ADDITIONAL NOTES

onN

THE PARMENIDES.

FROM THE MS. COMMENTARY * OF PROCLUS ON THAT DIALOGUE.

—

THE beginning of this admirable Commentary, which is dedicated to Afclepiodotus
the phyﬁcian,’ is as follows :—¢“ I befeech all the Gods and Goddeffes to lead my ine
telle@ to the propofed theory, and, enkindling in me the fplendid light of truth, to
expand my dianoétic power to the fcience of beings, to open the g;tes of my foul to
the reception of the divine narration of Plato, and, conduéting, as to a port, my know-
ledge to the moft fplendid of being, to liberate me from an abundance of falfe wif~
dom, and the wandering about non-beings, by a more intellectual converfe with real
beings, through which alone the eye of the foul is nourithed and watered, as Socrates
faysin the Phaedrus. And may the intelligible Gods impart to me a perfe& intelleét ;
the intelle@ual, an anagogic power ; the fapermundane rulers, an energy indiffoluble

and liberated from material knowledge ; the governors of the world, a winged life;

# Though I have already cited largely from this admirable Commentary, yet I rejoice in the opportunity
which is afforded me of making the following additions from it. There is not, perhaps, among the writings
of the antients any one which, on the whole, is fo well calculated to lead the lover of wifdom gradually to a
knowledge of the moft fublime, arduous, and felicitous dotrines of the philofophy of Plato. Ineftimably
great are the bonefits which T have derived from the ftudy of it; and it is my earneft with that the reader of
thefe and the preceding extralls may be able to ftrengthen this teftimony of its excellence by his own ex-
perience. For, if I may be allowed to prophe(y, this Work, if not at prefent, will at fome future period be A
the fource of the greateft good to mankind, and will be admired and ftudied as it deferves, while the duratiun
of writings of a different kind, though now fo popular, will, whentompared with' the extent of thir, be

fleeting like that of morrting dreams,
the
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-the angclic choirs, a true unfolding into light of divine concerns ; beneficent deemons,
a plenitude of infpiration from the Gods; and heroes, a magnanimity permanently
venerable and elevated |  And, in fhort, may all the divine genera perfe@ly prepare
me for the participation of the moft infpeQive and myflic theory which Plato unfolds to
us in the Parmenides, with a profundity adapted to the things themfelves! And mayeft
thou*, who art truly agitated with divinc fury, in conjun&ian with Plato, who wert
my aflociate in the reftoration of divine truth, my lcader in this theory, and the true
hierophant of thefe divine doérines, fill me with thy moft pure intellectual concep-
tions! FoR, WITH RESPECT TO THIS TYPE OF PHILOSOPHY, I SHOULD say, THAT
IT CAME TO MEN FOR THE BENEFI'T OF TERRESTRIAL SOULS; THAT IT MIGHT BE
INSTEAD OF STATUES, INSTEAD OF TEMPLES, INSTEAD OF THE WHOLE OF SACRED
INSTITUTIONS, AND THE LEADER OF SAFETY BOTH TO THE MEN THAT NQW. ARE,
AND TO THQSE THAT SHALL EXIST HEREAFT ER t.—Evyopas 1o5 Ssotg maws nas TATUige
7703;1yna'w JAOU TOV YOUY E1§ THY TPOREI{UsVHY stpmu, xau, Qg ev ot TTINTYOY THG adyfang avas,
WrvTas avamAwoal Ty Ny Siavoiay € GUTIY TV TWK OVTWY ETITTUY, avorfaite Tag THG
dm%n; TH§ Eung TUAAG &g Gﬂ'oﬁqx@v 135 evdzou Tov TIAaTwyog UQnynaewg, na o'p/.uo-avmg pov
T yyws v g 0 Qavotatos Tou oviog, TavTais THg WAANNG viaa'olpla;, HaL TS Tpt T puAf
TR 71'7\“1/71;, Ty WEPK TaX VT VOGPWT“T{’ 3IQTPIC:1| W‘ap’ (A:V MVOV TQ THS II/UXAW‘ 0‘/4‘““ 7?5@57“[ T“
nas apdivas xafamsp Qrow 6 e T Pasdpw Sewnparng. evdavvas Te oty youy v Tehcow Toig voy
roig Seorg’ Suvapiy 3¢ avaywyovy Toig Yoepoig” evepryeiay O aAUTOV Xaxi aQeipevy Twy VAIXWY yywe
Ty, Toig Umsp Teoy oviwy OAwy nyeuoraug” Ly O emrspwpsiyy Toig Tov 100 pov Aaryovrecis”
axQayoty ¢ reoy Sziwy arybyy, voig Yy ERIXOIE X,00015" XTOT AYQWE sy O g Worpa, Sewy EMIRVOIAGy
T015 a7a901; smpovat;' peya?\o@gom 3 nau oy Ko u'lpn}\nv XATA TTATIH, TOIS n‘ewo’/.
Tovta 3¢ amAws Jua YEV], Mapxoriny evBnvat 401 TENEQY E1g TV JMETOUTIAY TS ETCTTiN=
'rmi'vn; Tov MAatwrog xeu puotinwrarys 3.-'wg/a;, w exQawer poy ﬁ;ur ovTog & TR Hag‘u.ewsp
RETA TG TPOTHXOUTHS TOIG T PAY AT S Baburirog. avymiwes 3 Taig favtou m@ae_wmrm; ML=
Coass ¢ T TIAazwnt pev o Banysuoag wi ahgbuw; nat oportios natastas (lege ;/4001917(,0;

xaTaTacTarns) Tis Jaiag aryfias, Tng d¢ Dswwprag iy rysvoperog TaVING Ny piyy Xk Twy Seiwy

* Proclus here invokes his preceptor Syrianus; by which it appears that this Commeptary was writtep
after the death of that great philofopher.

1 This coneluding fentence forms the motto to this tranflation of Plato’s works.

2 ’ TouTwy
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Puge 37. When we arrived at Aihens from Clagomenia, c.

The Italic philof()pher‘s, fays Proclus, being converfant with the fpeculation of the
forms of beings, concerned themfclves but little with the philofophy of obje@s of opi-
nion ; but thofe of Ionia paid little attention to the theory of intelligibles, but mi-
nutely confidered nature, and the works of nature.  Socrates and Plato, however, par-
ticipating of both thefe philofophies, gave perfetion to the fubordinate, and unfolded
the more elevated. This, indced, Socrates manifefts in the Phado, when he fays,
that formerly he was a lover of phyfiology, but that afterwards he rccurred to forms
and the divine caufes of beings. Hence, that which they demonfirate in their philo~
fophy, by giving perfecion both to the Tonic and Italic doérines, this Plato appcars
to me to have indicated by the prefent circumftance; and what is wonderful in it, and
fufficiently explanatory of the things which are here difcufled, thofe from Ionia come
10 Athens, that they may partake of more perfe@ dogmas : but thofe from Athens do
not for the fume reafon go to Italy, that they may partake of the Italic phil'of'ophy; but,
on the contrary, being at Athens, they there communicate their proper dogmas.
Thus, alfo, thofe who are able to look to beings themfelves, will perceive that things
firft arc every where prefent with unimpeded energy, as far as to the laft of things,
through fuch as are middles ; that fuch as are laft are perfeed through middles ; and
that middles receive into themfelves that which is imparted by firft natures, but move
and convert to themfelves fuch as are laft. Let, therefore, Ionia be a fymbol of na-
ture; but Italy of an intclleGtual effence; and Athens of that which has a middle
fubfiftence, through which, to cxcited fouls, there is an afcent from nature tointelle@.
‘This, therefore, Cecphalus immediately fays in the Introdu&ion, that coming from
Clazomenia to Athens for the fake of hearing the difcourfes of Parmenides, he met
in the forum with Adimantus and Glauco, and through thefe becoming acquainted
with Antiphon, heard the difcourfes, which he related as he had learnt them from Py-
thc;dorus, who had heard them from Parmenides. Through this alfo it is indicated,

‘ that
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that he who is to be led back to an intelligible effcnce oi:ght, in the firft place, to be
excited from body, and to fly from a communion with it: for the body is the habita-
tion of the foul. In the next place, that he fhould conne@ himfelf with the allotinent
of Minerva among wholes, through the participation of which allotment, it is no
‘]onger wonderful that the foul fhould become a fpeator of firfl entities, and throughn
thefe arrive at the infpection of the unities of beings. But if you are not only willing
to fpeak in this manner, but ftill more univerfally, you may fay, that the Gods who
govern nature, and the all-various powers of material forms, and who alfo contain the
whole of indivifible and fenfible reafons, are fufpended from thie firft caufe, and, being
illuminated by Mincrva, are converted to the intelle@ual region, and haftily withdraw
themfelves from the mundane fyflem; for this al(o is faid to be the habitation of the
Gods which it contains. By this converfion, alfo, they, are Ted to the united multitude
of beings, and there, through divine power, proceed to the monad of all multitude,
For what is here faid by Plato affords an image of thefe things to thofe that are not
entirely unacquainted with fuch-like fpeculations.  For every phyfical form is worfe
than multitude ; bat the multitude above this is, indeed, as it is faid to be, multitude,
but alfo participates of a coordinate unity. But prior to this is the exempt one, to
" which there ‘is an afcent through the duad as a medium. The departure, therefore,
from Clazomenia evinces an energy exempt from phyfical reafons ; but the meeting
with Adimantus and Glauco in the forum indicates the dominion of the duad in
united multitude ; and the affociation with Antiphon through thefe, the returning to.
their unity, by which they derive perfection, and a plenitude of divine goods. For
in cvery order of Gods thereis a monad, and the dominion of the duad, and the whole
of diftributed is conjoined with the monad, through united multitude, and the duad
it contains,'which is the mother, and, as it were, roet of this multitude.

Thefe things, asI have faid, afford an image of the Gods themfelves, and will pre-
fent to thofe who are willing to follow the analogy, an abundance of conception. For
you may obferve that the Clazomenians are many, but that Adimantus and Glauco
are two; and through thefe two the many communicate with Antiphon, who'is one.
And it is evident that every where the multiplied enjoys the monad through the duad ;

that things fecondary are always fufpended from the natures prior to them; and that
al)
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all are extended to the one Parmenidean intelle@®.  For the Clazomenians are in want
of Adimantus and Glauco ; thefe lcad the Clazomenians to Antiphon ; Antiphon fills
them with the difcourfes of Pythodorus ; and Pythodorus is the meflenger of the con-
verfation of Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates. Thefe two again are united to Parme.
nides, and with to adhere to his do@rine ; Socrates, indeed, looking to the multitude
of forms, but Zeno uniting this multitude, and haftening to zbe one itfelf. We may
alfo contemptate their order as follows:—Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates, preferve an
image of the whole of the divine order ; but thofe that follow are aflimilated to the fe-
condary genera. And Pythodorus, indeed, may be ranked according to the fummit
of demons, announcing and tranfinitting to fecondary fuch things as proceed from
primary natures. For both thcfe pertain to this fummit; the one as to that which is
filled, the other as to that which fills, But Antiphon may be ranked according to the
dmmoniacal order itfelf. For this order ufes appetite and impulfes, and, in fhort,
affumes a fecondary life.  Hence, he is reprefented as fkilled in the equefirian art,
He, thercfore, is filled from thofe that are firft, but fills thofe after him with an ana-
gogic converfation fram more elevated natures. But the Clazomenians ere analogous
to fouls converfant with gencration, who require, indeed, the afliftance of proximate
deemons, but all of them afpire afterthat which is on high, and the participation of
divine difcourfe. Hence, leaving their habitation the body, they proceed from igno.
rance to intelleQual prudence, for this is Athens, and, in the firft place, are united to
the demons above them, to whom the foruh and the duad pertain, and an afcent
through the duad to the monad. But, in the fecond place, they are extended throngh
thefe to certain angels and Gods: for all affociation and converfe between men and
Gods, both when afleep and when awake, are through deemons, 2s Diotima fays in
The Banquet. Again, therefore, according to another mode, we may transfer the
analogy from things to perfons : and it is ncceffary, prior to the myftic theory of things
themfelves, to cxercife our dianottic power in thefe #s in images. Yor the men alfo
immediately mecting with Adimantus and Glauco, the brothers of Antiphon, on their
coming to Athens, poffeffes an image of another theological conception, that afcend-
ing fouls derive much affiflance from good fortune, which coetranges them with fuch
things as are proper, and where, and in fuch a manner as is proper; and alfo that we

VOL. II. 3% do
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do not alone require the gifts of good fortune in externals, but in the anagogic ener~
gies of the foul. Hence Socrates fays in the Phaedrus that mania about the objecs.
of love is given to the lover by the Gods with the greateft good fortune. And de-
ducing fouls from the intelligible, he fays that different fouls defcend into bodies.
with different fortunes. Prior to bodies, therefore, they experience the gifts of for-
tane, and are governed by it, and led to that which is adapted to their nature. Very
properly, therefore, are returning fouls here faid to be conjoined with the caufes which
give perfeCion to them through a certain fortune. And you may again fee how here
alfo the order of the perfons is preferved : for they meet with Adimantus and Glauco.
But that of thefec men Glauco was the more perfe&; Socrates manifefts in The Re-
public; for be there fays, that he always admired the nature of Glauco. So that, if
Adimantus was the inferior, he very properly fays that thcy met with Adimantus and
Glauco: for the imperfet is firft conneted with the more imperfe@, and through
thefe partakes of the more perfet.

The very firft fentence alfo manifefts the chara@er of the dialogue ; for it is void of
the fuperfluous, is accurate and pure. And indeed concife, pure, and fpontaneous
‘language is adapted to- intelleCtual projections. Nor does Plato alone preferve this
propriety of diction, but Parmenides alfo in his poetry, though the poctic form of
eompofition is accuftomed to ufe metaphors, figures, and tropes; but at the fame time
" he cmbraces the unadorned, the fimple, and the pure form of enunciation. This is
evident from fuch like expreffions, as ¢ being approachcs to being” (cov yap eovre
wehalil); and again, fince they now fubfift together (emes vy corav opov) ; likewife, it
is not fit that there thould be any thing, cither greater or fmaller ;" (ovre 7 pei(or,
oute Tt Parorspoy wedsy xpsewy trri:) and every thing elfe of this kind.  So that-it rather
appears to be profe than poetical language. It is evident,. therefore, in this Intro-
du®ion of Plato, firft, that he has chofen a rapid form of diion ; for this is adapted
to the things themfelves. In the fecond place, he has attended to concifenefs, toge-
ther with the figure of the impetuous, which entircly binds together the diction, and
rapidly gives completion to the conception. And, in the third place, he proceeds.
through the moft neceffary words, cutting off all fuch particulars from the narration,
as fome oue for the fake of ornament might fophiftically add.

P. 38,
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P. 38. And upon our begging bim to relate the difeourfes, €.

The requeft of the Clazomenians reprefents the genuine adherence of fouls to theie
proper leaders,  For they can no otherwife obtain a union and revolve in conjun@ion
with the Gods, than through thefe deemons.  But a knowledge of them, in the firft
place, precedes the requefl : for how can they make a requeft of thofe of whofe na-
ture they are ignorant, and alfo of the benefits of which they are the leaders? In the
next place, a defire of the participation of them fucceeds. For it is neceffury to
afpire after the things of which we are in want, fince without afpiring we {hall not be
in the order of thofe that arc indigent. But the unwillingnefs of Antiphon to comply,
prefents us with an image of the occult and ineffable power of divine caufes. Fora
divine nature, wherever it may be, is with difficulty apprehended and known, and is
fearcely unfolded to fouls, even when they genuinely receive its participation, and a
communion with it.  For they require to be accuftomed to the divine fplendour which
divine demons exhibit to fouls extended to them, and haftening through thém to per-
ceive every thing divine.  But to fouls firmly and ftably receiving them, thefe demons
expand and unfold divine truth. And this is the narration: an expanding and unfold-
ing of things concealed, and an anagogic perfe&ion imparted to fouls from divine

dzemons.
D. 38.  Auiiphon, therefore, faid that Pythodorus related, &S,

It appcars tome, fays Proclus, that the redu&ion of all the perfons to Parmenides,
indicates much of the truth of the things themfelves. For all the multitude and all
the orders of beings are united about their divine caufe. And this is indicated to the
morc fagacious, by faying in fucceflion, Antiphon, Pythodorus, Zeno, Parmenidecs.
The mention alfo of the Panathenza contributes to the whole defign of the dialogue :
for we learn from hiftory, that in the celebration of this feftival the Athenians dwelt
together.  Again, thercfore, here alfo the multitude is united and coarranged about
the Goddefs who prefides over the city. But this was the end of the dialogue, to
fufpend all things from she one, and clearly to fhow that every thing is thence derived.
The afltrtion too, that thefc men did not come to Athens, but to the Punathenaa, is
no finall praife.  They came, thcrcf'orc,v for the fake of the Goddefs and the feflival,

322 and
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and not for oftentation, nor to philofophize in a popular way, which is reje@ed by the
Pythagoreans. For a thing of this kind is the bufinefs of a fophift, and of men intent
on gain.

P 38. TPut Parmenides was very much advanced in years, &e.

An elderly man among the Greeks was limited by feventy years, Parmenides,
therefore, was very elderly. But he was called an old man who paffed beyond this
decad. The countenance alfo of Parmenides was graceful through his life: for a cer-
tain elegance and venerablenefs defcends from the foul in werthy men, and extends
asfar as to the body. Thefe things, however, may be much more perfe@ly furveyed
in the foul itfelf. Thus, for infiance, the foul poffeffes the elderly, from being full
of intelle& and fcience. For it is ufual ta call intelletual difciplines, and thofe which
embrace the whole of nature, hoary, . as it is evident from the Timzus, in which thofe
fouls are called juvenile with whom there is no hoary difcipline, viz. who do not ac-
cording to their fummit participate of intellectual light, For the black belongs to the
worfe, as the white to the better coordination. But the foul is xary 3¢ xar ayafy T
alw*, as extending its eye to intelligible beauty, and to the goodnefs which gives fub-
fiftence to all things, and through the participation of which all things are good. We
may ftill, however, more perfe@ly furvey thefe things in the Gods, according to ana-
logy. For where do the elderly and the boary fubfift in fuch a manner as in them ?
Which are likewife celebrated by theologifts among the paternal Gods. Where, alfo,
are the beautiful and the good, fuch as they poflefs? Plato alfo, in faying unitedly
xahoy nayados, {peaks ina manner the moft adapted to thofe natures in whom 15e one

and the gaod are the fame.
P. 38. But that Zeno was nearly forty years old, &e.

Such was Zeno, perhaps indeed graceful and e/l in his perfon, but much more fo
in his difcourfes. For fuch things as Parmenides delivered in an intorted and con-
traled manner, thefe Zeno evolved, and extended into Jong difcuffions. Awnd hence
the feurrilous Timon calls him either-tongued, as being at the fame time fkilled in con-
futation and narration. If alfo he is faid to have been beloved by Parmenides, the

* i, e. Literally of a beautiful and good afpet,
. afcent
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afeent indced to both was to one and the fame divinity : for this is the peculiarity
of the truly amatory art. Bt if you are williog to fpeak more perfe@ly, and ta fap
that in the Gods themfclves things fecondary are contained in fuch as are fict, aod
that all things, in fhort, are conjoined to being itielf from which the progreﬂipn and
exteafion to beings are derived, yow will nat, I think, be very remote from the truth.

P. 38. He likewife fuid that ke met with them togetber with Pythodorus, .

Let their meeting with Pythodorus be a fymbol to thofe who look to paradigms,
of the Gods becoming firft unfolded into light through angels, and in the order of
angels : forahoufe is a fymbol of the order of cach.  But this meeting being beyond the
walls, fignifies the exempt and incomprehenfible nature of the Gods. As, therefore,
all appear colle@ed in the hovfe of Pythadorus, fome from the city, and others elfe-
where, fo alfo the governors of the world and the intelligible Gods become apparent
in angels, and are known by us through the eflence of thefe.

P. 38. Fhere alfo Soerates came, Se.

‘Here we may perceive how Socrates, through a difpofition naturally good in the
cextreme, earncfily follows thefe divine men, and how he docs not aflociate with
fophifts and the wife for the fame caufes. For he affociates with the former in
order to confute their ignorunce and pride, but with the latter in order to call forth
their fcience and intelle@.  Here, thercfore, he becomes the leader of the lovers of
philofophy : for all of them defire to hear, but they obtain their defire together with
and through him. But thefe things as well as the former are images of the Gods.
Socrates was young, a young lcader, Plato all but repeating what he fays in the
Phadrus, “the mighty leader Jupiter firft proceeds, and thc army of Gods and
demons follows him.”  For intelleét being every where allotted a convertive order,
leads upwards, and together with it{elf converts all the nultitude fufpended from it.
Socrates alfo being young is a fymbol of the youthfulnefs which is celcbrated in
the Gods. For theology calls Jupiter himfelf and Bacchus Joys and young ; and,
in fhort, theologifls thus call the intclle@ual when compared with the intelligible
and paternal.  But the defire of the writings of Zeno fymbolically manifefls how

5 here
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here thgfe which are the third in order, firft participate of the powers which are
emitted in thofe of the middle rank, but afterwards are conjoined with their fummits,
and have communion with their intelligibles.

P. 38. Zeno bimfelf read to them, &5,

Plato here affords us a wonderful indication of divine concerns; and he who is
not afleep to analogies will fee in thefe images a fublime theory. For, in the firft
place, Parmenides not being prefent at the beginning, but.when the difcourfe was
finithed, is a fymbol of more divine caufes unfolding themfelves to fubordinate, after
a perfe& participation of proximate natures, but not before. The difcourfe of Zcno
therefore, being completed, the great Parmenides appears; and together with him
Pythodorus and Ariftotle enter, of. which twe the former is Zenonic, but Ariftotle
is in a certain refpect coarranged with Parmenides; for he difpofes, togethcr with
him, the hypothefes, doing nothing elfe than anfwering. But here Parmenides, as
we have often faid, is analogous to that which is every where firft among divine
natures, whether it be the firft being, or the intelligible, or in whatever other way you
may think fit to denominate it : for this is in all the divine orders, and in cach of
the Gods. Hence he fills all that hear him with divine conceptions, imitating that,
order which adorns all things, firlt, middle, and la@t: for he gives perfeQion to Zeno,
the middle being every where from that fummit : but he perfe@s Socrates through
both himfelf and Zeno; juft as there the progreflion of third is through fir@t and
middle natures. He alfo perfe@s Pythodorus, but not fimply from himfelf alone, but
in conjun@ion with Zceno and Socrates. But he gives perfe@ion to Ariflotle laft of
all, and from himfelf alone. For fomething is imparted from Parmenides as far as
to the laft habit, to which the energy and power of Z¢no do not proceed. Juft as
the production of the firft being naturally extends further than that of life. But
Zeno is himfelf filled from Parmenides, but fills in one way Pythodorus as his dif-
ciple, but in another way Socrates as one that cxplores together with him.  Pytho-
dorus, too, is not only able to participate of Zcno, but alfo of Socrates. Ior, in divine
natures, the middle extends its energy to that which is pofterior to itfelf, and pro-
ceeds through all things, imparting mere aptitude to the laft of its participants, which

it
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it again perfeés in conjuntion with the natures proximately fufpended from it.
So that the former participation indicates the imperfe reprefentation of things firft,
which it imparts cnergizing prior to fecondary natures. But the fecond participation in-
dicates a perfe@ion of reprefentation fubfiffing:through things proximate. And Socratcs,
who is the third, gives completion to the triad which pervades through all numbers, and-
fubfifis analogous to the intelleét which is there, or in whatever other way you maf be
willing to denominate it.  Hence he firft participates of the do&rines of Zeno, and is
conjoincd through him with Parmenides ; juft as in the Gods, the inté"c& in each
is proximately filled with a certain divine life, but through this is united with the
intelligible itfelf, and its proper hyparxis. But Pythodorus, as being arranged accord-
ing to the unfolding genus, is the difciple of Zeno, and participates of the prolific
"doubts of Socrates. For the Gods give fubfiftence to angels from middle and third
powers, and not from fuch as are firft; for thefe are generative of Gods: And Arif-
totle is analogoufly arranged to fouls which through a divine afflatus are often conjoined
with the moft divine naturcs, but afterwards fall from this bleflednefs.. For it is
nothing wonderful, that a foul which is now entheaftically difpofcd fhould again:
choofe an atheiftical and dark life. But he is filled from Parmenides alone; fince
in the Gods alfo, it is the property of fuch as are firft to impart to fouls of this kind-
a certain participation of divine light, through tranfcendency of power. Thus theo-
logifts denominate an intelle@ual life Saturnian, but not Jovian, though the afcent is:
through the mighty Jupiter. But as Jupiter, being filled from his father, and afcend-
ing to him as to his proper intelligible, elevates alfo that which is pofterior to himfelf';.
in like manner fouls, though they make their afcent together with Jupiter, yet that
intcllc@ual life fills the middle and third orders of them, and, in the laft place, fouls-
which energize enthufiaftically about it.  Nor fhould you wonder if divine natures
have fuch an order with refpe@ to each other, fince you may alfo behold in philo-
fophers thainfelves, how he who among thefe is more perfed is alfo more powerful,
and benefits a greater number,  Thus Cebes or. Simmias benefits himfélfalonc, or
fome other fimilar to hiinfelf; but Socrates benefits himfelf, and thefe, and Thrafy-
machus. In likc manner Parmenides, being more powerful, benefits him who has
the leaft aptitude of thofe that are aflimbled. But he manifefts the. obfcurity of

the participation by calling him the youngeft of thofc that arc prefent ; which is a-
: fymbol.
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fymbol of an imperfe&@ habit ; and by adding that he afterwards became one of the
thirty tyrants; whence alfo we juftly confidered him as analogous to thofe fouls that
once lived enthufiaftically, and in conjun&ion with angels, juft as he makes his
entrance together with Pythedorus, but who afterwards fall from this power. For
Pythodorus remains in his proper habits, fo that he alfo partakes of another con-
verfation ; juft as the angelic tribe always remains whally beneficent, and fills fecondary
with the participation of divine natures. But Ariftotle inftead of a philofopher be-
comes a tyrant. For fouls which poflefs a life of this kind according to habitude
and not efentially, fometimes depart from this order, and-defcend into the realms of
generation : for a tyranny is a fymbol of the life ia generation ; fince fuch a life
becomes fituated under the throne of Neceflity, in confequence of being led under
paffive, unfiable and difordered appetite. For Arifiotle baving been onc of the
thirty tyrants that governed Athens, contains a reprefentation of a gigantic and carth-
born life, which rules over Minerval and Olympian goods. When reafon and in-
telle@ take the lead in fuch fouls, then Olympian benefits and thofe of Minerva have
dominion, and the whole life is royal and philofophic; but when multitude, or in
fhort that which is worfe and earth-born, holds the reins of empire, then the whole
life is a tyranny. If, therefore, Plato fays that Ariftotle was one of the thirty tyrants,
it will appear to be the fame as if he had faid, that he is analogous to fouls who at
one time energize enthufiaftically, and at another rank among the earth-born race,
and who, by fubmitting their life to thofe moft bitter lyranté the paffions, become
themfelves tyrants over themfelves. Amd perhaps the philofopher manifefls through
thefe things, that it is not impaffible for the fame foul to evolve different lives, and at
cone time to philofophize, and at another to live tyrannically ; and again to pafs from a
tyrannic to a philofaphic life.

P. 38. If heings are many, it is requifite that the fame things fbould be both fimilar
and diffimilar, &e.

Through thefe and the other arguments of Zeno it is fhown that it is impoffible for
the many to have a fubfificnce when deprived of #he one. Beginning from hence too,
we thall find a concife way to the firft principle of things. It is ncceflary, therefore,
that there thould cither be many principles not participating of a certain one, or that

there
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hete fhould be one principle only void of multitude, or many principles participating
of the one, or one containing multitude in itfelf. But if there are many principles
deflitute of 7de one; all fuch abfurdities will happen, as the arguments of Zeno adduce
to thofe who affert that beingé are many without 2be one. If theve are many prin-
ciples, but which participate of a certain one, i. e. which have a certain one con-
fubfiftent with ther, that participated onc muft proceed to its participants from
another onc which has a prior fubfifience : for every one which is fomething belong-
ing to other things procceds from that which is fimply one. But if there is one
principle poffefling in itfelf multitude, it will be a whole, and will confift from the
‘many parts or elements which it contains. And this will not be the truly one, but a
>pafﬁve one, as we lcarn from the Sophifta. Tn confequence of this, too, it will neither
be fimple nor fufficient, things which it is neceflary the principle fhould poffefs.
It is neceffary, thercfore, that there thould be one principle of all things void of. mul-
titude.  And thus much we may collec from all the arguments of Zeno.

We may alfo obferve that Socrates again imitates. his paradigm intelle&, expanding
himfelf and his intellections to Zeno, and calling forth his fcience,  For in the para-
digms of thefe men the fubordinate fufpend the whole of their energy from the middle
‘natures, and, through an expanfion of their proper powers, are fupernally filled with
more perfed goods, '

P. 39. Is it not then the fole intention of your difeourfes to evince by contefting, &e.

Parmenides, eftablithing himfelf in ¢he one, and furveying the monad of all beings,
-docs not convert himfelf to multitude and its diffipated fubfifience ; but Zeno flies
from multitude to the one, and takes away multitude. For the former of thefe
two is fimilar to onc purified, elevated, and having laid afide the maltitude in him-
fclf; but the latter to one afcending, and laying afide multitude, and this becaufe he
is not cntircly feparated from it Hence contention (ro diaxpayesfar) is adapted to
bim ; for he does not yet poflefs a tranquil life, feparated from impediments ; nor, as
it oppofes multitude, does it yet end in sbe one alone.  But this contention, and this
ending through many arguments in the fame negative conclufion, manifeft to Socra-
tes that the many do not fubfilt feparate from ke ome: for Plato affimilates the path

VOL. 1Ii. 4 A through
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through negations to a battle. Thus in the Republic he exhorts to difcourfe about
the good, as if piercing through a battle, thinking it fit to fpeak of it in no other
way than through negative conclufions. And here it s neceflary, indeed, not.to confider
the word contending carelefsly ; but through this we fhould make it known, that both
in this place, and in the Republic, centention is intended by Plato to fignify negations.
As each of the arguments too of Zeno is felf-perfe@, and demonftrative of the con~

clufion, this is the peculiarity of fcientific power..

P. 40. Do you think that there is a certain form of Jimilitude, Se.

Parmenides leading upwards all beings to the exempt one being, or being itfelf, and’
withdrawing his conceptions from that which is multiplicd and difiributed; to the one
monad of all the multitude of beings, the many on tlie contrary give the multitude of
beings a precedency to intelle¢t and union, and do not even confider being itfelf as the
principle ; butt hey affert that diftributed multitude fimply fubfitts, and receives a pro-
greflion into being feparate from being itfelf. That thus thinking, however, they de-
fame the doétrine of Parmenides, is evident. For, Parmenidcs being of opinion that being
fhould be confidered as alone charaflerized by unity, feparate from multitude, they on
the contrary eflablith multitude deprived of unity; though indeed it is impoffible that
multitude thould notart i cipate of tbe one : for every multitude is of 74e one. All multi-
tudes, therefore, and all the bulks of bodies, are vanquithed by the participation of unity.
Hence if multitude requires #2¢ one, but #he one is unindigent of multitude, it is better
to call being one, than the many alone fubfifting by themfelves feparate from the
participation of #be one. And Parmenides indeed, evincing that being is one, gives
fubfifience alfo to the multitude of beings, not only to that of fenfibles, but likewife
to the multitude of intelligibles : for in thefe there is a divine number of all things
united to cach other. Empedocles alfo afterwards perceiving this, as being himfelf
a Pythagorean, calls the whole of an intelligible nature a fphere, as being united to
it(elf, and afferts that it attrad&s to itfelf, through bcauty, the beautifying and uniting
God. For all things there, loving and defiring each other, are eternally united to
each other. Their love alfo is intelligible, and their affociation and mixture are

ineffable. But the many being cxiles from union, and the monad of beings, and
: through
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through their life, which is divifible and diftributed, being drawn down to mullitude,
to multiform opinions, to indefinite phantafies, to paffive fenfes and material appe-
tites, confider the manics themfelves feparate from their union, and do not fee in what
manner thefe manys are vanquifhed, through the coordinated monads which they
contain, how things indefinite are fubje@ to definite meafures, and how diffipated
natures-fubfift in fympathy and in union through the participation of things common ;
andwnot perceiving this, they wander from the truth, and bafely revile and deride the
do@rine of Parmenides. Zcno, therefore, knowing that they were thus affe@ed,
becomes indeed a corre@or of multitude, but a leader to intelle from folly, and a
guardian of the do@rine of his preceptor. And at firft he perfuades to recur from
thefe multitudes to the unities in the many, and to behold how this multitude, though
tending to infinity, is at the fame time vanquifhed by the monad of beings, and is
held together by a certain unity which it contains, But he perfuades, affuming an
hypothefis pleafing to the vulgar, viz, the fubfiftence of multitude deprived of unity :
for thus their aflcrtion is eafily confuted ; fince, if they had efiablithed the many
together with rbe one, they would not as yet be confuted through his arguments.
Parmenides alfo himfelf manifefis in his hypothefis, that he is accuftomed to fhow
that the fame thing is fimilar and diffimilar, no otherwife than by recciving tbe many

feparate from ke one. .
Zeno, therefore, as we have faid, confiders thefe many deprived of tbe ore, which ac-
eedes to, and is contained in them. Nor yet does he confider intelligibles alone, nor fen-
fibles alone, but, in thort, all fuch things as arc faid to be many in the intelligiblc and fen-.
fible orders.  For it is the province of a more perfe®t and principal fcience to extend
the fame method to all things of a fimilar form, and to furvey in all things that which
is.analogous. Whether, thercfore, there is intelligible, or fenfible, or intelle&ual, or
dianoétic multitude, all this is affumed at prefent. Hence it is requifite to difcover
how multitudes are no where to be found deprived of #be one. For, if they were
deprived of ke one, they would be at the fame time fimilar and diffimilar ; fince things
which do not participate of one and the fame are diffimilar to each other ; and sgai.n,
according to this very thing, they communicate with cach other, viz. by not parti-
cipating of .7be one. Bt things which poflefs fomething common and the fame are
fimilar ; fo that the fame things are both fimilar and diffimilar. If, therefore, the
nany are without a participation of 1/e one, according to this one thing, the non-par-
442 ticipation
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ticipation of the onme, they will be both fimilar and diffimilar; viz. confidered as
poffeffing this in common they will be fimilar, but confidcred as not poffefling #he
one they will be diffimilar :* for, becaufe they arc paffive to this very thing, the non-
participation of ke one, they are fimilar; fo that the fame things are both fimilar and:
diffimilar. - For, in fhort, the pofieffion of nothing common is itfelf common to-
them : and hence the affertion fubvertsitfelf. Indeed, the things which are fiown-to be
both fimilar and diffimilar are again thown to be neither fimilar nor diffimilar. For, if
they do not participate of #4e ore, they are, in fhort, not fimilar ; fince fimilars arc fimilar
by the participation of a certain one; for fimilitude is a certain oncnefs. And again,
if they do not participate of ke one, this is common to them ; but things of which:
there is fomething common, thefe according to this very thing are not diffimilar. . So
that the many are neither fimilar nor diffimilar. It is impoffible, therefore,. that mul-
titude can fubfift deprived of #he ore, becaufe fo-many, abfurdities happen to thofe who:
adopt fuch an hypothefis. For it is a dire thing that contradiétion fhould concur;
but more dire that this thould be the cafe with contraries; and it is the moft dire of
all things that both contraries and contradiCions fhould be confequent to the affer-
tion, By fhowing, therefore, that the fame thing is fimilar and diffimilar, we have
colleted contraries ; but by fhowing that the fame thing is fimilar and not fimilar, and
ncither of thefe, we have colle@ed contradi@ions. For the fimilar is a contradittion
to the not fimilar, and the diffimilar to the non-diffimilar.

Hence alio we may be able to evince that it is impoffible there fhould be many
firft principles. For, with refpe& to thefe many principles, whether do they participate
of one thing, or not of one thing ? For, if they participate, that which they participate
will be prior to them, and there will no longer be many principles, but one principle.
But if they do not participate, they will be fimilar to each other, in confequence of
this non-participation being common to them, and diffimilar fo far as they do not
participate of a certain common one. But this is impoffible, that the fame things
according to the fame fhould be both fimilars and diffimilars. In like manner we
may colle&t that thefe many principles are neither fimilars nor diffimilars. But if they
were participants of a certain one, we could not colle¢t that they are diffimilars
according to the participatio;l of this one; but only that they are fimilars : and thus
we fhall fubvert the fubfiftence of many firft principles.

- Through this method, therefore, Zeno evinces that it is impoffible to feparate the
many
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many from tbe one, and rifes from multitude to the monads of the many, that we may
perceive what the nature is of the exempt unities of things. For thc coordinated
monads’ are images of thofc that ‘are uncoordinated. But Socrates agitating the dif-
courfe about ideas; fuppofing things common to have a fubfifience themfelves by
themfelves, and furveying another multitude in them, thinks it propet that Zenb
fhould alfo transfer this method to forms, and makc it apparent in thefe, how the
fimilar is diffimilar, and the diffimilar fimilar. And fhortly afier Proclus further
obferves as follows : )
Socrates, before he enters on the doubts in which a formal effence is involved, afks
Zeno whether he admits that- forms have a fubfificnce, and whether or not he is
among thofe who embrace this caufe as well as himfelf; and, in fhorf, what
opinion he has concerning them. For the Pythagoreans were contemplators of
forins ; and Socrates himfelf manifeits this in the Sophifia, calling the wife men in
ltaly, the friends of forms. But he who efpecially venerates and clearly cfiablifhes
forms is Socrates, from the invefligation concerning definitions difcovering the
nature of the things defined; and pafling from thefe as images to formal caufes
themfelves. He, therefore, in the firft place, afks if Zeno alfo himfelf admits that
tliere are forms, and venerates this cffence of all things, fubfifling from and eftablithed
in itfelf, and not reqniring any other feat, which he charadterizes by the words it/elf by
itfelf (xvro xaf’ avro), conceiving that thefe words are properly adapted to this effence.
For they indicate the unmingled, ﬁmplé, and pure nature of forms. Thus, through
the word itfelf, he fignifies the fimplicity of thofe things; but, through the words 4y -
itfelf, their purity unmingled with fecondary natures. And indeed, through the
words by iffelf, he feparates forms from the things predicated of the many. For
which among thefeis by #4/lf2 Gince it poffeles its fubfiftence in a habitude to fubjedts, .
is colle@ed from fenfible perception, is the obje& of opinion, and is accommeodated to
the conceptions * of the phantafy. But by the word iffelf* he feparates forms from
that which is common in particulars, and which is definable : for this is contained in -
* A thing of this kind is in modern language an abfiraf idea. Such ideas.as they are of an origin -
pofterior, muft alfo be fubordinatc to fenfibles; and the foul, if the has no higher conceptions, mufl even he

viler than matter itfelf; matter being the recipient of effential forms, and the foul of fuch as are generated
from thefe. ’

fomething
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fomething different from itfelf, and fubfifis together with matter; whence alfo it is
-filléd with internal change, and is in a certain refpe@® mortal, through communion
with that which is material. 'By no means, therefore, muft it be faid, that forms
which fubfift by themfelves, which are efiablithed on a facred foundation, and are
immaterial and eternal, are the fame with material forms of pofterior origin, and
which are full of variety and habitude. For the former are unmingled, undefiled
-and fimple, and are eternally eftablithed in the demiurgus of the univerfe ; poffefling
ithe undefiled and the pure from inflexible deity, which procceds together with
the demiurgus, 'but -the fimple from the demiurgic intelleGual eflence, which is
-fingle and impartible, and, as the Chaldzean theologifts would fay, "has a fontal fub<
fiftence. You may alfo fay that the term itfelf feparates form from thofc conceptions
which are derived from fenfibles (eoyuara). For no onc of thefe is s2/elf ; fince they
accord with the things of which they are the conceptions, belong to and fubfift in
others. But the words Ay izfelf feparate form from that which fubfifls in-particulars,
and which is in fomething different from itfelf,

Neither, therefore, muft we admit their opinion who fay that idea is the fame with
that which is common in the many : for ideas fubfift prior to the things which are
common in fenfibles, and the latier derive their fubfiftence from the former. Nor
muft we affent to thofe who confider ideas as the fame with thofe conceptions which
we derive from fenfibles, -and who, in confequence of this, inquire how there are not
alfo ideas of individuals, and of things which are contrary to nature. For the con-
ccptions of : thefe things are entirely fecondary to the particulars from which they are
excited, and are in us, and not in the power.that adorned the univerfe, and in whom
-we fay ideas fubfit. Nor yet muft we admit the opinion of thofe who conne& ideas
with fpermatic reafons. For the reafons or productive principles in feeds are imperfeét ;
and thofe in nature, which generates feeds, are deftitute of knowledge. But ideas fubfift
in energy always the fame, and are effentially intelle@ual. If, therefore, we with
to define their idiom through things which are more known, we muft receive from
phyfical reafons, the producing that which they produce, by their very being; but
from the reafons of art, the being gnoftic of the things which they make, though they
do not make by their very being. Hence we fay that idcas are demiurgic, and at
the fame time intelle@ual caufes of all things which are perfected according to

nature,
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natare, being immovable, prior to things moved, fimple prior to compofites, and fepa-
rate prior to the things which are infeparable from matter. On this account, Parmenides
docs  not ceafe difcourfing concerning them, till at the end of his arguments he fays
that they are Gods ; through this fignifying all that we have previoufly obferved.
With refpe@ to the fimilar and the diffimilar, thefe fubfift primarily in the demi-
urgus, or, to fpeak morc clearly, they have in-him a fontal fubfiftence; fince they
fubfift more confpicuouily in the aflimilative Gods, and efpecially in the paternal Dei-
ties of that order, as is evident from the fecond hypothefis of this dialogue. But fince
the demiurgus poficfes the one fountain of thefe, the form of fimilitude is alfo con-
tained in him, prefubfifting in the one monad of ideas. The demiurgus, therefore,
is 2 monad comprehenfive of many divine monads, which impart to each other their
proper idioms : one, the idiom of purity ; another, of an aflimilative cffence ; and an-
other of fomcthing elfe, according to which they are allotted their proper hyparxis. For
it muft not be thought that forms indeed prefubfift, as the caufes of things which are
gencrated according to them, but that there is not a different idea by which gencrate;i
natures become fimilar and diffimilar to forms. Both fimilitude, however, and diffi-
militude, are immaterial, pure, fimple, uniform, and eternal eflfences; the former.
being colleQive, unific, the caufe of bound, and uniform ; and the latter, the fource
of divifion, internal change, and infinity. But the order of thefe ideas is neither in -
the moft -generic nor in the moft fpecific of forms. For the moft generic are fuch
forms as arc participated by all beings, fo that there is not any thing whatever which
does not fubfift from. the participation' of thefe, fuch as effence, famenefs, difference ;
fince thefe pervade to all beings. . For what is there void of effence ? what of differ-
ence ! what of famenefs? Do not all things poffefs a certain hyparxis? And are they
not effentially feparated from other things; and do they not alfo communicate with -
them? If this be the cafe, this triad is the common caufe of all beings. But the
moft fpecific ideas are fuch as are naturally adapted to be participated by individual
forms, fuch as man, horfe, dog; and each of this kind. For thefe proximately gene-
rate the monads in individuals, fuch as man in particulars, and dog and horfe in the
many, and in a fimilar manner cach of the refl.  But the forms which fubfift between

thefe, have indced a very extended fubfiftence, but do not energize in all being_s.
Thus, ..
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‘Thus, for inftance, juftice fubfits in fouls, but not in wood and ftones. Among
thefe middle forms, therefore, fimilitude and diffimilitude maft be ranked : for though
they are participated by moft, yet not by all things; fince, as Proclus well obferves,
where is there either fimilitude or diffimilitude among infinites ?

P. 40. For if any one fbould fboww that fimilars themfelves become diffimilar, e,

Forms are not to be confidered as entirely unmingled, and without communication
-with each other, but cach is that which it is, preferving its idiom pure; and at the
fame time it participates of others without confufion, not as bécoming fomething be-
longing to them, but as recciving the idiom of that which it participates, and to this
imparting its own idiom. Thus, for inflance, famenefs participates of difference, not
being diffcrence, and difference participates of famenefs, fo far as they communicate

with each other. Thus alfo fimilitude and diffimilitude participate of each other ; Init

" neither is fimilitude diffimilitude, nor difimilitude fimilitude. Nor, fo far as the one.
is fimilitude, is it diffimilar, nor, fo far as the other is diffimilitude, fimilar. For the
expreflion /o far as, is twofold., In the firlt place, itis ufed when onc thing is always
accompanied with another; as if fome one fhould fay, So far as there is dir, according
to this there is alfo light ; and fo far as there is light, according to this there is alfo air.
But admitting that there is illuminated air, yet neither is air light, nor light air, but
air is in light, and light in air; becaufe the parts of air and light arc fituated near each
other, and therc is no one of thefe according to which the other is not alfo beheld.
But this expreflion is alfo ufed afier another manner, when it is applicd to any thing
which always eflentially introduces another thing ; as when we fay, Man is a recipient
of fcience. For it is not true that light is in the air, or air in light, according to this
fignification, fince air does not entirely cointroduce light, as we fay man cointroduces
a recipient of fcience ; fince the effence of air is different from that of light. Simili-
tude, therefore, participates of diffimilitude according to the former of thefe modes;
for there is nothing belonging to it which docs not participate of diffimilitude; and
yet the being of the former is different from that of the latter. For it does not parti-
cipate in one part and not in another, fince nothing impedes its pervading through
diffimilitude ; nor is its impartible nature of fuch a kind that it participates of it in one
5 refpedt,
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refpe@, and in another remains unmingled withit. For the whole proceeds through
the whole, fimilitude through diffimilitude, and in like manner diffimilitude through
fimilitude. Not, indced, that cach, in confequence of being that which it is, partici-
pates of the other ; but while it participates it preferves its own effence pure.  This,
therefore} is the peculiarity of incorporcal forms : to pervade through each other with-
out confufion; to be difiin& from each other without feparation; and to be more
united than things which are corrupted together, through their impartible nature; and
to be more diflin& from cach other than things which arc here feparated, through
their unmingled purity.

Socrates, therefore, fays Proclus, doubting whether forms fubfift in conjun&ion
with cach other, calling on Zcno to affift him in the folution of this doubt, and appre-
hending that forms are not fo mingled that the fimilar itfelf is the diffimilar, calls a
dogma of this kind a prodigy, and reje@s any fuch mixture. But again, fufpeting that
forms, through the union of intclligibles, participate in a certain refpe& of each other,
he fays he fhould wonder if any one were able to fhow that this is the cafe, employing
for this purpofe the language of one fufpeéting. And at length inferring that they
may be both united and feparated, he calls him who is able to demonftrate this admi-
rable. And here you fee the order of afcent: for Socrates in the firft place denies;
in the fecond place, he has a fufpicion of the truth; and in the third place, he is
firmly convinced of the truth through demonftration. And neither is hig negation
of the mixture of forms blamable ; for, according to the mode which he alludes to,
they are unmingled : nor is his fufpicion falfe; for in one refpe& they are able to par-
ticipate of each other, and in another they do not mutually communicate. And his

laft decifion is moft truc; for they are both united with and feparated from each
other,

P. 41 Dues it alfo appear to you that there is a certain fpecies or form of juftice, &e.

A divine and demiurgic intclle& comprehends things multiplied unitedly, things
partible impartibly, and things divided indivifibly. But it is foul which firft divides
things which prefubfift in intelle& according to fupreme union; and this is not only

truc of our foul, but likewife of that which is divine. For, becauft it is not allotted

intellections which arc alone eftablifhed in cternity, but defires to comprebend the

¥OL. 111, 48 ) colle@ed
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colle@ed energy of intelle®, afpiring after the perfeion which it contains, and its
fimple form of intelligence,—hence, it runs round intelle®, and by the tranfitions of
its projetive encrgics divides the impartible naturc of forms, perceiving the beautifut
itfelf, the juft itfelf, and cvery other form feparately, and under(tanding all things by
furveying one at a time, and not all things at once. For, in fhort, as it ranks in the
third order from /be one, it very properly poflefles an cnergy of this kind.,  For that
is one alone, and is prior to intelle¢tion.  But intellect underfiands all things as one;
and foul underfiands all things by furveying onc at a time. Divifion, therefore, firfy
fubfifis in foul ; and hence theologifis fay, that in the lacerations of Bacchus the in-
-telle& of the God was preferved undivided by the providence of Minerva. Bat foul
is that which is fir(t diftributed into parts ; and to this a feQion into feven parts firfe
pertains. It is, thercfore, no longer wonderful, that, divine forms prefubfifting uni-
tedly in the demiurgic intelle®, our foul thould apply herfelf to them divifibly, and
fhould at one time furvey the firlt and moft common forms; at another, thofe which
poflefs a middle form ; and at another time, the moft partial and as it were individual
forms. For, fincc even a divine foul divides that which is impartible by its tranfitive.
adhcfions and contaés, what ought we to fay concerning a partial foul fuch as ours 2
Moutft it not, much prior ta this, apprehend partibly and divifibly things which fubfif
together and in cach other ? Tt is, therefore, by no means wonderful that inquirics and
an{wers thould at different times apprehend different forms ; jait as external difcourfe
divides the one and fimple conception of the foul, and temporally pafies through the
united conceptions of intctle&.

The forms, however, which were before mentioned by Socrates are moft generie
and common, viz. linit)', multitude, fimilitude, diffimilitude, permanency, motion ;
but thofc which are now prefented to our view arc partly fecondary to thefe, and
partly not ; juft as, with refpe@ to human virtue, we fay that it is partly fubordinate
to, and partly better than, the foul : for, fo far as it is perfe@live of it is better than the
foul, but, fo fares it is fomething belonging to, and fubfifiing in, the foul, it is fub-
ordinate to it. In Like manner the good *, the beautiful, and the juft, are partly more

excellent than forms which produce effences, and arc partly inferior to them. For, fo

# Viz. the good, confidcred as fubfifling among ideas, and not as that good which is fuperef{lential, and

irciple of all things.
the privcipl [4 r
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far as'they are moft gencric, thefe alfo communicatc with them ; but the latter are
the primary caufes of being to fenfibles, and the former are the fources of their per-
fe@tion ; the juft proceeding as far as to fouls, and adorning and perfeting thefe, but
the beautiful extending its illuminations cven as far as to bodies. Hence Socrates in
the Phadrus fays, that beauty has the prerogative of being the moft apparent and the
moft lovely of all things; but that the fplendour of jufiice is not vifible in the imita-
tions of it which are here. Again, the good perfeés all things according to the pecu-
liar eflence of cach. For the beautiful perfeéts according to the fymmetry of form
with refpe@ to matter ; and fymmetry then fubfifts when that which is naturally more
excellent rules over that which is naturally inferior. According to this fymmetry,
therefore, the beautiful fhines in bodies. But the good illuminates according to the
perfe@ ; and is prefent to every thing invefied with form, when it poffefles perfection
from nature. In this triad, therefore, the firft is the good, the fecond the beautiful,
and the third the juft.

But that therc are forms or ideas of thefe, and of all fuch as thefe, as, forinftance, of
temperance, fortitude, prudence, we fhall find, by confidering that every virtue, and
cvery perfe@tion according to virtue, affimilates us to a divine nature, and that, by
how much the more it is inhcreat in us, by fo much the nearer do we approach to an
intclleQual life.  If, thercfore, the beautiful and the good, and every virtue, affimi-
late us to intelle®, intelle& will entirely poffefs the intcllectual paradigms of thefe,
For, with refpe to the fimilar, when it is faid to be fimilar to that which is more ex-
cellent, then, that which is more excellent pofleffes that primarily which the fubordi-
nate nature receiving becomes fimilar to it.  The forms of the virtues, therefore, muft
ncceflarily fubfift in intclle@ prior to foul. Each of thefe, however, muft be confi-
dered in a twofold refpe@, viz. as a divine unity, and as an intelleual form. Thus,
forinflance, the juft which fubfifts in forms is not the fame with that which fubfits in
the Gods.  For the former is one particular idea, is a part of another, and poffefles
intclligence proceeding as far as to fouls; but the latter is a certain whole, and pro-
ceeds in its providential energics as far as to the lafi of things. It alfo originates from
the firf intclle@ual Gods; for there it is firft apparcnt. But the former is an idea
ceatained in the demiurgic intclle@. Thus alfo, with refpe@ to the beautiful, that
which fubfifls as a form is different £ om that which is the unity of divine beauty. And
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the energy of the latter, indeed, is direcled to the Gods fo fur as they are Gods, and
firlt originates from the firlt intelligible ; but the former is in idcas, and is beheld about
ideas. And laftly, with refpe@ to the good, one is effential, and the other, as we
have before obferved, is fupereffential.

P. 42.  Imean bair, clay, and mud, or any thing elfe 1which is vile and abjed, &e.

1t is neceflary, fays Proclus, cither that there fhould only be ideas of things which
fubfift according to nature, or alfo of things which are contrary to thefe; and if only
of things according to nature, that there fhould alone be ideas of things perpetual, or
alfo of each of the things which are not perpetual. And if there are alone ideas of
things perpetual, they muft either be of fuch as are effential, or alfo of fuch as are un-
effential.  And if of the effential, they muft either be alone cenfined to wholes, or alfo
extend to parts; and if to wholes alone, cither to fuch as are alone fimple, or alfo
to fuch as are compofed from thefe. Such then being the divifion of ideas, we fay,
that of intelleéts proceeding from one intelletual eflence it is not proper to eftablith
paradigms : for that of which there is a paradigm muft neceffarily be an image. But
to call an intelle€tual effence an image, is of all things the moft abfurd: for every
image is the idol (::dwhov) or refemblance of that of which it is the image; and the
Elcan gueft in the Sophifta cxprefsly denominates an idol no# true being. M, thercfore,
every intelle€tual effence belongs to truc being, it will not be proper to denominate it
either an image or an idol.  For, indced, every intelle€tual nature is impartible, and
the progreflion of it is effe@ed through famenefs; whence alfo fecondary intclle@s.
fublfift in unprocecding union in fuch as are firft, and are partially what the intcllect
which raoks as a whole is totally.  But it is neceflary in the image that diflimilitude
fhould be mingled with fimilitude ; through the latter of which the image is converted
to its paradigm. In intellc@ual eflfences, therefore, there are not image and para-
digm, but caufe alone, and things proceeding from caufe. Whence alfo theologifis,
placing many fountains in the demiurgic intelle@, aflert that there is one of the mul-
titude of ideas. Hence, not every thing which proceeds from the demiurgus proceeds
according to a formal caufc; but fuch things as make a more extended progreflion,

and fuch as pofiefs a partible effence, thefe fubfift from an ideal caufe. But the other
6 ) fountains
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fountains are generative of inteile@ual and divine hypoftafes.  'We muft not, there.
fore, c&ublifﬁ in intelle& a paradigmatic caufe of every intelle¢tual effence, but a caufe
alone which is chara@erized by unity, and is divine.

In the ncxt place, itis requifite to confider if there is a primary caufe of fouls in
forms, and whether there is one or many. But that there is, indeed, a certain monad
of them in the demiurgus, in which monad every number of fouls is comprehended
monadically, is evident from the nature of things, and from thce dodrine of Plato.
Tor, if foul is the firft generated nature, and that which is primarily partible, it is ne-
ceffary that the impartible form thould precede things partible, and the eternal, things
which are in any way generated. And if, as time is to eternity, fois foul to intellect,
but time is the image of eternity, it is alfo neceffary that foul thould be the image of
intelle®. And if in being there is not only life, as Socrates fays in the Philebus, but
alfo foul, it is necefary to confider the foul which is there as the paradigm of the mul-
titude of fouls procceding from intelle®, and as comprehending, after the manner of
unity, both their order and thcir number.  But if therc is not one form of rational
fouls alone, but there are alfo many forms after the one, fince all of them are immor-
tal, it is neccfiary that there thould be a paradigm of cach. Again, however, it is
impofiible that the procceding multitude fhould be juft as numerous as that which
abides : for progreffion increafes quantity, but diminithes power. We muft there-
forc fay, that therc is a monad in the divine intelleét, which is paradigmatic of
all fouls, from which the multitade of them flows, and which unitedly comprehends
the meafurce that bounds their number. But with this monad a fecond number is
connate, divided, and paradigmatic of divinc fouls, containing thc proper paradigm
of cach, and one form, from which divine fouls procecd firff, and afterwards the
multitude ceordinate with each. Thus, from the paradigm of the foul of the fun, the
divine foul of the fun firft proceeds ; in the next plate, all fuch angelic fouls as are of
a folar chara@erifiic 5 in the third place, fuch as are of a demoniacal rank about the
fun; and, in the laft place, fuch as are partial : on which account alfo there are co-
ordinations of parts to wholes, and of attendants to their lcaders; the one intelle@ual
caufe of them imparting union and conne&ion to their progretfion.  In like manner,
alfo, the paradigm of the lunar foul firft gencrates the divine foul about the moon,
afierwards the angelic, then the diemoniacal, and then that which is partial ; and the

intcllectual
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intelleGual monad comprehends all the number of thefe. The like alfo takes place
in other divine fouls; for each has a feparate idea : but the orders of angelic, dxmo-
niacal, or partial fouls, which follow them, participatc of the one idea. And as the one
monad of the paradigms of fouls which arc there, gives fubfiftence to the one foul of
the world, fo the many monads produce the multitude of fouls; and the former
comprchends the whole multitude uniformly, but the latter, the meafures of their
proper ferics. The demiurgic intelled, therefore, primarily comprebends the forms
of divine fouls, which it firft generates; but each of thcfe forms is one and at the
fame time many ; for it caufally contains all the multitude of the fouls fubfifting
vnder it. And thus every foul fubfifts according to a certain proper paradigm; but
all do not after the fame manner participate of thc fame form. Antient theologifts
alfo having the fame conceptions on this fubje@ fay, that the total caufes of fouls,
which generate the whole ferics of them, are differcut from the partial caufes, through
which they derive a feparation according to fpecics, and a divifion as it were into
individual fouls.

In the next place, with refpe to irrational fouls, it is cvident that there s alfo an
intelligible paradigm of thefe; if we confider irrational fouls to be all fecondary lives,
and which are divifible about bodies. Whence then do thefe derive their perpetuity ?
It muft neceflurily indeed be from a certain immovable and intellc@ual caufe: and
it appears that this is accomplithed as follows :

Again then, one monad and one idea muft be arranged prior to thefe, whether it be
fontal or fenfitive nature, or in whatever other way you may be willing to call it.
For it may be faid that irrational fouls derive their fubfifience from the one demiur-
gic fenfe, through a gnoftic idiom; bat through orcxis or appetite, from the higheft
or fontal nature, which fubfifts prior to the multitude of natures. TFrom thefc caufes,
thercfore, the multitude of perpetual but naturally irrational fouls proceeds ; this
multitude fubfifting partibly in cternul vehicles, in which alfo it is eftablifhed accord-
ing to a certain number, and the formal meafure which is there. For every perpetual
multitude is bounded; and prior to cevery bounded multitude that fubfifis which
bounds and nuinbers this multitude.  Thefe irrational alfo proceed fromrational fouls,
or rather from the paradigms which they contain : for, through thefe, here alfo they are
fufpended from rational fouls, becaufe there the one meafure of them, together with
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the multitude of forms, at the fame time gencrates this number of thefe. Divine
fouls indeed, and fuch as arc pure, preferve alfo their irrational nature undefiled ;
but partial employ irrational fouls, as they have a compofite life, the morc excellent
part having dominion in fome, and being frequently in a ftate of fubje@ion in others.
From thefc perpetual irrational fouls, fuch as are mortal are allotted their gencration ;
thefe alfo being preferved according to fpecies, through their intelle@ual paradigm,
but the individuals perithing, becaufe they derive their fubfificnce from the junior *
Gods, as the irrational prior to thefe arc generated from thofe fupernal fouls whofe
fubricating energy is complicated with the monad of the whole of their feries.  Souls
that perith, therefore, have a certain analogy to the divine caufes from which they
derive their fubfiftence, and immortal fouls to their formal caufes.

In the third place, lct us confider how we arc to admit a paradigin of Nature,
For we muft not, as Plato fays, eftablifh forms of firc, water, and motion, but deprive
nature, which is the fource of thefe, of an intelle€tual caufe. Theologifts indeed
placc the fountain of it in the vivific Goddefs Rhea; for they fay that immenfe
Nature is fufpended from the fhoulders of the goddefs. But, according to Plato, we
muft fay that the form of it fubfifts in the demiurgic intelle@, which form is the
origin of every natural vchicle. Timeeus alfo fays, that the demiurgus pointed out
to fouls the nature of the univerfe, and the laws of fate: for in him the one nature
of all things, and the comprehenfion of thofe fatal decrees according to which he
arranges and divides the univerfe, fubfit.  For, if it is the demiurgus who fpeaks, he
converts fouls to himfclf: but, if this be the cafe, he alfo fhows to them the nature of
the univerfe, and the laws of fate, fubfi@ing in himfelf. Hence the one form of
nature is there; but the fouls alfo that ufe, produce the natures which are infpired
from them; and thefe perpetual natures again generate partial and temporal natures.
It may be concluded, therefore, that the paradigm of naturcs unitedly comprehends
in the demiurgic intellect the number of fuch as have a perpetual fubfiftence ; but
that the feparated caufes of perpetual natures are contained in Vulcan, who according
to theologifis is the fabricator of the form of body alone.  For from this divinity every
phytical order, and the numbcer of natures, proximately fubfift and are 1evivified.

* See the Timazus,

In
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In the fourth place, with refpe@ to bodies, muft we not admit that the onc and
total caufe of thefe isin the firt demiurgus, which caufc comprehends all the pumber
of the bodies that rank as wholes? but, after this monad, that the feparated caufes of
bodies which rank as parts fubfilt in the fabricating caufe of a corporeal nature?
This, indeed, muft neceflarily be the cafe: for he who comprehends the one mun-
danc form is the firft father of the univerfe; and thofe things which are generated
throngh neceffity muft confequently be parts ; and thefc require the providence of that
power which fabricates bodies. Befides, this alfo is evident, that, as we faid of fouls, it
is here likewifc requifite to affert that there are intelle@ual and formal caufes of divine
bodies ; for the vchicles of demons and partial fouls participate of thefe caufes in a
fecond and third gradation.  Thus, for inftance, the form of the folar body generates
alfo the folar vebicles of deemons and partial fouls ; and hence, as foul is to foul, o is
vehicle to its proper fphere.  And, in fhort, fince therc is a multitude of divine caufes,
the caufes of bodics muft be confidered as fubfifling differently in different divinities,
Thus, in Vulcan, the fabricator of body, the feparated caufes of bodics, fo far as
bodies, fubfift; but in the generative principles of fouls they fubfift pfychically ; and in
Jupiter, the demiurgus of wholes, they fubfift as animals, thence deriving their hy-
poftafis both according to fouls and bodies.

It now remains that we confider, with refpe& to matter, whether there is alfo a
form of this. And here perhaps it is neceffary, that as in fouls, natures, and bodies,
fabrication does not begin from the imperfe& ; fo likewife in matter, prior to that which
is formlefs, and which has an evanefcent being, that which is in a certain refpe@ form,
and which is beheld in one bour:dary and permanency, will be the paradigm of matter,
This likewife will poflefs a twofold gencration. viz. from its paradigm, and from a
divine caufe alone : for every thing intelle€ual produces in conjunion with divinity;
but divinity proceeds by itfelf, and as far as to things which do not poffefs their gene-
ration from intelle@®ual form.

After having, therefore, confidered the fimple hypoftafes of beings, let us dire®
our attention to the things compofed from thefe,—I mean animals and plants. For
there will be intelle@ual paradigms of all thefe; becaufe not the genus alone but
likewife the fpecies of cach gives completion to the univerfe, and makes it more fimilar
to its paradigm. For the intclligible world comprchends all fuch animals intelligibly

as
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as the apparent world contains fenfibly, Each therefore of thefe is affimilated to a
certain intelle@ual form : but animal itfelf, or the extremity of the intelligible triad,
comprchends unitedly and intelligibly the caufes of fouls, bodies, and animals. For,
as it contrals in the tetrad of ideas all the number of them, fo it preaflumes accord-
ing to union the diftributed caufes of things which are as it were fimple, and' alfo of
fuch which arc as it were compofite in intclle@uals.  For, in fhort, the univerfal
and the effential are thence derived.  Or whence do things pofiefs the never-failing,
if there i3 no cternal caufe? 'Whence that which is common, and which extends *0 a
muklitude of things? For whatever is derived from the circular motion of the heavens
is partial, fince the motion itfelf of the heavens is in a certain refpe@ partial. But that
univerfal thould be generated from that which is partial, is among the number of
things impoffible. Every form, thcrefore, both of plants and animals, thence fubfifts
according to a certain intelle®ual paradigm. For cvery thing generated, and every
thing which has in any refpeQ a fubfiftence, has its being from a caufe. Whence
then are thefe vifible forms, and from what caufe? Shall we fay, from one that is
mutable ?  But thisis impoffible. They muft, therefore, derive their fubfiftence from
an immovable caufe, fince they arc perpetual.  And we fay that an intelle@ual is a
caufe of this kind : for it abides perfeétly in cternity, Shall we admit, therefore, that
there are not only forms of fpecics, but alfo of particulars? as, for inflance, of So-
crates, and of every individual, not fo far as he is a man, but fo far as he is a parti-
cular individual. But if this be the cafc, muft not the mortal be neceffarily im-
mortal 2 For, if every thing which is generated according to idea is generated accord-
ing to an immovable caufe, and every thing which fubfifis according to an immovable
caufe is immutablein eflence, Socrates, and each individual of the human fpecics,
will be eftablithed according to a perpetual famenefs of effence; which is impoffible.
Tt is likewifc abfurd that idea fhould at one timc be the paradigm of fomething, and
at another not.  For cternal being pofiefles whatever it does poflefs eternally ; and
hence, that which is paradigmatic will cither not poffefs form, or will always pofiefs
it; fince it would be abfurd to affert that there is any thing accidental among ideas.
If therefore itv is a paradigm, it is neceflary that the image of it alfo fhould be
erpetual: for every paradigm is the paradigm of an image. But if it is at one
time eflential, and at another not, it will alfo at one time be a paradigm, and at
VOL. 111, 4¢ . another
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another not.  Befides, is it not ncceffary to be perfuaded by Socrates, who fays that
we are led to admit the fubfiftence of ideas, that we may have the onc prior to the
many ? For, if therc are ideas of particulars, there will be one prior to onc, or rather
infinites prior to finites; fince, fenfible natures being finite, ideas will be infinite,
Nothing, hewever, can be more abfurd than this: for things nearer to tbe one are
more ‘bounded, according to number, than fuch as are more remote from it. And
hence it appears that there can be no ideas of individuals. Since, however, cvery
thing which is gencrated is generated from a certain caufe, we muft alfo admit that
there are caufes of individuals; the ome general caufc being'thé order of the univerfe,
but the many caufes, the motion of the heavens, partial natures, the charaeriftic
peculiaritics -of the feafons, climates, and the infpeQive guardians of thefe. For, the
caufe being moved moves together with itfelf, in a certain refpedt, that which is gene-
rated from it. Hence, from the idioms of the prefiding caufes, different appropriate
figures, colours, voices, and motions are imparted to different animals. For the ge-
nerations are various in differcnt places, and partial natures not only preceed from
the whole of nature, but receive fomething from thc idiom of feeds, and are fathioned
by verging to bodies, and becoming as it were eminently corporeal, through departing
from themfelves. We fee, therefore, that they do not fubfift from a paradigmatic caufe:
for it is not the fame thing to fubfift from a caufe, and to be generated according to a

paradigm. For caufe is multifarioufly predicated, one of which is the paradigmatic.
Again, with refpeét to parts, fhall we fay that there are alfo ideas of thefe, fo that
there is not only a paradigm of man, but alfo of finger and eye, and every thing of this
kind! Indeed, becaufe each of thefe is univerfal and cffence, it fubfifts from a cer-
tain ftable caufe ; but becaufe they are parts, and not wholcs, they are fubordinate to
an impartible and intclle®ual cficnce. For there is no abfurdity in admitting that
fuch things as are not only parts, but wholes, fubfift according to that effence ; but:it is
abfurd to admit this of fuch things as arc parts only. For the generation of wholes is
from thence, fince the uniform, prior to the multiplied, and the whole, prior to part, is
thence derived.  'Will it not, therefore, be right {o affert of all fuch things, that the
caufes of them are not intellc@ual, (for every intclle@ is impartible, and confequently
wholes fubfift in it prior to parts, and impartible prior to partible natures,) but that
they are pfychical and phyfical. For that which is primarily partible is in fouls, and
9 ‘ after
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efter thefe in naturcs. Here, therefore, there is a rcafon and form of finger and tooth,,
and of each of thefe. And the wholenefs of thefe, indeed, prefubfifts in intellet, but
that which in the one alfo comprehends multitude is in fouls. That which vitally
difiributes the one from the multitude is in natures ; and that which makes a divifion
accompanied with interval is in bodies. In thort, it muft not be denied that there are
definite demoniacal caufes of thefe, as invocations upon the finger, eye, and heart
evince : but of the wholes which comprehend thefe parts there are divine caufes.

In the next place let us confider accidents. Have thefe then alfo ideas, or is there
alfo a twofold confideration about thefe? For fome of them are perfective of, and
give completion to, effences, fuch as fimilitude, beauty, health, and virtue ; but others
fubfift indeed in eflences, yet do pot give completion to, nor perfect them, fuch as
whitenefs, blacknefs, and every thing of this kind. Things, therefore, which give
completion to, and are perfe@ive of, effences have paradigmatic caufes precédane-
oufly ; but things which arc ingenerated in bodies are indeed produced aceording te
reafon, and the temperament of bodies is not fufficient to their generation, but form is
derived inwardly from nature, yet they are not praduced according to a certain definite
intelletual caufe. For the effential, the perfective, and the common, pertain to forms;
but that which is deprived of all thefe fubfifts from fome other caufe, and not from the
firft forms. For nature, receiving the order of forms proceceding into corporeal mafies,
divides wholes from parts, and eficnces from accidents, which prior to this were united
and impartible ; expanding thefc by her divifive powers. It is not indeed poffible, that
things perfectly divided fhould immediately fubfift from things united, and things moft
partial from fuch as are moft common ; but a divifion muft neceffarily be produced
from the condition of fubje@ion in the naturcs which fubfift between. We muft
thereforc admit, that there is a caufe of ﬁgure which is the prolific fource of all
,ﬁgures: and one monad of numbers which is generative of all numbers; fince even
the monad which is with us evinces that it contains unitedly the even and the odd,
and all the forms of numbers.  What then ought we to think concerning the monad
which is there?  Mutt it not be, that it is uniformly the caufe of all things, and that
its infinite power gencrates alfo in us infinite number ?  Indeed, this muft ncceflarily
be the cafe, fince the monad which is here proceeds as the image of that.

In the next place, with refpec to things artificial, thall we fay that there are ideas

4cC 2 alfo
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alfoof thefe?  Socrates, indeed, in the Republic, docs not refufe to fpeak of the ldca
ofa bed, and of a table ; but there he calls the producive principle in the dianoétic pért
of the artift, idea, and fays that this produétive principle is the progeny of divinity, be~
caufe he was of opinion that the artificial itfelf is imparted to fouls from divinity. For,
if it fhould be faid that the forms of thefe are in intelle@, whether do thefe pervade to
the fenfible world immediately, or through nature as a medinm ? For, ifimmediately,
it will be abfurd, fince a progreffion of this kind no where fubfifis in other forms, but
fuch things as are ncarer to intellect are the firft participants of ideas. But if through
nature as a medium, becaufe the arts are faid to imitate nature, much prior to art na-
ture will pofiefs the forms of things artificial. But all things which are generated
from nature live, and undergo generation and increafe, if they belong to things which
are generated in matter: for nature is a certain life, and the caufe of thingsvital. It
is however impoflible that a bed, or any thing elfe which is the produ&iom of art,
thould live and be increafed. And hence things artificial will not have prefubfifling:
ideas, nor intelleGual paradigms of their fubfiftence. If, however, fome one fhould be
willing to call the fciences arts, we muft make the following divifion :—Of arts, fuch
as lead back the foul, and affimilate it to intelled, of thefe we muft admit that there
are idcas, to which they affimilate us: for figure, and the intelligence of figure, are:
fimilar, and alfo number, and the intelligence of number. We muft admit, therefore;,
that there are ideas of arithmetic, mufic, geometry, and aftronomy, not indeed fo far
as they are applied to praical purpofes, but fo far as- they are intclleual, and infpec-
tive of divine forms. For thefc indeed conjoin us with intelle&, when, like the Cory-
phean philofopher in the Theastetus, we afironomizc above the heavens, furvey the in-
telle@ual harmony according to which the demiurgus generated fouls and this uni-
verfe, and contemplate that number which fubfifis in all forms occultly and feparately,
and the intelleQual figure, which is generative of all figures, and according to which
the father of the univerfe convolves the world, and gives to each of the clements its
proper figure,  Of thefe, therefore, we muft eftablifh idecas, and of fuch other fciences
as elevate fouls to intellect, and the affiftance of which we require in running back to
the intelligible. But, with refpect to fuch fciences as pertain to the foul while fport-
ing and employing herfelf about mortal concerns, and adminiftering to human indi-

gence, of thefe there are no intelle€tual forms, but the foul poffefies a power in opi-
nion,
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nion, which is the fruitful fource of theorems, and is naturally adapted to generate and
judgeof fuch-like particulars, There are, however, by no mcans fcparate forms of
the arts, or of things artificial. But it is not wonderful that the caufes of thefe thould
fubfifi in demons, who are faid to be the infpetive guardians of arts, and toi mpart
them to men ; or that they fhould alfo be fymbolically in the Gods. Thus, for in=
ftance, a certain deemon of the order of Vulcan is faid to prefide over the brazier’s art,
and to contain the form ofthis art ; but the mighty Vulcan himfelf is faid fymbolically
to fabricate the heavens from brafs. In a fimilar manner, there is a certain Minerval
deemon who prefides over the weaver's art, Minerva herfelf being celebrated as weav-
ing in a different and demiurgic manner the order of intelle@ual forms.

In the next place, withrefpeétto evil, muft we fay that there is fuch thing as evil
itfelf, the idea of evils  or fhall we fay, that as the form of things endued with interval
is impartible, and of things multiplied, monadic, fo the paradigm of things evil is.
good? For the affertion-is by no means fane, which admits that evil itfelf fubfifis
among ideas, left we fhould be compclled to fay that divinity himfelf is the caufe of .
thofe evils of which he contains the paradigms ; though we, when we look to thofe
paradigms, become better than we were before.  But if fome one fhould fay that the
form of evils is good, we afk, whether it is alone good in.its eflence, or alfo in its
energy ! For, if in its effence alone, it will be produ&ive of evil by its energy,.
which it is not lawful to affert ; but if in its energy alfo, it is evident that what is ge-
nerated by it will be good. For the effe of beneficent power and cnergy is good,.
no lefs than the effe@ of fire is hot.  Evil, thevefore, fo far as evil, is not generated.
according to a certain paradigm. But if, as Parmenides alfo. fays,.every ideais a God,.
and no God, as we learn from the Republic, is the caufe of evil, ncither muft we fay,,
that ideas being Gods are the caufes of evil. But paradigms are the cauafes of the
things of which they are paradigms ; and hence,. no idea is the caufe of evil..

From all that has been faid, we may fummarily colle& that ideas are of univerfal.
effences, and of the perfe@ions in thefe.  For the good, the efiential, and the perpe-
tual, are moft adapted to forms; the firft of thefe pervading from the firft caufe, the
fecond from the higheft being, and the third from eternity, to the firft.opder of forms.
From thefe three elements, therefore, we may definc what things are generated accord..

ing to a certain paradigmatic intelle€tual caufe, and what fubfift from other principles,.
[ and.
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and not from an intelletual paradigm. For hair, though it fhould be a leading part,
will not be there; for it has been fhown that other things are there, and not parts.
But clay is an indcfinite mixture of two elements not fubfifting according to a phy-
fical reafon; fince we are alfo accuftomed to cooned together ten thoufand other
particulars for our ufe. 'We do not however refer any thing of this kind to form : for
thefe works are cither the offspring of art, or of a deliberative tendency to things in
our power. And as to mud, fince it is a certain evil of that with which it fubfifts, it
cannot fubfift from ideas, becaufe, as we have fhown, nothing evil is gencrated from
thence. On this account thefe things, becaufe they are exits and privations of ideas,
do not from them derive their origin. For darknefs is a privation of light ; but the;
fun, being the caufe of light, is not alfo the caufc of its privation. In like manner,
intclle&, being the caufe of knowledge, does not alfo give fubfiftence to ignorance,
which is the privation of knowledge ; and foul, being the fupplier of life, does not;
alfo impart a privation of life. But if fome onc fhould fay that intclle@ knowing
good knows alfo evil, and on this account fhould place evil in intelle®, to this.
we muft reply, that there is no paradigm of cvil in intelle&, but that it pofiefles
a knowledge of evil; and that this is the paradigm of all the knowledge of cvil,
which he who receives is benefited. For ignorance is evil, but not the knowledge
of ignorance, this being one knowledge both of itfelf and of ignorance. For, if
we thus fpeak, we fhall neither introduce ideas of things evil, as fome of the Platonifis
have, nor fhall we fay that intellect alone knows things of a more cxcellent nature,
as others have afferted; but, ranking between both, we thall admit that it has a know-
“ledge of evils, but we fhall not introduce a paradigmatic caufe of thefe, fince it would

be evil. ‘
The following tranflation of cxtrafls from the beginning of the MS. of Damafcius
@:pt apywy, OF CONCERNING PRINCIPLES, may be confidered as an adinirable comment
on the concluding part of the firft hypothefis of this dialogue, where it is inferred
(p. 160.) that zbe one neither is one, nor is; and that it can neither be named, nor
fpoken of, nor conceived by opinion, nor be known, nor perceived by any being.
The extral@ts are taken and tranflated from the MS. in the Bodlcian library. The
difficulty of tranflating thefe extra@s, like the fublimity which they contain, can be

known only to a few. '

‘Whether
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Whether fhall we fay that the one principle of all things is beyond all things? or
that it is fomething belonging to all things, being as it were the fummit of the things
proceeding from it ? And fhall we fay that all things fubfitt together with it, or that
they are poficrior to and originate from it? For if fome one fhould affert this, how
will the principle be fomcthing extcrnal to all things? For, thofe things are in fhort
all, of which no onc whatever is abfent. But the principle is abfent, as not ranking
among all things. All things, therefore, are not fimply pofterior to the principle, but
befides the principle. Further fiill, all things muft be confidered as many finite
things : for things infinite will plainly not be all. Nothing, therefore, will be exter-
nal to all things. For allnefs (wavrorys) is a certain boundary and comprehenfion, in
which the principle is the boundary upwards, and that which is the ultimate pro-
ceffion from the principle, the boundary downwards. All things, thercfore, fubfit
together with the boundaries. Again, the principle is coordinated with the things
which proceed from the principle ; for it is faid to be and is the principle of them.
The caufe alfo is coordinated with the things caufed, and that which is firft with the
things pofierior to the firft. But things of which there is oneicoordination, being
many, are faid to be all ; fo that the principle alfo is among all things. And, in fhort,
we call fuch things as we conceive to fubfift in any way.whatever, all things; and we
alfo conceive the principle to fubfift. Henece we are accuflomed to call all the city,
the governor and the governed, and all the race, the begetter and the begotten.
But if all things fubfift together with the principle, will not the principle be fomething
belonging to all things, the principle alfo being affumed in conjun&ion with all things?.
The onc coordination, therefore, of all things, which we fay is all, is without a prin-
ciple, and without a caufe, left we fhould afcend to infinity. It is however neceffary
that every thing thould cither be the principle, or from the principle. All things,
therefore, are cither the principle, or from the principle. But if the latter be the
cafe, the principle will not fubfift together with all things, but will be external to alk
things, as the principlc of the things procceding from it. H the former be admitted,
what will that be which will procced from all things, as from the principle ? All
things, therefore, arc ncither the principle, vor from the principle ®,  Further fiill,
all things are in a certain refpe& beheld fubfifling in multitude, and a certain fepara-

* Tor the principle fo far as it is the principle ranks among f.ll things,
‘ tion.
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" ion. For we cannot conceive the all without thefe. How, t!iereforc,‘ do a certain
feparation and multitude dire@ly”appear? Or arc not all things every where in
feparation and muititude ? But is tbe one the fummit of the many, and #be monad the
united fubfitence of things which are feparated from each other?  And, ftill further, is
2he one more fimple than the monad? In the firft place, however, if this be faid, every
monad is number, though fubfiting contractedly and in profound union; and thus
the monad alfo is all things. And, in the next place, 7be one is not fomething belong-
ng to the many ; for thus it would give completion to ke many, in the fame manner
as each of other things. But as numerous as are the manj actording to g certain
divifion, fo numerous alfo will zbe ore be prior to divifion, according to the every way

~ impartible.  For it is not #he one as that which is fmalleft, as Speufippus appears to
fay, butit is zbe one as all things. For by its own fimplicity it accedes to all things,
and makes all things to be onc. "Hence all things proceed from it, becaufe it is
itfcIf all things prior to all.  And as that which has an united fubfiftence is prior to
things which are feparated from each other, o tbe one is hzmy prior to the many. But
when we expand every conception belonging to our nature to all things, then we do
not predicate all things after the fame manner, but in a triple refpe& at leaft; viz.
aunically, unitedly, and in a multiplied manner.  All things, therefore, are from ze ons,

and with refcrence to #be one, as we are accuflomed to fay. If then, according to a
more ufual manner of fpeaking, we call things which confift in multitude and fepara<
tion all things, we muft admit that ke united, and in a ftill greater degree the one, are
the principles of thefe. But if we confider thefe two as all things, and aflume them
in conjun@ion with all other things, according to habitude and coordination with
them, as we have  before faid, we muft then inveftigate another principle prior to all
things, which it is no longer proper to confider as in any way all things, nor to co-
arrange with its progeny. For if fome one fhould fay that the one, though it is all
things which have in any refpe@ a fubfifience, yet is ome prior to all things, and is
morc one than all things ; fince it is one by itfelf, but ull things as the caufe of all, and
according to a coordination with all things ;—if this fhould be faid, zhe one will thus
be doubled, and we ourfelves fhall become doubled, and multiplicd about its fimpli-
city. For by being the one it is all things after the mofl fimple manner. At the
fame time alfo, though this fhould be faid, it is neceffary that the principle of all things

fhould
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thould be excmpt from all things, and confequently that it fhould be cxempt from the
moft fimple alfnefs, and from a fimplicity abforbing all things, fuch as is that of 72e
one. Our foul, therefore, prophefies that the principle which is beyond all things
that can in any refpcé be conceived, is uncoordinated with all things. Necither, there-
fore, muft it be called principle, nor caufe, nor that which is firft, nor prior to all
things, nor beyond all things. By no means, therefore, muft we celebrate it as all things,
nor, in fhort, is it fo be celebrated, nor recalled into memory. For, whatever we con-
ceive or confider is either fomething belonging to all things, or is all things, although
analyfing we fhould afcend to that which is moft fimple, which is the moft compre-
henfive of all things, being as it were the ultimate circumference, not of beings, but
of non-beings: for, of beings, that which has an united fubfiftence, and is perfe@ly
without feparation, is the extremity, fince every being is mingled from clements which
are either bound and infinity, or the progeny of thefe. But zbe one is fimply the laft
boundary of ¢be many. For we cannot conceive any thing more fimple than that
which is perfeétly one; which if we denominate the principle, and caufe, the firft and
the moft fimple, thefc and all other things are there only according to #be one, But
we not being able to contra& our conceptions into profound union, are divided about
it, and predicate of b one the difiributed multitude which is in ourfelves; unlefs we
defpife thefe appellations alfo, becaufe #be many cannot be adapted to tbe one. Hence
it can neither be known nor named; for, ifit could, it would in this refpe be many.
Or thefe things alfo will be contained in it, according to the one. For the nature of
the one is all-receptive, or rather all-producing, and there is not any thing whatever
which ¢he oneis not. Hence all things are as it were evolved from it. It is, there-
fore, properly caufe, and the firft, the end, and the laft, the defenfive enclofure of all
things, and the qne nature of all things; not that nature which is in things, and which
proceeds from ¢hg one, but that which is prior to them, which is the moft ifnpartible
fummit of all things whatever, and the greateft comprehenfion of all things which in
any refped are faid to have a being.

But if he one is the caufe of all things, and is comprebenf' ive of all things, what
afcent will there be for us beyond this alfo? For we do not firive in vain, extending
ourfelves to that which is nothing, For that which is not even ore, is not according
to the moft jufk mode of fpeaking. Whence then do we conceive that there is

YOL. IIL, 4D fomething
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fomething beyond the one? for tbe many require nothing elfe than the one. And
hence the one alone is the caufe of the many. Hence alfo the one is entirely caufe,
becaufe it is ncceffary that the caufe of the many fhould alone be tbe one. For it
cannot be nothing ; fince nothing is the caufe of nothing. Nor can it be the many =
for fo far as many they are uncoordinated ; and #he many will not be one caufe. But
i there are many caufes, they will not be caufes of each other, through being unco-
ordinated, and through a progreflion in a circle, the fame things being caufes and
the things caufed. Each, therefore, will be the caufe of itfelf, and thus there will be
no caufe of the many. Hence it is neceflary that t7¢ one thould be the caufe of the
many, and which is alfo the caufe of their coordination : for there is.a certain con-
fpiring coordination, and a union with each other.

If, therefore, fome one thus doubting thould fay that #he one is a fufficient principle,
and fhould add as the fummit that ‘we have not any canception or fufpicion more
fimple than that of zbe one, and fhould therefore afk how we can fufpect any thing
beyond the laft fufpicion and conception we arc able to frame ;—if fome one thould
thus fpeak, we muft pardon the doubt. For a fpeculation of this kind i. as it fcems
inacceffible and immenfe: at the fame time, I;owever, from things more known to us
we mult extend the ineffable parturitions of our foul, to the incffable cofenfation of
this fublime- truth., For, as that which fubfifis without is in every refpect more
honourable than that which fubfifts with habitude, and the uncoordinated than the
eoordinated, as the theoretic than the political life, and Saturn for inftanee than Jupiter;
being than forms, and zhe one than themany, of which #he one is the principle;; fo, in fhort,
that which tranfcends every thing of this kind is morc honourablo than all caufes and
principles, and is net to be confidered as fubfifting in any. coarrangement and habitude ;
fince the one is naturally prior to #be many, that. which is moft fimple to things more
compofite, and that which is moft comprchenfive to the-things which it comprehends,
So that, if you are willing thus to fpeak, 7be fir/? is-beyond all fuch oppofition, not only
that which is in things coordinate, but even that which takes place from.its fubfiftence
as the firk.  The one, therefore, and the united are pofterior to.the firft : for thefe
caufally contain multitude as numerous as that which is. unfolded from them. 7%
ane, however, is no lefs onc, if indeed it is not more o, becaufe feparate multitude is
poflerior to and not in it ; and the united is no lefs united becaufe it contra@ed in

ons
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one things feparated prior to feparation. Each of thefe, thercfore, is all things,
whether according to coordination, or according to their own nature. But all things
cannot be things firft, nor the principle. Nor yet one of them alone, becaufe this
one will be at the fame time all things, according to the oue; but we fhall not yet
have difcovered that which is beyond all things.  To which we may alfo add, that
the one is the fummit of the muny, as the caufe of the things procceding from it.
We may likewife fay that we form a conception of sbe one according to a purified
fufpicion cxtended to that which is moft fimple and moft comprchenfive. But that
which is moft venerable muft ncceflarily be incomprehenfible by all conceptions and
fufpicions; fince alfo, in other things, that which always foars beyond our conceptions is
morc honourable than that which is more obvious: fo that what flies from all our
fufpicions will be moft honourable. But, if this be the cafe, it is nothing. Let however
nothing be twofold, one better than ¢be one, the other pofterior to fenfibles. If alfo we
ftrive in vain in afferting thefe things, ftriving in vain is likewife twofold ; the one falling
into the ineffable, the other into that which in no refpe¢t whatever has any fub-
fifteuce. For this alfo is incffable, as Plato fays, but according to the worfe, but 7ba#
according to the better.  If, too, we fearch for a certain advantage arifing from i,
this is the moft ncceffary advantage of all others, that all things thence procced as
from an adytum, from the ineffable, and in an ineffabje manner. For neither do
they proceed as the one produces the many, nor as the united things feparated, but as
the incffable fimilarly produces all things, ineffably, But if in afferting thefe things
concerning it, that it is ineffable, that it is no one of all things, that it is incompre-
henfible, we fubvert what we fay, it is proper to know that thefe are the nafngs and
words of our parturitions, daring anxioufly to explore it,and which, ﬁanding in the vefti-
bules of the adytam, announce indeed nothing pertaining to the ineffable, but fignify
the manner in which we arc affe@ed about it, our doubts and difappointni‘gnt; nor
yet this clearly, but through indications to fuch as arc able to underftand, thefe
invefligations. We alfo fce that our parturitions fuffer thefe things about zbe one,
and that in a fimilar nanner they are folicitous and fubverted.  For #be ore, fays Plato,
if it is, is not the one. But if it is not, no aflertion can be adapted to it : fo that neither
can therc be a negation of it, nor can any name be given to it ; for ncither is a name

4D 2 fimple,
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fimple. Nor is there any opinion nor feience of it ; for neither are thefe fimple : noe
is intelle® itfclf fimple. So that the one is in every refpe@ unknown and ine(Fable.

What then? Shall we inveftigate fomething elfe beyond the incffable ? Or, per-
baps, indeed, Plato leads us incftably through tbe ore as a medium, to the ineffable
beyond #be one, which is now the fubje& of difcuffion; and this by an ablation of #he
one, in the famc manner as he leads us to #be one by an ablation of other things. For,
that he gives to #be one a certain pofition is evident from his Sophifta, where he de-
monftrates that it fubfifts prior to being, itfelf by itfclf. But if, having afcended as far
ds to the one, he is filent, this alfe is becoming in Plato to be pérfe&l_y filent, after the
manner of the antients, concerning things in every refpect unfpeakable : for the dif-
courfe was, indeed; moft dangerous, in confcquence of falling on idiotical ears. In-
deed, when difcourfing concerning that which in no refpe@ has any fubfiftence, he
fubverts his affertions, and is fearful of falling into the fea of diffimilitude, or, rather,
of unfubfifting void. But if demonftrations do not accord with #be one, it is by no
means wonderful : for they arec human and divifible, and more compofite than is fit,
Indeed, they are not even adaptcd to being, fince they are formal, or rather they are
neither adapted to forms nor effences. Or, is it not Plato himfelf, who in his Epifiles®
evinces that we have nothing which is fignificant of form, no type, nor name, nor dif-
courfe, nor opinion, nor foience ¥ For it is intelle& alone which can apprehend idcas
by its proje&ting energies, which we cannot poffefs while bufily engaged in difcourfe.
If, therefore, we even energize intellectually, fince in this cafe our intelletion is cha-
ralerized by form, we fhall not accord with #8z united and with being. And if at any
time we are able to proje& a contracted intelligence, even this is unadapted and dif-
cordant with #be ons. If, alfo, we cnergize according to the moft profoundly united
intelligence, and through this occultly perccive #e one itfelf, yet even this is expanded
only as far as to e one, if there is a knowledge of #be one ; for this we have not yet de-
termined. At the fame time, however, let us now apply ourfelves to the difcuflion of
things of fuch great importance, through indications and fufpicions, being purified,
with refpe to unufual conceptions, and led through analogies and negations, defpif-
ing what we poffefs with refpeét to thefe, and advancing from things more difhonour-

¥ See the feventh Epiftle of Platos
able
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able with us to things more honourable. Shall we thercfore fay, that the nature which
we now inveftigatc as the firft, is fo perfe@ly incffable, that it muft not even be ad-
mitted concerning it that it is thus ineffavle; but that zbe one is ineffable, as flying
from all compofition of words and names, and all diftin@ion of that which is known
from that which knows, and is to be apprehended in a manner the moft fimple and
comprehenfive, and that it is not one alone as the idiom of one, but as one all things,
and one prior to all things, and not one which is fomething belonging to all things ?
Thefe, indecd, are the parturitions of the foul, and are thus purified with refped to
the fimply one, and that which is truly the one caufe of all things. Bat, in fhort, we
thus form a conception of zbe one which we contain as the fummit or flower of our
eflence, as being more proximate and allied to us, and more prompt to fuch a fufpicion
of that which ncarly lcaves all things behind it. But, from fome particular thing which
is made the fubje@ of hypothefis, the tranfition is eafy to that which is fimply fuppofed,
though we fhould in no refpe@ accede to it, but, being carried in that which is moft
fimple in us, fhould form a fufpicion concerning that which is prior to all things. T%e
one, therefore, is thus effable, and thus ineffable; but that which is beyond it is to
be honoured in the moft perfe& filence, and, prior to this, by the moft perfe&t igno-
rancc*, which defpifes all knowledge.

Let us, therefore, now confider, in the fecond place, how it is faid to be perfe@ly
unknown. For, if this be true, how do we affert all thefe things concerning it? For
we do not clucidate by much - difcuffion about things of which we are ignorant. But
if it is in reality uncoordinated with all things, and without habitude to all things, and
is nothing of all things, nor cven the one itfelf, thefe very things are the nature of it.
Befides, with refped to its being unknown, we either know that it is unknown, or we
are ignorant of this. But if the latter, how do we fay that it is perfe€lly unknown ?
And if we know this, in this refpe& therefore it is known. Or fhall we fay that it
is known, that the unknown is unknown? We cannot therefore deny one thing of
another, not knowing that which is the fubject of the-negation; nor can we fay that

* As that which is below all knowledge is an ignorance worfe than knowledge, fo the filence in which
our afcent to the incffable terminates is fucceeded by an ignorance fuperior to all knowledge. Let it, how.
ever, be carefully remembered, that fuch an ignorance is only to be obtained after the molt fcientific and in-

telle@ual energies,
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it is not this or that, when we can in no refpe reach it. How, therefore, can we
dény of that of which we are perfeétly ignorant the things which we know ?  For this
is juft as if fome one who was blind from his birth fhould aficrt that heat is not in
colour. Or perhaps, indeed, he alfo will juftly fay, that colour is not hot. For he
knows this by the touch ; but he knows nothing of colour, cxcept that it is not tan-
gible: for he knows that he does not know it. Such a knowledge, indeed, is not a
knowledge of colour, but of his own ignorance. And we allo, when we fay that the
firft is unknown, do not announce any thing of it, but we confefs the manner in which
we are affedted about it.  For the non-perception of the blind man is not in the co-
lour, nor yet his blindnefs, but in him. The ignorance, therefore, of that of which
‘we are ignorant is in us. For the knowledge of that which is known, is in him that
knows, and not in the thing known. But if knowledge is in that which is known,
being as it were the fplendour of it, {0 fome onc fhould fay ignorance is in that which is
unknown, being as it were the darknefs of it, or obfeurity, according to which it is
aunknown by, and is unapparent to, all things,—he who fays this is ignorant, that as
blindnefs is a privation, fo likewife all ignorance, and that as is the invifible, fo that of
which we are ignorant, and which is unknown. In other things, therefore, the priva-
tion of this or that leaves fomething clfe.  For that which is incorporeal, though invi-
fible, yet is intelligible : and that which is not intelligible by a certain intelligence,
leaves at the fame time fomething elfe. But if we take away every conception and fufpi-
cion, this alfo we muft fay is perfetly unknown by us, about which we clofe every
eye*. Nor muft we affert any thing of it, as we do of the intclligible, that it is not
adapted to be feen by the eyes, or as we do of the one, that it is not naturally adapted
to be underftood by an effential and abundant intelle¢tion : for it imparts nothing by
which it can be apprehended, nothing which can lead to a fufpicion of its nature. For
neither do we only fay that it is unknown, that being fomething elfe it may naturally
poflefs the unknown, but we do not think it fit to predicate of it either being, or she
one, or all things, or the principle of all things, or, in thort, any thing. Ncither,
therefore, are thefe things the nature of it, viz. the nothing, 1he being beyond all things,
Supercafal fubfifience, and the uncoordinated with all things; but thefe are only ablations
of things pofterior toit. How, therefore, do we fpeak concerning it?  Shall we fay,

* Ilay oppa puvopuey.
that,
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that, knowing thefe poflerior things, we defpife them with refpect to the pofition, if I may
fo fpeak, of that which is in every refpe& ineffable ? For, as that which is beyond fome
particular knowledge is better than that which is apprchended by fuch knowledge, fo
that which is beyond all fufpicion muft neceffarily be moft vencrable ; not that it is
known to be fo, bat poflefling the moft vencrable as in us, and as the confequence of
the manner in which we arc affc@ed about it.  We alfo call this a prodigy, from its
being entircly incomprehenfible by our conceptions : for it is through analogy, if that
which in a certain refpe@ is unkunown, according to a more excellent fubfifience, is
fuperior to that which is in cvery refpeét known.  Hence, that which is in every res
fpe@ unknown according to a more excellent fubfificnce, mult neceflarily be acknow-
ledged to be fupreme, though it indced has neither the fupreme, nor the moft excellent,
nor the moft vencrable : for thefe things are our confeflions about that, which entirely
flics from all our conceptions and fufpicions.  For by this-very affertion, that we can
form no fufpicion of it, we acknowledge that it is moft wonderfal ; fince, if we thould
fufpc& any thing concerning it, we muft alfo inveftigate fomething elfe prior to this
fufpicion, and either proceed to infinity in our fearch, or ftop at that which is perfefly
ineffable. Can we, therefore, demonfirate any thing concerning it? and is that de-
monfirable which we do not think fit to confider as a thing whofe fubfifience we can
even fufpeét?  Or, when we aflert thefe things, do-we not indced demonfirate corn-
cerning it, but not i#2 For ncither docs it contain the demonfirable, nor any thing
elfe. What then? Do we not opine concerning it thefe things which we now affert ?
But if there is an opinion of it, it is alfo the obje& of opinioﬁ. Or fhall we fay we
opinc that it is not thefc things ? for Ariftotle alfo fays that there is true opinion. If;
thercfore, the opinion is true, the thing likewife is to which opinion being adapted
becomes true. - For, in confequence of the thing fubfifiing, the opinion alfo is true.
Theugh, indeed, how will it be, or how will that be true which is perfeétly unknown?
Or (hall we fay this is truc, that it is not thefe things, and that it is not known? Is
it theretore truly falfe, that it is thefe things, and that it is known? Or fhall we
fay that thefe things are to be referred to privations, and to that which in a certain re-
fpec is not, in which there may be a falling from the hypoflafis of form ?  Juft as
we call t' ¢ ubfence of light durknefs, For, light not exifting, ncither is there any
darknefs.  But to (hat which is never and in no refpect being, nothing among beings .

can
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can, as Plato fays, accede. Neither, therefore, is it non-being, nor, in fhort, priva-
tion; and even the expreflion never in no refped (ro pndapn lu.y;Ba,,.w;) is incapable
of fignifying its nature. For this expreflion is being, and Signification is forncthing
belonging to beings.  Likewife, though we fhould opine that it is not in any refpc@,
yet at the fame time fince it thus becomes the obje& of opinion, it belongs to beings.
Hence, Plato very properly calls that which never and in no refpe is, iucftable and
incapable of being opined, and this according to the worfe than the cffable and opi-
nion, in the fame manner as we fay the fupreme is according to that which is better
than thefe. What then, do we not think and are we not pcrt:uaded’ that the fupreme
thus {ubfits? Or, as we have often faid, do not thefe things exprefs the manner in
which we are affected about it? Bat we poffefs in ourfelves this opinion, which is
therefore empty, as is the opinion of a vacuum and the infirite. As thereforc we
form a phantaftic and fiitious opinion of thefe, though they are not, as if they were,
juft as we opine the fun to be no larger than a fphere whofe diameter is but a foot,
though this is far from being the cafe ;—fo, if we opine any thing concerning that
which never and in no refpect is, or concerning that of which we write thefe things,
the opinion is our own, and the vain attempt is in us, in apprehending which we think
that we apprebend the fupreme, It is, however, nothing pertaining to us, fo much
does it tranfcend our conceptions. How, therefore, do we demontftrate that there is
fuch an ignorance in usconcerning it? And-how do we fay that it is unknown? We
reply, in one word, Becaufe we always find that what is above knowledge is more ho-
nourable ; fo that what is above all knowledge, if it were to be found, would be found
to be moft honourable. But it is fufficient to the demonttration that it cannot be
found. We alfo fay that it is above all things; becaufe, if it were any thing known,
it would rank among all things; and there would be fomething common to it with
all things, viz. the being known. But there is one coordination of things in which
there is fomething common ; o that in confequence of this it will fubfift together with
all things. Hence it is neceffary that it thould be unknown.

In the third place, the unknown is inherent in beings as well as the known, though
they are relatively inherent at the fame time. As, therefore, we fay that the fame
thing is relatively large and fmall, fo alfo we fay, that a thing is known and unknown

with reference to different things, And as the fame thing, by participating of the
: two



ON THE PARMENIDES. 577

two forms, the great and the fmall, is at the fame time both great and finall, {0 that
which at the fame time participates of the known and the unknown is both thefe,
Thus, the intelligible is unknown to fenfe, but is known to intellect, For the more
excellent will not be privation, the inferior at the fame time being form; fince cvery
abfence, and a privation of this kind, is either in matter or in foul; but all things
arc prefent in intclleCt, and flill more in a certain refpe in the intelligible.  Unlefs,
indced, we denominate privation according to a more excellent fubfitience, as we fay
that is not forin which is above form; and that is not being which is fuperefivntial ;
and that is nothing which is truly unknown, according to a tranfcendency which fur-
pafies all things. If; therefore, 7he oneis the laft known of things which are in any
refpe@ whatever known or fufpeéted, that which is beyond #ke one is primarily and
perfeQly unknown ; which alfo is fo unknown, that ncither has it an unknown nature,
nor can we accede to it as to the unknown, but it is even unknown to us whether it
is unknown. For therc is an all-perfe& ignorance about it, nor can we know it, nci-
ther as known, nor as unknown. Hence, we are on all fides fubverted, in confe- -
quence of not being able to reach it in any refpect, becaufe it is not even one thing ;
or rather, it is not that which is not even one thing. Hence, it is that which in no
refpeét whatever has any fubfifience; or it is even beyond this, fince this is a negation
of being, and that which is not even one thing is a negation of 7b¢ one. But that which
is not one thing, or, in other words, that which is nothing, is a void, and a falling from
all things. ‘We do not, however, thus conccive concerning the ineffable.  Or fthall
we fay that #othing is twofold, the one being beyond, and the other below, all things ?
For the one alfo is twofold, #his being the extreme, as the one of matter, and that the
firlt, as that which is more antient than being.  So that with refpe to nothing alfo,
11is will be as that which is not even the laft one, but #3as, as neither being the firft
onc. In this way, therefore, that which is unknown and ineffuble is twofold, 7Ais, as
not even poflefling the lalt fufpicion of fubfifience, and 75a¢, as not even being the
firft of things. Muft we, therefore, confider it as that which is unknown tous? Or
this indecd is nothing paradoxical : for it will be unknown even to much-honoured in-
telle, if it be lawful fo to fpeak. For every intelleét looks to the intelligible; and
the intelligible is cither form or being. But may not divine knowledge know it ; and
may it not be known to this fupereflentially ? This knowledge, however, applies itfelf
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to the one, but that which we arc now invefligating is beyond s2e ane,  In (hort, if it
alfo is known, in conjunétion with others, it will alfo be fomcthing belonging to all
things; for it wiil be common to it with others to be known, and thus fur it will be
coordinated with others. Further flill, if it is known, divine knowledge will compre-
hendsit. It will, thercfore, definc it.  Every boundary, however, afeends ultimatcly
as far as to tbe one ; but that is beyond the one. It is, therefore, perfeétly incomprea
henfible and iuvifible, and confequently is not to be apprehended by any kind of
knowledge. To which we may add, that knowledge is of things which may be known,
as beings, or as having a fubfificnce, or as participating of the'one. But this is be-
yond all thefe. Further flill, the one alfo appears to be unknown, if it is neceflary
that what is known fhould be one thing, and that which knows another, though
both fhould be in the fame thing. So that ske truly one will not know itfelf: for
it does not poflefs a certain duplicity. There will not, thercfore, be in it that which
knows, and that which is known. Hence, ncither will a God, confidered according
to the one itfelf alone, and as being conjoined with sAe one, be united with that which
is fimple, according to duplicity. For how can the double be conjoined with the
finple?  But if he knows the one by the one, that which knows, and alfo that which is
known, will be one, and in each the nature of #he one will be thown, fubfifting alone
and being one.  So that he will not be conjoined as different with that which is diffe-
rent, or as that which is gnoftic with that which is known, fince this very thing is one
alone; fo that neither will he be conjoined according to knowledge. Much more,
therefore, is that which is not even #4¢ one unknown. But if t3e one is the laft thing
known, we know nothing of that which is beyond #2e one ; fo that the prefent rhap-
fody is vain. Or fhall we fay we know that thefe things are unworthy to be afferted, if
it be lawful fo to fpeak, of the firft hypothefis, fince, not yet knowing even intelligible
forms, we defpife the images which fubfift in us of their eternal and impartible nature;
fince thefe images arc partible, and multifarioufly mutable. Further ftill, being igno-
rant of the contra@led fubfifience of intelligible fpccies and genera, but poffefling an
image of this, which is.a contra@ion of the gencra and fpecies in us, we fufpect that
being itfclf refembles this contradtion, but is at the fame time fomething more excel-
lent; and this mufl be efpecially the cafe with that which has an united fubfiftence,
But now we are ignorant of 4b¢ one, not contra@ing, but expanding all things to it ;
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and in us fimplicity itfelf confifts, with rclation to the all which we contain, but is
yery far from coming into conta& with the ail-perfe& nature of tke one. For rle cne
and the fiinple in our nature, arc in the finallefl degree that which they are faid to be,
except that they are a fign or indication of the nature which is there. Thus alfo
afliming in intelle&@ cvery thing which can be in any refpeét known or fafpcQed, we
think fit to afcribe it as far as to 2he¢ one ; if it be requifite to fpeak of things unfpeak-
able, and to conccive things which are inconceivable. At the fame time, alfo, we
think fit to make that the fubje@ of bhypothcfis, which cannot be compared, and is
uncoordinated with all things, and which is fo exempt, that neither in reality does it
poflefs the cxempt.  For that which is exempt is always exempt from fomething, and
is not in every refpeét exempt, as pofiefling habitude to that from which it is exempt,
and, in fhort, preceding in a certain coordination. If] therefore, we intend to make
that which is truly exempt the fubje@ of hypothefis, we muft not even fuppofe it te
be exempt. For, accuratcly fpeaking, its proper name will not be verificd when af-
cribed to the exemps ;3 for in this cafe it would at the fame time be coordinated ; fo
that it is neceflary even to deny this of it. Lil‘{ewife, negation is a certain fentence,
and that which is denicd is a certain thing ; but that of which we arc now eudeavour-
ing to fpeak is not any thing. Neither, therefore, ean it be denied, nor fpoken of;
nor be in any way known: fo that ncither is it poflible to deny the negation ; but that
which appears to us to be a demonfiration of what we fay, is a perfcét fubverfion of
language and conceptions.  What end, therefore, will there be of the difcourfe, ex-
cept the moft profound filence, and an acknowledgment that we know nothing of that
which it is not lawful, fince impoflible, to lead into knowledge ?

May it not, therefore, be faid by fome one who ventures to make fuch.like inqui-
ries, if we aflert fomething concerning it from things of a poficrior nature, fince in thefe
the monad is every where the lcader of a certain proper number ; for there is one firft
foul and many fouls, onc firft intclle& and many intelledls, onc firflt being and many
beings, and onc firt unity and many unitics ;—if this be the cafe, may it not be faid
that in a fimilar wanner it is requifite there fhould be onc incffable and many ineffa-
bles? 1f this then bgadmitted, it will be neceffary to fay that the incffable is ineffas
Lly prolific. It will, thercfore, generate a proper multitade.  Or may wc not fay,
that thefe and fuch-like conceptions asife from forgetting what has been before afferted?
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For there is nothing common between it and other things; nor will there be any
thing pertaining to it among things which are fpoken of, or conccived, or fufpe@ed,
Neither, thercfore, can #he one nor the many, ncither the prolific nor the produive, nor
that which is in any rcfpe@ a caufe, neither any analogy nor fimilitude can be
afcribed to it.  For it is efpecially neceffary to induce quiet, in that which is arcane,
firmly abiding in the adytum of the foul. But if it be neceflary to indicate fome-
thing concerning it by negations, we muft fay that it is neither one nor many, neither
prolific nor unprolific, neither caufe nor caufelefs; thus in reality fubverting ourfelves,
I know not how, by negations to infinity. Shall we, therefore, thus trifling adduce
that which in no .rcfpé& has any fubfiftence whatever 2 For to this all thefe affer-
tions are adapted, and after all thefe the very fubverfion itfelf, as the Elean philow
fopher teaches us.  This queftion indeed is not difficult to folve ; for we have before
faid that all thefe things apply to that which is not in any refpe&, in confequence of
its being worfe than all thefe, but they apply to the firft, in confequence of admitting’
it to be better than all thefe. For the things denied are not denied of each after
the fame manner; but upwards things lefs, if it be lawful fo to fpeak, are denicd of
that which is more excellent; and downwards, things better of that which is worfe,
if it be poffible fo to fpeak. For we deny things both of matter and ¢3¢ one, but in
a twofold refped, afier the above-mentioned manner. This queflion then, as I have
faid, is eafily folved.

Again, thercfore, it may be faid, Does not fomething proceed fiom it to the things
which are here? Or how indecd fhould this not be the cafe, if all things are from
it> For every thing participates of that from which it procecds. For, if nothing clfe,
it thence poflefits that which it is, refpiring its proper principle, and converting itfelf
to it as much as poffible. What indeed fhould hinder it from imparting fomething
of itfelf to its progeny ? What other medium is there? And how is it not neceflary
that the fecond fhould always be nearcr to the one principle than the third? and the
third than the fourth ? And if this be the cafe, muft it not alflo lefs depart from it ?
If this too be the cafe, muft it not alfo more abide in the boundary of its nature ?
Hence, too, muft it not alfo be more affimilated to it, fo that it likcwifc will be adapted
to participate of it, and fo that it will participate of it? How alfo could we fufpect
thefe things concerning it, unlefs we contained a certain veflige of it,—a vefiige
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heficning as it were to be conjoined with it ? Shall we, therefore, fay that Leing arcane
it beflows an arcane participation on all things, through which there is in every thing
fomething arcane?  For we acknowledge that fome things arc more arcane than others,
the one than being, being than life, life than intelled, and thus always in fucceffion after
the fame manner; or rather inverfely 5 from matter as far as to a rational cfience, thefe
things fubfift according io the worfe, but thofe according to the better, if it be lawful fo
to fpeak. May we not however fay that be who admits this will alfo make a progreffion
from the firft, and a certain arcane order of things proceeding, and that thus we thall
introduce all fuch effibles to the arcane, as we have condiftributed with the eftfuble ?
We (hall therefore make three monads and thrce numbers, and no longer two ; viz. the
cfltatial. the unical, or that which is charaerized by unity, and the arcane. And thus
we Tl admit what we formerly reje@ed, i, ¢, multitude in the arcane, and an order
of things firft, middle, and laft. There will alfo be permanency, progreflion and
regreflion s and, in fhort, we fhull mingle much of the cffable with the ineffable.
But if, us we bave faid, the tern i or hofe can not be introducedto that arcane nature
which we confider as above #ke one and sbe many neither mult any thing elfe befides
the one be admitted as prior to the many, nor any thing clfe be condiftributed with the
many in participation. Necither, therefore, is it participated, nor does it impart any
thing of itfelf to its progeny ; nor is cvery God arcane prior to its beirg one, as it is
one prior,toails being eflence.  May we not fay, therefore, that language here being
fubverted evinces that this nature is arcanc by conceiving contrarics according to
every mode from things posterior to it ? Aud why is this wonderful, fince we are
alfo involved in fimilar doubts concerning #le one 2 Indeed, is not this alfo the cafe
concerning being and that which is perfedily united ?

In another part, near the beginning of the fame admirable work, hc remarks that
the one in cvery thing is the meie true thing itfelf.  Thus, for inflance, the one of
man is the nere true man, that of fou! is the mere truc foul, and that of body the
mere true body. Thus alfo 2e one of the fun, and #he one of the moon, arc the
mere true fun and moon.  After which he obferves as follows: Necither the one nor
all things accords with the nature of sbe one. For thefe arc oppofed to each other,
and diftribute our conceptions. For, if we look to the fimple and 7he cne, we defiroy
its immenfcly great perfeCtion: and if we conceive all things fubfifting together, we

abolith
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abolith zhe one and the fimple. But this is becanfe we are divided, and look to
divided idioms. At the fame time, however, aﬁ;iring after the know ledge of'it, we
conne& all things together, that we may thus be able to apprehiend this mighty
naturc. But fearing the introdudion of wll multitudcs, or contra‘ting the pecuiiar
nature of zbe one, and rcjoicing in that which is fimple and the fir@l in fpealing of
the moft anticnt principle, we thus introduce #be one it/elf as a fymbol of fimplicity ;
fince we likewife introducc all things as a fymbol of the comprehenfion of all things.
But that which is above or prior to both we can ncither conceive nor denominate,
And why is it wonderful that we (hould fuffer thefe things ab0~ut it, fince the diftinét
knowledge of it is unical, which we cannot perceive ?  Other things too of this kind
we fuffer about being.  For, endeavouring to perceive deing, we difmifs it, but run
round the elements of it, bound and infinity. But if we form a more truc conception
of it, that it is an united plenitude of all things, in this cate the conception of u/l
things draws us down to multitude, and the conception of #he united abolifhes that of
all things. Neither however is this yet wonderful.  For, with refpe@ to forms alfo,
when we with to furvey any onc of thefe, we run round the elements of it, and,
firiving to perceive its unity, we obliteratc its elements. At the fame time, however,
every form is onc and many; not indeed partly onc, and partly many, but the
whole of it is through the whole a thing of this kind. Not being able, therefore, to
apprehend this colle@ively, we rejoice in acceding to it with a difiribution of our
conceptions. But always adhering in our afcent, like thofe who climb clinging with
their hands and fect to things which extend us to a more impartible nature, we
obtain in a certain refpc& a cofenfation in the difiribution, of that which is uniform,
We defpife, therefore, this with refpeét to the colle@ed apprehenfion of it, which we
cannot cbtain, unlefs a certain veflige of colle@ed intclligence in our nature is
agitated.  And this is the light of trath, which is fuddenly enkindled, asif from the
collifion of firc fiones. For our greateft conceptions, when excrcifed with cach other,
verge to a uniform and fimple fummit as their end, like the extremitics of lines in
acircle haflening to the centre.  And though cven thus they fubfift indecd with
difiribution, yect a certain veftige of the knowledge of form which we contain is pre-
excited ; juft as the equal tendency of all the lines in a circle to terminate in the

middle affords a certain obfcure reprefentation of the centre.  After the fame
manncr
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manner alfv we afcend to being, in the firft place, by underfianding every form which
fulls upon us as diftributed, not only as impartible, but alfo as united, and this by
confounding, if it be proper fo to fpeak, the multitude in cach. In the next place, we
mufi colle every thing frparated together, and take away the circumferiptions, juft
as if making many fireams of water to be one colle@lion of water, except that we muft
not underftand that which is united from all things, as one colle@ion of water, but we
muft conccive that which is prior to all things, as the form of water prior to divided
fireams of water.  Thus, thercfore, we muft expand ourfclves to the one, firlt colle@-
ing and afterwards difmiffing what we have colle@ed, for the fuper-cxpanded tran-
feendency of tbe one.  Afiending, therefore, fhall we meet with it as that which is
known? Or, wifhing to mect with it as fuch, fhall we arrive at the unknown? Or
may we not fay that cach of thefe is true ? For we meet with it afar oft as that which
is keown ; and when we are united to it from afar, pafling beyond that in our nature
which is guoflic of #he one, then are we brought to he one, that is, to be unknown
inflead of being gnofiic.  This contad, therefore, as of onec with one, is above
knowledge, but the other is as of that which is gnoflic with that which is known.
As however the crooked is known by the firaight, 1o we form a conjecture of the
unknown by the known.  And this indeed is a made of knowledge. 7k one, there-
fore, is fo far known, that it docs not admit of an approximating knowledge, but
appears afar off as known, and imparts a gnofiic indication of itfelf.  Unlike other
thirgs, however, the nearer we approach to it, it is not the more, but, on the contrary,
l:fs known; knowledge being ditivlved by 7/e ore into ignorance, fince, as we have
before obferved, where there is knowledge there alfo is feparation.  But feparation

ling to the one isinclofed in unisn; fo that knowledge ahib is refunded into
ignorance.  Thus, too, theunalogy of Plito requires.  Tor firfl we endeavour to fee
the fun, and we do indeed ive it afar off; but by how mucii the nearer we approach
to it, by fo much the lefs dowe feeit; and ut length we neither fee other things, nor
it, the eye Lecoming fpontancoufly dazs'cd by its light.  Is, therefure, /le one in.its
proper nature unknown, though there is fomething cife unknewn befides tke one?
The one indeed wills to be by itfilf, but with no other; but the unknown beyond
the one is perfedly incflable, which we acknosledge ncither knows nor is ignorant,
but has with refpect to itfelf fuper-ignorance.  Heuce by proximity to this the one

ittelf
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itfelf is darkened : for, being very ncar to the immenfe principle, if it be lawful fo to
fpeak, it remains as it were in the adytum of that truly myflic filence. On this
account, Plato in fpeaking of it finds all his affertions fubverted : for it is ncar to the
fubverfion of every thing, which takes place about the firft. It differs from it how-
cver in this, that it is one fimply, and that according to the onme it is alfo at the fame
time all things, But the firft is above #he one and all things, being more fimple than
both thefe.

P. 166. Note. Such then is the intelligible }ria(l.

In order to convince the reader that the do&rine here delivered of the intelligible
triad is not a fiGtion devifed by the latter Platonifts, I fhall prefent him with the fol-
lowing tranflation from the fame excellent work of Damafcius (IT:p: apyws,) Con-
cerning principles*, in which the agreement of all the anticnt theologifls concerning
this triad is moft admirably cvinced.

The theology contained in the Orphic rhapfodies concerning the intelligible Gods
is as follows :—Tlime is fymbolically placed for the one principle of the univerfe ; but
wther and chans, for the two pofterior to this one: and being, fimply confidered, is
reprefented under the fymbol of an egg.  And this is the firf triad of the intelligible
Gods. But for the perfedtion of the fecond triad they efiablith either a conceiving
and a conceived cgg as a God, or a white garment, or a cloud : becaufc from thefe
Phanes leaps forth into light. For, indeed, they philofophize varioufly concerning
the middle triad. Buat Phanes here reprefents intelle@. But concciving him over
and above this, as father and power, contributes nothing to Orpheus.  But they call
the third triad Mectis as inselle@t, Ericapeus as power, and Phanes as fatber. But
whether or not are we to confider the middle triad according to the three-fhaped God,
while conceived in the cgg}? for the middle always reprefents cach of the extremes;
as in this inflance, where the egg and the three-thaped God fubfift together.  And
here you may perceive that the egg is that which is united ; but that the three-fhaped

and really multiform God is the feparating and difcriminating caufe of that which is

* Vide Wolfii Anecdot. Grze. tom. iii. p. 252.
+ 'Qs vouy is omilted in the original,
& This is not an interrogative fentence in the original, but certainly ought to be fo.

intelligible
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intclligible. Likewife, the middle triad fubfilts according to the cgg, as yet united ;
but the third * according to the God who feparates and diftributes the whole intelligi-
ble order. And this is thc common and familiar Orphic theology. But that delivered
by Hieronymus and Hellanicus is as follows. According to them water and matter
were the firft produ@ions from which earth was fecretly drawn forth: fo that water
and earth are eftablifhcd as the two firfl principles : the latter of thefe having a difper/fed
fubfiftence, but the former conglutinating and conne&ing the latter. But they are
filent concerning the principle prior to thefe two, as being ineffable : for, as there are
no illuminations about him, his arcanc and ineffable nature is from hence fufliciently
evinced. But the third principle pofierior to thefe two, water and earth, and which is
generated from them, is a dragon, naturally endued with the heads of a bull and a lion,
but in the middle having the countenance of the God himfelf. They add, likewife,
that he has wings on his fhoulders, and that he is called wndecaying Time, and Her-
cules; that Neceffity refides with him, which is the fame as Nature, and incorporeal
Adraflia, which is extended throughout the univerfe, whofe limits {he binds in ami-
cable conjun&ion. But, as it appears to me, they denominate this third principle as
cftablifhed according to cflence, and affert, befides this, that it fubfifts as male and
female, for the purpofe of exhibiting the generative caufes of all things.

I likewife find in the Orphic rhapfodies, that, ncglecting the two firft principles,
together with the one principle who is delivered in filence, the third principle, pofterior
to the two, is eftablithed by the theology as the original ; becaufe this firt of all
pofitfles fomething effable and commenfurate to human difcourfe.  For, in the former
hypothefis, the highly reverenced and undecaying Time, the father of zether and chaos,
was the principle : but in this Time is negleéted, and the principle becomes 2 dragon.
It likewife fays that there was a triple offspring ; moift @ther, an infinite chaos, and
cloudy and dark Ercbus; delivering this fecond triad analogous to the firft: this being
potential, as that was paternal, Ience, the third proceflion of this triad is dark Erebus:
its paternal and fummit ztlicr, not accerding to a finple but intelle@tual fubfifience :
Lut its middle, infinite ¢haos, confidered as a progeny or proceflion, and among thefe
partarient, becaufe from thele the third intelligible triad procecds. What then is the

third inteiligible triad 2 T anfiver, The cgg ; the duad of the natures of male and female

¥ To7ziwuy is, 1 conceive, erroncoufly ommitted in the original.

vOL. 111, 4F which
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which it contains, and the multitude of all-various feeds, refiding in the middle of this
triad : and the third among thefe is an incorporeal God, bearing golden wings on
his fhoulders ; but in his inward parts naturally poffeffing the heads of bulls, upon
which heads a mighty dragon appears, invefted with the all-various forms of wild
beafts. This laft then muft be confidered as the inellec? of the triad ; but the middle
progeny, which are many as well as fwo, correfpond to power, and the egg itfelf is the
fzz/emal principle of the third triad : but the third God of this third triad, this theology
cclebrates as Protogonus, and calls him Jupiter, the difpofer of all things and of the
whole world ; and on this account denominates him Psn. And fuch is the infor-
mation which this theology affords us, concerning the genealogy of the intelligible
principles of things. '
But in the writings of the Peripatetic Eudemus, containing the theology of Orpheus,
the whole intclligible order is paffed over in filence, as being cvery way incffable and
unknown, and incapable of verbal enunciation. Eudemus, therefore, commences his
gencalogy from Night, from which alfo Hower begins : though Eudemus is far from
making the Homeric genealogy confiftent and conneéted, for he afferts that Homer
begins from Ocean and Tethys. It is however apparent that Night is according to
Homer the greateft divinity, fince fhe is reverenced even by Jupiter himfelf. For
the poet fays of Jupiter— that he feared left he thould act in a manner difpleafing
to fwift Night *.”  So that Homer begins his genealogy of the Gods from Night.
But it appears to me that Hefiod, when he afferts that Chaos was firft gencrated,
fignifies by Chaos the incomprehenfible and perfeély united nature of that which
is intelligible : but that he produces Earth+ the firt from thence, as a certain prin-
ciple of the wholc proceffion of the Gods. Unlefs perhaps Chaos is the fccond of
the two principles : but Earth }, Tartarus, and Love form the triple intelligible. So
that

¥ Altero yzp p voxrs Som amobumia pelor,  1liad. lib. £, ver. 261.

+ Tyv is printed inftead of Tyv.

1 As the whole of the Grecian theology is the progeny of the myfic traditions of Orpheus, it is evident
that the Gods which Hefiod celebrates by the epithets of Earth, Heaven, &c. cannot be the vifible Heaven
and Earth : for Plato in the Cratylus, following the Oltphic do&rine concerning the Gods, as will appear in
our notes on that dialogue, plainly thows, in explaining the name of Jupiter, that this divinity, who is f‘}b-

ordinate to Saturn, Heaven, Earth, &c. is the artificer of the fenfible univerfe; and confequently Saturn,
Heaver,
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that Love is to be placed for the third monad of the intelligible order, confidercd
according to its convertive nature; for it is thus denominated by Orpheus in his
rhapfodics. But Earsh for the firft, as being firft eflablithed in a certain firm and
cffential permanency. And Zurtarus for the middle, as in a certain refpe@ cﬁciting and
moving forms into diftribution.  But Acufilaus appears to me to eftablith Chaos for
the firlt principle, as entircly unknown; and after this, two principles, Erebus as
male, and Night as female; placing the latter for infinity, but the former for bound.
But from the mixture of thefe, he fays * that Zither, Love, and Counfel are generated
forming three intelligible hypoftafes.  And he places Etlker as the fummit ; but Loce
in the middle, according to its naturally middle fubfitence ; but Metis or Counfel as
the third, and the fame as highly-reverenced intelle@.  And, according to the
hiffory of Eudemus, from thefe he produces a great number of other Gods, But
Epimenides cftablithes Air and Night as the two firlt principles; manifefily reve-
rencing in filence the one principle prior to thefe two. But from Air and Night Zur-
tarus is generated, forming, as it appears to me, the third principle, as a certain mixed
temperature from the two. And this mixturc is called by fome an intelligible medium,
becaufe it extends itfelf to both the fummit and the end. But from the mixture of
the cxtremes with each other an egg is generated, which is truly an intelligible
animal : and from this again another progeny proceeds. But according to Pherecy-
des Syrius, the three firft principles are, a Perpetually-abiding Vital Nature, Time +, and
an Earthly Nature : onc of thefe fubfifting, as I conceive, prior to the other two. But

Heaven, Earth, &c. are much fuperior to the mundane deities, Indeed, if this be not admitted, the Theogony
of Hefiod muft be perfe@ly abfurd and inexplicable. For why does he call Jupiter, agreeably to Homer,
(wazyp avdewy 7e Jewy '.‘s),.“fatlwr of Gods and men " Shall we fay that he means literally that Jupiter is
the father of all the Gods? But this is impoflible ; for he delivers the generation of Gods who are the
parents of Jupiter. He can, therefore, only mean that Jupiter is the parent of all the mundane Gods: and
his Theogony, when confidercd according to this expofition, will be found to be beautifully confiftent and -
fublime ; whereas, according to modern interpretations, the whole is a mere chaos, more wild than the
delirious vifions of Swedenborg, and more unconneted than the fi/thy rant of the ftool-preaching methodift.
1 only add, that =y is erroncoufly printed in the Excerpta of Wolfius for yzy. N

* dyuiin the original fhould doubtlefs be 7y a4,

t X#avav is printed for sesvov.
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he afferts that Tyme gencrates from the progeny of itfelf, Fire, Spirit, and IFater:
which fignify, as it appears to me, the triple naturc of that which is intelligible. But
from thefe, diftributed into five profound recefles, a numcrous progeny of Gods is con-
ftituted, which he calls five-times animated (warsuduyoc) 5 and which is, perhaps, the
fame as if he had faid wevrenoopo, or a five-fold world. But we may probaby difcourfe
on this fubject at fome other opportunity. And thus much may fuflice at prefent con-
cerning the hypothefis deiived from the Grecian fables, which arc both many and
various. .

But with refpe& to the theology of the barbarians, the Babylonians feem to pafs
over in filence the one principle of the univerfe. But they eftablith two principles,
Tauthe and Apafoon. And they confider Apafoon as the hufband of Tauthe, whon
they denominate the mother of the Gods; from whom an only-begotten fon Mooumis
was produced : which, as it appears to me, is no other than the intelligible world de-
duced from two principles*. But from thefe another proceffion is derived, Dacke
and Dachus. And likewife a third from thefe, Kiffure and Affoorns. And from thefe
again three deities are produced, Anus, Ilinus, and Aus. But from Aus and Dacke a
fon called Belus is produced, who they fay is the demiurgus of the world.  But with
refpect to the Magi, and all the Arion raéc, as we are informed by Eademus, fome
of them call all the intelligible and united world Place, and fome of them Time: from
which a good divinity and an evil demon are difiributed ; Light and Darknefs {ubfifting
prior to thefe, according to the affertions of others. However, both the one and the
other, after an undifiributed nature, confider that nature as having a fubfiftence:
which diftributes the twofold coordination of better natures: one of which coordina~
tions Orofinades prefides over, and the other Arimanius. But the Sidonians, accord-
ing to the fame hiftorian, place before all things Time, Defire, and Cloudy Darknefs.
And they affert, that from the mingling of Defire and Darknefs as two principles, Air
and a gentle Wind were produced : Air evincing the fummit of the intelligible triad;.
but the gentle IVind raifed and procceding from this, the vital prototype of the intelli-
gible. And again, that from both thefe the bird Otus, fimilar to a night raven, was pro-
duced; reprefenting, as it appears to me, intelligible intelle. But as we find (with-

* That is, from bound and infinite.
6 out
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out the afliflance of Eudemus) the Pheenician mythology, according to Mofchus,
places .Ether and Zir as the two firft principles, from which the intelligible God Ouwlo-
mus was produced ; who, as it appears to me, is the fummit of the intelligible order.
But from this God (yet proceeding together with him) they affert that Chox/forus was
produced, being the firft unfolding proceflion.  And after this an egy fucceeds;
which I think muft be called intelligible intelle€t.  But the unfolding Choufarus is in-
telligible power, becaufe this is the firft nature which difiributes an undifiributed fub-
fifience: unlefs, perhaps, after the two principles AZstber and Air, the fummit is one
Wind 5 but the middle #wo Winds, the fonth-wef and the fouth ; for in a certain refped
they place thefe prior to Oulomus.  But Oulomus himifelf is intelligible intelleQ : and
unfolding Chonforus* the firk order after the intelligible feries.  And the egg itfidf is
heaven : from the burfling of which into two paris, the fe@ions arc faid to have be-
come heaven and carth. But with refpect to the Egyptians, nothing accurately is-
related of them by Eudemus.  According to certain Egyptian philofophers, however,
among us, an unknown Durknefs is celebrated in fome Egyptian writings as the one prin-
ciple of the univerfe, and this thrice promounced as fuch : but for the two principles
after the firft, they place water and fand, according to Heraifcus ; but according to the
more antient writer Afclepiades, fand and water ; from which, and after which, the
firft Kamephis is generated. But after this a fecond, and from this again a 1hird ; by all
which the whole intclligible difiribution is accomplifhed. For thus Afclepiades de-
termines. But the more modern Heraifcus fays, that the Egyptians, denominating the-
third Kamephis from his father and grandfather, aflert that he is sbe Sun; which,
doubtlefs, fignifics in this cafe intelligible intcile¢t.  But a more accurate knowledge:
of thefe affairs muft be received from the above-mentioned authors themfelves. It
mufl, hovt;evcr, be obferved, that with the Egyptians there are many diftributions of
things according to union ; becaufe they unfold an intelligible nature into charaer-
iftics, or peculiaritics of many Gods, as may be learned from fuch as are defirous of.
confulting their writings on this fubje&.

Thus far Damafcius; from which curious and intercfling relation the reader may

not only perccive at onc view the agreement of the antient theologifts with each other

* ysuowpss fhould be read inftead of yovewpsn.
m
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in celebrating the intelligible triad, and venerating in filence the ineffable principle of
things, but may likewife behold the origin of the chriftian trinity, its deviation from
truth, and the abfurdity, and even impiety, with which a beliefin it is unavoida-ly at-
tended. Confonant too with the above relation is the do€lrine of the Chaldzans con-
cerning the intelligible order, as dclivered by Johannes Picus, in bis Conclufions accord-
ing to the opinion of the Chaldaan theologiffis*. * The intelligible coordination (fays he)
is not in the intclle@ual coordination, as Amafis the Egyptian aflerts, but is above
every intelle¢tual hierarchy, imparticipably concealed in the abyfs of the firft unity,
and under the obfcurity of the firft darknefs.” Coordinatio intelligibilis non éft in
intelle@uali coordinatione, ut dixit Amafis ZEgyptius, fed eft fuper omnern intellectu-
alem hierarchium, in abyflo prima unitatis, et fub caligine primarum tenebrarum im-
participaliter abfcondita.

But from this triad it may be demonfirated, that all the proceflions of the Gods may
be comprehended in fix orders, viz. the intelligible order, the intelligible and at the fame
time intelleual, the intelleclual, the fupermundane, the liberated, and the mundane t,
Yor the intelligible, as we have already obferved, muft hold the firfk rank, and muft
confift of being, life, and intelle?, i. e. muftt abide, proceed, and return, and this fuper-
effentially ; at thc fame time that it is chara@erized, or fubfifts principally according
to leing. Bat, in the next place, that which is both #nrelligible and intelle@ual fuc-
ceeds, which muft likewife be triple, but muft principally fubfift according to /fe, or
sntelligence.  And, in the third place, the intellecual order muft fucceed, which is #riply
convertive. But as, in confequence of the exiftence of the fenfible world, it is neceflary
that there fhould be fome demiurgic caufe of its exifience, this caufe can only be
found in intelle3, and in the laft hypoRafis of the intellecual triad. For all forms in
this hypoftafis fubfift according to all-various and perfeét divifions; and forms can
only fabricate when they have a perfe@ intclle@ual feparation from each other. But
fince fabrication is nothing more than proceffon, the demiurgus will be to the pofterior
order of the Gods what she one is to the orders prior to the demiurgus; and confe-
quently he will be that fecondarily which the fir@ caufe of all is primarily. Ience, his

* Vid. Pici Opera, tom. i. p. 54.

1 i. €. @:or vonrot, vontos xau VOEpOL; VOEDO, UM EpNOT(AIO, XK ONUTO! five umepavpavics, et eyxoouict.
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firft producion will be an order of Gods analogous to the intelligible order, and which
is denominated fupermundane. After this he muft produce an order of Gods fimilar to
the intelligible and intelle@ual order, and which are denominated Jiderated Gods. And
in the laft place, a proceffion correfpondent to the intellectual order, and which can
be no other than the mundane Gods. For the demiurgus is chiefly charaQerized ac-
cording to diverfity, and is allotted the boundary of all univerfal hypoftafes.
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