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In the works of Proclus, matter has a strange affinity with the
One. The One is beyond being, and matter ‘beneath’ it; the One
gives all things while matter receives them. But how can we
understand a relation between two ‘principles’ which are nothing
in themselves? The One is a nothingness in excess (ka®’Ortegox1 V)
and matter a nothingness in lack (ka®’éAAewbv),? and in both
cases, even the name ‘Nothing’ falls short. In fact, the first, Proclus
explains, is only named ‘One’ or ‘Good’ for what comes after it, and
the last is only named ‘Matter” and ‘Receptacle,” for what comes
before.? Just as the ineffability of the One is revealed in each God,
so too we only discover ‘matter itself’ as if by looking behind and
beyond the many receptacles which are together giving birth to
the world. This rapprochement of last and first, we will see, is no
coincidence, for the materials of the world are the reflections of
the divine processions and a revelation of the power of the Gods.

1  This paper is a development of my M.A. thesis (2018) written for the
Dalhousie Department of Classics. I give thanks for the loving supervision and
careful criticism of Dr. Wayne Hankey, who introduced me to Proclus. I am also
thankful for Dr. Eli Diamond, Dr. Evan King, and Dr. Edward Butler, and especially
Amy Bird, who spent many hours reading and helping me with this paper.

2 Proclus, Platonic Theology 1.12 57.24. Text edited by H. D. Saffrey and
L. G. Westerink, Proclus Théologie Platonicienne, 6 vols. (Paris: Les Belles Lettres,
1968-1997).

3 Proclus, Parmenides Commentary VII 513.7-14: Si igitur nomen aliquod
oportet primo adducere, uidetur le unum et le bonum ipsi conuenire, que utique
et uidentur penetrantia per omnia entia, quamuis et ipsum sit ultra nomen omne.
Propter quod et quod omnium ultimum, dissimiliter illud imitans, neque ipsum
per nomen suum manifestare aliqualiter possibile — quomodo enim quod sine
specie? — sed ab hiis que ante ipsum nominatur dexameni, (idest suscipiens) et
tethini et materia et subiectum, sicut ab hiis que post ipsum le primum. Text edited
by Carlos Steel, Procli in Platonis Parmenidem Commentaria, 3 volumes (Oxford:
University Press, 2007-2008). Translations adapted from Glenn R. Morrow and
John M. Dillon, Proclus’ Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides (Princeton: University
Press, 1987).
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The purpose of this paper is to describe this relation between the
Gods and their material reflections. A theological understanding
of matter is necessary because Proclus’ complex material system
is made more difficult by the fact that texts key to the discussion
are lost. In Proclus’ Timaeus commentary, for example, we find
many different kinds of matter, but few clues about their unity.
Even so, while Proclus describes many matters developing
over many stages, matter’s receptivity always develops in the
same order as the processions of the Gods themselves. Matter
and the Gods share the same dialectic. For this reason, the
present inquiry seeks to understand matter as the revelation
of divine power. We will see, in conclusion, that Proclus’
theological approach to matter describes a vision of the world
as it remains in the Gods, the temporal expression of divine life
in eternity which is indeed “a shrine for the everlasting Gods.”*

1

The basic contours of Proclus’” understanding of matter can
be found in the Elements of Theology, which provides the simple
architecture for what, when one turns to Proclus’ other works,
ends up being a very complex system. Midway through the
Elements of Theology matter emerges as the receptive side of the
comprehensive power of the One. This receptivity is revealed
in the dependence of divided beings on their causes for their
completion. Divided being is the incomplete existence that
belongs to the temporal world of sense experience and process.
The eternal and simple existence of causes is divine and self-
complete, while the perfection of the divided can only be achieved
in another. Indeed, the temporal only proceeds from the eternal
as it is received by a receptive principle more ancient. In the
Elements, matter is this principle of reception. Thanks to matter,
the self-complete include the incomplete in their own perfection.

4 Plato, Timaeus 37c: v awiwv Oev yeyovog dyaAua. Text edited by
Ioannes Bunet, Opera, Volume 4 (Oxford: Oxonii, 1900).
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Without this receptacle, the world of becoming could not exist.
We arrive at this conclusion from the principle that whatever
produces an effect, on account of being prior, also determines
everything that effect causes in turn (§ 56).° The immediate result is
that prior causes also produce the effects caused by their offspring,
and produce them to an even greater degree. Moreover, since the
prior cause is active before (10) the later, it will also go on producing
more effects after (uetd) the lower reach the limit of their power (§
57).¢ This principle is the key to understanding the basic structure
of Proclus’ conception of the cosmos. Simplicity and complexity are
not arranged as if in a pyramid, with the simple above giving way
to more and more complexity below. No, the complexity of body
is comprehended, both above and beneath, by orders of simplicity.
Body is not at the ‘bottom’ of the cosmos but in the middle.

This order is one in which the productive power of prior causes
comprehends the effects of the later. The later are compounded
of more and more causes, becoming more and more complex (§
58),” but as the later causes reach the limit of their power and
the prior continues to be effective, their effects become more
simple again. Simplicity is both superior (koetttov) and inferior
(xetoov) to the complex life which resides between (§ 59).® The
result is that embodied soul, at the ‘centre’ of the cosmos, is the
most complex of beings. These partial souls are begotten by the

5  Proclus, Elements of Theology § 56: “Everything produced by secondary
causes is also produced, to an even greater degree, by those prior causes from
which even the secondary themselves derive” (ITav t0 VIO TV devTéQWV
TIOEAYOUEVOV KAl ATO TOV TEOTEQWV KAl ATIWTEQWVY TaQayeTal Hellovawg,
&’ OV kat T devtepa mapryeto). Text edited by E. R. Dodds, ed., Proclus: the
Elements of Theology: a Revised Text with Translation, Introduction and Commentary
(Oxford: University Press, 1963). Line numbers restart with each proposition.

6 Ibid., § 57: “Every cause is both active before its effects and gives rise to
more terms after them” (Ilav aitiov kai mEO TOL AlTIATOL éveQyel Kal pet avTo
TAELOVWV €0TIV VTTOOTATIKOV).

7 1Ibid., § 58: “Everything produced by a greater number of causes is
more composite than that produced by fewer” (ITav 10 VO MAgWOVWV alticwv
TIAQAYOHEVOV OLVOETWTEQOV £07TL TOD VTIO EAATTOVWV TAXQXYOUEVOD).

8 1Ibid., § 59: “Everything substantially simple is either superior or inferior
to composite things” (ITav t0 ATAODV kT 00OV 1) KQEITTOV €0TLTOV OLV OéTwV

1 XEIQOV).
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entire series of divine causes, sharing in all as one begotten by all.
Plants are the products of fewer causes than a human being and
are therefore more simple, and rocks again, of fewer than plants.

If one proceeds in this way, the conclusion is a matter which
is absolutely last, relative directly and without mediation to the
One alone:

The last (t0 éoxatov) is, like the first (to mowtov), perfectly simple,
since it proceeds from the first alone; but the first is simple as being
above (10 kelttov) all composition, the other as being beneath
(to xeloov) it. And the same reasoning applies to all other terms.’

When the properties from all secondary causes are stripped away,
at cosmic bottom lies a nature like the One alone, caused by the
One alone, and with no other comparison. The result is that
this ‘last’ matter, while inferior to all it receives, is also causally
prior to them, for nothing received could subsist without it. This
causal priority in matter follows from the greater persistence
of the higher causes” power: “Every principal cause that is
more universal (t0 0AucwteQov, ‘more whole,” or we might say,
‘more comprehensive’) both irradiates before the parts into their
participants and are later to withdraw from their participation” (§
70).1° For this reason, we may venture to call matter “prevenient.’
Matter ‘goes before” and the result is an order of participation
in each mortal being that reveals the order of divine causes:

Every principal cause that is more universal and has a higher
rank is shared by its offspring according to the irradiations from
them as they become a substrate for the more partial gifts, and
the irradiations from the prior receive those proceeding from
that later which are founded upon them. Successive rays strike
downwards upon the same recipient, the more universal [or more
whole] causes affecting it first, and the more specific supplementing
these by offering their own gifts upon the participants (§ 71)."

9 Ibid., § 59.9-12: dux Y@ TOVTO KAl TO ETXATOV TWV OVIWV ATTAOVOTA
TOV, OTEQR TO TIOWTOV, OTLATIO HOVOL TEOELOL TOD TOWTOL: AAA” 1] ATTAOTNG 1) pev
KATX TO KQEITTOV £€0TL TAOTG OLVOETEWG, 1) O KATA TO XEIQOV. KAl ETl MAVTWY
0 avTog €0l AdyOG.

10 Ibid., § 70: [Taxv 0 OAUK@TEQOV €V TOLG XQX1YLKOIG KAL TTOO TV LLEQUKWV
€16 T HETEXOVTA EAAGUTIEL KOl DEVTEQOV EKEIVWV ATIOAEITIEL TO HETATXOV.

11 Ibid., § 71: IT&vta t& €V TOIG AQXNYIKOIS altiolg OAKWTEQAY KAl
VTEQTEQAY TAELV £XOVTOL €V TOIC ATIOTEAETUATLKATA TAG AT aVTWV EAAGELS
VoK E(EVA TWE YiVETAL TALS TOV HEQIKWTEQWV HETADOOETL Kal al HEV Ao
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Corporeal existence resides between simplicities at the top
and bottom of the cosmos. The first simplicities are complete
and self-perfecting, while the last are incomplete and receptive
images of the first. The contingent existence of generation proceeds
from the Gods and is conceived in their material reflections, who
are, to use the image of the Timaeus, the mother of the world.

Turning to Proclus’ other works with the doctrine of the
Elements in mind, we expect an approach to matter that
emphasizes both the hierarchy of its causes and the many layers
of substrate that hierarchy produces. What we find, however, are
detailed instances of both, but very little about how we should
understand their relation. For example, while discussing the
source of matter in the Timaeus Commentary, Proclus begins by
illustrating the principle we have just learned from the Elements:

It has been shown that the “first unlimitedness” which is before
‘the mixed’ is established at the summit of the intelligibles
and extends its irradiations from that place to the last.!?

As we expect, the power of the ‘first unlimitedness’ is both
before and extends beyond its effects.’® As it reaches beyond,
it is a primary cause of ‘the last,” or matter. However, as the
passage continues, the unlimited is not the only cause of matter,
for the other supreme principles also cast their reflections:

Thus, according to [Plato], matter proceeds both from the One
and from the unlimitedness which is prior to One Being, and,
if you wish, inasmuch as [matter] is potential being, from One
Being as well. Hence it is a good of a kind, a thing without
limit, the most indistinct being, and is devoid of form, since it

TOV AVOTEQWV EAAGUPELS DTTODEXOVTAL TAG €K TV DEVTEQWYV TTEOODOVE, EKELVOL
0¢ émi tovTwV €doalovtal kat oVTw monyovvTat Hebéfelc aAAaL dAAwV, katl
gudaoelc dAAatL €’ aAAaig advwBev elg TO avTO PoLTOOLY VTTOKEIHEVOV, TOV
OAKWTEQWY TIQOEVEQYOUVTWY, TV D& LLEQIKWTEQWV ETILTALS EKEIVWV €veQyelalg
TAG £AVTOV HETADOTELS XOOTYOUVTWYV TOIG HETEXOVTLV.

12 Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 1 385.9-12: dédeuctat 8’ <év dAAoig>, 6Tt
TV MQWTNV ATELRIAV, TV TOO TV UIKTOV, €V T AKQOTNTL TWV VONTAV (dovoe
Kot €kelfev avthg dateiver TV EAAapLY dxot v éoxatwy [...]. Text edited
by E. Diehl, in Platonis Timaeum commentaria, 3 volumes (Leipzig: Teubner, 1903-
1906). Translations adapted from David T. Runia and Michael Share, Commentary on
Plato’s Timaeus: Book 2: Proclus on the Causes of the Cosmos and its Creation, Volume
2 (Cambridge: University Press, 2008).

13 Proclus, Elements of Theology, § 56.
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has these things before the forms and their manifestation. [...]

Matter first of all, then, arises from these principles, but it is also
produced by secondary and tertiary intelligible and intellective
causes, both supercelestial and encosmic. But why do I speak of the
Gods alone? Matter is also produced by the nature of the All (with
respect to its own existence, for it also participates the first causes), so
too the Demiurge, who on the one hand is also the cause of last matter
according to the henad in him by which he is also a God, and on the
other, according to his existence as demiurge, is not the cause [of last
matter], but [the cause] of bodies as bodies and of making bodies."*

In this way, Proclus begins to reveal the details of matter’s
origin, and the entire hierarchy of causes seems to contribute.
Matter proceeds first from super essential-principles, from the
One, the unlimited, and One Being. But it is also produced
by the intellectual causes, both those beyond and within the
cosmos. These are followed by ‘the nature of the All,” who also
has something to give matter, and finally matter’s last qualities
are received in the demiurgic process by which bodies emerge
as the sensible substances we know in the world. There is a
movement here in four general steps, from the super-essential,
to the intelligible-intellectual, to the universal, to the partial.
These steps will take on increasing significance as we continue.

Even if there is much to learn here, we must also ask what
kind of receptivity is produced at each level. It is clear that there
are many matters, but what are they? How do they differ from
one another, and how do they work together? These questions
are difficult, but not for lack of details. Proclus develops an
entire material vocabulary inspired by the Timaeus. Terms
like ‘the traces,” ‘the receptacle,” ‘the elements,” ‘the second

14 Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 1 385.12-17; 386.14-22: cbote kat’ avTOV 1)
VAN TEdeLoy € Te TOD EVOC Kal €K TG ATELQIAC TNS TTEO TOV €VOG OVTOG, £l d¢
BovAet, kol &TTO TOL £VOG GVTOC KABOOOV £0TLOLVAELOV. DIO KAl Ay OOV i) €0TL
KL ATIELQOV, KAL ALLOQOTATOV OV KAl AVEIDEOV, DO KA TAVTA TIQO TGV €DV Kal
MG EKPAVTEWS AVTOV. [...] MEOTWE péEV 0DV AT TOVTWV LPIOTATAL TV AQXWV
1) VA1, magAyeL 0¢ avT)V T deVTEQA KAl TOITA VONTA TE Kol VOEQX alTior Kt
UTTEQOVRAVLA KAl EYKOTULA. kal TL Aéyw Teol TV Be@v avTt@V; AAAX Kol 1) ToD
Tavtog GUOIS TaRAYeL TV VANV kaB060o0v E0Tl kal katd TV éavtng Umagv:
KATX YOQ TAUTNV HETEXEL TG TEWTIOTNG aiTiog: Kol Tolvuv 6 dONUIoveyos Kata
HEV TNV EVAdA TNV €V avt®, kad’ NV kat £0tt Bedg, €0t Kal TG EoxATng VANG
alTIog, KAt d& TO OV TO dNULOVOY KOV AVTAG HUEV OVK QITIOC, TV d¢ CWUATWY
T COUATA KAl TOV OOUATIKOV oot twV [...].
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substrate,” all become distinct levels in matter’s development.
Consider this passage in which Proclus carefully sorts through
the relations between different aspects of the receptacle:

[‘The visible’] does not refer to either ‘matter’ or ‘the second
substrate,” but it is that which has already participated the forms and
contains ‘traces” and reflections of them, ‘moving in a discordant and
disorderly manner.”"

Most of these terms in quotes are taken directly from the Timaeus,
and we get a glimpse here of how Proclus strives to see an order
among them. In this case, he argues that ‘the visible’ (6patov)
is posterior to ‘matter” (UAnv) and ‘second substrate’ (devtegov
vmokelpevov). Moreover, this ‘visible’ mass is related somehow
to the “traces of forms’ ({xvn t@v €id@v), and the ‘discordant and
disorderly movement’ (MANUHEAQS KAl ATAKTWS KIVOVULEVOV)
they produce. The complexity poses many questions for Proclus’
readers: Are these all distinct substrates with distinct causes?
How does receptivity develop from one to the next? But these
are not even the only terms involved. As Proclus proceeds,
he incorporates related concepts from other places, including
‘necessity’ (avayxkn),' ‘space’ (xoa),” “‘unlimitedness’ (ameoi),'®
‘the universal receptacle’ (mavdexéc),” ‘the visible whole’ (rav

15 1Ibid., I 387.12-14: cdote ovte v VANV oUTE TO deVTEQOV VTIOKEIHEVOV
onuaivet, AAA” €0TL TO TN HETAOXOV TV DOV Kal iXvn Tva €Xov abT@V Kail
guddoeic TANUHEAQS Kol ATAKTWS KIVOOLEVOV-

16 See Plato, Timaeus 47e.5-48a.2.

17 See Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 1 326.5-7: “"There were three things
before the heaven came to be: being, space (xoa), and becoming’ [Tim.
52d.3-4]—that much-discussed realm of disharmony” (toia d¢ v kai motv
ovEavoV YevéoDat, OV Kal Xwoa Kal Yéveols dNAov, OTL TOLODTOV NV €KELVO TO
BovAovpevov, TO TANUpEAEQ).

18 See Proclus, On the Existence of Evils 35.19-21: “And, what else is the
unlimited in body but matter? And what else is limit in it but form? What else but
the whole is that which consists of both these things?” (ti yao &AAo év avt@ o
amepov 1) 1 VAN; Tl ¢ T 1éag 1) o eldog; Tl d¢ TO €Kk TOUTWV 1] TO TUVOAOV;).
Text edited by H. Boese, Procli Diadochi tria Opuscula (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1960).

19 See Plato, Timaeus 51a.7-b.2: “If we speak of it as an invisible and
characterless sort of thing, one that receives all things [...] we shall not be misled.”
(&AA” avopartov eldoOg Tkt AHOEPOV, TavdeXES, HETAAAUPAVOV dE ATOQWTATA
1) TOD VONTOU KAl dLTAAWTOTATOV avTO AéyovTeg ov hevoduedn).
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oov 1v 0patov),? and ‘the elements’ (ototxeia),* as well as some
terms that Proclus either infers or draws from other sources,
including ‘potential being’ (dvuvapet 0v),? ‘unformed body’
(amolov owpa),® and ‘the enmattered forms’ (évuAa €idn). Some
are clearly distinct aspects of the material order, while others
seem to overlap, to be redundant, or to speak more broadly or
particularly about the same phenomena.* It is, evidently, a very
complex theory. And to make its interpretation more difficult, the
portion of Proclus’ commentary that interprets the most crucial
part of the Timaeus on the nature of the receptacle is lost to us.”

The question then is how to proceed. We have on the one hand
a sense of how many causes of matter there really are, everything
from the One itself down to the makers of particular bodies, and
on the other, we have names for distinct kinds of receptivity,
but no comprehensive account in the Timaeus Commentary as
to how their order works together. However, we can still be
certain that these distinct orders, one of causes and the other
of substrates, share the same metaphysical logic. This is thanks
to Proclus’ dependence on the Parmenides of Plato in all his

20 See ibid., 30a.3-4 quoted above.

21 See ibid., 48.b-d and 53.c-54.d.

22 See Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 1 385.9-14.

23 See Proclus, Parmenides Commentary VI 1119.9-11; 1123.11-14.

24 This list was prepared with great help from Gerd van Riel (“Proclus
on Matter and Physical Necessity,” in Physics and philosophy of Nature in Greek
Neoplatonism, 231-257, edited by R. Chiaradonna and F. Trabattoni [Leiden: Brill,
2009]; “Damascius on Matter,” in Platonism and Aristotelianism, 189-213, edited by
Th. Bénatouil, F. Trabattoni and E. Maffi [Hildesheim: Olms, 2011]). His work is a
helpful guide to the many ways Proclus speaks about matter, offering a schematized
look at how the substrates are structured. Opsomer (“The Natural World,” in
All From One: A Guide to Proclus, 139-166, edited by Pieter d’"Hoine and Marije
Martijn [Oxford, 2017]) has carried on the work, describing more broadly how
receptivity develops from one step to the next. There is also a late-ancient account
of the ‘platonic’ material system, which is likely a fairly accurate representation of
Proclus” own, in John Philoponus’ polemic against Proclus on the eternity of the
world (See Contra Proclum, 407.16-410.5, available in Against Proclus on the Eternity
of the World 9-11, translated by Michael Share [London/New Delhi/New York/
Sydney: Bloomsbury, 2010]).

25 Timaeus 48 ff.
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interpretation.? The structure of the Parmenidean hypotheses and
their interpretation provide the means by which Proclus draws
Plato’s works into a consistent theological system.?” Accordingly,
in the second part of this paper we will seek to clarify the veiled
dialectic of material receptivity in the Timaeus Commentary by
seeing its necessary relation to the reciprocal dialectic of divine
procession in the Platonic Theology, this unity all the while provided
by the Parmenidean metaphysical structures which gather
together both. We must, in this way, strive to consider matter
according to Proclus’ theology, looking to see how the orders
of material principles are given shape by the Gods themselves.

2

In the first half of Plato’s Parmenides, the dialogue’s namesake
scrutinizes Socrates’ theory of forms. Commenting on their
discussion, Proclus gives particular attention to the question of
the unity matter and form must share. All bodies are composed of
these two principles, but how are they brought together? Proclus
considers various images used to describe their union, ‘reflection,’
‘seal,” and ‘image, * but he finally concludes that while these images
are useful, it is necessary, most of all, to consider the problem
theologically. This move typifies what is so characteristic about
Proclus’ approach to the natural world. The physical, sensible,
and embodied are not finally a world separate from the Gods,
but rather, are only comprehensible in light of the higher powers:

The things in this world which appear to be more imperfect are the
products of more sovereign powers in the intellectual world which,
because of their indescribable plenitude of being, are able to penetrate
to the lowest grades of existence, and the things here imitate in the
indefiniteness of their own nature the ineffable existence of those
higher powers. The substrate therefore bears their reflections, I mean
the one substrate as well as the many and diverse kinds of receptivity
by which the things here are disposed towards desire of the Forms,
and of the rich plenitude of the texture of the demiurgic reason-

26 See Proclus, Platonic Theology 1.7 ff.

27 van Riel describes the importance of the Parmenides for understanding
matter in Proclus and others in “Damascius on Matter,” 2011.

28 Proclus, Parmenides Commentary IV 839-842.
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principles. Endowed with these aptitudes, the substrate receives the
visible cosmos and participates in the whole process of creation.”

We find here the affirmation of much already discussed above.
Just as in the Elements of Theology, the things that “appear more
imperfect” are products of “more sovereign powers” and the in-
definiteness of the corporeal imitates the “ineffable existence” of
divine causes. The substrates “bear their reflections,” and the su-
preme powers of the Gods are inverted in “diverse kinds of re-
ceptivity,” which are “disposed to desire the forms.” This is the
process by which the visible world is made complete. The forms
and materials of the corporeal are given and received by supreme
causes and their unmediated reflections.

For this reason, just as each divine principle is necessary
to the complete procession of diversity from the Gods, so too
each aspect of the substrate is necessary to the reception of that
diversity in generation. A little later in the same commentary,
Proclus continues, “every creative agent (10 motovv) works upon
something which is by nature susceptible (to maBeiv) to it, a
nature which receives this activity (évégyewav) into its potency
(dvvapevov).”® The crucial term here is ‘susceptibility” (to
naOetv). The active and receptive aspects must be suited to each
other: “the subject that is fitted to receive, whatever the character
may be, by its very aptitude presents itself as a collaborator with
the agent that can create and it does so through its desire, for its
approach is caused by desire for what it is moving towards.”*!
Following the Timaeus, it is fit to emphasize the emptiness and

29 Ibid., IV 845.3-12: tax yao évravBa dorkodvta elvat AteAéoteoa TV
AOXIKWTEQWY E0TL DuVApEWY &V Ekelvolg amoteAéopata, dx TNV ékelvwv
&meptyoadov megrovoiay XoL KAl TV TeEAeLTAWY TTEOTEVAL DLVALEVWY, KAL T
G0QIOTW TG EaVTOV GVOEWS HLpElTaL TNV ékelvwv doontov Vmaply: ékelvav
0’ ovV ExeL Tag Eudaoelc T ToKelpEVOV, {TO} Te &V Aéyw Kat T MoAAAG kail
draxdpoovg EmtndeldTTAc, &P’ WV elg épeoty kabloTdpeva TOV DOV Kal TO
TG VTOMAN QWO EWS TV DNLLOVEYIKWV AGYWV KAl TS TOLUTNG CUUTAOKTG TOV
udavn kéopov VTEdéEaTo Kal TNG OANG LeTéoXE TOU|OEWG.

30 Ibid., IV 843.1-3: mQ@TOV L&V YAXQ TIAV TO TTOLODV €15 TO MOty meHUKOG
U7 a0TOD MoLel KAl €1 TO dUVAEVOV AVTOD katadéEaobat TV évégyelay, ote
Kat O dMNULOVEYOS TL TOLOVTOV TOMOEL

31 Ibid., IV 843.3-6: 10 d¢ ¢mutidetov eig 6 ti moTe dix NG EmITNOEdTNTOS
avTAG £€AVTO MEOCAYEL T TOLTAL dDLUVALEVEW, TODTO d¢ O édéoews: 1) Yo
TEOUTEAELOLG 0peELy €XeL TOL @ TEOeLoLY aitiov- For the implications of Proclus’
use of “desire” here, see Proclus, On the Existence of Evils, 32.28-31.
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lack which are not qualities of the receptacle but are its very
nature. Even so, this lack, after the reasoning of Plato’s Symposium,
is the condition of desire and receptivity. Matter contributes to
the work of demiurgy by means of what it does not have, and
as it gradually receives the developing activity of the creative
causes, its receptivity also develops in an approach towards a
complete world which is moved by the desire for that completion.

This partnership means that form and matter—the productive
and receptive causes of bodies—develop according to a unified
dialectic, and it means that the more we learn about the Gods,
the more we should understand about the material principles
of the world. In precisely this fashion, Proclus produces an
account of matter’s developing receptivity that mirrors directly
reciprocal stages in the processions of the Gods. This sparse
but crucial text provides the governing structure we require,
and it will be our guide for the remainder of the inquiry:

What is the source of [matter’s receptivity] and how does it arise?
Shall we not say that it comes from the paternal (matowkng) and
creative (omrtucrg) cause? For the whole nature of what underlies
demiurgy, if we may rely upon those who are wise in divine things,
comes about, first by the intelligible father, whoever this is; second,
upon this another father who is also creator cast his own reflections;
third, the creator who is also a father ordered it as a whole; and
finally, the creator alone filled it with the creation of particulars.
From these causes appear the following: first, the matter before
all forming—the all-receiving and shapeless form of the Timaeus;
second, the receptacle of traces of forms but discordant and
disordered; third, the whole cosmos made up of whole substances
according to a unique and perfect paradigm; and finally, the fullness
of all living things, both the mortal beings of diverse substances
and everything before the causes of the cosmos as a whole.*

32 Ibid., IV 844.11-26: I160ev 01 00V TAOTNV KL TG €YYEVOUEVT) — TOVTO
YaQ €ENG EMIOKENTEOV — 1) ATO TG TMATOIKNG aitiag kal tomtikng Gprioouev;
TACAV YOQ TNV UTTOKELLEVNV T dNovgya Gvowy, tva Tolg ta Oelx codoig
enavanavowpev Tov Adyov, magiyaye [a.i.] pév 6 mate 6 vontog, éotig
moté 0UTOG €0y, [a.ii.] Eudaoeic d¢ eig av TV Katémepev AAAOG AT G
Kol o, [a.ii.] 0Aucde d¢ éxdounoev 6 mom g EpumaAy kat rato, [a.iv.]
OUVETATIQWOE OE DX TG HEQLOTNG dNULOVQYIAG O TTOMTNG LOVOV. KAl DX TadTog
Tag téttagag altiag, [b.i.] AAAN pev 1) meo maong ewomotiag VAN, mavdexéc Tt
ovoa Kat apopdov eldog, kata tov Tipatov, [b.ii.] &AAo d¢ o deEapevov ta ixvn
TV eV Kal mANppedes kat dtaktov, [b.iii.] dAAog d¢ 0 6Aog kOTpOG KAt €&
OAwv DMOOTAG TMEOG TO MAVTEAEC MaRAderya Kal povoyeveg, [b.iv.] &AAog dé
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Let us begin with a simplified presentation of the text.

Cause Substrate
The Intelligible Father The Matter before all Forming
(6 matr) 6 vontog) (1) o Maomg eidomotiag VAN),

All-receiving (mavdexéc),
and Shapeless Form (&poodov eldog)

The Father-Creator The Receptacle of Traces of Forms

(maTno dpa kol o Tg) (to deEapevov T Ixvn v eldwV),
Discordant and Disordered
(MANppeAES kal GTakTov)

Creator-Father The Whole Cosmos Made up of Wholes (6
(6 mommg éumay 6A0g 1OoHOG Kkatl €€ GAwV VTIOOTAG)

Kal Q)

The Creator alone The Fullness of all Living Things

(6 momg pévov) (M&VTWV CLPTEMATNIEWHEVOS TV

&V aUT@ Lhwv)

The simple presentation of this four-part structure of causes and
effects makes use of a complex synthesis of various hierarchies at
work in Proclus’ reading of the Timaeus, the Parmenides, and in his
Platonic Theology. First, the language of ‘fathers’ and ‘creators’ is
from the Timaeus, where Plato writes, “it is a difficult task to find
the creator and father of the world.”* Proclus takes the distinction
between these two terms, “creator’ and ‘father,” very seriously, and
his concern about their significance is clarified when he explains
that calling the demiurge ‘father” and “creator” describes his status
at the limit of the intelligible (vontdc) and intellectual (voegdc).>

Consequently, we can see that these Timaean terms are ordered
according to a simplified presentation of the very complex order
which gives shape to the divine processions of the Platonic
Theology. ‘Father’ and ‘Creator’ correspond to the Intelligible

0 €K TAVTWY OLUTTEMANEWHEVOS TV £V AT LWV KAl TAVTa <AOAvVaTd> Te kal
Ovnta AaBwv, dadoowv VTOCTNCAVTWY TAVTA TIEO TOV KOTHOL TAVTOG ATV,

33 Plato, Timaeus 23c.3-5: “it is a difficult task to find the creator and father of
the world” (tov pév o0V MoV Kat Tatéea TovdE TOD MAVTOG eVOELY TE €QYOV).
For Proclus’ detailed discussion of this text and its history of interpretation, see in
Tim. 1299.10 ff.

34 Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 1310.4-311.5. See also the very helpful article
on the unity of this aspect of Proclus’ system, Jan Opsomer, “To find the Maker and
Father. Proclus’ Exegesis of Plato Tim. 28¢-3-5,” in Etudes platoniciennes 11, 261-283
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2006).
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and Intellectual and their four-fold order can be understood
as a short-hand for the processions of Intelligible, Intelligible-
Intellectual, Intellectual-Intelligible, and Intellectual Gods who
are the subject of the Platonic Theology. The consequence is that we
may look to the Platonic Theology to aid our understanding of the
fathers and creators, who they are, and what is their cosmic office.

Finally, the divine orders of the Platonic Theology follow
explicitly the logical exercises of Plato’s Parmenides. As Proclus
understands the first five hypotheses of the Parmenides they
articulate the movement of the One from ineffability into all
things as it passes from an apophatic vision of the One itself (1%
hyp.), to the divine processions (2" hyp.), through the mediations
of soul (3™ hyp.), into enmattered bodies (4™ hyp.), finally
received by an ineffable matter which is reflective of the first
(5™ hyp.).* The version of Proclus’ Parmenides Commentary we
have received does not reach very far beyond the 1* hypothesis.
This, however, can be supplemented by his account of the divine
processions in the Platonic Theology which can be read as a kind
of commentary on the 2 hypothesis.* The order of substrates we
are trying to understand would be included in an interpretation
of the 5" hypothesis and to some extent, the 4*. Proclus’ explicit
commentary on these hypotheses is lost, but thanks to the

35 Proclus, Parmenides Commentary VI 1063.16-1064.10: “The first
[hypothesis] is about the One God, how he generates and gives order to all the
orders of gods. The second is about all the divine orders, how they have proceeded
from the One and the substance which is joined to each. The third is about the souls
which are assimilated to the gods, but yet have not been apportioned divinised
beings. The fourth is about the enmattered, how they are produced according to
what rankings from the gods. The fifth is about matter, how it has no participation in
the formative henads, but receives its share of existence from above, from the supra-
essential and single monad; for the One and the illumination of the One extends
as far as matter, bringing light even to its boundlessness.” See also Parmenides
Commentary VI 1040 ff.; for the history of the hypotheses’ interpretation in the
academy, H. D. Saffrey and L. G. Westerink, Proclus Théologie Platonicienne, vol. 1
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1968), Ix ff.; for an aid to interpretation, Jean Trouillard,
L’Un et I’ame selon Proclos (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1972), 122. Gerd van Riel also
describes the importance of the Parmenides for understanding matter in Proclus
and other Neoplatonists in “Damascius on Matter,” 2011.

36 Inthe Platonic Theology the Parmenidean hypotheses are used as a system
by which Proclus interprets the theology of Plato’s other dialogues as a whole.
Proclus describes and defends this method at Platonic Theology 1.7 ff.
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dialogue’s method, the relationships between the hypotheses can
be inferred. Each hypothesis works dialectically through a series
of qualities—'being,” “wholeness,” “plurality,” etc.—which follow
logically from one to the next. Proclus understands these qualities
in the 1t hypothesis with respect to the One, in the 2" with respect
to the Gods. Since the same series of qualities are used to articulate
the order of the enmattered (4™ hyp.) and matter itself (5" hyp.),
these orders will be very instructive as we try to understand
the necessary relations to the divine orders and the receptacles.

The four-fold order of fathers and creators is fundamentally the
process by which the Gods are revealed in relation to one another
through their mutual contemplation. This mutual contemplation is
demiurgy, for as the Gods are revealed in one another, their revelation
makes the world, which is the product or expression of their divine
contemplation. The relations of material substrates to one another
out of which embodied substances arise reflect what is potential
in this divine thinking. Matter’s emerging receptivity witnesses to
the necessity in this divine power, which is necessarily complete.

In each of the four stages of Fathers and Creators, the
imperfection of matter is a way of describing what else divine
power must accomplish in the remaining process of demiurgy. The
matter at each stage is a receptivity for the creation thatis to come,
and it is a reflection of the power that will accomplish it. Insofar
as each disposition of Gods describes a part of a process which
is complete in each God, the matter made by each disposition
describes what is still, according to our reasoning, incomplete
with respect to that divine whole. Working through these four
stages with the Platonic Theology and Parmenides in mind,” we can

37 For this study we will look to Edward Butler’s interpretation of the
Platonic Theology in particular. The virtue of Butler’s approach is his insistince
that Proclus’ theology remain polytheistic. This is primarily an issue of how
we are to understand the relation between the henads and the One itself. Butler
emphasizes the fact that the henads are, each of them, the One, and that the One
is not “a principle” apart from its identity as each God. For his complete analysis
of his henadic cosmogony, see Edward Butler’s series of essays: “The Intelligible
Gods in the Platonic Theology of Proclus,” Méthexis 21 (2008): 131-143; “The Second
Intelligible Triad and the Intelligible-Intellective Gods,” Méthexis 23 (2010): 137-157;
and “The Third Intelligible Triad and the Intellective Gods,” Méthexis 25 (2012):
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discover the logic of matter’s developing receptivity in relation
to the unfolding processions and dispositions of the Gods.*
Following our passage step by step, we will look to see these two
sides of divine power at work together in the creation of the world.

THE INTELLIGIBLE FATHER

The Intelligible Father (6 matno 6 vontog) produces “the whole
nature of what underlies demiurgy.” This paternal cause of what
underlies must be understood as each God according to itself, who
is, as we learn in the Parmenides Commentary, “nothing else than
the One participated.”* In the Elements, Proclus explains that
“everything paternal in the Gods operates first (mowtoveydv)
and stands in the position of the Good at the head of all the divine
orders.”* However, we must contrast these paternal henads with
the unparticipated One, which “is not even a father but is superior
to all paternal divinity”*'—a distinction we will consider more
in the conclusion. With the Intelligible Father we begin, not with
the One alone, but with the ‘One that is,” or “One-being’ (10 &v
0v), the the fount of the 2" hypothesis of the Parmenides. Each
paternal God is ‘a One,” but also, by its divine power, is participated

131-150.

38 Following a central theme of Butler’s interpretation of the Platonic
Theology, it is crucial to note here that the ‘fathers” and ‘creators,” as with the triads
of the Platonic Theology, do not exclusively describe specific or individual deities in
themselves. They are four moments in the divine procession which occur in each
God. These are not particular Gods, but, to use Butler’s terminology, “dispositions
of henads” (Butler, “The Intelligible Gods,” 133). ‘Dispositions’ refers to the orders
of divine powers as they unfold in relation to one another, and unfold in each God.
But what, in particular, is the ‘matter’ that each disposition creates? How do these
reflective levels of receptivity relate to the Gods and to the world they progressively
receive?—these questions are our task.

39 Proclus, Parmenides Commentary VI 1069.5-6: kai o0dév dAAo éotiv
&caotoc v Oe@v 1) TO petexOuevov év.

40 Proclus, Elements of Theology § 151: Ilav 10 matoucov €v tolg Oeoig
TOWTOLEYOV £€0TL KAl &V T yaBoD TAEeL MEOIOTAUEVOV KATX TAOAS TaG Oelag
OLKOOUNOELG.

41 Proclus, Parmenides Commentary 1070.18-20: 6 d¢ mowtog Oeog duxx TG
mEWTNG UMOOE0ewS VUVOULLEVOS 0VTE AN, AAAX KQEITTWV KAl TAONS TG
natoukng Oedtnrog [...].
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by all being. As Proclus puts it in the Timaeus Commentary, “the
powers of the Gods exist beyond being and are consubstantial
(ovvumapxovoat) with their unity, and by these powers, the Gods
are the parents of beings.”*? Being’s primordial production is the
subject of the first three intelligible triads of the Platonic Theology
and provides our first clue about the origin of matter’s receptivity.

We can understand the matter ‘before all forming” which
proceeds from the Intelligible Father by looking carefully at
how Proclus describes the way each God makes being in the
Platonic Theology. Proclus understands this process in three steps,
which make up the three intelligible triads and follow the first
three affirmations of the 2" Parmenidean hypothesis, ‘being’
(to 0v), “wholeness’ (10 6Aov), and “plurality’ (1o mAn00c). The
first step is the movement from the unparticipated unity of the
1%t hypothesis to the One-that-is, which is immediately many
because it is both ‘one’ and ‘is’;** second, since ‘one” and ‘being’
are distinct, they are both parts of a whole;* and third, since
the parts which make up this whole both are and are one, and
can divide this way without end, they become an ‘unlimited
plurality’ (&mewpov 10 mAN00¢).* This relation between unity
and multiplicity is the fount of all procession and also key to
understanding why, at this superessential stage, matter must be
already present. But to see this clearly, let us be more precise.

In the Platonic Theology, these three first steps of the 2nd
hypothesis give shape to the three Intelligible triads, and Proclus
identifies the Intelligible Father particularly with the first. In the
first intelligible triad, Proclus expresses the relation between
One and being according to the triad of Plato’s Philebus, ‘limit,’

42 Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 111 21, 74. 6-8: at yaQ t@v Oe@v duvAapEeLg
UTEQOVOIOL L0V AVTALS TLUVLTIAEXOVOAL TALS EVATL TV Be@V, Kal dx Tavtag
ot Beol yevvn kol TV OvIwV eloiv.

43 Plato, Parmenides 142.b5-c7.

44 1bid., 142.c7-d9. As wholes and parts emerge here for the first time,
Proclus distinguishes this kind of “intelligible wholeness’ (6A6tng vont)) from the
wholeness which is ‘of parts” and the wholeness which is ‘in parts,” which play a
role once ‘father” has passed more fully into ‘creator” (Platonic Theology I11.35).

45 Ibid., 142.d9-143.a3.
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‘“unlimited,” and ‘mixture.” Limit, Proclus explains, “is a God
proceeding to the head of the intelligible from the unparticipated,
first God,” while “the unlimited is the inexhaustible power
(dVvauig) of this God,” and their mixture is “the first and supreme
order (dtdkoopog) of Gods.”* Consider again the first step of the
27 hypothesis, the ‘One-that-is.” The ‘being’ of this One is not,
in the end, something separate from the Gods, but is rather the
‘mixture’ of their limited existence in supreme unity and unlimited
power as infinitely potential. Furthermore, in that mixture there
emerges a diadkoopog of Gods who are, each of them, a limited
unity and unlimited potential in relation to one another. In this way,
we can start to see how emerging multiplicity in the Intelligible
Father is not the sudden presence of something distinct from
the Gods; it is rather the multiplicity of the Gods themselves as
they are present to one another. Edward Butler is helpful here:

[This] is not a process in which a multiplicity of Gods comes to
be from one, but rather a process in which a common intellectual
space comes about among the Gods as a resolution of the
opposition between unique individuality and universalizable
potencies—that is, between existence and power—in each God.”

Each God makes being into relation to every other according
to the tension between their ‘limit’ as a unity, and their
‘unlimitedness’ as an infinite power. This tension occurs in each
God, and being is the expression of that opposition. It is the
tension between divine power and existence that makes all being
and ‘drives,” as it were, all procession. And just as all procession
expresses what is hidden in this tension in an affirmative way,
the nothingness of matter witnesses to it through negation.

Proclus calls the matter proceeding from Intelligible
Father the matter ‘before all forming,” the ‘all-receiving,” and
‘shapeless kind.” This matter is envisioned as the mother
who conceives being even as the intelligible father begets.
Looking at the Timaeus itself, we can see how much the
text informs the way Proclus understands these principles:

46 Proclus, Platonic Theology 111 12, 44.24-45.7: Qv 10 pév méoag éoti Oeog
€70 AW TQ VONTQ MEOEABWV ATIO TOL dpeO€KTOL Kl TEwTIoTOL Oe0D, TThVTA
peto@v kat adooilwv [...] o d¢ dmelgov dvvapg avérkAetmtog Tov Beod TovTov
[...] T0 8¢ puctov 6 mEwtioTog KAt LYMAdTATOC dikoopog TV Bewv [...].

47 Butler, “The Intelligible Gods,” 145.
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Itis, in fact, appropriate to compare the receiving thing to a mother, the
source to a father, and the nature between them to their offspring [...].
If we speak of it as an invisible and shapeless sort of thing, one that is
all-receiving and shares in a most perplexing way in the intelligible,
a thing extremely difficult to comprehend, we shall not be misled.*

One aspect of the difference between father and creator is that
the father begets while the creator orders. Accordingly, since
Intelligible Father is a father alone and no creator or maker, his
matter is ‘before all form-making” (1] Moo maomng eomotiag VAN).
Each stage in matter’s development furnishes a receptivity for
what will be imparted in the next. As Plato insists, this matter must
be nothing in itself since it receives all things and its receptivity
is from its lack. But even in that all-receiving formlessness,
we can already see that intelligible limit and unlimited have
irradiated their gifts. On the one hand, from limit, matter is
receptive of the “totality,” or “all,” a material limit that excludes all
unlimitedness—nothing will lie outside of matter’s all-receiving.
On the other hand, matter is completely unlimited, for it is nothing
in itself, “an invisible and shapeless sort of thing.” These two
qualities are clearly in tension, but this is a tension that simply
reflects the tension driving procession in the Intelligible Father.

THE FATHER-CREATOR

If the Intelligible Father is each God as it produces being
uniquely and we continue to follow the argument of the Platonic
Theology, the Father-Creator (mtatno-mowmtr|g) is the first order of
Gods. In fact, this stage already began to emerge in the previous
as the mixture of limit and unlimited which was “the first and
supreme order (diaxoouog) of Gods.”* Indeed, each of these stages
does not describe something ‘new,” but rather unfolds the previous

stage more completely. As being is made in each God it receives

48 Plato, Timaeus 50d.2-51b.2: kol d1) Kal MEOCEKATAL TIQETEL TO HEV
dexopevoy untel, o O 60ev matol, TV d¢ peTalL TovTWV GLOW EKYOVW [...].
avopaTov 100G TL kAt AHOEPOV, TAvdeXES, HeTAAAUBAVOV D& ATIOQWTATA TN
TOU VONTOU Kol dLOAAWTOTATOV aVTO AéyovTeg o Pevadueda.

49 Proclus, Platonic Theology III 12, 45.7: 6 mpdTiotog Kal VIMAdTATOC
duakoopog twv Oev [...].
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a multiplicity of divine persons, and the Father-Creator marks
the beginning of this divine community. In the Platonic Theology,
Proclus calls the mutual contemplation which characterizes this
dispensation the ‘intelligible-intellectual’ (vontoc-voepds), where
each God is thinking every other God and is the object of every
other’s thought. Proclus also calls this community of contemplation
the “intelligible watchtower’ (vontn) meouwmnm)),* the meeting place
of the Gods before they proceed to the intellectual activity of
cosmogony. It is also called the “intellectual heaven’ (6 voepog
ovEavog), which is “whole and one, a united intelligence,”>!
and “binds all the manifolds of beings into an indivisible
communion, illuminating each with an appropriate portion of
connection.”*? These images depict the symposium of the Gods
just as they begin to turn towards the activity of world-making.

But why does the Father-Creator contribute something
distinct from the Intelligible Father, and why is this second
stage before the complete turn to demiurgy necessary? If we
continue to follow the dialectic of the 2" hypothesis, with the
Father-Creator arise ‘multiplicity’ (moAA&), ‘wholes/ parts’ (6Aov
Kkat pogwx) and ‘figure” (oxnua). These three are essentially the
elaboration of what was implicit in the “plurality’ (to0 mAn6oc)
of the Intelligible Father. The movement from one term to the
next is subtle (especially since ‘whole” appears twice), but the
development can be characterized as a move from an intelligible
plurality understood primarily as a whole to the multiplying
parts themselves and their emerging relations to one another.

This movement from wholeness to a relation between parts is key
to understanding the transition between the office of Father and
Creator, which we can understand loosely as a transition between
he who makes something new and he who orders something

50 Ibid., 1112, 66.14.

51 Ibid., IV 20, 59.10: £ott Kot 6AN Kal pia kai vopévn vonole.

52 Ibid., IV 20, 59.25-60.1: 00tw d1) KAl O VOEQOS €KELVOS OVEAVOS TTAVTA
T TANON TOV OVTWV €16 TNV APEQLOTOV KOWVWVIAV CUVOEL TG CUVOXTG TV
TEOOT|KOLOAV EKAOTOLS LOIQAV ETUAXUTIWV.
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received. However, while with the Father-Creator we contemplate
the parts which compose the multiplicity in the divine community,
we do not yet know their relation. Indeed, it is the revelation
of their relations to one another that will make the world. This
is also our clue to what is distinct about matter at this stage,
which proceeding from Father-Creator is a receptivity for order.

Accordingly, Proclus calls the matter proceeding from the Father-
Creator the discordant and disordered (mAnupeAes kat dtaktov)
receptacle of the traces of forms (t0 deEapevov tax ixvn v €WV).
The divine symposium of the Father-Creator produces the matter
which the demiurge proper (in the next stage) will ‘take up,” as
Proclus reads the Timaeus: “[The demiurge] takes over all that was
visible, which was not in a state of rest but moving in a discordant
and disorderly manner.”> We can get a picture of what this looks
like by drawing on another place in the Parmenides Commentary
where Proclus describes the transition between the matter of the
Father-Creator and that of the Creator-Father in the next stage:

Consider that unqualified substratum of bodies which is between
matter and the numerous proximate forms; you will find thatit also has
being and form and difference and identity. How could it exist without
being? How could it have three dimensions without difference?
And how could it hold together without identity? But likeness and
unlikeness are not in it, for it is without qualities; these are found in
things already qualified. Itis true that it has motion and rest—motion
because itis in constant change, and rest since it never goes outside its
appropriate receptacle—but has no differentiating qualities or power.>*

This passage describes the transition in matter’s receptivity between
the Father-Creator and the Creator-Father as the disordered traces of
form develop into wholes with real attributes. Matter receives here
the greatest kinds from Plato’s Sophist—same, other, motion, rest,

53 Plato, Timaeus 30a.3-4: OUtw d1) mav 600V NV 60ATOV TagaAafwv ovy
novxiav ayov, aAAX KtvoUHEVOV TANUHEADS Kol ATAKTQWG |...].

54 Proclus, Parmenides Commentary 11735.33-736.5: el yop A&poig avto kad’
a0TO TO ATTOLOV EKEIVO TWV OWHATWY DTIOKE(EVOV, O peTa&b TS VANG E0Tl kal
TV €OV TOV TOAAQV MEWTwS [daotatdv], ebofoels avTo kat ovoilav éxov
Kal eid0g KAl £TeQOTNTA KAl TALTOTNTA. TTWS YXQ &V €l XwOIS ovolag; s d¢
TOELS DIAXOTACELS | XWOLS DALQETEWS; MG D& TUVEXOL TAVTOTITOG XWOIS; AAAS
OUOLOTNG EKELKAL AVOUOLOTIG OUK E0TLV: ATIOLOV YAQ £0TL TADTA D& €V TOIC 110N
TETOMUEVOLG: ETTELKALKIVIOWV EXELKALOTAOLY, G LLEV YIYVOUEVOV Ael, KIVIo,
WG O¢ pn EEL0TdpeVOV TG oOtkelag VTTOdOXNG, OTATLY.
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and being. Just as the greatest kinds are the ‘forms of the forms,” so
their reflections in matter are the receptivity of form yet to emerge,
their ‘traces.” In addition, it is no mistake that these formal traces are
also the next qualities to emerge in the 2" Parmenidean hypothesis,
‘motion/rest’ (kwveloBat/éotavar) and ‘identity / difference’
(av10/ Eétegov). Moreover, Proclus is careful to say that likeness
and unlikeness (6powdv / avopotov) are not yet present, and, in the
2nd hypothesis, these will be the very next qualities affirmed. As
Proclus explains, these traces are from the Gods and are the matter
for demiurgy: “all of the orders of the Gods prior to the demiurge
irradiate these presences.”* The necessity in matter for what must
follow is represented by their discordant and disorderly movement
which must receive form. It must be taken up and made into cosmos

as paternal activity passes more completely into creative order.

THE CREATOR-FATHER

The ‘Creator-Father’ (moumtg-natno) is the beginning of
demiurgy proper and the first cause of production (momjoewg).>
Unlike the Father or Father-Creator, the demiurge is the first
to be revealed as a distinct deity, who for the Hellenes is Zeus.
As a father, Zeus would be no more superior or inferior to any
other God, and indeed, would not even yet be known as ‘Zeus.’
At that first stage, each is first and each is one. However, as
the intelligible passes more completely into the intellectual,
a distinct order among the divine powers begins to emerge.

Let there be one ruler, one cause of all things, one providence, and
one chain [of beings]; but with this monad, let there also be a related
manifold, many kings, various causes, a pluriform (moAveidng)
providence, and a diverse order. Yet, in every place, let multiplicity
be gathered about the monad, the various about the simple, the
pluriform about the uniform, and the diverse about the common
so that a golden chain might rule and all things be ordered right.”

55 Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 1387.17-19: tabtac 0¢ EAA&UTOLOL pev ol
QO TOV dNULOLEYOL oL T&Eels TV Bev |...].

56 Proclus, Platonic Theology 11119, 67.12-13: mowrtioTnv elvat TS moujoews
[...] aitiav.

57 Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 1262.17-25: aAA” “eig wolpavog é0tw’ kat
&v mAvtwv aiTiov kat pia meovola Kal eic eigudg, £0tw d& Kat &pa T LOVAdLTO
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In order to understand the place of this divine order within the
dialectic as a whole, we must remember that while demiurge is more
amaker than father, he has not ceased his paternal activity. As a father
the demiurge “receives the intelligible monads” (tAnoovpevog pev
ATO TOV VOtV pHovadwv), but as a maker he “projects from
himself the entire work of creation” (mpoiépevog d¢ ad’ éavtov
v 6Anv dnuoveyiav).”® Following Butler’s understanding,
this ‘receiving’ and ‘projecting’ is the moment at which

the demiurge organizes the cosmos according to a vision of the
paradigm, that is, a vision of the intelligibility of another God or of
himself qua other. In this operation, otherness gives birth to difference.”

In the demiurgic activity, each God qualifies every other as
their unlimitedness comes into reciprocal relation,* or to put
it in another way, as “one God ‘sees’ the cosmos in another.”!

As Proclus says above, the Creator-Father is responsible for
the whole cosmos made up of whole substances (0 6Aog kdopog
Kat €€ 6Awv VTooTAC), governing the demiurgy of wholes and
universals.®? Accordingly, the Creator-Father endows matter with
the elements, which are corporeal universals, those constituents
of all bodies composed from parts. These elements are the first
truly hylomorphic compounds, and the receptivity of matter
from this point forward is directly from the order of the forms it
receives. The elements themselves are composed of a common
matter and emerge in a geometric logic, as Proclus reads in the
Timaeus,® from triangles, the simplest shape. The forms of the
triangles are the matter for the forms of the other elements,

otkelov MANO0g Kkai ToAAol BaciAeic kal aitiar moiAa kat TEOVOLX TOAVELDTG
Kat TAELS DLAPOQOG, TAVTaXoL d¢ TO MANO0G €XETw TEQL TNV HOVADX OUVTAELY
Kat To oA TteQl TO ATMAODV Kol T TOAVELDN TTeQL TO HOVOELDES KAl TX
dtdpoa EQL TO KOOV, tva €A TIG OVTWS XQUOT) TAVTWV EMAQXT) KOl VT
dLAKOOUNTAL DEOVTWE.

58 Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 1 310.9-11.

59 Butler, “The Third Intelligible Triad and the Intellective Gods,” 144.
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62 1 follow here Jan Opsomer’s notes on the substrate and demiurgy in
“The Natural World,” 139-166.

63 Plato, Timaeus 53.
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and the forms of these elements matter of the bodies they will
compose. Matter’s receptivity continues to develop in this way
according to the order of formal precedence, starting with the
most universal and moving towards that composed of parts.

THE CREATOR ALONE

The creator alone completes the process of demiurgy through the
production of parts. This demiurgy unfolds in time according to the
cycles of birth and death in generation. As Proclus explains above,
the creator produces “the fullness of all living things (m&vtwv
OLUTEMANEWHEVOS TV €V avTt@ Cdwv) and the mortal beings
of diverse substances (Ovnta TV dadpopwv vTTOoTNTAVTWV).”
This is the realm of ordinary hylomorphism—particular bodies
composed of forms and their materials. We began with the
unformed matter of the paternal Gods which is nothing in itself,
and finally, we have reached the matter inferred from ordinary
sense-experience, the material which persists through change, the
gold which can be shaped and reshaped, the body of a living soul.

Looking back through the steps of matter’s development
it is clear, on the one hand, that this matter is no one thing. In
corporeal bodies, what we call matter is just a formal quality
that is receptive of another form. It can begin to seem like the
concept ‘matter’ is simply an abstraction made after reflecting
on the order of formal qualities. But on the other hand, as we
follow the logic of receptivity back further than hylomorphic
compounds, we realize that both of these principles are expressions
of divine power as it is revealed in the beings that it makes.

As each God makes all being there is a tension between the
infinite potential of every divine power and the ineffable unity of
each divine person. The procession of being is, as Butler puts it, a
“pluralization occurring within each ‘existential” henadic individual,”
and this pluralization unfolds by “the differentiation of that
individual’s powers or attributes, which are potential universalities,
from the huparxis itself which [is] the very uniqueness of the
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henad.” % This tension between power and existence is the ‘engine’
driving the procession of being, from each individual God, to the
divine assembly, to their mutual contemplation. The resolution of
this tension is only in the revelation of an order according to that
monadic center in the world of time, change, and generation. Ateach
stage of being’s procession, the tension between divine power and
henadic existence produces a necessity for the level of completion
that will follow. At each stage, matter, which is the receptive
substrate of what remains to be revealed, is that necessity itself.

CONCLUSION

Let us look, in conclusion, to one more text from the Timaeus
Commentary which provides a summarizing witness to Proclus’
theological vision of the material world:

All things that exist are offspring of the Gods, are brought
into existence without intermediation by them, and have their
foundation in them. For not only does the continuous procession
of entities reach completion as each of them successively obtains
its subsistence from its proximate causes, but it is also from the
very Gods themselves that all things in a sense are generated [... ].

For this reason, even if you take the lowest levels [of existence], there
too you will find the divine present. The One is in fact everywhere
present, inasmuch as each of the beings derives its existence from the
Gods, and even though they proceed forth from the Gods, they have
not gone out from them but rather are rooted in them. Where, indeed,
could they ‘go out,” when the Gods have embraced all things, possess
them before, and ever hold them in themselves? [... | All beings have
been embraced in a circle by the Gods and exist in them. In a wonderful
way, therefore, all things both have and have not proceeded forth. ®

64 Butler, “The Third Intelligible Triad,” 133.

65 Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 1209.14-29: ITavta t&x 6vta Oev €0ty
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Consider the notion that even as beings “proceed forth from the
Gods, they have not gone out from them but rather are rooted
in them.” It is precisely this vision of divine providence and
presence that Proclus’ doctrine of matter supports. Far from being
simply the dregs of being, or the result of the Gods” dwindling
power at the end of procession, matter for Proclus is a way of
talking about the revelation of divine power in the world which
is making the world by that very revelation. The corporeal is
only conceivable for Proclus as the aggregation of divine gifts
given and received in one another. From this perspective, our
world really is a “shrine for the everlasting Gods,”® their perfect
power expressed in time as each of us is composed by irradiations
of the Heavenly Hosts and received in powers more ancient.

Proceeding from the Intelligible Father, matter is the totally
unlimited and unformed receptivity that emerges from the
relation between the power and existence of each God. This
matter is the possibility of being; it is a universal receptivity,
potentially all. In the next moment, being receives a multiplicity
of henads, and matter becomes a receptacle of formal traces,
which provide everything the demiurge needs to make the
world. Then, as the demiurge takes up the intelligible receptacle
and imparts an order, we get the first corporeal matter, which is
corporeal now because it has begun to receive form. At this stage,
matter is relative to wholes, but it still embodies the necessity in
universal demiurgy for what must follow, for ‘whole” implies
‘part.” And finally, there is the material of each individual body,
the receptivity implied in the activity of each form, the final
moment of necessity and the final substrate which is brought
to completion in the birth and death of living beings in time.

There remains, however, a crucial question, for there is still
something ‘before’” these four stages of divine determination.
The Intelligible Father, we learned is the One-participated;
it is One-Being or the One-that-is. This father is each God.
But what of the unparticipated One which is before being

66 Plato, Timaeus 37c.
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and even before the community of henads? We must return
again to One itself and recall the principle with which
we began: “The last [...] proceeds from the first alone.”

Before the many orders of receptivity that develop in being
there is a matter which is absolutely before and beneath all. We
began this essay by considering the affinity between matter and
the One, an ineffable relation in nothingness between excess and
lack. Our inquiry followed the movement of divine gifts given and
received in the gradual unfolding of being’s participation in the
Gods. There is, however, a matter before this participation, and
Proclus is very careful to preserve its unparticipated separation.

The henads of the Gods are superior to being, and before them is the
One itself. It transcends all beings and is not participated by them,
like as the henads which come after it and from it are described and
are in fact participated by being. But the henads do not penetrate
through to the lowest level. For we can neither call matter an ‘always-
existing’ (we usually call it ‘non-being’), nor a ‘becoming.” Matter
can suffer no thing, lest it be destroyed and vanish altogether.®®

Proclus discusses here the manifestations of limit and
unlimited at every level of reality, beginning with the paternal
henads who make being by their mixture. However, if we
look back to the One itself, we could describe this same
moment in another way and say that limit and unlimited
are the modes by which the One becomes present to beings.

There are two sides; on the one hand, the One is ineffably
present to beings as their limit and as their unlimitedness,
and on the other, the manifestations of the One as limit and
unlimited is each God. Each God is the One to being, and the
One in being is each God. But before being’s participation
in the Gods, there is a matter which proceeds from the One

67 Proclus, Elements of Theology § 59.9-10: t0 éoxatov [...] amo povov mpodetot
TOU TTEWTOV.

68 Proclus, Timaeus Commentary 1 226.15-22: xeittouvg Yo €lowv ai twv
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alone. The distinction between these two sides is participation
itself. The One is unparticipated, and its matter, since it lacks
all participation, is the receptivity of participation altogether.

It is as if the ineffable relation between matter and the One is
the source of participation, but it would be difficult to understand
what this means. How can we describe a ‘relation” between two
ineffabilities for which similarity and difference do not yet exist?
How can these terms be the ‘source” of something when we can not
even rightly call them “principles’ at all? Matter and the One, we
must conclude are but different names of the same ineffability; but
it is we who name them. This is the crucial point: the ‘difference’
between matter and the One is a difference for us. These names for
ineffability are, in the end, two points of view which belong to soul.
We name the last and call it “’Receptacle,” “Wet-Nurse,” ‘Matter,” and
the ‘Substrate’ after the things that come before it,” and likewise, it
is we who “transfer names [to the First] by looking to that which
comes after, to the progression from, or the circular conversions
back to it.”® From this single ‘principle’ proceed the dispensations
of the Gods and the orders of substrates, but both of these sides are
modes of looking towards that which produces the affirmations
of all things in the excessive negation of its own nothingness.
All things are given and received in an ineffability which, at
the last, we must venerate, together with the One, in silence.

69 Proclus, Platonic Theology 11.6 41.5-8: Tax pev yop ovopata kavtavOo
TEOC TO HeT’ avTo BAEMOVTES Kal Tag & aTOD MEOOdOLGS T) TEOG AVTO KATX
KUKAOV Em0TQOPAG €T EKEIVO UETAPEQOUEY ETUAYOVTEG.



