
A D D I T I O N A L N O T E ? 

O W 

THE PARMENIDES. 

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

T H E beginning of this admirable Commentary, which is dedicated to Afclepbdotus 
the phyfician, is as follows:—" I befeech all the Gods and Goddefles to lead my in
tellect to the propofed theory, and, enkindling in me the fplendid light of truth, to 
expand my dianoetic power to the fcience of beings, to open the gates of my foul to 
the reception of the divine narration of Plato, and, conducting, as to a port, my know* 
ledge to the moft fplendid of being, to liberate me from an abundance of falfe wif
dom, and the wandering about non-beings, by a more intellectual converfe with real 
beings, through which alone the eye of the foul is nouriflied and watered, as Socrates 
fays in the Phaedrus. And may the intelligible Gods impart to me a perfect intellect; 
the intellectual, an anagogic power ; the fapermundane rulers, an energy indiflbluble 
and liberated from material knowledge; the governors of the world, a winged life ; 

* Though I have already cited largely from thfs admirable Commentary, yet I rejoice in the opportunity 
which is afforded me of making the following additions from it. There is not, perhaps, among the writings 
of the antients any one which, on the whole, is fo well calculated to lead the lover of wifdom gradually to a 
knowledge of the moft fublime, arduous, and felicitous doctrines of the philofophy of Plato. Ineftimably 
great are the benefits which I have derived from the ftudy of it j and it is my elrneft wifh that the reader of 
thefe and the preceding extracts may be able to ftrengthen this teftimony of its excellence by his own ex
perience. For, if I may be allowed to prophefy, this Work, if not at prefent, will at fome future period be 
the fource of the greateft good to rnanlcirfd, and will be admired and ftudied as it deferves, while the duration 
of writings of a different kind, though now fo popular, will, when Compared with the extent of this, be 
fleeting like that of morning dreams. 
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the angelic choirs, a true unfolding into light of divine concerns ; beneficent daemon*, 

a plenitude of infpiration from the G o d s ; and heroes, a magnanimity permanently 

venerable and elevated ! And, in fhort, may all the divine genera perfectly prepare 

me for the participation of the moft infpeclive and myftic theory which Plato unfolds to 

ns in the Parmenides, with a profundity adapted to the things themfelves ! And mayeft 

thou*, who art truly agitated with divine fury, io conjunction with Plato, who wert 

my affociate in the reftoration of divine truth, my leader in this theory, and the true 

hierophant of thefe divine doctrines, fill me with thy molt pure intellectual concep

tions ! F o r , w i t h r e s p e c t t o t h i s t y p e o f p h i l o s o p h y , T s h o u l d s a y , t h a t 

IT C A M E TO MEN FOR THE B E N E F I T OF TERRESTRIAL S O U L S ; THAT I T MIGHT Bg 

INSTEAD O F STATUES, I N S T E A D OF T E M P L E S , INSTEAD O F THE WHOLE O F SACRED* 

INSTITUTIONS, AND THE LEADER OF SAFETY B O T H TO THE MEN THAT NQW, ARE, 

AND TO THQSE THAT SHALL EXIST HEREAFTERf. Ev%0}ACXL TjQig BiOig %a<Tl XCF,I 7rct<raift 
l7to$YI'YY}<R<nt pov TOVVOW sigrnv 7rpox^I^VNY Bswptocv, KPU, <Pu)££v SPOT. <TTI/\7ri>ov RNG ctknOsuxg uw,% 

uy#VT«c avof^Kuja-CCI rnv S^rjv LIAVOTOTV £7F' UVRNV. TVV TUN QVTOOV ETFIORXR^nV) AVOIDANT rag TY\$ 

tpVX^c rng e^g trvKctg stg v7iolo%^v tnjg svQsov ROV HXctTWVog vipyiynvsMg, xoct op^ICROCVRIXG ju-otf 

7qv YVUTIV sig TO QUVOTUTO'J TOV ovrog, TRCTVTCTIY.S RNG TraKXng Sv^Qo-OIPIPCG) xcci rng 7rspi roc prf 

EVRET TTXCXVYIG, rn ^ i p ' ret WTU VOSPCVTOTRN $iarpi£Y> TRAP1 cCn pevov TO rng fyiyjig op^at RPTTYZRUI rt 
yjxt otphrat xa9cc7rsp <Pr}<riv o sv rw Qcxilpc* SwxpocTng. svSauvat TS pot, vow /xfv TeXsov> roig vo*}-* 
toig Seotg' ^VVAPIV c t v o L y w y o v , ROTG voepoic" evspyeiav H OCXVTOV XAI A^si^uv^ TCAJV VXIXOOV YVW* 

triuv, TOig V7T6g T u v OVJUIV oXwv n y s p o v o u g ' (JMYIV H*£ G'X'rig&FX.syyjv, ROTG TQV XOCRPOV XOTYJSVRCCIG" 

AKPXVVIV o*& RUIV BC-IUJV otXyQqv, rotg UYYZXTXOIG %of>oig* UTVoirXY^Q'fv H RNG WCC^CC, Ssouv s7ri7rvoiocgf 

T c i g ccyotQoig "HOCI^ovoag' PSYOCXOTYOOVCT XOTI os^v/iv XCTT Ju%A>7v XCTTOC crracr/v, ioig YGUCRU 

TTctvrot ccirXoog BSHX yevn, ITOCOXO-XZVYIV tvQrjmt poi rsXsotv stg TYJV p i T o v o - i o t v rng PRCONTXIXOI" 

TotTyjg TOV HXarcuvog xcci [AVO-TIKOUTCITYG Bcwototg, n% sx^otivn jic*y YIJJLIV oevzog sv roa Ha^sy/fy 

fjiiTCt Trig TROOO-RIKOVCTYIG TO:G %ooty[MXCI (3a9vrrLTOG. ctvY}7rXc*>CR:- o*s TOCIG soevrov XA§oc^coroiT<xig £7n-

SoXtxig o TCA) UXXTWVI [/.EV cv FIOTXYJVVOTG cog uXrfiw; xai o^OVTIOG xaToco-ROCG (lege opoo10typg: 

X<XT0t70C<RTC(T7}C.) Tltf BctOC£ aXiiSilOCg, TY\g H BiCOOiCtg IJLLV YSVOJJLSVOG TWING nytpWi *>Qtt TWV SilUiV! 

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

t This concluding fentence forms the molto to this tranflation of Plato's works. 

J T0V1W1 
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VOVTOVV Xcyuv ovTtog isptfPctvTrjg. ov eyw $atv;v cxv Qihoirbtptag rvirov sig otvQpumovg eXQetv CTT* 

evi(>ye(rioc TCOV t j )$£ ibv%wv9 avri tew ay•cthycttwv, avri TWV t^uiv, avri ryg o\v\g ay urn tag aw-

7Y\g, KCCI (rouTY^iccg agxyyov Totg yz wv ovcrtv uvfytv'notg x.at roig u<rav9tg y$vyia-Qy.$vQi$. 

Page 3 7 . TVbeu we arrived at Athens from CJazomenid, &c. 

The Italic philofophers, fays Proclus, being converfant with the fpeculation of the 
forms of beings, concerned themfelves but little with the philofophy of objects of opi
nion ; but thofe of Ionia paid little attention to the theory of intelligibles, but mi
nutely confidered nature, and the works of nature. Socrates and Plato, however, par
ticipating of both thefe philofophies, gave perfection to the fubordinate, and unfolded 
the more elevated. This, indeed, Socrates manifefts in the Phaedo, when he fays, 
that formerly he was a lover of phyfiology, but that afterwards he recurred to forms' 
and the divine caufes of beings. Hence, that which they demonftrate in their philo
fophy, by giving perfection both to the Ionic and Italic doctrines, this Plato appears 
to me to have indicated by the prefent circumflance; and what is wonderful in it, and 
fufficiently explanatory of the things which are here difcufled, thofe from Ionia come 
to Athens, that they may partake of more perfect dogmas : but thofe from Athens do 
not for the fame reafon go to Italy, that they may partake of the Italic philofophy; but, 
on the contrary, being at Athens, they there communicate their proper dogmas. 
Thus, alfo, thofe who are able to look to beings themfelves, will perceive that things 
firft arc every where prefent with unimpeded energy, as far as to the laft of things, 
through fuch as are middles ; that fuch as are laft are perfected through middles ; and 
that middles receive into themfelves that which is imparted by firft natures, but move 
and convert to themfelves fuch as are laft. Let, therefore, Ionia be a fymbol of na
ture; but Italy of an intellectual effence; and Athens of that which has a middle 
fubfiftence, through which, to excited fouls, there is an afcent from nature to intellect. 
This, therefore, Ccphalus immediately fays in the Introduction, that coming from 
Clazomenia to Athens for the fake of hearing the difcourfes of Parmenides, he met 
in the forum with Adijnantus and Glauco, and through thefe becoming acquainted 
with Antiphon, heard the difcourfes, which he related as he had learnt them from Py
thodorus, who had heard them from Parmenides. Through this alfo it is indicated, 

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

Thefe things, as I have faid, afford an image of the Gods themfelves, and will pre
fent to thofe who are willing to follow the analogy, an abundance of conception. For 
you may obfervc that the Clazomenians are many, but that Adimantus and Glauco 
are two; and through thefe two the many communicate with Antiphon, who is one. 
And it is evident that every where the multiplied enjoys the monad through the duad ;. 
that things fecondary are always fufpended from the natures prior to them; and that 

a l l 



O N T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 5%F 

all arc extended to the one Parmenidean intellect. For the Clazomenians *re in want 
of Adimantus and Glauco ; thefe lead the Clazomenians to Antiphon ; Antiphon fills 
them with the difcourfes of Pythodorus ; and Pythodorus is the meifenger of the con
verfation of Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates. Thefe two again are united to Parme
nides, and wifh to adhere to his doctrine; Socrates, indeed, looking to the multitude 
of forms, but Zeno uniting this multitude, and battening to the one itfelf. We may 
alfo contemplate their order as follows:—Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates, prefervean 
image of the whole of the divine order ; but thofe that follow are aflimilated to the fe
condary genera. And Pythodorus, indeed, may be ranked according to the fummit 
of daemons, announcing and tranfmitting to fecondary fuch things as proceed from 
primary natures. For both thefe pertain to this fummit; the one as to that which is 
filled, the other as to that which fills. But Antiphon may be ranked according to the 
demoniacal order itfelf. For this order ufes appetite and impulfea, and, in flaOrt, 
atTumcs a fecondary life. Hence, he is reprefented -as fkilled in the equeftrian art. 
He, therefore, is filled from thofe that are firft, but fills thofe after him with an ana-
gogic converfation from more elevated natures. But the Clazomenians are analogous 
to fouls converfant with generation, who require, indeed, the afliftance of proximate 
daemons, but all of them afpire afterthat which is on high, and the participation of 
divine difcourfe. Hence, leaving their habitation the body, they proceed from igno
rance to intellectual prudence, for this is Athens, and, in the firft place, are united to 
the daemons above them, to whom the forum and the duad pertain, and an afcent 
through the duad to the monad. But, in the fecond place, they are extended through 
thefe to certain angel6 and Gods: for all affociation and convcrfe between men and 
Gods, both when afleep and when awake, are through daemons, as Diotima fays in 
The Banquet. Again, therefore, according to another mode, we may transfer the 
analogy from things to perfons : and it is neceffary, prior to the myftiĉ thcory erf things 
themfelves, to exercife our dianoetic power in thefe as in images. For the men alio 
immediately meeting with Adimantus and Glauco, the brothers of Antiphon. on their 
coming to Athens, pofTefies an image of another theological conception, that amend
ing fouls derive much affifiance from good fortune, which coarranges them with fuch 
things as are proper, and where, and in fuch a manner as is proper; and alfo that we 

VOL. in, 2 3S ^ ° 
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do not alone require the gifts of good fortune in externals, but in the ahagogic ener

gies of the foul. Hence Socrates fays in the Phaedrus that mania about the object 

of love is given to the lover by the Gods with the greateft good fortune. And de

ducing fouls from the intelligible, he fays that different fouls defccnd into bodies 

with different fortunes. Prior to bodies, therefore, they experience the gifts of for

tune, and are governed by it, and led to that which is adapted to their nature. Very 

properly, therefore, are returning fouls here faid to be conjoined with the caufes which 

give perfection to them through a certain fortune. And you may again fee how here 

alfo the order of the perfons is prefcrved : for they meet with Adimantus and Glauco. 

But that of thefe men Glauco was the more perfect, Socrates manifefts in The Re

public ; for he there fays, that he always admired the nature of Glauco. So that, if 

Adimantus was the inferior, he very properly fays that they met with Adimantus and 

Glauco: for the imperfect is firft connected with the more imperfect, and through 

thefe partakes of the more perfect. 

The very firft fentence alfo manifefts the character of the dialogue ; for it is void of 

the fuperfluous, is accurate and pure. And indeed concife, pure, and fpontaneous 

language is adapted to- intellectual projections. Nor does Plato alone preferve this 

propriety of diction, but Parmenides alfo in his poetry, though the poetic form of 

compofition is accuftomed to ufe metaphors, figures, and tropes ; but at the fame time 

he embraces the unadorned, the fimple, and the pure form of enunciation. This is 

evident from fuch like exprefiions, as < e being approaches to being" (eov ystp eovri. 

TTEKCCQI) ; and again, " fince they now fubfift together (Wa vvv SCTIV opov); likewife, " it 

is not fit that there fhould be any thing, either greater or f m a l l e r ( O U T S TI ysic^ov, 

CVTS Tt fictiorspov 7rsKsv xpswv sa-Ti:) and every thing elfe of this kind. So that it rather 

appears to be profe than poetical language. It is evident, therefore, in this Intro

duction of Plato, firft, that he has chofen a rapid form of diction ; for this is adapted 

to the things themfelves. In the fecond place, he has attended to concifenefs, toge

ther with the figure of the impetuous, which entirely binds together the diction, and 

Tapidly gives completion to the conception. And, in the third place, he proceeds 

through the moft necefiary words, cutting off all fuch particulars from the narration*, 

as fome one for the fake of ornament might fophiftically add.. 

P. j8* 
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P. 38. And upon our legging him to relate the difcourfes, &c. 

The requcft of the Clazomenians reprefcnts the genuine adherence of fouls to their 
proper leaders. For they can no otherwife obtain a union and revolve in conjunction 
with the Gods, than through thefe daemons. But a knowledge of them, in the firfl 
place, precedes the rcqueft : for how can they make a requeft of thofe of whofe na
ture they are ignorant, and alfo of the benefits of which they are the leaders? In the 
next place, a defire of the participation of them fucceeds. For it is necefiary to 
afpire after the things of which we are in want, fince without afpiring we fhall not be 
in the order of thofe that are indigent. But the unwillingnefs of Antiphon to comply, 
prcfents us with an image of the occult and ineffable power of divine caufes. For a 
divine nature, wherever it may be, is with difficulty apprehended and known, and is 
fcarcely unfolded to fouls, even when they genuinely receive its participation, and a 
communion with it. For they require to be accuftomed to the divine fplendour which 
divine daemons exhibit to fouls extended to them, and haftening through them to per
ceive every thing divine. But to fouls firmly and ftably receiving them, thefe daemons 
expand and unfold divine truth. And this is the narration: an expanding and unfold
ing of things concealed, and an anagogic perfection imparted to fouls from divine 
daemons. 

P. 38. Antiphon, therefore, faid that Pythodorus related, &c. 

It appears tome, fays Proclus, that the reduction of all the perfons to Parmenides, 
indicates much of the truth of the things themfelves. For all the multitude and all 
the orders of beings arc united about their divine caufe. And this is indicated to the 
more fagacious, by faying in fucceflion, Antiphon, Pythodorus, Zeno, Parmenides. 
The mention alio of the Panathenaea contributes to the whole defign of the dialogue : 
for we learn from hiftory, that in the celebration of this feftival the Athenians dwelt 
together. Again, therefore, here alfo the multitude is united and coarranged about 
the Goddefs who prefides over the city. But this was the end of the dialogue, to 
fufpend all things from the one, and clearly to fhow that every thing is thence derived. 
The aflcrlion too, that thefe men did not come to Athens, but to the Panathenaea, is 
no fmall praife. They came, therefore, for the fake of the Goddefs and the feftival, 

3 z 2 and 
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and not for oftentation, nor to philofophize in a popular way, which is rejected by the 
Pythagoreans. For a thing of this kind is the bufinefs of a fophrft, and of men intent 
on gain. 

P. 38. That Parmenides was very much advanced in years, &rV. 

An elderly man among the Greeks was limited by feventy years. Parmenides, 
therefore, was very elderly. But he was called an old man who paffed beyond this 
decad. The countenance alfo of Parmenides was graceful through his life: for a cer
tain elegance and venerablenefs defcends from the foul in worthy men, and extends 
as far as to the body. Thefe things, however, may be much more perfectly furveyed 
in the foul itfelf. Thus, for inftance, the foul poflefles the elderly, from being fulf 
of intellect and fcience. For it is ufual to call intellectual difciplines, and thofe which 
embrace the whole of nature, hoary,, as it is evident from the Timaeus, in which thofe 
fouls are called juvenile with whom there is no hoary difcipline, viz. who do not ac
cording to their fummit participate of intellectual light. For the black belongs to the 
worfe, as the white to the better coordination. But the foul is xotXn h %oci ayaQvi Tqv 

cijjtv*, as extending its eye to intelligible beauty, and to thegoodnefs which gives fub
fiftence to all things, and through the participation of which all things are good. We 
may ftill, however, more perfectly furvey thefe things in the Gods, according to ana
logy. For where do the elderly and the hoary fubfift in fuch a manner as in them ? 
Which are likewife celebrated by theologifts among the paternal Gods. Where, alfo, 
are the beautiful and the good, fuch as they poflefe ? Plato alfo, in faying unitedly 
xaXov nayotOov, fpeaks in a manner the mod adapted to thofe natures in whom the one 
and the good are the fame. 

P. 38. But that Zeno was nearly forty years old, &c. 

Such was Zeno, perhaps indeed graceful and tall in his perfon, but much more Co 
in his difcourfes. For fuch things as Parmenides delivered in an intorted and con
tracted manner, thefe Zeno evolved, and extended into long difcuflions. And hence 
the fcurrilous Timon calls him either-tongued, as being at the fame time fkillcd in con
futation and narration. If alfo he is faid to have been beloved by Parmenides, the 

* i. c. Literally of a beautiful waAgood afj>e&. 
afcent 
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afcent indeed to both was to one and the fame divinity: for this is the peculiarity 
of the truly amatory art. But if you are wiMtog to fpeak mere perfectly, and to fcp 
that in the Gods themfelves things fecondary are contained in fuch as are firft, and 
that all things, in fhort, are conjoined to being itfelf from which the progreflion and 
extenfion to beings are derived/ you> will not, I think,, be very remote from the truth. 

P. 38. He likewife faid that he met with them together with Pythodorus, &c. 

Let their meeting with Pythodorus be a fymbol to thofe who look to paradigms* 
ef the Gods becoming firft unfolded into light through angels, aaad in the order of 
angels : for a houfe is a fymbof of the order of each. But this meeting being beyond the> 
walls, fignifies the exempt nnd incomprehensible nature of the Gods. As, therefore 
all appear collected in the hox'fe of Pythodorus, fome from the city, and others clfe-
where, fo alfo the governors of the world and the intelligible Gods become apparent 
in angels, and are known by us through the eflence of thefe. 

P. 3$. Where alfo Soerates came, &e. 

Here we may perceive how Socrates, through a difpofition naturally good in the 
extreme, earneftly follows thefe divine men, and how he does not affociate with 
lbphifts and the wife for the fame caufes. For he aflbciates with the former in 
order to confute their ignorance and pride, but with the latter in order to call forth 
their fcience and intellect. Here, therefore, he becomes the leader of the lovers of 
philofophy : for all of them defire to hear, but they obtain their defire together with 
and through him. But thefe things as well as the former are images of the Gods. 
Socrates was young, a young leader, Plato all but repeating what he fays in the 
Phaedms, "the mighty leader Jupiter firft proceeds, and the army of Gods and 
daemons follows him," For intellect being every where allotted a converfive order, 
leads upwards, and together with itfelf converts all the Multitude fufpended from it. 
Socrates alfo being young is a fymbol of the youthfulnefs which is celebrated in 
the Gods. For theology calls Jupiter himfelf and Bacchus boys and young; and, 
in fliort, thcologills thus call the intellectual when compared with the intelligible 
and paternal. But the defire of the writings of Zeno fymbolically manifefts how 

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

T. 3*8. Zeno himfelf read to them, &c. 

Plato here affords us a wonderful indication of divine concerns; and he who is 
not afteep to analogies will fee in thefe images a fublime theory. For, in the firft 
place, Parmenides not being prefent at the beginning, but.when the difcourfe was 
firiifhed, is a fymbol of more divine caufes unfolding themfelves to fubordinate, after 
a perfect participation of proximate natures, but not before. The difcourfe of Zeno 
therefore, being completed, the great Parmenides appears; and together with him 
Pythodorus and Ariftotle enter, of, which two the former is Zcnonic, but Ariftotle 
is in a certain refpecl: Coarranged with Parmenides-; for he difpofes, together with 
him, the hypothefes, doing nothing elfe than anfwering. But here Parmenides, as 
we have often faid, is analogous to that which is every where firft among divine 
natures, whether it be the firft being, or the intelligible, or in whatever other way you 
may think fit to denominate it: for this is in all the divine orders, and in each of 
the Gods. Hence he fills all that hear him with divine conceptions, imitating that 
order which adorns all things, firft, middle, and laft : for he gives perfecl ion to Zeno, 
the middle being every where from that fummit: but he perfects Socrates through 
both himfdf and Zeno; juft as there the progreflion of third is through firfl and 
middle natures. He alfo perfects Pythodorus, but not fimply from himfelf alone, but 
in conjunction with Zeno and Socrates. But he gives perfection to Ariftotle laft of 
all, and from himfelf alone. For fomething is imparted from Parmenides as far as 
to the laft habit, to which the energy and power of Zeno do not proceed. Juft as 
the production of the firft being naturally extends further than that of life. But 
Zeno is himfelf filled from Parmenides, but fills in one way Pythodorus as his dif-
ciple, but in another way Socrates as one that explores together with him. Pytho
dorus, too, is not only able to participate of Zeno, but alfo of Socrates. For, in divine 
natures, the middle extends its energy to that which is pofterior to itfelf, and pro
ceeds through all things, imparting mere aptitude to the laft of its participants, which 

it 
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it again perfects in conjunction with the natures proximately fufpended from it. 
So that the former participation indicates the imperfect reprefentation of things firft, 
which it imparts energizing prior to fecondary natures. But the fecond participation in
dicates a perfection of rrprcfcntaiion fubfiftingrthrough things proximate. And Socrates, 
who is the third, gives completion to the triad which pervades through all numbers, arfd 
fubfifls analogous to the intellect which is there, or in whatever other way you may be 
willing to denominate it. Hence he firft participates of the doctrines of Zeno, an'd is 
conjoined through him with Parmenides ; juft as in the Gods, the intellect in each 
is proximately filled with a certain divine life, but through this is united with the 
intelligible itfelf, and its proper hyparxis. But Pythodorus, as being arranged accord
ing to the unfolding genus, is the difciple of Zeno, and participates of the prolific 
doubts of Socrates. For the Gods give fubfiftence to angels from middle and third 
powers, and not from fuch as are firft j for thefe are generative of Godsi And Arif-
totle is analogoufly arranged to fouls which through a divine afflatus are often conjoined 
with the moft divine natures, but afterwards fall from this blcftedncfs.. For it is 
nothing wonderful, that a foul which is now cntheaftically difpofed fhould again 
choofe an atheiftical and dark life. But he is filled from Parmenides alone; fince 
in the Gods alfo, it is the property of fuch as are firft to impart to fouls of this kind 
a certain participation of divine light, through tranfcendency of power. Thus theo
logifts denominate an intellectual life Saturnian, but not Jovian, though the afcent is-
through the mighty Jupiter. But as Jupiter, being filled from his father, and-amend
ing to him as to his proper intelligible, elevates alfo that which is pofterior to himfelf;. 
in like manner fouls, though they make their afcent together with Jupiter, yet that 
intellectual life fills the middle and third orders'of them, and, in the laft place, fouls 
which energize cnthufiaftically about it. Nor fhould you wonder if divine natures 
have fuch an order with refpect to each other, fince you may alfo behold in philo-
fophers themfelves, how he who among thefe is more perfect is alfo more powerful, 
and benefits a greater number. Thus Cebcs or. Simmias benefits himfelf alone, or 
fome other fimilar to himfelf; but Socrates benefits himfelf, and thefe, and Thrafy-
machus. In like manner Parmenides, being more powerful, benefits him who has 
the leaft aptitude of thofe that are aflembled. But he manifefts the obfeurity of 
the participation by calling him the youngeft of thofe that are prefent; which is a 

fymbol. 
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fymbol of an imperfect habit; and by adding that he afterwards became one of the 
thirty tyrants; whence alto we juftly confidered him as analogous to thofe fouls that 
-once lived enthufiaftically, and in conjunction with angels, juft as he makes his 
entrance together with Pythodorus, but who afterwards fall from this power. For 
Pythodorus remains in bis proper habhs, fo that he alfo partakes of another con
verfation ; juft as the angelic tribe always remains wholly beneficent, and fills fecondary 
with the participation of divine natures. But Ariftotle inftead of a philofopher be-
comes a tyrant. For foute which poflefs a life of this kind according to habitude 
and not cffentially, fometimes depart from this order, and defcend into the realms of 
generation: for a tyranny is a fymbol of the life in generation ; fince fuch a life 
becomes fituated under the throne of Neeeflity, in confequence of being led under 
paffive, unftable and difordered appetite. For Ariftotle having been one of the 
thirty tyrants that governed Athens/ contains a rcprefentation of a gigantic and earth-
born life, which rules over Minerval and Olympian goods. When reafon and in
tellect take the lead m fuch fouls, then Olympian benefits and thofe of Minerva have 
dominion, and the whole life is royal and philofophic; but when multitude, or in 
fhort that which is worfe and earth-born, holds the reins of empire, then the whole 
life is a tyranny. If, therefore, Plato fays that Ariftotle was one of the thirty tyrants, 
it will appear to be the fame as if he had faid, that he is analogous to fouls who at 
one time energize enthufiaftically, and at another rank among the earth-born race, 
and who, by fubmilting their life to thofe moft bitter tyrants the paffions, become 
themfelves tyrants over themfelves. And perhaps the philofopher manifefts through 
thefe things, that it is not impoffible for the fame foul to evolve different lives, and at 
one time to philofbphiae, and at another to live tyrannically; and again to pafs from a 
tyrannic to a philofophic life, 

P. 38. If beings are many, it is requifite that the fame things fhould he hoth ftmilar 
and diffimilar, &c. 

Through thefe and the other arguments of Zeno it is fhown that it is impoflible for 
the many to have a fubfiftence when deprived of the one. Beginning from hence too, 
we fhall find a concife way to the firft principle of things. It is necefiary, therefore, 
that there fhould cither be many principles not participating of a certain one, or that 

there 
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here fhould be One principle only void of multitude, or many principles participating 
of the one, or one containing multitude in itfelf. But if there are many principles 
deftitute of the one] all fuch abfurdities will happen, as the arguments of Zeno adduce 
to thofe who aflert that beings are many without the one. If there are many prin
ciples, but which participate of a certain one, i. e . which have a certain one con-
fubfiftent with their, that participated one muft proceed to its participants from 
another one which has a prior fubfiftence : for every one which is fomething belong
ing to other things proceeds from that which is fimply one. But if there is one 
principle poiTeffing in itfelf multitude, it will be a whole, and will confift from the 
many parts or elements which it contains. And this will not be the truly one, but a 
paifive one, as we learn from the Sophifta. In confequence of this, too, it will neither 
be fimple nor fufficient, things which it is neceffary the principle fhould poflefs. 
It is neceffary, therefore, that there fhould be one principle of all things void of mul
titude. And thus much we may collect from all the arguments of Zeno. 

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

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

Parmenides, eftablifhing himfelf in the one, and furveying the monad of all beings, 
*dots not convert himfelf to multitude and its diflipated fubfiftence; but Zeno flies 
from multitude to the oney and takes away multitude. For the former of thefe 
two is fimilar to one purified, elevated, and having laid allde the multitude in him
felf ; but the latter to one afcending, and laying afide multitude, and "this becaufe he 
is not entirely feparated from it. Hence contention (TO lix^ocxsT^ai) is adapted to 
him ; for he docs not yet poflefs a tranquil life, feparated from impediments ; nor, as 
it oppofes multitude, does it yet end in the one alone. But this contention, and this 
ending through many arguments in the fame negative conclufion, manifeft to Socra
tes that the many do not fubfift feparate from the one: for Plato affimilates the path 
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through negations to a battle. Thus in the Republic he exhorts to difcourfe about 
the good, as if piercing through a battle, thinking it fit to fpeak of it in no other 
way than through negative conclufions. And here it is necefiary, indeed, not to confidor 
the word contending carelefsly; but through tfeis we fhould make it known, that both 
in this place, and in the Republic, contention is intended by Plato to fignify negations. 
As each of the arguments too of Zeno is fclf-perfecl, and denaonftrativc of the corv-
clufion, this is the peculiarity of fcientific power. 

P. 40. Do you think that there is a certain form of fimilitude, &c. 

Parmenides leading upwards all beings to the exempt one being, or being itfelf, and' 
withdrawing his conceptions from that which is multiplied and diftributed, to the one 
monad of all the multitude of beings, the many on the contrary give the multitude of 
beings a precedency to intellect and union, and do not even confider being itfelf as the 
principle ; butt hey affert that diftributed multitude fimply fubfifts, and receives a pro
greflion into being feparate from being itfelf. That thus thinking, however, they de
fame the doctrine of Parmenides, is evident. For, Parmenides being of opinion that being 
fhould be confidered as alone characterized by unity, feparate from multitude, they on 
the contrary efiablifh multitude deprived of unity i though indeed it is impoffible that 
multitude fhould notart i cipate of the one: for every multitude is of the one. All multi
tudes, therefore, and all the bulks of bodies, arc vanquifhed by the participation of unity. 
Hence if multitude requires the one, but the one is unindigent of multitude, it is better 
to call being one, than the many alone fubfifting by themfelves feparate from the 
participation of the one. And Parmenides indeed, evincing that being is one, gives 
fubfiftence alfo to the multitude of beings, not only to that of fenfibles, but likewife 
to the multitude of intelligibles : for in thefe there is a divine number of all things 
united to each other. Empedocles alfo afterwards perceiving this, as being himfelf 
a Pythagorean, calls the whole of an intelligible nature a fphere, as being united to 
itfelf, and afferts that it attracts to itfelf, through beauty, the beautifying and uniting 
God. For all things there, loving and/kfiring each other, are eternally united to 
each other. Their love alfo is intelligible, and their aflbciation and mixture are 
ineffable. But the many being exiles from union, and the monad of beings, and 

through) 
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through their life, which is divisible and diflributed, being drawn down to multitude^ 
to multiform opinions, to indefinite phantafies, to paflive fenfes and material appe-
tites/confider the manics themfelves feparate from their union, and do not fee in what 
manner thefe manys are vanquifhed, through the coordinated monads which they 
contain, how things indefinite are fubject to definite meafures, and how diflipated 
natures fubfift in fympathy and in union through the participation of things common ; 
and«not perceiving this, they wander from the truth, and bafely revile and deride the 
doctrine of Parmenides. Zeno, therefore, knowing that they were thus affected, 
becomes indeed a corrector of multitude, but a leader to intellect from folly, and a 
guardian of the doctrine of his preceptor. And at firft he perfuades to recur from 
thefe multitudes to the unities in the many, and to behold how this multitude, though 
tending to infinity, is at the fame time vanquifhed by the monad of beings, and is 
held together by a certain unity which it contains. But he perfuades, aflliming a n 
hypothefis plcafing to the vulgar, viz. the fubfiftence of multitude deprived of unity : 
for thus their aflertion is eafily confuted; fince, if they had eftablifhed the many 
together with the one, they would not as yet be confuted through his arguments. 
Parmenides alfo himfelf manifefts in his hypothefis, that he is accuftomed to fhow 
that the fame thing is fimilar and diflimilar, no otherwife than by receiving the many 
feparate from the one. 

Zeno, therefore, as we have faid, confiders thefe many deprived of the one, which ac-
eedes to, and is contained in them. Nor yet does he confider intelligibles alone, nor fen
fibles alone, but, in fhort, all fuch things as arc faid to be many in the intelligible and fen-, 
fible orders. For it is the province of a more perfect and principal fcience to extend 
the fame method to all things of a fimilar form, and to furvey in all things that which 
is analogous. Whether, therefore, there is intelligible, or fenfible, or intellectual, or 
dianoetic multitude, all this is aflumed at prefent. Hence it is requifite to difcover 
how multitudes are no where to be found deprived of the one. For, if they were 
deprived of the one, they would be at the fame time fimilar and diflimilar; fince things 
which do not participate of one and the fame are diflimilar to each other ; and again^ 
according to this very thing, they communicate with each other, viz. by not parti
cipating of the one. But things which poflefs fomething common and the fame are 
fimilar; fo that the fame things are both fimilar and diflimilar. If, therefore, the 
many are without a participation of the one, according to this one thing, the non-par-
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ttcipation of the one, they will be both fimilar and diffimilar; viz. confidered as 
pofleffing this in common they will be fimilar, but confidered as not pofleffing the 
one they will be diffimilar : for, becaufe they arc paffive to this very thing, the non-
participation of the one, they are fimilar; fo that the fome things are both fimilar and: 
diffimilar. For, in fhort, the pofieffion of nothing common is itfelf common to 
them : and hence the affertion fubverts itfelf. Indeed, the things which are mown to be 
both fimilar and diffimilar are again fhown to be neither fimilar nor diffimilar. For, if 
they do not participate of the one, they arerin fhort, not fimilar; fince fimilars arc fimilar 
by the participation of a certain one; for fimilitude is a certain onenefs. And again, 
if they do not participate of the one, this is common to them y but things of which/ 
there is fomething common, thefe according to this very thing are not diffimilar. . So 
that the many are neither fimilar nor diffimilar. It is impoffible, therefore,, that mul
titude can fubfift deprived of the one, becaufe fo many abfurdities happen to thofe who 
adopt fuch an hypothefis. For it is a dire thing that contradiction fhould concur; 
but more direthat this fhould be the cafe with contraries; and it is the moft dire of 
all things that both contraries and contradictions fhould be confequent to the affer
tion. By fhowing, therefore, that the fame thing is fimilar and diffimilar, we have 
collected contraries ; but by fhowing that the fame thing is fimilar and not fimilar, and 
neither of thefe, we have collected contradictions. For the fimilar is a contradiction 
to the not fimilar, and the diffimilar to the non-diffimilar. 

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

Through this method, therefore, Zeno evinces that it is impoffible to feparate the 
many 
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fomething 

many from the one, and rifes from multitude to the monads of the many, that we may 
perceive what the nature is of the exempt unities of things. For the coordinated 
monads are images of thofe that are uncoordinated. But Socrates agitating the dif
courfe about ideas; fuppofing things common to have a fubfiftence themfelves by 
themfelves, and furveying another multitude in them, thinks it proper that Zeno 
fhould alfo transfer this method to forms, and make it apparent in thefe, how the 
fimilar is diffimilar, and the diflimilar fimilar. And fhortly after Proclus further 
obferves as follows: 

Socrates, before he enters on the doubts in which a formal eflence is involved, afks 
Zeno whether he admits that forms have a fubfiftence, and whether or not he is 
among thofe who embrace this caufe as well as himfelf; and, in fhort, what 
opinion he has concerning them. For the Pythagoreans were contemplators of 
forms; and Socrates himfelf manifefts this in the Sophifta, calling the wife men in 
Italy, the friends of forms. But he who efpecially venerates and clearly eftablifhes 
forms is Socrates, from the inveftigation concerning definitions difcovering the 
nature of the things defined; and pafling from thefe as images to formal caufes 
themfelves. He, therefore, in the firft place, afks if Zeno alfo himfelf admits that 
there are forms, and venerates this effence of all things, fubfifting from and eftablifhed 
in itfelf, and not requiring any other feat, which he characterizes by the words itfelf by 
itfelf (avro juxf wo), conceiving that thefe words are properly adapted to this eiTence. 
For they indicate the unmingled, fimple, and pure nature of forms. Thus, through 
the word itfelf he fignifies the fimplicity of thofe things ; but, through the words by 
itfelf their purity unmingled with fecondary natures. And indeed, through the 
words by itfelf he feparates forms from the things predicated of the many. For 
which among thefe is by itfelf f fince it poflefles its fubfiftence in a habitude to fubjects, 
is collected from fenfible perception, is the object: of opinion, and is accommodated to 
the conceptions * of the phantafy. But by the word itfelf' he feparates forms from 
that which is common in particulars, and which is definable : for this is contained in 

* A thing of this kind is in modern language an abfracl idea. Such ideas as they are of an origin • 
pofterior, muft alfo be fubordinate to fenfibles j and the foul, if Hie has no higher conceptions, muft even bo 
viler than matter itfelf; matter being the recipient of eifential forms, and the foul of fuch as are generated 
from thefe. 
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fomething different from iffelf, and fubfifts together with matter; whence alfo it it 
filled with internal change, and is in a certain refpecl mortal, through communion 
with that which is material. By no means, therefore, muft it be faid, that forms 
which fubfift by themfelves, which are eftablifhed on a facred foundation, and are 
immaterial and eternal, are the fame with material forms of pofterior origin, and 
which are full of variety -and habitude. For the former are tinmmgled, undefiled 
arid fimple, and are eternally eftablifhed in the demiurgus of the univerfe ; poffeffing 
? the undefiled and the pure from inflexible deity, which proceeds together with 
the demiurgus,' but the fimple from the demiurgic intellectual eflence, which is 
fingle and impartible, and, as the Chaldaean theologifts would fay, has a fontal fub
fiftence. You may alfo fay that the term itfelf feparates form from thofe conceptions 
which are derived from fenfibles (swoyijLocToc). For no one of thefe is itfelf; fince they 
accord with the things of which thejr are the conceptions, belong to and fubfift in 
others. But the words by itfelf feparate form from that which fubfifts in particulars, 
and which is in fomething different from itfelf. 

Neither, therefore, muft we admit their opinion who fay that idea is the fame with 
that which is common in the many : for ideas fubfift prior to the things which are 
common in fenfibles, and the latter derive their fubfiftence from the former. Nor 
muft we affent to thofe who confider idea6 as the fame with thofe conceptions which 
we derive from fenfibles, and who, in confequence of this, inquire how there are not 
alfo ideas of individuals, and of things which are contrary to nature. For the con
ceptions of thefe things are entirely fecondary to the particulars from which they are 
excited, and arc in us, and not in the power that adorned the univerfe, and in whom 
we fay ideas fubfift. Nor yet muft wc admit the opinion of thofe who connect ideas 
with fpermatic reafons. For the reafons or productive principles in feeds are imperfect; 
and thofe in nature, which generates feeds, are deftitute of knowledge. But ideas fubfift 
in energy always the fame, and are effentially intellectual. If, therefore, we wifh 
to define their idiom through things which are more known, we muft receive from 
phyfical reafons, the producing that which they produce, by their very being; but 
from the reafons of art, the being gnoftic of the things which they make, though they 
do not make by their very being. Hence we fay that ideas are demiurgic, and at 
the fame time intellectual caufes of all things which are perfected according to 

nature, 
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nature, being immovable, prior to things moved, fimple prior to compofites, and fepa<-
rate prior to the things which are infeparable from matter. On this account, Parmenidea 
docs not ceafe difcourfing concerning them, till at the end of his arguments he fay* 
that they are Gods ; through this fignifying all that we have previoufly obferved. 

With refpecl to the fimilar and the diflimilar, thefe fubfift primarily in the demi
urgus, or, to fpeak more clearly, they have in him a fontal fubfiftence; fince they 
fubfift more confpicuoufly in the aflimilative Gods, and efpecially in the paternal Dei
ties of that order, as is evident from the fecond hypothefis of this dialogue. But fince 
the demiurgus poflbfle6 the one fountain of thefe, the form of fimilitude is alfo con
tained in him, prefubfifting in the one monad of ideas. The demiurgus, therefore, 
is a monad comprehenfive of many divine monads, which impart to each other their 
proper idioms : one, the idiom of purity ; another, of an aflimilative eflence ; and an
other of fomething elfe, according to which they are allotted their proper hyparxis. For 
it muft not be thought that forms indeed prefubfift, as the caufes of things which are 
generated according to them, but that there is not a different idea by which generated 
natures become fimilar and diflimilar to forms. Both fimilitude, however, and difli
militude, are immaterial, pure, fimple, uniform, and eternal eflences; the former, 
being collective, unific, the caufe of bound, and uniform; and the latter, the fource 
of divifion, internal change, and infinity. But the order of thefe ideas is neither in 
the moft generic nor in the moft fpecific of forms. For the moft generic arc fuch 
forms as arc participated by all beings, fo that there is not any thing whatever which 
does not fubfift from the participation of thefe, fuch as effence, famenefs, difference; 
fince thefe pervade to all beings. For what is there void of eflence ? what of differ
ence ? what of famenefs ? Do not all things poflefs a certain hyparxis ? And are they 
not eflentially feparated from other things ; and do they not alfo communicate with 
them ? If this be the cafe, this triad is the common caufe of all beings. But the 
moft fpecific ideas are fuch as are naturally adapted to be participated by individual 
forms, fuch as man, horfe, dog; and each of this kind. For thefe proximately gene
rate the monads in individuals, fuch as man in particulars, and dog and horfe in the 
many, and in a fimilar manner each, of the reft. But the forms which fubfift between 
thefe, have indeed a very extended fubfiftence, but do not energize in all beings. 

Tbuv 
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Thus, for inftance, juftice fubfifts in fouls, but not in wood and ftones. Among 
thefe middle forms, therefore, fimilitude and diffimilitude muft be ranked : for though 
they are participated by moft, yet not by all things; fince, as Proclus well obferves, 
where is there either fimilitude or diffimilitude among infinites ? 

P. 40. For if any one fhould fhow that fimilars themfelves become diffimilar, 

Forms are not to be confidered as entirely unmingled, and without communication 
with each other, but each is that which it is, prcferving its idiom pure; and at the 
fame time it participates of others without confufion, not as becoming fomething be
longing to them, but as receiving the idiom of that which it participates, and to this 
imparting its own idiom. Thus, for inftance, famenefs participates of difference, not 
being difference, and difference participates of famenefs, fo far as they communicate 
with each other. Thus alfo fimilitude and diffimilitude participate of each other; but 
neither is fimilitude diffimilitude, nor diffimilitude fimilitude. Nor, fo far as the one 
is fimilitude, is it diffimilar, nor, fo far as the other is diffimilitude, fimilar. For the 
expreffion fofar as, is twofold., In the firft place, it is ufed when one thing is always 
accompanied with another ; as if fome one fhould fay, So far as there is air, according 
to this there is alfo light; and fo far as there is light, according to this there is alfo air. 
But admitting that there is illuminated air, yet neither is air light, nor light air, but 
air is in light, and light in air; becaufe the parts of air and light arc fituated near each 
other, and there is no one of thefe according to which the other is not alfo beheld. 
But this expreffion is alfo ufed after another manner, when it is applied to any thing 
which always eflentially introduces another thing; as when we fay, Man is a recipient 
of fcience. For it is not true that fight is in the air, or air in light, according to this 
fignification, fince air does not entirely cointroduce light, as we fay man cointroduccs 
a recipient of fcience; fince the effence of air is different from that of light. Simili
tude, therefore, participates of diffimilitude according to the former of thefe modes j 
for there is nothing belonging to it which docs not participate of diffimilitude; and 
yet the being of the former is different from that of the latter. For it does not parti
cipate in one part and not in another, fince nothing impedes its pervading through 
diffimilitude ; nor is its impartible nature of fuch a kind that it participates of it in one 

5 refpecl, 
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refpecl, and in another remains unmingled with it. For the whole proceeds through 
the whole, fimilitude through diflimilitude, and in like manner diflimilitude through 
fimilitude. Not, indeed, that each, in confequence of being that which it is, partici
pates of the other; but while it participates it prcferves its own eflence pure. This, 
therefore*, is the peculiarity of incorporeal forms : to pervade through each other with
out confufion ; to be diftincl from each other without feparation; and to be more 
united than things which arc corrupted together, through their impartible nature; and 
to be more diftincl from each other than things which are here feparated, through 
their unmingled purity. 

Socrateŝ  therefore, lays Proclus, doubting whether forms fubfift: in conjunction 
with each other, calling on Zeno to affift him in the folution of this doubt, and appre
hending that forms arc not fo mingled that the fimilar itfelf is the diflimilar, calls a 
dogma of this kind a prodigy, and rejects any fuch mixture. But again, fufpecting that 
forms, through the union of intelligibles, participate in a certain refpect of each other, 
he fays he fhould zvonder if any one were able to fhow that this is the cafe, employing 
for this purpofe the language of one fufpecting. And at length inferring that they 
may be both united and feparated, he calls him who is able to demonftrate this admi
rable. And here you fee the order of afcent: for Socrates in the firft place denies; 
in the fecond place, he has a fufpicion of the truth; and in the third place, he is 
firmly convinced of the truth through demonftration. And neither is his negation 
of the mixture of forms blamable ; for, according to the mode which he alludes to, 
they are unmingled : nor is his fufpicion falfe; for in one refpect they are able to par
ticipate of each other, and in another they do not mutually communicate. And his 
laft decifion is moft trucj for they are both united with and feparated from each 
other. 
P. 4T. Does it alfo appear to you that there is a certain fpecies or form ofjuflice, &c. 

A divine and demiurgic intellect comprehends things multiplied unitedly, things 
partible impartibly, and things divided indivifibly. But it is foul which firft divides 
things which prefubfift in intellect according to fupreme union ; and this is not only 
true of our foul, but likewife of that which is divine. For, becaufe it is not allotted 
intellections which are alone eftabliftied in eternity, but defires to comprehend the 
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far 

collected energy of intellect, afpiring after the perfection which it contains, and its 
fimple form of intelligence,—hence, it runs round intellect, and by the tranfitions of 
its projective energies divides the impartible nature of forms, perceiving tbc beautiful 
hi'df, the juft rtfelf, and every other form feparately, and undcrftanding all things by 
furveying one at a time, and not all things at once. For, in fhort, as it ranks in the 
third order from the one, it very properly poffeffes an energy of this kind. For that 
is one alone, and is prior to intellection. But intellect underftands all things as one; 
and foul underftands all things by furveying one at a time. Divifion, therefore, firfl; 
fubfifts in foul ; and hence theologifts fay, that in the lacerations of Bacchus the in
tellect of the God was preferved ,undivided by the providence of Minerva. But foul 
is that which is firft diftributed into parts ; and to this a feclion into feven parts firft 
pertains. It is, therefore, no longer wonderful, that, divine forms prefubfifting uni
tedly in the demiurgic intellect, our foul fhould apply herfelf to them divifibly, and 
fhould at one time furvey the firft and moft common forms; at another, thofe which 
poflefs a middle form ; and at another time, the moft partial and as it were individual 
forms. For, fince even a divine foul divides that which is impartible by its tranfitive 
adhefions and contacts, what ought we to fay concerning a partial foul fuch as ours ? 
Muft it not, much prior to this, apprehend partibly and divifibly things which fubfift 
together and in each other ? It is, therefore, by no means wonderful that inquiries and 
anfwers fhould at different times apprehend different forms ; juft as external difcourfe 
divides the one and fimple conception of the foul, and temporally pafies through the 
united conceptions of intellect. 

The forms, however, which were before mentioned by Socrates are moft generic 
and common, viz. unity, multitude, fimilitude, diffimilitude, permanency, motion ; 
but thofe which are now prefented to our view are partly fecondary to thefe, and 
partly not; juft as, with refpect to human virtue, we fay that it is partly fubordinate 
to, and partly better than, the foul: for, fo far as it is perfective of it is better than the 
foul, but, fofaras it is fomething belonging to, and fubfifling in, the foul, it is fub
ordinate to it. In like manner the good*, the beautiful, and the juft, are partly more 
excellent than forms which produce elTcnccs, and arc partly inferior to them. For, fo 

* Viz. tbe good, confidered as fubfifling among ideas, and not as that good which is fuperefTentiat, and 
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far as they are moft generic, thefe alfo communicate with them; but the latter arc 
the primary caufes of being to fenfibles, and the former arc the fourcesof their per
fection ; the jurt proceeding as far as to fouls, and adorning and perfecting thefe, but 
the beautiful extending its illuminations even as far as to bodies. Hence Socrates in 
the Phaedrus fays, that beauty has the prerogative of being the molt apparent and the 
moft lovely of all things; but that the fplcndour of juftice is not vifible in the imita
tions of it which are here. Again, the good perfects all things according to the pecu
liar effence of each. For the beautiful perfects according to the fymmctry of form 
with refpect to matter; and fymmctry then fubfifts when that which is naturally more 
excellent rules over that which is naturally inferior. According to this fymmetry, 
therefore, the beautiful fliines in bodies. But the good illuminates according to the 
perfect; and is prefent to every thing invefted with form, when it poflefles perfection 
from nature. In this triad, therefore, the firft is the good, the fecond the beautiful, 
and the third the juft. 

But that there are forms or ideas of thefe, and of all fuch as thefe, as, for inftance, of 
temperance, fortitude, prudence, we fhall find, by confidering that every virtue, and 
every perfection according to virtue, aflimilates us to a divine nature, and that, by 
how much the more it is inherent in us, by fo much the nearer do we approach to an 
intellectual life. If, therefore, the beautiful and the good, and every virtue, aflimi-
late us to intellect, intellect will entirely poflefs the intellectual paradigms of thefe. 
For, with refpect to the fimilar, when it is laid to be fimilar to that which is more ex
cellent, then, that which is more excellent poflefles that primarily which the fubordi
nate nature receiving becomes fimilar to it. The forms of the virtues, therefore, muft 
neceflarily fubfift in intellect prior to foul. Each of thefe, however, muft be confi
dered in a twofold refpect, viz. as a divine unity, and as an intellectual form. Thus, 
for inftance, the juft which fubfifts in forms is not the fame with that which fubfifts in 
the Gods. For the former is one particular idea, is a part of another, and poffeffes 
intelligence proceeding as far as to fouls; but the latter is a certain whole, and pro
ceeds in its providential energies as far as to the laft of things. It alfo originates from 
the firft intellectual Gods; for there it is firft apparent. But the former is an idea 
contained in the demiurgic intellect. Thus alfo, with refpect to the beautiful, that 
which fubfifts as a form is different f.om that which is the unity of divine beauty. And 
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fhe energy of the latter, indeed, is directed to the Gods fo far as they are Gods, and 
firft originates from the firft intelligible; but the former is in ideas, and is beheld about 
ideas. And laftly, with refpect to the good, one is effential, and the other, as we 
nave before obferved, is fupereffential. 

P. 42. I mean hair, clay, and mud, or any thing elfe which is vile and abjeel, &c. 

It is neceffary, fays Proclus, either that there fhould only be ideas of things which 
fubfift according to nature, or alfo o f things which are contrary to thefe; and if only 
of things according to nature, that there fhould alone be ideas of things perpetual, o r 
alfo of each of the things which are not perpetual. And if there are alone ideas of 
things perpetual, they muft either be o f fuch as are effential, or alfo of fuch as are un-
efTential. And if of the effential, they muft either be alone confined to wholes, or alfo 
extend to parts; and if to wholes alone, cither to fuch as are alone fimple, or alfo 
to fuch as are compofed from thefe. Such then being the divifion o f ideas, we fay, 
that of intellects proceeding from one intellectual effence it is not proper to eftablifh 
paradigms : for that of which there is a paradigm muft neceffarily be an image. But 
to call an intellectual eflence an image, is o f all things the moft abfurd : for every 
image is the idol (nlwXov) or refemblance of that o f which it is the image; and the 
Elean gueft in the Sophifta exprefsly denominates an idol not true being. If, therefore,, 
every intellectual effence belongs to true being, it will not be proper to denominate it 
either an image or an idol. For, indeed, every intellectual nature is impartible^ and: 
the progreflion o f it is effected through famenefs; whence alfo fecondary intellects, 
fublift in unprocecding union in fuch as are firft, and are partially what the intellect 
which ranks as a whole is totally. But it is neceffary in the image that diffimilitude 
fhould be mingled with fimilitude ; through the latter of which the image is converted 
to its paradigm. In intellectual eftences, therefore, there are not image and para
digm, but caufe alone, and things proceeding from caufe. Whence alfo theologifts,. 
placing many fountains in the demiurgic intellect, aftert that there is one o f the mul
titude o f ideas. Hence, not every thing which proceeds from the demiurgus proceeds 
according to a formal caufe ; but fuch things as make a more extended progrefTion, 
and fuch as poffefs a partible effence, thefe fubfift from an ideal caufe. But the other 
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fountains are generative of intellectual and divine hypoftafes. We muft not, there, 
fore, cftablifh in intellect a paradigmatic caufe of every intellectual eflence, but a caufe 
alone which is characterized by unity, and is divine. 

In the next place, it is requifite to confider if there is a primary caufe of fouls in 
forms, and whether there is one or many. But that there is, indeed, a certain monad 
of them in the demiurgus, in which monad every number of fouls is comprehended 
monadically, is evident from the nature of things, and from the doctrine of Plato. 
For, if foul is the firft generated nature, and that which is primarily partible, it is ne
ceffary that the impartible form fhould precede things partible, and the eternal, things 
which are in any way generated. And if, as time is to eternity, fo is foul to intellect, 
but time is the image of eternity, it is alfo neceflary that foul fhould be the image of 
intellect. And if in being there is not only life, as Socrates fays in the Philebus, but 
alfo foul, it is neceflary to confider the foul which is there as the paradigm of the mul
titude of fouls proceeding from intellect, and as comprehending, after the manner of 
unity, both their order and their number. But if there is not one form of rational 
fouls alone, but there, are alfo many forms after the one, fince all of them are immor
tal, it is neceflary that there fhould be a paradigm of each. Again, however, it is 
impoflible that the proceeding multitude fhould be juft as numerous as that which 
abides: for progreflion increafes quantity, but diminifhes power. W"c muft there
fore fay, that there is a monad in the divine intellect, which is paradigmatic of 
all fouls, from which the multitude of them flows, and which unitedly comprehends 
the meafure that bounds their number. But with this monad a fecond number is 
connate, divided, and paradigmatic o f divine fouls, containing the proper paradigm 
of each, and one form, from which divine fouls proceed firft, and afterwards the 
multitude coordinate with each. Thus, from the paradigm of the foul of the fun, the 
divine foul of the fun firft proceeds ; in the next place, all fuch angelic fouls as arc of 
a folar charactcriflic ; in the third place, fuch as are of a daemoniacal rank about the 
fun ; and, in the laft place, fuch as are partial : on which account alfo there are co
ordinations of parts to wholes, and of attendants to their leaders ; the one intellectual 
caufe of them imparting union and connection to their progretfion. In like manner,, 
alfo, the paradigm of the lunar foul firft generates the divine foul about the moon,, 
afterwards the angelic, then the dsemoniacal, and then that which is partial; and the 
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intellectual monad comprehends all the number of thefe. The like alfo takes place 
in other divine fouls; for each has a feparate idea : but the orders of angelic, demo
niacal, or partial fouls, which follow them, participate of the one idea. And as the one 
monad of the paradigms of fouls which are there, gives fubfiftence to the one foul of 
the world, fo the many monads produce the multitude of fouls; and the former 
comprehends the whole multitude uniformly, but the latter, the meafures of their 
proper feries. The demiurgic intellect, therefore, primarily comprehends the forms 
of divine fouls, which it firft generates; but each of thefe forms is one and at the 
fame time many; for it can/ally contains all the multitude 6f the fouls fubfifting 
under it. And thus every foul fubfifts according to a certain proper paradigm; but 
all do not after the fame manner participate of the fame form. Antient theologifts 
alfo having the fame conceptions on this fubject fay, that the total caufes of fouls, 
which generate the whole feries of them, are different from the partial caufes, through 
which they derive a feparation according to fpecies, and a divifion as it were into 
individual fouls. 

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

Again then, one monad 'and one idea muft be arranged prior to thefe, whether it be 
fontal or fenfitive nature, or in whatever other way you may be willing to call it. 
For it may be faid that irrational fouls derive their fubfiftence from the one demiur
gic fenfe, through a gnoftic idiom j but through orexis or appetite, from the higheft 
or fontal nature, which fubfifts prior to the multitude of natures. From thefe caufes, 
therefore, the multitude of perpetual but naturally irrational fouls proceeds; this 
multitude fubfifting partibly in eternal vehicles, in which alfb it is eftablifhed accord
ing to a certain number, and the formal meafure which is there. For every perpetual 
multitude is bounded; and prior to every bounded multitude that fubfifts which 
bounds and numbers this multitude. Thefe irrational alio proceed from rational fouls, 
or rather from the paradigms which they contain : for, through thefe, here alfo they are 
fufpended from rational fouls, becaufe there tjic one meafure of them, together with 
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* See the Timaeui. 

In 

the multitude of forms, at the fame time generates this number of thefe. Divine 
fouls indeed, and fuch as arc pure, prefcrve alfo their irrational nature undented ; 
but partial employ irrational fouls, as they have a compofite life, the more excellent 
part having dominion in fome, and being frequently in a ftate of fubjeclion in others. 
From thefe perpetual irrational fouls, fuch as arc mortal are allotted their generation ; 
thefe alfo being prefcrved according to fpecies, through their intellectual paradigm, 
but the individuals pcriftiing, becaufe they derive their fubfiftence from the junior * 
Gods, as the irrational prior to thefe arc generated from thofe fupernal fouls whofe 
fabricating energy is complicated with the monad of the whole of their fcrics. Souls 
that perifh, therefore, have a certain analogy to the divine caufes from which they 
derive their fubfiftence, and immortal fouls to their formal caufes. 

In the third place, let us confider how wc are to admit a paradigm of Nature. 
For we muft not, as Plato fays, eftablifh forms of fire, water, and motion, but deprive 
nature, which is the fource of thefe, of an intellectual caufe. Theologifts indeed 
place the fountain of it in the vivific Goddefs Rhea; for they fay that immenfc 
Nature is fufpended from the fhouldcrs of the goddefs. But, according to Plato, we 
muft fay that the form of it fubfifts in the demiurgic intellect, which form is the 
origin of every natural vehicle. Timaeus alfo fays, that the demiurgus pointed out 
to fouls the nature of the univerfe, and the laws of fate: for in him the one nature 
of all things, and the comprehenfion of thofe fatal decrees according to .which he 
arranges and divides the univerfe, fubfift. For, if it is the demiurgus who fpeaks, he 
converts fouls to himfelf: but, if this be the cafe, he alfo fhows to them the nature of 
the univerfe, and the laws of fate, fubfifting in himfelf. Hence the one form of 
nature is there; but the fouls alfo that ufe, produce the natures which are infpired 
from them; and thefe perpetual natures again generate partial and temporal natures. 
It may be concluded, therefore, that the paradigm of natures unitedly comprehends 
in the demiurgic intellect the number of fuch as have a perpetual fubfiftence; but 
that the feparated caufes of perpetual natures are contained in Vulcan, who according 
to theologifts is the fabricator of the form of body alone. For from this divinity every 
phyfical order, and the number of natures, proximately fubfift and are levivified. 
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In the fourth place, with refpect to bodies, muft: we not admit that the one and 
total caufe of thefe is in the firft demiurgus, which caufe comprehends all the number 
of the bodies that rank as wholes ? but, after this monad, that the feparated caufes of 
bodies which rank as parts fubfift in the fabricating caufe of a corporeal nature? 
This, indeed, muft neceffarily be the cafe : for he who comprehends the one mun
dane form is the firft father of the univerfe; and thofe things which are generated 
through neceffity muft confequently be parts; and thefe require the providence of that 
power which fabricates bodies. Befides, this alfo is evident, that, as we faid of fouls, it 
is here likewife requifite to affert that there are intellectual andYormal caufes of divine 
bodies ; for the vehicles of daemons and partial fouls participate of thefe caufes in a 
fecond and third gradation. Thus, for inftance, the form of the folar body generates 
alfo the folar vehicles of daemons and partial fouls ; and hence, as foul is to foul, fo is 
vehicle to its proper fphere. And, in fhort, fince there is a multitude of divine caufes, 
the caufes of bodies muft be confidered as fubfifting differently in different divinities. 
Thus, in Vulcan, the fabricator of body, the feparated caufes of bodies, fo far as 
bodies, fubfift ; but in the generative principles of fouls they fubfift pfychically ; and in 
Jupiter, the demiurgus of wholes, they fubfift as animals, thence deriving their hy
poftafis both according to fouls and bodies. 

It now remains that we confider, with refpect to matter, whether there is alfo a 
form of this. And here perhaps it is necefiary, that as in fouls, natures, and bodies, 
fabrication does not begin from the imperfect; fo likewife in matter, prior to that which 
is formlefs, and which has an evanefcent being, that which is in a certain refpect form, 
and which is beheld in one boundary and permanency, will be the paradigm of matter. 
This likewife will poflefs a twofold generation, viz. from its paradigm, and from a 
divine caufe alone : for every thing intellectual produces in conjunction with divinity; 
but divinity proceeds by itfelf, and as far as to things which do not poffefs their gene
ration from intellectual form. 

After having, therefore, confidered the fimple hypoftafes of beings, let us direct 
our attention to the things compofed from thefe,—I mean animals and plants. For 
there will be intellectual paradigms of all thefe; becaufe not the genus alone but 
likewife the fpecies of each gives completion to the univerfe, and makes it more fimilar 
to itB paradigm. For the intelligible world comprehends all fuch animals intelligibly 
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as the apparent world contains fenfibly. Each therefore of thefe is afRmilated to a 
certain intellectual form: but animal itfelf, or the extremity of the intelligible triad, 
comprehends unitedly and intelligibly the caufes of fouls, bodies, and animals. For, 
as it contracts in the tetrad of ideas all the number of them, fo it preatTumcs accord
ing to union the diflributed caufes of things which are as it were (imple, andv alfo of 
fuch which arc as it were com polite in intellectuals. For, in (hort, the univerfal 
and the eflential arc thence derived. Or whence do things poflefs the never-failing, 
if there is no eternal caufe ? Whence that which is common, and which extends to a 
muHitude of things ? For whatever is derived from the circular motion of the heavens 
is partial, fince the motion itfelf of the heavens is in a certain refpecl partial. But that 
univerfal ihould be generated from that which is partial, is among the number of 
things impoflible. Every form, therefore, both of plants and animals, thence fubfifts 
according to a certain intelleclual paradigm. For every thing generated, and every 
thing which haS in any refpecl a fubfiftence, has its being from a caufe. Whence 
then are thefe vifible forms, and from what caufe ? Shall we fay, from one that is 
mutable ? But this is impoflible. They muft, therefore, derive their fubfiftence from 
an immovable caufe, fince they are perpetual. And we fay that an intelleclual is a 
caufe of this kind : for it abides perfectly in eternity. Shall we admit, therefore, that 
there are not only forms of fpecies, but alfo of particulars ? as, for inftance, of So
crates, and of every individual, not fo far as he is a man, but fo far as he is a parti
cular individual. But if this be the cafe, muft not the mortal be neceflarily im
mortal ? For, if every thing which is generated according to idea is generated accord
ing to an immovable caufe, and eyery thing which fubfifts according to an immovable 
caufe is immutable in eflence, Socrates, and each individual of the human fpecies, 
will be eftabliftied according to a perpetual lamenefs of eflence; which is impoflible. 
It is likewife abfurd that idea (hould at one time be the paradigm of fomething, and 
at another not. For eternal being poflefles whatever it does poflefs eternally; and 
hence, that which is paradigmatic will cither not poflefs form, or will always poflefs 
it; fince it would be abfurd to alTert that there is any thing accidental among ideas. 
If therefore it is a paradigm, it is neceflary that the image of it alfo (hould be 
erpctual: for every paradigm is the paradigm of an image. But if it is at one 
time eflential, and at another not, it will alfo at one time be a paradigm, and at 
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another not. Befides, is it not necefTary to be perfuaded by Socrates, who fays that 
we are led to admit the fubfiftence of ideas, that we may have the one prior to the 
many ? 'For, if there are ideas of particulars, there will be one prior to one, or rather 
infinites prior to Unites ; fince, fenfible natures being finite, ideas will be infinite. 
Nothing, however, can be more abfurd than this: for things nearer to the one are 
inone bounded, according to number, than fuch as are more remote from it. And 
hence it appears that there can be no ideas of individuals. Since, however, every 
thing which 16 generated is generated from a certain caufe, we muft alfo admit that 
there are caufes of individuals; thetme general caufe being the order of the univerfe, 
but the many caufes, the motion of the heavens, partial natures, the characteriftic 
peculiarities of the feafons, climates, and the infpectivc guardians of thefe. For, the 
caufe being moved moves together with itfelf, in a certain refpecl, that which is gene
rated from it. Hence, from the idioms of the prefiding caufes, different appropriate 
figures, colours, voices, and motions are imparted to different animals. For the ge
nerations are various in different places, and partial natures not only proceed from 
the whole of nature, but receive fomething from the idiom of feeds, and are fafhioned 
by verging to bodies, and becoming as it were eminently corporeal, through departing 
from themfelves. We fee, therefore, that they do not fubfift from a paradigmatic caufe: 
for it is not the fame thing to fubfift from a caufe, and to be generated according to a 
paradigm. For caufe is multifarioufly predicated, one of which is the paradigmatic. 

Again, with refpecl to parts, fhall we fay that there are alfo ideas of thefe, fo that 
there is not only a paradigm of man, but alio of finger and eye, and every thing of this 
kind ! Indeed, becaufe each of thefe is univerfal and effence, it fubfifts from a cer
tain ftable caufe ; but becaufe they are parts, and not wholes, they are fubordinate to 
an impartible and intellectual eflence. For there is no abfurdity in admitting that 
fuch things as are not only parts, but wholes, fubfift according to that eflence; but it is 
abfurd to admit this of fuch things as arc parts only. For the generation of wholes is 
from thence, fince the uniform, prior to the multiplied, and the whole, prior to part, is 
thence derived. Will it not, therefore, be right to affert of all fuch things, that the 
caufes of them are not intellectual, (for every intellect is impartible, and confequently 
wholes fubfift in it prior to parts, and impartible prior to partible natures,) but that 
they are pfychical and phyfical. For that which is primarily partible is in fouls, and 
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efter thefe in natures. Here, therefore, there is a reafon and form of finger and tooth, 
and of each of thefe. And the wholenefs of thefe, indeed, prefubMs in intellect, but 
that which in the one alfo comprehends multitude is in fouls. That which vitally 
diflributes the one from the multitude is in natures ; and that which makes a divifion 
accompanied with interval is in bodies. In fhort, it muft not be denied that there are 
definite daemoniacal caufes of thefe, as invocations upon the finger, eye, and heart 
evince : but of the wholes which comprehend thefe parts there .are divine caufes. 

In the next place let us confider accidents. Have thefe then alfo ideas, or is there 
alfo a twofold confideraiion about thefe ? For fome of them are perfeclive of, and 
give completion to, eflences, fuch as fimilitude, beauty, health, and virtue ; but others 
fubfift indeed in eflences, yet do not give completion to, nor perfect them, fuch as 
whitenefs, blackncfs, and every thing of this kind. Things, therefore, which give 
completion to, and arc perfective of, eflences have paradigmatic caufes prececlane-
oufly; but things which arc ingenerated in bodies are indeed produced according to 
reafon, and the temperament of bodies is not fufficient to their generation, but form is 
derived inwardly from nature, yet they are not produced according to a certain definite 
intellectual caufe. For the eflential, the perfective, and the common, pertain to forms* 
but that which is deprived of all thefe fubfifts from fome other caufe, and not from the 
firft forms. For nature, receiving the order of forms proceeding into corporeal mafles, 
divides wholes from parts, and eflences from accidents, which prior to this were united 
and impartible; expanding thefe by her divifive powers. It is not indeed poflible, that 
things perfectly divided fhould immediately fubfift from things united, and things molt 
partial from fuch as are moft common ; but a divifion muft neceflarily be produced 
from the condition of fubjeclion in the natures which fubfift between. We muft 
therefore admit, that there is a caufe of figure which is the prolific fource of all 
.figures, and one monad of numbers which is generative of all numbers; fince even 
the monad which is with us evinces that it contains unitedly the even and the odd, 
and all the forms of numbers. What then ought we to think concerning the monad 
which is there ? Muft it not be, that it is uniformly the caufe of all things, and that 
its infinite power generates alfo in us infinite number ? Indeed, this muft neceflarily 
be the cafe, fince the monad which is here proceeds as the image of that. 

In the next place, with refpect to things artificial, fhall we fay that there are ideas 
4. c 2 alfo 
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alfo of thefe > Socrates, indeed, in the Republic, does not rcfufc to fpeak of the idea 
of a bed/and of a table ; but there he calls the productive principle in the dianoetic part 
of the artift, idea, and fays that this productive principle is the progeny of divinity, be
caufe he was of opinion that the artificial itfelf is imparted to fouls from divinity. For, 
if it fhould be faid that the forms of thefe arc in intellect, whether do thefe pervade to 
the fenfible world immediately, or through nature as a medium ? For, if immediately, 
it will be abfurd, fince a progreflion of this kind no where fubfifts in other forms, but 
fuch things as are nearer to intellect are the firft participants of ideas. But if through 
nature as a medium, becaufe the arts are faid to imitate nature/much prior to art na
ture will poflefs the forms of things artificial. But all things which are generated 
from nature live, and undergo generation and increafe, if they belong to things which 
are generated in matter: for nature is a certain life, and the caufe of things vital. It 
is however impoffible that a bed, or any thing elfe which is the productions of art, 
fhould live and be increafed. And hence things artificial will not have prefubfifling 
ideas, nor intellectual paradigms of their fubfiftence. If, however, fome one fhould be 
willing to call the fciences arts, we muft make the following divifion :—Of arts, fuch 
as lead back the foul, and affimilate it to intellecl, of thefe we muft admit that there 
are ideas, to which they affimilate us: for figure, and the intelligence of figure, are 
fimilar, and alfo number, and the intelligence of number. We muft admit, therefore, 
that there are ideas of arithmetic, mufic, geometry, and aftronomy, not indeed fo far 
as they are applied to practical purpofes, but fo far as they are intellectual, and infpec-
tive of divine forms. For thefe indeed conjoin us with intellect, when, like the Cory-
phzean philofopher in the Theaetetus, we aftronomize above the heavens, furvey the in
tellectual harmony according to which the demiurgus generated fouls and this uni
verfe, and contemplate that number which fubfifts in all forms occultly and feparately, 
and the intellectual figure, which is generative of all figures, and according to which 
the' father of the univerfe convolves the world, and gives to each of the elements its 
proper figure. Of thefe, therefore, we muft eftablifh ideas, and of fuch other fciences 
as elevate fouls to intellect, and the affiftancc of which we require in running back to 
the intelligible. But, with refpect to fuch fciences as pertain to the foul while fport-
ing and employing herfelf about mortal concerns, and adminiftering to human indi
gence, of thefe there are no intellectual forms, but the foul pofleffes a power in opi

nion, 
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nion, which is the fruitful fource of theorems, and is naturally adapted to generate and 
judgeof fuch-like particulars. There are, however, by no means feparate forms of 
the arts, or of things artificial. But it is not wonderful that the caufes of thefe fhould 
fubfift in daemons, who arc faid to be the infpeclive guardians of arts, and toi mpart 
them to men ; or that they mould alfo be fymbolically in the Gods. Thus, for in~ 
fiance, a certain daemon of the order of Vulcan is faid to prcfide over the brazier's art, 
and to contain the form of this art; but the mighty Vulcan himfelf is faid fymbolically 
to fabricate the heavens from brafs. In a fimilar manner, there is a certain Minerval 
daemon who prefides over the weaver's art, Minerva herfelf being celebrated as weav
ing iti a different and demiurgic manner the order of intellectual forms. 
In the next place, withrefpeel to evil, muft we fay that there is fuch thing as evil 

kfclf, the idea of evils ? or fhall we fay, that as the form of things endued with interval 
is impartible, and of things multiplied*, monadic, fo the paradigm of things evil is 
good ? For the aflertion is by no means fane, which admits that evil itfelf fubfifts-
among ideas, left we fhould be compelled to fay that divinity himfelf is the caufe of 
thofe evils of which he contains the paradigms ; though we, when we look to thofe 
paradigms, become better than we were before. But if fome one fhould fay that the, 
form of evils is goodj we afk, whether it is alone good in its eflence, or alfo in its 
energy? For, if in its eflence alone, it will be productive of evil by its energy,, 
which it is not lawful to aflert;. but if in its energy alfo, it is evident that what is ge
nerated by it will be good. For the effect of beneficent power and energy is good,, 
no lefs than the effect of fire is hot. Evil, therefore, fo far as evil, is not generated 
according to a certain paradigm. But if, as Parmenides alfo fays,.every idea is a God,, 
and no God, as we learn from the Republic, is the caufe of evil, neither muft we fay* 
that ideas being Gods are the caufes ̂of evif. But paradigms are the caufes of the 
things of which they are paradigms ; and hence, no idea is the caufe of evil.. 
From all that has been faid, we may fummarily collect that ideas are of univerfal. 

eflences, and of the perfections in thefe. For the good, the eflential, and the perpe
tual, are moft adapted to forms ; the firft of thefe pervading from the firft caufe, the 
fecond from the higheft being, and the third from eternity, to the firft. order of forms. 
From thefe three elements, therefore, we may define what things are generated accord* 
ing to a certain paradigmatic intellectual caufe, and what fubfift from other principles,. 

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

The following tranflation of cxtracls from the beginning of the MS. of Damafcius 
-Tr.-p/ ap%u)v, or C O N C E R N I N G P R I N C I P L E S , may be confidered as an admirable comment 
on the concluding part of the firft hypothefis of this dialogue, where it is inferred 
(p. 160.) that the one neither is one, nor is; and that it can neither be named, nor 
fpoken of, nor conceived by opinion, nor be known, nor perceived by any being. 
The extracts are taken and tranflated from the MS. in the Bodleian library. The 
difficulty of tranflating thefe extracts, like the fublimity which they contain, can be 
known only to a few. 

Whether 
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Whether (hall we fay that the one principle of all things is beyond all things ? or 
that it is fomething belonging to all things, being as it were the fummit of the things 
proceeding from it ? And (hall we fay that all things fubfift together with it, or that 
they arc pofterior to and originate from it ? For if fome one fhould aflert this, how 
will the principle be fomething external to all things ? For, thofe things are in fhort 
all, of which no one whatever is abfent. But the principle is abfent, as not ranking 
among all things. All things, therefore, arc not limply pofterior to the principle, but 
befides the principle. Further ftill, all things muft be confidered as many finite 
things : for things infinite will plainly not be all. Nothing, therefore, will be exter
nal to all things. For allnefs (TTOCVTOTYIC) is a certain boundary and comprehension, in 
which the principle is the boundary upwards, and that which is the ultimate pro
ceflion from the principle, the boundary downwards. All things, therefore, fubfift 
together with the boundaries. Again, the principle is coordinated with the things 
which proceed from the principle ; for it is faid to be and is the principle of them. 
The caufe alfo is coordinated with the things caufed, and that which is firft with the 
things pofterior to the firft. But things of which there is one coordination, being 
many, are faid to be all 5 fo that the principle alfo is among all things. And, in fhort, 
wc call fuch things as we conceive to fubfift in any way. whatever, all things; and we 
alfo conceive the principle to fubfift. Hence we are accuflomed to call all the city, 
the governor and the governed, and all the race, the begetter and the begotten. 
But if all things fubfift together with the principle, will not the principle be fomething 
belonging to all things, the principle alfo being affumed in conjunction with all things? 
The one coordination, therefore, of all things, which we fay is all, is without a prin
ciple, and without a caufe, left we fhould afcend to infinity. It is however neceflary 
that every thing ihould cither be the principle, or from the principle. All things, 
therefore, are cither the principle, or from the principle. But if the latter be the 
cafe, the principle will not fubfift together with all things, but will be external to all 
things, as the principle of the things proceeding from it. If the former be admitted, 
what will that be which will proceed from all things, as from the principle? All 
things, therefore, arc neither the principle, nor from the principle*. Further ftill, 
all things arc in a certain refpecl: beheld fubfifting in multitude, and a certain fepara* 

* For the principle fo far as it is the principle racks among all things. 
tionw 
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ion. For we cannot conceive the all without thefe. How, thereforê  do a certain 
feparation and multitude direclly'appear ? Or are not all things every where in 
feparation and multitude ? But is the one the fummit of the many, and the monad the 
united Aibfiftenceof things which are feparated from each other ? And, (till further, is 
the one more fimple than the monad f In the firft place, however, if this be faid, every 
monad is number, though fubfifting contracledly and in profound union ; and thus 
the monad alfo is all things. And, in the next place, the one is not fomething belong-
ng to the many ; for thus it would give completion to the ma?iy, in the fame manner 
as each of other things. But as numerous as are the many according to a certain 
divifion, fo numerous alfo will the one be prior to divifion, according to the every way 
impartible. For it is not the one as that which is fmalleft, as Speufippus appears to 
fay, but it is the one as all things. For by its own fimplicity it accedes to all things, 
and makes all things to be one. 'Hence all things proceed from it, becaufe it is 
itfelf all things prior to alb And as that which has an united fubfiftence is prior to 
things which are feparated from each other, fo the one is many prior to the many. But 
when we expand every conception belonging to our nature to all things, then wc do 
not predicate all things after the fame manner, but in a triple refpecl: at leaft; viz. 
unically, unitedly, and in a multiplied manner. All things, therefore, arc from the one, 
and with reference to the one, as we are accuftomed to fay. If then, according to a 
more ufual manner of fpeaking, we call things which confift in multitude and fepara
tion all things, we muft admit that the united, and in a ftill greater degree the one, are 
the principles of thefe. But if we confider thefe two as all things, and affume them 
in conjunction with all other things, according to habitude and coordination with 
them, as we have .before find, we muft then inveftigate another principle prior to all 
things, which it is no longer proper to confider as in any way all things, nor to co-
arrange with its progeny. For if fome one fhould fay that the one, though it is all 
things which have in any refpect a fubfiftence, yet is one prior to all things, and is 
more one than //// things; fince it is one by itfelf, but all things as the caufe of all, and 
according to a coordination with all things ; — if this fhould be faid, the one will thus 
be doubled, and we ourfelves fhall become doubled, and multiplied about its fimpli
city. For by being the one it is all things after the moft fimple manner. At the 
iame time alfo, though this fhould be faid, it is necefiary that the principle of all things 

fhould 
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(hould be exempt from all things, and confequently that it ihould be exempt from the 
moft fimple allnefs, and from a fimplicity abforbing all things, fuch as is that of the 
one. Our foul, therefore, prophefies that the principle which is beyond all things 
that can in any refpecl be conceived, is uncoordinated with all things. Neither, there
fore, muft it be called principle, nor caufe, nor that which is firft, nor prior to all 
things, nor beyond all things. By no means, therefore, muft we celebrate it as all things, 
nor, in (hort, is it to be celebrated, nor recalled into memory. For, whatever we con
ceive or confider is either fomething belonging to all things, or is all things, although 
analyfing we (hould afcend to that which is moft fimple, which is the moft compre
henfive of all things, being as it were the ultimate circumference, not of beings, but 
of non-beings: for, of beings, that which has an united fubfiftence, and is perfectly 
without feparation, is the extremity, fince every being is mingled from elements which 
are cither bound and infinity, or the progeny of thefe. But the one is fimply the laft: 
boundary of the many. For we cannot conceive any thing more fimple than that 
which is perfectly one; which if we denominate the principle, and caufe, the firft and 
the moft fimple, thefe and all other things are there only according to the one. But 
we not being able to contract our conceptions into profound union, are divided about 
it, and predicate of the one the diflributed multitude which is in ourfelves; unlefs we 
defpife thefe appellations alfo, becaufe the many cannot be adapted to the one. Hence 
it can neither be known nor named ; for, if it could, it would in this refpect be many* 
Or thefe things alfo will be contained in it, according to the one. For the nature of 
the one is all-receptive, or rather all-producing, and there is not any thing whatever 
which the one is not. Hence all things are as it were evolved from it. It is, there
fore, properly caufe, and the firft, the end, and the laft, the defendve enclofure of all 
things, and the pne nature of all things 5 not that nature which is in things, and which 
proceeds from the one, but that which is prior to them, which is the moft impartible 
fummit of all thfngs whatever, and the greateft comprehenfion of all things which in 
any refpect are faid to have a being. 

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

v o l . ni. ^ D fomething 
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fomething beyond the one? for the many require nothing elfe than the one. And: 
hence the one alone is the caufe of the many. Hence alfo the one is entirely c i u f e r 

becaufe it is neceffary that the caufe of the many fhould alone be the one. For it 
cannot be nothing; fince nothing is the caufe of nothing. Nor can it be the many r 
for fo far as many they are uncoordinated ; and the many will not be one caufe. But 
if there are many caufes, they will not be caufes of each other, through being unco
ordinated, and through a progreflion in a circle, the fame things being caufes and 
the things caufed. Each, therefore, will be the caufe of itfelf; and thus there will be 
no caufe of the many. Hence it is neceffary that the one fhould be the caufe of the 
many, and which is alfo the caufe of their coordination : for there is a certain con-
fpiring coordination, and a union with each other. 
If, therefore, fome one thus doubting fhould fay that the one is a fufficient principle, 

and fhould add as the fummit that 'we have not any conception or fufpicion more 
fimple than that of the one, and fhould therefore afk how we can fufpccT any thing 
beyond the laft fufpicion and conception we arc able to frame;—if fome one fhould 
thus fpeak, we muft pardon the doubt. For a fpeculation of this kind i. as it feems 
inacceflible and immenfe: at the fame time, however, from things more known to us 
we muft extend the ineffable parturitions of our foul, to the ineffable cofenfation of 
this fublime truth. For, as that which fubfifts without is in every refpecl more 
honourable than that which fubfifts with habitude, and the uncoordinated than the 
coordinated, as the theoretic than the political life, and Saturn for inftance than Jupiter; 
being than forms, and the one than themany, of which the one is the principle; fo, in fhort, 
that which tranfeends every thing of this kind is more honourablo than all caufes and 
principles, and is not to be confidered as fubfifting in any coarrangement and habitude; 
fince the one is naturally prior to the many% that, which is moft fimple to things moro 
compofite, and that which is moft comprehenfive to the*things- whiclvit comprehends. 
So that, if you are willing thus to fpeak, the jirji is beyond all fuch oppofition, not only 
that which is in things coordinate, but even that which takes place from-its fubfiftence 
as the firft. The one, therefore, and the united are pofterior to the firft : for thefe 
caufally contain multitude as numerous as that which is unfolded from them. The 
une, however, is no lefs one, if indeed it is not more fo, becaufe feparate multitude is 
pofterior to and not in it j and the united is no lefs united becaufe it contracted in 

one 



O N T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 571 

one things feparated prior to feparation. Each of thefe, therefore, is all things, 
whether according to coordination, or according to their own nature. But all things 
cannot be things firft, nor the principle. Nor yet one of them alone, becaufe this 
one will be at the fame time all things, according to the one; but we fhall not yet 
have difcovered that which is beyond all things. To which we may alfo add, that 
the one is the fummit of the many, as the caufe of the things proceeding from it. 
W c may likewife fay that we form a conception of the one according to a purified 
fufpicion extended to that which is mod fimple and mofl comprehenfive. But that 
which is moft venerable mud neceflarily be incomprehenfible by all conceptions and 
fufpicions; fince alfo, in other things, that which always foars beyond our conceptions is 
more honourable than that which is more obvious: fo that what flies from all our 
fufpicions will be moft honourable. But, if this be the cafe, it is nothing. Let however 
nothing be twofold, one better than the one, the other pofterior to fenfibles. If alfo wc 
ftrive in vain in aflerting thefe things, ftriving in vain is likewife twofold ; the one falling 
into the ineffable, the other into that which in no refpecl: whatever has any fub
fiftence. For this alfo is ineffable, as Plato fays, but according to the worfe, but that 
according to the better. If, too, we fearch for a certain advantage arifing from it, 
this is the moft neceflary advantage of all others, that all things thence proceed as 
from an adytum, from the ineffable, and in an ineffable manner. For neither do 
they proceed as the one produces the many, nor as the united things feparated, but as 
the ineffable fimilarly produces all things, ineffably. But if in aflerting thefe things 
concerning it, that it is ineffable, that it is no one of all things, that it is incompre
henfible, we fubvert what we lay, it is proper to know that thefe are the names and 
words of our parturitions, daring anxioufly to explore it, and which, ftanding in the vefti-
bulesof the adytum, announce indeed nothing pertaining to the ineffable, but fignify 
the manner in which wc arc affected about it, our doubts and difappointment; nor 
yet this clearly, but through indications to fuch as are able to underftand thefe 
inveftigations. W e alfo fee that our parturitions fuffer thefe things about the one, 
and that in a fimilar manner they are folicitous and fubverted. For the one, fays Plato, 
if it is, is not the one. But if it is not, no aflertion can be adapted to it: fo that neither 
can there be a negation of it, nor can any name be given to it; for neither is a name 

4 D a fimple. 
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fimple. Nor is there any opinion nor fcience of it; for neither are thefe fimple : nop 
is intellect itfelf fimple. So that the one is in every refpecl unknown and ineffable. 

What then? Shall we inveftigate fomething elfe beyond the ineffable ? Or, per
haps, indeed, Plato leads us ineffably through the one as a medium, to the ineffable 
beyond the one, which is now the fubject of difcuflion; and this by an ablation of the 
one, in the fame manner as he leads us to the one by an ablation of other things. For, 
that he gives to the one a certain pofition is evident from his Sophifta, where he de
monftrates that it fubfifts prior to being, itfelf by itfelf. But if, having afcended as far 
a*s to the one, he is filcnt, this alfo is becoming in Plato to be perfectly filcnt, after the 
manner of the antients, concerning things in every refpect unfpeakable : for the dif
courfe was, indeed; moft dangerous, in confequence of falling on idiotical ears. In
deed, when difcourfing concerning that which in no refpect has any fubfiftence, he 
fubverts his affertions, and is fearful of falling into the fea of diffimilitude, or, rather, 
of unfubfifting void. But if demonftrations do not accord with the one, it is by no 
means wonderful: for they are human and divifible, and more compofite than is fit. 
Indeed, they are not even adapted to being, fince they are formal, or rather they are 
neither adapted to forms nor efiences. Or, is it not Plato himfelf, who in his Epiftlcs* 
evinces that we have nothing which is fignificant of form, no type, nor name, nor dif
courfe, nor opinion, nor fcience ? For it is intellect alone which ean apprehend ideas 
by its projecting energies, which we cannot poflefs while bufily engaged in difcourfe. 
If, therefore, we even energize intellectually, fince in this cafe our intellection is cha
racterized by form, we fhall not accord with the united and with being. And if at any 
time we are able to project a contracted intelligence, even this is unadapted and d i s 

cordant with the one. If, alfo, we energize according to the moft profoundly united 
intelligence, and through this occultly perceive the one itfelf, yet even this is expanded 
only as far as to the one, if there is a knowledge of the one; for this we have not yet de
termined. At the fame time, however, let us now apply ourfelves to the difcuflion of 
things of fuch great importance, through indications and fufpicions, being purified, 
with refpect to unufual conceptions, and led through analogies and negations, defpif-
ing what we poffefs with refpect to thefe, and advancing from things more difhonour-

* See the feventh Epiflle of Plato. 
able 
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able with us to things more honourable. Shall we therefore fay, that the nature which 
we now inveftigate as the firft, is fo perfectly ineffable, that it muft not even be ad
mitted concerning it that it is thus ineffable; but that the one is ineffable, as flying 
from all compofition of words and names, and all diftinclion of that which is known 
from that which knows, and is to be apprehended in a manner the moft fimple and 
comprehenfive, and that it is not one alone as the idiom of one, but as one all things, 
and one prior to all things, and not one which is fomething belonging to all things ? 
Thefe, indeed, are the parturitions of the foul, and are thus purified with refpecl to 
the Jimply one, and that which is truly the one caufe of all things. But, in fhort, we 
thus form a conception of the one which we contain as the fummit or flower of our 
effence, as being more proximate and allied to us, and more prompt to fuch a fufpicion 
of that which nearly leaves all things behind it. But, from fome particular thing which 
is made the fubject of hypothefis, the tranfition is eafy to that which is ftmply fuppofed, 
though we fhould in no refpect accede to it, but, being carried in that which is moft: 
fimple in us, fhould form a fufpicion concerning that which is prior to all things. The 
one, therefore, is thus effable, and thus ineffable; but that which is beyond it is to 
be honoured in the moft perfect filence, and, prior to this, by the moft perfect igno
rance*, which defpifes all knowledge. 

Let us, therefore, now confider, in the fecond place, how it is faid to be perfectly 
unknown. For, if this be true, how do we aflert all thefe things concerning it ? For 
we do not elucidate by much difcuffion about things of which we are ignorant. But 
if it is in reality uncoordinated with all things, and without habitude to all things, and 
is nothing of all things, nor even the one itfelf, thefe very things are the nature of it. 
Befides, with refpecl to its being unknown, we cither know that it is unknown, or we 
are ignorant of this. But if the latter, how do we fay that it is perfectly unknown } 
And if we know this, in this refpect therefore it is known. Or fhall we fay that it 
is known, that the unknown is unknown ? We cannot therefore deny one thing of 
another, not knowing that which is the fubject of the negation; nor can we fay that 

* As that which is below all knowledge is an ignorance worfe than knowledge, fo th« fifence in which 
our afcent to the ineffable terminates is fucceeded by an ignorance fupcrior to all knowledge. Let it, how
ever, be carefully remembered, that fuch an ignorance is only to be obtained after the moft fcientificand in
tellectual energies. 
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it is not this or that, when we can in no refpecl reach it. How, therefore, can we 
deny of that of which wc are perfectly ignorant the things which we know ? For this 
is juft as if fome one who was blind from his birth fhould aflcrt that heat is not in 
colour. Or perhaps, indeed, he alfo will juftly fay, that colour is not hot. For he 
knows this by the touch ; but he knows nothing of colour, except that it is not tan
gible : for he knows that he does not know it. Such a knowledge, indeed, is not a 
knowledge of colour, but of his own ignorance. And we alio, when we fay that the 
firft is unknown, do not announce any thing of it, but we confefs the manner in which 
we are affected about it. For the non-perception of the blind man is not in the co
lour, nor yet his blindnefs, but in him. The ignorance, therefore, of that of which 
•we are ignorant is in us. For the knowledge of that which is known, is in him that 
knows, and not in the thing known. But if knowledge is in that which is known, 
being as it were the fplendour of it, fb fome one fhould fay ignorance is in that which is 
unknown, being as it were the darknefs of it, or obfcurity, according to which it is 
unknown by, and is unapparent to, all things,-̂ he who fays this is ignorant, that as 
blindnefs is a privation, fo likewife all ignorance, and that as is the invifiblc, fo that of 
which we are ignorant, and which is unknown. In other things, therefore, the priva
tion of this or that leaves fomething elfe. For that which is incorporeal, though invi-
fible, yet is intelligible : and that which is not intelligible by a certain intelligence, 
leaves at the fame time fomething elfe. But if we take away every conception and fufpi
cion, this alfo we muft fay is perfectly unknown by us, about which we clofe every 
eye*. Nor muft wc aflcrt any thing of it, as wc do of the intelligible, that it is not 
adapted to be feen by the eyes, or as we do of the one, that it is not naturally adapted 
to be underftood by an efTential and abundant intellection : for it imparts nothing by 
which it can be apprehended, nothing which can lead to a fufpicion of its nature. For 
neither do we only fay that it is unknown, that being fomething elfe it may naturally 
poflefs the unknown, but we do not think it fit to predicate of it either being, or the 
one, or all things, or the principle of all things, or, in fhort, any thing. Neither, 
therefore, are thefe things the nature of it, viz. the nothing, the being beyond all things, 

fupercaufalfubfiftence, and the uncoordinated with all things; but thefe are only ablations 
of things pofterior to it. How, therefore, do we fpeak concerning it ? Shall we fay, 

that, 
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that, knowing thefe pofterior things, we defpife them with refpecl to the pofition, if I may 
fo fpeak, of that which is in every refpecl ineffable ? For, as that which is beyond tome 
particular knowledge is better than that which is apprehended by fuch knowledge, fo 
that which is beyond all fufpicion muft neceflarily be moft venerable; not that it is 
known to be fo, but poffeffing the moft venerable as in us, and as the confequence of 
the manner in which we arc a (reeled about it. Wc alfo call this a prodigy, from its 
being entirely incomprehenfible by our conceptions : for it is through analogy, if that 
which in a certain refpecl is unknown, according to a more excellent fubfiftence, is 
fupcrior to that which is in every refpecl known. Hence, that which is in every re-» 
fpeel unknown according to a more excellent fubfiftence, muft neceflarily be acknow
ledged to be fuprcmc, though it indeed has neither the fupreme, nor the moft excellent; 
nor the moft venerable : for thefe things arc our confeflions about that, which entirely 
flics from all our conceptions and fufpicions. For by this very aflertion, that we can 
form no fufpicion of it, we acknowledge that it is moft wondcrfol; fince, if we fhould 
fufpeel any thing concerning it, wc muft alfo inveftigate fomething elfe prior to this 
fufpicion, and either proceed to infinity in our fearch, or flop at that which is perfectly 
ineffable. Can we, therefore, demonftrate any thing concerning it ? and is that de-
monflrable which we do not think fit to confider as a thing whole fubfiftence we can 
even fufpeel ? Or, when we aflert thefe things, dô  we not indeed demonftrate con* 
eertmig it, but not //£ For neither docs it contain the demonftrable, nor any thing 
elfe. What then ? Do we not opine concerning it thefe things which we now aflert? 
But if there is an opinion of it, it is alfo the object of opinion. Or fhall we fay we 
opine that it is not thefe things ? for Ariftotle alfo fays that there is true opinion. If; 
therefore, the opinion is true, the thing likewife is to which opinion being adapted 
becomestrue. For, in confequence of the thing fubfifting, the opinion alfo is true. 
Though, indeed, how will it be, or how will that be true which is perfectly unknown? 
Or fhall we fay this is true, that it is not thefe things, and that it is not known ? Is 
it therefore truly falfe, that it is thefe things, and that it is known ? Or (hall we 
fay that thefe things are to be referred to privations, and to that which in a certain re
fpecl is not, in which there may be a falling from the hypoftafis of form ? Juft as 
we call t'.c ahlcnce of light darknefs For, light not exifting, neither is there any 
darknefs. But to that which is never and in no refpecl being, nothing.among beings . 

can 
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can, as Plato fays, accede. Neither, therefore, is it non-being, nor, in fhort, priva
tion ; and even the expreffion never in no refpecl (TO ^OC^YI ^xyoog) is incapable 
of fignifying its nature. For this expreffion is being, and ftgnifi'cation is fomething 
belonging to beings, Likewife, though we fhould opine that it is not in any refpect, 
yet at the fame time fince it thus becomes the object of opinion, it belongs to beings. 
Hence, Plato very properly calls that which never and in no refpect is, ineffable and 
incapable of being opined, and this according to the worfe than the effable and opi
nion, in the fame manner as we fay the fupreme is according to that which is better 
than thefe. What then, do we not think and are we not perfuaded that the fupreme 
thus fubfifts? Or, as we have often faid, do not thefe things exprefs the manner in 
which we are affected about it? But we poflefs in ourfelves this opinion, which is 
therefore empty, as is the opinion of a vacuum and the infinite. As therefore we 
form a phantaftic and fictitious opinion of thefe, though they are not, as if they were, 
juft as we opine the fun to be no larger than a fphere whofe diameter is hut a foot, 
though this is far from being the cafe;-—fo, if we opine any thing concerning that 
which never and in no refpect is, or concerning that of which we write thefe things, 
the opinion is our own, and the vain attempt is in us, in apprehending which we think 
that we apprehend the fupreme. It is, however, nothing pertaining to ui, fo much 
does it tranfeend our conceptions. How, therefore, do we demonflrate that there is 
fuch an ignorance in us concerning it ? And how do we fay that it is unknown ? We 
reply, in one word, Becaufe we always find that what is above knowledge is more ho
nourable ; fo that what is above all knowledge, if it were to be found, would be found 
to be moft honourable. But it is fufficient to the demonftration that it cannot be 
found. We alfo fay that it is above all things; becaufe, if it were any thing known, 
it would rank among all things; and there would be fomething common to it with 
all things, viz. the being known. But there is one coordination of things in which 
there is fomething common ; fo that in confequence of this it will fubfift together with 
all things. Hence it is necefiary that it fhould be unknown. 

In the third place, the unknown is inherent in beings as well as the known, though 
they are relatively inherent at the fame time. As, therefore, we fay that the fame 
thing is relatively large and fmall, fo alfo we fay, that a thing is known and unknown 
with reference to different things. And as the feme thing, by participating of the 
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two forms, the great and the fmall, is at the fame time both great and fmall, fo that 
which at the fame time participates of the known and the unknown is both thefe. 
Thus, the intelligible is unknown to fenfe, but is known to intellect, For the more 
excellent will not be privation, the inferior at the fame time being form ; flncc every 
abfence, and a privation of this kind, is either in matter or in foul; but all things 
arc prefent in intellect, and dill more in a certain refpect in the intelligible. Unlefs, 
indeed, wc denominate privation according to a more excellent fubfiftence, as wc fay 
that is not form which is above form; and that is not being which is fupereffential; 
and that is nothing which is truly unknown, according to a tranfcendency which fur-
pafTesall things. If, therefore, the oueAS the laft known of things which are in any 
refpect whatever known or fufpecled, that which is beyond the one is primarily and 
perfectly unknown ; which alfo is fo unknown, that neither has it an unknown nature, 
nor can we accede to it as to the unknown, but it is even unknown to us whether it 
is unknown. For there is an all-perfect ignorance about it, nor can we know it, nei
ther as known, nor as unknown. Hence, we are on all (ides fubvertcd, in confe
quence of not being able to reach it in any refpect, becaufe it is not even one thing; 
or rather, it is not that which is not even one thing. Hence, it is that which in no 
refpect whatever has any fubfiflencc ; or it is even beyond this, fince this is a negation 
of being, and that which is not even one thing is a negation of the one. But that which 
is not one thing, or, in other words, that which is nothing, is a void, and a falling from 
all things. W e do not, however, thus conceive concerning the ineffable. Or fhall 
we fay that nothing is twofold, the one being beyond, and the other below, all things ? 
For the one alfo is twofold, this being the extreme, as the one of matter, and that the 
firft, as that which is more antient than being. So that with refpecl to nothing alfo, 
this will be as that which is not even the laft one, but that, as neither being the firft 
one. In this way, therefore, that which is unknown and ineffable is twofold, this, as 
not even poffefling the laft fufpicion of fubfifience, and that, as not even being the 
firft of things. Muft we, therefore, confider it as that which is unknown io tts? Or 
this indeed is nothing paradoxical: for it will be unknown even to much-honoured in
tellect, if it be lawful fo to fpeak. For every intellect looks to the intelligible; and 
the intelligible is cither form or being. But may not divine knowledge know it; and 
may it not be known to this fupereflcntially ? This knowledge, however, applies itfelf 

V O L . in. 4 E to 



A D D I T I O N A L N O T E S 

to the one, but that which wc arc now invcrtignting is beyond the one. In fliort, if it 
alto is known, in conjunction with others, it will alfo be fomething belonging to all 
things; for it will be common to it with others to be known, and thus far it will be 
coordinated with others. Further ftill, if it is known, divine knowledge will conmrc-
henckit. It will, therefore, define it. Every boundary, however, afcends ultimately 
as far as to the one ; but that is beyond the one. It is, therefore, perfectly incomprc-
henfible and invifiblc, and confequently is not to be apprehended by any kind of 
knowledge. To which we may add, that knowledge is of things which may be known, 
as beings, or as having a fubfiftence, or as participating of the'one. But this is be
yond all thefe. Further ftill, the one alfo appears to be unknown, if it is necefiary 
that what is known fhould be one thing, and that which knows another, though 
both fhould be in the fame thing. So that the truly one will not know itfelf: for 
it docs not poffefs a certain duplicity. There will not, therefore, be in it that which 
knows, and that which is known. Hence, neither will a God, confidered according 
to the one itfelf alone, and as being conjoined with the one, be united with that which 
is fimple, according to duplicity. For how can the double be conjoined with the 
fimple ? But if he knows the one by the one, that which knows, and alfo that which is 
known, will be one, and in each the nature of the one will be fhown, fubfifting alone 
and being one. So that he will not be conjoined as different with that which is diffe
rent, or as that which is gnoftic with that which is known, fince this very thing is one 
alone; fo that neither will he be conjoined according to knowledge. Much more, 
therefore, is that which is not even the one unknown. But if the one is the laft thing 
known, we know nothing of that which is beyond the one; fo that the prefent rhap-
fody is vain. Or fhall we fay we know that thefe things are unworthy to be afferted, if 
it be lawful fo to fpeak, of the firft hypothefis, fince, not yet knowing even intelligible 
forms, wedefpife the images which fubfift in us of their eternal and impartible nature; 
fince thefe images arc partible, and multifarioufly mutable. Further ftill, being igno
rant of the contracted fubfiftence of intelligible fpecies and genera, but poffeffing an 
image of this, which is a contraction of the genera and fpecies in us, we fufpeel that 
being itfelf refembles this contraction, but is at the fame time fomething more excel
lent ; and this muft be cfpecially the cafe with that which has an united fubfiftence. 
But now we are ignorant of the one, not contracting, but expanding all things to it; 
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and in us fimplicity itfelf confifts, with relation to the all which we contain, but is 
very far from coming into contact with the all-perfect nature of the one. For the one 
and the fimple in our nature, arc in the fmalleft degree that which they are laid to be, 
except that they arc a fign or indication of fhe nature which is there. Thus alfo 
afliiming in intellect every thing which can be in any refpect known or fufpecled, wc 
think fit toafcribc it as far as to the one ; if it be requifite to fpeak of things unfpeak-
able, and to conceive things which are inconceivable. At the fame time, alfo, we 
think fit to make that the fubject of hypothefis, which cannot be compared, and is 
uncoordinated with all things, and which is fo exempt, that neither in reality does it 
poffefs the exempt. For that which is exempt is always exempt from fomething, and 
is not in every refpecl exempt, as poftcfling habitude to that from which it is exempt, 
and, in fhort, preceding in a certain coordination. If, therefore, we intend to make 
that which is truly exempt the fubject of hypothefis, we muft not even fuppofe it to 
be exempt. For, accurately fpeaking, its proper name will not be verified when af-
cribed to the exempt; for in this cafe it would at the fame time be coordinated ; lb 
that it is neceflary even to deny this of it. Likewife, negation is a certain fentence, 
and that which is denied is a certain thing ; but that of which we arc now eudeavour-
ing to fpeak is not any thing. Neither, therefore, can it be denied, nor fpoken of, 
nor be in any way known: fo that neither is it poflible to deny the negation ; but that 
which appears to us to be a demonstration of what we fay, is a perfect fubverfion of 
language and conceptions. What end, therefore, will there be of the difcourfe, ex
cept the moft profound filence, and an acknowledgment that we know nothing of that 
which it is not lawful, fince impoflible, to lead into knowledge ? 
May it not, therefore, be faid by fome one who ventures to make fuch-likc inqui

ries, if we aflert fomething concerning it from things of a pofterior nature, fince in thefe 
the monad is every where the leader of a certain proper number; for there is one firft 
foul and many fouls, one firft intellect and many intellects, one firft being and many 
beings, and one firft unity and many unities ;—if this be the cafe, may it not be faid 
that in a fimilar manner it is requifite there fhould be one ineffable and many ineffa-
blcs ? If this then bê adinittcd, it will be neceffary to fay that the ineffable is ineffa
bly prolific. It will, therefore, generate a proper multitude. Or may wc not fay, 
that thefe and fuchdike conceptions arife from forgetting what has been befpre aflerted? 
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For there is nothing common between it and other things; nor will there be any 
thing pertaining to it among things which are fpoken of, or conceived, or fufpcclcd. 
Neither, therefore, can the one nor the many, neither the prolific nor the productive, nor 
that which is in any refpecl: a caufe, neither any analogy nor fimilitude can be' 
afcribed to it. For it is efpecially neceffary to induce quiet, in that which is arcane, 
firmly abiding in the adytum of the foul. But if it be neceffary to indicate fome
thing concerning it by negations, wc muft fay that it is neither one nor many, neither 
prolific nor unprolific, neither caufe nor caufelefs; thus in reality fubverting ourfelves, 
I know not how, by negations to infinity. Shall we, therefore, thus trifling adduce 
that which in no .refpecl has any fubfiftence whatever ? For to this all thefe affer
tions are adapted, and after all thefe the very fubverfion itfelf, as the Elean philo
fopher teaches us. This queftion indeed is not difficult to folve ; for wc have before 
faid that all thefe things apply to that which is not in any refpecl, in confequence of 
its being worfe than all thefe, but they apply to the firft, in confequence of admitting' 
it to be better than all thefe. For the things denied arc not denied of each after 
the fame manner; but upwards things lefs, if it be lawful fo to fpeak, are denied of 
that which is more excellent; and downwards, things better of that which is worfe, 
if it be poffible fo to fpeak. For we deny things both of matter and the one, but in 
a twofold refpecl, after the above-mentioned manner. This queftion then, as I have 
faid, is eafily folved. 

Again, therefore, it may be faid, Does not fomething proceed from it to the thing* 
which are here? Or how indeed fhould this not be the cafe, if all things are from 
it ? For every thing participates of that from which it proceeds. For, if nothing elfe, 
it thence poffefles that which it is, refpiring its proper principle, and converting itfelf 
to it as much as poffible. What indeed fhould hinder it from imparting fomething 
of itfelf to its progeny ? What other medium is there ? And how is it not neceffary 
that the fecond fhould always be nearer to the one principle than the third? and the 
third than the fourth ? And if this be the cafe, muft it not alfo lefs depart from it ? 
If this loo be the cafe, muft it not alfo more abide in the boundary of its nature? 
Hence, too, muft it not alfo be more affimilated to it, fo that it likewife will be adapted 
to participate of it, and fo that it will participate of it ? How alfo could we fufpeel 
thefe things concerning it, unlefs we contained a certain vcftige of it,—a veftige 
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Mlening as it were to be conjoined with it ? Shall wc, therefore, fay that being arcane 
it bellows an arcane participation on all things, through which there is in every thing 
fomething arcane ? For wc acknowledge that fome things arc more arcane than others, 
the one than being, being than life, life than intelkcl, and thus always in fucceflion after 
the fame manner; or rather invcrfcly ; from matter as far as to a rational eflence, thefe 
things fubfift according io the worfc, but thofe according to the better, if it be lawful fo 
to fpeak. May wc not however fay that he who admits this will alfo make a progreflion 
from the firft, and a certain arcane order of things proceeding, and that thus we fhall 
introduce all fuch effable s to the arcane, as wc have condiftributed with the effable ? 
We fhall therefore make three monads and three numbers, and no longer two ; viz. the 
eflential. the unical, or that which is characterized by unity, and the arcane. And thus 
wc fhall admit what wc formerly rejected, i. c. multitude in the arcane, and an order 
of things firft, middle, and laft. There will alfo be permanency, progreflion and 
rcgreftion ; and, in fhort, we fhall mingle much of the effable with the ineffable. 
But if3 as wc have faid, the term it or thofe can not be introducedto that arcane nature 
which wc confider as above the one and the many neither muft any thing elfe befides 
the one be admitted as prior to the many, nor any thing elfe be condiftributed with the 
many in participation. Neither, therefore, is it participated, nor does it impart any 
thing of itfelf to its progeny ; nor is every God arcane prior to its being one, as it is 
one prior,to its being eflence. May we not fay, therefore, that language here being 
fubverted evinces that this nature is arcane by conceiving contraries according to 
every mode from things pofterior to it ? And why is this wonderful, fince we are 
alfo involved in fimilar doubts concerning the one? Indeed, is not thb alfo the cafe 
concerning being and that which i s perfectly united ? 
In another part, near the beginning of the fame admirable work, he remarks that 

the one in everything is the mc«c true thing itfelf. Thus, for inftance, the one of 
man is the mere true man, that of foul is the mere true foul, and that of body the 
mere true body. Thus alfo the one of the fun, and the one of the moon, are the 
mere true fun and moon. After which he obferves as follows: Neither the one nor 
all things accords with the nature of the one. For thefe are oppofed to each other, 
anil diftributc our conceptions. For, if we look to the fimple and the one, we deftroy 
its immenfely great perfection : and if wc conceive all things fubfifting together, we 
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abolifli the one and the fimple. But this is becaufe we arc divided, and look fo 
divided idioms. At the fame time, however, afpiring after the knowledge of it, we 
connect all things together, that wc may thus be able to apprehend this mighty 
nature. But fearing the introduction of ill multitudes, or contracting'the peculiar 
nature of the one, and rejoicing in that which is fimple and the firfl in fpeaking of 
the mofl antient principle, we thus introduce the one iff elf as a fvmbol of fimplicity ; 
fince we likewife introduce all things as a fymbol of the comprehenfion of all things. 
But that which is above or prior to both wc can neither conceive nor denominate. 
And why is it wonderful that we fhould fuffer thefe things about it, fince the diftinct 
knowledge of it is unicul, which we cannot perceive ? Other things too of this kind 
wc fuffer about being. For, endeavouring to perceive being, we difmifs it, but run 
round the elements of it, bound and infinity. But if we form a more true conception 
of it, that it is an united plenitude of all things, in this cafe the conception of all 
things draws us down to multitude, and the conception of the muted aboliflics that of 
all things. Neither however is this yet wonderful. For, with refpect to forms alfo, 
when wc wifh to furvey any one of thefe, we run round the elements of it, and, 
flriving to perceive its unity, we obliterate its elements. At the fame time, however, 
every form is one and many; not indeed partly one, and partly many, but the 
whole of it is through the whole a thing of this kind. Not being able, therefore, to 
apprehend this collectively, we rejoice in acceding to it with a diflribution of our 
conceptions. But always adhering in our afcent, like thofe who climb clinging with 
their hands and feet to things which extend us to a more impartible nature, we 
obtain in a certain refpect a cofenfation in the diflribution, of that which is uniform. 
W e defpife, therefore, this with refpect to the collected apprchenfion of it, which we 
cannot obtain, unlefs a certain veflige of collected intelligence in our nature is 
agitated. And this is the light of truth, which is fuddenly enkindled, as if from the 
collifion of fire ftones. For our grcatefl conceptions, when exercifed with each other, 
verge to a uniform and fimple fummit as their end, like the extremities of linen in 
a circle haflcning to the centre. And though even thus they fubfift indeed with 
diflribution, yet a certain veflige of the knowledge of form which wc contain is prc-
excited; jail as the equal tendency of all the lines in a circle to terminate in the 
middle affords a certain obfeure reprefentation of the centre. After the fame 
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manner alfo we afcend to being, in the firft place, by undcrftanding every form which 
falls upon us as diftributed, not only as impartible, but alfo as united, and this by 
confounding, if it be proper fo to fpeak, the multitude in each. In the next place, wc 
muft colled every thing feparated together, and take away the circumfcriptions, juft 
as if making ninny ft-reams of water to be one collection of water, except that we muft 
not underftand that which is united from all things, as one collection of water, but we 
muft conceive that which is prior to all things, as the form of water prior to divided 
ftreams of water. Thus, therefore, wc muft expand ourfelves to the one, firft collect
ing and afterwards dim lifting what we have collected, for the fupcr-cxpanded tran
fcendency of the one. Amending, therefore, fhall wc meet with it as that which is 
known ? Or, wifhing to meet with it as fuch, fhall wc arrive at the unknown ? Or 
may wc not fay that each of thefe is true ? For we meet with it afar off as that which 
is known ; and when we are united to it from afar, patting be\ond that in our nature 
which is guoftic of the one, then arc wc brought to be one, that is, to be unknown 
inftead of being gnoflic. This contacl, therefore, as of one with one, is above 
knowledge, but the other is as of that which is gnoflic with that which is known. 
As however the crooked is known by the ftraight, lb wc form a conjecture of the 
unknown by the known. And this indeed is a mode of knowledge. The one, there
fore, is fo far known, that it docs not admit of an approximating knowledge, but 
appears afar off as known, and imparts a gnoflic indication of itfelf. Unlike other 
things, however, the nearer wc approach to it, it is not the more, but, on the contrary, 
lofs known; knowledge being difiblvcd by the one into ignorancc, lincc, as we have 
b e f u ' v obferved, wdierc there is knowledge there alio is feparation. But feparation 

1 ing to the one is inclofcd in union; fo that knowledge alio is refunded into 
ignorance. Thus, too, the analogy of F!;:to requires. For firfl wc endeavour to fee 
the fun, and wc do indeed ice it afar off; but by bow much the nearer we approach 
to it, by fo much the lefs do we fee it; and at length wc neither fee other things, nor 
it, the eye becoming fpontrmeoufly daz/Vd by its light. Is, therefore, the one in. its 
proper nature unknown, though there is lomclhing elfe unknown befides the one? 
The one indeed wills to be byitflf, but with no other j but the unknown beyond 
the one is perfeclly ineffable, which wc acknowledge neither knows nor is ignorant, 
but has with refpecl to itfelf fuuer-ignomitc. Hence by proximity to this the one 

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

P. 166. Note. Such then is the intelligibh triad. 

In order to convince the reader that the doctrine here delivered of the intelligible 
triad is not a fiction devifed by the latter Platonifts, I fhall prefent him with the fol
lowing tranftation from the fame excellent work of Damafcius (U:-pi ctpyjuv,) Con-
cerning principles*, in which the agreement of all the antient theologifts concerning 
this triad is moft admirably evinced. 
The theology contained in the Orphic rhapfodics concerning the intelligible Gods 

is as follows :—Time is fymbolically placed for the one principle of the univerfe ; but 
ather and chaos, for the two pofterior to this one: and being, fimply confidered, is 
reprcfented under the fymbol of an egg. And this is the firft triad of the intelligible 
Gods. But for the perfection of the fecond triad they eftablifh either a conceiving 
and a conceived egg as a God, or a white garment, or a cloud : becaufe from thefe 
Phanes leaps forth into light. For, indeed, they philofophize varioufly concerning 
the middle triad. But Phanes here reprefents intellect. But conceiving him over 
and above this, as father and power, contributes nothing to Orpheus. But they call 
the third triad Metis as inte/Ieclf, Ericapaeus as power, and Phanes as father. But 
whether or not are we to confider the middle triad according to the thrce-fbaped God, 
while conceived in the eggj ? for the middle always reprefents each of the extremes; 
as in this inftance, where the egg and the thrce-fhaped God fubfift together. And 
here you may perceive that the egg is that which is united ; but that the thrcc-fliaped 
and really multiform God is the feparating and difcriminating caufe of that which is 

* Vide Wolfii Anecdot. Grace, torn. iii. p. 25a. 

t vow is omitted in the original. 
£ This is not an interrogative fentence in the original, but certainly ought to be fo. 

intelligible 
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intelligible. Likewife, the middle triad fubfifts according to the egg, as yet united ; 
but the third* according to the God who feparates and distributes the whole intelligi
ble order. And this is the common and familiar Orphic theology. But that delivered 
by Hieronymus and Hellanicus is as follows. According to them water and matter 
were the firft productions from which earth was fecretly drawn forth : fo that water 
and earth are eftabliftied as the two firft principles : the latter of thefe having a difperfed 
fubfiftence, but the former conglutinating and connecting the latter. But they are 
filent concerning the principle prior to thefe two, as being ineffable : for, as there are 
no illuminations about him, his arcane and ineffable nature is from hence fufticiently 
evinced. But the third principle pofterior to thefe two, water and earth, and which is 
generated from them, is a dragon, naturally endued with the heads of a bull and a lion, 
but in the middle having the countenance of the God himfelf. They add, likewife, 
that he has wings on his fhoulders, and that he is called undecaying Time, and Her* 
cules\ that NeceJJity refides with him, which is the fame as Nature, and incorporeal 
Adrajiia, which is extended throughout the univerfe, whofe limits fhe binds in ami
cable conjunction. But, as it appears to me, they denominate this third principle as 
eftabliftied according to eflence, and aflert, befides this, that it fubfifts as male and 
female, fpr the purpofe of exhibiting the generative caufes of all things. 

I likewife find in the Orphic rhapfodies, that, neglecting the two firft principles, 
together with the one principle who is delivered in filence, the third principle, pofterior 
to the two, is efiablifhed by the theology as the original ; becaufe this firft of all 
poffeffes fomething effable and commenfurate to human difcourfe. For, in the former 
hypothefis, the highly reverenced and undecaying Time, the father of aether and chaos, 
was the principle: but in this Time is neglected, and the principle becomes a dragon. 
It likewife fays that there was a triple offspring ; moift aether, an infinite chaos, and 
cloudy and dr.rk Erebus ; delivering this fecond triad analogous to the firft: this being 
potential, as that was paternal. H e n c e , the third proceflion of this triad is dark Erebus: 
its paternal and fummit art her, not according to a fimple but intellectual fubfiftence: 
but its middle, infinite chaos, confidered as a progeny or proceflion, and among thefe 
parturient, becaufe from thefe the third intelligible triad proceeds. What then is the 
third intelligible triad ? I anfwer, T h e egg; the duad of the natures of male and female 

* To rptrcv is, I conceive, erroneoufly o m m i t t e d in the or ig ina l . 
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which it contains, and the multitude of all-various feeds, rending in the middle of this 
triad : and the third among thefe is an incorporeal God, bearing golden wings on 
his (boulders; but in his inward parts naturally pofleffing the heads of bulls, upon 
which heads a mighty dragon appears, invefted with the all-various forms of wild 
beafts. This lafl then muft be confidered as the intellecl of the triad ; but the middle 
progeny, which are many as well as two, correfpond to power, and the egg itfelf is the 
paternal principle of the third triad : but the third God of this third triad, this theology 
celebrates as Protogonus, and calls him Jupiter, the difpofer of all things and of the 
whole world ; and on this account denominates him Pan. And fuch is the infor
mation which this theology affords us, concerning the genealogy of the intelligible 
principles of things. 
But in the writings of the Peripatetic Eudemus, containing the theology of Orpheus, 

the whole intelligible order is paffed1 over in filence, as being every way ineffable and 
unknown, and incapable of verbal enunciation. Eudemus, therefore, commences his 
genealogy from Night, from which alfo Homer begins : though Eudemus is far from 
making the Homeric genealogy confiflent and connected, for he afferts that Homer 
begins from Ocean and Tethys. It is however apparent that Night is according to 
Homer the greateft divinity, fince fhe is reverenced even by Jupiter himfelf. For 
the poet fays of Jupiter—" that he feared left he fhould act in a manner difpleafing 
to fwift Night So that Homer begins his genealogy of the Gods from Night. 
But it appears to me that Hefiod, when he afferts that Chaos was firft generated, 
fignifies by Chaos the incomprehenfible and perfectly united nature of that which 
is intelligible: but that he produces Earth-j- the firft from thence, as a certain prin
ciple of the whole proceffion of the Gods. Unlefs perhaps Chaos is the fecond of 
the two principles : but Earth Tartarus, and Love form the triple intelligible. So 

that 
* A ^ r o yap fxy vvxn S o i j airohina. fety. Iliad, lib. £. ver. 261 . 

f TV is printed inftead of T i j v . 

* As the whole of the Grecian theology is the progeny of the my flic traditions of Orpheus, it is evident 
that the Gods which Hefiod celebrates by the epithets of Earth, Heaven, 8rc. cannot be the vifible Heaven 
and Earth : for Plato in the Cratylus, following the Orphic doctrine concerning the Gods, as will appear in 
our notes on that dialogue, plainly (hows, in explaining the name of Jupiter, that this divinity, who is fub
ordinate to Saturn, Heaven, Earth, &c. is the artificer 0 f the fenfible univerfe; and confequently Saturn, 

Heaven, 



O N T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 5 8 7 

that Love is to be placed for the third monad of the intelligible order, confidered 
according to its convcrtive nature; for it is thus denominated by Orpheus in his 
rhapfodics. But Earth for the firft, as being firft eftablifhed in a certain firm and 
effential permanency. And Tartarus for the middle, as in a certain refpecl exciting and 
moving forms into diflribution. But Acufilaus appears to me to eftablifh Chaos for 
the firfl principle, as entirely unknown ; and after this, two principles, Erebus as 
male, and Night as female; placing the latter for infinity, but the former for bound. 
But from the mixture of thefe, he fays* that JEther, Love, and Counfel arc generated 
forming three intelligible hypoftafes. And he places /Ether as the fummit; but Love 
in the middle, according to its naturally middle fubfiftence; but Metis or Counfel as 
the third, and the fame as highly-reverenced intellect. And, according to the 
hiflory of Eudemus, from thefe he produces a great number of other Gods. But 
Epimcnides cftablifhes Air and Night as the two firft principles; manifeftly reve
rencing in filence the one principle prior to thefe two. But from Air and Night Tar
tarus is generated, forming, as it appears to me, the third principle, as a certain mixed 
temperature from the two. And this mixture is called by fome an intelligible medium, 
becaufe it extends itfelf to both the fummit and the end. But from the mixture of 
the extremes with each other an egg is generated, which is truly an intelligible 
animal : and from this again another progeny proceeds. But according to Pherecy-
des Syrius, the three firft principles are, a Perpetually-abiding Vital Nature, Time f, and 
an Earthly Nature: one of thefe fubfifting, as I conceive, prior to the other two. But 

Heaven, Earth, Sec. are m u c h fuperior to the m u n d a n e dei t ies . Indeed , i f this be n o t admi t t ed , the T h e o g o n y 

of Hefiod muft be perfect ly abfurd and inexp l i cab le . F o r w h y does he call Jup i ter , agreeably t o H o m e r , 

(irarrjp avtipouv t& Seouv re), "father of Cods and men ?" Shal l w e fay that he m e a n s l iterally that J u p i t e r i s 

the father o f ail the G o d s ? B u t this is impoflible ; for he delivers the generat ion o f G o d s w h o are the 

parents o f Jupi ter . H e can , therefore, on ly mean that Jupi ter is the parent of all the m u n d a n e G o d s : a n d 

his T h e o g o n y , when confidered according t o this expof i t ion , wi l l be found to be beauti ful ly confiftent a n d 

f u b l i m e ; whereas , according to modern interpretat ions , the w h o l e is a mere chaos , more wi ld than the 

delirious vifions o f Swedenborg , and more unconnec ted than the filthy rant o f the t loo l -preach ing methodi f t . 

I only add, that r^v is erroneoufly pr inted in the E x c e r p t a o f W o l f i u s foryr tv. 

* in the original fliould doubt lefs be 

•[ Xfavov is pr inted for yjpww. 
4. F 2 he 
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he afferts that Time generates from the progeny of itfelf, Fire, Spirit, and Water: 
which fignify, as it appears to me, the triple nature of that which is intelligible. But 
from thefe, diflributed into five profound recefTes, a numerous progeny of Gods is con-
ftitutcd, which he calls five-times animated (7r<vTf/xUA)%of); and which is, perhaps, the 
fame as if he had faid irivTixoo-poc,, or a five-fold world. But we may probaby difcourfe 
on this fubject at fome other opportunity. And thus much may fulrice at prefent con
cerning the hypothefis derived from the Grecian fables, which arc both many and 
various. 
But with refpecl to the theology of the barbarians, the Babylonians feem to pafs 

over in filence the one principle of the univerfe. But they efiablifh two principles, 
Tauthe and Apafoon. And they confider Apafoon as the hufband of Tauthe, whom 
they denominate the mother of the Gods; from whom an only-begotten fon Mooumis 
was produced : which, as it appears to me, is no other than the intelligible world de
duced from two principles*. But from thefe another proceflion is derived, Dache 
and Dachus. And likewife a third from thefe, Kiffare and Affoorus. And from thefe 
again three deities are produced, Anus, Illinus, and Aus. But from Aus and Dache a 
fon called Bclus is produced, who they fay is the demiurgus of the world. But with 
refpect to the Magi, and all the Arion race, as we are informed by Eudemus, fome 
of them call all the intelligible and united world Place, and fome of them Time: from 
which a good divinity and an evil daemon are diflributed ; Light and Darkncfs fubfifting 
prior to thefe, according to the affertions of others. However, both the one and the 
other, after an undiftributed nature, confider that nature as having a fubfiftence 
which diftributes the twofold coordination of better natures: one of which coordina
tions Orofmades prefides over, and the other Arimanius. But the Sidonians, accord
ing to the fame hiftorian, place before all things Time, Defire, and Cloudy Darhiefs. 
And they affert, that from the mingling of Defire and Darhiefs as two principles, Air 
and a gentle Wind were produced : Air evincing the fummit of the intelligible triad;, 
but the gentle Wind raifed and proceeding from this, the vital prototype of the intelli
gible. And again, that from both thefe the bird Otus, fimilar to a night raven, was pro
duced; reprefenting, as it appears to me, intelligible intellect. But as we find (with-

* That is, from hound and infinite, 

6 out 
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out the afTiftance of Eudemus) the Phoenician mythology, according to Mofehus, 
places .Ether and Air as the two firft principles, from which the intelligible God Qulo-

THUS was produced ; who, as it appears to me, is the fummit of the intelligible order. 
But from this God (yet proceeding together with him) they affert that Choufonts was 
produced, being the firft unfolding proceflion. And after this an egg fuccccds; 
which I think muft be called intelligible intellect. But the unfolding Chouforus is in
telligible power, becaufe this is the firft nature which diftributes an undiftributed fub
fiftence: unlefs, perhaps, after the two principles /Ether and Air, the fummit is one 

Wind-, but the middle two Winds, the ft nth-weft and the foulh ; for in a certain refpect 
they place thefe prior to Oidomus. But Oulomus himfelf is intelligible intellect : and 
unfolding Chouforus* the firft order after the intelligible feries. And the egg itfelf'is 
heaven : from the burfling of which into two parts, the fections arc faid to have be
come heaven and earth. But with refpect to the Egyptians, nothing accurately is 
related of them by Eudemus. According to certain Egyptian philofophers, however, 
among us, an unknown Darknefs \s celebrated in fome Egyptian writings as the one prin
ciple of the univerfe, and this thrice pronounced as fuch: but for the two principles 
after the firft, they place water and find, according to Heraifcus; but according to the 
more antient writer Afclepiades, fand and water; from which, and after which, the 
firft Kamephis is generated. But after this a fecond, and from this again a third; by all 
which the whole intelligible diflribution is accomplished. For thus Afclepiades de
termines. But the more modern Heraifcus fays, that the Egyptians, denominating the 
third Kamephis from his father and grandfather, affert that he is the Sun; which, 
doubtlcfs, fignifies in this cafe intelligible intellect. But a more accurate knowledge 
of thefe affairs muft be received from the above-mentioned authors themfelves. It 
muft, however, be obferved, that wifh the Egyptians there are rrfany diftributions of 
things according to union ; becaufe they unfold an intelligible nature into charactcr-
iftics, or peculiarities of many Gods, as may be learned from fuch as are defirous of 
confulting their writings on this fubject. 
Thus far Damafcius; from which curious and intercfting relation the reader may 

not only perceive at one view the agreement of the antient theologifts with each other 

* X'sjircupos fhould be read inftead of 

in 
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in celebrating the intelligible triad, and venerating in filence the ineffable principle of 
things, but may likewife behold the origin of the chriftian trinity, its deviation from 
truth, and the abfurdity, and even impiety, with which a belief in it is unavoidably at
tended. Confonant too with the above relation is the doctrine of the Chaldaeans con
cerning the intelligible order, as delivered by Johannes Picus, in his Conclufionsaccord
ing to the opinion of the Ghaldaan theologifts *. " The intelligible coordination (fays he) 
is not in the intellectual coordination, as Amafis the Egyptian afierts, but is above 
every intellectual hierarchy, imparticipably concealed in the abyfs of the firfi unity, 
and under the obfeurity of the firft darknefs." Coordinatio intelligibilis non eft in 
intellectuali coordinatione, ut dixit Amafis jEgyptius, fed eft fuper omncm intellcctu-
alem hierarchium, in abyflb primes unitatis, et fub caliginc primarum tcnebrarum im-
participaliter abfeondita. 
But from this triad it may be demonstrated, that all the proceffions of the Gods may 

be comprehended in fix orders, viz. the intelligible order, the intelligible and at the fame 
time intelleclual, the intelleclual, the fupermundane, the liberated, and the mundane \ t 

For the intelligible, as we have already obferved, muft hold the firft rank, and muft 
confift of being, life, and intellecl, i. e. muft abide, proceed, and return, and this fuper-
efTentially; at the fame time that it is characterized, or fubfifts principally according 
to being. But, in the next place, that which is both intelligible and intelleclual fuc-
cecds, which muft likewife be triple, but muft principally fubfift according to life, or 
intelligence. And, in the third place, the intelleclual order muft fucceed, which is triply 
convertive. But as, in confequence of the cxiftence of the fenfible world, it is neceflary 
that there fhould be fome demiurgic caufe of its cxiftence, this caufe can only be 
found in intellecl, and in the laft hypoftafis of the intelleclual triad. For all forms in 
this hypoftafis fubfift according to all-various and perfect divifions; and forms can 
only fabricate when they have a perfect intellectual feparation from each other. But 
fince fabrication is nothing more than procefjion, the demiurgus will be to the pofterior 
order of the Gods what the one is to the orders prior to the demiurgus j and confe-
quently he will be that fecondarily which the firft caufe of all is primarily. Hence, his 

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

\ i. e. 0501 vonroi, voyTOi xai noEpoi, voepoi, £7^x007*101, uiroXvrai five LirepovpaKci, ct eyxo<r/xict. 
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ADDITIONAL 

firft production will be an order of Gods analogous to the intelligible order, and which 
is denominated fupermundane. After this he muft produce an order of Gods fimilar to 
the intelligible and intelleclual order, and which are denominated liberated Gods. And 
in the laft place, a proceflion correfpondent to the intelleclual order, and which can 
be no other than the mundane Gods. For the demiurgus is chiefly characterized ac
cording to diverfity, and is allotted the boundary of all univerfal hypoftafes. 




