dg 1 avoroyio Bewpeitar (In
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method as applied to the Good with a difference between the sun and the Good: the
sun is both ungenerated and generated, albeit in different senses, which might lead us
to believe, overinterpreting the analogy, that the Good is both not existing and
existing. This, however, is not true.

If we return to the discussion from the Platonic Theology, we have to
emphasize that for analogy to work in reversion, such negative analogy is just as
important as the positive one: we have to understand, not only how the One is like a
monad, or how the Good is like the sun, but also in what sense they are not. Otherwise,
we can never transcend an intellectual approach®.

Taking a step back, let us return to the bigger issue highlighted by Plato: we
are still stuck with the problem that to use analogy in reasoning, and, by extension, in
reversion, we must, in fact, already know precisely in which sense the things
compared are similar and dissimilar, in order for it not to deceive us. The easy way
out for a Platonist is, of course, the theory of recollection, and the a priori knowledge
which lies dormant within us, and allows us to recognize correct analogies. In other
words, the underlying universal is not really unknown, we just need to remember it.
This is why Proclus can say, in his discussion of the proportional “bond” imposed by
the Demiurge between the physical elements (Ti. 31c,) “From whence do we get the
conception of such a ‘bond’” and of what is it a symbol?”®!. His answer is that we get
the conception from the very things of which it is a symbol: the One, the One-Being,
and the Living Being. In other words, the source of our very concept of analogy is at
the same time that which any analogy will “teach” us about.

Perhaps more interestingly than the reliance on recollection, however, is the
fact that the use of analogies seems to be justified especially in expositions by
experts. It is the teacher who selects the relevant analogies on the basis of their prior
knowledge; and good students (no doubt with the help of a commentator) are capable

of collecting and interpreting all relevant traits from those analogies®. In other words:

R. 1281.12—16). The principle of metabasis says that demonstrations should remain within the domain of
one science, and not cross over to another scientific domain (AP0. 75a38—-39).

60 Cf. Aubenque’s 1981 discussion of the Neoplatonic notion of analogy, with some references to Proclus
— although Aubenque seems less confident that the Neoplatonists themselves realized analogy’s
limitations for knowing the first principle.

61 In Ti. IIT 22.19-20 Van Riel (II 16.13—14 Diehl): n60ev odv 6 to10410¢ émvoeitat Seopdg, kai Tivog éoti
ovuporov;

62 See for example In R. II 201.5—8: & &1 mavta cLALAPOV Exeic TG IB16TTOC TOD KOGUIKOD ... <60> ...
TOV KOopoV ... <16> ... Kol ov Bewpriong v [Sapopdv, GAJAA Kol TV Kowmviav kol thv vrepoyfv. There
are some textual problems, but the overall point is clear: Proclus says that from the analogy in the Myth of
Er, of the ray of light passing through heaven and earth like the ropes keeping together the hull of a
trireme, we can understand how that cosmic light relates to (is identical to, different from, and superior to)
the world
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analogical reasoning is primarily a didactic tool. This is confirmed by the use of

another kind of analogies, which I will call “remotely anchored analogies”.

Remotely Anchored Analogies

After the ontological and the epistemological problems, which were in part
solved by the “anchor” of the metaphysical system of emanation (more specifically
through declension and recollection respectively), in part by the merging of the
method of analogy with the method of eminence and the addition of the method of
negation, and in part by making analogy a didactic tool, an additional issue | want to
put before you is that sometimes Proclus’ use or interpretation of analogy in
epistrophe seems not so well-anchored. And not being well-anchored, i.e., not having
a clear or reliable relation to that system, might render the analogies useless. There
are some analogies — for now, let us call them superficial and or purely literary
analogies — to which the universal principle of proportionality does not seem to apply.
Perhaps not by chance, some of these less manifestly anchored forms of analogy
show up especially in theological and theurgic contexts; this is a specific type that, as
we will see, nonetheless does have a remote ontological foundation. Moreover, this
type provides an alternative solution to the problem of the limitations of direct analogy
as applied to the divine: instead of talking about the divine indirectly through the via
negativa, we can also name them (and summon them) by remote analogy.

In Proclus” Commentary on the Cratylus, we find an example of what at first
sight seems an unanchored kind of analogy. In this commentary Proclus is rather
interested in analogies. This is not surprising, because he is, among others, countering
the Porphyrian/Dexippean view of names adhering primarily to the sensible realm
and only secondarily (“by analogy and homonymously”) to the intelligible. The
Porphyrian/Dexippean notion of analogy here is a weak one, we could say, according
to which words that originally indicate the sensible, are applied to the intelligible as
well, but only metaphorically®®. Like Plotinus, Proclus maintains that names adhere to
the intelligible primarily. Unlike him, however, as we saw, Proclus does not reject the
relation of image and original between sensible and intelligible, and does want to
leave room for names of the sensible that apply to the intelligible, but not directly and

6% Van den Berg 2008, p. 72; p. 166, quoting Dexipp. In Cat. 41.25-30.
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not metaphorically either. The main disagreement with Porphyry and Dexippus seems
to lie in the meaning of “by analogy”.

The most emphatic discussion of the notion of analogy in the Commentary on
the Cratylus is found in chapter 56 (on Cra. 389d—390a), where Proclus rejects the
two options of the debate, saying that analogy is neither a relation of image to Form,
nor a matter of convention®. At Cra. 389b1-7 Plato has Socrates speak of a human
made shuttle and its Form, “the Shuttle itself by itself”, which would suggest the
existence of intelligible versions of human artefacts. This is a conclusion Proclus
emphatically wants to avoid. Instead, he says, we should understand this as an
analogy. Proclus explains what this means in four steps of increasing precision. First
(LVI 24.17-20), he points out that Plato is presenting an eikon, an image of the
“discriminative” powers of the gods, in the sense that it carries a synthema, a “signal”,
of the divine “discriminative” order®. In the second step, Proclus further clarifies this
by explaining how “image” and “signal” should not be understood, connecting Plato’s
statement in the Cratylus to the practices of theologians: when theologians speak of
shuttles, the image they use is neither an image of a Form — there is no Form of
“Shuttle” — nor a mere matter of convention or a symbol — “because it would be
strange for science (episteme) to use names arbitrarily, especially concerning the

1,66

gods”™. Instead, they are speaking kat’analogian. The reference to episteme is not
arbitrary, as we understand when looking at Proclus’ subsequent elaboration with the
use of the mathematically inspired formula: “what the shuttle is to the art of weaving,
discrimination is to the creation of Forms”®’. The theologians, that is, are not relying
on something like inspiration, but on knowledge and reasoning.

In the third step, Proclus seems to emphasize especially the intentional and

real nature of Plato’s analogy (In Cra. LVI1 24.28—-25.1):

Analogy is neither a relation of image to Form, nor merely by convention, for example when
Plato calls such powers of the souls “horses”: this is neither by chance, nor because he is

calling them Forms of perceptible horses, but using analogy®®.

% In Cra. LVI 24.28-25.1, see also below. The following builds on van den Berg’s discussion of
analogy in the Commentary on the Cratylus, esp. Van den Berg 2008, pp. 148-50.
% On such signals see also Sheppard 1980 and Van den Berg 2001.

% In Cra. LVI 24.24-25: nd¢ yip 0Ok dromov Thv EmoeThuny, G¢ ETuxev, xpficoot Toig dvopaot, kai todta
&mi Oedv;
%7 In Cra. LVI 24.26-28: 6 yap gotwv kepki mi Tiig Deavikig, To0T0 1 d1dikpiolg émi tic Snpovpyiog Tdv
€10(V.
8 q 8 avaroyia obt’ idéag €otiv mpdg €idwAov oyéoic, obte Béoet pdvov, olov dg 6 MAdtav <immovc>
KOAET TOG TOLAGdE TOV Yoydv duvapels, olte oG Etuyev, obte idéag Aéyav t@V aictntdv innev ékeivog,
AL Th) avaroyia ypdpevoc. The reference is to Phdr. 246a ff.
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The reformulation of “convention” as “chance” and the example of the
Phaedrus’ famous chariot do not really clarify what “analogy” means here. The
horses, it seems, merely help make the two negative qualifications more obvious: of
course (human) soul powers are not Forms of perceptible horses. And of course Plato
does not use the example of horses “by chance” or even “mere” convention (6écet
uovov). The latter emphasizes, | would say, that the “horses” were Plato’s choice, and
that he chose them for a reason. And the former instead seems to suggest that there is
a real relation between the example from the source domain and that from the target
domain, but it is more complex than mere image and Form (and hence linguistically
more complex than the same term applied to two levels): although “shuttle” is not an
image of a Form of Shuttle, or “horse” of a Form of Horse, a shuttle does have
something to do with divine powers, and a horse with soul powers. In addition, the
fact that the example from the Phaedrus is wedged in between a discussion about the
practices of theologians and those if the initiated (see below) suggests that it is on a
par with them: Platonic dialogues are all to some extent theological texts, as we also
know from the Platonic Theology.

In the fourth and probably most important step, we learn what a shuttle has to
do with divine powers, and how, despite appearances, the vertical analogy Plato has
in mind does in fact have an ontological anchor, and a special one at that (In Cra. LVI
25.1-7):

For this reason the initiated (telestai) make (poiountes) things down here sympathetic
(sumpathe) to the gods through such a connection (oikeiotetos), and use these instruments as
“passwords” (hos sunthemasi) of the divine powers, for example, the shuttle of the
discriminative powers, the mixing bowl of the lifegiving power, the scepter of the leading
powers, and the key of the guardian powers, and in this way call upon them and others with

the use of analogy®’.

The most important elements in this addition for our purposes are first of all
the connection and sympathy between the divine and things down here, i.e.,
instruments, and second that this sympathy is established by the initiated “through a

connection”.

9 80ev 81 kai oi teEdeotad, Sid Thg ToladTNG OiketdTHTOC GLTABT TA TTidE MOLOBVTEG TOIG OE0iC, YPDVTAL
10i¢ Opyavolg TOVTOIC M GLVOYHOGL TdV Beiny Suvauswy, olov Kepkidt pév TV SlakpITikdy, Kpatfpt 88
AV {OOYOVIKDY, GKATTP® O0& TAOV NYEUOVIKAV, KAEWL 08 T@V PPOLPNTIKAYV, Kol obtwg &nl TV dAl@V
avaloyig ypdpevol korodoty.
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The connection between a shuttle and divine discriminative power or a mixing
bowl and lifegiving power may not be obvious right away, but there are three reasons
to accept them. First, as van den Berg points out, assuming that theurgy works, the
connections are evident from the fact that apparently the things down here are indeed
effective in ritual contexts®. Second, in what a shuttle does, we do see a similarity
with the much more elevated divine powers. And third, even such analogies are not
just the result of a human-made comparison, but rely on the tracing of causal
lineage”. The above passage does not deny the existence of such a natural
connection. The word poiountes suggests that it is established by the initiated, but that
they do it through an oikeiotés adds the qualification that they do that on the basis of
an observed and real similarity. Ultimately, the very practical and material power of
dividing threads comes from a divine and intellectual power of dividing
intelligibles’®, and the theurgists art lies in using that connection.

What goes for human made tools, goes a fortiori for “names”, i.e., for our
linguistic tools, as long as they have been selected by the wise. True names are images
of the intelligibles”. At the same time, however, our language is a limited tool, as it
belongs to the level of discursive thought®. This is why it cannot completely capture
the essence of the intelligible. In addition, most of our language does not actually
describe the intelligible itself, but the sensible. Since there is a causal analogy
between the transcendent and the appearances, however, one may still indirectly
indicate the transcendent using the names of the appearances, even if as such those
names do not literally apply to the transcendent (In Cra. CXIIl 65.20-23 and LXVI
16-19):

7 \an den Berg 2008, p. 150.
™ In Cra. LIII 22.15-19: & 1 0DV, Smep EAeyov, KaTd TOOTOG TG BVAAOYIag EKTEPITPEX®MV TAC UEV T@V
Bedv duvapels aitiog Emovopdalot Tdv teyvdV ToVT®V, T0. &’ ATOTEAEGUATO ADTAV EKAGUYELS TAV SUVALE®DY
ToVT@V U 6A0L TOD KOGHOL Poltdoag, opddg dv Aéyotr. Van den Berg 2008, p. 149 seems in two minds
about this: he explains the analogies as the result of “some sort of comparison”, and points to their a
posteriori justification through their effectiveness in ritual contexts, but although he quotes this passage in
note 45, he does not seem to see (or accept) its importance as revealing the real causal connection behind
the analogy.

2 Cf. InPrm. IV 847.19-29, where we find the same combination of production and underlying paradigm.
7 In Cra. XLVII-XLVIII and the analogical relation between language and things at In Crat. LVII 1-3:
4t avardywg mg €xovot Ta mpdypata Tpog GAANAN, obtwg Kol ta &n’ adTolg ovopata Tpog GAANAN ExEt
KoTd Te TNV Kol Kotd Svvauwy. For Proclus’ theory of language see further Van den Berg 2008, esp. pp.
131-3.

. Cf. In Cra. LIII 23.23-25.
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For [intelligible beings] are not by nature knowable through names, but the theologians indicate
(semainousi) them from afar (porrothen), on the basis of the analogy of the appearances to

them’®.

“Analogy” in this case has a double meaning: at the level of reality there is a
causal top to bottom relation, which results in the appearances being “analogous” to
the intelligible, which translates at the linguistic level into a metonymic bottom to top
relation. Therefore, on the basis of an analogical argument (e.g., as shuttle is to warp
and weft, Athena is to universal and particular things) we can speak of the divine
shuttle, or say that Athena is weaving’®, with the connection or relation lying in
“discriminative power”.

Recall that Plotinus criticized philosophers who maintained that our names for
sensible things apply analogically to the Forms. Although it seems that Proclus here
ignores Plotinus’ criticism, in fact he found a way to acknowledge it, that allows him
to keep analogies while doing justice to divine transcendence: our application of
words, which actually belong to the sensible, to the intelligible is a “remote
indication”, in which the two are tied together by a semantic relation. Think of

“shuttle” used for the discriminative power at divine and practical levels’’.

Conclusion: Analogies in the Parmenides

Finally, let me briefly turn to the Commentary on the Parmenides, the most

theological dialogue of all, to sketch the application of different kinds of analogy, and

how Proclus has them contribute to philosophical progress, starting from what is

310 népoc TdV vontdv Oedv pdvov dvopatt dnrdoot dedvvnvtal, T 8’ Enékeva 81 dvohoyiag povng,

dppnta dvto kol dAnmrta, onpaivovowv. (...) ovdE yap Sovoudtov yvopilesbor mepdkacy, GAAL ol
Beoldyol TOppwbey avTd onuaivovot €k TG TOV @aopEveV TTpOg Ekeiva avoroyiac. Duvick’s 2007
translation (“by analogy with the visible entities related to them”) seems to be misconstructing the
direction of the analogy: it is the visible entities that are analogous to the intelligible ones, not the other
way around. Cf. also the way we saw Proclus describe the sun’s being analogous to the Good above.

7% As in Orph. fr. 178, quoted at In Cra. LIII 21.25-26.

77 A passage that does not fit this interpretation is found in the fourth book of the Commentary on the
Parmenides. There Proclus says we should not name the divine “by analogy”, as those do who consider
names mere matters of convention (In Prm. IV 849.16—853.12). Instead, he maintains, we should assume
that names have a primarily natural meaning, and that Plato’s use of them for intelligible and sensible alike
combines homonymy and synonymy. Proclus here seems to use the terminology differently, and take “by
analogy” in the sense of people like Hermogenes in the Cratylus, but the overall point remains the same:
real names apply first to the intelligible. Assuming that our names for the sensible apply to the intelligible
is wrong, but there are instances where real names for the intelligible derivatively and in a different sense
— with adverbial modification — apply to the sensible.
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arguably the most problematic type of analogies in Proclus’ writings: apparently far-
fetched and ad hoc literary analogies.

The via negativa is the most important method in the Parmenides according to
Proclus, but if we look at the way analogia and related terms are used in the
Commentary on the Parmenides, we find a hierarchy of types of analogies, ultimately
leading, as in the Platonic Theology, to that method of negation, and the negation of
analogy®. The first, lowest kind of analogies are the numerous cases in his exegetical
writings where he uses a concept of “analogy” to explain every single detail of a
Platonic text (fitting the principle of heis skopos according to which all details of each
dialogue fit the one overall aim of that dialogue). Such far-fetched and rather ad hoc
interpretations seem anything but anchored by an ontological relation. Think, for
example, of the numerous pages of exegesis spent on the analysis of the prefatory
materials of Platonic dialogues as revealing analogies between characters and
ontological layers: Socrates might stand for the Intellect, Parmenides for Being, Zeno
for Intellect — the whole first book of the Commentary on the Parmenides is littered
with such analogies, and Proclus even proposes different possible interpretations’®. |
will follow Sheppard and assume that even such analogy, which seems completely

unanchored, “never loses its metaphysical overtones”®.

There is always an
ontological foundation, based in the patterns pervading reality®™. In addition, as
Proclus tells us, such analogies have a propaedeutic function in theology: they are
useful in a preparatory phase, before “entering on the mysteries”®? They “should not
be taken as unimportant”, because they are a form of exercise, to help the soul move
“from phenomena to being” and “imagine immaterial nature”®®, Maybe coming up
with different possible interpretations of the characters is, from this perspective, even
better than finding just one interpretation.

These literary analogies are found mainly in the prefatory materials in the first

book, and in the transition to the second part of the Parmenides, in the fifth book®. In

"8 Again, let me emphasize that in part, Proclus’ understanding of analogy here is given by the Platonic
text.

™ For this specific example see In Prm. | 627.27-629.25. See also Luna and Segonds 2007—2021.
8 Sheppard 2002.

8 A true application of the principle that “everything is in everything, but appropriately” — not in
Anaxagoras’ sense, but in this sense of repeated patterns. On this principle see Martijn and Gerson 2016,
pp. 58-61. To use Asworth’s 2007, p. 327 interpretation of the difference between metaphor (not based on
causal relation) and analogy in ancient and medieval logic: for Proclus there are no metaphors, only
analogies.

% In Prm. | 663.35-664.3

% In Prm. | 675.30-676.2

8 For the prefatory materials see above. For book V, see In Prm. 1021.7-1032.6.
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book 2, Proclus introduces Zeno’s philosophical method, which allows us to move
from any plurality (whether sensible or intelligible) to its related unity, and “seeing

the analogous everywhere”®

, and fittingly, analogies identified by Proclus in books 2
and 3 are more abstract than those in book 1. For example, as likeness is analogous to
limit, unlikeness is to the unlimited; and “there is a certain analogy” between the
irrational souls and their causes in this world and between the immortal souls and
their transcendent causes®®. In book 4%, in commenting upon the first mention of to
ison, we find the emphatic identification of “Equality” as the cause of all harmony
and analogy, both in the sensible world and in the intelligible®®. And finally, this
concept is used to demonstrate that analogical relations exist between different divine
realms and opposite properties: as similarity (a property of lower hypercosmic gods)
is to sameness (of higher demiurgic gods), dissimilarity is to difference (VII
1193.6—1194.1). More importantly, the ultimate cause of all analogy is also used to
demonstrate that the One exceeds all equality and inequality — and therefore also
analogy (V11 1202.25-1204.31). Thanks to the preparatory analogical exercises in the
first and fifth book, and to Zeno’s method, students of Platonism are primed to reach
a thorough understanding of the fundamental analogical structures in the intelligible,
and learn to use analogical reasoning in theology, but also understand its limitations.
In the end, this strengthens the role of the via negativa in the hypotheses of the
Parmenides®®.

To conclude, let me collect the different kinds of analogy and analogical
reasoning, and their roles in theology, as we encountered them in Proclus.

The first and fundamental kind of analogy is ontological or causal analogy in
the vertical plane, going down from higher realities to lower ones, with proportional
declension. These vertical causal analogies are the core of the whole Proclean system.
Second, there are ontological analogies in the horizontal plane, e.g., between the
elements or mathematical entities (also vertical?). This type in the horizontal plane,

we saw, exists because there is an underlying vertical analogy: for example, a

% InPrm. 11 724.9-725.11.

8 In Prm. Il 734.15-16 plus Il 749.11-15 and |11 820.22—24 respectively.

8 Book 4 begins with a discussion of analogies that does not really fit the upward path | am sketching,
although it does interestingly address the limitations of analogies. Proclus there analyzes the different
Platonic analogies for the relation of participation: reflections, imprints, copies (IVV 839.16—842.11). These
analogies have but limited use, he says: they are for beginners, and do not have any scientific value.

8 InPrm. IV 868.23-869.11; 871.9-10. Cfr. In Ti. 111 26.10-14 Van Riel (= 11 19.1-3 Diehl).

8 After all, the main method used in the Parmenides is the method of negation, see Theol. Plat. Il
5.37.12-19.
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“horizontal” analogy between the elements depends on the vertical causal relation of
emanation.

Third, there are what we may call directly reverting, scientific, analogies,
going up from knowledge of the lower to knowledge of the higher. The first, vertical
or causal analogies provide a means of epistrophe precisely because of the fact that
human knowledge fits snugly into the web of causal relations (anamnesis). These
analogies adopt the geometrical formula, but are risky because prior knowledge of the
relations and properties involved is required to correctly assess them. They should
therefore be used by knowledgable teachers. In theology, analogical reasoning can be
used to teach about the divine, if it is merged with the via eminentiae and, because of its
limitations, ultimately gives way to the via negativa.

Fourth, there are different kinds of remotely anchored analogies. One kind is
what we may call hieratic or indirect analogy (or signals), established by those who
are initiated on the basis of their knowledge of a more remote causal relation. This
type of analogy is very similar to the literary analogies that function as preparatory
training for the mind entering into a scientific or dialectical study. In both cases, the
initiated — a priest or an author — establishes an effective analogy from a range of
options.

Overall, to solve the problem in theology that the divine is
“incommensurable”, so to say, analogical reasoning merges with the via eminentiae
and prepares for the via negativa; or alternatively, to avoid the pitfall of naming the
divine directly and therefore inappropriately, it approaches the divine through

remotely anchored analogies.
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ABSTRACT

Marije Martjin: Relations that Are Given and Established. Proclus’ Use of Analogical

Reasoning in Theology

This chapter addresses the pivotal role of analogical reasoning in Proclus’s
understanding of theology. Analogy, defined as drawing conclusions about a less known
“target domain” based on a similarity with a better known “source domain,” is central to
scientific reasoning in all sciences, and a fortiori in theology. The chapter will discuss
Proclus's definition of analogy, its relation to mathematical analogy or proportionality,
and the different kinds of analogy he distinguishes within theological contexts. A main
challenge for analogical reasoning is the justification of the assumed similarity between
the source and target domains. Proclus's primary justification is ontological, relying on
the processes of emanation and reversion as themselves establishing necessary
analogical relations. However, the author notes that Proclus’s framework also contains
problematic forms of analogy, specifically symbolic and literary analogies, for which the
ontological justification does not hold. In these cases, Proclus seems to introduce a
separate category: a real relation of similarity that does not pre-exist but is established
by an initiate (a philosopher or priest), underscoring a different, creative dimension of
theological understanding.
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Miriam Cutino

L’APIOMOZX DIVINO NEL SISTEMA METAFISICO DI PROCLO

Nel libro I della Teologia Platonica, Proclo fa corrispondere al piu elevato livello di
conoscenza, che concerne gli dei, quattro diversi modi di insegnamento teologico (tovg tpdmoOvg
Slootohuedo kad’ obc 6 TTAGTmv T pootikd tept TV Oeiov Hudc dvadiddoket vopotae)': il pit
elevato riguarda il modo manifesto (dmapakoddmtog)® e si distingue in modo ispirato
(évBeaotikdc), secondo il modello iniziatico caldaico (kat’émimvowav)’, e in modo scientifico
(xot’émotunv), secondo il modello dialettico platonico (SiaAextik®dg); il livello inferiore parla
degli dei in modo allusivo (3t évdeiewc) o attraverso simboli (cvpfoikdg), come fa la teologia
orfica*, o per mezzo di immagini (6md Tdv &ikdvmv) come nei Pitagorici’. La Teologia di Proclo ¢
scientifica perché ordinata, ovvero costruita in livelli di realta in cui ogni proprieta dell’essere ¢
disposta in una scala di processione dalla sua forma “unitaria” alla sua forma “molteplice”. Questo
sistema poggia su una distinzione tra totalitd unitaria, molteplicita determinata e molteplicita
indeterminata, che Proclo articola anche da un punto di vista lessicale, distinguendo tra povdc,
mAf0og e apBudc. In questo sistema ¢ d’altra parte particolare 1'uso che Proclo fa del termine
apBpdc, “numero”, e che corrisponde da un lato ad un termine tecnico della gerarchia ontologica,
designante la “serie” molteplice di una monade; dall’altro ad un particolare livello d’essere, quello
che corrisponde all’introduzione dell’alterita a partire dal mondo intelligibile-intellettivo. Tale
confluenza di significati ¢ inoltre giustificata da un tentativo di conciliare tradizioni teologiche
diverse, tra queste quella appunto pitagorica. Nel Commento al Timeo I 11.10-15 Van Riel (= 1
7.25-30 Diehl), Proclo rapporta il modo di insegnamento teologico dei Pitagorici alla categoria del

sublime e anche al modo di espressione assertivo (dmo@avtikdg) in un tono ispirato:

In linea con lo stile abituale (cuvifeia) dei Pitagorici nell’opera vi € ’elevatezza di pensiero (Oynidvovv), il
carattere intellettivo (10 voegpov), il tono ispirato (10 &vBeov), l’abitudine a mettere tutto (mdvto) in
dipendenza (10 €é£antov) degli intelligibili, a definire (t0 dpopilopevov) il Tutto (td dAa) per il tramite dei

numeri (év apiBuoic), ad esprimere (10 €vdewviOpevov) le realtd (ta mpdyupoto) per mezzo di simboli

. Procl. Theol. Plat. 14.17.15.
. Procl. Theol. Plat. 1 4.20.3.
. Procl. Theol. Plat. 1 4.20.5.
. Procl. Theol. Plat. 14.20.7.
. Procl. Theol. Plat. 14.20.8.

[ N S
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(ovppolikdg) e in forma misterica (pvoTik®dq), la tendenza all’elevazione (10 avaywydv), il superamento (10

vrepaipov) delle comprensioni parziali, il tono affermativo (10 dmo@avtikov).

Nel presente studio mi propongo di mostrare come Proclo riutilizzi la tradizione
numerologica pitagorica per strutturare la sua teologia scientifica ordinata e, d’altra parte, risolvere
il problema del divario uno-molti. A tale scopo, procedero in quattro fasi: la prima sara consacrata
allo studio del lessico dell’unita per distinguere il primo impiego del termine dpOudg in quanto
“unitario” (évioiog) e “divino” (Beiog); la seconda identifica nel “numero divino” un particolare
livello di unita, che Proclo definisce “enadi”; la terza propone uno studio del termine wAfjfoc con
riferimento particolare alla dimensione intelligibile, mostrando come il TAf6og vontov sia il primo
“unificato di enadi”; la quarta ¢ infine un’indagine sull’influenza pitagorica nella definizione
intelligibile-intellettiva del numero in quanto alterita. Queste quattro sezioni del presente studio si
basano d’altra parte su una considerazione della dottrina dell’ordine, td&ig, nella prospettiva di una
lunga tradizione: il Parmenide di Platone, che Proclo considera il primo grande antecedente di
sistematicita scientifica; Plotino, che ha saputo ben organizzare il reale, rispettando ’ordine di
priorita dell’unita sul numero; Giamblico con cui si confronta e da cui attinge molto; e in ultimo il
suo maestro Siriano, cui Proclo attribuisce la maggior parte delle innovazioni del suo sistema.
L’elemento costante che caratterizza tutte le concettualizzazioni sull’ordine ontologico degli autori
neoplatonici ¢ la gerarchia. Esso ¢ anticipato dalla configurazione plotiniana del reale organizzata
nelle tre ipostasi, Uno, intelletto e anima,’ che il filosofo non chiama propriamente ordini, ma
“nature”’. Plotino fa infatti riferimento al sistema di ipostasi discendenti dall’Uno come ad un
“ordine conforme alla natura”:® inoltre, quando parla di una sequenza delle “cose divine” (td O&ia)’,
anticipa quella che da Giamblico e Proclo ¢ definita la gerarchia del divino. Té&ig ¢ anche usato da
Plotino nel senso piu generale di ordine naturale dell’universo'’: si tratta, in questo caso, di un
ordine imposto da un principio ordinante sull’ordinato'’, che recupera il modello platonico della

fabbricazione dell’universo da parte del demiurgo come “organizzazione della materia” e passaggio

6 Sulla definizione del termine “ipostasi” in Plotino e nei suoi successori si veda Achard—Narbonne 2012, pp. XCVIII—
CXIl, in cui ¢ discussa la tesi secondo cui ’'uso del termine “ipostasi” non sia riconducibile a Plotino, che, per riferirsi
all’Uno, all’intelletto e all’anima utilizza piuttosto “tre nature”, ma a Porfirio, che sarebbe, al contrario, 1’autore del
titolo di Enneade V 1 [10]. Plotino, per Achard e Narbonne, non avrebbe disdegnato I’impiego di questo termine: cio &
per loro evidente a partire dall’impiego che Plotino gia fa in ben quattro passaggi della sua opera degli aggettivi
cardinali Tpeig e tpirtd per riferirsi all’Uno, all’intelletto e all’anima.

7. In riferimento all’impiego del termine “natura” in Plotino cf. Enn. V 1 [10], 8.27 impiegato in riferimento alle tre
“ipostasi”. Cf. Achard 2006, pp. 381-8, in part. p. 387.

¥ Plot. Enn. I 9 [33], 1.15: “Questo & I’ordine conforme a natura (t6&1¢ kotd evowv); né ¢’¢ da porre null’altro, né di
piu né di meno, nella realta intelligibile. Se si pone di meno, bisognera proclamare identici o I’Anima e I’Intelligenza, o
I’Intelligenza e il Primo” (trad. Faggin).

?. Si veda ancora il passo sopra citato Enn. I1 9 [33], 1.15; e V 1 [10], 7.49.

' Plot. Enn. I1 9 [33], 7.27-35. Cf. anche IT 9 [33], 13; 111 2 [47], 4; I11 2 [47], 13; IV 3 [27], 16.

" Plot. Enn. 11 4 [12], 15.4.
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»12 ¢ che attribuisce all’ordine sensibile la funzione di imitazione della

“dal disordine all’ordine
perfezione intelligibile'’. Sia riguardo all’ordine delle cose divine sia dell’universo, Plotino sembra

.. . . .. . . . ., 14 - .
anticipare i suoi successori in merito all’interpretazione di ta&ig come gerarchia ™ di elementi
disposti tra di loro in un rapporto di anteriorita e di posterioritd, in una sequenza ordinata di

. . . ©1y- . <. . . 15

generante e generato, e in una sorta di scala in cui I’inferiore ¢ in funzione del superiore ~. Questa
configurazione, come si mostra nelle pagine successive, ¢ esplicitamente introdotta da Giamblico

nella distribuzione triadica del genere divino, e ampiamente sviluppata poi da Proclo in un sistema

del reale organizzato in una duplice gerarchia.

Il numero come ““serie” discendente dalla monade corrispondente

La complessa organizzazione della scala del reale, che discende dall’Uno e si muove verso il
molteplice, ¢ articolata in livelli di unita decrescenti, che rispondono all’esigenza di mediare il
distacco incommensurabile tra I’Uno e il molteplice. Cio fa del sistema metafisico di Proclo un
sistema della continuitd per mediazione, in cui le enadi, che hanno un ruolo cardine nella
determinazione e estensione dei livelli dell’essere, rappresentano la mediazione per eccellenza in
quanto “ponte” tra I’Uno e il molteplice. In questa sezione mi occupo delle monadi che
corrispondono, da un punto di vista degli “ordini” di realta, ai didkoopot, 1 mondi divini e sensibili,
che focalizzano certi tipi di esistenza. Proclo si riferisce ad essi in quanto “monadi” per porre
I’accento sul loro carattere di “cause” di entita particolari. D’altra parte, il termine significa due
gradi di realta differenti: da un lato quello di “causa” universale e trascendente, dall’altro quello di
“insieme” di entita partecipate e riunite sotto la medesima proprieta.

Dal punto di vista dell’ordinamento verticale degli enti, il concetto di monade ¢ legato a
quello di serie/ap1Ouodg: la monade ¢ la causa di un insieme di entita accomunate dalle medesime
caratteristiche. Proclo ne enumera tre, precisando che si tratta di monadi-cause al di la dei corpi, alle
quali corrisponde una serie coordinata: la monade dell’anima (yvyn) cui corrisponde la serie
psichica (ap1Opog yoykog); la monade intelletto (vodg) cui corrisponde la serie intellettiva (ép1Opog
voepag); la monade dell’unificazione massima al di sopra dell’intelletto (Vép vodv &vwoig), 1’Uno

appunto, cui corrisponde la serie uniforme (dp1Opdg évoednc)'® delle enadi. La produzione della

2 Plot. Enn. I1 4 [12], 15 e III 2 [47], 4, in cui Plotino recupera Ti. 30a5.

B Plot. Enn. T 2 [19], 1.43. Sull’ordine come imposizione dell’intelligibile sul sensibile si veda anche Enn. III 6 [26],
11.

' Si veda a tal proposito Collette-Dugi¢ 2007, pp. 157—80.

' Plot. Enn. IV 4 [28], 17.32.

' Procl. Theol. Plat. I 3.14.5-15.
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molteplicita a partire dalla monade ¢ spiegata da Proclo nei termini di una diminuzione di unita: cio
che resta nascosto nell’unita originaria della monade, progressivamente, si divide e si moltiplica.
Alla definizione di monade come causa risultano allora affiancati gli avverbi &voelddg,
CULVETTVYHEVEG € Kpupimg, che designano rispettivamente il carattere uniforme, contratto e nascosto
della monade, in rapporto alla serie, che & invece dpnpévog, “divisa™'”.

Cio che mi interessa a questo punto precisare ¢ che nella prospettiva presa in considerazione,
quella dell’ordinamento verticale monade-serie, ¢’¢ per Proclo una differenza tra mAfifoc e ap1Ouog:
I’ap1Buog ¢ la molteplicita definita dalla sua appartenenza alla monade, ovvero la serie delle entita
riunite grazie alla loro comune somiglianza, organizzata secondo una gradazione gerarchica e
secondo un Adyog, ovvero secondo il principio dettato dalla monade; il mAfjfog ¢ invece la
molteplicita indeterminata, il punto piu lontano dalla monade. Nella proposizione 21 degli Elementi
di teologia Proclo propone, a questo proposito, una chiara definizione di questi differenti livelli di
unita:

— la monade ha la funzione di principio (épyfg &xovoa Adyov) e riunisce in un unico ordinamento
e in un’unica serie (pio oepd Kol pio 1a&c) il molteplice. Essa € causa unica anteriore e
comune a tutte le entita riunite nel medesimo ordine (opotayng), ed € grazie ad essa che
I’ordine degli esseri riceve una coerenza interna e un carattere identico (t0 tavtov). La
monade fornisce a tutto cid che ¢ ordinato in un ordine (tetaypévorg) la legge unica (tov
gva Adyov) della relazione delle entita tra loro e in rapporto alla totalita (mpdg te dAAN L
Koi TPOG 1O OAOV);

— la molteplicitda propriamente detta si trova al limite estremo della monade poiché si ¢
allontanata completamente da essa: Proclo parla esplicitamente di una discesa, dméBacic;

— al movimento di discesa dalla monade verso la molteplicita si contrappone quello di risalita e
unificazione della molteplicita verso la monade (&vdyetor TaAy €ig piov aitiov);

— ciascun ordine ¢ costituito da una catena di esseri ordinati secondo una certa legge (eippog),
comunanza, coesione ¢ identitd (kaf’ékdotnv Ta&v €0Ti TIC KOl KOwmVia Kol GuvEyElo
Kol TadToTNC) tra gli esseri dello stesso rango (6potayf) o di un altro (£tepotayf)'™.

Da queste considerazioni emerge una gerarchia verticale scandita da un doppio movimento

di salita della molteplicita verso la monade e di discesa dell’unita verso la molteplicita: ¢ il processo

"7 Procl. Theol. Plat. III 2.8.10.

'8 T termini impiegati da Proclo a proposito della produzione della serie ad opera della monade sono i sostantivi moinoig
e évépyela: per un approfondimento sul concetto di moincig nel sistema filosofico di Proclo faccio riferimento
all’articolo di Trouillard 1977, pp. 69-84. Inoltre, il filosofo parla di rapporti di predominanza (énikpdreia) in virtu dei
quali le entita piu simili alla monade ne riflettono il carattere universale e produttivo, trasponendolo sulle entita
successive.
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di generazione e conversione delle entitd componenti una serie verso la propria causa'’. La monade-
causa ¢ monade trascendente (¢€npnuévn) e immagine dell’Uno, cio¢ ¢ per la sua serie quello che
I’Uno ¢ per I'insieme degli esseri: la causa totale e impartecipabile (auéBextog) del tutto, che
trascende ugualmente tutti gli esseri (Opoiwg &€npnuévov 1@v dvimv) ed ¢ produttrice di tutti in
modo unitario (éviaimg mapoktikov). D’altra parte, per Proclo la serie ¢ anche una monade, di
secondo livello, non nel senso di causa, ma nel senso di “insieme” di entitd accomunate dalle
medesime caratteristiche, partecipato (peteyopévn) dal livello successivo®. I due tipi di monade
ricoprono due ruoli differenti: la monade trascendente ¢ la causa delle entita ad essa simili; la
monade partecipata sancisce il legame della sua causa con la monade successiva e dissimile.

La superiorita di un certo tipo di monade, evidenziata nella Teologia Platonica nel carattere
dell’impartecipabilita, ¢ espressa nel Commento al Parmenide dal concetto di universalita
trascendente. Alla gerarchia tra monade impartecipabile e monade partecipata corrisponde, infatti,
quella tra la monade-causa, che ricopre il ruolo di categoria universale trascendente e la serie, in
quanto entita particolari definiti da caratteri interni comuni®'. Cid ¢ messo in evidenza dall’impiego
dei termini inassegnato/assegnato, per designare, da un lato, con dkotdtaktog, 1’universale
trascendente, dall’altro, con katatetaypévoc, I’universale immanente in ciascun soggetto, che ne ¢
causa della sua determinazione e, al tempo stesso, della sua definizione. A questo proposito, in II
724.5-9 del Commento al Parmenide, Proclo distingue dei “molti indeterminati” (Tt mOALG/TO
adpiota), non ancora unificati, e una molteplicitd determinata in virta della sua definizione
all’interno di una classe di realta. Il passaggio dall’indistinzione del molteplice alla distinzione delle
sue proprieta in una monade non ¢ tuttavia automatico. Inoltre, in V 980.30-981.21, Proclo escogita
un doppio meccanismo di definizione, che consiste dapprima nella determinazione interna di
un’entita particolare — che costituisce il passaggio dall’indeterminatezza dei molti alla definizione di
cosa sia ciascuna entita in sé —, poi nella sua determinazione esterna, che avviene nel confronto di
ciascuna entita con entita simili. Applicando il rapporto monade assegnata/monade inassegnata alla
prospettiva verticale possiamo pertanto evidenziare come la monade assegnata sia I’idea interna ad
una singola entita, che ha il ruolo di misura determinante, che Proclo identifica nel Tt kowov e nel ti
gotwv, ovvero nel principio di dimostrazione (anddeilg) e di definizione (Opiopdc) di un’entita

concreta, a partire dalle sue proprietd. La monade trascendente, invece, costituisce il principio di

" 1l punto di congiunzione tra la monade e la serie & essenziale. Cf. Achard-Narbonne 2012, pp. CLXVIII-CLXI in cui ne
¢ ricostruita la storia, attribuendo 1’insegnamento riguardante il legame tra la monade aritmetica e la serie a Moderato,
citato da Stob. Anth. I 49.32.54 (Achard cita a questo proposito le osservazioni di Dodds 1963, pp. 208-10 in cui
I’autore commenta Procl. Elem. Theol. 21); e riconoscendo in Teone di Smirne la definizione di numero come un
sistema di monadi di-scendenti progressivamente verso il molteplice, che risale a sua volta verso la monade. Per Proclo,
d’altra parte, come cerchero di dimostrare in seguito, la monade ¢ al principio di tutte le serie che ordinano il reale.

20 Cf. Procl. Theol. Plat. I11 2.10.15-11.5.

*! In Theol. Plat. III 2.11.5-10 Proclo parla espressamente di genere e di forma.
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definizione totale (Adyog 6Log, come ¢ del resto evidenziato dalla proposizione 21 degli Elementi di
teologia), che riunisce in modo uniforme (£vogd®q) tutte le entita aventi definizioni simili (/In Prm.
V 981.8: ol 6¢ 1®V €v Tto0ig kaB’EkacTo KOWVAV Opicpoil), e presentandone in atto (V 981.20:
kat’évépyewov) tutte le distinzioni: seguendo 1’esempio proposto da Proclo, la monade assegnata
riguarda I’insieme dei caratteri interni a Socrate che lo definiscono in quanto “uvomo”; la monade
inassegnata “uomo” ¢ la categoria di appartenenza universale da cui dipende la serie degli uomini
particolari, in virtu delle loro definizioni simili.

Alla luce di cio, la serie non ¢ una realta semplice ma un sistema complesso e molteplice di
insiemi di entita aventi proprieta e definizioni simili, riunite sotto un’unica causa-categoria
universale. La serie, costituita da monadi assegnate (ciascuna una definizione che dice “cosa ¢”
un’entita), ¢ definita, nella sua interezza, da una monade trascendente che la definisce nel
complesso, ovvero comprendendone tutte le identita che accomunano le sue entita e tutte le

differenze che le distinguono®.

1l Bsiog dp1Buog in quanto ‘“‘unitario” (éviaiog) e il wiijBog vontov in quanto primo

“unificato di enadi”

L’elemento che costituisce il punto di maggiore innovazione del sistema di Proclo ¢ il
principio della somiglianza, secondo cui la sommita simile del livello successivo ¢ legata al limite
simile del livello precedente. Seguendo questo principio, Proclo utilizza ’espressione mAfjfog
apBudc per indicare un’unita assolutamente simile all’Uno, che, come ¢ evidente in Teologia
Platonica 111 3.12.20, ¢ sovraessenziale: “la primissima serie (tpmtictog apBude) ¢ al contempo, in
quanto connaturata all’Uno (t@® &vi ovpgudpevog), uniforme (£voewdng), ineffabile (&ppnrog),
sovraessenziale (bmepovo10g) e assolutamente somigliante al suo principio causale (wévtn @ aitio
npoodpotog)”. Il mAnbog éviaiov riproduce, in effetti, le medesime caratteristiche dell’Uno, in forma
di numero molteplice. Percio ¢ chiamato 6ciog apOuog in Teologia Platonica 111 3.13.3, e 6¢iog
apOpoc éviaiog nella proposizione 113 degli Elementi di teologia, pur non essendone
esplicitamente chiarito il contenuto. Possiamo, d’altra parte, desumerne alcune caratteristiche a
partire da proposizioni significative degli Elementi di teologia: nella dimostrazione condotta nella
proposizione 25 il piano universale dell’Uno, che ¢ causa unitaria di tutti gli enti — ¢ cio¢ tqyafov
(25.24), pia @V SAov apyn (25.22), taviov £oTiv EViaimg VTOCTOTIKT TdV dviwv (25.23-24) — ¢

riprodotto in forma particolare dalle entita che Proclo definisce “frazioni di unita”, che sono

2 Procl. In Prm. 11 729.14-26.
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TeEAEOTNG TAyoBod poipd tig (25.27-28). La proposizione 133 traccia la medesima linea di
demarcazione universale-particolare tra I’Uno e I’éviaioc: da una parte I’Uno € ani®dg tayafov Kol
anAdc €v (133.10), dall’altra I’éviaiog ap1Budg € un insieme costituito da bonta e unita particolari
(133.11: 1ig dyoBotng €0Ti Kai Tig €vacg). Lo scarto tra ’Uno e il Bgiog apBpog viaiog si verifica,
d’altra parte, anche dal punto di vista della causalita, poiché ¢ determinata dal carattere del livello
successivo: 1’Uno fa sussistere éviaiog un gruppo di entita évioiot; le entita éviaiot fanno invece
sussistere Vmepovasing il livello dell’ovoia. 11 carattere sovraessenziale del mAfifog éviaiov ¢ stabilito
anche nel passo IIl 3.13.4-7 della Teologia Platonica, che lascia, tuttavia, intravedere una

connessione tra il piano dell’essenza e quello dell’unitarieta:

Prima degli enti (ITpo t@v 6vtwv), dunque, I’Uno fa sussistere (Vpiotnot) le enadi degli enti (tag Evadog tdv
6vtov). Ed in effetti ancora in un altro modo ¢ necessario che a loro volta quelli che sono in senso primario
enti (Ta TpOTOS Gvta) attraverso le loro enadi contigue (510 TV Tpoceydv adTOV Evadmv) partecipino della

primissima Causa (rpmtiotng aitiag).

L’aggettivo mpooeyng evidenzia il rapporto di congiunzione che sussiste tra i Td TPAOT®G
dvta, ovvero il primo grado del piano dell’ovcia, e un certo tipo di enadi, in cui si articola il mAfjog
évwoiov. La distinzione tra 1I’éviaioc e 1’ovcio emerge, d’altra parte, dalla proposizione 135 degli
Elementi di teologia, in cui Proclo definisce I’ovcia simile ma non identica all’éviaiog, poiché non ¢
un’unita, al di la dell’essere, pura e semplice (ovvero enade, secondo la dimostrazione della
proposizione 133), ma ¢ un “unificato”. Malgrado questa distinzione, possiamo rintracciare dei casi
in cui Proclo si riferisce a due livelli di mAfjfog €vioiov, il primo, € un sovraessenziale che
corrisponde al primo livello della prima triade intelligibile, poiché riceve i caratteri dal livello
puramente sovraessenziale; il secondo, in senso proprio essenziale, dal momento che consiste
nell’azione unificatrice, éviaimg, della terza triade intelligibile, in quanto ricettore dei caratteri delle
sue due sommita. Questa differenziazione ¢ d’altronde desumibile dall’analisi di alcuni passi della
Teologia Platonica. In IV 31.93.1-7, mettendo in rapporto la triade intelligibile con quella
intelligibile-intellettiva, Proclo distingue da una parte tre forme di unita intelligibile, dall’altra tre
forme di moltiplicazione determinata, ovvero, di numero intelligibile-intellettivo. Nel mondo
intelligibile, il primo livello ¢ I’ “uno” degli unitari (10 €v T®v évwaiwv), il secondo ¢ I “uno” delle
potenze generative (t0 £v T®V yevwntik®v), il terzo 1’ “uno” delle forme essenziali (10 €v T®V
ovclwd®Vv); nel mondo intelligibile-intellettivo, il primo livello ¢ dei “primissimi numeri”
(mpdTicTot apBuot), il secondo dell’alterita (€tepotng), il terzo dell’ente (O Ov).

Prima di passare all’analisi della moltiplicazione determinata intelligibile-intellettiva, ¢

importante comprendere cosa Proclo intenda per “molteplicita intelligibile”. Essa ¢ nella
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proposizione 133 degli Elementi, un insieme di unita e bonta particolari (§kactog tig dyafotng éoti
Kol Tig évag) che hanno ciascuna una proprieta divina particolare (idtotng 1 0Oein). Nella
proposizione 6 Proclo precisa che il piano ontologico ¢ organizzato in classi di unificati (€€
nvopévov), disposti in una gerarchia di quattro livelli di unita: la molteplicita pura (mAf|0og povov),
I’unificato (nvopévov), I’enade (€vég) e I’Uno in sé (10 avtoév). L unificato € cio che riceve ['unita
per partecipazione (el pev petéyov 1od €vog), 1’enade € invece il costituente semplice del primo
unificato (gi 88 € Qv 10 TpdTMC vopévov), che ¢ il primo partecipante dell’Uno in sé (10 mpdTOg
aOTOD HETEYOV).

D’altra parte, in Teologia Platonica III 24.84.4-9 Proclo sembra frapporre tra 1’Uno
impartecipabile e il primo unificato intelligibile un’enade partecipata che corrisponde al primo
livello intelligibile, I’essenza (évdg €ott peteyopévn pev dvmd 100 Gvtog). In virtt di questa
partecipazione, che per Proclo corrisponde gia ad una prima forma di aggiunzione e moltiplicazione
(mheovdoaca Th] Tpoohnkn thg pebé&ewe tavng Tod TpdTwg £vog) 1’enade-essenza intelligibile si
distingue dall’Enade-Uno. In Teologia Platonica III 26.89.5-90.6, risulta d’altra parte evidente la
composizione di questa triade intelligibile in due enadi partecipate, ovvero due livelli di unita
ancora assolutamente semplici — 1’unita nascosta (tiv kpVerov vacty Tiic tpdc)™ e la distinzione
diadica (thv tfig devtépag dvaduciv didkpiow)**~ e un primo unificato, che ¢ una molteplicita
costituita di parti, un insieme appunto di enadi (1] tfg TpiTNG AmoYEVVATUL TPOOSOC, €K LEPDV UEV

P e g 25
gyovoa TNV VTOGTAGLY) .

Il non-numero, il numero e il numerato

Finora ho mostrato come I’ap10p6g riceva nella prospettiva verticale, rispetto alla monade, la
definizione di molteplicita determinata, ovvero di serie di entitd collocate in livelli di unita
decrescenti. Nel mondo intelligibile-intellettivo, tuttavia, Proclo assegna al termine épiOpog un
significato specifico, che ¢ quello di “alteritd” (étepdtnc), che, come mostro a seguire, ha una
collocazione e una funzione precisa nella gerarchia ontologica.

Dal punto di vista della metafisica dell’Uno, Proclo identifica 1’dp1Oudg con il
dtakpvopevov, ovvero con il primo grado di divisione introdotto dalla congiunzione koi nella
formula “essere e uno” con cui ¢ identificato il mondo intellettivo. L’ap1Budc € dunque 1’étepotng

che si oppone all’identita unica, évikdc, del mondo intelligibile, dal momento che determina la

3 Procl. Theol. Plat. 11T 26.89.7-8.
24 :

. Ibid.
2, Procl. Theol. Plat. 11T 26.89.10.
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separazione dell’essere dall’unita® e il suo passaggio verso il “gia diviso” (10 Stakekpuévov)” e il
“gia moltiplicato” (t0 memAnBvcspuévov). Inoltre, nel passaggio IV 27.79 della Teologia Platonica,
Proclo assegna una collocazione precisa al numero nel primo livello del mondo intelligibile-
intellettivo, seguito dal “tutto composto di parti” (10 6Aov t@v pepdv), e dal “completo” (10
téheov). La triade intelligibile-intellettiva ¢ posta in relazione analogica con il mondo intelligibile,
dal momento che riproduce in maniera degradata la stessa articolazione: nel mondo intelligibile
I’'uno-che-¢, l’intero e la molteplicita illimitata sono messi in corrispondenza nel mondo
intelligibile-intellettivo con il numero, I’intero ¢ il perfetto™. Proclo distingue a questo punto la
molteplicita intelligibile da quella intelligibile-intellettiva, affermando che la prima ¢ “in modo
unitario” (Mvopévmg) e la seconda “in modo diviso” (dtakekpyévag), la prima ¢ caratterizzata dalla
“potenza” che ¢ causa del numero in quanto monade-diade, la seconda ¢ invece introduzione della
prima alteriti tra la monade e la diade.”” E a questo punto che Proclo pone in un rapporto di
superiorita il mAf|0oc intelligibile in quanto unitario e non numerabile rispetto all’apiOuog
intelligibile-intellettivo in quanto molteplicita determinata, ovvero quantificata.

La triade intelligibile presenta nella sua sommita la prima espressione essenziale dell’uno (in
quanto insieme di limite e illimitato), che ¢, d’altra parte, per il tramite della potenza, seconda triade
intelligibile, e per il tramite del mAfjfoc, terzo livello intelligibile®’, il principio causale della
sommita intelligibile-intellettiva, ovvero del numero, che Proclo fa corrispondere al pari e al dispari.
In questo caso, poiché il mAfjfog intelligibile ¢ superiore rispetto all’apiBuog intelligibile-
intellettivo, 1 due termini sono posti in una relazione inversa rispetto a quanto mostrato nella
prospettiva verticale della monade, a proposito della superiorita di dpiOudg in quanto serie
determinata, rispetto al mAfjfog indeterminato. Il principio di continuitad della gerarchia degli enti
prevede in effetti quanto gia estrapolato da Teologia IV 39.113 e dalla proposizione 112 degli
Elementi, ovvero che la sommita di un livello inferiore riceve i caratteri del livello superiore per il
tramite del limite di quest’ultimo: applicando questo principio ai rapporti di continuita tra il mondo
intelligibile e il mondo intelligibile-intellettivo, possiamo constatare che il mAfj0oc, essendo il limite
del mondo intelligibile, ¢ la causa della processione dei caratteri del mondo intelligibile nella
sommita del mondo intelligibile-intellettivo, ovvero nell’ap1Buog. In questa prospettiva, il TAf|0og e

I’4p1Bpodc non sono considerati come gradi di unitd (come lo sono, del resto, nel caso della

% Cio ¢ affermato esplicitamente da Proclo stesso in Theol. Plat. IV 27.80.10: “¢ naturale, dunque, che Platone abbia
dato inizio alle negazioni dell’'uno partendo da questa: infatti & in questo livello che si trovano i molti per via
dell’alterita che ha determinato la separazione dell’uno e dell’essere (o1 v £tepdtnra TV dlecTHGOCAV TO OV KOl TO
&v)”; tr. Abbate 2019.

*7_Si veda per I’abbassamento di grado dell’unita in forma tripartita Theol. Plat. IIT 14.52.5-10.

*. Procl. Theol. Plat. IV 27.78.19-79.16.

% Per tutto questo passaggio cf. Theol. Plat. IV 28.

%, Procl. Theol. Plat. IV 28.81.3-20.
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prospettiva verticale: monade-serie-molteplice), ma come livelli ontologici, il primo incluso nella
monade intelligibile, il secondo nella monade intelligibile-intellettiva. D’altra parte, il wAfj6oc
intelligibile denota un tipo di molteplicita superiore a tutte le altre, non ¢ infatti né¢ una molteplicita
determinata (ap1Ouog), né una molteplicita illimitata che non partecipa dell’'uno e dunque
dell’essere (amepdaxig dnepov secondo Theol. Plat. 11 1.5.9 e EIl. Theol. 1), ma ¢ il primo misto,
immediatamente prodotto dal primo mAf|0o¢ éviaiov (I’essenza intelligibile), e dalla dOvapug viaia
(la vita intelligibile). Al mondo intelligibile nel suo complesso, Proclo attribuisce un tipo di
molteplicita nascosta (kpO@10¢), indistinta, che non ¢ ancora divisa e non ¢ numerabile (&vapiOpog).
D’altronde, Proclo fa riferimento alla proprieta intelligibile dell’innumerabilita in passi sporadici
delle sue opere, in particolare in Teologia Platonica IV 29.85.20 la oppone alla proprieta intellettiva
dell’ “essere numerato” (t0 nMpOunuévov); in Teologia Platonica 1V32.97.14 la definisce
“primissima forma di molteplicita” (1 tpoTicTta TANR0N), unitaria, indifferenziata e non numerabile
(éviaio 8¢ éoTt kai adidicprra ko avapOpa). Nell’esegesi del Parmenide®, sebbene questa proprieta
non sia menzionata da Platone tra gli attributi negati dell’Uno nella prima ipotesi*>, Proclo applica

»3 E importante anche sottolineare che

all’Uno, I’essere “senza molteplicita” e “senza numero
Proclo non si riferisce mai al mondo intelligibile con il termine ap1Buog. Le uniche volte in cui
I’intelligibile e le enadi sono chiamati ap1Buodg, lo sono nel senso di “serie” discendente dall’Uno e
non in riferimento ad un particolare grado d’essere. Cio effettivamente ¢ evidente dal momento che
nelle opere di Proclo i termini ap1Buog e mifiboc, se riferiti alla monade intelligibile o alla totalita
delle enadi sono intercambiabili. Nella proposizione 113 degli Elementi di Teologia, I’apiOuoc ¢ la
pluralita ordinata discendente dalla rispettiva causa: la pluralita delle enadi dall’Uno, degli intelletti
particolari dalla monade dell’intelletto, delle anime dalla monade dell’anima®*. Nel passo III 3.12
della Teologia Platonica le enadi sono invece definite la “molteplicita unitaria” (mAfj0og Eviaiov),
“serie assolutamente simile” (dpOpov 11 aitie ovyyevéotatov) all’Uno, e “primissima serie”
(mpdTIoTog ApBudc), che ci fa dunque supporre ne esistano altre. In effetti in Elementi 64.5-12
Proclo fa riferimento all’dpiOuog delle enadi, degli intelletti, delle anime e anche dei corpi fisici,
dimostrando in cosa consista la sua duplice articolazione interna. La stessa distinzione dei quattro

appoi si trova in Teologia Platonica III 3.12.8—14, in riferimento al rapporto di somiglianza che la

> Procl. In Prm. VI 1075.23-1076.28.

2 Questa proprieta non ¢ menzionata nel Parmenide tra gli attributi negati dell’Uno nella prima ipotesi, ma, nella
seconda ipotesi (Prm. 143a4—144a9) si dimostra che se 1’Uno esiste, il numero esiste. Il numero per Proclo ¢ tra le
negazioni dell’Uno anche in In Prm. VI 1083.1-20; 1076.23-27, ¢ in In R. 1 285.21-22.

¥ In Prm. VI 1075.26-28: “I'Uno ha fatto sussistere tutta la molteplicita perché esso & senza molteplicita
(dmAnBovtov), e il numero perché & senza numero (avépiOuov), e la figura perché ¢ senza figura (doynudrtictov)”.
Qualche riga dopo In Prm. VI 1076.24-28: “diciamo che la monade € senza numero (&vépiBuov v povade) non in
quanto ¢ inferiore ai numeri e indefinita, ma perché essa genera i numeri e li definisce (yevv®doov T00¢ dpOHOVS Kol OG
opifovoav), intendo la monade assolutamente prima (v npwtictnv povada) di cui noi diciamo che contenga tutte le
specie dei numeri (Tdvto eV Qapy ta €idn TOV ApOpdV)”.

3. Procl. EI. Theol. 113.5-15.
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monade-causa intrattiene con la propria serie: la natura in modo naturale (] QUGG PLGIKADG),
I’anima in modo psichico (1 yoyn yuyxwdg) e I'intelletto in modo intellettivo (6 vodg voep®dc)
generano le realta da essi derivate (dmoyevv@). Dunque, I’Uno in forma unificata (xa0’ Evoow) €
causa della totalita del reale (aitiov éott T@V OAwv) ed al contempo la processione a partire dall’'Uno
¢ uni-forme (évoedng). Nella Teologia, il numero ¢ un attributo che compare, come nel caso
dell’Uno del Parmenide, tra le negazioni del mondo intelligibile. Questa constatazione ¢ rilevante
soprattutto in funzione della determinazione del carattere, per certi versi, innovativo della dottrina
delle enadi di Proclo rispetto ai suoi predecessori. Nell’espressione ‘“numero divino”,
indubbiamente di derivazione giamblichea, non possiamo in realtd intravedere un’anticipazione
della dottrina delle enadi nel modo in cui ¢ concepita da Proclo™, dal momento che questa
espressione, riferita alle enadi indica solamente la serie discendente dall’Uno-Dio che ne rispecchia
le proprieta (essendo a sua volta divina), ma non ne esprime il suo effettivo statuto metafisico.
Dall’altro canto, il numero, in quanto entita astratta, ha una collocazione precisa nel sistema
metafisico di Proclo, poiché ¢ posto nel livello del mondo intelligibile-intellettivo, garante della
continuita tra il mondo intelligibile e il mondo intellettivo. Il Belog ap1Opdg intelligibile-intellettivo
consiste, in effetti, nel principio di distinzione che mantiene il legame (c0Ovdeoic)’® tra I”GvapiOpog
intelligibile e 'pOunpévoc, il numerato intellettivo, che & “gia diviso” (Sakekpipévog)’’. In virtd
di questa funzione di mediazione, il numero astratto intelligibile-intellettivo ¢ costituito da una
natura duplice: dal mondo intelligibile riceve una potenza elevatrice, dal momento che ha la
capacita di riunire in unita i molti (katd T cVLVayWYOV TGV TOMDY £l Evoow)’®; per vicinanza con
il mondo intellettivo, ha invece una propensione degradante verso la distinzione. Proclo dice infatti
che il numero intelligibile-intellettivo genera i molti: katd TO YEVWITUCOV TAV TOAADV".

La 1&g ontologica risente complessivamente della presenza del numero. Benché non sia
un’entitd numerica a tutti gli effetti, il mondo intelligibile pre-contiene, nella contrazione della sua
natura (kpO@1oc), la prima espressione del numero, che nella Teologia ¢ collocata solamente nel
terzo livello intelligibile, in cui le idee sono riunite nella totalita uniforme e completa dell’intelletto.
La molteplicita intelligibile (mAfjfog vontdv) ¢ pertanto la prima espressione di numero e principio,
in forma unitaria e nascosta, del numero divino intelligibile-intellettivo. Infatti, anche nella
proposizione 64 degli Elementi, la seriec delle enadi, che costituisce la monade partecipata
dell’Essere immediatamente contigua all’Uno, ¢ a sua volta distinta in una serie duplice, quella

delle realta effettive, ovvero le enadi sovraessenziali, che sono, a nostro giudizio, effettivamente

% Cf. O’Meara 1997, pp. 135-47.
36 Procl. Theol. Plat. TV 29.86.2.
37 Procl. Theol. Plat. TV 29.85.21.
38 Procl. Theol. Plat. IV 29.86.5.
3%, Procl. Theol. Plat. IV 29.86.6.
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non numerate, ¢ quella delle entita intelligibili che ereditano i caratteri delle enadi per il tramite
delle loro irradiazioni, e che sono la prima espressione del numero in forma unitaria (éviaiong) e
intelligibile, in quanto causa, e totalita assolutamente contratta (6 dpOpog vontdg €ott kol kot
aitiav povaducdc)®. La scelta di riferire al terzo livello intelligibile, livello delle forme pure, un
numero sovraessenziale che precede il numero essenziale intelligibile-intellettivo e le successive
entita numerate, che dall’intellettivo si diramano fino al mondo sensibile, complica ulteriormente il
quadro teorico attorno alla questione delle enadi. L’apparente contraddizione tra la numerabilita o
non numerabilita intelligibile ¢, tuttavia, giustificabile alla luce dello sfondo dottrinale di Proclo,
influenzato principalmente dalla lettura di Parmenide 144a—c, in cui ¢ dimostrato che il numero ¢
strettamente e necessariamente legato alla dimensione dell’essere’’, e pud averne funzione di
misurazione; ¢ di Timeo 53b in cui il numero assume un ruolo ordinatore sulla dispersione
fenomenica della materia originaria, e da cui Proclo estrapola, non a caso, la citazione “per mezzo
di numeri e forme” (Gp1Opoic kai €ideor)* per riferirla all’ultimo livello di estensione dell’apOpoc
nella gerarchia degli enti, che precede la dispersione del molteplice nell’indeterminatezza non
partecipe di unita e, dunque, non-essere™. L’essere singolo (évikoc) intelligibile viene cosi ad essere
smembrato in due parti, I’'una vicina all’Uno, 1’altra all’4p1Budc, ovvero al grado d’essere costituito
dalla prima espressione dell’alterita (étepdtnc). Possiamo, dunque, distribuire il numero nella
seguente gerarchia degli enti, escludendo il sovraessenziale e includendo 1’ultimo livello
dell’intelligibile nel novero delle realta in cui ¢ rintracciabile il numero, in quanto determinazione
essenziale. Proclo stesso, d’altra parte riferisce all’intelletto intelligibile la proprieta dell’essere
primo unificato (1o fvopévov) precedente il numero stesso (tpd apOpod)*, in quanto composto da

. . .. N oy +1-45
enadi che sono “elementi primi” (ctotyeia) irriducibili™.

%, Procl. Theol. Plat. TV 29.88.6.

1. Nel momento dell’elaborazione di Theol. Plat. IV 29.84-89 Proclo ha probabilmente sott’occhio questi passi del
Parmenide in cui, come nella Teologia Platonica, ¢ questione della cosiddetta generazione dei numeri, in quanto “prova
della loro esistenza” o di una giustificazione di alcuni numeri. E inoltre possibile che nel discorso di Proclo, come in
quello di Platone, a proposito della distinzione dei “primissimi numeri” intelligibili-intellettivi, ovvero il pari e il
dispari, da cui discendono il parimenti pari e il parimenti dispari vi sia un’allusione alla sistematica, e, per certi versi,
simile, classificazione dei numeri presentata da Nicom. Ar. 8.10.13-13.8 ed. R. Hoche. Cf. Tambl. In Nic. 20.1-22.5 ed.
H. Pistelli.

“. Procl. Theol. Plat. TV 29.86.16.

“. Procl. EL. Theol. 1 e 2. Cf. Theol. Plat. IV 29.86.15.

*. Procl. Theol. Plat. IV 29.88.12.

. Cf. El. Theol. 6.
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L’aritmologia come immagine del piano ontologico

La costruzione della gerarchia ontologica procliana ordinata secondo il numero ha il
modello della teologia aritmetica di Giamblico. II frammento 37 del suo Commento al Timeo*
distingue 1 due livelli (intelligibile, sensibile) secondo le proprieta dell’ordine, della compiutezza e
dell’intelligenza da wuna parte (tetoypévoc, téAewog, voepdc); dall’altra del disordine,
dell’incompiutezza, dell’assenza di intelligenza (&taxtog, dteing, dvontog) ovvero delle proprieta

che costituiscono la materia originaria di Timeo 30a5 che il frammento riproduce in questo modo:

considera I’intera struttura corporea (tnv 6Anv copotoedij cvotacwy) separatamente da sé, in tutta la sua
casuale disorganizzazione (6nmmg €oti TANUpUEIG kol dtaxtog), proprio perché, una volta visto 1’ordine

proveniente dall’anima (amd woyiig ta&wv) e la disposizione introdotta dal demiurgo (v omuiovpyikniv

, . . . ., 47
dwakocunow), si possa distinguere quale sia la natura assegnata al corporeo in sé e per sé

La dwkoéounoig € dunque la dwokdounoig onpovpyikn, 1’azione ordinatrice del demiurgo
che, come in Timeo 53b5 (ideoi e kai GpOpoic)*™, imprime al mondo un ordine matematico. 11
fram- mento pone, d’altra parte, ’accento sulla dimensione temporale della diukdéounoic, che ¢
continua nel tempo, poiché tiene perpetuamente insieme le due dimensioni nel kdéopoc (“se
entrambi convergono, ne consegue necessariamente che il cosmo ¢ eternamente (Stoiwvieng)

"y A questo stesso proposito, i frammenti 63 ¢ 67—-68°, che

beneficiario della sua attivita creativa
sono tratti da una lunga citazione giamblichea che Simplicio introduce nel Commento alla Fisica
793.30-795.1, sottolineano la posizione “all’origine del tempo” della Staxéouncic’’, proponendo
una gerarchia ontologica e temporale su tre livelli: il paradigma intelligibile & posto nell’eternita’*;

, . Cn , o 5 \ ~ N33
la d1axoounoig consiste nell’operosita (didkospov dpo ovpovov motelv)™ e nell’essenza del tempo

. Si veda per la citazione Procl. In Ti. II 258.1-8 Van Riel (= I 382.12-20 Dichl). Per il frammento 37 si veda Dillon
1973, p. 139 (traduzione) e p. 310 (commento).

7 Tambl. In Ti. fr. 37.14—18 Dillon (= Procl. In Ti. I 258.13—-15 Van Riel [= I 382.25-28 Diehl]).

*Ti. 53b—c il passaggio dal disordine all’ordine avviene nel momento in cui la divinitd inaugura la struttura
matematico-geometrica del tutto, configurando 1’universo “secondo forme e numeri” (gidect te kai ap1Opoig). Sul ruolo
della matematica nell’organizzazione dell’universo nel Timeo si veda Brisson 2000a, pp. 295-315. Per un
approfondimento sui commentari successivi, si veda Ferrari 2000, pp. 171-224. Sull’espressione €ideci 1€ Kai dptOpoig
si veda Isnardi Parente 1997, pp. 187-93.

*_Tambl. In Ti. fr. 37.9-10 Dillon (= Procl. In Ti. II 258.7-8 Van Riel [= I 382.19-20 Dichl]).

% Cf. Dillon 1973, pp. 172-3, 1803 (traduzione); pp. 345-7, 3514 (commento).

*1 Ti. 37d-38b.

> Simpl. In Ph. 794.23-24: “per queste ragioni il tempo & anche “il pit simile possibile a sé stesso secondo il
paradigma della natura eterna (ko t0 Tapaderypa i Staiwviog Ooemg)”.

>3 Simpl. In Ph. 793.33: “la frase ‘simultaneamente alla disposizione che fa del cielo (81Gkoopov Gpa 0dpavOY TOLEV)’
significa questo, che la venuta all’esistenza del Tempo (1] T0D ypdvov VOGTAGLS) € congiunta alla messa in ordine che
parte dal demiurgo (tfj dtakocunGEL Tf] Anod T0T dMovpyod Tpogrbovon)”.
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(ovoiov avtod TV kot dvépyelav’” i mpoiovon dtakoopnoet)’, ed ¢ la causa dell’unita insieme di
tutte le cose’®; il mondo sensibile che corrisponde al “venire a sussistere del tempo” (1} T0D ypdvov
dmootaoic)’’ ¢ un ordine “diviso” secondo “potenze o movimenti! (TN peploTdC Katd Adyoug A
KwAoelS i GAlag Stwpiopévag duvapeg doopiopéviy)™, La citazione giamblichea anticipa un
contenuto fondamentale del sistema procliano, che consiste nella tripartizione del rapporto
anteriore-posteriore, articolato nei seguenti livelli: il modo superiore causale e “trascendente”
(EEnpnuévoc)’ ovvero I’essenza-ovoio; il modo secondario “coordinato” (cuvtartopevoc) al primo,
ovvero 1’évépyeia-6Ovapig produttrice e ordinatrice (tdrtovoa); il terzo venuto a essere e “ordinato”
(tattopevog) dall’intermediario. Questa tripartizione corrisponde all’organizzazione della gerarchia
ontologica di III 8.34-35 della Teologia Platonica, in cui Proclo presenta la triade essenza / limite,
potenza / illimitato, misto®: in essa si articola ciascun livello, e ad essa corrisponde la distribuzione
graduale della causalita enunciata nella proposizione 65 degli Elementi di teologia®' in cui il primo
livello ¢ causale e “originario” (&pyoeddg), il secondo rispecchia le proprieta del primo per
partecipazione, il terzo nella propria sussistenza®®, “in forma di copia” (gikovik@®c).

Il frammento 46%, come il frammento 37, distingue tra una dimensione sensibile, divisa,
molteplice e in movimento, ¢ una dimensione indivisa, unitaria ed eterna, come si riscontra, del
resto, anche nel cosiddetto De Mysteriis (Risposta a Porfirio) IIT 28.127.2—12. Nella stessa opera,

d’altra parte, il livello della dtakdounoic demiurgica sembra essere attribuito al livello delle forme

> La stessa distinzione xat’évépyelav ¢ riferita al livello delle forme intellettive nel passo di Myst. I 19.59.2-5: “C’¢
dunque anche nelle operazioni intellettive (xatd tag vogpag &vepyeiag) il comune legame (0 Kowvog cHVOEGHOG)
indivisibile che si trova tra queste forme, ma esiste anche nelle loro comuni partecipazioni (kowag petovociog) alle
forme, poiché nulla introduce alcuna distinzione in questa partecipazione e non c’¢ in essa alcun intermediario”.

>3 Simpl. In Ph. 793.30: “la sua essenza nell’attivita la poniamo allo stesso livello (cuvtdrtropev) di questa disposizione
che procede (tfj mpoiovon Swaxocunoel) ed ¢ unita alle sue creazioni (cvvrattopévn TPOG TA dnpovpyovpeva) ed
inseparabile (dywpict®) dalle cose portate a compimento da essa”.

%% Simpl. In Ph. 794.20: katé to oftiov kai &v 6pod 81 mévrov Tovtov. La stessa espressione, sebbene riferita al livello
intelligibile, ricorre in ITambl. Myst. I 19.59.1.

7 Simpl. In Ph. 793.33. In effetti in questo caso, dmdotacic designa il passaggio dall’essenza all’esistenza. Con lo
stesso significato, questo termine ¢ usato anche da Proclo. Negli Elementi di teologia, in cui Ymdotacig si trova
impiegato con una certa frequenza (si veda in particolare El. Theol. 64; 114; 153; 154; 162), non ¢ pertanto mai
connotato con il significato plotiniano di livello specifico e gerarchizzato d’essere. Al contrario, in Proclo, come nel
passo di Simplicio, il termine significa il fatto puro e semplice di esistere. Cio spiega anche il largo impiego che Proclo
fa anche dell’aggettivo vmootatikog con il significato di “fare sussistere” (1’aggettivo ¢ impiegato 12 volte su 16 con
questo significato, in particolare in El. Theol. 20; 21; 25; 56; 57; 113; 137). Per un approfondimento sul significato post-
plotiniano di Yndéctaci si veda Achard — Narbonne 2012, pp. CXIII-CXXXVII. Per un approfondimento sui differenti
significati del termine nella tardo-antichita si veda Taormina 1994, pp. 101-31; Combeés 1994, pp. 131-49.

% Simpl. In Ph. 794.2-7.

% Simpl. In Ph. 794.10.

% Questa triade nel libro III della Teologia ¢ la triade per eccellenza essenza-vita-intelletto e per cui si rimanda a Hadot
1960, pp. 105-41 (= Hadot [1999] pp. 127-81].

61 Procl. El. Theol. 65.13—14: “Tutto cio che sussiste in qualsiasi modo (10 dnwGOHV VP£oTOHS) 0 & in modo originario
(&pyoeddq) nel suo essere causa (kat’aitiov), oppure in forma di immagine (gikovik®g) nel suo modo d’essere (kod’
trop&wv) o nella sua partecipazione (katd péde&wv)”.

62 In questo caso, il termine dmap&ic, che in Proclo esprime un particolare modo d’essere potrebbe coincidere con
I’Omdotacis, nel senso di venire a sussistere in forma di icona. Si veda su cio anche Hadot 1973, 101-15.

6 Procl. In Ti. I1 342.5-10 Van Riel (= 1440.15-20 Diehl); cf. Dillon 1973, pp. 148-51.
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intellettive cui corrisponde I’évépyeo®. Giamblico fa, in effetti, riferimento a tre livelli di dei: gli
intelligibili che sono paradigmi per gli ultimi (4md @V vontdv Osiov mapaderypdrav)®, e che
hanno una propria dioxécunotc, che consiste in un’ unica unitd” (katd pia Evoow)® e “in una
perpetua superiorita” (katd v Stuwviav adtdv dmepPornv)®’; gli intellettivi (Osio voepdr €idn) che
preesistono “in modo separato” (ywpiotd®g) agli dei encosmici visibili, mettendoli in comunione con
i primi®®. Percio, Giamblico anticipa, anche in questo caso, un elemento fondante del sistema
procliano, ponendo tra le due realta inconciliabili un “comune legame” (kowdg cOvdeopoc)®, che
rende possibile la processione, per Proclo, la ceipd. Allo stesso modo, il frammento 44 tratto dal
Commento di Giamblico al Timeo presenta la diokécunoig in quanto legame intermedio, che
unifica il livello intellettivo al paradigma intelligibile con il livello demiurgico, per il tramite
dell’unificazione’. Lo scarto tra la dimensione intelligibile e quella sensibile, colmato da una
dwaxocunoig demiurgica che, sul modello del Timeo, imprime un ordine matematico all’universo, &
anche il contesto di affermazione privilegiato per una teologia aritmetica, iniziata da Nicomaco di
Gerasa, che lascia delle tracce importanti anche nel sistema filosofico di Proclo. L’antecedente
diretto anche in questo caso ¢ Giamblico, seppure Proclo intervenga su una dottrina rimaneggiata
fortemente da Siriano’'.

Nel Commento alla Metafisica di Aristotele, Siriano infatti antepone alla scansione del reale
tre presupposti ontologici fondamentali, che Proclo introdurra nel suo sistema filosofico: il primo
consiste nel fatto che il numero, secondo il precetto pitagorico, € il paradigma dell’universo e
delimita gli ordini divini’*, permettendo cosi la lottizzazione del divino e la definizione di ciascun
ordine secondo le sue proprieta; il secondo in base al quale ogni ordine ¢ presente in ogni livello

secondo la sua modalita d’essere”, il terzo & il concetto di “molteplicita ordinata” (zAjfog 10

64 Tambl. Myst. I 19.44.3.

. Myst. 119.43.18.

. Myst. 119.43.24.

. Myst. 119.44.1-2.

. Myst. 1 19.43.25-26.

° Myst. I 19.44.3.

" Jambl. In Ti. fr. 44 Dillon 1973, pp. 148-9 = Procl. In Ti. II 328.1-5 Van Riel (= I 431.23-25 Diehl): “il divino
Giamblico prende una posizione intermedia tra questi due, collegando e unendo (cuvantov koi EviCov) il paradigma al
demiurgo attraverso 1’unita dell’intelletto (& trv £vaotv tv 100 vod) con I’intelligibile”.

! Su cio si veda Coulter 1976. Questa legge ¢ la stessa che si riscontra in El. Theol. 103.

72 Syr. In Metaph. 145.25: pntéov odv 6t duvdpet pév dmeipa o Oeio, apOpd S8 ypTiTan Pev TEMEPUCHEVE.

7 In Metaph. 145.32: mévta év mdowv. Questa legge neoplatonica di omologia, “tutto in tutto”, esprime la convinzione
che I’insieme della realta si riflette in ciascuno degli esseri reali. Appare chiaramente gia in Porph. Sent. 31, in cui gli
incorporei, ovvero intelletti e anime (piuttosto che i sensibili, che possono comunque corrispondere al Tutto in virtu
dell’analogia tra microcosmo e macrocosmo) riflettono il Tutto a proprio modo secondo una scala graduale in cui Dio ¢
“ovunque e in nessun luogo rispetto a tutto cio che da lui procede” (mavtoayod kol 0OSOUOD TAOV HET’ ADTOV TAVIMV);
I’intelletto “¢ in Dio” (év pév 0e®), ed € “ovunque e in nessun luogo rispetto a cio che da lui procede” (ravtayod &€ kol
ovdapod T®V pet’ avtov); I’anima ¢ in Dio e nell’intelletto (€v v@ t€ kol 0e@®) e “ovunque e in nessun luogo rispetto al
corpo” (év v 1€ kai Be®, mavtayod <d&> kai ovdopod &v copartt); il corpo € “nell’anima, nell’intelletto e in Dio” (&v
yoyf] kai év v@ kol év 0ed). Su cio si veda Coulter 1976. Questa legge ¢ la stessa che si riscontra in EI. Theol. 103. Si
tratta di una legge invariabile del Neoplatonismo, che di fatto si appoggia e sviluppa a partire dalla convinzione
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tetaypévov)’ “continua” (ouvveyfic)” dei livelli dell’essere, che sembra corrispondere alla
“molteplicita determinata” di Nicomaco di Gerasa (Ar. 7.9.7: mAfifoc opiopévov). Questa
molteplicita comprende il livello intelligibile, intellettivo, dianoetico (Stavontikdg) e sensibile
(puokdc)’®. Ciascun livello, inoltre, esprime le proprieta che gli corrispondono “in modo
appropriato” (oikeing)’’. Siriano presenta una struttura del reale fortemente gerarchica, che accorpa
da una parte negli “ordinamenti divini”’® il livello intelligibile e intellettivo, d’altra fa svolgere al
livello dianoetico la funzione di ponte per I’anima’” verso il divino. Dunque, la gerarchia del divino
presenta la seguente scansione: (i) il piano intelligibile, che ¢ presso gli dei, paradigmatico e

9981

perfetto™, “riempie”®' gli ordinamenti divini (fgian droxoopoewc); (ii) il piano intellettivo &

demiurgico® e “contempla” (fswpeiton) il precedente; (iii) il piano dianoetico “imita”™
I’ordinamento divino, e “si innalza” (uetempomodei) verso il divino™. Inoltre, la scansione del reale
¢ messa in corrispondenza delle strutture matematiche in due passi del Commento alla Metafisica.
In 125.19-126.25, recuperando la dottrina pitagorica secondo cui “ogni cosa che esiste ¢ numero”
(125.27: ta dvta dpo dpBuot), Siriano distingue tre livelli che precedono il mondo sensibile: (i)
I’'uno e la diade, entrambi numeri originari, che si manifestano a tutti i livelli dell’essere, e
costituiscono 1’éviaiog apOpdc™; (ii) 1’apOpodg povaducdc™, che consiste nel mondo intelligibile,

che ¢ la triade originaria di tutti gli altri numeri, che precontiene la molteplicita in modo nascosto (¢

platonica fondamentale che le realta sensibili posseggono la loro controparte nelle Idee in un modo eterno e realmente
esistente (cf. Ti. 39¢5-6). Dam. In Phlb. 130.2-4 (= Iambl. In Phib. fr. 5 Dillon) attribuisce la dottrina della presenza
del Tutto nelle parti a Porfirio e Giamblico: “Allora tutti gli elementi che sono nell’universo sono anche in noi, e tutti
quelli che sono in noi sono anche nell’universo? Come si distingue allora il tutto dalle parti? Porfirio e Giamblico
affrontano questo problema dicendo che ‘tutte le cose sono ovunque (mévto givon mavtoyod), ma in modi diversi in
luoghi diversi (6Alwg pévror koi GAlwg)’”. Si veda Lecerf 2017, pp. 187-223, che a partire da De anima sez. 6-7
Dillon-Finamore (= Stob. Anth. I 49.32), sottolinea che questa legge del “tutto in tutto” ¢ attribuita da Giamblico gia a
Numenio, e abbassa 1’anima al livello delle parti (in quanto “anima parziale”, pepwkn yoyn), in quanto “omologa”
all’intelletto, ma in forma inferiore (cf. Porph. Sent. 10 e 11).

™ In Metaph. 81.36.

> Questo carattere & gia attribuito da Giamblico alla Siuxdopnoig intelligibile, in Myst. I 19.43.23.

76 Syr. In Metaph. 82.4-5 dice che i tre livelli dell’essere (intelligibile-dianoetico-sensibile) sono uniti tra di loro: &i yap
mote 10 Tpia TodTa GLUVTPEXEL KOl EvoDTal TPOg AAAN .

7 In Metaph. 82.2.

® In Metaph. 82.13.

7 In Metaph. 82.15.

% In Metaph. 82.3.

*1 " In Metaph. 82.10.

%2_In Metaph. 82.14.

% In Metaph. 82.15.

¥ Cf. ITambl. Myst. V 15.163.16. Il verbo petewpomoréwm esprime ’uscita fuori dal corpo per elevarsi verso Iintelletto.
D’altra parte, ’immagine ¢ chiaramente tratta da Phdr. 246c, che costituisce poi la rivoluzione celeste recuperata da
Proclo nel libro IV della Teologia Platonica.

% Si veda In Metaph. 126.17. Dal numero unitario di Siriano, composto dall’uno e dalla diade, Proclo attinge la sua
dottrina delle enadi, che ¢ effettivamente applicata in El. Theol. 113.

%_Cf. In Metaph. 126.2.
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il kpoelog appog)®’; (iii) le forme demiurgiche (idéon dnpovpywcai)®; (iv) le entitd encosmiche
(éyxooa)®’; Siriano presenta cosi uno schema dei mondi divini modellato perfettamente sul
numero pitagorico, cui fa corrispondere una proprieta e un’azione: la triade ¢ il primo perfetto, ed ¢
semplicemente contemplata: 10 npdTmg Tédetov 0ewpnon’’; la tetrade ¢ I’insieme originario che
comprende le realta encosmiche (la kaBolwkr dwokdounoig di Theol. Ar. 28.13): dpyoeddg mavta
T0 éykoopia mepieinmran (In Metaph. 146.1); I’ebdomade ¢ la provvidenza che ordina le realta
generate, non essendo sottoposta a generazione: dyevijtog ta yevnta mpovoiog a&odtan (In Metaph.
146.2); la decade ¢ I’insieme del reale gia diviso e intellettivo: dtaxexpipuévmg, pdAlov kol 7o
voep®d¢ mavta mpoeinmror (In Metaph. 146.2-3). Egli mostra, dunque, una certa tendenza a
pitagorizzare Platone, conciliandolo con le letture di Aristotele.

Nel libro IV della Teologia Platonica, Proclo riutilizza la tradizione aritmologica pitagorica
per giustificare lo spostamento semantico del “numero” da quello generico di serie alla definizione
di un ordine divino preciso, quello occupato dagli dei intelligibili-intellettivi. In questo livello, nella
definizione del numero in quanto introduzione della prima alterita tra la monade e la diade, Proclo
recupera la tradizione pitagorica sul dispari, che riunisce e connette, e il pari che fa procedere e
distingue, per mostrare in cosa consista la forza ontologica del numero in quanto legame della
gerarchia degli enti: esso tiene insieme la prima serie di opposti (tdc §Ho cuotoryiag vVeictnow)’'. 11
numero intelligibile-intellettivo ¢ prima di tutto composto da due potenze originarie in base alle
quali esso svolge il ruolo di forza riunente in unita tutte le entita: il dispari, simbolo del limite,
dell’unitarieta e della razionalita, connette la molteplicita intellettiva verso gli intelligibili; il pari,
simbolo di illimitatezza, pluralita e irrazionalita, fa procedere la molteplicita nei livelli successivi.
Dall’opposizione del pari e del dispari, sul modello pitagorico’>, Proclo fa procedere una serie di
coppie di opposti: generatrici di vita ({woyovikdc)/immutabili (tog drpémntovg), feconde
(yovipovg) / produttive (momtikdc), indivisibili (ta dpépiota) / divisi (td peplotig mpoicthpeva
Cofg | Tomoewg), intellettive e unitarie (T voepdtepa Kol Evikmtepa) / irrazionali e moltiplicate
(6hoydtepo kai mANOvOpeva)”. Queste coppie presiedono alla frammentazione del numero
nell’ordine intellettivo: ad ogni genere diviso degli déi intellettivi corrisponde un numero
particolare. In questo modo, Proclo costruisce una gerarchia del numero, ponendo alla due estremita

da una parte il numero sovraessenziale, quello rappresentato dai primi due livelli intelligibili — le

%7 In Metaph. 126.23. Per Siriano, come per Proclo, il livello della molteplicita contratta e “nascosta” non corrisponde
alle enadi-principi ma al livello intelligibile, che ¢ il primo effettivo numero, ovvero la prima composizione risultante
dalla triade inizio-mezzo-fine, come ¢ detto in Theol. Ar. 17.15.

% In Metaph. 126.18; 8.23.

% In Metaph. 126.20.

% In Metaph. 145.32.

°!. Procl. Theol. Plat. IV 29.84.26.

%2 La testimonianza ¢ di Arist. Metaph. A 5.986a22-26.

>. Theol. Plat. IV 29.85.1-7.

Nl
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enadi sovraessenziali — e dall’altro il numero periodico — quello che regola I’ordinamento di tutto il
cosmo e che scandisce la discesa e la risalita delle anime™. Il Licino pone le forme e il numero in
un rapporto di priorita ontologica: la generazione delle forme nel livello intelligibile precede quella
del numero nel mondo intellettivo, in questo modo, nella logica del sistema ontologico procliano
secondo il quale il livello inferiore deve contenere necessariamente i livelli che lo precedono, “ogni

"% D’altra parte, da Timeo 39¢10, “i numeri sono

numero ¢ forma, mentre non ogni forma ¢ numero
quattro”, Proclo deriva che nella tetrade intelligibile, vi ¢ il “numero delle forme”, una monade che
¢ causa della moltiplicazione e della differenziazione dei numeri intellettivi; dalla seconda ipotesi
del Parmenide® in cui I’Uno-che-¢ risulta formato da molteplici componenti numerabili, ¢ inoltre
derivato il fatto che “il numero viene dopo la molteplicita™®’. Tre sono dunque le concezioni del
numero che emergono dal libro 4 della Teologia Platonica, consacrato interamente all’introduzione
dell’alterita nella gerarchia dell’essere: il numero come molteplicita contratta, il numero come
principio di distinzione all’origine delle coppie di opposti e il numero come molteplicita dispiegata
nella serie degli dei divisi (paterni, demiurgici, ipercosmici, non vincolati, encosmici). Il termine
apBudc scandisce dunque tutta la gerarchia dell’essere: la monade sovraessenziale delle enadi; la
tetrade delle forme intelligibili; la diade del pari e del dispari nel mondo intelligibile-intellettivo;
I’ebdomade degli dei intellettivi; la serie delle coppie coordinate degli enti.

Nel Commento al Parmenide, Proclo sottolinea che i didkocpot piu vicini alla monade sono
caratterizzati da una parte da una molteplicita piu contratta (In Prm. IV 890.32-33: nAf0og &yxet
ovveotolpévov) e da un’esistenza limitata dal numero (In Prm. IV 890.34: mtoc® nenépactat), sono
cio¢ “numeri monadici” (povadikot); dall’altra possiedono una potenza maggiore (In Prm. IV
890.33: duvapuy 8¢ dmepnmAOUEVY TOV ToppwTépw) che dipende dalla dominazione del principio
enadico e dalla sua capacita di estensione ai livelli successivi. Le enadi sono, dunque, un principio
che penetra nei didkoopot, 1 quali, a loro volta, quanto piu ne sono impregnati, tanto pit dominano
sui numeri successivi . L’originarieta delle enadi rispetto ai numeri ¢, inoltre, messa in luce in un
altro passo del Commento al Parmenide in cui Proclo parla della moltiplicazione delle ipotesi del
dialogo platonico e della loro corrispondenza con i livelli del reale. Poiché la prima ipotesi ¢ 1’Uno,
avondBetoc,” la seconda ipotesi, che Proclo fa corrispondere alla diade, coincide con il numero

divino enadico,'” da cui dipendono la triade, la tetrade e la dodecade'”, ovvero il livello

% Proclo fa qui riferimento al passaggio del Ti. 37d6 e 53b5.

%. Procl. Theol. Plat. IV 29.87.25-26.

% In particolare, Prm. 143alss. e 144a—c.

’7. Procl. Theol. Plat. IV 29.88.15.

%8 Procl. In Prm. IV 890.36-37: kpatodpeve, H1d Tiig £0ntdv £vadog kpatodvia 8¢ andviov Tdv EpeEiic aptopdy.

% Procl. In Prm. 1622.32. Si veda Resp. VI 510b7; 511b6 ¢ il commento di Procl. In R. I 283.6-284.25; In Alc. 128.4 ¢
Westerink, 1954, p. 105 nota 8.

1% Cf. ’accostamento delle enadi alla diade successiva all’Uno in Theol. Plat. III 7.30.10.
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intelligibile, il livello intellettivo-intelligibile e il livello intellettivo (Zeus, ultimo della triade

paterna intellettiva presiede il corteo dei dodici dei giovani, gli stessi di Fedro 247a).

Conclusioni

Come ho cercato di mostrare, il presupposto che fonda la scientificita del sistema teologico
di Proclo ¢ il rigoroso (éxpipetar)'®® modo in cui sono collocati i livelli di essere rispetto all’Uno.
Tale modo ¢ prima di tutto numerico. Proclo definisce la teologia come &1, una “condizione”'??
che ha un carattere duplice: da una parte “rivela” (éxgaivw) le taeic'™, ed & percid scienza,
dall’altro “mantiene la segretezza” sull’Uno (Suagpuidcom)'®. Questa duplicita si manifesta nella
distinzione di due tipi di evidenza: quella immediata dell’Uno, che ¢ inconoscibile, e quella
discorsiva delle té&eig, che appartengono al piano del conoscibile. L’unico procedimento che,
secondo Proclo, si pud applicare alla ta&ic dell’essere, che, al tempo stesso, determina la
scientificita e 1’incontrovertibilita della teologia, ¢ quello diairetico'®® «at’épBpa, che attinge
“all’ordine geometrico o delle altre matematiche” (év yewpetpia tdEcwd fi Toig dAloc podfpact)'’’.
Difatti, ’Uno ¢ un concetto immediato e indimostrabile, la verita concernente la 1a&ig € invece un
risultato, il “divenire evidenti” (kotadnho yivetar)'®®. Si tratta di una distanza non solo conoscitiva
ma anche metafisica che si riflette sulla struttura di due opere centrali nel progetto di validazione
scientifica della teologia operata da Proclo: la Teologia platonica e gli Elementi di teologia. In
queste due opere la verita ¢ presentata secondo uno statuto triplice: in base al suo contenuto, ¢
assolutamente trascendente se riguarda 1’Uno; trascende le proposizioni di cui ¢ condizione di
esistenza se riguarda D’intelletto; ¢ una verita proposizionale se ¢ rivolta ai livelli successivi.

L’evidenza che riguarda 1’Uno ¢ percio una verita originaria e paradigmatica che ¢ incoglibile,

indicibile e indimostrabile per la ragione umana, ¢ un assioma e una nozione comune innata e eterna

! Procl. In Prm. 1623.15.

"2 11 termine dxpifeto indica un criterio di esattezza scientifica connesso generalmente all’esercizio delle scienze
matematiche, in quanto scienze esatte. Si veda lamblichus, Comm. Math. 29.9 ed. Klein. La forma aggettivale, dxpipnc,
¢ attribuita frequentemente al modo di vita pitagorico: Porfirio lo impiega in Plot. 15.23 e in V. Pyth. 36.5. Anche
Giamblico lo usa in riferimento al modo di vita pitagorico: lambl. VP 29.163. Cf. su queste testimonianze O’Meara
1989, pp. 30-52. 1l concetto di esattezza scientifica arriva fino a Simplicio che nel commento sulle Categorie di
Aristotele attribuisce alla conoscenza intelligibile (trv vogpav Bswpiav), un criterio akpifféctepov: si veda su cio Simpl.
In Cat. 2.12. Cf. anche Simpl. In Ph. 4.10-11, riguardo alla Fisica di Aristotele come dxpoacig, e 5.17-18 (dxpifing
Katavonoig). Su queste occorrenze cf. Hoffmann 2000, p. 479.

1%, Procl. Theol. Plat. IV 4.17.10.

"% Procl. Theol. Plat. I 10.45.15; 1 12.55.13; 11 5.38.11; 11 11.65.10; I 12.72.13.

1% Procl. Theol. Plat. I1I 1.5.6-16.

1% Procl. Theol. Plat. 1 10.45.15.

"7 Procl. Theol. Plat. 1 10.45.26.

"% Procl. Theol. Plat. 1 10.45.22.
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nell’anima, poiché ¢ una conoscenza gia data, cui si pud pervenire solo con la cuvaen, con il

contatto, anche se non diretto, con 1’Uno'”’

. D’altra parte, I’evidenza che riguarda I’intelletto ¢ il
risultato di un percorso argomentativo, ovvero ¢ la certezza derivante dalla prova dimostrativa
affrontata dall’anima. Infine, I’evidenza che possiede 1’anima consiste nella discorsivita che si
estende sul piano del visibile, essendo il Adyog chiaro e coerente che attualizza le kowvai &vvolon in
un tempo e in una struttura argomentativa determinati''’, che non ¢, tuttavia, autonomo e
universalmente valido, ma interno al meccanismo di funzionamento della dialettica. L’attivita
dell’anima ¢, dunque, quella dell’approfondire la sua familiarita con 1'Uno''' attraverso la
conoscenza dei livelli ad essa superiori. Nella proposizione 162 degli Elementi questa presa di
conoscenza dell’Uno, che ¢ 10 Ogiov xai dyvootov, € connotata come un risultato cui si perviene
(yvopilecBar cupPaiver) a partire dalle proprieta di quelli che ad esso partecipano (6o d¢ tfig TV

’ s ~ Y S I A 112
HetexovImv eEoAhaytic kol Tag Exeivav idoTag) .
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ABASTRACT

Miriam Cutino, The Divine Arithmos in Proclus’ Metaphysical System

This investigation studies the articulation of the universal ontological hierarchy (taxis) in
Proclus’s Platonic Theology, a metaphysical system defined by the fundamental existential value of
unity. The taxis is comprised of three different forms of order—seira, diakosmesis, and
diakosmos—and the chapter aims to show how the structure of Proclus's divine diakosmoi is
articulated on a mathematical analogy. This analogy establishes a correspondence between the
Pythagorean divine number (arithmos) and each level of ontological reality. The analysis focuses on
the ontological significance of the term diakosmos as both number and paradigmatic cause of
unification. The essay also concentrates on the term arithmos itself, which is presented as the first
“otherness” (heterotes) introduced by the intelligible-intellectual world. This interpretation connects
Proclus's use of arithmos to its meaning in the works of lamblichus and Syrianus’s Commentary on
Aristotle’s Metaphysics, highlighting how number serves to mediate the initial unity of being by
introducing multiplicity or difference.

Miriam Cutino

KU Leuven

miriam.cutino@kuleuven.be
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Philippe Hoffmann

LES STRUCTURES NUMERIQUES DES ORDRES DIVINS DANS LA THEOLOGIE
PLATONICIENNE DE PROCLUS.
DE LA TRIADE A L’HEBDOMADE ET A LA DODECADE.

Pour contribuer a I’étude de la liaison entre science et théologie dans 1’ceuvre de Proclus, qui
est ’objet de notre colloque, je me propose de parcourir son ceuvre majeure, la Théologie
Platonicienne, afin de mettre en évidence, dans la perspective de la liaison de la théologie
scientifique et de I’arithmétique (ou de I’arithmologie), les structures numériques a I’ccuvre dans la
Théologie Platonicienne (désormais Theol. Plat.)". Il s’agira d’un examen de ce que ’on pourrait
appeler une macrostructure arithmétique, qui surplombe les structurations numériques plus fines
dont la Théologie Platonicienne est tissée —car les nombres sont partout dans cette somme
théologique et servent aussi a [’harmonisation entre la théologie de Platon et les théologies orphique
et chaldaique, que nous devrons laisser ici de coté’.

Pour la clarté de mon propos, je commencerai par en donner une vision synoptique.

La dudkpioig du Réel, au fur et & mesure que se déploie la mpdodog a partir de I’'Un-Bien, se
structure selon une multiplicité structurelle croissante, et a chaque fois définie, qui correspond a une
progression numérique 1—-3-7—12, les diverses otaxoounoces divines, celles des dieux
intelligibles (vonroi), intelligibles-intellectifs (vontol kai voepoti) et intellectifs (voepoi), puis des
dieux hypercosmiques, « séparés » (amdAivtot) et encosmiques, s’organisant selon ces nombres qui
sont a chaque niveau un principe de détermination maitrisant la multiplicité. Aprés le Premier
principe (I’Un-Bien), I’organisation des plans intelligible et intelligible-intellectif est constituée de
triades (dont chaque terme est lui-méme triadique), avant que ce noyau triadique n’engendre
I’hebdomade intellective construite par une duplication et I’addition d’une unité. Au plan intellectif,
on obtient ainsi deux triades augmentées d’une monade, c’est-a-dire la triade des « péres »

(Cronos/Rhéa/Zeus), flanquée de la triade anonyme des dieux « immaculés » (Gypavtor), plus une

! Je suivrai pour I’essentiel les excellentes traductions en frangais de Saffrey — Westerink 1968—1997, et renvoie le
lecteur aux introductions magistrales et aux riches annotations de ces volumes, qui sont une base pour toute recherche.
Une autre traduction trés utile (avec texte grec) est celle de Abbate 2019. Cette communication s’insére dans plusieurs
travaux sur la fondation de la scientificité de la théologie proclienne : Hoffmann 2021, pp. 961-1005 ; Hoffmann 2024,
pp. 41-80; Hoffmann — Gavray 2024. Le présent travail interrogera la dimension arithmétique de la science
théologique chez Proclus.

*. Lewy 2011, pp. 481-5 (Excursus VII. Proclus’ exposition of the Chaldaan system of the noetic entities); et par
exemple Brisson 2000, pp. 109-62 (tableau en Annexe, pp. 161-2).
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monade « séparative », donc : [3 x 2 = 6] + 1 = 7. Le noyau triadique de cette hebdomade (la triade
des «peres ») dépend étroitement de triades antérieures ce qui permet d’assurer la continuité
« mimétique » du systéme processif. Apres I’hebdomade intellective apparait ensuite, au niveau des
dieux hypercosmiques et des dieux hypercosmiques-encosmiques (les dieux « séparés») une
structure dodécadique (4 x 3) inspirée par le cortéege des dieux dans le Phédre. Nous préterons une
attention toute particuliére aux analyses du livre VI de la Theol. Plat., afin de comprendre comment
cette structure dodécadique est construite par Proclus dans le souci de maintenir une stricte
continuit¢ mimétique avec les diverses triades qui organisent les plans transcendants, mais aussi
avec 1’organisation hebdomadique du diacosme intellectif, dont dépend immédiatement, et en
parfaite continuité, la dodécade des dieux hypercosmiques. La simplicit¢ des ordonnances
transcendantes fait place alors a une relative complexit¢ des plans hypercosmiques et
hypercosmiques-encosmiques, qui ne fait que refléter les progres de la pluralité tout en reproduisant
et combinant des structures d’ordre transcendantes. C’est ainsi que se batit une somptueuse
architecture du divin, dont tous les plans sont reliés par une parfaite continuité les uns avec les
autres au sein méme de la dégression (Vpeoicg), le schéme triadique apparaissant du haut en bas de
I’édifice comme un principe de structuration majeur.

Le plan intelligible, structuré par des triades, est étudi¢ dans le livre III de la TP, chapitres
7-28. Un exemple tres clair suffira pour décrire ce niveau de réalité : les chapitres 15-19, consacrés
a I’enseignement des Intelligibles dans le Timée, énumeérent les trois ordres (td&eic) des Intelligibles
que sont, dans 1’ordre ascendant, le Vivant-en-Soi qui est le modele de I’Univers (10 avtol@dov),
I’Eternité (6 oidv), et I'un (10 £v) ou la monade intelligible, qu’il ne faut pas confondre avec 1’Un
absolu imparticipable qui transcende toutes choses (Theol. Plat. 111 18.59.8-10).

Cette construction est présentée en ces termes par Proclus (Theol. Plat. IIT 18.58.13-23) :

Trois degrés d’intelligibles (tpeig [...] T@v vont®dv t4&e1g) viennent donc de se révéler (...) a nous d’apres
I’enseignement du Timée : le Vivant-en-soi (10 avtol{@®ov), I’éternité (6 aicdv), I'un (10 &v). Ainsi, a cause de
cet un-la et de son installation stable en lui (ctaBepav dpvow), I’éternité a fixé le royaume intelligible (trv
vontyv [...] Bacideiav), et, a cause de ’éternité, le Vivant-en-soi délimite éternellement de la méme fagon la
limite inférieure des dieux intelligibles (t0 népag t@V vont@dv Be®dv). Et le Vivant-en-soi, qui a procédé sous
quatre formes (teTpadikdg TpoeAnivBdc), dépend de la dyade qui est dans 1’éternité (tfjg &v 1@ aidvi dvAd0G)
(car Iéternité est le ‘toujours’ accompagné de 1’étre [0 yap del petd Tod Svrog 6 aidv])’, tandis que la dyade
qui est dans 1’éternité participe de la monade intelligible, que Timée a appelé un un, précisément pour cette

raison qu’elle est monade et principe de tout le plan intelligible.

3, Arist. Cael. A 9.279a27-28.
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Chaque ordre est lui-méme triadique (3 x 3). La monade intelligible, qui est aussi la
« premiére triade », est 1’unité de tous les intelligibles (§vwoig Tavtov tdv vontdv, Theol. Plat. TII
18.59.8) et elle assure la fonction de « limitant » (népac) : « Timée a eu raison d’appeler un la
premiére triade qui est essentiellement caractérisée par le limitant (Katd 0 mépoag), en la
dénommant d’un nom qu’il tire de I’idée de limitant (émd tod méparog) » (Theol. Plat. IIT 18.58.23—
59.3). Vient ensuite I’Eternité, qui est la deuxiéme triade (| Sevtépo tpiac, Theol. Plat. III
18.59.16), qui correspond, selon la triadologie proclienne, aux valeurs de vie, de procession, de
puissance, d’illimitation, et qui est donc pour cela dyadique (le nombre deux étant du coté de
I’illimité) puisque ai®v est la concrétion de dei et dv (comme I’enseigne Aristote), et que 1’aidv est
« puissance intelligible » (dvvapig vonty), a la fois « limitant » et « illimité », wépag et dnepov :
« Timée a eu raison d’appeler la triade intermédiaire éternité, nom qui exprime la dualité
(dvadwk@g) par une combinaison de mots (td dvouato cvumAékwv), parce que cette triade est
déterminée par la puissance intelligible (kota v dovoy [...] thv vontiv dodpiotar) [Theol. Plat.
IIT 18.59.3-5]. Proclus précise : « Quant a la deuxieme triade, elle est la mesure directe (puétpov
npooeyéc) de tous les Etres, et elle est coordonnée (cuvtetaypévov) avec ce qu’elle mesure. En elle,
il existe a la fois du limitant (mépac) et de I’illimité (&mepov); en tant qu’elle mesure les
intelligibles, du limitant, mais en tant qu’elle est cause de la sempiternité (d10tng), ¢’est-a-dire du
‘toujours’ (det), de I’illimité » (Theol. Plat. III 18.59.16-20). La troisi¢éme triade, quant a elle (1
tpitn tpudc : Theol. Plat. 11T 18.59.5; 61.1 et 9), est le tout premier Vivant, le Modéle intelligible
qui est tétradique (Theol. Plat. IIT 18.58.19 tetpadwkdg mpoeAnivbog et Theol. Plat. TIT 19.64.14—
67.19)" car il contient t0 TpwTOVLPYR Kai VonTd mapadeiypota, qui sont au nombre de quatre : il
constitue donc une tétrade compléte (mavteAnc Theol. Plat. TIT 19.64.19), et cette tétrade procéde de
la dyade de I’Eternité. Participant de I’aidv, qui est Vie, le Modéle est le Vivant-en-soi : « (...) la
troisiéme triade est remplie de vie intelligible (remAipwton pév (ofig vontiig), et c’est pour cette
raison qu’elle est un vivant intelligible ({®ov vontov) et le tout premier vivant (mpdtictov {Dov) »
(Theol. Plat. 1IT 18.61.1-3). Ce troisiéme terme étant le paradigme au sens propre, ¢’est-a-dire
stricto sensu I’Intelligible, donne son nom a I’ensemble de la triade intelligible : « (...) quant a la
troisiéme [triade], il a eu raison de I’appeler Vivant-en-soi (avtol@ov), transférant ainsi a la triade
tout entiére le nom du terme inférieur » (Theol. Plat. III 18.58.23-59.7). La triade intelligible est
constituée de trois triades, en méme temps que l’on observe une séquence 1-2-4 (un, éternité

[dyade], Vivant-en-soi [tétrade]). La liaison de la dyade et de la tétrade, principes de « fécondité »,

* Cf. PL. Ti. 39¢10-40a2 : les quatre espéces de vivants. — Proclus précise que cette tétrade des Formes se décompose en
une monade plus une triade (Theol. Plat. III 19.65.23). Sur la tétrade, voir ’exposé détaillé dans In Ti. III 104.23—
116.21 Diehl (=1IV 135.10-150.11 Van Riel) ; tr. Festugiére 1968, pp. 137-52.
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se retrouvera, beaucoup plus bas, dans I’analyse de la dodécade qui structure les plans
hypercosmique et hypercosmique-encosmique (voir infra, p. 000).

Une méme structure fondamentale triadique s’observe, a un niveau plus important de
pluralité, dans I’ordre intelligible et intellectif étudié dans le livre IV de la Théologie Platonicienne
a partir de ’enseignement du Phedre (IV 4-26) et du Parménide (IV 27-39). L’organisation de ce
diacosme est fondée (Theol. Plat. IV 4.18.1-21) sur la topographie du mythe du Phédre (246e¢4—
248¢2)’ qui distingue entre le Ciel suprasensible et sa révolution (ovpavoc), le lieu supracéleste
(bmepovpaviog tomog 247¢3—e6) et la voite subcéleste (Vmovpdviog ayig 247a8-bl), le Ciel (qui
devient suprasensible dans I’interprétation de Proclus : Theol. Plat. IV 5, spéc. 21.9-22.8) occupant
la position médiane. (Il occupe par ailleurs, structurellement, la position médiane dans I’ensemble
des trois ordres divins intelligible, intelligible-intellectif et intellectif). Chacun des trois plans divins
correspond a la triade de I’étre, de la vie, de I'intellect (avec prédominance a chaque niveau du
principe qui lui confére sa détermination)® : il est ainsi lui-méme triadique (Theol. Plat. IV 1.9.10—
10.6 ; IV 4.17.16 : oi tpeig vonral kol voepal tpiddeg), et par exemple le lieu supracéleste est
triadique (Theol. Plat. IV 14: Science/Sagesse/Justice; IV 15: Plaine de Ia
Vérité/Prairie/Nourriture des dieux ; IV 16), tandis que la deuxieéme triade (le Ciel) est elle aussi
triadique (IV 21 : dos du ciel/profondeur du ciel/voite céleste). Une correspondance est établie
entre ces trois niveaux divins et trois entités révélées par les Oracles Chaldaiques, car Platon
s’accorde avec les Oracles (Theol. Plat. IV 9): le lieu supracéleste est le lieu des dieux
« rassembleurs » (cuvaymyoli Oeol) qui correspondent aux Iynges (fvyyeg) [cf. Or. Chald. 76-77 dP :
ce sont des formes intelligibles sous le mode propre a 1’ordre intelligible-intellectif] ; le Ciel (qui
occupe le rang médian) est le lieu des dieux « mainteneurs » (cvvektikol Beot) qui correspondent
aux ovvoyeig chaldaiques ; enfin la volite subcéleste est le niveau des « dieux-chefs de la perfection
» (ol Thig TereldTNTOg NYendveg ou tehestovpyol Oeoi, Theol. Plat. IV 9.27.19-28.1) qui sont les
« Télétarques » chaldaiques (teketdpyar)’. Dans la direction de la remontée anagogique, Proclus
pose parallélement une tripartition des étapes ou phases mystériques — le rituel éleusinien étant
réinterprété — : tehet| (introduction au mystere), pomoig (initiation) et émonteia (révélation ultime,

comme dans le discours de Diotime) [Theol. Plat. IV 26.77.9-19]°.

> La longue histoire de I’exégése du mythe du Phédre dans la tradition platonicienne est étudiée de maniére
approfondie par Saffrey — Westerink 1981, pp. IX-XLV.

% Voir Saffrey — Westerink 1968, pp. LXV-LXVI (structure des dieux intelligibles—intellectifs).

7. Sur le sens de ces appellations dans la théologie chaldaique, voir par exemple : Kroll 1894, pp. 3944 (traduction en
francais par Saffrey 2016, pp. 57-64) ; Lewy 2011, pp. 129-37, 155-6, 345-53, 633 [*1edetdpync] ; Seng 2016, pp.
76-8, 116, 124. Sur les correspondances entre ces entités chaldaiques et les dieux procliens, voir les tableaux établis par
Lewy 2011, Brisson 2000 et Hoffmann 2016, pp. 895-913.

5 Tripartition rituelle déja formulée par Syr./Herm. In Phdr 178.9-20 Couvreur (= 186.8-20 Lucarini-Moreschini)
[commentant Phdr. 250b8 xai ételodvto]. La séquence néoplatonicienne teketn), pomoig, Emonteio est critiquée, du
point de vue de I’histoire des religions, par Dowden 1980, pp. 416—7 note 12). Le schéma triadique est remplacé par
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Aprés les plans intelligible et intelligible-intellectif, qui s’organisent selon une méme
structure (deux triades dont chacun des termes est lui-méme triadique), une multiplicité croissante

apparait au troisi¢éme plan divin, celui des intellectifs (Theol. Plat. V 2.9.13-15) :

Car le domaine intellectif n’est pas un et indivisible, mais il a recu des processions plus diversifiées que les

. r S
classes de dieux plus élevées .

On observe alors deux processions successives, organisées chacune par le nombre 7, dont on
rappellera le prestige polymorphe dans la pensée pythagoricienne (et néoplatonicienne), illustré par
un chapitre des Theologoumena Arithmeticae'’.

Une premicre procession aboutit a une hebdomade intellective « primaire », dont le noyau
primitif est encore triadique, car analogue a 1’organisation des ordres supérieurs, intelligible et
intelligible-intellectif. Une triade divine, constituée de Cronos, Rhéa et Zeus, correspond a la triade
de I'intelligible, de la vie et de I’intellect, et est analogue aux trois termes de la triade intelligible —

les trois « péres » intelligibles : 1’un, I’éternité, le Vivant-en-soi — (Theol. Plat. V 2.9.16-24) :

Il y aura dong, ici aussi (kavtada), trois péres qui divisent (diehovreg) I’étre intellectif dans son entier ; le
premier [Cronos] correspond a I’intelligible (kata tov vontov), le deuxiéme [Rhéa] a la vie (kata v {onv),
le troisiéme [Zeus le Démiurge] a I’intellect (kata tov vodv). Et attendu qu’ils imitent (pipodpevor) les péres
intelligibles qui divisent en trois le plan intelligible (ol 0 vontov mAdtog tpiyf] dteThov), ils auront les uns par
rapport aux autres une différence (Siapopdv) de méme sorte que celle des péres intelligibles : et donc le
premier procéde d’une maniére analogue au premier pére (0 pEv avaAoyov mpoeAbdv T® TpOT® aTpi) et est
intelligible [Cronos] ; le deuxiéme d’une maniére analogue au deuxiéme pére, et a rattaché a lui-méme toute
la vie intellective [Rhéa]; et le troisiéme [Zeus], d’une maniére analogue au troisiéme pére, et referme
(ovykieiowv) tout le domaine intellectif, comme le troisiéme pére intelligible referme tout le domaine

intelligible.

A chacun de ces trois « péres » intellectifs qui sont en rapport d’analogie avec les trois
« peres » intelligibles, sont « co-unifiés » trois autres dieux, anonymes mais désignés par I’épithéte
d’« immaculés » (&ypavtot) —ou d’« implacables » (dueidikror) dans le vocabulaire chaldaique.
Leur existence et leur liaison, respectivement, avec Cronos, Rhéa et Zeus, sont nécessaires. Pour
chacun des trois « péres », chacun des « immaculés » est cause de son caractére propre : Cronos

demeure dans une transcendance et une « pureté stable » ; Rhéa, qui représente la vie, réalise une

Damascius, dans son Commentaire au Phédon (I §167 100-101), par un schéma a cinq degrés qui établit un paralléle
entre les étapes de I’initiation mystérique et 1’échelle néoplatonicienne des vertus. Sur tout cela, voir Hoffmann 2021,
pp. 196-8.

?. OV yap €l 0Tt kai ETopog 6 voEPIS S1AKOGHOG, ALY TOKIAOTEPAG EAaYE TPOOSOVS TAV DYNAOTEPMVY YEVDV.

"% Voir De Falco 1922, 54.10-71.21.
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procession qualifiée d’immaculée en raison de sa transcendance maintenue par rapport au monde
sensible ; et Zeus est D’intellect démiurgique qui transcende lui aussi le Monde, tout en étant
principe de sa production. Chacun des « immaculés », de fagon différenciée, est cause de chacune
de ces propriétés des dieux peres, dont il garantit la transcendance. Il y a certes aussi des
« immaculés » dans les dieux qui appartiennent aux ordres supérieurs aux intellectifs (c’est-a-dire
dans les dieux intelligibles-intellectifs), mais I’état d’union qui la-bas caractérise les dieux fait que
les « immaculés » de l1a-bas ne se distinguent pas alors des « péres » qui leur correspondent, sinon
sous le mode causal (kat’ aitiav), mais non selon une distinction réelle (qui se dirait, dans le

lexique de Proclus, ka®” dmap&wv) (Theol. Plat. V 2.10.1-18) :

Etant donné qu’il y a ces trois péres, et que le premier demeure en lui-méme (uévovtog év Eavtd), le
deuxiéme proceéde et donne la vie a toutes choses (mpoidvrog kol T wavia {wonototvtog), et le troisieme
resplendit des actes créateurs de sa démiurgie, il est nécessaire (&vdyxn), je pense, que leur soient co-unifiés
(cvvnvdcOat) trois autres dieux : le premier sera avec le premier pére [Cronos] une cause de pureté stable
(povipov kabapdrog), le deuxiéme, avec le deuxiéme pére [Rhéa], une cause de procession immaculée a
travers toutes choses (tfjg dypdvtov [...] dud mwhvtev Tpoddov), le troisiéme, avec le troisieme pére [Zeus],
une cause de démiurgie transcendante (tfig éEnpnpévng [...] dSnpovpyiag). En effet, dans les dieux supérieurs
aux dieux intellectifs, il y a, comme on le sait (cf. Theol. Plat. IV 22.67.17-68.2)"", des divinités immaculées
(&ypavtol BedtnTEg), mais seulement sous le mode de la cause (kat’ aitiov) parce que, grace a ’unité sans
distinction et a I’identité qui rassemble les puissances (51 TV &voowy TV AO1AKPLTOV KOl TV TOOTOTNTA THV
cuvay@yov Tdv duvapenv), ces dieux-1a [scil. les dieux supérieurs aux dieux intellectifs] n’ont nul besoin de
communion (Kowvoviag) avec ces divinités [immaculées] ; en revanche, dans les dieux intellectifs ou non
seulement la distinction est parfaite (Sudkpioig TavteAnc) pour autant que ce soit possible dans les mondes
universels, mais encore ou il y a davantage de relation avec les inférieurs et de communion des touts avec
<les> étres plus particuliers, il faut aussi une divinité ou une puissance immaculée (8¢l o7 kol TG dypdvTov
Bedtnroc | duvdpewg) qui corresponde a la cause paternelle en étant a la téte de I’identité et de 1’existence
invariable (tadtoTNTOG KOl GKAMVODG VmooTAce®g &€Enyovpévn), tout en se divisant comme les péres
(ovvdierodoo toig matpdoly avthv), de sorte que chacun des dieux immaculés forme un couple

(ovveledyOar) avec le pére qui lui correspond.

A ces deux triades qui forment des couples (3 x 2 [un dieu « pére » + un dieu « immaculé »]
soit 6 dieux intellectifs), s’ajoute une monade séparative et triadique, qui est — avec les deux triades
déja mentionnées — cause pour les intellectifs de leur distinction (tfig drokpicewc avT@®V aitio Tolg
voepoic) (Theol. Plat. V 2, 10.19-23), on obtient donc 3 x 2 + 1= 7, et si cette monade séparative est
dite aussi « triadique », c’est qu’elle est non seulement cause de la division interne du plan

intellectif mais aussi de la séparation de celui-ci par rapport aux ordres divins supérieurs comme

", Voir Saffrey — Westerink 1981, pp. 1645 note 1 ad Theol. Plat. IV 22.68.2 : le plan intelligible-intellectif anticipe
les triades intellectives (la triade des « péres » et la triade des « immaculés »).
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aux plans inférieurs de la réalité : elle a donc trois fonctions diacritiques (Theol. Plat. V 2.10.23—
11.6). Proclus est pris d’'un mouvement d’admiration devant cette merveilleuse organisation du
premier plan intellectif, qui manifeste un renversement paradoxal puisque la monade séparative est
certes triadique, mais davantage monadique, tandis que la cause paternelle et la cause immaculée
(les trois « péres » sont alors unifiés en une seule cause paternelle, monadique, et les trois
« immaculés » en une seule cause immaculée, elle aussi monadique, en raison de la puissante
intégration qui est leur loi) sont des monades qui sont davantage triadiques (car ce sont trois
« peres » plus trois « immaculés »). D un c6té, donc, les deux causes monadiques sont davantage
triadiques, de 1’autre et inversement, la cause séparative triadique est davantage monadique. Dans
une conclusion partielle stylistiquement trés raffinée (Theol. Plat. V 2.11.7-23), Proclus déclare
notamment (Theol. Plat. V 2.11.7-11) :

la cause de la distinction [est] une monade une et triple (pio [...] kol tpudf] povag), tandis que les triades
paternelle et immaculée [ont] un caractére monadique (tp1ig 8¢ povoeldng ¥ te matpuch kai 1 dypoavoc)'? ;
et, chose plus extraordinaire que tout (10 mavtov mapado&dtatov), la cause qui distingue est davantage

monadique, tandis que la cause paternelle et la cause immaculée sont davantage triadiques.

Le monde intellectif manifeste ainsi une « communion admirable » (kowwvio Gavpactn), il
est profondément unifié et intégré, « imitant I'unité des étres intelligibles (v t®v vontdv Evociv)
par le moyen de leur présence mutuelle et de leur fusion (o0 tfic év GAANAOLG Tapovoiog Kai
oLYKpGoemc) » ; il est le Sphairos de la-bas (selon Empédocle)®, il est monade (comme image de la
monade intelligible, tfig vontiig povadog ikwv) et hebdomade parfaite (Bdopag movieing). La fin
du chapitre (Theol. Plat. V 2.14.4-17) développera le théme de la parenté étroite de I’hebdomade et
de la monade.

Apres avoir envisagé les trois « peres » et les trois « immaculés » comme, respectivement,
une cause paternelle et une cause immaculée, auxquelles s’ajoute la monade séparative — ce qui fait
réapparaitre une structure triadique ! — Proclus congoit une seconde procession des intellectifs, qui
s’organise comme suit. Apres cette « toute premiere procession des dieux intellectifs », qui en a
révélé « I’heptade », une autre structure apparait. Chaque élément de I’heptade premiere, c’est-a-
dire chacun des termes des triades paternelle et immaculée, ainsi que la monade séparative, peut
étre considérée comme une « monade » dont proceédent, une par une, sept hebdomades de rang

second (Theol. Plat. V 2.11.25-27). Chaque monade de I’heptade premicre est considérée comme

"2 Car elles sont puissamment intégrées et unifiées.

13, Sur I’usage néoplatonicien de I’image présocratique de la Sphére pour désigner 1’unité des plans divins transcendants
(cf. Parm. DK28BS8 [vv. 43—44] ; et Emped. DK31B27 [v. 4], Diels-Kranz), voir la note 2 de Saffrey — Westerink 1987,
p. 156, ad Theol. Plat. V 2.11.18-19.
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« transcendante » (€Enpnuévn) et elle fait venir a ’existence — elle produit —, une autre monade qui
est le principe d’une nouvelle série hebdomadique a laquelle, comme sa cause et son principe, elle
est « coordonnée » (cvvtetaypuévn). On doit donc distinguer entre ces deux niveaux de monades
(transcendantes VS. coordonnées), chacune des monades « coordonnées » étant principe d’une
hebdomade de second rang dont elle est aussi le terme premier, antérieur a deux niveaux triadiques.
On observe un effet de multiplication interne (7 x 7), tout comme dans les deux ordres antérieurs —
intelligible et intellectif — on observait au niveau de chaque plan une triade dont chaque terme est
triadique.

Chacune des monades de I’heptade de premier rang produit donc une hebdomade avec
laquelle elle est couplée, et qui présente le méme caractére propre (paternel/cronien, vital,
démiurgique, immaculé, séparatif), conformément a la loi des séries procliennes. Le modéle
structurant ’hebdomade de premier rang (une triade de « péres », une triade d’« immaculés » et une
monade séparative) est reproduit de fagon spéculaire et inversée dans chacune des hebdomades de
second rang, c’est-a-dire que dans chacune de ces hebdomades on observe, au terme d’une
inversion comme en miroir : une monade (qui est en téte de ’hebdomade) suivie de deux triades.
Une fois apparue « la toute premicre procession des dieux intellectifs », organisée en une heptade,

surgissent ainsi sept autres hebdomades intellectives (Theol. Plat. V 2.11.25-12.12) :

(...) en second lieu il faut concevoir sept autres hebdomades inférieures (de0tepar) a celle-ci, qui font
procéder (mpodyovoar) les monades de cette heptade jusqu’aux toutes derniéres. Chaque monade [de
I’heptade premiere] est a la téte d’une hebdomade intellective avec laquelle elle forme un couple (cv{vyov),
et elle fait s’étendre cette hebdomade depuis le haut, ¢’est-a-dire depuis le sommet de 1’Olympe, jusqu’aux
mondes de dieux derniers et terrestres (uéypt TV teAevtainv Kai yboviov dtakocumv). Je veux dire ceci : la
premiére monade paternelle [Cronos] en fait venir a I’existence sept du méme genre (émtd towwdrag'
vpiotow), la deuxiéme [Rhéa] a son tour sept monades qui donnent la vie ({womotovg), et la troisiéme
[Zeus] sept monades démiurgiques ; et chacune des divinités immaculées produit un nombre de monades égal
aux péres [donc chacune des trois en produit 7]"°, et la monade qui distingue, sept monades. De fait, toutes
ces causes-1a [= chacune des monades de I’heptade premiére] procédent ensemble les unes avec les autres
(ovumpodeiow [...] GAAR o) ; et de méme que la premiére triade des péres coexiste avec la triade immaculée
et la monade qui distingue, de la méme fagon aussi les triades [SCil. paternelles] inférieures regoivent en lot

(Ehaov) sept triades immaculées qui leur correspondent (cuotoiyouc) et sept monades qui distinguent'.

" Towdtag : les sept monades constituant cette hebdomade seconde ont en commun le caractére propre (id16tnc)
paternel qui est celui de Cronos, et pareillement chaque monade de rang 1 communique son iddtg (vitale,
démiurgique, immaculée [...]) a chacune des monades secondaires qu’elle régit.

', Comprendre : chaque divinité immaculée produit un nombre de monades égal & celui que produisent les péres, ¢’est-
a-dire a chaque fois sept monades constituant une hebdomade de rang 2.

' Proclus explique ici que les hebdomades de rang 2 reproduisent en miroir la structure de I’heptade. Sur la fin de ce
texte, voir la note 1 de Saffrey — Westerink 1987, pp. 1567 ad Theol. Plat. V 2.12.10-12 : ces hebdomades de second
rang pourraient correspondre a la descente au degré de I’ame. Mais Proclus précise que I’hebdomade intellective de
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Cette complexe organisation hebdomadique de I’ordre intellectif est soigneusement décrite dans une
dépendance mimétique par rapport aux ordres divins antérieurs : par ce moyen, Proclus assure la
cohérence et la continuité de la Procession, tout ordre de réalité reproduisant solidement
’organisation des ordres supérieurs, avec un accroissement de la pluralité. L hebdomade de premier
rang est comme une monade par rapport aux hebdomades inférieures, elle est nommée caipa
voepd (cf. Theol. Plat. V 2.11.18-19) et «elle est venue a I’existence sur le modéele du plan
intelligible » (kata t0 vontov vméotn mAdtog, Theol. Plat. V 2.12.17-18). En effet, « elle imite
(mpovpévn) le caractere paternel de Iintelligible [scil. la premiére triade intelligible, I’un] par le
moyen de la triade paternelle, le caractére éternel de la puissance [10 Tfig dvvapemg aidviov, Soit la
deuxiéme triade intelligible, I’ai®v] par le moyen de I’identit¢é immaculée (10 g dypaviov
towtottog) [Scil. la triade des dypoavrot], et la multiplicité apparaissant a I’extrémité inférieure [de
I’intelligible = le Vivant-en-soi] par le moyen de la monade qui divise le tout (Su Tiig T®V SA®V
dapetikiic povadog) » (Theol. Plat. V 2.12.14-21). Autrement dit : I’hebdomade intellective est ici
décrite triadiquement en tant qu’elle imite la structure triadique du plan intelligible, la triade
paternelle et la triade conjointe des immaculés étant considérées comme deux unités monadiques.
En tant qu’elle imite le plan intelligible, ’hebdomade intellective tout enticre est comme résorbée
en une triade.

Alors que I’heptade premiere imite 1’ordre de I’intelligible, les hebdomades de second rang
s’organisent sur le modele de I’ordre intelligible-intellectif (Theol. Plat. V 2.12.21-23, xotd ta
vonta kol voepd yévn mpoeAnivbacty) : on observe donc dans chaque procession hebdomadique de
second rang tout d’abord une monade suspendue a une monade productrice (transcendante)
appartenant a I’heptade premicre: «chaque monade [de I’heptade premiére = monade
transcendante] fait venir a I’existence (bpiotnot) au sommet de ces classes [qui procédent] (koo
T0G GkpoTNTaG éKeivov) une monade coordonnée (povéda ocuvvietaypévny) a la multiplicité qui
procede a partir d’elle-méme » et elle est analogue (de fagon lointaine) a 1’Un, puisque toute
dkpdTng est apparentée a 1’Un (évoednc '’ Theol. Plat. V 2.12.23-26 ; cf. Theol. Plat. III 4.14.11—
15). Cette monade principielle située au sommet de I’hebdomade produit une multiplicité qui lui est
apparentée (et a laquelle elle communique 1’i616tng d’un dieu de I’heptade premicre) et elle
engendre (Gmoyevvd) ainsi deux triades sur le modele de 1’organisation caractéristique des ordres
intermédiaire et troisiéme (katd [...] T0¢ péoag kol tpitag mpodoovg), c’est-a-dire de 1’ordre

intelligible-intellectif et de l’ordre intellectif (Theol. Plat. V 2.12.26-13.3). Donc chaque

rang 2 s’étend « depuis le sommet de I’Olympe jusqu’aux mondes de dieux derniers et terrestres (Léypt T@V TEAELTAIDV
Kol yBoviov dakooumv) » (Theol. Plat. V 2.12.2-3), ce qui désigne les dieux encosmiques.

7. Ce type de composé en -g181¢ signifie une participation (ici : £voeidng = apparenté & I’unité). Le mode d’unité des
intelligibles, plus radical, est exprimé par 1’adjectif éviaiov, « unitaire » (Theol. Plat. V 2.13.4).
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hebdomade de rang second se laisse analyser en : une monade + deux triades (1 + 2 x 3), ce qui
constitue un ordre inversé par rapport a celui de ’hebdomade premicre, ou la monade vient en
dernier, apres les triades : il y a comme un renversement spéculaire. Cette organisation secondaire
imite le plan intelligible-intellectif, en méme temps que 1’organisation triadique (3 x 3) du plan
intelligible-intellectif — qui est dans un état déja dégradé par rapport a la perfection de la triade
intelligible — est « invité » a se déployer en hebdomades. Proclus situe ainsi chacun des deux
niveaux intellectifs hebdomadiques (premier et second) dans une dépendance par rapport,
respectivement, au plan intelligible et au plan intelligible-intellectif, et ’on remarque le caractere
imagé du vocabulaire employé :

— Les monades constituant I’heptade primaire « font passer le plan intelligible, qui est unitaire, a
une multiplicité triadique » ([...] T© vontdov mAdtOog €viciov Vmapyov €ig TPLAdIKOV TATO0C
nponyayov), ce qui fait allusion a la structure triadique de I’hebdomade (ou heptade) intellective
primaire, constituée de triades monadiques et d’une monade triadique) [Theol. Plat. V 2.13.3-5].

— Parallélement, les monades intellectives (coordonnées ?) «elles aussi invitent les triades
intelligibles-intellectives a se transformer en hebdomades intellectives » (kai ai vogpai povadeg Tag
vonTag kol voepas tpladag eic ERoopadas mpokatodvror voepdg), c’est-a-dire que les intelligibles-
intellectifs servent de modéles structurels aux hebdomades intellectives de rang second [Theol.
Plat. V 2.13.5-7 ; cf. 12.21-23].

Dans ce qui suit (Theol. Plat. V 2.13.7) le texte de Proclus présente une lacune
embarrassante, signalée par Saffrey et Westerink et par Michele Abbate, dont 1’étendue est
impossible a mesurer (une perte de texte par saut du méme au méme, la lacune étant précédée de
voepadg ?7) mais qui peut €tre au moins en partie restaurée a partir du contexte, lequel nous a appris
que ce qui produit les hebdomades de seconde procession, et notamment les monades-dkpdtnteg
coordonnées, ce sont les monades productrices transcendantes appartenant a I’hebdomade premicre
(cf. Theol. Plat. V 2.12.23-25 : ékdotn yop HOVOG KATA TAG AKPOTNTOG EKEIVOV DOIGTNGL HOVAdaL
ouvteTaypévny T@® A’ ovtig mpoidvtl mAnbel). Le probleme de texte posé par la lacune que
détectent les éditeurs se résout partiellement en considérant que le sujet au singulier de vméotnoe
doit logiquement étre I’heptade premiére constituée des sept monades intellectives transcendantes
qui produisent les monades « coordonnées », et 1’on peut restituer ad sensum : <n yop wpwtiot
EPOopag ou voepd €mTOC 7> TAG UEV ovvieTaypévas Toig EBOoUdol Hovadasg VTECTNOE KOTA TG
AKpOTNTOS TAV TPLAS®V, TG 08 OTTAG TPLASNS KATA TAG OELTEPOS EKEveV Kol Tpitag VToPacelc,
«<la toute premiére hebdomade ou I’heptade intellective> fait venir a I’existence les monades
coordonnées aux hebdomades [secondes] au sommet des triades [de ces hebdomades] et les deux

triades dans leurs abaissements deuxiéme et troisiéme », ce qui décrit précisément 1’ensemble
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[monade®-aipotng + les deux triades?], c’est-a-dire les éléments constitutifs des hebdomades de
seconde procession.

La structure de I’hebdomade (de rang second) reflete en elle-méme, dans le méme ordre
hiérarchique dégressif, I’ensemble des trois ordres (intelligible, intelligible-intellectif et intellectif)
(Theol. Plat. V 2.13.10-15) :

C’est la raison pour laquelle toute hebdomade [intellective secondaire] a comme premiere monade [la
monade-axpotg] une monade intelligible, et comme deuxiéme classe triadique & la suite de cette monade,
une classe intelligible-intellective, et enfin comme troisiéme triade a la suite, une triade intellective, et tout
cela sous le mode ou cela se produit dans les intellectifs (kai Tadta g v vogpoig mavta scil. voepdg sous le
mode intellectif) ; car tout cela est caractérisé par la propriété (idiotnta) de la monade [intellective] qui a fait

venir & I’existence cette hebdomade [intellective secondaire].

La 2° triade de cette hebdomade est proprement intellective, et se comporte, mutatis
mutandis, comme le Vivant-en-soi qui, au 3° rang de la triade intelligible, est I’intelligible au sens

propre, dont I’appellation (vontov) s’applique a la totalité de la triade intelligible.

SCHEMA RECAPITULATIF DES HEBDOMADES INTELLECTIVES

heptade primaire (c@aipa vogpa, imite I’ordre intelligible) :
e Triade des Péres // triade des Immaculés (3 x 2)

»  Puis la monade séparative (+ 1)

» Cette heptade = une série de sept monades (transcendantes), qui produisent (vpictnot)
chacune une & une sept monades « coordonnées » régissant sept hebdomades de rang 2,
lesquelles sont la multiplicité procédant de chacune de ces monades « coordonnées » et ayant

en commun son i319tng

Sept hebdomades secondaires (imitent I’ordre intelligible-intellectif) sont organisées selon un
schéma inversé par rapport a I’heptade primaire.

L’ensemble des plans divins est reflété en chacune :

* Une monade-dxpotng (1) : elle est évogidng <et intelligible : Theol. Plat.V 2.13.10-11>

(la monade « coordonnée » a la multiplicité qui en procéde, selon la loi de la « série »)

« Une triade® (3) : de rang analogue a I’intelligible-intellectif

« Une triade? (3) : proprement intellective

Table 1
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Proclus s’attache a justifier la dépendance des hebdomades intellectives par rapport aux
plans divins supérieurs (intelligible et intelligible-intellectif) dans un texte conclusif (Theol. Plat. V
2.13.16-14.17), et rappelle que les puissances intellectives (ai vogpai dvvapelg: c’est-a-dire les
triades ou monades intellectives constituant 1’heptade premiére) « ont procédé sur le modéle des
classes intelligibles (koatd tag vontdag tdéelg) et ont fait venir a I’existence (Uméotnoav) les sept
hebdomades [secondaires] que voila selon les [monades] intellectives premiéres (Kot TOG TPAOTOG
voepdg [povadag ?]) » (Theol. Plat. V 2.13.16-18). Ces monades intellectives premiéres sont des
« causes transcendantes » (€npnuévag aitiog) qui ressemblent aux dieux intelligibles (0potodcBon
10ig vontoig 0eoig), tandis que les causes «coordonnées et procédant complétement »
(ovvtetaypévog kal mpoiovcag movtayfi), c’est-a-dire les monades dérivées qui président aux
hebdomades secondaires, ressemblent aux dieux intelligibles et intellectifs ([opotodcoBat] TOiC
vontoig Kol vogpoic) qui les tout-premiers divisent et organisent les mondes tpladwcég (Theol. Plat.
V 2.13.18-23).

La causalité différenciée des dieux intelligibles, des dieux intelligibles-intellectifs et des
dieux intellectifs peut en effet se décrire de la facon suivante, selon une séquence 1-3-7, qui
explique en particulier, au plan intellectif, I’entrelacs des schémas triadique et hebdomadique. Les
dieux intelligibles « contiennent les causes de I'univers d’une maniére uniforme et cachée
(Lovoelddg kal Kpueiwc) », ils produisent tout povoeddg et les nombres eux-mémes sont en eux
povadikdg ; ’on comprend qu’a leur ressemblance les premicres puissances intellectives soient des
monades. Les dieux intelligibles-intellectifs produisent tout tpradik®dg : « ce qui est monade dans
les intelligibles est nombre dans les intelligibles-intellectifs », et en eux «les monades sont
distinguées sous le mode numérique ». Les dieux intellectifs quant a eux produisent tout
EPdopadikdg « car ils déroulent (dvehicoovot) les triades intelligibles-intellectives en hebdomades
intellectives », et ils « déploient les puissances concentrées de ces triades [intelligibles-intellectives]
en diversité intellective (tag ocvvnpnuévog ékeivov duvauels gig mokidiay g€amlodot voepav) »
(Theol. Plat. V 2.13.23-14.4). Le verbe éamAodv exprime le fascinant dynamisme de la Procession.

L’accroissement de la multiplicité par la dynamique de ’hebdomade demande a étre résorbé
par un rappel a la loi de 1’unité, qui est un principe néoplatonicien : divisés, les intellectifs sont
néanmoins encore dans un certain état d’unité, en raison de 1’affinité entre 1’heptade et la monade,
que confirme ’autorit¢ des Pythagoriciens. Les dieux intellectifs « définissent (divpicav) la
multiplicité (mAfj00oq) et la diversité (mowiria) des intellectifs par les nombres les plus proches de la
monade (10l €yyvtdto Thg povadog apBpoic) ». En effet, méme si la série intellective (0 vogpdg
apBpdc) « est plus déployée (dvmimrton [...] pdAiov) que les séries qui sont supérieures a elle, et

[méme si] elle est divisée en des processions plus variées [que les séries supérieures] (dujpnron
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TOKIA®MTEPAIS TTPOOAOLG) », toutefois elle conserve « sa parenté avec la nature de la monade (tnv
POG TNV povada cvyyévelav) ». En effet, la pluralité hebdomadique « est mesurée par la monade et
vient a D’existence en premier a partir d’elle (Vpictator TpdTEG V' avthg) ». La monade et
I’heptade ont une affinité confirmée par le fait que les Pythagoriciens « appellent 1’heptade la
lumiére de Dintellect (t0 kotd voov @&c)'"», et admettent sans doute que son Vmap&lg est
intellective et que I’heptade se rattache ainsi a la monade. Un argument ressortissant a la
métaphysique néoplatonicienne de la lumiére vient couronner ce développement final : la lumicre
(t0 @dc) exprime « le caractére unitaire » (10 €viaiov), qui est originellement celui des hénades
divines, et & partir de 1’heptade (intellective) il appartient a tous les « nombres divins'® » (Theol.
Plat. V 2.14.4-17).

Les argumentations diverses par lesquelles Proclus situe ’ordre intellectif dans une étroite
dépendance mimétique par rapport aux ordres divins supérieurs, et notamment par rapport au plan
intelligible-intellectif, sont renforcées par la réorganisation proclienne de la triade hésiodique
d’Ouranos, Cronos et Zeus, par laquelle Plotin résumait —contre le complexité des systemes
gnostiques de son époque — la simplicité du systéme des trois niveaux de la Réalité*’, tandis que
Proclus, réinterprétant le mythe dans sa théologie, fait d’Ouranos le centre absolu de la hiérarchie
théologique, entit¢ médiane de 1’ordre intelligible-intellectif qui occupe lui-méme une position
médiane®'. La généalogie hésiodique permet d’ancrer fermement I’ordre intellectif dans 1’ordre

immédiatement supérieur, comme le résume le schéma suivant :

Un-Bien et hénades
Ordre intelligible
Ordre intelligible-intellectif
*  Dieux ovvaywyol : Iynges (lieu supracéleste)
*  Dieux cvvektikoi : Mainteneurs/cuvoyeic — OURANOS
* Dieux teleciovpyoi : Télétarques (volite subcéleste)
Ordre intellectif
2 triades (monadiques)
CRONOS : intelligible dans I’ordre intellectif (Etre) + un fypoavtog
Rhéa-Hécate : Puissance (Vie) + un dypavrtog
ZEUS (le Démiurge) : pleinement intellectif (Pensée) + un dypovtog

+ une monade séparative (triadique)

Table 2

' Sur cette expression, voir la note 3 de Saffrey — Westerink 1987, pp. 157-8, ad Theol. Plat. V 2.14.13.

'°_Sur la notion de « nombre divin », voir infra, p. 000 et note 34.

% Hadot 1981a, pp. 124-37 ; Hadot 1981b, pp. 205-14 ; Oliveira 2008, pp. 109-33, Oliveira 2013, pp. 199-226 ;
Soares Santoprete 2017, pp. 829—58 (avec une bibliographie compléte) ; Soares Santoprete 2016, p. 120 et 122-3 ;
Jurasz 2016 ; Darras-Worms 2018, pp. 101-3 et 241-56.

*!1 Voir Hoffmann 2017, pp. 757-64.
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Apreés les structures hebdomadiques, apparait au VI® livre de la Théologie Platonicienne une
loi d’organisation selon la dodécade [4 x 3] qui laisse apparaitre une persistance du noyau triadique.

Apres I’ordre intellectif et en dépendance par rapport & lui, Proclus propose en effet une
distinction encore triadique entre trois niveaux divins : les dieux hypercosmiques (dmepkdopor)™,
ou dieux-chefs «assimilateurs » (d@opowwtikoi) [Theol. Plat. VI 1-14] qui procédent
immédiatement du Démiurge intellectif et sont en continuité directe avec le plan intellectif (Theol.
Plat. VI 1-2), les dieux « séparés du monde » (amoéAvtol) qui sont hypercosmiques-encosmiques
(Theol. Plat. VI 15-24), et les dieux encosmiques, dont le livre VI de la Theol. Plat., ne traite pas.
Cette organisation en trois niveaux répond a la distinction entre les dieux intelligibles, les dieux
intelligibles-intellectifs et les dieux intellectifs, étudiés dans les livres III-V de la Theol. Plat. :
I’introduction des niveaux intermédiaires des dieux intelligibles-intellectifs et des dieux « séparés
du monde » (dméivtor) correspond a la volonté d’introduire des médiations pour assurer la
complétude et la continuité du systéme processif — ainsi que des correspondances —, et d’organiser
les plans divins selon des triades « platoniciennes » du type Etre-Vie-Pensée ou Permanence-
Procession-Conversion™. Le texte de référence fondamental est le cortége des dieux dans le mythe
du Phédre (246e4-248c2) dont I’exégese a une longue histoire dans la tradition platonicienne : ce
texte a déja été mobilisé comme référence de la théologie des intelligibles-intellectifs**, et Proclus
hérite de ’interprétation de Syrianus, qui lui-méme avait marché sur les traces de Jamblique™. Ces
ordres sont construits selon la dodécade, qui est organisée d’une manicre telle que les divisions
triadiques sont encore structurantes, et que le 12 se décompose en 4 triades. Hermias avait décrit en
ces termes la perfection de la dodécade, nombre produit par la multiplication du nombre impair 3
qui est « parfait »*® et du nombre pair 4 qui est « fécond », ces deux nombres ayant respectivement
comme « principes » (apyai) la monade et la dyade (Syr./Herm. In Phdr. 137.3-6 Couvreur =
143.2-6 Lucarini — Moreschini et In Phdr. 138.11-14 Couvreur [= 144.12-15 Lucarini —

Moreschini]) :

*2_ Sur ce terme et I’origine de la doctrine, voir Saffrey — Westerink 1997, pp. IX—XX.

¥ Voir Saffrey — Westerink 1981, pp. XXXVI-XXXVII sur les 6 degrés hiérarchiques, et Saffrey — Westerink 1997, pp.
XvII-XX. Voir Theol. Plat. VI2.10.29-11.30.

. Voir supra, 000-000. Le passage qui intéresse la théorie des dieux hypercosmiques et des dieux « séparés » est
précisément Phdr. 246e4-247a4, que je cite pour mémoire : « Voici donc le grand roi des régions célestes, Zeus, qui,
conduisant son char ailé, s’avance le premier, ordonnant et réglant toutes choses. Apres lui vient I’armée des dieux et
des démons, rangée en onze groupes, car Hestia reste dans la maison des dieux, toute seule. Les autres dieux qui, dans
le nombre des douze, sont placés au commandement des groupes, dirigent ceux-ci, chacun a la place qui lui fut
assignée » ; tr. Vicaire 1998.

¥ Saffrey — Westerink 1997, pp. XX—XXVIII, avec traduction du texte de Syr./Herm. In Phdr. II 136.17-140.16
Couvreur (= 142.16-146.18 Lucarini — Moreschini).

%% Sur la perfection du nombre 3, voir Saffrey — Westerink 1997, pp. 160—1 note 1 ad Theol. Plat. VI 67.3—4.
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si bien que 1’on obtient 3 x 4 = 12, qui est une mesure parfaite et une multitude totale de dieux ; de fait, ce
nombre 12 est engendré a partir du nombre 3 qui est parfait, et du nombre 4 qui est fécond, multipliés 1’un

par lautre et mélangés®’.

(...) a partir <du> nombre parfait 3 et du nombre générateur 4, a été engendré par mélange le nombre 12,
nombre qui embrasse la totalité de 1’ordre divin des dieux, et (...) monade et dyade sont principes du 3 et du
4%

Proclus suit fidélement Hermias dans son explication de la dodécade, lorsqu’il déclare, au
cours de I’étude des dieux « séparés du monde », qui sont intermédiaires entre les hypercosmiques
et les encosmiques, que la dodécade hypercosmique-encosmique, produit du 4 (issu de la dyade) et
de la triade, achéve de manicre parfaite la procession des dieux hypercosmiques et organise en le
« gardant » (@povpelv) ’ordre des dieux célestes, c’est-a-dire encosmiques (Theol. Plat. VI

18.86.22-87.5) :

De méme en effet que la dyade, chez les dieux, préside a la puissance féconde (tijg yovipov duvapewq), et la
triade, a la perfection toute premiére (tfig Tpotiotng tehetdtnTog), de méme aussi la dodécade est le symbole
de la procession compléte (tfig Tavterodg [...] mpoddov cduforov). En effet, puisque ces dieux-la (scil. les
dieux dmoélvtor), non seulement enferment la limite inférieure (mépoc) des puissances invisibles et
transcendantes au monde (scil. les dieux hypercosmiques), mais encore surmontent (émipeprikaoct) les dieux
célestes (scil. les dieux encosmiques), pour ces deux raisons, la dodécade leur convient, et en tant qu’ils
meénent & son achévement la procession des dieux hypercosmiques (®¢g 10 mavtedeg &v Tf] mpodd® TOV
VmepKkociov cupumepaivovot), et en tant qu’ils sont a la téte (rpoeotnkdot) des dieux célestes. De fait, ils
fournissent a partir d’eux-mémes a ces dieux célestes la répartition (Stavounv) en douze et ils les gardent

dans ce nombre-la d’une maniére spéciale (ppovpodcv adTOVG v TIE TG APOUG d1aPEPOHVIMG).

Une autre analyse de la dodécade est donnée parallelement, par Proclus lui-méme, dans sa
dissertation sur le mythe d’Er, lorsqu’il énonce en ces termes les propriétés de la dodécade (3 x 4),
dont le premier terme (3) est perfecteur et agent de conversion, tandis que le second terme (4), est
facteur de stabilité pour les réalités engendrées, ce qui correspond aux caracteres propres de leurs

principes respectifs rappelés par Hermias, la monade et la dyade (Procl. In R. I 120.24-28) :

27(...) @g yivesbon Tp[elic Téoo0pag dddeka, TEAEOV TL pétpov Kai mdv mAfBog edv Kai yap 6 apdudg odTog O
dmdékatog €k TV apBudv T0d T Tpitov Gvtog tedeiov Kol TOD TETAPTOV GVTOG YOVioL TOAAATANCIAGOEVTOV Kol
ovykepachéviov anoxvioketat. Cf. Saffrey — Westerink (1997) p. XXIIL.

2 (L.) 6 dwdékatog aplOpdg £k <tod> Tedeion Ap1OpoD 0D Tpitov Kai 10D YevEGLoLPYOD TOD TETAPTOL KUTH GOYKPOOLY
ameyevvnon, 6lov tov tdv Bedv Tepiéyav Bglov didkoopov, 10D 8¢ Tpitov Kol TeTdpTov dpyol povag Kol dvdg (...). Cf.
Saffrey — Westerink 1997, pp. Xx1v—xxv. Cf. 138.18-20 Couvreur (= 144.18-20 Lucarini — Moreschini). Le texte se
poursuit avec une citation d’Orphée. Voir encore 139.21-25 Couvreur (= 145.24-28 Lucarini — Moreschini) : le nombre
12, symbole de perfection (teAetdotnTog cOpPorov).
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[Le nombre douze] résulte de la multiplication I’un par 1’autre des tout premiers nombres (cvvéotnkey [...] €k
TOV TPOTICTOV ApOUdY ToAAaTAacIOcAVTOV GAMA0VC), je veux dire 3 et 4. De ces deux, 1’un (3) méne a la
perfection (teleciovpydc) et rameéne aux principes (EMOTPENTIKT TPOG TOG ApYdg), 1’autre (4) est fécondant
(yovipog) et tout ensemble il donne une assiette aux engendrés et il est enharmonique (£8pactikn TV

. o 3 r 29
YEVWOUEVOV Gpa Kol Evapuoviog)™ .

Les classes des dieux-chefs sont engendrées a partir des dieux intellectifs mais « sont
divisées d’une manicre analogue (pepilopevar dvdroyov [...]) a la totalité des dieux intelligibles et
de ceux qui précedent les intellectifs, appelés a la fois intelligibles et intellectifs », c’est-a-dire par
triades, leur existence vient de la « premiére démiurgie » (€k Thig pdg dnovpyiag), c’est-a-dire de
I’activité¢ du démiurge Zeus, et leur « engendrement unifi¢ » (trv Mvopévny dnoyévvnoiv) vient de
la troisiéme triade des intelligibles qui est le Vivant-en-soi (Theol. Plat. V1 2.9.10-16).

Proclus opére une habile réduction de la structure hebdomadique caractéristique du plan
intellectif a une nouvelle organisation, tétradique, selon un schéma 3 +1. Les dieux-chefs se divisent
sur le modele de la triade des dieux « peres» intellectifs et revétent les trois puissances
« paternelle » et « hégémonique », « vivifiante et génératrice », « élévatrice et convertissante »
(Theol. Plat. VI 5.26.13 [24]-26). A ce noyau triadique qui reproduit les structures transcendantes
s’ajoute une quatrieme puissance qui rassemble en une seule fonction les fonctions des autres dieux
intellectifs, les immaculés (&ypavtot) qui sont des gardiens (Theol. Plat. VI 5.26.27-27.16)*°. On
obtient donc une tétrade formée sur la base d’une triade: 3 + 1. La dodécade des dieux
hypercosmiques est ainsi constituée de quatre triades qui sont décrites en Theol. Plat. VI 6-13
(avec un long développement sur la doctrine du démiurge : Theol. Plat. VI 6-9), et qui assument
quatre fonctions : démiurgique, vivificatrice, élévatrice et « gardienne ». Chaque terme de la tétrade
se divise triadiquement, mais de facon telle qu’a chaque fois la triade peut étre dite monadique —
afin de conjurer le danger d’une pluralisation aggravée.

Au premier rang des dieux-chefs se trouvent les trois « péres », qui « [dépendent] tous de la
monade démiurgique et [viennent] au second rang apreés elle » (mdvteg thg OMpOVPYIKTG €iot
Hovadog EEnptnuévotl kal devtepot PeT Ekeivny v tepnvacty dvteg) [Theol. Plat. VI 10.45.9-13].
« Ils sont produits a partir des péres intellectifs [scil. la triade Cronos/Rhéa/Zeus] et divisés selon

eux » (mpofEPAnvtar pev amo v voep®dv matépwv Kai dmpnvrol kot ékeivouvg) (Theol. Plat. VI

*Tr. Festugiére 1967, p. 65. Voir aussi Saffrey — Westerink 1997, pp. 1701, les notes 1 et 2 ad Theol. Plat. VI
18.85.12 et 15.

% Voir Saffrey — Westerink 1997, p. 138 note 1 ad Theol. Plat. VI 5.27.7. Proclus suit Syr./Herm. In Phdr. 136.29-32
Couvreur (= 142.29-32 Lucarini — Moreschini) qui définit dans les mémes termes les quatre fonctions divines : « étre
un dieu qui donne 1’étre (tov pév Tva O sivan mapéyovea) », « un dieu qui donne la vie (tov 88 o {fjv) », « étre un dieu
gardien cause de conservation et de permanence immutable (tov 8¢ @povpdg kol Tfig dtpémtov poviig aitiov
@POVPNTIKOV Tva BedV) », et « étre un dieu cause de la conversion et du retour des produits vers leurs propres principes
(tov 8¢ ti|g Emotpori|g Kal Tod T TPowdvTa £l TG oikelng apyag dvateivesBar aitiov) ».
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10.45.15-16), ce qui signifie que chacun de ces dieux hypercosmiques est dans un rapport
d’analogie avec, respectivement, Cronos, Héra et Zeus. En méme temps, ils sont en rapport avec le
plan intelligible-intellectif, et cette triade « par rapport a la série assimilatrice tout entiere,
[correspond] aux péres intelligibles-intellectifs » (Theol. Plat. VI 10.45.18-20 : giciv dvdAioyov toig
vonToig Te kol voepoic motphol mpdg macav THY ApopotoTikiy oepdv)’. Leurs fonctions
hégémoniques sont présentes aussi aux niveaux des dieux séparés du monde et des dieux
encosmiques, et s’exercent sur [’univers entier, sur les parties de [’univers, sur les éléments, sur les
régions de la terre et méme sur les points cardinaux. Le noyau triadique du premier ensemble de
dieux-chefs imite la triade des « peres » intellectifs, et réalise la triade universelle de I’étre ou de la
permanence, de la procession et de la conversion, ce que Proclus exprime ainsi (Theol. Plat. VI

10.46.2-8) :

Quant au lot (Afj&ig [...] xai dtavoun) qu’ils ont regu en partage, c’est, en premier lieu, eu égard, si tu le veux,
au Tout dans son entier : pour le premier, produire les étres (tod pév tag oveiog mapdyovtog), pour le
deuxieéme, produire les vies et les étres engendrés (tod 8¢ tag Lwdg xai yevéoelg), pour le troisiéme,
administrer les divisions en espéces (10D 8¢ TG €idNTIKAG dapéoelg Emtponehovtog) ; ¢’est encore, pour le
premier, solidement établir dans 1’unique démiurge tout ce qui procéde a partir de 1la-bas (100 pév €dpaovrog
&V T® €vi dnovpy®d mavta T0 Ekeibev mpoidvta), pour le deuxiéme, inciter a la procession (tod 8¢ €ig v

TPO0doV EKKAAOVEEVOD), pour le troisiéme, convertir vers lui-méme (tod 8¢ EnoTpEPOvTog €ig AHTOV).

L’examen des diverses actions de ces dieux-chefs permet de reconnaitre en eux les
Cronides : Zeus, Poséidon et Pluton (Theol. Plat. VI 10.47.20-23), qui constituent ainsi la triade
démiurgique. La deuxiéme triade est vivificatrice (Theol. Plat. VI 11.48.3-5 : dwaxocunow [...]
yovipov koi Cwomowdv). Elle dépend, dans la triade des « péres » intellectifs, du principe de vie,

occupant le rang médian, qui est Rhéa (Theol. Plat. VI 11.48.14-19) :

De méme donc que, a partir de la monade paternelle, est venue a I’existence la triade des dieux-chefs qui sont
démiurges, de méme aussi a partir de la source vivifiante qui, dans ces démiurges [intellectifs] a regu en lot le
centre intermédiaire [Or. Chald. 50 dP], procéde le monde vivificateur des dieux assimilateurs ([...] obtw o7
Kol amo tfjg {oyovov mnyiig, T0 pécov kévipov €v €keivolg KANpmoapévng, O (mOYOVIKOG S1AKOGHOG
wpoPéRAnton TV dpopoldTik®V BedVv) ; et 1a encore on trouve une triade maintenue dans ’étre par une

unique monade.

De méme que la triade paternelle (i.e. ici « démiurgique ») est monadique car subsistant

« selon un unique intellect parfait » (ka0 &va vodv veeotrikel téhewov : Zeus) [Theol. Plat. VI

3! Voir Saffrey — Westerink 1997, p. 146 note 1 ad Theol. Plat. VI 10.45.18-20.
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11.48.19-20], de méme la triade dispensatrice de vie (1] tfig Cwfg xopnyos TpLdg) est
monadique parce qu’elle est unifiée par sa fécondité généreuse (Theol. Plat. VI 11.48.21-49.1) :

(...) la triade dispensatrice de la vie est aussi monadique : elle est pleine de puissance féconde (TAnpng pév
yovipov dvvapewc), pleine de perfection immaculée (mAfpng 0& dypdviov tehetdtntog), elle participe a la
vivification totale (petéyovoa pév tiig 6Ang Cwoyoving) et, grace aux canaux de la vie (toig tfig (wfig
oyetoig: Or. Chald. 65 et 110 dP), elle remplit tous les étres inférieurs des biens de la génération (t®dv
yevwnTik®v ayabdv), et fait procéder la lumiére vivificatrice (10 (woyovikov @®G) pour assurer une

participation généreuse aux étres inférieurs.

Dénommeée « corique », cette triade voit converger les enseignements de Platon, des
« Théologiens » (Orphée) et des Oracles Chaldaiques, et au cours de son développement (Theol.
Plat. VI 11.48.2-55.27), Proclus dégage la triade divine suivante, ou 1’on reconnait encore la triade

universelle Etre-Vie-Pensée (Theol. Plat. VI 11.52.19-24) :

Voici donc les trois monades vivificatrices : Artémis, Perséphone et Athéna notre souveraine ; la premiére est
le sommet (dkpdtng) de toute la triade et elle convertit vers elle-méme la troisiéme monade, la deuxiéme est
la puissance qui vivifie I’'univers ({@omo1dg tdv 6 wv), la troisiéme est un intellect divin et immaculé (vodg

B&ioc kai dypavtog) qui, a la maniére d’un dieu-chef (ygpovikdg), enveloppe dans I’unité les vertus totales.

La troisieme triade des dieux-chefs est celle des dieux « élévateurs » (Theol. Plat. VI
12.56.2-65.3) et « elle convertit tous les étres vers leur propre principe » (Theol. Plat. VI 12.56.6—
8). Platon appelle cette triade « apolloniaque », Apollon et le Soleil étant identifiés, et elle est
enveloppée d’un seul nom, comme dans le cas de la triade « corique » (Theol. Plat. VI 12.57.21-

27):

(...) il embrasse la triade tout entiére dans ce cas encore au moyen d’un nom unique (thv p&v odv 8Anv
Tpréda kavtadbo U €vog ovopatog mepthapPavel), tout comme il I’a fait pour la triade précédente ; et de
méme que, plus haut, par le nom de Cor¢ il désigne, comme on I’a vu, le genre entier des principes
vivificateurs (t0 cOpmav €6MAov yévog @V {woyovikdv apxdv), de méme, dans le cas de ces dieux aussi,
appelle-t-il Apolloniaque la triade tout entiére, tandis que, par la multiplicité des puissances de ce dieu, il
indique la multiplicité qui est dans cette triade (taic 8¢ moAlaig tod B0l tovTOL dvvdpeot 1O &v TavTN

AR 0og évdeivkvtar).

Le nom unique souligne, une fois encore, le caractére monadique de la triade, tandis que le
verbe évdeiviutan signifie le mode d’expression indirect et allusif (§vdei€ig) utilisé par Platon pour

signifier la pluralité interne a la triade.
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La tétrade des dieux-chefs est analogue a [’organisation des dieux intellectifs qui
comportent, outre les trois « peres » (Cronos, Rhéa et Zeus), des dieux « immaculés » identifié¢s aux
Courétes. Les trois premicres triades hypercosmiques (démiurgique, corique et apolloniaque)
imitent les puissances des trois « péres » intellectifs et leurs fonctions, et il convient que le principe
de la pureté transcendante maintenue par les dypavrtot soit lui aussi reproduit. Aussi apres la triade
apolloniaque trouvons-nous une derniére triade, qui est celle des dieux immaculés et gardiens

(Theol. Plat. VI 13) dont I’existence est nécessaire (Theol. Plat. VI 13.65.6-16) :

Ajoutons (...) la doctrine relative aux dieux immaculés considérés dans les principes de leur existence (tnv
nePL TV Aypaviwv Bedv év Talg dpykaic vrootdoeot Bewpiav) (...). En effet, il est nécessaire que les dieux-
chefs de univers, étant venus a 1’existence d’une maniére analogue aux rois intellectifs (avaykn toig voepoig
Boaolebov dvdioyov vEecTKOTAG TOVG NYeRoOVOG TV OAwv) bien que leur procession s’accompagne de
division et de fragmentation, de méme qu’ils imitent les puissances paternelles, génératives et convertissantes
des dieux-chefs (kabdmep TOG TATPIKAG ADTAOV KOl YEVWNTIKAG KOI EMGTPENTIKAG pepiumvtot dSuvapelg), de
méme aussi, en vertu de leur caractére propre de dieux-chefs (kota v Myepoviknyv idwotnta), [il est
nécessaire qu’ils] recoivent parmi eux les monades immuables (t0g dtpémtovg €v avtoig povadag |[...]
napadégachar) et mettent, en téte de leurs propres processions, des causes gardiennes inféricures a eux

(mpootoachat ppovpnTiKag aitiag devTépag T@V Oikel®V TPOOIWV).

Aux Courgtes qui sont apparus dans la classe des dieux intellectifs, et qui ont entouré et
protégé Zeus aprés qu’il a ét€ mis au monde a partir de Rhéa (Theol. Plat. VI 13.66.1-3),
correspondent analogiquement les Corybantes, constitués en triade au niveau hypercosmique, et
ainsi les dieux-chefs reproduisent mimétiquement 1’organisation des dieux-intellectifs. Le nom
méme des Corybantes signifie la protection qu’ils accordent & Coré et la pureté dont ils sont les
gardiens. Ils sont garants de pureté (kopdq) et leur fonction est donc strictement analogue a celle des

Couretes (les dypavrtor) au plan intellectif (Theol. Plat. VI 13.66.3—16) :

C’est donc dans les dieux intellectifs que la toute premiére classe des Courétes est venue a 1’existence, tandis
que la classe des Corybantes, d’une maniére analogue aux Courétes de la-bas (avdAoyov [...] Toig éxel
Kovpnow), marche devant Core et la garde de tous cotés, comme le dit la théologie [Orphée], et c’est
pourquoi ils ont regu cette dénomination ; mais si tu veux parler comme Platon en a I’habitude, c’est parce
qu’ils président sur la pureté (npoictovrot tiig kaBapdtroc), qu’ils conservent la classe de Coré immaculée,
immuable dans les générations et stable dans les processions vers les astres, que, pour cette raison, ils ont été
appelés Corybantes. En effet, le mot coros (kxopdc) partout indique la pureté, comme Socrate le dit dans le
Cratyle [396b6-7]; et d’ailleurs notre souveraine Cor¢ elle-méme ne doit, semble-t-il, son nom qu’a sa pureté

et a sa vie immaculée (€k tfjg KaBapoTtnTOg KOl TG AYpdvTov LmTig).
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Parmi diverses autres justifications, Proclus remarque que le nombre trois convient
particuliérement aux Corybantes, en raison de sa perfection, et leur fonction de garde protectrice

(ppovpelv, drapurdttewv) est bien exprimée par le trois (Theol. Plat. VI 13.67.2-8) :

Ce nombre-13, le nombre trois, convient a ces puissances gardiennes (6 &p1OpdC 0VTOC, 1| TPIEC, TPOGTKEL TOAC
@povpnTIKOic TavTalg duvapesy) en tant qu’il est parfait (tédelog) et qu’il embrasse d’une maniére uniforme
(novogd®c) commencement, milieu et fin des étres inférieurs ; car tout ce qui garde de tous co6tés cherche a
embrasser ce qui est gardé et a conserver dans I’immutabilité I’étre de ce qui est ainsi gardé, sa puissance et
son opération (Tdv yap T0 PPovPodV mavTaydBey omevdel mEPLapPAvE TO PPOVPOVLEVOV Kal TAG T€ 0VGiag

aOTOV Kol TOG SVVALELG Kal TAG Evepyeiog AKAVELG SLOPLAATTEWY).

Les dieux hypercosmiques sont ainsi formés de quatre triades de dieux, et leur organisation
imite & un niveau inférieur celle des dieux intellectifs, dont 1’organisation hebdomadique se trouve
résorbée en tétrade.

La dodécade des dieux hypercosmiques-encosmiques (Theol. Plat. VI 15-24) reproduit a son
niveau propre cette ordonnance. Cette classe est célébrée comme « séparée du monde » (dméOAvTOV
10 Yévog tobTO0 T®V Be®dv dvopvelv eimbapev), « supracéleste » (Ovmepovpdviov), « immaculée »
(Gypavtov), « élévatrice » (avaywydv), « parfaite » (téletov) (Theol. Plat. VI 15.74.21-75.2), et
Proclus précise qu’elle résulte de deux causes : les processions (paternelles, fécondes, élévatrices et
gardiennes) des dieux assimilateurs (les dieux-chefs hypercosmiques) et « la monade démiurgique
[qui] divise tout ce qui procéde en premiers, intermédiaires et derniers » (Theol. Plat. VI 20.93.8—
13). Les classes de dieux séparés du monde qui, « pour I’esprit de ’homme, constituent une
multiplicité insaisissable et innombrable (dnepiAnmrov [...] TAN00g kol toilg dvOpomivalg EmPoloic
avopibuntov) » sont déterminées dans le Phédre « selon la mesure de la dodécade » (kotd O Thig
dwdekadog pérpov) (Theol. Plat. VI 18.85.6-9). Le nombre douze en effet « convient aux dieux
séparés du monde, en tant qu’il est complet, formé a partir des nombres tout premiers et constitué
de nombres parfaits (®g TavteAn) Kol £k TOV TpOTIcTOV APOUGY dmotedesOévta kal Ek TOV TeELelV
cvuumAnpovpevov), et [Platon] a embrassé toutes leurs processions au moyen de cette mesure (€v
TOVT® T® PETP®) », la dodécade étant un principe de détermination (dpopiletr) de toutes ces classes
de dieux et de leurs id10tnteg (Theol. Plat. VI 18.85.12—18).

Les dieux séparés du monde (GmdéAvtor) ont procédé a partir des dieux assimilateurs
(dpopowwtikol) —qui eux-mémes procedent des dieux intellectifs, intelligibles-intellectifs et
intelligibles (Theol. Plat. VI 20.92.22-25) — et les processions des dieux assimilateurs se divisent en
quatre (elles sont paternelles, fécondes, élévatrices et gardiennes), tandis que la cause démiurgique

— la triade des « peres » intellectifs —, qui est au-dessus des dieux assimilateurs, est a 1’origine de la
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division triadique. Pour cette raison, la procession des dieux séparés du monde —les dieux du
Phédre — s’organise selon le nombre douze, fruit de la multiplication 4 x 3, et la division triadique

dérive ultimement de I’intelligible (Theol. Plat. VI120.92.17-93.25, spéc. 93.8-25) :

Or si nous nous souvenons de ce qui a été dit plus haut (Theol. Plat. VI 5.26.13-27.16), nous avons divisé en
quatre (tetpoyf [...] dmpnpeda) les processions intermédiaires des dieux assimilateurs ; et nous avons dit
que, parmi ces processions, les unes sont paternelles (motpikdc), les autres, fécondes (yovipovg), les autres,
¢élévatrices (avaymyovc), les autres enfin, gardiennes (ppovpnrikdc). Et puisque la monade démiurgique
divise tout ce qui procéde en premiers, intermédiaires et derniers, tout comme aussi le pére intelligible qui lui
est supérieur, tandis que les dieux qui la suivent (scil. les dieux hypercosmiques) font procéder d’une maniére
tétradique sur les étres inférieurs leurs propres canaux (oyetovg) [cf. Theol. Plat. V 12.41.1-18] voila que
nous apparait cette dodécade des dieux séparés du monde (1] Svwdexdg [...] TV dmordtov [...] Oedv), laquelle
en haut procéde selon la triade (&vwbev pev kotd v tpLdda tpoiodoa), et en bas se multiplie tétradiquement
(kdtwbev 8¢ tetpadikdg moAlamhooctalopuévn). C’est pourquoi, parmi les chefs qui constituent cette
dodécade, les uns ont recu triadiquement (tpradikdq) le caractére démiurgique et paternel (10 dnpovpyikov
Kol watpkdv), les autres triadiquement le caractére génératif et vivifiant (16 yevvntikov kai {ooyovikév), les
autres triadiquement le caractére élévateur (t0 avoywydv), les autres enfin, triadiquement, le caractére
immaculé et gardien (10 Gypavrov kol @povpnrtikov). En effet toutes ces propriétés caractéristiques
(i010t1eg) leur viennent de la multiplicité des dieux assimilateurs, tandis que la division en premiers,
intermédiaires et derniers vient de la cause démiurgique [i.e. Zeus, qui caractérise proprement la triade

intellective].

Un chapitre entier est alors consacré a 1’étude des propriétés de la dodécade (Theol. Plat. VI
21.93.27-96.29). Proclus prolonge alors une description déja proposée en Theol. Plat. VI 18.85.19—
28, qui consiste, a partir du texte de Platon, Phdr. 246e4-247a4, a diviser la dodécade des dieux en
deux monades principales (Zeus et Hestia, qui « demeure seule dans la maison des dieux ») plus dix
autres monades correspondant a des « commandements plus particuliers » (8AA®V 1ygpOVIBY
uepwotépov), comme le commandement d’Apollon qui régit « le mode de vie divinatoire » (10
pavtikov tiig (o £180c), le commandement d’ Aphrodite qui régit « le mode de vie amoureux » (t0
gpwTiKdv), ou encore le commandement d’Arés qui régit «le mode de vie qui divise » (10
Stonpeticov)’>. Le nombre douze n’est d’ailleurs pas un nombre numérique, quantitatif (ce type de
nombre n’existe pas chez les dieux), mais « il consiste en une propriété de 1’existence » (€v 10101
tiic VmapEemc) (Theol. Plat. VI 18.86.20-22). Proclus ajoute des précisions dans le second exposé.

La dodécade est a nouveau structurée en 2 +10 parce que, parmi les dieux séparés du monde Zeus et

2 Le texte du Phédre ne mentionne pas le nom des dieux qui composent le cortége de Zeus, mais ce sont les dieux
traditionnellement gouvernés par Zeus dans la religion grecque.

3 11 s’agit d’un nombre intelligible et divin, et Proclus fait allusion a une doctrine d’origine plotinienne. Voir Saffrey —
Westerink 1997, p. 172 note 4 ad Theol. Plat. VI 18.86.22.

205

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



Hestia se distinguent des dix autres par une fonction rectrice, « un rang plus hégémonique »
(Myepovikotépav ta&wv, Theol. Plat. VI 21.94.4), avec des particularités propres : Zeus, « étant
cause de mouvement pour tous [les dieux], est le chef de leur voyage vers ’intelligible (tf|g €ig 10
vontov mopetog [...] Myepdv) », conformément au récit du mythe platonicien, « (...) tandis que
Hestia fait briller sur tous la puissance stable et inflexible (v pévipov kKoi akAwvi dvvopy) »
[Theol. Plat. VI 21.94.21-24)] On remarque que Hestia appartient a la série « immaculée » (Tfig
ayxpaviov oepdg) et Zeus a la série « paternelle » (tfic matpikiic), ce qui les rattache aux deux
triades, « immaculée » et « paternelle », de 1’ordre intellectif. Hestia et Zeus sont causes, ['une de
toute stabilité, I’autre, de tout mouvement vers les étres supérieurs : ainsi, « le caractére de stabilité,
d’immutabilité et d’uniformité (t0 pévipov kai drpentov kol del woavTwg &xov) vient a tous les
dieux encosmiques de I’Hestia supracéleste » (Theol. Plat. VI 21.95.15-17), tandis que « tous les
mouvements, aussi bien les opérations séparées (10g évepyeiog Tag yoplotdg) que <les> conversions
des inférieurs vers les supérieurs (<tac> T@V deLTEPOV €Ml TA TPMOTO 0TPOPAG), adviennent a tous
les étres a partir de Zeus » (Theol. Plat. VI 21.95.22-25). Quant aux dix autres chefs, ils
communiquent chacun le caractére (id10tng) qui leur est propre a chacun des termes de la série
multiple qu’ils régissent, jusqu’aux tout derniers termes (uéxpt T@v €oydtwv) (Theol. Plat. VI
21.96.4-9). Dans un texte fondamental, Proclus énonce ensuite que la dodécade platonicienne
révele D'organisation analogue des dieux hypercosmiques, des dieux « séparés» et des dieux
encosmiques (Theol. Plat. VI 21.96.10-29), que distingue seulement le fait d’étre commandant ou
commandé : « (...) le caractére de commandant et de chef (t0 dpyikov kai 10 1ygpovikdv) convient
seulement aux dieux hypercosmiques, le caractere d’étre rangé en bon ordre (10 tetdyBar) et le bon
ordre par lui-méme (10 tetaypévov) [cf. Phdr. 247a1-4], aux dieux encosmiques (car ce sont ces
dieux-1a qui ont participé au bon ordre et qui ont regu le bon ordre par participation), tandis que ces
deux caractéres ensemble conviennent aux dieux séparés du monde » (Theol. Plat. VI 21.96.15-20).
Et la structure dodécadique, dont on a vu a propos des dieux hypercosmiques qu’elle reproduit de
facon pluralisée 1I’ordonnance du plan intellectif, ordonne ces trois niveaux, qui dépendent tous de
ce diacosme intellectif pour leur organisation.

Aprés ce développement sur la dodécade décomposée en 2 + 10, I’exposé de Proclus
consacré aux dieux « séparés du monde » redevient conforme au schéma tétradique : ces dieux
s’organisent en une tétrade dont chaque terme est triadique, soit quatre triades.

Les deux dodécades hypercosmique et « séparée » sont composées chacune de quatre
triades. Nous découvrons en premier lieu, au niveau des dieux « séparés », une triade démiurgique
composée de Zeus, Poséidon et Héphaistos, qui reproduisent chacun a son niveau propre les trois

fonctions de la triade paternelle intellective, et constituent la premiére triade de ces dieux
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hypercosmiques-encosmiques : dans cette triade démiurgique Zeus « a regu le rang le plus élevé
(v vYynrotdnyv té&v) parce que d’en haut a partir du degré intellectif (dvwBev dnd vod) il dirige
les ames et les corps (yuyog koi copata katevdovmv) et prend soin de toutes choses (wévrtawv
émpuerovpevog) comme le dit Socrate [cf. Phdr. 246b6] » ; Poséidon a en charge le monde
psychique et « il est le dieu cause du mouvement et de toute génération » (kivcewg [...] aitiog kai
vevécewg mdong) ; et Héphaistos agit comme un démiurge en direction du plan inférieur et
encosmique puisque « il insuffle la nature dans les corps et fabrique tous les sieéges encosmiques
des dieux (v @VOoV UnVET TGV COUATOV Kol TACAG TAG £YKOGUIOVS Edpag T®V Bedv dnpiovpyel) »
(Theol. Plat. V1 22.97.7-17).

L’ordre des triades est modifié par rapport a celui des triades hypercosmiques parce que en
deuxiéme lieu vient immédiatement la triade « gardienne et immuable » (ppovpnTiKY| Kol dTpenTOC)
composée de Hestia, Athéna et Arés (Theol. Plat. VI 22.97.18-98.2), qui est donc rapprochée de la
triade démiurgique, de méme que I’analyse de la dodécade en 2 + 10 avait mis en évidence un
couple constitué de Zeus (qui appartient a la série « paternelle ») et de Hestia (qui appartient a la
série « immaculée ») [Theol. Plat. VI 18.85.19-23 et 21.94.4-96.4]. Dans la triade « vivifiante »
(Cwoyovikn), composée de Déméter, Héra et Artémis (Theol. Plat. VI 22.98.3—13), Proclus rappelle
les fonctions de 1I’Héra intellective, qui occupe elle aussi une position médiane, dans la triade
intellective des « peres » : « Héra constitue le rang intermédiaire (Trv pHecOTNTO GLUVEYXEL), parce
qu’elle fait procéder I’engendrement de 1’ame (v g yuyig amoyévvnowv mpoiguévn) : de fait,
c’est la déesse intellective qui fait jaillir a partir d’elle-méme, on le sait, toutes les processions des
classes d’ames (kai yap 1 voepd 1OV [GAADV] yoxiK®V YeVAV 4@” €avtig TpovPaiieto TAcag TG
1poddovg) », (Theol. Plat. VI 22.98.5-8) semblable en cela a I’Hécate chaldaique.

Cette organisation des quatre triades de dieux « séparés du monde » semble, en filigrane,
étre en un certain sens triadique, et se conformer a la triadologie néoplatonicienne habituelle (étre,
vie pensée ~ essence, puissance, activité ~ permanence, procession, conversion) parce qu’elle
conjoint habilement les deux triades démiurgique et gardienne (on retrouve le couple Zeus-Hestia
des chapitres 18 et 21), ménage une place médiane a la triade vivifiante qui préside a toute
production, et mentionne en dernier, en un texte superbe, la triade ¢lévatrice (Hermes, Aphrodite,
Apollon) qui préside a I’amour et aux choses de 1’esprit. On remarque que ces trois dieux
convertissent, respectivement et de fagon hiérarchisée, vers le Bien, le Beau et le Vrai (v
voepav... aAndelav), ce qui évoque dans un ordre différent la triade platonicienne du beau, du sage
et du bon (kahov, copdv, ayabdv, Phdr. 246el) a laquelle répond la triade anagogique £pwc,

dMiBgta, TioTic mentionnée ailleurs par Proclus® (Theol. Plat. VI 22.98.14-24)

3% Hoffmann 2000, pp. 459-89.
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Dans la derniére triade, la triade élévatrice (Tfig dvaydyov Tp1ddog), Hermés est le pourvoyeur de la
philosophie (piAocopiag [...] xopnyog) et, par la philosophie, éléve les dmes (Gvayel Tag Woydg), et, par les
puissances dialectiques, raméne les ames, tant universelles que particuliéres, vers le Bien lui-méme (taig
StodexTikaig duvapecty €n’antd 10 dyadov dvaméunel T4 e Olag kal tag pepikdg) ; Aphrodite est la cause
primordiale de I’inspiration amoureuse répandue dans tout ’univers (tf|g 8t O6Awv dnkovong Ep@TIKAG
gmmvoiog” gotiv aitia TpoTovpYHC) et familiarise avec le Beau les vies qu’elle éléve par elle-méme (kai
TpdG TO KAAOV 0iKkelol TG dvayopévag ¢ santiic {mbc) ; Apollon enfin, par I’art des Muses™®, perfectionne
et convertit tous les étres (10 mavta telewol kol €motpiper), dirigeant & la fois toutes choses (mévta
opomoA@v), comme le dit Socrate’ 7, et, par ’accord et le rythme, les attire vers la vérité intellective et vers la

lumiére de la-bas (8t appoviag kai puOpod mTpog TV voepav avéAKmV aAnBetay Kol TO kel PAG).

Le tableau suivant permet de voir a la fois la parenté de structure et les différences d’ordre
entre la dodécade hypercosmique et la dodécade hypercosmique-encosmique, qui classe
différemment les triades, rapproche au second niveau la triade démiurgique et la triade gardienne,
réserve la derniére place a la triade é€lévatrice qui convertit vers le Bien, le Beau et le Vrai, et
semble suggérer une structure de type [1,2]-3-4 qui ressemble fort a une triade typiquement

néoplatonicienne du type (1) Etre - (2) Procession/Puissance/Vie - (3) Conversion/Pensée :

Tétrade = quatre triades Dieux hypercosmiques Dieux amérvtor

Triade démiurgique (masculine) Zeus, Poséidon, Pluton 1.Zeus, Poséidon, Héphaistos
Triade vivifiante (féminine) Artémis, Perséphone, Athéna 3. Déméter, Héra, Artémis
Triade élévatrice Apollon = Soleil 4. Hermes, Aphrodite, Apollon
Triade gardienne Corybantes 2. Hestia, Athéna, Arés

Table 3

Ce parcours cavalier de la Théologie Platonicienne fait ainsi apparaitre une progression
arithmétique qui, si I’on part du Premier principe, I’Un-Bien, pour descendre a travers les ordres
divins (intelligibles, intelligibles-intellectifs et intellectifs) et atteindre enfin les ordres
hypercosmique, hypercosmique-encosmique (et encosmique), constitue une macrostructure
numérique : 1-3—7-12. Le tableau ci-contre permet d’avoir une vue d’ensemble des progres de la

luralité au niveau de la macrostructure de la Theol. Plat.>® Cette progression numérique ne semble
p prog q

%, Cf. PL. Phdr. 265b4-5.

% Sur la théologie d’Apollon et des Muses, voir Hoffmann 2024b, pp. 154-66.

7. PL. Cra. 405d4.

¥ On se reportera aussi a Van den Berg 2001, spéc. p. 40 (fig. 1 : tableau de la hiérarchie des dieux), qui montre que
plusieurs de ces dieux sont destinataires des hymnes de Proclus.
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pas se retrouver dans les ouvrages anciens d’arithmétique®®, mais 1’on observe que cette suite
arithmétique progresse de maniere croissante : pour passer de 3 a 7 [= 3 x 2 +1] on ajoute 4, puis
pour passer de 7 a 12 [= 4 x 3] on ajoute 5. Ces structures numériques suggérées a Proclus par les
dialogues de Platon eux-mémes — nous avons vu I’importance des notations numériques dans le
Phedre — expriment clairement les progres de la dudkpioig au cours de la Procession, et symbolisent
I’aggravation de la multiplicité. L’on m’a fait remarquer de facon trés suggestive®® un
rapprochement possible avec le début de la « série de Hofstadter »**. Quoi qu’il en soit d’une
concordance peut-étre fortuite avec une donnée de I’arithmétique moderne, & tout le moins
pouvons-nous admirer la virtuosité avec laquelle Proclus, en véritable « artiste de la raison » (selon
I’expression de Kant dans la Critique de la Raison Pure*?), a su organiser les hiérarchies divines et
décrire scientifiguement — au sens de la théologie comme science — la richesse du polythéisme grec

qu’il souhaitait illustrer face & la pauvreté du monothéisme™.

Niveau de réalité Structure numérique Nombres
L’Un-Bien et les hénades 1 1
Plans divins transcendants 3 niveaux triadiques 3
(dieux vonroi, dieux vontoi kai —>9
vogpoi, dieux voepoi)
3 x 3 =trois triades
Triade intelligible (monadiques) 3
avec un autre schéma —>9
dyade-tétrade :
Un / Eternité (dyade) /
Vivant-en-soi (tétrade)
Triade intelligible-intellective 3 x 3 = trois triades
Lieu supracéleste / Ciel / 3
Vodlte subcéleste —>9
Hebdomade intellective de rang 3+3+1
1 Triade des « peres » (Cronos,
Héra, Zeus) 7
Peut étre décrite aussi comme Triade conjointe des
une série de 7 monades, dont « immaculés »
chacune produit une hebdomade + Monade séparative
1+3+3
7 hebdomades intellectives de 7
rang 2 Inversion de I’ordre par rapport
a I’ordre de I’hebdomade de Nombre total de
rang 1 monades
7Xx7=49

% Je remercie vivement Carole Hofstetter pour cette information et pour sa remarque sur la structure de la progression

arithmétique.

%0 Je remercie vivement Gerd Van Riel pour cette observation faite lors de ma communication.
! Sloane 1973, p. 100 ; Hofstadter 1985, p. 83.

“2 \/oir Tremesaygues-Pacaud 1971, p. 562. La formule est reprise par Hadot 1995, p. 387 ; Davidson — Worms 2010,

p. 24.
*% Voir Hoffmann 2012, pp. 161-97.
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Plans divins inférieurs

Trois tétrades :

Dieux VIEPKOGLIOL 4,
amorvtol (4), éykdopiot (4)

3 tétrades x 4 triades :
chaque tétrade
(hypercosmique, « séparée »,
encosmique) est composée de 4
triades

Plans divins inférieurs

Trois tétrades :

Dieux VIEPKOGLIOL 4),
amorvtol (4), éykdopiot (4)

la tétrade est organisée sur le
modele de I’hebdomade

(réduite a une tétrade), soit :
une triade sur le modele de la

triade des « peres » intellectifs
+ la puissance « gardienne »

—>
Réductionde 7 4 4

3 tétrades
3x (4=3 +1)

donc 12

La dodécade organise les trois
ordres

hypercosmique, hypercosmique-
encosmique, encosmique (ce
dernier, non traité dans la TP)

Deux analyses possibles
dul2:
(1) Zeus/Hestia (2)
et les 10 autres dieux
(décade)
(2) Quatre triades a
chaque niveau

Ou bien
2+10=12
(Theol. Plat. VI
21)

Ou bien
4x3=12

Dodécade hypercosmique
Dépend de I’ordre intellectif

4 triades : démiurgique,
vivifiante, élévatrice, gardienne

4x3:E

Dodécade hypercosmique-
encosmique (dieux « séparés du
monde »)

4 triades : démiurgique,
gardienne, vivifiante, élévatrice

4x3=12

Table 4
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ABSTRACT

Philippe Hoffmann, Les structures numeriques des ordres divins dans la Théologie Platonicienne
de Proclus. De la triade & I’hebdomade et & la dodécade

To examine the relationship between “science” and “theology” in Proclus’s thought, this
chapter proposes to study the arithmological structures at work in the organisation of scientific
theology as set out in a veritable “summa” by the Platonic Theology, which brings together all the
dogmas extracted from a comprehensive reading of Plato’s dialogues. We thus study the way in
which the divine orders are structured, those of the intelligible gods, the intelligible-intellectual
gods and the intellectual gods. The first two orders are organised into triads, each term of the triad
being itself triadic. The third order, that of the intellective gods, is more complex due to an increase
in multiplicity: it is organised according to a hebdomadic structure. The intellective hebdomad is
constructed as: two triads augmented by a monad: the triad of the “fathers” (Cronos/Rhea/Zeus),
flanked by the anonymous triad of “immaculate” gods plus a “separative” monad, the triadic core of
this hebdomad depending on the previous triads to ensure the “mimetic” continuity of the
processive system. This order occupies, structurally, the middle position in the set of three divine
orders. Below, the order of hypercosmic gods and that of hypercosmic-encosmic gods are organised
according to a dodecad. The procession of gods is thus structured, starting from the One-Good,
according to an arithmetic series: 1-3-7-12, which resembles the beginning of Hofstadter's series
described by modern mathematics.

Philippe Hoffmann
Ecole pratique des hautes études.
Académie des Inscriptions et Belles—
Lettres, Paris (France)
phhoffmann@orange.fr

214

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



OTHER SCIENCES AND THE DIVINE

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



Gerd Van Riel

PROCLUS’ POTAMOLOGY:
THE ROLE OF RIVERS IN ESCHATOLOGY

Plato’s Underworld

In the ancient Greek descriptions of Hades, the underworld was always associated with
rivers. Hesiod and Homer are still rather vague about the topology of the underworld,
and in general, they seem to know only one river: the Styx, which starts from Oceanus
and flows into the cavities of Tartarus . Yet in the tenth book of the Odyssey, the
number of rivers in the underworld is suddenly extended: in this passage (X 513-515),
Hades is located where three rivers meet, one of which is said to be a branch of Styx:

There into Acheron flow Pyriphlegethon and Cocytus, which is a branch of the water of Styx,

and there is a rock, and the junction of the two resounding rivers®.

So according to this text, there are four rivers in Hades, which stands in contrast
with Homer’s and Hesiod’s account elsewhere. The question has been raised whether
this is not a later addition, stemming from a time (probably before the standardization
of the Homeric corpus by Pisistratus in the late 6th c. BCE) when the topography of
Hades had become more sophisticated®.

At any rate, by the time of Plato, a standard view of the rivers in Hades had

been laid down.

There are four of them: Styx, Acheron, Pyriphlegethon, and Cocytus.

An obvious question then is, how about the river Lethe? In fact, the earliest
extant reference to the “river of forgetfulness” is Plato’s Republic, and even there it is
not so clear that we are dealing with a river called Lethe. It is true that before Plato,
the poet Simonides of Ceos (6th—5th c. BCE) mentioned the d6pot Anong, the Halls
of Lethe, but this seems to be a reference to the goddess of forgetfulness rather than

1. Mackie 1999, p. 486.
2. &vBa pév ic Ayxépovra Iuppreyébov te péovot / Kokvtdg 0°, dg o1 Etvyog Hd010g oty danoppds, /
nétpn te EHveoic te dvm motaudv Epdovmmv. See Mackie 1999, p. 485.
3. Mackie 1999, pp. 486—7.
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to a river. The next occurrence is found in The Frogs of Aristophanes (dated 405
BCE), where explicit reference is made (v. 186) to t0 Anong nediov, the plain of
Forgetfulness, located in the underworld. And this is exactly the formula used by Plato
in the myth of Er in the tenth book of the Republic. In this text, Plato mentions only
one river, called Ameles, “the river of Unheeding”, situated in the plain of Lethe (PI.
Resp. X 621a—D):

They travelled to the plain of Forgetfulness in burning, choking, terrible heat, for it was empty
of trees and earthly vegetation. And there, beside the river of Unheeding, whose water no
vessel can hold, they camped, for night was coming on. All of them had to drink a certain
measure of this water, but those who weren’t saved by reason drank more than that, and as

each of them drank, he forgot everything and went to sleep®.

The souls drank a certain measure of this water, meaning that they might
eventually have some memory of the lessons they learnt in the underworld®, except for
the ones whose reason was not strong enough to save them: they forgot everything.
When they finally fell asleep, an earthquake opened the way to this world again, and
the souls left the underworld. Interestingly, in the conclusion to this myth, Socrates
wraps up this narrated event using the term “river of Forgetfulness” (tov thg Anong
notauov, Resp. X 621c). So it seems to be Plato himself who introduced this fifth
river, and he probably did not even mean to call it Lethe — its name is Ameles, and it
is only in retrospect that it is described as the river of forgetfulness (without capital
letters). At any rate, the plain of Forgetfulness did exist before Plato, but it is
interesting to see that through Plato’s account, the river Lethe came to join the other
four rivers in later tradition.

Of these other four rivers, Plato’s Phaedo offers not just a description, but
they become part of a complete geography of the underworld. In the first place,
according to the Phaedo narrative (Phd. 111e-112a), Tartarus is an immensely wide
hole in the earth, similar to all the different cavities that constitute different
biospheres like ours, but deeper than all others, and spreading unto the centre of the
sphere of the earth. There, in the place called Tartarus, all water that flows under the

surface of the earth comes together and is pumped up again.

4. TOpevecha Gmavtog si¢ TO THS ANONC mediov S1i kaDUOTOC TE Kal TViyoug Ssvod- kol yap sivan avTd
Kevov SévBpmv Te kol doa YT eVl oknvicHol odv cedc 0 Eomépag yryvopévig mapd oV Ausinta
TOTOUOV, ob TO Hdwp dyyeiov 00SEV oTéysty. uétpov udv obv Tt T0d Hdatog micy dvaykaiov ivor miely,
ToVG 8¢ epovicel p o@Lopévoug mAov mivewy Tod HETPOV- TOV 08 del TovTa TavIeV EmhavidvecBat; tr.
Grube 1992.

5. See Morgan 2000, p. 209.
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Figure 1: The general layout of the world
according to Phaedo

Furthermore, in this account of the Phaedo, Styx is not referred to as a river,
but as a lake formed by the river Cocytus. And Oceanus is considered to be a river, a
stream that flows around the earth. According to this description, the Acheron flows
away from Oceanus into a cavity of the earth, to debouch into the Acherousian lake.
Cocytus and Pyriphlegethon also originate in Oceanus, and they flow through the
depths of the earth into Tartarus, each of the two passing along the Acherousian lake,
though without mingling with its waters (Phd. 112e-113a). Pyriphlegethon dives into
the earth through hot and fiery regions, and Cocytus winds through a wild region with
a blue-gray color, then forming the Stygian lake, before descending back into Tartarus
(Phd. 113b—c). At the same time, Pyriphlegethon and Cocytus are said to bring the
souls out of Tartarus in a cycle that passes again via the Acherousian lake (Phd.
114b—c), which is no doubt due to the pumping movement of the entire water

household of the system®.

6. See Pender 2012.
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Figure 2: The underworld rivers
according to Plato

The Later Neoplatonists’ Reading: uvbixad¢ and pvolkds

In the interpretation of the later Neoplatonists, the topography of the
underworld is not just an allegorical feature, but also a real description of a truly
existing part of the cosmos. This interpretive starting point is then bound to face
Avristotle’s criticisms as laid down in the Meteorologica, where Aristotle contends that
Plato’s description cannot be correct, as it implies rivers’ flowing upwards, thus
challenging the laws of physics’.

It would have been easy for interpreters of Plato to dismiss Aristotle’s critique
by stating that this is just imagery, and that Aristotle lacked the phantasy to see that
this should be taken metaphorically. And obviously, on the one hand, that is what the
Neoplatonists will do: according to them, the myth of the Phaedo provides us with a
metaphorical description of the place of punishment below the earth, where the souls
are gathered in the afterlife. It is to be taken as an exhortation to become godlike, and
to avoid punishment in the afterlife®. Hence, in many respects, Plato’s language needs
to be taken poducdc’.

Yet, at the same time, in the Neoplatonic interpretation, this mythical meaning
can only make sense if it relies on a straightforward description of the real nature of this
place™. Thus, the topography depicted by the Phaedo has to be taken guoucic as well

+. See Arist. Mete. B 2.355b32—-34; 356a14—25.

g- Procl. In R. | 168.3-23; Il 128.12-23; Dam. In Phd. | 471; Olymp. In Grg. 241.11-28; In Mete.
144.21-35.

9. Olymp. In Mete. 144.7-15; see Steel 2012, p. 176.

10- See Procl. In R. 11 132.5-13; 11 93.18-25; 11 129.4-130.4 (referring to Numenius); Il 132.14-17. See
also Proclus’ literal reading of the geography of Phaedo at In Ti. | 270.8-271.18 Van Riel (= |
180.25-181.28 Diehl).
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as pvbwag, that is to say, the allegorical or metaphorical meaning relies on a
description of a physical reality. It should be added, though, that this reference to a
“physical reality” does not necessarily mean that the text needs to be taken literally. A
physical reading may also be allegorizing. Olympiodorus, for instance, complemented
his statement that Tartarus is about morality and punishment, by adding a pucikdg
explanation that took the description of Tartarus as a reference to matter (bAn), with its
typical turmoil and chaotic motion**. The variation on the scale between strictly literal
and entirely allegorical readings is also a matter of applying different readings to
different parts of the Phaedo myth. The description of the earth, for instance, which is
the first part of the myth, would notably be taken literally by late Neoplatonists, as
Carlos Steel has shown'?. Yet for other parts of the narrative, as we shall see in the case
of the account of the rivers, the interpretation will be more allegorizing, even though
it will remain altogether physical.

The Physics of Psychic Motion

Why was it important to maintain such a physical reading? Wouldn’t it be
enough to point out that the eschatological myths are conveying a moral lesson in the
guise of a fantastic mythical setting, as present-day readers would have it? To Plato’s
Neoplatonic readers, that would indeed be an insufficient reading, which renders the
message less powerful than it should be. For the vicissitudes of the soul’s moral life
are not just metaphors: they correspond to real movements that require a genuinely
spatial environment. If the world of generation is a real world, then the realms above
and beyond it should also be localized. And that is exactly what Plato’s eschatological
myths are doing. To be sure, they are not literal renderings of the realms beside ours,
but, as Damascius echoes Plato himself, they describe what it should look like, given
what we know about the soul*®,

So, in the Neoplatonists’ view, the topography of the underworld is subservient
to explaining the soul’s ongoing transmigration between the levels of reality in a

physical way. The first question is, however, why does the soul have descend

11. Olymp. In Mete. 146.25-27; Gertz 2011, p. 186.
12- See Steel 2012, pp. 179-83.
13- See Procl. In R. 11 128.23—132.19; 1I 140.14-21; II 156.12—157.8. Dam. In Phd. T 466.2—4 clearly
expresses this: o0 ndv 8¢ udbog éotv, AL’ Go0ov cvunepaivetor Aéyov m¢ “tadta fi ta towadta” (Phd.
114d2-3) xp & &v ‘A1dov 1yeicOat. Todto yép Mv koi 1o £ido¢ @V IMAatovik@y pdbwv dte KaAdS THV
aAnfelov pupovpévav, mg &v Iolteiq (Resp. 11 277d9) enoiv.
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altogether, and face eventual punishment if things go wrong? Why can’t the soul just
remain in the intelligible world? Proclus treats the question explicitly in his
Commentary on the Timaeus, and replies that the soul abandons contemplation for two
reasons. First, the soul’s life reflects the life of the gods, which is characterized by a
twofold activity: contemplation and providence. In so far as they contemplate, the gods
are static, but their providential activity is in motion, directed towards the lower
realms. So if the soul reflects this life, it cannot just remain contemplative, but has to
be performing a providential activity as well, which, in the individual soul’s case,
involves the care for an individual body. Secondly, the perfection of the cosmos
requires that there be not only immortal intellective beings (i.e., gods), nor only
mortal irrational animals, but also a class in between: mortal animals that partake
in reason and intellect — and the latter are to be animated by souls that descend and
ascend throughout the world of generation**. Thus, the descent of the soul into the
world of generation is not a matter of punishment. It is a normal part of its existence,
also because at the top of the system, souls that contemplate all the time get tired, and
long for an active life to counterbalance their contemplative life, just as much as the
souls that have been living in punishment are longing for a change®®.

The scientific description of the soul’s migration also entails another question:
how does an immortal and intelligible entity such as the soul become mobile? As such
a thing would in principle be immobile, we need a theoretical tool to explain how
locomotion of the soul can happen. So again, we are faced with the fact that mythical
language about the soul needs to be embedded in some kind of topological or physical
description. Moreover, as always, the Proclean system requires that there be an
intermediary between two opposites, meaning that an intelligible being such as the
soul cannot be connected with the corporeal realm without any mediating instance. In
this case, the solution comes from a specific Platonic concept, mentioned in Timaeus,
Phaedo, and Phaedrus, where Plato makes reference to an éynpa, a vessel or vehicle,
by which the soul is vehiculated through the cosmos'®.

' Procl. In Ti. V 214.3-23 Van Riel (= 11l 324.4-24 Diehl); V 152.2—4 (= III 278.25-26 Dichl). See also
Fortier 2018, p. 311.

" Procl. InR. 11 159.19-160.11.
1. PL. Ti. 44d8—e2: tv’odv pi kuAvdovpevov &mi yiic Dym e kol PG mavtodamd £x00ong Gmopot T pév
omepPaive, EvOev 8¢ ékPaiverv, dynuo avtd todto kai gdmopiav Edocav. Phd. 113d4-6: xai ol pév av
d0Emot péomg PePfrokéval, mopgvbévieg énl tov Ayépovra, avapdvteg 6 o1 avtolg oypatd oty mi
TOUTOV dpuvodvtol gig v AMpvnv. Phdr. 247a8-b3: dtav 8¢ o1 npdg daita kai émi Boivny wowv, dxpav
&mi TV DovpaViov ayida TopevoVTOL TPOC HvavTeS, 1) o1 T P&V Bedv dyfHoTo iIcopPOTME EDFVIA dVTA
padimg mopeveTat, T 8¢ dAAL POYIC.
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Someone like Proclus does not need to be told twice that intermediary levels
are necessary. Even more so, according to him, the difference between the eternal,
unchangeable and noetic being that is the soul and the corporeal mass of matter is too
big to be bridged in one jump, by introducing merely one &ynua'’. Hence he argues
for the existence of a cumulative system of different vehicles of the soul. The first
one, he says, is the astral or luminous vehicle®. It is eternal (&idwov) and make the
soul encosmic. Thus, for encosmic souls, this vehicle is part of their nature
(ocupeuéc)'®, which means that it cannot be taken away from them. The second
vehicle is called pneumatic®. It makes the soul belong to the world of yéveoic, as it is
added at the moment when an encosmic soul enters the realm of generation, and is
taken away again when the soul leaves this realm?’. It is what Timaeus calls “a
troublesome mass of fire, water, air, and earth that had afterwards adhered to the soul,
confusing and unreasoning”?. It is, thus, made out of the entirety of simple elements
and is not indissoluble?®. But it is anterior to the body and survives it after death.
Finally, at a third stage, the soul enters the shell-like vehicle®*, i.e., the body (which
Timaeus calls a third “vehicle”, Ti. 69c¢7), the existence of which is characterized as
chthonic®. It owes its unity to the pneumatic vehicle onto which it is added?®®.

Based on this triple division between vehicles of the soul, Proclus explains the
different levels of psychic existence. The system is cumulative, in that sense, that a
lower soul always also includes the mode of existence (the vehicle) of the higher one:
the astral souls (the souls of the gods and the planets) only have the astral vehicle,
whereas the souls of elemental bodies are carried by an astral plus a pneumatic

' Procl. In Ti. V 176.23-24 Van Riel and 177.9—-13 (= I11 297.24-25 and 298.5—10 Diehl).

8 Gymuo avyoedéc: Procl. In R. 1T 154.25-26; 11 195.11; 11 196.26—27; 11 199.21; Theol. Plat. III
5.19.10-11; In Ti. 1IT

112.21 Van Riel (= II 81.21 Diehl); IIT 117.14—15 Van Riel (= II 85.3 Diehl); V 257.6 Van Riel (= III
355.16 Diehl).

' Procl. In Ti. V 178.5 Van Riel (= III 298.28 Diehl).

20, Gynuo wvevpotikov: Procl. In R. 1T 349.4; In Ti. V 94.8 Van Riel (= III 234.11 Diehl); V 98.21-22
Van Riel (=III 237.25 Diehl); V 99.24-25 Van Riel (= III 238.20 Diehl); V 223.19-20 Van Riel (= III
331.7 Diehl).

2! Procl. In Ti. V 177.19-22 Van Riel (= I11 298.15—16 Dichl).

22 Pl Ti. 42¢c—d: 1OV moAdV Syhov Kol PoTepov TPocehvTa £k TUPdS kai Bdatog kai Gépog kai Vg,
BopvPadn xai dhoyov dvta.

» Procl. In Ti. V 208.9-11 Van Riel (= III 320.14-16 Diehl); V 176.24-177.5 Van Riel (= III
297.26—298.2 Diehl), quoted below (see note 42).

# Bymua dotpeddec: Procl. In Ti. V 178.7 Van Riel (= I1I 298.28 Dichl); V 208.12 Van Riel (= IIT 320.17
Diehl); 6ctpe®ddeg odpa: Procl. InR. 11 126.12; 187.11; In Ti. V 99.1-2 Van Riel (= 11 237.26—29 Diehl);
ootpe®ddeg dpyavov: IN R. 1 172.4-5; In Ti. V 177.19-20 Van Riel (=111 298.16 Diehl); V 179.12—13 Van
Riel (=111 299.25 Diehl).

»* Procl. In Ti. V 177.19-20 Van Riel (= I11 298.15—16 Dichl) and V 178.7 Van Riel (= ITI 298.28 Diehl).
2% Procl. In Ti. V 208.9-19 Van Riel (= III 320.14-20 Dichl).
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vehicle, and the individually embodied souls are always riding an astral plus
pneumatic plus shell-like vehicle?’.

In this same vein, Proclus explains the faculties of the soul at the different
levels of its existence. To be sure, in each vehicle, the soul is equally tripartite,
displaying the functions of reason, anger and desire. It is thus clear that the rational
and the irrational parts of the soul are structurally present at every level, even though,
at each stage, their relative status will differ®. The highest soul’s life is noeric,
devoted to the contemplation of true forms, and thus mainly determined by its rational
faculty. Yet at the same time, Proclus emphasizes that the highest soul is a chariot
with two horses, along the lines of the Phaedrus myth?. At this level, the irrational
functions of the soul are present as “the highest pinnacles of non-rational life” (tag
axpoTnTog Tiic dhdyov (ofic)®, i.e., that these irrational forces are present there in a
causal mode (kat’aitiav), and that “the non-rational life exists in a rational way in the
souls”, just like “body exists in an incorporeal way in the intelligible causes™*.

If a human soul succeeds in actualizing its highest functioning, led by reason,
it will partake in the chorus of the divine souls, as explained by the Phaedrus (246e).
Thus, in its purely astral vehicle, the soul lives in the supracelestial place (év t®
vrepovpavie tome), in the chorus of its leader- god. Yet this is hard to attain, and
when a soul gets there, it will at any rate have to descend again. It then takes on the
second vehicle, of an elemental nature and bound to the world of generation, in which
irrationality becomes an active part of the soul’s existence (Procl. In Ti. V
176.20—177.5 Van Riel = 111 297.21-298.2 Diehl):

For souls as they descend to earth take on from the elements garments of this type or that (airy,
watery, earthy), and then, so equipped, finally enter into this dense mass here. For how could
they immediately pass from immaterial pneumata to this body? So even before they descend
into this, they possess the non-rational life and the vehicle belonging to that life, made ready

from the simple elements, and they put on from these the “troublesome mass”, so called

27 Procl. Theol. Plat. I11 5.19.3-15; See In Ti. V 136.6—-138.19 Van Riel (= 111 266.24-268.20 Diehl); V
178.5-13 Van Riel (= 111 298.27—299.4 Diehl).
%8 See Fortier 2018, p. 309. Also Opsomer 2006, pp. 152—61.
2 Procl. In Ti. V 138.2-7 Van Riel (= 111 268.5-8 Diehl); Fortier 2018, p. 309.
% Procl. In Ti. V 97.23 Van Riel (= 111 236.32 Diehl); See In Ti. V 100.9-10 Van Riel (= 111 238.30-31
Diehl).
%! Procl. In Ti. V 160.1-4 Van Riel (= 111 284.27-30 Diehl) and V 161.9-12 Van Riel (= 111 285.30-286.1
Diehl).
%2 Procl. In Ti. V 132.22-133.11 Van Riel (= I11 264.3—13 Diehl).
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because it is of a different type from the vehicle born along with the souls, since it is made

from a variety of garments and weighs the soul down®.

Thus, irrationality in the soul’s life is not the effect of the body (the third
vehicle), but of the second one, which explains how it can play a role in the soul’s life
apart from the body, and in the punishment in Hades**. In this way, the life of the
human soul is embedded in the different modes of existence one finds throughout the
entire cosmos. This was to be expected, as a human being is a pkpog kocpoc,
because, Proclus says, the human being also “has an intellect and reason and a divine
body and a mortal one, just like the universe, and he has been divided up in a way
135

that corresponds to the divisions of the universe
refers to “cosmic physics” here (In Ti. V 257.7—8 Van Riel = 11l 355.18—19 Diehl):

. Interestingly, Proclus explicitly

Accordingly, in order to make you see the totality under the aspect of the parts, the

explanation of human existence has been made to correspond to cosmic physics as a whole®.

Thus, indeed, the different life choices, though depicted in mythical terms, are
in fact a matter of physics, of locating the individual encosmic souls in specific areas
of the cosmos. And the point at which the souls become physical is their connection
with one or more of the vehicles. The vehicles are to be seen as the physical locations
of the soul, making it possible for the soul to migrate from one place in the universe
to another.

The Role of Rivers in the Soul’s Locomotion

In his Phaedo commentary, Damascius raises the question of why judgment in

the afterlife (Phd. 108b) has to take place in a specific location, given that the divine
judges are omnipresent, and the souls themselves could undergo the judgment

33 s ~ ~ \ 3 3 r PI ~ r P o ~
. glg yAv xatodoot yap ai yuyxal tposiappdvovoty and tdvV otoyyeiov dAAoVG Kol GAAOVG YLTdVAG,

aepiovg évudpiovg yBoviovg, Eneld’oitm tehevtaiov €ig TOV dyKov TOV TayLV TODTOV ElokpivovTal Kol Tdg
yp Eushhov Guécme Gmd TAV GOAMV TVELUATOV £i¢ TO8E TO GMUO YoPsiv; Kol mpiv ovv &i¢ TobTo
katéAbwotv, Eyovot v droyov {onv Kol T0 £Keivng OYNUO KOTECKEVUCUEVOV GO TAV GTADY GTOolXEI®V,
Kol €vedhoavto amd To0ToV “dylov’, 00T®MGL KAAOVUEVOV MG GAAOTPIOV HEV TOD GUUEHTOL TAV YoydV
OYNUATOG, K TOVTOdATMV OE YITOVOV GLYKEiEVOVY, Bapvvovta 8¢ TaG Wyuydg; tr. Tarrant 2017.

* Procl. In Ti. V 99.10—18 Van Riel (= III 238.5—13 Diehl).

% Procl. In Ti. V 256.20-22 Van Riel (= III 355.7—11 Diehl): 8¢t 82 G¢ tOV 6Aov k6opOV, 00T Kol TOV
dvoponov Emokéyachor Teleing, S10TL pkpde 0Tt Kol 00TOC KOGPOG: Exetl Yop Kol vodv kol Adyov kai
Belov cdpa Kai Bvntov, domep 10 miv, Kai dipnrat avéioyov t@ mavti; tr. Tarrant 2017.

3 v’ obv kai pepikdg idng 10 dhov, O Tepi avOpdmov AdY0G Ti Thon Puotooyie cvvtéTakTon (my tr.).

225

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



anywhere®’. The context of this section is entirely Proclean®, which means that question
and answer most probably stem from Proclus’ own commentary. The answer is threefold
(Dam. In Phd. 1 499.3-6):

In the first place, souls become more amenable to treatment when removed from the influence
of the lower regions; secondly, some places are more suited than others to a particular person
or a particular form of illumination; thirdly, we prefer to appear before the gods in holy

places, even though they are everywhere®.

Again, this requires the physics of locomotion, and Proclus does not fail to
stress that in this context of the Phaedo also, Plato indicates that the souls make use
of their vehicles (In Ti. V 96.6—-9 Van Riel = I11 235.22—25 Diehl):

Even in Hades he depicts the souls making use of their vehicles. He says, “Getting up into
what serve for them as vehicles” (Phd. 113d) they cross the river, according to Socrates in the

Phaedo®.

In the eschatological myths, these oynuoto are primarily the vessels with
which the souls cross rivers, as in the text quoted just now, or enter into the rivers to
be brought to different places in the underworld. Indeed, in Plato’s Phaedo, but also in
the myth of Er, the role of the rivers is mainly that of conveyor belts through Hades,
leading the souls to their places of judgment, punishment, or elevation.

About the exact role of the rivers, Proclus refers us to his “commentary on the
Nekyia of the Phaedo”, the part of his (lost) Phaedo commentary that dealt with the
eschatological myth**. As this text is lost, we do not have Proclus’ general
explanation, but enough is preserved in the extant works, in particular in his
commentary on the myth of Er (the 16th essay of In R.) and his remarks on the
creation of the soul in Timaeus (the 5th book of In Ti.), to reconstruct the larger part

of Proclus’ analysis.

7 Dam. In Phd. T 499.1-3: 81&x i &ic tov aibépiov cuAAEyovTaL tomov; of Te Yap dirkaotal mhvo opdG
mavtoyod kai ol yoyod Tavtoyod ovoat SHvavTal TuYYEvEY THS YReov.
¥ As indicated by Westerink (footnote ad loc.), the view that the judgment takes place in the aifépiog
tomog is Proclus’.
¥ mpdrov pév ai yoyai rarlaysicon TGV yEpOVeV TOTOV EmINdeldTEpL YiyvovTar devTeEpov BALOL
{8v} AoV TOT®V TPOg TOVOE 1| TNVEE TV EXhapyty Emtmdeidtepot: Tpitov &TL Kol pdddov €v igpoig
tomo1g Povidpeda mpociévar toig Beoic, Kaitol mavtayod eiotv; tr. Westerink 1977.

. Kol yap &v Adov Tag Yuyos molel Toig £anTdV OYNUAct Ypouévag —‘avafavteg yap”, onoiv, “a om
avToig Oyt EoTv”, Emepailodvto TOV ToTapdV, B¢ enoty 0 év @aidmvi Zokpdtng; tr. Tarrant 2006.
. Procl. INR. 11 179.9-17.
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Tartarus

Figure 3: The cosmos and the chasms
leading to the heavens, to earth and to
Tartarus

In Proclus’ interpretation, the myth of Er provides the higher strata of the
geography, while the Phaedo myth describes the earth and the subterranean areas.

The myth of Er starts off with the gathering of the souls in a “wondrous place”
(dopudviog tomog, Resp. X 614c), which Proclus identifies with the “meadow”
(Aewuav) where the souls arrive from all directions to camp for seven days, and where
the souls exchange what they experienced in the areas they came from (Resp. X 614e
and 616b). Proclus locates this meadow between heaven and earth, i.e. in the ether*,
and as Plato describes it, there are two pairs of chasms opening up into that place, two
into the earth, and opposite to them, two into the heavens. Between them, there are
judges who send the souls up to the heavens or down into the earth®. So the four
chasms that according to the myth of Er open up in the wondrous place (Resp. X 614c)
are pathways, one pair leading the souls into heaven and bringing them down from
heaven, while the second pair makes them descend to earth and into the underworld*.
In this sense, two pathways lead to what Plato calls Anéeig, i.e., allotted dwelling
places (namely the heaven and the underworld), while two others lead toward yéveoig
(one descending from heaven, one ascending from the subterranean world)®.

In this context we encounter the first river, the one that leads from the
wondrous place into genesis (i.e., from ether to earth), in the plain of Lethe. Proclus

*2 Procl. InR. 11 131.27-132.2; 11 135.12-14.

3 Proclus also connect this description with the myth of the Gorgias: Procl. In R. 11 132.20-133.27; at Il
132.5-13, he indicates that the Gorgias narrative implies a triple pathway: one into the Isles of the
Blessed, one into Tartarus, and a third into generation. As he explains at 11 139.18-140.25, however, he
considers the myth of the Gorgias to be a bit more focusing on particular situations, while the narrative of
the myth of Er is more general (kaBoiicdtepov and mepiinmrikdtepov). This explains why in one case,
Plato mentions only three pathways, and in the other he distinguishes four chasms.

. Procl. InR. 11 138.24-139.18; 11 140.26-141.13.

*_ Procl. InR. 11 132.14-19; 11 155.23-157.8
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locates this plain immediately below the wondrous place (or the meadow), indicating
that as the meadow is identical to the ether, the plain of Lethe is the zone of dense air
just below it, which our souls enter “in their descent towards the lifelessness of
matter”*®. More in general, as the air is the highest stage of the world of generation,
the arrival at the plain of Lethe stands for the soul’s entering yéveoig altogether, and the
river of Lethe represents the flow of materiality that surrounds us in this realm®’.

When commenting on the river to which the souls are bound at Timaeus 43a,
Proclus provides the same explanation (In Ti. V 216.8-16 Van Riel = Il
325.25-326.2 Diehl):

Certainly the term “river” does not signify the human body alone, but also all the coming-to-
be that engulfs us from the outside on account of its unstable and unbalanced flow. So too in

the Republic what he called the River of Lethe meant the entire generation-working nature®,

Proclus seems to have recognized that the other river mentioned here by Plato,
the Ameles, is essentially the same as the river of Lethe. For he attributes the exact
same characteristics to Ameles as to Lethe*’. As we saw, the event of entering into
véveoig implies the souls’ taking on a second vehicle, the pneumatic one, on top of
their luminous éymua.

In this context, even the forgetfulness that fills us when drinking from this
river is explained in a physical way: Proclus explains the loss of memory by the fact
that by this drinking, our pneumatic vehicle becomes wet, and the humidity causes the
imprints of the ideas in our soul to fade™.

Moreover, this humidification does not only obliterate the imprints of the
ideas, it also makes the pneumatic vehicle much heavier, and tears the soul further
down®.

Thus, the imagery of streams and rivers is also applicable to the higher
spheres, where the chasms provide the passage ways to and from the meadow. The

“. Procl. InR. 11 346.25-347.16.
7 Procl. In R. 11 95.9-12: 6 8¢ tiic AHONG moTapdg TacOY THY POV THV EVOA®V Koid O POBLov KvTog (O,
Chald. 48) qudv, del ANOng dvampndag tag youxag tdv del éotdtov Adyov. See In R. 1T 354.10—-23.
8 See also the references to motopdg Tiig yevéoeng at In Ti. V 217.18 Van Riel (= III 326.28 Diehl); V
223.3 Van Riel (=111 330.20 Diehl) and 226.12 Van Riel (= III 333.1 Diehl).
4 See Procl. InR. I 348.2-349.3, where the river Ameles is likened to the thick moisty air that surrounds
the earth, and identified as the flux of yéveoig. Moreover, Proclus here repeats the identification of this
river with the one mentioned at Ti. 43a.
%, Procl. InR. I1349.3-8.

>l Procl. In R. II 349.8—12. See also In Ti. V 223.19-24 Van Riel (= III 331.6—12 Diehl), where Proclus
says that the “inundation” mentioned at Ti. 43b hits the pneumatic vehicle first, before making the soul
wet.
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driving force of this imagery is the idea that the highest levels of reality are
overflowing with their power, and are always filling the lower beings with life, layer
by layer®.

While this analysis is resting on a more metaphorical interpretation of the
rivers, the description of the river of Lethe is physical in a more literal sense, as we
saw, since it is the place where the soul enters generation. And the same is true for the
rivers in the underworld, which according to Proclus correspond to the composition
of the pneumatic vehicle out of the basic elements. For indeed, Proclus says, we find
in the underworld (i.e., in the lowest ranges of the universe) the dregs (vmoctdOuan)
of everything, and the four rivers over there correspond with the four elements in
their lowest mode of existence,

This view, which Proclus took over from the Orphic tradition®, meets
Damascius’ criticism. For, says Damascius, the position of the rivers does not
correspond to the natural place of the elements, and, moreover, if they were “rivers”,
the elements should share a characteristic that allows for this common denominator,
which the elements don’t have. For that reason, Damascius rejects the purely physical
reading and stresses the moral and theological significance of the rivers®™. But
Damascius is too dismissive of Proclus here. In fact, the latter position is also
Proclus’. In his commentary on the myth of Er, Proclus indicates the following (Procl.
InR. 11 183.11-23):

Above all, the pinnacle of badness, the fact that the souls “were guided” (...) “to Tartarus”, the
jail of punishment, is a clear definition of the things that this type of life deserves, and that this
person, as he was recalcitrant and fled all laws, was forced into the most disordered place of
the entire world-order, and as he ran away from intellect, he was forced into the darkest
possible place. For that is how Tartarus is: the place of all disorderly and obscure matter, into
which the lowest ends of the cosmic elements flow together. It is the opposite of the Olympus,
for the latter is all light and envelopes all things, as their highest pinnacle, while the former is
obscure, the deepest trench that is enveloped by all things. That is why the poets call it “the
subterranean abyss” (Hom. 1. VIII 13—14)*.

> Procl. InTi. V 105.21-106.3 Van Riel (= I11 242.29-243.4 Diehl).
> Procl. In Ti. IIT 67.21-68.4 Van Riel (= II 49.17-19 Dichl); see IV 182.17-183.4 Van Riel (= III
141.25-30 Diehl); Dam. In Phd. 1T 145.1-6.
> See Orph. fr. 341 Bernabé (= frr. 123 and 125 Kern); also fr. 154 Bernabé (= fr. 222 Kern), quoted by
Procl. In R. 11 340.11-23.
>3 See Gertz 2011, p. 184.
% gktov énl mhow 1O TOV Kok®V TéAog, &Tt Byotvto map’adTdy petd Tog domoiddoug &t tov Taptapov,
10 Tfi¢ Ticewg SsopmTiploV, Evapydc dpioey, oimv otiv dEl0v TO T016vde THC {ofic £1d0¢, Kol 8Tt dTakToV
Ov kol QuYoOV Gravtog Beopovg €ig T dkoopOTATOV GLVEMGTAL TOD KOGLOV, Kol Arodpdv vodv &ig to
aAapméotatov. Tolodtog yap 0 Taptapog, xdpog AV mhong atdkTov Kol okotewiic DANG, €ig Ov cvppel ta
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The rivers thus have a double function: they are the streams that carry the
dregs of the elements, and they are the streams that drag down the souls as a
punishment. In his Commentary on the Republic, Proclus renders this even clearer
(Procl. InR. 1121.27-122.9):

Just as for souls which are ascending into the heavens a wide variety of places have been
assigned for their allocation up there, so one must also believe that places have been dedicated
under the earth for souls which are still in need of punishment and purification. These places
are made up, on the one hand, from diverse effluences of the elements above the earth, which
effluences [Plato and Homer] have called “rivers” and “streams”. While on the other hand,
different orders of daemones have been appointed there, some as avengers, some to inflict
punishment, some for purification, and some as judges. If the poetry has spoken of “places
dank and terrible to look upon which the gods despise” (Il. XX 65), it is not right to find fault

with this®’.

In this way, the description of the rivers as the dregs of the world of genesis,
each river following its own element, is paralleled by the moral value of the soul’s
descent into its lowest mode of existence, where its proper motion ends and its
powers are shared with the body. And this close connection to corporeality has its
deleterious influence on the soul, which sinks into darkness and disorder, away from
the life of intellect and light®®.

The Proper Characteristics of the Rivers

With the identification of the rivers with the elements comes a specific
characterization of each of them: Pyriphlegethon, given its etymology, is associated with

€00t TOV KOGUIK®Y ototyeimv, Tpog 6& Tov 'OAvumov dvtifetoc. 6 pev yap OAOAAUTNG, TAVTH TEPEYDV,
VYNAOTOTOG. O 8€ OKOTEWAG, KOIAOTATOG TOTMOG VIO TAVTI®V TTEPLeyOpevog: d10 kai 1 moinoig Paddtatov
adToV elvai oty Bépedpov H1d yBovoc. (my tr.).

@ Gonep Toig elc odpavdv iovoag yuyoic morloi Tomor kol mavrodomoi Tiig €kel AREemg
apwpicOnoav, obtw del vopilew kol T0ig KoAdce®mg ETt Kol KoOApoews deopuévalg Tovg VIO Yiig TOTOVG
aveloBon, mowilag pév amoppoiag &xovrag t@vV vmep yig oToleimv, Gg On motapoLg kal pgdpaTa
KeKANKOOLY, SOOVOV 08 TAEELS SL0POPOVS EPECTAOCAS, TAG HEV TILMPOVG, TAG OF KOANOTIKAG, TAG O
KaBopTIKAC, TAG 0& KPITIKAG. €l 08 1 moinolg “opepdoulé” evpdevta té 1€ cTuyéovot Beol mep’ékeiva
npoceipnkev, 008¢ Todto aitidcOo tpoonkey; tr. Baltzly et al. 2018.

¥ See Procl. In R. II 126.8—18. This combination of a physical and a symbolic reading is the case also of
Olympiodorus (In Mete. 148.7—13), who follows Proclus in identifying the underworld with matter and
the instability of the world of becoming, while at the same time reading the rivers and Tartarus as
symbolic references to the soul’s wickedness and punishment (because of its getting too closely attached
to the world of becoming). See Gertz 2011, pp. 186—7.
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fire, Styx or Cocytus (part of which is the Stygian lake, in Plato’s account)®® with earth,
Acheron with air, and Oceanus with water®®. Plato’s narrative only partially supports this
identification (e.g., the Pyriphlegethon is fiery, but it is also characterized as muddy)®,
but as said, the evidence from the Orphic hymns (obviously also based on Plato’s
account) comes to the rescue. At any rate, the rivers conduct the souls’ vehicles through
Hades, and the river by which a soul ends up being dragged along corresponds to the
sort of misbehavior the soul displayed in its previous life®%. As the Phaedo has it, average
people embark on the Acheron, and are brought to the Acherousian lake, where they are
rewarded for their good deeds and punished for their wrongdoings. Incurable perpetrators
are thrown in the deepest hole of Tartarus, never to emerge from it. Curable perpetrators
who did violence to their parents or committed murder but repented it, are thrown into
Tartarus, but the violators are left out of it through Pyriphlegethon, and the murderers
through Cocytus. Both of those rivers bring the souls along the Acherousian lake, where,
as we saw, the perpetrators cry out to the souls dwelling there to release them, and the
cycle is repeated (apparently through the pumping system of the waters in the
underworld) until they are eventually rescued by the souls in the Acherousian lake (Phd.
113d-114b).

In many ancient accounts, the visions of Tartarus and Hades are about
retribution, or pay-back time (or rather pay-back eternity). Others, among whom Plato
takes pride of place, have always complemented this goal of retribution with the aim
of purification of the soul®. For indeed, as we saw earlier, this purification only
makes sense if the judgment is not the final one, i.e., that one believes in
reincarnation, and that the punishment in Tartarus is not the end of the story. This aim
of purifying the souls, instead of just imposing a retributive punishment on them,
obviously becomes even more important in the Neoplatonic interpretation: Plato was
still referring to the possibility of “eternal punishments”, whereas Proclus cum suis
considered all judgment and punishment to last for one cosmic revolution at the
longest, after which the souls are at any rate released and make a new life choice®.

% PI. Phd. 113b—c.

® Dam. In Phd. I1 145.12-6.

L. PI. Phd. 113a-b.

82 See Pender 2012, p. 214, who stresses the active force and energy expressed in verbs such as ékpéaidet,
ékmimtel, etc. in the description of the rivers (Phd. 113a—b).

%% See, e.g., Procl. InR. 11 184.14-28.

% On Plato’s upholding the possibility of eternal punishment, see Annas 1982, p. 131, who points out that
by accepting that the punishment in Tartarus is not eternal, the myth of Er differs from the account in the
Gorgias, and also from the myth in the Phaedo. Annas 1982, pp. 127-8 interprets this as leading to a
contradiction between the supposed finality of the judgements in Hades and the theory of reincarnation.
However, Pender 2012, pp. 229-32 argues, against Annas, that “the geography of the true earth, with its
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The punishment is proportional, not only in its grades of severity, but also in so far as
it is structurally identical to the misconduct that elicited the punishment. The idea
seems to be similar to the one behind exposure therapy, as a means to enact some kind
of katharsis. As Proclus explains (Procl. In R. 11 147.13-14 and 20—23):

For indeed, by suffering under these passions we get to hate them, not by acting in accordance
with them [...] whereby Dike all but shouts that the souls that indulge in these sorts of life
must of necessity be joined with similar agents, and in this conjunction they must suffer from

them what is befitting for those agents to do®”.

The interesting point to note here is that in the geography of the underworld,
not only the punishment is structurally identical to the misbehavior, but also the
gateway to the place of punishment is specific, depending on the character of the
misbehavior of the souls. So the rivers themselves are also playing their part in the
punishment and katharsis.

This is also the case of the higher realms, notably of the four chasms that open
up to the “meadow” (Proclus’ ether), where the connection between heaven and
genesis is made. Plato already indicated that some souls who wanted to get out of the
underworld before their time was up, were held back by the chasm itself (Resp. X
615e:):

They thought that they were ready to go up, but the chasm wouldn’t let them through, for it
roared whenever one of those incurably wicked people or anyone else who hadn’t paid a

sufficient penalty tried to go up®.

Commenting on this passage, Proclus recognizes the consciousness Plato
ascribes to the chasm, as it has an awareness of the progress the souls are making

during the time of their punishment. Proclus explains this by locating demons in

scale of experiences of embodiment, is precisely the way that Plato reconciles afterlife judgement and
reincarnation”. See also the clear indication that punishment is temporal in Phdr. 249a—b. The later
Neoplatonists clearly denied the possibility of eternal punishment: see Procl. In R. II 178.2—8; Dam. In
Phd. I 492 (arguing against lamblichus, who accepted that some souls remain forever in the intelligible
world); Olymp. In Mete. 146.9-25 (stressing the difference between aidiov, timeless eternity, and
aioviov, the word used by Plato, which refers to everlastingness for the duration of an aidv). See also
Fortier 2018, p. 307; Gertz 2011, pp. 185—6.

85 xai yap mhoyovieg VT adTOV pioodpev Té madn, GAA 0Ok dvepyodvieg kot avTd. [...] pévov ovyi
Bodong tig Aikng 6t tag ta towdta {ofig €idn @rloppovnoapévag Avaykn ocuvveival Toig opoiols,
6LVoHoaG 08 TAGYEW VI’ aVTAV OG0, TOIG TOLOVTOLG TPOCTKEL TOLEWV (my tr.).

% odc oiopévoug oM avoproecdar oKk £84xeTo TO oTOWOV, GAN EUVKETO OTOTE TIC TAV 0BTMOG AVIATOG
€xOvTov gig movnpiav 1 1) ikavdg d0edmkmg dikny Entyelpol aviévat, tr. Grube 1992.
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the chasm who render this conscious interaction possible®’. Apparently, ascribing
awareness to lifeless holes in the cosmos would be going too far. But the point is that,
indeed, the conveyor belts themselves have an active role to play in the assessment of
who passes through them and who doesn’t.

Likewise, then, the rivers in the underworld have their own characteristic, each in
accordance with one of the elements. The aim is to chastise the souls by forcing them to go
through those places®.

The meaning of this is mainly moral: every individual soul ends up in the river
that is most akin to the soul’s own misbehavior®®. The river thus confirms the life
choice of the soul, and it adds its own impetus onto that of the soul. I.e., once you end
up in a particular river, your own character will be reinforced by that of the river,
which makes it even harder to escape the consequences of your choice’. As Proclus
indicates, commenting on Plato’s remark (Resp. X 614d) that souls coming from earth
are covered in dust and dirt, while those coming from heaven are pure (In R. Il
156.25-157.6):

No surprise that the pneuma(tic vehicle) of the souls that ascend from inside the earth still
displayed a specific mark of the places of punishment down there, for instance, of
Pyriphlegethon or of the Stygian river (i.e. of Cocytus), or that the ones that descended from
heaven would attract some light that entered them from up there, as for instance a light often
shines in stones that absorb the effluences of the sun, the moon or the stars. For indeed, every
soul retains what is proper to it, the ones that ascend from inside the earth retain what is
material and dark, while the ones that descend from heaven retain what is luminous and the

shining that came from the rays of the cosmic light'.

Herein lies the moral or protreptic message of the myths. The choices made by
individuals set in action a series of events that render a different life choice more

difficult. For the ways of attaching ourselves to the body will be reflected by the life

%7 Procl. InR. 11 141.28-143.13.
%8 Procl. In R. II 183.29-184.3: t& pév odv mavrodomd deipata Sopdvov dyeic ooy oPepai kai deeotv
£01KOTOMV Kol KVoiv, Kol TOnov KatamAnKTikol duvapelg BoAepod Tupog yepdviov fj yoems apopntov VIO
nviyoug §j oyemg (followed by a lacuna). (my tr.).
% See, e.g., Procl. In R. II 181.8—14, on the role of fire (and Pyriphlegethon) in chastising tyrants, who
themselves have destroyed all lawfulness.
0 See Pender 2012, pp. 217-20.
T g1 8¢ kol TAV K Vi AVIoVedY £TL TOIC TVEDRAGLY EVEPAVTALETO TIC EVODON TOV EKET KOMIGTIKMY TOM®V
i816n¢, olov Tod IMuprpreyéBovtog 1 Tod ZTuyiov pedparog, Toic 88 & odpavod Tpooiiv épéikecdai 1 Mg
gkeiBev yyevousvov, olov 81 moAAGKIC EAAGuTEL kol AiBoig dmoppoiac Exovotv fAiov kai cedjvng ki
4oTpmV,0008v BavpacTtdv: KaTéyel Yap &V 0T EKAOTN TO oikelov, ol LV €K Yiig AvioDoal TO DADOES Kol
oKOTEWOV, al 0¢ €& ovpovod kaToDooL TO OTEWOV Kol <TNV> G4m0 TV aY®V ToD KOGHKOD QMOTOG
mepilapyy (my tr.). A similar description is given at InR. 1121.10-23.
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choice we make for the next incarnation, and our fate in Hades confirms this again:
the rivers impose their characteristic upon us, on the basis of our soul’s own
inclinations (physically undergone by the souls in their vehicle), and they reinforce
these inclinations by their own impetus. Thus, it becomes harder and harder to escape
the vicious circle of self-confirmation, once we have been led astray by wrong
choices. And as Plato indicates, the cycle will go on just as long as the better souls in
the underworld deem it necessary: until we are allowed to leave the Pyriphlegethon
or the Cocytus and to enter the Acherousian lake. That is to say: the chastisements do
have some purificatory power, in so far as they make our souls repent their wrong
choices, and fill them with the wish to leave these errors behind. But this is not an
easy task, and moreover, the final decision about this escape is left over to the souls
of those who were allowed to rest at the Acherousian lake in the first place’®. So by
making our first choice to perpetrate, we lose control over the plot, and are delivered
to the rivers, which have the tendency of confirming our character, and to the
judgment of our victims. And that cannot be an attractive perspective.

In sum, just like the abyss of Tartarus is the reverse image of mount Olympus, as
we saw, one might draw a certain parallel between the rivers into which the souls are
thrown and the “choruses” of the gods, in the wake of which our souls and characters are
established (Phdr. 248a and 252c- 253c). For just as the individual gods lead their
chorus of human souls into the heavens, the rivers in the underworld lead their souls
through the chasms of the underworld, and the souls reflect the characters of the leaders
they follow. The heart of the matter is not, however, that our souls should make a choice
between either following a god or being swallowed by a river. The case is more
complex, as any soul may end up in a river in the underworld, by making choices against
the lofty life in heaven, and being thrown in Hades as a wrongdoer™®. After all, the point
is not which god one follows, but rather, how attached does one become to the sensible
world and its lures. Once the soul allows itself to be dragged down by the body, it takes on
the elemental life at the bottom of the system, where the dregs of the whole flow together.
And that is the person’s own responsibility: the god, after all, remains anaitios.

72 On these points, see Pender 2012, pp. 225-9.
. See Herm. In Phdr. 197.31-198.18 Lucarini — Moreschini; see also 163.26-164.1 Couvreur =
170.27—-171.8 Lucarini — Moreschini.

234

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



Bibliography

J. Annas, Plato’s Myths of Judgement, in «Phronesis», 27.2 (1982), pp. 119-43.
D. Baltzly — J. F. Finamore — G. Miles (eds.), Proclus. Commentary on Plato’s
Republic, Vol. 1, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2018.

S. Fortier, The Far-Wanderer: Proclus on the Transmigration of the Soul, in
«The Classical Quarterly», 68.1 (2018), pp. 305—25.

S. Gertz, Death and Immortality in Late Neoplatonism. Studies on the Ancient
Commentaries on Plato’s Phaedo, Leiden / Boston, Brill, 2011.

G. M. A. Grube [revised by C. D. Reeve], Plato, Republic, Indianapolis / Cambridge,
Hackett Publishing Company, 1992.

C. J. Mackie, Scamander and the Rivers of Hades in Homer, in «The American Journal

of Philology»,

120.4 (1999), pp. 485-501.

K. A. Morgan, Myth and Philosophy from the Presocratics to Plato, Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press, 2000.

J. Opsomer, Was sind irrationale Seelen?, in M. Perkams — R. M. Piccione (eds.),
Proklos. Methode, Seelenlehre, Metaphysik, Leiden, Brill, 2006, pp. 136—66.

E. Pender, The Rivers of Tartarus: Plato’s Geography of Dying and Coming-Back-to-
Life, in C. Collobert — P. Destrée — F. J. Gonzalez (eds.), Plato and Myth.
Studies on the Use and Status of Platonic Myths, Leiden, Brill, 2012, pp.
199-233.

C. Steel, Plato’s Geography: Damascius’ Interpretation of the Phaedo Myth, in J.
Wilberding — C. Horn (eds.), Neoplatonic Natural Philosophy, Oxford, Oxford
University Press, 2012, pp. 174-96.

H. Tarrant (ed.), Proclus. Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, Vol. 1, Book 1: On the
Socratic State and Atlantis, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2006.

H. Tarrant (ed.), Proclus. Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, Vol. 6, Book 5: On the
Gods of Generation and the Creation of Humans, Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 2017.

L. G. Westerink, The Greek Commentaries on Plato’s Phaedo. Vol 2: Damascius,
Amsterdam, North- Holland Publishing Company, 1977.

235

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



ABSTRACT

Gerd Van Riel, Proclus’ Potamology: The role of Rivers in the Underworld

This chapter explores Proclus’s interpretation of the role of rivers (potamology)
in Plato’s eschatological myths of the Underworld, specifically Lethe, Styx, Acheron,
Pyriphlegethon, and Cocytus (as laid down in Phaedo and Republic X). The later
Neoplatonists, including Proclus, rejected merely physical or solely allegorical readings.
Instead, they combined a literal interpretation (at a cosmological level) with a moral
message regarding the destiny of the soul. The role attributed to these rivers provides
valuable insight into the interaction between body and soul, as well as the complex
relationship between cosmology, theology, physics, and ethics within Proclus’s
comprehensive philosophical framework. By examining Proclus’s “potamology”, the
chapter illuminates how he integrates mythological elements into his scientific and

ethical account of human existence and the cosmos.
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Emilie Kutash

PROCLUS’ “THEOLOGICAL” SPHERICAL COSMIC WHOLE AND HIS SCIENTIFIC
INNOVATIVE ASTRONOMY

Proclus was an impassioned critic of the complex and highly developed astronomy of his
predecessors. Armed with an extensive scientific knowledge of physics, geometry and spherics, he
offered an innovative astronomy of his own to counter what he perceived to be the deficiency of
former views. He did so, however, not only on the basis of his own sophisticated knowledge of
science and mathematics, but with very potent nonscientific sources. When he criticized Claudius
Ptolemy’s Almagest, written in the second century C.E., the most influential book on astronomy for
more than 1,2000 years after its composition, he did so on the basis of his own views of space. He
supported this critique, however, with appeals to a theology which he considered compatible with
Pythagorean/ Platonic philosophy and Neoplatonic doctrine. He particularly questioned whether
epicycles (circles within which a planet moves and which has a centre that is itself carried around
on the circumference of a larger circle) and eccentrics (the amount by which an elliptical orbit
deviates from a circle), innovations that had been deployed by former respected astronomers to
account for the apparent irregular movements of the sun, moon and the planets, were anything more
than mechanical contrivances. Apollonius of Perga (265 BCE—190BCE) and Hipparchus of Rhodes
(190 BCE—120BCE), whose work he knew well, all had held to these constructs. He particularly
opposed Ptolemy. The mechanical artificiality of Ptolemy’s use of these contrivances did not meet
his own demand for a causal account of motion®. Though his own astronomy was based on physics
and mathematics, he backed up his objections with theological/Platonic ideas. ‘Soul’, for example,
was the force which enabled motions of all kinds. In doing so, he anticipated some of the
discoveries of Copernicus and Kepler as well as those of modern physics?. His “theological”
metaphysics, surprisingly, resulted in an astronomy with mathematical and scientific veracity and a
respect for physics, a more fruitful approach than any based on the ancient astronomy of the
centuries that preceded him.

! Segonds 1962, p. 329 points out that Festugiére found the expression “artificiellement machinees” or its equivalent
pertaining to Ptolemy, in all the following passages: Procl. In Ti. 11 358.22 Van Riel (= Il 264.22 Diehl); IV 84.20 Van
Riel (= 11l 65.8 Diehl); IV 123.25 Van Riel (= Il 96.19 Diehl); IV 189-190 Van Riel (= 1l 147 Diehl); In R. I
227.27-28; 11 229.9-11; 11 230.8-9; 11 223.23; 11 236.11.

2. See Kutash 2008, pp. 297—321.
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Greek astronomy was given its uncontested first principles by Presocratic philosophers.
Parmenides, for example, declared the universe (to holon) to be a “well-rounded sphere” (eukuklon
sphaires)®. The Pythagoreans held to the notion of a central fire around which the universe
revolved®. The conviction that the universe was spherical and that the motions of heavenly bodies
must be circular, thereafter, made it imperative for future astronomers to account for the appearance
of irregularity posed by the movements of the planets, the sun and the moon, as compared to the
fixed stars. For Plato, perfect circular motion was displayed by the orbits of the fixed stars, a

physical exemplar of “reason’

. Any departure from this premise was disturbing. As reported by
Simplicius, it was Eudoxus, a student of Plato, who attempted a mathematical hypothesis to
accomplish the goal of accounting for these anomalies®. Not only did they violate the presumed
harmony of the celestial sphere, the figure of the perfect sphere (or dodecahedron) was the
presumed shape of the universe but also a figure conceived by Theaetetus, a student of Plato, as
having the ability to contain all the other so called cosmic figures (the regular solids)’. The
enormous and sophisticated discipline of astronomy from that time forward developed around the
issue of the irregular motions of the planets, an aporia which defied strong beliefs in sphericity as a
visible icon of the invisible world of noetic truth. Proclus faithfully followed Plato, for example, in
Laws (X 898a—b) where noesis is described as an activity that resembles the sphere®.

Proclus argued repeatedly that attempts to commensurate the apparent irregular movements
of the planets (the appearances), through both the use of concentric spheres and the use of epicycles
and eccentrics, must be rejected. Further, notably, not only did Proclus object to Ptolemy’s
mechanical model and return to Plato’s emphasis on the invisible world of reason, he argued that
they are completely foreign to Plato’s conviction that the fixed stars, engaging in perfect circular
motion, are “divine living things” (Ti. 40b4—8). Proclus notes that Plato “[...] indicates the presence
in them of both divine intellect and divine soul” (In Ti. IV 163.7-8 Van Riel = Ill 126.15-16
Diehl). Ascribing to Plato’s attribution of divine origin, Proclus also held the conviction that the
World Soul was the source of the presence of soul as it is manifest in celestial motion. Epicycles
and eccentric, on these grounds, are “unworthy of the divine essence”. Plato’s in Laws (X
899b3-7), after all, had said:

¥ See Parm. DK28B8.32—49, present in PI. Ti. 33b1-7 as well.

* Dicks 1970, p. 51.

°. See PI. Ti. 46b5-9

® See Aiton 1981, p. 79.

’ Kutash 2001, pp. 130—1. Kepler, in his Mysteriun Cosmographicun of 1597, retained this model as it fit the distances
between the orbits of the six planets to the distances that would be obtained if the hypothetical spheres of the planets
were inscribed in and circumscribed around, the five regular solids.

8 See Baltzly 2009, p. 207 note 49.
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Concerning all the stars and the moon, and concerning the years and months and all seasons, what other
account shall we give than this very same, namely, that, inasmuch as it has been shown that they are all caused

by one or more souls, which are good also with all goodness, we shall declare these souls to be gods®.

Epicycles and eccentrics are pointedly criticized throughout the Commentary on the
Timaeus. They are clearly in opposition to the primacy of a celestial world in which there is spatial
unity and only one compelling centre for all the heavenly bodies, fixed stars and planets alike. This
and only this is in accordance with the soul’s own volition.

He claims that (In Ti. IV 190.2— 4 Van Riel = 111 147.2-5 Diehl):

It is [in fact] necessary for the very variety in their motions to be dependent upon the souls [that animate the
stars] so that the bodies that undergo motion do so swiftly or slowly in accordance with the will of these

souls'®.

Clearly, Proclus relies on Platonic Theology to “verify” stipulations based on scientific
considerations.

It is notable that Plato’s views on the World Soul and the belief that Soul is a purveyor of
motion, enable Proclus to apply physics to astronomy. While the views of astronomers before
Proclus hold to the idea that the planets are passive bodies carried along by epicycles or eccentrics,
he claims that the irregular motions of the planets are self-moving entities within dimensional
space. They are intermediaries between the fixed stars and things in the sublunary regions which
display rectilinear motion (In Ti. IV 189.7-10 Van Riel = Ill 147.8—10 Diehl). These independent
trajectories through dimensional fields can be erratic when escaping the influence of centrific force.
The universe, however, is an essentially unified whole, ultimately an eternal one being, beyond the
vicissitudes of time and space. All motions will succumb to this eternal unity and deform towards
circularity.

According to B. L. Van Der Waerden (1974), theological attributions are not Platonic per se,
but characteristic of the Pythagoreans who based science on theological arguments. He raises the
possibility, however, that Geminus, Proclus and Simplicius were following the widespread practice
of attributing every discovery to the Pythagoreans (he cites Sir Thomas Heath). Geminus’ (10 BCE-
60 CE) Introduction to Astronomy was well known to Proclus, who quotes him twenty times in his
Commentary on Euclid’s Elements. Geminus claimed that the Pythagoreans knew about stationary
points and retrogradations but still declared that the true motion of the planets must be uniform and
circular, because the planets are eternal and divine. The mandate to explain the phenomena by

° Tr. Bury 1926.
10 Tr. Baltzly 2013.
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assuming circular and uniform motions, was a stipulation that was likely to have originated by the
Pythagoreans, particularly Philolaos™’. Uniform circularity, from the Pythagoreans through to Plato
and to the Neoplatonists, was commended as endemic to being. In Timaeus the universe is deemed
to be “(...) One single Whole, compounded of all wholes perfect and ageless and unnailing” (Ti.
33a7) and revolving in a circle. For Proclus, the unity commended in Timaeus demanded that
Plato’s view of being as one extends to the celestial sphere in the form of the circular motion
exhibited by the motion of the fixed stars. Proclus, in his treatise on astronomy, Hypotyposis
Astronomicarum Positionum, asserts that “The hypotheses of eccentrics and epicycles commended
themselves also, so history tells us, to the famous Pythagoreans as being more simple than all others
(.1

For Proclus, however, they are not simple at all but in fact, complicate the unity that
Platonists ascribe to celestial being. The “vision of the whole”, as a spherical or dodecahedral
configuration of a bounded or limited universe, was a standard conceptual icon for Greek
astronomers. Plato (Ti. 33b1-8), posited, following Pythagorean geometry, that the fitting shape to
hold within itself all shapes (schematon) is spherical (spheairoeides), perfect and self-same
(homoiotaton). This paradigmatic case of containment was thought to represent all that is and
equivalent to “being’. All change and motion had to be accounted for by reference to true being and,
since the universe is a spherical whole, motion in the celestial realm must be subject to sphericity as
well.

Zeno’s paradoxes regarding motion brought to the attention of the ancient philosophers the
fact that any kind of successive motion in the form of a purely rectilinear course, motion, in time,
could potentially go on ad infinitum. In Zeno’s race between the tortoise and Achilles, Achilles can
never overtake the tortoise because there is a one-to-one correspondence between the infinite set of
points run by the tortoise and run through by Achilles. Motion that is unidirectional and occurring
across segments of space and time with no limiting parameter, could result in a potential infinite
iteration. In the celestial expanse, the Platonic vision of an invisible noetic unity is actualized by the
perfect circular motion of the fixed stars. This orbital sphericity, at the outermost point of the
celestial space, was not a material sphere, but a spherical boundary enunciated by the orbits of the
stars. The possibility of never-ending seriated infinity in rectilinear progression could never become
a reality. Commandeered by the force of the “centre” a physical placeholder for noetic unity, all

sorts of motions ultimately comply with circularity.

1 Van Der Waerden 1974, pp. 176-8.
12 See Heath 1981, p. 271 and note 2 citing Proclus’ Hyp. 34.18.
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A Commanding Centre

Copernicus did not ignore his debt to the long and sophisticated history of Greek astronomy.
He knew that his revolutionary innovations were predicated upon the posit of a ruling “centre” and
that the circular or elliptical pathways of the heavenly bodies orbited around it. Copernicus cites
Avristarchos of Samos, as Sir Thomas Heath points out, and also alludes to the central fire of the
Pythagoreans®®. One of Proclus’ objections against epicycles and eccentrics was that motions in
circles that move opposite to the direction of the spheres on which they are located destroy the
continuity of the spherical space. This “does away with the common axiom of the physicists,
namely that every simple movement is either round the centre of the universe or to or from that
centre”**. Explaining Plato’s conviction that the Demiurge ordained that the planetary circles would
go in opposite directions from the fixed stars (Ti. 39b1) Proclus claims they did so (In Ti. Il
358.18-359.1 Van Riel = Il 264.18-25 Diehl):

(...) since they are moved by their own individual motion as well as that of the sphere of the fixed stars. Nor
did Plato here or elsewhere make any mention of eccentrics or epicycles. Rather the seven circles all determine

a single centre, without the addition of any other centres. (...) [further] the hypothesis of epicycles or concerns
I,

about the rising of the planets are in no way appropriate to the subject of the circles within the sou

According to Helen Lang, Aristotle’s account of motion, is fully teleological because it rests
on a full specification of the relation of moved to mover®. For Proclus, the isometric circular
universe is subject to a force which operates like an unmoved mover, not at the limits of the
universe but at its centre. Proclus claims in his Commentary on Euclid’s Elements, the centre “(...)
represents the principle of Limit (...). The rest of the universe converging upon it, striving to be the
centre and become one with it™". The trajectories of celestial bodies, then deform toward the
circular under the influence of a centrific position at rest. Neoplatonic doctrine regards rest as the
superior state of being over motion. Immobility rules in the higher hypostases. In the centre of the
celestial space, then, there is a placeholder for noetic unity in situ. Motion is commandeered
centrifugally rendering all motions to conform to circularity. For Proclus, all space within the
universe is constant given the fact that the outer limit is spherical and the earth, (as good as any
other body), is to be at its centre. Earth, for Proclus, functions as a centrally located organizer
embodying the rest/centeredness that is an analogue to noetic truth. Kepler recognized the

[N

® Heath 1981, pp. 95-7.

¥ Lloyd 1991, p. 261 note 39 citing In Ti. IV 189.9ff. Van Riel (= |11 146.14ff. Diehl).
° Tr. Baltzly 2013.

® Lang 1996, p. 259.

" In Eucl. 154 tr. Morrow 1970.

P R
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implications of Proclus’s model and speculated that Proclus actually envisaged the sun as the centre
of power of the system composed of the earth and planets®®. Unity and rest characteristic of higher
hypostases is present in the celestial sphere, itself subject to both rest and motion. Notably, Proclus
remarks that some commentators “(...) say that the middle is the centre of the earth, but others say
that the moon is the middle (...) Still others say that the Sun is established in the place of the heart
(in Ti. IV 134.4-9 Van Riel = Il 104.17-24 Diehl).” In the following quote, theology and
Pythagoreanism are co-present along with mathematical and physical considerations (In Ti. 1l
147.21-148.5 Van Riel = 11 106.15—-22 Diehl):

By virtue of its guardian powers it holds together the centre. For the whole sphere is steered from thence and
converges in the centre. Moreover all the troubles in the world have been corralled in its middle and it is
necessary that there should be a divine guardian who is capable of marshalling them and keeping them within
their proper bonds. It is for this reason that theologians and [...] the Pythagoreans call the middle, “the tower of

Zeus” or “the guard post of Zeus™*®.

Perfect circular movement, then, is commandeered by a centre at rest. Irregular or rectilinear
motion will always succumb to its overrule. The superior ontological status of circular motion over
rectilinear motion receives its imprimatur by command of the compelling centre. Anomalous
motions will ultimately revert, therefore, in deference to circularity, the closest physical reflection
of rest. Plato, after all, asserts that “Motion does not consent to exist in uniformity” (Ti. 57e3—4).
The stars, then, are the exemplary case of the presence of reason in the universe. They are subject to
the hybrid nature of the celestial sphere — rest, characteristic of noesis, and motion, enabled by soul.
For a Neoplatonist both the celestial sphere, and the world of nature are subject to higher
hypostases. Proclus’ threefold hierarchy of grounding principles — One Beyond Being, One Being —
and Existence is a multi-leveled hierarchy in the continuum from the One to existence. On the level
of Existence (generated being) there is a variety of motions but on higher levels, these motions are
subject to the One Being and grounded in a transcendent unity (One beyond Being)®. In the
material world (existence), spatiotemporal intervals (diastema) are possible. In the celestial region
motion is accountable to the standards of unity/rest and only circular motion achieves similarity to
higher hypostases.

Proclus had a strong interest in Aristotle’s physics and Stoic theories of motion and focused

his commentary on Aristotle’s Physics on motion. He rejected, however, the Primum Mobile as a

18 Siorvanes 1996, pp. 308—11 elaborates the case for Proclus’ heliocentrism. See also In Ti. 111 67.27—68.10 Van Riel
(= IV 87.22-88.9 Diehl).

9 Tr. Baltzly 2009.

20 Kutash 2008, pp. 298-9.
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First Cause. For Aristotle the Primum Mobile is connected to the outermost sphere of the heavens
and is considered to impart motion to the other celestial spheres. For Proclus, rest is the
transcendent eternal principle and the celestial sphere’s centre is the unmoved mover, the originator
of eternal circular motion. In celestial space transcendent principles and spatial and temporal
unfolding are both operative. Rest, rather than motion, is the ultimate determinate of being and
perfect circular motion is the material exemplar closest to rest and to noetic truth. Remarkably, this
framework enabled Proclus to endorse an idea of curvilinear space, the equivalence of mass and

energy, the limiting role of light, and a physics of motion.

Curvilinear space

For Twentieth Century physics, the concept of “field” is, in principle, a replacement of the
idea of a particle or material point in the concept of space and presumes a space that is a
continuum?’. When light came to be regarded as a wave field; the field concept that gradually won
greater independence. The cosmological theories that follow from Einstein’s work such as the work
of E. A. Milne, in 1932, describe all events as contained within a sphere, all intervals between two
events (points in space-time) are regarded as homogeneous, with all places alike and isotropic®*. For
Proclus, a spherical limit determines the ultimate configuration of the celestial space which displays
both unfolding in intervals of time and space and at the same time continuity as a simultaneous
whole. Celestial space, however, is curvilinear; rectilinear unfolding anomalous. Proclus, in his
Commentary on Euclid, and in many other of his texts, makes laudatory comments on the powerful

influence of circularity (In Eucl. 149.9-13):

On the heavenly bodies the circle confers their likeness to Nous, their homogeneity and uniformity, their
function of enclosing the universe within limits, their fixed and measured revolutions, their eternal existence

without beginning or end, and all such things.

The One beyond being is the ultimate source of the One Being in the Neoplatonic hierarchy

and the celestial space embodies its image in its own simultaneous unity. The One is itself, “(...)

124

without beginning and without end”*" and sphericity is iconic. The fixed stars, then, as eternally

2! Einstein 1961, pp. 163-5.

22 See Kutash 2008, p. 302.

2 Tr. Morrow 1970. In El. Theol. 11.14 Proclus mentions that circularity forecloses the possibility of an infinite
regress.

% In Eucl. 149.12-13.
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circular in motion enacts a situated reflection of the One Being while anomalous motions appear to
escape its overrule. In Euclidean geometry the dodecahedron or sphere potentially contains all other
figures. This is a paradigm case for containment for celestial sphericity, as well as containment
marked by the orbits of the fixed stars. Physical or celestial entities assume a rectilinear trajectory in
the interval structure of time and space but in the “field” which is curvilinearly structured,
curvilinear dominance will have a commensurating effect on rectilinear movement and force a

reverting trajectory. All displacement will cease (In Ti. I11 17.1 Van Riel = 11 12.13 Diehl):

(...) That every simple body, when in its proper place either remains immoveable, or is moved in a circle, in
order that it may by no means relinquish its proper place. For if it is moved in a different manner it will either
no longer being its own place or will not yet be in it. A celestial body therefore being fiery is necessarily
moved in a circle. Earth also, if it were moved without leaving the place about the middle, would be moved in
a circle. For when fire is moved to the upper region it is so moved in consequence of being in a foreign place.
For the same reason likewise, a clod of earth is moved downward. In short, the local motions of the elements
are in a right line, (...) it is false to say that fire is moved naturally in a right line (...) when it tends to its proper
place it is not yet in a condition conformable to nature (...) in its natural place it will either be immoveable or

moved in a circle®.

For Proclus, temporality and spatiality must be considered from the perspective of an eternal
being and beyond being rest. “All that is eternal is a simultaneous whole (...) without diminution

and without serial extension’?®

. Time in the material universe is an image of eternity but
temporality (when time passes toward the future from the past it in the material or celestial space) it
does so within an interval (diastema) sequence. Essentially, however, it is immovable, invisible and
immaterial and from a panoptic perspective all time is a degraded form of an eternal Now. Proclus
calls to en and to estai, “what was and what will be”, “species” (eidai) of time generated by the
Demiurge (In Ti. IV 48.7-9 Van Riel = 11l 37.15-17 Diehl). Temporal intervals like rectilinear
motions are part of times progression (In Ti. 1V 44.14-15 Van Riel = I11 34.15 Diehl). Eternal unity
holds all physical manifestations in the grip of eternal rest, ultimately ruling over it and grounding it
in what is permanent, continuous and uniformly self-same. Time and space then, just as in modern
physics, are inseparable. The life of the heavens displays its hybrid nature by these features, the
heavens move according to time, but the intelligible nature (noeta physai) fixes these movements in
the larger scheme of things. According to the whole of itself it is eternal and analogous to a breadth
rather than a series?’. The celestial sphere, is both material and can exhibit processive expansion,

but it is an image in extension of the essentially extensionless whole. The simultaneous whole is

2 Tr, Baltzly 2013.
% El Theol. 52.51.
27 See Kutash 2009, p. 45; p. 55.
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transcendent and eternal, but the celestial sphere is concomitantly eternal and subject to its regional
situations. Time and space are inseparable in the sense that unfolding in space is unfolding in
temporality. For Proclus, within an interval structure all motions, temporal and spatial, in material
existence are potentially commensurate to an overriding whole. Time and times, are a moving
image of image of eternity and interval sequences in space are a moving image of rest (In Ti. Il
41.2-6 Van Riel =1 233.1-4 Diehl):

Only the intelligible realm is fully eternal in virtue of itself. For this reason some of the ancients describe (a)
the noetic realm in its full extent as “truly extent” (...), b) the psychic realm as “not truly existent”, (c) the

sense perceptible realm as a “not truly existent” and (d) matter is “truly non-existent”?,

I would amend the phrase translated above as “noetic realm in its full extent” to correspond
to the Greek noeton platos, “intelligible breadth”. For Proclus, for whom the celestial universe is an
exemplar of spherical wholeness, and also entails spatial extension, curvilinear space allows both.
The celestial world can display both time (becoming) and eternity (being), motion and rest. Platonic
metaphysical premises, once again, result in an astronomy of the physical world which is both
scientific and onto-theological. Modern astronomy, of course, is based in physics and mathematics
per se.

Proclus references to the primacy of the Circle of the Same in Plato’s Timaeus (Ti.
37b6—c2), as opposed to the Circle of the Different, are a good example of his reliance on Platonic
principles to advance his astronomy. Under the Circle of the Same, eternal unity dominates and will
triumph over the possible aporias that stem from a potential endless dispersion and divisibility.
Difference, such as is displayed by anonymous motions, participates in the One as well. The
terminal point of a progression in time or space is not infinitely postponed in a curvilinear space as
the spherical limit contains all the potentially infinite motion that appears as spatial progressions.
Proclus celestial curvilinear space like that of modern physics, is the occupant of an unbounded but
finite universe. All trajectories in space will be curvilinear or deform to a naturally curvilinear
influence. In a homiletic universe, all objects in space must conform to its ruling parameters of a
spherical limit. Proclus calls the circular figure “(...) the very highest of ineligibles” and the center
resembles the principle of Limit. Though the lines from the centre typify Boundlessness (In Eucl.
155.12-19),

(...) the line which bounds their indefinite extendedness and gathers it back to the centre is like the hidden

cosmic order they constitute, which Orpheus describes as follows:

2 Tr. Runia — Share 2008.
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(...)The Boundless in a circle

Was moving unweariedly (...)%.

Astronomy, then recapitulates ontology. This model extends all the way to living souls
which are illuminated by autonomous life and motion which enables them to revert to Nous and
circle about it, enjoying self-renewal through the special periodic revolutions which unfold the
partlessness of Nous, as Soul “(...) traverses a circle in her desire to embrace the Nous in herself”.
All motion and apparent motion is subject to noetic predetermination. All astronomical anomalies
such as the irregular motions of the planets ultimately fall prey to its dominating ‘truth and correct
under the ruling symmetry.

Einstein’s vision of a finite but unbounded space as Max Born pointed out, “one of the very
greatest ideas about the nature of the world which ever has been conceived”®!. When Einstein
considered the problem as to whether the space and matter of the universe were finite or infinite, he
followed De Sitter’s suggestion that the universe might possess a finite volume but no finite
boundaries®’. Finite unboundedness would fit the case of a space that was a three-dimensional
expanse with a definite area but no actual material boundary. For Proclus, the celestial region in
analogue to the spherical geometrical shape that would encompass all the shapes within itself (Ti.
33b1-8), is a visionary construct of a finite but unbounded space. Proclus comments extensively on
the gift to the universe of spherical shape and its ability to contain all shapes within its limits®.

The Irregularity of the Planets

Dirk Baltzly points to a passage in the Commentary on the Timaeus which views the universe as
diminishing levels of homoitatus in the continuum from the fixed stars to the irregular motion of the
planets®. The planets are (In Ti. IV 73.13-16 Van Riel = |11 56.31-57.6 Diehl):

(...) like an intermediary between things that undergo motion that is entirely regular [scil. the fixed stars] and
things that undergo motion that is entirely irregular [scil. things in the sub-lunary], for [the planets] have been

allotted a motion which is regularly irregular or irregularly regular®.

2 Tr. Morrow 1970.

%0 In Eucl. 149.7-8 tr. Morrow 1970.

%! Born 1956, p. 200.

%2 Mason 1954, pp. 567—9 discusses this.

® Baltzly 2007, pp. 124—40, elaborates Proclus’ views on the gift of sphericity to the universe (from 111 94.8-112.10
Van Riel = 11 68.6—81.10 Diehl). See also Kutash 2011, p. 115 ff.

 Baltzly 2013, p. 7.

w
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When circular motion is the true reflection of noetic principles and sphericity is the true
shape of the celestial sphere, planetary irregularities present a troubling inconsistency. The seventh
book of Plato’s Republic (Resp. VII 529-531), after all, asserted that astronomers and scientists
must conform to true reality and understood it by pure reason alone. The word planet (planetes),
notably, is the word for “wanderer”. Proclus, who had a vast knowledge of astronomy in the
centuries before him, understood that the use of eccentrics and epicycles made use of superimposed
circular orbits, attributing their origin to the Pythagoreans. Proclus was particularly familiar with
the astronomy of Apollonius of Perga and Hipparchus of Rhodes (who developed trigonometry and
accurately measured the sizes of the sun and the moon). Ptolemy however was his prime target. On
Platonic terms alone, the contrivances of all three of these astronomers, were unacceptable. More
sophisticated than the celestial spheres of Eudoxus, Callippus and Aristotle, they attempted to
preserve uniform circle motions. Ptolemy’s Syntaxis, argued against the idea of aethereal spheres as
well. Ptolemy did consider each planet to possess a “vital force” and moved itself and this was the
source of planetary motion. Still, he attributed the irregularity to eccentrics and epicycles®. Proclus
repeatedly argued that eccentrics and epicycles were limited and too mechanical. Curvilinear space
and a spherical “limit” were the true reflections of the commanding centre (a place holder for
eternal unity), therefore the ultimate influence on all motions.

Proclus allowed the planets a self-moving motion (away from rest/centre). The ultimate
reversion, however, would commensurate with circular wholeness. The continuity of curvilinear
spacing left no room for intervening epicycles or eccentrics, which would destroy its unity. In any
number of passages in his Commentary on the Timaeus (IV 73.20 Van Riel = 111 56.28 Diehl; 111
134.22 Van Riel = 1l 96.27 Diehl, for example), Proclus criticizes Ptolemy’s account. His own
explanation for the observed irregularities, emphasized the physics of motion over geometry. In his
Commentary on the Republic (11 216.5—-13), he advocated a continuous celestial expanse precluding
spherical interference:

For there is no vacuum at all between the whorls which fit into one another so that there is one continuous
surface from the convex surface of the innermost (endolatoi) of all spheres as far as to the outermost (exotatoi),

for the whole of this depth is called the celestial expanse and not only the surface of the greatest of them®’.

In Hypotyposis Astronomicarum Positionum (236.15ff) Proclus asserts that the spheres may
be mere artifacts of theory:

% Tr. Baltzly 2013.
% Sambursky 1962, p. 144 citing Ptol. Syntax. Mathem. 11 7.119.21.
" Tr. Siorvanes 1996, p. 281.
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For what are we to say about the eccentrics they go on about and the epicycles? (...) that they are merely

contrivances [objects of thought] or that they also have existence in the spheres in which they are fixed?®

This would make them a result of mathematical concepts and not physical entities that exist
in nature. Epicycles and eccentrics, moving in opposite directions, further, do not support the ruling
principle that all celestial bodies ultimately, move around or toward the centre of the universe (In
Ti. IV 189.10 Van Riel = 111 146.17 Diehl). The perceived anomalies must be accounted for by the
rule of central attraction. The result is a spiral-a mean between purely circular and rectilinear
movements (In Ti. IV 164.5-165.20 Van Riel = 111 127.31-128.16 Diehl):

(...) when the planets make their journey through the heavens, they have their “turnings”, for this is what has
been said about the planets (39d8) those that make a turn. It is therefore clear that Plato means that the planets
themselves [perform] these turnings, that they make their journeys — coming to be closer or further from the
Earth or changing in latitude-on their own. It is not the case that they are carried by other things, (...) [counter-
rotating] spheres or epicycles. Possessing a single yet varied motion thanks, as it were, to their own single
nature, the planets exhibit progression or retrogradation in a helical manner after the configuration of their own
orbit in all sorts of way. As a result, the motion that belongs to each one is triple. First there is the one that
happens when they are turned as they undergo motion with respect to latitude (platos) and depth (bathos) in
conjunction with each planet being moved around its own centre. Then there is that which take place when
each one is led around its individual circle to the left [i.e., west or east]. Then there is the one [from east to
west] which takes place due to the fact that the motion of the Same dominates the entire motion of the

Different®®.

Proclus’s analysis of motions is complex. In Proposition 14 of Elements of Theology, he
states that “(...) everything is unmoved (akineton), intrinsically moved (autokineton), or

extrinsically moved (heterokineton)”*.

In Platonic Theology (I 14), Proclus also provides a
multifaceted account as well: motions are kinoumena monon, kinoumena and kinounta, autokineta
and akineta. The akineton is the prime mover and circular movement is its closest material image.
The self-moved (as are the planets), though moving erratically are nevertheless under the command
of an unmoved mover*'. Siorvanes (1996) explains that “while the fixed stars traverse the heavens

in one direction only, the planets do so in all six, longitude, forwards and backwards (...) in latitude

%8 Lloyd 1991, p. 238, Lloyd translated Manutius’ text Hyp. 236.15ff. The Hypotyposis Astronomicarum Positionum
with Introduction, Text, Translation and Commentary by Lithari 2025 is now available.

¥ Tr. Baltzly 2013.

0 See Dodds 1963, pp. 16—7.

! See Procl. El. Theol. 201 citing Theol. Plat. | 14.32ff.
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up and down, in depth, closer and further (from earth)” (In Ti. IV 190.5 -12 Van Riel = IlI
147.6-10 Diehl)**:

And this [difference or irregularity] comes about in regular temporal periods when the stars themselves
undergo motion around their own centres and also variously undertake journeys through their own spheres.
[This happens]in order that they might have motion that is mixed, since they are intermediates between the
fixed stars [that have only regular circular motion] and the things [in the sub-lunary realm] that undergo motion

in a straight line®.

Anomalies are due to self-volition on the part of the planetary bodies, their anomalous
trajectories, therefore, need no supporting circles to explain their rectilinear motion. Copernicus
subsequently employed one of his theorems of combined motions, citing Proclus.

Platonic and Neoplatonic Ontology in Scientific Astronomy

Moritz Schlick stated that for twentieth century scientists it is impossible to speak of a
determinate geometry of space without taking into account physics and the behavior of natural
bodies*. For Proclus the anomalous planar movements of the planets (their behavior) and perfect
circular containment (geometry) marked by the circular motion of the fixed stars, are co-present in
the celestial region, just as in modern astronomy, geometry and physics are not separate matters.
When Proclus resorts to supporting these ideas with conceptual oppositions, like Being and
Becoming, Sameness and Difference, however, it is clear that ontology is as powerful an
explanatory tool as physics and mathematics. Proclus, at every turn, roots his astronomy in basic
Platonic ontology. Plato’s Circle of the Same and the Circle of Difference, Not Being and Being, as
coexistent, are all brought to bear on the issues in astronomy discussed above. The basic opposition
Limited (Autoperas) and Unlimited (Auytoapeiron), are present immediately beneath the One in
Proclus’ ontological hierarchy. This opposition is consequential for the binaries which Proclus
deploys, for example, The Circles of Same and Other (In Ti. IV 157.25-158.1 Van Riel = IlI
122.11-14 Diehl):

But since the heavens are as immaterial as possible for sensible things, the opposites are not in conflict with it,
nor is there faction among them. Instead they coexist (synyparchein) with one another and at the same thing is

moved with respect to the two revolutions®.

“2_Siorvanes 1996, p. 295.
% Tr. Baltzly 2013.

*. Schlick 1929.

** Tr. Baltzly 2009.
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Being and Becoming, as well, coexist in the celestial realm. Becoming is operative in
anomalous movements: Being is reflected in the perfect circular motion of the fixed stars. As a
result of the dominance of being, rectilinear motions will revert and exhibit a spiral path (In Ti. IV
103.12-19 Van Riel = 111 80.5-13 Diehl):

The spiral shape is not an empty coincidence but rather fills in the intermediate status between bodies that have
rectilinear motion and those that are carried around in a circle. The circle, as has been said [79.14], is only for
the fixed stars, while the straight line is for Becoming. The spiral, then, is for the planets, since they have a
mixture of both rotation and straightness. Their motions with respect to latitude and proximity to the Earth are

proximate causes and paradigms of the motions of things down here — that is of motions upward, downward
1.

and along the diagona

Limit and Unlimited are the ultimate source of opposition that appear in lower hypostases.
They are discussed at length in Proclus’ texts. As Proclus contemplates the finite and/or infinite
possibilities in a universe which is encircled by an immaterial spherical limit wherein beginning and
end are one and a space/ time that could unfold in potentially infinite sequences, this pair of
opposites are always in play. Limit, in Platonism, guarantees that the danger of potential dissipation
into nonbeing through iterative seriality does not occur. Serial infinities, like incommensurable
magnitudes, irrational lines, temporality or demiurgic ceaseless productivity are potentially, actual
infinities: possibilities which must be brought under the rule of unity. The Circle of the Same and
the Circle of the Other, Limit and Unlimited pertain to the fixed stars and the orbits of the planets,
respectively?’. Rectilinear motions of the planets, like infinities, present the prospect of
limitlessness, foreign to a Platonic vision of the whole. The simultaneous whole, that is envisioned,
bounded only by the fact of circularity wherein end and beginning are identical, forecloses the
possibility of a bad infinity of limitless rectilinear unfolding. Sphericity provides a terminal point
wherein all seriated potential infinities reach a limit. It is, in the celestial region, a mark of finitude,
finite and at the same time unbounded. Limit is the sign that noetic unity is present*®. Proclus’
spherical cosmos is both unbounded and finite (limited) at the same time.

A considerable portion of Proclus’ Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides is devoted to the
Unlimited Limited binary. Proclus alludes to the spherical shape in this Commentary quoting
Parmenides’ fragment on the well-rounded sphere (In Prm. VI 1129). What is unlimited is only
what is transcendent in the ultimate sense. Intellect is unlimited (In Prm. VI 1120) Eternity is

unlimited (In Prm. VI 1121). Soul is unlimited. Proclus’ astronomy allows that “the celestial sphere

“® Tr. Baltzly 2013.
*" Kutash 2011, pp. 100-1.
“8 Morrow — Dillon 1987, p. 470.
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(...) through the continuous infinite power of Time, (...) makes the same thing to be beginning and
end (...) in respect to its unlimited circular limit. It is an image of noesis (Intellect is unlimited).
When Intellect “possesses a life [which it does in the celestial sphere through the presence of soul]
the danger of an unlimited dispersion in rectilinear motion, the celestial circular orbits present a
remediating Limit to avert a ‘bad infinity’. In the Commentary on the Parmenides (VI 1122.10-12)
Proclus mentions the “circuits of the Soul and its cycle as uniformly completed”.

At VIl 1162, Proclus engages in apophatic theology (a negative theology which stipulates
what the One is only properly spoken about by enumerating what it is not). The One has no shape,
no centre or parts and does not undergo circular motion. The “divine Soul”, however, is capable of
both motion in a straight line and circular motion” (VIl 1166.7-8). This is a good example of
applied ontology as Proclus’ astronomy, rejecting material spheres and peculiar innovations such as
epicycles and eccentrics, conceives of a celestial sphere commandeered by the centre, along with a
physics which relies on Soul as possessing the powers to preserve “rest” through its relation to
noetic unity and to enact motion and change. The fixed stars provide Limit while honoring its
source in the unlimited unity of the centre as a placeholder for Intellect.

Theology is never absent from Proclus’ priorities. Proclus ability to favor physics over pure
geometry implicates the involvement of Soul but Soul is present by divine bequest. “Soul” a
hypostasis beneath Intellect in the hierarchy of being was given to the cosmos according to Plato
(Ti. 34b5-9):

In the centre of the body of the cosmos, the everlasting God, (...) set Soul, which He stretched throughout the
whole of it, and therewith He enveloped also the exterior of its body: and as a Circle revolving in a circle

established one sole and solitary Heaven [...]*.

It is ultimately Soul that imbues the centre of the celestial sphere with its ability to
assimilate all varieties of motion to a dominant curvilinear space. The circumnavigation of the fixed
stars and ultimately the irregular motions that appear rectilinear upon observation, will fall under
the Soul’s sway. Divinity is ever present in Proclean Platonism. Plato asserted in Timaeus that the
fourth gift of the Demiurge was to give the universe the gift of spherical shape: “it’s body; and as a
circle revolving in a circle (...) needing no other beside (...) He generated it to be a blessed God
(34b17-12)”. Plato concludes Timaeus proclaiming, “Our cosmos is a visible Living Creature
embracing the visible creatures, a perceptible God (zoon oraton...eikon tou noetou theos
aisthetos...) made in the image of the Intelligible (tou noetou) (...).” (Ti. 92c6—9). Following
Plato’s vision it is clear that for Proclus the celestial sphere as a work of divine Creativity. Proclus

* Tr. Bury 1968-89.
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mentions Plotinus as a support for his theology by his idea that the demiurge “in some sense (...) is

1,50

the same as the cosmic intellect™". Aristotle addressed him with the name Zeus, citing Ennead I11 9

[13], 1.23-27 (In Ti. 11 147.7-12 Van Riel = | 305.23-28 Diehl)>":

(...) he is also the transcendent Father and Creator, whom he posits as existing in the Intelligible, calling the
entire realm between the One and the cosmos intelligible. There in his view the true Heaven and the kingdom
of Kronos and the Intellect of Zeus, just as if someone would say that in heaven there is the sphere of Kromos

and of Zeus and of Ares>2.

In instances such as these, theological attributions are artfully and curiously interchangeable
with scientific and mathematical analyses. E. R. Dodds, commenting on Propositions 128, and 129
of Proclus’ Elements of Theology, points out that the terms Theois and Theos were used by the
Greeks in all periods in a wide and loose sense. Plato himself spoke of a Theous Nous of soul (Phd.
95¢c) and of the soul and the cosmos as gods (Lg. | 726; Ti. 92¢)>. It is clear, then, that the Greek
theological tradition, enabled Proclus to endorse, with divine sanction, his conviction that the
universe could be both finite and unbounded, a vision of the whole that had to await Einstein’s
conviction that space is curvilinear and that space/time, “does not claim existence on its own but
only as a structural quality of the field”>*. The space/time in Proclus’ celestial expanse, was a divine
bestowal to a universe through the agency of Soul and the transcendent noetic unity of Intellect
allowing the perfect circular motion which could hold the universe in both time and eternity

simultaneously.

Some Consequences of Proclus ‘Astronomy’

Proclus regarded light as the limit of one of the four elements, the one most prevalent in
celestial space, where the four elements earth, air, fire and water, are at their “summits” (akrotetes).
Siorvanes (1996) explains that matter has many states for Proclus and light is the limiting case of
matter as it is for modern physics®™. Thus in the celestial sphere the continuity of matter expresses
itself in gyrations of energic states (In Ti. IV 166.12-23 Van Riel = In Ti. 111 128.29-129.7 Diehl):

%0 See Procl. In Ti. 111 410.23-411.1 Van Riel (= 11 305.17-20 Diehl).

%! Runia — Share 2008, p. 160 note 629 about In Ti. 11 411.1 Van Riel (= 11 305.18 Diehl).
%2 Tr. Runia — Share 2008.

® Dodds 1963, p. 268.

% Einstein — Infeld 1967, p. 176.

% See Siorvanes 1996, p. 251.

3,
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(...) The spheres [in the heavens] have a substance that is finer and more diaphanous, while the stars are more
solid. However fire predominates everywhere and the entire heaven is characterized in accordance with the
power of this [element]. The fire up here is not caustic since the [region just} below the Moon (...) contains
nothing caustic (...). Neither is [the fire in the heavens] something destructive or opposed to earth. Rather [the
celestial gradation of fire] shines with life-generating heat, the power to illuminate and translucency (...)

Therefore the fire up there is light (...).

Simplicius Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics provides a summary of the late Neoplatonist
position. Where the claim is that place is a body that is immobile, indivisible and immaterial (Place
should be light), accordingly Proclus says (Simpl. In Ph. 612.24—613.1):

we should envisage two spheres, the one of light, the other consisting of many bodies, equal to each other In
bulk. Situate the one about the centre and put the other inside it, and you will see the whole universe within
place, moving within that immobile light being itself immobile as a whole, in imitation of place, but having
moving parts. In order to be in that way inferior to place [Proclus] confirms his account from Plato, who says

light, akin to the rainbow, which is mentioned in the Republic [616b] is place®’.

For Einstein the speed of light is the crucial variable which mediates mass and energy. The
more general principle under which the idea of conversion of mass to energy and the limiting role
of light is the conviction that there is a unified cosmos and terrestrial and celestial regions are not
isolated. For Proclus, this means that the material and celestial worlds, though in diminished states
of being, still mirror the invisible paradigm. This view is contrary to Ptolemy, who had declared in
Almagest XIII 2, following Aristotle, that the physics of the terrestrial world did not hold in the
superlunary realm and visa verse. The principle of Oneness (homioitaten, i.e., self-similarity),
supports the idea that rest is the truth of motion, the ruling principle of all things celestial and
terrestrial. Anomalies that appear to depart from continuity, are manifestations of a lower state of
being. They seem to depart from continuity and appear to be anomoitaten but ultimately the basic
principle of continuity will prevail.

Another consequence for Proclus and for modern physics is the primacy of curvilinear space
has consequences for planar geometry. Hans Reichenbach recognized that the criticism of Euclid
always centered around the parallel postulate®®.

While all great circles as straight lines share properties with plane straight lines, they are distinct from the latter

with respect to the axiom of the parallels. All great circles of the sphere intersect and there are no parallels

%6 Tr. Baltzly 2013.
5 Tr. Urmson in Sorabji 2004, p. 234.
%8 Reichenbach 1958, pp. 2-3.
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among these straight lines. When the plane then, is meant as the surface of the sphere, Euclidean geometry

holds with the exception of the formulation of the axiom of the parallels.

The parallel postulate is a defining characteristic of linear space but fails to be characteristic
of a nonlinear space. Like his twentieth century counterparts, Proclus was troubled by the parallel
postulate and stated clearly that it “(...) ought to be struck out of the postulates altogether”*°. So
intrigued was he by this postulate that he insisted on the need for proof and made his own attempt to
prove it.

A further consequence regarding the universe as unified and all forms of material reality
subject to similar underlying principles, supports the curious idea that objects can deform their
geometry in accordance with limiting parameters outside themselves. Reichenbach describes rigid
bodies as solid bodies which are not affected by differential forces by definition (...) if universal
forces are disregarded®. In a world that bends and shifts everything with time, however, static

structures are impossible.

The concept of rigidity loses its meaning in this world (...) solid bodies (...) no longer define a unique
coordinate system as internally at rest, due to differences in their elastic properties. We (...) lose the possibility
of defining a geometrical state as rigid in terms of solid bodies, since this definition was based primarily on the

uniform behavior of different materials. There is no longer geometry of rigid bodies®.

Proclus ascribes to the conviction that as the tetrahedral pyramids of sublunary fire approach
the heavens their faces become convex by the celestial binding of the curvature of the celestial orbs
(kyrtoutai sphiggomena). Siorvanes (1996) discusses the fact for Proclus the elements, because they
are the images of the perfect spherical figures of self-substantiated and “self-sufficient” entities in
the sensible world, namely the celestial objects, “(...) seek to curve in a convex manner in order to
fit and ‘unite’ with heaven (...)”®% For Proclus, deforming in order to assimilate to the contours of
sphericity is possible. Just as the triangle in Riemannian space can have angles greater than 180,
planar forms, deform to assimilate to the contours of sphericity. This idea applies to the rectilinear
pathways of the planets. Proclus comments on 36b of In Timaeus, where Plato says that the right
lines are bent into circles in the formation of the universe, “(...) as the continuous is simultaneous
with the discrete, thus also the circular with the rectilinear (...)” (In Ti. 111 142.3 Van Riel = 11 102.5
Diehl). This oddity suggests that rectilinear motions are unnatural, a product of the disarrangement

a

° In Eucl. 191.21-22 tr. Morrow 1970. See also Heath 1956, p. 202.

% Reichenbach 1958, p. 22.

¢! Reichenbach 1958, p. 264.

62 Siorvanes 1996, p. 221 quoting from Proclus’ reply to Aristotle’s Objection Six (Simpl. In Cael. 658.30—2 to 659.1).
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which time and motion can bring into the cosmos. Since rest is the ideal and transcendent “truth” of
being, geodesic conformity will prevail. Bodies in celestial space will deform in conformity to a
limit which is round; rectilinear pathways will deform to the curvilinear. In modern physics,
geometrical figures have been acknowledged to have different properties on different surfaces. On a
sheet of paper the sum of the three angles of a triangle is equal to two right angles, on the egg, or
the sphere it is larger, on a concave surface it would be smaller etc. Proclus was able, entirely on
different grounds, to understand the subtleties of non-planar geometry in a way that was

unprecedented for his time®®,

Conclusion

Einstein had this to say about “fanatical atheists”. They were, he said, “creatures who cannot
hear the music of the sphere”®. He could not say that about Proclus. Proclus’ “heavens” are a
simultaneous whole encapsulated by a spherical limit marked by the perfect circular notion of the
fixed star. It is not bounded by a material celestial sphere as conceived by Eudoxus, Callippus, and
Aristotle. It is not limited either by the internal presence of either eccentrics or epicycles. A noetic
totality, the celestial space subsumes all anomalies under the rule of a commanding centre at rest,
making them subject to a deforming reversion toward the curvilinear space to which they are
ultimately commensurate. Like Einstein, Proclus, found the most elegant solution of his time to the
problem of motion. Like Einstein, he wanted to know the mind of God. Both figures resorted to
notions of Infinity and panoptic perspectives to solve regional mechanical problems. Both scientist
philosophers maintained a vision of the whole from a panoptic view wherein rest allowed, motion,
light, and matter to follow a principle of continuity. Proclus, like Einstein, rejected all previous
assumptions regarding astronomy. Both eschewed the obvious logic of time and space as it was
known before them. For Proclus, the physical world was ultimately ordered by the One beyond
Being, manifesting diminishing reflections of its transcendent source. For the celestial world,
Proclus’ mission was to amend an unholy astronomy and apply his Neoplatonist “logic” in a
manner that allowed for scientific innovation. Einstein had stressed that *(...) there is no logical path
(...) between theory and observations — their concordance is to be understood extra logically”®. For
Proclus and the Pythagorean/Platonic tradition, this “extra” was theology.

6% Kutash 2008, pp. 316-7.
% Fox 2025, p. 45.
8 Kutash 2008, pp. 120—1; p. 297; Davies 1992, p. 80 note 2.
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ABSTRACT

Emilie Kutash, Proclus’ “Theological” Spherical Cosmic Whole and His Scientific Innovative
Astronomy

Proclus rejected the traditional celestial spheres of Eudoxus and Aristotle and also rejected
Ptolemy’s mechanical attempts to model irregular planetary movements using epicycles and
eccentrics. Instead, he returned to Plato’s emphasis on the invisible world, allowing his science to
be governed by his Platonic theology. He envisioned a limited space that everywhere conforms to
the cosmic spherical whole, thus requiring all motion to entail a circular trajectory in ultimate
reversion to the One Being (a placeholder for Eternal Unity). Anomalies were due to “self-moving
motion” away from the center. Crucially, Proclus viewed the planets not as passive bodies, but as
self-moving entities with independent trajectories through dimensional space. Their erratic
movements were complex, occurring in longitude, latitude, and depth, ultimately resulting in a
spiral—a mean between purely circular and rectilinear movements. This unique theory, based on
higher theological principles, accounted for the anomalies that troubled other astronomers and
resulted in an innovative physical account. Copernicus later employed one of Proclus's theories of
combined motions. Proclus even questioned the parallel postulate, which is characteristic of linear
space, in a way that suggests analogies to Einstein’s curved space and space-time continuum,

highlighting his innovative scientific foresight.

Emilie Kutash
St. Joseph’s College, New York (USA)
emiliekutash@comcast.net
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Mariella Menchelli

DIFFORMITA STORICO-TRADIZIONALI IN PROCLO, COMMENTO ALL’ALCIBIADE | E
COMMENTO AL TIMEO TRA IL PERIODO MEDIOBIZANTINO E L’ETA DEI PALEOLOGI:
GIORGIO PACHIMERE (NAPOLLI, BN, I11.E.17, IN ALC.), GIOVANNI CATRARIO (NAPOLI,

BN, I11.D.28, IN T1.) E LO YITATOX TQN ®IAOZO®ON DI MICHELE PSELLO (PATMOS
EILETON 897)

All’interno della produzione di Proclo, il Commento all’ Alcibiade | e il Commento al Timeo
conoscono differenze significative nella loro trasmissione e ricezione.

Soltanto all’ultimo scorcio del XIII secolo, grazie alla raccolta libraria Farnese, imponente
collezione della Biblioteca Nazionale di Napoli, si deve il piu antico, ampio, testimone primario del
Commento all’Alcibiade | nella sua parte conservata: il codice in questione, il BNN I11.E.17 (N) di
Giorgio Pachimere, € in parte altresi codex unicus per il testo dell’opera, pervenutaci mutila di circa
la sua seconda meta’.

Al contrario nel caso del commento di Proclo al Timeo, possediamo brevi lacerti gia nella
scriptio inferior del codice Paris, BnF, suppl. gr. 921, contenenti brani dei libri 1V e V, nella mano

"2 e alla medesima linea tradizionale appartiene il codice

del copista | della “collezione filosofica
Citta del Vaticano, BAV, Chigi R.VII1.58, della prima meta del XII secolo (libri 1-V)®, al quale
risultano a loro volta legati il rotolo di Patmos, Monastero di San Giovanni il Teologo, Eileton 897,
dell’X1 secolo, con parti del terzo libro, e il codice di Napoli, Biblioteca Nazionale 111.D.28,

sottoscritto e datato all’anno 1314 da Giovanni Catrario®, con i libri | e 1l del commento®,

! Sui libri della collezione Farnese cf. Formentin 2008, Formentin 2015. Su Giorgio Pachimere e i suoi autografi cf.
Harlfinger 1996; sulla sua attivita di notaio patriarcale, di professore e copista cf. soprattutto Golitsis 2008, Golitsis
2010, Golitsis 2020, anche in relazione al commento procliano all’Alcibiade 1. Per il commento e la perdita cf. Segonds
1985 p. xxxix: “Tel qu’il nous est parvenu, le Commentaire de I’Alcibiade est gravement mutilé : le texte de Proclus
s’arréte en plein mileiu du commentaire d’Alcibiade, 116 A3 - B1” e p. XL: “il nous manque un peu moins de la moitié
du Commentaire de Proclus. (...) Nous formulons I’hypothése que le commentaire de Proclus était divisé en deux tomes
et que nous n’avons conservé que le premier tome mutilé & la fin”. Per il codice N come testimone cf. Segonds 1985, p.
CVII, pp. CXI-CXVIIl; come stabilito da Segonds 1985, esiste per le pagine 1-72.7 del commento un’altra linea
tradizionale, indipendente da N, nei codici Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Marc. gr. 190 (M) e Firenze,
Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 85.8 (R): cf. Segonds 1985, pp. cxviii—cxx. Il capostipite comune a N-MR era
in minuscola: Segonds 1985, p. CXX.

2 Lattribuzione alla “collezione filosofica” si deve a Diller 1954. Sul codice cf. soprattutto Mondrain 2008; per lo
studio dei frammenti cf. ora Van Riel 2022, p. xv (siglum W). Sulla “collezione” mi limito a rimandare ad alcuni
contributi recenti, con bibliografia pregressa: cf. in particolare, Marcotte 2014; Cavallo 2017; Bianconi — Ronconi 2020.
% Cf. Van Riel 2022, p. xix, per I'importante osservazione della possibile discendenza del codice H, Vat. Chis. R VIII
58, dal codice della “collezione filosofica”, W nella edizione critica.

* Su Catrario & possibile rimandare in primo luogo a Bianconi 2006, con bibliografia.

®_Su tale nodo tradizionale cf. Van Riel 2022.
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proveniente dal monastero di San Giovanni a Carbonara®. Una linea tradizionale che si inserisce per
altro in un quadro quanto mai ricco e articolato’.

La continuita di ricezione e lettura del commento procliano al Timeo, che le fonti sembrano
attestare, puo in effetti essere posta a confronto con il recupero testuale del Commento all’ Alcibiade
I, ancora una volta di particolare significato®: ad una riproduzione/trascrizione che appare meno
consistente nel numero dei testimoni primari, se si guarda alle testimonianze superstiti, per il
commento procliano all’Alcibiade, corrisponde per il Commento al Timeo una pluralita di fonti,
talora ricche del materiale esegetico scientifico-matematico presente negli scholia vetera, e, come
vorrei mostrare, una pluralita di forme del libro e della trasmissione/ricezione, che appare legata,
nel periodo mediobizantino, alla celebre figura del professore “console dei filosofi” Michele
Psello®. Alle forme della lettura del Proclo commentatore, con Psello e nei due esemplari dell’eta
paleologa sopra citati, sono dedicate queste brevi note, al fine di esaminare modalita e strategie
editoriali di due celebri filosofi bizantini quali Psello e Pachimere, peraltro in relazione tra loro

anche sotto il profilo storico-tradizionale, tra X1 secolo ed eta paleologa'®.

Il Farnesianus BNN II1.LE.17. “Fortune” della tradizione per il commento procliano

all’ Alcibiade | di Platone

A piu riprese commentato nell’antichita, I’Alcibiade | conosce, come si e visto, per il suo

commento procliano una tradizione mutilata di un’ampia sezione del testo originario*’.

® In questo monastero approdarono, tramite Antonio e Girolamo Seripando, i libri di Aulo Giano Parrasio. Per il codice
N cf. anche Van Riel 2022: “The subscription in N is followed by a later owner’s note: Antonii Seripandi ex lani
Parrhasii testamento The manuscript was thus part of the heritage of the humanist Giano Parrasio (1470-1534ca.)
bequeathed to Antonio Seripandi. Via the latter’s brother Girolamo Seripandi it became part of the collection of the
monastery pf s. Giovanni in Carbonara”. Sui libri parrasiani e la loro provenienza cf. di recente anche Vendruscolo
2018.

’_Cf. infra, p. 000.

& Primo nell’ordine di lettura della serie dei 10 dialoghi nella scuola neoplatonica. D altro canto, almeno il commento
di Olimpiodoro figurava nella stessa “collezione filosofica” (Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Marc. gr. 196).
Sulla sua importanza in relazione al commento procliano cf. Segonds 1985, pp. LXIX—CIV, per quanto cf. Segonds 1985,
p. LXXXVIII osservi: “Une comparaison suivie avec le commentaire de Proclus montre qu’Olympiodore n’en fournit
qu’un trés péle reflet et que, par conséquent, pour les parties perdues du commentaire de Proclus, on ne peut méme pas
se faire une idée de ce que contenait son texte”.

° Cf. infra 000. La continuita & manifesta anche grazie alla copia del Chisianus, di eta Comnena, prima della rinascita
paleologa e della pluralita di testimoni in essa prodotti. Sulla figura di Psello in relazione al commento di Proclo al
Timeo cf. di recente Menchelli 2024.

19" A tale proposito cf. in particolare, Golitsis 2007, per possibili “incidenti” della tradizione nei quali sono coinvolti,
quali I’attribuzione di un commentario di Pachimere a Michele Psello. Per la fortuna delle opere di Psello in eta
paleologa cf. soprattutto Pérez Martin 2013 e 2014.

11 Cf. ancora Segonds 1985.
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Non solo. Se per una parte del testo la tradizione pud contare su una seconda linea
tradizionale, per la restante il codice BNN I11.E.17, che reca il commento ai ff. 1-98v'2, &, si & detto,
codex unicus, testimone primario e solo testimone superstite indipendente®,

Il copista principale del Neap. I11.E.17, il notaio patriarcale nonché, filosofo, storiografo,
professore celeberrimo Giorgio Pachimere, risulta affiancato di seguito dal suo allievo Niceforo, ora
identificato da Pantelis Golitsis con Niceforo Callisto Xanthopoulos™, e da un altro scriba anonimo,
I’*anonimo x” collaboratore di Pachimere per esempio nel codice di Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea
Laurenziana, Plut. 87.5 e nel codice di Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr.
261, sempre dunque della prima eta dei Paleologi®.

Nel Neapolitanus, della collezione Farnese, alla meta del secolo XVI Giovanni Onorio da
Maglie ha operato alcuni interventi di restauro e apposto titolature™.

Platone e Proclo

Il prezioso Farnesianus non si limita nel contenuto al commento di Proclo ma contiene di
seguito alcuni dialoghi platonici, in primo luogo il Fedone, ai ff. 99-136, seguito dal Carmide (ff.
136v—148) e dal Lachete (ff. 149-159v)"".

L’interesse di Pachimere per Platone & d’altro canto confermato dalla presenza della sua
mano in un altro codice platonico, il Paris, BnF, grec 1810, testimone primario del commento
procliano al Parmenide e del commento di Ermia al Fedro, nonché latore di alcuni dialoghi. Oltre
agli interventi sui lemmi del Commento al Parmenide, avvenuti con I’ausilio del codice di Venezia,
Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Marc. gr. 185 (D), il codice reca una versione “continuata” del
commento procliano legata a Pachimere stesso®®.

Nel testo dei dialoghi platonici, trascritti in calce, il codice di Napoli, BN I11.E.17 risale al
Paris, BnF, grec 1813", del secolo XII, contenente Platone e Proclo, annotato da una mano

12 Cf. Formentin 2015.

13 Cf. Segonds 1985 per la trattazione.

14 Cf. Golitsis 2020 per la discussione.

15 Cf. Formentin 2015, p. 187. Sulle mani del codice cf. soprattutto Golitsis 2010.

16_Cf. ancora Formentin 2015, p. 187.

7 11 Fedone in particolare & corredato di una lunga nota marginale che richiederebbe studi ulteriori.

'8 Nel caso del Commento al Parmenide il lavoro sul testo & stato dunque pitl impegnativo e articolato. Cf. Steel 2007—
2009; Luna — Segonds 2007; Luna 2019. Per quanto i suoi studi platonici si inseriscano nel contesto dello studio
dedicato ad Aristotele, Platone e il neoplatonismo rappresentano per Pachimere un lascito filosofico di grande
significato.

9 Per la dipendenza del Neap. I1.E.17 dal Par. gr. 1813 nei dialoghi platonici cf. in particolare, Murphy 1990 e
Murphy 1994, in particolare pp. 10-1. 1l Neapolitanus ne € una copia diretta: cf. Murphy 1990, p. 10.
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altrimenti attiva nella tradizione dello scolarca ateniese di V secolo giacché responsabile di uno
strato di scholia nel gia citato BAV Chigi R V111 58, secondo I’identificazione di Gerd Van Riel.

Per la sezione del commento procliano, per il quale, come si & detto, €& testimone primario,
un apografo del Neapolitanus é inoltre conservato ora presso la Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana: il
Vat. gr. 1032 (D) reca memoria della sua relazione con I’antigrafo, che si manifesta nel rapporto
discepolo-maestro, grazie ad una nota a margine discussa da Segonds nella sua introduzione
all’edizione®.

La presenza della mano di Niceforo, ora Niceforo Callisto Xanthopoulos, nei codici di
contenuto filosofico legati a Pachimere evoca tutta una serie di studi e relazioni, esplorati da
Pantelis Golitsis tra le opere autografe di Pachimere, in primis la Philosophia (in Berlin, Hamilton
512 e Paris, BnF, grec 1930), preziosa sinossi del corpus aristotelico, e gli autografi dei suoi

commenti, ancora una volta raccolti con la collaborazione di allievi e copisti®.

Pachimere lettore del commento. Qualche osservazione supplementare

Nel Neap. I11.E.17, la strategia di copia prevede che i lunghi lemmi del commento vengano
trascritti da Pachimere in una grafia di modulo leggermente ingrandito, con interlineo piu arioso e
su area di scrittura ridotta in rapporto alla piena pagina del commento.

Il dato testuale piu significativo nei lemmi €, come € stato osservato, la loro sostituzione con
lemmi tratti da un manoscritto platonico, con una operazione di ri-assemblaggio di testo e
commento: il manoscritto platonico al quale si attinge per i lemmi appartiene alla terza famiglia
della tradizione manoscritta di Platone, le varianti ci riconducono in ultima analisi al codice Wien,
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Suppl. gr. 7 (siglum W), dell’ X1 secolo?.

Nella divisione della tradizione del Platone del primo tomo tra il ramo fondamentale del
codice B, Oxford, Bodleian Library, Clark. 39, trascritto da Giovanni il calligrafo nell’895 per
Areta di Cesarea, e i due rami TW (T = Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Append. CI. V. 1, trascritto

dal copista Efrem alla meta del X secolo), sovente legati, mentre I’esegesi procliana (e dunque

20 Van Riel 2019.

21 Cf. Segonds 1985.

22 Cf. soprattutto Golitsis 2008, con sinossi delle opere di Pachimere, e Golitsis 2010, con ulteriore bibliografia. Per il
Quadrivium, per esempio, il testimone di riferimento &, come é noto, un codice ora a Roma, Biblioteca Angelica, 38. |
manoscritti attribuiscono a Michele Psello, almeno in parte della tradizione, un commento invece da restituire a Giorgio
Pachimere, cf. Golitsis 2007.

2 Cf. Carlini 1961. Al contrario il commento di Proclo presuppone lezioni dell’altro ramo della tradizione,
rappresentato soprattutto dal codice B di Platone, Oxford, Bodleian Library, Clark. 39; un’analisi del codice nel suo
rapporto con il tardoantico si deve a Luzzatto 2010.
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relativa al modello letto da Proclo nel V secolo) ¢ legata alla linea tradizionale di B, i lemmi che ora
risultano conservati appartengono ad altra linea tradizionale, in particolare, si ¢ detto, quella di W>*,
Gia se si considerano i primi lemmi del commento gli apparati critici platonici registrano per

esempio una variante significativa tra testo e commento nel terzo lemma.

1. °Q nai Khewviov, olpai o Boopdley 6T mpBToc EpacTng Gov YEVOUEVOS TAY BAAMY TETAVHEVOVY HOVOC OVK
dmaildtropat (In Alc. 18.14);

2. xai 6t ol pev GAlot 81’ 8yAov éyévovtd cot daheyduevol, £ym 8¢ tocobtmv §tdv 0VdE mpooeimov. (In Alc.
53.18);

3. Tobtov 8¢ 10 aitiov yéyovev odk avOpdTEIoV, GALE TL SALOVIOV EvavTiopa, ob 6b THv dVvapy kol Hotepov

nevon. (In Alc. 59.23).

Infatti, in quest’ultimo caso in particolare per 59.23, su Alc. | 103a5, la tradizione platonica
¢ divisa con divaricazione antica®. Nel commento procliano ricorre precisamente la lezione
avBponeov di B, comune anche a Olimpiodoro, in 73.15 Segonds (p. 59 della edizione critica), e il
lemma, in 59.23, legge la lezione attestata dall’altra linea tradizionale platonica, ovvero dvOpmmivov
TW?.

Dunque, anche in questo passo il lemma procliano ha la lezione propria di TW?'.

L’importanza aggiuntiva del passo risiede tuttavia nel fatto che trovandoci nella parte
iniziale del commento, attestata anche in MR, potremmo chiederci se tale operazione sia in realta
attestata non solo dal codice autografo di Pachimere, N (= Neap. BN III.E.17), ma anche dagli altri
codici indipendenti da esso, M e R, del commento (segnalati da Segonds per i §§ 1-72, nei quali si
collocano i primi tre lemmi e la loro discussione).

Al momento ¢ stato possibile vagliare in particolare la testimonianza del Laur. Plut. 85.8: la
lezione avBpdmivov propria di TW compare in effetti anche nel medesimo codice Laurenziano Plut.
85.8 (che insieme al Marc. gr. 190 risulta indipendente da N). Cio rende non solo necessario
postulare un antigrafo comune alle due linee tradizionali (di N e di MR), antigrafo che di fatto
Segonds ipotizza gia in minuscola, ma rilevare gia in tale antigrafo gli interventi sui lemmi che
presuppongono il ricorso al testo platonico (di W).

Il lemma, affine a TW, risalirebbe dunque non solo al codice N di Pachimere ma ad un

antigrafo comune a Pachimere e al ramo rappresentato dal codice Laurenziano (e Marciano)®.

** La divisione della tradizione ¢ senza dubbio gia tardoantica, come attesta la tradizione indiretta. Tra le altre
testimonianze per B puo essere vagliata in aggiunta anche quella di Prisciano, per il quale cf. di recente Menchelli 2014.
. Gia I’apparato di Burnet del 1901 per esempio registrava avOpdnetov B Olympiodorus: avOpdmvov TW: Burnet
1901, p. 297. L’edizione di riferimento per I’Alcibiade | (e la quarta tetralogia) ¢ Carlini 1964.

6. Cf. anche Carlini 1961, p. 181, con rimando all’edizione di Westerink 1954. Nella edizione Segonds 1985 i lemmi
sono presenti soltanto con le parole iniziali e finali.

27 Per gli altri passi cf. la discussione in Carlini 1961.
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Se ¢ possibile che gli interventi sui lemmi si debbano a Pachimere, sembrerebbe in ogni caso
necessario postulare un modello perduto del Neapolitanus, dunque forse di Pachimere, al quale
risalirebbero anche i due codici M e R, un modello che pud essere appartenuto al medesimo
entourage del BN I11.E.17 (sia il Marc. gr. 190 sia il Laur. Plut. 85.8 sono per altro posteriori, come

si @ visto), 0 comunque essere in ogni caso anteriore ad N%°.

Ri-assemblare il testo. Esempi mediobizantini tra i Philosophica minora di Michele Psello

L’operazione di “sostituzione” dei lemmi che e stata compiuta per esempio sul commento
procliano all’Alcibiade | non € per altro nuova a Bisanzio.

Michele Psello, in Philosophica minora 11 4, 11 5 e 11 6 O’Meara®, nel commentare brani del
Timeo, in tali brevi opere attingeva per il brano platonico alla tradizione di Platone, trascurando in
questo modo i brevi (talora) lemmi gia presenti nel commento procliano al dialogo, utilizzato invece
per I’esegesi vera e propria dei brani nuovamente escerpiti da Platone™.

Il medesimo fenomeno di ricorso diretto al testo di Platone ricorre in un’altra opera di
Psello, in questo caso con protagonista il Fedro. Si tratta di Philosophica minora Il 7 O’Meara,
ovvero della 'E&nynoig tig [TAatoviki|g &v 1@ Paidpg dippeiog TV YyoxdVv Kol otpateiog TdV Oedv,
una esegesi di Phdr. 246e-247a*. Le varianti delle due citazioni del dialogo platonico “incorporate
nello scritto”, analizzate da Carlini, rimandano per il Fedro alla linea tradizionale del Vind. Suppl.
gr. 7 (W) di Platone: “nell’ambiente di Psello era conosciuta la tradizione di W™,

%8 Giacché resta da vagliare la testimonianza del Marc. gr. 190.

 Una volta stabilita I’indipendenza dei due codici M ed R, non & possibile limitare la discussione sui lemmi al solo
codice N di Pachimere. In questo senso la questione resta aperta.

%, Cf. O’Meara 1989.

1Al tempo stesso una operazione complessa di ri-costruzione del commento attingendo al testo platonico venne
compiuta da Pachimere anche per il commento di Proclo al Parmenide nel codice BnF Par. gr. 1810, cf. Moreschini
1964.

%2 Come rilevato da Moreschini 2009, la ripresa da parte di Psello di Herm. In Phdr. 135.26-136.1 Couvreur (= 141.23-
30 Lucarini — Moreschini) non e letterale: “in realtd, lo scrittore bizantino fornisce, in un primo momento,
I’interpretazione del passo platonico, e poi, seguendo “i teologi dei Greci”, cioe pagani (12.22), da una parafrasi di tutta
la sezione teologica del secondo libro degli scholia di Ermia, ricordando brevemente la sua dottrina della gerarchia
degli déi, dei principi divini, la distinzione tra sostanza e i6¢a, le duvdapeig dell’anima e le funzioni degli déi, come
quella di “elevare”, propria di Zeus, di “collocare”, propria di Hestia, di ‘produrre’ propria di Hera e delle {moyovol
Beai (13.19-22). Ma questo non basta: dopo aver interpretato il passo platonico, Psello afferma che prima bisogna
spiegare (14.4 ss.) quale sia I’idea dell’anima. Noi affermiamo, dunque, che sostanza di ogni cosa & I’uno che in esso si
trova e, per cosi dire, I’'uno piu unitario di tutti, mentre la forma é la molteplicita e, per cosi dire, gli elementi: I’anima,
infatti, € uno e molteplice, e I’idea dell’anima sono la molteplicita e gli elementi. Questo ¢ il significato dei cavalli e
dell’auriga, di cui parla Platone (14.5 ss.). Psello prosegue riprendendo fedelmente la spiegazione di Ermia (121.5-
123.3 Couvreur = 126.10-128.8 Lucarini — Moreschini e 130.11-15 Couvreur = 136.10-14 Lucarini — Moreschini). Ma
conclude, aderendo in modo tradizionale alla fede cristiana: “Abbiamo spiegato in modo platonico le dottrine
platoniche, il che equivale a dire che abbiamo spiegato in modo ridicolo dottrine ridicole”: cf. Moreschini 2009.

%8 Carlini 1972, pp. 172-3 (“che poteva essere rappresentata anche dal capostipite di W”).
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Il codice W é stato variamente datato alla prima meta oppure alla seconda meta del secolo
XI, ma una datazione alta, non incompatibile con Psello, appare preferibile.

Nel caso del Timeo sopra evocato, il codice W contiene il dialogo soltanto nella sezione
trascritta dalla seconda mano, W2, dell’ambiente del patriarca Gregorio di Cipro.

La linea tradizionale del Timeo letta da Psello, per esempio nelle brevi porzioni di testo di
Philosophica minora Il 5, Il 6 O’Meara, & per noi perduta nel suo codice mediobizantino: essa
corrisponde alla “fonte g” Jonkers di tre codici di eta paleologa®, il Paris, BnF, grec 2998 di
Gregorio di Cipro, il Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, phil. gr. 21 di Massimo Planude e
Niceforo Moscopulo, il Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 225-226 di
Matteo di Efeso. Per il periodo medio-bizantino tale “fonte g” € vicina al codice Tubingensis Mb 14
(siglum C), in elegante Perlschrift, ma ne resta distinta.

Lo stesso commento procliano al Timeo conosce una tradizione complessa.

Il commento di Proclo al Timeo e il Neap. BN 111.D.28

Per il commento di Proclo al Timeo platonico la Biblioteca Nazionale di Napoli restituisce,
come si € detto, un altro testimone di rilievo con il Neapolitanus BN 111.D.28, nuovamente un
prodotto della rinascita paleologa, risalente, come si € riportato, alla fonte ¢ del Chisianus R V11l 58
e del Patmiacus Eileton 897.

Un aspetto rilevante € la conservazione nel codice Neapolitanus del trattato di Timeo di
Locri, De natura mundi et animae, che nel suo proemio Proclo affermava di volere in apertura,

prima del proprio Commento al Timeo®.

Testo e scholia

Lo stesso corredo di scolii presente nel codice N mostra per altro la sua appartenenza, cosi
come per il Chisianus e il Patmiacus, ad un filone tradizionale che gia nell’edizione Diehl riceveva
ampia trattazione, quello del codice di Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Marc. gr. 195 (M),

del secolo XIV, testimone primario di massimo rilievo del testo del commento, ritenuto da Diehl

% Su Gregorio di Cipro e il codice W di Platone cf. soprattutto Pérez Martin 2005, con bibliografia.

% Per la ricostruzione di tale nodo tradizionale cf. Jonkers 1989. Per la corrispondenza con le varianti di Psello cf.
Menchelli 2016.

% Su questo aspetto della storia tradizione e il suo significato cf. Menchelli 2019, Van Riel 2022.
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copia di un codice di 1X secolo, in minuscola antica, e che é al tempo stesso il testimone piu
completo degli scholia vetera a Proclo

Nel terzo libro il Marc. gr. 195 viene meno a 247 Diehl, cosi come mutilo risulta, arrivando
proprio fino a gran parte del medesimo libro, I’ultimo testimone primario, il codice Paris, BnF, grec
1840 (P), di Demetrio Mosco, del tutto privo di scolii*’.

Il testo del Commento al Timeo resta di solida tradizione anche nei lemmi, che sono rimasti

quelli originari, come ha mostrato lo stesso Diehl*®.

Giovanni Catrario, la copia congiunta di dialogo e commento, il ramo ¢

Eventuali possibile interferenze con la tradizione di Platone restano pertanto nel caso del
Commento al Timeo soltanto sporadiche, per quanto agli stessi copisti e filologi si debba in piu di
un caso la copia del dialogo e la copia del commento ad esso dedicato: cosi avviene nel caso del
Neap. BN 111.D.28 di Catrario, che collabora per il Timeo alla trascrizione del codice platonico di
Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 80.19 e nel caso del manoscritto di Venezia,
Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Marc. gr. 194 di Gregorio di Cipro, che trascrive il Timeo nel suo
codice Paris, BnF, grec 2998; o ancora nel caso del Paris, BnF Coisl. 322, in arcaizzante, della
mano del copista di Vat. gr. 225-226 di Matteo di Efeso.

Oggetto di valutazione é stata anche la attivita congetturale di Catrario, valutabile soprattutto
grazie al Chisianus R VIII 58, “fratello” del Neapolitanus nei libri I e I, mentre nel libro 11 il

Chisianus risulta apparentato con Eileton 897.

L’Epitome Patmos Eileton 897: interventi d’autore e redazione autografa

La ricca circolazione del commento di Proclo al Timeo alla quale si e fatto riferimento,
ininterrotta a Bisanzio se si considerano testimoni e copie superstiti, comporta esiti inaspettati. La
biblioteca del monastero di San Giovanni il Teologo, nell’isola di Patmos, conserva, come & ormai
noto, un manufatto in forma di rotolo, cartaceo, scritto transversa charta, dell’XI secolo, recante
ampie parti del libro terzo del commento. Un testimone d’eccezione, che é stato ora utilizzato nella
recente edizione di Gerd Van Riel (con il siglum Y = Eileton 897)%.

%7 Per i testimoni primari citati cf. ora Van Riel 2022.
%8 Cf. gia Diehl 1899.
%, Van Riel 2022.
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Un rotolo lungo oltre sette metri, opistografo, dotato, come si & detto, di un apparato
scoliastico analogo a quello dei manoscritti del commento medesimo di Proclo in forma di codice,
ma incluso in fenestrae che si aprono nel corso della stesura dei brani principali®.

Notevole naturalmente il fatto che il contenuto rimandi ad un *“autore classico”, quando la
forma rotolo, negli esemplari conservati, se pergamenaceo ci riconduce soprattutto al rotolo
liturgico, oppure, soprattutto per il cartaceo, alla sfera dei documenti®'.

Al tempo stesso il testo che il rotolo reca é di fatto un testo “nuovo”, d’autore, frutto degli
interventi dell’escertore: nella ricerca prosopografica si € suggerita una relazione con la personalita
di Michele Psello sulla base di una variante testuale significativa, e anche del confronto con gli
scritti pselliani e con le modalita di lavoro dello stesso Psello, attestate in particolare da uno scritto

giuridico del corpus psellianum*2.

Alcuni dati

Per un breve riepilogo delle caratteristiche bibliologiche del rotolo di Patmos puo bastare
richiamare I’organizzazione del testo su 19 fogli, di 40 x 25, uniti da kolleseis, diseguale soltanto
I’ultimo del testo (attuale terzultimo)™®.

Il rotolo é stato infatti in parte “ricomposto”. | due fogli un tempo finali sono molto
deteriorati, un deterioramento legato alla loro posizione alla fine del rotolo, posizione nella quale
devono essere rimasti a lungo. Sono ora diventati il quartultimo e terzultimo foglio sul recto e in
maniera corrispondente il terzo e quarto sul verso®.

Sul recto del rotolo compare il lungo passo sul corpo del mondo (mutilo all’inizio e alla
fine), inframmezzato di scolii copiosi e corposi, mentre sul verso I’Anonimo patmiaco trascrive il

lungo passo con la trattazione sull’anima del mondo (anch’esso mutilo all’inizio e alla fine)*.

“0 Gli ampi brani del testo di Proclo includono appunto scholia vetera inframmezzati al testo, secondo una
organizzazione del materiale che appare funzionale allo studio/lezione sul Timeo con il suo commento piu significativo.
“! 1 dati codicologici sono incontrovertibili. Dal punto di vista del contenuto si tratterebbe del solo esemplare superstite
scritto su rotolo transversa charta per un autore classico, come si € sottolineato piu volte.

“2_Moore 1030, cf. Moore 2005 per la situazione storico-tradizionale. Cf., inoltre, Menchelli 2024.

*% Per la descrizione bibliologica mi permetto di rimandare a Menchelli 2016. Cf. ora anche Van Riel 2022: “Patmos
Eileton 897 chart 7.747 x 250 mm, ff. 19, in volumine. This exceptional paper scroll was discovered by A. Kominis in
the 1980s during his preparation of a new catalogue of the Library of the Monastery of Saint John in Patmos (Kominis
1988). It is a primary witness, covering on its front and back side, two large parts of the third book of the Timaeus
commentary”.

*. Cf. Menchelli 2016.

**_Un dato “anomalo” che & forse possibile rimarcare & la caratteristica delle kolleseis, che talvolta presuppongono la
copia su fogli sciolti perché contengono testo incluso, mentre altra volta presuppongono che il testo sia stato copiato
dopo I’unione dei fogli perché la scrittura si sovrappone alla kollesis, un risultato legato alla modalita di lavoro di chi
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La scrittura di Eileton 897 puo essere assegnata alla meta del secolo XI. Il confronto con la
seconda mano del Vat. gr. 65 (anno 1063), copiato dal notaio imperiale Teodoro, € parso
significativo®®. Lo stesso materiale scrittorio orienta verso figure legate alla cancelleria imperiale,
nella quale I’uso della carta risulta piuttosto precoce: un esempio datato risale al 1052*.

Appare possibile altresi chiamare a confronto alcune personalita legate al mondo
dell’erudizione e dell’istruzione, come lIsaia, segretario di Giovanni Mauropode, a sua volta maestro
di Michele Psello, che ha sottoscritto un carme al termine della raccolta del maestro, redatta in
scrittura professionale nel Vat. gr. 676 di Mauropode®.

La scrittura dell’Anonimo di Patmos ci riconduce dunque a scritture erudite altrimenti

celebri e legate a personaggi contemporanei alla attivita di Psello®.

Ancora sulle carattersitiche dell’Epitome. Che cosa ¢ il testo dell’Anonimo Patmicaco: un

testo ““ricomposto” e la propensione alla congettura dell’Anonimo patmiaco

Il testo fornito dal Patmiacus & affetto da omissioni di diversa estensione, come veniva
rilevato gia da Linos Benakis®®: Gerd Van Riel segnala altresi nell’introduzione la presenza di
aggiunte, e nell’apparato critico sono visibili gli interventi operati nei punti di raccordo™.

In effetti di un’opera nuova®%; I’opera & molto aderente al testo di Proclo, ma al tempo stesso

il testo procliano é stato “frantumato” ed é stato raccolto in una serie di frammenti lunghi e brevi

scrive, che sembra dunque seguire scelte estemporanee, comportandosi a seconda delle esigenze del momento, senza
sistematicita.

“® Per il confronto con esemplari su codice e con documenti datati, cf. ancora Menchelli 2016.

*7_Si tratta di un documento di Costantino IX Monomaco, cf. gia Menchelli 2016.

“8_sul codice cf. Bianconi 2011. Piu eleborata & la scrittura di Niceta di Serre, attivo nel codice di Venezia, Biblioteca
Nazionale Marciana, Marc. gr. 476 (Arato e Licofrone).

Al quale al momento a mia conoscenza non sono stati attribuiti manufatti o interventi su codici (anche se il
manoscritto pit antico delle sue opere non & molto lontano nel tempo, il Laur. Plut. 57.40; posteriore, di XII secolo é il
Par. gr. 1182, posto in relazione con Eustazio di Tessalonica), se si esclude il fatto che il problema si pone proprio per
questo esemplare, per I’Anonimo Patmiaco. Sicura appare in ogni caso I’appartenenza al secolo XI (e non al Xll e a
Eustazio come era stato suggerito da Kominis e di seguito da Benakis).

%0 Cf. Benakis 1987.

51 Cf. Van Riel 2022: “The manuscript displays many individual errors and shorter and longer omissions that are not
shared by any other primary witness. The omissions proper to Y are often incidental but frequently enough they are the
result of a deliberate and drastic shortening of the comment to a lemma, leaving out the development of a final point,
and jumping straight to the new lemma”.

52 Cosi Benakis 1987, di seguito a Kominis. Sotto I’aspetto del contenuto il risultato dell’operazione di raccolta & una
Epitome, di fatto un “nuovo” testo: si tratta di un’operazione d’autore di epoca bizantina, giacché il testo contenuto nel
rotolo é di fatto un testimone importante del Commento, e il testimone piu antico per le due ampie sezioni del libro 111
trascritte, ma, come é stato osservato, il testo non é “continuo”, e si tratta di una operazione di estrazione dal Commento
di Proclo, con passi uniti da innovazioni nei raccordi testuali.
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ricomposti a formare un nuovo testo, epitomato, piu “snello” rispetto alla trattazione originale del
Commento stesso”".

Un testo che sembra possibile porre in relazione con Michele Psello per la modalita stessa di
costruzione, comparabile con opere di Psello risultato di operazioni di raccolta e presentato
naturalmente come d’autore da Psello stesso (cosi II 5, II 6): in questo senso soccorre anche la
testimonianza di Psello in Moore 1030, in cui viene vividamente rappresentata ’attivita del
professore console dei filosofi™*.

In presenza di un testo “nuovo” sembra essere possibile dunque suggerire una operazione
d’autore, e alcune osservazioni di carattere filologico inducono a porre il testo in relazione con
Michele Psello™.

Si ¢ piu volte discusso del termine epistrophe e dell’aggettivo noeros ad essa riferito perché
¢ proprio su questa base che si fonda la relazione stabilita con Michele Psello. Van Riel riporta in
apparato la lezione di Psello in II.5. La buona congettura di Psello ricorre nel Patmiaco, come
risulta dallo stesso apparato critico>®.

Riprendo brevemente i termini della questione. 11 passo di Procl. In Ti. III 335 Van Riel (=11
247 Diehl), presenta una descrizione del simbolo dell’anima del mondo, descrizione riferita da

Porfirio come propria degli Egizi, nella forma della lettera chi all’interno di un cerchio:

adTo 8¢ TO €K TG TPOSPOAiig yevopevoy oyfipa tO X ToAMV Hev Exel Kol Tpog TO iV OIKEOTNTA KOl TPOG TNV
yoynv. Kol d¢ 8 ye Tlopedprog iotopei, mapd toic Aiyvrtiog v Ti¢ To10910¢ Yapaxtip cOuBorov pépmv Tfic
KOGUIKTG wuyTig, @ X kokhov mepifaridv: éonpawvov yap iomg 610 pev Tdv eubetdv v dvoedii Tpdodov

5~ \ \ ~ 7 3 ~ 3 SRR \ , \ 5 ;57
aUTAG, O10 8& TOD KUKAOL TNV povoeldt] {onv Kol v Katd KOUKAOV voegpOV EMGTPOPNV .

>, Cf. anche Menchelli 2024.

>, Cf. anche Menchelli 2024.

> L’edizione di Van Riel 2022 contribuisce a definire all’interno della tradizione di Proclo la posizione del patmiaco,
che Van Riel colloca, come si ¢ detto, accanto al Chigi R VIII 58. Il Patmiaco reca, come si ¢ accennato, un ricco
apparato scoliastico confrontabile con 1’apparato scoliastico di M e di N oltre che del Chisianus (quest’ultimo con meno
scolii, e piu interventi di seconda mano). L’ Anonimo Patmiaco non resta dunque isolato nella tradizione. Il Patmiaco &
al tempo stesso portatore di buone lezioni singolari, frutto di congettura, perché il Chigi si mantiene fedele alla
tradizione: ¢ merito di Van Riel avere definito una volta per tutte 1’esistenza della fonte ¢, per cui si puo affermare con
sicurezza che quando il patmiaco reca una lezione superiore al resto della tradizione non si tratta di conservazione ma di
innovazione, ovvero congettura, innovazione congetturale, cf. infra, p. 000.

%, Van Riel 2022.

7 “The X shape itself that results from the affixing [of the two strips = strisce] has the highest degree of
appropriateness to the universe and to the soul. Porphyry in fact records that something with this character, ie. a X
within a circle, was taken by the Egyptians as a symbol of the cosmic soul. Perhaps it signified the soul’s bi-form
procession through the straight lines, but through the circle it signified its uniform life and the reversion it has in virtue
of the intellectual circle. Cf. Baltzly 2009. Ovvero: “La forma stessa del chi che risulta dalla apposizione delle due
strisce ha il massimo grado di appropriatezza all’universo e all’anima”. “Porfirio infatti riporta che presso gli Egizi
c’era un segno simile dove il CHI era circondato da un cerchio che rappresentava (recante) il simbolo dell’anima del
mondo. Forse, infatti, volevano indicare (indicavano) attraverso le linee diritte la processione duiforme di essa e
attraverso il cerchio la vita uniforme e la conversione / reversione in virtu del cerchio intellettivo // la conversione
intellettiva in virtu del cerchio / secondo il cerchio / circolare” (tr. mia). Una diversa traduzione del passo ¢ stata fornita
da Festugiére 1966-1968: “Oui, et comme le rapporte Porphyre, il y a eu chez les égyptiens un signe pareil, ou le X était
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Gia la traduzione del passo offerta da Festugiére sembra leggere il femminile noeran per
’aggettivo noeros, riferito dunque a epistrophe, invece del maschile riferito a cerchio, kyklos.

Se consideriamo la tradizione manoscritta del libro III del commento di Proclo al Timeo (che
conosce importanti variazioni rispetto ai libri I e II)*® troviamo per il passo citato la lezione kotd
KOKAOV vogpov Emotpo@nVv nei codici che sono testimoni primari del commento: il ms. Chigi R VIII
58 del secolo XII, il ms. Venezia, Marc. gr. 195, del secolo XIV, gia utilizzato da Diehl, il ms.
Paris, Par. gr. 1840 di Demetrio Mosco, del XV secolo. L’insieme della tradizione del commento ha
dunque la lezione con I’aggettivo al maschile riferito a kyklos.

Tuttavia, come si ¢ gia accennato, il rotolo di Patmos, Eileton 897 presenta questa
interessante variante kotd KOKAOV voegpav €moTpoenv, attribuendo 1’aggettivo alla epistrophe, la
conversione o reversione dell’anima. Il rotolo di Patmos ¢ il solo, all’interno della tradizione
manoscritta, portatore della variante al femminile riferita alla epistrophe. Proprio Michele Psello (11

5 O’Meara) ¢ testimone, nella tradizione indiretta, della variante al femminile, noera epistrophe.

A < o OV - N :,Fl( ¥ e
FEMSA L r 8wy oy =
LA T W \ .
Fig.1: La lezione al femminile ¢ comune a Michele Psello, Philosophica minora I 5 O’Meara (vogpa

émotpo@n) (e potrebbe essere una buona congettura di Psello). Biblioteca del Monastero di san Giovanni

il Teologo

Un’altra variante significativa nel commento di Proclo al Timeo nel Patmiacus Eileton 897
si leggeva poco prima in Procl. In Ti. III 331.1-3 Van Riel (= II 244.17 Diehl): (...) | pév yap
€00Ta TV Amd T®V KPEITTOVEDV TPdodov dNrol Thg youykig (ofio, 1 0¢ €lg KOUKAOV KATAKOUWIG THV
vogPAY GTPoPNv’>’.

Diehl in apparato scriveva: quindi émiotpoenv? Eileton 897 ha qui proprio la variante

gmotpoenV, che ¢ probabilmente preferibile.

entouré d’un cercle, qui représentait le symbole de 1’Ame du Monde. Peut-étre en effet voulaient-ils indiquer par les
droites la procession duiforme de 1’Ame, par le cercle sa vie uniforme et sa conversion intellective circulaire”.

% T testimoni primari come si & detto sono, oltre al rotolo di Patmos, BAV Chigi R VIII 58 (Chis o H), il codice M,
citato sopra (cf. supra, fino a 247 Diehl), mutilo in fine, € un manoscritto della fine del XV secolo, di mano di Demetrio
Mosco, il Parisinus Graecus 1840 (P) (libri I-III, ancora una volta parzialmente mutilo nel libro III, del tutto privo di
scholia).

> “For the straight line makes clear the procession of psychic life from superior beings, while the fact that it has been
bent round in a circle indicates the intellectual turning back™ (Baltzly 2009). [“Ici, dans les exposés sur la ligne et les
cercles, il fait voir le vital et I’intellectif de I’Ame, comment elle participe a la vie de I’Intellect, comment elle se
retourne vers elle-méme]”. “Car la ligne désigne la procession de la vie de I’Ame a partir des entités supérieures, et le
recourbement en cercle désigne la conversion intellective” (Festugiére 1966—1968).
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Se consideriamo lo stemma codicum tracciato da Van Riel (2022)%, il Patmiaco Eileton 897
risale, come si é detto, alla fonte ¢, cosi come il Chisianus. In considerazione dell’accordo del
Chisianus con gli altri testimoni, ancora piu evidente diviene il fatto che le lezioni singolari proprie
del Patmiaco sono innovazioni (congetturali)®’.

Le due lezioni di Eileton 897, a 11l 331 Van Riel = 244 Diehl émiotpoenv, che, come si &
detto, & probabilmente preferibile, e a Il 335 Van Riel (= Il 247 Diehl) vogpav émotpogny,
sembrano essere due interpretazioni del testo, e non le troviamo in altri testimoni.

Per riassumere, I’Anonimo Patmiaco ha introdotto due correzioni nel testo®:

a. quando ha scritto epistrophe invece di strophe Il 331 Van Riel (= Il 244 Diehl),

ottenendo un testo con noeran epistrophen come risultato della sua correzione,

b. quando ha scritto noeran epistrophen a 111 335 Van Riel (= Il 247 Diehl), eliminando la

connessione tra noeros e kyklos e connettendo I’aggettivo noeran con la epistrophe, forse

ricordando 111 331 Van Riel (= 11 244 Diehl).

Sono buone congetture? La valutazione non puo che essere filosofica, possiamo limitarci a
sottoporle®, e a cercare di rendere quanto pitl possibile chiaro il contesto che le ha prodotte.
Qualunque sia la scelta filosofica dell’editore, le due correzioni dell’Anonimo Patmiaco sono
interessanti e plausibili.

Lo sono anche in merito alla ricostruzione della personalita dell’Anonimo di Patmos. Due
filologi dell’XI secolo sarebbero intervenuti sul testo allo stesso modo, oppure un medesimo
filologo si cela dietro questo intervento. Per altro I’Anonimo era intervenuto, come si € detto, nel
medesimo senso non solo a 111 335 Van Riel (= Il 247 Diehl) ma anche poco piu in alto a 111 331
Van Riel (= Il 244 Diehl), con una innovazione che consente di retrodatare una congettura proposta
da Diehl in apparato (epistrophe)®*.

Ma come si e visto la propensione alla congettura non e la sola peculiarita dell’Anonimo di

Patmos in relazione al testo, significativamente ritagliato a costruire una epitome d’autore.

8 Considerando soltanto i codici del 111 libro, dunque né il codice C né il codice N.

%! Forse sono coordinate. Proclo sta parlando delle due line e del cerchio (non dei cerchi, vedi 252 Diehl).

62 Altre correzioni meritano di fatto nuovi studi.

% Possono essere buone correzioni perché: in 244 Proclo sta parlando della noera epistrophe ed epistrophe & pitl
tecnico del semplice strophe, cosi epistrophe ¢ stato suggerito anche da Diehl nel suo apparato critico, come riportato
anche da van Riel; da 244 a 247 il tema non cambia. La discussione di Proclo & la stessa, ¢’é continuita nel tema trattato
e la continuita fornisce la spiegazione per il secondo intervento di correzione; non c’é ragione di introdurre kyklos
noeros, che e argomento discusso dopo, dopo alcune pagine.

®. Cf. Menchelli 2020.
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Un ulteriore elemento in questo senso € la distinzione che I’Anonimo di Patmos opera
riguardo ai lemmi, del tutto coerenti con il testo procliano, ma al tempo stesso posti in evidenza con

I’indicazione dell’autore, Platone®®.

Gli interventi di correzione nell’Anonimo di Patmos

Con lo scritto pselliano corrispondente a Moore 1030, entriamo nell’officina di Michele
Psello, leggiamo la sua narrazione in prima persona dell’attivita di scrittura e commento, con le sue
opere ancora su eiletaria ma destinate alla pubblicazione e alla divulgazione presso i propri studenti
e sodali, e non solo®.

L’operazione “d’autore” condotta in Patmos Eileton 897 pud per altro essere colta nel
manufatto come una operazione conclusa e al tempo stesso soggetta a correzione.

Un importante aspetto preso in esame da Van Riel & proprio quello delle correzioni®,
nonché della distinzione delle diverse mani correttrici, sia nel codice Chigi, R.VII1.58, H, sia nel
Patmiacus Eileton 897, Y, ad esso apparentato.

Anche le correzioni di H? sono in effetti in relazione con il Patmiacus stesso secondo quanto
risulta dallo studio di Van Riel®®: talora H? & in accordo anche con gli interventi di Y.

Se si guarda all’attivita di prima mano nel Patmiaco, I’intervento a 111 42.10 Van Riel (= Il
30-31 Diehl) ai mhevpai, con aggiunta dell’articolo supra lineam, e per esempio da attribuirsi alla
mano stessa che ha scritto il testo.

Quanto si puo sostenere é che:

a). diverse correzioni nella Epitome del Patmiacus sono della mano che scrive il testo,

ovvero di prima mano; questa prima mano interviene tracciando due righe sopra il testo

scorretto e aggiungendo per esempio sopra la correzione;

b). una mano correttrice diversa dalla prima viene individuata nella edizione Van Riel a

proposito, per esempio, dell’articolo inserito a 111 84 Van Riel (= 11 61 Diehl);

8 Cf. Van Riel 2022: “The Platonic lemmas are mostly introduced by the combination of a dicolon and a paragraphos
followed by pl (compendium for Platon)”. Sui lemmi cf. anche Menchelli 2020. Ci si potrebbe chiedere se nel trasferire
I’Epitome su codice, I’indicazione Platone avrebbe potuto favorire la sostituzione del lemma del commento con il
ricorso al testo platonico e un brano tratto direttamente da Platone come avviene nelle opere di Psello conservate (per
altro con un solo lungo brano iniziale, dunque diversamente soggette a questa sostituzione), oppure nelle copie dei
commenti procliani eseguita da Pachimere.

8 Cf. anche Wolska and Conus per il commento. Per la discussione rimando a Menchelli 2024.

87 Cf. Van Riel 2022: “The text has been corrected both by the scribe himself and by a different hand”.

% H? legge lo stesso testo che & presente in Y, in almeno alcuni casi, quindi, esiste un terzo manoscritto ai quali
ambedue attingono oppure, come secondo lo stemma Van Riel, H? interviene su H attingendo ancora alla fonte phi
comune anche al Patmiaco.
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C). una mano correttrice interessante scrive in inchiostro nerissimo e interviene, questa volta,

in piu punti del testo; a questa mano deve essere per esempio attribuita la lezione corretta

fewpiov a pag. 250 Diehl, in luogo di Oswpeiov, che era innovazione dell’Anonimo di

Patmos.

Le correzioni piu importanti sono in ogni caso ad opera della mano 1, e avvengono sia
ristabilendo il testo corretto, sia congetturando®. Gli stessi interventi di correzione della mano
correttrice 1, la stessa del testo, piu significativi di quelli delle altre mani, sembrano dunque essere
interventi d’autore. Il rotolo non sarebbe tanto lo straordinario esempio di un esemplare di autore
antico trascritto in tale forma libraria quanto forse un poco piu “ordinario” esempio di “autore”
bizantino che ne ha ricavato un’epitome.

Non era forse possibile intervenire con rasure in presenza di un supporto quale é la carta, piu
fragile, rispetto per esempio alla pergamena: queste correzioni hanno pertanto a mio avviso lo
stesso valore delle rasure negli esemplari pergamenacei, per suggerire in combinazione con gli altri
elementi rilevati che si tratti di un autografo.

Nella stessa direzione conduce il carattere di “unicita” del testimone’, e la sua probabile
conservazione in un luogo protetto. A tale proposito gli interventi di mano successiva sembrano

indicare che una sua fruizione ne segno in ogni caso la possibilita di salvataggio e trasmissione.

Postilla paleografica

In presenza dell’ipotesi di autografia diverrebbe prezioso il confronto con Psello lettore del
Timeo. Se per tale dialogo I’esemplare platonico pselliano sembra corrispondere alla “fonte g”
perduta, come si € detto sopra, nel caso del Fedro, il codice W, del secolo XIl, & stato chiamato in
causa in maniera convincente. A tale proposito si puo richiamare il ricco apparato di note sempre
del secolo X1 che figurano sui margini del codice.

Tali note ripropongono appunto a margine passi del testo dei dialoghi, e si concentrano
soltanto su alcuni di essi. La mano potrebbe essere compatibile con I’Anonimo di Patmos, data

% Cosi nel caso dell’inserimento del termine nous in un altro punto chiave del testo (sul quale intenderei tornare).

" per quest’ultimo aspetto cf. Petrucci 1982, con indicazioni supplementari; per la discussione sul libro d’autore cf.
anche Petrucci 1992, con ulteriore bibliografia. 1l maestro di Psello, Giovanni Mauropode, si affidava nell’XI secolo
alle strategie editoriali in auge per la produzione della propria raccolta d’autore, con il contributo di Isaia, che vuole
celebrare I’iniziativa. Dai “brogliacci” d’autore si passa a un prodotto “di qualita” (che preserva peraltro tracce
dell’articolazione delle opere), sorvegliato presumibilmente dall’autore, sicuramente dal suo segretario, secondo una
dinamica autore-entourage d’autore. Con Patmos Eileton 897 siamo in presenza dello stadio precedente, quello della
redazione dell’opera epitomata da parte dell’autore. Le raccolte delle opere di Psello includono opere antologizzate, veri
e propri insiemi di citazioni, che Psello stesso identifica come opere d’autore, ed é proprio Psello a testimoniare la
propria familiarita con la forma rotolo.
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anche la diversa destinazione della sua attivita, qui concentrata tra note di lettura e/o marginalia
tratti dal testo. Forse proprio W € passato tra le mani di Michele Psello, la cui attenzione al testo
platonico si manifesterebbe dunque dal ricorso diretto a Platone anche nei passi del Fedro, nonche,
per il Timeo, dalla puntuale segnalazione dei passi platonici nel testo dell’epitome del commento
procliano di Eileton 897.

Bibliografia

D. Baltzly (ed.), Proclus. Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, Vol. 4, Book 3, Part 2: Proclus on the
World Soul, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2009.

L. Benakis, Neues zur Proklos-Tradition in Byzanz, in G. Boss and G. Seel (eds.), Proclus et son
influence, Ziirich, Editions du Grand Midi, 1987, pp. 247-59.

D. Bianconi, Qualcosa di nuovo su Giovanni Catrario, in «Medioevo Greco», 6 (2006), pp. 69-91.

D. Bianconi, “Piccolo assaggio di abbondante fragranza’. Giovanni Mauropode e il Vat. gr. 676,
in «Jahrbuch der 6sterreichischen Byzantinistik», 61 (2011), pp. 89-103.

D. Bianconi — F. Ronconi (eds.), La « collection philosophique » face a I’histoire, Spoleto, CISAM,
2020.

J. Burnet (ed.), Platonis Opera, Vol. 2: Tetralogiae I11-1V, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1901.

A. Carlini, I lemmi del commento di Proclo all’Alcibiade | e il codice W di Platone, in «Studi
Classici e Orientali», 10 (1961), pp. 179-87.

A. Carlini (ed.), Platone. Alcibiade, Alcibiade secondo, Ipparco, Rivali, Torino, Boringhieri, 1964.

A. Carlini, Studi sulla tradizione antica e medievale del Fedone, Roma, Edizioni dell’ Ateneo, 1972.

G. Cavallo, Stralci di storia di un gruppo di manoscritti greci del secolo 1X, in P. Chiesa — A. M.
Fagnoni — R. E. Guglielmetti (ed.), Ingenio Facilis. Per Giovanni Orlandi (1938-2007), Firenze,
Edizioni del Galluzzo, 2017, pp. 3-63.

E. Diehl, Subsidia Procliana, in «Rheinisches Museum fur Philologie», 54 (1899), pp. 197-200.

E. Diehl (ed.), Procli Diadochi in Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, 3 vols., Leipzig, Teubner,

1903—-1906.

A. Diller, The Scholia on Strabo, in «Traditio», 10 (1954), pp. 29-50.

A.-J. Festugiére, Proclus, Commentaire sur le Timée, 5 vols., Paris, Vrin, 1966-1968.

M. R. Formentin, Uno scriptorium a palazzo Farnese?, in «Scripta», 1 (2008), pp. 77-102.

M. R. Formentin, Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Nationalis Neapolitanae, Vol. IlI,
Roma, Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato, 2015.

276

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



P. Golitsis, Un commentaire perpétuel de Georges Pachymeére a la Physique d’Aristote, faussement
attribué a Michel Psellos, in «Byzantinische Zeitschrift», 100 (2007), pp. 637-76.

P. Golitsis, Georges Pachymere comme didascale. Essai pour une reconstitution de son
enseignement philosophique, in «Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik», 58 (2008), pp.
53-68.

P. Golitsis, Copistes, éleves et érudits : la production de manuscrits philosophiques autour de
Georges Pachymere, in A. Bravo Garcia — I. Pérez Martin (eds.), The Legacy of Bernard de
Montfaucon: Three Hundred Years of Studies on Greek Handwriting, Turnhout, Brepols, 2010,
pp. 157-70, pp. 757-68.

P. Golitsis, Nicéphore Calliste Xanthopoulos, éleve de Georges Pachymere, in Marie Cronier and
Brigitte Mondrain (eds.), Le Livre manuscrit grec: écriture, matériaux, histoire, Paris,
ACHCBYz, 2020, pp. 305-15.

D. Harlfinger, Autographa aus der Palaiologenzeit, in W. Seibt (ed.), Geschichte und Kultur der
Palaiologenzeit, Wien, Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1996, pp.
43-50.

G. Jonkers, The textual tradition of Plato’s Timaeus and Critias, Amsterdam, Diss. Free Univ.
Amsterdam, 1989 (Leiden-Boston, Brill, 2017).

C. Luna, Le texte du Parménide de Platon dans le commentaire de Proclus, in L. Ferroni (ed.),
Tempus quaerendi. Nouvelles expériences philologiques dans le domaine de la pensée de
I’Antiquité tardive, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 2019, pp. 309-410.

A.-Ph. Segonds - C. Luna (eds.), Proclus, Commentaire sur le Parmenide de Platon : Introduction
Generale, Livre 1, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 2007.

M. Jagoda Luzzatto, Codici tardoantichi di Platone ed i cosiddetti Scholia Arethae, in «Medioevo
greco», 10 (2010), pp. 77-110.

D. Marcotte, La « Collection Philosophique » : historiographie et histoire des textes,
«Scriptorium», 68 (2014), pp. 145-65.

M. Menchelli, Platone e Prisciano. Le pericopi platoniche nel libro XVIII dell’Ars e il Platone dei
grammatici, in L. Martorelli (ed.), Greco antico nell’Occidente carolingio. Frammenti di testi
attici nell’Ars di Prisciano, Hildesheim-Zirich-New York, Olms, 2014, pp. 205-47.

M. Menchelli, Due citazioni dal Timeo in Michele Psello e il Commento al Timeo di Proclo. Prime
osservazioni su Philosophica minora Il 4-5”, in «Medioevo Greco», 16 (2016), pp. 185-98.

M. Menchelli, Dal codice al rotolo. Considerazioni sul ‘nuovo’ rotolo di Patmos del commento di
Proclo al Timeo platonico, in G. Agosti — D. Bianconi (eds.), Pratiche didattiche tra centro e
periferia nel Mediterraneo tardoantico, Spoleto, CISAM, 2019, pp. 319-46.

277

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



M. Menchelli, Tradizione manoscritta e forme del libro nel commento di Proclo al Timeo
platonico. Il 111 libro nel rotolo di Patmos, Biblioteca del Monastero di San Giovanni, Eileton
897 e nel codice di Firenze, BML, Plut. 28.20, tra Michele Psello e I’eta dei Paleologi”, in M.
Cronier — Brigitte Mondrain (eds.), Le Livre manuscrit grecs : écritures, matériaux, histoire,
Paris, ACHCBYz, 2020, pp. 857-74.

M. Menchelli, Autorialita e scuola nell’Anonimo di Patmos, Eileton 897, commento di Proclo al
Timeo platonico, e in Michele Psello (Moore 1030), in «Medioevo greco», 24 (2024), pp. 243-
64.

B. Mondrain, La réutilisation de parchemin ancien dans les livres a Constantinople au XIV® et au
XV® siécle : quelques exemples, de la ““Collection philosophique” aux folios palimpsestes du
Parisinus gr. 1220, in S. Luca (ed.), Libri palinsesti greci: conservazione, restauro digitale,
studio, Roma, Comitato Nazionale per le Celebrazioni del Millennio della Fondazione
dell’Abbazia di S. Nilo a Grottaferrata, 2008, pp. 111-29.

P. Moore, Iter Psellianum. A Detailed Listing of Manuscript Sources for All Works Attributed to
Michael Psellus, Including a Comprehensive Bibliography, Toronto, Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies, 2005.

C. Moreschini, I lemmi del commento di Proclo al Parmenide in rapporto alla tradizione
manoscritta di Platone, in «Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa», 33 (1964), pp. 251-
5.

C. Moreschini, Ermia alessandrino nel Medioevo e nel Rinascimento, in «Studi Classici e
Orientali», 55 (2009), pp. 283-300.

D. J. Murphy, The Manuscripts of Plato’s Charmides, in «kMnemosyne, 43 (1990), pp. 334-8.

D. J. Murphy, Parisinus gr. 1813 and its apographa in Plato’s Laches, in «kMnemosyne», 47 (1994),
pp. 1-11.

D. J. O’Meara (ed.), Michaelis Pselli Philosophica minora, Vol. Il, Opuscula Psychologica,
Theologica, Daemonologica, Leipzig, Teubner, 1989.

I. Pérez Martin, Estetica e ideologia nei manoscritti bizantini di Platone, in «Rivista di Studi
Bizantini e Neoellenici», 42 (2005), pp. 113-35.

I. Pérez Martin, The Transmission of Some Writings by Psellos in Thirteenth Century
Constantinople, in A. Rigo — P. Ermilov — M. Trizio (eds.), Theologica minora: The Minor
Genres of Byzantine Theological Literature, Turnhout, Brepols, 2013, pp. 159-74, pp. 180-5.

I. Pérez Martin, The Transmission of Michael Psellos’ Writings on Meteorologica, in J. Signes
Codofier — I. Pérez Martin (eds.), Textual Transmission in Byzantium: Between Textual Criticism
and Quellenforschung, Turnhout, Brepols, 2014, pp. 291-311.

278

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



A.-Ph. Segonds (ed.), Proclus, Sur le premier Alcibiade de Platon, t. I, Paris, Les Belles Lettres,
1985.

C. Steel (ed.), Procli in Platonis Parmenidem Commentaria, 3 vols., Oxford, Oxford University

Press, 2007—2009.

G. Van Riel, “Tel Glaucos de la mer, couvert de coquillages, d'algues et de pierre.” Sur le
correcteur anonyme du texte de I’In Timaeum de Proclus dans le ms Chis. R.VIIL58, in L.
Ferroni (ed.), Tempus quaerendi. Nouvelles expériences philologiques dans le domaine de la
pensée de I’Antiquité tardive, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 2019, pp. 275-307.

G. Van Riel (ed.), Procli Diadochi in Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, 5 vols., Oxford, Oxford

University Press, 2022.

F. Vendruscolo, Tra Barbaro e Parrasio: i manoscritti greci di Vittorio Falconio (alias Vettor
Fausto), in «Italia Medioevale e Umanistica», 59 (2018), pp. 217-58.

L. G. Westerink (ed.), Proclus, In Platonis Alcibiadem, Amsterdam, 1954.

279

Downloaded from Mirabile. Digital Archives for Medieval Culture - 30/05/2026, 22:52:18



ABSTRACT

Mariella Menchelli, Reading Proclus® Commentaries in Byzantium: Pachymeres, Katrarios
(Napoli, BN, 111.D.28, In Ti., and Il1.E.17, In Alc.) and the “New’” Patmos Scroll

The philosophical reception and reading of Proclus’s commentaries on Plato’s dialogues in
Byzantium are closely linked to the transmission of Neoplatonic manuscripts. This chapter focuses
on key witnesses from the early Palaeologan period, when these materials were copied and studied
by the philosophical circles of Constantinople and Thessaloniki. The Naples collections, BN,
provide crucial examples. Proclus’s Commentary on Plato’s First Alcibiades, Neap. BN I11.E.17, is
partly a codex unicus, copied by Georgius Pachymeres himself. Proclus’s Commentary on Plato’s
Timaeus, Neap. BN 111.D.28, was written by John Katrarios and belongs to the ¢-branch of the
textual tradition, shared with ms. Chigi R VIII 58 and the “new” Patmos Eileton 897. The Patmos
scroll, a paper volumen from the eleventh century (the era of Psellos), is an exceptional witness
discovered in the 1980s and is notable for its rich apparatus of mathematical scholia. The aim of
this chapter is to explore these three witnesses — the In Alc. copied by Pachymeres, the In Tim.
copied by Katrarios, and the Patmos scroll — to highlight their importance for the textual history and

interpretation of Proclus’s work in Byzantium.
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