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INTRODUCTION: THE VIRTUES FROM PLATO TO PORPHYRY

Plato' was already building on a traditional doctrine when he set forth his
doctrine of the four cardinal virtues,” wisdom (sogphia) or prudence (phronésis)’,
coutage (andreia), moderation/temperance (sdphrosuné), and justice (diakaio-
suné). For Plato, the first three virtues correspond to the three parts of the
soul: rational, choleric, and desiring respectively, which in turn are represented
by the three social classes of the Republic: philosophet-kings, wartiors/guard-
ians, and artisans/wotkers. The fourth virtue, justice, encompasses the other
three and represents that condition in which each accomplishes its proper
function. It therefore corresponds to all three parts of the soul, and in the
ideal state of the Republic, justice designates the condition in which all three
classes work at fulfilling their own function, thereby ensuring the harmoni-
ous functioning of the entire po/is.

The doctrine of the virtues went through a number of modifications
in subsequent Greek philosophy, from Aristotle’s complex amplification in
the Nicomachean Ethics, through the Stoic adaptations that culminated in the
thought of Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius, to Plotinus’ systematizing discus-
sion in Ennead 1 2 (19). This article will concentrate on one aspect of the

1. Plato, Republic IV, 427¢ff; cf. Protag. 325a; 329¢; Rep. 487a5; Phaed. 69b2; Laws 1, 630-31;
XI1, 963.

2. See Pierre Hadot, The Inner Citadel: The Meditations of Marcus Aurelins, trans. M. Chase
(Cambridge, MA, 1998) 232ff.

3. Wisdom (sgphia) is occasionally replaced by the Greek word phronésis, traditionally trans-
lated as “prudence,” although its meaning in Plato is closer to “intelligence,” while in Aristotle
its meaning becomes “practical intelligence.” In what follows I shall speak of “wisdom” or
“prudence,” as though the two terms were interchangeable. Julia Annas (“Ancient Ethics and
Modern Morality,” Philosgphical Perspectives, vol. 6: Ethics [1992] 125 & n. 23) is, it seems to me,
right to stress the importance of this traditional set of four virtues, but errs in translating phronésis
in Plato by “prudence.” This translation is the result of a Scholastic-inspired contamination of
Platonic and Aristotelian ethics; see G.J. Dalcourt, “The Primary Cardinal Virtue: Wisdom or
Prudence,” International Philosophical Quarterly 63.3: 55-75.
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form this doctrine assumed under Plotinus’ student Porphyry,* a form that
was to be hugely influential on subsequent Neoplatonic ethical thought.®

In Sentence 32,° the longest and most systematic of his 44 extant Sensences,
Porphyry, following Plotinus, distinguishes the virtues of (1) the politician;
(2) the person ascending towards contemplation, called the “theoretician”;
(3) the perfect theoretician or “beholder”; and (4) the Intellect, purified from
the soul.” The political virtues consist in the moderation of the passions
(metriopatheia), and concern the accomplishment of appropriate actions, as
calculated by reason. Their goal is to enable the peaceful cohabitation of
citizens within a community; in another formulation, Porphyry speaks of the
goal of this stage as imposing a measure on the passions, with a view to activi-
ties in accordance with nature.® At this initial stage, the four cardinal virtues
play the roles assigned to them by Plato: sophia or wisdom is concerned with
the rational faculty, courage (andreia) with the faculty of emotion or anger,
temperance (sdphrosuné) with the obedient agreement of desire with reason,
and justice (diakaiosuné) with the state where each of these faculties goes about
its own business in law-like and obedient fashion.’ For Porphyry, therefore,
at this initial stage, the most adequate ethical philosophy is Aristotelianism,
ot rather the development thetreof in the Hellenistic Petipatos.'

At the second level, that of the person ascending or progressing towards
contemplation, the virtues consist in abstaining from earthly things, and in
interrupting the interaction of soul and body, with a view to enabling the intel-
lect to begin its ascent towards the contemplation of what truly exists. These
virtues are therefore called purifications (katharseis). Here," wisdom consists

4. A French translation of and commentary on Porphyry’s Sentences by L. Brisson ez al. of the
UPR 76 of the French CNRS is currently in press; it will also contain an English translation of
the Sentences by J. Dillon. Although I participated in, contributed to, and learned much from this
project, my views here do not necessarily correspond to those expressed in that publication.

5. On the posterity of this doctrine in Neoplatonism, see now the Introduction to Marinus,
Proclus ou Sur le bonbenr, texte établi, traduit et annoté par H.D. Saffrey et A.-Ph. Segonds, avec
la collaboration de C. Luna (Paris, 2001) Ixix—xcviii.

6. The following paragraphs owe a great deal to a paper by Luc Brisson: “The Doctrine
of the Degrees of Virtues in the Neoplatonists: An Analysis of Porphyry’s Sentence 32, its An-
tecedents and its Consequences,” in D. Baltzly and H. Tarrant, eds., Reading Plato in Antiguity
(London: Duckworth, in press).

7. Porphyry, Sentence 32, 22, 14-23, 3 Lamberz.

8. Ibid. 30, 6-8 Lamberz.

9. Ibid. 23, 4-12 Lamberz.

10. The appropriateness of Peripatetic doctrines for novice philosophers is a constant in
Porphyry’s thought; it explains why he established the Cazegories, with its emphasis on the real-
ity and importance of the objects constituting the sensible world, as the starting-point of the
beginner’s philosophical curriculum.

11. Note that Porphyry changes the order of enumeration at this second stage: instead of
the traditional-Platonic wisdom, courage, temperance, justice, here we have wisdom/ prudence,
temperance, courage, justice.
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in ceasing to form opinions conjointly with the body, courage in the soul’s
lack of fear upon leaving the body;'"? temperance in no longer expetiencing
affects along with the body; and justice in the unopposed reign of reason
and intellect."” The Petipatetic goal of restraining the passions (metrigpatheia)
has now been superseded by the Stoic goal of their complete extirpation
(apatheia)." At this stage, which has as its prerequisite self-knowledge, or the
awareness that one’s fundamental identity is a noetic essence chained to an
alien substance, the order of the day is detachment from the sensible, which
seems to entail an absence of interest in social and political realities.

The third stage of virtues is characterized by the soul’s functioning intel-
lectively." Here, wisdom or prudence consists in the contemplation of the
contents of the Intellect; courage in impassivity, since it assimilates itself
to the objects of its contemplation, which are impassive; temperance in
turning within, towards the Intellect; and justice in the fulfillment by each
of its own function, governed by obedience to the Intellect and by activity
directed towards the Intellect.'® At this level, now that the passions have
been successfully extirpated, the soul gives itself over to pure contempla-
tion of the noetic Forms; in this sense, we may say that Platonic philosophy
emerges triumphant over both Aristotelianism and Stoicism, which precede
it and pave its way.

The fourth kind of virtues is the paradigmatic.” Here, wisdom is the
fact that the Intellect knows; courage is identity and remaining independent
through excess of power; temperance is [conversion or activity] towards [the
Intellect],' and justice the accomplishment by each of its proper task. With

12. On the fear, natural to every child, that the soul may simply blow away at death and
cease to exist, see for instance Plato, Phaedo 77d.

13. Porphyry, /loc. cit. 24, 1-25, 6 Lamberz.

14. The contrast between metrigpatheia and apatheia is not, of course, original with Porphyry,
but forms a part of Academic-Middle Platonic ethics since at least the time of Philo Judaeus; cf.
Legum allegoriarum 3,129; 132; 134. From Philo the idea passes into Christian thought in Clement
of Alexandria (Stromatall, 8, 39, 5; V1, 9, 74, 1-2; V1, 13, 105, 1) and Basil of Caesarea (Enar-
ratio in prophetam Isaiam 11, 86). See J. Dillon, “Metriopatheia and Apatheia: Some Reflections on a
Controversy in Greek Ethics,” in J. Anton and A. Preus, eds., Essays in Ancient Greek Philosophy,
vol. 2 (Albany, 1997) 50817.

15. At this third stage, the order of enumeration is wisdom/prudence, justice, temperance,
c()urage.

16. Porphyry, loc. cit. 27, 3-28, 5 Lamberz.

17. Here, Porphyry’s enumeration, like his explanations of the individual virtues, seems to
lose all traces of systematicity. The enumeration is preceded by definitions of intellect (noxs),
which is that in which the things that are like models (paradeigmata) are simultaneously situated,
and knowledge or science (epistémé), which is defined as intellection (#oésis). Finally, the usual
virtues are listed in the order wisdom, temperance, justice, courage.

18. To de pros anton hé siphrosuné, literally, “the towards-it is temperance.” Either such extreme
brachyology is the sign of rapid composition and/or an unfinished state of composition, or
else we must suppose a lacuna.
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this level, which is lacking in his immediate source, Plotinus, Porphyry seems
to go beyond even contemporary Platonism, in describing a set of virtues
that no longer pertain to the soul, but to the intellect alone.

When he comes to recapitulate,” Porphyty turns to terminological is-
sues, indicating the epithets that may be applied to persons having reached
each of the four stages. The person acting in accordance with the political
virtues is called a sage (spoudaios); he who acts according to the purificatory
virtues is either a demonic man or a good demon (dainonios anthripos é kai
daimin agathos); the person acting according to the third type of virtues is a
god (heos); finally, the person who acts in accordance with the paradigmatic
virtues is the father of the gods (#hedn patér).

In this article, I'll concentrate on the interpretation of this last phrase.
When the practitioner of the Neoplatonic virtues reaches the ultimate stage
of the paradigmatic virtues, Porphyry tells us (p. 31, 8 Lamberz), he may
rightly be called “Father of the gods” (Becov ToTnE). What can this strange
assertion possibly mean?

SoME GRECO-ROMAN INTERPRETATIONS OF ZEUS

In Greek thought, at least since Homer, the father of the gods is, of course,
Zeus.” But which Zeus? A scholiast on Aratus (Scholia vetera in Aratum, ed. ].
Martin [Stuttgart: Teubner, 1974] Scholion 1, Vat. 191, line 69ff.) knows of
people who interpret Zeus as the heavens (0Upavoc), the ether, or the air,
in addition to the mythical Zeus (TOV HUBIKOV). These are Stoic views, as we
learn from Philodemus’ De pietate* Zeus could also be identified with the
sun,”> whom the Emperor Julian (TTpoc "HpaxAetov § 22, 12) addresses as

19. Porphyry, /oc. ¢it. 31, 4-8 Lamberz.

20. In the later systematization of Proclus (In Crat. CV1I, 59, 6-7, Kronos is referred to as
TaTnp ToTEPV. He belongs to the class of intelligible gods (In Crat. CIX [59, 15]; CX [59,
28]. This implies that Kronos’ son Zeus is assigned to the still lower level of the intellective
gods; so that Zeus is the expression of the demiurgic Intellect (In Crat. CX1.V, 82, 28-29; Theol.
Plat. N, 12-13; In Tim. 1, 310, 3-319, 21). Cf. K. Verrycken, “La métaphysique d’Ammonius
chez Zacharie de Mytilene,” Rex. Se. Th. 85 (2001): 245, citing R. Beutler, art. “Proklos,” RE
XXIIL1 (1957): col. 228-29.

21. Philodemus, De pietate, PHere. 1428 IV 13—V1I 12, quoted by Dirk Obbink, “Le livre I du
De natura deornm de Cicéron etle De pietate de Philodeme,” in C. Auvray-Assayas and D. Delattre,
eds., Cicéron et Philodéme, Etudes de Philosophie Ancienne 12 (Patis, 2001) 210-11.

22. Karl Reinhardt, Kosmos und Sympathie Minchen, 1926) 353ff.; Willy Theiler (Die 1/orbe-
reitung des Neuplatonismus [Berlin, 1930] 79) thought Posidonius was the originator of this iden-
tification, but in fact it is attested already for Pherekydes in the sixth century BCE; cf. Test. 9,
46 D-K. (= Johannes Lydus, De zens 1V, 3). Cf. Achilles, In Aratum 37 Maal3; Julian, Oratio IV,
136; 136; 144; Macrobius, Saz. 1, 23, 8. The conception becomes widespread in the religio-philo-
sophical literature of Late Antiquity, for instance in the Orphic hymns, Greek Magical Papyri,
and in post-lamblichean Neoplatonism; cf. Wolfgang Fauth, Helios Magistos. Zur synkretitischen
Theologie der Spitantike, Religions in the Graeco-Roman World, vol. 125 (Leiden, 1995) xxxii, 2,
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Becdv maTep. Plato’s depiction in the Phaedrus of Zeus as the “great leader
in heaven ... driving a winged chariot”® at the head of a cortege of lesser
gods* led some Platonic commentators to identify Zeus with the Demiurge
of the Timaens;” this was already the case for Xenocrates™ in the generation
following Plato. Finally, later Neoplatonism is familiar with a whole series
ot “ordet” of Zeuses. As I. Hadot has pointed out,” Proclus distinguishes
a number of different Zeuses, as does Hermias;” the doctrine thus goes

back at least as far as Sytrianus.™

THE TESTIMONY OF THE ANONYMUS STOBAEL

In an anonymous philosophical text preserved by Stobaeus and studied by
John Dillon, we find a distinction between two Zeuses. One is explicitly the
cosmic Zeus;’' it is this Zeus, according to the author, who is referred to at
Iliad 1, 423-25 as departing to feast with the Ethiopians, only to return to
Olympus after twelve days. Yet there is another Zeus, this time alluded to by
the Homeric verses I/. 1, 498-99, where Thetis, when she arrives at Olympus,

p. 47,155,178. Porphyry appears to have systematized this identification in his lost work Oz

the sun; see the reconstruction by Franz Altheim, Aus Spatantike und Chris (Ttubingen,
1951) 1-58.

23. Plato, Phaedrus 246e 4-5. The translation is that of J. Dillon, “An Unknown Platonist on
God,” in ENQZIZ KAI ®IAIA = Unione e amicitia, Omaggio a Francesco Romano (Catania, 2002)
239, whose interpretation I follow here.

24. Who in turn were identified with the “younger gods” of the Timaeus, as well as with the
cosmic or planetary gods; cf. J. Dillon, /oc. cit.

25. The emperor Julian (Hymn to King Helios, 144A) speaks of Zeus’ Suioupytkn SUuvo—
IG; yet for him Zeus, as one among many Snpoupy1koi Beol, is a mere aspect of the real
demiurge, Helios. Cf. E. Altheim, op cit. 19. More precisely, whereas in the Hymn to King Helios,
Helios the Demiurge reigns over the noeric or intermediate world and is thus subject to Aion or
the One, who reigns as the intelligible sun over the noetic world, Julian elsewhere (for instance
in Against the Galileans) uses a simplified two-level scheme, whete the Demiurge is a powerful
noetic being; cf. J.F. Finamore, “©OEOI ©E (1N. An Iamblichan Doctrine in Julian’s Against the
Galileans)” TAPhA 118 (1988): 399.

26. Xenocrates, fr. 68 Heinze = fr. 188 Isnardi Parente, quoted by J. Dillon, gp. cit. 240.

27. Usetraut Hadot, S#udies on the Neoplatonist Hierocles, trans. M. Chase (Philadelphia, 2004) 59
& nn. 212-13: “For Syrianus and Proclus, the demiurge of the Timaensis the fifth in the series of
kings, and the third of the fathers ...”; cf. I Tim. vol. 1, 311, 25f£; vol. 111, 208, 5ff. Diehl.

28. Proclus, Ir Tim. 111, 190, 19ff. Dichl, distinguishes between 6 Snuioupyoc Zeuc, 6
mpdToc The Kpoviac Tpiados, 6 amoAuTos, and 6 0Updvios, who in turn is divided into
o0 £ml The &mAavolc and 0 &v TN BaTépou mep1odey. Elsewhere (In Tim. 111, 230, 23-25),
Proclus can speak of the Demiurge of the Timaens as intermediate between the noetic god and
the “many demiurges”; cf. J. Finamore, 0p cit. 399 & n. 22.

29. Hermias, In Phaedrum 136, 17; 142, 10 Couvreut.

30. According to Proclus, Syrianus ascribed to Zeus the demiurge the status of “fifth king”
in his Orphic Lessons; cf. In Tim. 1, 314, 28-1, 315, 2, cited by 1. Hadot, op. cit. 59 n. 212.

31. Johannes Stobacus, Edlgae 1, 1, §28, 36: TTepl TOU KaTo Tov koopov Alog TouTl
MéhexTan”.
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comes upon “the far-sounding son of Kronos seated apart / from the oth-
ers.” As Dillon points out, our text gives us no indication as to the identity
of this other Zeus, except to point out that he is separate from the other
gods.” Pointing to parallels in Plotinus,” Dillon affirms that “... in Platonist
terms, he [i.e., the second Zeus] can only be the World Soul.”

This identification is, of course, quite possible. Yet one is left to wonder
whether the equation Zeus = the World Soul is really the only interpretative
possibility. After all, as Dillon points out, in at least two other philosophical
interpretations of the Homeric verses cited by Stobaeus’ anonymous author,
Zeus is identified not with the World Soul, but with the Demiurgic Intellect.
Proclus, commenting on iad 1, 423ff. in his Commentary on the Republic™
writes as follows:

For it is obvious to everyone who has delved even moderately into such a theory that
the greatest of the gods must be said to be nourished from above, from the intelligibles,
he who is going to a feast and a banquet, and to convert towards his own principles,
and to be filled by those transcendent and uniform goods. For it is there that the
Ethiopians reside, illuminated by divine light, and the primary Ocean, flowing from
the noetic Source, and fulfillment is thence, both for the Demiurgic Intellect and for
all the gods who depend on it.

If this Zeus can be called “transcendent,”®
other gods, for he is clearly situated below the intelligibles, by which he is
nourished from above. For Proclus, who claims to be interpreting the Chal-
daean Oracles, the Zeus who is equivalent to the Demiurgic Intellect is one
of the three Sources (Tya), together with Kronos and Rhea-Hecate.*
Kronos, who is the transcendent First Intellect or “Once-Beyond” (& m O(g
ETTEKEIVQY), charges his son Zeus—the secondary Intellect or “Twice-Beyond”
(81 emexeva) with the creation of the sensible world.”” As he contemplates

it is only in relation to the

32. £Tépou Aeyopgvou ALoG ToU KeXWPIOHEVOU TAV Becdv.

33.V 1,7, 34ff; V 5, 3, 21ff. Yet Dillon himself remarks (/oc. cit. 243 n. 14) that Plotinus
also sometimes (I1I 5, 8, 4ff.; IV 4, 10, 1ff)) denies this identification.

34. 1, 167, 1ff. Kroll: TovTl YOUV TOUTO KATODAVEC TG KOl HETPIWE THG TOIOOSE
Becoplac emobnuEvey, 0TI TOV HEYIOTOV TAV Becdv dvcabev ek TGV vonTadv Tpedeabot
pnTéov mi SoiTo kal Bolvny 16VTa Kol TPOC TOC OIKEIGG GPXGC EMOTPEDEIV Kail
am’ ekelvewv mAnpouoBal TGV EEnpnuEvaY Kol EVoelSQV ayoaBddv. kel Tolvwy Kol
ol Aifiomec ol TG Beiey PdTI KaTahaUTOHEVOL KO O TPdTIoTo: |~ (LKeawoe O ThG
VoNTAC TMYNG AToppEwVY, Kol | TANPWOIC EKEIBEY TG T SUIOUPYIKE VG KAl TTAG
Tolc eEnpTnuévolc auTol Beoic.

35. J. Dillon, gp. ait. 243.

36. See above, n. 20.

37. Hapax and dis epekeina are, of course, expressions deriving from the Chaldaean Oracles,
see below, and Luc Brisson (“Kronos, Summit of the Intellective Hebdomad in Proclus’
Interpretation of the Chaldaecan Oracles)” Mélanges C. Steel, G. Van Riel and C. Macé, eds.,
Platonic 1deas and Concept Formation in Ancient and Medieval Thonght [Leuven, 2004] 191-210]),
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the intelligible, Zeus fashions the sensible universe; and this is why he is
called “father of gods and men.”

An earlier text, On the life and poetry of Homer, interprets the second of our
two Homeric passages in a similar way.” If Thetis finds Zeus sitting alone

and apart from the other gods, it is because

This isolation and this failure to mingle with the other gods, but to rejoice in frequenting
and relating to himself, remaining still and constantly setting the All in order, presents
the nature of the intelligible god; for he [sc. Homer| knows that the god who oversees and
manages the All, is Intellect [my emphasis].

It thus seems that the interpretation of the “Other” Zeus in our anony-
mous text as the World Soul is perhaps not quite as necessary as J. Dillon
claims. The evidence we have already seen, and that which I will adduce in
what follows shows, I believe, that it is equally and perhaps more likely that
he is to be identified with the Demiurgic Intellect, as he was in the Chaldacan
Oracles.”” Dillon attributes the anonymous text presetved by Stobaeus to a
second-century Middle Platonist; but if we bear in mind that Heeren already
attributed this text to Porphyry, we may be led to wonder whether this is not,
after all, the most plausible possibility.

It is not the primary purpose of this paper to argue that Porphyry is
indeed the author of the anonymous text preserved by Stobaeus. Yet the
characteristics Dillon points out in the Anonymons—a theology comprising a
primary god who is also a demiurge; a set of encosmic gods who serve the
Demiurge; citation of a Neopythagorean author, use of Homer to buttress
Plato—seem not at all incompatible with the Tyrian’s thought. Dillon cites
two grounds for eliminating Porphyry as a possible author. First, the style of
the anonymous is “much more simple [sc. than that of Porphyry],” and “there
is no suggestion of Neoplatonic metaphysical elaboration about this piece”
(loc. cit. 238). Yet is there really such a thing as a single, uniform Porphyrian
style, identical throughout, say, his Homeric Questions, Sentences, Isagoge, and the
(Neopythagoreanizing) Oz abstinence and Life of Pythagoras? Similarly, the lack
of metaphysical elaboration can be paralleled from a number of authentic
Porphyrian works; suffice it to mention the minor Commentary on the Categories,
the On statues, the Letter to Anebo, and above all the fragmentary Oz the Styx,

citing Proclus, Iz Crat. 57, 4-19, with Chaldaean Oracles fr. 5 des Places.

38. L. Brisson, /oe. cit. citing Proclus, In Tim. 1 318.17-18 with Chaldaean Oracies fr. 94 des
Places.

39. Pseudo-Plutarch, De vita et poeseos Homeri 1243—1247: ) Y&p HOVGOIG oUTN Kol TO Wy
KaTapyvUely Tole GANoic Beoic eauTov GANG X0 PELY EQUTG) CUVOVTO KOl XPGIMEVOV,
nouxiav GyovTt kol &l SIGKOOHOUVT! T TTAVT, TNV Tou vonTou Beol dUctv Topi—
0TNoIV. 018¢ 8¢ OTI VoUC 0TIV O BE0C O TOVTA EMOTAUEVOC Kol SIETCIV TO AV,

40. See Brisson, gp. ¢it. § 1.2, “Zeus, the demiurgic Intellect.”
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where Porphyry, like Stobaeus’ anonymous author, reconciles allegorical
Homeric and Platonic exegesis. In Neoplatonism, style is dictated by context;
that is, primarily by the work’s literary gente and the audience and/ort group
of students to whom it is directed. Where, as in the present case, we know
nothing whatsoever about the context of a work, mere stylistic criteria may
be misleading when we attempt to establish authorship.

Finally, there is an additional series of philosophical interpretations of
lliad1, 423 which has been overlooked by Dillon. In the theological excursus
of Macrobius’ Saturnalia (I, 17-23), where Vettius Practextatus attempts to
prove that all the gods of Greek, Roman and Egyptian antiquity are identi-
cal with the Sun, the Homerica verses I/ad 1, 423-25 are quoted (in Greek!)
to prove that Zeus is the same as the Sun.”" But a number of scholars have
argued convincingly that Macrobius’ main source for his theological exposi-
tion is none other than Porphyry.*

PORPHYRY ON ZEUS
Let us now consider Porphyry’s views on the identity of Zeus. In the pre-
served fragments of the TTepl 2TUyOG (fr. 377, 454, 84-89 Smith), Porphyry
speaks of the “cosmic gods ... whom he [sc. Homer] called ‘gods’ accord-
ing to ancient custom, according to him there is a great daimdin, whom he
calls “Zeus,” and he reigns, as it were, over those who arrive as far as the
heavens ....” Thus, probably following the Phaedrus passage mentioned
above, Porphyry knows of a Zeus who is in fact not a god but a daimin,
and who appears to be situated at the borderline between the sensible and
intelligible worlds, reigning over sensible realities. Might this demonic Zeus
have something to do with Porphyry’s patér thein?

In his Commentary on the Timaeus, Porphyry explained the difference
between O(Tﬁp and TTOINTNG as follows: the Father is he who generates the
All from himself, whereas the Creator takes over matter from elsewhere.*

41. Macrobius, Sa. 1, 23. Cf. idem, Commentary on the Dream of Scipio 11, 10sq.

42. Suggested by Josephe Bidez, I7¢ de Porphyre, le philosgphe néo-platonicien, avec les fragments des
traités PERI AGALMATWN et DE REGRESSU ANIMAE (Gand, 1913), this hypothesis was
defended in detail by F. Altheim, p ¢/., who argued that Macrobius’ source was Porphyry’s lost
work On the Sun, and by Pierre Courcelle, Les Lettres grecques en Occident, de Macrobe a Cassiodore
(Paris, 1948%). More recently, the thesis of Porphyry as Macrobius’ source has been accepted
by P. Mastandrea, Un Neoplatonico Latino, Cornelio Labeone; testimonianza e fr , Btudes
préliminaires aux religions orientales dans P"Empire romain, 77 (Leiden, 1979), and |. Flamant,

Macrobe et le négplatonisme latin 4 la fin du TV* sicle, Etudes préliminaires aux religions otientales
dans ’'Empire romain, 78 (Leiden, 1979). Flamant argues that Macrobius used three separate
treatises by Porphyry: On images, On divine names, and On the Sun.

43. Porphyry, In Tim. apud Proclum, Iz Tim. 1, 300, 1-2. Proclus himself distinguished
between the “Father,” who reigns over noetic, noeric, hypercosmic, and encosmic beings; the
“Father and Creator,” who reigns over noeric, hypercosmic and encosmic beings; the “Creator
and Father,” responsible for hypercosmic and encosmic beings; and finally the “Creator,” who
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In the TTept aryarAuaTeov, Porphyry endorses the Orphic view of the
nature of Zeus, according to whom “Zeus is the world Intellect, who created
all that the wortld has within it.”** After quoting the well-known Otrphic de-
sctiption of Zeus,” Porphyry remarks that “Zeus, then, is the entire wotld,
a living being of living beings and a god of gods. He is Zeus in so far as be is
Intellect, from which he brings forth all things, and he creates by means of
his thoughts” (my emphasis).*® As he moves on to discuss the iconography
of depictions of Zeus, Porphyry repeatedly emphasizes that Zeus is the
demiurgic Intellect.” The Tytian expresses the same view in his Homeric
exegesis: when explaining the name of Ganymedes, he writes that “Gany-
medes serves Zeus alone, for Zeus is the first Intellect” (my emphasis).*® The
identification of Zeus with voUc, which Greek tradition first attributed to
Anaxagoras,” was, as we have seen, to be taken up by the later Neoplatonists,
such as Proclus.”

THE TESTIMONY OF DAMASCIUS

An additional interpretative possibility is offered by a text from Damascius’
De principiis. At 241, 5£f. Ruelle, Damascius speaks of a OElpé( of divinities,”!
all of whom are named Zeus. According to late Neoplatonic theology, the
universal Zeus produces both (a) a seties of divinities named Zeus,” each

reigns only over encosmic beings. The Demiurge of Plato’s Timaens corresponds to the third
of these rulers, the “Creator and Father.” Cf. J.E. Finamore, p ¢iz. 394 n. 3; 1. Hadot, gp.ciz. 59
n. 213, citing Proclus, I Tim. 1, 311, 25f£; 111, 208, 5ff. Dichl.

44, Tov yap Alo Tov volv ToU koopou UTTOAapPBavovTe:, 0 T EV oUT
£8MUIOUPYNOEV EXCOV TOV KOOHOV, fr. 354, p. 411, 5-7 Smith = Buscbius, PE 3, 9, 1.

45. Fr. 168 Kern.

46. Ibid. p. 413, 42—44 Smith: Zeuc oLv O TTaG KOOHOG, {edov ek Cudcov kart Beoc ek Becdv
Zeuc 8t koBo vouc, ad’ ol Tpodeper TaVTA Kol SNUIOUPYEL TOIG VONUGG!V.

47. Ibid. 49-50: ... ToU TO BEfKn)\ov nsﬂotﬁkaclv, OTI vouc ﬁv ko ov é&]ulodpysl
Kol AOYOIG OTIEPUATIKOIG GMETEAEL TO TAVTO; bid. p. 414, 58: BaoiAeUC yorp ToU KOGHOU
0 SNUIoUPYIKOG VOUG .

48. Tavupmdne 8t UTMPETET HOVG TG All, OTI O HEV ZeUC O TPATOC EGTI VOUG,
Porphyry, Ouaestionum Homericarum ad lliadem pertinentinm religuiae Book 4, section 2, 25-26 ed.
Schrader (Leipzig: Teubner, 1880).

49. Cf. fr. 20c Diels/Kranz.

50. vouc 8¢ kol O péytoTos Zeue, BactAkny pev éxcov Yuxmy, BactAikov 8¢ volv,
@G 0 &v 16 PIMNR Zwkpatne. Proclus, Platonic Theolagy V, 15, 18-20 Saffrey/Westerink.

51. On the doctrine of the GElpé(, as developed by Iamblichus and Proclus, see the fol-
lowing note.

52. Damascius speaks of this series as “the entire chorus of Zeusian gods” (TOV GTovTa
XOPOv TV Siiwv Becdv, 236, 17-18 R). CE. ibid. 236, 26: “In accordance with his own par-
ticular characteristic, Zeus produces a synonymous series ...” (0 ZEUG KOTO MEV TNV EXUTOU
1810TNTO ToPGyEl OUVEOVUHOV TIva Ot pav). This doctrine of the Oe1pg, already sketched
in Iamblichus (cf. B. Nasemann, Theurgie n. Philosophie in Jamblichs De Mysteriis, Beitrige zur
Altertumskunde, Bd.11 [Stuttgart, 1991] 135ff.), is fully developed in Proclus, for whom, in the
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of whom reigns over a different “horizontal” level of reality; this is proces-
sion or emanation “in depth” (kaTo PaBoc, Damascius, /oc. cit. 237, 18)
or “according to existence” (KO(TEX Tf]v ﬁnapglv, Damascius, /e cit. 239,
6); and (b) all the other gods, in a kind of “vertical” process of emanation.
Slightly earlier on (237, 11-13), speaking of emanation that takes place by
means of the totality of the producer, Damascius had given the example of
“the universal demiutge, who, among the Chaldaeans, proceeds sevenfold,”™
for each of them is sung of as being “dyadically beyond” (cd¢ O ETTOXN
Tpoicv 0Aoc Snuioupyos mapa Tole XaAdalols, 8¢ yap EKaoToC
ETTEKEIVOl WURVETTa). This must mean that in each of the seven Chaldacan
worlds—the empurion, three ethereal worlds, the sphere of the fixed stars,
the sphere of the planets, and the sublunar world—there is a demiurge who
can be called both Zeus and 8ic ETEKEIVQL.

ZEUS IN CHALDAEAN THOUGHT

In Chaldaean thought, we thus find the identification Zeus—demiurge—(s\lc
gMEKeIVaL. A bit farther on in the De  principiis, Damascius confirms that for the
theurges—that is to say, the Chaldacans—the seven demiurges characterized
as O1C ETEKEIVA are all synonymous with the universal Zeus.” Damascius

words of L. Fladerer (Johannes Philopones De opifico mundi. Spatantikes Sprachdenken und christliche
Exegese, Beitrige zur Altertumskunde, Bd.135 [Stuttgart-Leipzig, 1999] 116 n. 170): “Der
Name Apollon bezeichnet den Gott Apollon als Fiihrer der 0e1pa, kann aber auch fiir cinen
untergeordneten Diamon dieser Reihe stehen.”

53. For M-C. Galpérine, Damascins, Des premiers principes, apories et résolutions, Introd., notes et
trad. du grec par M.-C. Galpérine (Paris, 1987) 517 & n. 52, the procession in question is that
of the Intellective Hebdomad, which consists of Kronos, Rhea, Zeus as the demiurgic Intel-
lect, then the three Chaldaean divinities called “the Implacable Ones,” and a seventh divinity
called “he-who-has-girded-himself-a-belt.”” Yet this interpretation cannot be right. Cleatly, if
the universal demiurge proceeds or emanates seven times, and if each of these seven manifes-
tations is celebrated as the Chaldacan Sic §mékelva, then each of these seven manifestations
must be both a demiurge and a 81¢ Emekea. We thus have to do, not with the emanation or
production by Zeus of the seven Intellective gods, but with the production by the demiurgic
Zeus of seven other demiurgic Zeuses, each of whom reigns over a separate level of reality or
“wortld.”” According to Psellus (xBecic kedpohacHdne kol cUvTopos TGV Tapa XaAdaiole
SoyudTeov, in Opuscula psychologica, theologica, d ogica (= Michaelis Pselli Philosophica minora
vol. II, Leipzig: Teubner, 1989, 146, 9ff. O’Meara), the Chaldaeans hold that there are seven
of these: the empurion, followed by three ethereal worlds, then three material wotlds: that of

the fixed stars, the last of which is the sublunar world, called chthonian.

54. ol Katl TPOEPXOVTCL TTAVTEAELG, Kol TG OAG) CUVGIVULOUVTEG, & ol <C> Sic
gmekelva Snuioupyol Topa Tolg Beoupyolc. M.-Cl. Galpérine construes the text as mean-
ing that the seven Zeus / Sic emékelva / BT]UIOUpYOi; are synonymous with the universal
Intellect, op. cit. 522. The Greek text could conceivably bear this interpretation, but it seems
more likely that that to which the seven demiurgic Zeus 8¢ ETEKelVa are synonymous is the
universal Zeus, not the universal intellect. Combes-Westerink (vol. 111, 36) translate “eux qui
procedent ... en étant ... synonymes avec le tout [du producteur]”; this is equivalent to my
interpretation, since the producer in this case is the universal Zeus.
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goes on to add that “each Zeus is the father of all the gods,... for the dy-
adically beyond is everywhere entire.”* In other words, each of the seven
Chaldaean Zeus-deminrgoi can legitimately be called not only “the dyadically
transcendent,” but also “Father of the gods” (Becdv matnp).

THE TESTIMONY OF JOHANNES LYDUS

For the Chaldaeans, the mythico-religious figure known as the S\C emEKeIVa
was equivalent to the demiurgic Second Intellect, a conception also found in
the Pythagoreanizing Middle Platonist Numenius.® Porphytry was generally
known to sympathize with the views both of the Chaldaean Oracles and of
Numenius, but on this particular point we have additional evidence concern-
ing Porphyry’s views on the identity of the Chaldacan 8ic eméketva. In Book
IV of his De mensibus, Johannes Lydus writes as follows:

Porphyry, however, in his Commentary on the Oracles, considers that the “Dyadically
transcendent”—that is, the demiurge of all things—is the one honored by the Jews;
he whom the Chaldaeans theologize as coming second after the “Once transcendent,”
that is, the Good.””

Porphyry, then, clearly held, at least at one stage of his philosophical
career, that the Chaldacan 8¢ £mekevar, who could be identified with Zeus,
was the demiurge or creator of the (sensible) world.

55. TG youp Zeue TavTwv Beddv TOTnp ... O HEV Yarp Sic ETEKEIVO TOVTOXOU OAOG.
Here, I think, the translation of M.-C. Galpérine is to be preferred: “Tout Zeus est le pere de
tous les dieux ... car le au-dela sous un mode dyadique est tout entier partout,” which seems
clearly preferable to that of Westerink/Combeés:
les dieux ... en effet, le ‘Deux fois au-dela’ est tout entier en tous.”

56. Cf. H. Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles and Thenrgy. Mysticism, Magic, and Platonism in the Later Roman
Empire, Publications de I'Institut Francais d’Archéologie Orientale, Recherches d’Archéologie,
de Philologie et d’Histoire 13 [Cairo, 1956]; nouvelle édition par Michel Tardieu (Patis, 1978)
318ff., with notes.

57. Johannes Lydus, De mensibus 1V, 110, 18-25 Winsch = Porphyry, fr. 365, p. 437-38 Smith:
o pevtol TTopduploc Ev TG UTOHVIHGT! TAV AoYiwv Tov SIC ETEKEIVO TOUTEGTI TOV
TQV SAwv Snuioupyov Tov Topa louSaicov Tiucduevoy givat a€lol, ov 6 XoASaioc
SelTepov Ao Tou Gmak Emékelva, TOUTEGTI Tou ayaBou, Beohoyel.

>

C’est tout entier que Zeus est le pere de tous
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THE DEMIURGE IN PORPHYRY: SOUL OR INTELLECT?

In a densely argued paper, Werner Deuse has argued that in Porphyry’s
philosophy, the demiurge or world-creative principle is consistently not the
World Soul, but the voUc, or intellect.® Among a wealth of other evidence,
he cites a fragment from Book IV of Porphyry’s Philosophical History, pre-
served by Cyril of Jerusalem:

The highest god, he says, is the Good, and after him comes the second god, the de-
miurge ....%"

... the intellect ...whom they call the second god, and immediate demiurge of the
world ....%0

THE TESTIMONY OF SYNESIUS

Most scholars agree that Synesius, the fourth-century bishop of Ptolemais,
reflects Porphyrian philosophy in his De insonmiis. In this first chapter of
this work, Synesius discusses his interpretation of Zeus, and since this pas-
sage has been mistranslated and therefore misunderstood in some recent
scholarship, it seems worthwhile to reproduce the Greek text here, together
with my translation.

58. Werner Deuse, “Der Demiurg bei Porphyrios und Jamblich,” in C. Zinzten, ed., Die
Philosophie des Neuplatonismns, Wege der Forschung 436 (Darmstadt, 1977). Deuse shows con-
vincingly that the handful of testimonies in Proclus, according to which Porphyry held the
Soul to be the demiurge, are retro-projections on the part of Proclus. For Plotinus, by contrast,
although the Voug is called “demiurge” (Enn. 1119, 1;V 1,8; V 9, 3), the task of creating the
universe is entrusted to the World Soul IV 3, 10; V' 9, 3).

59. Porphyry, Hist. phil. fr. 16: elvan 8¢ TOV HEV avdTOTw Beov TayoBov, pet ouTov
8¢ Kol SeUTEPOV TOV SNUIOUPYOV ...

60. voUv ... ov 81 kal SelTepov ovopdlouot Beov kal mpooexn ToU KOOMOU
Snuioupyov.
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Synesius, De insonmniis 1, 131C-D, 145
Terzaghi = Migne PG 1284

€1 8¢ TIC U ETEPCIV ETTCOV avarTelfeTan
TNV Tyedoviav ToU ALOG XElp@dV 10XUY
giva AoyileaBat, o1, dnot,

... Bin & Sye dpépTepoc Hev,

OUTOC $OPTIKAC UIANGE TN ToIn—
OEl, Kol GUTKOOC £0TI TAC KAT OUTHV
dthooodiac, Touc Beouc oudEV GANo 1
vouc Aeyouone. TaUT Tol TPOCTEPOVY
TEAY TG KoT GAKNY TEPIEIVA, TO Kol
yeven mpoOTEPOG, Tov Al volv Aéywv
GPXEYOVEITEPOV™ VOU 88 1oXUC Ti v dAAo
1 dpovnoic &imn...

Kol 00TIC oV Beoc cdv Gpxetv aElouTal
Becdv, vouc cdv, codiac Teplovaia KPaTel,
@oTe kol To Bin 8 Oye pépTepos el
TOUTO NHIV TQ TAEIOVE G186V AVOKAUTTTEL
Kol TEPUOTATAL. SI& TOUTO KAl O 5ohoc
OlKeloG e, OTI MEIPATAN CUVEYYUG ElVal
TN YVWOEl, K&l TPXYHOTEVETOL TEPL
vonaotv, 1 To Belov ouciwTal.

If, however, one is persuaded by other
verses to consider that the hegemony of
Zeus is one of brute strength, because, as

[Homer] says

... but he indeed was the strongest*!

then his contact with poetry has been
that of a Philistine, and he is deaf to its
philosophy, which declares that the gods are
nothing other than intellect. Again, to the fact
that [Zeus] is superior in might he connects
the fact that he is also first in birth, declar-
ing that Zeus is the originary Intellect.”> And
what else could strength of intellect® be
than intelligence? Indeed, whichever god is
considered to rule over other gods, since he
is intellect,” reigns by excess of wisdom, so
that [Homer’s phrase] “but he indeed was the
strongest” amounts to saying and winds up
as “he knows more things.” This is why the
sage is proper to god, because he tries to be
near to him in knowledge, and he concerns
himself with intellection, in which divinity

has its essence.

61. Homer, Odyssey 18, 234.

62. ). Bregman, Synesius of Cyrene, Philosopher-bishop, Transform. of the class. heritage 2

[Berkeley, 1982] 146) translates “meaning that Zeus has greater primacy with respect to Nous,”
thus apparently construing VoV as an accusative of respect. This is clearly wrong. Antonio
Garzya (Opere di Sinesio di Cirene: Epistole, Operette, Inni, a cura di A.G., Coll. Classici greci,
Autori della tarda antichita [Torino, 1989] 557) construes the phrase correctly: “che Zeus ¢ la
mente primigenia”’; as does Davide Susanetti (Szuesio di Cirene: I sogni, introd., trad. e commento di
D.S., Studi e commenti, 10 [Bari, 1992] 47): “che Zeus ¢ intelletto di piu antica nascita,” and
already Augustine Fitzgerald (The Essays and Hymns of Synesins of Cyrene, including the Address to
the Emperor Arcadins and the Political Speeches, trans. with Introduction and Notes by A.E, 2 vols
[Oxford/Tondon, 1930] II, 327): ... Zeus is an elder-born intelligence.”

63. Bregman, op. cit.: “And what else is strength of wind, but wisdom?”

64. Bregman, op. cit.: “‘since he is a noetic being.” Again, Fitzgerald, Garzya, and Susanetti
have understood correctly, by translating respectively: “in that he is mind”; “poiché ¢ mente”;
and “dal momento che ¢ intelletto.”
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Thus, when correctly understood,” this passage from Synesius states what
we have already seen in Porphyry repeatedly: Zeus is the vouc, or Intellect.

THE TESTIMONY OF AUGUSTINE

An additional piece of evidence may be adduced, although its interpretation
is delicate. In his De civitate dei, Augustine cites a passage from Porphyry’s
De regressu animae, in which the Tyrian philosopher reported that an Oracle
maintained that “The principles can purify””* Augustine then attempts to
figure out what Porphyry might mean by these “principles.”

Yet we know what principles he, as a Platonist, is talking about. He means God the
Father and God the Son, whom he calls in Greek “paternal intellect” or “paternal Mind”;
of the Holy Spirit, however, he either says nothing or at least nothing openly, although
who else he might be saying is between the other two, I cannot understand.

Cleatly, Augustine had before him a Porphyrian text, probably in Latin
translation, which gave the following series of principles:

Porphyry Augustine’s interpretation
pater? Deus Pater

medium ?

paternus intellectus/paterna mens Deus Filius

Whether Augustine’s mystification regarding Porphyry’s second,
intermediary principle is genuine or not, modern scholarship has
tended to agree that the principle in question is Hecate, in her role as
Chaldaean equivalent of the vivifying World Soul. This would allow
us to restore Porphyry’s original triad of principles as Father, Hec-
ate, paternal intellect, or in Greek: TTatnp, Exatn, matpikoc voue.

THE TESTIMONY OF PSELLUS
In his writings on Chaldaean theology and philosophy, Michael Psellus,”
probably following Proclus, frequently mentions the Chaldacan series

65. Bregman’s treatment of the same Greek term voUc is indicative of his confusion: he
simply transliterates the Greek term twice as “Nous,” and on two other occasions he translates
the same Greek term voUC by two different English terms: “mind” and “noetic being” In fact,
all four occurrences of the same Greek term denote the same English equivalent “intellect.”

606. Denique eoden oraculo expressum principia posse purgare, Augustine, civ. dei X, 23, 484, 11-12
Hoffmann (CSEL vol. 40 [Prague/Leipzig/Vienna, 1899]) = Porphyry, De regressu, fr. 284,
320-21 Smith.

67. Opuscula psychologica, theologica, daemonologica, in D.]. O’Meara, ed., Michaelis Pselli philosophica
minora vol. 11, 146, 18; 149, 14££;151, 24; Opuscula 23, 39-40 Opusc. 23a, 13—14.
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amof emekewa, Exotn, Sic émekeva. This results in the following
equivalences:

Porphyry Chaldacans
TTatnp amok EmékeIva
“Exdn ‘Exdn
TOTPIKOG VOUG Sic emékeva

BACK TO SENTENCE 32

It thus seems as though Porphyry established an equivalence between the
following religio-philosophical figures: Zeus, Sic é]TéKElVO(, Demiurge,
TaTEIKOC VOUG. If this is the case, when Porphyry states in his Sentence 32
that the person who functions in accordance with the paradigmatic virtues
is called a “Father of the gods,” he may have these equivalences in mind.
To become father of the gods, then, according to this interpretation, is
to become Zeus, but this in turn is to become a Demiurge and/or a 81¢
gmekeva. All these expressions, however, are equivalent to saying that the
person in question has become consubstantial with the TOTPIKOG VOUG.
That such was one of the goals of Porphyry’s philosophy is confirmed by
another fragment of the De regressu, transmitted by Augustine:

You [that is, as the context makes clear, Porphyry and his followers], to be sure, at-
tribute so much to the intellectual soul, which is at any rate a human soul, that you
say it may become consubstantial to that paternal Intellect, which we declare to be the
Son of God.*®

To have assimilated oneself, and to be able to function according to
the paradigmatic virtues is, as Porphyry makes clear in Sentence 32, to have
become wholly Intellect, and to have become one with the realm of intel-
ligible Forms which, in Platonic philosophy since Plotinus, are identical
with the Intellect. Yet since this domain of the vou¢ is identical with Zeus
in his demiurgic aspect, as well as with the Chaldacan Sic emekeva, the
person who functions henceforth according to the paradigmatic virtues
may equally well be called Zeus, and hence, like Zeus, he may be said to
have become “father of the gods” (Becdv Tatnp). If this interpretation is
correct, however, it still remains an open question with which Zeus such a
person is to be identified, for as we have seen, there are no less than seven
Zeus—demiurge—&c ETMEKEIV according to Chaldacan thought. It might be
argued that the distinction between various homonymous divinities existing

68. Augustin, civ dei X, 29 = Porphyry, De regressu, fr. 297, 339, 10—13 Smith: “1os certe tantum
tribuitis animae intellectnal, quae anima utique humana est, ut eam consubstantialem paternae illi menti quem
dei filium confitemini fieri posse dicatis.”’



92 MICHAEL CHASE

at different levels of reality may be characteristic of late Neoplatonism, but
cannot be attributed to a thinker as eatly as Porphyry. However, another

testimony from Johannes Lydus seems to indicate otherwise:

o0Tl ol pev ducikol TV Eotiav
BoUAovTal TNV yRv gival &mo Tou

, ¢ o , , R
EoTaval, ol 8e Beohoyol TauTnv glvat
BoUAovTal TNV AeYOUEVTV OVTOTNTA ... O
Be TTopduptoc peta T vontiv “EoTiow
iTo1 ovToTn T BoUAETON Kol TNV Edopov
thc ync—xBova 8¢ autnv kahouol—
bucovipwe eketvne EoTiav givat, Aeyel
B¢ OUTG® Kol TO HEV T)YEMOVIKOV THC
Deioc Suvapecoc EoTia kékAnTat, fc
byoApo TopBevikov e eoTiac 18puTat”
ab’o 8¢ yovipoc 1 Suvauic, onual—
OUCIV UTTV YUVOIKOG €18€1 TPOHGGTOU.

The natural philosophers will have it that
Hestia is the earth, deriving her name from “to
stand still” (70 bestanai); but the theologians will
have it that she is what is called “essentiality”
(ontotés) .... Porphyry, however, will have it that
after the intelligible Hestia, or essentiality, the
overseer of earth—they call her Earth (Kbzhdn)
—is also Hestia, in a manner homonymous to
the intelligible one. He says the following: “and
the directing force of divine power has been
called Hestia, whose virginal image is estab-
lished at the hearth. Yet in so far as this power

is generative, they signify her in the form of a

woman with prominent breasts.”

In his interpretation of this fragment of Porphyry,” Lydus thus un-
derstands Porphyry as claiming that there are at least two Hestias: one,
intelligible, who can be identified as “essentiality”;’ the other, who comes
“after” (WETQ), is the goddess of traditional mythology, and her cult-statue
is interpreted according to the typical Stoicizing nature-allegory practiced
by Apollodorus. Besides establishing the probability that Porphyry knew of
at least two homonymous levels of divinity, this passage raises a number of
interesting questions. First, might Porphyry, in the course of his exegesis
of the Chaldaean Oracles, have adopted the Chaldaean belief of seven levels
of manifestation for each divinity, one for each of the Chaldacan worlds?
Second, Porphyry’s work On Images has, since Bidez, been universally taken
as an early work, written before the superstitious Tyrian came into contact
with the purifying rationalism of the philosophy of Plotinus. Yet what if
Lydus’ interpretation is correct? Perhaps Porphyry had explained, in some
lost portion of his work, that the traditional, allegorical interpretations he
was to give in the O Images referred only to the lower, earthly manifestation

69. Lydus, De mens. 1V, 94, p. 138, 18-139, 5 Wiinsch = Porphyry, fr. 357, pp. 415-16
Smith.

70. T borrow this translation of GVTOTNG from Pierre Hadot, Porphyry et Victorinus, 2 vols.
(Paris, 1968) I, 384-85.
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of each divinity, and did not exclude deeper, more “metaphysical” interpreta-
tions on another level, such as that of Hestia as “essentiality”’? There would
then be no reason to attribute On Images to an early, “pre-philosophical” stage
in Porphyry’s thought, and our entire picture would have to be thoroughly
revised. Yet for this hypothesis to be verified would require a new translation
and thorough study of Porphyty’s On Inages.”

71. On a very preliminary level, we can say that the On Izages, which has been understood as
asober description of habitual cult-images, may very well be, at least on one level, a description
of astrological amulets, aimed at the theurgico-magical manipulation of astral influences.



