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Proclus lays out the arrangement of the cosmos in six successive stages (100.3-28): 
1. Necessity and the Fates 
2. The Sirens 
3. Visible gods (planets and stars) 
4. Leaders of the souls:  angels and daemons 
5. Judges of human lives 
6. Those who punish the incurably wicked  
 
A. Proclus, In Rep. II.97.13-18 
Those who have arranged the constitution in themselves by means of /15/ every virtue and especially by means of 
justice reap the rewards at the hands of their superiors [i.e., the gods], just as also those possessing the opposite 
disposition in their soul, injustice, [reap] punishments opposed to these rewards, as many as it is necessary to 
endure.  (καὶ οὓς καρποῦται µισθοὺς παρὰ τῶν κρειττόνων ὁ τὴν ἐν αὑτῷ πολιτείαν κατακοσµήσας διὰ τῆς ἀρετῆς 
συµπάσης καὶ τῆς δικαιοσύνης διαϕερόντως, ὥσπερ δὴ καὶ τὰς ἐναντίας τοῖς καρποῖς τούτοις τιµωρίας, ὅσας 
ὑποµένειν ἀνάγκη τὸν τὴν ἐναντίαν ἕξιν τὴν ἄδικον ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ κεκτηµένον.) 
 
B. Proclus, In Rep. II.98.5-11 
. . . after Plato had proposed in this myth to give a thorough account of the souls outside of their bodies, he has 
instructed us not only about the rewards allotted them but also about the complete constitution in heaven, which is 
the paradigm of the best constitution, as Socrates had said before, meaning that it exists in heaven even if it does not 
exist among human beings.  (περὶ τῶν ἐκτὸς τοῦ σώµατος ἐν τῷδε τῷ µύθῳ διελθεῖν προθέµενος οὐ τοὺς µισθοὺς 
µόνον τοὺς ἐν ταῖς λήξεσιν ἡµᾶς ἀνεδίδαξεν, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὴν ἐν οὐρανῷ πᾶσαν πολιτείαν παράδειγµα τῆς ἀρίστης 
οὖσαν, ὡς καὶ τοῦτο προείρηκεν ὁ Σωκράτης ἐν οὐρανῷ λέγων αὐτὴν εἶναι, κἂν ἐν ἀνθρώποις ἀνυπόστατος ᾖ.) 
 
C. Proclus, In Rep. II. 98.18-99.1 
The relationship (logos) of justice to injustice becomes altogether clear, but to a greater degree from the constitution 
in the cosmos, in which [constitution] the gods are truly the guardians and rulers of the cosmic laws that Necessity 
and her children ordain for the universe.  The daemons who are in charge of souls and the interpreters [who are in 
charge] of the laws of destiny are allotted the rank of auxiliaries, some of whom before the souls were generated 
determine the measures of their lots and others of whom govern their lives after they are generated.  By “souls that 
live for a day” (Rep. 617d6-7), the interpreter means those that belong to the class of thetes, which is analogous to 
the servants (thêtoi) who minister to the last <99> providential activity of their superiors. (Καὶ πανταχοῦ µὲν ὁ τῆς 
δικαιοσύνης πρὸς τὴν ἀδικίαν λόγος γίνεται καταϕανής, µειζόνως δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ πολιτείας· ἐν ᾗ θεοὶ µέν 
εἰσι ϕύλακες ὡς ἀληθῶς καὶ ἄρχοντες τῶν κοσµικῶν νόµων, οὓς ἥ τε ’Ανάγκη καὶ αἱ ταύτης παῖδες εἰς τὸ πᾶν 
διαθεσµοθετοῦσιν· δαίµονες δὲ οἱ ἐπιτεταγµένοι ταῖς ψυχαῖς καὶ οἱ προϕῆται τῶν µοιραίων κανόνων τὴν ἐπικούρων 
εἰλήχασι τάξιν, οἳ µὲν πρὸ τῆς γενέσεως ἀϕορίζοντες τὰ µέτρα τῶν κλήρων αὐταῖς, οἳ δὲ τοὺς γενεσιουργοὺς βίους 
κυβερνῶντες· ψυχαὶ δὲ ἐϕήµεροι, ϕησὶν ὁ προϕήτης [p. 617d], εἰς τὸ θητῶν συντελοῦσαι γένος ἀνάλογον τοῖς θησὶν 
ὑπηρετοῦσι ταῖς ἐσχάταις τῶν κρειττόνων προνοίαις.) 
 
D. Proclus, In Rep. II. 99.10-18 
Thus, I think, all that has been said under the guise of this myth clearly reveals the paradigm of the Socratic 
constitution in the cosmos, showing that the guardians, auxiliaries, and thetes are the gods, daemons, and souls. He 
not only teaches what the fruits of justice and injustice are for the souls that depart from here, but he also reveals the 
form of the whole constitution that pre-exists in the universe for all the classes in the universe.  (Ταῦτα δ' οὖν πάντα 
σαϕῶς οἶµαι παρίστησιν ὑπὸ τοῦδε τοῦ µύθου λεγόµενα τὸ παράδειγµα τῆς Σωκρατικῆς πολιτείας ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ, 
δεικνύντα τοὺς ϕύλακας, τοὺς ἐπικούρους, τοὺς θῆτας τοὺς θεούς, τοὺς δαίµονας, τὰς ψυχάς· καὶ οὐ µόνον τοὺς τῆς 
δικαιοσύνης καὶ ἀδικίας ἀναδιδάσκει µισθοὺς οἵτινές εἰσιν ἀπελθούσαις ἐνθένδε ταῖς ψυχαῖς, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῆς πολιτείας 
ὅλης τὸ εἶδος ἐν τῷ παντὶ προ#πάρχον ἀποϕαίνει καὶ τοῖς ἐν τῷ παντὶ γένεσιν πρώτοις µέσοις τελευταίοις.) 
 
E. Proclus, In Rep. II.100.6-8 
. . . the hypercosmic causes of the whole arrangement:  the Monad and the Triad.  I mean the Fates and Necessity, 
from which all the cosmic laws arise.  (. . . τὰς ὑπερκοσµίους τῆς τάξεως αἰτίας πάσης τήν τε µονάδα καὶ τὴν 
τριάδα· τὰς Μοίρας λέγω καὶ τὴν ’Ανάγκην, ἀϕ' ὧν οἱ νόµοι πάντες οἱ κοσµικοί) 
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F. Proclus, In Rep. II. 208.15-25 
If it is necessary that I speak my own [opinion], after [Plato] had made the whole account concerning the 
constitution, he disclosed in the myth the paradigm of the cosmic constitution through this Monad.  Because of this 
[Monad], the Demiurge of the constituted cosmos is also associated with Themis.  Timaeus says (Ti. 30a6-7) that for 
this [Demiurge] “it is not lawful (θέµις) to do anything except what is best.”  Thus, we say that the goddess 
Necessity is the cause of the arrangement in the universe and of the living things that have been so arranged, that 
through her children [i.e., the Fates] she is the leader of every sort of motion and orbit that has been determined in 
accordance with a single intellective power, and that she accomplishes jointly with them every revolution in the 
engendered divine [cosmos].  (καὶ γὰρ εἴ µε δεῖ τοὐµὸν εἰπεῖν, περὶ πολιτείας τὸν σύµπαντα λόγον ποιησάµενος 
τοῦδε τοῦ µύθου τῆς κοσµικῆς πολιτείας τὸ παράδειγµα διὰ ταύτης ἐξέϕηνεν τῆς µονάδος· δι' ἣν καὶ ὁ δηµιουργὸς 
πολιτικός ἐστιν τῇ Θέµιδι συνών, ᾧ µὴ θέµις δρᾶν ἄλλο τι πλὴν τὸ κάλλιστον, ϕησὶν ὁ Τίµαιος. τὴν µὲν οὖν 
’Ανάγκην θεὸν αἰτίαν τῆς ἐν τῷ παντὶ τάξεως εἶναί ϕαµεν καὶ ζωῶν τῶν τεταγµένων καὶ διὰ τῶν παίδων κινήσεων 
ἡγεµόνα παντοίων καὶ περιόδων ὡρισµένων κατὰ µίαν νοερὰν δύναµιν, τὴν συµπεραίνουσαν ἅπ[ασ]αν τὴν τοῦ 
θείου γενητοῦ περίοδον.) 
 
G. Proclus, In Tim. I. 396.29-397.1 and 397.9-13 
Themis is rightly received among the principles of the demiurgy, for she is the cause of the demiurgic laws, and 
from her the arrangement of the cosmos was indissolubly established . . . Thus she is the Monad of all the cosmic 
arrangement, because of which Socrates called her “Necessity” in the Republic, was shown in those [commentaries 
of ours], and she revolves the cosmos on her knees, always preserving the arrangement unchanged and unshaken.  
(‘Η Θέµις εἰκότως ἐν ἀρχαῖς παραλαµβάνεται τῆς δηµιουργίας· αὕτη γάρ ἐστιν ἡ τῶν δηµιουργικῶν θεσµῶν αἰτία, 
καὶ ἀπὸ ταύτης ἀδιαλύτως ἡ τάξις συνέστη τοῦ παντός . . . πάσης οὖν ἐστι τῆς τάξεως τῆς κοσµικῆς µονάς, δι' ἣν 
καὶ ὁ ἐν Πολιτείᾳ Σωκράτης ’Ανάγκην αὐτὴν προσηγόρευσεν, ὡς δέδεικται ἐν ἐκείνοις, καὶ ἐν τοῖς γόνασιν αὐτῆς 
ἀνεκύκλει τὸν κόσµον, ἄτρεπτον καὶ ἀσάλευτον τὴν τάξιν ἀεὶ διατηρούσης.) 
 
H. Plato, Rep. 617c5-d1 
Clotho, grasping the outside circle of the spindle, turns it with her right hand from time to time, and Atropos turns 
the inner circle in the same way with her left hand, and Lachesis alternately grasps each with each hand. (καὶ τὴν 
µὲν Κλωθὼ τῇ δεξιᾷ χειρὶ ἐϕαπτοµένην συνεπιστρέϕειν τοῦ ἀτράκτου τὴν ἔξω περιϕοράν, διαλείπουσαν χρόνον, 
τὴν δὲ ῎Ατροπον τῇ ἀριστερᾷ τὰς ἐντὸς αὖ ὡσαύτως· τὴν δὲ Λάχεσιν ἐν µέρει ἑκατέρας ἑκατέρᾳ τῇ χειρὶ 
ἐϕάπτεσθαι.) 
 
I. Proclus, In Rep. 245.20-28 
Here also therefore the Monad precedes and transcends the encosmic entities in every way and is whole and one, but 
its triad is attached to [the encosmic entities], divided around the turning of the spindle, and leading the providence 
of the Monad into the open.  Hence they themselves are also able to be called by the name “Fates,” not only because 
they apportion what is owed to all generated things but also because they were apportioned the unified creative 
power of their mother.  While Necessity holds power over all things firmly and inescapably, these [Fates] hold 
power over them in a divided manner.  (κἀνταῦθα τοίνυν προηγεῖται µὲν ἡ µονὰς καὶ ἐξῄρηται πάντῃ τῶν 
ἐγκοσµίων καὶ ἔστιν ὅλη καὶ µία, ταύτης δὲ ἡ τριὰς ἀνῆπται, µεριζοµένη περὶ τὴν τοῦ ἀτράκτου περιϕορὰν καὶ 
προάγουσα εἰς ἐµϕανὲς τὴν τῆς µονάδος πρόνοιαν. ὅθεν καὶ Μοῖραι τὴν ϕήµην ἔσχον αὗται καλεῖσθαι, οὐ µόνον ὡς 
µερίζουσαι τὰ ὀϕειλόµενα τοῖς γιγνοµένοις πᾶσιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ὡς µερισάµεναι τὴν τῆς µητρὸς ἡνωµένην ποίησιν· 
ἐκείνη δὲ ’Ανάγκη, ὡς κρατοῦσα πάντων ἀραρότως καὶ ἀναποδράστως, ὧν αὗται διῃρηµένως.) 
 
J. Proclus, In Rep. 266.28-267.14 
. . . it remains to consider completely how [Plato] says that the lots and the paradigms of lives are on the knees of 
Lachesis.  It is easy to understand the reason that these were not placed on Necessity.  Necessity was not moving the 
whorl, even if it was in motion on her knees.  Since the rotation (περιφορά) assigns the lots, [Plato] has rightly not 
given them to her [i.e., to Necessity] /5/ but to the one who moves the whole [whorl] with her hands [i.e., to 
Lachesis], and not to Clotho (for the lot and the life are not from the non-wandering sphere [of the stars] alone) or to 
Atropos (for they are not from the wandering sphere [of the planets] alone).  Since they [i.e., the lot and life] have 
been assigned from both [spheres], he gave them to the one who moves both [spheres], Lachesis. Necessity is the 
cause of the eternal arrangement of it; the Fates of it being always one way at one time and another at another, as a 
result of which the lots are always different.  It does, however, arise from the entire heaven and not from one or the 
other of the two revolutions.  It is necessary therefore that Lachesis embrace the causes of [both] these.  (. . . ἐκεῖνο 
πάντως ὑπόλοιπον ἰδεῖν, πῶς ἐν τοῖς γόνασι τῆς Λαχέσεως εἶναί ϕησιν τούς τε κλήρους καὶ τὰ παραδείγµατα τῶν 
βίων διότι µὲν οὖν οὐκ ἐν τῇ ’Ανάγκῃ ταῦτα ἔθετο, ῥᾴδιον τὴν αἰτίαν συνιδεῖν. οὐ γὰρ ἐκίνει τὸν σϕόνδυλον 
’Ανάγκη, εἰ καὶ ἐν τοῖς γόνασιν αὐτῆς ἐκινεῖτο. τῆς οὖν περιϕορᾶς τοὺς κλήρους νεµούσης εἰκότως οὐκ εἰς ἐκείνην 
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αὐτοὺς ἀνήγαγεν, ἀλλὰ τὴν ὅλον αὐτὸν κινοῦσαν ταῖν χεροῖν, καὶ οὔτε εἰς τὴν Κλωθώ (οὐ γὰρ ἀπὸ τῆς ἀπλανοῦς 
µόνης ὁ κλῆρος καὶ ὁ βίος) οὔτε εἰς τὴν ῎Ατροπον· οὐ γὰρ ἀπὸ τῆς πλανωµένης µόνης· ἀπ' ἀµϕοτέρων οὖν ἡµῖν 
ἀπονεµοµένους εἰς τὴν ἀµϕοτέρων ἀνήγαγεν κινητικὴν τὴν Λάχεσιν. καὶ γὰρ τοῦ µὲν ἀεὶ τὴν τάξιν εἶναι ἡ ’Ανάγκη 
αἰτία, τοῦ δὲ ἄλλην καὶ ἄλλην ἀεὶ αἱ Μοῖραι, <ἀϕ' ὧν> οἱ κλῆροι ἀεὶ ἄλλοι καὶ ἄλλοι· ἀλλὰ µὴν καὶ ἀπὸ παντὸς τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ καὶ οὐκ ἐκ τῆς ἑτέρας ταῖν περιόδοιν· δεῖ ἄρα τὴν Λάχεσιν αὐτῶν περιειληϕέναι τὰς αἰτίας.) 
 
K. Proclus, In Rep. 100.9-12 
. . . the Sirens who preserve the harmony of the universe, in order that also there the constitution is truly composed 
through music and, since this [harmony] always remains, the arrangement remains as well.  If it didn’t remain, the 
form of the constitution would be destroyed, as the Muses say.  (τὰς τὴν ἁρµονίαν συνεχούσας τοῦ παντὸς Σειρῆνας, 
ἵνα κἀνταῦθα διὰ µουσικῆς ἡ πολιτεία συνεστῶσα ϕαίνηται καὶ ταύτης ἀεὶ µενούσης µένῃ καὶ ἡ τάξις· ἧς µὴ 
µενούσης ἐλύετο τῆς πολιτείας τὸ εἶδος, ὡς αἱ Μοῦσαι λέγουσιν.) 
 
L. Proclus, In Rep. 239.30-240.11 
You see how the Fates are inferior to their mother Necessity and are placed above the Sirens.  Hence the thrones 
were described in the myth for the Fates just as they were for Necessity, for [the myth] will mention the throne of 
Necessity in what follows.  They are said to sit on it, just as their mother does, but not to be carried around together 
with its rotations, as the Sirens are.  [Necessity], however, does not touch the spindle with her hands, but it lies on 
her knees since she is stably seated upon it, but [the Fates] use their hands and move [the spindle] by means of them 

since they would be closer to what is being moved, while the Sirens, since they are outside the orbits and seated on 
them as they move, are mounted on the orbits and are carried around with them.  (καὶ ὁρᾷς πῶς καὶ τῆς ’Ανάγκης 
ὑϕεῖνται τῆς ἑαυτῶν µητρὸς αἱ Μοῖραι καὶ τῶν Σειρήνων ὑπερκάθηνται· θρόνοι µὲν γὰρ ἀποδέδονται παρὰ τοῦ 
µύθου καὶ αὐταῖς, ὥσπερ τῇ ’Ανάγκῃ· καὶ γὰρ τοῦ τῆς ’Ανάγκης θρόνου µεµνήσεται διὰ τῶν ἑποµένων· καὶ 
καθῆσθαι λέγονται καθάπερ ἡ µήτηρ, ἀλλ' οὐ συµπεριϕέρεσθαι τοῖς κύκλοις, ὥσπερ αἱ Σειρῆνες. ἀλλ' ἣ µὲν οὐκ 
ἐϕάπτεται τοῦ ἀτράκτου ταῖς χερσίν, ἀλλ' ἔγκειται τοῖς γόνασιν αὐτῆς ὡς ἡδρασµένος ἐν αὐτῇ µονίµως, αἳ δὲ 
χρῶνται ταῖς χερσὶν καὶ κινοῦσι διὰ τούτων, ὡς ἂν προσεχέστεραι τοῖς κινουµένοις· καὶ αὗται µὲν ἔξω τῶν κύκλων 
οὖσαι καὶ ἡδρασµέναι κινοῦσιν· αἱ δὲ Σειρῆνες ἐπιβεβηκυῖαι τῶν κύκλων καὶ συµπεριϕερόµεναι αὐτοῖς.) 
 
M. Proclus, In Rep. 240.12-22 
Necessity provides motion from the orbits to the bodies that are moved in a straight line, for all these [bodies] are 
subject to the orbits of those [gods that revolve in their orbits].  And thus the whole cosmos is subject to Fate, and so 
the motions that have less authority are dependent upon those that have more, while these [with more authority] are 
dependent on the Fates.  The Fates move in accordance with the will of their mother, and as much as she provides in 
essence, they provide in activity to the universe.  It is clear, however, that the Fates through these orbits guide 
everything in the cosmos, distributing what belongs to each—to souls, animals, and plants—and spinning the fate 
that is due to them. (ἣ δὲ ἐκ τῶν περι[ϕορῶν] εἰς τὰ ἐπ' εὐθείας κινούµενα· ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα δουλεύει ταῖς ἐκείνων 
περιόδοις. καὶ οὕτως ὁ κόσµος ἅπας ἐστὶν Μοιραῖος, τῶν µὲν ἀκυροτέρων κινήσεων εἰς τὰς κυριωτέρας 
ἀνηρτηµένων, τούτων δὲ εἰς τὰς Μοίρας· τῶν δὲ Μοιρῶν κατὰ τὴν βούλησιν τῆς µητρὸς κινουσῶν, καὶ ὅσον ἐκείνη 
τῷ εἶναι, τοσοῦτον τῷ ἐνεργεῖν τούτων εἰς τὸ πᾶν παρεχουσῶν. ἀλλ' ὅτι µὲν αἱ Μοῖραι διὰ τῶν περιόδων τούτων 
πάντα τὰ ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ κατευθύνουσι, δῆλον, ἑκάστοις ἀποµερίζουσαι τὸ προσῆκον, καὶ ψυχαῖς καὶ ζώοις καὶ 
ϕυτοῖς, καὶ ἐπικλώθουσαι τὴν ὀϕειλοµένην µοῖραν.) 
 
N. Proclus, In Rep. 100.16-19 
. . . the rulers (ἄρχοντες), whether they be angels or daemons, arranged over the souls, as leaders of their lives, who 
bring to order their unstable motion that arises from their independent impulse and who do not allow them to 
overstep the boundaries of Providence or justice.  (. . . τοὺς ἐπὶ ταῖς ψυχαῖς τεταγµένους ἄρχοντας εἴτε ἀγγέλους εἴτε 
δαίµονας τῶν βίων ἡγεµόνας, τὴν ἀπὸ τῆς αὐτεξουσίου ϕορᾶς ἀστάθµητον αὐτῶν κίνησιν τάττοντας καὶ οὐκ ἐῶντας 
παρεκβαίνειν τοὺς ὅρους τῆς προνοίας ἢ τῆς δίκης.) 
 
O. Proclus, In Rep. 100.20-23 
. . . the judges of those who live well or badly, who return those breaking the laws back to the universal arrangement 
and who assure through their rewards that those that hold to [that arrangement] cling to it steadfastly.  (. . . τοὺς 
δικαστὰς τῶν εὖ ἢ κακῶς βιούντων, τοὺς ἀποϕοιτῶντας ἀπὸ τῶν νόµων ἐπιστρέϕοντας αὖθις εἰς τὴν ὅλην τάξιν καὶ 
τοὺς ἐκείνης ἐξεχοµένους διὰ τῶν τιµῶν ἀκλινῶς αὐτῆς ἔχεσθαι παρασκευάζοντας.) 
 
P. Proclus, In Rep. 141.29-142.11 
Moreover [Plato] himself offers us a starting point for such deeper meanings when he said that “those standing” near 
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the opening leading up from the earth “understand the voice”1 and that when [the mouth] bellows they hold back the 
souls eager to ascend from those places of punishment before the appropriate time.  It were as though that [mouth] 
were conscious of what the souls deserve and as though those standing there near the souls who would ascend from 
there were clearly daemons and were either sending them or hindering them in obedience to that [mouth], using the 
sound of that [mouth] as a sign of what the souls deserve.  So perhaps concerning all [four openings] in common one 
must say that they are ranks (taxeis) of daemons classified into four types.  For this reason the middle space, which 
is common to the four openings, is called “daemonic.”  (ἐπεὶ καὶ αὐτὸς παρέχει τῶν τοιούτων ὑπονοιῶν ἡµῖν 
ἀϕορµὴν εἰπὼν τῷ ἀπὸ γῆς ἀνάγοντι χάσµατι παρεστῶτας τὸ ϕθέγµα καταµανθάνειν καὶ µυκωµένου κατέχειν ἔτι 
τὰς ἀνιέναι πρὸ τοῦ καιροῦ σπευδούσας ἀπὸ τῶν δικαιωτηρίων ἐκείνων ψυχάς, ὡς ἂν κἀκείνου συναίσθησιν 
ἔχοντος τῆς ἀξίας τῶν ψυχῶν, καὶ τῶν αὐτόθεν ἐϕεστώτων ταῖς ἀνιούσαις ἐκεῖθεν δαιµόνων ὄντων δηλονότι, καὶ ἢ 
ἀϕιέντων ἢ κωλυόντων ἐκείνῳ συνεποµένων καὶ τῷ ἐκείνου ϕθέγµατι συνθήµατι τῆς ἀξίας χρωµένων. µήποτε οὖν 
περὶ πάντων κοινῇ λεκτέον δαιµονίας εἶναι τάξεις τὰ χάσµατα τετραχῇ διατεταγµένας (διὸ καὶ ὁ τόπος ὁ µέσος, ὁ 
κοινὸς τῶν χασµάτων, καλεῖται δαιµόνιος). 
 
Q. Proclus, In Rep. 100.124-128 
. . . the cosmic officers, who being harsh and implacable seize and punish those who live their lives in a tyrannical 
manner.  Subject to them are the prisons of punishment and Tartarus, the final most horrible home and correction 
chamber for souls.  (. . . τοὺς δηµίους τοὺς κοσµικούς, οἳ τοὺς τυραννικῶς βεβιωκότας ἄγριοί τινες ὄντες καὶ 
ἀπαραίτητοι κολάζουσιν διαλαµβάνοντες· οἷς ὑπέστρωται τὰ τῆς τίσεως δεσµωτήρια καὶ τὸ ἔσχατον καὶ 
ϕρικωδέστατον τῶν ψυχῶν οἰκητήριον καὶ κολαστήριον ὁ Τάρταρος.) 
 
R. Proclus, In Rep. 100.28-101.4 
When you have grasped the whole co-arrangement, you will see how nothing can flee the complete providence of 
the gods, and having seen the heavenly paradigm of the Socratic constitution, you will discover it existing, and 
having discovered it, you will have firmly established the most perfect aim (skopos) of this myth.  (Ταύτην δὲ πᾶσαν 
τὴν σύνταξιν νοήσας ὄψει πῶς οὐδὲν διαϕυγεῖν δυνατὸν τὴν ὅλην πρόνοιαν τῶν θεῶν, καὶ ἰδὼν τὸ παράδειγµα τῆς 
Σωκρατικῆς πολιτείας οὐράνιον ὑπάρχον εὑρήσεις καὶ τοῦτο εὑρὼν τὸν σκοπὸν τῆς µυθολογίας ταύτης καταδήσει 
τὸν τελεώτατον.) 
 

                  

                                                
1 παρεστῶτας τὸ ϕθέγµα καταµανθάνειν, 142.1-2:  see Rep. 615e5, παρεστῶτες καὶ καταµανθάνοντες τὸ ϕθέγµα.  
See also In Rep. II.181.14-15. 
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Simplicius on the Timaeus: 
 

Explaining Plato in an Aristotelian Commentary (In de Caelo) 
 

Handout 
 
 

1. Aristotle, De caelo 3.2, 300b17–25 
The same difficulty is involved even if it is supposed, as we read in the Timaeus, that before 
the ordered world was made the elements moved without order. Their movement must have 
been due either to constraint or to their nature. And if their movement was natural, a moment’s 
consideration shows that there was already an ordered world. For the prime mover must cause 
motion in virtue of its own natural movement, and the other bodies, moving without constraint, 
as they came to rest in their proper places, would fall into the order in which they now stand, 
the heavy bodies moving towards the center and the light bodies away from it. But that is the 
order of their distribution in our world (tr. Stocks). 
 
2. Aristotle, De anima 1.3, 406b26–407a5 
In the same way, Timaeus offers a physical account of how the soul moves the body; by being 
in motion itself, the soul moves the body because of its being entangled with it. For having 
constituted the soul out of the elements and having divided it in accordance with the harmonic 
numbers so that it might have an innate perception of harmony and so that the whole universe 
might be borne in harmonious orbits, he bent the straight into a circle. And having divided the 
one circle into two circles intersecting at two points, he again divided one of them into seven 
circles, so that the orbits of heaven were the motions of the soul. First, then, it is not right to 
say that the soul is a magnitude. For it is clear that he wishes this sort of soul, the soul of the 
universe to be what is sometimes called reason (nous), since it is at any rate surely neither such 
as to be perceptual nor such as to be appetitive. (tr. Shields) 
 
3. Simplicius, In DC 1.3.17-22 
[Aristotle in the De caelo] does not teach about the world, as Plato does in the Timaeus, who 
investigates the principles of physics, matter and form and change and time, and he teaches 
about the common constitution of the world and especially about the heavenly bodies and the 
things in the sublunary realm, while he also handles astronomical phenomena, the metals in 
the earth, the plants, the animals and even the human constitution and the human parts. (tr. 
Mueller) 
 
4. Simplicius, In DC 1.103.1-104.19 
But since this is enough of these matters, let us next see in what sense of ‘comes to be’ [τοῦ 
γενητοῦ σηµαινόµενον] Aristotle denies that heaven comes to be and tries to demonstrate that 
it does not come to be, and in what sense Plato says that both heaven and the whole cosmos 
come to be. Now it is clear that Aristotle calls only one thing coming to be: the change in time 
from not being into being, a change which is always followed by perishing. On this basis he 
will demonstrate that heaven not only does not come to be but also does not perish, and <that 
this is his idea of coming to be> is even clearer when he clearly demonstrates that what comes 
to be always perishes and what perishes comes to be. For it is clear that he takes as coming to 
be and perishing those cases which occur in a segment of time and attach to sublunary things. 
And so, having demonstrated that there is a fifth heavenly body, which is prior to them in nature 
and more perfect, just as he denies that the fifth substance has weight or lightness or moves in 
a straight line (these being propria of sublunary things), so too he denies that it comes to be or 
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perishes <as they do>. I think this is indisputable both because he says that coming to be and 
perishing are a sort of change with one thing coming to be and perishing after another and 
because, speaking against those who say that the cosmos comes to be but does not perish, he 
proves that what comes to be always perishes as well. And it is not at all surprising that 
Aristotle, who always wants to take as assumptions things which are immediately clear to 
everyone, says that what comes to be is what shares in all coming to be and is seen clearly to 
come to be and perish in a segment of time.  
 
Plato, too, certainly knows this kind of coming to be of sublunary things which is the opposite 
of perishing, since in the tenth book of the Laws he writes… [there follows Laws 894a1-8] 
 
However, Plato also knows the other kind of coming to be in which what has moved down into 
corporeal extension and is not further able to give itself existence but is only given existence 
by some other cause is said to come to be as distinguished from that which genuinely is and 
which is its immediate cause. For it is necessary that what comes to be and gets its existence 
from elsewhere get its existence from Being, which is self-substantiating; otherwise one 
proceeds to infinity, always positing one thing which comes to be prior to another. Having 
defined this kind of coming to be after this kind of Being in the Timaeus, Plato says that the 
cosmos comes to be in this sense. And the definition of both, which is based on our cognitive 
powers, is something like this: 
 
“What is it which always is but does not come to be, and what is it which comes to be but 
never is? The one is grasped by thought with reason and is always the same, but the other is 
opined by opinion with irrational perception and it comes to be and is destroyed, but does 
not ever genuinely exist.” (Tim. 27d) 
 
And Plato says that the cosmos also comes to be in this sense of ‘come to be’, being given 
existence directly by the god who genuinely is. He writes the following about the cosmos:  
  
“Was it always without having any starting point of coming to be or did it come to be? It has 
come to be, since it is visible and tangible, and it has a body. But everything of this sort has 
obviously come to be and does come to be. For what is self-substantiating must have no parts 
and be coincident with itself as a whole. But what is extended and has parts cannot be 
coincident with itself as a whole, and consequently, since it is not self-substantiating, it 
always gets its existence by the action of something else and is therefore said to come to be.” 
(Tim. 28b)  
 
However, some people interpret the term ‘is destroyed’ [ἀπολλύµενον] in the definition of 
‘come to be’ carelessly and think that Plato obviously sentenced the cosmos and heaven to 
perishing. Therefore it is necessary to say what this term ‘is destroyed’ means. (trans. I. 
Mueller) 
 
 
5. Simplicius, In DC 1.107.19-26 
I myself am not unaware that saying this much might be thought to go beyond the measure 
with respect to explaining what Aristotle says <in De Caelo>, but because I proposed to 
dissolve the objections of those who dispute the view that heaven does not come to be or 
perish and bring forward Plato as someone who provides support for them against Aristotle, 
I think it is not unsuitable to have recorded Plato’s views on these matters. But we should 
return to Aristotle’s words. (trans. I. Mueller). 
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6. Simplicius, In DC 1.12.26-13.3 
So, according to Plato the dodecahedron was also the shape of a simple body, that of heaven, 
which he calls aether. But if he says that heaven is made of fire, he means that it is made of 
light, since he also says that light is a form of fire. But the stars are made of the four 
<elements>, not the ones involved in coming to be, but of fire insofar as they shine, of earth 
insofar as they have resistance to sensation, and of the intermediaries insofar as they have 
intermediate <properties>. So if Aristotle also agrees that they are visible and tangible, he 
too does not decline to construct the heavenly things from those highest forms <of the four 
elements>, in which the perfection of the elements also is; for he thinks that heaven 
completely transcends [ἐξηρῆσθαι] the four sublunary elements, which move in a straight 
line and are imperfect. Similarly, if he also says it is simple, it is reasonable for him to deny 
that it is a composite of those sublunary elements. We will learn that he says it is a living 
thing with soul and he things that living things have composite bodies (trans. Mueller) 
 
7. Simplicius, In DC 1.84.10-84.22 
The views of Plato seem to appeal to this person. I don’t know how, since, as they say, he 
has found no teachers in these matters, and he has not sought to find out Plato’s views in an 
intellectually serious way [philomathôs]. As a result he sometimes thinks that Plato’s views 
harmonise with his own imaginings and sometime that they contradict Aristotle’s. So let us 
now watch him as he sets out some of Plato’s views 
 
Then he quotes Philoponus (fr. 56 Wildberg) 
 
Plato hypothesized that the heavenly bodies are not composed of just fire, but above all share 
most in that sort of fire which also makes the mixture of the other elements more temperate. 
And he thinks that for the composition of the heavenly bodies there was chosen from all the 
elements the whole of the most pure substance, and the one which has fine parts and which 
has the role of form in relation to the other <species of the element>, and that the more 
material and, so to speak, sludgy portions of these things exist in this world. And Plato also 
thinks that the stars and the sun are made from that sort of fire. (trans. Mueller) 
 
8. Simplicius, In DC 1.84.30-85.15, 

Plato says the following things. The whole cosmos is composed from the four elements: 
visibility coming from fire, tangibility from earth, the intermediate elements having come into 
being for binding the extremes in a harmonious way. But heaven is composed of the purest 
<kind> of the elements, which also has  the role of form, and it possesses the highest kind of 
corporeal nature. Therefore, it is both everlasting and divine, because the highest kinds of all 
things are everlasting and divine, since they are dedicated to the gods,  the highest of all things; 
and accordingly the first minds are divine, and so are the first souls, and so too are the first 
bodies.339  And consequently, change of place being the first <kind of change>, heaven was 
assigned the first motion, circular motion, and came to be the cause of change in other things. 
And Plato says that heaven is composed mainly of fire because, there being, according to him, 
three kinds of fire, coals, flame, and light, heaven is mostly composed of the purest and 
brightest light; for just as each of the so-called sublunary elements is composed of the four 
simple elements, which are truly elements, but they are given substance and characterised and 
named by reference to the predominance of one of the four, so too heaven, which is composed 
of the highest forms of the four elements, is given substance by the best of the highest forms, 
having been brought to completion as brightest and shining everywhere, and is therefore 
proclaimed as Olympus. (trans. Mueller) 
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9. Simplicius, In DC 1.85.31-86.12 
But in what way does this person think that Aristotle has a position contrary to Plato on the 
substance of the heavenly body and does not accept either that the heavenly body is composite 
or that it is simple in the way that  ire and any other of the four so-called elements are? Perhaps 
Aristotle foresaw the gigantesque rebellion of these impious humanoids [anthropiskoi] against 
heavenly things and therefore, since he wanted people to recognize the complete transcendence 
of heaven over sublunary things and its divine superiority to them, he refrained from the words 
of those who try to drag heaven down into similarity <with sublunary things>, and so placed 
heaven above both the composite and the simple things in our world. Moreover, it is possible 
to see that in these ideas Aristotle is not in disagreement with Plato, if one recognizes that 
<Aristotle> would readily accept that heaven is completely visible and tangible, since it is 
immediately clear to those of us who value vision that heaven is visible, and it is also 
immediately clear that the heavenly bodies touch one another. (trans. Mueller) 
 
10. Simplicius, In DC 1.78.16-24 
He proves with many arguments, which are, he says, in agreement with Plato, that the circular 
motion of heaven is both natural and bestowed by soul, because heaven is a living thing; and I 
think that he has spoken correctly, albeit longer than necessary. But he censures Aristotle for 
what he believes is his denial in the second book of this treatise that the circular motion is 
caused by soul, as Plato thought it is, and for saying that if it were caused by soul it would be 
unnatural and <heaven> would need rest and pressure, like other living things. (trans. Mueller) 
 
11. Simplicius, In DC 1.79.14-26 
we should attend to the text of Aristotle in relation to which this person has written all these 
things. It goes as follows (DC 1, 284a27-32): Nor is it reasonable that heaven remains fixed 
forever because of some soul which constrains it, since it is not possible for this kind of life to 
be painless and blessed for a soul; for it is necessary that the motion involve force – since it 
moves the first body in a way different from its natural motion and moves it continuously – 
and that the soul be without leisure and deprived of all mental freedom. Who, hearing Aristotle 
say that the motion in a circle is natural and also that heaven has a soul would not recognize 
that he is directing these words against those who say that motion in a circle is only due to soul 
without also factoring in that it is natural? For in the Timaeus Plato at least first assigns circular 
motion to heaven as natural and then says it involves soul. (trans. Mueller) 
 
12. Simplicius, In DC 1.80.13-20 
This person is remarkably full of the writings of Plato, just as he is full of those of Aristotle. 
For although Plato gave heaven its circular motion before adding a soul to it, this person still 
defends Plato as if he says that the motion were only due to soul. He says that its circular 
motion is not unnatural for the body <of heaven>, since it does not have any other motion 
naturally, just as no motion is unnatural for the whole cosmos, since it doesn’t move naturally 
either. (trans. Mueller) 
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Damascius on the Sudden (τὸ ἐξαίφνης) and the Now (τὸ νῦν) 

Spyridon Rangos 
 

“Intellect and Soul in Athenian Neoplatonism” 
Alexandria, 19 September 2022 

  

[1.] S. Rangos, “Plato on the Nature of the Sudden Moment, and the Asymmetry 
of the Second Part of the Parmenides”, Dialogue 53 (2014), 538-574. 

 
[2.] The introduction of the third deduction in Plato’s Parmenides (155e) 
 

• Ἔτι δὴ τὸ τρίτον λέγωμεν. τὸ ἓν εἰ ἔστιν οἷον διεληλύθαμεν, ἆρ' οὐκ ἀνάγκη 
αὐτό, ἕν τε ὂν καὶ πολλὰ καὶ μήτε ἓν μήτε πολλὰ καὶ μετέχον χρόνου, ὅτι μὲν 
ἔστιν ἕν, οὐσίας μετέχειν ποτέ, ὅτι δ' οὐκ ἔστι, μὴ μετέχειν αὖ ποτε οὐσίας; 

Let’s speak of it yet a third time. If the one is as we have described it – being both one 
and many and neither one nor many, and partaking of time – must it not, because it is 
one, sometimes partake of being, and in turn because it is not, sometimes not partake 
of being? (tr. M.L. Gill & P. Ryan) 

[3.] The role of the third deduction in the overall structure of the second part of 
Plato’s Parmenides, according to Damascius (diagrams by J. Combès, Dam. In Parm. 
I: xix, Princ. I: lxxi) 
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[4.] The exaiphnes in Plato’s Parmenides (156d-e) 
 
–Ἆρ' οὖν ἔστι τὸ ἄτοπον τοῦτο, ἐν ᾧ τότ' ἂν εἴη, ὅτε μεταβάλλει; –Τὸ ποῖον δή; 
Τὸ ἐξαίφνης. τὸ γὰρ ἐξαίφνης τοιόνδε τι ἔοικε σημαίνειν, ὡς ἐξ ἐκείνου μεταβάλλον  
εἰς ἑκάτερον. οὐ γὰρ ἔκ γε τοῦ ἑστάναι ἑστῶτος ἔτι μεταβάλλει, οὐδ' ἐκ τῆς κινήσεως 
κινουμένης ἔτι μεταβάλλει· ἀλλὰ ἡ ἐξαίφνης αὕτη φύσις ἄτοπός τις ἐγκάθηται μεταξὺ
τῆς κινήσεώς τε καὶ στάσεως, ἐν χρόνῳ οὐδενὶ οὖσα, καὶ εἰς ταύτην δὴ καὶ ἐκ ταύτης 
τό τε κινούμενον μεταβάλλει ἐπὶ τὸ ἑστάναι καὶ τὸ ἑστὸς ἐπὶ τὸ κινεῖσθαι.                  
– Κινδυνεύει.  

– “Is there, then, this queer thing in which it might be, just when it changes?” – “What 
queer thing?” – “The instant. The instant seems to signify something such that 
changing occurs from it to each of the two states. For a thing doesn’t change from rest 
while rest continues, or from motion while motion continues. Rather, this queer 
creature, the instant, lurks between motion and rest – being in no time at all – and to 
it and from it the moving thing changes to resting and the resting thing changes to 
moving.” – “It looks that way.” (tr. M.L. Gill & P. Ryan) 

[5.] The eighth aporia and its solution 

Dam. In Parm. IV.2.1-9 Westerink-Combès 

• Ὄγδοον, τίς ἡ ἐξαίφνης αὕτη φύσις, καὶ πότερον ἐν μέσῳ δύο κινήσεών ἐστιν 
ἢ δύο στάσεων, ἢ στάσεως καὶ κινήσεως, ὃ συνάγει ὁ Παρμενίδης· ἔτι δὲ εἰ 
ἄχρονος τῷ ὄντι, καὶ εἰ ταῖς ἐνεργείαις ὁρᾶται μεταβαλλομένη, ἡ οὐσία ἐστὶν 
τῆς ψυχῆς· καὶ ἔτι πῶς τὸ ἐξαίφνης πανταχοῦ πάρεστιν τῇ ψυχῇ· καὶ γὰρ ἐν τῇ 
ἐσχάτῃ γενέσει οὖσα κινεῖται καὶ ἕστηκεν, ὥστε καὶ [ἐν] τὸ ἐξαίφνης ἐν μέσῳ 
φανεῖται· καὶ πῶς ἄχρονος ἔσται αὐτῆς ἐνέργεια ἐν τῇ γενέσει. 

Eighth aporia: what is this nature of the sudden? Is it between two movement or two 
rests or, as Parmenides concludes, between a movement and a rest? Moreover, we 
must inquire whether the essence of the soul is truly timeless, even if it obviously 
changes in its activities. Furthermore, how is the sudden everywhere present in the 
soul? For even when the soul is in ultimate becoming it moves and stays put, so that 
the sudden, too, will be found between movement and rest. And how will the soul’s 
activity be timeless in the domain of becoming? 

Dam. In Parm. IV.29.1-30.17, 31.12-16 Westerink-Combès 

(i) Questions and aswers from Proclus’ perspective 

• Τί οὖν τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ ἐξαίφνης, καὶ τί τὸ ἄχρονον, ὅπερ ὄγδοον ἦν; Ἆρα τὸ 
αἰώνιον τῆς ψυχῆς καὶ τὸ ὂν αὐτό, ὥς φησιν; Kαὶ πῶς μέσον τῶν κινήσεων καὶ 
τῶν στάσεων ἀναφαίνεται; Ἢ ὡς πρὸ ἀμφοῖν· ἀπ' αὐτοῦ γοῦν, φησίν, καὶ περὶ 
αὐτὸ ἡ γένεσις. Καὶ πῶς πανταχοῦ κατ' αὐτὸ ἐνεργεῖ ἡ ψυχή; Οὕτω γὰρ ἔσται 
καὶ ἐν τῷ αἰωνίῳ τῆς ζωῆς εἴδει, καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς ἐσχάτης εἰ ἀναστρέφοι κακίας. 
Πῶς δὲ τὸ ἐξαίφνης ὁρᾶται καὶ ἐν ταῖς ἐνεργείαις, εἰ μόνη ἐστὶν ἡ οὐσία κατ' 
αὐτὸν αἰώνιος; Ἢ πρὸς μὲν τοῦτο εἴποι τις ἂν ὅτι εἴδωλον τοῦτο ἐκείνου, εἰς 
τὰς [ιστάς] ἐνεργείας πρόεισιν ἀπὸ τοῦ αἰωνίου· καὶ γὰρ ἐν τοῖς σώμασι τὸ 
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νῦν εἴδωλον αἰῶνος. Πρὸς δὲ τὸ πρότερον, ὅτι πανταχοῦ ἡ αὐτὴ οὐσία 
πάρεστιν, αἰώνιος οὖσα καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἐσχάτοις. 

What is this sudden, and what the timeless element (which was the subject of the eight 
aporia)? Is it the eternal element of the soul and its being itself, as Proclus says? And 
how does it manifest itself between the movements and the rests? His answer: because 
it is prior to both; well, becoming, he says, proceeds from and around it. And how 
does the soul everywhere act in accordance with it? For in this way the soul will be 
present also in the eternal Form of life, even if it reverses from the ultimate degree of 
baseness. And how is the sudden also seen in the activities, if only the essence is, 
according to him [Proclus], eternal? To the latter one might say that the sudden 
proceeds to the activities from the eternal element as an image of that; for in bodies, 
too, the now is an image of eternity. To the former one might say that the same 
essence is present everywhere, being eternal even in the lowest regions. 

(ii) Objections to Proclus’ view 

• οὕτω μὲν ἄν τις πιθανολογοῖτο, εἰ περὶ τὰς ἐνεργείας ὁρῴη τὴν γένεσιν· εἰ δὲ 
περὶ τὴν οὐσίαν καὶ ταύτην, πῶς τὸ ἐξαίφνης αὐτῷ προβήσεται καὶ τὸ 
ἄχρονον; Ἆρα οἷον κέντρον εἴη ἂν τῆς γενέσεως τοῦτο περὶ αὐτὸ 
κυκλουμένης; καὶ πῶς ἔσται ποτὲ ἐν τῇ ἐσχάτῃ ζωῇ κατὰ τὸ κέντρον 
ἀπογυμνωθεῖσα τῆς γενέσεως; Πῶς δὲ καὶ ἐν τῷ μέσῳ τῶν γιγνομένων 
κινήσεων καὶ στάσεων τὸ ἐξαίφνης συνίσταται; τούτων γὰρ ὑπερανέχει τὸ 
ἄχρονον, κέντρον γε ὄν, ἀλλ' οὐκ ἐν τῇ περιφερείᾳ τεταγμένον. Πῶς δὲ οὐ 
διασπάσομεν τὴν ψυχὴν εἰς ὂν καὶ γιγνόμενον, ἄλλο καὶ ἄλλο μόριον; Τί δὲ 
ἔσται τὸ αὐτοκίνητον; εἰ μὲν γὰρ τὸ γιγνόμενον, οὐκ ἂν εἴη τὸ ὂν αὐτῆς 
αὐτοκίνητον, ἀλλ' ἀκίνητον· εἰ δὲ τὸ ὄν, οὐκ ἂν εἴη τὸ γιγνόμενον, ἀλλ' 
ἑτεροκίνητον. Καὶ τί ἂν εἴη τὸ ἐξαίφνης ἄλλο παρὰ τὸ αἰώνιον <ἢ> ἔγχρονον 
καὶ ὂν ἢ γιγνόμενον;  

One might plausibly argue along these lines if one sees becoming only in the activities 
of the soul; but if one sees becoming also in its essence, how will, then, the sudden 
and the timeless turn out to be? Would this be like a centre of becoming around which 
becoming revolves? And how will, then, the soul be in the lowest kind of life if it is 
stripped, in its centre, of becoming? And how does the sudden get involved in the 
middle of movements and rests subjected to becoming? For the timeless, being a 
centre not placed in the periphery, rises above them. And how will we not break the 
soul into a part that is and a part that becomes, the one being different from the other? 
And which will the self-moving element be? If it is the part that becomes, the part of 
the soul that is will not be self-moving but unmoved; and if it is the part that is, the 
part of the soul that becomes will not be self-moving but moved-by-another. And 
what could the sudden be other than the eternal or the temporal element, i.e., the part 
that is or the part that becomes? 

(iii) Damascius’ view 

• Μήποτε οὖν ἀσφαλέστατον μῖξαι τῷ ἑτέρῳ ἑκάτερον· οὐδὲν γὰρ ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ 
καθαρὸν καὶ ἄκρατον· ἀμέλει καὶ τὸ μεριστὸν αὐτῆς ἀμέριστόν ἐστιν, καὶ τὸ 
ἀμέριστον μεριστόν. Καὶ τὸ ὂν ἄρα γιγνόμενον, καὶ τὸ γιγνόμενον αὖ πάλιν 
ὄν· καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ποτὲ μὲν οὐσίαν αὐτὴν καλεῖ, ποτὲ δὲ γένεσιν ὁ Πλάτων. 
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Οὕτως ἄρα οὔτε ἄχρονον πάντη, οὔτε ἔγχρονον, ἀλλ' ὁμοῦ καὶ τὸ ἄχρονον 
ἔγχρονον, καὶ τὸ ἔγχρονον ἄχρονον. 

• Ἀλλ' ἐπειδὴ μετέχει ἀλλήλων ἐν τῇ συγκράσει, τό τε ἔγχρονον αἰωνίζεταί πως 
καὶ οὐσίωται τὸ γενητόν· καὶ αὖ τὸ αἰώνιον χρονίζεται, καὶ τὸ ὂν τῇ γενέσει 
συμπλέκεται· καὶ ἔστι μὲν ἡ ψυχὴ τὸ συναμφότερον.  

Perhaps the safest course is to blend the one with the other; for nothing in the soul is 
pure and unmixed; certainly, the divisible element of it is also indivisible and the 
indivisible also divisible. Hence, the part that is also becomes and, conversely, the 
part that becomes also is; and for this reason Plato calls the soul now ‘essence’ and 
then ‘becoming’. Thus, it follows that the soul is something neither timeless nor 
temporal absolutely, but its timeless element is at once temporal and its temporal 
element timeless. […] But since the two elements [sc. the eternal and the temporal] 
participate in one another in the mixture, the temporal turns, in a sense, eternal and the 
generated becomes essence, while, on the other hand, the eternal turns temporal and 
being is interweaved with becoming; and the soul is both together. 

[6.] Damascius’ original idea: the human soul undergoes a substantial change 

Dam. In Parm. IV.13.1-2 Westerink-Combès 

• Μήποτε οὖν τολμητέον ὃ πάλαι ὠδίνομεν νῦν ἐξειπεῖν· μήποτε γάρ ἐστί τις 
μεταβολὴ περὶ τὴν ἡμετέραν οὐσίαν. 

Perpahs we must now dare to say what we have been labouring painfully for long: 
perhaps there is some change with respect to our essence. 

[7.] The eleventh aporia and its solutions 

Dam. In Parm. IV.2.16-19 Westerink-Combès 

• Ἑνδέκατον, τίνι διαφέρει τοῦτο τὸ ἐξαίφνης τοῦ ἐν τῇ δευτέρᾳ ὑποθέσει νῦν, 
ᾧ ἐντυγχάνουσα ἡ γένεσις παύεται γιγνομένη· καὶ διὰ τί τὸ νῦν ἐκεῖνο οὐκ 
ἐκάλει ἐξαίφνης, ἢ τοῦτο οὐ κέκληκεν νῦν. 

Eleventh aporia: in what does this sudden differ from the now of the second 
deduction, upon meeting which becoming ceases to become? And why didn’t he [sc. 
Parmenides] call that now ‘sudden’, or hasn’t he called this sudden ‘now’?  

Dam. In Parm. IV.33.10-20 Westerink-Combès 

• Ἀλλὰ μὴν καὶ πρὸς τὸ ἑνδέκατον τοῦτο μὲν τὸ ἐξαίφνης ἀμερές ἐστι τῇ 
ἰδιότητι, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἄχρονον, ἐκεῖνο δὲ χρόνου μέτρον ἦν καὶ διάστημα ὡς 
ἐδείκνυμεν, καὶ ἐκεῖνο μὲν ἐκάλει νῦν, ἵνα τὸν ἐνεστῶτα δηλώσῃ χρόνον, 
τοῦτο δὲ ἐξαίφνης ὠνόμασεν ὡς ἐκ τῶν ἀφανῶν καὶ ἐξῃρημένων αἰτίων ἧκον 
εἰς τὴν ψυχήν.  

• Εἰ δὲ ἄρα καὶ ἐκεῖ τὸ νῦν ἀμερῶς ἀκούοιμεν, εἴη ἂν καὶ αὐτὸ σωματικὸν 
ἐξαίφνης, τοῦτο δὲ ψυχικόν· καὶ διὰ τοῦτο, τοῦτο μὲν ἐξαίφνης, ὅτι νοητὸν 
τρόπον τινὰ καὶ αἰώνιον, ἐκεῖνο δὲ νῦν, ὡς χρόνου πέρας τοῦ μετροῦντος τὴν 
σωματοειδῆ γένεσιν. 
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(i) Now, about the eleventh aporia we say that this sudden is, in its proper 
nature, partless and for this reason timeless, whereas that thing was a 
measure and interval of time, as we have demonstrated. And he [sc. 
Parmenides] called that thing ‘now’ in order to signify the present/standing 
time, while he named this thing ‘sudden’ because it comes to the soul from 
the unseen and transcendent causes [i.e., exaiphnes < ex aphanon].  

(ii) If, on the other hand, we interpet the now there [sc. in the second 
deduction] in a partless sense, it would also be a sudden, a corporeal 
sudden, while this would be a psychic sudden; and for this reason this thing 
is sudden, since it is in a way intelligible and eternal, whereas that thing is 
now, since it is a limit of the time that measures body-like becoming. 

 

[8.] Time progresses by “leaps” and is composed of measures 

 Dam. In Parm. III.183.3-10 Westerink-Combès 
• Ἀλλ' ὥσπερ ἡ κίνησις προκόπτει διαστηματικῶς, ἀλλ' οὐ κατὰ σημεῖον, ἀλλ' 

οἷον κατὰ ἅλματα, ὡς ἔλεγε καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης, οὕτως ἀνάγκη καὶ τὸν χρόνον 
κατὰ μέτρα ὅλα προβαίνειν ἃ μετρητικὰ τῶν ἁλμάτων γίγνεται τῆς κινήσεως. 
Οὕτως ἄρα ἐκ μέτρων ὁ χρόνος· ἀλλὰ μέτρων πέρασι διειλημμένων καὶ διωρι-
σμένων. Διὸ καὶ ὁ Παρμενίδης τὸν χρόνον παρήγαγεν μετὰ τὸ συνεχὲς 
πηλίκον καὶ τὸ διωρισμένον πλῆθος, ὅτι καὶ αὐτὸς ὡς ἐκ μέτρων τε καὶ μερῶν,
συνεχής τέ ἐστι καὶ διωρισμένος. 

But as movement progresses by intervals and not by points but by jumps, as it were, 
as Aristotle also said, so it is necessary for time to progress in whole measures which 
become appropriate to measure the jumps of movement. In this way, therefore, time 
consists of measures; but of measures contained and determined by limits. For this 
reason, too, Parmenides introduced time after continuous magnitude and discrete 
multitude; for time, qua consisting of measures and parts, is both continuous and 
discrete. 

[9.] On the “now” of the second deduction 

 Dam. In Parm. III.184.12-20 Westerink-Combès 
• Ἢ καὶ τὸ διάστημα ἕκαστον τοῦ χρόνου “νῦν” καλεῖται, ὡς ἐνεστὼς χρόνος, 

ἀλλ' οὐχ ὡς τὸ τοῦ χρόνου πέρας· ἔστι γάρ τι διάστημα χρόνου ὃ ἐνέστηκεν 
ὅλον ὁμοῦ, οὐ παρὰ τὰ δύο νῦν. Kαὶ ὅτι τοῦτο τὸ διάστημα κέκληκεν “νῦν” ὁ 
Παρμενίδης ἐδήλωσεν “χρόνον” αὐτὸ ὀνομάσας· λέγει γάρ· 
“ἆρα οὐχ ὅταν κατὰ τὸν νῦν χρόνον ᾗ γιγνόμενον τὸν μεταξὺ τοῦ ἦν τε καὶ 
ἔσται;” Kαὶ ὅτι πλάτος ἔχει τοῦτο τὸ νῦν, καὶ ὅλον τί ἐστι καὶ μέρη ἔχει, 
σαφέστατα παρέστησεν ἐπαγαγών· 

 
Each interval of time is also called “now” in the sense of present/standing time but not 
in the sense of time’s limit; for there is some interval of time which stands together as 
a whole and not beside the two limits. And that it is this interval that Parmenides has 
called “now” he made it clear by naming it “time”; for he says “when in becoming it 
gets to the now time, between ‘was’ and ‘will be’?” And that this now has width and 
is a certain whole and has parts, he most clearly showed by adding: … 
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[10.] The indivisible “nows” are determined by demiurgic cuts 

 Dam. In Parm. III.192.1-9 Westerink-Combès 
• Ταῦτα δ' οὖν τὰ ἅλματα, μέτρα ὄντα χρονικὰ δημιουργικαῖς τομαῖς 

διωρισμένα καὶ ταύτῃ γε ἀμέριστα, καὶ ὅλον ὁμοῦ ἕκαστον τὴν ἐπίσχεσιν τοῦ 
πορευομένου χρόνου φατέον ἐνδείκνυσθαι, καὶ “νῦν” καλεῖσθαι, οὐχ ὡς πέρας 
χρόνου, ἀλλ' ὡς χρόνον ἀμέριστον δημιουργικῶς, εἰ καὶ τῇ ἡμετέρᾳ ἐπινοίᾳ 
διαιρετόν, καὶ τοῦτο ἐπ' ἄπειρον. Ἐπεὶ καὶ πᾶν σῶμα ἐπ' ἄπειρον διαιρετόν, 
ἀλλ' εἰσὶν ἀμέριστοι δημιουργικαὶ τομαὶ τῶν σωμάτων. 

 
Since these jumps are temporal measures determined by demiurgic cuts and are in this 
very sense indivisible, we must also say that each one of them as a whole at once 
indicates the arrest of progressing time and is called “now” not as a limit of time but 
as time which is indivisible in its demiurgic nature, although it is divisible in our own 
thoughts, and this ad infinitum. For every body also is infinitely divisible; however, 
there are indivisible demiurgic sections of bodies. 

 

[11.] The exaiphnes as the most well-founded part of the soul 

 Dam. In Parm. IV.39.2-4 Westerink-Combès 
• τὸ μάλιστα ἱδρυμένον τῆς ψυχῆς, καὶ σταθερὸν καὶ συνεκτικὸν τοῦτό [sc. τὸ 

ἐξαίφνης] ἐστιν. 
 
Τhe most well-founded and stable and cohesive part of the soul is this [sc. the 
sudden]. 
 

[12.] The analogy “becoming / being = time / now [=? sudden / eternity]” 

 Dam. In Parm. III.189.18-20 Westerink-Combès 
• Γένεσις οὐδεμία αὐτοκρατής ἐστιν εἰ μὴ ἔχοι τι ὄν, τὸ διακρατοῦν αὐτῆς τὸν  

σκορπισμόν, ὥσπερ καὶ τὸ τοῦ χρόνου συνεχὲς τὸ νῦν, ὅ ἐστιν ἴχνος αἰώνιον. 
 
No becoming is self-sustained unless it possesses some being which holds together its 
dispersive tendency, much as the now, which is a trace of eternity, is the continuity of 
time. 
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T1 Procl. in Ti. III 15, 14-22 Diehl 
ἔοικεν 
ἔχειν τὴν µονάδα τοῦ ὄντος πρὸ αὐτοῦ καὶ τὸ ἓν ὂν καὶ 
µένειν ἐν τούτῳ τῷ ἑνί, ὡς ᾤετο περὶ τούτου τοῦ ἑνὸς καὶ   (15) 
ὁ ἡµέτερος καθηγεµών, ἵνα καὶ αὐτὸς ἓν ᾖ πρὸ τῆς 
δυάδος, ἅτε τοῦ ἑνὸς µὴ ἀφιστάµενος, καὶ ἡ µὲν ἐν αὐτῷ 
προεµφαίνουσα τὸ πλῆθος δυὰς ἑνίζηται τῷ ἑνὶ ὄντι, ἐν ᾧ  
µένει ὁ αἰών, τὸ δὲ πλῆθος τῶν νοητῶν αὐτῷ τῷ αἰῶνι  
περιέχοντι αὐτῶν καὶ συνέχοντι πάσας ἐξῃρηµένως καὶ ἑνι-    (20) 
αίως τὰς ἀκρότητας.  
 

Il semble bien qu’il existe avant elle [l’Éternité] la 
monade de l’Être et l’Être Un et qu’elle demeure dans 
cet Un-ci, comme le pensait notre maître [Syrianus] à 
propos de l’Un, pour que l’Éternité, avant que d’être 
dualité, soit chose une, en tant que ne s’éloignant pas 
de l’unité. La dualité qui, dans l’Éternité, montre les 
caractères du multiple est unifiée par l’Être Un dans 
lequel l’Éternité demeure, et la multiplicité des 
Intelligibles est à son tour unifiée par l’Éternité elle-
même, qui embrasse et lie ensemble 
transcendantalement et unitivement tous les sommets 
des Intelligibles.   

(trad. A.-J. Festugière, légèrement modifiée) 
 

T2 Procl. in Ti. III 27, 19-24 Diehl 
εἰ δὲ καὶ νοῦς µὲν αἰῶνος δεύτερος, ψυχὴ δὲ  
νοῦ µίµηµα, πῶς οὐχὶ ὁ χρόνος αἰῶνος ὢν εἰκὼν κρεῖττόν  
τι καὶ αὐτῆς <ἂν> εἴη τῆς ψυχῆς καὶ οὐσιωδέστερον; ὡς   (20) 
γὰρ νοῦς πρὸς ψυχήν, οὕτως αἰὼν ἔσται πρὸς χρόνον, καὶ  
ἐναλλάξ· ὥστε χρόνος πρὸ ψυχῆς, ὡς πρὸ νοῦ αἰών, καὶ  
µετέχοιτο µὲν <ἂν> ὑπ’ αὐτῆς, οὐ µετέχοι δ’ ἂν αὐτῆς, ὡς 
οὐδὲ τοῦ νοῦ ὁ αἰών, ἀλλ’ ἔµπαλιν. 

Et si, d’autre part, l’Intellect est inférieur à l’Éternité, 
l’Âme une imitation de l’Intellect, comment le Temps, 
étant une copie de l’Éternité, ne serait-il pas aussi 
quelque chose de supérieur à l’Âme même et de plus 
proche de l’essence ? Car ce qu’est l’Intellect eu égard à 
l’Âme, l’Éternité le sera au Temps, et inversement : en 
sorte que le Temps passe avant l’Âme, comme 
l’Éternité avant l’Intellect, et il doit être participé par 
l’Âme, mais non participer à l’Âme, comme l’Éternité 
non plus ne participe pas à l’Intellect, mais 
inversement.   

(trad. A.-J. Festugière) 
 

T3 Simpl. in Phys. 794, 27 – 795, 7 Diels = Jamb. Fr. 68 Dillon 
λέγει τοίνυν περὶ τούτων  
καὶ ἄλλην ἀπόδειξιν τοιαύτην· “τὸ µὲν γὰρ δὴ παράδειγµα πάντα αἰῶνά 

Il [Jamblique] donne encore sur ce point 
cette autre demonstration : « Le modèle est 
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ἐστιν, ὁ δὲ αὖ διὰ τέλους τὸν ἅπαντα χρόνον γέγονεν, ὥστε καὶ ὢν καὶ 
ἐσόµενος. ὃ τοίνυν ἐστὶν ὡς παράδειγµα ἐν τῷ νοητῷ, τοῦτο ὡς εἰκών   (30) 
ἐστιν ἐν τῷ γενητῷ. καὶ ὅπερ ἐστὶν ἐκεῖ κατ’ αἰῶνα, τοῦτο ἐνταῦθα κατὰ  
χρόνον. καὶ τὸ ἐν τῷ νοητῷ κατὰ τὸ εἶναι νῦν ἤδη παρόν, τοῦτο ἐν τοῖς 
τῇδε κατὰ συνέχειαν διὰ τέλους παραγίνεται. καὶ τὸ ὂν ὡσαύτως τὸ ἐν 
αὐτῷ γεγονός τε καὶ ὂν καὶ ἐσόµενον κατὰ τοὺς τῇδε τόπους ἐκφαίνεται. 
καὶ τὸ ἀδιάστατον ἐκεῖ διεστηκὸς ἐνταῦθα καθορᾶται. καὶ νῦν δὴ τοῦ   (35) 
χρόνου γέγονε κατάδηλος ἡ µέση διπλῆ φύσις, µέση µὲν αἰῶνός τε καὶ οὐ- 
ρανοῦ, διπλῆ δὲ καθόσον συνυφίσταται µὲν πρὸς τὸν κόσµον, συντάττεται 
(795) δὲ πρὸς τὸν αἰῶνα, καὶ τοῦ µὲν ἡγεῖται, τῷ δὲ ἀφοµοιοῦται.” τοιαύτη  
µέν τίς ἐστιν ἡ τῶν προκειµένων λέξεων τοῦ Τιµαίου σαφήνεια κατὰ τὸν  
θεῖον Ἰάµβλιχον. 
  Ἀλλὰ καὶ Πρόκλος ὁ ἐκ τῆς Λυκίας φιλόσοφος ὁ τῶν ἡµετέρων διδα- 
σκάλων καθηγεµὼν περὶ µὲν τοῦ χωριστοῦ χρόνου τὰ αὐτά πως τῷ Ἰαµ-   (5) 
βλίχῳ φιλοσοφεῖ καὶ οὐ µόνον νοῦν, ἀλλὰ καὶ θεὸν αὐτὸν ἀποδεικνύναι 
πειρᾶται, ὡς καὶ εἰς αὐτοψίαν ὑπὸ τῶν θεουργῶν κληθῆναι. 
 
Cf. Procl. In Ti. IV 3, 51, 21-25 : πῶς οὖν,  
εἴπερ ἡ  τοῦ χρόνου φύσις , ὥς φησι καὶ ὁ θεῖος Ἰάµβλι- 
χος κἀγὼ πείθοµαι, µέση ἐστὶν  αἰῶνος καὶ  οὐρανοῦ καὶ   
τοῦ µὲν ἡγεῖται ,  τῷ δὲ  ἀφοµοιοῦται , χρόνος οὐρανοῦ χάριν  
ὑπέστη; 

de toute éternité, tandis que l’autre 
[l’univers sensible] vient constamment de 
devenir durant le temps tout entier, de 
sorte qu’il est et sera. Ce qui donc se trouve 
comme modèle dans l’intelligible, se trouve 
comme image dans le devenir. Et ce qui là 
existe selon l’éternité, ici existe selon le 
temps. Et ce qui dans l’intelligible est 
maintenant déjà actuel selon l’ être, dans les 
choses d’ici survient constamment selon la 
continuité. Et l’étant immuable se manifeste 
dans les lieux d’ici comme ce qui est né 
dans le temps, ce qui est et ce qui sera. Et 
l’inétendu là-bas se montre ici étendu. À 
présent apparaît clairement la double 
nature intermédiaire du temps : 
intermédiaire entre l’éternité et l’univers, 
double dans la mesure où elle existe avec le 
monde mais est coordonnée avec l’éternité, 
et où elle dirige celui-là et s’assimile à celle-
ci  ». Telle est donc la clarification des 
passages cités du Timée selon le divin 
Jamblique. 
Cependant, Proclus aussi, le philosophe de 
Lycie, chef de file de nos enseignants, pense 
à peu près les mêmes choses que Jamblique 
sur le temps séparé, et tente de montrer 
qu’il est non seulement Intellect mais aussi 
dieu, au point d’être appelé à apparaître 
par les théurges.  

(trad. A. Stevens, légèrement modifiée) 
 
T4 Procl. In Ti. III 21, 6-13 Diehl 

Ἀλλ’ 
οὐδ’ εἴ τινες ἔτι τούτων σεµνότεροι καὶ τῆς τῶν πραγµάτων 
ἐγγυτέρω χωροῦντες ἰδιότητος ἐκ τῆς ὅλης ψυχῆς γεννᾶσθαί 
φασι τὸν χρόνον µεταβατικῶς ἐνεργούσης ⟦ἢ⟧ αὐτῆς µὲν ἀθρόως   
καὶ ἀµεταστάτως, µετρούσης δὲ τῷ χρόνῳ τάς τε οὐρανίας   (10)  
περιφορὰς καὶ τὰς περιόδους τῶν ἄλλων ψυχῶν, οὐδὲ τού- 
τοις τό γε ἡµέτερον ἐπιτρέψει, καίπερ οὐ πόρρω τῆς ἀλη-  
θείας κατηντηκόσι.  

Mais, non plus, si d’autres savants plus sérieux que 
ceux-ci et qui s’approchent davantage du caractère 
propre de la chose prétendent que le Temps est un 
produit issu de l’Âme universelle dans son activité 
métabatique, c’est à savoir de l’Âme qui, tout en 
agissant elle-même par des intuitions unifiées et sans 
passage, n’en mesure pas moins, par le Temps, et les 
revolutions célestes et les périodes des autres âmes, 
nous ne leur ferons pas, quant à nous du moins, cette 
concession, bien que finalement ils ne soient allés assez 
de l’avant à la rencontre de la vérité. 

 (trad. A.-J. Festugière) 
 
T5 Procl. in Ti. III 33, 31-33 Diehl = Porph. in Ti. fr. 78, p. 66, 14-67, 2 Sodano 

εἰ µὲν γάρ, ὡς ᾤετο Πορφύριος καί τινες ἄλλοι Πλα- 
τωνικοί, µόνα µετεῖχε τῶν ὄντως ὄντων τὰ αἰσθητά, ἐν  
αὐτοῖς µόνοις ἂν ἐζητοῦµεν τὰς εἰκόνας. 
 

Si, en effet, comme le pensaient Porphyre et certains autres 
Platoniciens, seuls les sensibles participaient aux Êtres 
veritablement êtres, c’est parmi les sensibles seulement que 
nous chercherions les images.  
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(trad. A.-J. Festugière) 
 
T6 Porph. Sent. 44, 17-68 Lamberz 

Οὐδὲ ἀφιστάµενος οὖν τοῦδε ἐπὶ τόδε µεταβαίνει· ἀφ’  
οὗ γὰρ ἀφίσταται µὴ νοῶν ἐκεῖνο, ἀνόητος κατ’ ἐκεῖνο  
γίνεται. εἰ δὲ µὴ τόδε µετὰ τόδε ἐπ’ αὐτοῦ γίνεται, ἅµα 
πάντα νοεῖ· ἐπεὶ οὖν πάντα ἅµα καὶ οὐ τὸ µὲν νῦν, τὸ δὲ    (20) 
αὖθις, πάντα ἅµα νῦν καὶ ἀεί. εἰ οὖν ἐπ’ αὐτοῦ τὸ νῦν,  
ἀνῄρηται δὲ ἐπ’ αὐτοῦ τὸ παρεληλυθὸς καὶ τὸ µέλλον, ἐν  
ἀδιαστάτῳ τῷ νῦν ἀχρόνῳ παραστήµατι, ὥστε τὸ ὁµοῦ 
κατά τε τὸ πλῆθος κατά τε τὸ χρονικὸν διάστηµα ἐπ’ αὐ-  
τοῦ· διὸ καθ’ ἓν πάντα ἐν ἑνὶ καὶ ἀδιαστάτῳ καὶ ἀχρόνῳ.    (25) 
εἰ δὲ τοῦτο, οὐδὲ τὸ ποθέν ποι ἐν τῷ νῷ οὐδὲ κίνησις ἄρα, 
ἀλλὰ ἐνέργεια καθ’ ἓν ἐν ἑνὶ αὔξης τε ἀφῃρηµένη καὶ 
µεταβολῆς καὶ διεξόδου πάσης. εἰ δὲ τὸ πλῆθος καθ’ ἓν  
καὶ ἅµα ἡ ἐνέργεια καὶ ἄχρονος, ἀνάγκη παρυποστῆναι τῇ 
τοιαύτῃ οὐσίᾳ τὸ ἀεὶ ἐν ἑνὶ ὄν· τοῦτο δέ ἐστιν αἰών·   (30) 
παρυπέστη ἄρα νῷ ὁ αἰών. 
Τῷ δὲ µὴ καθ’ ἓν ἐν ἑνὶ νοοῦντι, ἀλλὰ µεταβατικῶς καὶ  
ἐν κινήσει καὶ ἐν τῷ τὸ µὲν καταλείπειν, τὸ δὲ ἐπιλαµβάνειν 
καὶ µερίζειν καὶ διεξοδεύειν παρυπέστη χρόνος· τῇ γὰρ 
τοιαύτῃ κινήσει παρυφίσταται τὸ µέλλειν καὶ παρεληλυ-   (35) 
θέναι. ψυχὴ δὲ µεταβαίνει ἀπ’ ἄλλου εἰς ἄλλο ἐπαµείβουσα 
τὰ νοήµατα, οὐκ ἐξισταµένων τῶν προτέρων οὐδέ ποθεν 
ἄλλοθεν ἐπεισιόντων τῶν δευτέρων, ἀλλὰ τὰ µὲν ὥσπερ  
παρελήλυθε καίπερ µένοντα ἐν αὐτῇ, τὰ δ’ ὥσπερ ἀλλα-  
χόθεν ἔπεισιν, ἀφίκετο δ’ οὐκ ἀλλαχόθεν, ἀλλὰ παρ’   (40) 
αὐτῆς καὶ αὐτόθεν εἰς ἑαυτὴν κινουµένης καὶ τὸ ὄµµα 
φερούσης εἰς ἃ ἔχει κατὰ µέρος· πηγῇ γὰρ ἔοικεν 
οὐκ ἀπορρύτῳ, ἀλλὰ κύκλῳ εἰς ἑαυτὴν ἀναβλυζούσῃ ἃ  
ἔχει.  
  Τῇ µὲν οὖν ταύτης κινήσει παρυφίσταται χρόνος, τῇ δὲ   (45) 
τοῦ νοῦ µονῇ τῇ ἐν ἑαυτῷ ὁ αἰών, οὐ διῃρηµένος ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ  
ὥσπερ <οὐδ’> ὁ χρόνος ἐκ ψυχῆς1, ὅτι καὶ αἱ παρυποστάσεις   
ἥνωνται ἐκεῖ. διαψεύδεται δὲ τὸ κινούµενον <πρὸς τὸ 
µένον> αἰῶνα ἑαυτοῦ, τὸ ἄµετρον τῆς κινήσεως εἰς 
ἔννοιαν λαµβανόµενον αἰῶνος, καὶ τὸ µένον πρὸς τὸ    (50) 
κινούµενον χρόνον ἑαυτοῦ, ὥσπερ τὸ νῦν αὐτοῦ καὶ 
διεξοδεῦον καὶ πολλαπλασιάζον κατὰ πάροδον τοῦ χρόνου.  
διὸ καὶ ἐν στάσει τὸν χρόνον τινὲς οὐχ ἧττον ἢ ἐν κινήσει  
θεωρεῖσθαι ὑπελάµβανον καὶ τὸν αἰῶνα, ὡς ἔφαµεν, τὸν  
ἄπειρον χρόνον, ἑκατέρου τὰ πάθη τὰ ἑαυτοῦ τῷ ἑτέρῳ   (55) 
προστιθέντος, τοῦ µὲν κινουµένου ἀεὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ ἑστῶτος  
κατὰ ταυτότητα τῷ ἀεὶ τῷ ἑαυτοῦ τὸν αἰῶνα ἀπεικονί- 
ζοντος, καὶ τοῦ ἑστῶτος ἐν ταυτότητι ἐνεργείας τὸν  
χρόνον τῇ ἑαυτοῦ µονῇ ἀπὸ τῆς ἐνεργείας προσάπτοντος. 
  Λοιπὸν δὲ ἐν τοῖς αἰσθητοῖς ὁ διῃρηµένος χρόνος ἄλλος    (60) 
ἄλλου, οἷον ἄλλος ἡλίου, ἄλλος σελήνης, ἄλλος ἑωσφόρου, 
καὶ ἐφ’ ἑκάστου ἄλλος. διὸ καὶ ἄλλου ἐνιαυτὸς ἄλλος· καὶ  

Il n’est donc pas vrai non plus 
que, quittant cela, il [l’Intellect] 
passe à ceci ; car, n’intelligeant 
pas cela qu’il quitte, il devient 

inintelligent touchant cela. Mais si pour lui ceci ne vient 
pas après cela, c’est qu’il intellige toutes choses en même 
temps, et non pas l’une maintenant et l’autre ensuite, c’est 
toutes choses en même temps maintenant et toujours. Si 
donc pour lui il y a le « maintenant », et qu’aient disparu 
pour lui le passé et l’avenir, le voici dans une condition 
inétendue du fait de ce « maintenant» intemporel, en sorte 
que c’est le mot « ensemble », à la fois sous de la pluralité 
et sous l’angle de l’étendue temporelle, qui s’applique à 
lui ; aussi intellige-t-il toutes choses sous le mode de 
l’unité dans une unité à la fois inétendue et intemporelle. 
Mais si c’est cela, il n’y a pas dans l’Intellect le passage 
d’un point de vue à un autre, ni par conséquent 
mouvement, mais une activité sur le mode de l’unité dans 
l’unité, soustraite à toute croissance, tout changement, 
tout parcours. Si d’autre part la pluralité est sur le mode 
de l’unité et qu’en même temps l’activité le soit aussi et 
qu’elle le soit en outre intemporelle, il est nécessaire que 
subsiste en dépendance de l’essence de cette nature ce qui 
est toujours dans l’unité ; or cela, c’est l’éternité ; l’eternite 
subsiste donc en dépendence de l’Intellect. 

Quant à ce qui intellige, non 
sur le mode de l’unité dans 
l’unité, mais par déplacement, 

dans le mouvement, en abandonnant cela et en saisissant 
ceci, en y distinguant des parties, en le parcourant, ce qui 
subsiste en dépendence de cette réalité est le temps ; car 
c’est en dépendance du mouvement de cette nature que 
subsistent « être à venir  » et « être passé ». C’est l’âme qui 
passe d’une chose à l’autre, échangeant pour d’autres ses 
pensées, non que les premiers s’écartent ni que les 
seconds s’introduisent de quelque autre côté, mais les uns 
semblent avoir passé bien qu’ils démeurent en elle, les 
autres leur succèdent comme s’ils venaient d’ailleurs, 
alors qu’ils sont arrivés non pas d’ailleurs, mais de l’âme 
quand elle se meut de soi-même vers soi-même et porte 
son œil sur ce qu’elle possède tour à tour ; car elle 
ressemble à une source qui ne se déverse pas, mais fait 
refluer circulairement vers soi-même ce qu’elle possède. 

Ainsi donc, c’est en dépéndance du 
mouvement de l’âme que subsiste 
le temps, en dépendance de la 

																																																								
1 < οὐδ᾽ > add. Lamberz duce Lévêque. 

L’Intellect inétendu dans 
le temps et l’espace.  
Son éternité 

Le mouvement de l’âme 
dans le temps 

L’évidence  
et la manipulation 
des concepts 
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ὁ τούτους περιέχων ἐνιαυτὸς κεφαλαιούµενος εἰς τὴν τῆς  
ψυχῆς κίνησιν· ἧς κατὰ µίµησιν κινουµένων τούτων,  
ἀλλοίας δὲ τῆς ἐκείνης κινήσεως οὔσης καὶ ἀλλοίας τῆς   (65) 
τούτων, ἀλλοῖος καὶ ὁ χρόνος ἐκείνης τοῦ τούτων. 
διαστηµατικὸς µὲν οὗτος καὶ ταῖς κατὰ τόπον κινήσεσι  
καὶ µεταβάσεσι **  

permanence en soi-même de l’Intellect que subsiste 
l’éternité, laquelle n’est pas divisée par lui comme le 
temps l’est certainement par l’âme, puisque même les 
Parhypostases sont unies là-haut. Mais ce qui est en 
mouvement <face à ce qui est en repos> usurpe une 
éternité qui lui appartienne, - l’absence de mésure propre 
à ce mouvement étant prise pour former le concept 
d’éternité, - et ce qui est en repos, face à ce qui est en 
mouvement, usurpe un temps qui lui appartienne, comme 
s’il s’agissait de parcourir et de multiplier son  
« maintenant » selon le cheminement du temps. Aussi 
certains supposent-ils à la fois que le temps se laisse 
considérer dans le repos non moins que dans le 
mouvement, et que l’éternité, comme nous l’avons dit, est 
le temps infini, chacun des deux attribuant à l’autre ses 
propres qualités, puisque ce qui est toujours en 
mouvement figurerait l’éternité à partir de l’immobile en 
vertu de l’identité de celui-ci à ce « toujours » qui lui est 
propre, et que l’immobile dans l’identité de son activité 
rattacherait, à partir de cette activité, le temps à sa propre 

permanence. 
Dans les sensibles enfin, 
le temps divisé est 
différent selon ce dont il 

est le temps, ainsi autre le temps du soleil, autre celui de 
la lune, autre celui de l’étoile du matin, et autre pour 
chaque astre. Aussi y a-t-il de chacun une année différente 
; et l’année qui enveloppe ces années se ramène au 
mouvement de l’âme ; bien que ces astres se meuvent à 
l’imitation de ce mouvement, comme le mouvement de 
celle-ci est d’une qualité autre par rapport à celui des 
astres, le temps de l’âme est aussi d’une qualité autre par 
rapport à leur temps. Ce dernier est de l’ordre de 
l’étendue [dimensionnel], et par leurs mouvements et 
déplacements locaux…**   

(trad. L. Brisson et al. légèrement modifiée) 
 
T7  Porph. Phil. Hist. Fr. 223 Smith = Cyril. Contra Iul. I 32cd, 552 B 1 – C 8 

Φησὶ γὰρ ὁ Πορφύριος ἐν τετάρτῳ βιβλίῳ ‘Φιλοσόφου  
ἱστορίας’ – ὡς εἰπόντος Πλάτωνος περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ οὕτως· 
 «ἀπὸ δὲ τούτου τρόπον τινὰ ἀνθρώποις ἀνεπινόητον 
 νοῦν γενέσθαι τε ὅλον καὶ καθ’ ἑαυτὸν ὑφεστῶτα, ἐν 
 ᾧ δὴ τὰ ὄντως ὄντα καὶ ἡ πᾶσα οὐσία τῶν ὄντων· ὃ           5 
 δὴ καὶ πρώτως καλὸν καὶ αὐτοκαλὸν παρ’ ἑαυτοῦ τῆς  
καλλονῆς ἔχον τὸ εἶδος, προῆλθε δὲ προαιώνιος2 ἀπ’  
αἰτίου τοῦ Θεοῦ ὡρµηµένος, αὐτογέννητος ὢν καὶ αὐ- 
τοπάτωρ· οὐ γὰρ ἐκείνου κινουµένου πρὸς γένεσιν τὴν 
 τούτου ἡ πρόοδος γέγονεν, ἀλλὰ τούτου παρελθόντος    10 
αὐτογόνως ἐκ Θεοῦ, παρελθόντος δὲ οὐκ ἀπ’ ἀρχῆς 

Dans le livre IV de son Histoire philosophique, Porphyre dit 
que Platon a parlé du Bien ainsi : « l’lntellect tout entier, dans 
lequel se trouvent certes les êtres qui sont réellement et toute 
l’essence des êtres, a été engendré de Celui-ci [du Bien] d’une 
manière totalement inconcevable à l’homme, et s’est 
autoconstitué. L’Intellect est le Beau primordial et le Beau en 
soi ayant la forme de la Beauté de lui-même. Par ailleurs, il a 
prééternellement procédé de sa cause, à savoir Dieu dont il a 
dérivé, s’engendrant soi-même et étant son propre père. Car 
la procession a eu lieu non pas parce que Dieu s’est mis en 
mouvement pour engendrer l’Intellect mais car l’Intellect a 

																																																								
2 Bourguière: προῆλθε <αἰώνιος> προαιωνίου. 

Le mouvement des astres 
dans le temps et l’espace 
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 {τινος} χρονικῆς· οὔπω γὰρ χρόνος ἦν, ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ χρό- 
νου γενοµένου πρὸς αὐτόν ἐστί τι ὁ χρόνος· ἄχρονος 
 γὰρ ἀεὶ καὶ µόνος αἰώνιος ὁ νοῦς. ὥσπερ δὲ ὁ θεὸς ὁ 
 πρῶτος, εἷς καὶ µόνος ἀεί, κἂν ἀπ’αὐτοῦ γένηται τὰ         15 
πάντα, τῷ µὴ τούτοις συναριθµεῖσθαι µηδὲ τὴν ἀξίαν 
 αὐτῶν συγκατατάττεσθαι δύνασθαι τῇ ἐκείνου ὑπάρ- 
ξει, οὕτω καὶ ὁ νοῦς αἰώνιος µόνος καὶ ἀχρόνως 
 ὑποστάς, καὶ τῶν ἐν χρόνῳ αὐτὸς χρόνος ἐστίν, ἐν  
ταὐτότητι µένων τῆς ἑαυτοῦ αἰωνίας ὑποστάσεως.»           20 

procédé de Dieu, en s’engendrant soi-même, sans pour 
autant procéder d’aucun commencement temporel. Car le 
temps n’existait pas encore. Et, une fois venu à l’etre, le 
temps n’est rien par rapport à l’Intellect. Car l’Intellect est 
hors du temps et seul il est éternel. Comme le Premier Dieu, 
qui est un et seul toujours, bien que toutes choses naissent de 
Lui, parce qu’on ne peut ni le ranger au nombre de ces choses 
ni mettre la valeur de ces choses au même rang que son 
existence, de même l’Intellect, seul éternel et constitué hors 
du temps, est également temps des choses qui sont dans le 
temps, en demeurant dans l’immutabilité de son hypostase 
éternelle ».  

 
T8 Porph. Princ. Fr 232 Smith = Procl. Theol. Plat. I 11 p. 51, 4-11 Saffrey-Westerink 

Πορφύριος δὲ αὖ µετὰ τοῦτον ἐν τῇ Περὶ 
 ἀρχῶν πραγµατείᾳ τὸν νοῦν εἶναι µὲν αἰώνιον ἐν πολ- 
λοῖς καὶ καλοῖς ἀποδείκνυσι λόγοις, ἔχειν δὲ ὅµως ἐν 
 ἑαυτῷ καὶ προαιώνιόν <τι· καὶ τὸ µὲν προαιώνιον> τοῦ 
 νοῦ τῷ ἑνὶ συνάπτειν (ἐκεῖνο γὰρ ἦν ἐπέκεινα παντὸς 
 αἰῶνος) τὸ δὲ αἰώνιον δευτέραν ἔχειν, µᾶλλον δὲ 
 τρίτην ἐν ἐκείνῳ τάξιν· δεῖ γάρ, οἶµαι, τοῦ προαιωνίου 
 καὶ τοῦ αἰωνίου τὸν αἰῶνα µέσον ἱδρῦσθαι. 

Porphyre, à son tour, après Plotin, dans son traité Des 
principes, par nombre d’excellents raisonnements démontre 
que l’Intellect est éternel et que néanmoins il possède en 
lui-même quelque chose aussi de prééternel ; il démontre 
encore que ce qui dans l’Intellect est prééternel lie 
[l’Intellect] à l’Un (car l’Un est au-delà de toute éternité) et 
que l’éternel tient le deuxième ou plutôt le troisième rang 
dans l’Intellect ; car je pense qu’il faut placer l’Éternité entre 
ce qui est prééternel et ce qui est éternel. 

(trad. H. D. Saffrey et L. G. Westerink, 
  modifiée)  

 
T9 Porph. Fr. 284, 10-14 Smith = Aug. CD X 23, 1-19 (I 436, 19 – 437, 5) ; Porph. Fr. 284a Smith = Aug. CD X 29, 1-3 (I 447, 25-28) 

Dicit enim deum patrem et deum filium, quem Graece appellat 
paternum intellectum vel paternam mentem ; de spiritu autem sancto 
aut nihil aut non aperte aliquid dicit ; quamvis quem alium dicat 
horum medium, non intellego.  
 
Praedicas patrem et eius filium, quem vocas paternum  
intellectum3 seu mentem, et horum medium quem putamus 
te dicere spiritum sanctum, et more versto appellas tres 
deos. 

Il parle d’abord du Dieu le Père et du Dieu le Fils, qui à la 
manière grecque il appelle Intellect paternel ou lntelligence 
du Père ; quant au Saint-Esprit, soit il n’en dit rien soit il 
n’en dit rien ouvertement ; car ce que c’est cette autre 
chose qu’il appelle leur intermédiaire, je ne comprends pas. 
 
Tu proclames le Père et son Fils, que tu appelles Intellect 
paternel ou Intelligence, ainsi que leur intermédiaire, que 
nous supposons que tu appelles Saint Esprit, et, selon vos 
moeurs, tu fais état de trois dieux.  

 
T10 Porph. Fr. 366 Smith = Lyd. Mens. 159, 5-8 

Θεῖος ὁ τῆς ἐννάδος ἀριθµὸς ἐκ τριῶν τριάδων πληρού- 
µενος καὶ τὰς ἀκρότητας τῆς θεολογίας κατὰ τὴν Χαλδαϊ- 
κὴν φιλοσοφίαν, ὥς φησιν ὁ Πορφύριος, ἀποσῴζων. 

L’ennéade est un nombre divin, étant constituée de trois 
triades et préservant, ainsi que Porphyre le dit, les 
niveaux théologiques supérieurs selon la philosophie 
chaldaïque.  

 
T11 Porph. Fr. 367, 8-16 Smith = Dam. Pr. I 86, 3-15 

[…] κατὰ δὲ τὸν Π ο ρ φ ύ -  
ρ ι ο ν  ἐροῦµεν τὴν µίαν τῶν πάντων ἀρχὴν εἶναι τὸν πατέρα 
τῆς νοητῆς τριάδος; […]  
Οὐκοῦν ἡ ἀσύντακτος αἰτία καὶ πάντων µία κοινὴ  

[…] ou dirons-nous plutôt, en suivant Porphyre, que le 
Principe unique de toutes choses est le Père de la triade 
intelligible  ? […] 
Mais alors comment la cause incoordonée et commune à 

																																																								
3	Orac. Chald. Fr. 36 ; 37 des Places : νοῦς πατρός ; Fr. 39 ; 108 ; 109 : πατρικὸς νόος. 
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καὶ πάντη ἄρρητος πῶς ἂν συναριθµοῖτο τοῖς νοητοῖς καὶ 
µιᾶς λέγοιτο τριάδος πατήρ; αὕτη µὲν γὰρ ἤδη κορυφὴ 
τῶν ὄντων ἐστίν, ἐκείνη δὲ τὰ πάντα ἐκβέβηκεν. 

toutes choses et entièrement indicible serait-elle énumérée 
parmi les intelligibles, étant appelée Père de la triade 
intelligible ? Cette dernière est déjà le sommet des êtres, 
tandis que celle-là transcende tout.  

 
ENGLISH TRANSLATION 
 
T1 Procl. in Ti. III 15, 14-22 Diehl 
[Eternity] seems to possess the monad of Being prior to it and the One-Being and to remain in this one, as our teacher 
[Syrianus] too thought concerning this ‘one ‘. It does this in order that it may be a one prior to being a dyad, since it is hardly 
likely to have departed from the One. The dyad within it which presents a premonition of plurality is united to the One-
Being in which Eternity remains. However, the plurality of intelligibles is united to Eternity Itslef which includes and 
sustains all of their highest gradations in a manner that is transcendent and unitaty  (Trans. D. Baltzy). 
 
T2 Procl. in Ti. III 27, 13-24 Diehl 
If Intellect is secondary to Eternity and Soul is, in turn, an imitation of Intellect, how can time fail to be something superior 
even to Soul Itself and more substantial than it, since time is an image of Eternity? Consequently, as Intellect stands to Soul, 
so too will Eternity stand to time, and vice versa. Thus time is prior to Soul as Eternity is prior to Intellect and while Soul 
would have a share of time, time would not participate in Soul, for neither does Eternity participate in Intellect, but rather 
vice versa (Trans. D. Baltzy). 
 
T3 Simpl. in Phys. 794, 27 – 795, 7 Diels = Jamb. Fr. 68 Dillon 
He also presents another proof as follows : ‘’The paradigm exists through all eternity, but the universe has come to be 
through all time without end, so that it is both present and future. What exists as a pattern in the intelligible world exists as 
an image in the generated world. What is THERE eternal is HERE temporal; and that which in the intelligible world is in 
being now and present, that in this world in continuity comes into being without end. The unchangingly self-subsistent 
appears in these regions as past, present and future. What THERE is undivided is HERE seen as divided. And now the 
intermediate dual nature of time has become clear; it is intermediate between eternity and the heavens, and it is dual insofar 
as it exists together with and in relation to the universe, but is ordered in relation to eternity; it is set over the one, and is a 
likeness of the other.’’ Such is the clear meaning of the relevant passages of the Timaeus, according to the divine lamblichus. 
But Proclus, the Lycian philosopher and the guide of our teachers, also holds roughly the same philosophical view about the 
separated time as lamblichus, and strives to demonstrate that it is not only Intellect but also a god, so that it has even been 
called on to appear by the theurgists (Transl. J. O. Urmson). 

 
T4 Procl. In Ti. III 21, 6-13 Diehl 
But neither should we follow those more worthy men who are getting closer to the facts of the matter about time’s distinctive 
property, if they say that it is something that results from the World Soul’s discursive activity; that is, while the soul is itself 
present all at once and exists changelessly, nonetheless its activity measures the celestial rotations and the periods of other 
souls by means of time. We must not commit ourselves to this position, even if these people are not too far off the real truth 
(Trans. D. Baltzy). 

 
T5 Procl. in Ti. III 33, 31-33 Diehl = Porph. in Ti. fr. 78, p. 66, 14-67, 2 Sodano 
If, on the one hand, as Porphyry and certain other Platonists supposed, only sensible things participated in the things that are 
genuinely Being, then one would seek images among these [sensible] things alone (Trans. D. Baltzy). 
 
T6 Porph. Sent. 44, 17-68 Lamberz 
Nor does it [Intellect] get away from one thing to move to another; for in the case of that from which it has gotten away, by 
not thinking it, it would be devoid of thought with respect to that thing. But if, in its case [i.e. in the case of Intellect], one 
thing does not come after another, it [Intellect] thinks all things simultaneously; and, since it thinks all things 
simultaneously, and not now one thing and then another, [it intelligizes] all things simultaneously now and always. If then, 
in its case, there is “now”, while the past and the future are abolished, [it exists] in a non-extended timeless present, so that, 
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in its case, there is being together both with respect to multiplicity and with respect to temporal extension; for this reason, 
all things are at one in a non-extended and timeless unity. If this is so, then neither is there, within Intellect, whence and 
whither nor, consequently, motion, but only an activity at one in unity, [an activity] excempt from increase and change and 
from any sort of way out [from Intellect]. And if multiplicity comes to unity and the activity is simultaneous and timeless, 
then it is necessary that “what is always in one state” exists in close association with this essence; and that is eternity; 
hence, eternity exists in close association with Intellect.  
On the other hand, time exists in close association with that which intelligizes not at one in unity, but transitevely and in 
motion and in the mode of leaving off one thing and picking up another, of dividing and of having a way out. For what is 
to come and what has passed by exist in close association with the motion of that kind. And Soul moves from one thing to 
another, alternating the thoughts, without the previous ones’ departing nor the following ones’ coming in from anywhere 
else, but the former are as if they had passed by, although they remain within it [i.e. Soul], and the latter are as if they were 
coming in from elsewhere. Yet, they do not arrive from elsewhere, but from itself [i.e. from Soul] and from its moving from 
itslelf towards itself and [from its] directing its eye to its contents by turns. For it resembles a spring that does not have an 
outflow but gushes its contents towards itself in a circle.  
Time, then, exists in close association with the movement of Soul, while eternity exists in close association with the stability 
of Intellect within itself. And eternity is not divided by Intellect as time is divided by Soul, because even the Parhypostases 
are united there. But what is subject to motion <in relation to what is stable> falsely appropriates eternity as its own, the 
measureless of its motion being taken in the sense of eternity, and, likewise, what is stable, in relation to what is subject to 
motion, falsely appropriates time as its own, as though it went through and multiplied its present according to the passage 
of time. For this reason, some people have assumed that time can be viewed [as being] at rest no less than in motion, and 
that eternity, as we have said, [is] the infinite time, each of the two [i.e. Soul and Intellect] applying to the other the 
condition proper to itself, that is, that which is always in motion [i.e. Soul], by virtue of that which is in an identical 
condition, through its own always, reflecting eternity, and that which remains in the identity of [its] activity [i.e. Intellect], 
applying, by virtue of the activity, time to the stability of itself. 
Finally, in the sensible things, the divided time of different things is different, that is, for example, [the divided time] of the 
Sun [is] different, that of the Moon [is] different, that of the Morning Star [i.e. Venus] different, and, for each of the others, 
different. For this reason, the year of different things is different as well; and the [Great] year, which contains these [years], 
is summed up in the motion of Soul. Athough these [planets] move in imitation of the motion of Soul, because the motion 
of Soul is of a different kind to the motion of these, the time of that [i.e. Soul] is also of a different kind to the time of these 
[i.e. planets]. For the latter is dimensional both with respect to local motions and transitions ** (Trans. J. Dillon, slightly 
modified). 

 
T7  Porph. Phil. Hist. Fr. 223 Smith = Cyril. Contra Iul. I 32cd, 552 B 1 – C 8 
For, in Book IV of History of Philosophy, Porphyry says that Plato spoke of the Good as follows: “from this (i.e. from the Good), in 
some way incomprehensible by humans, Intellect, in which, of course, true beings and all essence of beings [reside], came to 
be as a whole and having been hypostasized by itself. This (i.e. Intellect), of course, is the first beautiful thing and Beauty 
itself, since it has the Form of beauty from itself. And [Intellect] proceeded before eternity, coming out of its cause, [namely] 
God, having come into being by itself and being the Father of itself; for the procession took place not because God moved so 
that Intellect comes into being but because Intellect proceeded from God by generating itself. But it did not proceed from a 
temporal starting point. For time did not exist yet. But neither after coming into being, time is something with respect to 
Intellect : Intellect is always timeless and the only eternal thing. Just as the first God is always one and alone, even if all things 
come to be from Him, because He is not enumerated among these [things] nor is it possible that their value is counted 
together with His existence, in the same way, Intellect, having been hypostasized in a timeless manner so as to be the only 
eternal thing, is also time of the things that are in time, remaining in the unchangeness of its own eternal hypostasis.” 

 
T8 Porph. Princ. Fr 232 Smith = Procl. Theol. Plat. I 11 p. 51, 4-11 Saffrey-Westerink 
And again, after Plotinus, Porphyry, in his treatise On principles, evinves by many and beautiful arguments, that Intellect is eternal, 
but that, at the same time, it contains in itself something pre-eternal and the pre-eternal [element] of Intellect conjoins 
[Intellect] with the One (for that [i.e. the One] is beyond all eternity), and what is eternal has a second, or rather, third order in 
that [i.e. in Intellect]. For it appears to me to be necessary that eternity should be established in the middle of that which is pre-eternal and 
the eternal. (Trans. T. Taylor, slightly modified). 
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T9 Porph. Fr. 284, 10-14 Smith = Aug. CD X 23, 1-19 (I 436, 19 – 437, 5) ; Porph. Fr. 284a Smith = Aug. CD X 29, 1-3  
(I 447, 25-28) 
For he [Porphyry] speaks of God the Father and God the Son, whom he calls the Intellect or Mind of the Father; but of the 
Holy Spirit he says either nothing, or nothing plainly, for I do not understand what other he speaks of as holding the 
middle place between these two (284). 
You proclaim the Father and His Son, whom you call Paternal Intellect or Mind, and, between these, an intermediate term, 
which we suppose you call Holy spirit, and, in your manner, you call [these] three gods (284a). 
 
T10 Porph. Fr. 366 Smith = Lyd. Mens. 159, 5-8 
The Ennead is a divine number, being composed of three triads and preserving, as Porphyry says, the highest theological 
levels according to Chaldaean philosophy. 
 
T11 Porph. Fr. 367, 8-16 Smith = Dam. Pr. I 86, 3-15 
Or shall we say, following Porphyry, that the one principle of all things is the Father of the intelligible triad? […] Would then 
the separate and unique and common to all things and entirely unspeakable cause be enumerated among the intelligibles and 
be said to be the Father of a triad? For this [i.e. the intelligible triad] is already the highest level of beings, while that (the one 
principle of all things) transcends all things. 
 
TABLEAUX 
 
1. 

Porph. Sent. 44 (T6), 31-44 Lamberz Procl. In Ti. IV 3, 21, 6-13 Diehl (T4) 
 
Τῷ δὲ µὴ καθ’ ἓν ἐν ἑνὶ νοοῦντι, ἀλλὰ 
µεταβατικῶς καὶ  
ἐν κινήσει καὶ ἐν τῷ τὸ µὲν καταλείπειν, τὸ δὲ 
ἐπιλαµβάνειν 
καὶ µερίζειν καὶ διεξοδεύειν παρυπέστη χρόνος· 
τῇ γὰρ 
τοιαύτῃ κινήσει παρυφίσταται τὸ µέλλειν καὶ 
παρεληλυ-   (35) 
θέναι. ψυχὴ δὲ µεταβαίνει ἀπ’ ἄλλου εἰς ἄλλο 
ἐπαµείβουσα 
τὰ νοήµατα, οὐκ ἐξισταµένων τῶν προτέρων 
οὐδέ ποθεν 
ἄλλοθεν ἐπεισιόντων τῶν δευτέρων, ἀλλὰ τὰ 
µὲν ὥσπερ  
παρελήλυθε καίπερ µένοντα ἐν αὐτῇ, τὰ δ’ 
ὥσπερ ἀλλα-  
χόθεν ἔπεισιν, ἀφίκετο δ’ οὐκ ἀλλαχόθεν, ἀλλὰ 
παρ’   (40) 
αὐτῆς καὶ αὐτόθεν εἰς ἑαυτὴν κινουµένης καὶ τὸ 
ὄµµα 
φερούσης εἰς ἃ ἔχει κατὰ µέρος· πηγῇ γὰρ 
ἔοικεν 
οὐκ ἀπορρύτῳ, ἀλλὰ κύκλῳ εἰς ἑαυτὴν 
ἀναβλυζούσῃ ἃ  
ἔχει. 

 
Ἀλλ’ 
οὐδ’ εἴ τινες ἔτι τούτων σεµνότεροι καὶ τῆς τῶν 
πραγµάτων 
ἐγγυτέρω χωροῦντες ἰδιότητος ἐκ τῆς ὅλης 
ψυχῆς γεννᾶσθαί 
φασι τὸν χρόνον µεταβατικῶς ἐνεργούσης ⟦ἢ⟧ 
αὐτῆς µὲν ἀθρόως   
καὶ ἀµεταστάτως, µετρούσης δὲ τῷ χρόνῳ τάς 
τε οὐρανίας   (10)  
περιφορὰς καὶ τὰς περιόδους τῶν ἄλλων 
ψυχῶν, οὐδὲ τού- 
τοις τό γε ἡµέτερον ἐπιτρέψει, καίπερ οὐ πόρρω 
τῆς ἀλη-  
θείας κατηντηκόσι.  
 

 
2. 

Πατὴρ  (Αὐτοπάτωρ) 
 Αὐτοῦ  
(Πατήρ)  Αὐτοπάτωρ 
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3. 

 

Ἓν (προαιώνιον) 
Un (prééternel) 

 

Αἰὼν 
Éternité 

Νοῦς (αἰώνιον) 
Intellect (éternel) 

 

Ἓν (προαιώνιον) 
Un (prééternel) 

 

Αἰὼν 
Éternité 

Νοῦς (αἰώνιον) 
Intellect (éternel) 

 

Ἓν (προαιώνιον) 
Un (prééternel) 

 

Αἰὼν 
Éternité 

Νοῦς (αἰώνιον) 
Intellect (éternel) 

 
 
 

 
4. 
 

Ἓν  
 

Αἰὼν 
 

Νοῦς  
 

   

Ἓν  
 

Αἰὼν 
 

Νοῦς  
 

   

Ἓν  
 

Αἰὼν 
 

Νοῦς  
 

Χρόνος    Ψυχὴ   

  Νοῦς 
 

Χρόνος Ψυχὴ  

  Νοῦς 
 

Χρόνος Ψυχὴ  
      
 

 
 
5. 
 

                         Âme 
 

 
 
 
 

Différence 
propre (ἰδίως), 
par un accident 

inséparable 
(ἀχώριστον 

συµβεβηκός)  

 

 
 

Mouvement 
vers l’Intellect 

 

 
 

Mouvement 
vers elle-même 

 

 
 

Temps 
de l Âme 

 
 

temps dimensionnel 

 
Rend d’une qualité 

autre (ἀλλοίως),  
en produisant 

un changement 
dans la disposition 

(µεταβολὴ 
τοῦ πῶς ἔχειν) 
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6. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

                                               
 
 
 
 
 

ΕΝ Ἓν  
 

Αἰὼν 
 

Νοῦς  
 

     

 Ἓν  
 

Αἰὼν 
 

Νοῦς  
 

     

ΝΟΥΣ Ἓν  
 

Αἰὼν 
 

Νοῦς  
 

Χρόνος    Ψυχὴ     

   Νοῦς 
 

Χρόνος Ψυχὴ    

ΨΥΧΗ   Νοῦς 
 

Χρόνος Ψυχὴ διαστηµατικὸς 
χρόνος 

   

Ἐνιαυτὸς  

     Ψυχὴ διαστηµατικὸς 
χρόνος 

 

Ἐνιαυτὸς  

ΑΙΣΘΗΤΟΝ     Ψυχὴ 
 

διαστηµατικὸς 
χρόνος 

Ἐνιαυτὸς  
	

       - Χρόνος Ἡλίου 
- Χρ. Σελήνης                 
- Χρ. Ἑωσφόρου 
- … 
 

 

	

	
Aiôn et les Temps, mosaïque d’Antioche, c. 250 de notre ère 


