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1. Please submit two (2) copies of the MS, on 8 112" by II" white paper, 
double-spaced and typed, no longer than 30 (counting notes). All 
submissions must be in English. We ask our and European colleagues 
that they please avoid local conventions for scholarly apparatus and follow the 
formats set forth below. 

2. If you use a computer, in addition please submit a copy of your MS on disk. 
Preferred format is a Microsoft® Word 5.1a™ document in Times font (12 
point) created on the Apple® MacIntosh TM; if you use a PC or PC-clone, we 
nonetheless ask that you enclose a disk and indicate what word processor you 
have used. 

3. Print all notes at the end of the text in the same font and size as the text. 

4. Use the following format for book and journal citations: 

a. J.L. Smith, Introduction to Greek (City date) 34. 

b. J.L. Smith, "Latin Lyric," $yllecta Classica 2 (1990) 234-36. 

c. Subsequent reference(s) to J.L. Smith should read: 

Smith (above, note x). 
Smith (above, note x) 238. 
[where x is the note in which the work was first cited]. 
Smith (above, note x, 238) makes the following statement. 

5. Use page references as follows: 3-5,9-11.50-53,56-7,98-101,100-03, 
110-16,123-4, etc. 

6. Italicize (underline) all short citations of modern foreign words and Latin (but 
not Greek). Latin or Greek citations longer than one line should be indented 
and typed separately from the body of the text. Place identification of source 
below the last line of text and flush with the right margin. All Greek should 
be typed. 

7. Abbreviations to modern scholarship should follow the prescription of L' 
Annie philologique; Greek and Latin literature and authors should be cited 
according to the abbreviations in Liddell-Scott and Glare (OW), respectively. 
Use standard citations for standard reference works RE, not Pauly's or 
Pauly, etc.). 

8. With the exception of footnotes (4.c, above), as far as possible avoid internal 
cross-referencing (e.g., see page 3, above). 

9. If in doubt, consult the formats in the present volume and the patterns set forth 
in the Chicago Manual of Style. 
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Introduction vii 

Introduction 

This volume contains papers at the second international conference on 
Iamblichus held at in 1995. It follows from the first in two 
ways. In the first the members of that conference decided that it would be 
useful to reconvene at some future date. the earlier conference-the first 
one ever devoted to Iamblichus-dealt with that ethical and 

r •••• ---..... j " all the more as Iamblichus' role in the 
structures of later comes to be 

ide:ntitle1i1, described and criticised in ever more and ways. It is to 
this process that we the volume will make a as well as 

to identify where the progress of research has now arrived. The survey of its 
contents which follows is intended to an outline of what was achieved at 
the but of course it can do no more than that. 

The book with three on Iamblichus' of 

one's own J.'Ul"V~'VJ.'l 

commentaries on the classical was another characteristic of that 
Platonism which. if Iamblichus did not himself invent it, became more 
prclmineIlt in his work than it had been before. 

out to give a general 
work, a work which 

Iamblichus would have as particularly Imt:,ortant, his commentary on the 
Chaldaean Oracles. Blumenthal that Iamblichus set out to 
commentaries on all the works in the and examines how far he 
did so. The evidence is uneven, and while we can be sure that there were 
commentaries on the and Plato's Timaeus and and l<:;a:'Vl,I<1IJJIY 
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certain that there was none on the De Anima, the situation is less clear for other 
works. Good candidates for been treated Iamblichus in formal 
cOlnrrlentariies, as to the normal lecture courses, are the De lntl~ro,rett.rtlone. 

and Prior and for Plato the Phaedrus, Philebus and 
Alcibiades I. A notable in view of the later commentators' is 

In the case of other works for which commentaries by 
Iamblichus have been claimed, such as the De eaelo and Metaphysics, evidence is 
far from since the relevant texts could have come from 
commentaries on other treatises. Even among the works for which we can be certain 
that there were Iamblichus' is not in the same way 

our sources. In who cites Iamblichus name in 
the Timaeus commentary, ever does so in that on the the 
presence of Iamblichean material can be shown: the reasons for this 
difference are and appear to stem from a in Proelus' 
methods. Other issues discussed are differences between Iamblichus and Proelus on 
mil.me:m~IUCS, the differing attitudes to of his successors, and the treatment 

"p)rtll!lgoreaJrf' llll!Uell1aL, partictllarlly the texts falsely attributed to ,""I_HVLa.:>. 

the connection between the Ut"'t:I<..'pn.ICUL 

ink~rpre~jonofthera,~nm~ 

Iamblichus' Parmenides commentary is 
reconstruct its and show that Iamblichus' intt,rplreUttian 
often at variance with that of both bis and successors. 
moreover, was Steel concentrates on IambIichus' 
the flfSt and second that he with the usual view that the 
first was about the the One or the Good and maintained that it was rather 
concerned with "God and the " a combination which Proclus attacks. 
Damascius tens us that Iamblichus' innovation was to make all the super-
substantial. which is followed ' looks 

Steel shows that it is not in fact the same: they put all the other in the 
second There is a further about where Iamblichus the 

there are for them in both the first and second 
hYI?otltles.es, and no should be in more than one. Steel argues that while 
prilmaJdly in the the are also in the but not in the same way. 
The evidence available allows us to see thai: Iamblichus maintained that 
the ne~~ations in the to the too: in any case he saw 

than did Syrianus and Proclus. Steel also 
"'l.It;~u\m of the and location of the and 

examines the evidence for'IaJmblicllus views about the transition from the first to the 
second about what Iamblichus in the second 

insufficient to allow us to form a He concludes 
it haVe been easier for Iamblichus to the henads in the first 

hy))OtltlCS1S if he the One itself as so transcendent that it could not be 
mCltua€~a there. 
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with of its in the 
on one hand and Damascius' commentary on the other: to the former it 
deals with the Good and would thus serve, as van Riel points out, ta 

Republic 6 in the while Damascius says the is about the 
Good in existing things. Van Riel tries to reconcile these texts and avoid the solution 
that Damascius, or his has been careless, a view which was in fact 
that of Syrianus and Froclus. He by the of the Philebus 
from the ethical one the but not transcendent one of 
Middle Platonism and that of Plotinus. Plotinus in some detail he shows 
that even he did not take the but that orCIOle:ms 
arise from the notion of the One "UlpV~'Al15 
conceived it, if it is not to admit a dualism which he 
kinds of matter are 
other hand saw the problem 

~~~~1;;~~~~~~~~;,r~~~;! as put T' are rather than vertically 
reorganizati()n can be shown to be the work of Iamblichus, who 

found the material for it of the Philebus. Plato's 
location of the One Good above then facilitates Iamblichus' 
new structure, which has it above the while and are 
within the On the ather hand the One's poSiltiCm in this structure was felt 
to make it too close to what Iamblichus to introduce an even 
pnJIlCllpJe, his At the level below that, van Riel argues that the 
four principles described in the Philebus should be seen as different ways of 
about the One. Cause then describes its relation to what is below. These different 
ways of looking at the One enable us to resolve the contradiction between the 
testimonies of Damascius and the A","',,1m')fJ .• t''')leJ~onlena. 

In a wide paper on "Metafisica e matematica in 

Romano the of ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ __ _ 
an important one that the term was 

He suggests that the is bo'Und up with the notion of the 
in Iamblichus what refers to or includes the is Tnpt<lnh,,,,i,,,, 

Thus in Iarnblichus can be studied by the uses of V01)TOS and 
the terms used with it: by way of exarnple Romano at some texts from 
the De Mysteriis. He then to look at the relation between metaphysics and 
mathematics as it appears in the more important of Iamblichus' own writings, 

the need to include thase which are not primarily mathematical. Of the latter 
the De Communi Mathematica Scientia is the most while the De Mysteriis 
and De Vita are the most of the non-mathematical works. The De 
Vita attributes to the view that all of nature, both 
eternal and immaterial and also the in this 
understood while Iamblichus himself 

related to the science that deals with the and the 
mathematics as 

Pythagoras 
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is also credited with mathematics as a and role 
which prepares its for the ascent to the divine. This role for 
mathematics can be seen in Iamblichus' mathematical too. while the titles of 
lost ones indicate that mathematics was also a to ethics and The 
he(7lo;IlO£Im~mllArithmeticae shows that behind all this lies the causal and originative 

power of the number one. The De Communi Mathematica Scientia corroborates 
conclusions reached about the ties between mathematics and meltapllysj 
ShO'WlfII! that mathematics turns reason towards the intelligible 
the sours existence can be seen in terms of mathematical prC)pOri:1CInS. 
mathematics has the same nature as its 

imp,liciius the best 
____ ~==~==~~~~~~~~~~==~than~ro 

and which turns out to involve 
ap~)ro<Lch. from different the 

~~== 
sets out to isolate this feature of Iamblichus' 

secure,ly attested citations in ,;)11111)1i10..;1U:;, 

He 

to 
SiIlnplichls--reiRSonin,g Iamblichus finds it in the intelligible as wen as the sensible 
realm to which some earlier had confined it. There contraries can be 

rather than This is an of 
iml:lOl1:ant feature of it that Iamblichus looks for OntOlOgICal 

eXI,laJlatllon:s, and is keen to show that the same 
different ways at different levels. Similar methods can be seen in his intlerpJretiltion, 

here he finds distinctions at different levels 
even finds discreteness and as manifestations of the 

power of the One. All this enables Iamblichus to read Aristotle and 
hitn closer to Plato. The last of Dillon's paper is devoted to Iamblichus' 

treatment of which arises from discussion of the category nOTE. Once again 
Iamblichus is interested in what it is at the highest and it is in 
this context that he produces his of intellectual time. Here as elsewhere 

into service. Dillon concludes that what Iamblichus was doing 
Calter!"ri~!,r as a coherent of the Nec)plllLtonlc inteUigible 

world. 

draws attention to the way in his 
as ro the jntl~Ietaltion of .... .un''' ...... ''., 

and starts from that and the three other passages where the term is but maintains 
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apI)llcaflc,n of the it describes can be detected elsewhere, She 
out that the teon is attested in the extant WULll1)l" 

IIfIV . .HP,'l'" where it specifically refers to speculation which 
While Dillon concentrates on the first three 

focuses on nov and to which three of the four 
occurrences of refer. Similarly Dillon relates IambIichus' '-"IJV"1 .. U'" 

primarily to the of whereas Cardullo also looks 
forward to whose she has studied in 
Nevertheless she too stresses the for Iamblichus of 

In the of these considerations she examines 
of the and sees his SO!utl1on, 

which Sin:lplic;ius accepts, as candidates 
and thus to admit the into the mtl~rp:retlltlOn So 

when he deals with and synonyms Iamblichus these tenns not 
only to the physical but also to the relation of these to the 'U~"'11'5'~I1"'. Here the 

of i<:v as understood the late can be 
to show hierarchical relations, and 

umien.laIlldirlg of the category which the applicaltion 
him to refer to the levels intellect and the 
in the and may be 
what follows. Iamblichus' aPtIf03:ch. 

B€wp(a allows 
can be found 

Platonic I'U11V"VI"'J' was not followed who was less concerned with 
narmomsmg the differences and often saw the treatise as a for criticism and 

D.P. Taonnina discusses a more specific Iamblichus' exposition of 
the Kal and in his criticism of Porphyry's 
treatment of active and movement. Iamblichus treats this by way of 
introduction to his classification of kinds of contents of the third 
hYI)otltleSls of the Pamumides. He deals with it it into a framework 

an and hierarchical structure, which rules out treatment 
based on a horizontal between action and acted on. Taon:nina 
examines Iamblichus' treatment way of a translation-the first into a modem 
langullge·-Iwa cornmentary on texts from which 
discuss Aristotle's definition of movement as InCOmplete act, where Iamblichus is 

to have solved what for him was an by 
definitions of eV1·ei\I.XEl.o;, EVEpyelq: and As well as 1"00'nh'vrv 

of his which aims inter alia at defending 
1U",,.Ui!;".I •• ,, world: thus he uses the offered by the 

CI7;te.P.?rz~~s to the relation between these COllcepts 
the level of his own first Iamblichus' 
assimilation of act and movement. His of this poSilUCJn 
further him-in the assimilation 

at 
include Plotinus' 

movement, which he treats as a matter for ontolcfgy. expilOlllng 
distinction between movement and act, but con:cecling 
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the level of the sensible world. act, which is now pure act, is ,on ... "M",. 
In further discussions Iamblichus criticises the notion of movement as an 
incomplete act. This leads to further about movement, in particlJ!lar 
in the whole and its final cause. In fact his cntlQUles 
nrr,tI",,,.,,tI a new about act, and These about act 
and movement will appear in later Platonists. 

---exPiC~~~~~~iein "Phanttlsia and Mathematical in 
Iamblichean view that 

appear as 
t:lel~lmllnlgs of this doctrine not Ul;l;C:;ljlSi;U 

Plutarch of Athens back to Iamblichus. 
linn.eatt.es 4.3.30-

... ",,,m,,, these two faculties peltol1llf:d 
soul was in 
the lower soul does not lC .... 'U~III.\LC 

the two faculties of Im~!lglilatl.on. 

It is to note here that 
Ul::lIPli:lll.l.lUllitlS to the soul's which is itself an intl,mlediiary 

im:agill1atllon makes the U!1<'.,l1'''uv<o 

paper, 
" she examines the 

role of the De Anima in Iamblichus' In this work Iamblichus 
both an extensive of the op:tnl<)ns of others and his own ",,,,,,th,,,,,, 

eX1JlaJl1atJ[On of the tradition therein. In Iamblichus' own doctrines one 
finds a move away from the toward the ....... ., ..... ,.." L:n:arlf~S-~ia2et 

examines three passages from the De Anima COTICeInIl1lg the plalcelnellt 
lowest level beneath and the sup,eril)r 
and She argues that Iamblichus is much more 
to use such a without apl)en,dlIlg pIIIlIJi>U'P!lJl\,;W ar~;Ulllents in 
l>"~I~VJlL. He is also more likely tl) refer to "ancient" authority, esp,eci:ally in contexts 

the final a:J1d of souls after 
phllOS10ptlY Charles-

\';\.III\';IlIUt:.S. IaJIllblichus moves in the op~)osite direction. 
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F. Garcia Bazan's paper, "Jamblico y el Descenso del Alma: Sfntesis de 
Doctrinas y Relectura links between the Gnostics 
and in the area of the soul's descent. The Gnostic universe is 
similar to that of the but also different in ways. The 

an intellectual who herself descends and 
or at least This in his tum 

who are set adrift in the material realm. have the divine 
in them and can escape the 

lilttalll:;.lUll; Realm. 

doctrines of the evil Delmiurge 
mentions the Gnostics 

and return to their true home in 

their 

says that the cause of the sours descent as TfQ:,laVOtQ: 

Garcfa Bazan argues that Plotinns himself lacked this of the cause of the 
descent in Gnosticism and that Iamblichus therefore had access to more 
coroplete Gnostic texts than Plotinus. Garcia Bazan says, suggests an 
exc:natlge of ideas between Gnostics and after Plotinus' death. 

Iamblichus' doctrine of the descent of the soul is therefore a reaction to those 
of both Plotious and the Gnostics. Iamblichus saw the sour s descent as a necessary 
part of the creation. The human soul was lowest in rank of all souls and 
was sown by the Delmiu:rge 
undescended nor 

tra:gment contains several different arguments 
undescended of the soul. Plato 

of the 
considers the soul as 

and both circles 
and lower are affected in the descent 

Since the sins when it has been stirred up by the irrational powers of the 
the whole soul is affected If the best of us were and 

mt€lllelgizing, then the whole of us would In 
t'Ju.led;ru.r. the charioteer of the 

thus the whole soul is affected 
acc,epu:o all the as Iamblichean. Van den this contention 
and claims that only the fust can be Iamblichean. It should be out 
that Preclus attributes none of the arguments to Iamblichus. Proclus 
says, after 0), "Iamblichus contends those who think these 
He does not say that Iamblichus 
any more than the other three arguments. 

Most oivan den paper is devoted to that is ProeIus' own 
argument and not that ofIamblichus. The two POSltiOlrlS attributed to Iamblichus there 
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the charioteer in the is the part of the human soul and that 
every human soul is affected its are contradicted other evidence from 

For Iamblichus says in In 6 that the 
"helmsman" not the "charioteer" is the part of the soul. 

5, De Anima 380.23-26 and 379.22-24, and In 7. 
we have evidence that Iamblichus did not believe that all human souls were affected. 
Van den concludes that the in the fragment is Procins' and not 

and that Iamblichus' actual position (that some human souls are 
the is between those of ProeIus and Plotinus. 

U1l1bliC~;:;~~~~ in '''Ibe Rational Soul in Iamblichus' " examines 
I~ of the intellectual couIpOllent 
achieve union Plounus had stressed the soul's Intellect as its 
true, undescended self. Iamblichus that the human soul existed at a lower 
level of separate from Intellect and divine souls. How then does 
Iamblichus' intellectual differ from Plotinus' intellect? 

passages from the De 
cOlnm.entarie~, Finamore argues that Sl!~~~~~~~~:!!L~~"!!]~~~~ 

pure 
between them. category is 
of its members. Even the 

Anon~fmlty of the Iamblichean examines 
COIlIlil,OIC:tOIY view of the human soul as both divine and 

rnn'n" " , on the one hand, and human and on the other. For the human soul 
acts as a mean between the and lower realms and is in its very o1)<1(a 

when it descends and rises. Iamblichus indicates that the of our 
own soul is beyond our but that it is a sort of mechanism for eros in 

soul that causes it to yearn for and seek states of It is this 
mechll.Ill!.m, once the soul has its own to the 

, that allows the soul to return above. But when it returns, it ceases to be what 
it was before. Shaw argues that the the embodied soul can 
never be the embodied soul's but rather that of the disembodied 
which must cease to be an individual in order to become of the of 
souls and As such the soul "dies" and is born again at a and with 
a but different OU<1(cx. 

MJ. Life and :Mind: A Brief the 
He argues against the view of some modem 

appears the Chaldaean Oracles, or l-1 .. u..,h·"r\! 

Rather Iamblichus was the first to establish the triad in the canonical order and did so 
from Platonic tenets. There is therefore no need to look for from 
the ChaltJaean Oracles Or any Gnostic texts. In the fmal section of his paper, 
Edwards distances doctrine of the from the triad. 
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The collection of papers with a look at how 
Iamblichus' and doctrines continued to influence 
.. "vy,aW'lU"U' into the sixth E. paper, "Iamblichus 
and the School of Son of Hermias, on Divine VUUU""l~a,,-'~, 
how one of Iamblichus' doctrines helped the Alexandrian 
dilemma of human free will. This arose before 

.",.',.,lthm,<'r that will occur, how can human actions be free? 
draws from three commentaries on Aristotle's De Jnt,~rnrp:t,'1til)11i" 

ArJl1m,oruus, i)u:~pnl~nus, and an anonymous to show how these 
thinkers used an doctrine of Iamblichus for 
Iamblichus held thal: the act of k-nn,w;Y"" rF'tll"""'/"f 

"mlW"T the and kn<)wled~te 
between the knower and the the knower and the can 
be of different orders. An mume(:t, (Forms, say) at its 

status with the known Or it can know 
whiteness of this page) and to the thing known. 

above it (Intelligibles or the and be inferior to the 
known. the nature of one knower can be better or worse than 

and that too can affect the 1rn,,,,,I,,rtorp 

A.PJUYUlg this Iamblichean 

those events themselves and 
(be(~Ul;e of the 

insofar as is superi()r 

of the 
tenlpclral events was to 

superil)r to that of all others 

supem)r to ours 

we do not know whether Iamblichus drew the conclusion that because god 
knows all things human actions are known but free. 

For financial assistance towards the costs of the conference we thank the 
British Academy, the Classical the for the Promotion of Hellenic 

and the School Classics and Oriental of 
We are for 

agn:lellllg to these papers as a issue of Classica. OUf 
thanks go to Svetla E. SIaveva and Samuel J. for the meticulous care with 
which they the copy from which this volume has been r--------

1. Blumenthal 
John F. Finamore 

The Editors 





H.J. Blumenthal: Iamblichus as a Commentator 1 

Iamblichus as a Commentator 

J. Blumenthal 

Twenty two years ago, when that growth in interest in Neoplatonism which is 
a crvva( nov of this conference was only just getting under way, two large books 
appeared which will be familiar to all who are interested in Iamblichus. I am 
referring, of course, to I.M. Dillon's collection of the fragmentary remains of 
Iamblichus' commentaries on Plato's dialogues, supplieq with an ample commentary 
to boot, I and B. Dalsgaard Larsen's lamblique de Chalcis. et Philosophe, of 
which some 240 pages are devoted to his role as a collection of exegetical 
fragments appeared as a 130 page appendix.2 Larsen's book covered the 
interpretation of both Plato and Aristotle, and pre-empted a second volume of Dillan's 
which was to deal with Aristotle. I mention these books because we are, inter alia, 
taking stock, and it is remarkable that not much attention has been paid since then to 
Iamblichus' role as a commentator. Perhaps have had the same effect on the 
study of this aspect ofIamblichus as Proclus' work had on the interpretation of Plato 
at Alexandria. 

Be that as it may, I intend to look, not very originally, at Iamblichus' activities 
as a commentator on philosophical works-and so I shall say nothing about the 
twenty-eight books or more of his lost commentary on the Chaldaean Oracles3-and 
also to say something, in the manner of core samples, about how his expositions 
compare with those of the later commentators. Though the process can be traced 

I lamblichi Chalcidensis in Platonis Dialogo!> Commentariorum Fragmenta, I.M. Dillon, ed. 
and trans. (Leiden 1973). 

2 In a second volume (Aarhus 1972). 

3 Damascius, De Principiis, vol. 1,865-6 = vol. 2, 1.7-8, refers to his views in the twenty­
eighth book. On this work and the evidence for it see further L.G. Westerink'$ Note 
Complimemaire 3 on pages 215-6 of his and Combes' edition, vol. 2 (Paris 1987). 
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back in to I think it is safe to say that Iamblichus was the first 
Neopllatcmillt, at least of those about whom we are well to set 
out in a way to write commentaries on the works of both Plato 
and-in Iamblichus' case to a lesser extent-Aristotle too. The fact that he did both 
is since most of his successors seem to have more or in 
one or the in their works if not in their lecture courses. Weare, as 
ever in this area, faced with difficulties about deciding who wrote which often 
amounts to difficult decisions about the implications of the usual imlpre:cis.e, 
references that are in ancient commentary. The best we have are those 
which in his commentary to books or eVen cllllloters 
of Iamblichus' Timaeus and commentaries In Aristotelis ryrV.<lI·n 

in the second of book 5 of the cOlnmentary 
Timaeus 786.1 in the first book of the commentary on the Cafe20ries) 
that Iamblichus did write commentaries on both Plato and Aristotle can be as 

established. It is to there is no text which allows us to 
demonstrate this, that his so was connected with the fact that it seems to have 
been he who set up the thereafter traditional course in which certain works of 
Aristotle were read as to a selection of twelve--or rather ten two--
Platonic which culminated in the of the Timaeus and Parmenides. 

Let us start out what can be known with some of celtailrJ.ty 
As commentary on that is not much. We can be sure that 
Iamblichus wrote a commentary on the because tells us so, and 
refers to it he mentions Iamblichus name some 170 and 
uses him without attribution How far Iamblichus' commentary was 

and how far it dedicated to 
Gaedalius is another matter to 
other lists name a commentary on the and in a 
further note merely Iamblichus in a list, which includes of those 
who wrote commentaries on Aristotle "in connection with and other branches of 

uS he discusses some views of Iamblichus on the De 

4 SU["1{ivilll!: commentaries 011 the Categories and the well-known lost one, A. 
I'nrnhvn,'" fr3.1sm!~nts (Stuttl:art and Leipzig 1993) texts from 

which may come from commentaries on 
Metal'hv.ric:f. and for Plato on the Cratylus, Parmenides. 

"''''''''''''L. Flm""'YI"n,t.. of a Timaeu! are collected by A.R. 
I",Oln11Umrarzolllm Fragmenta Some of these may 

fu ffk 
cf. H,J. write n 

541. 

5 There are also two in to the seventh and fifth books of lamblichus' collection of 
Pytl~aglore~m doctrines (In Meirapllysl.~a C,'mnientaria 140.15, 149.30-31). 

6 Cf. H. Chadwick. BOlil/hius. The COIIS()latiollS of Music. Logic, Theology, and F'lIlflolOpl.y 
(Oxford 1981) 143-4. 

1 The Fibrisl 
tranS., vat 2 (New 

8 Ibid., 614. 

II Tenth Century Survey ()f Muslim Culture, B. Dodge, ed. and 
1970) 599. 
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in his collection 
u,"",uu,e,U;'6 to a commentary on the 

under the incertae sedis. That is to be set 
commentary. For on the other there are entries for commentaries on the 
Alcibiades I, each for the two 

and Parmenides. In addition Dillon found evidence for 
commentaries on the De the De Anima, and also the Metaphysics. 

I think I have shown that there is no evidence for a De Anima 
from the evidence for commentaries on Aristotle's works 

,'n1"''''m'il',~ and also the for which there is 
be worth another look. Let us 

Timaeus and Parmenides is attested in ProeIus' Timaeus commentary, at 
with Proclus' ",,,,,,u'n,,,, of Iarnblichus' notion. The author of the 
t'r,()leJ!Om~;na further fells us that everyone these were the 

a12UOJgU(~S to be in both lectures and commentaries. In 
addition to the Timaeus and Parmenides the in the list include the Alcibiades 
I, and Philebus. That 
leaves us two short. Westerink in his introduction to the 

i'rrnlvi",,,ina1v for the addition at 26.40 of the 
in the Politic us only the seems to have interested the these 
would then come in the course between the Theaetetus and Phaedrus. There is good, 
or at least evidence for commentaries Iamblichus on all these 

we may 

9 See Blumenthal (above, note 4) 540-56. 

10 Though he them in the French translation and not in the Greek text, cf. Note 
Compllimentaire and of the French Prolligomenes a 
Philosophie de Platon, ed., 1. trans. (Paris cf. Anonymous 
Pn'leg'om.ena to Platonic Philosophy, L.G. Westerink, ed. (Amsterdam 1962) xxxvii-xl. 

11 Dillon 
56.13-15 as only 

describes Proclus, In Plalonis emf'llil1m Commentaria 
relerelll:e to a commentary on this dialogue. 

12 For the commentary on the Philebus, see G. van Riel's paper in this volume pages 31-46. 

13 Cf. e.g., Pseudo-Simplicius, In De Anima 1.3-5, Philoponus, In ArisltJtelis De Anima 
Libras Commentaria 12.15. 
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cannot, of course, be sure that practice did not what the Anonymous 
Prolegomena teUs us about the Plato course suggests that it might not have done, so 
that we might reasonably adduce as evidence the fact that Marinus tells us how the 
aged Plutarch read the De Anima with the young Proclus when he appeared in Athens 
(Vita Procli 12). On the other hand Marinus also tells us that ProcIus-presumably 

the whole corpus in two years (Vita Procli 13, init.), and though 
Marinus does not say so, we might guess that this was another of ProcIus' 
exceptional achievements rather than the normal reading for a student in the 
"Academy."15 

If we were to stick to Iamblichus and try to establish the contents of the 
Aristotle part of the curriculum on the basis of knowledge about commentaries written 
by him we would soon be in difficulties because there is, as we have already noticed, 
relatively little information about them. Indeed it might be worth reminding ourselves 
that the only Iamblichus commentaries on Plato and Aristotle about which we can be 
quite sure, and for which there is plenty of evidence, are those on the Categories and 
the Timaeus. There is also good evidence, but of a rather different nature, for that on 
the Parmenides. It is fairly clear from the contents and organization of the several 
Categories commentaries which we have that the opening lectures in the courses 
which they represent formed an introduction to the whole of the Aristotle course, 
since they tell us how to any of his works and not just the Categories itself. 
The details of this introduction have been thoroughly examined by I. Hadot,16 and I 
have discussed their significance for the commentaries elsewhere, so I do not intend 
to say any more about them here except to raise the question of whether or not the 
two series of questions that were to be raised were contributed Iamblichus or 
someone else. Once again one has to give the answer that we cannot 
tell: Hadot has that they were devised by Proclus, but that there is evidence, 
from Origen, that at least the beginnings of the system go back to the third century)7 

In due course the start of the Aristotle lectures dealt not with an Aristotelian 
treatise but with Porphyry's Eisagoge, the introduction to the Categories which came . 
to be used as the basis for a general introduction to Aristotle and how to read him. 
That practice is probably post-Iamblichean: in any case the commentaries on the 
Eisagoge that we have all come from the later period of late antique Aristotle 
exposition. Given the high rate of preservation of Categories commentaries it seems 

14 Marinus' account of Proclus is governed by philosophical rather than chronological 
considerations, cf. H.I. Blumenthal, "Marinus' Life of Proclus: Neoplatonist Biography," Dy,:aml(~n 
54 (1984) 469-94. 

15 "Academy" because there may have been no institution more formal than a group of 
scholars and students residing in what was originally Plutarch's private house. 

16 In Hadot et al.,Simplicius, Commentaire sur les Categories, fasc. [ (Lei den 1990); "The 
Role of the Commentaries on Aristotle in the Teaching of Philosophy according to the Prefaces of 
the Neoplatonic Commentaries on the Categories" in Aristotle and the Later Tradition, H.J. 
Blumenthal and H.M. Robinson, eds., Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy, supp. vol. (Oxford 
1991) 175-89. 

17 Cf. ''Les Introductions :lUX Commentaires ExegcHiques chez les Auteurs Neoplatoniciens et 
les Auteurs Chretiens," us Regles de l'lnterpritation, M. Tardieu, ed. (Paris 1987) 99-122. 
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unlikely that all the Eisagoge commentaries before that of Ammonius (Comment aria 
in Aristotelem Graeca 4.3) would have sunk without trace. From the latest period 
comes a further insertion into the curriculum, an introduction to Aristotle's 
philosophy (cf. Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 1.3-6), presented as Prolegomena to 
his logic, or even to philosophy as a whole, which came even before the commentary 
on the Eisagoge. The examples we have are Olympiodorus' Prolegomena to Logic, 
Elias' Prolegomena to Philosophy,IS and what may be another version of the same 
lectures transmitted as' Ano <l>wvf\s A&(;h6--which could by now mean either by 
David. or a record of his course.l9 

It is time now to look again, briefly, at the evidence for the less well-attested 
commentaries on Aristotle. For the De Interpretatione, Dillon2o relied on just one 
reference, in Stephanus' short commentary on that work where we are given five 
lines of Iamblichus' explanation of a text-the words ~ (; ,nJVBEcrJ.Lq! ets (ibid., 
17a16)-marked off by AEYEl b ' ! ciJ.L(:IAlXos OTt at the start and OUK ecrnv BE 
TOUTO O:At}Ses at the end (ibid., 21.28-32). These lines certainly look as if they 
corne from a commentary. We might support this testimony with Ammonius' in his 
commentary on the work (ibid., 135.12-19) saying he will approach an issue KaTCc 
TTtV Toi) aetOl} 'IaJ.l.!3Atxol} uqrrjyTJ01.v, though that relates to the recognition of truth 
and falsehood rather than to specific textual exposition. The discussion of a 
difference between Iamblichus and the EI;TJY~TTJS from Aphrodisias' ITep\ Tf\S 
lllaAeKTIKTtS epwTllcrEws (ibid., 202.3-203.4) does not point clearly to any particular 
work of Iamblichus, but could be based on the Prior Analyties commentary. More 
promising is a reference (ibid., 227.26-32) to his views on Kcx-r&<j>acrts. Taking these 
texts together the case for a De lnterpretatione commentary looks good. That cannot 
be said for another candidate, a commentary on the De Caelo, where the only citations 
ofIamblichus in Simplicius' commentary which are at all to the treatise deal 
with his views on the scopos of the treatise, namely that it is about divine and 
heavenly body, ITept Toi) Oupav(OlJ Kat SetOl} i.:OOJ.LaTOS, which he said included 
the investigation of the whole cosmos. Simplicius also gives Iamblichus' reasons for 
holding this opinion (De Caelo 1.24-2.5; 5.4-13). The obvious difficulty with this 
as evidence for a commentary is that a discussion of the purpose of anyone of 
Aristotle's works could come from a discussion of any other, or of none at all. It 
could, for instance, have corne from a discussion of the contents of the curriculum, 
with the Categories commentary as a possible location. Either of these could also 
have been the source for the definition of the scopos of the De Anima as being about 
the rational soul, ITept TfjS AOYlKfjS >ltllXf\S, which both Pseudo-Philoponus and 
Pseudo-Simplicius used to exclude any possibility of 3.5 referring to a transcendent 

18 A. Busse, in apparatu, supplies from one MS TWV TTEvTE q,uIVWV before q,lAO(1oq,!as. 
thus making it an introduction to the Eisagoge only: its opening remarks, however, are apparently 
intended to have a wider application. 

19 On the meaning of alia q,Olviis cf. M. Richard, "Ano <l>QNHl:," Byzuntion 20 (1950) 
191-222. 

20 Above, note 1. 21. 
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SOUl:21 Iamblichus, as the man who rejected PloHnus' view that each of us has a 
transcendent intellect, is an obvious candidate for having imposed this limitation. We 
might note in passing that Simplicius tells us that Syrianus' and his followers' view 
of the purpose of the De Caelo was not the same: they wanted to exclude the cosmos 
as a whole (ibid., 2.5-12). We should also note that on this question Simplicius 
does not agree with Iamblichus (cf. ibid., That leaves the Metaphysics. 
Here we have a only a reference in Syrianus to the views of Plotinus, Porphyry and 
Iamblichus about how duality or plurality might or might not emerge from unity (In 
Metaphysica Commentaria 46.20-25), a subject so central to any Neoplatonist that 
the reference cannot be said to constitute clear evidence for the existence of a 
commentary by Iamblichus. 

A further question might now usefully be asked. It may, I hope, be said 
without further argument that the late commentators no longer distinguished writing 
one's own philosophy in the form of independent works and doing so in the course 
of writing commentary, be it on Plato, Aristotle or anyone else. Going back a stage 
we can, of course, see this procedure in parts of a work like PreeIus' Platonic 
Theology. Now, since Iamblichus set the direction for so much later work, I want to 
ask whether he might have been the first to see commentary as philosophy and 
philosophy as commentary. Clearly the question cannot be answered as easily as it 
can in the case of a commentator who will present texts that we know were not 
commentary as if they were, or for that matter ideas that we know were produced in 
the course of independent works: the most obvious case is the treatment of Plotinus 
in both the real and the false Philoponus' discussions of De Anima 3.5, where his 
views on the intellect are given as if they were interpretation of voOs E:vEP'YE{~ (ibid., 
535.lff). The best documented ofIamblichus' commentaries, that on the Categories, 
is unfortunately the least helpful in this respect: where it treats Plotinus as if he were 
a commentator it does, of course, refer to one of the few works, namely Plotinus, 
Enneades 6.1-3, which might legitimately be seen as something like a commentary­
I say nothing of the unwritten doctrines of Plotinus which some have found reflected 
in Dexippus and Simplicius.22 We are in slightly better case with the Timaeus 
commentary, where Proclus frequently cites Iamblichus while dealing with matters 
which others dealt with in contexts other than that of commentary. The controversy 
about the undescended intellect, where Preclus gives the opinions of Plotinus and 
Theodorus as well as Iamblichus, is a good example (Proc1us, In Timaeum 
3.333.28-334.4). Another comes in the discussion of whether or not the "creation" 
in the Timaeus is to be understood chronologically, a question on which all Platonists 
would have had an opinion whether or not they actually wrote commentaries on the 
dialogue (cf. ibid., 1.276.30-277.13). We are still, however, impeded in any 
attempt to see exactly what Iamblichus said on any given issue by the fact that in 

21 Pseudo-Philoponus, In AristoteUs De Anima Libras Cammentaria 536.2-4, following 
Plutarch with whose view about active intellect he agrees, ibid., 535.13; Pseudo-Simplicius, In 
Aristotelis De Anima Libras Comrnentaria 240.2-3. 

22 Cf. especially P. Henry, "Trois Apories Orales de Plotin sur les Categories d' Aristote" in 
Zeresis. Festschrift E. de Strycker (Antwerp 1973) 234-65, and "The Oral Teaching of Plotinus," 
Dianysius 6 (1982) 3-12. 
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Proclus' commentary it is often particularly difficult to tell where the sections of text 
to be attributed to him begin and end. 

One matter that could be relevant if it were clear may be mentioned at this 
point. As a possible explanation of the notorious-perhaps not quite as notorious as 
it should be since some ignore it-report in Simplicius' Categories commentary 
(ibid., 191.8-12) that Plotinus and lamblichus kept a of the soul undescended, it 
has been suggested that SimpUcius was aquainted with Plotinus through Iamblichus. 
On that basis C.G. Steel once made the interesting proposal that the troublesome text 
could be dealt with by assuming that Iamblichus' Categories commentary was 
Simplicius' source for the information about Plotinus, and that the text could then be 
made consistent with the other evidence about Iamblichus' views on the intellect if 
one were to read wS' l1XwTlv".l KaT(1 'Ic£)l./3A\XOV 6oKEt, instead of l1XwTtv".l 
Kat 'r ap.I3Alxcv oOKEt.23 The emendation would be simple enough, but it seems 
unlikely that would have needed Iamblichus as a source for so weU­
known a doctrine of Plotinus' -or indeed for his of Plotinus in general. 
It would also, as far as I know, be the only case of Iamblichus being so used. 

Of one thing we can be sure, and that is the importance of Iamblichus' work 
to at least some part of the commentary tradition. The most example is the 
statement of the Pseudo-Simplicius at the start of his De Anima commentary that he 
will Aristotle, sticking as closely as possible to the truth as indicated in 
Iamblichus' own work On the Soul, KaTil TrjV , Ial!/3AlXou Ev TotS' iSLotS; aUTou 

ITEPl 'IIuxfls; Lu"yypap.l1a(n (ibid., 1.19), not, one should hasten to add, his 
commentary on Aristotle's treatise. In fact Pseudo-Simplicius' named references to 
Iamblichus on the soul are specifically to IambIichus' own treatise (cL also ibid., 
240.37-38: Ev Tij t6(g TIEP1. ljJuxfis TIpaYl1an:lttt). Two references in Priscian are 
less but contain none of the usual commentary vocabulary. Thus in the 
Metaphrasis Priscian talks of nOli' I a 1113 HX".l EV TOlS' l1Ept 'IIuxf(S' 
TIEq.nAO(JOq>n P.EVWV (ibid., 7.17-18), and in the Solutiones he refers baldly to 
Iamblichus De Anima scribens (ibid., 42.17).24 

The evidence we have about Iamblichus' own consisting'primarllyof 
the fragments preserved by Stobaeus, suggests at first sight that it was an odd choice 
on Pseudo-Simplicius' part, since what we have does not show Iamblichus 
discussing the meaning of particular texts, but rather giving a doxography of views 
about a series of questions in psychology, often of a type that would be appropriate to 
a survey course for beginners rather than the more advanced students who would 
have been at the end of a work like that of Pseudo-Simplicius. One must, 
of course, make the reservation that Stobaeus might not have wished to quote 
passages of close interpretation which would hardly have been of great interest to the 
readers of a wide-ranging florilegium of the type that he was A few 
passages from Priscian which can be attributed to Iamblichus are more promising 
and, if they are rightly attributed to him, show him presenting Aristotelian 

23 C.G. Steel, The Changing Self. A Study on the Soul in Later Neoplatonism: lamblichus, 
Dam.a.scius and Priscianus (Brussels 1978) 49. 

24 On these passages cf. also P.M. Huby. "Priscian of Lydia as Evidence for Iamblichus" in 
The Divine lamblichus: Philosopher and Man of Gods. H.J. Blumenthal and E.G. Clark. eds. 
(London 1993) 6. 
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psychology in the light of Neoplatonic views:25 in particular the concept of 
imagination attributed to him in the Metaphrasis is in line with the usual Neoplatonic 
adaptations of Aristotle (cf. 23.13-24.4). Let us recall that Priscian says that 
Iamblichus and Plutarch are the genuine interpreters of Aristotle. Plutarch probably 
did write a commentary at least on the third book of the De is the remark 
then evidence for one by Iamblichus? It certainly need not be, given the general 
tendency among late Neoplatonists to treat works as commentary just as 
much as real commentary. Furthermore it is remarkable that Pseudo-Simplicius, 
having told us that he intends to follow the lead of Iamblichus, makes so little explicit 
use of him, though there is scope for trying to isolate Iamblichean material in his De 
Anima commentary: some of this has been done by and a translation of a 
collection of it is being produced by J .M. Dillon and J.F. Finamore. When he does 
cite Iamblichus it is mainly to refer to his views about the soul in of his own 
interpretations. So, for example, at In De Anima 89.33-35 he writes: 

Et o£, .!Is ' ! ap.f!AiX41 BOKEl, OUK (Xv ee o:na90us Kat TEAe{as 
oua(as npotot OtEO'Tpal1l1EVTJ Kat «HAils EvEP'YEla, Eill <Iv 
naBalVol1EVl} nUl$" KaT' ouaiav' 

if. as lamblichus thinks, a dispersed and incomplete activity would not 
proceed from an impassible and perfect substance, then the sou! would in some 
way be affected in its being}8 

What we do not have are reports of Iamblichus' detailed expositions of particular 
texts in the De Anima. We might add that the Pseudo-Simplicius' specific references 
to Iamblichus' independent work in themselves constitute good reason for doubting 
the existence of a commentary, since a commentator who felt that degree 
to Iamblichus would be most unlikely not to have referred to his commentary had 
there been one. 

In any case the sections ofIamblichus' De Anima preserved by Stobaeus with 
definite attributions are of more interest for determining Iamblichus' own views as 
they relate to those of others in a fairly general way, rather than for the light his De 
Anima could, even as an independent work, shed on how Iamblichus dealt with 
specific problems in Plato or Aristotle, or how he set out to reconcile differences 
between them-if he did. One authority at least thought he was blind to them. In 
discussing the qualities needed in a good commentator Elias (or David)29 said that he 

2S Cf. Huby (above, note 24) 6-10. 

26 Cf. especially In Aristolelis De Anima CommeTitarja 259.40 to 260.1 
and Blumenthal (above, note 4) and 551-2 with references given there. See also D.P. Taormina, 
Plutarco di Alene. L'Uno, ['Anima, Ie Forme (Catania 1989) 169-75: Taormina argues for a 
commentary on all three books. 

27 Above. note 23, esp,eci:ally 123ff. 

28 That need not mean that it actually undergoes permanent On the meaning of 
naScu.voIlEvT) nw!) KaT' ouo\av cf. HJ. Blumenthal, "The Ps,'ch()loJ~Y of (7) Simplicius' 
COlmrnientary on the De Anima," in Soul and the Structure Neopiatonism. 
Syrianus. and Simplicius, H.1. Blumenthal and A.C. 1982) 91-2. 

29 Hadot, in the commentary on Simplicius' Categories conlme~ntar:y wanlS to restore the 
authorship 10 David ([above, note 16] vii, note 2 and the Appendix by J. 195-203); MaM 
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should not be partisan like Iarnblichus, whose attachment to Plato caused him to deny 
that Aristotle opposed the Ideas In Aristotelis Categorias Commentaria 123.1-
3).30 That means that even if we had more material we would have found less of the 
specific discussion of differences between Plato and Aristotle than we find in the later 
commentators. As to Iamblichus' method we have the real Simplicius' statement in 
his Categories commentary that he intended to follow the vOEpa BEOOpta of Iamblichus 
in his own exposition (ibid., cf, 2.9-15 with 3.2-4): what this vOEpa BEoopta might 
have been is another matter which others have discussed but, given the place of the 
Categories commentaries in the whole course, that falls little short of saying that "I 
shall adopt Iamblichus' approach in writing my own commentaries-or giving my 
own lectures."31 

That attitude to Iamblichus was not universal, for Simplicius' teacher 
Ammonius and Ammonius' pupil Philoponus seem to have had a more sceptical, or 
at least more detached, position vis-a.-vis Iamblichus: it is not, of course, always 
easy to distinguish the views of these two, given that Philoponus published most of 
the works of Ammonius we have in such a way that it is sometimes unclear just how 
much should be attributed to each of them. In any case the references to Iamblichus 
are few, and not characterised by the adulation we have just observed.32 

So much for Iamblichus and Aristotle, Similar conclusions to those we have 
indicated for Simplicius and Pseudo-Simplicius are suggested by Iarnblichus' place in 
Proclus' Timaeus commentary, at the other end of the course, even if straightforward 
declarations of allegiance are not to be found there: expressions of approval 
frequently are. How are we to explain his lesser prominence in the history of the 
exposition of the Parmenides? It is particularly notable that when we have 
commentaries on the Timaeus and Parmenides from the same hand, the name of 
Iamblichus appears so frequently in the one and is simply absent from the other, 
though with Damascius shows that his work is sometimes being 
and it is possible to detect Iamblichean material elsewhere. At first sight it is 
nevertheless remarkable that of the 114 narned references to Iarnblichus in Proclus not 
one is from the Parmenides commentary. By contrast there are twenty-five from that 

nevertheless admits that restoration to David would not solve all the problems that presented 
themselves to the Commentaria in ArislOteiem Graeca causing him to assign the work to Elias. 

30 <let aUTov llit aUlllTaax€tv alpia€l TlVt, 8 ninov6Ev 'r&I1I3X1xos" aUTOS yap 
npoO'uaO'xwv Tt\l rrXaTOJlIl O'ullo{5wcl't Tql 'APWTOT<iAEl Iln OUK «lInAirel -rql ITAaTUlIIl 
51.a -ras i.6<ias. 

31 On lamblichus' lIoepa e"Wpta, see now the papers by 1.M. Dillon and R.L. Cardullo in 
this volume, respectively pages 65-77 and 79-94. 

32 For some details, see HJ. Blumenthal, "John Philoponus: Alexandrian Platonist?," 
Hermes 114 (1986) 327-8. 

33 Cf. especially Procli CQmmentarius In Platonis Parmenidem, V. Cousin, ed. (Hildesheim 
1961) l054.37ff., introduced by at OE: !-lETa -rOU'TOUS, where Cousin records a scholion saying 

'la!-ljlAixo\J 56ea. See further the notes ad lac. in Procius' Commentary on the Parmenides, G.R. 
Morrow and I.M. Dillon, trans. (Princeton 1987) 412-3, and the introduction to H.D. Saffrey and 
L.G. Westerink's edition of Procius, TMologie Platonicienne, vol. 1 (P<Jrls 1968) Ixxxii-Ixxxiii. 
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of Damascius, two are clear references to a c01mnlleruwry 
with a few more that may be. 

In fact a careful of the Parmenides commentary shows that 
Iamblichus' views are far from In an article Dillon has 
shown that in a set of ten discussions from the extant Greek text and one from 
Moerbeke's Latin version of what is ProcIus cites a series of two or more 
VI",""'''il on a text before to Syrianus' and his own: a case for 
Iamblichus the author the second in each set can be made in nine of 
the eleven-and in most cases for as the source of the Thus one's 
initial that Iamblichus was one of the authorities Proelus used in this 
cornmentary too is confirmed. 

does Iamblichus' name fail to The reasons are not 
obvious. One can only say that in this commentary Pracius does not care to name the 
sources for the he discusses: the references to are 
transparent, with standard mentions of "our--or "36 but even he is not 

in the introduction to his and Morrow's translation of the Parmenides 
has suggested that artistic considerations may have been 

and that Proclus moved from tbe methods of tbe Timaeus cOlnmient:ary 
'"",m"'ntlv named references the Alcibiades '"'V,' .. """' ....... 

are fewer to that of the Parmenides commentary where 
The Timaeus is known from Marinus' ";;"UllIV1,,)' 

while Dillon argues for a late for the Parmenides 
of this Proclus in his 

to take 

shown in his commentary, he continued to IJH''''~''''''' 
Did his earlier pn::UHtl\,;LlUniS, as sometimes come to the fore in 

"'''''J;'''''''''''' to overcome tbe of 

Be that as it may, there is as a result ofProclus' little 
direct and evidence for the Iamblichus Parmenides commentary: Dillon's 

34 • wS Be. 
~ * • KaTa 

uaAat<ilv e.~1'IY~O'E!lIV 

"l'T,vncnv (Damascius, In Parmenidem 
;:lilT'll mlktv!lITdTll mtO'<ilv -r<ilv 

35 on the Parmenides" in Gonimos. 
Dre'Se~!l/,a to Leelldert Westerink at 75, I.M. Duffy and J. 

(Buffalo York 1988) 21-48. On the two sets where an attribution 
rather less clear ct. pages 30-32. 

36 cr. e.g., 640.19-2Q, 944.17. 

37 Above, note 33, XJO(V. 

38 Ibid., xxxv-xxxvi. 

39 Vita Procli 13: he wrote itat the age oftwenty-eight. 

40 Above, note 33, xxxiv-xxxvii. 
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1973 collection one passage from Preelus' Parmenides 
from the references in Damascius we have 

and then once: 

lit + • A 

OUlI Ell TOlS' 

iI'TlolJ.lIY))J;<lCftll 'la~LpAILXq> 9",4' 'fIlip\ 1'01),.,,)11 

(In MeJaphysica L,()j71m,e,mzna 38.37-39) 

On the other hand we find references to the Timaeus commentary in a number of 
works on different so for in De Anima 
commentary as we have seen, on the 

One area where Proelus with Iamblichus is one that we have so far 
mentioned in and that is in the treatment of mathematics. Where 
differ is that Iambliehus used mathematics as a field for the cultivation of the 

connections about 
mathematical notions both to 
fictitious even if 
Mueller has considered Proelus' Euclid in relation to Iamblichus' De 

.H"j'.F<nnIL from which some of it has been supposed to be 
un:>ynt1p2Itn(~tlC to the attribution of 

in Iamblichus' mathematics in favour of more pe<jestml.l1--m,y 1I\rOfl]--expJa:nalklOllS 
and a recourse to more serious mathematical pn:<1ecel,sors such as Archimedes and 

moreover, as we Plato as the source of ideas 
to the character to whom we refer as In 

this respect ProeIus is at odds with his teacher who was no less 
Iamblichus to see and his followers-real or 

fictional the inventor 
r'U'"'''''''' as the inventor of the Divided Line (In me!allnYSICa 

and even to the Neoplatonic of being (ct. ibid., 
In these matters and others may be seen as a closer "disciple" 

of Iamblichus than was Proclus. He was, on the other less inclined than 
IambHchus to away differences between Plato and so that we may 
see Iamblichus as closer to the central of 
Aristotle. 

41 Frg. 2 (above, note 1) 207. 

42 "Mathematics and Phil.osophy 
Pradas. Leetear et ,"''"''''0'0 
4.10.1985, 1. 
Proclus' Euclid COlmm,ent:ary, 

Cornmlmtary on Book I of Euclid's Elements" in 
International du CNRS. Paris 2-

cf. also his "Iamblichus and 

43 Cf. In Meltap}lysi,ca Commentaria 166.~. 183.1-3. The latest treatment of this 
A. Bais (in des R. Goulet, ed., vol. 2 [Paris 1994] takes 
him lIS a real of the generation, while pointing out that some of the works 
attributed to him are ta1s:iflc:atu)os. 

44 00 "".;;~_"A' Pyth:agoreaniziing, especi:aUy OJ. O'Meara, Pythagoras Revived: 
Mathematics 119-41. 
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We may contrast the allegedly sober and sensible who and 
inserts material from " and is to attribute to him not only 
some of the details of Aristotle's treatise but also the invention of the ten ":::Ir",at'n"'~' 

(In Aris/Otells Calegorias Commenlarium 

And this is not just because had become part and of discussion of 
the since .;IIIlIIlJl ..... lI." also refers to his views on time-as 
lamblichus-in the course of his commentary 786.1 

once is imIPos;sittle, the firm insertion of the 1J",,,;uU'J-

Archytas material into the tradition on the was probably 
another of lamblichus' contributions. To have for the definitive of 

P~."'.'~~" would be in line with his to see and the 
Py1tha:goI'eaI1S as the real founders tells us that Iamblichus 
added other useful material to commentary. and after us about 

mentions further that Iamblichus inserted texts from his work at the 
While does not say that had made no use of 

these texts there is no evidence that he had done so, the fact that he 
was another enthusiast whose life of the sage contains tales which show 
that the which to other matters had been put on the back 

That of the two it was Iamblichus rather than Porphyry who was 
IvlilJVllll>lIl}Iv for additional in the 

the fact 
.,11.111-'11 .... 111'" does not even mention Pn,mh'vrv 

and ideas. In the extensive commentary on ...,11'''l:'l1 ...... '' 

in Hadot has written that, ... suivait pas a pas Ie grand 
commentaire It Gedalios de Porphyre, mais elargissait l'horizon de ce demier en se 
servant ... du traite du ... Sur Ie Tout."46 While that statement 

on detailed It IS a fair account of what 
the adlection of was 

•• ~.vu,,,.,., to have caused Iamblichus to offer all sorts of comments 
without that material would not have made. In 

'"'"'"I-H1 ..... ''' tells us, he tried wherever to show that Aristotle 
without their differences Aristotelis C(JtteJ~orias 

What is if one is to take Iamblichus 
philosopltIer and commentator, is that he seems to have the text 

at least some others realised that it was not. One such was 
to whom we do not always look for attention to philological matters: he, 

said that the Archytas in was not 
Per.ipatetic who "used the old name to establish the autllority 

45 For a brief characterization, cf. MJ. Edwards, "Two 
Porphyry" in The Divine IamblichulI: Philosopher and Man 

46 Hadot (above, note 16) 5, note 16. 
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a new work."47 Iamblichus' he was 
only be by the side of him that we are not I'LA""~'''J COJ1Sl<lenmg 

here. That he treated the text as a serious contribution to the discussion of the 
PIl;flJ!Cami handled in the is rather less after have 
been what it was intended to be. 

The UULVI:"'''LV 

47 Boethius, In Categorias I :::: Patralogia Latina 64, I 62a. Cf. Chadwick ([above, note 
who oul that Soothins shared the scepticism about "Archytas" and draws attention to 

m.", • .,,,, ArlInnreWCtl 2.41. Hadol ([above, note t6} 20, note that might 
have had Themistius as his when he referred to those who of 
time was a conflation of Stoic Aristotelian material (cf.ln Aristotelis Commentarjum 
350.10-16). The text from Boethius' also be in T.A. SzleZllk. 
"Pseudo-Atchytas iiber die Kategorien, 
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lamblichus and tbe nel:1101gll.::,U h\tp:,..n,·pt~lti",n of the Parmenides 

Carlos G. Steel 

The is in many ways interconnected with the 
of the of the Parmenides. The different views about the first 

l'uU""'I'''~'' that were defended in the School since Plotinus often upon a 
umienltaI1LdU:lg of the of the Parmenides. But one could as well 
~ ... ~,~ ... ~ .... "/1."',,. of the Parmenides started from a set of 

This of hermeneutics and pnllosopltnC:aJ 
speculaticlO is partict!larly manifest in the case ofIamblichus in his intl:rp:retliticln 
of the Platonic texts, intended "to consider the truth and 
never satisfied with or explanations. I His ,rn·nmrt,,,,t 

unJfort:un:ate:ly lost However we can reconstruct 
int(:rpretal:ion thanks to the information we may from 

Proclus' monumental cornment.ary lamblichus' is often and 
'''~U''''UIJf from the and the later tradition. Thus 

of the third no the as all 
but the 'YEVll, that is the classes such as 

heroes and uvJiUUU,". forced him to the souls on a lower in the 
;S!;IIt;::lW::, the fourth bYI)otbe!.ts, which was [ralllUOnlllljl reserved for the material 

On Iamblichus' hermeneutical method, see the article of R.I. Blumenthal in this volume. 
pages 1-13. 

2 Although Proclus uses extensively materials from previous commentators, and particularly 
and Iamblicbu$, he mentions the names of his authorities, except for 

"y["[m.~. H:oweve:r, it is to with certainty. See 
COInpl.ilTU'ntaires to eds., vol. 2 (Paris 

and the excellent article of I.M. Dillon, in Proclus' 
Co.mrrlenltary on the Parmenides" in Gonimos. Studies presented to 

We;~terink. 1. Duffy and J. Perndotto. cds., 21 (Buffalo and New York 1988) 21-48. 
For quotations I use Proclus' Commentary on the Parmenides, G.R. Morrow and 1.M. Dillon, trans. 
(Princeton 1987), text when necessary. 
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forms. In this paper, however, I will examine his most controversial interpretation of 
the first hypothesis, and, subsidiary, of the second. As ProeIus says, all interpreters 
from Plotinus on had agreed "that the first hypothesis concerns the primal God," the 
One or the Good, the first principle and ultimate end of all 
however, seems to be an For according to Proclus he argued that the first 
hypothesis is concerned "with God and the gods" (m:pt SEOV Kat 8EWV), "for the 
argument is not only about the One, but about all the divine henads."4 The position 
of Iamblichus about the first hypothesis is not an eccentric view of a bizarre 
philosopher occupied more with theurgy and religion than philosophical questions. 
On the contrary, it marks an important step in the history of the interpretation of the 
Parmenides, as is indirectly evident from the rather extended reaction of ProcIus 
against his position. 

In the introduction to his Commentary, Proclus gives us a historical survey of 
the interpretation of the Parmenides.5 First the text was understood as a logical or 
dialectical dialogue: a logical exercise without any real purport. Others gave the 
dialogue an ontological interpretation: it is a discussion about the Forms, that is the 
One intelligible Being. With Plotinns starts the henological interpretation: its dialectic 
is about the One and the different modes of being one. Finally, there is the 
theological reading to which ProeIus subscribes. If one admits that to be God and to 
be One are the same, and that to be unified is to be the Parmenides is about all 
things "insofar as" they are deified. The Parmenides thus becomes the dialogue in 
which Plato develops his "scientific theology." According to this theological 
interpretation was first launched by his master Syrianus.6 However, I will argue that 
it is Iamblichus who is the real inventor of this interpretation. ProeIus, however, is 
strongly opposed to this Iamblichean position, because, in his view, it undermines 
the basic principles of the true interpretation of the hypotheses, as he had learned it 
from Syrianus. As so often in a philosophical conflict, the closer a divergent opinion 
is to your own views, the more fiercely it will be attacked. 

ProcIus discusses Iamblichus' views at the most crucial moments in his 
Commentary on the Parmenides: at the beginning and at the end of the interpretation 
of the first hypothesis.? Before he starts the detailed explanation of the lemmata of 
the text (Aiet:;), ProcJus fIrst presents a general discussion (9EWpta) of the various 
questions concerning the fIrst hypothesis. The first question is about its skopos or 
subject matter. This is of course the most fundamental question, because the entire 
interpretation of the dialectics of the Parmenides depends upon it. Some philosophers 
had argued,that the first hypothesis has no referent in reality. It concerns a unity 
without being, which is a pure abstraction and even an impossibility, as is conceded 
by Parmenides when he concludes his negative deductions: "Is it possible that all this 

3 In Platonis Parmenidem Commentarii 6.1053.39-1054, L 

4 Ibid" 6.1051.31-52.2. 

5 Ibid., 1.630.31-645.8. 

6 Ibid" 1.641.1ff. and 6.1061.20-64.17. 

7 Ibid., 6.1066.16-1071.8 and 7.499.16-31. 
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holds true of the One? I should say not" (Parmenides 142a). In Theologia Platonica 
2.4. such a doctrine is attributed to the Platonist Origen who considered the Intellect 
as the first principle and rejected any other principle beyond the Intellect.s This of 
course, for any true Neoplatonist a most heterodox position, and Proclus combats it 
fiercely, arguing with the help of the Sophist that the first hypothesis and its 
negations concern a reality and not an impossibility.9 

Having refuted this interpretation. Proclus turns to another divergent opinion 
about the scope of the first hypothesis. Now the discussion is not with an outsider, 
but with someone in the Neoplatonic school, "some of those whom we revere" (In 
PIatonis Parmenidem Commentarii 1066.21). They fully accept that the first 
hypothesis is "about something which subsists beyond being;" this is "about the 
Divine," because only the Divine subsists beyond being. However, conclude 
from this premiss that the hypothesis is not only about the first God or primal Cause 
but about all the other gods as well. The position referred to may certainly be 
attributed to Iamblichus. And Proclus also gives the main argument for his 
innovative interpretation: 

For they argue that since every god, inasmuch as he is god, is a 
henad-for it is this, the One, which divinizes all being-for that reason they 
think it right to join to the speculation of the first God an exposition about all 
the gods. For all the gods are henads above being and transcend the mUltiplicity 
of beings and are the summits of beings (navTES -yap ElO'lV 

unep01.10"lot Kal 'TOU nAyjeollS TooV aVTUlI! UTI€paVEXO\lOllt 
ctKPOTllTES TWV OU(1tWv). 

(Produs, In Platonis Parmenidem Commentarii 6.1066.22-28) 

Proclus criticizes Iamblichus' opinion at length, How is it possible to bring together 
in one hypothesis the first God, which is only One and absolutely transcendent 

all beings, and all the other gods, which are participated henads and are 
related to the multiplicity and the diversity of beings? And how can all the negative 
conclusions of this hypothesis similarly fit all the gods? And if, at the end, it is said 
of the One that it does not participate in being and that it is not even one, how could 
this hold true of the participated henads? If Iamblichus elsewhere emphasizes the 
transcendence of the primal One so much, why should he place this One in the same 
hypothesis with the henads which are participated in by or as Proclus it a 
bit sarcastically "why squeeze the whole discom:se about the gods into the first 
hypothesis"?10 The fact that Proclus so lengthily and so emotionally attacks 
Iamblichus' position using many ad hominem arguments against him, is surprising. 
After all, the doctrinal divergence between both philosophers is not so great: for 
both, as we will see, share the same views about the gods as supersubstantial henads. 

8 Theologia Platonica 2.4 and the introduction 10 H.D. Saffrey and L.G. Weslerink (above, 
note 2) x-xii. 

9 cr. C.G. Steel, "Le Sophist/! comme Texte Theologique" in Proclus et son influence dans 
Ie Moyen Age, E.P. Bos and P.A. Meijer, eds. (Leiden 1992) 51-64. 

10 In Platon!s Parmenidem Commentarii 6.1068.30-31: O'uvwEleuatv 'TOV 'I'!€pl Elerov 
AO-yev eis 'Tilv rrpwTllv UnOe.alV. 
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If Proclus, then, so strongly opposes the venerated philosopher, it must be because 
of his interpretation of the first hypothesis of the Parmenides. 

On IambIichus' doctrine on the gods, we have a most interesting testimony in 
Damascius' De Principiis: 

Almost all philosophers before Iamblichus considered that there is only 
one God beyond being. whereas all other gods are substantial beings 
(ouau,s5ets), but"divinized through illuminations (<lAXdlltVEtS) from the One. 
According to them the multitude of the supersubstantial henads are not self­
subsistent hypostases (auToTEXEtS imouTduElS), but illuminations from the 
only God and deifications given unto the various substances. 

(Damascius. De Principiis vol. 3, 64.7-14) 

All Platonist philosophers accepted, of course, a multitude of gods besides the first 
God: divine intellects, souls, demons, celestial bodies, even the world as a whole; 
but nobody had put those gods on the same level as the One itself as "ones" beyond 

were souls, etc., but divinized through "illuminations" from 
the One. According to Damascius, Iamblichus was the first to declare that all gods 
insofar as gods, are "self-subsistent hypostases" or {rmfpeets beyond being and 
substance) I It is this doctrine about the which is fully developed by Syrianus 
and ProeIus. 

As we have seen, Syrianus based his theological interpretation of the 
Parmenides on the principle that "to be One and God, to be unified and divinized, are 
the same." This principle, however, must be further specified: 

For this One exists in one way in the gods, otherwise in the beings 
that come after the gods; for in one case it is self-subsistent (<<V'TO'TEXes-). not 
like something existing in a substratum (for every god is god according to the 
One, though the first God is solely One, having no mUltiplicity, while each of 
the others is mUltiplied because different entities depend on each of them). So in 
the fonner case the One truly is, while in the latter case it exists as a habit 
(E'ens) in something else: a divine intellect, or soul or body. 

(Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem Commentarii 1.641.22ff) 

We therefore must posit after the One a series of self-subsistent "ones" or "hen ads" 
which are specified through the diverse classes of beings depending upon them and a 
series which possess unity through participation as a habit The first series 
is that of the gods, the second that of the divinized beings. 

As the one soul has generated some souls separate from bodies. and 
some which are inseparable, and as the one and whole Intellect has constituted 
some intellects separate from souls, and others which are in them as habits 
(Kae' <feElS) of them, so also the One has produced some self-subsistent 
(aIlToTEXEls) henads which transcend their participants and other entities which 
act as unifications of other entities in which they inhere. 

(Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem Commentarii 6.1062.26-34) 

11 That may also be the reason why Iamblichus preferred to use the term unapetS to designate 
the "being" of the gods. See Darnascius, De Principiis 3, 149.10-13. 
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Much has been written on the origin and the meaning of this doctrine of the henadic 
gods since E.R. Dodds.l2 Apart from its evident structuring role in the Neoplatonic 

(as Soul to souls, Intellect to intellects, so the One stands to '''ones'') it is 
probable that the focus on unity as the essential character of the gods must also be 
explained as a defence against the criticism of pagan polytheism by Christian 
intellectuals. Even if one must distinguish multiple and different gods (for the power 
of the divine should not be constrained or narrowed!), all gods qua gods are one and 
united. ProcIus is usually credited with this doctrine, although he himself only 
summarizes his master's view. But if we believe Damascius, Iamblichus was the 
first to defend it. 

However, in their introduction to volume 3 of the Platonic Theology, Saffrey 
and Westerink have denied that this doctrine goes back to Iamblichus. Although 
admitting that Iamblichus may have used the term "hen ad" to characterize the gods, 
his doctrine about "the God and the is in fact about "the One and the Intelligible 
gods."13 I am not convinced, however, by the textual evidence they introduce and in 
this debate I will take the side of Dillon. 14 It seems to me that Proclus substantially 
agrees with Iamblichus' doctrine about the henadic gods. Anyway, he never 
criticizes the doctrine itself. His refutation only concerns Iamblichus' ideosyncratic 
interpretation of the first hypothesis, because it undermines and confuses the rigorous 
structure of the dialectic of the Parmenides as he had learned it from his master 
Syrianus, and particularly the admirable correspondence between the conclusions of 
the first and the second hypothesis. 

According to Syrianus, the first hypothesis is "about the One God insofar as 
he generates and orders all the classes of gods."IS This formulation is at first 
strikingly similar to Iamblichus' formulation "about God and the gods." For 
Syrianus does not consider the One in its absoluteness as the subject-matter of the 

12 Elements of Theology (Oxford 1963) 257-60 and 346; 1.M. Dillon, "Iamblichus and the 
Origin of the Doctrine of the Henads," Phronesis 17 (1972) 102-06 (repr. in Iamblichi ChalcidellSis 
In Platanis Dia/ogas Cammentariorum Fragmenta [Leiden 1973] 412-16); H.D. Saffrey and L.G. 
Westerink. Introduction to vol. 3 of Thealagia PlalOnica (Paris 1978) ix-xl; and I.M. Dillon, 
U[amblichus and Henads in The Divine Iamblichus: Philosopher and Man of Gods, HJ. 
Blumenthal and E.G. Clark. (Bristol 1993) 48-54. 

13 Thus at the conclusion of their excellent study with a discussion of all relevant textual 
material: "meme si Jamblique a employe en quelqu'endroit de son oeuvre Ie mot 'henade; c'etait 
pour designer un dieu intelligible, car sa doctrine est celle d'un dieu Un et des dieux intelligibles 
etroitement unis, et reveles par Ia premiere hypothese" (above, nole 12) xl. 

14 Dillon (above. note 12). In his translation of Proclus' Commentary on the Parmenides 
([Princeton 1987] 389) Dillon seems to be overwhelmed by the arguments of Saffrey and Westerink, 
but not fully convinced. In his recent study in The Divine lamblichus: Philosopher and Man of 
Gods (above, note 12) he develops an interpretation which tries to reconcile both positions: his first 
interpretation (Iamblichus had a theory about henads) and the thesis of Saffrey and Westerink 
(Iamblichus' henads are in fact identical with the intelligible gods). Although admitting that the 
hen ads are formally distinguished from the intelligible, he still admits that they may be substantially 
identified with the One Being insofar as they are objects of intellection. My position in this article 
is different and less complicated, I hope. 

15 In Platonis Parmenidem Commentarii 6.1063.20-22: -ri]v npoo'flJ1l un69€(;rt1l 'I'iSEl 
mop\. TOO Ellos "iva.t ileo;; noos ')'EVV~ Ka1. 6taKoO"I1Et mIcas Tas TaeHS TOOV Seillv. 
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hYIPothel>is, but "the One insofar as it generates all the ones." the 
the One are not included in the first are 

introduced in hierarchical order in the second "The second is about the 
divine how have from the One and about the which is 
connected to each of them." In his insists on the remarkable 

, .... ,,,,,.u between the order of the deductions in the first and in the second 
nyt>OUleSllS. Whatever is denied of the One in the first hypothesis (that it is not many, 
that it is neither a whole nor a that it has no limit, that it is without that it 
is neither the same nor that it is neither like nor that it is neither 

is in the same of the une-oem:e: 
hy~>ottlesjls. IVlnr~'nv,~r the order of the decluctlon,s, 

hVI>en:osmilc. etc. until we at the very end, the divinized classes and 
denying all those attributes to the One in the first Parmenides 

shows that the One is above all the classes of gods, whereas them of the 
he manifests aU the classes that from 

We have thus demonstrated thaI one must articulate the second 
hY!lioth,esls according to all the of the One-thaI-is and that this 

else but and the of the 
from above from of the ",,,,,,,!;u,,,;<a 

substance. Pl4tonica voL 3, 

Thus Produs summarizes his doctrine in Platon.ic 3.23 before he starts his 
"'''I''''''''''''' '" the based upon the Parmenides. It is at this 
crucial moment of his that he feels the need to attack Iarr.:blichus' 
views on the of the first 1l}'J)ottlesl.s: 

the 

everyone. 

about God and 
One itself and 

... IJ ....... ,"",} transcendent 
and the one 

as evident for 
(Tn»"/",,;,, Platonica 3.23) 

Thus we have learned nOl:hll1lJ!: we did not know from the discussion in the 
Parmenides l:O'mr.rlelatarv. 

statement: 

16 

I-In·", .. ,.,,,,r Proclus now continues with a very im"n'rT""t 

Kat "tOt v 
jI€VWv. 

(Theo[ogia Platonica 82.10-14) 

5:Vri;"1'1111.' and Procills' scientific intE:rpretaltion ofthe Parmenides, 
Th"n'n,mA de ProcIus, Fruit de du Pannenide," Revue 

(1984) 1-12. 
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And it is also not true that Parmenides in the firs! hypothesis is 
treating of the intelligible as they maintain. For they that the 
negations refer to those are united to the One surpass in 
simplicity and unity all 

Iamblichus 
t""~"tl~",~i. are not the of Proclus' henads. but 

eClllaPl)f; done pas a la conclusion que pout Jamblique Ie 
pre:miere hVlr'lothel!e etait Ie Premier Dieu et les dieux "17 As 

confirmation of this quote several texts from Iamblichus which 
prove how much he on the fact that the is from the 

substantiated in the fixated in it, not from it, contracted in it .. 
inter multo: "the divine Iambliehus that the remains in the 

and that it is more united to the One than to and that it is more 
characterized the One than "Ul From these and similar texts 
conclude that to Iamblichus the is so united to the 

that it may be included in the discourse about the One in the first 
In the of the first hypothesis are but the intelligible 

monads which are concentrated in the One. 
It is in this sense that text in the 

of Iamblichus' of the 
Pormenidem Commentarii 6.1054.37-1055.17. In fact in the UlQJL1U<:>I..UjJL 

the the section the second an 
unfortunate omission (PI'obablv due to a ho;mt)'lOteleut£m). 

IlEV )'''''''lV''''''' €lV(ll. 
IIOVOll 'roO nEp, 'Trov 9€iwv 
not .. 'ia9at -rOll Aoyoll 1I011'rWV' 'r~V oe -rPtTl1V 

It is clear that we miss a statement about the 
where does the lacuna start and what is ml:ssIIlg'! 

of the second hypothesis. But 
""'"'U',ClU"l it is difficult to 

construe VOTjTWV with TWV 

ml:.StIlg before the word 
hypOltheSIS contains 

page 
be filled as follows: 

sornethir:lg is 
su~:ge8;tea that the 

suggeslll0n was followed 
that the lacuna should 

AOrOl!' <'f1)V o£ 1'i~"''''''''l/Y\) nEpi. Toil VOEPOU nA!%Tous Kill 'fooll 
eEWV -r6}v> vOl1'rwV' 'f~V 8£ 

in their edition of Platonica vol. 3 and Westerink 
reconsidered their first and proposed a new co]rrei~ti(m:'(U 

17 Thealagja Platon/ca, introduction (above, note 12, xxx). 

18 Cf. Damascius (above, page 18) vol. 2. 93.24--94.4. 

19 Theoiogia P/atonica (above, note 12) 1.1968, page lxxii, 

20 Ibid., xix, note 2 followed by Dillon in his translation of Proclus' Commentary (above, 
nOie 2) 412. 
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f,OrOV­

Tlllv> VOTl'rwv' 
<'l'1)11 6E 6EU'TEpaV nept 'Troll VOEPWII, aAA' OU WEpt 

'1'1)\1 8, Tp('T1]V ••• 

the second hypothesis is about the intellectal 
intelligible. 

not about the 

In of this correction suppose that ..... " .. VAA ......... ." 

restricted the second 
whereas he the because he 

considered them as co-united with the One. argue, there is no other 
occasion to discuss the because it appears that Iamblichus had 
reserved the second for the "Intellectual realm." At that is a 
reasonable inference from a comment made Produs in his criticism ofIamblichus' 

As we have seen, Iamblichus had reserved the third hY1Pothe~iis. 
for the but for the classes of 

hYl?otlllesis for those because 
either 'intellectual must be included in the second nytlOtrlesllS. 
for we have there a treatment of "the whole intellectual level" TO VOEpOY 

or if they are must be included in the of the 
soul in the third But it seems difficult to me to conclude from this sale 
section of the that Iamblichus had reserved the second nVI)OtltleSlS 

for the intellectual The context of ProcIus' remark is I'v,""u,,, ... a,,. 
Iamblichus' view being that the second 

There are even many texts, and a 
section in the Timaeus commentary. which make cleat that Iamblichus considered the 
One of the Pa111lenides or the "monad " or the ouota or ad. 011 
as identical with the Iamblichus situates this lEv 011 at the summit of the 

nrll"''''rv p;:utilcipiaticlD in the One."23 The fact that this 
the One than being, 

the supreme level of 
If then the 

.... LLvU"O""'''' is 

about the first Are not the also 
included here? And how could they be the subject matter of two hypotheses? For a 
correct of Iamblichus' we must return to the of 
Proclus in the Platonic 3.23. One cannot conclude from this text that 
Iamblichus identified the monads with the .On the contrary, it is 
clear from the structure of the argument that must be For 
ProcIus first criticizes Iamblichus because he the many henadic with 
the one God in the first He then goes on with an 
"And it is also not true that the first about 

21 Cf.ln Piatonis Parmenidem Commenrarii 6.1055.16-23. 

22 A similar observation hIlS been made by I. Perczel (Budapest) in a not yet pU(!lISlaeu seminar 
in Paris (1995). 

23 In Platonis Timaeum Commentarii 1.230.5f(. 
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" We may infer from this text in Iamblichus' 
hYl;lotJhesis is not only a discussion "about God and the " but also about 

n,,,,u!,SJw,,," The text of Platonica page 82.10-12: 

QuaE; nEpl 'nilv VOTjTWV EI!;:wv Ell Tij npwTll 'lTOtlit-raL 
TIapl1lilll5ljS' 

even offers an excellent to the lacuna In Platonis Parmenidem 
Commentarii 6.1054.37f[ Therefore I would hazard the correction: 

OU 'Ya.p 
ElE\WV Evdawv 
<nIl! 5£ 6EIJ1'ipav 
VOljTWV>. 

TIEP\. TOU €vos. aAA« Kal m;pl. flaa<3v 'fWV 
THltEtoElat 'TOV >'O'YOII <Kat 'lTEllt> 'TWV 

OU 110VOV 1'<311 vOEpiilv. aAAO: 1<(1\ 

The first is about God and the the discussion is 
about the bllt also about all the henads <and about> the 

<the second is not only abollt the intellectual beings, but also 

Therefore the intc~lJjl$iblle must have been discussed Iamblichus both in the first and 
in the second as ProeIus says in his criticism: to 
this Parmenides will have to treat the in the second 

for whatever be denied in this first he affinns in the 
latter." In the formulation of the of the second only ... , 
but ... "), we may some As we 
Iamblichus was the first to make a real distinction between the and the 
intellectual realm. Therefore he must have insisted that this IlYllotltleSIS 
concerns the but also the realm. 

But how can the be the of both the first and the 
second be included in the first? not in the 
same way as the henadic gods are. For tbat the henads must be included in the 

discourse about the One is understandable from Iamblichus' pelrspective 

it must be said as he is he is not many, not 
"",'<;<"011L, etc. But what then about the are also 

us a clue: say that the 
because are united to the One and surpass 

all the other divine classes." But what did Iamblichus 

In the search for an answer one must examine " .... "' .. 'u1 

on the first Platonis Parmenidem Commentarii 
1J"~>"AVAv hints to Iamblichus' If we 

24 For this research. the study of Dillon (above, note 2) was most welcome. 
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however scarce and it may there emerges one feature which sets 
Iamblichus' apart from that and ProcIus. As we in 
each of the different sections of the first different are denied of 
the One: the many, the the the same and the etc. In the 
intlerpretlltic.n of Syrianus and Proclus, each of these attributes in 

delicend:mg order to the various classes of gods that are revealed in the second 
hYI)otlleslis. Thus to "the first triad of the int(~Jlilgib.le-inteUel:tu:al 

" and "similar and 
of the One that it is "similar and .... ",>uu" ... 

order of the hYJ>erc:oslrnic 

For that reason Procius admires his master's 
the foundation of a scientific 

Because this hermeneutical scheme is so \.I"un.""'''l, in the 
cOInm.enlary on the it is difficult to in the text traces of another 
intl~roJreultion. that ofIamblichus. if we all the rraJiPTI,entary 
mtonna!t1oln, we may thus reconstruct the main of his int,erp,retatil::m . 
.f\ccorum,g to all the attributes which are denied of the One God 

are in fact attributes of the Thus he did not rli'IJ'pr<,;£v 

different attributes and them to the different levels in the oe!;CenOl.ng theo-
VH'LV"J;<"""U hierarchy: that is the position of In Iamblichus' 
int(~rp:retlttio'n the of all the successive was to One all the 
differlent attributes of the Therefore "all the are of the 

Svri"n,,,,, and Preclus propose, tbe first of the .. <L''-' ... U;;,.'''" the 
inte:lligible mtf~lle(~tu~u, the third of.. ., 

The reason it is primarily the intelligible that is negated of the One is 
obvious. For we know how Iamblichus insisted on the of the to 
the One. The monad the pure act is so close to the One that it is 
almost absorbed it: "the remains in the united to it, cO'lgulatl~O 
with concentrated to it, etc." we must of the One whatever is not 
one, we must deny those attributes which characterize that level that is so 
close to it that it is from it It is tberefore that aU the 
nt:~;i1Ululll:i about the One are in fact attributes of the For what would be 
venerable or in 
time or in motion or that it has That the One is none of these is 
so evident that it does not have to be demonstrated. Neither does it have to be argued 
that the One is not discursive or as is the soul, or thought and ideas as is the 
intellect. But Pannenides wants to show in this first that the One the 

even the that is the One Therefore all attributes 
related to the must be denied of it, and that is the most because 
from our human the One and the Unified seem to be the same. 

25 See table conresp,ondlences in Saffrey and Westerink, introduction 10 Theologia Platonicu 
(above, note 2) Ixviii-lxix. 
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Let us illustrate what seems to be Iamblichus' IJU"H"'" with two 
Parmenides the deductions from the first of the One 
that it is But what denied of the 

the ··_n~,.n 

this as the "intellectual mtlltll)11C:tty' 
say, intends to remove the intellectual multiplicity from the first cause in order that it 
may be only One and to the Intellect. But this is criticized 

other who must be identified 
with lamblichus. the identification of the 1l0AAd as 

to the intellectual numbers there are the 
from which there has all the 

1l1\J"U1Jll\'IlY arran~~ea in its many it is that which is 
inasmuch as it is next after the which the intellectual is 

not. Nor is it to be wondered at if the One transcends intellectual since 
uU'''''',,,''.1.'''' monads are also to i1."27 

Another is the discussion of the of the attributes "in 
111\)'<1V .... in rest, same and other" which are denied of the One in Pannenides 139b.4-
5. Some in these attributes the celebrated of 
the here someone, most reacted 

this too easy identification. We know that Iamblichus situated those 
only on the intellectual level where the differentiation of the forms 
Therefore we must exclude that Parmenides is to those 

when he denies "in motion" and "the same and other" of the One. For the intellectual 
level is too far remote from the One. what is akin to the One is 
venerable to be denied of it. "It is therefore necessary that the mlJlltil,lic:ity 
which manifests itself from the One should be most akin to the 
constricted in in power, in order that the 
constrictedness of its quantity it should imitate the lack of of the One and 
thr10U~tl1 the of its power the of the One which is to 

is denied of the the attributes of the 

telloretation also in the discussion of the 
ra;rml!nlI1es 140b~. It is not the or 

nor the nor the one established in 
not even the intellectual form itself. For all these levels of 

are and of an which concerns the One. "For 
what is so venerable about the One superior to an intellectual form 

26 See, In Plaumis Pamumidem Commenlarii 6.1089.16-1090.23. 

27 Ibid., 6.1090.13-23 (trans. I.M. Dillon). 

28 Proclus, In Plaronis Timaeum Commentarii 1.230.5f£. 

29 In Platonis Parmenidem Commenlarii 7.1174.5-13. 

30 Ibid., 7. 1204. 19ff. 
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We now understand better 
that Iamblichus included the he criticizes 
him, To be sure, he agrees with Iamblichus that the denied attributes must 
COlTe!>Dond to of" but he cannot that all those attributes 

",.,,""',..,"'" of as he says, how was it to 
ClI.llllllPlt:: "to be ,. "to be dissimilar" or "to touch" as 

re!errmg to the intelligible We do not know how Iamblichus did it, but 
AV'· .... "" ... .,"'. hermeneutical skills, he had no difficulties in 

;,...., .. ~~ .. .;, ... '" "touctlimt" as a characteristic of the as PreeIus remarks, 
follow this line of you will have to discuss the U"''''U'I>II.1'''' 
both in the first and in the second Iamblichus could have 

but it will be in a different way: in the first the are discussed insofar 
as are denied of the One as its most manifestation. In the second they 
will be introduced in their own as the or Monad 

It is most unfortunate that we cannot reconstruct Iamblichus.' of 
the second hypothesis, and he situated the transition from 
the to the level of the where the first entered. However, it 
seems evident to me that Iamblichus did not of the second 

cOiTesPofldirlg to the of the first. Therefore I 
sUJ~gesticln that Iamblichus foreshadowed 

int,ernretatil)D in which "the series of in the first hV1Jotlllesis 
cOJlTe:£Dclnding assertions in the represent the successive levels of the noetic 
and the noeric realms."31 

UAn,a"ar we have some valuable information on how Iamblichus understood 
the transition from the first to the second hypothesis. At the end of the first 
hVllotillesis Parn['lenide~s, after deduced all the conclusions about the 
One and having argued that it has no cannot be known in any way, and is not 
even one, raises the whether all these conclusions are about this one 
(ti 81JVaTOV TTEpt TO Ev Taiha EXElV; 142a). 
Aristotle agrees. About the of this final and cOlnPI'ehcmsi 
o,;Uilll;lu:uun, there was a schooL Some in 
this conclusion a fatal blow of an absolute transcendent One, If 
you such a you end Therefore the 

One is a term any existence As we have seen, 
this was the of the Platonist who refused to admit a principle 
the divine Intellect. The true of course, such an 

and they came up with other of this difficult text. 
insisted on the rhetorical literary of the By 

this he says, Parmenides prepares the transition to the second 
hY~lottlesj.s. Iamblichus, this which he considered 
sUllierficiau. He preferred an that considers formal of the 

itself." Here is his own solution: 

31 Dillon (above, note 2) 42-44. 
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Others think that this: conclusion is common. and of all 
the articulated. as there were for each 
pr(}position, so after of them this conclusion is introduced: that all of these 

are impossible about the One-''rnllllY.'' "whole," "in itself' and 
"in another.. U All of these are impossible about as has been 
demonstrated. And because of these people Ponnenides asks at this 
point if il is thaI these things are so the One. and Aristotle 
replies in in reality, whatever add to the One is 

the One; and the One, addition some other 
what it is, becomes some one instead the simple 

in addition some other besides what it is, 
and the 

sOlnelrur..g in 
" "some liken-and this must 
" just as it must be said about 

""~;""U'" which comprehensive of all of these 
additions malres it clear that One, not being one of all these is the 
cause of them aiL And so the common negation imitates the COIIt'ClllYe 

procession of all things from the One, and the manifestation of each 
separate and together, to the ap~lrOI)riate o:roe:nm!.--

27 

Iamblichus formulates in text a fundamental theorem about the One which 
Proclus often uses to oe"el(,l'n his own doctrine of the henads. All the henads 

from the One the different "additions" 
them as "some ones," each its own 

we notice how Proclus uses a Iamblichean theorem to 
parllc\uar intflrpretalion of the second of the Parmenides. 

For how is it 
not solely about the 
henads of the other 
that One be 

The Proclus uses here 

IlYl)otJilesis is 

Iamblichean This shows 
based upon a 

between both 
but about the 4''':;:l)U~1H of where phiilOI.ophelrs is not about the doctrine of the 

32 The G. Mc:Isaac) my Greek retroversion of the Latill 
translation of of which appear in UOCUlnellll Ii! Studi sulla Tradil.ione 
Filosofica Medievale. I have translated (and corrected) 517.42-43 as follows: it 11(0: ouv 
ano;j)o:at;i naarov TroV <npoO"-:> ElEO"EI.IlV (lUVEKTtKii on:> TO €V tJ.115€1I 01' 
naVTrov ai·n.ov ~a'I't naVTWlJ. 

33 This doctrine is .. ,<rlll,,",llv 

641.20-643.4, but it is 
de~'eloDed by lamblichus. 

in In. Platonis Parmen.idem Commentarii 
7, pages 516.24-517.46 that it was alresdy 

34 This translation is also based upon my Greek retroversion of the Latin translation. 
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to situate them in the The of Proclus is clear: cannot be 
togeth!~r with the absolute One in the first. But what may have been the reasons for 
lamblichus to include them in the first? Iamblichus must have insisted that 
the inasmuch as are are "unities" all the 
n" .. ",,, •• ,,,,, conclusions we deduce about the One, are also true of all the 
however different they may be through the additions. Those must not be 
understood as or added to the One, 
we affIrm that it is the cause of the of which we the attributes. 
As Iamblichus it: "The of the additions makes it clear that the 

one of all those terms, is the cause of them all." That is the last "wl:,""'vu, 
which is of all manifests the of all 
the first Cause. And Proclus formulates the same pn:nClple 

All that Parmenides denies of the One, 
itself be nothing of all, in order that all 
that are assumed in the first hVIl,oth,esis 
affirmations that will be ex!tmi.ned 
generates in the 

hella!!. 

Here we see how 
of the additions are comes to the conclusion that 
"the whole order of in the second At first his 
int,~",·r .. tl~ti('m may seem more coherent than that of Iamblichus. we must 
admit that even Predus' raises many If we the henads 
themselves in the second are we not them down to the level of 
the One For as Proclus says: "all the henads of the other 

whereas the One may be said to be above 
TIClcrat at TWV ClAAWV 8 .. wv cruv T~ ovn 

In Platonis Parmenidem Commentarii 
divine henads as subsist even if are 

different characters that can be described on the level of the 
Is this not a reason to include them in the first nypoltlleslS 

there is the notorious all ProcIus scholars 
have we to situate the henads in Proclus' must be 

situated the even But in other texts 
Preclus defends that come first after the One and even 
different of We find a similar uu,,,.FA.!, .... '.:l 

The hen ads are and still are manifested in the 
different levels of the One if the second hypothesis 

are on all levels from the 
where does Parmenides discuss the to the divinized souls and 

and the as such? 
As we have seen, the main reason why Procius Iamblichus' 

int,erpretl~ticln of the first is that it takes away the unique transcendence of 

35 

31-46. 
On nEpa, and anELPQV in Iamblichus, see the article of G.Van Riel in this volume, pages 
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np,:r<lt",vP discoun;e hold true. How, 
l:IOSOlULelY transcendent with the henads 

in the same pos:mCln not inconsistent with what we know from 
other texts about J.aI1I1I:i11cnUS, 
transcendence of the First? 

that he insisted on the absolute 

distinction 

We cannot be sure 
of Damascius 

intc~rplretaltion. That the Ineffable 
nYI)OtltleSls in the Par men ides is evident from many texts in De 

""'U"If"'" I, page 19.1ff. Damascius asks should we go 
the One in our search for the first in our effort to grasp the 

One we encounter all possible difficulties. as Plato says in the Parmenides, the 
when it is not even one. And if it does not there is no name and no 

discourse of it. It is thus ineffable and unknowable. Why then are we ""","'",41"1", 

this Ineffable? as Damascius says, Plato makes us 
ascend this One TOO in an ineffable way towards that 
which is truly ineffable. For just as he has lead us to the One by the of 
the first so he will us to the Ineffable by the 
SUI)prlesslon of the One. arrived there Plato remains silent. For there is no 
way to talk about the Ineffable. It is not a of discourse or it is not 

one. Therefore the Ineffable can as 
hVln"thp"i~' it is at the 
""l~"LJlUU of the One. We learn about it in 

the dialectic of the Parmenides. It is itself away," as the Chaldaean 
Oracles 

If the lnerraltlle, but the One-Cause 
from which "all 
why all other or henadic causes may be included with it in the first 
hYtlottleSl,5. After all there is not a radical difference between God and the the 

and the many ones. an Ineffable the 
One. The One-Cause of .",..,.."",,,,,0' 
deductions of the first I1Y~lottleSlS. 

36 Damascius (above, page 18) 2, 1.4ff. 

philos(lPhj~r who emph~lSizes that much 

37 Cf. Saffrey and Westerink, introduction to Theologia Platonica (above, note 12) xxxi-xxxii. 

38 In Platonis Parmenidem Commentarii 1067.2-3: cr. Chaldaean Oracles, frg.3.l, E. des 
Places, ed. (Paris 1971). 
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the transcendence of the the henads with the First in the same 
hVl,otJnesis? But Iamblichus' First was so transcendent and so ineffable that 
it could not even be included in the fIrst of the Parmenides. 

Katholieke Universiteit Leuven 
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The Transcendent Cause: 
IambUchus and the Philebus of 

Gerd Van Riel 

I. The Philebus 

Iamblichus' attitude towards the Philebus of Plato fits within the 
framework of his of that each Platonic should be 

from one to which all the details of the text 
lCli:llCU.- In the case of the to Iamblichus' 

of this are not fully 
examine them 

I wish to thank Prof. C.G. Steel for his support and his critical remarks on this paper, M. 
Dubois and G. Shaw for corrected my English. To the Fund for Scientific Research of 
Flanders (Belgium), lowe my gratitude for the financial support. 

2 cr. K. Prru:chtj~r. 
Robert (Berlin 
Fragmenta, J.M. 

3 
19(0) 

Proliglomi!lIes a la Philosophie de Platon, L.G. Westerink, ed .• J. Trouillard, trans. (Paris 
pages 26-29 (my translation). 
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COlnme:ncing the reading of the Ti11l4eus and the 
because here the discussion 
therefore this should 

One cannot (11<: .. ",,,,,. .. /1 the reference which is 
.ne:IJUCJ',,<':. the only where Plato mentions the 

"Good which is In Iamblichus' the Philebus must 
be understood by it with this the 

itself is absent from IambIichus' ,.., .. "w," __ M least as it is in the 
bel~innin,g Plato students . 

.li:U;!lUl1\..UU,), so it seems, there was no need for a np,nnlrtvl'p, 

to read the In return, it is from the Philebus that the on the 
transcendent Good is to be drawn. The Philebus seems to have taken over the role 

the short allusion to the Good in the KeJr:lUll'llC. 

That this was the view of Iamblichus is confirmed up to a by the 
dOlWI1:raj:,hy C0I1CeJmulg the theme of the Philebus with which Damascius opens his 
Co'mnrzer!taJry on this ~"~V,5"'~' 

The theme, to IambUchus and the school of Syrianus and 
Proclus, is the final Cause the universe, that is, the Good that permeates 

with this restriction. however. that it is not of course the 
traillscendlent but the Good that is manifested in existing 

all aspire and which they actually attain. 

This passage, too, bears witness to a esteem for the Philebus on the part of 
a different view on the scope of the <.u"~Vl';u .... 

Here it is stated that the Philebus does not of the transcendent 
whereas this was the account 

out that "if Iamblichus' 26 
the restriction in Damascius' was not made but 

_J, .. _,._wand Preclus "6 Now it is that this confusion is 
ov~~r-simplijried classification on the of Damascius of the 

redactor of the that the text as it stands consists of the written 
U;'''''< ... L>'i», pre:seIltir:lg as identical the of Iamblichus, 

4 It neither is a candidate to fill 
We:sterink and TrouilIard 
the Statesman which are 
pages 1-13. 

5 Damascius, Lectures em the Philebus, 
Westerink ed. and trans. (Amsterdam 1959) chapter 5. pages 

Attributed to 
(his translation). 

6 The same: position is held Dillon (above, note 2) 257-8. 

L.G. 
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the two accounts need not be 
nrl'".VUIP: true accounts of Iamblichus' 

... U.IV!!;,""" We will elaborate this idea further on. 
In any case, what we can retain without discussion from the second 

text-and this will be of great the idea that the Philebus deals with the 
final Cause of the universe. There is no need to stress that this comes down to a 
thoroughly in which constant reference 
would be made to the Ne1oplatonic 

To a modern reader this statement may seem rather strange. For the text of 
the Philebus has a few indications that this relates to the transcendent 
Good of the Most modern adhere to the sub-title 
"On Pleasure" and the Philebus among the with an 
ethical drift. nuances of each the scope of the 

relation is between and intellect 
in the there are within this context some traces of a notion of 
the absolute but their function is rather to its existence than to 
determine its nature. So for Philebus where Plato treats of "the 

towards the residence of the Good." This is continued in 
truth, and are to be situated "in of the Good" 

and in the final classification of the which render our life 
surpasses measure and the moderate. So Plato does 

towards a notion of the absolute Good. But the threshold of this absolute Good 
is never crossed. 

On the other the Philebus contains a passage in which the of 
and intellect is on a 

Here Plato treats of the constitution of any "mixture." He indicates 
four principles as for every whole. The Limit and the 
Unlimited are the principle of the and the result of their 
combination is the Mixture. 

Any of the Philebus will start from these 
A'l1,U..,'.VU, ... ", as we will see. But there still remains a 

distance to between the here and the statement that "the 
discussion in the Philebus concerns the " How could 
Iamblichus maintain and how are we to understand that it is this which 
is the theme of the whole We will try to answerthis in two 

the Iamblichus is to us is so strikingly 
OPIPO!ied to that it is worthwhile to see 
how this was for by his Secondly, we will 
concentrate on the doctrinal of the Philebus within the system of 
Iamblichus. 

7 To Proclu5, the see, e.g., In Platonis 
Rempublicam (;mnme:nta,rli 
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II. The Historical Background 

Let us tum to history first. We already stated that the first readers of the 
Philebus (Thrasyllus cum suis) considered this dialogue to be concerned with ethics, 
and more precisely with the problem of pleasure. At a certain point, however, the 
history of interpretation switches to an explicitly metaphysical viewpoint, in which 
the discussion of pleasure becomes a mere illustration. Aristotle, so it seems, has 
cleared the ground for this transition. Although he does not refer to the Philebus in 
an ontological context, his suggestion that Plato is a follower of Pythagoras "who 
also has some ideas of his own"S has drawn attention to the use Plato makes of the 
Pythagorean principles of TTEpas and aTTlapov. Still, this suggestion of Aristotle's 
had to wait for the marriage of Pythagoreanism and Platonism in the Neoplatonic 
tradition to be gradually explored and elaborated in connection with the Philebus. 

The Middle Platonists (among whom are Plutarch and Galen) made use of the 
ontological principles of the Philebus to the origin of the sensible world and 
of the soul;9 nothing indicates that the Philebus a role in their exegesis of the 
intelligible realm. 

Plotinus for his part did not introduce many innovations to this scheme. 
According to him, the Philebus treats only of the good "for us," and not of the 
highest good. IO But still, he establishes the core of what will allow his successors to 
valorize the Philebus. For in the first place he indicates that the One imposes itself as 
opos or ]J.€TpfjaOll upon the beings in the conversion'! I This reminds us of the 
metaphysics of the Philebus, although there is no formal reference to the Philebus in 
this context. In any event, the scheme implied here is that of a hierarchical 
interdependence of limit and the unlimited, in which the lower reality, unlimited in 
itself, serves as a substratum for the imposition of limit. So the highest level of 
reality is limit in its pure form, whereas the pure unlimited is to be situated at the 
lowest level of reality.J2 It is, then, the complete indeterminacy of first matter; it gets 
its limit and definition from the gradual imposition of the forms, which in tum 
represent the lower degrees of limit.13 Plotinus thus integrates Aristotelian 

within his system, by making it a clear instance of the interrelation of 
the broader principles of limit and unlimited. 

Now there is a problem in this account of the principles. If the One imposes 
itself as a limit upon the lower reality which is unlimited in itself, then where does 

8 

9 

10l4e. 

Aristotle, Metaphysica L6.987a29-988aI7. 

Plutarch, De E apud Delphos 391b; De Animae Procreatione in Timaeo l014cll-d6; 

10 Plotinus, Enneades 6.7.25.12-3: aii-ros yap [sc. b TIhaTCllll tv Ttl> <l>lh1\f\(},l] OU TO 
npWTOll aya8011 E,,,TEt, TO OE ~IlWll. 

II Ibid., 2.4.5.33-4; 6.7.30.33. 

12 Cf. Plotin, Les Deux Matieres [Enneades 2.4 (12)1. 1.M. Narbonne, ed. and trans. (Paris 
1993) 24. 

13 Plotinus, Enneades 2.4.15.3-17. 
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this infinity come from? Clearly Plotinus' answer will always be that everything, 
even the indetenninate itself, stems from the One, in order to avoid any fonn of 
dualism, but in this case there remain occasions for confusion. Let us consider this 
problem more 

The question is related to what is perhaps the central Neoplatonic issue: how 
can the many come about, out of the One? Plotinus' answer to this question runs as 
follows. The origin of all things is due to an infinite generative power of the One. 
As he himself says: 14 

And it [the One] must be understood as infinite not because its size and 
number cannot be measured or counted but because its power cannot be 
comprehended. (Plotinus. Enneades 6.9.6.10-11) 

This infinite power is absorbed in the first place by the Intellect. It gets its existence 
from the radiation of the One, and takes over its generative power.l5 But as it is too 
weak to receive the power of the One all at once, it has to break it up into different 
parts.16 Thus the primordial multiplicity comes about within the Intellect, and will be 
extended to all its offspring. But still the problem remains: if the One plays the role 
of a limit, then what is there to be limited? Where does the indetenninate come 
from-not the infinity of the power of the One, but the unlimited which will be the 
substratum of the imposition of limit? 

Piotinus states that there is a kind of matter also present in the Intellect (the 
VOTJTTj irA TJ), as a substratum for the existence of the abstract fonns, and 
as the basis of their unity-within-multiplicity.l7 It is governed the otherness, one 
of the genera of being Plato discusses in his Sophista. 18 Up to a point, this theory of 
intelligible matter can give an answer to our question: the substratum of the fonns is 
constituted together with the Intellect itself, and thus stems from the amnpoo\JvIXllla 
of the One.19 But then again, this does not solve all the problems. For Plotinus 
states that the VATJ VOTJTt1 is just an image (€'(/5wAov) of the real, first irAn. which is 
the purely infinite.2o One can explain this rather curious fonnulation by the fact that 

14 Cf.6.7.32.19; 3.8.10.1 and 25-28. 

15 Ibid.,6.7.15.18: t>uVaJ1lV oov ElS TO ,),EVV.2v 

16 Ibid., 6.7.15.20-22: 'AXA' foe EvOS aUTOV 'II0AAO: TOI1T(o)' ijv "yap EKOJ1\CETO 
5tlVaJ,HV aouva;'TWV EXtlV 0'\lve9pau€ Kal TtOAAa eTIO(llGE T~V lllav, rv' O{5TW BuvarT'o 
Ka-ril: P.EpOS <!>EPE1.V. 

17 Ibid., 2.4.2-5. 

18 Sophista 254b-257a; see 1. Bussanich, The One and Its Relation to Intellect in Plotinus 
(Leiden 1988) 118-20. 

19 Plolinus, Enneades 2.4.15.]7-20: 'ETlEt Kat EV TotS VOllTo1:S ~ {fAll TO 
Kal <tiLll all j'EVVllah EK TfjS Toil Evas anE1.p\as ij 5UllaJ1£OlS 11 Toi) ad, OUK ouallS 
EKE\VIi,l aTl€tpias aAAol TlO\OUVTOS. Cf. ibid .• 5.1.5.6-9: Kat 'Yap TlpO 6ua60s TO lv, 
B"'lJ-r€POIi 6E 8uaS Kat napil: TOU Evos ")'E')'€VllJ1ElIll. The Pythagorico·Platonic Buas 
mentioned here is equated by Plotinus to the intelligible matter; d. Narbonne (above, note 12) 65; 
Bussanich (above, note 18) ! 19. 

20 Ibid,,2.4.15.20-37: ficas OUIi EKEl Kat EvTail6a: [sc. TO a'llE1.pov]; 11 B1.TTOV Kat TO 
.1'llE1.POIi. Kat T( 81.aq,Epn; OOS apXETIJ'IIOV Kal Eit6WAOll. 'EAAaTovUlS OUlI .I'IIHPOll 
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we would not be able to conceive the 
on the but after 
detennination this and cannot therefore be 
So it is first matter which the orimordial irldetermillac:y 
the last resort, the of l11U;lllli::IUllI; 

reason it is called "matter" 
inte:lligible level. 

If we then want to know the we should concentrate on 
the lowest level of reality, and the character of first matter. If this 
in its pure fonn is situated on the lowest level as the oP'I',osite 
then the solution which is left open for a Platonist is to argue that the infinite 
exists only as a privation of limit. other solution would lead to dualism. This in 
fact is Plotinus' view in treatise 2.4 "On the Two Kinds of " the basic text 

his doctrine of matter. Here the of matter is 
at least in this sense, that it is to that which 

But would not the consequence of this be that n1L,u"ilJ,U\~HJ 
the existence of which is due after all to is to be seen as a n";v!>tin" 

Then in a sense his own that all derives from the 
COl,IIlPses. For how can you maintain that the One is and cause of all 

derive their from the absence of the One? 
Plotinus so it seems, left open this dilemma. He could have 

t:;All1iUlllt:;U the of the infinity it to the he attributes to 
the One itself. In that case, a consistent of multiplicity would have been 
close at hand. But Plotinus never felt to establish a relation 
between this notion of the unlimited power of the One and the of 
the matter or substratum. 

laIIlOlICI1:US. on the contrary. the oroble:m 
solved it. From now on, all will be reduced to one 
immeldialleh below the and at the same level as the pnnClpJe 

nrinciule which governs. to!!eth,er 
Very for this issue is 

PrecIns'reaction Plotinus' notion ,-<_.,,-,,_. matter, which we will 
here as an entree en matiere for the discussion oflamblichus: 

21 Cf. Narbonne (above, note IS) 82-85. 

22 Plotinus, Enneades 2.4.16.1-3. 
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The unlimited is not the matter of the limit: it is its 
the limit the form of the unlimited: it is its exislenee. Out both, 
is constituted. . . (Procius. Platonicienne 3.9.40 

So the time of it has become lIUIJU:S:ilUlC 

the substratum or matter of the limit On the COl'ltrrury 
at the same level both of which 

eXllste:nc1e, the other with power. 
both are to be situated 11m:u"""""",,,,)' 

)JU""'~""''' will be the merit ,uUll1U11\,;1I1..1IS, as we will see. 

m. The One as the Transcendent Cause 

This is the context in which Iamblichus' of the Philebus is to be 
of the issues he will elaborate are present in the articulations 

of his But still the merit of the divine philosopher is that he was 
the first to find in the Philebus a consistent answer which covers all the details of the 
above sketched prclDu:m. 

To one should in mind the of the One Good within 
It is to be situated above the level of the the 

transcended for its part-oat 
which nothing can be stated at 

The first "ril,cirll1'C~ before the first intelligible triad, are they two in 
number, the and that which is not co·ordinate with the triad, 
as is tbe view the Iamblichus in the book of his most 
excellent Clwldaean Principiis 2.1.5-8) 

,...,.,nt'"",,,,., Iamblichus thus establishes has often been 
empn~l.Slz.ed. UbVlOuslv. in Iamblichus' of the as 

is too much to attribute to the first 
As a matter of the scope of this argument is not the of the 

ineffable itself. Its will be upon all later 
n .... vpu:u •• nu"'''. But whereas in these later thinkers the One and Ineffable merge into 

nnnr'nll' Iamblichus them. The lies 

23 vol. 3 (Paris 1968) translation); cr. 
Proclus, In Timueum Commenlarii and Decem circa 
Providenriam 10.34-35 (on the origin of matter, with reference to the Philebus). 

24 Philebus 26e-21b. 

25 Traiti des Premiers t'rincil~l!S. 
2.1.5-8 Dillon, tfans., of Chalcis 

Ni~·dil'.T·"I"'" Well, vol. 2, 36.2 [Berlin 

eds., vols. 3 (Paris 1986-
und 
cr. 
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in lamblichus' notion of the One. For the ne(:esllity 
One cannot be felt unless one feels that in some way the 

1.11" ....... ,.,1\0 above the 
apcjph,~,tical as it may 

is too close to lower 
How can this be? is not the One an accurate de!.igllation 

Once more, this aUI~stiion is related to the 1J1~IL"';'U 
out of the initial In 

the the One 

acc:oIIlpliIShc:d I.111UlllUl nel'tatiions, and as a consequence, that the One in 
Drc)cessiiDn. that it is not "co-ordinate" with the 

lUL.:allJ~lUlC triad. But once the of the.one and the is one 
has in fact lowered the status of the One. For in any case, the One will be 

linked to lower albeit in our way It then does make 
some sense to between this One and the First which remains 
cOInplete:ly absolute. 

this central Iamblichus' of the Philebus is to be 
understood. if one wants to reveal the One as the of the 
termiI10II)gy and scheme offered the Philebus turns out to be very For the 
proper way to how the One relates to the is to call it the Cause of all 
things. This is not a real determination of the One. It is ex 

which in no way affects the One itself. The are well aware 
~&IM ....... of the term cause: it is linked to a causatum, and without this 

there can be no So if this would be a real determination of the then 
its existence would the existence of and its would be 

Proclus will state very that this is not the case: since there is no 
accurate name for the the best one can do is follow Plato in oneself to 
nes[auc)ns. If we are to afflI1l1 at least about the we should call 

The source of all divinity, because it is the 
evc:rvtl1ing and the and of desire for all ... 
not say 
relate to it. 

it is, how things below it and of 

and cause of 
names we do 

it is the cause, 

(Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem Commentarii 6.1108.19-1109.14) 

Further on in the same Proclus out, in a reference to that 
any name attributed to the One would make it "some" one \"''''''f'''''" 
the determinations should be for "ie Unum nullum ens omnium causa est 

So the denotation of the One as "cause" does not describe the nature of 

26 cr. ibid., 2.112.6-10. 

21 of the 
also in the 

211 Platonicienne, vol. 3 (above, note 23) 7.517.43 (1'0 Ev Ii lj/)Ev 011 TT,hrTWV 

«'(n6v ian _L_._ •• _.\ T have been able to avail retroversion into Greek of the Latin 
translation of William of Moerbeke. which Steel made of the last section of Proclus' 
Parmenides This text was in Documenti e Studi sulla Tradi'l;iofle 
Fi/osojica Medievale 211-67; see contribution of C.G. Steel in this volume, 
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the One in itself. But still it remains the best way to of the transcendent if 
,.,.",th,,, .. ,. at alL 

the name "cause" to the we intend to reveal not the One 
its relation to the This is seen as the 

",,,,,tum Plato takes in the Philebus. We can enlist the of 
is not called "the One" and "the H or 

"that around which exists" or "the cause of all in 
"as that which constitutes because it is the cause 

IV, The Triad 

saw Plotinu!>' 
answer: he situated the real But then we saw 

OPllositio,n between the two extremities of the universe did not entail a 
clear of out of the One. 

Iamblichus' answer takes into account the and embraces a 
much more refined view of the of the many out of the One. In the first 

he will within the Plotinian Intellect (the €V Oll of the Pa;rm;lmi,des 
and an intellective level. In the 

established: the EV and the the two elements in the 
have become under the influence of the appearance of the 

which for Iamblichus marks the transition between the 
The at this level is the pure 

So the transition from unity to has on this 
and the fIrst appearance will have to be looked for within 
This level will be the between the one and the many, 

OPPOlled to the Iamblichus says, a distinction between Ell and (Iv is 
Iamblichus 

It is 

n",,,,,,",. Plazoniciennl!, vol. :I 
naVTtllV. 

29 Proclus (above, note 23) 3.7. 29.16-30.2: .. b Be €v * OtOV 

T<i)v OAOlV UnO(1T<111.V 'i"<PTJllfl, 6\011. mlaTJS Eon !l€OTllTQS' 

30 Damascius De Principiis (above, note 25) 2,93.13-24. 

31 Ibid.,2.94.10-17; cf.90.14-20. 

32 Ibid" 3.119.6-28. 

33 lamblichlls, 
Proclu!; (above, note 

ProcIIlS, In Platonis Timaeum Commentarii 1.230.5-12 (:::: frg. 29); also 
1.11.52,2-19. 
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which elements does it contain?-for iiit is not the real there must be elements 
in it. And how can it still be called a if the elements are not 

Ullil~lm.;L, the should be accounted for. Damascius reports that this was the 
pro,ce(Jlure which Iamblichus 

So someone that one must assume as f''' ..... , ... w.) 

causal principles of both the One and the dyadic structure 
inherent in it; the of first has, then. 1I. distinct existence. prior to 
the dyad which just been mentioned of and as 
elements1. even as there exists also the One the which lanlbli,chllS 
pol,tul'lltes before both, to be the cause of the One 

(Damascius, Principiis 2.25.1-6) 

reSPOlnSllble for its 

the al na which 

For indeed the one principle is to the two; and Ihis is the 
one," which lamblichus postulates in the two first and 
absolutely ineffable over there. The two on the 
termed and the Unlimited, or. if one one and many. the "one" 
10 be laken as opposed to " not the One which is to both Ihese and 
has nothing opposed to it (Damascius, Principiis 2.28.1-6) 

of the Philebus are posited as two principles below the 
the constitution of all mUltiple scheme 

is no or vertical limit 
and the lowest as it was in Plotinus. 
est;a.bll.shc:d at the level below the 
U'U1UjJ'U'""':1 stems from the One itself. 

To make clear how these first come out the One, 
Iamblichus invokes the account given the Chaldaean. Oracles. This "sacred" text 

of an triad which consists and The 
first tenn of this is the bare the first stage in the seIf-
constitution of the intellect. Damascius will describe it clearly as the foundation 

or the surface on which a is to be 
The second tenn of the is the infinite to all lower 

once the foundation of existence is established. The third tenn is the actual 

34 Dillon, trans. (above, nole 
almost word for word at ibid., 
Iamblichus himself; cf. Proclus 
reference attributed to Iamblichus 
COlrnm:entary on the Parmenides" in '.1<I.'''''''''''i. Ne,optatontc 

35 

36 

31 

J. Duffy and J. Peradotto, eds. 

Dillon. trans. (above, note 25) 882, with slight modifications. 

Frg. 4, E. des Places. ed., with complementary note, page 124. 

Damascius De Principiis (above, note 25) 3.152.13-153.1 L 
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the in itself which "is:' The 
testimonies about Iamblichus' doctrine make clear that he saw a close relation 
between the Chaldaean triad and the of the For the "existence" 
as the the which makes 
!-""'''lllA'', cOITes:poinds to the limit which itself upon the lower The 

is considered to be identical with the Chaldaean The combined 
action of both gives rise to the third term, the mixture which is the 

u""'''''''''''''''''' Novs;-. 
the One as Cause cannot but about in the first 

which in its nature is most akin to the this should be the bare "Al."_<O.., .... ,,,. 
delimitation of an from other which guarantees the nr"",.,.v<I 

the One's infinity of power is Ui1Jll"LJ'I.}"C;u. 

nor",n,,"v to come about and to generate lower 
.... UU,a._<;;;I:! connected to the 
and now entails all ...... _'c ...... ., 

to all levels of 
in a unitary way the become distinct in the 

the lower reality), the distinction between them will 
the There will be one series of "limit" -like c.u:;:mCl.ll.lS, OP):losf~a 

of which are unlimited 

'For, to put il briefly. if we divide all into the unified llnd the 
distinct-in way whatsoever-even if the relation the UISI[mll:Ulsnca 

is that and effect, the same will occur; for we will 
case from two series the one global l1l,tlnc:noo. 

So there are two ",,,"",.rv 

summit, the cause 
them, as all 

primordl,a! opposition is pre:cecled 
one cause. In his treatise "On Mathematics in General" Iamblichus 
limited and the unlimited as the of mathematical and Iml:lle(ll!ll:ely 
adds the following remark: "But each of those the limited and the "lU,UUU""'_J 

38 Cf. Damascius' exposition rrrnnrmx (above, note 25) 2.24.13-24, in an indirect 
reference to IambIichus. For lhis the triad of the Philebus and that of the 
Oracles has become evident: cr. C.G. Steel, U chez Proclus," in Hypar.xis e nel 
NeIODI,lllOnismo. Atti del / lm.!rn,nilma./e del Centro di Ricerca sui F. 

1994) 91-2. 

39 The distinction between these two kinds of 6uval1ts on the Aristotelian distinction 
between active or and possibility to come is a logical 
COflsecluelnce of principles. this distinction present in 

LIL!el',OrtllS Commentarium, 9.302.3855. lLllm",um:larltl 
in Arirwtelem he does not elaborate the context of the structure It 
is only in Proc1us that it will become a main feature in the speculation on this matter. 

40 The translalion is mine. 
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one account neither is it the same for all "41 Thus, 
the two are not confined to the mathematical alone. are 

as eXI:>iaJ!latory elements but in a different way 
on each will differ from that in the 
mathematical and the material world), 
and each stage of y€v'l1) of the two 

At its lowest the distinction is it has been ever since 
with the Aristotelian account of matter and form. Iamblichus refers to it as 

IJJJ'''''''vu between the fluxus between more and less to which matter in 
V-~'J-~'" and the definition and it from the 

of the form: 

When the fonn comes down to matter, a power mixed of both comes to 
be. For in as far as it in the form, the materialized thing is akin to it 
and receives a and a ill accordance with its own 

it partakes ill the to other and 
to its 

hyilelllOrphi.sm is restored in its "''',,"U''''' But as to Dl ••• ; .... A 

of matter is no nnv~r",n of all determination, It is now 
and thus it remains 

combination of two 1-'.., •• "'11''-'1<;;.", 

TToaov) consists of a 

without U""~"""o 
The other one COJllstttutmg the "continuum" 

at each form and 
it is constitutive of the of a <!PM,,,,,,,tp 

"one," As 

a is inherent in all being bears in itself a 
tension between two tendencies: on the one hand it tends to be limited and 
del:errnill:ed, on the other hand it has an infinite urge to This tension however 
does not tear a on the contrary, without there would be no at 

AU these instances of and are to be back to their 
original form in the first and their real character can only be understood in 
an examination ofthis leveL The as revealed not only 

the modus e,):"eT4U" seen from but also serve as a for 
the modus Produs informs us about this feature in Iamblichus' 

41 Iamblichus, De Communi Mathematica Scientia 12.25-26; my translation. 

42 Ibid., 13.1-14.1. 

43 The translation is mine. 

44 Iamblichus. 6.135.8-28; the double constitution of the lT0(10V in 
Iamblichus is well see De Communi Mathemo.tica Scientia 28.24-32.7; 
In Aristotelis Categorias CommenUJ.rium 6.146.23-28, 

45 cr, P. Hado!, Porphyre et Victorinus, vol. I (Paris 1968) 442, note 6. 
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rl>rnr..:TlUIOll of the war between Atlantis and Athens as .. " ... " ..... ,,1 

one should try to understand it the oPloositi()fl 
" as there is an _._.~, ... w 

J.j:uUIJ,U"""~ says, should trwrlsp,ose I>V/'TV'wnp:rp: 

as 
an,umnes from the human 

status to the "47 

V. The 

it cannot a 
which is constituted by the 

UI"',LIJ'~;". is still too close to the One to be called 

(Iamblichus. apud Proclus 7.1174.5-13) 

connection between the &""W"'","U'V 

SeI)arate them. These texts are and we will 
In an of the difference between the 'UL"'ILl'!>!!"'" 

Iamblichus, ~oo, declared that the Intelligible remains within the One, 
because it is united to the One and is according to the One rather than 
according to Furthermore, there distinct within the united, be 
it substance, the or the uniled has its 
being everything at once. De Principiis ... "", .. "", .... ",.+ ... j 

So the UA"-'''lS1V''''' is to be situated at the same level as the One. 
possible the influence of an 

......... "."£1' ... .>, this manifests 

46 Proclus (above, note 33) 1.77.24-78.26. 

a real 
And 

41 M. Pselllls, n€pl ' Apt81lwv, 
l"VlnaIWr,lt Revived: and PhiJosoplty in the Late Antiquity, D. 

217-29. For the translation of TO: within the context of 
mali Ie d'en haut"), see AJ. Procius, Commentaire 

107, note 3. 

48 Attributed to lamblichus by Dillon (above, note 34) 41 (his translation). 

49 The translation is mine. cr. Damascius, De Principiis 2.64.8-9:. 90.9-1 
99.8-10; 3.61.4-8; 
245 of the notes cornpl,eml:nt,ures); 
Platonica (above, note 27) 
L); Proclus (above. note 23) 3.23.82.4-22; see ibid., 
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as we have seen. On the other hand, as the intelligible is superior to the 
"genera of being," the differences we recognize on this level will only be analogical 
inferences, defective terms which do not cover any real distinction. 

This meat;ls afortiori that all the principles we have discussed up until now, 
from the One to the VOTJTOV, must be identical. This thesis can be traced 
throughout the texts of IambIichus. 

In the first place, the difference between cause and so important for 
our, human, designation of the One, is said to be no real distinction on the intelligible 
level. As Damascius writes: 

There [sc. in the principles], a deternlination of cause and effect is not 
applicable, for at the summit of the intelligible things, Iamblichus, too, did not 
accept that there would be a determinate principle of cause and effect.50 

(Damascius, De Principiis 2.36.10-13) 

Also the principles of limit and unlimited are not really distinguished. Damascius 
speaks of "someone" (Iamblichus) saying that of the two principles [nEpos and 
anElpov] the first bears the characteristics of limit, whereas the second is rather the 
opposite! but both of them are "everything at once" (OIlOU nallTa): 

"A)La yap 6 lI.oyos O(JTOS ~~(OU Kat Tfj 'laJlllll.txolJ UTI09EOEt 
O"lJVTI"),OPE1V Kat TiJ on(l)(fOUV avnlhatpeo€1. 'TWV Sue1:v apXWII, ETIE\. 
Kat TOSE av e'inol TOl1TOtS dxoll.OlJ90V, WS f) )LEV TIPO TWV 6uetv 
O:PXwv Evas naVTa Till TlPO mivTlllv, all.lI.a. TTaVTa i;TT' to'llS, i] 6ii 
TlpWT'Il 'TWV 6UEtv nana IlEV Kat aUTTI, all.lI.a KaTO: 'TO 
m;pa.Ton6EO'TEpov, n 6E 6eUTEpa navTa !lEV OIlO(WS. O:lI.AO: KaTO: TO 
dnEtpOTEpOV.S 1 (Damasciu5, De Principiis 2.26.1-8) 

This discourse pretended to be a defence of Iamblichus' hypothesis and 
of the overall opposition of the two principles. For one could also add the 
following to these statements: the unity (Evas) before the two principles was 
everything at once (OJ.lOU m:lVTa) which preceeds everything, but everything in 
an equal way, whereas the first of the two [principles] was everything, too, but 
according to what is more limit-like, and, similarly, the second was everything, 
but accerding to what is more infinite. 

Finally, it is stated that the level of the intelligible contains everything under one 
single aspect, namely that of Being (KaT' oVc(o:v).52 So the whole level of the 
principles, from the One cause to the intelligible, is "everything at once," and the 
identity of the principles consists precisely in the fact that each of them taken 
separately expresses the whole under its own aspect. 

50 The translation is mine. 

51 The translatiOIl is mine. Cf. Damascius, De Principiis 2.12.1-5: Et TO(VUV AEyOl TtS 
TO !lev llaVT4 Ell ElT' tallS dvat naVTot EV, .q oE npliaj'!uTepa 'l"ooV 5uelV apxwv 

UTlapKnK1! J.lliAlI.OV i\ nGtTptK1! [pro napaKTtK1] AP'C] i\ nEpGtTOEt6ris. wOTlep it oeuTf£pa Ta 
EvGtvT{a !la.lI.AOV, EKaTepa. 610 OJ.lWS mlvTct Ell, ..• [this is followed by a typically Damascian 
critique against the pestulation of an opposition ell the level of the principles]. See also 2.4.8-5.7; 
26.18-27.4. For the expression EV llaV'ra in the tradition before Damascius. see Plotinus, 
Enneades 5.3.15.23; Allonymus Taurinensis, In Parmenidem 12.4; Iamblichus, apud Simplicius In 
Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium 5.116.31-33. 

52 Dllmascius, De Principiis 8.290.5-9. 
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Why, do we distinguish the different principles? One can say that we, 
bound as we are to alterity and separation, have to rely on imperfect notions helping 
us to understand the fullness of the highest reality. But still, why do we use the 
names unlimited and intelligible? In fact we already gave the answer 
in discussing the name of "cause" which is used to designate the One. The terms we 
apply to the principles are only functional names. They cannot be but a transposition 
of our own categories, relying on the effects we perceive in the concrete reality. The 
highest reality presents itself now as the Cause, then as the Limit (existence), as the 
Unlimited (potency) or the Intelligible (Being)53-the determination always 
increases, but no name truly applies to the Principle. We use these names because in 
our realm they express the conceivable dignity, and us to understand 
how the multiple "being" comes into existence. But none of the "principles," as we 
call them, covers the highest reality as it is in itself. As ProeIus puts it in the case of 
the Unlimited:54 

All infinitude in things which have being is infinite neither to the 
superior orders nor to itself. 

(Proclus, Elements of Theology, proposition 93) 

So finally, we have detected not four principles, but four ways of discussing a single 
principle, which after all remains One. There is a lasting gap between this One and 
our way of categorizing it. We can only reach it through its effects, which, different 
as lhey are from the true nature of the One, we cannot but consider as caused by 
different principles. So then, the interrelation of the four "principles," as descrij:>ed 
by the Philebus, seems to be the best way to determine the different "functions" of the 
One within the procession of multiplicity. 

VI Conclusion 

Can we now understand Iamblichus' thesis about the central theme of the 
Philebus? According to him, this dialogue treated of the transcendent Good as 
depicted in the Republic in this sense, that it reveals the Good as "the final cause of 
the universe." We saw that this statement does not intend to of the One as it is 
in itself, but still it may be clear that it does somehow take for granted a relationship 
between the One and the many. 80 at least one of the reasons why in Iamblichus' 
view the One and the absolutely ineffable cannot merge into one principle is that one 
can-and Plato actually does, in Iamblichus' opinion~onsider the One as the Cause 
of all things. 

Thus seen, the Philebus-the dialogue which contains the most elaborate 
account of the "cause"-becomes the locus privilegiatus in which to find an answer to 
the question of how the One can bring forth the many. So the real problem at stake 

53 Cf. Anonymous Taurinensis In Parmenidem 14.4-16. 

54 Proc/us, E.R. Dodds, ed. and trans. (Oxford 1963) 85. cr. M. Victorinus, Adversus Arium 
4.19.13-14: [unum] infinitum, interminatum, sed aliis omnibus, non sibi. 
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here is the origin of multiplicity, and the whole dialogue is considered to provide an 
answer to this single issue.55 

This was also the context in which the triad of TIEpos. aTIHpOV and IlHK'T6v 
was understood. As opposed to his predecessors, Iamblichus saw that this scheme 
of the Philebus cannot serve the aim of explaining the origin of multiplicity, if the 
limit and the unlimited are put against each other in a vertical opposition. Iamblichus' 
answer is ingenious and instead of a vertical hierarchy, one should abstract 
from the Philebus a horizontal dichotomy of limit and unlimited. All infinity can then 
be reduced to one principle just'below the One Cause. Together with the of 
limit, this primordial Unlimited governs the constitution of every being, from the 
intelligible through the lowest leveL 

Let us then conclude by returning to our is there a contradiction 
between the two accounts of the scope of the Philebus? In the first place one should 
consider that if the name "Cause" only reveals the One as it presents itself to lower 
reality, and if-as we saw-the other principles, too, represent no real determinations 
of this level of reality, but only are functional names which help us to understand the 
fullness of the One, then one has to maintain that the different principles of the 
Philebus speak of the "Good as it is in lower reality." Thus, so it seems, 
the text of Damascius' Commentary we quoted at the beginning, namely that the 
Philebus speaks of the Good which permeates everything, and not of the transcendent 
Good, does apply fully to Iamblichus' interpretation. But on the other hand, if the 
underlying referent of the "Cause," the "limit," the "unlimited" and the "intelligible" 
taken together is the primordial unity of the One itself, then one can also say that after 
all the scope of the Philebus is the transcendent Good, as was affirmed by the author 
of the Prolegomena. It is a matter of emphasis. For the One completely in itself, 
without any determination, is still the same as that One from which all 
multiplicity stems, and of which all the "principles" are functional exponents. The 
contradiction between the two texts, then, is only apparent, and the problem is--once 
again--due to our defective understanding of the true nature of the One, the "Cause" 
which after all remains transcendent 

55 

Postdoctoral Fellow of the Fund for Scientific Research­
Flanders (Belgium) 

Katholieke Universiteit Leuven 

As a matter of fact, the problem of the one and the many is one of the first questions treated 
in the Philebus (l4c7-20a8); Iarnblichus well have found here a valuable support to his 
thesis-I thank Dr, A, Sheppard for having this point in the disclIssion. 
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Metafisica e Matematica in Giamblico 

Francesco Romano 

1. Premessa Metodologica 

Prima di affrontare ex profe.so il problema del rapporto tra metafisica e 
matematica in Giamblico, e opportuno fare qualche considerazione suI significato 
generale che la nozione di "metafisica" ha nella filosofia di Giamblico, DerctlC~--COlIle 
tutti sanno-tale nozione, che peraltro non corrisponde a nessun termine tecnico nel 
linguaggio filosofico antico, ha acquisito nei secoli una molteplicita di significati non 
tutti riducibili a queUo originariamente aristotelico. Per potere tentare una definizione 
di "metafisica" nel senso giamblicheo (rna la cosa non sarebbe divers a a proposito di 
qualsiasi altro filosofo neoplatonico), ritengo che si debba partire dalla nozione che ad 
essa e quasi sempre sottesa, cioe dalla nozione di "intelligibile" (TO VOTJTOV): e infatti 
quest'ultima nozione che riempie coneettualmente quella di metafisica e la rende 
quindi comprensibile nella sua connotazione semantica e nella sua valenza teoriea 
generale. 10 non credo che esista nellinguaggio neoplatonico altro termine capace·di 
sovrapporsi a queUo di "metafisica." Da un punto di vista metodologico, dunque, 
considero "metafisica" in Giamblico tutto cia che 5i riferisce e eontiene in 
modo il concetto di "inteIIigibile." Sulla differenza tra l'intelligibile nel senso 
neoplatonico e in queUo aristotelico, non e qui il caso di soffermarsi: dico 
semplicemente che Ie poche volte che Aristotele adopera il termine VOTJTO" nella sua 
Me tafisica , 0 riferisce il pensiero 0 indica iI contenuto 
del!'intelletto. soprattutto dell'intelletto divino 0 dell'intelletto intuitivo (in 
quest'ultimo caso quasi sempre in relazione a coneetti matematici.2 Di tutt'altra 
portata, sia semantica che teoretica, appare invece I'uso dello stesso termine nei 
filosofi neoplatonici. 

Ad es., di Platone, a 990331,0 di Antistene, a 999b2 e a 1043b30. 

2 Si veda, ad es., 1036a3, l072b20, I076b38. 
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semantica del termine 

A 
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II. Nozione di "Intelligibile" 

sia nella fonna attributiva ehe in 
seritti di Giamblico 

che incide fortemente :mlla relazione che 
eli "teollogila. 

esprimtere can la 'UlA,lAS"'" 

brevemente a esaminare qualche brano del De 

in virtu 

"unifieare" can 5e Ie anime dei 
f'n1""p'n,I',, in ehiave metafisica e cioe in funzione di 
della trascendenza di cui Giamblieo e certamente, 
assertore e teorizzatore. 

Giamblico fomisee una delle chi are e 
definizioni del 

o celesti, e del invisibili. 
1-''''''''''',1515''''' per esteso, affinche 5e ne ('",m",,.,,, ... l,, COlmpmtamtente 
UU!!"!'",,,,, che Ie statue visibili 

questa 

pennangono in se stessi tutti 
insieme neU'Uno Ka9' eCl:UTCI: E:Vl dove di acc;og11el:e 
la Iezione €v EV( di M. in virtU della lora etema trascendenza 
OUllOOV(Cl:V aUToov " E assolutamente chiaro che it SlgmI,lcalto 
Giamblico intende dare aile fonne ed eteme conceme non soltanto l' ft," __ ,'.~ 

della lora ineliminabiIe trascendenza aile forme intellettive che sono nel 
rnondo di ivi che pure una notevole 
dose di rna anche e della loro unione con I'Uno, da 
cui la lora stessa essenza 0 reaita. Come dire che il senso rnetafisico 
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dell'intelligibile e connaturaIe a in funzione dell'Unico Primo 
Pri'nr'nin da cui tulto sia a! livello sia aI livello intellettiva sia al 
Hvella che sana i tre livelli che racchiudono l'intera metafisica 

trarre da un altro passo che si incontra 
dove, a della differenza tra mantica divina e 

Inli!;1111l1l3[l[1Ce Giamblico afferma che si serve di Imlna~pm 
e di aleri strumenti che sono dalla materia scelta di volta in volta dai 
ehe ne fanno usa, e ehe non hanna niente di ne di 
eii) di cui si serve la mantica 
essenze, ehe sana affini aU'Uno e TWV EvOEtowV "al 

della nazi one di nel De Mysteriis, 
richiamando all'attenzione dellettore il 2 del libra g, libra 
ehe avviandosi verso la conclusione del suo trattato, dedica--come si 
sa---<lIUaSI interamente sintetica della dottrlna antichi 

e quindi alle fonti stesse da lui utilizzate per a Porflrio. Nel ""I;'ALV,'V 

"'111"''''''-', si tratta dena Triade dei che Giamblico presenta 
apI:lart!~neSSelro al cosiddetto 

e"ou TOO 

and fount of all and the base for the 
Ideas." L'unica osservazione che mi sento di fare a questa bella ed efficace traduzione 
di Dillon e il fatto che tradl.lca con Ie of intellect" sia il di 

V001L1ltE'Vuwdi 262.1: 

€V 10 non intendo in 
questa sede entrare nel merito della vexata dei moHeplici Uno nel di 

come S1 sa, si intreccia con l'altra altrettanto vexata 
!lulla quale che abbiano detto decisive e 

3 Perla COI1~plf:ssa e difficile relativa a e lid altre fonti indicate oa 
Giamblico. rillvio lunga nota 1 annessa da Sodano sua traduzione De Mysteriis 
(Milano 1984). 

4 Introduction II lamblichi Chalddensis. In Platonis U""W"i~. Commenlariorum FnlJur.renJ'u. 
1.M. Dillon, ed. (Leiden 1973), in ANRW II 36.2 e New York 1987) [862-
909). 
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Westerink.5 Confesso soltanto che, da un punto di vista metodologico, mi sembra 
che si debbano prendere Ie testimonianze di Damascio cum grano salis, non tanto, 
cioe, nel senso che Giamblico avrebbe postulato due Uno, come dire due Primi 
Principi (ovo EtCflv at npWTat apxa\ npo TfjS VOT]TfjS npWTT}S TptaBoS, come 
scrive Damascio), il che potrebbe risultare assolutamente incomprensibile per un 
filosofo neoplatonico (noi sappiamo che Damascio punta spesso a mettere in 
contraddizione con se stessi i suoi predecessori, Praclo anzitutto, rna anche Giamblico 
che PracIa considerava certamente il vero maestro degli Ateniesi), quanta piuttosto nel 
senso che dell' Uno quale Primo Principio e possibile parJare e considerare, ora il suo 
aspetto di assoluta trascendenza su tutto, compresa la prima Triade inteUigibile (e in tal 
senso esso non potrebbe neppure essere denominato Uno: infattl Giamblico 10 
chiama, come si vista, n/xvTEAws appETov), ora il suo aspetto generativo 0 
produttivo, per cui esso, pur essendo privo assolutamente di a1cun rapporto con 
qualsiasi Intelligibile e con qualsiasi altra cosa, come dice il testo succitato del De 
Mysteriis, tuttavia deve svolgere la sua funzione di Prima Causa produttiva anzitutto 
della Prima Triade e quindi di tutte Ie Triadi successive. In effetti Ia denominazione di 
9100s els potrebbe non significare "un dio che e I'Uno" (un dieu qui est rUn, come 
traduce des Places, seguito sostanzialmente da Sodano), 0, come sembra indicare 
anche la traduzione Dillon, "un Dio Uno" (One God: confesso, pero, che non 
comprendo bene che cosa significhi esattamente e filosoficamente in inglese questa 
espresssione, anche se sana certo che Dillon interpreta qui Giamblieo in funzione di 
Damascio), bensf proprio alIa lettera "un Dio unico," dove il termine alOos sta 
necessariamente al posto del termine Uno (Giamblico infatti non 10 chiama Uno, bens! 
navTEAWS applOTov) al solo scopo di indicare ehe trattandosi di una dottrina misterica 
(ermetica) e quello I'unieo Iinguaggio che si deve e si puo adoperare. In altri termini, 
quel che conta e che 5i puo sf parlare di primo dio 0 di secondo dio, ecc., rna il vera 
dio come Principio, 0 come Pre-causa, cosl come indica ilnpoal nos, non puo essere 
che Unieo. Ai fini della nostra tesi, tutto do serve a dimostrare che anche in questa 
passaggio del De Mysteriis, COS! tormentato e dense di difficolta ermeneutiche, la 
nozione di "intelligibile" dipende dal suo rapporto con il fondamento stesso della 
dottrina metafisica di Giamblico, ed e, quindi, rivelatrice della sua stessa nozione di 
metafisica. Mi scuso di questa non breve Premessa e passo Bubita al lema centrale del 
mio discorso. 

ill. II RappoTto tra Metafisiea e Matematiea nei Principall Seritti di Giamblico 

a) Nonostante che la teorizzazione di tale rapporta sia ovviamente phi facilmente 
L"~'"'''''''''' negli scritti matematici, e necessario tuttavia, da un lato non trascurare 0, 

comunque, prendere in seria considerazione gli scritti non matematici, che contengono 
passaggi utili ana dimostrazione della nostra tesi, e dall'altro lato discriminare tra gJi 
scritti matematici quelli in cui il rapporto tra "matematica" e "metafisica" risulti 
prevalente e teoreticamente pin forte e significativo. Tra questi ultimi apparira, come 
vedremo, molto pin importante degli altri il De Communi Mathematica Scientia, che 
contiene, al contrario dell'In Nicomachi Arithmeticam lntroductionem e dei 

5 Proclus, Theologie Platonicienne, H.D. Saffrey and L.G. Westerink, ed. e tmd., vol. 3 
(Paris 1978) xi 55. 
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Theologoumena, un notevole numero di passaggi idonei al nostro scopo. I 
Theologoumena, tuttavia, possono essere considerati come un campo di verifica 
globale della nostra dato che essi risultano impostati sull'assunto secondo cui dei 
numeri e possibile e costruire una scienza teologica. 

b) Degli scritti non matematici, quello che presenta maggiore interesse per noi e la De 
Vita Pythagorica, rna certamente anche De Mysteriis 9.4, pur nella sua brevita, ha 
un'importanza notevole. 

Ho evitato scientemente di prendere in considerazione, e quindi ho scartato 
esame del suo testo, iI Protrepticus, e ho fatto cio per l'evidente che 

gran parte della sua sostanza non e giamblichea. Qualunque sia la soluzione che un 
giorno si potra dare al del rap porto tra questo testo giamblicheo e Ie sue 
numerose fonti, allo scopo di determinare se vi sia e sia l' apporto originale che 
esso abbia dato alia letteratura protrettica antica e tardoantica, sm di faHo che allo stato 
delle nostre conoscenze questa secondo libro della EuvaywYTt TooV IIuBayopElwv 
Llo0YIl'lTWV soltanto in piccolissima parte costituisce uno strumento atto ad arricchire la 
nostra comprensione storico-teorica del pensiero di Giamblico. Tutto questa non 
toglie, naturalmente, che la stessa impostazione e la coloritura pitagorica nella quale 
Giamblico ha saputo, da par suo, cal are e adattare il materiale tratto dalle sue diverse 
fonti, diana all'opera in questione un valore tutt'altro che insignificante dal punto di 
vista della formazione e della sviluppo della sua personale e dottrina. Ma e 
ovvio che ai fini del nostro discorso diventava molto rischioso basarsi su testi tratti da 
questo particoiarissimo seritto giamblicheo.6 Passo quindi all' esame di alcuni 
passaggi della De Vita Pythagorica. 

c) De Vita Pythagorica 12. Questo capitolo della De Vita Pythagorica affronta iI 
problema della nascita del termine "filosofia" e del suo vera significato: la tesi di 
Giamblico e, come si sa, quell a comune a tutta la storiografia antica, secondo la quale 
it primo a usare tale termine fu Pitagora. Giamblico accetta tout court tale tes! e la 
esprime con Ia formula "s! dice ehe ... ," rna quel che conta e che egli pone 
I' accento suI fano che Pitagora non solo invento il nome, ma 10 attribul a se stesso-­
cjltAOcrOIjlOV e:auTov npocrayopevcral:--questo significa, secondo Giamblieo, che 
Pitagora fu anche il primo vera filosofo. II discorso di Giamblico continua 
sostenendo che Pitagora non sl limito ad attribuire a se stesso il nome di "filosofo," 
rna ne spiego anche il contenuto specifico-npaYlla Ol.KE10V npoEK6t6&crKOOV. La 
traduzione che di ultime parole trovo sia in Montoneri (Hi! suo effettivo 
significato") ehe in Clark ("a concern special to him") non mi soddisfa molto, giacche 
a me sembra che it termine npaYlla ha qui iI senso forte di "referente reale" della voce 
"filosofo," doe di una realta che appartiene propriamente e specificamente al 
"significato" di queUa voce. Chiunque sia ]'autore di questa passaggio della De Vita 
Pythagorica, Giamblico 0 una delle sue fonti, certamente non ignorava la tesi classica 
can cui Aristotele nel suo De lnterpretatione distingueva in maniera squisitamente 
tecnica Ie $wva{ dai nae~J.laTa TijS' tPuxilS' e dai npaYllaTtx.1 

6 Per altre questioni relative al Protrepticlls, rinvio all'lntroduction e aile Notes di E. des 
Places e di A. Segonds che accornpagnano l'edizione de' Les Belles Lettres (Paris 1989). 

7 Cf. Aristotele. De Imerpretatione 16a3-8. 
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spl.eg:are la portata semantica della voce "tII0sot()," Pit·",,,,,,,.,, 

Gi''lmblic:;:o, """'U"iS"" diversi modi di essere llomo (,"lnn'nfl,IVTT,'" 

come traduce efficacemente la "of the a,.",,,t"'~t 

""" • .,.",.,.,,,,,\ e che ammette la delle cose 
TWV KCl"AlcrTWV il modo di 

essere de1J'''uomo~filosofo.'' Non bella di che 
ha per }'ordine dell'universo che si riflette nell'ordinato movimento di 
rivoluzione astri. Ma tale ordine daUa dell'universo al 
Primo TOO 

.. "" ...... r',.." matematico:" 
Clark: rational II discorso di 

di tale Bellezza del Primo 
avere sf scienza vera e cloe 

anche avere vivo 
TfjS' 

distinzione tra scienza vera delle case, da un 
"'''''Atm,,",,,, daU'altro troviamo avanti 

dalla osservazione che i "commentari" 
seritti dai Ull0 TWV doe tutta 
Ia Ietteratura attribuita dalla tradizione a dice 
esplliciltaIlaenlte Gianablico subito alia 

e Ia seconda come "amore della 
pre:cis:atI1lente la seienza enli che si 
Im:maJteriali, ed etemi e che sono i soli 

U""'''''!!>''''''''}' la seconda sdenza enli che si dicono tali 
forme corporee e materiali, 

cOlrru1ttitlm, e che non sono mai veranaente se e vera che 

B Cf. Giamblico, De Vita Pytl'ul}l<orica. L. Montoneri, ed. (Bari 1973) ad lac. 

9 Cf.lamblichus. On the Pythagorean Life, G. Clark, ed. e !!ad. 1989) ad loc. 
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Plt:lgOOCI che da lui furono 
'HVPl-"Cl511111UJ"<;;, pensa \ .. :Jl.l1InOll\,;U, 

queste cioe Ie scienze hanno ache vedere 0, com un que, so no 
scienze affini a scienza degli e dei TWV ut'"""""" 
Kat che in ultima anaIisi costituisce it vero ed effettivo 

'UH .... 'ClU\'V considera la alta e divina scienza 
metafisica. 

Concludiamo questa con I' esame di un 
passagglO della fine del .... ~IH\J.'V nel chiudere it suo discorso suI 
metoda didattico e formativo con cui lJ,t!>"""IT" preparava i auol all'ascesa 
verso il delle matematiche una funzione 

pwitic:azi1one e di liberazione della 
la inchiodano al corpo .. 

'aplpr~mdllmenlto dl una certa scienza come un di natura misterica e 
iniziatica rientra certamente nella tradizione contemporanea e a 
Giamblico penSare a a che della sua educazione presso Siriano e 
delle sue virtu monlli e catartiche racconta il suo e Marino: cf. 
Vita Procli 13; 26 e interessa notare il che 
unisce valutazione della matematica al contenuto stesso e aUa 
finalita ultima del suo conto che al 17 Giamblico 
aveva di che 
ai suoi as~)lnmtl UH,\,;CjJVlIl. essere stato da loro dai 
glUlOIC1UO nel suo I1S1lognormco sulla base della sua conformazione e della sua 
andatura e di altro movimento e e dopo avere fauo bene spemre di 

anni di silenzio i misteri e Ie 
iniziazioni faUe di cosl alti insegJlal1rlerlti 
ToawvBe: 
dell' anima 

Tt! Kat Kat EK nou,(ft,wv 

da cui Sl generano in ognuno assoluta acutezza di 
uno si rivelava ancora e di scarsa di 

'''',l!;VJlt'''' innalzavano a costui una stele e un monumento 
ecc,," cioe 10 cacciavano via averlo colmato d'oro e 

V",»V1j,U"", come 5i dice dalle nostre facevano d' oro per farlo 
andare matematico del era, finalizzato Ii 

preparare]' anima al contatto can il alIa cOlnDl:en:siolrle cioe dei Primi Poncin! 
di di cui come Giamblico SPl;::;gIllCHI 

amlpIllmeni~e nelle opere matematiche 
Immalgllll e strumenti di mediazione per Ia rn,mn",,,,r,,,,i,,",, 

m~lteJrnatic,l, almena nella sua accezione 
o tecnica matematica che nulla ha a che fare con 
mflllro~ntata con 1a scienza metafisica che ha per 
Lo slesso fatto che SI anche se in via 

una dell'aritmetica tuttavla SI estende alle altre tre 
scienze essendo l' aritmetica it fondamento di per 
5e la necessitli. di considerare Ie matematiche come scienze affini alIa metafisica 
ricordi per I Ia costituisce la parte culminante e nobile 
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della anzi essa e la vera filosofia: nasce di 
inferiorita della metafisica aristotelica a 
deU'aritmetica alIa scienza non costituisce un unicum me~LU\lUl'ugIICO, 
essa si puc anche alle altre :;\,;1':::11:1:1;:, 

Come si sa, sana andate Ie sezioni della LHll/!1'V'lll'V'n 

che si occupavano di tali conosciamo pero i titoH di tali scritti a tal punto 
da trarre un' idea sufficiente suI lora contenuto. Illibro 5 si infatti. 

che io traduco La Scienza 
JAI~~"~'''' traduzioni di tale titolo non inficiano it 

La 

l'anonimo testo dei "e(n"J~u~lmcma Arithmeticae, e un fatto che l'intendimento 
deU'autore appare pelITelttarnel!lte coerente con il progetto da cui e nato l'intero Corpus 

scritti di Giamblico. non appare con ma che per me 
e di fatto altrettanto e che I'ordine di della matematica 

tecllO]?;lCa, costituisce Ia causa 
0, delle due il che a dire che in tanto e 
teorlcamente la matematica al campo della filosofia della natura e al 
mondo in e necessario alIa e la e del tutto 
evidente: qualunque mondo inferlore a divino altro non e 5e non una sua 
derivazione 0 produzione. e, 10 studio matematico del mondo inferlore prepara 
allo studio del mondo 0 divino. E dal momento che stiamo dei 

rlEllm~mC'ae, e opportuno esaminare di questa 
IJLV, ... u,,·Ula del rapPorto tra matematica e metafisica nel 

Anzitutto il brano relativo alle del numero 1. contenuto alle 
dell' edizione De "Esse 1'1] e di fatte forma delle forme 

come creazione per it suo potere creativo e intellezione per it suo potere 
intellettivo Kat V01)Ol.S [ ••• J Come senza 1'1 

cosl senza di esso non ci 
0(: OUK aVEU 

O{J'f1.voaOUv), come fosse la pura luce, 
fra tutte, e della stessa natura del Sale e con potere 

"'IJI>J<UU<.i in ciascuna di simile a dio [ .... ] in reaita 
l' 1 genera se stesso e da se stesso e nel senso che e in se e senza ne 

ne fine Kat e si presenta 

la mill. tradl.lzione conlenutll. nel volume: Giamblico. Il Numero e it Divino 
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come causa ill COS1 come 5i pen5a the sia dio nel processo di attuazione 
IUlI.UI.fil. cioe conservatore e custode delle loro nature 

TOlO{lTOS 

mll~O~I~l. ~w,,,,,,'~v.lo chiamano non solo 
ecc. Non credo sia necessario di commento a se 
non per dire 501tanto che esso sottende un concetto metafisica fondamentale nella 
filosafia di Giamblico, e dei in concetto che essi ricavano dal 
Pit!lgorislno, e doe che l' unita costituisce Ia base e Ia d' essere di qualsiasi ente: 

ente, infatti, e tale anzitutto e uno in se stesso che i medievali 
eSllrillllerarmo can la nota formula: ens et unum convertuntur, senza 

confondere l'unita o--come essi la chiamano "trascendentale"-con 
I'unita Naturalmente tuna una serie di concetti per i 

nnlf)1;e!:a 111CL'i;1,u:)H';,i:l, 1'1 dev'essere 
considerate e come i alIa stregua ill 

causa produttrice e conservatrice delle essenze 0 nature delle case. Ma siccome 
daH'l nascono tutti i numeri e Ie vade lora geometriche, 
astronamiche e musicali), allora e ovvio concludere che I'intera scienza matematica 

di quella fondamentale metafisica che all'l/dio (richiamo 
alia vostra attenzione il di De Mysteriis che abbiamo esaminato). 
ABa luce di dell'l occorre e intendere 

alla 5, dove si che 
Pfl)PlliUneme un numero 

av in quanto non manifesta ancora 
bens! tutte Ie realta insieme allo stato mentale T'l 

KCII. Eu6vvTTJpiql 
si scopre, per mezzo del 

""'~"t,,,,~ numerici relativi al che cosa, dal cielo alla terra, in e in 
DaJrl.lC:Ul<rre. e stata ordinata secondo il numero 10. Ed e per Qu,esto--cclDclucle 
I' Anonimo-che i discutevano in termini 

ora " ora 
la scienza matematica 

di essa che S1 occupa del numero 10), da un lato con fa e con tutte 
Ie scienze fisiche, e daU'altro lato can Ia teologia, doe con la scienza dei divini 

cr., ad es., Tommaso Summa II, rut< 1, ad 1, dove egJi, nel 
dislting,Uelle nettamente il valore trascendentaie da quello dell'unitA, dice <Ii accettare iI 
punto vista pitagorico-neoplatonico secondo cui che e convertibile con I'esserl:, non 
aggiunge realta a quest'ultimo, e di respingere il punto di vista contrario di Avicenna. 
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e) Prima di passare aU'esame gruppo di fonti tratte dal De Communi 
Mathematica con Ie cerchero di fomire Ie dimostrazioni evidenti del 
necessario ed effettivo Y'flT'lnnrtn 

ritomare brevemente sui De per citame un I" .... "~,,,"'.v, 
conferma delle conclusioni che abbiamo ricavata dall'esame dei e 
cioe del fatto che la teologia dell' aritmetica rivela in modo incontrovertibile che esiste, 
nella mente di Giamblico, l'idea di un teoretico tra matematica e metafisica. 

Mi dferisco al 4 del libro 9 del De dove Giamblico, 
rip:rendeIldo in parte una delle sue fonti libro 8, e 
prl~ci:sarnelnte 10 stoieo e disc ute della vera scienza 
Q,,,.4"'.'V/;)''''-, che chiama tout~court "la scienza matematica" (i) 

o 1'1 "Cos! come noi confutiamo solitamente 
eristici dicendo che anohe Ie veritil. hanno per natura di cio che e loro 

e che non sono soHanto errori a combattere tea alIo stesso modo 
-scrive GiambIico-noi anche a pro'po!llto 

... ,,,,,,r<,.,, non Boltanto a questa 

conla 
vista si accorda con i " Indubbiamente, anche se 
tanto come scienza matematica applicata, 
delle nella Caldei ed Egizi erano da un 
lato il fatto che Giamblico chiami di conoscenza. oltre che 
U'Q""'!lIau", ... ," e daWaltro lato il fatto che parli di misurazioni 
astroIlornlc:ne, testimoniano chiaramente che Giamblico intende riferirsi ana scienza 
astroflonrllca, e cioe ad una delle scienze anche se nella sua 

Del resta anche nel De Communi Mathematica Scientia 
oltre al termine " ben due volte il termine 

con evidente riferimento scienza 
al campo 

e un'altra volta (a 
momento di pass are ad analizzare i testi significativi del De Communi Mathematica 

nei quali in maniera solare sia la necessaria e stretta 
connessione tra metafisica e matematica nel di Giamblico. 

12 Rinvio 
nel volume citato 

alia nota 183 della mia traduzione di tale serino Giamblicheo comenuta 
nola 10, ad loe. 72.19. 
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dove Giamblico affronta il terna gef1leraJe 
la della "teoria comune delle 

rnaternatiche" 
donde essa abbia 

al fine di scoDrure 
non solo aIle 

eceo che cosa 
nel volume Rusconi "Presenteremo di ciascuna di tali forme comuni 
delle forme della matematica comune, che sono aItre dalle forme 
ciascuna scienza anche se Ie contengono in I' essenza a cui 

ill' EKo:crToV 
di dire 

delle matematiche 

aplpar'enl;anlenlto, e da principi esse siano tenute e a 
cause esse si riferiscano [ ... J e tale teoria comune sia 

desiderabile sia per se stessa che attraverso Ie seienze ehe da essa provengono, e 
conduea la verso l'intera filosofia e verso l'intera scienza degli enti 

anche intelligibili (Kat on mxaal' $tAocrocplav 
TWV OV'1OOV Kat 

VUUUlJU"'V---",u obiettivi che vo!~llamo COflSejgUlJre 

enti, ma come nnl' .. "t,h" 
cOlmpito se non fosse capace di affrontare con i 
prcloe<:leutlclle della rieerca e della conoseenza del mondo mtl~llll~lbllle'l 
matematica comune a questa suo obiettivo solo perche, come 
affermano aicuni, e riconducibile che earatteri affini all' essenza 

enti matematicL E questa un interessante argomento che Giamblieo affrontera al 
""''''I;''\;'U 9, dove verranno e at stesso cntlcate e 
corrette, Ie di coloro che in un modo 0 nell'altro mettono in relazione la 
natura dell'amma con Ie essenze matematiche. 
SI)'lgllan.O colora che danno dell'anima definizioni n'''TIrOl''" 

solo aleuni ad """H'It"" 
TOU 

o "armonia esistente nei calcoll" 

"forma 
o "numero semovente" 

"considerare tutte 
,,",""IIV"'"".'U 15'''''''''''''''', come se I'anima fosse forma del numerabiIe 

[ ... ] PerciO-conclude Giamblico-l' anima coesiste 
"l"T"rI'ntl"" donde consegue anche che l' anima esiste 

B~ 
KaT' 

1)11' .... lilJl Oln[ololl~cl ed e 
TIS TWV 

Kat mIVToov TWV OVTOOV Kat 
" Dunque }'anima rappresenta la reaita in cui 

omolOgla nel suo dall'altro 
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travano Is lora pili combinazione sia in ordine aUa determinazione 
della stessa natura sia in ordine aUa sussistenza dei valori che sono 
comuni a tutte Ie matematiche. Solo chi e capace di una teoria comune di 
tutte Ie matematiche ed e, in di valutare Ia consistenza dei 

tra queste ultime e il mondo riesce a vedeee anche il nesso 
necessaria che intercorre tra matematica e metafisica: U[ .•• ] delimitazione e 
determinazione giunge aU'anima dai numeri [ . .. J Ed e per che I'anima sente 
anche Ie armonie e gode delle cose in quanta e anch' essa e riceve 
it suo essere dai numeri e da altre misure matematiche del geneee, che ammettono 
affinita sia con Ie forme che can Ie realta sensibili e Ie forme materiali 

Kat 'fa ewXa 
Tutto il discorso sulla matematica comune si 

fatto che delle matematiche sono enti 
end in tali sono intermedi tra gli enli .... v~"EI .. Ju. 

La "medianita" della realta carattere che essa ,.."'~rhvU'l .. 
pone, tuttavia, it di come concepire "dinamicamente" la stessa 

P051ZlOIle intermedia della come la funzione di 
transizione che essa tra i due ordini di realta in mezzo a cui si colloca. In alue 

occorre stabilire con se la matematica serve a transitare dal mondo 
sensibile verso 0 viceversa. 

Net 13 Giamblico due modi di e intendere i 
deUa matematica comune. distinzione che si rende nelces,sw:ia, 

"ciascuna scienza-scrive testualmente Giamblico--trova nei suoi propri 
it metoda di e dimostrare che Ie conviene T6iV OiK.dwv YEv6iv 

TOV nprScrq,opov 'f6iv Xoywv Kat T6iV €Up(aKEt 
" Noi chiamiamo tali quando Ii consideriamo "cause e 

fatton dell'intera realta matematica e della relativa teoria 

chiamiamo invece come immanenti e costituenti nel 
loro insieme la realta e il discorso della scienza matematica 

che Ie realta matematiche oltre ad essere 
mal:ematic:a, anzitutto di delle 

della 

matematici ha la loro medesima natura, e 
UU,,",Ui'p>1!JU' a cui i matematici sono affini. 

"Anzitutto al successivo 54.23s5.-
a dire che Ia matematica si estende all'intera filosofia e ad sua 
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"l-""'.5''''''''JUl e dimostrazioni SP!!Clltlctle 
nostra tesi. "Le case, che sana incorporee e mtiernneclle,-collullUa 

di adattarsi e assimilarsi a tlltto, ci sono di 
filosofiche 

Kilt 

Ie nostre facoltii. intellettive e Ie 
opyava aTIOA1.l0lJaaV TWV Kilt ouvaTITolJeJ(iv TI:: 

TO OV), e dalI'altro 1ato per mezzo deUa bellezza e del ordinamento 
delle leorie matematiche avvicina in qualehe modo inteIligibili (T6) oE 

KaAAEI. Kat Tij TWV 9EWP0I.IIlEVWV €v TOIS' TIA11O'ta'Ol.loav 

TIWS' TOtS' " Non &i con ehiarezza e 
pel"enltori.eta la funzione metafisica delle scienze matematiche: sembra che Giamblieo 

da che da e comunque da che 
pie:nrumelnte la lezione I'idea ehe senza matematica non 5i dia ne 

filosofia ne I'idea-cardine di dourina platoI1iie()-nleo}:.latonjica 
da Platina delle Seuole ateniese e idea che affonda 
Ie radici nel Timeo e nel Parmenide. 

Si tocea a questa it Leitmotiv deIl'intero traltato Sulla Scienza 
matematica Comune. Infatti poco dopa, aI Giamblico 
serive aneora ehe osservare anehe eioe Quale mai 
sia il finale di riferimento nella studio della se essa faceia tutt'uno 
can i teoremi di tale scienza 0 se si debbano ridurre teoremi a 
filosofia e se ci si debba proporre d1 arrivare per mezzo di essi alIa cOluelmpiaziorle 
delll'illtejllig~bile (fl TIS mm! Kat 
Ot' au'rwv €TIl. To\l in caso, 

in quanta talvolta esso andrebbe aI dl la della naturale cOIlselillenZllalllta 
matematiche aKOAOlJ9(av 

.. E al 
lUlj!1iVlH. .. , seguivano s1 ehe "Essi facevano 

un uso scientifico di tali metodi con l'occhio rivolto anche aUa filosofia teoretica 
dell' essere e della bellezza BE IXUTots 

TWV OVTWV KIXt Toil KaAoil 
eonvinzione ehe tenere sempre in gran eonto e stima Ia determinatezza e la 
eoneentrazione nella massima e se c'era da ricavare da metodi "IU'U'""',"l 
di utile e per se stessi e per i e per I'intera seienza 

TWV OVT(UV " E aneora aI "'<1~'UV.IV 
propo~inodella divisione della matematica comune nei suoi 

Giamblieo nm"encle 
conten:!plare di 
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essa e eon TO ClOe il suo 
adattarsi all'essenza e ana potenza dei [ ... ] di che essi i Pitagc)rici] 
cercano di costruire Ie matematiche che concemono I'essere realmente intellettiva 

i concerti purl, tra i si trova anche it numero 
maltelnatlco'J." Insomma la matematica camune che i nUlgoul,;I anteponevano aIle 10m 
dimostrazioni tecniche non era altro che llna filosofia vera e nella 
enti e i concetti matematici assumevano determinazioni teoretiche e metafisiche: 

est>re:,Sl{me lin:guistic:a ij che abbiamo incontrata poco fa ne e 
testimonianza per la secondo i Ia 
scienza delle matematiche supera abbondantemente Ie altre .,."" .. "UL", 
tutte Ie altre per bellezza e [. .] Le matematiche "'"'" ..... ,,--
1"'1$1$""""..1 al 84.8ss.-d sana di utilita per 
la vita umana nel suo come risulta chiaro a chi osservi Ie influenze che Ie 
tecniche matematiche hanno sulla nostra influenze non sana meno 

di di sono la catarsi dell' anima 
lU"'~Ul,""UU", e la paltec;lp~lZ1(>ne 

matenrlatiiche, ovvero dell'esercizio di tali 
scienze contengono in modo la misura 
della funzione metafisica dello studio dei numeri. I concetti matenrlatici, anche se 
inferion non si identifiCallO affatto can i concetti della mente, doe con 
1 non provengono, come per astrazione 
dalla conoscenza delle cose sensibili: la matematica e diversa per natura da 
tutte Ie altre scienze. C'e a mio una traspareme contro 

peliplltetica che consideravano Ie matematiche un di 
conoscenza astratta e aderente alIa realta. Come si sa, ilUbro 13 illibro 
M) delle di Aristotele e consacrato quasi per intero (solo nell'ultima si 
critica la teoria delle idee come alIa confutazione delle di coloro che 
considerano i numeri sostanze, anzi sostanze Le 
aristoteliche sona molto e non sempre chiaramente indinzzate a filosofi 0 

scuole deteminate: e un che esse investono la concezione v",.v.,,,,,r 
della matematica <:nrlNlttn 

modi in cui il numero essere una cosa sussistente di per 
con questa "Se e necessaria che il numero, per esistere come una 
cosa sussistente di se OVTO.)V Tt KaS' esista in uno dei modi 

rna se non che esista in uno di e evidente che il 
numero non ha la natura che ad esso hanno cercato di attribuire quelli che ne fanno 
4"",:U1,;1/::;4 di Che e esattwnente la tesi contraria 

"I concetti matellnatici, 
essere accordati aIle 

ap~)un1to scrive alIa fine del 89ss.: 
che sono immobili in se stessi e "'YVUl,'''.'VU'. 

matematici per se 

La traduzione e quella di C.A. Viano in La Metafisica di Aristotele (Torino 1974). 
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afferrarli per astrazione dai sensibili KaTtl: ano T6.1V 
bens! pens are in modo determinato ad essi come a cose 

matematico ed e notevolmente separato 
altii uomini d scienza." la conoscenZa pur essendo intermedia 
tra inteUezione e avvio dall'intellezione 

rafforzare 
ad eccezi()ne, 

"non e Ia 

TE EO"n 

oi 110).;\01. 

piu:ttosto tecnica e non ha uno scopo unitario 
Kat crKo110V aUK netende 

ultimo i SUO! teoremi ev TO: 

e fa in modo che tutti i suoi rag;lOIlaulenu si uniscano strettamente al 
di elevare all'Essere 

prclpri.amlenlte "daIl'intellezione 
TWV [ ••• ] Ma delle case di 

cui c'e intellezione c'e anche e di di cui c'e scienza c'e anche 
apl~remlJ[mc~nto, e fra tuUe saranno Ie sale <in senso e 
pel'Cl(>--COllCl'uae Giamblico-sono dette anche matematiche." Nessun commento 

di queste mettere in evidenza Ia coincidenza tra 
conoscenza scientifica e conoscenza matematica. 

IV. Conclusione 

iI momento di trarre .... v •. ,", .. ,,,v ...... , anche se n,.rlVvi~nri" da 
sana andato analizzando e valutando in merito aU'idea di una necessaria 

relazione Ira metafisica e matematica nel di Giamblico. 
Anzitutto si in concreto sostenere se e vera Ia premessa da cui siama 
e clOe che Ia nozione di in un peIilsatore ne()pi,atonico 

,-,,','UULI",""', si sostanzia del medesimo contenuto concettuale della nozione di 

e teorizzata in chiave che in 
Giamblico-come del res to in alm filosofi ne()pllltollicil-!fa 
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di .. _ ...... _._ .... 
addirittura ne costituisce 

saliente e sintomatico. 
In secondo l'uso che Giamblieo fa dei cancetti matematici in 

eombinazione con metafisici non lascia dubbi suI valore filosofico che 
egli attribuisee alIa teoresi delle scienze la quale e impelni~lta--c:onle 
visto-sulla nozione di "teoria comune delle matematiche." Tutto 
evidente si constata che tale combinazione teofetico~discorsiva tra 

'''~o6'V'~ e phI seriui 
Uli:llllI.lUI.'U. ~ .... r,r"ttntJ~n come .IIi e nel De Communi Mathematica 

Scientia. E vero, d'altra che anche in opere non come ad es~~mpio 
'ILn,UVl .. ITLl.'U. 0 il De Giamblico espone conceni e dottrine che 

coincidono sostanzialmente con che troviamo nel De Communi Mathematica 
tuttavia l'esame che .IIi e fatto dei di 

scritto ci ha condotto a risultati assolutamente chiari e incontrovertibili suI sensa che 
giambllicJl1ea del tra metafisica e risultati che 

termini. 
La matemadea e, anzitutto, vera scienza e non selnpllcernlente 

tecnica 0 me del calcolo: essa, non serve sol tanto a risolvere i teoremi basati sui 
numeri e sui 10m diversi rna anche e a farei eonoscere una realta 
ont:olclgi(:anlente eoncreta ed effettivamente mediattice fra due realta op~,oste, 
Ult'''ll!S!Ul!<> e sensibile. La realla che e della scienza anzi di 
tutte Ie scienze matematiehe che hanno illoro fondamento nella matematica eomune, 
raIlDfjeSenta I'anello di e dialettiea dia a 
termine tutta Ia pregnanza del suo tra due e 
tale medieta non ha solo valore nel senso che la 
scienza matematiea non costituisce un metodo di conoscenza astratto, come pensano 
alcuni (soprattutto bens! un veto e sistema di conoscenze 
InClIplenClentI e autosufficienti su enti anzi .seIPru:ati 

"" .... ""6....... e da La mediazione dena eonoseenza 

te(Jlloli~lCl che fisici e, in geIlerlue, 
la conclusione ultima alIa 

Giamblico sulla metafisicita. della .lie si da. al termine "metafisicita" il 
slgnItlcato che esso non avere, in un contesto filosofico necJplatcmiico, 
cioe i1 significato e rli "orrline e divino. Mi sf 
consenta di chiudere queste con una considerazione ehe non vuole essere un 
atto di il citolo che ho per il volume della Rusconi contenente 
gli scritti matemadci di II Numero e il racchiude un binomio che 
non vale soltanto come indicazione limitata ad alcuni scritti di un maestro 



F. Romano: Metafisica e Matematica in GiambHco 63 

1l""'jJUUV"U'-'J, rna anche come codice di lettura e di 
di Giarnblico e, vorrei dell'intera filosofia se e vera che 

appare, ed e reaIrnente e pervasa dalI'influenza di Giamblico. 

Universita di Catania 
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IambIichus' Noepa of Aristotle's Categories I 

John M. Dillon 

In the preface to his commentary on Aristotle's Categories, Simplicius, in the 
course of reviewing his predecessors in the has this to say about Iamblichus: 

Following on him (sc. Porphyry), the divine IambIichus has also 
himself composed a lengthy commentary on this work, for the most 
following the work of Porphyry even to the extent of verbatim borrowing, 
in some cases criticizing and more clearly elucidating him (olap9pwv 
,h,pt!3E'O"TEpOV), while at the same time compressing his lecture-style 
longwindedness in the refutation of objections, and throughout his work 
superimposing upon more or less every section the intellectual interpretation 
(voEpa SEwpia) of the subject-matter, as well as to the work another 
element over and above these that is useful: for, that Archytas the 
Pythagorean, even prior to Aristotle, had made the division the ten primary 
genera in his work On the Universe (ITEPi. TOO 'I1avnIS),l he incorporated it 
into his commentary, and where Archytas had set out clearly by means of 
examples the distinguishing marks of each of them. and explained their order in 
relation to each other, the specific differentiae of each, and their common and 

properties, he produces in the appropriate places Archytas' 
contributions, shows their agreement with Aristotle's doctrine, and, in cases 
where there is discrepancy (of which there are just a he has brought these 
to the attention of scholars, nol neglecting, either, to in each case the 
cause of the discrepancy-and reasonably so, because it clear all through the 
work that Aristotle is intending to follow the lead of Archytas. 

(Simplicius, In rllt"",,,,;',, 2.9ff.) 

Earlier versions of this talk have previously been delivered to audiences at the Institute of 
Classical Studies in London (February 1986), and in Princeton (December 1987), and have profiled 
much from discussion and criticism at those venues. I am particularly indebted to Prof. S. Strange, 
at the latter venue, for a penetrating written response, from which I have derived much profit. 

2 Also entitled, in the Codex Ambrosianus and elsewhere, "On the Basic Principles of 
Discourse, or On the Ten Categories." This has been most recently edited, in both its Doric and its 
Koine versions, by T.A. SzleZlik, Pseudo·Archytas iiber die Kategorien. Peripawi, test. 4 (Berlin 
1972). It is most plausibly dated to the first century A.D., and seems to incorporate the results of 
the first generation of criticism of the Categories, by such men as Andronicus, Ariston, and Eudorus. 
lamblichus, of course, took it as genuine. 
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What can we that Iamblichus based his 
What was the nature 

,",u,,,..., ...... " or, as terms it, "intellectual 
all sections of the work. It is this last 

cornm.entary to which I would like to devote some consideration on 
this occasion. 

First of 
commentary. 
Iamblichus: 

the 

3 

4 

Plotinus and earlier critics of the work), Pnrnhvrv 
whom we are for all that is composed with 
comprehensive commentary on the along with 5UllJUUIl5 

00J'I::CUOn5 prol)o!.ed, in seven books, that the cOlllme:ntary 
many details Stoic 

(Simplicius, In Gat,flw:rias 

and 
possibly in oral 

iSunpllcl.US· account in the 
testimcmy we may take it to be the 

..",,-nn·vrv is It would seem also 
V01T1h'VTV with such references to Stoic 

And all this is doubtless then 
cornm.ent.ary which he took over from 

COlmpressmg his ......... u ..... -.>L 

and answer format, is of course extant (edited by 
and has now received an excellent translation, 

cormnientllf)', in the Ancient on Aristotle series S. 
large commentary can, in fact, be recove:red 

E.g., 129.1: 155.15; 160.10-11; 302.25-6. 

5 This should that all of the references to may be 
attributed to lamblichus. ,>lU'I''''.'U' doubtless had access the work of "Archytas, but he 
is nO( the sort of man to do what had been well done before him. 

Tils 
is an inte:reSltinl" JU(l:gerrlent 
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When all this has been added up. and subtracted from the total 
commentary, what have we left? himself is very """"~,,,,, 
IOAI"llI"e, as to what his own contribution is. I from 

My aim in this work has been, on the one hand, to derive from the 
as far as I could, a more accurate of what is being and 

on other to make clearer and more harmonious profound thought the 
author, inaccessible as it is to the and to COlnpl"eSS 

somehow into smaller 
commentaries-nol, as did 

bul as far as 

67 

So is as far as jJV,';:WLlA<O 

has told us above that Iamblichus COinpI:eSl,ed 
,ua"v""", even as he 

lon:gwl,ndl~dnessofPnrnhV~ 

well as some of his formulations. It is 

If I have been able to add at all, for this I give thanks. after 
the Gods, to these men, under whose it is that I have raised 

acc:epltan(:e or contributed elucidations of note. WOUld, 
those who take up never to the writings of 

in favour of these annotatioas but to use my 
as an introduction and exercise for the more 

accurate unclers1tancling 
(SinlpUc:ius, In Cl1t,(!!!flJril1s 3.10-17) 

One cannot but like Weare to take his so we 
must do the best we can with what he has transmitted to us. 

I am not concerned here with the of how much oflamblichus' 
we can recover from and from a of his 

commentary with the of the short commentary, in of 
Iamblichus' pupil On the present occasion I am concerned with the 
securely attested passages ofIamblichus' as do not in fact 

De:KiplPUS), which are sufficient to make clear his rather bizarre ap~)t'O!lch 
matter of the C;llte~'orie These passages have been collected 

, .. ,.~~, ....... not, in my commented the Danish scholar B. 
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and I shall use his n1l1mf'rlltilf'in with the references to 
commentary . 

Iamblichus' ChCM,CI:i!l> of Plato's UH'LIIJ~;UC::i, 
fonn the basis for the alJl~go,rlc:al 

of course, mentor 
.... "'l""''''''ll.1''J are well known by 
pelrnaps, is that he manages to much the same method to the rather less 
amenable matter of Aristotle's he concerns himself 
as well with all the traditional of controversy and debate on the 
most of this he is content to follow and is therefore not from 

~lfltlplJtCltJiS. It is in the of to the 
comes into his own. 11 

Let us first examine some characteristic passages, and on the basis of 
try to derive a ofIamblichus' method as a whole. 
The first issue from what we know of 

Iamblichus' method of is the definition of the or essential 
lamblichus had before 

to It seems to have been Hennlinus, 

Phi1l0s'OpJ!Je (Aarhus 
fragments. Larsen, however, 

l!1lf10UISlv uninterested in the of Ne,opilitoruc 
as an exegete, rather than a man who doing 

no effort to reclaim the from Dexippus, 
or to incorporate those that concern J'U""Y'''''. 

\I First discussed by K. Praechter, "Richtungen und Schulen im 
GeJletllliafam Karl Robert (Berlin 1910) 105-6; but see IIIso my remarks in the to 
lamblichi Ch'2Icide1Jisis: in Platonis Dia/agos Commentariorum Fragmellta, J.M. Dillon, ed. (Leiden 
1973) 54-66. 

11 It sounds as if "'_._ ..... _. 
The contrast, then, between 
starker than in the case 
between the "more piecenleal" 
(E.'I!O'l!TtKul"l'EPOII) 

latter presunlably 
subject matter. 

seem, by contrast, to 

(;(}J71menr,rJ,rti !."''''* .. ''''''.1. this 
both a more holistic and a more transcendental approach to the 

Phaedrum, frg. 1. and In Timaeum, I in lamblichi 12 See 
Chalcidensis: Lf''':W'''"C> Firul1l1U!nta (above, note 9) 248-9 and 264-5. 

13 

10.8. 
of the teachers 
mertmm::, to have figured at least in lanlblich~ls' 
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Alexander of who first came up with the solution that in a way the 
matter concerns all three classes of and this solution was refined 

Alexander and later 

Pn,mh"rv " and that this is 
assented to Ammonius and 

On the other from 
presents Iamblichus as from a rather the 

m,...",~rl'P".t and views of his as if he was the first to come up with 
this portmanteau definition. If this is not it may indicate that 
Iamblichus in his commentary tried to somewhat more 

is. As far as we can see, at any rate, IambIichus in his 
is not in any substantial way from that of 

count as part of 
Iamblichus' distinctive but it is worth at the outset, I 

as an indication of the attitude which Iamblichus may have taken up to his 
pre:(le.:;eSSOI'S, even when he did not have much to with them about For what 

I the final version of the as it 
,,, .. ~.,,,,,UU"U1 y that 

TWV a'llAWII Kat npWTWV Kat Y€:l'1.KWV Qul\lWv. 
TWit OVTI<W dotv, O'UIIBtBdO'KETat 81; TIaVTWS 

O'IjIUl;l."O'j,I."iva UTI' aVTwv npdyv-aTa Kat TO: ItOTlIlO:Ta, Kalli> 
uno TOll! ~wvWv. 

(Silnpljci~IS, /11 Categorias 13.13-16) 

and generic words, insofar as are 
us at all events also about the 

the concepts in accordance with which 

14 Taken up later by Elias, In Categorias 130.14ff. 

intf;reS,[ing distinction between the first 
that Iamblicbus "assents" to 

his or just Iamblichus. 
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aside the let us tum to examine some of the 
in action. We may with a of !-,C1CIU.m:u 

ancient commentators, whether Aristotle's of substance in 
"that one and the same, is able to receive 

identifies an essential attribute or an accidental 
aPl)11c:abl,e to as well as to sensible matter? For 

.. Vii'''' ........ " to the substances of the H<O'LVC;!'H 

substances as fire Or snow? This latter ""'''''''''1'>" 
Lucius and while Plotinus is cast 
115.24-1 Iamblichus himself before 

Plotinns 

de1tlllllng the essence of substances as well. as 
and fire and snow, such characteristics as circular 

or heat cannot count as one of a of in these cases, as 
they are essential to the of those UUI.1.":;;>.--

not stop there, but 

16 It is anonymous in :S111r1ptlcl~IS, In Cal,e!!O,rUlS 1 14.21ff. 

17 Though also anonymously, for whatever reason (<I>o:O\v), but he represents Enneades 
6.1.2.15-18 pretty closely. 

18 

matter. 
De:dp)!llls (5.20ff.) presents this as an aporCa of Plotinus, which would seem to clinch the 

19 

commentary 
arguments. 

2 I He this, as so often, 
formulation finds superior to 
0".' ..... '''" ~ as it eliminates the seconclary 

<jU.LlIU'''j, and because he 011 KO:Ta TOll O:UTOV fiE 
substance from consideration. 

It is almost as jf Iamblichus rec()gnilsed 
iUlSloue, and thus able to on 

intellect, would Aristotle fail to follow his lead? 

it seems to me, since 
to which the Sun, or fire, 

do not "outlast" 
eliminating the 

once again. for 
was later 

weakness of 
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to discern the co-existence of contraries at the level 
substance as well-to Motion and Sameness and Utllelme:ss, 

of the which Plotinus in Ennead 6.2 ad()ptf:d 
U::UUUUlt:> world. The Iamblichus is 

plane the contraries are present, not but 
He goes on to discern the coexistence of contraries also in the 

substance of the the distinction from the realm that 

as 
level of immaterial essence, the 

while in the celestial realm exist in 
1 At the lowest 

among 
(,lTr""",. which is 

which has an inclination 

at work. 
delights in 

22 see II connection here with his in the Timaeus Co;mment,ary, 
H .. _ •• _.: ...... _' between and Athens as reflected aruilogously 

that follows upon One (Proclus, 
:= In Timo.eum, frg. 7), 

23 In Categorias 116.29: oil napa IJ.€POS aAA' lflJ.!l. 

24 In this connection he shows 
bandying 

a detailed acquaintance with the technical terminology of 
such terms as a'll()'d\lla, and 

25 That is, one can have measurements of weight, such 11 mina or 11 talent, as well as those of 
size or number. . 
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is below it or above it, as which is unaffected such incimalll:ms 
and thus 

A little further on uu'''I1 .. ' ....... '',., page 135.8-28. ::::: Iamblichus 
us an "intellectual" C)l.IJIlUUUJ'UU of the faot that "of some are 

Ul;>I. •• ;I.<;;, others continuous": 

(SiIDplicitls,/n Categorias 6.4b20) 

He continues this line of for some while the two classes of 
UlnUlULV in the universe in various ways with the and static aspects of the 

ending with the remark: "For the of the 
UJt'~Lll,5U.ll'" measurements at the same time both the and the 
pr()ce:ssive elements in one and the same for which reason, if one attributes 

one or the other of these to the and divine measurement, in the case of 
a'''''l5'"Uj'15 the ones one becomes deceived the errors of the 
Pelipaltetilcs, and in the case of the ones, those of the Stoics." He thus 

both of the chief rivals of Platonism in their on the 
one hand the P"","i".,tp.rit': Unmoved and on the other the Active 
j[ llH"llJlI:; of the Stoics. 

The ,np'n",nl1'''''' the characteristics of 
active at every level 

and thus a to the rather bald and 
UDIJreilen1tiOlls text of Aristotle. It also furthers another constant aim ofIamblichus in 
his exc~gesls, which is to the each categc)ry--siomethmg 
that was tre(lUell1tly "''''''''\;i'"15'"'U 

216.6-

causal pnlflcilplelf' 
substantial existence as existent 

the voiced by Plotinus among others U::'/1"t:UU,'"3 

is a kind of non-substantial characteristic" Ttl) OUK 

this aim in he turns first to a of those who hold various unsound 
views about In quite an elaborate he isolates five classes of 
thinker who offend in this way, with the Eretrian 
TheolPolnous. who any substantial existence to 1.j .... 'UHllC;>, 

anonymous group, to the Atomists and .t:piCUlre~tnS, t\caucmll,CS,~u 

27 

28 Presumably members of the New Academy (later Platonists should be referred 
think, as n"O:'IQ)V\i<o{), but if so, this is a little They are commended for mUOlllUllI'" 

concept of EKTd. or .. as a term of all sorts, both permanent states, 
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and Stoics as material states of all of whom 
had in one way or another an grasp of the concept of 

He then turns to the commendation of Aristotle's 
dOI;tnne, which he describes as "admirable" since he declares 

to be immaterial How he can derive this message from 
8 of the by the fact that he is able to adduce the 

where 

are 
qualifying. are thus immanent AOY01., not transcendent Forms. 

he 

On the other from what he calls "the reason~ 
In ",,,,,,,,),"1 

::ilIlilDllClllS calls 

temiporary conditions, such as walking or sitting. The reason that this tenniml!o8:Y 
is that he goes on, after cornmending 

at least some of them (in Caregorias 
"pc.sse:.s«I"' ,<,}l"JV~" and are "separate" 

"fOI1nS··in-lrnatlter" or 1.0')101., 
one does not have the impression 

29 In fact, Plato does not 
anv'wn.ere in the passage 55d-57d, 

to use the term 
merely Oulj.lU'l"U 

to describe the basic shapes 
This, however. does not disturb 
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which would serve as the transcendent causes of the 1'111"1'''''' of and 
the immanent which are material and 

Iamblichus has to immaterial or 

Aristotle is not "',,' .... u .... ,!'> 

because Aristotle classes bodies under \.,l""lUl'.lLY 

says Iamblichus 
median between that of which takes as 
that of the which holds them to be materiaL But Iamblichus 

eXJ)re!ISiIllg himself here with sufficient and he adduces the 
.. n:r.""", to throw light on what Aristotle really means}1 

of does not consist in 
indllc2ltin,g a distinction between 

the Platonic "m-iTTl"'TV 

bodies. 
Time forbids the examination of much more of Iamblichus' CACgC:Sli) 

but I feel in I should not a on 
which Iamblichus has a to say that is that of Time itself. R. 

has Iamblichus' doctrine of Time to a 
3 of his major synoptic Creation and the "",VJ'Uir£uu,, .. -

think that there is still to be said on the 

30 In as we know, Aristotle was particularly sarcastic about the efficacy of the basic 
triangles, cf. De 3.7-S.305b27ff. We may note, that, Plato nowhere uses 
the term ax" ,.O:'I"a to describe the primary bodies, Aristotle in this passage does. 

31 This is ofte of the CQlllpm:atillely few places where a 
of of Aristotle is evident. Aristotle is doctrine from the 

Plato, be cannot be correct It is not his business to "mediate" between and the Stoics! 

constitutes a 

34 (London 1983) 33-45. 
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The of course, in connection 
over in very summary 

'",fA"""",,,,,,, IlblO. The fact 

further influenced 
as modes of "The 

352.24ff. = 29.1 "and Time in j;;""""U. 
the indivisible and the insubstantial 

the nature of the universe." 
Iamblichus fastens on this characterization of time as both and 

he says 353.19f[ = 110). cannot 
since is a characteristic real which is an 
must therefore in fact be about two levels of 

Iamblichus the to introduce his of intellectual 
eXJ)criem;e in the n""",c>II 

or any of the other Iamblichus wants to 
take as manifested in this to be an emanation of an intellectual arc:heltvne. 
or of Time. This is not, as Plotinus would have it Enneades 3.7.1 
identical with the life of the but is rather the principle of the 

first that of the and ~-"~"-'J 
OOI;::01ni112 proc;eedinil! from it" In Aristotelis rnv,~"'n 

that time becomes ins:ub:stallti~ll, 

~~'''';~:~~'a in it. 
" he "should we think: that the flow and of 

Time occurs? We shall say, in the which in Time. For these are 
into and cannot take on the stable nature of Time 

I,;Ui:lill~lII.l<:, but touch that nature with ever different of themselves" 

more than he was 
The two epithets are 

another nice example 
see P. Hoffmann, 

du .. us 

36 of lamblichus is also preserved by Simplicius in his ()f! the 
Physics (::: All these texts are collected, with and 
comment, in The Concept of in Late and S. Pines. eds. 
(Jerusalem 1971). 
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~irnpJllCJUS, In Aristotelis Pf"" .. "-,, 

Iamblichus is thus able to '":'''"Jl''' definitions of Time as "the measure of 
or "the circuit of the nelivens. as if the 

lower level of while he is _-'_A, ... .. 

1''''''''''1:''';;' of this lower time. 
It was who seems to have first made the that there is 

resemblance" between Iamblichus' concept of the two levels of Time and 
of Time J.E. as set out in his "The of 

MI~T~lggart' s "B~series" 
eXI~reSSlons, which express an order of events, such as 
"simultaneous with," or conventional such as 
can be with Iamblichus' notion of inteIlectual time. 

I must confess that I do not see this at all. is 
with two ways at time as manifested in the 
and his distinction derives whatever it has from its ettlcl1enc:y 
larnbJiclllus, on the is concerned with this very curious 
monad of Time (which he also discusses in his Timaeus 
Timaeus the characteristic of which is to ~{ltnnlrP.h,"'nl1 
and from above in the intellectual all the flux 
described as "se1mpiltenrlity 

course of In Platonis Timaeum COirTlTl'i!enitan:i. 

We too that there is an order of however, an order 
which is ordered, one which orders, nor one which upon pri1ncil)les 
which lead it, -but which is a leader of, and senior to, the things 
cOlllpletion by it. Nor do we believe it to be that order which is parl~ell,~d 
UIU.IVIUIUlUl v in or motions: or other distinct 

its in accordance with 
a whole, The notion 

not understand in the sense of clwnges 1"'''',[\1;', .. 

such sense, but we it as the sequence 
concatenation and the 
motions and all things 

H""',,"'I1,,"" it can be seen, I that the purposes and thclught-welrl 
and Iamblichus are very far the intlere:stirlg 

COI1l1panSCID in the 

37 Translation Sornbji (above, note 34) 38, 

38 Sambursky (above, note 36) 21 note. 

of 
of 

39 Mind 17 (1908) 457-74 (revised and reprinted in The Nature of Existence, vol. 2 (London 
1927) chapter 3. 

40 Of which verbatim extracts are preserved by Sirrtplil:ius 
'>L.L ... ·i'>.J. '.1lS well IlS near-verbatim reports Proclus 

(= lamblichuli, In Timaeum. 
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Sirnp\icllllS characterizes as 
indeed as in the case of 

but rather as an active !-'U,Llo.;l!-'lC des:ceIIQU1!!: 
kee~pirlg ~ •. ",,,,,,t,,, bodies distinct and holding individual bodies 

,"""n'''"'',,, power which bodies and forces them and 
fall and collects them togetnler 

cOTIIPletion and encomlDasiiing 

en' h;:etvov TOV getov 
constitute a set of useful eX~Lml'fles 

in action. It will be seen that it is Iamblichus' purpose to 
CI,;\.lIIl,;lllIJl!! him both with his doctrine elsewhere for ""-''''"V!IO 

and and with that of Plato and the 
is to establish a framework for the internret.ati()fl 

the hidden levels of truth inherent in it. This is of course, at the 
as well as 

but it would be somewhat 
anachronistic to condemn Iamblichus too for that. The text of the 
had been a for at least three hundred years before his 

AUidrcmic;us. Ariston and Eudorus and the Stoic .M..LiVH'JUU!lU~ 
in the first century that of the Platonists Lucius and 

and then and the Stoic and Alexander of 
in the first and second centuries down to Plotinus and IJI"\1rnhvrv 

in his own day, with every and word of the text liable to o.;H<lUC.Il~C 
.... "I ......... j5 defence. Iamblichus' distinctive contribution is to take the as a 
coherent of in the sense, and bizarre as it may 
seem to us, is not all that more perverse than many of the various ways in 
which the work had been treated in the centuries before him. 

.....v:UlC'l'!>lC', Dublin 

Commentaria Q';>~'."~'-Q'tv.! 
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La ""., ............... , come Chiave di Lettura delle 
di Aristotele: alcuni 

R. Loredana Cardullo 

I. Premessa 

SuI eommentario aIle 
greea che ci sono stari tramandati sotto i nomi dei u'"""p,."''''" ..... "",'Ul.U'V'U"J, 

"\J'IJVuv, Oli.m~)io€1oro, David testimoniano abbondantemente. 
soltanto pone I'accento su 

5.~u.un""'~'~ di trattato 
B€wpia, la quale consisteva in una sorta di 

U"IOU'-'''''''''''', che e sorreggeva rintera 
...... · .... ".., .. "'v, \.u~,uU:~U"U\JUli:l. da altri eommentatori. 

Gi:amblico, in sostanza, non 8i limitava--come alm dare del tema di volta 
in volta affrontato circoscritta e l-"".£.l<11<i, 

ambito e livello rna 10 analizzava e 10 scan!l~lgliava 
metafiisiche, dandone in tal modo 

che ne da Simplicio, il cui 
p .... u"" .. " di questa nostra mClagIne. 

volte nel 

era 
M"ot", .. ii. dove sta ad indicare 

comi~rulsIDlreeooce:ssaria,~~un1~. 

6.8-11), una sorta di 

riplrop'cm~:on,o, a volle am:he alIa Jettera, 
esegeta di Aristotele. 1 

(Firenze 1995), che e stato 
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SjX:cUiaZ:1OJle pura e com'c 
evocatori del quando ricevono 

intermediari fra del e uomini, i 

"'''~m;;')''1\Jll''' viene apl)llcala 
a questa, volte, e pre:cis:arnlente 
Commentario alIe 
non e C"~lu'-nu, 

Giamblico. 
In relazione verranno esaminati 

che contengono e 
aplplH)azl0Ille e rivelano in modo chiaro ed 

metaIllSlCa, come 

cbe SinlDUCl.o vi pronurlcia 
aristotelico. 

"intellettuale" 0 che 
e che it maestro della Scuola di Siria 

di argo!meIllto 
ci consentiranno anzitutto di COilw~re 

nel contempo, di sottolinearne Ie 

" aristotelismo e pla.torusrno. 
i contesti relativi a Giamblico e ODDoltU11a una breve 

il Commentario aile di e suI 51U .... LJlV 

.. "" .. ~, ... di Giamblico e della sua del trattato 

n. La estIl7lOn'zan;~a di Simvlicio GitmU.7lico, nella sua 

n Commentario aIle di una fonte n"'·7""'" 
chi e sulla base di informazioni attendihili e I..IC~LabJlli:l~:::, 
la storia della tradizione commentaria relativa al trattato aristotelico suUe callegorie. 

'incrP,,,h. materiale di frammenti e di testimonianze ivi contenuto, che interessa 
pre:ssol:he tutti i commentatori antichi del trattato, e infatti per fare luce 
sulla tradizione dei alle aristoteliche e ",,,,,.""tt,,I"'",, 
la diversa ricezione che di peliSo:nalita 
orientamento diverso. 

Dei commentatori che 10 pre:ce<loIlio Siml?lic:io, all'inizio del suo commentario 
t (;"1nIltlentarlo aUe ClIl~ef'()rie 

cOlnmlenli; ne risulta un ordine che va dall' autore del commento 
del commento "scientifico" e ap]prcltonOJlto. 

in rassegna da Temistio e citato quale 
DDlres,enl:ante di quel gruppo di commentatori che si sono limitati a tradurre in 
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chiaro di Aristotele 
che non e sempre di facile con il Commentario alle LQ!te!"orle 

domanda e risposta, " viene invece collocato tra coloro che si sono prf~OCICUt)ati 
svelare anche Ie nozioni ma soltanto espresse dallo 

Alessandro di Ermino e 
mS1erne, avrebbero anche se 

emblematicamente "causa per noi di ogni bene (6 navTUlv ~(!tv nAlv KaA61v 
r --comle autore di un altro commentario aIle non ... p''VP,nut",,; 

metafisico 0, 

essere condotta sui tre differenti 
ha it dovere di ritrovare in 

2 In nola alIa ttaduzione fmneese del 
d'Aristotlt, L 

elaborato del primo, nel 
tutte Ie obiezioni che 

che in questo contesto 
Gi:ambbco,il cui commento alle ,-u"""",,, 

alIa al 

Commltntaire sur llts Categories 
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che P. Hoffmann definisce una "e}(ege5e 
che Dillon chiama "transcendental ex~~gesls, 

de vue de 

" e do che determina la assegna a 
Giamblico tra altri commentatori delle 

Poco avanti diehiarando obiettivi e Ie motiv8zioni 
dell'ulteriore commento aile che 51 appresta ad alia 
lista di dichiara di aver consultato aleuni dei lavori appena menzilonati, 
ma di aver presQ a modello il eommentario di da cui spes so eila anche 
testualmente. La sua per la manifests anche 
nell'attribuire costantemente a Giamblico Nel il 
eommento di Giamblieo a 

lI<;'Ul',""'J"''''UJ''J e che nel suo eommento 
attraverso una sentenza della Pizia: 

UA~''''l".ua,,1.l in J.,Il\JJ.,I''''''I.l. 

Commentario aIle t:alteJ<Olrte 

accessibile della dottrina aristotelica delle categ(lne 
e talora testuale disamina delle int,f".m,r",tl'l7inni 

nella massima C0I1SicleI'llZi()ne 
""', .... 1" ....... " '"'uuyM .... ,." ritiene necessario tenere 

maestro e renderle intellltgIillli 
alia 

dai divers! commentatori suI testo aristotelico in 
della dottrina On 

Anche se, come osserva O. Fowden ("The 

ANHP. Das BUd 
G.A. Paterson, The 
Per \'attribuzione 

ProIegomenes a 
45, nota 1, con 

elogiativo 5/ltlJ.ol/t!:lS'. che si tradurre 
e cioe un daimon. 

di 
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Giamblico 
e inaccessibile ai 1101l),01:S' 

Nella formulazione della 
cornpl.eSSlva che Giamblico da delle 

di Giamblico 

LaJtef!!7rie di Aristotele sublime 

-stando sempre ana testimonianza sm~pllClan:a--e 
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intc~rpJre~lZi(>ne influenza in modo massiecio e detenminante la Iettura gl!tml,U(;ne:a 
trattato aristotelico. Giamblieo mrattll-,ag~:lullge >lU11PU!.;JU 

TOO Si tratta-come noi 
studi di H. Thesleff e di W, Burkert e, di T.A. SzlezAk-di uno seritto 
psc:udoPJtta~~orico aHora datato tra il I seeolo a.C. e iI II anche se Giamblico-e 
con lui aItri filosofi-e fermamente convinto della sua autenticita e. di conseguenza, 
del fatto che la dottrina aristotelica dei dieci dell' essere sia fortemente 
" ..... ,,, •. ,...,"', nella di Archita e, in nei 

Considerare Aristotele un seguace di l'U"'UJlU1. 

2.24-25 (dove dice che "Aristotele vuole 
o del tout-court, SlgJ!lltlcav 

"''''''''''''''1"'1 che univa 

Sinlplicio a 
ass1Dlultarn,ente") ed in altri 

infatti tendeva ad int,eroret;are 
"pltag!om~zru:lte," ritenendo entrambi i filosofi eredi e de~lOsitari 

sapiem~ di matrice orientale che sarebbe stata rivela~ anticamente 
stessi dei a e all'umanita 

II fano che Giamblico abbia questa tendenza ad mqlual:lrare 
dottrina delle di Aristotele nell'ambito di una concezione di 

era del n""'~Hlnt" 
facilmente se si considera che 10 stesso Giamblico e stato, in n""~"4'" 
sostenitore dell'unit! dottrinaIe di come dimostra i1 suo 
nr .... O'p.trn della Una tale tendenza era 
rafforzata una antica tradizione es~:gellC;a., 
risaIeme ad Antioco di che voleva che l' aristotelismo fiIiazione del 

Anche per Girumblico non ritiene che la 
aristotelica possa essere considerata una scienza autonoma, circoscrit~ cioe a1 solo 
ambito e avente un suo statuto autonomo, rna la 

pillittosto intimamente connessa alia metafisica e da essa E per 
taIe motivo egJi In confronta continurumente con Ia me~fisica aIia 
scopo di mostrame }'affinita e Ia continuita dottrinaIe. 
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m. Esame di Alcuni Contesti 

m.l Int/~rol"etazwl'le della 

i!f.L~'UIlJ1",U"Q., tuttavia noi crediamo che eg1~a1Jme:nte l'intera testimonianza possa 
t::st:mp:!u chiaro di che era la 

"Lo scopo, lnIattl--lIlrenrna .::lllnp,IlI,;I.I) l(;OI:n,memarto 

comprese correttamente, determina e indirizza la nostra 
capiacl1ta nlZlolnale, affinche non veniamo trascinati invano di qua e di ma riferiamo 

cosa ad esso." ad esporre che i commentaton 
UCI'~""UV essere la della 

'1y""-.,,,,,,, e ha femite it 

",,'U\JU\,;' "concetti" 
Secondo condivisa 

anche dagli altri commentatori --ciascuna delle tre soluzioni e vera e 
accettabile per certi errata e cnticabile per 
peltarlto, deve tenef conto di tutte e tre Ie interp'retazieni 

del:ta2lialta disamina di ciascuna delle tre e pas;siamo 
subito aIle di Porfirio e di riservandoci di confrontare la 
testimonianza di Sinlplicio fomite ano stesso da 
David Ollmt:'ioclof(); tale raffronto infatti ci COr1lsenlira 

intellettiva e metafisica della 
qUl~stlione, cioe che altrove il cominentatore ateniese considera 
Dre~rOlg;ativa del maestro scuola di Sina e che non convinto com' e di 

a Portino che altri invece tramandano come 
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e a Porfido che Dls:egna attribuire la teorizzazione 
definitiva della intlerpretllZi(:me della delle II contribute 

e 
il riferimento aIle realta sia solo 

per bensi solo in sono 
come mai Portirio venga invece 

tra i sostenitori della tesi e 

definizione "unificante" e ISta "Avec cette 
formulation--commenta -il se passe notamment deux choses: la 

il y a maintenant une veritable combinaison de trois Ie mot, la 
chose et Ie la deuxieme: Ie a une fonction d'intermidiaire." Per 

obiettivo del discorso aristotelico sarebbero Ie realtA m 
quanto e alle realta in ultima rimandano i com:etti dalle voci. 
Con Giamblico la cosiddetta interpiretazilDne 
"norrunalista" 0 "concettualista" che taluni attribuiscono ad Alessandro e a a 

5 Sopra, nota 2, 239-40. 

(\ J. Pinborg (in 
certllmente Ie rlf/"""";;> 
avevano dato 

and Arl:s£o'telililll 
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favore di una teoria "realist a" della conoscenza secondo 
aristotelisti moderni e come ritiene aneora Uall>J;l.acuu 

Larsen, in definitiva restituirebbe fedelmente il stesso di Aristotele. 
al Larsen.........evite de laisser Ie mot se 

''''~'I'V.LL'''' directement aux desorte que Ie n'a pas de en 
evite de laisser Ie mot se au concept d'une teUe maniere 

perd sa reference a la nSalite." 
Che si debba a Giamblico la definizione unifieante dello e aneora 

il aI maestro di Siria 
(In Catet;>(').rias 

della lTlct,...,n,r 

tardi sia un'eredita 2iarnl:lliche'l.l! 
f'rl')Ip.·p()1.ne1C!fl P'hUosllDhiae Platonicae--che Westerink 

Elias,-richianlanldo alia memoria 
che 10 stesso Platone aveva in 

ribadisce-senza nominare Giamblico rna 
eonfermando nella sostanza la testimonianza di David In 

... --........ cos} come l'essere vivente ha nel Bene il suo unico fine da 
pelcseJ!1;Ulre, allo stesso modo anche il deve avere necessariamente un unieo 

e doe un unico che deve individuare e utilizzare come chiave 
di lettura di tutto i1 testo che si a cammentare. La stessa viene 
riferita anche da della seuola ateniese come ha dimostrato 
definitivamente Praeehter da In 

8 

A.V.,hV""· 11.988. e In Parmenidem In 
9.888. e I1.17ss. In il cui commentario al Fedro deriva dalle 

nell'ambito della dialettica, non della 
"nolmillalisml:l" e "conceltllalismo," cf. Lloyd (ibid.) 69. 

Nell'introdllzione all' Anonimo, Proligomenes a La PhlllosoTJ~lie 
ed. e 1. TrouilJard, trad. [Amsterdam 1962] Ixvi) Weslerink dice: c'est Jall1blique 
donne au terme sa valeur defini Ie O'KO'llOs- de 
est certain que a celte liste de la 
OKO'IIOS', est precisemenr attribllee par Elias (l31.I0-13)." 

9 SOpIa, nota 2. ad loco 
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lezioni di Siriana liU 

individuato 10 
viene nominata Giamblico came ealui il 

umtario del Fedro nel nrrlJ'!"(,I'I",nn,C' 
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ha 

po:rfiIi!U11a come estesa, e non circoscritta 
appare pili convineente di di Giamblico 

come un trattato completo nel teoria de) 
l1n,gUlStl<:a e metafisica S1 intersecano costantemente ed occupano uno 

"",:!.,IV.!>,., riehiamandos1 a Portirio pur non disconoscendo il 
riferimento delle alia sfeta ridene che comunque I'ambito 

'm<1agme aristotelica in questo seritto HUl'<LI'l," 

1-'''1''"'''''''''"' che "realista" ehe Giaml:ilico da delia 
Clll~efllJrie derivi dallo Pseudo-Archita. Gia Sil1nplicic), 

di v ..... u~'u~."', 

QUiestlQrle relativa at "titolo" del trattato, .:snnpltCllO rnuove, alle una 
critica alIa definizione di " citando Arcruta come eolui che invece 
ha inteso bene di Aristotele intenda nelle t:a.te!lori,!? 

non doe di una Dr~~di':aziorle ,",' .. o.""""l rna di una predi(:aziol1le 
sanD convertibili. Piil prf~Cll;anleTilte, secondo la critica di Sirnpl.tci,o, 

soggetto. 
suoi commenti alle rntpc'/n';p 

predicazll:me non si riduea alIa sernplice 
so~~ge1[tO, rna Is "palItej~lpliZlc.ne" 
"Socrate e uomo" 

dice ... a""15,VlJ"" 

genere uomo, rna la frase non essef(~ COI:lVe~rtlta 

loro e E Archita ha inteso pe1tet1tarrlenlte 

,",v,",,,,,, .. ," il che e 
rifi~ril'1"1"'nto nelle 

intitolato iI suo di eontenuto a questa di Aristotele-al 
• .HUII''''''V. 10 stesso Aristotele SI rita In 13.23-24: 

soggetto e pre:di(:at(J, 
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partecipazione del partieolare sensibile all'universale intelligibile. Commenta 
Dalsgaard Larsen: "La predication pose la question fondamentale de la hierarchie 
ontologique, dont la ligne ascend ante impIique un accroissement de l'etre. Elle 
conceme done aussi les realites ontologiques." Come sappiamo, tra coloro i quali 
sostengono la possibilita di armonizzare platonismo e aristotelismo, Giamblico si 
spinge oltre ogni limite, negando perfino che Aristotele abbia criticato la teoria 
pJatonica delle idee e suscitando, per Ie critiche dei neoplatonici posteriori (cf. 
David [Elias], In Categorias anzi, a proposito delle Categorie, come 
vedremo piu avanti a proposito della categoria del "dove," Giamblico giungera 
addirittura a sostenere che Ie categorie aristoteliche, rettamente intese, si riferiscono in 
modo primario e principale al mondo intelligibile. E questa una delle manifestazioni 
piu chiare della giamblichea VOEpa 8ewpta. 

In conclusione, si potrebbe ipotizzare che i commentatori alessandrini abbiano 
ritenuto Giamblico e non Porfirio I'autore della interpretazione unificante della 
oKonos delle Categorie, perche, forse, a lora parere, l' esegesi di Giamblico avrebbe 
messo in evidenza la relazione ontoiogica che e sottesa alIa predicazione, laddove, 
invece, Porfirio. spinto daIla preoccupazione di deontologizzare la logica aristotelica, 
al finedi renderla compatibile col platonismo, avrebbe sottolineato l'aspetto 
meramente logico-linguistico del discorso di Aristotele. Simplicio, come abbiamo 
visto, nOn distingue a tale proposito l'opinione di Giamblico da quella di Porfirio, 
COS! come fanno invece gli Alessandrini, rna ritiene che in questa occasione il maestro 
di Siria sf sia Iimitato a condividere l' opinione del predecessore. Pur non 
adoperando, per definire l'esegesi giamblichea, la stessa espressione-vo€pa 
gewpta-che Simplicia privilegia e utilizza pili. volte a tale scopo, gli Alessandrini si 
rendono in testimoni di queUa medesima "noetica" 
di Giamblico che in aItri luoghi Simplicio ha evidenziato come piu completa e piu 
approfondita di aItre. 

III.2. Su 'Op.uJvuJ.l.a e ZuvuJvuJ.l.a 

II secondo contesto rientra nel commento simpliciano al primo lemma delle 
Categorie. II brano commentato (Categorias la.l: o,.HJvulla AEyeTCu WV ovolla 
1l0VOV KOlVOV) ha sollevato tra gli interpreti numerose difficolta; Aristotele, infatti, 
inizia il suo trattato con una breve premessa su alcune nozioni, e pre:cisamente 
"omonimi," i "sinonimi" e i "paronimi," che non sembrano collegarsi tematicamente aI 
soggetto dell'opera. Gia, come riferisce Simplicio in apertura del suo commento aJ 
passo in questione (Commentario aUe Categorie 21.1-3), Nicostrato e i 5uoi seguaci 
(o\. T/€pl TOV N1KoaTpaTov) avevano criticato questa preliminare del trattato, 
chiedendosi come mal Aristotele, invece di introdurre subito ii suo discorso sulle 
categorie, 5i fosse preoccupato di spiegare gli omonimi i sinonimi e i paronimi. 

Questo non era il solo problema che l' esordio delle Categorie aveva suscitato 
tra gIl antichi commentatori; un altro interrogativo verteva sull'esclusione del 
polionimi e degli eteronimi, che Speusippo-al quale viene attribuita la 
c1assificazione dei nomi in relazione ai concetti da lora espressi-aveva invece 
elencato ed illustrato insieme agli omonimi, ai sinonimi e al paronimi, e doe aIle tre 
nozioni privilegiate da Aristotele. Era inoltre necessario capire anche come mai 
Aristotele avesse parlato di ollcJvulla, auvcJvulla e di TIapcJvulla, e doe di "cose" 
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omonime, sinonime e e non piuttosto del "fenomeno" delI'o(1.wvul-l(cx, della 
cruvWVl.lI,llCX e della napwvup.(a. Altre discussioni aveva poi sollecitato la definizione 
fornita in proposito da Aristotele, per Ia quale esistevano concreti problemi testuali. 

Soffermiamoci sulla delle difficolta enumerate, e precisamente su quella 
sollevata da Nicostrato e subito Ie diverse 

rispettivamente, Portirio aile 
Andronico (ibid., e Giamblico (ibid., 22.1-9) hanno dato del e 
dell'utilita dell'esordio delle per esporre la opinione (ibid., 
22.145S.). Tralasciamo di Ie soluzioni date altri e pao.",,,.,U\) 

subito a Giamblico.1O 
Secondo il "divino" la discussione aristotelica sugH omonimi e sui 

sinonimi trova la sua giustificazione nel fatto che II termine stesso di KCXTTl'yop(a­
come anche il verbo predica in modo omonimo delle died categorie 

aile Categorie 22.3-6): esse infatti tra loro per il genere 
e per Ie realta che si sussumono sotto di esse, e non hanno in 

comune che il nome di "categorie." Pur anche una traccia di sinoni:mia, 
condividendo oItre al nome, anche alcune di "essere 
UH.l.lA' .. ", ..... delle realta sussunte sotto di esse" (ibid., e di essere i 
sommi della predicazione (ibid., 24.3--6), la lora caratteristica peculiare e comunque 
quella di essere termini omonimi. Secondo percio, senza 
conoscenza degJi omonimi e dei sinonimi, non sarebbe comprendere ne la 

u,,,,,p,,.,, ('I'a l5(wjJ.O:) della ne tanto menD come Ie categc)ne 
abbiano in comune tale peculiarita e quale sia la relazione che Ie ona. Tra 
le secondo Aristotele, c'e sia un rapporto di sinonimia 

di una stessa categoria, ossia tra i predicati di una 
stessa colonna = essenziale 0 in senso proprio), sia un di 
omonimia (quando la predicazione avviene tra items di categorie diverse, ossia tra 

appartenenti a colonne diverse = accidentale 0 in senso 
e in questo caso enti diversi per definizione rna denominati alIa stesso 

modo, apparterranno a categorie come l'uomo in carne ed ossa e l'uomo 
condividono 10 stesso oV0l-la di rna non Ia stessa definizione 

che corrisponde a quel nome. 
Giamblico S1 Iimita a giustificare e a chiarire il e 

ar.2[OnlerltaJ'e aristotelico. Tuttavia in altri contesti utilizzera la nozione di 
omonimia, illustrata da Aristotele nelle anche per indicare il rapporto che 

enti sensibili enti intelligibili, caricandola quindi di un senso non 
rna metafisico. Nel Commentario 

all'/ntroduzione all'Aritmetica di Nicomaco, a pagina ad facendo sua 
una concezione di GiambIico afferma che la parola QVTCX denota tanto Ie cose 
immateriali ed eteme che costituiscono anche la sola parte attiva ciof: 
enti incorporei, quanto Ie forme corporee e generate e che sono 
chiamate enti per omonimia (C.I-lUlVOllwS'), in partecipano del veri enti (KaTa 

10 Per la discussione compieta delle diverse argomentazioni si rinvia a R.L. Cardullo (sopm, 
nota I). 



90 Classica 8 

j.l.€TOXlJli cnhwv o{iTw;; KGtI\Ot'IJ.EVUj. quindi 
r",...n"'rt .... di omonimia. se e e reaWi 

raf)po!rto di omonimia, consistente nel fatto che a case diverse per 
per cia stesso a """."l!;~'H" 

stesso nome-come rifento da 
dell'uomo dipinto, che sonG deni entrambi "animali"-non e intendere 
all0 stesso modo e nella stesso senso l'omonimia che esiste tra Ie realta sensibili e 

U",Ulao,,,,,, e il suo modello ""'i!""""" 

lO~~ICIJ-l:m~:Ull>m;a---{;OIIle si e 
dimensione in rivela la differenza VUI,v.~',!;n." 
diversi livelli di realtll e, nel <-VI .. """"""" anche la lore 
partec:ipa:!:tolle dellivello inferlore a 

L'omonimia viene 
pn,IIVllualueHU;: metafisico. 

ontologlzzata e cancata di un senso 

Anche nel Commentario aIle di e trovare traccia 
di questa ed "PI''''',tu-1Vll''';; a Hvello metafisico del concetto di omonimia 
attuata da Gi:amblico; mt,ere:SSllt1, come nel brano sopra menzionato del 

rJll"JnJ~ro,iuz:io,u!all'Aritmetica I'omonimia sta ad indicare 
e di livello diverse ad un nri'nc:j'nio 

anche essere 
e 

infatti, Arlstotele dice che esse 
Ora, secondo rlguardo a ed isolare 
come fenomeno a 5e stante tipo di omonimia che e dal 

cioe differenziare i veri e omonimi di 
che tali non sana, ma che si riferiscono all'unita del 

diffen~nz.e, e che diversamente 51 lasciano 
ricondurre aHa medesima GIi omonimi infatti non appartengono aHa stessa 

mentre i cosiddetti T1POS ~v si collocano a meta strada tra 
omonimi e i del tutto diversi da In una testimonianza 
di David delle di un" ... ,"", 

afferma chiaramente che "Ie cose che derlvano daIl'unita e sana in ,.,.,..nort .... 
all'unita i TIl Kat essendo intermedie tra omonimi e 

possono essere denominate can i nomi degli " e doe sia omonimi che 

sana tuttavia intimamente tea in tutte si riferiscono ad un 
supremo e principale. Infatti la realta inferlore di quella ad 

11 Per il passo cornpl;eto, cf. F. Romano, Giamblico. llnumero e il divino (Milano 1995) 
206-09. 
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essa e tutte del supremo. L'esame della categclna 
dell"'avere" offre a Giamblico 10 spunto per concetto. e a noi 

di osservare ancora una volta in azione Ja sua 
categ()rie e ad alcune nozioni illustrate da Aristotele in relazione a queste -nella 

HW'l:'~""",'" l"'omonimia." di Giamblico dimtlstra come tali nozioni possano 
e debbano sconfinare dal ristretto ambito nel erano state enunciate 0 e 

in altri 
.... v'cu~.uv, con tutto it suo l'IYUrlllIT"l'Itn 

traJmpioliIIO di lancio per di altra e 
arg1om!:ntaZlolLle di Giamblico. 

m.3 .. Sulla Lalt""t)Tladell"'Avere" ( 

"Probabilmente-afferma Giamblico secondo In Ca.teRoria 
438. 1 Sss.-il faua che l'avere 5i dica in molti modi non che esso Sl dica in 
main sensi e per omonimia. Infatti tutti i modi che Aristotele enumera rientrano nel 
genere dell' avere." Per tale nella sezione finale del trattato 
elenca Ie differenze Ie considera Giamblico--come 
differenze di uno stesso genere e Ie riconduce tutte alI'unita del genere, dal 
dip,emiolJlo e can il condividono in sensa it nome. 

sembrerebbe essere una "voce OII10nlma, 
analizziamo questa categClna 

aPI)ro:fondit:a, 0, se vogliamo, "noetica" ci 
~Y"~A,:;._.U~ che i vari sensi 0 essa 5i rifanno tutti ad un sensa unico e 
pnJrlClipale, che alla fonna stessa del genere avere, ciof: fanno tutti capo 
alia medesima e non sono delle voci omonime. 

Non si deve far consistere la natura deU'avere soltanto in relazione a noi e aI 
nostra corpo, avvertiva Giamblico in In 374.24ss.~ in 
funzione del corpo infain essa subirebbe una restrizione. Occorre invece considerare 
l'avere a livelli aId OE en [ ... J TO Perche 
l' avere sl in il nostro carpo, per cui noi diciamo di "avere" un 
mantello 0 un anello 0 del ma esso S1 osserva, anche in altri 

carporeo: si osserva infatti nei livelli noetico e 
sensa certamente diverse ma analoga. Diciamo infatti che 

l'anima "ha" in se i suoi e ancora, che l'intelletto "ha" in se i 
"""U'5''''.U' e in sensa ancora ilifferente rna sempre attribuiamo 

r avere a supremo, iI "ha" in se-nel sensa che la circonda come 
in un abbraccio e la contiene dentro di Ia da a 

sensibile e materiale. 
della delI'''avere'' Giamblico intende sottolineare 

cW'atteri:;tic:a principale di e come a 
1''':':>11;'11 .. considerare i vari elencati da Aristotele come 
genere e non come 5uoi Tale condivisa da 
tutti di "avere" illustrati daUo consiste nel po:ssedeI'e 

..,_, __ •• w_ di non di non connaturato all'essenza ili chi pm:SUl'oe; 
in tal modo l'avere si osserva, in un sen50 non omonimo ma bensl anlllOjgo, 
domini: anzitutto nel nostro corpo, rna anche nella nostra anima 
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in modo non rna e che essa 
.. "'.»u.b' ..... " da un corpo ad un e nella natura del 

POISSl!:oe i come altro da va da se che Ie realta Sllflenon 

summenzionate assumono l' avere in senso Le cose ~">sv ... v .. 

infatti GiambIico a conclusione deU'intera sua afj~Ornel)tazlcme 
,"1' ..... " ... ." In sempre Ie case .... ''-'H'''', 

mtenlreltazlO[le ci consente di sussumere i van modi 0 sensi 
dell' avere sotto il medesimo genere supremo, come a modi che derivano da 
esso e 5i riferi5cono ad esso. Anche in caso si tratterebbe di 
tipo di omonimia che i succeSSlVl con di 
matrice aristotelica ma riveduta e utilizzata in senso neC)pl!ltoIUC(), 

DaIle considerazioni emerge nel COlltelffip·Q, 
"U''''''i5''' tra I' avere e l' essere avuto da una e il cireondare e I' essere circondato 

dall' altra. Cio che "han in come suo eio ehe "e avuto, e cio ehe 
"e avuto" "e avuto" da eio che 10 "ha." Come dire che il eorpo "ha" un mantelIo e che 
questo mantelIo "e avuto" da colui che 10 e a sua it corporeo "e 
avuto" che 10 "e che l'anima He avuta" daU'intelletto.che la e 
infine che tutto questo, e cioe il mondo He 
avuto" da Dio che 10 "han come 

p .... """'1."'" W lettura );L<LllIIClH,.U1;.o. 

Spt:CUlatJlva e intellettiva ll,...(,rruneJuarlO 
TaUnt 
presenta diverse affinitil can 
in COllclusionl~, un 

m.4. Sulla Catt>.P'f'lrl'a del "Dove" 

Esso va da essere confrontato can 
un frammento del Commentario a1 Timeo di riferito sempre da 
.., .... ,1-' .. " .. ", alle pagine 639.23-640.1 1 del Suo Commentario alia Fisica di Aristotele.13 

Nel nostro contesto Giamblico sottoIinea 
la della sulla ed e causa della 

come condizione del lora esserci e della lora 
nPTtAn!tn Ii da un di 

12 
C<llt:gUIlll e deU'omonimia dell"'avere" SI vedano Ie 

el set> Commentateurs Nec)-platolllC1C::J1S, 
Commemaire sur Ies 

13 Per due frammenti giamblichei si veda S. Sambllrsky, The Concept of Place in Late 
Nel'plGltonism (Jerusalem 
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da dei Esso e quindi 1a tutte Ie cose che 
esistono "sono nello 
Commentario aile ......... '''};;'I/I 

Ul':UUUU'"U, pre:ce(lon.O sempre corporee. 
questa considerazione dello come limite che non soltanto circonda 

dalI' estemo rna nello stesso Ii dal di dentro eccitandoli al 
mOlvunertto. non viene da GiambHco limitata al solo bens! 0 

elevata ad altri e alti livelli Le entita di secondo 
sempre contenute infatti in 
mondo fisico e circondato dalla realta .,w~'vu ..... v dell'anima ed e contenuto in essa 

e contenuta che costituisce 
in alto nella 

O""'r'll .. ~hjj:! metafisica supremo, che contiene in 56 
tutto in forma unitaria e che Giamblico identifica con Dio. 

IV. Rilievi Conclusivi 

A conclusione di questa 
pOSSlam.O affermare come 

aUri commentatori. I contesti da noi esaminati ci hanno dato 
aleun! param.em es~~gencl 

esso si trova e rientra. 
m"'",,,,,r,, inscindibile I'ambito della 
riflessione i 
V1Cleversa. allo scopo di rendere chiara 
livelli della considerati platonlicame:nte 
strettamente ,"",,"l"lE.au secondo un TlIrmnrtn di u"ma'e.1<'''' 

Ma di un suo successore e 
per molti versi seguace, SiriarlO di si colloca comunque in 
misura suIla stessa metafisica del maestro di Siria. 
Nonostante i diversi di contatto tra Giamblico e emerge infatti una 
differenza sostanziale tra i due che in misura dal diverso 
attl~gg;iarnel[lto che ciascuno di ess! manifesta nei confronti di Aristotele. Siriano infatti 
appare meno di GiarnbIico di conciliare aristotelismo e 
........ <"' ... ,"""', e cio 10 a dare obiettiva-e 
per do stesso cntlca e spesso di Aristotele. 
Giarnblico invece utilizza esp~reSSl01rn 
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per dimostrare in ultima analisi come se correttamente 
possa accordarsi col anche nelle sue concezioni metafisiche. Ed e anche a 
questa scopo che Giamblico dii del trattato classicamente inteso 
come il delle atta a dimostrare 
come anche Ie teorie aristoteliche possano trovare 
aplpli<;a;z;iorle nella metafisica e rappresentare per essa strumenti 
ar!!:OITlenltatl'vl e dimostrativi di e validita fondamentali. 

Umversita di Catania 
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Giamblico contro Plotino e Porfirio: 
n Dibattito sull' Atto e sui Movimento 

~UlnpJlCU), In 

Daniela P. Taormina 

1. lntroduzione 

JUO'VV,HU alla Lettera Inviata da ad Anebo e Soluzione delle 
Giamblico dedica un'intera sezione ana classificazione dei 

Rilengo utile tomare aI titolo 

affronta Ia dei movimenti attivi 0 

utile per la classificazione che 
Innanzi tutto Portino ha sovvertito l' ordine 

movimenti che provengano 
per l'anima-continua Giamblico 
sia prodotta da db che muove e da cib 

abbandonare fuorviante. di De M"Nm,ii. 

manifestata 

2 5i traUa, corne e noto, dei che sovraintendono alia teurgia e che corris~lonl:1ono, 
'inle~,ret;azii'ne di Giarnblico. tena del Parmenide. Sono arcangeli, 

Cf. Giarnblico, In Platonis Parmenidem COI'1!ment,'jrii .v.J ... J' ..... 

ral71lemaem, fro 2 in Iamblichi Cht.Llci,r;/en,sis: In CommentarioTUm Fragmenta, 
1973). 
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che e mosso, ma Ia senza relazione con aUro e astratta 
su di SI! e dal A punta 

",,,.lU',",U',V ha tradotto nel posto da 1-'","1'1""" 
ha inserito Ia in una sttuttura ontologica 

H15,'''''''''U'"'''''' regolata dal che conduce ad una 
classifica1.ione dei Kant TO rrp6n;pov Kat ovvero 
secondo un ordine gerarchico, il che non lascia spazio alIa classificaziane di Parfirio 
basata tra azione e pas:sione. 

in nel dibattito tra i due filosofi e, 
due modelli elassificatori e il e di ardine onl'Ol()glco··te(}l0JglC'O. 

SUjJerlOII, movimenti ehe vengana 
'''0£1 .. ''-.. per Giamblico mettere in crisi la trascendenza di 

vuole difendere. In tale direzione sosriene che a questa HvelIo 
forma di paliSlCme 

avulsa da can il movimento, e un movimento che non si 
e dal parire. Date come nella Risposta, no1.ioni sono state 

collaudate e dimostrate da Giamblico nel corso di un dibattito a voei del quale 
rimane traccia nella se1.ione del Commentario aUe di suI rrOtE1.V 

Qui 10 scarto tra e Portnio si definisee di una 
n .. ",,,..,.·tti,,,, d'msieme Porfnio mette in causa la dottrina di Plotino sull' atto, 

e il movimento ma, aHo stesso tempo, Giamblico la di 
Portnio a di Plotino e aecusa entrambi di avere aderito a tcsi stoiche. 

Di mai esaminata nel suo eOlmp,les:so, 
lettura e in sui pr(,bll~mi 

definizione aristoteliea del movimento come atto ,,.,,,,,pr'tptl'n 

Si tratta, per altro, di 1-'1< .• tlL"11U 

di una discussione jnt"'n'~:l'+ e '"''1-''''''''' ehe i recenti 

phi'loslrJph'e, B. Dalsgaard 
Sinlpli:cio in questa sezione Commenrorio 

Calteg.)ric)S }l,nsltotf:l!C.lennes d' Action et de Passion vues 
Cu,tel!'7ril!S Pensie Antique, P. Aubenque. ed. (Paris 1980) 
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studiosi abbiano per 10 il dibattito riferito da nel sarebbe 
forse stato Irovare elementi di chiarificazione. Da parte comunque, mi 

:)mlpll.clO per mostrare che nel Commentario aile 
VUl.V'~'.l'; ... v di 1.4 facendo leva sulI' analisi 

ai suoi 
mr,v;,,,,,,,ntn gllisuncare la diversa accezione ehe 

termini assumono in a ciascun livello della e 
rl'T""'ot ........ I' esistenza di atti dnOXU'fOl e e di una 

edal 

n. 

qUl,stilone che Giamblico analizza nel Commentario aile e 
sulla flV''''''''''''' contro PIotino, Porfirio e verte sulla 

e movimento ed e costruita intomo ad un' altemativa: 
sana, oppure non sono, due del movimento? 
Impo,staZlcme e la contestualizzazione del prei:u;ate da 

301.208S. riferisce 

motivo, indica 
il movimento, come 

nelle categorie; 
ineriscono alla sostanza, [inerisce alia .~."-"-J 
quale sana ancbe l' agire e iI patire: entrambi 

movimento. (Simplicia, Commentario alie Cutegorie 

una concezione 
condiziona la definizione stessa del movimento. Le due Df()soettive 

mCIlS~;OClatl'l11, sono anche nei testi di Platone e di 
altri interlocutori di Giamblico e utilizzano per 

5 cr. ibid., 301.31-33: iJ O£ TTOtl'lOlS Kat TO noU':i:v [. .J Ob:EtO'-"pa ( ..• ] ,-oii 
notoUVTOS €is )'EVOUS ""'''DOL,::rUO 
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risolvere Si tratta di Teeteto, 156a 3S., dove Platone 
pmlsitlile divisione della in nOtEtv e nacrXEtV, e di 

e il due modi del movimento. 
eS(:lllClrs, di Aristotele il 

atto, 

riferits nel Commentario aile Co.te~'Drlte ;)1.1':'.,"'-1 v. 

ricostruisce: dsl momenta che si ammette che 
ad essa, anzitutto Ia Qu,(lm:lrQ 

stante e per Ie stesse 
stante, aHo stesso modo V'''',",,,,, . .,4 

che vengono 
considerare come genere 
(i] COS1 come la era genere e il quale 

.. ''is ... ''' ......... dei tre termini conduce ad una 
I'""mn,r".rlf!". il che e forma una nozione COliDPOSl:a 

I'azione indicasia l'atto che il risultato dell'auo 0 

azione e esiste 
termini ineriscono alia so stanza e i 

due il secondo termine 
c) anche nel caso della 

7 ;)lnlpnCao, Commenrario aile .... UI~K<""' 301.2(}-302.4. 

8 E. I.e de Plotin (Paris 1948) ad toe., otlene che il testo di Plotino sia 
un alrai! resume un commentatore di Aristotele aI rut attinlo !melle Simplicio. L'ipotesi e 
aceolta anche da W. Theiler in Plotins Schriftl!l1 1967) 4b.44S. 
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it Ma Platina fa pesare su argornento una cantraddizione: in realta iI 
genere della e sia il che la es. la Dlanctlez:za), 

non si concludere che il genere dell' anone e 
e mantenere, alIa stesso tempo, Ira I' azione e la 

come vuole 1a tesi L 
essere in 

se l' atto, la 
quanl:lta sana ciascuna un genere ineriscono ana sostanza, per 

iI mO,V1I1nel1lto, che inerisce aUa sostanza non un genere 
Platina che il movimento e un genere 
classe di movimenti e il la seconda. 

e soluzione del Giamblico 

Ma coloto che dicono qlleste cose, come Plolino, non adoperano Ie 
di Aristotele. dice, infatti, che il primo motoce e agente e 

imrnoll.i1e. Peccio anche da se stesso e separato dal patire e non sono 
enttambi subordinati a lin unico sicch6 non e necessario ricondurli 
entmmbi ad ono, rna e necessario doe, come anche Arislotele Ii ha 
distinti separatamente. 

(llpud Simplicia, In Categorias 302.10-15) 

L'intenzione di Giamblico e evidente. 
per it dei '<l.IJ'pUl. u e 

Of(~senta Ia sua analisi delle soluzioni che i 
5i tratta di tre nSjJoste 

che confonde mOlvirnerlto. atto e 
'eoltra!,to, che per un verso separa il movimento dall' atlo e, per un 

e un'altra ancora, di che non considera e il 
del movimento. analisi e condoua in vista 

"'''JU'''''LV, e mostrare che Plotino e 
ad un esito comune, ed e errato, Ma critica 

e usata anche ad un pm Hvello in funzione della teoria dei 

Plotino e 

aUorche Giamblico vuole difendere Ia del mondo 
fornita da Plotino e da Porfirio. In 
all' analisi della di Portirio e, 

9 Plotinn. Enneade 6. l.l 5. 13-16. 
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m. La controversia. Giamhlico contro Pnrn:rzae Staici 

3.1.1. La di Portirio. Nel Commentario aUe Caitef!£,rie 
Porfido sembra ritenere il movimento una accidentale lO e 

;';U:lliSlUCJl<U''', di conseguenza, e il due distinte dal movimento.1l 
Autore di una breve sui libri della Fisica di Aristotele relativi al ",,,,,,unp,nr,, 

Portirio e criticato da Temistio per non aver quegli con i quali 
Arlstotele dimostra che il movimento e che 81 stende in un certo 
non e costituito di movimenti indivisibili e che passa dalla 11"'"'''''' 
mantenendo un aspetto SuI movimento come 
insiste: "iI movimento e entelechia di cia che e in in "13 "il 
movimento si da di do che e in che e in entelechia si altua, 

mobile.HIII La nozione di "aUo non e 
ma so'vrapposl:a a di entelechia: "il movimento e per un verso 

entelechia per un altro atto se e atto di cia che e in 
1JV"''''''<1, e cio ehe e in in ehe modo I'atto di cio che e in potenza 
nn'"f"".,h.. essere ano infatti, se fosse atto l' atto 
sarebbe di eii) che e imlJed:eWJ. 

sono Ie coordinate neI Commentario 
aile (;al'ell(7rie in Sette Portirio affronta formulata da Plctino. Per 

strumenti eoncettuali dalla 
in pWtlCIJlaJre spc:Clllca dei movimenti per 

In alcuni casi sembra che n movimento 
continuo. come nei movimenti 

e il movimento di colui lancia il 
e e la spinta di chi 

10 cr. ,sllIlpli,:io. Commentario aUe Categorie 105.255. 

11 Cf. ibid., 141.5-142.14; si veda in l'lfo'OOl;ito Ch. Evangeliou. Aristotle's Categories and 
Porphyry (Leiden, New York, K!6benhaven e 158-61 e 171. 

12 Cf. Temistio, In Libras Aristotelis De Anima Commentaria 16.19-31"" fro 439, rfl,nHtVfH 

Philasaphi Fragmenta, A. Smith, ed. Sui passo cf. P. 
"P'lmIIlVf"_ Commenlllteur de Ja ojferts a Marcel De 

Ne()pi2ltonisD:le. Le NO)" l: 
183-85. 

Commentarria 414.19-20::: fr. 153.1-8 (::: F. Romano, 
ApJ,elll.iice la Tmtiu;zione dei Frammenti e delle Testimonianze del 

fro 39). riferisce che Porfirio ha tratto 
conosciuti anche da Ale:ss~md:ro 

Afrodisia e da Temistio, riferiscono che il movimento e e l'ha adottata per 
Fisico 201b5 dove 10 .tesso Aristotele chlama it movimento entelechia. 

14 Simplicio, In Aristotelis Physica Commllntaria 422.23-24 == fr. 154.5-7 Smith (= fro 40 
Romano). 

IS Ibid.,415.6-10 fro 153.39-44 Smith (= fro 39 Romano). 

16 Cf. Aristoteie, Fisica 7.2.243allss. 
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fm.:}vime!tltil e uno e continuo; I'essere, inveee, 
stesso in relazione II cio che e a cib che e rna la 

di cia che viene colpito, I'lI2:ione di eil> che E 
non appartengono semplicemente ad un solo genere del 

una differenza. 
(apud Simplicio, In f":f1Jt"",'U7". 

di Giamblico. Contra questa soluzione del 
L' obiezione e radicale: "Ia soluzione e qercata 

Portirio cereato di riseivere un p[()blem.a 
I.IJv.I\"'''U111:O e uiteriormente 

pnlce:C1e da nozioni che non sana ne del tutto evidenti ne 
e a tuteo il movimento i risultati di 

sui movimenti per Alla debolezza strumenti 
"";""'\''''''''5'''' c.omlsp()ndle una debolezza d' accusa 
sana Portirio ha utilizzato nozioni che erano servite Staid per 
individuare nel movimento il carattere comune e del ha stesso 
subordinato l' azione al ha considerato mobile e ha confuso Ia 
causa del movimeno con il movimento. Portirio ha commesso 10 stesso 
errore ha tratto conclusioni meno radicali. 

prOl)]enla al 
e una nuova 

analisi dei termini azione e movimento. L'esame di queste due nozioni nel 
mondo sensibile e nel mondo '-.-''':-=<.;Y- consente di porre Ie premesse per una 
soluzione del problelrna: 

17 

18 

19 

non se data lI2:ione e COSI fattl!, 10 e giii anche tuttal'azione. 
cominciare dalle azioni che ultime (dico da 

n6 5i dovrebbe dar Stoici sui 
arg'r>me:n!illmo difiierentelnenlte da lora, che 

certa prossimita e per contatto. 
mediante prossimita e contatlo,19 bensl avviene secondo 

l'al1itlldille dell'agente aI e che molte case operano senza 
quelle che tuui e che anche Ie case per Ie quali noi vediamo 
agenti aver una iI contalto avviene per accideinte, 

Ie case partecipano potenza dell' agire a del parire sono 
Tali, infatti, sono i e Ie case che delle potenze atlive 0 

invece Ie case per Ie la distanza corpi non impedisce per 
nulla che I' una I' altrn patisca e riceva I' atto per cose 
I' atto e senta scarto e senza ostacolo, come Ie corde della pur 

II passo corris~fon,1e a In Categorias, fro 71 Smith. 

Cf. Simplicia, In Catllgorias 302.25-27. 

Le linee 28-32 cornsl,ondoflo a SlOicorum Veterum 
1903-1924) 2.342. 

ru!!melllU. H.F.A. von Amim 

20 L'espressione KaT' 

Risposta 4.8, pagina 192.2; si 
Gj~lI1It,1ic,o. Ie occorrenze del termine e la biblio!~al'ia 

Psi,:olc,J;!ia ed Edea in in The Iamblichus: 
Blumenthale E.G. Clark, edd. (Bristol 1993) 40 e 46, nota 65. 
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essendo distanti l'una dall' altra e la natta riceve da lantana la forma del fuoco, 
Anche moire case che sonO non agiscono, come a qualche 
allro farmaco del medici ehe venga ad una pietta, Se, anche Ie 
cose spesso non agiscono e cose non congiunte l'azione 
prim:ipalissiima non e colpo e spinta. e Ie case nelle vediamo UIIO 
colpire, neanche it contatto e can la potenza 
dimostra allota Se invece volesse sostenere 
che Ia sostanza dell' agente e del paziente e Ia medesima, anche iI motore sarebbe 
mosso e it mosso muoverebbe e tuno dappertutto sarebbe sia motore che mosso 
e tutti gli assiomi relallvi al movimento sarebbero annulla!i, come il fatlo chi: il 
movimento da va anche verso e come it falto che altro e iI 
...... _ .... '_ del movimento e altro il come dal pnllCIJJlO, 

relativamente a queUe cose Ie cui cause sono dal mc,vlrnelito, 
[gli assiomi relallv! al mo,virnerlto 1 

abbandonare 

La confutazione Essa consente a Giamblico di 
dell' azione e del 

movimento per COJ!lt"il;nrare 
duenozionL 

defini2:.ioD:e, in delle 

per 0 per contatto. 
l7Plr'''''I''hi,<> Vl .. ''''''';'',<;< la nozione stessa di contatto sembra 

II data e dalla forma avverbiale 
riferita a esseri che si presuppongono noti 302.33: .. J 

molte case operano senza contatto, che noi tutti e utilizzata nelle 
altre opere di Giarnblico proprio I'azione divina: Ie potenze dei 
si estendono attraverso tutte Ie cose e su mtte, rna senza dei 
dlsipe:rdclno la materia senza avere contatto can Al Uveno inferiore della 

21 aI fr, 85 Larsen, L'all!ore include nel (tammenlo anche In 
relativo a Portirio, mi sembra che allo stalo attuale delle ricerchl: 

nOn siano elementi sufficienti per stabilire se Simplicio citi Porfirio direttamente, a attraverso 
Giamblico. 

22 Cf. GiambJico, apud Prodo, In Plaumis Timaeum Commentarii L156,31ss. :: In 
Timaeum, 17. 

23 Risposta 5A, pagilla 202.2, Cf. anche ibid., 3,:n, pagina 178,2 dove Giamblico afferma 
che i teurgi lion hanno contatto can vanil'll, lusinga, violenza, 
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it contatto, determinate daII'esistenza nel dei e di db 
ehc delle attive 0 e solo una cause accidentale dell' azione. 
La che considera I' azione un fenomeno fisico e, dunque, 
maae!~uata e ad essa Giamblico sostistuisce una nuova stabilita a 
dalla eondizione che I'azione presuppone e che risiede neIl'attitudine 

"'VI}!!'-·'"'' alIa definizione di movimento. 
cio che e del 

cornpclrta una identificazione. L'identificazione 
tra l'azione e la l'identificazione tra il motore e il mosso, 
!'identificazione tra il 0 la cause, del movimento e cib ehe e dal 
princiipi(). Di contro, Giamblico per un verso il motore e il mosso e, per un 
altro verso, iI TIOlOUV cause del la cii) che deriva dal 
TIOlOVV e Ia del del 
SuUa base di il movimento e escluso e 
costituisce una dimensione fondamentale del mondo sensibile. Esso e medio tra il 
TI01.00V e il il mezzo attraverso it quale si manifesta I'essenza del TIOtoOV e Ia 
TpOTITl del E un tra i Su 

sane i 
affronta in modo diretto la soluzione che Plotino stesso ha dato 

3.2.1. La di Plotino. In Enneade 6.1 Plotino pone l'aporia suI 
movirnento: il rnovirnento e un genere come si e accennato, 

n movimento e iI genere al e it Plotino 
a questa risultato attraverso Ii 

nell'assimilare atto e rnovirnento ed e esposto in Ermeade Alla 
aristotelica del movimento come auo Plotino contrappone la teoria 
secondo la quale il movimento e un atto e La dirnostrazione e 
condotta utilizzando del cammino che Plotino trova, 

vv.av.»",,,u .... , in rna che Laddove Aristotele considera il 
movirnento da un ad un dall'inizio alia fine del percorso, Plotino 10 
considera dal suo risultato e, in tale ritiene che , .J 

24 

(Paris 

25 

6a.1. 

Pracio, Thiologie Plutonicienne, H.D. Suffrey e L.G. Westerink, edd., vol. 5.30 
112.16-17. 

Cf. Giamblico apud Damascio, Dub/tationes et SO/Ilt/ones 2.149.25 ::: in Parmenidem. fr. 

26 Mi limito a riferire Ia struttura e Ie tesi principali dell'argomentazione I"UI.",,,U" ... Per una 
piu approfondita trattazione del problema cf. Evangeliou (supra. nota 11) 

27 p, Plotini (Oxford 1964-1982) ad loc., rinviano ad 
Aristotele, L'intreccio testi che Plotino 
complicato e non del tutto certo che conoscesse questo passo della nn~l'f1TlJ"("'l 
I'esempio ricorre anche in Erica 1174a30ss. 
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il caromino e caromino sin dal suo inizio" ( ... j3ao1(R S ~v); esso 
ha avuto, di per se, una certa estensione. Se percorrere uno stadio e non 
10 ancara percarso tutto, cio che difetta Don e il cammino e neanche il mc,vunerlto. 
rna la del caromino che sl deve Cib che si sta muovendo (0 

il si e mosso Sulla base di queste 
premesse, in Enneade 6.1 Platina definisce in breve il movimento come il 
progresso dalla a cio che e detta essere la porenz:a. 

assimilazione tra rnovimento ed alto, form5ce la premessa in 
Plotino analizza di coloro che considerano l'atto un relativo 

arg:omlenlto che alIa dimostraziene 
II come e 

un relative e l' essere mosso, come Ma l' agire e il 
due modi dell' essere mosso e, di conseguenza, non costituiscono 
distinte. Essi due classi di movimenti. 

3.2.2. La con.trolispl)sta di Giamblico. II nodo prclrm!m.mc:o della test 
1' ... "U"lo.U« che Giamblico affronta e l' assimilazione di movimento ed aUo. Essa 

come 5i e il fondamento su cui sf regge tutta la sequenza 
arg;eIIlen.tativa che Platino costruisce Giamblico interviene Sll 

res:ctnidelrla, spezza anche tutta la sequenza e interviene suUe 

stadi sllccessivi e attraverso l' effetto 
diflfere:nziati. Gli strumenti di cui Giamblico sl avvale 

e vengono dal ricorso all'autorita 
riferisce differenziano i1 movimemo e l' aUo e 

l.m.J!UU~i:U.ll1 di 1048b29ss. e non-aristotelica. 
la tesi di Plotina e la critica di Giaroblico: 

II grande Plctino, dice che Aristolele rifiula di considern:re il 
movimento come un che il movimento e detta aUa im"erlFelt,C\. 
"Se e cosi dice, di porre in luogo I' aUo, e di 
subordinare iI movimento, una specie essendo alto 
iml:ler:retto.''28 Conlfo queste case oppone: dice, col 
cO~lsiderare se i1 movimento viene deno atto impenetto in quanto sOIl:giacente 
nella stessa natura 0 piuttosto in collocalo in una natura tutto 
inferiore. E, se e deno in nella stessa 

Diente di porre primo e di 
sutiordlinare il se invece collocato in un genere, 

mo·vilIlenlo. (l) Se dunque iI movimento tende 
generato a cause di esso e non avendolo ancora in se, 

mentre \' atto sta iI fine, essendo pieno di se stesso e della 
pelfez;ion:e, allora eio che e assolutamente non avrebbe alcuna cornu[lioIIC 

natura con cio che 5i spinge verso 13. Ese I'atto ha in se la 
forma mentre iI movimento va verso \a avendola solo in 

e secondo un' attitudine materiale e di risulterebbe allora 
coo Ie cose staimo cosl come 5i e ancora, se mal il 

movimento e considerato nella scorrere ed essendo in continuita \lCISO 

E1. 5£ ns 
EvEl>y.aav 1I0')TdTT,nv. 

UlI'''POiAA'HV, l<a'rn"'''flCIU1J'rn 'IE GtuTils T11V Evip'IHGtV, 
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continuo [movimento] all'infinito, mentre l'atto esistesse secondo un 
avendo l'essere da se stesso e aI tempo stesso riunendo tucto I'uno 

neppure cos.ll'atto sarebbe genere del mavimento. Ese il 
e infinito e indeterminato, mentre l' ano e e 

finito e in che modo I'uno sarebbe genere dell'a1tro? (5) Se 
invece anche iI movimento ha mescolata con iI e dal 
contrario passa verso il come nel caso in cui dal 51 

iI nero iI mavimento verso I'altro non e nc I'uno ne 
degli estremi, rna mescolanza del mentre I'alto essendo del tulto non 

mescolato e stando fermo secondo uno conlrari esistesse senza ammeltere 
nulla della natura contraria, in che modo l' atto essere del 
movimento? (6) Anche se 5i dicesse che il movimenlo 5i estende aI 
tempo in quanta 51 PUQ estendere, mentre l' atto 5i estende esistendo 
inesteso e essendo presente identico lull'intem nelJ'adesso, nemmeno cosl ci 
sarebbe una qualche natura delle eose eteme e delle case nel 
aneor piu se l' alto contenendo c:ontemporaneamenle 
un'uniea immobilitli e Ia fine del movimento, mentre il movimento 
e suddiviso nella scorrere che va avanti secondo i1numem. 

Sinlpbclo, In Categorias 303.32-304.28) 

distinzione tra movimento ed atto costituisce Ie coordinate entre Ie 
Giamblico affronta un secondo nodo insito nella tesi 
l'assimilaziane tra l'essere in movimento e l'essere in atto, e COltnpleIl:lerltal:e 
all'assimilazione tra it movimento secondo l'essere mosso e l'atto. n e, 
aneora una di ordine e per risolverlo Giamblieo muove dall' analisi 
1£".1:>""':>.""'" dei termini aUo e in atto e la usa come ulteriore metodo di eonfutazione 
contro Plotina. II richiamo all'autorita di Teofrasto sostiene la validita 

Ma, dice Plotino sembra non essere d'aceordo can Ie 
dottrine dell'alto, ed verso la nozione secondo la 

ut:l,m"""",o I'essere in alto secondo I'essere in movimento e il 
movimenta secondo I' essere mosso e I' alto, la cosa e lantana dalJ' essere 
vera. E, ancora, 51 dovrebbe dar credita II Infatti egJi ritiene che iI 
... <.;,vu .. >;;,nv. da una e dall'atto e che il movimento, dall'altra 
parte, e atto quanta in quest'ultimo, rna I'alto non e anche 
movimenlO: Infaru e III sostanza e la forma di cosa ehe e I' alto di 

cosa, senza che questa sia movimento. non viene 
ad essere presente anche neUe cose e in queUe che sono 

immote natura; ed anche tra Ie case ei sono molte cose come 
queste, esempio la alIa figura della statua: infatti la figura 
sill ferma rispetta 

Sirnpi,ici,o, In Categorias ~U' •• L':>-;'VJ.'+ r 

Giamblico sembra muoversi 
incomlpaltibih i tre enunciati attribuiti a 

che renderebbe tra lora 
e adottare una chiave di lettura 

29 Cf. Giamblico, apud Procio, It! Platonis Timaeum Commenu.trii 1.440.1655. == In 
Timaeum, ft. 46. 

30 Probabilmente si tratta degli Stoici. 

31 Le linee 304.32-305.4 aI fr. 152 in 
and Influence, W.W. Fortenbaugh e e 
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UH'UIU'~l"<1 che, basata sulla distinzione tra 
caJ:att,ertst1(~he di ciascun Hvello della gerarchia 

e iI sensibile e sulle 
tende a determinare i 

diversi che uno stesso termine assume in relazione a ciascuno di 
livelli. In questa enunciati di Teofrasto sono tra lora cn'mrlal1 

fomiscono a la sinlesi aulorevole di una teoria sui movimento da 
contrapporre a quella di Plotino. 

11 enunciato di Teofrasto dice che il movirnento e separato )(Ulij)i(:.;:o'8a'l) 

dalI' atto. GirunbIico 10 rna, invertendone i introduce un trattrunento 
L"' .. 'iUi!>l""' .. 'iILC della nozione di atto: I'atto e astratto 0 --•• ---.... ~ 

dal atto che non e movimento e un atto che 
esc1ude connessione con la IJUI,t;:!lLl1, un alto, che non e neppure, a 

in alto. Esso e atto puro. La condotta suI terreno linguistico, 
sernbra diretta in contro la teoria dei di Plotino che ha 

'oppm.izl,one tradizionale dell'essere in pot,em:a 
Op]pOl.iZl,one, nello stesso essere in atto, della pol:em~a 

U1<'''''J'6'''11'' e in aUo, rna e anche alto, 
"v" .. ","'~ da se stesso. In 

e eli) che e nell'ambito stesso 
Di contro, Giamblieo ammette solo 'OppOS~lZllone delI'essere 

pol:em:ae dell'essere in atto: eii) che e in atto si eO!1ltrapPc)fle 
contiene una relazione con il 

contrado. a se stesso, non e detto a nessun 
contrado e dll. Ia a eii) che e in atto)4 Esso e astratto dal movirnento e, 
uU'''iU'"', anche dal "[ ... J infatti cio che nel e il nunc, do sIgnitica 
COilceplI'e I'atto nel movirnento" dice Giamblico contro colora i non si 
rammentano in che senso Ie intellezioni sono dette att! e adducono I'indivisibilita della 
loro canoscenza e e nel e nel 

Il secondo e il teao enunciato di dicono che il movirnento e anehe 
atto, in incluso in esso, rna l' atto non e anche movirnento. Le due citazioni 
aprono 10 a una coneezione della dualita di atta e rnovimento in di 
rendere conto della tensione tra i due termini. Essi un criteria 
dinrunico di duaIita che Giamblico sfrotta per stabilire una serle di distinzioni a 

32 

33 
Enneade 

34 

35 

36 

37 

atti che dalI'atto puro. e al tii fuori di un 
invece, "sono considerati non senza 

Gli addotti sono 

Apud Simplicia, In Categorias 3Q5,9. 

jnt~:rpl'etazio:ne di J.M. Narbonne, La Mitaphysique de Plotin (Paris 1994) 31, su 
231-33; 3.30. 

Apud Sinlpli1cio, in c.:at,tRoi'rias 305.4-14, 

Ibid., 305.16--19. 

Cf. EnruUJ.de 6.1.18.8-12; 15-22; 19.4355. 

connessi atl'intellezione e at pensare, !Ii 



D.P. Taormina: Giamblico contro Plotina e Porfiria 107 

eS(~mIPlO diciamo che e la sensazione secondo 
pru.slcme sono secondo la forma sono aUo, e COS! alcuni atti Ii diciamo 

insep,ualbili dai movimenti altri Ii diciamo sep!arabili 
[ .• ,]."38 Sel)3rllbilelillseparabi.ie C()eSllsto,no, a questa livello del 

,..!OM,"","," differenti. Giamblico 
movimenti in alIa 
movimenti e Ii verso 
sono di natura e peJrtelttalOeJote 
UIOlL"'I .. 1<., l'assimilazione di atto e movimeno e ammessa e Giamblico dl atti 
indivisibili e in massa, e di atti che consistono nel divenire e che sono aui di 

qU:1l11·-<IGG;1Il11gf:-·ancne sono chiamati movimenti."39 
aUo e Giamblico ha sostituito 

tennme, I'ordine 

.. ] N/!, infatti, vi sarebbe un unico genere delle case indivisibili e 
ne di queUe che sono nell' essere e di che sono nel divenire, ne 

10 stesso IItto potrebbe essere indivisibile ed aile cose divisibili e tune 
Ie contempomneamente esistere in cio che e in divenire. Tlllto 

inflltti. distrllgge III nlltura ent! e non conserva l'essenza dell'atto. 
:Slmpllcl.O, In 305.32-306.2) 

La distinzione tea otto e ai diversi livelli 
OnllOl()gH:l offie a Giamblico i sui far leva per la 
discussione al eli e il sono del movimento?-
e mettere alIa prova la validlta intrinseca della tes! L' esame delle 
conseguenze che resi conduce ad una nuova distinzione semantica tea 
atto e azione che la sinonimia tea essere in atto 
un' ottivita sostenuta da Plotino in Enneade 

parte--d:lce Giamblico-e anche evidenle fare del 
eomune delle azioni e delle contrario 

altrove ora 
non due 
di low. All'essere mosso in 

eSlendono Ie cose pwenti e considerate secondo un movimento, 
esempio iI e considerate secondo 111 ad 

circondato, 10 stare 
non dell'lIlto in seusa 
il dire I'ano a e deno senza esame sufficieute: ne, 
lufanl, alto azione. e cef!amente non I'intellezione, n6 egoi wene e alto: 
iniam sono anche azioni 

Simplicio. In Call!!gorias 306.2-306.12) 

I'HJ'V"'''''. che Giamblico individua nella soluzione olc,tiniana 
risolto. AII'assimilazione plCttiniaIl:a 

tra:spc,slz:iorle dl concetti fisici allivello "U'vlU;;nJU,", 

38 Ibid., 305.21-23. 

39 Ibid., 
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natura aIle cause e a de:, che Ie cause il non mantenere immobile Ia cause 
del movimento e l'aver abolito la nozione di atto pure, Giamblico ha eOlltr,ippiOslto 
madelIa leoneo che di differenziare movimento ed atto e di i 
rap'polti ";"l~",,, ... t tra i ancorando tali alia delle S08tanze. Ma 

teona non e dimostrata 8e non viene n801to un altro pf()blemla 
che Plotino e Stoid hanno posto allorche hanno il concetto di 

In Giamblico discute la definizione che e 

3.3.1. La Stoio1. L'elemento della dottrina 8toica 
del movimento consiste nell' aver considerate il movimento 0 sublto come 

e del II movimento e atto41 e la e 
Giamblico ha aecostato 

e ora conferma questa It 
di Anstotele e, ancora una la definizione di movimento come atta 

impeliel:to; il e cruarire in che senso il movimento e atto; 

E Stoici. dice Giamblico, non affemmo bene iI movimento 
dicono che movimento si considera non e aUo, 
essi dicono cbe e del tuuo 
non per meUere 
l'a1tro, che e dopo 

Plotino non e tuttavia in Enneade 6.1.16.4-8 satta la formula 
la stessa dourina. II jJ<Llau'~u"I"\J con il testo di Giamblico e 

evidente: 

Plotino, Enneade 6. U6A-8 

'1'0 yap cl'rEAES AEy!;Ttn 

au-ri\s [sciL I<W1)I1EIPS), oUX 
0'1"\ ou 5E 'Ii VE pyEttl. aAAa 

I1kv miVTWS', .rXE\ 

5i: Kat TO naAtV Kat naAtV, 

OUX [va aq,(KTJTat Eis 

yap ii8TJ­

'fl.l a 
Eon !lET' tltrr1)v. 

Giamblico, In Categorias 307.1-5 

Kat 'riis KwljOEWS [ ... J ou KtlMIS' 01. 

naVTooS'. <l;tla{v, oJ.A' .rxn TO naAw 

Kat miA1.V, oux [vo: a.piKTJ'rO:\ EtS' 

EVE py€\av (.ran yap i)5TJI. dA1>.' '(va 

EpyaaT\To:i nov a Ea7t I1ET' 

f.XUTtiV. 

40 Cf. (supra, nota 19) 2.497 = Simplicio, In Catllgorias 306.14-15. 

41 Ibid. Slm;pltcl.O, In CaltHo,rias 306.16. 

42 

studio, fOIl:dalnerltale, 
Passione," Elenchos 

43 II passo '''J1;,,~~,un'J'' a (supra, nota 19) 2,0498. 

si veda 10 
Stoica della 
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II non e tanto di stabilire se Giamblico ha attinto da Plotino, 0 se 
entrambi dipendano da una fonte comune; e, l'uso che Plotino fa della 
dottrina che Giamblico attribuisce Stoici. In Enneade Plotino 
per aristoteIico del cammino assume dottrina e la 
porta aIle sue estreme conseguenze. Se percorrere uno 
ancora pereorso tutto, cio che difetta non e il cammino e neanehe iI rna la 

del cammino che si deve Di per se if cammino ha avuto una 
certa e iI movimento pure. Giamblico ha cosi dimostrato la v''', ............ 
stoka della dottrina 1J.\.!'UUla.U, ... 

3.3.2. La COfltrC.rislPos:ta di Giamblico. accostamento circoscritto tra 
Stoid introduce un secondo ordine di !J.\J' .... ~,uu che Giamblico individua 

,u,",,,;;,,,,,, def SUOl avversari. Nel momento in cui essi inl:eI],retarlo la definizione 
di movimento come "aUo il concetto di 
considerano anche che eii) che e in atto si accresce ad istante. Essi snaturano, di 
conseguenza, la nozione di aHo. Ma in questa eoncezione e in anche la 

del iI considerato e 
cOlrIlplet'amenltedefinito in ciascun e infatti svincoJato da una considerazione 

sulla totalitil del movimento e sulla sua cause finale. Le obiezioni di 
Giamblico sana merite da in termini: 

permane sempre 
movimento e 

del cielo in 
discorso 

da cio 
forma sia 
verso cia 

cornpiuta, cia e risceldabile 
passione, e cio che e in 

cornpiuto tutto il cicIo sino ella 
quanta cio che e in aUo 

stesso. 
Sinlpli'cio, In Categorias 307.6-27) 

Nel corso della cOIltrclnspo:sta, Giambliao ha cambiato i termini del 
domanda del suoi interlocutori-in ahe senso it movimento e auo im;rJ!>lTl?tt,,'f, 

sostituito un nuovo in che sensa il movimento e entelechia Iml'2r'tetta"{ 

Per lavora alIa semantica entelechia e 
presuppone, ancora una volta, una distinzione L' entelechia e e 

L' una indica il risultato di un processo. I' entelechia 
assume un senso dinamico e "''''>Alb,''" 
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verso un risultato determinato. splegllZl()ne e, insufficiente. Giamblico 
' .... "U1Ul<,". e di definire il movimento come il 

movimento attraverso il quale una certa cosa, ad la statua, si attualizza se non 
nS1POIldesse ad un altro di cosa il movimento e entelechia? La rlSllosta 
che foroisce e che trova confezionata in Aristotele: it movimento e enl'elechl:a 
del mobile in mobile. Ad essa 
dell' entelechia che pemlane sempre nelle case 

Si tratta 
~enara'ta dall' aHa. 

'arl~orneIlta:l~iOlle si chiude con la critica a Plotino: 

del movimento in quanto mobile ne III 
non e affatto intero in quanto mobile; 

del mobile. 
(apud Simplicio, In CategQrias 308.1-3) 

ad una serie di distinzioni e 
i concettuali e Ie sottese nella teoria 

av·ve.T·~al'_ ha condotto ad uno scacco il di coloro che confondono 
atto e azione. Ma allo stesso attraverso 

Uli1L.1U'11v, ha anche elaborato una nuova teona del movimento e delI'atto. 

IV. Conclusione 

In la solurlone costituisce anche il 
per l'elaborazione di una teoria che consente a Oiamblico di differlem:iat 

e il La ha fomito innanzitutto i materiali per 
definire Ie nozioni di in alto, e per riservare a ciascuna di 
eSllressloru un uso Spl~Cl1tlC'); 

L 1. L'in alto 8i corrella all'in UVI,,;;r'Lu.. Esso e la trasfomlazione da cio 
in potenza, la fOmla e la di un 
movimento anteriore che presuppone e in tal senso e 

1.2. L'azione avviene secondo I'attitudine 
essa anche essere un'azione Sulla base di 
differenziadall'atto: non ogni atto e azione, ne ogni azione e atto. 

pa.:~lelnte e, 
criteria l' azione si 

1.3.1 L'entelechia e nel sensa che essa e il 
movimento che conduce da cio che e mobile in verso Ia doe it 
pracesso verso un risultato. Pemlane sempre nelle cose Im]pertette. 

1.3.2. L' entelechia e nel sensa che essa e la continuita 
della secondo la fOmla. Nella statua, ad essa e Ia fonna della 
statua e la statua stessa. 

iJ1t:I,;Uil;lL.1U11l Sell!1arltlche, frotto di una distinzione sono 
riutilizzate per fissare la definizione di atto e di movimento e per differenziare Ie 
due nozioni: 

2. La differenza tra movimento ed alto. n movimento tende verso un fine, va 
verso la fOml<l e continuo e divisibile illimitato e va 
da un contrario a11'a11ro. L'atto ha Ie caratteristiche E 
immobile nel in se stesso la fOmla e stabile e chiuso 
nei propri limitato e identico a se. E immobilita. n movimento e, 
dunquo, un genere irriducibilmente all'atta ed e, di natura 
inferiore. 
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3. Lo statuto dell'arto: 
3.1 L'atto e separato dal me.vuneJlto. mentre it movimento e anche aUo 

e incluso in esso. 
3.2 La "'''T'~'''''hl vertice I' alto puro 

forma di connessione con Ia Oa essa 
dai movimenti. A secondo HveHo si pongono sia 

atti separabili 

i movimenti verso I' atto. 
4. Lo statuto del movimento: 
4.1 II movimento e, secondo Ia definizione di Fisica 

"entelechia del mobile in quanta " doe un' entelechia mC:OIrlpnlta, in corso di 
e inferlore all'atto. 

di movimenti che presuppone un 
lU"~U151UU"', il movimento del cielo e pertetlto 

imlperfetlti, che banno inizio e fine. 
cos1 rescisso it nesso tra movimento ed atta ed ha definito 

ciascuna delle due nozioni in all' ordine della sostanza. 
"l:'I",U\.,GLV il teorlzzato ancbe in Ie essenze 

"n,mr-nrl.nn la distinzione ai accidenti. 
riferire at movimento la cause dell'ardine dei 

i non esistana che relativamente aHa sastanzll, 
questa ha I' essere per se stessa, mentre essi non esistono che relativamente ad essa e 
concorrono, nella Ioro relaziane con essa, a formare una selie coordinata e una, 
deduciamo-dice Giamblico-l'ordine dei dal di ciascuno di essi in 

mdeoo,l1re anche il tra e 
.... v'ul-""".- questa passo Giamblico recupera inoltre la dottrina di 

.. Tf,nll ,.~~ la rlelabora e mostra la differenza tra Ie e del Ie 
attivita che sono subordinate a ciascuna di eSse e 
interazione tra Ie due. Su nuovo terreno, Giamblico continua la critica a 

oppone una divisione pill tecnica delle e del 
im))osltata aneom una volta sulla base di una differenziazione Nella 

e il sono ciascuno di essi ha Ia cause "in 
da sl! e interamente da e I'ha soltanto in 

np,"tptlt" in se."47 Solo esseri 

44 Simpliclo, In CI1I""f)ritH34Ll3-11. 

45 Non 8i come enola, di Archila di Taranto (IV sec. a.C.). rna di uno pseilldogralfo 
vissuto, secondo P. Aristotelismus bei den Griechen, vol. 2 [Berlin 
sec. d.C. e auton: di uno sulle the Giarnblico riteneva autentico. Si in 
propos:ito: T.A. Szlez:ik. rse'UU'h'i.rCn"vcas ""',"'nrl •• ,, (Berlin e New York e I. Hadol 

t.aI'~IWI·II!S. traduction commentee sous Ia direction 1. Hadol, 
1990) 5-7. 

46 cr. frs. 89-98. 

47 :smlpllClo, In Categorias 315.20-22. 
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composti l' agire e il patire sono in correlazione. 
Giamblico ha ristrutturato il rapporto tra movimento ed aUo, e tra movimento 

e patire, ma la contro Porfirio e Platina non e ancora chi usa. Nel 
momento in cui egli, rispetto a costoro, mira ad affennare la propria organizzazione 
del mondo divino riutilizza questi argomenti. strategia complessiva emerge 
anche in Risposta 1.4 dove Giamblico riprende sinteticamente e presuppone i temi 
dibattuti e dimostrati nel Commentario aIle Categorie. Innanzitutto il principio 
d'attivitasecondo il quale si risale dalle sostanze agli atti, ai accidenti. 
In secondo la nozione di atto pur~, scisso da qualunque relazione con Ja 
potenza e avulso da qualsiasi con il movimento, e la nozione di agire 
semplice. Infine la teoria del movimento e della dei movimenti che porta, 
anche in altre opere, a considerare l'intelletto K(VllCftS aK(VllTOS e I'anima KlVllCflS 

a:UTOK(VTjTOS48 e a negare drasticamente che si possano attribuire ai generi superiori 
movimenti attivi e passivi. Nel corso della Risposta il problema emerge piu volte. 
Nell libro, ai capitali 10-14 egli afferma, contro Porfirio, che gJi dei non sono 
soggetti al patire in alcun modo, ne nel senso di una controdistinzione a do 
che e soggetto aI patire, ne nel senso che essi, naturaImente aI ne siano 
liberati.49 Gli esseri che sono assolutamente superiori-Giamhlico insiste-non 
sonG capaci di gJi uni aItri 0 di ricevere alcunche gli uni dagli altri.50 

II round della controversia si conclude su questi temi, rna il problema 
dei rapporti tra movimento, agire e patire si tra i neoplatonici con altri 
protagonisti. Damascio scartera l'equivalenza tra "essere in movimento" e "agire" e 
l'identificazione di potenza e movimento e critichera Siriano e Proclo~51 che, proprio 
identificando aUo e movimento, avevano negato la presenza dell'atto nell'Uno.52 

Universita ill Catania 

48 Cf. Giamblico. apud Prodo, In PlalOni. Timaeum Commenrarii 2.250.2155. == In 
Timaeum, fro 55. 

49 Per un'analisi di questa sezione rinvio a H.D. Saffrey, Pian des livres I el 11 du "De 
mysteriis" de Jamblique in Zetesis (Antwerpen e Utrecht 1973) 289 (adesso in H.D. Saffrey, 
Recherches sur ie Neoplatonisme apres Platin (Paris 1990] 117). Prodo, In Pia/anis Timaeum 
Commentarii 1.156.31s5. (== Giamblico, in Timaeum, fro 17) attribuisce a Giamblico una dottrina 
analoga: tutto cin che e divino deve necessariamente agire e non patire perche, per I' agire, sia esente 
dall'insufficienza della materia, per il non sia esente dal genere di efficacia propria alle cose 
materiali. 

50 Rispasta 5.5, pagina 204.2-4. 

51 Si veda Damascio, De 
Parmenidem Commentarii 7.1154.6-10 e 

79.7-87.24 contro Prodo, In Platonis 

52 VogJio ringrazia.re 1a dolt-ssa E. Bonanno, che ha rivisto la traduzione dei passi di Simplicio 
e mi ha comunicato osservazioni preziose. II testo e state letto anche dal dott. M. Christiansen, che 
ringrazio per Ie suggestioni che mi ha fomito. 
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Phantasia and Mathematical Projection in Iamblichus l 

Anne """' ...... ' ...... 

Proc1us in his on Euclid "imagination," an 
important role to play in mathematics. My aim in this paper is to investigate the 
background to this idea and to see how far it was already present in Iamblichus.2 I 
shan begin with the relevant passages of Produs since they are the best known 
testimony to the connection between <jla:VTa:crta: and mathematical In two 
passages in particular (In Primum Euclidis Librum Commentarius 51.9-56.22 and 
78.20-79.2) Proclus expounds the idea that when we are doing geometry the 
about which we are thinking are projections in the imagination of innate intelligible 

If we are thinking about a for example, we are thinking about a 
with extension and Attributes such as extension and shape cannot 

belong to the intelligible principle of While such intelligible principles 
remain the ultimate objects of mathematical thought, geometry deals neither 
with these principles nor with the extended, imperfectly circular found in the 
physical world. Its objects have an intermediate status which Proclus eXlplams 
describing them as projections in the 4>a:vTaata:. Another, relatively well-known 

Translations from Proclu5, In Primum Euclidis Librum Commentarius follow the 
translation by G.R. Morrow (Princeton 1970) except that I render 1.0")'0' by rather than 
"ideas." Translations from other texts are my own. 

2 For earlier discussions ofthls issue, see W. Beierwaltes, Denken des Einen (Frankfurt 1985) 
256ff., 1. Mueller, "Mathematics and Philosophy in Produs' on Book I of Euclid's 
Elements" in Proclus. Lecteur et InterpriUe des Anciens, J. Pepin and Saffrey, eds. (Paris 1987) 
305-18, D.l. O'Meara, Pythagoras Revived: Mathematics and Philosophy in Late Antiquity (Oxford 
1989) 132-34, and H.J. Blumenthal in Aristotle and the Later Tradition, H.I. Blumenthal and H. 
Robinson, eds. (Oxford 1991) 199. 

3 For discussion of these passages, see G. Watson, Phantasia in Classical Thought (Galway 
1988) 119-21; O'Meara (above, note 2) 166-69. 
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passage compares the 
mirror: 

reflected in a 

the sou), exercising 
mirror, the pril~cil)les 
form these Iml)resslol~s 
soul an oPllol1.unity 
as if a man at himself in a mirror 
and at his own appearance should wish to look upon and possess 
such a power as would enable him to become 11.1 the same time the seer and the 
object seen. In the same way when the soul is outside herself at the 

the there and being struck by their 
prin.ciples from which they 

and she adores their beauty, she it as something reflected 
seeks her own beauty. 

(111 Primum Euclidis Librllm Commentarius 

'il>avTacr(a is also N""' .... "rp·rI to a mirror at In Primum Euclidis Librum Commentarius 
121.2-7: 

It has 

And thus we must think of the 
eyes and the nnll"":t,,n,rlin,.,. 

imagination bec:oming ~u""'''"'mg 
the und,erstllindillg imlpre5!,iolls 

out, I# .... 'u" ... ~, .. J 

nUOSiJ!:",rv in Late nllU'IUUY, 

SUrp'riSiIlgly a 
cOlmolelllwy on Aristotle's JYH:JaJIl(.!l'SU;S 

argument detendlmg the Platonist view that the 
and are not, as Aristotle 

At 91.11-92.10 argues that 
mathematics exist mClepen(lel1lUy 

derived from abstraction 
'''VIII!;;'''''''''' the Platonic Ponn of .:!r' .... n,F\l<<: in the StaVOla there is another Largeness 
which exists in the At 91.23 Syrianus calls this TO 

etSos, "the fonn in the imagjination," and uses the verb of 
its mode of existence is concerned with 
these m"''''I'"'UTT'' 

At this 
"'fY" .... '.rr"·,y to the 

of Old VOla and that, I is at 91.3 to 
describe their mode of existence to Tots oucrtroSeat 

j.lU.11\""I#""" of deI·standing." However the in their 
seIllse·,oe]:celJt1cm and goes on to say that it 

in:!t1l'!rlll:!tl'! that there is any need to draw a on a 
mathematician works out his proofs 

visual "in his head" without recourse to Even that 
kind of mathematician is inferior to the thinker who can N"'t .. Tn .... l<ltp LaJrgene!;s 

4 has beell discussed ill A. Chades. 'lm.agilrlatioll. Miroir de l' Arne selon 
Proclus" in Ne(J'pIQ,rom.sme (Paris 1971) 241-51 and 1. Cocking. (London 1991) 67. 
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concerned with mathematics 
Plato, fails to a clear account of the objects of 5,avo ... x in 

the Line although he describes matbematicians as visible forms as images of 
"tbe square itself' and "the diameter itself' The late 
n,;;'"p ..... \.IU1''' doctrine that mathematicians deal with pro,jectiollS 

un"lui;;l..,I'- pldnc:ipb~s is a classic' case a 1''''''''''-lU;'1''. 

passage of Plato with results which go well in Plato's text: a1.&v01.1X 
deals with Forms and mathematicians use of those Forms and 

mm,rrnmn and the mentioned Plato are used 
cannot visualize the concerned. 

that Iamblichus too was concerned with the exposition of 
the Divided Line. Before I discuss the relevant text from Iamblichus and attempt to 
"",1..1"",",,'"'' the contributions to my subject made Syrianus and 
Proclus, I propose to go back to Plotinus. Consideration of some of his view 

A.m,J'T'''''''' will us to trace the gradual of the idea of mathematical 

Plotinus has a distinctive view of Like other he 
locates it at a crucial in the between the rational and irrational faculties. 

the view that there are two "IDlage-DlaKme; 
one for the soul and one for the lower \.Ll~neaaj',Y 

Like Proclus atln Primum Euclidis Librum Commentarius 141.2-19 and 
121.2-7 Plotinus compares the to a mirror 4.3.30.2-1 
For Plotinus an intellectual act (v6rJl.lIx) without is "unfolded" by verbal 
eXllreliSlcm p .. 6yos) which shows the intellectual act in the 
mirror." The of the mirror goes back to Plato and Watson has drawn 
attention to the in this context of Timaeus 7lb where the liver which 
receives from the mind is to a The mirror 

is used in the too, most at 10.596d-e where Plato uses it 
condemnation of the artist's to copy what he sees. Plato's 

.1:' .... , ... "" .. and as mimetic in Book 10 itself on the 
of Books 5-7 and draws on the and epllste:mctloj;lCilli 

distinctions made in the of the Divided Line. Mirrors are not mentioned in 
the account of the Divided Line at the 509dff. but in water, HI €V 
Tots iJ5cxat q)(IVTaallaTa, are with shadows as of the objects 
with which the very lowest section of the line, EtKaO"ta, deals. Reflections in water 

5 In his RE article, "Syrianos" vol 4AJ2 (Stuttgart 1932) 1752. 

6 Cf. also Enneade! 1.4.10. For Plotinus on 4>avTaO'ta, see H.I. Blumenthal. Plotinus' 
/:'sy,r:h(},!Qgy (The 1971) 88-95, Watson (above, note 3) 97-103 and I.M. Dillon. "Plotinus 

KettglO,us irI'U!2tnal'lOll. I.P. Mackey, ed. (Edinburgh 1986) 
xxvi). 

7 Watson (above, note 3) 11-13. 
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are not very different from reflections in mirrors and indeed the two are coupled 
tog,etn(~r at the 402b and Theaetetus 206d. Plato would surely have acoeptf~d 
reflections in mirrors among the of e:b:acr{a. Two passages of Plutarch of 
CIl.ael·onea, !c!uae,~U(lne~S Platonicae 1002a and Conviviales 
compare mathematics and its to mirrors in which the are reflected. 
What Plotinus and Proclus have done is to transfer the of the mirror to the 
realm of to do so no doubt by the of the liver to II. 

mirror in Timaeus 71b. 
The later ""'VIJ"U'\.IW,'" 

could be seen as both Plotinus' brief remarks at Enneades 
4.3.30.2-11 and the Middle Platonic use of the mirror which appears in 

eX!lllcltly links !jlavTacrta with mathematics nor, as far as I 
can see, does P" ..... I",,'\1 

56.23-57.4 Cllstmglllsll.es 
at In Primum Euclidis Librum Commentarius 
"gl~oIllletnc,u matter" from hut does 

not what view IJmmhvrv Proclus himself both at In Primum Euclidis 
Librum Commentarius 141.2-19 at 121.2-7 uses the mirror to 
illustrate how mathematical are in the q,avTC!:O'ia. We can see the 
be~!lmllnl~ of the mathematical idea and a related use of the mirror 
in connection with of the Divided in a passage of Iamblichus to 
which I now tum. In the De Communi Mathernatica a work which O'Meara 
has formed Book 3 of a Iamblichus 
eXI,oulllds the nature of mathematical himself on an account of the 
Divided Line. The passage which concerns us reads as follows: 

For the shadow does not exist in itself but either on the ground which 
is pert:e~,tible in itself or in the mirror or in stretches of water, which are 
pen:eptible in themselves. So in this too the of mathematics, just 

in the also their foundation ill 
abstraction from nen:eptible 

have their quality as images 

Here the obvious 
and mathematical 

of the lowest part of the Line 
As in Syrianus, the claim that 

"Aristotle'S Doctrine of Abstraction in the Commentators" in Aristotle 
ed. 478-9} argues that accepted a version of 

doctrine In Primum Euclidis Commentarius56.23-
rUILlmfrY_ln PtolerMei Harmonica 13.15-14.28. The latter passage hO\\'ever shows only 

PnT1nhvrv gave an Aristotelian account of the role of <f/a;!'raa{a in not that 
to mathematics. See also H, Dorrie, Porphyrios' (Munich 

9 O'Meara (above, note 2) chapter 2. 
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mathematical are derived from the Forms or Ideas is .... "'.'ll ... '''] 
Aristotelian view that are derived 
The Ideas are seen as the "surface" or "screen" on which mathematical appear, 

as shadows and reflections appear on such as the ,::.\J, .... " ... 

mirrors and stretches of water. The between the two of 
aev·el0pea at 34.13-18: 

the 

EV Tot, 'TWV ataSTj'l"Wv 
'l"OU'TO Ev 

Ka\ TOU'fO 
ElIall<lll<>:UtO"Sal € otK€ II € II T"ij 
Tfj -rWII ataSlj'nih, aIJTt Tum:QC. 

unstable and unsupported in itself is in 
of mass and extension 

is in the absence of mass 
and it seems to come to rest on the mCi)mflosilte nature of 
the Ideas, just as shadows come to rest on the hard surface 
things. 

Iamblichus has reversed the idea found in Plutarch. For him it is not mathematical 
but the Ideas themselves that are like a mirror. Iamblichus uses the verb 

1pO::VT:a,.::at'at, not the noun He does not seem here to have the 
of mathematical which we find in .'V'M""nJ'" 

..... ..,:A<,",,:;<. he is well on the way towards it. 
The transfer of from one level of the Divided Line to another is a 

natural move for an to make. We can see similar in a 
passage of cited both Praechter and in connection with 

on mathematical At In De Anima 58.7-13 
Ul~"'"!!;l.Il'''W';;' between the extended !'UU'-"'VL'v" 

which are to be found in our 
pnnC:lP!j~S found in the rational part of our souL The geometer, he says, discusses the 
extended Forms in the while the "first (i.e. the 

will discuss the Forms in the rational of the soul and the 
rI"",.,..", .. ".·i" Forms which are their makes no reference here to 

or to any other named he combines the 
between extended and unextended Forms with an "Aristotelian" 

abstractionist account of how the mathematician grasps such as the 
and the circle. It looks as this time and Proclus' view of the 

had become standard school tradition but 
not their pS'J'chiDlo.gical 

a 
gec)me:try has recourse to the board when 

imldeQu:ate and proves unable to visualise its in the 
"uV!,'JU"" the board becomes an "<the he 

10 Praechler (above, note 5) 1752; O'Meara (above, note 2) 133. note 44. 

11 For PhilopODUS' see In De Anima 57.28-58.6 and Mueller (above, note 
465-67 and 473-4. Cf. Ammonius, In slve V Voces 11.31-12.6 and 
42.26. 
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says, "uses the as a board" (wS' •. 
Phiilol)Ol1iUS, or the tradition on which he is draWlll!!' 

the level of to the level of ttunrr"{'f<T! 

the lead by Iamblichus and Middle had transferred the mirror 
from the very lowest level of the Divided Line to the level of which for 
him is also the level of mf't1JTf'ttTl IY 

The notion of mathematical may also lie behind Iamblichus' use of 
the term at De Communi Mathematica Scientia 43.21 md in a 
context where he is the role of in mathematics. I have not 
found any other evidence for the connection of with 
mathematical in Iamblichus. Such other evidence as we have for 
Iamblichus' views of does however offer a context into which the role of 

in mathematics fits very First there is a passage from the 
commel1tary on the De Anima ascribed to of the real author 
of this is not relevmt to my purpose here and I shall not discuss it but I 
shall refer to the author as to indicate that his is uncertain. 
""",<AU'''-''':! I shall refer to the author of the commentary on De Anima 3 ascribed to 

nll()DOnUS as At In De Anima 214.18-20 we find the 

Kat yap E\ Kat TaS 
a 11 O'fU11 OU TIn 

an€tl<:Ovi<:€Tat Etllll 110P.pro1'\KWS' 

For even if, as Iamblichus wants, it (i.e. 
impression of all our rational activities, nevertheless it 
Fonns which have parts in the 

This rather brief allusion is filled out a passage in Priscian's M~;taJ'hl'asi 
23.13-24.20. Priscian presents as "the views ofIamblichus" 
idea that has a dual role. On the one hand it awakens reflections 
(€ from to and on the other it holds out " .... , ....... "'''"'':! 
reflections of vouS' to to Priscian Iamblichus saw 

OjU",OjlUl<U,lI to all the powers of the soul and as characterised 
term I have translated as is TIaOa111E:~~UK:EV: 

noted As Priscian mCllcaltes, 
peI'cel)tlCITI is Aristotelian but the idea that also 

parts of the soul is This idea is not 
L"","''''",'',y,,, for it is in PIotinus' doctrine of the two 

ImaI!E:-n:laKmg powers." 
with Iamblichus in 

pnllOs!optlers evideIltlv associated the idea 
n,.""1(l,,,c the context for mathematical nr"iP,'tif1ln 

as one instance of the of such I do not think that either the author 
of the on the De Anima ascribed to SlrnpIICI1JS 

mention the 
as Iamblichus calls it in 

when in a state of This would be ~.~ ... ,. .. , 
Ibalwracria receives from faculties. 
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Iamblichus does then all the materials for the of mathematical 
orc)ie(~ticm which we find in and Proclus. His overall of maIlT''l'ai.t1 

nre'V1,1l"'l the context and his discussion of Plato's Divided Line in the De Communi 
Mathematica Scientia can be read as the He does not 
describe itself as a mirror in which the mathematical 
the way that Proclus does but Produs' cOlnp,arillOn is a natural ae'l'elOplnelnt 
.I."'''Ull'-'''.''''', Plotinus and Middle Platonism. Like Iamblichus 
a Platonist view of the of mathematics Aristotle's doctrine of 
abstraction. 

I said earlier that Iamblichus in De Communi Mathematica Scientia had not 
de'.el!)oe:d the of mathematical as it appears later but was well 

on the way towards it. This does seem to me a correct account based on the evidence 
we have any conclusions about Iamblichus' views in this area must be 
"I""U11!!;" in view of the sparse and nature of our evidence. My account 
may be confirmed by consideration of the views of a I have not yet 
mentioned it be is a necessary link in the chain from Iamblichus 
to and ProcIus. I mean Plutarch of Athens whose views on are 

UWJIJ~'U"',". In De Anima 51S.12ff. The author of this 
the was "double; its upper 

int~~lIe:ctttal, and its other limit is the part of 
sound rather as alone 

Neop,lat(mi:sts, followed Plotinus' view that there are two 
powers." In fact the following lines of the commentary make clear as 

HJ. Blumenthal has it, "The which at first appears to be one 
is rather one of function." 12 In fact Plutarch's view is very like the view of 

Priscian. to Plutarch COlmpare:(j 
one from above and one from at a 

is one in so far as it is a but two in so far as it may be taken 
either with the upper or with the lower line. the can be taken 
both as one and as two in so far as on the one hand it into 

,-wv 61£ IIE(wv 'f0 
'rUTlou". nVGS Ked flOP<j>OS 

and on the other receives an of 
of the divine in and 

Kat w,; «v '1\'; lit not Evtalov Els 
aVafla'fn:'fat. 

(?Philoponus, III De Anima 515.28-29) 

This seems to me to express the Iamblichean idea that thntl .... /·un transmits of 
a!L'"v.,,s" the mention of "the and 

suggests not from vou:; but 
the closest Iamblichean 

M"'.<tprii·<3.14. TUnot and 

of the divine" 
realm. In other 

thlYl!J'T'l'IlTj rt of De 

12 HXjlOSition of the De Animil and the Psychology of Proclus" in De lamblique a 
Produs (Geneva 1975) 
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of mathematical prCllec:tIon ~'''H'~'''.'' 
Is it that Plutarch's is 

drawn from mathematics? O'Meara has in t'VI~hn.f!Olras Revived: 
Mathematics and that Iamblichus gave a distim;tiv'ely 
mathematical turn to He sees this "mathematization" as both 
maintained and at the same time altered in and Proclus'!s We 
do not know about Plutarch to be able to say whether he continued the 
Iamblichean mathematical or whether he to move in the 
different overall direction taken by his However his use of a mathematical 

for does that he shared the mathematical interests of his 
prf~l1elcessor and In Plutarch of we find a 
context within which the fits very well. 
Phillos:oplhic;al theories often within a school tradition 
like We cannot label either Iamblichus or <;:vri",.""" /"I,,,,f',,,,"v,,,lv 

orOllectl;on" and attacnulg 

IJ''"'I'''\,''~IU which we find in 
ProeIus and 
claim but I have been 
scholars have 

to illuminate that bac:k:g;rOllnd more 

In"Jf'f"'~1tv of London 

13 Cf. A. SIl~~pp:mI, "Phantasia, and Analogia in Proclus" in Elhics and Rhetoric, D. Innes, H. 
Hine and C. Pelling, (Oxford 1995) 345. 

14 O'Meara (above, note 2) 134, note 45 is wrong 10 suggest that it does. 

IS Cf. Mueller (above, note 2). 

16 For one conunent, at least, by Plutarch on Euclid, see Proclus, In Primum Euclidis Librum 
Commenlariu:; 125.16 and cf. O'Meara (above, note 2) 170. 

.""''''''',''.11), M.1. Edwards and C.G. 
further discussion of 

in 
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et 'JUJoSltlplllie dans Ie Traite De 

Annick 

lmpO:SSllble de lire un texte, un de ou une doctrine 
sans se ala meme est-ce Ill, philoslDpl1ter? 

pas seulement de la des rites et oracles. La 
distinction traditionnelle entre les ne suffit pas, 
n111,<:lllh''' cette distinction ne que resulter d'un rapport au savoir lui est 
anterieur et qui, chez laisse ou demande pour les rites et leur 
mode d'unification. Dans son introduction a l'edition des des 
commentaires aux de J.M. DiJIon de comme d'un 

pu,uV"Vl"'" de second rang."l Assurement autre chose que la mise au 
second rang de la elle-meme. 

Si nous reprenons les elements de selon ce 
lui est desormais attribue en propre, nous pouvons rassembler ses apports sous 

deux rut,nQues 
-l'une conceme la constitution 
-1' autre les nouveaux modeles de 

Dans la constitution cornplexe du ce releve d'une 
elaboration des ",,,·,,rl,,,"y,·,, et ce qui constitue des de continuite pour la 
syl,tel:natis,~i()ll eUe-meme. En somme, ce qui touche aux extremes et ce assure 
les mediations. L' elaboration des en a la reflexion sur les 
termes extremes du Ie et Ie MaL 
UlZlJV1<:1LUml,;lIZU est par Ie caractere instable de la 

la liaisonldeliaison du avec ce ou 
liaisonldeIiaison de est. Je laisserai de cote ces extremes. 

A l'interieur du d'avoir .. ""+, ..... ,, .... , 

OU, pour intervalles: 

lamblichi Chalcidensis: in ptatanis Dialogos Commentariorum Fragmenta, 1.M. Dillon, 
ed. (Leiden 1973) vii. 
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1-'''.'' .... '1'''''', I'Un ineffable et l'Un au monde 
la mediation de la 

prc'ClllCnl11e des henades demeure 
... .,., ... bL~ .. _' il aurait insiste sur la distinction entre ,,, ....... j'o",,, .... et 

il aurait eu SCUel de la variete des 

Celte complexite croissante du systeme que soient utilises de 
Nouveaux ou nouvellement Combler 

des intervalles est une nn,·,."j'fnn a Ie 
1'0n sait que, pour 4WlUU,'1""', Ie modele s'incarne au moins dans un nom propre, 
celui de Py1thalgore. Mais s'il y a bien chez ainsi que D.l. 

une renaissance de de necessaires 
amlcllIOlllslne:s, eux.-memes 1-''''''''''''' 

Ma S6 transforme donc en celle-ci: devient la relation de fa 
phlilo~;op,hie a son I'1Wf1.ele relation est archa'isante? Platon de la 
recherche des mathematiciens de son temps et non de est a cite. 

,u,uV'"'I''''' insiste sur Ie modele non seulement comme modele 

Nous avons 5i peu continus de que ma qU«~stjlon 
:l!1"I1C\:l!t":l!lhrf', non au meme de mauvaise foL Dans notre demier .:<"""" .. ,, 
j'lI1lS1SltruS sur une qualite intellectuelle de son ouverture it la diversite des 

'"'I''''''''''''''' de l'ame humaine et son refus au nom d'une certaine 
asceti(~ue de Ill. la diversite des modes d' action et 
exigeIllces fondamentales pour serait alors la 

liees it un souci de ne pas au neant des differences "''''V'''''''''~T 
il accuse d'ailleurs Plotin. refuse ce mode 

De a transformer ce ref us? II m'a semble 
honnete dans Ill. mesure OU nous avons Ia un 

scolaire des doctrines laisse 
l'enonciation de pr€~felrences phillos:ophiques Ce n'est pas du ....... "F..,,, .... 

mais cependant est-ce ouvrage traitant de 
Nous d'abord Ie puis choisirons deux "'U'LIJ"""" 

de Jamblique deviennent phlJOS:opltllQl signifilanltes. Plus preclSlemcnt, 

2 Mathematics and Philosophy in L£Jte Antiquity (Oxford 1989). 

3 

The Divine lamblichu.r: Phil()sctphj~r 
1993) 107-15. 
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est ici la methcloe, la prc)micut ouvre+elle un espace 

Le traite s'accorde un materiau ares 
d'opinion" ont eut I'arne pour ODlet--1:l:alrra 

TWV oo~wv (De est done d'abord une dm,agraphie 
sont loin d'etre toutes deerites ou orientees vers l'unifieation d'une 
a Ia maniere dont Aristote par Le traite toutefois deux 
caracteres qui, par leur lui donnent sa forme propre: 

--dans son il suppose une du _____ .,., __ 
--dans ses if met l'accent sur les piatal111Cliens 

uelJl:UiSer la 11(\'J{n,)",. .. "rll'I" 

II, Le 

Le caractere seolaire du 
par Ie Pere A.J, En si 
Tertullien et du traite De mantre que 1'6l/;ment 
de ces la suite "nature de I'arne-incarnation de "se retrouve dans les 
Placita comme dans et que ce cadre scolaire a donne chez 
Tertullien comme chez en raison d'une meme reference au plaltollislne, 

I'escha:tolo,gle. En 

2) la descente des ames, 
3) la vie de I' ame dans Ie corps, 
4) 

Aller des aux de et de 
a'est assurement un choix scolaire et presque Mais c'est surtout manifester 

Ia entre discours et 
COllJolllctlOn des modes de du r",,,,,,rL 

cet effet de discours vraisembIable ou les elements 
apJ)ar1jeIllIlelrit a une doctrine des 

trouvent 
nne suffit pas, par exe:ml)le, que I'immartaiite de l'ame la posslbllute 

d'une connaissance des ici et i1 faut aussi "c()mple:teI'" 
l'ki et maintenant par l'avant et 
oeuvrer dans les deux cas est oubIie au 
sinlpllement peIlsalt>le, au sens de "coherent." 

lameme de 
d' une assimilation de 

Plorin maintenait la difference montrait comment est 
une maniere pour I'arne de feindre d'aUer plus loin que Ie a propos du 

de faire camme S1 la des au~dela ou ",u·u<i~,adU Nord 

4 La Rivelarion d'Hermes Trismigiste, tome 3 
faite! seton la traduction de A.J. Festugiere 
Wachsmuth, ed. (Berlin 1884), 

1953) 1.26. Toutes Ie:; citations sont 
Le texte grec est celui de StoMe, 
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OU du Sud.S Dans nne cOlncE:ptllon en've!ODPe circulaire du il est aussi 
peu serieux de 
---"-'~-"-la vie avant ou 
temps. Cene de Janlbll'Que 

m. 

que, dans une de de 
L' attitude de Plotin etait sans donte fort rare en son 

platonisDle plus commun. 

fa~rltlllCltle et les Platoniciens 

Aussi faut-il choisir dans Ie traite De ['Arne passages rev6lateurs de 
vlnmV':l;) des philosooltles la difference En 

........ '''1 ... '' propose nne reaction pel~so:nn!me 
revanc:be, sont si ne demandent rien d' autre 

eXe111iPlle, si I'ame est 
ceux-ci sont sptlen"qul:s 

Mais i1 est un moment au l'indifference du {'I(',,~(\a·rMmp. 
a l' elevation montre que nous arrivons Ie au Ia qU1eS[1,On 

se poser. elevons-nous done la substance 
par elle-meme, en ordre, dans ee cas toutes les 

opiiniclns sur rame" (De Dans cet examen, 
opJ70snU;;ln aux derniers neoplatoniciens HUI, ... .,,<1.;), 

de est la vive et la marque Ie 
Elle sera pour nous Ie fiI d' Ariane 
en delimitant ce refuse. Trois 

Ils concement, comme pour respecter la 
premlC~:r, I'essence de l'ame Ie 

les actes de }'ame. 
que:stic)n de la de de 

5 Eaneades 6.6.17.5-7: "Nons de infinie, non yen air one soit telle, 
Tout, d'en mais c'est esl possible, elan! donnee la plus grande, en !'occurence celie 

lmiil211~er--<!"mIIOij,cr(u-'llne plus grande." 

6 cr. D.P. Taomaina. "Le lllJV<XI/.ElS dell' Anima. 
Dilline /amblichus: Philosopher and Man o/Gods (note 3 ci-cless:us) 
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I' e!ltreprise de ce traite soucieux de verite, nouS essaielcom.de nous conformer a 
ces doctrines. (ja:mbJliqtle. De 365.23-366.12) 

Entre les termes et themes nous relevons que rame est une entite a pari; i1 
pour l'lime se des autres 

genres son caractere propre consiste a vers une 
forme d' etre inferieure. 

La seconde reference et reticence a propos de 1a """,'"'5"''''"'' 
puilssall1c~~s irrationnelles et son soud de la pure raison. resiste 

IHI<:I.):('~-l\~CC des vies la mort, se ,,,·,rrl~·nt· 

Comment ne pas retrouver ici un refus d'assimiler ame et de ne 
pas reduire au neant ces irrationnelles 

ant e16 Ie tissu de la vie et Ie support des actions ritueIles? 
maintient que l'iime des formes de vie 

sont seion son essence" 371 comme I'enthousiasme et les 
intellections immateriel1es. Mais ces activites divines ne sauraient de 
nCI;itlser La diver site du moins divin--et Ie souci d'en rendre 

C' est alors que propose: 

une autre qui ne serait pas a rejeter-aAAll ooea ou" 
anoj$ATrros; classa:nt ames par genres et Kat E'(SlJ. 
elle ferail la difference entre Ie. actes ames leI> actes 

et immati!:riels des ames divines. actes efficaces des ames demolliques, 
actes valeureux des ames les actes confonnes a la nature mortelle 

des ames pri!:sentes dans les animaux et Ie!> hommes, et suite Ie 
reste. (Jarnblique, De 

Ce intitule chez Stobee "sur les actes de " insiste tout 
sur Ie souci de l'ordre. de la C'est un soud sera par Produs. 

la prop. 203 des decrit l' ensemble de la U"",ULI"U,","" 

DS'fclJuQlle--Tlrav Toil les limes des 

QueUe difference faut-il noter? Proclus. dans les nlf~mf:'US 
d'une determination de 
classes les variations de ce des termes 

du Phe.dre Oll des ames sont dans la suite des dieux­
est liee a une determination d' essence (nl!lrt1/~ln"r 

Cethemede 
E. des Places, ed. (Paris 

J <UllVU<i'u.<i, en 

des diel.lX, demons, Mros est a:nalyse pour lui·mSme in De Mysleriis. 
en particulier L19-2.2. 
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aux ames "universeUes"-'noli sans 
dieux, demons, hommes 

IV. 

KeprenOllS notre que pour 
chaLpitJre "sur les actes de l'ame," en raison de sa double distance a Plotin et a 

permettre de faire 'i ...... 'i ... "", slJgg;estions. 
exterieur au mode du 

ot 
references dont la densite est la Ie 
o;milUlnenl, la e'est-a-dire dans un Heu 01.1 est 
indissociable du Mais ici aucune notation sur la difference entre chatiment 
et entre raconter et done aucun essai La voie 
choisie consiste a Ie rendre vraisemblable par des raisons 1'"""',,",111;;,,. 

Une certaine coherence d'une 
Cette coherence se determinerait selon deux eXI.gelrlees: etablir une hlcrarl:::nlle, 
cette hierarchie par une mise en, relation de Stre et de ses "caraeteres" 

propres. L' archaisme de alors une forme ohilosootliQlle en ce que Ie 
deviennent Ie destin de la eomme son ac,;onlpliss'~m,ent. 

Si Ie mouvement, Ie "PI'OgJres," des d'Ionie a eonsiste a abandonner les 
s" •• valV!!;lvl> nes:lOcllqlJeS Oll pour passer a des P1!,;,UIJ,I.OUIJU;' nh'""i.,.,m'c 

effeetue iei Ie mouvement inverse: des recherches eOlllee~ptlJ.elles 

ame/lltlleUCt;l, i1 passe ~ la de cohortes H!u'5uU:Ul 

..... JiUV .. ~, heros. On revient aux aux de puissimc:e et done au 
La peut se substituer a la. 

ont a leur rang, "conformes Ii leur 
nature," valent pour un simple redoublement du nom. Ainsi, "les actes 
purs et immateriels des ames les aetes valeureux des ames les 
actes eonformes a la nature martelle des ames dans les animaux et les 
hommes" 

Ie rapport 
l'ame 

l' exteriorite de la reconnaissance du est dans la 
per'Cel)UOn olrdiI1laire, pour habiter un espace ou eUe sait reconnaitre 

nourrit sa vie et donne de soi·meme sa marque de lumiere. 
esehato!ogien'est pas ni Ia descente ce sont des eX!)eOlenl:es 

d'elevation au de retombee qui scandent la vie de la Enneades 4.8.1), 
celle-ci se bout dans son effort d'unification. 

Le choix de Iumiere Ii propos du 
pour Plotin, il n'est pas besoin de 

exhaussees au-dela des 
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_lKDLI~""T"""'''f''-II''' chlltiment se 

Ces remarques sur des ordres 
cOmtlielnel[lt dans Ia notation des liens tres "',,,:'''''''''''0 

n~.UU.lvUll>v. que de se saucier des 
considerer que Ie traitement des releve du meme souci 

contrairement a insiste fort peu sur les demonstrations 
et chez les Anciens ce des 
signifi.ent hors d' elles-memes et sans richesse pro pre, 
lien entre et demonstration. C' etait une des forces des mlltbernlati.Qu,es 

thagorici!mnes que 
somme des gnomons .... ,,_"~, 

voir une nr,,, .. ,,,;,,st,s malhe,m2Ltlque. 

a ici valeur pour montrer Ia convergence IJV,~;"'""''' 
voir et penser. En Ia lecture de Ia 
reconnaissance du caractere de 

CU1:1Ointe:s. au l' on 
DrllDClrtilon!.t mais non Ie:; 

creent Ie tissu Ie floll des relations indefinies. 

1 
2 3 

469 
8 12 18 27 

exemple de la 

produire une 
del)as:;e Ie. 

de 

ait ete sensible aux voix de son au besoin de reconfort 
dans que Plotin n'avait pas 
ait ete convaincu du caractere extreme, au de certes 

8 

preface 

Ie reconnaltre. Mais on ne confondre Ie. vie intellective de Plotin et Ia· 
erudite de La suppose, de maniere 

,.p."',n,.,,>nll'" de I'arne et de I'intellect. POllsser a Ia 

Mathematical and 
Rapids 1988) une 
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l' affirmation de de l' arne chez mettrait en la 
PU:S:;ll)JUU::; de la phillosc'phi.e. 

De m!me Ie souci archarsant des C' est assurement un lieu commun 
IJ!~"V'U""'''''' que Ie ne pent ni s'arreter ni revenir aux Or Ie sauci 

son caractere trouve un lieu presque naturel avec 
Posons que la succession est liee a une discontinuite des ou 

La hierarchie alors comme la la pour resoudre la 
cIlspeI'slon des et celie des etres, mais elle a pour effel pervers de lier la 

a la recherche de l' ordre ou de la vouer, comme disait aux 
distrib,uti!()ns des prix. Une sorte de se canforte les hierarchies par 
les deux moyens les et les relient entre elles: la determination des 
attributs c'est-a-dire et les qui s'instituent entre 
hierarchies C'est par 1a que que Ce 
n' est pas nne suffisante pour Ie dire phll1ol.ophe. 

Nous assistons dans son oeuvre a une sorte d'inversion des 0.11'''6''''''''' 
~'A""~"~" dans Ie discours de 

discaurs, recherche ses 
Proclus. II reste que la l'Ull""UjJIU<> 

Ie masque des dieux. 

Universite de Paris X-Nanterre 
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y el Descenso del Alma: Sintesis de Doctrinas y Releetura 

Francisco Garda Bazan 

del De Anima en el que Jamblico aI tratar de 
las funciones y del alma desliza una carta frase sabre la opinion 
de los gnosticos acerca de la causa de la cafda del alma, en media de otras 
pelterlec.ientes a eonoeidos fi16sofos Si Ia que Ie a 
~5"U'''J aspe~ct()s del avanzar sabre atlos 
rasgos del pt::Il::imUlt:llLU tenlpr,mo 
texto, 

relacionar con este 

Al examinar los aetos del alma en relaci6n can su sustancia 
momenta Jamblico: 

dice en este 

Plat6n y colocando al frente la SU$lancia del alma como 
sobrenatura1 de la natllcalexa ensenan sus actividades son mas 

y venerables que las de la naturn!exa. la hacen originlll'se 
Ia natura1exa, sino que en Silas 

actividades y cuantos movimienlos en ella poseycndc,Ios 
por encima de naturnleza. la exaltan en misma. 

Pues tambien enlre los plat6nicos muchos disienlen, unos, 
como Plotino y en un solo orden y en una sola idea las 
0::/i1'0::\;1,0::", las y las de la vida, oIrOS, como Numenio. 
na(;U;IUlO'las "<f""""u'.,, en la lucha, otros, como de y 

pOIUellUQila5 de acuerdo a de los 

ig~==~~ a los desordenados e 
if adomrurlos y ordenarlos y de este modo combimlll 

siendo causa de las de los descensos, 
ElItpeliocles, In huida primera de 

los gntiStil:OS, Ull desvarlo 
el juicio errado Sin 

distinguen de los anteriores, par su el mal al 
alma II partir los venidos de afuera. 
ocasiones de los cuerpos mismos tambien, 

en 
la 
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natw:aleza y de la vida irracional, la mayor pme de las veees, segiin Plotino y 

El comentario can su COlrespOltdie:nte do:x:o!~tla, cuando Jamblico ha. definido 
la naturaleza del alma con ella las facultades y actos que le COiTeSPo]rlde:n 
y el modo como Ie pertenecen, por can otras comentes de peIlsaJrnif:l1 
En esta situaci6n ya Ie sera abordar mas adelante la enseiianza sobre el 
descenso. 

Si Arist()telles, debemos entender a diferencia de todos los ha 
pfO'POl:CIOlna(10 una caracterizaci6n del alma sobre las Dotas del movimiento (,,{v1'lats), 

eI conocimiento y el caracter snti! 0 inc:oqxJn:o 
esta definici6n conCusa e si nos orientan el 
met6dico y reflexivo y la tradici6n. por ]0 tanto, ]amblico con el estudio 
del alma como sustancia Elimina las par insuficientes 
y las de las sustentadas que consideran distintaJrnente la 
esencia del alma como del cuerpo y aut6noma. 
En este se colocan los Pero advierte que afirmar la 
homeomerla anfmica sobre la base de la sola sin tener en cuenm la 
claridad y distinci6n que a la del alma es 
fuente de conCusi6n e indiferenciaci6n intema. Ha sido este el error de de 

de Amelio y de Portirio que al no baber mostrado la distinci6n debida entre el 
Intelecto y eI ban hecbo que sea al mismo que 

demon y Este ha definirla como 10 que 
es, 0 sea. una realidad de 10 a el nous, y diferente 
taJrnbien de 10 inferior a el cuerpo, porque es "'el termino medio' 
entre 10 divisible e " un mixto de intelecto y cuerpo como No el ser 
que realmente es, sino un modo de ser que se en diferentes estados. Visi6n 
intelectiva inestable. de vida y movimiento como sustancia intennedia que 

en intelectiva total conservando 
y actividades como siendo ella misma 

con automanifestandose como vida can 
caJ)acildw:les y actos inferiores. Su sustancia es entonees, porque 
tanto no cwrnbia como entidad que ve, cuanto esa misma visi6n muestra diversos y 

entitativos de y claridad. Por eso, ala 
lado es d6bil en su condici6n por otro, por su condici6n de 

cr. Ioannis Stobaei, Anlrholagi.um, C. Wachsmuth O. Hense, cds., vol. 1 
374.14-375.18. Los ecos de Platina, 4.8.1 5, se sentir. Sobre los tesltim;)ni;i)s 
Numenio, rm. 42 y 43, ver mi version en Ordcuws CaJdeos con una Sele.ccwn a 
Testimanios de Freda, Fsela y M. Numenio de Fragmentes y Testimonios 
(Madrid 1991) 288-9. 

2. alma en 51.1 sustancia entera en nada difiere del Intelecto. de los dioses 
superioires" (De Anima vcr C.G. Steel, The A 

lambUchus. and Prisdonus 2355., 
Pnrnhv,." et Victorinus, vol. 1 (Pans 1968) 
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elevaci6n de sus y actos Entidad aI mismo 
inmutable y indivisible y notas que caracterizan al Intelecto y al 
cuerpo, y que no ]a por 10 tanto, can de ellos. 
5i esta esencia no se conoce, tampoco se conocemn sus intemas y 
se difundira la confusi6n de 10 a 10 que ha colaborado una vertiente 

poSICl(;tn se ratifica cuando se aborda el otro tema central de Ia 
la reflexi6n sobre las pol:enc;las anfmicas. Pues si se considera con 

Plt,agolras que el alma se en sf 0 en un cuerpo, 10 mismo sucede para 
sus pv'LVU .... "". Peco estas son diferentes de acuerdo con las diferencias de modos de 
ser del alma, tanto las facultades racionales como las no 
racionlale:s, pues 10 que no Ie es la facultad lU"'U.,~UJl'''' 

universales mas divinos como 
Ratifican esta 

Comentario sobre la lmagll~aclon 
ed., vol. 2 

4 

los recuerdos y los razonannentos. S610 10 razonable 
tanto 
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Pero tambien el alma se distingue por sus actividades. De este modo al 
haberse admitido can Plat6n que el alma dene una vida doble,S independiente y en 
comunicaci6n can ~l cuerpo, se puede advertir que poseern tambien funciones que 
ejecuta que son s610 de ella (el entusiasmo y la intelecci6n inmaterial) y otras que son 
comunes a ella y al ser animado, como la sensaci6n, aunque entendiendo que la causa 
de estos actos es el alma segun sea la modalidad de existencia que posea en cada 
caso.6 

Ahara bien, si segun la independencia 0 composici6n se advierte que hay 
diversas actividades del alma de las que siempre ella es el se debe sostener 
que estos aetas senin diferentes par su perfecci6n y senin diversos, porque admiten 
una clasificaci6n segun generos y especies animicos: unos senin del alma universal, 
ouos, puro!! e inmateriales de las almas divinas, y diferentes los eficaces de los 
demones. los grandes de los heroes, los mortales de los animales y hombres y los 
restantes.1 

Es ahora cuando Jamblico teniendo presente un momento clave en el 
desarrollo de la ensenanza de Platina sobre el alma, la Eniada 4.8: "Sabre la bajada 
del alma a los cuerpos," completa el cuadra de los actos que cumplen las almas yean 
ese fin toma en cuenta el origen de su estado actual en el mundo. AI ampliar el 
enfoque introduce, entonces, un nuevo elemento de anaIisis que se relaciona con el 
descenso del alma y que anticipa as! su subsiguiente tratamiento. A esta observaci6n 
preliminar pertenece, pues, el contenido del pasaje lefdo. Pero para esc1arecer su 

lamblichllS. Philosopher and Man of Gods, H.J. Blumenthal y E.G. Clark, eds. (London 1993) 
30ss. 

S cr. De Anima 368.3. Vet De Mysteriis 3.3. 

6 Cf. De Anima 370.14-372.2. cr. asimismo De Mysteriis 3.4-5 teniendo en cuenta las 
distinciones de A. Sheppard en The Divine lamblichus: Philosopher and Man of Gods (mas arriba, 
nota 4) 138-43. 

7 "Pero habria otta opini6n no desechable, la que c1asificando los aetas de las almas seg6n 
y especies, haria unos los de las almas totalmente universales, otros, los puros e inmateriales 

las almas divinas, diferentes los aetas eficaces de las dem6nicas, los gnmdes de las heroicas, los 
mortales de los animales y de los hombres, e igualmente los restantes. Hechas estas divisiones 
tambien los enlazados a estos ·encerraran la distinci6n semejante. Porque los que extienden par 
doquier un alma unica y la misma en genero 0 especie como parece hacerlo Plotino . .. Pero.los que 
habiendolas distribuido con superior finneza y habiendo sostenido que las procesiones primeras, 
segundas y terceras de las sustancias animicas proceden hacia adelante diran ( ... ) que los aetas de las 
almas universales, divinas e inmateriales se completan tambien en la esencia, perc de ninglln modo 
estar.in de acuer<lo en que los de las parliculares en una sola especie y divididas en los cuerpos serlin 
identicos can los actos que cumpleo . .. Digamos ya tambien, por coosiguiente, que los actos de las 
almas universales y mas divinas son no mezclados par la pureza de su esencia, perc que los de las 
materiales y divisibles no son igualmente puros. Y los de las almas que ascienden y se liberan de la 
generaci6n se despojan par 10 denuis de los cuerpos, los de las que descienden se entrelazan y 
entremezclan a los cuerpos de multiples fonnas. Y los de las almas que tienen par vehiculo espiritus 
de fonna constante tambien por medio de elias reaJizan flicilmente 10 que han querido y muestran sin 
trabajo sus actos de 10 allo; pero los de las almas sembradas en cuerpos mas s6lidos y presas en ellos 
se impregnan de algun modo de su naturaleza. Del mismo modo los de las almas universales 
convierten hacia S1 10 que gobieman, pero los de las particulares se convierten hacia los cuerpos que 
cuidan" (De Anima 372.15-374.8). Ver De Mysteriis 1.4,2.1-2 Y IOas arriba, nota 3. 
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sentido en el aspecto al que nos vamos a limitar en la exposici6n, es oportuno recurrir 
a 10 que opinan sobre el descenso del alma inseparable de su concepci6n cosmo16gica 
propia Plotino y los gnosticos en comparaci6n con Jamblico. 

Concepcion Cosmogonica y Descenso Anfmico 

a) Plotino 

Plotino considera que el alma como irradiaci6n 0 imagen del Inteie;cto, 
inmortal e incorp6rea, es una y multiple. Una por esencia y mUltiple por las 
manifestaciones de una unidad que siempre permanece. La multiplicidad virtual es 
propia del alma como uno y.todo y la multipUcidad actual como animadora del mundo 
sensible como un todo que se extiende temporal, espacial e individualmente de forma 
inseparable del uno y todo animico. De esta manera la descripci6n de la cosmogonia 
va acompaiiada de la descripci6n segUn el orden 16gico de sucesivas psicogonfas.8 

El alma del universo como visi6n directa y del JnteJe;cto es un 
Logos universal, la raz6n total c6smica que se refleja inmediata y sensiblemente en las 
esferas y cuerpos celestiales. De este modo la asttonomfa que incluye numero, 
figura, proporciones y movimientos, sera Ia episteme que discursivamente traduce Ia 
pureza, inmortalidad y eternidad de los cambios ordenados de la zona superior del 
universo, arrastrada por el movimiento estable y circular del alma, siempre fIrme y 
que no se inclina hacia afuera del Intelecto y la Tierra de la naturaleza de los 
astros.9 

El mundo inferior a los astros, sin embargo, es el mundo de la generacion y 
de los movimientos irregulares de los individuos en los que se combinan 
orgarucamente nacimiento, crecimiento, declinacion y muerte y en el que se 
inagotablemente el de los individuos y sus capacidades en el tiempo y el 
"'''I'"'''V, y esto desde el hombre hasta los organismos vivientes minimos que pululan 
en la Tierra. 

Lo senalado es posible, porque la es decir, la de su principio, 
el alma, Uega hasta los confines de la materia sensible. lO 

Hay que distinguir, por 10 tanto, la generaci6n de la materia a partir del alma 
como su postter imagen indefinida y de su informacion por Ia naturaleza que 
Ie otorga la vislumbre de organizaci6n vital, corporal y especffica. Del 
mismo modo igualmente se debe distinguir la del cuerpo organico, 
instrumental y de especificidad particularizante, por los Aoyol CnTEpiJ.anKo(, incapaz 

Por una cf. Eniado.s 4.3.9.12-51 Y 10.113 (puede vel1!e F. Garcia Bazan, 
Ne,op/(ltmlisnlO y La DoctriM de La Materia en Plotino y Shankara [Buenos Aires 1982] 

por otm, cf. Eneadas 4.2.1.42s5. y 2.40S5.; 4.9. 

9 Cf. ibid., 3.8.4 Y 5; 6.3.16.13-24 (Respublica 525a y S5.) Y antes 4.7.10.41s5.; 4.4.22.15 
hasla 27 al final y 6.7.11 y 12. 

10 Cf. ibid., 3.4.1 Y nota 8 mas arriba. 
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de elevarse sobre la de la animaci6n de esas mismas 
razones seminales por el alma que Ie ha toeado en 0 su alma que Ie 
prclpO.rci()na vida individual) I 

Se por en las Enladas sucesivas irradiaciones 0 

manifestaciones en de un alma (inica que permanece fmne aI 
Intelecto: 1) el alma sin ningiin de resistencia hasta ellfmite en el que su 

de 0 difusi6n se el sustrato el alma se ve a sl 
misma borrosamente como una vida dadora vida aI cadaver 3) el alma 
desigr.ma sus sensitiva y animando por 

confusa 0 las moradas que Ie ofrece su anterior autoconciencia 
el alma con claridad de vision directa su 

intelectiva manifiesta en el movimiento inmutable de las esferas y menos evidente en 
el de los seres inferiores del universo sin de oeuparse de pero de 

alque 
Este es el ideal que duerme en cada hombre y que es identico 

el alma universaL 
EI tema relevante del descenso del por 10 tanto, Plorino, no toea 

aI alma del pero aI alma que con normalidad el 
proceso ammico de emanacion por cOllternpl.aci6n, como totalidad de los 

COITeSipolnde a las almas que vienen a vitalizar a 
esos y que DOl.evenclo c;a.palcidladc~ de sin embargo. 
las ponen al servicio de las con ello animan y 
embellecen at pero tambien su 0 limit4ndose 
a una Por eso la venida de las almas es aI mismo 
fonosa. Voluntaria porque para a la 
movimiento de descenso en el todo ordenado 

un Ilamado desde el cuerpo que el descenso para 
Este del deseenso no es ciertamente por el alma 

que no es 10 para ya que el de la 
reencarnaci6n y el encierro c6smico pero se combina con el anterior y esto Ie 
pO!libilita me~JonLrSe por Ia virtud de manem que recuperar S1.l verdadera 
esencia para residir en el cuerpo como si no estuviera en sino 

como alma universal. Pero el virtuoso sena 
incomlple~to. 5i no se el de la virtud en eada 

12 

13 

especiIico" nos referimos 
vivifiroari,," 0 mas 

rea:ptlli;uio conveniente pam al 

Cf. Eneadas 4.8.1.45--1.33; 3.9.3. 

Cf. ibid., 4.7.13; 3.1.8; 3.4.1-6; 4.3.4 Y 6 Y 14 Y IS. 

desarrono 
315-
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forma bumana e incluso elevarse mas hasta unificandose pienrume'ote 
entrar en contacto con 10 par eso, queda una y Ill. caida del alma no es 
total y BU permanece en 10 alto. Se trata de una difusi6n cuyo 
centro permanece estable para intelectivrumente reCOmlI)Oller.se.1 

Tiene por 10 tanto, Jamblico cuando como hemos alude en el 
que nos ooopa por dos veces a Ill. causa de Ill. crudll. del alma para Plotino. Una 

vez se refiere a Ill. causa inmediata y el alma que como de Ill. 
a Ill. animaci6n que Ie brinda el descenso del alma del 

1"I1<""'I111,r ... " y, Ill. otra, a Ill. causa mediata y ultima, a Ill. alteridad 0 difiereiocia, nn .. "~,.", .... 

del sustrato que desde Ill. materia sensible se org.ani'/:a por los 
eSJ:)lecifiC()s y llanrta a los anfmicos que Ie dan 

Los Gnosticos 

Pero 10 en las Eniados no funciona entre los gm5sticos. 
En este tema de Ill. y el descenso del alma la realidad actUa al reyeS para 
los par eso Plotino se irrita contra estos y no sabe 
muy bien ad6nde asestar los de liU critica. 

Para el se el descenso del Intelecto a causa de la 
cruda de Soffa u ocultamiento del viene Ill. creaci6n 
derniiirgic;a visiblemente y falsa y 
ll'3.111SlI:ona, aunque al mismo tiempo, y encubiertamente al servicio de Ill. 
liberaci6n del del salvifico de Sabiduria 0 la 

14 

5.1; 

IS 

16 

15s5.). 

11 

C[ Eniadas 3.4; 3.3.12 Y 13. 

"La Descente et I' Ascension de l' Arne 
J:\''':tg''~nJi Mv,.li.r,!ou.,!.~ et Deslinee 

cool:dina.ci6n de A.& 
13.12-15; 

Cf. ibid., 2.4.16 aI comienzo y ver 5.1.1 y 5.2.2.4-1 (Garcia Bazan [mas arriba, nota 8] 

1.5) 95.38-104.3. Sobre oikonomia, ct. J. 
en Reponse iJ. l'l!xigese Une 
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Plotina 0 bien parque no 10 conocfa por sus lecturas lintitadas de las 
ensefianzas de los de Valentin a los que 0 bien porque Ie 
resultaba dificil de encuadrar dentro de sus esquemas ....... u_, ... ", expone confusamente 
estas ideas. 

en que el alma Universal no se dobla 0 tuerce hacia 
como darlan a entender los gn()StlICOS como consecuencia de la carda 

que la que desciende es el y se preocupa, por ..,v,,,,,,,,, ....... ,,,,,, 

en no 1a causa de 1a caida del sobre 10 que Dada sino Ia 
causa de la creacion del mundo por el de la sustancia 
material que a la que 10 

10 de la caida de Sofia y eI 
pne:UIrlaul;:Os en una mezcla ~nrnmtl! y que los 

que combinadas can el de Sofia en favor 
de los tanto en 1a como 

pelmiltini liberarse de una oro,vulenCla inferior y que los 
pos:ibiltitaJra. la redencion rescatlindolos en 

En este punto parece que Jamhlico de una informacion que Platino no 
Es cierto que Jamblico el alma de los perlsa(10r1es 

nOI'JS/l~mf~UnlQ de los pero esto es mas un sintoma "'v ...... ,.v" 
y una ratificaci6n de Ia de su informacion sobre el tema que 

porque carzcteriza can exactitud la causa de su antecedente 
inconfundible de los con los g"~j;i\.l'''. 

, En tanto Jamblico como 
contra seguid~Clres 

aunque este llitimo argumente 
tecnicos al referirse a estos 

pelnS2ldores como los .. 0 sea, como "los que poseen el "21 

pues esta es su denominaci6n y no las derivadas de maestros y 

IS cr. Eneadas 2.9.10, 11 12 F. Garcia Bazan, GlIOSis. La Esencio. del Dualismo Gnas/ico 
(Buenos Aires ''Les dans la Vie de Plotin" 
en Porphyre. La de Plolin, L. Brisson y otros, eds., vol. 2 (Paris 519-20 Y 544-5. 

19 cr. Eneadas 2.9.4. 

20 cr. Tratado mas arriba, nota 17. La inclinaci6n de Sophia cubre una r:m:y'ectl)ria 
circwar de caida de sin abandonar el Pleroma. Recupera, por 10 51.! postum 
eterruunente firme, en dos movimientos consecutivos de 90' por la "1Tl:rr.,."od,,'i-u~·ra 
y los otros 90" poria que se tiempo escatol6gico, 
Ull circulo su (uncion CO<liperadom 
salvaclon, los datos astlDIOgicios en 
documentos como el DisClirso sobre el Octavo y Noveno' Ho.mmadi Codex y el 
Pensamiento Trimoifo (Nag Ho.mmadi Codex 13), ver mas abajo. 

Plotino, Eniado.s 2.9.15.23-
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escuelas que les y ponen de relieve los diversos desde Justina 
de Ireneo de Lyon e de KlJ'Hll:L--

El es He! que tiene et " porque ha de fa 
.an,,,,,,,,",.,,,,,, al de la tiniebla a Is 10 que 10 transfonna: "Como sucede con Ia 
19l1OI'llLllClla de una persona, que una vez que conoce se desvanece su como 
se desvanece Ia oscuridad cuando aparece la del mismo modo tambien se 
desvanece la deficiencia ante la "23 

Por que este retorno 0 desocultanliento de la luz no s610 
traJrlSfi0111na, sino que asimismo Is de la naturaleza luminosa 
como una transformaci6n 0 iluminaci6n de la intimidad 
reconlJClCla, par ese motivo: "No s610 es el bautismo el que sino tambien la 

y los ritos de inidaci6n a del bautismo son del 
conocimiento en el ambito hasta rematar en el seno la 
BaJrbe.lognos:is que la del Nombre indecible del Padre Uno al 
conocersele como ella ha Esta es tambil~n la raz6n por Ia 
que sostenfan los que "Plat6n no habfa la 
prclfuIldulad del ser U'U""~'lI)lC. 

Pero Jamblico dene noticias de 
no sabe que bay para los gnC)StlCOS 

caracteriza como: "un desvarlo l mxpO'V01,a: 

La erudicion insondable del ante a:mbas 
CAIJIC')lUlm;;:o y s610 atinaba a decir que Plotino no 

B.A. Pearson mas advertido por M. 
alusi6n de senalando con otros argumentos Ia que este 
maestro reviste para atar cabos sueltos en las vinculaciones entre los 
gnosticl:)s y los y vic.eversa." I 

22 Iniciando In Unea cf. Justino de Roma. Prima pro Christianis 26 y Dil1/ogo con 
Trifiin 35.6. 

23 cr. Evangelio de ta VerdtuJ 24.32-25.3. Ver asimismo 21.25-22.19. 

24 Cf. Clemente de n.,,,~,, ...... ,,,, 
VerdtuJero 55.8-9 
35; Las 
Novena 
Codex. 

25 

26 

Cf. En/alias 2.9.6 y Podino. Vita Plotini 16. 

Cf. Fesl'u2i~~re 
de sus lecciooes. 
la caida de Sofia y de sus mil~mi)ros 
desviacion" que es 

Testimonio 
13) 45.12-20 Y 48.15-

Discurso sabre el Octavo el 
de Acciiin de Gracias (Nag Ha,mmudi 

27 Cf. Tendencies in Gnosticism and Iamblichus' t;ol~cep!1cm of Theurgy" en 
(In;,sll,cuiln,R.T. Wallis y J. Bergman. eds. (Albany 
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En el tema de Ia causa del de 
referenda desafortunada de San Ireneo que no 5610 
que asimismo ha sido motivo de desorientaci6n para los int.;;",'r"'t,·~ 

entender el motivo del desliz de Sofia. 
Escribe San !reneo que unos valentinianos dicen: 

10 

eones igualm:ente, 

Los valentinianos de la noticia de Hit)(ililto de Roma ofrecen el mismo contenido sobre 
el origen de la cafda de pero una versi6n diferente en la que no hay 
menci6n de la "audacia."29 

Los Extractos de Theodoto se refieren al mismo tema en relaci6n con eI 
conocimiento: "Pero el E6n que 10 que ests. sobre el conocirniento Ueg6 a 

ignorlltDte y amorfo. Por 10 tanto un vac(o de conocimiento que es 
Nomtlre. que es el la Fonna de los Bones. De este modo el nombre 

los Bones es Nombre. si existe 
unidad cada uno de los Bones tiene 1a Por esto 
dicen que cuanto de la 

ex],uc:acionles nos orientan mucho mejor hacia el contenido de la causa 
del las noticias de San Irenee y que en confmnaci6n 
el Tratado como una reflexiva al de 
describe de este modo: 

28 Cf. Adversus Haereses 1.2.1-2. 

29 Ct. Elenchos 6.30.6-7. 

30 ct. Clemente de Extract()s de Theodora 31.3-4 32.1. Identica combilll1ci6n re 
conocimiento deseo voluntario se mtifica en las diversas del de Juan," 
Papyrus 36.16-37.18 (::: Hammadi Codex 3.l4.9-15.9 y ,t.::;., .. ;r·iV. 
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persiguieron cuando 
es no fue 

aquel cuya es 
(Tra/ado Tripartito 75.19-71.33) 

Este "p.t"nprp. dentro del escrito a 1a secci6n que se ocupa de 1a """'np',"",,,; 

"32 La secci6n comienza ratificando la naturaleza del "tercer 
freta."33 

EI adverbio de modo "irreflexivamente" r7' •. _<,.-'_ T1'I'nnrhln 

HEN 

31 Sobre nuestra traduccion de este 
Garcia Baz4n. Texlos Gntis/icos. 

1991), 

32 Tratodo Tripartito 74.18-80.1 L 

33 Ibid., 74.18-22: 
tercer fruto el !ibre 
Pensamiento. 

I>''''><'';V~, cf. A. Pinero, 1.M. Torrents, 
L Escri/Os Filosoficos y 

se han dado a luz; de acuenlo con el 
con que los favoreci6 por su 
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reflejltda por la versi6n copta que parece haberse en Re"pu,bU,:a 
U"'~/aAOn!}Eue~a BulvOla. 

el ultimo de los eones, eI que es avanza 
suyecIOn, porque su conducta es el resultado de un simultaneo acto 

ImIPru,aeI1ICIR que no una realidad La irreflexi6n 0 

vacia iniciada en un deseo al que ella misma alienta con su 
vac:uidlad, 10 ha llevado a sufrir un de un cosmos fanllistico e 
"'''''''11'V, ya que al con el mismo obstaculo que ha ha 
caido, se ha inclinado 0 doblado hacia debe recuperar su POS:ICl(m 
enderezandose y con su actividad rescatar 10 que Ie es 
del.sp,arecer Ia causa y consecuencias de la caida que son 
llU!iiOI1ies, faltas de y de que pertenecen al vano . . . son a 

de 10 que no existi6 para volver de nuevo a 10 que no existini" 
Todo esto ha un proceso de rescale en eI que los 

elementos en relaci6n con las virtudes del orden la intelectiva 
escindida del fundamento y la de la unidad etema, para 

sin de es al descubierto y con ello 
tambien el absurdo de la por el cosmos sensible y por 
ser corrupto. de un acto fallido que tan ridiculo es sostener que ha sido 
creado como que ha side fabrieado. 

Mientras que Plotino parece haber conocido de Ia doctrina 
valentini!lIlasinteticos 0 J8mblieo parece que en este clave para la 
polemlca de los contra los ya que se trata de la raz6n 

por Uel creador del mundo y el mundo son 
" ha Ieido y un material mu que Ie sintetizar la 

idea de la causa de la caida de Sofia y del deseenso de sus miembros 
de las almas) con una que a Plotino y la 
heredada a Ireneo de al estar de acuerdo con las fuentes ongmates. 

Es por 10 tanto, que la confrontaci6n de ideas con esta 
corriente del en terminos de y que las distinciones entre 
ambas en claridad te6rica mutua. 

c) Jdmblico 

El fil6sofo ori!~nflrio de como 10 hemos facilitar una 
doctrina sobre el alma que supere a la poco clara de sus antecesores plat6nicos 
basandose en la tradici6n. Can este fin se afmna en la definici6n de la 
sustancia del alma como naturaleza en la que estriban las 
prclple:d3Jdes de sus facultades y aetos, una vez que se atienda a los diferentes generos 

uruvel:8at y y a sus clases del universo y alma 
aeInoluc~lS. heroicas y almas de vivientes 

34 Cf. Eniadas 2.9.10 al fmal. 
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rI .. fi"lr·;A" par una con el apoyo de 1a por otra, Ie da 
una a su tentativa con los que cree superar los ensayos bien enl::arniIlIados, 
pero de Plotino y sus Al pues, en el tratamiento de 
las diferencias sobre el de las escribe: 

Amelio sostienen que todas las almas a del 
hipercl5srrlica se en los en las rrlismas 

Perc de otro modo parcce que Timeo produt:e el primer p/M 
nmrraITt<"-- de las almas, el las a todas en 

relaci6n can farrlilias y a ttaves de todo el 
y en todos los elementos universo. Par 1& siembra denlil1Qpca 
de las almas se dividir.i de acuerdo con las y la 
pmcesi6n de las almas coexistirn., Ilevando esta las 

alma universal, al mundo entero, las almas 
esferas las de los elementos a elementos mismos 
tamblen han reunidas Ill. suerte las almas de can carla Barten 
individual, a de los pues, se realizan los descensos de las almas, 
diferentes de acuerdo can los diferentes sorteos, como 10 da Ii entender claramente 
la ordenaci6n del (Plaro, Timaeus 377.11s$.) 

Es decir que c6smica y anirnaci6n del universo pero en un 
escenmo que ofrece dos aetos diversos: 1) se da el total ordenado por el 
alma universal y dentro de este cuadro el que ofrecen las almas partictllar,cs S11pe:nores 
can sus facultades y conductas las de las las de los y las 
de los seres enc6smicos sobrenaturales heroes y y 2) con 

el acto en el que las almas de los vivientes 
mortales reunidas Ia que les ha tocado en suerte en los astros, 
comienzan su diseminaci6n 0 descenso en el mundo para el 
des:pu,cglJ!e vital del mundo visible natural 10 los dioses. 

Las almas esum en cuerpos porque eI que la totalidad del 
mundo las ha sembrado Perc la novedad de Jamblico en contraste 

se~;UUlOIes, consiste en admitir que de acuerdo con Is 
1 ... """,,0'1"1 eI que ha distribuido a 

las de la divina voluntad de 

3S Cf. H.O. Liddell, R. Scott, and H.S. Jones, A un'eK.-,t:.l1.IlUSn Lexicon, repro (Oxford 1992) 
s. v., VTIQ(f'fGUHS;- 2.3. 

37 cr. Timeo 41d-e 
Commentarii de Proclo 
Frlll'mentll.l.M. ed. 
cr. CaMeo 
Wiirterbuch tum Neuen TA"'mMA" 

Ia disCllsion sobre las 
und Jamblich De 

lmt''P''''"' al Timeo 41e-42a 
a !ill vet reinlerpreta las 

\a ].F. 
(Chico 60-123, quien 

(;Qirnment,rtrii de Proc!o. 

44 sobre Jamblico en el In Platonis Timaeum 
Pla/onis Dialogos Commentarjorum 

Sobre "elementos" como los astrbs, 
Kittel y O. Friedrich, The'oio.!?isc:hes 
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distribuci6n por el y no par Ia repres1entlCilin directa del par 10 
tanto. Jas fonnas de su descenso y retorno, el "camino bacia y hacia arriba" con 

no es el resultado de una en la 
COIlteInplaci6n, sino el de una que obedece aI orden de 
la voluntad de los para que los dioses ofrezcan su y 
estable como un a traves de las almas ordenadamente divididas en la 

que elias voluntariamente ese ''';;;)l);IUV 

intelectivamente nO su descenso habra sido eSI>ont!UJleo, '''e,''''''"'''V 
mOlvulrueltlto de una que es por el orden 
reaccione contra el, ba sido fonada 0 no '1 ..... ' .. ""'v. 

Ahora una vez que las almas se unen a los cuerpos que admitir 
como Plotino que en el casa del alma del universo ellazo es pero que en los 
seres es porque el alma se at! a 10 ya atado par la par 
eso cada alma y actua de acuerdo can su 

Este esquema indicado 
descensos por los fines sotem:o-l:::osmoIOg;lcOiS. que estan aI servicio de la 
rec!upe,raci6n del orden el alma desciende pura cuando viene a IJUIIUl,;ill 

conservar y peli'eccioJllar; no es totaImente aI cuerpo y 
Im]pulSad,a a su pesar cuando es para 

cOlre5,po:nde~nclia con las formas de vida antedores al 
porque se lmlnll[nl:l.n imlXlllltas las de que alcanzan nuevas Hm ...... ,LUlj'<;J>. pero 
lIenas de pasIODC~S 

Y los modos de incoQ:lontcicin 
momenta tenllpc)w 0 con 1a manera de 

bien sea en relaci6n can el 
obe:de(:tn, muestran tambien en 

38 Sabre la siembm ver igu.umcmte Jamblico 
CllStmglle tres momentos corlce~ltwl~mf:nte firme en 
idelllid;ild y visi6n prilner-!. prjocel.i6n: "Ia en 88.7-
Hermias, In 84 y 85) y que desciende en el mundo sublunar. 

39 En relation can ritual del fro 60 de Heniclito, Cf. lDs Tres Estela:; 
de. Se.t 127.20-21 y Discurso 56,14-22 y ver mas nota 44. 

40 Contnistese con Platino, Eniada:; 3.8.7: "que las reaJidades que lIegan a sec en cuanto son 
imagenes de los seres muesttan que el produce no tiene como fin, de 10 las 
produ(;cio,nes ni las acciones. sino 

41 cr. ibid,. 2.9.8.39-43 Y ver ImbUeo. fro 88, 

42 Cf, De Anima 379.12-25. ver Eniadas 2.9.7. 

43 cr. De Anima 380,6-14 y 454.10-22; 455.1-5; 455.7-12; 455,18-25 y 455.25-
456.19; 456.22-28. 

44 pro,cesj(jn y descenso 

ver 
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Jimblico una que de su entendimiento sistematico del alma y de 
sus diversas Por eso en cuanto al la es pr(lgrl~si'ra 
pues de no ser asi alma habitar en cuerpo. Es la madurez 
somatica la que retiene su modo de Concordantemente la simbiosis 
sefialOOa es ia que reclama que las almas se por la forma 

como usan al cuerpo para sus funciones en el COlnpUe!;to. 
Obviamente siendo diferente la distribuci6n de las almas en las familias 

SUI:leI'JlOn~S e la de convivencia entre las almas humanas y 
divinas durante el transcurso de los c6smicos ofrecera dificultades """,~ti(""", 
y de pero no por eso Jimblico resuelve el obstliculo 
ratificando la de la convivencia como se da en ei cOlnif:OZIC!. 

Por otra el fen6meno de Ia muerte, la cesaci6n y seilar<tcicin de Ia vida 
en el COlnplllesto p:siC()SOma1tico del viviente es para Jimblico 
indisocia\)le del alma como UU,L!VLU;U, pero asimismo una consecuencia confirmatoria 

pre:exiistenci,a animica que cOOa 
DotenC:1as recupere su en las moradas astrales 

deliuc:irse, la luna la residencia de la vida irracional 
rec1onq[uislta JJ,w. ... ""i!!>, ... "',,,,, .. u. de la historia del 

cosmos como viviente animOOo que debe cuidarse y conservarse como dOllaci6n 
en donde la ensefianza sobre el vehiculo intennediaria de un 

cuerpo sutil tanto como que colabora en esta tarea, reclama sus 
derechos a la existencia peImamellte. 

45 cr. De Anima 381.6-14. Diversamente 10 r:esuelve al apoyarse en la vision 
bOlTOsa el de las anmueas en existencia, 10 que 

cuerpo de e incluso de planta reclamar albergar a un alma superior. 
la reencamacion entre los diferentes 10 que rechaza. 

46 Aqui Jamblico ratifica la ensefianza general, cf. De Ani/lUl38Z.11-16. 

47 en d 

48 

"Voies 
Hel:merico-Gllostiqut~," Polilica Hennetica 

12 Eniatlas 1.2.1-
of Political 
[mas arriba, 

Cf. De Anima 384.19-28. Sabre de la luna como la r:esidencia de las almas 
ala calda v6ase Plutarco, De 942-943. Tambien Dillon ha atenci6n a 

relaci6n con el De Anima, en otta direccion (cf. "The Descent Soul in Middle 
Platonic and Gnostic en The of Gnosticism, B. Layton, ed., vol. I [Leiden 
1980] 357-65). cr. ProcIo, 70 de III Platonis Commentarii. 

49 cr. De Anima 385.1-10. Sobre 0:'1"'10\0'011';" == ayy€(ov, cr. Oraculo Caldeo 157. 
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Finalmente, entonces, las dadas acerca del retorno de las almas 
son como consecuencia de Ia doctrina de la esencia del alma y sus la 

invertida de la ensefianza sobre el descenso y su ...... u" .... "'''J!".­
Podria sostenerse, entonces, en Ia linea de relectura ne()pl.!l.t6JrUc'!1, 

que para Plotino el movimiento anfmico de descenso y ascenso se en la 
debilidad de visi6n de la como un que dificuItosamente capta 
la de la Pr6noia para Jiimblico el mismo fen6meno se 

Ia inescrutable de una Providencia 
que es antes voluntad de donaci6n que totalidad U'"~Uf;''.IA''''' 

lo elalma: los LfnOSliCOS los 
Oraculos Caldeos 

a los gn()Stlcos en De Anima 
se ha alusiones menos 

visibles en este ""''-UR'.-

B.A. Pearson en el anteriormente citado en 
relaci6n con el extenso Marsanes Hammodi Codex 9) referente a 
las formas que eI alma en Sll descenso y a los ritos de 
f6rmulas orales y movinrticnto que !Ill ascensi6n. Esto parece una buena 

pero ella reclama nuevas onenl:acilon.es ..... 
iguaJnlenltela atenci6n que Dillon se refiera en varias al 

lenJ~uale "JImClStil:O hermetico" de JfunbIico en la del Maestro Abamon a fa 

50 Cf. asimismo nota 43 
Bazan, EI Aslral (Barce1!ODa; 
36). 

8.&. Sobre el vebleulo astral, cf. en 
y en Jamblieo en particular, Finamore 

F. Garcia 
arriba, nota 

52 (mas amba, nota 27) 263-66 Y vet Iluesira introducci6n a la versi6n 
se tienen ademas en Cllellta los = del conocimiento dl 

PitJ.l.,Olrlcll tk. lOmb/ieo D.1. Revived: Mathematics and 
FIIJ'IoSopl.ry in [Oxford la obm de Iamblico aI 
Martones I) vic:eversa. sin dentro 
de obms sucesivamente recIactadas Tratado T.;~h.";'" 
las Las Tres Estelas de Set y ella 
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Carta de ,t"ru"", a nnt::u,,,n, ;SUl:!;ClI;;Ul.;l<l., <l.IJClIl<L1>, que 
Ibulauu",._u" reclama 

Parece ser que que Plotino en ha tornado los 
relatos verosfmiles del Fedro y Timeo tratando de mostrar el fondo 
cornpfloble de dos versiones antiteticas. Pero 10 que Plotino resuelve 
te6ricamente y dentro de una tradici6n de restncttvamente J!imblico 
10 ateniendose a una tradici6n universal. Entre 
ambos estan los que dan una soluci6n por Ia tradici6n 

La biblioteca de Hammadi nos ha ofrecido una interesante novedad en el 
c6dice 6, cuyos tres ultimos escritos son con 10 que se confirma 
que los con anterioridad a autores eclesiasticos como Amobio y Lactancio 
consideraron a las escrituras por Hermes como a Ia 
literatura hermetica el mismo metodo de que les reprochabll 
U'klV"lV de Roma que a otras escrituras J!imblico haber 
conocido este de litemUla EI Discurso sabre el Octavo y el 

por dice: 

Porque indecibles .. i,C6mo Ie describire el 
Todo? Yo soy [el veo otto Intelecto mueve aI alma. Veo aI 
que arrebata en Ull santo . .. He eoc:onltrad,o el de la 
que estli sobre todos los poderes, el que no tiene 1""""'1)10. 

53 Cf.lamblichi Chalcidensis in Platollis U"UUj,US 

y su mas recieote aI dia ell 
T"''''n~,'';"l eds., y New 

54 Sobre Plotino como exegeta., cf. Eniados 5.1.8-9, sobre las Las Tres Estelas de Set ver 
118. 10-25 y notas 1 y :2 de nuestro comentario a III, versi6n quiere decir 
en este caso: "retomar cuidadosamellte" Natura ct. F. Gw:da B~ 

Enciclopedia Psiquiatria, G. Vidal Y Dtms, cds., vol. 3 (Buenos Aires 

5S cr. Elellchos 5.7.16 y ver M. Marcovich. Hil,,,o'lvtlJS Refuuuio Omnium Haeresium (Berlin 
1986) 37. 
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El instrumento basico que Jamblico parece haber explotado racionalmenoo es el del 
esclarecimiento de Ia naturaleza de la noci6n del metoxy al modo de ser 
intermedio del pero que excede a su que se trata de una 
intuici6n fundamental para la continuidad del dinrunismo de 10 reaL No se 
trata de una intuici6n filos6fica nueva, pues tanto Plat6n como Plotino habfaD tenido 
el en cuenta en relaci6n con Ia defmici6n de 10 pero sin extraerle 
las virtualidades que ofrec(a para entender los momentos del desarrollo de la 

Los gnC)StIrCOS clarividentes en este como en otlos aspect(,s del corlOC:lmlento, 
que el Padre unico se revele distintamente en el 

si ac()m]paiila Ia Intenci6n 
de conocerse como Intelecto. 

pero distinta del y 
1"" ... .,t ........... como MadreJEspfritu, de la autIDgene~aci()n 

Las intelectuales de la que 
exceden las condiciones de la se detienen correctamente en el 
lfmiOO de la esfem del Pleroma que se debe recuperar, que los gnC)SbJCOS 

entienden el conocimiento en transformador como la pero 
la por los ritos secretos, es una ascension 0 prC)IUnollzaclorn de la 
ple~mtud que remata en la union distinta de cada E6n en el sene ",a •. vUlV, que es como 
el Padre se realmente COIloc'er.) 

Jamblico parece baber admitido la condici6n imlJiuesta por eI perlsrumento 
gn()sti(~O de la del de mediaci6n para eX[)lic;!I.f el 

unos el tado inle;:ligible, exp:resando 
artificial 

(Paris 19891 iss. y 25 Y 27-28). La se da en el Discurso sabre ei Octavo 
y el Novella II. Ia y en otros escdtos, como el Pensamiento Trimorjo ananciando la 
conclusion seiiala asimismo interesantes se!llejalllulS. 

57 Cf. Platon, BQJ~Qu'ete 203e-204b y Plotino, Eniadas 3.5 De Mysteriis 1.5 
5.18, en relacion can La en relaci6n con dioses ya esta en 
10 y Epfnomis, como nota 2}. 

58 cr. Pensamiento 
Padre, como triforme 
el del conocimiento 

la Proti1l1Wia 0 Preconodmiento del 
conacer, el del deseo de conacer y 

de la del Pensamiento 
ZOstrianos.1As de Set, Marsl1Ms, 

sHendo del Primer Pensamienlo. 

S9 Cf. Trataaa Tripa:rtito 127.25-129.33 y relacionar con nota 51. 
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Este nuda de influencias doctrinales en JaIltlOlJICO, nel)plat6nic:as, gnilStiCas 
mostraria el y Ia fecundidad que su pi .... ,...,..' .... 

entre gropos de una pero asimismo ratificaria Ia SI.!~mtlcaclOn 
de los para la historia de la ya que los contactos hist6ricos entre el 
l',U''''U'''';>HJ'V y el conflictivos 0 no se a los solos 
testimonios de la de sino que reclamaron respuestas 
.,.n(>"Ur:,..;: que a suavizar el trato en la del ne()pli~tO]nis:mo 
hieratico a confirmar tam bien ecos de 

Universidad ,uJ!>"".""".J.F. Kenm:dy--<:O:NI(:ET 

sobre el vehlculo astral: Ordeulos CaMeos 110, 113, 130 164, relacionan 
el descenso del y teiirgia; Oraculo CaMeo 153, sobre los la Oracula 

sobre 1 .. union con el Ordeulos CaMeos 107, 108, 119, 125, ell relaci6n 
con teurgica; Oracula 118, sobre el sueDo; Orticulo CaMeo 157, el cuerpo como 
vasija (ver nota 49). 

64 cr. De Abstinentia 1.113-118 38) 
Procio, In Timaeum Commentarii 

Leeteur et ITllerprete des Anciens, J. 
continuacion de A.J. Festugiere~). 
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In Piatonis Timaeum Commentarii 3.333.28ff.: The Myth of 
the Charioteer to Iamblichus and Proclus1 

R. M. van den 

In his cOl:nnlenitary on Plato's Timaeus Proclus Diadochus takes 

remains unaffected 
Plotinus 

t'I",p.et"," of whether or not some of our soul 
exercises intellection As is 

LiSLua"..,,,, the unorthodox view that some 
remains in contact with the world above. Because some of us is also part 

realm of Intellect this world can never affect our entire 
hal'Pf:ns to our bodies. The real sage is Intellect and, always 

perpetual even if because of 
unconsciousness, sickness or art, he is not aware that he does so} 

discussed the two circles of the Same and the Other according to the 
constitute our soul and the different ways in which the movements of those 

two circles may be when influenced the from 
this Plotinus and Theodorus. 

unaffected and intellection 
fails to take into account the fact that Plato two circles to make up the 
substance of the two circles that may both be affected. His he ... v, ... u.u"',~, 
is in accordance with that of Iamblichus: "The divine Iamblichus is correct 
melrerclre. in those who hold this " As this argument would 
be enough to refute Plotinus. As are all Neoplatonists, Plotinns and Proclus are in 
"'!O ........ Lm .. '"" that Plato cannot be wrong and that a task is to 

I am indebted to the participanlts in the conference stirnlll:ati~lg criticism, especially 
10 I.F. Finamore and e.G. wish to thank P.A. advice. 

1. In Platoms Timaelltn Commentarii 3.333.29ff. 

3 EfIlleades 1.4.4-5, cf. e.g., I.M. Rist, Plotinlls; The Road to Reality (Cambridge 1967) 
139-52. especially 146-52. 
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Plato's real One cannot that Plato in the Timaeus 
unaffected aspect of the human which means 

Plotinus' view must be wrong. ProcIns ""''''''''"1'1,, n, ... u"",v~'r 

three more arguments Plotinus must be wrong: 
that we err, if in us stays free from paO."l\J",,,. 

that is at this very moment, non; Plotinus 
in Plato's from which we may infer that our 

that Procius borrowed 
Iarnblich.us. " .. ..."n«nh. from his commentary on the 

tlle.ret()re, considered to be a to Iamblichus' 
and a very one at because Iamblichus is 

considered to be for the restoration of the more orthodox of view in 
Ne,oplatonism on the soul after the of Plotinns. the content of this 
passage is much the attribution to Iamblichus is taken for 
We are offered no real arguments why it should be from Iamblichus. 
offers some to it is from the structure of the 
text that Proclus the arguments of Iamblichus. Steel does not, 

what he means this. I do not see any pre.ssirlg 
indication in the text in favour of this attlibtltic,n.!> 

aim in this paper is to show that much of this is more to be 
attributed to PreeIus than to the third argument that rests on an 

Tri:rm~'"iste III, us Doctrines de L'Ame 
lJIllW'WX Commentarium 

240-325 
1987) 

lamblichus, and 
lanlbli'chltsand the Theory of the Vehicle of the 

Soul (Chico 1985) 149. 

5 

6 

Steel (above, note 4) 40, note 32. 

disl:uss:ion of this 
charioteer 

Besides, in our text, the 
Plotinus. 
would be typical of 

occur in 

in line 12 would be an of an indirect divine Iamblichus is 
correct, therefore, in those who hold this for what element in us is 

sins ... "). It may be an if what follows is in line what we know from 
Iamblichus' It is. an indication, not if what follows is 
not in introduce more arll:um,enlts. 
taken from other sources than the Plolinus is wrong and 
Iamblichus are 
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mtl~rpretiil.UCm of the Phaedrus of the charioteer. 
critical re-examination of the attribution of the text to to show 
COllce:fmng; unaffected lamblichus holds a middle between Plotinus 
and PreeIus instead of in agreement with Proclus and 
oppolled to as Proclus wants us to believe. 

1. The Phaedrus 

The third argument Plotinns is 
horses taken from Plato's Phaedrus. 

has Iamblichus the credit to have 
proper attention to the Phaedrus as a work of in a sep·ara!te C()mllleIUlUY 
Before the Phaedrus would have been considered as an immature work 
of Plato's and therefore rather by it was 
studied rhetoricians. This it flatters seems to 
be The work was in Middle Platonist circles: to 

the whole of Plato was contained in the Timaeus and the 
10 Atticus a on it as did his 

Iamblichus' commentary was to have a 
orc.fotmd influence on later As is so for all commentaries 
T"'Tl1hhl'.h"" his one on the Phaedrus has not been as a whole. All we have 
are some scraps, most of them from Hermeias' commentary on the same work. 

this with evidence from other works by 
... "'&la .. ".""' ..... seems to me to differ on two from the we find 
here in Proclus and which is ascribed to Iamblichus. It runs thus: 

7 Die Neuplatunische Phaidrosinlerpretotion (Paderbom 1930) 7. 

8 JDJ1wl.lque de COOlcis. Phi,fosODheet Exegete, vols. 2 (Aarhus 1972) 361-2. 

9 lowe this point to Prof. D.T. Runia. 

10 D.T. Ruuin, Philo 

L 1 H. DOrrie and M. 
(Stuttgart and Bad Cannstnlt 

,ue.xun,unu and the TimaellS of Plato (Leiden 1986) 374. 

Der Platonismus 1m 2. UM 3. Jahl'huMeTt nach Christus, vol. 3 
197-8. 
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And what is the charioteer of the soul? Is it not the most 
consummate part of us? And bow can we avoid 

what directs our whole and with its own 
and is assimilated to the of the 
and as a fIrSt" 

chrurioiller? And jf the is the us, and he, as is said 
in the Phaedrus, sometimes is carried and raises "his head into the region 
outside. while at other times he and (fills his pair) with lameness and 
muulllug, it that the highest element in us different 
states at different 

One arg.um.em thus: if the human soul is to be cornpaifed to a 
charioteer and his two and if the sometimes even his head 
into the lTT"",1'1'"nt part of this '"'v, ...... .., ....... , .. , 

If the 
sometimes crashes into the world thus not able to look into the 
outside and to the Ideas anymore, this means that the whole its best 

lOC1UOlea, descends into the world of contact with the realm 
above. even our best is not unaffected but in different 
states at different times. If Plotinus claims that 
he is at odds with Plato and must, be wrong. 
the seems to make sense. it does not seem to me to be in 
Iamblichus' views on two Iamblichus does not consider the "'''".u.'''.''' .... " 
nor his as the of the human to the downfall 
of the charioteer and his horses does not in the state of 
the soul. 

To start with the first acc:ordlmg to Iamblichus holds the 
helmsman to be the not the charioteer: 

(B) The divine lamblichus takes the "helmsman" as the one of 
the soul; its intellect is the charioteer; the ''visible'' is used not to 

that it directs its on the as other than it, 
it is united and it on that level; for shows thai 

the "helmsman" is a more perfect entity than the charioteer and the for it 
is the essential nature of the one of the soul to be united with Ihe 

Hermeias is on Plato's Phaedrus 247c7 here. Plato's text is somewhat 
prC)l:)lt:~m~lUC at this point and so is the of what text of this passage Iamblichus 
had before him. Modern editions of Plato read: "true 
of the the 

The '"'v'"" .... ,,"'. h.nW'(>,VI'1" 

12 Dillon, trans. (above, note 4) 20 L 

Ibid., 97. 
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"to be seen," "visible." A dative is very 
in this sentence and this is the reason the nominative "visible" is 

Dillon this defends the of 
because Hermeias quotes it twice that This argument, does 

not bear much The difference between the dative and the nominative is 
the iota. At this time this iota mutum was not and not 
written anymore in most On the other scribes sometimes 
wrote iotas even when this should not be done. What is more, of the two instances 
referred to by one seems to the verbal ''visible'' instead of the 
dative After this the text said about the of 
intellection "visible to the helmsman of the soul 

6 
"""'W'''''''''''', In Platonis PhaedrumCommentartii 
would be strange to say that it tells about the 
would say about the helmsman. 
Phaedrus with Hermeias under 

Dillon is without doubt to as a later 
QUlestion that it was in Iamblichus' text, because it would have 

mtieroretlltlo,n of the helmsman as the one of the souL it is found 
neither in Hermeias' it would be in 
favour of his this of the helmsman as the one 
of the soul seems to be different from the one found in PracIus. 

Because both text and are to be 
have been made to reconcile both views. Finamore sUl~ge:sts 
soul's one as the charioteer's 
Howe'ver. this I am will not do. It is very 
that the whole charioteer as such is the 

and consummate part of us," and we are told that "the charioteer is the 
element in us." 18 In text the as part of the is of 

sUJlposed to steer the it is the charioteer who steers the 
" It seems, 

14 Ibid .. 253. 

IS cr. 51mb<> (14.1.41) and E. Schwyzef, Griechische Grammatik.. vol. 1 (Miinchen 1939) 202 
(5). 

16 Below, note 30. 

11 Above, note 4, 148. 

18 Finamore has informed me he himself is IlOW also 
the following consideration: "The soul's One must be II. 

allow the human soul to "see" entities higher than those in 
One does not enable it to "see" the FOmls; the sours intellect does 
must be It of the soul that is thrust into the The One of the in other 
must auached to the II. higher function. So, what does 
helmsman "see",? Hemleias reports that is SEctS'. but these must be the noetic 

not the visible ones. They might even be the henads themselves. But that's malter." 
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and Iamblichus' 
np.r'h<t.,,,, less obvious at fIrst 

but no less one. to text the fact that the charioteer "is 
sometimes carried up aloft and raises his head into the while at other 
times he descends" proves "that the element in us different 
states at different times." seems to think that neither the 
elevation nor the descent in the condition of the soul. 
This is out in a It reads: 

(In Pha'edo.nem 26ff. ::: lamblichu,s, In Phaedonem [frg. 5]) 

about those who are 
the converse about them, 

in which there is no 
their essential life does not incline 

reason of the form of their life 
gellenltio'n and which never 

breaks its connexion with the realm, as himself writes also in his 
Lel1ers, his own theory along the third line of argnment above-

(C) How does 'lUll'lJUL;UU~ 
restored to a state of peliec:tion ?,'V 
that 

at the conference. Finamore that in De 1.15 
dis':ussed at page Iamblichus does not keep to these distinctions, 

that distinctions are not at when compared to the overall phl.losoplntcaJ view, 
to see this confusion of entities. text reads: To eaov Ell Ka\ 

the same. 

a:G'fo KaAEtv eSeAOlS', ev 'fals 
in us, which is said to one of the noetic 

I<:a(}. Note the Setol' el' ),Ioel'ol' Kal E),I may also be 
an for the one This is consistent with text in which 

that the one of the its 
as than it, but that is united with it 
and the ),1011"6,, are not different, they must be 

20 Dillon (above, note "who have been restored to a state of " but 
this is not because 

bas misled 
bo(ldbisal.vllS in Buddhism. The have 
nirvana, the pelfec:tion of human existence. 
The souls already be 

conlpletely filled desires 

apraesens. thus restored." 
IambHchean souls to the 

a series and are about to enter the 
it, they return to earth to 

before their descent. cf. tex.t (D), 
of passions who encounter the first time the 

Anima 380.279). 
earth. 

The pure souls are once restored to their 

21 Dillon, trans. (above, note 4) 89. 
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The souls under discussion here are no ones. In a moment their 
nature will be discussed in greater detail. At present, we should stress the fact that 
such a soul "never breaks its connexion with the realm" 

Dillon thinks this to be in conflict with the Phaedrus but in 
accordance with There the has to return from the sun 
into the cave. The difference between Iamblichus and is that for 
Iamblichus the of mankind after the 

life on earth. But is text inconsistent with the Phaedrus 
This may be so in the case of Plato's intended ..... ' ..... " .. '6 

whether we can ever determine what that It is __ • __ •. _1 •• 

t"""", ..... ·".;'"'' of the offered in text There the descent 
thus the 

tUWltTl".'·. The fact that the souls in text 
that never 

in some other texts to 
be referred to as out denied. 
Hn,wP!vP.r it will appear that Iamblichus does not see any tensions between the fate of 
these souls and the Phaedrus thus further doubt on the of 
whether or not text is Iamblichean. 

From Stobaeus' stems an passage from Iamblichus' De 
It deals with the different causes of the soul's descent. 

IJUllUl''-, .. ,Ul1 and 
exe:rC15ilne; and 

as the first group, because 
nor their own 

lDclepenllerlce. A third category of souls is made to descend means of violence for 
Iamblichus pays attention to the souls who make an 

undefiled descent This is the of the "a descent which does not 
involve from text This material world is also called the world of 
gelfler·aUion. A descent that does not involve means a descent in which the 
material world does not affect the that the soul remains pure. About these souls 
he remarks: 

Kilt 
-ra. daTI Tils 
E~~UOVTa\ npwT~S 

and uuu"'m,;u.-

22 Ibid..,243. 

v<ton,,,EL!> Kilt nolIUS"aIlOV€S 1"WV 
at "fE 

nall1""S 
(Iamblicbus, De Anima 

initiated and who have seen much of true 
to the and those cOrllpletely 

of the are all first planted in 

23 Cf. Finamore (above, note 4) 101 ff. 

24 Ibid" 107. 
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As has been noted by several the passage is with reminiscences of 
the Phaedrus myth.2S are called initiated and who have seen much of 
true being" (veoTeA€lS Kat nOAu(l"aJlOY€S nil'll OVT(l.lv), which may be compared to 
Phaedrus 251a2 (6 5€ apTt'feAT]S". 6 nil'll TIoAu9"allwv), while may be 
found in Phaedrus 250el. The "accompanying the (cruvona6o( ... 
TWV Sew'll) is an echo of Phaedrus 248c3 (ljJuXrl, (l€!? {;uvona5oS" y.:vOjLIi:VTJ)· 
Iamblichus, then, takes the Phaedrus as his source of inspiration for a doctrine 
thought Dillon to be inconsistent with that same Platonic dialogue! Their 
implantation into bodies is described as an unaffected (d:na9€s) and undefiled one. 

to text CA) this process would, on the contrary, affect the soul. The fact 
that these souls are not affected in any way is once again made clear by another 
statement from the same fragment: 

TOO VOE111' 

"IE II i)v al Ka9apa\ l!Juxat Kat Tfi'AElat Ka8aptils 
'Ta CSOOlla'Ta .xIlEli na81')I,uiTWV Kat Tils OHP;JOEU)S 

(Iamblichus. De Anima 319.22-24) 

(E) Pure and perfect souls the bodies purely without passions 
and without being deprived intl~necti()fl." 

The perfect souls do not suffer any passions/affections (aY€l) when they 
enter the body. Because nothing for these souls, they go on exercising 
int,clllgellcewithout being disturbed (Cfv€u (1T"p~(j"WS" This comes 
remarkably close to what Plotinus grants to all souls, for which he is 
criticized Proclus. The latter refers to the Phaedrus 
Iamblichus uses it to formulate an almost opposite claim. 

One may argue that using the of the Phaedrus does not necessarily 
mean that this was how Iamblichus interpreted it. At least one testimony of 
Iamblichus' commentary of the Phaedrus, shows us that this was how he 
did read it: 

(F) • H OE TaU 9E(O'U' lall~J\(xO'U P1)OljoETal VUV' 

av8pwnous AE1'E\ Tas 1'aS EV 1'41 VO'l]T4I otaTpl<j;acras' at "lap 
nplv TOll o\a(.qcswow. iivU) Eta'tv €V 1'41 v01')'T41. 

Ta 6t01') TOlS €IEalS 'T01S unEpKouiLtotS 00 oat" 
•.• Kat .. hE oli o\)aal Kat IlV~Il1)V €XOuaat TWV EKE1, 
clmoaTpo<jlO\ ~<l"<%V 'TilS Kal OUK ijSeAov OUOE .pa1'Elv OV8E 

'TOUT€aTl IlETaJ\a~E'l.v a\aB1')Tf\s 8o~llS OUK E1XOV 
V01JTTW TPO.pl\V· 8lo uno Atllou TWlI amleavov. alln 

Platonis Phaedrum Scholia 215.l2ff. = Iamblichus, In Phaedrum, 

(F) We will now turn to the interpretation of the divine Iamblichus. 
He understands by the "men" of the text souls who have spent time in the 
intelligible realm; for souls, before they live their mortn! lives, are above in the 
intelligible realm, having a vision of the Forms in their true nature. and 
consorting with the sIJprncosmic gods. . .. And inasmuch as they were newly-

25 Festue:ilere (above, note 4) 223. note I, Dillon (above, note 4) 255f., Finamore (above. note 
4) 107ff. 

26 Finamore, trans. (above, nOle 4) 103. 
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initiated, and still retained a memory of the other realm. they turned from 
the realm of generation and refused to eat or drink, that is to say. they nol 
wish 10 have any share in sense-perception; for they had their intellectual 
nourishment. For this reason they perished from starvation of things of this 
realm, which means that they were raised up again to their former level.27 

157 

Iamblichus is commenting here upon the tale of the men who turned into cicadas 
(Phaedrus 249b5-d7). Plato does not link this with the myth of the charioteer, but 
Iamblichus does so declaring that these are the newly initiated souls, who used to 
have a vision of the forms in their true nature while consorting with the supracosmic 
gods. Even descending into this world, they avoid partaking of "the realm of 
generation," just as do the souls in text (C) whose descent did not involve generation. 
At the end of their existence on earth, they are lifted to the intelligible realm once 
again, just as are the souls in text (C) which are said to be restored to a state of 
perfection. 

Iarnblichus had probably Phaedrus 259clff. in mind when he interpreted the 
story about the cicadas thus. In that passage we are told that only philosophers 
deserve to be feathered again because they cling to their memories of the Ideas as 
firmly as possible (compare the souls in text [F]) which are said to retain a memory of 
the other realm). Using these memories in the right manner, they are initiated over 
and over again in the perfect mysteries in order to obtain perfection, just as the souls 
in text (F) are called newly initiated and said to be raised up in the end to their former 
leveL In this process, according to Plato, the philosophers tum themselves away 
from human affairs, not unlike Iamblichus' souls which wish to have no share in this 
world. The philosopher, Plato concludes, is therefore considered by the hoi polloi to 
be out of his senses, while in fact he is inspired by the gods. 

Against the argument that has been developed above to dispute the attribution 
of text (A) to Iamblichus, one may argue that there does not need to be a contradiction 
between teXt (A) and texts (0) (E) and (F). Perhaps we should take into account that 
the souls discussed in the latter texts are of a special kind, while the souls in text (A), 
to whom are referred as " are the souls of ordinary human beings. The myth of 
the fall of the winged charioteer would then only to our not to these 
unaffected souls. This would solve the contradiction between the texts. However, I 
think this to be highly unlikely. According to Plato even the soul of the philosopher 
was not able to follow the gods all the time, and consequently lost his feathers and 
fell down.28 The souls of the philosophers are the newly initiated ones that have seen 
much of true being. Iamblichus, as we have seen, equates these souls with his 
unaffected, undefiled ones. Although Neoplatonist interpretations can do strange 
things to Plato's texts, it seems to me not very convincing to assume that Iarnblichus 
would deny that the unaffected souls are also fallen charioteers, when he takes them 
to be Plato's philosopher-souls and admits that they too have descended into the 
world of becoming. 

If one is to accept the discussion of texts (E) and (F) by Finamore in his 
paper in the present volume, the road would be open to yet another counter argument. 

27 Dillon, trans. (above, note 4) 99. 

28 Phaedrus 248c2ff. 
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He claims that the pure souls that make a pure descent into this realm are 
t'lI1lam,Ore [below, page in his use their intellect 

but not page As he formulated it in a 
communication to me: do intellectualize and 
sometimes do not When it is because they have re-ascended via an out-of-
body Thus, (E) and do not contradict " I do not agree with 
him on this identification of pure souls with do not make a 
pure descent into this world. From De to 

page that the < .. " .... "'." ... 

but succeeded in """''''I'JlUjI; 

223.16: 

attain union with the 
page and then "return to the realm of nature not for 

pUllisllmlent but as an instrument of the " In do not return to this 
world. would mean that had been around here before. 
hn11l11~1J~r is because we are descent into the 
body text [DJ) "first into the V€OT€A€l:;-

initiated" in text (D), cannot refer to the initiation in theurgical the 
student of the De go The 

remain united with the text 
"";;·U'~;'''L may the pure soul does so one hundred of 

as becomes clear in case of the CICa(U[-m.en.L.~ 

II. Proclus on the rm7PrJrl1C 

Both the difference in anatomy of the soul in text and text and the fact 
that, to text descent does in the condition of the 
whereas Iamblichus seems to this to at least a certain class of souls, 
make it very dubious that text (A) is the views of Iamblichus. Could it, 

be Proclus? Proclus' own commentary on the Phaedrus has 
been but we have several passages in his work with the 

Proclus does not follow the Iamblichean 
helmsman as the part of the souL In text (A) the 
described as an activity more suitable to a 

29 One wonder who these souls are if they are no ordinary theurgists. I imagine 
they are people Homer, Orpheus, PvtihalliOtaS and Plalo. 
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to a charioteer. If the two become more or . less identical and if the charioteer 
r",rlr"'l.p.ntl: the nous of the soul, then the helmsman is also to be understood as 
the nOUS. This identification recurs, in Proclus' commentary on the First 
Alcibiades 77.10-13: Plato calls the nous the helmsman of the soul 

visible to the helmsman of the he L).\O Ka\ b IIAa-roov 
itrrOKaAEt (tj;lJxfis- yap, KIJ[3Epv.qTlJ 

If the helmsman is the nous of the this means 
to it cannot be the one of the soul or the flower of nous, as Proclus likes to 
call it, because to Proclus that part of the soul comes before the nous.3! Later on in 
the same Proclus once attacks now without him 
but him and his as "those who say our soul is a part of the 

Alcibiadem The charioteer is once called the 
most of our this time without any reference to his head at all 
Alcibiadem 227.19-20: l<;alTOl Tl Ecnll EV 

This of the helmsman with the nOUS instead of the one 
may also be found in Proclus' Platonica 4.13, 16-7 b 

,..",·mu,,, we should this as an innovation 
Hermelas, the helmsman is the one of the soul: "After 

of intellection [0 the helmsman 
~u.'"UJ''''''''' In Phaedrum Hermeias' commentary is a set 

of lecture notes of course on the Phaedrus. From Hermeias himself we 
know that Proclus also attended this course, for the two of 

This would mean that Proclus was of 
this passage shows himself aware that this was the int1e:rpretati()n 
....... '111/ ..... "[<1;), see text but later on his mind . 

.n. ... "VIYUI1'. to the In the downfall of the soul is taken to 
mean that our soul is not in the same condition (predus Phaedrus 
248b2-3 here): sometimes it is sometimes it is on 
whether or not it has suffered oblivion Platonis Alcibiadem 228.1ff.: 

" '" it' on Ken 0 

'HiAe{OOOW From De Malorum Subsistentia 
we learn that this involved in the fall of the soul even includes the class 

of souls which Iamblichus allowed to remain unaffected and Both 
Proclus and Iamblichus agree that these souls descend for the salvation of others. 
Proclus is also to call these souls pure De Malorum 

30 Note that Proclus reads fJea11) instead 
and L.G. Westerink, eds. and trans., vol. 4 

31 cr. Rist (above, note 3) 215ft 

32 cr. Steel (above, note 4) 46-7. A.Ph. 
vol. 2 (Paris 1986) 412, note 278. 

33 Reading 9,,/1,.1]. see discussion above. 

Theologie Platonicienne, H.D. 
note 1). 

Proc/us, sur Ie Premier Alcibiade de Platen., 

34 See Thielogie Platonicierme (above, note 30) xxxi. 
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Subsistentia 21.31). However, all souls, including this class, must drink from Lethe 
and thus suffer amnesia. The divine souls do not forget their true nature, as other 
souls but their functioning is, as it were, put to sleep. They are not of 
maintaining the way of life they used to have in the transcendent world, though they 
are unaffected by the troubles of becoming.35 So, to some extent they may be caUed 
apatheis, but their coming to be means that at least partially forget about the Ideas 
and that they do not continue thinking as does the IambIichean divine soul. 

It should also be noted that no Proclean (human) soul seems to be perfect all 
the time as appears from the passage from the In Platonis Alcibiadem referred to 
above. After all, imperfection is caused by drinking from river Lethe, something 
both the pure and ordinary souls have to do. The Iamblichean pure souls, however, 
seem to deserve the predicate "perfect" permanently texts [DJ and [EJ). Amnesia 
may seem a terrible evil, but ProeIus hastens to that the providence of the 

is at work here. Which soul, he asks rhetorically, would care for the if it 
did remember the celestial world it came from (In Platonis Rempublicam Commentarii 
2.349.27ff.)? lambIichus' souls, on the other hand, maintain a clear 
recolJection of their place of origin. We may expect them to neglect this world and so 
they do, as appeared from text (F) (Iamblichus' interpretation of the myth of the 
cicadas). 

The Iamblichean pure souls seem to me to represent a stage in the 
development in Neoplatonist psychology from Plotinus towards ProcIus. ProcIus' 
souls, all of them, lose contact with the gods, contrary to Iamblichus' perfect souls 
(text [C]; 'I1pOS 'fa EK€t a6t1lKo'l1ov, cf. Plotinus' position that we have Nous inside 
of us). The functioning of aU Proclean souls suffers from the descent, While 
Iamblichus' pure souls continue exercising intellection [E]: av€u Tils 
O'T€P"<W:J.lS 'foO VOEtV. Compare this with the characterisation of the Plotinian soul 
as Cie'l VOo\)V in text [A]). 

Against this proposition, it has been argued that in the fragments of his De 
Anima, Iamblichus posits against Plotinus and others that the soul is an entity 
sep,arate from others)6 It does not, as IambIichus' predecessors had argued, include 
them in itself. Iamblichus' opinion was to be accepted other Neoplatonists like 
Proclus. In this respect, PIotinus on the one side and Iamblichus and Proclus on the 
other, do, of course, differ immensely. But there is also an important difference 
between the consequences that Iamblichus and Produs were willing to draw from this 
assumption. To Proclus it seems to entail that if Soul is a entity from 
Nous, it always is separated from it whence the individual soul has made its descent. 
Iamblichus, on the other hand, holds that it may be separated. which is not the case 
when it comes to the souls. The consequence is that there is virtually no 

35 Mensurnm enim quandam poeuIi oblivionis necessarium omnem animam faeere, ut ait qui 
in Politeia Socmtes; quod autem oblivionis aliud in aliis, alicubi quidem et habitu perdita, alicubi 
autem opemtione solum sepulta. Hane itaque operationis quietem, habitu manente intus velnt 
Iumine exira procedere propter adiacentem caliginem impotenle, oblivionem, 5i vis, et malifiam, 51 
vis, ilIarum animarum. Haec autem, siquidem impassibilies sint ab ea quae in generatione turbatione 
circa animal facta ... 

36 Apud Stobaeus 1.365.7ff., see also Steel (above, note 4) 23-33 and Dillon, lamblichus of 
Coo/cis (ca. 240-325 A.D.), (above, note 4) 893-4. 
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difference between the functioning of the Iamblichean pure soul and the Plotinian 
ordinary one, as we have seen, not withstanding the fact that the structures of both 
types of souls are unlike each other. Proclus differs from Iamblichus in that he draws 
the consequences far more firmly than lamblichus, with drastic consequences for the 
pure souls. This all fits well into the picture of an increasingly pessimistic 
view about the human soul in NeOpJlatclru:,m. 

III. Conclusions 

It has been generally accepted that the three arguments brought in by Proclus 
against Plotinus in In Timaeum 3.334.4f[ are adapted from Iamblichus. There are, 
however, I think, good reasons to debate the ascription of at least the third argument 
to lamblichus. one might wonder whether we are still justified in attributing the 
other two to him as welL The only then, we can safely infer from 

87 is that, according to Iamblichus stands in opposition to philosophers 
like Plotinus and Theodorus who assert that something in us stays always unaffected 
and enjoying intellection. As we have seen, there is some truth in this. There are 
souls who are already affected even before their descent. Furthennore, from his De 
Anima, we know that Iamblichus argued against Plotinus and others who held that 
we have the whole intelligible universe inside us, reason for Plotinus to assert that we 
always have of Nous. In his opinion, soul is a separate an intennediate 
between the intelligible and sensible world, not a part of the 

The loss of what has been described as "a most important passage for 
Iamblichus' psychology,"38 however, should not be overly lamented: something 
good has also come from it To start with, Iamblichus is now cleared from the charge 
of inconsistency brought him by Dillon: Iamblichus' theory that some souls 
make their descent into the world of becoming unaffected, without their thinking 

disrupted, was said to be incompatible with the Phaedrus myth of the winged 
charioteer. If text (A) were to be by lamblichus, this would indeed be the case. A 
closer study of Iamblichus' interpretation, though, has revealed that Iamblichus 
interpreted the myth in a way consistent with his doctrine. One may still accuse 
Iamblichus of a wrong of Plato according to modem standards, but then 
to how many Neoplatonic interpretations of Plato's dialogue could we give full 
approval? 

In addition, by studying the Phaedrus interpretation, we have attained a better 
picture of the descent of the pure souls according to Iamblichus. Proclus rejected 
most completely Plotinus' theory that human souls have an ever-thinking, unaffected 
part. Because he quotes Iamblichus in support of his view, we are, in conjunction 
with Iamblichus' own doctrine about the human soul as an independent inlennediary 
between the intelligible and sensible, prone to ascribe to lamblichus the same absolute 

37 See, Steel (above, note 4) 23-33, Dillon, lamblichus of Chalcis (ca. 240-325 A.D.) 
(above, note 4) 893-4. 

38 Ibid., 382. 
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pO:5ItlOn, even 
As has aot)erurea, especi:a1!;\' 

we should not 
less conservative and more v»,I'.' .. ' ..... 

Classica 8 

off the Plotinian heresy,39 
to allow to the pure 

posl.tion of 

Rij:Lcsunivlersiteit Leiden 

39 The Dilline lamblichus: Philosopher and Man od Gods, H.l. Blumenthal and E.G. Clark, 
eds. (Bristol 1993) 3. 

40 Th;;'(}""';"Platonicienne (above, note 30) 23.68.23ff. 
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The Rational Sonl in lamblichus' 

John F. Finamore 

It is well known that lamblichus insisted on a po!.iticm for the human 
souL It is and holds an 
intermediate I) .. "u .... ..,u between them and nature 

separate from how does the soul unite with it? If it does so 
an intellectual of its own, how is this voils different from the 

voilS" and how does this of vouS" differ from that of PIotinus? 
Iamblichus out his in the De Anima to some in the De 
M'IJ'.<:tl'!rIlS and in the of his Platonic commentaries. In this paper, I wish to 
examine this of the soul and see how Iamblichus' solution is consistent. 

Iamblichus that Plotinus and other Platonists did not aat~qua[ely 
differentiate the Intellect from the human In In we are told 
that Iamblichus 

argues that if there were this 
every moment. Iamblichus t;QIll;lIlUt:I>, 

the levels into this lowest realm of nature. "For if the vouS" is this L'~""'ww. 
it does not concern the soul. But if it is of the the rest us] is also 

Iamblichus says, we leam from the Phaedrus that the 
of the soul descends as well} Iamblichus concludes that the 

I I have discussed this issue in the first chapter of IF. Fioamore, Iamblichus and the Theory 
a/the Vehicle o/Ihe Soul (Chico 1985) 11-32. 

2 See the worles cited in Finamore note 1) 92-94. See also C,G. The 
.... ,,,.,,,,"',, Self: A Oil the Soul in Platonism 34-38, and 
R",.·"hT"~n "Rationality Ritual in Plctious and Porphyry," 189-200. 

3 On this !"""m,m. see lamblichi Chalcidensis in Platoni. Commelltariorum 
Fl'n,pm'I!rIttL 1M. and trans. (Leiden 1973) 382-3, and Steel (above. note 2) 40-45. 
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whole human soul sinks to the level that none of it remains 
vous is from the hUman 50u1.4 What then is this 
soul if it is not 

Iamblichus is interested in this same in his De Anima. In De Anima 
~O •. ''<'-'A.J. Iamblichus discusses the int!~lleict:;) 

of the Platonists themselves introduce the intellect into the soul 
at the as the first of soul into body, and they do not differentiate 
at all between the soul and its 

In De Anima 365.5-366.1 I, Iamblichus states who these Platonists are and compares 
his own beliefs to These Platonists say that all souls are made from one 

4 

fails to translate Kat 

5 Cf. De Anima 454.18-20: some Platonist! 
soul's intellect always tmnscend the cosmos and are 

6 A.J. Festugiere, La Riwllarion D'Hermes 

as evidence 
human ken 

argum,enl at hand. Thus, in 
Kat voepov Kat 

wish to 

is adlnitltedlly 
Nonetheless, the three 

is to grant that the 
time 

that "the essential reason itself and the 
with the Intelligible." 

refers to this passage as well. See also Finamore (above. note 
24-5. 
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hOlmo!ge:ne()us mC:Ot1,or,eal substance and "they establish even in the soul 
the human soul] the cosmos, the the Good and all the 
classes to it " Included among these Platonists are 

not Be 
De Anima and I'",.,..h'""" 

"the soul differs in no way from ,un""'.,,., 
at least in to its substance 

" As in the passage from his Timaeus commentary, Iamblichus wants to distance 
the human soul from the Intellect and from all souls than it The difference is 
not one of rank but also of its very essence. Iamblichus makes this clear 
when he states his own }JU'",""JU 

to this sepamtes the soul, on the grounds that 
explains 

into 
(lamblichus, De Anima 365.22-366.5) 

about the human soul. it exists 
De Anima from the Intellect. 

sus:pellded from the Intellect ano TOU 
lD(lep,eniaerlt and non-intellectual life. 

sup'en()rclasses. This 

Intellect is 

the human soul is rell~gated 
the greater of the human soul in the UU!LV!'''l'.,,,a! lllt:rwrC!I:y 

Iamblichus states that the human soul its own essence is circumscribed to 
an level between the Intellect and classes above and the material 
world below.9 It is and a mean between them. 

7 The "superior classes" 
demons. These are beneath the 
note I) 33-4. 

8 Ibid., 34--36; see, Dillon (above, note 3) 387-9, and Steel (above, note 2) 27, note 19. 

18. 

24-27 and 52-61. See also Pseudo­
and Priscianus, Metaphrasis 32.13-
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It may seem then that Iamblichus' solution to the problem of Plotinus' 
"undescended soul" was to that the human soul had an intellect and to 
aver that the whole soul descended and that the Intellect remained above in its own 

h""",l'!'"'''''' Iamblichus' pOSItIon. 
Iamblichus states that the human soul has "a 

in similar to that of the in intellect" TOtS" 

9E01:;' KaTa vovv 8\a8ecnv First, one should note that this is an 
intellectual Iamblichus chose the word to between that 
which the human soul possesses from the Intellect that exists in a It is a 
Hpl'opens:ity" The human soul does not think VOE1, In 

but can do so at certain times under certain conditions. 
Second. this is divine. Thus, when we think which 
mediates between two is more akin to the 
There is then an intellectual in the human soul. Before cOllsilieI1ing 
function in Iamblichean let us briefly consider how it fits into 
IanlbJichus' scheme. 

is given in In Timaeum. 54-56 and 60.1 1 In 
COI1S1Cler.lng the two motions of the the motion of the Sanle ("the motion that 
moves about uniformly in the Sanle " Timaeus and the motion of the 
other Iamblichus claimed that these were motions not of the soul but 
of the Intellect 
Intellect ~"~'~~~'M' 
Intellect 
voOs 
moment is vous 
the next realm soul 
\HI,...,,,.,n,, .. individual souls within it) does not n,nT"",n!>t .. 

Intellect and this vo{)s is not a of the soul (ibid" 
circle of the Sanle the outer motion and the circle of the different the inner motion 

Iamblichus intl~rp:retc~d 

whereas the P2111Clpail:ea 
directed it (t<:fl,.,.",."fh'''mu'Tc,,,, 

soul 
intellectual, it 
with the divine For 
Intellect, it ascends to the Intelligible. 

soul 

10 Thus. the use of the Oreek "..",,,,II,,elfin is also intentional. This is a higher 
that the soul closer not and to Intellect but also to the Oood the 

intellectual in the soul should be contrasted with gods' 
"intellectual essence" ('l'TlV yot:pav o\oO'ta1l, De An.ima 379.20). 

II See Dillon 
123-4, where Steel 
commentary. 

39, 335-337 and 342. See also Steel 
lanlbU,chu,s' schema is preserved in Pse:udcl-SiimIlUci:us' 

31 and 
Anima 
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Thus the soul of the Universe tne:rel'on~, other lower souls as well, 
not in the voilS but in the voOs A 
soul's access to the uniparl1clpated thr""",h the second Intellect via its 
own intellectual component Vails Elf 

Let us now return to the intellectual in the human souL We can 
see that the whole realm is upon the realm of Intellect. The 
moment of the realm is the lowest moment of the realm of the Intellect 
envisioned from another of view. Iamblichus discusses this transcendent soul 
in In 50: the soul that is and 

Kat aTHJAUTOV Ka\ f,,~atv 

From this soul the soul of 
54.10). Individual 

togletn€~r with the soul of the which 
is are surrounded the 

unl)arI:lclli>at!~d soul 
The individual souls are all the souls that are divided out among 

whether ethereal or These include all the classes and the human 
soul both in its incarnate and discarnate states. to the De 
that all individual souls have access to the Intellect 

which as Intellect EV 
Intellect through the Intellect. We to see the difficult positicln 
human soul is in. But there is more. The human soul is at the bottom of the 
ladder. In essence, it is different from all the souls above it l3 

Let us see how this difference affects the of the human soul in 
Iamblichus' In De Anima Iamblichus states the 

n.lllC!llUS, and some of 
different classes of soul differ from each other. The acts of universal souls are 

those of divine souls pure and those of demons those 
of heroes great; those of human and animal souls are of a mortal nature. There is a 
hieran:hy of different of acts of different types of individual souls. The acts of 

souls are purer and more than those of the lower souls. The acts of 
human souls are therefore the least pure their 

But there is more. Not is the human soul different from the souls of 
it also is different from itself at different times. For the human soul 

12 So Dillon (above, note 3) 336. 

13 See Finamore note 35-53. in which I 
differs from any other of its to the One. soul is the most distant from 
the One and in need of intermediaries to re-establish itself in the One. 1 also discuss the import~illce 
of the "mixing bowl" of the Timaeus for the soul's rank. 

14 cr. Iamblichus. De Anima 379.12-25. on the kinds of union with bodies made by the 
different classes ohou!. 

15 cr, ibid., 370.3-4: 
themselves and to the [composil:e] 
[i.e" the incarnate and dis(:8.Il'late 

the faculties of the 
distingJais~ling each in each life 

note 6) 192. note 2 and 195, note 4. 
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For those who think that the soul lives a double life, one in itself and 
one in conjunction with the body, they (i.e., the faculties of the soul] are 
in the soul in one way bUI in the common in another, as and 
Pythagoras think. De Anima 368.3-6) 

Thus the faculties of the of body and soul differ from those of the 
discarnate soul. as the faculties so too do its opera.tlOns: 

According to Plato, none of the motions of the composite living being 
are proper to the soul itself. And so, just as life for him was double-the one 
~"'~'iIl"""'U from body and the other in common with it-so also some operations 
(EvEPYT)l1a:ra) will be proper to the soul and others will be common also to 
what holds it [i.e., the body), And of these, some arise from the soul, some are 
aroused from the of the body, and some are stirred up from both 
equally, But all from the soul as their cause. 

(iamblichus, De Anima 371.3-11) 

Thus the human soul, the lowest rank of individual souls with some connection to 
Jon.", .. ,_"" itself can live a life in body or separated from body. What effect does this 
double life have on the soul's connection to Intellect? 

Iarnbilicims tends to ascribe intellective activities to the separated life of the 
souL 16 In De Anima Iamblichus includes among the motions that belong 
to the soul itself "after it has been freed from the life" divine possession, 
immaterial intellection, and union with the the seems to be an 
Im]peOllment to intellection for human souls: 

Thus the acts of universal and more divine [[souls] are unmixed [with 
body] because of the purity of their essence, but those of enhylic and individual 
[souls] are no pure in this And the acts of those ascending and 
being released from generation are from bodies for the time, but 
the acts of those descending are interwoven and entangled with them 
in many ways. And the souls, which are mounted on uniform 
pneumatic bodies and which because of these (bodies] 17 easily whatever 
they please, display their acts from on high without a care. those sown in 
more solid bodies and held down in them are filled in some way or another with 
the nature of these [bodies]. (Iamblichus, De Anima 373.25-374.6) 

But we must not draw the conclusion that discarnate souls can think but 
incarnate souls cannot The situation is not so Although the body can act as 
an impediment to intellection to some souls, other souls can overcome the body's 
shortcomings: 

16 

Moreover, pure and perfect souls enter into bodies purely without 
passions and without being deprived of intellection (avEu na81]llchwv Kat -rils 
O''l'EP1)O'EWS -roil VOEtV), but souls in an manner. 

(larnblilchuIS, De Anima 379.22-25) 

At Iamblichus, De Anima 373.18-21, Iamblichus classifies the Del'relUn'e and appetitive 
faculties as somatic; the intellective as psychic. The intellective faculty is and does not 
make use of the body. 

17 See Festugiere (above, nOle 6) 206. note 5, for preserving au'l"wv with the MSS. 
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It is not simply the presence of body that interferes with intellection, but also the 
impurity of the soul itself. 

Iamblichus discusses the three reasons for the soul's descent into body in De 
Anima 380.6-14. A soul may be pure and make a descent free of any stain, it may 
descend impure for mild correction of past sins, or it may be forced down into this 
realm for punishment for greater crimes. De 'Anima 380.19-29 shows that 
Iamblichus that the highest class of human souls were those who had 
successfully attained union with the gods and the Intelligible. He calls them (De 
Anima "newly-initiated and those who have seen much of reality, 
companions and kinsmen of the gods, and those who are fully perfected and 
encompass the parts of their soul complete" (ol T€ yap VEOTEAds Kal 
nOAu8EalloVES TWV OVTC!,lV, Ot TE ouvanaBol Kat CJu'Y'YEvE1S TWV 9EWV. ot TE 
naVTEAEts Kat OAOKATJpa Ta E1:Bl1 TfjS' $uxf\s nEptEXOVTi!S). As Festugiere has 
pointed out,1S Iamblichus' terminology here comes from the myth of Plato's 
Phaedrus, in which the souls follow the gods in heaven and try to glimpse the forms. 
For Iamblichus, the soul that has successfully seen the forms is pure and can engage 
in intellectual LUV .. ;:"", 

In Phaedrum, 7, corroborates this claim. There Iamblichus is explaining 
Plato's myth of the cicadas (Phaedrus 259b-d). The men who would become cicadas 
had been in the Intelligible realm, where they saw the Forms. Since they were 
vEOTEAE"tS' (line 13) and had a memory of the higher realm, they turned away from the 
natural world after they had descended to it. They did not use sense-perception, but 
intellect instead. Afterwards they were elevated again to the Intelligible. Thus, the 
Platonic myth is made to describe a Neoplatonic one: pure souls of the theurgists 
make a pure descent into this realm and still make use of intellect even in this lower 
realm)9 

Iamblichus makes a similar distinction in De Mysteriis 5.18. The majority of 
humanity is governed by fate and uses practical reason concerning individual objects 
in nature (De Mysteriis 5.18,223.10-16).20 Iamblichus continues: 

A certain few, using some supernatural power of intellect, stand apart 
from nature, and are led around to the separnted and unmixed Intellect (XWptG'TOV 
Kat alit yil vo{)v), and become superior to physical powers. 

(Iamblichus, De Mysteriis 5.18, 223.16-224.1) 

18 See Festugiere (above, note 6) 223, note 1. He cites for VEO'l"EAEtS Kat nOAUeEd~o\lES, 
Phaedrus 25Ia2, 250el, and 248b4; for 0\ 'T€ GUllanaSol Kal UU')'')'EvEtS 'TWV !lEWI!, ibid., 
248c3. In addition to these citations by Festugiere, for OAOKATJpa, see ibid., 250cl-3. 

19 See also In Phaedonem, frg. 5, where the theurgist makes a descent to the realm of nature 
that is "unbroken with regard to the things there [i.e., in the Intelligible realm]" (npos '1"<1 €KEt 
aOtaKOnoll, lines 9-10). If this is not a retreat to the position of Plotinus (at least as far as 
theurgists are concerned) and I do not believe it is, then Iamblichus must mean that the theurgist 
here, like the cicada men in In Phaedrum, frg. 7, can still actualize their psychic intellect and reo 
establish contact with the Intellect above, 

20 Iamblichus uses the word ayEA'II, the great "herd" of men. The tenn is Chaldaic, See R. 
Majercik, The Chaldaean Oracles (Leiden 1989) frg. 153 and her notes at 198, where she cites 
Cremer's opinion that the "few" (in Iamblichus' second group) are the theurgists. See also, des 
Places (above, note 4) 172-3, note 1. 
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there is a third group who live a life intermediate between nature and pure 
InteIIect The few who use intellect are in the same 
class as the followers of the in the De Anima passage and the men who become 
cicadas in the Phaedrus are led to the Intellect of Tn 

The intellect use is the intellectual in their 
soul. The distance between the intellect-in-us and the Intellect above is finally 

in the person of the i.e .. a purified soul who has come to the realm 
of nature not for but as an instrument of the 

are a class. Their to use Intellect is 
But what about the rest bUln811it~(! Iamblichus' 

in De Anima where he is Ul" ...... ~';:I!1"!!i 

Some other 
very many faculties 
moments, in different 
into being is suited to so. it 
sensation, then of the appetitive 
intellectual soul. 

that there are 
that at critical 

for all incarnate human souls can make use of intellection if 
attain a suitable state. Given the role of intellection in the soul's from 
and ascent, it seems clear that the which the must attain is del)entdelrlt 

on years lived but also on the manner in which we prepare ourselves 
"J.1LlllLU<l.U)' and the aYEATj of De 5.18 have not 

",,-,,, ....... 1,, to make use of intellections and to ascend. 

21 Intellect is seF,mlle<! (xwpta,,-6v) and unmixed HU"'''V',,' In Timaeum, frg. 56.3 and 6. 

22 On tlUs of descent, see De Anima 318.25-379.6, and my discussion of it in Finamore 
note I) The threefold division of souls in De 5.18 mirrors that of the 
descent in De Anima 380.6-14. The soul (De 5.18, 223.16-224.1) 
{or the of the world (De Anima The soul cannot lise intellect (De 

M".fr,.ii. 5.18, is akin to the soul that is forced to descend for (De Anima 
The soul that both uses and does not use Mysteriis 5.18, 

corresponds to the soul that descends for correction of its character 380.9-12). 
Cf. In frgs. 3-4 for lamblichus' that the fourth guest in is absent 
because he belongs to the realm not to nature hence not in 
He that of the and this weakness [that 
him from present] is a of 3.9-11). Hence, like 

23 

24 

25 

he does not operate at level of nature of the Intelligible. 

See appendix reply to van den 

ahhO'!'E iA)'WS' with the MSS. 

paper. 

essence. 

that it [i.e .• the human soul] 
not even the purest and most 

human soul is not reasoll but 



Finamore: Tbe Rational Soul in Iamblicbus' 171 

cOlmp,onent but have not 

Between the and this are an intennediate group who 
both of nature and of intellect and free themselves from the lower to ascend to 

These are .h., .. ¥,,.;~.,, 

who are still in need of aid 

cOlnpionemt. But how? 
In De 

is divine and 
and share a divine 

prayers are an intellectual link bet'wefm 

to the we are with the 
share of the intellections in the prayer 
that receives prayers from and sends them to the 

When we pray 
we have a 

The part of us 
is the intellectual COlnp()nent:'!O 

For the divine, intellectual, and one in us-or if you wish to call it so, 
the clearly aroused in pmyers. And once aroused, it especi:ruly 
seeks its similar and unites with pedfectilon. 

(Iamblichus, De Mysteriis 46.13-16) 

we become similar to the to whom we pray aim) 
De 1.15, We have a threefold schema: 

the intellectual prayers, and our own intellectual element. The intellectual 
prayers act as a link between the and us, but only insofar as we use our 
intellectual element. Thus prayers, which act as a necessary to divine 
rituals page are useful to those who are not yet 

and use their intellectual soul. 
This intellectual component is essential not for ,.,,.,,vina 

also for them. Iamblichus discusses this function in De """,.'h .. "" 
do not know the 

26 Cf. De Mysferiis 5.26, nourishes Ollf intellect. 
leading to contact see The of pmyer in 

consistent with that in 1.15. stresses the power of prayer to llS to, 
connect us with, and bring us into union with the gods. 
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.. n"',,lnnl>.n in it and filled by it (De 
the human soul is united to the 

Iamblichus that 
classes this kind of 

9.14-10.1) 

is intellectual in nature. It arises from the 
the intellect with that At the end of the "U.'I!'~'" 

which we know the in us De 
as in the case we have a threefold division: 

and the intellectual component of the souL Human 
theUrglsts to ascend to the will attain this immediate 

properly to all human souls is 
indicated also Here IambHchus isolates two parts of the 
human soul: the One of the which he identifies with the helmsman of the 

and the soul's which he identifies with the Since 
Iamblichus is the Phaedrus here is as about 
all souls before it is clear that both elements are in all souls but 
become actualized when used to think and to view !.he 
when the soul is in its disembodied state. inferior human 
have the elements but do not use In an connection with the innate 

of De the One of the soul does not view as 
other than itself but because is united with them. 

we come full circle and return to In 87, with which I 
this paper, At the end of the after that Plotinus' I-/VO,lu\,m 

about the intellect is Iamblichus refers to the Phaedrus myth. The 
charioteer of the which Iamblichus had identified with the intellect of the soul in 
In 6, is here called the most and 

Kat 

group uses it intiemlittj~ntJly 
In our examination of the rational soul in Iamblichean we have 

found that !.he did indeed the human intellect from the 

27 
others. 

See also ibid., 10.5-10, where Iarnblichus again contrasts this kind of knowledge with 

28 This answers Dillon's concern (above,note 254: "It is not clear whetherthe One of 
the soul or that, It IS ope:rat:ing, it is in communion with 
the One. For the consistency, I hope the the latter. 
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""""""~lt"rI Intellect. The human soul sinks in its and ascends in its 
When the soul is freed from the it can actualize its component and 
reach its full When it is in the on the other it may transcend the 

and make use of Intellect the souls of made a pure 
descent descent that is uncontaminated or it may never actualize its 
lUL';;ll<'''', or it may sometimes actualize it with the help of the The reason for 
the existence of the intellectual in the human soul is twofold. it 

the for union with the divine Intellect to 

is non-discursive. 
lnteWec['uaI CQlrnpOnlent to make contact, but this in itself is not "'''~''';;'J''. 

with an the 
Thus the intellectual so inferior 

recluilres divine aid for actualization. is Iamblichus' answer to 
to channel the intellectual of the 

to our own intellectual component so that we may ascend to them and know them. 

Pure souls 

Van den has examined many of the same Iamblichean passages that I 
have examined and has arrived at II conclusion different from mine. He argues that In 

contradicts other Iamblichean passages, for it declares that all 
souls descend and are affected the descent while Iamblichus elsewhere holds that 
pure souls descend and without affected. He therefore believes that the 
class of pure souls is not the class of may intellectualize 

the pure soul does so one hundred of the time," There are two 
1/1"'\."'-'''''' with van den thesis. The frrst COncerns what Iamblichus means 
N'TT,orl<"·" (a to which I will return and the second his belief that a pure 
soul ael voet. Not does Iamblichus nowhere state that a pure soul 
'11«'''1<'''''''''''''''<;<,',-' but such a would also be inconceivable. If these pure souls 

and Plato both van den and I 
cannot 
spent time involved in the real 

Even if one could argue that pure souls could carry out such 
Plato's and childhood and infant years could not 

eXI1l31ineo in this way. Indeed if pure souls Iamblichus' 

29 human soul can intellecrualize 
See Pseudo-Simplicius, De Anima "If the essence of the 

should completely the same, its (which does not remain same) would not be as 
the essence, since at some times it thinks at others it does not." Thus, this author, 101110w'102 

31), concludes that the soul in its essence intellectualizes only part of 
lime Anima See Steel 58. For attempts later 
Ne(lph,tonists to answer the in 5,3, In 
t'htiell,one'm 1.114, and the notes Greek Commentaries on Plato's 
vol. 1 (Amsterdam 1976) 98-9. 
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would be true not 

descend Elll Kal 
Kat niw Anima must have an active 

role in this world and would therefore do more than engage in intellectual 

Iamblichus derives this class of souls from Plato's Phaedrus as his use 
of the words VEOTEA£1:S', etc. shows Anima 380.23-25 and In Phaedrum 
Plato, lists two classes of soul: those that can follow the and 
... _." ..... ,_ the Forms and who remain unharmed and "the rest" who 

fail to see the and lose their and fall 
.. 'UJ,,, ......... , ... ,,, it seems, subdivided Plato's lowest class into two: 

souls that descend for mild correction and are "not unaffected" 
and those who descend for and whose descent is forced in some 

Plato's second class of souls descends first into the 
pnlios'optters and then later births 

nrlUl/i'·V'..... Plato says that some souls can choose a phi.los:ophica! 
three times in succession and escape from the of births until the 
bel~m:nmg of the next .LV.uU'U-Vl:iCU 

period of punishment, are reborn after 1,000 years 
PhillosopJners, Plato says, can their 
It is from these passages that Iamblichus creates his subdivision of the lower class of 
souls. Iamblichus believes that even a soul that is not, to a "follower 
of Phaedrus can its lot while embodied in 

come to use intellection and ascend to the This soul "is not 
cOlnplet1ely unaffected" EOTI nc(V'r€AWS, De Anima that 
its affects somewhat its to intellectualize. 

What then does Iamblichus mean when he says that pure souls are ""~,.""''''-' ... 
into bodies Anima The doctrine of pure souls 
was he first 
that did not descend at all and then "in letters" line 10), 

to his that pure can be said not to descend in 
the sense that their descent is made without a break with the Hi 

lines One can understand Iamblichus' were 
The reason for Iamblichus' hesitation can be found in Plato's Phaedo 

30 Iamblichus makes a dual division in De Anima 379.22-25 and 380.23-29. For a triple 
division similar to the one in De Anima 380.6-14, see De Mysteriis 5.18, discussed above. 

31 In De 
from what is 
5.18, 224.5-6). 

5.18, Iamblichus 
[i.e., from nature] and 

32 '-€AEWS anoKo:IIlu,-dlJ.€vo: 5-6) refetS to souls that have been restored to 
the Intelligible Realm after a life or on earth, at the close of the cycle 

Plato in Phaedrus :tql,e-;~q~a. 

33 
els 'YEVEOW 

1l"'l"lZvaa'l"aa,,(J.lS 
<ilTl(lfW ;, 

The text is 

Kd11.0V 

IjIvxi\s 
vol. 2 
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1 can escape rebirth TOll 

1S1lElTa where Plato does not say that his 
class of souls do not descend but that they are "unharmed" 
Since in De LIO lamblichus that disembodied pure souls 

were unaffected to some he may have 
decided at one time that pure souls (to remain could not descend and mix with 

Iamblichus held that the pure soul could enter the 
since the soul was a mean, even in 

As a mean between 
Intellect and nature, it could not remain unaffected. It seems that 
Ianrlbliichlus used his doctrine of the soul as mean to his human 

which are less than the souls of the and other classes. 
Thus when souls enter bodies n the term is relative to the kind of to 
which an intermediate substance like a human soul can attain. 

A passage from Iamblichus' De 3.20 that even the 
pure class of souls does not intellectualize but still divine aid when it 
does so. Here IambIichus stresses that an soul cannot know divine truths 
on its own but must be illuminated the 
He continues: 

As it is with this 
pure soul's to actualize its intellectual power. A pure qua mean, 
intellectualizes inU~mrlw~nt]ly with the 

The doctrine "Xlr1r"~O::P,rI I"l!n,'nrl~m. frg. 5, echoes the doctrine of De 
Anima 379.22-24 and In 1"Il,'1IUJ.·rU111. In all three the pure soul descends 

/VI" .• ,,,:"!. 3.20 suggest that whereas these pure souls 
assistance in their re-ascent to the ~ .. .,_ .... ",. 

once are more attuned to it than other lower souls 
because of the their in the time before were embodied. This 
can be seen, as Iamblichus' response to Plotinus in In 87.8-9: 

n ~v Kilt aEt voouv. The 

281). The title of the lamblichean work cited by Damascius may be a 
De Anima. See Dillon (above, note 3) 25. 

34 De AnimtJ 89.33-35: "If, as the divine Iamblichus thinks, a distorted 
and activity could not come from an impassive and essence (e!; Q;ua900s Kat 
'rEAEias oilaias;), it would somehow be affected even in its essence 

and would be a mean in this 100." As a mean 
it is and becomes" (De Anima 
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cornpletelty unaffected and does not intellectualize. that this is the claim 
in lines 19-20 as 

A pure PYlthagol:as, when he reached the age of reason 
Anima would be able to actualize his to intellectualize. 'T'L. _____ '-

pasSlOllS of the him and the will assist 
His contact with the is unbroken in the sense that access to it is not denied 

with the of the he desires to contact it. His pure soul is 
But his role on earth is not to remain in the but to assist 

hUlnarlityto make the same ascent. To do this he must exercise other nOll-u:ttellleCI:Ual 
powers. Thus he does not intellectualize. 

The ofIowa 

35 Cf. De Anima 456.22-457.6, where Iamblichus is djs(~uss;ing the need for and 
pUlcifi,::ation. Pure human souls 457.2) no need of 
pUI1Ilcamm after death, also have no need of 
pUlliS~llI!enl after death in their Intellect" 
fbulOV'O·l'I1u:.:k O1uva"'!k(aOii: Tots fleolS, De Anima have 

the Intellect of gods. See also De 'OJ ".He,n,", 

division of souls, has this to say about the kind 
souls: "Those leading a life in accordance alone with intellect and 

have been freed from the bonds of nature, devote 
themselves to the intllIleCluai and of the rut in all of thellrgy" (De 
JVI~'vrp,.". 5.18, 225.1-5). Notice that even these souls, and pure, necd 
to themselves from the lower realm to intellectualize.. purification is necessary 
before the immaterial ritual itself. These pure souls may be able to use intellect alone, 
they clearly do not do so and always. 
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The and A nnnvmiitv of the lamblichean Soul 

Shaw 

... the nameless guest 
is than 

-lamblichus I 

Look at this puppet here, 
A up, 

'~""'''''''''' Ct1Lristians, or even initiates of New on 
bear these.hard words of the Buddha because too believe 

that the is a and to But the Buddha 
says more than this. He maintains that the which many of us prize--boweve~r 
secretllv--as the immortal inhabitant of our is an illusion created our fear of 
extinction. He says: 

.•. is it not 
this am 1; after death I 

an utter fool's doctrine to say: This the world, 
be pennanent, per.;isting. and 

See In Timaeum. 
Fragmenta. 1M. Dillon. 

4 in lamblichi Chaleidensis: In Platonis Dialogo3 Commenlariorum 
and trans. (Leiden 1973). 

2 Cited in A Baddhist Bible. D. Goddard. ed. (Boston 1970) 27-8. 

:l Majjhi/1Ul.Nikaya 22. D. Goddard. ed. (above. note 2) 36. 



178 Syllecta Classica 8 (1997) 

Such sentiments seem to be the very antithesis of Neoplatonism as it is generally 
understood and taught. Plato's doctrine of the immortality of the human soul is 
central to the tradition, and Plotinus' evocative descriptions of his journeys into 
divinity and immortality have understandably attracted many to Platonism for its 
profoundly beautiful and vision of the human soul. The affective current 
of this Platonism is upward, uplifting, and positive; it affirms the dignity and the 
divinity of humanity. 

It is understandable, therefore, that the Platonism of Iamblichus has been so 
reluctantly embraced. He seems to be the dark and uglier brother of the beautiful 
Plotinus. And for good reason. Iamblichus insults us and has a much darker view of 
human beings, one that dramatically diverges from Plotinian optimism and seems to 
revert to an almost unplatonic (yet very Greek) pessimism. In the De Mysteriis 
Iamblichus says: 

[T]he human race is weak and small, it sees but little and is possessed 
by a congenital nothingness (oIl8evEux).4 

"What is human," he adds, "is of no value, and ludicrous when compared to 
the divine."5 And yet, despite our weakness, on reading Plato and 
particularly on reading Plotinus, we tend to think that our soul is divine and that we 
are immortal. If our weakness and impurity were not problem enough, the self­
deception of believing that our personal identity, our "I," shall survive death as a 
permanent and eternal self is-in the opinion of both Iamblichus and the Buddha-a 
doctrine of fools. This is the tragedy of the human soul as perceived by Iamblichus, 
and his own less exalted and less optimistic psychology was his attempt to shed light 
on the of the human condition and the futility of such vain beliefs. 
What makes the situation in the case of Iamblichus all the more complex and 
interesting is that he too was a Platonist and he too believed in the immortality of the 
human sou1.6 It is this paradox in Iamblichean psychology that I will explore by 
examining (1) how Iamblichus imagined the identity and divinity of the soul, (2) how 
the Iamblichean soul was alienated from its divinity, and (3) how its self-alienation 
and mortality was, in Iamblichus' view, the soul's only way to participate in its 
divinity. 

4 De 
E. des Places, 

*********** 

3.18,144.12-14. The standard edition is, Jamblique: us mysteres d'Egypte, 
(Paris 1966). Cf. De Mysteriis 9.10. 

5 Ibid., 3.14, 146.10-12. 

6 I do not mean to Buddhism. 
of the pretensions and of the bears similarities to the 

of the notions of an immortal differences in their meltaDl1lvsil~s 
sotl~rio,logy, both Iamblichus and Buddhists are cOl1lcerned with the problems 



G. Shaw: The Mortality and Anonymity of the Iamblichean Soul 179 

That Iamblichus' conception of the human soul diverged from that ofPlotinus 
is now well-known,7 as are the practical consequences of Iamblichus' doctrine of the 
descended soul, particularly in their religious and expression.s Yet what 
has not, to my mind, been sufficiently explored, is how important the soul's 
experience of mortality was to the psychology of Iamblichus. While Iamblichus' 
doctrines of the soul must be situated in an ultimately optimistic and Platonic context, 
I am interested in understanding the consequences of his apparently unplatonic 
doctrine: that an immortal soul must mortality and not just in 
appearance but in its very identity_ I am interested in what may seem so 
obvious to others that it bears no explanation, and perhaps it does not. But I have so 
often passed over the existential significance of Iamblichus' doctrine of the mortality 
of the soul that I suspect there is something in it I prefer not to see. 

The human soul, according to Iamblichus, is the lowest member of a 
hierarchy of divine and immortal beings.9 In both the De Anima and the De Mysteriis 
Iamblichus carefully distinguishes the human soul from its superiors. The soul 
cannot-as his Platonic held-be equated with the Nous, the gods, or 
other races superior to the 50u1.10 By definition, the soul is generated after, and is 
subordinate to the Nous.lI Its function, according to Iamblichus' of the 
Timaeus, was to mediate between opposites,12 and ultimately this demanded that the 
human soul extend itself into the generated world to mediate between mortality and 
immortality, between the undivided consciousness of the Whole and the self-i-~flexive 
consciousness of a part. It was a task not given to any other divinity, and although it 
exr:,ressed the collective will of the it was uniquely accomplished by the human 
soul; among immortals, only the human soul had the experience of mortality and 
death. 

In Plotinian terms the embodied soul was the "inferior companion,"13 
buffeted and threatened on all sides by its environment. 14 But while the Plotinian 
soul was able to escape from this inferiority and rise up to its undescended "better 

7 A.C. Lloyd, "The Later Neoplatonists" in The Cambridge Hisrory of Later Greek and Early 
Medieval Philosophy, A.H. Armstrong, ed. (Cambridge 1967) 269-325; R.T. Wallis, 
Neoplatonism (London 1972) 118-23; famblichi Chalcidensis: In Platonis Dia/ogos 
Commentariorum Fragmenta (above, note 1) 41-47; A. Smith, Porphyry's Place in the Neap/atonic 
Tradition: A Study in Post-Plotinian NeoplalOnism (The Hague 1974) 83-150. 

8 Lloyd (above, note 7); Wallis (above, note 7); Smith (above, note 7). 

9 Outlined in the De Mysteriis 1.7, especially 21.2; ct. 68.8-11; 34.8-9 and lamblichus' 
stratification of immortal entities, including gods, angels, heroes, and archons-with the human soul 
as the lowest (De Mysreriis 70.18-71.18). 

10 Stobaeus 1.365.7-21. 

11 Ibid., 1.365.22-366.11; see the translation of this passage by Dillon (above, note 1) 42. 

12 Ibid.; cf. Plato, Timaeus 34c-36e. 

13 Enneades 1.2.6.28. 

14 Ibid., 4.8.4.18-22. 
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" the Iamblichean soul had no such to 
reC;01l:ID2:e that and emptiness were to its 
as Smith has, that Iamblichus' differences with Plotinus on the 
the soul were more semantic than C. Zintzen lends 
view by evidence that Iamblichus translated the metap,hYlsics 
and of Plotinus into the of Chaldaean t""urn,,' 

his differences with Plotinus were more than ","0,"-"'.1<1U. 

While I agree with both Smith and Zintzen's I think there are 
peclagogl.cal consequences to the differences between Iamblichus' and Plotinus' 
theories of soul that leave unaddressed. In terms of it 
would be a of upaya, a Sanskrit term for the skillful means or method of a 

""",",'w"'''''')" with to the of the I believe that 
emphliSlS on the soul's descent and its nOithiJlgnless 

far the of 
be misapp1ropriated 

on the 
errmilricld ego. Once 

irresistable for the ego not to 
with its "head in "18 is the real in the 

setf-dc~ce:pti(lD and rationalistic hubris that Iamblichus in ......... ~h·.~' 
"counted" his and his master's unifications with the One but also 

unlplotmlan I.JLUiUU''''''', that the "true self is the Nous."19 This is not to 
of Plotinus' it is to how his 

of transcendence were received those his It would seem 
Plotinus' upaya risked a kind of 1>l..IlIlUU'l1 

eg()tis:m, one that Iamblichus meant to counteract with his own less exalted 
which stressed the and weakness of the human soul. 

Since Iamblichus the soul was the lowest of divine 
carried the of "otherness" once emboldied, 

15 Smith (above, note 7) 86-89. 

16 

Christentum: 
Au:fstil~I!:S1;Ve£ der Seele in Janlblicqs 

H.D. Blume and F. 

17 is a Sanskrit tenn 
enlllglll:enc:CI one. It was introduced 
• nn,~nnntv to, the Theravadins. 

the "skillful means or method" of a Bohisattva, an 
Malhay:anaBuddhislS to account for their differences with, and 

Shambhala Buddhism and Zen, S . 
Sctlumlacllcr, G. eds .• M.H. Kehn, 
capacity (E1'It"l"llliEtO"l"ES) detennined 

18 Enneadl1.1' 4.3.12.1-5; cf.4.8.8.1-4; 1.1. 

19 On Pnlmhvrv', 

Abstinentia 
mi!;int,crp.rete:d henosis as an "event" or even a ",..nft""~~'" 
Plotinienne J. Trouillard, ed. (Paris 1955) 98. 

20 Dillon suggests that Iamblichus conceived the hierarl~hv 
reSlpecltive allotments of "essence" (ouma.), "sameness" ("f"t7;'"f"~:"'''<'i_ 

the human soul the of otherness 
Finamore (lamblichus of the 

NCI)plaltonic terms, the 
illumination. 

distinction cited Dillon is to and differs from the of Iarlilblichlls. 
passages from De Finamo!:l:: says that for lamblichus souls are ranked according to 
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mortal rather than an immortal vehicle of This meant that unlike its 
the soul's actions were divided and bound up in the of a 

mortal Iamblichus maintained that the soul turns to and 
becomes identified with the mortal life that it This 

gerler.:tted life fused the soul with an individual mortal 
the embodied soul is turned down and its entire 

orientation is inverted the soul to take the same for diflfenmt, 
for down, and for Aristotelian terms to describe this COIUllIlOlll, 

Iamblichus says that the ova{a of our soul in some way, 
up, and has its existence constituted-so to its descent toward lower 
lives."24 In a the embodied soul is "self-alienated" 

and altttOUj?;n 
universal and coordinate with the World 

oroblelrI1 of the soul as later 
has written: " .. Ie malheur de l'homme c'est d'ette un 

et tout I'effort du consiste a se hausser de nouveau a l'universel 
..,_. __ •• _ .. , of course is what or who it is that is raised from 

and the answer to this forms an ImpolrtWtlt 
of the means to achieve it. The notion that the soul recovers its nature and 

an assimilation to the orders of the World Soul was a standard 
, ...... ' ''' .. '15 and was followed all The method of 

cornmunicating this doctrine and ettectJtn2 

and their relation to the Good. Unlike the 
essential Good," hence their lower rank 

about lamblichus' distinction, I think that would 
elCll,erle:nce "otherness" more than its which 

After all, as Finamore says, it is an elaboration 

21 De Mysteriis 1.7,21.6; cf. Sin:tpli(;ju.s, In Aristorelis Categorias Commentarii 374.6-
376.19 and Finamore's translation of pan passage. See Finamore (above, note 20) 13. 

22 Stobaeus 1.372.26-373.8; cf. De Mysleriis 3.20, 148.12-14. 

23 Plato, Timaeus. 43e-44a. 

24 [Priscianus], De Anima 241.7-10. For the attribution to Prisicanus and 
into paradoxical see C.G. Steel, The A on the 
in Later Neoplatonism: and Priscianus, 1978) 
passim. 

25 [Priscianus}, De Anima 223.26. 

26 Cf. De Mysteriis 3.20, 148.12-14. 

27 Prefaces de Proelus," in Images of Man in 
Ancient 

28 Plato, Timaeus 90a-d; Res.publica 532b. 
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of the "skillful means" or upaya of each Platonic master. In the case 
sel;t-C()nSC10llSlless itself was considered the of the soul bec:ommg 
"other to itself." In his "difficult definition of the Iamblichus understood our 
sense of "self' to be the result of the soul with an individual and mortal life. 

as says, "the misfortune of man is to be an tnniivi.rI"" 

inconsistent to maintain that an individual could save or "raise" uuu",a" ,.""ov,,..,,,.,,.,,, 
when he is the obstacle to his ascent Iamblichus 
human souls were of the self-transformation outlined in the 
....... vl'!i' .. ,.." of Plato or the Enneads of Plotinus. Because of our innate 

on the for 
it was 

necessary for him to within the soul that was not human but 
divine and a1>le to translate the soul to universal Iamblichus 
was in his to the doctrine of the undescended soul and 
articulated his own views on the of the embodied soul and its alienation from 
the when he about this non-human and divine presence in the soul he 

.... ", .. "'_ ... " .... ]' vague. 
cornm.entary Iamblichus refers to this divine presence as "the 

one of the soul" which he identified as the helmsman of 
Plato's chariot of the Iamblichus u1'.> .. <,w. .. ", 

the soul with the it-
.. u.v .... ".u "a "34 this 

and its function Iamblichus says "it is the essential nature of the 'one of the 
soul' to be united with the Gods."35 There seems to be about 

in the De where Iamblichus was in a more polemical vein 
to his own form of Platonic upaya, he described the "one of the soul" in 
several different ways. the most reference is in his eXIJlaJla[J[On 
of what to the soul in prayer. He says: 

in us and intellectual (voipov) and one 
"U~"U,!!."''''' ("Afi~_I .. ' __ ;< then 

29 SiIl1tpU(:ius [Priscianus], De Anima 14.7-11. 

30 concepltionofthe soul's dependence on the gods should 
ae~!enllence who is saved a divine dispensed 

contrast, the like powers pe!]petually 
our and available to any soul able to receive them, e.g., in theurgic 

31 cr. Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea I 177b. 

32 In Pluledrum, 6, Dillon (above, note I) 96-7. 

33 Plato, Pluledrus 247c. 

34 Dillon (above, note 1) 253. 

35 In Pluledrum, 6, Dillon (above, note 1) 96-7. 
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I believe that Iamblichus is indifferent about what this presence should be called 
because he did not think that the divine presence was that could be known 

the soul. Iamblichus is clear about its the 
and power that lifts the soul to its lost About what is 

unknowable Iamblichus is but about its effects and sU):lenonlty 
to the soul Iamblichus is quite clear.36 I think we err in and 
DH::~lSlOIl in Iamblichus' where it does not 

In when Iamblicbus which is a 
from true which comes from the 

divination "is not a human 
and sem down to us from from heaven. It 

and arises itself."37 The power of divination does not 
derive from the he says, but from "a certain divine which is pre­
established as more ancient than our nature."38 This more ancient presence is also 
described by Iamblichus simply as "another of the soul,"39 and it is 'U""V"''''''' 
this that the soul engages in true divination. 

issue for Iamblichus was that this divine was established in 

us," it is the source that stimulates all our UU.UN"'l> 

Des;crit)ing this pmlclple 

It in our very essence; it is to all and 
choice and exists prior to reason and demonstration. From the it is 
united to its cause and is established with the soul's essential 
(E9E<:ns) for (De Mysteriis 1.3, 7.14-8.2) 

t'Olmnvrv mIiSun.ael·stand, Iamblichus ern:ph;asl:lCS that "contact with the divine is 
not For from its a kind of 

Prior to dualistic the soul is In 

but in a way that surpasses discursive 1c11l'\wll".t!lvPc 

36 

maintain, 

37 De Mysteriis 3.1, 100.6-9. 

38 Ibid., 3.27, 165.18-19; cf. Stobaeus 2.174.15-16. 

De MysJeriis 8.7, 270.8-9. 

40 Ibid., 1.3, lQ.10-11. 

Ibid., 7.14. 

42 1.3, 8.3-4. 

[bid., 13,8.5-13. 
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What is consistent in Iamblichus' various references to the divine of 
the soul is that to the and it is 

uu.,,,.,,,u its erotic we feel for the Good. In 
the soul's desire for the was rooted in the divine pre~sellce 

it This was consistent with both Platonic and .I:'!(Jitln:lan.\C<1'I"l1l,U/,;" 
with the Chaldaean Oracles which of a eros" 
all souls the Creator to stir up their desire for him.44 The 

the.retc)re, was not its rational but its erotic For Iamblichus 
that 

the is held before the mind not as knowable 
desirable i9E'I"OV) and the mind is by this, not 
with being and every intelligiible perlfection. 

if the Iamblichean soul were able to an erotic in the 
manner described so by Plotinus there would be no reason to see 
Iamblichus' as dark or for the soul's 
eros simply intensifies and clarifies the of the human condition. For altllOllgh 
the soul has a divine eros for our mortal causes us to llml/:!,lllC 

fulfillment in a way that our individual self the characteristics of a universal 
This was the that Iamblichus wanted to counter-act 

emtpnaslzlDlg the soul's and For when we realize that 
the and of our is in direct to, and 

our fear of ascent of the soul-so 
beloved by Platonists-becomes more than an exercise in seJr~a,ece:puon. 
For the soul becomes mortal and the of death and the 
annihilation of the self were unavoidable. All of which leads to a frusmitiDlg 

For if, the in the soul is revealed in 
our eros for the to Plato the soul is 
divine and and if-at the same time-the soul is not divine but 
Iamblichus also then we seem to find ourselves in a 

since Iamblichus maintained that his 'C""l"Ull1~;" were 
may be 

may be found in Plato's 
for J.",uuU"'UUl), 

********** 

After Socrates fails in his 
divine or 

and somehow 

to define Eros as either beautiful or 
Diotima reveals Eros to be somehow both 

he is an mtemileCUaI-Y who moves up and down 

44 

45 

46 

Chaldnean Oracles, R. Majercik, trans. (Leiden 1989) !rags. 39 and 43. 

Damascius in Dubitationes et Soiutiones 1.154.9-11; I have checked this 
mlD,InY''''' text and TraUt des Premiers Principes 2.104.20-23, L.G. 

trans. (Paris 

StobaellS 1.366.5-8. 
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between the and men. He is a messenger, she says, prayer and 
sacrifice from men to while to men commands from the and 

in return for sacrifices."41 As an Eros possesses the 
characteristics of both his parents, Poros and Penia Neither 
mortal nor he is both full and empty, and 

all in the same day As we 
Plato's embodiment of Eros. For Socrates is also an internrieciial'Y 

embraces in his person the 
Socrates is attracted to beautiful but could not care less whether a is 

beautiful he comes on as a it turns out that he is the beloved 
he is the best at but is indifferent to food he is resistant to 

\~~_"""''''h and he is calm whether with friends or in 
.sOI~raltes, we are told, is to no human at 

after an of the and since Eros is 
between the deathless and the mortal U,6'Ul,"",'" 

sUtmslDg that at the conclusion of the ~}'lnp/,]Sll~m, 
to convince and that both and {,:(\Tnl"rlv 

tog'ettlc'f in the skill of the 
heart of the Platonic Eros. 

If these define Plato's unclen,taIlldirlg 
eros allows it to contact the it follows that the soul must 

and if the soul's 
the of 

Eros to reach the divine. The soul must ex~)enen,:e 1:'""",.",,,,,,,,,", and 111.~tllThm!l' 
way the of oPJ)OSiltes 

the e:ellef<!tICID 
establishes 

{,:l'\1ntr:~~t';n'" terms. the "soul is a mean not 
between the divided and the rer:naining and the the noetic 
and the but also between the unl~enera~ted and the ... "51 That 

41 ':;Y'llplJ'SlIIm 202e 

48 Mv,_<tp'riis 196.8-11. lamblichus understood all powers to exist in the One, thai which 
as that which divides. Ultimately, the that causes the soul 10 descend into 

and alienation was rooted in the One See Iamblichus' explanation of the One's 
and divide in his discllssion of ., nresel'ved 

(;atef!ortas (;OJ7Im,enttlrlum I35,8ff. cited and tra!lSlated 
IU1'e/n,tion d'Hermes Trismegiste, vol. 3 (Paris 1953) 

50 Plato. Timaeus 34c-36e. lamblichus describes the work of the Derniulrge as II "rhvth:mi(' 

m ... ,,"'<>" of monadic and in In Nicomachi Arithmeticam Intl'cdllctionem 
(Leipzig 1894) 1975). 

51 Iamblichus [Priscianusl, De Anima 89.35-37. 



186 Classica II 

the soul was like the gods and like mortals was 
a contradiction rooted in its very essence. In existential terms, Iamblichus says: " ... 
what is immortal in the soul is filled with and no remains 

immortal."52 This means that the soul-as a mean term-
embraces its other: In embodiment the soul becomes self-alienated and 
"when the soul is made other to itself' Iamblichus 
says, "the sameness with itself becomes faint."53 So faint that we no 
In terms of human we no know that we are 

hidden and inaccessible to us.54 
according to each soul has within it the hidden UC111.".11'1II. 

more ancient than the soul itself. Each soul possesses an innate of the gods 
which we feel as desire for our lost when 
the soul catches a of this beftUt,,-,wll.1cll 
desire is roused up and it seeks to embrace this 
own. Like the dark and twisted horse in Plato's the soul uel::UU:SlillY 

after this beauteous and seeks 

head down and tail stretched out he takes the bit between his 
teeth and shamel.ess:ly plunges on. (Plato, Plltledrus 2S4d) 

To the horse its head creates a monstrous distortion of ""i'r'1tn<l1 .. " .. UIl.,,, .. <, 

allows the mortal individual-who has not limited his unlimited llUliJllli>C~-1'V 
1111"I:>U.'o;; that he possesses the and the that he grasps at. To 

this urge inflates the ego into a caricature of the and the individual 
assumes an that it shall never possess. In terms, this self-
del~elJltlo,n is rooted in our titanic nature which "tears within and isolates 
the seJ)aJ'1l!.tirlg it from its connection with the nniivp'""", 

It seems that this is an unavoidable in human For as the 
Platonists say, we are to yearn for how could we not think that 
it has to do with us? The for the divine is felt to be my 

uncloubtedlv is--and in a sense. it is not for the 
desire was in the soul to my self-consciousness. The 
the soul--(lur titanic nature-must feel and must unbearable 
au~;u"". for the beloved, and yet, this dark Titan of self-awareness must recogYlize 
that the is not "mine" but greater. When the unlimited 

S2 Ibid .. 90.21-23, 

53 Ibid., 223.31-32, 

54 As a mean term, the soul can never 
imT!l0I1talilv_ yet in tenns of the soul's e.u",ri,,,n,,,,, "'Tlm'f"riit,," 

not possible to be only "a bit" mortaL To 
mOlrtality is a orientation, as is immortality. This 
IanlbIichu,s' d':fi~titicin of the human soul. 

mortal; 
difficulty of 

55 Damasc!u! discusses the titanic element in the soul in his con:une;ntary on the Plltledo. See 
Damascius 1-9) in The Greek Commentaries on Plato'S Phaedo, Westerink, ed. and 
trans., vol. (New York (977) 32-3, 
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of the soul receives its limit may be 
not human but 

Iamblichus refers to this in his defense of prayer in the De 
Re,spc1nd,mg to that human prayers were unfit to be 

offered to the divine Iamblichus how it is for the soul to 
reC'OgIllze its unfitness and impurity as it enters the act of prayer. He says: 

. . It is due to this very fact, that we are far inferior to the Gods in 
power, and else, that it is of all things most critical that we do 
pray to For the awareness of oor OVvll nothingness (olloEItEta), when we 
compare ourselves to the Gods, makes us tum to And 
from our supplication, in a short time we are to that one to we 

and from our continual intercourse with it we a likeness to it. and 
imperfection we are gradually embraced divine pelifecbion. 

Mysteriis 1.15,47.14-48.4) 

Iamblichus says that the act of when prayer arises from our "'rlt'""",,1 
nolhiIlgn,ess and awakens the divine presence in the soul. In prayer he 
says, "the divine itself is joined with itself' (De 1 47.9-

The true connection is between the one inside and the one outside the 
souL Yet not until our can the soul enter this 

ugJlinE~ss, its death and 
can the soul awaken the the soul's weakness 

made its prayers for Iamblichus it was our sense of unworthiness that lifts 
the soul up to the similar sentiments about a Muslim who doubted 
that Rumi wrote: 

The agony 
immortal 

... This longing 
YOIl express the return message. 

Your pure sadness 
that help 
is the secret cup. 

out from 
union. 

Listen 10 the moan of a its 
That is the connection .. 

<""-'J~,u',"UJ'l', our own nOtlllngnelSS 
the of an 

56 oortra:ved in the inflicted on the 
Titans, imlPosing 
section 

into order of the gods. Ibid., 

57 In another context, Iamblichus says that when the soul becomes aware of its "ugliness" 
apart from the gods it is drawn to divine beauty (De Mysleriis 1.11,39.3-13). 

58 "Love Dogs" in The Essenrial Rumi, C. Barks, trans. (San Francisco 1995) 155-6. 
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cup," the spontaneous 111UI4I1j,U1'; that leads it into nT$IVICTlln,n into 

it is the nr<1,Vp,rnf'sornetlUng 
the god himself. As Rumi says: 

"How can a lover be Yet the human 
for the immortal it must resist the 
....... _" __ to consumate these unbearable desires and to make of them a lJ"'" .. VJ,1<U 

The soul must restrain its titanic urges, it must stay close to its 
human like the worthlessness of its 

The upaya of Iamblichean I)S)'Cn'OIOf,t 

the soul from lost in the hubris and vanities that 
unc1isc:iplinc:Q horse Phaedrus The soul's awareness 

UV'UUJ,o"""", was the ballast that it from in 

'T'I. __ ••• _'" the had 

defined the true 
for those who followed Iamblichus. 

of initiations" the buried the entire 
It was a ritualization of one that Damascius described as 

"a death," he says, "which many have died."64 
Damascius goes on to say that the death rites of the ancient Greeks also sYlnboli:led 
the soul's transformation from to the down 
on the he says, "is a reminder that the soul should reunite itself with the 
universe."65 The burial of the transfers his head to another 
the of the world. the consciousness of the initiate in a 

death shifts from an individual to a world Awareness 

59 Rumi's "secret 
receive the power of the 
(EntTIJoEt<:in,s) is mClreal!.eu, 

reclepl~tcle (imo8oxl{) in ritual, allows the soul to 
pretensions 10 know, soul's r",,,,·,,.,ti'JP 

it to receive the god and recover its own eSllranJ~ed 

60 "In Between Stories" (above. note 58) 96. 

61 Iamblichus maintained that the soul bas "two lives" 1.371.6-8), "two 
lJV", '-"'.II. and "two activities" yet because of its condition it could know only 
one. Its life, received was otherwise inaccessible to the soul. What Plotinus 
came to identify with as his own Iamblichus left as tbe of the to be 
received-in for human life--in ritual I 
believe, constitutes difference between the sote:rlo],ogi,es 

62 Plato, Phaedo 64. 

63 'Tl..,~I,wID Platonicienne, H.D. and L.G. Westerink, eds. and Ilrans., vol. 4 (Paris 
discussion of this rite in Oracles and M. Tan:lieu, ed. 

64 The Greek Carrunemaries an Plaia's; Phaedo (above, note 55) section 2, 149.7-8. 

65 Ibid., section 2, 150. 
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moves from to for the individual "self' has been reabsorbed 
into the Whole. 

All of this: the acceptance of one's the CA~,x:;;lI,CU\_C 
eros that can never be and the constant awareness of the of our 

even as we enter into the communion all make up the of the 
Iamblichean soul. These are the elements necessary to transform and lead the soul 
from to But to the the "individual" 

n .. milI1f'O'P \\rea'vin!! these number powers into a ,",vO"UIJ'''. 

"'''''ya.LVU in this causes it to ex~peljerlce 
,n,,,th'T'O' e;)(pe:rielnced in the 

alienation and embrace of a mortal 
or the life of the The soul's descent and self-alienation were 
activities of the themselves. As Proclus put it: <'," the soul descends into the 

because it wants to imitate the of the .. "69 
When the Iamblichean soul is united to the in prayer, it is not united as 

an individual-as a a an or any other-it is united as 
a universal a world. Yet the ascent to the even in 

"Al)"'''''''''-''' of some kind. As AC. 

""'CSO"''' nature, for a 
1-'''''''')''<11 self would lack the I"UI'TT'''<''O'l"TIC- to contain or possess universal 
power. If the soul is united with the Nous and the the must 
to a corporate rather than to an individual "I." It would pCluaIlS be more accurate to 
describe this ur' as an eye or voice of a That it could not have been 
an individual or Damascius 

66 Satfley (above, note 27) 212. 

67 Plato, Timaeus 29e-30a; Iamblichus refers to this weaving of opposites in In Nicomachi 
Arithmetlcam Introductionem 78.22-24. 

68 J. Trouillard discusses this theme in one of his last essays, "Proelos et la Joie de Ie 
Ciel," Diatima II ([983) 182-92. 

69 In Timaeum 3.324.5-6. Tronillard. trans. (above, nOle 68) 19L 

70 The Anatomy of Neaplatonism (Oxford 1990) 126. 
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... the divine lamblichus declares that it is impossible to participate as 
an individual in the universal orders of existence, but only in communion with 
the venerable choir of those who are lifted up together, in one mind.71 

The human soul, as particular, is never saved, however much it may imagine its 
divinity or consider itself free from the fate of mortal lives. As particular, the human 
soul must die-possibly the supernatural death of the theurgists-so that it may 
........ v b ' ..... '" the life that it unknowingly carries and that its "death" sustains. In 
the De Anima, reporting the doctrines of the Platonist Calvenus Taurus on the descent 
of the soul, Iamblichus says that some members of his school 

... think the purpose of the soul's descent is to reveal the divine life, 
for this is the will of the Gods: to be revealed through souls. For the Gods 
come forth into bodily appearance and reveal themselves in the pure and faultless 
life of souls. (Iamblichus, De Anima 1.379.1-6) 

This, I is Iamblichus' own position and one that is perfectly consistent with his 
other views·. Strictly speaking, even the death and mortality of the soul are not its 
own but are the activity of the gods who reveal themselves in the bodily appearance 
of souls. As Saffrey says, for the later Platonists anthropology is absorbed 
theology, yet it is a theology or, a theogony that may be fulfilled only when 
the lowest of the gods,n the human soul, accepts the unique task of becoming 
mortal, when it endures the tragedies of self-deception and learns, finally, to 
its Only then might it experience the supernatural death of the 
the:ur~~ists. a death not of the body but of the individual self. Only .then may the 
soul's eros carry it to fulfillment, a journey that is necessarily anonymous. As Rumi 
put it: 

There are love dogs 
no one knows the names of. 

Give your life 
to be one of them.73 

Stonernll College 

71 Translation by L.G. Westerink in Damascius, Lectures on the Philebus (New York 1959) 
106-7; cf. In Philebum, frg. 6, Dillon (above, nole 1) 102-3. This is followed by 
Damascius' remark: "And the Athenians on behalf of the as 
patron:ess of the not on Damascius 
liUlllUl.'''"'LI. affirmed that ascent to the One is not possible unless the soul coordinates to 
the Whole and, with the Whole, moves itself toward the universal principle of all things" (D e 
Principiis 1.119.18-22). 

72 Plotinns, Enneades 4.8.5.25. 

73 Above, note 58, 156. 
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Life and Mind: a Brief Inquiry 

Mark J. Edwards 

For Iamblichus and the later the noetic or intelligible triad is the 
symbol of the demiurgic mind in its procession from and reversion to the 
fountainhead of being. l When being overflows from its it the 
amorphous energy of life; but though inexhaustibly dynamic, remains 
inapprehensible without the determining qualities of mind. Being is the source of all 
existents, life of soul, and mind of the lower intellects: a law divined by Proclus 
therefore states that what is higher in the order of procession will be present in a 
lower tier of the world.2 All things in the world have being, some have 
life, and a few of these possess for that very reason, the intellectual 
principle is the lowest of the three; 

Among these principles Being will stand foremost; for it is present to 
all things which have life and intelligence ... but the converse is not true ... 
Life has the second place; for whatever shares in intelligence shares in life, but 
!lot conversely .. , The third principle is intelligence; for whatever is in any 
measure capable of knowledge both lives and exists. (Proclus, Elementa 101) 

This triple thread was not spun out of nothing. Plato had in a famous 
passage of the that the essence which rise to all existents would be 
weaker than its offspring were it not already instinct with life and motion (Sophist 
248e). Since it is by life that being itself to us, and through our minds that 

All research on this topic is indebted to P. Hadot, Vie, Pensle chez Plotin (Geneva 
1960) 107-41,lA Metaphysique de Porphyre (Geneva 1966) 127-57, and Porphyre et Victorinus, 
vols. 2 (Paris 1968). For review and bibliography, see A. Smith, "Porphyrian Studies since 1913," 
Au/stieg und Niedergang der Romischen Welt, vol. 2, 36.2 (Berlin 1987) 717-73. Some of my 
remarks here are anticipated in MJ. Edwards, "Porphyry and the Intelligible Triad," IHS (1990) 14-
27. 

2 Translation by E.R. Dodds, Praclus. The Elements a/Theology (Oxford 1963) 91. 
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we """rtu·"".r .. 
five 
and difference-the n"'vl.I,,,,,u.JI'U~.,,,, 
rest sustains 
included in the 

Classica 8 

Qlaclo!~ue-Ioelng, rest, 
mind with rest and life with motion. As 

all five are 

and difference are the elements from which the n .. Jmil1,ra", 

soul in tbe he as a who spc.nUmelDu5 
go()dn1ess, is another illustration of the axiom that must be ac(;onlpame~d 

The in which he the cosmos suffers constant, 
the inteUectnal which he imitates can never be 

............. I1.UU.I:O:' to the handbooks of the Roman 
are the three 

as 
We see, that the concept and nomenclature of the triad are 

inchoate in the it did not mature as a system there and 
is not anlong the the works of his immediate successors. The 
triad owes its in modem times to who looks for its first in 

and its earliest occurrence in that which the 
the Chaldaean Oracles. neither these nor PmTlh'vrv'!il 

""",5U'''''U'>' Hadot contends that we have a 
Marius Victorinus, who 

This if true, 
"""""j'U5 "", ...... "." ... , with an influence that he would have found 

for Marius Victorinus made the Platonists accessible to 
lSlJ"",UlUlLIUl.'lS on the 

ortllod1DXY of the Christian 
....... "u,,_". for over one 

nn~,c.vm all these claims. I shall argue that the 
inte:rct1anlgeable with 

in 
AUlgu:stirle cites these terms from Marius Vlc~tormus, he 

3 For Plotinus' inte:rpnetalion of the see I.M. Chamle, Notin uctell.T de Platon 
1 (above, note 1) 219-22. (paris 1978) 205-29; rnrnnv.r" 

4 See Timaeus 2ge-30a; and on the inte:rpretat:ion of the Demiurge, A.J. Festugiere, La 
Revelation d'Hermes Trismegiste, vol. 4 

"'t'l""'J'Y''', l'<"'ULULJ[U Ll9.1. with the annolations of M. Marcovich, Hippolytus: 
1986) 16; C. "La 'doxa' di Platone nella 

et O.iemali 21 (1972) 

6 See the Hadot (above, nole 1). 

7 

1 
See P. Henry. "The Adver.r1U Anum of Manu! Victorinus," Journal 
42-55; for recent doubts lIS to the relation between AUjiJusltme 

Mancheste:r, "The Noetic Triad in Platinus, Marius VictarinllS and Augustine:" 
Gnosticism, Bergman and R.T. Wallis, eds. 1992) 201.:..22. 
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have seen there 

the pagan claimants to the invention of the the Chaldaean 
Oracles are almost the even if were not as tradition 
states, in the of Marcus Michael Psellus detects an echo of them in 

and defence of the Chaldaeans a in 

While the noetic triad was by no means the in the Chaldaean 
system, it was the first whose attributes the Ne:opJat1onl,sts 
Trinities are in the late of Proclus and the and half a dozen 
lra~~fmts of the Oracles make mention of a but none of these enumerates all 
three and the triad seems to be not so much a of three as a uu, .. ,,~,u 

of one double to one 

A this one, for it has the functions both of comprehending 
the intelligibles and to the wodd. 

~ I-nauureUII Oracles, 8) 

The which fuses sensory with is identified in another 
as the Second which mortals the first. I I The Father is a dark 

his illuminative force or the filial as 
De:miurlge, communicates this force to the material In his exercise of 
UW'IUTJ'ItJ'. the Father back none the his dunamis sits 
closer to him than the Second Mind: 

The Father has withdrawn himself, not his own flame in his 
intellectllal dunamis; dunamis sits with him, but mind is him. 

(Chaltlaean Oracles, fegs. 3-4) 

8 See H.D. Saffrey, Recherches sur la Neopiatonisme apres Plotin (Paris 1990) 209-15. 

9 Edited by J. Bidez, Vie de Porphyre (Ghent and Leipzig 1913) 2. 

10 For the commentaries of Psellus and Proclus, see E. des Places, Oracles CJullda:I'qu,es 
153-224. Psellus (page 194, etc.) makes it clear that the first triad follows a 

II See Chaldaean 7. The relation between this and Numenius, 17, remains 
obscure. See E.R. Dodds, "NUlmel~ills and Ammonius," Entreliens Hardt 5. Sources de 
Plotin 11; but the of a later dating for the Oracles must be taken into 
account 8). 

12 See especially ChaldiIean Oracles, I and S. 
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This force, like other tenns, has a mythological appellation: Hecate, the patroness of 
magic, is said in both the fragments and the commentaries to sit between the two 
paternal minds: 13 

Hecate's centre is carried in the midst of the Fathers. 
(Chaldaean Oracles, frg. 50) 

Have we then to do with a quatemity-the dyadic Son, the paternal Monad and 
Hecate between them? None of the extant fragments tells us so, and such an 
inference would neglect the very of the term dunamis, which is not used in 
philosophy to signify determinate or separable being. dunamis is mere potentiality, a 
capacity for being which is wholly unintelligible, and therefore barely until it is 
brought to actuality. Nothing subsists as mere potentiality, yet nothing exists at all 
unless it actualizes some potentiality; while the potential makes the actual possible, it 
is only by the resulting actuality that the potential is defined. 

I may seem to be dwelling here upon the wrong sense of dunamis, which 
with reference to the Father surely ought to signify not "potentiality" but "power." 
But just as we can apprehend potentiality only in the light of its supervenient 
actuality, so we can think of no power which is not the power to realize some effect. 
The dominant physics, that of Aristotle, states that where there is an agent and a 
patient, the exercise of the agent's power fulfils the actualities of both. 14 But where 
there is only God, there can be no patient, and the sole effect to which his power can 
tend is the fulfilment of itself as actuality; this it can achieve only by reversion to the 
father, in the course of which it actualizes mind. Mind, as the actuality of dunamis, is 
.thus the precondition for the existence of its own matter and the working of its own 
efficient cause. 

Therefore the very dunamis which creates the possibility of a Second Mind is 
the source of its duality. In so far as it is mind, it is immutable; in so far as it is 
dunamis, it tends perpetually to the realization of something other than, and 
consequently inferior to, itself. PseHus calls the Second Mind both the dunamis and 
the horos or definition of the Father;15 the terms seem antithetical, yet logic indicates 
that where a dunamis is nameable as dunamis, it submits to definition. Psellus also 
states that the Second Mind is a transcendent dyad (atS supervening on 
the Father's dunamis. 16 In it is not so much that dunamis precedes the dyad as 
that dunamis, like mind, is half the dyad. The dyad is by nature indeterminate, and 
hence unformed by for all that, it is dunamis, in so far as it admits of being 
qualified by the very name of dunamis, that constitutes the mind. 

According to the commentators Hecate also exercises influence outside the 
noetic triad, and as the wellspring of her own trinity, dispensing soul in the left-hand 

13 For a recent study of Hecate in the Oracles, see SJ. Johnston, Hekate Soteira: a Study of 
Hekate'S Role in the Chaldaean Oracles and Related Literature (Atlanta 1990). 

14 See, e.g., Aristotle, Physics 202a13ff. 

15 See Psellus, Papyri Graeci 122, 1I44a!4, 1144b4= E. des Places (above, note 10) 180-1. 

16 See Papyri Graeci 122, 1152a4 and frg. 169, with des Places' note (above, note 10) 147. 



M.J. Edwards: Being, Life and Mind 195 

stream and virtue in the right, becomes the source of life in the generated universe.17 

Since Hecate is dunamis, the force that tends to change and otherness, this 
continuing emanation is in with her nature. At the same time it leads her into 
schism, since in her higher nature she resides between the two paternal minds, but in 
the form of soul, her lower aspect, she is inferior to both: 

After the paternal intelligences dwell I, soul, ensouling all with warmth. 
(Chaldaean Oracles, frg. 53) 

Commentaries suggest that in this lower sphere the of Hecate is which 
for the Greeks was an essential operation of the soul. From this some modem 
scholars have deduced that Life is itself a name for Hecate, and the Oracles 
contain the triadic series being, life and mind.18 Yet this is a rash conclusion, as life 
is a function, not the essential character, of Hecate in the Oracles, and then in her 
interno.ecllat.e, not her most exalted, aspect. Psellus in his Commentary alludes to the 
later triad, but not in his account of the higher where the 
middle term is dunamis. 19 If it is the case (and it has not been proved) that 
LJ""~",,,,,,,, knew this triad and to have found it in the Oracles, that is no 
proof that it was there to be discovered, since he could either have imposed his own 
nomenclature or borrowed it from an independent source. 

If Plato was his well of truth, his windlass was the of Plotinus. 
Hadot and others have cited numerous passages from the Enneads where life 
and mind conspire in the origin of sensible and intellectual natures.20 It is not so 

however, that these terms make up a triad by or are presented in an 
order which implies that mind originates from being through the medium of life. 
What is certain is that mind and life from being, and are interfused. 
Life in the intellectual world is a function of the mind in its reversion to its source 
(Enneades 6.7.15); mind, where it is active in the lower coexists with 
life (Enneades 3.6.6. etc.). 

Intelligence and vitality are notes of being both in the noetic sphere and in the 
present but it may be that the entails a certain difference in the 
sequence of as an operation of the soul, falls short of intellect in 

and when transcendent principles are in question it will therefore be the third: 

17 See Chaldaean Oracles, 51-52. On Hecate's role as Life, Nature and Soul, see H. 
Lewy, The Chaldaean. Oracles (Cairo 84-99. 

18 See PlalO, Phaedo I05d; Aristotle, De Anima 4123.28 etc.; Hadot, La Meraphysique de 
Porphyry (above, note I) on the noetic triad in the Oracles. 

19 See des Places (above, note 10) 189 and 197. In both the first term of the triad is the 
Father, rnther than Being. For the occurrence of the noetic triad, see page 182 (::: Papyri Graeci 122, 
1 145a5ff). 

20 See Hadot, Vie, Pensee chez Plotin (above, note 1); Dodds (above, note 2) 252-54. 
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Here the chief text is Timaeus where mind is said to 
COlltelnpllate the ideas in the As Hadot and otbers have nh",f'rv"rI 

of this passage in the third century 
"'"'~"'wn"'r" h,i}WeVflf Plotinus seems to 

whereas mind is the determination of motion 

One who considers this manifold 
far as it is, as it were, a substrate, then in so far as 

because it is the same, and difference and SaIllen,ess, 
is one. (Plotinns, E,1jJ1eaaeS 

in so 
then 

But here we find all five of the and it seems a little 
tendentious to abstract the first three members as an triad. At Enneades 
5.3.16-an obscure text if there are any in Plotinus-life is said to imitate the life in 
the first whereas mind imitates its essence, and Enneades the 
axiom that mind form to life, At Ermeades Plotinus notes that motion is 
the first that raises natural bodies above the level of naked 

that life will be more 6""'''' .. 7.U:1 '""" .... w' .. """. 

To discern this tbrleetiold 
need of the the Timaeus or any '''''''"V!;'''_ 
dU;t1l1lgU.1Sn the inanimate from the "''',lll<U,"" 

soul and intellect; 
which discriminates the """.,.t,.h",,. 

sensitive and rational ca))ac:1tu:s of soul. 
Life as a source of intellect is not found in as Hadot has 

he feels some need of an lnt,p,.,.,~ .. rl1"fv 

This '''''''''''6'''''' 
Pyl:hal~Ol1eans. which is not itself 

21 See Hadot, Vie, Pensle chez Plotin (above, note 
729-30. See further J.M. Dillon, "Plotinns, Enneades 3.9 
World, TAPA 100 (L969) 63-70. 

The __ "'b''' __ .'vu 

it 

Smith (above, note I) 
on the Intelligible 

22 See Hadot, Vie, Pensie chez Plotin (above, note 1). For intelleetual matter, see 
Plotious, Enneads 2.4.4.2-5 etc. 

23 
(1962) 

eSpeei!lllyJ.M. Rist, "The Indefinite 
Gerson. Plotinus (London 

"'''''''5'''''''' Matter in Plotinus," CQ 12 
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guarantees the of intellect at the same time as it to exist as smnellUIltg 
other than the One. 

In the of this precursor of the intellect is ...... ' .. Ul15 ... 1<>"";;u 

from its which accrues to it in the course of its reversion to the 
But this is a lexical observation on a as 
to be approached except a kind of bastard 
cannot exist but as the substrate of some formally determined 
constitutive of matter no less than matter is constitutive of mind. 
aC(~UlreS its formal a process which necessitates rP<'!J'P<r<:,(\n 

in that reversion is as much the cause of mind as its effect. Plotinus thus 
made way for an of the life that resides in intellect with the indeterminate 
potency that generates the the now which of his was 
the fIrst to take this 

1> .. \1-nn,uTV cannot fail to be a as he codifIed the lectures of his 
master and reduced the Chaldaean Oracles to an economic of Two 
familiar members of the fIrst triad are Father and his the third remains 
concealed the real or 

of God the Father and God the Son, whom he calls in 
or. Of the Holy however, he either 

:>UIIICU'illlg under a veil; he means by the 
nOlknow. 

(Augustine, De eil/irate Dei 10.23) 

The evidence that the median term is life is: read second 
that he was read third that he all three terms in a comment 
on the Timaeus. The first would be sound if we knew that had tried 
to prove congruity between Plotinus' doctrines and the 
suffice if Victorinus never read any but !-"" .... n'\l1"V 

to these assumptilJns 

rPnrnhv.-v and TheodotusJ ... the Sun, 
Venus, Intellect, 

10 Mercury is Life, bul 
This Intellect, however, to which 

essential, in another intellectual, in another vi£al. 

contribution is occluded 
later than Iamblichus and his have seen the noetic triad where it 

24 See Plato, Timaeus 52b; the "Pythagorean" Timaeus Locrus 94b int<~rpl'els this as 
reasoning by analogy. 

25 See Lewy (above, note 17) 1-64; Hadot,lA. Metaphysique de ?orphyre (above, note 1). 

26 See Bidez (above, note 9) 36"'; cf. the 
2.25 J.M. "The Concept of two 
Phr,on;!,3ill{ 18 (1973) 

cited from Amobius, Adversus Nationes 
a Footnote to the History of Platonism," 

21 Translation by Dillon (above, note 26) 357 (annotation 10 III Timaeltm. frg. 70). 
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no clue as to the ~ ... ~ ........ 
to life. Pracius testifies 

eS~loused a version of the triad in which life succeeded rni'r\(ht':l 

substance, 
design~ltes tbe first intellect essential, the second an intellectual 

the source of souls. 
(Proc!us, In P/atonis Tinuu:l4m Commenlarii 3.309) 

We cannot say that the sequence of the terms is when Proclus himself 
insists upon another. Hadot is to infer that the canonical triad cannot have been 
devised but where does he find the evidence that P,. ........ h·"'"" 
eS]:lou:sea it in the order and the terms maintained ProcIus? 
from a on the which lacks the author's 

AC(:or~lmg 10 the first idea it is one and 
simple in respect (unapelS'), life (<:w,f) 

. _ . but neither one nor 
intellection (VOl)O'ts). 

I have written at the asc;ripltio,n of this work to ,",nTTlI'I'urv 

that the 
uDlloulelv so, and that some of its technicalities 
qu()tation cannot itself afford evidence for P"rn •• vrv' 

I should rather say that it his the 
the anonymous cmnm.entary 

IT 

We ''''''Vj5'''~''' sornetlung closer to the nv'UjJlaLU'lUI.- rriad in a of 
De written before Plotinus went to in which he associates 

Hfe and 

Thus the working of the which endows all with existence, is 
found to be more and each one, 
Chrisl in his character of wisdom and kne,wie:d!!e and sanctification, 
comes to higher degrees ot:lleriectilon; 

28 of Theodorus in Ncclplatanilsm, 
est-il in Memorial A.l. Fel.tup.'iime.E. 
See also Dillon (above, 1I0le 26) 26ff. 

29 See Festugiere (above, note 4) 282-3. 

30 Hado!, Porphyre et Victorinll.s, vol. 1 (above, note 1) 102, note 3. 

31 and of this cornm!~nttlfY, see P. Hadal, "Fragments d'un 
D~ __ J. •• __ sur Ie Parmenide," REG 74 410-38. For tbe text, see Hadot, 

PmrnhvrJl! et vol. 2 (above, note 1) 65-1 Hadat's arguments assume, perhaps 
llle.gltl:rna!ely, an identity between oUo:{a. and 

32 M.l. Edwards ("P.~",.",", and the Intelligible 
Kroll, "Bin Nellpm!on:iscllier P:il.rmeni!iesltommelltar, 

33 Translation G.W. Butterworth, Origen on "ytl.ru>L1! .• (Gloueester 1973) 38. 
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and holier. he becomes 
more 

(Origen. De Principiis 1.3.8) 

Here the of the Father may be contrasted with the of 
functions between the Son and the is the mind and life are 
an The Son increases though 
each shares in the office of the and if the passage will bear a close 

it would seem that the work inverts the order of the Son's. 
J.M. Dillon has the 

of the 

prclcel,sicln reaches furthest in 
does not of reversion of the to the 

of a reversion of the intellect to the at this 
of the not the nature of the Godhead in 

soul and is saved the threefold 
but if man shows any likeness to his be 

virtue of his 
because it concerns the the vp'."".V!! 

is a passage from the (;omnU1fl:tal"V 

d:i6tou 
au'tou~ 

He is a 
breath not of tbe 

not of 
but 

tlxxa Tf!S 
ou TOU 

au 'foil, Kat TOV 
,-ils lluvd~EUlS 

but of his glory and his eternal light. and a 
power. 

(Cli'mn:rellltlry on John 13.1S3) 

Here we find the Chaldaean not 
derived from the which to read. The 
result is not the is and subordinate to the 

nor, since there is no warrant for it, is there any of 
dunamis with life. In any case, the is more called the Father's soul 
than his his title not so much immutable of reason as the 

and some later Neoplatonic: Theories" in NeI1p['lton:ism 
(Norfolk 1982) on De Pri:"ci"iis_ ifg. 

3S rnnCI:1711S 1.1 passim; butsucb passages as Contra Celsllm 7.38 imply that 

36 is cOlllIlle:lltirlg on John 4.24, with assistance from Hebrews 1.3. 

37 See, H. Ziebritski, Heilige Geist 
WId Weltseele {T"''''"",,,," 

38 See Commentary on John 1.24; De Principiis 2.8.5. 
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holds that the infuses in the the Son 
and the Father consummates his Another Christian text 

must antedate the mature of is the 
the water of life to blessedness 

to existence in a heaven of divine 
but in a different order of 

. and Life and Blessedness. In 
in Life, he is alive. .. He 

mind. (Zostrianus 66.15-67.18) 

In the we found reasons for one order of the terms to the noetic 
another to the universe. Here we 

in any case, a Gnostic could not remain content with such "nlTn'm",tru 

of his of the in the lower. Life in 
Gnostic texts is an who can be both the bride of God and a 
lesser aeon, the mother of an abortion and the abortion the of the 
Delmiulrge and the hidden source of in his umvel"Se. pn:mordl,al 
human In another Gnostic of this is 

of the one who exists in as his 
second indivisible the third silence and the fruit of his eternal blessedness. 

The tenets of the Gnostics were by Plotinus as a deviation from the 
true of passages like both he and have 

39 

40 

42 

43 

harvest in the fields of their opponents. 
a continuous redaction of the Gnostic texts to pace 

Both the fact that Gnostic 
even before the 

life and mind. 

ill English 1990) 
Tnlillsfornlllciionc~ de Triada ser, 

where the case for the Gnostic 

Translation by J.N. Sieber in Robinson (above, note 39) 419-20. 

on the Soul and 
Valentinian Myth 

the World in 
.. Journal of 

See Allogenes 53 :::: Robinson (above, note 39) 494-5. 

Edwards (above, note 32) 27; R. Majercik, The Chaldaeall 
"'''''''''' "",,,,,n (above, note 39) 43-54. 

with many gratuitous hypotheses of little merit) by S. 
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ill 

We meet the final version of the triad in .l<1!UlJJ.l"'"IU". whom Proclns and 
Euna~)ius treat as almost a second founder of the 

These three are conferred by Time on the realm of 
becoming, the and "will the second, "be1coltling 

lind older, to be" . . . first of these ... 
of its pro,ces~,ion second, as coming forth from Life, 

third, as the .Intellectual Order. 
(Proclus, In Timaeum, frg. 65) 

to retrace the steps which Iamblichus to this In our 
"'T"'Ui,,,,~ dis,cussllon, we observed two inconcinnities in the of Plotinns. The 
first is in contrast to his usual of matter, he could an 
intellectual matter free of aU and to the the second is that 
the accorded to this matter allows the inference that the intellect's 
pI'Clce!,sicln and reversion are consecutive in time. Iamblichus construed the tenlPc,ral 
idiom of Plato as a for the of three instruments-the 

the soul and orc,vidienc:e n.(\01JOl N 

We may discern in these three agents of creation the life 
and mind. The third is to us under its own name, and the second is a function 
of the soul. It may appear tendentious to the with yet 
both are in different of the ..... (J,muu::n:Lu/·y 

transcendent with to natural kinds and inrliv,:rlnlli<: 

immanent in each of them 
an undivided but ofthe world. 

Yet since the soul for Iamblichus is inferior to mind, the of the temlS 
here would be that which we see ascribed to Theodorus of Asine. Iamblichus' 
construction of the true noetic triad is a consequence of a ctnb",o> innovation in 

45 

46 

All translations from the commentaries of Iamblichlls are from Dillon note 26). On 
Dillon remarks that the use of "intellectual order" rather than "in""I1,·",." determined 

349-50). 

See In Timaeum, 35. 37 and 88. 

47 Cf. In 38, and see funner G. Shaw. UTI".,,,,",,,,, 

Solution to Ihe Problem Dionysius 12 
remarks that "will preSUDlaD:ly be a noetic arc.het'yJ')e 
<;rotl in the noetic 
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schism; 
creation 
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for 

(Iamblichus. De Mysteriis 8.3) 

Iamblichus' matter is ,,,,,,,p:ri'~r 
and which the cosmic and hVT~e:I"(~O~lmlc. 
ohlmome:na. These should come into 1",,,,;nra.. whose relation to 

matter is more obscure. On the one hand he appears to be its creator; on the 
it is an immediate derivative of pure and will thus rank second 

to the the seat of all true Iamblichus himself resolves this 
___ 1..1_._ with his statement that the is united to the virtue of 

of the intellect with the This Plotinian jJ"'m' ....... 

that the contains the and is all but identical with 
there must be I would 

matter. While is the instrument of the in his 
'''''''1'41''1:> of the lower matter is both the necessary condition and sufficient 

IJU"151£'15 forth his own 
Spf:CUJla[t,ans on the soul may have a part in this new of 

a matter that is substantial and divine. In the Timaeus Plato had ascribed to the 
recepltac.le an inalienable motion which appears to be older than the cosmic soul. 
Plutarch, who is answered in posited an evil soul in matter, which 
Iamblichus could no more than any other But his notion of 
intellectual matter offers an for the presence of a motion coetemal with the 

and indeed for the of the himself. As the 
1'I,,,,,i,,,...,.,, not only encompasses the but is himself the third member of it He is 
at once the formal cause of the triad and from its second term, his own 
material cause. Intellectual him both the for existence and his 

in his own nature, he all the inferior and 
rather than as others the and 
ar~.helvne: his mind to it the power of 
life. 

We surmised above that soul and mind make up a triad in the 
of the one, which is formed the matter and the "-''''>LUI'''I:>'''' 

If this is so, we are not to find that the of the first soul is 
l'm~iln"nll~ to the of matter: 

48 

49 Frg.45. 

note 26) 317-8. I differ from Dillon (above, 
sense, superior to itself," since at 

OV and TO aUTO OUiP ov is merely sundromos with it. See also 
Dillon (ibid., 309). 

50 See De Pracreatione Animae in Timaeo 6-7; I.M. Dillon, The Middle Platonists (London 
1977) 191. 
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gen.eralion of the soul 
soul of the All and 

signifies the 
which goes in sameness and 

(Iamblichus, In Timae.um, frg. 54) 

As in the Chaldaean even the first prClcel;sicln from the monad is a 

203 

since nothing can become actual which lacked the for In the 
stream of efficient causes, the the 

for the sake of and with 
In the lower triad mind is an 

while matter and the soul are both results of a bifurcation 
which the introduces into 
than the Middle Platonic triad of first 

The noetic is other 
Iamblichus obtained the classic order 

by of life. 
have been assisted the Gnostics? Iamblichus is 

the to mention them without a cOI1C1e:mIlatl:on, and the earliest sect 
of this name had forestalled him in ...... " .... UVlU 

uUU''',''-;:', like Iamblichus and all t"v''''''Jnr ... "n 

matter as a "blessed substance."51 
built the world on and 

like his own, from the 
female called 0>11""",", 

To these it was all one to say that 
to say that it was the itself at a 

would have taken nO to Iamblichus' belief in the 
cOIlcellID.:lty ofthe lower and the : 

And division and prOl:ession] 
after the One, has the same s.ystem nrilnci,~les 
united by their very centres, and this is the 
"middle to middle." 

for in many cases the more there are the less 
An sound could be drawn with the Hecate of the Chaldaean 

whose affinities with the of Iamblichus and the Valentini an 
Gnostics have been canvassed in a number of recent We must not be 

rec;korullig similarities as tokens of historical influence. In any 
one at any many will subscribe to the same beliefs without a 
book in common, and thinkers who are moved different interests and by 
different methods will the same results. We not to seek extraneous 
material in the the Gnostics or Iamblichus until exceed the of their 
premis;ses and the tools of their own tradition. The of ideas is that-

:; J See lamblichus, De Anima 375.1; the report on the Naasselles at Hippolytus, Re/ulflZio 
5.7.13. 

52 Ibid.,6.21-37; lambHchus, De Mysteriis 8, and 111 Timae.um, feg. S3 etc. 

53 See M. Tardieu, "La Gnose Valentiniellne el les Oracles Ll1l7uullqU!er 

Gnosticism, B. Layton, ed., vol. 1 (Leiden 1980) 194-2.37, and the intr'Od~lcli()n 
note 43). 
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the of ideas; it is not a tale of casual 
involuntaJry c«:mc,eptJlons from a fashionable breeze. 

unmotivated hl'llTl'I'wi"O"'I:! and 

IV 

Works nrr.rin,,..,.rl before the of Constantine have so far claimed the 
whole of our but a consequence of his revolution was that Christians 
studied pagan literature in earnest. Manus whose conversion was 

his with in his 
tracts the Godhead as life and 

if Christ is life, and this 
in itself and in this is 

undlersl:andling in itself, this is the Spirit, then all these are three in 
and consubstantial. 

(Manus Victorinus, Adversus Arianos 

Hadot's researches leave no doubt that Victorinus as his 
mentor in philosophy. But to argue because he drew so much from one, he 
made no use of others is to an irrational In 
Victorinus life to the Son and mind to but when Augus:t1ne, 

Pt'llmn'vrv as his the Chaldaean 
with the Second Person of the 

Third. We find a closer 
and deSI)airc~d 

int.,"" • .,t" it with a 
schools. Less interested in the 

as we are, to the sources of the streams that had converged 
in his own career. 

What knew of Platonism he his own account, from 
Vic:tol:imls and the latter is seldom absent from to trace the provenance of 
the doctrine of the The African father does indeed invest his 
God with the attributes mind and life: 

No one doubts that has und!ersltand!ing 
unless he exists; the consequence that what hIlS unders.:andling 
lives. (Augustine, De 

or life 
is and 
10.13) 

But here the terms are not to illustrate the distinction of the Persons in the 

54 

the burden of this argument is just as the mind both is and so all 

rfJTunv'r" Itt Victorinus (above, note 1) has collected the relevant passages from 
vol. 2, 13-55. 

AUlmSlme. Victorinus and the Ne()pla:ton:ists, see further W. 
and I,M. Rist, and Tr:anscendence in 

56 See, above, note 7. 
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three Persons work as One in every UU'IOH1UUU. 

convenes the mental faculties 
these the second and third are inextricably 11"'.1111,"'. is desired without 

known without It must have been such rel:ISOnlIll!: 
that led the Chaldaean Oracles to the notion of an intellectual 
Victorinus that both life and mind could be styled, on different the form of 

Once 

Like the banishes succession from his 
of will to as that of 

It has sometimes been that he robbed the 
in which the Son appears as the 

as a bond of love between them. The 
source, for itself: 

oua\.v Kpdaas 0 l1oVolatS V~ Kat VEU l1aTt 
vEpWTa. 

The Father mixed the spark of the soul from two concordant elements, 
mind and the reflection (vWjl(l'n; MS VEUIl-<XT\) of God, to which he added love 
as the third. (Chaldaean Oracles, 44) 

for cif(;urrlso~~ction. 1-'!<1.~l~Cl.l::'Ul from the 
Oracles an emendation to the verses, and SutlOOSes 
nr~'n"'rpn to steal from of terms that 

uUU'JUU:>. and the 
AuguSt1rle reaches his conclusions. The most 

Socrates was never the din of in a 
he will fall into answers 

before he has ceased to tax his own propensity for To such a mind the 
qUE~StlIDnS occurred and he never had to lift a doctrine from any 
source but the Bible and the Creeds. His doctrine of the and the triads of the 
later Neoplatonists stem from different causes; their ultimate cause is one 
in this that both to grasp God's nature the medium of his 

the 

Christ Oxford 

57 See Augustine, De Trillitate 12.4 etc. 

58 In Hymn 3.l63ff., both vita and substantia (Son and Spirit) are form; At ibid., 114-5 the 
Son isforma, the Spirit re/ormat/onem. 

59 See Augustine, De Trinitate 11.5, 12,12 etc. 

60 For the triad mens-notitla-amor, see Augustine, De Trill/tate J 1.17 etc, 

61 

Hymnen des Synesios 
note 10) 131, citing W. Theiler, Die Chaldn.ischen Orakel und die 

9. 

62 for comments made in the Dr. H.l. Blllmenthai. Dr. L. Siorvanes, 
R.M. Van Den Berg, Prof. F. Garcia and Prof. F. Romano. 





E. lamblichus and the School of Ammonius 

IambUchus and the School of Anlm1onius. Son of 
on Divine Omniscience 

Elias 

An on;gmal elPlsltenlOl!oglcal view of Iamblichus was used 

207 

and an anonymous commentator in their discussion on divine 
This view is what has been from Iamblichus' own 

COnlID(!:ntaJey In De Interpre~tatiIDne . 
...... ..,v •. "'.v""" school of Ammonius offers a possib:le 

which is defensible. Even the views of 
Ste~phamls and the Commentator on the are 

argue that the laws of 

2 Ammonius, in De Interpretatione 128.15-135.25; Steph!mu;s, In De Interpretatione 34.5-
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the Aristotelian syllogisms are superficial and not founded upon facts. Thus they do. 
not apply them to the Neoplatonic solution to the problem, which includes not 
metaphysical, but also epistemological, ethical and physical considerations as well) 
Nevertheless, this does not mean that what can be said about divine omniscience 
violates the laws of human in general. 

Ammonius' and arguments should be conceived within their 
to define the relation between God and the world.4. The answer to the 

about how God knows the world in a determinate way is to be sought on a 
me:ta{:~hysic:!llevel with the assistance of the Iamblichean theory about the relation 
between the and the object known. 

To start with, Ammonius and Stephanus examine the truth value of two 
opposing beliefs: 

Belief (a): The world is governed by fate or the providence of the divine. 
Therefore, in the world occurs and by This is 
sornetnmg which also to all eternal realities.5 

Belief (b): Some things are produced causes and by 
contingency. Human beings have a free will and, therefore, they ought to cultivate 
their education and virtue in order to act in a better way.6 

Although Ammonius and Stephanus do not state it from the beginning, their 
main concern is to reconcile the two views. Their argumentation will be 
pointing to the conclusion that even if God exercises providence, nothing in the 
material world occurs determinately and necessity.7 the events 

36.38, Anonymous, [nDe 55.6-56.14. Even though Stephanus 
Ammonius (see R. Vancourt, Derniers Commentateurs Alexandrins 
Olympiodore, Etienne d'Alexandrie. [Lille 1941] 38), there are three 
discussion on divine omniscience (In De Interpretatione 35.17-19, JJ." ..... ·"u. 
have no parallel in Ammonius. 

With reference to the anonymous author of in De Imerpretatione. L. Tarin in his edition of 
Anonymous' The Commentary on Aristotle's De Interpretatione (Codex Parisianus Graeeu! 2064) 
(Beitrage zar klassisehen Philologie 95 [Meisenheim am Glan 19781 xv-xxv) persuasively argued 
that he must have belonged to the Alexandrian school of NeopJatonism. His commentary. which 
must have been written in the late sixth or the seventh century A.D. either in Alexandria or 
Constantiinolple, is closely dependent upon Ammonius, because the Anonymous Commentator must 
have been acquainted with Ammonius' commentary In De lnterpretatione. Nevertheless, the 
commentary has some independent value. 

3 Huber (above, note 
applies to Stephanus as well. 
In De Interpretatione 34.35-36. 

28. Even if this remark of Huber's refers to Ammonius only, it 
Ammonius, In De Interpretatione 131.23, 132.8-10; Stephanus, 

4 ObertelJo (above, note 1) 139. 

5 Ammonius, In De Interpretatione 131.5-8, 131.11-16; Stephanus, In De Interpretatione 
34.24-25. 

6 Ammonius.ln De Interpretatione 131.8-10, 131.17-19; Stephanus, In De Interpretatione 
34.24-25. 

7 In their commentaries Ammonius and draw on Proclus' relevant doctrine that 
divine knowledge is determinate but does not the future of the entities depending on it, 
because their nature is contingent See Obertello (above, note 1) 154. 

It is known that Proclus lectured on the De Interpretatione (Ammonius, In De 
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which involve human beings will be shown to be contingent, because they may occur 
equally well or not. These events are matters of human responsibility and choice.s 

The discussion continues with the introduction of three hypotheses, which are 
as follows: 9 

Hypothesis (a): God knows the outcomes of 

Hypothesis (b): 
Hypothesis (c); 

contingencies. 10 

God has no knowledge of contingencies at aU. 
God has, like humans, an indetenninate knowledge of 
contingencies,I! 

Hypothesis (b) needs hardly any argument to be refuted as impious, absurd 
and impossible. God is superior in that He creates and ordains all beings 
and intellects. How, then, could He be or neglect, what He creates by 

Interpretatione 1.6-11, 181.30-32; Stephan us, In De interpretatione 46.25-47.12), but there is no 
record of these lectures. Nevertheless, A.D.R. Sheppard ("Proclus' Philosophical Method of 
Exegesis: The Use of Aristotle and the Stoics in the Commentary on the CratyIus" in Proclus, 
Lecteur et Interprete des Anciens, Acres du Coiloque International du Centre National de fa Recherche 
Scientijique, 2-4 ocl. 1985, J. Pepin and H.D. Saffrey. eds. [Paris 1987] 143) has "no doubt that 
Ammonius attended Proc1us' lectures on the De Int., took assiduous notes and used these notes 
together, perhaps, with other material when he came to lecture on the De Int. himself." cr. 
Sheppard (above, this note) 141-2 and 146-7. 

8 Ammonius, In De Interpretatione 142.1 ff., 151.9-152.11; Philoponus, In Analytica Priora 
1.13, 15L27ff. cr. R.W. Sharples, "Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Faro: Some Parallels," CQ 28 
(1978) 250-1. 

9 Ammonius, in De Interpretatione 132.11-13; Stephanus, In De Interpretatione 35.11-14; 
Anonymous, In De Interpretatione 55.6-16. 

10 A similar view, namely that God has detenninate knowledge and that necessity applies to 
everything that comes to be, was attributed by Proclus (De Providentia 63) to the Stoics. F.P. 
Hager ("Proklos und Alexander von Aphrodisias ueber ein Problem der Lehre von der Vorsehung" in 
KEPHALAJON, Studies in Greek Philosophy and its Continuation offered to Prof. C.1. de Vogel, J. 
Mansfeld and L.M. de Rijk, eds. [Assen 1975] 180, note 6) refers to Chrysippus (Swicorum 
Veterum Fragmenla, H.F.A. von Amim, vol. 2 [Leipzig 1903-1924] 280 note 963). However, 
closer to the troth seems to be the suggestion that the reference to Stoics and Peripatetics is used as a 
means of clarification of the Neoplatonic position. See Huber (above, nole I) 22. 

In fact, the Stoics did not say that the divine has determinate as opposed to indeterminate 
foreknowledge, because that distinction had not yet been fonnulated. It is also true that the 
fonnulation "all things happen by necessity" is one that the Stoics would have found questionable, at 
least, though the situation is compJex. However, the substantive points that everything is 
predetermined and that the gods have foreknowledge of it would have been accepted by them. The 
foreknowledge of the divine for the Stoics would rest in their belief that the history of the universe 
repeats itself in cycles. See R.W. Sharples, "Necessity in the Stoic Doctrine of Fate," SO 56 (1981) 
81-97. 

11 This hypothesis was mentioned by Produs (De Providentia 63) as shared by the Peripatetic 
schools. At the time of Produs there were no independent Peripatetic schools, but it is true that the 
view was shared by Alexander of Aphrodisias (De F ato 201.16-18). Cf. Huber (above, note I) 22ff.; 
Hager (above, note 10); Patch (above, note I) 399. Similar views, however, had previously been 
shared by the Platonic school of Gaius O.M. Dillon, The Middle Platonists: A Study of Platonism 
80 B.C. to A.D. 220 [London 1977] 249-98, 320-6). cr. R.T. Wallis ("Divine Omniscience in 
Plotinus, Proclus and Aquinas" in Neoplatonism and Early Christian Thought: Essays in Honour 
of A.H. Armstrong, H.1. Blumenthal and R.A. Markus, eds. [London 1981] 223-35) where 
Alexander is presented as defending free will against Stoic detenninism. 
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indolence?12 It is true that neither Anllmoni:us1 nor Stf;pnamls insisted on ex!uni:nirlg 
the consequences of this 

UU"I1<III", God cannot know for sure 
hYl,otltlesls is somewhat but 

is transcendent and SU1)CrlOr 
ltn,nwl"rilup were identical to ours either in nature or in 

respec,ts our ambivalent nature. 
a truth before 

Even so, talk may be to 
1l"',"lL'U~ to it, since it may exercise their intellectual 

The main fact which Ammonius and use in order to refute 
is the of the divine. If God is to remain His 

altered. If such were the case of divine 1<.""",1,,";10'''' 

contentS of the which is the 1m,,,.,.,,, .... 
be altered. The aforementioned traditional phllosoplhical 
rounOE:a on the belief that in a and therefore immutable 
would have to constitute deterioration. 19 The principle 

12 132.13-19, 134.3-7,135.10-11,136.4; In 
De Divinatione 2.104; W. Theiler "Tacitus und Antike 

rfl.)IlI01)OIl'~: Fur Peter von der Muhll zum 60. am 1. August 1945, 
O. 1946) 50, note 70. 

13 cr. Huber (above, note 1) 23. 

14 Ammonius, In De Intl~rol'etatjo/Ie 132.19-15; Stelphal~us, In De int"rm'l'tntim,,, 35.12-25. 
See Ph, Merian, "Ammonius Zacharias 9 (1968) 199-
200. 

15 Ammomus, In De 134.21-26. 

16 Ibid., 137.12-23, 145.9ff, See (above, note 8) 263. 

17 Obertello ([above, note 
In De imerpretatione 137.21) as 

mislakl~nly renders the Greek word 6tdvot«v (Ammonius, 
instead of "intellectual qualities." 

18 Philoponus (In De lntellectu 19.48-55) argues that God has a cognition which remains 
always the same. 

19 Plato, Resl')ublica 381b. 
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~u"u ... ""'''' actualization of a 
necessary that God's to know 

In its absolute His Intellect knows 
because it has in itself the of all 

and creative God generates 
"""AU'an"'", indivisible and eternal Fonns and thinks of what He 

creates in that manner.21 of the anyway, does not 
extend outside 

God's of the future cannot be vague or because He 
does not uncler~!O This means that He does not a 

because if that were the case, then 
He would some sort in His Intellect. A man may know an event 
after it has to be, but God knows it What for humans to 
the future and is was examined the school of Ammonius O:::;U;"""VIt':.V 

from the of view of an immutable For 
nor 
is distinct from tpynnnr,.l 

When "is" is 

20 Aristotle, Metapnyslca 1074b26ff. Cf. N. KretZmanIl, "Omniscience and Immutability," 
JPh 63 (1966) 409; S. The World of Late Antiquity (London 1962) 164. 

21 Philoponus.lnDeAnima 126.20-21,126.26-32,141.17-18. 

22 Ibid., 136.26-32. 

23 Ammonius, 111 De nrerlJr'/lUlllOJ1e 133.13ff.; R. Sorabji, 
Comilluum. Theories in (London 1983) 
De Interpretatione JJ"~'JJ 
remains a necessary presup'po"itil)n 

,.,y"li,,',lv refer to immutability of the divine, but 
of the third nVllOUleSIIS. 

24 

2.7-8. 
cr. Procius, /n Timaeum 1.352.19ff.; /nsliJutio Th.wl"Jli;;a 124; Decem Dubiraliones 

25 Ammonius, In De lnterpretatione 133.19-23, 136.20-24. 

26 Ibid., 13322-23. 

27 Ibid., 136.17-25; 
in Physicam 65.9; In De Gei'leraril",e 
13.2; I S!ejlharlus(?) 
Ammonius 
knowledge of an event does no! 
ab aetemo and See M. lVlli~m'''''', 
and Proclus," 
views in the philosc)phiical 
Parmenides 
the to .1'"<11",<:;,,,"";;' 

Pannenides' quoted line as 
does not exist. Sorabji ver:su2lSively 

but nO! at any 
note 23) 99ff., 262, note 

In fact, AmmOitius interpre:!s 
since the past exists no more and the 

Parme:nio!es gropes towards the idea that his 
nor over any of time. See Sorabji 



212 Classica 8 

it is not meant in the r .. n"''',r'' 1 

Since God is the is 
near Him and is unified in an eternal As the category of time does 

not to His the latter is of a timeless For the school of 
Ammonius the doctrine of timelessness a for and an of 
the doctrine of God's If God is He is immutable. It 
also allows the claim that God is omniscient God outside time knows our free 

no matter if may sometimes be in the future from our of view. 
are never in the future for He sees them as and this does not 

character. 
Since God knows the He knows outcome of His own creation 

and whatever from His creatures in any The use of the 
notion of an eternal Ammonius and his students eliminates from God all 

and future and hence eliminates from Him human memory 
and exclusion of any kind of 

ma(leqllate anthropoIlt10flPhil,ms in 
describing God. 

Even it is necessary for God to know del,ernninately the outcomes of 
\'oV!!UHl';<;;,j"l<''', yet there are certain difficulties as to the accepl:an«:;e 
On the one it is true that God knows the outcomes of not only 
"V'U!,J'''L~''7' but also in with His own nature, in a determinate 
On the other universal determinism is introduced if we believe that 

28 Philoponus, In Physica 457.26-458.13. 

29 Ammonius, In De Intl1TIJI"etati0l11! 133.24-29. On the idea of the eternal present Ammonius 
follows Plotinus See Huber note 1) 48-9; W. 
Beierwaltes, Plotin: 7) 166ft., 198ff. 

30 

at once there never a moment 
Apotelesmaricum 27L19-21) divine kno!wledge 

measures for Ammonius show themselves 
A which is bound to time and its 

Ule":;,,.m:;. not attributable to the 

31 Ammonius. In De Interpretatione 134.3-7. 

32 Ibid., 134.24-135.2; StephallUli(?) In De Anima 547.9-10: cf. 547.15-
16; Anonymous, In De inrerprelatione 
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In aocUtIon. 
multiplicity and 

t'lft'VAIf'ln in 
or15arJliu:d nor ordered in themselves, were it 

DrC,VlclenUaJ divine But if one claims that 
nel:::eS:SaIl1y conform to the divine of one 

may come to the UDlI.CCepl:ab,le conclusion that the of our world are neither 
known nor foreseen 

At this the and the anonymous writer 
of the commentary In De cannot be defended purely metapllYS[CaJ 

Their thesis is that God knows in a determinate way, yet 
do not God has their 

discussion n",,,,,,,,,".r 

determinism and absolute 
resolve the dilemma 

remain with a clear-cut alternative between universal 
of the world. To reach the desired solution and 

the Irunblichean doctrine of the threefold relation 
between knower and 

Ammonius finds the dilemma to be because it seems to be confirmed 
evidence. Therefore he refers to the of the divine who 
Ll"C;"'l~U"'i> between the various kinds Iamblichus' pnnClpJe 

II'n/",,1""(71' is a mean between the knower and the if it is true that Kn'JWleQI2e 
is the of the knower upon the known. Thus need not have the 
same status as the known Sometimes the knower knows the known better 
than the nature of the known itself sometimes less and sometimes in the same 
way. and the Commentator some eX<lmJ)les 
to illustrate the three different instances. When the intellect knows a 1JIv""U,"",,", 

for Socrates as a mortal or an """,i .... ,alL, 

its is better than that which is known. When the 
intellect or the soul tum to themselves and consider their own SUI)st.:IIlc:es, 

ICncm",pno,,. is of the same kind as the knower. on the 
ascends to the summit of its own and considers the 
divine all issue forth from their one and 
how they are determined and spe:clt:!ecI-lts 1/",,,,,,,1p/1(1'I> doubt 
"less" than the known. 

Iamblichus made a 
ofa KniJWlln2: 

epJtstl~m'olc,g11=a! remark: Since to know is an 
on the 

nature of the IcrU)Wl:ne: 

33 Ammonius, In De Intllrpretatione 135.7-9; Anonymous, In De interprelati01U! 55.15-16. 

34 Arnmonius, In De 1111,!F!)J"ettl.itiOlte 134.26-135.1. 

35 Ibid.,135.l0-11; Stephanus, In De Interpretatione 35.1Off. 

36 See A.C. Lloyd, The Anatomy ofNeoplalOnism (Oxford 1990) 155-6. 

37 Arnrnonius, In De 135.12-19 (= larnblichus, frg. 147); 
35.16-24 (:::: frg. 148) and In De Interpretatione 

lanlblichu:s, frg. 149); Anonymous.ln De interprelatione 55.16-56.8. 
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fi.IIUW,elJ"",,_like all kinds of does not have one form and 
intellect possesses a 

and so forth. The content of ....... """".,, 

pf(>Ol,em of divine omniscience is that if the knower is ..... 1-"" ... ,,. 

J:mOWleCU!e of it which is even to the i(n,nw'l",rlg", 

that the known is itself a knower. 
omniscience is as excellent as God HlmseU'.~ 
"A.UU~""', is known God as one, without the 

a human. An intellect would know it as a 
constituents tOll(etller at the same time. Discursive 
11m VI"'''' 1 re:plre!;entatiion would know it as a and sensation would know it as 

Dalsgam'd Larsen denies the references 
Anom,m()us Comnlen,tatlJf to Ianlblichus' establish that Iamblichus 

...... ~~, .. ,,,',, wrote a on the De In/'en,retat.iofl'e. 

also attested the Arab ibn AI-Nadim in his Kitab 
The formulated by Ianlblichus is found in r " ..... ,Ui". too, without an 

..., ... ,"v,.vu to Ianlblichus. Proclus Ianlblichus' to divine It'nrIUlI,.;1 

propeI'lty will be determined not 

... v"n"'5 ... u.~isnotne,ceBisrunlY 

38 Ammonius, ln De lnterpretatione 135.19-25. Cf. Obertello (above, nOle 1) 158; O. Clark, 
"Irunblichus: On the Pythagorean Life," Tr(lJlSlated Texts/or Historians, vol. 8 (Liverpool 1989) 64. 

39 Proclus, In Timael4m 1.352.15-19; De ProvideFllia 64; (above, note 154. 
Sirnlilarlv when (1n 171.21-22) argues that "as is to known, so is 

40 

Knclwl,eQl!'e;" he affirnls correlation between the properties of the known and the 
Plato, 509d-511 e; Timaeus A. m." .. c~"u, 

""s(ac.PlUS on FOrnls and in Plato and Aristotle, JHPh 24 

Jan~bUaue De ehalcis. Exegete et Philosophe. Testimonia et Fragmenta lll:~;getlea, 
1972) 53. 

41 Ibn Al-Nadim, Kitab al-Fihrist 249.2. See also: A. Badawi, La Transmission de Ia 
au Mande Arabe 1968) 110; F.E. Peters, Aristoteles Arabus 
Book review of de Chaleis. lilt rm.I()S,Opflle. 

U:S,Uffl<Imu et Fragmenla 467); Taran note 2) vii, nOle 
9; F.W. Zimmernlann, Al·Farabi's Treatise De Interpretation/! 
(London 1981) xcii, note 4. 

42 
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"''''''''U.m6 mutable is not mutable. The 
"""1''"'''5''1,,. or mutable do not become necessary because of the 

are known the divine. Proclus secures not the cointilllgl:ncy 
but also the omniscience of the divine as well. The same principle 

also found in Psellus44 and It is evident now that 
IambIichus onwards we have in the of an 
influential doctrine of divine omniscience as cOllforming 
rather than the As Obertello rerrlark:s:'1J 

kno!wJedge (originally Ianoblicbean) .•• is a unicum 
in ancient philos!opby. eXf)reSS10j~S classical Greek pnllos!oP~ly 

it had always been wc:inated: 

It should be observed here that even if the school of like PIotinns and 
olstInlgUl,stleO between the God has of the world and God as 

did not introduce some sort of into His Intellect. 
There can be no distinction in the attributed to God. This 
meanS that He does not know the of His vnr"m,.,.nnr,. 

which His Intellect has to God knows so 
created Him. The divine else is 

""''''''j;;''''.''' to the sun's light when still in the sun. God has an exact 
with constant reference to His own nature. This is p",,,,uun;; 

all but rather because He possesses their 

in a way which is to the 
that is to say that He knows them in a 

_~"~"'bV'''V'wu CIOITi~Sp'on<lS to the kind of 
because God realizes COlltil1lgel:lt 

themselves do. EVen if the latter have an 
indeterminate nature and may either occur or not, God possesses a determinate 

43 De Coosolanont! 5, pro 4.72ff., pr. 6.lfr., S9ff. 

44 De Omnifaria DactrlIUl17.1ff. 

4S Summa Thealogtca 1.14.13.2. 

46 Huber (above. nOIe I) 41. 

47 Obertello (above, nole 157,159. 

Vl}'ffiFOlUlJlUru,S, In Phaedonem 4.7. cr. Plotinus, Enneades 6.9.6.42ff.; Porphyry. In 
I.M. Dillon, Doctrine of the One" in E04>lHE 
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'AI''''''''.o''l1''.'''''' is 
in an indivisible and dimensionless way, ... " .... 'u .... in 

atemnOf2lUV and in an um~eneratea 

epi.stemically there is no I.IV,,"U'Ul.Y 

Possibilities exist 
me:taj:)nYSlcluy with respect to only, but their definite outcome is not 
caused of it; the nature of themselves is CA.,lU' .. ""l 

respolml1ble not for their outcome, but also for the contents of the 
God has of their Since God transcends all ambivalence and cOIUln,geI1CY 
the reason for His omniscience is that the outcome of what is indefinite is included in 
the He has Divine renders actual what for us is in 

From our of view in the free future decisions appear as not 
nevertheless in have been made and exist in God 

The outcome necessary on the that 
God knows it in a way. When it occurs, it will be because a 

will have this or that outcome. God must know which this 
Since divine is not understood the school of 

tOl·ekno'wlE:dJ!:e. it no more necessitates an event than our of 

50 Ammonius. In De Intl1nJl'etatiol!f AmmVlmOllS. In De 111/"""'-"/l1li""" 56.9-14. 
See also Plotinus (Enneades 
Patch (above, note 1) 399; 

PrG,vidientia 65, Institlttio 124). Cf. 

t'1ll10pOn~IS, In De Anima 126.26-7, 132.30-
The doctrine that divine 

is also found in Proclus 
the'i>retically (De 63; Decem Dltj,itationes 

124; Parmenidem 1.956.10-957.40; 
note 10) 178-9; Theiler note 12) 

(above, note 23) 255. {above, 

52 Ammonius, In De Interpretatione 134.24-6. Ct. Huber (above, note 1) 32-3; Wallis 
(above, note II) 230-1. 

53 Ammonius, In De Imerpretalione 135.7-9; Medan (above, note 14). 

54 Ammonius, In De 136.25; In De 36.32-39. Cf. 
Huber (above, note 53,58. view is from of Proclus' Decem 
Dubitationes according to which divine foreknowledge is assimilated to causing. Cf. 

(above, note 122. 

55 Obertello (above, note 1) 159ff.; Huber (above, note 1) 33. cr. Nemesius. De Natura 
Hominis 43, 129.26-130.1. 

56 Cf. ,-,n'mEnDUIO"'''. In De Interpretatione 31.4-11; 38.9-12; Anonymous, In De 

57 Ammonius, In De Interpretatione 136.25-30. 
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If God knows that a certain will come to be at 
will come to be at that because the existence 

~~'_;';"A reasort-pllnc:iples in His In other 
it is if God knows it will come to pass. The 

which God can be said to know are those which in fact come to pass. 
This does not entail that if God knows it will come to pass. 
Such a claim would the conclusion that man does not have free wilL 

Ammonius himself did not examine the role of free will in this Its 
existence is the Commentator on the De and 

The argues that men have been made by Nature to have free 
will with reference to and this is not in vain on behalf of Nature. If 

in the world were to necessity. free will would be 
the existence of free will as the only answer to the 

God does not prevent evil even He knows how men 
will choose and what the outcome of their choice will be. holds that even 
if God has the to evil He does not wish to do it, because He 
has bestowed on man free will. The remains that God allows 
evil to occur. did not pose the if this is somehow evil after all. 

nlV'E!l"5>ltV of Athens 

S8 Ammonius, ln De Interpretation/! 133.15-27. Cf. (above, note 42) 125-6; 
(above, note 23) 262. 

lStejphanUS, In De Interpretatione 35.15-19. Cf. Plotinus ~ni""!/l'll".! 4.4.8.1-8, 
Ilri:nci]ples within acc:orclmg to whom the sensible world is a image of 

See Wallis (above, note 11) 225. 

60 

23) exnlicitlv 
master of own actions. The 
142.17-20) and bas been given 
Anonymous, In De Interpretatione 
168. 

where Ammonius (In De 38.28-39.10, 137.22-
created as a rationaill.lld therefore is the 

of deliberation is a of man 
Nature; therefore, it not in vain (ibid., 148.1 

See Sharples (above, note 8) 259, notes 

61 Anonymous, In De Interpretatione 60.14-61.6. 

62 Stepbanus, In De Interpretatlone 35.34-36.8. cr. Proclus, Decem Dubifationes 8.1Off. 
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3.20, 148.12-149.6 ............... 175 
3.20,149.8-12. ................... 175 
3.20,149.13 ........................ 175 
3.27, ]65.18-19 ........... 183 n. 38 
3.28.16-21.. ................ 140 n. 36 
3.28, 16S.3ff~ ...................... .4 9 
4.2. ............. 142 n. 44, 146 n. 60 
4.13 ........................... .146 n. 62 
4.13,196.8-1L .......... 185n.48 
5.15 ........................... 142 n. 44 
5.1S 145 n. 57, 158 170 n. 22, 
............. 174 n. 30-31. 176 n. 35 
5.18,223.10-16 ................. 169, 
................................. .170 n. 22 
5.18,223.15 ....................... 170 
5.18,223.16:.. ..................... 158 
5.18,223.16-224.1 ............ 169, 
................................. .110 n. 22 
5.18,224.1-6 ............. .158, 170, 
.................................. 170 n. 22 
5.18,224.2-6 ...................... 171 
5.18, 224.5-6 .............. 174 n. 31 
5.18, 225.lff~ ...................... 158 
5.18, 225.1-5... ............ 176 n. 35 
5.26 ........................... 144 n. 56 
5.26, 238.14-15... ................ 171 
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5.26,238.15-17 .......... 171 n. 26 
5.26.239.17-240.1... .... 171 n. 26 
8 ................................ 203 n. 52 
8.1-3 .......................... 144 n. 56 
8.2, 261.9fL .................. .49. 55 
8.3 .................................... 202 
SA. 217.lfL ......................• ,S 6 
8.7,270.8-9 ................ 183 n. 39 
8.7.270.18-19 ............. 188 n. 61 
8.8 ............................. 143 n. 50 
9.6 ............................. 140 n. 36 
9.10. ............................ 177 n. 4 
10.4-L ..................... 146 n. 62 

De 
12 ...................................... S1 
17 ....................................... 53 
29 ........................................ 52 
32 ....................................... 53 
89.2-4 ................................. 52 

In 
rLl~~~~., ....................... yon.3 

In Nicomaehi Arithme/leam 
Introductionem 

6.4 ....................................... 89 
78.22-24 ..................... 189 n. 67 
78.24 ......................... .185 n. 50 

In Parmenidem 
Fr. 2 .................................. 165 

InPhaedonem 
Fr. 5 ................... 154, 169 n. 19 
Fr. 5.9-10 .......................... 174 
Fr. 5.10 .............................. 174 

In Phaedrum 
Fr. 6 .... 152, 172, 182 n. 32 & 35 
Fr. 7... ......... 156, 169. 169 n. 19 
Fr. 7.13 .............................. ,174 

In Timaeum 
Fr. 3-4 ....................... 170 n. 22 
Fr. 3.9-11... ................ 170 n. 22 
Fr. 4 ............................. 171 n. 1 
Fr. 17 ......................... 112 n. 49 
Fr. 141 n.37 
Fr. 35 .......... 201 n. 46,202 n. 48 
Fr. 36 ......................... 141 n. 37 
Fr. 37 ................. 201, 201 n. 46 
Fr. 38 ......................... 201 n. 47 
Fr. 44 .......... 141 n. 37,202 II. 48 
Fr. 45 ......................... 202 n. 49 
Fr. 46 ......................... 105 n. 29 
Fr. 50.19-20 ........................ 167 
Fr. 53 ......................... 203 n. 52 
Fr. 54 ........................ 202. 203 
Fr. 54.10 ............................. 167 
Fr. 54.14-23 ........................ 167 
Fr. 54-56 ............................ 166 
Fr. 55 .................. 112 n. 48,166 
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Fr. 55.10 ............................. 166 
Fr. 55.14-17 ....................... 166 
Fr. 56 ................................. 166 
Fr. 56.3 ...................... 170 n. 21 
Fr. 56.5 ............................... 166 
Fr. 56.20 ............................. 170 
Fr. 56.6 ............... .166. 170 n. 21 
Fr. 56.8 .............................. 166 
Fr. 60 ................................. 166 
Fr. 65 ................................ 201 
Fr. 70 ......................... 143 n. 48 
Fr. 87 ............. 150. 164 II. 4. 172 
Fr. 87.8-9 .................. 163, 175 
Fr. 87.20 ............................. 166 
Fr. 87.20-21... .................... .163 
Fr. 87.23-24 ....................... 172 
Fr. 87.31.. ........................... 172 
Fr. 8S .......... 141 n. 41, 201 n.46 
Fr. 8S.7. ..................... 141 n. 38 
Fr. 89.9-11 ................. 183 n. 36 
Fr. 90 ........................ 77 n. 41 

Theologoumena Arithmetical'! 
2-3 ................................ 54, 5S 

80 ....................................... 55 
Irenaeus 

Adversus Hlll!reses 
1.1.1.. ........................ 145 n. 56 
1.2.1-2.. .................... 138 n. 28 
1.11.1 ......................... 136 n. 21 
1.14.3 ......................... 145 n. 56 
2.1.. ........................... 145 n. 56 
12.3 .......................... 145 n. 56 
12.4 .......................... 145 11.56 
13.6 .......................... 145 n. 56 
14 ............................. .145 n.56 

Justin of Rome 

11.22 

n.22 
Marinus 

Vita Procli 
8 .......................................... 10 
12. ......................................... 4 
13 ...................... .4. 10 n. 39. 53 
23 ........................................ 53 
26 ........................................ 53 

n.42 

n.61 
Discourse on the Eighth and Ninth 

52.1-6 ........................ 144 n. 56 
55.24-56.22 ............... 144 n. 56 
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56.14--22 ................... .141 n. 39 
57.11-18 ..................... 144 n. 56 
60.17-61.11... ............. .144 n. 56 18.21-22.2 .................... ,84 n. 4 
62.33-63.14 ............... 137 n. 24, 
................................. 143 n. 51 Cmnme-ntairii in evangelium 

EUJ1no;ftos Ihe Blessed Joannis 
137 n.24 1.24 ........................... .199 n.38 

75.3-1... ..................... 145 n. 56 2.10 ........................... J99 n. 37 
13.25 ................................. 199 

L ................... 136 n. 21 Contra CeLrum 
21.25-22.19 ................ 136 n. 23 7.38 ............................. 199 n.3:; 
24.32-25.3... ............... 136n.23 De 

of Truth 1.1. ............................ 199 n. 35 

136 n. 21 1.3.4--L .................... 199 n. 37 
55.8-9 ........................ 137 n. 24 1.3.11.. ................................ 198 
69.7-28 ...................... .137 n. 24 2.85 ........................... 199 n. 38 

InPhaedrum 
5.3 ............................. 173 n. 29 

Three Steles of Seth 
118.10-25... ................ 144 n. 54 
127.13-24 ................... 137 n. 24 Parmenides 
127.20-2l... ................ 141 n.39 Fr. 8.5 ........................ 211 n.27 

n. 24 
48.15-35 ..................... 137 n. 24 ............ L.V:7 n. 8 

".L.l-I.C.l 1.. .................... 84 n. 4 
9.12-15 ................................ 85 

111 De Anima 
12.15 ............................. 3 n. 1:5 
:57.28-58.6 .................. 117 n. 11 
58.7-
13 ................................ 117 
126.20-21... ................ 211 n.21 
126.26-7... .................. 216 n. 51 
126.26-32. .................. 211 n. 21 
132.30-3L. ................ 216 n. 51 
136.26-32... ................ 211 n. 22 
141.17-IL ................ 211 n.21 

11.47 
71.18-23 .................... .142 II. 47 
74.18-22. ................. 139 n. 33 
74.18-80.1L. .............. 139 n. 32 
76.19 .................................. 139 
78.32-79.2 ........................ 139 
95.38-104.3 ................ 135 n. 17 
127.25-129.33... .......... 146 n. 59 

Zostrianus 
15 .............................. 200 n. 39 
66.15-67.1L ..................... 200 

Nemesius 
De Natura Hominis 

43, 129.26-130.1... ...... 216 n. 55 
Numenius 

Fr. 13 ......................... 141 n. 38 
Fr. 17 ......................... 193 n. 11 
Fr. 42. .......................... 130 1 
Fr. 43 ........................... 130 n. I 

n.27 
In De lntelkctu 

19.48-55 ..................... 210 n. 18 
In 

n.27 
457.26-458.13.0. .......... 212 n. 28 

Plato 

41.10-13 .............................. 85 
188 

10 ...................... 145 n. 58 
90511. .......................... 21111.27 

In Phaedonem 
4.7 ............................. 215 n. 48 
S.3 ............................. 173 II. 29 
13.2. ........................... 211 n.27 

Parmenidi;s . 
137C ................................... 25 
J39b.4--S ............................... 25 
140b ..................................... 25 
141e. .......................... 21l n. 27 
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142A ............................. 17.26 
Phaedo 

64 .............................. 188 n. 62 185 n.47 
l05d .......................... 195 n. IS 203c-d ................................ 185 
114c2-5 .............................. 174 203e .......•...•..........•............ 185 

Phaedrus 203e-204b ...•......•.•...... 145 II. 57 
247c ........................... 182 n. 33 216d-e ................................ lS5 
247c7 .................................. 152 220a .................................. 185 
248a-b ................................ 174 
24Sb2-3 .............................. 159 
24Sb4 ......................... 169 n. 18 221d .................................. 185 
248c. ........................... 174, 175 222e ................................... 185 
248c2. ................................ 174 Theaetetus 
24Sc2ft. .................... J57 n. 28 156aff~ ................................. 911 

169 n. 18 206d .................................. 116 
248c-e. ............................... 174 Timaeus 
248e-249a. .................. 174 n. 32 2ge-30a ........ 189 n. 67, 192 II. 4 
248e-249a. .......................... 174 34c-36e ......• 179 n. 12, 185 n. 50 
249a-c .•.............................. 174 36c2-3 ............................... 166 
249b5-d7 ............................. 157 36c4-S ................................ 166 
249c-d. ............................... 174 36c5 ................................... 166 
25Ocl-3 ...................... 169 n. 18 37e-38b ...................... 211 n.. 27 
2S0e. .......................... 142 n. 44 3ge ..................................... 196 
250eL. ............... .l56, 169 n. 18 41d-e .......................... 141 n.37 
251a2. ................. .l56, 169 n. 18 41e-42a. ..................... 140 n. 36 
253e3 ................................. 188 43cd ................................. ,,149 
2S4d ................................. 186 43e-44a. ..................... 181 n. 23 
2S9b-d ............................... 169 44c-d ......................... 183 n. 36 
259clff~ .............................. 157 5Ic-52c. ...................... 214 n. 39 
264c2-6 ................................ 86 52b ............................ J97 n. 24 

Philebus 55dff_ ................................... 73 
14e7-20a8. ................... .46 55 55d-57d ....................... 74 n. 29 
16c-d ......................... 185 n. 49 71b ............................. JI5, 116 
23c-3Od. ............................... 33 9Oa-<l ......................... 181 n. 28 
26e-27b ........................ 37 n. 24 Plotinus 
55e. ............................ ,,71 n. 26 E.Me.ades 
61a7-b2. .............................. 33 1.L ........................... 180 n.. III 
64a7-66a3 ............................ .33 1.2.6.28 ...................... 179 n. 13 
64c1. ................................... 33 1.2.1-2. ...................... 142 n. 47 
66a4-c 1 0 .............................. .33 1.4.4-5 ......................... 149 n. 3 

1.4.10 .......................... 115 n. 6 
n.19 2.3-5 ................................... 81 

402b ................................... I16 2.4.2-5 ......................... 35 n. 17 
486a. ................................. 139 2.4.4.2-5... ................. .196 II. 22 
509 ................................... «115 2.4.5.33-4 .................... .34 n. 11 
509b9 .................................. 31 2.4.15.3-17 ................... 34 n. 13 
S09d-511e... ................. 214 n. 39 2.4.15.17-20 .............. 35 n. 19 
51Od-e .........•...•.................. 115 2.4.15.20-37... ............ 35 n. 20 
52Saff~ ........................ .133 n. 9 2.4.16 ......................... 135 II. 16 
532b ........................... 181 28 2.4.16.1-3 ..................... 36 n. 22 
596d-e. ............................... 115 2.5-8 .................................... 81 
602d ............................ 71 11.26 2.9 ............................. 144 II. 52 

2.9.2. ......................... .135 n. 14 
2.9.4 .......................... .135 II. 19 

248e. .................................. 191 2.9.6 .......................... .137 n. 25 
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2.9.7 .......................... .141 n. 42 4.S.8.1-4 .................... ISO n. 18 
2.9.8.39-43 ................. 141 n. 41 4.9 ............................... 133 n. 8 
2.9.10 .......... 137 n. 26, 140 n. 34 5.1.1.. ........................ .13511. 16 
2.9.10-12. ................... 135 n. Ul 5.1.8-9 ....................... 144 n. 54 
2.9.15 ......................... 143 n. 51 5.2.2.4-7 .................... 135 n. 16 
2.9.15.23-25... ............ .13611.21 5.3.15.23 ...................... 44 n. 51 
3.L8 .......................... 134 n. 13 5.3.16 ................................. 196 
3.3.12. ........................ 135 n. 15 5.7 ............................. 135 n. 14 
3.3.13 ......................... 135 n. 15 5.S.5 .......................... 141 n.38 
3.4 ............................. 135 n. 15 5.9.12-13 .................... 135 n. 14 
3.4.1.. ........................ 133 11. 10 6.1.2.15-18 .............. 70, 70 n. 17 
3.4.1-6 ....................... 134 n. 13 6.1-3 ........................... 6, 66. 81 
3.4.3 .......................... .134 n. 14 6.1.10.54fL .......................... 12 
3.4.6.17-34 ................. 140 n. 36 6.1.15 ........................... 98, 103 
3.5 ............................. 145 n. 57 6.1.15.9-10 ......................... 107 
3.6.6 ........................... 195. 196 6.1.15.13-16. .................. 99 n. 9 
3.1.3.16-23 ................. 212 n. 29 6.1.16 ................................. 103 
3.1.4.40 ...................... 212 n. 29 6.1.16.1-4 ................ 104 n. 28 
3.7.11. .................................. 75 6.1.16.4-8 .......................... 108 
3.8.2.27-34 ................. 133 n. 11 6. 1. 16.8ff.. .......................... 109 
3.8.4-5 ........................ .133 n. 9 6.1.18.8-12 ................. 106 n. 36 
3.8.7 ........................ 141 n. 40 6. I. U!.l 5-22,.. ............ .1 06 n. 36 
3.8.10.L. ..................... 35 n. 14 6.1.I9.43fL ............... 106 n. 36 
3.8.10.1-35 ....................... 38 n. 6.1.19.5-12. .......................... 99 
3.8.10.25-28 ................. 35 n. 14 6.1.22.3ff... ......................... l04 
3.9.3 .......................... 134 n. 12 6.3.16.13-24 ................. 13311.9 
4.1.. ........................... 134 n. 14 6.6.8.17-22 ....................... 196 
4.2.1.42ff ..................... 133 n. 8 6.6.175-7 .................. 124 n. 5 
4.2.2.40f£... ................... 133 n. 8 6.7.1.. ........................ 216 n. 50 
4.3.4 ........................... 134 n. 13 6.7.3.8-11 .......................... 196 
4.3.5 .......................... .135 n. 14 6.1.11-12. .................... 133 n. 9 
4.3.6 .......................... 134 n. 13 6.1.15 ................................. 195 
4.3.9.12-51... ................ 133 n. 8 6.7.15.18 ................... 35 n. 15 
4.3.10.113 .................... .133 n. 8 6.7.15.20-22,.. ........... 35 n. 16 
4.3.12. ........................ 134 n. 14 6.7.17 ................................. 196 
4.3.12.1-5 ................... 180 n. 18 6.7.25.12-3 ................ 34 n. 10 
4.3.14 ......................... 134 n. 13 6.7.30.33 ...................... 34 n. II 
4.3.15 ......................... 134 n. 13 6.7.32.19 ...................... 35 n. 14 
4.3.30.2-11... ............... 115, 116 6.9.6.10-11... ....................... 35 
4.3.31. ................................ 115 6.9.6.42ff... ................. 215 n. 48 
4.4.8.I-L ................. 217 n. 59 Plutarch of Chaeronea 
4.4.13.14 .................... 133 II. 11 De Animae Procreatione in Timaeo 
4.4.13.20 .................... 133 n. 11 6-1 ............................. 202 o. 50 

4.4.22.15 ...................... 133 n. 9 1014<:11-<16 ..................... 34 n. 9 

4.7.4.31-32. ................ 134 n. 14 1014e. ............................ 34 n. 9 

4.7.10.4lfL. ................. 133 n. 9 
4.7.13 ......................... 134n.13 n.9 

4.7.13.12-15 ............... 134 n. 14 
4.8 ............................. 132, 144 
4.8.1 ..................... 126, 130 n.1 

De Facie 
942-943 ...................... 143 n. 48 
94311. .......................... 146 n. 61 

4.8.1.45-7.33 .............. .134 n. 12 
4.8.4.18-22. ................ 179 n. 14 
4.8.4.31-32. ................ 134 n. 14 
4.8.5 ............. 130 n. 1. 134 n. 14 

Quaestiones Pwtonicae 
I002A ............................... 116 

4.8.5.25... ................... 190 n. 12 
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1.29.4 ......................... 1801'1. 19 
1.113-118 ................... 1471'1.64 

71.. ............................ 101 n. 17 
153.7-8 ...................... .1001'1. 13 
153.39-44 ................... 100 n. 15 
154.5-7 ...................... 100 n. 14 
439 ............................ 100 n. 12 

Historia Philosophiae 
4 fro 18 ....................... .144 n. S6 

In <..al,eJ!Oirzas 
n.19 

In Ptolemaei Harmonica 
13.15-14.28... ............... 116 n. 8 

Vita Plotini 
12. ............................. 142 n. 47 
16 .............................. 137 n. 25 
23 .............................. 180 n. 19 

Priscian 

23.13-24.4 .............................. 8 
23.13-24.20 ........................ 118 
32.13-1L ................... 165 n. 9 

Solutione. 
42.17 ..................................... 7 

Proclus 
De Malorum Subsislentia 

21. ..................................... 159 
21.31. ................................. 159 

De Decem Dubitationibus circa 
Providentia 

2.2. ............................ 216 n. 51 
2.1-8 .......................... 211 n. 24 
2.7.1-29 ..................... 214 n. 42 
2.8 ............................. 2161'1. 51 
7.28 ............................ 216 1'1. 51 
8.32-35,.. .................... 216 n. 54 
8.9 ..•.......................... 216 n. 51 
8.10ff ......................... ,217 n. 62 
10.34-35 ....................... 37 1'1. 23 

De Provil:kntia 
63 ... 209 n. 10 & n. 11, 216 n. 51 
64 .............................. 214n.39 
64.1-4 ........................ 214 n. 42 
65 .............................. 216 n. 50 

In Alcibiadem 
77.10-13 ............•............... 159 
227 .3ff •......................••••.•. 1 S 9 
227.19-20 .......................... 159 
228.1ff .............................. 159 

In Cra'rylurm 
n. II 

Classica 8 (1997) 

In Euclidem 
51.9-56.22. ......................... 113 
56.23-57.4 ............ .116, 116 n. 8 
78.20-19.2... ....................... 113 
121.2-1 ................ 114, 115, 116 
12S.16 ........................ 120 n. 16 
141.2-19 .............. 114, 115, 116 

In Parmenidem 
1.630.37-645.11... ............ J6 n. 5 
J.64l.1fL ..................... J6 1'1. 6 
1.641.20-643.4 .............. 27 n. 33 
1.641.22fL .......................... 18 
1.659.1SfL .......................... 86 
1.956.10-957.40 .......... 214 n. 42. 
.................................. 216 n. 51 
6.1051.37-52.2. .............. 16 n. 4 
6.10S3.39-1054.1... ......... 16 n. 3 
1054.34ft: ....................... 95 n. 2 
6.1 054.37ff .......................... 23 
6.1054.37-1055.17 ................. 21 
6.1055.16-23 ................ 221'1.21 
6.1061.20-64.17 .............. 16 n. 6 
6.1062.26-34 ........................ 18 
6.1063.20-22. ............. 19 n. 15 
6.1066.16-1071.8 ............ 16 n. 7 
6.1066.21.. ............................ 17 
6.1066.22-28 ........................ 17 
6.1067.2-3 .................... 291'1.38 
6.1068.30-31... ........... 17 n. to 
6.1076.29-32. ....................... 2 S 
6.1077.13-18... ..................... 2 S 
6.1089.16-1090.23 ......... 25 n. 26 
6.1090.13-23 ................ 25 n. 27 
6.1108.19·1109.14 ................. 38 
7.499.6-15 ........................... 27 
7.499.16-31... ................. 161'1.7 
7.499.78 ............................... 28 
7.516.24-517.46 ............ 27 n. 33 
7.517.24-46. ........ 27.27 n. 32 
7.1154.6-10 ................ 112 II. 51 
7.1172.17-23,.. ............ 112 n. 51 
7.1174.5-13 ............ 25 n. 29, 43 
7.1204.19ff.. ................ 25 n. 30 

1.100-106 ..................... 150 n. 6 
1.269.15-22. ................... 33 n. 7 
11.9ff .................................. 86 
2.349.27fL. ....................... 160 

In Timaeum 
1.13.14-17 .............................. 3 
L77.24ff ...................... 71 n. 22 
1.77.24-78.26. ............. ..43 n. 46 
1.78.25-26. ............... .43 n. 47 
1.l56.3lfL.I02 1'1. 22, 112 n. 49 
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1.204.24ff... .................. 68 n. 11 
L230.5fL ..... 22 n. 23. 25 n. 28, .............................. :> n.47 

.............. 39 n. 33 Pseudo-Philoponus 
1.276.30-277.13 ...................... 6 
1.333.6-9 ................... .147 n. 64 
1.352.5-27 .................. 216n.51 
\.352.11-16 ................ .214 n. 42 
L352.19fL. ................. 211 n. 24 
1.352.15-19 ................. 214 n. 

[nDe Anima 
515.12f!.. ............................ ll9 
515.20-29 .......................... 119 
535.lff.. ................................. 6 
535.13. ........................... 6 n. 21 
536.2-4 .......................... 6 n. 21 

1.384.16-387.5... ........... 37 n. 23 
1.440.16f£.. ................. 105 n. 29 
2.250.2lfL ................. 112 n. 48 
3.30.30-32.6 ................. 76 n. 40 
3.33.1-30 ...................... 76 n. 40 
3.309 ................................. 198 
3.324.H .................... 189 n. 69 
3.333.28-334.4. ....................... 6 
3.333.29ff ..................... 149 n. 2 
3.334.4fL ........................... 161 

[nstitutio Thealogica 
93 ....................... .45, 216 n. 51 
101. ................................... 191 
124 ............. 211 n. 24, 214 n. 42. 
......................... 216 n. 50 & 51 
185 ..................................... 125 
203 ................................... ,,125 

Platonica 
J.I n. 33 
1.15-16 ....................... 216 n. 51 
1.21.. .......................... 216 n. 51 

In De Anima 
1.3-5 ............................. 3 n. 13 
1.19 ....................................... 7 
6.7-13 ......................... .165 n. 9 
14.7-8 ........................ 182 n. 29 
89.33-35 .................. 8, 165 n. 9, 
.............................. 175 D. 34 
89.35-37 .................... .185 n. 51 
90.4-5 ..................... 175 n. 34 
90.21-23 .................... .186 n. 52 
133.34-35 ............................ .11 
214.18-20 .......................... 118 
223.26 ........................ 181 n.25 
223.31-32... ................ 186 n. 53 
240.2-3 .......................... 6 n. 21 
240.33-241.26 ............... 165 n. 9 
240.33-35... ............. 173 n. 29 
240.37-8 ...................... , ......... 7 
240.39-241.L ............ 173 n. 29 
259.40-260.1... ............... 8 n. 26 

2.4 ................................ .17 n. 8 
3.23 ............................... 20, 26 
3.29.16-30.2. .............. 39 n. 29 
3.40.4-6 .............................. 37 
3.30.3-10 ..................... 38 n. 27 
3.81.25-82.4 ........................ 20 
3.82.10-12 ........................... 23 
3.82.10-14 ........................... 20 
3.334.15fL ....................... 151 
3.517.43 .................... 38 n. 28 
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