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Proclus discusses imagination (phantasia) in the second prologue to his
Euclid commentary. In his discussion, he describes phantasia in terms which
make it seem like a passive screen, onto which geometrical figures are pro-
jected. However, he also speaks of phantasia in this text in terms which make
it seem active, as if it were the projector rather than the screen receiving
projections. In this paper [ will clarify Proclus’ doctrine of phantasia in the
Euclid commentary, by situating it within his more general theory of discur-
sive reason (dianoia).

I

At the beginning of the second prologue to the Euclid commentary,'
Proclus raises a question about the ontological status of geometrical matter
(tén gedmerrvikén hulén),? which leads him to a discussion of phantasia as a
projection of geometrical /ogoi.* On the one hand, if the figures which ge-
ometers speak about are sensible, and therefore are wedded to sensible mat-

! The tirst prologue is about mathematics in general. The second is about geometry.

* Glenn R. Morrow unfortunately translates én geometrikén hulén as “the subject-matter of
geometry.” See Prodlus, A commentary on the first book of Euclids Elements, trans. G.R. Morrow
(1970; reprint, with a foreward by Ian Mueller, Princeton, 1992) 39. Subsequent references to
the Euclid Commentary will be in the text, and will refer to the pagination of the Freidlin
edition: Procli Diadochi in primum Euclidis Elementorum Librum Commentarti, ed. G. Friedlein
(Leipzig, 1873).

* For a brief discussion of geometry as the Soul's projection of the /ogoiwhich constitute its
ousia (probolé tén ousdiédén logén) in the Euclid commentary, see Dominic J. O’'Meara, [’
thagoras Revived (Oxtord, 1989) 167-69. See also I Mucller, “Mathematics and Philosophy in
Proclus’ Commentary on Book I of Euclid’s Elements.” in Proclus lecteur et inter préte des anciens:
Actes du Colloque internationale du C.N.R.S., Paris 2-4 oct. 1985, ed. ]. Pépin et H.-D. Saffrey
(Paris, 1987) 305-18. Mueller recognizes Proclus’ "projectionist” philosophy of geomerry (see
316-17). However, he does not point out that it is an application of his wider doctrine of the
projection of rhe soul's /ogoi. For a full study of the projection of /ogoi in Proclus, see my “The
Soul and Discursive Reason in the Philosophy of Proclus” (Ph.D. diss., University of Notre
Dame, 2001).
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ter, then it seems that they could not lead us to the contemplation of the
intelligibles by making us used to thinking the immaterial. Moreover, we do
not find among sensibles the perfect angles, straight lines, or points without
breadth which we do find in the objects of geometry. As well, how could
geometrical conclusions be irrefurable if the figures about which they speak
are in the ever-changing matter of sense-objects (49.04 ft.)? However, if it
were the case that the underlying in geometry was outside of matter {exé #és
hulés esti ta hupokeimena téi gebmetriar), pure and separate from sensible ob-
jects, other problems arise. In this second case, geometrical objects would
have neither parts, nor body, nor magnitude.

For logoi have present to them magnitude, bulk. and extension in general in virtue of
the matcer which is their recepracle (1é11 hudén hupodochen), a recepracle which receives
the indivisible in a divided manner, the unextended through extension, and the mo-
tionless as moving. (49.27-50.02)

The consequence of this would be that the normal operations of the geom-
eter become impossible, because it is impossible to perform bisections, make
comparisons of size, and speak of contact between figures which have no
magnitude, extension, or bulk. Thus it must be the case that geometrical
matter (hulé) is divisible, but not senstble,

Proclus’ solution to this dilemma is to distinguish between awo types of
underlying matcer (hu pokeimenén hulén):

for matter likewise is twotold, as Aristorle says somewhere: the marter of things tied o
sensation and the matter of imagined objects (167 phantustén)—and we shall admi that
the cortesponding universal is of two kinds: the one sensible, because it is participaced
by sensible things, and the other imaginary (phanraston), becanse it has its existence in

the multiplicity of imagination {pharaasia). (51.15-17)*

* Morrow niotes at this point that he does not follow Friedlein's punctuation, buc rather
follows Barocius and Schonberger in undexstanding Ads pou kai Aristotelés phési to go with the
previous clause rather than the following dirton einai to katholou. 1 follow Motrow in this. He
also notes that Aristotle distinguishes (Aer. 1036a9-12) between hulé atsthété .md hulé noété
rather than bevween hudé aisthété and bulé tén phantaston. However, Morrow thinks that Proclus
“sjustitied in chis modification, because at Be Anirma 43310 Aristotle assumes that phantasiais
a torm of noésis. Whether or not this is a justitiable reading of Aristotle in general. it is certainly
justified for Proclus. See, for example Procli Biadochi in Platonis Tinwacum commentaria, ed. E.
Dichl, 3 vols. (Leipaig, 1903-1906) 1.243.27-248.06. He is comfortable in using terms in a
very fluid manner, even if he thinks that the onrtological realities which he names are precisely
delineaced. For example, he uses both the terins & dos and logos to reter to the contents of the
Soul's ousia, even though he distinguishes clearly between the primary existence of the ¢/dé in
Nous, and their secondary existence as the Soul's ousia. Here it would be uatural for Proclus to
think of Aristotle’s contrast berween the sensible and the intelligible as a contrast between the
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Phantasia has in it a universal® which is different from che universal in sense-
objects. But it is also different from the universal in dianoia. And chis uni-
versal in phantasia Finds itself in a matter which is likewise in between the
matter of sense and the immateriality of dianoia.” Phantasia isable to have in
it figures which have extension and are divisible, “through its formarive
motion, and the fact that it has its existence with and in the body” (51.21—
22). Thus the mathematical objects in phantasia are able to admit of divi-
sions and comparisons, and differences of magnitude, because thev do have
extension in matter. But the matter in which they have their extension is not
the matter of sensibles, with its imperfection and ever-changing nature.

In the Euclid commentary Proclus thinks that phantasia is in between
dianoia and sensation.® This is why Aristotle called it passive nous (noun

sensible and the phantaston. Indeed. in a passage just following he mentions Aristotle’s phrase
noun pathétikon, and says thac p/rantasiais called “nous” because of its kinship with the highest
sort of knowledge. and “passive” because of its kinship with the lowest. This name manifests irs
intermedate character.

5 Proclus uses the term ro karholou here, bur he could have used the term logos.

¢ Proclus has already said that mathematical objects are also dianoetic objects. Again we run
into Proclus’ tluid terminology. Because of their relative muliiplicity, geometrical objects are
classed below non-machematical dianoeric objects, and below the objects of arichmetic. So one
may think of them as the lowest sort of dianoetic object, as Proclus does when talking about
mathematics in general. On the other hand. one may distinguish them from dianoeric objects,
because of the extension of their underlying matter, as Proclus does here.

7 At this point Proclus brings up his three-told distinction between the universal (a) before
the many particulars, (b) in the many particulars, and (c) as postetior to and arising from the
many particulars. He mentions this distinction. and then remarks thac for each of these universals
there is a ditterence in the underlying matter. Proclus then goes on to the passage quoted above,
where he says there is a difterence in the matter of aisthéta and phantacta. Morrow's translation
gives one the impression thac chis latter distinction should be mapped onto two of the three
terms mentioned above: the universal before the many, in the many. and posterior ro rhe many.
However. the phrase ai ta metechontaauta ditta themenoi should be read as: “and we must also
posit the universal which is participated [i.e., the universal in the many] itself as double.” So
what Prodlus is doing is subdividing the middle term of the three-fold initial division. This firs
with his other writings. where the universal before the many is unparticipated. the universal in
the many is the participated moment— participated here either by sensible or imaginary mat-
ter—, and the universal after the many is the “lacer-born” universal produced by Aristotelian
abstraction. See Procli Commentarium in Platonis Parmeniden in Prodi Opera Inedita, ed. V.
Cousin (Paris, 1864) 892.20 ff.

* The status of phantasia in Proclus in general is a controversial issue. H. Blumenthal is of
the opinion that in Proclus’ early works. especially the /n Timactim, doxa is thoughe of as the
main faculty between sensation and dianoia. This place is gradually usurped by phantasia, so
that in the late 7n Eucliden doxa is mentioned only marginally, and phantasia has become the
main faculty occupying this middle position. See H.]. Blumenthal, “Plutarch’s exposition of
the De Anima and the psychology of Proclus,” in De Jambiique i Proctus (Geneéve. 1975) 123~
47. This may be the case. Our interest in phantasia, however, is in its particular role in the /n
Euclidem. For Proclus on phantasia see A. Charles, “Limagination, miroir de Iime selon Proclos,”
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pathétikon), according to Proclus.” As he often does, Proclus analyses thi
name into its elements, and states that Aristotle called phantasia passive no
in order to show both its kinship with the higher, nous, and the lower, th
passivity of sensation. Being in-between, it is both the same as and different
from its upper and lower neighbours. I is similar to dianoia as its upper
neighbour because it projects what it knows ourt of the centre which is itself,
rather than receiving its logoi passively from outside. It is similar to aisthésis
because the logoZ which it projects reside in a matter which introduces exten-
sion into them, which is not the case for the logoi in dianoia.

Bv contrast phantasia, occupying a position in che centre, in the middle of chese rypes
of knowing, is awakened by itsell and projects (proballer) its object of knowledge (to
gndston), buc because it is not owsside ihe body, it leads its objects out of the undivided
centre of its life into division, extension, and figure. For this reason everything thar it
thinks is a figure (z21p0s) or a shape of its chought. It thinks the circle as extended, and
although this circle is free of externa) matter, it possesses an intclligihle marter (noétén
hulén) provided by phantasiuirselt. This is why there is more than one circle in phantasia,
as there is more than one circle in the sense world; for wich extension there appeac also
difterences in size and number among circles and triangles. (52.20-53.05)

All of the circles in phantasia are identical in that they are all instances of the
same logos (pantas homoious allélois kath' hena logon hupostantas) (53.07-08).
i.e., they are all circles. But they will differ in their size from each other, due
to the extension afforded by intelligible marter.

11

Phanrasiais situated berween dianoia and aisthésis. However, Proclus also
sets up a parallel between dianoia and Nature (phusis) on the one hand, and
phantasia and sense objects on the other (53.18 ft.). Prior to the universal in
sense objects is rhe universal in phusis, and prior to the universal in phantasia
is the universal in dianoia. The structure of the sensible world is atforded to
it through the mathematical principles which it receives through Nature,
standing under the Soul of the Cosmos, or World Soul. Thus the World
Soul, through the medium of Nature, puts forth the undivided mathemati-
cal logoi which it possesses and produces body. Our partial souls, however,

in Le Néoplatonisme (Pacis, 1971) 241-48; H.J. Blumenthal, “Neoplatonic Interpretacions of
Aristotle on Phantusia,” The Revicw of Metaphysics 31 (1977): 242-57; E. Moutsopoulos, Les
structuves de [omaginaire dans la philvso phie de Proclus (Paris, 1985): and S. Breton, Philosophie et
mathématique chez Proclus, suivi de. Principes philoso phiques des mathémariques, par N. Hartmann.
traduit de lallesnand par Genevieve de Peslonan (Pasis, 1969) 112-23.

? e Aninma 430224 At this point Aristotle is not referring to phantasia, but to the twotypes
of nous, one which becomes all things and one which makes all chings. Morrow refers us as well

to /i Tim. 1.244.20 and [11.158.9.
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being only little sisters of the World Soul, do not produce the /logo: which
scructure body when we project machematical /logoi. Rather, we project these
logo: into the matter produced by phantasia. In this account, the World Soul
does not possess phantasia, because phantasia in partial souls is what takes
the place of sensible logos.

[ think Proclus’ account here suffers from an internal conflict produced
by the difference between the World Soul and the partial soul. In his general
account of the structure of the Soul as it is feund in the /n Euclidem, phantasia
lies between dianoia and sense, and is not a parallel to the sensible logos. This
should hold for all souls, because all souls share the same structure. Most of
his discussion of phantasia at the beginning of the second prologue to the
Euclid commentary stays with this account of phantasia as in-between. How-
ever, at 53.18ff. Proclus seems to remember that he is speaking of phantasia
in a geometrical context, and that it would be strange to think of the World
Soul as performing bisections, and other such operations which the geom-
eter performs. Hence he seems to replace phantasia in the World Soul with
the logor which structure body. After this one mention of phusis, however,
both phusis and sensation seem to be forgotten, and Proclus returns to an
account in which we find only dianoia and phantasia. One presumes that in
this account sensation has resumed its place below phantasia.

111

Proclus’ general account of discursive reason (dianoia), is thatit is a pro-
jection of the logoi which constitute the essence (ousia) of the soul {probolé
ton ousiodon logon). The Soulis a fullness (pléréma) of these logor, and dianoia
is the activity by which the Soul draws out its implicit content, through a
reversion (¢ pistro phé) upon itself and upon Nous. In this projection, the Soul
makes its unified ousiddeis logo: to be multiple, as it draws forth out of itself
the multiplicity of the sciences (e pistémaz), and in this case, as it draws forth
out of itself the /ogoi which constitute geometrical figures.

Indeed, the account which Proclus gives of phantasia in the Euclid com-
mentary contains some of the most explicit descriptions of the probolé ton
oustodon logon in the Procline corpus:

For dianoia possesses the logoi but, not being powerful enough to see them when chey
arewrapped up. unfolds and exposes them and presents them to phantasia sitting in the

vestibule. (54.27-55.02)

Thus thinking (noésis) [in geometry} makes use of phantasia, and the syntheses and
divisions of its figures are imaginary (phartastai). Its knowing (gnésis) is a journey (hodos)
towards the dianoetic being (dianoétiken oxsian), but it has not yet reached it, because
dianaia is looking towards the outside, and although investigating what is outside by
means of what it has within, and making use of projections of logoi (proboluis logsn), it
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is from itself inoving to what lies outside. But if it should ever be able to roll up its
extensions and figures and view their plurality as a unity without figure, then in turning
back to itself ic would view quite differently the partless. unextended, and essential
(ousiodeis) geometrical logoi of which it is the fullness {plérdma). (55.06-18)

The Form itselt (ro geeidos awto) is without motion, ungenerated, indivisible and free of
all underlying marcer. But whatever exists secretly (kruphiss) in it is brought t plrantasia
separately and dividedly. That which projects is dianoia; that trom which it is projecied
is the dianoetic Form (dianoéton eidos), that in which what is projected exists is this
thing called ‘passive nows' (pathérikos houtos kalowmenos noues) that unfolds irself [cie-
cling] around the true Nous, divides out itselt from the undividedness of pure ineellec-
tion {akrui phmous noéseds), shapes itself according to the shapeless Forms (eidé) and
becomes all things, all that Ziunoia and the partless logos in us is. (56.11-22)

All of the elements of Proclus’ general account of the probolé tén ousiods
logén are present. Dianoia is thought of as a unified fullness of logos, which
produces out of itself the divided projections which are its own thoughts.
These thoughts produce the divided sciences, which have as their aim to
lead the soul back towards its unified centre, and to pass from these to th
higher unity which is Nous. However, this account differs from Proclus’ gen-
eral account in one small way. The account of dianoia in the Euclid com-
mentary seems to present danoia as a unified plérénma, which is subsequently
unfolded by phantasia. In his more general account, it is the ousia of the soul
which is the pléréma tén ousidodén logon, and this pléréma is unfolded by the
soul’s dianoia. We have here an example of the relativity of Proclus’ descrip-
tions. The probolé tén ousiédén logén is moving at this point from one level of
multiplicity, the temporal, to another level, the spatial. From the lower per-
spective, dianoid’s projection of the soul’s logoi into temporal multiplicity
appears as a dianoetic unity, even though in itself it does not appear so.
Further, Proclus goes back and forth between a description of dianoia as the
projector and that which is projected. Proclus says both that it is phantasa
which projects geometrical logos and that it is déanoia which projects them
into phantasia (52.20-53.05; 56.11--22).

v

There is another important difference between this accountin the Euclid
commentary and Proclus’ main accounc of the probolé tén ousiédon logon,
however, and it has to do with the passivity of phantasia as a receptacle for
the projected geometrical logoi. At 56.14—15, Morrow translates diastatos
kai meristés eis phantasian proagetai as “produced distinctly and individually
on the screen of imagination.” Morrow supplies the term ‘screen,” where the
Greek has only “in imagination.” In his forward to the 1992 edition of
Morrow’s translation, lan Mueller writes:
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[lmaginarion in Neoplatonism] serves as a kind of depositorv for sensations and thus
provides the basis for an account of empirical knowledge. But more importanily, par-
ticularly in Proclus’ Euclid commentary, it serves as a kind of movie screen on which
dianoia projects images tor machematical reflection. (xx)

The other accounts which we have of the probolé tén ousiédon logon do not
include this element of passivity in the projection. Rather, the usual descrip-
tion is of a spontaneous throwing forch of the ousiddeis logoi into a multiplic-
ity which is the soul’s energeia. Both Morrow and Mueller regard phantasia
in the Euclid commentary as a completely passive recepracle.

This characterization of phantasia as a passive projection screen is accu-
rate in a certain sense, but is also misleading. While there seems to be a sort
of ambiguous passivity in phantasia in this commentary, it is also clear that
phantasia is an active principle. The evidence for a passive characterisation
of phantasia seems initially strong. Mueller points us to a passage in which
Proclus refers to phantasia as a sort of mirror:

It is reasonable, then, thac he [Euclid] should define chis particular surface {the plane],
and go on to construct all of his figures upon it. For this reason also he gives his work
the subtitle “plane geomeav.” And so one must understand the plane as like someching
projected (probeblémenon), and lying before our eyes, and dianoia as writing everything
upon i, with phantasia as it were resembling a plane mirror, and the logoi in diaroia
sending down impressions of themselves 1o ir. (120.25-121.07)

In this passage, phantasia does seem to be simply a screen on which dianoia
projects logor, and hence a mere passivity. However, the context of this pas-
sage is Euclid’s definition of the plane. Proclus says that it is reasonable for
Euclid to have chosen one of the two sorts of simple surfaces, the plane
surface as opposed to the spherical surface, as the subject in which he will
study the figures and their properties. The reason for this is thac it is more
easily done on a plane than on a sphere, because there are certain figures
which cannort be represented on a sphere, such as a straighe line or a rectilin-
ear angle. For this reason we should think of phantasia as a plane projected
in front of us, and of dfanoia as writing everything on it, so that phantasia is
like a plane mirror to which dranoia sends reflexions of itself. Clearly here
theemphasis is on the fact that a plane mirror is flac instead of curved, rather
than on its reflectivity and passivity, because a flat surface is the most useful
and basic for geometrical demonstrations.

Further, the most explicit passage in which phantasia is called ‘passive’ is
the phrase at 56.16—18 “to de en héi ro proballomenon pathétikos houtos
kaloumenos nous.” I have translated this above as “that in which what is pro-
jected exists is this thing called ‘passive nous'” This is an obvious reference
back to 52.03-04 where Proclus refers to someone (Aristotle) who referred
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to phantasia as “passive nous.” But the phrase that Proclus uses at 52.03-04
is “noun pathérikon tis autén proseipein ouk oknésen,” which literally means
“someone did not shrink from calling [ phantasia] passive nous.” The phrase
‘did not shrink from’ indicates that Proclus thinks that this appelation is a
bit strange. Indeed, he goes on to ask how anything could be nous and pas-
sive at the same time. The solution is that this name points towards the
upper neighbour of phantasia, which is a sort of nous, and towards the lower
neighbour, which is passive. We cannot draw the conclusion here, then, that
phantasia uself is passive at all. Further, we cannot draw this conclusion
from the use of the phrase at 50.16-18, because it is a clear reference back to
52.03-04. Finally, there are clear indications that phantasia is as much activ-
ity as passivity. The strongest indication of this is at 52.22, “| phantasid) is
awakened by itself and projects (proballe:) its object of knowledge (anegeiretai
men aph’ heautés kai proballei to gnoston).” So while a case might be made for
the passivity of phantasia because tt is that in which the logoi which dianoia
projects exist, it is more likely itself an activity, itself a projection of math-
ematical logoi. It is possible that Proclus’ thoughts here are ambiguous, be-
cause phantasia holds this middle place between the activity of dianoias ac-
tive projection, and the passivity of aisthésis. Perhaps phantasia’s projection is
both active and passive, active in the sense that all projection is energeia, and
passive in the sense that the logoi once projected seem to be their own recep-
tacle, i.e., they are themselves both the ‘mirror’ of imagination and what is
scen in the mirror.

\%

Be all this as it may, what is missed in the account of phantisia as a mere
passive screen is that the sort of probolé ton ousiodon logon which phantasia
performs is a projection of explicitly spatial logoi."" The logoé in question ate
lines, angles, and figures. Phantasia is the moment of the unfolding of the
cosmos where space, as interval (diastasis), emerges, just as dianoia in gener.ll
is the moment where time emerges. The Soul is the first principle to exist in
time, because it is unable to view all of the logoi which it possesses in its ousta
in one simple act. Its dianoetic movement from one /ogos to the next is de-
scribed metaphorically as a circling around the nous in which it participates:

' S. Breton proposes that imagination creates spatial things, and as such the imagination of
a puarcial soul creates its ochénmu, or vehicle. See S. Breton, Philosophic et mathématique chez
Lrocls, suivide, Principes p/}i/ﬂsap/}iqw: des mathémariques, par N. Hartmann, tracuir de {allemand
par Genevidve de Peslouan (Paris, 1969) 122-23. A. Charles argues convincingly agaiase chis
point, and agrees with us in the role of phantasiz as providing the paradigm of maerial spatiality:
and not of producing spatial things. See A. Charles, “Limagination, miroir de I'ime selon
Proclos.” in Le Néoplaronisme (Paris, 1971) 241-48.
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1 viewing of the nous which is its centre from the various points on the
circumference of a circle. Thus the particular sort of multiplicity which is an
inability for the instantaneous unity with the totality of /logo: constituting its
essence generates the motion of the Soul, which is measured by Time."!
With mathematical projection, spatiality begins to emerge. [ tis proper to
think of the Procline hierarchy of principles in terms of their most basic
characteristic: their relative unity and multiplicity, or their proximity or dis-
tance from the One. The One is simple. The henads are likewise simple, yer
there are more than one of them. Nous has an inner multiplicity, yet each
element of that multiplicity is able to be present to each other element. Soul
isan inner multiplicity in which each element is not able to be present to all
other elements at once. The activity of Soul is a serial activity in which its
contents are consciously present, but one at a time. It is this division or
multiplicity which is measured by Time. Body has descended to a level of
multiplicity in which none of its elementsare able to be present to any other
of its elements at all, i.e., the parts of bodies cannot occupy the same posi-
tion."” We call this spatiality. The object of phantasia holds an interesting
place between the Soul, as temporal but non-spatial, and Body."* Geometri-
cal figures may be thought to occupy the same space, and so two adjacent
figures may make use of the same line as a boundary, such that the line is
simultaneously an element of both figures. However, the shapes of the fig-
ures themselves cannot be violated. The two opposite sides of a square, tor
example, can never be thought of as occupying the same position while the
figure retains its identity. This inability of elements of one figure to leave
their place and be present to the other elements of the same figure is the key
characreristic of the sort of multiplicity which is spatial multiplicity. Hence
in phantasia we see the emergence of ideal space. The spatiality of body is
merely an intensification of this sort of multiplicity, because the inability to
be mutually present which holds for the parts of a given figure now holds
between different bodies.
In this conception, matter has undergone an important transformation.
The normal conception of matter as the potentiality for Form holds that

" For Proclus the monad of Time is the particular no#s in which Soul participates. It is not
produced by the Soul's motion, because it is that which ineasures the Soul's motion, in Aristo-
tle’s formulation.

'* See Proclus, The Elernents of Theology. a revised text with translation, introduction and
commentary by ER. Dodds, 2nd edition with addenda et corrigenda (Oxtord, 1963) prop.15,
where all char is capable of selt-reversion must be incorporeal.

" Strictly speaking, phantasia is an activity of the Soul, so this statement is not completely
accurate. However, it is accurate in the sense thac it is temporality which most properly charac-
terrzes Soul, and the emergence of space in geometrical procession marks the transitional aspect
of chis lowest sort of projection.
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matter and Form are separate principles, such that matter is a sort of passive
receptacle for the order imposed by immaterial Form."* Here, however, mat-
ter is not so much a passive receptacle for Form, but has become a concomi-
tant characteristic of a certain sort of low-level Form. Extension, which seems
to be the cardinal character of material things, results from the declension of
Form itself, rather than being supplied by an external principle. Another
way to think of this is that the passive potentiality of matter has been sub-
sumed under the active potentiality of Form, in Proclus.” For this reason
“intelligible matter” (53.01) is not a contradiction. Geometrical logo: are in
intelligible matter because they are a sort of Form or logos which have exten-
sion, or interval. It is for this reason that phantasia is ambiguous, in that it
scems to be both activity and passivity. Phantasia projects geometrical logor,
which because of their extension are in matter, but this mater is itself a
product of the activity of geometrical projection. So on the one hand
phantasia, as that in which extended geometrical logo: exist, is a sort of pas-
sivity. But on the other hand, this extension which receives geometrical logo/
is a product of phantasia’s own projection, and is thus the issue of an activ-
ity.'®

"Thus the sort of spatialicy which emerges in phantasiaisnot the spatiality
of Body, but rather isa cause or paradigm of the spatiality of Body. Accord-
ing to Proclus’ doctrine of mean terms, berween that which possess the per-
fection and precision of the unextended, and that which is extended but
admits of all sorts of imprecision, is that which is both extended and precise;
between dianoia and aisthésis is phantasia. Geometrical figures, which are
extended but precise, are the paradigms, and hence the causes of the impre-
cise order in Body. In Proclus’ account of the seven main portions of the
Soul, given in the Timaeus commentary, he holds that in its division into
portions, the Soul’s ousia possesses the principles of the remaining, proces-
sion, and return of both two and three dimensional being.”” These portions
of the Soul's ousia are not themselves the proximate causes of Body because
they are not themselves two or three dimensional. They are rather the prin-
ciples in which two and three dimensional being exist, as in their cause.
They are portions of the ousia of the Soul which proceed outward into the
dunamis and energeia of the Soul. Phantasia is between the Soul's ousia and

'* This holds if one subscribes to a strong hylomorphism, like Aristotle, as welt as it one
thinks that the unity of matter and torm s less strong.

' Ct. Plotinus’ striking claim that even matter is a sort of ultimate Form, at Enncads, trans:
A.H. Armstrong, 7 vols. (London and Cambridge, 1966-1986) V.8.7.23.

1 Cf. fn Tim. 11.24.31-25.23. Proclus seems to think as well that physical /ogoi put forth
their powers into matter as a sort of ‘exhalation.’

7 In Tim. 11.205.24-30.
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Body, because unlike the ousia of the Soul, which is the cause of two and
three-dimensionality, it actually is ideal two and three-dimensionality, wich-
out the imperfection of Body.'® [t is with and in Body, yet the sort of matter
in which it projects its ideas is intelligible matter. Intelligible matter in this
sense is a peculiarly Neoplatonic invention: i.e., an entity which must exist
because of other principles, such as the doctrine of mean terms, but which
seems at first blush to be an oxymoron. And its being with and in Body is
likely parallel to the way in which the boundaries of a solid are with and in
it. without themselves being three-dimensional.

VI

In this paper we began with the question of the status of geometrical
matter. This matter was seen to be a sort of in-between. According to Proclus,
it shares extension with body, and immateriality with dianoia. We saw that
Proclus’ account of phantasia in the Euclid commentary is an example of his
wider theory of dianoia, as a projection of the soul’s essential /ogor. In light of
this, weexamined the case made for a completely passive account of phantasia.
We discovered that phantasia is as much an active principle of the projection
of geometrical /ogoi, as it is a passive receptacle for its own projections. Fi-
nally, we pointed out that whereas for Proclus dianoia in general is a projec-
tion whose multiplicity is measured by Time, with the projection of ideal
space by phantasia the soul's activity has reached the next greater level of
multiplicity in the stepwise declension of the Procline universe.

ABSTRACT

In his commentary on Euclid’s Elements, imagination (phantasia) is a type
of discursive reason (dianoia) in which the Soul’s logo: are projected into
spatial multiplicity, racher than simply temporal multiplicity. Phantasia is
both an active principle of projection, and the passive receptacle which re-
ceives its own projections. As such, phantasia provides an intelligible matcer
for its geometrical figures. This matter is itself geometrical extension.

" Proclus does not allow us to pin him down here, but it is likely that he thought of
phantasia as a sort of energeia of the Soul. The energeia is thatwhich projects the ousiod eis logoi,
as phantusia projects geometrical logor; the Soul's enesgeia is its self-motion, as phuntasia has a
“formm.ative motion (mor photiken kinésin).” See In Eucl. 51.21.
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