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 incom-
mensurability. 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 controver-
sial 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, Pro-
clus situates the geometry presented by Euclid within a Neopla-
tonic 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

1. «Solids» would imply their material solidity, which is not a given for
geometric entities.
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DENIS WALTER

highest principles2. 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 geo-
metrical entities3. 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, fol-
lowed by a detailed discussion of specific postulates and axioms,
before finally addressing Euclid’s propositions. The discussion Pro-
clus presents thus becomes progressively more complex and
increasingly removed from the higher and simpler causes.
Mathematical entities, generally speaking, occupy an interme-
diate level between the simple immaterial realities of the highest
realm and the extended, composite, and confusedly complex
objects of the sensible world+4. They exist in the vestibule of the
forms, being more exact than physical objects yet more complex
than the forms themselvess. Proclus occasionally emphasises the
complexity of mathematical entities by referring to them as
logoi6. A closer look at mathematical entities reveals that they are
turther 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 the 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 divisibility7. As Proclus notes, «If there
were no infinity, all magnitudes would be commensurable and
there would be nothing inexpressible or irrational»8. Magnitudes

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

3. See Procl. In Eucl. §.14-18: 10g 8¢ Gpyag tiig pabnpatikiic 6Ang odoiag
£MIOKOTOUVTEG €M° OOTAG GvVipev TOG d10 TAVTIOV TOV Oviev dinkovcag apyas Kol
Tavta 4’ £0VTAOV Anoyevvdoag, AEym ¢ TO TEPAG Kol TO dmepov.

4. See Morrow 1970, XXXIII.

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

6. See Nikulin 2008, 157.

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

8. See Procl. In Eucl. 6.19-21: xai tfig n&v amepiag ovk odong 6 te peyéon
VIO GOUPETP GV 1V Kol 0VdEV EppnTov 0vdE dAoyov.
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INCOMMENSURABILITY IN GEOMETRICAL ENTITIES

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 geo-
metrical and the sensible entity. The difference between geomet-
rical 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
difterence 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 geomet-
rical 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’2. Once the notions of matter,
magnitude, and, with them, divisibility are introduced, we might
infer that this is also the direct cause of incommensurabilitys.
Yet, the problem is more complex than that.

The extended yet precise geometrical objects within the phan-
tasia represent the mode by which the soul seeks to comprehend
the unextended paradigms. Proclus describes this process as fol-
lows (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 pre-

9. Procl. In Eucl. 54.5-13.

10. As Proclus notes, the soul is not a passive receptacle but actively par-
ticipates in the process of ‘writing’ these geometrical forms. See also
Opsomer 2009, 215.

11. See Nikulin 2008, 163.

12. See Procl. In Eucl. §2.26-53.1: «(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» (kai tév te KbKhov Sia-
otat®dg Voel Tiig pev €ktdg UANG kabapevovta vontiy 8¢ HANV Exovta v €v adTi).

13. 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, 220.
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sents them to the imagination sitting in the vestibule; and in imagina-
tion, or with its aid, it explicates its knowledge of them [...]™4.

Phantasia functions as a tool that enables the soul to grasp
items that would otherwise be inaccessible to it!s. 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 them-
selvest6. Discursive reasoning, on the other hand, expands these
properties through construction, employing techniques such as
analysis, division, definition, and demonstration?7. Proclus explic-
itly 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

14. £&ovoa yap 1 didvola Tovg AOYovg, Aobevodoa 3¢ GUVERTLYUEVMG 10ETV dva-
Aol T avToVG Kol DrekTifeTan Kal €ig TV avtociav £v TpoBHpoig keévny mpodyet
Kol &v gkeivn fj kol pet’ éketvng dverittel Ty yvdow avtdv [...]. See also Procl. In
Eucl. §6.13-23: dAAd kol Soa kpueing éotiv €v ékeiv, dlaotatdg Kol peplotdg eig
povtaciav mpodyetal kai to P&V TpoPdilov 1 Siévola, 1o 88 dp’ od mpoPdiretal TO
Stovontov £ldoc, 10 88 &v @ 10 mPoPuALOUEVOV TOONTIKOG 0VTOG KaAoDuevog vod,
£EelMttov Eovtov Tepl TV apépetav oD aAnbodc vod Kol dtictag éavtod T GdidoTa-
TOV THiG AKPaLPVODG VONOEMG KOl HOPPDY £0VTOV KOTO TAVIO TO AULOPO®TA 16N Kol
mavto yryvopevog, 6 €otv 1 dudvota Koi 6 dpepng év fuiv Adyog.

15. See Bechtle 2006, 337: «Wenn die Geometrie also - Proklos’ Argumen-
tation gemil - tiber den Kreis, seinen Durchmesser, seine Tangenten o.4. Aus-
sagen macht, dann erfahren wir nichts tiber Kreise (allgemein logoi) in sinn-
lich 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, nimlich im Gegensatz zum Kreis in sinnlich wahrnehm-baren
Dingen, auf der anderen Seite multipel, teilbar etc., nimlich 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) beschiftigt,
sicht der Geometer die eingeborene Form oder Idee (den logos) auch nur
indirekt als Spiegelbild, obwohl der logos selbst (der in der dianoia) das eigent-
liche Ziel seiner Beschiftigung ist». See O’Meara 2005, 138.

16. See Nikulin 2008, 164.

17. See Nikulin 2008, 165, referring to Procl. In Eucl. 42.9-43.21.
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INCOMMENSURABILITY IN GEOMETRICAL ENTITIES

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 inscribed in polygons and polygons as inscribed in cir-
cles, in imitation of the proof that the part-less ideas exist in and
through one another?s.

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, incommensurabil-
ity 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 incommensura-
bility 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 2°.
Everything in the sensible world is extended in three dimen-

18. Kol TavTnV Ol TV peAETNV peAeTdv TOV g aAnbdg yeopetpkdv, kol Tpog
v &yepov kal TV ano Tiig pavtaciog HETAoTAGY € HOVNV TV ddvolav avThv
ko’ avtv motelobar téhog, apndlovta E0vToOV And T@V dnctdoswv kol Tod mwadn-
TiKoD vod TPOG THV dtavontikny Evépyelav, kab’ fiv mévta ddaotdtmg dyetar kal &v
apepel TOV KOKAOV, TNV SLAPETPOV, TA &V Td KOKA® TOADY®Va, Kol Tavio &v mdotv
kal £ékaotov Yopig. 61 yap TodTo Kol &v poviacig deikvopev &v e 101 ToAVYdVOLg
TOVG KOKAOVG EYYPOQOUEVOVG Kol €V TOIG KOKAOLG TG TOADY®@VE, UILOVUEVOL TNV TV
apep®v AOyov 01’ AN mV SETEWV.

19. See Procl. In Eucl. §1.13-15: kol T petéyovra avtd dirtd Bépuevor, to pév
alcOnta Ta 0¢ év pavtacig TV VTdcTOCY £XOVTa.

20. See Nikulin 2019, 137. Procl. In Eucl. 12.23-26: 0dy opdpev, g &v
aANAog mavTo Ta 0icHnTa cLpPENIKTOL Kol ®G 0VSEV €V TOVTOIG EIMKPIVEG 0VOE
700 évavtiov kabapedov, AL HEPIOTO TAVTO KOl S10GTATA KOl KIVOOUEVAL.
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sions. For instance, we will never encounter a one-dimensional
line or an unextended point in the sensible world2:. Moreover,
in the sensible realm, magnitudes are conflated with one another:
what we might identify as a circle displays features of straight-
ness, 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 sensible world is imprecision. Thus,
there are no geometrical objects in the strict and precise sense in
the sensible world22 — only imprecise magnitudes.
Incommensurability only comes into play when the relation-
ship 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 incommen-
surability. 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 characterised
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 incommensura-
bility, 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. Incom-
mensurability, 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.

21. See Procl. In Eucl. 49.12-17: mod 8¢ xoi 160eduebo év 10i¢ aichnroic to
apepeg onpelov | v aniatii ypopuunyv i ™y apadij émoedvelav ij v icotTo TOV
€K TOD KEVTPOL Ypoauudv fj 6Awg td moAdy®ve Kol TOAVESpO GYALATO TAVTO, TEPL
@V 1| yeouetpio S184oKsL.

22. See Nikulin 2019, 137.
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Incommensurability and Intelligible Matter

Given this, it makes sense to take not lower matter but intel-
ligible matter as the cause of incommensurability. Incommensu-
rability, then, would not result from the weakening force of
lower matter. Proclus, after all, viewed incommensurability pri-
marily as a feature of the geometrical realm of the phantasia2s.
However, to take intelligible matter as the cause of incommensu-
rability is also problematic, since only certain items projected
upon it exhibit incommensurability, while others do not24. Con-

23. See Procl. In Eucl. 6.19-22: kol 1fig pév anepiog odk odong 16 te peyébn
TOVTO, GOUPETP B TV Kol 0DSEY Bppntov o8& BAhoyov, oig 1 dokel drapépety T
év yeopetpig t@v év apOuntiky [...]. See Procl. In Eucl. 278.19-24: 6tav yop
dewcvomoy 6Tt €otv TO doOupetpov €v Toig peyébeot kol ov mavta GOUUETPO
arlAiAolg, Tt dAlo deikvivar eoel Tic avTovg §| OtL mav péyebog €ig del dropeitan
Kol ovdénote fi€opev eig TO auepés, 8 £oTL KOOV pétpov TV pHeyeddV Edyiotov.

24. This distinction was already clearly recognised by Aristotle. See
Karasmanis 2011, 389: «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, 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 incommen-
surability 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 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 incom-
mensurability from unlimitedness. See ibid.: «Let us look at some proposi-
tions from Book X of Euclid’s Elements: Proposition §: «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». Proposi-
tion 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 magni-
tudes will be incommensurable».
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sider the circle, which according to Proclus does not exhibit
incommensurability; the same applies to some triangles. These
figures can be incommensurable with other entities, but not in
themselves. Although all such entities are projected onto intelli-
gible 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 explana-
tion. For now, it is clear that we must determine why incom-
mensurability arises in some cases but not in others.

Commensurability and Incommensurability in the Cosmos

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

In Ti. 11 261.20—262.2 Van Riel (= 1 384.29-385.3 Diehl) and
In Eucl. 6.19-22 suggest a link between matter and incommensu-
rability. However, it is in In Prm. VII 1205.9-1206.28 that Proclus
develops the concepts of commensurability and incommensura-
bility in greater detail2s. Proclus introduces first equality and

25. I 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 tavtn morhai duvdpet, ai pév GAM Ao choTOLOL KOd
TPOG TO avTO TEAOG Kol Ayadov dvatevopevatl, ai 8¢ daPEPOvcal Kotd te DTEPOYTV
Kol Veeoty, gkeivag pev kato Ty icotTo Yopaktnpifecbor pntéov — 10 yap avTod
Gyadov pétpov £6Tiv £KACTOV: T8 0DV T® AT Gyadd cvuvnvouiva @ adTd HETPE®
pepétpntor kot oty foa aAAgAog —, TaG 0 ye un ovotoiyovg aAANlalg Katd TO
Gvicov memotfjoBat v mpdodov Oetéov, Emeld Tag HEV VIEPEXEY, TOG & DEEIiohat
Aéyopev. AL €mel kal TV Avicwv T0 HEV GOUUETPA, <TO 8¢ AcVUUETPO™>, dNAOV OTL
kol tadta toig Oeiolg épapudoopey, TV pev cvppetpiov £9° v (10) Td devtepa
cuvavakepavvYTAL TG TPO aVTAV Kol OA®V HETEXEL TOV KPELTTOVOV — 0VT® Yap Kol
£v 101G cVpUPETPOLS TO EAatTOoV E0EAEL PETPOV KOWVOV Exely TPpOG TO peilov, Aov €ka-
Tepov 10D aOTOD UETPODVTOC —, THV 88 AoVUMETpiav £ AV T8 KOTASEEGTEPO S10 THY
TOV KPETTOVOV EENpNIEVNY DIepoynv petéxet (15) pév nmg avtdv, droig 8¢ avtoig
ouvantesbatr S TNV €ovTOV Deeoy AdLVATOG ExEl: Tailg Yap pepkoig aitiog kol
TOAAOGTOIG O TOV TPATOV AGOUUETPOS £0TIV 1) TPOG EKEIVA KOow@Via kol 1) TpOg
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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 pen-
etrating 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 forms26.

As subclasses of the equal and the unequal, commensurability
and incommensurability are also introduced. Unlike in the Com-
mentary on Euclid’s Elements, Proclus here first discusses what we
might call vertical commensurability and incommensurability. He
says (In Prm. VII 1205.9-28):

0 a0TO vonTov ayabov ékeivolg avatacts. kal £owkev, €l TV éykoopimv €oti Bedv
tadta cvvOnpata, 1o icov (20) Aéyw kai TO dvicov, gikdtmg Evtadba kai to cdupe-
Tpov Avagavijvatl Todto Koi 10 GoOUUETpOV: &V pEV yap T0lg AomudTolg kal avAolg
xdpov 1 TovTOV Avtifesis ovk Exel, mavtov ékel pnTdV dviev Kol &v £idect kabo-
poic VPESTOTOV, 6OV 3¢ £0Tt Kal VMKOV dokeipevov Kol piglg €idovg kai dveldéov
oG, £ikdTOg Kol cvppetpiog dotiv dviadla Lkai dovppetpiog) Gvtifeoig, dv ol
£YKOGLLOL TPOGEXDG €101 GVVEKTIKOL, Yoy dV Kol copdtov, gidovg kol DAne. eikotmg
Gpa TEQLKEV €V aDTOIG KOTA TV <TOD> Gvicov dwipeoty 10 cOUUETPOV Kal AoVpLLE-
Tpov, 310 Kai ToVTOV O TapdV Euvnuovevse (30) Adyoc. (1206) Tadta pév ovv kai
gloadOig €mi mAéov avookewoueba. viv 8¢ 6T yeopeTpikdg Tpd TOV dnodeifewv
6povg maparappavel tod icov, Tod GLUUETPOV, TOD AGVUUETPOV, AEKTEOV: TGOV HEV
Aéyov 1O TOIg aVTOIG HETPOLG UETPOVHEVOV, GUUUETPOV O TO TG 0oOTQ MHETP®
peTpovpevov, dav pév peilov 1, (5) mheovékic i o &hattov, dav 88 Elattov, &hat-
TovVaKig | 10 peilov, AcvUpPETpOV d€ TO drapovpevov gig oo pev kot’ apOudv,
Gvica 8¢ kota péyebog, €i pev Elattov €in, dfjlov O¢ eig €ldttova, &l 8¢ peilov,
dfilov g eig peiova: o pév Lyaps Elattov cpikpotépov Eotal pétpmv icov (10)
Kat’ appov, 10 6& peilov pellovov: €av yap Aafng v mAevpayv Kol TV StAUETPOV
Kol S1éANG £xatépav diya, dfjhov d¢ N pnév peilov €€el OV pepdv €kdtepov, 1 8¢
EL0TTOV. €T’ APPOTEPWV & TAOV CUUUETPOV Kol TOV ACVUUETP®V OHOIMG TPOG pei-
Cova kai érdtTova tiig mapaPolfic obong, ¢° OV pEV TdV (15) HETPOV TAV oDTHV
dvtov, GAL f} mheovakig T ElatTovakig, £¢° GV 8¢ &ig ioa piv Tiig Stupéoewg yryvo-
pévng, AL’ 1 €ig peiCova kata 1o péyedog 1 €ig €Eldttova, dmov pév katd 10 TAT{00g
g Swpopdg obong, 6mov 8¢ katd TO uéyebog LavTdV. Kol yop 6mov pev KooV
péTpov mavta peTpel, Omov 3& oV SuvaTov Eival mAVTOV TOVTO péYEBOC) GOVUuE-
POV VTOPYOVTOV. ToVTOV 81 TdV dpov TpoeAnupuévev &g éndyetl 10 anodeitets,
3 @v amodeikvuton Tp@dTov pEv 8Tl ovk £6Tv icov TO Ev obTe Eavtd obTe GAA®,
gmerta 6t obte Gvicov mahv obte Eavtd obte dAA®. Aéyel 8¢ obTwC:

26. Al domep eimopev, €vog i6dTTO KOl AVIGOTNTO ANTTEOV THV S0 TAONG
port®oav Thg &ykoopiov OgdtnTog, € kol gpapupolovow ai dmodeifelg kol Toig
@Vokoig To01g kol toig padnuatikoig Kai toig &v Toig AOYolg Toig YuyKoig Kol Tolg
€v 101g €ideo1 TOig VOEPOIG.
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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 measure-
ment being applied to either of them as a whole); whereas (B) incom-
mensurability 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.

This passage is highly complex, yet Proclus appears to main-
tain that commensurability and incommensurability coexist?7
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=28. From this passage, we might infer that the

27. [...] €ikétoOg kol cvppetpiog €otiv éviadba Lkoi dovppetpiogs avtibeoig
28. 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» (év pév yap toig
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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 dis-
cussion of incommensurability in the Commentary on the Par-
menides 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, conse-
quently, 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 arise29. 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 propor-
tions. When we speak of incommensurability, we are speaking of
a property that an item possesses within itself, not of a compar-
ison between two randomly chosen magnitudes.

Let us examine more closely the causes and properties of geo-
metrical entities. Commensurability and incommensurability

doopdrolg kol avAolg yopav N tovTOV Avtifeois ovk £xel, mAvtov Ekel PnTAV
Svtwv kai év gideot kabapoig VPesTOTOV).
29. See Procl. In Eucl. 60.26-61.7.
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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
Limit3e. The interplay between Limit and Unlimited recurs at
every level of being. Proclus states, in In Eucl. 1§1.13-152.53!,
that the circular line belongs to the realm and principle of the
Limit32. Let us compare this with his account of the straight line,
where he notes that the straight line belongs to the Unlimited (1
8¢ €0Beilo mpog tiig amepiag)3s. This prioritisation of the circular
over the straight line has significant implications for understand-
ing 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 governs34. The
circle’s priority is further evidenced by its direct dependence on
the point rather than on the straight line. When Proclus explains

30. See Procl. In Eucl. 85.14-86.4.

31. See Procl. In Eucl. 151.13-152.5: 6AAD ToDTO pHEV péyptl tovteV domens-
pavOm, v 8¢ podnuatikny anddootv T0d kHkAov Bewpficopev eic mépag axpiPeiog
fixovoav. oyfipa pev odv adtov £0eto S16TL 81 MEMEPAGTOL KOl TEPIEXETAL TOVTOYO-
Ogv V9’ £vog Bpov Kai oVK EoTL THG Aneipov PHoems, AALL T® TEPATL GVGTOLYOG, Kol
éninedov 88 av, kabOcoV TV SYNUATOV 1| &v émpoveialc dpopuévav §| v oTepEOis,
0 KUKLOG TAV EMTESOV £0TL TO TPATIOTOV, ATAOTNTL HEV TV GTEPEDV VTEPPEPDV,
HOVAd0G 8€ TPOg T EMimeda LOYovV Exv, VIO UGG OE YPUUURG TEPLEYOUE VOV, OC TH
£vi TpoonKkovTa kol Katd 0 &v apopilopevov, TV 8¢ ToKIMoV TOV TEPIKEUEVOV
E£Ewbev Opov o0 Tapadexopevov, Tpog d& TadTV TV ypauunyv icag Exovia maoag
TAG G’ EvOg onpeion T@V £viog adtod Kelévov, d10tt Kol Tdv Vo pudg opilopévev
YPauUfg Ta HeV €k pécov macag ioag Exel, T0 0 0V TACAG.

32. See also its priority for motion in Procl. In Eucl. 17.21-22: médvtov yap
TOV Kwovpévev O KOKAog apyn kai 1 KOKA® kivnoig.

33. See Procl. In Eucl. 107.15.

34. 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 proce-
dure, 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 incommensu-
rability. One can, of course, select two segments of a circle that are incom-
mensurable with one another, but this is a matter of chance and has no
bearing on the nature of the circle.
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how both circular and straight lines are constructed, he traces
each back to the movement of the point3s. Moreover, he explic-
itly 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 contin-
uation 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 rela-
tion to a center. What, 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 movement3S.

This passage brings us closer to understanding why some geo-
metrical 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
emphasised, for instance, in In Eucl. 108-109. There, Proclus

35. The straight line in Procl. In Euc. 97.6-7: dpopilovtar 8¢ adtiv xai
Kot dAlog pebddovg, ol puév povov onueiov Aéyovieg, and Proclus’ approval in
13-14: 1 8¢ Ppvoig v mpdodov Evdeikvutat kai TV yovipov ddvapw |...].

36. 80&ete & Av AUEOTEPOV OVGAV ATADV TGV Ypapupudv, Tig evbelag kal Tfig
nEPIPEPODC, AMAOVGTEPD, HAALOV 1 00ela elvol. &v TadTy uEv Yap ovdE kat’ émi-
VOV €6TV GVOoUolOTNG, €l 8¢ ThG TEPLPepodS TO KOTAOV Kol KUPTOV £Tepoimoty
guoaivel. kol N pev e00glo TV TEPLPEPELaY OV GUVEIGAYEL KaTd TNV €mivolay, 1 6&
neplpépeta T gvbelay, el kol Uiy Kot TV YEVESTY, AAAL KOTA TNV TPOG TO KEVIPOV
oyéow. ti odv, £l Aéyol Tig kai THY mepLeépetay deicbar Tig evdeiog eig Ty vmdoTA-
ow; &l yop evfeiog memepacuévng Odtepov pév 1@V mepdtov pévol, Bdatepov 6
Kv0iTo, Ypayel KOKAOV, Kévipov 88 adtod t0 pévov tig evbeiog mépag. 1 10 ypapov
TOV KOKAOV TO onueldv 0Tt mepi TO HEVOV PePOUEVOV, oVY 1 €00&la; TV yop Amod-
oTaCY oUTN HOVOV Aeopilel, TNV 8¢ KUKAMKNV Ypapupunv 10 onpeiov veiotnot Kivou-
LEVOV KUKAIK®G.
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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
Unlimited37. Therefore, the circle defines or limits, whereas the
straight line, taken on its own, is indefinitely extensible. How-
ever, 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 con-
tingent 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
space3$. 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):

For the circle, which is the principle of all curvilinear figures, carries
a hidden trinity in its center, diameter, and circumference; and the tri-
angle is the premier of all rectilinear figures, as everyone can see,
because it is determined by the number three and formed by it39.

The circle’s surface is, furthermore, the most perfect of all sur-
faces4o. This suggests, by analogy with the circular line, its affinity

37. See Procl. In Eucl. 107.11-16: &otkev 8& M p&v mepipépeio mpdg tod
TEPOTOG E1vVaL KOl TODTOV EXEV TOV AOYOV TpOC TAG BALAG YPAUUES, OV TPOg mavTa
o dvto 0 mépag — Kol yop dplotal Koi oyxfjuo drotedel povn T@vV ATAdV — 1 O¢
g00sia mpog T amelpiog: &n’ dmelpov odv ékParlouévr ovde madetat. See for the
priority of circular lines O’Meara 2005, 140.

38. Proclus does not appear to address the fact that the circular line,
though itself one-dimensional, necessitates two-dimensional space.

39. 0 pEv yop kOkAog, 6g €otv Apyn TAV TEPLPEPOUEVMV, &V Kpuoim Exel TO
TPLOSKOV T® KEVIP® T dlooTdoel Tf meplpepeiq: O 8¢ TpiywvoV AMAVI®V 1 YENO-
vodv tdv evbuypappmv mavti mov dfrov, 6Tt Tfj Tpadt KaTéxeTor Kol Kat' Ekeivny
HEUOPPOTAL.

40. 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
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with the Limit in two-dimensional space. The triangle, by con-
trast, 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 diameter4’.

Even though the triangle appears to represent the Unlimited,
it remains unclear why some triangles do not exhibit incommen-
surability within themselves while others do42. For instance, the

of its homogeneity and self-identity. It corresponds to the Limit, the
number one, and all the things in the column of the better» (10 npdTicTOV
Kol AmAoVoTOTOV TV GYNUATOV Kol TELEWOTATOV O KOKAOG £0Ti. T®V W&V Yap OTe-
pE®V TAVTIOV VIEPPEPEL TO £V anhovotépy Taéel v Hmap&v Exewv, TdV € v T0lg
Emmédolg VPLOTAREVOV Tf| OHOLOTNTL KAl TOVTOTNTL TNV VREPOYNV EAYEY).

41. Procl. In Eucl. 214.4-8: «If, then, the circle is the likeness of intelligi-
ble being, and the triangle the likeness of the first soul because of the sim-
ilarity 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» (el toivov 6 pév kokhog gikdv éoTt Tijg voepdg odoiag, T 8¢ tpiywvov Tig
npotiotng yoyfg b e v icdTTa Kol TNV OHOOTNTO TOV YOVIDY Kol TAELPDV,
elkdtOg v kol ToDTO O TOV KVKA@V £V 0o0TOIG HECOV  ATOAQUPavOUEVOV
iodmAeVpOV AMOSEKVVOLTO).

42. 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 Unlim-
ited, 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» (émel yop koi adto v 10D WéPaTOg Kai dmeipov
dvoedt] mpdodov v toig oikelolg €idect mpoteivel, kabanep oM kol O ThHg ywviag
AOyog, TOV pdv Eva dpov kol o amhodv £1dog &mdyel Toig VO’ £0VTOD TEPLEXOUEVOLG
KOTO TO TEPOG, TOVG 0€ TOAAOVG KaTd TNV anepiov. Koi o0 ToDTo TV T0 EoyMuUaTL-
ocpévov fi £vog 6pov peteilneev §j mhewdvaev). 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» (dALd moBev mpdeoy O TOD GYfpaTOG AdYOG Kol
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equilateral triangle does not exhibit incommensurability among
its sides. Proclus distinguishes three types of geometrical trian-
gles, each reflecting a different degree of proximity to the circle,
and thus to the Limit. In In Eucl. 213 ft., we learn that the equi-
lateral triangle is the most beautiful and the most akin to the
circle43. The isosceles triangle stands somewhat further removed
from it, while the 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 arise44. 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 perceive4s. 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. Analo-
gously, the angle and the limits of the triangle must likewise be
present in an unextended manner within the form of the trian-
gle. But what of incommensurability itself? Could it also be a
property like these others? If incommensurability is coextensive

ano moiov aitiov tehelodtat, Adym 81, 611 mpdToV pEV €k TOD mEPATOG VPicTATOL
Kol tod ameipov kol Tod €k TOVTOV peptypévov, 810 Kai a0TOG TU MEV AmoyeEVVa
Kato TO TEPOG TOV €I0MV, TA 0 KOTA TO GMEPOV, TA 0 KOTA TO WIKTOV, TOIG HEV
TEPLOEPETL TNV TOD TEPATOG 1déav Emdymv, Toig 8¢ evBuypappolg v tod dneipov,
101G 8¢ €k ToVTMV TNV TOD piKTOD).

43. See O’Meara 2005, 140.

44. 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».

45. See Procl. In Eucl. 55.23-56.8.
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with infinity, then clearly infinity is beyond the grasp of the imag-
ination. It suspends any thought about what is immeasurable and
thus incomprehensible46. It cannot traverse the infinite47. Knowing
the infinite is akin to seeing darkness in the dark4$. However, it
seems that incommensurability should not be considered coexten-
sive 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 magnitudes49?

We learn that, although all geometrical magnitudes are
infinitely divisible, some are nevertheless incommensurablese.
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:

46. See Procl. In Eucl. 285.10-13.

47. See Procl. In Eucl. 285.18-19.

48. See Nikulin 2008, 170.

49. dtav yap dewkvomotv §tt EoTv TO dodppetpov €v toig pueyébeot kai ov mavta
oVppETPO. GAANAOLG, TL GALO deikvival Poel TiIg avTovg §| 6Tt mav péyebog €ig del
Srapeitar kai ovdémote fifopev €ig 10 dpepéc, & £o0TL KOWOV péTpov TAV peyeddV
ELAyLoTOV;

so. 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?» (yevvd pév obv avtd 1@ SOvapv Exewv apepfi mpoidvol
SuvopévnV AKaTaANKT®G, VOEL 8¢ MG dmooTav &t uij voel 10 Gmepov. O yap apiikev
¢ adie&itTov, TodTo Anepov Aéyet, BGote TV dnelpov ypouunv v dobeicav €v i
eavtacig Bépevol, kabdamep oM kal Ta GAla mavta yewpetpiog €idn, ta Tpiyova,
TOVG KVOKAOVG, TOG Ywviag, Tag ypappds, ov Oavpoacopeba, ndg kot’ €vépysiav
Gmelpdg €0t ypappr kol Tpootibnoy dopiotaivovsa Toig MPLOHEVALS VONGECLY).
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[-..] 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»s!.

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 othernesss? — and both are forms. Equality and
inequality are likewise defined as deriving from identity and oth-
ernesss3. As we have seen above, commensurability and incom-
mensurability appear immediately after Proclus’ and Plato’s dis-
cussion 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 — insofar
as they are dependent on these other forms — incommensurabil-
ity, like unlikeness, seems to possess its own definable form. Pro-
clus 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. As in the case of likeness and unlikeness, this
does not imply that the form of incommensurability must itself
be incommensurable. Rather, analogously to likeness and unlike-
ness, commensurability and incommensurability are forms of rel-
atives that are themselves not relative. They are «non-relational,
though productive of a relation» (&oyetog [...] €otv dmdoTaoIg

s1. [...] oVppetpov 3¢ 1O 1@ avTH pétpe petpovuevov, Sav piv peilov 1,
nheovakig fj To Elattov, €av 8¢ EhatTov, EAaTTOVAKIG §| TO peilov, AoVupeTpOV 8¢ TO
Sropodpevov eig ioo pev kat’ apBpov, dvica 8¢ katd péyedog.

52. See d’Hoine 2014, 1-37.

53. Morrow-Dillon 1987, 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 (1206.1 ff.), Plato produces definitions of
‘equal’, ‘unequal’, and ‘incommensurable’, in a proper geometrical manner,
before going on to his proofs».
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ékel, oyéoemg vmoototikh Twvog, In Prm. IV 936.25-26)54. If incom-
mensurability 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 matterss 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 trian-
gles — some displaying incommensurability, others not. I have not
found explicit textual evidence for the claim I 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 I 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 excep-
tion (cf. Pythagorean triples). This comes close to the way Plato
describes the two elementary triangles in the Timaeus.

Conclusion

The argument I have laid out shows that incommensurability
in Proclus’ philosophy is a complex issue. Scholarly literature
rightly emphasises 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 incommen-

54. See d’Hoine 2014, 22 in the context of a thorough discussion of
Likeness and Unlikeness in Proclus.

55. See two forms of dissimilarity, d’Hoine 2014, 31-32, referring to In
Prm. 1I 748.12: «The one derives its character from above, the other springs
from the indeterminateness of matter [...]».
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surability. Some objects display this feature within the geometri-
cal ‘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.
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Denis Walter, Incommensurability in Geometrical Entities in Proclus’ In Eucl.
and In Prm.

This chapter investigates the origin of incommensurability within
Proclus’ ontology through an analysis of his Commentary on the First
Book of Euclid’s Elements and his Commentary on the Parmenides. The
central question concerns how incommensurability arises at a specific
ontological level and how it corresponds to a distinct mode of cogni-
tion. 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 inter-
pretation that incommensurability is a definable and necessary feature
of some geometrical objects.
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