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ABSTRACT
The thesis undertakes a reconstruction and critical assessment of 

the theory of the Neoplatonic school of Ammonius, son of Hermias, on the 
presuppositions for the acquisition of knowledge of the divine and also 
on the contents and the purpose of this knowledge.

The metaphysical position of the human soul between the 
intelligible and the sensible worlds allows it to know the intelligible 
world and the divine, in particular, provided that the cognitive reason- 
principles in the human intellect are activated. The purpose of such 
knowledge is the assimilation to the divine and is achieved by means of 
a personal struggle with the help of theoretical and practical 
philosophy. The school of Ammonius compared its philosophical attempt at 
knowledge of the divine to previous similar methods.

Since the One is unknowable, the members of this school believed 
that man can know to some extent the Demiurge, who belongs to the second 
level of the intelligible world. The members of the school had different 
views on affirmative and negative theology. The intelligible ante rem 
universals, the most fundamental of which is Substance, constitute the 
cognitive and creative reason-principles of the demiurgic Intellect. The 
eternal activation of these principles result in the Demiurge's 
omniscience and the creation of the world, which is coetemal with the 
Demiurge. The Demiurge is incorporeal and exercises providence for what 
He has created, but He is not omnipotent.

The theory of the school of Ammonius on knowledge of the divine is 
shown to be broadly consistent, though not necessarily convincing.
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INTRODUCTION

éauTÔv Y^O Tis tàiv yvÇ>» 6eôv efaexai 
Clement of Alexandria

The present thesis undertakes a reconstruction and critical 
assessment of the doctrine of the Alexandrian school of Ammonius, son of 
Hermias, on the presuppositions for the acquisition of knowledge of the 
divine and also on the contents and the purpose of this knowledge. The 

study concerns their methodology for apprehending the intelligible world. 
By this I mean here not merely a statement of their method, but also a 

presentation of its theoretical foundation. The doctrines which are 
examined may seem antiquated and irrelevant to present concerns. I think, 
however, that if we devote a sympathetic but critical study to them, we 
may adjust our own arguments regarding the knowability of the ultimate 
principles of the universe.

The factor which determined the choice of the subject-matter is the 
scant scholarship devoted to it and, more generally, to the final 
expressions of late antiquity. Much of the lack of interest may be due 
to the aversion caused by the untranslated volumes of this school's Greek 
commentaries. It is hoped that more recent scholarship may contribute to 
a drastic change of the persistent preconception about the decline and 
fall of classical thought by the time of Ammonius and his students.

a) METHOD

The question, then, arises: What is the theory of the school of 
Ammonius on knowledge of the divine? The problem is that the members of 
this school did not have the advantage of writing a systematic work in



8
which one could find a complete and coherent metaphysics or a full and 
complete presentation of such a theory. Their metaphysical beliefs are 
scattered amongst their commentaries on Plato, Aristotle, Porphyry, 
Nicomachus, Hippocrates and Paulus, which take the form of school 
treatises. As happens with similar cases in late Neoplatonism,^ the 
same author repeats his ideas in his different works, even in places 
where the context itself would not normally allow such speculations. 

Moreover, they tended to return to a topic on various occasions. 
Reference to knowledge of the divine can therefore be found in nearly all 
the lectures they gave to their listeners rather than in a particular 
book devoted to it. In reading the corpus of the commentaries of the 
school of Ammonius one cannot fail to notice the copious references to 
knowledge of the divine. Thus, we have more than sufficient evidence for 
the existence of this theory in their works.

Consequently, such a theory must be a matter of reconstruction: in 
some cases one simply has to make explicit what is merely implicit in the 
writings of the members of this school. In order to speak of a theory of 
knowledge of the divine, it is necessary not only to give an account of 
the fundamental principles of such a theory, but also to explain the 

relation of these principles to the most general principles of their 
epistemology and metaphysics. I shall be arguing that Ammonius and his 
students had a theory on knowledge of the divine in just this sense, 
giving an account of what this theory says and examining whether it is 
a sound one.

In order to examine the principles of this theory, I shall be 
following two theoretical routes: one from the general (their overall 

epistemology and metaphysics) to the specific (their theory on knowledge 
of the divine), the other from the specific (the contents of this
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knowledge) to the general (their theory on knowledge of the divine). This 
seems to be the most appropriate procedure, mainly because their reader 
is nowhere presented with a fully constructed theory. Nevertheless, 

because it remains one of the main topics of their commentaries, it can 
be claimed that such a theory is implied. This makes the task of their 
critic more difficult; he has to reconstruct the implied theory.

Since my aim is to reconstruct and criticize their theory on 
knowledge of the divine not in relation to modem philosophical problems, 
but in relation to the more general notions of their epistemology and 
metaphysics, the mere enumeration of the constituents of such a theory 
will not suffice. I am not interested only in what Ammonius and his 
students said. I am interested, too, in why they said what they said, 
whether what they said is sound and what its importance is for a theory 
on knowledge of the divine in general.

In this study Ammonius and his students (Asclepius, John 
Philoponus, Zacharias, Gessius, Olympiodorus, Ps.-Heliodorus, and the 
anonymous author of the commentary in de Interpretations) are not 

referred to in their chronological order. The same applies to 
Olympiodorus' own students, namely, Elias, David, Stephanus, Ps.-Elias 
or Ps.-David Eind the anonymous author of the Prolegomena philosophiae 
Platonicae. Additionally, it is sometimes useful to refer to 
Neoplatonists like Damascius and Simplicius, who attended Ammonius' 
courses in Alexandria, but did not remain there to become members of his 
school. Since in most cases no single author provides the complete 
picture concerning the discussion of the topics under examination, the 
position of the school is given by the arrangement of the arguments of 
more than one author . Full details are provided in the notes.
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It is evident that in this subject any philosopher is influenced 

by his own religion. Due to the necessary restrictions imposed by the 
character of a dissertation, I shall exclude the examination of Christian 
views found in writings of certain members of this school. I am primarily 
interested in the views of Ammonius, Asclepius, Gessius, Olympiodorus, 

the anonymous author of the commentary in de Interprétâtione and Ps.- 
Heliodorus, who remained pagans all their lives. The pagan philosophy was 

the prevailing one in the school of Ammonius. Of Olympiodorus' views 
relevant to theurgy and guardian angels, however, I have kept mostly 
silent. As theurgy was a system of magic practised to procure 
communication with beneficent spirits and produce miracles, I think it 
has no place in a philosophy book, even though it has some place in a 
complete picture of Olympiodorus as a thinker.

I should point out here that since the school of Ammonius 
flourished in Alexandria in a historical transitîov^ (485 A.D.
onwards), it is not surprising that one of its members, John Philoponus, 
did not remain pagan all his life. His philosophy was pagan in his 
commentaries written until the year 529 A.D., when he began expounding 
exclusively Christian beliefs. Therefore, I accept K. Verrycken's 
distinction between an early Philoponus, who adhered to his teacher
Ammonius and pagan Neoplatonism in general, and a later Philoponus, who

2shared Christian views. I shall not examine the second phase of 
Philoponus' philosophy.

Zacharias was among the members of the school who were Christian 
all their lives. However, his report of Ammonius' arguments on the 

coetemity of the world with its Demiurge is more or less objective and 
very important. The cases of Elias, David, Stephanus, Ps.-Elias (or Ps.- 
David) and the anonymous author of the Prolegomena philosophiae
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Platonicae are different. Even if Elias was a Christian, in his 

philosophical commentaries he did not allow his religion to interfere. 
Thus, in his philosophical theology his voice is a pagan one. In 
contrast, David, Stephanus, Ps.-Elias (or Ps.-David) and the anonymous 
author of the Prolegomena philosophiae Platonicae allowed their Christian 

religion to interfere in their philosophical commentaries, but not 
consistently; I therefore limit myself to an examination of the views of 

theirs which were not affected by their creed.
One of the more persisting misconceptions concerning the

metaphysics of the school of Ammonius was initiated by K. Praechter who
suggested that Ammonius was not free to engage in pagan metaphysical
speculation, because he had to take into account the presence of
Christians among his hearers. Given the continued effect of pre-Plotinian
theism on the Alexandrian school after Hierocles, K. Praechter argued
that Ammonius ' aim was to diminish the distmice between Platonism and
Christianity. Furthermore, K. Praechter thought that as Ammonius
concentrated on the study of the Aristotelian Organon, his school
eventually lost its positively Platonic character, thus becoming an

3 iinstitute for general philosophical education. L.G. Westerink, 
following K. Praechter, thought that the school of Ammonius attempted an 
adaptation of Platonism and Aristotelianism to Christianity, by rejecting 

the Neoplatonic One and the theory of the divine henads. Moreover, K. 

Oehler^ was of the opinion that " the Alexandrians did not further develop 
the speculations of the Athenian school and, indeed, did not indulge in 

any autonomous metaphysical speculation whatsoever". Connected with these 
views are the doubts expressed by M.V. Anastos^ as to the philosophical 
identity of David. Anastos considers him a Platonist, but hardly in the 
mainstream of Neoplatonism, as he finds that David did not deal with any
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of the characteristic Neoplatonic philosophical terms and concepts. He 
accepts, however, that David did have some affinity for the 
Neoplatonists.

The aforementioned misconceptions persisted because the latest 
period of Alexandrian philosophy had been neglected for too long. Seeming 
to recognize the need for a better study of this period, A.C. Lloyd 

argued: "(...) when the simplicity and hard-headedness of the

Alexandrians ' Neoplatonism is contrasted with the elaboration and

'speculative ’ character of Athenian metaphysics, a simple but hard fact
0

must be remembered. We have not got their metaphysics." R.T. Wallis 

found it "exceptionally difficult to form an overall picture of the 

Alexandrians ' metaphysical views.*'
The situation changed recently after K. Verrycken's well documented

gstudy on the Neoplatonic elements of Ammonius' metaphysics. The only 
fact that he conceded to Praechter's views is that Ammonius simplified 
Proclus' doctrine on the henads and the triads. In his metaphysics, 
however, the highest principle remains the Neoplatonic One and the second 
principle is the demiurgic Intellect. Ammonius and his students adopted 
a simplified version of the metaphysical system of Proclus, who was their 
spiritual father. Yet they did not adhere to the Neoplatonic orthodoxy 
expressed by either the Athenian or the Syrian branch.This does not 
mean of course that they were not Neoplatonists. As a matter of fact, 
many elements of their doctrines cannot be explained without reference 
to the elaborations of Plotinus' and Proclus' metaphysical systems. Hence 
Anastos' view seems to be extreme, because it exaggerates the differences 

between David and Neoplatonists such as Plotinus and Proclus.
Even though most members of this school wrote commentaries on 

Aristotle, a careful reader often observes that they ascribed to



13
Aristotle doctrines which significantly deviated from his own, if they 
were not quite foreign to them. It is generally accepted that they were 
taking extensive liberties when commenting on Aristotle, so that it is 
often to a large extent their Neoplatonic philosophy that they exposed. 
They were not interested in correctness, as is shown by the fact that 
there were times when they did not distinguish their Neoplatonic beliefs 
from those of Aristotle. Indeed, the understanding of their arguments 
hardly requires any reference to Aristotle, since they were trying to 
find in the Aristotelian works the thought of Plato from the Neoplatonic 

viewpoint.Aristotle's philosophy was never studied for its own sake 
by the pagan Neoplatonist commentators. What they sought was to prove 
that Aristotle was in a doctrinal agreement with Plato and that both 
thinkers were mutually complementary. This is most evident in the case 
of Asclepius who published Ammonius' commentary on the Metaphysics. When 
Ammonius' Neoplatonic exegesis has been completed, he feels free to cite 
in his in Metaphysica passages from Alexander of Aphrodisias ' commentary
on the same work. These citations may be useful for the preservation of

12Alexander's text, but they are not dealt with in this study because 
they do not clarify Ammonius' views at all.

In Alexandria it was normal for Neoplatonism to be taught through 
commentaries on Plato as well. However, the late Neoplatonic
interpretation of Plato has been judged, if not false in every part, at

13least grossly mistaken on general points.

In the thesis I will not further examine the problem of the 
differences between the metaphysical doctrines of the philosophical 

schools in Athens and Alexandria, as recent scholarship has dealt with 
it and established that the sharp distinction between them, as suggested 
by K. Praechter, is not valid.As I. Hadot has shown,the schools of



14

Athens and Alexandria were tied closely together by a uniformity of 
tendencies.

b) CONTENTS

The first chapter gives an account of the presuppositions and the 
purpose of our knowledge of the intelligible world and of the divine in 
particular. For the school of Ammonius the metaphysical position of the 
human soul between the intelligible and the sensible worlds allows the 
human intellect to acquire this knowledge. What is necessary for the 
gradual acquisition of knowledge of the divine is the activation of the 
cognitive reason-principles in the human intellect (section 1.1). This 
knowledge is achieved by means of a personal struggle with the help of 
theoretical and practical philosophy (section 1.2) and aims at the 
assimilation of man to the divine (section 1.3). Section 1.4 is devoted 
to the evaluation the school of Ammonius made of previous philosophical 
attempts at the acquisition of knowledge of the intelligible world and 
of the divine in particular. In this respect what is shown are the 
reasons for the inadequacy or efficiency of methods followed by previous 
philosophers. As expected, a method was found inadequate if it deviated 

from the Neoplatonic one.
The second chapter focuses on the contents of our knowledge of 

universal s. The school of Ammonius showed that they are knowabi e and 

attempted to classify them (section 2.1). The ante rem universals are the 
cognitive and creative reason-principles in the demiurgic Intellect and 
our knowledge of them is dealt with in section 2.2. The school of 
Ammonius argued for the incorporeality of these universals (section 2.3), 
the most fundamental of which is Substance (section 2.4).
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The third chapter is about our knowledge of the divine. Section 3.1 

deals with the possibility of coming to know the divine through reason. 
Section 3.2 examines the positions of the school of Ammonius about 
affirmative and negative theology. As the One is unknowable, the rest of 
this chapter defines the contents of our knowledge of the Demiurge, who 
belongs to the second level of the intelligible world (section 3.3) and 
is knowabie, at least to some extent. First, we need to know whether He 
is incorporeal (section 3.4) and omnipotent (section 3.5). Divine 
omniscience (section 3.6) and the creation of the universe (section 3.7) 
are known as effects of the eternal activation of the cognitive and 
creative reason-principles in the demiurgic Intellect, respectively. 
Section 3.7.1 is about the doctrine of the school of Ammonius that the 
world is coeternal with the Demiurge. Section 3.8 examines what can be 
known about the ways the Demiurge exercises providence for what He has 
created.

It is shown that the theory of the school of Ammonius on knowledge 
of the divine is broadly consistent, though not necessarily convincing.
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CHAPTER 1
PRESUPPOSITIONS AND PURPOSE OF OUR KNOWLEDGE 

OF THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD

1.1 THE COGNITIVE REASON-PRINCIPLES IN THE HUMAN INTELLECT

In traditional Neoplatonism it is a commonplace to argue that 
knowledge of the divine is not a matter of sense-perception, but rather 
a matter of superior intellectual powers. Plotinus stressed that 
knowledge of the divine is to be sought in our souls after we are freed 
from all evil, all passions and from the influence of our bodies and the 
material world in general. When a human soul turns to itself, it turns 
to the divine which is not only present in it, but, also, at the same 
time, prior to and beyond it. Thus, the soul is able to have an immediate 
contemplation of the divine and assimilate itself to the divine to the 
extent that this is possible. Plotinus sees real self-knowledge as 
knowledge of the divine, which is both our origin and ultimate 
principle.Such was the outline of Plotinus' theory of knowledge of the 
divine, i.e. without particular details either as to the mental functions 

which need to be activated for its acquisition, or as to the particular 
contents of this knowledge.

The elaboration of the Plot ini an theory was made by Ammonius and
his students. Their starting point was that the divine entities, which

constitute the intelligible world, are not perceived by the senses and
are therefore less manifest to humans. He who wishes to know them, must

first know the capabilities of the human intellect itself, when it
17operates without data supplied by the senses.
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The school of Ammonius stressed that the human intellect is capable 

of gaining knowledge of the intelligible world by means of its own 
comprehending capacity. The proper object of knowledge when we talk about 
knowledge of the intelligible world is the divine; something for which 
human beings have a natural desire anyway. Indeed, the ability of the
human intellect to know the divine is both a sign and a justification of

18this desire. Pure intellection makes mankind capable of learning
whatever it is possible to leam about the divine. In this uncompromising

19rationalism there is no place for authority or mystery. Simplicius, 
however, ascribed to Philoponus the view that the human intellect is
unable not only to express, but also to think about timeless entities,

20like the divine. Philoponus is thus reported to be saying that our 
minds can only think about matter. However, we are sure that this view 
was not held by Philoponus, because in his own writings he explicitly 
expresses his belief in the ability of the human intellect to acquire 
knowledge of the intelligible world. A decisive indication is his 
definition of the human intellect as "a power of the soul which perceives
the divine and intelligible beings" (ôûvupig vuxfls AvrtÀTiJtTLxfi tc3v GeCojv

21 22 xaC voTiTtOv). With the exception of Olympiodorus, the school deviated
from Proclus' theory that the "one in the soul" is the special faculty
in the human soul distinct from and superior to the intellect as the
peculiar organ of mystical and supra-rational cognition which allows the

21union of inspired persons with the One.

The proper objects of human thinking are the divine entities, which 
remain immutable, because they are immaterial. If the human intellect can 

think about mathematical objects, which are inseparable from matter, by 
reflecting on them independently of their material composition, all the 
more it is capable of comprehending entities actually separate from
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matter. As the knowledge of these entities is superior to any other 
science, they are thought about by the most honourable part of the human 
intellect. Its activity is superior to those activities of the soul 
which aim at the nurture, growth and reproduction of man, because it does 
not need and should not have any relation with the body when it thinks 
about immaterial entities. Even if the human intellect resides in a body, 
it does not consist of matter, and, therefore, it is different and 

independent from all other psychical powers which are related to the
body. Therefore, it is independent from the body both in operation and

25in the sense that it survives apart from it. Since for the school of 

Ammonius reality and necessity in the strictest sense are identified with
immateriality and immutability, the inferior faculties of the soul which

2firelate to the body are considered to be less real and less necessary.
Knowledge of the intelligible world takes place in the intelligible 

part of the soul, not simply because this part is separate from matter, 
but mainly because it a priori contains the cognitive reason-principles 
of all intelligible and material entities created by the divine. If the 
human intellect by nature aspires to knowledge of the intelligible world 
and if no natural aspiration can be in vain, then the cause of this 
longing can only be the presence of cognitive reason-principles. A 
hypothetical lack of cognitive reason-principles would not allow the soul 

to know either the Forms or the demiurgic Intellect in which they are 
contained. In order to provide knowledge of these entities, the cognitive 
reason-principles only need to be activated by sens e-data from the 
material world. Sens e-percept ion is necessary for the beginning of the 
process which leads to the acquisition of knowledge of F o r m s . T o  
comprehend the intelligible Forms "Beauty" or "Equality", for example, 
we have to activate the cognitive reason-principles of these Forms,
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which, lying dormant in our souls, are awakened by the beautiful or equal 
things we perceive. So we can evaluate that which is perceived as 
imperfect, because our cognitive reason-principles of these Forms provide 
us with standards for all perceivable instances of Beauty and Equality. 
However, the role of sense-perceptions or external appearances is 

limited, because by themselves they do not lead us to intuition of the 
non-material. As the activity of the intellect is determined by the
cognitive reason-principles it has within itself, it does not act solely

28as a result of bodily impulse. Sens e-percept ions are useful to the
extent that they are interpreted by the intellect as indications of the

29existence of the immaterial. For example, when one sees the order of 
the heavens, one comes to the notion of the incorporeal causes of this 
order. The empirical element itself does not show us the causes of 
phenomena, only their effects. Thus its role in the knowing process is 
simply to activate the latent a priori cognitive reason-principles in our 
souls. Otherwise, these principles would not depend on our sense- 
percept ion at all. The senses may not perceive the intelligible Forms, 

but this does not mean that the intelligible Forms do not exist. For 
example, the impossibility of direct sens e-percept ion of the intelligible 

Form "Man" does not imply the non-existence of this Form. What is 
directly perceived is particular men. Sens e-percept ions of particular men 
are necessary, but not sufficient by themselves to provide knowledge of 
the intelligible Form "Man". This aim will be fulfilled after the use of
the cognitive reason-principles of "Man", which reside in our souls and

30are activated after we have perceived some particular men. The human 
intellect comes to know the intelligible Forms, only by thinking without 
relation to the senses, for the senses are not receptive of 

intelligibles. Furthermore, they are deceptive.
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According to the standard Neoplatonic theological epistemology, 

before their descent and union with their bodies the souls had an 
immediate knowledge of the intelligible world and were able to signify 
everything by means of concepts only. In that mode of existence the souls 
did not need either names or definitions or language in general. As they 
were free from matter, they could be united and interpenetrate, just like 
the intelligible Forms in the demiurgic Intellect. They could also, like 

them, create intelligible entities. These entities are not further 
clarified by the school of Ammonius; but it is beyond doubt that they are 
inferior to the entities created by the Demiurge.

The situation differs after the descent of the souls and their
33union with bodies. An oblivion of the immediate knowledge of the

intelligible world is caused by the bodies the souls are in; the souls
cease to know things as they are by nature and are not conscious of
having known anything before. When a man is born he knows nothing
actually, but is said to know potentially. Recollection, I think, is not
an adequate explanation of the acquisition of knowledge of the
intelligible world. Recollection, in fact, does not make cognitive
contact with its object directly, but rather revives the content of a
previous cognition of it. This criticism amounts to saying that learning
which derives from recollection is an inferior knowledge. A recollection

of Forms once contemplated in another life is dim and cannot therefore
be defended as the proper method for the acquisition of knowledge of the

34intelligible world and of the divine in particular. Learning is a 

process that ends in the rational soul and in order to take place it 
needs the use of language, which, however, is inadequate to express 

realities in the intelligible world. Therefore, the use of language to 
express the contents of knowledge of the intelligible world is a symptom
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of human weakness caused by the descent of the soul. Man may seek 
omniscience, but his comprehension is always partial and subject to 
oblivion.^^

A human soul, however, is able to acquire knowledge of the 
intelligible world, because after its descent its position is 
intermediate between the sensible and the intelligible. In other words, 
it is a mediating entity between the things which are completely involved

in matter and those which completely transcend matter (i.e. the
37divine). This means that a human soul engages in the following three

kinds of activities:^®

(a) A human soul contemplates and purifies itself. That it is able
to reflect upon itself and act in isolation from the body, proves that

39is shares characteristics of eternal and immortal entities. A human
soul acquires knowledge of itself by means of reflection.^® The self-
knowledge of the soul 2imounts to the apprehension of the cognitive
reason-principles of all natural beings. By knowing them, the soul
automatically knows all natural beings and need not strive for their
knowledge any more. To reach this point one needs to purify oneself of
one's passions and turn towards oneself.Since the human soul is the
most inferior of all divine and intelligible entities, its self-

knowledge contributes to the knowledge of the divine and vice versa: when
a human soul reflects upon the divine and the intelligibles, it also

43reflects upon itself. The theological way of self-knowledge takes place 
when one knows things by referring them to the intelligible Forms in the 
demiurgic Intellect and, finally, to the divine itself. This kind of 
self-knowledge aims at the knowledge of the divine and is accomplished 
when a man is assimilated to the divine. As the human intellect ascends 
from the particulars to the level of the divine, it realizes both that
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the plurality diminishes in the intelligible world and that the 
intelligible entities have an increased power compared with that of the 
material entities/^

(b) A human soul turns to the multitude of the material world and 
to the intelligible Dyad, which is the metaphysical principle of all 

multitude. To turn to the material world is the exclusive ability of the 
souls of the irrational animals and of the souls of the plants. It is 

also an ability of the human soul, which also seeks the metaphysical 
principle of all multitude. The human soul strives to know the 
intelligible efficient causes of the material, movable and imperfect 
things which are posterior in Nature, but prior for our knowing process, 
because they are more proximate to us. Thus, the human soul knows that 
the way an intelligible cause finds expression in the particulars falls 
short of the intelligible cause itself.

(c) A human soul contemplates the divine. This is the proper
activity of the intellect, which is the immaterial and indivisible part

of a human soul. He who has dedicated himself to the purification of his
soul, pays attention to the body as to a talkative neighbour, so as not
to be disturbed in his thoughts. This means that it is possible for
someone, while "imprisoned" in his body to possess knowledge of
intelligible entities, because he could not have been created with a vain
longing for something actually unattainable.^^ Thus, his soul is freed
from any relation with the body and by contemplating the intelligible
Monad, the metaphysical principle of all unity, comes to know the

47indivisible principle of all things. When a human intellect in
actuality directs itself towards the intelligible entities, it becomes

48contemplative by enquiring into the causes of the universe.
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Despite the fact that for the late Neoplatonists there is no part 

of the soul remaining in the intelligible world, after its union with a 
human body, the faculty of the soul which aims at knowledge of the 
intelligible world can still know i t T h i s  is possible because of the 
kinship between the cognitive reason-principles of the intelligible Forms 
and the Forms themselves, which are objects of knowledge as we shall see 

in chapter 2. Both are intelligible substances.
As substance, life and power are unified in the soul, it is similar 

to or rather an image of the divine. Furthermore, the soul is the cause 
of its own motion and, given its immortality, it does not perish. The 
divine is present in the soul and this is shown by its indivisibility,^^ 
its capacity for discursive thought and its mastery over the body. The 
divine in the human soul is, like the divine itself, free from any
material composition. As the human soul has a divine incorporeal

52 S3substance, and given that it acquires knowledge by similarities, it
directs itself towards knowing the intelligibles which are as proximate
to the One as possible.

A human soul is an image of the demiurgic Intellect, which is the 
archetype of all natural beings, because it possesses within itself the 

cognitive and creative reason-principles of them. A human soul receives 
from the demiurgic Intellect, and hence contains within itself, images 
of the original cognitive reason-principles in the demiurgic Intellect 
Since prototype and image are correlatives and correlatives cannot be 
known by a human intellect independently of each other, the discussion 
of the cognitive reason-principles in the demiurgic Intellect inevitably 
turns out to be a discussion of the cognitive reason-principles in the 

human soul and vice versa.The intelligible Forms in the demiurgic 
Intellect (vorjTd efôri) are objects of thought, but do not think, because
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they are prior to intelligence. They acquire their actuality when they 
are known by an intellect. The intellective reason-principles in a human 
soul (voepd efÔTi) think and can be objects of thought as well. By using 
them a human soul acquires knowledge of the intelligible Forms.God 
creates and knows all that exists, human beings can only know, but not

CQcreate, what has been created by God. There is an analogy between the 
cognitive reason-principles in the demiurgic and the human intellects. 
A human intellect creates and knows things in a certain way, while the 
demiurgic creates and knows everything in all ways.

The theory about the use of cognitive reason-principles by the soul 

for the acquisition of knowledge of the intelligible Forms can be 
clarified by the following examples,in which heaven, the arts of 
optics and harmonics, and medicine are considered as objects of our 
knowledge.

With reference to heaven, we distinguish;
(i) its intelligible Form in the demiurgic Intellect,
(ii) the sensible heaven which is in motion, and
(iii) the cognitive reason-principle of heaven in the human soul. 

The latter is an object of human reason and is unmoved.
Similarly, with reference to optics and harmonics, we distinguish:

(i) their creative and cognitive reason-principles in the demiurgic 
Intellect which are responsible for the existence of the sensible optics 

and harmonics under the influence of the divine,
(ii) the sensible arts of optics and harmonics, and

(iii) the cognitive reason-principle of optics and harmonics in the 
human soul.

Finally, with reference to medicine we distinguish:
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(i) the intelligible medicine in the demiurgic Intellect, i.e. the 

creative and cognitive principle of the object of medicine according to 
which the world as a whole is unaging and free from ill,

(ii) the sensible medicine, which in the form of health pertains 
to bodies with a certain symmetry and composition, and

(iii) the intellective medicine, which is present in our souls as 
the cognitive principle of medicine.

According to the aforementioned theory, in each of these triads we 
can know (i), by using (iii) after the sense-perception of (ii), but 
without the pre-existence of (iii) we could not have the apprehension of
(ii). The intellective cognitive principles of heaven, optics, harmonics, 
medicine and of all other perceptible natural beings reside in our souls, 
and do not exist in their own right or independently. They are 
intermediate between the Forms, as intelligible principles of all natural 
beings, and the natural beings themselves. The intellective cognitive 
reason-principles in our souls do not perish with the corresponding 
sensibles. Thus, the intellective principle of medicine is not concerned 

with the health of one particular body, and, consequently, it is not 
influenced by the destruction of any particular body. No intellective 
principle derives from sensibles. This is clear from the fact that when 
we pass judgements on sensibles, we find them defective compared to their 

corresponding intellective reason-principles; this would not be so, if 
sensibles themselves were the paradigms of their cognitive reason- 

principles in our souls. The intermediate intellective reason-principles 
are thus not products of abstraction. Nor are they to be posited in the 
corresponding sensibles.

With reference to the activation of the cognitive reason-principles 
in it, a human intellect can be either in potentiality or in actuality.
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62In the first case, it knows the intelligible Forms potentially. It is 

like a sleeping geometer who cannot exercise geometry, because he is 
hindered by sleep. Similarly, a human intellect needs something to remove 
the impediment which prevents it from becoming an intellect in actuality. 
The impediment consists in the absurd opinions which derive from sense- 

perception and imagination. In the second case, a human intellect is able 
to comprehend not simply itself, but, more importantly, the intelligible
world. Consequently, as it needs neither sense-perception nor imagination

62at all, the absurd opinions it has need to be purged by means of 
refutations. This task may take time, but, when it is accomplished, the 
treasure of the cognitive reason-principles is brought to light and the 
transition from potentiality to actuality is over. Our intellect is 
perfected when the cognitive reason-principles in it are active. 
However, a human intellect is not always in actuality, because if that 
were the case, it would always operate intellectually; this is the 
privilege of the demiurgic Intellect alone.

For the transition from potentiality to actuality no substantial 
change in our intellect is needed. What is needed is the stimulation of 
our intellect to actual knowing, either by sense-perception or by a human 
teacher or by relevant discussions or by illumination from the demiurgic 
Intellect. These are not exclusive alternatives, but aspects of a single 
process.In the writings of the school of Ammonius we do not find 
details about the last three aspects of this process, apart from a couple 

of analogies which are supposed to clarify the role of a teacher or of 
the demiurgic Intellect. The first analogy is that just as the sun does 

not provide the existence of colours, but makes manifest colours which 
are not evident, so an intellect in actuality (i.e. that of a teacher) 

perfects an intellect in potentiality (i.e. that of a student) by
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bringing it to actuality. It does this by bringing to light principles 

which are not evident because of the state of swoon, which is the affect 
of birth. The cognitive reason-principles are joined essentially with the
soul; but because of the soul's descent to the material world, they have

67been overwhelmed.
If the intellect of an experienced man can perfect the intellect 

of an inexperienced man, this can a fortiori be achieved by the demiurgic 
Intellect which perfects human intellects. The latter acquire the reason-
principles of all particular sciences by receiving illumination from the

68demiurgic Intellect. As the sun produces light, so the demiurgic 
Intellect, which is actuality without potentiality,^^ gives existence to 
human intellects in actuality by which things intelligible in
potentiality are made intelligible in actuality, as things visible in

70potentiality are made visible in actuality by light. When a human 
intellect - previously in constant contact with sensible things - begins
to know intelligible entities, like the intelligible Forms, it initially

71takes them to be corporeal and extended. In the end, however, it 
understands that they are most real, though lacking any material 
composition. This cognition is always true and is the only true cognition 
of the intelligible Forms. In general, a human intellect either knows the 
intelligible world well or not at all. The acquisition of this knowledge 
marks the transition of a human intellect from potentiality to 
actual ity.̂ ^

A human intellect, however, can neither be united with the 
intelligible objects of its knowledge nor grasp all intelligible objects 

at once and simultaneously. To be more specific about the first 
impossibility, the school of Ammonius taught that the substance of the 

human intellect never becomes identical to that of the intelligible



28
73entities the human intellect knows. For example, it may have the

cognitive reason-principle of the Form "Justice", but it can never be
identical with this Form. Similarly, it is impossible for our intellect
to become identical with the demiurgic Intellect, when it understands the
demiurgic Intellect. Philoponus argued that the accounts of superhuman

objects in the human soul are representations of these objects. When the
human soul produces the accounts which are in it, it actually becomes

what they are in a representative way. The human intellect is receptive
of the intelligible because of its relation to the intelligible Forms.
Therefore, even if it is none of the intelligible things it apprehends

71in actuality, it is all of them potentially. Philoponus' position that 

the human intellect cannot be identical to the intelligible objects it 
knows may be plausible, but the arguments supporting his view are open 
to criticism. Concerning its very last point, I think that a potentiality 
which by definition cannot be actualized is odd. Commenting on the core 
of Philoponus' argument, W. Charlton persuasively argued that knowledge 
of the intelligible world is not easily explained in terms of 
representation, because a superhuman object is not representable at 
all.^^

On the other hand, our contemplation of the intelligible world 
remains partial, because the humein intellect cannot automatically grasp

all intelligible objects at once. As long as it resides in a body, it
7fiapprehends the intelligible objects successively one by one. The

transitions a human intellect experiences during the contemplation of the
intelligible world are not from something known to something unknown by
means of similarities common both to the known and the unknown, because

77this applies to knowledge of things in the material world only. The 

transitions during the contemplation of the intelligible world are from
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the contemplation of one intelligible object to the contemplation of 
another. This passage, however, is not in the sense of a physical 
movement, because it is outside time. Our souls are immortal anyway and

•JOexist by themselves without needing the bodies in order to exist.
The proper activity of the soul, which apprehends its objects one

at a time, is reasoning. Human reasoning, as we have seen, distinguishes

its objects in contrast with the demiurgic Intellect, which apprehends
the objects of its knowledge in a unified way, i.e. as if they were 

79one. Since reason is directed to the cognitive reason-principles in the 
human intellect, it is to be used for the acquisition of knowledge of the

onintelligible world. Discursive reason, a truly intellectual activity 
between apprehension by means of unreasoned beliefs and intuition, is 
peculiar to the human soul. Since discursive reason and intuition do not
require either body or sense-perception or imagination, they are fôiai

81évéQYetaL of the soul, the essence of which is separable from the body. 
Discursive reason trains the soul to liberate itself from the influence 
of imagination in its effort to know intelligible objects. In other
words, discursive reason is an elevative psychical power which allows the

82soul to be lifted up to the divine. The starting point of all 
discursive reasoning i$ the self-evident truths, which everybody knows 
without teaching or the need of any proof. These common notions are 

present in every man as appearances of the demiurgic Intellect within us, 
and are actually our first steps towards comprehension of the world. They
are acquired by means of a continuous illumination from the divine, and

83their existence aims at the preservation of human life.
A human intellect becomes genuinely and absolutely perfect when it 

is completely removed from the body or when some illumination from the 

divine lifts it up away from the state of being affected along with the
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body. It is very important, but very difficult as well, for a human 
intellect to be wholly pure and free from any bodily or material 
affection. When this happens, the human intellect will have been 
liberated from the impact of senses and imagination. Only then will it 
be a contemplative intellect in actuality and contemplate the 
intelligible world intuitively. A human intellect can be liberated from 
bodily affections not necessarily by death, but also by means of 
Dionysian ecstasy, or prophetic inspiration, when it is still in the

DCmaterial world. Under such circumstances it acts without imagination, 
and is able to reflect upon itself, the intelligible entities, the 
divine, the universals and generally upon everything it knows without the 
need of the senses. These are cases of "contemplations without an 

instrument". The divine, and generally all intelligibles, should be 
known by the intelligible and indivisible element of the human soul
grasped in an indivisible time, i.e. in an eternal present, and

87understood qua indivisible entities. The greater the intelligible
entities it perceives, the more easily it perceives lesser 

00intelligibles. But it must be emphasized that after a human intellect 
has become perfect, it does not deal with the sensibles any more, since 
they are obstacles to its perfection. If an intellect reflects 
exclusively on sensible things or aims at the satisfaction of the needs 

of the body, it is in no position to take care solely of its perfection, 
which, as we shall see in section 1.3, takes the form of an assimilation 
to the divine.®^

At the utmost point of purification and knowledge, a human
intellect does not need either sense-perception or imagination or any

90syllogism or any transition from one intelligible entity to another. 

Then it gets to know the intelligible world by means of simple
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91intuitions. This event is very rare indeed as it may take place once,

if at all, even in the lives of those who have ascended to the highest
92level of philosophy. This level is attained only by those very few 

people who have freed their souls from all passions and emotions. Their 
lives have to be high moral ones, the product of the prolonged practice 
of discursive reason. When they are able to contemplate, they will be
able to know the intelligible entities in the internal world of their

93consciousness. The reason for the rarity of this event is that during
life in the material world the intervention of imagination does not allow
the human intellect to grasp the intelligibles as they really are. We
are unable to comprehend the gods as pure intelligible entities eternally
in actuality, though they are by nature prior and most manifest.

Similarly, the sun, most manifest by itself, cannot be seen by bats
95because of the weakness of their eyesight.

No human being can acquire perfect knowledge of the intelligible 
world. Knowledge in general may be an ideal for any intellect, but 
depends on its cognitive capacity. Human nature allows the acquisition 
only of small portions of knowledge. A combination of the contributions 
of all thinkers results in a considerable amount of knowledge. The 
conquest of knowledge is, therefore, not impossible for the human race 
as a whole.^ This of course is not a persuasive argument on behalf of 
the school of Ammonius. Given the interconnectedness of knowledge, it is 

not plausible to argue that all knowledge can be conquered, as a result 
of the fact that each man sees a bit of it. The problem is still that 

there is no single man who can see the whole. And, of course, it is 
needless to refute the argument that the human race as a whole does not 
exist as an independent knowing subject.
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1.2 THE EOLE OF PHILOSOPHY IN THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD

The general subject of philosophy is knowledge of beings qua beings
97and its particular subject is knowledge of the divine and human things. 

The belief common to the school of Ammonius is that philosophy is divided 
into theoretical and practical. By being divided into physics,

nomathematics and metaphysics, theoretical philosophy perfects the
99contemplative powers of the soul which deal with these sciences. 

Imitating God's omniscience, theoretical philosophy provides man with the 
knowledge of all beings and of the intelligible world.Practical 
philosophy, on the other hand, perfects the vital powers of the soul, 
which direct the soul to the material world. Imitating God's providence, 
practical philosophy exercises a concern for humans, by leading them from 
ignorance to true knowledge.Since our sources are more informative 
about mathematics and metaphysics, we shall examine the role of these 
sciences in the knowledge of the intelligible world.

It is impossible to pass directly from the cognition of the 

material world (physics) to the cognition of the immaterial world 
(metaphysics) without the cognition of mathematics. It would be as if 

someone were made to look at the sun after having been kept for long in 
a dark place: he would immediately be blind. Knowledge of the immaterial 
is acquired gradually, as in the case of someone in a cave (material 
world), who, by looking at a small, symmetrical and bright house outside

the cave (mathematicals), prepares himself to look at the sun rays
102(immaterial world). It is a methodological dogma of the school of 

Ammonius that the process of our knowledge starts out from sense- 
perception of the natural world, a world which is subject to time and
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change. Via mathematics, which serves as a bridge between the material 
and the immaterial, we are led to knowledge of the heavens. Finally, 
metaphysics allows us to acquire a non-spatial and atemporal/ of the 

intelligible substances culminating in knowledge of the supreme cause of 
the universe. This is conceived as a process from the imperfect and 

composite to the absolutely simple and perfect. For Platô ^̂  

mathematics is analogous to the shadows of real objects outside the cave 
or their reflections in water. For the school of Ammonius, however, the 
knowledge of mathematicals is absolutely precise, because it takes place 
by means of demonstrations, which cannot be said of knowledge of either 
material objects or of immaterial entities. The former are in a 
continuous flux and therefore too obscure for a human intellect; the 
latter are too clear to be perceived by our senses. Hence, in both cases 
we are obliged to resort to guesses when we try to know them.

There are neither intelligible Forms of mathematicals, nor is there 
an intermediate sphere of Being located somewhere between the material 
and the immaterial worlds to which sphere mathematicals belong. Actually, 
geometrical shapes have their subsistence only in matter, but human 
imagination can conceive them as if they were without any material 
composition at all, unmoved and qualitatively immutable. The 
representatives of the school of Ammonius were abstractionists,^*^ 
referring to geometrical shapes as abstractions from material objects (td 
éÇ àqxxLpéaecüç). Their teaching on mathematical objects is related to 
their views regarding the post rem universals. The mathematician deals 

with forms which are in fact inseparable from matter, but can be 
separated only in thought. Therefore, the mathematician gives definitions
of the per se forms which are the product of abstraction and does not

107take matter into account. The intermediate role of mathematics in the
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ascent towards the apprehension of the intelligible world is shown by the 
fact that the mathematician deals with forms which can be separated from

(nomatter in thought. Mathematicals are the objects of intelligence,
109which is a mental faculty between intellect and opinion (ôôÇa).

This doctrine of the school of Ammonius is radically different from 
what Iambiichus and Proclus had taught about mathematical objects. They 
were convinced that mathematicals as well as intelligibles are self- 
subsistent. They conceived them as a kind of mixture of the two realms 
(sensible and intelligible) between which they mediate. Thus they assumed 
a tripartite structure of Being.

Metaphysics (or first philosophy or theology) as a science 
originated with and was developed by Proclus. Due to the systematic 
character and the coherence of its method, metaphysics became an 
intellectual process, essentially different from other types of 
philosophy, such as that of myth, of public cult and that of the
philosophy of Nature.

112H. Reiner was the first to seriously examine the commentaries 
of the school of Ammonius in search of the original meaning of the term 
''metaphysics". According to Asclepius the term denotes a single science 
the subject of which is knowledge of the divine. The divine is unmoved,
immaterial, eternal and constitutes the first cause of all beings. It is

113prior in Nature, but posterior for our knowing process. As a part of 
theoretical philosophy, metaphysics has a philosophical character, as 
distinct from a purely religious one.̂ ^̂

Metaphysics, for the school of Ammonius, is the sovereign and most 

precise of all sciences.It allows man to know God as much as this is 
humanly possible, given that the absolute knowledge of God is possessed 

exclusively by God Himself. The knowledge of the demiurgic Intellect is
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the subject of a theologian.No particular science proves the
principles of metaphysics. This could be the task of a science superior
to metaphysics, but actually there is no such science, as metaphysics

117speculates about what is perfect, i.e. the divine. The indemonstrable 
principles of metaphysics prove the principles of all other sciences; 
therefore, they are more or less related if not subordinated to 

metaphysics. All other sciences need metaphysics as their absolutely 
necessary presupposition. Metaphysics itself, however, does not need them
in order to exist. Metaphysics strives to know divine goodness, for the

118sake of which everything exists. Therefore, metaphysics is the art of
119 120arts and the science of sciences and is studied for its own sake.

Since it is above all sciences which concern a limited range of subjects,
121it is commensurate with God. The principles of all natural things are

proven by metaphysics, which examines the ultimate causes of all natural
122things. These causes are immobile and separate from matter both in

111thought and in existence.
Metaphysics also examines universals, unformed matter, final and 

formal causes, sameness and otherness, similarity and dissimilarity,
priority and posteriority, and generally all beings qua beings, their

124eternal causes and their substances. Metaphysics teaches about that
125which is above Nature (ùncég xd qpucrixd xpayM-axeCa). It is the science

which knows things by examining not the effects, but the ultimate
126causes, the superiority of which consists in their immateriality and

127in their higher degree of existence.

The first and supreme task of metaphysics is to know both the 
number and the character of the intelligible Forms in the demiurgic 
Intellect as well as their relation to the material things.This task 

could have been easy in the sense that the divine, the object of its
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knowledge, is immutable both in substance, power and activity. However,
it becomes difficult for us because by being corporeal and full of

129passions, we are too dissimilar to apprehend the divine easily. The
second task of metaphysics is the examination of the soul, as itl^ijha^

130unchangeable substance, but not an immutable activity. To enquire into
13!Being and particularly to examine whether it is one or many, is the 

third task of metaphysics.

Even when reflecting on God, a metaphysician includes sensibles in
his discussion, since the Forms in the demiurgic Intellect are Forms of

132sensibles. When, however, the metaphysician turns to himself, he acts 
purificatorily. By using the cognitive reason-principles in his soul, he 
knows the substance of his soul. Thus he 1 earns that the soul is the
place of Forms and that whatever it 1 earns, it 1 earns from acquiring

133their knowledge.
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1.3 ASSIMILATION TO THE DIVINE

For Proclus knowledge of gods is the first stage of a process
which aims at union with them. The second stage is the act of making
oneself resemble the divine through personal purity, chastity, education

and good behaviour. The third stage is the act of entering into contact
with the divine essence through the summit of the soul. Fourthly, one
comes into close encounter with the gods. And, fifthly, one unites
oneself with them. The school of Ammonius elaborated a doctrine
concerning the role of philosophy during the first stage of this process.

For the school of Ammonius knowledge of God is possible by means
of a gradual ascent, beginning with the cognition of material objects by
means of the senses. Immediately thereafter, one knows by abstraction the
Forms of material objects, with the help of reason. Without knowing the
Forms it is impossible to comprehend superior immaterial substances, like
the demiurgic Intellect, the angels and the soul. They are not accessible

135by the senses, but only by reason. The purpose of the knowledge of the 
divine is the Platonic ideal of assimilation to the divine as much as 
this is possible.

The highest reaches of human potential are achieved by 
philosophers. By transforming his befogged material life into a life 
divine and immaterial, philosophy is the highest calling of man. Both 
theoretical and practical philosophy aim at the assimilation of man to 

the properties of God to the extent that this is humanly possible. As the 
highest subject of philosophy is the divine, its ultimate purpose becomes

the assimilation to the divine through the purification of all
136passions. Philosophy enables man to attain spiritual perfection in

137order to be like God, or, in other words, transforms man into "a god
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M Oon earth". Thus, philosophy was understood not only in terms of its

subject-matter, but also in terms of its goal. It aims at the realization
119of wisdom and thereby to attain likeness to God. The assimilation to 

the divine is the ideal towards which the whole natural world aims in 
order to attain being and perfection.It is also the aim of the human 
soul, as it is an image of the divine.

There is a relationship between God and the philosopher like, 
that between a paradigm and its image, or between Socrates and an image 
of him. When the true philosopher actualizes this relationship,the
attributes by which God is distinguished, i.e. goodness, omniscience and

142power, are also those of the philosopher. The fact that God and man 
have different essences does not mean either that they must have
different perfections or that a philosopher cannot become similar to

143God. The true philosopher achieves his resemblance with the divine 
provided that, by means of a mortification of his emotions, he is not 
affected by the irrational faculties of his soul.

A philosopher becomes similar to God to the extent that the divine 
characteristics are also characteristics of the philosopher. Yet a 
reunion with God is not possible. The philosopher still differs from God 
as the inanimate differs from the a n i m a t e . A  true philosopher knows 
the weaknesses of his human nature^^^ and, particularly, the fact that 
the differences between God and man are many. One of these differences 
relates to goodness. Goodness is the essence of the divine. Man, however,

can only acquire it by practice over a long time, given that he is also
147capable of evil. The doctrine of the assimilation to the divine is a 

moral one and it is supposed to become a reality in the case of the ideal 

sage who imitates the divine goodness. This he does when he exercises 
providence for the imperfect souls of other people, as when engaged in
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]igthe political activities of jurisdiction and legislation. Regarding 

the extent to which a philosopher can imitate divine omniscience, 
David̂ ^̂  was convinced that the perfect philosopher professes to know 
everything and knows that which is useful. Elias^^® added that the 
philosopher professes to know everything, though neither all at once nor 
at all times. But certainly, he can know the causes of all things. 
Regarding human power, David taught that the perfect philosopher can do
everything that is within his power and that he desires. Yet never does

152he desire anything beyond his limits. David, however, is not clear 

whether or not the philosopher's desires and abilities are equal in 
extent.

The achievement of the assimilation to the divine requires the 
active and conscious participation of the human intellect in the
demiurgic Intellect. Man needs to appropriate the intellectual light with

153which the Demiurge illumines his soul. Because all human souls have 
a natural desire to imitate the d iv i n e , t h e y participate in the 
illumination emanating from the demiurgic Intellect according to their 
susceptibility to receive it.̂ ^̂

Even though Philoponus believed that humans need to receive 
emanations from the divine in order for them to be perfect, in some of 
his passages he seems to hold that a human intellect needs nothing 
external in order to become perfect, because the universal reason- 

principles are already in it; therefore, reflection of a human intellect 
upon itself is e n o u g h. I  think that he does not actually mean what he 
appears to be saying here, because the very existence of reason- 
principles within the soul should itself be understood as an emanation 
from the divine. Thus, Philoponus' point seems to be that after one has
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received these emanations from the divine, then one needs nothing 
external in order to be perfect.

When the assimilation to the divine has been achieved, the 
philosopher will contemplate the orderly arrangement of the universe by 
the Demiurge together with all creations of the Demiurge and their

)C7nature. But this acquired knowledge is inferior to the object known.
At this stage the soul becomes similar with the source of its
illumination, which is also the object of its knowledge. As our intellect

1(0is separable from matter, its substance then is actually separated. 
The philosopher reduces everything he knows to the unity in the 
intelligible, which unity is itself reduced to that which characterizes 
God. The second reduction is necessary so that the philosopher can avoid 
the plurality which also exists in some way in the intelligible world 
below the level of God.
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1.4 NEOPLATONIC EVALUATION OF PREVIOUS PHILOSOPHICAL ATTEMPTS 

AT KNOWLEDGE OF THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD

In describing the history of human thought, the school of Ammonius 
taught that the need to know the intelligible world arose because of the

|CQincomprehensibility of the numerically infinite particular things. 
Individual particulars may become known, but their infinite number makes 
knowledge of all individual particulars very difficult. Furthermore, 
particulars are subject to generation and destruction. Therefore, it is 
not possible for a human being to know all past, present and future 
particulars.

Having become conscious of this, mankind concluded that the natural 
world cannot possibly be the whole of what exists. It is able to exist 
only because it has derived from, and depends upon, a source which is 
independent of space, time, matter, change and contingency. As a 
consequence, it was realized that true science lies in knowledge of 
eternal universals. Universals are not infinite in number and are known 
as a unity, in the sense of being one. From the perception of that which 
is common in particulars, mankind wondered where these similarities 

derive from, and thus arrived at the notion of universals. This, of 
course, is distinct from making statements about the universals derived 
from the knowledge of particulars, a mistaken method.All universals 

are imperishable entities, eternally the same. Therefore, by knowing the 
universals, one knows all past, present and future particulars. 
Universals are also considered as generalities somehow including all 
perishable particulars and preserving their form.̂ ^̂

Mankind started asking questions pertaining to biology or sense- 
perception. As a result of their discursive reasoning, they continued by
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raising questions about what lies beyond sense-data, i.e. the
162universals. Philosophers arrived at the notion of the universal 

"Incorporeal", after a generalization from the concepts of soul, angel
and similar entities. Whatever is incorporeal, is characterized by

163indivisibility and continuity. Another example of their progress is 
their discovery that the category of Substance is common to both the 

incorporeal and the corporeal; hence this category is common to 
everything which does not need a subject in order to exist.

In this section I will focus on the methodological mistakes which 
Ammonius, as reported by his student Asclepius, found in the attempts of 
previous philosophers to come to know the intelligible world. Ammonius, 
I think, was consciously striving for a method free of such mistakes. He 
therefore thought it appropriate to criticize other philosophers, 
distinguishing the respects in which they failed from the respects in 
which they succeeded. This exposition may seem doxographical to a modern 
reader, but it has to be made here in full. First, because it shows us 
the way Ammonius conceived the right method of acquiring knowledge of the 
intelligible world, and secondly, because it has been neglected in the 

secondary bibliography.
The criticism of the previous thinkers is particularly severe 

against those who, like Antisthenes, do not recognize the existence of 

the genera in any way. It is argued that they live at the level of sense- 
perception thinking that there are neither genera nor species, because 

such entities are not perceived by the senses. People like Antisthenes 
do not realize that not all existent things are sensible. Nor are they 

aware that the senses can be deceptive.
Hesiod and Parmenides were for Asclepius^^^ the first to enquire 

into the principle of the orderly motion of the world. In order to
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explain it, they argued that "Love" is its metaphysical principle. They 
called this principle by the name of "Love", because of its desire for 
the Good. Thus, the metaphysical principle of the orderly motion of the 
world was the desire for the Good. They also taught that the divine 
"Love" was created first, before all else. In this theogony Hesiod placed 
"Love" as the first among the gods, whose work is to give motion to the
world and to hold everything together. Despite the allegorical

167terminology he used, Hesiod was understood by Asclepius as having 
rightly taught that the divine is perfect in its substance. Perfect is 
also the creation of the world by the life-giving divine energy which 
reaches right down to the level of matter.

Some among the Presocratic philosophers posited material principles
as ultimate causes of reality and suggested that these principles are

16Sself-existent and endowed with form. They explained all change by 
means of what a Neoplatonist would regard as accidents of the material 
principles. Their theory, for Asclepius, fails to give the reasons for 
the generation and destruction of the particulars, because it does not 
recognize that matter has its ultimate cause in something immaterial.
On the other hand, the Presocratics may have tried to achieve a notion 
of the incorporeal causes, but without success, because they could not 
understand that no immaterial entity can be derived from a material 
principle. Asclepius thinks that if the Presocratics had actually dealt
with the whole of reality, they would have had no reason for not adopting

170an immaterial principle. One could answer to Asclepius that the 
Presocratics did not adopt incorporeal principles, of course, but also 

did not make it explicit that they were concerned with anything less than 
the whole of reality.
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Of all the Presocratics Asclepius thinks that the Pythagoreans

171described best the principle of the world. Understanding their 
philosophy, he says, is somewhat difficult due to the symbolism of their 
language, a manifestation of their desire not to make their wisdom clear. 
By referring to Numbers, the Pythagoreans actually indicated the

intelligible Forms, according to Asclepius, since both Numbers and Forms
172are determinative and limitative principles. Asclepius was persuaded 

that the theory of numbers was the best symbolic expression of the 
Neoplatonic metaphysical system in the previous philosophy. The 
Pythagorean terminology seemed to be very useful to refer to the 
Neoplatonic cosmic principles, as well. However, when applied to the 
Neoplatonic metaphysics, the original Pythagorean terms acquire a totally 
different meaning.

Let us now examine what the Pythagorean theory of Numbers actually 
meant for Asclepius. Oddness and evenness symbolize species and matter, 
respectively. The species which are separate from matter are intelligible 
substances and, therefore, indivisible, because they are not reified in 
examples yet. Once they are enmattered, they are forms of inanimate 
things; consequently, by their reification they become divisible and
define matter. Matter is divisible thus becoming the cause of the

173division of the species.
The Pythagorean principles Henad, Monad and Dyad have their

equivalent both in the sensible and the intelligible world as perceived
174by the Neoplatonic philosophy as follows:

Sensible world Intelligible world
Henad creative Nature primary cause (the One)

Monad species limit
Dyad matter infinite
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Asclepius himself justifies the validity of this equivalence by
giving the Neoplatonic interpretation of the three Pythagorean
principles. They are incorporeal, immobile and, therefore, intelligible.

The Pythagorean Henad was interpreted by Asclepius to be the ultimate
principle of all unity, division, similarity, dissimilarity and of the
formation of all beings. It is prior to the other two cosmic principles

175because it produces everything. The Pythagorean Monad was interpreted 
by Asclepius as the principle of unity, similarity, formation, identity 
and continuity of beings. The intelligible manifold consisting of monads 
defines matter, just like the species define it. The Pythagorean Dyad was 
understood as the cosmic principle of division and dissimilarity and 
corresponds to matter and the infinite.

The creation of the world for the Pythagoreans takes place by means
176of rational principles. That they posited one principle for the good

things (the principle of the species) and one for the evil ones (i.e. the
principle of matter), seems to conflict with the Neoplatonic ethical

177monism, which accepts no metaphysical principle of evil. Asclepius was 
aware of this conflict, but tried to underestimate it by granting the 
Pythagorean principles of good and evil a purely symbolical function.

Asclepius seemed to agree partially with Empedocles claiming to 
understand what he meant rather than what he actually said. Asclepius 

thought that the Empedoclean principles "Love" and "Strife" are not 
physical. Like the Pythagoreans, Bnpedocles used symbols for metaphysical 

principles. "Love", as principle of unity, corresponds to the Neoplatonic
Henad or Monad, and "Strife", as principle of progression, to the

I7fi 179Dyad. Plotinus, too, considered the Empedoclean "Love" to be the 
incorporeal One and the "Strife" to be the principle of division. 

According to Asclepius, Empedocles was right in conceiving "Love" and
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180"Strife" as imperishable principles which create material things. 
Empedocles may not have had in his mind the Neoplatonic One, but
Asclepius recognizes that he was right in positing an intelligible pair

181of opposites as the principles of all beings. Empedocles was 
incorrect, however, in assuming that "Love" is always the cause of 
aggregation and "Strife" of separation. Asclepius says that quite the 
opposite is also often observed: Fire, for instance, makes the burning 
things one, but "Love" distinguishes the species from matter to create

the Sphere. Otherwise there would be no change in the world and all
182beings would remain the same. It should be noted here that the first 

of Asclepius' examples seems to deal with direct sense-perception, while 
the other seems to be a metaphysical belief only. And, evidently, the 
reference to species as things that could be separated from matter is 
Neoplatonic, not Empedoclean at all.

Empedocles was the first among the Presocratic philosophers to have 
introduced a cause of the evil on earth, which he called "Strife". 
Asclepius' view was that "Strife" cannot be the transcendent cause of 
Evil, because no absolute evil exists. Evil is only related to particular 
souls only. Additionally, if "Strife" is the cause of the material world, 

which is not something evil after all, Empedocles could not have 
considered "Strife" to be the cause of Evil as opposed to "Love".

Empedocles shared Pythagorean beliefs in the sense that by "Love"
he meant unity and by "Strife" the separation from which both unity and

181manifold derive. According to Asclepius, "Strife" causes the universe 
to perish and generates the sensible world, while "Love" causes the 
sensible world to perish and produces the universe. It is understood that 
Asclepius refers to the universe as opposed to the sensible world, which 
exists in periods of transition, as we know it. He assimilates the
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universe to the Neoplatonic level of Intellect. In the universe, thus 
conceived, there is separation as well, since the intelligibles are many, 
but this separation is covered by their unity, which is not describable 
by any human language. Unity exists in the sensible world as well, but 
it is separation which prevails. "Love" causes the destruction of the 
particulars by uniting them to become one, while "Strife" can be

|Qiperceived as a cause of generation as it produces all sensibles.
His theory on the primary causes, however, was insufficient and 

unscientific, because he also introduced material principles which he
I DCmistakenly described as imperishable. Asclepius thinks that Empedocles 

did not understand the necessity of there being one single transcendent 
cause of formation, unity and indefiniteness, as well as of separation

I DCand aggregation in the universe. Furthermore, he did not provide a
theory about unformed matter. When he said that something cold becomes
hot, he seems to have accepted the existence of unformed matter which
receives all opposites. But more important is that he did not speak about
the one ultimate creative cause of everything, "Love" and "Strife"

included. Empedocles was criticized because of all the causes he spoke
only about the material and the efficient ones, and these in an

187unscientific matter.
Parmenides taught that Being is one, unmoved and definite.

According to Asclepius he was correct in teaching that Nature defines and 
specifies beings. Parmenides, however, did not posit the One as the
ultimate principle and cause of beings. Moreover, he introduced only

188material causes. Parmenides is also understood by Asclepius to ascribe 
plurality to beings. Asclepius comes to this conclusion after a brief 

examination of the verses "oi> ydp iijv, oûx éarrai ô^oû mfv écTTL ôê

and "fieaaôôev C(XOJtaAéç'\̂ '̂  ̂ Asclepius argues that since
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Parmenides talked about "the all" and "the centre", he certainly must
have known that if something has a centre, it also has ends as well.

191Therefore, he concludes, Parmenides was aware of the manifold. For
192Plotinus, too, Parmenides was open to criticism because the one and

unmoved Being he postulated as identical to Intellect actually turned out
199to be many. According to Asclepius, Parmenides was right in assuming

that pairs of opposites are the principles of beings. Such a pair was
that of fire and earth, corresponding to hot and cold respectively. But,

for Asclepius, Parmenides' account of the causes, was neither clear nor
sufficient. For although he considered fire to be the efficient cause and
earth to be the material one, he failed to mention the formal cause.

Xenophanes was among those who perceived Being to be one, but he
did not posit a cause or a principle corresponding to the Neoplatonic
One. His theory about God, whom he considered to be one, was inadequate,
because he did not conceive Him as the creator of the world.

Mel issus considered the universe to be one, but Asclepius argued
that his explanation of change and motion was inconsistent with this 

I9Sbelief. It may be that Asclepius failed to see the irony in Mel issus' 
fr. 8 where he denies motion, because it would involve a void.

Protagoras argued that all science derives from the sensibles. It 
is evident for Asclepius that this view is mistaken. Complete knowledge 

of all sensibles cannot be acquired, he argues, because their number is 
infinite.

Anaxagoras considered the principles of beings to be infinite. This 
again makes the knowledge of Being impossible, because, again, the 

infinite, for Asclepius, cannot be known. From Asclepius' Neoplatonic 
standpoint Anaxagoras was found inconsistent, because he did not mention 
the demiurgic Intellect when examining the derivation of the particulars.
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Even though he introduced Nous to explain the derivation of the world, 
he referred to material principles, which he called "homoeomeries" 
(ôpoiopégEiai), in order to explain the generation of the particulars. 
The only relation between Anaxagoras and the Neoplatonic metaphysics is
that his Nous, which is a cause of good things, could be something

197analogous to the One. At this point it is worth mentioning that 
Asclepius' criticism of Anaxagoras is less sympathetic than that of

jODPlotinus. The latter admitted that by saying that Intellect is pure 
and unmixed, Anaxagoras was proposing both that the first principle is 
simple and that the One is separate. Nevertheless, Plotinus did not find 
Anaxagoras' account accurate, attributing this fact to Anaxagoras' 

antiquity rather than to his inadequacy or mistakes, as did Asclepius. 
For Asclepius Anaxagoras failed to realize that it is impossible for his 
principles to be material from the beginning without their being derived 
from an immaterial cause. These material principles should have been
considered simply as accidents, which, for Asclepius cannot be self-

199subsistent, as Anaxagoras mistakenly claimed. Furthermore, Asclepius 
complains that Anaxagoras did not examine particular incorporeal 
entities, like the s o u l s . I  think that Asclepius failed to recognize 
that in general the Presocratics did not have to talk about the 
immaterial in order to talk about the soul, since they regarded the soul 
as material. And as a matter of fact Anaxagoras did talk about sense- 

perception. Asclepius also remarks that Anaxagoras did not specify the 
exact composition of the homogeneous materials in the primary mixture.

He understands them to be in actuality, but this could not have been
201possible according to Asclepius.

The atomists Leucippus and Democritus posited material principles 
to explain the nature of things. Their doctrine, according to Asclepius,
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did not provide an account of the cause of the differences of shape,
order and position among the atoms. Nor did they discuss the cause which

202forms matter in their theory. Democritus should have invoked the 
factors of potentiality and actuality. Asclepius' criticism here is 
similar to Aristotle's criticism of Parmenides and of those persuaded by

him that whilst Being can come from not-Being (when the actual comes from
203the potential), it cannot happen the other way round. Contraries, 

according to Asclepius, coexist potentially, but not in actuality.
Thales and Anaximenes introduced corporeal ultimate causes for all 

beings. Their theories are most inadequate when it comes to the problem 
of generation and destruction. Water and air are material things, but 
they are not the most fine-grained or subtle bodies. The most fine­
grained and subtle body is fire, which Heraclitus introduced as the 
principle of all things. Fire is prior in order of generation and
posterior in Nature, but Asclepius could not seriously consider it to be

204the ultimate cause of everything. Again, it should be mentioned that
intPlotinus is more sympathetic to Heraclitus than Asclepius. Plotinus

thought that Heraclitus knew that the One is eternal and intelligible.
206In his discussion of Plato, Asclepius taught that he was right 

in his doctrine that the Good is the final cause of everything; that is, 
it makes everything move towards it. Plato was successfully led to the 
notion of the intelligibles by using dialectic, and, in particular, the 
methods of division and definition. The method of division was applied 
to genera and species. The method of definition was applied to the 

universals, because what can be defined is the universal, not the 
particular. Asclepius held that Plato followed the Pythagorean philosophy 
completely, with the difference that in his methodology he made use of 
myths, something which the Pythagoreans did not do.



51
WPlato, considered by Plotinus to believe in the doctrine of the 

three Hypostases, was praised by Asclepius, too, for his doctrine that 
the One and the Forms are beings in the most proper sense; that is, they 
are the causes of the being of everything that exists. The Henad, the 
productive principle of everything, produces the Forms, which, in turn, 

produce the species, i.e. the substances of the material beings. The 
Monad is for Plato the principle of unity and the Dyad is the principle 
of progression. Plato also discussed the formal and the material causes. 
According to Asclepius, the formal cause was analyzed by him better than 
anybody else. This is the species which itself does not produce anything, 
but is the cause of immobility. It also defines matter, which is termed 
"large and small" because of its capacity to acquire quantity and 
quality.

Plato did not really identify Forms and Numbers, as Numbers for him 
were only symbols of the Forms. He did not consider Numbers to be 
material causes, because he could not accept that the sensible objects 
consist of numbers. He taught that sensible things are generated from 
numbers which are supposed to exist between the Forms and the sensible 
things. The principles of the intelligibles are the separate and 
transcendent "eidetic numbers", which, even if they are responsible for 
the particular character of each sensible object, are separate from them.

For the school of Ammonius in general, Aristotle's philosophy leads 
to the knowledge that the common principle of everything is one, 

incorporeal, indivisible, uncircumscribed, boundless, of infinite power,
the goodness-in-itself. This is the universal Substance and Being in

ÎOS 209which the particular good things participate. Plotinus, on the 
contrary, criticized the Aristotelian doctrine of the Unmoved Movers and 
found that Aristotle makes assumptions which have no philosophical
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necessity. He considered that for Aristotle the intelligible realities 
are many, and that it is not clear in his writings whether or not he 
thought them to derive from one, primary intelligible reality. Ammonius 
and his students, however, thought that the end of Aristotelian 
philosophy consists in the knowledge of the one, incorporeal principle 
which creates everything and remains eternally the same. It is obvious 
that this view cannot be correct, because actually Aristotle did not 
examine the creation of the world at all. They also ascribed to Aristotle
the doctrine that the intelligible Forms are objects of contemplation,

210even though again such an idea is absent from the Aristotelian works.
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CHAPTER 2 

THE KNOWLEDGE OF UNIVERSALS

2.1 THE THEORY OF UNIVERSALS

For Neoplatonism the term "Universals" denotes the eternal

intelligible Forms in the demiurgic Intellect, and their examination is
211one of the central tasks of the Neoplatonic metaphysics. According to

the school of Ammonius, philosophy posited (they say "énevôTicrev",
212invented) universals, because particulars lacked immutability. The

existence and knowledge of a universal depends on the existence and 
knowledge of its species, just like a man is not known as father before

213the birth of his child. The immutability of the universals allows them
2 Uto have standard definitions. A universal is defined as "one in number 

with regard to its form, but shared by many things" (êv (XolGikÇ xax' 
efôos, fntô tcoXXQn  ôè M-eTexôjievov), which means that a universal is
indivisibly participated. All living beings participate in the universal
"Animal" indivisibly; it is not as if some participate only in

2|c"Substance", some only in "Animate", others only in "Sensation". But
since the definition of a thing refers to its genus and its constitutive

216differentiae, the most universal genera cannot be defined, because 
there is neither a genus superior to them nor any constitutive

217differentiae for their derivation. For this reason, "Substance", the
most universal genus with regard to the degree of Being it has, cannot

218be defined in any way. The notions we have of it, can be expressed
219only by means of descriptions and references to the particulars which

220participate in it and are more manifest to us than this genus.
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221Porphyry wondered whether thing-universais, like the universal 

"Animal" or the universal "Man", really exist and what they are. A 
profound examination of the problem was undertaken by Ammonius and his
students. Like Porphyry, they saw the problem as a metaphysical, and not

222as a logical one. Rephrasing Porphyry's question, David asked whether 
genera and species really exist or are merely concepts in our minds. If 
they are mere concepts, they begin to exist when one thinks of them and 
cease to exist when one forgets them. But if they are real entities, 
their existence is not affected either by one's thought about them or by 
one's oblivion of them. Additionally, if they really exist, their real
existence presupposes their creation by Nature.

221Ammonius and his students adopted a trichotomy of universals, 
thereby defining them in relation to the sensible particular things and 
to the knowing subject. They distinguished the following kinds of 
universals :

(a) the universal prior to the particulars (ante rem). This is the 
intelligible Form existing in the demiurgic Intellect without needing 
actually existent exemplifications. It is known by a metaphysician.

(b) the universal in the particulars or composed of them (in re). 

It consists in what is predicated of each and every particular, which is 
an image of the same ante rem universal. It is the material form in real 

things and is known by a physicist.
(c) the universal said of or posterior to the particulars (post 

rem), which exists only in our conceptions, it being formed when we 
subtract all properties and accidents from the particulars of a certain 
species. Its apprehension necessarily derives from the perception of the 
corresponding particulars. It is examined by the dialectician.



55
The technical term which denotes the ante rem and the post rem 

universals is àxaxdTaKxa elÔTi, i.e. unallocated genera or species. They 
exist neither in the species nor in the particulars. In contrast, the in

re universals are KaraTetaYM-éva elôri, i.e. allocated genera or species,
224because they exist respectively in the species or in the particulars.

When we proceed from the knowledge of in re universals to the 
formulation of post rem universals in our minds and then to knowledge of 
the ante rem universals the process is called an "erotic analysis" as it
is meant to be motivated by the love of what is lower for what is higher.
The reverse process is called "synthesis" and ends at the examination of

225perishable particulars.
The threefold universal was favoured by Proclus' doctrine regarding

226the triad of wholes. For Proclus a whole can be either (a) a whole- 
before-the-parts or, in other words, a whole in its cause, or (b) a 
whole-of-parts or a whole as existence, or (c) a whole-in-the-parts or 
a whole by participation. Whole (a) belongs to the intelligible world and 

corresponds to the ante rem universal. It is the Form of each thing pre­
existing in its cause. This whole has a unity in the sense that it has

constituents into which it cannot be further analyzed. Whole (b) is seen 
in all the parts of a material particular thing provided that they are 

taken together. The withdrawal of any single part of this particular
diminishes the whole. Whole (c) is an organic unity participated by the

parts of the particular things and is a whole in so far as it imitates 
the whole-of-parts. It is implicit in the existence of each part of a 

particular thing severally, in the sense that even the part has become
a whole by participation of the whole, which causes the part to be the

227whole in such fashion as is proper to a part. Before Proclus, Hermias 

had already written about post rem universals within the human intellect.
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This universal exists only in our conceptions as a generalization after 
the elaboration of the sense-impress ions we have from many particulars 
of the same kind. Influenced probably by his father Hermias, Ammonius in 
his theory of universals omitted Proclus' elaborations with reference to 
the whole (c), by replacing it with the post rem universal. Therefore, 
L. Benakis^^® is not right in his claim that the theory of the threefold 
universal was elaborated for the first time in the school of Ammonius.

The theory of universals of the school of Ammonius was inspired by 
the Neoplatonic principle that the degree of each thing's participation
in the divine is in proportion to the degree of universality it

229possesses. K. Kremer, however, seems to have failed to understand that 
this school believed in the Neoplatonic doctrine of gradation of Being, 
a doctrine which suggests that Being is present at each level of reality, 
to a different extent. K. Kremer claimed that the school of Ammonius 
believed that in the intelligible world there is a distinct degree of 
reality called Being from which reality things are more or less distant. 
K. Kremer thought that for the school of Ammonius intelligible 
substances, like the ante rem universals, are different and separate from 
material substances, and that there is a polarity between the 
intelligible and the sensible worlds.

However, Neoplatonists in general viewed reality as a continuum 
from lower to higher strata, a series or shining forth downward from the 

One, matter being the last step. Since the Neoplatonic universe is 
arranged hierarchically, things are differentiated by being more or less

subordinate (xaxd btpeOLv) according to the order in which they proceed
231from the One. The susceptibility of each creature to receive the 

divine emanation determines the degree of its existence. If something 
does not have the susceptibility to receive the divine emanation, it is
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232not a being at all. An example of this theory was given by

233Philoponus who claimed that a quality is a self-existing entity, 
independent from the particulars which participate in it, but present in 
them according to their susceptibility. A quality resembles a source of 
warmth, in the sense that its intensity remains the same, independently 

of the fact that the objects close to the source are warmer than the 
objects which are far from it. When a subject acquires a quality, the 

degree according to which it enjoys this quality depends exclusively on 
the subject itself.

Ammonius and his students proposed a theological solution to the
ontological problem whether the ultimate source of all substances,

231universal and particular, is common. They suggested that both kinds 
of substances have some sort of communion between them, because of their 
ultimate derivation from the divine. All particular substances acquire
their being according to the degree of susceptibility they have to

235participation in the divine, viewed as the primary substeince. Material 
objects are images of their intelligible principles on account of their
having sufficient similarities with them, but they enjoy only a limited

23fidegree of existence. Asclepius uses the Aristotelian term "dqp' évôe 
xal XQÔS êv" to express the Neoplatonic idea that reality displays itself
as a cyclical process in the sense that everything flows from the first

237principle and, finally, returns to it.
For the school of Ammonius there is also another relation between 

universal and particular substances and this time K. Kremer understood 
it correctly. They are inter-related, in the sense that our thinking of 
either the universals or the particulars depends on awareness of the

other. Knowledge in general is possible provided that one activates the
23)1knowledge of the ante rem universals qua causes of things. The
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knowledge of these preexists in the human soul and is prior and superior

239to any other kind of knowledge. Our knowing process is gradual 
starting from the particulars moving up to the most universal genera. By
showing the universality and generality of the intelligible entities, it

210reveals to us the depth of reality of all things. The apprehension of
the ante rem universals is purely rational and indemonstrable. The
majority of people cannot, therefore, have it because of their 

211weakness. If one knows the ante rem universals as ultimate causes of 
all particulars, one simultaneously knows all particulars. Thus, a 

special study of the particulars is not necessary, since one who knows
the causes of the particulars does not need first to perceive the

212particulars and then know them. Sense-perception, however, is
absolutely necessary for the beginning of the process of activation of
our knowledge of the universals, as we have already seen. It is
inappropriate, though, to form opinions about the universals on the basis

213of what we know of perishable particulars. As the ante rem universals
are not in a subject, it is also inappropriate to try to know them in the

211way we know material forms.
The main contribution of Ammonius and his students to the theory

of universals was the pedagogical formulation they gave to the
psychological law concerning the way a human intellect acquires knowledge
of them. According to this law, the universal, which is prior in 

21SNature, is posterior with regard to our knowing process and the 
particular, which is posterior in Nature, is prior with regard to our 
knowing process. The school of Ammonius insisted that investigation must 
proceed from the particulars, which are immediately cognizable and clear 
to us, to the universals, which, in their own nature, are clearer and 
more immediately cognizable. We first know particular men and then the
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universal "Man". Knowledge of universals is acquired after a long
practice of discursive reasoning, which liberates our intellect from the
influence of sense-perception and imagination. Because of the fact
that the particulars are known by us before the universals, the
particulars are called "first substances" and the universals are called

"second substances". This terminology does not refer to the ontological
order of things, as it does not imply anything regarding the degree of

existence enjoyed either by the particulars or by the universals.
Actually, the existence of the universals is ontologically superior
compared to that of the particulars, because the particulars owe their

247existence to the universals. The pedagogical formulation of the school 
of Ammonius thus aimed at distinguishing between two orders of beings:

(a) the ontological, i.e. the order of the being of things, which 
is identical with their natural order and independent of human knowledge. 
On the top of the pyramid are posited the universal and immaterial 
beings. These are the causes of the material particular beings, which are 
placed at the basis of the pyramid.

(b) the cognitive order, which starts where the ontological order
ends, i.e. from the material particular beings, and follows an inverse

248course in search of knowledge of the universal and immaterial causes.
In the rest of this chapter I will concentrate on a closer 

examination of the ante rem universals, since they were thought to belong 

to the intelligible world. It is therefore of great interest to see what 
can be known by a human intellect about them.
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2.2 THE ANTE BEM UNIVERSALS IN THE DEMIURGIC INTELLECT

A considerable part of the school of Ammonius' theory on knowledge 
of the intelligible world deals with the nature of the demiurgic 
Intellect. They taught that it "contains" the ante rem universals, or, 
in other words, the intelligible Forms as cognitive and creative reason- 
principles.

That the Forms exist in the demiurgic Intellect as the blueprints 
or models for the universe is the standard view of Platonists from at 
least the second century A.D. and may go back to Xenocrates. The first
clear and full statement of this doctrine, which seems to have derived

24Q 25(1from Platonic and Aristotelian elements, is found in Alcinous. He
argued that the Form is God's thought, the prime object to human

2SIintellection and the model for the creation of the world. Apuleius
also claimed that God takes from the Forms the models for the creation

ICOof the world. For Philo the Logos, i.e. the sum total of the Forms in 
activity, is the instrument of God in the creation of the world. Through 
the influence of Logos the Forms in the divine Intellect become seminal 
reason-principles and serve as the models and creative principles of the

0C1material world. Seneca recorded a doctrine according to which God
creates the world by using the paradigmatic causes He contains within

Himself. Like Platonic ideas, they are immortal, unchanging and not
254subject to decay. Plotinus, too, accepted the Middle-Platonic view 

that Forms are the thoughts of God. Their number is finite, but the Forms 

themselves have an infinite power to produce particular beings.
Since Ammonius and his students considered the Forms to be in the 

demiurgic Intellect, they regarded the self-subsistence and self- 
determination claimed for Platonic Forms as misinterpretations of
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ICCPlato, and argued that Aristotle had attacked such misinterpretations. 

According to the school of Ammonius, Plato considered the Forms to be in 
the mind of the Demiurge who creates by looking at them as exemplars. I 
think that this view is mistaken, because Forms were in fact conceived 
by Plato as self-subsistent. The Forms as conceived by the Middle- 

Platonists and the Neoplatonists were taught to be in the Intellect of

the Demiurge, who uses them during the creation of the particular natural
256beings. Elias alone among the members of the school of Ammonius,

claimed that not all Forms are creative of particulars. For him, the most
257universal Form does not give existence to any species at all.

Ammonius and his students cited isolated Aristotelian passages in 
order to show that Aristotle, too, considered the Forms to be creative 
reason-principles within the demiurgic Intellect. Even if it is not 
within the purposes of this thesis to deal with the inaccuracies of the 
Neoplatonic interpretation of Aristotle, it needs to be mentioned that 
even a superficial examination of the Aristotelian passages themselves 
and of the context in which these passages appear, does not show that 
Aristotle ever believed in the existence of Forms in the demiurgic 
Intellect. It is still interesting, however, to examine the points 
Asclepius (or rather Ammonius), Philoponus and David tried to make by 
appealing to Aristotelian authority.

First, Asclepius compares the immanence and the transcendence of

the Good in relation to the world with the presence of order both in an
258army and in the general who commands it. The point of the argument is 

that as the general imposes on the army the order he has in himself, so 
the Good is responsible for the order of the universe.

icqSecondly, he calls the soul "the place of Forms”, The argument 
is that if at the level of soul the Forms are contained within the unity
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of a "place", this is true a fortiori for the Forms in the demiurgic 
Intellect.

Thirdly, Asclepius claims that "the intellect in act is things" 

Asclepius refers to the demiurgic Intellect, which is identical with the 
objects of its thought.

Fourthly, Asclepius claims that "the intellect in act is

261productive". The point of this argument is that the demiurgic
Intellect produces, by using the Forms it has.

969Philoponus, too, tried to show that Aristotle accepted the 
existence of transcendent ideas as creative reason-principles inherent 
in the demiurgic Intellect. He attributed to the Stagirite the views 
that :

(a) the order of the world is not by chance, but due to the order 
existing in the Demiurge;

(b) the demiurgic Intellect contemplates the reality by means of 
self-contemp1at i on;

(c) the intellect is composed of Forms and
(d) the soul is the place of Forms.
Philoponus seems to have accepted Ammonius' metaphysics (as 

expounded by Asclepius) according to which for Aristotle the Platonic 
Forms are immanent in the demiurgic Intellect. If a creature exists, 
Philoponus argued, the pre-existence of its creative reason-principles

is necessary, because it is according to them that the Demiurge
263creates. The order of the universe has derived from the order of its

Demiurge since the Platonic Forms are present as creative reason-
264principles in His Intellect. In the Forms as creative reason-

263principles there exists the Universal, which is the principle and
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cause of the natural species. The reason-principles of beings in the
267Demiurge and the Forms as conceived by Plato are ante rem universals.

Finally, David̂ ^̂  attributed to Aristotle the belief in the 
existence of ante rem universals in the demiurgic Intellect. His 
arguments are as follows:

a) David argued that for Aristotle God does not need sense, i.e. 
matter, because this would make Him weak. The universals in His Intellect 
are therefore not corporeal, since they are not objects of sense- 
perception.

If David actually believed that Aristotle was against the 
hypothetical notion of a corporeal One prior to the many, his 
interpretation of Aristotle is indeed mistaken. Aristotle himself was not 
consciously concerned to reject the idea of a corporeal universal prior 

to the many. Furthermore, the divine for Aristotle does not contain any
universals. But, on the other hand, Aristotle's actual reason for

269restricting God's thought to God Himself, was that God must not think 
of anything inferior to Himself or changeable.

b) According to David, the Forms in Aristotle may not be self- 
subsistent, but they are incorporeal archetypes, coetemal with the 
divine, in the image of which God creates the world with reason. David 
also claims that, for Aristotle, universals are at first in God and later
in matter, in the sense that at first God knows them and later Nature

27(1activates them, without having any knowledge of them.

This is another mistaken interpretation of Aristotle, because the 
notion of any sort of creation by God is absent from his philosophy. What 
is more, Aristotle did not discuss the nature of coming later in time. 
Anyway, the real problem is how Nature incorporates and activates the 

universals without knowing them, a problem David seems to ignore.
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971 979H. Khatchadourian argued that S.S. ArevSatyan's claim that

for David universals "pre-exist in the divine mind, which creates nature"
conflicts with David's own explicit statement that "they [sc. the

universals] do not exist in mere concepts, (...) but they exist in

971reality, and they do not exist by themselves, but in our thought". H. 

Khatchadourian argued that the implication of David's own statement is 
that the universals do not exist anywhere except in physical things and 
in our thoughts, as concepts. I think that there is no conflict regarding 
the pre-existence of universals in the demiurgic Intellect, provided that 
existing in the demiurgic Intellect, in contrast to existing in our 
minds, must have been regarded by David as a kind of existing in reality. 
My impression is that from David's scattered and incomplete references 
to universals, one can plausibly assume that he accepted the existence 
of ante rem universals in the demiurgic Intellect, of in re universals 
in physical things and of post rem universals in our thoughts, as 
concepts.

A possible conclusion of this discussion so far is that for the 
school of Ammonius the demiurgic Intellect contains the system of the 
intelligibles within itself. In this the school follows the Middle - 
Platonic tradition which diverges from Plato's teaching on the self­

subsistence and self-determination of the Forms. Thus, the Forms "Man", 
"Horse" etc. are in the demiurgic Intellect, but not an ideal man or an 
ideal horse "afrrô xaG' aûrô èv CntoordcrEi"This is the overall
impression one gets from the writings of the school of Ammonius, with the

971exception of a unique anomalous passage, in which Asclepius argues 
that the Demiurge in his Intellect has only the reason-principles of the 
Forms, but not the Forms themselves.
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For the school of Ammonius the existence of the Forms in the 

demiurgic Intellect is proven by four arguments which also purport to 
show that it is impossible for the Forms to have derived from the 
sensible world.

1%Argument (a) is that in the sensible world everything is 
relative, because of the mutability of material objects. Therefore, the 

Forms cannot have derived from the sensible world, but from a reality 
which has to be both free from matter and absolute in the sense of 

eternally immutable. This reality has neither composition nor any 
relationship to what is other than it. The apprehension of the 
intelligibles is equivalent to the contemplation of their real truth, the
source of which is the One.

277Argument (b) is that in contrast with the flux observed in the 
material world, in the immaterial world and particularly in the demiurgic
Intellect there is real permanency and eternal and pure stability.

278Argument (c) refers to the necessity of the existence of 
"immaterial numbers", the symbolic term for the intelligible Forms in the 
demiurgic Intellect. As the "sensible numbers", the symbolic term for the 
material Forms, set the limits of the material particular beings, it is 
a fortiori necessary for "immaterial numbers" to exist. They are in the 
Intellect of the Demiurge and define the species from which the 
particular countable things derive. The species would not preserve their
purity, if they were counted by "sensible numbers" which are enmattered.

279Argument (d) refers to the definitions of things. Definitions 
cannot be given of the particular material things, because they are 

mutable and subject to destruction. A definition is possible only of what
remains eternally the same and such are the Forms in the demiurgic

28(1Intellect. The degree of susceptibility the particulars have does not
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allow them to enjoy the eternity of the Forms and, subsequently, makes 
them subject to generation and destruction.

As creative reason-principles ( ô t h i lo u q y lk o C  à ô y o l )  the Forms are 
timelessly used by God for the creation of all natural beings, and as
cognitive reason-principles ( y v d x t t lx o C  Adyoi) the Forms provide Him with

281omniscience, granting Him perfect knowledge of what He creates. To
show that the Demiurge cannot but have Forms both as cognitive and

282creative reason-principles within Him, Ammonius argued that if He did 

not know what He creates. He would be similar to Nature which does not 
know the beings it creates. He would also be inferior to men, as

they know the things they make themselves.
In the commentaries of the school of Ammonius we find many more 

doctrinal assertions about the intelligible Forms as creative reason- 
principles than about them as cognitive reason-principles. As creative 
reason-principles the Forms are the exemplary images at which the 
Demiurge looks when He creates the world. There is no particular being
which has not been created according to the intelligible Form of its

283species. The Forms as creative reason-principles are indivisible by
themselves merely in so far as they are limits and actualities, but, in

284
SO far as they can only exist in a substrate, they are not.

The creative reason-principles in the demiurgic Intellect are
unified exemplars of the corporeal beings they give existence to. They 

exist also irrespectively of the physical components of the material 
beings. For instance, the creative principle of "Man" does not have 

either two legs or two hands. These are only components of a particular
285man, but not of the creative principle of "Man". Genera contain their

own species which contain their own particulars. Thus, the genera,
understood as wholes containing what is subordinate to them, embrace
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their own realizations, i.e. all particulars, and give them a common 

name. For example, the ante rem universal "Animal" includes the universal 
"Man" and the latter embraces the individual man. The existence of
species is not independent of that of genera, as species are 
incorporated, so to speĉk; in the genera at least before they derived from 
them. Something similar is supposed to apply to the existence of the 
particulars in relation to that of the species. A divided genus gives

existence to all its species simultaneously, so none of them is prior or
287posterior in time to the others. It is, of course, due to Platonic 

influences that the generic form is said by the school of Ammonius to 

embrace the subordinate Forms. To use an analogy from the material world,
a Form is like a whole which embraces its parts. Thus, the most universal

288Form is the richest in content. The use of the analogy, however, does 
not imply that what is embraced by a Form, is part of it. The Forms in
the demiurgic Intellect are not generated together with any particulars

289at all, nor are they united with them. A creative principle remains
always the same, independent and separate from the perishable

290sensibles whose substance it defines and produces. The substance of
a creative principle should not be expected to be found in a particular

291creature. What the latter actually has of it is only an emanation. As
determinative principles. Forms define the sort of substance a corporeal

292particular being has, but they do not have in themselves the accidents
293belonging to the particulars they produce. This, of course, does not 

mean that there are no Forms of accidents, like health or blackness, for 
example; only that the creative principle of "Man" is neither healthy nor

black. The eternity of the Forms explains the everlasting character of
294the subordinate species of the natural beings. The creative reason- 

principles, themselves immobile, are the causes of the motion of sensible
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29Sthings. Even if this claim is not adequately explained, it is somewhat 

clarified by means of the following analogy: A living body is moved by 
its soul, which in turn has been created by the unmovable principle of 
the universe.

The Forms in the demiurgic Intellect create sensible particulars,
296the differentiae of which they encompass. These differentiae are

297responsible for the division of a Form into species. For example, the 
differentiae "Rational" and "Mortal" divide the Form "Animal" into 
rational and irrational, on the one hand, and mortal and immortal, on the
other. These differentiae are constitutive of the species "Man", to which

298they give existence. Therefore, they are prior to it.
The Forms seem to be many in number. Some are entirely distinct 

from one another, like "Knowledge" and "Animal". Others are distinct but 
not entirely, like "Bird" and "Fish" which have "Animal" as a common
genus. Finally, there are forms subordinate to others, like "Body" which

299is subordinate to "Substance". Even so, however, all Forms are one, 
in that they receive the illumination from the divine, the unity of which 
is unutterable.^^ From these pure évéQyeLaL the in re universals derive 
their existence. The ultimate causes are somehow present in their 
effects, because otherwise it would not be clear how the in re universals 
derived from what is absolutely immaterial and perfect.

The Forms in the demiurgic Intellect interpenetrate, but not in a 
spatial sense. United as they are, they pervade one another with no 

change in their nature, due to the fact that they are not composed of 
matter. Examples of interpenetrating Forms, are the two triads of Forms, 

namely, "Good" - "Just" - "Beautiful" and "Magnitude" - "Health" - 
"Strength".
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In the demiurgic Intellect there are Forms of perishable natural 

beings and of eternal beings, like the heavenly bodies. There exist no 
Forms either of unnatural perversions or of what is artificial or evil. 
Moreover, it is not the case that each particular material thing has its 
own individual Form, because in that case the Forms would be infinite in 

number.
In the Forms in the demiurgic Intellect the opposites are in 

actuality, but can none the less coexist without difficulty or disruption 
of the unity of the divine. Therefore, in the demiurgic Intellect, they 
do not act as opposites after all. This explains two facts. First, that 
God created not only things like Himself, but also things dissimilar and 
unlike. For example, the Forms in the demiurgic Intellect, rational and 
immortal as they are, give existence to beings irrational and mortal. 
Secondly, that the immaterial soul can judge good and evil at the same 
time.^W

Apart from the substantial principles of all things, the demiurgic 
Intellect also has the principles of the accidents which perfect material 
substances. Because of this function, these accidents are themselves 
close to being substantial ; as is the case with heat and whiteness, which 
themselves may be accidents, but characterize the substances of fire and 
snow respectively. It may be possible to distinguish in notion between
heat and fire or between whiteness and snow, but still heat and whiteness

304are integral to the substances fire and snow respectively.
The system of Ammonius and his students rests on the identification

of logical with metaphysical priority; the ante rem universals are
305therefore prior both in logic and metaphysically. They derive from the 

One and contribute to the creation of all beings by means of the 
participation of particular beings in them. All ultimate similarities
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in the particulars can be reduced to ante rem universals. If Socrates, 
Alcibiades 2ind Plato have something in common, then it has to be either
(a) the same thing or (b) some sort of similarity among them. If (a), 
then what they have in common is that they participate in the same 
universal, i.e. the universal "Man". If (b), then there may be either one 
similarity or many similarities which they have in common. If the 
similarity among them is one, then again it is the case they participate 
in the universal "Man". If the similarities among them are many, then the 
enquiry has still to continue until we reach the one ultimate source of 

the many similarities. Otherwise, the regress will continue fruitlessly 
ad inf ini turn.

Even if an ante rem universal belongs to the intelligible realm 
and, therefore, is superior to the particulars, it is always manifest in

inothem as an in re universal. Thus, the in re universal is posterior 
both ontologically and in time to the ante rem universal. It is neither 
definite (ddoLOTov) nor articulated (àÔLdQ0QcoTov), because it may apply

ingto many particulars. The ante rem universal "Man", for example, cannot
be expressed but through particular men; therefore, the in re universal

'11 ( 1"Man" is present in all particular men.
A particular for the school of Ammonius is supposed to have a true 

existence within its corresponding ante rem universal. Yet a particular 

cannot be either identical with its ante rem universal or part of it. Nor 
can it receive all its properties, even if the ante rem universal is 

present in it as an in re universal. Particulars are only imperfect 
copies of the ante rem universals they derived from and exist due to 
their participation in them. But, of course, to say, like David, that

inparticulars "have a share" in a universal, does not explain how a 
universal is observed in many particulars, while it is one and uniform
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313in each of its species and particulars. The school of Ammonius taught 

that in every one of its particulars a universal is observed to the same
degree, but a universal cannot be in just one particular (otherwise, it

3 Uwould not be a universal). An ante rem universal is similar to the 
particulars in the way that a creative cause is similar to its

3|ceffects. Species function as limits defining matter. They are
3lfiresponsible for the wholeness and perfection of the particular beings. 

Each species is itself indivisible, but when applied to matter it is 
divided into many particulars; not because of itself though, as it is

separate from matter, uniform and dimensionless. The cause of the
317division of a species is the matter the species is applied to.

Particular concrete objects constitute the subject or substratum 
for the universals, so that predications can be made of them. The 

substance of the ante rem universals transcends the particulars, since 
it is the incorporeal cause of the particulars and remains eternally the 
same. The ante rem universals need the particulars not for their own 
subsistence, but in order to have something they can be predicated of. 
If there does not exist a species including the particulars, then there 
is nothing for the universal to be predicated of. The particulars,
however, need the universals in order to exist; Socrates and Plato would

110not exist if the universal "Man" had not pre-existed. The existence 

of a particular man presupposes the universal "Man", but given the
existence of the latter, the subsistence of the former is not

319necessary. The same applies to the relation between substance and 
accidents.

Each particular participates in genus, differentia and species, all
321three being the necessary and immutable constituents of its substance.

As the particulars exist by participating in the universals, and are
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assimilated to them, the definition of each universal is somehow extended

322to the particulars it gives existence to. Strictly speaking, however, 
definitions are only of the universals and do not apply to the 

participating particulars, first because the particulars are not
characterized by any intelligibility at all, and secondly because a

323universal transcends all particulars which are images of it.
In any hypothetical absence of particulars, the existence of the 

ante rem universals of course would not be affected at all. What would 
cease to exist would be the in re and the post rem universals. One cannot 
have a conceptual apprehension of ante rem universals, if one is ignorant 

of any particulars by means of which the ante rem universals are 
expressed. This kind of mutual interdependence between these universals 

and the particular occurs not only in our way of thinking about them. No
particular being can exist but as an expression of the corresponding ante

324rem universal.
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2.3 THE INœEPOEEALITY OF THE ANTE REM UNIVERSALS

Our intellect knows the ante rem universals in the demiurgic
Intellect as efficient and final causes, entities with no contrarieties

325at all, intellects and intelligible substances. They are not mental 

perceptions of the Demiurge, but intelligible substances in His
Intellect. Their existence, however, can neither be proven by means of

326syllogisms nor perceived by the senses. The demiurgic Intellect comes
327to be the Form of all Forms as all Forms exist in it. The Forms are

understood as a multiplicity contained in or embraced by a self-
328subsistent intellect. Our apprehension of God includes apprehension

329of the Forms in His Intellect. He who knows the divine Forms is a
perfect man, a view which becomes plausible when combined with the

330doctrine of assimilation to the divine.
331As the demiurgic Intellect is indestructible, timeless, and

332incorporeal, it has a pure actuality, innate in its substance, which
333has not been preceded by potentiality at all. Eternal actuality is

indicative of perfection, because any hypothetical inactivity in an
eternal being, like the demiurgic Intellect, would show that during such

331an inactivity, its existence would be imperfect and without purpose.
This doctrine shows that the Forms in the demiurgic Intellect are
eternally pure actualities. They are both intelligible in actuality and

intellects in actuality. They therefore eternally understand themselves 
335in actuality. The eternal immaterial beings, like the Forms in the 

demiurgic Intellect, can receive the divine emanation completely,

because, being perfect, they are subject neither to formation nor to
336change nor to time. The differentiae in the divine creative reason- 

principles are in actuality unpreceded by any potentiality; if their
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actuality were preceded by any potentiality, some other being, with its 
differentiae already in actuality, would be necessary for their 
transition to actuality. But such a superior being does not exist. If the 
differentiae in the divine Forms were in potentiality, the Forms would 
suffer imperfection. Consequently, even a most specific species or any 
particular with its differentiae in actuality would then be superior to
the Forms. The effects would then come to be more perfect than their

337causes.
The incorporeality of universals was evident for the school of 

Ammonius, but David, followed by Elias, felt it necessary to advance 

arguments to refute the Stoic doctrine that everything which exists - 
genera and species included - is corporeal. David's arguments are as 
follows:^^

1. Corporeal or natural beings instantiating the same universal 
vary in size (e.g. an elephant's head is bigger than an ant's head). But 
there is no variation in the degree of presence of the universal 
"Animate" between an elephant and an ant. Since a universal and its
species are the same both in larger and smaller beings, they must

339therefore be incorporeal.
2. Universals and species must be incorporeal, because they are

observed to be complete in every material being which has derived from

them. The universal "Man", for example, is complete in all particular
men. On the other hand, no particular body can ever be shared completely 

3111by everything.
This is not an orthodox Neoplatonic argument, since David seems to 

ignore the theory of the participation of the particulars in the 

universal according to the degree of each particular's susceptibility.
3. When attributed to particulars, universals and species do not
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grow, diminish or change, in contrast to something bodily (e.g. the 

pouring of the measure of one cup into another cup). (Qualities, too, are 
incorporeal. Neither whiteness nor any other quality has any enlarging

liteffect on the particulars to which they are attributed.

4. Universals and species are observed to be in many things at the 
same time, but this does not apply to material objects. Unformed matter, 

which is Plato's "pure matter", is also incorporeal as it exists at the
4M

same time in all things or, rather, encompasses them.
H. Khatchadourian remarks that David's argument stands to reason 

since for anything to be corporeal it must have matter. But matter itself 
cannot be meaningfully said to have matter. Also the idea that unformed

4Mmatter is therefore incorporeal is a self-contradictory claim.
5. Universals and species preserve their own nature and essence 

when they are divided into particulars. This is untrue of physical 
things, since a pound, for example, divided into many parts, does not

4J ipreserve the form it had, when it was in its original size.
To support his argument David here points out the differences 

between quantitative division and the logical division of a universal 
into species etc.

6. If, following Aristotle, every body is composed of matter and 
form and if, following the Stoics, universals and species are corporeal, 
one could not avoid the absurdity that species, too, would be made up of

4 i Cmatter and form. It cannot be said that species is composed of form.

Elias, too, advanced arguments against the Stoic claim that the
4

universals are corporeal. Elias attributed to the Stoics the doctrine 
that even God has a body, composed of small particles though, so that He 
can pass through all beings. But Elias is mistaken here. The Stoics may 
have regarded the divine pneuma as rare, but not as made of small
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particles. They explained the omnipresence of the divine by the doctrine
347of two bodies in the same place. Elias' reply to these positions could 

be formulated in the following syllogism concerning the universal 
"Animal":

(a) If the universal "Animal" is a material body, and
(b) if a material body loses its unity by existing in small and 

large spaces, then
(c) the universal "Animal" loses its unity if it exists in small 

and large animals.
Since (c) is absurd, Elias concludes that a genus has to be

immaterial, because in fact it is uninterrupted in different 
34ftparticulars.
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2.4 SUBSTANCE AS THE MOST FUNDAMENTAL ANTE EEM UNIVERSAL

To the discussion of the category of Substance Ammonius and his 
students brought a metaphysical orientation. They taught that this 
category is prior to all other categories and self-subsistent; it neither 
needs any other category in order for it to exist, nor has it been

l i Qcreated by Nature. It is manifest in all particular beings, as they 
have their substance by means of participation in it. Yet the universal 
Substance conserves its oneness. This oneness is not numerical, but 
specific. If it were numerical, the universal Substance would be divided
into parts. Therefore, it would lose its oneness and it would not be

3S0present in its fullness in all particulars. As the most universal 
Form, Substance has subordinate genera which contain the species as well 
as the particulars to which they give existence. We cannot think of the 
universal Substance without contrasting it to the particulars deriving 
from it and vice versa.

All other categories are accidents to Substance in that they exist 
and are contemplated in it. The other categories may not be parts of the 
category of Substance, but still, they cannot exist independently of it. 
If Substance did not exist, it would be impossible for all other

I C j  4 Mcategories to exist. Elias alone unexpectedly deviates from this
view, by claiming that Substance may be naturally prior to the other
categories, but it is not more universal than them, because they are not
predicated of it.

Substance participates more in Being and gives existence to all 
353other categories. Substances are ranked according to their proximity 

to pure Form, degree of actuality, unity and identity with the 
transcendent causes of the world.Furthermore, the divine substances
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have no accidents and thus they are not subjects for any accident. Given 
that there is no genus superior to them, they are not subjects for any 
classification at all

Substances are divided into simple and composite. Simple substances 
can be either inferior or superior to the composite ones. A simple

substance is inferior to a composite when it is employed by the Demiurge
356for the sake of composite substances. Unformed matter or the species

"Man", for example, are simple substances, but inferior to the composite
357substances of particular men, because they are mixed for their sake.

Unformed matter derives from the universal Substance. By receiving 
jfo-quantijtive dimensions, unformed matter becomes informed. It then becomes

358quality, so that the particulars can exist. Simple substances, like
God, the angels and the souls, are superior to the composite ones,

359because they are not employed for their sake.
The composite substances, however, are necessary for a human

36(1intellect to come to the notion of the universal Substance. Of the
composite substances, some are eternal, e.g. the heavenly bodies, and

361some are subject to generation and destruction. Substance admits
362opposites, but not at the same time and in the same part.

The category of Substance is eternally immutable and contains the
multitude of the particular intelligible and material substances it gives

363existence to. Substance is present more in the ante rem universal 
"Animal" than in the universal "Man" and more in the latter than in 
particular men. Intelligibles have a substance superior to that of the 
particulars in the material world. For example, a divine soul is more of 
a soul, and the demiurgic Intellect more of an intellect compared to the 
angelic one, which is an intermediate entity between the intelligible and 

the material worlds. These differences are due to the degree of
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participation of each entity in the primary term of its order. Thus, one 
sees once again the Neoplatonic notion of ordered procession from a 
primary term, or, in A.C. Lloyd's terminology the "notion of series which 
were ah uno"

The school of Ammonius adopted the following fourfold 
classification of beings. There are

(a) universal substances, e.g. the universal "Man", which are said 
of a subject, but are not in a subject.

(b) particular accidents, e.g. this white or this knowledge, which 
are not said of a subject, but they are in a subject. They are 
ontologically posterior to the universals, but necessary for their 
predication.^^

(c) universal accidents, e.g. white, which are said of a subject
367and are in a subject and

(d) particular substances, e.g. particular men, which are not in
368a subject and are not said of a subject.

Olympiodorus thinks that Aristotle correctly says that Substance
369can be either first or second, without contradiction with the rule 

that of things in which there is a first and a second, the common
predicative is not a genus. In particular, according to the division of 
Substance in depth, "Substance" is first, "Body" is second, "Animate" is
third and "Animal" is fourth. But "Animal" in width is divided into
"Rational" and "Irrational", and in such a division there is no first or

370second. The Aristotelian description of the primary Substance as
371something which is neither asserted of nor can be found in a subject,

372is also true of the one principle of everything.
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CHAPTER 3 

THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE DIVINE

3.1 THE KNOWABILITY OF THE DIVINE

It is a view generally accepted by the school of Ammonius that man 
ascends to the summit of his intellectual capacity in his effort to know 
the intelligible world. The object of this knowledge is exactly how 
things issue forth from one and the same principle and how they are 
individually determined and specified. Such knowledge is possible for 
man, but within the limits of his capacity to comprehend. A man cannot 
avoid his inferiority in all aspects when compared to the divine, no 
matter if he may be able to become similar to it. Given the inadequacy 
of man as knowing subject, the conclusion is evident for the school of 
Ammonius, that, man is inevitably unable to comprehend the divine in its 
fullness.

Essentially God is not a possible object of experience, as He 
cannot come under human observation. If man is to learn anything about 
the divine, he has to learn it indirectly, by inference from other 
objects which are observable. Of course, the school of Ammonius did not 

hold Porphyry's extreme view according to which a human soul does not
have any criterion for, or any way of verifying, the knowledge of the

374divine. The philosophical background in the teachings of the school 
of Ammonius concerning the knowledge of the divine can be found in 

Proclus, who argued that God, Himself ineffable and unknowable, may be 
apprehended and known from the beings which participate in Him. Only the 
first principle, i.e. the One, is completely unknowable as being 
imparticipated. The school of Ammonius, too, considered that the One
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cannot be known, because we can know only those things which are 
conceived as effects of certain causes. The One is absolutely causeless,
because it has not had any creator at all. Therefore, it is

377meaningless for them to discuss the knowledge of it. The One cannot

be known either by affirmative or negative theology, because it
378transcends not only the demiurgic Intellect, but Being as well. This

primary cause is one, because there cannot be a plurality of first
causes. Thus, because of its uniqueness, the first cause is called

379"Monad" or "Henad". Given, however, that the One transcends all 
attributes and that names denote certain attributes, there can be no name
to call it by. This is why it is referred to as being "beyond all things"

380(itdvTOûV éjcéxeLva). The One is not in relation to anything else.
Therefore, regarding the One a Neoplatonist can only have indications,

381but no proofs. Plotinus argued that we cannot say what the One is, 
because we can only speak about the radiance from the One. This radiance 
is of course neither better nor the same as the One, but rather 
deficient. The One is greater than anything said about it, because it is 
superior to human speech, thought and awareness. Something true about it 
is that it is beyond all things. When it is called "One" or "indivisible" 
it is not meant to be a point or a unit. When it is said to be the cause, 
this is not to predicate something incidental of the One, but of the 

creatures which have derived from it. They have something from the One, 
while it is in itself.

Ammonius and his students argued for the possibility of a cognitive 
approach to the lower divine entities. They insisted on showing some 
mistakes which are consequences of a false method and on proposing a 
method appropriate for the acquisition of this knowledge to the extent 
that it is humanly possible.
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Among the undesirable mistakes due to unsuitable methods of knowing 

the divine, the school of Ammonius lay emphasis on the consequences of 
relying on anthropomorphism and syllogisms. First,
they argued that by judging from what is applicable to humans only, we 
cannot but draw misleading conclusions about the divine. Social

projection aims at finding some ground of likeness between humans and the
382divine. But one of the common mistaken beliefs to which the projection 

of a human way of living onto the divine may lead, is the supposition
that the life of gods is difficult and without leisure or idleness,

383because they are busy dealing with particular beings. Anthropomorphism
of the divine, therefore, is denied by Ammonius. He does not see
anthropomorphism as a means of assimilation of the divine to humans in
order for the real differences between them to become clear; on the
contrary, he teaches that it leads to deceptive myths and very
superficial approaches, which do not give any hints to understanding what

381is actually true about the divine. Myths do not give any proof for
what they mean and often lead to a confusion as to the causes of all

38Sentities, eternal and perishable. The only positive attitude to myths
386among Ammonius' students is that of Olympiodorus, according to whom 

myths lead us from the phenomena to those things which are not manifest 
in our search for truth.

Secondly, the school of Ammonius stresses that a theologian cannot 
use syllogisms to talk about the divine itself. Syllogisms are only 

appropriate for the knowledge of mathematical entities and the knowledge 
of effects with reference to their causes. The divine, however, is prior 
to all causes and more universal than anything existing in the world. 
Therefore, it cannot even be defined, since a definition has to refer to 

both species and matter, or the results of the division of a genus into
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387its own species and differentiae. Such a definition cannot be given

388 389of what is most primary or of the extremes. When conceptually
apprehended, the divine cannot be thought of in terms of predicates or

390division. This means that a logician cannot help in the knowledge of 
the intelligible world. But certainly this view of the school of Ammonius 
is open to criticism. One can say, for example, that God is eternal. 
Obviously, this is a predicate.

After the exposition of what is wrong in certain methods, comes the 
proposal of the suitable method which can be followed for the acquisition 
of knowledge of the divine. Our initial concept of God is constructed 
after a selection and combination of elements from the empirical world. 
The worshipping of idols is an acceptable use of material objects for 
this purpose. As humans live in a world of sense-perception, they need 
something material to help them to attain the level of the intelligible 
world. Idols have been invented to remind men of immaterial powers in
order that by beholding and worshipping them, men may be put in mind of

391these powers. The role of idols is over after they have reminded men 
of the existence of the divine.

When the mind turns its attention upon the divine, then comes the 
rationalistic approach to the divine. In a first phase of such a study, 
the metaphysician, according to the school of Ammonius, can only use 
analogies between the material and the intelligible worlds, but not 

projections of the former onto the latter. The actual contemplation of
the divine is an activity of our intellect without the need either of the

392senses or of imagination. This, of course, does not mean that our 
imagination remains inactive during the attempt of our intellect to 

apprehend the divine. Even though the divine is simple and unitary, our 

imagination leaves us with the impression that the divine has some sort
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393of shape. Finally, however, we shall apprehend the divine provided 

that we do not allow our imagination to intervene any more.
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3.2 AFFIRMATIVE OR NEGATIVE THEOLOGY ?

In traditional Neoplatonism we find arguments for the 
superiority of negative to affirmative theology. In particular, it was 
taught that affirmative theology was exercised by people who transpose 

on the divine characteristics of the material world. Negative theology 
was preferred to affirmative theology, because the human soul was 

considered as lacking the natural faculty to know the divine, even if men 
can speak about it.

Among the members of our school, Asclepius, David and the author 
of the commentary on the third book of the De Anima (Philoponus or 

Stephanus) are supporters of affirmative theology, while Ammonius,
Philoponus and Elias are supporters of negative theology.

395Asclepius held that the divine by itself is clear and most
manifest. The fact that we continuously deal with the sensible world is
a major hindrance in our effort to apprehend immediately and without

396difficulties something totally separate from matter.

Since knowledge is acquired by means of similarities, it is by 
analogies that we know the divine. The order of the sensible world and

the unutterable beauty of the heavens lead to the conclusion that an
immaterial power rules the universe. Furthermore, the fact that our

bodies, when alive, are moved by an incorporeal power, leads us to assume
397the existence of a similar power which moves the heavenly bodies. In 

support of the principle that what is not manifest becomes known by means 
of that which is manifest, Asclepius argued that by seeing the movable 
bodies we come to comprehend the intelligible cause of movement, i.e. the 
divine.’’*
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Among our senses, sight gives us more indications about the 
existence of the divine. By giving us impressions of the order and beauty 
of both the sublunary and the celestial worlds, it enables us to come to

900the concept of God, who is responsible for that order. But actually 
God is apprehended by our intellect by means of intuition,which does 
not require either sense-perception or syllogisms or application of any 
concepts at all. For Asclepius the divine is accessible in a 
supranational unio mystica, which is not knowledge proper.

In David's philosophical theology, too, the existence of the 
invisible Demiurge can be inferred from the contemplation of His works 
and the orderly movement of the world. There is no possibility of a world 
that has not been created by the Demiurge. Only by comprehending the 
natural world as a whole, is it possible to comprehend its Demiurge. That
which is invisible may become known through that which is visible. The

402divine, however, remains in essence unknowable.
The perception of God, according to David, is achievedFkrpugh a

series of successive stages, starting from the material objects in our
403environment. Then follows the comprehension of the in re universals, 

the third stage being the perception of God, the angels, the Intellect 
and the Soul, which are impossible to conceive in a material state. 
The divine lies at the extreme limit of the Intelligible and when the 
philosopher contemplates it, the divine regulates him and leads him to 
perfection.This happens because, since man is the shadow of the 
supreme being, he must accompany God and assimilate himself to God.̂ ^̂

Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?) claimed that the divine is not to be
407known by means of privations. If one uses affirmations, like "God was" 

or "God is" or "God will be", one always says the t r uth.From the
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contemplation of the good order of the world we are led to the notion of 
the d i v i n e t h e  existence of which cannot be doubted.

As mentioned above, in Ammonius, Philoponus and Elias there are 
arguments in support of negative theology.

Ammonius claimed that when he wants to refer to the divine, he does 
not affirm anything of it, but rather resorts to negation.The divine 
is completely unrelated and transcends everything material or immaterial. 

Philoponus considered the divine to be magnified when defined by

means of negations. In this way the divine is separated from all inferior
i\lbeings. We know what the divine is not, but not what it is, because 

the eminent mode of divine attributes escapes us. Thus the divine is 
defined as something neither body nor intellect nor angel nor colourful 
and so on infinitely, because it transcends everything. Negations and 
abstractions are used for knowledge of the extremes of the intelligible

inand the sensible worlds, i.e. God and matter. The end of negative 
theology for Philoponus is the assimilation of our souls to the divine, 
after our souls have separated themselves from their b o d i e s . T h e 
analogy between the One and the sun can be the only affirmative 
expression, so to specik̂  about the One. As the sun is superior to 
everything in the material world, so the One has an incomparable 
superiority to all beings in the universe. As the sun gives light to 

everything, similarly the One emanates Good to every being, but each 
being participates in the emanation from the One according to the extent 
it is able to.̂ ^̂

Philoponus marks off the first cause from the things which it is 
not. In this way he somehow delimits it, but he does not argue that thus 

the first cause becomes known in a sense. It is generally acknowledged
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by the school of Ammonius that human language is inadequate to refer to 
the unlimited. A name or a predicate should not be taken at face value.

Eliaŝ ^̂  argued that God can be defined as a being which is neither
intellect nor soul nor genus nor corporeal nor incorporeal. He is the
most superior among the eternal beings and His existence is totally

417independent of our knowledge of Him.
Certainly, however, no matter if one is an advocate of negative or 

affirmative theology, there will be a moment when one realizes that all 
attempts at systematic conceptualization of the divine fall short of the 
truth. There exists no name to denote it, but only signs which we make 
to ourselves about it. Anyway, the formulations we utter concerning the 
divine will always remain unclear because of the lack of our ability to 
express such concepts properly. There is only one exception to this 
tendency. The anonymous author of the Prolegomena Philosophiae 

Platonicae ascribed to Plato the doctrine that the One is identical 
with the Good. It is the principle of all things, but it is neither body 
nor life nor soul nor intellect nor being.

It is clear, I think, that for the school of Ammonius the reasoning 
process allows us to have some knowledge of the intelligible world. But 
we can only know the deities which are inferior to the One and belong to 
the second level of the intelligible world. As to the One, human reason 
can merely give us indications as to what lies at the extreme limit of 

the intelligible. Anyway, the actual knowledge of the divine essence is 
left to intuition, when the soul acts separately from the body. The role 

of the senses is limited to just an awakening of our minds towards a 
rational exploration of the intelligible. After that, our language, by 
means either of negations or affirmations, will allow us simply to 
"touch", but not to embrace the object known, which is the divine, in its
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fullness.This is because the ontological status of the divine is far 
superior to that of a human being. Therefore, our rational process 
enables us to speak about the intelligible causes only by revealing to 
us the similarities between the sensible and the intelligible worlds. 
Reason can merely lead us to the knowledge of the beings which have 

issued from the intelligible principles and not to the knowledge of these 
principles themselves. The character of the secondary gods - not to 
mention that of the One - is inexpressible and is expected by the 
philosopher's soul to be the subject of a mystical experience. However, 
no representative of the school of Ammonius has described his own 
experience of mystical union with the divine. So it seems that they are 
more like "mystical theorists" rather than mystics themselves.
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3.3 THE METAPHYSICAL SYSTEM OF THE SCHOOL OF AMMONIUS

Because of the limitations imposed by the very nature of 

commentaries, in their extant texts Ammonius and his students included 
only scattered references to their metaphysics. The position an entity 

has in the pyramid of their ontological hierarchy is determined by its 
degree of perfection which is in proportion to its degree of 

participation in the emanations from the divine. As the divine is the 
creative agent of everything, participation of an inferior being in the
emanation from the divine determines the capability of this inferior

420being to create. In the Neoplatonic universe only the intelligible
wholes are perfect, original, indissoluble, non-composite, eternally

invariable, immobile and without parts. The essences of such entities are
identical with the entities themselves. As they are free from any
admixture, with substances different from their own, they are entirely
free from matter. Reversion upon themselves is their proper activity, and

421it is so because they transcend all material beings.
The orders above the natural substances are three: the psychic, the 

intellectual and the divine. The relation between the natural substances 
and the superior orders is the following: Natural substances are created
by the divine, conceived by the human intellect and expressed in words

422by the rational souls which are separate from all bodies. The most 

real order is the divine which gives existence to the subsequent ones.
Its degree of existence is incomparably superior to the last order, that

42*1of natural substances.

Ammonius and his students considered the One or the Henad as the 
highest principle in their polytheistic system, the first God through 
whom all others are gods as well. Relying on the Platonic Timaeus, they
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argued that the intelligibles are unified, immobile and finite, because

ilkthey are closer to the One. The One fills everything with goodness by 
means of one application. Each particular partakes of goodness according

IOCto the extent it is able to. Everything depends on the One in order
iOC

to have its appropriate degree of reality.
The discussion regarding the derivation of the eternal beings from

the Henad is necessary for the construction of the metaphysical system

of the school. Above the intelligible gods, each of which has his own
specific character, there are "secret causes" which are also the final

427causes of all things. This terminology recalls Proclus' doctrine about 
the Henads in general, and his theory that, because of its specific
character, each Henad is one particular excellence. Gods for Proclus are

428"functions of a first cause", so that there is one JcaTpLKÔv aftiov 
among the "intelligible" gods, another among the "intellective" gods and
so forth. These causes possess certain powers which transcend the

429subsequent grades of deity and are incomprehensible to them. Under the
influence of Syrianus and Proclus, the school of Ammonius claimed that

430the Henad is not a combination of many principles. The oneness of this
principle, however, is not numerical as it is immaterial and transcends

431all universals. Despite the participation of everything in it, the
Henad remains with no relation to anything. It is immutable and with an
infinite power with no diminution whatsoever, even though it produces
from its creative power, in the same way that a man is not diminished if

432numerous pictures are painted of him. Every particular being
433necessarily participates in the Henad in order to acquire its oneness.

With reference to ontological superiority, the hierarchy in the
intelligible universe below the Henad is as follows: Being, Life, 

434Intellect. The emanations of the superior entities are stronger than



92
those of the inferior ones. The Henad and Being are predicated of all 
universals and all beings, because of the participation of all beings in

i O Cthem. Thus, the emanation from Being extends further and is more 

desirable than that of the Life-principle and the same thing applies to 
the emanation of the Life-principle compared to the emanation of the

indemiurgic Intellect. If a particular entity participates in any 
ontologically inferior sphere, it does not necessarily participate 
altogether in all the ontologically superior ones as well. But if a 
particular participates in any ontologically superior sphere, it

illparticipates also in the inferior spheres as well. Let it be here 
clarified that the doctrine of emanation is used only as a metaphor by 
all Neoplatonists in general. Thus it remains at the level of a 
superficial description of a process, but cannot explain how in this 
process a lower intelligible being or a material being is finally 
inferior or essentially different compared to the divine from which it 
has derived.

Being has not been created by Nature. It is self-subsistent as it
i i oneeds nothing else for its existence. Being exists independently from 

all particulars both in the intelligible and the material worlds, to
i l Qwhich particulars it gives existence. It has a generative power of its

own, for it creates the Intellect, the angels, and the particular
beings.Being is also contemplated in the category of Substance and 
all other categories, though not equally. Substance participates in it 
more than the secondary categories do.̂ ^̂  Being is not a mere concept in 
our minds with no correspondence to any reality in the intelligible 
world. Being is not predicated univocally, because all things which 
are univocally predicated belong equally in degree to a common genus,

from .they derived simultaneously. With reference to the chain of Being,
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intelligibles are temporally prior to sensibles and the latter are 
temporally prior to accidents. Being is not predicated equivocally 
either, because what equivocally predicated things have in common is only 

a name and nothing else. Being is predicated in a way which is between 
the uni vocal and the equivocal predications, because it is named after 
an efficient cause and aims at an end. It is predicated as something dcp' 

évôs KaC JtQôs êv and is participated in according to the susceptibility 
of the recipient. The existence of Being cannot be analogically 
explained by means of the existence of any particular being, because each 

particular being participates in the primary Being according to its 
susceptibility.^^ As the primary Being is not merely equivocal, i.e. it 
is not a mere name indicating many different things, it can be studied 
by a single science, which is metaphysics

The Henad produces, among other things, the intelligible Monad and 
the intelligible Dyad. Both are immutable and exist in the demiurgic 
Intellect,as the principles of the intelligible Forms in i t T h u s  

the intelligible Henad becomes the cause of continuity in the world, 
since everything exists by means of participation in the Forms the Henad

ii Oproduces. The intelligible Monad symbolizes the limit and the 
unutterable union of the intelligible entities.Unity, equality, 
similarity, identity and the positive part of any pair of the lower-level 
oppositions derive from the Henad and the Monad.

The Dyad is the principle of procession, divisibility and 
differentiation and responsible for the infinite emanation and power of 

the intelligibles, the otherness and the plurality in the universe and 
for the negative part of any pair of oppositions. Yet there is no ethical 

colouring regarding the Dyad, as it cannot be considered an evil 
principle.It simply represents the intelligible plurality which
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consists of indivisible units and participates in the One. From this
ifnplurality derives the sense-perceptible manifold. The heavenly bodies

iCIare analogous to the Monad and the gods of the earth to the Dyad. All 

pairs of opposites fall under the One and the Manifold or under Being and 
not-Being.^^

Below the intelligible Monad and Dyad follow the Forms in the
demiurgic Intellect. They are creative of the species, which are simple

substances, i.e. separate from matter.Each species is one and has one
substance.The species are in actuality not preceded by a potentiality
and are the causes of the immortality of the beings as wholes. They
constitute the perfective agents of the unformed matter, which
potentially contains all its different forms. The species set boundaries
to the unformed matter, thus leading it to actuality and to its existence

157in the material world.
We can now examine the place of the divine entities in the 

metaphysical system of the school of Ammonius. The demiurgic Intellect 
does not belong to the first level of reality, i.e. that of the One, but 
to the second level, i.e. that of Being and of intelligible entities. The

iCQdivine ranks are considered as having been produced by the One. The 
demiurgic Intellect is between the One and the souls.Similarly, 
Porphyry had identified the Demiurge with the second Hypostasis.

K. Verrycken^^^ offered an illuminating examination of the 
Neoplatonic character of Ammonius' teaching on the demiurgic Intellect. 

First of all, he has shown that there is no clear evidence in the 
commentaries as to the relation of the Demiurge to the Intellect as a 

whole. In Ammonius one can find two incompatible doctrines: a) The 
Demiurge creates the sensible world on the basis of the creative reason-
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principles, which flow from the Henad and b) The Intellect is to be 
identified with the One as the supreme God.

The solution K. Verrycken suggests is that the term 6 0eôe is 
ambiguous as used by Ammonius, since it indicates either the highest 
principle alonê ^̂  or the Demiurge^^ or both together.Ammonius did 
not necessarily identify the supreme God and the Demiurge, but was not 

always careful to draw a distinction between the two principles. The 
overall impression is, however, that Ammonius identified the Demiurge and 
the Intellect. We, too, accept Verrycken's conclusions as the best 
possible answer to K. Praechter's suggestion that the school of 
Ammonius adhered to a pre-Plotinian theism. K. Verrycken first 
established that Ammonius unfolds or telescopes the concept of God 
according to the needs of the context and that, even though his 
terminology may sound theistic, his metaphysics is clearly Neoplatonic. 
Asclepius seems to combine the Neoplatonic doctrines with a theistic view 
that the transcendent Intellect is to be identified with the One and the

Q
supreme God.

The theory with regard to the place of transcendent intellects in 
the order of the creation is also of interest. These intellects are
divided into angels, heroes, daemons and long-living n y m p h s . T h e

170angels are eternal pure activities and cannot be thought of as not
471immortal. The daemons, however, are of inferior order, excluded from

everything and excommunicated as they chastise the good souls. Their
472immortality is dubious.

Nature and matter are at the bottom of the ontological hierarchy.
The latter accepts the creative reason-principles by means of

471illumination and divides them to form the composite things. As most 

things exist for the Neoplatonists on more than one level. Nature, apart



96

from being the natural world as a whole, is also considered to be the
illintelligible principle of motion and rest. Asclepius argued that the 

intelligible Forms as creative reason-principles only have been "sow>? " 
by God in Nature and as cognitive reason-principles only they have been 
"sowv) " in the human souls. Nature creates without knowing either the

ineForms of the creatures, or the creatures themselves. It does not

reflect either upon itself or upon anything else, but creates
irrationally, by transferring the illumination deriving from the divine
Forms onto natural beings, like plants and irrational animals. This
illumination is identical with the substantial creative reason-
principles. They serve as exemplars of which the particular created

177 178beings are mere images. For Plotinus, too. Nature, an image of the
world soul, is an illumination, which derives from the intelligible Forms
and contains the creative reason-principles of every natural entity.
Ammonius and his students argue that Nature prolongs the orderly
creation by the Demiurge, which means that Nature and its products depend

179Upon Him. In this they followed Proclus' doctrine that everything 
which is produced by secondary beings is in a greater measure produced 
by the prior and more determinative principles from which the secondary 
themselves derived.
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3.4 GOD: INOOEPOEEAL CE NOT ?

The majority of the members of the school of Ammonius believed in 

the incorporeality of the One, the demiurgic Intellect and all other 
secondary deities. God was considered to be an unmoved cause which is

absolutely simple, in the sense that He is absolutely separate from
480matter. God's ÈvégyEia follows closely His essence which transcends

48{all other essences, as it does not consist of any material components.
If God were material, then He would be both the primary principle of the
world and something particular at the same time, which is absurd. As He

never unites with a body. He is free from the limitations necessarily
482involved in such a union. The simplicity of the divine is unutterable, 

because of the inadequacy not only of our language, but of our reason as
well.WH

God is neither indivisible nor divisible, because these attributes
apply to material beings only. Indivisibility characterizes only material
elements provided that they have occurred after the last possible

484division of a material body. Because of His omnipresence God is not
divisible either, because if that were the case. He would not be

everywhere, but one part of Him would be here and another there and He
485would lose His oneness. As division is division into parts, it follows 

that as God is part less. He is not subject to divisions or alterations 
at all.

God's intelligibility is also shown by the fact that He transcends 
the universals, which He placed either in Nature as creative reason- 

principles or in the rational souls as cognitive reason-principles. If 
something intelligible is transcended by a superior entity, this entity
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iftficannot but be intelligible as well. Therefore, God is superior to all

487beings, either material or intelligible.
In contrast with the above mentioned views comes Elias' self- 

contradiction concerning this matter. On the one hand, there are passages
where he argues that the "Divine" and the "Angelic" are differentiae of

488the genus "Immaterial" and that God transcends all natural substances,
i.e. Uejnot in a subject.The self-contradiction arises when Elias

490claims that it is not an absurdity to say that God is corporeal. His 
arguments for this view rest on (a) logic and (b) etymology, and are as 
follows:

(a) Logical argument: "Rational" is divided into human and divine, 
and itself is a division of "Animal". "Animal" is a division of "Animate" 
and the latter is a division of "Corporeal". Therefore, "Divine" comes 
to be a species subordinate to the genus "Corporeal"

(b) Etymological argument: The heavenly bodies are called gods
499(0eoC), because of their perpetual motion (0éeiv deC waC KLveCo'0ai).

It is difficult to understand why Elias did not use purely
493metaphysical arguments to support his maverick thesis. At least such 

arguments would not be refuted as easily as those which he actually used.
His logical argument rests on the assumption that "Rational" is 

more universal than the species "Man", because it also exists in God and 
the a n g e l s . I t  is Eliaŝ ^̂  himself who also says, however, that the 
rationality of God and the soul transcends reason and is also different 

from the imperfect rationality which falls under the genus "Animal" and 
needs premisses and conclusions. Elias should have held that divine 

rationality is not simply superior to the human, but so unique, as well, 
that it cannot be compared to the human. Divine rationality should not 

be understood as a species of the genus "Rational", because the divine
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transcends all genera. Divine rationality, as Pseudo-Elias^^^ correctly 
puts it, is timeless and not a result of learning; human reasoning, on 
the other hand, is in time and is something which is learnt. Elias seems 
to approach the matter rather superficially judging from the logical 
argument he had advanced.

Concerning the etymological argument, one need not say that
497nowadays it is hardly worth any discussion. Pseudo-Elias claimed that 

it is a matter of dispute whether the heavens are animate or not, but, 
having considered that the heavens were called divine, he concluded that 
it is difficult to determine (with reference to this argument) whether 
God is corporeal, like the heavens, or not.

One should finally ask whether Elias really believed that God is 
something corporeal. As C. Wildberg observed, Elias may not have been a 
brilliant philosopher, but he certainly was not a boring lecturer,
because he spent much effort turning dry subject matter into delectable

498food for thought. Judging also from the occurrence of other passages 
where he argued for the intelligibility of the divine, one may plausibly 
assume that in his lectures for first-year students, Elias referred to 
the theoretical possibility of the divine's being corporeal with a very 
poor argumentation, which does not convince us that he actually believed 
in this possibility.
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3.5 IS GOD OMNIPOTENT ?

JQQGod was believed to be the one intelligible being which governs 
the w o r l d . H i s  emanation is omnipresent, but actually no place 
contains Him, so it cannot be said that God is somewhere with respect to 

His substance.Therefore, the demiurgic Intellect is not substantially
502innate even in the human souls.

God's ruling character is shown in the description of His powers: 
they are theoretical in that He knows all that exists and practical in 

that He is the creator of both the intelligible and the material
502worlds. The intelligible world is divine in the sense that it is 

directly dependent on God. The material world, too, depends on Him, 
but in a more or less indirect way.

The discussion regarding divine omnipotence involves the 
interrelated topic concerning the whole nature of God and, particularly, 
the necessities to which He is subject. As He is eternal and perfectly 
actual, they are always present to Him.̂ ^̂  The school of Ammonius argued 
that the divine necessities are to be understood in a mystical way,
because it is beyond the limits of human reason to acquire knowledge of

507the divine in its fullness. It can be said, however, that the 
necessities governing God are not imposed from any accident outside Him.

As God is self-sufficient and needs nothing from outside, all necessities
508exist in Him by means of His own existence. It is also a commonplace 

in late Neoplatonism that whatever characterizes God, as for example that 
He has the Forms in His Intellect, cannot be called an accident, because

accidents belong to substances which are subjects as well. God is
509substance, but not a subject. These necessities must be differentiated 

from those which are effects of external forces and, consequently, occur
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only in the material w o r l d . A s  God is simple, eternal and immobile,
nothing is violent in Him.̂ ^̂  Nonetheless, it is impossible for Him to

512transcend His eternal necessities, the source of which is the One.
c nDavid tried to show this by arguing that God can accomplish everything 

that is most seemly and that He desires as much as He is able and is able 
to do as much as He desires. David's position is not consistent with 
reference to the necessities God is subject to, because, as we shall see, 

the divine is consciously subject to them and is able to do what they 
require, but it is not a matter of His will to be subject to them or not. 
One possible implication deriving from David's position seems to be more 
correct than David's position itself. This implication is that the things 
which God is said not to be able to do are things which, although it is 
logically possible that some beings do them, God cannot do them while 
retaining His essential properties.

First among the necessities of the nature of God is that which 
requires that He is good. As His goodness is a necessity joined with His 
essence, God lacks the ability to do evil, since this would be contrary 
to His nature which necessitates His goodness.God's goodness is 
ineffable,and plays the role of a final cause of our actions, since 
everybody and everything desires God and turns towards Him.̂ ^̂  God is

unable to be evil because there is so much goodness in Him; similarly the
517sun is unable to be dark, because there is so much light in it. On the

518 519same grounds, God cannot sin or be jealous.
52(1The doctrine that God cannot but be the source of all goodness, 

led the school of Ammonius to the conclusion that the cause of evil has 
to be somewhere else and certainly not in an intelligible principle, 
since all intelligible world depends directly on God. Plotinus and 
Proclus^^^ had already denied not only moral but also physical dualism
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in the sense that there is no absolute or unmixed evil, as everything 
proceeds from the primary Good. But, on the other hand, the existence of 
God does not entail the non-existence of evil; neither does the existence 

of evil entail the non-existence of God. These considerations make it 
more interesting to see how, if God, by definition perfectly good, 

created the world, there is evil in it. The school of Ammonius claimed 
that evil has a quasi-existence.

In fact, the school followed the Neoplatonic tradition that there 
are no intelligible Forms of evil or base things, since such things arise

as by-products in Nature, through deprivation, rather, and separation
S22from the Good. The roots of evil are neither in matter nor in any 

body, but in the weakness and feebleness of Nature and of particular 
souls, which are not susceptible enough to receive the continuous 
emanation the divine sends forth. As Syrianus and Proclus would say, evil
is like the side-effects of a beneficent drug, but, unlike them, evil

523arises because of the object affected. It also depends on deliberate
521choice, which is defined as the spontaneous activity of the soul by

525which it is able to act on the body. Evil is understood as some sort
52(iof immoderateness, if virtue is conceived as some sort of symmetry.

The only exception among the views shared by the members of the school
of Ammonius is that of Ps.-Heliodorus, who based his astrological

commentary In Paulum on the distinction between beneficent and maleficent
stars and, at the same time, considered astrology to be an exact 

527science.
After it has been established that God can only be good and not 

evil, one would expect Him to be able to do something against evil. Among 

the members of the school of Ammonius, we find two contradictory views. 
Both Asclepius and Stephanus agree that God can prevent evil. Where they
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« 0disagree is as to whether He actt/aiiy prevents it. Asclepius believes 

that God actually prevents it, because failure to do so would amount to
concausing it. Stephanus thinks that God never prevents the evil outcome 

of a human action, even if His omniscience knows whether a human action 
is going to have an evil outcome; the reason is that He creates free 

agents and allows them to harm each other. God respects the freedom of 
our will when we are alive, but every man will be rewarded according to 
his merits after death. The exposition of these views is unfortunately 
incomplete. Asclepius did not explain whether God prevents evil sometimes 
or whether He always does so. (The latter would be most difficult to 
reconcile with experience). Stephanus, on the other hand, did not clarify 
whether God can put the evil actions of human beings to good use, even 
if the actions remain evil.

The second necessity to which God is subject is connected with His 
eternity. If it is accepted that as an eternal being, God is changeless
and perfect in all aspects. He cannot be said to have degrees of

530susceptibility, mainly because there is nothing for Him to receive
from outside. If so, then the following question arises: Namely, where
does an eternal being, like God, derive its power from? Ammonius'
doctrine is that according to a supreme necessity governing eternal

531beings, they possess all their power by their own essence. In other 

words, this necessity requires that eternal beings do not acquire their
power in some way or another, but that they have it as concurrent with

532their substance ((Tü v ô q o h o v  xfjs obo(as). This necessity, however, is
absolute freedom at the same time: only God is free, because He does not

533need anything outside Himself, whereas everything else needs Him.
The third necessity God is subject to is expressed by the school 

of Ammonius,and traditional Neoplatonists,^^^ as well, in the form
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536of a conclusion which, according to K. Verrycken, is aporetic. Namely, 

on the one hand God is not dependent on anything outside Himself; He does 
not need anything, not even the things He creates, because He is perfect 

without them. On the other hand, however, it is by necessity that He 
continuously gives existence to all beings. Ammonius and his students do 
not explain why and how divine causality breaks out of God's self-
sufficiency. It is clear, however, that the creation of the world by the

537Demiurge is considered to be conscious, but not willed. This doctrine 

seems to be a justification for Ammonius' belief in the immutability of 
the divine. It was impossible for him to conceive of a God who passes 

from non-action to action, because this would imply that God undergoes 
some sort of change. Passing from non-action to action would presuppose 
the existence of some deliberations in God's Intellect and would also 
imply that this transition takes place in time. To avoid such 
implications, Ammonius had to admit that by necessity God continually
creates both the intelligible and the sensible worlds by sending

538emanations forth. When Ammonius talks about the immutability of the 
divine he refers to the inner being of God, and not to His effects ad 
extra, i.e. the course of events, the movements and changes with
reference to the material world. God has the power to create good things,

539not the power not to create. Because the Forms as creative reason- 
principles are immanent in His Intellect, He eternally contemplates 
Himself. Hence, creation is the product of the demiurgic Intellect's 
reflection on itself. The relation between the demiurgic Intellect's 
reflexive thinking and its creativity is also problematic. The fact 

remains that God on the one hand is free from everything external, but, 
on the other hand. He is not free to do things which transcend the 
necessities imposed by His own nature. It is not known if Ammonius and
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his students would think that this is also a mysterious truth which can 
only be apprehended in a mystical way. Given these necessities, however, 
they considered God to be a perfect being. In Him they recognized two 

perfections. The first one, symbolized by the solidity of ambrosia, is 
absolute freedom and pertains to His essence, i.e. to what God is in

Himself. The second perfection, symbolized by the fluidity of the nectar,
. . 540IS necessary emanation.

The fourth necessity God is subject to is that He has an undivided
and unextended knowledge of things divided, a unitary knowledge of things
pluralized, an eternal knowledge of things temporal and an ungenerated
knowledge of things generable.^^ In other words, this necessity refers
to divine omniscience, which will be examined in section 3.6.

Such were the arguments in the writings of the school of Ammonius
concerning the limitations of divine power. It should be observed that
the way in which divine omnipotence is asserted or denied is affected by
the way this term is defined. Ammonius and his students seem to
understand omnipotence as the power to do anything. As soon as they
realized that there are things which God cannot do while retaining His
nature, they denied Him omnipotence. God is perfect, with a great 

542power which makes Him the ruler of the world, but does not allow Him
to transcend His own nature by doing things which impair His perfection.

Therefore, this "inability" derives from His very nature. Among previous 
541writers, Seneca was closer to the line of thought of the school of 

Ammonius, by claiming that God is not free to do anything because by 

necessity He has to want the best.
Other writers, though, attributed omnipotence to God, because they 

understood it as the power to do logically possible actions. A logically 
impossible action does not actually occur and is impossible for any being
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at all. Therefore, the fact that God cannot do logically impossible 
actions, does not deny Him omnipotence. Simonides, Pindar, 
Plato,Lucian,Agathon^^^ and H o r a c e , f o r  example, had argued 
that it is impossible for God to alter the p a s t L i s t s  of things God 
cannot do are also found in Pliny the Elder̂ ^̂  and Pseudo-Plutarch 
(Aêtius).^^^ Galen^^^ argued that the divine will only is not enough for 
something to be done, because there are things impossible even for God; 
therefore. He simply chooses the best of the possibilities available.

The views of the school of Ammonius on divine omnipotence were 
closer to those of Porphyry,who was reported to have ridiculed the 
Christian doctrine that God is absolutely omnipotent, by arguing that if 
everything were possible for God, then He could lie. Hê ^̂  also argued 
that God cannot recall the deceased, cannot make Homer not to have 
existed as a poet, cannot cause twice two not to be four but five. Even 
if He did want it, God could not be evil or sin, because according to His 
essence He is good. This fact is not due to some sort of weakness, 
because weakness occurs in those beings which are prohibited to do that 
for which by nature they have a limited or no capacity at all. Thus, even 
if nothing external to God prevents Him from being evil. He cannot he 
evil.

On the other hand, the views of the school of Ammonius on divine 
omnipotence deviate from those of Plotinus,who argued that the 
Intellect is omnipotent and it is a sign of omnipotence and not 
powerlessness that it does not go to the worse. Both Plotinus eind the 

school of Ammonius, however, would agree that the Intellect does not go 
to the worse, not because it is held fast by an external necessity, but 

because it is itself the necessity and law of the inferior beings. Thus, 
it can be assumed that the impossibility (in terms of God's own nature)
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of doing evil would be taken by Plotinus not as a limitation of His power 
but, on the contrary, as a sign of it. One could argue that to say that 
it is impossible for God to lie is not to say that He lacks the power to 
lie. The exercise of such a power, if it existed in God, would violate

CC7His perfect goodness.
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3.6 DIVINE OMNISCIENCE

So far there has not been an exhaustive examination of the views 

of the school of Ammonius as a whole on divine omniscience. In most cases 
several scholars have dealt with Ammonius, but within the framework of 
an attempt to determine Boethius' dependence on him regarding this

ccometaphysical problem. As a consequence, similar or parallel ideas of 
other members of this school, like Stephanus or the Anonymous author of 
the commentary in de Interprétâtione^ have received practically no 
attention.

The school of Ammonius offers a possible account of God's
experience of the world, which is, I think, conceptually defensible. Even

though the views of Ammonius, Stephanus and the Anonymous on the subject
559are expounded in their commentaries in de Interprétâtione, they argue 

that the laws of the Aristotelian syllogisms are superficial and not 
founded upon facts. Thus they cannot apply to the Neoplatonic solution 
to the problem, which includes not only metaphysical, but also 
epistemological, ethical and physical considerations as well 

Nevertheless, this does not mean that what can be said about divine 
omniscience violates the laws of human logic in general.

Ammonius ' and Stephanus ' arguments should be conceived within their 
attempt to define the relation between the God and the w o r l d . T h e  
answer to the inquiry about how God knows the world in a determinate way 
is to be sought on a metaphysical level with the assistance of the 

Iambiichean theory about the relation between the knowing subject and the 
object known. The discussion leads also to the formulation of a theory 

as to the conditions of possibility in the material world.



109
To start with, Ammonius and Stephanus examine the truth value of 

two opposing beliefs:

Belief (a): The world is governed by fate or the providence of the 
divine. Therefore, everything in the world occurs determinately and by 
necessity. This is something which applies also to all eternal 
realities.

Belief (b) : Some things are produced by particular causes and 
happen by contingency. Human beings have a free will and, therefore, they 

ought to cultivate their education and virtue in order to act in a better 
way.

Although Ammonius and Stephanus do not state it from the beginning, 
their main concern is to reconcile the two opposite views. Their 
argumentation will be pointing to the conclusion that even if God 
exercises providence, nothing in the material world occurs determinately 
and by necessity.Furthermore, the events which involve human beings 
are contingent, because they may equally well occur or not. These events 
are matters of human responsibility and choice.

The discussion continues with the introduction of three hypotheses, 
which are as follows:^"^

Hypothesis (a): God knows determinately the outcomes of
567contingencies.

Hypothesis (b): God has no knowledge of contingencies at all.
Hypothesis (c) : God has, like humans, an indeterminate knowledge

568of contingencies.

Hypothesis (b) needs hardly any argument to be refuted as impious, 
absurd and impossible. God is superior in that He creates eind ordains all 

secondary beings and intellects. How, then, could He be ignorant of, or 
neglect, what He creates by indolence?^^ It is true that neither
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cnçiAmmonius nor Stephanus insisted on examining the consequences of this 

hypothesis.
Hypothesis (c) seems to argue that, like humans, God cannot know 

for sure that a future event will actually take place. This hypothesis 
is somewhat impious but as absurd as hypothesis (b), because divine
knowledge is transcendent and superior to the human. If divine knowledge
were identical to ours either in nature or in capacity, God would not be

in a state of intelligent quiet, since He would have to deal with
S7Iparticular things. To support this view, Ammonius draws attention to 

the long treatises on the divine acts and to everyday facts which are
c?osignificant to those people who can note them. Unfortunately, he does 

not become any clearer than that.
Ammonius refutes the argument that the fact that God generally 

gives His oracles in an ambiguous form proves His indefinite knowledge of 
the future. Influenced by Syrianus, he argues that divine knowledge is 
distinct from the quality of a prophet. What enlightens is not identical 
to what is enlightened. Prophetic talk remains human, partial and
ambiguous, because God respects our ambivalent nature. Any prediction in 
general cannot have an unqualified, i.e. a determinate, truth before the 
predicted event actually takes place. Even so, however, prophetic talk 
may be to the advantage of those listening to it, since it may exercise 
their intellectual^^ qualities.

The main fact which Ammonius and Stephanus use in order to refute 
Hypothesis (c) is the immutability of the divine. If God is to remain

encimmutable. His knowledge cannot be variable. An indefinite knowledge 

is being continuously altered. If such were the case of divine knowledge, 
it would follow that part of the contents of the demiurgic Intellect, 
which is the knowing subject, would continuously be altered. The afore­
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mentioned traditional philosophical and theological view is founded on
the belief that in a perfect, and therefore immutable being, any change
would have to constitute deterioration. The principle of immutability
is supported by the argument referring to the complete actualization of

577a perfect being's capacities. Consequently, it is absolutely necessary
that God's capacity to know everything is completely actualized. In its

absolute actuality. His Intellect knows everything by reflecting upon
itself, because it has in itself the exemplars of all beings, i.e. the

Forms as cognitive and creative reason-principles. God generates
everything from the intelligible, indivisible and eternal Forms and

578thinks of what He creates in that manner. The activity of the
579demiurgic Intellect, anyway, does not extend outside itself.

God's knowledge of the future cannot be vague or conjectural,
580because He does not undergo any change in Himself. This means that He

581does not acquire a knowledge which He did not previously have, because
if that were the case, then He would undergo some sort of cheinge in His
Intellect. A man may know an event after it has happened to be, but God
knows it eternally. What for humans belongs to the future and is
contingent was examined by the school of Ammonius exclusively from the

582point of view of an immutable entity. For God, in whom coming-to-be
583is unacceptable even as a hypothesis, there is neither past nor 

future, but an eternal present which incorporates all three dimensions 
of time, is distinct from temporal images and signifies divine

immutability and stability.When "is" is applied to God, it is not
585meant in the temporal sense, because it actually denotes existence.

Since God necessarily is the principle with regard to all that exists,
586everything is placed near Him and is unified in an eternal present.

As the category of time does not apply to His omniscience, the latter is
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587of a timeless eternity. For the school of Ammonius the doctrine of 

timelessness provides a backing for and an explanation of the doctrine 
of God's immutability. If God is timeless, He is totally immutable. It 
also allows the claim that God is omniscient. God outside time knows our 
free actions, no matter if they may sometimes be in the future from our 
point of view. Since they are never in the future for God, He sees them 
as present and this does not endanger their free character.

Divine thinking is the indivisible, simultaneous and incessant 
cognition of all things that are, have been and will be, both universals 
and particulars as a whole. God knows particulars without having the need 
to perceive them. This may be impossible for a human being, but perfectly 
normal for God. As He knows particular things, even though He does not
have in His Intellect any Forms of particular things. He also knows

588privative states even though there are no privations in Him. What is 
understood as the future by human beings is the present in God, because 
nothing can be posterior for Him. His thinking is conceived as a static 
thinking of all things at once. God's knowledge does not take anything 
from the characteristics of the divisible or movable things He knows. 
Furthermore, He contemplates at once the totality of the intelligible 
world. For Him all intelligibles are constantly present and there is no 
transition from one object to another. All other intellects, which are 
below that of God, cannot simultaneously admit of two thoughts together; 

they understand one thought after the other. Discursive thought is
conconnected with change in time, which is not attributable to God.

Since God knows the present. He knows the outcome of His own
59(1creation and whatever springs from His creatures in any possible way. 

The use of the notion of an eternal present by Ammonius and his students 
eliminates from God all past and future and hence eliminates from Him
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591anything resembling human memory and anticipation. Thus, consistent 

with their exclusion of any kind of anthropomorphism, they successfully 
avoided inadequate anthropomorphisms in describing God.

Even though it is necessary for God to know determinately the 
outcomes of contingencies, yet there are certain difficulties as to the 

acceptance of Hypothesis (a). On the one hand, it is true that God knows
the outcomes of contingencies not only completely, but also in conformity

592with His own nature, i.e. in a determinate way. On the other hand,
however, universal determinism is introduced if we believe that

593contingencies necessarily conform to the knowledge God has of them.

In addition, nobody can doubt that contingent things, which develop
in multiplicity and change, can neither be organized nor ordered in
themselves, were it not for the creative and providential divine
causality.But then, if one claims that contingent things do not
necessarily conform to the divine knowledge of them, one may come to the
unacceptable conclusion that the things of our world are neither known

595nor foreseen by God.
At this point the position of Ammonius, Stephanus and the Anonymous 

writer of the commentary in de Interprétâtione cannot be defended by 

purely metaphysical arguments. Their thesis remains that God knows 
contingencies in a determinate way, yet they do not necessarily conform 

to the knowledge God has of them.
To reach the desired solution they apply the Iambi ichean doctrine

597of the threefold relation between knower and known. The content of 

knowledge is derived from the known object, but the knower is he who 
determines the degree of completeness of knowledge. Therefore, knowledge 
is a mean between the operation of the knower upon the known object, on 
the one hand, and the known object, on the other hand, and need not have
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the same status as the known object. The same thing, a triangle for 
example, is known by God as one, i.e. without the phenomenal multiplicity 
perceived by a human. An intellect would know it as a whole, i.e. with 

all its constituents together at the same time. Discursive thought would 
know it as a universal, representation would know it as a triangular

cooshape, and sensation would know it as an affection. It should be 
observed here that even if the school of Ammonius, like Plotinus and

599Porphyry, distinguished between the knowledge God has of the world and 
God as the knowing subject, they did not introduce some sort of duality 
into His Intellect. There can be no subject - object distinction in the 
knowledge attributed to God. This means that He does not know the objects 
of His knowledge as something external which His Intellect has to 
approach cognitively. God knows everything internally, so to speak;as 
beings created by Him. The divine cognition of everything else is 
presented as analogous to the sun's light when still in the sun. God has 
an exact knowledge of all things with constant reference to His own 
nature. This is possible not because He has perceived all things, but 
rather because He possesses their cognitive and creative reason- 
principles .

The part of this theory which is of particular interest to the 
problem of divine knowledge is that if the knower is superior to the 

known, then he has a knowledge of it which is superior even to the 
knowledge the known has of itself, provided that the object known is 

itself a knower.Applying this doctrine to our case, Stephanus says 
that God knows the generated things in a way which is superior to the 

indeterminate nature of the generated things, that is to say that He 
knows them in a definite way.̂ ^̂  God's knowledge of contingencies 
corresponds to the kind of knowledge which is superior to the object
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known, because God realizes contingent things better than contingent 
things themselves do. Even if the latter have an indeterminate nature and
may either occur or not, God possesses a determinate knowledge of

fi()2them. The divine science of contingencies is single and immutable. To 
know divisible things in an indivisible and dimensionless way, manifold 

things in a unitary way, temporal things atemporally and generated things
in an ungenerated way is not only appropriate, but also necessary for

603God. The possession of perfect knowledge was attributed even to lower 
gods, nymphs, angels and daemons. They possess this knowledge eternally 
because of the cognitive reason-principles in their intellects, without 
the need of any gradual process involving learning or intellection.^^*

God ordains all possibilities,^'^ but epistemically there is no 
possibility for Him, as He knows the outcome of everything beforehand. 
Possibilities exist metaphysically with respect to particular beings 
only, but their definite outcome is not caused by God's knowledge of it; 
the nature of things themselves is exclusively responsible not only for
their outcome, but also for the contents of the knowledge God has of

607their outcome. Since God transcends all ambivalence and contingency, 
the reason for His omniscience is that the outcome of what is indefinite
is included in the possibilities He has arranged. Divine knowledge

608renders actual what for us is in potency. From our point of view in 
the world, free future decisions appear as not yet made ; nevertheless 
in reality they already have been made and exist in God timelessly in 
their full concreteness.

The outcome of contingencies cannot be thought necessary on the 
ground that God knows it in a determinate way. When it occurs, it will 

be only because a contingent thing will have this or that outcome. God 
must simply know which this outcome will be.̂ *̂̂  Since divine knowledge
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is not understood by the school of Ammonius to be a foreknowledge, it no 

more necessitates an event than our seeing of an event necessitates 
i t I f  God knows that a certain particular will come to be at some 
time, the particular will come to be at that time, because the existence
of things follows the truth of the cognitive reason-principles in His

612Intellect. In other words, it is argued that necessarily, if God knows 
anything, it will come to pass. The only things which God can rightly be 
said to know are those which in fact come to pass. This does not entail 
that if God knows anything, it will necessarily come to pass. Such a 
claim would yield the conclusion that man does not have free will.

Ammonius himself did not examine the role of free will in this
612scheme. Its existence is justified by the Anonymous commentator on the 

de Interprétât ione and Stephanus. The former^^ argues that men have been 
made by Nature to have free will with reference to contingencies, and 
this is not in vain on behalf of Nature. If everything in the world were 
subject to necessity, free will would be purposeless. The latter^^ 
justifies the existence of free will as the only possible answer to the 
question why God does not prevent evil actions, even though He knows a 
priori how men will choose and what the outcome of their choice will be. 
Stephanus holds that even if God has the ability to prevent evil actions. 
He does not wish to do it, because He has bestowed on man free will. The 
fact, however, remains that God freely allows evil to occur. Stephanus 

did not pose the question if this is somehow evil after all.
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3.7 THE CREATION OF THE WORLD

In the previous section we examined the doctrine that the divine 
knowledge of the outcome of contingent entities does not determine this 
outcome at all. Things are different, though, with respect to the 

generation^ i.e. the beginning, of contingent entities. At the level of 

generation of beings by the Demiurge there is a strict interdependence 
between intellection and causation. The Demiurge knows what He creates 
and creates what He knows. The creation of the world depends on His 

activity of intellection as He generates by means of His thought. The 
creative reason-principles in His Intellect are acts of thinking and when 

He creates. He gives existence to His thoughts. The world is an image or 
an imitation of the archetypes in His Intellect. A particular man, for 
example, has only a similarity to the universal "Man" in the demiurgic 
Intellect.The creation by the Demiurge is the total, integral and
transcendent causation of the existence of all beings; therefore it is

617incomparably superior to that by Nature. The responsibility of the
Demiurge is not restricted to qualitative changes, as these take place

618when something receives its species on its way from becoming to being.
Ammonius was reported by Simplicius to have shown that the 

Aristotelian Unmoved Mover is both the efficient and the final cause of 

the universe. Ammonius thought that Aristotle recognized God as the 
demiurgic Intellect, identical to the Good, which is causally responsible 
for the beginningless existence of the natural world and for the eternal 
movement of the universe as well. This interpretation of Aristotle's God 
is offered at the level of natural philosophy.^^^

Asclepius, on the other hand, presented Ammonius as holding that 
Aristotle's God contains both a supreme principle (identical to the
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Neoplatonic One) and, distinct from it, an intellect subordinate to the 
supreme principle and responsible for the orderly motion of things. The 
Unmoved Mover is said primarily to be the Good, the first origin and the 
final cause of all reality. It is clear that for Asclepius the 
Aristotelian unmoved Mover is not identified by Ammonius with the 
demiurgic Intellect. Aristotle's God was also similarly interpreted by 
early Philoponus as the efficient and the final cause of the universe 
which is identical to the Neoplatonic One. Elias, too, ascribed to 
Aristotle the transcendence of the Good with respect to the demiurgic 
Intellect.

K. Verrycken suggested that both Asclepius' and Simplicius' 
versions should be considered as two complementary variants of the same 
theory. It is simply a shift of emphasis: Asclepius, as a commentator of 
the Metaphysics, referred to the level of the supreme cause, the One, 
while Simplicius, as a commentator of the Physics and the De caelo, 

referred to the level of the demiurgic Intellect.
Ammonius' philosophical discussion on the creation of the world is 

based on the necessities to which the Demiurge is subject. It is among 
His integral characteristics, as we have seen in section 3.5, that by 
necessity He is the source of all goodness and that He continually 
creates. It was difficult for Ammonius to believe that the Demiurge has 
not always been productive and that He might have refrained from creating 
anything. If the eternal creation of the world is good and desirable,
then for the Demiurge to have refrained from creating, while having the

622capacity to do so, would be a defect or imperfection.

Following Proclus, Ammonius was a monist in his ethics as he
622accepted the existence of one ultimate cause of everything. Whatever 

exists, derives from the Demiurge, who is necessarily good. It is because
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of His goodness that He creates the world, which is something good. 
The Demiurge has always to be creating in order to be the absolute good 
actually and not potentially. In the Neoplatonic tradition one finds the 
belief in the necessity according to which the sensible world is a 
consequence of the intelligible in the way that light is reflected from 

a source of light.
The Demiurge does not undergo any alteration when He creates. When 

the incorporeal beings act, they do not move or change, in the proper
f Ifsense, because their acting does involve any destruction at all.

Alteration proper is a characteristic only of the material objects when
627one of their properties is destroyed and another is acquired. The 

creation is not to be considered even as a quasi-alteration, for the 
Demiurge is an actuality not preceded by any potentiality at all. This 
means that in Him there is no actualization of any potentialities, in 
which case, even if no destruction were involved, one would be justified 
to talk about a quasi-alteration.

When the Demiurge creates He gives substance and existence to
628creatures by extending His energy outside Himself, but not all 

creatures have a substantial relation with Him. The substances He creates 
with no other intervention are similar to His own. The material world is 

created after the intervention of the heavenly bodies; therefore, it has 
a substance different not only from that of the Demiurge, which is

immaterial, but also from that of the heavenly bodies, which is less
629material than that of the sublunary world. There is nothing which does

61(1not have the Demiurge either as its immediate or its prior cause.
Since He creates the essence of all things, nothing can escape His

621causality which is superior to all other causalities. The world

depends on the Demiurge absolutely and in a radical way. Thus creation
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should be understood as a beneficence to the world by the eternal 
entelechy of the Demiurge. The constant relation between the efficient
cause and the things created is that the latter participate in the

632goodness of the former.
The existence of some sort of communion among all creatures
633proves that everything has been created by one principle. The

generative causes of the world are not many, because if that were the

case, they would be equally valued. But even then, one among them would
63ihave to be generative of the rest.

Everything derives from a pre-existing cause (i.e. the Forms in the
demiurgic Intellect) and there is no creation ex nihilo. For the school

63Sof Ammonius a creation ex nihilo would presuppose that not-Being would 
be in actuality prior to Being and, therefore, something non-existent 
would become superior to something existent. If the creation of the world 
were ex nihilo, not-Being would have pre-existed Being. If so, not-Being 
either

(a) would have the power to generate, or
(b) would not have this power at all.
If not-Being had the power to generate matter, then not-Being would 

be matter itself, given that everything which is generated is material. 

But by definition not-Being cannot be matter. Therefore, (a) is not 
valid. In conclusion, if not-Being pre-existed Being, then there would 
be no generation at all, which means that the creation of the world was 
not ex nihilo.

Another argument as to the derivation of the world from one and the 
same principle is that the order of the world cannot be attributed to 
mere chance. The omnibenevolent Demiurge projects His purposes upon 
Nature and works them out t h e r e . T h e  order̂ ^̂  and the continuous
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succession of beings is to be connected to a certain purpose executed by 
Nature. It creates that which applies to the majority of beings, so what
happens by chance is per accidens, not eternal, nor by necessity, nor

638defined and somehow without cause. A monster, for example, is a
mistake of Nature and is not created either for its own sake or for the

639sake of something else. Despite the fact that in the works of Ammonius 
and his students many are the assertions that neither the Demiurge nor 
Nature creates anything superfluous or evil or at random,few are the 
references as to what exactly the general purpose of creation is. Since 
providence manages the universe, everything happens for the sake of some 

good. The most purposive work of Nature is to allow natural beings to 
participate in the eternity of the divine as much as this is possible. 

Particular natural beings, however, are subject to generation and 
destruction. Therefore, Nature preserves their specific eternity by means 

of reproduction. The circular motion of the heavenly bodies and of the 
elements of the world is also another sign of providence exercised by 
Nature, which aims at the restoration of the duration and composition of 
the world.Mankind, which constitutes the dregs of the universe, had 
to exist or the world would be imperfect. Man exists in order to 
embellish the tangible world, but no other clues are given as to the 
general purpose of the tangible w o r l d . E v e n  when Ammonius^^^ and 
Gessius^^^ discuss the necessity according to which the Demiurge 
continually creates, they do not incorporate this necessity into the 

services of a general plan.
Creation starts from the perfect beings. In the first place, the 

Demiurge creates the eternally unchangeable beings, the intelligible 

substances, which need no external p l a c e . T o  create the material 
world. He uses as an instrument the unformed and composite matter.



122

Thus, He secondly, gives existence to the heavenly bodies. Thirdly, He 
creates the natural beings, which numerically are generable and

(tilperishable, but specifically are eternal.

It is important to stress that, according to Ammonius and his 
students, the Demiurge does not create the whole world directly. They 

transferred part of the divine causality to the heavenly bodies in order 
to explain the origin of destruction in the material world. God is the 
cause of generation as such and ensures that generation is 
everlasting. Destruction does not occur in the eternal beings created 
by the Demiurge Himself (e.g. the souls or the heavenly bodies), but in 
the beings created after the intervention of the heavenly bodies. 
Sublunary substantial change is a perpetual process of generation, the 
efficient cause of which is the perpetual motion of the heavenly 
bodies.

To formulate their theory, one could probably say that the Demiurge 
either Himself brings about or makes or permits some other being to bring 
about the existence of all beings that exist. When other beings bring 
about the existence of things, the Demiurge makes them do so, or permits 
them to do so. The beings which have been generated directly by the 
Demiurge are eternal; perishable are the beings ultimately derived from 

the Demiurge, as well, but with the intervention of the heavenly bodies, 
which are more proximate causes of generation of the particulars and the 

causes of their destruction.A creation of the world directly by the 
Demiurge would be contrary to the natural order of things which requires 
that the effects have to be as similar to their causes as possible. Since 

such a similarity does not exist between the Demiurge and the material 
world, it is assumed that the latter has been created with the 
intervention of intermediate powers. These powers do not have an
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£eoindependent existence. One clearly sees here the influence of Plato's 

Timaeus in the theory that the Demiurge does not create mortal creatures 

directly. Moreover, it should be borne in mind that in their 
metaphysical system the later Neoplatonists preferred to multiply the 
levels of Being by interposing a third entity, whenever the relation 
between two entities seemed to be unclear. The third entity usually had 

elements in common with the initial two entities.

Our sources are no more informative regarding the exact role of the 
intervening efficient causes of the world. What becomes more than 
evident, however, is the elimination of the role of the Demiurge in the 
creation of the particular beings.
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3.7.1 THE œETERNITY OF THE WORLD WITH THE DEMIURGE

Eternity is the most important, I think, of the set of 
characteristics traditionally attributed to the Demiurge, because it is 
logically connected to claims concerning other attributes. In particular, 

the claim that He is necessary, the claim that He is immanent in the 
world, that He knows or cares about human existence and so f o r t h . O n  

the other hand, however, the belief in the eternity of the Demiurge 
without certain modifications would collapse the distinctions between 
past, present and future in the material world and would lead to the 
conclusion that time and history are illusions. Such modifications are 
found in the doctrine of the school of Ammonius concerning the coeternity 
of the world with the Demiurge. This doctrine advanced the view that the 
world as a whole is eternal, but its parts are in time, and, 
consequently, subject to generation and destruction.

To begin with, pagan Neoplatonists believed in the eternity and 
self-sufficiency of matter and that the world is eternal though in all
aspects dependent on the Demiurge.The problem is one of natural

657philosophy involving, however, arguments as to the relation of the
658world to the Demiurge in the way Ammonius and his students see it. 

They ascribed to Aristotle the view that God is causally responsible for 
the existence of the universe, but not in the sense of giving it a 

beginning.
They used the belief in the eternity of the world to show that 

theological speculation is possible.In particular, it was argued that 
the cause of the eternal movement of the heavens is one and immaterial. 

No material cause could be responsible for such a movement, because 
material causes have limited power and are perishable. Consequently, they
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would make the heavens perishable, too. The cause of the movement of the 
heavens is one, incorporeal, infinite and imperishable. These are exactly 
the characteristics of the divine.

The background of this discussion is the passage in Plato's Timaeus 
where it is stated that the universe was generated in time. Some 

Platonists, like Plutarch and Atticus, argued that its generation is 
temporal. Plotinus, Porphyry, Iambiichus and Proclus interpreted this 
passage as expressing Plato's belief that the divine is only causally and 
not temporally prior to the world. Proclus attributed infinite duration 

to the universe which he conceived as generated, but with no temporal 
end. Therefore, the world does not enjoy the eternity of the divine.

Ammonius was reported to have written a book on the causes of the 
world. In this book the fundamental hypothesis must have been the 
eternity of the Demiurge. Deviating from Proclus, the school of 
Ammonius subscribed to the metaphorical interpretation of the Timaeus as 
asserting the creation of the world ab aeterno. The Demiurge supplies 
being to everything, but creation does not start from a particular time; 
it occurs from eternity. The structures of the heavens, of the rational 
human soul and of the world soul, which causes the movement of the 
heavenly bodies, are eternal. The creation of the world is not a temporal 
process and, therefore, it has neither a beginning nor an end. Despite 

the fact that the universe has no beginning or end, it still is not true 
being,because its parts are not imperishable; they are subject to 
generation and destruction no matter if the universe is imperishable as 
a whole.

The main thesis, on which Ammonius was reported to have based his 
argumentation regarding the coetemity^^ of the world with its Demiurge, 
is the immutability of the Demiurge. The hypothesis that the universe had
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a temporal beginning undermines such a thesis, because it implies that 
the Demiurge changed His purposes and then created the universe.

The claims (a) that the Demiurge had once been ignorant of the Good 

and acquired knowledge of it afterwards and (b) that it was because of
envy that He did not create the world eternally are totally

f[f\lunacceptable. It is inconsistent to believe that He was first inactive 
and then proceeded to the creation of the elements of the world. This 

view is incompatible with His immutability.
As the Demiurge does not undergo any change at all, the only 

possible solution for Ammonius was to accept that the world is coeternal 
with the Demiurge. If the case were different, one would have to 
attribute deliberation to the Demiurge in the sense that He some time 
wanted beings to subsist. This in turn would mean that there was a time 
when He did not have such a deliberation. Ammonius believes that since 
deliberation itself requires some time, it introduces change in the 
Demiurge.

The Demiurge cannot have begun the creation of the world at a
certain point in time.̂ ^̂  He needs no time at all to produce all things

670by His generative power. The creation of the world, therefore, has to 
be non-temporal. What is in time concerning the world is, presumably, its 

present order. The world is coextensive in time with the Demiurge, so 
long as He is only causally prior. The subordination of the world to the

Demiurge should not be understood as a chronological posteriority, but
671as an eternal ontological dependence. Therefore, the world is eternal

672and the heavenly bodies are indestructible with an eternal substance.
By virtue of the creative reason-principles in the demiurgic Intellect,

673the world is free from disease and ageing.
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Having shown that the coeternity of the world with the Demiurge is 
the only plausible possibility, the school of Ammonius advances the claim 
that the world is eternal by being imperishable as a whole. This does 
not mean of course that destruction is not a phenomenon in the world, but 
that it applies to the particulars only. As the Demiurge cannot be said 

to be evil, destruction of the particulars is attributed to His goodness. 
But certainly it is not in vain, nor because of something evil outside 
the divine.

If the world were to perish as a whole, then one would have to 
admit that such a destruction is in conformity with the divine will, 
otherwise, it would be implied that the Demiurge is weak. To prove 
that the Demiurge does not wish the world to perish as a whole, Ammonius 
proceeded to the rejection of the three possible explanations of the 
hypothesis that the world is to perish as a whole in conformity with the 
divine will:

a) First, the world would perish as a whole, if the Demiurge wished 
to create something better afterwards.

For Ammonius this possibility has to be excluded, because he 
understands this world to be the best of all creatures.

b) Secondly, this world would perish as a whole, if the Demiurge 
wished to create something worse afterwards.

This possibility is hardly refuted by Ammonius. He simply says that 
it is not right for such a belief to be held.

c) Thirdly, this world would perish as a whole, if the Demiurge 
wished to create something similar afterwards.

This is equally unacceptable for Ammonius, because it implies that 
the Demiurge labours in vain and destroys His good works to create 
something similar.
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Consequently, the Demiurge has no plausible reason to allow the 
destruction of the world as a whole. That the world is imperishable as 
a whole implies, as well, that it was not generated in time. Ammonius did 
not argue that what is indestructible is not created in time - this was
actually the view of the Presocratics, Plato and Aristotle -, but that

f\lf\the indestructible world was not created in time. Destruction is only 

of particulars, because their immediate cause is not the Demiurge. His 
goodness and immutability explain why the world does not perish as a
whole. The Demiurge does not allow the destruction of the world which by

677definition is good. Like a good general, He preserves the harmony of
the world by creating new individuals to replace those which have

678perished. Thus sublunary living substances, e.g. human beings, are
679specifically eternal, by way of creation and destruction.

680That the world has a spherical shape was used by Gessius as an 
additional proof that the world has no beginning or end in time. It is 
self-evident, of course, that this claim is not persuasive at all.
Gessius' proper arguments as to the eternity of the world have as their

681starting point two premisses. The first is that everything generated 
comes to be in time. The second (obviously fallacious, because it 
confuses time as measure and time as duration) is that measures are by 
nature contemporaneous with that which is measured, as they are related 

to each other. Gessius' argument then runs as follows: if we suppose that 
time was generated, it has to be accepted that time was generated 

contemporaneously with the heavens. But if so, one comes to the absurd 
conclusion that time was created in time, i.e. that there pre-existed a 
time for the subsistence of time, or, in other words that the world pre­
existed its own existence. Therefore, Gessius concludes, neither time nor 
the world was generated in time; they are coeternal with the Demiurge.
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Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?) simply mentioned Aristotle's belief 

in the eternity of the world, and some people's belief in the eternity 
of the fifth substanceSimilarly, Pseudo-Eliasreferred to the 
doctrine of the eternity of matter. The point is, however, that nowhere 
did they accept or refute these beliefs.

The conclusion which probably derives from this discussion is that 
Ammonius' own position regarding the eternity of the world differs from 

that of Proclus in the following point: Proclus maintained that the world 
has a temporal beginning but no end in time, while Ammonius was 

presumably the first to argue for the coeternity of the world with the 
Demiurge. Ammonius' modification of the doctrine of the eternity of the 

world became possible, because it was grounded in the immutability of the 
Demiurge. He understood immutability in the strong sense that the 
Demiurge cannot change at all. The doctrine of divine immutability in 
this sense is combined with the doctrine of divine timelessness. The 
perfection of the Demiurge consists in His being in a certain static 
condition. As to the rest, Ammonius was in accordance with the pagan 
tradition that this world has no end in time.
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3.8 DIVINE PROVIDENCE

Based on the belief in the immutability of the divine, the school 
of Ammonius taught that the Demiurge does not act according to any 
deliberations when He exercises providence. Since the existence of any 

deliberations in the Demiurge would introduce change in Him, they
understood divine providence to be a conscious work, but not a willed

685one. This idea is traditional in Neoplatonism, since Proclus had
argued that divine providence operates automatically and without
deliberation at all. From the very fact that the Demiurge has created the
world, it is concluded that He exercises providence. The school of
Ammonius could not conceive of the existence of a Demiurge who does not

686show concern for what He has created. An inferior deity, which is
patron of motion and procession, stimulates the Demiurge to providential

687care of all beings. Even if stimulated by some patron deity. He
exercises providence without any thought or notion of His, just as the

688sun fills everything which can participate in it with its light.
The facts that the Demiurge transcends all beings inferior to Him

and eternally contemplates Himself are not incompatible with the
689providence He exercises for the beings He transcends. His 

transcendence is accomplished by means of His elevative powers, which 
allow Him to revert upon Himself. Neither does His providence involve any 
remission of His pure and unitary transcendence, nor does His separate 
unity annul His providence^'^ in the direct acts of which, miracles are
also included.There is not a being small enough to be ignored by the

692omniscient providence, nor so large as to escape its ordaining 
incorporeal power, which is simultaneously near all beings and near each 

one of them.̂ ^̂  Providence is another name to denote divine goodness.
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According to a law of correspondence, providential care is much 

more of wholes than of parts, just as in a particular living being the 

best part of it has the better part of its activity.The power of the 
Demiurge extends not only to unformed matter, but also to privations, 
negations and even to not-Being.^^^ It reaches even those men who want
to be deprived of it, bringing them back to conformity with Nature by

697means of deserved punishment. Even though the Demiurge is equally and
constantly concerned with everyone per se and not per accidens, it is
because of their weakness that some people think that He has separated

69DHimself from them. In order to know how the Demiurge exercises 
providence, one needs the purification of one's passions. Thus one 
realizes the wisdom with which His providence gives the order of 
beings.

Of all entities the eternal ones are taken less care of than the 
things which are in a flux. Having received their changeless substance 
immediately from the Demiurge, eternal beings hardly need any providence 
at all. The underlying view was better expressed by Saint Augustine^^^ 
who argued that God granted more Being to some of His creatures and less 
to others and, therefore, ordered natural entities according to a system 
of degrees of Being.

The indeterminate entities, in contrast, could not exist or be 
organized or ordered in themselves without the transcendent and the

701particular causality of the providence of the Demiurge. When He 

exercises providence, He treats the material world as something mutable,
subject to becoming in time. However, He acts in accordance with His own

702nature which is one, simple and wholly invariable.

With respect to humans, the Demiurge is believed to take care of 
all of them equally. They receive the illumination of His providence with
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703the intervention of the heavens, but it depends on their

701susceptibility to benefit from it as much as possible. Normally the
Demiurge takes care not only of man's being, but also of his well-

70Sbeing. If the recipients are not purified of their passions, it may
seem to them that He has separated Himself from them; this is only an

706illusion, with the exception of clearly unworthy people.
The Demiurge exercises providence on humans also by giving them

free will in order that they can make their own decisions with respect
707to contingencies. Since men are self-motivated, this entails for them 

the capacity to sin. Their actions are not determined by prior states of 

the world; their choices are up to them. It also entails that the 
Demiurge is not responsible for their wrongdoing, because, in addition, 
they have also been given common notions to recognize and avoid evil. 
Common notions are supposed to provide men with criteria to judge their 
own actions. Men are free to act either in accordance to common morality 
or not, so that they are morally responsible for their actions. Common 
notions are also useful for enabling them to speculate about the Demiurge 
and the rational souls. The possession of the latter kind of notions is 
irrespective of faith in God.̂ ®̂

The justice of the providence of the Demiurge is also seen in the 
fact that human souls have immortal substances. If they were mortal,

after their withdrawal from the body, the souls of good persons would not
709differ from those of evil persons. The texts available do not provide

any details as to the awards given to good souls after death. Concerning

the punishment of bad souls, we are informed that it consists in the
expiation of every sin. Then, the souls are set free to return to life

710in their natural station. Owing to divine providence, each man gets 
what he deserves according to his merits and his deeds; therefore, the
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punishment of the souls is not inflicted because of divine wrath. This 
necessity is realized after the death of the body, since the soul is 
immortal. Punishment may be among the things the Demiurge is said to do, 
but it should be mentioned that the school of Ammonius did not pay any 
attention to the consequence that the doing of punishment at one time 

carries entaiIments of things being true at later or earlier times. If 
God brings about punishment of one's sins after one's death, then 

necessarily the punishment of one's sins comes into existence
simultaneously with, or subsequently to, the action of the Demiurge. So, 
the supposition that the Demiurge could bring things about, like 
punishing, without His doing these things at times before or after other 
times seems incoherent. In the terminology of the school of Ammonius the 
noun "punishment" (MdAaois) is not used in a sense different from the 
normal, in an analogical sense, for example.
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EPILOGUE

Ammonius and his students were persuaded that in the divine we find 

ourselves immeasurably transcended. The divine is beyond the limits of 
our comprehending capacity. We may speak of it in terms of personal 
attributes, but such terms cannot properly describe it. Between what we 
say about God and what God is, there is an analogy or a correspondence 
or a partial agreement. However, after we exhaust the resources of 
language in pointing the soul toward the transcendent, in the end we 

realize that what we mean is beyond anything that we could ever say.
Of the six different senses in which God may be unknown in

711Neoplatonism, according to E.R. Dodds, the following five were 
expounded in the writings of the school of Ammonius.

(a) God may be unknown to mankind in general owing to the necessary 
limitations of human nature.

The school applied this sense to the unknowabi 1 ity of the One, the 
supreme God.

(b) God may be unknown to all who have not enjoyed a special 
revelation or initiation.

The school applied this sense to the case of people who need an 
active intellect to make their potential intellects actual either by 

means of illumination from the demiurgic Intellect or by means of 
teaching.

(c) God may be unknown and unknowable in His essence, but partially 
knowable by inference from His works or analogy with other causes.

For the school of Ammonius this corresponds to the case of our 
knowledge of the Demiurge.
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(d) God may be unknown and unknowable in His positive character, 

but definable in negations.
This is the view of those members of the school of Ammonius, who 

advanced arguments in favour of negative theology.
(e) God may be unknown and unknowable, but accessible in a unio 

mystica which is not properly speaking knowledge, being supralogical.
This is the case applied to the unknowabi 1 ity of the One, which is 

and will be unknown to all human beings if they try to know it by means 
of a rational approach.

Nevertheless, Ammonius and his students were of the opinion that 
we should perform the labour of understanding the Demiurge through His 
manifestation in Nature. We learn that He is omniscient, omnibenevolent, 
productively perfect, self-existent, eternal, not subject to laws of 
space and time, impassive, purely actual, absolutely necessary and simple 
and with a huge power. Notably, Ammonius and his students had no views 
as to the transmission of this knowledge of the divine to others.

Even if they argued that man can be united with the divine by means 
of intuition, they considered such an experience as non-philosophical 
and, with the exception of Olympiodorus, limited themselves to a purely 

philosophical knowledge of God, to the rational processes for a natural 
knowledge of God.

With reference to the doctrine of the school on the cognitive and 
creative reason-principles they constructed a consistent theory based on 

the similarity between the Demiurge and man. Thus it was reasonable to 
argue that both know what they know due to the activation of the cognitive 

reason-principles in their intellects. The activation of the cognitive 
reason-principles in the human intellect in time makes it able to acquire 

knowledge of an intellect which may be superior to, but still similar
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with the human to some extent, at least. There are of course things about 
the divine which cannot be known by the human intellect because of the 
fact that the latter resides in a body. What is known about the Demiurge, 
however, is consistent with the position of the Demiurge in their 
metaphysical system which requires that the Demiurge is subject to some 

unsurpassable necessities.
The theory of the school of Ammonius has not survived either in 

contemporary or in modern philosophy. It is defensible, though, within 

its historical framework as a Neoplatonic theory in late antiquity. Thus 
it has a considerable coherence, even if its constituent parts are in the 

form of scattered references appearing in commentaries on Platonic, 
Aristotelian, Porphyrian, mathematical and astrological works.
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6; in Nic. Isag. I.a.50-61, I.lq.31 ff.; I.kô, Aa, A(3; Philoponus, in 
Nic. Isag. I.%S; Elias, in Cat. Pr. 121.16-18; cf. Alcinous ,
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10.2; David, Def. 124.18-22; Elias, Prol. 27.35-28.12; Ph. Merlan (1960), 
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57.26-58.25) and Elias {Prol. 27.37-28.5) distinguished things that are 
material both in reality and in thought (wood, stone, bone) from things 
which are material in reality but immaterial in thought (mathematical 
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116. ibid., 20.33-34; Philoponus, in de Intell. 46.80-85.
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124. Asclepius, inMetaph. 74.5-10, 136.32-34, 140.15-16, 143.11- 
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Olympiodorus (in Phaed. 13 § 2), who quoted the same line, appear to have 
read the original poem. On the other hand, J. Whittaker (1971, 21-24) 
advanced a cautious plea on behalf of the text of the above mentioned 
commentators and argued that the doctrine of non-durational eternity, 
associated with versions of this line, was not taught by the historical 
Parmenides. Cf. J.H.M.M. Loenen (1959), 76 ff.; L. Tarân (1965), 181; 
L.G. Westerink's note on p. 167 of his edition of Olympiodorus' in



150

Phaedonem, 13 § 2.12. What the school of Ammonius tried to do was to give 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 2: THE KNOWLEDGE OF UNIVERSALS

211. Cf. R.I. Aaron (1967), 12.

212. Ammonius, in Isag. 31.17-20; David, in Isag. 97.22-26. 
Ammonius attributes the invention to Nature, while David attributes it 
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universals, see: H. Khatchadourian (1986).

213. Elias, in Isag. 51.2-10, 61.6-8.
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215. Ammonius, in Cat. 19.10-14; David, in Isag. 109.27-28. Cf. 

Philoponus, in Cat. 18.25-19.5, 19.13-14; K.-H. Uthermann (1985), 392. 
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217. Elias, in Isag. 38.21, 56.17-19, 56.22-27; cf. 58.5-59.1; Ps.- 
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218. Ammonius, in Cat. 20.15-16; in Isag. 56.1, 58.13, 77.14-83.22, 

87.19-26; Asclepius, in Metaph. 431.5, 440.27-28, 442.23-26; Philoponus, 
in Cat. 19.25-29, 63.14-17; Olympiodorus, in Cat. 65.32-35; Elias, in 
Isag. 63.19-34, 66.15-67.25; K. Kremer (1961/2), 54-55; J.P. Anton 
(1969), 8-10.

219. Ammonius, in Isag. 64.15-20.

220. Olympiodorus, in Cat. 32.28, 118.25-35.

221. Porphyry, Isag. 1.8-13; See R.I. Aaron (1967), 3; L. Benakis
(1982), 79; G.Ph. Kostaras (1991), 323.

222. David, in Isag. 108.25-26, 109.5-9, 114.4-6, 119.17-24.
223. Ammonius, in Cat. 36.4-7, 41.5-11; in Isag. 41.10-42.26, 

68.25-69.11, 104.27 ff. ; Philoponus, in Cat. 58.13-23; in PAys. 11.29-31 ; 
in de An. 10.21-22; Simplicius, in Cat. 82.35-83.20; Elias, in Isag.
48.18-30; cf. 49.22-23; Ps.-Elias (Ps.-David), in Isag. 29.35, 29.39. See 
K. Kremer (1961/2), 62; S. Gersh (1978), 97; A.C. Lloyd (1990), 29, 67; 
L. Benakis (1982), 77, 84; (1983), 280-282; M. Rapava (1982), 224; I. 
Mueller (1990), 466-467; P. Kotzia - Panteli (1992), 143-146.
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82.27-28, 99.1; Proclus, in Tim. I 49.27; Simplicius, in Cat. 82.35- 
83.20; cf. A.C. Lloyd (1990), 67.
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Isag. 75.14-20, 76.16-24; cf. Plutarch, Amat. 764d, 765a; Plotinus, Enn. 
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aùxô f) d:côcpa<TLe &ÀÀ& nôvov dvaCgeaLv ôrjÀot xfis xaxaÀfjipeoos, où jiévxoL ye 
Ào^Pdvexai, o5s etpTixai' Intèg itdaav y^P èoxLv ùwoLav". Cf. Plotinus, Erm.
V.5.13; 0. Sôhngen (1923), 15-17; K. Verrycken (1990a), 206.

379. Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 4 § 3, lines 10-11; in Aie. 42.16,
44.9, 51.16-19; in Gorg. 32.16-24; Philoponus, in Cat. 103.28-29; 
Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 537.14-16. When Asclepius (in 
Metaph. 147.5-11) claims that, with respect to God, there is neither 
monad nor dyad, since God creates both the one and the dyad, it must be 
clarified that he refers to monad and dyad only as numbers and not as 
metaphysical principles.

380. Olympiodorus, in Cat. 44.8-11; in Gorg. 32.16-33.3, 243.16-22.
381. Plotinus, Enn. V.3.13.1-9, V.3.14.1-20, V.5.6.22-37, V.5.12,

VI.7.15.30-33, VI.9.3.49-55, VI.9.5.32-46; Porphyry, inParm. VI, 12 ff.; 
J. Dillon (1992), 362.

382. Cf. J.P. Kenney (1986), 272.
383. Ammonius, in Int. 132.19-25.
384. Ammonius (in Int. 249.1-25) quotes Empedocles' censure of

anthropomorphic gods (Fr. 134) where in particular Apollo is referred to
and, in the quoted lines, all divine beings. Ammonius argues that the 
fragment is Empedocles' definition of God. The first line of the fragment 
is also given by Olympiodorus (in Gorg. 33.14) on Empedocles'
anticipation of Plato's denial of anything bodily to God, and the whole 
fragment without line 2 is in the margin. See M.R. Wright (1981), 131, 
253-255.

385. Asclepius, in Metaph. 196.31-197.2.
386. Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 237.7-13.

387. Ammonius, in Isag. 35.4-16, 57.18-25.
388. E.g. the ante rem universal "Substance" (Ammonius, in Cat. 

44.8-11).

389. Ammonius, in An. Pr. 3.22-32, 19.15-16, 20.38-21.8, 25.11-35; 
in Isag. 20.15-17, 32.2-13, 55.8-56.1, 57.25-58.2, 85.8-10;
Philoponus(?)/ Stephanus(?), in de An. 490.20-28; K. Kremer (1961), 38.

390. Ammonius, in Int. 27.27-33; cf. Aristotle, Metaph. 1051b9-12.
391. Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 246.7-12; L.G. Westerink (1990), 332- 

333; his introduction to his edition of the Anonymous' Prolegomena 
Philosophiae Platonicae, xxv.
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392. Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 492.15-16, 541.20-31,

564.7-14.
393. ibid., 515.24-29, 542.10-12. Whenever human intellect thinks 

about the divine, it does so through imagination (ôi& cpavxaaCas) and not 
together with it (pEX& cpavraoCas). Thus from the good order of the
sensible world we are led up to the notion of the divine (ibid., 564.10-
14).

394. Plotinus, Enn. VI.8.11.33-37; Porphyry, in Parm. IX.8-X.11, 
X.25-29; Proclus, in Parm. 1080.28-31; H.-D. Saffrey (1988), 8-14.

395. Asclepius, in Metaph. 294.31-33.
396. ibid., 114.31-115.9, 117.26-32.

397. Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 236.25-237.7.
398. Elias, in Cat. Pr. 121.13-16.

399. Asclepius, in Metaph. 5.37-6.8; cf. Plato, Tim. 47a.
400. Asclepius, in Metaph. 6.20-21, 11.34-36, 15.7-10, 140.29-32.

The Greek term used by Asclepius to denote intuition is "dxAfl ë%ipoÀh". 
See also: Plotinus, Enn. 1.6.2, IV.4.1; Damascius, De princ. I 64.8.

401. Asclepius, in Metaph. 309.15-18; cf. Plotinus, Enn. III.8.10,
VI.9.7.

402. David, Def. 16.1-6; cf. G. Nakhnikian (1986), 23.
403. David conceives them to be material in their composition in 

the sense that they cannot exist apart from matter, but abstract as 
images independent of material objects. The perception of immaterial 
images is the necessary preparation for the perception of God. See A.K. 
Sanjian (1986a), 106-107.

404. S.S. ArevSatyan and N. Ta'hmizyan (1977), 300-302; A.K. 
Sanjian (1986a), 106-107.

405. David, Def. 66.1-16.
406. A.K. Sanjian (1986a), 104.

407. Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 552.15-16. On the use 
of the term (TTéQT|(JLS (privation), see Aristotle, Cat. Ilbl7 ff.; Metaph. 
1011b; Chrysippus, SVF II, 407; II, 179; Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Phys.
1.406-408. For Plotinus (Enn. VI.7.38.37) the logic of privation as a 
form of negation, is considered to be inappropriate to reasoning about 
the One in the sense that it implies that the subject in fact possesses 
a function, though it is momentarily "dormant". See R. Mortley (1975),
374.

408. Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 545.27-28.
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409. ibid., 564.7-14.

410. ibid., 563.36.
411. Ammonius (in Cat. 36.25-37.10) ascribes the view to Plato. A. 

Busse, however, suggested that Plotinus (Enn. V.3.14) rather was meant. 
I think that Ammonius was right in ascribing the view to Plato, since it 
can be located in the Parmenides, 142a. Cf. E.R. Dodds (1928); K. 
Verrycken (1990a), 215 n. 129.

412. Philoponus, in Cat. 51.26-52.2; cf. Plato, Tim. 28c.
413. Philoponus, in Cat. 52.2-8; P. Kotzia - Panteli (1992), 188-

189.
414. Philoponus, in Cat. 14.2-5, 53.1-3.

415. Philoponus, in Phys. 162.4-163.20.
416. Elias, in Cat. 164.27-34, 173.2-5; P. Kotzia - Panteli (1992), 

188-189.

417. Elias, Prol. 11.21-24; in Isag. 46.6-47.3.
418. Anonymous, Prol. phil. Plat. 12.3-7; Plato, Parm. 137c4-142a8; 

Resp. VI 506d8-e5, 508bl2-13; H.J. Blumenthal (1986), 334.
419. The touch/contact model for the relation of the mind to the 

object known is common to Epicurean epistemology, Plotinus and Clement 
of Alexandria. See R. Mortley (1975), 368-369; J.M. Rist (1967), 50 ff.;
(1972), 32-37. The same goes for Plato (Pesp. 490b).

420. Proclus, Inst. Theol. props. 25, 28, 30, 31, 57, 60, 80; in 
Parm. 904.18-24; in Ale. 117; See A.C. Lloyd (1990), 106-7; J. Barnes
(1983), 170-174.

421. Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 533.12, 580.35-36; 
Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 13 § 2; cf. Plato, Phaedo 78c1-2.

422. Ammonius, in Int. 24.22-29.
423. Ammonius, in Isag. 10.13-15, 10.24-25; K. Kremer (1961), 33-

35.

424. Philoponus, in Phys. 22.13-15; cf. H.-D. Saffrey (1986), 263.
425. Philoponus, in Phys. 163.2-12.

426. Ammonius, in Isag. 97.8-25; Elias, in Isag. 71.8-11; cf. 
Simplicius, in Cat. 32.9 ff.

427. Ammonius, in Int. 135.28-32, 249.17; Asclepius, in Metaph.
450.20-28; K. Verrycken (1990a), 212-215.
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428. See E.R. Dodds' note on p. 278 of his edition of Proclus' 
Institutio Theologica (1963).

429. Proclus, Inst. Theol. prop. 150; cf. L.G. Westerink's note on 
p. 39 of his edition of Olympiodorus' in Phaedonem.

430. K. Verrycken (1990a), 206.

431. Asclepius, in Metaph. 35.12-16, 99.15-20, 216.35-217.5; K. 
Verrycken (1990a), 205.

432. Asclepius, in Metaph. 121.8-9, 181.16-36, 186.10-13, 201.21- 
27, 202.11-12, 202.19-22, 208.21-22.

433. ibid., 100.3-4, 106.33-107.4, 202.2-8.
434. The One, in its creative aspect at least, serves as the first 

element of a triad of Being, Life and Intellect in Porphyry's 
metaphysical system. For Proclus the ontological hierarchy is in the 
following order: One, Limit-itself, Unlimitedness-itself, Henads, Being, 
Life, Intellect. Cf. A.C. Lloyd (1976), 154; J. Dillon (1992), 366. The 
technical term that denotes the dependence of the successive lower levels 
in any vertical series on the Henad is the verbal form "é̂ f̂ Tixat". 
(Plotinus, Enn. V.3.16.36, VI.5.7.9; Hermias, in Phaedr. 136.4; Proclus, 
in Tim. I 314.18-19, II 24.23-29, III 162.15; Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 
265.1). On this term, see L.G. Westerink's note on p. 166 of his edition 
of Olympiodorus' in Phaedonem, 13 § 2.2.

435. Asclepius, in Metaph. 204.23-27.
436. Olympiodorus, in Ale. 110.14-111.2. On the placement of the 

Life-principle above the demiurgic Intellect in middle Platonism, see 
Plutarch, De gen. Soar. 591b. On the role of Life in Plotinus' 
metaphysical system as a unifying factor at the level of Soul, and hence 
as a goal of human existence, see G.Ph. Kostaras (1969).

437. Asclepius, in Metaph. 202.27-32, 233.20 ff.
438. ibid., 204.19-23, 255.21-28; cf. 243.38-244.24.

439. ibid., 225.23-226.4.

440. ibid., 227.36-37.

441. ibid., 358.9-11; Elias, in Isag. 71.11-23.
442. Asclepius, in Metaph. 225.23-226.5.

443. ibid., 223.33-36, 225.34, 226.26-227.6, 229.4-11, 232.18-25,
240.7-12; cf. Aristotle, Metaph. 1003a33 ff.; A.C. Lloyd (1967), 321-322;
(1990), 29; G. Verbeke, (1981), 122, 124; K. Verrycken (1990a), 207 n. 
65. Regarding the division of Being, Elias tried to reconcile Plato and 
Aristotle. The former {Parm. 129a ff.) divided it as a genus and the 
latter {Cat. Ib25; Metaph. 1003a33 ff.) as an equivocal utterance. Elias 
{in Isag. 70.15-71.8) offers the clearest and most explicit excursus on
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the ab uno notion of a genus and its attribution to Plato. This derives 
perhaps directly from Proclus. See A.C. Lloyd (1990), 35.

444. Asclepius, in Metaph. 227.5-6.
445. ibid., 213.27, 226.19, 229.4, 231.12 ff.; G. Verbeke (1981),

125.
446. Asclepius, in Nic. Isag. I.pp-py. Asclepius' theory on the 

Monad and Dyad is very reminiscent of that of Syrianus and Proclus. The 
terminology used is based on Aristotle, the Platonists of the Old Academy 
and Plato himself. For further details, see A.D.R. Sheppard (1980), 52- 
54; (1982); E. Tempelis (1992).

447. Asclepius, in Metaph. 52.5-7, 54.25-26, 79.8-9.

448. ibid., 48.5-7, 233.35-36.
449. ibid., 38.13-16; Philoponus, in de An. 118.8-11; K. Verrycken

(1991), 221.

450. Asclepius, in Metaph. 233.40-234.7.
451. ibid., 98.28-37, 176.10-20. Parallels can be found in 

Speusippus (fr. 48 = ap. Proclum in Parm. 38.31-41.10) and Plutarch (Def. 
Or. 428f); See J. Dillon (1977), 12, 199. For Plotinus' doctrine on the 
indefinite Dyad as the cause of the element of multiplicity in the second 
Hypostasis, see J.M. Rist (1962).

452. Asclepius, in Metaph. 233.25-36, 250.19. Cf. Proclus, Inst. 
Theol. props. 5, 6; E.R. Dodds, p. 192 of his edition of Proclus' 
Institutio Theologica (1963).

453. Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 258.28-29.

454. Asclepius, in Metaph. 240.20-28, 243.38-244.1, 246.20-25.
455. ibid., 48.5-7, 48.18, 52.5-7, 416.6.

456. ibid., 437.25-28.
457. ibid., 54.9-13, 267.34-268.3, 304.22-23, 380.5-7, 381.8-16,

424.30-37.

458. Ammonius, in Int. 135.28-32. The doctrine that the One is 
unrelated and generative of everything by means of emanation was ascribed 
by Asclepius (in Metaph. 201.4-26) to Plato, the Pythagoreans and 
Aristotle. To Plato and the Pythagoreans he also ascribed the symbolic 
name "One" as denoting the productive principle of the Universe. The 
oneness of the One is neither numerical, since the numerically one is 
enmattered, nor due to a hypothetical one species. The One produces and 
transcends all species. The derivation of the manifold from one principle 
is considered to be the admirable fact in the creation of the world 
(Asclepius, in Metaph. 147.5-11, 176.10-20).
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459. Philoponus, in de Intell. 35.1-2.

460. Cf. Proclus, in Tim. I 322.20 ff. For Speusippus (fr. 58) the 
divine seems to belong to some lower stage of being, but it is certainly 
an Intellect. See J. Dillon (1977), 17-18.

461. K. Verrycken (1990a), 208-209.
462. Asclepius, in Metaph. 48.5-7, 52.6-7, 70.2-4, 73.21-23, 75.32-

33, 76 passim, 80.30-31, 81.2-4, 88.4-7, 89.21-22, 142.38-143.1, 145.17-
18, 165.35-166.1, 166.29-31, 167.32, 168.34-35, 173.22-23, 173.31-33,
175.16-18, 183.21-23, 209.35-37, 216.24-26, 218.3-5; Gessius ap.
Zachariam Amm. 11. 383-385; See K. Verrycken (1990a), 208-209.

463. Ammonius, in Isag. 3.9 ff., 9.16 ff., 11.11-13; cf. K. 
Praechter (1912), 5 n. 5; K. Verrycken (1990a), 201, 209.

464. Asclepius, in Metaph. 20.25-26, 28.6, 41.31-33, 108.24,
144.30-31, 195.26-27, 309.12-13.

465. ibid., 81.2-4.
466. ibid., 77.8-17, 122.25-26, 147.32, 148.30-34, 158.27-28; K. 

Verrycken (1990a), 209.
467. K. Praechter (1912), 14-17.
468. K. Verrycken (1990a), 209-211.
469. Olympiodorus, in Ale. 21.19-22.5; Philoponus(?) / 

Stephanus (?), in de An. 536.21-28. On Olympiodorus' use of the word 
"daemon" as distinct from its Christian use, see L.G. Westerink (1990), 
334-335; his introduction to his edition of the Anonymous' Prolegomena 
Philosophiae Platonicae, xxviii-xxx. On the same doctrine, see Plutarch 
(De gen. Soar. 591d ff.); J. Dillon (1977), 219-21. On long-living 
nymphs, see David, Prol. 15.21-26, 24.10-15, 85.18, 99.16; cf. C. 
Wildberg (1990), 44.

470. Philoponus, in de An. 35.1-2, 63.12-14, 94.18, 216.33-53,
297.10-11; in de Intell. 84.63-69; K. Verrycken (1990b), 266-267.

471. Ammonius, in Isag. 114.5-7.
472. ibid., 99.15-20, 100.16-20.

473. Asclepius, in Metaph. 48.5-7, 83.15-17, 92.29-39, 96.10-13,
108.26-29, 190.5-9, 198.25-26, 202.22-27, 207.25-27, 208.17-21, 418.15- 
18; Elias, in Isag. 89.27-29.

474. Asclepius, in Metaph. 255.13-17; cf. Aristotle, Phys. 192b21.

475. Asclepius, in Metaph. 19.1-2, 80.30-81.4, 148.29-31, 165.35-
166.1, 166.27-30; Ammonius, in Cat. 37.10-12; Philoponus, in de An.
120.10-12. Cf. Syrianus, in Metaph. 82.16-18, 82.29-32. Two deviations 
from this standard view should be mentioned: first, Simplicius (in Cat.
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12.16 ff.) argued that before its union with a body a soul has both 
cognitive and creative reason-principles. After its union, it remains 
only with images of these principles. See P. Kotzia - Panteli (1992), 
121-122. Secondly, Philoponus (in Phys. 14.27-30) argued that Nature has 
some sort of knowledge without making it clear whether it is due to some 
cognitive reason-principles it has. In particular, he argued that Nature 
knows what it creates and creates what it knows. This meant for him that 
Nature has knowledge of the particulars, but not of the universals, 
because the latter are not created by Nature. To show that Nature creates 
what it knows, Philoponus added that if Nature had knowledge of the 
universal, it would be able to create it as well.

476. Asclepius, in Metaph. 70.23-29, 91.20-26, 146.31-32, 439.23- 
25; David, in Isag. 115.24-116.2; cf. S.S. ArevSatyan (1981), 42. 
Plotinus {Enn. IV.4.13) had already discussed the unreasoning creativity 
of Nature, which does not know but only makes. On the subject, see J.M. 
Cocking (1991), 55.

477. Asclepius, in Metaph. 84.21-24, 85.23-28, 88.4-9, 171.21-32; 
in Nic. Isag. I.Ae.

478. Plotinus, Enn. Ill.2.17-3.2, III.8.2-3, VI.7.7; A.C. Lloyd
(1990), 134.

479. Proclus, Inst. Theol. props. 56-57; cf. Olympiodorus, in Ale. 
110.13 ff.; J. Dillon (1982), 21-23.

480. Ammonius, in Int. 242.34-243.3, 243.35-36; cf. Aristotle, 
Metaph. 1072al9 ff.

481. Asclepius, in Metaph. 439.25-28.
482. Cf. H.A. Hodges (1979), 65.
483. Asclepius, in Metaph. 313.23.
484. ibid., 144.30-32, 148.24-27; Philoponus, in de An. 118.8-11; 

cf. Proclus, Inst. Theol. prop. 171; J. Barnes (1983), 174-175.
485. Cf. Plotinus, Enn. VI.5.4.
486. Asclepius, in Metaph. 148.28-34.

487. Philoponus, in Cat. 29.14 ff., 49.23-27.

488. Elias, in Cat. 156.13-15.
489. ibid., 173.1-5, 176.15-16.

490. Elias, in Isag. 66.4-12.
491. ibid., 66.2-5.
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492. ibid., 66.5-6. Elias attributes this etymology to Aristotle, 

presumably De caelo 270bl0-25. See also Plato, Crat. 397d. Cf. R. Bodéüs
(1992), 67.

493. C. Wildberg (1990), 41-42.
494. Elias, in Isag. 86.30-87.2. Angels are supposed by Elias to 

have évÔLdOeTov Àôyov only (ibid., 95.29-30).

495. ibid., 66.7-12.
496. Ps.-Elias (Ps.-David), in Isag. 34.29; cf. 41.29, 51.5.
497. ibid., 34.26-27.

498. C. Wildberg (1990), 38.
499. To justify this Neoplatonic belief Ammonius (in Int. 96.23) 

and his students (Simplicius, in Phys. 250.26, 256.21, 1254.14;
Zacharias, Amm. 11. 320-321; Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 221.9; Elias, in Cat.
119.30-33, 138.2-3; cf. Aristotle, Metaph. 1076a4) often cited the
Homeric verse:

"où% dyaGbv JCoAimoLpavCTi, eîs KoCgavos êarco” (II. B 204-205).
See also: P. Courcelle (1948), 287; (1967), 167 n. 4; I. Hadot (1990a), 
98-103; E. Peterson (1935), 13, 14, 101 n. 3. E. Peterson (ibid., 119 n. 
63) argues that Zacharias uses the Homeric verse against the Neoplatonic 
dualism. This interpretation is not correct with reference to Ammonius 
and his students, who were monists, since they considered that the One 
is the ultimate principle of all reality.

500. David, in Isag. 88.28-35.

501. Asclepius, in Nic. Isag. I. l .1-7; Olympiodorus, in Ale. 14.1-
2 .

502. Philoponus, in de An. 159.32-33.
503. Ammonius, in Isag. 11.11-13; David, Def. 116.32-34, 118.1-6.
504. Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 13 § 2.
505. As Ps.-Elias (Ps.-David) (in Isag. 14.19) says, the angels and 

the rest of the heavenly powers are governed by the divine, but, at the 
same time, they govern the material world. Cf. Proclus, Theol. Plat. I 
26, p. 114.5-116.3.

506. Cf. Ammonius, in Int. 153.13 ff.; R.W. Sharpies (1978b), 89;
S. Sambursky (1962), 164. For Plotinus' view that the divine is what it
must be, see 0. Sdhngen (1923), 73.

507. Asclepius, in Metaph. 309.11-26.

508. ibid., 309.10-15; Olympiodorus, in Ale. 42.16; Stephanus, in 
Int. 38.26-27. For Proclus (Inst. Theol. props. 9, 31, 127; Theol. Plat.
1.19, p. 91.16-21) a being is self-sufficient if it is not in need of its
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own elements from which it is composed and can possess its good from 
itself. The divine is such an entity. See J. Barnes (1983), 179.
According to Ammonius (in Int, 247.15-16, 248.13-19), necessity together 
with self-motion and priority in Nature apply to eternal and divine 
beings.

509. Asclepius, in Metaph. 76.10-20; Philoponus, in Cat. 29.14-19; 
Elias, in Isag. 68.29-30; Ps.-Elias (Ps.-David), in Isag. 35.40.

510. Asclepius, in Metaph. 309.24-26, 368.13-15; Stephanus, in Int.
38.27.

511. Asclepius, in Metaph. 313.21-24. 'AntdOeiu is proper to God, 
and since hastiness is incompatible with his majesty, he begins slowly 
and ceases slowly (Olympiodorus, in Meteor. 150.1-2; in Ale. 47.21-22). 
The idea that God is slow to punish is also common in Solon, Plutarch and 
the Old Testament as well.

512. Asclepius, in Metaph. 309.14 ff.
513. David, Def. 40.26-32.
514. Asclepius, in Metaph. 28.6, 41.31-32, 309.12-14; Philoponus, 

in Cat. 171.1-4; Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 65.24-66.3; cf. Plato, Tim. 25e; 
Seneca, Ad Luc. Epist. 88.24, 89.9.14-16; Nat. quaest. 1, Pr. 1. Eternal 
beings and angels are always good (Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 52.27-53.4). 
According to the school of Ammonius (Ammonius, in Int. 240.5-11; 
Asclepius, in Metaph. 148.32-4; Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An.
536.11-13; Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 2 § 5; in Ale. 47.26 ff., 103.15-16) 
whatever is good comes from God, who is the continuous source of goodness 
with no intermission as he is always actuality without potentiality. The 
divine lavishes good to mankind according to the fitness or unfitness of 
the recipients. God has divided good into primary and secondary. The 
former is to be enjoyed by the really prosperous people, i.e. prosperous 
in children, esteem, riches etc. The secondary good is the punishment of 
souls for their sins (Olympiodorus, in Ale. 47.26-48.9; in Phaed. 10 § 
14; regarding the punishment of sins as something good, see Plato, Gorg. 
480c). As the divine does not do anything evil, man should not shrink 
back from the punishment of sins (Olympiodorus, in Ale. 47.26-48.9). The 
cause of evil is the lack of power acquired by participation in the 
goodness of the divine {ibid., 88.17-21). Even though Elias, too, 
believed that evil is the result of want of goodness {Prol. 16.33-34), 
elsewhere {in Cat. 249.28-31) he expresses the view that good and evil 
are two different genera. The latter doctrine of his is contrary to the 
ethical monism of the school of Ammonius, according to which everything 
that exists is good and derives from the One.

515. Olympiodorus, in Ale. 35.15-16; in Meteor. 67.6; cf. Proclus, 
in Ale. 107.19-24.

516. Philoponus, in de Gen. et Corr. 152.23-153.2.
517. David, Def. 84.1 ff.; cf. Elias, Prol. 16.26-30.

518. Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 131.5-6.
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519. ibid., 66.3-4.

520. RelevcL'̂ t is the meaning Olympiodorus gave to the terms dyaOôv, 
ei5 and xaÀôv (in Gorg. 39.14-20; in Ale. 109.15-110.13; in Phaed. 122.5- 
7; cf. Proclus, in Ale. 319.12, 322.17). He held that the dyaGdv is of 
a superior existence, because it emanates from the divine. The 6# 
consists in the emanations of the dvoiOôv and contributes to the creation 
of the world. The xaÀôv is the end of the emanations of the dya86v and 
extends to matter which is actually something base. Genera are considered 
by Olympiodorus to be xaÀd as well. The eb, which is between &ya86v and 
KaAôv, participates in both.

521. Plotinus, Bin. 1.8.3.1-5; Proclus, De mal. sub. X.30.6, 
X.35.12; Theol. Plat. I 18; in Tim. I 373 ff.; cf. Simplicius, in Eneh. 
Epiet. 69-81; P. Courcelle (1967), 223; R.T. Wallis (1972), 157; A.D.R. 
Sheppard (1980), 59.

522. Ammonius, in Int. 255.26-29; Philoponus, in Phys. 186.28- 
187.13, 201.10-19.

523. Syrianus, in Metaph. 107.9, 185.21; Proclus, De mal. sub. 
XVIII; Dee. dub. 30; in Remp. I 117.3-6; cf. Iambiichus, De myst. IV.8; 
A.D.R. Sheppard (1980), 59, 61.

524. Asclepius, in Metaph. 30.5-6, 30.17-30, 70.29-31, 77.2-7,
144.28-34, 146.23 ff., 185.13-16, 189.12-15, 335.35-336.2; Olympiodorus, 
in Int. xxxi.4-11. Cf. Plato, Theaet. 176a; Gorg. 468e, 470a; Proclus, 
De mal. sub. 37.5-7; Syrianus, in Metaph. 8.22 ff., 184.18 ff.; See also: 
P.P. Hager (1962); H.J. Blumenthal (1981a), 220. For Ammonius (in Isag.
24.4-6), however, nobody desires evil as such and those who seem to do 
so follow an irrational opinion, considering evil to be something good.

525. Philoponus, in de An. 6.20; K. Praechter (1903), 528; M. Wolff
(1987), 118-119; A.C. Lloyd (1967), 318.

526. Philoponus, in Cat. 190.22-191.5.
527. L.G. Westerink (1971), 18.
528. Asclepius, in Metaph. 21.12-22, 77.10-17; cf. Clement of

Alexandria, Strom. 1.17 p. 81.5 ff., 4.12 p. 86.3 ff.
529. Stephanus, in Int. 35.34-36.8.

530. Degrees of fitness are first to be found in the heavenly 
bodies (Ammonius, in Int. 243.35-244.4; cf. Aristotle, Metaph. 339a26).

531. Ammonius, in Int. 242.7-9. The duvopLS of eternal beings is 
identical with their èvéoyeia, because in them there is no case of a 
ôüvapis without its èvépyeia, as Stephanus teaches in agreement with 
Aristotle (Stephanus, in Int. 62.34-37; cf. Aristotle, de Int. 23a28).

532. Ammonius, in Int. 242.34-243.3. Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?) 
(in de An. 535.24-29, 538.19-21) argues that this applies to the divine 
only.
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533. Philoponus {in Cat. 106.7-10) argued that since God needs 

nothing outside himself, he is immobile.

534. Asclepius, in Metaph. 20.25-2S; Philoponus, in Cat. 166.9-10.
535. For Plotinus {Enn. 1.8.2.2-9), too, the Good is self- 

sufficient, but gives from itself intellect, being, soul, life and 
intellectual activity.

536. K. Verrycken (1990a), 210.

537. Cf. Philoponus, in Cat. 145.8-11; Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 12.1- 
5. This view is contrary to the Plotinian theory that the nature of the 
One/Good is the will of itself. Plotinus {Enn. VI.8.13, VI.8.15.19-24, 
VI.8.18.38-43, VI.8.20.17-19 and 28-39, VI.8.21) taught that by necessity 
the choice and willing of itself is included in the existence of the One, 
or it would hardly be possible for any particular being to find itself 
satisfactory; particular beings are satisfied with themselves by their 
participation in or imagination of the One. The will of the One to be 
itself by its own agency is concurrent with its being what it wills. The 
will of the One and the One itself are considered to be identical. The 
One is the first in authentic mastery and purely self - determined power 
and is altogether at its own disposal in itself. Plotinus does not 
explicitly deal with the problem of whether the creation of the world by 
the divine is a result of deliberation. Even if the idea could seem 
familiar to him, the whole topic was not examined. For Proclus {in Tim. 
I 362.6-9, 366.2-4, 366.18-20, 367.2-6, 372.13-19, 378.3-8, 379.26-380.2,
394.12-25, 396.5-25, 412.1-10; III 209.15 ff.) creation is a willed 
process. As the divine is good, it wishes to bestow Good on all 
creatures. See K. Kremer (1965), 250-251, 254-255.

538. Gessius ap. Zachariam Amm. 11. 369-370, 383-385; Olympiodorus, 
in Gorg. 12.1-5. According to Asclepius {in Metaph. 196.5-10) the 
fluidity of the nectar in Hesiod symbolizes God's perfection as to the 
creation of the world by means of the necessary emanation of his life- 
giving power.

539. Philoponus, in Cat. 145.10-146.2. Cf. Ammonius, in Int. 134.8 
ff. The divine is also characterized as absolute prudence (abTocppdvnoLS) 
in the sense that it does not need any deliberation at all, because such 
a need would denote lack of prudence.

540. Asclepius, in Metaph. 196.1-5. Both Syrianus {in Metaph. 41.30 
ff.) and Proclus {in Remp. I 138.4-15) accept that ambrosia symbolizes 
the pure and undefiled nature of the gods and the divine power of raising 
above all impurity of the material world. See A.D.R. Sheppard (1980), 70.

541. Ammonius, in Int. 136.15-17.
542. Ammonius, in Isag. 3.9-15; Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 65.20-24; 

Elias, in Isag. 16.20-25. It is characteristic that Ammonius did not 
refer to the divine as being omnipotent at all.

543. Seneca, Nat. quaest. 1, pr. 3.
544. Simonides, fr. 98.
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545. Pindar, 01. 2.15 ff.

546. Plato, Leg. 934a; Prot. 324b.
547. Lucian, De conscrib. hist. 38.
548. Agathon, fr. 5.

549. Horace, Odes 3.29.38-43.
550. See H. Fuchs (1954), 49, 51.

551. Pliny, Nat. hist. 2, 27.
552. Ps.-Plutarch (=Aêtius), Plac. I 7.3-4.
553. Galen, De usu part. 11.14.
554. Porphyry, Contra Christ., ap. Didymum in/oh 280.1-281.13. See 

D. Hagedorn and R. Merkelbach (1966), 86-87.
555. Porphyry, Contra Christ, fr. 94. See H. Fuchs (1954), 52; T.D. 

Barnes (1973), 427.
556. Plotinus, Enn. VI.8.10.30 ff.
557. N. Kretzmann (1966), 418-419.
558. Ammonius (in Int. 122 ff.) was firstly mentioned by J. Orelli 

(1824, 335) as a source for Boethius' metaphysics with regard to the 
concept of necessity. F. Klingner (1921, 111) repeats the argument. H.R. 
Patch (1935, 401) and P. Courcelle (1935, 208) refer to Ammonius' 
distinction between simple and hypothetical necessity. P.(T.M.) Huber 
(1976, 52-53) correctly argues that the doctrine of the twofold necessity 
was not applied by Ammonius to his own discussion about divine providence
and free will. Cf. R.W. Sharpies (1978b).

For a detailed examination of the parallels among Proclus, Ammonius 
and Boethius, see P. Courcelle (1935; 1948, 268 ff.), P.(T.M.) Huber 
(1976) and L. Obertello (1981). The latter does not contribute much, 
mainly because he does not seem to have taken Huber's study into
consideration at all.

559. Ammonius, in Int. 128.15-135.25; Stephanus, in Int. 34.5- 
36.38, Anonymous, in Int. 55.6-56.14. On Stephanus' dependence on 
Ammonius I quote R. Vancourt (1941, 38): "Son commentaire sur le de 
Interprétâtione, en particulier, a été reproduit, résumé, on oserait 
presque dire: pillé, par les professeurs qui lui ont succédé. Étienne d' 
Alexandrie a fait comme tout le monde; non seulement dans les passages 
où il se réfère explicitement à Ammonius, mais dans toutes ses
interprétations, il se contente de reproduire 1 ' exégèse du maître". Even 
though the conclusion is generally correct, there are three passages in 
Stephanus' discussion on divine omniscience (in Int. 35.17-19, 35.34-
36.8, 36.35-38) which have no parallel in Ammonius.

With reference to the anonymous author of in de Interprétâtione, 
L. Tarân (pp. xv-xxv of his edition of Anonymous' in de Interprétât ione)
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persuasively argued that he must have belonged to the Alexandrian school 
of Neoplatonism. His commentary, which must have been written in the late 
sixth or the seventh century A.D., is closely dependent upon Ammonius, 
because he must have been closely acquainted with Ammonius' commentary 
in de Interprétâtione. Nevertheless, the Anonymous has some independent 
value.

560. P.(T.M.) Huber (1976), 28. Even if this remark of Huber's 
refers to Ammonius only, it applies to Stephanus as well. See Ammonius, 
in Int. 131.23, 132.8-10; Stephanus, in Int. 34.35-36.

561. L. Obertello (1981), 139.
562. Ammonius, in Int. 131.5-8, 131.11-16; Stephanus, in Int.

34.24-25.
563. Ammonius, in Int. 131.8-10, 131.17-19; Stephanus, in Int.

34.24-25.
564. In their commentaries Ammonius and Stephanus draw on Proclus' 

relevant doctrine, the main themes of which, according to L. Obertello 
(1981, 154), are: "That divine knowledge is determinate but does not 
determine (in the sense that it does not necessitate) the future of the 
entities depending on it- and this is because their nature is contingent,
i.e., polyvalent and open to many outcomes". It is known that Proclus
lectured on the De Interprétâtione (Ammonius, in Int. 1.6-11, 181.30-32; 
Stephanus, in Int. 46.25-47.12), but there is no record of these 
lectures. Nevertheless, A.D.R. Sheppard (1987, 143) has "no doubt that 
Ammonius attended Proclus' lectures on the De Int., took assiduous notes 
and used these notes together, perhaps, with other material when he came 
to lecture on the De Int. himself." (cf. A.D.R. Sheppard, op. cit., 141- 
142, 146-147).

565. Ammonius, in Int. 142.1 ff., 151.9-152.11; cf. Philoponus, in 
An. Pr. 1.13, 151.27 ff.; R.W. Sharpies (1978a), 250-251.

566. Ammonius, in Int. 132.11-13; Stephanus, in Int. 35.11-14; 
Anonymous, in Int. 55.6-16.

567. A similar view, namely that God has determinate knowledge and 
that necessity applies to everything that comes to be, was attributed by 
Proclus (De Prov. 63) to the Stoics. P.P. Hager (1975, 180 n. 6) refers 
to Chrysippus (SVF II, 280 n. 963) following H. Boese (p. 10 of his 
edition of Proclus' De decem dubitationibus circa providentiam 6.4). But 
I think that closer to the truth is P.(T.M.) Huber's argument (1976, 22) 
that: "Stoisches und Peripatetisches dient als Disputiegerât einzig der 
Abgrenzung und Klarung der eigenen neuplatonischen Position". See also 
W. Theiler (1966), vii. In fact, the Stoics did not say that the divine 
has determinate as opposed to indeterminate foreknowledge, because that 
distinction had not yet been formulated. It is also true that the 
formulation "all things happen by necessity" is one that the Stoics would 
have found questionable, at least, though the situation is complex. 
However, the substantive points that everything is predetermined and that 
the gods have foreknowledge of it would have been accepted by them. The 
foreknowledge of the divine for the Stoics would rest in their belief
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that the history of the universe repeats itself in cycles. See R.W. 
Sharpies (1981).

568. This hypothesis was mentioned by Proclus {De Prov. 63) as 
shared by the Peripatetic schools. In his own words: "oi ^èv i^ûâoç eCvai 
icpaaav rdv Oeôv cbQLOHévûoç eCdévai xdv, àXX' dogLcrraCvsLV xaC aihov év 
roCç doQCarœç g, Cva cpvXd^axn rô évâexôidevoV'. At the time of
Proclus there were no independent Peripatetic schools (P.(T.M.) Huber 
1976, 22 ff.), but it is true that Alexander of Aphrodisias {De fata
201.16-18) held that "dSare xaC oC DeoC rd évôexôideva dv (bç évôexôfdeva
TCQoyLYvdxTKOLev, (p 0Û Jtdvrœç dxoÀovOtîcrcL rô dvayKaCov Ôid rijv roLaürrjv
jtQôyvûxnV'. Cf. P. Courcelle (1948), 292; P.P. Rager (1975); H.R. Patch 
(1935), 399. Similar views, however, had previously been shared by the 
Platonic school of Gaius (J. Dillon 1977, 249-298, 320-326). Cf. R.T. 
Wallis (1981), where Alexander is presented as defending free will 
against Stoic determinism.

569. Ammonius, in Int. 132.13-19, 134.3-7, 135.10-11, 136.4;
Stephanus, in Int. 35.12; cf. Cicero, Div. 2.104; W. Theiler (1946), 50 
n. 70.

570. Cf. P.(T.M.) Huber (1976), 23.
571. Ammonius, in Int. 132.19-25; Stephanus, in Int. 35.12-25. See 

Ph. Merlan (1968), 199-200.
572. Ammonius, in Int. 134.21-26.
573. ibid., 137.12-23, 145.9 ff. See R.W. Sharpies (1978a), 263.
574. L. Obertello (1981, 145) mistakenly renders the Greek word 

"ôidvoiav" (Ammonius, in Int. 137.21) as "intuitive qualities", instead 
of "intellectual qualities".

575. Philoponus {in de Intell. 19.48-55) argues that God has a 
cognition which remains always the same.

576. Plato, Pesp. 381b.
577. Aristotle, Metaph. 1074b26 ff.; cf. N. Kretzmann (1966), 409; 

S. Sambursky (1962), 164.

578. Philoponus, in de An. 126.20-21, 126.26-32, 141.17-18.
579. ibid., 136.26-32.

580. Ammonius, in Int. 133.13 ff.; R. Sorabji (1983), 261-262. 
Stephanus {in Int. 35.14-15) does not explicitly refer to the 
immutability of the divine, but this remains a necessary presupposition 
for his criticism of the third hypothesis: "rf ydp ÔLacfégei [sc. divine 
knowledge] rfjG ôperégaç yvtixxsœç; êv ôè aC évégyaiai aC aûraC, âdXov dri 
m C  aC QÙrCai aC aûraC".

581. Cf. Proclus, in Tim. I 352.19 ff.; Inst. Theol. 124; De dec. 
dub. q. 2, chs. 7-8.
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582. Ammonius, in Int. 133.19-23, 136.20-24.
583. ibid., 133.22-23.
584. ibid., 136.17-25; Asclepius, in Metaph. 38.17-18, 42.30,

202.16-17; Phi 1oponus, in Phys. 65.9; in de Gen. et Corr. 211.30-31 ; 
Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 13 § 2; Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 
536.24, 545.25-28. For the school of Ammonius divine knowledge of all 
events is fixed and stable, because God is outside time. Divine knowledge 
of an event does not develop along with the duration of the event. God 
knows everything ab aeterno and ante factum. See M. Mignucci (1985), 242- 
245. At in Int. 133.13-26 Ammonius cites similar views in the 
philosophical tradition: he refers to Parmenides (fr. 8, line 5), Plato's 
Leges (905a), Parmenides (141e), Timaeus (37e-38b) and Aristotle's 
Metaphysica (1072a25). Regarding Ammonius' references to the Parmenides 
and the Timaeus I think that neither A. Busse (CIAG IV.5, p. 133) nor 
P.(T.M.) Huber (1976, 46 n. 32) has located them accurately. R. Sorabji 
(1983, 99 ff., 262 n. 38) argues that the attribution to Parmenides need 
not be taken as historical. In fact, Ammonius interprets Parmenides' 
quoted line as referring to a sizeless present, since the past exists no 
more and the future does not yet exist. R. Sorabji persuasively argues 
that Parmenides gropes towards the idea that his subject exists, but not 
at any time, neither at any point, nor over any period of time.

585. Philoponus, in Phys. 457.26-458.13.
586. Ammonius, in Int. 133.24-29. On the idea of the eternal 

present Ammonius follows Plotinus (Enn. III.7.3.16-23; III.7.4.40). See 
P.(T.M.) Huber (1976), 48-49; W. Beierwaltes (1967), 166 ff., 198 ff.

587. Cf. P.(T.M.) Huber (1976), 46. Temporal measures for Ammonius 
show themselves simultaneously with the subsistence of the universe. A 
knowledge which is bound to time and its distinctions of past, present 
and future is conjectural and, therefore, not attributable to the gods 
(Ammonius, in Int. 133.27-30; Stephanus, in Hippocr. Progn. 46.8-17). Cf. 
L.G. Westerink (1964a), 171. Philoponus (ap. Simplicium in Phys. 1156.28- 
1158.29; cf. G. Verbeke 1982, 49) expressed the view that the
characteristic property of divine thinking alone is the indivisible, 
simultaneous cognition of all things that are, have been and will be. It 
does not follow that divine knowledge is temporal, because God exists 
over and above time and contemplates temporal things atemporally. For 
Olympiodorus {in Gorg. 249.8-13) as well, neither past nor future applies 
to the divine, but only the eternal present. According to Elias {Prol.
17.9-10; in Cat. 219.19-30) God can know everything at the same time and 
always, and he is not in want of anything there is to know. David {Def.
40.19 ff., 84.10 ff.) holds that God knows everything at once and there 
is never a moment when he does not know. For Stephanus {Opusc. Apotel.
271.19-21) divine knowledge is perfect and most unerring.

588. Philoponus, in de Intell. 82.31-36; Olympiodorus, in Phaed.
7 § 6.

589. Asclepius, in Metaph. 20.32-21.2, 21.30-32, 74.8-10;
Philoponus, in de Intell. 19.50-56; Philoponus ap. Simplicium in Phys.
1157.13-27, 1162.6; cf. G. Verbeke (1985), 467; W. Wieland (1960), 305-
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306. For Asclepius iin Metaph. 16.2-3, 20.21-22, 21.23-25) God alone has 
perfect knowledge which is superior to and transcends all other kinds of 
knowledge. Regarding divine knowledge of the particulars Asclepius seems 
to be influenced by Proclus' (Dec. Dub. 79; Inst. Theol. prop. 120) 
position that the gods or henads know and exercise providence for
materially differentiated individuals. Cf. R.T. Wallis (1981), 226-227.

590. Ammonius, in Int. 134.3-7.
591. Cf. J.F. Harris (1992a), 77.
592. Ammonius, in Int. 134.24-135.2; Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), 

in de An. 547.9-10; cf. 547.15-16; Anonymous, in Int. 55.11-15.
593. Ammonius, in Int. 135.7-9; Anonymous, in Int. 55.15-16.

594. Ammonius, in Int. 134.26-135.1.
595. ibid., 135.10-11; Stephanus, in Int. 35.10 ff.
596. See A.C. Lloyd (1990), 155-156.

597. Ammonius, in Int. 135.12 ff., 136.1 ff.; Stephanus, in Int.
35.19 ff.; Anonymous, in Int. 55.16 ff. Cf. Iambiichus, Testimonia et 
Fragmenta exegetica, frs. 147-149. The same doctrine is found in Proclus 
{De Prov. 64.1-4; De dec. dub. II, 7.1-29; Inst. Theol. prop. 124; in 
Tim. I 352.11-16; in Farm. 956.10-957.40), too, without an ascription to 
lamblichus. Proclus' point is that knowledge of the contingents is not 
necessarily contingent and that knowledge of something mutable is not 
necessarily mutable. The properties of what is contingent or mutable do 
not become necessary because of the fact that they are known by the 
divine. So, Proclus secures not only the contingency of the world, but 
also the omniscience of the divine as well. Cf. P. Courcelle (1967), 221; 
P.(T.M.) Huber (1976), 42 n. 18; R.T. Wallis (1972), 150; (1981), 226- 
228; R. Sorabji (1980), 124; (1983), 255, 262; R.W. Sharpies (1978a), 
260-261; M.J. White (1983), 61; M. Mignucci (1985), 238-239; L. Obertello
(1991), 11 n. 23.

598. Proclus, in Tim. 1.352.15-19; De prov. 64; A.C. Lloyd (1990), 
154. Similarly when Asclepius {in Metaph. 171.21-22) argues that "as 
known is to known, so is knowledge to knowledge", he affirms the 
correlation between the properties of the known and the properties of 
knowing. Cf. Plato, Resp. 509d-511e; Tim. 51c-52c; A. Madigan S.J. 
(1986), 165.

599. Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 4 § 7. Cf. Plotinus, Enn. VI.9.6.42 
ff.; Porphyry, in Farm. fr. 2 (V 7 ff.); J. Dillon (1992), 361-362.

600. Ammonius, in Int. 135.19-25.

601. Stephanus, in Int. 35.31-33. Stephanus {Opusc. Apotel. 271.19- 
21) also says that divine knowledge is perfect and most unerring.
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602. Ammonius, in Int. 136.11-15; Anonymous, in Int. 56.9-14; R. 

Sorabji (1983), 255. Plotinus {Eiui. VI.7.1) had argued very simply that 
the future is present with the divine. Proclus (De Prov. 65) was far more 
precise: "Oi) m d à  oilv ytMwcrxoucrtv rà éaô^evov, dvâyKTiG éjtâyeraL Toûrcç 
t) éKpacng, à A M  t(p uèv dogCcrrTjv én roO cbQLouévov rrfv yéveaiv ..., roCç 
Ôè OeoCg (bQLOf̂ évriv roû dogCcrrov t t )v  jZQôyvoxnV'. Cf. Proclus, Inst. Theol. 
prop. 124; H.R. Patch (1935), 399.

603. Ammonius, in Int. 136.1-4; Philoponus, in de An. 126.26-27,
132.30-31; Philoponus ap. Simplicium in Phys. 1158.29-1159.7. The 
doctrine that divine foreknowledge does not take on the character of its 
object is also found in Proclus (in Tim. I 352.5-8) who held that "axhoC 
ôè oC deoC xaC rd yevnrdv dysvfirœç koC rd ÔLacrrardv dÔLaatdrœg èyvcôKacn 
m C  rd ^sQLordv ol̂ eQCarcoG xaC rd éyxQovov ÔLaLccvCcoG m i  rd èvôexôfisvov 
dvayKaCcog". Cf. P.P. Hager 1975, 178-179. Proclus (De Prov. 63) justifies 
this doctrine theoretically: " rdW ydg èv roCç djtor£Àoi4iévoLÇ ÔL7]QT̂ évûoç 
m ù  ûKevavrCœç dAAffAoLG ôvrœv, èv roCç GeoCç xarà rd KçeCrrov nôvov ècrrèv 
t)  JtgôÀrwLS» <Àéyœ ô' o l *o v >  rdSv yivofiévojv fj daœ^drajv ôvrcav fj (xœfuârœv, 
dacufidrcoG êarùv diicpoCv rà air ta mg' èxeCvoLG, dxxaûrœç ôè xaù t) yvcScnç 
daœnârœG ' xaù jtâÀLv vooûvrcav m ù  dvofjrcüv dvrcav âgjcpœ m g à  OeoCç yvoxrrLKcffç 
m ù  m r à  rrfv ûitag^Lv m ù  m r à  ri)v eèôrjatV' yLvcoamucnv yàg m ù  rà in) 
yvaxrrLKà yvaxxrLKâlG. xàmCOev ad râW yLVonévorv èv xgdvœ fj dxgôvcoç, dxgovoç 
f} re aCrCa xaC i) yvdkXLG CÔgvrai m g ' aûvoCç. dkxre, éiteLÔfi m ù  (ôgLouéva m C  
dôgiara ârra yCverai, ducpoCv mrà rd xgeCrrov, rd cbgLoiièvov Àéyco, rrfv 
rodrcov 7tgo£LÀf)cpaaL yvdknV'. (comp. Proclus, De dec. dub. 2.2, 2.8, 7.28, 
8.9; Inst. Theol. props. 93, 124; in Tim. I 352.5-27; in Parm. I 956.Id- 
957.40; Theol. Plat. I 15-16, I 21). See: W. Theiler (1946), 51-52; R.W. 
Sharpies (1978a), 261 n. 188; R. Sorabji (1983), 255, 261-262; M. 
Mignucci (1985), 239.

604. Philoponus, in Phys. 755.8-15; David, Def. 4.32, 36.29-31,
38.10-12; A. Terian (1986), 29.

605. Ammonius, in Int. 134.24-26. Without paying attention to 
Ammonius ' text "6f)Aov 6 t l  kuI ÔLaTdxteaOaL i m b  Tffiv Ged&v x d  évôex6|j.eva 
érixéov Kttl (bQiapévcoç yivoxT%eoOai alrcffiv xfjv Expaoiv", P.(T.M.) Huber 
(1976, 32-33) came to the mistaken conclusion that: "Animonios geht von 
der Voraussetzung aus, dass in der erfahrbaren Welt nicht die abstrakte 
Natur des Môglichen existiert, sondern immer nur ein seiner Natur nach 
Môgliches, das sich konkret realisiert hat. Es gibt nicht, um es am
Beispiel zu verdeutlichen, die abstrakte Natur des Gehen-Konnens, sondern
nur den konkreten Menschen, der geht oder nicht geht. Gehen und 
Nichtgehen sind die konkreten Realisationen der real verstandenen Natur 
des Gehenkônnens." Cf. R.T. Wallis (1981), 230-231.

606. Ammonius, in Int. 135.7-9; Ph. Merlan (1968), 199-200.

607. Ammonius, in Int. 136.25; Stephanus, in Int. 36.32-39. Cf.
P.(T.M.) Huber (1976), 53, 58. Stephanus' view is differentiated from 
that of Proclus'(Dec. dub. 8.32-35) according to which divine' 
foreknowledge is assimilated to causing. Cf. R. Sorabji (1980), 122.

608. L. Obertello (1981), 159 ff.; P.(T.M.) Huber (1976), 33. Cf. 
Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. 43, 129.26-130.1: pèv ydp o06èv xdOv
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609. Cf. Olympiodorus, in Int. xxxi.4-11; xxxviii.9-12; Anonymous, 
in Int. 60.16-61.6.

610. Ammonius, in Int. 136.25-30.

611. ibid., 133.15-27; R. Sorabji (1980), 125-126; (1983), 262.
612. Stephanus, in Int. 35.15-19. Cf. Plotinus {Enn. IV.4.8.1-8, 

30-33) according to whom the sensible world is a fragmented image of the 
causal principles within the divine mind. See R.T. Wallis (1981), 225.

613. There are passages, though, where Ammonius {in Int. 38.28- 
39.10, 137.22-23) explicitly accepts that man has been created as a 
rational and self-moved being and therefore is the master of his own 
actions. The power of deliberation is a peculiar characteristic of man 
{ibid. 142.17-20) and has been given by Nature; therefore, it is not in 
vain {ibid. 148.11 ff.; cf. Anonymous, in Int. 60.16-61.6). See R.W. 
Sharpies (1978a), 259 nn. 166, 168.

614. Anonymous, in Int. 60.14-61.6.
615. Stephanus, in Int. 35.34-36.8. Cf. Proclus, De dec. dub. 8.10

ff.
616. Ammonius, in Isag. 41.20-23; Asclepius, in Metaph. 145.11-32,

173.19-23, 173.30-33, 175.15-18, 177.2-6, 441.27-31 ; Philoponus, inPhys.
402.9-20.

617. Philoponus, in de Cael. 136.12-26; G. Verbeke (1982), 47, 242
n. 18.

618. Philoponus, in de Gen. et Corr. 136.33-137.3, 152.24-153.2.
619. Simplicius, in de Cael. 271.11-27; in Phys. 1360.24-1363.24; 

Asclepius, in Metaph. 28.29-29.2, 44.35-37, 69.17-21, 103.3-4, 148.10-13,
151.15-32. Ammonius was reported to have written a book offering many 
proofs that Aristotle thought God was also an efficient cause of the 
whole cosmos. This book was known to the Arabs ; cf. R. Walzer's 
commentary on Al-Farabi's On The Perfect State, 353 n. 110. Ammonius' 
view was also shared by Philoponus {in Phys. 189.10-26, 240.18-19; in 
Gen. et Corr. 136.33-137.3, 286.7; in de An. 37.18-31; in An. Post.
242.26-243.25), Simplicius {in Phys. 256.16-25, 1360.25, 1360.28-31,
1362.8, 1362.16, 1362.32; in de Cael. 87.3-11, 143.9-144.4, 271.5-21), 
Olympiodorus {in Phaed. 13 § 2 lines 37-40), Elias {in Cat. 120.16-17), 
David {in Isag. 113.15-16, 114.34-115.3, 115.13-14, 115.24-32 and
Philoponus(?) / Stephanus (?) {in de An. 571.1-5). On the subject, see R. 
Sorabji's introduction in C. Wildberg's translation of Philoponus' 
Against Aristotle on the Eternity of the World (1987), 8; R. Sorabji
(1988), 274-281. See also: P. Tannery (1896), 277; E. Zeller (1903), 894 
n. 1; R. Vancourt (1941), 18-21; A.C. Lloyd (1967), 317; R.T. Wallis 
(1972), 144; H.J. Blumenthal (1986), 326-327; W. Wieland (1960), 310 n.



179
18; P. Aubenque (1987), 246; R. Sorabji (1987), 2; K. Verrycken (1990a), 
216-218; J.M. Rist (1993), 230.

620. Asclepius, in Metaph. 28.20-27, 103.3-4, 148.10-11, 225.15-17; 
Philoponus, in de Gen. et Corr. 50.1-5, 136.33-137.3, 152.23-153.2; in 
Phys. 189.13-17, 298.6-10, 304.5-10; Elias, in Cat. 120.23-30; of. 
Aristotle (de Gen. et Corr. 318al-5, 336b31-34) as discussed by
Philoponus (in de Gen. et Corr. 50.1-5, 297.15-24); K. Verrycken (1990a), 
218-220, 224-225.

621. K. Verrycken (1990a), 220-223.
622. Cf. W.L. Power (1992), 66.
623. Proclus, De mal. subst. X, 35; cf. Ph. Merlan (1965), 150 ff. 

Criticising the dualism of the Manichaeans, Asclepius (in Metaph. 271.30- 
272.12, 292.25-29) says that since they accepted the existence of one 
cause for the good and one for the evil, they have been under divine 
wrath. Simplicius (in Ench. Epict. 69.46-70.27, 164 ff.; cf. Proclus, De 
mal. subst. 31.6) also refutes the two principles adopted by the 
Manichaeans. His main argument was that two contrary principles cannot 
be so without the pre-existence of an anterior cause to which they must 
be considered as subordinate. See K. Praechter (1912), 9 ff.; I. Hadot 
(1978), 40-41.

22.
624. Philoponus, in An. Fr. 243.23-24, 244.19-25; in Phys. 897.18-

625. Plotinus, Emi. V.8; P. Hadot (1981), 125.
626. Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 473.33-474.2, 587.11; 

Plotinus, Enn. III.6.1-3; Proclus, Theol. Plat. 1.19, p. 93.8-10.
627. J. Barnes (1983), 176-178.
628. Philoponus, in de Intell. 57.2-3.
629. ibid., 526.34-38. According to Ammonius (in Int. 136.8-11), 

however, God generates not only the substances of all things, but also 
their capacities and operations - both those in conformity with and those 
contrary to Nature. "Hapd cpuoLv" for Ammonius denotes that which appears 
together with the necessary abasement of the declension of beings. This 
declension takes the character of a coordinate existence (jcaoimôataaLs) 
in the beings. This is the case of something existing alongside X, being 
secondary or inferior to X.

630. Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?) (in de An. 537.22-24, 537.27-29, 
537.32-33, 539.31-32) argues that when God creates, he does not need 
imagination at all.

631. Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 526.26-27, 538.38-39, 
558.3-4; cf. R. Vancourt (1941), 22-23.
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632. Asclepius, in Metaph. 108.23-26, 151.15-32. All qualities in 

the intelligible world are multiplied, and everything that comes after 
the One participates in them. Nowhere in the sensible world, however, can 
there be an identity with the One (cf. Proclus, Inst. Theol. prop. 152).

633. Elias {in Isag. 93.23-28) adds that created beings do not have 
everything in common, because if that were the case, otherness (also 
created by God) would be superfluous.

634. Asclepius, in Metaph. 151.15-32; Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 32.16 
ff; cf. L.G. Westerink's introduction to his edition of the Anonymous' 
Prolegomena Philosophiae PI atonicae, xxii-xxiii; (1990), 331-332.

635. Asclepius, in Metaph. 103.6-12, 140.35-141.5, 158.25-27,
441.23-27.

636. Philoponus, in de An. 264.20-24; in Cat. 128.8-28, 131.5-6; 
in Phys. 312.26-313.27.

637. Asclepius, in Metaph. 28.15-17. The eternal existence of the 
divine explains why there could not have been disorder first and then 
order in the world, or absence first and then presence of the world 
itself (Ammonius, in Int. 250.11-19).

638. Asclepius, in Metaph. 365.23-366.1. Asclepius' example to 
illustrate this point is as follows: In the case of man, God is the cause 
of the eternal human characteristics, e.g. to be an animal. Nature gives 
the characteristics which apply to the majority of particular men, e.g. 
to have five fingers in each hand and foot. Finally, it is by chance that 
some people have six fingers in each hand and foot. Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 
197b33-198al4.

639. Philoponus, in Phys. 310.5-29.
640. Asclepius, in Metaph. 122.25-26, 158.27-29, 187.13-18;

Philoponus, in Phys. 143.23, 265.15-20, 309.29-311.19, 323.29-30; in de 
Gen. et Corr. 100.4-5, 168.21; in de An. 46.26-47.2, 48.6-10;
Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 263.24-25; Elias, in Isag. 93.24-25; Anonymous, 
in Int. 60.14-61.11. Cf. Aristotle, De caelo 271a33; Polit. 1253a9, 
1256b20. The same idea is expressed by the doctrine that divine 
providence is a cause which does not create irrationally (Asclepius, in 
Metaph. 441.26-27). See R.W. Sharpies (1978a), 259.

641. Philoponus, in de An. 7.7-19; in Phys. 312.26-313.27.

642. Philoponus, in de An. 6.20-25; Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 244.3-4; 
David, Def. 4.23-29.

643. Ammonius, in Int. 250.11-19.
644. Gessius ap. Zachariam Amm. 11. 369-370.
645. Philoponus, in Phys. 573.27-29; in de An. 217.4-7.
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646. Philoponus, in Phys. 241.17-242.3 ; Stephanus, Opusc. Apotel. 
268.24 ff. See also, A.R. Lacey (1993), 162 n. 342; R. Sorabji in A.R. 
Lacey (1993), 2.

647. Philoponus, in de Gen. et Corr. 297.15-24; in de An. 66.19-
67.7.

648. Asclepius, in Metaph. 194.13-35.

649. ibid., 147.28-148.4, 194.13-41; Zacharias, Anm. 11. 209-211, 
215-216; Cf. Plato, Tim. 41a, where the Demiurge assigns to the secondary 
gods the fashioning of living creatures by means of an imitation of their 
own generation by Him. For the school of Ammonius the heaven represented 
a divinity of lower rank, interposed between the One and the sublunary 
world, or, in other words, between the Forms in the intelligible world 
and those in the material world (Philoponus, in Meteor. 11.20-37; in 
Nicom. Isag. I.y.46-54, 1.6.4-5; cf. Syrianus ap. Simplicium in de Cael.
397.29-32;). The heavenly bodies have divine characteristics, but they 
are not gods (David, Prol. 28.34, 151.13-17; C. Wildberg 1990, 44). The 
heavenly entities (and the universals as well) are made of a physical 
substance more divine and prior to the other four (Olympiodorus, in 
Meteor. 21.25-27; cf. Aristotle, De Caelo 269a30 ff.).

To explain the circular movement of the celestial bodies, the 
school of Ammonius cites Plotinus' answer that they imitate the divine 
Intellect, which, by returning upon itself, thinks all things and itself. 
In particular, they are supposed to aspire to reach the immortality that 
belongs to the demiurgic Intellect. The rationality of the heavenly 
bodies is shown by their circular movement, which cannot be caused 
otherwise than by reason (Philoponus, in Meteor. 9.31-32, 12.24-32,
117.13-19; in de An. 56.19-34, 138.30-139.5, 141.3-4, 260.14-25;
Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 595.33-598.7; cf. Plotinus, Enn.
II.2.1; Syrianus ap. Simplicium in de Cael. 397.29-32; Simplicius, in de 
Cael. 382.8 ff.). Cf. Ph. Merlan (1935); R.L. Cardullo (1986), 121. The 
celestial spheres are supposed to acquire knowledge by one application 
of their Intellect without experiencing any need of knowledge 
(Philoponus, in de An. 260.18-25).

The heavenly bodies are considered to have eternal substance, but 
perishable energy, consumed during their circular motion. Their continual 
circular motion is attributed to an incorporeal and superior power of the 
world-soul which directly acts upon them by moving its own body in order 
to imitate the noetic activity. So this is not merely an irrational and 
natural tendency, but, on the contrary, a mark of omnipotence. The 
heavenly bodies are composite, i.e. they are material, but remain always 
the same as they have the susceptibility to receive divine emanation and 
thus replace their lost energy. Their only change is that of place. The 
heavens are closer to the unchangeable beings and participate more in 
divine emanation (Asclepius, in Metaph. 151.7-12, 185.28-186.10, 194.24- 
41, 450.20-28; in Nic. Isag. I.y.55-68; Philoponus, in de Gen. et Corr.
1.9-13, 136.31-137.3; in Nic. Isag. I.y.46-54; cf. Plato, Tim. 34a, 41a 
ff.; Aristotle, de An. 417bl9; Phys. 259b31-260al0; Alexander, inMeteor.
35.20-23; Proclus, in Tim. I 294.28-295.12, II 131.4, 262.5 ff.. Ill 21.2 
ff.). See also, É. Évrard (1953), 313-315; (1965), 593-594; S. Sambursky 
(1962), 164; L. Taràn, pp. 11-12 of the introduction to his edition of 
Asclepius' in Nicomachi Arithmeticam (1969). The heavenly bodies may be 
perishable by nature (because they themselves cannot maintain their own
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being), but immortality comes to them as a continuous influx from the 
divine. Proclus' relevant doctrine is that the world is dissoluble in so 
far as no finite body can have infinite power, but is also everlasting 
by a continuous stream of power deriving from the Demiurge (Proclus, in 
Tim. Ill 209.27-214.35; Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 13 § 2). The number of 
the heavenly bodies is eternally the same (Philoponus, in de Gen. et 
Corr. 1.9-12, 3.1-4, 134.4-5, 206.2-4; in de An. 18.27, 24.27-29, 141.2- 
4, 259.9-10, 324.15-16; K. Verrycken 1990b, 255 n. 138). For Plotinus' 
belief in the numerical eternity of the heavenly bodies, see G.H. Clark 
(1949).

The heavenly bodies are alive and have sight and hearing. These 
senses are active rather than passive in perceiving, contribute to a 
superior mode of existence and, further, are more appropriate to the 
special kind of immutability the heavenly bodies enjoy (Olympiodorus, in 
Phaed. 4 § 9; cf. Ammonius, Prol. 10.7 ff.). See C. Wildberg (1990), 36. 
In them nothing is disorderly and there is no place for any contrariety 
because unity dominates there (Philoponus, in Meteor. 5.17-20; in Phys.
56.6-14; in de Gen. et Corr. 283.11-13). The heavens are a solid and 
rigid body with no quality different from those of the terrestrial bodies 
(Philoponus ap. Simplicium in de Cael. 35.28-33, 44.15-18, 75.30-31,
76.4-9, 77.23-27, 88.29-32, 89.25-36, 133.28-29). They are the most 
important physical part of the universe, analogous to the heart of the 
living beings and less corruptible than the other parts of the world 
(Philoponus ap. Simplicium in de Cael. 73.4-15; cf. Plotinus, Enn.
11.1.4.6-11). See C. Wildberg (1988), 155.

650. Philoponus, in de Gen. et Corr. 49.12-13, 49.23, 288.19- 
289.22, 290.12-13, 290.24-25, 291.21-23, 296.14-17, 299.18-19. See K. 
Verrycken (1990b), 255 n. 133.

651. That God is the immediate cause of the eternal substances and 
the prior causes of the mortal substances is a doctrine held by Ammonius 
(in Int. 136.4-6; Asclepius, in Metaph. 199.33-35, 218.9-11, 250.20-21,
255.12-13). Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 194bl3; P. Courcelle (1967), 223-224. 
Philoponus (in Phys. 402.5-20, 403.12-15) makes it a bit clearer: 
divisibility and destruction, he argues, are caused by the progression 
in matter.

652. Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 243.23 ff.
653. See M. Baltes (1976).

654. H.J. Blumenthal (1981a), 219; (1981b), 3; J. Dillon (1992),
360.

655. Cf. J.F. Harris (1992a), 73.
656. This doctrine was developed by Crantor, Alcinous^ Taurus, 

Plotinus, Porphyry and lamblichus. See C. Wildberg (1988), 196; S. 
Sambursky (1962), 157.

657. The unmoved mover, which is among the transcendent causes of 
natural things, is examined by the physicist (Philoponus, in de An.
55.11-17).
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658. Since Ammonius himself wrote nothing about his own beliefs on 

the eternity of the world, we have to rely on secondary sources. Such a 
source is Zacharias' polemic dialogue Ammonius vel De opificio mundi, 
where Ammonius is presented as having understood the Christian positions 
against the theory of the eternity of the world, but not as having been 
converted to Christianity. For the purpose of this dialogue, see É. 
Évrard (1965), 597-598; Ph. Merlan (1968), 197; R. Sorabji (1987), 2. As 
to the historicity of this dialogue. Ph. Merlan (1968) proved that the 
dialogue can be dated to 486 or 487 A.D. when Zacharias was among 
Ammonius' students in Alexandria. See also P. Courcelle (1935), 216; G. 
Bardy (1950); M. Minniti Colonna, pp. 23 and 39 of the introduction to 
her edition of Zacharias' Ammonius (1973); K. Wegenast (1967); K. 
Verrycken (1990a), 210-211. On the whole, given that Ammonius actually 
adhered to the doctrine of the eternity of the world, Zacharias' report 
is essentially historical. See P. Courcelle (1967), 227-228; Ph. Merlan 
(1968), 194; M. Minniti Colonna, pp. 38-44 and 52 of the introduction to 
her edition of Zacharias' Ammonius (1973); cf. M.A. Kugener (1900), 205. 
K. Verrycken (1990a, 211-212) argues that Ammonius' theology, as exposed 
in this dialogue, is not theistic, but, on the other hand, it is not 
possible to find much in the dialogue to prove positively the Neoplatonic 
character of Ammonius' teaching on God and creation. Furthermore, 
Verrycken assumes that the dialogue would only have pertained to 
metaphysics, if it had examined the Neoplatonic articulation ad intra of 
the creative principle. I think that the dialogue is based on Ammonius' 
belief in the immutability of the divine; therefore, it cannot but 
involve Ammonius' metaphysics.

659. Ammonius ap. Simplicium in Phys. 1363.8-24; Simplicius, in 
Phys. 256.16-25; in de Cael. 271.13-21; Philoponus, in Phys. 189.10-26; 
in de Gen. et Corr. 136.33-137.3; cf. 286.7; Elias, in Cat. 120.2-19,
187.6-7; See R. Sorabji (1983), 202, 282; I. Hadot (1990a), 103.

660. David, Prol. 6.2-21; C. Wildberg (1990), 44.
661. Plato, Tim. 38b-c; Proclus, in Tim. I 238.1 ff., 276.30 ff.,

286.19 ff., 290.13-291.12; J.F.A. Berger (1840), 73; P. Courcelle (1948), 
294-295; (1967), 225; C.G. Steel (1987), 220 ff. For Proclus (in Tim. Ill 
13.23 ff., 15.28 ff., 28.31-33) eternity was understood as an 
intelligible god, the cause of the unchanging permanency of the 
intelligibles. Time is produced by the Demiurge after the pattern of 
eternity in order to regulate and unite the cycles of beings in motion. 
This doctrine did not survive in the commentaries of Ammonius. On this 
point, see W. O'Neill (1962), 162-163.

662. Simplicius, in de Cael. 271.18 ff.; I. Hadot (1990a), 130.
663. Asclepius, in Nic. Isag. I.y.68-79; Philoponus, in Nic. Isag. 

I.y.54-58; in de An. 95.9-26, 118.38 ff.; Olympiodorus, in Meteor.
115.11-13, 118.5-119.8, 120.13-14 and 20-21, 153.19-21; in Gorg. 65.24- 
66.4; Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 537.6; R. Vancourt (1941), 
56 n. 3; L.G. Westerink (1990), 333 n. 45; his introduction to his 
edition of the Anonymous' Prolegomena Philosophiae Platonicae, p. xxv, 
n. 58; K. Verrycken (1991), 219 ff., 221 n. 63.
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664. Asclepius, in Metaph. 89.4-5, 90.27-28, 171.9-11, 186.1-2,
194.23-26, 226.12-15; Philoponus, in Phys. 54.9-55.26, 189.10-26, 298.6- 
12, 303.1-5, 410.21-24, 438.5-6, 747.1-3, 812.23, 820.30-821.4, 823.16- 
20, 824.22-25, 832.17-18, 838.20-21, 838.28-33, 870.2-9, 873.1-2, 889.17- 
23, 893.6-9, 894.8-10, 894.24-30, 897.15-17, 897.23-27, 898.15-16,
905.19-21, 906.38-40; in de Gen. et Corr. 45.5-6, 299.22, 299.25, 300.1- 
3, 300.7-8, 312.17-18; in An. Post. 67.17-18, 110.14-15, 135.11-15,
243.17-25; in de An. 21.1-2, 76.22-77.1, 132.32-133.3; in Cat. 50.23-31. 
L.G. Westerink (1990), 328 n. 23; his introduction to his edition of the 
Anonymous' Prolegomena Philosophiae Platonicae, p. xv, n. 23; L. Tarân, 
p. 11 of the introduction to his edition of Asclepius' in Nicomachi 
Arithmeticam; (1984), 106; G. Verbeke (1981), 122, 124 n. 70; R. Sorabji 
(1983), 201; K. Verrycken (1990b), 245 n. 62, 246 nn. 67 and 68, 255 n. 
134.; (1991), 213, 225; A. Segonds (1992), 478.

665. Asclepius, in Nic. Isag. I.l.7-11.
666. L.G. Westerink (1990, 327; his introduction of the Anonymous ' 

Prolegomena philosophiae Platonicae, xiv) suggested that "Ammonius 
pledged himself to silence on certain essential doctrines contrary to the 
Christian faith (especially the eternity and divinity of the world)" as 
a consequence of the pact he is reported to have made with the patriarch 
Athanasius II (Damascius, Vita Isid. 250.2, 251.12-14). Actually,
however, there is no evidence to support this view, and both R. Sorabji 
(1990, 12) and K. Verrycken (1990a) discard it. In addition, by reporting 
Ammonius' doctrine Asclepius (in Metaph. 89.4-5, 90.27-28, 171.9-11,
186.1-2, 194.23-26, 226.12-15) proves quite the opposite.

L.G. Westerink (1990, 328; his introduction of the Anonymous' 
Prolegomena philosophiae Platonicae, xv) referred to the dialogue 
Ammonius as reflecting "the reaction of at least one Christian student 
to his [sc. Ammonius ' ] persistent belief in the eternity of the world. 
This seems to indicate the position of the Hellenes had become easier 
towards 520 than it was a quarter of a century ago". Apart from the fact 
that there is an evident contradiction in the same article as to whether 
Ammonius actually taught the doctrine on the eternity of the world (see 
previous paragraph), L.G. Westerink mistakenly refers to the year 520 in 
connection with this dialogue. It is known that the actual conversation 
took place between the years 486-7.

P. Courcelle (1948, 295-298; 1967, 225-228) argued that Ammonius 
did not actually believe in the co-etemity of the world with the 
Demiurge, because (a) Proclus (in Tim. I 238.15 ff., 286.20 ff.) 
distinguished between infinite duration ( ô t L Ô L Ô t r ie ), which he attributed 
to the universe, and divine eternity ( a tc o v L o v )  which is outside time and 
(b) Simplicius (in Phys. pp. 1154-1155) argued that even if Aristotle and 
Plato may have used different terms, they both agree that the world has 
a cause, but not a temporal end. Simplicius was introduced to this 
argumentation because, according to P. Courcelle, he must have copied 
Ammonius' commentary on Aristotle's Physics. I think that there can be 
no objection to the claim that such views were held by late 
Neoplatonists. Olympiodorus (in Meteor. 146.15-25), too, like Proclus, 
distinguished between the terms àCôtoç and a lo o v L o s .  The former, 
attributed to matter, is said of things that are of infinite duration but 
exist in time and are mutable. Matter receives different species in time 
since they, too, perish. The alo&VLOS is attributed to God, and is said 
of entities outside time, in an eternal present. Ammonius, however.
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deviates from the above-mentioned tradition. For him the material world 
is co-eternal with the Demiurge, and Zacharias' reports are correct. The 
first to hold this view was M. Minniti Colonna (p. 52 of the introduction 
to her edition of Zacharias' Ammonius) who argued that: "Jo credo che gli 
argomenti del due discepoli [sc.: Zacharias and John Philoponus] di 
Ammonio sulla coeternità dell' universe con Dio non siano arbitrarie 
deformazioni del pensiero di Proclo, ma rispecchino in real ta le tesi di 
Ammonio sull ' e terni tà dell ' uni verso e sulla sua coesistenza ab aeterno 
con Dio. Alio scolarca ateniese, infatti, rimase sempre estraneo il 
concetto di cnjvatôLov, sostenuto presumibilmente per primo da Ammonio, 
e poi ripreso e confutato da Zacaria nel suo dialogo e da Giovanni 
Filopono nel De aeternitate mundi contra Proclum". It should be mentioned 
that Philoponus {Aet. 14.10, 14.21, 18.13, 23.3 ff., 79.10, 126.9, 273.2, 
566.3) attributed to Proclus the view that the world is co-eternal with 
the divine. In addition, Asclepius' and Elias' references are more than 
clear as to the coeternity of the world with the divine (see nn. 670 and 
671 below). Therefore, P. Courcelle's (1967, 228; 1948, 297) conclusion 
that "as Philoponus did with Proclus, Zacharias shamelessly changes 
Ammonius ' thought and makes him maintain the theory of coeternitÿ' cannot 
be accepted.

667. Ammonius ap. Zachariam, Amm. 11. 121-126. On the immutability 
of the divine, cf. Proclus ap. Philoponum Aet. 604.14 ff.

668. Zacharias, Amm. 11. 1078-1083. Cf. Philoponus, in Phys.
321.16-20.

669. R. Sorabji (1983), 201; L.G. Westerink (1990), 327-328; his 
introduction to his edition of the Anonymous' Prolegomena Philosophiae 
Platonicae, p. xiv-xv.

6 7 0 . A s c le p iu s ,  in Metaph. 2 2 6 .1 2 - 1 5 :  " e l  y d p  T tdvxa, cpnaC, itQodyeL  
6 id  T f)v  y d v L p o v  aOxoO ô ü v o p iv  x a l  où  ô e C x a i % p6vou , dÀÀôt xoopCs jcdaris 
p e x a p o A fls , x C , qpriaC, 6 e t  À É y e iv  6 x l  ù p ? a x o  & K . 6  x lv o s  % p6vou E a p d y e iv ;  où  
yd g  xaAÆs À é y o u a tv , cî)S ô é ô e iK x a i ,  cpnaCv, é v  dÀÀOLS".

671. Elias, in Cat. pr. 120.16-19: "el ydg Mal dpa 0eôs dpa Kdapos, 
dÀÀ' oùv xax' at'xCav TtQoltrtdpxe l à 0eôs xoù xôapou, xaC o ù k  éx xoù 
aûxopdxou ô xôapos, dÀÀd x6v 0eôv ù%ei afXLov, dwicep xal ô fjÀLoe xoù 
OL’xeCou cpœxôç %poU%dp%eL xax' ai'xCav". See also Philoponus, in Phys.
54.9-55.26, 189.10-26; in de Gen. et Corr. 136.33-137.3, cf. 286.7; 
Simplicius, in Phys. 256.16-25, 1363.8-24; in de Cael. 271.13-21; R. 
Sorabji (1983), 202; K. Verrycken (1990b), 236. Cf. H.J. Blumenthal 
(1986), 319.

672. Asclepius, in Metaph. 89.4-5, 194.23-26; Philoponus, in Phys. 
1.17, 1.23-24, 9.23-10.2, 15.29-30, 16.2, 16.8, 152.5-7, 156.10-12,
219.19-22, 220.20-25, 340.31, 362.21-25, 438.9-10, 497.8-9, 601.12-13,
777.11-12, 898.2-4; indeAn. 18.27, 24.27-29, 141.2-4, 259.9-10, 324.15- 
16; in de Intell. 78.2-4; Elias, inC^t. 120.15-19, 187.6-7. Cf. A. Busse 
(1892), 11; É. Évrard (1953), 324-325; R. Sorabji (1983), 196 n. 25, 202; 
L.G. Westerink (1990), 339; his introduction to his edition of the 
Anonymous' Prolegomena Phi 1osophiae PI atonicae, xxxvi; C. Wildberg 
(1990), 42; K. Verrycken (1990b), 235 n. 10, 245 n. 60, 255 n. 143.
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673. Asclepius, in Metaph. 171.9-11.

674. Zacharias, Amm. 11. 131-143; Olympiodorus, inMeteor. 115.11- 
13, 118.5-119.8, 120.13-14, 120.20-21, 153.19-21; in Gorg. 65.24-66.4. 
Cf. L.G. Westerink's introduction to his edition of the Anonymous' 
Prolegomena Philosophiae Platonicae, p. xxv, n. 58; (1990), 333.

675. On the arguments against God's changing His will, see 
Aristotle De philosophia, frs. 16, 18, 19; R. Sorabji (1983), 281.

676. As to this conclusion, Ammonius was reported to have used 
Porphyry's formulation, which is also found in Proclus as well (in Tim. 
I 293.17 ff.; cf. Philoponus, Aet. 126.12, 145.3, 148.7, 148.26, 149.12,
149.19, 154.5, 154.23, 161.18, 163.21, 164.13, 165.7, 166.4-7, 189.10, 
200.4, 200.10, 201.28, 224.20, 521.25, 522.18, 546.6, 546.25; in Phys.
236.29-237.4, 303.18-25, 405.3-7, 484.15-19). See also R. Sorabji (1983), 
281; K. Verrycken (1990b), 245 n. 61.

677. Gessius ap. Zachariam, Amm. 11. 577-582.
678. ibid., 11. 622-631.
679. Philoponus, in Phys. 236.29-237.4, 303.18-25, 838.14-15,

893.6-28; in de Intell. 52.21-23, 59.21-24; in de Gen. et Corr. 296.14- 
298.8; indeAn. 7.12-19, 228.16-17, 265.30-34, 268.6-9, 268.37-269.1,
269.26-27, 270.2-4, 270.29-30, 272.31-32, 279.11-12, 286.19-21, 286.32- 
34; K. Verrycken (1990b), 245 n. 65, 255 n. 144.

680. Gessius ap. Zachariam, Amm. 11. 899-902; cf. Philoponus, in 
Phys. 9.30.

681. Gessius ap. Zachariam, Amm. 11. 553-561; cf. Proclus ap. 
Philoponum Aet. 339.2 ff.

682. Philoponus(?) / Stephanus(?), in de An. 540.27.
683. ibid., 448.6-7.

684. Ps.-Elias (Ps.-David), in Isag. 42.20.
685. Proclus, Inst. Iheol. prop. 122; Iheol. Plat. I 15 pp. 74-76; 

R.T. Wallis (1972), 149.
686. David, Def. 18.32-35.
687. Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 1 § 5. In this doctrine one recognizes 

a direct influence of Proclus (Inst. Iheol. props. 114, 120; in Crat.
79.9-15, 79.20-22; in lim. II 248.32-249.5, III 191.10-19, 194.8-9) who 
attributes the job of being provident to the Henads. On this point, see 
M. Mignucci (1985), 237; L. Brisson (1992), 488 n. 43, 491-492.

688. Ammonius, in Int. 134.8-21.
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689. Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 1 § 2; cf. L.G. Westerink (1964b), 27, 
30. The belief that the Demiurge is both provident and transcendent at 
the same time is found in Proclus (in Pemp. I 135.17-136.14) as well. See 
A.D.R. Sheppard (1980), 64, 66.

690. Proclus, Inst. Theol. prop. 122; Asclepius, in Metaph. 439.32- 
440.2; Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 1 § 2; Cf. Simplicius, in ench. Epict. 
104.

691. Philoponus, in Cat. 169.18-19, 184.17-18; Elias, in Cat. 
242.11. See L.G. Westerink's introduction to his edition of the 
Anonymous' Prolegomena Philosophiae Platonicae, xiv; (1990), 338-339.

692. David, Def. 94.1-4. For Proclus (Inst. Theol. prop. 57; cf. 
Olympiodorus, in Ale. 109.18-21; See also L.G. Westerink's note on pp. 
154-155 of his edition of Olympiodorus' in Phaedonem, 11 § 4.16, where 
it is referred that the influence of the higher powers extends farther 
downward than that of the lower ones.

693. Ammonius, in Int. 132.30-133.12; in Cat. 80.3-4. Cf. Plato, 
Leg. 900c-d.

694. Elias, Prol. 27.31-33.
695. Plotinus, Enn. II.9.16.24-33, III.3.5.1-8.

696. Ammonius, in Int. 185.2-7; cf. Proclus, in Parm. 1064.10-12. 
Plotinus (Enn. II.4.10) terms prime matter as non-being. In other words, 
non-being is the point where the outflow from the One fades away into 
darkness. See R.T. Wallis (1986), 471.

697. Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 263.17-25; cf. Plato, Leg. 905a.
698. Philoponus, in Phys. 313.9-27; Elias, in Isag. 15.23 ff.; 

David, Prol. 30.8 ff.; L.G. Westerink (1964b), 28-29.
699. Asclepius, in Metaph. 126.4-5, 441.26-27; David, Def. 18.32- 

35, 20.1 ff., 68.27-32, 70.1-3.
700. Augustine, De civ. Dei, XII.ii.

701. Ammonius, in Int. 134.24-34.
702. ibid., 134.8 ff.
703. Asclepius, in Metaph. 196.22-23.

704. ibid., 28.30-32, 195.25-37, 364.26-27; Olympiodorus, in Phaed. 
1 § 2 ff.; Ps.-Elias (Ps.-David), in Isag. 12.11-12; L.G. Westerink 
(1964b), 27 ff. God is always present to all beings and everywhere by 
means of emanation, but the degree in which each being participates in 
him depends on its own fitness according to the limitations of its own 
nature (Ammonius, in Int. 38.28-39.10, 137.15-23; Olympiodorus, in Ale.
14.1-2; cf. Proclus, Inst. Theol. prop. 122). Among the manifestations 
of divine emanation are prophetic dreams, and the fact that there is not
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a moment when nobody in mankind thinks, even though each particular man 
thinks once now and then (Philoponus (?) / Stephanus (?) in de An. 486.36-
487.1, 539.1-7).

705. Philoponus, in de An. 17.29-30; G. Verbeke (1985), 458.

706. David, Def. 68.23-32, 70.1-3; Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 223.17-
19.

707. Ammonius, in Int. 142.17-20; Stephanus, in Int. 36.4-9; cf. 
R.W. Sharpies (1978a), 259. Free will, according to Stephanus (in Int.
36.21-29), applies neither to necessary nor impossible things.

708. Olympiodorus, in Gorg. 195.24-28. Olympiodorus (in Gorg.
200.1-4) observes that godless and undisciplined people desire good in 
every way.

709. Ammonius, in Cat. 78.20-28; Philoponus, in An. Post. 135.9-11; 
in Cat. 126.24-127.15; in An. Pr. 243.25-32; cf. in Phys. 80.8-12.

710. Olympiodorus, in Meteor. 146.5-13, 146.25-27, 147.21-148.13; 
in Phaed. 7 § 4, 10 § 14; See L.G. Westerink (1990), 333; his
introduction to his edition of the Anonymous' Prolegomena Philosophiae 
Platonicae^ xxv-xxvi. Cf. Plato, Resp. 614a ff.
NOTE TO THE EPILOGUE

711. E.R. Dodds, pp. 311-312 of his edition of Proclus' Institutio 
Theologica (1963); R.T. Wallis (1986), 460.
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