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Christos A. Terezis

University of Patras

ASPECTS ON PROCLUS INTERPRETATION ON THE
THEORY OF THE PLATONIC FORMS

INTRODUCTION

Academe has been occupied with Plato’s ontological theories during its historical
advancement. Many academics from the very first, Xenokrates to the very last one,
Damascius attempt to methodically interpret special points of the Platonic ontology
by highlighting the theory concerning metaphysical Forms. As far as the Platonic
tradition is concerned, the most systematic annotator of the Athenian philosopher
is Proclus (412-485), who undertakes to explain further in most of his works the
two ways of the presence of the Forms, the transcendental and the one immanent
in the discernible/tangible beings. This investigation is certainly a part of the ulterior
target that he, himself, has posed from the very beginning which is to analyze and
even spotlight the way in which the metaphysical world produces the ‘physical’ one.
He, therefore, indites principles that he implements with consistency so as to bring
a theory forward on Forms that are strongly based on a great substructure and inner
cohesion.

Proclus’ theory on the Platonic metaphysical «Forms» is strictly placed within
the corpus of his principles on intermediates and their archetypical character.
According to the Neoplatonic philosopher’s system, the intermediates are defined as
being the ontological realities and divine powers that mediate the accomplishment
of some functions and the declaration of specific procedures. They are impeded
between the supreme ontological principle and cause, namely the ‘One’ (Ev) or the
‘Good’ (Aya66v), and the multitude of sensible beings and exactly due to their vast
number and the specific mission they have undertaken, contribute to the strict
organization and function of the metaphysical as well as the physical world. In other
words, the intermediates are divine realities that express with their presence and
functions the progressive exit of the One from itself and the gradual specialization
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of its productive activity. This act is completed through specific theogonic-triadic
procedures or through the procedures that are determined by the number of divine
hypostases required for the connection of the metaphysical with the physical world.
These procedures are in accordance with the legislative specifications of the triadic
dialectic productive schema of ‘remaining’ (Lov1}) — ‘procession’ (tpd0d0g) — ‘reversion’
(emotpoen).

Proclus orders the intermediates according to the ontological and in order
precedence of their substance which defines the range of their archetypical character.
'Thus, not only do they constitute the archetypes of the sensible being but also they
operate in the same way in their inner relationship. The hierarchically superior beings
are the archetypes of the hierarchically inferior ones. The Neoplatonic philosopher
develops his theories on intermediates-archetypes mainly in his work On Plato’s
Theology (ITepi ¢ katd [TAdrwve Ogoloyiag) and he relates them with the content
of the ontological categories of the second hypothesis of the Platonic dialogue
Parmenides (Ilappevions). Henads (evadeg) possess the highest position on the
grading scale of the intermediates.

We shall attempt to demonstrate how and for what reasons Proclus places
Henads in a superior position from the Platonic Forms. What is really interesting
is that he proceeds in this ontological differentiation by claiming that he remains
consequently on Plato’s way of thinking.

I.THE PLATONIC SOURCES OF THE THEORY
CONCERNING THE HENADS

'The prominent theory of Proclus on Henads expresses the philosopher’s inferences
that he drew after the systematic critical refutation of his predecessors Neoplatonists’
positions, except those of Syrianos. These positions refer to the ontological problem
that arose from the philosophical-theological interpretation of the content and the
interrelation of the first two hypotheses of the Platonic dialogue Parmenides.
According to Proclus, this problem concerns the structure, content and function of
a graded system of intermediary divine ontological classes as well as the type and
limits of communication of this system with the superior One. In other words, the
problem concerns the ontologically possible and logically acceptable correlations of
the One with the produced divine beings. In regard to the theological interpretation
of Proclus, the first hypothesis of Parmenides refers to the One while the second
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hypothesis concerns the divine beings, which reflect the ontological categories of
this hypothesis. The Neoplatonic philosopher based all the possible for the specifi-
cations of his system solutions of this problem on the principles of his theory on
Henads?. Henads are the productive powers of the One, its participated element for
the production of the divine beings®.

'The philosophical term «Henad» originally appears in plural in the Platonic
dialogue Philebus (Dilnpog), 15 a6. In this quote, Socrates uses the term ‘Henads’
instead of the term ‘Forms’ to qualify the ultimate and metaphysical genres of
beings*. It should also be noted that later in this text the term ‘Monads’ (povadeg)
is used in the same sense as Henads and therefore as forms too®. In this regard, Plato
through the use of these terms attributes a mathematical character to the structure
and function of the Forms®. The same mathematical pattern that is attributed to the
Platonic theory of Forms is used in Proclus’interpretation of the terms ‘Henad’and
‘Monad’ in the dialogue Philebus. Proclus, referring more specifically to the
aforementioned terms, moves on to the following differantation between them:
«O0ev kai 0 é&v 1@ OB Zokpatng ToTé PEV TPOS aOTO TO EV LOVADESG, O10TL
TA00¢ g0ty Ekdot Kol 8V TL odoa kai {1 Kai E160¢ vogpOV: B¢ &€ TpoC Té A
adTAOV TOpoyOpUEVE Kol TG oelpdg Gg beeoTaoy Evades: mAnOvvetal yép T pet
avTdg yvoueva and auepiotov ékeivwvs’. This dual attribution is not, however,
contradictory because as the Forms are called ‘Monads’ on the grounds of their
relation to the One whilst the term ‘Henads’is used when the Forms act as the cause
for the production of a graded corpus of inferior to them beings.

According to the writer, it is considered that this construal is a skillful prefigura-
tion of Proclus in order to introduce his readers to his theory on Henads in an
indirect but concise manner and justify its necessity. The neoplatonic philosopher
notices that, prima facie, this development may cause logical and ontological
problems. In an initial approach of the issue, he emphasizes that Plato is the
historical — philosophical origin of his theory. In our view, this is due to the fact that
Proclus endeavors to demonstrate that the foundation of his theory he on Plato’s
philosophical authorities, or, according to his usual method, that he rigidly develops
his theory within the context of the platonic orthodoxy. Nevertheless, he presents
henads to possess an ontological and qualitative precedence over Forms since he
places the former to the hyper essential area while the latter to the essential area:
«OvK dpa Emttapdrtev Ol Toig Tepl TV BedV AdY01g TOVG TTEPL TV E10DV, 0VOE TOV
TAOV UEPIKAV EI0MV O14KOGHOV €l¢ TAVTOV GLYYEIV TTPOC TAG Oelag Evadag, dALG
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Oewpelv €9° €avTt®dV TOVC BE0VC GO TOV 0VCIAV Kol ToD TANBoLg adToVG Kab*
£00TOVC»S.

According to Proclus, in the area of Henads everything is in a cohesive unity
based on their organic interrelations, which are determined by their mutual
coexistence, while in the area of Forms the specified distinctions have been fulfilled.
More specifically, all Henads are immanent in each Henad. This occurs as a result of
a particularly powerful unity that is attributed to their direct derivation from their
common cause, the One. This immanence can be described in its original status as
a cohesive unity and expresses the second One, which is the productive expression
of the transcendent One’. Further on, this immanence is preserved during the
process of the generation of the divine beings gradually incorporating new
ontological types according to the contemporary productive level and in line with the
principle of ‘everything is immanent in everything maintaining however the unique
way of existence’ (mdvta &v macwv oikeing 8¢ &v £kaot®)!®. On the contrary, the
element of coexistence is absent from the Forms and their communication is
determined by its declining ontological undermining, which is expressed by
participation «[Idcar yép ai Evadeg £v aAMAag eict kal fivovton Tpdg AANAaC, Kol
oG peilov 1 Evooig éketvov T &v Toic 0Do1 Kovmviog Kol TonTdTToG. .. Tdoat
vap gloiv év maooig, 6 un £oty &v Toig €ideot tadta yop puetéyel uév AAAA@Y,
mavTo 0 &V TGV OVK EGTIV»!L.

II. THE LEVELS OF THE PRESENCE FORMS THEMSELVES

Proclus places the first appearance of Forms in the third triad of the Being, namely of
the first term of his famous triad «Being — Life — Mind» (Eivatr — Zo1f — Novg)'2. The
distinction-division of the Being which is actualized in the third triad results in the
development of Forms. Each Form does not belong to the level of ‘the pure and prime
Being’ (amh@dg 1| mpdTOdg 6vTog) but it is ‘some being’ (ti Ov), in other words, it
constitutes and expresses a part of the specified increased quantity of the prime
Being'®. The Forms, by possessing the quality of increase, can neither be placed in the
first triad of the Being — the place in which the unified prime Being is developed —
nor in the second triad — where ‘power’ (§Ovayug) operates as a distinctive factor, which
develops the multitude without being a multitude itself. The Forms are therefore
manifested in the field of the third triad, regarding the Being as an occurrence and
consisting distinguished beings; with a specified archetypical application®.
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Proclus bases the ontological precedence of the prime Being over Forms on the
principle that the productive cause is above the exemplary. The prime Being is simply
and single dimensionally the transcendent cause in the sense that it produces all the
following beings providing them exclusively with the quality of existence. Forms, how-
ever, are mainly exemplary causes — without insinuating that they are not productive
since according to Proclus the attribute/property of production is transferred to all
divine beings."” This implies that the Forms provide their products with their qualities
and inner analogies. In other words, Forms, define the specified content of the objects
of their archetypical reference by the distinctive function. The provision with qualities
and analogies, as transition from the state of simplicity to that of composite reality
and from, the unified corpus to the one of diversity is indicative of the transition from
the non-defined being or ‘self-being’ (at06V) of the first triad of the Being to the
clear definition of becoming (yiyvesOa) of the third triad, from substance to quality.
'This transition expresses also the potentially internal variety of the first Being, which
is activated by the archetypical function of Forms: “The Forms are called examples of
the beings, the Being is the cause of everything but not the example- this is because
the examples are the causes for the divided and those whose characters of their essence
are different’ (T pév £idn mapodeiypato kakeitor 1@V Sviwv, T 6 v oitio Tdv pet’
aOTO TAVTOV, GAL 00 TOPASELypo: TV Yap Smpnuévev Kotd T sivon kod S1opopovg
Thig 0Voiag EXOVTIOV TOVE YOPAKTPOG OITLO TA TaPUdETyoTa) S,

'The Neoplatonic philosopher states that there are four Forms in the third triad
of the Being: those of the gods, the angels, the demons and the mortal animals. These
Forms are included in the ‘Self-living’ (Avtol{®dov), namely in the term with which
Proclus describes the third triad of the Being according to his interpretative
principles in the Platonic dialogue Timeus (Tiuouog)". The Self-living is the
intelligible archetype of the whole reality that is produced after it and up to the
sensible beings. It has an ontological precedence over the Creator (Anuovpydg). The
Self-living includes only the four general Forms of the worldly reality, whereas the
Creator possesses the whole total of the individual Forms®. Thus the Self-living is
different from the Creator not only due to its ontological precedence but also on
the grounds that it includes only the Forms of the superior genres. On the other
hand, the Creator, with his divisive procedures, includes not only the superior Forms
but also the Forms of each genre with their specified reference of their archetypical
function: «Qv yap Mv Hovoeldde 6 vonTdv {Hov, TomTIKOV fpo Kol YevvnTikov,
TOVT®V O ONUIOVPYOC. .. SPNUEVOS EKANPDOCOTO THV aitioy»?L.
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'The above issue gives Proclus the opportunity to examine an aspect of the more
general ontological question as far as the transition from oneness to multitude is
concerned. He notices then, that on the one hand the Forms exist as originally
exemplary causes, albeit in an insohible unity in the space of their universal common
sense, ie the Self-living, on the other hand, however, that the cause itself. Specialises
its results in a following phase of its productive-archetypical quality. This specia-
lisation manifests itself in the productive activity of the self-living, which produces
the above mentioned four species of beings ie gods, angels, demons and mortal and,
indeed, these conceived as dissimilar and endowed with differentiated ontological
specifications?.

III. RATIONAL AND ONTOLOGICAL FOUNDATIONS OF
THE THEORY ON THE FORMS

Proclus attempts to solve the problem as the basis of on reasonable arguments and
on the real content of his theogonies. He stresses that according to his reasonable
arguments which all are produced from a common cause do not necessarily have
the same name since each one participates in its essence in a qualitative and
quantitative manner?. The type of participation defines the ontological and nomina-
listic distinction of each Form-Archetype. Their distinction is manifested as separate
from their common cause and thus they obtain their specialized productive-arche-
typical property towards the order of the beings to whom they will be superior:
<Exactov yp €160 1yelto oe1pdc Tivoc dvadey dpydpevoy kol péypt tdv oyatomv
veiavov»?4. This specialization of Forms, which gradually renders their productive
archetypical reference relevant, is progressively maintained through the whole scale
of divine beings and thus the latter appear on each divine scale according to the
special content of its nature, its functions and its correlations®.

'The actual answer to the question above is, according to Proclus, based on the
theogonic divisive-multiplying procedures that, as it is stated by Proclus, are
developed in the third triad of the Being, which corresponds to the multitude in the
second hypothesis of Parmenides?®: In this triad the «one-being» (&v 0v) produces
through its henological level, namely of the one-being, the Form of gods and with
its ontological level, namely of the ‘being-one’, the Form of angels. On the other
hand, the ‘being-one’ (v &v) produces with its henological level, namely the one-
being, the Form of demons and with its ontological level, namely the Being-One, the
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Form of mortals?. This production displays a clearly graded metaphysical order, in
which the principle of intermediate beings operates, since there is a development of
intermediate orders of angels and demons between the marginal orders of gods and
mortals?®. The successive transition from one order to another is consistent with the
prime principle of the system of intermediates, which defines the metaphysical
continuity of beings. According to the above principle, the principal element of each
being is connected with the inferior element of its previous being. This connection
is evident on the level of productive progression «Ai 1@V deVTEPOV EVOGELS OVK
adniov OtL cvveyyilovot 1@ mANnOel kai i TPoddw TV Vrepkeluévmv»?. Thus a
union and an exchange of qualities between the two terms is noticed, which is also
confirmed by the quote «&t1 00 pév 16 dv £v 10D £vag Bvtog £6ti pépog, 00 8¢ 16 &v
dv 10D 8vtog £vog, Kai o0 pév 6TV EVsig 0VGLMONG, 00 8¢ ovsia Evoedng»*. The
statements above are valid as long as a complete distinction of the Being has been
fulfilled and the one and the beings have developed into ‘unified multitude’ (éviaiov
mA00¢) and «multitude of beings» (7Afifog dvtev) multitude of beings respec-
tively3l.

Our last point for education concerns the reason Proclus believes that the Self-
living produces neither more nor less than four Forms. According to his view, the
four Forms are consisted of a monad and a triad®. This distinction is attributed to
the fact that the Forms correspond, mutatis mutandis, to the four superior onto-
logical principles the ‘One’, the ‘Limit’ (népag), the ‘Infinitude’ (Gnepov) and the
‘Mixture’ (uiktdv). The first Form corresponds to the One, while the following three
correspond to the Limit, the Infinitude and the Mixture respectively®. The Forms
consist of a monad and a triad, because the One, as superior and transcendent
principle, is not constructed to the same level as the other three. The hierarchical
division that is actualized by the four principles is repeated by the Forms. At the
same time, Forms extend to the last manifestations of sensible beings through their
productive-archetypical function. Thus, the fourth form «tfj T00 pikTod @voet
TpoonKovcay kai BE0Vg AToyeEVVAG OV TOVG TO TEAOC GLVEXOVTAG TAV OA®V LOVIIMG
Kol kpatodvTog Toig £oydtolg €ideat TV ThHg VANG dpopeiay Koi v éotiav TV
gyxoopinv €ic &v 16 10D movTdg KEVTIPOV cuvepeidovTag, Gmo yap TG TpmTioTng
olov éotiog t®V Sviev VmooTdviec kai tvde TV &otiov avtol povipwmg
agopilovotv»4,

'Therefore, it is evident that the third triad of the Being includes all the specifica-
tions of the production. It should be pointed out, however, that the production of
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sensible beings is not directly accompliced by this triad, since everything within its
area exists in a unity and it has not yet acquired its complete prescription. This
prescription would be completed when the Forms pass through the remaining levels
of the divine beings. At these levels, the Forms will obtain as many elements as they
actually need as to create a world with perfect constitution. The details of this process
will be thoroughly examined by Proclus in the following three books of this work
About Plato’s Theology. «Ei yép avtfj (sc. Tfj tpitn tp1adt tod Eivon) t¢ npwtovpyd
mopodeiypata, dAov ™G an’ adTig 1) TV dEVTEPOV APYETOL SLOKOGUNGIS: Kol €l
{@ov éotv andviov (dov dTosTatikdv, Tav UEv TO Yoykdv TAaTog, iy 6€ 10
cOUTIKOV Evtebbev &xel TNV TPoodov, Kai Tepléyel T®V € {MOYOVIKDY TAVT®OV
SLoKOCU®OV Kol TAV SNUIOVPYIKADY TGS VONTAG oiTiog»*.

EPILOGUE

In conclusion, the main thesis that is deduced is that Proclus places the Forms in an
inferior level to that which they possess in Plato’s work. The Neoplatonic philosopher
interjects the hen ads and the first two triads of the Being between the One-Good
and the Platonic Forms. Therefore, it renders Platonic Ontology relevant. This can
only be illustrated if it is examined in view of its theological orientations and thus,
of the precedence of the One and the hen ads over the Being. More precisely, Proclus,
as founder of an era during which Mysticism dominates and rituals are particularly
prevalent® gives a theological orientation to his work and he aims at including Clas-
sical Ontology in his Theological Enology so that every ontological grounding is
absolutely impossible without its permanent reference to enological preconditions®’.
In this way, Proclus makes the Being dependent on the One and the hen ads. How-
ever, regardless the relegation of Forms, it is beyond doubt that Proclus gives an
actual content to them and remains within the orbit of a consistent metaphysical
realism. In his work, the Forms as specializations of the ‘Prime Being’belong to the
Metaphysical Ontology and constitute the foundation of Cosmology. By obtaining
such features between Enology and the World of Experience these very Forms can
of course be called the ‘intermediates’. In often words, the metaphysics of the
immanence are at the same time guaranteed and fully secured.
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See Philebus, 15p1-2.

It is obvious that this character is embodied within the speculation of the articulated dialectic
relation of ‘one’ (evog) with ‘infinitude’ (dmewpov), which is the main topic of Philebus.
Commentary to Platos Parmenides, p. 880.30-38. E.R. Dodds intrigued by the Platonic text seeing
it from a historical perspective observes the following: ‘Here evadeg are simply units or “examples
of ones”: they are called povéadeg just below. But Proclus (in Parm. 880.30) interprets the passage
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in respect of their transcendent unity. Now we learn from Plotinus (VI.vi 9 (II. 408.18) that the
Neopythagoteans called the Forms evadeg; and a passage in Theon of Smyrna suggests that these
evadeg were sometimes thought of as co-ordinate with the One. If this is so, Syrianus’ doctrine
will on this side be an example of that harking back to pre-Plotinian sources of which we have some
evidence elsewhere in later Neoplatonism’ (p. 258). Proclus, The Elements of Theology, Oxford 1963.
The same interpetation is repeated by Damascius in the work Lectures on the Philebus (Eig Tov
IMTAdtwvog ®idnpov), p. 44.1-3.

Commentary to Plato’s Parmenides, p. 811.25-31. E.R. Dodds by advocating the principle of
‘immanence’ in combination with the three — aspects of the single reality ‘Being’, ‘Life’ and
‘Intelligence’ observes the following: ‘Are Being, Life and Intelligence to be regarded as three aspects
of a single reality or as three successive stages in the unfolding of the cosmos from the One? Proclus
characteristically answers that both views are true: they are aspects, for each of them implies the
others as cause or as consequent; they are successive, not co-ordinate, for each is predominant (
though not to the exclusion of the others ) at a certain stage of the Tpoodog. This may be expressed
by saying that the triad is mirrored within each of its terms, so that while e.g. the first term has
Being as its predominant character, it is at the same time Life and Intelligence sub specie entitatis
(p. 254). Proclus, The Elements of Theology.

About the second One, see P. Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus, Paris 1968, Vol. I, pp. 297-306.
Elements of Theology, pr. 103, p. 92.13. See also, J. Trouillard, L'Un et I'dme..., pp. 76-77.
Commentary to Plato’s Parmenides, p. 1048.11-21.

See Elements of Theology, pr. 101-103, pp. 90.17-92.19. Also W. Beierwaltes, Proklos, Grundziige...,
pp- 93-118, P. Hadot, Porphyre..., Vol.I, pp. 213-246 und 260-272. Also, according to Proclus, the
Being corresponds to the «intelligible» (vontov), the Life to the ‘intelligible-intellectual’ (vontov-
voepov) and the Mind to the ‘intellectual’ (voepov). See About Plato’s Theology, 1V, pp. 10.21-23.18.

There is a hierarchical gradation among the three terms. The first one is Being, the middle one is
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Life and the last one is Mind. This order is set according to their productive-archetypal range. See,
Elements of Theology, pr. 101, p. 90.17-31.

See About Plato’s Theology, 111, p. 51.20-22.

See op. cit., II, pp. 83.20-86.14.

See op. cit., ITI, 86.16-89.2.

See op. cit., I11, 51.22-27.

See The Elements of Theology, pr. 25, p. 28.25-27: «Té. pet’ keivny (sc. v piav t@dv O @V apyfiv fi
76 "Ev) 014 T)v tele1dTNTO TV 00TV GALO YEVVAY EMELYETOL KOTAOEEGTEPA THG ENVTMV OVGIOGH.
In the same period (p. 30.9) the transferable quality of production is presented as a product of
imitation, since every secondary cause produces One by imitating it.

About Plato’s Theology, 111, p. 52.3-5. The distinction between the prime Being and Forms repeats,
mutatis mutandis, the distinction between One and Henads. See Elements of Theology, pr. 137,
pp-120.31-122.6, where One is presented to provide to being the simple existence, while Henads,
as its supersubstantial but productive powers, are presented to determine in its ontological bounds,
its qualities and its functions. These productive relationships remind us of the Aristotelien
distinction: first essence — second essence’ (mpoOT™ ovoia — devtépa ovoia). See Categoriae
(Katnyopio), 5,20 11-16.

See About Plato’s Theology, 111. 52.13-54.20.

See op. cit., ITI, p. 53.1-15.

See op. cit., ITI, p. 53.18-21.

See op. cit., ITI, pp. 96.24-97.15

See op. cit., ITI, pp. 97.16-98.9.

Op. cit., 111, p. 97.20-21.

See op. cit., II, p. 98.5-9.

See op. cit., III, pp. 98.10-99.9.

According to Proclus, within the bounds of the third triad of Being, one and being are attached with
each other with the meditative function of power (duvépemg) and as a result the one is given shape:
one being (one being — being one) and the being: being-one (one being — being one). See About
Plato’s Theology, 111, p. 89.11-18. We should consider that the term ‘one’ defines the henads, while
‘being’ (or the beings indeed) constitutes their productive result. According to Proclus the one and
the being are mutually interlaced throughout the second hypothesis of Parmenides and articulate a
hierarchically graded theogony. See op. cit., I, pp. 47.2-55.9.

H.D. Saffrey and L. G. Westerink (in Proclus...,vol. 111, p. 148) they schematically present this kind

of production as follows:

accordingly to one being — gods
one being
accordingly to being one — angels

accordingly to one being — demons
being one
accordingly to being one — mortals
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29
30
31
32
33

34
35
36

37

With the term ‘Henology’ we refer to the theories of One and Henads (or to ‘one’), while with the
term ‘Ontology’ to anything that refers to the beings indeed (or to ‘being’). About the term
‘Henology’, see, E. Gilson, Létre et ['essence, Paris 1948, p. 42-48; R. Schiirmann, Ihénologie comme
dépassement de la métaphysique, Les études philosophiques, 1982 (No 3), pp. 331-350. Both
interpreters consider that the term ‘Henology’ was presented through (or derived from) Plotinus’
thought for the first time and it is being systematically analyzed by them with reference to this text.
Their scepticism, briefly, is the following: If the metaphysics deals with the initial situation of
beings and their foundations, then Henology, is superior to it provided that it deals with the One.
For, One is not only the cause of beings but exceeds all to a great extent. The differentiation between
Henology — Metaphysical Ontology is consequently commonplace for the Neo-Platonic Faculty
and comes to its climax with Proclus and mainly with Damaskius.

About Plato’s Theology, 111, p. 99.3-4.

Op. cit., ITI, p. 99.6-8.

See op. cit., ITL, p. 89.16-17.

See op. cit., ITI, pp. 65.14-66.27.

About the ontological principle ‘Limit-Infinitude-Mixture», see Elements of Theology, pr. 89-96, pp.
82.1-86.7; About Plato’s Theology, 111, pp. 30.15-40.8. Also, W. Beierwaltes, Proklos, Grundziige.. .,
pp- 50-60; J. Trouillard, L'Un et I’ame. .., pp. 69-70.

About Plato’s Theology, 111, 0. 66.20-26.

Op. Cit,, 111, 67.13-19.

About the presence of mystic elements in Proclus’work and Neoplatonism generally, see P. Boyancé,
“Théurgie et téléstique néoplatonicienne’, Revue de I'histoire des religions, 147 (1955), pp. 189-209.
See H. D. Saffrey and L. G. Westerink, Procfus....,Vol. 111, pp. LVII-LVIII; A. C. Lloyd, Procession
and division in Proclus, Liverpool University Press, 1982, pp. 37-38.



