Proclus’ Interpretation of the Parmenides,
Dialectic and the Wandering of the Soul

David D. Butorac

KarHoLieke UNrvERSITEIT LEUVEN

At the centre of Neoplatonic philosophy is Plato's dialogue the Parmenides
and the enigmatic hypothetical method of its second half.! While the precise
subject of the later hypotheses was che subject of debate within the school, the
overall purpose of the second half was not: it was an account of the derivation
of all things from a transcendens principle, the One, which is beyond thought
and being, down to the lowest and most unstable pares of the marterial world.
Plotinus quot " anly selectively from the Parmenides and predominantly from
its second ha . while Proclus’ commentary on the dialoguc is expansive,
uearing the texe in derail trom the opening of the dialogue until the end, as
we have received it, of the first hypochesis (Parm., 142a).

In his introduction he presents a small history of prior interpretations,
discussing a total of five scparate interpretations, " He divides these interpreta-
tions into two main trends: one group saw the ségpos of the dialogue o be
a logical gymnasia (630.27-631.1) and the other understood it to be about
reality irself (635.21).% Proclus outlines these, 1 helieve, to clarify how his
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predecessors attempted te connect the pares of the dialogue with what they
understood the skopes to be, which <larification would in turn help his own
solution. In Proclus’ account, for instance, the lagical interpretation of the
dialogue focused on the method section and the second half of the dialogue
insofar as they thought these two sections outlined and gave an example of
a refutation or helped clarify difficult concepts, but in no way did they think
that the dialogue made positive statements about reality. The first reality inter-
preration reveals, however, a subtle shift in how each section is understood: the
first section showed that Socrates needed rraining, while the logical exercise
in the second section was introduced for the adumbration of reality in the
third. As a consequence of this balance, Proclus notes, Parmenides “shows
that the purpose of the inquiry now under way is an important one, and that
the method introduced serves that important purpose and is understood as a
necessary preliminary to the inquiry abour Being ...” (636.12—14). In Proclus’
presencacion of the early Neoplatonic group (likely Plotinus, Porphyry and
lamblichus), however, he does not discuss the connection of the parts of the
dialogue 1o the whole, but only the development of the subject matrer of
the hypotheses that led them to connect separate levels of reality to different
hypotheses. C  tly, there is a need in Neoplatenism for a training prior to

the ascen veing,® bur whar is less clear is how the carly Neopla
« o« " his Hhilosophic-spiiitual necessity to the structure and overall
T . he Parmenides.

Proclus’ desire o articulate 2 unified intecpr. on of the whole dialogue
means that he has to account for the two earlier secrions explicitly within the
sweep and true skopos of the dialogue. When regarded in this way, Proclus’
own solution heavily depends on incorporating the insights of the logical
gymnasia interpreration (though it has the wrong séepes) and the first ‘reality’
group (though it incorrectly identifies the subject of the hypotheses and is
imprecise in its identification of the séopes) into a comprehensive Neoplatonic
philesophy, complerely informed by and woven into the Parmenides as irs
centre. Proclus’ presentation of eatlier interpreters should not be understood
as merely polemical.

Turning te the method section of the dialogue, after Parmenides seerns to
destroy Socrates’ theory of the forms, Parmenides tells Socrates that he must
train himself. Socrates asks him what form this training should take and he
responds that it should 1ake the Zenonian form:

trans. J. Diillon & G. Morrow (Princeron: Princeton U Press, 1987) and note my alierations.
1 use the pagination of Proclr philosephi Platonici apera inedita, ed. V. Cousin (Paris, 1864},
reprinted {Hildesheim: Olms, 1961), but the lineation of Steel's fn Parmenidem.

G. L.g.. Plotinus, Ennead 1.3.1 where he says that there are owo stages 10 those who wish w
ascend. This is a dear example and conrinuation of ancient philosophy as 2 spiritual exercise.

Ct. . Hadot, Qu'est-ce que ln philosophie antgue? (Paris: Gallimard. 1993), 261.
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[e)xcept for this: [ admired it when you said, and said to him, that you would not allow
the inguiry to wander {plané) among the things we sec nor concern them, but racher
concern those things which one would most especially grasp by rational account and
believe o be ferms.

In the Platonic text we see that this metaphor of ‘wandering’ (plané) is
somehow connected to the method of dialectic that Parmenides will propose.
What I would like to examine. then, is how Proclus’ attention to details of the
method section of the dialogue, specifically this idea of ‘wandering’ (plané),
radically changes how the Parmenidean dialectic is conceived, how the dia-
logue itself was interpreted by the Neoplatonists and, thus, how the Procline
interpretation of the dialectic represents a significant departure from (or a
radical deepening of) that tradition. Along with Plato’s use of the cognates
of gymnazein also employed in this section of the dialogue,® Proclus uses
these terms to find a preparatory middle dialectic in the Parmenides, a logical
gymnasia, in addition to the inspired highest dialectic that alone, up until
now, was thought 1o be found in the dialogue by Proclus” schoolmen.”

This paper will have six sections. First, we will outline basic epistemological
presuppositions in the Neoplatenic system and some of Proclus’ developrments
of it. Second, we will briefly address Plato’s use of the word plané. Third, we
will discuss in detail the metaphor of plané in Proclus’ other works and his
transformation of it into an important concept within his system. Fourth, we
will return to a consideration of the problem of plané relative to the problem
of dialectic in the Parmenides and discuss this in light of our examinarion.
Fifth, we will discuss problems that arise from Proclus’ development. Finally,
we will make general conclusions about the role plané plays in Proclus’ in-
terpretation of the method in the Permenides.

7. Parm., 135¢; trans. Allan, alt.

8. Cf. Parm., 1358, 135d4, 135d7 and 136a2.

9. The realisacion that Proclus is attempting this is made more difficult by the fact that
scholars often do not recognise the existence of middle gymnastic Platonic dialectic in Achenian
Neoplatonism. For example, A. Longo, Siriang ¢ i princips della scienza (Naples: Bibliopoiis,
200%5), 225-92. suggests that when Syrianus in his Memphysics commentary speaks of dialectic
(as opposced to the Aristotclian first science), this dialectic referred o could not be that of Plato
because the methaods it employs are so logical. Longo suggests that Syrianus was referring 1o the
Aristotelian dialectic {ibid., 228, Ihe description of dialecric in the Mecaplysics commentary,
however, perfecdy coincides with the Platenic iniddle dialectic ssented by Proclus. Accord-
ingly, in the Metaphysics commenuary the Aristotelian fitst s, 1ce corresponds 1o the Platonic
highest dialectic and the diatectic there corresponds to the Platonic middle gymnastic dialectic.
1 will discuss Proctus’ conception of this middle dialectic below.
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1. EPISTEMOLOGICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS IN PROCLUS' THEORY OF DIALECTIC

Nows, the secand divine principle, was for the Neoplatonists the origin
and place of the Forms which are both thought and are thinking in one
timeless activity and thar serives, unsuceessfully, ro imitate the pure unity
of the One. Following both the description of the highest section of the
Platenic line in the Republic (309d-513¢) as well as Aristotle’s firse principle,
the type of thinking associated with this was nedsis. After Nows came Soul.
Like Nowus that tries to be like whar created it, this divine encity strives 1o be
like Nous. However, just us Noss could not replicate the pure unity of the
One. so also Soul cannot teplicate the plurality of forms in unity of Nows.
Accordingly, the sharper division between subject and object changes both
the activity of the thinking as well as the object. Thy narture  hinking in
Soul is diansia, or discursive reasoning, which corresponds to the section
below noésis in the Platonic line. For Proclus, the objects char soul thinks
are logof, that is, intelligible abjects which, like Soul. are derivative of Nows
and so derivarive of Forms.

As the namc indicartes, the divine Soul causes cthe particular human soul
and so the human soul is most like it.'® For Plotinus, the source of scientific
knowledge for the human soul is Nows because it is the cause and place of
the Forms. Thus to explain how the human is able ro artain rimeless scien-
tific knowledge, he subdivided Soul inte two pares, asseeting that one part
of the Soul remained ‘above’ in Mows and 50 among it ms and another
part descended ‘below’ to the material realm.'" Proclus rejects chis division
of the soul and asserts thar the sou! is completely descended and, instead,
possesses an image of the cosmos in itself.” While the Procline soul does
have a mode of existence and level of knowledge uppropriate to it (that is,
dianoia and its logoi as objects) it can act in ways alien to it. As a soul, it can
‘descend’ to or rurn rowards the level of sensation, images and opinion or
‘ascend” or revert to Nows and even the One. In cach case, it is as a soul that
it acts or participates on these levels and so its constitution ditfers from that
of the Plotinian soul. Proctus thus asserts that che soul has its own proper
intelligible objeuts (logod) and cognitive activity {diangia} o that it need not
leave itself {as a soul) to artain scientific knowledge. And yet that the soul
nonetheless also has an image of Nows in it'? (and the One} and so also has

10. Accordingly, when 1 refur ra the divine archetvpe Twill ave s capital °S." while with the
human soul [ will 1:xc che lower rase s

11. Ct. Plotinus, £ wread, 11.9.2.

12. CE Commentary on the Parnienides, 948 .

13. To elarify. whone  Provius speaks of the soul’s ascent to Mews or the Forms, icis always
othe Formsinthe "N« o "no: Mowsielf. Thaz i Wl in .. its own rank as soul,
but reflectson © ol wlf, dhat is, the Mensinin. W7 crwalres, "Der Begrift des
) o o in e <& Medi. Zowr2, N et o Afitselatsr

din: D Gooytes, 19600 f
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some sort of acuess 1o the ‘true’ Forms in News (and to the One) creates new
tensions and cpistemological problems within his system: what would the
soul’s acrtvity that turns to the Vows in it look like and how would it differ
from its more native cognition?

Iz is with this background that we can underseand how Proclus conceives
of dialectic and ger some sense of the problems in it. Proclus divides dialec-
tic into three parts or activitics.” The lowest is elenchus, designed to refure
sophists and their double ignorance. The middle dialectic is for young men
who have a narural aptitude for the life of the mind, but who, as Parmenides
says, still need additional training (Parm., 135¢). This training is described
as partly expositing truth and partly refuting falsity. The highest is for those
who have already trained chemselves and is considered the true dialectic. To
the middle and rthe highest dialectic Proclus assigns different objects and
modes of thinking associated with each. The middle ‘gymnastic” dialecric
is one which deads exclusively with fogor and uses exclusively dianeia. The
highest dialectic beyins with the Forms in MVous in us and involves neésis or
has it as a necessary moment of ic.*

Proclus’ conception of dialectic, we sce, introduces problems that overlap
with the probtem described just above: the middle dialectic that uses dianoda
and logos seems to be the one most connate 1o the soul, while the highest
dialectic somehow has access 1o this higher part of the soul that is “above’ it.
How the soul as dianoetic can have this higher form of knowledge is. again,
a new problern or sharpening of it that emerges with Proclus’ development
af the Neoplatonic soul ' “siemology.

2. PraTto ox
' ' roense of whar gy ©7 v is ' pful o consider whart yen-

not o C T Un

iwhas « e ! ' ween
a neutral and negative meaning. 1he most obvious sense ot the word plené
is one that connotes movement, as the English derivative ‘planet’ plainly
conveys. Thus fxed stars are amhavr] whereas others which “reverse their
motion” ‘wander’ (Tim., 40b). On the neutral side, it is similar to zezesss, a
searching or investigation.'®

14. Comment iry en v Parmenid. 98911 18 (dited below) and 653.3-633.13, Cf. alwa
A. Lernould, "L dialectique commy new premidic cher Proclus.” Reene Screrrifigue o
philophi T L X

Y3 theoom Cer Uofmphessdialeori 0 in Proclus’ deseriprion. Iuis
clear that is has nodei 25 4 mument of it and an appropriace objecr (Furms in Maus in us). Bur
the necessarily discursive nature of dialecue, of soul and its specific methods (division, colla

tion, 1 com to requ. discwsvigy ac odds with che instantao ous and waihed insipht ot
s, us it ed he - xctic st have d neess iy supplemenzagy and
W ivi ' than ned:

6. palagy, | Su’.faffict. Dt
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in the Republic (A02¢), more negatively, it |« viated with the false
perceprion by the eve nfa bent stic k in water and also .very confusion in our
soul.’” In Lereers VI (35d). Plato speaks of the vicissitudes of travel. More
pointedly, in rhe Phaedo, while describing philosophy as a preparation for
death to the Neupythagorcans, Simmias and Cebes, Socrates describes the
soul that has lived rightly:

Verv well. 3f this is ‘the soul s, (undition, chen it deparis ta chag place which is, like
iself, invisible, divine, imnor ' and wise, wheso, on i aerval, happiness swais it

and release from wanidh W, frota feans and wogent Mled devres, and
All other ham.u Cdw Cooysuy of i o My doreally
spends the tesr et w

This is Plato’s most pejorative use of plané, associated with ignorance, enu-
merating it even as an cvil. Bur importantly in this context it is associated
with the state of the soul in the body, even a soul which strives for the Good,

making the point that only relcase from the body ar deach will assuage these
afflictions.

T T ROCIIND CORPUS
" ae metaphor o wedto roclusur orgoes a0 imencoas tull and
significant as his 7 soration of the Neopt o 1iver 'n no-al, we
e oo T e W F b J T T T on o soud
wehe o orelakes moe o w7 died 277 soul Jur o arconwend
with the di reultie of the sttaciion ttb nmenariona™ ible world,

th tor ctrin ot its true orit n and s¢ and how, conscquently. it returns
1 orrememnb s itself thror v a scient 1e and unerring prasp of the fornis.

Thy  for Proclus ir « -ries the more mund ne sense of circuiton vel,"”
error’” and movemn it weneral” and of bodics in particular.” Proclus

also identifies it, following the Phaede (814) cited above, with the descent
of the soul into the body and, consequently, the depth of matter and the
realm of generation and dissimilitude.” With levhe and ignorance, Proclus

17, CF L

18. ® i tran~ i1 e <o .

19 tharis, o Ddvwens woandenings: Fowys on the Repubiic. od. W, Kroll (Leipzig: Teubner,
18991901, 1.15:.7; Li/) 2L

20. CE Commentary on Licieds | vors, ed. G Friediein (Leiprip: Teubner, 1873), 70.4;
Comamentary on Alcibmdes 1, od. A-i'n. 3¢ onds (Paris: L es Belles Lerrres, 1985-1986). 229.7;
253,12 273.49; Commentary on the Tirwews, ed. F. Dic | (Leiprie: Tinbnes 1903-1906),
[1.308. 14, Plotinus spe.tks of Ui wandering about sensibl. - . 't Ensead. 1.3.4.9.

21, Notsueprisingly, ¢ 1 is ubiquitgus in this sense 10 R fapsress commentary.
YL CE T Daca ar v 11904470,
Cf. e . T N I S G IR A TTE " N L RS

L JHLANG, .
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even compares it to a poison. The reason why this sense of plané has such a
negative connotation is because these are all below the level and dignicy of
soul. The particular embodied soul must continually contend with things
that distract it from itself.

The second trend in Proclus’ interpretation of the metaphor of plané
relates 1o a consideration not of the distraction of soul in what is inferior o
it, bur a consideration of the essential nature of the soul in itself and is in
no way derisive. For this we turn to Proclus’ description of the divine Soul
and its relation to Nows in The Platonic Theology, | 19.%% In its essence, Soul
is eternally identical, but in ics activity it changes, takes parr in time and
thinks different incelligible objects at different moments, as Socrates says in
the Phaedrys (246b), going from form to form.” Nows, however, is always
the same, where its being and chinking are one, bur its essence, faculties and
activities are held together in eternity.® Nous does, however, have a multiplic-
ity of intellections and objects of thought and so possesses not only identiry
1o itself bur difference from itself as well.”” In a very limited sense, Proclus

concedes that Nows could be said to ‘wander’ b_ " its contemplacion
¢ teself, it unfolds irsclf and advanc . plurali 1e also pares the
natire of Nows and Soul carlier in hi Parmenide, €

The divi o T 7 alityin iy, divisit© things undivided

and discinguishables undiscriminated, S s . fy

«ont s that exist previemsly ia perfeer unity in that Ing et ot soul only, bat

. . Forade “'ed ~nalys:s of Soul's activity in time, of. G. Maclsaac, “Projection and Vime

i . A Hosophy and the Classical Tradition in 5 m, fudaism, and Christianity,
ed. ). inglis (Lendeon: Curzon, 2002), §3—17" Joly, ' pst’ p un produit
de "dme: Proclus contre Ploun,” Lavas H)éﬂll}&u’u o e 9 (?\ G, M 4 el

W (YNeill, lime and Etcinity in Proclus,” Phrones . (1962): 161-6.

25. The Platonic Theology 1.19.93.7 12. A also Commentary on the Timagus, 11.243.22. And
on participated souls, cf. The Elements of Theology. od. E.R. Dodds (Oxford: Clarendon, 1933}, §
191. An important Pletinian text on this issue is Enread, [11.7.11,35—44: cf. also V.1.4.19-20.
On Nows, of W, Beierwalies. ~ as: Uniry in Difterence,” in Platenism and Forms of Inteliigence.
ed. J. Dillon & M-F. Zovko (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2008}, 231-45.

26. The Platonic Theology, 1.19.93.12-16: of. Comm itary on the Timaens, 11.243.18; The
Elements of Theology. § 169 & §170 and Fanead, V.1.4.1  19.

27, The Plasone Theology, 1.19.93.16~19.

28. The Platoric Theology, 1.19.93.19-26. [n their edition of Erpeads Henry 8¢ Schwyzer
believe Proclus is referring here to Ennead, V.3.10.51. However, sce alsa 111.8.8.34-38 and
V1.7.13.1--2. Shordy after this Plotinus discusses the necessity of the mavement of Mows and,
in a particularly flond description, 15 plané. With Plotinus discussion of plané, we have an
example where the terminology of the middle methodological section of the Parmenides could
have influenced his. The difference berween Proclus and Plotinus here is that Plotinus focuses
on the plané of Nows. 2 point which Proclus oniy reluctandy concedes. Proclus, however, focuses
on and develops the plané of Soul and souls.
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the diviae Soul teo. For Soul has not been granted thoughts thar are established on
the level of cternity, bur she aims at grasping the full actuality of [ntellect; and in her
striving for this perfection and for the form of comprehension that belongs o that one
and simple being she cireles around Inrellect as in a dance, and in shifting her atten-
ton {voir. uerafac:) she divides the undivided mass of the Ideas, Jooking separately
(xoBopedaa) at the Idea of Beauty and separately at the Idea of Justice, and separately
at cach of the orhers, separating cach from the others and thinking of everything one
by ot and not all wgether (kabopdoa 5t kai koaTov Te3w dAhwv, kat kald' tv TovTa
kel ouy opod mavTa voouaa). For, to pur it brieAly, Soul is third in rank from the One
and is nawrally acrualised in rhis way. For the One is one only and precedes thought,
[nrellect thinks all [deas as one (¢35 #v navta), and Soul sees them all one by one (xad’
tv wavTe). So division is the peculiar function of Soul, since she lacks the power of
thinking al things simultaneously in unity and has been allotred the thinking of them
all separately—all. because she imitates Incellect, and separately, for rhis is her peculiar
property: for the power to define® and divide appears first in Soul ™

The determinate nature of Sou! {(and of particular souls} is thus one which
changes, divides and thinks one by one in tme. This description of the ac-
tivity of soul in comparison to News is a clear parallel to those other places
where Proclus discusses plané. Thus what Proclus is talking abour here is the
essential nature of the soul that must ‘wander’ when it thinks, holding no
negative connoration whatsoever. The reasoning of the demiurgic Intellect
is, in comparison, “not a scarch nor a puzzling nor a plané,” but “in a stable
thinking it chinks the multiple causes of being.”* Again iring the P4

(81a), Proclh =+ e . coph o, o " The obje s,
which constiturte soul, soud ¢ & o “ U pu . )
Nee &1 v ey = atand must wander, T e et . o
SV whi-k 1l - | PR [N P - b
tla o L 31:} P T i iv
:} )i [ L L Lt [ . N N y a
1) 22 o i est w oa o discussing

now, is a positive ¢ s ic .t v c  u :old  « ivity of soul.

If we take these two related streams of plané in Proclus (the first, the
realm of generation and the potential attraction of the soul to levels of reatity
beneath its dignity; the second, a kind of pasitive attribute and cognition
peculiar to soul), we begin to understand what the particular descended soul
must contend wich and is. Plaré is both constitutive of what soul is as well
as a negative effect of the descent into the body that it must endure. While

29. Reading epiopoc in Cousin's edition, Steel’s edition reads vepiope ox G.

30. Commentary on the Parmenides, 307.20--808.17; alt.; jalics mine.

3. The Plaionsec Tbeology, V.17.62.19-22; [V.21.61,23-24.

32. The Plasonic Theology, 1.17.81.17-21. The Saffery 8 Wescerink edition does not notice
that this is a quotation.
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rclated, the two can be accurately disringuished in Proclus’ works. These two
sides are nicely encapsulared in the following quotation:

[1] The sort of soul that merely has correct opinion wanders less than the irrational,
though even it strays in a sensc through irs ignorance of the cause. [2) But fucther still,
the extent 10 which the kind of soul that has scientific knowledge wanders is even less
than that of the soul with merely true beliefs. For in this case only the mutable form of
its life rakes it wander. Since it hasn't oriented itself toward one intelligible abject, it
comes to be 10 different forms at different times. [3] Only News is inerrant in its essence,
since it is always thinking the samc thing, and is directed toward the same thing, and
is active concerning the same thing, ™

A particular soul is able [1] to curn away from itself (the place its appropri-
ate causes are) to a lower level of reality and so become what it is nor, that
is, ignorant of itself, its causes and its end. This ignorance becomes more
acure as the soul reverts to lower levels of reality and even to marter.* This
carries with it the negative connotasion of plané. Nonetheless, [2] even when
it returns to irself, contemplating and becoming what it is, and atraining
scientific knowledge through causes which it possesses in itself and it s, it
still wanders. This is the non-pejorative understanding of plané, simply of
what soul is. Its form of life and thinking is one which, relative to Nous [3],
is a kind of motion, activity or becoming.”> Rela “ve to Soul, Nous alone is

aplanes, Wene " h isnot 7 cingroth medsis that befor  to soul,
bu. MNewy’ a1 bei | 1d thinking, thus Proclus’ wse of @ Tin this
passageemp. e o Lhave delincated abo
Al mRNING TO . (S S S V4

ouss.. thePer . comn narvet ok Tofth particular
€M ol o oosel sl nh ning ", al,
my o ocntation, _he ¢ e e nooels ule v 7 '
n aso [accordi to rhe latonic line ¢ u RIEH s
Ae tion of the soul as a plané. With the lower half o7 e Platonic | 1e in
ser 1c . we find the negative sense of plané, whereas = :he

treatment of diangiz and the forms within soul. as we anticipate, there isa
description of the activitics that are inherent to soul by its nature. Proclus
also rreats the next segment on the Platonic line, noésis, relative to soul. After
treating Soul's relation to sensation and opinion, he writes the return of soul
to itself in dignoia:

33. Commentury on the Tinaces, 11.97.27-98.3; al.; wans. D. Balely (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge U Press, 2006).

34. We will discuss this ar lengeh immuediately below,

35. yuyvouivny; yiveron, The Platoric Thealegy. 1.19.93.12; npoochher, Commentary an the
Timaeus, 11.243.22-23.
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o uwxoimmbio cudin sl the vaseyy of the Forms within us, ind by nicans
th anzemplation, having purbeonid the weaving together of its struciure, our soul

iself  beholds dhat it must sepaate inelf from composire things (ouvBeases }, and apply

wself (mp ohdh alveady incellucruatly (voepeds) w true being. For intuitive Lnowledge

ssuperion . R fuoly YOP LE LV EIMOT N o Hlife ived according
10 10 0Tive: knn‘-.-.‘k'dg-.- iv 1w hor  1eblech T ' Teal. T

xa "Sodn .r - cthewand in - -l whisling  of the hevan
Koo Zh s o Thers is one az she level of i oation rother above
this ar the Lve  opinion, anathe  ainucthe level ot die 7. Only ke according o

Nous (1 xove v v Qean) possesses dom from wandering ( avhav ), and this is
the mystical moering-place af the soul, o which the pooin brings  dysseus afta the
mudtitarivus wanderiags of bis lite Ta tiv mohAy mAavnv 1 Lo and ro which
wo, lbwewr o Teaved, wnibly do. will conduct oursclvan-’

In this passage plané is prosented as a svntheric, yet scientific. activity that
divides and combines its synthetic objects (the logos in it). This activity is one
which ¢nables the perfection of the soud and, through this contemplacion
(B1a . Beeopiae,}, o transcend itself and address the level of reality superior
to it, Neus in it. As such the pland of diansia that the soul underuakes is a
prepararion for the unity und insight of News. Thus what we see here s a
slighdy different . fuller account of plané and its relation to soul. In place
of a return to it ... as soul, with its positive scnse of plané, we find thac the
soul must ever overcome that. [ scems that it is only a life oriented to Nows,
beyond itself as soul thar uscs its narural faculty of dianeia, thar the soul is
able to escape its own positive plané. Procius’ conception of plané, then, is
one in which the degree of wandering is proportional 1o the level of realicy
as indicated by Plato’s line, but which seems ro end when and insofar as it
orients itself coward Nons. The degree of plané is lower (and more internalised)
as the soul asee: 1 th levels of reality r- to in the Platonic line.

Proclus then  :rurns ro the original discussion of plané as occasioned
by the passage in the Parmenides (135¢)™ and where he explicidy connects
plané ta the dialectical method abourt to be vutlined. Procius mentions the
three kinds of forms: those found in nature, in soul (foged) and in Nous (the
Forms).”" He then says thac

the pliné of dialeatic, which gives us a preliminary eruni~  -=d pre-instruction fur the
comprehension of the former Fonns [the fagor, then, isn uy for the conternplation
OF taese Facter Forres in Nowe inwe

3¢ illon-, cionwale tf T Courimeell 7 Th - - v onof the nicuddies
of the wl. Cf . N warie 1 . . 1.
" gmmentary o T | B ; ali.

3. Cited above,
3. Commentary on the Parmenides, 995.7-11.
) " 9us 15, This nanslatien is mine as the one i the
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Proclus here clearly aaa~iates the metaphor of pland with the treatment and
use of the forms in soul fogef) and thus he establishes the middle dialectic
as a necessaty preliminary training for the correct apprehension of the forms
which are ‘above’ soul in Veus in us. The significance of this is the following:
Proclus interprets Parmenides’ words that Socrates should wander about intel-
ligible entities in the context of his general epistemological and hierarchical
theory of reality, specifically in the second positive sense of plané we have
outlined. Thus, according to Proclus, it seems that the dialectical method that
Parmenides suggests 1o Socrates is a middie dialectic hecause it relies on the
logoi in us and on dignoia and which prepares us for the higher forms and
thus the higher dialectic. 'The ourcome of this close reading of the middle
section of the twxt and development of plané by Proclus is that it seems he
is in the unlikely position of interpreting the dialectic of the Parmenides as
a middle dialcetic.

4.B ANOTHER SENSE OF PLAN!: THROUGH CONTRARY HYPOTHESES?

Proclus elsewhere addresses the precise sense of plens that Parmenides
intends. This is important for us because it seems to contradict what Proclus
says above about plind and deeply complicates how one potentially under-
stands the Parmenidean method.

oo deee wer 0w =3t muldniph sities, cvenat they ar
e it pwhio L, cndst neitiv Tikdy,,
mulrip . A anm l)p[‘l'\i-’{,‘\ o R o AV VTR fATH
’ avr: + ldpliony s disordersd mations. Of theve sur, dialectical
training is sud 10 b wplan v b thind sense, since it proveeds by meins of conrrary

hypothuses (SR cuon BLg Lab AUTIKEIHEVGIY UToBEGEMV ).

Thus Proclus outlines four different senses of plane. The first corresponds
to the plané that Nows undertakes;™ the second refers to the activity of soul
that moves from onc objuct to another and the fourth reters to the sensible
realm of generation. ' It is the third that interests us presently because Proclus

Mormrow LI n oo ware and sl diny, 'S 1 -
- T .. - N va kT L
Vi V.

wonim she Dezmmondiddes, 30060 7 alo

2. Twkehis  coprivm of this plané o vefer to Mosss oL Vhe Plaronic Theolagy, 1.19.93.12—
19 and Commcntary ot Dimoe, 11.243.18. The sesse of Spou seemns to e synonymous with

Ay that Proctus discussesin ememisof fhe ' p. $ 1700 TQUTT GV mov 51 YGP KATA
PEpos kal Ao xai GAL: o x o deow .., T wiare in the List senrence refers to
the activity of *ie wout whis b Ao, Prac argues by a ned 2o o meithe: e nor have
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says thar this is the sensc thar Parmenides intends when he uses the word
plané in association with dialecrical waining, that is, plené here indicates a
multiplicity that goes from an hypothesis to its contradictory. (I will refer to
this use as the methodological-refucative.)

There are two striking chings here. First, the third definition of plané (3)
seems to contradicr what Proclus says elsewhere about his interpretation of
the use of plané (2) in the Parmenides (that soul must think transitively one
abject ata time, in time). Second, it seems that Proclus connects chis specific
sense of plané (3) to the positive and negative structure of cthe hypotheses. ®
For us, it is unclear whether Proclus interprets Parmenides’ use of the word
plané in cither the positive psychological-epistemological sense of it which
he has affirmed just above {transitively, one object ar a time, in time) or
in this methodological-refutative {3) sense that proceeds using contrary
hypotheses.

An additional problem is that, just before the previous quorartion, Proclus
connects the positive epistemological-psychological sense of plané with the
movement between the positive-negarive hypotheses of the methodological-
refutative sense. | irmenide  Frocl

calle L Sw

and ro una alerarcd ¢+ mp sion of the insdligibles, or p ney wolv '

o ami nof b oneordy roaccepr e nuth, bur also how thiongh rrinttun
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contraries (1o Ui exient thar they have a dewerminawe content),” S. Gersh, From lamblichus to
Eriugena (Leiden: Brill, 1976), 60, n. 157.

45. Commentary an the Parmenides, 995.25-37; alt.: mpow 1 vonoiw v kebapav mhdwiy
aUTTY TRGAEi e kol TRGC TV & Thafiv Tedy voriTedv avTiAmar, RAdVD yép TO uf) uovov TaAndA
OxOTETY STex GIOBERTEOV, GAAG kot TE YEudi S1a Tedy auTeSy ueloSov EXEPLTPEXEIV EASY XOUTEL.
CF. also ke Platenic Theolpgy. 1.19.93.16-19.
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This problematic reading that connects this ‘proceeding through contrary
hypotheses’ with the positive plané of soul is confirmed elsewhere. While
discussing Parmenides’ use of the term gymnasia, he explains that, as we have
seen, there are three activities of dialectic: one, purely elenctic; two, the op-
posite of this, “that which induces recollection of rrue reality” which “reveals
truth unalloyed” (that is, the highest dialecric); and three,

a compromise berween these owo, pardy refuting, pastly stimulating the interlocutor
towards the truth .., Iris this entire question abour arguing through opposing arguments
(51a Tedv avTIkE EVeaw Aoyeav) that it seems to me in these passages [Parmenides] calls
‘exercise’ and ‘wandering,** and for this reason no lenger to separate the method he is
now abour o impart from the dialectic he is sa impressed by.”

Thus once again it seems chat Proclus understands that the movement be-
tween the positive and negative hypotheses is the sense of plané he intends.
The problem with this is not only rhat it obscures our understanding of
Proclus” employment of the metaphor of plané in relation to the method,
it also makes Proclus’ own interpreration very problematic, as we will now
proceed to discuss.

5. PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

There are three relared problems thar flow from our discoveries. The firse
is whether Proclus’ development of the metaphor of plané and the state-
ments connecting it to a middle dialectic make the method found in the
Parmenides a middle dialectic. Second, use of the terms plarné and gymnasia
aside and assuming that Proclus still interprets the second half of the dialogue
asan instance of the highest dialectic, there is no demonstrable example of a
middle training dialectic in the Parmenides itself. Third, the most recalcitrant,
is whether Proclus’ development of plané and its application of the concept
to dialecric threarens to reduce the second halif of the Parmenides necessarily
to a middle dialectic.

The solution to the Arst and the second problems is to be found in
Proclus’ goal of clarifying the correct ségpos of the dialogue and explaining
how the parts of the dialogue are refated to that, which we discussed at che
beginning of this paper. Earlier we noted thar the first ‘reality” interpretation
(the Parmenidean) identified, in general, the skgpes correctly and also had a
nuanced account of the relation of each part o that whole, while with the
early Neoplatonic account the specific content of the hypotheses may have
become more precise yet the connection between the parts of the dialogue

46. Proclus here is commenting on the lemmata at Parm., 135d. However, Plate does not
use this term until a furure lemma at Parm.. 135¢2.
- on the Parmenia., 989.19--23; ale.
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became less so. Proclus’ own solution is to call the aporetic and method sec-
tion ‘aids.” The first section, according to Proclus, shows the necessity of
further training by helping Socrates understand the complexities inherent in
the forms on each level of reality, while the second section gives the requisice
form of thar training."’ Together, these lead to the true purpose of the dialogue
in the third part: an investigation of highest realiry. Proclus does afirm thar
there is a plané in the dialogue and he does aseribe plané to dialecric. Bur
this affirmation applies (for the most part} only to the method section and
this ascription of plané (and gymnasia) belongs (for the most part) only 1o
the middle dialectic. The middle section is an ‘aid’ that trains and reforms
the soul. Thus his statements regarding dialectic and concepts related to
that in this part of the commentary {gymnasia, plané) must be understood
in the context of his desire to account for each part of the dialogue and how
cach part is connected to the proper skopos. Thar is, before one enters the
inner vestibule of the second half of the dialogue, one needs purification
and training and this is precisely whar che first ewo sections of the dialogue
provide. In general, most of Proclus’ statements that connect plané and the
Parmenidean dialectic can be limited to the middte methodological section
and to the middle dialectic found there. As yet, the second half of the Par-
menides is still safely an instance of the highest dialectic.

The desire to account for the purpose of each section of the dialogue also
helps explain Proclus’ distinction berween the logical form of the method
(in the second section) and its actual application (in the third).> Italso helps
confirm that Proctus did not understand the dialectic of the Parmenides ho-
mogencously. What Parmenides outlines in the middle section, according to
Proclus, is an elaborate, even baroque, method to investigate systemarically
and comprehensively what a thing is. The result is thar Proclus finds a total of
24 hypotheses in the logical form of the method.> This is suited 10 a young
person in need of additional training like Socrates, but for the wise and aged
Parmenides the 24 hyporheses are not needed because he would adapt, ac-
cording 10 Proclus, the method as the subject demands when executing the
highest dialectic (that is, as he does in the chird section of the dialogue).

The second problem is this: we have established that Proclus’ development
of plané shows that Proclus interpreted that there was a middle dialectic in
the Parmenides in addition to the highest dialectic found in the second half.
But the casual reader of the dialogue might be forgiven for being skeprical of

48. The fitst section (983.20); the second, dewTépav B dhhny ... Perleiav (983.26-27).

49. This section provides another element thar we will discuss just below.

$0. Cf. 1000.27-28: "logical form’ {(hoyikov) and 1042.2. That is, he makes a distinction
berween “the dialectical modes {vpenoz. 7 and the hypotheses thar are called such” (624.18).

51. For an oudine of this, cf. ). Dillun, “Proclus and the Parmenidean Dialecdc,” in Procfus.

o oae . des Anciens, cds. §, Vépin & H.-D). Saffrey (Panis CNRS, 1987), 165-75.
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this. Where is this middle ‘gymnastic’ dialectic, apart from Parmenides’ bare
insistence that Socrates train himself? The answer is that Proclus has to slip
into his commentary a surfeit of examples of the training that Parmenides
suggests.” The examples of training he provides are as obrrusive as they are
otjose, but when his interpretation that there is also a middle dialectic in the
Parmenides is set against the obvious absence of it in the dialogue itself (if
the second half is to be interpreted as an example of the highest dialectic),
their peculiar existence in the commentary is now accounted for. Proclus, in
a sense, had to ensure, or create the mirage of. the existence of a dialectical
training using this method prior to entering upon the sublime insights of the
second half. This oddity in the commentary is best explained with reference
to Proclus’ clear and over-arching goal of establishing the correct relation
of the parts of the dialogue to its proper end. In short, Proclus’ attention ro
the whole of the dialegue and the relation of the parts to the whole enables
him to find a middle dialectic as well as a highest dialectic there. Thus when
Proclus refers to a middle dialectic, including the development of plané in
the Parmenides, he is referring to the middle, methodological section. These
statements o not make the whole of the Parmenides a middle diatectic.

The final problem is the most difficult. The positive psychological-epis-
temological sense of plané (that one must think rransitively one object ac a
time, in time} is one which must use dianoia and logoi. Procius says this sort
of wandering activity occurs in the dialogue in relation to the method. The
methodological-refutative {3) sense of plané (the ‘proceeding according to
contrary hypotheses’) is also said by Proclus to be the proper sense of Par-
menides’ use of the term planéd. Additionally, these are somehow connecied.
This is problematic because dianeiz and the middle dialectic are 5o clearly

v 2w 3ia s =ire s, with the methodolasical-refu__
toe Fi 'm) an  eymnasia that it could ap  w that any dialc tical
method that uscs positive .nd negative hypotheses m_. be a middle dia-
....... <« esecond half ¢ the fes might necessarily have to
und. toodas . ol ‘

O wy v aid < b sF rhor nee ‘v - hypotheses
i Ak r wer ot :a y refutative, that Proclus
' t edifferenty. 1.ower ritis precisely by corrently considerin
the absurd consequents of the negative ... the . the .ondhal. .
Parmenides 'odore of Asine ' .. e L discov | ¢ 0 . logical
fo «tt .. hod wh 1e TUE COLn nts and
false false ones, a discovery that is central to Proclus’ own interpretation.

52. CL Commzntary on the Parmenides, 1004-1015.
53. 0 wmmentary on the Parmenides, 1057.6. That is, the Philosopher from Rhodes, whom
Pere Saf ° “denrified as Theodore of Asine, “Le Philosophe de Rhodes cut-if Théodore
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True consequents cannot follow, Praclus notes, both stdes of a contradiction. ™
More than that, this artention ro the logical form of the second half of the
Parmenides—precisely this refurative sense—also provided che framework
for the Athenian Neoplatonic interpreration of the hypotheses whereby one
need only look at the positive hypotheses (H1-HS5) for clues about reality.**
Referring likely to Plotinus, Porphyry and lamblichus, who still soughrt to
interpret levels of reality in the negative hypotheses, Proclus says that:

(2]l these commentators share a comman misconception, in that they do nort sec that
the first five hypotheses produce true conclusions, whereas the last four jead to absur-
dities. This, aficr all, was Parmenides” stated purpose, to demonstrate how, if the One
exists, all beings are generated, and how, ifit does notexist, it eliminates everything and
leaves nothing existent anywhere: and the whole procedure announces this is whar icis
demonstrating, both through the postulation of true hypotheses and through refuration
of falsc ones (©1g T Biorcac Tedv aAnBcdv ket S1é THC dvonpeasws Teav Yrudadv). ™

We see here that the opposition between the positive and negarive hypotheses
in the second half of the Parmenides (and thus in the highest dialectic) and
the refutation through absurdicy of the negative hypotheses is as important
as it is in the gymnastic activity of the method. The negative hypotheses are
still, in a certain sense, refutative. One cannot, thus, explain away too easily
the potentially ‘refutative’ character of the negative hypotheses, even in the
second half of the dialogue.

While there is not an adequate basis on logical grounds (as presented by
Proclus) to differentiate berween the role played between the positive and
negative hypothescs in the middle and highest dialectic, Proclus does provide
a contextual and psychological-epistemological basis to distinguish thern:
obviously Parmenides does not need to be corrected or refuted regarding the
existence of the One. The eye of his soul gazes on his essence and, so Being,
unobstructed. This requires observing thar essential to the philosophical
training in the middie dialectic, accerding to Proclus, is the purification of
the eye of the soul through testing and refuring ideas and so we return once
again to the broader philosophical Neoplaronic presuppositions regarding
the soul.

d'Asine? Sur un poinz abscur de I'exégése néoplatonicienne du Parménide,” in Mémorial Ar-
dré-Jean Festugiére: Antiguité patenne ot chrétrenre, ed. E. Lucchesi & H.-D. Saffery (Geneva:
Patrick Cramer, 1984). 05-76.

S4. dBivatov yap 1t GAnB  Ton uaxouivois Gudotipow. axohoubsiv. Commentary on the
Parmenides, 1030.4.

55. As against Plotinus, Porphyry und lamblichus. Cf. 1056ff and J. Dillon. “lamblichus’
[dentifications of the Subject-matters of the Hypotheses,” in If Parmenide di Platone ¢ lu sua
rradizione, ed. M. Barband & F. Romano (Catania: CUFECM. 2002), 327-40.

SG. Commentary en the Parmenides, 1056.1-8.
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Hyporhesising contrary ideas in the middle dialectic is, one could say,
significant because the untrained soul makes mistakes or mistakes itself. For
example, a young student could believe, in fact, that sensation is knowledge
{e.g., in the Theaetetus). For a Platonist, this premise would be false and need
1o be refuted. Accordingly, one could cither follow the implications of this
{revealing a series of absurdities) or one could hypothesise the opposite of
this and follow the implicarions of this (revealing a series of sensible con-
sequents). Ignorance and error affect our very being and so this discipline
is necessary for us to return to our properly intelligible nature. We need to
know what things are, what belongs te them essentially and accidentally and
what does not. For without knowing these things, we do not and cannot
know ourselves. Such a training is not necessary for someone who already
understands these things, having gone through such preliminaries when they
were young. However, ‘the One is not’ (as in the One itself does not exise)
and ‘sensation is science’ are equally false and are equally opposed o ‘the
One exists’ and ‘sensation is not science’ and so one must depend upon the
context and the paedagogical or spiritual state of the person performing chis
positive and negarive dialectic.

Elsewhere Proclus seems to indicate that the soul can only train and only
wander, One might conclude thereby that, given what he has said in other
places regarding how the middle dialectic and plané are related, the soul is
essentially inhibited from rhe highest dialectic. Proclus, while providing us
with an abundance of examples of his gymrasia, says this:

Bur what has he [Parmenides] set before us as the end of this exercise? Ler us not under-
stand ‘ruth’ here in a general sense, but as being precisely that intelligible truth abour
which he has taught us elsewherc, for the sake of which there is the grear seruggle o see
‘the plain of truth tPhacdrus, 248b). So all our life is a gymrasa in preparation for char
vision. and the plané of dialectic strives towards thar goal **

To understand what Proclus says here. however, we must carefully consider
this staternent within his psychological-epistemological development of
plané and as well his broader assertion of the fully descended soul. In the
immediate area around this statement, Proclus gives us many examples of
a dialectical gymnasia which belong plainly to the middle dialectic. But he
raises the question of whar the purpose of them is. The end of the middle
dialectic, he says, is truth, which is the intelligible being found in Mous. But
he also makes a larger point to justify this training: all our life is oriented to
that vision. Proclus’ statement abour the plené of dialectic here could apply
to the middle dialectic (as the context amply allows), bur it equally applies
to the general nature of dialectic that has been entrusted to soul and thus 1o

57. Commentary on the Parmenides, 1015.27-1016.3; alr.
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the nature of soul itself. The plané of dialectic one could say is the plané (in
the posirive sense) of the soul, striving for unirty with its source in Nows.

This also helps us understand one of the other problematic rexs cited
above where Proclus says that the method Parmenides was about to outline
was a plané in relation to the pure and simple comprehension of the intel-
ligible. Proctus in this area is discussing the method section, bus, as we have
seen, this includes the purported examples of middle dialecric that Proclus
secs being undertaken there. There is no problem for Proclus’ system if in
the middle diatectic the soul wanders while examining the positive and
negative hypotheses. The problem is that, if we still wander while among
the true forms in News (in us), then it seems we cannor escape the instabil-
ity of the middle dialectic. The problem is once again solved by recourse to
Proclus’ broader system. In the first place, Proclus is clear that he speaks of
the pure intuision of the intelligibles. This is only the first moment of the
highest dialectic, for after the soul has had thar insight, it rmust look to its
image in its soul and unfold it.*® It is at that point that dianeia is employed
and, consequendy, it then wanders. However, this wandering is not one that
afflicts the soul in prodigal concern for sensation or opinion, nor yet of the
studious and inspired pupil who still has much to learn abour Being and
himself. It is the wandering of the soul, truly reformed, contemplacing itself
uninhibited, attempting to imircate the perfect timeless, unifying and unified
contemplation of the multiple content of Newus.

To make some summary conclusions about plansé, therefore, we have found
that thete is a general activity that soul possesses in all its daings, whether in
turning below it, to itself or above it. Thar activiry might be crippled as the
soul reverts to sensation and opinion. Here it wanders the most and most
externally. Alternately, it mighr also strive to return to itself. Its spiricual
activiry is still present to it, but due to birth in this world or inordinate
concern for sensation and opinion, it is not fully soul, that is, able to know
and knowing itself. Ar this point, one would undergo the training of math-
emartics or the middle dialectic. Here the wandering of the soul, now more
internalised and ‘spiritual,’ refers to the mistakes it makes and the ignorance
it still muse unde. It is still untrained and, as such, is not yet ‘fully” soul. Yet,
for Proclus, science is possible at this stage and in these disciplines.®® The
next kind of wandering relates to the soul that has reformed itself and is fully
soul. It wanders, not because it cannor see its contents because the cye of its
soul is sullied, but because it is a soul thar exists in time and must unfold
its thoughts in time. It may well begin from the forms in Apus (in ic) and

58. Cf. Commentary on the Parmenides, 985.10-986.29.
59. Cf. Commuentary an Euctids Elements, 30.5-7: Countrngniary on the Parmenides, 980. 14—
982.15.
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noésis (and so the soul engages in the activity of the highest dialectic), but
the time-bound narure of soul must subsequently unfold thar insight and so
it must wander. Additionally, because the soul {even a reformed one) is not
in immediate possession of its loger, it must also verify its deductions within
the positive hypotheses through the negative hypotheses.®® Thus although
Proclus says all our life is a gymnasia or a plané, this does not mean the soul
is essentially inhibited from engaging in the highest dialectic.

6. CONCLUSION

We can now make some general conclusions abous plané and its relation
to the soul, the activities of dialectic, the method and the dialogue itself.
We seen have seen in Proclus’ commentary an example of how the attention
toward the detaifs of the early sections of the Parmenides influences and,
hete, makes problematic the interpretation of the later hypotherical section
in a way simply not possible for early Neoplatonists. Just as the occasion to
write a long commentary on the entire text of the Parmenides gives Proclus
the opportunity to focus on and develop certain themes and concepts, so
also it opens Proclus up to new difficulties and tensions. In this case, we see
the important philosophical background and presuppositions within Proclus’
system that dramatically transform this seemingly insignificant word used
by Plato from a vague metaphor into a very specific concept with important
implications epistemologically, for the interpretation of the structure of
the dialogue and for the interpretation of the dialectic in the Parmenides.
Plato’s passing words now become intercwined within late Neoplaronism’s
development of the soul and the new philosophical difficulties thar are at-
tendant to it.

The most immediate and striking thing about Proclus’ interpretation is
that, as a Neoplatonist, he avers that Plato cutlined and gave examples of a
middle dialecric in the Permenides. In addition to what we have uncovered in
this regard, there are many other statements and indications in the Parmenides
commentary that support this ! As noted above, contemporary commen-
rators have not noticed this surprising development for two reasons: they
rended to focus in this commentary on Proclus’ tantalising interpretation of
the first hypothesis and its negative theology. Second, due to the publication
of Saffrey and Westerink’s Budé modern critical edition of The Platonic Theol-
ogy, as well as the clear, systematic structure of the treatise as opposed to the
sprawling character of commentaries, scholats have focused on statements

60. Proclus says chat anly with both the positive and negarive hypotheses do whar was
deduced from the positive hypotheses become clear to us. Ci. Cormmentary on the Parmenides,
998.7-19: 998.30-999.1.

Gl Eg., 622.14-20: 652.21 "34.13.
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in that work and have referred to, for the most part, only angentially ro the
Parmenides commentary. Thicd, in The Platonic Theology Proclus is at pains
o exposit the hypothetical method of the Parmenides (in particular its Aest
nypothesis) in its proper light, that is, as theological. In the introduction of
The Platonic Theology in particular, he also wishes to deny a particular kind
of logical gymmasia interpretation of the Parmenides® These factors have
tended 1o obscure or overshadow whar Proclus is deing in the Parmenides
commentary, in particular his more nuanced and complete interpretation of
the dialogue and the dialectic outlined (the method section) and executed
there (the second half). 1 have uncovered a gencral, yet fundamental shift in
the Neoplatonic interpretation of the Parmenides in Proclus’ commentary.
In addition to this, it is also clear that Proclus still supports the traditional
Neoplatonic view that the second half of the dialogue is the highest insight
into reality. But this means chat Proctus finds, somehow, two dialectics in the
Parmenides. This also requires new philosophical or systematic developments
by Proclus to account for this, as well as some hermeneutic creativiry.
Proclus’ history of interpretations of the Parmenides ar the outser of his
commentary is not accidental, for he sought (a) to connect the broader
Neoplatonic need for training and purification with (b) a detailed and, for
him, Neoplatonically orthodox, interpretation of this dialogue; surprisingly,
the logical gymnasia interpretation and the first ‘reality’ interpretation of his
predecessors enabled Proclus to bind these two desiderata together. Thus we
see now how there is both training and positive theological exposition in the
Parmenides as well as a plausible and clear account of the relation of the parts
of the dialogue to its proper skgpes that had so eluded previous interpreters.
Interpretation and philosophical development are here inseparable. Thus
most scholars have not only missed che surprising inclusion of a middle
dialectic into the Parmenides by Proclus (in addition to the highest dialectic);
they have missed what this means for Proclus’ conceprion of dialectic in the
Parmenides: it now provides a complete and clear philosophical system for
the fully descended Procline soul, so accustomed to being oriented towards
the instable ontological and epistemological objects of sensation and opin-
ion thar are below the dignity of the soul, 1o return itself from its torpidiry
through a rigorous dialectical training and then, finally, enter into the inner

vestibule of the highese dialecric.

62. In The Platonic Theology, 1.8-10, Procius argues against those who see only a logical
gymnasia in the Parmenides, that js. in particular, those who interpret che second half of the
Parmenides in this way, as well as against those who would employ endoxa in didecuc (ie.,
Aristotelians). Proclus, in his own account, interprets the second half as the highest dialectic/
thealogicaily. while also seeing in or himself inserting a {truly Platonic) logical gymnasiz into
the middle section ot the Parmenides.
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Proctus was successful in his goal to give a coherent and detailed account
of the entire dialogue and explain how its three parts were connected to its
skopos and the concepe of plané (and gymnasia) plays a surprisingly important
sole in that endeavour. Whar is at first somewhar dissatisfying, however, is
the realisation that even in che highest dialectic, we still must ‘work,” wander.
But, as we noted above, this is not as a resule of Proclus’ interpretation of the
Parmenides; it is a resulc of his development of the soul and how it relates
to itself and what is other than it. If we, as readers of Proclus, recognise the
legitimate philesophical difficulties of incorporating the process of learning
and, more pointedly, knowledge of first principles into a comprehensive
account of man, world and god, we can, in fact, see a cerrain beauty and
maturity in Proclus’ insight regarding dialectic. This is whar we are and must
do as souls.

The benchmark for discussing the soul’s wandering and gymmnasia here is
the unity and activiry that Nowus is and possesses: the plain of truth. Soul must
endeavour to imitate, return to and strive to be like Vows, but can never do so
completely and so soul dances around it as the broad circumference of a circle
imitates its non-dimensional centre point. For Proclus, we remember, soul
remains soul in all its activities, Even soul’s pertection is, compared to Nows,
imperfection. All dialectic is a training and wandering in comparison to the
simultaneous intellection and being of Nows. Thus in the highest dialectic,
the soul begins with the true forms in Mpus (in it) and the soul experiences
the least amount of plané possible for its nature and is, as much as is pos-
sible, gplanes. In this specific sense, given a disciplined and dedicated life, life
lived according to Npus is free from wandering, as much as is possible. The
wandering described here is, as it were, the ideal form of psychic transitiv-
ity that returns continually upon its source and, through itself, continuatly
unfolds it. At this point, one need not be refuted and proceed, one by one,
through a classroom logical rraining. Rather, the soul is pellucid to itselfand
having made itself like its cause, may return to it.** Bur, bound by time, it
must yet do so continually.® Thus in those passages where Proclus says we
still wander he is not saying we are trapped in the middle dialectic or that

63. Cf. C. Sreel: “Conversion vers soi vt constitution de soi selon Praclus,” in Retour, repeninir
ef comstitution de sof, cd. A. Charles-Sager (Paris: Vrin, 1998), 161-75.

64. Cf. G. Maclsaac: “the overall determination which Soul originates is the inability to
coincide with irself completely. Mous grasps irs uwn multiplicity through its single cognitive act,
whilc Soul grasps its mulsiplicity through a divided cognitive act. Tts own essence, as its partici-
pation in MNous, its presency 1o it as an inexbaustible source of discursive projection, and so the
eprsiraphé of Soul is not 4 comnpleted projection of discursive foges, but one which can continue
indefinitely,” “The Origin of Determination in the Neoplatorism of Proclus,” in Divine Creatian
1 Ancient, Medieval, and Early Modern Thoughs. Essays presented to she Revd Doctor Robert D.
Crawse, ed. W. Ortten, W. Hannam 8¢ M. Treschow (Leiden: Brill, 2007}, 162,
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second half of the dialogue is 2 middle dialectic. We must understand such
statements within his general cosmological structure thac assigns MNows and
Soul overlapping but different natures.

Unlike our other treatments of plané, the final problem addressed above
is not one caused by ambiguities that arise in the commentary from detailed
exegesis. [t is more due to Proclus’ development of the conception of the soul
as fully descended and thus due to the development of an authentic way for
soul as soul to achieve or arrive at scientific knowledge (i.e., originating from
Nous). Plotinus wrote quickly, often crypricatly, and did not have to submit
himself to the rigors of commentary. More importantly, his insistence that
pare of the soul remain above in Nowus so that he could explain the existence
and possibility of knowledge rather blurred the value of that knowledge
insofar as the soul disappeared along with it. Proctus provides us with the
possibility of a knowledge—that indeed arises from Nows (in us)—for soul
as soul and so equally accounts for (in a way that Plotinus never did or had
to) the labour intensive contribution that soul makes and must make in the
attainment of knowledge (that is, as beginning from Nows). Reading and
understanding the second half of the Parmenides is difficult, but thar is both
proper 1o the subject marter and to the subject who reads it. This is what the
highest dialectic should look like for a soul.

For Proclus, our life at its best is a mere training and is merely a wander-
ing, but he means this in a very specific, even positive sense. This ‘highest’
wandering refers to whar souls are at their best and how they operate at their
apex scientifically: for Proclus we have access to the forms in Mowus (in us),
but our role and nature as souls is to unfold them as they are in and for us
(i.c., as fogoi), to sce their connections and differences from each other and
we cannot but do this in time, contemplating each form individually. The
descended Procline soul is essential to grasping the proper implications of
this. Our exemplar is Mows that timelessly knows the mulriple as one. It is in
comparison to this that we can be said to labour and toil, train and wander,
and it is for this that we also render these services.®

65. Thanks 1o Cal Ledsham, who proof-read the contents of this article ar varicus points
and made it much clearer than it otherwise would have been. Amis Redovics provided helptul
caomments and saved me from some avoidable errors. [ would also like to thank Gregory Maclsaac
for his sugpestions and criticisms of this paper and our on-geing discussions of mathematics.
dialectic and the natire and limits of the soul. Remaining planal are, of course, mine.



