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Vi PREFACE,

the English reader with a translation of
the existing Fragments of such of his

works as are lost.
Of these Fragments, the largest, which

1s on the Eternity of the World, and ori-

this subject, which was written by Proclus, but since
lost; the whole of his Commentary on the Timeeus of
Plato; and of his Commentary on the First Book of
Euclid. I have also translated nearly the whole of his
Scholia on the Cratylus; and have given a translation

of the substance of his Commentaries on the First
Aleibiades and Parmenides of Plato. These are from

the Greek. From the barbarous Latin version of Mor-
beka,* I have also translated his admirable Treatise on
Providence and Fate; all which are published. And
I am now waiting for an opportunity, which T trust will
soon be afforded me, of publishing my Translation of
his Solution of Ten Doubts concerning Providence, and

his Treatise on the Subsistence of Evil.

* This Morbeka was Archbishop of Corinth in the twelfth

century.
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ginally consisted of eighteen arguments,
wants only the first argument to render it
complete; and of this I have endeavoured to
collect the substance, from what Philoponus
has written against it. There 1s a Latin
translation of the work of Philoponus*—
in which these Arguments are alone to be
found—by Joannes Mahotius: Lugdun.
1557. fol.; from which, as the learned
reader will perceive, I have frequently
been enabled to correct the printed Greek
text. The acute Simplicius is of opinion,
that this work of Philoponus is replete
with garrulity and nugaeity, and a con-
siderable portion of his Commentary on
Anistotle’s Treatise on the Heavens, con-
sists of a confutation of the sophistical

reasoning of this smatterer in philosophy.

- * The Greek edition of this work of Philoponus
against Proclus was printed at Venice, 1535, fol.
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In doing this, likewise, he invokes Hercules
to assist him in the purification of such an
Augean stable.

Itis remarkable, that though the writings
of Proclus are entirely neglected, and even
unknown to many who are called scholars,
mn this country, yet they are so much es-
teemed in France and Germany, that such
of his works as were only before extant in
manuscript, have been recently published
by the very learned Professors Boissonade,

Victor Cousin, and Creuzer.* The second

* Of the works of Proclus, the first of these Pro-
fessors has published the Scholia on the Cratylus; the
second, the Commentaries on the First Aleibiades, and
Five out of the Seven existing Books on the Parmenides
of Plato; and also, from the version of Morbeka, the
Treatise on Providence and Fate: A Solution of Ten
Doubts concerning Providence; and the Treatise on
the Subsistence of Evil : and the third, the Commen-
taries on the First Alcibiades, and the Theological Ele-
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of these learned men, indeed, conceived so
highly of the merits of Proclus, as to say
of him, ¢ that, like Homer himself, he ob-
scures, by his own name, the names of all
those that preceded him, and has drawn to
himself alone the mernts and praises of all
[the Platonic philosophers].” The eulogy
therefore, of Ammonius Hermeas, ¢ that
Proclus possessed the power of unfolding
the opinions of the ancients, and a scientific
judgment of the nature of things, in the
highest perfection possible to humanity, *

iments. All these learned men have done me the
honour to speak of me in the handsomest manner, both
in the letters which I have received from them, and in
the above-mentioned publications. The last of them,
in particular, has adopted most of my emendations of
the Greek text of the Theological Elements.

* B e 7 oxau HLetis Eumﬂ'ﬂwsr EiTEVEYRELY L THY Tov
BiBAiov caluviiay, amovnmovivcayTic Tay SLnymeiwy Tov fsisy
neewy Bideeorethov Ilgoxhou Tou whaTwyiney dixdoyev, Tov sig

a
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X PREFACE.

will be immediately assented to by every
one who 1s much conversant with the
writings of this most extraordinary man.
Perhaps, however, the ignorance in this
country, of the writings of this Coryphean
philosopher, may be very reasonably ac-
counted for, by what Mr. Harris says in
the Preface to his Hermes, viz. ‘“'Tis per-
haps too much the case with the multitude
in every nation, that as they know little
beyond themselves and their own affairs,
so, out of this narrow sphere of knowledge,
they think nothing worth knowing. As
we, BriToNs, by our situation, live di-
vided from the whole world, this, perhaps,

will be found to be more remarkably our

axgoy THg mﬂgwrun; Quotws THY TE tEnyTigy TWY Jexourray
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opeoreynoaiper.— Ammon. Herm. de Interpret. p. 1.
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one part intercepted, and we do not receive the
whole of it. For how can the light which is in
the heavens be continuous with that which is in
the air? since the latter is corruptible, but the
former not. And the one, indeed, 1s suspended
from its proper principle; but the other, if it
should so happen, is cut off, and sometimes 1s not.
The corruptible, however, is not continuous with
the incorruptible : for two things of this kind are
specifically different from each other.

In Defence of the Timeus of PLATO, against the
Objections made to it by ARISTOTLE.

ARTSTOTLE objects to the very name of para-
digm, asserting that it is metaphorical ; and he is
much more hostile to the dogma which introduces
ideas, and particularly to that of animal itself,
as is evident from what he says in his Meta-
physies. . And it appears, that this man is not so
averse to any of the dogmas of Plato as he is to
the hypothesis of ideas; not only in his Logical
Treatises calling ideas sonorous trifles, but also in
his Ethics contending against the existence of the
good itself. In s Physies, likewise, he does not
think it proper to refer the generations of things
to ideas: for he says this in his Treatise on
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Generation and Corruption. And this his hos-
tility to the doctrine of ideas* is much more
apparent in his Metaphysics ; because the dis-
cussion there is concerning prineiples : for there
he adduces numerous arguments against ideas,
in the beginning, middle, and end of that treatise.
In his Dialogues, also, he most manifestly ex-
claims, that he cannot assent to this dogma,
though some one may think that he speaks against
it for the purpose of contention.

Trne maker always existing, that which 1s gene-
rated by him likewise always exists. For either
God does not always make ; or, he indeed always
makes, but the universe i1s not always generated ;{
or, he always makes, and the universe is always
generated. But if God does not always make, he
will evidently be [at a certain time] an efficient in
capacity, and again an efficient in energy, and he
will be an imperfect Demiurgus, and indigent of
time. If, however, he always makes, but the

* See my Dissertation on the Philosophy of Aristotle, in
which the opposition of Aristotle to Plato’s doctrine of ideas
is shewn to have been employed for the purpose of guarding from
misapprehension, and not of subverting that doctrine.

+ Proclus here uses the word ywera, generated, because the
universe, on account of the flowing condition of its nature, is
always rising into existence, or becoming to be.
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universe is generated at a certain time, an im-
possibility will take place: For when that which
makes is in energy, that which is generated will
also be generated in energy. Both, therefore,
exist always ; the one being generated, and the
other producing perpetually.

The world is always fabricated ; and as the
Demiurgus fabricated always, and still fabricates,
so likewise the world is always fabricated, and
now rising into existence, was generated, and,
having been made, is always generated [or be-
coming to be] ; so that the world 1s always fabii-
cated. And as the Demiurgus always did fabri-
cate, and still fabricates, so the world was always
and 1s fabricated ; and while it 1s becoming to be,
was generated, and having been generated, is
always generated.

Proclus assents to what 1s said by Aristotle
concerning the perpetuity of the world ; but he
says it was not just in him to accuse Plato. For
to be generated, does not signify, with Plato, /e
beginning of existence, but a subsistence in perpe-
tually becoming to be. For the natures which are
established above time, and which are eternal,
have the whole of their essence and power, and
the perfection of their energy, simultaneously pre-
sent. But every thing which is in time has not
its proper life collectively and at once present.
For whatever is in time, though it should be






¥

does not subsist at once, but according to a part.
If, therefore, any thing is in time, though it should
be extended to an infinite time, it has indeed an
existence at a certain time. But it is generated,
or becoming to be, to infinity, and is always pass-
ing from an existence at one time* to an existence
at another. And it was at a certain time, and 1is
at a ¢ertain time, and will be at a certain time.}
This existence too, at a certain time, is always
ditferent. The world, however, when it exists at
a certain time, has a no less [continued ] existence.
Hence that which has its hypostasis in a part of
time, at a certain time is becoming to be, and at a
certain time is, and at a certain time will be. But
that which exists in every time [or for ever] is

* In the original, aAd’ suwore us aido au psbierapsor. But the
sense requires (and this is confirmed by the version of Mahotius,)
that we should read, conformably to the above translation,
LA STTD ToU TEOTE Eis @Al X. T A

+ The corporeal world is continually rising inte existence, or
becoming lo be, but never possesses veal being. Hence, like the
image of a tree in a rapid torrent, it has the appearance of a tree
without the reality, and seems to endure perpetually the same,
vet is continually renewed by the continual removation of the
stream. The world therefore was, and is, and will be at &
certain fime, in the same manner as it may be said of the image
of a tree in a torrent, that it was yesterday, is to-day, and will be
to-morrow, without any interruption of the continuity of its flux.
Philoponus, not perceiving this, has, with his usual stupidity,
opposed what is here said by Proclus,
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indeed at a certain time, but is always generated,
or becoming to be ; and in perpetually becoming to
be, imitates that which always .

This, therefore, alone ought to be considered,
whether it is necessary to denominate a celestial
body, and in a similar manner the whole world, a
thing of a generated nature. But how is it pos-
sible not to assert this from the very arguments
which Aristotle himself affords us? For he says
that no finite body has an infinite power ; and this
he demonstrates in the eighth book of his Physics.
If, therefore, the world is finite (for this he de-
monstrates), it is necessary that it should not
possess an infinite power. But in the former part
of this treatise we have shewn that eternity is
infinite power. The world, therefore, has not an
efernal subsistence, since it does not possess in-
finite power. If, however, it has not an eternal
hypostasis, (for a thing of this kind participates of
eternity, but that which participates of eternity
participates of infinite power,) it 1s necessary that
the world should not always be.* For to exist
always, 1s, according to Aristotle himself, the pe-
culiarity of eternity, since, as he says, eternity

* In the original, avayzn pn wvai 7oy xocpav . For the world
is not always, eiia gupveira au, 1.e. but is always becoming to be,
or, rising into evistence ; since it has not an efernal sameness of
being, but a perpetually flowing subsistence.
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from this derives its appellation. For that which
s true of eternal being, is not true of that which
is always generated [or becoming to be], viz.
the possession of infinite power, through being
perpetually generated, but this pertains to the
maker of it. Hence, too, it is always generated,
acquiring ‘perpetuity of existence through that
which, according to essence, is eternally being ;
but it does not possess perpetuity, so far as per-
tains to itself. So that the definition of that which
1s generated may also be adapted to the world.
Every thing, therefore, which is generated, 1s in-
deed itself essentially entirely destructible; but
being bound by true being, it remains in becoming
to be, and the whole of it is a generated nature.
Hence [though naturally destructible].it 1s not
destroyed, in consequence of the participation of
existence which it derives from true being. For,
since the universe is finite, but that which 18 finite
has not an infinite power, as Anstotle demon-
strates ; and as that which moves with an infinite
motion moves with an infinite power, it i1s evident
that the immovable cause of infinite motion to .
the universe, possesses itself an infinite power ; so
that, if you conceive the universe to be separated
from its immovable causge, it will not be moved
to infinity, nor will it possess an infinite power,
hut will have a cessation of its motion. If, how-
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nature lives. All heaven, therefore, consists of a
fire of this kind ; but the stars have, for the most
part, this element, yet they have also the summits
of the other elements.* Moreover, if we likewise
consider, that earth darkens all illuminative na-
tures, and produces shadow, but that the elements
~ which are situated between earth and fire being
naturally diaphanous, are the recipients of both
darkness and light, and yet are not the causes of
either of these to bodies, but that fire alone is the
supplier of light, in the same manner as earth 1s
of darkness, and that these are at the greatest
distance from each other,—if we consider this, we
may understand how the celestial bodies are na-
turally of a fiery characteristic. For it is evident
that they illuminate in the same manner as our
sublunary fire. If, however this is common to
both, it 1s manifest that the fire which is here, is
allied to the fire of the celestial bodies. It is not
proper, therefore, to introduce to the universe a
celestial nature, as something foreign to it, but
placing there the summits of sublunary natures,
we should admit that the elements which are here,
derive their generation through an alliance to the
nature of the celestial orbs.

* Viz. the sublunary elements have, in the stars and in the
heayens, a causal subsistence. See more on this subject in the
third book of my translation of Proclus on the Timaus of Plato.
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The Original of the following Extracts, from the
same Treatise of PROCLUS, is only to be found in
the Commentary of SimpLICIUS on the Third
Book of ArrsTorLE's Treatise on the Heavens.*

I~ answer to the objection of Aristotle, that if
the elements are generated by a dissolution into
planes, it is absurd to suppose that all things are
not generated from each other,—Proclus observes,
“ that we must assert the very contrary. For the
ph@nomena do not accord with those who trans-
mute earth, and move things immovable. For
we never see earth changed into other things ; but
terrestrial natures are changed, so far as thev are
full of air or water. All earth, however, 1s un-

* In order to understand what is said by Proclus in answer to
the objections of Aristotle, it is requisite to relate, from Simpli-
cins, the hypothesis of the Pythagoreans and Plato, respecting
the composition of the elements from the five regular bodies.
** They supposed two primogenial right-angled triangles, the one
isosceles, but the other scalene, having the greater side the
double in length of the less, and which they call a semi-triangle,
because it is the half of the equilateral triangle, which is bisected
by a perpendicular from the vertex to the base. And from the
isosceles triangle, which Timsus calls a semi-square, four such
having their right angles conjoined in one centre, a square is
formed. Buttheunion of six such triangles+ having eight angles,

+ Viz. of six squares, or six times four isosceles triangles,
whose right angles are conjoined in one centre.



changeable, because earth alone becomes, as it
were, ashes, or a calx. For in metallic opera-
tions, the whole of the moisture in metals is con-
sumed, but the ashes remain impassive. Not
that earth is entirely impassive to other things ;
for it is divided by them falling upon it ; yet the
parts of it remain, until again falling on each
other, they from themselves make one body.
But 1f it should be said that earth, on account of
its qualities, is changed into other things, being
itself cold and dry, earth will be more swiftly
changed into fire than into water; though water,
indeed, appears to be burnt, but earth, when
subsisting by itself, (i. e. when it is pure earth,
and earth alone,) is not burnt.” He adds, “ And
the heaven, indeed, is neither divisible nor

forms a cube, which is the element of earth. The semi-triangle,
however, constitutes the pyramid, the octaedron, and the icosae-
dron, which are distributed to fire, air, and water. And the py-
ramid, indeed, consists of four equilateral triangles, each of which
composes six semi-triangles. But the octaedron consists of eight
equilateral triangles, and forty-eight semi-triangles; and the
icosnedron is formed from twenty equilateral triangles, but one
hundred and twenty semi-triangles. Hence, these three, deriving
their composition from one element, viz. the semi-triangle, are
naturally adapted, according to the Pythagoreans and Plato, to be
changed into each other; but earth, as deriving its composition
from another triangle specifically different, can neither be re-
solved into the other three bodies, nor be composed from them.”
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though the more attenuated are divided by the
more sharp in one way, as in the arts by saws,
augers, and gimlets; and the more gross in
another way, by trampling and compression.”

In the next place, Aristotle says, “ But neither
in those things which are dissolved, is the omis-
sion of triangles reasonable. This, however, takes
place in the mutation of the elements into each
other, because they consist of triangles unequal
in multitude.”

The philosopher Proclus here observes, “ that
m the dissolution of water into air, when fire re-
solves it, two parts of air are generated, and one
part of fire. But when, on the contrary, water is
oenerated from air, three parts of air being re-
solved, the four triangles which are mingled to-
gether from the same cause, viz. from condensa-
tion, together with two parts of air, make one
part of water.” He adds, “ But it is not at all
wonderful, that they should be moved in a certain
form ; for it must be granted, that in all mutations
there is something without form, to a certain ex-
tent; but being vanquished by some form, they
pass into the nature of that which vanquishes.
For we also acknowledge, that, in the mutation of
the elements with which we are conversant, cer-
tain half-generated parts frequently remain.”

Aristotle adduces, as a fourth absurdity, * that
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this hypothesis makes the generation of body
simply, but not of some particular body. But if
body is generated upon body, it was before shewn
that there must necessarily be a separate vacuum,
which the authors of this hypothesis do not admit.
For if body is generated, it i1s generated from that
which is incorporeal. It is necessary, therefore,
that there should be some void place the recipient
of the generated body. Hence, if they say that
body 1s generated from planes, it will not be gene-
rated from body; for a plane has length and
breadth alone.” To this, however, Proclus replies,
““ that natural planes are not without depth; for
it body distends the whiteness which falls upon
it, it will much more distend the planes which
contain it. But if the planes have depth, the
generation of fire will no longer be from that
which is incorporeal; but the more composite will
be generated from a more simple body.”

In the next place Aristotle observes, < that
those who attribute a figure to each of the ele-
ments, and by this distinguish the essences of them,
necessarily make them to be indivisibles. For
a pyramid or a sphere being in a certain respect
divided, that which remains will not be a sphere
or a pyramid. Hence, either a part of fire is not
fire, but there will be something prior to an
element, because every body is either an element
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or from elements ; or not-every body is divisible.”
Proclus, in .reply to this, “ blames him who
makes fire to be a pyramid, and who does not
abide in the Platonic hypothesis, since Plato says
that a pyramid is the figure of fire; but he does
not say that it 1s fire. For fire 1s a collection of
pyramids, any one of which is invisible, on account
of 1ts smallness; nor will fire, so long as it i1s di-
vided into fire, be divided into pyramids. One
pyramid, however, is no longer fire, but the
element of fire, invisible from its smallness. If,
therefore, this pyramid were divided, it would
neither be an element, nor composed of elements,
since 1t would not be divided into pyramids or
planes. And why is it wonderful that there
should be something inordinate in sublunary
bodies? For, in the mutation of the elements
with which we are conversant, there is something
inordinate.” Proclus adds, * that certain differ-
ences also are produced, which occasion pesti-
lential consequences in the whole genus, and turn
the elements into a condition contrary to nature.
But what impossibility 1s there,” says he, * that
this section of an element being taken, and
fashioned into form and figure by atoms, should
again become a pyramid, or some othér element,
in consequence of being assimilated to the natures
which comprehend and compress it.”
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The sixth argument of Aristotle endeavours to
shew, that if the elements are fashioned with the
above-mentioned figures, there must necessarily
be a vacuum which 1§ not even asserted by the
advocates for planes. But he shews this from
there being but few ficures, both in planes and
solids, which are able to fill the place about one
point, so as to leave no vacuum.*

* In planes this can only be accomplished by the equilateral
triangle, the square, and the hexagon; viz. by six equilateral
triangles, four squares, and three hexagons. But in solids, the
pyramid and cube alone can fill the place, which is about one
point. . Of the first part of this admirable theorem, which is also
mentioned, with the praise it deserves, by Proclus in his Com-
mentary on the First Book of Euclid, the following demonstration
is given by Taecquet.— In order that any regular figures fre-
quently repeated may fill space, viz. may form one continued
superficies, it is requisite that the angles of many figures of that
species composed about one point make four right angles; for so
many exist about one point as is evident from Coroll. 3. Prop. 13.
of the First Book of Euclid. Thus, for instance, that equilateral
triangles may fill place, it is requisite that some angles of such
triangles composed about one point should make four right angles.
But 6 equilateral triangles make 4 right angles ; for 1 makes
3 of one right angle, and therefore 6 make '¢ of 1 right, i. e.
4 right angles. The 4 angles of a square, also, as is evident,
make 4 right angles; and this is likewise the case with the
3 angles of a hexagon. For one makes § of 1 right, and conse-
quently 3 make '? of 1 right, that is, again 4 right. But that no
other figure can effect this, will clearly appear, if, its angle being
found, it is multiplied by any number ; for the angles will always
be less than, or exceed, 4 right angles.

C
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Proclus observes, in reply to this argument of
Aristotle, ¢ that the elements being placed by
each other, and supernally compressed by the
heaven, the more attenuated are compelled into
the places of the more gross. Hence, being im-
pelled, and entering into the place about one point,
they fill up the deficiency. For Plato also assigns
this as the cause of no vacuum being left, viz.
that less are arranged about greater things. For
thus the cavities of the air have pyramids which
fill up the place ; those of water have dispersed
octaedra ; and those of earth have all the figures ;
and no place is empty.”

In the seventh argument, Aristotle says, “ that
all simple bodies appear to be figured in the place
which contains them, and especially water and
air.” He adds, “ it is impossible, therefore, that
the ficure of an element should remain; for the
whole would not on all sides touch that which
contains it. But if it were changed into another
figure, it would no longer be water, if it differed
in figure; so that it 1s evident that the figures of
it are not definite,” &e.

Proclus, in opposition to this seventh argument,
observes, ¢ that he does not admit that the ele-
ments have a characteristic figure, since they can
neither have it stably, nor abandon it.” He also
says, “ that it is not the wholenesses of these four
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bodies which are fashioned with these figures, but
the elements of these, viz. those small and invi-
sible bodies from the congress of which these sen-
sible natures, fire, water, air, and earth, are pro-
duced. But the wholes of the elements have a
spherical ficure, being on all sides assimilated to
the heaven. For each of them has something
better than its own characteristic property, from
more divine natures, just as things which ap-
proximate to the heaven have a circular motion,
It is evident, therefore, that the last of the pyramids
which are with the circumambient, (i. e. which
are in contact with the sphere of the moon, this
being the sphere in which fire 1s proximately con-
tained,) though they consist of plane triangles,
yet, being compressed, they become convex, in
order that they may be adapted to the cavity
of the heaven. But the parts existing in other
things, as in vessels, and receiving configuration
together with them, do not destroy the figure of
the elements. For the bodies which contain
others are from right-lined elemnets, and nothing
prevents them from concurring with each other.
But we, expecting to see the superficies of the
containing bodies to be cylindrical or spherical,
in consequence of being ignorant that they also
consist of right-lined elements, are involved in
doubt, All the containing natures, therefore,
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were from the same things as the natures which
they contain, and all are adapted to each other,
according to planes.”

In the eighth argument, Aristotle says, * that
neither flesh nor bone, nor any other composite,
can be generated from the elements themselves,
because that which is continued is not generated
from composition, nor from the conjunction of
planes : for the elements are generated by com-
position, and not those things which consist of
the elements.”

Proclus, in objection to this, says, “ that com-
position is not produced from air alone, nor from
water alone. In these, therefore, things that have
the smallest parts, being assumed between those
that have great parts, fill place, and leave no void.
But if this is opposition, and not union, you must
not wonder ; for it is necessary that they should
be distant from each other. And if, when placed
by each other, they are with difficulty separated,
neither is this wonderful : bodies which consist of
larger planes, not being naturally adapted to yield
to those which consist of smaller, nor those which
are composed of firmer, to those which derive their
composition from easily movable planes.”

Aristotle, in the ninth argument, says, * that if
the earth 1s a cube, because it is stable and abides;
and if it abides not casually, but in its proper

—
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place, and is moved from a foreign place, if no-
thing impedes it ; and if this, in a similar manner,
happens to fire and the other elements,—it is
evident that fire, and each of the elements in a
foreign place, will be a sphere or a pyramid, but
in 1ts proper place a cube.”

In opposition to this ninth argument, Proclus
says, ‘‘that though the elements are in their
proper places, yet such as consist of easily mov-
able figures are not without motion ; for pyramids
are always moved from the dissimilitude of the
vertex to the base. Thus also with respect to air,
the elements of it, when it exists in its proper
place, are assimilated to things perpetually flow-
ing ; and the elements of water love collision.
For the summits are adjacent to the bases of their
similars, and being impelled, they strike against
the whole in the place in which each is contained.
But being thus moved, they imitate the motion
in a circle, neither being moved from the middle
nor to the middle, but revolving about each other
in their own place. The elements of earth, how-
ever, remain, because they have their summits the
same with their bases. But nothing similar acts
on the similar, whether they possess similitude
according to figures, or according to power, or
according to magnitude.”

“ Farther still,” says Aristotle, “ if fire heats



22

and burns through its angles, all the eelments will
impart heat, but one perhaps more than another ;
since all of them will have angles ; as, for instance,
the octaedron and the dodecaedron. And accord-
ing to Democritus, a sphere also burns, as being
a certain angle; so that they will differ by the
more and the less. This, however, is evidently
false.”

Proclus, in opposition to this tenth argument,
says, “ that it is improperly assumed that an
angle is calorific, and that a false conclusion is
the consequence of this assumption. For Timeeus
assumes from sense, that sharpness and a power
of dividing are certain properties of heat. But
that which cuts, cuts not simply by an angle, but
by the sharpness of the angle, and tenuity of the
side. For thus also the arts make incisive in-
struments, and nature sharpens the angles of those
teeth that are called incisores, and giving breadth
to the grinders, has attenuated the sides. An
acute angle also is subservient to rapid motion.
Hence a power of this kind is not to be aseribed
to an angle simply, but to the penetrating
acuteness of the angle, the incisive tenuity of the
side, and the celerity of the motion. It is like-
wise necessary that magnitude should be present,
as in the pyramid, that it may forcibly enter.
If, therefore, in fire alone there is acuteness of
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angle, tenuity of side, and swiftness of motion,
this element alone is very properly hot. This,
however, is not the case with all fire, but with
that alone which consists of larger pyramids ; on
which account, as Timeus says, there is a certain
fire which illuminates indeed, but does not burn,
because it is composed of the smallest elements.
And according to this, fire 1s visible.”

" Aristotle adds, “ at the same time also it will
happen that mathematical bodies will burn and
impart heat ; for these likewise have angles ; and
atoms, cubes, spheres, and pyramids, are inherent
in them, especially if, as they say, these are indi-
visible magnitudes. For if some of them burn,
and others do not, the cause of this difference
must be assigned, but not simply so as they
assign it.”

Proclus, well opposing what is here said, does
that which Aristotle desires, viz. he assigns the
difference consequent to the hypothesis according
to which some bodies burn, but mathematical
bodies do not burn. For Plato says, that burning
bodies are material and moved figures ; on which
account also he says, that ¢ 1s added to the name,
this letter being the instrument of motion. Not
every thing, therefore, which is angular, is ca-
lorific, unless it is acute-angled, is attenuated in
its sides, and may be easily moved.
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Again, Aristotle says, ‘‘ let it be reasonable,
therefore, that to cut and divide should be acci-
dents to figure; yet, that a pyramid should neces-
sarily make pyramids, or a sphere spheres, 1s per-
fectly absurd, and is just as if some one should
think that a sword may be divided into swords,
or a saw into saws.”

To this also Proclus replies, * that fire dissolves
the elements of that which it burns, and trans-
mutes them into itself. But a sword does not act
upon the essence of that which it cuts. For it
does not dissolve the essence of it, but by dividing
it, makes a less from a greater quantity ; since it
has not its figure essentially, but from accident.
If, therefore, nothing which cuts changes that
which is cut into the essence of itself, nor dissolves
the form of it, how can 1t make a division nto
things similar to itself? But 1t may be said, Let
bodies which are burnt be dissolved into triangles,
for instance, water and air, and the elements of
them, the icosaedron and octaedron, yet what is
which composes the triangles of these into the
ficure of fire, viz. into the pyramid, so as that
many such being conjoined, fire is produced ?
Plato therefore says, in the Timaus, that the
triangles being dissolved by fire, do not cease to
pass from one body into another until they come
mto another form ; for instance, the triangles of
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the 1cosaedron, which are divisible into octaedra,
or rather till they pass into fire, which is of a
dividing nature. For if they are composed into
the nature of fire, they cease their transition;
since similars neither act upon, nor suffer from
each other. But it will be well to hear the most
beautiful words themselves of Plato: * When any
one of the forms (says he), becoming invested by
fire, is cut by the acuteness of its angles and sides,
then, passing into the nature of fire, it suffers no
farther discerption. For no form is ever able to
produce mutation or passivity, or any kind of
alteration, in that which i1s similar and the same
with itself ; but as long as it passes into some-
thing else, and the more imbecile contends with
the more powerful, it will not cease to be dis-
solved.” It i1s evident, however, that the planes
are not composed casually, and as it may happen,
at one time in this, and at another in that figure ;
but that which dissolves them exterminates the
aptitude which they had to that figure, for in-
stance, to the icosaedron, this aptitude being more
oross and turbulent, and transfers it to the purer
ﬂpti*tude of the air which is near. And in the first
place, they acquire a bulk from octaedra. After-
wards being dissolved by fire, they are more puri-
fied and attenuated, and become adapted to the
composition of a pyramid. But it is evident that
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to whatever form they are adapted, from their
ficure, they easily receive this form, and on this
account, from water air is first generated, and
then from air fire.”

In the next place, Aristotle says, “ that it is
ridiculous to attribute a figure to fire for the pur-
pose of dividing alone ; for fire appears rather to
collect and bring boundaries together, than to
separate. For it separates accidentally things
which are not of a kindred nature, and collects
especially those which are.”

Proclus opposes this argument, and says, * that
the very contrary is true. For fire essentially
separates, but collects things together acciden-
tally; since to take away things of a foreign
nature from such as are similar, predisposes the
concurrence of the latter into each other, and
their tendencies to the same thing. For all fiery
natures, according to all the senses, have a sepa-
rating power. Thus, heat separates the touch, the
splendid separates the sight, and the pungent the
taste. And farther still, all medicines which
are of a fiery nature have a diaphoretic power.
Again, every thing which collects strives to
surround that which 1s collected, at the same
time compelling it ; but fire does not endeavour
to surround, but to penetrate through bodies.”
Proclus adds, “ that according to those, also, who

el T S o e
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do not give figures to the elements, fire is thought
to rank among things of the most attenuated
parts. But a thing of this kind 1s rather of
a separating nature, entering into other things,
than of a collective nature. That what essen-
tially separates, however, belongs to fire, 1is
evident from this, that it not only separates
things heterogeneous from each other, but every
particular thing itself. For it melts silver, and
gold, and the other metals, because it separates
them.”

Aristotle farther observes, ‘“ in addition to
these things, since the hot and the cold are con-
trary in capacity, it is impossible to attribute
any figure to the cold, because it 1s necessary that
the figure which is attributed should be a con-
trary ; but nothing is contrary to figure. Hence
all physiologists omit this, though it is fit either
to define all things or nothing by figures.”

This objection also, Proclus dissolving says,
“ that the argument of Aristotle very properly
requires that a figure should be assigned adapted
to the cold ; but that it i1s necessary to recollect
concerning heat, how it was not said that heat
is a pyramid, but that it is a power- affective,
through sharpness of angles and tenuity of side.
Cold, therefore, is not a figure, as neither is heat,
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but it s the power™® of a certain figure. And as
heat is incisive, so cold has a connective property.
And as the former subsists according to sharp-
ness of angles and tenuity of sides, so, on the
the contrary, the latter subsists according to
obtuseness of angles and thickness of sides.
Hence, the former power is contrary to the latter,
the figures themselves not being contrary, but the
powers inherent in the figures. The argument,
however, requires a figure, not in reality contrary,
but adapted to a contrary power. Such figures,
therefore, as have obtuse angles and thick sides,
have powers contrary to the pyramid, and are
connective of bodies. But such figures are the
clements of three bodies. Hence all things that
congregate, congregate through impulsion; but
fire alone, as we have observed, has a separating
power. 't

* It is well observed by Simplicius, (De Ceelo, p. 142,) ** that
Plato and the Pythagoreans by a plane denoted something more
simple than a body, atoms being evidently bodies; that they
assigned commensuration and a demiurgic analogy [i.e. active
and fabricative powers] to their figures, which Democritus did
not to his atoms; and that they differed from him in their ar-
rangement of earth.”

4+ Simplicius here remarks, ** that it may be doubted, how
the powers which are in figures, being contrary, the figures
themselves will not be contrary ; for powers are adapted to the
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Anistotle adds a fifteenth argument, after all
that has been said, objecting to magnitude, and
shewing that the Pythagoreans make the power
of cold a cause, as consisting of great parts,
because 1t compresses and does not pass through
pores, as is indicated by what Plato says in the
Timeeus about cold.*  Proclus, however, in op-

things by which they are possessed. Perhaps, therefore, he [i. e.
Proclus] calls the four figures, the pyramid and the other
regular bodies, which not being contrary, their powers are con-
trary ; since their powers are not according to their figures. For
neither the thick nor the thin, neither that which has large nor
that which has small parts, neither that which is moved with
difficulty nor that which is easily moved, are the differences of
figure. Perhaps, too, neither are acuteness nor obtuseness of
angles simply the differences of figure, since neither is an angle
simply a figure. If, therefore, the dispositions of the hot and
the cold, which are contrary, are effected according to these
contrarieties, no absurdity will ensue. Hence the proposition
which says, that things which are determined by figures are not
contrary, requires a certain circumscription. For they are not
contrary according to figures, yet they are not prevented from
having contraries. If, however, some one should insist, that
contrarieties are according to figures, it is necessary to recollect
that Aristotle in this treatise says, that there is also in figures
a certain contrariety.”

* What Plato says on this subject in the Timeus, is as
follows : * The moist parts of bodies larger than our humid
parts, entering into our bodies, expel the smaller parts ; but not
being able to penetrate into their receptacles, coagulate our
moisture, and cause it through equability to pass from an ano-
malous and agitated state, into one immovable and collected.
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position to this, observes as follows : ““ We do not
determine the elements of simple bodies by mag-
nitude alone, but also by thinness and thickness,
by sharpness and facility of motion, and by im-
mobility and difficulty of motion, which give
variety to forms, and cause things which have
the same form, not to differ by magnitude alone.
For the magnitude of planes makes the largeness
or smallness of parts in bodies ; since the parts of
them are called elements. Thus, the pyramids
of fire, of which fire consists, are the parts of fire,
and octaedra are the parts of air. - For the oc-
taedron is greater than the pyramid, both being
generated from an equal triangle. But the com-
position, together with so great a multitude, make
the acute and the obtuse. For more or fewer
triangles coming together, an angle, either acute
or obtuse, is generated ; an acute angle, indeed,
from a less, but an obtuse from a greater mul-
titude. But the characteristic property of the
planes produces facility or difficulty of motion;
these planes existing in a compact state, through
similitude, but being prepared for tendency

But that which is collected together contrary to nature, natnu-
rally opposes such a condition, and endeavours by repulsion to
recall itself into a contrary situation. In this contest and agita-
tion, a trembling and numbness takes-place ; and all this passion,
together with that which produces it, is denominated cold.’
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through dissimilitude. Large pyramids, therefore,
do not belong to things which refrigerate, but to
the larger parts of fire; just as larger octaedra
belong to the larger parts of air, and larger
icosaedra to larger parts of water. For from this
cause waters are thin and thick, and airs are
attenuated and gross; since it is evident that
these are determined by quantity.”

From the Treatise in which a Solution is given of
Ten Doubis ugm'n.st Providence.

Provinexnce, therefore, as we have said, being
defined by the one and the good, and the good
subsisting prior to intellect, —for intellect and all
beings aspire after the good, but the good does not
aspire after intellect,—it is necessary that the
knowledge of providence should be above the
knowledge of intellect. And thus it is also
necessary that providence should know all things,
by the one of itself, according to which one, it
likewise benefits every thing intellective and non-
intellective, vital and non-vital, beings and non-
beings ;* impressing in all things a unity, as an

* In the original, immediately after xafs xe ayadvvn wavre va
vastvre, it appears to me that the words xe va gen voovvre, e Swvre,

are wanting. This defeet I have supplied in the above trans-
lation.
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image of its own one. In short, when we assert
that this one is productive of all things, we like-
wise say, that all things are preserved by it,—as
that which has an hyparxis more true than all
essence, and more manifest than all knowledge,—
not being divided with, nor moved about, the
objects of knowledge. For of these things,
physical and intellectual knowledge has the
peculiarities. For every intellect is one many,
both in its existence, and its intellection. And
every soul, since it is motion, intellectually per-
ceives in conjunction with motion. But the one
of providence abiding in its unity, being at one
and the same time intransitive and indivisible,
knows all things after the same manner; and
thus knows, not only man and sun, and every
other thing of this kind, but also every thing
which ranks among particulars. For nothing
escapes the knowledge of this one, whether you
speak of its existence, or its capability of being
known. Thus, the transcendently united know-
ledge of providence, is a knowledge of all divisible
natures, in the same impartible one, and likewise
of things the most indivisible, and of such as are
most total. And as it gave subsistence to every
thing by its own one, so by the same one, every
thing 1s known by it.*

* This extract is to be found in the Treatise of Philoponus
against Proclus on the Eternity of the World.
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From the Fifth Book of ProcLUS on the Timeus
of PLATo.*

I~ this book, in which he explains the doe-
trine of Plato concerning material forms, he says,
that qualities and all material forms derive their
subsistence, according to Plato, from non-being,
and again perish by returning into non-being,
when the composite is dissolved. He then adds
as follows : “ Would it not, however, be better to
say, that material forms, and not only qualities,
are the things which are said to enter into and
depart from matter ; for these, and not qualities,
are the resemblances of intelligibles ? It is worth
while, therefore, to survey whither this form
departs. If, indeed, it departs into nature, an
absurdity will ensue: for nature would receive
something similar to the things which are pos-
terior to it, and which proceed from it. Just as
if some one should say, that any thing departs
from generation into an intelligible essence. But
if we should assert that this form departs into
another matter, we should speak contrary to what
is evident. For when fire is extinguished, and
the matter 1s converted into air, we do not see

* This extract is only to be found in the Treatise of Philoponus
against Proclus on the Eternity of the World.
D
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that another matter is enkindled [after its depar-
ture]. And if material forms are in themselves,
they will be intelligibles, and self-subsistent and
impartible natures. Whence, therefore, does bulk
derive its subsistence? Whence interval? Whence
is the war to obtain possession of a common sub-
ject derived ? For things which are in themselves
do not contend in a hostile manner for a common
seat; since neither are they indigent of a certain
subject. But 1f material forms are neither in
nature nor in themselves, and it is not possible
that such forms should be in matter after their
corruption, it is necessary that they should pro-
ceed into non-being. For this universe would
not remain, matter always remaining, if form
alone subsisted without generation, and perished
without corruption.”*

* Forms, when they proceed into matter, and in consequence
of this become materialised, resemble (as Plotinus beautifully
observes in his Treatise on the Impassivity of Incorporeal
Natures) * shadow falling upon shadow, like images in water,
or in a mirror, or a dream.”



ARGUMENTS

IN PROOF OF

THE ETERNITY OF THE WORLD.

I. Tur first argument is unfortunately lost ;
but from what may be collected from Philoponus,
the substance of it appears to have been this:
“ that the artificer of the world being an eternally
energising being, and energising essentially, the
universe must be consubsistent with him, in the
same manner as the sun, which produces light by
its very being, has the light so produced consub-
sistent with 1tself, and neither i1s light prior or
posterior to the sun, nor the sun to lLight;
just as the shadow which proceeds from a body
that is situated in the light, is always consub-
sistent with 1t.” *

* Thus, too, Sallust, in cap. 7, De Diis et Mundo: evayxen dix
oy Tov dioy ayalornre ovres Tov xogpeou, auTs Tov fiay eyelov tveu, xeu
Ta¥ KOOV UTEGIL IV, WETig LENEOF A 2 T ForPirTaTal P, FalaT e
exiz. i. €. ** Since the world subsists through the goodness of
divinity, it is necessary that divinity should always be good, and
that the world should always exist ; just as light is consubsistent
with the sun and with fire, and shadow with the body [ by which
it is produced]."”



Argument the Second.

Ture paradigm of the world is eternal ; and his
existence, as a paradigm, is that which is essential,
and not accidental to him. DBut because he pos-
sesses the power of being a paradigm essentially,
hence, as* he 1s eternal, he will be eternally the
paradigm of the world. If, however, an existence
eternally is present with the paradigm, the image
also will necessarily always exist ; for a paradigm
is a paradigm with reference to an image. But if
the image was not when the paradigm was not,
neither will the paradigm be when the image is
not 3} since, in this case, it will no longer be a
paradigm. For either it will not be a paradigm
if the image 1s not, or it will not be the paradigm
of the image. Of things, therefore, which are
predicated with reference to each other, the one
cannot exist if the other i1s not. Hence, if the
paradigm of the world is eternally the paradigm of
it, the world always is an image of an eternally
existing paradigm.

* For Jizri, in the original, it is necessary to read Jisr.
+ Because the paradigm here is essentially a paradigm, so as
not to exist without being a paradigm.

- "
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Argument the Third.

I'r a fabricator [or demiurgus] 1s the fabricator
of a certain thing, he will either be always a fabri-
cator in energy, or at a certain time in capacity
only, so as not to fabricate eternally. If, there-
fore, there is a fabricator in energy, who 1s
always a fabricator, that which is fabricated by
him will always exist, as being a thing fabricated
according to an eternal energy. For Aristotle
says, that when the cause exists in energy, the
effect will also in a similar manner be in energy ;
viz. if the cause be a builder in energy, there will
be that which is built ; if the cause be that which
actually heals, there will be that which 1s actually
healed. And Plato, in the Philebus, says, that
the maker is the maker of a certain thing which
is made. But if that which is fabricated does not
subsist in energy, neither will that which fabri-
cates it be in energy. If, however, the fabricator
is not in energy, he will be in capacity ; viz. be-
fore he fabricates, he will possess in capacity the
power of fabricating. But every thing which is
n capacity a certain thing, says Aristotle, becomes
that thing in energy, through some other thing
which exists in energy. Thus, that which is hot
in capacity becomes actually hot, through that
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which is hot in energy ; and the like is true of the
cold, the white, and the black. Hence the fabri-
cator, who had a prior subsistence in capacity, will
become an actual fabricator, through some one
who is a fabricator in energy. And if the latter,
indeed, is always in energy the cause of the
former being a fabricator, the former will always
be a fabricator through the preceding axiom,*
which says, when the cause is in energy, the effect
also produced by it will be in energy ; so that the
thing which is fabricated by an eternally ener-
gising cause always is. DBut if this cause is at a
certain time the cause in capacity of the fabricator
fabricating, again this cause will require some
other cause, which enables it to be in energy the
maker of the energising fabricator ; and this in
consequence of the second axiom, which says, that
every thing which is in capacity requires that
which 1s in energy, in order that it may itself have
a subsistence in energy. And again, the same
reasoning will take place with respect to that other
cause, and we must either proceed to infinity, in
investigating one cause before another, which

* It appears, from what is here said, that certain axioms pre-
ceded this work, which, as the beginning is wanting, are lost ;
and this being the case, it is more than probable that these argu-
ments of Proclus were originally in the form of propositions, like
his Physical and Theological Elements.
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leads the proposed cause from capacity to energy,
or we shall be compelled to grant, that there is a
certain cause which always exists in energy. But
this being granted, it follows that the effects of
that cause must likewise always subsist in energy,
and that the world is always fabricated, if the
Demiurgus of it is always the Demiurgus. This
follows from the two axioms, one of which is, that
such as 1s the condition of one of two relatives,
such also 1s that of the other, viz, that if the one
1s In capacity, so also is the other ; and if the one
18 in energy, the other also is in energy. But the
other axiom is, that every thing which is in capa-
city, changes into another thing in energy, throuch
a certain thing which i1s in energy, the thing so
changed being first in capacity and afterwards in

energy.

Argument the Fourth.

EvEery thing which is generated from a cause
essentially immovable is immovable. For if that
which makes is immovable, it is immutable ; but
if immutable, it makes by its very being, not pass-
ing from efficient energy into non-efficiency, nor
from non-efliciency into efficiency. For if it had
transition, 1t would also have mutation, viz. a
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transition from the one to the other. But if it has
mutation, it will not be immovable. Hence, if
any thing is immovable, it will either never be an
effector, or it will always be so; lest, in conse-
quence of being effective at a certain time, it should
be moved. So that if there is an immovable
cause of a certain thing, and which neither never
1s not* a cause, nor is a cause only at a certain
time, it will always be a cause. If, however, this
be true, it will be the cause of that which is per-
petual. If, therefore, the cause of the universe is
immovable, (lest, being moved, he should be at
first imperfect, but afterwards perfect, since every
motion i1s an imperfect energy; and lest, being
moved, he should be in want of time, though he
produces time,)—this being the case, it is neces-
sary that the universe should be perpetual, as being
produced by an immovable cause. Hence, if any
one wishing to conceive piously of the cause of
the universe, should say that he alone is perpetual,
but that this world is not perpetual, he will evince
that this cause is moved, and i1s not immovable,
in consequence of asserting that the world is not
perpetual. But by asserting that this cause is
moved, and 18 not immovable, he must also assert

* Oux is here erroneously omitted in the original, and appears
also to have been omitted in the MS. from which Mahotius made
his translation.
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that he 1s not always perfect, but that he was at a
certain time likewise imperfect, because all motion
is imperfect energy, and is indigent of that which
is less excellent, viz. of time, through which mo-
tion 1s effected. He, however, who asserts that
this cause 1s at a certain time imperfect, and not
always perfect, and that he is indigent of time,
is transcendently impious. Hence, he who fancies
that he is pious towards the cause of the universe,
in asserting that this cause alone is perpetual, is, in
thus asserting, remarkably impious.

Argument the Fifth.

Ir time subsist together with heaven [7. e. with
the universe], and neither* can the universe exist
if time 1s not, nor time if the universe has no ex-
istence ; and if time was not, when the universef

* Our: is here omitted in the original, but it is obviously
necessary that it ought to be inserted ; and this is confirmed by
the version of Mahotius, who found svrs in this place in his MBS, ;
for his version is ** neque ceelum est, si non sit tempus,” &e.

+ Ovpuwss is here wanting in the original; or, at least, it is
requisite to conceive it to be implied. Philoponus, however, not
perceiving this, though it must be evident to every one who un-
derstands the reasoning of Proclus, has, as usual, made himself
ridiculous in his attempt to confute this fifth argument.
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was not, neither will time be when the universe
does not exist. For if the universe was when time
was not, it then follows that time was when time
was not. For that which once was i1s said to have
existed once, in consequence of at a certain time
not having existed ; since it is neither that which
eternally exists, nor that which never exists, but is
the medium between both. But wherever there
1s the once, there time exists. And if the universe
will be when time will not have an existence, thus
passing from existing at a certain time to not
existing at a certain time,* in this case, time will
then be when there will be no time [because time
and the universe are consubsistent] : for the term
more (0T, at a certain time) is temporal. If, there-
fore, the universe neither was when time was not,
neither will it be when time ceases to exist. For
a subsistence at a certain time (7ors) which per-
tains to both these, time not existing, will yet be
temporal.t Time therefore always is. For to a
subsistence at a certain time, either the always is

* If the universe will e when time has no existence, it will
then not exist at a certain time, because time is no more. But
as will be pertains to time,—time, as Proclus says, will then be
when there will be no time,

4+ Because if time once was not, or if time hereafter will not
be, then in either case there will be a time when there is no
time, which is absurd.
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opposed, or the never. But it is impossible that
the never should be opposed toit; for, in short,
time has an existence. Hence, time is perpetual.
But heaven [or the universe] is consubsistent with
time, and time with heaven., For time is the
measure of the motion of heaven, just as eternity
is of the life of animal itself ;* which thing itself
shews that time i1s perpetual. For if this be not
admitted, either eternity will be the paradigm of
nothing, time not existing, though eternity exists,
or neither will etermty 1tself possess the power of
always remaining that which it is;} in conse-
quence of the paradigm of either passing from
non-existence into existence, or into non-existence
from existence. The heaven therefore alwaysf is,
in the same manner as time, proceeding into
existence together with time, and being generated

* Eternity is the second monad, and animal itself, or the
paradigm of the universe, is the third monad of the intelligible
triad. See the Third Book of my Translation of Proclus on the
Theology of Platao.

+ The original of this sentence is, wz pn o wwy # pndoves 5
ﬂ'ug-uﬁuy,uﬁ Jopovarh, pEn O¥THS GG LRI, 1 F-!:Es EUTOF 3N Te &
wivay o ser. But it is necessary to alter the punctuation of the
former part of it, so as to render it conformable to the above
translation ; and instead of reading swpaduyua ypovew, wn evros
GV VT RS Y, to read rxgaﬁnwm, JopovoU fLw oVTOS, S UTapiiay.

4+ In the original, xe » sugmvos mpee torv 3 but it is obvionsly
H-EEESEEI'}' 0o I'Eﬂd Kdi o I?l.-'elﬁ-hﬂ; i ﬂﬂflﬂﬂ- EFTiv.
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nerther prior nor posterior to time; but, as Plato
says, it was generated, and is, and will be, through
the whole of time.*

Argument the Sixth.

Tur Demiurgus alone can dissolve the world :
for Plato says [in the Timeus] that it is in every
respect indissoluble, except by him by whom it
was bound ; for every where it is the province of
him who knows [and is the cause of ] a bond, to
know also the mode of dissolving that which he
bound ; and it is the province of him who knows
the mode of dissolution to dissolve. But the
Demiurgus will never dissolve the world. For it
is he who says [in the Timeus of Plato], ¢ that
it pertains only to an evil nature to dissolve that
which is beautifully harmonised and constituted
well.” But as it is impossible for him who is
truly good to be evil, it is impossible that the
world should be dissolved. For neither can it be
dissolved by any other, because 1t i1s possible for
the Demiurgus alone to dissolve it; nor can it be
dissolved by its fabricator, because it is the pro-

* This is asserted by Plato, of heaven, or the universe, in the
Timaeus.
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vince of an evil nature to be willing to dissolve
that which is beautifully harmonised. Either,
therefore, he has not beautifully harmonised the
world, and, in this case, he 1s not the best of arti-
ficers; or he has beautifully harmonised it, and
will not dissolve it, lest he should become evil,
which is a thing impossible. Hence the universe
is indissoluble, and therefore incorruptible. But
if incorruptible, it was not generated® [according
to a temporal generation]. For corruption pertains
to every thing which is generated,} as Socrates says
in his conference with Timwus on the preceding
. day,{ not in his own words, but professing to utter
what the Muses assert. And it is evident that
Timeus did not consider this dogma of the Muses
to be superfluous ; since he admits that there is a
certain incorruptible genus. If, therefore, this be
true, that which is incorruptible is unbegotten,
[i. e. never had any temporal beginning of its
existence]. But the world is incorruptible, and
therefore 1s unbegotten. Hence also the world is
perpetual, if it is unbegotten and incorruptible,

* Ou yevspevey is here erroneously omitted in the original; but
this deficiency is supplied in the version of Mahotius, which has
here *‘ ne ortum quidem est,”

+ In the original, mavri puvepers Plogee s, but after wave it
is necessary to add e,

+ This is asserted in the Eighth Book of the Republic ; for it
is there said, yoopirw Tavr Plape 1rrom.
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Argument the Seventh.

Ir the soul of the universe is unbegotten and
incorruptible, the world also 1s unbegotten and in-
corruptible. For the soul of the world, and like-
wise every soul, i1s essentially self-motive ; but
every thing self-motive is the fountain and prin-
ciple of motion. If, therefore, the soul of the
universe is perpetual, it is necessary that the uni-
verse should always be moved by this soul. For
as the universe was not moved by the motion of
soul, either prior or posterior to soul, it is not pos-
sible that soul should not be the principle of its
motion, since it is essentially self-motive, and on
this account is the principle of motion. More-
over, soul, through being self-motive, is unbegotten
and incorruptible. The universe, therefore, is un-
begotten and incorruptible. Hence it is evident
that every [rational soul] first aseends into a per-
petual body [as into a vehicle], and always moves
this body.* And likewise, when it is in corruptible
bodies, it moves them, though the bodies which
are perpetually moved by it.

* Coneerning this vehicle of the soul, which is ethereal, see my
Translation of the Fifth Book of Proclus on the Timaus of
Plato.
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Argument the Eighth.

Every thing which is corrupted, is corrupted
by the incursion of something foreign to its nature,
and is corrupted into something foreign to itself;
but there is nothing external or foreign to the
universe, since it comprehends in itself all things,
being a whole of wholes, and perfect from things
of a perfect nature. Neither, therefore, will there
be any thing foreign to the universe, nor can it be
corrupted into any thing foreign, or be generated
by a nature foreign to itself. Hence it is incor-
ruptible, and, in consequence of this, it is likewise
unbegotten. For every thing which is generated,
is generated from something which, prior to what
is generated, was foreign to it ; so that there will
be something which is foreign to the universe.
But this will be external to that which is generated.
Hence, there will be something external to the
universe, which is foreign to the universe before it
was generated. But if this be the case, there will
be something contrary to the universe from which
it was generated. Contraries, however, are pro-
duced from each other, and change into each
other ; and these being two, there are two
paths between them, as is demonstrated through
many arguments in the Phaedo, m which 1t is
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shewn, that of contraries the one yields to the
other, and that nature is not idle. It is evident,
therefore, indeed, that what has an orderly arrange-
ment is opposed to that which is disorderly and
without arrangement. But if these are opposed
as habit and privation, and there is a mutation
from privation to habit, much more is there a
mutation from habit to privation ; for the former
1s much more impossible than the latter, because
certain privations cannot be changed into habits.*
If, therefore, that which is more impossible to be
generated was generated, in a much greater degree
will that be which 1s more possible ; and that which
has an orderly arrangement will be changed into
that which is without arrangement, and this will
be conformable to nature and the will of divinity :
for he who produces that which is more 1mpos-
sible, will much more produce that which is more
possible. But if these are contraries, according
to the law of contraries, the universe will be
changed into the contrary of that from which it
was generated. It has been demonstrated, how-
ever, that the universe is incorruptible. It will

* The original here is erroneous, for it is S erigneis e, o
B oregnous us sy epiratainra.  Instead of which, it is requisite to
read diors Tivse ovepnous ug efv uew epsrabiyre.  Conformably to
this, the version of Mahotius has, *“quiz nonnulle sunt priva-
tiones, qua in habitum sunt immutabiles.”
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not, therefore, be changed into any thing con-
trary ; so that neither was it generated [in time],
and therefore is perpetual. For it is not possible,
when there are two contraries, that there should
be a path from the former of the two to the latter,
and yet not from the latter to the former. Nor 1s
it possible in privation and habit, that there should
be a path from privation to habit, but net from
habit to privation. For in certain things, there is
not a path from privation to habit. There is,
however, a mutation of contraries into each other,
as Socrates says in the Phedo. So that either
the universe is not incorruptible, or it is in a much
greater _degree unbegotten than incorruptible,
whether that which is without arrangement is
contrary to that which has arrangement, or whether
that which is without arrangement is the privation
of that which 1s arranged.

Argument the Ninth.

Every thing which is corrupted, is corrupted
by its own evil.* For it 1s not corrupted by its

* This is asserted by Plato, in the Tenth Book of the Republic,

as fﬂuows., To EumPuroy EEX  XEKOY SROTTOU K& ¥ TIRHGIE SXXCTOF
aawed A usiv.

E
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own proper good, or by that which is peculiar to
it, and which is neither good nor evil, but of an
intermediate nature.®¥ For every thing of this
kind neither injures nor benefits, so that it
neither corrupts nor preserves. If, therefore, the
universe could be corrupted, it would be corrupted
by its own evil. But Plato says [in the Timaus],
that the world is a blessed God, and in a similar
manner that all the Gods are blessed ; and on
this account, every genus of Gods being unre-
ceptive of evil, 1s also unreceptive of mutation.
The universe, therefore, to which nothing is evil,
will never be corrupted ; because it also is a God.
But if the universe 1s incorruptible, because it has
not any thing corruptive in its nature, neither has
it a temporal generation. For that from which
the generation of a thing is derived, is corruptive
of that thing. For if it is vanquished, indeed, it
is an assistant cause of generation; but if it
vanquishes, 1t i1s an assistant cause of corruption.
Hence, if there is nothing which can corrupt
the universe, neither will it have any thing from
- which it can be generated. But there is nothing
which can corrupt it, since there is nothing which
is an evil to it. For what can corrupt that which
has an orderly arrangement, except that which is

* For Nmpogov here, it is necessary to read aleogov. The
version also of Mahotius has ** medinm.”
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without arrangement, or that which is adorned,
except that which is dePrixq_ad of ornament ? for
this 1s an evil, to that which i1s adorned, and
arranged in an orderly manner. If, therefore,
there is any thing which is evil to the universe,
the universe will contain in itself the unadorned
and the unarranged, into which it will be dissolved :
but if there is nothing which 1s evil to it, there
will not be a certain privation of order and orna-
ment hostile to the universe, which is arranged
and adorned. If, however, it 1s free from all
hostile privation of ornament and order, neither
was 1t generated from any thing deprived of order
and ornament, since neither is a thing of this
kind hostile to 1it. But if nothing is evil to it,
neither will 1t have any thing from which it can
be generated; and there not being any thing
from which it can be generated, it must be un-
begotten. For it is necessary that every thing
which is generated, should be generated from
something, since it is impossible that it should
be generated from nothing.

Argument the Tenth.

Eacu of the elements of which the world con-
sists, when in its proper place, either remains in
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that place, or is moved in a circle ;* but when
1t 1s not in its own place, it endeavours to arrive
thither. If, therefore, the elements of the uni-
verse either remain in their proper place, or are
moved in a cirele; if they remain in the place
which is natural to them, they are then in a
natural condition of being ; but if they are moved
in a circle, they will neither have an end nor
a beginning of their motion.t And this being
the -case, 1t 1s evident that the universe i1s immut-
able, some things in it having places adapted to
them according to nature, but others being moved
without beginning and without end. For the
natures in this sublunary region are changed, in
consequence of being in a foreign place, and the
things of which they consist hastening to obtain
their proper abode. If, therefore, the elements
of the universe are in their proper places, and
nothing which ranks as a whole tends to a
foreign place, nor if it did, could offer violence
to that which is in its proper place, it is ne-
cessary that the universe should be immutable ;

* This was an axiom of Plotinus, and also of Ptolemy, which
in the original is, say cwpe axiewr & To sxis ToTw ov, ExinToy
wwvsi, 0 xvxdw xourer.  Vid, Procl. in Tim. pp. 142 and 274.

+ This is demonstrated by Aristotle, and by Proclus, in Lib. TI.
Element. Physic. Theorem. XVII. See my Translation of
Aristotle’s Treatise on the Heavens, Book I1. Chap. 3.

BT
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since all things always subsist in it according
to nature, not only such as rank as wholes, but
those that permanently abide in it, and those
that are moved. Hence, if before the universe
was adorned, the natures which it contained were
in their proper places, they either permanently
remained in it, or were moved in a circle, and
thus again the universe was adorned before it
was adorned, and had no temporal beginning
of its adornment ; all things subsisting in it in
a similar manner, both now and formerly. But
if the several natures which the universe contains
were in foreign places, (for they were entirely in
places, being bodies,) they would require a trans-
position derived from an external cause.® Hence,
there will be two principles, one of that which is
preternatural, but the other of that which is
according to nature; and that which is preter-
natural will be prior to that which s according to
nature ;+ that which is preternatural being a

* The original in the latter part of this sentence is defective,
since from the version of Mahotius it appears, that after pira-
Ssoeas it is requisite to add wfev wpsrdiavras. . For his version of
this latter part is, ** Transpositione aliunde indigebant.”

+ In the original, xa: wperegor 70 wapx Quon Tov xave Quew,
which is doubtless the true reading ; but Mahotins most erro-
neously translates this passage as follows: *“ Atque id quod est
secundiim naturam, prius est eo, quod est eontrd naturam.”
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departure from nature. But nature having no
existence whatever, (if these things are admitted,)
neither will there be that which is preternatural ;
just as if art had no existence, neither would
there be that which is not conformable to art.
For that existing which is not according or con-
formable to a certain thing, will be in consequence
of that exvisting to which it is not conformable.
So that if there were places of these according
to nature, it is 1immanifest whether these places,
being more ancient, subsisted naturally for an
infinite time. But if there were no other places
which were the proper receptacles of these,
neither would those places be foreign in which
they were situated : for that which is foreign
1s referred to that which is proper or peculiar.
If, however, then also these natures were not
in foreign places, when they were in the recep-
tacles which they then had, just as now they are
not in foreign places, it follows that they then
likewise had an existence according to nature,
in the same manner as they now have. Hence,
the world will always exist; at different times
different things subsisting, either according to
nature, or preternaturally, with reference to the
beings which the world contains. Hence, too,
the world, so far as it is the world, is perpetual.
But a thing of this kind exists in the world
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alone.* And if such a thing does not always
exist, the universe will be transformed, yet still
will be perpetual. And as that preternatural
subsistence is to what now exists, so 1s what is
now preternatural to that. Both in that state of
things likewise, and in this, all things existed in
their proper places; but differently at different
times. Empedocles, likewise, wisely supposes
the world to be made alternately, except that he
supposes this to take place frequently; but we
admit it to take place only twice.}

* i. e. A thing which at different times has either a natural
or a preternatural subsistence.

+ Proclus, in asserting that he admits the world to have been
made only twice, doubtless alludes to what is said by Plato in
the Timeus, viz. ** That the Demiurgus, receiving every thing
that was visible, and which was not in a state of rest, but moved
in a confused and disorderly manner, led it from disorder into
order, conceiving that the latter was in every respect better than
the former.” This separation, however, of the unadorned from
the adorned never actually existed, but only exists in our con-
ceptions, as Proclus observes, at the end of the Fourteenth of
these Arguments; and, -as Porphyry and Tamblichus very
properly remark, only indicates how the whole corporeal-formed
composition subsists, when considered itself by itself, viz. that it
is then disorderly and confused. This twofold state, therefore,
of the world, i. e. the unadorned and adorned, is the twofold
fabrication admitted by Proclus. '



Argument the Eleventh.

MatTER (says Plato) subsists for the sake of
the universe, for it is the receptacle of gene-
ration ; but that for the sake of which matter
exists, is nothing else than generation. If, there-
fore, matter derives its existence from nothing,
it will exist casually for the sake of somethmg ;
and that which is generated will have matter
fortuitously, Nothing, however, which subsists
fortuitously is necessary ; so that we must say,
that neither does the fabrication of things possess
stability. But 1f matter 1s from a certamn cause,
and for the sake of generation, these, viz. matter
and generation, necessarily subsist in conjunction
with each other. For that which exists for the
sake of a certain thing, and that for the sake of
which a thing exists, are in conjunction with each
other; for they have a reference to each other, or
are relatives. If, therefore, matter 1s perpetual,
and, so far as 1t 1s matter, exists for the sake of
something else, generation also is perpetual : for
it 1s necessary that this also should subsist for
the sake of a certain thing, because it is gene-
ration. Hence, matter and generation are con-
subsistent with each other for ever, in the same
manner as that for the sake of which a thing

i v Gl & o,
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exists, and that which exists for the sake of that
thing. For matter exists for the sake of some-
thing, viz. for the sake of the form which it con-
tains. For a certain matter is then matter, when
it has form. Hence, artists cause matter, which
has not been yet adorned, to become adapted to
the reception of a certain form ;* and according
to the proficiency which they make in preparing
the matter, in such proportion also does form ac-
cede. For stones are not the matter of the form
of the house, till they are made smooth, if 1t
should happen to be requisite, and become pro-
perly adapted, and then they are the matter
(from which the house can be buwilt). When,
therefore, the stones become truly the requisite
matter, then form 1s instantaneously present. If,
therefore, that which is simply matter, is entirely
the matter of all generation, and 1s all things in
capacity, and is not indigent of any thing in
order to its existence as matter, as 1s the case
with that which ranks as some particular thing,
(for that which exists simply, 1s every where
a thing of this kind, and 1s so primarily, and is
not in want of any thing to its existence,)— this
being the case, all forms simultaneously exist

* In the nriginal, Sis ma EUSSYOY TOIUTIY o TLYLVWTRI, THY MY

suray viny. Dut for seesxs in this passage, I read, cunfnrmahl}' to
the above translation, xsruoveas.
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in that which is simply matter ; for matter not
being in want of any thing to its existence, it is
also not indigent of any thing in order to its
possession of forms. Hence, it derives from the
cause of its existence, the forms of which it is
the matter. But it is unbegotten and incorrup-
tible, lest it should be in want of another matter,
though 1t exists as matter simply considered.
Forms, therefore, subsist n it perpetually, and
also the world, for matter 1s the matter of
the world, and not of that which 1s disor-
derly, and deprived of ornament. Matter also
existed for the sake of the world, and not for
the sake of that which is destitute of order.
For matter does not exist for the sake of priva-
tion, but for the sake of form: and hence the
world subsists from that cause from which the
matter of 1t 1s derived.

Argument the Twelfth.

Every thing which is generated requires
matter, and an eflicient cause; so that, if that
which is generated does not exist always, but
only sometimes, this takes place either through
the inaptitude of the matter, or through the
efficient cause failing in productive energv, or
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through both these; neither the matter being
adapted, nor the maker possessing a sufficiency
of productive power. If, therefore, the world
formerly was not, or will not be hereafter, this
will happen to it either through the matter of
which it consists, or through the cause by which
the world was produced. The maker of the
world, however, always possesses a sufficiency
of productive power, since he is eternally the
same, and does not subsist differently at different
times. Either, therefore, neither now does the
maker of the world possess a sufficiency of
effective power, or he possesses this now, and
did formerly, and will hereafter. And with
respect to matter, either it was always adapted
to be adorned after the same manner as 1t is
now, or neither now, though it always subsists
after the same manner: for matter remains
invariably the same, just as the maker of the
world is immutable. [If, therefore, every thing
which at one time is, but at another is not, is
such, either through the insufficiency of the
maker, or through matter not always possessing
a proper aptitude; but the maker of the world,
1s not at one time sufficient to produce it, and at
another not sufficient, nor is matter at one time
properly adapted, but at another not;—if this
be the case, the world will not exist at one time,
but at another not. The Demiurgus, therefore,
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produces, matter is adorned, and the world is
for ever.

Argument the Thirteenth.

PraTo says,  that Divinity imparted to the
world a motion adapted to a spherical body, viz.
a circular motion, which especially subsists about
intellect and wisdom.” If, therefore, he grants
that this motion 1s adapted to the world, he will
also grant that heaven, or the universe, naturally
resolves in a circle; but if it has this motion
according to nature, we must say, that neither
a motion upward, nor a motion downward, [nor
a progressive motion,|* pertain to it. These,
however, are the motions of the sublunary
elements.t It 1s mnecessary, therefore, that
heaven should be exempt from the rectilinear

* The words within the brackets are added from the version
of Mahotius, whose version of this sentence is, * Quare si a
natura motum hunc obtinet, neque enm motum, quo sursim itur,
neque eum, quo deorsum descenditur, neque progressionem ipsi
convenire dixerimus.” But the Greek is, u i sevrw tyu xara
-#Wﬂ' Xi¥RTiy, ouT Ly THY BN TO LV& EIVHOIY, OUTE THF EEY TO XATW ¢EHFH'
ayrw wpsenxeay. It appears, therefore, that immediately after
xerw, it is requisite to insert the words svrs vy xava Fopuay.

+ This sentence shews the necessity of the above emendation.
For the motion of fire and air is upward, of earth downward,
and the motion of water is progressive.
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motions of [sublunary] bodies. Hence, it is
neither fire, nor earth, nor any one of the bodies
which are situated between these; nor 1s a celes-
tial body light or heavy, if that which tend
downwards is heavy, and that which tend
upward is light; but if that which is moved in
a circle is no one of these elements, it will be
something different from them. If, therefore,
generation and corruption, are among the number
of things contrary to each other; but things
which have contrary motions according to nature,
are contraries, and one thing is contrary to one,
(for this is said by Plato in the Protagoras,) —if
this be the case, these things, indeed, will be
corrupted and generated; but a celestial body
will be unbegotten and incorruptible. * If, how-
ever, these [i. e. the celestial and sublunary
wholes] are in their parts, indeed, generated
and corrupted, but the wholes always exist
according to nature, remaining in their proper
places, and if the world consists of these, viz. of
heaven, and the wholes of the four elements ;—
this being the case, the world will be without
generation, and without corruption. Such things,
therefore, as are in any way whatever generated
and corrupted, are the effects, and not parts* of

* ¢ Part” (says Proclus, in his Commentary on the Parme-
nides of Plato,) * has a manifold signification ; for we call that
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the world, the Gods which it contains (as Plato
says) * borrowing parts from the world, and the
genera of efficient causes, as things which are

a part, which is in a certain respect the same with the whole,
and which possesses all such things partially, as the whole does
totally, Thus, we call each of the multitude of intellects, a part
of the intellect which ranks as a whole, though all forms exist in
each ; and we say, that the inerratic sphere is a part of the uni-
verse, though this sphere also comprehends all things in itself, yet
in a manner different from that in which they are comprehended
by the world. In the second place, we denominate that to be a
part which gives completion to a certain thing. Thus, we say,
that the whole [celestial and sublunary] spheres, are parts of the
universe, and that the ratiocinative power, and the power by
which we opine, are parts of the soul ; the former of which give
completion to the universe, but the latter to the soul. In addition
to these, likewise, we denominate, according to a common signi-
fication, every thing a part, which in any way whatever is
co-arranged with certain things, in order to effect the consum-
mation of one thing. For thus it may be said, that each of us
is a part of the world, not that the universe, so far as it is the
universe, receives its completion through us; for neither would
the universe become imperfect, by the destruction of any one of
us; but because we also are co-arranged with the parts of the
universe that rank as wholes, and are governed in conjunction
with all other things, and are, in short, in the world as in one
animal, are ourselves parts of the universe, and give completion
to it, not so far as it exists, but so far as it is prolific.”” What
is here said, therefore, by Proclus, about the natures which are
generated and corrupted in the world, are parts of it, according
to the last signification of part, as above explained.
* See the Note on Argument the Fourteenth.
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again to be restored to it. These, however, have
the appearance of being parts of the universe,
which are comprehended in it; though other
effects also are comprehended in their proper
causes, and are connected by them. Hence, if
the world consists of things which are unbe-
gotten and incorruptible, it will itself be unbe-
gotten and 1ncorruptible in a much greater
degree. For the whole would be less excellent
than its parts, if it indeed had generation and
corruption, but the parts, on the contrary, were
without generation, and without corruption ;
though it is Plato himself who says, that the
whole is more excellent than the parts. For the
whole 1s not for the sake of the parts, but the
parts are for the sake of the whole. But that for
the sake of which a thing exists, [or the final
cause,] 18 better than those things which subsist
for the sake of the final cause. The elements,
however, are parts of that which has its com-
position from them. And hence, that which
consists of the elements, i1s more excellent than
the elements of which it consists. If, therefore,
heaven, or the unmiverse, consists of unbegotten
and incorruptible elements, it will also itself be
unbegotten and incorruptible. And this likewise
is demonstrated from Platonic principles.
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Argument the Fourteenth.

"EvERry artist either gives subsistence to the
matter of that which is the subject of his art, or
he causes the matter which already exists to be
adapted to his purpose. And if he makes the
matter which already exists to be adapted to his
purpose, he makes the matter [on which his art
operates]. Forthe thing which is properly adapted
to his purpose, indicates the matter [of his art],
and not simply a subject. So far, therefore, as
matter is without adaptation, it has not the power
of matter [i.e. not of a matter fit for the operations
of art]. Whether, therefore, the artist gives
subsistence to his proper matter, or whether he
makes the matter when it merely exists as a sub-
ject, to be adapted to his purpose, he is entirely
the maker of the matter of his proper work. But
if this is true of every partial artist, much more
does the divine Artist make his proper matter,
either giving subsistence to matter itself, or
causing it to be adapted to his purpose ; in order
that he may not be more ignoble than the artificers
of sublunary natures, by borrowing matter which
he does not return, and to which he does not give
subsistence ; since these restore the parts which
they borrowed from him, in order to accomplish




65

the generation of mortal natures.® Since, there-
fore, the artificer of the universe.is also the arti-
ficer of matter, which is defined to be the recep-
tacle and nurse of generation,+ he hikewise made
it to be the receptacle of generation. For it has
no other existence than an existence as matter,
since the definition of it is to be the receptacle of
generation. Hence, whether the Demiurgus of
the universe gave it the requisite adaptation, he
made it to be the receptacle of generation, viz.

* Proclus here alludes to the following passage in the Timmus
of Plato: VaneaEy Ty o w’mﬁti THY ToY WETH ‘PHEH', ¢reidoyTe 2UTH, X
M“EUUTEF m&ﬂ“ﬂﬂ'ﬂﬂ ﬁex!‘ﬂ' BP‘HTEU éﬁ'ﬂﬂ, SEILEOULEEYSE TAY IT?ITI.E@‘P EH,E“I“-'E'}-’#I‘..
TUPI; Kt YN§ vdeTes TE 2o EAgO5 WD TOU KOOy Seeveilagervai proice, ws
amedoIncapmive wahiv, %. 7. k. i. ¢ *“ As soon as his children [i. e.
the junior gods] understood the order of their father [viz. of the
Demiurgus], they became obedient to this order ; and receiving
the immortal principle of mortal animal, in imitation of their
artificer, they borrowed from the world the parts of fire and earth,
water and air, as things which they should restore back
again,” &c. ;

+ Matter is thus defined by Plato in the Timaus : for he there
5avs of it, TIVE U Eum_.u.:r koti Qusly 8UTo UTsARTTION, Tolavoe feeiirTe
TaTNS e Yiviciws vTodoyey aute, ooy miSmemy.  But for wsy wiSnemy,
which is the reading of all the editions of the Timsmus, it is neces-
sary, both from the citation of Proclus and the version of Ficinus,
to read, xai ooy 73wy, For his version of the latter part of this
extract is, ** Hane utique generationis horum omnium recepta-
culum, ef quasi nutricem esse,”” So that, according to Plato,
““matter is the receptacle, and, as it were, nurse of all g'é-
neration.”
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he made it to be matter ; or whether he gave sub-
sistence to matter, he immediately made it to be
the matter of the world. Hence also every artist
makes one of these. But whichever he makes of
these, he makes, as we have said, matter. If,
therefore, the artificer of this universe made
matter to be the receptacle of generation, he either
gave subsistence to the vestiges of forms, by
which matter became moved in a confused and
disorderly manner, being of itself immovable and
perfectly formless; or we must say that these ves-
tiges of forms proceeded into matter from some
other source, viz. from some other deity, who be-
longs to the intelligible order.* If, therefore, the
artificer of the universe is the cause of these ves-
tiges of forms, is it not most absurd that he
should make matter properly adapted to be the
receptacle of generation, and should likewise im-
part these vestiges, through which matter would
not be adapted to be properly fashioned, but
would with difficulty be rendered fit for the hypos-
tasis of generation ? For that which is disorderly
is hostile to that which is orderly. But the re-
ceptacle of generation is not hostile to generation

* Viz. from Phanes, according to Orpheus, or animal itself,
according to Plato, which deity subsists at”the extremity of the

intelligible order. See the Second Book of my translation of
Proclus on the Timeus.
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which has an orderly arrangement. If, however,
there is a certain other cause of the vestiges of
forms, is it not lrrational to suppose that this
cause makes matter to be propetly and easily
adapted, but that the other causes it to be adapted
with difficulty ; and that the former of these causes
should wait, till that which he had produced with
a proper adaptation should first become unadapted,
in order that he might afterwards make this
universe, for the sake of which he caused matter
to have a proper adaptation, as if he was not
able to give perfection to that which is adapted,
till it became unadapted? For it i1s absurd to
suppose that he made matter to be easily adapted,
in order that it might alone itself, by itself, receive
the vestiges of forms. For in this case he would
cause 1t to be properly adapted, that generation
might be inordinately produced. But if he made
matter for the purpose of its receiving generation
with arrangement, how is it possible that, from
those things from which, at the same time that
he caused matter to be properly adapted, he gave
subsistence to generation, he should wait till a
disorderly arremge:ﬁent took place, in order that
he might thus give arrangement to that which
was without arrangement, just as if he was inca-
pable of giving subsistence to order without the
privation of order? If, therefore, these things are
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absurd, and the vestiges of forms were not prior
in time to the arrangement of them, and the sub-
ject matter, together with the vestiges of forms, is
unbegotten, the order likewise which is in them
is unbegotten ; nor is there any thing pertaining
to these which is prior or posterior. Moreover,
neither was matter first generated, and afterwards
the vestiges of forms ; for the very essence of it is
to be matter in conjunction with the vestiges of
forms. Hence, it contains these vestiges, from
which it derives its subsistence as matter, and 1is
not prior to these vestiges. For, at the same time
that it is adapted to receive them, the cause which
imparts them, also imparts that which is the very
being of matter. Hence, if matter is unbegotten
and incorruptible, having a perpetual existence, it
always possessed the vestiges of forms; and, to-
gether with these also, it possessed order, as we
have demonstrated.®* Order, therefore, is unbe-
gotten and incorruptible. And no one of these three
ranks as first, or second, or third [according to a
temporal subsistence] ; but these distinctions exist
only in our conceptions. Hence, this distinction
in conception being taken away, all these have a
simultaneous existence, viz. matter, the vestiges

* See more on this subject in the Second Book of my Transla-

tign of Proclus on the Timaus.
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of forms, and order. But from that from which
order derives its subsistence, the world also is
derived ; so that the world will be unbegotten and
incorruptible.

Argument the Fifteenth.

Tue paradigm of the world is celebrated [by
Plato]* by these three names, viz. only-begotten,
eternal, all-perfect. And the last of these names
pertains also to the universe, but to no other ge-
nerated nature; for no other generated nature is
all-perfect. With respect to the only-begotten,
this is not present with all mundane natures,
though it is with all the celestial orbs: for each
of these i1s only-begotten. A perpetual existence,
however, 1s common to all forms ; for if this is not,
we shall not find any thing of which all forms
participate in common. But if it is necessary
that every form should possess perpetuity, for
this is an image of the eternal, it is requisite to
consider what is the meaning of the ever. Whe-
ther, therefore, does it signify that which exists
for an infinite time, both with reference to the past

* This is asserted by Plato of the paradigm of the world in the
Timaus, which, as we have before observed, is there denominated
by him wvrslwos, or animal itself.
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and the future, or that which, with respect to the
past, has indeed a beginning, but, with reference to
the future, has no end 2% TFor if this is the mean-
ing of the ever, what will that be which is similar
to the eternal? For the eternal has in no respect
whatever a subsistence at a certain time only, nor
any extension of existence, nor the prior and pos-
terior, but is infinite according to both these. But
the infinite is not simultaneously present with the
universe,t but subsists in becoming to be [or in
perpetually rising into existence].} If, however,
the eternal 1s that [which we have above said 1t
is], either nothing is similar to it, or, prior to all
things the world, resembles it. But it is absurd,
since the Demiurgus is most excellent, and wishes
to make, and does make, things similar to the pa-
radigm of the universe, [that the world should be

* The original is here defective, for it is xerz lurye &
ridsurny. DBut it is Dh"i’lll.'l'l-lﬁl}" necessary to read, xavz faTipe %5 v
gy Teasurny.  Mahotius also, in his version, has *‘ ex altera
autem finem non habet.”

+ In the original of this sentence there is nothing more than
ovy, epe B¢ 7o wwuge ; and, conformably to this, the version of
Mahotius has ** infinituin autem non simul constal.”” But it
appears to me to be necessary to read Uy epa 3 7o aTLigoy T
wavr wagirriv, agreeably to my translation.

+ Conformably to this, Proclus says of the universe (in Tim.
lib. ii.) * that, always rising into existence, it is always perfect”

—crbi pLEpEvey, il TEALIY GOTI

£l
S P




71

in no respect similar to its eternal paradigm].*
The world, therefore, being in the greatest possible
degree similar to its paradigm, possesses perpe-
tuity both with reference to the past and the
future, and not according to one of these only.
For if this i1s denied, that which 1s without ar-
rangement will be similar to the paradigm of the
universe, through being unbegotten ; and that
which possesses arrangement will be similar to it,
through its incorruptibility. If these things,
therefore, are impossible, every thing which is
unbegotten is incorruptible, and every thing in-
corruptible is unbegotten ; in order that both may
be similar to the eternal [paradigm], and not
infinite only, according to one of these. And on
this account, that which is arranged is no more
infinite than that which is without arrangement.
That which was generated, therefore, conformably
to the paradigm, ought, according to both these,
to be similar to the paradigm. But that which
was generated conformably to the paradigm, was

* The words within the brackets are omitted in the original,
and are supplied from the version of Mahotius. For in the
Greek there is nothing more than i’ aremoy, 7o pendeves TEOTOY TOU
Bnpeioupyou apirTou ovTos, xed [oulogsvou opaie wosly TH Tapaduyuar xe
weiawyres. 1t 18 requisite, therefore, immediately after o wndiva
rgomay, t0 add, Tov xoopor apoisy svei T wagaduypar: wiwviw.
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the world. Hence the world, not having [a tem-
poral] generation, is incorruptible, nor, being un-
begotten, will it ever be corrupted. For a thing
of this kind [viz. a thing which may be cor-
rupted,] is only infinite with reference to the time
past. But the world is unbegotten, and at the
same time incorruptible. It also possesses in-
finity according to both these, in order that, as
Plato says, it may be in every respect similar to
its eternal paradigm,

Argument the Sixteenth.

I¥ there are two wills in the Demiurgus, one
indeed will be this, that what is moved in a con-
fused and disorderly manner should not exist, as
Plato says [in the Timeus]; for being willing
[says he] that there should be nothing ewvil, he
brought that which was confused from the inor-
dinate into order. And if the Demiurgus has
likewise another will, viz. that the universe should
be bound, (for, speaking to the junior Gods, he
says, “ You shall never be dissolved, in conse-
quence of obtaining my will, which 1s a greater
bond than any of those bonds by which you were
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connected at the commencement of your genera-
tion ;”")—and if these wills are the very being of
the things which partake of them, one of them
willing that the inordinate should not exist, but
the other, that what is orderly should be pre-
served ;—if this be the case, it is necessary either
that these wills should always exist in the De-
miurgus, or each of them sometimes, or one of
them always, but the other at a certain time. It
is false, however, that either of these wills should
exist only at a certain time. For it is evident,
that to be willing at one time, and at another not,
can by no means accord with the nature of an
eternal being, though he should at first not have
been willing, but afterwards should be willing ;
or, on the contrary, should at first have been
willing, but afterwards unwilling. For there will
be in this willingness and unwillingness the prior
and posterior, and the was, and the will be. But
these, Plato says, are the species of time. Time,
however, is not in the Demiurgus, but proceeds
from, and is posterior to him. Hence he was
always willing that the confused and disorderly
should not exist, and that what has an orderly
arrangement should exist. His will, therefore,
essentially producing that which he wished, and
both the inordinate and the orderly having a per-
petual subsistence, he always produces them by
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his very being.* If, however, he always produces
that which he wishes to produce, he will certainly,
through one of these wills, always abolish the
inordinate, but will preserve, through the other,
that which is reduced into order. For thus he
will effect, through both, that which it 1s proper
for him to effect ; destroying that which he does
not wish to exist, and preserving and defending
that which he wishes to exist. Each of these
wills, therefore, of the Demiurgus, effecting that
which it is its province to effect, it is necessary
that what is produced by each should be perpe-
tual. For the maker and the thing made exist
simultaneously with each other, as Plato says in
the Philebus : for there he asserts, ““ that the thing
which is becoming to be beautiful, and the arti-
ficer and maker of it, subsist together, and that
the one is not without the other.”+4 That which
is disorderly, therefore, is always abolished,

* This sentence in the original is, eus oy Bovinrsws avre Tw
Ve Toioveng o [BovAiTe, % o EXETESE G4 Ta LivEl TomeU. But for
5 e, x. 7. A. it is necessary to read xa: au, x. =. 2. conformably to
the above translation, and also to the version of Mahotius, which
is, * cum igitur voluntas ipso esse, quod vult efficiat, ¢f semper sit
utraque, semper ipso esse efficiet.”

+ Hence, as the world subsists in decoming to be, and the
artificer of it is an efernally energising being, and the one cannot
exist without the other, the world must necessarily be perpetually
rising into existence.

Y
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through the eternal will of the Demiurgus that it
should not exist, and that which is orderly is pre-
served, on account of his will that it should always
exist; each of these wills being eternal. But if
both the inordinate and the orderly are perpetually
generated, the inordinate will not be prior to the
orderly, nor the orderly to the inordinate. If,
however, the inordinate is not prior to the orderly,
that which 1s orderly will not have a beginning
posterior to the mordinate ; and if the orderly is
not prior to the inordinate, it will not have an end
prior to the inordinate.* But if it neither began
posterior to, nor will end prior to, the inordinate,
order 1s without a beginning and without an end,
and is both unbegotten and incorruptible. More-
over, the world is nothing else than order, and that
which 1s arranged. The world, therefore, is un-
begotten and incorruptible. For it is absurd to
say, since there are two wills in divinity, either
that one of these should be always effective, but
the other not always ; or that one of these should
produce by its very being, but the other not; since
both possess the same essence, and have through
the same cause an eternal subsistence.t+ For one

* This follows from what is above demonstrated, viz. that both
the inordinate and the orderly are perpetually generated.
+ For = swioyor here, in the original, I read +s asvior.
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of these, in consequence of being good, as Plato
says, was willing that the disorderly should not
exist ; but the other, in consequence of not being
evil, was willing that the orderly should exist.
By how much, therefore, to be essentially good,
1s more adapted to divinity than not to be evil, by
so much more divine is the will that what is in-
ordinate should not exist, than the will which
ordains that what is orderly should exist. For to
be good is more adapted to divinity than not to be
evil. Hence, it is perfectly absurd to make the
will which 1s more adapted to him, not to be more
eternal and efficacious, if it be lawful so to speak,
since it is more divine. So that if it is consequent
to these wills that the world should be unbegotten
through one of them, but incorruptible through
the other, it will be in a greater degree unbegotten
than incorruptible; since it possesses the former
through the more principal and more divine will
of the Demiurgus, but the latter through a sub-
ordinate will. Moreover, one of these, viz. the in-
corruptibility of the world, is manifest to all ; and
consequently the other will be much more mani-
fest than this, viz. that the world is unbegotten.
If, therefore, the two are one, the universe will be
similarly unbegotten and incorruptible. But if
they are two, but that which exists in consequence
of being good is more powerful than that which
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exists in consequence of not being evil, the uni-
verse is in a greater degree unbegotten than incor-
ruptible. It would, however, seem, that there is
rather one will in the Demiurgus than two wills:
for it is the province of the same will to reject
the inordinate, whether it be prior or posterior to
order, and to produce, without any temporal be-
ginning, that which is orderly, and preserve it in
arrangement without end. For there is not any
thing which is more adapted to every artificer than
order. Every artificer, therefore, wishes to give a
proper arrangement to the work which he pro-
duces ; so that order, so far as he 1s an artificer,
is to him the object of desire. But if there is one
object of desire, the appetition also is one, being
the appetition of order. If, however, there is one
appetition and will, which are directed to the
object of the will, there will certainly be one will
always producing prior to time that which is ar-
ranged, and connecting a thing of this kind for
ever. But being one, it is absurd, or rather im-
possible, to distribute it into parts, and to attri-
bute one part of it to divinity, and this the more
imperfect part, but not to attribute to him another
part, and this of a more perfect nature. For that
which is more perfect pertains to divinity, since it
has a greater power than that which is more
imperfect.



Argument the Seventeenth.

Tue following axioms, which are Anstotelic,
are by a much greater priority Platonic, viz.
“ Every thing which is generable, 1s also cor-
ruptible, and every thing unbegotten is incor-
ruptible.” *  For the former of these is mentioned
by Plato in the Republic, and the latter in the
Phadrus. In the Republic, therefore, Socrates,
personating the Muses, says, “ Since every thing
which is generated is corruptible ;”’*t and [in the
Phwedrus] he says, since the soul is unbegotten,
it is necessarily also incorruptible. For he shews
that every principle is unbegotten, and because
unbegotten, he demonstrates that it is also incor-
ruptible.f For these things being true, it is
necessary that every thing which is corruptible
should be generable ; since, if it is unbegotten, the
corruptible will be incorruptible, which is impos-
sible. Every thing also which is incorruptible is
unbegotten ; for if generable, the incorruptible
will be corruptible. These things, therefore, ne-
cessarily following, if the universe is incorruptible,

* This is demonstrated by Aristotle in his Treatise on the
Heavens. See Book the Second of my Translation of that work.

+ See the Eighth Book of the Republic.

T Vid. Phaedr, Art, p. 22.
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it is also unbegotten ;* as 1s evident from the
above premises. For the Demiurgus, according
to Plato, 1s the source of immortal natures ;¥ but
the immortal i1s indestructible, as it is said in the
Phwdo. For scarcely will any thing else be in-
destructible, if the immortal is not a thing of this
kind.j And this, indeed, Cebes says, and So-
crates grants.§ If, therefore, every thing which
was generated by the Demiurgus is indestructible,
(for that which was generated by him is immortal,
and this i1s indestructible,) it 1s also necessary that
it should be unbegotten, through what we have
demonstrated to be consequent to the two pre-
ceding axioms ; one of which 1s, that every thing
generable 1s corruptible ; but the other, that every
thing ingenerable is incorruptible. So that, not
only according to Aristotle, but also according

* In the original, movray 3¢ sxopesay, & wvayrns & aplegror To way
twrv.  But it is evidently necessary between =o ooy and sz, to
insert e ayptvnrov, and instead of a comma after srapavay, to place
a comma after avayxzns, conformably to the above translation.
The MS. also, from which Mahotius made his translation, ap-
pears to have wanted the words xe zyivnre.

+ This is asserted in the Timeus.

+ In the original, sxoin yme av 71 2ads un avaredooy, u 7o alavaror
wn Taswrov. But both the sense and the version of Mahotius
require, that after efavarer we should read ovx sm raisvra.

§ See my Translation of the Phado.
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to Plato, it is demonstrated through these two
axioms, that the world neither had a temporal gene-
ration, nor 1s corruptible. For if * that which is in-
ordinate is unbegotten, but that which is arranged
1s incorruptible, that which is without arrangement
will be more excellent than that which is arranged.
For as the ingenerable is to the generable, so is
the mcorruptible to the corruptible; so that it
will be alternately, as that which 1s ingenerable is
to that which is incorruptible, so is that which is
generable to that which is corruptible : and as
that which 1s generable is to that which is cor-
ruptible, so 1s generation to corruption. If, there-
fore, generation is better than corruption, and the
generable is essentially more excellent than the
corruptible, the ingenerable also will be more ex-
cellent than the incorruptible. Hence, if that
which 1s inordinate 1s ingenerable and corruptible,
but that which 1s arranged is incorruptible and
generable, that which is without arrangement [so
far as it is ingenerable] will be more excellent than
that which is arranged ; and that which from the
inordinate produces that which is arranged, will
produce that which 1s less from that which is more

* In the uriginal., REi YEp LOTI T MEY aTexTH, aytwrev. Dut it
appears to me to be evidently necessary to read, agreeably to the
above translation, xe yee & ermi, 2 . A

—
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excellent ; in consequence of producing from® that
which is ingenerable and corruptible, that which
is afterwards generable and incorruptible. One of
these, therefore, will not be ingenerable and cor-
ruptible, but the other generable and incorruptible ;
or vice versa. But neither 1s the maker evil; so
that what is arranged is not corruptible. And if
that which is arranged is from that which is with-
out arrangement, the unarranged 1is not incor-
ruptible ; since it 1s not, when that which 1s ar-
ranged has an existence. Or, if this is not ad-
mitted, each of these will be generable and cor-
ruptible. But whether that which is inordinate is
generable, being generated from that which is
arranged ; or whether that which is arranged is
- corruptible, he who corrupts that which is well
arranged, either did not properly harmonise it, and
therefore is not good ; or he corrupts that which
1s well harmonised, and is evil. All these conse-
quences, however, are impossible. Hence, that
which is inordinate is not prior to that which is
orderly : and therefore it follows, that what is
orderly is unbegotten, and in like manner that it
is also incorruptible.
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Argument the Eighteenth.

Ir things which always subsist according to
sameness, and in a similar manner, alone pertain
to the most divine of all things, as Plato says in
the Politicus,—if this be the case, and if the De-
miurgus ranks among the most divine of beings,
it pertains to him to subsist eternally after the
same and in a similar manner. But if he does not
rank among the most divine of things, neither
must we say that he is a God who has an eternal
existence, nor that he i1s the best of causes. We
assert, however, these things of him as it is written
in the Timeeus. A subsistence, therefore, according
to the same and in a similar manner, 1s adapted
to his nature. For, if that which does not exist
always should possess a subsistence according
to invariable sameness, that which does not exist
always will always be the same. And if that
which is the best of causes does not exist invariably
the same, it will not be the best. But these
things being absurd, it is necessary that the best
of causes, and which exists eternally, should be
most divine ; and that being most divine, it should
subsist always according to the same, and in a
similar manner. It pertains, however, to that
which thus subsists, never to have any variation
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in its existence : for this is contrary to an eter-
nally invariable sameness of subsistence. But it
pertains to that which never at any time subsists
differently, never at one time to cease from being
an effective cause, and at another to be effective ;
or at one time to be, and at another not to be
effective. For this is to subsist differently at dif-
ferent times ; viz. to be now effective, but after-
wards not, and not to be now effective, but to be
effective afterwards. But that which never at
any one time is not efficient, and afterwards effi-
cient, or now efficient, and afterwards non-efficient,
must necessarily always be an efficient cause in
energy, or always not be such a cause. For there
are no other consequences besides these. For the
extremes are, to be always efficient, and to be
always non-efficient. But the media are, for the
efficient cause to produce that afterwards which 1t
did not produce before; or, on the contrary, not
to produce again that which it had once pro-
duced.® It 1s, however, impossible that the De-

* For that which produces afterwards what it did not before,
so far as it produces, unites with that extreme, which is always
efficient. And that which does not produce again what it had
once produced, so far as it does not produce, unites with the
other extreme, which is always non-efficient. They are there-
fore media between these two extremes.
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miurgus being the Demiurgus, should never atany
time be an effective cause: for it is not adapted
to an artificer to be always unemployed. For
how can he be an artificer who never produces
any thing? It is necessary, therefore, that the
Demiurgus should bean efficient cause, and that
he should always fabricate that of which he is the
efficient. But the Demiurgus, who always fabri-
cates, must necessarily always make the world.
It is necessary, therefore, that the world should
neither have a temporal beginning of being fabri-
cated, nor an end. For, if it had a beginning, it
would not always have been adorned ; and if it
should have an end, it will not always be adorned.
It 1s necessary, however, that the world should
always be adorned, because it 1s also necessary
that the Demiurgus should always adorn. But
this will be the case, if he always makes with in-
variable sameness of energy: and he will thus
make, if he always subsists after the same and in
a similar manner. 1t is necessary, therefore, that
the world should be a world without a beginning
and without an end, and that it should be unbe-
gotten and incorruptible. Hence, if the Demi-
urgus possesses an invarible sameness of sub-
sistence, 1t 1s necessary that the world should be
without generation, and without corruption. So



85

that if Plato clearly asserts this [of the Demiurgus],
the world also, according to him, i1s unbegotten
and incorruptible.

If, therefore, Plato says, in the Politicus and
the Timseus,* that God is absent from the world,
and again is present with it, being first absent
from, and afterwards present with it, (for after
this manner, says he, the universe subsisted, as it
was likely it should, when Divinity was not pre-
sent with it); and if Plato similarly asserts both
these things, and therefore says, that at one time
the world is changed from a disorderly into an or-
derly condition of being, but that at another time
it passes from an orderly into an inordinate state,
until Divinity again assumes the helm of govern-
ment ;—if, therefore, this 1s asserted by Plato, it

* In the Politicus Plato says, *‘ that the universe at one time
is conducted by another divine cause, receiving again an exter-
nally acquired life, and a renewed immortality from the Demi-
urgus ; but that at another time, when he remits the reins of
government, it proceeds by itself, and being thus left for a time,
performs many myriads of retrograde revolutions.” See vol. iv.
p- 122 of my Translation of Plato, in which the fable, of which
these words area part, is beautifully explained from Proclus. And
in the Timaus, it is said by Plato, ** that when the Demiurgus
began to adorn the universe, he first of all figured with forms
and numbers, fire and earth, water and air, which possessed in-
deed certain vestiges of the true elements, but were in every
respect so constituted as it is likely any thing will be from which
Deity is absent.” See vol. ii. of my Translation of Plato.
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is not proper that Atticus should alone direct his
attention to what is said in the Timzus. For there
Divinity, who was at one time absent from, is
represented as being at another time present with,
that from which he was absent, But it is requi-
site that Aftticus should also consider what is
asserted in the Politicus, in which the Divinity,
who at one time was present with, is represented as
absent from that with which he was present. And
as through the former he produced order from that
which was in a disorderly state, so through the
latter, after order, he caused a privation of order
to take place. If, therefore, Plato says, that both
these mutations were produced by the Demiurgus,
respecting that visible god the world, prior to the
existence of the world, it is impossible that they
should have any subsistence except in our mental
conception. For, since Divimity always exists
with invariable sameness, he does not say that the
world subsists differently at different times, as if
possessing this variable subsistence through him,
which can only be asserted of partial natures ; but
he says [speaking enigmatically], that the world
is either arranged, or deprived of arrangement,
through Divinity being differently affected at dif-
ferent times. If, however, it is impossible that
Divinity should be thus affected, because he pos-
sesses an invariable sameness of subsistence, it is
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likewise impossible that the world should have at
one time a disorderly, and at another an orderly
existence. And I should say, that this is truly a
divine contrivance of the wisdom of Plato, by
which he infers, from the eternal energy of Divi-
nity, that the world is at one and the same time
unbegotten and incorruptible ; and assigns the
absence and presence of Divinity as the cause of
the order and disorder of the world.* For, if
Divinity alone is the cause of the alternate order
and disorder of the world, and it is impossible for
him not to subsist, because it is impossible for
Divinity to subsist differently at different times,
it is also absurd to conceive an alternate sub-
sistence of order and disorder about the world.
If, therefore, Divinity is always invariably the
same, he 1s not at one time present with, and at
another absent from the world. And if this be
the case, the world is not at one time arranged,
and at another without arrangement. For the
presence of Divinity indeed with the world would
confer order, but his absence the privation of order

* Plato does not mean to insinuate by this, that Divinity is
actually at one time present with, and at another absent from,
the world, for he is eternally present w:i_thrit1' and in a manner
invariably the same; but in thus spnakl:_ng'.l, he only indicates
what would be the necessary consequence of his being alternately
present with and absent from the universe.
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on it. But if the world was not at one time
arranged, nor at another was, or will be, without
arrangement, i1t always was arranged. But if it
was always arranged, it was arranged from an in-
finite time, and will for an infinite time continue
to be arranged. And this Plato proclaims in such
a manner, as to become manifest even to the deaf,
viz. that the paradigm of the world exists through
all eternity, and that the world always was, and
15, and will be. As, therefore, the world will be
to infinity, so likewise it was from infinity, and it
is not proper, since Plato gives it an infinite dura-
tion, both with respect to the past and the future,
that the friends of Plato should make it to be
finite with respect to the past, but infinite with
respect to the future; but it is requisite that they
should speak conformably to the decision of their
master. For thus the world will possess an imita-
tion of the perpetuity of eternity ; not having only
the half, but the whole of the infinity of time.
This, however, was the thing proposed by the De-
miurgus, viz. to assimilate time to eternity, and
the world to eternal animal [its exemplar], by
giving it an existence through the whole of time.
The principal result, however, of all that has
been said is this, that no one, with respect to the
world, 1s so pious as Plato, or any other who, con-
formably to him, says, that the world subsists in a
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disorderly condition, when Divinity is no longer
invariably the same, viz. when the Divinity [by
whom the world was fabricated] is not an intelli-
gible God. For a subsistence according to inva-
riable sameness pertains to the intelligible gods.
Either, therefore, both the world and the Demiur-
gus are gods, or neither of them is a god. Andin
the latter case, one of them not being a god, will
produce disorder, but the other a subsistence
which is not invariably the same. And the priva-
tion of order of the one will arise from the want
of an invariable sameness of subsistence in the
other. For the one [i. e. the world] will no other-
wise be disorderly, than because the other [i. e. the
Demiurgus] is not with invariable sameness,
either present with or absent from the world : for
it is necessary that the world should be entirely
similar to its maker. If, therefore, in conception
only, Divinity i1s at one time present with and at
another absent from the world, it follows that the
world, in conception only, is at one time arranged,
and at another without arrangement. For it is
necessary that what subsists in conception only
should pertain to both ; so that if, from Divinity
being present, the world is arranged, it necessarily
follows that it is not arranged when he is not pre-
sent. But if, in reality, [i. e. not in conception
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only,] the universe is at one time* arranged, and
at another without arrangement, by a much
greater priority, Divinity will in reafity be at one
time present with, and at another absent from the
universe. For it will not follow [absolutely], from
the world being arranged, or being without ar-
rangement, that Divinity is either absent from or
present with it; but the contrary will take place :
so that the prior assertion will be true, to which
this 1s necessarily consequent.f If, therefore,
this is impossible, because Divinity subsists eter-
nally with invariable sameness, it 1s also impos-
sible that the world should at one time be with-
out arrangement, and at another be arranged.
For that which is consequent to what is impos-
sible, is mnecessarily impossible; since, as the
dialectic laws say, the possible 1s consequent to
that which is possible. Hence, by admitting that
it 18 possible for the world to have been once

* In the original, =sr¢ is erroneously omitted, as is evident
both from the sense of the passage, and the wversion of
Mahotius.

+ By the prior assertion, Proclus means this, that the world,
in conception only, is at one time arranged, and at another
without arrangement, in consequence of the maker of it being,
in conception only, at one time present with, and at another
absent lvom it.
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without arrangement, it will also be possible for it
to have been arranged at a certain time, and for
Divinity to have been once absent from, and again
present with, the world. If, therefore, the latter
is impossible, the former likewise is impossible :
hence the world 1s always arranged, and Divinity
is always present with the world. And neither
was the world arranged from a prior disorderly
state of subsistence : for neither was Divinity once
absent, and afterwards present ; nor will the world,
from being arranged, afterwards be without ar-
rangement. For the maker of it was not once* pre-
sent with, and afterwards will be absent from it. And,
according to Plato, if the world is necessarily ge-
nerable and corruptible, there is an equal necessity
that the Demiurgus of the world should not rank
among the most divine of beings, though it per-
tains to him to have an invariable sameness of
subsistence. If, therefore, it is necessary to be
piously disposed towards the maker of the uni-
verse, 1t 18 also necessary to be thus disposed to-
wards the world; or if we form erroneous concep-
tions about the latter, our conceptions will, by a
much greater priority, be erroneous and unbe-

* In the ﬂrigillﬂ], OUTE Qg EXENOE OU TeEpwy aullis o FESLT T, But
for ou ugay, it is requisite to read mrore wzgwyv. The version of
Mahotius also is, conformably to this emendation, ** Non enim

ille anfe presens, postea non prasens erit,”






CONCERNING PLACE.*

Simpricius having observed, that Proclus is
the only philosopher that he is acquainted with,
who thought that place was a body, adds, “ he,
therefore, admitting the axioms of Aristotle con-
cerning place, and the fourfold division of the in-
vestigation of it, says it is necessary that place
should be either matter or form, or the boundary
of the containing body, or an interval equal to the
space between the boundaries of the containing
body. For, if place is not any one of the things
that are in it, nor of the things which surround it,
it cannot be locally changed, if nothing that is in
it or about it sustains any mutation. The natures,
however, which are in 1t are form and matter ; but
the natures which surround it are the boundary of
the circomambient, and that which isintermediate.”
Proclus having demonstrated, therefore, that place
is neither matter nor form, through the same ar-
guments as are used by Aristotle, and having sub-
verted the hypothesis that it is the boundary of the
containing body, from the absurdities with which

*® This fragment is extracted from the Commentaries of Sim-
plicins on the Physics of Aristotle, p. 145,
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the hypothesis is attended, infers that place is an
interval ; and thus he adapts the demonstration
to his own opinion. Since, however, he clearly
and concisely explains his hypothesis, it will per-
haps be better to hear his own words, which are
as follow : ““it remains, therefore, if place is nei-
ther the form of that which is in place, nor matter,
nor the boundary of the comprehending body, that
the interval which is between the boundaries of the
containing body must be conceived to be the
primary place of each body. All the mundane
interval, however, of the whole world will be dif-
ferent from the above-mentioned interval. This,
therefore, is either nothing, orit is a certain thing.
And if, indeed, it is nothing, local motion will be
from nothing to nothing, though all motion is
according to something which ranks among beings.
Places, likewise, which are according to nature,
will be nothing, though every thing which subsists
conformably to nature is necessarily something
belonging to beings. But if it is a certain thing,
it i1s entirely either incorporeal or corporeal. If,
however, it is incorporeal, an absurdity will follow :
for it is necessary that place should be equal to
that which is in place. But how 1s it possible for
body, and that which is incorporeal, to be equal ?
For the equal is in quantities, and in homogeneous
quantities, as in hnes with lines, superficies with
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superficies, and bodies with bodies. Hence, place
is a body, if it is an interval. But if it is a body,
it is either moved, or immovable. If, however,
it is in any way whatever moved, it must neces-
sarily be moved according to place; so that again
place will be in want of place. But this is impos-
sible, as it also appeared to be to Theophrastus
and Aristotle. Hence Aristotle says, that a vessel
is place which may be moved, but that place is an
immovable vessel ; indicating by this, that place is
naturally immovable.

If, however, place is immovable, it is either in-
capable of being divided by the bodies that fall
into it, so that body will proceed through body, or
it may be divided by them, in the same manner as
air and water are divided by the bodies which
exist in them. But if, indeed, it may be divided,
the whole being cut, the parts will be moved on
each side of the dissevered whole. And first,
place will be moved, since the parts of it are moved ;
but it has been demonstrated that it is immovable.
Secondly, the parts being cut, we must inquire
whither that part which is cut proceeds : for
again there will be found another interval between
the parts of the dissevered whole, which is the
recipient of the divided part, and into which this
part proceeding is said to be in -place; and this
will be the consequence to infinity. Place, there-
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fore, is an indivisible body. If, however, it is in-
divisible, it will either be an immaterial or a ma-
terial body. But if material, it is not indivisible.
For all material bodies, when other material bodies
proceed into them, become divided by those bodies;
as when, for instance, our bodies fall into water.
But immaterial bodies alone are not adapted to
be divided by any thing ; and this from necessity._
For every immaterial body is impassive ; but every
thing which may be divided is not impassive, since
division is a passion of bodies, destructive of their
union. For of that which is continuous, so far as
continuous, you will not find any other passion
than division, which destroys its continuity.
Place, therefore,—that we may collect all that has
been demonstrated,—is a body, immovable, indi-
visible, immaterial. But if this be the case, it is
very evident that place is more immaterial than
all bodies, both than those that are moved, and
those that are immaterial in things that are moved.
Hence, if light is the most simple of these, for fire
1s more incorporeal than the other elements, and
licht is more incorporeal than fire itself, place will
be the most pure and genuine light which 1s in
bodies. If, therefore we conceive that there are
two spheres, one of light alone, but the other con-
sisting of many bodies, and that both these are
equal to each other in bulk, but that the one is
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firmly established together with the centre, and
that the other is inserted in this, we shall see the
whole world existing in place, and moved in im-
movable light. And this light, indeed, is, ac-
cording to itself, immovable, in order that it may
imitate place, but is moved according to a part, in
order that it may possess something less than
place.

“This hypothesis is rendered credible from what
is asserted by Plato, in the [tenth book of the]
Republic. Forthe light which is there mentioned,
and 1s adapted to the rainbow, is said by him to
be place. It is also confirmed by the Chaldean
oracles respecting the fontal soul ; since it is there
said, that this soul °abundantly animates light,
fire, ther, and the worlds.”  For this is the light
which is above the empyrean world, and is a
monad prior to the triad of the empyrean, ethereal,
and material worlds. This light, too, is the first
recipient of the eternal allotments of the gods, and
unfolds self-visible spectacles in itself to those that
are worthy to behold them. For in this light, ac-
cording to the Chaldean oracle, things without
figure become figured. And perhaps it is on this
account called place (romeg), as being a certain
type (rumsc) of the whole mundane body, and as
making things which are without mterval to pos-

sess interval.”
0
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After this, Proclus doubts, against himself, how
body can proceed through body, and whether this
light is inanimate, or participates of soul. ‘* But,”
says he, ““it is impossible that it should be inani-
mate, both because 1t 1s more excellent than the
animated natures that are in it, and because the
oracles say that this is animated prior to other
things. If, however, it is animated, how 1s it im-
movable ? And he dissolves the first doubt from
the impassivity of immaterial bodies: for an im-
material body neither resists nor is resisted, since
that which is resisted possesses a nature capable
of suffering by the things which resist. Nor, since
it is impassive, can it be divided ; so that neither
will it be possible to adduce that absurd conse-
quence, that the whole will proceed through that
which is smallest; for if an immaterial body is
not adapted to be divided, neither will it be divided
equally with that which is smallest. But if this
will not be the case, neither will the whole proceed
through it.” Again, he solves the second doubt,
by saying, that this immaterial body is animated
by the fontal soul, and that it has a divine life,
and 1s essentially self-motive, but not in energy.
For if we admit that in [the rational] soul the self-
motive is twofold, the one according to essence,
but the other according to energy, and if we
assert that the one is immovable, but the other
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moved,* what should hinder us from asserting that
place participates of a life of this kind, and that it
lives according {o an immutable essence, but the
world according to an essence self-motive in
energy. °° If, however,” says he, “you wish to see
the motion of place according to energy, you must
survey it as motive of the bodies that are moved,
and which evolve the parts of place according to
interval ; because they are neither able to be in
every place, nor to be present with all the parts of
place according to each of its parts. And this is
an intervening medium with reference to soul,
which moves without interval. For it seems that
life, indeed, so far as life imparts motion, but place
being that which primarily participates of life,
confers motion according to the parts of itself, and
thus peculiarly unfolds local motion, causing each
of the parts of that which i1s moved to desire to
be in the whole itself, since it 1s unable, through
the natural peculiarity of interval, to subsist in a
divided manner in the whole itself. For every
thing which desires to be a certain thing, but fails
of becoming that which is the object of its wish
through a defect of nature, continues nevertheless
to aspire after that which, through imbecility, it

* For the rational soul is eternal in essence, but temporal in
energy. Hence, according to the former, it is immovable ; but
according to the latter, is moved.
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is unable to obtain. For it is requisite,” says he,
““ that the medium between an incorporeal and
intransitive life, such as is that of the fontal soul,
and a transitive and corporeal life, should be a life
which is intransitive, indeed, but corporeal.” He
adds, ““ but it appears to me, that the centres of
the whole world, considered as one thing, are
fixed in this immaterial body. For if the oracles
assert that the centres of the material world are
fixed in the @ther which 1s above 1t, we must say,
by ascending analogously, that the centres of the
highest of the worlds are established in the light
of this world. May it not likewise be said, that
this light is the first image of the paternal profun-
dity,* and on this account is supermundane, be-
cause that profundity 1s also supermundane?”

* The paternal profundity, according to the Chaldaic Theology,
consists of three triads, each of which triads contains father,
power, and intellect. See my collection of the Chaldean Oracles,
in the Classical Journal.

4 In addition to the above-mentioned opinion of Proclus
concerning place, the following is the hypothesis of Damascius of
Damascus, the preceptor of Simplicius, a man most inquisitive,
and who laboured much in philosophy. His disquisitions on
place appear to me to be no less admirable than novel. From the
utility of place, therefore, he wishes to discover its essence, and
he thus writes: ** Every thing in generation, in consequence of
falling off from a nature impartible, and without interval, both
according to essence and energy, has a twofold separation,—the one
according to ess;anﬂe, but the other according to energy, or passion.
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sure, according to a distinction of essence : and of others, definite
magnitude, as a cubit, or something of this kind, according to
continuity. Of others, again, place is the measure, according to
a dispersion of position. Hence, things that are moved are said
to be moved in time ; but they are said to have position of es-
sence, and motion itself, in place, so far as essence itself also par-
ticipates of being moved. And that place indeed subsists about
position, and is something belonging to things situated, is evident.
For we say, that those things are in place which have position ;
and upward and downward ave the differences of place, surveyed
according to position ; in the same manner as the right hand and
the left, before and behind.

“* But that place bounds, measures, and orderly arranges posi-
tion, you may learn from hence: for we say, that a thing has
position, though it should be disorderly posited, in any way what-
ever ; but a thing is then said to have its proper convenient
position, when it receives its proper place, just as any thing,
whatever it may be, proceeds into being, but then has its proper
opportune subsistence, when it exists in a becoming time.
Through place, therefore, every part of a thing has a good posi-
tion ; the head of my body, indeed, upward, but the foot down-
ward ; the liver in the right-hand parts, but the heart in the
middle: and the eyes, through which seeing, we walk, are be-
fore ; but the back, by which we carry burthens, is behind.
These, indeed, are differences through place ; just as of the parts
of an embryo, one is fabricated before another, through time, and
one age orderly proceeds prior to another ; nor are the Trojan
confounded with the Peloponnesian transactions: for prior and
posterior are the differences of time, just as upward and down-
ward, and the other four divisions are the differences of place ; as
also Aristotle acknowledges. The parts of the world, therefore,
have their proper position in the whole, on account of place.
Hence, speaking superficially, place, simply so called, is, according
to this conception, that which bounds the position of bodies ; but
speaking of place as having a natural subsistence, it is that whioh
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bounds the position according to corporeal pavts, conformably to
nature, both with respect to each other and to the whole, and also
the position according to the whole with respect to the parts. For,
as different parts of the earth and the heavens are arranged in
different situations, on account of place, and some parts are
northern but others southern, so the whole heaven and the
whole earth, being parts of the world, have a convenient measure
of position, and an orderly distribution on account of place; the
former being allotted the circumference of the universe, but the
latter possessing the middle of it : and it is place which imparts
coincidence to the parts of the universe. If, likewise, place
{ﬂn‘u} is denominated from cunjec.!im, (u:. THUTY ird:{nr, ]Egla £X TV
rowafuy) becoming place from being situated near to things con-
jeotural,® as being a certain conjecture of intellectual distinction,
thus also what has been said of place will accord with this etymo-
logy. For to images, which have a conjectural subsistence, place
imparts an establishment, and a similitude to their paradigms.
For unless each of the parts of things, which are separated by in-
terval, was situated according to its proper place, an image would
never be similar to its paradigm, but every order, convenient
measure, and elegant arrangement, would vanish. And, indeed,
if vou take away place, you will see the disposition of bodies
extraneous and disordered, and tending to perfect indefiniteness.
For in what position will each of the parts stop, when they gre
not adapted to any ?  On this aceount, therefore, things which
are naturally moved, are moved in order that they may obtain
their proper position ; and things which are permanent, abide in
a convenient measure of position through a love of place. Hence
place is the cause of something to bodies, and to all corporeal
natures, and what it is may perhaps be understood from what has

been said.
* It will follow, however, from this, that such a place is neither

® Sensible objects are comjectural, becanse the proper know-
ledge of them belongs to apinion.
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the boundary of that which contains, — for how is this the cause
of order or distinetion, since it is rather defined by the things
which exist in, and are comprehended by it ?—nor yet will it be
body 3 for, though some one should say that it is an immaterial
body, which has parts distant and different from each other,—
this also will require that which may arrange it, and cause this
part to be situated in the middle, and that in the circumference.
Nor is it possible that a thing of this kind can be interval : for,
through the same causes, interval, in consequence of possessing
difference, and having its parts differently situated, will also
require a certain convenient position. Place, therefore, appears
to be the measure of things posited, just as time is said to be
the number of the motion of things moved. Since, however,
position is twofold, the one being essential, and the other ad-
ventitious, place also will be twofold, the one becoming the
perfect element of that which has position, but the other sub-
sisting according to accident. There is also a certain difference
of essential position, so far as, in a certain respect, wholes them-
selves have the proper position of their proper parts, both with
respect to each other, and to the universe ; or so far as parts
have a proper position with reference to the whole and the
remaining parts. Hence, place also becomes twofold ; the one
peculiar, belonging to individual places; but the other being
defined according to position in the whole. For, as whole is
twofold, the one belonging to each of the parts,—according to the
definite and distinet subsistence of each, according to which we
say, that the earth is a certain whole, and not the earth only,
but also an animal and a plant, and each of the parts in these ;
but the other being more comprehensive, as when we say the
whole world, the whole earth, and the whole air, and of each
wholeness® there are proper parts ;—in like manner, of place

* The world is a whole of wholes, which wholes or wholenesses
are the celestial and elementary spheres. See the Introduction
to my Translation of the Timaus of Plato.
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local motion of things which are moved, is nothing else than the
assumption of different positions, at different times, till that
which is moved obtains its appropriate position ; the intermediate
air or water being divided, and receiving the position which it then
has, as long as that which is stronger proceeds. The position,
also, of the parts of air, is that which a clod of earth or I receive
when moved. The place to which I change is not definitely my
peculiar place, but the place of surrounding air, in a different
part of which I am also Il&tural]j" adapted to become situated
at different times. Hence, it being dubious how things which
are moved are moved in place, since things in place may be
justly said to be at rest rather than to be moved, let us see
how the philosopher Syrianus states the doubt, and gives the
solution of it:—* Some one may ask,” says he, ® how things
which are moved, are moved in place, since things moved, are
rather from whence, whither. For, in short, things in place
appear to be at rest. May we not, therefore, say, that things
which are moved, are in place and not in place? For they are
not in the first, and, as it were, proper place of themselves ; since
if they were they would be at rest. But they are in place,
surveyed according to its extent ; just as we say that the sun is
in the constellation called the Lion, because the extent of the
Lion comprehends the sun. We also say that a flying eagle isin
the air, and that a ship sailing with a prosperous wind is in the
sea : for all these have place eonsidered in its extent, or assumed
with a greater latitude, but they have not a first and peculiar
place, as long as they are moved." And most of those, indeed,
who speak about place, appear to me especially to direct their
attention to this external place. For, on being asked, what is
the place of the earth ? they reply, that it is the middle of the
universe ; which is the peculiar place of the universe, and of the
earth as in the universe. On being also asked, what is the place
of the heavens ? they say, that which surrounds; but they do
not, in their reply, adduce that place of the earth which gives
eonvenient position to its parts; and, in a similar manner, that
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From OrLyMmP1oDORUS, in Aristot. Meteor. p. 59.

“Ir is requisite to know that the divine Proclus,
in his Commentaries on the Timaus* of Plato,
refers metals to the seven planets, and says, that
lead is ascribed to Saturn, through its weight,
dulness, and coldness. But electrum [or a metal
composed of gold and silver] is referred to Jupiter,
through the well-tempered and vivific nature of
the star. In a similar manner, also, with respect
to the metal which is called migma ;+ but the
migma is more highly valued than gold, and is
well tempered. Again, iron is ascribed to Mars,
on account of its incisive power and sharpness;
but gold to the sun, which is, as it were, the
fountain of light. Copper is referred to Venus,
on account of its florid nature; and also because

* This extract probably formed a part of a Sixth Book of
Proclus on the Timzeus, which is lost, as it is not to be found
in any of the Five Books that are now extant.

+ From what Proclus says of this metal, called migma, or, a
mixture, it appears to be the same with orichalcuwm, which Plato,
in the Critias or Atlanticus, says, ‘* shines with a fiery splen-
dour.”” Pliny, in Hist. Nat. lib. xxxiv. cap. 2, says, that this kind
of metal has not existed for a long time, owing to the barrenness
of the earth. It is, however, mentioned by Martianus the
lawyer, who flourished in the time of Alexander Severus, as if it
then existed. '
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ing very sorrowful on the death of one of his
associates, and giving himself up to despair,
apparently died, and was laid out according to
custom ; but his mother, as she was folding him
in her embraces, -taking off his garment, and
kissing him, perceived in him a gentle breathing,
and, being extremely joyful on the occasion, de-
layed his burial. Cleonymus in a short time
afterwards was restored to life, and narrated all
that he saw and heard when he was in a separate
state. He saicl, that his soul appeared, as if
liberated from certain bonds, to soar from its
body, and that having ascended above the earth,
he saw m 1t places all-various both for their -
figure and colour, and streams of rivers unknown
to men ; and that at last he came to a certain
region sacred to Vesta, which was under the
direction of demoniacal powers in indescribable
female forms.

The second example is from the historian Nau-
machius, who flourished (says Proclus) in the
time of our ancestors, and is of one Polyeritus,
who was an illustrious and principal man among
the Atolians. This Polyeritus died, and re-
turned to life in the ninth month after  his
death; came to the general assembly of the
Ztolians, and joined with them in their con-
sultations about what measures were best to be
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adopted. Hiero, the Ephesian, and other his-
torians, testify the truth of this, in that account
of transactions which they sent to king Anti-
gonus, and their other absent friends.

The third is as follows: In Nicopolis, not
long since, the same thing happened to one
Eurynous. This man, who was buried in the
front of the city, revived fifteen days after, and
said that he saw and heard many wonderful
things under the earth, which he was ordered not
to relate. He lived some time after this, and his
conduct was more just after his revival than
before.

The fourth is of Rufus, a priest of the Thessa-
lonians, who lived near the time of the historian
Naumachius. This man was restored to life the
third day after his death, for the purpose of
performing certain sacred ceremonies, which he
had promised to perform, and having fulfilled his
promise, again died.

The fifth and last 1s of one Philonzea, who lived
under the reign of Philip. She was the daughter
of Demostratus and Charite, who lived in Am-
phipolis, and died soon after her marriage to one
Craterus. She revived, however, in the sixth
month after her death, and, through her love
of a youth named Machates, who came to
Demostratus from his own country Pelle, had
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connexion with him privately for many nights
successively : this amour, however, being at
length detected, she again died; previous to
which, she declared that she acted in this manner
according to the will of terrestrial deemons. Her
dead body was seen by every one lying in her
father’s house ; and on digging the place, which
prior to this had contained her body, it was found
to be empty, by those of her kindred who came
thither, through unbelief of what had happened
to her.* The truth of this narration is testified
both by the epistles of Hipparchus and those of
Arrideeus to Philip, in which they give an ac-
count of the affairs of Amphipolis.

Proclus then, with his usual sagacity, observes,
concerning the cause of this phenomenon, as
follows : ““ Many other of the ancients have col-
lected a history of those that have apparently
died, and afterwards revived; and among these
are the natural philosopher Demoecritus, in his
writings concerning Hades, and that wonderful
Conotes, the familiar of Platot; * * * for the
death was not, as it seemed, an entire desertion
of the whole life of the body, but a cessation,

* See this instance of revivification more fully detailed by
Phlegon Trallianus, in his Treatise de Mirabilibus et Longmevis,
+ There is an unfortunate chasm here in the Manuscript of

two or three lines.





















ANSWER

TO THE

]
SUPPLEMENT OF DR. GILLIES, §e.

e
—

R. GILLIES having thought proper to
attempt a confutation of the proofs which
I had brought forward to the public of his
not having given either the manner or the
matter of Aristotle in a work which he calls
a translation of the Ethics and Politics of
that philosopher ; and as he has also pre-
sumed to ridicule the most sublime of Plato’s
doctrines, and to calumniate the best of his
disciples, displaying in this attempt no less
ignorance than illiberal invective, it now be-
comes necessary that I should fully unfold to
the public the injustice which he has done
to Aristotle in that work, and also to the best
of the Platonists, in the Supplement to his
Analysis of Aristotle’s speculative works.
I shall begin with examining what he has
advanced in his Supplement, as preparatory
B
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to the specimens of ignorance and unfaith-
fulness which will be so copiously displayed
in criticizing his translation of Aristotle’s
Ethics, 1In the first place, then, I think it
may be fairly presumed, that the man who is
so ignorant of the style of Aristotle in his
acroamatic writings as not to know that it 1s
remarkably obscure, cannot by any means
have penetrated the depth which those writ-
ings contain. That he did not know this, is
abundantly evident from the following pas-
sage, in which, also, from his inability to
correct a very obvious error in the Greek
text of a quotation from Simplicius, he has
made that philosopher contradict himself.
The passage T allude to is in a note to the
Supplement of his Analysis, p. 215, octavo :
“ That he (Simplicius) gave into the mode
of allegorical interpretation appears from the
following short sentence, containing the just
praise of Aristotle’s perspicuity : Owde pvfor
oude cupboninols aiypact” wg Twy wpo alov Tiveg
expnoarjo, oA’ avri wavlos ahhov wepimé]acpe]os
THY u"u:@smw TPOETIATTE Simphc. in Procem.
Lib. 7wy wa]yyopr. ¢ He made not any
use of fables, or dark symbols, like some
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philosophers before him, but preferred per-
spicuity to every other ornament.” Strange !

that Simplicius should praise Aristotle for his
perspicuity, when, in another place quoted
by Dr. Gillics, he says, that Aristotle was

purposely obscure in his acroamatic writings,
“ ut segniores ab eorum studio repellerit et
dehortaretur.” Simplic. ad Auscult. Physic.
fol. ii *, See p. 23 of the Life of Aristotle,
prefixed to the translation of his Ethics, by
Dr. Gillies, octavo edition. It is evident,
therefore, that in the above passage for
mepmeraopalos we should read mapameraca]os,
and for ca®eiay acaBea, and then Simplicius

* For the sake of the learned reader, I will give the whole
passage from which Dr. Gillies has made this extract. &ixn
s dmenpevwy QUTOY TWY CUYYORILAATIY, EIS TE TO EGWTEQINE,
0L TG ITTOPIRG, Kol To SIAAOYIRE, Kot QAWS T& (A7) AXQAS AXHI=
Seias ppovhilovra, nai sis 7o @ugoARATIRG, WY KA} AYTY ETTIV )
TWOAYIUTENR, €7 TOIS anpoapLarinog acadeiay emrydevrs, Oid
TEUTYS TOUS ;_:a:ﬂu;.r.n-rsfuu; amongovoueyas, ws wap exavns (lege
wowep exsivois) kv Oe yeypadlos Soxev, Toi yap ovy AdeEavdipou
were 7w Tlepowy ralaipesiv vade weos aurey yeygadoros.
Arebavipos AgioToreres sumpariew. oux opfws emomoas exdoug
TOUS GRPOGUATINOUS TWY oYWy, Tivk yag &rh Ji0igopey YUels Tun
aAAwy, & xad' ous swaideulnuer Aoyovs, ouros wavlwy ecovras
wowos 3 eyw 8 Covdoipyy av Tais wEpl Ta agicTa ETEIpIaiS
raus Suvapers diadeosty. avros vade avreypaler. Agiororeiys
Baciner Arekavipy evmpariew. eypabas por weps Twy axpoapae
Tinwy Aoywy, 0loumeves Sely aurovs ¢uaaﬂsw gv amogenlois. 1o
Quy auTovg Mol EKEEEQ.I.LEFW;‘ Hak ey Exaﬁﬁ'nll.usﬁﬂu;. TUVETOI yep
SIGL [WOVONS TOIS LWy AROUGTATIY. Egpweo. d.e. “ The writings
of Aristotle receiving 2 twolold division, into the exoteric,
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will speak accurately and consistently, and
the translation of the whole passage will be
as follows: ¢ Aristotle neither employed
fables nor symbolical enigmas, like some
philosophers before him, but preferred ob-
scurity to every other veil.” That this is
the true reading is likewise evident from an
ancient Latin version of Simplicius on the
Categories, printed at Venice, 1588, folio, in
which the above passage is thus translated :
 Verumtamen neque fabulis, neque @nig-
matibus, conjecturis metaphorisque impli-
citis, quemadmodum nonnulli ante ipsum

such as the historical, and those composed in the form of dia-
logue ; and, in short, those which do not pay attention to ex-
treme accuracy, and into the acroamatic, to which class the
present treatise belongs—this being the case, in his acroamatic
writings, he siudies obscurity, through this deterring the more
indolent, as if their very appearance evinced they were not
written for them. Alexander, then, after the subversion of
Persia, wrote to him as follows: Alexander wishing prospe-
rity to Aristotle. You have not done right in publishing your
acroamatic works : for in what shall we surpass others, if the
doctrines in - which we were instructed become common to all
men? I indeed would rather excel others in the knowledge
of the most excellent things than in power. Ta this Aristotle
returned the following answer: Aristotle to king Alexander,
wishing prosperity. You wrote to me concerning my acroa-
matic works, thinking that they ought not to have been di-
vulged. Know, therefore, that they are published and not
published : for they can be understood by my auditors alone,
Farewell.” Simplicius adds, that, according to Plutarch, this
letter of Alexander refers to the metaphysics of Aristotle,
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usus est, sed pro omni alio velamine et invo-
luto dicendi modo obscuritatem maxime
laudavit et probavit.” Itis likewise indispu-
tably manifest, from what immediately fol-
lows this passage, in which Simplicius inves-
tigates the reason why Aristotle adopted this
mode of writing, as the learned reader who
has the original in his possession will imme-
diately perceive. It may be fairly con-
cluded, therefore, that Dr. Gillies knew not
that it was the general practice of the earliest
writers of antiquity to employ different modes
of concealing their wisdom from the vulgar,
and that Aristotle adopted for this purpose
obscurity of diction, though the former par-
ticular is well known to every tyro in the
history of philosophy, and the latter is obvi-
ous to the meanest capacity,

Having premised thus much, I proceed,
in the next place, to examine his Supple-
ment. In p. 167, then, he endeavours
toshow ¢ that those supposed entities, called
by the Pythagoreans numbers, and by the
Platonists ideus, and considered by them as
eternal and immutable essences, the true
causes of the universe, have not any real sub-
- sfantial existence in nature, but are merely
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fictions of fancy, created from the fleeting
action of human thought, expressed and em-
bodied in language.” This, he says, is evi-
dent from the doctrine of Aristotle, accord-
ing to which, ¢ definitions are the pure
fountains of science only when they originate
in an accurate examination and patient com-
parison of individual objects; so that indivi-
duals have a real existence in nature ; but
general names, expressing many individuals
of the same kind, have not any correspondent
archetypes.”” To this I answer, that I have
already shown, in the Introduction to my
translation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, that
Aristotle did not essentially differ from Plato
m the doctrine of ideas; and I shall now
farther observe, that the Stagirite would not
be consistent with himself unless he admitted
that those ideas which subsist in Deity with
fabricative power and unerring knowledge,
subsist also in the human soul in a manner
accommodated to its nature ; so as to possess
partial instead of universal knowledge, to be
deprived of productive power, and to be
wakened from dormant capacity into energy
by objects of sense. This is evident from the
doctrine delivered by Aristotle in the first






lars, and are the causes of the propositions
they prove. If, therefore, the causes of de-
monstrations are wuniversals, and these uni-
versals have a precedency in nature to particu-
lars, it 1s evident that individuals are not the
only things which have a real evistence in

cessary that demonstrative science should consist from things
true, first, immediate, more known than, prior to, and the
causes of the eonclusion: for thus they will be the proper
principles of that which is demonstrated. For there may be
a syllegism indeed without these conditions ; but there will
not be demonstration, since such a syllogism will not produce
science. It is necessary, therefore, that the things from which
demonstrative science consists should be true, because that
which is not cannot be scientifically known ; as, for instance,
that the diameter of a square is commensurable with its side.
It is also necessary that they should be from things first and
indemonstrable, because they will not be scientifically known
without demonstration. For to know scientifically things of
which there is demonstration, and this not from accident, is to
possess demonstration. It is likewise necessary that they
should be the causes of, more known than, and prior to the
conclusion. Causes, indeed, because we then know scienti-
fically, when we know the cause: and prior because they are
the causes. They are also previously known, not only from
our understanding what they signify, but from our knowing
that they are true. But things prior and more known subsist
in a twofold respect. For that which is prior to nature is not
the same with that which is prior to us; nor is that which is
more known to nature the same with that which is more
known to us. By things prior and more known to us, I mean
such as are nearer to sense ; but things simply prior and more
known are such as are more remote from sense. And things
more remote from sens® are such as are especially universal ;
but such as are most near to it are particulars, and these are
opposed to each other.”
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can it possibly be brought about by juxtapo-
sition, mixture, or in any other way. The
idea amimal must therefore be numerically
different in man and horse; and there must
bec many séparate entities having the idea
animal for their essential constituent, since
this idea enters not adventitiously, but essen-
tially, into their respective definitions. The
idea animal, therefore, is many, constituting
man, horse, and other species or tribes ;
whose different names cannot be reciprocally
predicated of each other, because in that case
all those different ideas would be one and
the same idea, which is totally absurd, It
1s impossible, therefore, that the idea animal
can have any substantial or separable exist-
ence, or be any thing beside what is found in
all the different tribes of animals. The ab-
surdity of realising general terms will appear
still more monstrous if from species or tribes
we descend to the individual objects of our
senses, and say that this man or this horse is
constituted and composed of ideas. There
cannot, therefore, be any such ideas or entities
as those spoken of by some philosophers.”
Such 1s Dr.'Gillias’s translation of a most
abstruse passage, from a book written by its
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THESE ASSERTIONS ANY ONE, SEPARAT-
ING THE REST, RETAINS ONLY THE FIRST;
VIZ. THAT THEY CONSIDERED THE FIRST
ESSENCES TO BE GODS, HE WILL THINE
IT TO BE DIVINELY SAID: AND IT MAY BE
PROBABLY INFERRED ; THAT AS EVERY
ART AND PHILOSOPHY HAS BEEN INVENT-
ED AS OFTEN AS POSSIBLE, AND HA§
AGAIN PERISHED, THESE OPINIONS ALSO
OF THE ANTIENTS HAVE BEEN PRESERVED
AS RELICS TO THE PRESENT TIME. Of
the opinions of our fathers, therefore, and men
of the highest antiquity, thus much only is ma-
nifest to us ®.” To these first essences also
he alludes in the following beautiful passage
in the second book : ¢ As arc the eyes of

* TMapadedoras de vwo Twy apyaiwy xal valaiwy, & puboy
TNANATE RATANEAEILILEVE TUIE VTTELOY, OTI Jeo TE sy ourol,
xau wepieyer 7o Seiov Ty odyy $umiv. Ta e Aama puliews 3y
wpoayydy weos Ty weilbw Twy WoAIwy, w2 wpos T &5 vopovs
Xl 70 CULPEQOY YENTIY. QVIPWNCEIOELS TE YLY TOUTOUS, X Twy
aiiwy Cwwy OLOIOVS TIT AEYOUT, WOL TOUTOIS ETEPO axorovSa
A WAGATANTIE TOI5 EIPYLEVAIS” Wy El TI¢ Ywpioas avro AaBot
[LOVOY TO WpwTOY, OTE JECUS WOVTO TAS WEWTAS OUTIES Eival, Jeiws
ay ﬂf:}d'&m YOULITEIE, %ai XaleL T0 oS ToAAaKis EUEILEVTS EIS TO
Suvaroy exaorys na Teyyys ke $rhooodias, xal waAy ¢Jeipa-
LEVWY, KOk TAUTAS TOI dofas exeivay, tioy Asava wEQiTETWadau
g wou yuv, o ey ouy walgios dofa, xau v wape Twy WpwTwy,
e TogouToY Nty $avEsa. pLovoy.
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the first revival of letters in modern Europe.
Of such philosophers Mr. Taylor, as will
presently appear, is not an unworthy pu-
pil.”

The man who, like Dr. Gillies, presumes
to analyse and translate the acroamatic works
of Aristotle without having even discovered
that in these works he is designedly obscure,
and that the profundity of his conceptions is
no less extraordinary than the brevity of his
diction, must also, like Dr. Gillies, perpetu-
ally err on subjects which are necessarily
from their very nature most arduous and ab-
strusc. The truth of this observation was
never more fully displayed than in the above
paragraph, as will be at once evident from
the following observations : Auristotle having
demonstrated, in the seventh chapter of the
twelfth book of his Metaphysics, that there
is a certain eternal and immoveable essence
separated from sensibles, in the next chapter
enquires whether only one essence of this
kind * is to be admitted or more than one ;
and in this chapter he proves that there

® Tlorepoy 8 paay Jereoy Ty ToIXUTYY QUTIRY, T WAEIVS,
w2 mocag, 08y Acydayeiv,
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of adhering to the most rigid accuracy in
translating the acroamatic writings of Aris-
totle.

In the remaining part of Dr. Gillies’s
Supplement there is but little deserving of
notice, as it chiefly consists of misrepresenta-
tion and invective. I shall therefore only
select two or three passages, as most incon-
testible proofs that he must necessarily ad-
vance absurdities and contradictions who
writes on subjects which he does not under-
stand, and who dares to calumniate where
he cannot confute. Of the truth of this re-
mark take the following specimen in p. 190 :
¢ The chimeras of those visionaries (Mode-
ratus and Nicomachus) which would now
entitle their professors to cells in a mad-
house (so unaccountable to one age seem the
follies of another!) were adopted by the
whole tribe of later Platonists, and nearly a
century before their times by the learned
and sensible Plutarch, one of the finest paint-
ers of actions and manners in public and pri-
vate life. But this excellent writer, an exu-
berant source of instruction and entertain-
ment to all ages and nations, was both a: Pla-



217

tonic philosopher and a priest of Apollo.”
Thus, according to Dr. Gillies, Plutarch,
though a learned and sensible man, though
an excellent writer, and an exuberant source
of instruction and entertainment to all ages
and nations; yet this same Plutarch, had he
lived in these luminous days, would have
been entitled to a cell in a madhouse !

No less absurd and insane 1s the following
specimen : ‘“ The main end of their philo-
sophy (that of the later Platonists) was to at-
tain intellectual union with God, and thus to
see all truths at one glance in the divine un-
derstanding. Deity they mysteriously de-
scribe as everywhere and nowhere ; pene-

trating and sustaining all things, yet in no-
thing present, and ever totally unmixed:

as the unity of unities, the root of being, the
perennial fountain of spiritual existences ;
and the more irreverently they strove in this
mystical language to exalt the Creator, the
more material became their images, and the
wilder the contradictions in which they
were inextricably involved.” (Supplement,
p. 208.) According to the sagacious and
pious Dr. Gillies, therefore, that philosophy
15 contemptible whose main end is to attain
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intellectual union with deity, and @rreverent
are those conceptions of the Divinity which
assert him to be everywhere and yet no-
where; every where, as illuminating all things
with divine light, and no where, asbeing per-
fectly exempt from the nature of the things
luminated ; penetrating and sustaining all
things ; and subsisting as the root of all be-
ing. The man, however, who presumes to
call such conceptions as these irreverent is
(to speak Platonically) unconscious that the
greatest eye of his soul (10 pepsor ¢
Juyns oppa) is blinded with ignorance and
buried in error.

In the last place, Dr. Gillies, speaking of
me, observes : ¢ If that translator of the Me-
taphysics had been as skilful in Greek as he
is profound in philosophy, he would not
have recommended, as essential to the right
understanding of Aristotle, the commentary
of Alexander Aphrodisiensis. Alexander’s
commentary on the Metaphysics now ex-
ists only in a Latin version, and cannot,
therefore, afford much assistance to a man
capable of reading the Greck original, and
who wishes to convey its sense clearly to his
countrymen in their native tongue.” T am
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Doctor observes, in the paragraph above
quoted, ““That Latin translations from the
Greek are seldom intelligible except where
their assistance is superfluous to a Greek
scholar.” As I have therefore no know-
ledge whatever of any languages but English,
Latin, and Greek, it is evident that this pro-
fundity must have been obtained from the
Greek. And thus the malevolent insinua-
tion of Dr. Gillies confutes itself, and is as
mmbecile as his answers to my strictures and
his abuse of the Platonic philosophers.
Having therefore answered all those parts
of Pr. Gillies’s Supplement which appeared
to me most deserving of notice, I shall, in the
next place, present the reader with speci-
mens of the manner in which he has trans-
lated, or rather mutilated and deformed, the
Ethics of Aristotle. I shall begin, then, with
the first chapter of the first book, and with
the very first sentence of that chapter, as
the extreme inaccuracy with which it is
translated affords of itself a sufficient proof
of the Doctor’s total incapacity to translate a
writer so uncommonly accurate and pro-
found as Aristotle. The original is as fol-
lows: Taca reyym xat waca uedodogy omokvg &


















36

licity, according to Aristotle, is not merely
the result of virtuous energies, but of the
energies of the most perfect virtue. Again,
in the same chapter, Aristotle says, « 8 ravd
OUTWS &yity ONAoY, OTL Ot Toy WOMTINOY Eidevat MW
1 wepr Yoy womep nat Jov oPFanpovs Sepamev-
eoila, et way cwpa' war paAiov ocw Tiuwrepe
wat [BehTiwv y moNTINY THE OTPIRYS . (3 é. # If
this be the case, it is evident that the politi-
cian (the man who is capable of managing
the reins of government) ought to know the
manner in which things pertaining to the
soul subsist, just as he who intends to admi-
nister remedies to the eyes ought to have a
knowledge of the whole body ; and this by
how much the more honourable and excel-
lent the political is than the medicinal sci-
ence.” Compare this with the following
translation of Dr. Gillies : ¢ The true states-
man, therefore, ought to know the mind as
much, or rather more, (because his pursuit
is still more excellent) than the physician
does the body.” Here the very beautiful
and important dogma contained in the on-
ginal, and which Aristotle derived from the
Charmides of Plato, is entirely lost in the
translation of Dr. Gillies. The dogma I al-
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always conversant with that which is more
difficult, for in this there is 2 more excellent
good.” Compare this with the version of
Dr. Gillies: “ But the most difficult part s
that best fitted for showing the excellence of
the performer.” In this translation, as the
reader will easily perceive, neither the accu-
rate meaning, nor any thing of the manner
of Aristotle, are preserved. |
Compare also the following passage, in the
fourth chapter of this book, with the Doctor’s
version. It is the beginning of that chapter.
Amopyaeie Say Tig, Wews Aeryopsy 0Tt 861 Ta ey ixaun
7rpact|ovTag dixatovs yivear Doty Ta 8¢ cwPeova owlPpovers®
& yap wga'ﬂ'auu‘: To QMo Mo Tor cwPpova, 907 o
Suorior wot cwpovis® WOTED €& T YoM MATING KoLl
[OVTTIRG, YOUILMATIHOE Kt  [LOUTIHOL. 9 OUDE ETL Twy
TEY YWy CUTwWg EVEL S EFEE‘XJET#II ?’ﬂe TE&}LMTIHHF Ti
TOIRT Ol Hool &T0 TUYNG, ot Aoy vwn&epsrﬁu' TOTE
OUY ESCLl YPOLLILETINGGy EXV WAL YPOLILETINGY TI TrOL=
NTH ROk YPOUMMATINWG, TOUTO OS5( TO HATE THY &
avtw ypapupatooy. i, e. “ It may be doubted
why we say that men from performing just
things must necessarily become just, and
from performing temperate things, tempe-
rate : for if they do such things as are just
and temperate, they are already just and tem-
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instance he would not strike willingly, be-
cause 1t was not in his power to prevent it.
It might also happen that he who was struck
was the father of him by whom he was
struck, and the son might know indeed that
he was a man, or some one of the persons
present, but might not know that he was his
father. A similar distinction must likewise
be made with respect to that for the sake of
which a thing 1s done, and with respect to
the whole action. Hence, that which is
done ignorantly, or if not ignorantly, could
not be prevented by him who did it, or was
done by him through compulsion, isan in-
voluntary deed. For we knowingly both do
and are passive to many things, none of
which is either voluntary or involuntary ;
such, for instance, as old age or death.”
In order to understaad the meaning of Aris-
totle fully in this passage, it 1s necessary to
observe, that, near the end of the seventh
chapter, he makes a very accurate distinc-
tion between the just and a just deed, and
also between the unjust and an unjust deed.
« For,” says he, ¢ the unjust or the just de-
rives its subsistence from nature or law ; but
the same thing when done is @ just or an
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perceived ; the latter is conversant about
things unalterable, necessary, and eternal,
incapable of being generated, exempt from
corruption ; the knowledge of which admits
not of degrees between total ignorance and
absolute certainty, All science may be
taught, and all teaching implies principles,
namely, those truths which are previously
known by experience or reason. The first
principles are acquired by induction, that is
by intellect operating on experience. Sci-
ence then may be defined a demonstrative
habit, distinguished by those properties which
we have ascribed to it in our Analytics. The
principles of science must be perceived with
the clearest evidence; for unless they be
more evident than the conclusions drawn
from them, those conclusions will not form
science, strictly so called ; because their
truth does not necessarily proceed from the
truth of their premises, with which they are
connected, not essentially, but only by way
of accession or appendage.”

In this translation of Dr. Gillies it is obvi-
ous that, in the first place, no notice what-
ever 1s taken of the word vmoanlis, hypolepsis,
though, considered as one of the powers of



the soul, it is a word of great importance in
the philosophy of Aristotle ; and though the
Doctor himself admits (in the introduction to
this book) that * the powers of intellection
differ as widely from each other as those of
sensation.”  This word, however, is used by
Aristotle to signify the definite ussent of the
soul to the discursive emergies of the dianoetic
power. And, in the next place, by the
rambling paraphrase of Dr. Gillies, the accu~
racy of Aristotle’s reasoning is entirely de-
stroyed, as must be obvious, by comparing it
with the original, to any one in the smallest
degree familiar with the very scientific mode
of writing employed by that philosopher.
Again, the sixth chapter of the same book
1s as follows ; Eme 8 emisnpun wept Twy xeBoAou
ES 1Y vrodipliig, xe Twy €& avarynns ovTwy, siah 8. apy e
TWY GOVSIHTWY Kotk TaaNG STISNUNG METa Noyou yap
N EWUSAMN" THE QPUNE TOU EMITHTOU, 81 ay ETUSN 47
amy 8Te TENYN, BT Ppomeig. To sy yap Hnﬂ'r'ﬂ,
amadindlov' a3 TUy Yoo ousas TEpr Ta VB OpMEEL
ahAwg EXSiVe ouds 3y oodix TouTwy £51° Tou yap ooy
*n'sgu ey exg amodaiy esw. & O oig aiySevopuer,
war pdewors dieaevdopsSa mepr Ta o endexgopeva,
9 Kou evdeyomeve aAAwg EXEy STSHMY, X Peoviaic
Sty Hal coQizxy naxs voug, TOUTWY PR TpLWy P""Bﬂ'



54

ﬂasxzm:.' et | ey §e Tpicty tpfamgwr, coiayy
Em'fi‘w.c.ﬁr' ?n.Em‘E?n:: YOUY  etveer Ty APy, That
IS, © . Since science is a definjte assent to
universals, and things which have a neces-
sary ‘subsistence ; and since there are prin-
ciples of the objects of demonstration and of
all science (for science subsists i conjunction
with reason)—this being the case, of the
principles of the objects of science, there
will neither be science, nor art, nor pru-
dence.  For the object of science s demons
strable ; but art apg Prudence are conversant

for it is the province of a Wise man o possess
demonstration of certain things, If there.
fore the powers by which we assert the truth,
and are never at any time deceived either
about things which have not or which have
a various subsistence, are, science, prudence,
ﬁisdﬂm, and intellect ; and if no one of
these- three can haye principles for its ol
ject, (I mean by the three, prudence, wis.
dom, and science, ) it remains that intellect i
conversant with principles, or s that power
by which we know the principles of  scj.
ence.”
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eTignroy, amodcneroy; 1. €. for the object of scis
entific knowledge is demonstrable, ave rendered
by Dr. Gillics, “ because all science is de-
monstrable *.” In the last sentence, too, of
Dr. Gillies’s translation, Aristotle is made to
assert that concerning intellect which nei-
ther the text authorizes, nor his own doc-
trine as delivered by him in the second chap-
ter of his Posterior Analytics, which we have
already noticed. For he there expressly
says, ¢ that the principles of demonstration
(axioms and definitions) are by nature prior
to the conclusions of which they are the
source ;” so far is he from asserting, * that
intellect operating on experience is the foun-
tain whence these principles flow.

Again : the latter part of the eighth chap-
ter of the same book 1s as follows: O 3 y
Qeovnoig ovx emisqun QPavpor Tou yap Eryatou
€SIy WOTWEP EIPYTOU" TO YOP TPAATINOY TOOUTOV. cv=
TIXELTOL [LEV o T VW' 0 JLEV Y&p YOUG, Twy 0Pty v
oux. €5t Aoyos. 11*35 TOU E0)(ATOVy CU OUK ESUV EWIS=
nun, aAN @i qeist oy, ) Twy diuvs AN o
ateSavoueda ott o & Toig paljpatoig eryatov,

* This observation was made by me long since, in p. 44
of the introduction to my translation of Aristotle’s Metaphy-

sics ; but Dr. Gillies very prudently takes no notice of it in his
Supplement.
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prudence then form the two extreme links;
prudence holding the extreme of individua-
lity, and intellect that of generalization. Pru-
dence then may be called common sense,
since it is conversant about objects of sense ;
but in a manner specifically different from
that in which the other senses are respectively
conversant about their particular objects.”

Here, in the first place, what Aristotle
says respecting a triangle is entirely omitted,
as I have before observed in the introduction
to my translation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics 3
and, in the next place, no part of this pas-
sage can with propriety be called a transla-
tion, as must be obvious even to the most
careless reader.

Thus much for Dr. Gillies’s translation of
the sixth book. Without proceeding to no-
tice similar inaccuracies and deformities in
his translation of the seventh book, I shall
only observe, that he has entirely omitted
the four last chapters of this book, which
treat of pleasure ; because, says he, ¢ they
are mere transcripts from the sixth book of
the Ethics to Eudemus; and the subject 1s
more fully and more philosophically ex-
plained in the tenth book of the Ethics to
Nicomachus.” Can any thing be more ab4
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surd than to omit translating these chapters
because they are transcripts from another
work of which he has given no transla-
tion ?  Besides, these chapters were evi-
dently designed by Aristotle to form a part of
this book, as appears from the concluding
sentence, which is as follows: Ilep pev our
EYHPATEING Kl AUPAT NG, Kl TEDI noovie Hak AUTNG
EIFHT#EI, Mol Ti EXOSO0V, Mol TWg T f&-ﬂ' ﬂ'}fﬂgﬂ oGuUTWy
€51y T Oc Haxa AOITOY OF Al wept Qidiees cpovpev,
7. e. ““ And thus we have spoken concerning
continence and incontinence, pleusure and
pain, what each of them is, and in what re-
spect some of them are good and others bad.
It now remains that we speak concerning
friendship,” Are such omissions as these to
be justified ?  And will any man presume to
call him a translator who takes such liberties
with his original ?

Without proceeding to notice every thing
worthy of reprehension in the remaining
books, I shall finish this selection by present-
ing the reader with the original of the whole
of the seventh chapter of the tenth book, as
it is one of the most beautiful and important
in the Ethics of Aristotle; and will show in a
strong point of view how Dr, Gillies has de-
formed the manner, and destroyed the accu-
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ther with whom, he may act justly ; and in
like manner the temperate and the brave
man, and each of the rest. But the wise
man when alone is able to contemplate ; and
by how much the wiser he is by so much
the more does he possess this ability. Per-
haps, indeed, he will contemplate better
when he has others to co-operate with him ;
but at the same time he is most sufficient to
himself. This energy alone, likewise, will
appear to be beloved for its own sake, for
nothing else 1s produced from it besides con-
templation. But from things of a practical
nature we obtain something more or less be-
sides the action itself. Felicity also appears
to consist in leisure : for we engage in busi-
ness that we may be at leisure, and we wage
war that we may live in peace. The ener-
gies therefore of the political virtues consist
either in political or in military transactions ;
but the actions which are conversant with
these appear to be full of employment. This
indeed is perfectly the case with military
transactions : for no one chooses to wage
war, or prepare for it, for the sake of waging
war ; since he would appear to be perfectly
2 homicide who should make enemies of his
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friends for the sake of fighting and slaughter.
The energy too of the politician is of a busy
nature, and, besides the management of pub-
lic affairs, is employed in procuring domi-
nion and honour, or a felicity for himself
and the citizens different from the political
miergy, which also, as something different,
we evidently investigate. If, therefore, po-
litical and military actions surpass in beauty
and magnitude all other virtuous actions, but
these are of a busy nature, aspire after a cer-
tain end, and are not eligible for their own
sakes; but the energy of intellect, which is
contemplative, appears to excel other ener-
gies in ardor, and to desire no other end be-
sides 1tself ; if also 1t possesses a proper plea-
sure, which increases its energy, and has, in
addition to this, self-sufficiency, leisure and
unwearied power, so far as the condition of
human nature will permit, with whatevet
else 1s attributed to the blessed, and appears
to subsist according to this energy ;—if such
be the case this will be the perfect felicity of
man when it receiyes a perfect Iength of
life : for nothing belnngmg to felicity 1s 1m-
perfect. Such a life, however, will be more
excellent than that which is merely human g
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for man will not thus live so far as he is man
but so far as he contains in himself something
divine. And as much as this part excels the
composite so much does its energy surpass
the .energy belonging to every other virtue.
If, therefore, intellect is divine with respect
to man, the life also according to intellect
will be divine with respect to human life.
Nor ought we, according to the exhortation
of certain persons, to be wise in human af-
fairs, since we are men, nor to regard mortal
concerns, since we are mortal ; but as much
as possible we should immortalize ourselves,
and do every thing in order to live according
to our most excellent part. For this part,
though 1t is small in bulk, far excels all
things in power and dignity. It would seem
also that each of us is this part *, since that
which obtains dominion is also more excel-
lent. It would therefore be absurd for a
man not to choose his own life but the life
of something else. That too which was be-
fore asserted accords with what 1s now said :
for that which is intimately allied to any na-

* The true man, both according to Aristotle and Plato, 15
intellect : for the essence of every thing is the summit of its

nature.
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performing any action whatever. Pleasure,
it was observed, must be an ingredient in
happiness ; but contemplative wisdom offers
pleasures the most admirable in purity and
stability, and the pleasures of knowledge
continually increase in proportion to our
improvement in it: certainty concerning the
sublimest truths affording still higher delight
in proportion to the intense efforts of intellect
by which they were discovered. That all-
sufficiency, which we remarked as a pro-
perty of happiness, belongs to intellectual
energies more than to any other ; for though
the sage, as well as the moralist or the pa-
triot, stands in need of bodily accommoda-
tions, yet in exerting his highest excellen-
cies he is not, like them, dependent on for-
tune both for his objects and his instruments ;
for objects towards whom he may exercise
“his virtues, and instruments which may ena-
ble him to effectuate his ends. Even unas-
sisted and alone, though perhaps better with
assistants, he can still think and theonze;
possessing in the energies of his own mind
the purest and most independent enjoy-
ments. These enjoyments are valuable pe-
culiarly on their own account, since they
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terminate completely in themselves; whereas
all practical virtue has, beside the practice it=
self, some distinct and separate end in view.
The tranquillity of leisure is naturally more
agreeable than the bustle of business; we
toil for the sake of quiet, and make war for
the sake of peace. But the practical yirtues
are most conspicuously exercised in political
~ and military'functinﬁs, the latter of which
none but the most savage and sanguinary
minds would submit to from choice, convert-
ing friends into enemies for the mere plea-
sure of fighting with them. Politics, too,
forms an operose and troublesome occupa-~
tion, which would not be undertaken from
the sole love of exercising political functions,
independently of distinct and separate ends ;
power, wealth, and honour; in one word,
prosperity to ourselves, friends, or fellow-
citizens. But intellectual energies are com-
plete and perfect in themselves, supplying an
exhaustless stream of pure and perennial
pleasure, which in its turn invigorates and
enlivens the energies, and thus increases and
refines the source from which it unceasingly
springs; all-sufficient, peaceful, and perma-
nent, as far as i1s compatible with the condi-
L
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this will be the virtue of that which is best.”
Compare this with the version of Dr. Gillies:
* If happiness consists in virtuous energies,
the greatest human happiness must consist in
the exercise of the greatest virtue in man,
which must be the virtue or perfection of his
best part.” Here the word zvhoyov, “ it is
teasonable to suppose,” is translated by Dr.
Gillies ¢ must : and thus the modesty of
Aristotle in this sentence is entirely destroyed.
That the reader too may see how Dr. Gillies
has deformed the most scientific method of
reasoning adopted by Aristotle, let him com-
pate the whole of the first sentence of the
Doctor’s translation with the original. For
Aristotle’s reasoning is as follows : « If feli-
city 1s an energy according to virtue, 1t Is
reasonable to suppose that it is an energy ac-
cording to the most excellent virtue. The
most excellent virtue 1s the virtue of the best
patt: the energy of this part, therefore, ac-
cording to its proper virtue, will be perfect
felicity.” Where is this geometric reason-
ing to be found in the following rambling
translation of Dr. Gillies: < If happinegs
consists in virtuous energies, the greatest hu-
man happiness must consist in the exercise of
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the greatest virtue in man, which must be the
virtué or perfection of his best part, whether
this be intellect, or whatever principle it be,
that is destined to command and bear sway ;
having knowledge of things beautiful and
divine, as being either divine itself, or at least
that principle in us which most approximates
to divinity.” -

Again, compare the following sentence
with the version of Dr. Gillies: ¢ This
energy, also (says Aristotle, i.e. the energy
of intellect) is most continued: for we are
able to contemplate more incessantly than to
perform any action whatever.” But by Dr.
Gillies he is made to say, “ The energies of
intellect are also the longest and most conti-
nuous, sinCe we can persevere In theorizing
and thinking much longer than in perform-
ing any action whatever.”” By this version
it is evident that Dr. Gillies had not the
smallest conception of what Aristotle means
by intellectual energy ; and that he is himself
unfortunately deprived of its possession. For
this employment, as Aristotle observes in this
chapter, is an energy according to wisdom ;
and wisdom, as he defines it in the sixth
book of these Ethics, is “ the intellectual
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wnvestigation is laborious, but intellectual
energy, from being immediate vision, is un~
attended with labour, and is necessarily ac-
companied with delight. What Dr. Gillies
therefore adds, ¢ that certainty concerning
the sublimest truths affords still higher de-
light in proportion to the intense efforts of
mntellect by which they were discovered,”
has nothing to do with the meaning of
Aristotle in this place, but is, as usual, intro-
duced by the Doctor to conceal his igno-
rance and please the vulgar. Not to men-
tion that Aristotle’s modest form of expres-
sion, “ it is reasonable to suppose’ (cuAoyor)
is entirely unnoticed by the Doctor. The
reader who is disposed to compare the re-
maining part of Dr. Gillies’s translation of
this chapter with the original, even if he is
but moderately skilled in the philosophy of
Aristotle, will find that Dr. Gillies every-
where deforms the matter of the Stagirite by
unskilful interpolations, and completely de-
stroys the manner, by breaking his geometri-
cal chain of reasoning, in order, through the
medium of popular diction, to gratify the
public ear.

Having presented the reader with so many
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the specimens which have been already ad-
duced afford, I trust, a sufficient proof that
the Doctor is very far from having fathomed
the profundity of the Stagirite’s mind, and is
thercfore unequal to the task of transfusing
that profundity into English.

And now, I presume, Dr. Gillies is by this
time furnished with a sufficient answer to the
following observation in the conclusion of
his reply to my Strictures. * The nature
and scope,” says he (p. 229 of his Supple-
ment) “ of my literary labours are so to-
tally different from those of Mr. Taylor, that
it 1s not easy to understand how our roads
could cross, or why he should step forth as
my determined antagonist. Utility, com-
mon and vulgar utility, above which that
sublime author proudly soars, was my great
or rather sole aim.”  Had Dr. Gilhes in his
translation faithfully given the manner and
matter of Aristotle to the best of his ability,
had he discovered by his translation that he
was a genuine lover of truth, that he was a
candidate for honest fame, and not for the
applause of the vulgar, my road, so far from
crossing, would have been perfectly parallel
to his, and T should have rejoiced to find
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that I do soar above such an endeavour, be-
cause it is not attended with any advantage,
but is no less idle than profane. But if he
means by this an attempt to be useful to the
middle class of our species, (for such the
Ethicsand Politics of Aristotle are calculated
to benefit) I am no less anxious than Dr.
* Gillies to do good to this part of mankind
by the publication of such truths as they are
capable of understanding. A very consider-
able part of the Dialogues of Plato are
largely calculated to accomplish this end ;
but in translating these I have not violated
the meaning of the original in order to gra-
tify the most subordinate part of our species,
and sacrificed truth to vulgar applause.

And this brings me, 1 the last place, to
an apology for the manner in which I have
published to the world the philosophy of
Plato in an English garb. It is necessary
then to observe, that Plato, in conformity with
the earliest philosophers of antiquity, deli-
vered the abstruse dogmas of his philosophy
obscurely, 1n order to conceal from the pro-
fane and vulgar eye certain sublime truths,
which that eye may fancy it sees, but which
it can never perceive in reality. That he
did so is abundantly evident from the fol-
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rigid accuracy and the most literal exactness,
i the same manner as in translating the
acroamatic works of Aristotle. As all his
dialogues too are the progeny of consum-
mate science, he who in translating them
presumes to omit some words and interpolate
others, or to give what he conceives to be
the general meaning of the sentences ; and,
in short, alters the manner of Plato in order
to accommodate his matter to the multi-
tude,—he who does this will inevitably de-
stroy the profound meaning of the original,
and obtrude his own rambling ideas on the
reader for the scientifically accurate concep-
tions of Plato. ILet him who desires to be
convinced of this read any of those dialogues
in my translation of Plato’s works, in which
the substance of the Commentaries of Pro-
clus, Hermeas, and Olympiodorus are given
in the notes,

And here I cannot help remarking con-
cerning these most excellent interpreters,
and the latter Platonists in general, as they
are called, how fully the prophecy of their
divine master has been verified in the fate of
their works. The prophecy I allude to 1s
contained in the latter part of the extract just
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cited from his seventh epistle, in which he
observes, that the man who writes perspicu-
ously on the sublime dogmas of his philo-
sophy will only benefit a few who are able
to discover these abstruse particulars, but that
in others he will produce either contempt or
arrogant hope. For these admirable men,
in order to preserve the recondite parts of
their master’s philosophy to posterity, un-
folded all that is sublime and mystic in the
doctrines of Plato into the most pleasing and
admirable light. For moreshan a thousand
years, however, very few indeed appear to
have been in the smallest degree benefitted
by their labours; and I know of none that
for this extended period may be said to have
studied them sufliciently to derive all that
advantage which they are largely calculated
to afford. Hence, as I have elsewhere ob-
served *, ¢ the beautiful light which they
benevolently disclosed may be said to have,
hitherto unnoticed, illumined philosophy in
her desolate retreats, like a lamp shining on
some venerable statue amidst dark and soli-
tary ruins.” And yet though these philo-

* See the General Introduction to my translation of
Plato’s works. '
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sophers have been treated with such unde-
served contempt by a pigmy race of critics
and sophists, will any man undertake to
prove, that since the age of Plato there has
lived a philosopher of so much profundity as
Plotinus, so learned as Porphyry, so skilled
in the deepest mysteries of theology as Jam-
blichus, so acute as Syrianus, or who has un-
folded such treasures of wisdom as Proclus?
Till this at least is attempted to be proved let
critics be silent, and cease to defame writings
which they have never studied, and doctrines
which they do not understand.

But to return from this digression. Let
this then be my apology for endeavouring to
translate the works of Plato with such accu-
racy and literal exactness,—that it would not
have been otherwise possible to have pre-
served either his manner or his matter; and
that he who attempts to translate them with-
out diligently attending to the accurate mean-
ing of every word, may indeed compose a
book more conformable to modern taste,
and more captivating to the vulgar reader,
but his work will cease to be a translation,
and will Jose in faithfulness what popularity
can never compensate. Let the following
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also be my apology for having introduced
into my translation of Plato certain unusual
words of Greek origin—that as the most ab-
struse doctrines of the Platonic philosophy
had never before been promulgated in Eng-
lish, there were no words 1n our language
equivalent to their accurate meaning, and
that a paraphrase of them could not be
adopted, because they very frequently occur;
that to introduce Greek terms into any mo-=
dern language is to enrich that language;
that every art and science is full of words
derived from the Greek; and that philoso-~
phy, as being the mistress of all arts and sci-
ences, hasa much prior and more legitimate
claim to this privilege.

And now again declaring that I have no
personal enmity whatever to Dr. Gillies,
and that what I have said against him has
been solely dictated by a love of truth, I
shall, most probably, take my leave of him
for ever. The accomplishment of a task,
no less arduous than glorious, will for some
years occupy all my leisure hours, and
call forth my most strenuous exertions—
that of translating into English the whole
of Aristotle’s works, with the substance of
the commentaries of his best Greek interpre-
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ters. 'The completion of this Herculean la-
bour will so fully engage my attention, that
I shall ncither have time nor inclination to
attend to the defamation of Dr. Gillies, or
any other writer who i1s a candidate for the
honours of the multitude, and whose eye is
not solely fixed upon truth, As this work
too, when completed, will be published in a
manner so truly independent, as to be, per-
haps, witheout a parallel in this respect since
printing was invented, T shall have nothing
to fear from illiberal criticism or malevolent
mvective ¥, That in such an age as the pre-
sent both these should unite in opposing the
labours of a man who neither writes for hire
nor with any view to sordid emolument, is
so far from being wonderful, that it is the ne-
cessary consequence of extreme corruption
of manners and depravity of taste . Divi-

* The reader, who is desirous of seeing perfect specimens
of such criticism and such invective, is referred to an account
of my translation of Plato’s works, in two fungous produc-
tions, one of which is called The Imperial Review and the
other The Literary Journal.

+ The hand of barbaric despotism having destroyed the
schools of the philosophers for more than twelve hundred
years, knowledge has become venal, and book-making a trade.
Science on moral and intellectual subjects has been in conse-
quence of this entirely lost; and through the attempt to make
every man wise in cvery thing all real knowledge on the sublimest
subjects of speculation has been lost.





















