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PORPHYRY AND JIAMBLICHUS IN PROCLUS’
COMMENTARY ON THE PARMENIDES

JOHN DILLON

The combined skills of Westerink and Saffrey have already, in the
course of their magisterial Budé edition of the Plaronic Theology, ex-
tracted much of value from the vast bulk of Proclus’ Commentary on
the Parmenides,' and elucidated many obscure passages of that work.
Notable contributions are the discussions of the history of exegesis
of the hypotheses of the Parmenides in Vol. I (Ixxv-Ixxxix), the ad-
dition to our knowledge of the doctrine of Origen the Platonist in
Vol. 1l (x-xx), a major discussion of the origin of the doctrine of
henads in Vol. HI (ix-1xxvii), and in Vol. IV a survey and analysis of
Damascius’ commentary on the Second Hypothesis of the Parmenides,
which demonstrates his dependence on the lost part of Proclus’
Commentary. To all of these a translator of Proclus In Parmenidem
must acknowledge a profound debt, as T am glad to do here.?

What I propose to do on the present occasion is to contribute
to the elucidation of one further aspect of Proclus’ commentary, his
use of previous authorities. It is notable that, in sharp contradistinction
to his practice in the Timaeus Commentary. Proclus, in the Parmenides
Commentary, chooses to suppress virtually all reference to his pre-
decessors, apart from his master Syrianus — and even Syrianus is
referred to almost exclusively by honorific periphrases,® His “spiritual

Proclus: Théologie Platonicienne, ed. H, D. Saffrey and L. G. Westerink, Paris, Vol. 1,
1968; Vol. 11, 1974; Vol. 111, 1978; Vol. IV, 1981 (2 more volumes to follow).
Although T still venture to maintain a different opinion on the vexed qucstion of
the famblichean origin of the doctrine of henads (sce below, note 10), [ am also pro-
foundly grateful to the honorand of this volume for his unstinting help in improving
my translation of the /n Parm. — chiefly by britliant emendations of the text, but
also by many corrections of detail.

Generally & fipétepog xafinyepdy or something such, e.g., 640, 20; 944, 17; 1033, 21;
1061, 25, cte.
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grandfather,” (6 fuétepog mpondtwp) Plutarchus, is given one
mention, 4 propos the subject of the hypotheses. at 1058, 22, and it is
possible, as Fr. Saffrey has recently suggested, that Theodorus of
Asine lurks beneath the very curious apparent reference to “the phi-
losopher from Rhodes,” just before that, at 1057, 6.* but other than
that. there are no references by name to any previous commentator
on the dialogue. In particular, Porphyry and lamblichus. so prominent
in the Timaeus Commentary, are nowhere to be found, though both
certainly wrote commentaries on the Parmenides.*

However, Proclus is in fact just as dependent on previous com-
mentary on the Parmenides as he was in the case of the Timaeus. His
chief debt is to Syrianus, but there is repeated evidence of his con-
sultation of, and reaction to, other commentators throughout the
work.® In Books VI and VII, however, a distinctive pattern makes
itself visible of a sequence of three®” views on a given passage, culmi-

< “Le ‘Philosophe de Rhodes’: est-il Théodore d’Asiné?" in Mém. A-J Festugiére
(Geneva 1984) 65-76. Saffrey shows first that there is no serious discrepancy between
the schema presented here and Theodorus’ known philosophical position (contrary
to what had been argued by Westerink and himself in Proclus, Theol. Plat. 1 1xxxviii),
and then goes on 10 suggest that the text S tx ‘Pédov @urdécowog is actually a cor-
ruption of & @£63wpog @rhésopos. This 1 must say 1 find less satisfactory. Such a
word-order (as opposed to & @1idoopog ©.) is not elsewhere attested, and hardly a
natural one, but the truth may lie not far from this. The fact that Proclus refers to
Plutarchus by name immediately after this at least increases the possibility of his
giving a proper name herc taa.
We know that both had views on the subject matter of the hypotheses, from the
scholia to 1053, 38 and 1054, 37 respectively, but that by itself would not prove author-
ship of a full commentary (it does not for cither Amelius or Plutarchus). For lamb-
lichus, however, we have one clear reference in Syrianus, /n Metaph. 38, 6 ff. (my
Fr. 1), and a number of passages in Damascius, De Principiis (= In Parm.; Fragments
3-14 in my edition). For Porphyry, there is just one such reference, at In Parm. 11,
112, 14, but it concerns a detail of the text (Parm., 144cS), and is found in the char-
acteristic sequence “*Porphyry — lamblichus (Fr. 4) — Syrianus,” so it constitutes
pretty good evidence. I leave aside the Anonymous Turin Commentary, claimed for
Porphyry by Pierre Hadot, as I regard the identification as less than certain.
¢ E.g., on the subject of the dialogue, 630, 37-640. 16, an elaborate doxography; 727,
26 fF., on the validity of Zeno's argument; on the existence of an Idea of Dirt, 832,
121f.; on Parmenides’ attitude to ldeas and participation in them, 837, 101f.; on
whether there are deas of all things, 856, 9 ff.; on precisely what is being denied of
the One in the First Hypothesis, 1083, 27{f,
~*Qceasionally four, as will be noted at the relevant places; and in one case (4, betow),
{ am constrained Lo propose a reverse chronological order.

“
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nating in that of Syrianus (identified as “my own master,” or some
equivalent). It is here, 1 think, that we can with some plausibility pos-
wulate a sequence (which would answer to that frequently exemplified
in .the Timaeus Commentary) of Porphyry — lamblichus — Syrianus
It 1? not always, unfortunately, the case that the views expressed ex:
hib}[ any clear resemblance to the positions of either of these two
philosophers, but there are often enough clues which render the at-
tributions very probabile.

1 will first set out, in tabular form, all the passages in the Com-
mentary wk‘zere I discern this pattern, attributing the relevant pas-
sages provisionally to Porphyry and Iamblichus respectively, and
then examine them in turn. They amount to eleven in all; ’

Porphyry? lamblichus?
Book V1 (1) 1053, 38 — 1054, 37 1054, 37 — 1055, 25
(2) 1089, 30 — 1090. 13 1090, 13 — 23 !
(3) 1106, 31 — 1107. 9 1107, 9 — 1108, 19
* (4) 1114, 20 — 35 14,1 — 14
(5) I118. 19 — 25 1118,25 — 33
Book VII (6) 1140, 26 — 1141, 13 1141, 13 — 1142, 10

(7) 1150, 2 — 21 1150, 22 — 1151, 7

(8) 1173,7 — 1174, 3 1174,3 — 22
* (9) 1216,3 — 15 1216, 37 — 1217, 13
(10) 1226, 6 — 15 1226, 15 — 26

(11) 64K.25 — 66K.247
* Irregular

66K.25 — 68K.14

(1.) This first passage concerns the subject matter of the
hypothc?scs, and is the only one for which we have reasonably secure
attestation, since an industrious scholiast has identified each of the
authorities mentioned in the doxography.s Porphyry. then, regards
Hy‘p..l as concerning the primal God; Hyp. 11 as concerning the In-
telligible Realm: Hyp. III as about Soul: Hyp. IV as about ordered
Body; Hyp. V, unordered Body; Hyp. VI. ordered Matter: Hyp. V11
unordered Matter; Hyp. VII{, Forms-in-Matter, as in thcirsubs;tratum:

. . A
Thl:% last notation refers 1o the pagination of Raymond Klibansky's edition of the

. La.nn text of the l.ast part of the Commentary, not preserved in the Greek manuscripts
Itis a{so dealt with fully by Westerink and Saffrey in Book ! of their edition of the
Platonic Theology (pp. bxxv-lxxxix).
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Hyp. IX, Forms-in-Matter, considered by themselves. lamblich.us,
on the other hand, while accepting Porphyry’s general scheme (nine
hypotheses, each having reference to a distinct level of reality). dis-
putes practically all the details.” Hyp. I for him concerns “God and
the gods,” which Proclus understands as meaning “‘the One and the
henads™: Hyp. Il concerns the intellectual (voepd) realm, and not
the intelligible. which Iamblichus seems to identify with the henads:"®
Hyp. 111 not Soul, but rather the xpeittova yévn, Angels. Daemons
and Heroes, thus reflecting the greater attention which Iamblichus
paid to these classes of being, as we see from the De Mysteriis: Hyp. IY
concerns rational souls; Hyp. V. secondary souls “woven on to”
(npooueuivopevar) rational souls: Hyp. VI, the Forms-in-Mam‘:r
and Aéyou oneppatikoi: Hyp. VII, Matter itself; Hyp. VIII, Body in
the heavenly realm; Hyp. IX, generated Body in the sublunar realm —
a curious sequence of topics, which Proclus has no difficulty picking
holes in, but which shows lamblichus’ concern to contradict and
“trump” Porphyry at every turn. Only at Hyp. VII (and to a certain
extent at Hyp. VI) do their interpretations coincide.

We learn a little more about Iamblichus’ interpretation of the
later hypotheses from two of the passages in Damascius’ /n Par-
menidem'' mentioned above in note S. In Parm. II 247, 15 ff. Ruelle
(= my Fr. 12) confirms that Hyp. Il concerns “‘the beings that are in

* 1 have dealt with this in my edidon of the {ragments of lamblichus’ Platonic com-
mentaries (Jamblichi Chalcidensis In Platonis Dialogos Commentariorum Fragmenita
[Leiden 1973] 387-9). It is. indeed, the only passage from the Parmenides Commentary
which I then ventured to attribute to lamblichus (Fr. 2).

Indeed, a passage of Damascius (De Princ. 1147, 22f, Ruelle) would seem 1o confirm
this. There he represents lamblichus as maintaining that &v 1@ &vi pévetv 16 vontov,
because it is maore united to it, and takes its form (eidonoieitm) from it, rather than

c

from Being. This refers primarily to the summit of the noetic realm, admittedly, bur

it seens to allow of henads as being in some way vontd as well, The lamblichean
doctrine of henads would thus not be as developed as that of Syrianus, but it scems
to me probable that he had one. And after all, we cannot ignore the fact that Procluf,
in spite of insisting that the gods (henads) transcend vonowg (ET prop. 123), vet is
prepared at ibid. 162 to refer 1o the rhijlog wv Evadwv as vontdv, as being “par-
ticipated in by to &v.”

' As we may now term the second part of the De Principiis. See Saffrey and Westerink’s
remarks at the beginning of their study of Damascius’ commentary on the Second
Hypothesis in Vol. (11 of Theol, Plat. (pp. Ixxviii-Ixxix), and before that L. G. West-
erink, “Damascius, commentateur de Platon,” in Le Néoplatonisme (Paris 1971)
253-260.
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constant attendance on the gods™ (oi asi Beoig gndpevol), while at
In Parm. 11 286, 15 ff. (my Fr. 14) Damascius defends lamblichus
against Proclus’ criticism of his identifications of Hyps. VIII and IX
as involving composites rather than principles (dpyai):

To this point of view we oppose the great lamblichus, who
well says that the composite is a principle; for example, the
four elements are the principle of living things and the
whole sublunar creation. and the heavenly spheres and the
heavens are a principle and cause of generation.

This would provide proof, if such were needed, of the accuracy of the
scholiast's identification.

With the rest of the passages in question, though, we are un-
fortunately on rather shakier ground, though not entirely devoid of
supporting evidence, as we shall see.

(2.) This doxography concerns the question as to what pre-
cisely is the nature of the “many” that is being denied of the One at
the outset of rthe First Hypothesis (137 c4). The situation is rather
less clear here than in subsequent examples, since we do not culminate
in an opinion expressly ascribed to Syrianus, but simply in an amplifi-
cation by Proclus (Syrianic in substance) to the last opinion (1090,
25 ff.). However, the sequence of opinions seems worth including in
our collection. Going back to the beginning (1089, 21 f.), we find, first,
nvég who say that it is the Many at every level (va navtayod rokhd)
that he is denying of the One, because the One transcends all multi-
plicity, both intelligible and sensible. To these Proclus objects that
in Hyp. II “Many” is asserted of the One. and that certainly does not
include sensible multiplicity. This seems like a Middle Platonic
opinion, perhaps reported by Porphyry. At any rate, we find next,
GhAot ETL cepvédtepot TodTov, who identify this “many’’ as intellectual
multiplicity (voepdv miifog). “They argue, whereas Intellect is one-
many, and Soul is one-and-many, held together by the conjunction!?
by reason of its divisibility, while Body is many-and-one. as being

"2 I accept here, with gratitude, one of Westerink’s many stimulating emendations,
6 ouvdéapy debcicav for mss. t@v ouvbéopwy Benbeicav, “requiring the con-
junctions,” which makes some sense, but not much; Latin coniunctione indigeniem
would seem to translate suvdéong SenBeicuy (unless William is interpreting a little),
which would be more acceptable. Nothing much hangs on it, fortunately.
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divided, and thus characterised by multiplicity, and Matter is ‘many’
alone. This ‘many,” then, removes intellectual multiplicity from the
first cause. in order that it may be One alone and superior to Intellect.”

The presentation of Nous as nokkd is thoroughly Porphyrian
(though not, of course, in any way distinctive of him), as we can see
from e.g., Sent. 43, 1 ff. (6 vobg obk EoTwv dpyn mavtwv: noiia ydp
totv & voic, x.T.h.), so the identification of this authority with
Porphyry presents no difficulty. The distinction between Nous as
£v moAh& and Sou! as &v kai morrd is already Plotinian (V 1, 8, 23-27).

This authority is now criticised by §\iot kai toltov Evie-
actik@tepot (1090, 13 ff.), who do not accept vogpov mifbog as an
adequate identification. They declare that *far prior to intellectual
numbers there are the intelligible monads (vontai povddeg), from
which there has appeared all the intellectual multiplicity arranged in
its many orders; it is that multiplicity, then, which is removed from
the One, inasmuch as it is next after the One, which the intellectual
is not.”

This sharp distinction between the intelligible and intellectual
realms is a development of lamblichean Neoplatonism, as opposed
to that of Porphyry." Indeed, since Porphyry did not observe this
distinction, the criticism of him here is inapposite, but quite char-
acteristic of lamblichus’ style of *‘oneupmanship,” as we can see from
many passages of Proclus’ Timaeus Commentary. Also characteristic
(of Proclus) is the description of lamblichus as év8eactik6g — In Tim.
I 156, 31: lamblichus approaches the text évbeucTik@g, as opposed
to Porphyry, who gives a more pedestrian interpretation.

lamblichus’ distinction here between vontai povdadeg and
voepoi apBuot can, 1 think. be equated with the distinction that he
is reported as making by Damascius, in his Commentary on the
Philebus (105, p. 49-51 Westerink = my Fr. 4), between ‘the monads of
the Forms,” which manifest themselves in the Intelligible Realm in an
undifferentiated (&8iwikpitiov) manner, while the Forms (the “num-
bers” here) proper only manifest themselves at the intellectual level,
the realm of Nous proper (as distinct from the levels of Being or Life).

This passage, then, constitutes useful confirmation of the
philosophical positions of both Porphyry and lamblichus, as well as
presenting a characteristic contrast between them.

13 See R. T. Wallis, Neoplatonism (London 1972) 123-4.
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(3.) The next passage is of particular interest, and has actually
attracted a certain amount of notice, having been made the subject of
an article by Emile Bréhier, “L’idée de néant et le probiéme de I'origine
radicale dans le néoplatonisme gree,”** and an extended discussion,
with translation, by Pierre Hadot, in pp. 355-375 of Porphyre et
Victorinus. Vol. 1.5 Here we have once again a sequence of authorities,
leading up, not explicitly to Syrianus, but to Proclus himself (1108,
19 ff.). The issue raised here is whether it is necessary or desirable to
attribute some “‘nature and characteristic’” (guoic kai id161n¢) 1o the
One. lest it be regarded as absolutely non-existent (as was the view
of Origen the Platonist, who regarded the First Hypothesis as having
no positive subject matter'®). Attributing anything to the One was a
constant problem, as we know. for Platonists from Plotinus on, since
any epithet one might wish to attach to it, such as goodness or per-
tection or cynsciousncss, is properly predicable only of Intellect; any
characteristic attached to the One seems to introduce a suggestion of
duality and less than absolute simplicity. Plotinus got round his
difficulty (in so far as he did) by prefixing olov to anything he said
of the One."” The authorities quoted here attempt a greater Elegree of
precision than that.

As [ say, the sequence of authorities does not culminate with
Syrianus, but with Proclus himself (dismissing all these attempis 10
characterise the One, as inevitably introducing multiplicity into it),
but the three authorities must be fitted in somewhere in the Neoplatonic
universe between Plotinus and Syrianus,'® and Porphyry and Iamb-
lichus must be among the prime candidates.

The first authority postulates, above Nous, something called
vootng, “intellectuality,” envisaged as being something “‘simpler”
(amhovotépa) than, and presumably causative of, Nous; above this,
10 voodv (with the sense, Proclus is careful to explain, not of “intel-

b B} " p 3 ;
In the Revue de Méwphysique et de Morale, 1919, pp. 443-475; repr. in Etudes de
philosophie antique (Paris 1955).

¥ Etudes Augustiniennes (Paris 1963).

i it):e K.-O. Weber, Origencs der Neuplatoniker {Zetemata 27} (Minchen 1962) 98-

4. )

:» Eg., l.."/m‘ V18, 13, 50: LapBuvétw 88 xal 1o olov &9’ Exdotoy,
C.erlalf'lly none of them is Syrianus, since Proclus would never dismiss his master’s
views in the way. l.ha[ he does these. Hadot actually wishes to identify them all with
Porphyry, a position for which he produces persuasive evidence, but with which |
am compelled to disagree, as will be seen presently.



John Ditlon
28

ligising,” but rather of causing intellection‘—‘as if it wc.:xje t;‘on:é l;l;)::
existent vooe!'®); and above this in turp 10 vonim, whu.h ec :11. o
be primal. making the remarkable claim thzrt activities arke t1)311‘10 -
essences, as being more unitary than them.” More remar ‘?, e stm;
this person postulates, prior to each of the Forms, a causal;w}e en ar_e
of the same type (with ending in -opa), and d.eclares that ’a .t :::sethat
gv (“‘one” or “a one”), though what precisely h.e n;e':ans w);at ”
Proclus professes not to understand (1106, 20' ff.).f glce what
being proposed here is rather like an adurnbratp{n of the sy tem o
henads, Proclus’ bafflement may be takf:n.as dlSlngenuqus (. ° ti)
he does consistently object here to assocxat.mg any plurality w;th e
One of the First Hypothesis; cf. his objection above to Iaml? ic u;).
At any rate, the next authority (1 106, 31 {f.) seeks to 5?.1‘\: t e
problem by making a distinction between God and the.sta'te'o fmtr}li
God” (16 8ed elvan), the latter being t.he prope'r desngnfatlo: (? he
One. This formulation, as Proclus is quick to p{om( o:.xt, Asa evelop
ment (and in his view an invalid one) of Ar‘ustvollc S dlsfmctxos .1tn
Met. H3, 1042b29 ff. between the oﬁveat'og oumu‘of ra Ythmyg’ an Bnu:z
gvipyeiwr xui pope, the latter being desxgl?aled 0 Tl Vv Elv\ oul.1 ot
Aristotle himself points out, as Proclus remxpds us: Fhat no sgc' ;
tinction can be made in the case of immaterial enf:ues. T}lerc ~canq ?
no distinction, for instance, between soul and “being soul (hto wu,a;
glvat, 1043b2). This view of Aristotle's. the commentato(r. ex: vxta
doubtless well aware of, but chooses to disregard. Once‘agdmt; t. e a:}x:
is to present Activity as prior to Essence — God as Essence being the
j econd Hypothesis.
Subjec{'l?lfeth;oiition of ytie third authority is described as follows

(1107, 9 fL):

There are others, however, who have said that since Fhe
First Principle is above Life, above Intellect, above Be_mg
itself, it possesses within itself in some way the c?auses of all
these things unutterably and unimaginably and in the most
unified way, and in a way unknowable to u5<t.>ut krhno'»‘vable
to itself>>;% and the hidden causes of all 1}3mg§ in it are
models prior to models: and the primal enm%f is a wholci
prior to wholes (6iov mpd Srwv), not having need of

% But the (fancied) relationship of rotéw and ro1dTNC is probably a model here,
2 Omitted from Greek mss., but added from Latin.
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parts. A whole prior to parts has in some way need of the
parts, and it is this that Plato has denied of it here (sc.

137d2-3), whereas a whole prior 10 wholes has no need of
parts.

It is this commentator (whom Proclus also condemns, 1107,
20 tf.) that T would like to identify with lamblichus {(pace Hadot), and
therefore one (or possibly both?) of the previous two with Porphyry.
Hadot’s otherwise rather impiusible proposal that aif three should
be Porphyry (op. cit. 372-5) does admittedly have in its favour the
fact that all three doctrines, or formulations, are to be found at various
points in the works of Marius Victorinus.*' This is an embarrassment.
since there is no evidence, apart from a mere mention, much later,
by Augustine,** that Jamblichus was known at all in the West, but I
do not think that we can rule out any acquaintance with [amblichus
by Marius (either with the Parmenides Commeniary, or with a work
On the Gods) on such an important question as the nature of God.2
In favour of identification with lamblichus (and against Porphyry)
I would cite, first, a doctrinai point, and then a linguistic one. On the
level of doctrine, first of all, we know that Porphyry identified his
First Principle with the summit of the noetic world,* whereas this
authority declares God to transcend all these. Certainly. Iamblichus®
metaphysics (as outlined by Damascius in the same passage) is a good
deal more complex than this. but he does not introduce its full com-
plexity into his Parmenides Commentary, where it would hardly fit.
His primal One is entirely ineffable. but his “second” One is described
by Damascius (Joc. cit) as being npd tii¢ vontiic npdTne Tprddog,
and aolvTuKTog rpds TV TPdda (in distinction 1o that of Porphyry).

* For the tirst position, Hador adduces Adv. Arium 1V 5, 23-6, 18; for the second, Ady,
Arium 1 33, 4-9; for the third, Adv. Arium 1V 23, 27-34, and it is hard to dispute the
analogies, although Victorinus does not reflect the full elaboration of the first po-
sition as set out by Proclus.

2 De Civ. Dei VIII 12.

# R. Schmid, Marius Victorinus Rhetor und seine Beziehungen zu Augustin [Diss. theol.)

(Kiel 1895), does in fact argue for some knowledge of lamblichus’ work by Victorinus
(p. 23, note 2).

* Cf. Damascius, De Princ. 43, [ 86, 3f. Ruelle: “*Porphyry declares the first principle
of ail things to be the Father of the noetic triad,” which I take 10 mean the “Father”
clement within the (Chaidacan) triad of Mauip - Sovapg - voiic, which in Platonic
terms is "Ov-Cari-votg. CL. Procl. /n Parm. 1070, 1S F.. which very probably refers to
Porphyry.
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A linguistic aspect which 1 think is notable is the phrase “‘un-
knowable to us” (Apiv piv Gyvdotwg). In the Timaeus Commentary
(1II 356, 11-12 = my Fr. 88) Proclus quotes Iamblichus as declaring
that the problem of how the gods create body and endow it with fife
is “unknowable to us” (tabta yap dyvecta Auiv Omdpyey). This is
not perhaps much to go on, but better than nothing.

The formulation “‘a whole prior to wholes,” as opposed to a
whotle prior to parts, cannot, think, be paralleled, but it is certainly
the case that lamblichus. in his exegesis of the Second Hypothesis,
makes considerable play with the idea of the One which is the subject
of that hypothesis being a **whole prior its parts” (5iov npod pepdv).?
This, however. once again does not prove very much.

As for the previous two opinions, I would be inclined to at-
tribute the first to Amelius, who certainly loved elaborations of this
sort? (a love inherited from him by Theodorus of Asine), and the
second to Porphyry himself. Whoever the first man is, Proclus speaks
of him as having been “already refuted by others” (kai dhhoig ebBOvag
dedwkotag, 1106, 32), which most naturally implies. I think, that he
has found a refutation of him in the work of the man whom he goes on
to note next,”’ who would on my reckoning be Porphyry.

Again, while any exact equivalent to the formulation 10 0e®
glvar in Porphyry’s extant works is lacking, the genera} doctrine is
concordant with his relatively simplified metaphysical scheme.
“God” in the present context would be the “Father of the Noetic
triad,” mentioned above, the subject of the Second Hypothesis,
while “being God." or “the essence of God™ would be the subject of
the First Hypothesis. This, however. is given earlier by Proclus, in
his doxography of views on this question (cf. above. p. 23), as o
npwTiotog Be6g. To reconcile these pieces of evidence, what we need

3 Cf. Damascius, In Parm. 11 146, 3{f. Ruelle (= my Fr. b).

% A man who could conjure up a triad of demiurges on the basis of Timaeus 39E (Procl.
In Tim. 111, 103, 1811, cf. 1 398, 161f), or give an arithmological analysis of the word
wuyh (bid. 11 274, 1011) is capable of more or less anything in the area of meta-
physical elaboration. This fatter passage is actually attributed by Proclus to Theo-
dorus, but he then (277, 271f.) reports Tamblichus as attacking it in an essay entitled
[pog 100G et "Aptiiov kai Noupriviov avtipprotis, which suggests that Theo-
dorus is only adopting doctrines of Amelius.

27 [ cannot insist on this point. [t might only meap that this man, like all of the others,
has been fully criticised by Syrianus. But thal is pot the way it comes aCross most

naturally, 1 think.
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to assume, 1 think, is that Porphyry actually saw the First and Second
H.ypothes.es as concerning the same subject from different angles. the
First dealing with “what it is to be God." independent of all at:ribliltes
while the Second presents God as the source of all Being, the Fathcr~
Of. thé noetic world, containing all within himself. If we could assume
this, 1t would help to explain how Porphyry’s exegesis of the hy-
potheses of the Parmenides can be reconciled with what else we kno}»]v
of his metaphysics.

(4.) ‘But we must leave this fascinating passage, accepting
lthat no‘t all its mysteries can be unravelled on this occasion. The next
interesting sequence of authorities occurs at 1114, 1 ff,, arising out of
an aporia which confronts the denial of beginning, middle or end
to the One here (sc. 137 d4-5) with the passage of the Laws (IV 715¢)
where the Athenian Stranger says that God “possesses the beginnin !
and the middle and the end of all existent things,” which would ap ea?
to be in contradiction with the present passage. °

B‘etore giving his own (or Syrianus’) solution, Proclus mentions
two earlier essays at solution. Again, one would be tempted to take
these as Porphyry and lamblichus, but there are complications. The

first (1114, 1-5) actually sounds more like something that lamblichus
would say:

Tpere are some who say in reply to this difficulty that the
First Principle both possesses beginning and middle and
er')d and does not possess them; for it possesses them in a
hfdcflen mode (xpupiwg), whereas it does not possess them
fixstmctly (Sunpnuéveg); for it contains everything within
itself in a manner inexpressible and inconcéivable to us
but knowable to itself. ,

Now this conjunction of terminology has a remarkable re-
semblance™ to that of the third authority in the previous sequence
whom I. have ventured to identify with lamblichus, and indeed Lhis:
pfgpmsﬁy to see foreshadowing of entities which manifest themselves
dlsu‘nctly at a later stage is characteristic of Iamblichus, as we can
see from his doctrine of Forms, as revealed in his Philebus C ommentary

2%

x:p.m;fuug ll]'4. 3 7 xpopra 1107, 14 (but this is Chaldacan terminology); Gppiotag
U:“ uvgmiaommg 1114, 4-5 / 1107, 12-13; abt® d& yvearac 1114, 5/ 1107, 14 abtd
8¢ yvwotdg (from Latin sibi ipsi autem note). ’ ‘
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(mentioned above, p. 26). although this only concerns moments within
the hypothesis of Nous. But if one adopts this view, one is constrained
to argue either that Proclus is quoting his authorities not in chrono-
logical order, but in order of acceptability, or that the second authority
(to whom Proclus is much more hospitable?’) is perhaps Plutarch of
Athens. to whom Proclus is uniformly polite on the rare occasions
when he mentions him. On the whole, though, 1 prefer to maintain the
first possibility, since this second opinion seems 1o represent a simpler
metaphysics. The second authority in effect seeks to cut the Gordian
Knot by suggesting that the Laws passage refers not to the Supreme
God but to the Demiurge. ““For the phrase, ‘going about his circuit’
(Laws 716al) is not proper to the One. and the statement that ‘Right
(Aikn) follows upon him’ (716a2) demonstrates to us that quite
another order and a different god is being talked of.”” This eminently
sensible solution (though it does not quite satisfy & npétepog xab-
nyepdy (1114, 36 ff.)° seems entirely suitable to Porphyry, so I would
prefer to leave Plutarch out of the reckoning, and accept that these
doxographical sequences are not always chronological.

(5.) A litte furtheron (11 18. 9 ff.), at any rate, we find another
sequence of authorities, this time answering an aporia®* which asks
in precisely what sense the One is unlimited (¢nsipov, 137d7). Three
authorities prior to Syrianus are recorded, and we must consider them

in turn.

Some declare the One to be termed unlimited in this sense,
that it is untraversable (aSieEitntov) and is the limit of
everything else (for the term “unlimited” has two senses,
the one as being ungraspable (dAnrrov) and untraversable,
the other as being the limit of all things. and not having any

¥ o 8¢ ye yaplEcTEPOV GRAVIGVTEG TPOS v droplav, 1114, 20-1, as oppostd to the
previous Aéyog, which is aafpt pOeyydpevog (1114, 17), as once again introducing a
multiplicity into the First Principle.

In fairness to Syrianus, it must be said that Plato in the Laws is, on the face of it,
referring Lo a supreme God, not to any subordinate deity, but then no deity superior
10 the Demiurge is suggested in the Timaeus either, so that is not conclusive.

One might spare a thought, at this point, for the propounders of these aporiai. Who
can they have been? I do not think thar we need postulate a tradition of hostile com-
mentary on the Parmenides {as there was on Aristolle’s Categories, for example). 1t
is quite possible that Porphyry (in particular) raised these problems himself only

™
&

3

1o solve them.
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other hmit‘itself; and the One is unlimited in both senses
l?oth as being ungraspable and unencompassable (dzrspl:
nyntov} by all that is secondary to it, and as being itself

a limit of everything and not i ing |
ot itself bei
other limit. ng in need of any

. This is a most interesting passage, because it is reminiscent of
w.h1‘le rfot being entircly in accord with. Plotinus’ twice-re 'tci
distinction of two senses of &neipov (Enn. VI 9,6, 10-11 and legd le’{'
l?-l:l), t'he first being adieéitntov, but the second being, in \;I 9‘
10 gnspllnmov g Suvapewg, which is further explain’ed as i ’
volving absolute self-sufficiency (alrapxéotatov xai Gvevs "m>
raroxf). From making this distinction to stating that it is éna: e:\;
:fs being a népug for everything else, while requiring none itself ?s
iun.her step, but not a large one. In VI 6, the Line {ypappun) ir ha
sgbject, not the One, so it is less relevant, but interesting nev“t::th 'Sl .
51’nce the Line is declared to be &neipog because &v 1% Ad CQS_S~
aUTOYpapuuiis obk Evi mpoovootpevov mépag.® On the »‘vhol;ﬂptht .
I'would favour the conjecture that what we have here is an opi ion of
Plotinus reported by Porphyry. opimen of

On the other hand, the seco i .
: i nd opinion oo is quite i
with the attested views of Plotinus (1118, 19-25): uttefn secord

(?ti?ers take its unlimitedness to refer to its being of un-
hr'mted power (aneipodivapov) and that it is generative
of all things (rdvtev yevyntikdy), and that it is the cause
oij fl[[ unlimitedness in existent things and extends the gift
of itself through the totality of beings: for all things irc
contained in the One and exist through the One, and none

could come to be unless they become one by their own
nature. )

Z:e a?ual compou.nd term dnelpodiveiiog is not found in Plotinus
t u;)g irst attested in Porphyry (Sent. 37, p. 43.9. Lamberz referring’
o the soul), but the idea is expressed in 16 Grepilnnrov tiig 5&)\‘&[,1&‘(1);

3 Al these speculati ;
inﬁnitss'e !:ll;et-u.lauons are dependent, 1o some extent, on Aristwotle’s discussion of
opie Y in h”}’J'C—‘ 3y ?. where the term adekitytov is emploved (207b 29), é)n th’?*
Pic, see the useful discussion of John Whitraker, “Phj]()]og;caj Comments on lh,:

Ne: ,Dlatonic Notiop of nfinity,” )
Q B ) mity,” m 7 ignific 3 4 i
AR , \ I ‘ he .Slgﬂl/-‘((”ll'( of.v‘eop/amm.sm, ed. R, Baine



34 John Dillon
of Enn. V19, 6. 11-12 (see above, p. 33). However, the very Plotinian
quality of the doctrine is an argument also in favour of Porphyry.

The third view shows, [ think, a degree of subtlety and attention
10 detail not present in the other two (1118. 25-33):

Others, again, take its unlimitedness in this sense: since
Intellect is limit. and the One is above Intellect, for this
reason they have termed it unlimited: for, they say, it 1s
only these two things that Plato predicates of the One,
unlimitedness and motiontessness, since Intellect is limit
and Soul is motion, and he wants to show that it is superior
to both Intellect and Soul, for there are three ruling hy-
postases. of which the first is transcendent over*® the other

two.

This authority, pointing out that &repov and axivnrov (139a2) are
the only epithets, albeit negative ones, actually applied here to the
One, ingeniously concludes that this is in order to specify its trans-
cendence to Intellect and Soul respectively. Without this special
point, it would be strictly incorrect of Plato to characterise the One as
«unlimited” or “‘motionless,”* as opposed to *neither limited nor un-
limited” and “neither in motion nor at rest.” This sort of attention to
detail seems to me characteristic of Iamblichus, but the subject matter
is not of such a nature as to make this intuition susceptible of proof.
There is certainly nothing here, however, to challenge the pattern I
am arguing for.

(6.) We move now to Book VII, and specifically to the com-
mentary on the lemma 138a3-7. Proclus is here concerned mainly with
the precise sense of the expression kUkA in the phrase xOKA@ 1OV
dv repiéyorro. Here we find a sequence of three authorities, culmi-
nating in Syrianus (& fpétepog muthp, 1142, 11), and the identifi-
cation of the first two with Porphyry and lamblichus is relatively easy.

The first authority (1140, 26 ff.) takes kOkho rather prosaically
{(uepixdrepov, “in a rather restricted sense.” Proclus says), as meaning
simply “in a place,” or “in a container.” and concludes that “*what
is being demonstrated to us is that the One is not in a place, if being in

31 { now think it preferable to read EgnpioBw here with mss. D and Harl, (Lat. exal-
tatam) in preference to the Egnyeladet (ABC) adopted by Cousin (and mysclf, in
my translation}, since this reading adds point to our authority’s remarks.

"

e

3 s .
This tcrm has, | think, the connotation, both there and in
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a ;?lace must mv.ol.ve.being many, and touching its container at
potnts, whereas it is impossible for the One to be many.” g
This is in fact ‘
- presumably, all that Plato means i
‘ : s s. but it
not} s'atls‘fy 1‘>rc‘>c1us,.smce, as he savs, “There is nothing speciallal()ioes
a g 1f1ractensuc which is shared even by individual souls. But wfxutt
1s being proved should be a special i : .
beir red s quality of the O 2
principle which is set above all beings (1141, 9 ff, )ne wndofthe causa
The second commentator pleases him better (1141, 13 ff ):

gtllc;s. ‘Iooking to the facts (Ta Tpdyuata), have stated
at he 1s denying here of the One every sense of being in

somethi i
' hlxlg, and they are right; for in no sense is the One
In something, as we have said earlier.

Even s IS S 1 o1 i
requires furth:, lf;ls solution gives rise to certain difficulties, and
I retinement by Syrianus, in ways that
cern ue, at need not con-
What i i
o e l:ve fx.nd here, first, is a contrast which Proclus can be seen
et of Pt ¢ Timaeus (.jommemary (I 204, 24 ff. Diehl), where he
dinloguc EOYP'thy asﬂd:scussing the introductory portion of the
Eromems :; PlK(U.TfPOV,’ as opposed to lamblichus, who treats it
i ;?:)v;; in ;n inspired manner.” Elsewhere (I 87, 6 Di;hl)
S praised, in distinction fr i ’
ferring pi ised. in om his predecessors, for re-
\hov elg td npdypata, whi ? )
: } ,» while at II] 168, 5-7 he i
as himself criticising hj + 37 he s reported
! g his predecessors issing 1) 1@
ar1iBeia. . for missing 1 Gy TpaTMGTIY
As regards > i
egards the content, once again one seems to see an lamb

lic y i
chean concern for scholastic exactness in distin

o o guishing various

with a vi i
‘i‘r‘nir;?retation‘ We tlzmji zli?mti(l)a: i(ififf :;t)lr)p?hfy‘s s s
[(1;/14Glr{,i?;r]lzzcl;g:foammemfvy on. the Categories (ap. Simpl. In Cas.
P 3, 147, 28) -~ following on Aristotle’s own distinctions
T th‘czu.gh In a rather different context.
here are sufficient indications here to support the identifi-

LdllOlls, W)th ”Otlung o p p 4
p OSH the"l Let us
g . IOCeed to the next

various senses of

the present passage “with-

£ to the wider coniext Le, without repard to Ta u, the meta-
out regard N o thou B t payrete,

physical realities.
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(7.) At 1149, 26 ff. in the course of discussing Parn. 138b2-
5, which argues that the One cannot be acted upon and act at the same
time, Proclus turns to an attack on those Platonists who wish to make
the One *“self-constitutive” (adBundotatov). We find here a rather
peculiar sequence of three authorities. not culminating in Syrianus,
of whom the first declares the first principle 1o be abfundoTatov, the
second dares (EMLVEQVIEUOHEVOL, 1150, 2) even to assert that it is
adtokivntov, while the third, “‘true to the spirit of Plato” (Enopevor
@ [Mhdreve, 1150, 22), declares it to be superior to every paternal and
generative causal principle (kpeitTov xei marpixiic aitiog Gndomg

kol YEVWHTIKTG).

As to the first authority, Proclus” description accords well
enough with the doctrine of Plotinus on the One in Enn. VI 8, where
(notably in sect. 13), he presents it as creating itself by its own will
(Bovinoig).”* Plotinus does not employ the technical term abbuno-
otatoc (though he comes near to it at 13, 57, abtdg dv oltwg bmo-
otoug Gv €in avtév), but he certainly maintained the general
position that Proclus is criticising here. In fact. the criticism contains
an element of anachronism. What has happened is that for Proclus
(and possibly as far back as lamblichus), “gelf-constitutive” has be-
come a term confined to the capacity of intermediate hypostases
proceeding from the One, such as Intellect and Soul. to “constitute”
themselves, and so such a process comes 10 seem beneath the dignity
of the One.

The particular argument here put forward, however, for the
self-constitution of the Onc deserves attention. According to Proclus
(1149, 32 ff.) these people argue that “even as the first principle of
moving things (sc. Soul) is the self-moved. even so the first principle
of all those things which have any sort of existence is self-constituted,
for all things subsequent to the first principle also derive from the
first principle.”

[1 seems to me that this formulation could be derived from
what Plotinus says at V1 8, 13, 24-27 (though whether it is so derived
by Proclus or some intermediary is another question):

' Cf. especially 13, 24-29 and 50-58. See on this whole question the comprehensive
discussion of John Whittaker, “The Historical Background of Procius’ Doctrine of
the AvBuroataty,” in De lamblique @ Proclus [Entretiens de le Fondation Hardt
XXI] (Vandoeuvres-Gengve 1975) 193-230 (repr. in Swudies in Platonism and Patristic

Thought [London 1984]).

ekt e e ok <+ &b mbimni
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_It. tll;eg. it is by this (sc. the One) that everything else creates
nself, 1t becomes surely clear that it would be such for

tse p y,
1 ‘lt ll“la“ since by it a“ Olhel th 14
INgs come to be IOI

" thIt this first authority is Plotinus, however, what are we to do
v] ~a . s . '
v © two remaining authorities? The second one especially is

troub ic thi
oublesome. What Neoplatonic thinker would have been so rash
to assert that the One is adtoxivntov? ®

One pOSSlblll[y 1S [ha[ thlS 15 a lefcrencc, not to dny pOSl
llotllua“(authollty, but baLI\ to hulnel“us, “’hO\ imna WSH-I\IIOWII
p SV . ’ )'

assage Il 15 8"9 deS [|dC€S dCCldIeﬁ [he O'ta()‘l(; Of [he pllmal

(;1 )(l to l)e K1V l(’lg OU'J.(IDU[()Q, l[()l 1 W‘]llC]l p]()( C‘Cd he ()Ide] ()( “le

cOsSmos and 1its ete]“al h.(ltv, and fl’om V\hl(.h reservation 1s pOUIed
4 p

IOlIh to a“ Ullllgs. HOWCVCI, any sort 01 dllectl}’ creative dClWlly

must olve § 3, m . at leas[, n [he qllestlt)[l

1V ] £ some sort ()] plrllua/ otion a d
pr S s1 f S l h p Iy. h hlS l)[lll)al

esen tsel as to whether FO] hV Since hC 1aer l' es
( ;Od W[”[ ‘he FE]”[C] ()i ”le noetic tr ldd ”llgh[ not have actua“v beell
p[epaled to aCCCId 1t a sort Of ] umenian motion. ]ICCIuS does!
( )

? ’ '
dite}l a” Say 1]50 3'5 that [hose Who attllbute Self—[llotlon to Ulc
()“C pl oceed to this fl'om the COn&ep( Of seli-constitution reason

d h ~ Q lf o I. ;
o h iehi N NN N ’fv H
()t the k”]bhlp between thc two (.Ol)Ceptb > d“d hc hu“be] C.g. in
] >
E“:'A”e is (f]he(“og.}’! p10p~ 2 (IIQV o O'UOL’EOG TaTOV npo‘: EAVTO
EMC pE U\OV) V] S¢ =
ECTLY T T T , recognises that §le constitution l“VOlVﬁb a
( B
1()] m ()1 motion (a (.V(-'e OprOCCSSIOIl dlld Tre
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WhOL'VeI 18 belllg Criicise I gnis e concept O‘ S M‘LO”"
d h € recogni ed [h
(= p ¢
’ .
stitution 1€ € VE nNo CHdCﬂCC that NUIHCIIIUS 1 n (4
titut Wh h w ha d d O th
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t O”e tllouﬂ 1 e dl s he d 1
t p] th S f‘ p p I grnse [ha[
1 Slldl v fl()lll (= Cl motion proper to S()Ul. But l ecogn
IhlS 1S a la[hel pICCal 10Us Spcculdtloll.
Ihe th”d du[ho“ty. on the Othet ha“d, 18 ICSS pIOblema[lcal.
‘ IOLIUS applO\reS Of ]l“n bul dOCb not gla”‘ hu“ l]le dCCOldde [ebCIVCd
.
'OI lllh Illdb[el, Sy]ldlluS SO [hat hc‘ must be SOIIleOd eclllel. Ihlb
’
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Philasophy of Proclus (Leiden 1973), Appendix 11 pp. 129-135
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ority’s argument against the One's

ranked with the Father). This auth
logy (1150, 30-

possession of potency is of interest for its termino
1151, 7)

For a power generates what it generaies as inferior to its
own powers:®" of those things following upon the One,
those which are nearest the One shine forth from it in-
effably and at a hidden level (&ppriteg kot xpueiag).*
possess paternal and generative rank in respect of all
beings, and produce other things by virtue of their own
powers from themselves, and in this way are more multiple
than the One, by generating those beings which are self-
constituted, while those that are already distinct and
multiplied take in to themselves the power of the self-
constituted, receiving their substance from the primal
causes, but being produced also by themselves; and these
are dependent upon the paternal causes®® which generate
the forms, while they in turn are dependent upon the One,
which is superior to all such causality, but makes shine
forth from itself in a manner unknowable (&yvHoteg) to
all in all directions according to the first principle of beings.

I quote this at length since, if it can be claimed for lamblichus,
it presents both a good example of his criticism of Porphyry, and an
exposition of his doctrine of henads (or at least of the *monads of the
Forms"). It would also indicate that the move to deny self-constitution
of the One was initiated by him.

In that connexion it is notable that in the De Mysteriis (V11 2),
{amblichus characterises, not his primal God, but his second, as “'self-
gencrated” (adtéyovog). The first principle transcends even this
characteristic. The theology of the De Mysteriis is considerably simpler
than that quoted by Damascius (De Princ. ch. 43) from his Chaldaean

but Moerbeke's

Latin runs: Etenim virtus secunda est ab existentia. Ante virtutem igitur causa merito

superlocaia est et supra laudatas paternales causas, which betokens a quite different

Greek lext,

" Here again, we seem to se¢ lamblichus’ di
levels of Form. Cf. p. 31 above. The term xpugiog has occured already in two “lamb-
lichean®™ passages, 1107, 14 and 1114, 3. Cf. also ayvaatwg below.

9 Presumably the henads, as are “‘those things nearest the One,"™ above.

7 There is an awkward textual point here. I translate the Greek 1ext,

stinction between hidden and manifest

- "
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Theology, but we have nevertheless the basic distinction betwe h
primal God and the second, which presides (though dcuvtciencntf )
over the noetic triad. It is here that a sharp distinction from Por hwg)
can be made, as Damascius emphasises ad loc. i
, Once again, then, we have a doxographic sequence with a nest
of problems, 'but we need not despair of making idcntiﬁcation;
(8.) We ?ass now to the exegesis of the femma 139b 4-5 ("the:
One cannot be either the same as another or the same as itself. no
yet other than itself or other than another™). The fact that Plato'h .
seems to be progressively denying of the One the megisia gene of :}ll-e
Sophist leads to the question, at what level of reality the megista ger .
are to‘ be Placcd. We have here a sequence of three authorities gcul:
minating m Syrianus (1174, 21 {f.), who mediates between the’ first
;;;) (whom Proclus describes as “famous and divine men,” 1174, 22-
IF was the first authority (1173, 7 ff.), it would seem. who raised
an aporia as to why only the “genera of Being,” Motion, Rest, Same
ness and Otherness, are denied of the One, and not ail forl;ls (;
proposed the solution that it is because these genera are prese,natm
cvery level of being. Proclus reports this authority (1173, 24 ff.) as d:t
claring that 16 npétwg 8v (a term which Proc’lus pro,fesse; not t’
unqerstand, ‘6 i noté o) comprehends all these genera, “in so f: ;
as l'L has proceeded forth from the supra-essemi:l (\')ne,:poﬁmoj)r
having become Being, and in so far as it has assimilated itself Ioward.
wh?t l'1as produced it, acquiring Sameness instead of Unity (Bvoot X
whlle.m so far as it has distinguished itself from the one. not bt;ino tlf)
Qne, 1t. becom.es Otherness. . . . In so far as it proceeds forth, it is e:tabc—t
hsh'cd.m motion, while in so far as it is estabiished in the One, eve
while it proceeds, it has a share in rest. For in general, proeessio’m az
they say, are causes of motion and otherness in Being, while revers.i(l)nA
are causes of sameness and rest.”’ - S
‘ T}.ns '1s a most interesting piece of doctrine, especially if we
coulfi claim it for Porphyry. This relating of Sameness and Otherness
I\'.lonon' and Rest to Primal Being owes a certain amount to Plotinu;;
(.hscussmn of this topic in Enn. VI 2, but it goes beyond what is to be
found therf:. That Sameness is an imitation of the One’s unity whil;
Oth.erness is the result of its distinctness from it. Motion the‘a:ccom~
pz}n.nment of iFs procession trom the One, while Rest is the expression
of its remaining, or return (for these two aspects of the cycle are
frequently assimilated) is a creative, if rather scholastic, develop-
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ment of Plotinian speculation such as one would exPecl from Porphyr)i.
That Porphyry had already developed the m‘adlc scheme of P\/r[nw.ze-
proodos-epistrophé is indicated by its presence in the work of Marius
Victorinus.® and from the last section of the Ano‘n. Taz-zr. commentary
(X1V 21-35)*! we can derive, not only an indication (?i the.lfnowlcdge
of this triad, but also, more significantly stil!, o.f a disposition to 1‘15e
the genera of Being as a means of distinguishing Intellect or Being

from the primal One:

xal Ruo®y obodY EveprEL®Y xai B¢ KaTd pEv THY 'iSrtu‘pE_‘w
totdou &v €ln 1 Evépyala, katd 6 THV vONaty ‘stg'ommv
otpagsioa Evipyela, xatd 8& v fonv ék TQ Ondpéews
Exveucaoca EVepyeid.

Here the three moments within the hypostasis are pentione§ peri-
phrastically, but clearly enough, and connected with the.tna_d of’
Orapéig. Lon and voug. Following on this, the author' dlStlI‘\g.\llShCh
the dne of the Second Hypothesis from that of the First (which he
describes, significantly, as 16 Ev YIAOV, whic}'1 .I woul.d tak'e as e)f-
pressing the same as 10 &vi [Bed] glvat), by giving a list .of its att'n-
butes, in which, it seems to me, the genera of Being z.u'e given special
prominence (though they are not the only ones mentioned):

kui Katd TobTo Eotnkev dpa xai Kiveitat Kui &v éauu{:
totv kui 6hov Eotiv Kal pépn Exer kai tadTov fZG‘L'l xaf
#repov, Katd 88 Wikov adTob To &V kai olov fpwwv’ rc(:u
Svime 10 Ev obte Eotnkev obite mvsirazﬂovt,s r?})fov
goTiv oUte Erepov olte &v Equt® EOTv OUIE EV AAAQ.

By judicious grouping (altering the Parmc.nidean order), the
author highlights, it seems to me, Rest and Motu_)m Same:ncss and‘
Otherness, though he cannot omit some other epithets. His way of
referring to the One of the First Hypothesis, as I say, seerns to ;?res.ent
it. not so much as a distinct hypostasis. but as the First Principle
viewed in itself, as merely “one,” as opposed 1o its role as Fatl"ler of
All, and that, if my conjecture earlier is right. is how Porphyry viewed
the subject of the First Hypothesis.

0 Hymn [I1, 71-74: “Status, Progressio, Regressus. O beata Trinitas.”

s Although its authorship must remain in doubt, this item of agreement aids Pierre
Hadot's case. At the least, the Anon. must, I think, be of the “school™ of Porphyry.
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I realise here that I am using one disputable passage to buttress
the authenticity of another (though perhaps Pierre Hadot and I would
shake hands over it!), but it seems worth while. none the less, to draw
attention to these scattered clues.

If we turn to our second authority, we secem once again to find
attitudes and turns of phrase which [ have already identified as lamb-
lichean. This authority firmly restricts the genera of Being to the in-
tellectual realm (& voepd, 1174, 3), that is. for lamblichus, the leve] of
Forms proper. His argument is that such a number of entities (a
pentad) would not arise in the realm immediately contiguous (o the
One, where the theologians only postulate monads and triads:

for such a number could not derive its existence immedi-
ately from the One; it is necessary that the multiplicity
which manifests itself immediately from the One should be
most akin to the One, constricted in quantity and incom-
prehensible in power (§j Suvaper drepiinarov), in order
that through the constrictedness of its quantity it should
imitate the quantitilessness (érocov) of the One, and
through the incomprehensibility of its power the infinity
of the One which is prior 10 power: but the pentad is remote
from the One and goes beyond even the first order of
numbers, by which I mean the triadic; but Plato has termed
the summit of the realm of beings the One Being, as being
the monad of Being; whereas the theologians celebrate
intelligible monads and triads, but not pentads or other
numbers; so then, the genera of Being do not come im-
mediately after the One.

We may note, in this connexion, that lamblichus is reported by Pro-
clus, at In Tim. 1 230, 5ff. (= lambl. In Tim. Fr. 29 Dillon). & propos
Tim. 27D, as declaring 16 &si Sv to be on a higher level than the
genera of Being and the Forms, and situating it “at the summit of the
noetic realm, enjoying primary participation in the One.” And Proclus
goes on to say that lamblichus supported this by reference to what
is said in the Parmenides about 1o &v &v, and from the Sophist. Tt is
also interesting that there too lamblichus is recorded as vigorously
opposing (uPpidd¢ Swapdyetar) those who would put them on the
same level, (which is indeed the obvious interpretation of the pas-
sage); Proclus does not, unfortunately, give a name to his opponents,
but they may well have included Porphyry.
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If this passage can be claimed for lamblichus, an interesting
corollary ensues. Hitherto, it has been regarded as an innovation of
Syrianus to sce the series of negations in the First Hypothesis (and
the corresponding assertions in the Second) as representing the suc-
cessive levels of the noetic and noeric reatms,*? but if lamblichus is
here asserting that characteristics proper to the noeric realm are being
denied of the One, then perhaps he had already advanced at least
some foreshadowing of Syrianus’ elaborate theory.

(9.) But let us pass on. The next passage in which a dox-
ography occurs is the commentary on 140c1-141d6, which argues that
the One is neither older nor younger nor the same age either as itself
or anything else. This brings us clearly into the realm of Time. The
proof that the One transcends Time involves Proclus in an interesting
doxographical discussion. After dismissing those early philosophers
who thought that all things, including God, were comprehended by
Time (1213, 17ff.), he turns to the question of precisely what kind
of Time is intended here by Plato. We find at this point a five-part
doxography (1215, 24-1219, 9), ending with Syrianus, and with its
fourth member showing significant signs of affinity with lamblichus,
as [ shall demonstrate shortly. The identity of the first three is less
clear, however, but some reasonable conjectures can be made.

The first is probably Plotinus, since what he is being accused of
by Proclus is declaring the One to be exempt from Time without further
specification (1215, 24ff.), and Plotinus declares this of the One at
Enn. V19, 3, 42 in the course of an interesting passage based on the
Parmenides. The second authority takes “time” here to refer to Eternity
(1216, 3f.). since that is the sort of “time” necessarily enjoyed by the
One of the Second Hypothesis (Nous), in Parm. 152A. This position
actually accords well with certain declarations of Porphyry’s. Proclus
reports at Plat. Theol. 1 11 (p. 51, 4 ff. S-W) that in his Peri Archon
Porphyry declared the highest aspect of Nous (which is united to the
One) to be npoaiwviog, while Nous itself is aidviog.®? The One itself,
then, obviously transcends Eternity.

This identification, then, seems plausible and in accord with
the relative simplicity and reasonableness of Porphyry’s exegesis: but
a problem then arises with the third authority (1216, 15 {f.). This person
is not in disagreement with the previous position. but wants to give a

2 See Saffrey and Westerink, Theol. Plat. 1 pp. Ixvii-lxix.
3 Cf. also Senz. 44, passim.
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name to the mode of existence proper to the One. For this he choose
':he 'tcrm Kaipég, “Instant,” borrowed from the Pythagorea C“o o
inspired also by such a Platonic passage as Philebus 66A). Procgs (gam‘j
.not approve of this subtlety. and denies that Fhilebus 66A suus s
it, but ou_r problem is rather to determine who would have vroppons
such an idea. It is noteworthy, perhaps, that neither Por i P
lamblichus mention this doctrine in their Lives of Pvthf oyr'y el
anywhere else in their surviving works. On the whole. [ wofldrd& for
[o' postu?ate Amelius and/or Theodorus of Asine as’ propoung . etr“
[.h;s particular formulation, and leave to Porphyry the simpler . ;
uon,." One dislikes complicating the scene by the occasio:x)al ipto o
duction of Amelius or Theodorus as a deus ;x machina, but inntlr;')"
case the scene is already complicated by the presence of t’"our disti .
opinions prior to Syrianus. o
The identification of the fourth authority with Iamblich
a§ I [.mve suggested above, is rather less problematical. This auth l_‘S'
fj;sm;ssc?' the identification of ““time™ here with Eteraity, and de ';)m}:
it ‘to feter, rather to “the causal principle of the imel‘lt’:cmal o:c;l re‘?
(16 g taewe THg voepdg aitiov, 1217, 2). Proclus professes n y
understand what this means, but if we consider it against th bol ;(o
ground of lamblichus’ known doctrine of Time,** w; can seeethm[: .
;;));rjzgond; ;o.thc npdTo¢ Kai duébextog Lpdvog, or ;{m;:ncau‘)xc;t
- Which s, as it were, the monad of ime i - G
world, o'r at the level of Soul. This is a curioutsh:o[riz:;tmc:;ii?ys:aI
Proc!us in fact understood it perfectly well, since he di;cueses tyh N
sslf {n thf: T imaeus Commentary (111 30, 30 fr.). I{eré h;)we\i ”111]-
dismisses it in favour of the comprehensive solution ofS;ln’anus :Vr}’l }?
ac%ually sounds very little different (he identifies it as the sort ,f o
enjoyed by divinised, pure souls). v
- asTtl:Lt CI:SS];hchPS .should idcr‘ltify the relevant level of Time
s th ‘ prJnC{plc of the intellectual order is a further in-
n that he, like Syrianus, saw the epithets denied of the One as

* Ct. Proclus, In Alc. 121.
a8 -
I here contradict the position ! took up in my translati

! on, ad loc, — 1he cons
of more careful consideration! ’ Hhecomeduence

‘“ The text: i i
xts rel: { implici
s e'IaTnng to this (from Simplicius’ Carzegories and Physics Commentaries
roclus’ T . 3 ‘
maeus Commentaryy are collected by S. Sambursky and S. Pines, in
y . S,

The Concept of Time in 1 7
: .ate Neoplatonism (Jerusalem 197]). S S ji
Time, Creation and the Continuum (London 1983) 33-45 e ako oreei
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representing the whole series of noetic and noeric levels of Being (cf.

above, p. 42).

(10.) The next doxographical sequence is actually of very
little philosophical interest, but needs to be recorded for the sake of
completeness. It arises in connexion with the lemma 141a7-b3, in
which Parmenides argues that what is becoming older than itself must
also be becoming younger than itself. The problem ratsed is whether
Plato is being merely sophistic here, as some commentators have
ered (1226, 2ff.), or whether there is some serious philosophical
urse (1226, 26ff.), is able to discern

re, but he is preceded by two au-
1l simply quote them, and

consid
point being made. Syrianus. of co
a substantial piece of doctrine he
thorities who are less satisfactory. I wi

leave it at that.

A (Porphyry?): Others (sc. than those who simply see
sophistry here), in trying to stand up to these critics, have
championed the truth rather too weakly: for they say the
same thing is at the same time younger and older; in respect
of future time it is younger, for it has not yet attained to
that; in respect of past time, on the other hand, it is older,
since it has already lived through that. But this is not what
it is to become both simultaneously younger and older
than oneself, but rather younger than one thing and older
than another, So the argument of this commentator is
quickly revealed to us as being weak (1226, 6-13).

B (lamblichus?): Another set, again, declared that every-
thing which is older than itself is also younger, what is now
existent being the ‘‘older.” and what was before the
“younger,” and that what is now older can be said to be
older than what was formerly younger: but these too fail
to understand the sense of Plato’s statement (141b 3-6).
which puts what is against what is, what will be against
what will be <and what has been against what has been>,
these in all cases being relative expressions.”’ So then, it is
not possible to say that that which now is older has become

< Adding 1o 8% 7EYOVOS apdg 0 yerovég from Latin, and readin
for &ei t@v npog o 168e of Gk. mss.; cf. L

at least shows that apdg Tt figures here; and also 1.26 below,

g €l t@v mpdg Tt TddE

atin semper eorum que ad aliguid, which
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olficr thzjm that which had become younger: for this is to
;n.u( up times and‘not to preserve the rule which he himself
aid down regarding all relative expressions (1226 15-26)

. Tl_le eﬂlo‘rts of both A4 and B to elucidate Plato’s meaning here
se emlmen‘t ¥y reasonable.*® Syrianus, however, seeks a soluti:)n b
c.omrast'mg linear and cyclical time, the latter of which is the type o);
ume.hcnji)(i/ed by pure souls (the level of being which, on his theory
::C;n:)il:lg or:gv; pe (ienyl.ng of the One); and in cyclical time what lS
er 1s also simultancously becomin, s i
: g younger, as gettin
nearerlto a new cycle, since the end is also the beginning — f ooog
, . Ry . . ) <
example of Syrianus’ creative interpretation of the text to s it hi
elaborate metaphysical scheme. o s
- h(ll.’) The final passage in which T have identified this dox-
mg M;; «;pitt’ern oceurs in that part of the commentary only preserved
oY l:::n ; ac ;thz;ltJn F(.p. 64, 25-66, 24 Klibansky). This céncerns the
e First Hypothesis (142a 6-8), which i
' -8), ch at first sight
seems to permit only a negative conclusi nole. .
seem ‘ : sion to the whole hypothesis:
Is it py?,smbl.e Fhat all this should hold good of the One?” Y‘F; shjzllz
:aér?:[{n;:lé’ it v;ould appear,*® was used by Origen the Platonist as
lcation that there is no subject of the Fi i
that in turn provokes Proclus i o Lt e e
it to attack him (p. 64, 1 ff.), as he h
\ .64, 11t.), ad d
earlier Pm the Commenary (cf. 1065, 1ff. & 36. 19 ff Klibansl?;)e
oo accx:;:lut; :trc;;ceds I;th (p. 64, 25ff.) to a doxography of those'
e subject of the hypothesis is th
bothered by this final { s e
passage. As so often. we have v
authorities, culminating i i . o o s
, g in Syrianus, and the first two |
aut les, , s o lend themselves
ao :c(i)er:tlﬁ:.atlon6§s Porphyry and Iamblichus. For one thing, we find
ontrast at 68, 15-16 between those wh |

: : » o follow Aoyoypo@uk]
axohovBia (consequentia logographica) and those who fo;gozfﬁ(pr[;)?'

It is instructi ord’
oy s :/: gl;) ::::pzr; (i omford s rcn'\;u'ks ad lac. (Plaso and Parmenides, p. 128):
Jeront g e o fra s?phlsm. Whateve.r exists in lime must be of a dif
rtoneal ey oment OT fls age at any earlier moment; and the lengthening
e aween ‘;lder; :;ﬂ ‘fnd its older self must always be the same as the
s ot ‘;)C lcrm.j:‘A‘md'us youn‘gcr self. But we have seen that no propo-
s I s ‘same’ and ‘different’ can be true of the One we have
‘ e have
* Cf. Saffrey and Westerink /
e e esterink, Theol Plar. Vol. 11 pp. x-xx (1though they do not recognise
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npaypdroy Bswpia (rerum theoria).®® Just such a contrast is made by
Proclus in the Timaeus Commentary 173, 28-29: xai robto pév hoyo-
ypapikdv, ixeivo Ot olkelov tolg mpoxewévoig), but there too,
unfortunately. he does not name his authorities. That it is the sort
of contrast he makes between Porphyry and lamblichus is shown,
however, by In Tim. 1 195, 221f., where Porphyry’s literal, philological
exegesis of Tim. 26 BC is contrasted with that of Tamblichus. who
attends rather to t@v npuyudrev 1 Shn Bewpia.

Certainly nothing in the content of the two opirions expressed
is such as to contradict this evidence. The first authority (66, 25 {f.K.)
wants to take the troublesome passage. not as the conclusion of the
First Hypothesis, but as the beginning of the Second. The arguments
adduced by this authority are of interest, though reported by Proclus
at too great length to be reproduced in full. He points out that the
First Principle in Rep. VI 509 B is described as being beyond Intellect,
the intelligible and existence. and, since the subject of the First Hy-
pothesis is to be equated with the First Principle described there (and
with that of £p. I1, 312E), all the negations presented here are true of
it, and this “final’" sentence should thus be taken rather as introducing
the Second Hypothesis than as rounding off the First: “In order to
show the way to the Second Hypothesis, he says that someone may
find these conclusions impossible as concerning the One. He had to
bring in what was needed to pass over to the Second Hypothesis, so
that we should not find anything superfluous. For these things only
seem impossible because of the inexpressibieness of the One, since it
is obvious to anyone that, as far as truth goes, they are not impos-
sible.”

Here Porphyry (if' it is he) certainly seems to recognise a trans-
cendent. ineffable, supra-essential One as the subject of the First
Hypothesis — as after all, if he is to be a faithful {ollower of Plotinus.
he must do, But T would maintain that it was possible for him, with
some fancy footwork, to take his supra-essential One as just the First
Principle in its rranscendent aspect — 1o Evi givat, in the terminology
of passage (3).

However that may be, the second authority (66, 25£f.) is fairly
certainly identifiable as lamblichus. Rejecting his predecessor’s
solution, he regards this conclusion as “a generalisation which con-
tains all the previous negations™

3 This is mistransfated in Klibansky, in such a way as to obscure the contrast.
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For just as there are conclusions rounding off every theo-
rcfn, so this conclusion is appended to the rest, “that aj|
things are impossible of the One....” Al ofthése as ha
bcen'sl‘)own, are impossible of the One. This is ;vh hS
asks if it is possible to say these things which he has a:kes
about of the One. and Aristotle denies it. For whatever you
add to “‘one.” any kind of existent whatever, is somethin
oth‘er than one. If “one” has something else added to i%
b:asuics what it itself is, it becomes “something that is one”
(v, aliguid unum), instead of being simply one (4nid
v, simpliciter unum). :

o ‘Th1s point — pro:/oked. perhaps, by the use of ti in the pre-
viou se.mence .(14236: 008¢ T @V Sviev adtol aioBdvetal) — has
a most interesting resemblance to a remark of lamblichus on 144c$

in the Second Hypothesis. re i
. - reported by Damasci; "
I3ff. Ruelle (= my lambl. Fr. 4):31 ’ el fr Parm 1112,

Tk?e nin:h problem is, what is the meaning of “some one
thing” (Ev vé 1), and what is the significance of adding the
wor.d “so“me” .(ti)'? Is it because “something” is thegop-
E:;;iff'snithmg.j’ as Porphyry proposed, or is it because
“one” islth[e ie;[::l?:iothzfutnh;af:;z:wipmed o
" ‘ pated One, then the
participated is denominated “some one™’; for “some” and
“participated,” which is what “some" signifi o
pa S gnifies, are co-
mcEdental. according to the philosopher Syriam’ls — or
as s the view of the great lamblichus, it is the fact tha;
after the absolute form of each of entity (16 anhdc txa
tov) there is “a certain” particular form, ‘so that a;tcr t}?e—

dbSOlUtC O“c ([0 (IIIXO)C b4 there 1s [ p Illculd] ()lle
V) h T > th a 4
!IO T év)'

$ow
We. may note here, by the way, Damascius’ independent knowledge of the contri
butions of Porphyry and lambilichus, since t pose thas Prowm
relaxed his reticence about namin
) Damascius is in general following).
* Cf. also Proclus’ criticism of famblichus' view
a.bove, where he himself makes g distinctior
tinguishing between “God™ and *

here is no reason to suppaose that Proclus
g authorities later in his commentary (which

s on the subject of Hyp. | at p. 36, 8ff.
3 1 between dnidg 2v and Ev 10 in dis-
the gods” {i.c., the One and the henads).
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Proclus, then, salutes this solution as following more closely the
metaphysical realities (td npdaypata), though Syrianus is still able
to add further refinement to it (68, 16ff.). For us, it presents lamb-
lichus once again in a characteristic position vis-a-vis Porphyry.

In conclusion, what has this laborious strip-mining of Proclus’
text (if the results be found plausible) achieved? It scems to me that
it should both throw some further light on the relations between
Porphyry and lamblichus as commentators (already amply attested,
admittedly, from the remains of their commentaries on Plato’s Timaeus
and Aristotle’s Categories), and increase our knowledge of certain
points of doctrine of each of them. Of these, I would pick out Por-
phyry’s rather baffling views on the First Principle (on which subject
I can still only make some tentative suggestions, as we have seen), and
Iamblichus’ doctrine of henads and levels of Form: as well as his view
of the levels of reality depicted in the First and Second Hypotheses.
which seems to have to some extent anticipated that of Syrianus. In
general, also, this investigation may serve to remind us that Proclus
is being no more original in the Commentary on the Parmenides than
he is being in the Commentary on the Timaeus; he has merely decided,
for some reason, aesthetic or “political,” to downplay his predeces-
sors, except for Syrianus, into an anonymity from which it is a labo-
rious task even partially to rescue them.

Trinity College, Dublin

N e o, <\



