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see the survey in F. M. Cornford, Plato and Parmenides (1939) V-IX;
131-134.

On Plato’s system as presented in Aristotle see e.g. W. D. Ross,
Avristotle’s Metaphysics, 2 vv. (1924), v. 1, p. XLV-LXXI.

In its brevity remarkable is E. Lask, Gesammelte Schriften, 3 vv.
(1923-1924), v. 111 36-38.

On Aristotle’s Platonism see W. Jaeger, Aristoteles® (1955).

On lamblichus, De communi mathematica scientia we find a few lines
or words in Zeller 111/25 756-760; T. Whittaker, The Neo-Platonists?
(1928) 225-228; G. Mau and W. Kroll, art. lamblichus in RE » Ueberweg-
Praechter!? 612-617; K. Praechter, “Richtungen und Schulen im Neu-
platonismus” (see above) 128.

Examples of works written with sympathy for excessive realism:
H. Bett, Johannes Scotus Evigena (1925}, esp. 109-115; G. R. G. Mure,
Avristolle (1932): G. R. G. Mure, An Introduction to Hegel (1940); N.

Hartmann, Aristoleles und Hegel in: Kleineve Schriften, v, 11 (1957) 214-
252, esp. 229-244.

Appendix
AD BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE

1. On the general plan of lamblichus’ work on Pythagorism see P,
Tannery, Pour I'Histoire de la Science Helléne (1887) 372-374 and "Sur
I'arithmétique pythagoricienne”, in: Mémoires scientifigues, v. IL (1912)
179-201.

2. A particularly penetrating discussion concerning the difference
between the mysticism of Plato and that of Plotinus can be found in P.
Fricdlaender, Plato, v.1 (1958) 82-84. According to Friedlaender, in Plato
the climactic experience does not imply the soul’s becoming one with the
supreme object of contemplation, whereas in Plotinus such an identifi-
cation does take place. But from the Epinomis, whoever its author, can
easily be seen how close such an identification is to Plato (or a Platonist).
It is necessary, says the Epinomis, to espy the One that links all the
paliuace (thy duohoviav oloxv plxv &mdvzev). And this link (Bzoude el
=2vswy scil. of arithmeticals, Beometricals, harmonicals, astronomicals —
see below, p. 89) will be revealed to the learner who els v Prénoy pavBivy
(991 A; 992 A). Such a learner will after his death have overcome the
plurality of sensations and uis e polpac peTenebTa whvoy xul & moRAdGY

&vx yeyovda, eddaluovr = Eoeabxy (992 B). How far are we here from the
formula pévog wpbs pévov or its alternative iz wpbs &v (or Eva) ?

Admittedly, the Epinomis does not speak of such a ‘unification’ in this
life, whereas Plotinus does, But clearly the contemplation of the One
results in the soul itself becoming what she contemplates, viz. One. Thus,
coutrary to what Friedlaender asserts, there is within the orbit of Platon-
ism space for the identification of the contemplator with the object of his
contemplation. Cf. also W. Jaeger, “The Greek Ideas of Immortality",
Harvard Theological Review 52 (1959) 135-147, esp. 144 f. (in its ascent
through knowledge the soul graduaily becomes what it knows).
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1. SOUL AND MATHEMATICALS |

When Festa edited Iambli:f:lhus;IS {)ch)c?;uﬁ:rgre}:i?iﬁai%
5'3‘.""“‘“’ *ésgzses?:ﬁ?ai?;;ezn&et;irst Prologue oi. the Proclus
- ﬂOthf g'l on Euclid ** and in the apparatus pOlnte.d out the
;(::;Eego?ncid:nces and parallels. We are going to discuss one

S is similarity. o ‘
aap};z;:hof ;2:1;321135 ‘and _Pi{o__clgs__‘atc. "reallsts- (ant;?a:;
.tractionists, conceptual realists, ontologists, c?ccesswe{ 1:;':’ rs{u“
N 't‘h regard to mathematicals. They are convinced oD e
wlb istence of mathematicals (cf. also Proclus .f " I.j?url. ef. KLV,
= 15;*; 22-26 Fr; 142,8 Fr). The realist-nommahsl' controy 'ersgy
E;mally'r concerns itself with non-mathematical u'mvcrs::l:;;‘;‘;i
should not overlook, however, t.hat here we hla;.\e zlnjr;ist.ence -

f “multiple” realism, i.c. a realism asserting the suiﬁ S
§ than one type of non-sensibles and universals. Th ;
addit to and above the mathematicals we have in lamblichus
E‘ggm;:?cclus intelligibilia, also fully subsisting-. Below tl:;
. hematicals we find the sensibilia or the sub]ect-fnatterlb
mlitlizn Therefore, as a rule, Jamblichus and Procflu:. descn t;
Ehg yma.thematicals as intermediate, ?(s;s-t;;n;;g '1:“},:}?:;:}:::1[1[5&;

i (IV, p. 52,6 F1 54,2 . They are realisti
bf;?ﬁ‘gf C h'i'ti:“i;l'ﬁarmediate chara.cter of m;xther:xgt;}c_a; I;s
stressed by Iamblichus tim;z( Ia;*;d agz;n ;(I ;c ];:h c}', p}';u'} - 431

—6F; ch. , p.46,1-3F; :

;};'-gli?-p;}.lgb,lm—zs F: ch. XIV, p.51, 11 F; 54, 2—1331‘ijl;.

XV, p. :.55,5—56. 4 F; cf. Proclus In Euncl. Proi_, 1 tp.. m'.di-m:

‘12" 11, 26-12, 2 Fr; 19,12 Fr; 35,7 Fr). To Lhu %nti‘:m:di;tc

ch;lracter of mathematicals corresponds thel in g

character of mathematical knowledgel(lsr ch. ,tig.n “‘.‘uh .

h. XXXIII, p. 95, 5-22 F) ***. In obvious connect e g

:ri:dism of being lamblichus accepts also thc_ tfipdr‘h :I“’Sics

theoretical philosophy into theology, mathematics, and phy

T L v. Festa (1891).
ichi 1 ientia liber ... ed. N, Festa { .
* Jeun Oy cim::,u,;:rm:hg?—?;fhsiﬂln primum Fuclidis rlfn_m;:iumm Hibrum
" «ferences ar adach i .
. R;_aiii::c G. Friedlein (1873). F will stand for Pf‘ﬂta.h!-rlfr;rh“‘r .
fﬂ!:t:n.m(“mv it;tnrnu:d'i:l.l{: character of mathematicals :-i. : h 1‘|L;-‘,\|0;'lo-3-l56. <1
untl ‘-'ut'h:.llt'-ll im Neuplatonismus'', Genethliakon ... C. Roher

{32, More on it later.
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(Isc ch. XV
: » P. 55,8. 238 F; ch. XXV
-9 - oy - ) III' -88,!9 : r
g w!{t,ia'uﬁ F; ch. XXXI, p. 92, 19 F; 92. 2F) PR,
Mathematicall-s r;allsm goes what we could call intuitioni
B Whrcne Ob not become objects of our knowledge sxbh:
embodied (7 5 y us from the sensibles in which they ‘
ch. XXVIII e ggl V'h p. 19,19-20, 20 F; ch. VIII p 34}’9‘1[?.
23 Fr) Ratl;ell?.the, e ](:f' e Dl Teosh, 1 i’ 11 2’6 14’
. y are known directly * T
knowledge o . . ectly *. Regardless of w
certamlygdoefs them begins with sensation, this knowlcdgchf;x:
W o s notkstem from sensation (to use Kant’s language)
B i l}{'nasl ;rhether we could “know” sensibilia atgali
the mathematic:;u ge of mathematicals. But whether or not
s are prior with regard
nature (Isc ch. X egard to us, they are prior by
are called th-e jgiiy' 1?1 23' e matheslatical}s
atter :
p. 44,7 F). of recollection ** (Isc ch. XI,
The same h
ol 4
and the mamemgiiér?c ;‘Or e telations between ihe intelligibles
et the stliar o als. The latter are “derived” from the formcf
of direct "intuit'y ?'TOun'd, And the intelligibles, too, are objects
to train the eye lofn s ]One of the great tasks of mathemitic:
; of our soul in th :
This task m . e perception of the intelligible
“seen” if o athen‘latzcs can fulfill because its objects too lglbltbs-
oo ne trains oneself, while the untrained S
eye that sees only the sensible porscn has an
* The mathematical :
is presented in N realism of Proclus and — by i ima#s
der .-'lfath:m:;]x‘kh;;?c::t;::u:,siks Proklus Dl’urlochu: ;Eﬂ;;;;«ﬁ:ﬁr_ -l(»:tfalnmb“rh i
(1909); A. Schmekel i rsten zwei Buechern des Euklidh 4 ngsgruende
2 vv. (1938, 1914), es. v & oo o "osophic in ikrer geschi ommentars dargesielit
Sty , esp. v. I 100-106 geschicktlichen Ewtwick!
Denkweise 2 (1945) 57p6 e » See below p, 40; A. Spei . icklung,
s -61; M. Steck, Prokl ; + A. Speiser, Diec mathematisch
passim. On the First Prolog y Proklus Diadockus . .. Komment 15che
Neo-Kantians (like th 800 998 wis0, Tannery, La Géometri niar (1945) 1-152,
but not with intuitio:j:ar]}' Hartmann) are in sympathy wi rie grecque (1887) 21,
; d realism; Tapa Ly with anti-abstraction|
as apriorism (see belowm an ism; they are inclined to int tractionism,
intuitionism meet g P 77). 1t 18 only in Husser] iterpret intuitionism
gain; whether thi Sser that anti-abstractioni
wmatter of is combi Fom oys , ism and
ot cantroversy. Flusserl himself nnswe;er:;‘:;::lq!l::ilil:; f: ifu‘::c i gl
egative, There

is a sense in which
ity - abstractioni h
Die imfusts : sm and intuitionis 3
= ,‘,'c,',';‘tf;’;r”g‘gf ;m dem hl. Thomas von r:::s:n“{o :‘93'5?‘15;‘“ see A. Hufnagel,
émordpova Gam_'f é::-:d: : Sg‘: Yap 7 padbvra map’ dXhe 7 n. 4." »
clmopov xal piudtoy, ol Enry) ok W Batodvia &ropoy xal j xbtd EEevpdvra ...
The last words arp %:.3 u"O"-‘éy.mw de Tntely d8tvaroy oraviov, Lavolvra 58
it is impossible to ﬁnd?va ]!: translated: ““for him who does not know [h
meaning: “for him who cl' is chara“f-cr:stic that lamblichus in L g e g
:lavc been a time when we i’isc:m kl‘:!\\_f it is impossible to seek: the::;grr:tt; ikl
o other words, accordi — obviously before our birth" (] e there must
rding to lamblichus, Archytas taught t};-e ((;’:;;]hn M‘. p. 45, 7 1),
€ of anamnesis,
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Now, how do Iamblichus and Proclus describe the three
realms of being of which the mathematicals are the intermediate?
The two words most characteristic of the two outer terms are.
indivisible and divisible (Isc ch.l, P 10,9 F; ch. 111, p. 14,
4-6F: Proclus In Eucl., Prol. I, p. 3,14-48). Accordingly,
mathematicals are a kind of mixture of the indivisible and the
divisible, limit and the unlimited, one and many (Isc. ch. I1I,

p. 12,26-13,9 F; ch. XII, p. 46, 1-6 F).
A series of predicates attaches itself to these two basic terms,

particularly important are the terms ““limited” and “uniimited”
(Isc ch. III, p. 12, 22-24 F), and “intelligible” and ‘‘sensible”

(Isc ch. XXXIII, p. 95, 5-6 F).
It is impossible for any one (and least of all for a neo-Pytha-

gorean or Platonist) to read the description of the mathematicals
and the two other realms between which they mediate, without

being reminded of Plato’s Timaeus. Here (35 A) in precisely the
same words, the (world) soul is described as being intermediate
between two other “realms’ *. How, then, could lamblichus

and Proclus (cf. The Elements of Theology, prop. 190, p. 166
Dodds and his commentary a.l.) describe mathematicals in terms

used by Plato to describe the world soul?
But the problem is even somewhat more complicated by

the fact that in his psychogony Plato describes (in a highly
baffling manner) the constitution of the world soul, using
profusely mathematical terms (numbers, relations, circles).
In other words, the soul itself looks like a mathematical entity.

B
can be found e in F. M.

n of the Timaeus passage
1 of intermediate

= The correct interpretatio
Corniord, Plate's Cosmology (1937) 80-66. The soul is a compount
essence (being, substance), intermediate identity, and intermediate diversity.
“Intermediate’’ means in all three cases, intermediate between divisible and indi-
visible. (What Plato meant to say is: In the realm of the ;wrm:ummly changing no
thing truly is, no thing is truly identical with itself, no thing is truly different from
any other. In the realm of the eternally unchanging evervthing truly is, everything
is truly identieal with itse thing truly differs from every other Yy, This
created cosmos of ours is neither completely changing nor completely changeless.
¢ and changelessne

1t shows elements of both chang <s — i.e. disorder mastered, though
not subdued completely, by order. This is due to the presence of the world soul,

intermediate between being and becoming).

Cornford's interpretation is essentially that of Proclus, as Cornford himself peints
out. 1t is also that of Hermeias, who with great brevity and precision says: inter-
mediate cssence, intermediate identity, and tntermediate diversity are the three
clements of which the soul was made (Hermiac Alexandring In 'latonis Phaedrum
scholia ed. Couvreur (1901, p.123,7-1). The agreement between Proclus and

Hermeias may prove that both had this interpretation from Syrianus.

1f, every
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Certainly this was not overlooked by Iamblichus and Proclus.
What did they think, when they described the mathematicals
in the way in which Plato described the soul? How did they
explain that Plato’s soul so much resembles a mathematical
entity?

Or, to make the problem simpler: since it is the sou] which
is described by Plato in the Timaeus as being an intermediate
between the indivisible and the divisible in the realm of body,
and since Iamblichus and Proclus use the same terms to describe
the mathematicals, what is the relation between their mathe-
maticals (intermediate) and Plato’s soul (intermediate) ?

After all, even a philosopher who does not star from a de-
scription of the mathematical in terms used by Plato to describe
the soul may, simply on reading the Timaeus, ask himself: of
what is Plato actually speaking ? of the soul ? or of mathematicals ?

Indeed, we find this problem discussed in full in 7sc and
referred to in Proclus’ commentaries on Euclid and on the
Timaeus *.

It is remarkable that Iamblichus should discuss this problem
in a work devoted to philosophy of mathematics — not to an
interpretation of the Timaeus or to the study of the soul. It is
remarkable that precisely the same problem is treated by Proclus
in his commentary on the Timaeus, This proves clearly that
it is more than a special problem. We can safely say: whoever
within the orbit of Platonism accepts either the intermediacy of
mathematicals or the intermediacy of the soul, will have to
discuss the relation between the two intermediates **. Let us
discuss Tamblichus first.

After having described the mathematicals as intermediate
(Isc ch. I-II, p. 10, 10-24 F; 11, 3-15 F; 11,25-12, 2 F), lam-
blichus says (ch. I1I, p- 12,22-13,9 F) that the principles of
mathematicals are the limited and the unlimited in the form

appropriate to mathematicals, these principles being, in some
form, omnipresent in all reality.

Incidentally, it is somewhat misleading to use these terms
(see Plato, Philebus 24 A: R. G. Bury, The Philebus of Plato

* Procli Diadochi I'n Platonis Timacum commentaria ed, |5, Diehl, 3vv, (1903-1506),
** On these and related problems cf, L., Robin, La Théorie platonicienne des Ldées
et des Nombres d'aprés Aristote (1908) 592-595; ef. 203-211 and 265 {.
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r1897] and R. Hackforth, Plato’s . Examination of Pkas:::
EI'MS} a.l.; Bonitz, Index An’ajtota{fms S.V. l'luﬁa:répmm).ri'm;
should think, “‘limit” and "unlimltfed would be more allup'm'roffmi ':m.
(Plato, Philebus 23 C). The limited means obviously: !5 1'
E‘mmid.ered from its circumference, nut. fr‘om its arca or vo uncu..
\\'m-hshall see later on (p. 38) why thlg is of some importance.
For the time being we go back to lamblichus, ' ———
“Are these principles also lcaalgsif) 3f motion [= change]:
Im}:};l:::r:l;egc{;szrilo:f ?-;:w(;:i'oes’the problem of mnt(i]on l(chnn{;:cl
it i ilosophy of mathematics? And w y, afte
F(l)lmeh:::lzt t;lri lril:"n?tzcll-l ]a(rJlsd ltjhg unlimited be considered pljlﬂ(:lplvﬁ
I:;f ’nfotion (change) ? Whatever the intrinsic reason , We f‘n.]d t:::t
according to Iamblichus some made these two principles .p““.
ciples of motion (change) — thosc._namtl_\', .“‘I}.U ?asglini‘ ,-,;.'
existence of these two principles &v =7 duyf zat 772 wuy7s Swats
i ; 1 E).
m;-Isur‘::ifL;:Ltl(wi- fii?;t] ti:;)e some connection between _lhv plfﬂhc-
matii:al and the soul is establish(:\d. The passage is dl:ffl::l\lni’
but at least Iamblichus’ objection is cle:uj. It is bl“lt't'l‘. !:m “m
to posit the soul in a different sphere of being and -(fJ its?ui - .”f
tﬁc mathematical principles and thf {11;1111}-:11311:.::1;!1;;11 ’.25.
being are unmoved or unchanging (ibid., lines 12-16; hint :
; 7F), .
L{'Tllffsctl;ulcﬁ,ig‘ ilaeai I:zmblichus interprets the asswtu‘m% n{
his adversaries. These are (1) that the limited anld tht: unih?il:;::q
are principles of the soul; (2) that.thcy [1hcrf-:furv] nrf;'prrr;.nc}i ,1';.
of motion (change), soul being obviously considered as 'a P ¥ -Im.
of motion (change); (3) that, therefore, the matht-.m::ntcr;; ‘].;m_
or contain principles of motion ('change). Accordlll?%. o .m'i‘
blichus, this implies an identification of the soul with : 1.“1“.“'
thematical to the extent that both \ut'(:uld'l?cltmflg 'tnhl u-):(:f{“
sphere of being. He criticizes this identification; he lxc]ud;‘
to keep the two spheres of beilngl separated and to ¢
i nge) from mathematicals, -
m(;;:f)gréc}}::ocged)ing further, a word n! warning t'nust llf‘. T:-j‘:[r
We cannot expect a consistent lcrnnnolog_\:. W ha‘l nm. e
calls divisible and indivisible (partible and impartible) an

ithi i indicate my additions.
* Square brackets within a translation or a paraphrase in
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may call unlimited and limited (or limit); a third, the same
and the other; a fourth, one and multitude; a fifth, ungenerated
and in the process of generation (or generated); a sixth, intelligible
(or intellectual) and sensible, and so forth. It is obvious that we
must understand the idea, whereupon we can easily see that all
these pairs express one and the same dualism, though some-
what different points of view. Once we see this, we perceive
clearly that the whole problem discussed by Iamblichus, whether
the mathematicals are motive (see below), is connected with
problems of the interpretation of the Timaeus.

One more word of warning. We distinguish plainly between
a principle of motion (change) and what is moved (changing).
This distinction is not always made in Greek. An orthodox
Aristotelian would be careful to distinguish; but not so Iam-
blichus. “Mathematicals are unmoved (changeless)”’ often
means for him that they are not principles of motion. Thus,
whenever we use the adjective “motive” we use it as equivalent
to: vy, xwvnTidy, xvody, xwobpevoy, i.e. changer, changeable,
changing, leaving it to the context to decide which is meant.

We can now resume our discussion. lamblichus says: we had
better assume the soul to have a separate kind of existence. This
means that in addition to the three spheres of being which we
have met so far (and which we meet in Isc time and again) we
have to assume a fourth one. Indeed this is stressed in chapters
II and IV (p. 13, 13-15F; p. 18, 13-20 F). These chapters
leave us with the impression that instead of a tripartition we
should assume at least a quadripartition of being,

Whatever the origin of the problem, the solution certainly
is no longer within the framework of the Timaeus. In the Timaeus
there is no place for a fourth sphere of being. Whether the inter-
mediate is interpreted as soul or as a mathematical or as both,
there can be no more than one such intermediate. This can be
said with confidence.

Therefore the question is legitimate: how are we to reconcile
the presuppositions of the problem with its solution? These
presuppositions are: soul as intermediate;; three spheres of being;
problem as to the identity of the soul and mathematicals. They
are still well within the problems of the Timaens. But the
solution is: mathematicals not motive; soul in a sphere of being

w;"-\:f
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different from mathematicals; four or more spheres ‘ff being.

To answer this question we must resume our ar-mlys:s. of’ Isc.

Ch. IV ended with the assertion that mathematical prtnmp'!cs
differ from the corporeals by being immaterial; {rom.thg in-
telligibles by their composite character; and 'fmm the’pl:mr::pk‘s
of the soul by being unmoved. “The principles of life . (({r to
use Tamblichus’ more circumstantial description, “the principles
which one investigates with regard to life”) is only unut}.mr
expression for soul; and thus the chapter reiterate's the d'ocirfnu
of four different kinds of principles, mathematicals differing
from soul. .

This seems to wind up the topic concerning the relation between
mathematicals and the soul. Ch. V gives a survey of th‘eorcms
common to all branches of mathematicals and makes it clear
that “common’ does not mean “abstracted” and in lhl_s sense
later than the specific theorems but on the contrary designates
what is prior to all specific cases. Ch. VI givesa series o{. excerpts
from the Republic and the Epinomis. Ch. VII (l(]t;'llllczll'\\'lth.
In Nicomachi arithmeticam introductionem p.7,3-9, 23 Pistelli
and derived from Nicomachus) contains a discussion of lh‘l.‘
continuous and the discontinuous and introduces us to a quadri-
partite mathematics (arithmetics, geometry, rmfsic, astronomy ;
see below p.89). Ch. VIII contains an exPOSItIOI‘I of Pl;lto‘s
quadripartite line and in connection w;thl this an anti-
abstractionist statement as to the way in which we come to
know mathematicals, and a quotation from "‘Brotinos’ on the
difference between voig and Swavoie together with a commentary
on it, finally a quotation from “Archytas” on the quadripart.ne
line with a commentary on it. None of these topics has anything
to do with the relation between mathematicals and the soul.

But in ch. IX the problem emerges again. ‘

However the point of view is this time completely d:fl’erf.-nt.
The problem is not whether the mathematicals are I‘I:IDI.I\'(!:
it is with what branch of mathematicals we should identify the
soul. Iamblichus says:

“Let us discuss first the doctrine held by those who refer
mathematics to the soul. .... *

* Or, as we could also say, utilizing the summary of this chapter (p. 4, 1519 F}:
those who reduce the mathematical sphere of being to the soul.
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It would not be reasonable to posit the soul as being just one
branch [kind] of mathematicals ... Therefore the soul should
not be defined either as [1] idea of the all-extended [three-
dimensional] or as [2] self-motive number or as [3] mathematical,
subsisting harmony [attunement] nor as anything else of this
kind specifically, but rather all this should be intertwined to-
gether, because the soul is, it is true, idea [form] of the numerable
[determinable by number] but it also subsists according to
numbers comprising harmony; and a/l the symmetries occurring
in mathematics should be listed as belonging in common to the
soul; as a result, then, the soul coexists simultaneously with
the geometrical, arithmetical, and harmonical proportion, so
that the soul is identical with [all] formulas of analogies [Aéyet
xat’ gvadroyiav] . ..” (p. 40, 9-41, 1 F).

““And, to sum up the whole doctrine, we think that the soul
exists in relations common to a// mathematicals . . .. The concept
[definition] of the soul contains the complete fullness of mathe-
matics” (p. 41, 24-42, 6 F). 5

Iamblichus rejects, then, the identification of the soul with
any single branch of mathematicals. Therefore we should not
describe the soul as idea (form) of the all-extended (three-
dimensional). It is clear, and will become even more so, that
whoever described it in this way, identified it with geometricals.
The word “extended” sufficiently indicates it. We should not
describe the soul as a self-moved number. It is clear that he who
described it in this way, identified it with arithmeticals. And
we should not describe it as subsisting mathematical attunement
(harmony). Whoever does so, would identify it with harmonicals
(such as the arithmetical, geometrical, and harmonical pro-
portion). And no similar descriptions are admissible which
would identify the soul with a special part of mathematicals
instead of making it a compound of all of them, because the soul
is an idea (form) of the numerable (see below p. 19), i.e. has a
geometrical nature; its existence is number-like, i.e., it has an
arithmetical nature; and these numbers contain ratios, i.c.,
the soul has also a harmonic nature — in short, the soul exists
according to relations common to a// branches of mathematics;
he who says "‘soul” expresses mathematics in its fullness. And
the presupposition is that there are three such branches: arithme-
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metic, geometry, harmonics (cf. also Isc_ ch. IX, P: 40, 2f1—-25 F(i
where three “analogies”, the geometric, the anthmctlc,. I:::'n

the harmonic, are enumcrated.‘ and P- 41,5-15F, fles;cn mg
the ‘‘debt” of the soul to arithmeticals, geometricals, an

- icals).

Im}i‘?::(:c?sst)me word in our passage w}hif:h needs some exp}a-
nation: numerable (&piBiuoc). Itisa dlfﬁcult word. Sophoml:ls
(In libros Aristotelis de anima paraphrasts, p. 331, 1'7.1'-1511}?(1\::: ):
who copied the passage, changed it to num.bcr (cq?tﬁp.o;. tgea; c.u?v,.c,
3puod). But it is obvious that lamblichus mtepde to ;g:;;c
2 description of the soul which woy]d be a summing up 0 b
three descriptions mentioned by hllm. Accordlflg to hl_m,d“ a-
is wrong with these descriptions 1s onlgi thelr_ one-side Iness;
and the only suggestion made by Ial:nbhchus 15 a.dtjscnpum:
sufficiently many-sided. Therefore, his own de?‘({nptlon mus
contain all three partial descriptions. The words in accordancg
with nwmbers comprising attunement (harmony) 'correspon

with the two descriptions self-moved [sclf—changltr'l‘g] number
and mathematical attunement (harmony). Therefore “idea (fornl)
of the numerable”” must correspond to “form of the all:extendcd '
and “numerable’”” must correspond to “all-extended”’. . .

How is this possible? ’Apifuiog means “numerable” ; how
could it mean “extended”? But d&pifuoc does“ not mean
anything else but &pfuntéc, which is simply “body ?as numfkr;
.ble (cf. e.g. Moderatus in Stob. I, Pr, 8, p. 21, 19-21 Wachsmu 11
or in other words — geometrical quantity or the geometrica
s o
5‘llleaﬂLatlin, too, “numerabilia” can designate the geometrically
¢xtended as subject to number (see e.g. Cassiodorus, Inst. p. 151,
21 f.; 152, 1 Mynors).

However, we also have an excellent co.mmelntary on our
passage in one of the excerpts from Iamblichus’ On the Soul,
preserved in Toannes Stobaeus *E '

“After this I am going to review those who posit the essence
of the soul as mathematical essence.

* Put even regardless of the details of this passage, the lr_mrh 11']|‘ngr;ulpans:;§:
¢h. 1X, p. 41, &-15 F makes it obvious that according to lamblichus the s

itself the three aspects of mathematicals. ) - -
" :°!(ln this pasqa:;e cf. P. Merlan, **Ueberfluessige Texta.ender'\.m;.cr;‘a. I?{f;hj:ii’n
Inlogische Wochenschrift 1936, 909-912, esp. 912; [A. ].] Festugiere,
d'Hermés Trismégiste, v. 111 (1953) 175-182.
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_ Now_, one kind of mathematicals is [formed by] figure (which
is the limit of extension) and by this extension itself. The Plato-
nist Severus defined the soul in these very terms, while Speu-
sippus [defined it] as idea [form] of the all-extended ... [fr. 40
Lang]. .

Number is still another kind [of mathematicals]. Indeed
some Pythagoreans find “number” without any qualiﬁcatior;
to be a fitting description of the soul. Xenocr'ates, however
[defined the soul] as a self-moved [self-changing] number’
Moderatus [defined it] as comprising ratios . . . |

Let us further consider attunement (harmony), . .. viz. mathe-
matical. Moderatus defined the soul by it ... (Iambl. in Stob
I 49, 32, p. 363, 26-364, 20 Wachsmuth). |

The similarity of the two lamblichus passages is palpable.
In both the basic question is: with what branch of mathematicals
should we identify the soul? With the help of the second passage
we can find who identified the soul with arithmeticals aioni-
with geometricals alone, with harmonicals alone. .

Let us consider those, says Iamblichus, who think that the
essence (substance) of the soul is mathematical. There are three
branchgs (kinds) of mathematics: arithmetic, geometry, and
harmonic, and accordingly we find definitions of the soul in
terms of arithmetic, geometry, or harmonic.

Examples of the first are Xenocrates and Moderatus. The
former speaks of the soul as a self-moving [self-changing] number;
the latter, as of a number containing ratios (propcrtions].‘
Examples of the second are Speusippus and Severus. The former
describes the soul as form of the all-extended threedimensional ;
the latter, as limit of the extended (dimensional). An example.
of the third is Moderatus again *.

In On the Soul these three main mathematical interpretations
:3{ the soul are simply reported by Iamblichus. Not so, however
in Isc. We saw that here Iamblichus considered them to h:;
f:me-sided and wanted to replace them by one expressing the
af:len.tity of the soul with all the branches of mathematics,

Neither Speusippus, nor Xenocrates, nor Moderatus”, says

“Ili; is obv ious that in a definition like “'the soul is number comprising harmony"*
:or the soulhsubsrsts according to a number which comprises harmony™", etc.) we either
an stress the number element or the attunement element. Hence, lamblichus ca
quote Moderatus twice. ' )
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Jamblichus in Isc in effect: “Only by combining the three do
we get an adequate description of the soul”. In short, while
the identity of the soul and mathematicals was denied in Isc
ch.s 111 and part of IV, this identity is virtually proved in ch. IX.
It is wrong to identify the soul with @ mathematical; it should
be identified with the mathematical.

The whole problem is well known to Proclus, too *. His solution
is rather similar to that of Jamblichus. Of the two passages in
which he deals with it, one resembles the passage in Iamblichus’
On the Soul. In his commentary on Euclid Prochus defends
(p. 12,9-18, 4 Fr) the realistic point of view in various ways.
He objects particularly to the theory of abstraction. Where
does the soul receive its knowledge of mathematicals? Not
from itself, nor from the voiz alone. And it was proved before
that it cannot receive it from the sensibles (it is remarkable
how here the three spheres of being are presupposed). The
only possibility left is: the soul receives it jointly from the
vo5z and from itself. After all, the soul is “iconically”” all that the
vobc is ‘“paradigmatically”. Therefore Plato is right when
he constructs the soul of @/l mathematical branches [kinds]
and divides it numerically and binds it by proportions and
harmonical ratios and places the erstwhile principles of figures
init ... and makes the circles in it move in an intellectual motion.
Thus, all mathematicals exist primarily in the soul ... and the
soul is the fullness of all mathematicals ...

The soul has its essence ** in these branches of mathematicals

. (p. 16, 16-17, 6 Fr).

Having made sure that the soul should be identified with all
branches of mathematics — i.e. arithmetics, harmonics, geometry,
astronomy (on this order and on the emergence of a fourth branch
of mathematics see below p. 89), Proclus now adds some words
of caution. We quote them, because some of the most charac-
teristic terms reappear in them establishing a closer connection
between Proclus and Iamblichus.

“Neither should we take the number as [applicd] to it to be
a multitude of monads, nor should we interpret [the phrase]
"idea of the extended’ as [meaning a) body ..." (p. 17, 7-9 Fr).

e See in this connection A. Speiser, Die mathematische Denkuweise® (1945) 581
** } suggest the verb “to essence’” {ihe soul essences),
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“In the soul are present the live and intelligent paradigms of
the phenomenal [1] numbers, [2] figures, [3) proportions, and
(4] motions ..." (p. 17, 9-11: 15-2] Fr).

“Thus, the mathematical relations constituting the souls in
their fulness are essential and self-moved ..." (p. 17, 22-24 Fr).

Further and in a different context, “the motion peculiar to
mathematics is neither local nor motion as change ..
lifelike [vital)” (p, 18, 22-24 Fr).

In other words, Proclus insists that though the soul has been
said to be a number [i.e., an arithmetical], it is not a number
containing a multiplicity of units. Though it has been said that
the soul is idéx ~@v Sxoraray [i.e., a geometrical, =&y Suxerardv

i3z corresponding to oxfipa], it is not a body [by which Proclus
means both geometrical body having geometrical extension and
sensuous body having extension in the ordinary sense of the
word] *. Though soul has been described in terms of ratios [i.e., as
harmonical] these ratios are not only relations: they subsist
and are self-moved (on motion in connection with harmonicals
see below p. 29). Though the soul has been described in terms
of motion (i.e., as an astronomical, having been designated as
containing a plurality of circles) this motion, being mathematical,
is neither spatial motion nor change.

And Proclus is obviously none too sure that to make the
soul motive (via mathematicals as motive) is strictly Platonjc **.
In a different context he notices that sometimes Plato seems
to make the soul itself motive, sometimes he lets the soul receive
its motive character from the realm of intelligibilia (p. 32,
7-10 Fr). Indeed, it is well known that of the five genera in the
Sophist (being, sameness, otherness, motion, rest) only the
first three appear in the Timaeus.

Thus, the identification of the soul with all branches of mathe-
matics — the pleromatic character of the soul — is stressed
by both Iamblichus and Proclus. Both do it within the frame

of a philosophy of mathematics » both move well within the orbit
of the Timaceus.

it s

* On the difference between these two
Aristotle see below p, 98,

** On the problem of the motive character of the soul, cf,, for the time being, K.

Mras, “Macrobjus Kommentar zu Cicero's Somnium®, S# der Berl. A k., Philos.-hist,
Kl., 1933, 232-284, esp. 274 f,

kinds of extension as insisted upon by

& e
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The second Proclus passage (cf. above p.21) is sim}i)laritz
i 1 » on the Timaeus, Proclu
assage in Isc. In his commentar; on ] oK
1}:\851) Weg should not interpret the mtermedu.lcy of thca;o};l
:(’;:)::t\;reen the divided and undivided.; cf. In sz.. 35 A I ¥ A
v. IT 155, 25 Diehl) as the soul being partly sgma'tu:., pa );
'15-5i'm“1atic as Eratosthenes did, nor should lwc deﬁng it mlil.lrgé
:uf ceometrical extension, as Severus did (186 h.d\ .gc Pm;
25-;8 Diehl). The objections to Eratosthenes and ! \: g
are treated together, obviously because of thc. reason ';,1:.1 —
;bove on p. 22, i.e. that the soul is neither a sensible nor a 5&0{
metric body. Continuing, Proclus rettérns to the problem o
. ati 1 and says:
thematical nature of the sou
th?‘({)nfaour predecessors who make out the essence of the soul
to be mathematical, because the soul is intermcdmu? bctm!.;e:
physicals and superphysicals, some say ;tat t!le;ofﬂ. t;f n::::l :’ :
: i ing indivisible, ¢
ake it out to be of the monat:]. as e
?;:‘j :::limited dyad, as being divisible; some qthers. taking )the
soul to be a geometrical entity, construct it of point and c:«tcnmg::.
Of the former opinion are men like Aristander and Nl.m.u ni is
and very many other interpreters; of the lalttfrr opinion is
Severus” (In Tim. 35 A, 187 A, v. I1 153, 17—2§ chl}l}. -
k And having distinguished between the discontinuous ( f
element of arithmetic) and the continuous (the eclement o
metry), he sums up by saving: - ’ —
ge?'!Withy}regard to the soul both coincide (wwpsyi?il the cl:fn:lf:e
i i iati Therefore the substance
tion and the differentiation . .. s
:zulois not merely arithmetical or the soul would Innt bri:dcont:n;c
is 1 ical, or the soul would no
ous; nor is it [merely] geometrical, ._
differentiated. But the soul is the one and the other at the same
ti <site ’ o
m[l;urthermore], by being arithmetical, the .soul POSSt ss:;?
substantially [i.e., in the form of bcing.‘ not in the fn‘rn‘\ ‘
knowing] harmonics ... by being geometrical the soul posse sscj
astronomy, because the circles in the soul are bf;lh mm'(-di ar':u
unmovedv.’.. [Therefore the soul is] a substantial bond o 1[(;
branches of] mathematics {the soul not only knows nmltlh;g-;: : 65_,
the soul /s mathematics]” (In Tim. 36 B, 213 D-E, v. x
239, 6 Diehl). N
The connection with the On the Soul passage is evident ; Proclus

e
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enumerates the opinions identifying the soul with single branches
of the mathematicals. We also know his objections: “‘number”,
when referring to the soul, must not mean a number consisting of
monads, extension must not mean “"geometrical” extension. The
end-result of this whole discussion regarding the mathematical
nature of the soul we find a little later: the soul 1s arithmetical,
geometric, harmonic, and astronomic and knows the corre-
sponding branches of mathematics — the soul contains all the
branches of mathematics — the stress being on “‘all”. To describe
these branches, in the two passages we find all the phrases familiar
from Iamblichus: all branches of mathematics; number: har-
monic ratio; figure; fullness of all branches of mathematics; the
idea (form) of things extended; point (corresponding to limit) and
extension (cf. In Tim. 36 B, 213 E, v. 11 239, 6-16 Diehl).

We now return to Iamblichus. Isc still continues the discussion
of the problem concerning the relation between mathematicals
and the soul in ch. X. The content of this chapter is stated in the
summary * (p. 4, 20-24 F) in following words: In what way does
the soul [or, more precisely: the sphere of being “soul’"] consist of
all branches of mathematics? By what kind of distinction could
one mark off the mixture [of mathematicals] within the soul?
Does the soul contain the complete reality of [the objects of]
mathematics or is there some additional principle of them to be
taken into consideration?

In other words, it is taken for granted, the soul consists of
all branches of mathematicals, The problem still left is to find
out what each of these branches contributes to the soul so as
to make it one soul and how, on the other hand, in spite of the
unity of the soul (or the unity of mixture), the diversity of the
several branches still is preserved. And another problem still
left is whether there are any mathematicals outside the soul or
whether the soul contains in itself all the mathematical reality.

Now, when we turn from the summary to what is marked off
in Festa's edition as chapter X, corresponding to the summary
# 10, we may have some doubts as to the agreement between

* On the summaries (repidata) in lamblichus see 1. Oppermann in Guomon
5 (1929) 545-558 esp. 552f.; L. Deubner, “Bemerkungen zum Text der Vita
Pythagorae des lamblichos', SB der Berl, Ak., Piilos -hist, K1, 1935, 612-690;
B824-827, esp, 689 n,; 690; 690 n, 2.
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the summary and the actual content. ':‘::n:zf:cggesot:::idclf :i::'
S ) (whether there are any ma i
::::-ll;ni";r}incgecd being discussed in' ch. X; but all tl;:: E;'vz;dl]n‘{?
questions seem to be discussed in thF- second pa s ..m“
. 41, 5-42, 6 F). In this section lamblichus relates the ¢ 1-. -
{}:“anciles of mathematics to different aspects oi Lhe lfaz:t fmm
“‘determinate” and “defining”’ character the sou g}cc e
numbers (its “unitary” Abyos from the numb;r' .;ltLe)r;dt-.d .
capacity to discharge itself into tl_le realm _of the ct b
soul is indebted to geometricals; its capacity toltﬂ.-s‘zh'u o
mony, order in motion, and common measuredm ; lhom. :
commensurable and to elevate accord to crl.m(;or (sgrtn;is o
i tal ek {mmh hrﬁz;(;{lliisng{ai):self harmony

> ; soul can perceive ha ' tsel \
;:’::isoirt)sv:ge;: consisting of numbers and other similar mathe-

i urables). . .

maltt“;i]a? :::5 therefo)re, that the division between t?h.s I?:t;rel:l :;
is not in complete agreement with the sum_maryﬁ—h L}l{ s
the result of somebody’s slip of the pen, marklngv off u.tlin; i
wrong place or some slight inconsistency between .[; Hkvh.. -
its execution (or content and subsequent summary), \
ucgt:tl?na?ge\::;n context the question of the compusiti(tn of
the two chapters is entirely secondary. \?’hat is };nl_por;::ul :.:L;:)
see that the whole inspiration of ch.s IX and 1511:.. S{Eﬂ i
different from that of ch.s IIT and IV. I.n the latter,‘ : ¢ f. he;ng.
mathematicals were said to belong to dlffr.t‘ren.t E"phu‘l; L;J - 'mm.
in the former, the soul becomes virtually |‘ndlst1ng.fm.s Z; : :.; '
a mathematical entity. It is a mathen1fa.t1cal entity of i [ o
kind, to be sure, by being an arithmetical, a geor'neincat{t;. .
a harmonical at the same time, but a mathematlcah cr:ati_c'ds
still is. All these identifications of tht.;: soul an.d the ma‘tt.cn] e ‘.]m
may ultimately be a correct or a mrst.aken 3n%e.rpret;1 t1::?11 L
Timaeus; in any case the net resul} s a dl\flS]Ol’l‘O cll 5 o
three spheres, the middle sphere being described m] ?un:}ln.:“l;é_
as to obliterate virtually any di{forencc'- betwgen soul and ‘hm_
maticals. It is this tripartition of being which n;:c'ursl lln\; I.Md
blichus most frequently; but we saw that ch.s.II ;2&,, ruish‘vd
to a quadripartition of being with the soul being disting




26 SOUL AND MATHEMATICALS

from mathematicals (whereas ch. VIII leads to still another
quadripartition, viz, that corresponding to Plato’s quadripartite
line, i.e. into intelligibles, mathematicals, sensibles, and images).
The unity of Iamblichus’ book is most precarious as we can
already see and as we shall see time and again.

Let us now resume our discussion of ch. X.

In spite of the mathematical constitution of the soul already
established the question can still be asked: is the soul the product
of the combination of the three branches of mathematicals?
Or are the three branches, on the contrary, products of one soul?
In other words, is the diversity of the branches prior to the
unity of the soul or is the unity of the soul prior to the diversity
of the three branches?

Iamblichus rejects both alternatives. The first would deprive
the soul of its status which is to be the principles of mathemati-
cals, make the branches of mathematics a scattered plurality, and
the soul an almost accidental product of their concurrence, and
have other odd consequences. The second would make the soul
the cause of mathematicals and introduce a difference between
the two according to the principle that the cause is superior to and
different from its effects. What is left is the third alternative:
neither is prior to the other. The soul coincides (concurs) with
the mathematicals (cuvrpéyet mpic adre — one is almost tempted

to translate: the soul and mathematicals form one single team
of runners — only we must not imagine these runners to exist
independently from the team) and coexists with them (guv-
vpéornyxev) with the paradoxical result of an uncomposed and
undivided mixture. A complete interpenetration of the mathe-
maticals and the soul takes place so that the soul gives complete
unity to the different branches of mathematicals and in turn
abandons itself to all and several of them. There are no mathe-
maticals outside the soul. But the unity of the soul does not
prevent its differentiation *. The last question of the summary
(whether mathematicals have any principle in addition to the
soul) has been answered in the negative.

* A pood parallel illuminating the point of lamblichus' discussion would be
provided by the question: “Is the organism prior to its parts or are the parts prior
to the organism?'" with the subsequent answer that neither is the case; that the
whole organism i indivisibly in its parts and in turn exists only in virtue of the
plurality of them. The organism is not the result of its parts; nor is it the cause of them,
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ss the difference between. ‘fhc
i 'upl: c:c.lstlhlt: sz:::i: I‘I\"hj;ﬂzlo not fit into th.e tl‘ip‘l’atltl{)}l:
TTlilttha:“ca i;telligibles, mathematicals, and sensibles. Ch.s :
- ?cﬁg\:inrtt?aally abolish any difference bet\;ree: ttih;t sg:zl :::m
O ! i ; stress the lact thh
mathemt‘-tlflgl?tiiiﬁi R?Itt:c:rllla:r}ans;hcs of mathema}ticals’rather‘
el ?e I ee alone. They are therefore compa..tlble_ w;th the
lh'“n “"lt'h 0“{ {Jcing. In both respects ie., in 1dcnt1fymgl the
11“1“11‘“_110“ ﬁ branches of mathematicals rather jthan with .a
Sl'm] o aand in keeping the tripartition of being, the two
bt Dn: ree with a number of passages in Proclus. .
Chill%trei;e gpresent purpose it is not all—importiant to ascizt;;; 4
: i lus themselves were TC
o Ialzzczh:z;suzignfﬁsi(c:)nal identification o_f the Sl‘)‘l.’ll‘
-'lC_CCPl ; ;Ompticals What matters is that both ld:scuss }hm
?\"th '?attiz?:ts a s:;rious interpretation of the relation betl\;f('cnr
Kii\c-n tt:vlrfalt is sufficient for our purpose to assume thz;‘t br;tticze:;
:ntsubst;a.nce +if the soul is to be}j@entti{ied \x;:‘l:nt:lf E}a; r:uln shoujfi
i be identified with just one bis It
:;ti:::l: tb: ti:':iemifiecl with all — three or four — :ra?til(:e:;mncue
¢ In other words, the question asked on p. !6 ;;:ng) “.‘ith -
the presupposition of the problem (mpar-tlte e ot
lution (offered in ch. III in the form of a qua 1'.pl o
ii:rllg differentiating between soul and matl}cmzti‘ti:a :)ith e
be an.swered by saying that it is only ch. s:}\ a:nicais N i we
virtual identification of the soul and ‘mat ;Hnatfi o et
istent with the original assumption © a p S
(\;\(')1?::2:15 ch.s III and IV are indeed mconmtstefltth ‘;‘:OCI‘L 5 i
these ch.s IX and X are in better agreement W1 I
ause Proclus does not say
‘;‘” e{:':rlfc?;et?i::olulb:sd mathematicals consists in the former
i i ing not. . .
bcggtr?so t:f (:c:th T]rl:;;::rtgela%blichus to charge him w1t1: ;1:3;
incolrllsistence? Is it possiblc to assume that he ;'330::10::((}: ha.nd'
noticed the contradiction between ch. 111 and
¢ 4 ther? . ‘ '
ChL;hI? a:::ic?t(;nﬂtlchi(;st question is that { ;c istlil'tlxl;tolza?‘:)l\;lsic;ﬂz‘
i rs rather tha _
as"-"i':’:;:‘[kexf: rt:.[:et;nfl?l\:hda::h:: nc;lillu\t-\lj;; to entrust a scribe with
0own .
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copying passages indicated by him, on loose sheets and patching
them up into a whole by introductions, summaries, changes of
a word every now and then, etc. It is obvious that no particular
consistency can be expected to result. Nor should it be expected :
Iamblichus’ book is comparable to a selection from sources rather
than to an exposition of the views of one author. It is not quite
a florilegium; but it is not meant to be an original either. To
a certain extent Iamblichus assumes the responsibility for
his sources; but he does not have to make them a ppear entirely
consistent.

An example well known already reveals immediately the kind
of Iamblichus' editorial activity. One and the same passage
(as we know today, taken from Aristotle’s Protrepticus) appears
in his Protrepticus and in Isc. In the former it is part of ch. VI,
p- 38, 3-41, 2 Pistelli. In the latter it is part of ch. XXVI, p- 8],
7-83, 2F. Unbhesitatingly, by cuts and replacing some words
of Aristotle by his own, Iamblichus adapts the original text
for his purpose, but he does not mind using the same passage
as a whole twice in two different books. Once more we have the
inpression that lamblichus intends to produce something which
is neither an original nor a florilegium.

Besides, it appears that Iamblichus is not quite insensitive
to the contradiction between ch.s IIT and IV on one hand,
ch.s IX and X on the other. In fact, he avoids in ch.s IX and
X anything which would make either the soul or the mathe-
maticals appear to be motive. We shall see this better when we
investigate once more the relation between the identifications of
the soul with mathematicals as present in Proclus and Tamblichus.

The most outstanding difference between the two is as indi-
cated. Tamblichus’ mathematics in ch.s IX and X is tripartite,
containing only arithmetics, geometry, and harmonics (acoustics),
with astronomy wanting. Proclus’ mathematicals are quadri-
partite, with astronomy included *. Now, it was Nicomachus

* On the subdivisions of mathematics see P, Tannery, La Géométrie grecque (1887)
38-52; W. D. Rass, Aristolle's Metaphysics (1924) ad T" 2, 1004a8 (v. 1 259). 1t is well
known that in addition to a Quadripartition we find also an entirely different division
of mathematics in Proclus, reported by him as that of Geminus {cf. J. G. van Pesch,
De Procli fontibus [1900] B7-113, esp. 97). Mathematics is divided into two parts,
which today would be called pure and applied. Pure mathematics contains arithmeties

and geometry, leaving astronomy and acoustics to applied mathematics (/n Eucl.,
Prol. 1, p, 38, 1~12 Fri on the designation of acoustics as canonics see p. 40, 22 Fr).
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. below p. 89) who justified the quadripartition ofs;r;?::;
™ e by basing it on the principle that nmthcnlmncs is s -
iy b:\ 1"'15‘1}&;“_1“. being either discreet or contn}uous. dlscre'e.
: t“m'm-l tl}"’il? uzithc} per se (arithmetics) or in rela'tmns (acoustic(sl.
‘lm;::riu:;icf) continuous quantity being either unmove
ur < "

L -
in motion (astronomy). This quadripartitio

L “T“\tr]r] or : II’ '
ol ¥ 30

2 it is the
18, 27-19, 1 F) and it is
9- 7 (cf. also Isc ch.V, p. 18, ' 5 Beth
s 13:31 ; ?J:lxdr(ipartition which Proclus is re‘:.nd}- to ?;ccsphl;sa 14
.;.;:nw;llmcntary on the Timacus (.8 {ﬂ Tuu.bZI-?. , 2-1 o, i3ut
l);-hl) and in his commentary on Euclid (seca (1);“-3[:}1 s gt i
{ course nobody should in one and the same bre s
0 _ thcm'-nics contains the four branches enume.ra tti] . In
1:::0 that mathematicals are unmol\;ed. ?{1:15 t:‘i:g}? iy c;;clu:siﬂn
\ tripartition of mathemati e
\\{hU a'ii:c‘:)rt:y acan pind«:ed he should, cling to the interpretation
nl as ¥ 3
:cals as being unmoved. ; e
“(g‘ athcf;‘fﬁfiz; ;[ 11X agd X lamblichus accepts a mz;iar_t;:f-
aus : A ‘o rdingly,
't;itn'tti(:s his mathematicals are unmov td; ?ctci(r,clv sgup_
11.lht rot;lem Io{ the motive character of .thv‘soul is Lln . A
l ‘-L 4 d. We see this with particular clanty m 'two praneh; f the
pu-SIS:?{ RO £ (p. 40, 16-17 F) Xenocrates dvﬁnm‘(;n 0 i
Ao A : = as one-
L-Llul as scl?-moving (self-changing) number t-o r‘n E;i(r::itlitm based
Gded. But though he professes to suggest a definition Bis
;m tl-le principle of xowj GURTEAEXEW 1:3?27113(1{;]_ ;:i St.ob. !
mdvea 7% yévq of mathematicals [p. 40, 12-13 F'}; iso three
2. 32, p.363,26-365,4 Wachsmuth, e s AL T
o e ithmeticals, geometricals, an
tical , ie., arithmeticals, _ : ol
mati?en;:)lin 2::1 “synthetic’’ definition we .rmss ti:e f“(t)hr:
m’omc'i‘-w_oq i.e. the gynthetic definition contains par (:eiated
?1:;?:ittic');n <')f Xenocrates (number) and omits ant;ﬁtl;:; oo
; : motion). Furthermore, describing _the aspect 0 ot e
vl:hich the .50“1 is indebted to harmonicals h(‘: 3s -';:V)S :; 1‘: the étrcss
H =+ 1. 12— ‘), b 2
3 of harmonic motion (p. 41, ;
%ms t?‘ic‘;o‘;ir“ha rmonic”’ ~— he almost could have smd. th:{t1 et:;c
5 fx?a; no}; the source of motion but rather of whatever ."Si ;’ s i
5: the motions of the universe. In other wnrds.dth;rtc i
lhint in ch. IX that the soul is movedrnor ?}?mﬂ t te tri artitr;
because ir:. this chapter the soul is identified with trp
L
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ﬁzth;m\?tjcsf exc[uding_ astronomicals. To this extent Iamblichus
% gn? ae;l:inle;l} :; avm(; tog flagrant a contradiction between
s 1] one hand, ch.s IX and X on the
] ather. He
::i;:s 1-1t at the cost of suppressing the question of the rf:;m}:
—“‘ :;z ;rldoio fthi s;);ul. though he does not succeed completely
/ ch. X we read that the soul will be di ated
: Xw . . e differe :
;n i;cg_d]ance with its different Suviusiz, Zwaf, and T;:'tlaud
, - < ; =y W ’ 'EI-I
01; tho,se wi F. _Tl‘us immediately reminds us of the argﬁzcn:
ey 5(,)0 tried to make Tnathematicals motive, according to
= .thé - Some, says Tamblichus here, will perhaps grant motion
o e;;nnmpigs of mathematicals (i.e., the limited and the
o i :2) ;._ \,éz. th'ose who posit these principles in the soul
g of an Suvdusis of the soul (p. 13, 9-12 F). On readin
s th;; megztz.m ch. X f]uoted above, one feels inclined to askg-
ok ntion of Lwaxi and duvduerz as peculiar to the soul a ‘
mo\,c;:; 1;}1;I that the mathematicals of which it consists are indecg
e ? No clear answer can be found in ch. X — we are left
;::) tmg that the relations between motion and mathematica{is
2 c;]o: 1a;llld tgels;c:ul. mathematicals and the soul as presenteci
4 an , and again i . { i
sl by gain in ch.s IX and X are in several
Le .
Iambtﬁ:; :f:f:?a uplthedresuf zs of the foregoing discussion. Both
roclus describe the mathemati ich
: . ‘ ‘ aticals (which they
t;:e to dJ§ub51st} as mtermediate. The realms bet\a‘een Whig:
jndl}’wfl;ii, : at; are often described in terms of the divisible and the
i Per [oth are aware of the “intermediacy” of the soul
oclus stresses it more than Iamblich .
: chus. Both deal
:;1;11 thelpro‘;;lf_rm whether’methematicals and the soul are idenet?-
s ::u i{:hus. argifmg sometimes pro, sometimes contra;
sl hn:ng :df:nhty. In connection with this questior:
i Yo tht e r.dent:ty r::f the soul with a/l branches of mathe-
e Jee' in Ia_mbllchus, four in Proclus. These assertions
mathemag Iul:.;z:l with the motive or nonmotive character of
it c:; Isn t1_‘t:)clus l;xsscrts the former, Iamblichus sometimes
. ) etimes the latter. The solution is cl
with the problem of a triparti o
robler partite mathematics with 7
or ;h quadnpartxte one, including astronomy S
= c::s nil:ch }:is immediately clear: Isc is based on different
; which some of the problems treated above were

-
“#
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decided in different ways +  Jamblichus did not bother to
reconcile contradictory opinions. As a result, his mathematicals
sometimes include, sometimes exclude motion; his mathematics
is sometimes tripartite, sometimes quadripartite.

We now have a substantial number of key terms. They are

o safe guide through the tangle of many problems. This will

become obvious in what
easy it is to discover the di
drew, once we have a clear insigh
it implies) between a tripartite an

follows; but even now we can see how
fferent sources from which Jamblichus
t into the difference (and what
d a quadripartite mathematics.

And we can conclude this chapter with a synopsis of tha

passages involving the basic contra

diction as to the motive or

non-motive character of mathematicals.

Isc ch. 111, p.13,12-15F
It is better to assume that
the mathematical principles
and the mathematical sphere
of being [obola] are nonmotive.

Isc ch. IV, p. 18, 14-18 F
The mathematical principles
are nonmotive.

Isc ch. X111, p. 50, 18-19 F

Mathematicals differ from
the realm of becoming by
their nonmotive nature.

Isc ch. XV, p.55,14-15 F
Mathematics prepares for the-
ology also by being a con-
templation of things stable
and nonmotive.

Isc ch. XXIV, p.75,18-19

Mathematics is concerned

* Cf. Zeller 111/2% (1923) 759.

Isc ch. VII, p. 30,25-31, 2 F
Geometry ... received as a
helpmate the spheric [astrono-
my] which is the instrument of
knowledge of continuous quan-
tity in motion.

Isc XII, p.47,6-16F

Most men believe that the
branches of mathematics are
nonmotive and that the ob-
jects of their knowledge are

nonmotive; this, however, is
a wrong opinion. For there are
branches of mathematics in-
vestigating the number of
motion ... and the incorporeal
circular motions of the soul
with which the heavenly revo-
lutions coexist . ... In such in-
vestigations astronomy and
harmonics are contained.
Iscch. XIX, p. 63,23-64, 13F
The mathematician deals
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with a kind of nature stable
and void of motion.
Iscch. XXVI, p. 81, 11-12F
Things belonging to the non-
motive mathematical kinds are
limited and ordered.

15c ch. XXVIII, p.89,2-8F
The mathematical ratios are
nonmotive, corresponding to
the character of mathematicals,
which are exempt of motion.

The source of the first right

with theologicals, noeric mathe-
maticals, the self-moved sphere
of being, and the eternal
ratios (wherein they define the
self-moved number), with the
heavenly bodies and motions,
etc.

Isc ch. XXVII, p. 86,14-15F

In mathematics some things
arc  completely nonmotive,
others (in acoustics and as-
tronomy) are motive,

-side passage is Nicomachus,

Iutr, arithm. 1 3, 15 p. 61 Hoche (cf. Festa's adnotation a.l.);
there can hardly be much doubt that the left-side passage is

from some other source. They

same holds true for the rest of th

contradict each other and the
e two columns,

Appendix

I. The contradiction between ch. 111 and ch. IX of Isc is only
apparent, according to Loenen *. This he proves by saying that
the same (apparent) contradiction must have, at least implicitly,
been present in Posidonius, For he, on one hand, identified the
soul with mathematicals but on the other must have known that
the soul according to Plato was motive. How then does Loepen
Tesolve the apparent contradiction ? By assuming that Iamblichus
when speaking of the motive soul means soul in the ordinary
sense of the word, whereas when he speaks of non-motive
mathematicals he still can identify them with the soul, viz, with
the soul as idea (ideal soul). This distinction, says Loenen, should
be of great interest to students of Plato.

Loenen’s explanation is a classic example of an ad hoc hypo-
thesis. There is not the slightest hint of the doctrine of a double
soul in Isc. As to what Posidonius must have known about the

—_———

* J. H. Loenen, Muemosyne, S. IV, val. X/1 (1957) B0-82,
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relations between mathematical and the soul with regard to the
i hing.
blem of motion, we know not ‘ '
pr; ;'he relation between the two chaptc;{s ;f f; sc*has 'r;,n :; vte‘g
cesti i by Kohnke *. The
i ting manner been interpreted '
“111:}1-::1]5 gsays Kohnke, not only contrac:hct each ?thﬂ:. 'I;Itle-y
Closzly c;)rrespond to each other like thesis fmd antithesis. ' is
't:herefore to be assumed that both appeared in one and tl:ie s;::s
work whose author first presented the doctrines an -
proceeded to refute them. And Kohnke even guesses that this
nobody else but Posidonius. _
au;h:r:l ‘:2: quite :ure that the fact that the two cha.pters' col:"ret
spond to each other (Kohnke is right I.tm ;]llilshpomt) 1:15 hae:e
i i 1, Tamblichus cou
lained by his hypothesis. After all, Ia hus could
zigerpted ch. III of Isc from the work in .Whl(I:l'l it ong}n:llg
appeared and ch. IX from the work in which it was refute f
Kpuhnke might object that I attribute too much to t;:e 'd?ge]r;z (;f
i ich to arrive at certainty.
blichus. I see no way on whic \ . i
Ezblichus did what Kohnke suspects llurn_ of .hawng fione, it
would illustrate the kind and scope of his editorial activity. "
incidentally, if Kohnke guessed correctly and both chafp L}:’S
are from Posidonius, this would explain.the presence :;) 1: Il:
hrases Juyfic Lwal xal Suvdpei; appearing in ch. I11, p. 13, e
1aind ch, 1X, p. 43, 9 F. They could be rooted in tl';c ;oncct:p o
Bovne (w8 vitali i t with Posidonius
ey Stvapre (vis wvitalis), which we connec
cs(:eu;? I::irr-hardt. art. Poseidonios, RE XXII /l‘[l953] 648 [t)
: 3 ‘l:he importance of the term ouvrpéyew to des:gnate the ;rz“ y
of ciistinct natures or the distinction in spite of unity: Sj:w; t:d 1;::
Chalcedonense (e.g. in P. Schaff, The Creeds of Chrisier

877, later reprints] 62). . S ’
e 4 Ol'i1 the rrI:eaning of Tamblichus’ "authorship’ see below, p.

156-8,

* F. W. Kohnke, Gnomon 27 (1955) 157-164,




