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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this thesis is to describe the relation between matter and the One
in the philosophy of Proclus, and to discover how, by their relation, all things exist. The
difficulty of this task is that matter and the One are not ‘things.” They are beyond being,
and both do not exist. Even still, the ‘nothings” of matter and the One are also
potentially all things, and this power is from their non-existence. The One is nothing in
excess (ka0’Omepoxnv) and matter nothing in lack (ka®’éAAeunprv), and the relation
between these two nothings produces the affirmation that is all being. However, matter
and the One as principles can only be related through a mediator which must pass
through every moment of negation and affirmation and bind them together. This
mediator is soul. It is soul alone who brings together negation and affirmation in the
self-constitution of its own life. Soul, which is the principle of all generation, reaches out
to both extremes and draws the imperfect power of matter into communion with the
perfect power of the One. For this reason, as this thesis argues, the relation between
matter and the One in Proclus is Soul, who makes nothing into a principle and abolishes
it again, binding all things together and converting ineffability into moments in the
process which is soul’s own self-constitution.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

All beings are embraced in a circle by the gods and exist in them. Thus, in

a wonderful way, all things both proceed and have not proceeded forth (in

Tim.1209).!

The Gods know all things together, wholes and parts, beings and non-

beings, things eternal and things temporal [. . .] even of matter itself (PL.

Theo. 1.21).2

This thesis is about matter in the philosophy of Proclus. Speaking broadly,
for Neoplatonists matter is the nature residing beneath the corporeal world
which we discover when we strip away every attribute and quality and look into
the depths of body. It is only discernable when every form and divine gift is
precluded from sight, and even then, what we ‘discern’ is but an emptiness. It is
the furthest of all things from the One, has no good of its own, and cannot even
be said to exist. Even still, as we will see, Proclus insists that matter is necessary.

So necessary, in fact, that without it the cosmos could not exist, the Good would

not be manifest in the world, and the continuous mediation joining all to all

1 Proclus, in Tim. 1209.28-29: “mavta d& tax dvta kUKAW TegreiAnmtal U1o Twv Oewv Kal év
avTolg €0TL. OavuaoToV 0VV TVa TEOTIOV Kat teonABe mavta kait ov eonABev.” Text edited
by E. Diehl, in Platonis Timaeum commentaria, 3 volumes (Leipzig: Teubner, 1903-1906).
Translations of in Tim. I are by or modified from David T. Runia and Michael Share, Commentary
on Plato’s Timaeus: Book 2: Proclus on the Causes of the Cosmos and its Creation, Volume 2
(Cambridge: University Press, 2008).

2 Proclus, PI. Theo. 1.21, 98.7-12: “ot Beol t&x TAVTA YIVWOKOLOLV OHOD, TA T€ OAx Kol T
HEQM, TA Te OVTA Kal ta pr) Ovra [. . .] kav v VAnv avtiv.” Text edited by H. D. Saffrey and L.
G. Westerink, Proclus Théologie Platonicienne, 6 vols. (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1968-1997).



would be broken. Matter is nothing in itself, but by its nothingness all things
come to be. In a strange way then, matter is like the One.

The purpose of this thesis is to describe the relation between matter and
the One in the philosophy of Proclus, and to discover how, by their relation, all
things exist. The difficulty of this task is that both matter and the One are not
‘things.” Neither can be said to exist; they are beyond (or beneath) being. Even
still, the ‘nothings” of matter and the One are also potentially all things, and this
power is from their non-existence. The One is nothing in excess (ka0’OmeQoxMV)
and matter nothing in lack (ka0”éAAenpwv),® and the relation between these two
nothings produces the affirmation that is all being. However, matter and the One
as principles can only be related through a mediator which must pass through
every moment of negation and affirmation and bind them together. This
mediator is soul. It is soul alone who brings together negation and affirmation in
the self-constitution of its own life. Soul, which is the principle of all generation,
reaches out to both extremes and draws the imperfect power of matter into
communion with the perfect power of the One. For this reason, as this thesis
argues, the relation between matter and the One in Proclus is Soul, who makes

nothing into a principle and abolishes it again, binding all things together and

3 Proclus, Pl. Theo. 1.12, 57.24.



converting ineffability into moments in the process which is soul’s own self-
constitution.

For Proclus, the question of matter draws together Plato and Aristotle,
and our inquiry will begin from his synthesis of these two thinkers. This is
admittedly a difficult place to start, for Plato and Aristotle have accounts of
material nature that are, at the very least, in tension with one another. On the one
hand, Plato’s receptacle from the Timaeus (which Neoplatonists call ‘matter” even
though Plato nowhere uses that name) is a universal nature and a co-cause of all
becoming. On the other hand, as Aristotle works out his concept of hule he
explicitly critiques the Platonists “universal” account.* Matter, for Aristotle, can
only be articulated according to particular substances, and only ever relative to
form; it must be the matter of something. Even still, Proclus” own way of talking
about matter, and especially matter’s relation to the One, requires a synthesis of
Platonic and Aristotelian concepts, and by examining this synthesis we will
begin to discover the concepts and questions that will occupy the rest of this
thesis.

We will have many texts from many sources to consider over the course of
our inquiry, but in order to see from the beginning how plainly Proclus sets Plato

and Aristotle together, let us begin with a passage from his arguments on the

4 Aristotle, Physics 1.9. Chapter two explores this criticism briefly below.



eternity of the world. This text (below) argues that matter’s eternity implies the
world’s eternity. However, in order to do so, Proclus must set ‘Platonic” and
‘Aristotelian” notions of matter together, and from their synthesis reveals a
glimpse of our object —matter’s relation to the One in the creation of all things.

Matter is the matter ‘of something,” [that is,] of its form. Particular matter
(tic An) is only matter when there is also a form. [. . .] Rocks are not the
matter of the form house until they are shaped and fit together, and only
when they have received these [qualities]. Just when they truly become
matter the form is already present.

Thus, if universal matter on its own (antA@g VAN mavtwg) is the
matter of all generation and is potentially all things, requiring nothing in
order to be matter as the particular kind does (for that which is universal
as such and first, requires nothing to be what it is), then it has all form in
itself at once. For needing nothing to be matter, it needs nothing to have
form.

Thus, in the moment [matter] exists, it has the forms of whose
matter it is. Since it is ungenerated and incorruptible it requires no other
matter; it is matter simply. And as the forms exist in it eternally, so does
the cosmos (k6opog). [. . .] Thus, the moment the matter of the cosmos
exists, so does the cosmos itself.5

5 Proclus, De Aeternitate Mundi, XI: “tvog yao éotiv 1) DAN 100 €1 aDThg €1D0VS" KAl YAQ 1)
Tig VAN t0Te VAN €0Tly, Otav 1) kal 1O €ldog: [. . .] o yap ot AiBot 1oL eidovg ¢ oliciag VAT,
molv Ee00@otv el TOXOL kKal AQUOTOWOLY, AAA” STy TabTa TEOCAAPwWOLY dTAV AQA WG
AANOwc VAN Yévwvtal, tOte TAQEOTLV AXEOVWG 110N TO €100C. €l OVV Kal 1] ATAGWS VAN TtdvTwg
€0Tiv DA TTAONG YEVEOTEWG Kal E0TLV DUVAUEL TTAVTA KAl 00dEV AT del MEOG TO VAT elvart
KkaOdmeQ T T (TO YAQ ATADGS TAVTAxX0D TOLODTO KAl TRWTWS OVIEVOG €l TO elvat 6 éoTLv
OeOLLEVOV), G 0TIV Kal Tax €101 TAVTA €V avTr) HNdEVOS YXQ deoUEéVT) TOOG TO elvarl VAN
00deVOG delTal MEOG TO €ldn Exetv WOT, A’ 0D Eotwy, €xeL T €idn, v VAN €otiv. dyévntog dé
€0tV kal apOagtog, tva pr) VANG AAANG déntat VAN oo ATAWG. 0TIV doa KAl T €dm €v
avt €€ awiov kat 6 kKOoUOC: [. . .] WoT, ae’ 00 VAN kéoHov, kat kéopog Eéotwy.” Text from On
the Eternity of the World: De Aeternitate Mundi, edited by Helen S. Lang and A. D. Macro
(California: University of California Press, 2001).



In the first paragraph, Proclus describes an understanding of matter familiar
from Aristotle.® Matter (OAn) signifies a potential in things, but never apart from
the form for which it is the material. Proclus calls this kind of matter, “particular
matter” (tig UAn). Conversely, ‘universal matter” (amtAwg VAN tavtwe, ‘matter
wholly in itself’), while it still uses Aristotle’s term, UAn), is familiar from the
receptacle (Utodox1)v) of Plato’s Timaeus, which is the ‘receiver all things’ (ta
niavta dexopévnc).” What is most striking, is that Proclus implies these two
‘matters” have the very same relation to their forms. The presence of matter
always implies the presence of its form. For the particular, this is not surprising.
Stones are something useful for housebuilding, but they only become the house’s
matter once the house actually exists. The material potency belongs to the form’s
actuality. Matter and form are present together, but form is always matter’s
principle. “Thus’ (o0v), as Proclus strikingly infers, it must be the case that
universal matter, which is matter eternally, eternally implies the existence of
every form and all cosmos. As Proclus brings Plato and Aristotle together, matter

is converted from being an order of receptivity among the forms that actually

¢ See, for example, Aristotle, Phisics, 1.9.

7 Plato, Timaeus, 50b. Text edited Ioannes Bunet, Opera, Volume 4 (Oxford: Oxonii, 1900).
Translations modified from Donald J. Zeyl, Timaeus, in Plato: Complete Works, 1224-1291, edited
with introduction and notes by John M. Cooper, with associate editor, D. S. Hutchinson
(Indianapolis / Cambridge: Hackett Publishing Company, 1997).



exist—the receptive aspect of their order or cosmos—to being a principle which
implies the existence of the world.

The key difference is that universal matter is “ungenerated and
incorruptible [and] it requires no other matter.” There is no thing that makes the
matter of the world ‘true” material. And because the presence of matter implies
the presence of form, universal matter’s eternity necessarily implies the existence
of all form in matter and the order of the entire cosmos.

At this conclusion, we are propelled in the direction this thesis will take.
For particular matter, form is primary. Particular matter describes an order of
particular kinds of receptivity among forms. It is the form of stones that are good
for house building which becomes the material of an actual house. But for
universal matter, the priority seems to be reversed. The receptivity of universal
material is not from its form, but from its lack of form. Rather than depending on
form for its existence, as does particular material, it is the embodied forms that
depend on universal material for their existence. This universal matter, even
while it is last and furthest from the One, is somehow primary (or a co-cause
with what is primary) to all cosmos, which, as the order of embodied forms,
requires universal matter in order to realize its existence. It is as if the things in

our world are determined from two sides: by the forms which give all things



their substance, but before this is possible, by a universal matter which is
logically prior to the forms because it receives them.

The reason for this conclusion, as we will discover, is that even as matter
is the last of all things, it is immediate to the One. The One gives all things as
matter receives them, and what passes between is our world. It is also we
ourselves who are given and received, and we embrace in our embodied life both
sides, all that proceeds from the One and the ineffable reception which is its
reflection. We will continue to examine this ineffable relation in the chapters that
follow, but there is also another less apparent, but equally necessary aspect to
this passage’s conclusion.

What is the significance of the fact that it is we ourselves who, as we are
given and received by ineffability, give that ineffability its name, calling its
manifestation in excess the One and in lack matter. We have been pointing to the
conclusion that matter’s uncaused priority together with its necessity with
respect to the world reveal a causal kinship with the One. However, it must also
be recognized that the One is not a cause, but beyond cause. The One is ineffable,
and if matter is ‘co-cause’ with the One, then its causation is also ultimately
beyond (or, perhaps, beneath) all thought and being. As we noted briefly above,
matter and the One are ‘nothings” whose negations produce the affirmations of

being (much more on this in chapter four). How is it that these non-essential



super-principles are present as ‘causes’ in any meaningful way to ordinary
beings?

As this thesis progresses, we will find the emphasis beginning to shift
from matter and the One to those beings whose existence actually are the relation
between ineffable lack and ineffable excess. These principles—matter and the
One—are only constituted as principles by soul, and they are constituted as they
are ‘discovered,” so to speak, in the world which is the mediation of their powers
unfolding in generation. Soul constitutes as ‘things’ that which cannot be a thing
at all. Matter and the One “are not” apart from their relation to one another in the
process which is soul. In the cosmic middle where soul as the principle of
generation mediates between being and non being, it encounters the ineffability
which is its ground. ‘Matter” and “the One” are but soul’s names for the
unnamable nothings that it discovers when it confronts its own existence in the
world. In this way, we will discover that the answer to this thesis” central
question—“What is the relation between matter and the One?” —is soul, the
principle of the temporal world which expresses the complete mediation
between the ineffable nothings above and beneath all things.

This conclusion will clarify as we approach it, but for now it is enough to
point out that the two sides to the thesis” question, either ‘matter and the One,” or

the ‘relation” between them are already represented by the two matters from the



text above. On the one hand, universal matter, uncaused and ungenerated, is
necessity linked to the One itself. On the other hand, particular matter, which
describes an order of receptivity among substances that actually exist, is a way of
talking about the ways ‘matter” and divine unity become actually present in the
world of becoming which is their relation. In the next chapter we will continue to
examine these two sides of matter as they appear in Proclus” work On the
Existence of Evils, where he argues for matter’s affinity with One and the Good.
From there, we will look to the Elements of Theology to see that the two kinds of
matter are necessary aspects of two logical structures in the cosmic architecture.
The cosmic point of view will move us towards the theological focus of the
fourth chapter, whose purpose is to demonstrate that the receptivities of
particular materials emerge from the receptivity of universal matter as the Gods
themselves make being in relation to one another. And finally, looking from the
Gods to the world of becoming itself, we will consider the mediation of soul, the
principle who both gives ineffability a name and abolishes it again, bringing to a
complete end in itself the cosmic process which is the relation between matter

and the One.



CHAPTER TWO: MATTER AND THE ONE

So far, we have been introduced to Proclus’ basic understanding of matter
in its two aspects (universal and particular), and have been drawn towards the
central question they imply. What is the relation between matter and the One? In
order to begin our inquiry and to break this one question into its necessary parts,
we will turn to Proclus’” On the Existence of Evils. This shorter work contains a
theodicy which defends matter from the charge that it is a principle of evil. This
charge comes largely from Plotinus, whose position Proclus explicitly rejects. A
consequence in the work is that if matter is not evil, it must be good and bear a
relation to the Good itself. As we will see, the two “‘kinds” of matter we have
encountered so far can also be understood as two sides of matter’s relation to the
tirst principle which corresponds to its two names, ‘One” and ‘Good.” In this
work Proclus demonstrates both that the matter’s perpetual lack is necessary to
the manifestations of the Good and that indeterminacy and multiplicity of the
material in each body must still proceed from the One.

Before we begin, we might ask how it is possible to talk about the first
principle in different ways and under different names as we imply above. It
almost seems to imply two distinct principles, or at least to speak in division
about what must dwell in simplicity. The answer is that the ‘One” and ‘Good” as

names of the first do not point to two distinct substances, but to two modes of

10



revelation by which the first becomes manifest to us.® Let us begin with a passage
from the Platonic Theology where Proclus describes their distinction:
Of these names, “The One” is the image of the progression of the whole,
and “The Good” of their conversion. [. . .] The Good converts all
secondary natures, but the One gives them subsistence. [. . .] We transfer
names [to the First] by looking to that which comes after, to the
progression from, or the circular conversions back to it. Because a
multitude subsists from it, we ascribe to it the name, The One, and
because all things are converted to it, we call it The Good.’
The first is revealed as the One through the subsistence of beings, and as the
Good through their conversion. In On the Existence of Evils Proclus approaches
matter from these two perspectives, looking to a particular dialogue of Plato in
both cases. Turning to the Timaeus, Proclus demonstrates matter’s relation to the
Good with respect to the universal conversion of “all secondary natures.” Then,

looking to the Philebus, Proclus turns to the matter and the particular in relation

to the One which “gives them subsistence.”'? It is between these two dialogues

8 The significance of names for ineffability will be the special subject of the final chapter.

° Proclus, PI. Theo. I11.6 40.9-41.9: “II&Awv 1] 00V TV OVOUATWYV TOVTWY, TO LLEV TG TTEOOOOL
TV OAWV, TO D¢ TG EMOTEOPTG €0TLV AV [. . .] EmMiotoenTicov doa t0 dyaBov ot Twv
devTépwV andviwy, DooTatikov d¢ 0 €v [...] Ta pév yoap ovopata kdvtavOa eog To et
avTo BAETOVTEC KAl TAG AT AVTOD TEOAOOLG T) TEOS AVTO KATX KUKAOV ETLOTQOPAS ETTU' EKELVO
HLETAPEQOUEV EMAYOVTEG, DIOTL O TIEOC AVTO MAVTA KAl HEXQL TWV APVIQOTATWY
éruotpépetal, Tdyabov adto ngooovopdlovrteg.”

10 There remains much to be said about the scheme I suggest here, setting universal matter
under the Good as illumined by Plato’s Timaeus on the one hand, and particular matter under the
One as illumined by the Philebus on the other. However, one thing that must be noted, is that it
implies that Proclus understands what we have so far called Aristotle’s particular matter to be a
fundamentally Platonic idea derivable from the Philebus. We will look at this relation more below.

11



that the central doctrine of matter in Proclus, as well as its problems and

complexities, will emerge

As we turn to Proclus’ arguments in On the Existence of Evils against the
claim that matter is evil, it will be useful to examine the claim itself. We
mentioned above that, for Proclus, Plotinus is the primary representative of the
negative view. Proclus does not refer to Plotinus by name, but he implicates
Plotinus’ own treatise on evil which is paraphrased in the very first sentence of
the work asking “What is the nature of evil, and from whence does it come?”!!
For Plotinus, as Proclus presents his position, matter is the principle of evil
because it’s nature is to be devoid of all goodness. And Proclus affirms that, in
some ways, this conclusion easily follows. If the Good is “the measure of all
things, their boundary, limit and perfection,” then evil must be the lack of all

these qualities, “unmeasuredness, absolute unlimitedness, imperfection and

11 Proclus, de Mal. 1.1: “Ttjv to0 kakoU ooy, ftig té éotL kat 60ev €xeL v yéveow.”
Chapter and line numbers are from the edition of Daniel Issac, Trois Etudes sur la Providence Vol
III: de I’Existence du Mal (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1982). Greek text edited by H. Boese, Procli
Diadochi tria Opuscula, (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1960). Translations modified from Jan Opsomer and
Carlos Steel, On the Existence of Evils (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 2003). Where
the Greek text is fragmentary, corrupt, or dubious, the Latin translation of Moerbeke is also
supplied. For notes on the complicated history of this text see Jan Opsomer and Carlos Steel
(2003: 1-10). Compare Plotinus, Enneads 1.8 (51): “TIEPI TOY TINA KAITIO®EN TA KAKA.”
Enneads, 7 volumes, translated by A. H. Armstrong, (Cambridge / Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1965-1988).

12



indeterminate,”’? and all these qualities are primarily in matter.’® Furthermore,
matter could not have these qualities as “properties,” for it is matter’s nature to be
entirely indeterminate and with out any property or kind whatsoever. This
means that if matter is evil, it could not have it as an accident or possession; no, it
must be evil in principle."* As Plotinus’ position concludes, the Good is the first
good and ultimately good, while matter has the least goodness and is therefore
ultimately evil, both in itself and to other beings.

The problem, as Plotinus puts it in his own works, is that matter “falls
short completely” (mavteAwg éAAein)), retaining nothing of its origin. Matter is
a pure lack, a non-being, and for this reason is opposed to all beings and a
principle of evil. It lies, Proclus explains, at the end (¢éoxata) of soul, where it
“begs and bothers, and wants to come inside,”’® and “spreading itself out, it is
illuminated but unable to grasp from where it is lit.”1¢ For this reason, matter
“darkens the light” (pwg éokdtwoe), turns soul from its source, and “makes evil

what it has got hold of by a sort of theft.”!” Matter is a pure unlimitedness which

12 Proclus, de Mal. 30.13-16: “t0 yaQ dyaOov HéToV €0Ti TAVTwV kal 600G Kal TéQAgc kat
TeEAELOTNG DOTE TO KAKOV AHETOLX KOl AVTOATIELQOV Kol ATEAES Kol AdQLOTOV.”

13 Ibid., 30.

14 See Plotinus, Enneads 1.8 (51) 10.

15 Tbid., 1.8 (51) 14.35-36: “moooattel kol olov kat EVoxAet kal €ig T0 eiow mageAOelv OéAe”

16 Ibid., 1.8 (51) 14.38-39: “EAAaumetat ovv TtoFaAAovoa Eautrv Kal &g’ o0 pev
EAAGumEeTaL oV dUvatatl Aafetv”

17 Ibid., 1.8 (51) 14.48: “6 ' éAafev olov kKAépaoa momoatL kKakov eivat . . .”

13



is incomplete by nature and therefore must ever be opposed to the perfection
that is the work of the Good in all things.!

As we turn to Proclus’ response, let us consider first the significance of
matter’s non-existence, for this is central to Plotinus” charge that matter is a
principle of evil. It is useful to note, first, that this is a problem Aristotle himself
perceived in his own account of matter. In the Physics, when Aristotle introduces
the concept of UAn, he explains that the Platonists” universal matter equates
potency and privation. In the Timaeus, the substrate is postulated as the cause of
deficiency and lack in things. But for the substrate to be the cause of lack, as
Plotinus argues above, it must be a kind of ‘Lack Itself,” since it can have no

properties. The problem is, as Aristotle explains in the Physics, that this implies

18 On the relation between matter and the intellectual unlimited in Plotinus: The intellectual
unlimited is “born from the infinity, power, or everlastingness of the One.” (yevvn0év éx tng tov
€vOg amelolag 1) duvapewe 1 tov ael, 11.4 [12] 15.19-20). But, as Plotinus explains, “the Unlimited
is also double; and how do they differ? —as archetype and image” ("H dittov kai 10 dmnewgov. Kat
i draéper; Qg apxétvmov kat eidwAov, Ibid., 15.22-23). Matter’s unlimitedness is the image of
the intellectual unlimited, and “has escaped from being and truth” (yap eldwAov mepevyog to
elvat <kat> 10 aAn0ég, paArov amepov, Ibid., 15.23-24) He uses similar language in another
treatise: “Matter is as if cast out, completely separate, and unable to change itself; just as it was
non-being from the beginning, so it will always be” (1] ¢ éotwv olov ékQupelon Kkal TTAVTN
XwotoOeloa kal petaBardev éavtv oL duvapévn, dAA' Omeg €€ apxng 1V — pr) Ov d¢ v —
oUtwg aet éxovoa, IL5 [25] 5.11-13). Jean-Marc Narbonne points to the significance of Matter’s
‘escape’ in his study Plotinus in Dialogue with the Gnostics (Leiden / Boston: Brill, 2011), 31-32. For
Narbonne, this passage from Plotinus suggests, contra the position of Denis O’Brien (See esp.
2011a, 2011b, 2012), that Plotinian matter is from intellect and not, in the end, ‘made’ by Soul —a
now long and unresolved controversy. Whatever the significance of this problem in Plotinus, we
will find that for Proclus there are also two ‘origins’ of matter, the supreme principles from which
its receptivity proceeds, and particular soul, who discovers and distinguishes (and in a way
‘makes’) matter as it encounters both being and non-being in the world (see the fourth and final
chapters).

14



becoming arises from non-being without qualification —it cannot be ‘born” in
nothing. For this reason, Aristotle argues,

We say that matter and privation are distinct. Matter may be non-being,

but only as an attribute, while privation is non-being according to itself.

Matter is nearly substance, while privation in no sense is.

The privation of existence belongs to the process of becoming and matter is
before that process since it receives it. Matter is “the primary substrate of each
thing, from which it comes to be and which persists in the result without
qualification.”? While privation is the relative lack of completeness in each thing
as it gradually comes to be and passes away.

On the one hand, Proclus’ formulation of particular evils in On the
Existence, is very similar to Aristotle’s description of privation as relative to
particular beings. But on the other hand, as we saw in the introduction, Proclus
still holds a universal view of matter together with the particular, ‘Aristotelian’
kind. If matter is privation in itself, and if privation is privation of goodness, then
how does Proclus avoid Plotinus’ conclusion?

As we said above, in On the Existence of Evils, Proclus works out his

solution through two Platonic dialogues. By way of the Timaeus, Proclus

19 Aristotle, Physics 1.9, 192a.3-6: “1ueic pnev yap VANV kol otéonotv étepdv @aplev eival,
Kal TOUTWV TO PV oVK OV elvat Kot ovpBePnkdc, Ty DAy, v d& otépnoy kad' adtv, Kol
TNV HEV EYYUGS Kat ovoiav mwg, v VANV, v d¢ ovdapws:.” Text edited by W. D. Ross, Physics
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1950).

20 Jbid., 1.9, 192a.31-32: “Aéyw Yo VANV 10 MEWTOV UTOKEIUEVOV EKAOTw, €€ 0D yiyvetal ti
EVUTIAQEXOVTOG UT) Katd ovuPBefnroc.”

15



considers again matter’s necessary complete and utter deficiency, but rather than
concluding that this is evil, he demonstrates how it is necessary for the
manifestation of the Good. Then, by way of the Sophist, Proclus demonstrates
that matter’s presence in bodies as their multiplicity is not opposed to the One,
but rather proceeds from it. Finally, we will begin to see how these two sides go

together (the special task of chapter three).

In the Timaeus the Demiurge looks to paradigmatic being and creates a
world of becoming in its image. The world is a “moving image of eternity” and
a “shrine for the everlasting Gods.” It exists as it strives to imitate its paradigm,
and receives its order as it longs to return to its origin.?? But why is this ‘striving’
necessary? If the image is caused by a perfect pattern, why aren’t the two already
alike? Striving for perfection implies a kind of lack or failure, but how can we
understand the existence of change and failure in the first place? What is the
cause or source of diversion? As the dialogue encounters these problems, it

makes a new beginning and introduces the receptacle (Otodox1v).% The

21 Plato, Timaeus 37d: “iovoav alwviov eikova[.]”

2 ]bid., 37c: “t@v dwilwv Bewv yeyovog ayaApoa”

2 Plato calls this receptacle by other names as well, necessity (Timaeus 48a), the discordant
and disorderly motion (30a), the straying cause (48a), wet-nurse (49a), receptacle of becoming
(49a), the mother (50d), the receiver of all things (50b), space (52b), the shaking (52e), the traces
(53b), and others (for a discussion of these in relation to one another see chapter four, Van Riel
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receptacle, which Proclus takes to be equivalent with “universal matter,” is a co-
cause of generation. The demiurge looks to the paradigm as he crafts the world
by taking up the disordered receptacle fashioning it in the image of the
intelligible.?* The receptacle is a universal potential for order; it is a “material” for
all creation. But Proclus must answer the question, how is it possible to argue
that the principle of diversion from the good paradigm is itself good?

Proclus understands matter’s ‘goodness’ according to the primary image
in the Timaeus used to depict the receptacle’s relation to the world. The image is
childbirth, where the nothingness of the receptacle is likened to the emptiness of
a womb. In a passage that is central for Proclus’ discussion, Plato writes,

This world is of mixed birth: it is the offspring of a union of necessity and

intellect. Intellect prevailed over necessity by persuading her to bring

what is born, as much as possible, to what is best; and the result of
necessity’s submission to wise persuasion was the initial formation of the

AlL%»

The receptacle receives the world in its submission to intellect. In another

passage, Plato writes that “it is the receptacle of everything coming to be —a wet-

[2009], and Opsomer [2017]). But Plato does not call it OAn), the primary term drawn from
Aristotle and used by the Neoplatonists in their interpretation of the Timaeus.

24 Tbid., 30a.

% Plato, Timaeus 48a.1-5: “pepery iévn yaQ ovv 1) ToDd€ T0D KOOHOU YEVEDLS €€ AVAYKNG TE
Kal VOO ovoTaoews Eyevvn O vob 0& AvAYKNG AQXOVTOS TQ TelB ey aUTIV TV YLYVOREVWVY
T MAEloTA €ML TO BEATIOTOV AYELY, TAVTI) KATA TADTA T€ O AVAYKNS NTTwHEVNS VTIO tetfoig
éLpoovog oUTw KAT' AQXAS ouvioTato Téde TO TTAv.”
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nurse, as it were.”? It is the mother of beings, and all becoming is her offspring.”
By these images, Proclus translates the non-being that was such a problem in the
discussion’s beginning, into the lack of Plato’s Symposium, which is the condition
of desire. He writes,
If matter offers itself to be used in the fabrication of the whole world, and
has been produced primarily as ‘the receptacle of generation’, and as it
were a ‘wet-nurse’ and ‘mother,” how can it still be said to be evil, and
even the primary evil?[. . .] If matter desires and conceives generation, and,
as Plato says, nourishes it, no evil will come from it, since matter is the
mother of the beings that proceed from her, or rather, the beings that are
born in her.?
Far from being evil, matter’s emptiness is the condition of its desire for the Good.
But this is not the same desire that Plotinus describes when he writes that matter
“begs and bothers [soul], and wants to come inside.”? Matter’s desire in Plotinus

is a neediness which “darkens” and “robs” soul’s light. But Proclus shows that

this desire is in fact the means by which the Good is born in generation.

2 Ibid., 49a.6: “mtdong eivat yevéoewg Dodoxv avTnv oiov O vnv.”

77 Ibid., 50d.1-4 : “10 pévyryvopevov, T d' €v @ ylyveta 10 d' 60ev dgouolovuevov
PUETAL TO YLYVOHUEVOV. KAl O] KAl TQOOEKATAL TIQETIEL TO EV DEXOHEVOV UNTOL, TO O' 60eV
niatel, TV & peTa&L ToLTWV PUOLY EkyOvw”

28 Proclus, de Mal. 32.1-23: “&i tolvuv kal EOG TV dNUovYiav To0 COUTAVTOS KOOUOU
TV £aUTG TapéxeTal Xelav Kal MaQNKTaL MEWTWS <OTTOdOXT) TG YEVETEWS> E00UEVT KAl
<oilov tOnvn> [PL. Tim. 49a 6] kot <urjtne> [ib. 50d 3, 51a 4], mac av €t Aéyorto kakov kait to
TEWTWGS KAKOV; [. . .] €L d¢ ... Kl KUIOKEL TNV YEVEOLV, KAl — <G QNOLV a0TOC> — TEEPEL, KAKOV
0¢ 0VdEV AR’ AVTIC KNTEOG 0VOTG TOlG €€ aVTRC, HaAAoV 0¢& év avtr) Yevvwpévols.” For the
lacuna: “Si autem expetit et concipit generationem, et —ut ait ille—nutrit, malum autem nullum
ab ipsa, matre ente, his que ex ipsa, magis autem in ipsa genitis.” Latin text edited by Daniel
Issac, Trois Etudes sur la Providence Vol 111 : de I'Existence du Mal (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1982).

2 Plotinus, Enneads 1.8 (51) 14.35-36: “moooattel kot olov kat évoxAel Kat ig 0 elow
miopeABely OéAer”
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Proclus demonstrates that while matter cannot be good according to itself,
it is good according to the whole. It is necessary because “is everything it is for
the sake of the Good and has a relation to the Good.”* The question has been
whether matter is good or evil, but, according to the Timaeus, it seems a better
answer might be ‘neither.” Proclus writes,

The cause of all good not only creates goods that are good in themselves,

but also that which isn’t simply good by itself, but instead desires the

good, and by this desire gives birth to others into being.3!
How is matter good? Not as something sought for-the-sake-of-which, not as an
end. In these terms matter cannot be good or evil. However, even in these terms
it is still necessary. Matter “is produced by divinity as necessary, to be necessary
for the forms that are incapable of being established in themselves.”*? The Good
unfolds to its complete manifestations in generation while Matter conceives
those beings that are unable to be born in themselves.

The surprising implication of this conclusion is that, since the goodness of

matter is not like any other being, but rather that which the goodness of beings

depends on, matter has become co-relative to the Good itself. The Good is

3 Proclus, de Mal. 36.16-18: “t0 d¢ avaykalov <toL ayaBov évekoa> mav otiv § €0t Kat €7’
avTo TV avagogav Exet.”

31 Proclus, de Mal. 36.32-37: “00 yap poOvov Ta dyaBo kal maQ' EAVT@V TOLXDTA TIRAYELY
£0eL TNV TV &dyabwv Amaviwv aitiov, GAAX Kal TV @Uowy éxelvny, T pr) ot pév anAwg kai
Q' avThG ayaBov, ogéyetal 0 ayaBov, oD Kal 0QeYOEVT ddWOLV AAAOLS YEVETLY €lg TO
elvat kat Omwoovv Em' avtng. ”

32 ]bid., 36.21-22: “kai yeyovéval 0ed0ev wg avaykalov elvat Toig €' Eavt@v dEDOOAL L)
duvapévolg eldeov avaykaiov.”

19



beyond being and beyond the goodness of beings, since their goodness is its
revelation. Matter too, is necessary to being, and desires its goodness, the means
by which the goodness of the world becomes manifest. By this conclusion,
matter’s necessity can only be directly related to the Good itself which begets
beings through the series of divine causes even as matter conceives them. Just as
we only transfer a name to the Good “by looking to that which comes after;”* we
only transfer goodness to matter by looking to that which is born. Matter desires
the Good for the good of other beings and is co-ordinate with the unfolding of
the Good. In conclusion, matter’s lack of goodness in itself is linked to the
goodness of the Good itself —but what of the unity of the One? For this question

we must turn, with Proclus, to the Philebus.

Even if matter is necessary in a universal way with respect to goodness,
we might rejoin, from a Plotinian perspective, that there is still a problem for
particulars. Matter still seems to be responsible for everything evil in bodies,

their lack of unity, indeterminacy, and unresolved unlimitedness. How is it

3 Proclus, PI. Theo. 1141.2-3: “To pév yop ovopata kavtadOa meog to et adTo
PAémovtec”
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possible that this infinity in bodies could be reconciled to the simplicity of the
One? For this problem, Proclus looks to Plato’s Philebus. Plato’s Philebus contains
for Neoplatonists the logic of the One’s transcendent causality.3* Socrates
explains in that dialogue that “whatever is said ‘to be’ is both one and many,
having limit (mépag) and unlimitedness (amepiav) in itself by nature.”* Every
being has a limited and unlimited aspect, and the mixture of these two
constitutes every existence. Furthermore, these three principles —limit,
unlimited, and mixture —also imply a transcendent fourth, the God who is the
cause of the mixture and before all limit and infinity.

For Proclus, the entire problem of relating the One and multiplicity is
addressed in this single passage of the Philebus. He explains the cosmic
implications of these principles in his commentary on Euclid’s Elements.

These, the two highest principles [limit and unlimited] after the

indescribable and utterly incomprehensible causation of the One, give rise

to everything else [. . .] From these principles proceed all other things
collectively and transcendentally, but as they come forth, they appear in

appropriate divisions and take their place in an ordered procession, some
coming into being first, others in the middle, and others at the end.*

3 Van Riel explains this reception well in his essay, “The Transcendent Cause: lamblichus
and the Philebus of Plato,” Syllecta Classica, Volume 8 (1997): 31-46.

% Plato, Philebus 16.c.9-10: “wg €& évog pev kal TOAA@V VTV TV del Aeyouévwv etvat,
Tiéoag 0¢ Kat dmelgiav év avtolc ovuputov éxovtwv.” Text edited by loannes Bunet, Platonis
Opera, Volume 2 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990).

% Proclus, in Euclid. 5.18-25: £k yaQ to0twVv TV dV0 MQWTWV HETX TV TOL €VOg
ATEQUIYNTOV Kol TOLG ATIACLY AANTITOV altioy UTtéotn td te dAAa mavta [. . ], €xetvav pev
A000we MAVTA TAAYOLOWYV Kal £ENENHEVWS, TWV D& TIEOIOVTWYV &V UETQOLS TOLS TTOOT|KOLTL
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The One can be the cause of multiplicity because, transcending the difference
between unity and division, it is the cause of both. Every level of existence shares
in these two limited and unlimited sides, the corporeal too, where they are
present as form and matter. For this reason, matter, together with the whole
series of the unlimited must be from the One:
[Plato] produces matter itself and the whole nature of the Unlimited from
the One, and in general, places the divine cause before the distinction
between Limit and the Unlimited. Thus, he will admit that Matter is
something divine and good because of its participation in and origin from
God, and that is never evil.?”
From the formulation of the Philebus, Proclus locates the form and matter of
bodies within the limited and unlimited structures of being as a whole. For this
reason, while matter’s multiplicity is indeed in tension with the principle of
unity, this is a tension that is at the heart of the constitution of being itself.
Proclus explains:
[In the Philebus Socrates argues that] unlimitedness is generated from God,
and if one must straightaway identify the unlimited with matter, matter is

from God, since we must say that the first unlimited and all unlimitedness
belonging to being and deriving from a unique case are generated from

Katl Td&eL T TEETMOVOT) THV TEOODOV KATADEXOUEVWY, KL TOV UEV TRWTWY, TWV 0& LETWY,
v d¢ teAevtatwv Vpotapévwy.” Text edited by G. Friedlein, in primum Euclidis elementorum
librum commentarii (Leipzig: Teubner, 1873). Translation by Glenn R. Morrow, Proclus,
Commentary on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements (Princeton: University Press, 1970).

% Proclus, de Mal. 34.12-18: “&v 8¢ 1@ PANPBw kal adTv v VANV Kal maoav v To0
ATEIQOV PUOLY €K TOD EVOG MAQA YWV kal OAWE QO TNS TOD MEQATOS KAL ATEIQOV DATTATEWS
v Oelav aitiav <tBeic>, EvOeov avTV kat ayadov dx v To0 OeoD HeTAANPLV Katl TV amo
TOU 00U YEVEOTLV Elval CLYXWEEL Kol OVIAUWS KAKOV.”

3 This tension will be given much more attention in the fourth and final chapters.
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God [. . .] What else is the unlimited in body but matter? And what else is
limit but form? What else but the whole that which consists of both?%

All unity and multiplicity in being are brought about by the series of limit and
unlimited as they are mixed together by a cause beyond both.
The relation between form and matter stems from principles beyond all
generation, and for this reason Proclus can conclude:
God is the cause of the existence of limit and the unlimited and of their
mixture. This [unlimited] therefore, and the nature of body, as body, must
be referred to one cause, God that is, for it is he who produced the
mixture. Hence, neither body nor matter is evil, for they are the progeny
of God, the one as a mixture, the other as unlimitedness.*
Looking again to the passage from Proclus’ Euclid commentary above, limit and
unlimited are “the two highest principles after the indescribable and utterly
incomprehensible causation of the One.” The material of bodies is a
manifestation of this supreme unlimited mingled with Limit to produce
embodied particulars. Moreover, matter in itself must be a pure-unlimitedness

caused, in some way, by the unlimited alone —something which we will only be

able to examine in a later chapter. In any case, the particular material of

¥ Proclus, de Mal. 35.6-20: “£x to0 Oe0D v aAmeplav Yevvav. el d¢ Kal avTto0ev 1O
ATELQOV TNV VANV Ontéov, €k ToL OeoD 1) VAN, €l Ye T0 MEWTWS ATELQOV TNV OVOLWON ATV
ameplay pag aitiog netnuévny Bedbev <éxyevvaoBoar ontéoy, [. ..] Tl yao dAAo év avte t0
amelgov 1) 1) VAN Tl d& 10 mépag 1) T0 £ldog; Tt d¢ 10 €k ToUTWV 1) TO oVVOAOV;”

40 Ibid., 35.9-14: “ei 8¢ kat avTdOev TO ATEQOV TV VANV O1Té0V, €k TOD Oe0D 1) VAN, el ye
TO MEWTWS ATIELQOV TNV 0VOLDON TACAV ATERLAV HLAS altiag eTnuévny BedBev
<éxyevvaoOol ONTéov, kal HAALOTA> TNV HETX TOD TMEQATOG TOLELY TO ULYHA UT) DUVALEVIV, WG
oL 00 GVTOg altiov TG VTTOOTACEWS AVT@WV Kail TG Hifewe.”
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generated body and the universal material of all generation are no longer simply
the lowliest or last things to exist. They are even ‘something divine and good,”*

the progeny of the One itself.

In On the Existence of Evils, Proclus demonstrates the affinity of matter and
the One from two sides. First, matter’s unlimitedness —even as it is present in
bodies—is produced by the One, and together with limit, is the manifestation of
the ineffable unity beyond the difference between unity and multiplicity. Second,
matter’s pure emptiness is complicit with the production of Good. In the
procession of all things from the One-Good what matter is that through which
the higher principles express their perfection, and that in which secondary
beings are born. Bodies require material for their unlimitedness, embodied forms
require matter for their completion, all of generation requires matter as the cause
of difference and change, the Demiurge must ‘take up” matter in order to create,
and as we will see in chapter fourth, matter’s necessity extends even to the Gods,
of whose creative power matter is a reflection. Matter is a necessarily incomplete

principle, but through its imperfection, the perfection of others is realized.

4 Ibid., 34.
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Even if the above is an accurate description of Proclus” doctrine of matter,
this cursory explanation produces many problems. First, it seems that ‘matter,’
which we have been referring to as a single principle, really has more than one
aspect. On the one hand the bodies that belong to living things are the ‘matter” of
their souls, but, we can also speak of the ‘material’ belonging to any body in
particular, to the matter universal to all generation, and to the unlimitedness
which receives each of these.? And even if some ‘last matter” is the pure lack
relative to the fullness of One-Good, it is not at all clear how that last is related to
all the other ‘materials’ it implicates. We will examine these diverse
manifestations of material receptivity more carefully in the fourth chapter, but
before we can understand their structure, we must also discover the order of that
structure, the task for the next chapter. The next step in our inquiry is to see the
doctrine of Matter discovered in On the Existence of Evils worked out according to

systematic necessity in the Elements of Theology.

4 In de Mal., Proclus implies that there are also other ‘matters’ in addition to these more or
less intuitive ones by drawing other terms from the Timaeus (the ‘shaking’ and the ‘traces of
forms’) into the scheme as distinct aspects of Matter at distinct levels—something we will have to
investigate later on in the fourth chapter.

25



CHAPTER THREE: MATTER AND ELEMENTS OF THEOLOGY

In the present chapter we turn to the Elements of Theology which provides
the systematic architecture of the doctrine we have discovered so far. Matter for
Proclus, as we understand it now, has two sides. First, matter is an infinity in
bodies, but an infinity that is a direct manifestation of the unlimitedness of the
One. Second, matter is necessary to the complete expression of the the principles
which make their manifestation in generation; matter gives birth to the beings
that cannot be born in themselves. In the first case, matter is understood with
respect to the causality of the One, and in the second, to the unfolding power of
the Good.

In the Elements of Theology, these same two sides emerge, but with respect
to the systematic architecture of the cosmos as a whole. The Elements is a
systematic theology which proceeds according to an unfolding union of two
distinct logical structures which are also relative to the two names of the first,
‘One’” and ‘Good’. Recall the distinction drawn in the Platonic Theology: “The
Good converts all secondary natures, but the One gives them subsistence.”** The
Elements describes the synthesis of these two principles as they appear in the

world, through the circular logic of conversion on the one hand, and the vertical

# Proclus, Pl. Theo. 11.6 40.25-27: “ETUOTQEMTIKOV &Qa TO AyaBdV €0TL TV deVTEQWV
ATIAVTWYV, DVTTOOTATIKOV & TO €Vv.”
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logic of participation on the other. The complete system of the Elements
demonstrates that these two ultimately imply and are resolved in one another.*
From this cosmic perspective, we will discover that matter is, on the one hand,
set in extreme “vertical’ relation to the One as the last to the first. But on the other
hand, matter is also the materials of particular forms through whose “circular’
procession and return matter emerges as the potency of actual beings. Again, the
Elements describes a vertical cosmic structure in which the One gives all things
while matter receives them; but, it is only by the complete circular procession of
beings that this relation between first and last can be recognized. In the end,
these sides come together and by means of the circular conversion of being the
last is also discovered to be closest to the first, the whole is proven to be unified,
and the cosmos understood to be truly good.

Stephen Gersh describes the relation between these vertical and circular
logics in his study of metaphysical motion in Proclus’ system.* As he explains,
the structures of spiritual motion are set in a vertical order of complete and
incomplete terms that is traversed by the circular motion of causation, from

procession to reversion: “A single principle is being passed down the hierarchy

# As we will see, one way this ‘end’ of the elements is accomplished is through the work’s
conclusion in soul’s descent into body.

4 Stephen Gersh, KINHXIX AKINHTOZX: a Study of Spiritual Motion in the Philosophy of Proclus
(Leiden: Brill, 1973).
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of reality, and [. . .] it begins its course among the highest orders and ends at the
lowest.”#¢ All existence lies on a grade between the superlative completion of the
One and utterly incomplete matter. But that vertical order is traversed by the
circular motion of procession, which is a “transformation of power from the
complete to the incomplete form,” and reversion, which is a transformation from
“the incomplete to the complete.”” All existence involves this relation of circular
transformation and vertical order.

J. M. P. Lowry discusses the Elements in a similar way, but emphasizes
more radically the immediacy between first and last that a true circularity
implies. He explains:

[T]hroughout the linearity [or verticality] of hierarchy is circularity [. . .] .

[It is] a linearity which bends back on itself. But, a further question may

here arise as to why one should call a double linear movement circular.

Why is it not simply pulsating linearity? This would be so if the finality of

the mpoodog was simply to be the farthest point from the linear beginning.

But in the [Elements of Theology] it is the line bent into a circle. For it [the

last] is nearest to the One. Its értiotoo@r is immediate. It is the line joining
itself to itself.*

The whole is a complete circle, a vertical hierarchy which returns to itself. For
this reason, according to Lowry’s articulation, matter and the One are, in some

way, immediate to one another. This is an exciting doctrine with resepct to our

4 Ibid., 46.

47 Ibid., 63.

4 ]. M. P. Lowry, The Logical Principles of Proclus” XTOIXEQIXIY ®©EOAOI'IKH as Systematic
Ground of the Cosmos (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1980), 38.
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central question. How do matter and the One relate? —immediately, as the top
and bottom of all things joined ‘itself to itself.” When we consider Lowry’s
comment together with Gersh’s above, they imply together that the immediacy
of matter and the One involves, in particular, the conversion of power. We must
seek to understand the procession of the perfect power of the One as it passes
through the imperfection of matter, and seek to see how this causal immediacy
involves every being that proceeds and returns between them. But in order to see

these ideas worked out completely, we will go to the text of the Elements itself.

The foundation of the vertical and circular structures that compose the
Elements is established in the first thirteen propositions of the work. These first
thirteen comprise a logical introduction to everything that follows. In
Propositions 1-6 Proclus articulates the vertical relation between unity and
multiplicity, and, in Propositions 7-12, he describes the circular motion of the
Good, in which multiplicity proceeds and converts to unity again. The two imply
and complete one another, and thus, following these two sets of six propositions,
the thirteenth describes their synthesis. From this initial series of propositions,
we will discover the prototypical logic of the One-Good, and on its basis the

necessary place of matter in the whole.
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2.1

In Propositions 1-6, Proclus begins with multiplicity but is drawn
immediately to the unity that must ground it and the vertical order in which
many and one are related. It is impossible, he says in the first proposition, for any
multiplicity to exist without sharing somehow in unity (§ 1).# This is because
multiplicity without unity would be infinite in every way, would not be a
multiplicity, and could not even be said to exist. If multiplicity exists at all, it
only exists insofar as it is somehow one, without actually being one lest it cease
to be many (§ 2).%° This state between one and not-one is called “becoming one”
(T ywopevov &v, § 3).51 It is the mode of any multiplicity that actually is. It must
be other than one to be multiple, but it must share in unity in order to exist (§

4).22 Consequently, all which becomes one is subordinate to unity in itself (§ 5),%

# Proclus, El. Theo. § 1: “Everything multiple participates somehow in unity (ITav mAf00o¢
petéxel Ty Tov £voc)”. Text edited by E. R. Dodds, Proclus: the Elements of Theology: a Revised Text
with Translation, Introduction and Commentary (Oxford: University Press, 1963);
Translationstranslations are either adapted from Dodds or my own. In citations, line numbers
restart with each proposition.

50 Jbid., § 2: “Everything participating the one is both one and not one (ITav 16 petéxov tov
EVOG Kal €v €0TLKAL OVY €V).”

51]bid., § 3: “Everything becoming one becomes one by participating the one (Ilav 1o
ywopevov €v ne0é€et tov évog yivetat €v).”

52 ]bid., § 4: “Everything that has become unified is other than the one itself (ITav o
NVwEEVOV €TeQOV €0TL TOL aUTOEVOGS).”

5 Ibid., § 5: “Everything multiple is subordinate to the one (ITav mANB0g deVTeEdV €0t TOD
€vag).”
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and Proposition 6 can conclude with a vertical order of three different modes of
being one: >

1. unity itself, which is unity and nothing else but unity,

2. many-ones, which are a group of undivided unities,

3. the unified, which is a manifold being-made-one.
This is the prototypical form of the vertical order that will be understood later in
the Elements as participation. Unity-itself is unparticipated, the many-ones
participated, and the unified participating. It is this kind of participation which
structures the monads and manifolds that comprise the entire cosmos. As unity-
itself relates to all unities, so “everything that is unparticipated produces from
itself the participated [. . .]” (§ 23).*® And as multiplicity depends on unity,
“everything that participates is inferior to the participated,” and likewise, “the
participated to the unparticipated” (§ 24).5° The order and logic of participation is
vertical because the higher give the lower their existence, and the lower only
exist insofar as they share in what is above them. However, participation is also
circular, which brings us to the second crucial point.

According to proposition 6, there are two ways to talk about the presence

of unity to multiplicity such that it is ‘becoming one.” On the one hand,

5 Ibid., § 6: “Everything multiple is made up of either those which have become one, or of
those which are one, the henads (ITav mAN00c¢ 1) €€ vopévwy Eotiv 1) €€ Evadwv).”

5 Ibid., § 23: “ITav 10 apébektov V@PloTNOWY Ag' EavToL Ta petexopeva [. . .].”

5% Jbid., § 24: “ITav TO HETEXOV TOD HETEXOUEVOL KATADEETTEQOV, KL TO LLETEXOUEVOV TOD
Adpedéxtov.”
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multiplicity depends on unity for its existence, emphasizing vertical order. But
on the other hand, unity must belong in some real way to the multiplicity
according to its own existence. In the proof of proposition 6, Proclus reasons that
since there can be no pure plurality, the many which is being made one must be,
at bottom, composed of unities that are indivisible and completely one. As
Dodds explains, every plurality “must consist either () of indivisible units, or (b)
of unified groups ultimately analysable into such units.”%” In the end, that pure
unity is not just the source of all plurality, but that all plurality is also composed
of pure unities and this arrangement of unity belongs necessarily to what it is.
The concluding insight of proposition 6 will require more time and consideration
to unpack. For now, one thing is clear. The existence of plurality cannot simply
be described by its “vertical” dependence on unity, for this dependence implies an
integrity in its own proper existence and a circular conversion which is its

structure.

2.2
With the fundamental order of participation in place, propositions 7-12 go
on to express the circular dynamic which passes from one to many and back

again. This circular logic is the logic of the Good, that from which all proceed and

% Ibid., pg. 192.
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to which all convert, the first and final cause. Everything is what it is by virtue of
the good it pursues. For this reason, a thing’s good must be greater than it, and
the good of a being must also be its cause (§ 7). Moreover, every particular good
has its basis in the pure Good (§ 8),* and like unity, there are three modes of
goodness:

1. the Good itself, which is good and nothing else but good,

2. the self-sufficient, which has its good from itself,

3. the dependant, which requires some other good for its completion (§§ 9-

10).60

In this order, the lower is caused by the higher and strives for the higher for its
own completion. Thus, the second series concludes with the joint expressions, on
the one hand, that “everything that exists proceeds from a single first cause” (§
11),°* and on the other, that “every being’s principle and first cause is the Good”
(§ 12).¢2 The Good is beginning and end; it is both the ruling determination in a

being’s own self-sufficing pursuit of unity and the source of its unity and

existence altogether.

% Ibid., § 7: “Everything productive is greater than what it produces (ITav 10 magakTikov
AAAOL KQEITTOV €0TL TNG TOL TAQAYOLEVOL PUOEWG).”

% Ibid., § 8: “Everything that participates some good is subject to the first good which is
nothing but the good (IT&vtwv t@v 6MwooLV TOL &YaBoL HeTEXOVTWV 1)YELTOL TO TOWTWE
ayaBov xat 0 pndév €0ty AAAO 1) dyaBov).”

6 Jbid., § 9: “Everything self-sufficient in existence or activity is greater than that which only
has its existence by depending on some other being (Ilav to abtagkec 1} kat' ovolav 1) kat'
EVEQYELAY KQELTTOV £€0TL TOV WI) aVTAQKOUS AAA' el AAANV ovoiav dvnotnuévou tv).” § 10:
“Everything self-sufficient is inferior to the simply Good (ITav 10 abtagkeg o0 AMA®S dya®ov
Kkatadeéotedv ott).”

61 Ibid., § 11: “ITavta ta Ovta MEOELTLY ATO HLAS alTiag, TG TEWTNGC.”

62 Ibid., § 12: “TIdvtwv TV Ovtwv &N Kal aitia TewTioTn T0 &yabdv otv.”

33



This circular order is the causal structure by which all beings subsist,
remaining in their cause, proceeding in their existence, and returning to their
cause as they exercise their own proper activity. As this logic develops, Proclus
explains, “Everything that proceeds from any principle and reverts upon it has a
circular activity [. . .] Thus, all things proceed in a circle, from their causes to their
causes again. [. . .] For out of the beginning all things are, and towards it all
return” (§ 33).° Plurality only proceeds insofar as it still remains, and only
converts as the completion of its procession’s good. The beginning and end of
every being are the same, and as this circular movement implies, the vertical and

circular must ultimately be two aspects of one complete whole.

2.3
Proposition 13 draws the vertical and circular together, concluding this
logical introduction to the Elements with the confession that ultimately, the One
and the Good are the same. An existing manifold implies a transcendent unity on
which it depends and in which it participates. Then, the causal movement
proceeds from the Good to its progeny, and towards the final Good again.

Ultimately these two must come together. The circular causal movement of the

63 Ibid., § 33: “ITav t0 MEOIOV ATd TIVOG KAl EMLOTQEPOV KUKALKT|V EXEL TNV EvEQyelav. |[. . .]
60ev o)
TIAVTA KUKAQ TQOELTLY ATO TV alTlwV €mL T altia. [. . .] &mo yo €xelvng mavTa kat mEog
gicetvnv.”
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Good is the completion of the hierarchy from the One; and, the hierarchy from
the One is the context in which the Good proceeds. Thus, as this introduction to
the Elements concludes: “Every good unifies that which participates it, everything
unified is good, and the Good identical to the One” (§ 13).%

The circular and hierarchical are the distinct but co-relative sides to the
single reality remaining in, proceeding from, and converting back to the One-
Good, and it is only their synthesis that constitutes the real existence of beings.
On the side of the vertical, “everything that is complete proceeds to generate
those things which it is capable of producing, imitating in its turn the one,
original principle of the universe” (§ 25).°° The consequence is that everything a
principle produces, and everything those effects produce in turn belong to the
completion of that first cause: “that [first] principle, because of its own goodness,
is the unitary substance of all that is” (§ 25.3-4).%¢ This unfolding completion
passes on from one principle to another in the circular motion of procession and
return: “In like manner the principles consequent upon it are impelled because of

their proper completeness to generative further principles inferior to their own

64 Ibid., § 13: “ITarv dyaOov EvwTuKdv €0TL TV HETEXOVTWY AVTOV, KAL TATA EVWOLlg
AyaBov, kat tayabov 1@ évi tadTov.”

65 Ibid., § 25: “ITav T0 TEAELOV €IC ATIOYEVVIOELS TTQOELTLY WV dUVATAL TAQAYELY, AVTO
HULHOVHLEVOV THV piav TV OAwV aoxnv.”

6 Jbid., § 25.3-4: “ g yaQ €ketvn dx TNV dyaBotnTa TV €QVTHS TAVIWYV E0TLV EViaiwg
UTIOOTATIKT) TWV OVTWV”
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being” (§ 25.5-7).” Everything proceeds as the expression of the perfection of the
first, and converts in the completion of their own perfection producing their own
manifold.

The place of matter in these movements will become clear as we follow
the unfolding of this synthesized logic to the very end of the return. At this end
we will discover that the union of the vertical and circular in the Elements
produces a cosmos in which causal movement does not simply flow downwards
to the end of its power. Instead, as proposition 6 implies, the unparticipated must
be present both beyond and within (or, perhaps, beneath) the manifolds that
proceed from them. That the unparticipated monads exist beyond their
manifolds as cause is clear enough. But how is it possible to say that they are also
present, in some way, within or beneath? As matter emerges explicitly in later
propositions we will see that as all things proceed from the One, there is an
inverse motion of reversion from matter which is reflective of all unparticipated

causality.

In a number of key propositions midway through the Elements of Theology,

matter emerges as the receptive side of the comprehensive power of the One

67 Ibid., § 25.5-7: “oUTw KAl T HET EKEVIV OLX TNV TEAELOTNTA TV EAVTOV AAAX YEVVAV
émetyetal katadeéotega g éavt@y ovoiag.”
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revealed in the dependence of secondary beings on their causes for their
completion. Secondary being is the incomplete and divided existence that
belongs to the temporal world of sense experience, the world of process and
generation. If we consider the world of generation according to the principles we
have already discovered, it becomes clear that incomplete beings cannot simply
proceed in to existence from the power of their perfect causes as the perfect
proceed from one another. Instead, the incomplete are completed in another; the
incomplete can only proceed insofar as they are also received.

As we will see, the existence of divided beings is only possible as they
share in the unity which comprehends them. Proclus must show that the self-
complete includes the incomplete in their own perfection. The temporal can only
proceed from the productive power of the eternal if it is received by a receptive
principle that has already arrived before hand, from a productive principle even
more potent. Matter, to put it simply, is this inverse power of the eternal causes,
and ultimately of the One itself.

3.1
We arrive at these conclusions starting from the principle that whatever

produces an effect, on account of being prior (twv mpotépwv), also determines
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everything that effect causes in turn (ta devtepa, § 56).% The later only produce
effects by virtue of what they receive from their former. This implies that the
prior causes also produce the effects caused by their offspring, and produce them
to an even greater degree. But, crucially, since the prior is active before (00) the
later, it will also go on producing more effects after (uet) the lower reach the
limit of their power (§ 57).%

In such an order where the prior comprehends the effects of the later, the
later are compounded of more and more causes and therefore are more and more
complex than their parents (§ 58).” The result is that embodied soul is the most
complex of all beings, and for this reason, it is also the end of the Elements of
Theology (§ 211). Partial, embodied soul is begotten by the entire series of divine
causes, sharing in all as one begotten by all. After soul, as the later causes reach
the limit of their power and the prior continue to be effective, their effects
become more simple again. Rocks are the products of fewer causes than a human

being, and matter again, of even fewer than rocks. The last terms are once again

6 Ibid., § 56: “Everything produced by secondary causes is also produced, to an even greater
degree, by those prior causes from which even the secondary themselves derive (ITav t0 00 TV
dEVTEQWV TTAQAYOUEVOV KAL ATIO TV TTROTEQWV KAl ALTIWTEQWY QA yETaL HELOVWES, &P’ WV
Kat o devtepa AT YeTo).”

% Ibid., § 57: “Every cause is both active before its effects and gives rise to more terms after
them (Ilav altiov kait mEO TOD AlTIATOD EVeQYeL Kal HET aUTO MAELOVWY €0TLV VTTOOTATIKOV).”

70 Ibid., § 58: “Everything produced by a greater number of causes is more composite
(ovvBetditegdv) than that produced by fewer (ITav 10 VO MAeWOVWVY AlTWV TAQAYOLLEVOV
oLVOETWTEQOV E0TL TOL UTIO EAaTTOVWY TAQAyoLLéVov).”
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simple, the product of fewer and fewer causes. And for this reason, the last are
arranged in an order that reflects the first. The simplest terms are both superior
(koetttov) and inferior (xeloov) to the complex life of what resides in the middle
(§ 59),”* where soul and the world of becoming live in a complexity that draws
together the diverse effects of the simple.

Finally, we can see that matter is relative directly and without mediation
to the One alone:

The last (10 éoxatov) is, like the first (10 mowTov), perfectly simple, since

it proceeds from the First alone (Amo pévov mpoeloL Ttov mEwTov); but the

tirst is simple as being above (10 kpelttoV) all composition, the other as

being beneath (10 xeipov) it. And the same reasoning applies to all other

terms (§ 59.9-12).72
When the properties from all secondary causes are stripped away, at cosmic
bottom lies a nature like the One alone, caused by the One alone, and with no
other comparison. In accord with the argument of propositions 1-6, the
conclusion is that all forms of multiplicity are comprehended by forms of unity.
The simple is both before and after the divided, and the divided depends entirely

on the simple for its existence.

3.2

71 Ibid., § 59: “Everything substantially simple is either superior or inferior to composite
things (ITav 10 amAoUv kat' ovoiav 1) KQETTTOV €0TL TV oLV BéTwv 1) Xetgov).”

721bid., § 59.9-12: “dix Y@ ToDTO Kol T0 E0XATOV TOV OVIWV AMAOVOTA TOV, MOTEQ TO
TETOV, OTL ATIO HOVOL TIROELOL TOU MEWTOV” AAA' 1] ATAOTNG 1] HEV KATA TO KQEITTOV €0TL
TdomG oLVOETEWG, 1) D€ KATA TO XELQOV. KAl £TTL MAVTWVY O AVTOG €0TL AGY0C.”

39



If simplicity truly comprehends division, the divided and incomplete
must share in the completion of the simple and perfect. The perfect must have a
power that includes the imperfect. The simple and undivided have greater
power (dVvapg) which gives rise to the “wholes’ of divided beings, to which the
later causes contribute according to part (§ 60).” Thus, power itself is greater if
undivided (§ 61), 7 producing those undivided attributes in the beings they
cause. While those causes closest to the One are fewer in number than those
more remote, they are still in their simplicity more powerful than the groups of
greater number (§ 62).7

On the one hand, these propositions produce the conclusion we would
expect: the One is the simplest term and therefore has the greatest power,
productive of all other powers. But, on the other hand, since simplicity is both
prior and posterior to divided being, must the hierarchy then have two sources
of power? One would be from the superlative simplicity of the One, and the

other from matter which, being from the One alone, is also absolutely simple.

73 Ibid., § 60: “Every cause of more effects is greater than that which has the power for fewer
and produces in part what another makes whole (ITav t0 mAeldvwv altiov kQelttdV €0TL TOD
TEOG EAATTOVA TNV DUVAHLY AaXOVTOG Kol [HEQT TMapAyovTog v Batepov OAwV DOOTATIKOV
éotwv).”

74+ 1bid., § 61: “Every power is greater if it be undivided, and less if it be divided. (Ilaoa
dUvVaLS apépLotog ey ovoa pellwv éoti, pepllopévn 0¢ EAattwv).”

75 Ibid., § 62: “Every group nearer to the one has fewer members than those remote, but is
greater in power (Ilav mAM00g €y yutéow TOL EVOG OV TTOOQ UEV E0TL TV TIOQRWTEQW EAATTOV,
TN OUVApLEL D¢ [LeloV).”
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How could matter, which is sterile and a cause of nothing (§ 25), be said to have
a power, and a ‘greater’ power at that?

The answer, which we have noted already, is that “power’ in the Elements
has two aspects, the complete and the incomplete where the incomplete belongs
to the complete expression of perfect power. In order to get here, we must follow
Proclus and make a new distinction. Proclus explains that every unparticipated
cause actually gives rise to two series of effects, first one of enduring
participations (detl kat cuppLOS petéxovot) and then one of contingent
participations (rtote petéxovot, § 63).7° The unparticipated exists in perfect
eternity, the enduring are complete in themselves, and the contingent are
incomplete. This is a crucial point in the logic of the Elements. It is not surprising
that the contingent are incomplete, but Proclus does not leave the contingent in
its partial existence, dwindling at the end of procession. No, in accord with what
we have discovered above, he explains that the incomplete are “illuminations
that have their substance in something else” (éAAdupewv év étégolg v

UMOOTAOLY KEKTNUEVWY, § 64).7

76 Ibid., § 63: “Everything unparticipated gives rise to two orders of participated terms, one
only sometimes participating, and the other participating perpetually of their own (Ilav 1o
ApéDGekToV dTTAC DPLOTNOL TWV PETEXOREVWV TAC TAEELS, TNV LLEV €V TOIC TTOTE HETEXOVOL, THV
O €V TOlG Ael KAl CVHPLAG HETEXOVTL).”

77 Ibid., § 64: “Every archetypal unity gives rise to two series, the one made up of substances
which are self-complete, the other of illuminations which only have their substance in something
else” (Ilaooa oyt povag dittov DloTNoy AQLOUOV, TOV EV abToTEA®V DTTOOTAOEWY, TOV D€
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We can think of the illuminations on their own, as incomplete ‘images’
(etkovikawe) of their causes, but Proclus is clear that we must also consider the
effect’s own existence (Omtap&wv), in its own place, and as distinct existence (§
65).7% But to have existence is to be complete. How, therefore, can the contingent,
which are incomplete, be said to exist? The difference is that the incomplete is
made perfect in another:

Either we see the effect in the cause (since every cause comprehends its

effect before it proceeds [. . .]), or the cause in the effect (since the effect

participates its cause revealing the primary existence it follows), or else we
contemplate each thing in its own station [. . .] subsisting each in its own
place (§ 65.3-11).7
The incomplete, as ‘illuminations,” are born in another that receives them even as
it is illuminated by them. The power to receive is the power from matter’s

simplicity. “Every principal cause that is more universal (t0 0AtkwteQOV, or

“more whole”) both irradiates before the parts into their participants and are

EAAGU eV €V ETEQOLS TNV DTTdoTAOLY KeEKTNHEVWV). Proclus’ use of éAAappewv here both
reminds us of Plotinus’ comment that Matter “is illuminated but unable to grasp from where it is
lit,” (1.8 (51) 14.39: &g’ 00 pev éAAGumeTat ov dvvatal AaBetv) and separates him from the
Plotinian view. Where Matter, for Plotinus, is a principle robbing beings of their wholeness, in
Proclus it is only by means of Matter that the contingent is brought to completion.

78 Proclus, El. Theo. § 65: “Everything that exists in any way has being either as a principal
cause, as an existence, or as a participation, like an image (ITav 16 6mwoovV Vpeotog 1) KAt
attiov EoTv apxoedws 1) kaB' Vrtaply 1) kata péBelv elkovikwg).”

72 1bid., § 65.3-11: “1) Y0 €V T MAQAYOVTL TO MAQAYOLLEVOV 0QATAL WG &V altia
TIEOUTIAQX OV, OLOTL TTAV TO ALTIOV €V EAVTE TO ALTIATOV TMQOEANPE, MEWTWS OV OTIEQ EKELVO
dEVLTEQWG' T) €V TG MAQAYOLEVQ TO MAQAYOV (KAl YOQ TOUTO, HETEXOV TOD MAQAYOVTOG, €V
£aUTQ delkVLOL DEVTEQWC O TO MAQAYOV VTIAQXEL TOWTWC)' T] KATA TNV £XVLTOL TAELV EKAOTOV
Oewoettay, . . .[...] brtaplv év ) éavtoL tael Ekaotov.”

42



later to withdraw from their participation” (§ 70).% In the divided offspring of
eternal causes, there is an order of receptive substrates determined by the order
of the causes they proceed from:
Every principal cause that is more universal and has a higher rank is
shared by its offspring according to the irradiations from them as they
become a substrate for the more partial gifts; and the irradiations from the
prior receive those proceeding from that later which are founded upon
them (§ 71.1-6).8
Those last things which proceed from first causes, in their persisting, but
incomplete power, serve as a substrate for the contingent products of secondary
and consequent causes. From this emerges an order in participation:
Successive rays strike downwards upon the same recipient, the more
universal [or more whole] causes affecting it first, and the more specific
supplementing these by offering their own gifts upon the participants (§
71.6-10).%2
Corporeal existence resides between simplicities at the top and bottom of the
cosmos. The first simplicities are complete and self-perfecting, while the last are

incomplete and receptive images of the first: “Everything which has the position

of a substrate in participants proceeds from more complete and more universal

80 Proclus, El. Theo. § 70: “Ilav t0 0AuK@TEQOV €V TOLG AQXIYLKOLS KAL TIQO TWV HLEQLKWYV €ig
T peTéxovTa EAAGTEL KAl DeVTEQOV €KEVWV ATIOAE(TEL TO peTaoXOV.”

81 Ibid., § 71.1-6: “TIavtoa tax €v toig AEXNYLKOIS aitiog OAkwTéQay Kal DTeQTéQay TA& LV
€xovta €V Tolg AMOTEAEOUATL KATA TAG AT ATV EAAGUPeLS DTokelpeVA Tt YiveTal Talg
TV LEQIKWTEQWY HETADOTEDL Kol Al LLEV ATO TV AVWTéQwV EAA&PELS DTTODEXOVTAL TAC €K
TV OeVTEQWV TIEOODOVLG, Ekelval d¢ Tl TovTwV £dpdlovtar”

82 Ibid., § 71.6-10: “kat 00tw moornyovvtat peOéEelg aAAAaL aAAwV, katl Eupaoels aAdat €'
AAAaG avwBev elg TO AVTO POLTWOLY DTTOKEIPEVOV, TV OAKWTEQWY TIQOEVEQYOUVIWY, TWV O&
HEQIKWTEQWV ETL TAIG EKELVWV EVEQYEIRIS TAS EAVTWV HETADOOTELS XOONYOUVTWYV TOIG
petéxovov.”
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causes (§ 72).”% The contingent existence of generation is received in layers by
the effects that arrived beforehand, effects nested in effects, growing in

complexity.

There are two sides to this conclusion. First, the perfection of contingent
existence only unfolds through matter. And second, contingent existence, as it is
perfected, is that through which matter is “drawn back’ to the One. These two
sides are the result of matter ultimately belonging to the relation of power with
itself in its perfect and imperfect forms. As Proclus will go on to explain, “every
power is perfect or imperfect (§ 78),”% and “everything that comes to be arises
from the two (§ 79).”% On the one hand, the One is the superlative excess, the
perfect power which determines and comprehends everything in itself. On the
other hand, the matter from the One alone is superlative lack, ever incomplete
potential which desires, requires, and receives all things in itself while remaining
nothing. But as proposition 71 makes clear, while we have been discussing a
matter in the singular, there is actually substrate, or material, relative to every

perfect cause. What we have been calling matter in the corporeal existence of

8 Ibid., § 72: “ITavta tar €v tolg HeTEXOVOLY DTTOKELHEVV EXOVTA AGYOV €K TEAELOTEQWV
TEOELOL Katl OALKWTEQWV alticov.”

8 Ibid., § 78: “ITaca dOvaps 1) teAela €otiv 1) dteAng.”

8 Ibid., § 79: “ITav 10 ywvdpevov ék thg dittng yivetat duvdpews.”

44



temporal reality, is really the aggregation of the illuminations of many discrete
eternal potencies that become the parts relative to embodied wholes. We can
speak of a singular matter, especially with respect to the last simplicity
proceeding from the first alone. But we must also speak of many materials, each
proceeding successively from unparticipated principles, and each being received
in the illuminations of principles more universal.

On the one hand the matter which proceeds from the unparticipated and
ultimately from the One alone is the ground of all generation. As matter receives
the effects of the more proximate causes, the world of contingent beings comes to
belong to the perfection of the unparticipated which is expressed through the
material substrates which are the reflection and final moments of their power.
But on the other hand, these material potencies are also themselves incomplete
illuminations only comprehensible according to the perfection of the beings born
in generation, and ultimately in the embodied life of the human being. This is
why the Elements concludes with the complete descent of partial soul into body:
“Every particular soul which descends into process descends entirely and there
is no part remaining above as it descends.”® It is the incomplete materials

relative to their perfect causes that make possible their unified expression

8 Jbid., § 211: “Ilaca pegkt) Puxn katovoa eig Yéveotv OAN KATELOL, Kal OV TO HEV aVTNG VW
HéVeL, TO O¢ kdTelow.”
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through time. But at the same time, it is the embodied life of souls that draws
these two sides of the unparticipated together in their complete existence made
up of divided irradiations. Thus, divided beings never leave their eternal causes,
residing ever between their perfect power and imperfect reflections, and in the
next two chapters we must consider this conclusion in more detail. First, in the
fourth chapter we will seek to better understand the divine processions of which
matter is a reflection. Second, in the last chapter, we will seek to see how it is that
the life of soul in generation mediates the entire series of material and divine

principles.
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CHAPTER FOUR: MATTER AND THE GODS

The things in this world which appear to be more imperfect are the
products of more sovereign powers in the intellectual world which,
because of their indescribable plenitude of being, are able to penetrate to
the lowest grades of existence, and the things here imitate in the
indefiniteness of their own nature the ineffable existence of those higher
powers. The substrate therefore bears their reflections, I mean the one
substrate as well as the many and diverse kinds of receptivity by which
the things here are disposed towards desire of the Forms, and of the rich
plenitude of the texture of the demiurgic reason-principles. Endowed with
these aptitudes, the substrate receives the visible cosmos and participates
in the whole process of creation (Proclus, in Parm. IV 845.3-12).%

From the Elements of Theology, we learned that corporeal beings are brought
about by orders of simple causes whose effects are received in a corresponding
order of material substrates. The result is a cosmos in which the most supreme
and most lowly principles bear an inverse likeness to one another. In Proclus’
commentaries we find the same doctrine at work. Consider the passage above,
where Proclus discusses the union of forms and matter. The things that “appear
more imperfect” are products of “more sovereign powers” and the indefiniteness

of the corporeal imitates “their ineffable existence.” The substrates “bear their

87 Proclus, in Parm. IV 845.3-12: “ta ya évtavOa dokovvta elvat dteAéotega Twv
doxKwTéowV E0Ti duvdewv év ékelvolg dmoteAéopata, dx v éxelvwv dmeplyoapov
TLEQLOLTLAV GXOL KAl TV TeEAEVTAIWV TIEOLEVAL DVVAEVWV, KAl TG A0QLOTW TNE EXVTOV
PUOEWS LpElTaL TV EKelvwv aEENToVv DTty €kelvawv d' 00V EXEL TAG EUPATELS TO
vTokeinevov, {16} te Ev Aéyw Kal Tag TOAAARS KAl dlxOQovg EmTndeldTNTAG, AP’ WV €lg
épeov kabloTApeVa TV eV Kal TO THS ATOTANOWOEWS TV DNULIOVQYIKWV AGYwV KAl Thg
TOLVTNG CVUTIAOKNG TOV EUPavVT] KOOTHOV UTtedéEato kai TG OANG petéoxe mowjoews.” Text
edited by Carlos Steel, Procli in Platonis Parmenidem Commentaria, 3 volumes (Oxford: University
Press, 2007-2008). Translations by or modified from Glenn R. Morrow and John M. Dillon,
Proclus” Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides (Princeton: University Press, 1987).
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reflections,” and their supreme power is inverted in “diverse kinds of
receptivity,” which are “disposed to desire the forms.” This is the process by
which the visible world is made complete. The forms and materials of the
corporeal are given and received by supreme causes and their unmediated
reflections.

How does the receptivity of the substrates develop so that the “last
proceeding from the first alone” becomes the material of the particular bodies
that we discover in the world? How are the universal and particular matters we
discussed in the introduction unified? If matter is an accumulation of different
kinds of receptivity proceeding without mediation from divine principles, how
does that matter become ready to receive the forms of actual corporeal bodies?
While these questions concern the corporeal, it is not true that our inquiry must
become less theological in order to answer them. In fact, the case is the opposite.
Since the ‘more inferior” are products of the ‘more sovereign,” if we wish to
understand the logic of matter’s receptivity we must seek to better understand
the super-essential logic of the Gods. This means that the way forward in our
investigation is through demiurgy, which is the process by which divine powers
are revealed according to an order in the constitution of the world. To proceed,

we must turn from the Elements to Proclus’ commentaries.
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The method of the commentaries is significantly different from the
Elements which describes what can be called a “universal” theology, not specific to
any particular revelation.® In contrast, the commentaries exposit the writings of
the divine Plato and are explicitly concerned with the deities of Hellenic religion.
We spent much of our time in the Elements contemplating the ‘first” and ‘last” as
metaphysical principles, but in the commentaries we encounter hosts of Gods,
who are all “One,” and all “firsts,” each of whom “know all things together, [. . .]
even matter itself” (Plat. Theol. I 21).%° We saw in the second chapter that matter
belongs to the complete manifestation of the Good. The purpose of the present
chapter is to work out this doctrine to a greater degree, looking to see how all

material receptivity belongs ultimately to divine power in relation with itself.

Having considered the systematic architecture to which Proclus” doctrine
of matter belongs, one would expect to find complete outlines of the “material

hierarchy,” which that doctrine implies in Proclus” other works. In particular,

8 See Edward P. Butler, “The Third Intelligible Triad and the Intellective Gods,” in Méthexis
XXV, 131-150 (2012): 149: “It would seem that the purpose of a text such as the Elements of
Theology is to adumbrate such a general theology; it contains no references to factical theologies
or even to Plato’s texts. But its generality makes it not the most independent, but the most
dependent of texts. In a way, it is paradoxical for Proclus to speak of a general theology, when it is
the primacy of individuality for Platonism that makes Plato’s theology necessarily Hellenic
theology.”

8 Proclus, PI. Theo. 121, 98. 7-12: “Oeol Tt mAvVIA YIV@WOKOLOLV OHOY, [. . .] kv TV VANV
ovtv.”
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there should be a comprehensive treatment of matter in Proclus’” commentary on
the second half of Plato’s Timaeus where the dialogue explicitly turns to consider
the substrate as a co-cause of generation. We might also expect to find a
treatment of matter in Proclus’ commentary on the fifth hypothesis of the
Parmenides, which Neoplatonists had long read to be about the structure of
matter. ® But apart from the passages we already discussed in On the Existence of
Evils Proclus” commentary on the Timaeus is almost completely lost to us, and his
commentary of the fifth hypothesis is lost entirely.

The question then is how to proceed. It is not that one lacks a variety and
quantity of references to matter in Proclus” works. The commentaries develop an
entire vocabulary inspired by the Timaeus to describe matter’s various
manifestations— 'the traces,” ‘the receptacle,” ‘the elements,” “the second
substrate,” and so on. This variety is an encouraging sign, since we are looking
for numerous substrates in an order of receptivity. But how do they fit together?

To illustrate the problem, consider this passage in which Proclus sorts
through the relations between different aspects of the receptacle in the Timaeus:

[‘The visible’] does not refer to either ‘matter” or ‘the second substrate,’
but it is that which has already participated the forms and contains traces

% See Gerd Van Riel, “Damascius on Matter,” in Platonism and Aristotelianism, edited by Th.
Bénatouil, F. Trabattoni, and E. Maffi, 189-213 (Hildesheim: Olms, 2011), 190.
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and reflections of them, ‘moving in a discordant and disorderly manner’
(in Tim. 387).

We get a glimpse here of how Proclus works out an order among the various
material terms. In this case, ‘the visible” (0patov) is posterior to “matter” (ODAnv)
and ‘second substrate” (devtepov Umokelpevov). Moreover, this “visible” mass is
related somehow to the “traces of forms’ (ixvn Twv eidwv), and the “discordant
and disorderly movement’ (mAnuueA@s katl atdktwe kivovuevov) they
produce. Are these distinct substrates caused by distinct divine principles? How
does receptivity develop from one to the next? And these are not even the only
terms involved. As Proclus proceeds in his commentary, he incorporates related
concepts from other texts, including ‘necessity” (dvayxn),” ‘space’ (xwox),*

‘“unlimitedness’ (dmewpia),” ‘the universal receptacle” (mavdexéc),” ‘the visible

91 Proclus, in Tim. 1 387.12-14: “@ote ovUte 1)V VANV 0UTe TO deVTEQOV VTTOKEIUEVOV
onpaivet, dAA' €0TL TO TON HETAOXOV TV €DV Kal IXvn Tiva EXov avtv kal EUpAoelg
TANUUEAGS Kol ATAKTWES KLvoUpevov:.”

92 See Plato, Timaeus 47e.5-48a.2.

% See Proclus, in Tim. 1326 5-7: “’There were three things before the heaven came to be:
being, space (xwoa), and becoming’ [Tim. 52d.3-4] —that much-discussed realm of disharmony
(Totot D& MV Kol TIELY 0VEAVOV YevéaDal, OV Kal xwea Kal Yéveals dnAov, 8Tt TolovTov 1V
&ietvo 10 OguAovpevov, TO MANUpEAEG).”

9% See Proclus, de Mal. 35.19-21: “And, what else is the unlimited in body but Matter? And
what else is limit in it but Form? What else but the Whole is that which consists of both these
things (Tl yaQ &AAo év ot T dmegov 1) 1) DAN; ti d& 10 méag 1) TO €ldog; Tl dE 1O &k TOVTWV 1)
T0 oUvoAov;).”

% See Plato, Timaeus 51a.7-b.2: “If we speak of it as an invisible and characterless sort of
thing, one that receives all things [. . .] we shall not be misled (&AA" dvogatov €idog Tt kail
AUOQPOV, MAVIEXES, HETAAAUPAVOV DE ATOQWTATA TI1) TOD VOITOD Kal dLOXAWTOTATOV AVTO
Aéyovteg oU Pevooueda).”
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whole’ (tav 6cov 1)v 0patov),” and ‘the elements’ (ototxeia),” as well as some
terms that Proclus either infers or draws from other sources, including the ‘the
second substrate’ (devTegov Umokeipevov) from the passage above, ‘potential
being” (duvapet 6v),* ‘the bulk without quality” (dmolov cwpa),” and “the
enmattered forms’ (évuAa €idn). Some are clearly distinct aspects to the material
order, while others seem to overlap, to be redundant, or to speak more broadly
or particularly about the same phenomena.!® It might be possible to infer a kind
of order from these diverse kinds of material, but we must remember that the
order of Matter’s receptivity will reflect the order of the Gods” processions. To
see any meaningful order among these material terms we must strive to see them

from a divine perspective.

In his Parmenides commentary Proclus also wrestles with the question of

matter’s receptivity, but does so in a theological way. As Proclus responds to the

% See Ibid., 30a.3-4 quoted above.

97 See Ibid., 48.b-d and 53.c-54.d.

98 See Proclus, in Tim. 1 385.9-14.

9 See Proclus, in Parm. VI11119.9-11; 1123.11-14.

100 This list was prepared with the great help of Gerd van Riel (2009, 2011) who makes an
effort to offer a comprehensive account of the order of material substrates in Proclus. His work is
a helpful guide to the many ways Proclus speaks of substrate; however, the necessity and logic of
this order remains opaque in his essays. Opsomer (2017) has carried on the work, describing
clearly the order in which receptivity develops, but this is explained apart from the order of the
divine causes of the substrates.
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problems that Parmenides poses to young Socrates, he takes up the question of
participation, asking how forms and matter come together. Weighing the various
images useful for describing their union—‘the reflection,” “seal,” and ‘image”’!%! —
he finally concludes with the comment that opened the chapter above. These
images are useful, but it is necessary, most of all, to consider form and matter in
a theological way, for “the things in this world that appear to be more imperfect
are the products (dAmoteAéopata) of more sovereign powers [. ..].” (in Parm. IV
845).12 This means that if we seek, as Proclus instructs us, “to know the principle
that unites the power of the demiurge and the aptitude of the things subject to
it,” then we will find that the Good itself is the cause of all unification” (in Parm.
IV 845).15

Through demiurgy the power of Gods becomes present in an active way
as form and in a receptive way as matter; this is the world as “a moving image of
eternity,” and a “shrine for the everlasting gods.”'™ As Proclus writes in the

Elements:

101 Proclus, in Parm: IV 839-842.

102 Proclus, in Parm. IV 845.3-4: “t& ya évtadOa dokovvTa eivat dteAéotepa TV
doxKwTéowV EoTi duvdewv év ékelvolc dnoteAéopata [...].”

105 jbid., IV 845.12-15: “EiL € ye maAwv €mumoBoiplev eV TO CLVAYWYOV TNG TE
ONHLOVOYIKNG DUVAHEWS KAL TNG TV DEXOHEVWV ETULTNOELOTNTOG, TO AyaBOV £VQNOOLEV AVTO
TIAOTG TG EVAOTEWS aitiov v+’

104 Plato, Timaeus 37d: “lovoav aiwviov eikdva”; 37¢: “tov awiwv Bewv yeyovos ayaipoa”
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Everything divine is by itself ineffable and unknowable to all secondary

things because of its super-essential unity, but it may be known and

apprehended from those that participate it. (EI. Theo. § 123).1%
For this reason, just as each intelligible principle is necessary to the complete
procession of diversity from the Gods, so too each aspect of the substrate is
necessary to the reception of that diversity in generation: “every creative agent
(to owovv) works upon something which is by nature susceptible (10 maO¢etv) to
it, a nature which receives this activity (¢végyeltav) into its potency
(dvvdpevov)” (in Parm. IV 843).1% And these active and receptive aspects must be
suited to each other: “the subject that is fitted to receive, whatever the character
may be, by its very aptitude presents itself as a collaborator with the agent that
can create and it does so through its desire, for its approach is caused by desire
for what it is moving towards” (in Parm. IV 843).1” Giver and receiver are partner
in generation, the first remaining in perfect productive power, the second

reflecting that perfection in a receptive potency as an image. The two together

making possible the participations that are distinct embodied substances.

105 Proclus, EI. Theo. § 123: “Ilarv t0 O€lov avTo pév dix TV UTTEQOVOLOV EVWaty QN TOV
€0TLKAL AYVWOTOV TTAOL TOLG DEVTEQOLS, ATIO D& TV HETEXOVTWV ANTTOV E0TL KAl YVWOTOV”

106 Proclus, in Parm. IV 843.1-3: “modtov [EV yaQ MV TO TTOLOVV ElG TO Mafely mepuiog UTT
avTOD TIOoLEL KAl €iG TO duvdpevov avToL KatadéaoOal TV €véQyelay, WoTe Kal O dNULOVEYOS
TLToloUTOV Momoer”

107 Proclus, in Parm. IV 843.3-6: “10 & érutnidetov eig 6 Tl mote dX TNG ETUTNOELOTNTOS
aUTNG €XVTO MQOOAYEL TG MOMOAL DUVAUEVQ, TODTO & D' EPETewS: 1] YOO TIQOTEAEVOLS OQeE LV
€xeL oL @ moetowv aitiov” For the implications of Proclus’ use of “desire” here, see de Mal.
32.28-31.
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Accordingly, in the Parmenides commentary Proclus describes the order of divine
powers, as well as the kinds of receptivity they produce, and this passage will be
our guide:

What is the source of [matter’s receptivity] and how does it arise? Shall we
not say that it comes from the paternal and creative cause? For the whole
nature of what underlies demiurgy, if we may rely upon those who are
wise in divine things, comes about, first by the intelligible father, whoever
this is; second, upon this another father who is also creator cast his own
reflections; third, the creator who is also a father ordered it as a whole;
and finally, the creator alone filled it with the creation of particulars. From
these causes appear the following: first the matter before all forming; the
universal-receptacle and shapeless kind of the Timaeus (51a); second, the
receptacle of traces of forms but discordant and disordered; third, the
whole cosmos made up of whole substances according to a unique and
perfect paradigm; and finally, the fullness of all living things, both the
mortal beings of diverse substances and everything before the causes of
the cosmos as a whole (in Parm. IV 844).1%8

108 Proclus, in Parm. IV 844.11-26: “I160¢ev d1) o0V a0V Kol g €yyeVopEVT — TOUTO YAQ
€ENG émoKeMTEOV — T] ATIO TN TATOLKNG ALTIAG KAl TIONTIKNG PTIOOUEV; TATAV YOQ TV
UTOKELEVTV TH dNULOLEYQ QUOLY, tva TOl T el 00QOIS EMavaTaVTWIEY TOV AdYOV,
niapryaye [a.i] pév 6 matr) 6 vontog, 60T mMoTté 0UTOS 0Ty, [a.dl.] éppdoelg d¢ eig avTV
Katémeppev dAAOG matho dpa Kol momng, [a.dii.] 0Aucg d¢ ExdouNTeV O TOMNTNG EUTTAALY
kat o, [a.iv.] ovvenmAr|pwoe O& dLXx TAG LLEQLOTHC dNLoLEYIAG O TONTHG HOVOV. KAl dix
TavTag oG TETTORaG attiag, [b.i.] AAAN pev 1 Mo maomg eidomotiag VAN, mavdexég T ovoa
Kat &dpop@ov eidog, kata tov Tipatov, [b.ii.] dAAo 8¢ t0 delapevov ta ixvn T@V eldV Katl
TIANUEAES Kal ataktov, [b.ii.] dAAog d¢ 6 6Aog KOoHOG Kkat €€ OAwV DTooTAS TIEOG TO
TIOVTEAEG TAXQADELY A KAl LOVOYeVEG, [b.iv.] dAAOG 0¢ 6 €k MAVTWV CLUTIEMATOWLEVOS TV &V
avt® Cowv Kal mavta <aBdvatd> te kai Ovnra AaBwv, dapdowv DTOCTNOAVTWY TAVTA TIRO
oL kKOoHoL tavtog alticwv.” The text in lines 23-26 is very difficult. Steel’s edition follows
Dillon’s and Morrow’s choice to add &0dvata and translate:

“and last the cosmos provided with all the living beings —the different causes producing all

these creatures, <both immortal> and mortal, prior to the cosmos as a whole.”

Van Riel (2009) retains the addition, but tries to recast the concluding prepositional phrase:

“and last the cosmos that ‘teems with all the living beings in it, and that receives all

<immortals> and mortals’, whereby different causes have constituted them prior to the

cosmos as a whole” (248).
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The passage describes four orders of divine principles and four
corresponding stages in the development of material receptivity. Let us begin by

simplifying this passage’s presentation.

Cause Substrate
The Intelligible Father The Matter before all Forming
(0 maTnE 6 VoNTog) (1] O mAong edomotiag UAN)
The Father-Creator (tatno The Universal Receptacle (tavdexéq)
Ao kal o Tng) and Shapeless Kind (&popgov €idog)
Creator-Father The Whole Cosmos Made up of
(6 momg EumaAy kol Wholes (6 6Aoc koopog kat ¢ OAwv
TIATNQ) VTTOOTAG)
The Creator alone The Fullness of all Living Things
(0 momTNG HOVOoV) (MAVTWV CLUTTEETANPWHEVOS TV €V

aVT@ COwv)
The language of ‘fathers’ and ‘creators’ is from the Timaeus, where Plato
comments, “it is a difficult task to find the creator and father of the world [. .
.].”1% In his commentary, Proclus explains that calling the demiurge ‘father” and

‘maker” describes his status at the limit of the intelligible (vontoc) and

It is possible to make better sense of the syntax without Dillon’s and Morrow’s addition.
Accordingly, “0 ék mAvTwVv oLVUTEMATNEWHEVOS TV &V avT@ CdwVv” becomes “the complete
fullness made up of everything with life in itself,” (or, more simply, “the fullness of all living
things”). Then, taking mavta and tavta together, the rest of the sentence follows: “both the
mortal beings of diverse substances and everything before the causes of the cosmos as a whole.”
While the syntax is indeed uncertain, this reading makes more sense of all the elements in their
context.

109 Plato, Timaeus 23¢.3-5: “tov pEV 0OV MOUTIV K&l TATéQA TOUOE TOV TAVTOG EVQELV TE
€oyov [...]"”" For Proclus’ detailed discussion of this text and its history of interpretation, see in

Tim.1299.10 ff.
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intellectual (voepdc).!1? As a father he “receives the intelligible monads”
(TANEOVHEVOG HEV ATIO TV VOTTWV HoVAdwV), but as a maker he “projects
from himself the entire work of creation” (mpoiépevog d¢ &' éavtov v OANV
Onuoveyiav).!!! From this distinction between the intelligible paternity and
intellectual creation of the world, Proclus (following Syrianus) can describe four
stages by which the world is made according to the same terms, just as in our
passage from the Parmenides commentary above.!? In addition, because of the
correspondence between father-maker and intelligible-intellectual, we can also
turn to the Platonic Theology, which describes the processions of the Gods in
triads of intelligible and intellectual deities. Looking to Edward Butler’s
interpretation of the Platonic Theology, and the logic by which the triads unfold
from one another, we will discover, by comparison, both the logic of the Gods,
who bring about the world as “fathers” and “makers,” and the logic of matter’s
developing receptivity. 13

It is central to our discussion that the ‘fathers’ and “creators,” and the

triads of the Platonic Theology, do not exclusively describe specific or individual

110 Proclus, in Tim. 1310.4-311.5.

1 Jbid., 310.9-11.

112 For other examples of the scheme of ‘fathers” and ‘makers,” see in Tim. 1 311.25 ff. and IIL
168.15-169.9.

113 For his complete analysis of henadic cosmogony, see Edward Butler’s series of essays:
“The Intelligible Gods in the Platonic Theology of Proclus,” Méthexis 21 (2008): 131-143; “The
Second Intelligible Triad and the Intelligible-Intellective Gods,” Méthexis 23 (2010): 137-157; and
“The Third Intelligible Triad and the Intellective Gods,” in Méthexis 25 (2012): 131-150.
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deities in themselves.!* They are four moments in the divine procession, which
occurs in each God. These are, as Edward Butler describes the triads, not
particular Gods, but “dispositions of henads.”!!® “Dispositions’ refers to the
orders of divine powers as they unfold in relation to one another, and unfold in
each God. But what, in particular, does the matter at each stage describe? And
how is it related to the Gods?

The four-fold order which we are following is fundamentally the process
by which the Gods are revealed in relation to one another through their mutual
contemplation, and matter’s emerging receptivity is a primary witness to the
necessity in their power by which all things come to be. This necessity is the
necessity that divine power be expressed in the world completely. But we
understand this process in stages, which break the complete expression into
parts. This means that at each of the four stages, matter’s incompletion describes
what else divine power must accomplish; the matter is a receptivity for the
creation to come. Each God must completely express its power, and this
expression is also the complete creation of being. Insofar as each disposition
describes a part of a complete process, the matter of each disposition describes

what is still incomplete —what is still necessary. For this reason, in order to

114 We follow here the arguments of Edward P. Butler, “The Intelligible Gods,” 133.
115 Ibid.
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understand matter’s relation to the Gods we will examine each of the four stages
below, looking to understand the progress of divine power’s expression in the

creation of the world.

2.1 The Father

The intelligible father (6 matr)o 6 vontoc) is each God as a distinct first
and “nothing else than the One participated” (in Parm. VI 1069).1"° As the
Elements puts it, “Everything paternal in the Gods is of primal operation and
stands in the position of the Good at the head of all the divine orders” (EI. Theo. §
151).”17 Accordingly, we understand ‘father’ to refer to each God according to
itself. While the unparticipated One, beyond all thought and being, “is not even a
father, but is superior also to all paternal divinity” (in Parm. 1070),'® each
paternal God, is a first and a one, but is also participated by all being. We find
the same understanding in the Timaeus commentary, where “Each of the Gods is
the universe (10 mav) and each in its own way” (in Tim. I 308),'° and “each

contains all things” (I 312).120

116 Proclus, in Parm. VI 1069.5-6: “kat 00dev dAA0 é0Tiv ékaotog twv Oe@v 1) TO
petexopevov Ev-”

117 Proclus, EI. Theo. § 151: ”Ilav t0 matokov év toig 0e0ic mEwTovgyov é0TL Kal év
TayaBoU TAEeL TIEOLOTALLEVOV KATa TtAoag Tas Oelag dakoounoelc.”

118 Proclus, in Parm. 1070.18-20: “6 8¢ mpwtog Oeog diax TS mEwtng VOO Eoews DPUVOULLEVOG
oUTe MATNE, AAAX KQEITTWV KAl MACTNC THE TATOLKNG BedTNnToc”

119 Proclus, in Tim. 1 308.3-4: “éxaotov elvat tv Oev O mav, dGAAov d¢ dAAwS.”

120 Jbid., I 312.21-22: “£éxaotov ¢ [. . .] mAVTwV 1) TTEQLEKTIKOV”
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In the Platonic Theology, Proclus argues that each God makes all things in
the mixture of their limit and unlimitedness, which is the first intelligible triad.
Limit, Proclus explains, “is a God proceeding to the head of the intelligible from
the unparticipated and first God,” while “the unlimited is the inexhaustible
power (dVvapg) of this God,” and the mixed is “the first and supreme order
(dtaxoopog) of Gods.” (PI. Theo. 111 12).12! Insofar as the unlimited is the power of
intelligible and paternal deity, their existence (Otap&Lg) is their limit. And just as
the mixture of limit and unlimited is the first order of Gods, by the relation
between their existence (Omap&ic) and power (dVvaic), each God makes all
being, as he “receives a multiplicity of henads and of powers and mingles them
into one essence” (PI. Theo. III 9).122 But we must keep in mind, as Butler argues,
that “limit is not a particular God named, as it were, Peras, but a God as such, any
God.”'? In Proclus” own words, “just as the intelligible Gods are henads in the
tirst place, so too are they fathers in the first place”(PIl. Theo. Il 21).1* In the same

way, the unlimited is not a distinct divinity, it is the “inexhaustible power” of

121 Ibid., I1I 12, 44.24-45.7: “’Qv 10 pév mépag £oti 006 €' dKQW TQ VONTQ TEoeAOWV ATO
oL Apeéktou kal mewtiotov 00D, TAVTA HETEWV KAl AgoilwV [. . .] T0 d¢ dmelgov dvvaplig
AvEKAELTTOG TOL 00D TOUTOU [. . .] TO D€ HUIKTOV O MEWTLOTOS KAl VPNAGTATOS DIAKOTHOG TV
Becwv”

122 Proclus, PI. Theo. 1119, 40.7-8: “t0 dv [...] mAN00g évadwv kat duvdpewv eig piorv
ovolav ovykeQavVLHEVWY Uodeldapevov.”

123 Butler, “The Intelligible Gods,” 133.

124 Proclus, PI. Theo. 11 21, 74. 7-8: “xa@amep évadeg eioiv ol vonrtol Oeol mEWTwG, Kat
niatépeg elol mewtws” Translation by Butler (2008: 134).
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each God, and the mixture of limit and unlimited is not the production of new
Gods, but the didicoopog of the powers of every God that exists.

It is necessary to say something about the didicoouog of paternal mixture
and how the first revelation of a divine order is also to the moment in which each
God makes being in itself. Proclus explains that “the powers of the Gods exist
beyond being and are consubstantial (cuvvmdoxovoat) with their unity;” and by
these powers “the Gods are the parents of beings” (PI. Theo. 111 24).12> While
paternal deity is each God according to itself, in the mixture that is being, each
God comes into relation with every other. But again, as Butler reminds us,

[This] is not a process in which a multiplicity of Gods comes to be from

one, but rather a process in which a common intellectual space comes

about among the Gods as a resolution of the opposition between unique
individuality and universalizable potencies — that is, between existence
and power —in each God."*
Butler’s insight is that being emerges as the universal power which exists (that is,
the mixture) of each God comes into relation with every other. The origin of
being is this opposition between each divine power, all of which are unlimited
and infinite, but all of which exist. Taking up Butler’s language, this opposition,

or tension between limit and unlimited occurs in each God, and being is the

expression of that opposition. It is the tensions between divine power and

125 Jbid., III 21, 74. 6-8: “ai yao twv Oewv duvapelc DmegovoLol eloty avTalg
OLVUTIAQXOVOAL TALG EVAOL TV Be@V, kKal dx tavtag ol Oeol yevvntikol Twv OvTwv eloiv.”
126 Butler, “The Intelligible Gods,” 145.

61



existence that makes all being and “drives,” as it were, all procession. While we
cannot yet spend time thinking about what this “tension’ is, or how it works, we
can proceed from the understanding that each paternal God makes all being, and
as a result, being receives the multiplicity of henads.!?

When we consider the matter relative to paternal deity, it must be a pure
potential relative to the perfect power of each God. As Proclus explains above,
the father is the source of the matter before all forming (1) To0 tong eidomotiag
UAN). This matter is a sheer formlessness, absolutely nothing, but potentially all.
It is a universal potential reflecting the universal power of each God as it exists.!?
It is admittedly difficult do conceive of what this matter might ‘be.’

According to what we discovered in chapter three, matter at this level is
directly caused by the first principles and it must be the reflection of their
simplicity. Since, at this stage, we have not yet discovered any form of
determination whatsoever, matter too must be entirely without form. Still, matter
from the paternal gods is a necessity that implies the potential of all that will

follow. And this necessity is reflective of the opposition or tension between

127 Proclus, Pl Theo. 111 9, 40.6-8.

128 In the Timaeus commentary, Proclus also relates a supreme order of causes to stages in
matter, but does so breaking what corresponds to the ‘father” into steps that relate to the
intelligible triad of the Platonic Theology: “Matter proceeds from the One (tov évog), and from the
unlimitedness before one-being (tf|¢ ameloiag g MEO 0L £vog 6vtog), and if you wish, from
one-being (to¥ évog 6vtoc) as well, since it is potential being (dvvapet 6v)” (in Tim. 1 385.9-14).128
These three stages seem to correspond to each God as limit, the unlimited power of each God,
and the super-celestial order of Gods described in the passages from the Platonic Theology above.
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divine limit and power described above. To the extent the Gods” power excludes
all limit, so a matter proceeds without form, wholly unlimited, but to the extent
that each God exists, it is as if each God looks to the unlimitedness proceeding
from every other and is reflected there. In this moment of absolute
indetermination, it is clear that matter receives all things, but not clear how it is

that all things in matter will emerge.

2.2 The Father-Creator

The father alone is each God as it produces being uniquely; if we continue
to follow the argument of the Platonic Theology, the father-creator (matr)o-
miomnTr)c) is one-and-being. Since being is made in each God and thereby receives
a multiplicity of divine persons, the father-creator marks the beginning of divine
community. This is expressed by the mutual contemplation from which this
dispensation also derives the name intelligible-intellectual (vontoc-voepdg). At
this moment each God is both thinking every other God, and the object of every
other’s thought. Proclus calls this community of contemplation the “intelligible
watchtower (vontn meowwmm),”1? the meeting place of the Gods before they

proceed to the intellectual activity of cosmogony. It is the intellectual heaven (0

129 Proclus, PI. Theo. 1112, 66.14.
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voeQOG oLEavog), which is “whole and one, a united intelligence,”'** and “binds
all the manifolds of beings into an indivisible communion, illuminating each
with an appropriate portion of connection” (PL. Theo. IV 20).13!

From the father-creator, matter becomes the universal-receptacle
(mavdexéc) and shapeless kind (&popgov €idog), and receives its first real
qualities. At this stage matter is already a composite, a combination of unlimited
and limit from paternal God. It is infinitely divisible, yet has a limited extension,
though one without any shape or form; it is even, by the authority of Plato,
visible. This is the matter that the demiurge will ‘take up,” as Proclus reads the
Timaeus: “[The demiurge] takes over all that was visible, which was not in a state
of rest but moving in a discordant and disorderly manner.”32

We can get a picture of what this looks like by drawing on another place
in the Parmenides commentary where Proclus discusses the emergence of likeness
and unlikeness in demiurgy:

Consider that qualityless substratum of bodies which is between matter

and the numerous proximate forms; you will find that it also has being

and form and otherness and identity. How could it exist without being?

How could it have three dimensions without diversity? And how could it
hold together without identity? But likeness and unlikeness are not in it,

130 Ibid., IV 20, 59.10: “2ott kai 6An kal pio kai fivwpévn vonois™”

131 Ibid., IV 20, 59.25-60.1: “oUtw 01 Kal 0 VOeQOG €KEIVOg 0VEAVOS TTAVTA TX TTAT)OT) TGV
OVTWV ELG TNV AUEQLOTOV KOLVWVIAV OUVIEL THS OUVOXNG TNV TEOOT)KOUOAYV €KAOTOLS L0V
EMAGUTIV.”

132 Plato, Timaeus 30a.3-4: “O0tw 01 mav 600V v 00ATOV MAQaAAPwV ovy 1jovxioy &yov,
AAA KIvoLUEVOV TANUHEAQC Kal atdrTag |[. . .].”
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for it is without qualities; these are found in things already qualified. It is
true that it has motion and rest —motion because it is in constant change,
and rest since it never goes outside its appropriate receptacle—but has no
differentiating qualities or powers (in Parm. 11 735-736).1%
In this passage Proclus describes matter’s reception of the greatest kinds of
Plato’s Sophist —same, other, motion, rest, and being. Just as the greatest kinds
are the “forms of the forms,” so their reflections in matter are the receptivity of
form yet to emerge, the ‘formal traces.” As Proclus explains, these traces are from
the Gods and are the matter for demiurgy: “all of the orders of the gods prior to
the demiurge irradiate these presences” (in Tim. I 387).13 The necessity in matter
for what must follow is represented by their discordant and disorderly

movement which must receive form. It must be taken up and made into cosmos

by the demiurge who is represented in the next stage as the creator-father.

2.3 The Creator-Father
The creator-father (momtng-mtatn)Q) is the beginning of demiurgy and “the

tirst cause of production (towmjoewg)” (PL. Theo. I1I 19).1% Unlike the father or

133 Proclus, in Parm. 11 735.23-736.5: “el yao AaBolg avto kad' avtd 10 ATOLOV EKEIVO TV
OWHATWV VTIoKElpEVOVY, O peTa&d TG UANG 0Tl Kal TV edWV TV TTOAALV MEWTWS
[drxotatov], evgnoelc adTo Kat ovoiav EXov kal 100G Kat ETEQOTNTA KAl TAVTOTNTA. TS YAQ
av eln xwoels ovoiag; Mg d¢ TEels daotaoels | Xwolc dQéTews; MG & TUVEXOL TAVTOTITOG
XWOLS; AAA' OOLOTNG €KEL KAl AVOHOLOTNG OVUK 0TIV ATIOLOV YA&Q €0TL TavTa OE €V TOolG 1)on
TEeTONEVOLS- ETTel Kkal KivNowy €XEL Kal OTAOLY, WG LEV YLYVOUEVOV &el, KIVNOLy, wg O& p)
eLlotapevov g oikelag vodoxMG, otdoLv”

134 Proclus, in Tim. 1387.17-19: “ta0tag d& EAAGUTOLOL HEV Al TTQO TOD dNULOVEYOD TIAOaL
ta&eig tov Beawv, [...]7

135 Proclus, PI. Theo. 111 19, 67.12-13: “mpwtiotnv eivat g momjoeasg [. . .] aitiav.”
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father-creator, the demiurge is the first to be revealed as a distinct deity, who for
the Hellenes is Zeus. According to the level of paternal deity, Zeus is not
superior or inferior to any other God, all are first, and all are one.** However, as
the intelligible passes more completely into the intellectual, a distinct order
among the divine powers begins to emerge. As Proclus explains in his Timaeus
commentary, once we have discovered the demiurge himself, we can also
describe an order among the Gods:
Let there be one ruler, one cause of all things, one providence, and one
chain [of beings]; but with this monad, let there also be a related manifold,
many kings, various causes, a pluriform (oAveidrc) providence, and a
diverse order. Yet, in every place, let multiplicity be gathered about the
monad, the various about the simple, the pluriform about the uniform,
and the diverse about the common, so that a golden chain might rule and
all things be ordered right (in Tim. I, 262).1%
Following Butler’s understanding of this stage, this is the moment in which the
powers of each God qualify every other’s as each God’s unlimitedness come into

relation with one another.'® In the relation of their powers they are ordered

around the creator-father who is the monad of this intellectual multiplicity. This

136 See Proclus, in Tim. 1 286.20.

137 Ibid., in Tim. 1, 262.17-25: “aAA" “eic kolpavog £0Tw’ kal £V mMAvVIwY altiov Kai pia
nEdvoLA kat €1g elQUOG, €0Tw d¢ kal Apa ) HOVADL TO oikelov TATNO0¢ kail ToAAOL BaotAels kal
aitio mowciAa kat edvoLa TTOAVEDNG Kkal TAELS dudpoog, TarvToayov 0¢ 1o TANO0C ExéTw Tepl
TV Hovada oVVTaELY Katl Ti oo epl TO AMAODV KAl T TTOAVELDN TTEQL TO HOVOELDES Kl
T DLk oQa TTEQL TO KOOV, tvat TERA TIC GVTWS XQULOT) TIAVTWV ETTAQXT) KAl TAVTA
dlakoounTat dedvtwe.”

138 Butler, “The Third Intelligible Triad and the Intellective Gods,” 137.
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is the moment in which, as Butler puts it, “one God ‘sees’ the cosmos in
another:”1%

The demiurge organizes the cosmos according to a vision of the paradigm,

that is, a vision of the intelligibility of another God or of himself qua other.

In this operation, otherness gives birth to difference.'*
The birth of difference is the beginning of generation. As Proclus says above, the
creator-father is responsible for the whole cosmos made up of whole substances
(0 6A0¢g KOO HOG Kal €€ 6AwV bmootac) according to a unique and perfect
paradigm.

The process of demiurgy has two steps, that of wholes and that of parts.!*!
The creator-father governs the demiurgy of wholes and universals. Accordingly,
the creator-father endows matter with the elements, which are corporeal
universals, those constituents of all bodies composed from parts. These elements
are the first truly hylomorphic compounds, and the receptivity of matter from
this point forward is directly from the order of the forms it receives. The
elements themselves are composed of a common matter and emerge in a

geometric logic, as Proclus reads in the Timaeus,'*> from triangles, the simplest

shape. The forms of the triangles are the matter for the forms of the other

139 Ibid.

140 Ibid., 144.

141 These sections (II1.3.3-4) are greatly enriched by Jan Opsomer’s notes on the substrate and
demiurgy in “The Natural World,” All From One: A Guide to Proclus, edited by Pieter d'Hoine and
Marije Martijn (Oxford: University Press, 2017), 139-166.

142 Plato, Timaeus 53.
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elements, and the forms of these elements matter of the bodies they will
compose. Matter’s receptivity continues to develop in this way according to the
order of formal precedence, starting with the most universal and moving

towards that composed of parts.

2.4 The Creator Alone

The creator alone completes the process of demiurgy through the
production of parts. This demiurgy unfolds in time according to the cycles of
birth and death in generation. As Proclus explains above, the creator produces
“the fullness of all living things (mavtwv cuuTeMTANQWEVOS TV &V aVTQ
Cwwv), and the mortal beings of diverse substances (Ovnta twv dixpdowv
vnootnodvtwv).” This is the realm of ordinary hylomorphism —particular
bodies composed of forms and their materials. We have here followed Proclus as
he bridges the gulf between the universal and particular matters we read about
in the introduction. We began with the unformed matter of the paternal gods
which is nothing in itself, and finally we have reached the matter inferred from
ordinary sense-experience, the material which persists through change, the gold

which can be shaped and reshaped, the body of a living soul.
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Looking back through the steps of matter’s development it is clear, on the
one hand, that matter is no one thing. In corporeal bodies, what we call matter, is
just a formal quality that is receptive of another form. It can begin to seem like
the concept ‘matter” is simply an abstraction made after reflecting on the order of
formal qualities. But on the other hand, as we follow the logic of receptivity back
further than the corporeal compounds of form and matter, we realize that both of
these principles are expressions of the perfection of divine power as it is revealed
in the being that it makes. From the ‘father’ matter is a universal receptacle, a
potency prior to all form. From the ‘father-creator’ matter is discordant and
disordered, bespeaking its capacity to receive form. These stages of receptivity
are necessary to the demiurgic completion of generation, but what are these
materials apart from any form?

In this process, matter emerges as a necessity in the relation of the power
and existence of each God. As each God makes all being there is a tension
between the infinite potential of every divine power, and the ineffable unity of
each divine person. The procession of being is, as Butler puts it, a “pluralization
occurring within each ‘existential” henadic individual,” and this pluralization
unfolds by the “the differentiation of that individual’s powers or attributes, which

are potential universalities, from the huparxis itself which, as the very uniqueness
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of the henad|[.]”** This tension between power and unique existence is, as Butler
puts it, the ‘engine” driving the procession of being, from each individual
intelligible God, to the divine assembly, to their mutual contemplation. The
resolution of this tension is only in the revelation of an order according to that
monadic center in the world of time, change, and generation: “a shrine for the
everlasting Gods.”** At each stage of being’s procession, the tension between
divine power and henadic existence produces a necessity for the level of
completion that must follow. This necessity is the receptive substrate of the next
dispensation. The necessity of what must come is the matter that each stage
produces.

For each paternal God according to itself, matter is the totally unlimited
and unformed receptivity that emerges from the relation between the power and
existence of each God. This primal matter is the unlimited receptivity or
possibility of being in the power and existence of each God considered in their
ineffable aspect before all mixture. In the next moment, being receives a
multiplicity of henads, and matter becomes the universal receptacle, disordered,
but receptive of all order. Then, in the turn to demiurgy we get the first actual

corporeal matter, which is only now beginning to receive form. But crucially this

143 Butler, “The Third Intelligible Triad,” 133.
144 Plato, Timaeus 37¢: “t@wv awlwv Oewv yeyovog dyadua [...].”
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matter is only ‘potential” insofar as it is also “actual,” a real substance. At this
stage matter is relative to wholes, but it still embodies the necessity in universal
demiurgy for what must follow, for ‘whole’ necessarily implies “part.” And
tinally, there is the material of each individual body, the receptivity implied in
the activity of each form, the final moment of necessity, and the final substrate,
brought to a total completion in their union.

To summarize, far from being simply the dregs of being, or the result of
the God’s dwindling power at the end of procession, matter is a way of talking
about the receptive side of the progressive resolution of the super-essential
tension between divine power and existence which makes being. This
conclusion, that matter is ‘a way of talking” about divine necessity, might be
surprising, for it implies that matter itself has no ontological status. But however
surprising the conclusion may be, this is entirely in accord with what we receive
from Plato’s Timaeus: the receptacle must be nothing in itself, and it only receives
as it ‘shares’ in intellect. Even still, we must spend the next chapter considering
more carefully the implications of this conclusion, in two ways. If there is an
opposition or tension, as we said above, driving the procession of being as the
unlimited power of each God mixed with their unique existence, and if matter is
a way of talking about the necessity in each moment of that procession, then how

is the opposition resolved in demiurgy? How is the world of generation the
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conclusion? And what does soul, the unique agent active in all life and death,
have to do with it? This brings us to the second task of the next chapter,
particular soul. Being, as we have seen, proceeds in the revelation of the Gods,
but it is the embodied soul of the human who receives this revelation.
Furthermore, if matter is a “way of talking,’ it is this same soul who speaks its
existence. As our inquiry concludes, we will discover that particular soul is the
mediator in whom the tension driving the procession of being is resolved. As
soul fulfills its office, it discovers the ‘nothing’ at the heart of being, calling it

both ‘One’ and ‘Matter.’
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION

The previous chapter followed the development of matter’s receptivity in
a series of substrates that mirror the entire order of divine principles. However,
along the way a central conclusion from the third chapter on the Elements of
Theology fell from view. In the Elements we realized that the vertical procession of
causes and their substrates are only completed by the circular return of beings
that transverse their order. This means that while it is possible to demonstrate
that matter’s receptivity to form is the product of divine power, it is also
necessary to see that the world of generation works out the completion of that
power’s expression. If there is a divine tension driving the procession of being,
that tension is resolved in generation through the life of soul. This fact is evident
in Proclus’ reading of the Parmenides, which, as we will see, demonstrates that
particular embodied soul is the mediation of all things. In the life of the human,
the entire series of divine causes and their receptive illuminations come together,
or as Jean Trouillard puts it, “L’ame récapitule donc tous les modes selon
lesquels le Principe s’exprime [...] .”'* This means that we are the union of
diverse divine manifestations: “Notre matiere elle-méme nous rattache a la

divinité, d'une autre fagon que notre forme, mais de fagon irréducible.”!4¢ We

145 Jean Trouillard, L'Un et I'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1972), 77.
146 Tbid.
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have been seeking in this thesis to understand the relation between matter and
the one, and the difficulty has been that matter and the One are not ‘things” at all.
How is it that these two forms of nothing become related in being through soul?
The purpose of this final chapter is to understand the significance of this

mediation.

We can begin to understand soul’s mediation through Proclus’ discussion
of cosmic order in the Elements of Theology. Proclus explains there that “every
divine order has an internal unity of threefold origin, from its highest, its middle,
and its last term” (EI. Theo § 148).1” This proposition applies to the divine order
participating in each God, but what if it is understood with respect to the order
of all things proceeding from the One itself? Our driving question has been
concerned with the relation between matter and the one, and our attention has
been drawn to the beings that are given and received between them. What of this
middle that is apparently necessary to the unity of the entire order?

The first place to turn is Proclus’ commentary on the Timaeus, where he
devotes much energy to the question of soul. Soul’s intermediate place in the

cosmos becomes particularly crucial for Proclus as Plato writes, “in the middle of

147 Proclus, EL Theo. § 148: “Tlaca Beia TA&LS EavTh CLVIIVWTAL TOLXWGS, ATIO TE THG
AKQOTNTOG TNG €V AT Kal &TO TG LECOTNTOG KAl ATO TOL TEAOUC.
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the body [the demiurge] placed soul, extending it throughout the universe and
then covering the body externally with it” (34b).!48 What does “in the middle”
mean, Proclus asks, for it cannot mean some location or dimension in the
‘middle’ of the corporeal world. According to Porphyry’s interpretation, “in the
middle” means between the sensible and intelligible!¥—as Plato writes in the
Timaeus, “he fabricated the universe by constructing intellect with soul, soul with
body” (30b).’** Proclus follows this reading and draws the following conclusions:
If we take the words in this way —that the universe has been composed
from intellect, soul, and body and is a living being, ensouled and
endowed with intellect (Timaeus 30b)—then we shall find that the soul is
the middle term in this arrangement [. . .] It is always the case that the
secondary things participate in the things that are prior to them, thus
body participates in soul (the one being the last thing the other the

middle) and soul participates in intellect which is prior, in turn, to it (in
Tim. 11 105).15!

148 Plato, Timaeus 34b.3-4: “Yoxnv d¢ eig 10 péoov avToL Oelc Ol TAVTOG Te ETetvev Kal €Tt
EEwOev 10 owpa avT TeQLekAvpev [...].”

149 Proclus, in Tim. I1 105.8-15: "l 6¢ €xetvo A&PotpLev, TO TO AV €k VOU Kol Puxng Kal
owpatog ovumenAnowodat kal etvat Cowov Epuxov Evvouy, HEOTV EDQTOOHEV €V TQ
oLOTAHATL TOVTE TV PUXAV. [. . .] HETEXEL YAQ el T DeVTEQA TV TIEO AVTWV, WOTEQ CWHA
Puxng, éoxartov ov péong, kat Puxr vov po avtng dvtoc.” Translations of in Tim. II are by or
modified from Dirk Baltzly, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus: Book 3 Part I: Proclus on the World's
Body, Volume 3 (Cambridge: University Press, 2007) and Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus: Book 3
Part II: Proclus on the World Soul, Volume 4 (Cambridge: University Press, 2009).

150 Plato, 30b.4-5: “vouv pev €v Ppuxn, Puxnv 0' €V OWUATL CUVIOTAG TO TIAV CUVETEKTALVETO
[...1”

151 Proclus, in Tim. 11 105.8-15: “el 0¢ €xetvo A&PoLpLev, TO TO MAV €k VOU Kol Puxng Kal
owpatog cvumenAnowodat kat eivat Coov Epuxov Evvouy, HEOTV EDQTOOHEV €V TQ
CLOTUATL TOUT@ TNV PUXNV. [. . .] HETEXEL YAQ el T DeVTEQA TV TIEO AVTWV, WOTIEQ CWHA
Ppuxng, éoxatov ov péong, kat Puxr voo o avtig dvtog.”
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Soul incorporates properties of the superior and inferior in its own unified
existence. These terms—intellect, soul, and body —represent the entire scheme
uncovered in the previous chapter, and soul is at its center. Exploring this notion
further, Proclus asks again, “How and on account of what is the soul said to be
an intermediate?”1%2
As the things which are moved by another are to those which are moved
by themselves, so the things which are self-moved are to those which are
without motion. [. . .] While it is, on the one hand, included within being
that is immovable and always the same, on the other hand it includes the
genesis that is moved by another. (in Tim. II 130).15
Soul is intermediate insofar as it both ‘includes’ the world of becoming and is
‘included’ in being. This notion is supported by the Elements, where Proclus
explains that soul is both ‘life” (Cw)) as principle, and a ‘living thing” (Ccwv);!** this
is the manner in which soul is both “included within being” and “includes

genesis” in itself. Insofar as soul is ‘living’ it receives its life from a divine source,

but insofar as it is a “principle” of life, it imparts the life it has received to others.

152 Jbid., I1 127.27: “nteog ki dwx ti th)v Puxnv péonv eapév”

153 Jbid., I 130.12-20: “kat é0tat g T ETEQOKIVTA TOOG T AVTOKIVITA, OVTW T
avTokiviTa TEOG Tat Atvita [. . .] kal TTeQLEXOUEVT) HEV DTIO TG AKLVI)TOU KAl Ael kKatd Tavta
€xovong ovoiag, megLéxovoa d¢ TV £teQokiviTov kal petaPardopévny mavroiwg yéveow”

154 Proclus, EI. Theo. § 188: “Ilaca Yuxr) kai Cwr| €0t kat Cwv.”
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To impart life is the life of soul. Soul is self-animated (aVT0Clwc); “its being
is being alive.” 1% By its own life, received from intellect and imparted to bodies,
soul mediates between the indivisible principles and those which are divided.®

Soul holds together the bond of beings (tov Twv évtwv cvvdeouoV)

through its natural middle position, drawing out the unified causes and

drawing together the dispersed powers of sensible things; it is both
embraced by unmoved and eternal being and embraces all moved and

mutable becoming (in Tim. II 130).15”

This is what it means to call soul a mediator: “the procession from first things
must be born into the last through the intermediates (péoa).”8 Or, as Trouillard
puts it, “It faut que la divinité passe par elle pour engendrer du devenir.”'* In

the language of the Chaldean Oracles,

[Soul] holds the “guidance of the universe”!®® and “receives into her own
womb the procession from the intelligible;”'*! and, being filled by

155 Ibid., § 189.4-5: “xaxi 1) VTAQELS AVTNG KT TO CWTKOV”

156 Jbid., § 190: “ITaca Ypuxn Héon TV ApeQiotwy E0Tl Kal TV TEQL TOIG OWHAOL
peootv.”

157 Proclus, in Tim. 11 130.15-20: “ovvé€el OV TV Gviwv oUVOEoHOV dix TG olikeing
HETOTNTOG AVEAITTOVOR HEV TAC TIVWHEVAS alTiag, CUVAYOLOQ DE TAG DATIEPOQTUEVAS TV
aloONT@V dLVAELS, KAl TTEQLEXOUEVT] HEV VTIO TNG AKIVITOL Kol &el KATX TAVTA €X0V0TG
ovoiag, megLéxovoa 0¢ TNV étegokivntov Kal petaPaAlouévny navroiwg yéveowv.”

158 Jbid., I1 128.11-13: “péoa d& TovTV €0tV [. . .] D' WV XN TavTws yiveoOat v edodov
ATO TOV MEWTWV &ig T Eoxatar” For a more literal rendering: “there are intermediates of these
[qualities of being and non-being] through which it is necessary in every way for the procession
from first things to be born into the last.”

159 Trouillard, L’Un et I’dme selon Proclos, 101.

160 See Plato, Statesman 272e.

161 Ruth Majercik discerns that this passage is largely a quotation from the Chaldean Oracles.
Cf. The Chaldean Oracles, Text Translation, and Commentary (New York: E.J. Brill, 1989), 120-1.
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intellectual life, she “sends forth the channels of corporeal life and
contains in herself the centre of the procession of all beings.”1¢2

All this accords with the principle expressed in the proposition we read
above (EL Theo. § 148): “every divine order has an internal unity of threefold
origin, from its highest, its middle, and its last term.” Consider the proposition’s
proof with respect to the order of all things:

The highest term, having the most unitary potency of the three,
communicates its unity to the entire order and unifies the whole from
above while remaining independent of it. Secondly, the middle term,
reaching out toward both the extremes, links the whole together with
itself as mediator; it transmits the bestowals of the first members of its
order, draws upward the potentialities of the last, and implants in all a
common character and mutual nexus—for in this sense also givers and
receivers constitute a single complete order, in that they converge upon
the mean term as on a centre. Thirdly, the limiting term produces a
likeness and convergence in the whole order by reverting again upon its
initial principle and carrying back to it the potencies which have emerged
from it. Thus, the entire rank is one through the unifying potency of its
tirst terms, through the connective function of the mean term, and
through the reversion of the end upon the initial principle of procession
(EL Theo. § 148).1%8

162 Proclus, in Tim. II 130.23-28: “kai T0D HEV <AvTOC €X0V0N TOVUS OlAKAG>, UTTODEXOMEVT
0 Tolg £aVTNC <KOATIOIE> TAC ATIO TWV VONTWV TTEOOOOVS EIG AVTIV, Kl TANQOVHEVT] HEV &TIO
NG voepag Cwng, Teoteévn & Kol avTr] <TOUG 0XETOVC> THG TWHATOEWDOVS (NS Katl
OLVEXOLOA TO <KEVTQOV> TN TTEOODOV TV OVTIWV ATAVTWYV &V EauTh)™”

163 Proclus, El. Theo. § 148.3-16: “1 p&v yag, évikwtatnv éxovoa dUVAULY, €l TAoAV aUTV
dlamtépumet v Evwory Katl évol maoav &vwBOev, Hévovoa €@’ EavTic. 1) d& HeoOTNG, €M APW
T AKQOL DLATELVOLT L, CUVOEL TIATAV TIEQL EQVTIV, TV UEV TOWTWYV dTtoQOLEVOVOA TOG
ddoels, TV D& TeAevTaiwY avatelvovoa TG DUVAELS, KAl AL Kowvwviav évtifeloa Katl
oUVOETLY TIROG AAANAQ: it Yoo oUTwG 1) 6AT Yivetat diktaic €k Te TV MANQEOUVIWY KAl TV
TIANQOVL HEVWV, OTIEQ EIC TL KEVTQOV ELS TIV HECOTNTA CLVVEVOVTIWV. 1] D€ ATOMEQATWOLG,
ETUOTEEPOLOA TIAALV ELG TIV AQXTV Kal TG MEoeABovoag émavayovoa DUVALLELS, OHOLOTNTA
Kal ovvvevow ) 6An ta€etl magéxetat Kat 00Tws 6 COUTAG DLAKOTHOGC €iG €0TL DX TNG
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Our question has been how the orders of highest and lowest principles are
brought to a completion, or unity. From this proof we can see that the unity of
cosmic order is from the first but communicated through the middle, which
“reaches out towards both extremes” and “links the whole together with itself as
mediator,” “drawing upwards the potencies of the last.” As Proclus explains in
his Timaeus commentary,
The One binds (ouvvdet) all things, but in a transcendent way
(¢E€nonuévag) [. . .] while the soul binds all as it is within them (wg &v
avToig ovoa). Like in an analogy the middle term is the unity of what is
bound, so soul is the middle term of beings; as both bound and binding
insofar as it is substantially self-moving.!¢*

If the first communicates unity in a transcendent way, soul must be the

immanent mediation of that unity in whom the whole is perfected.

The preceding provides an outline of soul’s intermediate place in the
cosmos, but the most comprehensive place to consider the mediation of soul is
his interpretation of the Parmenides. Proclus understands the first five hypotheses

of the Parmenides to articulate the logic of the One as it unfolds in every order of

£VOTIOLOD TV TIRWTWYV dUVAHEWS <KAL> DX TNG &V T HECOTNTL CLVOXTG Kol dix TG TOD TéAoUG
elg TV AEXMNV TV TIEOOdWV ETLOTEOPNGC.”

164 Proclus, in. Tim. I 131.31-132.3: “ovvdel yaQ kai To &v o mavta, aAA' eéEnonuévacg [. . ]
oLVOEL D¢ Kal 1] PuxT), AAA' WG év avTOLS 0DOA, Kal WG €V T avadoyia 1o péoov €v EoTL TV
oLVOEOUEVWY, OUTW Kal TNV PuxTv Héonv Betéov TV Gviwv, ouvdéovoav Apa Kol
ovvdeopévy, wg avtokivntov tdoxovoay.”
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existence. If we look to one of Proclus” summaries of the entire logic, we can see
that it affirms many things we have discovered so far:

The first [hypothesis] is about the One God, how he generates and gives
order to all the orders of gods. The second is about all the divine orders,
how they have proceeded from the One and the substance which is joined
to each. The third is about the souls which are assimilated to the gods, but
yet have not been apportioned divinised beings. The fourth is about the
enmattered, how they are produced according to what rankings from the
gods. The fifth is about matter, how it has no participation in the
formative henads, but receives its share of existence from above, from the
supra-essential and single monad; for the One and the illumination of the
One extends as far as matter, bringing light even to its boundlessness (in
Parm. IV 1063-1064).1%°

From this summary it appears that everything we accomplished in the previous
chapter was more or less an exposition of the relation between the second and
fourth hypotheses. The logic of divine processions is the logic of the participated
One which is each God, the subject of the second hypothesis. But what about the
unparticipated One in the first? Our very first conclusions in the second chapter
demonstrated a rapprochement between the One and matter. But how does the

rapprochement between the unparticipated One and last matter relate to the

165 Proclus, in Parm. V1 1063.16-1064.10: “t1)v pév mowtnv vrtdBeoty tibel el Tov évog
elvat Beol MAC Yevva Katl dakoo el maoag tag Talels Twv Oev: v d¢ devtégav TEQL TV
Oelwv ta€ewv maocwV MW MEOEANAVOCLY ATIO TOD €VOG, Kal <meQl> TG ouveleVYEVNC
&xdotalg ovolalg: v d¢ TEITNV TEQL TV PuXWV TWV OLOLOLLLEVWY HEv Beols, ovoiav 0&
€x0eovpEVNV 0V KANQWOoaUéVwVY: TV 0& TETAQTNV TeQL TWV EVOAWY, TS Ttapdryeta [cad]
kata molag taelg amo v Oe@v: v d& MEUTTNV TeQL VANG OMws AUETOXOS E0TL TV
e TV EVAdWV, AvwBev &mod g DTTEQOVOIOVL KAl UG €vadog Aaxoboa TV VTTOOTAC LY
HEXOL YOO TG VANG TO &V kal 1] TOD €vog EAAapL TikeL, @wtiCovoa Kal To tavtng adoLoTov.”
See also ibid., VI 1040-1.
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henadic processions and their substrates? And how does soul, as a mediator,
draw them together? The answers to these questions begin to become clear as we

rearticulate the order of the hypotheses:

First negative by excess One
Second affirmative as paradigm Indivisibles
Third affirmative and negative Soul
Fourth affirmative as image Divisibles
Fifth negative by defect Matter'¢

As Trouillard makes clear, each of the five correspond to a level of being, all of
which are constituted in related stages of negation and affirmation. The One and
matter are both negations, the One by excess (ka0 Umtegox1v), and matter by
privation (ka0’éAAen)v), and these negations are relative to the affirmations of
the intelligible and en-mattered forms.!” But it is Soul alone who is both negation
and affirmation and thereby their resolution with one another. To see what this

means, let us consider this structure more carefully.

The first hypothesis proceeds by negation (&ntdépaoic), denying every
kind of being to the One. The dialectic must begin by negation because the One is

“snatched away beyond all the processions of beings.”1® We cannot simply begin

166 Trouillard, L'Un et I’dme selon Proclos, 122.
167 Proclus, Pl. Theo. 112, 57.24.
168 Proclus, in Parm. V1 1071.3: “Omegrjomaotal d¢ MooV TV ToL 6VTog oddwv.”
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the argument ‘beyond being,” since intellect is active according to the orders of
being.!** It is therefore necessary to make, by negation, an “ascent from One-
being to the very One itself.”'”° The negation of everything that is lifts the
dialectic from being to the One beyond all participation.

But how is this negation superior to affirmation (katdgaoic), since as
Proclus admits, “in every class of being, assertion is superior (kpeittwv)?”1”! This
is only true according to form, but not according to being as a whole. With
respect to the whole,

assertions (kata@aoig) slice up reality, whereas negations (&mo@aoeiq)

tend to simplify things from distinction and definition in the direction of

being uncircumscribed, and from being set apart by their proper

boundaries in the direction of being unbounded (in Parm. VI 1074).172
Negation moves towards the universal. However, even while negations are fit to
those “who are being drawn up from what is partial towards the whole,”'”* the

One is even beyond these distinctions: “neither assertion nor negation is properly

relevant.”* So we conclude finally with the negation of even negation itself.

169 Ibid., VI 1072.3-4.

170 Jbid., VI 1071.5-6: “&vadaplelv &mo ToL €vOg OVTOG € alTo TO &V ¢ dAN0ws.”

171 Ibid., VI 1072.37-1073.1: “’év maov &oa TOlg 0VOL KQELTTWYV 1] KATAPATLS ATIAQG TG
anopacews:”

172 Ibid., VI 1074.6-9: “a&motepayiCovot Yoo al Katapdoels ta dvia, AvanAwtikal Oé elotv
aL ATIOPATELS ATIO TV TEQLYEYQAUEVWV ETTL TO ATteQlyQaoV Kal &TO TV dinonpévwv 6QoLg
olkeloLg €mi tO adQLoTov.”

173 Ibid., VI 1074.13-14: “moémovoat Toig avayopéVvols &To ToD HEQLKOD TROG TO GAOV”

174 Ibid., VI 1073.11-13: “dfAov wg €mi ToUTOoL KLELWS 0VTE KATAPATLS <OUTE ATIOPATIS>
apudoelev av.”
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This is the kind of negation that gives way to the welling affirmations of
the second hypothesis and all that is:

Just as the soul produces the body because it is incorporeal, and just as
intellect, since it is in some sense inanimate (for it is not soul) makes the
soul subsist, so the One, since it is not many, makes the entire manifold
subsist, and since it is not number, gives subsistence to number, and since
it is without shape, gives subsistence to shape, and so on. For each
principle has nothing of what it makes to subsist [. . .] If we know all
things through assertions, we reveal the nature of that entity by negation
from each other thing in the universe, and thus this form of negation is
productive of the multiplicity of assertions. [. . .] [A]s many as the primal
entity generates in the first, so many are produced in the second and
proceed forth in their proper order (in Parm. VI 1075-1077).17

The negation of the One, as Trouillard puts it, “ne retranche pas seulement la
détermination, mais aussi 'indétermination qui la sous-tend.”'”¢ For this reason,
all procession is the negation of the anterior nothing which becomes the “totality

of affirmations” in the second hypothesis.

Here, in the negation of the nothing of the One we find again the tension
that was driving the processions of being in the previous chapter. In chapter four

this tension was between the divine power and existence of each God, or

175 Ibid., VI, 1075.19-1077.13: “Q¢ yap dowpatog ovoa 1) Puxn 10 OOU TAQN YAYEV, WG O
voug olov dpuxog wv, 8Tt ur) éotipuxn, v Puxiv OéoTnoev, o0Tw TO €v ATtA|0vVTOV OV
niav 1o mANOo¢ vméotnoe |. . .] kol 00Tw ToUTO TO €100C TNS ATOPATEWS YEVVITIKOV €07TL TOD
MANO0UG TV KATAPATEWYV [. . .] 60a YXQ YEVVA TO MOWTOV €V TI) TQWTI), TOOAVTA €V TN
devtépa yevvatatl kat meoetowy év tafel ) oikela”

176 Trouillard, L’Un et I'dme selon Proclos, 136.
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between limit and the unlimited. Here we see the same tension, but between the
negation of the first hypothesis and the affirmations of the second. The first
hypothesis contains the method by which we discover the unparticipated One of
the first hypothesis, and it is equivalent to the unlimited power of the Gods
before their participation.””” This power is before mixture with limit and thus has
no existence. It is an ineffable nothing that is potentially all things. The
affirmations of the second hypothesis are the actual expression of this infinite
nothing as it mixes with the limit of each God and by this mixture makes being.
But each of the two can’t ever be resolved in the other. The ‘tension” drives all
procession, and the complete expression of all procession works out the tension’s
resolution. As we will see, the resolution of this tension is soul, which passes
between both the negation of unparticipated divine power and the affirmation of
its existence. This is why the divine procession ends with soul.

In the terms of the Parmenides, this tension is understood as the movement
from the first hypothesis into the second. As the negation of the One becomes the
affirmation of the One-that-is, the One-that-is becomes two, for it is both “One’

and it “is.” Then, if it is two, as Trouillard explain, “il est tous les nombres,

177 For the relation between the unparticipated One and an instance of the unlimited beyond
the series of limit, see In Parm. VI 1123.22-1124.37. Van Riel makes this connection clear in his
own work on Proclus and Matter: “the ineffable One transcends the opposition of mépag and
amepla, being amepov in a higher sense than the amegia opposed to mégac. At the bottom we
find a reverse copy of this structure, in which the amnegia of the first substrate is void of all
méoag” (2009) 252-253.
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puisque dans le moindre il est impossible d’arréter la division de chaquechaque
unité.””® However, as Trouillard continues, this divided unity is not a pure and
separate multiplicity. Every particular number remains one, since “aucune
multiplicité ne peut étre congue ni posée sinon a partir de 'un et en participant a
I'un.”'”” And so we find ourselves again in the first hypothesis:

La seconde hypothese qui pose I'un multiple nous renvoie ainsi a la

premiere, et nous serons rejetés sans fin de I'une a I'autre sans trouver

dans 'unité le repos que nous escomptions.!®
The resolution is simply that this tension is soul, who passes discursively
between the negation of the first and affirmation of the second in dialectic. This is
why soul is mediator: “Elle est I'un qui concentre et refuse affirmations et
négations [. . .] Elle est tout et rien.”#!

The entire dialectic of the Parmenides unfolds, and can only unfold in soul
as soul’s own confrontation of itself: “par ce conflit méme, I’ame va se construire
en déroulant les négations.” %2

Nous avons donc une sorte de procession qui est suspendue tout entiere

au déroulement primordial des négations et qui est en quelque fagon

enveloppée par lui. Or ces négations, c’est 'ame qui les pose. Et en les
posant elle se pose elle-méme a travers toutes ses conditions.!®

178 Ibid., 139.
179 Ibid.
180 Jbid.
181 Ibid., 133.
182 [bid., 140.
183 [bid., 134.
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Soul only negates by the negation of the One, but the One can only negate itself
(and therefore give itself) in the life of soul: “elle accomplit en elle le cycle de
I"apophase sous la motion négatrice de 1'un.”*® The resolution of that tension
driving the procession of being from the Gods is this life through which the

entire cosmos is bound together.

As we try to understand the meaning of this mediation, there is some
difficulty added by the fact that Proclus” extant commentary on the Parmenides
ends before the third hypothesis. Thankfully, the complete commentary of
Damascius exists. While the question of the relation between these two thinkers
is too great for the present task, Joseph Combes’ explanation of Damascius’
solutions to these problems provides much for our discussion.

We have followed Butler’s understanding that being proceeds from the
tension between henadic power and existence. Likewise for Damascius, Combes
explains that “I’origine de la procession s’en trouve différée,”'®> (106-7) such that
“L’Un de I'étre s'épanche dans le devenir, entendu ici non comme a la fin de la

2¢me hypothese dans ses propriétés exemplaires, mais dans sa réalité sublunaire

184 Tbid., 3.
185 Joseph Combes, Etudes néoplatoniciennes (Jérdme Millon 1996), 106-7.
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qui implique le temps successif et périssable.”'8 This difference is produced by
the absolute negation of the first: “Plus l'ineffable se retire, plus I'esprit devient
fécund par conversion a absence.”'®” Fecundity from the conversion to absence,
as the affirmations of the second hypothesis are ever drawn back into the
negations of the first, must be given in both the perfect existence of “propriétés
exemplaires” and in “le temps successif et périssable.” But these gifts are not
contraries: “L’étre se fusionne avec ce devenir, et telle est I'dme humaine dans sa
constitution méme.”'% The soul of the third hypothesis alone is the resolution of
difference.
Par son dkoov, elle participe sans doute toujours des especes, étant par la
davantage un et plusieurs et étre, donc plutot intemporelle et indivisible ; par
son éoxatov, elle est davantage non-un, non-plusieurs, non-étre, donc plutot
temporelle et divisible ; mais, par son pécov elle est les deux a égalité, dans
une hypostase simple qui inteégre 1'opposition et la déploie divisible et
indivisible.'®
By this life which draws both the indivisible and divisible together in a single
existence, Soul is the mediation of the divine processions and material substrates:
[C]’est dans la méme immédiation que 1’ame se convertit et procéde dans
son autoconstitution et dans son expérience. Mais sa procession
intemporelle et temporelle, de méme que sa conversion, supposent la

résistance de sa structure négative : par son fond d’étre-devenu 1’ame
déploie I'antitypie [. . .] qu’elle projette mélée encore a la spécification

186 Ibid., 109.
187 Ibid.
188 Jbid.
189 Tbid., 110.
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dans le especes matérielle (4* hypothese), [et] pure antitypie dans le rien
privatif de la matiére (5¢™ hypothese)[.]'*

The conclusion is that the entirety of the movement from the excessive negations
of the first hypothesis to the privative negations of the fifth, is simply the self-
constitution of Soul as it encounters and mediates all things. Combes provides

the following scheme which emphasizes this mediation.!*!

—— First Hypothesis: Nothing by excess

— Second Hypothesis: All as Paradigm

1

Third Hypothesis: Nothing and All

- Fourth Hypothesis: All as an image

—— Fifth Hypothesis: Nothing by privation
For Soul, negation is “un retour a soi-méme, une reprise de soi a l'origine.”1? “Cette
ame les projette en son sein comme des principes constitutifs pour elle-méme, et

sur les confins des autres.”1® The negation of every quality to the One produces

190 Tbid., 114.
191 Tbid., 87.
192 Trouillard, L’Un et I’dme selon Proclos, 137.

19 Combes, Etudes néoplatoniciennes, 111.
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the affirmation of being, but it is soul who posits these negations, and as soul

posits them, it posits itself.!*

The purpose of this thesis has been to describe the relation between matter
and the One in the philosophy of Proclus. In the second chapter we understood
that there is a sympathy between matter and the One that is necessary to
generation. In the third chapter, we discovered that this sympathy is from the
fact that matter is a pure simplicity proceeding from the One alone. And from
this simplicity, matter is, like the One, potentially all things. However, there is a
difference between them, for the One is potentially all things as it gives them, but
matter is potentially all as it receives. Accordingly, in chapter four we sought to
see that matter is simply the ‘receptive” aspect of their power unfolding from
triad to triad. And then in the present chapter confronted the consequence that
ultimately, the relation between matter and the One can only be encounted in the
existence of those beings that are given and received. But the problem, as the
logic of the Parmenides makes clear, has been that these ‘first” and ‘last’ things are
not really ‘things” at all. They are beyond and beneath being, and so also beyond

all thought and language. In both cases, to name them is merely to gesture or to

194 Trouillard, L'Un et I'dme selon Proclos, 134.
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look from the beings that proceed or are born to those ineffable realities which
comprehend them. Proclus expresses this conclusion in the Parmenides
commentary:
If then, one must give a name to the first principle, ‘One” and ‘Good” seem
to belong to it; for these characters can be seen to pervade the whole of
existence. Yet it is beyond every name. This feature of the One is
reproduced, but in a different way, by the last of all things, which also
cannot be represented by a name of its own; how could it since it has no
determinate nature? But it is named ‘Receptacle,” “‘Wet-Nurse,” ‘Matter,’
and the ‘Substrate” after the things that come before it, just as the first is
named after the things that come after it (in Parm. VII 513).1
We only call the first ‘One’ as it is revealed in the unity of what proceeds.
Likewise, we only call the last ‘Matter” as we infer from that which underlies
change and difference. Both, in the end, cannot be known by any name except
the ones revealed, or by any mode except negation, which simply demonstrates
that both are nothing. From the first nothing every being proceeds to the end of
its procession, where, at the brink of its own existence, it is received at the last by
another nothing which appears as the inverse of the first. Damascius, who

presses this rapprochement even further than Proclus writes,

What is it, then? That which the frst is and is not, that should also be what
the last is and is not. For the very first must reach as far down as the last,

195 in Parm. VII 513.7-14: “Si igitur nomen aliquod oportet primo adducere, uidetur le unum
et le bonum ipsi conuenire, que utique et uidentur penetrantia per omnia entia, quamuis et ipsum
sit ultra nomen omne. Propter quod et quod omnium ultimum, dissimiliter illud imitans, neque
ipsum per nomen suum manifestare aliqualiter possibile — quomodo enim quod sine specie? —
sed ab hiis que ante ipsum nominatur dexameni, (idest suscipiens) et tethini et materia et
subiectum, sicut ab hiis que post ipsum le primum.”
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in order to be the cause of all things. If then the First is ineffable, not being
and not one, as we have shown, the last must be conceived of likewise.'*

The “last” may “proceed from the first alone,”?” implying two distinct entities.
But what if the thing “distinct” is not a thing at all and does not exist in any way?
What if its cause is not in any way participable, and its mode of “procession”
incomprehensible, for it in no way reverts?

What then is the relation between matter and the One, the relation
between these two nothings which are discovered in the negation of all that
exists? We have discovered that the key terms in this question, ‘matter” and
‘One,” are not ‘things,” but rather activities of soul. Matter and the One are
nothings revealed in negation, but this negation is the office of soul. It is soul
who follows the argument of the Parmenides, moving between the negation of the
tirst hypothesis and the affirmation of the second. Likewise, it is soul who
receives and expresses the revelations of the Gods in paternal and creative triads.
At each step, it is soul who converts ineffability into principle, and it is soul who
abolishes the principle again. Matter and the One, as absolutely last and first

principles, which we must also confess are in no way principles at all, are but

196 Damascius, Commentary on the Parmenides, IV, 68.8-12: “T({ odv éotwv; 1) 6TEQ TO TEWTOV
€0TLV Kal OUK €07TLV, TODUTO Kol TO €oxatov &in &v kat ovk &in). Ael yap T0 mEwtiotov pOAveLy
émi 1o Eoxatov, va mavtwyv altov 1. Ei ¢ ékelvo dgpnrtov, kat ovte Ov ovte €v, we
€delicvupLeV, kal TtoUTo TolovTov Urtovontéov.” Text edited by Joseph Combes, Commentaire de
Parmeénide de Platon, 4 volumes (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1997-2003). Translation from Gerd Van
Riel (2011: 197).

197 Proclus, El. Theo. § 59.
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different names of the same ineffability. And they are named by soul. These two
ways of talking, or points of view, belong to soul. We name the last and call it
“’Receptacle,” “Wet-Nurse,” ‘Matter,” and the ‘Substrate’ after the things that
come before it,” and likewise, it is we who “transfer names [to the First] by
looking to that which comes after, to the progression from, or the circular
conversions back to it.”1® From this single “principle” proceed the dispensations
of the Gods and the orders of substrates, but both of these sides are simply
modes of looking back towards that which produces the affirmations of all things
in the excessive negation of its own nothingness. Thus, at the last, the relation
between matter and the One is the life which speaks the ineffable and makes it

present, recognizing the presence of that nothing at the heart of all things.

198 Proclus, Pl. Theo. 11.6 41.5-8: “Tax pév yap ovopata kavtavBa meog to HeT avTo
BAEémovTEG KAl TG AT ADTOD TTIEOODOVE 1) YOS AVTO KATA KUKAOV EMLOTQOPAC ETT' EKELVO
petapégopev Emdyovrec.”
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