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Preface 

The Neoplatonist Hierocles, who lived in the fifth century a.p. and 
taught at Alexandria, has not y 
of Neoplatonic philosophy; or, rather, he has not found any place at 
all. Most modern works that try o sketch an overview of the history 
of one or all of the Neoplatonic doctrines leap from Porphyry and 
Tamblichus to Syrianus and Proclus, without mentioning Hierocles. 
However, the attentive study of the fragments of his treatise in seven 
books On Providence and of his commentary on the Pythagorean 
armen aureum provides us with many important details on the de- 
velopment of Neoplatonic doctrines between lamblichus and Syrianus- 
Proclus, knowledge of which would have spared some scholars some 
rather considerable errors. For instance, there is the fairly recent affir- 
mation that a characteristic of the so-called Athenian Neoplatonism 
consisted of the tendency to wish to harmonize the various theological 
traditions with each other, whereas we can plainly read in the extracts 
that Photius has preserved for us of the De providentia that the fourth 
book of this trearise “wishes to harmonize with the doctrines of Plato 
what is called the Oracles [scil. the Chaldacan Oracles] and the hier- 
atic institutions,” and that the fifth book “attributes to Orpheus and to 
Homer and to all those who were famous before Plato appeared, the 
philosophical theory of Plato on the subjects dealt with above:™ The 
texts from Hierocles thus show that this harmonizing tendency existed 
before the Neoplatonists taught at Athens, and goes back, in all prob- 

  

received his due place in the history 

    

  

  

  

    

ability, already to Tamblichus. 
1 therefore think it is useful to publish an updated and slightly 

abridged English translation of my previous work on Hierocles, pub- 
lished in various places,” which allows Hierocles’ median position 
in the history of Neoplatonic philosophy, between lamblichus and 

    

Syrianus-Proclus, to emerge, 
The notes contained in this book are rather numerous, which is nowa- 

days frowned upon by editors. Nevertheless, they are indispensable. 
‘They enable the quotation and translation of most of the principal texts 

  

* 1 Hadot 1978; 19795 1990b; 1993; 2002, especially pp- 32 
* Phorius, Library, cod. 214, p. 173 Bekker, vol. I, pp. 128ff. Henry  
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ially of other authors, which are necessary in of Hierocles, and esp 
at a precise point in the history of Neo- 

order to situate Hierocles 

placonism. If these important texts are placed in footnotes, it is with a 
View to the clarity of my exposition; in this way, the continuity of the 
exposition is not interrupted, and the material necessary to back it up 
is not lacking 

1 thank with all my heart my colleague and friend Michael Chase, 
who has carried out the translation with all his competence as a trans- 
lator and a scholar.



CHAPTER 1 

Biographical Elements 

Few details of the life of the philosopher Hierocles are known to us. In his treatise On Providence, Hierocles introduces himself? as the faith 
ful disciple of Plutarch of Athens, the Platonic, or, as we are now ac 
customed to say, Neoplatonic philosopher. The Platonic diadoch 
Plutarch of Athens died in A.D. 431 or 432 at a very advanced age," ap- 
proximately two years after the young Proclus arrived in his school. 
This date supplies us with a terminus ante quem for dating Hierocles’ 
studies under Plutarch. In addition, Damascius, in his biography of his 
master Isidorus, the Platonic diadoch who succeeded Marinus, speaks 
of Hierocles as someone no longer alive. Now, the Life of Isidorus was 
written at the time of the reign of Theodoric the Great in Italy,* and 
therefore between 497 and his death in 526. Here is the extract con- 
cerning Hierocles from Damascius’ Life of Isidorus as preserved by 
Photius:* 

    

  

    

<He says> that Hierocles, who adorned studies at Alexandria with 
ted n 

his confidence and magnificence of diction, an extreme abunds 
of thought. As he was distinguished by hs facility of speech and the 

  

his ele ind and sublime language, possessed, together with   

  

  abundance of the prettiest nouns and verbs, he always struck his au- 
   ditors with admiration, constantly vying with the beauty of language 

and the wealth of thought of Plato. This Hierocles was once ex- 
plaining Plato’s Gorgias to the members of his school, and Theose- 

Phorius, Library, cod. 214, p. 173237 Bekker, vol. 1L, p. 130 Henry: . below, the 
text cited at p. « 

Marinus, Vita Procli, 12: cf. H. D. Saffrey and L. G. Westerink, (1968-1997), xi 

“Damascius, Vita Isidori, 64, p. 94, 10-11 Zintzen; Phorius, Library, cod. 242, 
340a15-18 Bekker, vol. VI, p. 21 Henry, f. $1A Athanassiadi. 

This margin may be reduced if we suppose that Damascius wrote this work while 
he was already diadoch of the School of Athens, and thus probably after $15. On this 
dare, cf. P Hoffmann, 1994 sseuma 

# Damascius, Vita [sidori, 54, . 80 Zintzen, in Photius, Library, cod. 242, 3381 
339a7 Bekker, vol. VI, p. 18 Henry,fr. 45A Athanassiadi 
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bius, one of his auditors, wrote down his explanation. When, as is 

normal, after some time, Hierocles came to explain the Gorgias for 

the second time, the same disciple wrote it down, and when he com 
ts with the second, he found as it were noth- 

  pared the first commer 
ing identical in them, although—and this seems incredible— 

  

ch 
one followed Plato’s intenion as closely as possible. This, then, in- 
dicates how immense was the ocean of this man's intelligence. 

From this passage, then, we learn that Hierocles taught at Alexan 
dria at some point in time, and that he taught there long enough to be 
able to take up a second series of explanations of a part or of all the di 
alogues of Plato contained in the Neoplatonists’ program of study.” We 
should also note the laudatory tone of the entire passage." This does 
not prevent Damascius from situating Hierocles at a fairly low level in 
the hierarchy of the various Neoplatonic virtues: Hierocles, like Aris- 
totle and Chrysippus, did not achicve a result of great importance with 
regard to the great wisdom that is worthy of a god, so preoccupied was 
e with the problems situated in the domain of that which is mortal and 
human.” In other words, Hicrocles, like Aristotle, Chrysippus, and 
other philosophers of the same tendency, remained at the level of civic 

virtues.” The Suda transmits another passage about Hierocles, taken 
from the same work by Damascius; it must have followed Photius’ sum- 
mary, which we have just quoted, fairly closely: 

      

Hierocles’ courage and magnanimous character was demonstrated 
by the misfortune that happened to hir   For when he went up to 
Byzantium, he offended the party in power, was dragged into court, 
and was beaten up by the blows of men [cf. Acschines, [n Timarchur, 
59]. Covered with blood, he plunged the cup of his hand into his own 
blood and sprinkled the judge with it saying: “Here, Cyclops, drink 
this wine now that you have eaten human flesh” 0d, 9, 
347). Condemned to exile, he later returned to Alexandria, where 

  

Hom:    

(CE. 1. Hador, 1990a, pp. 44-46; 80-93; A. . Festugiére, 1969, 
* One can well understand Damascius'judgment by reading Hicrocles’ commentary 

  

such s haof Smpcasonthe Manalof Kt Bt ommentaris v mended forbeginners (e chap T, 5c. 11, 62), and shy herelor o 6 o an il inroducion o Neopltonc pilosophy: Fierces sueceds admrably i ing il clear and brifovrview of i highly comple ayvem, while masatiog oo dhe sk ofdeformation,Simplicu,on hecontar, s much more el 10 make His xplanatin conorm o the demand o s kind of commcary. and bt et 
Damascius, Vita Isdori, 36, p. 62 Zintzen = . 39 Athanassiadi,in Phorius, Library <od. 242, vol. VI, p. 15 Henry. 5 " *“ On the Neoplatonic virtues, . I. Hadot, 2001, pp. LXXVII-C 
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  he studied traditional matters with his disciples. 

This text shows us the attitude of the pagan philosopher Hierocles during the perscution led by the Christians at Constantinople, a situ- 
ation in which he kept his cool in a way Damascius found admirable. 
Damascius also notes with satisfaction that Hierocles, even after these 
bitter experiences, continued imperurbably to teach traditional—that 
is to say, pagan—philosophy at Alexandria, without compromising. 
The Suda text on Hierocles ends as follows: 

  

      

One may get an idea of the magnanimous wisdom of Hicrocles by 
reading the treat 
ansand by numerous other books on provid 

    ises he wrote on the Golden Verses of the Pythagore- 

   . In these works the. 
man appears, with regard to his “form oflife;"? as of elevated char 
acter; but lacking precision with regard to philosophical notions. 

Damascius thus enumerates as Hierocles” written work the two trea- 
tises we still know today: the commentary on the Carmen aureun, 
which we possess in its entirety, and the treatise On Providence, of 
which we have a few traces in two summaries by Photius.™ We will see 

in subsequent chapters that these two treatises, as far as their doctrinal 
contentis concerned, are consistent with the trend of post-lamblichean 
Neoplatonism, but they do not yet contain all the refinements that char- 
acterize Neoplatonism under Proclus, and even later under Damascius 
This is what Damascius means when he s 
act with regard to philosophical notions. 

R. Henry's mistakenly attributes to our Hierocles a work on Apol- 
lonius of Tyana, but the author in question is another Hicrocles, also a 
pagan, who lived two centuries earlier, under the reign of Diocletian, 
and whose work is known to us through the polemics of Eusebius of 
Caesarea. In his dialogue Theophrastus, Aeneas of Gaza'* distinguishes 
two Hierocles: one of them, the pagan philosopher who taught at 
Alexandria, is presented i it as the professor of two of the three char- 

  

  

s that Hirocles was not ex- 

        

. 458 Athanassiadi.    1 Damascius, Vita Isdori, fr. 106, p. 83, 5=11 Zintze 
12 Zeoyis a Neoplatonic technicalterm that designates the vivifying aspect of the soul, 

or,in the words of Hermias, In Phaedr, p. 110, 7 Couvreus,the soul under the aspect 
of motion. This termis thus applied to te rational soul as much s to the irrational and 
Vegetative souls. For this reason, Co is almost interchangeable with “soul” (yuz) in 
cases where the term “soul” is used in a wide sense and according to common usage. 

Damascius, Vita Isidori,fr. 106, p. 83, 12-15 Zintzen = fr. 45B Athanassiad. 
“ Photius, Library, cod. 214, vol. 1, pp. 125-130 Henry; ibid., cod. 251, vol. VII, 

Pp. 189-206 Henry. 
 Photius, Library vol. I, p. 125 Henry, note 1 
14 On this work, cf. A. Segonds, 1989, 1994 
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acters of the dialogue, and he is to be identified with our philosopher. 
He is called Hierocles the professor (6 813doxaog), to distinguish him 
from an author of marvelous stories,” about whom itis difficult to say 
if he is the same as the Hierocles. mentioned by Eusebius. Hierocles does 

ot appear in this dialogue by chance, for it s indeed against him, or 
rather against his treatise On Providence, that the Theophrastus seems 
to be directed. However,since Hicrocles was already dead at the time, 
and philosophical instruction in Alexandria was on the decline, ™ the 
principal pagan interlocutor is a certain Theophrastus, probably a fic- 
titious personage, depicted as one of the last pagan philosophers who 
are condemned to wander alone, with no school or fellow students, 
secking out a limited, strictly private audience here and there. In any 
case, Aeneas of Gaza refutes the principal arguments of Hierocles' trea- 
tise On Providence point by point, at the same time as he makes a clear 
distinction between the various stages Platonic doctrine went through 

  

  

  

down to 

The treatise On Providence was dedicated to a certain Olympi 
odorus, who distinguished himself in Roman embassies and had 
“brought many very mighty barbarian nations under obedience to the 
Romans® The identification of this Olympiodorus has been a fre 
quent topic of modern study, without any certain results having been 
achieved ! 

yrianus and Proclus. 

12 Aeneas of Gaza, Theophrastus, p. 18, 13ff. Colonna 
1 Ibid., p. 2, 20 Colonna 
1 Ibid., . 3, 4-8 Colonna. 
2 Photius, Library, cod. 214, p. 171522 Bekker, vol. I p. 125 Heny. 

1 On the hypotherical dentification with Olympiodorus of Thebes,cf. I Hadot, 2000. 

 



CHAPTER 11 

Hierocles’ Ideas on the History of 

Platonic Philosophy 

I hope to have demonstrated elsewhere, while refuting the views of 
  Pracchter,® that in the commentary on Epictetus’ Manual, Simplicius’ 

theology, or his doctrine of first principles, by no means corresponds 
toa doctrinal 

  

ndency peculiar to the school of Alexandria, but rather 
reflects the doctrines of the school of Achens; in particular those of Pro 
clus and Damascius. In this same commentary by Simplicius, we find a 
theory of providence that is very close to that of Hierocles. Following 
Pracchter, could we not recognize in Hierocles’ doctrines on providence 
a typically Alexandrian doctrinal tendency that was then taken over by 
Simplicius?* On this view, Hierocles, in his doctrines concerning the 
creation of the world, providence, and the destiny of the soul, departs 
from the tendency of the Neoplatonic philosophy of his time, and takes 
up the theses of Middle Platonism, which are even tinged with Chris 
tianity 
However, if we submit Hierocles’ doctrines on the history of Platonic 

philosophy, on matter, the Demiurge, the soul, and providence, to care 
ful analysis, we shall discover that these theories are not, any more than 
the theology of Simplicius, evidence of the anachronistic survival of the 
theories of Middle Platonism o of Ammonius Saccas, and that they do 
not depart from the overall evolution of Neoplatonism. 

    

  

1. Photius’ Summaries of Hierocls’ Treatise On Providence 

Let us begin with the careful examination of the two summaries of 
Hierocles’ seven books On Providence, which we owe to the zeal of 

ning of the first summary (codex 

  

Photius. We can leave aside the beg 

1. Hadort, 1978, chaps. Il and VIL,reprinted in . Hador, 2001a, pp. XLV-C 
K. Pracchter, 1913, 

K. Pracchter, 1927.  
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214), in which Photius is only concerned with the personality of the 

treatise’s addressee, and read the text starting from 171b33: 

The declared goal of the present investigation is to deal with provi 

dence, by combining the doctrine of Plato with that of Aristotle. The 
author wishes to bring the two thinkers together, not only in their 
theories on providence, butalso on all the points on which they con 
ceive of the soul as immortal, and in which they have philosophized 
on the heavens and on the world. As far as all those are concerned 
who have set these authors at odds with one another, he explains at 
lengh that they have been gravely mistaken, and that they have de- 
parted as much from the intention of the two thinkers as from the 
truth: some willingly, because they have offered themselves up as 
sacrifices to their quarrelsome temperament and their foolishness; 
others, because they were the slaves of a preconceived opinion and 
of their ignorance. He adds that previous authors formed an im- 
posing chorus, until there shone forth the wisdom of Ammonius, 

sods.” 

  

who, he recalls emphatically, was nicknamed *the pupil of th   
Tt was he, he says, who restored the doctrines of these two ancient 
philosophers to their purity, abolished the foolishness that had ac- 
cumlated on both sides, and showed the agreement between the 
thought of Plato and that of Aristotle concerning the important and 
most necessary doctrinal questions. 

Let us note two important points. First, Hierocles adopts the hy- 
pothesis of doctrinal agreement between Plato and Aristotle, a hy- 
pothesis that was almost universally accepted in the Neoplatonic school 
after Porphyry. Secondly, Hierocles designates a certain An 
the restorer of this agreement. We learn which Ammonius is meant at 
the end of Phorius’ irst summary, where he gives a glimpse of the struc- 
ture of Hirocles” treatise. Let us continue to follow Photius’ account 
in duc order: 

   

  

      monius as 

  

His work s divided into seven books. The first consists in the expo- 
sition (el éxbeoty darunobia) of the exercises and investigations 
he has carried out on providence, justice, and the judgement that will 

    

descer   d upon us according to the merits of our actions; the second, 
in gathering together the Platonic opinions (zds ekatovixas     
seeks to confirm them on the basis of Plato’s very writings; the third 

  * For passages from codices 214 and 251, the translation s based on that by R. Henry, 
ol L. 125t and vol. VI, pp. 189. This translaion has somctimes becn mods 
fied 
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  presents the objections that could be used to contest these opinions, 
and seeks to refute their intention; the fourth wishes to set what are 
called the Oracles, and the hieratic institutions, in agreement with 

Plato’s doctrines; the fifth attributes Plato’s philosophical theory on 
the above subjects to Orpheus, Homer, and all those who were fa 
mous before the appearance of Plato; the sixth takes up all the 
philosophers after Plato, taking Aristotle himself as the most emi- 
nent, until Ammonius of Alexandria, whose most remarkable dis 
ciples were Origen and Plotinus. After Plato, then, and up until the 
men we have just mentioned, he takes up all those who have made 
aname for themselves in philosophy, and he shows that they all agree 
with the doctrine of Plato. All those who have tried to break the 
unity of views between Plato and Aristotle, he ranges among the 
mediocre, and those who should be considered with horror: they 

  

have altered many aspects of Plato’s works, even as they proclaimed 
him to be cheir master. The same is true of the works of Aristotle, 
on the part of those who identify themselves with his school. All heir 
maneuvers have had no other goal than to find a way o set the Sta- 
girite and the son of Aristo at odds with one another. The seventh 
book starts from a different angle, as it deals with the doctrine pro- 
fessed by Ammonius, Plotinus and Origen, and also Porphyry and 
Tamblichus, as well as their successors—all those who, according to   

him, are born of sacred stock—as far as Plutarch the Athenian, who 
he says was the Master who taught him these doctrines; all these 
concur with the philosophy of Plato in it pure state. 

We can thus see that this work was a treatise on providence, which 
could claim to give a complete outline of the question, from both the 
dogmatic and the historical points of view. With regard to the first 
phrase: it cannot be decided with certainty whether the phrase eig 
éxbeau Srarunovrat ought to be understood as meaning a complete ex- 
position of Hierocles’ doctrines, or merely a “prototheory;” or prelim- 
inary overview of the contents of the entire treatise, as [ would tend to 
understand it in the light of the analyses that A. Elter’ carried out on 
codices 214 and 251 of Photius’ Library. 

As a function of these two interpretative possibilities, we may imag- 
ine that the second book set forth the Platonic doctrines in detail, or 
else demonstrated them, in both cases based on texts by Plato. Need- 
less to say, we must understand by “Platonic doctrines™ the thescs elab- 

  

  

     

    

  

  

A-Eler, 1910, According tothis author, the structure o thefirst book of Hierocles” 
treaise was the following: dedication to Olympiodorus; preliminary overview of the con: 
tents ofthe entir treatise; consolations to Olympiodorus;and bricf summary of the var 
ous books.  
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nterrupted exegesis of Plato’s 
¢ Photius tells us of the seventh 

  

school, in its u 

  

orated by the Plator 
writings. More precisely, thanks to wh 
book of Hierocles' treatise On Providence, we canaffirm that, for Hier- 

“Platonic doctrines” corresponded to the contemporary 
by Plutarch of Athens. These were the theses 

     

ocles, these 
trend represented for him 
that Hierocles sought to corroborate by citing the works of Plato. For 
an example of his type of procedure, which the Neoplatonists used very 
often, it suffices to read, for example, chapter four of book two of Pro- 
clus’ Platonic Theology, where the author confirms his thesis that the 
One is the first principle beyond the Intellect by citations with com- 
mentary from Plato’s Republic, Sophist, and Philebus. The few extracts 
that Photius gives us from the second book of Hierocles” treatise (codex 
251)also allow us to recognize the procedure in question, butina highly 
abbreviated and mutilated form. 

After setting forth the Platonic theses on providence, and demon- 
strating their conformity with the teaching of Plato, there followed, in 
the third book, the refutation of his adversaries. Needless to say, such 
a refutation once more implied setting forth and confirming Hierocles® 
own doctrines. Thus, Photius’ summary (codex 251) has preserved for 

us extracts from Hierocles” response to those who deny the existence 
of free will in man. In this response Hierocles sets forth allhis arguments 
in favor of his own thesis, most of which had already been collected in 
the De fato of Alexander of Aphrodisias. 

The description of the contents of the fourth book contributes a very 
important element: What Photius calls  Aeyopieva Ay are nothing 
other than the famous Chaldaean Oracles” and the expression 
ieparixoi Beopote designates the hieratic institutions—in other 
words, theurgy, a method of access to the divine that included ritual and 
mystical practices. If Photius had wished to speak of the oracles of Del- 
phi,or of other such prophecies, he would not, it scems to me, have used 
the phrase 1 Aeyopevo Adyic, but would have written simply T Sy 
In any case, the presence of the two terms together in the expressions: 
i heyopeva Aoy and teparixo 
of the Neoplatonism of Hierocles® time, excludes, in my opinion, any 
possibility of giving another meaning to the phrase. We know that the 
Neoplatonists from lamblichus on attached a great deal of importance 
0 proving the conformity of the theological system of the Chaldacar 
Oracles with the system of Plato. We also know that Porphyry still 

    

  

      

  

    6eapoi, which were so characteristic 

  

 The mostfrequent designation of the Chaldacan Oracles amon the Neoplatonists 
was wdovor tickdyia CF. . Lewy; 1978, Excursus, p. 443. Accordingto the same 
author (p. 3f.), the Chaldaean Oracles were written in the second half of the second 
century of our era, 
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maintained a fairly reserved attitude toward the cult practices linked 
with the Chaldaean Oracles, and that it was under the influence of 
Tamblichus that theurgy, as well as the term iepazuxi wézvm, were in- 
troduced into the tradition of the Neoplatonic school 2 If, therefore, 
Hierocles, in the fourth book of his treatise On Providence, tried to 
prove Plato’s agreement with the Chaldaean Oracles and with theurgi- 
cal practice, then he s to be ranged among the partisans of lamblichus, 
and he uses a procedure that he could not have found among the e 
ponents of Middle Platonism. This is amply confirmed, moreover, in the 
commentary on the Carmen aureum, verses 67-69, where Hierocles de- 
clares that the ieparzuc) dvayor s an indispensable complement to 
theoretical philosophy: 

The ffth book, Photius tells us, dates Platonie philosophy as far back 
Orpheus, Homer, and others who were famous before Plato. We en- 

counter this systematic effort at assimilation in the commentaries of 
Proclus, but also, very clearly, in the commentary by Hermias’ on 
Plato’s Phaedrus. We shall discuss an example of this later on. As far 
as the Chaldacan Oracles, the Orphica, and Neoplatonic doctrine are 
concerned, Proclus had elaborated a concordance between these three 
systems, a synopsis of which we may find in H. Lewy’s book on the 
Chaldaean Oracles.*" Proclus may have been the first Neoplatonist to 

            

 Cf. Lewy, 1978, p. 464. CF. Damascius, I Phaed.'§ 172, p. 105 Westerink: “Some 
place philosophy above all other things, as do Porphyry, Plotinus, and many other 
philosophers; others place the hierati art n the first position, as do lamblichus, Syr- 
anus, Proclus, and allthe hieratics” 

Hicrocles, In Carmen aureun, XXVI, p. 116,20-11 
that the rational soul must be purified by philosophy, but that the soul’s immortal ve 
icl, the avyoewsés adpa, must be purified by hieratics and telestis, and that it would 
be of no use to purify one without the other. Following Iamblichus, his is clearly di- 
rected against Porphyry; whoyin the De regressu animae, did admit that the pneumatic 
Soul can be purified by theurgy, but who affirms at the same time that the philosopher. 
is not to concern himself with theurgy, which has no usefulness for the rational soul, the 
only one that counts. Theurgy will thus be useful only for people who are not capable 
of leading the lfe of a philosopher (Porphyry, De regr. ar. fr. 287-288 Smith). CE. 
Tamblichus, De myst. 1, 12 (41, 12), p. 62 des Places: It is clear that the salvation of 
the soul of which we speak i also (xat) ensured by the theurgical practices themselves 

    

  2 Kahler, Hicrocles affirms 

  

    

  

  

(dabi wav Epyo). The xai s dirccted against Porphyry. CF. E W. Cremer 1969, 
p. 95. Cremer’s book not only helps us dircctly to understand the extent of the influence 
of the Chaldacan Oracles on lamblichus’ De myst., but also, indirecly, to see the - 
pact that the Chaldacan Oracles and lamblichus had on Hierocles. Cf. below, chap. Il 
sec. 8: “Theurgy” 

According to Zintzen (in P. Couvreur, 1971, p. 299), Herm 
followed rather faithfully the course of his master Syrianus, which he attended together 
with Proclus (but cf, H. Bernard 1997, pp. 10fE; 18f£). Syrianus himself was the dis- 

cipl of Plutarch of Athens. We know from the Suda, IV, p. 479, 1 Adler, . Zupiavis 
that he had written ten books on the doctrinal agreement between Orpheus, Pythago- 
as, Plato, and the Chaldaean Oracles. 

Lewy, 1978, Excursus VI, pp. 481485, 

s in his commentary   
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2 wealth of material on this subject, but neither he nor his furnish 
such an exhaustive attempt at master Syrianus was the first to make 

harmonizations thisis proved by the commentary of Hermias and Hier- 

ocles’ treatise De providentia. Nevertheless, it is unlikely that a sys- 

tematization of such breadth could have been carried out before 
Tamblichus. 

“The sixth book reviewed all the philosophers who came after Plato, 
starting with Aristotle, the agreement of whose thought with that of 
Plato was also demonstrated. The result of this investigation was that 
allthe partisans of the Plaonic and Aristotelian schools who had be- 
Jieved they saw doctrinal differences between Plato and Aristotle— 
and there were many until the time of Ammonius”*—had to be either 
declared to be forgers or else dismissed as merely envious. This Am- 
monius, says Hierocles, had as his most famous disciples Plotinus and 
Origen, and it was thanks to his influence that the truth was defini- 
tively victorious. Obviously, the person in question was Ammonius 
Sa 

  

  

   cas. 
With the doctrines of this Ammonius, Photius tells us, Hierocles 

made a new departure in his seventh book, and he asserted that the 
philosophical tendency in the Platonic school, which took as the basis 
of s interpretation the agreement in thought between Plato and Aris- 
totle, flourished up until his master Plutarch of Athens, passing through 
Plotinus, Origen, Porphyry, and lamblichus. With regard to Plutarch 
of Athens, Hierocles tells us explicitly that it was he who taught him 
these Platonic doctrines in their purified form, which was due to the re- 
forming genius of Ammonius of Alexandria. The role of Ammonius 
Saccas is also mentioned in another passage from Photius’ second sum- 
mary 

    

    

  

5 Seeabove .6 th cranltin o he st passae rom P 
K20, Webers book (1962), ave defnicie proof—despte the objcrions of . 

Bearice (1952)-—hat we must disinguih besween th Chitstan and the Pagan Or 
{6k, Hado, 1963), The Oren mentione by Hisrcle i th Pagan. 

5 hotiu, Library cod. 231, pp, 461a24f, Bedker,vl, VI, 191 Heory: “Many 
Platonissand Arsorlans desoed  greatdes of labor and work to srin thei 
e Thy caried the love ofdspics and helraudaciy s sach an exirens tht chey 

cihe 
o men did no agree, And tis disurbance chat had svuck pilosophical teachings 
Tasted unil Ammnius,th pupil of he god. Fo he,fled with cnhasiasn for the 
phisophicalith and dsping h opnon o h s who were g 
restest dishonor upon phiksaphy was the s adequarly to undersand the thought 

of the o phlosophers,and 1o mak  unanimous And h ransmited phiosophy 
troubled b acion, o'l isdisiples bt frst and foremost t Ploinus and Oren, 
thebes fhis o, an 0 all et suceesors” 

  

    
exen falsified the doctrines of their own masters in order better to demonstrate t   

  

 



Hierocles' Ideas on the History of Platonic Philosophy 

2. The Development of Platonic Philesopby According to Hieocls 

This brief summary of the seven books of Hierocles’ On Providence in- forms us that Hierocles had a specific historical view of the develop- 
ment of Platonic philosophy. Plato’s philosophy, itself interpreted as a revelation, was understood as a meeting point, and at the same time the first culminating point between the revelations prior to Plato’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 
identical to the later revelations, the Chaldaear Oracles), and later phi 
losophy up until Ammonius, represented exclusively by the disciples of 
Plato, that i, the Platonists together with Aristotle and his school. The 
philosophies of Plato and Aristotle were considered as concordant in 
everything having to do with the doctrines on the soul, the heavens and 
thecarth, and providence. After Aristotl, there began a period of deca- 
dence in the interpretation of Plato and of Aristotle: a good number of 
the philosophers of both schools denied the agreement in the thought 
of their respective masters. Yer Ammonius succeeded in putting a de 
finitive end to all these false interpretations and to the arbitrary falsifi- 
cations of the two works, so thatafter him the true Platonic philosophy 
was restored to its state of purity until the days of Hicrocles, and no 
one doubted the agreement between the thought of Plato and of Aris- 
totle any longer. 

On the subject of this history of Platonic philosophy, we may start by 
making the following two observation: 

First, the historical overview that Hierocles gives of the development 
of the Platonic school implies Hierocles adherence to a philosophical 
system that is typically Neoplatonic, and even late Neoplatonic. The 
contents of books four and five, with their systematic incorporation of 
the Chaldaean Oracles, theurgy, the Orphica, and such divinely inspired 
pocts as Homer, presuppose a degree of development of the Neoplatonic 
system that was reached only between lamblichus and Proclus, and thus 
corresponds perfectly to the philosophy of Hierocles' time. 

So far, consequently, the summary has not contributed any elements 
that allow us to doubt, as Pracchter nevertheless does, " the truth of 

  

    

    

    
  

          

according to Phot. 1730321, Hierocles  Pracchier, 1913, col. 1481-1482: “When 
ind the other Neopla- claims the authority of Plotinus, Origen, Porphyry, lamblichus, 

tonists as far down as Plutarch, from whom he claims to have taken over his theory, for 
his doctrine of providence and retribution, his proves nothing with regard to any gen- 
uine dependency. Obviously, the only thing that matters o Hierocles is o be able to sup- 
port himself by the authority of these famous leaders of his philosophical school. No 
doubr, in the part of his work which s lost, e brought the agreement ofhistheory with 
theirs into existence in the usual way: through artificial inerpretation” Pracchter s fol 
lowed by R. Beutler, 1951, col. 962. 
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Hierocles’ affirmation that he adheres to the Platonic doctrines which 

his master Plutarch of Athens had taught him. 
The doctrine of Plutarch of Athens, who was also the master of Syr- 

1anus and—albeit briefly—of Proclus, is virtually unknown to us from 

elsewhere. Beutler’® and especially Evrard?” have tried to detach him 

from the evolutionary direction that Neoplatonism had taken with 

Tamblichus, and they have brought him closer to Porphyry, by attribut- 
ing to Plutarch—hesitantly, to be sure—the Anomyus Turinensis, 
which has since been attributed to Porphyry himself by P. Hadot.'* Of 
allthe other arguments that Evrard brings up to prove that Plutarch was 
notinfluenced by famblichus, but rather adhered to the theological sys- 
tem of Plotinus and Porphyry, none seems valid to me. Moreover, we 
know today, thanks to the work of H. D. Saffrey and L. G. Westerink,” 
that the Neoplatonism of lamblichus may have become established 
within the Athenian schools in the mid-fourth century. Here I will limit 
myself to giving the conclusion at which Saffrey and Westerink arrive 
after a meticulous examination of the historical details: “Plutarch of 
Athens, these authors tell us, no doubt initiated by Priscus and 
Tamblichus IT, and drawing direcrly at the very source of the work 
the *divine Tamblichus; was the first scholarch resolutely to enter into 
the Neoplatonic current. Thus, together with his disciple and succes- 
sor Syrianus, he was worthy of being considered as the founder of Neo- 
platonism at Athens™* It i therefore not surprising to find traces of 
the doctrine of lamblichus in Hierocles” historical overview: We will see 
later on if the examination of the various doctrines on providence that 
Photius attributes to Hierocles leads to the same results. 

Before that, however, we must deal with some difficulties raised by 
Hierocles’ presentation of the history of Academic thought. It might be 
thought surprising that, for Hierocles, the renewal of Platonic philos 
ophy coincides with the general and henceforth uncontested acknowl- 
edgment ofthe agreement berween the thought of Plato and of Aristotle, 
and that this phenomenon should be linked to the name of Ammonius 
rather than to that of Antiochus of Ascalon or of Porphyry. Of Anti- 

  

  

  

  

    

   

    

     

  

  

* Beutler, “Plutarchos von Athen; col. 962-975, espe 
E. Evrard, 1960. 

5 P Hadot 1968, 1: 102-143; for the text, 2: 61-113. Victorinus’ sources have been 
others, M. Tardieu 1996, P Hador 1996. G. Bechle (1999) 

has attributed the anonymous commentary to second-century Midde Platonist crcles, 
but sce now M. Zambon 2002, who returns to P. Hadots attribution to Porphyry 

7 .. Safrey and L. G Weserin (1968-1997) 1: “L'Bcole & Athéncs u IV 

© . D. Saffrey and L. G, Westerink 19681997, 1: p. XLVIL. D. P Taormina (1989, 
P. 54-53) reaches the same conclusion, afer reviewing and analysing scholarly opin 
ion on the philosophical tendencies of Plutarch of Athens (bid., pp. 26-54) 

all col. 963, 18,   
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ochus of Ascalon, we know from Cicero that he was the first Academic resolutely o affirm the unity of doctrine between Plato and Aristotle As for Porphyry, he is known for having written a treatise in seven 
books entitled On the Unity of the Doctrine of Plato and of Aristo- 
tle,* and we know that after him, and only after him,** this concep- 
tion became traditional in the Neoplatonic school. Why does Hierocles 
mention the name of Ammonius in this context? First of all, if Hier- 
ocles names Ammonius, that does not necessarily imply, as Theiler 
would have it, a personal knowledge of Ammonius’ teaching, which 
knowledge would have come down to him through intermediary 
sources.*) We can justas well, and with still greater likelihood, propose. 
other hypotheses. For instance, the following, which s perhaps not the 
only probable one, but which is one of the possible explanations: in 
his historical account, might not Hierocles simply be following Por- 
phyry’s treatise O the Unity of the Doctrine of Plato and Aristotle? 
Might it not be Porphyry himself who designated Ammonius Saccas as 
the first upholder of this thesis, in the same way as he had elsewhere 
mentioned this same Ammonius, the master of Plotinus, as the author 
of a very important dogma concerning the soul’s union with the body?* 
In addition, Plotinus himself, according to Porphyry.** took the teach- 
ing of Ammonius as the foundation of his philosophy. It would have 
been difficult for Porphyry to attribute to Plotinus himself a doctrine 
according to which the teachings of Plato and of Aristotle were iden- 
tical; for Plotinus’ Enneads, which Porphyry himself had edited, con- 
tained sharp criticisms by against Aristotle. Porphyry must 
therefore have restricted himself o pointing out a de facto agreement 
between the philosophical systems of Plotinus and of Aristotle, and 
to defending by this means his thesis of the unity of the Platonic and 

   

    

  

    

   

  

  Plotinu:   

  

   @ Sudas, s.v. “Porphyrios”s cf. R. Beutler, 1953, col 
I the second halfof the second century the Middle Platonist Arricus was still hos 

il to this tendency toward harmonization. Cf. Ph. Merlan, 1969. Numenius was also 
far from admitcing the unity of thought becween Plato and Aristorle: . fr 24 des Places, 
Similarly Plotinus criticzes Aristotle several times, forinstance on the subject o the car 

tricus wrote a treatise “Against those 

  

egory of essence (obial; cf. Enn VI, 1, 2, 1ff. i 
who profess the doctrines of Plato while relying on the doctrines of Aristole” (Tpos 
<00 51t v ApiaToréhovs ci Mhdtovos miavougévous),cited at lengeh by Euscbius 
in his Evangelical Preparations cf. Pracp. Evang., X1, 1,2, vol. I, p. 6, 21 Mras. 

. Theiler, 1966, p. 37, thinks that Hicrocles could have sed the collectio Ammonii 
scholarus mentioned by Piscian i his Soltione ad Chosroen (Comment. i Aris 
Gracca, Suppl. Arist 1, 2, p. 42, 15 Bywater), which, according to Theiler, were wi 

. a professor of Platonic philosophy at Athens, mentioned by Longi 
39 Henry-Schwyzer. 

    

  

ten by Theodorus 
nus in Porphyry's Vita Plotini, 24 

 CE. H. Dorie, 1959, pp. 54- 
5 CF. Porphyry, Vita Plotin, 3, 32-34; 14-16 Henry-Schwyzer 
“ CF. P. Hadot, 1974, [See the English version in R. Sorabji, ed., 

formed (London, 1990), pp- 125-140—Trans.| 
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Avistotelian doctrines. Yet he could not have attributed to Plotinus an 

ctive role in the tendency toward harmonizing the Aristotelian and 

Platonic doctrines; apparently, therefore, Ammonius was more suitable 

for such an interpretation 
“As far as Antiochus of Ascalon is concerned, he no longer counted 

for much among the Neoplatonists. A comparison between the de 
scriptions of the history of the Academy found in the fragments of 
Numenius® treatise O the Academy’s Deviation from Plato and in 

Augustine’s Contra Academicos reveals the purely negative role that 
the tradition of the Platonic school attributed to Antiochus of Ascalon 
e was considered a traitor, because he had dared to introduce Stoic 
dogmas into the teachings of the Academy: 

Thus, Hierocles is, it seems, a witness to a period of Neoplatonism 
(Porphyry, Tamblichus, Plutarch of Athens), in which the unity of the 
docrines of Plato and of Aristotle was an article of faith, and in which 
the paternity of this rediscovery was attributed to Ammonius. As we 
have seen, other features of his account of the history of Platonism al- 
low us to situate Hierocles still more precisely: they presuppose a 
degree in the development of Neoplatonism that was achieved only be- 
tween Tamblichus and Proclus. This will be confirmed by the following 

    

    

  

  

chapter. 

  

% Numenius, fr. 28 des Places. Augustine, Contra Academicos, I, 18,



CHAPTER IiT 

Hierocles’ Philosophical Ideas on Matter, 

the Demiurge, and the Soul 

L. Photius’ Summaries Concerning the Demiurge and Matter 

‘We now move on to examine the various doctrines of Hierocles him- 

self,as reported by Photius, following as much as possible the order ob- 
served by Photius in his su 5. Photius tells us:   mar 

  

In conformity with Plato, his research establishes the previous exis 
tence of a god who is the demiurge of the entire cosmic order 
(Buaxéopnorg), both visible and invisible, which the artisan, he says, 

  

produces without any substrate (undevos vroxewiévou): his will 
alone was enough to bring beings into existence. From corporeal 
substantialization (oboioorg) united to incorporeal creation: from 
these two he constituted a perfect world (xéoyog), which is at the 
same time double and one.* 

With this text, we must compare the following extract, which Photius 
gives us in his second summary, and which is textually almost identical:*” 

Plato, he says, establishes the previous existence of a demiurgic god 
(Bn10upydg0e0g) who governs the entire cosmic order (diaxbounais), 
both visible and invisible, which is not produced from any pre 

b mpotmoKeévou: his will sufficed for 

  

existing substrate (i 
him to bring beings into exist 
united with incorporeal creation, out of these two a perfect world 

ce. From corporeal nature (¢to1c)   

(6ouog) is constituted, which is at the same time double and one 

  

% Photius, Library, cod. 214, i Bekker, vol. I, p. 126 Henry 
Phortius, Library, cod. 251, 461676, Bekker, vol. VIL p. 192 Henry 

e of this and ofthe preceding quotation s based on an interpretation 
“lndecd, the birth of this World took place through a mixture of 

  

“The last phr   

of Plato, Tin., 47c 

e ted necessity. . . - Necessity was already identified with 
  

However, inteligence domi  
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Finally, we quote a third parallel text:*! 

Why, he says, do T enumerate these ones (probably Peripatetics) for 

you, when there are even Platonists who have conserved a false opin- 
fon on the creator god? For they did not think him capable of bring 
ing the world into existence by himself alone, thanks to his own 
power and wisdom, acting from all eternity (€€ didiov). But they 
thought he could only create with the help of an unengendered mat 
ter (@revitov Hing), by utlizing that nature (¢to1s) which had 
ot been brought into existence by him:all things were pre-existent 

called matter (rdviov pév Suvdpet 

  

    
  potentially in this o 

Rpovroxewiévay év T Aeyopév k), whereas he, so to speak, only 
and sepa-   painted them in different colors, placed them in order, 

rated them from their hylic form. 

2. Matter Engendered Ouside of Time: A Neaplatonic Doctrine Since Porphyry 

  

With these passages, clearly dirccted against Middle Platonists like 
Plutarch of Chaeronea and Atticus, ™ we are in the presence of a do 
trine according to which matter is engendered (yeviiei). Among the 
Neoplatonists, the word yenvzog may take on a twofold meaning: frst 
of all, it can signify that something is caused, by a superior principle, 
outside of time; second, that it is caused and participates in time, that 
is, that it belongs to the world of becoming. We sce from the distinc- 
tion made by Hierocles  bit later berween the two parallel senses of the 

      

matter by Calcidius, It Tin., cap. 269, p. 274 Waszink, who was probably following 
Numenius on this point (cf. Van Winden, 1963%, pp. 3£ Proclus, for his part, iden- 
tifie it with Heimarmené: De prot, 13, 14if. (H. Boese, 1960), p. 121. For the end of 
the phras 

  

cf. Hermias, I Phaedr, p. 45, 11 Couvreur: “Thus, we 
ation is double; one i invisib 

  

  

. the other visible 
Bekker, vol. VI p. 189%. Henry 

2 Ci. Plucarch, De an. procr, 1014a: “Itis thus better o let ourselves be persuaded 
by Plato, 

  

4 Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 4600 

  1d 10 5ay that the world was engendered by a god—and to sing: “This s the 
best of engendered things, and thatis the bt of causes;—whereas substance or matter, 
from which it was cr   

e Tt 0 b dpret s g o im0 o 

quality as in the case of a house, a cloak, or a st : g ) A T Tims, ol T 283 27 Dl quked e te reionof Al et 196611368, 2 151 “Homere, i P ane g the exmondnay pons 
inunengendee, bt he Nt cosendond at e o e i oo s theor i Prche In T vl o 38 330, Db 

as was pos 
     

  ue.” Cf. Auticus, according to Proclus, 
  

  

 



Hierocles" Philosopbical Ideas on Matter, the Demiturge, and the Soul 

word dyévnog,” which refer to mater (for him, mater is “unengen- 
dered” with regard to time, but “engendered” with regard to its cause), 
that these two interpretative possibilities were known to him, and that 
he approved of them. This detail is not unimportant, but Pracchter neg- 
lects it completely: He thinks that Hierocles abandons the doctrine, uni- 
versally accepted in Platonism, affirming the coexistence of two 
principles (God, Matter) or three principles (Ideas, God, Matter)—a 
doctrine that Neoplatonism conserved while admitting, in the form of 
an opposition between the demiurge and matter, a certain dualism be- 
neath the One. 

  

  

In fact, however, Pracchter confused two different problematics. Itis 
true that Neoplatonism contains a kind of dualism that opposes the 
demiurge and matter, but this dualism i inscribed within a monism that 
is more fundamental, since all the Neoplatonists since Porphyry admit 
that matter proceeds from the One. In his commentary on Plotinus’ 
treatise T160ev <t xaxd, Porphyry had drawn the final consequences 

   Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 460b39—41 Bekker, vol. VI, p. 190 Henry: . .. so 
that, for the matter which is at 
time, but also ouside of a 

sue here, i it were unengendered not only outside of   

  

use in the sense in which we say that god is unengendered, 
to find itself set in order would not be a good thing? This distinction appears for the 
first time, to my knowledge, in Taurus, a Platonist of the second century of our era; it 
was then taken up by Porphyry and Proclus, a s affirmed by Philoponus (De acternit 
mundi, p. 145, 1§f. Rabe): “Some of Plato’s exegetes, like the Platonist Taurus and Por 

  

  

  

hem Proclus, admit that according to Plato, the 

  

phyry the Phocnician, and following 
world i engendered; but it i not engendered i the sense in which it began from a cer- 

  

tain beginning of s being (dxd tivos dpyig 10D elvan cpEdyevov), but according t0 an- 
  other mode of generation: fo they say that what s ‘engendered” issaid in several differe 

ways?” Philoponus, who may have still been able to read Taurus® commentary on the 
Timaeus,then cites Taurus word for word, concerning these different interpretations of 
the word “engendered” (op.cit,p. 147, tf. Rabe): “The world must, thrcfore, be said 
0 be engendered, because ts being comes o i from elsewhere, and because it comes o 
it from the god in conformity with whom it was set in order. Likewise also for those ac: 
cording to whom the world is eteral, the moon possesses a light which is engendered 
by the sun, although there was no moment in which it was no illuminated by it In this 
sense,then, if someone wishes to say that the world s engendered according to Plato, 

  

  

  

  let him say so; but if he wishes to imply something temporal by this, and the fact tha 
whereas it did not exist before,itwas engendered latr: this can no longer be accepted.” 
This twofold interpretation of the word evnzos, which also favors the harmonizing ex: 
egesis of Plato and of Aristotle (cf. Simplicius, I Phys., p. 256, 14ff 1154, 3f. Diels) 
allows an escape from the alternative: the cosmos must be ether engendered and cor- 

alternative which caused problems for 

  

  

  

ruptible, or unengendered and incorruptibles 
the ancient interpreters of Plato’s Timaeus. On this subject,cf. C. Andresen, 1955l 
3, “Zeit und Ewigkeit” pp. 276ff. with the review by H. Darrie, Griomon, 29 (19 
ob. 18515, CF. ). W. Waszink 1955, and 1965, p. 129 ff also J. Pépn, 1964, pp. 38fi 
86ff. The texts that refer to the Platonic doctrine on the genesis of the cosmos are con: 
veniently collected and commented in H. Dorrie and M. Baltes 1998, vol. 5, Baust 
1362145, CF. also ibid., vol. 4 (Sturtgart, 1996), Baustein 124b. These texts deny that 
matteris  principle; but the relev oclesare lacking. 

“ Pracchter, “Hierokles? col. 1482. 
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from the monistic system of Plotinus, by making matter a hypostasis of 
the One.’* Plotinus himself, to judge by his writings, had not given as 
clear a solution to this problem. It was probably under the joint influ: 
ence of the Chaldaean Oracles, led matter ratpoyeviic,” 
that Porphyry reached this interpretation. But the Chaldaean Oracles 
were not the only authority to which Porphyry referred. We know from 
the testimony of Simplicius that Porphyry also relied upon the 
Pythagoreans to justify his doctrine. According to Porphyry, Modera- | 
tus the Pythagorean reported that the Pythagoreans, followed by Plato, 
were the first of the Hellenes to conceive of matter as engendered. 
Simplicius cites Moderatus, through the intermediary of Porphyry, as 
follows: 

  

    which c: 

  

   

And here s what Porphyry writes in the second book of the treatise 
On Matter, citing in his favor the words of Moderatus: “The Unify 
ing proportion [6 éviaiog A6y = the One that functions as a pro- 
portion, Abyog] wished, as Plato says somewhere, to constitute the 
generation of beings from itsel, detached quantity from itself by pri- 

  

vation, after having deprived it of all the proportions and forms ¢ 
which are proper to . This was called quantity without form, with. 
out division, and without figure, but which nevertheless receives 

  form, figure, division, quality, and all analogous thin 

  

  It i interesting, as A.-]. Festugitre remarks, that lamblichus refers 
in his treatise De mysteriis to the same doctrine of Moderatus, while 

  

  5 Cf. Aeneas of Gaza, Theophrastis, p. 45, 41f, Colonna, 51 Boissonade the speaker 
s the Christian Euxitheos): “Matter is thus neither unengendered nor without a begin: 
  56 (P T i Gk BB P ey o 1S ks 

b Dcont o he Soul e book which 
i G e i 6t o 3wl e =0 
Plocinus*book enied*Onhe orgn of vl hess somevwher that matter s ot un 
e b s Wik Fgard it B i UescemEOFahe sl mns 
Lain ollows hecortecion by Py Lewy 1978, . 450.For  parlepesa ot e 
by comes fom Porohye, o, Johanns Lydus, De mevsous 159, p. 175, i Wansch ched by W. Theis 1935, p. 17, 
o et 
1 . fohannes Lydus De mensibus, i 159, p. 175,9 Winseh and Pellus, Hypo s s Cr Cht . 201 
implicis n Phyes . 330, 44 i o thé commentary by 2. Hador, 1968, i ; Dicch ary by B Hador, 19681 

 Sinplicus, 1 Phys, . 231, 5 Diel, anslaion bsedonthc by A, Festugte 19441558, 45. I e sme S, ented “Th e which s e Sy 
ine (3p. 3640 I, Smplicius, ap. e p. 181, 0. wher b prsons e e 
doctrine of the Pythagoreans, according to Eudoros. o Feugire, 19451954, 43940, 

  

ces public the Chaldaean Oracles, in 

  

  

    

  

    

  

    
  

 



  

   ind the Soul   Hierocles’ Philosophical Ideas on Matter, the Demiurge, 

attributing it to the Egyptians. The two texts resemble one another 

down tothe Greek terms which Festugiére has carcfully compared. Here 
is the text: 

  

“Thus, from on high until the ultimate things, the doctrine concern- 
ing the principles, for the Egyptians, begins from the One, and pro 

ceeds to multiplicity, and the many, again, are governed by the One, 

    

and everywhere the indeterminate nature is mastered by some de- 
terminate measure, and the highest, unitary cause of all things. As 
for matter: God produced it from substantiality by separating the 
materiality off from below. The Demiurge took this matter, which 
is vivifying, in hand, and from it he fashioned the simple, incor 

  ruptible spheres, and with the extreme residue that remained, he 
fabricated engendered and corrupible bodies. ! 

Later on, we shall have to specify the meaning of the last lines of this 
text, which allude to the role of substrate played by matter in the work 
of the demiurge. For the moment, let us say that this doctrine of en- 
gendered mater, of which we possess the first traces within Platonism 
in Eudorus of Alexandria® (first century 
attacked by Numenius®* and Atticus, 

  

) but which was vigorously 
remained in effect until the end 

    

! lamblichus, De myst, VIIL 3 (264, 14),p. 197 des Places,translation bascd on that 
by Festugiére, 1944-1954, 4:39. Cf. Proclus, In Tim., vol. I, p. 386, 9 Dich, where he 
e to this passage of the De myst. CF. lamblichus, In Tin., fr. 38 Dillon, quoted in 

slation by Dillon, 1973, fr. 38: “And indeed the tradicion of the Egyprians has 
er]: at least, the divine lamblichus relates that Hermes 

oubenmos Ty BAGTTp- 
‘o derived such a doctrine of 

  

the   

  the same account of it i 
wishes materiality to be created out of substantiaity (éx 

and indeed it i likely from this source that P 
  

      

  

£, H. Dorrie, 1944, 
* Numenius, Test. 30 Leemans 

p..297, 74f, Waszink), translation based on that by E. des Placcs: “Let us now examine 
the Pythagorean doctrine. Numenius, who was of the school of Pythagoras, has recourse, 
i order to refute this toic doctrine of the principle, o the doctrine of Pythagoras, with 
which he says that of Plato is in ageeement. According to him, Pythagoras gave to God 
the name of monad, and to matter that of dyad; this dyad. according to him, when it is 
indeterminate, has no generation, but when it is determined, it is engendered. In other 

  

299, 

  

. 52 des Places (= Calcidius, i Tim., cap. 2 

  

    

  

  

Words, before it is adorned and receives form and order, it s without birth nor genera 
Hom, bat when it s adorned and embellshed by the demiurgic God,iis engendered, and 
thas, since generation is a lter event, thistotality without order nor generation must be 

“old s the God who brings order to it Some Pythagoreans, how 
for them, this indeterminate and meas 

/. when this monad leases offits nature 

  

     
  understood as bein 

ever, have not grasped the point of this theo 
urcless dyad is also produced by the unique 
o take on the appearance of the dyads with the paradoxical result that the monad, which 
existed, disapl  the dyad, although non-existent, comes into being, and that a 
transformation makes matt « the measureless, imitless dyad out of the 
monad: an opinion unacceptable even to people of inferior culture 

. Proclus, In Tim, 1, 283, 28fF. Dichl = above, n. 52, second quo 
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of the Neoplatonic school.# Proclus, in his Commentary on the 
Timaeus, not only maintains this doctrine personally; but he transmits 
to us, in great detail, the arguments by which Porphyry defended this 
thesis, confirmed it by Platonic texts, and refuted the contrary opinions 
of the Middle Platonist Atticus.* We are justified in supposing that 
Hierocles also ranged Atticus among the Platonists who had maintained 
afalse doctrine about the creator god, and whom Photius’ report leaves 
anonymous 

The difference berween the doctrines of the Middle Platonists 
Plutarch of Chaeronea, Numenius, and Atticus, on the one hand, and 
those of the Neoplatonists beginning with Porphyry, on the other—for 
the moment, we leave Hierocles outside the discussion—is as follows. 
“The two groups distinguish two matters, or rather two states of the same 
matter: a state in which it is largely or completely indeterminate, and 
another state in which it s st in order by the demiurge.” For the Middle 
Platonists Plutarch, Numenius, and Atticus, by contrast, indeterminate 
matter is unengendered in both senses of the word: both outside of a 
cause and outside of time, itis “as old as the demiurge” In other words, 
itis not engendered (yevne), but is a substrate (roxeipevoy) for the 
work of the demiurge.* Moreover,itis the causc of evil,either in itself,” 
or by virtue of the evil soul that moves it.” At most, they admit that de- 

  

  

  

    
  

      

“ . Simplicus, In iy, p. 256, 14-257, 4 Dics, Proclus, I T vl. 1, pr 391, 4. DiehsFench anslrion in Festuger, 1966- 1965, 32531 
Tn  ogical contexs, Porphyrydesgnatd these o sates o matte by the terms Sprmy moxeievov o 7o 1 and Sespov anoweiuevan <f Splcios, 1 ot 745, 6-21 Kalbfcisch, Forthe lter Neoplaionises,things become even more complicted. Proclus disin 

incgulas movement and viile (- Traes, 3033-6),which s matcs s provaled it forms by dhe Model,prior the work of he emurss and the a s s i whichtis completel qualifed. This st sate s from sh action of the g who i esponsbe fo seting inorde the forms inherent in martr (o i .1 p. 357, i Dich:Fench trans. i A Festgiee 19661968, 235211, Prolos 
sateBeepov moxeipevon i Festugite,o. i . 35 . 1- rocun I i, pe 385, 20f.Dieh.Between the apaxov imoxeipevov and the e vepor imoveihror e e pasty s v s xvotyvov. This trminology anpesnsseedy n P ey’ lostcommentary on he Caegorie, addressd t Gedalion f £ 55, p. 45 171 Smich (= Smpliciu, i Cat . 48, 11, Kbl G thequoration from 

  

  

  

  

       

arch, above, p. 16 n. 52. For Numenius,cf. the text cited atn. 63. For Atticus, cf. Proclus, In Tim., voL. I, p. 381, 26ff. Dichl; French translation in A.-J. Festugitre, 1966-1968, 2:244f ? This isthe view of Numenius; cf. Tst. 30 Leemans = fr. 52 des Places (= In Tim., cap. 295-299, p. 297, 7-302, 20 Waszink). CF. E. P Hager, 1962, Thisis the doctrine of Plutarch of Chaeronea and of Atticus, according to Proclus I Tim, vol.1, p. 391, 10 Diehl i o ! 
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terminate matter may be said to be engendered,’! because it has a be- 
ginning. For the Neoplatonists beginning with Porphyry, by contrast, 
even indeterminate mater is engendered, by a cause superior to the 
demiurge, but outside of time. This allows Proclus to say that this in- 
determinate matter is just as much engendered (yevirei) as it i the first 
substrate (npérov iroxeipevov) relative to the work of the demiurge.” 
Thus, for the Neoplatonists, the demiurge merely receives, as it were, a 
matter that has already been provided for hims butsince this matter de- 
rives ultimately from the 

    

  ame cause as the demiurge himself, it cannot 
be opposed to the demiurge as good is to evil. Matter is not foreign to 
the demiurge, but is in a certain sense immanent within him. Besides, 
since the demiurge is the closest cause, as far as the creation of the cos 
mos s concerned, the Neoplatonists m 
that may give someone unfamiliar with the entire ontolo 

  

y speak of the demiurge in terms 
al back- 

ground of their philosophy the impression that, for them, the demiurge 

    

was the one and only cause of the universe, and of its constituent cl 
ments.” Their system allows them just as much to say that the One pro- 
duces matter as that the demiurge produces it, and the only difference 
between these two generative causes—which they often do not bother 
t0 explain—consists in this: the One produces mater in a primordial 
sense, and the demiurge produces matter in a derived sense.™ 

  

  

  

3. Towo Texts by Porphyry on the Fact That Matter Does Not Preexist 

We have seen that both a Neoplatonist like Proclus, and the Middle 
Platonists we mentioned, could conceive of matter as a substrate 
(bmoxeipievov) for the work of the demiurge, albeit in a different way 

1 Cf. the quotation from Numenius, abore, p. 19n. 63. 
 Cf.n. 67. 
For instance, Proclus calls him “the unique and universal demiurge of the entire 

world® (I Tim., vol. 1, p. 314, 25f. Dichi) 
G, Proclus, EL Theol., prop. 36, translation Dodds: “Allthat is produced by sec 

ondary beings i in a greater measure produced from those prior and more determina 
ive principles from which thesecondary were themselves derived. ... For ifthe superior 
principle has conferred on the sccondary being the causalit which enabled it to pro- 
Fce,  must tself have possessed this causality primiciely (prop. 18), and s in virue 
of thi that the secondary being generates, having derived from itsprior the capacity of 
econdary generation. . Cf. Proclus, In Tim.,volI,p. 386, 13ff. Dichl (rans. bascd 
oA, Fescugiere, 1966-1968, 2:250f: “Firt of all then, it s from those principles 
it Mistter reseives beings hen it s produced by the secondary and tetiary, intellgible, 
imellecive, supracelesial, and encosmic causes. But why speak only of the gods? It 
e also universal Nature that brings Matter into being, in so far asit s a cause, and ac 
ording to its own mode of beings for it is through Nature that Matter parcicipates in 
the vers first Cause. . According to the Henad that s in him, by virtue of which he is 

1oc of Matter, even in ts lowest degree” 

  

  

  

  

  also God, the Demiurge s the ¢   
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For the latter, matter is a substrate in the sense of a thing that exists by 
itself, and it preesists the work of the demiurge; whereas for the Neo- 
platonists beginning with Porphyry, matter is a substrate that has nei- 

e nor preexistence, but only potential existence. I quote 

  

ther exist 
mplicius, who cites Porphyry:’* 

    

  

Porphyry says that Plato affirms that the non-existent (i &v) also 
exists, bu that nevertheless it eists gua not-beings that truly exis- 
tent being (x 6vews ov) is the Idea, and that the latter is the true es 
sence (ovoia), but that the highest and primordial matter (s 3¢ 
avordzo xpémy HAnv), which is amorphous and without form 

exists, certainly ex 

  

(duopéov xai aveideov), from which everything 
ists, but does not belong in any way among beings. Considered in i 
sel,itis all things potentially but nothing in actuality (Suvdget év 
rivia éoriv, éveprei 8¢ 0036v). 

Another difference between the Middle Platonists enumerated above 
and the Neoplatonists beginning with Porphyry—for the moment, we 

e Hierocles out of the debate—consists in the fact 
that the former understand the cosmogonic story of the Timaeirs as ex- 
pressing a temporal succession, so that it was at a certain moment that 
the work of the demiurge, the cosmos, was created.’ The Neoplaton 
ists, by contrast, understand it as a discourse “that theoretically sepa- 
rates the work produced from productive agent, and that makes a 
cotality which necessarily co-exists, come into being successively and 
within time . .. since all that s created forms a well-linked system”7 1 
quote Porphyry again, after an Arabic source: 

shall continue to le:      

    

Porphyry says in his Letter to Anebo™ with regard to what Plato is 
accused of by you:   that s, that he artributed to the world a begin- 

  Simplicius, I Phys. 
Smith. 

* For Plutarch of Chaeronca and Atticus, f. Proclus, In Tim., I, p. 381, 26, with the efutation by Porphyry and lamblichus. For Numenius, cf. the text cited above, p.19, 0. 63 and Beutler, “Numenios,” in R.E., Suppl. vol. VI, col. 673, 1819, For other Middle Platonises,like Alcinoos (Didasc., 14 (169, 33-35), p. 32 Whitcaker), however the Timacus story did not express a beginning of the cosmos at a given moment (CE-Proclus, [n Tinm, vol. 1, p. 382, 30ff. Diehl, quoted after the transation of Fes- 
Porphyry and lamblichus. - ‘ * Porphyry,inal-Sahrastani, De sectis, vol. I, p. 3 Despitethe testimony of this Arabic source, A. R. Sodano (1964, p. 119) atributes the passage to Porphyry's commentary on the Timaeus, 1 ce no reason to doubt ths source’s explictstatement; lamblichus (Demyst, VIIL, 2, p. 260, Parthey = p. 195 des Places) atests the fact that such subjects were dealt with in Porphyry's Letter fo Al 

1,3, p. 135, 1-5 Diels 

  

Porphyry, fr. 134, p. 139, 7-140, 13 

  

  

    Gimaret-Joliver-Monnor. 
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ning within time—thatisa lie. For Plato did not think the world had 
a temporal b 

  

inning, but a beginn 

  

with regard to a cause, and 
healso affirms that the cause of its existence is its beginning. He lso 
thought that those who conceive suspicions against Plato when he 
said that the world was e 

  

ed, that it came into being out of noth- 
ing, and thatit passed from disorder to order—they are in error; for 
itis not always true that every kind of not-being precedes being, in 
the case of those beings which have the cause of their beingin some- 
thing other than themselves; nor that all forms of disorder precede 
order. Plato merely means that the Creator caused the world to ap- 

  

  

pear out of not-being, and that he brought it into existence, if it is 
obvious that it does not exist by irself, but that the cause of its exis 
tence comes from the Creator.” 

‘The second part of Porphyry’s argument thus refutes those among 
Plato’s interpreters (Christians?) who upheld something equivalent 
t0 the Christian thesis of creation ex nihilo. For Porphyry, there 
be no question of the world being born from not-being. The world, 
in so far as it is engendered and has the cause of its existence outside 
itself, belongs itself to a certain form of not-being. By contrast, the 
demiurge, or cause that engendered it, belongs to the class of beings 
thatare truly beings, because they contain the cause of their existence 
within themselves. According to the point of view of a Neoplaton- 
ist, then, the creation of the world does not take place from not-being 
but, on the contrary, from those things that are truly beings, among 
which is the immediate cause, the demiurge. However, when they re- 
ferred to the One, the supreme cause, which is not-being above be- 
ing and which precedes the true beings in the order of causality, the 
Neoplatonists could also say that the world derives from not-being, 
albeit indirectly, through ard o the 
parts of the corporeal creation of the sublunary world, which is no 
longer the direct work of the demiurge, a Neoplatonist could speak 
in a certain sense of creation from not-being, because the matter from 
which these corporeal parts originate itself represents a possible ex- 
istence, or a certain category of not-being, this has once again noth- 
ing to do with the creation ex nibilo of the Christians. These elements 
are eternal, for they “continually change into one another around the 
matter that is their substrate,” and the corruption of one signifies the 
birth of the other.* This is the doctrinal background of the phrase 
for it is not always true that every kind of not-being precedes being 

  

  

n 

  

    

intermediary causes. If, with reg     

  

      

  

naret-Joliver-Monnor. * Porphyry,inal-Sahrascant, De sectis, vol. 11 p. 359, 12 
26-37 Dics. * CF. Simplicius, In Phys., voL. I, pp. 1330, 34-1331, 7:p. 11 
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i the case of those beings that have the cause of their being in some- 

thing other than themselves.”* 
The two texts from Porphyry on which I ha 

clearly that, with regard to the doctrines on the creation of the world, 

the Neoplatonists from Porphyry on were as clearly distinct from 

Middle Platonists like Plutarch, Atticus, and Numenius as they were 

ave just commented show 

from the Christians. 

  

4. For Hisrocls, as for the Neoplatonists, the Demiurge Creates Without 

Prexisting Matter, from All Eernity, by His Being and His Will Alone 

Where can we situate Hierocles with regard to the problem of the cre- 
ation of the world? We have scen that he sharply criticizes the doc- 
trine of unengendered matter, which had been upheld by some 
Platonists** whom Photius does not name, but whose teaching i, in 
its broad outlines, identifiable with that of Plutarch, Atticus, and Nu- 
menius. Hierocles describes matter according to these Placonists as 
being unengendered in both senses of the term: that is, ouside of a 

me. It is unengendered in the same sense as 
  cause, and outside of 

the demiurge; it preexists the work of the demiurge in a disorderly 
state, and is set in order by the demiurge at a moment of time. Mat- 
ter as Hierocles conceives it, on the contrary, is engendered outside 
of time, by a cause. It does not preexist®® prior to the demiurge’s 
work, cither in the temporal sense or in the ontological sense. This 
becomes clear from Hicrocles polemics against the theses of the 
Middle Platonists, where, moreover, he utilizes elements of argu- 
ments that had been developed by Porphyry, and that were later con- 
stantly reused.* It is true that most Christians also denied the 

    

   

* For a complete exposition of Porphyry's doctrine on the modes of beings and of 
not-beings,cf. R Hador, 1968, 1:147-178, 

 Phorius, Library, cod. 251, p. 46022 Bekker, vol. VIL, pp. 189ff. Henry, text 
quoted above, p. 16. 

2 In the strit Platonic sense, only beings that are truly beings exit; cf.the first text 
quoted above, . 22. Matter therefore does not exist before the Demiurge,although some 
Neoplatonic texts feature a certain logical priority of matter with regard to the Demi- 
urge (cf.above p. 20, n. 67). Cf. Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 460b25—461a23 Bekker, 
vol. VIL p. 190f, Henry 

* See Porphyry's refutation of Aticus' theses,in Proclus, In Tint., vol. 1, p. 391, 4ff 
Diehl. Cf. in parcicularthe text by Hierocles cited below at . 86, with the fllowing text 
by Porphyry as eported by Proclus (I Tint, vol. I, p. 394, 12, trans. based on Festugiere, 
1966-1968, 2:263): “Let us suppose that God wans o lead all things into order: how 

  

    

  

  

  

does he want this? Always, o at a given moment? I it s a a given moment, i is cither 
because of himself, or because of Matter Isit because of himself2 This is absurd, for God 
is always good, and that which s always good always also does good.” Sce also the par- 
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  preexistence of matter, and that they considered matter to be engen- 
dered. If, like Augustine, they distinguish a disorderly state of en- 
gendered matter before the creation, this occurs under the influence 
of Platonism, as it does in the case of Philo.’* In general, however, 
matter for the Christians is not created outside of time. For them, the 
Platonic distinction between two senses of the word yevnzo has no 
meaning as far as the created universe is concerned. Moreover, the 

fact that Hierocles, like all Neoplatonists, conceives of the demiurge’s 
creative act as eternal (¢ disiov)“—that is, as dating from all eer- 
nity and having neither beginning nor end—is contrary to orthodox 
Christianity.*” Christians laid particular emphasis on the fact that God 
creates the cosmos at a moment in time, from nothing, as something 
that did not exist previously and that must eventually disappear into 
nothingness. Thus, we see that creation éx unBevGs TpoUROKEEVO, 
which Hierocles defended against the Middle Platonists' thesis of 
creation éx mpovoKeyiévo, is not the same thing as the Christi 
creation €5 ovx viov. Pracchter was a bit over-hasty when he iden- 
tified them. 

Hierocles’ argument that the creator of the world did not work like 
a human artisan—an argument that also appears in the pseudo- 
Aristotelian De mundo*—was once again uilized by both Neopla- 

    

   

   

   

  ns’   
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Pseudo-Aristotle,  
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s against the Middle Platonists. Yet Hierocles’ ar- 
{1y situated within the Neoplatonic context. I quote 

  

tonists and Christ 
gumentation is l 
Photius:™ 

   

  

s those things of which i s said that they act ac- The author writes 
jiav) are those that remain immu cording to their essence (xa? oot 

table in their own essence and in their activity, without detaching’ 

anything from themselves, without setting themsclves i 
order to bring about the existence of engendered beings, but which, 

merely according to the very being which they are,? bring about the 

generation of secondary things (16 Seveépav). It follows that they 
addition, that they do not act from a mo- 

nd 

    
do nor utilize matter in 

that they do not cease to act at a moment of time,   mentin tim 
chat that which is born does not exist outside the activity of what 
produces it. Indeed, all things of this kind accompany the activity 
that s accidental, as in the case of an architect and in other similar 

  

  

“This text presents us with one of the fundamental theorems of Neo- 
platonism: the distinction between the immobile mode of creation of 
the hypostases above the soul, and the mode of creation of the soul, 
which is characterized by movement.” The Neoplatonists gave partic-   

* Auicus, for instance, scesin the demiurge “the best of ardisans” (cf. Atticus in Eu. 
sebius, Praep. evang. XV, 6, 12,vol. 1T, p. 362, 7 Mras). For the Christians, cf.the tes 
timonies collected in French translation by C. Tresmontant, 1961 chap. II: Création 
divine et fabrication humaine. Le probleme de la matiere” pp. 114ff 

Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 463030, Bekker, vol VII, p. 198 Henry 
' iy Eavi dnopepiCovia. Speaking of the mode of creation of the demius 

In fact, i he creates by his mere existence— 

  

     
e, Pro- 

  

  

s s I R0 0 ot e mci e 

Inre st whil rmaning whathes” (s roslo, I T, 390, 101 Diehl,ited 
s he ars by P, OGEL1968 ot b w3 Elva o (89 eers 10 the et pluralsubjec] This trn 

of phiti i IntendedtoIndiae ha bein that remain pacly being. Fo he e 
S o . Tk, 174, dwoed o 101 

Y. lovino, En, 1,4, 1 1 “Th poductions of h highe priniplesake place 
e ey el h e e o o e o 

e G Maio Victorins, Ads Arm 4,21, 19235, fllowing Porphyey: ~Fire o 
S0, amoog ethal, iae, o sbacel primany thsgt s who et i o et 
of themselves in movement, that first God, ther n 

  

  

   
       

  

Nois have engendered. For only the soul 
» , Sent., 24, p. 14, 5. Lamberz; lamblichus, in Proclus, I T, vl. 1 p- 398, 26 Dichl, For an ample commentary o tis docrine cf. . Hador, 1968, 1:432451, Génération, Manifestation, Formation, and La généra- o de la pensée, pp. 432451 B atsaus s 

  

moves in order to engender?” CF. Porphy      
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ular emphasis to the fact that the demiurge creates by his being alone, 
in order to oppose the mode of action of their demiurge to that of the 
demiurge of the Gnostics and of the God of the Jews and the Christians, 
who creates by reflective will.* The Neoplatonic demiurge creates cter- 
nally,and as Hierocles says, the world does not exist “outside of the ac- 
sivity 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 

‘orall these reasons, the Neoplatonic demiurge does not resemble 
human artisans, who cannot do without mater or without instruments, 
and whose activity is only accidental (ot ouuBeBnKGe). 

Let us note above all that Hierocles formulates this theorem like a 
true Neoplatonist: he uses the plural to speak of causes which act by 
their very being. If, as Pracchter would have it, Hierocles” system was 
unaware ofa hypostasis higher than the demirge = Noiis, which would 
chus be the only hypercosmic divinity,” we should expect Hierocles to 
speak in this context of one single cause, the demiurge, instead of de- 
scribing the mode of action of an entire class of beings in which the 
demiurge s included. Morcover, Hierocles’ formulation, as reported by 
Photius, makes room for the Neoplatonists” habitual distinction be- 
tween the primary beings (xi npéta) and the secondary beings (xa 
Sedrepa).” In this context, the term ta devrepu designates all the de- 
grees of being from the hypostasis of the soul on down, and the term 
i mpévea, understood but not stated in our text, therefore includes the 
hypostasis or, more likely, the hypostases above the soul. I Photius does 
not give us precise information on the hicrarchy of the hypostases above 

or the hierarchy inside the Nois, this is probably to be ex- 

    

  

way. 

    

  

    
    

  

  

the Noii 

  

* G, he citation at n. 91. CF. also Porphyry, in Proclus, In Tine., 1, 395, 10ff. and 
396, 5. Dichl (rans. based on Festugiére, 19661968, 2:265-266): “The fourth point 
of Porphyry’s arguments, besides what has been said, isthat n which he shows that the 

ts vry e 

    

  Divine Intellect arrics out the particular manner in which i creates b 
[Wihat is surprising about the fact that the Demiurge, by the mere fact that he thinks 
the Universe, gives substantial existence to sensible realiy, immaterialy creating the 
material, impalpably the palpable, and indivisibly distending the spatial? And there is 
nothing to be surprised about,if something incorporeal and non-spatal s the cause of 

. For fits true that human sperm, which in o little 

  

  the existence of this visible Unive 
volume contains all reasons within itelf, s the cause of so many differences ... how 

on in the Demiurge can produce all things,   much more must we believe that the Rea 
without having any need of matter in order that things should exist,as does that reason 

thatis innate within sperms for this reason is not outside of matter, whereas the Reason 
y fixed within tsel, and it causes the whole U 

verse to be born from it without eaving itsstate of rest” 
" Praccher, “Hierokles? col. 1452. 
* These technical terms, proper to the doctrine of emanation, de 

sense the frstterms of each series, and the beings derived from these prima 
 wider sense, however,they can also designate classes of beings. I the latter case, the 
secondary beings are often divided in turn into <@ péou and < Eoara. 

  

    that causes all beings to exist is ecerna 

    
   



  

   
Studies on the Neoplatonist Hierocles 

ained by Photius’ lack of interest in such questions, and s nota con- 
pl 

er’s hypothesis. We shall return to this problem firmation of Pracchte 
later. 

f Hierocles affirms that the class of beings in which the demiurge is 
included acts by its mere being, this does not contradict what he said ear 
lier: that the demiurge’s will is sufficient for him to bring beings into ex- 
istence.” We have already seen in a previous quotation® that Porphyry 
unites within the same text the affirmation that the demiurge creates by 
his mere being and the affirmation that he creates by his mere thought. 
Jamblichus does the same.”” As Proclus explains in a proposition of his 
Elements of Theology, at the ontological level of the Noiis—to which, 
following Plato, the demiurge generally belongs'—to act by being and 
to act by thought are one and the same. " In contrast to the Christians, 
however, the Neoplatonists would not say that the demiurge creates with 
the help of deliberative reflection.” As Dodds correctly explains, the 
Neoplatonic demiurge creates because he thinks, but he does not think 
in order to create.'% The same holds true of the demiurge’s will 

    

  

  

. Bekker, 

  

. he s e e p 15 = Pt Libary cod 214 . 172 
ol I, 126 Heaey 

" G S quorationan 54 
& Tamblhus, De st L, 

5 M. Dilony 1575, e commentasy on f 35,p. 313 

rgewad i mligene (o)l he grtaions It prsen chapes blong i 
Cregors . th uotatins . 94 2 108)--and etmonis afmng cha Porphyy 
ot he st sol o bsthedemorg o Froca In T vl , . 30 
s p. 32,1 431, 251, Dih. Yo thi conraicion s s imporant s migh sppes 1 freganc,for Ploinasand Py, th borders beowee thse iy 
et il evained i, nd oaas of on aponth b wersposl 5 rocu, EI Theol prop. 174, ans, Dot “Evry talienc s s 0 s 
reaion-—For i ligence & el wih s ot (prop. 167} and he e 
ofeachimeligenc it s hough (. 165, an  arbes e o by cxving 
prop. 26 he e cons o prodce by sh ac of s i lcton o i e g b el Wi s whch s 
St of hinkin— R s (ogght 3 v  he st of gy whih e 

28(168, 19), p. 139 des Places, where the demiurg 
  

   

     

  

  

  

      

  

   
  

For its existence.   

  

  

  

  

e e e iy something completely and absolutely unworthy of the Demiurgic Cause? i 10'E. R. Dodds, 1963%, p. 290, note to prop. 174. - 

  

  es a copy of him 
  

  

  



Hierocles’ Philosophical Ideas on Matter, the Demiurge, and the Soul 
  

In 50 far as the Demiurge is Intellect, he produces all things by his 
intellections; in so far as he is an Intellgible, he creates by his exis- 
tence alones in so far as he is a god, he creates by his will alone. ™ 

Once again, however, the wil of the Christian God and the will of the 
Neoplatonic demiurge are not the same thing; their willsare distinguished 
in the same way as their thoughts. In any event, each of Plato’s exegetes 
was obliged toattribute a will to the creator of the universe because of the 
following passage from Plato’s Timaeus, which concerns the demiurge: s 

  

  

He was good; but since he was good, he never conceived a feeling of 
envy towards anyone. Being exempt from such a fecling, he willed 
(&Boviin) that all things, in so far as was possible, should become 
similar to him ... indeed, having willed (Bovkn@ei) that all things 
should be good, and that there should be nothing vile, in so far as 

  

Proclus provides the following commentary:'% 

For, i the Father was good, he wished to create all things as good, 
and if he willed this, then he did it; and he brought the Universe to 
order. For providence depends on will, and will on good:   

This commentary gives us a good idea of how, for the Neoplatonists, 
providence was intimately linked to the goodness and the will of God. 
I, therefore, Hierocles in his treatise on providence mentions the will of 

niurge, this, like his thesis of creation without preexisting mater, 
y to explain within the system of post-Porphyrian Neoplatonism 

    
the de    

  

Proclus, In Tint, vol. 1, p. 362, 2 Diehl trans. Festugiére 
the Arabic text (Epistle of the Divine Science, atributed to l- 
174), which Pinés considered to be Porphyrian. I quote aftr the French translation of 
the Arabic text by S. Pinés in his artcle (1971, p. 308): “Between Intelligence and its 
act,there i volition, for it wills (first) and then acts. Indeed, it does not act by ts beis 
but by the fact of being an Intelligence. But the Inteligence knows, and he who knows, 
wills; for he wills a thing, and consequently aspires to know it If the Inelligence has 

chis character, it is necessarily multiple, and not one. It is therefore nor the First Agent. 
Indecd, the act of the First Agent is not preceded by volition, for it acts only by its be 
ing.” It goes without saying that Porphyry did not mean that the will of Nois tempo- 
rally precedes its act; nor did he want to deny that the Nofis acts by is very being (cf. 
the quotation n. 94). Itis rather a matter of distinguishing the act of the One, which 
Porphyry identifies with pure Being, from the actof the Noi, whichacts n accords 
withits own being that s, in accordance with the fact of being a Noiis; or the being of 
Noisalready contains a certain multipliity. C. Proclus, I T, I, p. 70, 27-31 Dichl 

Plato, Timaeus, 29¢. 
o Proclus, I Tim.,vol L p. 371, 4 Dichl, rans. based on Festugiére, 1966-1968, 

   
  

  

    

  

  

         



   
oplatonist Hierocles     Studies on the 

ristian or Judaic 

  

{tself, and there i no need whatsoever to look for 

influence coming from outside. 

5. Hieroces’ Demiurge Has a Ternary Structure 
Reflected in the Three Classes of Souls   

ation of the first text quoted on page 15, itis said of this 
reated this world, the visible and invisible universe, by 

incorporeal and the corporeal natures, and that 
In the continu 

  

demiurge that he 
the unification of the 

in this universe the wisdom that created the world distinguished. in 

conformity with their nature, beings which occupy the top, the ¢ 
n. The first of these rational beings are called ce 

  

ter, and the bottom 
Jestial and gods; those rational beings that have been allotted o the 

space following this group he calls ethereal* and good demons: they 
ave become the interpreters and messengers (ayeAot)of the things 

The tribe of men occupies the last ank; 

  

  

itis useful for men to know: 
they are called terrestrial beings, human souls, and—as Plato would 

say—immortal men. These three kinds are attached to one another 

as ifin a single living being, or in a chorus and a harmony, but their 

distinction in accordance with their nature is preserved unmixed with 
rd to their unity and their mutual connection. And those thatare 

placed in the superior rank command the lower ones, but the god 
who s their father and demiurge reigns as king over them all 

    

  

Throughout this text and the parallel text from codex 251,11 there is 
nothing that differs from the traditional conceptions of the Neoplaton- 
ists. First, however, et us explain what “creative wisdom” (i xooponotog 
Goia) means for Hierocles. A parallel text from Hierocles’ commentary 
on the Carnmen aurewum can enlighten us with regard to this question:'** 

  

  Hicrocles, in Phorius, Library, cod. 214, p. 172a30ff, Bekker, vol. 11, p. 126, Heny 
G the parallltext from cod. 251 (p. 46 1b121f, Bekker,vol VI, p. 192 Henry): “Init (hat 
s, theuniverse) there are beings which occupy the top, the center, and the bottom, of which 
e names the first: celesial beings and gods, the rational beings of the center: ehereal be 
ings and good demons, who have become interpreters and messengers of the things that 
areuseful for men, and the lastrational beings:errestral, human souls and immortal men. 

  

  

And the bings of the igher category always command those of the category beneath, but 
the I 

This division of regions is probably of Pythagorean provenance. In this case, 
aibépa signfies the beings who inhabi the region of the air; cf. Proclus, I Tine., vol. 
1,p. 136, 29ff. Dichl and the trans. by Festugiere, 1966-1968, 1:185 with n. | 

19 For the gist of these remarks, cf. lamblichus, De myst, 1, 5 (16, 13ff.), p. 47 des 

god who s their creator (roun) and father reigns as king over them 
     

  

   

  

Fxt cited n. 107. 
* Hicrocles, It Carmien aureuom, 1, p. 10, 2-21 Khler. 
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God the demiurge produced the firs, second, and third things dif- 
ferent from one another by their nature, without them being con 
fused with or 

  

  

another, and without them changing their rank 
(xdE4)"" as a function of their virtue or their vice. For the things 
which by essence are set n place for eternity have been distinguished 
accord 

  

to kind, by the order (xi€et) that proceeds forth with 
them, and they have been disposed in a manner analogous to the 
demiurgic causes. In the same way as above [that is, on the onto- 
logical level of the demiurgic causes, the order (xdgs) of perfect 
wisdom includes things of the first rank, of the intermediary rank, 
and of the last rank—for i, being wisdom consists in producing cre- 
ation in order (év tagev) and perfe 
(xd&w), and perfection go together—in the same way, in the whole 

  

n, so that wisdom, order 

  

thatis down here below, the things produced according to the god’s 
first thought will be the firstin the world; those conceived in accor 

  

dance with intermediary thought will themselves be intermediary, 
  

and those that resemble the lowest limit of his thoughts will also be 
last among rational beings. For the whole of the plane of rational 
beings, with the incorruptible body thatis connatural to i, is the im- 
age of the demiurgic god as a whole. Of the summit above, the first 
things that are in the world are the pure image; and the things that 
i this world have an inermediary rank are the middle image of the 

.an above; and the things that come in the third and last rank 
are the image of the owestlimit o the divinity 

above, coming in the last rank. 

  

jonal bein     

The “creative wisdom” of the universe is thus nothing other than the 
thought of the demiurge taken separately, as the cause of the differ- 
entiation of the beings of his creation. Proclus identifies it with 
Athena.' 

  

  112 The meanings of the term 1&g are twofold. It can designate the rank that cach 
being occupics in the cosmos, both vsible and invisible, which, s Hierocles says, cor- 
respands to the quality of s essence. This orderis immutable. Yetrational human souls 

fual value for which they are wholly responsible and which can 

  

  

may acquire an indi 
be greater o less. This depends on the kind of life they lead, whether virtuous or vi- 
cions, and it may change with the various cthical dispositions the souls adopt during 

“order “rank,” or *value: 

  

       e ncorporasons. Wehave sccordinly randted 
Cr rochu, In Timo vol. I, p. 166, 2-17 Di 

196651365, 330t I th Faherand Demrge ofth whole Cosmo,no doub he 

pefecters-—appea to be muliple, et e e oeom) sl 
ool of he inclleciveand pimaryhenads that ar nte Father 
e ceoding v which borh the Demurge himsel remains iflexibl ( 
et bl and althe beings that procee from Him pariipae i an i 
e accoingt0 which th Demur also thinks all things, athough he 

D e rancendentof h oty of h e, Al he Thealogians name 

I, (trans. after Festugitre, 
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In the text by Hierocles we have just cited, one notes, on the one 
hand, the very precise allusions to the 
urge. The plural “demiurgic causes” used to describe the demiurge’s 
action, is lready significant: it is an expression typical of late Neopla- 
tonism, which we encounter very frequently in Proclus’ commentary 
on the Timaeus. Above all, however, we here se Hierocles attribut- 
ing to demiurgic reality a ternary structure that is just as much hori- 
sontal (wisdom, order [tdic], and perfection) as itis vertical (primary 
thought, secondary thought, and ultimate thought; or summit, mean, 
and lower limit). This representation of a hierarchy inherent in the de- 
miurge is, in different forms, constant within Neoplatonism, since 
Amelius and Tamblichus. It is clearly expressed in the following text 
by Proclus: 

ternary structure of the demi- 
  

    

        

The Demiurge contains within himselfa hierarchy of different ranks, 
d the last. "   of the first, the middle, 

this divine essence Athena, in so far as it bursts forth from the head of the Father, and 
nains in him, since it s the separate and immaterial demiurgic Thought—thisis why 

Socrates in the Cratylus (40755) sang of it under the name of Theonoe—and in so far 
‘s she surges forth fully armed, she who, without suffering any stain, organizes the Uni 
verse with the unique Demiurge and, ogether with the Father, ranges all thingsin battle 
order (sirtovgay). ... . Since the Goddess unitively contains all the wisdom of the Fa 

ther, she s the ‘friend of wisdom:™ CF. also Proclus, In Tint, vol. I, p. 168, 8. (1 
Festugiére): “The Goddess s the “friend of wisdom' as the demiurgic Thoug! 

rial Wisdom."—For the Jews and the Christians, the wisdom of 

  

  

  

  

e 
e L e L Van Winden, 1965 35-57) 

' 1°For the use of the expression “demiurgic causes” cf. Proclus, I Tint., vol. 1, p. 67, 25,75, 13115,1 
'W. Theiler, 1933, p. 32 n. 2. . K g i 5 Vel ey st This problematic erissfrom Taes 4147, wher soulof thecconi and i e ar mentoned rolns (i i vl 1. p. 24519 
Dkl tans. Feugitre, 1966-19685112) vty pobably ollowi lamblchu, o sierd ht th procueion oftes nferot Somsha 5 

  

    

    Foran analogous pluralcf. abov, p. 26 the text of Hierocles). 

: oo e demoric and human 
ably to a third) thought of the demiurge. The consequences for the theory of rh.‘ soul werecrucally important, As is undeined by Proc Tambichos (D i o, ot 145,370 372, 36 ke cass 
function of their essences, whicl f e g 

  

in the same passage, and by      
    

  

series of primary, seconda g Lhos       and tertiary processions that the various essences of soul 
e v furhe” sy amblchus. 
erarchy inherent in the demiurge. The text by Proclus is aken f a rge. The text by Proclus s taken from I Tis, vol. 1, p. 161, 21 Dichl, trans. Festugiére, 1966-1968, 1:214. On the Neoplatonic concep 

tion of e demiurge, . Proclus, op.cit., vol. I p. 303, 24if. Dichl 

     



Hierocles’ Philosophical Ideas on Matter, the Demiurge, and the Soul 

In these texts, on the other hand, we can easily recognize a Neopla- 
tonic classification of souls, and in particular of encosmic souls,"™s of 
which Hierocles names the principal groups: the primary rational 
souls (vt mp@ra Aoyuxd), which inhabit the supralunary region (consti- 
tuted in particular by the Soul of the world, the souls of the planets and 
of the fixed stars); the intermediate rational souls (ti péoa Aoyuxd), 
demons, angels, or heroes,'* placed between the moon and the earth 

the space of the air; and the last rational souls (s wekevraia Aoyuxd) 
or human souls incorporated on earth. The triadic structure of the class 
of rational souls is the image of the triadic structure of the demiurge- 

Voits, which thinks itself as it creates. It scems that the creation of the 
class of rational souls according to a series of primary, secondary, and 
tertiary processions comes from Iamblichus.” It goes without saying, 
and Hierocles states as much explicily in his interpretation of the Car- 

1'% that there are many other subdivisions within this ¢ 
adic division of the class of rational souls, especially among the gods; 
they are, of course, always a faithful reflection of the structure of the 
demiurge-Noiis. Such a structured and complex demiurgic entity is 
characteristic of a Neoplatonic system that has already reached an ad- 
vanced developmental stage, and it always supposes another simple 
cause that precedes it in the order of the hierarchy. With regard to these 
three classes of souls, Hicrocles specifies that they form a unity, 
although each maintains its distinctness. The expression dotygutog 
#voois had been a key term in Neoplatonism since Porphyry, " which, 
among other things, was used to explain the birth of the multitude of 
sensible forms from the pure unity of the One. In the first hypostasis af- 
ter the One, alterity is almost nonesxistent, and the unity of all the be- 
ings it contains is therefore far superior to their murual distinetion, 
which nevertheless already exists. From hypostasis to hypostasis, unity 

   

      

  

men aureun, 

  

      

     

  

 On the Neaplatonic classification of souls, cf. Proclus, EL Theol., 
soul i either divine [= soul of the stars] o clse subject to oscillation becween thought 
and unconsciousness [= soul of men] or else in an intermediate condicion; that s, 
ways thinking, but inferior to the divine souls [= the demonic souls]” CE. n. 114, 3 

£ the 

rop. 184: “Every 

  

    
  

  Hirocles himself,a lite lter, designates the three classes of souls as encosmi   

textcited below, p. 43, 
14 Hierocles (ct. In Carmen aureom, 1, p. 19, 9-27 Kohler) bears witness o the fact 

that usage fluctuated considerably as far as the appellation of the class of intermediary 
Soulsis concerned. It wascither designated as a whole by the name of heroes, of demons, 
o of angels; o clse the whole of this class of souls was divided into three, by means of 
these names. I this case, the order from top to botzom was: angels, demons, heroes. CF. 

also Proclus, [ Tin., vol. I, p. 165, 6-22 Dichl 
17 Cf. lamblichus, De aninma, in Stobacus, Eclog. 1, 49, 37, . 37: 

Ch.n. 114, 3 
1% Hierocles, In Carmen aureun, 1, p. 10, 
1" CE. H. Drrie, 1958, p. 173. 

  

  

26 Wachsmuth, 
  

11,5 Kohler. 

   



      

Studics on the Neoplatonist Hierocles 

becomes weaker and distinction increases. The last hypostasis that sill 
maintains its unity, although it contains distinctions that are already 
fairly pronounced, is the hypostasis of the soul. Porphyry explains this 
as follows:'2" 

  

We must not believe that the mulitude of souls results from the mul- 
titude of bodies, but, on the contrary, that before bodies there are 
both multiple souls and one single soul. The soul that is both one 
and universal does nor prevent the multiple souls from being within 
it, and the multiple souls do nor divide between them the soul that 

for they have been distinguished without being cut off from 
one another and without breaking the universal soul into their dif- 
ferent individualities, and they are present to one another without 
being confused with one another, and without constituting the un 
versal soul by their addition. For they are not separated by limits, 
nor are they confused within one another, in the same way as the sci- 

    

ences, which are multiple, are not confused within one single soul, 
or are they inserted within the soul as if within a body, that is, as 

lifying acts   an essence different from the soul; but they are the qu 
of the soul 

  From Porphyry to lamblichus, the meaning of the expression “uni 
versal soul” (1 6An yuz) underwent an evolution: the former under- 

the World Soul, the latter as an unparticipated and 
hypercosmic soul. Moreover, the difference within the totality of souls 
became mor rly marked. It was apparently lamblichus 
who introduced the classification of souls by kind, such as is set forth 
by Hierocles. ! Nevertheless, the dogma of henosis was maintained in 

and without change. ' What constitutes the unity of its 
essence is the fact that the soul, according to amblichus, ! is defined 

middle term between the divisible and indivisible kinds, <and 
between the corporeal kinds and the in> corporeal kinds;” but this docs 
not exclude that between the three classes of souls there may exist dif- 
ferences of kind and of nature, as Hierocles specifies. ' Hierocles will 
explain what these differences are a litle further on. 

  

stands i 

d more cl      
    

  

    

    

     
  

  

Porphyry, Sent, 37, p. 42, 1343, § Lamberz 
2 Cf. lamblichus, De aninia, inStobacus, Eclog..1, 49, 37, p. 372, 15i p. 3 

Wachsmuth, and J. M. Dillon, 1973, pp. 43-45. 
  6t   

On the henosis of the various parts of the incorporated human soul, cf Simplicius, 
I De anima, p. 76, 14-77, 37, and especially . 

2 Cf. lamblichus, De anina,in Stobacus, Ecl 
Cf.also Plato, Timaeus, 35a1-b1. 

         
21,49, 32, p. 365, 27ff. Wachsmuth. 

12 Cf. the end of the text cited on p. 30, and the text cited on p. 31, 

  

  



Hierocles’ Philosopbical Ideas on Matter, the Demiurge, and the Soul 

As Hierocles emphasizes by his repeated addition of the adjective 
Aoyuxd, the souls in the three groups enumerated are rational souls only. 
He thus adheres to the doctrine of late Neoplatonists like Hermias, Syr- 
ianus, Proclus, and their successors, who understand by “soul” in the 
strict sense only the rational soul, even when it is the human soul that 
is under consideration. For them, the principles of animal and vegetable 
life, considered as mere reflections or traces of the rational soul in the 
body; do not fall within the class of truly self-moving souls.'™* Yet this 

ally accepting, especially when in- 
terpreting Aristotle, the broad habitual concept of “human soul” The 
irrational soul s no longer the work of the demiurge himself. Hierocles 
explains this as follows: 2 

    

      

  does not prevent them from occasior      

that which is deprived by nature of intellect is in no way capable of 
for thi 

the work of the demiurge. How, indeed, could the irrational and 

  

participating in the truth and in virtu reason it cannot be   

that which is deprived of intellect, be an image of the intelligible 
god? Each image of him is provided with intellect and with reason, 
and is capable of knowing itself and of knowing its creator. 

Obviously, as in the text cited on page 31, whatis atissue is the Neo- 
platonic thesis according to which each hypostasis is the image of the 
cause that precedes it. Thus, Proclus can say that “every soulis. . . the 
ntelligibles in the mode of an image (eixovuas).”'2” The hypostasis at 

two removes from a cause is no longer the image of this cause but an 
mage of the image. The Neoplatonic doctrine to which Hierocles al- 

ludes developed from the passage of the Tinmaeus, where Plato says that 
the demiurge “wanted all things, as far as was possible, to become sim- 
ilar to him,” (29¢) and from another passage of the Timaeus (42dff.) 

  

    
     

5, I Phaedrum, 102, 19§, Cousreur,tlls us that the ancient philosophers 
simply “soul” chat which in his time was called “rational soul” 

Phacdrus, 245¢) refrs tothe rational soul. Besides, 

  1 Hem 
Sohat the resnt discourse e ancient re accutome o calingth oinal sl “sou i h propr s, Thy 

all ntligence (Nofs hat hich is above i, an they call what s beneath i ot 
iy s b rationl soul andmoral indof soulnd secondrscof h form 
Vi Geinepow s G and rtional form of e o agan ‘animaton of the 
prcun and for of e within bode? tc but that hich hey cal sou in the 
roperandesental snseishe aional o Anh s Pt cll maniish proper 
Yo ol soul . also Hermia, op. it . 111, 7. Couvreue and E. R 
Do, 1963 commentay on prop. 194 b 396 1. Simplicus, I Py vol. I 543, 1. i Thi same doein seems 9 be sready pesntin Clcdis, 1 T 
i 155, 213, 3 Wassinkswhere th class of aions soul i discussd. 

- s, i Phovis, iy cod 251, . 462424 ekker,vol VI p. 194 Henry 
i Hitoden, it i vew, X . 52, 26, Kolectd . 125, 

Proctun, I Theok prop. 195,p. 170, -5 Dodds. 

  

    

  

    

  

   

  

   



  

   Studies on the Neoplatonist Hierocles 

from which the Neoplatonists deduced that the last work of the dem 

urge himself was the rational human soul.'2* 
“As is shown by the text of Hicrocles that has just been cited,"” the 

affirmation that the rational human soul was the demiurge’s last work 

must be understood in the sense that it was the last work to come di- 

rectly from the demiurge. For it is obvious that, in a certain sense, the 

demiurge also creates mortal beings. On this subject; to0, Proclus shares 
Hierocles’ opinion; 1 quote from his Commentary on the Timacu: 

      

   

But let us not say that the Demiurge does not also create mortal be 
ings. He does create them, but by mea 
fore they create, he created by the mere fact of thinking. 

  s of the recent gods. For be 
  

Thus the irrational soul s not, properly speaking, the work of the 
demiurge, but of the recent gods of Plato’s Timaeus, or of nature (60~ 

131 and according to Hierocles itis blown into the material or “shell- 
like™152 body by the luminous, immaterial body: 

    

* Dectrine o the Vebicl of the Soul Is Post-Tamiblichean     

ious souls and the luminous body 

  

Since the doctrine concerning the 
allows us to situate Hierocles in a quite determinate place within the 
history of Neoplatonism, it may be useful to study it with some care. 

  

12 Cf. Hierocles, In Carmen aureum, X1, p. 52, 26f. Kohler: “He scil. the dem 
urge] seems to have brought into existence éach of the human souls himself, but only 
the kinds among the irrational souls, offering them to nature to be moulded, as i the 
view of Plato and Timaeus the Pythagorean, who believe that nothing among mortal 

  

  

S sty T g o 

     

   
  

  

  

25, Diehl, quoted after the trans. by Festugiére, 

  

  

  

  



Hierocles' Philosophical Ideas on Matter, the Demiurge, and the Soul 

AsHierocles explains in his commentary on the Carmen aureum, ** the rational human soul possesses a vehicle, the luminous body (abyoetdés 
tya), which is congenital t0 it, sempiternal, and which, 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 hu- 
man soul with its mortal body. At the time of the rational soul’s incor- 
poration, the luminous body is placed within the sill-inanimate mortal 
body, and it breathes inco it the life that is active within matter (¢on 
&vutog)s that is, irrational life or soul. Our animate mortal body or 
mortal animal, since it is made up of the irrational soul and the mate- 
rial body, is a mere image of the human being constituted by the rational 
soul and the immaterial body. * We thus obtain the following schemas 

  

  

  

  

    

    human be 

  

rational soul }m.umh, } e immortal immaterial body | = the demiurge } 

irrational soul } created by image of the = the recent or =mmm}— & material body = human being encosmic gods. 

Hierocles thus knows of two bodics, one that is congenital 
(oV6vég)"” to the rational soul, immoral like it, and immaterials this 
is the luminous or pneumatic body. The other body is adventitious 

  

    fere s the teaching   Hicrocles, In Carmen aureum, XXVI, p. 112, 5-17 Kohler: 
that he whois not deaf to the Pythagorean symbols may derive from these verses: at the 
same time asthe exercise o virtue and the acquisition of truth, we must take care of the 
puriy relating o our luminous bods; which the Oraclescall‘the light vehicle ofthe soul 
= frag. 120 des Places]. Such purity extends to our food, our drink, and to the entire 

men of our mortal body, in which the luminous body resides, breathing lfe nto the 

  

inanimate body and maintaining its harmony. For the immaterial body is a kind of lfe, 
which also engenders life within maters it is thanks o this last lfe thatthat part of my 
selfthat i the living mortal being is made complete, being composed of irrational lfe 
and of the material body; being the image of man, who is made up of the rational e 
sence and of the immaterial body” 

54 Hierocles, I Carmen aureu, XXVI, p. 110, 22-111,2 Kohler 
15 It i formed of a material so subtle (aiBep@es; cf. lamblichus, De myst. I, 14 

132, 12), p. 117 des Places) that i can be said to be immaterial in comparison with the 
visible and material body: CF. also Iamblichus,in Proclus, I Tins, I, p. 266, 25 Diehl 
(rans. based on Festugitre, 1966-1968, 5:141): “We must consider, as the great 
Tamblichus i accustomed to say,that the psychic vehicles are born and are constituted 
from the whole of the ether (dxd mavedg oD ai0épos), which possesses a generative 
power. .. ” The expression kv o or nia = psychic vehiclealso used by Hier- 
ocles, I Carmen aureum, XXVI, p. 113, 6 Kohler. 

15 Cf.the definition of man at In Carmen aurewm, XXVI, p. 111, 11-13 Kohler: 
scil. s the heroes) man is a rational soul with a congenical and immor- 

  

  

  

  

   
  

  

  

    

       
the same wa 

tal body? Cf. the entire text, quoted pp. 38-39. 
In Carmen aureum, XXVI, p. 110, 22 Kohler. 

  

     



    
  

    Studies on the Neoplatonist Hierocles 

155 to the first body, material, and mortal; this is the human 

the four elements, earth, water, air, and fire. 

fis described by Hierocles as a “kind of life 
al soul nor aniirrational soul, 

    

body, composed by 
“The pneumatic body itsel 

(twne)” thatis obviously neither a ration 
bt s sssociated with the former, although it is inferior to it because of 

it very funcrion a vehicle or body.* Howeve it i the reator of the - 

Tational soul, and thercfore superior toit.*! Hierocles indicates, more- 

over, that itis immortal, and that it s the work of the demiv 
“are said of the luminous vehicle. Hierocles!** explains 
ational human soul o its luminous body as follows: 

  

  

e, for these 

  

two characteristics 
the relation of the 

Ihe rational essence came into being, having received from the demi 

2 body that is congenital (owi6vég) to i, so that it i ncither a 

bods, nor without a body: it is incorporeal itself, but ts entire spe- 
as with the stars: the upper parc of the cies terminates in a body Itis 

nd the stars s an incorporeal essence, the part below is corporeals 

sun in s torality s what reults from the incorporeal and the bods, 
  

\ithout there being any moment in which these parts are distin 

and are then put back together (for they would thus be sep- 
produced together and are co-engendered 

  

guished 
arated again), but they are 
according to a hierarchical order, so that one commands and the 
other obeys. The same holds true of the rational kinds that come 
later, that is, the heroic kind** and the human kind: each hero is 
a rational soul with a luminous body. In the same way, man is 
a rational soul with a congenital, immortal body. This was the doc 
trine of the Pythagoreans which Plato revealed subsequently, com- 

  

  

158 I Carmen aureuns, XXIV, p. 98, 24-26 Kohler, following Plato, Tin., 42c4-42; 

s ooty eyt Tl it 

   
    

    

descends? The 
   

    

of the text to be interpreted, designate th , designate the enire ripartite and intermediate class of de- 
moni sl of whichte el sols nomlly form he thid ar, which he pare 
closest to human souls;cf. Hierocles, In Caren aurewm, 11, p. 17, 24-19, 27 Kohler. 

 



Hierocles’ Philosophical Ideas on Matter, the Demiurge, and the Soul 

paring every divine and human soul “with the coordinate power of 
the winged chariot and its driver” [= Phaedrus 246a]. 1+ 

The human soul’s pneumatic body will thus return with the rational 
soul to the ethe region (6 aiBépiog tomog) whence it came.'** This 
region is situated beneath the moon. " 

Although Hierocles agrees with lamblichus with regard to the im- 
mortality of the pneumatic or luminous vehicle, he departs from the lat- 

doctrine of the creator of the vehicle and the irrational soul: 
for Hierocles the creator of the vehicle is the demiurge, whereas for 
lamblichus it is the recent gods. For Hierocles, the irrational soul is 
mortal, whereas lamblichus, like Plutarch of Athens, conceives of it as 
immortal. 7 This is shown by the following text of Proclus: 

  

  

  

ter’ 

    

  

I the third place come those who remove all kinds of destruction 
both from the vehicle and from the irrational, who reduce both the 
permanence of the vehicle and that of the irrational to the same 

thing, who explain whatis mortal within i s being the corporiform 
that is subject to the desire of matter, and which cares for mortal   

things. Such i the opinion of lamblichus and of al those who think 
it good to agree with him, who do not make the existence of the ve 
hicle and of the irrational derive purely and simply from the divine 
bodies, so that, having issued forth from moved causes, they should 
also be mutable by their own nature; but from the gods themselves 
who direct the World and fabricate all things eternally ** 

Proclus’ declaration is corroborated by two texts from Tamblichus™ 
Deanima collected by Stobaeus, in which amblichus expresses his own 
opinion, which s generally ident 
“Ancients” or the “ancient priests.” In the first, he says 

  

to the view of those he calls the 

344 For an in-depth study ofthis Phaedrus text,cf. Hermyias, In Phacds p. 122, 10f. 
p. 192, 28-193, 29 Couvreur. 

145 Cf. Hierocles, In Carmen auresom, XXV, p. 113, 9-13 Kohler 
. Hierocles, In Carnien auresor, XXV, p. 120, 27 Kohler: “but since i [scil. 

the rational human soul] possesses a congenital body, it needs a place i order to be 
ranged similar to the stars, since it secks a position. For such a body, the appropriate 
place is that which is situated immediately beneath the moon, for such a place is supe- 
ior to mortal bodies, but s beneath the heavenly bodies: this place s called ‘frec cther’ 
by the Pythagor 

7 G, Damascius, I Phaed. 1, § 177, p. 1075, Westerink, and Olympiodorus, [ 
Phaed, 10,5 7, p. 145 Westerink. 

“ Proclus, I Tint 11, p. 234, 321f. Dichl, trans. based on that of Festugiére, 1966 
1968, S:991f 

© Cf. W. Deuse, 1987, p. 409. 

  

            

     
   



  

    Studies o the Neoplatonist Hierocles 

. orelse,the entire irational life, separated from the Intelligence, 

“ubsists as well, and i conserved i the cosmos, as the most ancient 

Priests declare. 

In the second, he adds: 

Jate the new and quite plausible con 
But perhaps one could formul: s 

nd that o continue to exist within the All,   

jecture that these lives tot 
they are not destroyed.'" 

On the other hand, with regard to the doctrine of the vehicle of the soul, 

Hierocles differs from Proclus and from Syrianus on other points than that 

roclus attributes to his master Syrianus the fol- concerning immortality. P 
peaking, until Damas- lowing doctrine, which was maintained, broad! 

cius, and which appears as a combination of preceding systems. The 
rational soul, produced by the demiurge, receives from him a vehicle that 
is eternal and immortal, like the soul is (Gubvéc, diikov or avfoerdes 
1), and thatalways remainsattached o the same soul. 1! At each new 
series of incarnations of a rational soul, before the visible body thatis cre- 
ated together with vegetative life a cach individual incorporation, the re- 
cent gods of Plato’s Timaeus, who are the encosmic gods, produce the 
irrational soul, and another vehicle, this one pneumatic, composed of the 
four clements (& tpocouév), which s attached to the rrational soul. 1 
This vehicle, withits irrational soul, enters and leaves the visible or “shell- 
like? body together with the rational soul and its vehicle; thatis to say, to- 
gether with its soul, it survives an entire series of reincorporations. 
Ultimately, howeve, it destroyed, together with its soul on the occasion 
ofthe complete purification of the rational soul.1** The vegetative soul, by 
contrast, dies immediately along with the visible body, which is some- 
times called “the third vehicle?15 As Proclus says:'* 

  

  

    

  

Threefold is thus the vehicle, either simple and immaterial, or simple 
and material, or composite and material. And the lives of these ve 

0 Lamblichus, De anina,in Stobacus, Eclog., 1,49, 43, p. 384, 26:1, 49, 
116, Wachsmuth, cited after the trans. of A.]. Festugicre, 1944-1954, 3:236; 195. 
151 Cf. Proclus, In Tin., vol. L, p. 232, 1{£ p. 267, 2518, Dichl, 

152 Cf, Proclus, In Tin, vol. I p. 238, 18ff; 297, 26ff; 298, 2-300, 5 Dichl. 
5 Cf. Proclus, I Tine vol. I, p. 238, 18ff; 298, 2-300, 5 Diehl; cf. Damascius, 

I Phaed. 1, § 239, p. 143 Westerink. Yet Damascius even sems to admit the disap: 
pearance of the frst vehicle, for those souls that have completed an entire series of 
incorporations by the acquisition of the cathartic virtues; cf. Damascius, [ Phaed. 
1,§ 35, p- 263 Westrink. e seo Olmpiodorus, n Phed. 10,§ 5, 143 West 

154 Cf. Proclus, In Tim., vol. I, p. 299, 
p. 131513, 3,8ff., p. 173 Westerink 

155 Proclus, In Tin., vol. I, p. 285, 12ff. Dichl. 

p.370, 

  

  

  

    

        

f. Dichl; Olympiodorus, In Phaed. 9, § 3, 

40



Hicrocles’ Philosophical Ideas on Matte, the Demiurge, and the Soul   

hicles are three: one immortal, the other of longer duration than the 
body, the third perishing with the body 

“This increase in the number of vehicles'* is important, not only in the 
case of human souls, but also within the entire hierarchy of the psych 
class. According to Proclus, " the divine souls possess only the luminous 
vehicle, whereas the mediate class of the demons, in addition to the lumi- 
nous vehicle, lso uses the pneumatic vehicle; and the human souls hav 
over and above these two vehicles, the mortal body as third vehicle. For 
Hierocles, on the contrary, as we have seen, " the three classes of souls all 
possess one unique vehicle, which sat the same time luminous and pneu- 
matic. Human souls, however, possess the mortal body in addition. 

In Hermias, we find the same system as in Hierocles. In his com- 
mentary on Plato’s Phaedrus, he too is aware of only one vehicle of the 
soul besides the visible body: a vehicle which is at the same time lumi- 
nous and pneumatic, conceived of as eternal and immaterial, ' the pu- 
rification of which takes place by the telestic art. ' We also find in him 

  

   

   

     

“1do not think that H. Bernard (1997) s correct in atributing already to Porphyry 
(p-64n.131) and to Hermeias (pp- 681, thedistinction between two bodies or vehicles 
of the human soul, the luminous vehicle and the pncumatic vehicl. As far as Porphyry 
is concerned, she elies on Sentence 29, which, i her view, contains such a distinction. 
Yet I agree with W Deuse (1983, pp. 219-223), who undérstands this Sentence in the 
following way. Throughou the text, one and the same pneumatic body is under discus. 

  

  

  

  

  
sions itis made up of various bodies, which correspond o the various stages of the soul's 
descent through the spheres. At cach stage o this descent, the body corresponding to one 
of the various spheres dominates within the pneumaric body: By comparing Sentence 29 
with a text from Proclus (1 Tim. 1, 147, 61f), Deuse arrives at the conclusion that the 

  

st component of th pncuma, he ai04puos i, comes rom th oty of the 
v sphere wheras e anc i componen th oyl e e the i 
cmpnpouibs ot o the phéres ofthe s i the maon. Th fourth component i et puma eaey anl it come from he shirebenaththé moon " roclo, Theo, Pt 115, . 15,2319, Safry and Westerk 

5 Ci. abeveth qucarion on . -39, 1 Hermit b Phaede p 130, 31, e it gard o Plao, P, 460} 
1 obvious ha, by i wha 4 comatiered a sl ereon) e st noxse 10 
e e s s o e e o 

i recammended nor s extond i depth it ohich o plane, and 1t o make t - 
Tk and ot through  form of e fllof st The word i s are a quoration 
o e Oratl . 104 des Piace). 1 is commenary on the Oraes (1137 

17 de laces) el nterpres his e s rom he Ol onthe s ofthe 
It plane siac, 2 Harmias docs, b e definsth biimensionl v 

  

  

  

  

  

  

ik asthe e vchicof he sl and h preuma s thescond. .. Geane, 1971 
25104 As Getdnesremarkshe Chldasan Orees o of only e ol eice, 

S enmias n Phaedr, p. 75,3774, 5 Comeut, Wit rgand 10 the aona sl 
byl and the epano €ty and dislecicsas s 0 I Carmn e, 
NV 116, 211, Kebler, . below,pp 4749). Prolus s atsbutes t mather 
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Studics on the Neoplatonist Hierocles 

1 all of which the same distinction berween man and the living being, i 

s combined with the thesis of the mortality of the irrational soul.'** This 
¢ alternative Proclus thinks is inevitable for all those 

  

system avoids the 
who admit the existence of only one vehicle of the soul: 

  

Some, after having destroyed the vehicle, 

  

Ofthese people; he say 
are forced to represent the soul as being ata certain moment outside 

of all bodies. Others, who preserve the vehicle, are obliged to ren- 
der irrational lfe immortal as well. This results from the fact that 
neither group has made a distinction between the congenital vehicle 
(ovpovéz Gnua) and that which s adventitious (30 7pooguév), be- 

1 the irst and the second, the one fabricated by the one and only 
woven together with the soul 

     
Demiurge and that which has been 
by the multiple demiurges; although Plato clearly distinguished be- 

  

tween these vehicles. 

According to Proclus, then, Plato’s phrase in the Timacus (42¢) “cov 
Tokby Gyhov Kai DoTepov PoddVIa £ TpoS Kal B3at0g Kal dépog Kai 
i, Bopupédn Kai dAotov bvia” thus relates to the pneumatic vehicle 
with the rrational soul; whereas for Hierocles and Hermias, it designates 
the visible human body together with the irrational soul. Hierocles and 
Hermias therefore do not yield o Proclus” alternative; they consider the 
irrational soul to be mortal, whereas they attribute immortality to the 
oneand only vehicle of the soul. For them, the irrational soulis not linked 
o the vehicle at all, but to the body. Nevertheless, nothing in Proclus’ 
brief historical exposition allows us to glimpse the existence of a doc- 
trine like the one we find in Hermias and Hierocles, although it is hard 
toimagine he did not know it. The alternative that Proclus” own system 
inspires makes him exclude a priori the existence of such a doctrine 

“This brief survey of the various Neoplatonic docrines on the pneu- 
matic vehicle and the irrational soul lets us see that the doctrine pre- 
sented by Hierocles corresponds ex of development that 
the theory of the pneumatic vehicle attained between lamblichus and 
Syrianus'* or Proclus. 

  

  

  

ctly to. sta      

and he calls dialectics an dvayoyds vénors which leads to theoretical virtue (De prots, 
18, 96, p. 12649, 1-50, 14, p. 1381f. Boese), 

* Hermias, In Phacdr, p. 131, 15-17 Couvreur, 
16 For instance, Hermias, In Phaedr, p. 125, 8-15 Couvreur. 
14 Proclus, In Tim., vol. I, p. 299, 16-23 Diehl 

“ If we consider Hermias' commer 
classes of Syrianu 

    
     

  cary on the Phacdrus as simply a record of the 
sis generally done (bur 

ion), we are obliged to think either that Syria 
whale of his own doctri 

    1. Bernard, 1997, is of a different opin 

  

. at this ime 

  

oo i deviohihe 
the soul’s two vehicles, instead of one, is due to Proclus. . 

  

  

2



Hierocles’ Philosopbical Ideas on Matter the Demiurge, and the Soul 

7. Hierocles' Dactrine of the Three Classes of Souls Is Post-Tamblickean 

Although we cannot fix a terminus ante quem this time, it is again a post-lamblichean doctrine we encounter in the description that Hier- ocles now proposes of the three classes of souls. After insisting that 
only rational souls are under discussion, and that these three classes of 
souls form a unity, although each maintains i distinctiveness, Hier- 
ocles now specifies how they differ from one another:1% 

   
  

Since there are three encosmic intellective kinds, the first and highest 
d unchangeably and 

invariably (dspéntoc kal duesahitos) its resemblance (doivaic) to 
him, s in all godlike good order, as we said of the kind of the heav 
enly beings. The second <kind>, which receives the divine order in a 

of the demiurge’s productions which has re 

    

ccondary and degraded way, does not share in the demiurgic re-      
semblance unchangeably and indivisibly (i dtpémto . .. 003 
depiorog), butisu 
ternal laws, which <characteristic> we attributed to the ethereal be 
ings. The chird, as the last of the divine kinds,is not only inferior to 
the excellence of the heavenly beings by the fact that it to some ex- 

ingly and unafflictedly turned towards the pa- 

  

  

tent subject to alteration (1 o000t tpéreotia), but because of the 
fact that it can sometimes be worsened () mote xaxtveatia) * itis 
situated below the worth (é€iav) of the ethereal beings. For the fact 
of always intelligizing the god, and of possessing knowledge of him 
in unified form (fvonéve 
<intelligizing him> always, but discursively (SteZodux 

pertains to the heavenly beings, whereas 
) belongs by 

essence to the ethereal beings. But the fact of not always intelligiing, 

    

and of intelligizing in a partial way (uegepopévos), in the very act 
of intelligizing, has been attributed as a proper characteristic to hu- 
man souls, which by nature fall short of the undivided intellection 

  (éséprotog vonore) of the heavenly beings and the knowledge, pluri- 
fied in an orderly way, of the ethereal beings, since these souls do not 

intelligize cither in a unified way (éviaios) or perpetually (idio 
but even when they are raised up to the worth of inteligizing, they 
imitate the knowledge of the ethere and by following them 
thus they reap the fruit of the vision of the inteligibles. 

  

    

  

bein 

  

145 Hierocles, in Photius, Library, cod. 251, 461637 Bekker, vol. VIL, p. 193 Henry 
14 Inthis context,the infinitives tpézeaan and kaxveodat have the meaning *t0 be o 

pable” or *to be subject to™ “to be subject in a certain way to change” “to be subject to 
Sometimes hecoming bad? For the Neoplatonists, it s obvious thatthe nature of souls of 
the third class does not constrain them to undergo change and to become evil but that this 
depends only on themselves. A similar casc is found in Simplicius, In Ench. Epict., XXXV 
245-273 Hador (1996). With regard to this test, Schweightuser had already argued 
(U Schweighiuser, 1799-1800, 5:368), that all th participles n thissection (XXXV 259 
Jvbpeva wai ¢0etpdyevas XXXV 260 ai naparpendpevan yuyas XXXV 266 pvogiévo 
i obetpopiévaon; XXXV 267 i yvéyeva xat éetpdyeva) mean “to be capable of. 
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We can casily recognize the broad outlines of the doctrine that de- 
veloped® from Plato's Phacdrus (248a), to which all the late Neopla- 

and which Proclus condensed as follows in tonists subscribe, 
propositions 184 and 185 of the Elements of Theolog       

Every soul i cither divine, or else subject to passing from thought 
to ignorance, or else intermediary between these twos that s, it in- 

  

nd ¢ 

  

telligizesalways, butis inferior to the divine souls 
divine souls are gods at the level of the soul, whereas all souls which 
participate in the intellective intellect always belong to the cortege 
of the gods, and all souls subject to change belong to the cortege of 

  

the gods only intermitteny: 

It scems to have been lamblichus'® who introduced this doctrine of the 
three classes of souls, which differ from one another by the degree of 
their participation in £xepdmg and tavtome, 

“The most important element of the text we have cited from Hierocles 
is the last sentence, where he implies that human souls do not participate 
directlyin the intellect but require the mediation of intermediary souls. ™ 
Proclus explains this in his Commentary on the Timacus:'™ 

147 . the citation from Proclus, below, p. 46. 
16 Proclus, EL, Theol., prop. 1843 185, pp. 160-161 Dodds. CF. Proclus, I T, vol. 
0L p. 218, 3; 246, 19 Dichl 

4 See above,n. 114, 3%, 
% Ct. Hirocles, In Carnien aureim, XXVII, p. 120 

classes of souls, and the degree of resemblance 1 the de 
discussed. The human soul cannot attain resemblance with the demiurge and resem 
blance with the firt lass of souls ither by naure (¢6ae) or by essence (xat oviav), 
but only by relation (xasd ozéaw), and by imitating the intermediary class: “To be sure 
the third kind, once it has become perfect, will not become superior to the intermedi 
ary kind or equal to the first, but while remaining in the third rank, it becomes assimi 
lated (dporobtay)to the firs kind, althoughit s subordinate to the middle kind. For the 
similarity with the heavenly beings which we sec in men—a similarity which s situated 
onlyinthe order of rlation (xuo7écuv)—already pre-exists in a more perfect and con 
natural mode i the heroic and intermediary genera, Similarity to the demiurgic god may 
be considered as one common and unique similitude to al the rational genera. It be 

    

ff. Kohler, where the three 
jurge that each can attain, are      

    

s 

dist (&mu‘v\\J;«\]_rchd) hvln\\\\lu:uul(l(’c\ldvd\)\ lamblichus. e 
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Indeed, each of these [that is, of huma 

  

souls] has a body attached 
oit, through which it i encosmic. However, there is no peculiar in- 
tellect established above it, and dhis is why it does not always think. 
For all the intermediary souls,"” however, there is, on the one hand, 
a body a 

  

cached to them, and this is why they are encosmic, exceed- 
ing hypercosmics <souls> by their union with the body; and ther   

a peculiar intellect, on which they depend, and this is why they are 
always in the Intelligible . .. And we will say that, in human souls, 
the Indivisible is what is indivisible in the souls above them—these 

  

souls which are always in intellection, on which they depend, and in 
which they participate in so far as is possible; for it s thanks to these 
intermediary souls that they are also linked to the intel 

    

ects superior 
o the intermediary on¢ 

  , and they become intellective by means of 
these intermediary soul 

  

ince, then, the extremes are as we have de- 
scribed them, all intermediary souls have their own forms of the in- 
divisible and of the divisible, whether they are of divine rank, or of 
the demonic rank of demons endowed with reason. 

  

According to Hierocles and Proclus, the human soul, unlike the other 
souls, does not participate direcrly in the Intellect. It can therefore know 
the Forms only in an indirect and very imperfect way. This rather low 
status given to the rational human soul by no means dates from Middle 
Platonism, but reveals the influence of lamblichus. We know that 
Tamblichus objected against the doctrine of the ancients—Plotinus and 
Porphyry, among others—who maintained the existence within us of 
something impassive and always in the act of thinking, and who de- 
clared that the soul is consubstantial with the intellect.”* According to 
Proclus, lamblichus’ argument against such theories ran as follows: 

    

    

Proclus here designates as “intermediary” the souls situated between hypercosmic 
souls and human souls;that s, the divine and demonic souls. 

Cf. also Proclus, In Tin. vol. 1, p. 245, 17 Diehl (trans. based on Festugiére, 
1966-1968, 2:81): “Now, what this particular Intellect is, and that i s not distribu- 
tively one for each individual soul, and that it is not participated directly by individual 
souls, but by the intermediary of the angelic and demonic souls, which act continuously 

d by virtue of which individual souls also sometimes par- 

  

  

  

   
according to this Intellec 
ticipate in the Intelective Light, we have explained at length elscwhere.” 

74 lamblichus, De anima, in Stobacus, Eclog. 1,49, 32, pp. 365, 3f. Wachsmuth; f 
Tamblichus in Proclus, In Tint., vol. 1L p. 334, 3 Dichi. As faras Porphyry s concerned, 
thispresentation of his doctrine s nor quite correct. According to P. Hado, 1968, 1:340, 
Porphyry only attributes consubstantiality to the soul inits state of preexistence: “In 
fact, there are two states of the soul. In it state of preexistence and its purc being, the 

and i itself in a transcendent modes t i then merged with the Intelect, 

  

  

  

soulis an ide 
and consubstantial with it In it state of self-definition, which is at the same time the 
result of a derivative act of the Intelle, the soul s distinguished from the Inellect; it 
becomes ts ‘matter; and descends to the purely intellecrual plane.” 

  

   



   

    

the Neoplatonist Hierocles Studies on 

  

Whatis i that sins in us, when, under the impulse of the irrational 

an impure imagination? Is it not our frec 
be anything else? For itis by this 
floods of the imagination. But if 

part, we hasten towards. 
choice (npoaipeaic)? How could it 
that we overcome the precipitous f 

  

  

1 be without sinz—Moreover, free choice may sin, how can the soul 
Isicnot the fact that rea 

whatis it that makes our entie life happy? 
This,at any rate,is what we shall s      son possesses s Own virtue? 

o when the dominant part within us is perfect that our en 
prevent all human beings 

  
Butif it 
tire being i also happy, then what would 

i the highest part within us s always 
Ifchis part s the in- 

  from being happy now as well, 
chinking, and always among the divine beings? 
ellect,then it has nothing to do with the soul. But f it is a part of 

the soul, chen all the rest of the soul is also happy:—Besides, whois 

the soul's charioteer? Is it not what is most beautiful in our being, 

and which is, so to speak its head to the greatest degree? How can 

we avoid saying thi, i it is true that this charioteer s he who gov 

erns our entire substance; he who, with his head, sees the suprace- 
Jestial place and becomes similar to the “Great Leader” of the gods; 

thischarioreer who drivesa winged chariot and s the first o advance. 
in heaven? But if the highest part within us is the charioteer, and if, 
asis said in the Phaedrus (248a1£.), this charioteer sometimes trav- 
els above the heights of the heavens and raises his head towards the 
place beyond, and sometimes plunges and <befouls his carriage> by 
his lameness and the shedding of wings. . . the conclusion i evident, 
that the highest part within us is necessarily sometimes in one state, 

  

and sometimes in another.”” 

We must also situate the following testimony of Photius on Hierocles 
within the same context: 

Itis good to know, says the author, that the soul, when it s turned 
towards the inellect, is not rid of that weakness that sometimes 

  

onversely, in the most abominable vice, 
lthy 

makes it unreasonable it 
  

hasnotlost th   ability to return to thought and to repeatin a h 
way. For the human soul, having been created thus by its nature, has 
the capacity to participate simultaneously in divine happiness and 
in mortal destiny.™ 

17 Proclus, In Tin. vol. I p. 334, 4f. Dichl (rans. based on Festugiére, 1966-1968, 
5:216). Ci. Simplicius, I de anina, p. 240, 33 Hayducks id., pp. 5, 39 89,33 313, 

13,237, 37; Priscian, Metaphr. in Theopbr, p. 32, 13 Bywater. All these texts are trans 
lated by Festugiére 1944-54, 3:253ff 

Hicrocls, in Photius, Library, cod. 
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This natural defectiveness of the rational human soul explains the im- portance of theurgy for its salvation. As we have briefly had occasion t0 mention,'” theurgy, in a process that began with Iamblichus, occu- pies a considerable place in Hierocles’ commentary on the Carnen ai- 
reum, as we will now see in more detail. 

  

8. Theurgy 

The extracts that Photius took from Hierocles® treatise On Providence 
do not speak of theurgy. This lacuna is compensated by the last chap- 
ters (XXV, XXVI, and XXVII) of Hierocles’ commentary on the Car- 
men aureum, which describe in detail the conditions that must be filled 
so that the rational human soul may return toits homeland. These con- 
ditions are the same as in lamblichus: the acquisition of virtue; learn- 
ing the mathematical sciences and philosophy, which together purify the 
rational soul; and theurgy, which purifies the pneumatic o luminous 
body. For Hierocles, however, theurgy has two parts, telestics and hi- 
eratical elevation, a bipartition that we will ind clearly expressed again 
in Proclus, albeit probably not with the same meaning. For Hierocles, 
as we shall see, telestics includes the totality of local pagan rites, 
whereas for Proclus this term seems to signify in particular the art of 
animating statues.!” I quote Hierocles: 

   

The purifications required for the rational soul are the mathemati- 
  cal sciences, and the elevating deliverance is the dialectical vision of 

  beings (7 Suadexuxi wv dviov éronteia). Thisis why “deliverance” 
has been stated [sc. in the Carmen aureum] in the singular: “in the 
souls deliverance;” because deliverance is completed in a single sci- 

ence, whereas math 
necessary to ordain for the luminous body prescriptions analogous 
to those that are appropriately transmitted for the soul’s purifications 
and deliverance. Telestic purifications must therefore come together 

  

natics contains a plurality of sciences. Itis also   

   

with those of mathematics, and hieratic elevation must accompany 
dialectical deliverance. For these things are particularly apt to pu- 
rify the pneumatic vehicle of the rational soul and render it perfect, 
t0 separate it from matter’s lack of life, and to prepare it to be apt 
to have converse with the pure pneumas[scil. preumatic bodies. 
Just as it i ftting for the soul to be adorned with science and with 

77 Cf. above, chaps I, sec. 1, p. 9 with n. 29 
75 On Proclus, cf. C. van Licfferinge, 1999, pp. 93t  
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 keep company with those who are permanently 
virtue, so thatit may 

inous vehicle must be rendered pure 
in possession thereof, so the lun 

al, so that it may endure commu 

  

  

with the ethercal 

  

and immateri 

  

bodies. 

  

Aftersaying that we must neglect neither the purification of the rational 

soul nor that of the luminous vehicle, Hierocles continues a bit further 

on: 

Thisiswhy philosophy i united with the art of sacred chings (cf 6 

{epv tévn), since it s concerned with the purification of the lumi 

nous vehicle, and if you separate the philosophical intellect from this 
art, you will find that it no longer has the same power (Stvau). 
Indeed, of the factors that work together to complete our perfection, 

ered by the philosophical intellect, and others 

  

some were first discov 
were introduced by telestic activity, following the philosophical in 
ellect. I call “telestic activity” the power that purifies the luminous 
vehicle,so that, of the whole of philosophy, the theoretical part may 
come firstas ntellect, and the practical part may follow; asa power 
Yetlet us postulate two species of practice: oneis civic morality, and 
the other telestics. One purifies us from irrationality through the 
virtues, and the other by excising material imaginations through the 
sacred methods. A notinconsiderable manifestation of political phi- 
losophy are the laws that regulate a collectivity, and of telestic phi- 

   

losophy, the sacred rites (xa v réewv tepd) practiced in the cities. 
Bu the summit of all philosophy is the theoretical intellect; in the 
middle i the political intellect, and third is the telestic intellect 
this is why we must join together into one single totality the science 
that finds the truth, the power that projects virtues, and that which 

purity, so that political activity may be accomplished in 

  

prod 
conformity with the dominant intellect, and that the sacred act may 
be shown to be in accord with both. " 

The contents of these texts may be schematized by the two follow 

  

g figures: 

2 Hicrocles, It Carnien aureum, XXVI, 211, p. 116, 20-117, 10, On the soul’s ve 
hice, cf. above, pp. 36-42. On the role of mathen 
1. Hador, 1998; D. |. O'Meara, 1959. 

% Cf. Hierocles, In Carmen aureuom, XXVI, 8-9, p. 113, 6ff. Kohler: The preu 
matic body must be purified “by following the sacred laws and the techniques of the 

tics in Neoplatonic education, sce   

  

     
S i, T porcions i i, s corporal Th e o s 

" Hitoces, I Carmen aursm, XXVI, 2 

  

  

1-28,p. 117, 20-118, 21 Kohler 
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purifications and deliverances 

      

of the of the pneumatic or 
mmnl.\l soul luminous vehicle 

purification: purification: elestic art 
m.\rhmmlIal sciences (sacred rites of the citics) 

deliverance: the dialectical deliverance: 
vision of beings hieratic elevation 

division of philosophy in hicrarchical order: 

  

theoretical (or contemplative) intellect 
political intellect: civie morality 
telestic intellect 

In the last division, we no longer hear of “hieratic elevation” which 
certainly corresponds to the highest level of theurgy, whereas the telestic 
art probably includes the two lower levels of theurgy according o 
Tamblichus. What s interesting is that theurgy is by no means opposed 
to philosophy, but is integrated within 

Chapter XXVII deals briefly with the fate of the rational human soul 
after its purification, and that of its vehicle. In accordance with the 
Golden Verses on which he is commenting 

    

    

  

And if, having abandoned your body, you reach the free ether, you 
will be an immortal god 

Hierocles has both soul and vehicle arrive together in the ethereal re- 
gion, which is situated below the moon. Itis not, however, certain that 
what is at issue is anything other than a provisional affirmation, re- 
quired both by the text to be commented upon and the elementary na- 

ture of this commentarys he may have refined this affirmation in another, 
more technical context. In any case, like Porphyry and lamblichus, Hier- 

¢ a small number of human beings can 

  

  

ocles is of the opinion that onl 
arrive at this supreme goal.!** 

  

152 Gf. Hicrocles, In Carmen aureim, XXIV, 12, p. 100, 24f£5 XXV, 6-5, p. 106, 24— 
107,234 XXV, 12, p. 108, 1219 Kohler. For lamblichus,cf. C. van Licfferinge, 1999, 
pp. 23-123. CF. Porphyry apud Augustine, frag. 297 Smith. 
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9. The Essnce o the Human Soul Is Subject o a Kind of Alteration 

was able to show 

  

In his book The Changing Self, Carlos Steel (197 

the influence of the philosophy of Tamblichus on all the later Neopla- 

tonists, and in particular on Damascius and Priscian, to whom he at- 

tributes the commentary on the De anima edited under the name of 

Simplicius, 1 have already expressed my reservations on this point."* 

Steel's readers are led to conclude that the doctrine that the very essence 

of the rational human soul can be subject to a certain alteration was 

admitted only by three Neoplatonists: lamblichus, Damascius, and 

Priscian. Yet this way of presenting things risks falsifying 

cal perspectiv. | therefore propose to contribute some supplementary 

  

our histori-    

elements to the history of this doctrine. 
I have demonstrated elsewhere!™ that Simplicius, as  student of Dam- 

 also adopred this point of view. We shall sce that Hierocles also 
textthat speaks of the pos- 

  ascius. 
adhered to this doctrine. I begin by quoing 
ibility of a certain corruption of the essence of the rational human soul: 

   

nd consequently apt to deliberate, and 

  

Since our nature s rational. 
as it can, through its own choice, be led to deliberate well or badly, 
the form of life according to nature preserves and saves its essence, 
but the choice of what we ought not to have chosen corrupts, in so 

ssible (7 év Kata ovouy Lo o@Cet Ty oboiav avtic, 
v dipeais Siaobeipet &' Goov oiov te). For the cor- 

far as thisis p 
58 7apa 

ruption of an immoral reality is wickedness (xaxia).'** 
   
   

“This last sentence is explained a bit further on: 

  

Indeed, human nature risks slipping towards nor-being as  result of 
it deviation towards what is contrary to nature, but thanks to its 

  

return towards whatis in conformity with nature, it i brought back 
o its own essence, and it recovers its pure being, which had been 
blemished by mixture with the passions.'* 

Finally, | quote a third text in which Hierocles contrasts the dBdvatou 
6o of the Pythagorean Carmen aureum, verse 1, with the Bvirot 6coi, 
the moral gods, which are the rational human souls:'*” 

  

  

o Mo ey n ¢Sl o e s O he sho of he o cn 
Aristotle’s De anima (CAG XI): A methodological study?” Mnemosyne 55.2 (2002) e hodological study?” My 55.2 (2002 

15 Cf. 1. Hadot, 1996, 70-100. 
155 Hicrocles, It Carmen auretm, XIV, 4, p. 64, 10-15 Kohler. 
15 Hicrocles, In Carmen aureum, XIV, 9, p. 65, 25-66, 1 Kohler. 
 Hierocles, In Carmen aureum, 1, 3-6, pp. 8, 19-9, 14 Kohler. 
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The Golden Verses call “immortal gods” those whoalways and iden- tically intellgize the demiurgic god, who are arranged around the 
g00d of this d   niurgic god, and who receive from him, indivisibly 
and immutably (apepiovos e xai dxpéxtws), being and well-being, 
since they are the impassible and unperverted images (draeic xat 
xaxiviovs) of the demiurgi odtopro- 
duce such images of himself as well, and not [only] images which are 

all changeable and subject to the passions (tpe 
their downward motion towards evi, as are human souls, which con- 
sttute the last kind of rational natures, just as, in contrast, the kind 
of the immortal gods, of which we are now speaking, is that which 

  

  ause. Foritis fitting for the   

     

is highest. And perhaps its by opposition to human souls that these 
gods have been called “immortal gods™'* in so far as they do not die 
o the divine happy life (e0oia), and they are never in forgetfulness, 
cither of their own ess   nce, or of the goodness of the Father. But the 
human soul s subject to these passions, sometimes thinking the god, 

  and recovering its own value (6&ia); sometimes falling far away from 
all that. That is why human souls could reasonably be called “mor- 
tal gods. 
a resul of their fight from the god, and that they live that life once 

  in 50 far as they sometimes die to the divine happy life, as 

again when they turn towards the gods and in this way they live the 
divine life; but in that other way they die, and participate in the fate 
of death, so far as thisis possible for an immortal essence (o oi6v e 
@favizoioia Bavitouoipasyetaazeiv), not by deviation towards 
not-being, but by the negation of well-being. For death for a rational 
essenceis the privation of divinity (d0€ia) and of inelligence (dvota). 

In this text, we again encounter the opposition between souls that al- 
ways adhere to the Good, and human souls, which can deviate toward 
evil. We also find in it the theme of the soul’s death, which is not u 
usual in Neoplatonic texts. Our first quotation from Hierocles leaves 
0 doubr that, in the third quotation, the death of the rational essence, 
and therefore of the rational soul, corresponds to an alteration of es- 
sence thatis manifested in the loss of “well-being” or of virtue. Did this 
doctrine of the mutability of the human soul's essence reach Hierocles 
directly from a work by lamblichus o through the intermediary of his 

teacher Plutarch of Athens? The fragments and testimonies concerning 
Plutarch, which D. Taormina'® has collected and interpreted, do not 
allow us to answer this question.'”” 

    

   
  

5 CE. Cicero, De fin T, 13, 40: mortalem deum (= Aristotle, Protr, fr. 10¢ Ross); 
Corpus Hermeticum, X, 25; Xil, 1 

" Catania, 1989. h 
Elscwhere, however,itis lear (cf. above, p. 39) that Hierocles’ commentary on the 

Carmen auresn does not eflecteither lamblichus’ doctrine or that of Pltarch of Athens 
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Now that we have recognized the role of Iamblichus in the develop- 
‘ment of the doctrine of the mutability of the human soul’s essence, we 
must not imagine that he had created this doctrine ex nihilo; that is, 
without basing himself on any previous elements. On the contrary, we 
must be well aware that the problematic in which the discussion of the 
mutability of the human soul’s essence s situated goes back to the ori- 
gins of Neoplatonism. How can a soul remain a soul,if, while i es- 
senceis rational,it falls nto irationality? How cana soul remain a soul, 
if, when its essence is to be life, i sinks into that kind of death that is 
vice? A Neoplatonist had to ask himself these types of questions. They 
are of the type raised, for instance, by Augustine during the Cassiciacum 
period, under the influence of Neoplatonism, and more particularly of 
the Platonici libri, which contained writings by Plotinus and Porphyry 
Let us read a few texts by Augustine in which the human soul’s relation 
o evil s discussed: 

    

For indeed, the soul is at fault when it consents to evil it then be 
gins to have less being, and, for this reason, to be worth less that ic 
was worth when it did not consent to any evil, and remained in 
vireue. It s all the more evil in that it turns away from that which is 
in the highest degree, in order to tend towards that which i less, s 
that it tselfis less. Now, the less it i, the closer it is to nothingness, 
for all things whose being diminishes tend towards absolute noth 

g 
ther, it s nevertheless evident that any one 

  ingness. And although the soul does not reach the point of bei 
nothing, by dying alto 
ofits lapses is the beginning of death. (Contra Secundinum, 15) 

   

In chis text, we encounter the Neoplatonic identification between be- 
g and “well-being” and between not-being and evil. When the soul 

ceases to be good, it loses its real being, and becomes more and more 
nullified as it becomes worse, without, however, cver managing to cross 

  

faicfully and inal s decals. As has been shown by J. M. Dillon (1973) and J. . i 
amore (1985, pp. 1616, lamblichus held the view that the soul vehicle—for him, 

shere s only one vehicle,notth owo tht were distinguished by the late Neoplatonists— 
isimmortal,a s thirratonal soul orlfe. Hierocles also accepts the immortality of the 
soul's vhicle, bu for him, a for all te Iater Neoplatonists, the rrational soul s mor- tal. Thisis very clearly explained at In Carmen aureun, XXV, 4-6, p. 112, 5-17 Ko let (cf. above, p. 37 n. 133). On the question o the immortaliy of the irrational soul, Hicroclesalso akes his distance from Plutarch, who, accordin  Damascius (1 Phacd 
1, 177, p. 107, Westerink), also accepted the immortality of the irrational soul (cf D. Taormina, 1989, pp. 75-80). Hierocls has thus adopted lamblichus’ thesis, ac cording to which th essence o the ratonal human soul can undergo an aleration, but e did not want o folow Tamblichusin all th details of is doctrine of the soul. Da 
‘mascius proceeds in the same way. K 
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the limit that separates it from nothingness. It will never die completely, 
butit will undergo a beginning of death. 

Let us translate a second text of Augustine, taken from the De ini- 
mortalitate animae. Tn this treatise, the terms “anim: 
are used indifferently. 

  

   and “animus” 

Bur, it will be said, the very remoteness of re     on because of which 
the soul fall into folly cannot occur withou a loss ofits being. In- 
deed, if the soul is more intensely when itis turned towards reason 
andattached toit, because ts atached to an immutable thing which 
is the truth, which is i an e   inent and primordial way, on the con: 
trary, when the soul trns away from reason, it possesses being tself 
toalesser degree, which s the same asa loss of being. Now, all that 
is loss of being tends towards nothingness; and inevitably nothing 
is more able to make us understand death than the fact that a thing 

that was is now nothing. This is why to tend towards nothingness is 
   totend towards death. Why should death not reach the soulin wh 

  there takes place a loss of being (defectun ab essentia): this is what 
is difficult to say. Here, we admit all the rest, and yet we deny the 
consequent; that i, that that which tends towards nothingness dics, 
orin other words reaches nothingness. (De imm. an., VI, 12) 

  

Butif the soul suspends itselffrom spiritual things and fixes itselfin 
them and resides in them, the pressure of this habit [that i, of the 
habit of taking pleasure in sensible things] i broken, and being grad- 
ually repressed, it is extinguished. For this habit was more powerful 

  

  

when we yielded to it; when we restrain it it is not reduced to noth- 
ing, but itis in 
olutely away from all dissolute motions in which the soul suffers a 

  

    y case less. Thus, by these stages which move res- 

loss of it essence, afer recovering the enjoyment of the rational har- 
monies, our whole life turns back towards God ... . (De musica, VI, 
11,33) 
  

These last two texts attest explicitly that, for Augustine, the soul’s mi- 
nus esse is an alteration of its essence. Moral degradation corresponds 
to ontological degradation. A fourth text sets forth this Aug 
conception once again: 

  

inian 

  

For the soul is nothing by itself; otherwise it would not be subject 
to change or exposed to the loss of its essence (pateretur defectim 
ab essentia). Since it is nothing by itself, all the being it possesses 
must come from Gods when it remains faithful to its rank (i ordine 
suo = wiig), it lives by the very presence of God in mind and 0    
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sciousness. The soul thus possesses this good inside itself. Thus, for 

it to be filled with pride is to go towards external things and, so to 
which consists in being less and 

  

speak, to nullfy itslf (inanescere), 
less. (De musica, V1, 13,40) 

Did Augustine find this doctrine, according to which the rational hu- 
man soul can undergo an alteration of its essence, but not its complete 

Platonicilibri, or did he himself draw this final con- destruction, in the 
s by Plotinus and Porphyry? sequence from a few preparatory te 

erally speaking, but with particular regard to the last text from 
Augustine I have quoted, . Theiler thought that Augustine’s source 
was found in the Platonici libri, made up above all of texts by Por- 
phyry*! E. zum Brunn, who dealt with all the texts from Augustine I 
have just cited,” did not attempt an investigation of sources. Theiler’s 
hypothesis can claim for itself a certain probability from the very fact 
that, elsewhere, for other texts and according to other historians, it has 
been supposed with probability bordering on certitude, that Porphyry 

       

was Augustine’s source. 
In what follows, we shall give a few examples of what we can find in 

Plotinus. The theme of magis and minus esse s stated clearly in the fol- 
lowing text: 

[Wie are more, when we tend towards the One, and well-being'” is 
there; but being far from him is nothing other than being less (Enn. 
VI,9,9, 11-13) 

Did Plotinus, from a certain point of view or at a determinate mo- 
ment of his life, go so far as to accept the mutability of the soul, as did 
Augustine? The following text suggests as much: 

  

For if the soul goes completely as far as complete wickedness, then 
  itno longer has wickedness [as an accident], but it exchanges s n 

  

ture for *the nature that i other” [than forml, which is inferior, for 

  

wickedness that s sill mingled with some contrary is sill human. 
It dies, then, as a soul might die, and death for i, since it is still 
plun 
it, and even when it has left the body, to lie there until it rises back 

d within the body, is to sink into matter, to be surfeited with 

  

up and somehow turns its gaze away from the slough. This is the 

  W Theer 1933, p. 2 
*2 E. zum Brunn, 1969. 5 
e éviatoa: e in thesense of e iva. For e lvar of Ploinus, v I, 1,5, 

 where thetext by Augustine s citeds . also pp. 221 But 
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meaning of the expression “t0 go down into Hades, there to fall 
deeply asleep” [Plato, Republic 534c]. (Enn., 1,8, 13, 18-26) 

  

In the phrase G\ éxépav gtory iy zeipo iAdEaro, the expression 
Etépa ovong” s taken from Plato’s Parmenides (158b6), and has a par- 

ticularly strong meaning. The “other nature” s the “alien nature,” or 
the nature thatis contrary (cf. Plotinus, Enneads, 1,6, 5, 57:1, 6, 6, 22). 
This text cannot be understood otherwise than in the sense that the soul 
changes in its essence. 

  

  

   

From Porphyry, we may cite the following texts: 

For the essence whose being consists in 

  

e, and whose very affec- 
tions e lives, death consists in a certain form of lfe, and not in ab- 
solute privation of life, because, forit, even affections (xo ndfog) do 
not lead to the complete absence of lif. (Sent., XXIIL, p. 14, 14 
Lamberz) 

    

For those who are capable of advancing by intelligence to their es- 
  ind to know their essence, and to recover themselves in this 

very knowledge and in the consciousness of this knowledge accord: 
o the union of the knower and the known, for them, since they 

  

are present to themselves, being is also present. But for those who 
being towards other things, since they are absent 

from themselves, being is also absent. (Sent., XL, p. 50, 16-51, 2 
stray from the 

  

Lamberz) 

These texts from Augustine, Plotinus, Porphyry, and Hierocles have a 
common denominator: when the rational human soul turns toward en- 
tities that are ontologieally superior to it, and participates in them, it 
is completely what it s, and what it st be by its nature. When, how- 
ever, it turns away from the beings superior to it, and away from itsclf, 
asit advances towards matter and sinks within it it fess; tslife s less- 

ned, it becomes evil, and it dies, not completely, but in a sense. The 
object of its participation determines its moral quality and the degree 
of purity of ts being, as well as the integrity of is essence. 

Ido not know any of the small number of texts by Porphyry that have 
been preserved, that declare expressis verbis that the rational human 
soul can change i its essence; yet the presence of this doctrine in Au- 
gustine makes it probable that some such texts existed. In any case, in 
a fragment of his treatise On the soul against Boethos,* we find the 

  

  

    

   

    

  

  

in Eusebius, Pracparatio evangelica, X1, 28, 45, vol I, p. 63 Mras 
Smith: “Since i (the soul) does not at all esemble whatis mor- 

  5 Porphy 
fr. 242, p. 260, 2 
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ne of the mutability of the essence of the hu- 
es follow from it essence, that 

. and vice versa 

idea that leads to the doctri 
man soul; that i, that the soul’s activit 
the essence changes when the activities chang: 

Ibelieve I have shown the continuity of this problem, which is linked 
t0 the fact that the rational human soul can pass from virtue to vice, 

and vice versa. Itis unde- 

  

  

approach the divine and move away from it 
niable that, in the course of the history of Neoplatonic philosophy, the 

e raised with more and more 

  

  

questions regarding this problem we 
precision, and that the answers also became more and more precise, 

detailed, and systematic, without, I believe, gaining in clarity and per- 
suasion. In this development, lamblichus is an important link; et as 
far as the doctrine of the mutability of the essence of the soul is con 

novator without any precursors. 

  

  cerned, he does not appear to be ani 

10. The Attribtes of the Demiue: King, Fatber Zeus, and 
ad in Hierocles and Their Neoplatonic Background 

    

niverse. We have already   Let us now return to the demiurge of the 

learned that, according to Hierocles, the demiurge creates in an im 
mobile way by his very being, by his thought, and by his will alone, and 
that he includes within him three different levels of demiurgic causes. ** 
We also know that the demiurge, for Hierocles, is situated on the level 

  

  1l solble and uninilient,orwhat doesno participate i e and can for i e o b o ndprstvl b h e b s o e o 
iich s akin o he truth-—an al he oy notions Pt rccapitlateswith reard 
S Pt did no hink it well 0 agte sht alother sl o th dety are presnt 

  

sess similarity of essence. Forit s through the fact that an essence s of a given quality, 
that it activites arealso of agiven quality since they flow forth fromit, and are its of 
spring? This textis situated in the context of the discussion of the proofs given by Plato 

  

for the immortalit of the human soul.In this context,resemblance with the god con: 
cemns such aspects as being alive and vivifying, being immaterial, possessing reason, 
et n short, aspectsthat Damascius was 1o tesume by the phrase “the form ofis orig: 
inal being” (L. Hador, 1996, p. 71-   {25, 12,p. 64 Mras)tha ch haman sou tways maimains s rsemblancet the diy 
i Howerce o he g theposiity o dismlary bt e aci 

  soul and the divine activities, which results from its possibly vicious 
sate, should he nor, according to the premises he has just s | s 

  

sible alteration of s essence? e 
1% Cf. above, chap. I, sec. 4          . pp. 24
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  of the Noiis.!* We have seen that all these features that Hierocles at- tributes to the demiurge are found in all the Neoplatonists. Yet we have 
notyet interpreted the last phrase of the passage cited on page 30: “But the god whao s their father and demiurge reigns as king over them all,” 
and of the parallel passage from codex 251: “But the god who is their 

eator (rouec) and father reigns as king over them all." ™ The phrase 
“ereator and father;” which Hierocles applies to the demiurge, in 
cates that Hierocles does have in mind the demiurge of Plato’s Timaeus, 
for the demiurge of the Timaeus is also called “creator and father™*** 
In addition, nothing is more usual in a text of Platonic inspiration than 
o call the demiurge “king;” since this appellation is the result of a 
learned combination of several texts of Plato’™” and of various attempts 
to harmonize them with the Orphica.** In Neoplatonic texts, we find 
amultitude of phrases, always similar, of which Iwillcite only one, sed 
by lamblichus, as an example: “the intellect, leader and king of beings 
and demiurgic art of the universe .. 2201 

Besides these reflections of an exegetical nature, the title of “king” 
given to the demiurge i, for a Neoplatonist, laden with the meaning of 
Hellenistic research on the ideal government. In Hellenistic thought, 
royalty implied a government that respects the laws of the city, by 
opposition to tyranny, which knows only arbitrary procedures. 
Xenophon's Socrates (Memor. IV, 6, 12) already distinguished the king 
from the tyrant in this way. The ideal king is thus essentially loyal 
(voppoc); but he does not act like a blind, impersonal law, incapable of 
discerning what is best and most just in each individual case. On the 
contrary, he is a kind of living law (voyog &uyvgog), a law in conform- 
ity with nature, that emanates from his own eminent wisdom. The kir 
is 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 

  

     

          

  

            

% This is already evident from the fact that Hieroclessituates the demiurge above the 
hypostasis of the soul, but i, in addition, designated by formulas like vod t@v nviov 
toupiévoy xai Beo saw ko dvtosaitioufin Photius, Library, cod. 251, 462018 Bekker, 
vol. VI p. 195 Henry—anallusion to Plato, Tin, 48a1-2], and like x5 yip eixav w00 
Voo B0  d@kotov xai dvéntov fin Phorius, Library, cod. 251, 46226 Bekker, vol 
VI, p. 194 Henry). Cf. also In Carmen aureun, XX, p. 89, 121f. Kohler: éov vip. o5 
Eoayev, Bnyuovpyds, tov Ghov ditia ) wTpds, 0eds VOMIDS, aiRog 10D ovpavioy Kat 
oo Beo. CF. the end of the translation below, p. 6. 

7 Photius, Library, cod. 214, 172a41-42 Bekker, vol. 11, p. 127 H 
251, 461b19 Bekker, vol. VIL, p. 192 Henry i 

0, Tink, 28¢3: v . oUNTHY Kl RaTépet 03E 100 Vs, 
1 Plato, Tim., 28c3; 4137 Statesman, 273b1; Letter IL. 

°f for instance Proclus, It Tin., vol. I, p. 168, 17 Diehl. 
o Tamblichus, De myst. 1,7 (22, 1), p. 50 des Places: voig oivov irepchv i Bataeis 

iy Gviow LV E BOVPYINT 10D RAVIDS 
% Cf. P Hadot, 1970, col. $72-607. 
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this Hellenistic image of the ideal king that Philo applies to God and 
Hierocles to the demiurge, when he speaks of his providence, an image 
that enables us to understand the expression “paternal royalty” that 
Hierocles attributes to the providence of the demiurge-king. 

In his commentary on the Carmen aureum, Hierocles, commenting 

on verse 61, identifies the demiurge of the Timaeus—*creator and fa- 
ther of this universe.” with Zeus and Zen of the Pythagoreans.** Pro- 
clus, for his part, assimilates him to the Zeus of Homer and of Orpheus, 
to the decade of the Pythagoreans®* and to the “Father of men and 
gods” of the Chaldaean Oracles: 

  

  

  

     

  

And this demiurge i celebrated, he says, by Plato, and by Orpheus 
or and Father of the Universe, 

  

and by the Oracles, as the unique Cre 
“Father of men and gods?” who engenders the multitude of the Gods,      
but also sends the souls, so that there may be generation of men, as 
the Timaeus also says. 

This identification of the demiurge with Zeus in “all of Hellenic theol- 
ogy” as Proclus says,” seems already to have been sketched by 
Tamblichus. Proclus tells us that lamblichus had written a treatise en 
titled “On the Discourse of Zeus in the Timaeus,” where he drew a 
parallel between Plato’s demiurge and the Third Intellect of the 
Pythagoreans.** We also have the testimony of Hermias,**” who crit 

  

  

  

  

. the text from Hicrocles, quored p. 101 with n. 350. Compare this with Philo, 
Deprovid, 1, 15 (after the rans. by M. Hadas-Lebel, Philon, De providentia, p. 227) 
“God is nota tyrant who indulges in cruelry, violence, and all the practices of a brutal 
desport in his domination, but a king who holds a temperate power in conformity with 
the law, who governs all the heaven and the universe i justice. For a king, there is no 

  

appellation more appropriate than that o father. For what parents are to children in the 
family the king i to the city and God to the universe [¢his i why in Homer, the most 
appreciated and praised of the pocts, Jupiter has been called “father of gods and of 

has joined together 
in indissoluble union two very beautiful auributes: authority and solicitude (x> 
vepovuxby et oD Kndeiovixo).” Cf. alsothe Introduction by M. Hadas-Lebel, p. 95 

“ Hierocles, In Carmen aureum, XXV, p. 105, 4ff. Kohler: “The Pythagorcans had 
the custom of honoring the creator and father of this universe with the names of Zeus 
or Zen; for it i just to call him by whom all things have their being and their e after 
his activity” For the etymology, cf. lato, Cratylus, 396a-b cf. Proclus, In Tin., vol. 1, 
p. 315, 4-8 Dichl 

Proclus, In Tin., vol. I, p. 316, 4-317, 2 Diehl; 313, 2 Dichl. On Hicrocles, who 
identifesthe demiurge and the tetrad, see below, chaper 11, sc. 124, pp. 63-82. 

Proclus, In Tim. vol. I, p. 318, 25-319, 1 Dichl (irans. based on Festugitre 
19661968, 2:176). " 

Proclus, I Tim, vol. 1, p. 316, 1213 Diehl 
22 Pocus In T vol. I, 308, 196 Dil. 

ermias, In Phacdsr, p. 136, 17 Couvreur. On the different Zeus, cf.also Proclus, 
T vol. Tl . 150,30 il Heemss, n P, pe o t0r e 

men” = Armenian version, he who, by the immutable laws of natur   
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cizes lamblichus for not having distinguished this Zeus, that i, the demiurge of the Timacus, from the Zeus mentioned in Plato’s Phaedrits. 
Hermias himself, in agreement with the Chaldaean Oracles, gives to the Zeus of the Phaedrus a place lower than that of Zeus the demiurge.2'0 

In the metaphysical system of the Neoplatonists, however, this Zeus 
of Hellenic theology, identified with the demiurge of Plato’s Timaeus 
and called “king” and “creator and father;” was far from occupying 
the first place in the hierarchy. In general, we can say that neither Plo- 
tinus, nor Porphyry, nor lamblichus, Syrianus, Hermias, nor Proclus 
made the demiurge the supreme god of their theological system; in- 
stead, the precise place occupied by the demiurge varied over time. 
Moreover, it was precisely because of the effort to assimilate various 
forcign systems to Platonism, such as the Orphica, Pythagoreanism, 
and the Chaldaean Oracles, that the Neoplatonists after Plotinus 
found themselves obliged, on the one hand, to multiply and subdivide 
continually the hypostases after the One and above all the hypostasis 
of the Nois; and, on the other hand, o situate the demiurge ever lower 
on the hierarchical scale of Intellects.?!! The attributions of “king” 
and “father” do not imply the contrary; that i, they do not designate 
in and of themselves the summit of a hicrarchy, as might be implied by 
the analogy with social and family status, for the late Neoplatonic sys- 
tem was familiar with several “fathers,” and several “kings." For S 
ianus and Proclus, the demiurge of the Timaeus is the fifth in the series 
of kings,**2 and the third of the fathers.?"* For lamblichus, this demi- 
urge seems to have been identical to the third king of Plato’s Second 
Letter21* 

We have seen that Proclus identified the demiurge with the Py- 
thagorean decade. Hierocles, for his part, identifies him with the tetrad 
of these same Pythagoreans: 
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Viermia, I Phae, p: 136, 25, Counren: W, oloving P and the The Gepaiag et e (R e S e i i Do e g o ZoaE o LTl kd oA o ot i whir e 
33" This didnok Rowsvespreveat the Neoplaonisteereaithe e T S st e 

s e oS o i e STAb o o O Dy b in ool b . 314,371 Dl O et i o o “ae” e “Fahe and Creaor o e (I et SR e 
311,35 Dk o p 3085, 

. o ety oAt i . S5 s i s e s de gt T i o s i s o e o oy D, oy i L. O W onThe sy of s of Pl o Lt et P T o, LT L e 
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    he writes, *. . . declares that the “The author of the Golden Verses 
tetrad, 2 which isthe source of the sempiternal cosmic arrangement, 
is identical with the demiurgical god2”" 

Immediately afterwards, he wonders how this is possible. To answer this 
question, he gives a brief summary of Pythagorcan arithmology,2” 
whence it results that the tetrad is the power of the decade. The decade 
represents “detailed” perfection, while the tetrad represents “unified” 
petfection. The tetrad is the arithmetical mean between the monad and 
the hebdomad (1 + 3 = 4); (4 + 3 = 7). The monad and the hebdomad 
have the most beautiful and excellent properties of all numbers, for the 
monad, being the principle of all numbers, unites within itself all the 
powers of all numbers, whereas the hebdomad, which is “motherless™ 
and “virgin,” has the dignity of the monad in secondary rank:'* 

  

  

  

igendered monad and the moth   Since the tetrad lies between the un 
erless hebdomad, it has gathered together the powers of those that 
generate and those that are generated, and it is the only one of the 
numbers within the decad that both is generated by some number 

  

and generates one. For the dyad, by doubling itsclf, generates the 
tetrad, and the tetrad, coming about twice, completes [the number] 
eight. The first reflection of the solid is also found in the tetrads for 

the point s analogous to the monad, and the line to the dyad, for it 
departs from something and goes towards something; and the sur 
face is appropriate to the triad, for the most clementary of rectilin 
  figures s the triangle ... the tetrad is the demiurge, cause of all 

things, intlligible god, cause of the heavenly and sensible god 

An initial result leaps to the eyes after reading these texts. If Hie- 
rocles identifies the tetrad and the demiurge with such arguments, he 
cannot conceive of the demiurge as the supreme god. In the argument 
we have just summarized, the tetrad occupics an intermediate position. 
In particular, Hierocles alludes to the Pythagor 
numbers within the decade into four categories: those that engender 
without being engendered (= 1), those that engender and are engendered 

(= 4), those that are engendered and do not engender (= 8), and those 
thatdo not engender and are not engendered (= 7).24* Obviously,in this 

    
  

    

n classification of    

     

" Or rather, the number four. See below, pp. 67, " Hicrocles, It Carmen aureum, XX, p. 87, 17ff. Kihler. ! Hicrocles, n Carmen aureum, XX, pp. §7, 19-89, 14 Kohler !* Hicrocles, I Carmen aureum, XX, 16-19, pp. 88, 20-39, 14, 2 Cf. Philo, De 0p. undi, 5§ 99-100; Macroh 5 undiy 55 : Macrobius, In Somn. Scip., 1,5, 16; Johannes Lydus, De mens, 11 12, p. 33, § Winsch, " ) 
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classification the number four appears as inferior to the unengendered 
monad. If the demiurge is identified with the tetrad, it is, of course, be- 
cause itis engendered by a superior hypostasis (that corresponds to the 
monad, but is not necessarily the One), and because it engenders infe- 
rior hypostases in its turn. The demiurge thus oceupies a median posi- 
tion; that is, it represents a median hypostasis. 

In the second place, we note here again that Hierocles indulges in the 
same kind of speculation as the late Neoplatonists. Proclus identified 
the demiurge or *Creator and Father” with the decade, but he identified 
the “Father and Creator,” the second of the “Fathers,” with the tetrad 

and the first of the “Fathers,” who is “Father only,” with the monad.>* 

As we see, Proclus’ demiurge is thus placed a bit lower in the hierarchy 

of beings than Hierocles’ demiurge. This complication corresponds to 
the overall tendency of the evolution of Neoplatonism. 

    

    
  

   

11. Hierocles' Deminrge Cannot Be the Supreme Principle 

Nowhere does Hi 

urge in the hicrarchy of beings. Taken in isolation, all the demiurge’s 
ignations, such as Noiis, father, creator, king, Zeus, and tetrad, are 

open to multiple interpretations with regard o the d 
place within this hicrarchy. 

One thing is certain, however this place cannot be the first. First of 
all, as we have seen, Hicrocles’ demiurge has a triadic structure, per- 
haps still further complicated by subdivisions. In order for the demi- 
urge to be the supreme cause, he would have had to be simple, but 
because he is characterized by internal multiplicity—of a structure tha 
is, moreover, typically Neoplatonic—the logic inherent to Platonic ph 
losophy demands that he occupy an inferior place. Morcover 
have scen, Hicrocles does not hesitate to assimilate his demiurge to the 
tetrad, or the number four, and he describes this tetrad in terms thatall 
imply a middle position, which therefore presuppose the existence of 
one or more entities prior to this demiurgic tetrad. ! 

Let us add that allthe other features of Hierocles' philosophy, which 
and the Commentary on the Golden Verses allow 

us to glimpse, reveal themselves as purely Neoplatonic. Better yet, they 
are close to lamblichus, and we have not found any clement that allows 
us to distinguish Hierocles from surrounding Neoplatonism. Matter as 

erocles tell us the exact place he reserves for his demi- 

  

des     
'S exact 

      

  

        

  

Photius’ summari   
   

   
   

Proclus, In Tinm, vol. I, p. 316, 16-26 Diehl 
The arithmological passage in which the designation of the demiurge as tetrad is 

  

  

found will be interpreted in chapter Il s 12A. 
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engendereds the demiurge as creating by his being, his thought, and his 
will the demiurge counted among the immobile causes; the three classes 
of rational souls; their distinction without confusion; their vehicles; the 
means of purification of the rational human soul and its vehicle:?2* the 
inability of rational human souls to participate directly in the Intellect: 
this entire series is typically Neoplatonic and, to a large degrec, char. 
aceristic of the development that Neoplatonism had reached between 
Tamblichus and Proclus. None of this reveals any compromise with 
Christianity, and it does not indicate a recurn to Middle Platonism. 

Yet how can we explain the fact that Hierocles never names the One, 
or any hypostasis higher than the demiurge, other than implicitly, ei 
ther in his treatise On Providence, or in his commentary on the Car- 

men aureum? Why does he not et forth allthe details of his system once 
and for all? The explanation s casy to find. As far as the seven books 
of Hierocles’ treatise On Providence are concerned, Photius gives us 

two summaries of them, which do not fill twenty pages in total. How 

  

  

  

   

s due to the fact that Hierocles did not men-   «can we know if this silence 

tion a hypostasis higher than the demiurge in these seven books or to 
the fact that Photius did no take the trouble to recount all the details 
of Hierocles’ theological system?2* Because we possess neither a sys- 
tematic reatise on theology nor a commentary on Plato’s Timaeus writ- 
ten by Hierocles, itis impossible for us to make any certain deductions. 
Asfa ommentary on the Carmen aureuntis concerned, I would 

say the following: because the Carmen aureum deals only with the 
of the cult and with Zeus, the highest of these gods, and therefore with 

  

asthe.      
  ods     

  gods who, according to the Neoplatonic system of his contemporaries, 
donot transcend the level of the Noiis, it s not surprising i, in his com- 
mentary, Hierocles did not go beyond this level. We must no forget, 
morcover, that the commentary on the Carmien aureun was intended 
only for auditors or readers who were at the very first stage of the study 

  

of philosophy** It would have been pedagogically inappropriate to 
wish to set forth all the details of the Neoplatonic theological system 
in all s complexity. Hierocles tells us as much, moreover, at the end of 

  his commentary,* as we shall see further on. 

In conclusion, nothing in Hierocles” doctrine on mater, souls, and 
the demiurge allows us to distinguish him from surrounding Neopla: 
tonism. On the contrary, in everything Hierocles has to say on these 
themes, we find precise, characteristic, and structured details, which 

  

  

Cf.above, the section on “Th 
of.T. Higg, 

CII-XCVI: eadenn, 1997, in particular 173-176. 
urewm, XXVIL p. 121,19 

  

    On chis poi 
CE.1. Hador 
Hicrocles, In G 

     
    Kohler, cited at pp. 96-97. 
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correspond preciscly to the Neoplatonism of his time, and are very close to lamblichus. In particular, his doctrine of the demiurge quite clearly implies the existence of higher hypostases, which extend from the One to the first subdivisions of the Noiis. In order to prove these claims, we shall give a detailed interpretation of Hierocles” arithmological pas- sage, contained in his commentary on the Carmien aureum, 

    

12. The Ontological Position o the Demirge in Hieroc 

  

A. An Interpretation of Hierocles' Text on the Theology of Numbers 

Atthe 
textof o 

    nclusion of the preceding chapter, we mentioned, i the con- 
r interpretation of the fragments from Hierocles” treatise On 

Providence, some reasons why Hierocles® demiurge cannot be the su- 
preme principle of his ontological system. On that occasion, we al- 
luded briefly t0 a text from the commentary on the Carmen aurem, 
where Hierocles identifies the demiurge with the tetrad, or rather with 
the number four2* We shall comment on this text in detail here, tak 
ing up the essential parts of two aricles I wrote in 1990 and 1993 in 
response to N. Aujoulat, which have lost none of their currency: 

In a book published in 1986, entitled Le Néoplatonisme alexandrin 
Hiéroclés d’Alexandrie, N. Aujoulat partially accepted my demonstra- 
tion, admitting “that nothing allows Hierocles' doctrine on mater, 
souls, and the luminous body, to be distinguished from the Neoplaton- 
ism that surrounded him. Thus, Hierocles is naturally located between 
Tamblichus, on the one hand, and Syrianus and Proclus on the other” 
(p. 416). However, he refused to accept my thesis that the demiurge did 
not represent the first ontological principle for Hierocles, but a principle 
derived from a superior cause. For Aujoulat, Hierocles’ supreme God s, 
on the contrary, the creative Intelligence, as it was for Origen the pagan, 
but also for the Christians. Hicrocles” theology would thus somehow be 
simultaneously archaic, pre-Plotinian, and influenced by Christianity 
with regard to the highest principle; and yet somehow modern and post- 
Tamblichean as far as souls and their luminous bodies are concerned. 

There was an inconsistency here that was, to say the least, surpris- 
ing. Yet the fundamental problem remained that of the exact position 
of the demiurge within Hierocles” system. For if Hierocles assimilates 
him explicitly to the tetrad, he cannot be the first principle, as I showed 
in my German article “Ist die Lebre des Hierokles vom Demiurgen 

   

  

  

  

   

  

      

  

. above, pp. 60, 
1 Hador, 1990; 1993. 
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  christlich beeinflufitz">* Aujoulat hopes to elude my arguments by con- 
tenting himself with writing (p. 63): | 

With regard to the Tetrad, which represents the demiurge in the 
according to 1. Hadot it occu 

  

Commentary on the Golden Ver 
  pics an “interediate position;” for it is “midway between the un 

engendered monad and the ‘motherless’ hebdomad." Itisinferior to 
the unengendered monad. These remarks, while correct in them 
selves, nevertheless fail to take account of the fact that,for Hierocl 
the tetrad is equivalent to the tetractys, the sacred number of the 

and that the Alexandrian, in 

  

   

  

  Pythagoreans, “source of all things;’ 
addition, wishes to emphasize the tetrad or tetractys, as well as its 

;ard to the other numbers, in opposition 

  

generative property, withr 
o the negative qualities of the unengendered monad and the moth 

bout   erless septenary: The facti that Hierocles says almost nothing 
the monad in his Commentary, whereas he devotes a copious expo 
sition to the tetrad. He does not scem to have placed the monad 
above the tetractys at all, and to claim the contrary is, it seems, to   

falsify the meaning of Hierocles” arithmology. Hadot adits, more 
over, that it must be admitted as likely that the monad did not once 
represent the highest principle for Hicrocles” and that “The com: 
parison with other Neoplatonists leads us to this conclusion. 

Later, Aujoula took up the same theme once again: “I. Hadot herself 
admits ... that ‘it must be admitted as probable that the monad is not 
once represented as the highest principle for Hicrocles’ (p. 132). In 
fact, my German text does not “admit” anything of the kind, but the 
German phrase in question must be translated as follows: “It must be 
considered probable that it is ot even the monad that represents the 
highest principle for Hierocles.” [ meant thatit can be leg 
posed that, for Hierocles, it is not even the monad, bu the One that 
transcends the monad, which represents the first principle, as is, more- 
over, the case for other Neoplatonists. Aujoulat has confused the ad 
verbial expression | had used, “nicht einmal” (= ot even) with another 
German expression: “nicht ein einziges Mal” ( 
context, in which it was said that Hierocles knew of principles higher 
than the tetrad identified with the demiurge, namely the triad, the dyad, 
and the monad, should, however, have set him on the right track, but 
Aujoulat probably did not understand the context, eiher. 

T was thus obliged to take up my argumentation once again, devel- 
oping it and specifying the relations between the tetrad and the tetrac- 

   

  

timately sup-   

  not even once). The 

  

* 1. Hador, 1979.   
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tys in Hierocles, on the one hand, and on the other between the monad 
and the firt principle. 

Let us therefore begin by rereading the text by Hicrocles that deals 
with the tetrad, a passage from his commentary on the Carmen aureurn 
devored to the explanation of verses 47 and 48.2% To allow the reader 
to form an exact notion of Hierocles’ usage, I shall translate the Greek 

word monas by “monad;” hen by “one; duas by “dyady” duo by “two.” 
tetras by “tetrad,” tessares by “four) tetraktus by “retractys.” dekas by 
decad” eikas by “cikad” and so on, without carrying out an njusti- 

fiable mixture: 

    

   

  

At the same time as he [scil. the   uthor of the Carmen aureum) 
swears by the conjunction of the finest states (hexeis) of the soul 
[scil. the tetractys], he theologizes about the tetrad as well, which is 
the source of the sempiternal cosmic arrangement, and he declares   

thatit is identical with the demiurgical god. In what sense this god 
is a tetrad,? you will clearly discover from the Hieros Logos at- 
tributed to Pythagoras, in which this god is celebrated as the nu 

  

ber of numbers. For ifall beings come into existence by means of is 
sempiternal will, it is clear that that number which is in cach form 
of beings also depends on the cause within him [scil. in this god), 

  

and that the irst number s there; for it comes here from there. Now, 
the interval accomplished by number is the decad, for in every case 

  he who wishes to continue to count comes back to one, two, three: 
and he counts a second decad with a view to the fulfillment of the 

ad (cwenty), and likewise a third, that he might say “thirey” and 
soforth, until he counts the tenth decad and arrives at one hundred. 

  

" in the same way, and thus, by 

  

Again, he counts “one hundred 
the revolving of the interval of the decad, he may proceed o infin 
ity. The power (3ovayutg) of the decad is the tetrad, for prior to the 
deailed perfection (kata diexodon teleiotés) that i in the decad, a 
kind of unified perfection (hénomen tis teleiotés)is observed in the 
tetrads for the total sum of the decad comes about from the addition 
of the numbers from the monad to the tetrad. For one plus two plus 
three plus four fulfil the decad. And the tetrad is the arithmetical 
mean between the monad and the hebdomad, for in a way* it ex- 

alls short of the 

  

ceeds and is exceeded by the same number, since it 
hebdomad by a triad, but surpasses the monad by a triad. Now, the 

o verses are asfollows: “By him (scil Pythagoras), who gave to our soul These twe 
atible narure.” Hierocles' commentary isfound on pp. the etractys, source of nexhs 

16-89, 18 of Kohler’ edicion i 
4 Aujoulat's version follows an outdated text here;cf. below, p- 69 with n. 238. 

1 mo¢ (XX, 15) is missing in Aujoulatscf. below, p. 77 
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ad and the hebdomad are the best   characteristic features of the mo 
and the finest, for the monad, as principle of all number, contains 
within itself the powers of al, whereas the hebdomad, as mother- 
less and virginal,has the value of the monad in a secondary [scil.de- 
rivative] way; for it is neither engendered from or 

  

  

of the numbers   

within the decad—as is 4 from twice 2, and 6 from twice 3, and § 
from twice 4, and 9 from thrice 3, and 10 from twice    
it generate any of the numbers within the decad, as 2 

  3 generates 9 and 5 generates 10. Yet since the tetrad lies between | 

  

the unengendered monad and the motherless hebdomad, ichas gath 
ered toether the powers of those that generate and those that are 

ated, and it is the only one of the numbers within the decad 
  gen: 

  

that both s generated by some number and generates one. For the 

  

dyad, by doubling itsclf, generates the tetrad, and the tetrad, com 
ing abour twice, completes [the number] eight. The first reflection 
of the solid s also found in the tetrad; for the point is analogous to 
the monad, and the line to the dyad, for it departs from something 
and goes towards something; and the surface is appropriate to the 
triad, for the most elementary of rectlinear figures is the triangle. 
But solidity is proper to the tetrad, for the first pyramid is observed 
in the tetrad, for [the number] “three;” as the base of the triangle, is 
its foundation, whereas the number “one” is added to it as its ver- 
tex. And there are four critical faculties in the feld of beings: intel- 

  

lect (nos), scient      opinion, and sensation; for all beings are judged 
by intellect orscience or opinion or sensation. In general, the tetrad, 
number of the elements, binds up all things: the seasons of the year, 
the ages of man; life in commons®* and it is impossible to say what 

    

does not depend on the tetractys as its root and its principle. For, as 
we have said, the tetrad is the demiurge, cause of all things, intelli 

  
gible god, cause of the heavenly and sensible god. The knowledge of 
him was handed down to the Pythagoreans by Pythagoras himself, 

  
by whom the author of this poem now swears that the perfection of 
virtue may lead us to the illumination of truth. 

One more word on the subject of translation. Following interna 
tional usage in the context of the Idea-Numbers of the Old Academy 
and the doctrinal tradition of “number mysticism” that derives there 
from, I have translated the terms o 

  

duas, trias, tetras, and so on, 

  

What is meant here becomes clear from a paralll passage in Theon of Smyrna, sitiorerum math., . 97, 21-24 Hiller where we find the following text in.an enu ation of all the groups of four represented in nat    
     

  ure: “The seventh tetractys is that of communal livs. The origin and, asit were, the monad is man,the dyad is the house, the triad the village and the tetrad the town, for a people is made up of all thesc:*   
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by “monad;” “dyad” “triad “tetrad;” and so on. Yet this is not with- 
out a certain ambiguity: the English term “tetrad,” for instance, no 
longer means exactly the same thing as in ancient Greek. If we con- 
sult Liddel-Scott’s Greek-English dictionary or Bailly’s Greek-French 
dictionary, we find the following indications for the word “tetras”5* 
“(1) the number 4; (2) the fourth day of the first part of the month (in 

a bipartite division), or of the decad or of the weeks (3) a duration of 
4 days?” Liddel-Scott adds “the four quarters of the moon.” Yet the 
Grand Robert de la Langue Francaise gives for the word “tetrad” the 
general explanation “group of fou 

  

   

” before going on to speak of the 
special applications of this term in the sciences. “Group of four” does 

arily mean that we have to do with the assemblage of four 
equal elements—four days, four quarters—asis the case for the Greek 
term, and the principal signification, that of “the number four;” has 
completely disappeared. To be completely clear, I should therefore al- 

the number four;” “triad” by * 
number three;” and so forth. For instance, the beginning of the text 
should be translated as follows: “At the same time as he ( 
thor of the Carmen aureum) swears by the conjunction of the finest 

    

not neces     

  ways have translated “tetrad” by the 

  

the au- 

states of the soul, he theologizes about the number four as well, which 
is the source of the sempiternal cosmic arrany 
that it s identical with the demiurgical god. Tn what sense this god is 
the number four, you will clearly discover;” and so on. Analogously, 
the subtitles Tept Suadog, Mept Tprddoc, Mept retpddog of the anon 
mous treatise Theologousmena 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 texts 
of the chapters show that this translation is adequate. In addition, 
the term “tetractys” among the ancient Pythagoreans and clsewhere 
has the general meaning of “group of four unequal or different cf 
ments”* and consequently also the special meaning of “group of the 

first four numbers,” whose sumis ten. Since, in our text, Hierocles as- 
similates the tetractys of the Carmen aureun to the tetrad, the ques- 
tion may be raised of whether, for Hierocles, the meaning of the term 
“cetractys™ takes precedence over that of “tetrad”—this is Mr. Au- 
joulat’s opinion2*—or whether, on the contrary, the tetractys takes 
over the meaning of “tetrad.” In other words, we may wonder whether, 
for Hicrocles, the tetractys of the Carmen aureun is simply the num- 

ement, and he declares 

      

  

  

    

  

  

  

  

Ireproduce Baillysindications, which are notdiffrent from those o Liddel-Scort. 
4 Bt never the meaning of “supreme god or first principle?” Cf. below, p. 82, with 

0,288 
< Nujoulat, 1986, 123: . . . [Tlhe tetrad is thus eqivalent o te tetractys .. . the 

tetractys had the same value as the decad” 
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ber four. Let us look at what the text says: for instance, the tetrad is 
said to be “the arithmetical mean between the monad and the heb- 
domad”; but it could nor be their arithmetical mean if it represented 
the sum of numbers from one to four. To take another example, 
among many others: “the dyad, by doubling itself, engenders the 
tetrad, and the tetrad, coming about twice, completes <the number> 
eight” How could all this be possible if the tetrad were not the num- 
ber four, but the sum total of the first four numbers, and therefore in 
fact the number ten? The whole of the text just quoted and translated 

demonstrates withou any ambiguity that for Hicrocles, the “tetrad” 
as the “tetractys” is the number fou 

This entire text s intended to comment on the following 
from the Golden Verses (verses 47-48; cf. above, p. 65): “by him 
[scil. Pythagoras] who has given to our soul the tetractys, source of 
inexhaustible nature.” In his commentary, Hicrocles assimilates the 
“tetractys” to the tetrad [= the number four] and to the demiurge, 
and “nature” to the sempiternal ordering of the world. We may note 
that at the beginning of his exposition, Hierocles immediately as- 
similates the tetractys to the tetrad, without himself adopting the 
term n. It is only near the end of his praise of the 
tetrad that Hierocles—only once—uses the word “retractys.” in or- 

              

    
      

tetractys” a 

  

der to stay close, as it were, to the text on which he is commenting. 
This may be an instance of Ring-komposition, or circular composi- 
tion. 

The exposition itself goes through the following stages. First, basing 
himself on a Pythagorean Hieros Logos, Hierocles proves that the tetrad 
is identical with the demiurge insofar as it is the number of numbers. 
Hierocles then situates the tetrad with respect to the other numbers, 
first to the decad (the tetrad is the power of the decad), then to the 
monad and the hebdomad (the tetrad is the arithmetical mean between 
these two numbers, as both engendering and engendered); and, finally, 
with regard to the monad, the dyad and the triad (whereas the monad 
corresponds to the point, the dyad o the line, and the triad to the sur- 
face, the tetrad corresponds to the solid, or the first pyramid). We then 
find a brief exposition on the importance of groups of *four” within 
reality. We are thus brought back to our starting point: the tetrad ap- 
pears as the cause of all things, an intelligible god who produces that 
visible god known as the world. 

This was also the casc later for Damascius. Cf. Damascius, In Parm., (201), vol. 11, p. 27, 18-20 Combés-Westerink: “Let there be a tetrad up above as well, and le i be as the principle of number, ‘the source of inexhaustible nature” according to the poem.” Damascius can certainly not e suspected of having mad ontological enity 
  he tetrad his supreme   
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Let us therefore examine the various points of this exposition. First 
of all, Hierocles alludes to the Sacred Discourse attributed to Pythago- 
ras: “In what sense;” he says, > “this god is a tetrad, you will clearly 
discover from the Hieros Logos attributed to Pythagoras, in which this 

god is celebrated as the number of numbers.” Mr. Aujoulat (p. 124), 
who follows the text of Mullach’s 1853 edition, instead of urilizing the 
only worthwhile text—thatis, Kohler's 1974 critical edition—cites the 
beginning of the phrase as follows: “But how is the Tetrad God?” Au- 
joulat remarks in a note®* that “Kohler has retained the reading I 
5 tetpic 6 Bedg obrogs” this, like the puncruation,™ is enircly false: 
here, Kéhler has not retained one reading among other valid readings, 
but he has edited the only text that the independent witnesses allow 
to be established. I refer to the critical apparatus of Kohler’s edition, as 
wellas to his excellent Textgeschichte von Hierokles’ Kommentar zum 
“Carmen aureunm” der Pythagoreer?** which also contains an entire 
chaper dealing with the deficiencies and sloppiness of Mullach’s edi- 
tion. Obviously, this choice of a bad reading has the result of turning 
all the data upside down; the quite determinate god (¢his god) to whom 
Hierocles' tetrad corresponds in the pantheon of Neoplatonic gods has 
thus, for Aujoulat, become simply God. By working on an outdated 
text, M. Aujoulat has invalidated the bases of his interpretation right 
from the start. 

The Sacred Discourse, or Discourse on the Gods, as it is also en- 

titled, s a pseudepigraphic work, as we know today. This Sacred Dis- 
course, in Doric prose, must not be confused with another Sacred 
Discourse in hexameters, also auributed to Pythagoras. According to 
H. Thesleff's collection of the testimonies and fragments concerning, 
this text, the Sacred Discourse is mentioned rather late, and exclusively 
by Neoplatonists. The first person to quote it is lamblichus (from the 
end of the third century to the first half of the fourth century). In the 
ffth century, Syrianus 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. I first quote a text 
by Tamblichus, where the subject s the presumed sources of the Sacred 

    

  

  

  

    
  

  

Discourse:* 

I Carmen aureum, xx, p. 87, 191f. Kohler. 
Page 124, n. 159. Aujoulat and Mullach: x5 8¢ wetpic 6 edg; 06ros 
Kohler'stext does not have a question markafter howtos, buta comma, 

     
er which   

+ Dissertation (Minster/Westfalen, 1966 
1 C, the text by lamblichus, cited in the following nore 
 Jamblichus, Pythagorean fe, XXVIIL 145-147. 1 follow the text edited and trans: 

Jated by Michacl von Albrecht, lantblichos, Pythagoras (Ziirich, 1985%) 

m  
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1 someone wishes to know from what source those men [scil. the 
  Pythagoreans] derived such piery, it must be said that in Orpheus 

there existed a clear model for the Pythagorean theology of num- 
bers. There is no doubt but that Pythagoras took his point of de- 

  

parture from Orpheus when he wrote the Discourse or the gods 
which he also entitled Sacred discourse because it was derived from 
the most mystical place in Orpheus, whether this work is really by 
Pythagoras, as most people say, or whether it is by Telauges [scil 

  

oras’ son]—as is firmly asserted by several members of the 

  

school, who are held in high esteem and who are trustworthy .. — 
on the basis of writings which Pythagoras himself had left o his | 
daughter Damo .... The Sacred discourse or the Discourse on the 
gods—for borh titles exist—also reveals who it was that transmit- 

ted the Discou 
discourse on the gods which I, Pythagoras, the son of Mnemarchos, 

se on the gods to Pythagoras. For it says: “This s the   

initiated into the mysteries in Thracian Libethra, learned from 

  

ophamos, the priest in charge of initiations into the mysteries, 
who communicated to me (what follows): Orpheus, son of Calliope 

has proclaimed: “The sempiternal essence of number s the high- 
est providential principle in all the heavens, the earth, and interme 

  

diate nature. It is also the root of the permanence of divine <men>, 
gods, and demons From this, itis obvious that he received from the 
Orphics the teaching that affirms that the essence of the gods is de 
fined by number. 

Proclus alludes to this passage in his commentary on the Timaes 
  where he says: 

These are the doctrines that could be derived from the present text 
scil. by Plato]. Butitis also Pythagorean to follow the Orphic Ge 
    alogies, for it is from the Orphic teachings that the science of the 
gods has come down, through Pythagora   to the G   ecks, as Py-   

hagoras says himself in his Sacred d   

   In his Platonic Theolo in on the fact that 
the whole of Greek theology has come down to the Greeks throu; 

nedi 

Proclus insists once 

    

     

  

      y of Orpheus, Pythagoras via Aglaophamus, and Plato, in 
at order. In his commentary on the first book of Euclid's Elerne 

  

s, I T, 11, p. 161, 2-6 Dichl; rans.   
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Proclus makes the Platonic doctrine of Idea-Numbers depend explic- 
itly on the teaching concerning the gods given by Pythagoras in his Sa- 
cred Discourse 

The testimonies cited so 

  

r have enabled us to understand that the 
Sacred Discourse contained a theology that placed the hicrarchy of the 
gods in relation with certain numbers. Five testimonies and fragments 
from Syrianus’ commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics tend in the same 
direction. I shall limit myself to translating two of them: 

     

“If one were able to follow Pythagoras’ Sacred discourse, he would 
find all the ranks of monads and of numbers in it, celebrated unin- 
terruptedly. .. 74 and “Pythagoras himself, when he explains all 
the numbers from the monad to the decad, expands upon this sub- 
ject in a way that is simultaneously theological and physical, with 

  

  

  out indulging in a paltry or cold presentation. 

In two other passages of his commentary, Syrianus gives precise ex- 
amples of the equations between gods and numbers contained in the 
Sacred Discourse: here, the monad is identified with Proteus, and the 
dyad with Chaos.** 1 add one more testimony from lamblichus, " 
which emphasizes as much as one could wish the progressive abasement 
in the ontological rank of the ideal numbers from one to four, and of 
the four mathematical sciences that correspond to them: 

  

[MJoreover, if number is the ideal type [etdog: form] of beings, and 
if the roots and as it were the elements of number are the firs: terms 
as far as the tetrad, the above-mentioned characteristic features 
would be in them, as well as the reflections of the four sciences: that 
of arithmetic in the monad, of music i the dyad, of geometry in the 

ccording to wh 
Pythagoras defines in the treatisc denoted as O the gods: “Four are 

    triad, of the science of spheres in the tetrad, 

also the foundations of wisdom: arithmetic, music, geometry, the sci- 
e, and four’   ence of spheres, which have the rank of one, two, thre 

All these testimonies, as well as those of the texts collected by Thesleff 
that I have not cited, make it clear that the Sacred Discourse dealt with       

4 Syrianus, In Metaph. p. 140, 16 Kroll. 
7 Syrianus, In Metaph, p. 192, 10ff. Kroll 
s Syrianus, I Metapha pp. 10, 5; 175, 41 Kroll. 
+» lamblichus|—Scholars today agreethat this work consiss of extracts put ogether 

by lamblichus—Theol. arithm., p. 21, 2ff. de Falco (excerpt from Nicomachus’ Theol. 
arithm.) cited after the trans. by A.-J. Festugiére, 1949, 213. This very important ar- 

ad-pyramid is unknown to N. Aujou 
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  a hierarchy of gods, situated in parallel with a hierarchy of numbers 
proceeding from the monad to the decad. Yet the Sacred Discours 
was not the only pseudo-Pythagorean text studied by the Neoplaton- 
ists of the fifth century. There was also the Hynin to Nunbers, four 
verses of which are cited once by Syrianus in his commentary on the 
Metaphysics* and three times by Proclus in his commentary on the 

  

  

Timaeus: 

  

[Ulnil i scil. the divine number in its progression) reaches, from 
the inviolate hollows of the Monad, as far as the sacred Tetrad; lo it 

  

scil.the Tetrad|] has born the universal Mother, the all-receiving   

  

Venerable one, she who imposes a limit on all things, the Inflexible, 
the Indefaigable one; they call her the pure Decad. 

This hymn, which, like the Sacred Discourse, the Neoplatonists at- 
tributed to Pythagoras, also sings of the hierarchy of divine numbers 

d. In general, we can even say that from the 
time of Moderatus (second half of the first century of our era), all 
Neopythagorean texts concerning theological number speculations 
agree with one another—as is, moreover, logical —in making the pro- 
gression of numbers begin cither with the monad or with the One, 
conceived as the supreme principles.*? In these circumstances, and 
given the fact that the 
obviously very widely read, at least in the Neoplatonic milieu of his 

s expressis verbis to this same Sa- 
Discourse as a text that clearly defines the exact position of the 

god who corresponds to the tetrad-tetractys, possibly dare to maintain 
that this Discourse made this god the supreme God? And yet, this is 
Aujoulat’s hypothesis. 

from the monad to the d 

  

cred Discourse or Discourse on the Gods was 

  

time, how could Hierocles, who ref 

    

What, then, does Hierocles’ reasoning consist in? In affirming, first 

  

ofall,that the Golden Verses identify the tetrad with the demiurge, and 
secondly, that the Sacred Discourse atributed to Pythagoras explains 
how the tetrad is identical with the demiurge. The first point s implied, 
in his view, in the formula used by the Golden Verses: “the tetractys, 
source of inexhaustible nature.” The second point presupposes the fol- 
lowing reasoning 

Discourse 

  

  

  

the demiurgic god is celebrated by Pythagoras’ Sa- 
umber of numbers.” This is because in each form 

of beings, there is a numby 
     

  

nd this number is produced by the first number found within the demiurge. Number flows from up above o 

  

    
  

Syrianus, I Metaph, p. 106, 16f. Kroll. 
2% Proclus, In Time, 1, p. 316, 206, Dichl; trans. based on Festugitre, 19661968, 2173 Cf. also Proclus, In Tim. 1L p. 107, 13, and 1L, 53, 2-7 Dich 

CF. A, Festugitre, 1944-19: 

  

L 4:18, 
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this world. We note that the first number is not the monad, for ac- 
cording to Hierocles the monad is the “principle of numbers” (in this 
regard, it is impossible to say, with Mr. Aujoulat [p. 127], that the 
monad is the number of numbers, especially since Hierocles clearly 
identifies the tetrad with the “number of numbers”)" As Syrianus 
says, “Itis from the intelligible monad that the first number (6 mponoto 
pu6yuog) proceeds *from the inviolable hollows of the monad. 25+ 

1f we were to judge by the rest of the text of the Hynn to Nunbers 
cited by Syrianus, the first number Hierocles mentions—that first num- 
ber that comes forth from the monad—should be the tetrad, which 
could be considered as the first number insofar as the procession that 
begins from the monad stopsat the tetrad. Proclus’ citation of the Hyr 
10 Numibers** has the same meaning; and this interpretation might find 
additional support i the following text by Hermias 

  

     

    

  

     

According to other viewpoints, they attribute the tetrad o Dionysos, 
for it s the first to have all the harmonies within i . .. and because 
all numbers are also contained within it. The tetrad is the root of all 
the numbers, for if one adds up (the numbers) as far as i, the decad 
is accomplished, and the decad is the total number; and, in general, 
theology calls Dionysos “the four-cyed,” and “the four-faced.” 

Yetit s 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 “first number” in 
lamblichus’ treatise On Pythagoreanism, V: On Physical Number*” 

Let us return to Hierocles’ text. This arithmological exposition takes 
its place within a rich and lengthy tradition of Pythagorean speculation 
on numbers, which begins with the Old Academy and remains alive 
down o the end of Neoplatonism. The decisive point in this text s the 
identification of the demiurge with the tetrad. As we shall see, this iden- 
tification is characteristic of Hierocles’ median position berween 
Tamblichus and Proclus, which I have described in detail above.* First, 
however, let us pause for a moment over the traditional elements of 
Pythagorean number speculation that we encounter outside the Sacred 

  

  

  

  

Hicrocls,In Carmenauren, xx p. 87,19-21 Kihier.Cf above,th rans.on p. 65. 
Syrianus, In Metaph. p. 140, 11 Kroll 
i the citation from this hymin by Proclus, above, p. 72 and n. 251 

quotation from lamblichus, . 71 
Hermias, In Phacdr, p. 90, 30-91, 6 Couvreur 
D e 1985, Appendie - Th xcepi o lamblichus’ O Pythgore 

anism V-Vl Psellus” p. 219, 6: 24. 
<X Cf, Chap. Il sccs. 6 and 11, pp- 36423 61-63. 

  

s well as the     
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Discourse and the Hymn to Numbers in numerous texts, both prior to 

and later than Hicrocles. We begin with the role played by the decad as 
“interval accomplished by number” “The decad,” writes Philo of 
Alexandria, “is the limit of the infinity of numbers, around which they 
swing and recurn, as around a turning-point”>” We find paralle texts 
iinthe pseudo-Aristotelian Problemata,** in the Placita of Actius (writ- 

ten around A.p. 100),! in Anatolius,** in Theon of Smyrna,***in Cal- 
cidius 2 in the Theologoumena arithmeticae** and in Johannes 
Lydus.2% The most ancient testimony is that of Speusippus.2* 

‘Another traditional element s the perfection of the decad and the def- 
inition of the decad asa perfect number. For instance, we encounter this 
idea in Porphyry, Hippolytus, and Macrobius,* Sextus Empiricus, ™ 

  

  

  

  

5 Philo, De opif. mund, § 47. 
20 Problemata, 15, 3, 910b23ff: “Why do all men, both Barbarians and Greeks, 

countas far asten ... and then repeat the process?™ 
" Actius, Placita, 1, 3, § = Doxographi Gracei, p. 281, 13ff. Diels: “All the Barbar. 

fans, and all the Greeks count s far s ten, and, once they have reached i, return to the 
monad.’ 

‘Anatolius in [lamblichus], Theol.arith, p. 86, 2-5 de Falco (= Anatolius, On the 
First Ten Numbers, . 39 Heiberg in Anales internationales ' bistoire, Congres de Pars, 

Paris 1901): “The decad i the cycle and the limit 
as around a i 

  

    

  

  

1900, 5 setion, Histoire des Sience:     
of every number, for tuning around point and going back in the 

  

other direction, they run a long race. Again, it s te limit of the infinity of numbers.” 
Theon of Smyrna, Expositio rerunt math.,p. 99, 17-20 Hiller: *. .. [Tlhere s no 

number above the decad, for we always return, in increase, to the monad and the dyad.” 
Cf. Tamblichus, In Nicom. Aritb., p. 88, 17-21 Pistell 

et Calcidius, In Tint, cap. 35, p. $4, 5-11 Waszink: “Nam perfectus quidem nu- 
merus est decem ideo, quod a singularitat orsi usque ad decem numerum numeramus, 

  

     
  

resid esidua vero numeratio non tamen numeratio est quam corundem numerorurm, quibus   

Tlambiichus), Theo,aitn. . 27, 12 de Fako (excerpe from Nicomachus): 
Thedecad e e e el b e e s s 
ticipation in the decad.” s it Sgae 

Jolese Lydie; De ey 3, 4, 3641 
and run a o race, going back where they came from ... rom the monad, we count 

Speuinpus, D mners Pthag in lamblichul, he,aithn .55, 6.9 d 
Falco “Forth decad 4 pefct <, and s ight an i confrmiy ithna 

  

  22 Wiinsch: “The decad is the circle 
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    Calcidius, ™ lamblichus 27 in the Theologotmena arithmeticae, ™ and 
in Speusippus.2™ Hierocles (pp. 88, SFf.) specifies what distinguishes the 

perfection of the decad from that of the tetrad: the tetrad possesses a 
perfection ontologically superior to that of the decads it is “somchow” 
unified, by contrast with the more diversified perfection of the decad. 
Hierocles takes care to add “somehow” (ng) when describing the uni- 
fied perfection of the tetrads this is because he wants to avoid any con- 
fusion with an even higher principle that would be unified in the true 
sense of the word, for the tetrad is not truly unified, like the monad is, 
but only compared to the decad, which s perfect in accordance with a 
“detailed development” This means that the decad, by specifying and 
diversifying the seminal reasons contained in the tetrad, has already 
moved away, to a greater extent than the tetrad, from the first principle. 
The same clarification is found in Proclus:?”* “For the tetrad contains 
all things, and so does the decad, but one contains them unitively, and 
the other in a separated way; and although the decad contains all that 
the tetrad contains, yet because it contains them in a separated way, 
itis less perfect than the tetrad. For that which is closer to the monad 
is more perfect, and the smaller the quantity, the greater the power 
(dunamis)? Here, Proclus identifis the tetrad with the Intelligible Liv- 
ing Being, and the decad with the demiurge. 

The idea that the tetrad is the power (dunamis) of the decad is also 
mentioned and commented often in this tradition. Hierocles speaks of 
itin the same phrase as that in which he distinguishes the perfection of 
the tetrad from that of the decad (p. 88ff.). Aujoulat (p. 128), citing 

ouilhé, thinks that the word duramis applied to the tetrad means that 
itis “the fundamental or distinctive property” of the decad; thatis, that 
the tetrad “realizes and expresses” the decad. This explanation i rather 
obscure; it scems much simpler to consider the use of dnanmis in the 
arithmetical expositions of Philo, for instance, or of Tamblichus, where 
we observe that dunamis is opposed to entelecheia,” and, most often, 
to energeia.”® We are thus in the presence of a pair of opposites of 

      

   

  

        

  

    
  

. the ciation at n. 264. 
* lamblichus, In Nicom. arith., p. 43, 15-16 Pistel 
{lamblichus], Theol. aritbm.cf. the ciation n. 265. 

* Speusippus: f.the citation n. 267. 
“Proclus, I Tin I, p. 432, 19-23 Dichl; trans. based on Festugiére, 1966-1968, 

2311 
Philo, De opif. mundi, § 47: “For whatthe decad i in act (éveehezeia), the terad, 

it scems, i in potentialiy” 
{lamblichus], Theol. aritbn.,p. 58, 15 de Falco (excerpt from Nicomachus): 

[Tlhe numbers from the monad to the tetrad are potentially the decad, but in act 
{evepyeiq) it i the decad tselsseven is the arithmetic mean between the tetrad and the: 

one and the actual 

  

decad, and therefore, in a way, between two decads: the porentia 
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Aristotelian origin: power or potentiality and act, but with the differ- 
ence that for the Neoplatonists, power, compared o act, has a superior 

ontological reality. Hicrocles thus meant that “What the tetrad is in 
power/porentialty the decad i in act” We therefore need not wonder, 
\with Mr. Aujoulat (p. 128): “In what sense, then, does the terad real- 

the decad?” Itis not the tetrad that realizes or concretizes the decad, 
but the other way around: the decad realizes the tetrad; thatis, the decad 

, and is the unfolding of the forces con. 

  

  

i an emanation from the tetrad, 
tained within the tetrad. Hierocles himself has said so, moreover, in 
language which s perfectly clear for a Neoplatonist or someone knowl- 
edgeable in their philosophy: “The power of the decad i the tetrad, for 
prior to the detailed perfection that s in the decad, a kind of unified 

  

perfection is observed in the tetrad 
“To prove that the tetrad s the power of the decad, Hierocles instances 

the fact that the decad results from the addition of the numbers from 
one to four (1 + 2 + 3 + 4). This detail, alone or linked with the quali 
fication of the tetrad as a potential decad, is also mentioned very often 
i parallel texts.’ For three of the parallel texts we have reproduced in 

oue? Clop. 1 112 de Fales T monad s he princileof umber. ... Forcvery 
g e e byt moad ik canaio eripg posenially o the rronsd 
e i B e i e 
e v sm odd - CF s, n Nicom Arit . 72, 6. il “Sine 
hes st wiepeaple sl the Pthagorcans] noiced that all ch ormaive prnciles Comained in b wer igly vrioos and e i multiud,all fthet sprout, 
iy i vapye e Siems) 

* Soxts Eitcus e . 269 hilo, D opif. mund, § 47, 170 Araldes 
e 

Fothg i Phvis Librarycod, 345, 43933, bsker vl Vi, p. 127 Henry: “And 
sicethy il the Pythagoreans] efredal ings o humbees, deiving she from 
hemonad ad he dad,shy alcalldall beings nambers and namber s compleely 

1. 90,30-91,6 Comteut ced . 73.Smplcus, I Cat . 4, 9-10 Kalbfish:-and 
the decd is Contained withinthe ttad o a5 we dd up o ko threane fouwe 
obain he mambes e llamblchus], Theo)artp 20, 1-5 d Pl [wcrpt from 
dhinga i the worldappea acomplished tgether niversly and parvcatae, el o e s e shor e e, vt o 
radice e s s e e e e el 5ol st e b 
[scil. the tetrad] and by the numbers that come just before it [scil. 4 + 1+ 2 + 0], 

e, bt shothe e il the e o i o corposison and o dimenonalctrion? Jobannes ydus, D e, 2,9, 3,451 Wit For 
Placi, 1,5, 3 Dovoggaphi Grehp. 25 1,3, = Dosographi Griee, . 281-82 DiesHippolyus, eftaio omi 
haeresium, 1,2, 8-9 = Doxographi Graeci, p. 556 Diels. o 
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n. 277—that of Sextus Empiricus, that of Hippolytus, and that of the 
Anonymous of Photius—the decad is the tetractys. For Hicrocles, by 
contrast, the terms “tetrad” and “retractys” signify one and the same 
thing; this is proved by the beginning and the end of the passage from 
the commentary on the Carmen aureun, which I have translated above. 
Proclus, too, in his commentary on the Timaeus,” identifies the tetrad 
of the Hynn to Numbers with the tetractys of the Carmen aureum. 
Aetius®” and Macrobius™* also assimilate the tetractys of the same 
Pythagorean oath o the tetrad. 

In the following sentence (p. 88, 10ff.), Hierocles affirms that the 

tetrad constirutes the arithmetical mean between the monad and the 
hebdomad. The reason for this is, he says, that the tetrad “somehow” 
() surpasses the monad by the same number by which itis surpassed 
by the hebdomad. Here again, Hicrocles takes care, by the addition of 
the adverb ros, to specify that the tetrad does not really surpass the 
monad, thatis, in an ontological sense, but only “somehow;” that s, in 
quantity, and for a Neoplatonist greater quantity is a clear sign of on- 
tological inferiority. Mr. Aujoulat, who simply reproduces Meuniers 
old translation, omits the specification, as Meunier does, althoughit is 
found even in Mullach’s text. In any case, the designation of the tetrad 
as the arithmetical mean between the monad and the hebdomad should 
already suffice to show that the tetrad, because of its medial position, 
cannot be the supreme god. 

The mention of the monad and the hebdomad, between which the 
tetrad s the arithmetical mean, gives Hierocles the opportunity briefly 
to describe the qualities of both: “The monad;” he says, “as the prin- 

ciple of all number, contains within itself the powers of all the numbers.” 
1f the monad is the principle of every number, that means beyond all 
possible doub that it the cause that precedes and engenders ll other 
numbers, and that all other numbers depend on it and derive their ori- 
gin from . In addition, if the monad contains the powers of all the 
numbers within itself,?* we cannot doubt that it also contains within 
it the power of the tetrad. The monad s potentially the tetrad, as itis 
potentially every number; analogously, Hierocles had stated above that 
the tetrad is the power of the decad. Since this implies that the tetrad is 

      

     

      

~ rocus, In T 1 p. 53, 17 DichL, 
Nesun Placte 12 318 = Daograph Graec, p. 282 Dil, H too identife the 

(erad with sh teitacysof the Pythagorean oth. 
o Macrmas s sy Seip s 6, 41, p- 25, 24-31 Wil ... quaterariom 

  

  

  

  

terms tetras, trias, heptas (or hebdomas), et 
  

1 CF. the textscited n. 276,  
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ontologically superior to the decad—which Aujoulat admits—the 
monad is necessarily superior ontologically to all other numbers, in- 
cluding the tetrad. This sentence from Hierocles’ commentary should 
thus be enough by itself to demonstrate the demiurge-tetrad’s depend- 
ency on the monad, as on a god far superior to it. No ancient reader, 
pagan or Christian, could have been mistaken on this point, for all an. 
cient authors who mention o use the Pythagorean theory of numbers, 
like Hierocles, make the monad (or the One) the supreme principle of 
all numbers.?* This is required by the logic inherent in the theology of 
numbers. 

Everything that follows in Hierocles’ text from page 
confirms our interpretation. Before we come to that, however, let us say 
afew more words on the hebdomad. Hierocles describes it as being vir- 
ginal and motherless. In parallel texts,2** morcover, it very often iden- 

  

  

21 on merely 

  

  % Cf. lamblichus), Theol.arithne., p. 1, 1-12 de Falco, cited n. 277; cf. also ibid. 
p. 26,208, Cf. lamblichus, In Nicom, Arith., p. 15, 18-25 Pistelli: “And the most as. 
onishing fact, which s peculiar to the monad and proves that it is not yet a number, is 
that it is surrounded (by numbers) only on one side, and not on boths it is half of the 
dyad only 
the odd and the even are observed within it in common, as in a spring and a root, un 
determined with regard to both, and necessariy indivisible with regard o al the oth: 
ers? Cf. also ibid, p. 11, 11-17; p. 81, 23-24. Cf. Syrianus, In Metaph., p. 140, 7-9 Kroll: “When they [sil the Pythagoreans] say that the monad i the form of forms, they 
thereby allude to their originary cause, which has taken up in itself the specics of all numbers in advance.” Cf. Macrobius, In sommison Scip., 1, 6, 7, p. 19, 24-27 Wills: “unum autem quod wovds id est unitas dicitur et masidem et femina est, par idem arque impar, ipse non numerus sed fons et origo numerorum.” CF. the quotation from the Anonymous of Photius at . 277. CF. Actius, Placita, 1, 3,8, p. 201 Dicls; Hippolytus, Refutatio ommitm baeresium, 1,2, 67 = Doxographi Gracci, p. 556 Dicls * Cf. lamblichus], Theolog.arithm, . 71, 3-10 e Falco (excerpt of Nicomachus) “They gave the heprad the names *Athena; ‘opportune moment; and ‘fortunc’s Athena because t . virgin, ike the one whose story istold in myth, and because it is not sub- ject to the yoke of marriage, and it was not eng 

  

   

and is conent with one neighbor alone. Thus, potentially all the species of   

  

    

  

    
  

    
  

  ndered by a mother—hat i, by even number—nor by a father, which is odd number, except that it has come forth from the head of the father of all things;that s, from the monad, which is the head of number; and, ke Athena i is somehow non-feminine; for number that is casily divisible is fem: inine.” Cf. Macrobius, In somn. Scip., 1, 6, 11, p. 20, 14ff. Wilis: “nulli enim aptius iungitur monas incorrupea quam virgini. huic autem n. umero id st septenario adeo opinio virginiatis inolevic ut P . alas quogue vocitetur, nam virgo cred I X s parit numerum duplicacus qui intra denarium coartetur, quem primom imitem constat esse numerorum: Pallas ideo q . i cesit,sicut Minerva sols cx uno 99-100,p. 206f. Aralder isthe sacred characterthatnaturalyresdes within 
decad: Foro hose mimbers,some e - 

quia ex solius monadis fetu et multplicatione pro- parente nata perhibetur?” CF. Philo, De opif. mundi,      
  mong all the numbers in the 

engendered and do not engender, and others both engende an anc engened: Only 
firmed by demonstration. The one (hen) engenders all the \mmlh‘r\ in \‘uuu\wn. with- out bein ther whatsoever. Eight is engendered by two times four, any number of the decad; with regard to four,it has the rank 

  

  

  engendered by any o 
but it does not engender 
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tified with Athena, who burst forth from the head of her father, Zeus, 
without being engendered by a mother. The hebdomad “is not engen- 
dered by any of the numbers contained within the decad™ that s, it is 
not the result of the multiplication of two numbers, but derives it ori- 

n from the monad alone, which is generally conceived as not being a 
number itself.** It s virginal, because it does not give birth (through 
multiplication by another number of the decad) o any other number 
within the decad. Its position within the decad is thercfore singular, and 
in some aspects it resembles that of the monad. This is why Hicrocles 
can say that it “pos » 

Hierocl 

  

      

  

     sesses the merit of the monad in a secondary wa 
s continues (p. 88, 216£.): 

    

Yet since the tetrad lies betws   the unengendered monad and the 
motherless hebdomad, it has gathered together the powers of those 
that generate and those that are generated, and it is the only one of 
the numbers within the decad that both is engendered by some num- 
ber and engenders one. 

In this phrase and the following one (p. 88, 25), Hierocles again 
assigns to the demiurge-tetrad a position ontologically intermediate be- 
tween the monad and the hebdomad. The demiurge-tetrad is engen- 
dered by the dyad, and insofar as it is engendered by it, it can 
consequently not be the first principle, that from which all things, in- 
cluding the dyad, come forth. For a Neoplatonist, it goes without say- 
ing that an engendered god can be only a derived principle. Yet Mr. 
Aujoulat thinks Hierocles was influenced by Christianity. s it conceiv- 
able that a Christian could have represented the demiurge or world- 
creator, God the Father, as having been engendered? A fortiori, could 
that Christian have scen in the demiurge the first signs of the material- 
ity Hirocles attributes to him in the lines that follow? Instead of tak- 
ing up Hierocles’ text once again, I prefer to cite a parallel text from 
Philo of Alexandria, which reports the same details. I think it is useful 
to insist yet again on the fact that the ancient tradition on the theology 
of numbers is unanimous in making all numbers and all gods derive 
from the monad or the One. Here is the text in question: 

      

of both the generators and the offspring, for it engenders eight as it comes about twice, 
we said, only seven neither engenders by na    and it is engendered by twice two. As [ 

ture nor s it engendered. This s why, whereas the oher philosophers assimilate this num 
ber to Niké, the motherles virgin, who i said to have come out the head of Zeus 
¥, Calcidivs, In Tin, cap. 36, p. 85, 1-18 Waszinks cf. Proclus, In Tim, , p. 151 
11185 11, p. 95, 5: p. 236, 17-20 il 

54 C1. the quotations from lamblichus, Macrobius, and Philo of Alexandria in the 
preceding note 
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There s another power of the tetrad which is most amazing to state 

and to think upons for it is the first to show the nature of the solid, 
whereas the numbers that preced 

 one is ranged what is called the point in 
t are referred to the incorpore   

als. For according o th 
geometry; according to two i the line, for the dyad comes about by 
the flow of the one, while the line arises through the flow of the 
point. Now the line is a length without breadth, but when breadth 
is added to it, there comes about the surface, which is ranged ac- 
cording to the triad. The surface lacks one element with regard to 

  

the nature of the solid, and thisis depth, which, when added to the 
triad, there comes about the tetrad. Hence it is that this number is 
such a great thing, which from the incorporeal and intelligible es- 
sence has brought us to have: conception of three-dimensional body, 
the first sensible by nature. 

  

Tnthis text by Philo, as in that by Hierocles, and in the numerous par- 
allel texts cited in the notes, the theology of numbers serves to indicate 
how, from a supreme principle that s one without qualification, the 
multitude of sensible phenomena of the sensible world can be realized, 
through several levels ofintelligible hypostases. In this passage from the 
intelligible and the incorporeal to the sensible and the corporeal, the 

celligible seeds of the sensible world are manifested for the first time 
in the tetrad, which proves yer again that it s already considerably far 
removed from the first cause. 

1f, as Mr. Aujoulat would have it, Hierocles had been influenced by 
Christianity, and i, for this reason, he had wished to make the 
of the world the supreme god, and if he had insisted on illustrating the 
position of this supreme god by the Pythagorcan theory of numbers, 
which was very widespread in his time, only one solution remained to 

  

   

    

    reator 

  

  * Philo, De opi. mundi, § 49, pp. 172-173 Arnaldez, CF. Philo, ibid. § 98, pp. 204- 
207 Ammaldez. CF. lamblichus), Theol. arithn., p. 20, 5-12 de Falco (continuation of 
the text quoted n. 277 “For the minimal body (o ékdziotov) and the first to appea, 
the pyramid,i seen i a tetad, either of anles or of planes, as the sensible body, made 
‘out of matter and form, which is a three-dimensional accomplishment, is contained 
within four delimitations.” CF. bid., p. 29, 10-12: “The tetrad shows the firstnature of 
the solid, for there i the point, then the ine, then the surface, then the solid, which s body” CE. Macrobius, In somnins Scip., 1, 6, 36, p. 21. Willis; Johannes Lydus, De mens, 4, 64, p. 115, 14-17 Wiinsch: “This number is the first quadrangular number and tetractys, butit s also thefirs to show the nature ofthe solid:for there is the point, then thelline,then the surface, then thesolid, which i a body? CF. Syrianus, I Metaph.. P 150, 29-31 Kroll; Proclus, I Primuom Euclidis, p. 97, 15 more Pythagorean accounts, which postulate the point as an; 

  

  

“But et us recallthe    )gous to the monad, the line tothe dyad, the surface to the triad, and the sold to the tetrad.” Cf. Sextus Empir- icus, Ads: math., X (= Adu: physicos I, 281-282; and the textscited b ugier e » ),281-282;and the textscited by .. Festugiere,     
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him: to identify this god with the monad, or an even higher principle. 
‘This is what is 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 
of the monad used by his sources. > To wish to assimilate the supreme 
God to a derivative principle like the tetrad would have been nonsense, 
not only for a Neoplatonist, but also for a Christian or for a Jew. A 
Christian ora Jew who affirmed that God the Father, the creator of the 
world, was engendered, would obviously have exposed himself to in- 
curring every kind of anathema 

To be sure, Aujoulat attemprs to explain his own interpretation by 
writing (p. 133): “Clearly, Hierocles here wishes to emphasize the gen- 
erative properties of the Tetrad (thatis, the Demiurge), even if strict ogic 
should suffer therefrom. 2 Further on, he continug 

    

  

‘These last two numbers (that s, the Monad and the Seprenary) are 
stated under a negative aspect, and the Tetrad under a positive one. 

   One even ends up considering the fact of being unengendered as 

  

an inferiority of the Monad with regard to the Tetrad! whereas, in 
:00d Platonic philosophy, it constitutes  superiority ... The Tetrad 

  

is movement and life; the Monad and the Septenary are immutable 
in their cold impassibility. How, then, could the Tetrad fail to be 
the active, creative God, who gives life to all beings, and orders 
them 5o as to form the cosmos ... It is no small merit to have re- 
turned to the sources of authentic Pythagorean tradition, causing 
a breath of life to enter into a domain that was traditionally quite 
arid 

Such affirmations are highly questionable. First of all, the Neopla- 
tonists did not refuse to recognize this “breath of lfe” in the tetrad, since 
they too saw in it the source of eternal nature. But they obviously con- 
sidered that this situation of a number both “engendering and engen- 
dered” did notallow the tetrad o be at the summit of the hierarchy, any 
more than it did the demiurge. Aujoulataffirms, without any proof, that 
Hierocles somehow considers the “negative” qualities of the monad 
and the hebdomad as inferior. Yet Hierocles says absolutely nothing on 
this subject. In the whole of his text on the tetrad, the monad, and the 
hebdomad, which I have translated above inits entirety, there is not the 
slightest remark in the sense intended by M. Aujoulat. On the contrary, 
Hierocles there states that “the characteristic features of the monad 

   

    

46 Cf. Festugitre, 1944-1954, 4, the chapter on “Philon et les spéculations 
th 194F, especially p. 21   oriciennes de son temps;” pp    
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and the hebdomad are the best and the finest, for the monad, as prin- 

Cipl of all number, contains within tself the powers ofall .. ” (p. 88, 

1556, What more could he have said to affirm the superiority of the 
bers? His language—completely conventional—is 

T dffesent in content or in tone from the traditional pagan descrip 

tions of the monad, the tetrad, and the hebdomad, as s proved by the 

numerous parallel texts I have cited in the notes. Moreover, it would 

have been unlikely at that time that the “fact of being unengendered™ 

could have been considered “an inferiority. In.a sense, being unenger 
dered s, for the pagans,the definition of the first god, and for the Chris 

tians the definition of God the Father. In the Christian tradition, it s, 
asit were, the name of the Father, at least as carly as Justin.** 

Mr. Aujoulat (pp. 121-122) also seems to think that for the ancient 
Pythagoreans, the tetractys was God himself, and (p. 133) that Hier- 
ovles thus returns to the sources of authentic Pythagorean tradition. In 

  

    monad overall 

  

   

  

  

  

othing allows us to suppose that the tetractys was con 
  fact, however. 

sidered identical to God in ancient Pythagoreanism. It s enough to con- 
sule W, Burkert's Weisheit und Wissenschaft;* authoritative as far as 
ancient Pythagoreanism is concerned, to se that this is by no means 
the case: the tetractys does not appear as a personalized power, but as 
agroup of four different elements (“Vierheit von ungleichen Gliedern”). 

  

B. The Historical Background 

  

From the entire passage from Hierocles that  have translated and com- 
mented upon, I thus draw the conclusion that the demiurge-tetrad could 
not represent, for this philosopher, the supreme principle of his theo- 
logical system, and that no traces of Christian influence can be dis- 
cerned in it. We must now determine the position of this demiurge more 
closely. Happily, Hierocles himself has clarified this point rather well, 
so that in his case, unlike that of many other Neoplatonic texts, there 
is no difficulty in knowing which one of the various demiurges of the 
Neoplatonic hicrarchy is in question. 
17-18; 89, 12), the demiurge in question is “the source of the sem- 
piternal ordering of the world” who, as an “intelligible god”** is “the 
cause of the celestial and perceptible god” (and nor, as Aujoulat writes 

  

  

    

    

  

Hierocles himself says (p. 87, 

  

 Apol, 1,14, 12,23, 2; 49,5 
N 

are discussed) 

   3,2411,6, 1512, 4 13, 4. 
5 1962, pp. 63(F; 170ff (where verses 47 and 48 of the Golden Verses 

pp. 337 442, 
* The term vonrds inteligible) designatesin this context ot the highestlevel within 

the hypostasi of Nods, but,as occurs again i texts of the later Neoplatonists,the gen- 
eral fact of belonging to this hypostasis. 
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[p- 136] following Meunier, “cause of the God who reigns in the heav- 
ensand in the sensible world”). He is thus the cause of the world. This 
description designates, with all desirable precision, the demiurge of 
Plato’s Timaeus, at the same time as it emphasizes the fact that he be- 
longs to the hypostasis of the Noiis. This is the same demiurge whose 
structure was described above by Hierocles as triadics®® it is the same 
demiurge who, in the same context, is designated as the immediate 
cause of the triadic hypostasis of rational souls, and whom Hierocles 

identifies further on (p. 105, 1§£.) with the Zeus who is mentioned 
the Carmen aureu, on which he is commenting, We find the same d 

  

    

tails—triadic structure of the demiurge as immediate cause of a triadic 
hypostasis of souls, and its identification with Zeus—in lamblichus, 
Proclus, and other Neoplatonists.2" It must be emphasized, however, 
that in these authors the Zeus in question i far from occupying the most 

  

     
eminent place in the Neoplatonic pantheon, as I have demonstrated 

  above** Moreover, the text by Hierocles we are interpreting shows that 
he is aware of other hypostases prior to the demiurge-tetrad, which 
should be placed in parallel to the monad, the dyad, and the triad. It is 
highly probable, however, that for Hierocles ev 
supreme principle; the comparison with other Neoplatonists leads us 
to this conclusion. Calcidius, for instance, who is slightly earlier than 
Hierocles, but who, unlike Hierocles, is influenced not by lamblichus 
but by Porphyry and Numenius, identifies the monad with the first i 
tellect or the demiurge of the Timaeus.* However, other passages of 
his commentary on the Timaeus demonstrate that this intellect does not 
represent the first principle for him,** but occupies only the second 
pla 
ciple of his theological system “monad”s yet, for him, it is no longer 
identical with the Platonic demiurge.* but is “principle and god of 
gods, monad come forth from the One, prior to Essence and principle 
thereof” 

In general, we can say that the idea of conceiving the demi 
tivity, or the process of the world's procession, on the Neopythagorean 
model of the relation of the tetrad to the decad, s 

  

n the monad is not the   

  

    
     

  

in the hierarchical order. lamblichus also calls the second prin- 

  

    
  rgic ac- 

ems to be common 

  

CE. In Carm. aur, 1,8, p. 10,27 Kabler, CF. above pp. 30-36. 
On the triadic structure of the demiurge in lamblichus, . the excellent article by 

W. Deuse, 1977. On the attributes of the demiurge in Hierocles, f. above pp. 56-61 
Pp. 30-36: 56-61. 
Calcidius, In Tin., cap. 39, p. 88, 121f. Waszink. 
Calcidius, In Tint, cap. 176, p. 204, 3ff; cap. 188, p. 212, 21ff. Wasink. Simi 

Jarly, Macrobius also designates in particular the second ontological principle by the 
term “mionad” but it can also happen that he uses it with regard to the first gods f: Mac- 
robius, In somnison Scip. 1, 6, 7-9, p 19f. Wills. 

55 Cf. lamblichus, De nays., VIl 2 (261, 5 

  

  

    

13), pp. 195-196 des Places. 
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in the Athenian school. This conception appears very clearly in Proclus. 
While explaining the text from the Timacus (39€) in which Plato says 
that the demiurge sces the forms that are in the Intelligible Living Be- 
ing, he identifies” the tetrad with the “Incellgible Living Being,” and 
the decad with the “demiurge?” In so doing, he bases himself on the 
Hymn to Numibers, which the Neoplatonists attributed to Pythago- 

  

until it [scil. the divine number in its progression] reaches, from the 
inviolate hollows of the Monad, asfar a the sacred Tetrads o it (scil. 
the Tetrad) has born the universal Mother,the all-receiving, the Ven- 
erable one, she who imposes a limit on all things, the Inflexible, 
Indefatigable ones they call her the pure Decad. 

  

We can easily understand, first, why Proclus identifies the tetrad with 
the Incelligible Living Being: it is because Plato (39¢8-10) affirms that 
there are four forms in the Incelligible Living Being. Moreover, as we 
have seen above, for Proclus, as for the entire tradition, the decad is in- 
ferior to the tetrad.2* This, he says,* is why the demiurge possesses a 
totality inferior to the totality proper to the Living Being in itself, al- 
though he contains everything the latter contains. 

For Proclus, however, the Intelligible Living Being already has a demi 
urgic activity in a transcendent mode. Here, we can compare the for 
mula Hierocles applies to the tetrad: v 6Aov aitia f wtpd with that 
of Proclus, In Tim., IIL, p. 106, 18 Dichl: 1 xpim rownmxi v Shov 
aitiatespcéon. Likewise, in the Platonic Theology, ™ speaking of the 
tetrad that is identical with the Intelligible Living Being and which is, 
for him, at the same time a monad plus a triad, he affirms: “It (the triad) 
is the very first cause of creation and of demiurgy” 

These texts are interesting in that they show that the tetrad is related 
to demiurgic activity. More precisely, Proclus makes the monad, which 
is not a number but the source of numbers, correspond to the Father; 
the tetrad—thatis,the Intelligible Living Being—to the Father and Cre- 
ator; and the decad—thatis, the demiurge—to the Creator and Father. 
The relations between the Intelligible Living Being and the demiurge for 
Proclus are, moreover, extremely comples, for he points out™” that the 
Incelligible Living Being is simultancously prior to the demiurge, in the 

        

  

  

   

  * Proclus, In Tim, Il 107, 5-25. 
7 Ct. above, p. 72. 
" Cf. aboxe, pp. 75-77 and n 

Proclus, n Tim, 1, 43: 
111, 19, p. 67, 11-13 Saffrey-Westerink. 

" Proclus, In Tim, 1, 431, 29 Dichl. 
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demiurge, 

  

nd posterior to the demiurge, insofar as the demiurge thinks 
the Intelligible Living Being. 

“This Intelligible Living Being and this demiurge are both situated at 
arelatively low degree in the hierarchy of beings. In Proclus’ system, the 
Intelligible Living Being is located at the level of the third incelligible 
triad. Before it, therefore, come the One, then the henads, then the first 
and the second intelligible triad. Between the Intelligible Living Being 
and the demiurge, five hierarchized levels are intercalated (the three in- 
telligible and intellectual triads, and the first two degrees of the intel- 
lectual hebdomad). 

Itis also on the model of the relations of the tetrad to the decad that 
Proclus’ master Syrianus pictures the relation of the Intelligible Living 
Being to the demiurge. Basing himself on the same Pythagorean Hymin 
10 Numbers that Proclus, as we have just seen, *cited in this context, 
Syrianus affirms** that the forms are in the Intelligible Living Being in 
an intelligible and tetradic mode, and in a “decadic” and intellectual 
mode in the demiurgic intellect. We also find in Syrianus the idea that 
the first cause of the demiurgy is found in the tetrad: 

    

          

[TJhere are four principles of the overall demiurgy ... for every- 
where the form of the decad is produced by the tetractys. 

In conformity with the relation that exists between the tetrad and the 
decad, 

the Model [that is, the Intelligible Living Being] is both above the 
Demiurge and in him, above him in an intelligible mode, in him in 

  

  an intellective mode. 

As he reports his master’s doctrine, Proclus notes that 

Plato’s very expressions [in the Tinacus] seem sometimes to postu- 
late the Model as different from the Demiurge, and sometimes as 
identical to him.** And he continues: so that Plato too sometimes 

d somerimes diffe      says they are the same, 3 , and in both cases 
heis correct. 

  

Above, p. 84. 
yrianus, bt Metaph. p. 106, 15ff. Krol 

o Syrianus, In Metaph., . 150, 35-151, 2 Kroll 
* Syrianus, in Proclus, I Tim., I, p- 323, 200f. Dichl. 

¢ Syrianus, in Proclus, In Tin., p. 323, 23ff. Dichl; trans. based on that by Fes- 
tgiére, 1966-1968, 2:182. 

" Broclus, In Tink I, . 324, 10 Dichls rans. after Festugiére, 1966-1968, 2152, 
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The teacher of Syrianus and Hierocles had been Plutarch of Athens. 

Unfortunately, we do not know his conception of the demiurge; yet we 
doknow, in general, that he had undergone the influence of lamblichus. 
Now, itis interesting to observe that the hierarchy of the intelligible and 

of the intellectual world we found in Syrianus and in Proclus was al- 
ready known, in its broad outlines, to lamblichus, and that the prob- 
Jem of the relations between the Living Being in itself and the demiurge 
(therefore, as we have seen, of the relations between the tetrad and the 
decad) was already raised by this philosopher. According to the testi- 
mony of Proclus, lamblichus distinguished three intelligible triads, three 
intelligible and intellectual triads, and one intellectual triad. For him, 
however, the Living Being in tself was identified with the three intelli- 
gible triads, and the demiurge with the intellectual triad. Or rather, ac- 
cording to Proclus, lamblichus identified the Living Being in itself with 
the demiurge; ** yet he atributed to the demiurge the third rank among 
the Fathers in the intellectual triad. We thus encounter here the prob- 
lematic we have already met with in Proclus and Syrianus: the process 

s at the intelligible level and ends at the intellec- 

    

  

  

  

of the demiurgy begi 
tuallevel. In a sense, the Living Being in itself and the demiurge are iden- 
tical, insofar as the demiurge, as an intellect that knows the Living Being 
initself,is identical with it; and also insofar as the demiurge reunifies 
within himself everything that has been deployed in the intelligible 
world. The Living Being in itself is the principle that contains within it- 
self unitively (fvopévo) everything that will henceforth be in a state of 
division. Thus, Iamblichus”insistence on the dynamic identity between 
the Living Being in itself and the demiurge would, if we take up once 
again the arithmological correspondences proposed by Syrianus and by 
Proclus, justify the identification between the tetrad and the demiurge, 
the Living Being in itself being considered as a tetrad, because of 
Timaeus 30¢5-7. We must thercfore suppose a system close to that of 
Tamblichus, if we wish to understand Hicrocles” identification of the 
tetrad and the demiurge. 

After commenting on pages 241262 of Mr. Aujoulat’s book Le néo- 
platonisme alexandrin: Hiéroclés d”Alexandrie, 1 here append a few re- 
marks concerning his article “Le démiurge chez Hiérocles d’Alexandrie: 

En réponse & Particle de Mme Hadot (R.E.G. 1990, pp. 241-262 
‘These remarks are adapted from my second article of 19937 First, on 
the subject of Origen the Pagan, whom Mr. Aujoulat supposes, with- 

  

  

    

    

  

  

  

     

      

InTim, 1,307, 176f. Diehl: “lamblichus cals the entire inlligible world 

  

RE.G. CVI(1993), pp. 400-429. 
2 Ibid., pp. 430459
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out supplying any proof,is Hierocles’ source for his doctrine cor 
ing the first god. On page 413, Mr. Aujoulat says: 

However, the former [scil. Plotinus] preaches the transcendence of 
the One, and the other [scil. Origen the Pagan] does nor. We shall 
conclude that they did not interpret the clucubrations of the 
Pythagoreans and the Neopythagoreans on the world and the One 

ike the god of Aris- 
totle, of Origen, and perhaps of Hicrocles, the Pythagorcan monad 

    

in the same way. If the supreme god is a noiis, 

can o longer play its role of transs 

  

ntal principle, just as the One 
of Plotinus no longer has a reason o exist. We must then make do 
with the tetractys as supreme god and ereator 

1am afraid Mr. Aujoulat has not adequately grasped what separates 
Origen from Plotinus. Because of a different interpretation of the first 
hypothesis of Plato’s Parmenides''—and not as a result of a divergent 
interpretation of the “elucubrations of the Pythagoreans”—Origen re- 
jected Plotinus’ One (hen), which transcends being, as non-existent; 
but tha did not stop him from assimilating his own first cause—that 
is, absolute being identified with the demiurge—to another one (ben) 
that does not transcend being. The proof lies in a text from Proclus, 
which I cite after the translation by Saffrey and Westerink: "2 

  

   

    

Indeed, he too [sci. Origen] stops at the intellect as the very first 
being, and he gets rid of the One, which is beyond allintellect and 
all being; and if this was because it is superior to all knowledge, all 
account, and all intellectual grasp, we would not say that he goes 
astray cither from agreement with Plato or from the nature of 
things; but if it is because the One is completely non-existent and   

non-subsistent, that the intellect is what is best, and that primary 
are identical (g tabtov €011 T RpGTOS 

  being and the primary on 
6v xal  rperos év), then we could not agree with him on this 
point. . 

By identifying absolute being, the intellect-demiurge, and the ab- 
solute one, Origen was merely taking up once again the position of 
many Platonists prior to him; and, like them, he had no need to “make 
do with the tetractys as supreme god and creator;” which, moreover, 
never occupied the place of the supreme god, even among the Py- 

1 On this subject, cf. H. D. Saffrey and L. G. Westerink, 1974, pp. xviii., and 
H. R. Schwyzer, 1957 

12 Theol. Plat, 11, 4 

  

   

  

11, p. 31, 9-18 Saffrey-Westerink. 
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thagoreans, as we have scen.?"* I could almost stop with this remark, for 
Mr. Aujoulat’s argument s largely based upon the false hypothesis that 
Hierocles could not recognize the monad or the en as first ontological 
entity,because his doctrine was based on that of Origen, and Origen did 
not accept the- : Origen refused the exis 
tence only of a One that transcends being; yet he did recognizeas firstcause 
or firstprinciple an absolute “one;” identical with absolute being and with 
the intellect-demiurge. If, therefore, Hierocles had wanted to follow Ori 
gen in his doctrine concerning the demiurge as first principle—which, 
once again,is a completely gratuitous supposition on the parc of Mr. Au 
joulat—he should, like Origen, have identified it with the one or the 
monad, and not with the tetrad. In all of ancient Greek literature, more- 
over—and the texts on number mysticism are quite numerous—there ex: 
ists no example of an author having theidea, which could only be qualified 
as abstruse, of identifying his first principle with the number for: 

Let us go through a few more objections from page 414 and follow 
ing of M. Aujoulat’s article. ™ 

The first topic of discussion s the interpre 

  

    

    

  

ation of the following pas- 

    

“The power of the decad (or the number ten) is the tetrad (or the 
number four), for prior to the detailed perfection (xaxd S1éZo8ov 
tererbmg) thatis in the decad, a kind of unified perfection (fvopéy 

  

¢ teherémg), is observed in the tetrad?” 

  

Despite Mr. Aujoulat’s objections, I remain convinced that the ng in 
fvopévn Tig tekerémg of the tetrad—I translated T e 
kind of unified perfection”—is a rapid allusion to the fact that the per- 
fection in question is not the unified perfection par excellence, which 
is that of the monad, but a unified perfection that derives from the 
monad. I readily admit that a beginner would not have grasped all the 
meaning of this deail, but a least the teacher has expressed himselfcor- 

rectly, according to the good pedagogical principle that a simplification 
should not give rise to a falsification. " Let us first try to render the ex- 
pressions kata diexodon teleiotés and héndment tis teleiotés more clear, 

edmg as “a 

  

  

   

  

5 Cf above, p. 82 
“ Cited above, p. 86, . 309. 

" For years, | have been working on the Neoplaonists’ commentaries on the Cate- 
  

orien The oo onste o ot sl work o e et 

e snd xpoon tha willhe s undetane vy e b i And what il e sy o e i 1 Ch 
Shich s nverhelss et e T O 
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with the help of another text from Hierocles, that I have already cited 
and interpreted above.3'¢ In his treatise On providence, Hierocles tries 
toexplain the differences between the three classes of intelligent souls, 
all three of which are the work of the demiurg    

Since there are three encosmic intellective kinds, the first and high- 
est of the demiurge’s productions, which has received unchangeably 
and invariably its resemblance to him, isin all godlike good order, 
as we said of the kind of the heavenly beings. The second <kind>, 
which receives the divine order in a secondary (sevtépos) and d 
graded way, does not share in the demiurgic resemblance un- 
changeably and indivisibly, butis unerringly and unafflictedly turned 
towards the paternal laws, which <characteristic> we attributed to 
the ethereal beings. The third, as the last of the divine kinds, is not 
only inferior to the excellence of the heavenly beings by the fact that 
itis to some extent subject to alteration, but because of the fact that 

it can sometimes be worsened it i situated below the worth of the 
intellgizing the god, and of 

possessing knowledge of him in unified form (fvopéve 
10 the heavenly beings, whereas <intellgizing hi 

   

  

ethereal beings. For the fact of alw 

  

pert 

  

  > always, but di 
y g gs. But 

the fact of not always intelligizing, and of intellgizing in a partial 
  

  belongs by essence to the cthereal b 

  

way in the very act of intelligizing, has been attributed as a proper 
characteristic to human souls, which by nature fall short of the un- 
divided intellection of the heavenly beings and the knowledge, plu- 
rified in an orderly way, of the 
not intelligize cither in a unified wa 

  I beings, since these souls do 
(wai 

   
      ) or perpetually. 

To think of the demiurge in a unitive or unified way—Hierocles uses 
the adverbs hénomencs and heniaids indifferently—means that the 
heavenly souls have a total, intuitive vision of him, without distinction 
of the various Forms or Idcas that are in him in an intelligible mode, 
whereas the ethereal souls think of him diexodiks, that is, passing 
from one Form or Idea to another, and introducing distinction into 
their mode of thinking, This text testifes to the fact that, for Hierocles 
as for all Platonists, from the beginning of Platonism to s end, that 
which is more or less unified, and thereby rendered more or less simi- 
Jar to the first principle, has a higher ontological rank than that which 
is more detailed. The perfection of the decad is therefore situated at an 
ontological level lower than that of the tetrad. We encounter the same 
ontological subordination of what exists in a detailed or differentiated 

      

1« Above, p. 43. 
1" Hicrocles,in Phortius, Library,cod. 251, 461b37 Bekker, vol. VIL p. 193 He   
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ted mode in a text by Nic      way to what exists in a still undifferenti 
machus of Gerasa."* We find it again in Syrianus,”"* Hierocles’ con- 
temporary and, like him, a disciple of Plutarch of Athens, who defends 
the doctrine of the ancients against Aristotle: “the decad contains 
within itself the whole of number, no longer in a hidden way, like the 
monad, nor essentially,like the tetrad, but already with a great deal of 

  

  

alterity and division. 
Yet let us see what Mr. Aujoulat has to 

    

[TJhe perfection of the decad is *detailed™ (kata diexodon); that s, 
the decad analyses number, from one to ten, whereas that of the 

ds by synthesis, by the ad 

  

tetrad is héndmené s, because it proc 
dition of the first four numbers. If we take the text as it is, and do 
not suppose a priori that the monad is a higher principle in Hier. 
ocles, we can understand that the tetrad presents a “veritable nity™ 
with regard to the decad. 

First of all, I cannot understand what is meant, in Mr. Aujoulat’s 

text, by “the decad analyses number” For me, Hierocles’ text means 
that the decad is in a detailed way what the tetrad is in a unified way; 
in other words, that all the forms-intelligible numbers included within 
the demiurge-tetrad in a more or less transcendent state where they re- 
main relatively indistinct™! from cach other, exist in the decad in a de- 
tailed way. Next, if we take the text “as it is” we find no trace in 
Hierocles’ text that signifies that the tetrad “proceeds by synthesis.” It 
is not the tetrad, or the number four, that proceeds to the addition of 
the monad, the dyad, the triad, and itself. Hicrocles simply notes that 
by addition, or by placing together, “the numbers from the monad to 
the tetrad, their sum toral gives the decad” and this, it scems to me, 
means that for the ontological or even purely numerical constitution of 
the decad, the monad, the dyad and the triad are just as indispensable 
as the tetrad itself. Hierocles is not saying anything different, for in- 

  

  

" Nicomachus of Gerasa, Aritbmetical introduction, 1, V1, 1. Hoche: “Everything 
inthe universe that is arranged by nature in accordance with a decailed technical devel 
‘opment (xacd ey 1éZoBov) appears, both individually and as a whole, to have been 
differentiated and adorned with order in accordance with number by providence and 
the intelect which created allthings ... from the fact that it maintains number, which 
‘was given previous existence in the mind of the god who made the universe; which num- 
ber is purely inteligible and entirely immaterial, yet also the veritable and perpetual 
essence, so that in relation to it s t0 a technical ratio, all these things might be 
accomplished: time, motion, the heavens, thestars, and all kinds of revolutions.” 

1* Commentary on the Metaphysics, p. 147, 30 Kroll 
P 414 of the article cited above, n. 305. 

" The degree of their transcendence and of their indistinctness depends on the on: 
tological level at which Hierocles has placed the demiurge        
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stance, than Nicomachus of Gerasa in his Theologoumena, extracts or 
paraphrases of which are found in an anonymous treatise attributed to 
Tamblichus:2* 

In the natu   increase as far as the tetrad [scil the number four], 
the things in the world appear as accomplished together, universally 
and particularl,   as well as the things that are in number; in short, 
in all the natures. In particular, what contributes especially, and in 
an extraordinary way, o the harmonious union of the finished prod- 
uct is the fact that the decad [the number ten] is completed at the 
same time by it [scil. the tetrad] and by the numbers that come just 
before it [scil 4 + 1+ 2 + 3 = 10, since i scil the decad] s a gno- 
monand a meeting:point [scil.of the entire decimal systeml, butalso 
the fact that it [scl. the decad] i the limit of corporification and of 
three-dimensional extension. 

Moreover, in the text “as it is” I cannot find anything to justify Mr. 
Aujoulat’s affirmation that “the tetrad-tetractys is . . . an equilateral 
triangle formed by 4 + 3 + 2 + 1 points, which formed a toral of 10 
points.” That figure is compatible only with a tetractys, which would 
not be the number four, * as itis for Hierocles, but the assembly of the 
first four numbers. On the contrary, the geometrical figure correspon- 
ding to the tetrad is, as Hierocles himself says a bit further on (= p. 89, 
5 Kahler), the pyramid, made up of four points. 

Whatis truly unexpected s that Mr. Aujoulat affirms concerning this 
alleged figure of the tetrad, for which Hierocles’ text does not offer the 
slightest support, that it gives an explanation of what the dunamis of 
the tetrad is 

  

    

which at least has the merit of confining itselfto Hierocles’ text, and 
not to appeal to an opposition between dynaniis and entelecheia, 
through the intermediary of Philo and of Tamblichus. In fact, the 
Alexandrian does not use this last term. As far as the dynanmis/ 
energeia couple is concerned, it 0o appears to be absent from the 

Iden Vers 

  

Commentary on the G   

As is methodologically sound, I had indeed sought, with regard to the 
phrase “But the power of the decad is the tetrad,” to explain the tech- 

  

[lamblichus}, Theol. arithm. p. 20, 1-9 de Falco. 
p. 415, 
Cf. my demonstrations above, p. 67F. 

< N. Aujoulacs article p- 415, 
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nical term dunanmis in Hierocles” text with the help of strictly parallel 

pasages using the same term. = Among other texts, I had thus cited 

Dhilo, De op. mundi, § 47: “For what the decad i in act (entelecheia), 

the tetrad is, it seems, potentially” Needless to say, I maintain my 

interpretation of the diunanis of the etrad. I merely add that the op- 

position suvdier—évepreicuis already found in the Aritbmeticalintro- 

duction by Nicomachus of Gerasa.” 
At page 416 of his aricle, with regard to the phrase 

s the arithmetical mean between the monad and the hebdomad, for in 
a way it surpasses [the monad] by the same number by which it is sur- 
passed [by the hebdomad]” Mr. Aujoulat criicizes my way of trans- 
Jating 7z by “somehow” which is nevertheless completely habitual 
and without artifice. 1 admit that xg here may well have the same mean- 
ing as o Tvi, but this changes strictly nothing. One must really 
wish to force the text because of a preconceived idea to claim, as does 
Mr. Aujoulat, that one can here translate nog by “in a determinate way;” 
which would give: “for it [the tetrad] surpasses [the monad] in a deter- 
minate way by the same number by which it is surpassed.” Hierocles 
would then have rendered himself guilty of a tautology, for “in a de- 
terminate way” expresses the same thing as “by the same number” only 
slightly less precisely. Perhaps it was because he sensed this that Mr. Au- 
joulat finally translates mg by “precisely” which is not the same thing 

ina determinate way? This translation is certainly an amazing feat! 

    

  

  And the tetrad 

        

as 
In addition, whether Mr. Aujoulat translates nog by “in a determinate 
way” or by “precisely;” nwx still modifies “surpasses” (huperekbei), an 
interpretation which he sharply eriicized with regard to my own transla- 
tion at the beginning of the paragraph. In accordance with his own ideas, 
e should have translated “by the same, in a determinate way, number.” 

Then comes another highly revealing remark: “We must,” says M. 
Aujoulat, ? “note in passing how carefully the text on the tetrad is com- 

posed, and not forget that Hicrocles is more of a ‘littérateur’ than a gen- 
uine scholar?” The affirmation that Hierocles is more of a lttérateur than 
ascholar s a judgment that comes out of thin air, and which Mr. Au- 
joulat does not even try to back up. The fact that it is stated in a peremp- 
tory tone does not make it any more true; yet Mr. Aujoulat uses it to 
treat Hierocles” text as he pleases. When he thinks it suits him, he rec- 
ommends that the text be taken “as it is;” but if the text “as it is” em- 
barrasses him, he declares that it must not be taken literally, because 

        

   

    

2 CA. 1. Hadot, 1990, pp. 251, 
1, XVI, 8 Hoche. Cf. also the summary by Tamblichus of the Theologoumena rith 

meticae, 1, 8 p. 1 de Falco, cited abov 
4 Acp. 117 of his article, 

  

   1276, second quotation.
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Hierocles is a litté 

  

teur and likes literary effects, so that when, even 
a passage that appears scientific, like our text on number mysticism, 
Hierocles uses current Platonist technical terms, he inserts into them a 
whole other meaning without any warning. Indeed, this is a very con- 
venient presupposition, because it allows the dismissal of all embar- 
rassing paralleltexts, not only by previous and contemporary Platonist 
and Neoplatonist authors, ' but also by Hierocles himself, because he 
allegedly writes sometimes as a philosopher and sometimes as a man 
of letters, and it is obviously Mr. Aujoulat alone who decides, on the 
basis of mysterious criteria known to him alone, which passages are sci- 
entific and which lterary: " The most serious point, however, s that he 
not only lowers Hierocles to the rank of a hetor or a sophist, but that 
he even presents him as stupid: indeed, Hierocles is, it is alleged, in 
pable of realizing that if he uses the technical vocabulary or technical 
schemes current not only in surrounding Neoplatonism, but also 
throughou the many-centuries-old tradition of number mysticism, he 
will not be understood by anybody, since he gives these terms another 
meaning without poining this out, at least by a word. If Hicrocles 
desired that, in the typical scheme of number mysticism he reproduces, 

    

    

  

          

one should, contrary to tradition, sce the ontologically superior prin- 
ciple no longer in the monad, but in the tetrad, it would have been ur- 
gently necessary to explain this, for no one except Mr. Aujoulat could 
have guessed it. He should have said explicitly that for him, the fact that 
the tetrad is engendered predisposes it to be the first principle. In order 
t0 do this, he would have had to attempt the impossible, for one does 

   

  

  This i, moreover, what he has already done with the help of another argumer 
since, according to him, Origen did not recognize a frst principle that was one—which 
is false,as we have demonstrated above (pp- 87-88)—, lother Platonists ex: 
cept Hierocles recognized it all paralll texts are excluded. For instance, on p. 419 he 

i this regard she does not fail to rely o citations from 

    

      

writes in a reproving tone: 
amblichus, Syrianus, and Macrobius,allof whom were subiect to the influence of Pl 

Atp. 424 of hisarticle, Mr. Aujoulat wites: “ herefore see in Hierocles a philoso- 
pher who s punctilious on certain points of doctrine, but above allpractical, rebellious 

pscendental speculations, and a writer who does not disdain lierary effects, cven 
ge which appears ‘scientifc? 1 have been very aware of the diffcultes engen- 

  

  

inapa 
dered by 

  

  

s sometimes retcent atitude with regard to. Neoplatonism which one could 
eas Mime Hadort considers Hicroeles as above all a Neopla qualify s orthodos, whe 

‘ Il the expressions and recipes of tra- 
  

o atimeions I sy, ety | eget t sy that | have ot noted n 
e o gl posag thas reveals his reence with egard o urrounding 

s v sllow el s tha Flirole whs a Neoplatoisof 
e ssors basuse L b e Hea wha s mean b that. Howeve, have 

et ha,  those of s whichfemain, he dockno depart i any way rom 
s Neaptontns hat o e poions himslfsomewhersbeween amblichus 

e Do eaprementaty suvey o lamblichean cementsn Hieodes thovght, 
D5 OMewa (1585) pp. 112-115. 
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not have to be a philosopher, 
know that what is engendered is posterior to th: 

having thought the contrary 
Next,”! concerning the phrase 

number, contains within itself the 

  

  [sc. derivative] way 

notinthe 

  

ber 

    

engendered, as is the case for Athena, who w 

only unengendered (although i   

" P.420 of Mr. Aujoulars artile 
. the references given above, n. 283. 
CE. [tamblichus], Theol. arithm., p. 1,1, 8 de Falco. 

4 The dyad, the triad, 

  

  

  

but merely possess common sense, to 
at which has engen- 

dered it. Nevertheless, Mr. Aujoulat believes Hierocles is capable of 

“for the monad, as principle of all 
powers of all, whereas the hebdomad, 

as motherless and virginal, has the value of the monad in a secondary 
> Mr. Aujoulat criticizes my way of translating 

deuterds by “in a secondary way?” First, I refer to my quotation from 
Hierocles on page 89, where deuterds has exactly the same meaning 
That this adverb cannot, as Mr. Aujoulat would have it, signify that the 
hebdomad possesses the merit of the monad on an equal basis and not on 
one of infriority, is made obvious by the context. Hierocles describes 
the hebdomad as being virginal and motherless, a description that 
evokes the myth according to which Athena burst forch from the head 
of Zeus without having been engendered by a mother. The hebdomad 
is, moreover, often identified with Athena in texts concerning number 
mysticism. "2 The hebdomad thus does have a father—the monad—but 

se thatitis engendered by it in the proper sense of the term 
A text™ from the Theologoumena arithmeticae, summarizing the 
Arithmetical Introduction of Nicomachus of Gerasa, shows that the 
monad does not produce any other number, although it is the cause of 
themall. In this context, the attribute “engendered” means thata num- 

constituted by multiplication, like the numbers four (two times 
two), six (two times three), eight (two times four), nine (chreg 
three), and ten (two times five). Thus, the hebdomad does indeed have 
acause, and this is what distinguishes it from the monad, butit was not 

s not engendered by the 

  

seed of her Father Zeus, but burst forth from his head.* Yet what 
brings the hebdomad even closer to the monad is the fact that it is not 

caused), but neither does it en 

  

(thatis, constitute by muliplication) another number within the decad, 
which is not the case for any other number within the de 
the monad, which does not engender cither. Nevertheless, since the 
hebdomad is caused—for it has a father, the monad—it is necessarily 
inferior to the monad, which is unengendered in the proper sense, and 
it thercfore possesses the merit of the monad in a secondary way. Nico- 
machus of Gerasa makes the hebdomad the providence (pronoia) of the 

  

d, except for 

ind the pentad are not engendered either
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demiurgic god;” Proclus compares it o the soul,first of the demiurge’s 
works.* By reserving a privileged place within the decad for the heb- 
domad, Philo thus maintains the spirit of texts on number mysticism, 
but he never elevates it to the position of first god, contrary to what Mr. 
Aujoulat believes. 

The privilege of the tetrad, by contrast, consists in the fact that it is 
the only number within the decad that is both engendered (two times 
two = four) and engendering (two times four = cight), and if, as Hi 
ocles says, it unites within itself both the powers of the engendered 
numbers and those of the engendering numbers, it nevertheless does not 
unite within itself the powers of either the monad or the hebdomad, 
which are neither engendered nor engendering. Only the monad con- 
tains within it the powers of all the numbers. If we take the text “as it 
is,” we thus see once again that the tetrad cannot have a higher onto- 

logical rank than the monad. 
“That the demiurg 

ical hierarchy is therefore not a gratuious hypothesis, which one s free 
t0 accept or to reject—unless one wishes to deny what is obvious— 
but it is a fact—as is proved by the text from Hicrocles that we have 
studied—and this fact ruins Mr. Aujoulat’s basic hypothesis, from 
which all the details of his book derive. 

We thus observe that Hierocles, with regard to his doctrine of the 
demiurge and the latter’s position within the development of Neopla- 
tonic philosophy is situated somewhere between lamblichus and Pro- 
clus. We have also noted the fact that this doctrine, as well as that of 
the soul, presupposes a system already richly diversified with regard to 
its hierarchy of ontological levels, which must have resembled that of 
Tamblichus. Yet why, this being the case, did Hierocles mention the on- 
tological levels above the demiurge so briefly; and by way of allusions? 

To this question, I shall make the following very brief reply: of the 

  

   
  

    

  

  

  

tetrad is not the supreme god in Hierocles” ontolog: 

      

Api Tamblichs Thok i, . 57,21 
o 3 30546 Dt For f she demiuric el monad, 

el B ke i el e e elaonof b 
oty bt 0Bt nt e aysiofthe s rom 

Pl oeadon b M. Ao whih ca ol b done b omparg - it e 
e oo o s et ol neanther. 1 - Robbins 

AT ) o et byond she bt s o s go back 
vt ek o ks il eporony o e 

ot ohames s (o, 12,3354, o s s 
o i awi o P e bl ahr o i ccor 
s e 4 I with himself and different from the others,” ko Aol 

  

   et stable (mioninos), immobile, denti 
of whose stabilitythe immobility of the hebdomad i the m: 
tified with the 

  

nscendent One   
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<even books of Hierocles' O Providence, Photius has preserved only 

extracts, the totality of which does not exceed twenty pages in the Budé 

The fact that Photius, in his extracts, does not mention any edition. 
erior to the demiurge, does not at all prove principle ontologically sup 

that Hierocles himself had not spoken of one. On the other hand, as far 
as his commentary on the Carmen aureum is concerned, Hierocles had 

two reasons not to speak of his theological systemin itin a detailed way, 
In the irst place, the highest-placed god in the Carmen aureum is Zeus, 
i his role as leader of the gods of the cult, and that Zeus was never lo- 
cated above the hypostasis of the intellect by any of the contemporary 

oplatonic systems. Interpreting the Carmien aureu, Hierocles there- 
fore did not feel inclined to speak of a higher ontological entity. Yet I 

the fact that the commentary on the Carmen au- 

  

   

      

sce the main reason 
reum was addressed to beginners in philosophy, 

g to Hierocles, only a summary of basic 
xeoaAmoBesTépOY Sotdtov émTop) and 

'—and it 

w, t0 con 

s since the Carmen 
  aureum itself was, accord; 

Pythagorean dogmas (16 
an elementary pedagogical course (xadevausi) oToueiwots) 
would have been out of place, from a pedagogical point of v 
front them with all the details of a complex Neoplatonic system. This 
fact has also been pointed out by Neil Linley** in the preface to an Ara- 
bic commentary on the Golden Verses attributed to Proclus: “The im- 
pression given throughout the commentary of Hierocles is that it was 
composed specifically as a tool for beginners, using the Pythagorean 
poem as a text upon which to base a preparatory ethical treatise and 
avoiding questions of Theology and of Philosophy” At the end of his 
commentary, ' Hierocles speaks of the methodological restrictions he 
had thought necessary to impose upon himself 

   
  

      

Such has been our exegesis of the Golden Verses. It contains a sum: 

  

mary, modest glimpse of the teachings of the Pythagoreans. Ind 

  

it did not seem that it was permitted to maintain in my explanations 
the brevity of the Golden Verses themselves (for in this way many 
things which had been excellently prescribed would have remained 

re), nor to extend them to the full amplitude of the whole of 
nt 

  

philosophy—this would have been too great a task for the pre   
discourse. Instead, it s     ed to me desirable to impose upon my ex 

ht be apt to give the meaning 
of the Verses, and, with regard to their interpretation, to der 
planations a measure such that it mi 

  

  elop of 

G, on Hierocies and Smplicus 1. Hadot, 1978, pp. 160-164;rerined in 
1. Hadot 2001, pp. xcii-xcvii. . ot o, I Carmn s, XXV, 11,p. 1 . Tl 1984, x. 4 el In Crmen 

  1-5 Kahler 
  

  rewm, XXVIL 10-11, p. 121, 19-122, 5 Kohler
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the general dog 

  

nas (éx <GV ka86Aov Soypdzav) only that which is 
suitable to an excgesis of these verses. For the poem is nothing other 

    than a perfect sketch of philosophy and an epitome of its basic dog 
mas, and an elementary pedagogical course, written by those who 
have already started out upon the divine path, for those who come 
after them, 

 





CHAPTER 1V 

Hierocles’ Philosophical Ideas 

on Providence 

Let us now consider Hierocles’ doctrine on providence. Here again, af- 
ter noticing a number of analogies between this theory and that pro- 
fessed by Simplicius in his commentary on the Manual, Praccher’® 
wished to recognize doctrinal characteristics proper to the school of 
Alexandria, which he thought were due to Christian influence. In the 
first place, he thought Hierocles takes up a position proper to Middle 
Platonism, according to which Heimarmené consists only in the fact 
that our actions, which are freely chosen, necessarily have quite deter- 
minate consequences.** However, he thought, Hierocles replaces the 

xn) of these consequences, which was repugnant to the 
54 by the coercive and educative action of the divinity, who 

          

  necessity (G 
Christians 

recompenses our good and bad actions by their consequences, with a 
view to our moral progress. If this is accepted, divine justice, which 
sometimes scems debatable, could be justified, if we consider more 
generally that it recompenses actions committed in a previous life. 
According to Pracchter, then, Hierocles—in opposition, one is to 
understand, o the Neoplatonists of the school of Athens—replaces 
Platonic Ananké by the idea of a coercive education willed by God. But 
this is completely false. Quite to the contrary, it is precisely this idea of 
adivine education that we find in Proclus and in the Neoplatonists who 
came after him. There was, moreover, no substitution: Ananké, or at 

least a kind of Ananké, ™S is identical to Heimarmené;** which, as a re- 

      

  

  

    

  

  

  

 Pracchter, “Hierokles;”col. 1482. 
4 Pracchter cites Albinus (i.e., Alcinous), Didascal 

an example 
 According to Nemesius, De natura boninis, 38 (306), p. 110 Morani 
5 On the two Anankai,cf. Proclus, I Renp., vol. 1T, p. 205, 276 Kroll. Cf. I Tim. 

vol. I, . 274, 14 Diehl 
i« CF. Proclus, De prot, 13, 13, p. 120 Boese (trans. Moerbeke): “Ad hec etiam et 

Plato, ut estimo, respiciens dixit mixtam quidem huius mundi consistentiam ex intel- 

  

6 (179,9),p. 51 Whittaker as 

  

lectu et necessitate, intellectu principante necessitati Tin., 48a1-2] corporum, mori: 
vam causam ecessitatem vocans, quam et in alis fatun appellavit    
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sult of the influence it exerts on man,is interpreted as a means of edu- 

Zation. I can only explain Pracchter’s mistake by the fact that he did not 

take into consideration Proclus’ Tria opuscula, which, in his day, were 

Known only in the Latin translation by Moerbeke. If he had studied 

these three litcle works attentively, two of which deal especially with 

questions related to providence, and the third of which deals with the 

origin of evil, he would have been able to note that cverything he 

thought was a particularity of Hierocles’ doctrine on providence is 

found equally in Proclus. Let us add that, in the tone of the Tria opus- 
cula, he would have found a general interpretative problem analogous 
10 the one set forth for us by those of Hierocles” works that have come 
down to us. In these books, for instance in the second treatise, entitled 
On Providence, Proclus uses extremely simple philosophical language. 
Instead of displaying before the treatise’s addressce, the mathematician 

Theodorus, the entire complicated hierarchy of the multiple hypostases. 
of his system, Proclus keeps to whatis essential, and mentions only the 
three principal hypostases: the Good or the One, the Nods, and the 
souls, most often speaking only of God, without distinguishing between 
the first two hypostases. Upon sceing this, Praccheer would perhaps 
have been more prudent in his judgment on Hierocles” philosophical 
system. It is true that this simple pedagogical precaution, which Pro- 
clus takes with regard to an audience without philosophical raining, 
has been interpreted in a peculiar way by certain scholars. Such sim- 
plicity of language can, it is maintained, be explained by the fact that 
the Tria opuscula were written by Proclus in his youth, when he was 
close to the philosophy of Plotinus. But this hypothesis was refuted by 
H. Boese.*” We are thus in the presence of a case analogous to that of 
Hierocles: an author’s silence on the subject of the complex hicrarchy 
of hypostases does not imply the absence or the ignorance of this hier- 
archy in the author's thought. We may also note that D. Amand,**in 
his book on Fatalism and Freedom in Greek Antiquity, makes no men- 
tion of these three treatises by Proclus, however incredible this may 
seem, since two of them concern the subject of his book directly. It is 
thus not surprising that the author should end up with completely false 
conclusions concerning Hierocles and Proclus. 

“The coninuation of our investigations willlead us to a wholly other 
judgment than Praccher. We shall sce that the Neoplatonic doctrine on 
providence was already fixed, inits broad outlines, at the beginning of 
Neoplatonism; that it owed a great deal to Middle Platonism; and that, 

  

    

    

  

  

      

   

    

5 Boese, 1960, pp. ix-x. 
4 D. Amand, 1945, 
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as a whole, it underwent a development analogous to the overall on- 
tology of Neoplatonism. We shall also sce that the place that Hicrocles 
occupies within the evolution of the Neoplatonic doctrine on provi- 
dence corresponds to that which he occupies within the overall evolu- 
tion of Neoplatonism; that is, he is situated berween lamblichus and 
Proclus. 

Itherefore give the continuation of the text by Phorius cited above, 
and start by recalling the last phrase partially commented upons 

  

  

[Blutthe god whois their creator and father reigns as king over them 
all, and his paternal royalty (razpovoj Baotieia) *is providence 
(Rp6vora), which decrees to each kind what is suitable to it; and the 
justice (8txn) that ollows uponitis called Heimarmen? (cipapyévn). 
For this is not the thoughtless necessity (avaysn) of the casters of 
horoscopes, nor the constraint (Bia) of the Stoics, nor, as Alexander 

  

of Aphrodisias thinks, is it identical with the Platonic nature of bod- 

  

nor is it that lot (yéveon 

  

which is altered by incantations and 

  

sacifices, as some think, but it is god's justice-dealing acivity, con- 
of 

  

with the decr 

  

cerning those things that occur in accorda 

  

providence, and corrects the things that are up to us in order and 
quence (ziget xai eipu@), with regard to the freely-chosen hypothe- 

ses of our voluntary acts 

  

Dfinition of Providence 

The preceding text from Hierocles thus distinguishes Heimarmené from 
providence, and gives a definition of these two entities, that en 
sce the subordination of Heimarmené to providence. First of all letus co 
sider this definition of providence, as well as its historical background, 
more closely. We note that Hierocles defines providence as “that which 
ateributes to cach kind what s suitable to it.” Such a definition is found 

bles us to         
    

    

% Hierocles, in Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 461b19ff. Bekker, vol. VIL, p. 192 
Henryscf.above, chap. 3, sec. 5 n. 107. Cf.the parallel ext from codex 214, p. 17201 
Bekker, vol. 1L, p. 127 Henry,cited above, p. 30. 

@ raspovopiy actieiay AM: zapavusui acisiav A” Each of these two read: 
ings gives an excellent sense. For the meaning of the first reading (“patenal royalty”), 

f. above, p. 58; for the meaning of the second reading, cf. below, p. 102, the remarks 
‘on the etymology of the word promoia. For my part, 1 doubt Henry's affirmation that 
the corrections of A* could have been carried out without the help of a manuscript, and 

  

    
        

mercly on the basis of a good overall education (Henry, vol. I, p. xxx). In the presentin- 
stance, itis not at all easy to sce the need for a corrections and if it was one, it il have 
been the work of a specialist in Neoplatonist philosophy: 
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Besides such defnitions, the Neoplatonists liked to give an 

defintion of the word pro-noia. Thus, according to Ploti- 

Psu: providence i intelligence priorto allchings (xpovorat = Vo pd 

s, whereas for Proclus and the Neoplatonists who came after him, 

providence i i the strit sense an actviy prior t0 the intellect: rpévox 

D evépyea mpo 10D vob.* In the texts from Hierocles that have been pre- 
f etymological definitions. However,if we adope 

of the anonymous eleventh-century corrector, 
‘means “royalty which derives its name from 

the father? we could consider this formula as proof of the fact that Hier- 

ocles makes rpovoua derivefrom the demiurge-Noiis, and this would seem, 

¢ frst glance, to indicate that he was closer to Plotinus’ definition. ** 

Clearly, the position occupied by providence within the divine hierarchy 

chang srding to the ctymological docrine one adops; the frst one 

identifis it with the Nos, while the second gives providencea rank higher 

than the Noiis. In any case, Hierocles’ affirmation that the royalty of the 
is also reconcilable with the second etymological 

in Proclus.* 
etymological 

    

served, we find no trace of 
the reading rapovIRIKIY 
which, joined to Bactreiav 

  
       

    

  demiurge is providence 

interpretation, as i shown by the following text from Proclus: 

ov ot Aéyopey &   1 CE. Proclus, De decem dubit., 33, 1, p. 55 Boese: mp 
ovola¢ GGG .. 6 poGTI¥ovea vegovons .. C. Proclus, I Tim, 1, p- 415, 

ind ehis is what true Providence 

    

Dichl,trans. based on Festugiére, 19661968, 2: 
{5 the communication of the Good to all things, and the return of all things towards 

that which communicates ... [t|he communicator giving t0 all the gife which he gives 
i accordance with each being’s capacity for his gt 

17, 9: “If we wish to call this state of things ‘providence” 
  

  

i Ploinus, Enn VI, 
hisword s e ndertoo i he sensecht eforethiswole,ther s a il at 
e hichand n conformiey with whic his ol exist. I, thn che intellct 

i< before all hings 
& Pochue EL. Theol prop. 134, p. 118, 2 

S0 . Prochus, De.provs 7, 114 apu sacum (p- 113 Bocse): . . providence, 
the Good, Snce s more dine han the ntelcr,sinc sh niellc als desires the 
Goodwithalhings and beforeal hings? C. D decem dudit, 4,3, .  Bocse 

SX . Cacidius, In T cap. 176, . 208, 9. Wasaink,where we aso find con 

s nying that al hings re i the st nstance goneed by he s god, who s the 

it M o e e 

  

. Dodds: “Thus,in so far as it ex 

    

  est pos llum summun secundae emineniae, que 
  

raeEit i videnido s ngend provens e s qi peoprion ivnas 
by J. den Bockt, 1970. A previous sate of Platonic d s state of Platonic doctrine, very close to Stoicism, is 
perhaps reflected in Philo (De provid. 1, 45; 33), where pr pethaps provid.1, 45; 33), where providence is assimilated to the 
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“[1)fthe Demiurge s Intellect, and at the same time Providence, n so 
far as within i there is something superior even to the Intellct,it is 
precisely that it has received the name of ‘Providence’ because of the 
activity which transcends the Intellect.” 

2. The Definition of the Function of Heimarmené 

nation of the definition of Heimar- 

and its doctrinal background. The continuation of our text first 
es provi- 

dence, and as god's justice-dealing activity. Clearly, Hierocles s inspired 
here by the image of Diké accompanying Zeus (= demiurge-providency 
This image is taken from Plato’s Laws, " where it is said that 

Let us now move on to the exam 
men 
describes Heimarment as the justice (ixn) that accomy 

    

  

    

  

Diké, who always accompanies Zeus, punishes all breaches of the 
divine law 

This Platonic passage is itself probably the reflection of an Orphic 
05) to which Plato 

refers in this context s an Orphic text. Be that as it may, for the Neo- 
placonists the identity between Plato’s Diké and that of the Orphic 
myths was a fact. Thus, in his commentary on the Timaeus, Proclus con- 
nects the text from the Latws with fragment 158 of the Orpbica: 

myth, for it does seem that the old story (rahadg A6 

  

There followed him Diké, who punishes severely.* 

Hierocles himselfis probably alluding to.an Orphic text when he says 
that Diké keeps watch over human affairs.** P Boyancé™® 

  

> compares 

      55 Proclus, In T, 1, p. 415, 20ff. Diehl 1966-1968,2:290. 
 Plato, Latws, IV, 716a2: 1 6 el ovvéretan AiXn T GRoAETopévon 100 eiou 

Vuov s, Hierocles, in Photius, Library,cod. 214, p. 172b3 Bekker,vol. I, p. 127 

ns.based on Festugi 
  

Henry, maintains the composte verb ouvéreadan from the Platonic text 
Broclus, In Tim, vol. Il p. 232, 32: T8 Aixn nokimotvos égéorero. See below, 

1368, CF. Hermias, In Phaedr, p. 154, 13 ff. Couvreur: i this text, dikaiosuné s iden: 
tical with Diké mentioned ibid., pp- 162, 9 170, 13. 

* Hierocles, I Carmien aureuns, X1, p. 50, 1 Kohler: Sixny éoopi  dvdpamva 
“Oenévous, In Neoplatonic texts, we cannot always decide whether Sixn i personified 

in other words, whether or not the word should be capitalized. This is unim- 
e that a rlation to divine Justice atleast underlies the 

thought. Compare thetext by Hierocles we have just quoted with Pseudo-Demosthenes, 
Contra Aristogit, 1, 11: when judging, we must respect “inexorable and grave Diké 
wwhom Orpheus, while teaching us the most holy mysteris, says s scated beside the 
throne of Zeus, and watches over all the actions of men.” 

P Boyancé, 1967, pp. 173-1 

   
  

  

portant, but we should be aw: 
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Orphic Hymn no. 62, addsessed to Diké, with texts from Philo and 

Pleros the vole of Diké as an avenger (y0péc) appears both i the Or- 

phic hymn and in Philo and Plazo, as well I might add, as in Pro- 

P s Damascius, and Simplicius.'® In our context, we must pay 

particulasattention to a textfrom Philo,cited by Boyancé, in which the 

P thor relieves God of all punitive activity. He s the cause only of good 

things, and docs nor produce anything evil and it is Diké who must 

take upon herself the responsibility for punitive actions. * 

the appearance of a distinction analogous to the one Hierocles estab- 

Jishes between the providence that essentially distributes and preserves 

goods and Heimarmené-Diké, which corrects the faults committed. 4 

T the same article, as well as in another, entitled *Xénocrate ec les Or- 

phiques;” Boyancé emphasizes the importance for Neoplatonic exe 

gesis of the figure of Diké of a second texc from the Latws. ¢ Here Plato 

S arts from a verse by Homer: “This is the Diké of the gods who hold 

Olympus™ (Odyssey, XIX, 43) 
The Neoplatonists used the two texts from the Lazws that mention 

Diké, comparing them with the speech by the demiurge to the recent gods 
i the Timaeus,*” in order to associate Diké with the recent or encosmic 
gods. * What is more, the functions of Diké, as Plato describes them in 

  

“ Here we see 

      

P Boyancé, 1967, p- 175. 
1 Broclus, In Remp, vol. I, p. 294, 9F. Krollcf. ibid., p. 145, 3. 

CE. following note. 
Phill, De decalogo, § 177, pp. 128, (trans. based on Nikiprowetzky, p. 129): 
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these two texts from the Laws, are absolutely identical to those Hierocles 
auibutes to Heimarmené: at the time of the reincarnations of human 

souls, Dikéassigns to each soul, in accordance with what it has deserved 
in s previous lfe, a determinate place in the various regions of the cos: 
mos, and during each individual lfe, she keeps watch over the conduct 
of each person.* The text from Hicrocles we are now commenting 
seems, moreover, to be an interpretation of the second text from Plato’s 
Laws, for the demiurge appears in Plato in the image of a king (904a6). 
In addition, the text suggests the idenification of Diké and Heimar- 
mené. Here Plato describes (904c6f.) the rewards and pr 
man souls undergo, as a function of their moral attitudes, in a 
with the law and the order of Heirmarmend, by the Homeric verse: 

  

ishments hu- 

  

ordance 

  

this s the Diké of the gods who hold Olympus. 

Thus, Hierocles follows Plato by failing to make any apparent dis- 
tinction between Diké and Heimarmené. Can we conelude from this 

  

the universe togecher with them, according to thei [scil, that of the individual souls] 
merit (xat GEiav). For from the midst of the sphere of the Sun, she makes her providence 
shine forth n al directions, and causes the dissemination of the distribution of its goods." 
. also Proclus, I Renip., vol. I, p. 144, 17-145, 19 Kroll, trans. based on Festugiére 
1970, 3: pp. 89if: “The Judges’ decision is a muliform sentence, divided as a function 
of the souls that share ini. For just s the Judges are partcularized with regard to Diké, 
which is the unique judicial Monad, which distributes to all according to their meric 

<—for noth 

  

  

        

     
    

(xa? dEiav)—to gods, demons, immortal souls, mortal natures, and bodi 
ing may fall ouside of universal Justice—so souls oo receive their judgement n divided 
ways, sothat some souls obeain certain measures, others, other ones; whereas the Judges 
have the same views, and act in accordance with one mind, and fulfilthe entire will of 
Diké with regard to souls. For Diké presides even over the gods, and she guards the value. 
(d€ia) of each thing in the Universe, and the demiurgic limit. This is why Orpheus [f. 
158 Kern] saysthat, when Zeus s preparing to assign to the Ticans their encosmic lots, 
eisfollowed by Diké: There followed him Diké, theseverely punishing helpmate? For 
ifshe s helpmate who punishes severely, f she shares the government ofall things with 
the Demiurge of the All, she rules over the godss she shares supervision with the demons; 
she passes judgementon souls, and in generalthisjudgement extends to all of them; and 
we are old that, <according to> the sentence of the gods, the just souls e disseminated 

places, <the unjust in worse ones». Besides thi, the Judges 

  

  

    

  

  

  

  

  

a5t A ahhough th mind o he Rnes s oney th diversy of sous g makes 
e adgments matiform:for iffrent souls v differnt value (da), and he vot s 
et segand v et o Such thn, s h meaning ofte el e 

  

  

  they are various, asigns them varied measur 
mind of the judges, which strains towards the same divine Monad, Diké.” Cf. Hermias, 
In Phaedr, p. 170, 11-14 Couvreur. 

347 Cf. also Procus, In Remp.,vol. I, p. 144, 171, Kroll, cted in the preceding note. 
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hat hesaw no difference between these two entitis from the point of 

R el essence? Nothing could be les certain, as i shown by the 

example of the late Neoplatonists. In Proclus too, the functions of Diké 

o Haimanmangiappeasiobestietlyparele
l—both.of them e~ 

1 the encosmic laws —bu there is nevertheless a difference in 

e o7 For Proclus, whereas Diké is an encosmic 
ated within the class of rational souls, 
Nature of the All, which, although it 

* rather than merely plain Nature, 

  

brace 
essence betwe 
goddess, whois consequently situa 
Heimarmené s assimilated to the 
is “a nature imbued with the divine; 
ormesponds to a lower ontological echelon than the hypostasis of ra- 

» hierarchization of Diké and of Heimarment per 
fort to reconcile all the disparate clements 

to Platonism thus, it may not yet 
atonists in Hierocles’ time. As in the 

    
  

  

   
    

tional souls.” Tt 

haps corresponds toa final 
which, over time, made their entry 
have been cartied out by the Neopl 

  

tentary on the Republic cited above. n. 
For Dilké, f.the text from Proclus® Con 

274, 15 Dichl (trans. based 
368; and for Heinarmend cf. Proclus, I Tint., vol. I, p. 
e eagitr, 19661968, 5:151): Andif | must say what I belive, Plato places one 

O e her asthe causesof order,thse the, Adrastia, Ananke, and Heimarmené, 

e eleetive, e hypercosmic, and the encosmic. Afte all, e Demiurge, as Orpheus 

oy . 162 K. rought up by Adrasteia, unites with Ananke, and engenders Heimar 

& And just as Adrasteia i the one who embraces divine decrees, and who brings to 
eeher all inds of laws,soalso Heimarment is the one who embraces all encosmic laws, 

\which laws the Demiurge now engraves in 
o ivesin accordance with the Universe, and determine what s appropriate for them, in 

accordance with their various choices of ives” 
See the texts cited n. 368 and the followin 

aween the fanction (évépyeia) and the essence (ovaia) of Heimarmen; cf. Ps 
Dlutarch, De fato, 1, 568¢; Calcidius, In Tin., cap. 144-145, p. 182, 5183, 6 Waszink. 

- Proclus, In Remp., vol. I, p. 356, 3-357, 27 Kroll (rans. based on Festugiére, 
1970, 31313-314), especially p. 357 10k “That the rest is true, viz., that [Heinmar- 
mené]isthe Nature o the All, we may conclude from the following considerations. 
o In Tint vol. 11, p. 273, 19, Dich (trans. based on Festugicre, 19661968, 5:1501: 

ZBut only Plato saw itstrue essence, he who called it Nature, but Nature dependent on 
the Demiurge. How, indeed, could the Demiurge ‘reveal Nature; unless he possesscd s 
Drinciple within himself? How can he ‘state the fatal Laws’ (beinarmenous nonious) af 
fer having ‘revealed the Nature of the AlL unless he has brought Nature into existence 

ure is dependent on the Demi 

    
  

he souls, 50 that they may conduct them: 

    

note. The Platonists distinguish be- 
seudo- 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  as the unique maintenance of these laws?” But since N: 
urge,she s *Nature imbued with the divine, illed with divine, intllective, and psychic 
illuminations. For to Heinarnen there pertain both the order (£1¢) of the gods called 
Moiregetes, and the higher hese too give powers which issue from themselves to 
the unique e of Heimarmené™ (= Proclus, In T, vol. I, p. 272, 26ff. Diehl, trans. 
based on Festugiére, 5:149). Thus,the functions of the recent gods—thatis, of the en 
cosmic gods like Diké—are nevertheless somehow included within Heimarmieré, and 
Proclus admits thatthe “motley and multiform appearance” of Heinarmené hasahways 
made ts lassification difficult: “This is why the Ancients . .- have been induced now to 

because of the way it is imbued 

   

  

  

  

o, o el - o 
tivity; others ‘Intellect . i e e i b oyl s s rdrd by P, T 

. 

  

  

  because a certain imparting of Intellect descends to s level; ot 

vol. I, p. 273, 13ff. Dich, trans. based on Festugiere, 5:     
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case of providence, the Hieroclean formulation we are interpreting does 
not furnish any information on the essence of the entities in question, 
nor does it necessarily mean that Hieracles really considered Diké and 
Heimarmené o be identical. We have already alluded several times to 
the extraordinary fluidity of vocabulary which their system allows the 
Neoplator  each ontological level s illuminated by the one' 

  

    

  

     
perior to it, so that each hypostasis contains within iself, in the form 
of an image and in a weakened way, the functions of the one before it, 
it would be completely legitimate for a Neoplatonist occasionally to 
confuse Diké and Heimarmend, or to designate them by a single term, 
evenif they are not situated on the same ontological level. 

Through the internal logic of the Neaplatonic system, the notion of 
Heimarmené underwent an evolution that was the converse of that of 
the notion of providence. Providence was placed ever higher in the on- 
tological hierarchy, and Heimarmené ever lower. To illustrate this de- 
velopment, we offer a brief account of a few elements going back to 
old Platonism. We know that Iamblichus identified Heimarmené and 
nature,”* and, since he clearly considered nature as the insej 
(éy@protog) principle of the cosmos, which for him was proba 
ated on the level of the vegetative soul, we cannot doubr that, for him, 
t00, Heimarmend did not belong to the same ontolog 
tional souls. In Calcidius, Pseudo-Plutarch, and Nemesius we encounter 
a doctrine that identifies the essence of Heimarmené with the World 
Soul.”If the distinction between the three classes of different essences 

  

    

     
cal level as the ra-    

  

Compare lamblichus, Letter to Macedonius, in Stobacus, Eclog. 11, 8,43, p- 173, 
1. Wachsmuth: “The substance of the soul, taken n iself,is an immaterial substance, 

incorporeal, uterly unengendered and incorupible, having being and lfe by iself, be 
ing completely moved by itslf, the principle of nature and of all movements. I so far 
as it s such, then, the soul also contains within itself a life that determines tself, and 

that does not depend on anything. And in so far s it communicates itelfto engendered 
things, and submits o the overall movement of the universe,to this very degree s sub- 
ject to the power of Heimarmend, and it i the slave of the necessites of nature? with 
Tamblichus, Letter to Sopate, in Stobacus, Eclog.,1, 5, 18, p. 81, 8 Wachsmuth “The 

rely within nature [ call ature the non- 

  

  

  

  

  essence of Heimarmend is en eparated cause: 
‘of the world, which envelops in a non-separated way the totaliy of the causes of gen- 
eration.” Cf.also Hermias, In Phaedr, p. 200, 29 Couvreur. 

« Calcidius, In Tin. cap. 144143, p. 182, 5183, 6 Waszink: “Fatum ergo iuxta 
Platonem dupliciter inellegitur et dicitur, unum, cum substantiam ius animo intuemur, 

i exesseid et cuius modi vim habeat recognoscimur; . .. At 
in aplanem sphacram 

  

  

alterum, cum ex his quaca 
Vero in substantia positum fatum mundi anima e, triperti 
inque cam quac putatur erratia etin sublunarem tertiam.” These three spheres are then 
asimilated to Atropos, Clotho, and Lachesi, the three Parcae. Cf. Pseudo-Plutarch, De 
Jato, 1, 568-l: Heimarmené i said and is conceived in two ways: one is act, and the 
other cssence .. 7 ibide 2, S68¢: “Heimarment, taken in its cssence, scems to be en- 
irel the Soul ofthe world, divided into three parts: the sphere of fixed stars, that which 
s considered as errant, and the third, which is sublunary, situated around the carth." 
. also Nemesius, De ratura hominis, 38, (303), p. 109, 10-12 Morani. This inte- 

    

  

    

107  



   

  

    Studies on the Neoplatonist Hierocles 

irrational souls, and vegetative souls) was already known 

tion would mean that Heimarmené was 
f the rational souls. Otherwise, Heimar- 

jes within the same essence 

(rational souls, 
at this time, such an identifica 
considered as being on the level 
‘ntené would simply be the soul, which includs 
tifferent aspects of rational soul,irrational soul, and of nature or ve 

tative soul. We know, for instance, that Avticus and Alcinous did not yet 

recognize these differentiations. For Atticus, the World Soul and nature 

re one and the same, and he reproached Aristotle with having intro- 

Shuced a useless distinction between soul and nature. " A texc ke Plato, 

Latos, 892¢2, which carries out a concrete assimilation between nature 
a have been at the base of such a conception. Alcinous, for 

hispart,scesin nature one ofthe two aspects of the World Soul, che other 

onc being its intelligence. 7 It is approximately this state of Platonic 

octrine that is reflected by the Chaldaean Oracles, as was shown by 
Hans Lewy.” To Hecate, their personification of the World Soul, they 

attributed the following three functions: as Psykhé, she animates all of 
creations as Physis (or Ananké), she keeps watch over the stars’ regular 
movement; as Heimarmend, she reigns over men, through the interme- 
diary of her demons. Thus, we find the equation World Soul = nature = 
Heimarmené. 

‘As far as Diké is concerned, taken either in its essence or i ts re 
tion with Heimarmené, 1do not know of any text, for the period going 
from Atticus-Alcinous as far as lamblichus, that alludes o it. Yet it is 
interesting to note, with regard to the first generation of Platonists, that 
a fragment of Xenocrates attests the identification of the Soul of the All 
with Diké: here, Diké, as the Soul of the All is opposed to Zeus, who 

ns over the sy, whereas she reigns over the lower part of the 

    

and soul, m 

  

  
  

  

  

  

    

rei 
world. " 

  

preaion, specilly with regard t0 the hre Parc,sccms o b based on Epinomis 
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Xenocre, 15 Heinse (= Stobaus, Eclog |, 1, 29, . 36, 61t Wachsmuth) 
cited with th coretion o . eyancé, who capialzes Al “Xenosrates th Chal 
Cedontan,son of Agathenors he monad an the dya e g che i, beng of 
culine sex, occupies the rank of a father, reigning as a king in the heavens . . . but the 
o i emin s kg o o o e s, e ol 
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3. Somne Negative Dinitions of the Essence of “Heimarmené”” 

All the definitions of Heimarmené we find in Photius, as well as those 
we encounter in the commentary on the Carmen aureum, refer exclu 
sively o its function, and they seek to specify the limits of the power it 
exercises on human beings. Nevertheless, we may find some indications 
on the essence of Heimarmen in the series of negations our text con- 
tains, which define what it is not: It s neither the constraint of the Sto- 
ics, nor nature as defined by Alexander of Aphrodisias. What Hierocles 
implies by protesting in this way against Alexander’s definition becomes 
more clear by means of a parallel text from Proclus: ™ 

  

      

  

[Wle say that we must not define Heimarment as the particular 
natural disposition (ziv wepuxiiv ¢to), as some Peripatetis, like 

al disposition is without 
ordance with the common 

Alexander, will have it; for such a n 
   strengeh and not eternal, whereas, in a 

notions, we assume that the power of Heinarnienis something om 
nipotent and fixed; nor as the order of the cosmic revolutions 
[flor the cause of order is one thing,   ind order is something ab 
solutely different 

I his treatise De fato, Alexander™® identified in principle fatality 
and nature—(eipappén = 6borg). Yet this definition ne 

ore precise; that which happens “in conformity with nature” does not 
happen “necessarily” (¢ avayxng), for within what habitually occurs 
in conformity with nature we may encounter products that are “con- 
trary to nature” (rapa ¢tow). Such products would thus also be “con- 
trary o fatality” (rapa iy eipapuévny). It must therefore be specified 
that the nature that is identical with fatality is each individual’s own 
nature (oixeia 6votc): the cause of what happens most often to natural 
constitutions and dispositions as a consequence of their actions and of 
their modes of lfe, or the cause of what happens fatally in the devel 
opment of individual life. Proclus translates this into Platonic language: 
uepuci 6o (the nature peculiar to each one), and Hierocles identifies 
his nature with the “Platonic nature of bodies." For Hicrocles, there 
could be no question of allowing this assimilation of fatality to indi- 
vidual nature, probably for the same reasons as Proclus: individual na- 

  

ded to be made 

      

    
  

  

ture s too weak, and it is not eternal. 

. 5f. Dichl, trans. based on that of Festugiére, 

  

Proclus, In Tim, 1L p. 2 
1966-1968, 5:145. 

 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De fato, 6, (169, 28-170, 9, p. 8. Thillee. The texts 
have been collected by Festugiére, 1966-1968, 5:148, n. 2 
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Nor, for Hierocles, is Heimarmené the so-called constraint of the 

I Calcidius, we find a rather well-developed refutation® of 

the Seoic thesis from a Platonic point of view: It may be supposed that 

this kind of argumentation still remained more or less the same in the 

Neoplatonists of the fifth and sixth centuries. Calcidius proceeds as 

follows. First, according to Plato, providence and Heimarmené are not, 
two names that denote the same reality, 

    Stoics.” 
  

  

as Chrysippus would have it, 
the divine will. Instead, Heimarmené is subordinate to provi- 

Plato does not admit that all events are fixed in advance 
by providence and Heimarmené. According to Plato, there are things 

that pertain to providence alone, others that result from Heimarmené 
others that depend on our free will or on chance (fortuna = zixn); and 
till others that occur spontancously (casu = avropdg) *** What must 
be explained, therefore, s first of all the mutual implication of provi- 

and Heimarmené, and then the relation between Heimarmené 
¢ of these complex relations that al- 

  

nam 
dence. Second, 

  

dence 
and free will. For itis the interpla 
Jows Platonic Heimarmené no longer to possess the supposedly con- 
straining character of Stoic Heimarmené. 

   

4. The Relations Between Providence and Heimarmené 

The last phrase from the text by Hierocles on which we are now com- 
menting™ provides us with a succinct account of these relations, which 
we must elaborate: 

Heimarmenéis god's justice-dealing activity, concerning those things 
that oceur in accordance with the decree of providence, and it cor- 

  

rects the things that are up to us in order and sequence, with regard 
o the frecly-chosen hypotheses of our voluntary acts. 

Here and in the preceding phrase, Heinarmené appears as a function 
subordinate to providence. The doctrine according to which Heinar- 
menéisa part of providence, that the former s contained within the lat- 

  

11 The Neoplatonin il pole e o' it v iy e sy cnsaing a s e il oo 5 T, hovwener, s sho b the ekt o Coyppus e by Al Gl (Noctes i VI, nd 2,y i (Do XV, 1) the S i o ene 
B. Inwood, 1985, pp. 66-91 Neops e o, 4 Ty cap 144, . 183, 6 Wik, " On h plhc of conmgence, . beow, . 14-118, Gl the end ofthe et ctd . 101 = Fhroce,in Phorus, Library,cod 25, 

p. 461b28-31 Bekker, vol.vii, p. 192 Henry. " i i 
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ter, and that everything that takes place through Heimarmené has 
providence as its first cause, is common to Hierocles and all the other 
Neoplatonists. * Itis hard to say when this doctrine originated. It scems 
10 be sketched in the Chaldacan Oracles, and appears for the first ime, 
so far as I know, in Pseudo-Plutarch. * Since Heimarmen? is included 
by providence, Hierocles can also speak, as Plotinus had already done, 
of two providences, the second of which exerts its influence upon the 
lower domain. *” The former is pure providence, the latter is none other 
than Heimarmené, or providence that exerts its influence in matter 
(rpévoa £vvhog), and that urilizes chance (i) and opport 
(xatpog).” The function of the formeris essentially to distribute goods 
and to conserve the properties appropriate to th 

  

    

  nity 

nature of each indi- 
vidual, whereas the latter corrects the dispositions that are contrary 

  

 Hierocles, in Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 462b30f. Bekker, vol. VII, p. 1951 
Henry: “so that Heinarmené s a part of otal providence, which part s adapted to the 

n?" Cf. Proclus, In Tint., I, p. 273, 9-12 Dichi; De. 
3., pp. 110ff. Boese: “Providentiam et farum non hac differre qua scripsst 

  

souls of men, in order t0 jude th 
prou 
hoc quidem connexam consequentiam, hane autem necessitate huius causam, sed ambo 

  

  

quidem causas mundi et corum que in mundo fiunt esse, preexistere autem providen. 
am fato, et omnia quidem quecumque funt secundum fatum multo prius a providen 
ia fieri; ontrarium autem non iam erum csse: summa enim totorum a providentia recta 
esse diviniora fato” CE. Boethius, Consol. philosoph., IV, prose 6, 14: *Quo fit, ut om: 
nia, quac fato subsunt, providentiac quoque subiecta sin, cu ipsum eciam subiacet fa 
tum. .. » Cf. Calcidius, In T, cap. 143, p. 181, 20ff. Waszink: “Igitu iuxta Platonem 
praccedit providentia, Sequitur fatuny; ait cnim dero post mundi consttutionen divi- 

  

     

monstrasse naturam atque wniversam fatorum seriem revelasse. Horum enim qua 
sunt providentiam indicant, sccunda leges fatales, proptereaque iuxta Platonem prac 
nascitur providentias ideoque fatum quidem dicimus ex providentia fore, non tamen 
providentiam ex fato? Cf. Pseudo-Plutarch, De fato, 9, 573b: “And Heiniarmené acts 
entirely according to providence, but providence does not, by any means, act according 
to Heimarmené.” CE. lamblichus, Letter to Macedonius, n Stobacus, Eclog. 11, 8,45, 
b. 174, 11f, Wachsmuth: “Secondary causes are attached to antecedent causes, and the 
multitade found within generation, to essence, which is undivided; and in this way all 
that belongs to Heimarment s linked to antecedent providence. As far as it essence i 
concemned, Heimarment is therefore interwoven (émméxera) with providence, and 
Heimarmené exists by virtue of the fac that providence exiss, and it xists through it 
and in conjunction with it Cf. Olympiodorus, In Gorg., p- 198, 9 Westerinks * 

  
tellarum mumero pares singulasaquesingulis comparasse universique mundi 
  

  

  

  

  

Heimarmen depends on providence” 
¢ On Heimarmené inthe Chaldacan Oracles,cf. 0. Geudner 

Pseudo-Plutarch, . the citation i the preceding note. 
7 CF. Enn, 11, 3, 4, 111f: “And these frst principles are the providence above, the 

other providence derives from the one above, ike a second rational order linked to the 

  1 1971, pp. 30-34. For   

  ad it s from both that the whole complex, and the whole of providence, derive.” 
' Hicrocles, in Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 464a16ff. Bekker, vol. VI, p. 199 

Henry. On mpévoraxévurog . Sallustios, De dis et mundo, 9,4, p. 13ff. Rochefor: . 
and the incorporeal providence of the gods towards bodies and souls s as | have 
But corporeal providence, which resides n bodics, s different from the firs, and i caled 
Heimarmené, because of the fact that the sequence of events (eipuos) appears more 
evidently in bodies” 

    

  

  

1  
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cts our faults. The distinction betweena pure prov- 

idence and a justice-dealing providence exerting its influence within 

Imatter shows us that Hierocles, like Proclus, attributes to providence 
the entirety of intelligible and sensible things, whereas 

* And since 

to nature, and corre 

jurisdiction over 

the realm of Heimarmen is limited to sensible things. 
is included within providence, it also possible to speak 

nce. Thus, in his treatise De decen dubita- 
nd 

Heimarmené 

only of one single provider 
vionibus, Proclus distinguishes only rarely between providence 
Heimarmené, but in general deals with both under the name of provi- 
dence, whercas in the treatise De providentia et fato, he always distin- 
guishes Heimarmen from providence, and subordinates the former to 
the latter. Hicrocles, at the same time as he strongly emphasizes this in- 
timate link between providence and Heimarmené, speaks quite often 
of a providential Heimarmené (zpovonusi etpapuéwn).*"" 

According to another point of view, that of participation, Proclus is 
even aware of more than two providences, at different ontological lev- 
els. This is another necessary consequence of the Neoplatonic system 
Starting from original providence, which functions as a cause, there are 
several providences that derive from this cause, and are placed 
successively each on a level lower than the preceding one. Among oth- 

s the providence of the encosmic gods, and the providence of 
hare still able to 

    

  

    

ers, the 
the demons. At the last level come human souls, whi 
exercise a certain providence, albeit very limited, upon themselves, 
animals, and plants.” Original providence makes beings on the 
immediately lower level participate in it, and itis primarily to them that 
its activity extends; yet through mediation it extends down to the last 
degree. As far as human souls are concerned, it s the demons that ex- 
ercise the providence closest to them; because it exerts its influence 

   
  

  

  

  

" Cf, the quotation from Sallustios i the preceding note. C. Proclus, De prot, 14, 
16, p. 121 Bocse: “You must therefore recognize two kinds, one which is ntellgible, 
and the other sensible, and for these two kinds there are two realms: one above, which 
belongs to providence, and extends over inteligible things and sensible things; and one. 

  below, which extends over sensible things? The same distinction between providence. 
and Heinarmend, which rules over the bodics and the lives that are indissolubly linked 
0it,is at the origin of Simplicius’ exposition on the evis of this world as elements of 
divine therapy (I Ench. Epict. XIV 59-272 Hadot[1996] = XIV 75-348 Hadot [20013) 

., for instance, Hierocles, in Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 46441 Bekker, vol. 
VI, p. 200 Henry; p. 46352194, Bekker, vol. VII, p. 202 Henrys p. 463b36. Bekker, 
vol. VI, p. 204 Henry. Boethius expresses the essential unity of providence and of 
Heimarment as follows: *Itis she [sc. divine intelligencel, who, having retired into the 
citadel of her simplicity, assigns a multform order to phenomena. When we consider 
this order from the point of view of the very purity of the divine inteligence, we call it 
providence, but with regard to the facts o which it gives rise and which it . the 
Ancients cll ¢ Heimarment (fatum]” (= Consol. philosophy. IV, prose 6, 

On the providence of gods and demons, cf. Proclus, De decem dubit. 16, 31t (p 
28, Boese); for human providence,cf. 15, 14; 2 (pp. 27 

  

    

  

   

    33 Boese)     
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    within matter, this providence is a part of Heimarmené. Thus, the 
Neoplatonists can equally well speak of one unique providence, or of 
several partial providences, as they can of providence and of Heimar- 
mené. In all three cases, these are three particular aspects of the same 
system, which, rather than excluding one another, mutually imply one 
another.” 

Hierocles calls Heimarmené “the justice-dealing activity of god.” In 
Neoplatonists like Simplicius, who, as a result of the progressive di- 
versification of hypostases, distinguish between Diké and Heimarment, 
it may happen that itis Diké who is called “the punitive form of divine 
justice-dealing activity** Diké thus seems to be intercalated between 
providence and Heimarmené. Yet we must always remember that Diké 

and Heimarmené are mere aspects of providence, which may, accord- 
ing o the laws inherent in the Neoplatonic system, sometimes be 
confused with providence, and sometimes be distinguished from it, 

      

  

  

7 CA. Hicrocles,in Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 4624291, Bekker, vol. VI, p. 194 
He   

The definition of the relations of Heinarmené with providence or providences 
caused difficultis ight from the beginning f.the ext from Proclus cited p. 106, .3 
3rd quotation. Cf. also the tratise De fato by the Pseudo-Plutarch. After enumerating. 
three providences (§721-573a), that of the firs god, who correspands to the demiurge 

  

  

of the Tinaeus, that of the secondary astral gods, and that of the demons, he speaks of 
the place occupied by Heinarmend, swhich i, for him, the Soul of the All, with regard 
o these three providences: the firs providence engenders Heinarmené and somehow 
includes it within tsely the second providence was co-engendered with Heinarmen 

  

  

and completely coincides with it the third was engendered after Heimarnené, and is 
included within it n the same way as vhn and what is €0 . A e further on, how 
ever, he admits that it would be even more clear if we also said that the second prov 
dence is included within Heinarmené, or elsc, even more briefly, that everything that 
has become s included within Heimarniené, i the essence of Heintarmené has been cor- 
rectly defined by saying thati i the Soul of the All (De ato, 574-d; S68e). For Pseudo- 
Plutarch, the difference between the sccond and third providences and Heimarmené 
consistséssentially i the factthat these providences are primarily distributive of goods, 
\whereas Heimarmené, like Philo's Diké (cf. n. 363), is the cause of sanctions that are 
experienced as evils (De fato, 9, 573f). Ultimately, howener, these are only two aspects 
‘of one and the same thing, the unity of which is imposed by the definition of Heiniar 
men as che Soul of the Al 

* Following Proclus, Simplicius distinguishes between Pronoia, Diké, and Heirar- 
menc. Thisisclear from the following considerations. On the one hand, Simplicius speaks 
of the “medical at” of providence (I Ench. Epict., XIV 191-193 Hadot [1996] = XIV 
243245 Hadot [2001a]) o of “the god's medical art” (XIV 269-273 [1996] =XIV 345t 
12001a]) which aims to cure sic souls—that i, souls that have become bad—by pun 

. On the other hand, he designates Diké or “divine Diké” as she who cures souls 
of evil (cf. Plato, Gorgias, 47846-7) and as she who produces the punitive form of jus- 
tice-dealing action (XXXV 451; 652£; 690-693 Hadot [1996]). Thus we can see that it 

who applies the medical artof providence (cf. Proclus, De decem dubit, 1, 19f., 
.81 Boese,cited p. 119, . 411, and Damascius, Vita Isidori, 189 p. 258, 4-9 Zintzen 
P 126A Athanassiadi. Finaly Simplicius distinguishes Diké from Heinarmené by giv 

atte a function that is even more purely executive, and almost mechanical (I 
391-394 Hador [1996] = 1485491 494-499 Hadot [2001a)). 

  

  

   

    

  

    

    
  

  

  

  

  

     ing the 
Ench. Epict. 138438       
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according to a hierarchical order, This has no effect upon the substance 

of the question. 5 

A bit further on, Hierocles defines Heimarmené as the divine will 

(Beic Botanorc), the law of god's justice (v6pos tic 109 00D dixnc), and 

clsewhere as divine judgement (kpioig 6eia).”* It simultancously the 

Jaw decreed by the demiurge and the executive of this law. It was an old 

habit of the Platonists to call fatality a law, the demiurge-Noits the leg- 
islator. We find parallel expressions in pseudo-Plutarch, Porphyry, and 

Ultimately, they are based on Timaeus, 41c2, where the 
announces the “fatal laws” (v6povg 1005 eipappévous) to the 

    

  

   Calcidius. 
demiurge 
souls 

5. Heimarment, Contingency, Free Will 

The character of this law is hypothetical, as is the case for every law.™” 
It only fixes general rules of the following kind: “If you do this, you will 

  

55 Hirocles calls Heimarntend bcic Booknais xai voyog T 
ary, cod. 251, p. 462b21f. Bekker, vol. VI, p. 194 Henry), Oeic xpias (p. 465b30 

Bekker, vol. VIL, p. 204 Henrys I Carmen aur, X1, p. 44, 18 Kohler), xpiors 0ead (In 
Carmen aureun, X, p. 45, 8-9 Kihler)s piois xpovotas (In Carmen auresm, X1, p. 51 
12 Koher and in Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 46337 Bekker, vol. VL p. 197 Henry): 
As Ihave said,itis not are for the Neoplatonists to distinguish, for instance, the activ 
itis of the demiurge or the firs: god by attributing to them an independent existence. 
Thus Calcidius says of providence, which for him s the Noits, that it is the wil of the 
supreme god (cf. the quotation p. 102.n. 354). . also Pseudo-Plutarch, De fato, 9, 5726 
“For the highest and primary providence s the thought or the will o the first god .. 
Stoicism had tried to understand the multitude of traditional Greek gods as differentas- 

cendency thatis also reflected inthe pseudo-Aristorelian 
ené, Nemesis 

  

  

  

pects ofone and the same god: 
De mundo, where the one god Zeus s simultancously Ananké, Heimarm 
Adrasteia,etc. (401b8-22). With Neoplatonism, we again witness a development in the 
direction of a more and more pronounced diversification. Since, however, allthese Neo- 

  

  

  

  platonic divinitis are cmanations o  supreme eni, Stoic monism i, i 4 sense, 
taincd. 

For inscance, Porphyry, O What Depends on Us,in Stobacus, Eclog., 1 8, 42, 
. 169, 3ff. Wachsmuth = £, 271, 2 

hat i, tha i resembles the prescrptions of the laws, since it s self & 
law: . Pscudo-Plutarch, De ato, 1, 568d—: “If someone wished to describe these 
chings, by transposing them nto more customary terms, e would say, in the syl ofthe 
Phoedrus,that Heimarmené s an inviolabl divine reason, rsulting from a cause with- 
out hindrances, and n th syl of the Timacus, that it i  law in conformity with the 
nature of the Al according o which al hat happens unfolds” Calcdius, I Tin. cap. 

177, p. 206, 1-3;cap. 180, . 208, 14-15;cap. 189, p. 213, 7 Waszink. For th e 
urgeintelleecalled vopooéen: Plotinus, i, ., 5, 28; Numenius, f. 13 des Places; 
Hicrocks, In Carmen aureum, X1, p. 48, 9 Kohler: 6 0205 voobéms dv G vt 
suxaorr. ... Calidius, In T, cap. 188, p. 212, 24 Wassink. 

Ci. also 1. Hadot, 2001, the Appendix on “La destinée des ames: Fatalité 
(€ipapuévn), Providence (spovora), pouvoir de dé itre (160  aimSotoi0n) pp. CXXIX-CLXIL. 

  

Smith: “He chooses to believe that Heinrar 
     

  

  

  

    

    

  

    rmination ou libre arbitre (z €yt
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havess 
this 

-and-such a punishment or reward,” butit does not order “Do 
» anditis constraining only with regard to the consequences of our 

voluntary actions.** It s up to our free will to 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- 
inary condition for the functioning of Heimarment. It precedes the nec- 
essary sequence of inevitable consequences that follows our choice, and 
in which Heimarmené consists. This is the meaning of the brief phrase 

from Hierocles we cited 

  

   

  

lier: “It corrects what we do, as a function 

of the freely-chosen hypotheses which are our acts.” In the De fato of 
Pscudo-Plutarch, we find a rather claborate exposition of the doetrine 
that Heimarmené functions €2 vrobéoews. ™ 

The origin of the distinction berween absolute necessity, which ap- 
plies only to cternal beings, and a conditional necessity (¢ roéoen), 
which exercises its influence upon all the beings subject to becoming, 
goes back to Aristotle. When applied to Heimarmend, this formula- 
tion does not scem to be attested in the later Neoplatonists; yet with 
regard to its substance, this doctrine is omnipresent in them, as the rest 
of our investigation will show. 

Fatality does not strike mankind blindly, but acts in accordance with 
merit. It is simultancously the result of mar’s free choice and of the 
providence of the demiurge, so that, as Hierocles says, once we have 
frecly chosen what we want, ! we must often, as a consequence of this 
choice, undergo what we do not want. In Proclus, we find the same in- 

and man's free will, ob- 

      

  

terweaving between providence, Heimarment, 

 The comparison of Heimarmené with civil lw s found in Porphyry, On What De 
pends on Us, in Stobacus, Eclog. I, 8, 42, p. 169, 3-10 Wachsmuth, and Pseudo- 
Plutarch, De fato, 4, 5694. . also Hicrocles, I Carmen aureum, X1, p. 45, 25ff 
Kihler 

Preudo-Plutarch, De fato, 4-5, especiall 5, 570a 
the “by hypothesis® i, and that Heimarmend is also of this nature. We have called ‘by 
hypothesis’ that which is nor established in itself, but comes close to (zpds) something 
else which is truly taken as a hypothesis, all which things signify consecution 
{dxorouBiay).” In the Greek text, I adopt 7o, the reading of the manuscripts, against 
g, which is a conjecture by Wyttenbach, and | read ioféve. instead of orote0év. CF. 

also Calcidius, In Tint, cap. 150, p. 186, 13-22 Waszink; Nemesius, chap. 38, and on 
these three texts, the commentary by J. Den Boeft, 1970, pp. . Hierocles, in 
Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 462b26ff. Bekker, vol. VIL p. 195 Henry, and p. 464 
Bekker, vol. VI, p. 199 Henry: 6 imoBéceos, i waw mpoBepuonévos Gzias (cf. below, 
p. 122,n. 427). 

k. Aristotle, De part. aninial., 639b20- 
Hicrocles, in Phorius, Library, cod. 251, 463b4 Bekker, vol. VI, p. 197 Henry 

“And thatis Heimarmené, which leads us now in one direction, now in another: an in 
terweaving and meeting of free human choice and divine judgment, so tat, once we have 

    

“Afte this, we must learn what 

  

  

        

    

  

  

  

  

3, 
  

chosen what we want in virtue of the frcedom of our choice, we often undergo what we 
do not want, because of the judgment which incvitably follows    
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arned combination of several texts from Plato, as 

he shows us clearly2 Punishments, which are the consequence of the 

actions or intentions which it was in our power to commit or not to 

commit, are themselves situated within the domain of things that are 

not in our power, like the body and external possessions.*** They are 

thus manifested as illnesses, or as the loss of possessions, or in other 

forms, For we must recall#* that Heimarmené exercises its influence 

within matter, and has no power over the rational soul itself,** by 

tained thanks to a le: 

  

2 Cf. Proclus, In Rem. publ., T, p. 357, 28ff. Kroll, trans. based on that by Fes 
cugiére, 1970, 3:315: “That these two—frce will and Heimarmené—are mually co 
ordinated, and that their interweaving is due to Providence, you could grasp from what 
has been said in the tenth book of the Laws (90426-d3). To demonstrate that neither 
Heimarnené nor Providence constrains free will,Plato says the following—I shall sum: 
marize the passage: ‘When our King had seen that all our actions proceed from a soul, 
and that they contain a great deal ofvirtue and.a great deal of vice'for this i the pro- 
priun offree will—'he thought up a disposition in which each part was placed in such 
1wy that it would bring about th triwmph of virtue and defeat of vice'for this i the 

proprium of Providence, to utiliseall things, as far as possible, with a view to the good— 
‘everything was this thought up with a view 10 this: which place shall fall o 1} 

Share of the being 1who becomes qualified in a given way? As far s the production of a 
given qualityis concerned, he left the cases 10 the will of each one of us: for it is ac- 
Cording to how he desires and according to thestate of his soul that each ore of us, on 
bmost every occasion, goes inaspecific direction and becomes such-and-such. By these 

aliy 
will 

  

     

  

  

     Wwords, Plato saves above allthe souls freedom of choice and free will—for the 
of life depends on our will —since,in ths passage, he called the faculty of choc 
{904c1). Since free il i such, hear how he coordinates it with Heimarmend: “Thus, l 

c,since they possess within themselves the cause 
of their change'—once again, he said this because of free will—; ‘and; he adds, ‘while 
hanging, each of us s borne along in conformity with the order and the law of Heimar- 
mené. He says, moreover, how each one is borne along, and that he goes to the place 
which s dueto hims If they change only slightly in their moral character, then their bor. 

izontal movement i space s less: fthey have ted more seriously, they are swept 
into the abyss and the places called “belows all that s called by the name of Hades and 
other such names, which are o greatly feared: Tn this way, then, we do ot escape Heimar 
mené, but weare borne alongin conformity withits laws, by the changes which take place 
in our lives—of which changes morcover, we remain the masters—towards ever differ- 

  

beings that participate in a soul chay    

    

   
    

8 el i P, ibary 251, . 4650208, Bkt vl VI, . 202 Henry 
1 i rondtn | ] H b s 1 s ht v Acpedd hanks 0 il th do ot depend on us and p. 4650 Bekke, sl VI, . 204 
s WS O e R e g o e 
o i Gl U e € Ul T i Srain G 
lciu, I Ench.Epict, XIV 143-148 Hadot (1996) = XIV 182-188 Hadot 2001a). 
i sbove . 111 
For lambihus,ct. Dermyt, VI, 269, ), pr 199 des Places, and e uoraion 

from th Leter 10 Macedonit, . 10, n. 373, CF Procus, De pron, 20, 1t p. 129 
Bock: < s, dhen, e s sy thats te acionaland imeleceun ol ¢ moved 
hat it ecessarly poseste an ssene sepaased from thse thing: - 15 o 
dhess acconding o whic the rona soul et Hetmarmend only when 160 
cloncl e 0 the body s eyt b presen i he Chatdacan Oracles . Loy, 1578, . 65, n 21: . W, Cromes 1969, 83, 

    

  

  

  

  
116
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which man is defined** and which, by essence, is moved by itself 
(abroxiveog). It exercises power on the soul only if the latter is too 
closely united to matter; that s, if it allows itself to sympathize with the 
body and thus, in a way, becomes moved by something elsc (Etepoxiv- 
110¢).% This is an essential doctrinal element, which we find in all the 
late Neoplatonists. 

    
  

We suffer in our bodies and in external things, says Hierocles, what 
has been decreed by that justice that watches over us. For it is the 
aggravation and the respite that occur in the things around us,* 
as well as their multiple modifications, that instruct the souls i 

  

  

will t0 act in a healthy manner, which happens fairly quickly if it 
greets the trials which happen to it with generosity: If, however, its 
behavior in the face of these trialsis impudent and senseless, this will 
happen only after numerous and long detours. For it s then that it 

“ Cf. Hierocles, In Carmen aureum, X, p. 60, 10-13 Kohler: “You were the ra- 
tional soul; you will therefore, if you think carefully about it,not have to put up with 
what causes damage (o you, you who are a rational essence. For you are the rational 

  

  Soul, whereas the body is yours, and external things belong only to the body” This is 
clearly a reminiscence of Plato's First Alcibiades (131b-c), but, like Proclus, Hermias, 
Olympiodorus, Simplicius, and Damascius, Hierocles oo understands the *soul” of the 
Platonic text in the sense of *rational” soul. For Hermias, cf. above, p- 35, . 125. Cf. 
Olympiodorus, I Alcib., 4, 6-14, . 7 and 203, 20ff.,p. 128 Westerinks In Gorg., p. 6, 
1-6 Westerink, ctc.; Simplicius, In Ench. Epict., 1 26ff. Hadot (1996) = 1 35 Hadot 
(2001a), etc. 

7 In what remains of Hierocles, we do not find an exposition of the difference b 
tween the essence that moves itself (atroxivnios ovoia) and things that are moved by 

ext of his commentary on the Carmen aureun, 
ree choice moved by tself” (abroxivios 

    

     
      

  

another (éxepoxivza).Inthe moral co 

  

  Hicrocles speaks several times of man's * 
nstance X, p. 41, 12ff. Kohler: “How indeed, if there is 2 providence 

  

poipeorc); for 
and if our soul, which on the one hand is indestructible by essence, 

  

d which on the   

other hand tends by a free choice moved by tself towards virtue or towards vice 
and he speaks of the atroxtvntos difcais at Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 46317 
Bekker, vol. VIL, p. 198 Henry, These texts show that he too was clearly aware of this 

  

distinction. It therefore quite legitimate, in order to explain the limits of the power of 
Heimarmené, o quore two texts from Proclus that are based on these distinctions: Pro- 
clus, De prov, 10, 12, p. 117 Boese: “<lti obvious that> the things that arc . .. wo- 
ven together by Heimarniené are moved by something clse, and are corporiform .. 7, 
and 13, 10ff.,p. 121 Boese: “And, n turn, the things that fall under providence do not 
all have need of Heimarmen as well,but the inteligibles transcend Heimarmend: 
. thelong exposition by Simplicus, I Ench. Epict., XIV $9-204 Hadot (1996) =XIV 

60 Hadot (2001a). CF.also Proclus, De prot:, 22, 1, p. 130 Boese: “Hanc igitur 
et talem preiaciens vitam anima non efit corum que ducuntur a fato. i autem velit cor 
pora plasmare et corporalibus bonis vocaris intendat et honores persequatur ct poten 

  

  

      
  

      
    

  

tatus et divtias, idem patitur vinculato philosopho et in navem ingresso: et cnim iste 
servit moventibus navem ventis, et si conculcet aliquis nautarum ipsum ct iniurictur 

aliquis vinculantium. Valere gitur dicentes his ad que alligamur, e virtutis valorem spec- 
ulabimur et faum Jiquid operans,sed in ea que circa nos (00K €15 s T 
Bpaoa, dAL . also Bocthius, Consol. Philosoph. IV, prose 6, 14~ 
o i e )         

  

i meph c; cf. the last quotation from Proclus in the preceding note. 

17  
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incurs punishments for its thoughtlessness; nevertheless, it s sill 
led, through is sufferings, towards its duty 

As Hierocles explains at length in his commentary on verses 67-69 
armen aureun, the soul’s duty is clearly to remember its origin 

and to extricate itself from all sympathy with material 
nal possessions. " Provi- 

  

of the 
and its esser 
things; that is, with its body and with ex 
dence, Diké, or Heimarmené thus act like a doctor toward his pa- 
tents: just as the latter cures bodies by the administration of medical 
treatments and remedies, so Heimarmené cures souls by appropriate 
measures. The use of this analogy is once again common to all the Neo- 

    

platonists. ! 

6. The Relations Between Heimarmené and Demons 

In the previous section, we have scen Hierocles use the comparison of 
Heimarmené to a doctor and his use of medical science. He now adds 
a third term to his analogy, that of judges: 

The judgment of the judges who keep watch over us resembles med: 

  

He thus assimilates these judges to Heimarmené. Other texts from 
the summary by Photius will reveal to us who these judges a 

    

“We must” says Hierocles, “account for our acts down here to the   

beings who have been allotted the middle domain, for they are our 

  “ Hicrocles, in Photius, Library, cod. 2: 1, p. 463a19-31 Bekker, vol. VIL, p. 1961 
Henry 

10 CF. Simplicius, In Ench. Epict., XIV 188ff. Hadot (1996) = XIV 239ff. Hadot 
(2001a). Cf. also Hicrocles, s Carmen aureum, X, p. 36, 24ff. Kohler: “Down here be 
low, then, what depends on us hasa very great power, which consists in the possbility 
ofjdsing wellof whadocno depend o s andthus ot o destoyshe it of - 

  ion by attachment to what does not depend on us?™ 
44 Cf. Hierocle, in Phorius, Library, cod. 251, p. 464a20ff. Bekker, vol. VIL, p. 199 

Henry: “[Floritis not according to a pe-established design that divine judgment brings 
misfortune to some of us, and to others atributes happiness, but it bases tself on the 
merits of our previous i 

  

  since the judgment ofthe fudges whao keep watch over us - sembles medical scince, which takescharge of those who have falln il by ther own 
fault and which,a th appropriate moment,prescribes cverything that willbe advan 
tageous tothose who must b trated.” CF Hierocle, I Carmien aureu, XIV, p. 65, 161, Kohler . Poclus, D decem dbit 51, 191, p. $1 Boese: It s obvious hat the carfolhatiscalled s S sthemostasic of sl medialar” C. s, Gorgias, 478d6-7: *Jusice becomes the ar of curing eil?” Cf. Simplicius, In Ench 
Epict., the references cited above, n. 394, . - 1+ . preceding note 
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guardians and they watch over us. Al their activity with regard to 
usis called Heimarmené, and it arranges our affairs according to the 
laws of justice™*" 

That the “beings who have been allotted the middle domain” are the 
demons,is confirmed by the following text:1*   

“The soul” says Hicrocles, “whose impulse towards any choice 
whatsoever is ot without incurring sanctions, is judged worthy of 
being guided by the superior kind that is closest to it, and it always 

  

finds the justice, the purification, or the punishment that ts dispo- 
sition deserves. The choice depends on it, but what results from this 
choice is determined by the judgment of providence, which sanc- 
tions the souls dispositions according to its merits. And thus it is 
said that we choose, and at the same time obtain by lot, one and the 
same form of lfe” 

  

   

  

crior kind” closest to the rational human soul is thus the 
intermediate class of souls—that is, the class of demons—which, in 

with a long tradition, is closely associated with Heimar- 
mené.4"s The last phrase of the second quotation alludes to the famous 
edict of Lachesis in the myth of Er, which announces the drawing of 
lots and the choices of forms of if 

d for a new incorporation: 

accordan, 
   

and of their demons for the souls   

dest    

Ephemeral souls! Thisis the beginning of another death-bearing cycle: 
for the mortal race. No demon shall obtain you by lot, but you shall 
choose a demon. Let he who has drawn the first ot be the first to 
choose a form of lfe, to which he will be linked by necessity: Virtue 
has no master; and itis by honoring or failing to honor it o a greater 
orlesser degree that cach shall have his share ofit. Responsibiliy falls 
upon him who chooses: but god is not responsible. " 

A bit further on, Plato adds:*” 

In any case, when all the souls had chosen their form of life, main- 
taining the rank that they had drawn by lot, they advanced in order 

  

1 Hirocles, in Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 462a29ff. Bekker, vol. VI, p. 194 
Henry 

1+ Hicracles, in Photius 
Henry. 

15 Cf, above, p. 112 and n. 391 
5 Dlato, Republic, X, 617d6ff 
o Ibid., X, 620d6ff. 417. 

  

Library, cod. 251, p. 463a321f. Bekker, vol. VIL, p. 197 
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before Lachesis; she gave to cach one as a companion the demon he 
had chosen, as guardian of his form of life, and fulfller of the things 
that have been chosen. 

As we have seen,* Hierocles clearly alludes to these guardian 
demons. In the following text, however, Hierocles formulations are 
even closer to the text of Plato: 

As for us, it s by the verdict of our judges the demons, that we ob- 
tain by lot, in accordance with what we have deserved in the course 
of our previous existences, a life in which everything is included: 
race, city, father, mother, moment of birth, bodily qualities, upsets 
and blows of fortune that are appropriate to the life [which one has 
chosen]*, mode and time of our death; and the guardian of all these 

  

things and fulfillr s the demon who has obtained us by lot. 

In this last text, the “demon chosen by the soul” mentioned in the 
myth of Er is assimilated to the “demon who has obtained us by lot> 
alluded toin the Phaedo. ! Plotinus had already tried to reconcile these 
two contradictory texts, 2 whereas Proclus, probably basing himself on 
them, had distinguished two groups of demons who watch over souls. 

  

15 CF.the text cited pp. 118119, and the reference at n. 411412 
12 These are the circumstances that are proper to the form of lfe one has chosen. If, 

ion the life of a soldier, one must live a sol 
dier’s life and put up with all that characterizes i: cf. Porphyry f. 270 Sith. 

Hicrocles, in Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 466a21f. Bekker, vol. VIL, p. 205 
Henry 

 Compare Hicrocles in Photius, Library, p. 466a26f. Bekker, vol. VI, p. 205 
Henry: “And the demon who has been allotted to us is the guardian and executor of all 
these things”, with Plato, Republic, X, 620d8ft.: “Lachesis gave to.cach person the de 
mon he had chosen, s that it should serve as a guardian i lfe, and make him fulfil the 
destiny he had chosen”; and Plato, Phaedo, 107dS. “It s also said that each persoris 
demon, who has received a given living individual by lot, takes on the responsibilty of 
leading him, once he has died, to a certain place 

2 Cf. Plotinus’ weatise entitled “On the Demion Who Has Received Us by Lot™ 
= Enn., T, 4). 

= Cf. Proclus, In Rem. publ., vol. I, p. 
tugitre, 1970, 3:229ff. . .. For at the same time as it chooses a lif the soul is at any 
rate united with an overseer of thatlife. For in the ordered whole of al things there is 
nothing that is withouta principle, <not> lfe nor allotment nor ascent nor descent; but 
each thing has been given over (o its proper authoritis. And as Plato himself said in the 
Laws (X, 903b), the providence of the All reaches the utmost division, subdividing it 
self and generating providences from one another: the more particular from the more 
universal, and the more demonic from the more divine. Thus, there are also demonic overscers of fives linked o generation, who act as guardians of the souls who live their lives in these ways. They are accustomed to call them ‘angelic; contrasting them with 

for instance, one chooses prior to incarn;     

    
  

  

71, 13 Kroll, trans. based on that by Fes     
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‘The attribution of the function of judges to the demons is based on the 
myth of the Gorgias. As is well known, this myth is centered around 
the post-mortem judgment of souls, and the need for every soul to un- 
dergo punishments for the fauls it has commitred during lfe on earch. 
The fundamental Neoplatonic law, also stated by Hieroeles, * accord- 
ing to which each class of beings produces the class of beings which 
comes immediately after it in the hicrarchy, and exercises providence 
overit, brings it about that the function of judges with regard to us falls 
t0 the lot of the class of demons, which is the closest class of souls,sit- 
uated immediately above human souls. 

In the Neoplatonic interpretation of the myth of Er, we always en- 
counter the same learned combination and reconciliation of Provi- 
dence-Heimarmené with human free will that Hierocles formulated in 
his definition of Heimarmené, and that inspires the three passages m 
tioned concerning the role of demons with regard to us. The following 
text by Proclus gives us an excellent example:** 

        

  

  

    
  

The loti thus twofold, one prior to choice, and the other posterior. 
. and of this lot each 

type is a part, and the other is the sum total of the accidental ele- 
One is the sum total of the types of existen   

ments which the Cosmos assigns as direct consequences to a given 
type. Each of these two lots comes from the All, but the soul's choice 
intervenes between the two, and thus, on the one hand, the au- 
tonomous movement of free willis maintained; and on the other the 
rules of Justice are preserved, which assign to souls the recomp 

  

due to them.   

the divine demons that precede them, and which attach the souls’ original being 
(imapéss)to the gods wholead them. An itis they that the Prophet 
has in mind when he says to the souls: ‘No demon will obtain you by lo; thercby man- 
ifesting the difference between these demons linked to generation and to destiny, and 

o the essences for it i they that truly obiain souls by ot 
pecific form of lfe, the 

choice of which i up to the souls. Inth case of the former, we were ruled, in order that 

     

  our overscers who per 
[BJut the demons linked to destiny rule over them throughou   

we should subsist in the case of the latter we chose to ive in such-and-such a wa 
order that we might be ruled. ... Thus, cven if we are the allotted portions of that de- 
o, it s no longer true that he receives us by lot for before our choice we are not un- 
e hisjurisdiction. Once we have chosen the life ruled by him, however, we come under 

his rule 
2+ Hicracles, in Photius, Library, cod. 251, p. 461b18ff. Bekker, vol. VIL, p. 192 

Henry 
= Broclus, n Rem. publ vol. I, p. 264, 8. Kroll, trans. based on that by Festugre, 

1970, 3:222ff 
4G Simplicius, In Ench. Epict. 1 394ff. Hadot (1996) = 1 499ff. Hadot (2001a). 
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The technical terms rpopowi and rpoPiody that the Neoplatonists, 
and Hierocles himself, often use in this context, appear for the first 

time, as far as I know, in Porphyry.* 

  

e Limits of Free Will 

1f Heimarmené exerts its influence on the external and physical condi- 
tions of our life—that is, if the demons ensure the complete accom- 
plishment of all the elements included in the lot that Heimarmené 
assigns to us as a consequence of our choice—it is therefore Heinar- 
mené that settles almost al the external details of our lfe. Our free will 
must therefore have no influence upon such details, except in those 
cases when we have the impression that we can choose between several 
possibilities. This is affirmed by Hierocles, as well as by Proclus and Sim- 

  

  

plicius 

“Our power of determination;” says Hierocles, *is not such that it 

  

can, by its voluntary movements, change all that is and all that be 
comes. For if it were, according to each individual another world 
would have been produced, and another organization of life, since   

active and cre-   we do not all want the same thing, but,if they wer 
ators ofessence, the dispositions of each person would turn all things 
upside down, and they would b   modified by the rapid changes of   

human choices. This is why it is appropriate that the power of hu- 
manfree will, mobile and ephemeral, is completely incapable of pro- 
ducing or modif 
from outside. ... It [scil. human choice] has no power over anything 
other than itself, and over the possibility of improving or degrading 

g anything without some cooperation coming 

  

itself by s behavior; 
ns;and thus itacquires virtue or vice, through the good or bad 

dispositions it manifests in its own activities. Indeed, the power of 
determination reveals that the only thing that depends on us is to 

  

can only judge that which is, and greet what 

  

happ 

transform ourselves as we please, without the body in which we are 
clothed, nor external things falling within the domain of this power 
of determination. 

Cf. Porphyry, On What Depends on Us, in Stobacus, Eclog. I, 8, 39, p. 163, 21 
Wachsmuth = . 268, 6 271, 17 Smith: éx <av poieraévov, and ibid., p. 168, 25: 
mpopiori.See also Porphyry, Ad Gaurum, X1, p. 50, 1 Kalbfleisch: mpopioti, Compare 
Hiolsin Photu, . 464523 Bk, vol. Vi, p. 199 Heney: & i s s 
Rpofefonéva GEias, 
oo Hirocls, in Photis, Librar, cod. 251, p. 465340f. Bekkes ol VIL, . 203 
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This is exactly what Simplicius explains at length in his exposition 
on “What depends on us;” and what Proclus also affirms.** Yet this, I 
repeat, does not mean that Heimarmené settles absolutely all the ex- 
ternal details of our lives. In particular, we always have the possibility 
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 given to us in vain.* With regard to the re- 
sults of our actions i the arca of external things, they depend to large 
extent on our cooperation and the cffort we make, although we are not 
the only masters of these actions.** Besides, the practice of oracles and 

  

  

  of the hieratic art proves the existence of the contingent. 

8. Conclusions 

  Basing myself on parallel texts, mostly taken from Proclus and cited 
above all in the notes, I hope to have been able to demonstrate that 
Hierocles’ doctrine on providence and Heimarmené, with regard to 
those of its elements that we can still grasp, coincides with those of the 
late Neoplatonists. The thesis of K. Pracchter, a 
“Hierocles scarcely goes beyond pre-Plotinian Platonism™** and, in 
contrast to the Athenian Neoplatonists, had undergone 
fluence, therefore loses its credibility; and all the erudite hypotheses 
constructed thereupon collapse along with it.** However, this result of 
our research does not authorize s to affirm that Hierocles’ doctrine on 

providence, which the state of his work allows us to know only insuf- 
ficiently, was, in all its details, the same as that of Simplicius, for ex- 
ample, who does not entirely set forch his complete doctrine on this 
subject either. We are, however,in a position to say that if changes did 
occur between Hicrocles and Simplicius, as is probable, in view of the 
overall development of Neoplatonism, they can concern only minor de- 
tails in the supplementary subdivisions of the hierarchy. In its broad out- 
lines—that is to say, with regard to the subordination of Heimarmené 

ording to which   

  

ristian in- 

  

  

  

9 Cf. Proclus, De prot:, 35, 1-5, p. 145 Boese: “Ubi igitur hic I in nobis, quando 
quod fic conneetitur cum periodo mundi, et rursum quando ex illa solummodo effici 
tur? Ubi autem alibi dicemus quam in nostrs interius electionibus et impetibus? Horum 

is et pluribus et poten- 
116, Hadot (2001a). 

enim solorum nos dominis hiis autem que extra facts cum a 
tioribus.” CF. Simplicius, In Ench. Epict., 1 11f. Hadot (1996) 

0 C. Proclus, De prot, 36, 1-13, pp. 145147 Boese 
1 CF. Simplicius, In Ench. Epict. 1482490 Hador (1996) = 1 610-624 Hadot 

(2001al; cf. Proclus, De prots, 36, pp. 145-147: 55, 5-8, p. 164 Boese 
2 CF. Proclus, De prot, 37-39, pp. 146-149 Bocse. 
5 Ueherweg-Pracchtr, 1926, p. 641. 
4 For example, Th. Kobusch, 1976 

     

     

  

N. Aujoulat, 1986, 
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‘o providence, the comparibilicy of divine providence with contingency 
o e will 5 the function of Heimarment as renderer of justice for 

S acts, accomplished both in this life and in a previous life, the Neo- 

platonic doctrine of providence remained unchanged from Porphyry 

down to Damascius and Simplicius. 
‘Our rescarch on Hierocles has therefore shown that the fragments 

Known to us of Hicrocles’ doctrine are characteristic and integral parts 

of that Neoplatonism that is called “Athenian In the preceding chap- 
ters, we have seen this with regard to the history of philosophy and the 
Jotions of matter and the demiurge. In the present chapter, we have been 
‘able to confirm that the features of Hierocles” doctrine on Providence, 
alleged to be archaic, Middle Platonist, or “Christian,” are found in 
Tamblichus or Proclus. The result of our research is thus that we must 
not doubt Hierocles’ affirmation when he declares that his own philo- 
sophical views received their orientation from Plutarch of Athens, who, 
we might add, had undergone the influence of lamblichus. * We there- 
fore note that neither Hierocles nor Simplicius may be claimed as 
witness of the doctrinal originality of Neoplatonism as taught at 
Alexandria. 1 will go sill farther: such a doctrinal originality never ex- 
isted:*” How, moreover, could it have existed, given that the same 
philosophers studied and taught both in Athens and in Alexandria, 

inga constant exchange of ideas between them? We need only 
read the Introduction by Saffrey and Westerink to their edition of Pro- 
clus’ Platonic Theology"* and the Life of Isidorus by Damascius in or- 
der to be struck by the continuous coming and going that took place 
between the two schools. It is true that local political conditions may 
sometimes have menaced the freedom of instruction at Alexandria, as 
was also the case at Athens, which Proclus was once forced to flec;®” 
yet this fact did not place the philosophical orientation of the schoolin 
jeopardy. It was chance that brought it about that we possess almost 
exclusively commentaries on the writings of Plato from the Athenian 
school, and commentaries on Aristotle from the Alexandrian school. 
Yet in both places the explanation of both authors was practiced, in 
conformity with the order of studies. The differences that have been dis- 
cerned between these Platonic and Aristotelian commentaries are due 

    

  

  

maintas 

  

  

    

3 On the posionof the Neoplatonists,whic they themselves consideed nerme- 
i el e o nd hf he S e el i 

runne, 1976 Hoveer, the Neopltonss opiion wihrgard t he Stis 106 
justified: cf. p. 110 and n. 381 P o 5 C sbin, . 1 

0 CE 1 ot 1990, pp 17 
op XIN-G K. erryckeh 1990, 

5 Prochs, Thécogieplatoniiene,vol.1,pp. vl 
“* Marinus, Vita Procli, XV. iy b 

  182 of the conclusion; Eadem 1991; Eadem 20013, 
 



  

Hierocles’ Philosophical Ideas on Providence 

toalarge extent to the internal demands of the subject dealt with, and 
not o divergences in philosophical rendencics. Perhaps, as a result of 
mutual polemics, there was an influence from Christianity on Neopla- 
tonism—I shall leave this question to be decided by others**—but if 
this were the case, neither Simplicius nor Hierocles underwent it to a 
more noticeable extent than, for instance, Proclus or Damascius. The 
doctrinal evolution of Neoplatonism took place homogeneously. 

       

    

  

  

“© For a negative judgment on this subject, f. P Hador, 1972, pp. 109 
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