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PREFACH.

It i=s a2 healthy izature of the best modern Platonic

) Il

that it szelks to obtain a really historical

@

:
xegesi

and objective unlerstanding of Plato's thought by
reference to the ocarly tradition, s0 far as this can

be reccovered from the critigue of Arisgtotle and from
the explanatory comcentaries of antiguity. ©Lhe object
of this thesis is to try, Lfollowing the sause plan, 1o
supplenisnt the original ftext of what is perhaps Plato's
most difficult dislogue, the "Pimasus", by weans 5£ an
examination in particular of Proclus' Coiwentary and

of the "™le Animae Procreatione in Platonis Qimaeo™ and
the "Quaestiones Platonicae™ of Plubarch. The true
value of the Comuen‘ary of Proclus has been in the
past obsecured by his uniortunate idde five that the
"Pimaeus™ is to be read amd interprsted in the light
of the "Chaldaic Oracles" aml the "Orphic Posms", by
which the Neo-Platcnists attaupted to secure divine
authority for thelir teaching. Apart frou mystical
extravagancss, however, Proclus' Coiwentary and his own
exposition contain much that is both sug estive and
instructive, and, fthough 1 o not profess to oifer a
ned intermwetation oif bthe "Timaeus", I hope to be able
to bring out something of the real worth of Proc lus'

more or less neglected work.

fhe plan L propose to follow is o s8lect



for separafbe comnent and discussion the .wost imporbant
gensral topics and problems ariging out of the "Timaeus®
and deter.ining its interpretation. For this purnoge
I thougat it best to reserve a special chapter for &
fairly detailed oultline of the gencral avguuent of bthe
discourse of PTimaceus, and to add bracketed notes in
confirmation and elucidation.

The text Tollowed in Proclus is tnat of
Dizhl, and reforences are to the throec booksg of his

edition, and not to the five books oif Lthe actual

Comnentary. In Plutarch, L have used the Teubnsr
HBdition of the "hioralia" uy &.l. Bernardalis I was

permitted by Professor Tayler (o read some of the
preois of his Couwmzntary on the "Pimzeus", aml, though
I do not inow uwhsther this worl has yet been published

or not, I have talken the liberty of referring o it

fregquently.
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The Interpretaticﬁ of the ”TLJaeus“

Phe "Timaeus™ is for many reasons a singular Pilatonic
"dialogue". Apart from its introduction, in form it is
really not a dislogue at all, but a monologue or continuous
disecource delivered by ons man, and it 1s the only Platonic
work which is teken up with ths advance -u.enb of a detailed
cosmological scheme, In addition to physical dostrinesg,

it ambraces within ite scope speculabtions also on

metaphysics and ethics, physiology and therapeutbics, -

pathology and psychophysics. DThe whole dialogus is a
curious mixture of imagination and reason, and bristles
with debatable points. So far from professing to bs an
accurate treatment of its subject, it claims to be nothing
more than a Ytals" (/1.3 908), althougnh a "liksly" (G! K “5 )

ones It conbains much that is a priori &nd Hneiful, so

(&

- . b B

that it is difficult to deferiine beyond dispute what is

merely "Dichtung” and what is ueant as "Wahrheit", to

.

distinguish between pictorial ambsllishment end sserious

There are thus two fundamental gueshtions

N

Wwhich suggest themselves anldl on which sny interpretation

s

of the diaslogue must turn, viz., (1) How nmuch of the

exposition is doectrine? How much is put Lforward re¢

,a.u@or\oy;’xs, and how much dra J‘rfdﬁo}'s ? :(2) Is 4t Plato's

doctrine? If not, whose ig it, and to what extent,

1% any, may we suppose Plabo himself to be in agreement with

it?



At thig stage I must more or less content
myself with simply stating the two problems, but it
Will be convenient to make soue gemeral observations
about the Platonic dielogues and thelir interpretation.
Now it is plain that the dialogues of Plato
can only be rightly reasd in the light of the purpoge
for which they were written. Thij is the o?,ex-z’ from
which any proper estimation of the dialogues must start,
and in this connexion I may be peruitted to swamarize
under four heads the ountstanding arguaents of Prcfessors
Burnet and Taylor. (1) The dialogues of Plato are
remarkable in that their "dramatis personae™ are not
fictitious figures, like thoge for instance in the
dialogues of Hume, but are generally well-known named
historical persons of whom accounts have come down to us,
men whom wWe know %o have figured in the political and
intellectual life of Athens during the generation of
Socrates and that of Plato - e.g. the two famous Sophists
Gorgias and RProtagoras, the Hristics muthydsmus and
Dionysodorus, the young mabthematician Jhu&CtﬁtUo, gbove
all, Socrates himself., Iimaeus, the eponym oI our oun
dialogue was, degpite M. Rivaud's denial, a fifth-
zentury Pythagorean - a fact which ig not only testified
by a unanimous tradition but is corroborated by the whole

character of the coswology put into his mouth. Is it
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then likely that Plato made the various interlocubors

of his {die logues speak, not in a manner denmeanded by

their historical charactargs, but as he himself wanted
them to speak? Are we to suppose that he deliberately
outraged historical truth and took unpardonsble liberties

by fatherine on two of his characters in partimlar
P ’

Socrates el Timaeus, views and theories of his own? A
significant fact is that there are only two anonymous
speakers in the dialwpgues - the "visitor from Elea®' in
the "Sophist™ and the "Politicus", and thes Athenian

4.

legislator of the "Laus", and it is reasonable to infer

that Plato purposely made use of this literary device to
allow himself perfect freedom in the expression of the
gpecifically logical and juristic matter with which the
two sposkers respectively deal. In short, we must not
lose sight of the fact that Plato was a conswuiate
dremg tist, and that his productions are in a real sense

philogophical dremas. (2) It seems clear that Plato

o

did net intend his dialogues to serve as & gystematic
body of knowledge from thne fact that Aristotle, his most
famous digeciple, speaks at "Physics" 203% 6, 209 25, of

§ 7L Jf i ; N o T
certain xﬂwfx oymet« 0r "uniritten teaching™ in a
manner which implies that these enunciations embodied

: . ) ! 2/ ’
Plato's own crystallized thought. These a(yfxfa Joy/ul‘ﬁ(

- b |
probably mean in particular Plato's famous lectures ""(”
, e C; 7 : ! 1

Tdyxﬂos' of which notecs were taken and published by

Aristotle and at least four other guditors- Speusippus,



Xenocrates, Histlaeus, and Heraclides of Pontus (ef,
Aristotle's Fragments, Rose p.4l). Plato was evidently
a lecturer before he was an author, and a director of
research before he was & lecturer. The Acadeny, and
not the dialogues, constituted his life-work. He took

&

care, as his master did before him, never to confuge

¢}

"sducation" with "information"; for him "learning"™ meant
not the passive absgorption of ascertained facts, but
active engagement in origimml research. The Seventh
Bpistle (541%) gives us his flat disavowal of any
intention or even ability to articulate his thought into
a definite written "system". That Plato could never have
composed an educational compendium is just the mogt
cogent argument ggainst the authenticity of "Alcibiades IV
ag a work written by Plato himgelf, (3) Probably using
27
a8 hig authority the otyf?xfut J;vu.mt referred to,
Aristotle at "lMotaphysics™ A.6 gives an account of an
esoteric Platonic "doctrine" ( ﬂ‘fﬂy/usrﬂ’x ) which is
much more definitepand indeed different ifrom anything
We can extract frdom the dialogues. fhe doctrines which
this account susmarizes must have bsen taught by Plato at
least ag early as 867, the date of Aristotle’'s admission
to the Academy, twenty years before Plato's death, since
Aristotle knows nothing of any volte-face in Plato's
teaching, (£) Philological and stylometric enquiries
conducted during the last fifty years meke it reasonsbly

certain that a broad lins of demarcation is to be drawn in
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D -
Plato's literary activity between an earlisr series
of dialogues culminating in the "Republic" amd a later
series composed between 567 and 947 and consisting of
the "Theactetus™, "Parmenides™, "Sophigt", "Politicus",
"Pimaeus", "Philebus", and "Laws". The first series
reflect a more or less homogeneous and consistent body of
thought; they present real conversations and it is plain
from the central place given to Socrates that Plato,
like other "viri Socratici" such as Xenophon and Antisthenes,
is here seeking to furnish a faithful portrait of his
master. The lster dislogues, however, are characterized
by a tendency to continuous amd philosophical exposition;
the dialogue ceases to be a colloguy and becomes &
disguisition, . In keeping with this tenmdency is Plato's
avoidance of the earlier dramatic method of indirectly
reported narrative for that of directly enacted dizlogue.
As the earlier dislogues were intended t0 serve as aide-
memoires or wmemoranda of the Socratic "conversations™, so,
it would appear, these later dislogues were primarily
intended o infterest the intelligentsia of cultivated
readers amd (o initiate bGhem into philogophy. They
certainly do not reproduce Plato's teaching to his persgsonal
associates in the Academy, since we cannot elicit from
them those points of doctrine which Aristotle in the
27 r

"iletaphysics" represents as ¢ dix ?rA‘TwVOS .

In view of these congiderations, I think

we can hardly fail to agree with the posgition of Professors



Burnet aml Laylor, that it is quite impossible to

consbruct from the dialogues of Plato any coherant and

systematic "Vade liecun™ of the Platoniec "philosophyT. It
ig wrong in principle to suppose that all the various
parts of the Platonic corpus can be connected organically
into a clearly articulated "catalcgue raizonne®. In

1

interpreting the "Uimasus”, therefors, it follows (1)
that it would be guite illegitimate t0 regard Timaeus
2 o & ™ Lo 1 / > o
simply as Plato's W(ofqro,s‘, and (2) that it would be
egually inedmissible to try to guadrate the ~thought of
this dialogue with that of otherg, as Archer-Hind does, 80
as to exhibit the "Timaeus" as"e master~lkey, whersby alone
we may enbtsr into Plato's secret chambers” (Archer-Hind's

Bdition, Introduction,p.2). The "limasus" is no "Open

saneg" t¢ Platoniam, end is not intendsd to coanvey any of

@

S¢
the distinctively Platonic docltrines of which Ariztotle
tells us.

Doeg this, then, warrant the assuuption
that the "Tiuesus" is simply a reproduction of doetrine ©
Which Plato himself was indifferenty I do noit think it
does. It is hardly conceivable thet Plsto ever contented
himgelf, cven in the earlier workg, with the bare task of
simply recording the thought of othsrs, and that he did not
1nterblgmd in sone degrese at least obserwvations of hig oun
with earlier speculations with which he felt sympathetic

|

and which may have influsnced the direction which his own

disbinctive doctrine took. Plato's relation to the "limaeus™
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can hardly be that of impassgive reporter and no more,

lthe earliegl tradition, with the possible excep

Ariatotle, seans (0 have assumed Without gusstion thalb
e MINE waym o 2 3E o oA S e L s B
the PTimasusg subodies Platonic thougsht. Grentor

L o El

C ~ L] m £ 9{ ’ ey 8 ' 7y

0 WewWToS Tov ol TWVOS f,f?'l‘l"?“ Proclus , Diehl I.756.1)
and a pupil od ;vnou¢aLgJ, gvidently thought that it was

-, : & . N - - .r 1 g ‘. - o i . 1 L c

Plato he was expounding when he wrolbe his v?l"o,uv-,

or Coiunenteries on the dialoguoc. Xenocrates himself seaus
to have based a btreatise on part of the dislogue, viz., the
Tli-e: "I’ux § umentionsd by Diogenseg laevitius LVI3. Lven
arigtotle ireguently refers to Gthe d@ialogue Ly means of bhe
expreasion "Plato in the Yimasus" or by the word "Plato"

£

81006 - G.g. et.1071°32, 107222, %ie Anima * 404P15.%de
'-'Z‘ren:f;;.:,.f;‘“’.,--, 552229. Later tradition sppears to have
regarded bLhe dialogue as the very centre oi Platonisn.
Proclus (Dishl I.13,14) records approvingly the stabement
0f Iamblichus thet besitween them the "Parmenides" and Gh
"Qimaeus" embody the whols Platonic philosophyaboul the
"omne seibile ', the iformer laying more stress on intelligible,
the labter on concrete sxistsences. Plutareh devobes more

’
than ons j't!‘rwu to the problems arising from the dialogue,
anl wrote a complete sssay m-e: TI?s Ev 7;/..."’:3 i[/UXOyOVl"IS.
Cicero translated the work into Latin, while much of Plotinus!
"Brmeads", the fourth "mmmead" in particular, is largely a
recension or réchauffe of the "Iimaeus". In his references
to the dislogue, Plotinus conbtizuslly names Plato - e.ge

Bnmead IT.l.5, 1le7, LIT.6.11-18, 7.12, 9.2. IV.S.28)%e2R,



i - o

VelaBy 969 VIaZols Such unanimity emongst the write

of antiquity as to the charascter of the dislogue and ibs
ijmpor tance in Plato's thought, while from the considerations
already adduced it cghould not lsad us to look upcn the
"pimasus™ ag & gort of "passe-partout” torPlatonism®™, at
least justifies our keeping an copen mind on the guestion

ias

of Plato's agreement with the main position and general

edlol o
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CHAPTER II.
=—a——————

The  Introduction of the Dialoguce.
B L oz e

I. Rhe Persgonnelanl Dramatic Situetion. The personnel

of the "PTimaeus"™ consists of Scerates, Timaeus, Critias,
and Hermocrates, Proclus assumes without guestion throughout
that Timasus was & Pythagorean ( ef,Dishl I.71.19, 204.3,

287.5, I11I1,168.8), so that this was clearly the sccepted
tradition. He records bthe "universal agreement™ (5}&0AO{F?T“'
Tuex TLVTWY) that Plato had ab hard the treatise of

the Pythagorean Timseus (I.7.17), implying at I. 13.12. that
this is the Timaeus of our diaslogus. At I1.223.5 he comments

on the susteined and didactiec charecter of Timseus' discoursge

in contrast with Socrates' method of eleciting the truth by

Cf]

. e‘ - 1 . - [} = ]
ﬂl&%?tl cal examination of the opiniong of others, and thi

B

he says, proves of itself Gthat "Pimesus is & Pythagorean and
that hé is keeping to the Torm used by the Pybthagoreans in
their discussions”. The tradition is shown to be right by
Plato's own deseription of Timaesus at 20% as one who had

.

distibguished himseli both in cffice and in philesoph

o 1 w 0 - ” - 1, 1,1 e - - . i 4. .
at the Italian Loeris and by the furbther description of him
at 272 ag expert in astronony and mtural science; while the

1

character of his "Neturphilosophie™ enables us, as Professor
Yaylor has conelusively shown in his Comuentery, bto specify
still further that he was a fifth-century Pythagorean of the
same type as PhilolausCfBur;et, "Barly Greek Philosophy™
1II. 278.9). That Plato does not explicitly describe him

1,

hebitual cars

oy
-

as a Pythegorean is in keeping with the

‘
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gleesuhere ta =g to refer to Pythagoras or Pythagoreans

only in velled and covert language. Thus it is tc the

'

Pythagorean order that Plato alludes at "Gorg

U )
e
o
w
gl
o
-3
.

[#0}

when he mentions "the sages" who hold that "reciprocity"
(KO!VNV"K) is the basis of 211l moral and physical order;
and again when at %£93~-4 hs mentions sgoume "Bicilian or

talicn wice man", it is probably to Philolaus or some such
Pythegorean rather than to tmpedocles that he is referring
(this passage is alzo worthy of notice for ibts significant
coupling of "Sicilian" and "Italian", since the asmalgemation
of Pythegorean mathematics and the views of the Sicilian
Msdical School was just what Philolaus sought o do). II

2

erddv frlol whoge absolute dualistic severance of real

"being" and illusory "becoming" is discussed aml criticized

at "Sophist®

&

245 .ef. probably mean certain Pybthagoreans
ags Professor Caumpbell first supposed; and it is cerbteinly

Pythagoras who corrssponds to the "Promethesus" spoksn of

£

"Bhilebus™ l4c¢ as having revealed to mankind ths
distinction betweesn re'fxs and a("lrer(u(.

Critias, as Professor Burnet proves, cannot
be the Critiss who played a prominsnt part in the

oligarchical usurpation of 404-3, but is the grandfsthe

of this Crities and Plato's own maternal great-gramifather.

-

; r
gtested Critias: S Tov Terakovryg Was 10 "persona grata”

to Athenisn memory and to nsme a dialogue after him would

certainly have been a gerious "faux pas" on Plato's part.

¥

Similarly we cannot hut agree that Hermocrates is the HSh
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who was gensral of the Syracusan forces during the
Athenian Sicilian HExpedition, 4£15-413. Hor it is
clearly implied in the introduction that, while Timaeus

T

Crities are both old men of learning and experisace,

B

a
Hermocrates is a young man of promiss with his career

still before il This no doubt is the reason why he
remaing more or less a Kuf:w 'ﬂ‘((g(mrw throughout., A
fourth person, we learn (172), had been prevenbed by illness
Erom asppeering at the meeting. Who is meant it .is impossible
bo say eand Proclus, who mentiong varicus conjectures made

by os Trad-uo'rt-eot (as,e.g. that it was Thezetetus or even
Plato), is probably right in agreeing with the suggestion of

4.

Atbticus that the absentee was, like Timasus, a stranger to

o w
Doy ¥

ey

13.¢

So0crab«

(¥

1 explaing Timaeus' apology ior his absence

{

(Broclus I.19 80f. ef.1.15.)

The sgituation at the opening of the dialogue
is this. On the previous day Socrates had repeated to

Yimaeus, Critias, Hermocrates and the fourth persen the
conversation recorded in the"Republic) and to reyuite his
hospitality the others hmd agrsed to regale Sccrates with

a return "feast of reason™ by "supplying the seque 1"(20Db).
Socrates would like to hear theory converted into practice,
but distrusts his own ability to give his picture the touch
of life. Phe three frisnds by their hs ppy combination of
philosphy amd statesmanship are alone yualified to iuske good
the deficiencies of the doctrinsire. It is proposed,

wrefore, that Timasus ghould givean account of the creation
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of the world and thus bring to birth in theory the men
whom Socrates had trained, while Criftias is to depiet
g Lliving anl active in practice by nsrrating what

neient legend preserving details of
vements of pre~historic Athsans

utions

them a

is elaimed to be an
and

the constitutionand achis
attention to the spimilarity of its
rge dialogues

by directing
’
KaAArmodres. Thus %

to those of Socrates'
"Republic", "limaeus" and "Uritias®

hough legically, oi coursse

a®, "Republic”, "Critias™, Proclus

this anomalous pogition of
I1.200.,4f, Why, bs asis, does not the "Pimasus" precsde ths
, 1 - - fa}

The Yevedrs or peginning of

public”, since its theme is

“Rl’.’}j}
- . ’ - - '.
mankind and YEvedts is prior to Teofy: Proclus' owun ansier
of moral and not of physical

is that it is with the analy
concerned and that in treating of

alues that Socrates is
man's training end education he is considering the universal,
- -.’ .-L 5 -3 ~ A x 4- 1 -} - 5 - + £y A LY
so that in rational (Aoyw), though not in matural order
ntly takes first place.

h ]
( KdTa fJC?V ), the "Republie" rig

HFor though the

t its bHheme is

B

in $
the universal it is superior, For the sams conditions

of
give ually - justice (d}Kd!OGWU7 z soul, a
ani sikill oy workmanship

constitution ( WOArTEIX) in o city,
(J',/“”’"("Y'&J in a world (201.,10). Indeed, in
‘ t trained end

"Republice™ 1

gic

th

citizens are first duly
educated in the various preliminary pursuits of learning



v o
before they are allowed to sgtudy T« oOovra , from which
egain they descend to take their part in active life.

1. 2he Recepitulation of Republic I -V. AL the rsguest

of Timaseus, Sccrates first of all rofreshes the memories of
his compenions by again recoﬁnting in brief ( (,V A fcu\ <r'ors
MLV t-"rr-cvn\ ﬂe?v’ (fﬂ'} the conversation held at the

house of Polemarchus. He gives a short résume of the

politicel and sociological institubions which form the

division of society into ertisane aml guardians according

to the economic formula Yone man, one trade", the development
of Ghe psychological slements of Spirit and Love of Knowledgse
in the guard ians by means of gymnastic, music and such
studlies, the abolition of private interests, the adaission
of women to the employmentigof men, and the control of

marriage on sugenic lines. 1o mention iz made by Socrates

oi the metaphysical teaching of the "Republich and it is

i

ot

goumetimes supposed, ble

&

refore, that the "Ilimzeus™ is

intended to reflesct an ontolo_ical doctrine improving on

or replacing that of the "Republic®. But the true
explanation is clearly the simple one thal in recapitulst ing

the coaver-ation Socrates' object ie not Lo expound
metaphysics but only to describe the constitution of the

perfect comnorwealth; what he wants partiamlarly, as he

£ = 3
e e I e 5 . P s e - P T *
himself says (19 b,c.), is a representation of hig ideal
city acting in sccordance with its structurs, amd ils

.

abructure is therefore all he hss ocecesgion (e describe.



The same gonsgideration explaing the fact that, in
_ 5t F o e ’ . . ;
gesceribing the Tfofn, of the fu,\o(m-s at 182, Socrates
mnekes no reference to thneir training in Ygeomebtrical
- - ] - = I c '
investbigations and the kindred arts" ( «f YEWmEr€rar T¢
1 C r 2 A r - yoryi a8 N s i
Kt &v THvTys xeft-:\ﬁu Tefvar Repe VIWG11) - Avithmetic,
Plane and 8o0lid Geomstry, astronomy, Harmonics - anmd in
= b = ] 6 [ i : f L1 .
Dialeectic, the €ryKes or “coping-stone” of the sclences
For, as Professor raylor reumarks, thse scientific sfucation
Y 3 -1, ’ 2 & ! 3 = = 1 -
pregeribed for the fu;\xm—s in the "Republic™ would hardly
have bzen ifeasible in the pre-historic Athens in which
Critias finds the concrete embodiment of Socrates’
political ideals. Gomperz ("Greek Thinkers™, ung.Trans.,
ps203) interprets Socrates' silence in a gimilar manner.
Phat Plato had not abendoned his conception oi the

\ ; . ’ b AN
impor fence of the various spscial /udﬂz,mtu as a braining

5

for gtateasmanship and of Cheireomprehencion under the all-

controlling science of Dia

|-

actic is clear from "ILaws"™ XII,
where in discussing the education of the supreme "nocturnsl
council", the Athenian legislator insigts that the members
must be thoroughly scientific mathematiclans and astroncmers
(966 f.). 'Mhe "Epinomis" also iz devoted to the discussion
of the d'of:'( of the true statesmen and in a similar spirit
lays stress on the importance of astroncmy baged on a
scientific arithmetic and crowned by a syaoptic insight into
the fundamental unity pervading and connecting tihe whole

Sphere of knowl edge.
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Proclug discusses this emavodos Tys
’
MoArreras ot 1ensth (Dishl I. 29.51 - 75.26). Ons party
of intesrpreters, he tells us, gives to this part of bthe
dialogue an especially ethical significance, unierstanding
it (o mean that before engaging

in physicel speculation one

must first learn regulation of character. Anobher party

L
Y . 4 ” [ a . i s a i
vazards bths régume znd vhe va2les of Atlantis which fovllowg

. T Fe) - 9 2
a8 Q@ preliminary picture, by means of iuages (€rAovIKws )
and symbols ( a‘u/.upo?\rnus} of the creation amd structure

of ths uwniverse, in accordance witn the Pythagorean custon

of prefacing scientlific exposition with relevant similes

—
llgstrations (30.4, €3.8). Here the reference is
clearly to Porphyry amd his disciple lamblichus respsctively,

for (a) at 19.24 we are told that at almost every point

Porphyry interprets the introduction in & more socizl vein

’
('n‘o;\rrmu'rf-f“’} Tamblichus in a more physical (fUG"K”T'f‘“’),

4

and an illustration ol their different poiants of view is
given at 116.27-117.20, amd (b) at 202.,% the Lfirst way of
- i i1 ' . LR ] -

looking at ths resume is expressly aseribsd to Porphyry. I&
ig Iamblichug' interpretation that Proelus favours. The
whole dialogue, he says, is physical in charactsr throughoudt,
though the form variecs in different placss, and the

ecapitulation oif the "Republiz” gives us as it were a birds-

’ o )
eye view of the arrangement ( dr« Kogamyars ) ol bhe unive
= " i ; i & n
(54.287)e It is einply & panoramic adumbration of To v
r . e 4 I ' P L
Kosuey or"[/ufouevfd (72.19), and Proclus is therafors at

considerabls pains to draw attention to various fantastic
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— : > r > r
points of analogy between the (-'mtvotrnsf FH‘(V:&(\-’}WS
2 ’ i e % e
KVAKePcAroats) ond the rest of the dialogue - cfey 243,
I-'J)B. :-‘-t':" It:-{}o)?, ":-'"'dl:o‘:)" ‘IU.-—:L;, "-‘i:(-}.i-l-l Uﬁllﬁ, I-}G 2"-'.

IIT. The Tsle of Atlantis. Boerstes wounld now like o hesr

of the st te's relationg and warsg with other cities =md to
see hsr generally acguitting herself in a mannsr worthy of
her education and training (196). In reply Critias brisfly
relates what purports to be a "vera historig™ pressarved by

1t the subjugation of a vast island called

b

degtrunetion and submersionin a dgy amd night. DThig is

-
(=]
h

course, somewhat mirasculous geology,but, like the similar
degtbruction of Athens by means of a £fIo@d, it serves as a
convenient though transparent device for getting rid of
Atlentis and wiping the fiction off the map.- For hsre ve
can gsafely say of Plato "il a -invente’ 1" histoire". Yet the
anount of speculation that has been occasionsd by such a
wenifest piece of the imagination ig remarkable. Proclus
ig so0 fimly convinced of the philosophical imporbtancs of
S '!rte: "r-?s ,Arr\wn:“os__,u;}%sthat he devotes 150 pages

to its discussion (I, 75.30 ~204), and he gives us a details

record of the various opinions rezgriing the authenticity and

24

T

purpose of the narrative. (1) Crantor considered the tale

. . . . . s £ 4
to be ‘simply a bare chronicle of facts (fin\-' rdroere 75,1).
Plato had bsen ridiculed for "HBgypbicizing" in his "Republie"

anml was so gffected by the gibs bthat, by nsanz of this tele



g

(the truth of which is testified by records still
preserved by the Hgyptien seers), he shows that the
Bgyptiane theiselves acknowledge that there lmd existed

such an Athenian WoAes ac Socratss deseribes in the

"Republic".(2) Uthers regarded the account as a "fable

ey
ov

1 ’
and LabricatioR. " (/mfﬂos rLr wr\ad;uul' 76,101, but as at

the same time an illustration of the factors operating in
the universe at large. fhege, objects Proclus, ignore

Plato's explicit avowal that the tals, though extraordinary,

iz "abgolutely true", and the expression "absclutely”
('T!‘-tvu'rr-zn}, he urges, is surely significant. (3) Others
gzain, without repudiating bthe literal truth of the narrative,
belisved that its real purpose is to symbolize the "divaorsitiss®
{G,Vlv‘l"!o:d"!-fs,'?ﬁ.lg) pre-existing in the universe, as, 9.8.,

the M"opposition"™ of fixed stars and planets (Amelius) snd
£ good and bad daemons or "spirits" (ULl"‘”I" 58)e OFf tha same
nature vag the interpretafion favoured by Iamblichus and

Syrianus and approved by Proclus himself, viz., that while

the tale must be regarded as true aml authentic, it has a
mieaning applicable to the universe at large and has to be
teken in conjunction with the suwmmary given of the Republice
The WolrTere describsd corresponis b0 union and semem ss in
the Koa‘,uorrorr’.(, the Torl‘f_-ﬂos to disruption amd difference
(78.15). (4) ZILonginus (c.213-273 A.D), believed that the

801ls object of the tale is o interest and win OveYr the hearer

B
(=
P
=

| i

f{/vxacywyr?v,fj&».?;al in preparation for the severe scie



A B

which is to follow . Whether Longinus regsrded the tale
ag an historical account or not Proclus doses not say,
but we may gather from 129.10-21 that he did.

‘ Proclus reverts again to the various
interpretations of the narrative at I.129.9. There seem
to have been two mutually opposed sets of interpretesr

(1) those who conceived it to be simply a straightforward

historical record (Hﬂ’oerd 'PH\:’ ), intended primarily

for the vawaYr-t or capbure of the hearers (i.e. Crantor
and Tonginus), and (2) those who regamled the narrative as

i

1 L 1 P - »
a romance or story (mvles) but as 2 story with a mesning,
'

ust az the fable of Phaefon at 22¢ of the "liaasus"
signalizes & natural event, and who accordingly gave a
physical interpretation to fthe tale., These were bthe two

. . I ~ \ > c 7
cemps of thae opposition (1508 - TwvTe JAEV OVY  CKATEQO!

’
Af-youa'w). Proclus himself compromisss, with Iamblichus

cr

‘ . L bl e <d . c ‘-
anl Syriangus, by maintaining that the tals is foToela bu
that it is also a symbolical indication of cogmiec ''diversity"

(1309, 148,16). That the igland of Atlantis existed in

e - s - wm ol 3wy e e - Py e b PR g QP e - aa =
La o GO 1IN A Sdy8 oLl VLBl S SCLLL 4
faet is con .L"'J.l'J‘, o] says, by 1 widenca recorded in

the"Bthiopies™ of Lisrcellus (177.1C -21) that in the sea

beyond there uscd Lo be ten izlands one o which was in

possession of a tradition to the effect that in former
tines 211 ten had been zoverned by a larger isgland nsmed
o ~
Atlentis. Proclus smphagizes the truth of the story once
b |

’ T C £ 2 2
wors b 190.7 - ov MWemAxeTer T evﬂllf’f&'“f‘h’dl‘79; €qTI

ste again on its cosmic significance. 1In fact, he

(BN

2

and ing
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concludes (204.16f.), bthe whole of the preface

the "Dinaeus"™, which Severus had considered unworthy

h

o
of any interpretation, Tits in with the scepe and subject

of the dialogune. It 8ll serves as a suggestive ﬂ'foor;umv
or preamble to th: ensuing secientific discourse; it is a
sort of T(orfflﬂ-l or initiatory ceremcony beiore Wwe mm ss
from TR /ulkfnt’ 5o Te ,m—rfw (206.20),

The true comuent on all thiaz isg that which
scems bto have been wmade by Tonginus, that "Plato doesg notb
use riddles to expound his doctrines™ (129.15).

The vision of & submerged "loat conbtinent™
hag fired the imaginations and inspired the researchss
over since of explorers, geographers, pgeolégists,
archaeologists, biologists, and even though the evidence
is always inconclusive, sgspeculation on the subject is still
rife. We nay mention three of the very latest theoriss.
(1) Attention has been drawn to certain affinities in type,
art, and religous outlook between the ligcolithic cave -dwzllers

r

of Spein and Scoubhern France and the natives of liexico and

Yucatan', and it is supzestell, btherefore, that for

iz 0 be foundl in

o
=}
i
(L‘
o
b
[ =y i
l_.l
(1]
5
T
'_l
il
!_I

ethnological reasons the s
ths ocean-bed of the Atlantic Ocean. (Z2) There was

formerly, during the Bronze Age, & land-link or ridge

vetween Englend and the mainland ofi surope, still

of the fact - anl accordinzly a Swedish professor and

geologist has come Iforward and declared that here is Plato's



fab1lsd continent, beneath the waters of the North Sesa.

(3) Pinally, = Professor Borghardt, of Lunich, is now

ck

tryinz to prove that ths mystery eentinent is not bsnsath
the Atlantic nor the Ilorth Sea,but is a portion in the
Horth-lorth-Weet of liorth Africa, the now almost dried up
whott el Djerid, amd the Director of the Archaesological

Board in Tunis, Professor Pcinsot, has grantesd permission

for work of excevation tc be beguun.,

more then an ingenious romance anrd Ienbasy, Lo which
Plato adroitly gives plausibility by resferring to Solon

as hig suthority. OCrities' complicated explercstion of its

1

I.
(=

provengance is itself sufficie

I

t to show that ths narrstive

pete

c

I.._I
4}
‘\ i)
(’\
o
3
[
(&)
&
(S
=
(=]
o]
-
o]
w
pt
tn

ard the story, hs says, irow his
grand facher, who heard it from his ‘own Iz thsr Dropides
4ho hsard it from Solon, who agein hesrd it in dgypt from
a priegt, who finally pot it Lrom "sacred records™ in an

Egyptian templss It will be noticed that Socrztes' objsction

to the fitness of vhe posts t0 supply his wand is just that
T TR O NS L R, —— o R [ B a —T
they are "igpitetiva" awmd lack imaginstion (19%), which

b
Socrates asks bo hear of hizs KuAArwoldrs in action, =nd
this is gone by the tzle of Atlantis. The narrative is
closely connected with the recapitulation of Respublie I -V.

Wwhich precsdes, and serves to justify and dsfend the

- =

gociological visws there expressed. Plato never sssus 10



O
have regerded the pattern c¢ity of Socrates' dreams &s
an impracbicable ideal; even in the "Laws" he does not
really recant what is proposed in the "Republic™, but
oenly undertakes the comstruction of a fdnm of sociebty which
shall serve ag a@n easier and more tolsrable pis-allerﬁ' In
the "Republic™ Socrates continually reiterates his
1ig imegined coumugormealt
"Phat the liuse of philosphy should become mistress of a
¢ity is not impossible, nor ave the things we describe

impossible. Bub we adnit that bthey are narda™ (499%). “our

Ed
|_l.
s
.
t?_-
e

proposals are desir

can be realized, and their

realization is difTicult, but not impossible™ (302¢), "Our

Wwords concerning eity and constitution are not mere pious
prayers; our proposels are difficult, but somshow practicable"

’
(5404). Plato reparded the visionary WoAeS described by

Socrates as somebhing mors than a "civitas dei", aml we may

suppese that he offers in his invented pre-higtoriec Athens

a oy

a firm defence of his political aspirabtions, adding gtill

furbher conviction %o the protrait by putiting the tale into

Lhe mouth of one who was hinself en embodiment of philosophy

combined with state-craft (19¢,20%), “The imaginary citizens

.

and c¢ity which yesterday you deseribed to us, we will now

(..'
u.

convert into hisborical reality, endé we will consgider the

-

state eslablished by you as nons other fhen ancient Athens,.
They will btally iun every respect, and we shall not be far

from the mark in ssserbting that your citizens are the

L

veribable peopls who-existed at that time™ (264). The



i

. - T - . 1 N - e o
1 bive is "a real fact, though unrescorded in history"
: d " 3l : > A 32 0
(212, 21%), "no pictur tale, but a true record" (26°%).

read ovelween fhe lines"™ and to see that
these reiterabed protestalions ars meant simply to conviihee
readers that the imsginary city of Socrslies is no chimeriesl,
guizobic Ubopia, but an ideal within human sbtbtaimneat and
one Lthat haod found 2 parallel in the distant past. Proglus
also geesg this point. Tor at I.,191.27f. he observed that,
- F ﬂ > 1 3 | £ . 3 3
looking at the v Gos in snother way, it shows that it is
. ¢ ’ ’ . . s
posgible for v oA rTers Zuxexrwsto exist in actuality,
and that is why Socrates receives it with such enthusiasm.
This consideration, he urges, Jjustifies the conclusion that
Lt : i, P . 1 > ,’ >
the tale "wes not efter all a fa2brication" ( ovK «pux v
[ C 3
"‘A ‘;u"l)?ola)a
iy i o 5 R O n e el o e
The moral of u,.hz/uuﬂos is egually patent.

.

Hot only can the ideal moArs exist in actuvality, bub it can

gxist with sucecess. The tals gymbolizss the conflict of

culture and materiglism, and indicatas that fﬂ\oﬂ'v fht,

s o P - - £
reprssanted b ancient .d.r._J_l_, 111l alvagys Jjustify itselil.
- 1 > 4 = " v 1 ~ L. ey ey 4 ~ o e s 7
L AR BAe LRItLas, Where tne NErratlive 13 8581l e Een up,
o

by blood and by love of philosonhy, Wers allotted 2 land

naturally adapted for"wisdom and virtue"- Athens (109).

The men snd vwouwen of ancient Athens were rencwned all ovar

the world for the many“virtues of btheir souls®(112). For
many genprations the people of Abtlantis likewise united

T4 o [3 ~ % I A an b wpd g
gontlenscs with wisdom"and despised everylining but viriue,




but gredually their lower nature asserted itisslf until Zeus
sent retribution(120). Ths morgl could not be put wore

clearly. 1t is noticed by Proclus himgelf, for he ramarks

4
i

e
h.
-
s

ab I1.173.9 that the subjugation of Poseidon b
gelebrated by fthe aAthenian festival and rs-enacted in ths
deofeat of Atlantis by antediluvian Afhens, stands virbually
: ; " ; 1 r
for the victory of the imtellectusl life ( veeeu [eog )
i 7d 3 '

4 - " - s 4 i -
over Yeveers , of the spiritual and unibed over the mabterial

and divided.
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CHAPTHR III.

[ § e m i 12 ' o
‘the Dl' purse of Tinssus.

General gument.

g J r n
Pimzens counencse hip dalscourse concer ning the Yr—v( IS Tew

/ | I - P
Kogmov py laying down

21 9 r
which ig eternal ( ro oV Ler ) oxl i

o« €7 ) ord ig He finrthsy s that, as the
abarnal is uncaused and hes no "bheginning of beocoming™
’ 5w B e el ) s T
fYGVFd’Gus xeKI’J, g0 that which becouss isgdep nt on a
i 4 S . Tap— e . r
cauzs (RrTroVv) ani iz accordinsly "begotten™ ( YEVVY Tov, 8c

sx "horn' ((yfevouevey, 5c, Yeyoves ,89a). Mo which of the
tuo categories doss the oveaves pplonzy Obvicusly the

2 ’ ; i i > : 4 c
OvfPave s 1z sensible, taersiors 1t 1is a 'Yr'rvq,ufv’ov , Gna

) r i - B 1 oy - ) : ]
thereforse alsgo a Yfrvqrw. [I'a @ill be notieced that the

! P e S (U e [ bt fr
\-’l'.':jl:.'a‘ rgasonliny Aepeldile 0N Lahe &

presupp

¥ 1 ks o Frv - A 111 o 1F 1 - = - v

tnat no -J[..l-a'u ever D8 ClIlES QILLS3S whagre 1 & gaumg Ioer

A4 'lr, 1 ponre T T - o B o i} 1 ¢ Yo g s e
LG8 oe .,;'JJ;......_.L s 0@l g Syl 10l o WNnlgidl i3 PReCOlil1Il:

5 s M e T 1 -

(i.e. sobject to incessant iith that which has
E+ 4. 1. n - -
jagtme 1in senge that it 1 GO & pre-exliscent
b . - .

causal sourge. Proclus, in a gion of bthis
ey S Eyry L [ e Ul - S o b = A T i =] T e -+
passage (1.227%f), asks, What is the precise extent of

bhig initial distinetion bhatueen OV a &7 and

4 ?2 o o vk iy -
Ylyvo,u tvov o ¢ 7 Does 16 cover everyihing without
: ) ! N7 C n , oo 2 r
excaption ( MevTd T OVTE OWwWdOVW, (1 105 Y oo Te OV afﬂ'
T >
cisbent One (Te €V e v) I,

. . L . - . . ) 2 4 5
sicipent in the Ons Itself (7Te €V «vre )




and bthe highest intelligible, as lamblichus thought (230.5,
£52.8), or does it mean more? Proclus, while sdmitting
this leo-Platonic distinction bhetween the Uans and the

) N ) . = 1 21
Bxisgtent One, rightly says that here Pla {0 usans by 7o OV
. [} c 9 ,

the whole ebernal world senerally ( & WeS © «resvres
Kodme & ,230.21), TLikeui To yryvomeveV signiries overy-
thing of a corporeal nathrs, so far as it is rezularized by
something else (23%.8f). There is no need to enter into

. - . . \ 4 > F
Proclus' relinements concerning 7o yryvomevev o fr and

7o yryvo,uwov 'rrorr- (RE3.22f.) and the various aspects of

To o{rwwov (284.6). It iz gufficient to noctice that Proclus

=5 , ir e BY i ~T o = e
betieen "Being" and "Becoming", slternal and mutable, and
4 J. 1 ot ‘
4= L - - + 1- - - e
that he recosn Ghat ne essantvisl charachter of 7o

Yryuo;urfwv ig its dspendence as a derivative on something
Py 1 . 1 ' A 2 "
other than iteelf - Te d¢ YEvyToV ers x AN '(V7f7'77""
A\ ? r o 2 7, 1 & & e =g
ket o« 'k ANy arriw effer Tyv mepodov (239,581, cf.243.81),
‘he world, as Proclus has reamarkad at the beginning of his

Commentary (3.8 - I Diehl),"is moved by soumebhing else

L)
B
]

ig by nature unable to produce or Lo complete or to
preserve i'bseli”i .
Bverything that "becomes", then, hag an
w r [} ’, 1
R Trov liow the A TroV of the universe, its "iaker end

i ¢ r e : .
RPather" or @God (o Oees, 308), is indeed "hard %o Ffind and

5 o

impossible, when found, to cowmunicete to all men®™ (£7¢).

C

=

fI.e., that there b

(J

{r]

is an suthor of the universe, whom we



call God, iz besbified by reusen. "For every nouse is
build ed. by someone, but He that built all things iz (God
(Hebrews [I1.4)« The fmet of God's existence as cause is
shoan by Lthe bare ontrlogical argunent that the world must

1 o Sl o S f-  d-las - q i 3 =] PR A I e e -1 - Ty
heve an aubhor; bul ths mode of God's existenca, bthe nature
0.

of this Author, ig nobt. g0 easily discocvered. Proclus putbs
the matter this way (I1.300.28f). True apprehension of God
ig not & matter of opinion nor of a scientifiec gyllogism,
but is reached by a pure intellectusal contact and union

o s L : - > 4 » ;
(€vewars ,502,1~), by a silence as it were (orev o‘nur? ,503.8)
oi the soul, and therefore it cannot be communicated to

otherg except by the imperfect means of a scisntifie process.

A . (! ] £ o o T} - 1= i Fapm S - i
What Proelus is thinking of ig fthe distincion between what

= o 3 <] - . 4. g ode -
Wwe would eall reason "disecursive™ and reason :Lnuuumu".}.

T e by iy e e = v S 5 L o T may e s my I Tm
aternal or the begotten? If He used the formszr, His

must be beautiful, if the latter His work cannot be
begutifnl. But the universe is "uwoat bsautifml of all

things that have come into beine™, whence it follows
that God "locked to the sternal™., God is in Faet "the
best of the causes"; He is simply the wise andl good Artist
({7/.“9-1(70: who has coastructed this universs affer

g

a changeless and aternasl model ( wW«ex (‘Hpnlt). { Phug
Qingeus is really following up the cosmological

argunient for the existence of God with the



L
teleoclogical. ;Le first argument amounts to no more than
Tocke's sterile proposition, "Something must be fron
eternity™; the "srgument from design", the oldest of all
arguments, is the guiding thought of the "Timeeus" and is
at the bottom of the theism of imws X. DNote (1) The word

a;" - nv\_

J"(/“'”“W"r‘ appears first in amo >1L1un to rxedferr,ud at
28a. Thus its real significance is not creation, but
artistic operation. (2) God is described as the "best of

the ceauses", so that there is no ground for the later

Neo-Plaetonic view that sbove the Demiurge there

=

8 & yet

superior God. (3) Proclus acutely notices that Plato is
really nmaking Timseus follow the geometer's method of first
laying down enl defining & certain postulate or hypothesis
and then proceeding to deduce its conssquencees or

implications (7‘-t ‘cﬂ"’:ﬂtW&J be fore demonstrating the truth

of the hypothesis itself (Prog. Diehl I.228.25, 236.15.c¢

]

529,13, 348.13, 355,34, III 7.19). Thus Timaeus starts with
. L 2 - 4 1 7 > 7
the assumpbtion Oof To OV «€r and Te YIYVOMEVOV afr and

defines these terms. He be¢

D

1ls us what thsy are bsifore

t“.

5 4
< I ¥

o

proving that they are. o

_,'
21

just a

18 geometer, before

deuonstrating his proposition, tell us what a point or what

& line is without showing that it is a point or that it is
\

: gt o Ao Pk AL D
a line, so 1imessusg says first what Tv oV is and what e

——

Yryveumevoy or the sake of his imsediate argument (256.30%. )
{7 . . . . ] - 1 - '
Phis, says Proclus, is quite within the province of fud'ro.\oym

r 2
{it is, in fact, the scientifie method' the d"l((-q"rs (17 (\o'rors'

2y 25| - T 1T ¥
xplained at “Phaed®'' 101d). ILaeter on, however, wimseus



B

will go on to give an account of the postulate itself

. r
and to prove that T'o BV is and Gthat 7\ ervo/uFWVco.rgxes

into being (Proc.I.2%7.7). As it is, by the asempption
of these two yr'uf?, we et Ghe following dvAAeyrgmes (Proc.
34,10F., £26.24f.). The universe hes come into being. If

it has come into bsing, it has come inte being from & cause.
There is, therefore, a demiurgic csu.sel. 1f there is a
demiurgic cause, there is also an archetype or pattern on
which the Demiurge modelled the universe, either pre-existing
in the Demiurge Himgelf or external to Him, and eithsr
superior to or inferior to or co-equal with Him. And, by
laying down the further a::[fr'eq__uu that the world is beautiful,

N !

: : 2
We can next discover whether this pattern is &rirov or

"‘

Yevy Tov (264.20). TFor starual patterns are the patterns of

things beantiful, begotten patterns of things not beautiful.
Lhe world is beautiful. 1t is, therefore, the copy of an
ebernal 'ﬂ'-cf-!’cf chi

At Chis point Pimaeus lays down an important
cenon which is to guide his whole discussion. -"This nust be
posited with regerd to a likeness end the pattern from which
it is drawr‘l, that the discourses must be kindred to the
subjects which they have (o express. Discourses aboub the
permanent and stable reglity disclesed with the aid of
thought must be permanent and unchanging likewise - so
far ag discourses can possibly amd properly be uof

irrefragable and incontrovertible, they must in no way fall

short of this; but discourses about that which is likensd



~29 =
to the former and is a likeness, should be likely and
corresponding with their subjects. Knowledge stands to
Belief as Belief to Becoming" (29bc).
[To refer to Proclus' commentary on the passage (L.339.5f.),
Plato, having definsd the universe as Y(-v7'ro'v and x;’(ﬁr'rofv,
next goes on t¢ explain that, as there are two subject-mabters,
-r\‘n 3’\/ and ) Yt—\r?ro:/, g0 there are tio respective moles of

X ; : ’
apprehending them [rvSG'HJ.}, viz., Intelligence (Vo7¢ﬂ$ )

<
¥+
llJ

((ofd) and two corrslative modes of discussion

’
ermansent or abiding ( movrimoer) and the

(/\o!‘yol'), vize the

like 1y ( €  KOTES ) ] Timaeus acccrdingly only clains

probability for his exposition; what he is giving is not
thought nust always.resembls its subject-mat ter, the knowledge

L b i I R e P R S e Pl I i 8 S . 1
that the true cause: of the existence of the universe is the

-t = - 5 Mesat ey AT 4 s . a TR | (PSSR ey R | | o o
goodness of Gode. God's nature is not =& rudging" on

universe is ( 7o ¥r ) and what kind of a thing it is ( e

1 * b A
igate on what account it is ( e drx

T ). God, therefore, took over "all tha% was visible", a

and without order", and gave to it ordered configuration by
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: \ 1 n
modelling it on "the all-perfect animal"™ (Te MovTe Aes ."t"",
!n

1

he "Self-Animal®™

('_\

31b), the eternal Generic Living ature, %
7 n ! y
(70 © €077 ]@a\f,%f«’), which embraces all the specific
9{! e _ .
"rorms® ( POFRC ) of animel. As the prototype is ons and
cannot be second With another (since then the form which

1

covers the two would be the true exemplar), so the ectype

Ilow the world, as Timessus s already remarked,
. r ! \ 4 . o
is Yr-ue/umug and. 7o Yevouevov auch be visible anml tangible.
Hence the universe must have a body. By & quasi-teleological

vasi-mathemat ical argument, it is shown that the body

(O]

of the world is made of the four "elements™, the Bmpedoclsan

¢ r ! : ; ~

erJ WULTR fire, air, water, and earth., If the world is
visible end tangible, it mpst have fire and earth, since

the special characteristics of fire and sarth are respsectively
visibility and seolidity. But if fire and sarth are to combins
they need a connecting bond or "link" (ft-q;uof&‘ )e

[ Proclus (Diehl II.29.31) expleins the thought in this way.
IT there were only one element in the world, there would ba
no change, and all things would either be ebterml or

destruc tible. Bubt if the elements must number at least

two, these zamst be opposites to permit of mutusl interaction,
And if they are opposites, they will need a Marther factor

to act as medium;'. Now the best "link"™ is an at7wt /\oyr’x

or "progression” consisting of a mean or means linking the
firgt and last terms in a =3ro;;er mathematical proportion.

’
If the elements were planes ( cmem e¥®)  one mean would be



4
suf ficient; but they are volumes ( FTHEER ), which have
" ¥ 2 / ; '
threo dimensions, and accordingly our o vaAeplmnust
consist of two mean proportionals. { In this connsxion
Proclus (II.33.13f.) notes with approval the comuent of

a cerbain Democritus that Plato does not say and camob

1

between any given planes

or that two fall between any given golidse. For

mean that only one mediuam falls
’
observes, between some planes there is obviously more Ghan

one mean, s between 16 and 81 we get the o”uW-Xt’a dvxe\o-,rae

- e

16:24:324:536:3363543454:81. One, however, is suffic

Joe

ent,
anl this is what Plato means (II.31.15). Timasus, as uarbin
explained, is only thinking of numbers which are the product
of prime factors, of numbers consisting of two and thrse
factors only and no more;. God accordingly set air and

ater betwsen fire and earth, so that we have the geomeftrical
proportion - firesair:sairiwater::water:sarth.
[”hus, says Proclus, (II.3%19f.) each of the elesents has
two properties coumon to the element adjacent to it and ons

l'

property different, which he tries to specify in this way;-

Fire ~ Rarity Sharpness(i.seto the touch) Nbbility.
Air - Rarity Dullness Iobility.

Water - Density Dullness Nobility.

liarth - Density Dullness Immobility.

The whole of this account, observes Proclus earlier (II.7.19f.)
is just another instance of Plato's practice, already

noticed, of beginning a discussion by mesns of &1 initial

postulate from which he makes his proof,
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previously laid down the proposition that "he who is good
feals no envy of enything at any time"™ so as to prove that
the Demiurge makes all things good. Similarly, he assumel
that "it neither was nor will be right for the best to do
anything excaept the most beasutiful in order (o shal that
the universe possesses soul snd intsllect. So now Plato
first lays down the proposition that "what has come into
being must be viegible and tangible" and from this goes on
to show the interconnexion of the four "elements™ in the
wcrld'e.structune. We may here note zlso that Proclus has

7 g ] ?r ;
an ldee fixe that there are different formg or species (9[7)
0f the elements verying in guality in different parts of
the universe (II.9.15, 11.18, 17.12, 56.17, 62.26), the
' c 2 ’
purest and most perfect, the highest points (e’ GCA’(I!'I'?TFSJ
existing in the heavens (II.429f), so that in this sense,
though in this senss slone (cf.IIl.l15.6), the heavens may
be regarded as consisting of a "fLifth essence™ ( "R‘g‘,'uvrr?
0Vs e , I1.49.85, of.I1L1.112.29%; 115.4%, 142.3) }

- In shape, proceeds Timgeus, God made the
universe spherieal, because the sphere ig the most perfect
figure, and provided it with a corresponding motion, the
mogt intelligent of a&ll the seven possible motions - uniform
rotation on its own axis. He gave to it no organ of
sensation or locomotion, nor of nuprifion or excretion,
because it is sufficient to itself and so0 nseded none.

But if the universe is truly Lo be the "umost

beautiful of things that have come into being", in
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accordance with the divine plan, it must have understanding
or regson, since "no work that is devoid of reagon Will
ever be fairer than that which has reason". But o have
understand inz, the world must have soul; for understending
ig only displayed by soul. God therefore gave Lo the world
a soul. -f_Hore again the reason for the existence of the
World-Soul is just the goodness of the world's laker. The
Demiurge sebtreason in soul "in order Gthat he might be the
author of a work fairest by nature and the mogt excellant"
(30b). As Proclus pubts it at I1.401.21f., beceuse the Demiurge
ig good, He makes the world most beautifitl; because He mekes
the world beautiful, He gives intellect or reason; because
He gives it intellect, He endows it with soul; and because
He endows it with soul, He infuses Into it life i

In point of fact, God made the soul of the
World before He made its body, although we give it gecond
place in our discourse. "In order of production and of
W orth (Yq-w-’o’r—r kx‘r x’(:c-ﬁ ) God mede the soul earlier and
elder than body, to be mistress ami queen whom the body
should obey" (34c) fI-I. (1) the el.presss.on Yearlier" and
"elder" ( Teoﬂf(lv Py 7(’!—6?40!‘(-(’0!\') has no reference to
antecedsnce in time, but is employed v"propter excollembtiam™
and neans only priority in order of dependence, as indicated

: . : 3 r 1 W

by the further expression desworv ke btefwc'a\; and (2)
the passage Xeeps scul and body clearly distinct and thus

-0f itself disposes of Archer-Hind's theory that the "limasus"

teaches the "evolution"of matter ouk of soul ;



Now the subsbtance of the cosmic soul is
compound ed by the divine Demiurge out of the Undivided
and the Divided, which in composition yield & third Torm
of existence. All these are next blended together. The
product is then divided like & long ribbon or monochord in

L

gccordance with the lengths of a musical scale built out

of a double geometrical progression oi seven bterms. Finally,
the entire structure is split and bent into two intersecting
cirecites in di fferent planes anl crossing obliguely, the

outer of which is called the cirele of the Same ( © To%
TReTov KVKAOS) and the inner the circle of the Other

(o 700 bxrvpoy gJrAos). The latber is agein subdivided
into seven concentric circles corresponding with the seven
terms of the double progression. The two circles have a
double significance: agstronomically, they are clearly wmeant,
as Proclus notices (II.2%8.1 cf.I1II.73.27), to stand
233pectively for the sidereal eguator and the eclipti ¢, and Chuws
® account for the diurnsl uniform rsvolution of the fixed
stars emd for the apparsnb irregularity of the planetary
paths through the Zodiac; epistemologically, they represent
the modes of the soul's spiritusl and mental life, since

they are the means by which the soul "Qeclares that precissly
wherewith anything may be identical or whsrefrom anything
nay be different, in Whgt relation or ways or means or btime
anything happens to be identical or different or to have

either character predicatédof it" (37a,b). God then investsd



the body of the world with the soul thus created, in such
a way bthat the soul encompasses and yet interpenetre
whole universe. "God set soul in the middle and extended
it throughout the whole, and again wrapped the body with her
from without™ (%4b). VEverywhere from the middle to the very
extremities of the universe she was interwoven and veiled it
around from without™ (36e).

Coeval with the creation of the universe was
the creation also of time. sime could not have eoxisted
previously to the cosmos because tenge, Wwith iss disbinction
between the perts of tims,past, present, and future, doeg not

N c 2r &
apply to "eternsl being" (7 otrdro§ ovdra  7c), but only

to "becoming®™. To makke the universe correspond as completely
as pogsible to ite eternal original, the Demiurge assigned

to it an everlasting motion marked end messured by the

recurrsnt movements of the heavenly bodiss. Por this purpose

the seven planets, Moon, Sun, Venus, Mercury, Mars, Ju
Seturn, are set in the sever eoncentric circles of the
WAL . ’ n :
subdivided KukAos Tou Gxn'eou to control and regulate time,
LTime is thus simply weasured duretion, moving squably,

W mvrm 1 . . Y 4 ’ " o= A (
revolving according to numbsr" (K«T xere/a v KUKAouyutrves,
%8a), "defined and safeguarded” (28c) by the planetsthe

?r
CEYyavn Kfovvu (42a). It is identical with the mobtions of

the planets .( This seems clearly to be Timaeus'meaning,
as Aristotle understocd - Phys.218P 1f. Proclus, howeve r,
Will not believe that time is actually identified with "amot ion"

’ ) F
(»'(rv"d"!S) or "revolution" ( Weeryfoe« ) -~ Dighl III.87.6%.,

4
‘n-erdfos , N0 Urges, means not only motion itself but also



’ b 4 "
the measure anl extent ( aerpov K<r MWeeaTesrS ) of
=

i o XAk ol P P T L S CPLUNND | IPVRET ey, e
motion, =0 that when Plato speais of tims as the "wanderings

to

-‘;
;.J.

('rr‘lo{vxr) of the planetary bodies, he is

0

r 2 7
their 'K‘Fereferin this senss of Xf‘ulfrkd! ARETOR
Ju(frtfudm (IIT.87.21, 90.,15). Proclug is obviously
) o # \ 1
begging the gnestion, for in defining time as Te /rtcovpruv
JAETE oV he is including the term {o be defined. His shirking
of the issue aricses from his desire t0o regard tine as souwe-
o
4 r ke r
thing exalted ami not a were omvdgoy Tv e/dos (111.5.28),
Time, he is eager to show, does not exist merely in
A 2 - 2 4 o i r 2 X
concoptbion ( €v oPrAers €mevorers | I11.21.5, KaT ' emivowV
{z,,\.’v ,95.10), as the Stoics thought (III1.95.9), nor isik
something accidental (0"0/“/5!/4 xos Tr II1.21.6 av /Ir/.f k::.r
1 12 | L ' vl ’ > Vad V4
(=] ! "
(D ﬁ:rvy rrews,95.14), as many Pe l‘lyauctl ce supposed (95

Nor sgain is it even a by-produch {Y"V"?/“‘ ; E11,22488) op
’

appanage (Trx(’dkor\ouﬁw 24,31)ef soul, as others with

truer insight svpposed; rather is it that in which the soul

4

is the first participent (III.22.28). DNor, finally, is

time identical with the circle of the Other ard eternity
with that of the Same, as Theodorus supposed (III.24.32);
loes the circle of the Other imcline to Fy,rfovt
and that of the Saue to xrow'wx . Time is an ovd"roe
(I11.23.27). Its nature is, in faect, dual (III.25.11%F.).
According to its internal activity ( Kara 9V ¢ dov 'wf("""'
it is properly eternal (-rr’wwo.r =o B, ILI1.59.11), bub

= “ =4
ccording to its external activity ( K«T« 7‘7\" "'f‘u '”{(’Y""‘“’)

. : . .. 2 r
it is kurr‘ro.s‘ e Thus time is v;rrfkw;wes 3 Well as € y £ 0gueros
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¢ is active,

(II1.28.10, 53.18); in the former sense i

]
7o «oerﬁ,uu?v, in the latter sense, it is passive, °

et GuyTey o 7o u’era/ao-;umvrln.:aa.wf., 32,22, 73.16);
in bhe former senae, again, it is invisible { dgfq'vfs), in

the latter visible r;,u/-wp- III.59.38£, 35.25%, B88.16£.0.
Plutarch in his “Pletonicase Quaestiones" (Teubner Bdition,G.HN.
Bernardekis, 1007a.25f.) similarly refuses to regard time as
the "ueasure and number of .wotion in respect of prictr and
posteria?” (Aristotle), or as"quantity in motion™ (Spsnsipous),
or ag an "interval of motion" (Stoics). Pindar, hs says,

ceme nearer the truth when he described time as "the lord
surpassing all blesgssed onesg™, and Pythagoras when he calls

it "the soul of this world". Dime, insists Plutarch, is

no affoction ( mc@eS) or accident (G‘v/y/-“/-‘yk-'ﬂ of motion,
but iz the source of gll the ordesr end regularity and

syumetry displayed by created things - 1007b10OfL. i

o !

planets, then, were created to "join in
4

the production of time" ((i‘vwz'irr-(yatj e6Cur Xfo’ve\f,%c).

Now the motion of the outermoet cirecle is'to bLhe right by weay
of the side "- from East to West, that of the inner circle
"to the left by way of the diagonal™ - from West to Bast,

the planeof the ecliptic being inclined obliguely to that

of the equator as the diagonal of a rectangle is to its side
(36¢); and, moreover, "soversignty" (Ke«L7oS , 36c) is with
the eircuit of the Same. Hence the planets have a complex
motion. For while they are carried along with the "sovaweign®

B. to W. diurnal motion of the outer circle, they also

-y
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revolve counter to the outer cirecle in their own periods
in accordance with the W. to H. revolution of the inner
ecirele of the Other. Next were fashioned the fixed stars,
which Were distributed in various pogitions between th
Byuator and the Poles and Were formmed for the most part
of fire. They are divine living beings (j“ge( Ocr ,20D)
and each iz spherical in shape and has two motions : a
uniform axial rotation in the same spot, since this is the
obion of reason anl each star has a rational fvxol and a
uniform forward movanent along with the diurmal circular
revolubion of the outer circle, the «wAwves, so hat
unlike the planets, the stars constantly revolve in the
gaue relative position (40 ayb.). f Have the planets

individual souls like the stars? Thig is the teaching of

the "Bpinomis ™ (983c¢f.), and iz believed by Proclus to be
the meaning in the "Timaeus". 1In the seven "intellectual
= b r )
souls" ( voeesr Yukar), says Proclus, the Demiurge places
! 4o 1 4.1 1 1 .3 '
seven (fu/ud'r'al , 80 that the planets lmve each a Twme, a fux7
r
andl a Vous (Diehl III1.59.27. 6£.70.8, 7158, 78.4)s Tk i8
common both to the fixed stars aml to the planets to be
n ~ P r [ (=) (s
J6¢ @efn , 202 esch has en (e gufy (II1.116.50%., 127.27).
Timaeus may only mean that the planc:ts share the animation
of the whole cosmic scul, but the expression he appliss to
; - ) £ I} n 2 [
them at 28c - v g t Fy € 97-
& fﬁ‘)uors Cu vXor.l d'u/u.tnt deBevra o of Yy
s
seews Lo support the view of Proelus (cf.Heath, "Aristarchus

of Samos"™ p, 174).
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Ha

The earth itself is "swinging on the patl
about the axis stretched through the universe™ ( 7 r“\o/u!-vrv
\ \ 4 9 e
Tyv el TOv dra mavros WoAOV TETmeEvev, L0}),
f‘l‘his, the reading restored and printed by only one
mnodern editor, Professor Burne geems 0 be indubitably
the true one and should settle the old "vexata gquesestio”
ag to whether the sarth has an independent motion of its
= T (‘A L L4 4.4 y 5 1 ? - A T
own or not. For rAAombvyv is atlested by ¥, Arbistotle

o

Proclus paraphrases the verb 1AAraGer

fF

Plutarch and Proclus

. ~ 7,
with the words Teer TSV KoV Tov WevTes TuveXeTe!

’ , 7 )
ket dvsgeyy eTar (111, 156,51, oTfryyomevyy Ker
4
G"UVG-K omEvyy , 376, 143.21, 6’uv¢Yo/uF'u'V 13714,

’ 1 4 . : i .
Tuvefomtvyy v TS pbee 155,16, duv eNeTar 159,18,
2 n

8.1
4 T 4 ’ n r
TUve etar K& v o Kevrpw  TuveyrTar  Tov WAvToS

139.19) - "congregated and compressed about the axis of

L&Y
fal]

the universe". He auphatically denies that the earth is

"Phasdo" (109a), where the earth is described as immovable,

P | 1 i - . - - . - 9 ’

and bscause no mention isc made by Timessus of an o Wok«7d 7x6rS
ST g e AT

or WMFerovof of the earth in his exposition o

planstary system (III.1%8.11). It is auusing to notice

that he

Q
o,
ot
4}
0]

the ¥iew that the earth is in motion end not
stationary as an instance of the soul's confusion when
its two circles are upset (III.346.6). Plmntarch also

believes that the earth is unmoved in the "Pimasus"



=i =
(‘P1latonicee Juaestionss™, Bernardakis 1006e 25f£.). DBut

at "4 Caelo™ 293P 4B0Ff - 2962 26 Aristotle twic

@

illustrates Timaeus' mesaninz by means of the explicative
b fal . _

phrase K&r Kwnf@m, g0 that the word rAf\q;uF vyv austh

connote motion; and since in the samne passage Aristotle

explicitly distinguishe

L1

the theory ascribed toc Limssus
that the carth "goes to and fro" gt the centre of the
universe (a) from the Pythagorsan view that the earth
"revolvesY round & ceabtral luminery and has a period of
twenty-four hours, and also (b) from the visw of ToAAv ¢
:?pful who apparently zave to the sarth an orbifal

revolution, it is probable that, as Profegsor Tgylor

maintaing, what Pimaeus means is an oscillatory movemsnt
rather than & circular revolution. Phe movament mhich hs

has in mind secms %0 bs a periodic slide or glip,
rectilinear excursions in a plans slong the axis of th
universe, and possibly also, as Pro fessor Taylor fubther
suggests, this speculstion is intended not only to sccount
1or some of the apparent "excursions in latitude" of ths
planets, but also to explein why there is not a total

4

eclipse of the sun at every new moon, a problem whi

must have worried thiy

'|_|.
ﬁ
{l

ors after the discovery of the true
explanation of solar sclipses as dus to the interposition
of the moon, Timaeusg' explanetion of the paradox would be
that ths esarth is "out of ths centrs™, not "in line with"

the moon and the sun. DThis interpretation of Timaesus'

Wwords obviates the difficu

|—

ty suggested by Proclus ~ that



4

return oif the sarth, since the earth does not travel
h the Zodiac like the rest of the planets j.
20 ecompl the perfection of the univserse,
thewe yet needed the creation of mortal kinds, The larger
srt of this task the Demiurge assigned tc the stars, the

_ \ 3 ;
"oreated gods" ( bcor !{t-vv7ro: ,404), the "young gods"

/ ’ 1 €2 L] ,
(veor Oeor ,42d), the highest ordsr of living beings, who

i e oy ;| ONITRN ST | [ ey SRR T B T, R E P e
though not "anaturally" immortal amd imperi®hasblp,cannot

7 33 e 3 Mearms her Al Ao an b T T B
be dissolved "save by consent of" the Demiurge (41la), who

3 9 ¥
His own good handiwork (41b). f To vyTe
" . " hat ’ ’
as Proeclus puts it (III.210.20f), as foves /‘um(ﬂs, X{/]’m
o N2 \ ’
created by T &LAUTK Ty Ker Avrd vy - Ghe "young gods",

R 1 c = ’ ’ T
whom Proclus also calls of €yneguror Oeor (194,20,

| J

$10.81). There murbly cecus %0 be a misbtake in Di
5 p n 14 LY [}
arrangement of the bracketed clause K e AvTov

¢ n rc
K TAS e Fff%w et 5«m?at I1II. 211,12, Proclus

Dr

distingunishes two kindg of d/‘vfﬂ’ and two corresponding
Tk ¥ ’ _

Kinds of Avrev- The ginply («WAdS ) xAv7e from

LR e & IS ] b ¥ O P SR ) e
itself and from other things, snd the o« Avro

these twofold relations ( J,,"Js »1leSe

[ \ n ) 1 Q
Tue €TeEou ket €AUTOU | Dhg fircgh = 7o & WADS RAVTOV

Gsse ~ ’ '
Diehl's errengement Teo TETLEeTov ig 7o Aurev wy |
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Froglus subseguent expositif

2 L b L0
Sl izid b i fo et B

y P - .:. I‘ '
WLE POl ~ AL

A, RO
gith-it, 7o o AuTov ”(.

.
Lo 7 »

1 ' ]
that 7o Avtov my , and
[ L

r i A |4 n K
ara the ueans or necdia (/w!-f‘a( ) hetween Te LMADS az‘vﬂv
A

andg 7T «cm\ws AUNV anl as suech sre the attributes of

(8]
t

o: Fykﬂ# 9(—01. cf. especially 216.8f. and n.216.13 -
'7“; fr— /am"ov Gf,(,uotﬂ» Tor's zyxod;m,ors 9!—0%, and
218417 - ru ,u.:-v rrpums dﬂqwdrov Kett T év-,rw aM'f-e-

-,

‘I ',
and with reference to o FYko Gurol ﬁf—or - ?' & /\u-r.c "!TJ
- ) {ion) AU “roy €Ty 517
(211.21)----Ty Avte (23), AvErs rr-, ocv (213.13),
o h) <7 iy
dAvrov wme kel Avedv (515,17), £AVTOUS e ke
(AN 3 : ; A : ; 8 s
Avnvs (215.10). Thus the right plsce for the bracketed

glause in Dishl 211.12, as the context demands, seome €O

be at the end of the sentence aiier Avro’v Ty Ger&:S .

ct
&
ch
{

C

2 7 .
at some time exist are dependent on ("w’fr‘ﬂ' 7ol )
/ o
\
aternal realiticss. For e ,a,}v 7?‘(:57'( ‘(Fvw’ Trkot
’ - 1 " 2
7oV /u.l-'awv F’trn ot de 7oV 'n-r\ru‘r-tmv(_-_'-;;a.u.x:‘J._,J,;,,? 1
r
) ~ r 2 r 1
/w(f(.t de Twv T MWewWwTwS o Ouva 7wy ker Tov Gv-,mv

A2 n > o s %
T oL €1 'rf\’fou/uhm T9S o eryftvous ﬂis _ Proclus' point is that
the "young gods™ are at once indissoluble and dissoluble.

s . A n
ihey are indissoluble because they are Te €E@EYL Tov

b 11l Yo Sense
0 14 Y 1= oo
4 ¥ 11l =] ¥ _.,_,r ol
e = [ ) 2
1l 4 by T 5
ihlen the Deliurge
(=]

o § 4
a0 Ty R . S, o 5 1 S 8 LD i R
gontains tne fTorm ( A °ros g = ‘!_ 1 St | ) ana L8 X l; L8 Ccausgses

’ W 5 G 4 9 ) .
(frweu}ut—wu 1 r 215,14, 210.28). Proeclus' meaning

L3 ) 4 ' (' / 6 '
is Ghat because or VEor €elare composites, they are "de
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footo® dissoluble into their simple elements; but they
naver will be dissolved because 1 he

Demiurge, and, as Proclus elsewhere ramsarks (II1.240.22),
it is not the nature of that which unites to dissolve any

more than it is the nature of cold to zive heat or oif zood

to work evil. At tho e, in his amxiety to give

¢ D r
due dignity to of E'rxog‘,mor er-m ag manbers of the

o1}
I_.I
',.)

hierarchy, Proclus is at pains to show further that they
L4 r ¢ ~
are KAUTM 'mrg FvTewy as wWell as “rot 1‘7\f Tov ercufruv
/s,ua.,m f1TL-811,2%, 818,18, ol 214,55 < K T ‘n,v €S TOV
qf ) L) i, . -
ch‘w KPOxETe), in opposition to Severus, Atticus and
Plutereh, who guite correctly understood Timasus' msaning
to be that the "young gods™" are in their cun nature di
but are indigsoluble by will of the Dsmiurge .(;31:.-,.7'}.}
First of all, God Himself prspared "the most
L

1 ’ \ 4
divine and most holy zlsment” ( 7o GFWT-CWV Ker 16T Tov

=

45a) of the human goul, the "imumcrtal ¢€X7

creature™ (42¢, 69¢), in the saus cup in which he had

perore fashioned the soul of the world -end from T TWY
7 ’

‘lr?od'afv J'H’OAO(W-&(*;].E’;}, the residue, that is, of the thre

ingredients left over after the consiruction of the cosmie

soul, as Proclus says (III1.257.5).  He

substance thus formed into as many souls as there were stars

and placed each soul in & ster " a8 in a chariot™ (41ls).

) a 14 g + o b v e L fa iy o o
inere he revesled to them s8ll "the neture of the wniverse
and its fated laas™. E The reason for this isg, as Proeclus

obgerves (III.2302, 28-31), to ensurs that the sould bthem-
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seives, and nob Gtheir ator, shall he
their misdeeds. We mey here note

point of

respongible for

gimilarity

' i ' o o i3 - N ” e X . = o = - " = . -
with the myth of the Phasdrus, where at 252e¢ -253a it is
said, in the some spirit, that a man "lays hold of his
own god with his nemory", that is to say, directs his
gconduct by recollection and recognition of & moral law

or stendard which hsed been disclosed to
ite incernation .cf. lcclegiasticus XVII.

this he gave them knowledge,

nis soul before

11-12: “Besides

and the law of life Tor an

heritage. He mede an everlasting covenant with them, and
showed tnom hig Juar‘monts'Q. At first all were to cone
into the world alike, as men, "that none may suifer
handicap at God's hands" (4le).  Whoever should overcouse
his lowsr nature "throunghout his due term" should again
return to & blassed existence in hig star. Bul whoover
should succumb to the allurements of sense ghould be

born again in the form of a woman, and, in the case of

continved wickedness, should sink ever lower by various

transmigrations until final redemption is won by conguest
of the distracting and contaminating impulses of earthly
existences Thus apprigzed of their destiny, the souls ar

then sown by God into the
plenets which they are
(1)

Wilson hag

to inhabit,

humen bodics, fH. There is no just

gs J.000k shown ("On the Inte

Plato's

n

limaeus™, pp.5l-

suppogition that the soulg get in the gt

Wingtroments oy time",

%), for Mertin's and Arct

the

for incorporation in

ifie
rpretation of
r-Hind's

ne
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ars are large

ation whatevar,



B
portions of soul-substance "not as yet differentiated into
A
particular souls"™ (Archer-Hind p.l41l n.1l3), "vastes depots
/
de substance incorporelle" (Martin, "Etudes" II.p 151).
. 2 LS 4 \ cr
Timaeus distinetly says €veue cAdsTyv wpos €kegvov (41d),
i.e. while in the stars the souls are already differentiated
and learn of their destined embodiment and are then shown
into the various planets in which their embodiment is to
take place. It is indeed hard to see how Archer-Hind can
reconcile his own explanation of the assignment to the stars
as intended to account for individual varieties of character
with his other assumption that the souls thus assigned "are
not particular souls nor aggregates of particular souls”,
(2) The embodiment of souls, as both Plotinus ("Ennead"
IV.8.1) and Proclus (III.325.14) notice, is in the "Timaeus"
represented as the fulfilment oFf a cosmic law and as
necessary to the perfection of the universe, and is not due,
as in the "Phaedrus" (248c¢c), to a self-caused decline on
the part of the souls themselves. The teaching of the
K . ' I 4 . .

"Timaeus™ is that the existence of 6v771 is essential to

. ~ 4 A r A .
the completion of the universe. To QV7Tov there must be,
as Proclus says at III.222.3f., so that all things possible
me s ey 3 4 B \ 2r
may exist and that there may be no lacuna between 7 ovTw
2L 2 5 2 T
x €t and 7o uydguds ov , and in order that the world may
1 X \ n
be an adequate copy of 7e Trevredes fr;:ov (efITI.227.13). The
aditi A 6 - o g s e ;
addition of T« WwTe is in fact the consummation and

4

crown ( TeAef wars ) of the world's constructive 1life
(223.15). There are, he explains earlier (III.97.5%),

o ol B 3
three kinds of "wholeness® ( Oaﬂo'r7s ) imparted by the
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Demiurge to the universe. First of all, the Demiurge
<4 b ~ A ;
had made the world a 6 Aov ‘fgo Tov APV when
(a] 2r et i) o
He created it a ‘T‘-T' oV (}u{v,rov Cyvovv Te . Then Ie had
[ > it n g . 2 !/
made it a Odov €K Twv Aepev vilien He jave .uaulu{uc
to the elements of the body of the universe and divided its
soul into various parts. Now finally He makes the world
es > g ] , y L - - T2 = - =1
a oAov év Tw aeeer Dby giving o 1t mortal Kinds and
pid y
5 n - - i e
all animals - his greatesst 4ﬁufoV' -~ and thus completing
2 V4 \ ] 4 K 3
its cjo/.orwﬂs 0 To MLvTeEAcs fonv Thus the universe
[ 5
cr 2
is truly G!\lﬂ (’§ g"‘ﬂ\/ 5.
The Deniurge then "withdrew to his rest"
ant left Iis lieutenants to complete what He had begun.
"mverything subsecuent to the sowing He delivered over to
the young gods, to mould mortal bodies and, having
fashioned all that remained of human soul needing yet to
be added and everything adjunct to mortal bodies, to rule
over the mortal creature and %o .pilot it as nobly &and &as
perfectly as they could, without e¢vil save what should
befall it by its own fault" (¢24,e). "Borrowing®" from the
universe fragments of the four elements, the minor deities
built the human body and the "mortal species of soul',
subdividing this inferior portion of soul further into a
higher and a lower part. To the higher half belong courage
> / _ ’
(vdgera ) and mettle ( 6v/uus ), to thie lower the
o 2 4 S : _
sensuous appetites (Fﬂr£Q/aux!). The first is planted
in the breast within hearing of reason, the second is

lodged below the midriff like an animal tied in a stall
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with the stomach to serve as & manger and the liver as
a "mirror" (KlTJTFT€°V} reflecting the messages of

the brain (69d-7la)e The divine element which was the
direct worlk of the Demiurge was assigned to the head,
With the neck as an isthuus between it and the mortal

soul.

At 47e the argument of Timasus talkes a new
direction. "If any man would dsclare truly how bthe universs
has come {0 be
Ly

- P & Rt | | v ITT b = m
The "Errant Cauze" or "Necessity

, he mugt include alsoc the sirrant Cause

/ 5 -
*rrf\(\fw,ufv-? «iTie ), so far as its meture admits™ (48a).

we have so far neglected, 10w demard s at tention and
its examination will entsils "return upon our steps”
, > 4 b o o T 10N, S - L I " £ - 1.! B A
(weArv  wvefeweyreov, 48f). Hibherto we have for bthe most
hY 1 el r
part besen discussing T« 1 vod J"J‘V”’"CYW""“-’ the
h |
oxpression of rational plan, without much rezard 0 Tee
J‘ i S ; : ) g e : i
f -(v-tyfc’s, the subordinsate mechanism which swpplies the

a3

mneansg oL

this expression. So far, therefore, it has been
sufficient for our purpose to take for granted the

Empedoclesan guaternion of “roots", fire, air, water,earth,
and to regard bhem, as Mupedocles had done, as the ultimate
congtituents or "simples" of the world of sense. In point

of fact, however, so far from being the simple A B C

n 1 1 L= 1 : 1,
(a‘rorx et ® ) of the alphabet of the universe, they are

\.J

- o . f i
more composite even than "syllables" ( ewAA«f«r ). Iunstead

01 accepting them as unanalyzaule "elements®, we have now

G0 go behind them to what is truly ultimate, and to begin

i =<1 - . > ’ a
irom a fresh "sterting-point" ( «@ Ny 48b) more
v
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setisfectory and more scientific than our original
_ , e f

dietinction at £7d-28a between OV and Yryy o m ’V"V,

P d 4 .
Yoyﬂ’v and K"&7 ToV the eternal and the transient.

Accordingly, we must now distinguish three

” _ ’ o
"Lorma™ ( CF J7 ,48e): the pattern { ke J"’V"), the copy
{,ou;ucf/ud), and the "repository” (wro 'f'ﬂx-’ or "nurse”
’ \ : . : A ' n

(779-,V7J of becoming. The first iz the TwVvTEAERL [aov,

suprasensual and co

the material ordsr, created, destructible, and apprehended
by "percepbtusl judgement™. Both of these have alrcady bsen

diseriminated. Our new factor is GChs
process comes Lo pass, an everlasting
itself without gquality or configuration but is cepable of
receiving any determination Irom without just as a

scentless 0il takes on various perfumes. "It never 8nywhere
or in any way assumes any oi those shapeg that enter into

it" (50e). It is as it were the "mould™ or “plasm"
(‘EK/“Y’”?"") on which form is impressed. It is in fmct

"Roon" or "Space" {X(:fc(r -ru'vros' 52a), geometrical

; ) 2 f 2 »

exbension, "invigible and formless " ( «vo@RTovV Kr ‘Sf“‘ff”",
_518,], 1t is the spatisl continuun or the volume in
yWhich the life and events of nature go on and receive
contour, and ag such it is too "dim amd dark"™ (49a)
"hard to comprehend™ (5la), to be anythine more than an
stract 108lcal concept, "Accessible by & bastard sort
f reasoning™ (52b). We have thus three "Kindis" ( Yf-(n,'

50c): that which comes into be ing, that in which this comes

L

into being, and that of which it is a natural conv.




Phe patbtern plays the r01e of fether, the Uwotﬁ*ﬂ?{,n\_L
of mother, and begotten of the two ( éﬁ%ruuws) is the
concrete physical world.

Anterior to the construction of bthe 03€dV6l
semblances of T g';m( x’h, hsd already begun to enter
upon the u11>fox7 but in such a wey that it only Shﬂéeﬂ‘
rude "tra ('va efinite structnre. "All things
were without method or messure"” (53a). God came and
imparted order to the imbroglio. God "systematized the
clements with forms anml numbers" (5%b),i.s. conveftea them
into bodieg definitely qualified and ¢uantified. "ie must
gonceive that the proportions of the elements in regard
t0 their multitude and motionsg and the rest of their
properties, when God had completed them in all thes wajs
through precision, were then co-ordinated by Him in due
ratio" (56¢)., God "introduced among them such measures of

proportion amd regularity as thesy would admit, sach ons

(691) . A11 these He ordered forth in the beginaniag, and
out of them constructed this universe” (B9b).

Now firas, air, water and earth are solid

Lo

bod ies, and every solid body is circumsecribed by plane

a

urfaces; every plene surfacs is compossd of tri%hglss;

-
2

the two primary triangles are the rectangulat isoscles
(the "half-square" of the Pythagareans) and the rectangular
scalene (the Pythagorsan "half-triangle™). From the

latter we get the eguil

£0
o
w
L]
&
]—‘

t¥ilangle and thence the
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threc regular solids, tetrahedron (which iz tle
slementary corpusele of fire), octehedron (air) and
jeosahedron (wabsr); from the former we get the sguare
apd bhen the ocube (esarth)., In this way firs, air, and
water arse interchangsable with one gnother gnd s0 give
rise to all the different varietiss of body - ice, stons,
alkeli, and so on; sarth, however, admnits of no transmutation,

-

bescause its frame-work is dependent on a different radical

0

&

=0

o (53c-56c). Thus we see that the shape and gual

r
L]
1,_“
0
5
1
n

and variety of bodies are dspendent in their last analysis
the geomstrical structure of their elementary parficless

n fact an example of bthe combination of the twe

’ 2
Pythagorsan factorg, Limit (meexS ) and Unlinited (xwerpov ),

i

s

S
Zacn IS

W

The rensinder of Timseus! discourse dag8ls
with the principles of physiology, pathology and psychophysics

(69a-87b). The point throughout is to show that th

(4]
E‘:i

riou

L')

parts and funcbions of the human organism are conbtrived

i

"for the best". Thus the lungs were devigsed to act as a

),

cugsnion (o soften the bounding and throbbing of the heart

s

in time of excitement (70d); the winiine of the intestines

Was meant to serve as a precaution against glutbony (73a);

nails, though of little valus %o men, were givem to them

to afford a means of defence for the inferior animals into

Which they would degenerate (764). Diseases of the body
are explained as ariging partly from disturbances in the

normal relations subsisting betwsen the four elemsnts which

make up the body's consbtitution, partly from disorders in
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’ ’ : : . ] P
{-,1; ft-urr-f-u Jusrteoers 0Or secondary stroctures of the

=

body, - blood, flesh, marrow, bons, sinew, aml partly Irom
he vieious humours which are various formsg of "bile"

’ ’ G e
(Xor\l’} and "phlegm” (fz\?put), which again are simply

unnabtural  conditions set up by decomposition (Tyikeddv) of

as essentially pathological, arising in particular Ifron

|
-

the unheglthy secretions of bils and phlegm, snd it is

aceordingly insisted that no one is willingly wicked

b €]

b T o 2 s S . ; :
(KaKos €kwy o09fers 86s). Vice ig simply an involuatary

eranf-'*a-i-xc—:’lﬁ produced by physical aberrations and sgiravated

""'x.)

by --hulty training (87b). Hence pr education ig

(o]
f
{Id
L

indigpensable to mental and moral
0f life ghould be the prescrvation of proper balance or
proporiion (TUmmerers ) in the G"bv.:,«fon(cv soul and
body by due exercise of both; the "msns ssana in corpor:
sano” is Timageus' ideal. Our :reatest care, howsver,
should be the soul, since it is to be "the guide™ ( To
o, n s 5 i S S % : : 2

MelddYouyy SOV, 89d) of the body snd contains in its highest
yart r "opardisn epirit'® J‘ ’ A :

part our "guardisn spirit" (deawwv,90a, 90c) and our

meansg of Immortality.




CHAPTER IV.

THE DEMIURGE,
s

g o By ’
The central figure of Dimseus discourse is

the Demimpge or God, who seeus to be described as what we
Wwould -call a "personsl" God. Is this what Dimseus means?
The Gresek lamguage, of course, lacked &a precise term

connot ing perscznality , but the absence of a definite

teminology does not entitle us to assume that Greek thoug

had no idea of what the conception itself implies. 'What

ance, was the comugnd of the Delphic insecription,
Y& 01 gwvrev | "nosce teipsum®™, but an exhorbtabion to man
to realize his own identity snd personality ? (cf.Proclus.

! : : c £
Diehl.III.552.19, where Proclus explsins o K&Td/uf-r\l"'ﬂs

rd

who sccording to Timaeus is condemmed by his nsglect to
- c ‘ ‘
life ofvintel lectual lsmeness, as meaning o Lgers i Sl

a

c - ~ N .
€avTou YV OIV ), At 97b of our ouwn dislogue Timeous

himgelf recognizes gelf-consciousness, when he observes

that planets are distinguished from men in that they lack

povwer "to observe and reflect upon their own naturs", His

language about the Demiurge shows that the cor

L

«Q
(L
]
t A
b
O
r

¥
(]
b

What vie more or legs mean by personality was clearly

implicit in his mind. He calls Him "Father"™, "Maler and

Father", "Pather of the gods" ~ 27c¢,28c¢c,%%c,4la. "God was
good, and in what is good there can never be any g
0L anything, Wherefore, being altogether ungrudsg ing

, HB
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wished all things to come into being &s like Hims elf as
might be"(ﬁ&%c). God "proceeded to abide in uis accustomed
pature” ( CMEVEV €y To ExuTol kaTe Teomov yber iza).
God "reflects'and "takes thought™( on(r (‘u r\o‘Y!l’,uo{ 30a,
’

30b,d3a,34a ; At{Yﬂ fecs Juwrl-f, 38c; C‘m—w-’rw tl'rrvoH

, r
37c,570; dravey beis 5225 Vomisds, 53b; 717n~ro 350 ;

';(_ o, 33d); He shows "forethought™ ( W’fe’wnrr 30b) and
exercises "will" (32¢,4la,41b); He "sees &and rejoices" (37¢);
Te speaks and commends (4la,4lc); Ile makes caleulations (31lb-
34a,35b-30d, 38e-3Yc). Above all, He is explicitly said to
heve mind or understanding (Ifot'fs' 3%c) and since also Vou's
cannot dwell in anything without t,)ux-,’ (30b), the Demiurge
must be a Soul. As such, He is the "best of the causes". "It
was not nor is right for the best to do aught save what is
most fair" (30a)-c¢f.Job XXXIV.10. "Far be it from God that He
should do wickedness; and from the Almighty that He should
committ iniquity" and James I.l7, "Every good gift and every
perfeet gift is fromabowe, and cometh down from the TFather of
lights, with whom is no variableness,neither ghadow O_f turning™.

Thus it is clear that the Demiurge of the "Timaeus'
is no vague abstraction, but is & living rational Person who
thinks, feels, &and wills, & spiritual Being who is the supreme
personification of intelligence and beneficence.

Proclus (I.266.21f) ebsarves that’of "the

2 e ’ : :
ancients" ( er WwAwror ) the Epicureans denied the existence
f



of any Demiurge of the world; the Stoics admitted a
Demiurge but maintained that He is inseparable Zfrom
e, F n
matter (ef.I.414.1f - Chrysippus made God ar,!’werﬂ'ei TV
4 2 i

Stor kov mevewy , inscparable Irow Hig subjects, and thus
virtually confismed material and immaterial); and the
Peripatetits, while granting a separate cause, concsive

of it as final and not efficient. The Pythagoreans and

Plato,however, both affirmed & distinet e ient cause
the Damiurgse. roclus tries to justify this position by

reforence to Aristotle's own theory fthet God is the intellect

which moves the world as the object of its love, on the

‘I:_—:’-
U

zround that world must obtain its being and an vanlimited
power of existence from the object of its desire as well
as an unlimited power of motion. Thig

soems to be & po]_amie.
on Proclus' pert agsinst the interpretation put on Aristdtle's
conecepbion of God (with more justice to Aristotle's own
words) by Alexamder of Aphrodisias, as distinet from the
view of Simplicius,adopbted by the lleo-Platonists, that
the God of Aristotle is in a real sense & producing as well
28 a final cause,.

At I1.,505. 256f, Proclus, records the various
interpstations of or ?P(M/Su'ﬂ-for regarding . D
fH. the expressions oro wff-d‘/.!u’-'rs(u' or Tra f\afw‘rffo:

{
s ¢

and ©f WaA&tor sre uzed by Proclus in a very fluid and
2 =S th < o ¢ f
indefinite way. of weesureeor and or TxAerorepor

generally refer to the "Helsctie" Platonists and Neo-Platonists




the second, third, and fourth centuries ~ Atbicus,

] t . 1 . L
Numeniug, Plotinusg, Porphyry, Iamblichus, Theodorus, E
as in the present passage and abt, for ingtancs, I.521.26

gnd III.103.17, while o ‘rxAerr’ seem to mean the earliesr
thinikcers after Aristotle, as e.g. at 1.266.21%. or sven
Aristotle himself, as at I1.10.7, or his disciple Theophrastus,
ag at I1I.120.8. But the distinction is not by any means

an exact one, for cf.l.3

are &8lso gpoken of as ©

(1) Numenius thought there were thres
the World, thus distinguishing two Damiurges (ef.I11I1.103.28)
(g) Attious identified the Demiurge with the Good; (3]
Plotinugs, like Numenius, also sgupposed that there ware two
Deniurges - the so-called "laker and Father" of 28¢c ard the
Intellect of the World; (4) Amslius conceived of a itriasd of

Demiurges - He that is

-
r
g
L 5]

that hags and He that sees, or
Being, Intelligible, and Intellectual (f I.%598.16 and III.
103.18, and Plotinug "Bnnead" II. 9.u@ (5) Porphyry regarded
the Damiurge not ag veds but as a qu7 Which uses vOv¥S ag

pattern (cf.I.431.22 and II1.99.30); (6) Iamblichus understood

. = : r ’
by the Demiurge the entire Kodumes Veyres or inbtelli

k.)

CF'

L

L]

order; (7) Theodorus followsd Amelius in azsuming three
Deuiurges; (8) Syrienus regarded the Damiurge as an

intellectual god ag distinet from thse intelligible and from

da

tae intelliginle-intsllsctual gods, His particulsr iuncsion

: . o X 4
being the production of intellect, Te Veoowotov

. We nay pass



upon a8ll these speculabions the Juigement passe
Iamblichus on the interpretation of Auslius, that thay

are "too extravezant amd far-fetched" ( F‘f’y-’ﬂs 1\! v
ﬂerr*ras {!(-d‘xc-wof-,/ue’v% Proclus I.%98.87), but they at

leagt serve to indicate the importance which the fy/urweyvs
v

0f the Timseus assumed in the eyes of later expositors.



CHAPTER V.

8 : Nl "
the Demierze to the "Forus.
il
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not 2s an inanimatle mestaphysical entity, but as & consciously-

working Psrson, it Tollews that we must not devitalize

4.

concept or eviscerate it of all spiritual content by

regarding the Demiurge as uersly an allegorical personificatior

) g
0% the e€/dos '7'.:97.:903 of "Republic" VI. As Proclus urges
ggainst Atticus' identification of ths two, the Daniurge
is only callsd "geood" and not ths Good (I1.505.8) in the
Mimaeus) Proclus returnsg bo the point at 1L.35%.80f. 1t
lpdicrous, he there says, teo identify the Demiurge with the

Good, since the Good and one who is good are not the same.

Pt

Rather is goodness that which gives to every god existence

&

e -~ . 5 it y
qu8 2od and debtermines his specific nature (361.6f), so tha

1.
LA
~
X & L w [ 2 o & ol s (o G T | 3 x t vy A
it is the goodnsss in wous which makes it "demiurgie". Bui
the truest argument aginst the identification of the Demiurge

of the MDimaeus" and the Gocd of the "Republic" is that we
have no right whatocyer bo bind down Plate on a Procrustesn
bed anl 6o try to sguare ons Qialogue with enother in susch
a faghion,

Nor, egain,; may we identify the J7/u wueYo’s
with the e fbr;ut which is represented as directing
His activity. There is, it im true, much in the language
0f Timseus %o suggest their identification. (1) It wonld

appear at times that God I modslline

Ehe world ailter the

‘ n . &
Voyrov Jt““‘" is simply conbemplating His own nsturs,
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With 20d, "onto that which is the fairest of things
inte l1ligible and altogether pefect did God wish to liken

it®, compare 29e, "God wished all things to becone as like

jan
E
=
{47
(o1
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=
[63]
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2) The ‘m(fg('cf‘t-ryucau never be
"aocond with another" (91a) end is™all-perfect™ (%1bi.

Yet God is "the most perfect™ (30a) and "the nost excellent
of ndtures intelligible and eternal™ (37a). (2)
description of the ‘ﬂ"tfi(!-ly(ﬁi af Mg 16 z boing whi
ternally" (87cyef.31b) secems to imply that it is animabed
and is the source of 1life 10 a1l slsec., These and similer

W |

pagsazes lead Archer-Hind to the summary conclusion that
Plato "had reached a period in his mebtaphysic where he
delibsrately affimed the identity of thought and its objset™
(p.116n) end that he presents to us in the Timaeus "a complede
and coherent scheuwe of monistic idealism"™ ( Inbrod.p.2). But,
ag We have geen, unless wWe are to denude the God of Dimasus
of 2ll personality, We can no more identify Him with the

f‘l

Vm’ﬂw J@ov than with the f ef T« yacﬂov

. = . - e . n - . 1
Lo identify the vvyfm/ j‘:‘_uv' with the

ot
S -
L

Bl ; ’ : _—
ftpurwfyos ig to return to the old fallacious visw that
"Horug" are the ideal conception of the world formed in God's

intellect ~ an interprefation which was adopted almost

unenimougly by the early Fathers of the Churech. In the

~ L] - - L] P‘
saime way Philo conceived of the world as the ocutward  and
e . o ’ 2 g o i e
extrinsic | expression of the f\oros €vireberos or intrinsie
aggregat e of er(@ indwelling in the mimd of Godl. Such a

conceptualist view of the €r fs, , pfowever, is summarily
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digposed of at "Parmenides" 132 byce. 0n the ground that

avery "thought" is an act or process apout a correspond ing

object. [The same thought, that svery mental activity
mugt have an object distinet from iftself, appesrs ag early
ge "Charm . des™ 167 and ig used to dismiss Critias' conception
! L) 3 - = ) L i el - .
of mwfeoruv7 as the "Knowing which nows its elz".} Purther,
Aristotle through the whole if his critique nsver once rezards
1{ ~ St ~ - a4 4a L. 4 S el da L 1> ¥
the er 7 ag subjective products of the mind of the knower.
Above all, Timssus at 51-52 definitely aiiirms bthe independ snt
; o T Wr : .
and abselute existence of the € 7 in much the same lanzuzge
as We find in the "Phaedo" and the "Republiec"™. Are the

objects of sens Timaeus thergasks,to b

0]
(u
3
o]
[=7
L))
=9
v
T2
L=y
=
@

re
only realibties, aml is the supposition of an F?‘B: éku%?lu
Voytov affer all uers talk ( Adyes 5lc)? In defence of the
reality and independence of the "Forms" he advences what
Aristotle calls "the &rzumesnt from the side of knowledge”
(of Adyor of €K Thv t?mrr‘}:’-ﬁ}, the point of which is

Lo show‘thnt "objective reference"ig the necesssry condition
0T seience. The material objeet cen be no more than a

matter of perception and opinion. The "Form" alone is always
true. This conviection that there really is such as thing as
valid and irrefragable knowledge auvout a steble and invarisble
objeet and that this object cannot be sensible existence with
its lack of permansnce and self-consistency, is the

fund emental assumption on which the whole theory of "Forms"

is built. The argument means that the "Ebrus" must be

Objective entities. Dut such objectivity does not mean
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that the € 7 are as it wers quasi-concrete "hinzs"™ existing

in some isolated supra-cosmic “intelligible world". There

r

ig no doubt that, as Lotze scems to have been the first

to insist, the thought st the bottom of the theory of "Forms"
ig the a priori "validity" or "timelsssness™ attaching to
universal and eternal truths and laws (cf.iilhaud ,"Des

A} \ ’r o’
Philosphes - Geometres de la Grece - Plato et ses predecesgsurs”

~

gen.£E) .
It is c¢lear, then, that in.virtue of this
- L) 4 21 ,’ A L}
ind ependent character, the Grf"' though known by God, do not
despend for their existence on His thought about them and
cannot be simply subjectivestates of His consciousnsss or
I

ereations of His intelligence. DThey are fixed and eternal

truths, and so Gecd thinks of them ag thsy are and acts in
¥

aceordance With them. fcf.Tdtlj' hro 8-10, rm od?nV'ls
¥that which the gods approve",i.c.an act is antescesdently
religious, good or bad "by nature"™, and is approved by the
gods for that reason. The ethicel corollary of the whole
theory, of course, is that there really is an "eternal and
limutable "morality indepemdent of individual and subjective
Judgement, that moral “values" are what they are once for
all and always amd constitute the only trge and valid
ethical gtandard. 5.

The "Rormns™, we may say, are the immubtable
"velues® which God “perceives" (A«Boes , 39¢) and whose
direction He follows. The'Worms"™ and Mind are both

Gistinet ang yet, as iatelligible object and conscious
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subject, they

at"Parienides™ 1%2).

dependent @ yebt egually

Forms are the "causs
@od, the "causa efficiens
f ie may note that

exhibited rather as the

Mind
e

exemplaris" whose psrfection inspires

in Republic VI

11y related (the Ghought established
and Truth are co-ebernal, twWwo ipntaer-

rimordial uncaused DI‘.LQ(: 1 25 The

she ordering of the universe.

y 11

the Fr(os r-enyoS 5

o4

teleologicsal an the efficient

b T
Gl

cause - cf.Rep.VI1.5970b, } Proclus keeps the Good or the
N >\ ¢t » n . - .

final ceuse and the ovfo O €IV Jewov |, the form of

Jrganism,or the formal cause, definitely distinct. VoOs,

he (I.361.16€,),

says

with reforence to ( Tees )

on account of ({M )} which

produces at

&

and from

goodness,

makes. He guotes the simile
of Atticus (B366.9), that, as the carpentsr makes all his
productions of wood, but according to different "foms™ or
1 38 T A r T 3y T SRR By & o 4
proportions™ ( Aoyeor) makes one thing a bench, another a
bed, and so on, s0 God makes all things good, but gives them

distbinetion by using

the"archetypal causegh

however, the formel and the final cause coalesce in the
: . r 1 n
"Pinseus” as in Aristotle's metaphysic. he Vo?rov jugo\f

is not only the form of

developient.

The relati
is fully discussed by Pr
hag been shown,

Demiurge or Artificer.

ocal of the Demiunrg

r
organisim but also, as the *mtfud‘ny/—'('

0,

ge's actbivity end of the world's

on of the (ﬂ,,wov(yos to the rr.(f-((nﬂ«u

oclus (I1.519.26f.). The world,it
. 4 2 y 2 f
ig Y!-v7 Toy , and as suech it uust have a
low every artificer whose work is
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propsrly arransed wust apprehend ths form ( Ae 'os) or

I__
=%
3
g
>
",_'l-
b

o
[

#
arrangeaent | T-tf ¢s) of produces. Hence it

AL b e 2 . : B 7 ’
follows That bthere must bes a patiern or «TrOV Teex J‘!"fx,ﬂl?lk'ov

ag well as an eggent., What Lhen is fhe preecise relation of
J.bi.‘ T.,.;. i=: =0 t‘\. ‘D ,.'H.I,_. ey 5 L R o g R - o R =
tals patiern 0 $ths Deninrpe’y Lpalrg 2re tnree poggibilitieg:
1t may be primarily existent in the Deudurse nimeelf, or it

. e - Al 4 e . Ty . s —— o 2d = ar o w3 ey rl gy iB
may be subordinats to Bim; or finslly it may bs anbecedent

- . e 4
5o Him. hus of ofr WkAdror  Plojinus isvoured ths firsh

hypothesis, Longinus the second, and

Kown (1) if %the Damiurge iz Himsalf tha nrimary nosssesor of

) » B " )

|

& | f 0 . 4 » L. - - . #
o WL d’t‘-rrﬂut, He is in eifect intelligible and not
intellectual; (21 if the pettern is postsrior to Hia
Wwill be making soms bhing inferior the object of His Thought,

ard this iz inconsistent with His divinity. 1t follows then

= ! L T s e A .
teecedent t0 fhe Demivres

brnat the Trees tﬁ'-rrwl gt be an

(3.%,10) and as such is "scen" or con 'qu1at,o. by Him. But

—
=

cannot mean that tihe "H'xf-(,(ﬁ-fr,uu iz exbternel o the
emivrze, else His conteuplation will be en operation of
sonse and not of intelligence. It follows thereiore thab
the pattern contemplated by the Demiurge is also in Him;

2 T R RSy aity ambansgant fa osnl sontsinad din $he
a0 bthet it is bofn anuvéeesdenyv 0 NG ¢onuainan 11 wilg

Deminree - antecedent to Him intelligibly, iz Him

. \ 2 n 2 (‘ %
intellsctually (veyrds Weo avTey  voeeus df v adni,

Ly s L S Mh s o 4 Wt R =l r +he Ffaat Ethat Lho XD S8E

u»’«u---_) . LNL8 18 cOdlirLlaed by e 186w tidbuw LD J_bj_ =gai ong
a . =2 e wmeeh mk A i o mvn 4 T re— kel e

used in the "lfiuseus'" geem ab diiferent times bova U0

Admtincnsah thHa Degipnree and Hig patharn gnd © il 2ni %4

digtinsuish ths Deulliur oo Sl s pau Lo I Gl & F 830 TR A

them, DPhug in & cortain seanse 1t is right o gay wisa

r ;
Ismblichus that Gho Daniurge containg the e ‘{f"f"““ -



el ¥ 1 P R

Tleseld, ov, wish Auslivs, thab the  weedJeryme iz
the Demiunrge (Y26.17).

Proelus reburns to the quastion at T.431.14fF.
Atticue, he rocords, suppoc2d thal the Demiurge is supsrior

o Vﬂ?“‘/ Jev Porphyry conceived cof Him as inferior
Isablichus sbruck a widdle course by uaibins Demiunrss and

¢ f el B AR e —_ ol
Tt @ ot f*l'y_,uut 22 two interdependent correlatives, intsllees

and intelligible; &nd Auslius identified ths twe. 2Proclus

repsats nis oWn view that thne WLEL (Hrmt , while antecsdent
b it 3 T PP L A P NPT AP A O W o T S Lot e A an Sl E i I
i) L,;'J Delliny 3 3 , g84 H nheilistss 1n dim » 820 tna L L4 L els l.'lf_'_ Lne

world aiter the image of ths Weews J‘t‘»r)p«a! the Damiurge

- E - ~ ey Py - - 4 TR0
-:ll QD nigies 17 &1l Lo aa e dd .'.:.'_...-»31..1. ( :J-u 10},\;_..1:[
29 -111.19.

Proclue trisa Gto put the distinetion in yeb

4
n
another way st III. 100.4Ef, The I’oy-mvfuov 2 Yovl Vo ru’

JVHW(:YO is yo_e:‘:: vod § , @hoge Vor?ﬂs or

cr , _ .
conszists in seeiny | Ofad(ﬂ&‘} - 1.2, conteuplation

of the intelligible. DBut, hes insistes again, Lals 4«

. e o
( T e , 102.5). He beholds o kogmot VoyreS by conceiving
¢ N \ , -
or thinking of Himsslf ( €dvToVv VOWV). By wexing the Voz,nv
] y ) J‘ U ~ An oo oy Ty 'T‘ﬂ
Iuov distinet Lrom GhLS ‘p‘”“’f‘f‘s We 0 Not EaLs

-

¢
i g - w1 A= tha
Vo?ro'v sxtornal to VOUS ; ws simply mean that Te egumtvev

is antecedent toO ° Of"*‘" (102429}

RN LD

out is that logically tihs aff"{'"zuﬂ 13 prior o &

r ot emid ak Eha wans Eime 4w in Him, singe: oe
eroueyo:, and yob at the 2&uie viEe LY oo *

e ] '

heg not to look heyond Himzslf vo contsuplate 1% . - WWS Yy~ €

B



‘}-“' AAdwer vols &V ; 1T1:6.25. We may compave
Augustine's doctrine that as conmbsmplating the Word, Zod

is the Father, as contemplated by Himself, He iz the Som.,
Proclus is quite rightly trying 4o insigh that the Demivrge
as Intellect or Intelligence and the ﬂ(d%‘h?ﬁas
Intelligible ars essentially correlatsd aznd tﬁat thas G?’f’ A
ars not "things" oxisting outside of the Deuiurge Lub are
antecedent aml immutable "values” which it is propsr 50 Bod
to contsmplate. Plotinus soles the sane point at Ennssd IIX.
9.1. Ths Tubsileotunl Prineiple, he there seys, stenis gz
Ints1loctual Principle to that which it combtsupletes. It

iz the Intellsctual Prineipls iz virtue of hayinz that

intsllection.



CHAPILER VI,

LHL  HRRANT CAUSE,
i, =it

it

» 1s regarded in the "Timseus" gs

g living, self-conscious Pers

m
ks
]
o
Pt
L
o
U
&
w
|
3

thinking, choosing,
deeid ing, planning and acting. He is, Mrther, intinately

related t0 the €r cr., which make up ths conbtent of the Vorrﬁv
)

Iw oV in that they are the proper objsct, though not the

£ His thnought. But "the creation of this wo rld"

product, ¢

says Limaeus at 47s, "was g mixed one, and arose from a

Y

oncurrence of Necessity and liind". So again at 682 we are

1"

warned to differentiate between two "gpacic

o

: e n
S 01 ceause -

D

C

-
~

' 3 A 5 ¢ " . A n

the necessary ( 7o arwtrkatw\f) and the divine ( Te émov 3 s
What, then, is this further fector? Have we in “Necessity"

> ! e = o ¥ N s :
{th‘YK7) another equally independent prineiple gide by
gide with Mind or God?

Now thvoughout his discourse RPimasus sseums

to represent the Demiurge as a "finite God", or at least as
pnable to do all He would like. wualifying phrasss are
continually used in the desgription of His activity. God,
we are told, wished to communicate His own likeness o all
things as far as posgsible (qur/u-r’t\fﬂ-t , 298); He desi re
bhet thare chould be no evil as far as might be ( KeTx

A e - B e
produet oI LB

e
=

' . el 7
J”V‘/‘”V ,30a); He sought to malke

er
worlmanship as beautiful and 00d as possibls ( oTe

o

v #i
kAN (eTOV  L@raTov T¢ 50b); He wantsd

(0
I—f
L
<D
2]
oy
4]
et
{ S
o
St
w
i3}
L = i

o i &
universe most nearly (/uon\rﬂ'ut) to-the £



P 4]
(304); He intended the universe to be as far as possible

(0TI aaAtd7x ) a perfect living creature (32d); it was

; : - L \
His aim to work out "the best™ as far as possible ( ktr-? To

/ s
Juvrdy ,460); He formed the elements 1o be as fair and as
| e - - - A c , A

gool as possible (WS KeAN1oT oo16Te ™ 53b); He introduced
measure anmong the =lements in &s many kinds and ways as they

P g L Qe 4 N OF d’i A Q
could admit measure (o"g,u/urffur oods Tt Kee Owt-, vwtov yv

0

69b). In the same spirit Timaeus Teaches at 42a that inaividuel
- > 2 ey ; !
souls are "of necessity" ( Gf dwcykrs ) implanted in
31 o 2 ~ Y L 3 . 9 ’-. .
bodily forms and that it is "necessary ( uv«t\,l\’anv) that they
should all have sensation. 3So at 69c-0 the mortal soul is
spoken of as bearing "dread and necessary passions™ which the
junior deitics "necessarily" blended with sensatlion. A%
46d-e a sharp distinetion is Grawn befween those causes which
"thave understanding and are producers of things fair and good"
and those again which "are devoid of wisdom" andoroduce on
each occasion hazard and disorderly effects". Al 48a "Necessit,
. . 4 . [ ’ 2y
is Gefinitely called "the Errant Cause" ( y T(“VW/L'V? oI Tred )
which Mind cannot coerce but can only "persuade to direct most
~ ; L T ; . A
things ( Tw "ﬂ"(\e-?r‘m ) ereated to the best issus!s The same
thought is repeated at Bboe: God made the world perfect "only
in so far as the nature of Necessity, rendered willing by
persuasion, allowed". In Bhis capacity Necessity stands
particularly for all the ancillary or oo icomitant causes
B b - 4 466 a(!p!‘:t 15" ¢ u,d' 58¢ )
(GuvarTi ,406c, TIJJ/M/A“TOUT‘&‘«UUs Tt Ty g orovesi
whieh Cod has to use for His intelligent purposes.

mhe whole of this account of "Wecegsity™ or

the "Errant Cause"™ does seem "prima facle™ %0 imply &



T
dualigtic position like the Zoroastrian snd M@nichaean
conflict between @rmuzd,the god of light, ang Ahriman, the
god of darkness. "Hecessity" appears to represent a second
- " s - o . ~ =
agency oxternal and antithetic to vevs , a blind erratic

force which hampers or frustrates God! intelligent design

(42]

but which up to a certain point Hs is abls to resularize.

This was the interpretation put upon Timssug' language by
Plutarch (c.100.4:D), who extracted from the %eaching of
, "Laws" X.596d. that f./x?'is 7oV Te yabSv arrie ket v
K K QY , bhe cause of all things, whether gocd or bad, tha
theory of an evil world-soul (f/;/[l; “'men‘ k.!‘r K«&koWoros
and identified it with the x’vd"Yﬁ? of the "Timssus® ("de
Animae Procreatione" 10l4e). The sssumption is that thers
ig always & certain reiractory modicum of at‘)r/)fxr ahich God
gannot wholly regulate and which will not submit to fixity
and adjustmant, and thet from this intractable residuwnm erise
the imperfections amd disorder of the physical world. Ploiinus
similarly understanis by -?v-e’yx, the "prineiple of svil"
("Bnnead™ I.8.7, I1I.2.2),but, wherzas Plutarch makes a(::f-c{yk7
a third l’fﬂ" intermediate between God and "lMatisr" (ﬁe Animze

Proc,101§a~b), Plotinus definitely identifies it with™aitsz"

("Bnnpad" III.2.2).

But such a conception of "the Lrrant Causs"
&s something independent of and antagonistic o God and as
gonsequantly the cause of evil 1s yuite ingompat ible with
$he ewphagis on God's omnipotence at &2c,4la,43d,and GBd.

Mind alons is responsible for ths present ordsr oi the universs.

-.3@:.;;-1- is rogarded as the priug OFf every thing else in the
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"Pimgeus" &8 much as in "Laws" X (cf."Timssug® ,644) . Proclus

certainly had no sympathy with such 2 n@tion of é%ﬁ}k7zas

o
b
o}
=

miependent evil forece limiting the authority and heneficence

of the Dentiurg as is clear from scabttered references through

hig Comuentary on the dielogue. We may nots, first of all,
WL e y o S i : .
Wnat he has o gay in his yresting emlysis of the problen

of evil at I.%72.19f. Anticipating the
that theworld is as essential to God ag God is to the world,

: L A ’ : ST R :
Poclus declares that 7o Y tvvemivey Lo the imlispensable
corlition or gine qua non of divine nmature, gince without Te

’ Ly - beook a1 'tlv‘_ £ e ey o t (T; .3 \
\{(-vvm/.u-vov, bhing begotten, that which bdegats yevveov |
gannot show its superiority. Does then the necessity of

¢ oty el v e ] o T the Yeaassity of & "1‘; I‘J-:' t'-.- Deminre ce
Y(‘-v(-ﬂ‘ carry With 1uv Uhe NessssSiuy 0L oVil: + The Dsiniurg
wished 811 things to be gooi, what ig the explanaliion of evil?

ar ig that God's relation to things is different

=

Pro elus' ansy
from ourg, am that the relation of wholes to parts is
dif ferent from that of parts to each othsr. Conseguenily
what is evil to & part is to the universs as a whole good
azmd therefore to God nothing is evil (ef.T.125.21 and I
A
805,1%f)«. Phere is no such thing as sbsolute evil ( e
ovTo Ka Kev) for gvil is everywhsre boumd up with what is
n = (gl Lo o n A ’ v e o
good ( I Ly G"U/A'K(-'n l-pu.rvov I.274.21)s In the case
of bodieg (parts moved 'Bb extram),for instance, disease
ard destruction are unnatural snd evil to a particular body

=008 to the wholemess of bodies, inasuuch as

but are g
corrug’alon and consequent transmutabion ars necessary for

the life and preservation of the universe as a whole (on
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the principle that ¢ «Adov yevesrs «Adov fOoe-e rEES Y

7, \ (4

£AXov  Jloga yérers aMov—1.576,51¢. 579,115, ef.I11.28.19,

87.22, 89,19, 1II.43.25, 318.19, 352.24). 80 avain

case 01 souls (parts moved “ab inrdl), a v luntary deed or

action corresponds in quality to the anteocsdent af
er :
(/@€Y ) and thoigh without gualificabi
evil deed ig evil, yet the sequence of evil action uonon svil
: : o NN i , : A ’ .
ghoice 1s ths Jjust embodinment of a law of nature ( Aere Jrk7V;,

dozg not attribnte evil to xv.c»,x, v Similarily a6 III1.B13.13%F.

1@ ingigts that, bthough Ghe jJunior go« Jsuﬂtef t'fpuwvf*(of

F\\
=z
(_‘
e
b
o
L]
i

are by delegation the Tanricatores oI fir JREESr Kl!
\ °ﬂ o : . ok o ’ i
Lrom T AR arl though evil only affects megrke , yet they
are not to be regarded as respensible for evil any more than
" ery d ] . - Jal8
o TWY 0 Awv ¢ 7_vaf~[0!'. Proclus is emphatic on this
2 2 2 N \ n 2 7 1 I'4
noint - owT 'odv éms TO ﬂt-mv yveveKTEtovy To KdLRoy

. 3 A \ o o b ! o T SR ¥/ e
(205.3), ovdev Kekov oV de  meps f""‘"v amMo TWV OVELVIWYV

-Y;-Yypr” Oesv (51544)s Accordingly he will not countenance
; ; . - ; 9 ’

any distinetion bstwesen one z0d Wne 1g odeneilcend ( vrd’ﬁon 1053

who ie malignant ( A<Ko e ros 313.15)s The gods
pod, all-perfect, and all-powertul, s § hat, as
gsgerts earlisr (III.B03.16f.), if evil exista, it doss not

A £ e 7
antecedent way ( A« weoy Yo VArESYY GO LTV
4

2 o8 1A - TV a1 397 9 e
%0%,16), but is adventitious (€ rersode J?S, £2). ©The Damiurge

for Proclns is without any limitation. Thus at 1.981.18, in



w1
comuenting on the words "God wished that all thines shou 1d

be good and that there should be nothing evil as fr as

poseible” (30a), Proclus denies that ths expression s

&5

Fd)]

t=h

m
3

(4]

. N r
8 possible” ( kete duvemey ) connotes any imperfection
2 \
(lfﬂ“l"t JJV‘/“'$) on God's part; at II.55.14, he insists
L e ? o .
that impotence ( wog®evere) iz forsign to the Demiurge; at
IlI 7 “"l DR ha anlaraag that AnAtas hanafs . - J—'
vl RL=%d, DS declares that Ged's eanerigence ( 0‘173)
ig almays invarisble and unimpsded, though we oursslves mnay
not be fit® to receive it; and at 111.213.3, he repudiates any
o . o ™ - . 1 (4 o -
gseparation of the Dsuivrge's ﬁouavcﬂs from His JUVd/d'S
5 _ £ ’ rq \ ’
(c£.214.15, ws doverer /fr-e_j tsCur rov d’%wv{yov;}.
e | - T ] 2 s
The real gignificance of d’rx?k’z, as

Professor laylor haes cemonsbrated, is clossly connected with

- 4-

Pimasus' initial distinction at 29.b.c. between "Knowledze"

(=

>y F el - g r . ag
fxf‘o’ O¢re ) arg "belief" ( wWro¥rS ) and their corresponding

i 2 . r ) . -,
objeects, oV ol and Yr—«m&. Timseus thers refuses to

eleim for his aceount of the structure of
more than "vraisemblance". He aduits that it is only an
approximate or "probabls® attempt at explanavion.
knowledge final and incontrovertible appliss only to objects
that are correlatively stable and invariable; "exact science”
ig only attaineble asbout that which "is" always, about the
tRovud' and the numbers amd figurss of pure mathematics.
Cosmology, however, deals directly with that which “never is,

: <8 » ;
but is always bscoming"; it studies not OVTWE e¥T bui

(=R ot

£ - — T ¥ 1. 1+ = AT 2 x
yryvo,ur-v-t , bhings perpetually subject to0 variasion and

sucecession in time anmd place. Lhe Maws" of natural science
12 e . o L e J';-J-"h
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can consequently never reach absclute prscision but must

fo
L:"

waeys be supspositionals They can never be anything more
bthan provisional hypotheses which the Hrue "erit iecal"
philospher must be prepared to revise or even to reject
should he find that they fail to do justice to the phenomens

which thay sesik to explain, Ths true philosppher must

{8)]

alvays be ready to examine and “give an sceount of" the

pestulates on which his deductions are ba

m

ed, Just as Timasus

hingelf at 51b . calls into guestion and formally justifies

\

his ‘preliminary aggsumption of To ov utH and 70 Yfrvéuw.v nI’H‘
laid down a8t 27d.- ag Preelus points out at I1.B37.7.

fhus science cean never completely "explain®
the sensible world end the facts given in experience. If it

could, all the "laws of nature"” would be revesled as "causae

I

. [al 1 e
concomitantes" or expressiong of wous, the "Causa principalis®™.

-

8 it is, the world of experience displays much that s

GiLg

L3

contingent and incalculeble, and it is this apparent elaient

e

of easualty apd indstsmingtion that Limasus means by the
"Brrant Cause" or "Necessity". ‘The "Errant Cause" stanls for
all the unexplained "datum" in the present order of things.

Such debtum there must always be, bscause the physical vwiorld

reduplization of its sternal and seli-saune original., It is
only "like God as far as possible". DThis, as Plotinus says-
("Bnnead™ 1I.9.8), is its very nature; the world cennol be
aﬁything more than a eymbol or replica, else there will be

no distinction bhetween it and God.



o

At the saue time, though nature csn never be
rationally explained amd co-ordinated in svery detail, that
is still the ideal of positive science. Though cosmology cen
never be an "exact science™, il should be our aim to coavert

it as far as posgible into "exact science™ by following the

latter's mebhod. fhe only ftrue way of trying to reach a
rational anl scientific understerding of this spatio-temporal

universge is by an explanation of it in terms of mathemat ical

; i un g i 3 2\ n
physies. - (a the general prineipls that ﬂr-os €Cr Yewmtrees.
Such a geometrical secience of nature is undertaken by Timaeus
at 48c~6l1lc, where he seriously bries to explain the total
physicel fact as resolvable ultimately into mathematical
formulee by a molscular analysis of the four "slemsnts",
though he takes care to insist that such an attenpt is itself

. 2 A [l rd
only a btentative e€rKws Ao’yos {md,cf.%d}. lione the less
it is a penuine sndeavour to reduce physics to applied
geometry, end Aristotle was quite right in fekins this account
of the derivation of the elements literally (cf."de Caclo"
ILI.298b,53%., “"do Gen.et.Corr".I1.3150.50}. The same
l’ ’
doctrine, that solids can be built out of umathematical Gm'ﬂ’f-d‘xl
;he Academy after Plato (Aristotle,'Met.’
b

{7
A< 2
9928.10~23) . P"oclquﬂtS the whole point of Timsaeus'

was in faet held in

n i 4 . L = A ZATE
geometrical analysis of the m:lﬂd quite clearly at I.5423.
9 £ "
18€., He there insists that, though only Erxerodoypre, fthe
Wavth" of the "Timseus™ is not e "myth" in the sense of

. y, 2 Mo
beine mers gusss-work, Conjscture [ Te érk.sz—rv) gnd likeness

r . . e e )
or gssimillation ( 7o Corkevar ) are two distinet things: the



B

FAnn = e vex e 9 oy 1 3 il

former belongs to okjeets which, though copios, are not
BonS Ao o b Soaades T Lo &t Tz = 1 . !
copies oL tae intelligible but of ths sensib le, whereas

.'..l'_.' ']._ o ey wm g% 7 'l = . 4 , ' o =
vhe latier applies GO Er KOVES 7oy @v7of, for the one
e ——

. 1
We nave Grﬁql‘!‘fl’or I‘QYO' ('ubn‘]ccthic'l} for the other
2 7 =k s
ErkoTeS a!ror (1ike 1y)e DTimseus is dealing with -n; ;'g—"._c

A / A 1 5
7'.’5 ,UM, not T RKt7u TP‘IV,V. And we h=ve to be

SN N Cell, = -] f.-3 1 ’ ‘ o , A
satigfied with approximation (re a“uv?r-,us , 849.9, 7O &g €Ay
X A 4 | it =4 = L = | 1 L4 o :
Te WoAW 52,2, Te €yyvs 536.6) in such an sccount (1)

becauge the material is in a constant state of instabilis:

L
and (£) because whatever exactness astronony and physical
speculation possess come only from the amount of gpomebrical

proof they use, since geomebry is a science of intellizibles

.

- . - o g ’
and universals ($46.20f.cf. Xenoerates on -trrfof\ofr-e in
(" Heolonca %uﬂcm 2‘\0&:&& "3
Ritter and f--ﬂnrhujid}. Pimssus, Proclus points out (351.5-
3563.4) gives us a double reason for the diffioculty or
impossibility of accuracy in physical speculation - (1) the
acte discussed, since nateriasl things do nof
gimit of scientific and irrefutable exposivi
d > 7w % i 4 BE.
ofiigt J_m.poi;enc@ (a((uvt/urxj 0r Veafiness ( o\'d’ﬂl‘vr-he) ag iinite

human beings Jho have for the most part fo employ ssnsation

and empirical aids.
Totze at the conelusion of Book III of the

irites: "The . of nabure gar e thing
Uikrokoamos' Wribtes: "The wholesum of nabure can be nothing

else than the condition for the reaslizetion of the Good... .

But this decided convicbtion indicates only an ultimate and

5 it Lo deipm, by md sad @l ey | ).
farthast %.Da-!_ that may ;;-._':i.VG our tnougints UvNGLE glrect 10N

it @oes not indicate knowledge that dessrves Lhs naue oL



science, in the sense, nausly, thet it can be formulated lin
a demonsgtrable doctrine. To our humen reason & chesm that
canot be filled, or at least that has never yet been f£illed,
divides the world of values from the world of Fforms."
Substituting word "facts" Tor the word "ilorw

What Timaeus seeks to do is to bridge the "chasm™ bhetwesn
bhe world of "values" and the world of "facts" by th
application of umathematics to physics. The more we umder-
stand the natural world in terms of mathsmabtics, the more
We shall clarify it of the irrational, ;Val, k, + We shal

gee nore and more clesrly that, in the words of Leibnitz

"ecausee efficientes pendent a finalibusg™, that mechanism is

not the true cause of things but merely fnlfils what Timaeus

ealls the oifice of "underling'™ oy "understranr
: 9 7 * h .
L6c, o&r Tloy vw?eefoua‘u 68e, for which meaning of..

L

is shown to be

o

Bathyphro 1%a-d, where "service of the zod:
gimply a form of (fm’et-ﬂxi , bthe art of “co-operating as a
subord inate with a superior" for the achievement orf a
T-t'yx-u\ov évf*fov). In this way physical scisnce will
virtually consist in an increasing and progressive
revelation of the goodnsss of God. DThe more we sse the Tacts
of nature, not as mere contingent ami unexplained "data",
but as necessary end integral parts oi a uniform and
intelligible system, the more shall we view the world =nd
the "art of wo"ld -making™ in the light of 70 0?70!6(\’, and
the more shall / 1earn of "the depth of the riches both

'!ﬂ

the wisdom snd lmowledge oL God



3uch a ma
reality wes clearly an ideal of Plato himselfe It a: plains
the insecription reputed o, have been put over the :atbe of
ol o "A "w " y 7 & ,‘ & ’ 8 .
the Acadely, Y ,w-rf-'ru.s,m, ef6rTw, =5 Well o= the charge
said to have bsen l2id against Plato by his opponents, t
, 6 z 1 , e
ho KL TEMeOy ud TIKEVIRTO Tyv fuetv ., liow it sesus clsar
il ox. e {.'_. R o 3 v et = . 2 ¢ . 1
that the starving-point of the distinetive F(’&Vu.cmd‘ which

aristotle ascribes to Plato in the "Metaphysics™, the anslysis

of the"Formse"into the One and the “Indefinits Duality"™, was

the demend for a definition of "irratienzls" or "incomuensuralb les
s

It seems, further, that, as H. Stenzsel and frofessor Taylor

waintein (sce chapter on "Plato in the Acadeny" in A.R.
laylor's "Plato: Ths Man and His wWork™), in his conception
. 2/ A - = 5 2ol
0L b[ho ocogreTes Juas Plato uwas thinking of the formation of
suceessive "convergents®io an endless "continusd fraction"
and that he had in mind the problem of obtaining a ssriss of
ever closer appreximations to the precise definition of
nadratic and cubic surds. If this is true, than clsarly
the und erlying thought is closely connsehed with that which
guid es Timaeus' treatument of l’\fdrk7 « It is
"incommensurable” in nature thet Dimmeus personifies in é’w'ym’

e partial “retionaligzation"™ of such a "surd®

gnd it ig just ©
that he attompbs tentatively to make in the glaborate

. . W | IR = S T o2 2wy £ AQnF
mathsnatice - physical scheme which he offers at «Bel.
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CHAPTIER VII.

.l.'.:_i JL. U TJ Ul L :LJ;".L_.U @

.

cgosmic goul

< i
) I S er ) ' : ¥ 16
! 38 e Zr crux eriticorum"™ of the
AdaT oo L} 2 - r " | .
dlaloguse. Lhe accounlb is contained at S5aff,, and i
g 1e AV Dol Ths, 8500 18
important snough to be guoted "in { i '
Lt T g N M LLU LGl 1 extells Phe
& juoted "in extenso"., The text

a1 10w ed da that af Thimia n 2 s ¥
fellowed is that of Burnet. ‘n’s ar/asfr oy k-u

7 \ A ! 2 1
a(F-r KETL TV T ('Xou.rrs ovares ker ‘n,s e nee
?

Tl f(d/ul’i"e( YI'YVO,H.FV-,S M(fd"ﬂ’& T‘frrev i ‘f/“f""f

v ,wrd“w (ﬁrvr-kf--(«d@"d‘ro o Psrts  ePdas ‘n’s -n_ TiewTo O
f‘”ﬂ""‘ [..’“’ '“"f' J ke s 'nu Q-‘.Y'FEO\J rar KeTe
'raewae v. €. T‘xum) f“umﬁfr’n,d‘?-v Fv mn.; re:? e .r_,usfo.?s
XV Oy ket TG Kt'r-: Tt Cﬂo,mcm _,.ufrd"rou Kear

Tele Axfev «rh vtk OuvekegxTaro s urlev TVt
r’cfh'v 7‘;\/ ént‘tr—'fou {er’ (fua;ur-fx'rgv Ot?fatv "

€r’s Tdo'ro\f {l’vuqf;u.orrw\f A, /:,u-r-’.rds eft- T
'T‘v;s o o7 ws ko €k Tfrwv 'Nor"d'd,,ul-vol k’-v

lef‘rv §'Aw 70 U To ,u-zrfat.! o<f'a!’s ‘ﬁ"fufﬂ,kl *fﬁw-f,uw

ch.t'ﬂ‘?v orf‘ quﬁ( T¢ ‘uu’ro(? ka Jd'n-éeu k-cr 1.'1

Oé’@r’d.l ,wr-/u FrW\v?V

Diffimlties of interpretation ars here
a = .-‘{‘ avataq Yy il LOCLL 1 ) Gl L‘,'.'Lu L 0 ToXi s 0’0

3 - 1. g . , i e e ] il W =
weer read by the manuscripte after Tys T¢ TevTov ¢ o rted

ar

(4]

indubitebly a gpurious inberpolalion reps ated fron

"hu brece di ;'1 glapse: Wial le the anols context Ilayours

ot e B s f-_ 2 1 i :

gimilar rejection of the manuscript TWweTK Ior Lurne t's
T > & - R : : !

resding Tuvtd . The chief problem oif the CGresk 1s the

eonstruction of the cenibives in the parazraph. Now the

'f. A i et SR n b | g d ! : -
irst two genitives Tys wpeQreToy svered ket TS



. G e e e T e 2> n r

ine other pair of genibtives, -rs’s Te TeuTew 'url—rﬂ
v g - . ’,

be consbrued with ev

- ~ ¢ r
KJ ¥ -r.'& n L] e ﬂeﬂ o) . S8 a ] a0

ME€6  in apposition to the Tirst tuo

that the two
- 1 - i . - - -a ’ + -y
peirs beocome identicel in neaning. XZven if we take TS
2 ’ o 1 ) £ 2
,‘/ugeg TToU OQuGIKs Kor “r-?s pordd o‘r;s 1ith Gf a;u,o?v and
a o r \ ~ 0, ) 7
TS T WSS fuoket ke TS ToU €TEPou ibn €V W

~ a9

as Archer-Hind does, it will be hard %o how God can

g . 3.7 Be o g - : e
mele the Tervov evevas e/des interucdiate bebween the Same

gnd the Other by compound ing it out of vthe Undivided and
the Divided, except on the supposition that both stend for

2 ’ TR ’ . o
T A. uith ev aml construe TE

Lut@loTOU (TN UI5H €V mesw ani G A

ol 2r 2 : L gl B = e
TtvToy K.T A. 0ith r—j N/CA.,O?V, the Undivided and the
Divided will play no pert in the chaemistry at alle. 4Zsller
("Plato snd the O0lder Academy", chapter on "Physics") would

~
- i n
refuse to rejeect bobth the words «v W'Fer aftcr Tys TE
4 . Lo i T ofy P s i % J ';‘v
fUC‘FwS but would retalin , belting both F-!l' _,ufo
ang Fv_/wfrd'tl with all four zenitives, and we are accordinzly
L3 i 3 3 ] -1 ; ! ans : "‘1 =]
to understand that God first blended Uhs dute rovev and the
r = s fo b ot w & amde ey A Gy b 03"’{‘ 9 f Ll han d i j‘:'
/ul-ftﬂev into a (aird i1ntvernediaus , ang tnen aid
o > 7 ’
] 1 Pt Vi e amlae #e

the same again (av ) with TevTeV and b«rreov. But what,

- e e i v | Tot o 1 e -’-.I._ {'.'__,_ '::_ﬁ'!".)":"'i..
on this construction, will be Lag TRrYEe LALCL Lo



NG

&68.6) of the next mixture? We have already been given

o
two compound substences. What is the third ingredient?

Apart, however, from textual details, the identit ¥y of

L r 4
X b ETOV  Cpidl N(rm'v with '7"(3 Tov ard ed"ﬂflﬂf

is agserted plainly =nough at 37a

can, when it "revolves upon itself™, meet and respond to
2 7 . 7 4
OUEI oipikgleTes il ovard fm-&u"ﬁ’ and thelir various

relations external to itself (where note also &

i r-;‘s 7edrod &er Tys Ouregou (uo-m €K TE
a:‘:v

0USIAS Terdv__ Tourwy cuykes@ersa morp
7ol Awfuv of 55a.5).
L— —

The translation of the whole pagsa
ptands thus: "Intemediste between the uvundivided and ever
gself-identical being and bthat which is divided gboul bod ies
and becomes, God compcunded & third forn of bein

pbotih, intermediate between the natureSboth of the Same and

o

of the Cthsr, samd by the saue meang He composed 1t
bebween the undivid ed and that which can bs divided. And He

toek them, thrse in number, and blendsd them all intc s

unity. He constrsined the meture of the Other, in spite of

o ; /] 2 A o P Aot = " e 1- = - J—

ites reluctance, to unites with the Saume, anc, naving ul ed

el S 41 4.4 L de o Ll HAa 10{1‘ e :.:l oo
ghem with the otner bDelng, OLlu UL ng wire e pif e 2l OIS,

right, and each portion wes compounded 0L GUns oSaue, 0L ths
r
Other, and of the third substance". Accepbing the «auke!rToV

v and Gthe T o‘rcr and @‘aﬁf';'wﬂw’ ag signifying
and /u-(\fcr“rov and the TauTov and ¢ & g



one and the same pair of "opposites’, we can see clsarly
enough what the Demivrge is reprosented ss doing. He
first tooic partes of the two "opposites”, the Undivided

and the Divided, or the Same amd ths Othsr, andi fused thenm
’

i1}

Sl 2
into a third intermediats owere . This compound Hs gzain
blended with the ingredientsz of the first mixture, and
then divided the final product into portions secordin

the intervals ol & melodie progression and split it into

4
«Q
H
LO]

two great eci a8

At "de Animg" 406b.25f. Aristotle trests
this =zecount of the creabtion of the soul of ths ou?emns
strictly "au pied de la lettre" and criticizes it a'ﬂ-{.rci;zrﬂ

He talkes it to mean that the soul iz & "megnitude" (MY!—GO()

and from this standpoint he objects thet, if the sonl is &
mgznituds, it cannot think, and that Plato makes ths soul a
revolving circle anl identifies the circle's revolution
With the soul's thinking, bthus making thought an snéless
process or cycle, whorsas processes have "limits” f?l"F%l‘r-zJ.
Other strictures which he pesses are that nc teleologicel

explanstion of the soul's circular motion is offsred by
4 = 4 3 A 1 il X
demonstre bing that 1t is ﬂh\wov, erd that the whole
_f

speculation ignores the intimate relation ( Korvesvria |
subsisting between soul and body. This last is cleerly the
ghief objection which Aristotle wishes Lo make., He Finds
nothing in the {lvxnrovm of the "Timseus" to substantis

, i 4= 4
his own thecry of the soul s the rsr\!-Kt-rac cr "actval

, 2 ] < 2
vealization” of a "natural organic bedy", am &1l



criticisms are designed o lead up Lo the main objsction,

viz., that the account doce not explain the dependence of

S

& particular soul upon a particular body, and thet, instead
of attempting to show whether there is any organic relation
between soul and body or not,, tallke ag if it wore possible
ior any soul taken at ranjom, according to the Pythagorean
storieg, t0 pass intc any body".

Thug Aristobtle's criticisus are not
altogather dis r:‘:'r'estacl. They are obviously an unjust

"tour ds force". For we must rememnber that the speaker i

a

& fifth-century Pythagorean who, faced with the difficulty

of expressing unon-sensuous thought by means of & lanpuage

w
u’)

"‘i

as yet inadequate for such a purpose, would have spoken
much a&s he is made to speal. Similarly Thecophrastus'
eriticism, mentioned by Proclus at II. 120.7f., that it is
illegitimate to inguire into the cause of what is an
ultimets and always to investigate "the why" ( 7o de

in natural science, was alsgoe founded on a2 misunderstan ing.
Por Timaeus, ag Proclus rsplies, is treating of the soul
of the world not particularly as a physical, but more
widely as a philosophical entity. IFrom thig point of wvisw,
it is not a “first prineiple” (Proclus 1I1,1231,13) but is &

rivative, and it is thereforecguite properly described as

f.m

27 » e T W e - = g me o
bezobben < T ‘,\t\.’s *(X!?S- Aceord ingly, Proclus himselfl

agrces with most of the exegetes in refusing o accept the

0le

=y

«literal statement of Limseus ard in treating the

account as figurabive. He regaxis the gceount as a kind of



S AT T LI 4
anatomical anslysis of the soul's oOverk - of thse slements

and proporiiong

up its constitution (II1.123.30f.),

and he ig

0 insist that, while the soul,
i S RS S T S e T e s i 2 P
like everything else, consists of Being (OVErR ) Genseity

r . g 2 r
({UVCSM!S ], eng Activity ( FVF("(F"'(), in snegktine of the

formation of the soul we are discussing chiefly its "sssentisg®
or guiddity (II.l41,14f,.,150.19, 15&. 21, 154.18, 162.2, 193.32

' . 1 g B r (? /
its OV6rK | =2nd only secondarily its tfuv.(,ultts and veEgYere s
(I1.2858.8f., R79.82f.). BSuch & distinction must not be

o=

unduly pressed, for the real point oiff this account of the

il

g = = gl > _ T 14 . .
ormation of the overa of the soul of the world is to

b

B ) - . 4
describe and illustrate just what Proclug c¢slls its ‘QV‘/""‘

e I ’.
and FVF('YH-H.

. ! .
to understamd what these f UV%HS or "powers" ars whi
Limasus is gttempting to ¢

the Soul's crsation, and fLfor this purpose, as Professor

i L
Taylor insisbts, the tradition should be our truest guide.
71 3 i s :
i
! ] 8T ] A ime A0l -+ Avydat ot Y b waoo ooanaiate
Now &t ”{l_ g anlne 4041 f 1s AL1LBLOL 1z y W no wag asgdclLave d
Lal

With Plato for tweniy years, in a digcussion ol tas

\ ~ r ’ 2 )
"propria®™ of soul ( Tx /M‘,'\fm do kolv O J‘R:e,{f-rv Ty

B 1 A = e an [Yam oo
Kol T fu'ﬂv' 403b) remarks t(hat some, suchk as Demoeriitus

and Anaxagoras, focussed their abttenbion upon soul

\ keverdBer, anite othars
cause oi motion, upon To KevEr , Walle 0UASLS

4
=4
<
&
)
R
-
-
e

concentrated on the soul's "swWwareness", on T
7 a . o ) ) : S
h:: To tf6Bogvee@ar rdv ovrew, Lhsge latter rogardsd tne

1 Py = N b e B o b ) @7
sonl as conztruected Lrom Lhe soune congbituent clements
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> r _
(“(’Xﬂu} as Lhe opjeebs which it spprehends, on the
ground that "lilke is iknown by like™. mipedoclesg, for

instenee, doclarcd that "with sarth we ses sarth" - Y-Ury
>

,a:—v'yif Y.c?.w OmwAL kv (Freg.109d). "In the saums

2 ~ ’
slodents ( €&k 7av CTOXHOW) . for 1ino is nown by liks
’ | n o 7 L 4
(*('YVW”KM’&' Yo ™Y omorw T® Q/um@ and the objacts

. = | i [ ] " ,
are compoumied oi Gho KE@A«r ",

- g % " L e - | SN - [ R ~ '
gogsy on, pOmbINned vne conceptiocn ol gcul as RH/’?’!KOV
and that of =soul as y Vewere Tk dvon he aceordingly

: . : e r
defined it as "self-moving numbe (ater@ﬁz'! Krvesv FauToy )

4. Lt

Arigtotls says wvch the sawe thing abeout the "UMimssus™ af

406b.26%f., where he says that ths goul was made out of the
; e r

elements ( fwr-r’ﬁ’ Kutev €K rov qrorKerey ) ond divided

Ca vy ¥y v g s A 3 TH s e _‘1 -~ di aion >4 P iy Bt

1in namonic ratLf in order that it . i1 ZNG have an innate

percepb ion of proportion' ( ome.s "UC"G" gty f"/""/" N

s RY ;zident ot Gh
835515, is tne person neent by Aristotle in his referencse
to a third party who combined ths soul's two functions of
motion and cognition. According bto Xenocraboes' inferpretation,

\.‘
R
=
£
L
*

=
]
s

H

¢

¢
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Procrsatione”,1012,d~f.). Xenocrates szcordins

4o 1o y e e -8 4e I N
the soul as a "gelf -moving nuuber". Proclus

g e (]
615 gscribes the
5 e E T T i LR S . P - e
SGas conweptlon ol the soul as a "number" to Arigtandsr,

Huaenius, and "most of the obher exegetes" ( Aor

TA!-'PO"W! Ty Ff'”-’r:w - I1.,153.23) and objeects to such

€«
=
=
i
3
w
"‘.

rpretation on the ground that Timeeus has given us

e al 3 41 4« d - Th TF - 5

aoreet Vilen arigtoy le in ‘rezard iz Gz pSyclogony asg

- Wy 1 e 1 . s wr w4 L de 1 .\\ Ve N i SR ;L S
concernsd primarily with the soul's "cogunitive" character.

, g

hig attention on d'd’é,a‘u o the exeglusion of

’ il oy T ot 3 K T P H. o eam NECH o | | 1 -1
K lrl’ o1y . The soulrg digfinetive “propriuvm® ig Ghe
apprehension of the:psyusnent and the wmubable, ths
inte1ligible and the sensible, or the Undivided and the
Divided; ani algo of the various relations of identi ty and
diversilby obtaining in and bstwsen ths objechs of hoth
12 inlreoduetion of two further factors, the

Saume snd the Other (Plubarch, op.cit.l012 d4f. 1015a). The

ks

soul, in Crantor's view, "is compossd of all things in orde
: ” 4 s
bhat it may cogaize all things™ ( €k TEVINY TUYKkEKER Cer
or ‘r 4 o e
s g 21t .\ P ® .!.\.Ea..l 11
rve WaVT  ryvewe®y Llul.op.cil )e

2 o vl
.L.J/‘ft i) JL.....LG‘;;.:.- Lag and

. - o Vs e il B Arma PATT i =
interpretations secu to heve d ivided the early Acsdeny, hel
- 5 . - V7 g - b Lo o Ty . =Xs) 1 .
in comion, says Plutarch (op.cit. 101%a.18), that the soul is
not bego tten in time pbui hs

/ o 2
(fvva/LHE} into which its oval



.

Both Xenocrates and Crantor asresd also
it will be seen, in keeping the two peirs, {M’ermv and
‘,M—e:rro’\!' Ty TOV and Vatigov, digtinet Lfrom ons another,.
Plutarch who takes the whole account literally, doos ths
sames According to his interpretation (pp.cit«l025.8~b),
soul consists of an Kva on{ra{ like that of the body. Just
as God united the two mutually opposed 'Waments", Tire and
earth, by setling air anmd water between them, so He drew
sher the two anithetic extremes, the Sams and the Obhse,
"not immediabtely , bub by placing other substances between
them, the Updivided next to the Same apmi the Divided next
to the Other". "G064d", says Plutarch furthsr on (1027a),
"hound 24 inﬁ.etslﬁiﬁat ien by wnpity, in oxder thet the soul
might be made a sgubstance that partekes of determination,
and by the agsney of the Same and the Obher Hz blended
toge ther order and mulbability, diversity and Wenbity; and
to all ol these He coumunicated mutugl fellowship and
friem ship by means of numbers aml atbunement”.

2 ’

Proclus also kseps waeeterov and ,u&frﬂo:(
distinet from TedTév and @Lrgov, omi so, apparently,
did wmost of the exposilors. Ror we may gather From Proclus
(II.155.20f.) that the point disputed by the exegebss was
not whether bhe two pairs were identical or disbinct, bub

Which of the two constitubted thy wider category. oS0ue

regarded Saus end Other as inc 1ud ed respecbivaely undsr

Undivided and Divided, bubt Proclus, whose sxposition ox .

' y A e e S £ tha "
the psychogony is based on the clags ifi cation of the /u.cyrr'r,z



r 1 it - ) N )
YH’T (Bainz, Sausnesa, Otherne 88, lMotion, Rest) at

r
bt o g R e n i 1.7
ing coApremsnslve ‘(GV7 Tou ovveS , :ovsr the obher nair

and points in corroboration to Lhe

. & / n 2 \ )
exprogsion €V eW 700 T CMEEoUS STV Ker Tow KaTe

! f o
T TWMATK  peeroTov _ "infor ediate baebwsen bhe undividad

Al Ll UG

1ege" (i.e. of Bazums

L'-

alltl, alvided 0L T!

o LT 3 ’ L7 4. - 4] , r
16 1n TS _,u.(-ehﬂ‘.t ant UtnNeriess 1n T af’,ut-fra"l"nt but

§ ! o = . - ook ¢ - 3 9 ’ N F
she lorner predominstes in Te o ue@reTo il the latber in

1 r
T QTR (156.1f.51f.)« Ap regards the mesaning of the
four terms, the Saus for Proclus is similar in significance

bo Phima s | T'!(’-CS ), the Other teo "Unlimited" ( «WFrEev

- -y ] e ) P T5 . BN Y- | - - ' = - =
I1.,1%3.29f., 262.4f.)e 2he Undivided and the Divided, in a
neral nse, apply respsctively 1o intelligible
£
= e 7 r 3 . =
and nisllectual ¢ 30 Gvery gualisy or substance oI a

1 T . - - 1 = -~ .
however, bthe Undividsd means ially © intellectual
o - it L 5
life of Ghe unis 3g and the Divided the bodily, The life o

! =1 “ Y 2

the ul beihnp interuediste between the two in it is
i - b - 5 = . L2 -1 e p= P

"per se" geparabls from the organic life 0L tne WOl ld but
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soul as compounded of three intermediate "species" (F'f',)

,u.(-(u"rorv in Taenus® (ons )

7 ’
Lm,w(o”ou 0l kamuet@rerTov o
P r
Samenegs, the ,,a,{rov of a()u.t-tfmv and Mfrmq( in the YeveS$
! £ &
Otherness, and the medov OI of,ue’( revov  and fakgreTev 1l
A s ,

the YFVOS Being (;;"'iu_ma‘o f”",wD(;WV 7?’3 ovepws being

i —
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itself called oware - i.e. Lhe T¢r7ev 0VGrS f‘"{as 163
¢ 1
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then the three /M'Ffﬂt T ("(7 are blended, as Timasus says

> r ~
4 i Shalc] o 4 by 4 for by oy 4Ty o ey i e o
into one ¢deg » 80 that thne soul actually becouwes an Fl?at

> A
€r (JV (157:25) . And the throe Y;V7 used, rﬂmv i 6.: r(-(ov

: - A
R BNy M S i =z ot R L T " -
Ca it ou ‘-‘ ' “, A re d e I B 6 L 1IYe Lodk uflel L ot a b | I} f.'l'.';'o.-['.: = 1 v _-S

1‘-( /a.t»d"a( Y(""? 06.21 gnd 155.,10), and they arse "interu 3 ¥
4 .
“r/ux-fatl the sense that in sach of then
il imit ag ¥ T‘ eF ( ey =Y Bawa ondaT A am3mnsns
0 B B U 6 B 7ol YFV? LOWVed ), HBVE gl W DOLLILIOR
l 1.(_. r’.wlu_lLe ) » l.— ”Il:.l.,._ l;” & 3 IN0rag K t‘Uf}_" AT E 2] "'
g 2 f ;
Yt'v-’ ould be sme@rove ; if "Unlimited" were stronger
- . ’
than "Limit"™, they would be me@roT . As it is, ths two
fo RAR L o LLE 1_ 3 30 '_r‘l,_ L LIS {.2"‘ SRS Yf'V? ars Mf‘- - a.‘r_‘ ¥
, L] 1 . Lt 3 -
Y(-v? gre present sverywhere in tne soul, buf in place
Teroy ocic [Z -
uvTey predouinates, in anolher dregov, uLllc OvEra 1
co.uicn sgually to b and thereby gives to the soul,
r B : T
It .1 JUI2% pDse s ovufree 1o ¢ il §gy a2 Dasuiurge coes
; PR A | . i 2
cirels of ovdaror az Wall ca of Tevrov and of
':J.,;Ji_j, ;u i'.o'..j:i.:. ) °
Proclus e nl Lo insist throughoug
his exegesis that we are talking of o particular speeific
c 1
oul - o koa;ma(? {zdx? , the soul of the
].‘}.:T-:l nr'..;i:E’ :!_G:;.;-a-..luiio " 1‘_)3 .Ix::i..-- ’ :3.—}9:.—’:':, E-.:C'.l':o M lllo‘—ull-au °
Plutarch also stresses this point (Mde Animae Procr."l024a).
Proclus is eguelly eaphatic aboul (he figurative characisr oI
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rod or rule (Ke(vév,lub..:v) or asg extended in space (J\mﬂzru.{
r

16647), or &z split up into int sgers (16649}, Ior the mul
Ay e ey R 4 PNC N L ] . e % ] ’
praserves 1vs unity ( PVNO"'I) longy with ibts division ( Jg‘(e Cors )

Folnd o R - = oy A dey S ¥ S - .
~ thig indeed is the peculisrity of immatarial

...... cturs™ (urU(‘OS ,IMJ 'I IT.254.7) - just as the cirels of

4= vy G S ey y - i =4 - P SN = e - - e
he Other does not AVE 1U8 unity usgtrojyed "df 16E

subd ivigion into seven minor circlss (III.60.8). Dhe soul
ig at once conbtinuous and digscrste (I1.16646, 194.17f.,

R RS : N
238.12f., 246.17), both -monad and numbzr ( /,tov-ts Ker

, y ﬁ f ENET ™ ML, 1 - -
LerOmeos, 11.253.17). The 00a 0F the sonl is in fact

an onece df(oﬂll'r"(l' nd r!—uﬂ.ﬁrf'k" ( ILe288.2" ) ~ Erom

Joba = T " — s Houe  p - - 2 2k e =
this point of view Preeclus is in zompathy with thes Xenocratesn

the =oul is a unity made

TeeaS il oc MErFoV, and not wsrely that the soul iz an

7 1 o e S cih
ord inary a{ff@uus )am;‘['; xo’g (II1.196.19,cf.242.16%. e A5:TT
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195,14f, Proclus insists agein that the division of the sounl

Fadanl or it hmat inon] put isg

ig not material or gsometrical pe aritnmet ieal,
2 ’
te1ly imsaterial (svAeS) and intellsctual{ vefees),

So again at II1.245.23f., hs urges, in reply to "the clever

’
. e e T £t 4 bilam T2 .
ones amonzst the Peripatetics", thet the "line" ( yessy )
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neant in Timseus' descripbion of tas si ul's ersabion ana

' A . 1 o 3 ey o "
ial or mabthsmabical, but is “ossentizl
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(ovares 7s) and , 5 Xenoeratos said, "indivisible™ arn/nws).

o

Platovs lapgiagse, he ceubionz us (24 .,‘»I_'-i'.), is not to be

tamn literally, but nust be rogardesd as & symboliesl “veil®

’
(n'tfct?ﬂirotf#-t). In the sauns gpirit, he rvensrks gt IT1.249.51F

Te

thet ties soul canncl meall, ( ovIwsS) he a Tigure consishins

a goncaption wourld involve we in end 1 e:

asbeurdity (of doyle), Actvally th2 soul iz without zhape
. = ) » r 1 > ’

and wibhout extension (ddﬂt/,ut‘rtml Ker odeeTeTS |, 45 I

Sy To e = Y] ~ g T = A G b e S ek = - . o
S278.2%%£. Progclus makaes a pPesing reierenceg 0 fhe eritieing
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(,utyt-ﬁoﬂ). Finally, at 11.284.19 hs pointg out thet Plabo's

oin language at Sb6e shows bthal hs did not intend us to

or ,

cen the soul bz reglly (OvvTws) circular and yzt be spoiken of
~ . ~ - N

ag "woven into" (de?!r\xkﬂtﬁl} the world and at the same

1.2 1F & L i " L @ < m Ao

Gide 28 TWrappinz 1y eroupnd’ ( megri«< vf)ll ®)? The tuc

gxprengions, says Proclus,

et vm T et e e SR I S
1; 31ap Ly COHBLR2 (0D exprags ae

doubla congaption of ths scul's cunipresence and of its
superiority Lo the body which it animsltes.
roclus understands by the
figurative deotails of the f/uXurow’x when ha turns from the
2 R SR 4 cvd € i
soults @udarg GO cltcuss 1hs duvambrg aild vegyerar o 11,
3 1} 1111 = cr\ ! No SR are exmipnitaed ii no
£88 1L, L0088 goRi’ 8 UVMH’ , D& Sgje, 8le eXN1Dlhed 11 tne

verious motions of the

|3 (] o e oia = -8 okt
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i, e il o Sacll A Gv’f- H" ':"'.'.\1 68 ta nar t" 1 YO 1 & coe
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(To warr”(ovj, partly to motion ( 7o f(ﬂ/?T‘lKOV 279428 ) «

§ . i f N - = IO SR, Q. , Py
Plato. 1N I&cCT ghows how bthe sgoul Dy moOw ying itgelf moves other
1 - . q de 1
thinrg and how by appre and ing 1Gg 1T 1t spprenandg LDOTO
- - [ 3 L3 e
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g stuil’s "revolutlion in ‘teslf" is imdicztive (1)
gt o g 1 " e =1 - = I
of the scul's self-motic andl (R) of its

know ]  (Yvwsrs ) oof it
llow the sounl conbtains as
L "

[VRBLS)

Divided er J? of the

a

ther, and by virtue

Undivided and

; 4 ~ ! Y S ; [ - \
counte rparts in both o e (6T 2ol JLEEL T TR (R97.14£.), and
: . L o , ' > A el /
thig is what is meant by the words vy oV KvK dou an Y1
\ € o ; : ,.
eSS xvTyy , "reburning in & revolubion e herseclf™, at
572 (298.24, c¢f.311.19). Like Aristotls, Proclus guotss the

Words of Empedocl yxr:, ;.Jv 1:(3 1-mw ouww(/uw(«:‘ 6],
All Imnoal 3, he goeg on o0 say, in a
corregpol ( (f o o'ris ) between subject knowing and
objeet known (298.27), in "refturn and adsptation amd
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To

r
TKOV o To Yryyew skomeveVogyone o o)

o e o o %
aprociueilt 00X Y’YV
T T A R ) - ST L ey Lot | 5
Hers we way couwpare II.1%8+1l, where Proclus reuarks that the
. . f . y =3 1 . =t r L = - i
ounl is made (0 eonsist of the prinsry Yrv7, nunbers angd
harmonic proportions, d of Ligureg and vearious motions,
"in order that it may cognisze beinz, number, harumony, Ifigure
L] ~ T 2 il e ta « TP
end motion in all slse') as well as II. 266.1, uhere ne says
1 ! " " e T - § I P am -
that the soul of the world contalne ithin it the forms ox
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proportions ( Aeyer)

i

(vusf-:; </ Tl r )

f all +hings in the world.
" - il ~ 1 nawm atTe AT Ao aada P‘l G-.] e
lore il M lar Ly, houeved, pLoCools rocLus,
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OJJ"/M and 'r; W?To’v ,» that of the Other 7' f‘f"f“—n;
0V ani To “'0/57“{\’(11.:,09 11,23). What faculty
is 8ble to distinguish botween Voyrov and ar’fﬂo’?o’t', since,

as the "Theagtetus" teaches us (185b), it is not possible

a Imowledge of both? The /‘e’yos Which distinsuishas the

< g [y "t s P, b ke . . L R v R » - . 8.

makes the goul and its =Znovledge one and uniform snd sntitles
o Lo 2all thae el as 9 gholae Mpead 4 1n ¢ 2

ns o 28l il Skl ds 8 whaoLe rav 1onslL ( OY!KO.‘ ¥ -'3(:-' :..)r s ?‘.G —%1 »

¢Fe307.27). Indeed, why are there not three KJkAef instead

L0t - - oy - . 9 L i o e Lr 4 o {»] p ]
unless there is one eOvdme in both g wcAor (306,12)% Anga
Wwhereas the two olther gkuakAer apprehend intellizible and

géng iblss seperately or in isolation (J}vaf/uevuﬁ, Ghe (‘ofos

ch is fthe fu’v@m: of ov(»‘m is a uniform or unilying

nowledzge ¥ | ("WF!’JI’.I Ymn: ; 308.2) «

Proglusg' final definition of the soul is
given at I111.254.13-18 "Soul is an emsence intermediaste
betwsen real Bsing and Becoming, compounded Lrom the
intermediate genera, divided into essential nnaber, bound
together by 2all the media, diatonically abluned, with a
1ife both ons and dnal, and with s kLnowladge al once single
gnd twolfold."™ n the came conbexs he discredits Kristotle's
dafinition of the soul as the "actual realization of a natural

e
organic body" on fthe zround that it talis of wnay the soul
ig without definins what soul itselt 1s.

Now, talinz these four interpretvations of



o
the psyehogony (Aristotle, Xenocretes, Crantor, and Proelus)
along with Timseus' own words, ard bearins in mizd that
Undivided end Divided end Same and Other represent ons smd

the saue antithesis, we uway note bhree points. (1) It is

A
T

clear, first of all, that the basgic bHhought vl erlying all
of them is the general principle that "like is known by like",
their ggreement on this point mskes it more or less cerbain
that We have here the key to the right appreciation of
Timaeug' account. (2) The deseription of the Damiunre
blending the continuous and the discrete into a third
substance, taken in conjunction with Aristotle's explanstion
e . 14 WS e ] S arml e & ol oeve il e 2 o
that in the "Dimeeus™ tho soul is consbructed of the o“rbrXErd
at once suggests a correspondence with the thought of the
"Philsbus" (24e.f), whers two similar antithetic elements,

, W - - - 3 . L}
Needs el «wergov , detemination and indetemination, the
original Pythagorean TTOIIf;d of "thinzs"™, are likewise

s

fused into a/a?‘frs or keeme . (3) Finally, when we
remanber thet Timeeus is a fifth-century Pythagorean, it
becones fairly clear that, ag Professor Daylor mainbaing,
the ﬁ'oth-?o( of The soul's constitution i:li?l’ltiO::ln’f:ﬂ. by
Aristotle ars not, as Xenocrates pleinly supposed, the
d'rorXc-F'nt into which Pleto @nalyzed his "Forus™ or "Numbers"
the One amd the "Indefinite Duality™, but the fundanental

’ , | P n . v s -
Pythagorean o@Xer which Aristotle also distinguishes in

4 i 0
his account of the Platonic T(’dV{ﬂ‘rt ~ Viz., the Tser:
"{ 1 -~ 1 [
end «wer@ov (cf. Avistotle, "let." 986.a.17, 987b.20),

and that the foundation of the whole thought of the passage
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ig the Pythagorean doctrine of the derivetion first of the

: 3 i . ; 2 e
unit and then of the series of der@uor from "Linit" snd

"Wnlimited" - which gserves to explsin the double mixbure

which Jimseus repregents the Demiurge as performing. Proclusg,
ag we haw alrsady seen, introduces the Pythszorean catezoriss

u
f =1 . . Py ) A " 1
Tt-f.cs and oWer@ov into hig exposition. And ag in the

in the physical werld at lerge there is & corresponding

0~
&

" ) el 4 . i '
@mubinstion of ov am}.wax into the detercinats proess

~ 2 £1 a - F e
on the principle that

R = i § dils . =t > ™ o - £ " £~
emphagis of the whole passege is especisglly on the "gnostic™ or

“esognitive" aspect of tle soul, on its intelligsnce as szpsri

from its motion. Astronomically, of courss, 8 is 3houn

later on (38b-39e}, by means of the KvkAer of which if

gongists ths soul is the scurece of ths orderly mobtion of She
hesvenly bodiea, but all we hear in the present context of The
== - b |
goul 28 & cauge of movanent ig the passing ramerk thel soul
o 17 3 . v Ko
ig "that which is moved by iteelf { 7o Kivouurvev yf LUTOU
Z7b), though it is implied often that the soul's moficn is

- d = z = ey e gy

= B - Fregs 0 R A -t 7 £ -y -~ £ & s ——"ﬂ"{‘.'
imately connechbed with and involved in 108 rmental 2otV iy

[Tes
o
ot

(cf.29c, 40a, 892, 20d).

; . , win ot moint hamavar 1g that
A:'h':,' ,-‘r:};.:{a j.—,".L.'Jl‘.' 'J&;.L ‘__,r:- 115 ¥ el SV Ly AW b 0 o
3 3 ik o Bl d Ll ann] consi gbs O ~71 = arfa
we shonld avold puppoaing that ths goul conslsis OL SL3.eAls
il iith t! mhinh maira vp the obisctg 1% cognizes,
ihﬁ’ﬂﬁi{:al f'ii. I GRoE e A nien He = 3¢ L 18 by e
—

v
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for such an azsuaption not only destroys the distine tion
botWween subject Inowing and subject known, but in effect mskes
the soul a "reg extensa"s Proclus hiwmself warns us aginst
12 sgys (I1.158.84fF), must nok
lead us to regzard the sonl as a wixdure containing goaething
B g - TR X -
ineorporeal snd sounebhing corporegl ( T Kar ® TS and Tov ke

’

JuWmaTikoy), as Hratosthsnes suppossd, or az asort of
geonelrical entibty wade up of a point and a line, as Ssverus

for in neither case is such g gombingtion

- e 1 - + 1% - ] ML =L R ol
possible. his is, in faect, the pib fall into whichmogt o
A, y * n) " + ~ 4 o N

the interpreters are ,roneg bto fmll. IF lsads Xenoocrates

clearly ssen by Plubarch, who ramarks that, on Crantor's
_ 27 - #

interpeatation that the soul is blended €K Te& 7yS VoyTys

\ ﬂ ‘ ‘ " ‘ " ' Lo - .- 1. 1"
Kat TGS eer T« md-'f-c J’of.zrrvs funws, it is nob slear
how sueh a mixture can give rige to goul more than fo
he whole world itself and all ifts parts
f intelligibls ami corporeal ("de Animas Proor.

1013 p-c¢)e Ho sgye ths same thing amin ab op.cit.l023a.

£ Hoon i o N ; s BT e " P
constructed out of usterial and intzlligible? the smame

§ L e s it o 5 2 F L I %
grror reappesrs in bhe fragaentary treatise called the

vpinaeus Logrus", probably & production of the Iirst
4 2 - anrt Bo v et W
contury Ae.D., Whare the goul is sgiwilarly descri bed as "a

blend of indivieluls form and divisible being™ (95e); and
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again in the interpretabtion of the Stoic Posidonius, whose

4

definit ion of fths sonl as

direction

e
[
€]
o

b t o g = 55
both Xenovrates an

terialism,as Plutarch remarks {op

P A ey NS | PO = A CR S : i -
objects thet “"aneither in limits nor in numbsrs

o ta L | QN = —— LR e = =
tne TIorm OY tne exbendsd in every

( fJ('ﬂ. ‘nw 'W(V'rz Jl'lﬂl'fov] is tanbtsmount o

VIR0 i TP A B Y20 o o

1l Posidonius, Plubtarch further

b woni- i e = o oo ke &gt T 1 T oo - Juim . LI
srace ol Gagy laculty which enables the soul o ferm Judgaments
gbonv tnae sensible. Xor, he gocs on, it 1s impessibls to

= A CLeE £ do Y o e i R o~ s e 2 & am = ] .
suppose tnat opinion, belisi, imagination and such physieal

affzctions "proecsged Frow u
162853 ) .
What Tims
{ . i1,

glmply thalb ths soul in it

analyzable into

:_._.

different objiscts O

up the d
there is such a correspond
able to deal in its
f-!rrs and with the
exact science and with the
percep bion, In virtue of
by “rewolving upon itself™
once about the stable amd
eternal and gbout the taup
frames two different sets
sinzle consciousnsss that
of confusing them. This,

has inh mind whsn he mazes

e e e g ;
congbituoents analogsous %o

complex mental life both with the

Copmatiny gJders , With the truths of

niscs or lines or

ATTS oa@aene O oo o 42 .
gus geensg o s 1, w2 XeIor ‘3, A5

-t o o

g ulitins e 12w of siructure is

e el
£ Ghe phygicel world. and because

grnice between them, bthe soul is
1
I;’I'J? 1'7

transitory objscts of sense-
its composite nature, the soul
can formulate impregsiong at
about the mutabls, about the

porale. &b though the soul thus
of judgenments, it still remains a

can keep the two distinct instead

perhaps, is the point that Timaeus

the blend of the Undivided and
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the Divided itself an ingredient in the divine chemis

Ve
This at any rate was the interpretation of Proclus (I1I1.2929.
16f.), as we have secen. 1t was also that of Plubarch, who
says that God wade & blend of the Undivided ani the Divided
(i.6. To rer’f‘ov 03 sr%s f-;"fos ) for the reception of the
he Other in order that the common reason ( o Kolvt‘h{
A o'yos ) may be enablad to "separste the one from the many
and the undivided from the divided by deteruninations and

distinections™, and "in order that there might be produced

[+4 I
ordser in diversity" ( rv

g\f dradoge y 3 ] it
«f €2 Tegls fevgrar  0p.cib.
L n 2 7

10258). ‘The Keame OL cCpume@rerov  ond Mcffﬂo'v seems to

fa 1. . .o, 1 2 f = !

represent the unity to which Tevrov and Glt't"lfo\( announce

their independent judgements; aml this faculty, because it
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a combination ol both, iz able, not only to keep the two

. % L
virtue of the amegraTov or

=

precesses distinet, but also, 1ir
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containg, to give a csertain smount of clarity

4.

and deiinitude to the soul's smpirical apprehengion of sensible

(e}

4.

vhenomena. This, in fact, is what makes possible the
conastruetion of & "likely" and intelligible, if provisiocnal
and progressive, doctrine about the nature and structure of

the physical universe.
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CHAPTHR VIII.

THS LiwAnING O THE "LYTH".

We are now in a position to consider the gensral meaning
of the "tale"™ of Timaesus aml tc try to determine what is
the pogitive doctrine which he is attempbting to set forth
amid all the fanciful decoration of his discourse. Now
througnout his account Timasus seems to speak of an
historical creation in time. ne lays down at the outset
that the world "has come into being and has had a certain
. . . " ( ’ v 2 L A \ 2 ’ tves
be sinning YEYoveY oW LeKgs Twves  xefxmeves

L B R ] o4 c % 2 / , (¥ 3
28b =ci.Okc, S4b- © TOTe FIDMIVES ef-os' o7e, 48b, 4la,
1 A =~ = 1 d. 1 "J c
44c, 5la, 52¢), and he concludes on the saue note ( odf o©

r & . . ‘
Kogumos o\f’m yg-'rovt-v 92¢). He describes the soul as “the
r

beat of all things begotten" (37a), and he aistinguishes
more than once betneen the sternal or that which is out of
timne altogether, and the everlasting in time. "One and only-
begotten this universe has become, and is, and sver shall be"
(31b). 'The soul of the universe “"made beginning of her
divine life of understanding, which continuss without end for
ave rmore® (%6e). ™"Dhe nature of the intelligible living
creature was eternal, but to atbtach seternity altogether to
ths begotten was impossible™ (374). "The pattern is existent
for all eternity, but time (or,the universe) has become and
is and shall be continually through all time" (Z8c). At
48b . TPimaeus undertakes to "investigate the very origin of

the elements bafore the generation of the universe",asserting



that "thare was Being and Space and Becoming, three distinct
natures, even before the universe came into being" (52d).
Accordinzly fhg twe later Platonists,
Plutarch of Chaeronea and Atticus, definitely understood
the dialosue ag teaching a beginning of the world in tine -
not, houever, in the difficult ssnse of a sudden creation “Qe
nihilo™ (though such a concepbion was not unknodn to Plato,
for cf."Sophigt" 265c¢, where the "vigitor from mlea" says that
what distinguishes divine from human creativeness is the
fact that the former crestes what was previously non-sxistent
f > .4
-~ WeoTePov O¥K oV ) jut in the sense of the co-ordination
by wod of antemundane iorces. Lhe "creabtion" taught by
Timaeus, bthey thought, was not sn evolution of somebthing out
of nothing, but rather the superinduction of order and plan
upon a pre-existing chaotic medley of heterogenous elaments.
"I'he creation did not arise from what was not, but from what

of a house or

i}

was rude and imparfect, like fthe naterial
a garument or a statue"(Plutarch,"de Animae Procr."™ 1014b).
"God was iather aml artificer, not of body pure and siuple
nor of bullk and matter, but of proportion about body =nd

of beauty and unifomity" (op.cit.l017a). "The soul that
laciced understanding and the body that lascked form co-sxisted
without ever any origin or beginning. bubt when the soul
partcok o. understanding and attunsment and became rational
by means of unisdn, it brought sbout a transformation in

matbter and directoed and converted ibs moitions by the

donination of its own motions" (Plutarch, Quaestiones.Plat.™
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100%a,ct.Proclus.I1.381.26F) .

"Prima facie™ this is what the lznguage of
Limoeus seems Lo sugsest. He btalks gquite unsquivocally at
30a aml 54af. of a precosmical }g?‘”“g , and he represents
the activity ol the Demiurge as combinative rather than
formative - o"vlftrr-'if‘t.-ro (52b, Y4c, 53b, 69c), o‘uvfxseat’rdw
($5a, 37a, 68d), TUVeTEK T VETO (40b), G‘UVF’(‘"‘S (34c),
a‘uv.tvgo"rruv(:sﬁa}, G‘uwy-cyw’v (36¢e), cf d’vwr‘rnfs (30D,
50c, 32c, %6d), © Tuv Gers (334), o wwfr’ns(zszo). The
Domiurge "ordered forth" (Jrr-kcgﬁ',ul’rﬁ;}gc] the cosmos by
"taking over" ( WwexAx wv 50z, ﬂ(fFA£ﬂ6KV(’V 682 )
"shaping (Ju-o’ltyund‘dro 53b) meteriels already existing,
like a potter anmd his elay. The teacher of the "Gorgias"
(508cfl amd the philospher-statesmen of "Republic" VI (5004a)
are conceived of as doing much the samne thing with human
nature (cf.also "Cratylus" 388f., and Politicus" 309c).

Such a literal interpretation of the "Pimasug”
however, invelves insuperable l&'ﬂoef(d! . Although a
Wheginning in time" was read into the dizlogue also by
Aristotle (cf."Met".10712,.37-107222, “de Caelo® 279P33), it
wasg cerbainly not the treditional interpretation, for at
the beginning of his essay "de Animas Procreatione in Platonis
Pimaeo" {1012b) Plutarch acinotledges that his exposition is

moast Platonists and asks Tfor

i

contrary to that accepbed »

indulzence on that account. Lt asswies the pre-cxistence of

r

r 8 s o o L Iy D .y [Py R .
—-r; (w/u.(foﬂ&g in flat contradiction to the priority which

r L] - 1
PMumaens 60 «{;‘/‘K? (34c). "This emphasis on the precedence

o
o
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of soul is of itself sufficient to shos that the deseription
of a Yuwde "indigesta molas" cnce existing uninformed by mind
ig only syubolical, woreover, nhow can there have heen a
visible d‘m/u« before the universe cane intc being? Tor

e - - ¥ I P L] : o . [ . )
Timeseus implies at 41 DgCo that the quality of being d'w/ua‘rowcﬁ's

Y ¢ by e 7 . .
Kt ofoTOV L TAToV T¢ i it

CI}

glf the rosult of wod's design
- ! o - . \ , L] 1
and as such applies only to Te YeVomevov . And Limasus has

no place in his physical doctrine for an imperceptible

"matter"., for him the whole physical world is also the

C \ e I'd
sensible world, O@«Tos o« WToS vTe as he asseris 1t at 28b.

He would have had no syupabhy with the distinetion of Locke
between subgstance and qualities, essense and appearsnce,

although some such theory is what Archer-ugind actually tries

T

to read into bthe dislogus (cf. Archer-nind, lnbreoduction p.s2 -
material objects "have no substantial existence, but arse

subjective affections of particular intelligences”"). mven

t

c
his vmo fo'{o; or *rlﬁniw’ -YW,.'“”; , bhe spetial continuum,

is no "subsbtrate™,but is simply that in which the events and

a0

1 o V4 -
processes of mture come to pass (Te ev & ‘Yerl-'rlf 504). 1%
To

is on the mistaken idea that the ¢ °X7 is ONoKH,urvov T
that Aristotle's criticism at "de Gen.et.Corr." 529a.l3f, is
based. furthe if there was a disordered motion anterior to
the ereation of the cosmos, it must have been an gvent in tiue.
But the generation of time is declared by limaeus (o be
synchronous with that of the 03(“;{; (38h); time is reggarded
simply as an eqguable succession mar ted and measured by the

" r y
notions and periods of the plansts, the opy«v /alfmwu. rhus
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time cannot e:iﬁt apart from events nor events apart from
time, so that (1) motion cannot have taken nlace when as

g8t there was no tine, and (2) there can never have been a
completely anpty and stationary time in which there was no
motion. Aristotle himself, although he took the "Timseus™
literally, saw the contradiction invelved in the "generation
o L

of time in time" - ¢f."Physics",251b.17ff., "de Caelo" 279.28

Proclus comments very frequently upon the

[

; vV D ; > §iold i .
view of a Xfowm, xfx-’ of the universe (which, it is

orthy of notice, he ascribes at 1.276.31 to "many other
. ” Al n ~
Platonicte” - k Ader woddor mov WAwrmuvikew - z2s well as

"

\ §o e N
to Plutarch and Atticus, with whictk or TEQr

b
Q
H;
-

1Y)
=
o

4 " ? 4 - ap i - o : .’Amr.’v

TMAovtegfov ket Arricey 1.281.26, 584.4, and ©f THEEr A
’
1.391.7, 111.37.,12).Hs mpihti; 11y rejects it - WoOEEW
r ¢ r ’
Kfowkfs Yevecens rdguer (se. o Tiamaros ) 7o Wov, 1.283.23,
e r 2 F \ ] . & r )
0 Ko6mos$ -h/w-’fos KT Tyv X(owx?v Yevesty 1.528.9, and
attacks it with many extremcly acute arguments. MFirst
of all, he refers at 1.283%.27f. to "the remariable
n

\
supposition oi Atticus that the disorderly chaos ( 7o

= s a2l 4 o :
W/‘WF(‘NS.Ktl ATLKTHS Krvovatvey) hich Limasus ballks
/

of as preceding the world is unbegotbtbten, while the world
itself is begotten "from tiume" [aﬂro /{'(o’wq Proclus

obiects: (1) Plato at 28b says that what is sensible
L5

r
is begotten, am therefore, if we understand by Ye€vqToV

i
(1]

r 1 . I R
begotten in time, th Tr‘r\zpu,uw\rs must be begotten in time,

ticus apparently gobt out of this impasse by saying that

|
gl

-
ci

o m\,l/uﬁﬂa ¢s is not now sensible or visible but was so

before the crsation of the world, and that when Plato tolks
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pf the visible being begotten he means bthat which is and
not that which was visible. Proclus rightly urges that
the definition simply says that everything sensible is the
object of opinion plus sensation and is therefore begotten.,
(2) It also follows that 7v Nﬂ;gpwﬁriand the universe are
both sither begotten or unbegot ten. Li both are begotten,
then the Demiurge begat disordesr,and thersfore cannot be good.

the whole hypbéthesis of a "beginning in time" is
discussed more fully by Proclus at 1.286.20f,,ahere his
most cogent arguments may be thus summarized. (1) Pla£0 say s
that time came into being together with the universe, and
thersfore if the universs had a "beginning in time", tiue
must also have had a "beginning in time", when as yet there
was no time. (2) Plato gives life to the soul of the universe
only on its conjunction uwith the body,thus making the soul
and the body co-exbensive in life: if,therefore, the soul is
aluways, the body is always also. (3) If the Demiurge is
eternal and unchanging, ag He is deseribed, ne must always
create, and conseguently the object of nis creative activity
(i.c.the universe) must alweys exist. Otherwise,why should
the Demiurge suddenly stir from an inlinity of idleness¥Y e
cennot have abruptly decided that creation would be a better
nreviously have been

E -

thing than idleness, else He must
! i s = " = =y oy - -~
ignorant, and we shall have the absurdity of a vevs containing

9r % i . e Lo} el -
oLYvort a5 W all as Yv:ﬁrts . Aml if ereation were not hetter

for Him, they why daid he not continue idle? (<) If the world

once was not, bthere was a time when the Demiurge was notb

. >
creating. me was thas only a Creator in potential 5y (Juvapmer ),



-102~

aml was tiherefore for sowe time imperfect. The Demiurgs
Proclus continual?y insists, creates eternally and is an
o r§ros CmoardTys (¢£.11.195.1, I1.249.1, I11.7.22, of.

Plotinus “Ennead" II1.9.8).

AG I, 566.27f, Proclus advances further
<o . g s L \ ’ 4 :
argunents sgeinst the comscpbion of g Ker Aedvev yevesrs fron
the assumption that the Demiuvrge is good. WwWas the non-sxistente

ot the universe, he asks, due to the Demiurge or %o the

discordered condition of the "substrate™ of the world (i.e. the

Ty

(el er 5 4] ’ st i B i \ ; g
Wav o6ov gV of«roy of 302)? (1) If dus to the Demiurge, does

{

this mean ithat He too did not exist ebsrmlly? That is an
illegitimate and jejuns hypothesis, anml we must suppose instead
that there was a time when bthe Damiurge was inactive. In

this case, then, was the Damiurge unwilling or unable to

create? If we adopt the Lirst alternative, vwe shall inadvertently

be denying the Deninrgs's goodness; if the second, we must

i

suppose that the Demiurze at ocne time lacks the »ower which at
i gl - Lo o

me He possesses, end that is absurd. (2) If the

<k
=l

anot her

"substrate" wa

[}

responsible, was it previously suived or
unsuited to systematization? If suited, obviously it was not
it that stood in the way of creation. II unsuited, how did
it become suited? Since it is nnable to move it self, the
impulse must have coume Lrou ¢ Damiuvrge. IL, then, the

ie¢ like Himself,

'Demiurge vias eood and wanted all J‘G"lil'lsﬂ tc beeo

o
why did He delay? If the Demiurge is always good, He alvays
Wishes to diffuse good; and if He alviays wishes to diffuse

4

good, He is always able to do g0, sinee to desire what one
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cannot atbain is the mark of the meanest natures(cef.III.213.3).

But if the Demiurge was always able to comaunicate good, He

par)

-

always does s0 in actuality, elge His power will be imperfect.
And if He is always coumunicating good, the world is always
coming inbo being.

At I. ©91.4f, Proclus recapitunlates the

"reverend conceptions” (!'G(oﬂ(em; WV‘T“ ) of Porphyry

in refutation of Atticus' agsunptions that thers sre tuo

er

distinct and unbsgobtten uc‘[xr , God and "latter" ("’\7 ),
that this "Matter™ was impelled by sn irrational soul and was
arranzed a2t a cerbain moment in time into a cosmos. Porphyry's
argunents may be swamarized thus. (1) His objsctions to the
firgt thesis, that God and "Matter" are both unbesgotten, are
all reducible to one. UIf two such diverse principles ag

God and “Matlter"™ agree in bein: unbegotten, what accounts for
their difference in nature ({f(f‘f‘;)? Why does one tend %o
preserve, the other to destroy, or why is one Llmautable end
the other mutable? DThere can only be ong a?x; and not many

’ e 2,0 1 > 4 A
AL g "fX'l ks ov wWoAAwr (398.24), a posibion which
Porphyry supports by refersnce to Plato's esnunciations in othsr
works - "Republic", "Bpistles", Philebus™ and "Sophist". (2)

tticus' othor thesis that the world had a"bsginninz in time"
is digcredited by o shrewd argument similar o
have already met with at 288.14f, the point of which ig that

> w ! . .
if the essential nature of a cause O d(-‘,(e:; consists in tha

&
rJ
=
w
L6/]
=
[os]
(=
Lo
C
i
2]
o]

communication of order., Lthe cause as

depsndent for its existence on the effects as the effec
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cauge; the cause cannct exizt without simultancous existence
of the effects. Unless God ig imperfect and His power as
Demiurgeig samobhing superveniont or adventitious (FN’KT‘? res ).
He must

By e iy
Aty Lot
repoeats that given by Proclus at 466.287f. The absence at one

always be creatinz, (&) 4 iurther argument (594.11%)

I

time of order mush have been the fault sither of God or of
"lat ter". It cannot have been due to the will of God, because
He is always good and as such would always produce good . And
if it was due to resistance on the part of "latter", what
overcaie ils resistance? The assumption of a pre-sxistent
state of disorder (dTﬁ"“ ) is simply a logical or
hypothetical ( Kﬂ@'vc'"’@”"‘f )separation of form and formless
intended to indicats the order which material things enjoy and
their dependence for this enjoyment on other scurces.

At 1II.104.9 Proclus reunarks that the account
-of the origin ér YF’vc—o"rs of the soul proves of itself the
gternity of the world. Xor if Ye'vr-ns is ascribad to things
without origin, (i.s. soul), obviously the -Yﬂrw-ws meant
cannot be sn actual origin in time. Furbber (II.118.28%),
soul, aceording to Wimaeus (54c), was originelly wade by the

-~

Damiurge "mistress aml ruler™ of the b

ndy , and bthus to
‘ Y . L. 2 A L
ruler ( To ®EA®V) nmust be an essential atbtribute of soul.
. A
And if this is esscenbial ( KAT ovsrey ) and not merely
2 / 3 2 o 1 onr o o A
accidental (Kkera GumAeSyKes ) Lo goul, it ic alwayspresent
r
6o it. It cannot be oresent to it in potentiality ( duvem#r )
only, clse the soul will be imperfect. t must therefore be

r 2 r . g
present to it in acbuality ( k47 EVegyemv ), fron which ib
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follows that the universe (or rather its body ),0f whieh the
soul is ruler, is co-exisbtent with the soul.
At IIT.37.7f, Proclus points out that Timaeus!
description of "was"™ and "will be" as "forms of time that
3 = 1t ¥ F 5 n £ £ . . 3

have come into being [lfovou f&fovcmr ﬁcf-, 37e) involves

v
r ax . . . :
the corollary ( Mee@rdMe) thet, since time came into heing

similtaneously with the universe, "was" cannot have existed

p!

anterior to the creation of the wniverse. And if "was" did

not exist before the universe, neither did motion (since, as

Fal

Aristotle showed, motion is in%ime end is made up of "was" and
"will be"). But if there was ﬁo motion before the universe
came into being, then Atticus' unbegotten "much-noised
irregular motion" ( e Av Ofufattrﬂ TYJV/uFA;S kr’vn'nx} moving
in dﬁ‘ﬁ(krcs Xforvrs cannot lieave existed either. The wnole
1anguuge’ahout time - that "tinme has come into being along
with the universe, in order that, having come into being
together, together they may also be dissolved, should ever any
dissolution of them come to pass" (38L), shows, says Proclus
a little later (IT1.49.29f), thet the universe is both
unbegotten and indestructible. (I) If the universe has

come into being (i.e. in the ordinary sense), it has come
into being in time. But if it has come into being jointly

with time, it cannot have cone into heing in time, unless we

are to suppose that time itself came into Dbeing in time, and:
N Bas g - - 7 ‘

that there is "time prior to time" ( Wewo X(’ovw Xewr: ) e

(2) Bvery thing which is dissolvel. is dissolved at a certain
r & - - . = =

time( WoTe ). Now time cannot he dissolved in a part of

itself and therefore can never be Gissolved; and, since the

universe is indissoluble as long as time is indissoluble, the
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universe can never Pe dissolved either.

Finally, at 1II.282.27. Proclus puts
forward still another argument against the conception of a
Xeowk." crqf,'{as a conseguence Or 7"",(’ rgmee from the
assertion at 4%a that all souls at their first incarnation
bectme men. If the universe had a first moment, so did
the descent oi souls into Yé;aavs ard there must have
been a first scul that descended and becaue a uan, Phis
first man cannot have been born of Woman, nor again can he
nave generated woman. Plato, therefore, cannot mean a
Xfowm‘, "‘?fX'; of man, and male and female nust always
exist, Yhe argument is repeatsd in g similsr form at III.
294 .41,

Proclus also records at I.289.7, and again
at 11.95.29f, the interpretation of Severus,like that of
the late Dr. Adam ("Nuptial lumber of Plato™), that the

_ . g c ” S §
world simply considsred | e WADS) iz aternal, but that Ghe

world now existing is begotten. ©Lhe history of the universe

ig made up of two conbinuel and successive cyeles in opposite
goenses, a8 described at "Politicus™ 270b, on one of which

the universe is no. ftravellinz, so that in this sense the
universe, our universs, had a beginning. ZProclus objaects

(1) that it is not legitimate to employ &sliberate "umyth"

for the interpretation of scientific yuestions: (2) how can

the soul of the world alter its motion? (3) how can the uni

e perfect and self-sufficient if it sesks such alteration?

(4) How can there be any alberation in the cirecuits if thoy
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remain perpetuzlly the sare and prescrve their appointed

sense (cf.11.96.3)%7 In this lagt objection Proclus is

obviously cofifouniing the cycles of the "Politicus"™ with

the tuo KJUKAer ascribed %o the world-sgoul in the "Timaeus”™,
and he actually quotbes "Tiuasus" 36c¢. UYhe really valiad
argunent is the first one. <whe hypothesls that the world is
subject to periodical and altsrnate half-cycles of YF’V!-WS
and fﬁe(«c’haa no support other than that of the fanciful
Orphic "uyth" which is related “in play" in the “"Politicus"
and which is not intended for science butb is there pub
forward siuply as an illusbtration of the statesman's function
ag “shepherd" of Gthe human flock. As a cosmolozical doctrine
it is definitely digscountensnced by ths sternity in time

anien, as ve

1.
1l

1vve already seen, Limgous emphat ically
attributes to the world - 4lb, S6¢, 88c, cf.also 32¢,d3a.

Lt ’@hould, therefore, bs quite clear that
the description of ersabtion as an acbual event with g "first
moment™ is not the reel weaning of Piuaeus, but is putb
“u u -~ . '
forward"for purposes of exegesis" | ﬁwafﬂ Fyeko ) or

r 7 ~
"ror exposibtory clearnsss® ( @"g{,yﬂgs FUERoe Jrfld’mrﬁrk,s),

as the earliest inlerprsters und erstood (cf.Plutarchff'-c? Animae

Procr.” luliZa, Proclus 1.290,3-11, Aristotle, "de Caelo®,

|.—]
S

579b, Plotinus, "Enncad" IV. 8.4). e have scen already

that the object of Wimaeus' geomebrical analysis of the Ifour

mnpedoclean pffw/u:u g sinply to exhibit the structure of

the world as the embodiment of rational plan. %his should
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indicate to vs the real purport and significance of the

“ 1 Wms Hoos ) s
ihole v fos . ‘he "Timacus™ in all the mis cellany of its
contents and scicntilic minutiae i- simply a luminous

gmd symbolical way of declaring that the physical universe
is not it:s own “raison 4' etre™ bubt is only explicable in
terus of other more ultinate fmcltors. <his is what Proclus
means winen he says at the beginning of his Commentiry that

tne dialogue is an atbteupt to show the subordination of

o

concaugae" to the true end proper causes of the events of

]

. ;e c £ £ 5 ’ v [
nature (or Kv@INS o Tver TV fvﬂr PIVomtvev, 1.2.7).

i ; ¢ 2 2 4
Proclus himself reduces o WewToveyor arrier G0 GLhrse:

f=te

(1) a "dewiurgidiiind, (2) an

(5)

nbte1lligible pattern, and

18 Good, correspomding respectively to the efficient

cause To "Irott"r thkov ). Ghe "archelypal® (‘?‘0 meEd d"t-r)r,urrrmv)
and the final (T‘o ™A !_Kofv ) - I, 2.8, %4 3 and Wuv-u‘rrd he
divides into (1) the "understuff"™ or “substrate" ( T©
Swo K erpmevoy 1.0,15 7 o Kerpney y pyers, .25, i.e. the
Uuolfo,\'-, To 'mr\rterrs ,%.1, though, as we have seen, the

Cre fDKl’ is not really a "substrate"), and (2) the "form" {7‘:
G?{os o0 L6 , 7o eg:'rqu f-?fos 3.2, by which Proclus

probably means the geometrical structure of the corpuscles

of the four “elemenbts"). ‘Phough Proelps kseps foriml or

ypal" cause distinet from the final, virtually, as

in particular, ths emphasis of Wimaecus
throughout is that Mind, in the form of a consciously-

L]

working good God, is the force ab work behind Ghe existence
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and funct ioning and processes oi naturs. As Proclus exnlains
at 1l.281.27 and 1.285.26, when Plato says that the world
- ~ 2 . ] . i -
had an ol'f‘Xl’ , tne meaning, ag stated at 29e, is that the
= - 1 , ' L3

aorld is dependent on Lhe most supreme "'(X'? y bthe goodness of
God. Phis, as we saw, is the real point of the distinction

= n 2 ’ .
betuween WVou§ and KY‘YK7 . Mechanical causes'are not the

b

real causes of arrangements of mature, but are siaply

gubord inate though indispensabls precondi tions. whe trus cause

. - T - » bt \ 9’ \
is aluways, in the words of "Phaedo" (97d), Te wereTov [Kev
LY r
To /Sl—r\ TreroV , Aristotls likewise insigted that the working
of nature is egsentially teleological, and that material cause
2

are not positive causes but are only indispensable sids ( Ff
[ d 9 n A > \ 2
v o Oeoteus -(VdYK.t“V' To oU 0Ovk -(thr ™ &9 cf., "Phys."

r

i r

192b 1<, 193a 28, 199b 15, "de Part.Anim.659b1ll), but with

this important differesnce, that he regarded the design at work

8
in nature not ag deliberate but rather as instinctive and

"
implicit, whereas for Yimasug Vevs as guch belongs to a
conscious anmd pe fvx-’ and there can be no such thing
ag what wodern philosophy would call "de facto teleology" (cf.
®Pimacus™, %7¢). e notice the “youns pgods" exercising
forethought and purpogive inte lligence just like their own

) ¢ ’ a 4
WRather". In foet, the distinction bstwsen ©F Veor tor

¢ . 3 o [ ) = \ = = B YTy = =] e 1

and o J‘[/“""f'f" ig not alnays clearly kipt by Yimaeus - ci.

46e, 47a, 47b, 7la, 7P4b. 74e, 74d, T5c, 78b. At 7la we
> ’ o] : ] .
actually find the plural € doTes , followed by the singular
> 4 _ ’ : 5 —" L
E'lrr(&our\wtﬂt& , &8s again ﬂt—or at 91a is followed by ﬁsus

st 92a. The "young gods" ers imitating the beneficent example
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of their own Maker (cf.42e, 69¢,71d), and so Hs is the

virtual cauge of Sheir intelligent activity. Phe point of

=

{Yimseus is to insist, as Socrates does in the “"Phaedo™ (95b-
99d), that all the particulars of the uaiverse are arranzed
"for the best", though they mey not always appcar o be so
and though we sseu to meet always with an element of the
incalculable. All the scientific dstails of his discourse
are intcnded Lo expross this one truth. Dinaeus Ffelt that
"no astronomer can be an atheist®.

Thus in a way the dialogue serves as a
theodicy, as an abttenpt in Wilton's phrase, to Yjustify the
ways of God to wen". YThat God constructed these things to
be as fair and as good as possible, Lfindinz them not so - let
this above all things be lsid down ag our consigbent thesis

S, ’
(58b). whe true rationale of the world, the oefy KugreTd Ty
(£9e¢) of its existence, is just the ungrudging nature of uod,
Whose #iossence consists not in self-cloistered and isolated
blisg, but in the eternal and unselfish manifestation and
realization of His own goodness. So the wessage of
Christianibty is that Ged is Love infinite and self-giving,
that "he that loveth not knoweth not God; for Ged is Love"
I.John 1V.8). Actually the world is eternal both "a parte
ante™ and "a parbe post", but Lidaeus finds it convenisnt
for his purpose t0 assuue & beginnins of the world "in tius"
and Gto begin “ex hypothesi" with an antemundsne state of

-

disorder oubs oi which the "world as God made 1t" has euergzsd.

Stript of parobolical decorabion, this is simply a graphic
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day of saying that theo world as Y!“(Ve,,ur-vﬂf does not
exist in its own right bubt is depenmient on the intellizent
guidance of God, and as such is the "best oL all possible

rldis". ©¢he historical narrative of the world's origin we
need not regard as anything more theam, in wimoeus' own words,
an innocuous "divertisseuwent" (-tw.'rriui‘fs ¢le ‘Whe real
history of the world consists in a continuval approxiustion
te reality Absolubte and wsbernal, as the history of cosmology

4 -

consists in never-ending approach to knowledge stable and
final., "The world is not yet made, it is only in the
making". JL1ts life is always, in Browning's words, "a mainly
omtard moving, never wholly retrograde'.

1t is very mueh the same view that Proclus

~ r

ingists upon in his frequent discussion of the question of
the world's 'Yl-w-cﬂ-ws xdl, the universe, in his visw,
'rtfv-rrw in the mense that it iz composite and that it

i8 dependent, in so far a=s it is body, on other csuses for

ite beinz (I. 277.14f), since body is unable to beget or to

sustain itself (293.22,¢f,833.11, 297.11). - As such, the
2 d A fad s e do2
universe alwsys (&« €r ) nariakes of life and motion and

o F
mutability. But this ig not a primary and csternal o &r |

”
but a secomlary and bemporal one {Xfovrﬁcuv}, the
L
differeiice being that the eternal «®r ig once for all and
all at nnce, while the temporal is "stretched out" along
with the whole cont inued am infiflite duration of time
(276.9, 285.9, 294.29, cf.839.2, 111.3.6). <1he msaning of

Pimseus is that the world dosg not beget itself but is
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'produced by somet hing élss, "becoies" a copy of something
else, is compounled out of many unlilke constituents, and
has a "becoming" which is unfeiling and is co-sxtensive
with the whole strebteh of time (280.28£). 1In this way the
world is always being begotten and has had a beg inning anmd
hag an end of being begobtten, thers beiny no distinetion
between begimning and end in the world's history bscause
the worldis begotten in the whols of time and not in =
portion or section (282.2f.). We may explain P clu
point thus. Lhe beginning of the world's Yr—’v&rrj is
conterninous with its cnd s in the saue way as aay point
on the circumference of a circle maey bs taken both as the

beginning am as the complebion; thare is no absolute

beginning as in ~ terminsted sbtraight line. Thus, as
Proclus says, the universe always is coming to be and
o » o

alwiays has boen coming to be | 'Yerof,uwvi euTIV AT
K&y «(r—yovu:s - 282.17), that is to say, coming to be
what absolutesly is (a(vf\ o foTr , 291.1). Por the world
is unabls to admit all at once fthe whole infinity of the
Damiurge's begetting power, bubt can only teke gsomething
of it in the "now" (294.22).
Proclus ropeats the point at 1.366.21%.

The Damiunrge males cternally, and the world is ebernal
aceording to the sempibternity "stretched out" along the

whole of btime. The universe is always in jprocess of

arrancement and always being made gtod, bubt is never all

5 f " . 1. o
at once (®uTo fev ) good » The world, that is to say, is

always "in the mealking”, its life is an eternal process anmd
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b oa stabic cternity - yryvomevy Kar
’
»mfro‘r?s_ 1.367.18. Lt is the sawe with the soul, which,
lize the corporeal, cannobt receive being all. at once ( apret )

in its entirety and infinity, but is always receivins it in

. . /7
sime, and aceordingly ite activiby ( Fve@Pere ) unlike that

of intellect, differs at different times amd partakes of

change | M-T(I_Jt'rrm;] - 1T,123.6%f., 124,128f., 243.18f%.
290.24, Mor Ghis rsason it 1s sverlasting ( of
ard imdestructible ( xvuﬂ ﬁﬂ(es 125.8), but it is not truly
and siuply sternal {dlf\ﬁs ‘"‘"V"*‘J. 1t is the same, too,
. ¢ ro . .
with ©rf yeor 90-«, who are only secondarily luwuortal because
their life consists in always coming into besing throughout
the whole of time (111.215.85f., 217.20f., 218.24). ‘PThis is
indeed ons of the rsasons why they a
: ()
- oY es x’ej“-t_,cu»vor’ MoTEH r_r’v-fl' aAA ‘s ﬂf!”-'rr-v-,'f"

re called the "young"gods

(111.311.9). Bverything YFV??DV, as Proclus "“;To at I1I.

- ‘ r I,I.. - - 9 ? ’

220,1 has & "repaired imsortality" ( errkfua.o"ﬁ, w e v groe )
r . “ e :

and & "bond" ( Jed’_'.uos ) given to it from extraneous sources,

. . . X R T — T i T e =0 e 7
gince it is unable to keep together or bto impart life to
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CHAPTER IX.

THZ "PLUAEUS™ IN RELATION 20 PTAZO0'S OWN THOUSHI.

He mgy conclude with a fsew words on the second question

raised in the first chapfer - WWhose doctrine doeg the

&

"PTimasus" present to us, and how is it related to Plato's
own thought?

Wow there I1s asbundant evidence, as Wws have
already seen and as Professor Taylor has demonsbtrated,
to indicatie that in the dialogue Wwe are dealing not with
distinctively Platonic doctrine but with Pythagoreanism,
ot only does Proclus insist that the speaker is a
Pythagorean, as we noticed, but he conbinually stresses
the Pythagorsan character of the whole dialogue. Thus he

obzerves at the outbsebt that in the fundauental teac

1ing
of the dislogue Pilato is consciously iollowing Pythagorean

mebhod and doetrine, being, in fact, the only philospher
) C 4 S o - f?)f:j N ] ‘5 I J!-- L—-\-“'}-Q i --"ii: = = I‘ i & T ;7

to do so (I.1.85, 2.30), and he lays down accordin:l
that our inberpretation nust be made to fit in with

Pythagorean btensts (I.15.22). He remarks that the dialogue

is, in fom, a c¢oabination of Pythagorean elevation of

conception with 'Socratic ethical interest (I.7.21f). It
! n " 1 -
is Tru Gdyo(ﬂov -;93 , he @eclarss, that Plato is
. oo 2N O o 4 %
adopting in studying the d(‘-’ e o7 Tree of mature

. 1
1.1.25, £.00, 17.15). Tt is likewise 7o MvOB<yogrney

—_—

w . . . 1 e B It
€bos of connectinz subject invesbigating with object
investigated that Platc has in mind when he nsays at 90d

that he who would be happy must assimilate himself to the



~115-

‘t =

objec " his thought, i.e. to

Flato's

agnpleyment of mathemat

in the description of the scul
sugzested by the Pythagorean d
AL 97/44!1"(.: , and ua‘rﬁc-e
introduecteory recapitulation of

the "Republic"

Pythagorean €fes of pra

and allegory (I1.30.4, 33.8).
the Pythagoreans in saying tha

agrees with them further in r

J’(/’“""(”Y"’" "apart from" the world (287.1).

as a Pythagorean, @dhers 6o

C.

Pythagoreans” (I1I.168.8).

nao

Pythagorean doctrine Proclus

statenents partly on the first

I
J ho l"ln.—'z

and partly on guanis o

at

I.

regprosents is clearly sugz

covertlyridicules ant dissocia

is itself simply en illustrat

ising actual doctrine

o from a cause (I.262.10),

the
) -
In these rodiers

is probably

the universe

ical and geometrical figures
's constitution is similarly
ivision of things imbo VUVT‘:
(I.8414): while the
the first five boois of

ion oi the

with simile
So azain Plato alone follous
t

averybhing which coues

Jjust as he

ezard ing this cause as a

"Pimasus

principles of the

ances o

j o 1
oa

11ig

,.

sing

"
’

-cenbury "dianasus Locrus

£ Philolaus", Lrom which

176429

e

which Timaeus

Sail

404 -4:1a, 13

i . fa I
where Dimge

tes himself from the

theogunical fancies and extravagancas of the Orphies and
such sectaries. That his refereme ig to the Hesiodic and
Orphic cosmogonies and nob, &s generally supposed, o

the national cultus and w

as Profegsar Teylor points

ythology of Ath:

out,

A g i
Al y

is proved,

by the figures mentioned —
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Gaia, Uranus, Oceanus, Tethys;

7}
£
=
‘--lu
vt
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simply humorous satire is clear from the scoffing remark
that our only evidence Ifor the existence of fthese obscure
deities is the authority of those who prof

progeny and who must surely know their oun forefathers.

(‘{s

Huscbiusg, the ecclesiastical historian (C.260.340 A.D.),

recognized notbt only the irony but also the persons against

whom it was directed ("Praepsratio dvangelica®, XIII.o640 -

JN/S-:’A:\H *_r_t_ﬁs ﬁmr\o'_yovs 'rr.uft-rv ' eorxe )

Preclus, too zh he missed the sarcasm, was at least

. [ s &L - ¢ [t ac
fully aw=rs that it is  er OFoYoVr‘;H(III.luO.ll and 22)

< e > s 7 S0 1
and eCr Oefﬂtlr vevee Aoyrer (I11.1561.5) that Dimasus
has in aind, and he builds upon the whole passage an
glaborate demonology. In this connexion uWe may nobte also

s

that "Necegsity ™ ( K,Vdr“[x") was not only ths name, as

’ A ;
recorded by :Lé':LlTlS'O:.' ul? trau/uwv % WLV kv/dr-fvo'.: in
Parmenid es' exposition of early Pythagorean theology given
in the Second Part of hic poem, but ig also applied to the
mother of the Fates irf the manifestly Pythagorean myth of Ep
in the tenth book of the"Republic" (617). DTimeaeus, as
Professor Taylor says, scems bto be deliberately displacing

4

"Necegsity™ from its pedestal and making it, no longer a

ar

(JJ

oddess, but a were "umderling". Plato thus makes it cl
that Yiuwmeus was not ome of the Pythagorist "spiritualil,
with whogse supsrstitions, indeed, neither Socrates nor

Plato had any sympathy. Professor Burnst has shoin, for

instance. that the real point of the "Buthyphre" iz to



regpudia te any idea that Socratecs was & "uystic" of the

debased Orphic type. So Adeimantus' scornful strictures

particularly at Hesiod sxmd the Orphies, like Socrates!
proposed reforms at 379-5380, We know that there was a
rupture in the Pythagorean Order in its later period, a
breach bebuween scientists and mystics, "Pythagoreans” ami
"Pythagorists™, Just as in the sixteenth century the
alchemists in angland divided into two groups, one devoting
itgelf to serious secientific research and the other to
mysticism and astrology; end Tiussus is plasinly portrayed
as one of thoge in whom the religous gide bad been super-
seded by bthe seientific, like Simmias amd Cebes of the
"Phaedo". The whole umedical and biological interest oI
the dialogue indicates the saue thing, and the matter is
laced beyond doubt when we #find that Timaeus!
geomebrical analysis oFf the four "solements™ at 48sff. is
simply &n illusbretion of that atteaapt to fuse Empedoclean
biology end Pythagorean mathematics which was the distinetive
feature of later Pythagoreanism (sce Burnet, "Barly Gresk
Philosophy" &, pp.278,279).

How far, then, are we entitled to assunme

that such a8 record of fifth-century Pythagoreanism ambodiies

doctrine with which Plato himself was in agrsament? Now >
the "Iimseucs" is manlfastly ;0 a large extent an elaborate

4

developuent of the doctrine of the "Phaedo" that wvovs

~ i/
Coniv o d'!-(ltod;uuv Te ket Wlvnav &7 7708 (97¢) wnd bhat
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congsequently all details of nature are so arrvanged becaus
"it is best they should have such an arrangement" ( 3;7
A éAierov o7e 0UTWS eferv c’m’v' o'owee F”XH, 98a) .
Socrates in his early &ays,_as he himself records in the
"Phaedo" (95¢-994), hed interested himself in natural
gscience -~ a fact which is borne out by Arisophanss' "Clouds"
as vwell as by the familisarity with early cosmolog

theoriecs which is

')

atbtributed to Socrates at, fvr instanece,
"Lysis™ 213 d.ff Hz had been particularly attracted by

1 = - [ . ”
fhe doctrine of Anaxagoras, who had represented Vovs or

Mind ag the motor-energy of the cosmos. Socrstes was
chagrined, however, %o find that Anaxagor did 1ittlevto

upnold purposive gzovernment of the univerge bul had recourse
nstead to mechanical causes like "jirs and ethers and waters
am many other absurdibties” (98c¢). HNone the less Socrates
1 o | == T B s 1
did not abandon the idea of government by the ozyac@ov e
, 1 1, 1
deov ana he tried to account for this by what he humorously
3 r n [} v - o

called his J}mrrveos mwAovs , the theory of "Forms". Thes

"Pimg eus"

seamws to be a plain attempt to supply what
Socrates desiderated, The appiicatiOn to nature of the idea
of intelligent contrivance, and this again sesms to be the
reason why Plato represents linseus as expoundiing a
teleological cosmology in response to sn appeal from Socrates.
Not only. homevor, is th
commentary upon the text of "Phaedo" 97-99, but it is obvious,
further, that the presupposition umlerlying the whole

discourse of wimaeus is the thesis of "Laus" X.396b-899%¢,
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that soul is the only entity possessing spontencous
activity ( "c J‘"M'{V‘] v(u,?‘t:, ou?r«‘,v Krvedy kr’w,o’rs’
895¢) and, as such, the sole "causa wovens” of all physical

wovement, and that the sonl which moves and orders the world
'

[
]
Ly
—

L ' ~ = e
the a@reTy \/Xc’ called God. Apert from "Phaedrus"

245 c¢f., where Socrates malkkes ths self-moving character of
the soul an argument for the soul's immortality, we can
see Plato "cutting steps" towards this Qoctrine at" Sophis

248e, where the "Hleatic strangsr™ declarss that it would

= s Mk Taidia Hasvwgi A v

be incredible Ifox abso lute being ( 7o WevrrAws o

not to have "motion' and 1ife and soul and unfldmcﬁm_lﬂ,
/ | I | L | \ f

( ktvgers  Kee fw-, ket Yulfy ke ffw?d‘rsl. These words

do not imply a2 new theory of "animeted Ideas", as

Tutoslawgki ("Origin and Growth of Plato's Logic") suppoced.
The pazsage only meazng that soul, wikh its attributes of
1ife and motion, must be part of Reality just as much a

unc hanging and umuoving entities such as the "Formg". This
goncept ion of Gthe soul as "causa movens" is at the bottom

of Pimasus' description of the soul at 34c as the "gquee
aml mostress of the body" and as "sarlier and elder than
the body", which ig imdicative, as Proclus J.;;:lb‘uf explains
R [
(I1.118.5%, cfellell4.53) of the soul's VKFfOXC'
e > \ 2 » Boie Fmsided
WwS or TV TPeS o/ Tl TOV e have here implied,
ic/4 1
in fact, the Academic definition of atifefwﬂ!s asg {/V!l,
, 4 ] o d Ly % iz
a"df..a-n Xfwﬂ"’“’“} , unoted by Proclus himself at III1.509.51.
At 57e¢ Qimseug definitely asserts, in ftie spirit both of

the "Phasdrus" end of "Daws" X, that molbion presupposes

N ) w1y w S T R
both Te Kivoov anl To Kwou,uwod . Actually, cven this
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conceptbion of the soul as "self-moving" is not an original

developuent on Plato's own part, since it is traceable,

L4}
5
it

as Aristotle tells us at "de Anim%f" 4058 50, to Alemac
of Croton, but the Lfact that the thought is given definite
scientific exposition in the "Lews", Plato's own "magnum
opus" aml a worik which cannot be far separated irom the
"Pimseus" in point of date, justifies our concluding that

Wwe have presented in the main thesis of the "Dlimasus" a
reproduction and application of a caml inal Platonic doctrine.
Socul is the -(’(K:; krv-&'{rmx and God is the r’fr/ﬂ") #u"” in

i

-~

the "Tinaeus” as much as in the "Lawsg", with this difference,
that what the "Laws" sceks Lo establish scientifically by
logical or "theoretic" judge.ent is accepted in the "Timscus™

as an article of conviction or religious "trust", just as

in a gimilar gpirit

|.-1¢

Pimacus does not use scientific
reasconing to prove tnat the human soul is imuwortal butb
rogardg its immortality, like W:n 9!'-0!',55
depsndent simply 8n the goodnsss and will of wod (4la-b).
It is by this supposition of a supreme and perfsectly wise
and good Soul  who contemplates the "Porms" ani reproduces
them in the sensible world, that the "Timasus" gives
content to and elaborates Socrates' convietion in the
"Phaedo" that"the goced and the ought" is the true ratvionale

of the gbtructure and procesges of nature

i ———— T ——— T — T —
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