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The principal challenge to Greek Rationalism was the fact and practice of
ancient Greek Religion. In order to fully appreciate the importance of this truth, one
should be first of all reminded of the nature of the rationalism in question. A
complete analysis of the complex phenomenon of Greek Adyog cannot, of course, be
presented here; it will suffice for the present purpose to emphasize its objectivistic
character on the one hand, and its vigorous, mathematical discipline on the other. The
history of Greek Rationalism can be seen as the interplay of these its two main
features, now the one dominating to the relative detriment of the other, now both
corroborating with varying degrees of success into sustained attempts to present a
unified and adequately articulated picture of reality matching, so far as this is
possible, its transcendent unity, multiple variation and overwhelming intricacy —
now the two coexisting (without real in-depth influence on one another) in a kind of
formal compromise. It will be our endeavour to analyze the development of ancient
Greek speculation on kivnoic from the beginning to Aristotle in the context of the
congruence or dissonant antithesis between these major driving forces and
requirements. And, similarly, that double character of Greek Adyog will substantially
help us to understand Iamblichus” major position and significance in the History of
Greek Thought.

Aoyog, for the Greek Mind, is medatiopévog in reality — to use the pregnant
Parmenidean expression. It is ingrained in reality. The serious danger for the Greek is
not that Adyog, as an autonomous organon dissociated from reality, may turn idle
and generate fantasies and deceptions of its own; but rather the problem is that,
elaborate and sophisticated though it may become, it cannot capture the entire
spectrum of a reality which in fact baffles the wildest imagination. To span, in
typically characteristic Greek fashion, the lapse of centuries, Simplicius gives the best
undeliberate commentary on that most significant Parmenidean word. The Greek
trusts his Reason; not out of a naive abandon to what his mind tells him, but because
he feels profoundly that his Adyog is attuned intrinsically to reality in all its wealth.
Ultimately it is the naturalness, in the deepest sense, of the Greek which safeguards
the operations of his reason, just as the same naturalness grants to him a moral eye
pure and nonconventional simultaneously, and, what is more, a religion natural and
sublime at once, not to speak of his manifestest achievement, the real idealism and
ideal realism of his art. Form is the key to everything as revelation of being.

Seeing from its obverse side the same thing we can say that Greek Adyog is not
subjectivistic; that the Adyocg is Euvdg, is not a peculiarly Heracleitean attitude. It is
the common conviction, conviction founded on the immediate experience of one’s

own absolute acceptance of reality as it is, of all Greek thought. It would be
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interesting to pursue this line of approach into the reverse direction and inquire
whether the excessive, almost morbid, preoccupation of the modern European Mind
with epistemological, procedural and methodological questions is not due to an
inner feeling of insecure foundation in total reality, and to a sentiment of guilt
towards (part at least of) it.

However this may be I summarized the natural abandon of Greek Adyocg to
reality by calling it objectivistic. But the safeguard of naturalness inherent in the Greek
attitude as such is also supplemented by a different kind of guarantee. The two
should work consonantly, and this is what they do when the operations of the Adyoc
are successful, and they do attain to what it is their function to generate, reality
reproduced. But dissonances do actually occur, sharper or smoother as the case may
be. The second guarantee I have in mind is what I may call the mathematical
character of Greek thoughts. By this I do not mean a formal, mechanical borrowing of
the mathematical procedure (there is no guarantee in them as such, as we can see
from Spinoza’s Ethica); but rather the satisfaction of two conditions, deeply
mathematical: firstly that there must exist absolute connectedness between the
various parts of the thought, thorough and complete coherence is a condition
(necessary and, for mainstream Greek thought, sufficient as well) of truth, because
consistence is the essence of reality; and secondly that everything should be
transparent to Reason, the connections as well as the connected. By transparence to
Reason I mean a quality according to which Reason is not positing anything which
he cannot justify or see through it; the only irrational parameter permitted, is what
the very Reason perceives as its own limits; which are the very limits of reality, of
being. No given assumptions from high above or from down below, from irrational
revelation or from equally irrational in effect ordinary thought and experience — are
allowed to influence the course of reason, the structure and harmony and order of
the logos of being. The two aforementioned conditions ask for a closed system of
Truth perspicuously and absolutely interconnected in its structured cohesion, like a
deductive system we might envision in modern terminology. The difference from
that, is of course provided by the necessary “realistic” character of any Greek system,
as contrasted to the merely formal, “typical” and mechanical constructions of
modern axiomatic theory.

The intrinsic reality-orientated character of Greek Aoyog, and its required
mathematical vigour, in harmonious combination, safeguard its non-subjectivistic
status. We may say, in short, Greek Adyoc is ontological. It is logos of being. It is not
capable of setting aside too easily any form of reality — this is what the modern eye
sees as a disadvantage or even defect by calling it credulity and, in the cases that we

will be concerned in the sequel, superstition.
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The Greek Spirit prefers, if you like, to have a rich picture of objective
reality, than to shrink that reality into the basic elements of a machine in order to
aggrandize itself and its own significance as a “transcendental” or “transcendent”
Subject. The Greek Spirit feels happy in the wealth of reality, not in the morbid
atmosphere of a subject cut off from reality, and brooding over its own predicament.
The Greek Spirit, in short, believes that it gets its significance from coming into
contact with cosmic and divine objectivity, not that it gives (in some utterly
incomprehensible way) meaning (if possible) to it. Subjectivism (of the Cartesian Ego
type, of the empirical self, of the transcendental Kantian subject, of the Hegelian
Spirit, or of the existentialist selfessentialising nothing) is a Modern European
predicament. Classical “naive” thinking is totally free from it.

Being so constituted by its fundamental orientation towards objective reality,
and so protected by its mathematical vigour, it simply cannot conveniently steer
away from the problem posited by ancient religion — a religion, especially, essentially
ritualistic and mythological — and also mysteric. The reality of such a religion was there,
provocative and challenging. It was not possible for the Greek mind to simply set it
aside or ignore it, as we are seeing the modern mind to do, particularly in our days.
Greek Aoyoc had to absorb this reality. The history of the positive response of Greek
AOYog to that reality has still to be written. For it can be shown that right from the
beginning that reality influenced the movement of philosophical thought in
individual thinkers and in schools.

I shall not attempt to draw here even the rudiments of that history. One thing
must needs, nonetheless, be impressed: Philosophical thought although deeply
influenced by religious feelings, attitudes and beliefs, was, so to speak, paying back
for that powerful but subterranean influence by the rationalization of mythology and the
aetiology of cultus: allegory was generated, and the various exegetical, often
conflicting, interpretations of myths (one-to-one equivalences to physical and
metaphysical theory) became the standard way to philosophically understand
religion. And even though much was lost in this transaction; yet provided the
religious feeling was still alive to offset the adverse effects of rationalization by
infusing the products of this latter (sometimes unconsciously) with something of the
real meaning to which it, as living feeling, bear testimony — the resulting dislocation
was neither very severe, nor systematically pernicious.

The Stoic doctrine on the matter is an example of what I mean; so long, for
example, as allegorizing Zeus as cosmic fire was not more of a naturalization of
divinity than a divinization of an ultimate element of the world, the exercise in
rational understanding of religion was, although still not capturing the whole of the
reality it meant to reproduce, not very harmful. But even this much was not possible

with regard to the other, and ultimately fundamental, moment of religion — ritual,



5

this rock bottom of ancient religiosity. Here rationalism was at a loss: it could
not gratuitously downgrade a primeval observance considered to be of the utmost
(indeed of crucial) importance, this is out of tune with ancient mentality; but it could
neither easily incorporate it into itself. There were, of course, attempts to rationalize
ritual; to explain it symbolically, and even suggestions to alter it if it did not conform
to the demands of ordinary thought or common morality. The quality of such
attempts varied and corresponded to the quality of the mythological interpretations.
But the important point is that however successfully they might explain the
symbolism of the religious act in the ritual, they could only very superficially analyze
the significance of the act as act, as ceremonial worship, as teAet); why one should
do and perform, rather than think or feel that symbolism. This remained a mystery,
which the pious among philosophers were prepared to accept even if they could not
clearly and adequately understand!; whereas some could even bring themselves to
denigrate?.

The inexplicability of the rite as such, of its mysterious nature and efficacy,
was one of the two major issues which confronted philosophy in its attempt to
“comprehend” religion. The other regarded the proper understanding of the nature
of godhead, of the essence of divinity, as implicitly revealed in the worshipping
consciousness, in religious awareness. Since divinity is manifested in worship for the
ancient mind, the two problems are intricately connected. Thus a tendency to
downgrade rite can be expected to go hand in hand with a tendency to give inferior
status to the gods and daemons of traditional religion in which case the net result
was to substitute “spiritual” worship in thought and emotion for the liturgy of
religious Act on the one hand, and acceptance of philosophical principles as highest
divinities on the other.

The best, and most significant in our context, example of this attitude is
perhaps provided by Plotinus. We noticed his condescending (to say no more)
attitude to the actual ritual. He restricted the sphere of the occult to the magic
manipulation of powers residing in the World and related to its material constitution;
the foundation of this magic was for him the Stoic sympathy of the World parts

! Following, say, Plutarch’s general advice.

? Plotinus was probably one of them. Porphyry, ITeot o0 ITAwtivov Biov, 10. 33-8 Henry et Schwyzer
p- 170 $prAoOvtov 0¢ yeyovotog oL ApeAlov Kal T legx Kato vovunviav kat tog £0QTog
EKTEQUOVTOG Kal tote a&lovvtog Tov IAwTtivov oUv avt@ magaiafety Edn: “ékelvoug del mEOG ue
€oxeo0at, ovk e mEog Exetvous”. Tovto d¢ €k molac dxvolag oVTwG EpeyaAnydpnoev, ovT avtol
ovvelvat dedvviueba ovT avtov €oéoBat étoAunoapev. Plotinus did not mean to call the gods
himself at his convenience in his home, as it were. For he was curious enough to go to the Temple of
Isis in order to have his own daemon invoked by the Egyptian Priest. (Porphyry, op.cit., 10.15-33). His
“sorcery” was a different thing. Cf. Enneads, V, 3, 17.28-38.



towards each other: whoever transcends this World by limiting himself to his
purely psychical and intellectual self, is exempt from every occult influence. (Cf. the
story of Olympius’ magic exertions on Plotinus, and the deflection of the influences
upon the perpetrator himself, Porphyry, op.cit. 10. 1 — 15). For he has reached the true
philosophical principles of the world, in which alone true divinity, mostly unknown
to the traditional religion, is to be found. The gods and daemons of that religion are
relegated to the status of inworldly forces, in the main Stoically interpreted.

Such a type of view may appeal to the modern mind, may even claim Platonic
precedence’, but it was really on the whole out of tune with ancient sensitivity. The
aim of philosophy is to explain things as they are, not to explain away them,
according to subjective fancy, into something which they are not*. Even the
Epicureans ascribed to the traditional religious pantheon supreme transcendental
position. The Stoics saw in the gods of the religion the most powerful forces weaving
the fabric of the World. Aristotle may have opted for the astral analysis of religion,
but his spheres represent the highest beings in perfect intelligible order according to
his theory, immutable and absolutely exempt from the defects of the sublunary
world, - in fact and the very names of the astronomical bodies refer to the gods of
traditional worship. In the Platonic tradition there is indeed some complication,
having ultimately its source in a certain ambiguity in Plato’s himself position. I shall
not enter here into a discussion of this most important topic. It may suffice that two
relevant points should be emphasized: firstly, that Plato was deeply suspicious of the
easy, physicalistic, rationalizations of divine matters’; and secondly that his profound

religiosity® is evident in the systematic religious colouring which he gives to his

* Cf. Timaeus, 40d sqq. regarding the endocosmic existence of the gods of the genealogies, though the
context there is astral.

4 Very characteristic, generalizing it, is what Plutarch has to say, Quaest. Conviv. V, 7, 1. The talk is
about the evil eye and malign influence. And Mestrius Florus” argument is that we should not refuse
to believe things solely because we have no plausible explanation of them: 680C-D ...épn ta pev
yryvopeva ) ¢nun Oavpaotg Pondeiv. o O altlac amogetv amoteloOal v lotoplav oV
dkalwg, 6oL, HLElwV epdavn TV ovolav éXoviwy, O g altiag Adyog Nuag diamépevyev. “O0Awg
0" elmev 0 (NTV &V EKAOTW TO EDAOYOV €K TTAVTWV AVALQEL TO BAVHATIOV. 61OV Yo O TG altiog
emudelmel Adyog, xetfev dpxetat 10 PLAocoPely. MOTE TEOTOV TV PLAOCODIAY AVALQOVOLY OL TOLG
Oavpaoiolg amiotovvteg. del 07 Edr “TO pev O T yiyvetal T Adyw petiéval, to 00Tt yiyvetal
ToQOL TG LloTopiag AapBdvery. lotogeltoal 0¢ TOAAX TolTA.

® V. Phaedrus, 229b-e, Republic, 378d-e and Timaeus, 40d-e. For an informing and suggestive discussion
of Plato’s attitude to the mythical dimension of ancient Greek culture, v. G. Grote, History of Greece,
part I, chapter xvi, vol. I pp. 362 ff. (ed. 1862). Cf. J. A. Stewart, The Myths of Plato, pp. 228-9 and the
entire Excursus on Allegory, pp. 230-58.

® In the true sense of the world, not in a faded, explained away, awry, anaemic substitute.



speculations’, and in the sheer weight of religion in his last testament, the Laws.
Not to mention the strong Pythagorean and Orphic influences. In fact what I have
called ambiguity in Plato is essentially nothing more than his refusal to separate
what ought to be kept together and unified in imitation of the pristine
undifferentiated oneness of thought and feeling in primitive religion: namely true,
profound rationalism on the one hand and deep religious awareness of Man and the
World on the other. In their happy conjugation these two elements mutually interact
upon each other and are consequently transformed to religiously coloured Idealism
the former, and to mysteric, arcane, “enthusiastic” religiosity the latter. This is the

key to Plato’s enigma?®.

’ This was clearly no mere poeticity — as an unbelieving age like ours tends to suppose — but true
conviction; the very regularity of the phenomenon on the one hand, and the close correspondence in
details between the form and substance of his formulations and their religious models on the other —
not to speak of the sincerity of feeling — testify to that effect. His overall idealistic tendency should not
baffle us.

¥ Already given in clear terms by the Scholiast to Phaedo, B, 0o’ p. 123.3-11 Norvin: 6t of pév v
drooodpiav mootipwory, we TToppvlog kat IAwtivog kat &AAol oAAol drAdoodoL. ol d¢ TV
tegatikr)v, wg TaupPAixoc kat Xvowavog kai ITookAog kat ol tepatucol mavtes. 0 d¢ ITAdTwv tag
éxatéowOev ovvnyoplag évvonoas moAAag ovoag eig pHlav avtag ovvryayev aAnbewav, tov
b ooopov Parxov ovoudlwv. Kal yao 6 xwoloag éavtov g yevéoews el tebeln péoog, eig
TaAvTOV &el T €Tépw ToV Etegov. IIANV dnAog éotv 1@ BAkxw oepvOvwy ToV PAdoodov, we Bew
TOV VOOV 1] TQ@ A1to0eN T Ppwrtt to gnrov. Cf. 96.7-10. The emphasis on the hieratic art and science on
the part of lamblichus is also testified by his introducing the hieratic excellences as the top-most order
of “virtues”: v. Scholia in Phaedo B, ouf’, p. 114.22-5 Norvin: éti €ilol kal al legatikal dQeTal Kati to
Oeoedec LPoTapeval TG PLXNG, AVIITAQNKOLOAL TAOALIS TALS ERNHEVALS OLOLDDETLY 0VOALG,
Evialal ye vmdpxovoal kal tavtag d0¢ 0 TapPAixog évdelkvutal, ot d¢ mepl ITookAov katl
oadéotegov. In oua’ lamblichus is said to have introduced the paradeigmatic virtues as well, i.e.
excellences pertaining to the intelligible (as distinct from the intelligent) level. Perhaps Prophyry,
Sententiae, c. 32, p. 28.6 sqq. followed probably him in the triple distinction kaOagtucai - Oewontucal
- mapaderypaTikal, corresponding respectively (a) to the soul purifying herself and severing, cutting
herself up from the connection with this world, (b) the soul pure and separate functioning in
accordance to Novg, and (c) the noetic activity itself. Plotinus” doctrine looks in effect much the same,
except that he would not call “virtues” the archetypes of the virtues, as existing in Novg, on the
ground that an excellence is something belonging to something, and this differentiation between a
thing and its property, be it essential, has no place on the level of Intelligence; cf. chapters 6 and 7 of
his treatise Ilegt apetawv (I, 2) esp. 6.13 sqq. People are misled by this fact into supposing that the
Phaedo scholiast is mistaken and the origin of the doctrine of paradeigmatic virtues in Neoplatonism
should be traced back to Plotinus. But there is, I submit, in reality a very significant divergence
between the two views. lamblichus does not hold that an entity of a certain order can actually
“become” one of a higher (or lower for that matter) order — that soul can become in essence voug (she
can only act “like” vovg, subjugate herself to him completely in total abandon). Thus even where she
acts noetically, soul does this not because she is transformed into pure intelligence, but because what

is noetic in her gains the upper hand, so to speak, and controls her activities [cf. e.g. Proclus, In



Timaeum, vol. 1II , p. 334.3 Diehl]. Notice for instance the formulation of the Scholiast in B oua (p.
114.16-21 Norvin): 6Tt magaderypatikal apetal at unkétt Oewoovong Tov vouv g Puxnc, TO YiQ
Oewoelv oLV dmootdoel yivetat, AAA” 1o otdong &év T@ VoLV eival kato peéBelv, 6¢ éott
TAQADELY A TTAVTWV. DO KAl adTAl MAQADELYHATIKAL OTL TTQOTYOUHEVWS aXUTOD €0V TOD VOU at
agetal. tavtag d¢ mpootiOnow o TaupAixog év toic mepl dget@wv. And similarly for the hieratic
virtues, they refer to the divine element in the soul, B oup, p. 114.22 kata 10 Ocoedéc DProTapeval
¢ Yuxnc. lamblichus interpreted accordingly the Platonic allegory in Phaedrus (247c — 249d); v.
Hermeias, Commentaria in Phaedrum, A’ p.150.24 Couvreur, on 247c: 6 O¢eiog TaupAtxog kvpeovritny
0 &V TG PUXNG &rovEeL, 1VioXoV d& TOV VoLV aUTHC. TO d¢ Deatr) ovy 0Tt kaB’ EteQoTnTa EMPBAAAEL
TOUTW T vONTQ AAA” OTL évovutat avt@ kal oVTwe avtov amoAdvet. Tovto Yoo dnAol Tov
KUPBeQVNTNV TEAELOTEQOV TL TOL 1VIOXOL Kal v (mmwv. To yap &v g Puxnc évovobal toig Beolg
méPukev. OVdEV de TEOG avTtov N évotaols &l Tic Aéyot taov ITA&Twva magakatiovia Aéyewy Ot
ate o0V Oeov davola V@ TE Kal EMOTNUY aknEatog toedopévn. Pnonoetat yao moog tovto ot
&xaoTov olielwg ToéPeTatl, kat 1) ddvola EMOTIOVIKWS Kol dLVOTTIKWS, Kol O VOUS VOEQWS KAl
0 €v avTng Oeiws. On the strength of the above interpretation, we can identify as Ilamblichean §67 of
Pselllus” De Ompnifaria Doctrina. (Cf. also §870, 71, 74). We see there that the theurgic virtue ( = the
supremely hieratic) is the ultimate excellence possible to the human soul, posited above theoretical
virtue, the one arising from and consisting in the contemplation of the Intellect. Beyond these ultimate
human achievements lie the paradeigmatic virtues, excellences of the noetic world, the intelligible
order of being, and at the top, at the dark principle of everything, virtues supraessential, the glories of
the gods themselves: (p. 44.5-11 Westerink) ... 11 d¢ Oewontikr), 11 Oewgovoa TOV VvOLV. 1) O
OeovpYyikr), 1] 10 Oedtatov UV TS Puxng aveyelpovoa kat éviCovoa T Oe@ xal v Oelov
évegyovoa paviav. Eiol ¢ kat émékeva TovTwV €tegat agetal, al pév olovel magadelypata twv
AotV AQET@YV, al d¢ UTEQ Maoav oLOlaV. altves oV CLUPERNKOTA elolv, DOTIEQ EMOVUBEPTKATLY
NULv at Aowmat doetatl, AAA” ovoiat voepat kal rtegovotoL. This is how we should also understand
Marinus, Vita Procli, Ch. 3, sub initio — a clear Iamblichean influence on late Athenian Neoplatonism:
TIETOV O1] 0DV KATX YEVT OLEAOUEVOL TAG XQETAS ELG TE PLOLKAS Kat NOUKAS KAl TTOALTIKAG, Kol €Tt
g UTEQ TAVTAC, KABAQTIKAG TE KAl BewENTKAS, Kol Tag 00Tw 01 KaAAovpévag BeovEYLKAS, Tag O&
ETL AVWTEQW TOVTWV TUWTNOAVTES, WS Kat Ve avOowmov 110N tetaypévag etc. — The composite
picture that emerges is this. lamblichus produced the more accurate and sufficiently elaborate scheme,
a ladder of virtues. Above the lower grades pertaining to man as found and acting in the material
world and in connection with it, lie the cathartic, theoretical, noetic = paradeigmatic and hieratic
virtues, levels of excellence achievable by the human soul by virtue of its pure psychic, intelligent and
henadic moments in its composition. What perfection lies above does not pertain to the nature of soul
and is thus no proper virtue. Iamblichus’ paradeigmatic virtues are in imitation of and by
participation in the properly archetypal excellences and perfections belonging to the nous as such, not
as psychic intelligence. Notice the formulations in the above quoted passage from the B Scholia to
Phaedo (of Damascian affiliation): the lamblichean “paradeigmatic” virtues are to be found in a soul
that has taken its stable stand (otdong) in its being nous by participation (kati ué0e&wv). They (those
virtues) are said to be paradeigmatic because nous is the universal archetype, and its perfections of
being are the paradeigmata of being, and so similarly its Paradeigmatic virtues are the archetypes of
the “paradeigmatic” virtues that can be found in a soul that has been consolidated in its unvarying
participation of nous (010 xai avtat [the psychic paradeigmatic virtues] magaderypatikal Ot
TIEONYOVHEVWS aVTOL elotv ToL voL at detal). Thus it is that Iamblichus introduced such virtues in

connection with man — this must be what the scholiast (from Damascius?) means to say. And this is



A great deal of analysis is of course required to show the adequacy of this
solution to the fundamental problem of Plato’s attitude towards religion; and much
more will be needed to pursue the history of the Platonic tradition in these terms and
from this point of view. But it is an absolute desideratum, that this should be done,
and it will be highly illuminating. Equally illuminating it will be to study Presocratic
philosophy in this perspective; the true situation will then emerge, and many
supposed anti-religious standpoints will be understood in their true nature and
natural context.

But however one may agree or disagree with the results of such an inquiry,
this is indisputable: that Iamblichus presents us with the first known to us, major
explicit case of elaborate philosophical support for unreformed traditional religion as such.
And this is, on the general level, his chief contribution to the history of Greek
philosophy. After him, this position becomes philosophical orthodoxy: that
philosophy and religion are not at variance, that rational and mysteric are not
contradictory, that reason, if profound enough, can understand, after its proper
fashion, religion, and therefore explain and justify it from the point of view of Adyog,
without deforming and disfiguring it in the process in accordance with the
requirements of a supposedly enlightened reformation: the light of reason is not
hostile, not even neutral, not even independent from the divine splendor as

manifested in traditional religion.

the point that Macrobius makes more clear in his Plotinian based account of the quadruple division of
virtues, In somnium Scipionis, 1, 8, 5-10, v. esp. 1, 8, 10: quartae sunt quae in ipsa divina mente
consistent, quam diximus vovuv vocari, a quarum exemplo reliquae omnes per ordinem defluunt. Nam
si rerum aliarum, multo magis virtutum ideas esse in mente credendum est. And he goes on to define
those properly paradeigmatic virtues in the divine Mind: illic prudentia est mens ipsa divina,
temperantia quod in se perpetua intentione conversa est, fortitude quod simper idem est nec
aliquando mutatur, iustitia quod perenni lege a sempiterna operas sui continuatione non flectitur. —
Confusion started probably with porphyry, who undecided as usually and, deep down, rather
inconsistent, or at least simplifying, calls those paradeigmatic archetypes in question “virtues”,
although he correctly refers them to the Nous itself; he further, true to his intellectualistic bias,
ascribes to them such an elevated position that he who would operate according to them would be
father of Gods (p. 31.8). Naturally, since these “virtues” belong to the divine Nous! A Porphyrian
formulatory confusion between highest improbability and categorial impossibility, that the
lamblichean schemes are free from. --- On the other hand, finally, Olympiodorus, in typically “weak”
late Alexandrian Neoplatonism, combines the implications of such a statement as the one just noticed
with IJamblichean stringent requirements, and comes up with a virtual identification of the
paradeigmatic and theurgic excellences. (Commentaria In Phaedonem, VIII, 2-10, v. esp. p.46.7-17
Norvin. ---- V. on the whole subject AmtootoAog ITiepong, ITept TéAovg, II, Agetec TeAewdtntoc Katl
Aogeteo Zwtnolag, pp-69- 89, esp. the Table of Neoplatonic Ladders of Virtues appended at the end of
the Chapter.
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As I said above the two main issues that philosophy had to face in
trying to comprehend religion without altering it were a genuine understanding of
the significance of ritual as such, and an adequate analysis of the nature of divinity as
revealed in the actual worship. I have emphasized already that the two issues are
intricately interconnected, but I shall here proceed with a brief analysis of
Tamblichus’ handling of the latter one, in order to indicate the framework in which
the study of De Mysteriis (addressed to the former issue) should be conducted.
Unfortunately, we do not possess the theoretical works in which Iamblichus
expounded his Theology — chief among which were the [1epi Oc¢wv and his grandiose
Ilept e XaAdaikne Tedewtatne Ocoloyiac — and to which the De Mysteriis is but
the practical and paedagogic corollary. This loss has to be replaced by a close study
of what Proclus and Damascius have to say about Iamblichus, especially since they
represent the continuation of the Iamblichean tradition in Athens and late Athenian

Neoplatonism.

* %%

In order for a philosophical theology to present an adequate analysis of the
nature of divinity (according to the demands and needs of the religious awareness)
in the context of a naturalistic religion, it must satisfy the following conditions:

1) It must safeguard the divine transcendence. This is an elementary constituent
of all, however primitive, religious consciousness and feeling. The god is proximate
to us, is part of our world, only as a manifestation; He or It keeps simultaneously aloof,
in Its substantial existence, from Its “occurrence”, so to speak, in a particular spot,
time or way. It is and It is not what we meet when we come across It. This feeling of
God as absent even in Its very presence, of His awesome Hiddenness in the midst of
Its never ceasing Self-Declaration, of His Concealment and Proclamation, I call the
feeling of divine transcendence.

2) In a natural religion there are necessarily many gods. Gods are the sources
of all cosmic energy, the elemental, archetypal forces that weave the fabric of the
World. And just as such immensely powerful potencies are many in what we will
call their natural aspect, so they are many in their divine essence, for the ancient
religious consciousness.

3) Their multiplicity is not, however, disorderly or chaotic. It may confound
and frustrate our weak intelligence when it tries to comprehend the gods’ intricate

interplay in the world — but behind the apparently inexplicable divine presence,
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religious consciousness requires order, natural adjustment according to their
several natures and characters. Since these, on the other hand, correspond to the
elemental cosmic powers operating in World and Man, that order should possess the
characteristic features of the organization of cosmic forces in the World-system. Now
the relevant fundamental attributes of this organization of the cosmic domain are
these two: that each power has a specific nature and a particular field of operations;
and that some powers are subordinated in their character and activity to others. Thus
similarly the pantheon of a natural religion tends to be organized according to these
two principles; firstly, even though Gods are closely akin to each other in virtue of
their common transcendence to everything worldly, they should appropriate to
themselves a particular field of action, in which their divine peculiarity is to be
exercised; and secondly some system of subordination is observed in their mutual
arrangements. This requirement of subordination was very early projected in
mythological thought resulting in divine genealogies, (where temporal succession
expresses cosmic hierarchization and divine theogonies coincide with the cosmogony
of reality); and later exhibited in philosophical garment as hierarchization and
derivation of the latter from the former.

These then are the chief conditions to be satistied by any philosophical
theology which sets out to explain rationally the religious awareness of the Godhead
in a natural religion, without deforming or altering it in any way to suit the
impositions of an inadequately articulated reason. Iamblichus tackled the problem

directly and firmly — at its foundation, as we shall see.

o 4 55

Damascius gives us in a passage from his work De Primis Principiis a concise
and perspicacious account of Iamblichus’ originality and peculiarity in his doctrine
of Gods. Damascius is markedly philo-lamblichean, as is evident from his works and
explicitly noticed by Simplicius; who in his Corollarium de Tempore from the
commentary in Physics (p. 795.11 sqq. Diels) observes: ot d¢ peta IToorkAov éwg uwv
OXEOOV TL MAVTEG OVK €V ToUTw Hovov (sc. the question of the ontological status of
time), AaAAx xat év Tolg A&AAowg Amaot T TIpdkAw katnkoAovOnoav.
AokAnmodotov  EEapw Adyov Tov  agwotov twv [lpdokAov padntwv  kal
Aapdokiov tov Muétegov, @wv O pev dU axpav evPuiay KAVOTEQOLS EXalQe
doyuaowy, 6 0¢ Aapdokiog dux prAomoviav (not of course prrodpoviav(!) as in the

text; perhaps ¢prlotipia might be considered. But ¢pulomovia gives good meaning:
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Damascius did possess an earnestly industrious, even laborious quality in the
examination of philosophical doctrines, nothing could escape his enormous capacity
for dialectical reasoning) wkai v mEog T TapPAixov ovundBewxv moAAoIG ovk
wrvel Twv IodokAov doyuatwv éprotaverv’. This predilection for Iamblichean
positions is well attested and explicitly manifested in such formulations on the part
of Damascius as, for example, this one: aioyvvaiunv & &v kat tov Oelov TaupArxov,
el TL MEQL TAVTA KALVOTOHOINV, avdoa TV Oelwv mMOayHATwV AAAWVY Te Kal TV
VOEQWV  AQLOTOV  EENyNTrv. Ookel TOolvuv Epolye katx (xvn TN €ketvov
moAvOedpevog yvaung ete. (vol. I p. 291.23 sqq. Ruelle). It is precisely because of his
high appreciation and attachment to Iamblichus, that the close study of Damascius’
work reveals such a significant insight into Iamblichean thought — in general terms
and in specific doctrines alike.

The Damascian passage referred to belongs to a section of De Primis Principiis
where the issue of (in Proclean formulation) imparticipable and participated
multiplicity dependent on a principle is examined (chapters 100-110), in the context
of a general discussion concerning procession in the realm of first principles. The
primal and fundamental question regarding that issue is whether there exists at all
around such given principles a multiplicity of self-subsistent entities (avtoteAn) or
whether on the contrary there is only the principle and its radiations or illuminations
(eAAGuPelc) in some subordinate field of entities which participate in that principle;
vol. I, p. 258.6-8: 6mtep o0V Aéyw moAAdkig, €milntel 0 AdYOog TteQt EkdoTov &QLOHOD
TOU VMO EKAOCTNV AQXIKNV HOVAdX Agyouévov tetdyxOal moOTEQOV AUTOTEATG
o, 1 povov kat’ EAAapprv mAnBuvouevoc. Thus, for instance, there is a Noug as
principle of all intelligence; are there many self-subsistent minds as well, existing not
independently but in themselves and “outside” that principal Mind, and also

ontologically prior to all souls and all their noetic activities — or is it rather that the

° Damascius, speaking of his preceptor and predecessor Isidorus, implies that he would consider
Iamblichus second only to Plato: v. Vita Isidori, 33: avtaic ye taic ITAatwvog axnoatolg évvolalc ov
KAt g ovvn0eg TV TOAAWV PLAocOPwV emiBoAag évedveto, peta d¢ ye TTAdtwva kai taig
Oavpaotaic TaupAixov mepwvoiats. Notice here the subtle distinction év-voia / mepi-vowx. The views
of lamblichus’ obstactors are indicated in the sequel by Damascius, 34: 61t ovk OAlyoug t@v
GLAO00OPOUVTWY OQWLLEV Kol AKKOVOUEY, TOUG eV apatov eival tov TappBAtxov olopévoug, tovg 0&
avBadet peyaAnyopla Adywvto mAéov 1] AAnOeia moaypatwv Emaipopevov. -- That lamblichus was
second in time only to Plato is Emperor Julian’s opinion — clearly reflecting the prevailing new in the
philosophical circles of Asia Minor at least; Oratio In Regem Solem 146A (Spanheim): oida pév ovv kal
[MA&Twva Tov péyav Kal HETX TOVTOV AVOQA TOLG XQOVOLS OUTL UV T Lol katadeéoteQov (TOV
XaAkwéa nui, tov TappAyov). This was probably Isidorus” and Damascius’ opinion more or less,
as well. — A different attitude is illustrated by Macrobius, In Somnium Scipionis, 1, 27, 5: sed Plotinus
inter philosophiae professors cum Platone princes etc. The question of later Neoplatonism was

Plotinus or Iamblichus?
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only multiplicity of minds is the one which exists in the illuminated souls as
so many illuminations of these souls by the universal Mind? (v. Vol. I, p. 257.5 sqq.).
The same problem reappears with every admitted and acknowledged principle of
reality (v. Vol. I, p. 256.22-257.2). lllumination (éAAapic) is here used, of course, in a
metaphysical sense.

In this context, and after formulating the same problem with regard to ovoia
(p- 257.19-20), Damascius proceeds thus: Tl del mMOAAX Aéyerv Ote kal Tovg Oeovg
oUtwg VTotibevtat Ttovg mMoAAovg ol mEo TapBAixov oxeddv Tt avteg PrAdoodol,
éva Hev etvatl tov OmeQoLOoV OeOV AéyovTeg, TOUG AAAOVG OVOLWDELS elval TAILG
ATO oL évog EAAQueoty ékOeovpévoug, kal elvat 0 twv Umepovoiwv TAN00g
EVAdWV 0VK AUTOTEAWV VTIOOTATEWV, AAAX TV EAAQUTOUEVOVY ATIO TOU HOVOL
Oeov katl taic ovoialg évdwouévwv Oewoewv. Thus lamblichus was the first to
postulate a supraessential, self-subsistent, multiplicity of gods. Previously, even the
philosophers who had acknowledged a supraessential self-subsistent God as Ultimate
Principle of everything had conceived of the many gods as beings divine, as beings
which have received, in a certain sense, divinization (kai taig ovolalg EVODOUEVWV
Oewoewv), in which case the godhead, strictly speaking, resides in the substantial
beings and consists not in them as essential beings, but in the divinising radiance in
them which proceeds out of the only both self-subsistent and supraessential God™.

Before proceeding with the detailed analysis and appreciation of the
Iamblichean position, let us give an example, by way of contrast, of what Damascius
opposes it to. The best case of a philosopher who on the one hand has conceived the
supreme God as suppraessential and supraintellectual, but yet has not drawn all the
necessary inferences from the fundamental distinction and co-implication between
unity and being, is, of course, Plotinus. And we can nicely illustrate through his
views what Damascius means by his formulation of Pre-lamblichean theology in this
respect. In Enneads V, 8, 9 Plotinus enjoins us to conceive an imaginary sphere in
which the whole world of sense is to be included, everything being luminous and
transparent (so as not to hinder the view of anything else), while preserving its own
identity, finite circumscription and character. Then he requires of us to conceive
another sphere similar to the former one but without space, time and matter; Ocov d¢
KaAéoag tov memomkota g €xelg (sc. the creator of the former sphere of the

physical world) t0 ¢avraoua e0Eat €éADelv. O 0& koL TOV avTOL KOOUOV GEQwV

91t is that which comes or radiates out of something, and does not exist in itself, but in something else
which receives the radiation. —For a metaphysical examination of the entire nexus v. my treatise on
“Things and Predication”.

" The formulation in Damascius depends, naturally, on the clear-cut and sharp distinction between év
and ov with all its extremely important implications, which was originally utilized in a systematic and

crucial way by Iamblichus himself, as we shall see.
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HETE TIAVTIWV TV €V avt Oewv €ic v kal mavteg, kKal EKAOTOS  TIAVTEG
OLVOVTEG €lG €V, KAl Talg Hev OLUVAUEOLY dAAOL T d¢ pa ekelvn T MOAAT) TtdvTeg
elg, paAAov d¢ 6 eic mavtes. OV yap émdelnel avTOg, 1]V TMAVTES €KelvoL YéVvwvTaL
OHoL d¢ elol kal £KAOTOC XWOIS AV &V OTATEL ADAOTATW OV HOQPTV atoOnthv
ovdepiav Exwv - etc. (1. 13-21). This is the Novg and its articulation as Intelligible
World'?%; and this being the World of true being for Plotinus, it is clear that the gods
concerned are far from being supraessential. In fact gods are explicitly said to have
their divinity consisting in their noetic subsistence; V, 8, 3, 18-23: oepvol Hév yaQ
mavteg Beol kal KaAol Kat 0 KAAAOG avTWV AP Xavov. AAAx Tt éoti dU 6 Totovtol
elowv; 1 voug, Kat Ott HaAAov voug évepywv év avtols, wote opacBat. OV yap )
OTL AVTWV KAAX TX COUATA.. KAL YOQ 0I¢ £€0TL OWHATA, OV TOVTO €0TLV AUTOLS TO
etvat Oeolg, dAAAx katax TOV vouv kat obtot Oeol. In fact gods are generated by the
act of primal Intelligence; VI, 9, 9, 17-19: 10 d¢ &kel (v €véQyelx eV VOU. EVEQyela
d¢ Kal yevva Oeolg év NoUXw T TEOG €KeVO €madt), Yevva d& kAAAog, yevva
dwkatoovvny, agetnv yevva. They are the supreme Intelligences; VI, 7, 9, 20-22:
A0meQ twv vonoewv at pev Oeol, at d& devtedv TL YéVOog, €V @ TO AoYKOV
ETKANV évTavOa, €£N¢ O’ O ToUTWV TO dAoyov kKANOEv. It is almost a difference
in gradation which separates gods, from rational souls and them from the irrational
ones. The intelligible gods are an offspring of the purest, primal Mind; V, 1, 7, 27-30:

TAUTNG TOL YEVERG O VOUG 0UTOC. AELOV O VOU TOL kabawtatov Ut dAAoOev 1) &k

2 For the intelligible gods as luminous parts of the whole Novg (which is the éxetl ovpavog), cf. V, 8, 3,
30 — 4, 44. Even the celestial gods contemplate eternally, without involvement in anything lower, what
exists in the intelligible heaven: V, 8, 3, 27-30. — Proclus (Theologia Platonica, IV p. 188.20 Portus) states
that the heaven of the famous Phaedrus passage is, according to Plotinus, the intelligible domain, and
this is fully supported by the above passages (cf. also V, 8, 10 sub in., where, by the way, it is made
obvious that Zeus and the other gods are for Plotinus celestial gods of and in this World). But in IV p.
215.18 sqq. he refers to the view of Theodorus of Asine, according to which ovpavdg is the absolutely
first principle and the Platonic subcelestial arch (OUtovpaviog apic) is the proximate subsistence to the
ultimate one. And there we read: 0 pev yao €k e Aoivng dprooodog, 1@ IMAwtivw metbouevoc, o
TEOOTEXWS ATO TOV AQEQE1)TOL TTROEABOV DTtovaviov dpida tpooeignkev etc. This seems to contradict
the former, and true, account of Plotinus’ position. I believe Proclus has in mind something like this:
the vmovpaviog aic is the mpooexws amo tov Aagorjtov mEoeABdV as the first moment of that
“movement” which constitutes the Noug according to Plotinus; it is the otherness which has to be
turned towards the One in order to take shape, form and light as Intelligence and Intelligible. This
may well visualized as the lowermost, so to speak, extremity of Novc. I accept that this interpretation is
difficult in view of what immediately proceeds in Proclus, p. 215.13 sqq.: 6Tt d1) kai TV 7TEO NUWV Ol
KAewotator, TV UmovEAviov tavTnV APda Oeiav dAKOOUNOLY VMO TQ) 0VQAVQ TETAYHEVNV
vmovonoavteg, oL pev eVOLC peta TO MEWTOV ALTHV TavT)V Néiwoav, ovEAVOV TO TEWTOV
EMOVTEC. Ol 0& €V T MAATEL TV VONTOWV EKATEQOV tAttovoly. But this may refer to Theodorus
exclusively. Otherwise, we should rather emend ITAwtivw, or add <ov> 1@ [MAwtivw mel®dpevog,

which however seems to lack any obvious point in the context.
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TG TOWTNG AQXNG PLVAL, YEVOUEVOV 0&  T)O1 TA OVTIA TTAVTO OLV AVTQ YEVVIOAL,
TIAV HEV TO TV eV kKAAAOG, dvtag 0¢ Oeovg vontovg. The encosmic gods are
created by Adyoc, not by voug, let alone by the supraessential first principle; 111, 2, 11,
6-9: oUTwg oVd O AdYyog mavta Oeovg elgydleto, dAAx Tx pév Oeovg, T de
dalpovag, devtépav Gpuow, elta avOpwnovg kat Cwa EpeEng, ov GpOOVW, AAAX
Adyw mowiAiav voepav €xovtl. As a compendium of the order of gods according to
Plotinus the following passage from his attack upon Gnostics and Christians may
suffice; II, 9, 9, 30-39: (goodness prevails in this world in all its orders, and more so in
the higher ones, so there are best men and good daemons), oAU d¢ paAAov Beovg
TOUG TE €V T@OE OVTAG KAKEL PAETIOVTAC, TAVTIWV O& HAALOTA TOV 1YEHOVA TOVOE
TOU TAVTOG, YUYV HAKAQLWTATN V. €vtevOev dle NON KAl TOLS VONTOLS VUVELV
Oeovg, ¢’ amaot d¢ 1d1N TOV péyav Tov kel PaciAéa kal év T mANOel pHaAloTa
TV Oewv 10 pHéya avtoL évdekvupévous. Ov ya t0 ovotetdat eig é€v, AAAX To
detéat mMoAL 10 Oetov, 6oov €del&ev avtdg, TovTO 0Tl dVVaULY Oeov eldOTwWV, dTav
HévwV O¢ €0TL TOAAOVG IOl MAVTAS €I AVTOV AVNETNHEVOLS Kal U Ekelvov kal
naQ” éxelvov Ovtac. There are many encosmic gods, the supreme leader of the
world, and Intelligible gods — but no one supraessential and self-subsistent except the
One.

This sort of Henotheism, this is the type of theory (and a very advanced one
from the Neoplatonic point of view) which is contrasted to the lamblichean view by
Damascius. Iamblichus was the first to posit a multiplicity of entities both
supraessential (beyond being) and self-subsistent — these are the true Gods. In this
way, the two beforementioned foremost requirements of the religious consciousness
are satisfied in a drastic way. But before commenting on this fact, let it be made clear,
how singular Iamblichus’ position is.

There has lately occurred some discussion concerning the system of Henads in
Athenian Neoplatonism with regard to whether Iamblichus did or did not
inaugurate the entire conception'; and the tendency is to deny the ascription of that
doctrine to lamblichus, interpreting the numerous testimonies to the contrary on the
part of later Neoplatonists as simply cases of utilizing their own technical language
and conceptual apparatus in order to describe the views of their predecessors'. But
the question is not one of terminology; it is a question par excellence of doctrinal

content. Did or did not Iamblichus posited many (a number, in the Neoplatonic

Bt e.g. Introduction, chapitre I, vol. III of the Bude ed. of Proclus” Theologia Platonica.
14 Aristotle, in his treatment of the Presocratic philosophers, is a good example of such an attitude,
which, no doubt was prevalent and indeed very common among the Greeks; it is another question

whether it is so misleading as it is usually taken to be.
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terminology, of) self-subsistent unities beyond being, whether he called them
évadeg or not? To this question the answer cannot but be affirmative.

The explicit testimony of Damascius, is multifariously supported. Two points
should be first of all clarified in this respect. (1) Did lamblichus make a clear-cut
distinction between &v and Ov, between oneness and being?'> And (2), Did he apply it
in connection to the divine transcendence over being for all gods? Is it, in other
words, for him the (supra)essential character of godhead?

(1) The Iamblichean system of the uppermost, very first, principles is clearly
drawn by Damascius in his De Primis Principiis. As he states in the extended intricate
discussion of the Iamblichean position in the third section of his great work (chapters
42-54), Iamblichus was the only one!® to posit above the Intelligible Realm (vontov)
two (and not merely the usual one) principles; vol. I, ch. 43, p. 86.3-6 Ruelle: peta d¢
Tavta Eketvo mEoPaAAwpeda eig emiokePy, MOTEQOV dVO ELOLV al TEWTAL AQXAL
TEO TNG VOTTNG TEWTNG TOLADOG, TJTE MAVTI AEQENTOG KAl 1) ACVVTAKTOS TOOG TNV
totdda, kabamep NEiwoev 6 péyac TapupAxoc év @ KHw BiAiw e XaAdawng
teAelotdng OeoAoylag, 1 wg ol MAEIOTOL TWV HeT aLTOV €doKIpHaoAV, HETA THV
aoonrtov aitiav kal piav, elvatl TV MEOTNV TOXOA TWV VONTwV; 1] Kol tTavTng
vropnodueda g vrobéoewe, kata d¢ tov ITopPpvlov Egovuev TV piav TV
TIAVTWV AQXNV &lvatl tov matépa g vontng towddog; These two Iamblichean
principles are, first the mavtn d&ponrtog (absolutely Unspeakable) and second the
aovvtaktog mEog tax vontd (Uncoordinated to the Intelligible realm). Damascius
presents the arguments in favour of the lamblichean position in pp. 86.19-89.5". Very
likely the substance of this argumentation is lamblichean as well; in fact according to
94.22-24, the last (at least) piece of reasoning (88.16 — 89.5) must be ascribed directly

to Iamblichus even in its details: tavta pev obvv kat Votegov avTika O HAAx

" The distinction was explicitly drawn by Plato, both in his written works and unwritten doctrines.
Since Plotinus, in any case, it could not but do, and it did, play an ever-increasing role in the
philosophical speculations of the Neoplatonists.

V. Vol. I, ch. 45, p- 89.6-9: Apax 00V 00t OeTéov dVO TG EMEKELVA TWV VONTOV TOLAdWY XQXAC, Kal
OAWG ElTELY, TV OVTWV ATAVTWY, Ws NEiwoev 0 TapPALog, 6oov Eué ve eldéval, HOVOS AELWoag
TOYE TV TEO NHOV ATAVTWY, 1] TOIG AAAOLS dntaoty akoAovOntéov toic pet” avtov; The structure
of the Intelligible world according to Iamblichus will be explained below. Notice that these two
principles are émékeva TV OVIwV anavtwy, since they are before the first intelligible order itself. —
Damascius will follow the rest of the Neoplatonists disagreeing, for once, with Iamblichus, but not
with a note of respect and awful reserve: p. 89.9-11: 10 pév ovv dAnOéotatov Oeog dv eidein mepl TV
TNAWKOVTWV. €L 0 XOT TA Ye EHOlL dOKOLVTA ELTELV, OV HOL OOKEL TADTA €XLOA ELVAL TQOG TNV
TIOOKELUEVTV ATIODELELY.

" Damascius’ criticism of the arguments is given in 89.10-95.12. His positive substantiation of the
common position that only one principle subsists before the first intelligible triad begins at 95.12 and

continues to 100.13.
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dLPOQWOwWEV WS OlOV T €0TLY, VOV 0€ AMA@S TQEOS T TeAgvtailar TV UTO
TapPBAixov emixelonOévtwv éxetvo Aéyopev etc.’® By clear implication the rest of the
preceding argumentation is virtually verbally Iamblichean as well. In any case much
more can be elicited from Damascius’ discussion of these matters (as of numerous
others) concerning the Iamblichean system; this is however not the appropriate place
to do that. It may suffice here to notice that the main consideration in Iamblichus’
thought in positing his two pro-ontic and supra-intelligible principles was the
following: for reasons similar to those exposed by Damascius in the first section of
his work (chapters 1 to 24) he must have denied of the absolutely First Principle not
only being and intelligibility, but everything conceivable, even its being a first or a
principle, an origin or a case. Then he must have seen reality being organized in pairs
of opposites, the most fundamental of which was identified as being (in Pythagorean
and Platonic fashion) the one between mépoag and &mewgov, unity (the One) and
indeterminate duality, or fatherhood and potency, to put the same thing into
Pythagorean, Platonic and Chaldaic formulation respectively. But such an antithesis
necessitated for him the subsistence of a principle of oneness distinct both (on the
lower side) from that unity and oneness to which the principle of multiplicity
provides a valid opposition and polar opposite on the one hand, and (on the upper
side) from the absolutely unspeakable and inconceivable principle on the other; this
is what Damascius brings out very strongly in his elaborate discussions of the third

section of his work?.

** That in 87.16-7 Damascius presents an argument on behalf of the lamblichean position (ToAAG d¢
xonoetat tg vmep TappAixov kat t@ mEoEENO&évTL Adyw etc.) need not count against that direct
ascription (one might have provocatively thought e.g. of changing the U6 of the above-quoted 94.23
to UTéQ), since it refers apparently only to the argument in 87.16-24. And even this incorporates the
tendency to describe the second Principle as Movdac — which tendency is lamblichean as we shall see.
Damascius connects this expression with péverv in a typical piece of Platonic philosophical
etymology, and this may be his contribution to the formulation there. - However, being aware of the
Neoplatonic attitude to these matters, we must assume that, speaking generally, the arguments are
inherent in lamblichus” position and more or less utilized by him, though the arrangement and exact
formulation may in places be Damascian. Compare for instance, with reference to the very argument
we are considering here (the last one, 88.16 - 89.5), 101.21-23: totaUtax Yoo éAeye kol 0 v TapBAlxov
nEeoPBedwv AQXTV péonv tilepévny twv te duelv (that is, of the two principles of everything, first
two members of the first intelligible triad) kai ¢ agortov mavteAws. €t d¢ moooetiBet ete. (Cf.
101.28-102.2: &pa yop 0 Adyog ovtog fjétov kat ) TaupAixov VmobéoeL cuvnyoelv kat T OTMwWooLV
AVTOWALQETEL TWV DVELV AQXWYV, ETtel Kkal TOde &v TS elmtot TovTolg akdAovOov etc). What all this
shows is the occasional Damascian elaboration of Iamblichus’ arguments and positions — something
very straightforward and natural, easily also discernible.

19 The whole issue is well illustrated, e.g. in 98.12-99.7, where Proclus is criticized (he is the tic of 98.12
and 20), for having in effect identified the mavtn amoégontov with the One: this is where he in fact

diverges from lamblichus’ positions — and this must be the meaning of 99.1-3: el Toivuv TavTa kai T



18

We can now properly understand the definitive statement in 103.6-10: xat
Yo 1) pia ax1) mEO TV dvely. avTn peV o0V TO antAwg &v, 6 péoov O TauPArxog
tifetat TV dVO APXWV KAl TNG TAVIATIACLY ATOQQET)TOL EKEelvnG, al d& dVo TéQag
dépe kal ameov, N kKat el PovAetal Tig, €v Kat TMoAAL, aAAa TO avtikelpevov &v
101G TTOAAOIG, OV TO TEO dudolv kal dvavtiOetov. The absolutely first principle is
TAVTATIAOLY ATOQENTOG; next comes t0 AnAwg év¥, and then the two constitutive
principles of the Intelligible order, i.e. of being — méoag and dmnewgov. That the vontov is
the realm in question, will appear in one moment; it is meanwhile called év-6v in
contrast, naturally, to T0 antdwc év: it is not the “Ev-simpliciter, but the One-Being, v.
101.13-15: detv ovv ... meovmoTiOéval tag attiag kat tov ‘Evog ‘'Ovrtog katl g &év
avT@ OLAdIKNG GLOEWS TWV OToLXElwV. Elval Tolvuv TV dudda TV AQXWV
TEOdMENUEVTV TNG ElENUEVNS dLADOS altiay, OTEQ KAl TO TEO TG dLADOG &V,
Omeo O TapPAixog tiBetar meo apdotv tov Ovrog ‘Evog altiov mpovmagyewy (or
TIEOVTIAQXOV).
We have thus, so far, the following scheme of succession for Iamblichus
according to Damascius:
TLAVTY) ATIOEENTOG
I
ATIAQG €V
I
(the two principles, méoag-amelQov)
|

év-0v

But it should immediately be observed that however much Iamblichus used
the formula &v-Ov in this connection (the formula was, in any case, portentously
available in the second hypothesis of Plato’s Parmenides, and Plotinus had already
employed it for his own purposes), it appears even from Damascius that his favourite
term in this connection was t0 vontov. Thus 145.6-9: g " dAAwg O TapPALxog to
voNToV €ENYOVUEVOG TteQL TO £V avTO Grotv ooTNVAL Kal dvekdoltnTov eivat

TOU £VOG; 1] OLVVOQV Kal avTtog 6 AéyoueV NVWHEVOV TE Kal €V OV, WG OVTIW UEV TQ

oD TA TIG VTOAOYILOHEVOGS, dpa Ot kal TS TapPAlxov do&ng éEotapevog, o v DmotOeito piav
elval dox1v O TV dvely, anavtnodueba mEog avtov ete. If, that is, ¢£otdpevog is the true
reading. But émiotapevog, the reading of an inferior manuscript, gives a tolerable sense either: in
arguing from the polarity of mépac-amepov to the necessity of a One which will transcend that
ultimate opposition he is treading along the footsteps of lamblichus. However the first must be the
intended meaning.

% As Proclus says, In Parmenidem, 1068.19 Cousin, émékewva kat To0 ‘Evoc 10 mowtiotov according to

lamblichus — for the lamblichean position is examined there.
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OVTL OV, 0VO” ETL pEvTOoL €V, Ol péoov 0  apdolv tetaypévov. The vonrtov for
Tamblichus was subsisting “round” the One (the amAwg év, of course) having-not-
really-left it but being in the process of leaving it ; thus it is not still Pure One, but not
yet Pure Being either. It was something between the two — but again not as a kind of
mixture of the two, as Damascius makes clear immediately below; 145.10-14: tpog d¢
TOUTOLG HETA TO £V OV TNV ovOlary AvTOIOTNOL T £Vi, darpivag dudpw Kata TV
axeoTnTa Twv voepwv (at the second level below vonta), émov kat v Oeiav
ETEQOTNTA OLVEEEPNVEV. WOTE TA TEO TOUTWV OVK NV dlogloal WG TO HEV aVTWYV
€v, 10 0¢ Ov vmokelpevov @ &évi, dAA” €v dv TO ovvaupoteQov, oVX WS piypa €€
EKATEQOV, AAA g péoov Apdolv Kal olov TEOTOdIOUOS €lG TO OV TOL €VOG.
Iamblichus thus did not distinguish and contrapose ovoia and €v in the vontév; for
this distinction “appears” for the first time on the level of the &xpdtng t@wv voeowv —
uppermost pinnacle of the noetic world — which is below the intelligible (vontov)

world and at a second remove from it 2.

*! What follows in Damascius is an interpretation in effect of Plato’s Parmenides 142d-e, but evidently
fits the lamblichean position.
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The same doctrine is to be found consistently elsewhere as well2. The
crucial point is that for Ilamblichus the vontév, in being distinguished from the &v in
the process of procession, refused, so to speak, to remain away from it and separate
itself from the one, but stayed attached to it, “freezed” as it were around it thus
checking its further ontological procession and existential dispersion; 255.24-256.5: €l
d¢ katl TovTOo TIG Eévvonoetev 6 Ppnowv O TauPArxog, dtt epl To v VTTEOTN TO VONTOV
Kal Tdyabq ovpmédpuke Katl T mEOC €kelvo Qo) NG OANG PpLOEwS olov €Ty,
oadeg OTL oLV €kelvw HEVEL KAL ADIAKQLTOV KAl ATEO0dOV €l¢ TO €kToG. Eimeg de
apa Kal OMwOOLV &V EaVTQ TV AKEAV Eudacty VmoPaoews Emedel&ato, Kal
TaUTNV 0UK &QlOp@ ovde MANOeL dakplOeioav ovde UMV €tedtnTL, AAA” O dnot
maAv O TapPALog, 1) €kel TOLXG OVK €lOL TOEIS HOVADEG, OLdE €TeYEVeTO TOLOL
HOVAOLV, AAA” E0TL HOVOV aUTO TO €100C TO ETILYLVOUEVOV TALS HovAoy. MaAAov d&
ontéov, ovdE TO €lDOC, OVTIW YAQ €L0OG €KELVO, OVOE OlOV OTOLXELOV, OVOEV YOO
TOUTWV EKEl, AAAX HOVOV aVTO TO TG TOLADOG €V, KAl €V 0L TO dWWQLOUEVOV TIQOG

ovoiav, dAA” 6 mEO dudotv etvat Aéyouev vwpévov. Thus, this vontov transcends

\

2 147.22-148.1: 60ev kai 6 TAUPALXOG €V TG Vi HéVelv TO voNTov amedivarto, dtt paAlov fvwtat
TEOG AVTO KAl KAt avTo eldomoteltal 1] Katd to Ov. ApéAel ovde dlwolotal Tt €V avT@, oVK ovola,
OV VONTOV, OUK AAAO 0VDEV, &V TOUTW O& €XeL TO elval, €V T TAVTIA VAL KATA OLVAIQETLY. TOUTO
d¢ avTo[0 €0TL Kl TO GVTWS voNnTov:
TAVT €0TL Y&Q, AAAX vONTQG,

¢not 1o Adywov (from the Chaldaean Oracles). Zvvayel yaQ €lg €V mMAOAS MUV TAS VOTOELS Kal
TOLEL piav CLUVEANUUEVNV €K TTAOWV TIVTEAT] KAl AOLAKQLTOV Kol WG &ANOe Nvwpévny vonoty,
oflav TOL vonTov £€xeltvou thv vonow etvat fovAetar 6 TaupAiryoc. And then, immediately following
up, about the later “occurrence” of the division between ovoia and €v in the uppermost level of the
intelligent order of reality, 148.4-9: i 0¢ év dAAoig évdeikvutal ovolav eival TNV AKQOTNTA TWV
voepav 1 0 [TAdtwv 1) 60TiIoovV TV Belwv avdp@v, 0VdEV ATOTIOV. 1] YaQ kKaboaoa ovoila kKal kato
TappAxov év tde avedavn M taey, €l O av adTn 1 Voeoa AKQOTNG 0LUt VOEQA 0VOX, TOVTO O’
€0TL OLWQLOHEVT KO adTrV, KAl T €VI UTEoTEWHEVN WG ETéQA ETEQW KATA TNV €Kel avadaveioov
ovodN Kal éviatav étepdtnta. — Cf. also 127.12-13: 6t d¢ €v 1@ €Vi Kat TeQL TO €V TO VONTOV
ovolwTal, TMOAAaxoL knovttel kat O T&pPALxos. wg d¢ O €v oL TOdL TO dWQLOUEVOVY, OVDE
ETUPAAAEL TIC Evvola THETEQ WG TIVL TV TIAVTWY, AAAX Kator Evdeléwy v &mo [corrected from
ava codex primarius; &vw E Ruelle) tovtov eic 10 Mmoo mavtwv fUAg dvayovoa kal 6 €0TL TAVTWY
L amAn QUoLg, obtw On Kal TO AT €Kelvou Kal TeQL EKEIVO TLVIOTAEVOV KAl OV 0VOEV €0TL TV
TOAAQ@V, 0VOE TIVLIIVWUEVOV, 0VOE O €0TL KATO TO €LVaL LOVOV OQWIEVOV, AAAX Kati EvOelLy, kal
TOUTO TNV OHOL TAVTA ouvnEenKLlay Kol mavia avtotabetoav (sic codex primaries. The sense is
that the intelligible one being is called being indicatively, in that it is the conflation in one simplicity
of everything, an oneness that has selfstretched (avtota@¢cioav from avtoteivw) itself to comprehend
in a singularly unified way everything. Failing to understand the Damascian coinage, the inferior mss.
have avtobabBeioav or avtonabeloav or avtotaxOeioav. Closer to the required sense is Kopp’s
suggestion avtontabovoav] TEO MAVTIWY YeE TV AT AVTOL JAKQWVOUEVWY, WG €lONTAL TOAAAKIS.
Kat <we> 6v [Ruelle, pro 6v, which if correct should be interpreted as 6v <tpomov>, Kopp] toitvuv

OVTa KAAODHEV T TTAVTA, OUTWG OV €KEIVO TIQO TAVTWV.
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the distinction between év and ovota. Cf. also 151.5-10: et d¢... Vv TOlTNV AQOXTV
WG NVWHEVNV KAt TO OV €TiBepev KAl TOUTO OITTOV €MOLOVUEV, TO HEV OVOLWOES
TO D€ EVIALOV, AAAX VOV €lG TO €V 1O AUPOLV T dVO CUUMTVEAVTES KAl KATWTEQW
TOU VONToL T dwplopeva dvo tafavtes, @ Te ITAdtwvt ovudwva Aéyewv
edOEAMEV KAl TQ VONTQ Kal TIAVTN VOHEVE Kal TteQl TAYaBOV OLUVECTIELQAUEVOY,
kata tov TapBAyov T oepvotata twv vonuatwv avatebeikapev. Pure ovoia
appears, as was said above, further down, at the summit of the voeod. (Described
also by Damascius as the summit of Zwn, e.g. 293.17-294.4; esp. 293.19-20; 27; where
see the rationale. But the realm of Zwr] being the realm of vonta kat voepd, it comes
to the same thing, in the sense that ovola is manifested after the domain of the
intelligible one-being).

The vontov is not defined in its peculiarity of subsistence by ovola, by true
being which has been distinguished from the unity and oneness which grants to it
subsistence — or if one wishes to express himself in a way which associates ovoia
with the vontov (following a venerable indeed tradition starting with Parmenides),
he should be careful to observe that this amA@g ovola should be construed as
transcending that distinction. Iamblichus ascribed to this vontév a unity second only
to that of the "Ev-simpliciter (the mavtn dmogentov, precisely by virtue of its total
dissociation from everything that comes “after” it, is not even considered as an
oneness) — and explicitly argued against Porphyry that one should not introduce into
the vontov any distinction, not even the primal one between oneness and being, év
and 6vZ.

It should be recalled here, that despite its being tied up to the One in its
proximate vicinity, so to speak, and therefore despite its extremely Unitarian
character, the vontov does involve the first trace of multiplicity. Iamblichus

ingeniously tries to convey some notion of such multiplicity preceding any

2V.291.23-292.11: aioxvvaiuny & &v kai tov Ogiov TapupAxov el Tt megl Tadta (i.e. concerning the
articulation and hierarchies of the first orders of reality) kawvotopoinyv, avdoa twv Oelwv moaypaTwv
AAAWV TE KAl TV VOEQWV &QLOTOV €ENYNTHV. dOKeL TOVLY €uolye, kato (v TS €kelvou
TMOAVOEANOVOC YVWONG, TOV HEV VONTOV KOOHOV UrtotiBeoOal Tov fvwpévov éketvov FuOov, ovk
OVTWS 0LOAV OVOLAV TEQLEXOVTA, TV DWQLOUEVTV TTOOG TO OXOUUEVOV €V, AAAX TNV ATAWS
ovoiav, kat ovte éviaiav obTe HKTHV, AAAX pOVOV ovoiav piav o ékatépac. el Tic oLV Dewv, 1) el
TIC AVOQWYV, €V 0VOIQX TOV VONTOV VTTECTIIOATO KOTLOV, €V TI) IVWHEVT) TaUTI), TAS AKOVETW,
OULVOHOAOY@V ILEV TOIG ELTTOVOL KATX TOCOVTOV, dlarkaBalpowv 0¢ Th)v ovolav eig TV AMAQG ékelvnv
KL VOULEVTV Kol TAVTEAGDS ADLAKQLTOV. Kol YAQ ar0TOL TTAVTEG Ol TADTA AEYOVTEG €V T TAVTWV
AdLAKQLT EVEOOEL TOV VOTTOV UTTEDEVTO, KAl 0VdELS AUPLOPNTEL TTEQL TOVTOV, KAl HAQTUS O
TapPALxog devtégav T vonte peta TV piav Twv 0Awv dox1Vv (this one principle of everything
which enjoys supreme and absolute oneness is not the ultimate Unspeakable Subsistence, but the One
which is the one-everything) magexopevog évwoty, kat TegL T0 €v DPETTAVAL AVTO TTAVTAXOD

dlxTeVOpEVOO, Kol T1Rog Tov peopvtnv (i.e. Porphyry) moAAdg totrdTag &dvtioQr)oels motovpLEVOG.
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distinction, even the primal one between oneness and being. Thus Damascius,
255.27-256.2 in the above quoted passage. Cf. 299.26-27: tic o0v adtn 1] TOLAS (SC. 1)
TOV VONTOV); OV TEELS HOVAdES, (¢ Ppnotv 0 TapuPAxog, AAAX pdvov To €ldog AVAOV
AVEL TWV HOVADWV OQWUEVOV. OV UEVTOL 0VdE TO 100G (TiC Yap v ein Tepryoadn
&V T NVOUEVE;) dAAa TO €v avtd, 6mep avOog €0t Tov €ldovs. AAAX Yo 0VdE
TOUTO TO €V, 0 méPukev emavOelv Vi TV eldwV, olov T ToLddL, 0VdE Ye O maoLv
OHOV TOIG €ldeTLV. TOD YOO dAKEKQUEVOL €VOG TOLUTO E0TLV, (OTE OLdE O TOL
OLKQLVOLEVOL £0TLV £l AV TG ADLAKOITOL TOLAOOG TO £V. AAAX onuaivel TAALWY 1
TOLAG TOV T)VWHEVOL TNV AQXTV KAl TO HETOV Kal TNV TeALTHV, AAA” Nvwpéva Kal
TOUTA.

This first trace of a distinction without distinction Iamblichus expressed by the
triad through which Plato asks us to approach the dya0dv in Philebus?: cvppetoov-
aAnOéc-kaAov; he naturally found in oneness the essence and substantiating
character of goodness — following unimpeachable Platonic tradition. Thus Proclus,
Theologia Platonica, 111 (p. 43.19-44.5 Westerink, Budé): évtavOa totvuv €v t@ mowtw
ukte (Iamblichus and Damascius would not call “mixed” the intelligible one-being,
unless in the sense carefully circumscribed above) tx tola Tavta meéPnve TO
OUHUETQOV, TO AANDOEG, TO KAAOV. Kal TO HEV OUUHIETQOV TOV €V elval TO OV aitiov
TQ HIKTQ, TO 0¢ dAN0EC ToL OVTwg elval, TO ¢ KAAOV TOL VONTOV eival. VONTov
doa Kal OVTwe OV kal évoedéotatov (better than the évoewdéotegov of the mss) to
moWTws OV (again not strictly for Iamblichus and Damascius, since the first pure
being appears further down in the ontological order of presupposition and
derivation). kal ovvAmTal pEV O VOUG TIQOG AUVTO KATA TNV TEOG TO KAAOV
oikelwotv, petéyxet d¢ €kaota (so with Saffrey and Westerink, or éxaotov, in place
of the transmitted éxaotog) ToL eivat dOTL T OvTL (or 6viwg, better than the mss.
oL ovtog; cf. v. 23) €oTiv OV, aKQOTATOV D€ €0TLV €V TOLS OVOLV EKELVO DLOTL TQ
ayabw ovvrvwtat tavtag (rather than the ms. tavta) d1) pot dokel Tag TEEIS TOV
Ovtog aitiag kat 0 O¢iog TapPALxog kaTdwV €v ToLot TovToLs, ddogilety TO vonTov
ovupetola Kal dAnOeia kal KAAAEgL Kal Ol TOLTO TOLG VoM ToLg Oeovg Exdaivery
év ) HAatwvikt) OcoAoyia.? Cf. also p. 48.25-29.1: 6 o1 kal tov Octov TapPAxov
AEYELV AVETIELTEV WG AQA TO VONTOV Ttav €V ToLot tovtols O ITAdtwv adopilel.?

* ¢v moOVEOIS efva TOD dryaov, Philebus 64C; cf. 64A-65A.

* The implication as to the ontic character of the first peuctév (Proclus’ favourite expression for the
&v-6v) constrasts well to the Damascian insistences above; once more Damascius is more philo-
Iamblichean. Yet caution is needed: v. vol. I, p. 54.14-15 (Westerink, ed. Budé): (with reference to the
hypotheses in the Platonic Parmenides) év &V Tolg TQLOL TOIG TEWTOLS OVUTTEQRTHUATLY ADLAKQLTOV
Hével Tov ovtoc To €v etc. Proclus emphasizes the insistence of lamblichus on a “later” ontological
appearance of being, further away from the One. More specifically, the articulation of being, the

highest forms of being, supreme ideas, the genera of being, are manifested at the end of the intelligent
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It should be born in mind that such a distinction and multiplicity as this
one between the three monads of intelligibility is, as lamblichus said, the mere form,
so to speak, of distinguishedness and multiplicity without its actuality. Not even the
form of it, but rather its unified principle. True eidetic distinction and multiplicity,
even in its most abstract and general form, namely as categorial distinction of the
highest yévn tov dvtog and the consequent entire articulation of being, “appears”

and manifests itself as subsistence only at the very end of the World of Intelligence,

order. V. I, 11, vol. I p. 52.3-9: ... 6 O¢tog TapupAtxoc €v 11 ITeol Oewv moaypateia ToLg tax Yévr TOL
OVTOG €V TOIG VONTOLS ATOTIOEHEVOUS NTIATATO. Kal YXQ TOV aQLOHOV adTt@V Kal TV motkIAloy
TOEEWTEQW BePANoOal tov €vog. mov Tolvuy TavTa TEWTWS LmotiBeobal mEoon kel dATKWY
ETMVEYKE: TOOG YAQ T TEAEL TNG VOERAS TAEewe MO TV €Kel Oev TadTA MAQAYETAL.

% Cf. further Anonymous Commentaria in Philebum, 243 (p. 115, Westerink, who ascribes the work to
Damascius): 0Tt kat 0 T&ppAixoc tag toeic povadac Gnoiv ano tayabov mpoeAbovoag Koounoot
TOV VOUV. &dNAOV d¢ OTOloV VOOV, TOTEQOV TOV HETA TNV LwnV 1) TOV €V Tf) 000l VOOV TIATQLKOV
UHVOUHEVOV. EVIoL YaQ oV Ttovtov, aAA’ éketvov 1fjkovoav. kait pnv €v tolg Oodikols €v @
HuOevopévew we Tag TEelc ekPavival novadag ¢notv. The subject of Pnotv is the lecturer and
author of these commentaria, whose notes as taken down probably by a pupil are presented in the
actual Commentaria. He may be Damascius. The congruence of Orphic tradition with Platonism and
the Chaldaean Oracles is characteristic for the Iamblichean — Damascian school. The Orphic Egg
corresponds symbolically to the Chaldaean Intelligence of the Father, and this with the Nous of the
Noetic order, the third moment of the first intelligible triad. Iamblichus held, as we know, this
position. Hence the ambivalence in the above quoted passage is strange and suspicious. Unless, the
point is that the three monads (symmetry, truth, beauty) appear in unity in the intelligible order, and
this unity being differentiated in the intermediate order articulates the world of being in the intelligent
order. (The Plotinian position as to these povddeg, esp. beauty, (V, 9, 2, 24-27) is much simpler: nous
in itself is beauty: kol motegov d1 évtavOa del oTNVAL WS TIEWTOV, T) KAl vou €mékeva del Lévad,
VvOoUG 0¢& mMQEOL0TNKE HEV XQXNG TNG TMOWTING WS TEOC MHAS, OTEQ €V mEovols tayadov
ATAYYEAAWV €V avT@ (SC. TQ V) TOt TAVIA, OOTEQ EKEVOL TUTOG HAAAOV &év mANOeL ékeivou
niavin pévovtog €v évi. The Good as supremest principle and then the second one, the Nous as a
single hypostasis without the elaboration of the complex theory of procession). — In Proclus
Commentaria in Parmenidem, 1090.13-25 (Cousin?) the view exposed must be lamblichus’. The question
is about which multiplicity is negated of the One in the First Hypothesis of the Platonic Parmenides
(137C); after a simpler view (1089.21-30), the Plotinian one is introduced (&AAoL &' &t oepvoTegol
tovtwv 1089.30 sqq.), and then the lamblichean significantly by the formula: &AAot totvuv kat
tovtwv (sc. tov [TAwtivov) évBeaotikwtepot. The vontal povadeg are, I think, the three mentioned
above, which generate, at a lower level, that of the intelligent order, the entire variety of the “noeric”
world, the intellectual order, which is ideal being in all its articulation. — Damascius, de Primis
Principiis, vol. 1, pp.305.25-306.2 Ruelle: toryagovv kai Lwkodtng év 1@ PANPw meog to €v ékelvo
) dvvnOeig dvtwmnRoal O TOLAdOS AVTO TaRedNAWOEV TG &V TEOOVEOLS AVTOL TETAYLEVNGS, WS
dNoL, TAVTWS OTL NVOHEVE KATIOWV HOQUATIQOVOAV THV TOLAdA KATX TV Hioy avynyv g Evadoc.
OAwg 0¢ wg T AAAa kal TNV TOda Kata EvdelEy kel avayouev. Both the doctrine and its
expression is definitively lamblichean because of the formulation tavtwg 0T )VOHEVQ ... THS EVADOG
(cf. the above quoted passages 255.27 sqq. and 299.26-7). Notice also the characteristic kata &vdel&uv.
And the style is typically lamblichean: pagpatgovoav, avynv tg évadoc.
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there generated by the appropriate gods; in fact Iamblichus explicitly condemned
those who would posit the yévn tov dvtog in the Intelligible World on the ground
that their very multiplicity and variegation argues for their greater distance, so to
speak, from the absolute One; v. Proclus, Theologia Platonica, Vol. I p. 52.2-9
(Westerink): Ex toitwv...mapdyetal (v. the passage quoted in n. 25). In Book V, p.
313.13 (Portus), we must accordingly correct vontwv to voepwv, reading wat 0 te
O¢elog TapPAxoc 000we oL Pnowv €v T TéQATL TV VoegEwV (not vontwv) Oewv
éxdatveobat ta yév... ToL Ovtog etc. Since the Demiurge is the chief god at the end
of the voepa drakdounoic (in so far as the voepot matépec are concerned [V. Proclus
Commentaria in Timaeum, Vol. I p. 308.19 sqq. Diehl: meot yao... yoadwv (sc. 6
TapPAxog) peta... dnuoveoyw taév. My addition <vontwv xkat> must be
considered certain (cf. 309.16); hence Iamblichus did also postulate (whether in the
same formula is immaterial) an order of hypostases between the Nontov and the
Noepov duaxoopov. (This is consonant to his fully developed distinction between 6v-
Cwn-vovg, cf. Proclus In Timaeum, Vol. III p. 47.8-11). What follows in Proclus is
easily recognizable, by its peculiar additive style, as lamblichean (308.23-309.7): toeic
Yo elvat... kpivery, etc.]), we should expect that he must be associated with the
vévn tov o6vtog, and indeed this is what we are told by Damascius in his
Commentariade Primis Principiis in Platonis Parmenidem, vol. II p. 149.25-28 Ruelle:
AgVTegov 0¢ (sc. avaykalov Cntoat), el &v t@ ONUIOLEYQ T YEVN TOL OVTOG
dovtat, wg Néiov 0 péyag TapPAxog, HaAAov d¢ kal 6 TovToLv OTAdOS LvLavag,
WG VOV L0TOQEL Kal avTog T@ Kabnyepove ovvéneobatl OpoAoywy, kaitot dAA0OL
TOAAQXOU Kal €v Tolg mMEO ToL dnuoveyov tavta TOépevoc?. (The avtog is
Proclus, who, we are told, here follows as he admits his Master although he in fact
disagreed with him in other works?). Similarly Proclus, In Timaeum, Vol. I, p. 336.17
sqq. confirms the fact (though he naturally accepts it only with reservations): cote

?” For Syrianus as genuine lamblichean v. Damascius, Vita Isidori, (Photius 36 + Suda s.v.Zvpiavéc, IV
479.2 Adler): Totdwog 6 prAdoodog, we dnot Aapaokiog, ... TV pev nadaltata prAocodpnoaviwv
[MTuBaydoav kat ITAdtwva Bewlet, ... mEooeixe d¢ TOV VoLV &6 tax pdAota peta IAdtwva o
TappAixw xat toic TapupAixov Gpidog dn kat Omadols, WV &QLOoToV eival duoyvEIleTo TOV €aVTOL
oAtV Zvotavov, tov I1pdrAov dddokaAov. Proclus himself acknowledges the fact, Commentaria
in Timaeum, vol. 111, 174.13ff (Diehl).

? Since the standard opinion of Proclus, as expressed par excellence in his Theologia Platonica, is much
the same an effect as the one advocated by Damascius in his reply to this dmopla (151.22-152.6), we
must suppose that Proclus followed Syrianus and lamblichus in his Commentaria on the second
hypothesis of Parmenides, now lost. The vOv (= in this place) of 149.26 means this virtually certain.
Another proof, if proof was needed, that Proclus did write a complete comm. on Parmenides — more
in any case than we do know posses. — As to Damascius’ accusation, we must in fairness notice that
Proclus explicitly wanted to bridge the difference between the two positions; cf., e.g., Th. Pl., Book V
p- 313.2 (Portus) to the end of chapter 30.
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KAl 0 TOV ANUovgyov  Aéywv €v adt@ TO Tapddelypa meQléxely €0ty O
¢notv 000ws, kabamep 6 Oetog TapPArxog dixtdtteta, etc.” We further possess a
fragment from Iamblichus’ commentary in Timaeum preserved by Proclus in his
Commentaria in Timaeum, vol. I p. 307.19-25, which runs as follows: t1)v 0vtwg ovoiav
KAl TV YLYVOUEVWV QQXTV KAl T VONTAX TOL KOOHOL magadelypata, Ov Yye
KAAOUHEV VONTOV KOOHOV, Kal 60ag altiag moovmadoxev TiOépeda twv €v
dUOEL TAVTWY, TAVTA TTAVTA O VOV (NToLHEVOG OE0C dNULOLEYOS €V £Vi CLAAABWV
VO Eavtov £xel. The Demiurge keeps together in unity under him the entire world
of Platonic ideas: the dvtwe ovoia, the intelligible exemplary of the things in this
world, the sources and causes of all natural phenomena. The problem that Proclus
envisages with regard to this passage is one of his own making. (He even thinks that
Iamblichus agreed on that crucial issue with Plotinus! Clearly, as is reported, Proclus’
commentary on Timaeus is a youthful work). He wonders whether Iamblichus
wishes to maintain that the entire spectrum of hypostases between the One and this
World is the intelligible realm identical with the Demiurge; he is misled into thinking
of this possibility by Iamblichus” expressions dvtwe ovoia, vonta magadelypata,
vontog koopog, which, for Proclus, signify the domain of the Intelligible just after
the One. Thus his only way out of his difficulty is to suppose that lamblichus merely
expresses himself somehow loosely (cf. 308.17-19) and really means that, since
everything is in anything in its own mode, the vontd are in a certain mode in the
voeQog Anuoveyog (307.25 sqq.). — But there is no problem in reality; Iamblichus
means by vonta here ordinary Platonic Ideas, the whole realm of true being (6vtwg
ovola) in all its articulations. For him this ontic determinateness and distinctness
“appears”’, as we have seen, very “late” in the ladder of reality — just by the
Demiurge.

As we saw, the primal distinction, the bifurcation of the unitary and
“homogeneous” (in the Parmenidean Presocratic sense) world of one-being into
being and unity (unity unifying being and being unified by unity), takes place at the
summit of the voepov, consequently upon, and “after”, the vontov. This first being,
in its distinctness from the oneness which unifies it and constitutes it as a something

(= a not-Nothing), is called kaBapa ovoila (Damascius, de Primis Principiis, Vol. I,

 Cf. also ibid. p. 431.23 sqq.: péoog d¢ audotv (sc. Attikod Kkai TTogduiov) 6 TapBALXOS, CUVATTWV
Kat €vICwv T@ dNUOLEYQ TO TAQADELYHA Dl TNV EVWOLy TV ToL VoL meog To vontov. The vontov
here must be the vontov which the voug actually voel, the correlative vontov to the Intellect, not the
transcendent vontov which, as we saw, does not even possess pure being, let alone its explicit eidetic
articulation, but is beyond it. Proclus apparently confuses the issue, syncretistically conflating

lamblichus and Plotinus, a mark of the youthful origin of his work on the Timaeus.
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p. 148.6) or by implication dvtweg ovoa ovola (ibid. p. 291.26)*. The vontov is
beyond such bifurcation, as Damascius explicitly maintains; vol. I, p. 108.23-109.1:
(there is no distinction and differentiation there, not even the ultimate one between
existence, power of existence and intellection of power (Oma&lg katl dUVaULS TS
Umaofews xal vonolg g duvvauews), not the fundamental one between
(ontological) cause and effect) ovde yoaQ €v T AKQOTNTL TWV VONTWV 0LdE O
TappAxog NEiwoev elval dDLWELOUEVIV AQXTV. Hiat YXQ 1] VOTTI] OLVEXELX TAVTWV
TWV TOOVTWY, OVOE OULVEXELX 1) AVTIKELLEVT] TQ OLOQLOHW. TIAALY YAQ v &in
duipeaic AAAN TEO ApPOLY, Kal €TL IO TTAVTWY EVWOLS €V TOLS VOTTOIG <TIS> ATTO
TOU €VOG kal TeQl T0 €v olov mémnyev. The axpdtng twv vontwv is here probably
the lowermost grade of the Intelligible realm. Notice also the already quoted
Iamblichian formulation about the “freezing” of the vontov in its entirety round the
One. Iamblichus even interpreted the two products of the division of the év-6v in the
second hypothesis of the Platonic Parmenides, as being each &v-6v again, not the one
é¢v and the other Ov. Damascius elaborates the point De Primis Principiis in

Parmenidem, Vol. II p. 53.28-54.6, especially 54.4-6: oUtw kat 0 péyag TapBArxog

V. the already quoted crucial passages p. 148.4-9 and pp. 291.23-292.11. — The lamblichean doctrine
(which Proclus testifies) that the mowtiotov 6V is the del Ov does not, I think, really relate to the same
thing. The main relevant Proclean testimony is as follows; In Timaeum, Vol. I, p. 230.5-8: &dAA™ 6 Oeiog
TappPALxog eupoldag dapdyxetat @ AOYw, TO del OV KQELTTOV KAl TV YEVWV TOU OVTOG Kal TV
Wewv amodatvopevog Kat €’ dkQw TN VONThS ovoiag W0eVwV alTo TMRWTWS HETEXOV TOD €VOC.
The vontn ovoia here refers to the entire breadth of the suprapsychic world (thus including the
relatively lower realms of Life and Intellect) as is clear from the immediately preceding use of the
expression vontog koopog (230.4) to cover everything suprapsychic including the divine Intellect (cf.
also p. 229.11sqq.). The &wpov t¢ vontng ovoiag is consequently the uppermost summit of the
suprasensible domains — just “below” the One, as is evident from the following discussion (p. 230.8
sqq.), v. especially 230.31-231.9. (Proclus criticism of the view is based on the distinction between
mEWTIOTOV OV as the év-Ov on the one hand and &el 6v on the other; v. 231.9 sqq.). It follows that the
Iamblichean det ov is precisely his vontov, and that the formulation mowTtwe peTéyov Tov €voc is not to
be construed in the Damascian sense of a distinct pure being participating in the One, but rather as the
Proclean way of signifying a first self-cancelling differentiation from the One (which does not as yet
amount to the separation of pure being from oneness) — a differentiation to a certain extent annulling
itself in that the differentiated refuses, so to speak, to proceed further away from its source and freezes
round it. - This interpretation is supported by the two other Proclean testimonies. Thus, in In
Timaeum, 232.5 sqq., Proclus maintains that the &ei 6v covers the entire domain from avtoov
downwards to the peoukog vovg, dAA’™ ovxL... wg TappAixog €Aeyev, otov... tov Ovrtoc. Proclus
clearly takes the dxootatov Twv dvtwv to be his év-0v i.e. the first subsistence after rhe One and the
dual principles of mépag and amewpov. And in p. 308.12-13: mag d¢... éAéyouev (sc. according to
Iamblichus). — The 6émep 6v to which the mapdderypa of the World is identified by Iamblichus (as
Proclus says, In Timaeum, Vol. I p. 321.26-30) is certainly “lower” than both the mowtiotov 6v and the
kaBOapa ovola — it must be the world of Ideas associated to the Demiurgic Novg (cf. In Timaeum, vol.
I, p. 336.17 and 327.25; also Damascius, vol. I p. 149.25, and what has been said above).
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Evonoev To €v OV &v uépel EKATEQOV, KATX TO  TAVTN  TVwUévov kol
AdLAKQELTOV TNG vonTrg Yevvnoewc. [Cf. also vol. I, p. 145.6-9;15-23. The opposition
to the purocodot (Syrianus and Proclus are mainly intended) is more clear in p.
144.24-27: o0twg &pa Kal TtO €v Ov oL oLVOeTOV TL 0Vde dVO AVTA, TO MEV
1yovpevov 1o d¢ Emopevov, ws ol GrtAdoodot eEnyovvtatl, AAAa pia Gpvoig apdoty
&v Héow Ttov <te> €Vvog Kal tov [te] Ovtog, NOn pEv xaAdoaoa TG TOL EVOG
amAomtog, ovmw 0¢ mEOoPaAAopévn TO TOL Ovroc ovvaipepa]. lamblichus
therefore steadfastly refused to accept any actual bifurcation of the vontédv into being
and unity distinct from each other. Indeed, probably in consonance to this, he
distinguished clearly between eivat (associated evidently to being as such) and
vndoxetv (reserved naturally to refer to the existence of a pre-being hypostasis, of
the ante-being cause of being); v. Damascius, De Primis Principiis, vol. I, p. 132.12-18:
&pat 00UV AAAO TR TO €lval TO VTIAQXELY, WG dOKOLOL TOLEV Ol PLAdocodol, kal
avtog 0 TapPAryog AAA0OL te TOAAAXOU kal €v T mept Oewv; 1) TO péV elvat Tng
ovolag TaEwVvLHia, 1) d¢ ovola, KAV TV TEO dLVAMEWS AAPTNS Kal éveQyelag, ék
TOLWV CLVOLOLWTAL DIWHATWY, TOV DTTOOTATIKOD, O Kal UTAQXELV KAAOVHEV, Kal
éotv OTe kal eival, TOL dLVAUIKOD, OTEQ TO YOVOUOV €0TL LNG UTdofews, TOL
EveQynTkoy, OmeQ MON MEOS T E€KTOG Amoteivetat [kal] v éavtov xeeiav
ETdEKVOUEVOV etc®.

I shall refrain from pursuing the matter further since it is not my purpose to
reconstruct here the Iamblichean theory of First Principles in its details. Enough has
been said to make clear that the distinction between £€v and 6v played a cardinal role
in his system — indeed this is the most fundamental and primal distinction that is
made in reality or can be made in thought. Furthermore, the highest principles
transcend the domain of this distinction, each remaining in an unperturbed, though

graduated, oneness to itself and unity with each other.

% %%

2) And thus we come to the second main point. That being so, did the all-
important distinction played an essential role in Iamblichus” account of the divine
nature?

One should expect an affirmative answer anyway, since in the context of
Greek Philosophy, Theory of First Principles and Theology coincide. And the

expectation is definitely confirmed by Iamblichus himself in his De Mysteriis. The

** That Iamblichus employed the distinction in his TTeot ®e@v must be significant; as we shall see he

identified divinity with oneness.
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work is itself applied Theology, and it has a specific polemic character; thus we
should not expect to find in it the Iamblichean higher Theology fully elaborated and
argued. But fortunately we possess a very characteristic passage, I, 19, 59.15-60.8: 'Emti
0¢ ye Twv Oewv €v TN EVWoel MAVTWV £0TLV 1] TAELS, TA TE MOWTA Kol devTEQN
avTOV YEVN Kal T mepL avta GuOHEVA TIOAAX €V €V T OAa ouVLpEOTNKE, TO TE
TIAV €V aUTOLG €0TL TO €V, &EXT) Te Kal péoa kal TéAn kat avTo T0 €V OUVUTIAQXEL
wot’ €Tl ye tovtwv ovde xon Cntetv mobev 10 €v dnaoy Edriet. avTo Yo 6 Tl
TOTE €0TLV €V AVTOIG TO Elval, TOUTO AUTWV VTTIAQXEL TO €V. KAl TX HEV deVTEQM
HEVEL KATA TX AVTA €V TQ VI TV TEWTWY, T ¢ MEWTa ddWOL TOIG dEVTEQOLS TNV
ad’ favtwv Evwowy, mavia O év dAANNAolg kowwviav €xel e adaAvTov
ovumAoknc. What more conclusive could we wish than the formula (as advanced as
late Athenian Neoplatonism): av10 yap 6 ti moté éotwv &v adtoic 10 €ival, TOUTO
avtwv vnapxer 1o Ev. The very nature and peculiar character of divinity consists in
oneness>.  Whether Iamblichus called the gods évadec accordingly or not is
immaterial. It is logical that he referred to them in this way; but in any case he did
introduce, as we saw, the doctrine of divine henads, in essence if not in name.

In fact it is this very doctrine which provides the philosophical foundation for
Tamblichus’ unique interpretation of the first hypothesis of Parmenides as being about

gods no less than about the Supreme God®. Proclus, in criticizing this view, gives an

2. Cf. 1, 8, 27.13-15: kati O pEV OVTWS OV Kal KA EVTO AOMUATOV TAVTAXOD ¢0TIV GTOLTEQ GV
BovAnTal, to d¢ Oelov Kal mavta VTEREXOV, el DTEQEXETAL DO TS TOL OAOL KOOHOL TEAELOTNTOG
Kal g év pégetl Tvi VT avToL TeQLEANTITAL, EAATTOVTOL AQX KAL TOU KATA TO OWHA HeyEOouc.
O¢lov is clearly above the vtwc dv and kO’ éavtod dowpatov.

* This supreme god of the first Parmenidean hypothesis is the One, not counting, of course, the mavtn
amopontog apxr). That this last Ultimate Principle is to be left out of the class of hypostases referred to
in the Parmenidean hypotheses is also the view of Damascius; v. De Primis Principiis, vol. I, p. 37.26-
38.10 (cf. also p. 7.15-8.5). — For evidence concerning lamblichus’ view v. Proclus, In Parmenidem,
1054.37-1055.2 (Cousin): ot 0¢ peta tovtouvg (Proclus has already distinguished two general plans of
interpretation for the sequence of the Platonic hypotheses in Parmenides, (1) 1052.31-1053.37 and (2)
1053.37-1054.37; now he starts describing a third way) kat” &AAov toémov elodyovteg T Ovia (in
two mss. the view there mentioned is ascribed to Iamblichus, and this is rendered certain by a number
of confirmations on the part of Damascius for specific points), v pév mownv (sc. hypothesis)
Aéyovteg eival Tegl Beov kat Oewv (00 Yo HOVOV Ttepl ToL €VOg AAAX Kal Ttepl ooV TV Oelwv
Evadwv avtny motetoOat Tov Adyov etc. There is a lacuna unfortunately at the end of the passage, to
be supplied by something like: dAA& kat el maocwv twv Oelwv Evadwv avtnv oteloBat tov Adyov
<kal Wl mepl TWV> vonTwv <Oe@v' TNV d& deLTEQAV TEQL MAVTOS TOVU VOEQOD TIAATOLG™> TV O&
toltnv etc. For the first part of my addition v. Proclus Theologia Platonica, Book III, 23 (p. 82.4-22
Westerink, ed. Budé), where it is implied that Iamblichus claimed that the negations in the first
hypothesis apply to God and Gods in general, that is to the common superessential divinity of Gods,
whereas the negated attributes refer to the intelligible gods in particular, i.e. the gods specifically
associated to the Intelligible realm. Through the negation of attributes pertaining to the specifically

Intelligible implicit multiplicity (the highest realm next to the One), the absolute transcendence of the
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account of it which confirms what has been said above concerning the henadic
nature of gods according to Iamblichus (confirms not merely as to the words, but
regarding the fundamental requirements of the Iamblichean system as well) In Parm.
1066.16-28: Avaykn tolvuv... twv ovowv (the passage quoted in the preceding
note).

All Gods, and not only the Supreme Divine Principle, are thus beyond being —
they are the first existences, all supraessential. In this way, their absolute
transcendence, in all their multiplicity, is radically safeguarded. Consequently, they
occupy the first rank of hypostatical reality, superior to even pure being, let alone to
intelligences, ideas, souls or things of this World. This satisfies in a drastic and
fundamental way the two former requirements of the ancient religious
consciousness, as above analysed: divine transcendence and divine multiplicity.

But there was another crucial condition which ought to be fulfilled, in order

for the system to naturally satisfy the religious reality without falsifying it. Gods

One is expressed. That the intelligible multiplicity is denied of the One in the First Hypothesis was in
fact lamblichus’ view, as Proclus says In Parmenidem, 1090.13-25; but I suspect the correctness of the
Proclean presentation in the passage from Th. Pl. above quoted. Probably the vontot O¢ot there meant
refer to the intelligible multiplicity “appearing for the first time” within the last grade of the Intelligible
realm, the vontai povadec mentioned in the latter passage from In Parm. (See what has been said
about them before). Or still better, what is meant is the first multitude which appears just after the
Intelligible world, at the uppermost summit of the Intellective Realm (in fact, as the first order of the
Intelligible-Intellective World. - Proclus did have the tendency to occassinally misrepresent
lamblichus (cf. the above given example about the Demiurge). — Damascius was a much better
receiver of lamblichean orthodoxy, as has been already noticed. In any case these vontat plovadeg can
be described (in view of the non-separation of being and unity in the Intelligible Realm) as inferior
intelligible gods. Cf. further on the same subject, very clearly, In Parmenidem, 1066.16 sqq.: avaykn
tolvuy, elmeg povov Kal amav to Oelov UeQ ovoiav Eotiv, 1) TEQL TOL TEWTOL OE0L HOVOV ElvaL TOV
ntagovTa Aoyov (sc. the first hypothesis), 6¢ o1 pdvog éotiv Omép ovoiav, 1) Tepl MavTwv Bewv Katl
TV HeT’ €kelvov, WomeQ aflovot tveg TV ULV aolwv (sc. lamblichus in particular!). émewdr) yoo
niag 0edc, kabo Oede, Evac 0Tt (TOUTO YAQ €0TL TO MAONG ovoing EkbewTidv, TO €v) — dia 1) TOUTO
oLVATTEY AELODOL TH) TRl BeoD ToL TEWTOL Bewola TV TeQl Oewv ATAVTWV VP YNOLV. TAVTES
Yao elowv Evadeg DTEQOVOLOL, KAl ToU MANO0UE TV GVIWV VTTEQAVEXOLOAL, KAl AKQOTNTES TWV
ovowwv. There follows then Proclus” objection to the Iamblichean position, based on the distinction
between the absolute One on the one hand, and the many participated henads on the other, the
évadeg which by being partipated confer existence on the various orders of substantive reality. — As
to the second part of my addition (following Cousin), v. Proclus in Parm. 1055.20-21; and also Th. PL,
Book [, 11, p. 52.15-6 (the disjunction — émti mav t0 vontov mA&tog 1 voeoov — may well refer to the
fact that, according to Proclus, if the negated attributes refer to the vontov mAn0Oog in the first
hypothesis, then the same must refer to the voepov mAatog in the second one, v. Th. PI., Book 1II, 23, p.
82.17-22 — an already referred to passage _. Concerning the Iamblichean view, that God and Gods are
treated in the first hypothesis, see Proclus’ criticism in In Parm. 1064.21-1065.1; 1066.16-1071.8. Cf. also
In Parm. Book VII, p. 36.8-18.
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must possess peculiarities of their own, a specific character as well as a divine
hypostasis. Of course such a distinction in the case of the henadic gods between
hypostatic existence and its hypostatic character inadmissible in view of their
eminent unity; it is not that they exist and exhibit a particular nature as well — to say
the least, a character is a forma essendi, and being has not as yet been segregated from
oneness in Gods as we saw. Rather their very unitary existence must be conceived as
being modified in each case in a way which corresponds to the being—peculiarities of
the things over which they severally preside — constituting, preserving and
perfecting them.

To this religious requirement Iamblichus answers with an elaborate doctrine
concerning the Orders of Gods. Their distinctions correspond to the divisions of
substantial reality — in fact the Gods of a certain order prefigure in an absolutely
unitary way the peculiarities of the order of beings which they produce. Thus we can
only epistemologically conceive of the divine orders following the clues provided by
the articulations of the essential reality (the reality of things or beings), whereas in
realityand truth the procession of things follow the hidden, implicit differentiations
of divinity. The hidden prefigures in unity what is manifest in the articulations of all
being-determinations. The gods is the cause of the associated field of reality in each
case.

I shall not attempt here to reconstruct lamblichus” system of divine orders
from the existing, scanty information concerning it. What will be done is rather (a) to
give what I believe the main divisions were, (b) to exemplify in a few instances the
highly elaborate character of the system, and (c) to explain why does Proclus ascribe
to his teacher Syrianus the highly articulate interpretation of the Second
Parmenidean hypothesis as illustrating the entire divine procession from the One

down to the lowermost orders of Gods.

(a) The succession of principles at the uppermost side of reality has already
been given:
TTAVTN ATIOEETTOG
|
ATAQCG €V
|
VO TOV
This vontov is the principle “frozen around the One” as Iamblichus, we saw,
put it. But below it there was another vontov, if we so wish to call it, reachable by
“noeric” (voepa), intellectual activity of the highest and most unified order, and thus
itself somehow “noetic”, intelligent, in nature: this is what the Athenian

Neoplatonists called vontév-voepdy, intelligible-noetic (“noeric”) realm, and posited
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between absolute intelligibles and pure intelligences®. After it the World of

3 Very briefly, some evidence for the postulation of this hypostasis on the part of lamblichus is the
following. Sallustius, his follower, in the compendium ITeot Oecwv kat kéouov, has the division of
gods, VI, 1: twv d¢ Oe@wv ol uev elowv €ykéoutol, ol O& UmeQKOTHIOL EYKOOLLiovg d& Aéyw avTovg
toug tov Koopov molovvtag Oeovc. twv d¢ Dmeprooptiowyv ot pev ovoiag moovot [Oewv] (I athetize
twv Oe@v — probably it came from a marginal gloss on Umepkoopiwv, to which it must be connected if
kept in the text by way of hyperbaton), ol d¢ vovv, ot 0& Puxde. Kkal dix ToUTo TEEIS EXovat TAeLS Kol
MACAG €V TOIG TePL ToUTWV AdYolc éotiv eVEetv. The ovola here is the kaBaod ovola, as we saw, is
“after” the Intelligible domain strictly speaking. And this is what Proclus calls vont ovoia In
Parmenidem, 1067.6-7. (In any case it corresponds to what was above called pure ovoia). The Proclean
passage is the immediate sequel to the one quoted in extensor above, n. 33. Proclus here purports to
discover an inherent contradiction in Iamblichus’ position concerning the interpretation of the first
hypothesis. He begins by invoking lamblichus” agreement to what he will say, 1066.33: €l d¢ t0 pév
TMEWTLOTOV €V, WS dOKEL MOV Kal avTols (sc. lamblichus as is evident by the context, v. n. 33) uaAwota,
TIAVTOV HOVWS €0TL, Kol AOVVIAKTOV TEOG TA &AAQ TavTa, kol apléfekTov paotv avTto agmaoav
mEOS TV OAwV, kal &yvwotov Toig maowy eéEnonpévov. And then he describes the Iamblichean
position regarding the évadeg other than the Supreme One, in these terms; 1067.4 sqq.: éxdotn d¢ TV
AAAWV EVADWV HEDEKTN TG €0TL KAl OV HOVOV €VAS AAAa kal TANB0uG oikelov petéxovoa (in the
loose sense in which the participated participates in the participating), kai ovolag 1} vontig 1) voegag
1 YUXIKNG 1] KAl owpatikng —péxot Yo tevtng npoetowv 1) nébeic. (Then follows the statement of
the inconsistency which he thinks he discovers in the Iamblichean position). This vontov, therefore,
must be what one may call second or lesser vontév. — Concerning the likelihood of the existence of
two vonta in lamblichus, I may adduce the following evidence. The vontév properly so called (at
least at its highest grade for Damascius, but Iamblichus insisted on the eminently unified character of
the entire vontov, so we should probably apply the following remarks to the whole of it as such) was
for Jamblichus beyond the reach of vovg; Damascius, De Primis Principiis, vol. I p. 151.18-22: 6Tt pev
Tolvuv oUte DL, oUTe dlavola, oUTe v TQ PLXIKQ@, OVTE VOT|OeL HeTAt AOYOL TEQIANTITOV, AAA’
0LdE T1) TOL VOU avTeAel MEQLWT), 0VTE TG &AvOeL TOD VOU alpetov, oUTe EMPBOAT) OAwG, oUTe Kata
ETEQELOLV  WOLOMEVTV, OUTE Katax meQIANPLy, oUTE TV TOLODTOV TQOTIOV EKEVO YVWOTOV,
ovyxwontéov tavta T peyaAw TappAixw. Damascius then proceeds to inquire, about this vontov,
whether it is at all yvwotov (albeit by an absolutely unified supra-noetic intellection), or completely
ayvwotov. He suggests that lamblichus appears at times to be inclined towards either alternative,
though he really believes that this appearance has to do with our inadequacy at comprehending the
actual Iamblichean thought (152.2-5). The question is thoroughly pursued in the sequel, and is
approached from various angles, before finding its highly elaborate and typically Damascian solution.
In the course of the discussion, Damascius repeats in more definite terms the apparent discrepancy of
the Iamblichean positions concerning this matter; 154.7 sqq.: xwolg d¢ toUtwVv kat ot Oeotl (sc. the
Chaldaean Oracles, as being the revelation of gods themselves) yiyvwokeocOar t0 vontov
amodaivovtat ocadwg, ov povov Aéyovrteg voeioOat kat voetv (in itself; cf. Proclus, Theologia
Platonica, Book IV p. 179.9 (Portus): 6oa voovvta voeltal kata t© Aoylov) - 1jdn pév tavta Kol
AAAwG €Enyovvtat ol PtAdoodol, TO VONToV TRokeloOaL T VO AEYOVTES, OUX WG YVWOTOV, AAA” g
EPETOV, Kal ATO TOVTOL TATNEOVODAL TOV VOOV AéyovTeg, o yVvaoews, AN ovolag kat g 0ANg
Kal vonng TeAeldmnTog: oUtw Yoo TMoAAaxoL kat O TappBAxog kat ol pet” avtov a&tovotv. (These

philosophers after lamblichus principally are Syrianus and Proclus. — That vontov therefore,
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according to this acceptation, does not give yvawotv and vonowv to the subordinate entities but being
and intelligible perfection. Thus it is not the intelligible of an intelligence). oUk &el d¢ oUTwg, AAA” €v
AAAOLG KAl TV YV@OOLV €V T VONT@ Kal TeQl avto KataAelmovoy, we &v toig XaAdaikolg
opoAoyovuévws 6 TappAcxog (in his voluminous Commentaries on the Chaldaean Theology, cf. p.
86.5-6). The magnificent Fragment 1 (ed. Des Places) of the Chaldaean Oracles is then invoked, in
support of the knowledgeability after a certain fashion of the vontov.

£€0TLV YAOQ TL VONTOV, O XO1 O€ VOELY VOou &vOeL.

NV Yo ETeYKALVIIC 0OV VOUV KAKELVO VONCG

@G TL VOV, 0V Kelvo VONjoels. €0TL YAQ AAKNG

apdupaoDs dVVAULS VOEQALS OTQATITOVOA TOUALOLY.

OV d1) xo1) 0POOROTNTL VOELV TO VONTOV EKELVO

AAA vOOL TavaoL tavar PAoYL TTdvTa HeTEOVOT)

TIAT|V TO VONTOV €KELVO. XQEW O1) TOLTO Vonjoat

OVK ATEVQWS, AN Ayvov dmdoteodov Supa pEégovTa

OT)C PUXNG TELVAL KEVEOV VOOV E€IG TO VONTOV,

0dpoa Hadnc to vontov, Emetl voou EEw DTIAQXEL.

And indeed we can produce explicit evidence from Damascius that lamblichus admitted a
unique and very special kind of approach to, and contact, with the vontov, when the Intellect
combines all its vorjoewg into one unitary, basic, root-vonoic capable of somehow reaching out
towards the vontov; v. de primis principiis, vol. I, p. 273.17-21: 10 pév ovv aAn0éc wde Exewv meiBopat
mavTog HaAAov, kat 6 TapBALXog MoAAaX0D TTOAVS dvaykalwv ULV TAG TTOAAAC VONOELS OloV Eig
&v kévtpov ouvegeldeoBat, Kol TNV TEQLPOQAV KEVTQOV TIOLELY, Kol OUTW TIROTLEVAL TG T)VWUEVQ
KAl VO TQ NMVWHEVOS Kol VONTS X HeYAAN vorjoet Kal ddlakQitw kat vonti. Similarly, but also
contrastedly, vol. I, p. 147.22-148.3: 60ev kat O TauPAixog €v t@ €vi HEVELY TO VONTOV ATEPTVATO,
0Tt HAAAOV Tjvwtat TEOg aTO Kal kaT aVTO eDOTIOLEITAL T) KATA TO OV. AUéAeL 0VdE dwpLoTadl Tt év
avT@, OLK OVTLA, OV VONTOV OUK AAAO OVDEV, €V TOUTw d¢ EXEL TO elval, €V TQ TAVIA €lval KATX
ovvalgeoty, TOLTO d¢ avTOD €0TL Kal TO OvIwe vontov (sc. that it is mavta after the intelligible
fashion).

TAVT €0TLYAQ, AAAX VONTQG,

dNot TO AGYLOV. CUVAYEL (SC. TO VONTOV) YOO €1 €V TTAOAS U@V TAS VONOELS KAl TOLEL Hioty
OLVEANUUEVNV €K TTAOWV TIAVTEAT Kal &OLdKQLTOV Kal wg dAnBwe Nvwuévny vonoty, oiav tov
vontov €kelvov TNV vonowv eivat PovAetat 6 TapPAcxog (that is, the vontov acts on our vovg by
conferring upon it “intelligible perfection” — to use the above quoted expression — something similar
to, but far from identical with its own proper intellection). Finally, cf. also p. 109.10-15: kataxowueOa
0¢ OUwG TOlG OVOHaoLy €U ékelvawv, ovk Exovteg aliag ékelvwv émwvoulag (the general principle).
ovdE yap vonoels éxopev tolavtac. Ovde yag avtd T vorjpata ANTI Tals VONoeotv €0TL Taig
NHeTéQALS. OVDE YOO TALC TOD VOU TEQLWTIALS VOELTAL TO AKQOV TOL vVONToL Katd Tov TauPALxov -
AAA0 oLUTITOEAL DEL KAl TOV VOV TAG OIKEIXG VOTOELS €IG TO VONTOV, €l HEAAOL CLVENUEVOS WV
ETUPAAAELY KAl OTIWOOLV T TAVTN CLVNENHEVE. —

But the conflict is, as Damascius himself intimated, more apparent than real. (V. De primis
Principiis, vol. 1, p. 148.10-1, regarding the very issue we are considering: MoOAAQX pévtot avTiAéyety
dOKOUVTEG €olikaplev TeQl Ovopatog Hovov moteloBoal tv dwpdxnv). For the above quoted
Chaldaean Oracle probably refers to the vontog vovg at most — it is the évépyeia of the matown
dvvayg, as is indicated by vv. 3-4.

——————————————— £0TLyAQ AAKNG
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Intelligence comes (voepov), then the psychic realm and finally the bodily reality
of material existence (kOOHOG CwpaTKOg). Schematically put:
kaBapx ovola (perhaps a deVTEQOV VONTOV)
I
VOoUg
I
boxn
I

oW

(b) Of course this schema would only give the basic framework of reality.
Tamblichus did not stop there; he further articulated this structure according to the
exigencies of higher Adyoc and the demands of the religious consciousness. Thus, for
instance, he postulated three “fathers” in the noeric (voepov) domain; we are
fortunate to have one actual fragment of his concerning them (it is not recognized by
Diehl as such, but the style is absolutely unmistakeable). The passage is referred to
above, and is in Proclus, In Timaeum, vol. I, p. 308.19 sqq: meot yao ¢ év Ttuaiew 100

Atoc Anunyopiac yoadwv (sc. 0 TapPALXOG) HETX TAS VONTAS TOLADAS KAL TAS TWV

AUPLPAOVG OVVALLS VOEPALC OTEATITOVOX TOUXIOLY
[voeoal toual refer of course to the properly intellective and intellectual activity. It is naturally
against the context as well as the doctrine in question to take these lines as referring to human mind
(with Kroll p. 11 n. 1), as Festugiere saw (La Révélation d’ Hermes Trismégiste, tom. IV, p. 133 n. 2)].
Apdupanc is usually (and especially from the cultic point of view) connected with Hecate (with the
two torches on either side of her), and thus related to an even lower stratum of reality. The use in Fr.
158 (apdipaovta) and Fr. 163 (apducvedr|c in the later passage) (ed. de Places) does not imply the
highest suprasensible domain specifically, quite the contrary. It is thus possible and indeed probable
that the vontov meant in the given Oracle is not pure intelligibility, but highest Intelligence which is
intelligible to proper intellects by supreme intellection and an Intelligible order which intellects by
attenuated intelligibility. We have already referred to Proclus, Th. PI., Book IV, 6oa voovvta voettat
Kkata to Adyov; cf. also Fr. 77 of the Chaldaean Oracles:
alye (sc. the magic tvyyec) voovuevar <ék> matpdOev voéovat kal avtal,
BovAaic dpOEyKTOIS KIVOULEVAL WOTE VO OAL

lamblichus probably means such a distinct realm of reality when he says in De Mysteriis, VIII,
3, 263.3-6: ToVTOL O& (TOL VOOG) TO Ev-apees kat 6 Pnot (sc. Hermes Trismegistos, lamblichus is
interpreting the Egyptian mysteries) moawtov paievua mootdtret, 6v kal Eiktwv émovoudlel, &v ¢ on
TO TPWTOV £07TL VOOUV Kal TO mpwTov vontov (as distinguished moments in identity), 6 o1 kai dOwx
otyng novng Oegamevetat. — I should suggest that the relative comprehensibility of vontov refers to
this realm rather than to pure and absolute Intelligibility which, for Iamblichus, is solidly frozen
around the One. We might then suggest the identity of this realm with pure ovota, which, as we have
seen, lies just outside the strict vontov. But the whole subject needs, and deserves, much more and
detailed study.
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<vontwv  kat>¥® voepwv Oewv TEEC TOWAdAC, €V TN voepa £Bdouddl TV
TOlTNV €V TOIG MATOACLY ATIOVEUEL T ONUIOVOYQ TAELY' TOEIS YaQ elvat Beolg
tovtovg Kat apa toig [TvBayopelolg Duvnuévoug, «ot (sc. ot ITvBaydpelol) tov
pev évog vou (sc. the first and highest mind)», ¢noi, (sc. 6 TapBArxog), «kat Tog
HOVAdAG OAaG &€V €Ut TEQLEXOVTOG TO ATAODV Kal AdlaipeTov kol ayafoeldeg
Kal HEVOV €V €Ut Kal CLUVNVWHEVOV TOLG VOTTOLS KAl T TOlXUTA YVWRIoHATX
¢ UMEQOXNG TAQADEDWKACL TOL d& HEOOL (SC. TMATQOS VOEQOV) Kal TV
OUVUTIANIQWOLV CUVAYOVTOG TWV TOLWV TO YOVIHOV TwV Oev kat t0 ovuvayayov
TV TOLWV KAL TO TNG €VEQYEIRG ATIOTANQWTIKOV Kal TO ¢ Oelag Cwng yevvnTuKov
Kal TO TEOLOV TtavTn kal t0 ayaboveyov kKaAAota detypata Aéyovot, tov de
tolTov Kat dnuoveyovvtog ta 6Aa (this is the Anuoveykog Novg) tag povipovg
TEOODOLE KAL TAG TWV AlTiwv GAWV TOUOELS KAl OLUVOXAGS, TAS Te APWOLOUEVAS
0Aag Tolg eldeov altiag KAt TAg mEolovoAg TAoAs dnpovEYIag Kat To ol
TOVTOLG, TEKUTNOLX KAAALOTA AVAdIOATKOLO .

I shall, as I said, give only a few examples in order to make clear the highly
articulated theory of Gods introduced by Iamblichus. (The Athenian Preplatonists
assumed such speculation from him). So he acknowledged peounv mnynv twv
duetdiktwv Oewv (Damascius, De Pr. Princ.,, vol. I, p. 241.26-7: oVtw 0¢ Kal
AUEAKTWV TYNV HEQKNV €yKataolOpel tals peowkals mnyaic O TaupArxog,
woTmeQ taic 0Aaig). His general principle is that every order and function of reality is
coordinated to a corresponding divine principle as its source, cause and sustaining
factor. He even coordinated particular ocvunepdopata in the Parmenidean
hypotheses to specific orders of gods, like the ovvoyxeic and teAetdpxat (taken
probably from the Chaldaean Oracles), v. Damascius, vol. II p. 200.16; 216.11. For a
typical doctrine concerning intricate divine orders see Proclus, In Timaeum, vol. III p.

197.12 sqq. Such examples may suffice for our present point.

(c) One word may be finally said concerning the question, why then does
Proclus explicitly mentions Syrianus as the originator of the view that in the Second
Parmenidean hypothesis the particular cvunegdopata correspond, in their orderly
succession, to specific orders of Gods — the view of the kat’” &pOpa dwrigeois of the
second hypothesis in correlation to divine hierarchies and theogonies (v. Theologia
Platonica, Book I, pp. 41 sqq. Westerink, Budé ed.; cf. In Parmenidem, 1061.23 sqq.;
1063.4 sqq.; cf. Damascius, de primis principiis in Platonis Parmenidem, vol. II, 259.8
sqq., where Syrianus is said to have advocated a similar approach even for the third

hypothesis). The inference from what has been said is clear, and the solution to this

* The addition is necessary. Diehl omits to mention it.
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problem is very simple. Proclus means exactly what he says: not that Syrianus
was the first to philosophise in detail about complicated divine orders, but the first to
correlate them, one to one, to the particular succession of results in the Parmenidean

second hypothesis.

Tamblichus, we conclude, was the first to try to satisfy systematically the third,
as well, of the above mentioned basic requirements of ancient religious
consciousness. The various orders of Gods — henads philosophically speaking —
proceed out of the Supreme Oneness and follow (or rather cause) the procession of
reality to the very lowest grade. So there are even sensible gods with body (O¢cot
owpatikot), gods immanent in this world. But all gods transcend being in another
fundamental sense, for all gods are exceedingly unified to one another, and divinity
is beyond being, godhead is above thinghood*. We can see how the first religious

requirement is meant in a wonderfully coherent and profound way.

* The best analysis of their unity in their very diversity (diversity not merely on the same level, but in
a highly articulated seiraic structure of subordination) is given by lamblichus himself in De Mysteriis, I,
19. I have quoted above from this chapter p. 59.15 sqq. Cf. also there 57.16-58.8; the question is about
the divinity of the bodily gods and their relation to the supreme intelligible godhead. Says lamblichus:
Aéyw d1 0OV WG &ATO TV VONTWV OelwVv MAQADELYHATWY KAl TTEQL AT ATOYEVVATAL TA EUPAVT
TV OV AyAAPATA, YEVOUEVA TE TAVTEAQS €V alTOoLS (dQUTAL KAl QOGS avT AVIKoLTaY EXEL
TV an’ avtov anoteAecOeloav elkova, £Té0ws Te T ALTA AAANV dlakdoUN oLy dednuiovEynTAaL,
OoLVEXT) T €0TL T TNOE TEOG EKEVA KT piav Evwoty, Kal ta pev madvta Oelor voepa eldn Toig
OQWHEVOLS OWUAOL TWV eV XWOLOTWS AVTWV TEOVTIAQXEL Tt O AKTA Kol VTTEQOLQAVIA AVTWYV
vonta mapadelypata pével kad fovta Evi OHOD TTAVTO KATX TV dlalwviay avTtwV UTTEQBOANV.
Typically lamblichean thought and expression! And in conclusion at the end of the marvelous chapter,
60.15-61.4: kat tovTo TG TWV OE@V altiag Kat dakooUnoews oty Eé€aipetov, dioTeQ dvwbev péxoL
oL TéAovg g Oelag tdlewc 1) o) dirjkel MAvTwV Evwolc — oL (I correct from ei) dn Tovto &Elov
apdopntety, tovvavtiov yag &v v Oavuaotdyv, el pr) oltwg eixev. Kat meot pév tng ovvadng twv

atloOnTv Be@v WELUEVWVY TIROS TOLG Vo ToLg Beovc Tooavta elprobw.



