SOME PROBLEMS IN CHAPTER 7
OF PROCLUS’ THEOLOGIA PLATONICA II

Access to the Theologia Platonica of Proclus has been considerabl
facilitated by the precious recent edition of Saffrey-Westerinﬁ
(abbr.: S amI, W)l).this edition in the Collection Budé is the first
to przovide a text constitution since Aemilius Portus’ edition of
1618°).

I)shall here present some fruits of a new reading in the shape
of problems formulated and solutions suggested. My interest will
be focused on chapter II 7. My paper will be devoted mainly to
problems concerning the role otP tlla)e Platonic sun simile (of the
Republic) in Proclean thought in chapter 7.

I should state at the outset that some of the problems are
fairly conspicuous. In chapter 7, for example, it need hardly be
said that the introduction and elaboration of the sun simile has its
problems bearing on the manner in which this incorporation
affects Proclean thought, incongruities and distortions emerging
from it. Other problems may easily be — and, as far as I know, are
— overlooked. How, for instance, are we to explain the fact that
two statements of Proclus about the problem of contact between
the sensibilia and the intelligible world are in flat contradiction to
one another? On the one hand it is stated that the sensibilia get into
direct touch with superior levels or orders (46,2,3): ai ¢ dxodt-
TEG ADTAOV ﬁhe sensibilia) &v toig vontoig idouvral povoerdig. But on
the other hand we read (45,24) that, as far contact is concerned,
the sensibilia should only be considered indirectly, through the
mediation of their monas or concentration point, the sun: té& 8¢
alodnta dua Tijg Eavt@dv povddog (sc. dvateivorto).

Are the two positions reconcilable? And, if not, how should
this problem be soﬁ’ved? To take another example of a problem that

1) Proclus, Théologie Platonicienne, texte établi et traduit par H. D. Saffrey
et L. G. Westerink, I-IV, Paris 1968-1981, (ed. Les Belles Lettres). In quoting the
Th. Pl. we use the paging of S and W’s edition.

2) Aemilius Portus, Theologica Platonica, ed. with Latin translation, Ham-
burg 1618, cf. S and W, I, p. XCIII; L. J. Rosan, The Philosophy of Proclus. The
fina% phase of ancient thought, New York 1949, 252.
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failed to attract attention: Proclus ‘sinned” against his own clear-

cut terminology when employing the well-defined term adto-

ayadé6v for the Good, while, according to his own prescriptions,

he should have used the term téyad6v. Or was this really a ‘sin’?
Here, then, are the problems I will dwell on:

1) the introduction and elaboration of the sun simile.
2) the contradiction.
3) the odd terminological error.

To this section a discussion about light and its ontological status is
added Y‘%) All the problems dealt with in these sections will turn
out to have a certain coherence.

1) The introduction and elaboration of the sun simile.

a) Two schemes

Scheme A is an attempt to schematize Plato’s views in the
Republic®) as borrowed by Proclus*): the well-known parallelism
between the world of Being and the dominating principle of the
Good above, and the world of sensibilia below, presided over by
the sun, which is accorded a remarkable position as a type of
Demiurge-King (44,1-15, 45,15-24), curiously atypical in Greek
mythology.

Scheme A Scheme B

(@)
YEv/ 'Aya$dv
Good.
noetics (o = monas)
noetics

noerics (o = monas)

hypercosmics (o = monas)

aesthetics
encosmics (0. = monas/Sun)

>3

3) Plato, Rep. 508 A ff.
4) Cf. Rosin, Philosophy, 126.



184 P. A. Meijer

But at the same time a far more elaborate and complicated
scheme (B) can be detected in the text, which is characteristic of
Proclus’ neo-Platonic way of thinking (44,17-45,14). This system
of multiple layers is the elaboration of that principle which was the
essence of Plato’s sun simile — the monadic principle. Proclus
applied the very same pattern to the neo-Platonic higher levels
(44,17,18), and 1n so doing he was deliberately advancing beyond
Plato, as we see from 48,22 (&v éxdoty Ot ad tdEel TOV dviwv TV
dvdhoyov éxeive povada ovyywoeduev Vpeotdvor, Ui uévov év tolg
aiodnroig, domep IMAGTwv TOV MOV rotv, dAAa #dv Tolg VreQrOo-
utorg %xA&v toig mEo ToUTWV &% Tdyodol dLaTetayuévolg YEVESLY TV
Bedv). Here he is somewhat belatedly calling attention to this fact
after having derived all the advantages (and disadvantages) from
the loan of the principle.

b) The sun as a model for higher levels

A chain of monads is thus created and ‘a golden rule’ intro-
duced (S and W, p. 105,44, n.4). Each level depends on its ‘com-
mander-in-chief’, who is superior in rank and belongs to a level
higher than that of those commanded. So the ‘commander-
monads’ above the sun are in fact analogies of the sun at a higher
level. Besides their commanding position the monads function as a
junction of levels®). Proclus intended to exploit these very aspects.
Other features of the simile are not transposed, however, for they
would apparently have complicated matters beyond Proclus’
intention. Plato, and consequently Proclus, calls the sun ‘the Off-
sEring’ (Bxyovog 45,19) of the Good. Why was the ‘goodness’ of
the sun as Offspring of the Good stated, when it was not stated in
the case of the other monads? The answer must be that the
Platonic inspiration of the simile is still at work. The ‘goodness’ of
the sun and its analogy to the Good is emphasised and insisted on
because of the specifically creative function and force with which
the sun, like the Good itself, was provided. The sun ordains
(dvanoouet 45,20), holds together (ouvéyel 45,17), we might even
say creates the world. In otEer words it 1s held responsible for the
hypostasis of this world (dmootdois 46,9) and fills the sensible
world with goodness (mAngoi t@v ayaddv 45,21). All these features
could surely have been transposed to the monads, but what would

5) See the Elements of Proclus, ed. E. R. Dodds, Oxford 1933, pr. 112
(p. 98): TIdong TGEEwg TO TEMTLOTO HOQPNV EXEL TAOV TEO AVTMV.



Proclus’ Theologia Platonica II 185

goodness in the manner of, and analogous to, the Good have
meant in the case of the monads? It would have implied that one of
their functions was to give hypostasis, ouvéxeia and goodness (cf.
45,17,20,21; 46,9) to lower levels. But they are not supposed to do
this, although they do in two cases: in the case ot the noerics
which provide the hypercosmics with ovvéxewa and in the case of
the hypercosmics which send their light into the sensible world.
Being seems only to be given by the noetics and goodness is parta-
ken of in a particular manner (cf. 45,1-13, a passage commented
on again and again). So Proclus obviously had excellent reasons for
not extending the full sun-pattern to each of the monads. His
entire presentation of dependency in 45,1-13 reveals a different

attern. But we must now turn to the other side of the question.

he fact that the sun is now connected with other monads in a
chain (formed, it should be noted, after its own pattern) gives rise
to new difficulties.

c) The sun as an ordinary member of the chain of monads

The sun - as an ‘ordinary’ member of the monadic chain -
may be supposed to exert its creative functions in close connection
and cooperation with the higher monads or levels, as they do
themselves. So the sun should have conferred being on the sen-
stbilia deriving it from the noetic monads just as other monads do
(cf. 45,1-13): the noetics give being to the noerics. The procosmic

ods derive their voig xadagdc from the noerics and tﬁeir being
from the noetics. As a monad, then, the sun should have given
being to this world in cooperation with the noetics as well,

erhaps, as other qualities witﬁ other monads. The sun would also
Eave caused the coherence of the sensibilia, possibly in coopera-
tion with the noeric gods who render the hypercosmics coherent
by their noeric light. Fundamental here is 44,25 where the sun is
regarded as a monas and 45,9,10 where the sun is called dxpéc of
the encosmics and where we learn that it proceeds from the aethe-
rial depths, which characterizes the sun as being itself a hypercos-
mic god (see S and W, p.105, ad 45 n.1). Thus the sun at best
transmits as a monas hypercosmic light to the sensibilia. In this
context the sun’s functions are confined to giving to the encosmics
perfectness and similarity to the hypercosmics. We do not hear
anything about cooperation and other functions (concerning
hypostasis, ouvéyeia and goodness). These possibilities are not
taken into account. The sun is here regarded as an ordinary monad

13 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. 132/2
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in the chain without specific creative features — if we except the
possible transmission of hypercosmic light. These features appear
only in texts of scheme A. Proclus did not unite the functions of
the sun as a monas of the monadical chain and as the son of the
Good, with the exception that perfectness is common to scheme A
and scheme B (see 44,11; 45,11 and 20). We have to add that the
sun in ch. 7 is mainly conceived as doing its duties in the setting of
the sun simile of the Republic and that it is viewed chiefly in the
category of the Platonic Good as a son of the Good and not as a
grandson or great-grandson. Proclus as far as I can make out, was
either unable, or unwilling, to see the implications and distortions
entailed by maintaining both schemes A and B on an equal
footing.

Further complications in the monadology can be observed
now that Proclus is applying the pattern of the sun simile to higher
levels and relationships. We see links between levels and the Good
and the sun now coming to the fore.

d) The linking of lower levels to the Good.

Proclus declares that noetics and the most divine being have
an immediate connection with the Good (&péowg) and that the
aesthetics are only linked by means of the sun (45,21-24): Ilévta
v oltwg petéxor Ttod dyoadod wal mEOg piav TowTNV  dEYMV
avoteivolto, Td puEv vomtd xal td VYeidtata TOV ViV
dpéome, & 8t alodnTd did Tig avtdv povadog. S and W
regard this phrase as an application of pr. 38 of Proclus’ Elements
ongheology (S and W, p. 106, ad 45, n.4), of which I shall quote
some sentences in Dodds’ translation (cf. E. R. Dodds, The Ele-
ments of Theology, Oxford 1933, p.41). “For since both proces-
sion and reversion are accomplished through likeness, that which
proceeds immediately from any principle is immediately reverted
upon, the likeness being immediate. But that which requires medi-
ation in its procession, requires it also in its reversion, since both
moments must be related to the same term: so that it will revert
first to the mean term, then to that superior to the mean ...” At
first sight the appeal of S and W to this paragraph of the Elements
seems %ully justifiable. They assume that the intelligibilia proceed
immediately from the Good. If this is indeed the case their obser-
vations are apposite, but what they fail to notice is the fact that we
are told that the noetic, noeric and hypercosmic levels do not
proceed entirely without mediation. For in the preceding lines
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1-13 a different pattern emerges. In the case of being, for exam-
i)le, the noerics derive it from the noetics by means of the noetic
ight, while even the hypercosmics seem to derive their form of
being from this type of light (45,5-7). Thus, following these indi-
cations and bearing in mind the quotation from pr. 38 of the
Elements about mediation, we see that, as far as being is con-
cerned, the intelligibilia are not supposed to revert immediately
(duéong) to the Good, as S and W think they do, for they do not
proceed immediately from the Good but only do so by way of
mediation. As for goodness and oneness (see also 49,25-27) tﬁere
is no doubt that a direct relationship with the Good and the intel-
ligibilia can be observed in lines 1-13. Proclus could have disposed
of the duéowg-problem by appealing to the fact that, where good-
ness and oneness are concerned, there is no mediation. Thus what
was said in line 24 (cf. p.45) was partly justified, with the excep-
tion of being and other characteristics in 1-13.

When we read the text we do not get the impression that
Proclus gave serious consideration to this possibility of disposing
of the duéowg-problem, being prevented by his preoccupation
with sticking to schemes. In 45,14-24, for example, he was think-
ing along the lines of scheme A (and thus in a twofold Platonic
manner), while in lines 1-13 he was thinking in terms of his new
multi-layered model, scheme B. The fact that Proclus stuck too
obstinately to his schemes will provide us with an adequate expla-
nation of the inconsistencies and will enable us to understand why
he left these contradictory statements standing side by side. It will
enable us to understand not to forgive. If we can partially excuse
the incongruity on p. 45, line 24, the flat contradiction into which
Proclus runs on p.45 and pp. 33-34 cannot be excused.

e) The contradiction of the concept of mediation on p.45 and
pp. 33-34.

As far as goodness is concerned the situation is more con-
fused and therefore more problematical, than in 1.24 of p.45. On
pp- 32-34 of ch. 4 of Theol. Plat. I — a chapter to which I shall be
returning later in my treatment of the concept of light — Proclus
provides an entirely different view of mediation and shows that he
1s fully aware of the problem of mediation. He emphatically insists
on the fact that the entire intelligible realm is unified with the
Good by means of light. It is thus not unified duéowc, while
light itself proceeds immediately from the Good and enjoys an
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apéowg-relationship with the Good. All we can say here is that in
comparison with pp. 32-34 Proclus on p. 45,24 is altering his point
of view and confusing his line of thought. To say on the one hand
that the intelligibilia are unified with the Good through the media-
tion of light and to state on the other that the intelligibilia are
auéowme in touch with the Good (also in a context of light!) can
only be understood if we bear in mind that in ch.4, 32-34 the
Leitmotiv of Proclean thought is the Good’s superiority and
supertranscendency. This emerges from the statement that the
Good transcends and cannot be identified with the noetic realm
because of the superiority of the position of light with respect to
the noetic realm (33,27-34,2). In ch.7, p.45, 1.24, on the other
hand Proclus was principally concerned with the ‘simple’ twofold
way of thinking OF Plato, where light had not to play such role in
the noetic realms (see below p.200). Let us now turn to the other
contradiction announced earlier.

2. The contradiction in the position of the aesthetics

That the aesthetics are in touch with the Good by mediation
of the sun is implicitly denied and contradicted in 46,2. Here
Proclus tells us: ai 8¢ dxpdmreg adt@v &v Tolg vomtoig idouvton
uovoedag: their (the ‘aesthetics’) summits are established in the
noetics, povoedag i. e. as independent classes’ (the translation of S
and W ‘uniformément’ adds little or nothing to our understanding
of the passage). Proclus is therefore saying that it is with their
summits (i.e. the Ideas to which they are subordinate) that the
aesthetics reach into the noetic world, and not, therefore, through
the mediation of the sun. So here we have a very different pattern
of thought.

Scheme C

(o]
YEv/ 'Ayadbv

avtoayadby adTonaAbv avtdLoov

intelligible
level

aesthetic
level

pgoAp
DYOU
o)

VA



Proclus’ Theologia Platonica II 189

Scheme C (concerning the passage 45,25-47,10) may be re-
garded as an exegesis of a very ditjf)icult passage in Plato, Rep. 507B
5-8, which Proclus used and interpreted in a special way in order
to get the results and ideas which he, as a neo-Platonist, wanted to
get’). According to Proclus the three Ideas, attoayadév, adtoxa-
Aov and odtéLoov are vontai povadec which contain and entail all
their subordinate beings subsumed under these monads. Above
these ‘commanders with their troops’ stands the Good which is
said to be &méxewva of these commanders and their followers. So
now two ‘Goods’ can be clearly distinguished: the supreme bonum

6) The syntax of this passage is extremely difficult. We may refer to the
commentary of J. Adam — D. A. Rees, The Republic of Plato, Cambridge 21963,
Vol.I1, app. VII to book VI, p. 81, 82. Adam goes so far as to ‘emend’ the text by
replacing the difficult xat’ id€av by xai idéav. This rather obscure phrase is taken
over by Proclus with two slight modifications, reading xaAdg for ¢ and omitting
piav of idéav piav. So replacing xatd by xal seems scarcely justifiable, if we take
the Proclean reading xatv’ idfav into consideration. A’ great many possible
interpretations have ieen offered. Despite all the syntactical problems I do not
think Plato’s meaning as obscure as Adam did. Socrates says (507 B2-7): ‘You will
remember, we said and determined in our argument that there are many beautiful
things, many good things and that everything has its manifoldness. — Indeed, we
did. — And we said there is the beautiful itself and the good itself and in regard to all
things we posited 2 moment ago as many, we subsume them under the only Idea of
each (of the wdvta) — for there is only one of each (taking #xaotov twice, once with
idéav, once with mg wdg otong) and (so) we call each (of mévra) what it is’. We
may perhaps paraphrase this as follows. As we may call many things beautiful and
many things good and subsume them under the Idea of the beautiful and under the
Idea of the good respectively and call them beautiful and good after them, so we do
with all things that are many (and present in the sensible world). I think Proclus’
inte?retation, if this is what it can be called, is along different lines. It is all given a
neoplatonic sense. He says: ‘For through these words (81 tovtwv) he is leafin up
from the aesthetic beautiful and good etc. to the noetic henads of being and the first
beings — nothing special sofar — but then (afdig, ‘ensuite’ S and W) starting from
them (G0 toUTwv = the Ideas) he goes to the cause transcending all the beautiful
and good’ (46,25—47,3). Efforts are made to give an appearance of%oyalty to Plato’s
text. The parallelism ad (Plato) / addig (Proclus) presumably suggests this loyalty
of Proclus in taking that in the phrase opening with wéMv ad Plato is making the
transition from the Ideas to the bonum primum explicit. Proclus, as it were, moved
everything to the next stage. What Plato really hag in mind, was the subsuming of
all aesthetics under their Ideas, as I made clear. So the transition from the Ideas to
the transcendent Good (xat’ idéav piav) is not to be maintained as present in
Plato’s phrase. We have to bear in mind that &xaovov — at least in Plato’s clause —
cannot refer to an Idea, since it is a reference to mévta / moM\d. Here again we
come across a characteristic specimen of neoplatonic interpretation of Plato, surely
interested in Plato, but in the end more fascinated by his own ‘platonoid’ way of
thinking based on a multi-levelled system. It is interesting to observe the curious
fact that — as far as I know — this Platonic phrase is one of the very few which could
be used as a ground for assuming a lower Idea of Good in Plato.
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primum raised above the good of a lower level as a first being
among at least two other leading ‘kings’, odtoxarév, adtécov. It
we compare scheme B and scheme C we encounter what seem to
be two ‘armies’ which, although differing in their organisation, are
ultimately one and the same army. It should be observed with
regard to the difference of these ‘armies’ in their organisation that
the same words have different connotations. Beware, for example,
of the double meaning of axgémg. In the domain of scheme B it
comes very close to monad formed after the sun pattern, but in
scheme C 1t designates the summit of a whole structure of an Idea
and means the top of all noetic, noeric, hypercosmic and aesthetic
similars. In this second case it has nothing to do with the monads
formed after the sun pattern. And we should also beware of the
word ‘noetic’.

Thus in texts based on different schemes we come across
different meanings. In scheme A vontég implies the one and only
non-aesthetic level. In B texts, on the other hand, vontég desig-
nates both the set of realms above the aesthetics in general and the
first level coming after the Good in particular. We shall have occa-
sion to detect still more connotations of vontég in what follows
(see below p.1971.).

To return to our scheme C. We can gather not only that the
aesthetic goods, but also the earthly beautiful and equal are consi-
dered to be directly connected with upper levels of being without
the intervention of a mediator like the sun. Although the con-
tradiction is at its most obvious in the case of the good, I believe
that there is no less of a contradiction where the other aspects are
concerned — the equal, the beautiful, in short all the aesthetics’).
Proclus is not unaware of this difficulty, or at least he is prepared
to admit that there is also another way in which Plato provides
us with a solution leading up to the One (45,25). After this intro-
ductory remark scheme C is developed.

I do not believe, however, that the contradiction we observed
was so clear to him that he actually recognized, let alone acknow-
ledged it to the full. Nor do I think that the flatly contradictory
statements about the relationship between the aesthetics and the
superior levels as they emerge in our schemes can in any way be
reconciled. No such attempt 1s made in the text, and one can go as

7) Rosin, Philosthy, 158-160: “these (the Ideas) are the ideal or pre-exis-
tent forms of all (the italics are mine, P.A.M.) characteristics that actually exist in
the material world” (Rosan, 158).
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far as to say that Proclus could not reconcile them. Ultimately the
contradictions sprang from his use of Platonic philosophy which
was fundamentally divided in itself, or at any rate lacked harmony.
In the Republic Plato places the sun and the Ideas side by side,
leaving their respective influences, their effect on the sensible
world and their mutual relationship unexplained. It is only in the
Timaeus that Plato shows that he is conscious of this problem. The
Demiurge®) as an heir of the sun in the Republic®), takes the Ideas
as models to compose the world. As long as Proclus bases himself
and his thought on the disharmonious patterns of the Republic he
imports Platonic problems and inconsistencies. When adopting
scheme A and malfing it the ground pattern of scheme B he gets a
totally different picture of the relationship between the sensibilia
and intelligibilia to the one he got when adopting Plato’s Ideas as
such, without the pattern of the sun simile (C). In the first case,
therefore, he can declare that the sensibilia can only be in contact
with higher levels (especially with the Good) through the media-
tion of the sun, while in the latter case he has to assume a direct
relationship of the sensibilia with upper levels (as being subordi-
nate to an Idea). Indeed, Proclus even aggravates Plato’s own
problems, for thev recur on all levels he has created.

As a last example of difficulties arising from borrowing dis-
harmonious schemes (A and C) I should mention the relationship
between the Supreme Good on the one hand and the adtooyadév
and the noetic good(s) subordinate to the attoayadév (together

8) Cf. Plato, Tim. 28 A, 51 Eff., on which see F. M. Cornford, Plato’s
Cosmology, London 1937 (last ed. 1977), 27 ff. and 192-194.

9) Plato stretches the functions of the sun as far as he can without making the
sun a Demiurge in the proper sense. The sun is called in 509 B the cause not only of
the visibility of the things gut also of their genesis, growth, feeding or development
(véveowv, abEnv, toognyv). Parallel to this message Plato tells us that the Good is
responsible not only for the knowability of the intelligibilia but also (again a
climax) for their being and essence (&M xai 0 elvai Te xal Thy odoiav). Mea-
sured by the function of the Good, the sun should be held responsible for the
‘being’ of the world of yéveouis. If any power may be called responsible for the
world of yéveotc, irrespective of the question how far this responsibility reaches,
its relation to the Ideas and their influence should be made clgar. But this is not
what we find in the Republic. Plato is once again on the brink of what he could
justify in 516 BC when Ee declares that the sun is not only the cause of seasons and
years and leading everything in this world, but also the cause of all things the
prisoners saw (xal éxeivov v ogeig £dowv TEOmOV TIVd TEVIWV OiTLOGC.).
Neoplatonists had no problem in stretching up the function of the sun to become a
creative force. So if they take over the sun simile, their sun shows more features of
the Demiurge than it did in Plato.
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with the aesthetic goods) on the other. Assuming that the contact
of the Good with the noetic goods operates by mediation of the
adroayadév (scheme C) we inevitably come up against the prob-
lem as to how this representation of linking and connection can be
brought in harmony with Proclus’ other statement (scheme A) that
the intelligible leve{s derive their specific forms of goodness with-
out any intermediary (&péowg 45,23,24) from the bonum primum.
Here the same pattern and configuration of problems can be per-
ceived: the underlying schemes, not in harmony with one another,
are responsible for the difficulties. But let us now turn to the next

aragraph on Proclus’ odd terminological error concerning the
zonum primum and the adtoayadov.

3) The terminological error.

Proclus has very definite ideas on the subject of terminolog
(46, 18): ‘we are in the habit of calling the supreme Good, whicﬁ
ranks above being (tmegovoiog), Tdyadév’, the standard term ever
since Plato’s famous lecture ITegl Téyadod. Proclus was well aware
of the conspicuous form of this deliberately created word téyadov.
We call it Téyadov ouvevitovteg Totivopo obviously referring to the
creation of the word by xeédoig (ouvevitovteg) of 10 and dyod6v; S
and W seem to have missed the process of xpaoig (ovveviCovieg) as
we see from their translation ‘d” un seul mot’ and their note p. 107,
ad 46 n.1. The compound with adto- (adtoayadév) is explicitly
applied to the bonum secundum (cf. 47,5). After so clear-cut a
terminology has been defined it is surprising to find that these
terms are used neither carefully nor consistently. Besides tdyadév
we can observe other examples of terms variously employed: 10
medTIoTOV &YooV (47,7), T Ot O TMOV EldMV Ssc. dyadov (47,13), 1O
medTOg dyaddév (51,2,3), 10 nedtov dyaddév (51,19). But 1n 50,7 he
speaks of avtoayadév while the coherence of the text and the
argument would require tdyadév and definitely not adroayadsv:
%ol & pn T Gyad6v Eoty GAN atoayaddv in an argument about the
all-creating power of the bonum primum. The antithesis & wi) Tl
ayadév oty G adtooyadov amf the whole of the subsequent
description (tmegmhiigeg, éEnofiodar) leave no room for doubt: here
avroayadév is nothing but the bonum primum. In 50,17 the curi-
ous error is repeated. Yet the required téyad6v is also found fre-
quently in the same environment (cf. 48,3,16,21,26; 51,5, i.e.
after the error 51,7,15). Had Proclus fallen asleep after a long day’s
work, owing to the magnitude of his burden? In view of so clear a
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statement three pages earlier the mishap seems rather abrupt and
such a solution can only be accepted grudgingly. In order to ex-
plain a slightly incorrect usage in the case o? a preposition S and W
assume that such slips of the pen do occur in Proclus. I believe,
however, that one of the examples they give should not be
regarded as a slip, while the other is irrelevant to our purpose'®).

Another solution can be suggested. Perhaps we should read
adtd 10 dyadév in 50,7, the omission of 10 being a mistake made by
the copyist (cf. 10 Umeomhiioes). Expressions like adtdioov,
avtonalbv, avtoayodév were used in the text on several occasions.
So a copyist may well have been tempted to read odrooyadov,
unaware of the contradiction he was introducing. He found him-
self obliged to do something similar in line 17 (p.50): instead of
avtd Y 1O &yodév, he read 1o yap adroayadév. Just as he could
easily change ad10 10 dyadév into adroayadév in 50,7, so now in
17 he merely adopted an inversion to adapt the Greek words to the
order which he assumed was the right one. So he changed a1 yép
10 &yaddv into 10 yao avtoayadév or perhaps 10 yag dyadov avtd
into 10 Y& adtoayaddv.

This suggestion might account for the disharmony in the text,
but we also see Proclus eagerly using words like adtoév for the
bonum primum (cf. 11,12,66,9) fond as he was of compounds with
adro-. It is difficult to settle the matter. He may well have ‘fallen
asleep’ or have been confused by his laborious efforts. A sugges-
tion that his ‘misuse’ was due to the fact that in both cases the
word adtoayaddv was set in antithesis (7 & ui T dyaddév dotiv, GAN
avtooyadov; 17 10 ydp adtoayodov xai & undtv drho Eotiv) might
explain why he made use of the wrong terms. The varied usage of

10) In 44,10 éx S and W declare (cf. p. 105 ad 44, n.1) to be redundant in
connection with petovotav, explaining this as the result of confusion by Proclus
between participation and illumination after the usual five hours of teaching and the
completion of 700 lines a day. But was Proclus really confused? Admittedly &x
with petovoiav is unusual (cf. Th. Pl II 33,15 and 48,19), but as I think it was
written on purpose. For in Proclus participation is first of all illumination by the
noetic light, which may be regarded as the conveyer of being and goodness. So it is
by no means odd to express tﬁis thought by saying that things are made godlike by
means of the noetic ligfnt in virtue of the participation (= illumination) originating
(&) from god’s own activity. That sometﬂing ogthe kind is meant by Proc%us may
be concluded from the analogous presentation of the sun’s influence: xotd Tv & ¢’
NAtov tehelworv cf. xatd v €x tod $eot petovoiav. The parallelism is obvious
and strengthens our assumption of purpose in Proclus’ mind — a similar parallelism
is not found in 33,15 and 48,19. S and W refer to another case of irregularity p. 108
ad 47, n.4 which has no bearing on the explanation of our ‘mistake’.
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words to designate the Good, to which I referred above, may have
propelled him in the wrong direction and made him less keen on
terminology than he should have been. The employment of terms
like adroayadév in 50,7 and 17 can be explained away along these
lines, but it cannot be pardoned.

4) The concept of light in Proclean thought

a) Proclus’ awareness of the fact that light has no metaphysical
status in Plato

We have already observed the importance of the sun simile
where Proclus’ monadology is concerned and the way in which it
provided him with a pattern which determined the structure of
each level. But light in the simile has possibilities of its own. Light
as such, as a rarefied material, may be considered very appropriate
for purposes of comparison. In the Republic Plato himselfuses the
light of the sun as an image of the powers of Good ‘creating’, an
image of their responsibility for the ﬁeing of the Intelligible world.
The task of the simile was not to prove but to illustrate. In his
commentary on the Republic Proclus showed that he was well
aware of the limitations of similes in general and of the sun simile
in particular, and this point is stressed repeatedly’"). To him in his
commentary the light of the sun was no more tKan an illustration
of the full powers of the sun and only of truth (&\dewa) which,
according to Plato, illuminates the intelligibilia (508 D 5, ob
navordumer dMiderd te xal 10 6v). This illumination (EAMapyic)
causes the participation (petovoia) of the intelligibilia in the first
doxn (the Good), unifying all that participates in the illumination.
Nowhere in his direct comments on Plato’s text on the Good does
Proclus even suggest that light as such has a function in the
intelligible world. In accordance with Plato’s teaching the ultimate
term 1s EAAapi (illumination), which, despite an original connec-
tion with light, does not explain the physical source of light. Plato
would have had difficulty in defining the physical source of the
EMapyig, for the intelligigle world admits of no physical qualities
whatsoever. The only source which Plato could — and did — men-

11) Cf. In Rem publ. I 269-287, where we find a special treatment of what
Plato said about the sun and the Good and the analogy. He is fully aware of the
sﬁecific treatment of an analogy, see I 276,24 ff., 277,6-9, where he says that it is
the Spota that matters, not the dvépoua, and 279,6-23.
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tion is — metaphorically — a metaphysical source: truth'?). In Proc-
lus’ In Rem publicam we find an intermediate state of affairs in his
treatment of the Cave®).

b) Proclus on the way to a metaphysical status of light.

In his In Rem publ. I 294,10 Proclus employs the term 10 &
téyadod g, where @ig gets a metaphysical status and is held
responsible for the divinity of all the intelligibles'*). Both the
uetovoia from In Rem publ. 279,27,28 and the notion of divinisa-
tion of the intelligibilia by light occur in the Theologia Platonica,
where we find the following description (11, 48,12-15): (the Good
is) oitiov 100 TavTaxod QwTog ®al O¢ TMyny dmdong Tig vontic §
vogag 1 epuroopuiov Yedtnrog. OVdEV Ydp GALo 0Ti TO YOS 1) peTov-
oto T delog vmaoEeme. This petovoia'®) is the existence as a god
and the participation in the Good by being illuminated by the light
that springs from the Good. It must be stressed, however, that the
Good itself does not partake in light (008 ... &g petéxov avto

12) W. Beierwaltes, who wrote some important works on the concept of
light in ancient philosophy (Lux intelligibilis. Untersuchung zur Lichtmetaplﬁ)ysik
der Griechen, Miinchen 1957, and Die Metaphysik des Lichtes in der Philosophie
Plotins, Zeitschr. f. Phil. Forsch. 15, 1961, 334-362, esp. 350) is convinced that
light does play an important role in Plato in the intelligible realm. I cannot discover
wiether he only confines this role to being a metaphor (Plotin, 350) or whether he
gives light a metaphysical status going beyond a metaphor (for truth). According to
p.73 of Lux inteﬁi ibilis one would be inclined to say the second: “das vollkom-
menste Sein, die Idee des Guten, ist reinstes Licht”. He quotes the expression 10
@avétatov 1ot dvtog of Rep. 518 C and Plato’s remark that the Idea of Good
frovides all things with light (10 ndow pdc mapéyov 540 A). We unquestionably do
ind the notion of brightness of the intelligible world and the opinion that the Good
is the brightest of :ﬁl Ideas in Plato. But what is problematical, is where the
metaphor ends and a special metaphysical status in its own right begins. I think that
neither qualification points to the acceptance of any direct status of light. To méou
Q&G TapéxoV is said after a remark about the light in the eye of the mind looking at
and going to ‘that which gives light to all’. The same holds true of the expression 10
@avotatov 10U dvrog (cf. otov &l dupa xTA.).

13) The In Rem publicam is composed of pieces dating from different
periods, cf. Rosin, Philosophy, 41, see also n. 6. Perﬁaps we might explain in this
way the fact that several pages after Proclus’ treatment of the sun simi?e, in which
he shows himself very precise on light’s impossibilities to be used in the intelligible
domain, he goes on to speak of a more metaphysical type of light.

14) In Rem publ. I 294,8 dg ydo Tadto HAoeldn dud o &g’ fAlov Qdg,
ovtwg &xeiva Feta wdvta did 1O &x Tdyatod eog.

15) Metovota is twice used, differently. In 1.15 it means participation in the
divine existence; in 1.19 participation in the Good. The significance of 1.19 is in line
with In Rem publ. I 294,8.
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futow fandtaton éponomidzei 48,9,10). The first appearance of light
1s revealed immeﬁately after the Good: 10 Yy modTioTOoV QOS &7’
adtod mEdelov eig & vontd xai Tov voiv 48,11, It is astonishing
that so prominent a scholar as W. Beierwaltes, Erobably compel-
led by Eis convictions about Light in Plotinus'®), should fail to
notice this particular remark by Proclus. Although Proclus ex-
pressly denies that the Good partakes in light, Beierwaltes writes:
“Das Gute ist daher in seinem in sich seienden Wesen reines Licht”
(Proklos, Grundziige seiner Metaphysik, Frankfurt 1965, 19792,
336). Beierwaltes also thinks that Proclus could call the Good /
One with Plato 10 gavétatov 1od dviog (Rep. 518 C) in order to
designate the light of the Good. Yet, this is the very idea Proclus
onoses. Proclus explained illumination with the express purpose
of avoiding any misunderstanding of the celebrated Platonic for-
mula 10 pavétatov 1o dvtog. According to Proclus these words of
Plato do not contain any indication that the Good partakes in light
or is light: they simply mean that the Good illuminates being. To
rephrase and summarize his words: 1ot évtog is gen. objectivus:
being is illuminated"). The Good is the cause of light everywhere
—and everywhere includes the region of the sensibi%ia, where light,
as we shai?lsee, has a different function. The Good is the source of
all divinity in the noetic, noeric and procosmic realms.

Despite of Proclus’ clear insight into the nature of light in the
simile and its limitations in his commentary on the Repuilic, light
seems to have more metaphysical overtones, or indeed ‘coloura-
tion’, in the last quotation (48,9-15) resulting, one might almost

16) Beierwaltes is perhaps led astray by the concept of light in Plotinus, who
did manage to say that the One and Good is light. We ﬁave just seen that Proclus
could not and did not want to. This is an important difference in the ‘photology’ of
the two writers and a very interesting modification of Proclus (see Beierwaltes,
Plotin, 349).

17) What Proclus really said is now explained by Beierwaltes and used as an
arﬁument in favour of what Proclus actually attacked, or in favour of the reverse of
what Proclus had in mind (Beierwaltes, Proklos, 336, see also note 44). So 10 Y&
TEOTLOTOV PG &’ 0bToT TEdELoLY. Beierwaltes uses this to prove that the Good
is pure light; but in fact it was meant as a proof of the reverse, as we demonstrated
in our text. Beierwaltes (Proklos 336, cf. note 43) thinks Proclus’ statement about
fv@odau (33,28) to mean that ‘Licht und das Gute sind untrennbar geeint’ so as to
Erove the lightness of the Good. In fact we see that a quite different meaning is to

e found in these words. Beierwaltes adheres to the opinion that duéonc &vidod-
odau (34,1) was meant by Proclus as a proof for accepting the thesis that the Good
is light. Buth what Proclus in fact attempted to show is how near light is to the
G(;(;d)and not that the Good consequently should be identified with light (see
p-198).
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say, in a metaphysical status of light of its own. The bestowal of
light, or the being bestowed with %ight, resulting in the dispersion
o% divinity, seems to be more than an image borrowed from a
simile. Indeed, such will prove to be the case, although Proclus
confesses and confirms that light is nothing but pevovoia tijg delag
UndoEens (48,14,15).

here are two places where Proclus expounds his theory of
light, his ‘photology’®®), II ch. 4,32-34 and II ch. 7,45-48. S. E.
Gersh assures us that the passages cover the same ground (S. E.
Gersh, Kivnowg éxivntog. A study of spiritual motion in the
Philosophy of Proclos, Leiden 1973, 90-93). Now, although this
cannot be denied, there are certain noteworthy differences as
regards the ontological status and functions of light. The two of
these pieces of information do not furnish us with a rounded, or
even a consistent, picture of light.

¢) The inconsistency of Proclus’ photology in ch.4 and ch. 7.

In ch. 4 light is held responsible for the dispensation of, or
participation in, the Good suitable to the character of each level,
and of the dispersion of the characteristic of divinity. Thus the
voug 1s a god because of the noeric light, and the noetic realm is
regarded as divine precisely because of the noetic light (33,15).
Here the context is essential for determining the meaning of ‘noe-
tic’ and ‘noeric’ as attributes. The only meaning they can have in
33,16 is, ‘belonging to the noetic and the noeric realm’ respec-
tively. Later, however, we shall encounter a meaning different
from the one we find in ch. 4. In ch. 4 light is viewed, first and
foremost, as the trait d’union between the Good and the levels
below, essentially bestowing being. Each deiov is what it is
through the influence of light [xaotov T@v delwv dut Tovto (light)
xal oty 8 Aéyetau] and by this (light) each d¢iov is unified with the
Good, the First Cause: xal 1fj méviov aitig 1dv dviov cuvvivotal
33,20,21. In ch. 4 the rather simple assembly of the functions of
light is conspicuous. Light proceeding from the First Cause in
every realm 1s directly responsible for existence, being, divinity
and goodness.

In his eagerness to prove the superiority and transcendence of
the First Cause over all other levels Proclus goes so far as to

18) Cf. Beierwaltes, Proklos, 287-294 and esp. 333-338 for a survey of
Proclus’ “Metaphysik des Lichts’.
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‘humiliate’ the noetic realm by proving its inferiority in compari-
son with light, and he attempts to enlarge the distance between the
First Cause and the noetic level. This action starts with the
assumption that light has a metaphysical status of its own. In as far
as 1t originates from the One in an immediate way (moouévrog &x
100 dyadov) even light surpasses the noetic realm, for it is
directly unified witﬁ the One, whereas it is by the very same
light that the noetic region is connected with the One. The con-
nection, therefore, is indirect, and this proves both that the One is
not to be identified with the noetic realm and that light has a
separate position being an entity in its own right with a proper
status, and no longer only an image. These incidental scraps of
information tend to be overlooked, but they are most instructive.
They provide us with evidence to support my statements about the
function of light as an independent conveyor of being etc. and as
transcending the weak status of being part of a simile.

Ch. 7 provides a picture of the functions of light which
amounts to a far more complicated, differentiated and, to some
degree, limited concept. As tor the meaning of noetic and noeric
light, we have already had opportunity to see that in ch. 4 these
words signify: ‘belonging to the noetic realm and belonging to the
noeric realm’ whereas in ch. 7 they mean: ‘originating in the noetic
and noeric realm respectively’, as is clear from their tasks at lower
levels (see ch. 7, p.45,5 and 6). Ultimately this is not in contradic-
tion to their meaning in ch.4, but it is nevertheless worth noting
and specifying the difference. All this leads up to the conclusion
that several meanings are to be attributed to the words vontég and
voepde. As for vontég further meanings can be distinguished now
that we have seen it in operation. Apart from the meanings I have
mentioned (‘belonging to’, and ‘originating in’), it is used to cover
the noetic realm in general as opposed to the sensible world. A
striking instance of this broad meaning can be found just before
the developments of p.45,1-12, in line 1ff. of p.44 (see above
p. 190).

Yet still more conspicuous and more important deviations
can also be found. In ch. 7 light is deprived of several functions
which it still possessed in ch. 4. Goodness and oneness are no
longer said to ge conveyed to lower regions by light, but we read
that lower levels are directly linked with the Good as far as good-
ness and oneness are concerned. Compare: ch. 4 (33,5-10) Kai yéo
1 odoio %ol 6 voig Gnd Toh dyadod mEmTmg VpeoTdvar Aéyetar kol
meQl O &yodov v BrapEw Exewv, ol mAnootodal Tob Tig dAndeiog



Proclus’ Theologia Platonica II 199

Pwtog éxeldev mEoLdvTog, xal g mBarlotione avtoic pedéEeme &x
Tiig Evidoews'?) 1o @uTdg TovTou TUYXGVEL, & &) X AdTOD TOT VO
xal g odotag doti Yewdtegov «th. and ch. 7 (45,2,3) 1 8¢ voegd o
ugv elvor moQd tdv vontdv tod 8¢ dyadod ual Tig Evoeldoig
UndoEemg €x tHg mEdTNg aitlag dmohlatvovra xth. (45,6)
vontov 8¢ g md TV vontdv, 1O 8¢ £viaiov &md ToU TV SAwv
7atedg xTA. This must be regarded as a considerable deviation from
— if not as in contradiction to — the data in ch. 4. For these different
views can in no way be reconciled. In ch. 7 Proclus’ main concern
is the elaboration of the sun simile, while in ch. 4 he wishes to
focus his attention on the superiority of the One/Good in order to
enlarge the distance between the One/Good and the noetic do-
main.

These differences, however, are not far-reaching enough to

rovide a satisfactory explanation. Thus the pictures which emerge
from ch. 4 and ch. 7 are far from being coherent, and we even have
the impression that they lack any common ground. This, of
course, is perfectly amazing if we keep in mind how close to one
another these passages are.

We can now see how dangerous it is to treat Proclus’ photo-
logy as a coherent and consistent doctrine, and how misleading are
the words of Beierwaltes: “Durch das Hervorleuchten des Lichtes
aus dem Guten ist sowohl die Sphire des Intelligiblen, Uberkos-
mischen und Géttlichen ein von Grund auf gelichteter und im und
durch dieses Licht des Ursprungs geeinter Bereich des Seins”
(Proklos, 336). For this is only half tie truth. It may be said of ch.
4,33,28-34,1,2 but it is not true of ch.7, 45,3,4. We saw that the
unification of noerics and hypercosmics, for example, was due to
the direct activity of the One/Good without any interference of
light (cf. 45,3 and 7). But a few words should now be added about
Ih(il different functions of the light of the sun itself in the scale of
ight.

d) The light of the sun itself in the scale of light.

The sun may be viewed as the mediator between procosmic
liﬁht and the sensible world (see p. 185). In this mediatory, monad-
like function the sun, by transmitting hypercosmic light, provides

19) Perhaps better: tijg évidoewg éx tijc uedéEewg, cf. S and W, p. 96 ad 33,
n.1, compare In Rem publ. I 279,27.
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the sensibilia with a hypernatural (hypercosmic!) completeness
and renders them as near as possible to the hypercosmics. This
type of light is no longer supposed to convey divinity or any

uality whatsoever other than perfection and similarity to the

ivine regions. Further, we must distinguish the light ot the sun
itself (in other words not the transmitted light) which makes things
sunlike (W\oewdng 33,13; 44,11) and which may be regarded as the
ultimate transformation of light of the Good. There is thus a scale
of quality of light: hypernoetic light (ch. 4), noetic®) light, noeric
light, hypercosmic liglft and light of the sun. I believe that both the
scale ang what is said about the hypernoetic light supports my
assumption that light has an ontological status o% its own in Pro-
clus’ mind. The jifferent forms ot light which have here been
distinguished can be regarded as the kernel of Proclus’ photology.
But notice the difference in backgrounds in which these types of
light originate.

What I called the scale of quality of light can be found in one
or another form in Beierwaltes’ book as “eine Hierarchie des Lich-
tes” (Proklos, 337). He adds the following comment in a note:
“Die hierarchische Stufung des Lichtes griindet jedoch nicht in der
je verschieden starken Einstrahlung des Guten oder Einen, son-
dern in der je verschiedenen Aufnahmefihigkeit des Seienden.” I
do not know what this is based on, but I think there is some truth
in it. Nevertheless, the impression it gives is one of being too
passive. For not only is it the receptability of the recipient that
counts, but also the influence of the intermediaries. For example,
the light of the hypercosmics is ‘coloured’ both by the noetic light
providing being and by the noeric light furnishing coherence
(45,4-7). The situation is consequently more complex than Beier-
waltes seems to think. Besides, although Beierwaltes speaks of
‘Stufen von Helligkeit’, it is not clear whether he has a two-level-
led or a multi-layered system in mind.

e) Gersh’s attempt to use light as a means of understanding the
concept of energy in Proclus.

In connection with the preceding section I should add a few
words about S. E. Gersh’s discussion of ch. 4 and ch. 7 (Portus 90,

20) I do not think that Rosin’s translation ‘immaterial light’ for @dig to
vontév (33,17) will do (Philosophy, 126, n.45). Bearing in mind the variance of
meanings of vontdg one has to select the appropriate one carefully. In this case
vontdg means: belonging to the noetic region, see p.197.
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91 and 97, 98) in his study on xivnoig ﬁpp. 90-93). His objective in
studying these chapters is somewhat limited since his main con-
cern is to use Proclus’ concept of light to explain and illustrate the
central notion of activity (2végyewa). Gersh prefers to study light as
a means of learning about &végyeia. One quotation will suffice to
show his ambitions: “What Proclus has to say about the platonic
simile of light is very important for our understanding of ﬁis con-
cept of activity, and 1n fact this illustration reveals some features of
the doctrine not discussed in other texts” (p. 90). But as far as I can
see all this adds up to very little, as we can see from the ‘main’
result sketched by Gersh on p.93: “Proclus’ use of the simile of
light shows how 1)1,6 intends us to conceive the nature of activity in
eneral.” This seems a little trivial and contributes nothing to our
nowledge or understanding. Where or what are those unrevealed
features of the doctrine of activity? It is surely dangerous to inter-
pret the two passages in question as contributions to the under-
standing of a notion which Gersh himself regards as totally lacking
in these chapters — a statement which is anyhow incorrect since
Gersh has overlooked one particular passage (50,12-51,18).
Gersh, then, tries to persuade us that Proclus is speaking essen-
tially about &végyeia when he introduces the light of the simile, but
what Gersh does not notice is that Proclus really regards this
conception as irrelevant to his investigation (see below p.202).
Gersh believes that light is not only an illustration of downward
motion but also of the reversion from the less complete to the
more complete, a backward motion. He himself regards it as odd
that irradiation should imply motion in both directions, but he
advises against examining to closely what is only intended as an
illustration: “all analogies have their limitations” (p. 91, n. 1). His
assumption is based on Proclus’ employment of the term ‘to com-
lete’. He thinks he can demonstrate that tehewodv is specifically
finked with the motion backwards to a cause (pp. 68 {f.). Because
of the use of mpodv and teheotv he believes that the entire process
of procession and reversion is involved in ch. 4 and ch. 7. To this I
object that, while his ‘proof’ of the hypothesis that the notion of
tehewodv is linked primarily with reversion, motion towards a
cause, none of the many occurrencies of tekewodv in any form in
our chapters convey the notion of reversion®!). It would seem to
signify primarily the most perfect form of being given by higher

21) See 44,11,27; 45,11; 46,6; 47,15; 48,19; 49,13; 50,4 and 51,3,16.

14 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. 132/2
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levels to lower ones, the latter form being always less perfect than
higher forms of existence (51,2,3). Reversion thus fades from view
and was certainly not in Proclus’ mind when he used the concept
of tehewotv in ch. 4 and ch. 7.

The whole process of proceeding and procession is not
thought of in terms of d0vaus and évégyeia as early as 50,12 ff. As
far as dOvoug and &végyewa are concerned, Proclus states that all
évégyewa springs from power (dYvamig) and that neither dtvopuug
nor #végyewa are ‘powers’ by means of which the bonum primum
manifests itself as creative. He states explicitly and emphatically
that the One does not create (yevvév) Ey means of power and
energy, for it transcends these just as the One transcends xivnoig —
a notion, in its turn, fundamental to power. What is interesting, is
the fact that Proclus is well aware that energy and power could
have to do with ch. 4 and ch. 7, but that he expressely denies their
having a function here. Thus Gersh’s assumption that the chapters
on the simile of light are in fact about power and energy lacks any
foundation in the text. Indeed, Proclus expressly says that they are
not involved. Consequently we do not learn “how he intends us
to conceive the nature of activity in general”, but we precisely
learn that energy and power must be left aside. Proclus’ main con-
cern is to show then the Good transcending everything below it.

We must finally bear in mind that the overwhelming trans-
cendency of the Good is in the foreground in ch. 4 and ch. 7, and
that the incorporation of the simile of the sun (light) is connected
with it, whereas power and energy remain in the %ackground. Itis
therefore hardly surprising that Proclus should avoid using the
term ‘energy’ — and this 1s certainly not an omission as Gersh
suggests — or that reversion should have not place in our passages.
For how can one have reversion without energy. Gersh says that
“we are told that the Good is, strictly speaking, above power and
activity in a number of passages” (unfortunately quoting Th. Pl
Portus 118 rather than the far closer S and W 50,12-51,18). And he
is right.

Gersh sees a possible explanation of the so-called omission of
g¢véoyera in the fact that Proclus seems unwilling to apply &vépyeia
at all to the region above the hypostasis intellect itself. But we are
only entitled to say that the One creates by means of light, which
in itself proves that light is by no means equivalent to power and
still less to energy, itself being the offspring of power (¢xyovog).
This does not solve the question of how far Proclus should have
identified light and power as more suitable to the consequences of
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his system or have preferred power to light. For in the end also
light is not able to bridge the gap between the Good and the lower
levels. His preference for light to fill the gap may be explained by
the fact that his theory that levels are in contact with the Good by
means of light may be regarded as a heritage from Plato, or rather
as an elaboration of this Eeritage, but this must be considered too
easy a solution to the problem of contact, for the Good had to, as
indeed it does, transcend even light as well as power or xivnoug, as
to the paradoxical effect that light should come from what has
essentially has no light since it 1s cut off from light by transcen-
dency?).

All that we can say here is, that although Proclus may be
overplaying his hand, he is at least aware of the fact that wherever
light is involved, power and energy must also come to the picture,
be it only to be denied. In the case of Gersh’s explanation of the
simile of light we have a clear example of the difficulties and dan-
Fers involved in attempting to combine different thoughts of Proc-
us which originate in different treatises. I do not deny that this
procedure has a justification, but one must care not to reconcile or
identify what was not reconciled or identified by Proclus himself.

Leiden/Holland P. A. Meijer

22) As a matter of fact in his commentary on the Republic of Plato Proclus
has a similar argument (I 279,22): meddMhov dg Goa xal Tig vonTiig ovolag attiov
Ov tédyadov vmegovolov dv ein duageQdviwg xal oVx Exeivo pdvov, dAAd
xol 1 GAndeva. For there (277) he elevates truth (being in fact the origin of the
EMapig [see above p. 194] and as such a forerunner of light in the Th. PL., rather
of the more conspicuous of the two: @i dAndeiag, light of truth in Th. PL. 33,7).
As Plato confirms that the truth illuminates the intelligibilia, it has necessarily a
higher status than the intelligibilia. But according to Proclus’ rule that wiat
generates, is itself inaccessible to generation (Sof) O¢ yevvd, T00TOV TTaVTEADG BdEX-
Tév €0y, In Rem publ. I 277,22), the Good, generating the truth, is itself not the
truth. The same rule must be applicable to light in the Th. PL., resulting in what we
say in the text about the Goog not being light. Indeed, this is the very line of
thought — I think — which leads Proclus to interprete the formula of the Good: 10
@ovoTatov Tod dvtog as he actually did, compare above p. 195f.





