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the Neoplatonist Hierocles, who lived in the fifth century A.p. and
taught at Alexandria, has nor ver recenvied his due |'|.=.-._|.- in the history
ot Neoplatonic philosophy; or, rather, he has nor found am nlace ar
all. Most modern works that try ro sketch an overview of the histors
O Dmne Or .I“ of the ."“Q:'II|'|.'.I":IIII.' -\.‘!-::.II!."I_"\-\. il.-.||‘- el |'-.:|',1"'.':'. |"-,i
lamblichus to Syrianus and Proclus, without mentioning Hierocles,
However, the attentive ‘~|:I-.|:- of the fragments of his rearse in seven
books On Providence and of his commentary on the Pvthagsorean
L AdrrEN GIFeRiH '.'!l!.!-'.ll_':l_"\-\. 115 % |::"\; MANY Imporein \.I'\.\_'I.lii"'\. T ||-|_ "im.
velopment of Neoplatonic doctrines berween Iamblichus and Syrianus
Prowclus, k:‘:-.l'.'..l.'l.|;,',|.' of which would have sparcd some scholars some
rather considerable errors. For instan B ||Ix'l-=: 15 the tairly recent affi

ITRATTLRD r||-'|r a '\-\.Il:"”-lk:l.l'i"‘lh. il r|1:- -4 .I.:l.'l.! l'||'|!|_I:'.||: HL'II;'II.IH'I:::‘\.III
consisted of the ||-'||'h.|:. frey to wish to harmonize thie variowus theol WL al
traditions with each other, whereas we can plamnly read in the extracts
that Photius has preserved for us of the De providentia thar the fourth
book of this treatise “wishes o harmonize with the doctrines of Plato
what is called the Oracles [zeil. the Chaldaean Oracles] and the hier

atic mstitutions, and thar the ffth book “atribures to Orpheus and o
Homer and to all those who were famous before Plato appeared, the
I'\-||':|_:n..|||"|'||.,_=_| :I!I.'-\.II':' 1] |~|.3:|| (ol [HGE® '\'.-!"'|-\.'-\. Is |_E|_'.I|| WL .':"'II'-\.I_'“ Ii!;,

texts brom Hicrocles thus show that chis harmonizing tendency exisred

betore the Meoplatonists taught at Athens, and goes back, in all prob

abihity, already to lamblichus.

I therctore think it is usetul o publish an updated and shight
abridged English translation of my previous work on Hierocles, pub
lished in various places,* which allows Hierocles” median position
in the history of Neoplatomc philosophy, between [amblichus amd
Svrianus-Proclus, to emerge.

[he notes contained in thig baok are rather numerous, which 15 nowes
days frowned upon by editors. Nevertheless, they are indispensable.

Ihev enable the (Juie wation and reanslanon of mose of the Princip il pexes

Hador 1978: 1%
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CHAPTER |

]":nf'ugt:tphfu;;a] Elements

Few details of the life of the philosopher Hierocles are known to us, In
has treanse O Priog lernce, Hierocles introduces himseli
ful disciple of Plutarch of Athens, the Platonic, or, as we are now ac
-..|.|"1|l'=|:":l.'l\.| [ih Sy, "‘x'n.-l.-;'li.l‘.ulll,, |'-| E-.i-.ll!'|lw._'| |i'|-:' |:'|:.I-'||Ii-_ |_.:|:_'||._|'|
Plutarch ot Athens died in A.p. 431 or 432 ar a very advanced age. Ip
|‘I'=l"\'ll'|:.'!f'-'|:- two years atter the ¥ 4 oclus arrived in his schon
[ his ¢ .'.I-"\II|"'.'|I;*~ us with a ferm 1 fe qieert hor danng Hierocles®
studies under Plutarch. In addition, Damascius., in his hiography of his
master Isidorus, the Platonic diadoch who suceeeded Marinus. speaks
I I: 5 A% SO0IMmMeSome no || e .iil'.-,'_ A :|||' { il ol ||-\-.':,. WFIES Was
fI!l.' fime of the r 1 of Theodoric the Grean in [ealyv,? and
leath in $26.° Here is the EXIRACE Con

i Ii'\-"l"'l\. es from I.:'.ll"'"!.l‘u. 1Ll .I e ¢x ME A5 preserved hn

ried stedies ar Alexandria w
levared mind and sublime language, possessed, «

Ll [

of thoughr, As he was distinguished by his facility of speech and
abundance of the pretriest nouns and ve bz alwavs streck
ditors with admirarion, constanthy vwving with the beauny of lang
and the wealth it aro, Thi erOCles Wias o




SHird s

From [I]l'\. [rassa R, illi.li. Wi
i At some podnt in time, and thae he taughe there long enough o be

able to take L a secomd series of explanations of 2

I a -
¢s of Plate contamned in the Meoplafomsts” progral

dso more the laudatory tone of the entire p
not prevent Damascius from sitwanng Hierocles ag a
the hierarchy of the various Neoplatonic virtue
[ Ty H S hieve 3 | {
] .|II.\,|'; NrysiNE, l.'||l.|| OF ACHIEYVE A PESUIT Of
reEard to the great wisdom that 15 worthy ol
hie with the problems sicuated in the domaimn of thar »

human.® In other words, Hierocles, like Aristotle, € Y51,

B B | u -. »
other philosophers ot the same tendency, remained at the level of civic

o i Lz A
virtues.'™ e Suda transmits another passage
|:'||Z""!-.I = same work by Damascis: it must have t

mary, which we have just quoted, fairly closely:

Hierocles' cour;

[hE MIsEarrime [nat

Byzanoum, he otfended the

CHBOEITINEG




e sturchied o drreomal matoers with b s disciples,

This text shows us the attitude of the pagan philosopher Hierocles

¥ K maren - 1
during the persecution led by the Christians ar Constant nople, a situ

ation in which he kepr his cool in a way Damascius found admirable

Damascius also notes with satisfaction that Hierocles. even after these
|"|IIL'| EXPEMIENCCS, CONTInued |||||"||.'.":','_:|'.I|'\-;'. L3 |-,-_|.,i: :-,.|_||i 0na LAt
15 to say, pagan—ophilosophy at Alexandria, withour compromising

[he Sueda text on Hierocles ends as follows:

Line may get an idea of the marmanimous wisdom of Hier
reading the treatises he wirote on the Golden Verses of the Mvithagore
.II|"-..".| I"- FELMINBTON LS (e .':Il .L-.--Il Dy I'.'.'.i O, |-; ;l;. LT

man appears, with regard ro his “form of life!

acrer: bur lac KN preCiseon wilh régand 6o |

Damascius thus cnumerares as Hierocles' written work the two trea
tises we still know todav: the commentary on the Carmen gurenns,
'.'.'|||.._§": WL poshess 1N IS ;'lZ'.:"-.'Z:-._ AT ||||_' freatise Ol .|'l'-..'_'._|':-.-.-.'.-_ %1
wihich we have a bew traces in two summaries by Photios ™ We will se
in subsequent chapters that these two trearises, as far as their doctrinal
conrent is concerned, are consistent with the trend of post-Tamblichean
Meoplaronism, but they do not yer contain all the refinements thar chan
aACherize .“‘HC:_'|||"|.|:|||||x".| under Proclus, and even later under Damascius,
[his is whar Damascius means when he savs thar Hierocles was not ex
act with regard to |'\-|||il|*~:'-i'|!::...'|| TOTIONS,

K. Henry ||||'-.‘..'|L-.'|||:. artribueres 1o our Hierocles a work on Al
onius of Tyvana, bur the author in question is another Hierocles, also
pagan, who lived two centuries earlier, under the reign ot Diocletian,
and whose work is known to us through the polemics of Eusebius of
Caesarea. In has dialogue Theoplrastns, Acneas of Gaza ' distnguishes
s |E|;-;'u._'||-x; O ot |_|||_"'|_ I_|||_' |".: ran ;'l!'||||'--u.'|‘-||;.':' Lk i'l:'- Z.‘:ll::|'|| H

Alexandria, is presented in it as the professor of two of the three char-

Damascius, Vita
Fuary s a Moy

the words of Hermias, In Phaedr




== of the dialogue, and e 15 0

~d Hierocles the professor (0 Sidaoxaiog), 1o disting
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i author oF marve s STOries, DO WO Ui 1= dithicu

is the same as th

ot AppCar 1m this -.|: HELE |'-' N

rather against his treanse O Proviadence,

i - 1 x | Y I ] . I
However, since Hierocles was already dead at
-|x:-:'||"-_.|| INSCrRCTIOT I Llexan
principal pagan interlocut
CICIEFLS Dersonage, -.|-.'i“‘ln
Ane -.'-:Ilq.E;IZ'.".l.'-.I Te) W _I':'\.I-\. T
seeking our a limited, strictly privare audienc
}
case, Aeneas of Gaza refutes the principal arg
. ] .| 1 : i
rice O Providence point by point, at the sams
:
distinction berween the various st
.\,I::‘-'.'.:' [k SV CIATNLS AT II.||LEi|"'\-
||._ g o iy Py P I :_I.,_
e treatnsd K PFProprience was dedicancd
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t many very mighty barbarian nations under abedi
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Hierocles' Ideas on the History of

Platonic l“h[[mn]wh}

I "|!|'-|_- 4] i'|.|'.'|.' .il':"t-lllx!_ls:l.'l.': '.|xl."-.'.|:|':.'._ '..k||||:_ reruiimng ',!:r vigE
Praechter,”" that in the commentary on Epicretus’

theology, or his doctrine of first principles, by no means corresponds
to a doctrinal I::'I:l.':l.':'ln.':. i"'.'l\,,llll.',l o the school of A exandria. bur rache
reflects the doctrines of the school of Athens: in particular those of Pro
clus and Damascius. In this same commentary by Simplicius, we find
theory of providence that is w r close to that of Hierocles. Follow g
Praechrer, could we not recognize in Hierocles' doctrines on providence
avpically Alexandrian doctrinal tendency thar was then taken over by
Simplicius?® On this view, Hicrocles, in his doctrines concernis |
creation of the world, providence, and the destiny of the soul, depart
tfrom the tendency of the Neoplatonic philosophy of his time, and takes
up the theses of Middle Platonism, which are even tinged with Chris
Elaniey.

However, if we subomit Hierocles” docrrines on the hisrory of Platoni
:_15'-l|-.:--.|||'-||l._ an matter. the Demin !:'n'x::-li.._.l:'n' PO ICNICE, TO SRS
ful analysis, we shall discover that these theories are not, am
the theology of Simplicius, evidence of the anachronistic survi
theories of Middle Plaronism or of Ammonius 5accas, and thar chey do

not depart raom the overal evolution of h.,-..:|-.|,-_;u:'|:-.|:'

Ler ug:he he two summaries of

Hierocles’ we owe to the zeal

e NFAT SUMmnyary (Codex




714}, in which Photius 15 only concerned w
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Let us note two important points. First, Hieros
pothesis of doctrinal agreement between Pla
pothesis thagx almost universally accepred in the Meoplato
arter |_"|'-:'=1"'::. Iy. 5 '|-_||:._ Hierocles ._i:_'al_;"..l._._a A certain Ammaomus as

the restorer of this agreement. We learn v h Ammonius 15 meant a
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ctions that could be weed tes con

to refute their intennon: the fourth swishes ¢
cnion; the fourth wishes oo
LNER [N NNBCTRENC AnRSTRORIRORNS, 1 A e

b bsbe " I 1 i i 1 1
he fifth attribures Plato's phi osaphical theory on

the above subpects to Orpheos, Homer, and all those who we

[ LT} e CR T TN 1 ] [ k
mous before the appe: ce of Platog the sixth akes u

philosophers after Plaro, taking
nent, untill Ammonies of Alexan st remiarkable dis
'\-'i'\'.' % wiere o }I'l:;i."' anil |'i.|'.l|":'.lh._ Aite A b0, thi M

men we have just mentioned, he takes up all those who have
A PAEE o '.I'll\.'l'll'\-l\.'l'n."\-ll'._'.:illl "H.I::"'!'|:|.|': ::|_'-|||\.l,-.-.|':.|;| ey |i|
with the doctrine of Plate, All those who have rrie break the
umity of vicws e ¢ Platd and Anstotle, he ranges 3
LR -\.||'\-l-\.|'\-'. and those who should | considered with horeoe: they
have altered many aspects of Plato's works, even as they proclaimed
him to be their master. The same is true of the works of Aristorle,
O the part of those w iy it ify themselves with his school, All ther
maneuvers have hiad no other goal than to hnd a way 1o

giribe and ohe son of Aresro ar odds with one another,

book starts from a different angle, as it deals with the doctrine
tessed '.'-j- Lmmonies, Plotnus and Ongen, and also Porg
lamblichus, as well as their successors—all those whio, accord

him, are born of sacred stock—as far arch the Arthen:
||-_' A% WilsS |:|;,' "..|_|=\.[-_': ..'.:|:| LR NE '_i":-_ T .il-.\.'ll eSS |i!

COMCRRE l.l.|'_|'| Ii'_l_ _'l|'|' |'\--.-|_'l|'|l. (411 |'!.':-\.| I I L SEage

We can thus see thar this work was a treatise on pros idence, which
comld claim o pive a complete outline of the guestion, from both the
|_:_|,|_:-.|'||_'|r|. _':|||_'| |i'|;- ||'_w.|-::-|'|... _|| |1::-|."|‘.-1. O VIEW, lll."'. II|1 I';.'.!_.I!-.| [y the st
phrase: it cannot be decided with certainty whether the phrase eig
FxBeoy Sarumovtay oueht to be understood as meaning a complete ex
posICIon of Hierocles' doctrines, or merely a "i‘l"-ll'lli'u_'-!!l:-._“ OF P
INAFY OVEFYIEY it r|1;,' CONnBEnNes Of ':!:l.' CROre treatise, as | '-'-l"-!i'\-l TNl £
understand it in the light of the analyses thar A. Elver®® carried our on
codices 214 and 251 of Phonius® Libr

Az 2 funcrion of these two Inperpretative p wsihilities, we may umag
ine that the second book set forth the Platonic doctrines in detail, os

clse demoanstrated them, in both cases based on texts by Plato. Need

less to say, we must understand by “Platonic doctrines™ the theses elab

& 1o ghas o
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maintained a fairly reserved amitude toward the ¢
-

with the Chaldaear Oracles, and that it was i

lamblichus that theurgy, as well as the term iepanich @y, wer
Frescl sil 1 I..r- litis £ i i .

ErOnGunOsel 1INy Ty ACTEION Ol r||:' “".{:'lﬁl':l"l""‘- school 2* I, therefore.
Hicerocles, in the fourth book of his treatise On Prowides

: s : § i " 1
B | At s AETCCIMEnT '.'\-.|||1 the Fadciaiearr Uraclies and seih theuregd
cal practice, then he is to be ranged among the partisans of |

and he uses a procedure that he could nor navie Bound amomeE o

ponents of Middle Plaronism. This is amply confirmed. moreover: in the
commentary on the Carmren aurenns, verses 6 7-69% where H |
clares that the Epatikn dvayory is an mdispensable complemen
thearetical |'-|1|:||-.||;'|'-'.:._

[he htth book. Photius rells us, dares Platonic philosonhy as |

as Orphews, Homer, and others who were famouws before Flato, We en

COTmer :l!:x SVAELCTIATIC CINOET Al _|nx:|"..5.||_i|-|' LIt :i'|_- COMMMENEaries Of

Proclus, bur also, very ;":l!:.._ in the commentary by Hern

Mara’s P ries, We shall discuss an example of tf

as the Chaldaean Oracl L8 the Ornilica, ..:I._| MNeoplaroni

concerned, Proclus had elaborared a concordance berween these three
SYAICMS, A SYNopsis of which we may ind in H. Lewy's book

s Diracles. ™ Proclus may have been the hrst Meog




furnish a wealth of mareral on this subject, but neikno
master Syrianus was the first 1o make such an exhaustive attempt

harmonis |'||'|:'.:'.|"=~ 1% PI"".'.;.! by the Commentary of Hermias a vd Hier
L] ' PITLT . WEY ]

ocles’ rreatse [e FERCHI ST rifich, DNevertng |-: 85, 1T 1% L illileisly

rematization of such breadrth could have been car

lamblichus.

[The sixth book reviewed all
ristotle. the agreement of whose thought with tha

rhie |-||;'_.,|-m'|1:'u;|h who camie atter Pl

srarming with A
1 a | i b 2l . ¥ 5 ¥

Plata was also demonstrated. The result of this INVestigation was that
| Jas

all the parrisans of the Platonic and Aristotelian schools who had |

I-l".'\. l'.‘; '!ZI."I S

,‘!.::_ ||||'.'|| l_i:|-;|-,_---,_,_-.\, |.,|_.:.l._“_-,_-“ Plato and l'.:i‘*-'.-lll.

anil I||:_'|; WErE many until rhe time of Ammoni

declared to be forgers or else dismissed as mere
monius, savs Hiern o les, had as his most tamous d mus and
Cirpren, and 10 was thanks o has mfluence that the truth was xl- 4]
pvely victorious, '-:'-.'l".ill:!"\-!'-,, the person n QUESTION Was i)

SACCA%,

With the doctrines of this Ammonius, Photius tells
made a new departure in his seventh book, and he
philosophical tendency in the Platonic school, w hich took as the
of its interpretation the agreement in thought between Plato and Aris

totle, flourished up until his master Plutarch of Athens, passing through

s, Origen,™ Porphyry, and lamblichus. With regard t

hens, Hierocles tells us -.'x.|"-|:. ithy thar it was he who taught him
these Mlaronic doctrines in their |“~|:"|Ii:'-.| torm. which was due to the ri
forming genius of Ammonius of ‘lexandria. The role of Ammaonios

- I " L v e e s . R L™ 3 3
SACCaAs 15 also |||.L||I|-:.||;;_| In ANOLRcE |".-.*~-.‘:'.._l.' trom Photius second sun

LY.




[This I"'I'I-.'r'“xI.=IIII:'.1I"". of the seven honaks af | lierocles” Cir Pro wrdenee in

torms us that Hierocles had a specihc historical view of the des
EE G ;

nent of Platonic philosophy. Plara's philosophy, itself interpreted as a
revelarion, was understood as a meeting point, and at the same time

nrst culminating point between the revelations prior to Plare’s time

traces of which are found in the Orphica, in the philosophy of Pythago

ras, and in the poetry of Homer and Hesiod, with the totality being

ol =]

II.':I."!'I||\. .I| I-:i-r|I|.' !.l[:_'l' |-;l.-_'|.|_'_5|_||'|q,__:|:|_- {haldaean Yraeles 1_.”“5 E_”._.I-:,i:_
losophy up untl Ammonius, represented exclusively by the disciples of
Plato, that is, the Platonists together with Aristotle and his school. Th
philosophies of Plato and Aristotle were considered as concordant in
everything having to do with the doctrines on the soul, the heavens and
the :'-'-I'flh.-'li'!tl P widence. Atter Arisporle, thern |'i'_:'_.'||: Al PETH il of deca
dence in the interpretation of Plaro and of Aristotle: 2 pood number of
e |"\-||'.i-:!-w.|I|‘-||;.'I'=~ il :"n:ll1!'| 'l..I!lll:II'h I.I!I.".llk'-\.\_l ||1q._' Agreement mn .'|||- r|||-.-,;g_-_|||
of their respective masters. Yer Ammonius succeeded in putting a de
finitive end to all these false interpretations and to the arbitrary falsih
carons of I|1-:' LHATCD '|'-'I.II'L*~. LA I|'|-I: ATTER |'||||| [|:|_'I|':_:|_' |'|_||:|'-:' ¢ i1i'|i|-: -x|||'i'|'.
was restored to s stace of PLUEFILY uniil the n|.|:.~. of Hierocles, and no
one doubred the agreement between the thought of Plato and of Aris
totle any longer.

Oin thie subgect of this history of Plaroni |"|'|||::-'-.-||"!'|'-._1.'.-:' May sEare by
making the following two observations.

|'I|'=\.I, r|||' |||~\.Il|||._ .‘:| DAVErVICW '.!:.'ur Hicrocles PIVEs o the .il". |.'|llg.'l.":'|-.'|'|!
of the Platonic school |;~_'||'-||;--.. Hierocles' adherence toa philosophical
system that is rypically Neoplatonic, and even late Neoplatonic. The
Contents -::-I‘. E'.-c:-nih |.||||| - lel |i'.|_'._ WL r|'|-:'II' =VSICMAtC INCOrporaten i3
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poets as Homer, pre a.||'|'|'-'\.|_'.|-c|:',-'_."L'|' of development of the Neoplatonsc
svstem that was 'u_'._|,_'|:|_'|_|-::|||:. bepween lamblichus and Proclus, and thus
corresponds perfectly to the philosophy of Hierocles” nme

S0 far .._|||-,._-._||_||_-:'.-,'-.1 the summary has not contributed any elements

thar allow vus o doubt, as |'|..|I.'-_|!I!: r nevertheless -.||:-I_H.,
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Hierocles” athirmation rhat he adheres to the Platonic doctrines whicl
F 1 i [ :

e master Plutarch of Athens had taug
The doctrine of Plutarch of Athens

ianus and—albeir brichy—aol |"|*..~.|l.:~_' vally unknown to

i | L, |. v treind toy derach him
elsewhere. Beur and especially Ev ave tried o detach b

1 L

rv direction that ‘M-:w-'.ﬂ.l:-ln'xl:' had raken with

Ll

o the master of Syr

from the n;'.::-f'.‘:'.'- i H]
lamblichus, and have brought him closer to Porphyry, by attribut
ing to Plutar he=hesitantiy, 0o DE Surd the Ano VLS [ L r eSS,
-.-."::cn has since heen attributed to Porphyry himself by . Hador.™ (i
all the other arguments thar Eveard brings up 1o prove that Plutarch was

ok '--:|:|.,-|'|._'._-.,| by lamblichus, but rather adher the theolopcal sys

m of Plotinus and ':'n.r|'-||1|1~ none seems valid o . Morcover, we
know roday, thanksror he work of H. [, Saffrey and | i ':-_ Westerink,

thar the "-.r--rl.'l--u-»n; of lamblichus may have become established

within the Athenian schools in the mid-fourth century. Here T will
mvselt ro gving -,!-n- conclusion ar which Saktrey and Westerink arr
after a m .r|-_||| siis examination of the historical details: “Plutarch of
\thens. these authors tell us, no doubt minated by Priscus and
lamblichus I1. and e ol
amblichus LI, and drawing dirsCtly at e Yoy SORITCL L the Works ol
i I E 5 122k 5 i i B
he *divine |.-_||||'-I:.L:-.|-. was the first schalarch resolutely o enter into
the Meoplatonic current. Thus, together with his disciple and succes
sOF Svrianus. he was worthy ol being considered as the ol der of MNeo
aronism at Athens. " I 15 therelone Mot SUrprising oo hnd traces of

thie doctrine of [amibli hus in Hierocles” historca OVEEVIEW, WiE W [l see

larer on it the examination of the vars doctrines om prov idence that
Photius attribures to Hicrocles leads 1¢ same results.

Betore thar, however, we must dieal wirth some dithculoies raised b

Hierocles' presentanion of the ||5w.:|||:. of Academic the . Temight be
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':|‘i'|'-. coincides with the = neral and henceforth uncontested acknow i

edpment of the agreement between the thou wwht of Plato and of
and that this phenomenon should be linked to the name ot Ammonius

than oo that of Antiochus of Ascalon or of Porphyry. OF Anr




f Ascalon, we know from Cicero that he was the first As
¥ to athrm the unity of doctrine between Plato and
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only probable one, but which is one of the possible explanarions:
his hisrorical account, might not Hierocles simply be followi
shvry s treatise O fhe Unity of the Doctrine of Plato and Arisi

Mhighe ie not be Parp ) himself who designated Ammonius Saccas as
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mentioned this same Ammonius, the master of Ploinus., :
af a very important dogma concerning the soul® union with th
In addition, Plotimus himself, according to Porphvrey,® ook the teacl
ing of Ammonius as the foundanion of his philosophs
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Srrclres oar fhe Neofrlaicnrs: Hierocles

Aristotelian doctrines. Yet he could not have artribured o Plorinus an
active role in the endency toward harmonizing the Arnstotelian and
Platonic doctrines; apparently, theretore, Ammonius was maore suit ihle
for such an interpretation

A< far as Antiochus of Ascalon is concerned, he no longer counted

for much among the Meoplatonists. A comparison berween the de

scriptions of the history of the Academy found in the fragments o

Mumenius' treatise O i Academiy’s Deviation fromn Plato and

Augustine’s Contra Academicos reveals the purely negative role thar

the tradition of the Platonic school at
tor. because he had dared to introduce Stoic

:l'il'l_ll:,'.i [l .I'.!"."I-\,,Ill."‘w- o Ascalon:

I
e Was -.-::ln:-.l-.'l'-;'d da [ra
dOEmAs Ineo the teachings of the \cademy.*

[hus, |‘||:'|'::-.|'.~. 1%, I SECMs, 4 WIINness [o d -_1,__'|':||.L| ]| :"‘-::L|I|‘-!.'|I::-:'.Ix:"|

Porphyry, lamblichus, Plutarch of Athens], in which the unity of the
doctrines of Plato and of Aristotle was an article of faith, and in which
the paternity of this rediscovery was artributed to Ammonius. As wi
have seen. orher teatures of his account of the histor of Platonism al
low us to situare Hierocles stll more prec isely: they Presupposs a
degree in the development of Neoplatomsm that was achieved only be
rween lamblichus and Proclus. This will be confirmed by the tollowing

chapter.
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Hierocles’ i:'hilm;u‘:ph{cgll l[deas on Marter,

the []L‘miurgv. and the Soul

We now move on to examine the various doctrines of Hierocles lm
J craried by Phorivs. follow E L 1 I
selt, as reporred by Phooas, bellowing as much as |=-|.-.-.||'|_.-_'|:;_-|-.-.,:.,-: ik

served |‘~:. Phorius in his summaries. Photius tells us:

In contormity with Plato, his research establis

tence of a god who is the demiurge of the entire cosmi
draxdainaic), both visible and invisible, which the artisan,
produces withour any subsgrare (pndevos UROKELUEVOL:

alome was enough to baang beings into existence. From corp
cubstantialization {(olsiome] united o incorpareal creanon: |
these two he consttuted a pertecr world (soope:), which 1s ar th
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same time double and one.

With this text, we must compare the following extract, which Pho

2IVes LS 1N his second summary, and which is textually almost identical;

Plaro, he says, establishes the previous eXIStence of a demiirngis
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principles (God, Marer) or three pring iples (ldeas, God,
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he One.** Plotinus himself, to judge by his writings, had not given as
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ear a solution to this problem. It was probably under the joint it
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that Porphyry reached this interpretanon. Burt the Chaldaean Oracles

WETE |-|.;-hr||-|.h-|-.;-'_:._ suthority to which Porphyrey reic . We know trom
the testimony of Simplicius that Porp also relied upon the
Pythagoreans to justify his doctrine. \ccording to Porphyry, Modera
rus the Pythagorean reported that the Pvthagoreans, followed by
were the first of the Hellenes 1o conceive of matter as engency
cimmlicius cites Moderatus, through the int rmediary of Pos |'=:-. ry, s
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attributing it to the | gyprians. The two texts resemble one inothe
down to the Greek verms which Fesrusiere has carefully connpared, e

15 the texn:
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Later on, we shall have ta ey the
texr. which allude to the role of substrate plaved by matter

of the demiurge. For the moment, let us say that this doct
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Meoplatonic school
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in great derail, the arguments by wi

thesiz. confirmed it by Platonic texts, and refuted tl rary Opinions
of the Middle Platonist Atticus.™ We are justihed in SUPPOEITEE that

Hierocles also ranped Articus among the Plaronists who had mainrained
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rthe doctrines of the Middle
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For the latter. matter is a substrate in the sense of a thing that exists by
iteelf. and it preexists the work of the demiurge; whereas for the Ne

1 I - > -.. #
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that are truly beings, because they contain the cavse of their existence
within themselves, According o the point of view of a ~eoplaron
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albeir indirectly, through intermediary causes. I, with regard to the
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I a certain sense of creation from not |".I":.:_. because the marer from
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1 is clearly situated within the Neoplatonic context
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nremphasis o the fact thar the demiurge creaves by his heing alone,

in order to oppose the mode of acrion of their demi urge to that of the

murge of the Gnostics and of the God of I"‘:l.'_;'l.".'.h.:u.l the Christians,
WG Creaies i'-:- reflective w il The ?'w-.'-::-|‘~|:'.h|'1|-..'-.|-;-|1|II.I|';-_:'-. PEATESs CRer
II.I”!.. .=.:'|-.| a% | rlw.'ll::a._ |;.'*-. 5AYS, TE WoOr |-,,| ;,|| WS T EXISE T |;|':-\.|._|.L- Of thie
tvity of that which produces it” In order to create, the demiurge has
no need whatsoever of a matter existing beside him in a self produced
way. For all these reasons, the Neoplatonic demiurge does not resemble
NI AFTRSATLS, '“-'-i""-'l'”””:'l '\-\.I::' SWILENOUE MATTET OF Without instrumenits,
and whose activity is only accidental (ot oupfefmeoe).

Ler us noe above all that Hierocles formulates this theorem like 2
true Neoplatonist: he uses the plural to speak of cawses which act by
their very being. If, as Praechter would have ir, Hierocles® system was
unaware of a hypostasis higher than the demiuree = Nods, which would
thus be the only hypercosmic diviniry,” we should expect Hierocles to
‘\-'."".'.I:'. 1mn II'II". conrexr of one -\.|||:_:.|:' CaAuse, the I.IL.':||||||':.:'§.'. |||"~'.i..:.l.'i ol die-
scribing the mode of action of an entire class of beings in which the
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us, makes room for the Meoplaronists® habicual distincoion be
the primary beings (1 npote) and the secondary beings (i

In this context, the term i devtepa designares all the de

s of being from the hypostasis of the soul on down, and the rerm
mpiotee, understood but nor staced inoour text, therefore includes the
srasis or, more likely, the hy postases above the soul. I Photius does

give us precise information on the hicrarchy of the hypostases above
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In Ilww texts, on the other hand, we can ¢ asily recognize a Neopla
(LER]Ee |"-‘\-|||w.- tion of souls, and in [rarticy ular of ¢ ICosmic souls, i1t

'-'-'|'l|-I Hicrocles names the III--| g RO ps: the primary rational
souls (o TpMATOE Aoyisc), '-'»I'II-.II inhabit the supralunary repion {consii-
tuted in particular by the Soul of the world, the souls of the planets and
““‘-7\- '-E STArss; -:'-I-' :'-'lil.":'l'l'.'-.ll.'.:L' I.'.:'||!'|.\,|E 'H.II||I-|. T0E MEAHCE :l|:_-;:-.,;| X
demons, angels, or heroes, placed berween the moon and the earth
in the space of the air: and the last rational souls {d wievaia vyt
ar human '-"!IIH"‘:n.'!II!."II'.1Il.'-.|-::-|| earth. The triade structure of the class
it rational souls is the mape of the triadic structure of the demin
Nodes, which thinks itself as it creates. It seems thar the creation of the
class of ranonal souls .L-.u.||-.||||; b a series of PTHTATY, SEC0MEAary, and

eIy POOLCESSIOMNS COIMES TR |.|||||'-il|_':'~','.~., |I; EOES WIThOFIT SV I

and Heerocles states as much L-'-.|*||q.|r|-. i his interpretation of the Car-

aurenns, " that there are many aother subdivisions within this eri

ache division of the « I.I"'n. ] | I.I‘_IIl".lI 'H.II.|I'\-\._ ;.‘-\.'_'Il_'q_'!_]l;'l AMmong the bl .L';'\;
hey are, of course, always a faithful reflection of the structure of the
leminrge=Nods, Such a stroctered and complex demiurgic entiey

e i of a Meapl 3 | . | i o
AFACTERISIC OF 4 Neoplatonie system that has already reached an
[ l\.'-\.l .II".|'.I\.I|"'I".|_"|!.I! STAEE, Aar |,! IE |-'\.'\. Y5 SUPPOSes another sSom

d ey b ; -
ause that precedes it in the order of the hierarchy, With regard o these

three classes of souls, Hiecrocles specifies that they form a o

although cach mameains its distinctness. The expression «:-'1--';1- 0L

evmots had been a key term in Neoplatonism since Porphyry,
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ymong other things, was used 1o explain the birth of the ||||,|:I,|I||x|.' 0l
nsible forms from the [PuEre umity of t the One. Inthe hrse hypostasis af
.|.L:.... e i the unicy of all the by
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ings 1t contains is theretore bar superior oo their mutaal distincrion

which nevertheless already exises, From hvpostasis to hypostasis, u
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stands it as the World Soul, the latter as an ung
hvpercosmic soul, :"-|-.II'-.':-'.'.'I', the ditterence within el
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became more and more clearly marked. It was apparently lamblichus
wha intmoduced: the ¢ Ry o by kind
WO amEroduced the classincation Of souls Dy Kind,

w Hierocles. severtheless, the i [ L Of BENGSEE Was I

ESSETCE 1S The Pact

as “the middle term between the div

Between the Sorpareal K ds and the in> cal Kinds,
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terences of kKind and of nature, as Hierocles specifies,
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explain whar these differences :




As Hierocles -.'I1I|"|ZZ'I*~'.-"I."- by his Iu‘|':..=:ll.'-.J. .'|-.|:_i:|||'-:' ot the adjecrive

hoykd, the souls in the three groups enumerated are rarional gouls cnls,

He thus adheres to the doctrine of lage Neoplatonists like Hermias, Svi

anus, Proclus, and their successors, who understand by “soul” in the

SINCT sense '-'I'II:- -'|!|_' raticnal S0k, even when ir is tf wiman soul thar

15 urecler r-=-ll‘~:-|’-'l'-lfll"-"-. Fon r|'|-.'l'|'|. the I les of animal and Vi talble
iite, considered as mere reflections or traces of the rational soul in the
.""'I:" do not fall within the class of truly self-moving souls.'®® Yer this
does not prevent them from occasionally ace epring, especially when in
terpreting Aristotle, the broad habitual concepr of “human soul.” The
irrational soul is no longer the work of the demiurge himself, Hierocles

explains this as follows:

LT W

MIFLICIPRARITE 1N thie eruth and i viri = bor thas reason if cannog be
the work of the '\.E'\.Ii'=lll:.'_-\.'. ||:|'|'.. 1 -_.\_l_ fdt] b |_| thie rrartomal amnd
that whach 1s deprived of ingellect, be an image of the intelligble
pod * Each imape of him is [provy aded with intellect and with reason,

WNLCl BS Capa e of know 1 .:'\-\'Il ancd af knowid £ I8 CrEalor,

( :'!"!'.'IIII"\..:-...'I\ in the ext cived on page 31, whar 1= ar issue 1% e MNeo
platonic thesis according to which each hvpostasis is the image of the
cause that precedes it Thus, Proclus can say that ®every soul is . . . the
intelligibles in the mode of an image (eixoviedc).” " The hypostasis at
PO reimoves Inoam a Cause is no IOTEEE THE 1IMaEe ol rhis canise B an
image of the image. The Meoplatonic doctrine to which Hierocles al-
ludes developed from the passage of the Timaens, where Plato says that

the demiurge “wanted all thngs, a5 Far a8 wis msible, to become sim

ilar to him,” (29¢) and from another passage of the Timaens (42dfE.
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arge himself was the rational human soul.
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fRrmation that the rational human soul was the demiurge’s |
ITELESE ':*;- _::|-_|._-|-.:_.'|'-|_: 1] 5"':|_' 2 T1SE '_| AT 1T WS r|;|, Elal '|'|III':'. 14 ]
I Trom rhe deminrge. For it s ohvious that, 1n a Cert:
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e also creares mortal beings. On this subject, too, Pr

Hierocles” opinton; | quote from his Cormmentary on th
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[hus the irrationat soul 15 0ot, properly spe
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A5 I i1 LW, i'-"\-""q.!"l.::il'l'\. i II!'\-\. COMMENEATY On |E'|.L- L.airiien di
rational human sou possesses a vehicle, the luominous body (airoe s
3 f A
g ), which is congenital to it, sempiternal. and whic h. like it is the
work of the demiurge.'™ This luminous or pneumatic immaterial
body,'"** which is a kind of life, ensures the junction of the rational hy
man soul with its mortal body, At the time of the rational soul’s incor
poration, the luminous body is placed wirthin the still-inanimate mortal
body, and n i'--r.|I|||,'~. inta it the ||"., that 15 active within MAlter §Loong
£vedeg); thar s, irrational lite or soul. Our animate mortal body or
mortal animal, since it is made up of the irrational soul and the mare
rial body, is a mere image of the human being constitured by the rational
soul and the immaterial bods We thus obtain the following schema:

1T | |
TR ECIT1ZEE SO0l

immartal } = human being

I . created by
irrational soul image of the

material hody human being

t = the recent or l = nu:-:"...l[
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; tex the rational soul, immortal ke i and immaterial: this

1% the luminous or poneamanc body, The other body 15 adventitous
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the winged chariot and its driver™ [= Pha

man soil’s prneumatic body will thus return with the rational

e il g - i
iIc cthereal region (0 alBepuos 1omos) whence it came. " This
o 15 situated benearh the moon.
& . g ! i - - I [ | -.- B
Although Hierocles agrees with lamblichus with regard oo the 1m
|I'll.’|.'l|l|:- of the preamanc or leminous vehicle, |!|_--,||_|x_'_||=.. trom the lag
-.\. - B It 1
ter’s doctrine of the creator of the vehicle and the irranonal soul:
=
tor Hierocles the crearor of the vehicle is the demiurge, whereas for
lamblichus it 15 the recent pods. For Hierocles, the irranional son
rial, whereas lamblichus, like Plutarch of Athens. conceives of ir as

immoreal. ™" This s shown by the bollowing rext of Procl
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¢ third place come those whao remave all kinds of d R
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that of the icrational o the same

LLN EELT .!I LireE OfF matter, .||'|_| §i |":'.\," CANCS [T ;|'|'|!_|i

) 3 ! ; T it )
hings. Such 15 the epinion of lamblichus and of all those who think

1t ool 00 agree with hiom, who do not make the existence of the ve

le and of the irranonal derive purely and simply from the divine
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a0 be mutable by their owen nature; bae froon the gods themselves

witc direct the World and Fabricare all chings eternally,

Praclus’ declaranion 15 corroborated |'\-:. two texis from lamblichus®
e anima collecred by Stobacus, in which lamblichus expresses his own

opinion, which is generally identical to the view of those he calls the
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LNE TNIrd persime with eis

ease n the number of vehicles'™ s impartant, not only in the
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CAase 0l I"i!.':'l.li'. SeMls, DUt also withim the eTare I:li.l'.l _-"-!..l o :II!' r\"."' Wi
I g PR - I.II |.|'.. | | ]
class, According to Procius,™ the divine souls possess only the luminous
Wi IH- - I'I'\-.I'w.. 15 The mediate class of thie chemn NS, ifl -:l.!'\.lll'l Wi By Hhe ham
nowus vehicle, also uses the preumatic vehicle: and the human souls have,
1 41 > . q | 1 i
over and above these two vehicles, the mortal body as third velicle, o
;

Hierocles, on the contrary, as we have seen, '™ the three classes of souls all
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In Hermias, we find the same system as in Hierocles. In his com
on Plato’s Phaedriz, he too is aware of onlv one veh cle of the
soul besides the visible body: a vehicle which is at the same time lum

mos and pneumartic, conceived of as eternal and immaterial, ¥ the 11
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Stedivs on the Meoplatonist Firerocles
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the same distinction between man and the living being,"*! all of whic
a :
i i theeie of the mortality of the ircational soul.™* This
- viried with the thesis of the morgality
g coum bined ¥ SRR witable for all thase
evetem avoids the alternative Proclus thinks 15 inevitabic tor all thase

whao admir the existence of only one vehicle of the soul:

{Jf these peaple, B Says,
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of all bodies. Ochers, who preserve the vel
| e | 1. This results from
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According to Proclus, then, Plato’s phrase in the Timaeus
ROATY OFADY KOl BFTERGY TPOSOUAVTE £X TUDOS Kl VOUTog KOl aEp

1c. BopuflndT) Kiml Aoy »ovta” thus relates to the pneumati

with the irranonal soul: whereas for Hierocles and Hermas, it des

the visible human body together with the irrational soul. Hierocles and
Hermias therefore do not vield o Proclus® alternarive; !lil':- comsider the
irrational sl po be morral, whereas they attnbute immorradicy

one and onlv vehicle of the soul, For them, the irrational soul 18 not linked
tar the vehicle ar all. bur o the i'-::._|:.. Mevertheless, nothi g

briet historical .._'x|'.'--.:|,i!'-|: allews us o ;_'||||:5_1w the existence of a
trine like

toimagine he did not know ik, The alternative that Proclus’ own svstem

inspires makes him exclude a prion the existence of such a doctrine.

[his briet survev of the varouos ."\-.-.'l-',"l IONIC dOCITINGS O the DCL

natic vehicle and the irrational soul lets us see thar the doctrine pre
sented by Hierocles corn SPONES EXAL tly o a 5t ot development than
the theory of the pneumaric vehicle attained berween Iamblichus and
Svrianus ™ or Proclus,

1 " .
18, i

TRARNNS, 5 5 @
re ohliped
i

2 S 0w Aot

SeEneCles,

I )




wies” Dhoetrine of the Three (€

Although we cannot fix a terminus ante qeeern this time, it is again a

post-lamblichean doctrine we encounter in the description thar Hier-

1Al
only rational souls are under discussion, and thar these three classes of

souls form a unity, although each maincains is distincriveness, Hier
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apeplatemc), but is unerangly and unathicredly ume
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| he third, as the Lyse of the divine kinds, 15 noconly infertor oo

e exorller he heavenly beings by the fact that it s to some ex

rent subpect (o aloeration | T Ormeaouy TpesEetio |, bal because of the
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simared bBelow the waorth (€ 1 of the ethereal beings. For the

of always intelligiang '.|'|-.':.:_- il and of POSSCESING KW ledee of
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n unifed form {nvesiewos ], pertaims o the heavenly beings, wihe

sintelhgizing himz always, but discursively (SieEotuxac), b

cssenee o the cthereal beines, But the fact of noe alwave imeel g N,
and of intelligizing in a partial way (pepepemeéwoes), in the very ac

of intelligizing, has been atinbuted as a proper characterissic 1o b
Manm sq ||_!!'h._ which v mature tall ol the undiveded incellecmon
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fied tn an orderly way, of the ethereal beines, since these souls do not
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but even when they are raised up to the worth of intelligizing, o
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the Drensinree. and the Soul

This natural defectiveness of the rational human soul explains the im

portance of theurgy for its salvation. As we have briefly had occasion
s e % ] e 4 - J 1 = K

1o mention, - theurgy, in a process thar began with lamblichus, occu
pics a considerable place in Hierocles' commentary on the Carmen an-

rederr, a5 we will now 20¢ 1 more detail.

he extracts that Photius took from Hierocles' treatice O Providesnce
do not speak of theurgy. This lacuna is compensated by the last chap
ters (XXV, XXV and XX VI of Hierocles” commentary on the Car
rere aeerenin, which I.‘!'\."‘"\.\_l:."'l.' in decail the conditions that must be Alled
s0 that the rational human soul may return o its homeland. These con-

ns are the same as in lamblichus: the acquisition of virtue: learn
mg the mathematical sciences and philosophy, which together purify the
rational soul; and theurgy, which purifies the pneumatic or luminous
!":-.E-.. For H:I.'::Ihh.'x. ':'.r:'-.1....'l.-;'|'_ '.|!l.'i.-.'.':.Q- ||.I'-\. WO DACES, 1l.|l.x'.|;.'*~ .|:‘i-.| |1I-
eratical elevation, a bipartition that we will find clearly expressed again
in Proclus, albeit probably not with the same meaning. For Hierocles,
a5 Wil -|| S I-\.'IE"\!.I.'H. ||:|,".|g|-._'w. I||:_ |-||.||||::. ol ||u_'.'|| Pagan riecs,
whereas tor Proclus this term seems o signify in particular the art of

mating statues. ™ [ quote Hierocles:
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theoretical (or contemplative) intellect
political mtellect: civic morality
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In the last division, we no longer hear of *hieratic elevarion,” which
certainly corresponds o thie ghest level of theurey, whereas the SEIC
AT :_||-:'-i1.||'-:-. neludes the two lower levels of theurgy according to
lamblichus, What is INTErESTINE 15 that I!1-.'|||:::. 15 "':-. o means -::|'-|'-|n.-;-_|
[0 ;‘:||||-x:'-;1:':.. burt is integrated within ir.

| !:.Ii"'l-\,,'l VI deals briefly with the fate of the rational human soul
afrer its purification, and that of its vehicle. In accordance with the
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an immortal god.

Hierocles has both soul .'.||i_i vehicle arrive ::::_'|-_||1q'| in the ethercal re
gion., which is situated below the moon. It is not, however, cerrain thar
what is at issue is anything other than a provisional affirmation, re-
auired both by the text to be commented upon and the elementary na
ture of this commentary: he may have refined this athrmation in another,
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but it will undergo a beginning of death.
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was found in the Platonici libri, made up above all of texts by Po

phyry,'*! E. zum Brunn, who dealt with all the rexts from August
i|.;:. |-.|||-r, cited. "™ did not attempr an IMvestganon of SoUrces. [ hetler's
v ithiesis can claim tor itselt a certam probability trom the ve
thar. elsewhere, for other texts and according to other histor
been supposed with probability bardering on certitude, thar Por
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In what follows, we shall give a few examples of what we can hind in

Motinus. The theme of maeis and miins e2se is stated clearly inth

loAwvImE text:
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V1,9, 9,1

Did Plotinus, from a certain point of view or at a determinate m
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I'hese texes trom Augustine, Plotinus, Porphyey, and Hierocles have a
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ened, it beeomes evil, and it dies, not completely, bur in a sense. The
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of purity of its being, as well as the integrity of its essence,

[ do not know any of the small number of texts by Porphyry that have
been preserved, thar declare exprressis verbis that the rational human
soul can change in its essence; yet the presence of this doctrine in Au

Fustine makes i |"||:-i1.'||‘~|:' that some such rexts existed. In ¥ Case, In
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of the MNodis, We have seen thar all these features thar Hieroeles at

rribuces to the demiurge are found i all ithe -\“‘\--'-:!|"I.=.:ll:'|l-r*~. Yer we have
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1ot yer interpreted the lase phrasc of the passage cited on page 30: *Bur

the god who is their father and demiur fe relgns as king over them all”
and of the parallel passage from codex 251: “But the god who is their
Creator (oL Trs) articd |.'|IE'|-.'|'.'|,':5:_||x.h1x king over them all ® | e phirase
“creator and f-lflll.*.‘. which Hierocles .'.:.'l;'III-C"H. [ thie q.'i-\.':'l'lllll'!':.. 11l
e | Ii'l.l'. I II-.'I"::. Ii."'a'.l-::;'\-\. E'|_|l..,' i1 ||"_"\;._| |l. l.'i-\.'."i'lllll:,:l,'q.ll I'I-IE-H-I"\. Firrraes,
tor the demiurge of the Timaens is also called *creator and father”
In addinon, nothing is more usual in a text of Platonic inspiration than
to call the demivrge “king.” since this appellation is the resule of a
I-\.-::”L'l. l\.'l||:i."" NACIIN O 54 '-;_I.II texts of Plaro |;'-1'|.|'\-5‘r VACIOLS ATTCMPs
o harmonize them wath rII;'l:Ji I ,“‘»_'._-.;;l-\.l_-.;..:-,iI|L XS, -.-.,._-_.-':._l

a multitude of phrases, alw ays similar, of which | will cite only one, used

¥y I.|:"|I'||._I:'_|x. A5 dATl -.':'-:.'.:'|||‘~||': “the intellect, leader and King of Dengs

and demuurgic art of the umiverse .. "

Besides these reflections of an exegetical nature, the title of “king™
BIVCE [0 I||:'Li-.'||||=_.'_;|_' 1%, tora HL'II|'I|.I!::-|!:5I._ laden with the meanmg of
Hellenistic research on the ideal government, In Hellenistic thought,
royalty implied a government that respects the laws of the city, by
opposition . 0o tyranny, which knows only arbitrary procedures.
Xenophon's Socrates (Memror IV, 6, 12) already distinguished the king
trom the tyrant in this way. The ideal king is thus essentially loval
voprpoachs but he does not ace like a blind, impersonal law, incapable of
discerning what 15 best and most just in each individual case. On the
contrary, he 15 a kind of living law (véuoc Epyuroc), a law in conform-
ity with nature, that emanates from his own eminent wisdom. The king
i5 not only just, but is in addition benevolent. His philanthropy makes

him take care of his subjects like a father cares for his children. ™ It is
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and called *king™ and “creator and father™ was far from OCCUPYVINgE
the hrst place in the hierarchy. In general, we can say thar neither Flo
tinus, nor Porphyry, nor lamblichu avrianus, Hermias, nor Proclus
:".I._i:,' !|:-_- aelminrge e supreme godd of I||I Ir |:|||'-|| i il SYSEem: in

stead, the precise place occupied by 1 e demiurge varied over 1
. ; .

Vioreover it was nrecizely b rhe &

VLUTEUVET, IT Wils Preciscly Decawse ab the ettort to assimilane vanous

Systems 1o |"|..I-:::="-I:'. such as the O e, Pyvith 1O nism,

that the Meoplatonists afrer Plorinus

o LI CERE L3 IE-'!“I--. O muieeply anmd subdivide
1

bowe all the hypostasis

(e demiurge ever lower

i the hierarchical scale of Intelleces. I he arcribur

and racher 4o nol Ili':"l'- the contrary: that 15, [hey do not desiEnane

of themselves the summir of 2 hiera rchy, as mighi be implied by

nalogy with social and family status, tor the late Ne
iar with several “fathers” and several kings.

3 A - 1 1
roclus, the demiurge of the Tirrens is the fifth in the series
and the third of the fathers.*"® For lamblichus, this demi

cen dentical po the third king of Plato® Second
1ave seen thar Proclus identified the demiurge with the Py
14 .-.| Hiepow; VL (] | | i L. I.I!.\.'llllll.\.'\-\. I -.'.':_|: Ehie bebrad

same Pytharorcans:
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n Matrer, the Derninrg

ClassinCAnen the number |II.II'.||“-i'lI.'.I:"\ as inberior tothe une '|'.ll.l:l.'.l.':l.'-.|

monad. IFthe demarge 15 identihed with the vetead, it is, of course, by

cause it s engendered by a superior hypostasis (thar corresponds 1o the
maonad, bur is not necessarily the One), and because it engenders infe
T10HE .'=: postases m its rn. The demiurge thus oo LIpLEs A median posk
rion; that s, it represents a median hypostasis.

lace, we note here again that Hierocles indulges in the
same kind of speculaton as the late ““{-.'!:-i'-'.|l-:|||x'_x_ Prrowelug clene b

wr M Lrearor and Father” wath the decade, bar he identihed

o h— |-. . .-| gt ¥ . | il it v | o h 1

the “Father and Creator, the second of the “EFathers.” with the tetracl
the first of the “Fathers,” who is “Father only,” with the monad.

N e st Pr et desriunes 5 thus alaced a B Lo inthe |

WS WWIE SOC, PTORCILS. CUETTHRINEC 15 T 'Ill‘\.l EACEC A DHIT BOW'E N CIE MICTARrCi

ot beings than Hierocles” demiurge. This complication corresponds to

the overall tendency of the evolunon of Meoplatomsm.

Mowhere does Hierocles rell us the exact place he reserves tor has dem
urge in the hierarchy of beings. Taken in isolation, all the dem
i SIENALIOnNS, such as MNodis, tather. creator, king, Zeus, amd 1
open to multple interpretations with regard to the demiurge s exact
place within this hierarchy.

One thing is certain, however: this place cannot be the hrst. First of
all, as we have seen, Hicrocles' demiurge has a triadic structure, per

IrthRer -.-::-|:"."||-..I'.'.'l.:. |"f- "h'-=i'-.|l'-"'-I::'|l‘~. In arder for the demi-

urge to be the supreme cause, he would have had o be simple, but
hecause he is characrerized by inrernal :'|'||I||I|‘||..:::- of a strucrure that

15, IGrEOver, I |"|~.'.||-. MNeoplatoni —the logic inherent o Mlatonic phn
losophy demands that he occupy an interior place. Morecover, as we
have seen. Hierocles does not hesitare to assimilate his demiurge to the
tetrad. or the number four, and he describes this tetrad in terms that all
imply a middle position, which therefore presuppose the existence of
One Or Mone enoics pror o this demiurgic tetrad.

Let us add thar all the other features of Hicrocles® philosophy, which
Photins® summaries and the Cormmentary on the Grolden Verses allow

o elimnse, reveal themselves as parely MNeoplatonic. Better ver, they

[ 1 = sty T se s rERia L}
lose to lamblichus, and we have not found any element o

eh Hierocles from surrounding “H-.'*.r|*|.‘:|n|||x".'| zarter as
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correspond preciscly ro e Neoplatonism of nme, and are very clos

£ -t f o . ey | ¥ & F

to lambli I“"" In LT ular, his docirine of the demiuree guite clearly
T i) |

diTLN] '] | --. - | |
5 e existence of higher hvpostases, which extend From the Uing

hese claims, w

gl |

| --.:|"'.!|'. 15100S OF the "'1..| N .\,;|'..|; r I Py
i
a derailed nterpretation of Hierocles® arithmolosical i

» Contamed i his commentary on the Carmiern gurenm

Al the conclusion of the preceding chapter, we mentione

text of our interpretation of the fragments from Hierocles® treatise O

['F TP . | J }
I NOEPNECTRCY: SOINC REASONS Wi I Ili.'l‘lh.l! L1 ',,I',,'IIIII,II"_': CRANNOT e rhe 51

ne principle of his onroloical svstem. On that occasion. we al
(B |'-: :.'I|:. I3 4 bext from the COMMmentary an ',|:|- LaIFiiem giiresin
here Hierocles identifies the demiuree with the terrad, or rather with
he number four.?** We shall comment on this text in detail here, tak
Mg up -':!r catential Darts of two _:_:||._'|._--. 1 wirore i 1590 and |-|'i'i

e N R e i i
esponse to N, Aujoular, which have lost none of their currency
In a book published in 1986, enritled Le Neolaromnisme alexarndrin
T RETCIES .:||I|"L'.il'.'|. IiF, M, Asgoaalar DArEi .|..,.._|_"_*-'_;;_| MY NS iry
- d. 1 o =l ! 1 .
tion, admutting “that nothing allows Hierocles® doctrine on matter.
souls, and the luminous body, to be distinguished from the Neopl:
PR LT < ded him. Tt Hicrocl = ST R
L1 1] e 1 LEE R 141 M A - Lo, . L bk skl LW - 155 4 By | 5 .
ST DAL SUrround 11! % IETERCIES 15 NaATraily WCAare MWW EED
: e
lamblichus, on the one hand, and Syrianus and Proclus on the other
p. 4160 However, he refused to accept my thesis that the demiurge did
- = I - = (|
not represent the Arst ontologic: TH] |i'l|-.' tor Hierocles, but a principle
P
derived from a SUPETEQT CHLISE, Far Aujoulat, Hierocles supreme Ceod s,
-
on the contrary, the creative Intelligence, as ic was tor Origen the pagar
[} L | B = = " o RS LR 1 | . T
hut alsa for the Chrstians, Hierocles™ theology would thus somehos

¥ ¥ . 1 I
SIMIL BN :|'_:'H.|l. .'_;'._|'|_|_._'_ e G obinian, and infloenced by Larishizsan
WL i'l (L4 =_.|I'.i [ -I|'|-: |II:,‘i'|l.'-I Princip l."..:il-.l YET SCHMCMOAY |'|'|:'-.|: Il .'.|'|-.| e
lamblichean as far as souls and cheir luminows bodies are concerned.

: : x
!'.:_-|-_ WAS an INCONSIstency Nene Nar Wwas, o 53% |!l'h.' [EASE, SUrpris
ing. Yer the fundamental problem remained thar of the exact posinon

of the demiurge within Hierocles® system. For it Hicrocles assimilanes

e

him explicitly ro the tetead, he cannot be the Arst principle, as | showed
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tvs i Hierocles, on the one hand, and on the other berween the monad
and the frst '.1|||:._'||'|;_

Let us therefore begin by rercading the text by Hierocles that deals
with I|||'r: [rsueh, 21 i"'.l"\.x.'.:_'_l' :.r|1'1| |||x coimmentary on i."‘;l_' {crmters ciar ikt
devoted o the -.'M|‘~|.‘:||.'.:|-.||| of verses 47 and 48, [or allow the reader

ro form an exact notion of Hierocles® usage, [ shall translate the Greek

SOOI FREGTHLGES |‘-'. TTREAMNSTCR,  FF |‘~'. O, ..'.'.'..'-|‘". .I.'!'|.|.I.\. I -|'|'- LWLk,

tetras by “retrad.” tessares by “tour” tetrabius by “etractvs.” dekas by

“decad,” eikas by “eikad,” and 50 on, without carrying out an unjust

fiable mixture:

At the same time as he [scil. the author of the Carmen a

1 1 : e L L e ¥ vh
SwWears by the conjunction ok hnest states (frexers) of th

the terractys|, he theologizes about the peread as well, wihic

=L .-- Ll - 1

the sounce of the sempiternal cosmic arrangement, and he declares
lentical with the densinreical {. In wh

that it is 1dentical with the demnrgical god. In what sense this o

Is a [T !. vou will clearly discover from the Hrreas 1oy

ributed oo Pythamoras, in which this god s celebmated as e mam

i1 § - . FST T} | P g f  §
Sroilk ':||:'\-|_|._|_|: af Al DseEEsS COOTEe INDo @ X158 ncE By mexns af s

|i"'ll.::|.|i will, it is clear that that number which is in each torm

i 1 1 weirhin bim et | el
| I'.':ll'.:"' also depends an e causy ocithin hir |3EH: B TRNS SO,
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Che pterval acceoiminhshed by taemer is the decad, for in every casd
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he who wishes o contimue o Count Coames back to one, rwo, T

I i i o TN I || oy
1 wl W counis a second decd with a vicw to the fulhllmeent of thi
cikad ([pwenpv), an wise a third, that he mighe say
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of the numbers from the monad o the tetrad, For one plus two plus
I rl i £ 1% TR 1
fulfill the decad. And the tetrad is the arithmenical
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by = monad,” ‘dyad,” “triad,” “tetrad.” and so0 on ' phis 15 no with
out a certamn ambiguity: the English term “tetrad” for instance, no
onger means exactly the same thing as in ancient Greek, If we con
sule 1 el-5cort’s Greek-1 ":.!_i'x|'| dictiomary o1 |5-.'|||:. e Gireek-French
dictionary, we find the tollowing indications for the word “tetras™:
u the |||::'|||"-|". -l.; {2} I|:|' Foieth -.|.|:.' ] r_|:|_ firsE part o |i'|-._' mwionth (in
a bipartite division), or of the decad or of the week: (3) a duration of
4 davs” Liddel-Scott adds “the four quarters of the moon” Yer the
| Raber a Langue Frangaise gives for the word “tetrad™ the
| ananon “group of tour,” before going on 1o speak of the
special applicanons of this term in the sciences. * Group of four™ does
nor necessarily mean that we have to do with the assemblage of four
.-._!:|_::e_-|;|"_|,-:'|:- tour davs, four quarters—as is the case for the Greek
term, and the principal sienificanon, that of “the number four” has
completely disappeared. To be completely clear, 1 should theretore al
wavs have rranslared #retrad” by “the number four,” “triad™ by “the
fim ber three™ and so taorth, For mstance, the b FINnNIng ol thie text

chould be translared as follows: “Ar the same time as he (scil. * Al
thior of the o stent anreten) swears by the conjunction of the finest

. which
5 the source of [||;' SCMpPIbernal Cosm ATrFANECINENL, I"'.I e '\-i'\-'\.l-!l'\-"‘-
thar it is identical with the demiurgical god. In what sense this g

the number four, vou will ¢ learly discover,” and so on. Anals

the subritles IMepi dvadog, [Mepi tprados, Mept wepasog of the anony-

mous treatise Theologoumena arithmeticae, attributed to lamblichus,

are translated as precisely as possible by “On the number two.” “On
the number three” “On the number four,” and so on, and the rexrs
of the chaprers show thar this translation 15 adequare. In addition,
the term “retractys™ among the ancient Pyt wreans and elsewhere
1as rhe general meaning of “group ot tour unequal or ditterent ele-
ments” 2 and consequently also the special meaning ot “group of the
firet four numbers” whose sum is ten. Since, in our text, | lierocles as
similates the tetractys of the Carmten awreunt 1o the tetrad, the ques
rion mav be raised of whether, for Hierocles, the meaning of the rerm
“tetractys” takes precedence over that of “tretrad”—this is Mr. Au
joulat’s opingn or whether, on the contrary, the retractys takes

>

over the meaning of “tetrad,” In other words, we may wonder whether,

rocles, the tetractys of the Carmen awre is simply the num
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Let us therefore examine the various points of this exposition. First
ot all, Hierocles alludes o the Saered Disconrse attributed 1o Pythago-
ras: “In what sense.” he says, 0 “this god 15 a vetrad, you will cleark
discover from the Hieros Logos anributed to Pvthaeoras, in which this
:-:.-'-.i 15 celebrated as the number of numbers” at [ 1'.I.I!I‘-'.::.|I VP 124,
who tollows the text of Mullach’s 1853 edition. insread of urilizing the
only worthwhile text—rthat is, Kéhler's 1974 critical edition—cites the
beginning of the |"'|'II.I‘--\,,' ag follows: “Buar how 15 the Tetrad God?™ A
joulat remarks in a note®™ thar “Kohler has retained the reading o
OF TETPIG 0 BEog |_|'|'|'_.,|_:;_" this, like the pUNCTUALIOn, i= enrirely talse:
here, Kahler has not retamed one reading amaong other valid readings,
but he has edited the only text that the independent witnesses allow
to be established. | reter o the crincal apparatus of Kohler’s edinion, as
W ._II 4% tD ||i'\-\. (b I'l_‘ f:-_-; Ry .|.=I; .ilil'q,' FRIETT] |I.I|-I'|-I'|.':.'.I.|_':\: " K ommeniar vl [ F]

[ L ] I i | o "}
[ cqrianerf (IRFC i ;.I':': IERNT O r, i |'||.|! IS0 OONTAainS Ak I

chapter dealing with the deficiencies and sloppiness of Mullach’s ed
tion. Obviously, this choice of a bad reading has the result of turning
il the dara :.'.i'-au:.-.' down: the quire determinate god this pod) o whom
Hierocles® ',|-r|','_.,‘|.,';-:':':,-~.|=-n":..,|-~ in thie ]',,l."::lll,'-l:lc:r N:-.apﬁ.nunh s has
thus, for Aujoulat, become simply God, By working on an ourdared
rext. Mr. Aujoulat has invalidared the bases of his interpretation right
from the start.

The Sacred Disconrse. or Discourse on the Gods, as it 15 also en
titled, ™ is a pseudepigraphic work, as we know today. This Sacred Dis-
-onrse, in Doric prose, must not be confused with another Sacred

Discourse in hexamerers, also atrributed to Pythagoras, According to

y L Ak i - s SR
H. Thesleffs collection of the estumomes and fragmenis CONCCrnmng

this text. the Sacred Discourse is mentioned rather late, and exclusive Iy
by Neoplatonists. The first person to quote it is lamblichus (from the
end of the third century to the first half of the tourth century). In the
fifth centuryv, Svrianus and Hierocles, who were contemporaries and
probably classmates—both were students of Plutarch of Athens—re-
fer to this work, as does Syrianus’ student Proclus, | hrst quote a text
by lamblichus. where the subject 15 thie pr csumed sources of the Sacred

y
| :":\-I L] R







Proclus makes the Platonic doctrine of Idea-Numbers depend explic-

thr o thie e LS e ; " 3
i m the teach 15 CONCCrMINE the g "-I*-:.!_:'- en by Myrthagoras in his Sa-

ered Disconrse.

['he restimonies cited so far have enabled us to understand thar the

isconrse contamed a theal: that placed the hierarchy of the
pods in relation with certain numbers. Five restimonies and fragments
trom Syvranus’ commentary on 's Metaplrysics tend in the same
direcrion. | shall limit myself ro rranslating two of them:
IF one were 'l""!-\.' [Lh iy Lo Py thaeoras” Sacred discourse. e wiovild
fnd all the ranks of monads and of numbers in i, celebrared unin
a !!II"--.'E'- ik md = Px '.i'..::-'-l.:x s |:. Wihen he |_'».;'-! s all
mad o the decad, expands upon this sub
rameously cheolomical and phvwaical, wirh

| II -\.I'l_l-lq_' |'\l"_'-\.|_||:_|:|:|"_"

In two other passazes of 15 COMMENUATY, JYFIANS ZIVes Precise ex
amples of the EqUaTIOns herween FOs nd numbers contatned in the

cred Discowurse: here, the monad is identihed with Proteus, and the
dvad with Chaos. ®*® 1 add one more testimony from lamblichus,
which emphasizes as much as one could wish the progressive abasement
n the ontolopeical rank of the weal numbers from one to foue, and ol

he four mathematical sciences that correspond 1o the

M oreover, if number 1= th 3l Ty pe |Eioog: l-.-'llli of be
wars and as it were the elements of number are the first terms
=meentioned characrerisne featunes
1% ;=|.\, ':':E_'..::II;'-\.I'I [N DOEET SO RIS TRNILL

|, of miusic in ghe dyvad, of geometry in the
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af spheres, which have the rank of one, twao, thre ¢, and four”

All these restimonies, as well as those of the texts collecred by Theslett

char [ Bave not cited. make it clear thar che Sacred Lhiscourse dealr wich

41, Korall,
ree that this work consisys of exXErd
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this world. We note thar the first number is not the mon . hor ag

cording to Hierocles the monad is the “pring iple of numbers™ (in this
regard, it 1s impossible to say, with Mr. Aujoular [p. 127], that the
monad is the number of numbers, especially since Hierocles clearly
identifies the retrad with the “number of numbers™).2* As Svrianus

savs, "1tz fron telligihle manad thar the Ars ||||||:|'--.:'-|.|:|'-|-'|:.i‘.:l'-:

S

i & ¥ - r il = ¥ = i
(L[] ”:-l'-_ PrOCEEds T rom the '.'.l.lI.II'll:, |'|:'-|||.l.l.l\.||! The monad.
IF we were o judge by the rest of the text of the Flyee to Numibers

cited by Syrianus, the hrst number Hierocles mentions—that first num

ber thar comes forth from the monad—should be the tetrad. which
could be considered as the first number insofar as the procession that

begins trom the monad stops ar the tetrad. Proclus’ citation of the Hyss

fo Waerebers® has the same IMEANIng; and this Imterpretation migng hnd

additional support in the following texe by Hermias:

VIEW PROENES, They al

Yer it 15 possible that by the expression *the first number”™ Hierocles
means to designate intelligible number in general, from which the num

bers within being come forth. This is the sense of “hrst number™ in
lamblichus® treatise On Pythagoreanism, V: On Physical N wrnber.
Let us return to Hierocles® text. This arithmological exposition rakes
its place within a rich and lengthy traditton of Pythagorean speculation
Old Academy and remains alive

w1 to the end of Neoplatonism. The decisive point in this text is the

ntification of the demiuree with the terrad. As we shall see, this iden-

s characreristic of Hierocles' median posifion hetween
lamblichus and Proclus. which I have descrnibed in detail abowve.*** Firse,
1 MOIMeEnt ower th traditional elements ol
_';'_:_-|'-||_|I=|.|:_'r||: "-..':'-':':iI

Pvthagorean number Speculanon tRat Wi encon

numbers. which bezins with the

s
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Miceonrse and the Hykn b
and later than Hierocles, We begim w ith the
winterval accomplished by number” © The
Alexandria. “is the limit of the infinity of numbers,

<wine and return, as around a turning-point.”*** We

A e " e et . ]
in the preudo-Aristotelian Prodalemsuita, ™ 10 ine P

]

ten arcungd ALl in Theon of Smvr
=4 ! i J '
cidiug,*** in the I i | ariiian ; anil
[ vdus, 2 The most ancient testimony is that
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It ol !...l.'l.:l.'l_'.l'\.\,l A5 a1 perfect number. I'-::I' 1

1cdea in I"-|||‘-|'n|'1_ |1||'-'_'--l|-i||x_ and Macrobius,




Calcidius,”™ lamblichus,*™ in the Thealogounena arithmeticae,

in Speusippus.®™ Hicrocles (pp. 88, 51f.) specifies whart distir

pertection of the decad From that of the tetrad: the tetrad POSSCERES 4
perfection I:'!:’.l""l:.!_l-..=.l|'- sSuperior to that of che decad; it s “somehow™
mified, by contrast wirth the more diversified oerfection of the decad
NERATICCE, By COMIEESESL SRREN EIHE ENOrS COYErsined perieOmnaom of The QT
Hierooles taliss care toadd ™ haw™ (me) when describing the uni
| | ENCIes DAEKCS CHNE TO gl LT g el B E L TGS P W R SCTIRED '--\.r 18& LERNR
ned pertection of the oo trad: this iz because he wants to avoid any con
fusion with an even higher principle thar would be unifed in the tree
sense of the word, for the tetrad is not truly unified, like the monad is,
Dl iy ._||;'|'||'-_|_|._-.._| o the decad, which 15 pertect in accordance with a
“derailed dey clopime nt.” This means that the -.|-.'-..|.|._ Iy spEciiving and
diversitying the seminal reasons contained in the tetrad, has already
moved awav, 1o a greater extent than the tetrad. from the Grst pring |p:|,'
The same clarification 15 found in Proclus: *For the terrad contains
all things, and so docs the decad,; bur one contains them umitively, and
the other in a separated way; and although the decad contains all that
rIIL' |l.'|'..'|-\.| l.\.'::|||.|".!"'\-. '|.\.'| :'t\.'I..II_IHI.' il l.\.l.llll.'llll"h [II!'II: Il ik "H.';'l.I:'.'.:I'I.: 'Jw..‘l'\..,

hat which is closer to the monad

i 15 eSS perhect than the rerrad. For 1
15 more perbect, and the smaller the guaneity, the grearer the power
.i'.'r.l.'..'.'.'.'.';-:_“ |‘|-:;|._'. |"||.._i||- !l,l[!lii!l[x‘.ill_' PELEC W s the lllln".'..;_'_li'-;|'| 117-
ing Beine, and the decad with the di MILrEe.

[he idea that the tetrad s the power (dieaers) of the decad s also
mentioned and commented often in this tradition. Hierocles speaks of
it in the same phrase as tharin which he distinguishes the pertection of
the tetrad from thar of the decad (p. 88H.). Aujoular {p. 128), citing
|. Souilhé, thinks that the word dimamis applied 1o the retrad means that
18 "||'|;- r;||||_i.':|||-,|||:_|:|||' :_ila;::'::_‘.l'.|_'|_'-.'| -'.1-.'|I'." il I|'|-.'-.|-.'-.'.'|.|: I!|'|.'.'. I5, I."..'|I
the tetrad “realizes and expresses™ the decad. This explanation is rather
obscure: it seems much simpler to consider the use of demans o the
arithmietical expositions of Philo, tor instance, or of lamblichus, where
wie observe that dreecarnig is A wed o entelechena, and, miost often,

0 ENEre. We are thus in the presenoe of a |."'|'Ii| Ol -:=-|‘-p||\il-.'x ]
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n. 277—that of Sextus Empiricus, that of Hippolyrus, and thar of the
Anonymous of Photius—the decad is the tetracovs, For Hierocles, by
contrast, the terms “rerrad ™ and “retractvs™ sienifv one and the sami
thing: this is proved by the beginning and the end of the passage from
the commentary on the Carmren anrenm, which [ have translated above.
k. i “ g B i E i [
Proclus, teo, in his commentary on the Tomaens, ™ identifies the tetrad
of the Hymin to Nusibers with the tetractvs of the Carmren anrenm.
'||'. I "11 . I-l, i . e I Bam I - 3 I %
SETILLS AL ACHODINsS also assimulate the retractys aof che same
I:-.l:'.._
ey v the atithmetical mean: betaeen the o i | the
etrad constututes the anthmetical mean between the monad and the
hebdomad, The reason for this is, he savs, that the retrad “somelow™
G| SUrPasses the monad by the same number by which it is SUrpassed
by the hebdomad, Here again, Hierocles takes care, by the addition of

the adverb mec, to specity that the tetrad does not really surpass the

i 1 - -" Fa "
monad, that 15, in an ontoloemcal sense, but only “somehow,”™ thar is, in

CUANELEY, and tor 3 ‘“ﬂ-.'::-p'.ll-::llh'_ ErEAler Juantity 1s a Chear Sign of O41-
I:'-||-;_;|._.'.| infertorty. Mr. hujoularn, who '-.:|'|'||‘~|:. |'.'|‘-|'lu:..:-.'-.'*- Mewmer's
old rranslation, omirts the specihication, as Meunier does, although it is
found even in Mullach’s text. In any case, the designation of the tetrad
_";'\-n.rh...";||[|'||:"'l.:|.\..";| ITEC AT I"':\.'l.'.'. el l||:\. |||I"."..|-\.I I!'.'II.I the :‘I':'I':I!:lli'.'ltl '\1||| |.|!|.I
already suffice to show thart the tetrad, because of its medial position,
cannot be the supreme god.

[he mention of the monad and the hebdomad, berween which the
tetrad is the arithmetical mean, gives Hierocles the opportuniry brietly
to describe the qualities of both: *The monad,” he says, *as the prin
ciple of all number, contains within itself th PEWETS O a the numbers.”
If the monad is the principle of every number, that means beyond all
possible doubr that it is the cause that precedes and engenders all other
numbers. and thar all other numbers |.!|.'|'l-.'||:| on it and derive their on
gin from ir. In addition, if the monad contains the powers ot all the
numbers within itself.”® we cannot doubt that it also contains within
it the power of the tetrad. The monad is potentially the terrad, as it is
i'\-:-\.|,:-||| |_|-;|\_ EVErY ||||||:§1,L-:; -:-”-I.-'-':-:.' |'_|'|-|:|. Hierocles !:'.'II\.I srated .||"'l'l'-'i. I:Il.’:'l
the tetrad is the power of the decad. Since this implies that the tetrad
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pifred with Athena, who burst forth from the head of her father, Zeus,
without be i -;.',:.'Ill.i-l.':l.'l.l |!{- a mother., The nebdomad “is not Crgen
dered by any of the numbers contained within the decad™; thart is, it is
not the result of the mulnplicanon of two numbers, but derivies 1ts or
BN FRCm the monad alone, w hich |x;_;|_"'.|_'7.'|||:. conceived as not i'.._-||'|_:'1 a
number itself.** It is virginal, because it does not give birth (through
:'.|:||I||"-|:|..|I|-::-|: |'!- another number of the decad) ro any other number
withinthe decad ||.*~§."l wition within the decad s therefore sinpular, amd
n some aspects it resembles that of the moenad. This is why Hicrocles
can say that it “possesses the merit of the monad in a secondary way”

Hierocles continues {p. 88, 2 1§.):

Yetr since the terrad lies berween the Unengendencd manad and e
IMCE L NOT =SS "',_I- I CH, 0L h 15 FAarnercd NEstne :ll-\.' EOARE TS G TS
i

that generate and those that are generated., and it = the only one of

i 1 i i 2 " 1 |
e numbers withan thg ||.| 168 TRl DR s g L I'\.II oy RIS TIRETET

ber and eneenders one.

In this phrase and the tollowing one (p. 88, 25), Hierocles again
assigns to the demiurge-tetrad a position ontologically intermediarte be-
pween the monad and the hebdomad. The demiurge-terrad 15 enpren-

by IE, It can

by the dvad, and insofar as it is

dered
consequently not be the frst principle, that from which all things, in
-k||||!"'|:.'_ the .|:. ad, comae torth. For a .‘\L'-:L|'-i.1|-:||||~,[. IT EEs WL o LT

:
ing that an engendered god can be only a derved principle. Yer Mr.

Aujoulat thinks Hierocles was influenced by Christianity. Is it concei

ible that a Chrstoian could have represented the demrge or world
;

iy
creator, Lrod the

that Christian have seen in the demiurge the Arst signs of the material-

Father, as having been engendered? A fortior, could

ity Hierocles atrributes o him in the lines that follow? Instead of tak
ing up Hierocles' text once again, [ preter to cite a parallel text from

'.1L it is L:hq;l:..'.:

Philo of Alexandria. wwhich TEPHOrTs the same details. 1l
to insist yet again on the fact that the ancient tradition on the theology
numbers is unanimous i making all numbers and all gods denve
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acdes” Phitosopincal Tdeas o M
hime to wdeneify chis fLa: il with the monad, or an even |||_:'_!1-.': [rrim :|'|.'.
['his 18 what i1s done, for instance, by Philo the Jew in Alexandria, for
whom God, the creator god of the Old Testament, is sometimes higher
than and sometimes identical with the monad, according to the notion
ol '-":-.' |:':|_|:'|_|._:_ ||\.-.'|.| 51:-. T E SOUMCES. - ]u '.'.'|-|'| L4 .I"\.'\-III'.'.'.'III\.' r|'|-:' *\.|||"|'-: M
Ciod 1o a denvative Pring ||"|;; lke the terrad would have been nonsense.
not only tor a Neoplatonist, but also for a Christian or for a Jew. A
Chrstian or a Jew who athrmed that God the Father, the creator of the
wiorld, was engendered, would obviously have exposed himself to in
UTTINE EVEry kind of anarthema.

[ be sure, .1'.II!II:||.|[ ATTCMPS [0 :"'«.I_"E.'IIII s own INEErpresron b
writing (p. 133): *Clearly, Hicrocles here wishes to emphasize the gen
erative properties of the Tetrad (that 15, the Demiurge), even if strice |

should suffer therefrom, J Further om, e conpinmes:

[hese last pwo numbers (thar is, the Monad and the Seprenary) arc
statcd under 2 neganive aspect, and the Terrad under a positive one.
e even ;.-.-|_!- Up considenng the b f b 154 =IIII\.II_.'_."!||-\.".'-\.'
an infertority of the Monad with regard 1o the Terrad! whereas, in
gocnd Platonic philosophy, it constitutes a supenority <. . Phe letrad
i% movement and life; the Monad and the Septenary are immuta bl
in their cold I|'|"'_".|'H.'H.'='|I:':| Fow, ki n. could the Terrd il o be
v gives lite o all beings, :
I COMSIMTIS | .. |: 1= 1) 'H.:l'l.:l: LTk
rees of authentic Pythagorean eradin
|

;'|.\,',',:|| il !||\' Lo CNEET INDo & .\,Il\.l:!I 1110 TRt SRS DN ITRO MRS LL

19
AT

"h.|.;.._:". ,!\,I'.:!II'II:'.:'.IIII"- are i'li::;"ﬁ'-. l.'!:h.'xll-::ll: ..|.'_ First of .'.il. l:|1'. :“u.'-.!|‘|.!
ronists did not refuse to recognize this “breath of lite™ in the terrad, since
they too saw in it the source of erernal nature. But they obviously con-
sidered that this situarion of a number both “engendering and engen

dered™ did nor allow etrad vo be ar the summit of the hierarchy, any

more tham it did the demivrege. Aujoulat athrms, withour any proof, that

Hierocles zoomehow .._l'\l!'."\.l.ll.'l"\. the " neganve l.'::\---lillll"\- of the monad
amd the hebdomad as interior. Yet Hierockes H L absalutely I'll'.i""|:.!_ 0omn
this subicct. In the whole of his rexr on the tetrad, the monad, and the
hebdomad, which 1 have translared above in its entirety, there is not the
slightest remar k in the sense intended by Mr. Aujoulat. On the contrary,

Hierocles there states thar “the characteristic features of the monad

Ui Festugiene, 19dd=1%54, 4,
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[ LE | 38 r-:.~|||-'.-.|||:: "'all.".ll'll-c'l'., il - & 0l |i'||,' Lol l,l,i:ll FEHENS 1IN r|||- ey
ens and in the sensible world™ ). He is thus the cause of the world. This
-.‘:-.'-u:..“l|‘l|||:'| -.|:"\-I:. res, with all desirable precision, the demiu
Plato’s Timaeus, ar the same time as it emphasizes the fact thar he be
longs to the hypostasis of the Mogs. This is the same demiurge whose
structure was described above by Hierocles as triadic:®™ it is the sam
-.Ix'“!"-”:.!'\-\.' kL i'l-:'- i '.:'l.' SAMEe OONDExE, 15 desifn |:;|_i as |||:_' |||::"|_'|,!i_|'_|_
cause of the tradic hypostasis of ratonal souls, and whom Hierocles
identifies further on (p. 105, 1£f.) with the Zeus who is mentioned in
reren aurenm, onwhich he is commenting. We find the same de
tails—itriadic structure of the demiuree as immediane cavse of a trmadie
hypostasis of souls, and its identification with Zeus—in lamblichus,
Proclus, and other Meoplatonises.™! It must be emphasized, however,
that in these authors the Zeus in question 15 far from occupying the most
nent place in the Neoplatonic pantheon, as | have demonstrared
1bove Moreover, the text by Hierocles we are interpreing shows thar

|'|:' 15 awanre ol -.|I|'|:'|' :::. !'ll:i'h[.:"\-:"\. DrioE o r|||' .!I'l:':.:ll!:-\."'.i'rl'll.:... ._-.||||_'
should be placed in parallel to the monad, the dyad, and the triad. It is
highly prol . hovwever, that for Hierocles even the monad is not the
SUPTEME |"|'!|'|_'||'|-,;_ the ._'u|11|'-.:_|iu wm with orher ""-.u'-'||'| wonists leads us
ter this conclusion. Caleidins, for instance, who is shightly earhier than
Hierocles, bur who, unlike Hierocles, is influenced nod |'-{- Lamblichus
1T |'\-:-. AT phyry and Mumenios, identihes the monad with che best in
tellect or the demiurge of the Timagens. ™ However, other passages of
his commentary on the Timaens demonseeare that this ingellect does not
represent the first principle for him,= but occupies onls the second

nlace i the hierarchical order. Iamblichus also calls the second minl

1 i j
ciple of his theological system “monad™; yet, for him, it is no lon

denrical with the Plaronic demiurge,”™ bur is “principle and
pods, monad come torth from the One, pror to Bssence and principle
[ 4 :I"I"::l.-.

lm _.'.I."'--.':.Ii, Wi Can say that the idea of conceiving the -|-'IIIII::".!- iR

i
rivity, or the process of the world’s priscession, on the Neopythagorean

model of the relation of the tetrad o the decad, seems to be common
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Intelligible Living Be 15 simultaneausly prior to the demior




demiurge, and posterior to the d
the Intellizible Living Being.

Ihis Intelligible Living Being and this demiurge are both situared ar
a relatvely low degree in the hierarchy of beings. In Proclus’ svstem, the
Intelligible Living Being is located ar the level of the third intelligible
triadd, Betore it, therefore, come the One, then the henads, then the first
and the second intelligible triad. Between the Inrelligible Living Being
ind the demiurge, five hierarchized levels are intercalared (the three in
telligible and invellecrual triads, and the first two degrees of the intel
lectual hebdomad),

It is also on the model of the relations of the tetrad to the decad that

.:l'\-- aAsTer :\""'.l L RS I"lq_l.l.lll_"- -l:""l_' -l.'.|||i!'-|' paf |E'||l I .: _:. D = I 1% III_--|
to the demiurge. Basing himself on the same Pythagorean H

to Nurebers that Proclus, as we have just seen, ™ cived in this contexr,
Syrianus athrms that the forms are in the Tnel .'.5,;::1 e Living Being i
an intelligible and rerradic mode, and in a “decadic™ and intellecrual

ode in the demivrgic intellect, We also hnd in Svrianus the idea that

the hirst cause of the demiargy is found in the tetrad:

| There are four principles of the overall demiurgy . . . for cvery

where the form of the decad 15 produced by the tetractys.

In conformity with the relation that exists between the terrad and the
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Caunk x'."'|‘-|'|:-"=1|'.', ANy prodor, 18 Hierocles source for his doctrine con

ing the hrst god. On page 413, Mr. Aujoulat savs:

1LETT]

Haovwe e torme . Flotinus | preaches the rranscendence

.-- g % w -. 1 i ] 1
he One, and the otl rigen the Pagan| does not, We sh
conclude thar they did no rorer the elucubrations of
reans and the Neopyil aang on the warld and rhe One
[NE =00 Wiy .".I:l\."‘\-.'!'llll': RO BS @ PMORE, Lk the s fn Aris
rerhans of Hierocles the Pvthaso AR Ll
perhaps of Hierocles, th hagorean monad
v its role of transcendeneal principle, just ;

CIpke, 1

1 i 1 I
FAONEST MRS A Feason Do . -C'q..L- INNLISE ENCT Make o

L et |

| am atraid Mr. Aujoular has not adequately grasped what separates
Lirgen from Monnus. Because of a differemt interpreton o the Arest
I i'l-!|:|"-.|- of Plaro’s Parmenides AT 0T A% i resuln
interprecaton of the © cubranons of the Pyvthagoreans”
jected Plotinus’ One (ben), which transcends being, as non-existent;
but that did not stop him from assimilating his own first cause—
is, absolute being identified wirh the demiurge—ro another one (ben
that does not teanscend being. The proot lies ina text from Proclus,
which I cite afrer the translation by Satfrey and Westerink:
iiren| stops at the intellect as the very first
rid of the One, which is bevos
FEE ) '\-\.'\-\._:|'_"|::" Tk ||| L:'I A ORI, Ili
we wiould not say that he goes
:l\. Fl
if i ix because the One i complercly non-existent and
non-subsistent, that the intellect is whar 15 best, and that primary
being and the primary one are idenucal (0 TEUTOV E0TL TO RMITES

TO mpooToRs By, Then W oou l,! FOE QU res WELR Dme o Tl

identifving absolute being, the intellect-demiurge, and the ab
r Le gy Tl Ti1 | b moirion of
e oone, UIrgEen wWas | erely ta ng Wup once agaimn the position

Naranists prior to hime: and, like them, he had no need o “make

msny |
do with the tetractys as supreme god and creator,” which, moreom

never occupied the place of the supreme g i, even among ¢




IS, A% WE

."-I.': Ay

Flierry les .,l.l_'i-_:

s Tl e

* COMCerT ¥ The

1 COMEenEy Bramnos S

i I I
M S,

Despate M Amjoulat’s objections, |

T OHLE VT

TCCTIOEN 10 GRS
% that of the monad,
nad. | readily ad

neamng of thiz decail, bur ac le

B LM l.,l |';_.L |

s FISE TO A |..I'H."||_ LE AN




with the help of another texr from Hierocles, that [ have already cired

i 1 rai : .
and interpreted above.'® In his treatise On providence, Hierocles tries
Lo CXpRaln the differences between the three classes of intellizent sovls,

all three of which are the work of the demiurgze:

s there are three encosmic intellective kinds, the Arst and high
noe to him, 5 inall godlike good order,
AR I":: averiky I":;,I:'.';'H._ | W CEENEl SRS,
NC JIVENE Ordder n a "-\.I'l.\.l:!'l_l 1y | 1T1EE -_|-_
rraded way, does not shaere i the demioreic resemblance un
nalivisiily, bt is wnern .
laws, which =characteristics we
The third, as the last
i the excallence of the heavenly beings by the tact thiae
ne extent subject to alteranion, but because of the fa
b can sometimes b worsened it s situated below the waor
cthereal beings. For the face of alvays intellipizing the god, and of
possessing knowledge of him in unihed form {(propEvnc), per
avenly beings. whereas <inrellipizing himz alwavs, bur dis
sreEotximg) belongs by essence to the ethereal beings. B
facr of not ||-.'-..:-.. el FEFARE, vl ol :||':-.'§||:.::.-'|: B IN A parma
1 the very act of intelligizing, has Been atribured as a proper
yman souls, which by nature fall short of the
{*E ;'q.'_'_'.q.'l":. !"'n.l re .";!'q_! (f Tl A R T4 LY T |
||:'|_.E;||_'\;;' i ¥ o ."_|":|,||,.Ii B .'!:'."-.'\1'||-\.I'::'I"\-'.' '\-"l'.ii'\- l\.ill
ot mtelig in A unified way (Eviaiog) or perpet
To think of the demiurge in a unitive or unified way—Hierocles uses
the adverbs bémomends and bennaids "'l'\«.ll-'.l'\n.'l-\-'”rl:' —micans that the
heavenlv souls have a total. in vee vision of him, without distinction
of the various Forms or Ideas thar are in him in an intelligible mode,
whereas the ethereal souls think of him diexodikas, thar is, passIng
from one Form or Idea to another, and introducing distinction into
their mode of thinking. This text testifies to the fact that, tor Hierocles
a5 for all Platonists. from the beginning of Platonism to its end, thar
which 15 more or less unified, and the l.".":'- rendered more or less simi
:
I

lar to the first principle, has a higher ontological rank than that which

15 MOre I.Il.':.'IIII.'l.';. E e i."l-"r'.'-\.".=||'!1 |||. II'.I.' i.Ii. ...ll.i i'H- therelore '\-!:ll."ill.'-\.‘l 40 an
ontological level lower than that of the tet rad. We encounter the same

antolopical subordination of what exists in '\-\.I-'l-“!'.".. (i ]y xlllll.'ll-"l!:.'ll-.'-.l
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lating mec by “somehow.” which is neverthele mplerely
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Mr. Aupoulat, that one Can RETe ransiale Riog
'-'-'!lh.l: l.l.||_||..| RIve: o :!"h,' '.i'll'.:.l.l ST i"' 1S5S |

[ 15 SUrpEssad

minate way by the same number by which it
would then have rendered himself guilty of a tautology, tor
EErminane way - CXPrEsscs :."n.' x.'.ll!l.'zl INE a5 """'. !.i'l.' LATNE

'-.|I::i'|ii-\. :;,'Hx!_'\"'l.'-\.'l'-L';'-. |'|.'||:.|i"~.". was becaiise he sensed this tha

joulat finally translates mog by “precisely,” which is not the same

as *1na determinare way” This transiateon s Certaimly an amazing

In addition, whether Mr. Aujoulat translates mmg by
way " or by " precise v." e still modihes “surpasses
h he sharphy crincized with regard 0o my own fra
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of the paragraph. In accordancy with his own idea
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Then comes another :'||_:,!||f. i '.|.'.'|:'.:|_., remark: *We must, 5ay3 Mt
Yujounlat, = " note in passing how caretully the text on the retrad 15 ¢
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uine scholar” The afirmation that Hierocles 1s more of a littérateur
a scholar is a judgment that comes out of thin air, and which Mr.
;||.||._|'. does noteven Iry to back L. [he bacechar it is stated in a percmp
tory tone does not make it any more true; vet Mr. Aujoulat wses it o
treat Hierocles” text as he pleases. When he thinks ic suits him, he rec
ommends that the text be taken “as it 15" but if the text “a
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e that appears scientific, like our text on number mysticism,
Hicrocles uses current Platonist technical he inserts into them a
whole other meaning withour any warning. Indeed, this is :
vienene presupposition, because it allows the dismissal of all embar
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allegedly writes sometimes as a philosopher and sometimes as a man
of letters, and it 15 obviously Mr Aujoular alone who decides. on

basis of mystenious critena known o him alone, which passages are sci
Znt I|i- and which hterary, [he most SEFIOUS point, howwvever. 15 that he
not only lowers Hierocles to the rank of a rheror or a sophist, bur thar
he even presents him as stupid: indeed, Hierocles is, it is alleged, inca
pable of realizing thar if he uses the technical vocabulary or technica

schemes current not only in surrounds ¢ Meoplatomsm, but also
I:'||'f..~||;'_|1ll.|: the manv-centuries-old tradition of number myvsticism, he
1l be understood | I I tl ter il
will not be understood by anvbody, since he gives these terms anogher
meaning without pointing this out, at least by a word. If Hierocles had
. i ;
desired chat, in the typical scheme of number mysticism he reproduces,
one should, contrary to tradition, see the ontologically supenior prin
ciple no |-.:-|:-_;-_ r in the monad, bat in che retrad, it would have been ur
1 e e e | ane excent Mr A Ia uld
1ty necessary o explain this, [or no one exXoept T Anpoular cowmld
| |.||| || | b -I.-|. rl | ih
have guessed ar. He shoald have said explicitly that for him, the Tact that
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demiurgic god; ™ Proclus compares it to the soul, first of the demiurge’s
works.H By reserving a privileged place within the decad for the heb
domad, Philo thus maintains the spirit of texts on number mysticism.
!"'.:: ML THEVET '.||."- ADES 1T 1D e PELESIERCT L3 |i|""\.! O, CONIrary o w |1.I'. "'-l'.
wajoulat believes.

[hi Pris 'i-.'_.'_l.' e The :|."..'.:-.|. |'-:- CONLrast, Consiss in che FAcT thar it is
the only number within the decad thar 1s both engendered (rwo nimes
twi = bour) and cngendering (pwo times tour = eiehel, and i€, as Hier
ocles says, it unites within itself both the powers of the engendered
"!!Ill!-."'l."""\- .'.II'.E ll:l S Of The l.':'l_.'.l':'nin."lll_;'. '*::|||||';Ix. 1L IRES l."'.il:.'l'. L3 -.|--:. 5 TCH
unite within itselt the powers of cither the monad or the hebdomad,
which are neither engendered nor engendering. Crnldy the monad con
tains within it the powers of all the numbers. It we ke the text “as it
5. we thus see once again thar the recrad cannor have a higher onro-
logical rank than the monad,

lhat the demiurge-tetrad is not the supreme god in Hierocles” ontolog
ical hierarchy is theretore not a gratuitous hypothesis, which one is free
0 accept or to reject—unless one wishes to deny what is obvious
bur it is a fact—as 15 proved by the text from Hierocles thar we have
studicd—and this fact ruins Mr. Aujoulat’s basic hypothesis, from
which all the derails of his book derive.

We thus abserve that Hierocles, with rezard to his doctrine of the
demiurze and the latter’s position within the development of Meopla

. : o ;
TCRILL]E |“|'||:|n|11'|:'|:.', 15 situabed a-::-||:|_".-.||;'|: berween lamblichus and Pro

clus, We have also noted the Face thar this doctrine, as well as thar of

the zoul Presupposes a System als :_'.'.;1'. rechly diversifed with 'I.'E.'.-I-:'\-I [L %]
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lamblichus, Yer wi this i!-.'l“ii the case, did Hierocles menoon the on

< : ; o e ¢
roloeical levels above the demiurge so briefly, ard 0y Wiy Of

l's this question, I shall make the following very brict reply: of the
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Let us now consider Hierocles™ doctrine on providence. Here again, af
ter noticing a number of analogies between this theory and thar pro
fessed by Simplicius in his commentary on the Manaal, Pracchoer

wished to recogmze doctnnal charactensiics proper fo the s hool of

Vexandria, which he thought were due to Christian influence. In the
first place, he thought Hierocles takes up a position proper to Middle

n '
AT ESTTL, .|I.|.'||!.I||!:.: T % :ll'\.\.ll } .'.-':-'r.'.::.'.'.'.'.l.'.' COMNSISES oty i Hhe act

||'I.!-. U ACCIONSE, W I'II. II Are Ire: Iu |!!||"|'.'I'I. T s n gl DA, II Ly -\.|Ili:-\.' '\.I'\.':l"
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St i - 1 I Yo Al
minate consequences. ! However, he thought, Fierocles replaces

the
MECCSEILY VY | CRC COMSCUETIONS, W hich was MEpLENant Tor e
Christans, by the coercive and educanve action of the divimey who
FECOMPENses our good and bad acrions by their conse NoEs, With s
View [ooour moral progress, 1 this 15 accepoed, divind JUSTECE, which
: .
somerimes seems debatable, could be justified, if we consider more
I i e o N [ i
generally that it recompenses actions committed in a previous lite.
According to Praechter, then, Hierocles—in opposition, ong is (o
understand. to the Neoplatonists of the s¢ hool of Arthens— -TEplaces
[/ ¢ I | | [ 1 1 . 1 ad | { i I' ¥
R AdgiEe by the e of a4 ooercive cducation wilked by Caodd. Bt
this is completely false. Quite to the contrary, it is precisely this idea of
1 divine educarion that we find in Proclus and inthe Neoplatonists who
:
came afrer him. There was, moreover, no subsnmtion: Aranize, of

least a kind of Ananké. 15 identical to Heimrarmené: 2 whi




SLL influence 1T xeres on men, 15 interpreted as a means af du

caton, I can only ¢xpiamn Pracchter’s mistake by the Tact thdl HEEREREER AR
1 .. i 1 i N

take into consideration Proclus Iria opuscula, which, in s day, wer

- : " R i he had studied
known only in the Latin translation by Mocrbel € had STIciec

| e | =Rl
"'|- ".II'L'H. ITECENEIVELY, LWl i '\-.‘-.!'.-.':I | Al Ch e .:||'. W

these thi
[ons related o JET .-.n.j.-:-_._-._-_ and the third of which deals

quis
le to Mo that evi

in of evil, he would have
thought was a partic alarity of Hierocles' doctring on
'-::I::'.-.i l.'-.|l.|.'.||:. I |"'||.._|||h. | &f us .‘;-.|._E |i'|.'.:_ e tone of Cne 1T CHfAIdS
ciila. he would have found a EEMET 1 IMrerprefatvi RG] inalosous
to the one set torth tor us kv those of Hicrocles™ wi rks that haw
down 1o us. In these books, bor instance in the second
O Propidence, Proclus nses exXtoemeiy simple philosophical
|le!.;.'.-.| ol '.:..H|"'E.I'h.|i:§'. betore the trearnst - .:.L|x|||"‘-"-'.':\.'- kL
Theadorus, the :_'||:||:'.'ll:1||‘-f'|..'|r-.'-.| hierarchy of the ll".-il'l".l' hypostases
i |I|x SVELETI, |:'|:'-,_!:.'.“~ E'h.:.'l.".'l"- B W% .!'|.I'. 1% '.'x‘--.'l'lll.=.i. -II'-.i MENEECHS -llli'-
three principal hypostases: the Good or the One, the Nodas, and
x:.l_'_'a._ oSt OITeEn spe |:x|:|:_-_n:'||-. of & .-.:.E.".".:l.hl-'.!Z -.il*-ﬁ. 1341 "-i: iz i'- LWL

the first Twe wstases, Upon seeing this, Pracg hter would perhaps

|:_'|'.-_- !‘-n_'n_".n monc |‘-|'.|-.|.,|I: in hs uAdEment o Hierocles p nlosopnical

svstem. It is true that this simple pedagogical precaution, which Pro

e« with regard to an audience without philosophical trai

has been interpreted in a peculiar way by certain scholars. Such sim
plicity of language can, it is maintained, be explained by the fact tha
the Trig ofes fela were wrtten by Proclus in his y .
close to the philosophy of Plotinus. Bur this hypothe
H. Boese. ™ We are thus in the presence of a case
|:||__||-.._:|_--.; an anthors silence on the sulyece of £ Compiex hierarchy
of hypostases does not imply the absence or the ignorance of thiz hier
archy in the author's thought, We may also note that D, Amand,
hig boolk on Fataliem and Freedomsin (orey ity mukes
tion of these three treatises by Proclus, however incredible this may
seem., since two of them concern the subjece of his book directly. Ir 15
thus not surprising that the author should end up with complerely false
conclusions concerning Hierocles and Proclus.

The continuation of our investoeations will lead us to a wholly orher
judgment than Praechrer. We shall see that the MNe
prowvidence was already fixed, 1nits broad outhines, at

Meoplatonism; that it owed a preat deal to Middle P
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az a whale, it underwent a I.I!.".!.';!.ll'lll;.“l_ '.ll.l-l:"'-:.”'l-:"\' o the overall on

tology of Neoplatonism. We shall also see thar the place thar Hierocles
CGOCLIPICS WaTnam the evalution of the Meaplaronic doctrine on PrEOW
dence corresponds to thar which he occupies within the overall evolu
tion of Neoplatomsm; that is, he is situated between lamblichus and
Proclus,
I therefore give the continuation of the text by Photius cited above,

and start by recall E the last |'|||_|~1-_' 'I'-.1r|:i.=_||'-. commented LRI

Bjut the god who is their crearor and father rengns as king ove

.|.|. .I!'.l_l I'l & ALK !".II I |'..Ii|1 "_..-'_ll.n'..|.'_l-.'|E;-'n::.:_-'_;-'_;: 15 ey

{ mpdvoe ), which decrees to each kind whae 15 suicable to i 1 thie

justice (i) thar bollows upon it is called Henrrarmnend (glpopuén

For this i not the thoughtless necessity (awiryen) of the casters of

:|.I.'I!'\--\.'I:I"'I e THEAT T COTESTEA AL i'l!ll ||!"i'|_ STOHICS, THE, a5 ll.lq.'\_:"-\_iql'l

o Aphrodisias thinks, & it identcal with the Mlaronic natere of bod

r % if thar lor (yéveme) which is aleered by incantatons and

SACTINECES, 35 SOME TINEME, AL IT iS5 260 5 (USROS -ASRlINE Sy, oG-

; i
cerning those things that occur in accerdance with the decree o

: ;
providence, and corrects the things that are up oo us inorder and si
quence (BEien wal eippm), with regard to the freely-chose

SCS O ORIT -\.|'|: NEAFY ACCS.

[ Be efinition o

Ihe preceding rext from Hierocles thus distinguishes Her 1ene from
:_'-:.'-'.n,i:_n“'_ and gives a d finition of these two enntes, that enables us o
see the subordination of Heirmarmené to providence. First of all, ler us con
sider this definition of providence, as well as its historical background,
more closely. We note thar Hierocles dehines providence as “thar which

ateributes to exch kind what 15 suitable to "™ Such a dehmiton 15 found
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Let us fow move on to the examination of the

srernls, and s doctrinal background. The continuation

descnibes Hermarmené as the justice (8ixn) that ACCOMPANIES P
-.|-.':|-..-.'..II!l.: % 12 l.|'*~ JUstIce .|:'.|..'.'!:.'_ ACTIVILY, L |-.'.|:' ¥, Hiero |.'- :-.':"ul"ll-ﬁ.l

here by the image of DEE accompanying Zeus (= demiurge-providence

+ e ] | d
[his image 15 aken from | lara's Laees ® where it is said char

[Thig Plaromic passape is el proly; thie retle ol an '5'I||'|||.

- e kb
A0S Aopos] to which Plato

|||:.'.=:1 for it does seem thar the old

reters in this context is an Orphic text. Be thar as it may, tor the Meo

platonists the identity berween Plaro’™s Diké and thar of the Orphis
mvehs was a face. Thus, in his commentary on the Tienaens, Proclus con

i -l 0] B 5 I
nects the text trom the Laes wath fragment 158 of the Cirp

him Diké, who punishes seve

Hicrocles himselt is probally alluding to an Orphic text when

Beeps watch over human atiars, . Bovance
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In the same article, as well as m and ther, entitled * Xénocratg
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pesis of the hgure of Diké of a second text from the Latws.

erares froim a verse oy Homer: “This 15 the
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these two texrs from the Lares, are ibsolutely identical to those Hierocles

attnibutes to Nemmarmene: at the time of the reincarnations of human

souls, Diké assigns to cach soul, in accordance with what it has deserved

in its previous life, a determinate place in the various regions of the cos-

mias, and during each individual life, she keeps watch over the conduct

ot each PErsin. Fhe text from Hierocles we are now commenting
.

SEEIms, mareover, to be an imterpreracion of the second rext from Plato's

[aies, bor the demn C appLars in Plaro inothe image of a king (90446

In addition, the rext suggests the identification of Diké and Heirar-
rrente. Here Plato describes (204¢6t.) the rewards and punishments hu-
man souls undergo, as a funcrion of their moral attitudes, in accordance

with the law and the order of Hetmuarmeené, by the Homeric verse:

thiz 1= the Dk |:|'.|'||_ gosdls whio hold Odym

Thus, Hierocles follows Plato by Railing to make any apparent dis

e bt ks A I.] Rl ] = e e |
tinction between Diké and Hefmrar L an we concl




v s enEEELes from

i 1
= Defweecn [hesy

14 <
il _"'|_'|'_'H.'-..;.'. I, A% 15 SEINT Yy

[ Procins Bk, thes PnctiopRs |
wnar to be srrictly: par

|..l| Oy DE SEPECERY |FEE

ICOSIMIC BAWS bt there 15 Nnewvy

! P |

WEeen R L. it Prosc LS.

|

1Lk I'\--\.I'\':"'\-I\.'I.I.:l.'.'!: %

"i'\-.!"\-"-.:'llll L -\.!

1 1
1 MALLE |:||I'||~.! Wikl

loweer oniol




case of providence, the Hieroclean formulation we are inte
not furnish Ay imformation on the essence af the enniies i question,
- does it ||i.-..'."\-'~.'|||!:. mean thar Hierocles really considered Diké and
* tor b identical, We have .|I|'\.\.'.|l.i:| alluded several nnmes to
s exiraordinary I|||||_i:|:. ol vecabulary which their syseem allows the
nsts, since cach ontol I lewel is itluminated by the one so
to it so that each hypostasis contains within itself, in the form
¥ An TS A 1 weakened way, the lunctions of the one betore it
it would be comp ] = for a MNeoplatonist occasiona
confbuse Dyiie and Hefmrarim
evien if they are nor situaced on the same ontols all lew],
[he h the internal | B1C ol the :"“~.-.'::|"| ironic system, the notion of
Herrrarmene underwent an evolution that was the converse |
the notion of providence. Providence was placed ever higher in the or
tological hierarchy, and Heimarmené ever lower. To illustrare this de

i .
Wy |:'-|'-:"|'::I, we offer a briet account of a few elements going back o

old Plaronism. We know thar lamblichus sdentthed Heparmens

and, since he clearly considered nature as the

P EOLaTOC) DI ||"i-\.' of the cosmos, which for him was |'-I':'|'-.I|'-|'- sLIL-

Ll .,E {11 I!'|_' [ |, of the veectanye soul, we Canmor .\,I-\.!III': th 1L, T
H e e did not belong 1o the same ontological e
vl souls. In Caleidius, Pseudo-F1 rch, and Memesius we encounter
| [ I:i'l.l'. I-\.l-\. LIRS ;||.' essence of Heny rere with the World

If the distincrion berween the three classes of ditt




parroiial souls, Irrar nal souls, and VeEeratve s s ) wias .IIi'l.'.'l.!:- known
v this time, such an idennncation would mean thar Hermarmens was
considered as being on the level of the rarional souls. Otherwise, Hetna

srpene would simply be the sol, which includes wit hin the same essency
different aspects of rational coul. irrational soul, and of nature or vege-

il W knosw, FOT INSTATIOE,

Ll

that Arricus and Alcinous did not yet
fferentiations. For Atticus, the World Soul and nature
are one and the same, and he repn ached Aristorle with having intro-
serween soul and nature.*™ A text like Plato,

miFe These al

duced a useless distncnon i

s, 89262, which carries out a conerete azsimilation between marir

it the base of such a conception. Alcmous, for

|".-.5 x-llll. LY have been a
re one of the two asped rs of the World Soul, the other
It 15 _||'\-i"\-"||'-;i|"..'|r:'|'.' this state of Placoni

1 f i T T . I o L
15 It ||;.-\.|I,'-\.I n o TR T P SRS A5 Wils SO T B

Hans Lewv.*™ To Hecate, their personification of the World Soul, they

1 [’ 3 1 J i
ollowing three funcrions: as Fsykbe, she animanes all of

yciribured the
creation: as Physis (or Ananké), she keeps wartch over the stars” regular
niovement: as | { i arene, she reigns Over mein, through the imterms
diary of her demons. Thus, we find the equation World Soul = nature =

Hemmarmen
A e far as Diké is concerned, taken either in 1fs ¢55eNcE O 10 115 rela
pon with I o rar e i e, | iy it ?._|||-'.-.. o any [exXr, i !.!'.l.' '_"-._'I'.-'.! EOITE

froam ALticus Alcinous as tar as |.'_||||1-:-.'|'|I:x. that alluwdes to gr. Yet it s

INEErest

sir |
AR

with Diké: here, Diké, as the Soul of the Al

A 4 e i E i ¥
ciens over the sky, whereas she reigns over e lower part of

y note, with regard to the hirst generanon of Platonises, that
a fragment of Xenocrabes attesis the identification of the Soul of the All




All the defimitions of Heimarmené we find in Photius, as well as those
we encounter in the commentary on the Carmren anrewm, refer exclu
1L I-'|:- 0o its function, and they seck to specilty the limits of the power it
exercises on human |'-|.'::'.','_1. Mevertheless, we mav hind some indicarions
on the essence of Hemarmené in the series of negations our fext con
tains, which define what it 15 not: It is neither the constraine of the Sto
ics, nornature as defined by Alexander of ".:_'l!:.'lu.1:'x|.|'-.. Whar Hierocles
lies by protesting in this way against Alexander’s definition becomes

imore clear by means of a parallel vexe from Proclus:

Wle say thar we must not detine Hemarmené as the partcular
natural -\.il"\-i-l'\l'\-lflul" TV pEpLty iy, 4% some i'l\.lli"'.ill\.'l'..'\-. like
Aexander, wall have itz tor such a mamiral disposition is withou
{15 |_|:_-r:'.|E_ '.'.|||_':'-\.,'."h._ ] .I-_-_l:-l-_! 1THCE Wikl :l'n_'-_:l FITTRCHEN
HIES, Wi AASSKETIE :I'l.'l'. :|1| i"l-!.'\.;.'.rl:l LRI e 15 SLEIFRETANENIES LHIEL
nipotent and hxed; nor as the order of the cosmic revolurions - ..
the cause of order is one thing, and order is something ab
frerent ...
In his ereatise De fato, Alexander™ wdentibed in principle tataliey
indd nature—{gyappevn = ouamg). Tetthis dehmition needed to be made
mare precise; that which happens “in conformity with nature” does not
happen “necessarily™ (£ avdaykns), for within whart habitually occurs
1T contormiry with nature we Iy CNCounrer '."i".'-.lll'-'lﬂ that are “con
trary o nature” [(mapi o). Such |xI'I:ILiLI|.['- would thus also be "con
trary o farality™ (mapd thy elpapuévny). It must therefore be specihed
that the nature thar is identical with fatality is each individual’s own
nature (olxeia éOoe): the cause of whar happens most often to natural
constitutions and disposiions a5 a4 Consequence ol their actions and of
their modes of life. or the cause of what happens farally in the devel

opment of individual life. Proclus rranslates this into Platonic language

uepueh) abeng (the nature peculiar to each one), and Hierocles idennifies

his nature with the “Platonic nature of bodies” For Hierocles, there
could be no question of allowing this assimilation of farality to indi
vidual nature, probably tor the same reasons as Proclus: individua

rure is too weak, and it 15 not erermal.




Heimarmené the so-called constraint of the

M, Fod ocles, 15

Stoics. In Calc wclius, wie

find a rather well '-I-"-i-:"l'i.'l; reitation ™ ol
i . ! s LIRS

che Sooic thesis brom 3 Platonic point of vics It may be sup osed thar

neation still remained more or less the same in th

o Kind OF Argune

i
mrurics. € alcidius P OCeeds as

H_L..-'-','“- MIEEs Of
|-..:|-'-,:"..-' L8] Plato, |"':-"- wdence and Hetnrdrnieiie are nor,
| = |

the fifth and sixth ce

'...:” WS First,

as Chrysippus would have it, two names that denote the same reality,

e 15 subordinate 1o prov
1

| | " 4 ) T " -
| |::-._'-|-\."H-"ll'_.I.!I!":'_I:.Il all events are fixed 1 AAvVance

ne will. Instead, ey

.,,!l\.'!':l\. [ o | i"'l!l.:.
by providence amd MHefsiarmen: vcoording to Plato, there are things
rhat pertal i I"'Ii'i'.:l.:_l,"'.l. g .I._||!|-.'I II-..'.I,'l'H. Tl I':.--illr TTE¥ITS _" |'I TR T e,

1 chance (fortuna = 1 i

:'-I.!'|:|a|5||.f-.i-.-"-.':|~|-.|:1||::| free will or on ¢ _ vl
avropdtmg). ! What must

rill others thar occur spontancously (casu

S EER B
::.'-;'.-_'-_:r.-__ 3 ii|-.'_ ||I. IH '.|'|.' I|II:f|:.'|= -IIIE.'-E 1 Of |"~|'| Wl
and Heimarmené, and then the relarion between Heinarmene

For it is the interplay of these complex relations that a

N IONEST [0 POSSESS the P PREE dly eon

| _|_ TFPIEHE

r character of Stoie Hermarmene,

The last i'\-!“-.; s from thi= text |'\-:. Hierocles on which we are now

menting ™ provides us with a succinct account ol these relanons, whi

LT TR :.,I.Il"-|-'.'.||"
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cordance with o

up and scgue

voluneary

Here and in the !"l'--k"-l“":-'. phirase, Hepmarmene appears as a funcnon

3 :
subardinane o providence The docreine accordin 8 (4 nich Hefar-
E

menaisa partof |‘|-.:-.|.|;'||H'_ that the former is contained within the Lar




and that everything thar takes place through Heima

providence as its hrst cause, 15 common to Hierocles and all the other
Meaplitonists. ' It is hard fo say when this doctrine o

to be sketched in the Chaldaean Oracle:
so far as | know, in Pseudo-Plutarch. narmene 15 included
by providence, Flierocles can also speak, as Plotinus had already done,
0o Wi -1;._|-._|.E|_---_._._--.. I||:; Hl\;.\_xlll.\_l ol Wi ::_:' exXerts ks "“'|||II:.Ih;. wpon Iil._'
lower dodneain.

i 5
| he torme: 15 puare |"'I-\.:'.:|_'.|_"'.-.,|_'_‘.i'l_' ALTER 15 ROne OLner

than Hermarmené, or providence thar exerts its influence in matter
ppdvowa Evuioc), and that wrilizes chance

karpog). ™ The tuncr

ruyn) and opporounicy
Former 1s essentially to disernibute g

LT u_i'\.

-
and to conserve the properties appropriate to the nature of each imd
vidual, whereas the larrer corrects the dispositions thar are conirary
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co narure. and corrects our faults. The disuncnion berween a pure pros
8 TN LLINS RN 1
dence and a justice dealing proy sdence exernmg its influence within
har Hierocles, like Proclus, a

Aligible and sensible things, whereas

TALET SHOWS s 1 rribunes to prowidence

urisdiction over the entirety of i
i | " - 8 -

realim of Femrndrnane 15 limired to sensible I|1I.‘::.',"-. And since

smené is included within providence,

: : Ll

in his treanse Lhe decem dubnba

I |
1t is _'|II\I.I '!":\'\-"'H.“'llﬁ.' L "hi\:'...:'h

oy ofF Onc -::'-_;|:_ THOV e [ hus,
iz, Proclus distinguishes oy rarely between providence and
neral deals w ith both under the name ol POV

dence. whereas in the treatise De providentia el fato, he always distin
gushes Hern F from providence, id subordinares the tormer to
the latter. Hierocles, at the same time as he srrongly emphasizes thisin

1AL PRSI, ~.|,'-|,'.|'x'x ueke oiten

ink berween providence and Hew
of a providential Hefmarmeng [RpOVONTLET ELHEMIENT] ).
Zecording 1o another point of view, that of participation, Prosclis is

F mioee than rwo pr widenoes, at '\..II-II'\.'l' il |:|"|||:||'|:_:_|._.|| |._".

1w of
his 15 .'.III‘-I||:'|' NECESSArY COnsequence ot the 1‘&:'-.:|'IE.'|T='IZ'|I-. SVEDE.

; 5
| '_1||,:'|_|_|| [ \,‘\.Ii'|_ 1 TUINCTIOns A5 4 Case, :I:l.':l.'-\.l:'i.

CINE MO Orig
ral providences that derive from this cause, and are placed
ssively each on a level lowwer than the prec .|"'|:.', One,. Among ath-
here is the providence of the encosmic gods, and the providence of
the demons. At the last level come human souls, which are sull able to
EXEFCISe A Cel upon themselves,

A1 Providence, albert very himined,

animals, and planes.” Original providence makes beings on the
immediarely lower level participate in it, and it is primarily to them that
its activity extends; yvet through mediation it extends down to the last

EL %}

degree. As tar as human souls are concerned, it is the demons that ex

i § 3
ETrCISE [Ne nrovidence Closesy o ||'I!'|:'.: DeCAuSe It exXeres 1s 'i'lrh:l-"-'-'-"-'
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within matter, this providence is a part of Heimarmené.
Meoplatonists can equally well speak of one unigue providence, or of
several partial providences, as they can of providence and of Heimar
ereere, 1o all three cases, these are three particular aspects of the same
svsrem. which, rather tham exq ||||,!:'.;'_-.|||-.' anocther, mutually imply one
another.

Hierocles calls Hefrmearmené “the justice-dealing activity of g«

MNeoplatonises like Simplicius, who, as a result of the progressive di

viersil 1on of iy postases, distinguish berween Dike and Hemmarmrene,
it may happen that it is Diké who is called *the punitive form of divine
justice-deal 1] activity 2™ Diiké thus seems to be intercalated berween
providence and Heimarmené. Yet we must always remember that Dk
and Heimarmené are mere aspects of providence, which may, accord
ing to the laws inherent in the Meoplatome system, sometimes be

confused with providence, and sometimes be disnnguished from
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have such-and-such a punishment or reward ™ but it does not order “Dio

i = = I q ¥
this! " and it is constraming only wir I FEEArd o e COMSEOUEnces OF Our

yOIUNTAryY actions. It 15 up tooowr free will o make a choice: however,

the consequences of this choice no longer belong to our free will, but
will be imposed upon us. The choice we have made is thus the prelim-
TikTg condition for the functionine of Heimarmené, It precedes the
CRSACY Sequence of ine iralle CONSEQUENCEs 1 har bolbevoes our chonce,
in which Heimarmené consists, This is the mcamng of the brel phrase
from Hierocles we cited earlier: “Iv corrects whar we do, as a function

af the | ly-chosen b ."'-.'ri'l-.'-\.l."H- which are our acis” In the De fata ol

Pseudo-Plurarch, we hnd'a rather elaborate exposition of the doctrine

LIONS £C unobeEcedns.

The origin of the distinction between absolute pece S5ITY, which ap
phies only o erernal beings, and a conditional necessity (e5 vroteoems),
which exercises its influence upon all the beings subjecr to becoming,
goes back to Aristotle. ™ When applied to Heimarmene, this tormula
tion does not scem to be attested in the later Neoplatonists; yver with
regard to its substance, this doctrine s ommipresent in them, as the resi
oot owr investigation will show.

Fatality does ot strike mankmnd |'-5"|-.||:., bur acts in accordance with
merit. It 15 simultaneously the resule of man’s free choice and of the
providence of the demin t. as Hicrocles savs, once we have
freelyv chosen whar we want, ™' we must often, as a Conscquence of this
choice, undergo what we do not want. In Proclus, we find the same in-

ferweaving hetween |'=I'-=:-'.'l.1l.'l'|q.'a.'. Heimarmené, and man's free will, ob-




texts from Plato, as

pseguence of the

It

= EE
JIT HLRWNL

L

he domain of things thar ar

DOSSCRS1LIS,
S 11 ::rl:;:
EXNCTCISES 1[5 :':|||:|': ce

rational soul 1tse

[ ]
1R 1

CXOC




which man is defined,*™ and which, by essence,

UTOR LV

1% moved by rselt
oc). It exercises power on the soul onl

b the larter 18 oo
closely unired o matver; that is, if it allows itself ro sympathize with the
body and thus, in a way, becomes moved by something else (£1epoxiv-
o). This is an esser

| 9

1| docerinal element, which we find in all the
:
|.'.E|.' ‘Hl.'-::-|'|5.'||-::-|l:~\.l*~.
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les exnlains at length in his commentary on Verses b

ve soul’s duty is clearly to remember 11s ore

am all sympathy w
I areel W ”” EXTer II I-\.| L L]
ike a docror towar

prs: just as the latter cures bodies by the adminisor;

ents and remedies, so Heimarmene cures souls By app
cures. The use of this analogy is once again common to all the Neo

platonists.”

In the previous sectio ¢ have seen Hierocles use the comparison of

Hefiraariene 1o a e and his nse of medical science. He now adds

ry. that of jud;

He thus assimilates these judges o Herma . Deher texts from

thie summary by Photius will reveal o us who these judpes are
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Mlhrilosoprlical Tdeas on Pro

The atribunion of the function of judges to the demons 1s based on the
"||:.:|: of the Croprias, A5 15 well Enown, this myvth s centered arouncd

|

: s iy I ' 1 ]
freasf=marT e L ent of souls, and the need for every soul o un

g punishments for the faules it has committed during life on earth.
[he tundamental Neoplatonic law, also stared by Hierocles,™ accord
ing to which each class of beings produces the class of beings which
CirmEs .:||||:|_'|_'.'..|I_q|:. LIEEr 0T in I!u; i:':_':.||x||'._ .'|||,_| CXENCISEs ProN i-\,,l-\.'ll-\.-C'
overit, brimgs it abour that the function of judges with regard 1o us falls
o the lof of the class of demons, which is the closest class of souls, sit
wated immediately above human souls.

In the Neoplatonic interpretation of the myth of Er, we always en-
counter the same learned combination and reconciliation of Prov
dence=Hemmrarmend with human free will char Hierocles formulated in
his definition of Hefmarmené, and that inspires the three passages men
nioned concerning the role of demons with repard to us, The following

I . - | s . ot
rext by Proclus gives us an excellent example:
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LIS IS '-..IHI|1. '\-."'-I..'ll "‘-..'I'I|"‘|I.L...~| CxXplains ar |.-;-;_|!'| 1IN NE SXPOSITIon

on = Whart .!:'|‘-|":-.|x on us,” and what Proclus alsoe affirms.** Yet this. |

repeat, does not mean that Heimarsrené settles absolutelv all the ex

terril detals of our II'--'*-. ||| p.1|'r|,.|||.'.|. WE .':|'.'.'.‘;:.'-u !'|_|l._' the possibiliry
of a true choice when we have the impression, which is by no means il

lusory, that we are faced by an alternative. The faculty of choice and
deliberation has not been gven ro usin vaim 2 With regard o the

sules of our actions in the area of external things, they depend ro a larg
extent on our cooperation and the effort we make, although we are not
the only masters of these actions. Besides, the practice of oracles and

of the hieratic art PrONES '.Iil_' existence of the COnbingent.

Basing myself on parallel texts, mostly taken from Proclus and cited
above all in the notes, | hope to have been able to demonstrate that
Hierocles” doctrine on providence and Hetmarmené, with regard to
those of its elements that we can still grasp, coincides with those of the
ate Neoplatonists, The thesis of K. Pracchter, according to which
“Hierocles scarcely goes bevond pre-Plotinian Platonism™*** and, in
ontrast o the Athenian Meoplatonists, had undergone Christian in

[ [} [ ) I!'l:'l'-: Iore |ll*~-.'= ITS ..|'|".|!.Z'l||II'.: .!.|'|-\.| II '.|!|.' |'|'::-.‘||I-.' ".:. DOTNESES
constructed thereupon collapse along with ie.*** However, this result of
onr research does nor authorize us to affirm thar Hierocles” doctrine on
providence, which the stare of his work allows us to know only insut

fciently, was, in all its derails, the same as that of Simplicius, for ex-
ample, who does not entirely set torth his complete doctrine on this

subject either. We are, however, in a position to say that if changes did
] E'!.\.'l'iﬂ.-i'{ll I:Iil_'__l Iq_'El_'-\. I"I,I KI!:":'!"III.\_II_I'\-_ as 1% I_'i.'ll!\.ll"'l;_'. I VIEW Of ‘.'I
overall development of "‘{.;l'-;_ﬁ.llc:lllr.'ll, they Can Concern ::-|Ii:- minor de
tails in the supplementary subdivisions of the hicrarchy. In its broad out-
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[0 IS wlence, the ._'-::||!!.'-.1l||‘~|!:~_- of diving providenor Wil CONTNEEng v
and free will *** the function of DlerHdrrent as renderer of justice for
plished both in this life and in a previous life, the Neo

T ACES, ACOOITE
B = | TN IR | froam Poes L=
I“‘:""""' docrrine ol providence remsa ned unchanged from Porphyey

oo o [DDamascius and '“|||||_L'-'.:n'|||-.
Our research on Hierod les has therefore shown that the fragments
lnown to us of Hierocles® doctrine are characteristic and integral parts
of thar Meoplatonism that 15 « alled “Athenian.” In the preceding chap
[ers, W i have seen this '-.‘.I[ll Icy "II.| I he !'!xl.:'-.":. il |‘-|'I|:-~.-::.!_-|::. and the
nohns of matter andl the demmurge. In the present Chapiern, we have been
ble to confirm that the Ir.1||||;w of Hierocles™ doctrine on Providence,
allezed to be archaic, Middle 1 latomist, or “Christian,” are found in
tamblichus or Proclus. The result of our research is thus thar we must
10t -.f-|:||‘l | |'|."n-.'|.'-' .1‘Ii||":.'|r|:'-|' when he declares that his own [k
A .;'\-:".__-_I VHEWS |g\-.'|'-\.|.--.‘|‘:"|_'|| orientarion from |"||,'.1.||'."_'; ot Athens
we might add, had undergone the mfluence of lamblichus** We tl
fore note that ne |||f.|n._ les nor Simplicius may be cl:
tness of the -..|::._I|".'|.I. orginality of "%.uﬂl*l MUISITY
Alexandria. I will go still farther: such a doctrinal onginality never ex
How, moreover, could it have existed, given that the same
sophers studied and ravght both in Athens and in Alexandr
paintaining a constant exchange of wde=as berween |.|!|.".I|E' We need only
read the Introduction by Saffrey and Westerink to their edition of Pro-
|"'|' wtonic Theology?™ and the Life of 1sidorus |~:- Damascius i o
rruck by the continuous coming ai nd going that took place
!';i'-'....'-»..'!l the twio '-.-.'.'.l'l-l|=~. It is true I_||:'|I local |‘ll.ii:-. al ,_|.-_|__!|r|n:'_x 171:%
sometimes have menaced the freedom of instruction at Alexandria, as
I!l

) :
was also the case at Athens, which Proclus was once torced to flec;

yet this fact did not place the '.'l!'..ll.i"w-llr'l'li'.. al orientarion of the school in
jeopardy. It was chance that brought it about that we possess almaost
-\.\."\I-\.-\.\.!II'H.!'u:\.!:- COMIMmEnraries on r|||' WEITINES i1l |:'-..II:|| ErOm I|||_' Arhenian
w-..,|:|-|- L and Come ICATIES O ."|.||h‘.||‘.f|' from the Alexandrian scho
Yer in both 'I'li.l._:_\. the ."-.i‘:|,|"|.|[||'-!'. of both authors was !"'.I-.II'-.'-"-':. 1m
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iy with the order of studies. The differences thar have been di

cerned berween these Platonic and Aristotelian commentaries are di




[er a |.I:'::'_I.' extent oo the internal demands of :_||;--.|||-.|;_._h| dealt with, and
not to divergences in philosophical tendencies. Perhaps, as a result of

1al polemics, there was an influence from Christianity on MNeopla

tonism=—I shall leave this question to be decided by others™ —but i

this were the case, neither ““II-":E"ll'\-.II.Ix nor Hierocles underwent ik to a
more |'|':3'r|'\-":'-|g"-l-' extent '.I'.'III.\_ tor INSEANCE, I:‘rl |-_'|||-\. or Ddamasciis. |k
doctrimal evolution of f“'{-.;l'-!:'n atonism ook place i1-::-||!||:_:-_-|'|:-:'-I,:x:|_
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