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NICOLAUS OF METHONE'S CRITICISM
ON PROCLUS THEORY OF «PARTICIPATED»
OR «UNPARTICIPATED» INTELLIGENCE (NOUS)

A. The concept of Participation

The question about the «unparticipated» and the «participated» being which
appears very often in ancient philosophy can be considered as parallel to the
problems of the One and the problems of the Wany. In this paper I intend to
explore some of the ways by which Greek philosophers, and especially Proclus,
the neoplatonist, approached such problems and in particular the «unpartici-
pated» and «participated Nousy.

The theories of Proclus were widely commented on by Nicolaus, Bishop
of Methone, a scholar of the twelfth century Byzantium, who attempted to
resist against the penetration of doctrines, such as nominalism etc., into
Christian dogmas'. His criticism is based on the comparison of Proclus’
theories with logic and conceptual consistency, and their relation to traditional
Christian beliefs?.

Proclus examines the nature of the relationship that enables something
to possess its individual characteristics; this is for him a central problem of
ontology, which is mainly focused on this relationship, existing only in actu-

1. Ci. Proclus, The Elements of Theology. A revised text with translation, introduction
and commentary, by E. R. Dodds, Oxford U.P. 1963. Nicholaus of Methone, Refutation
of Proclus’ Elements of Theology (Nikolaov Mebavng, "Avdarvsiic tij; Oeoloyixi)s Lroe-
yewwoews Hodoxiov Hiarwrizot $iiooipov). A critical edition with an introduction on
Nicholaus’ life and works, by Athanasios D. Angelou, Athens - The Academy of Athens -
E. J. Brill, Lziden 1984. Also sze: Nicolaus Methonensis, ’Avdarvii; vijs Oeoloyixi);
Zrowyeudaems MModxiov IMiarwvizot Diloadpor, by pages and lines of Voemel's Text, in
Greuser’s Initia Philosophiae, pars 1V, Frankfurt 1825. From now on references will
be made on Angelous’ critical edition, as: Nicolaus of Methone.

2. Cf. A. Demetracopoulos, Bibliothéque ecclésiastique 1, 232, in Byzantinische Zeit-
schrift, 8 (1889), pp. 263-301. Also see: B. Tatraxkn, "H Bvlavru @iiogogia, Athens 1977,
pp. 209-211.
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ality. The concept of «participation» had been elaborated in Plato’s Parmenides
(130a-132d) and in Plotinus’ Enneads (VI, 9, 2)°. In Plato, participation explains
the relationship between the Forms (Eidn) and the sensible particulars (ai-
onta) as it is illlustrated in the Phaedo (100d) and the Parmenides (130c-
131a). Some element of the form in its complete purity is really contained in
the entity. Such a concept is clearly much closer to Plato than to the «imitationy»
(pipnoic) of the Pythagoreans®*. This exclusive relation between forms and
sensibles includes causality; Plato states that it is more than a declaration that
all predication about particulars includes the rational relation of particular
to universal. The forms are not mere logical entities; they are real existents in
such a sense that their presence in sensibles and the communication in them
by sensibles, are at least conceivable terms to express the relation in question?,
There is no doubt that the communication of forms is achieved through parti-
cipation only and Aristotle himself confirms that most of the things, which
are Opovopa exist through the fact of participation in them®. Plato, on the
other hand, extended the range to include all things cuvévupawith the forms,
but Aristotle cannot accept this as it would illogically apply to things which
had no forms. In the Parmenides (133d) Plato applies the dpdvupov without
distinguishing it from cvvévupov, whereas by contrast Aristotle in his cri-
ticism of the Theory of Ideas describes the épdvopov, as denoting no real
common nature with the particulars’. The main problem still remains, whether
the forms are merely ideas or concepts; this question is actually raised in the

3. Proclus, E.T., props. 1-6, pp. 1-6; Idem, In Parm., p. 1220.3. Also see Idem E.T.
props. 31-34, pp. 34-36. Plato, Republic VII, 519b.

4. Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics A 6, 987b. Aristotle states that the explanation of imita-
tion derives from the Pythagoreans, who held that things «imitate» numbers. Although imi-
tation, as applied to sensible particulars, falls into disuse, the concept that the «intelligible
world» is the example for the sensibleworld, remains current in later Platonism and especially
in Neoplatonism, cf. Plotinus, Enneads V, 8.12. Just as the sensibles are contained in some
sort of organic unity that is the world, so the forms exist in some «intelligible place». See
also, Plato Republic VI, 508¢c.

5. The expression «kocpoz vontocy is located «beyond the Heavens» as it is stated in
Phaedrus 247¢c. The image becomes sharper in Timaeus 30c-d. For Plato, the Forms do exist
separately (Timaeus 52a-¢), and the reasons may be sought in epistemological consider-
ations as well as in the ethical ones that troubled Socrates and that were almost certainly
operative upon Plato. See also, Philebus 33d-34a; Timaeus 64a-d.

6. Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics A 9, 990b 28-31; Z 12, 1037b 19.

7. Idem op. eit,, 991a 5. Aristotle uses the term «opdvopov» rather than «ouvivo-
uovs, partly perhaps to suggest that there is no common nature shared by the Idea and the
particular, and therefore the one can do nothing to explain the other. Cf. W. D. Dodds,
Aristotle’s Metaphysies, vol. 1 Oxford U.P. 1970, pp. 190-191.
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Platonic dialogues, only to be denied®. Proclus appears to be a consistent
student of Plato’s doctrine of communication of forms and echoes his master’s
voice that: «all things are in all things, but in each after its own fashion»”. Yet,
Plotinus had adopted it in dealing with the general relationships of Intelligibles,
while Porphyr and Iamblichus employed the theory as a suitable way of
filling the unexplained gaps remaining from Plotinus’ explanation of the world
of experience, in order to maintain the unity of the system and reconcile op-
posing concepts'®.

Proclus, by adopting the Aristotelian doctrine of matter and form, widens
the definition of «participationy into a formula for the relation between higher
universal (as hypostasis or Platonic form), and the lower «particulary as spi-
ritual or material individual; it is an immanent universal which is directly
participated''. The transcendent universal influences the particulars ©¢ ége-
tov, like the Aristotelian god, or possibly as éllaumov, since it is strictly
unparticipated'?.

Concerning the relationship between forms and particulars Proclus states
that, if the forms are linked with particulars by similarity (omoiotis), then,
there would be infinity of related causes. Instead of rejecting substantive forms
completely in the manner of Aristotle, he saw the relationship as representing
opoiwotg than dpordtng as qualifying only one of the related terms. Thus
the form exists in an entirely separate realm; nevertheless to secure the ope-
rational function of the form, the particulars must be in some way similar
to the form in that they are caused by it'?. It is therefore clear that through

8. Cf, Plato, Parmenides 132b-c: 134b.
9. Cf. Porphyr, De Abstinentia X (Nauck); Syrianus In Metaph., p. 82.1.

10. Cf. Plotinus, Enneads 1, 1,7.12-13, 111, 2, 14.9; in relation to Plato, Enneads V,
1, 9.9-11, in relation to Aristotle, Enneads V, 1, 9.15-16; Proclus, In Remp. 11, 77 (Kroll).

11. Cf. Proclus In Parm. 1069.23. An «Evuiov eldocy, a «yurn &V CORUTIY.

12. The fact that everything turns towards God in prayer, except the First, as a natural
process reflected everywhere in creation, is an indication of the dependence of the many on
the Suprem One. Cf. J.M. Rist, Plotinus, The Road to Reality, Cambridge 1977%, pp.
199-212. Also see E. Peterson, "Herkunft und Bedeutung der MONOZ T1POLX MONON -
Formel bei Plotin’, Philologus 88 (1933), pp. 30-41, and E. R. Dodds, "Numenius and Ammo-
nius’, Entretiens Hardt 5, Geneva 1960, pp. 16-17. In Plato’s Symposium 217b the union
with the Supreme Good could have had a special meaning to the Platonists. For the problems
concerning the tendency of the soul to return back to its source see J.M. Rist, Eros and
Psyche, Toronto 1964, p. 86.

13. Proclus, In Parm., 906 sq. Idem, FE.T. 29: 34, 3, where the «opoidtne» is defined as
a cosmogonic principle and it is probably inspired by the Platonic texts «vopious pupin
Kiir1ov Gporov avopoiovs ( Timaenus 33b; Proclus, In Time. 11 78, 12 f1.). Simularly Porphyr
says that real Being «tnv nioav €tepotnta dua ths tavtdTnToZ URESTNOEY (@), XXXV]).
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this participation in the one, no element of plurality is allowed to affect the
status of the one. This excludes the concept of some neoplatonists, who con-
sidered the one as including the many in a seminal manner, as well as with the
Stoic immanetistic approach. This doctrine was further elaborated by Dio-
nysius the Areopagite'®.

The entire meaning of the concept of «participation» is focused on the inter-
relationship between the participated and the participant and it is explained
by six general terms: the cause, its power, its activities, the power of its acti-
vities, their potential power, and finally the participant itself with its potential
power to receive the participated. The participated, being of a certain kind by
its very nature is notable for its own existence (xa0’ Unap&uv), while its parti-
cipant exists only by participation (kata péOgEiv). Thus, whatever exists is
what is either as a cause by its existence (kaf’ Unap&iv) or by participation
(uEOeE1v)' 5. The ka0 OnapEiv often happens according to essence (kat ov-
ciav) or essentially (obowwd®ds) and by participation (kata péfeliv) is often
represented by irradiation (kat’ EAlapyiv) or eikovik®dg'®.

B. The Henads

Proclus, being under influence of earlier Neoplatonists adopts a class
of participated forms of the one; these forms, proceeding from the one, are
termed by him as henads. The doctrine of the divine henads is a special modi-
fication of the Plotinian world-scheme by later Neoplatonists. In Plato they
denote merely units or examples of ones, but Proclus interprets them as:
(a) forms or monads in the world of being, and (b) beings in their transcen-
dental unity (Pythagorean influence is evident here)'’. But how can a henad,
being itself unique and participated, be at the same time self subsistant and
also of necessity in subjects? The theory of separable participation on the
lines of Porphyr's doctrine of deity, suggested by Proclus, could be the
answer: through this solution the henad is everywhere and nowhere. Spatial
intervals are not demanded for the henads, because, transcending everything

14. Cf. Dionysius the Areopagite, De Divinis Nominibus, 13, 2 (PG. 980a): «xai o0OEV
Eatl TV dvrmv, & un petéxet tn tob Evog tol v T Kata mavia EVIKGD ... Kai @vev eV Tob
Evog obk Eotul miffog, dvev && tol minbous Eotul 10 Evn.

15. Cf. Proclus, E.T., props. 65 and 67, pp. 62-66. Idem, In Tim. 1, 8.17 sq.

16. Idem, E.T., props. 64-67, pp. 60-61. ldem, In Crat., 28.23 (Pasquali). Cf. E.R,
Dadds, ap. cil., pp. 234-235.

17. Cf. Plato, Philebus 15a.
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without relation, they are present everywhere without admixture'®. This fol-
lows the answer by Socrates to the question raised by Parmenides, of how a
form can be present entirely in each participant: that it could be compared to
the daylight, which, though one and the same light in many places simulta-
neously, still preserves its individual unity. Proclus insists that the unparti-
cipated term, as transcendent form, is entirely present in the participated form.
He establishes his theory of unparticipated principles by demonstrating that
they are self-subsistent, in the sense that their appearance denotes a new face
in the procession of individuality of the one, which serves as their archetypon
of all unity'®. This unity is the henad of the soul which ascends to it through
a strict process of dialectical discipline. Thus, the henad of the soul is regarded
not as an intellect but as a participated one and its unification with the un-
participated Being takes place beyond the realms of intellectual virtue?°.
There are, in the system of Proclus, different types of henades: the intel-
ligible henad (=unparticipated being), intelligible and intellectual (=un-
participated life), intellectual (=unparticipated intelligence), supercosmic
henad (=unparticipated soul), intercosmic henads (=representing the divine
participated souls and the bodies they animate). The henads so listed do not
in fact belong to the particular order of the name indicated; rather they are
regarded as the transcendent source of all things. There appears a contra-
diction between the participation and the imparticibility of the first member
of the transverse henads; in the simple explanation the one stands as the first
member of the first transverse henads with no attention given to distinction
of the second hypostasis?'. For Proclus the basic issue was that the same
attribute, or even the same god, can exist on successive levels in an appro-
priate mode. Such attributes are present perfectly and unequivocally only
in the realm of the henads. Thus, intelligence has self-sufficiency by parti-
cipation, the soul by illumination and the sensible world by its resemblance

18. Proclus, E.T., prop. 98, pp. 86-88. In Plato’s dialogues it is clear when Parmenides
asks Socrates how a form can be present in its entirety in each of the participants, Socrates
suggests that it might be like the daylight, «which is one and the same daylight in many pla-
ces at once, and yet keeps its undivided unity»; but his questioner ignores the suggestion of
Parmenides 131b. See E.R. Dodds, op. eit. pp. 251-252.

19. Proclus, E.T., prop. 40, p. 42; props. 113-127, pp. 100-112. Cf. R.T. Wallis, Neopla-
tonism, London 1972, pp. 146-159.C.G. Niarchos, Language and the Transcendent Reality
in Ancient Greek Philosophy, Athens 1984, 63-67 (in Greek).

20. Proclus, E.T., prop. 140, pp. 124-125. Idem, In Remp. 1. 232; lamblichus, Myst. 115.

21. Cf. R.T. Wallis, ep. ett. pp. 151-153, Maximus the Confessor, Ambiguorum liber,
PG 91, 1088¢c. For Maximus «deification» is the participation of the «whole man» into the
«Whole God». Also see J. Meyendorf, Byzantine Theology, Oxford 1975, pp. 163-164.
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to the divine, while the gods are self-sufficient by their very nature*?.

Theologically, as Zeller states, the gods represent the traditional deities
of Greek mythology and, according to Proclus, the highest task of Platonic
philosophy was the exact classification of all these deities, with the defect,
however, of robbing them of individual personality, through the principle
of vertical procession, each deity being split into a series of diminishing for-
ces®3. In addition, these gods are bound together by a closer collective unity
than any subsequent order of existence. Plotinus put all gods within Nous,
whereas Proclus places them mostly in the first hypostasis; confusedly, how-
ever, he applies the term gods to numerous entities such as eternity, time,
and even the sensible world —which was described as wintelligible», «intellec-
tual» or «intra-mundaney. The traditional ancient gods had somewhere to be
included on a lower level, being participable and not belonging to the abstract
unity of the First Hypostasis.

The henads are participable according to the general rule’*: in each
order there is an intermediate class of predicable terms linking the non-pre-
dicable substantive principle with concrete subjects and the «unities» link the
non-predicable substantive unity with the concrete united. Proclus does not
make clear how to reconcile this particibility with the vrnepovciotng of the
henads, but there is no immanence in the ordinary sense. They are: (a) sepa-
rately participated (yoprotdg peteyopeva) — lhike all avbunooctata, and (b)
they are transcendent in a special degree or manner?®. The main problem
is to demonstrate that an imparticible henad could only be distinguished from
the one by imputing to it falsely and to a lower degree of unity, which can
always be analysed into a participable henad and the participant. Like the
One, henads are without any internal differentiation; their essential predicate
is their unity or goodness, other attributes being only xat” aitiav implicitly.
Henads are also measures of ousia, principles of its articulated structure, as
time and eternity are the measures of actuality*®.

22. Proclus, In Plat. Theolog. 1, 19.16-17 (Portus). New edition by Saffrey-Wesie-
rink.

23. Proclus, In Tum. I, 10.7.

24. Idem, E.T., prop. 23, p. 26. The transcendent universal must exist, in order to give
unity to the many immanent universals and must be distinct from any of them.

25. Idem, E.T'., prop. 130, p. 116. Proclus is inconsistent here. Sometimes he refers to
all henads, other than the one, but sometimes he excludes the super-cosmic gods. Cf. Idem
In Tim. 1, 226; 111, 204. 16. R.T. Wallis, op. cit. pp. 151-153.

26. Proclus, E.T., prop. 54, p. 32. The traditional Academic definition of time was «the

measure of movement» (Aristotle, Physics A 220b 25; Definitions 411b). Plotinus™ ob-
jection refers to the absence of a certain definition, for the above mentioned theory tells us
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C. Nous (Intelligence)

In the entire system of Proclus the concept of Nous lies as the basis of
his own philosophical speculation. Every divine intelligence is perfect and
possesses the characteristic of unity; it is the primal intelligence from which
all others derive their own existence®’. This statement is criticised by Nicolaus
who reminds us that the only source and cause of the existence of every being
1s God, whom he calls «supra-Intelligence» (Dnépvoov). He bestows by his
own act substantiality upon all other intelligences. In no case the perfection of
God depends on the participation of others in him, for he is the expression of
full divinity?®. All other intelligences are close to One, divine and perfect, due
to the participation in the Primal Intelligence*”.

Proclus’ approach to the divine Intelligences and their relationship to
other objects is more complex than Plotinus™®. We discern three levels:
(a) The npwtwg vontov, comprising the true being (dvrwg 6v) and life (Con)
does not coordinate with Intelligence but perfects it, without loosing its tran-
scendence, but represents the divine vontov?!. Its cognitive element is only
Kat aitiav, as the source of the content for the highest Intelligence, which,
as it 1s stated in Plato’s Parmenides, has no prior intelligible Object??.

(b) Nous vontog is similar to the Plotinian nous with subject and object
only logically distinguishable (Ev kat’ apiBuov); the lowest member of the

what time is used for (Enneads 111, 6, 9.12-13). Proclus’ theory on time is based on the Ploti-
nian concept in order to stress its reality as something independent of and higher than its
content, against the Aristotelian doctrine which made it a «ndBog xivioewes (Physics Z, 251
b 28) and a «apBuntovs, something itself counted or measured (op. cit. A, 220b 8), cf. Pro-
clus, In Tim, 111, 4.23 . Nicolaus asks Proclus: why «every eternity», when there is only
one? It is known that each of the immanent eternities is the measure of its participant
eternal and in turn it is measured by the transcendent Eternity. Cf. also E.R. Dodds, ap.
cit., pp. 228-229. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 56-57.

27. Proclus, E.T., prop. 160, p. 140. For Plotinus Being and Intelligence had been co-
ordinate and only logically distinguishable; for Proclus all Intelligence is Being, but not all
Being is Intelligence (props. 101-102). The Being which itself is not Intelligence is distin-
guished as «t0 dvrwg Ovn, and it is called «intelligible» not in the Plotinian sense as the con-
tent of the Intelligence, but as the transcendent source of that content. Cf. R.T. Wallis, op.
cit., pp. 152-153. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, ap. cit., pp. 143-144,

28. Cf. St. Paul, Colassaeis, 1.19-20,

29. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 143-144,

30. Proclus, In Plat. Theolog. V, 105; In Tim. 1, 321; 1L, 101.1 fT.

3. Idem, LT, prop. 181, pp. 158-160. Nicolaus ol Methone, op. eit., pp. 157-158.

32. Proclus, In Parm., 900,26,
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intelligible triad is apparently identifiable with the np®dtog voug*?, andwith
the unparticipated intelligence®*. Here one traces similarity to the MAVTEAES
Ldov of the Timaeus?>.

(c) A series of inferior intelligences know their objects by participation and
by reflection. The highest of these is the demiurge of 7Timaeus®.

Plato sometimes regards the demiurge as the model for the sensible
world, but sometimes as something extraneous®’. Numenius and Amelius
supported the latter view as stated in Timaeus (39c-¢), where nous is separated
from its objects*®. Proclus rejected the proposed triad of divine principles.
On the other hand, Plotinus opposes Numenius' interpretation as being
gnostic, by reaffirming his known maxim: «oik E£o tob vob ta vonta»®”.

To Porphyr the demiurge was a soul, possessing nrous as his model: so
he achieved a natural interpretation, keeping also the Plotinian equation
between voic and vontov*®. Theodore of Asine revived Amelius’ concept
and Proclus influenced by Syrianus, attempts to harmonize this with Ploti-

33. Idem, E.T., prop. 160, p. 140. Nicolaus of Methone, ap. cit., pp. 143-144. Cf. H.J.
Blumenthal, Plotinus’ Psychology, The Hague 1971, p. 4. E.R. Dodds, Pagan and ( "hristian
in an Age of Anzxiety, Cambridge 1965, pp. 24-26.Dodds argues that after Plotinus discussed
the Gnostic view that the soul created the world out of tolma (Enneads 11,9, 11.21 [.) he
dropped this way of looking at the soul’s descent. J. Rist argues against Dodds in a review
in Phoeniz 20 (1966) pp. 360 f.: his objections, however, are partly based on the contention
that Plotinus never «held the Gnostic view that tolma was the motive for creation», a sug-
gestion difficult to reconcile with passages like V.1, unless the stress be put on «Gnostice
rather than «motiven. Cf. Plotinus, The Road to Reality, op. cut. p. 257.

34. Proclus, E.T., props. 101, p. 90; 166, p. 144; 170, p. 148. Idem, In Tim. 1I, 202.7.

35. Idem, In Tim. 111, 101.3 fT.

36. Cf. Plato. Tim. 30a-b. The demiurge is probably to be identified with the intelligent,
efficient cause posited by Plato in Philebus 27b (cf. Sophist 265¢). But he is not omnipotent:
he makes the kosmos «as good as possible» ( Timaeus 30b) and must cope with the counter-
effects of necessity (idem 47e-48a). In later Platonism the demiurgic function is performed
by a secondary emanation, by the Logos in Philo (De cher. 35, 136-137; Idem, De spec. leg. 1,
81) and Nous in Numenius (cf. Eusebius, Praep. Evang. X1, 17-18) and Plotinus (Enneads
11, 3, 18).

37. Proclus, In Tim. 1, 323.32. Plato’s description of the maker of the lower gods, the
soul of the universe and the important part of the human soul is in Timaeus 29d-30c; he
uses the pre-existent eide as his model (ibid). 30c-31a).

8. Proclus, In Tim 111, 103.18. Plotinus in an early essay (111, 9, 1) toys with the opinion
held by Numenius that there is a higher Nous which is unmoved and separated from other
objects, as well as a lower Nous which moves (cf. Eusebius, op. eit. XI, 18.20).

39. Cf. Plotinus, Enneads V, 4, 2; VI, 6, 18,

40, l’l‘l'ﬂilu“}. /i T{m. I, .“HL 3].‘ cl. E.R. nllddh. .f‘.rm'hr.-'. Thr' f':.f"urr'.rr.*x nf Tfu'uh-;:.q*
. cil.. p. 286.
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nus, while also clarifying Platonic contradictions; thus, the mapaderypa
is partly superior to the demiurge and partly immanent in him*'.

There would be found three elements in each intelligence: its existence,
in its intelligible content (v o n t 6 v); its potency, which is its power of in-
tellection (vo D ¢); its activity, the act of intellection (vonoi¢g). Their
combined function represents the mark of eternity. Aristotle links it to the di-
vine nous*?. Nicolaus observes that the «activity» differs from the potency,
both of which exert no influence upon the immaterial intelligences. The po-
tency exists only in «inperfection», thus in no case it would apply to the pri-
mal Intelligence, and the activity is therefore of no substantial use*3.

Proclus defines six grades between the pure unity of the One and the mi-
nimum unity of matter: (a) The henads, as transcendent sources of plurality;
(b) the intelligences, each one being an actual plurality (rAfpopa iddv), but
indivisible in time or space*?; (c¢) souls, spatially indivisible, but their activity
temporarily divisible*®; (d) inseparable potencies and immanent forms, sub-
ject to the bodies spatial divisibility*®; (e) corporeal magnitudes divisible at
any point*’; (f) dispersed corporeal manifolds actually divided in space.

Plotinus and Porphyr adhered to approximately similar distinctions,
but without the henads. Proclus insists that every intelligence is an indivisible
existence. Its indivisibility is due to the lack of magnitude, body or movement.
This statement was refuted by Nicolaus who considers the intelligence to be
movable; the henads cannot comprise the first manifold upon which the intel-
ligences are consequent*®. That every intelligence, though a manifold, accord-

41. Cf. Plato, Rep. VII, 514a-517c.

42. Plato connects «aimv» with «vontovs (Tim. 38a). Cf. Aristotle Metaph. A 7,
1072b 26; Plotinus Enneads V, 1, 4.

43. CI. Nicolaus of Methone, op. eit., p. 149-151.

44. Proclus, E.T., prop. 177, p. 156. Nicolaus of Methone, op. ¢it., pp. 155-156.

45. Idem, E. T, props. 191-192, pp. 166-168. Here emphasis is laid, upon the principle
which participates both time and eternity, and is therefore at once a being and a coming- to-
be, i.e. the «uebextn yuxn», which is thus again found to be intermediate between the
two words. Plotinus in Enneads IV, 4, 15 states that only the passions of the soul exist in
time and often reckons the soul among the rurely indivisible principles.

46. Proclus, E. T, prop. 190, p. 166. See also Nicolaus of Methone, pp. 168-169. In Pla-
to’s Timaeus 35a the soul is considered as the frontier between the twoworlds and this
conception dominates the Nezoplatonic psychology.

47. Proclus, E. T, prop. 80, p. 74. Proclus held that magnitudes are potentially though
not actually divisible to infinity, i.e. they can be divided at any point, but not at every point
simultaneously. Cf. Aristotle, Physics I' 6, 206a 11 sq. Proclus In Tim. I, 453.19.

48. Proclus, E.T., prop. 113, pp. 100-102. Nicolaus of Methone, pp. 109-110. Cf. R.T.
Wallis, Neoplatonism, op. cit., pp. 148-149.



Akadnuia ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

Nicolaus of Methone’s criticism on Proclus’ theory 333

ing to Proclus, in fact is a unified manifold, seems to Nicolaus to be absurd.
If every manifold participates in some way the one and remains united, then
what is divisible? That, though a manifold, does not participate the one? And
if participates the one, how can the one intelligence be manifold? Again, if it
1s manifold how can be indivisible and manifold at the same time? So, the intel-
ligence as manifold 1s placed second, after the first, the group of henads. For
Nicolaus it is only the nous that remains indivisible, being itself incorporeal,
without magnitude, or possessing all kinds of plurality. Even its activity is
single in itself but being dispersed to many things*°.

Every intelligence is intellectually identical both with its priors and with
its consequents, especially the latter as their cause with the former by partici-
pation. The Neoplatonists sought a middle path between: (a) Aristotle’s view
of the intelligence being of its own object, and (b) the intelligence’s awareness
of the corporeal world. Plotinus says that intelligences can contemplate in
the lower realms. To Proclus the answer is found in the expression: all things
are in all things, but in each according to its proper nature («mavta £v mi-
oV, olkeimg o &v Exdotmn)®?, which is rejected by Nicolaus, i.e. how can the
prior and the great be in the posterior and the small®'.

D. The functioning of the intelligence

Every intelligence has intuitive knowledge of itself; but the primal intelli-
gence knows itself only and both, intelligence and its object, are numerically
one; whereas each subsequent intelligence knows simultaneously itself and its
prior, so that its object is in part itself but in part its source®?, Nicolaus states

49, Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., p. 110,

50. Proclus, E.T., p. 92. E.R. Dodds (op. cit., p. 254) observes that the statement «all
things are in all things, but in each after its own fashion» is ascribed by Syrianus (in Metaph.
82.1 fT.) to the Pythagoreans and by lamblichus (ap. Stob. Eel. I. xlix. 31, 866 H) to Nu-
menius. Yet, this sentence covers all gaps left by Plotinus in his derivation of the world of
experience and bridged oppositions without destroying them. Proclus makes use of it not
only to interprete the Platonic «xowvwvia eiddvye (cf. In Parm. 751 sq) and to give some
solutions of the difficulties concerning the theory of Parmenides about transcendent Forms,
but also to link together the four material elements (cf. fn Tim. 11, 26.23 sq). This statement
was taken over by Dionysius the Areopagite (e.g. Div. Nom. 4,7, PG 3, 704 ¢: al navtov «Ev
naGIV OIKEIMS EXACTH Kolvmviaiy).

51. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 99-101.

52. Proclus, E.T., prop. 167, p. 144. The divine intelligence of prop. 161 is described
as «npotws vontove and perfetcs itself without loss of transcendence. In «voilic vontoge, as
in the Plotinian intelligence, both subject and object are one in number, i.e. logically distin-
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that it is only God, that knows Himself; no one of the intelligences possesses
such an attribute. Yet, its knowledge is exerted upon all other beings, whose
existence has been bestowed on them by God Himself. The knowledge of its
prior does not constitute also the knowledge of itself; yet the knowledge of
the lower beings does not mean in any way its reversion to the lowest ones**.

Knowledge of the lower beings enables the primal Intelligence to exert
a kind of providence upon them, an idea not acceptable by Proclus. Nicolaus
understands the intelligences as mediators between God and all other beings.
They know themselves, as they are, know their prior, but not their entire sub-
stance*. Every intelligence has simultaneous intellection of all things; but,
while the unparticipated intelligence knows all unconditionally, each subse-
quent intelligence knows all in one special aspect. Proclus states that all know-
ledge in the intelligences is by simultaneous intuition, as their activity is eternal.
Yet never by identical intuitions, which would make their being identical. The
difference lies in the point of view to which the knowledge is related®>. For

guishable. This seems to be the «npdrmg voig» of prop. 160 and the wapebextog voign of
props. 101, 166, 170. The lower intelligences are not identical with their objects but know
them through participation, and the highest of these is the demiurge of the Timaeus (cf. In
Tim. 1, 323). Elsewhere the demiurge is decribed as «unparticipated intelligence» (cf. /n
Tim. 11, 101. Also see: Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 146-147.

53. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 144-145.

54. Proclus, E.T., prop. 120, p. 104, In Plato’s Laws 899d is stated that any denial of the
divine providence within the world constitutes a mere blasphemy, meriting the severest pu-
nishment. For the Stoics the immanent Logos governs all by «voig» and «npovoras (cf. D L,
VIIL, 138: SV F 1, 176). In Philo (cf. De Fuga 101) the Logos exercises providence through the
immanent «duvepeicy in the same way as in Plotinus (cf. Enneads 1V, 8, 2) the World Soul
possesses a general providence and the individual souls a particular providence for the bo-
dies they inhabit. The topic of providence bulks almost as large in Neoplatonism as does
that of predestination and grace in the Christian theology of the period. For Proclus the do-
ctrine of the divine providence is the starting point of his argumentation that it serves as the
intervention of god in theworld (cf. E.T.. prop. 122, P.T. 1. 15, pp. 74-76). Proclus justifies
the association of providence with the Henads on the grounds that it involves bestowal of
good and that Goodness is the distinctive characteristic of the First Hypostasis (cf. E.T.,
props. 119-120). In addition, the Greek word «mpovola» means pre-intellectual and indi-
cates, according to Proclus, the Henads’' super-intellectual cognition (cf. E.T., prop. 120;
Plotinus, Enneads V, 3.10, 43). The etymology fits the Plotinian system better than that of
Proclus. Nicolaus states that it would, if pressed, require us to ascribe providence to Being
and Life also, since they also are «mpd voiw (cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. eit., pp. 115-116).
Also see R. T. Wallis, ap. ctt., pp. 148-151.

55. Proclus, E.T., prop. 170, p. 148. Proclus insists that the activity of all intelligences is
eternal and therefore they know all that they know in a simultaneous way («ipa»). Yet, it is
known that never two intelligences have identical intuitions, for in this case their being would
be identical too. Proclus seems to conceive the main characteristics of the particular intelli-
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Proclus the dominent aspects of particular intelligences are analogous to
specific differences within a genus®®. Nicolaus underlines that not only the
primal, the one God, but every intelligence has simultaneous intellection of
all things, and finally in the Proclean thought, any intellection is equal to
creation®’. Here, Proclus appears to accept that every intelligence is capable
of creating everything. Even more, it creates itself and all prior to it, which
is obviously absurd®®. In fact, as Nicolaus states, not every intelligence
knows everything nor it creates everything. This is the attribute of the primal
Nous, which, being itself umparticipated, knows and creates everything. Its
intellectual act is further completed by both the logos and the spirit. All its
acts are directed towards all beings and things in general. The bishop of Me-
thone identifies this primal Nous with God, while all other intelligences are
subordinate and function with their own orders®®.

The Neoplatonists posited a creation by emanation through the creative
power of intuition and contemplation, which operates naturally within the
temporal world at a particular level of being. Plotinus in one place traces
everything back to nature and in other places to Nous or Soul®®. This typifies
the vague approach of Plotinus with no clear dilimination or function in con-
trast to the more systematic formulations of Proclus. Plotinus’ method led
to conflicting interpretations between Porphyr and lamblichus — for the

gences in connection with the specific differences within a genus (cf. prop. 177, and in Tim,
I, 202.7: «tob yap [oov HeTéXEL pEV Kui GvBponog, kai Eotiv hov kui £v tolte 10 £160¢,
ard’ o povov, aria xaf’ Ev 10 Ghov, olov 10 avBponeiov eldog, @wote peta tol dlov Kal
EvOg TIvog, Omep Eotiv abtol poprov, napeott td petéyxovim. See also Nicolaus of Methone,
op. cil., pp. 149-150. Plotinus, Enneads V,8,4: Porphyr, "Apoguai meds ra voyra 44,11,

56. Proclus, E.T., prop. 177, p. 156. Nicolaus of Methone, op. eit. pp. 155-156.

57. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. eit. 152-153. Proclus states that emanative creation
is timeless and unwilled in contrast to the Christian doctrine of deliberate creation in time.
The only creative power is contemplation or intuitive thought, which, at a certain level of
being, transforms itself automatically into spatio-temporal terms (cf. E.R. Dodds, ap. ei1.,
p. 290). Both nature and intelligence possess creative powers; Plotinus and Proclus express
similar views on this issue (cf. Enneads 111, 8, Proclus, In Tim. 1. 334.15). The intelligence
possesses clearly creative attributes (cf. Enneads V, 4.3: «volv roinmyv dvims kai dnuioup-
vOv»n). For Proclus the creative principle i1s mainly the intelligence and everything derives
from it (cf. prop. 34). Nicolaus argues against Proclus’ theorem and states that if intellection
be creation, then since each intelligence has intellection of itself and its priors, each intelli-
gence must create itself and its priors, which in fact is absolutely absurd. E.R. Dodds (op.
eit., pp.290-291) observes that usually contemplation of the higher is creation of the lower(cf.
Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 152-153. Gregorius of Nazianzus, or. 38, PG 36, 320¢).

58. Proclus E.T., prop. 167, pp. 144-146. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit. pp. 147-148,

59. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 147-148.

60. Cf. Plotinus, Enneads V, 9.3; 11, 9. 4. R.T. Wallis, op. eit., pp. 61-69, 132-133.
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former the creative principle was a transcendent soul and for the latter was
the intelligible world as a whole. Proclus insists that the creative principle 1s
mainly the intelligence, as the intelligence is an object of appetition to all
things, so all things proceed from the intelligence, and the whole world-order,
though eternal, has its being therefrom®'. Proclus here infers the creative
function of the intelligence from its character as épextov, which results from
the identification of the Aristotelian Nous with the Platonic demiurge. He
emphasises that the creation of the world, like its reversion upon its cause.
is beyond time®>.

Nicolaus states that even here Proclus contradicts himself; if everything
proceeds from Nous, then Nous is prior to all beings. But elsewhere Proclus
places Nous after the One, and thus there are some things that neither desire
nous nor proceed from it®?. Yet, both Plotinian and Proclean approaches see
creation as an indirect effect of contemplation (rapaxoiotOnpa)®®. God
creates, and this is the result of His thinking, but He does not think in order
to create®®. Nicolaus here objects that: if intellection is creation, then each
intelligence would create itself and also its higher sources, because of
its complete intellection of both itself and its sources. In fact Proclus
accepts that every intelligence has intuitive knowledge of itself and therefore
creates itself; if it knows its sequents it reverts upon its inferior, which is
absurd. It is obvious that Nous does not know nor creates its sequents. It
seems to us that even Nicolaus fails to realise that creation of the lower ele-
ment comes from contemplation of the higher®®. Again Proclus declares that
intelligence creates by existing and its existence is thought; therefore, it creates
by its intellectual act. The existence of nous and its intellection are one thing,
since intelligence i1s identical with the being which is its content. Nicolaus
accepts that the primal Intelligence possesses both intellectual and creative
attributes. As the primal Intellect knows its sequents and as the true Being
bestows existence to all beings, thus its intellectual act is identical to its crea-

61. Proclus, E.T., prop. 34, pp. 36-38. Proclus is careful to stress that the «creation» of
the world-order, like the «reversion» of the world-order upon its cause, is timeless, and
thus consistent with the infinite duration of that order in time.

62. Cf. Plotinus, Enneads lll, 2.1: «...vobv npod abtod (ol kdouou) elval oby G ¥pove
npOTEPOV GvTa, aAr’ 0TI Tapa vob EoTl Kui QUoEL TPOTEPOS EXEIVOS Kal aitiog Tovtov... &t
Exeivov Ovrog kui Umootdvrog dein.

63. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 43-44.

64. Cf. Plotinus, Enneads Ill, 8.9.

65. Proclus, In Parm. 791.14 sq.

66. Idem, E.T., prop. 167, pp. 144-146. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., p. 147.
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tive power, It is only the primal Intellect that knows itself, and if it knew only
its prior, then it moved not be the primal Intelligence.

E. The unparticipated Intelligence

The structure of the unparticipated intelligence is much more difficult
than that of the unparticipated One, because it does not hold true to Proclus’
general principles, For we should expect that the existence, power and activity
of the intelligence, would each have its own characteristic of power. But the
actual composition of the unparticipated intelligence, that Proclus presents,
appears very different. The characteristics of the unparticipated Intelligence
in relation to its cause the unparticipated Being and the unparticipated power
are set forth thus: the unparticipated Being has being «by its own existencey,
«as a cause» and activity doubly «as a cause»; the unparticipated power
has being «by possession»; but has power by its own existence. The In-
telligence contains potentially, within its activity, everything else in the uni-
verse that is below it; so it itself is all other things in the world, «as a causey.
Nevertheless, there is no actual division within the unparticipated intelligence,
for, since its activity is an eternal fact, it "’knows” all things simultaneously.
Its entire knowledge is simply its own activity and the objects of its knowledge
are not the things of the material world themselves, but their pre-existing
potential forms, that are included in it. Here we note Proclus’ affirmation
that «every intelligence is a whole..., but the unparticipated intelligence is
absolutely a whole»®’. Therefore, every intelligence knows all things at once,
but the unparticipated intelligence knows absolutely all things at once®8.

In addition to being the cause of the world, by means of its activity, the
unparticipated intelligence is also the goal for the return of everything below
it. In particular, the soul which, as the cause of all other motion is itself able
to move, moves toward the intelligence as its own cause and the goal of its
own motion; but the intelligence itself is motionless. This latter statement of
Proclus, as expressed in his Elements of Theology, was refuted by Nicolaus,
who did not accept that «the cause of all things (the intelligence) must be
motionless, since, if it were moved, it would be imperfect (for all motion is an

67. Proclus, E.T., prop. 180, p. 158. Proclus in agreement with Porphyr (dgogual xxii)
states that the primal intelligence is a whole-before-the-parts and each of the remaining in-
telligences is a whole-in-the-part. Nicolaus observes that Proclus’ theorem ends to a flat
contradiction (cf. prop. 171).

68. Cf. Proclus, E.T, prop. 170, p. 148. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 149-150.

22 GIANOZO®IA 13- 14 (1983 - 19584)
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imperfect activity); and it would be subject to time, although it is the cause
of timen. Nicolau , simply, accepts that only the primal Intelligence (God)
is the cause of all things, the intelligence itself included®®.

F. The participated Intelligence

The unparticipated Intelligence reveals the existence of a class of partici-
pated characteristics of intelligence (voeg peteyopevor). We note that the
unparticipated Intelligence cannot be truly described as an intelligence, since
only its effects are individual intelligences, while it itself is an intelligence only
to the extent that it is the cause of all intelligences’®. The power of the activity
of the unparticipated Intelligence, which is immediately responsible for the
production of these possessed characteristics of nous, as a whole, 1s called
the logos, this is for Proclus the creating word (dnptovpyixog Aéyog) of the
unparticipated Intelligence.

Each individual participated characteristics of intelligence is itself an
individual intelligence; it is a whole, knowing all its effects by including them
potentially in its activity and producing them by means of this activity or
knowledge. Yet, each individual intelligence represents only one aspect of the
unparticipated Intelligence. Each of the individual intelligences is a whole
found in-the-parts and contains all things dividedly’'. The reason that it is
possible for an individual intelligence to contain all things within it is found
in the principle: «all things are in all things». Therefore, «all the individual
intelligences, following the unparticipated Intelligence, know all things under
the aspect of a single thing»?2. Thus, it is clear that the individual intelligences
are the intermediaries between the unparticipated Intelligence and all less

69. Proclus, E.T., prop. 169, pp. 146-147. The «vontovy, the «volic» and the «vonoig»
have the character of being a totum simul which for the Neoplatonists is the mark of eter-
nity: cf. Plotinus, Enneads V, 1.4 and Porphyr, *Agoonai moés ra voyra, 44.15. Also see:
Plato's Timaeus 38a and Aristotle’s Metaphysics A 7, 1072b 26 sq. Nicolaus of Methone,
op. cit., pp. 149-150.

70. Proclus, E.T., prop. 65, p. 62. The triadic structure of Reality is parallel to that of
prop. 23. Also see: props. 67, 103, 118, 173, 195; In Tim. 1, 8.17 sq ; Nicolaus of Methone,
op. ecil., p. 68.

71. Cf. Proclus, E.T., prop. 180, p. 158, Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., p. 157.

72. Proclus, E.T., props. 170-171, pp. 148-150. Plotinus (Enneads 1V, 2.1) and Porphyr

CAgoopuai mods va voyra V) had made substantially the same distinctions as Proclus did
between the pure unity of the One and the minimal unity of Matter in six grades, with the
omission of the henads. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 149-151.
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universal things. One of the many principles, in which they are involved, is to
divide up what was previously unified within the unparticipated Intelligence,
and transmit all the characteristics that it contained universally and poten-
tially to various individual and actual things.

There are several ranks of intelligences: the class of all the participated
characteristics of intelligence itself; its highest members are known as divine
intelligences, which are participated by a divine soul”®. Of special importance
is the world-Intelligence (Not¢ tol k6opov), being participated by the world-
Soul (Wuyn tol IMavtog), and thus, is the cause of the activities of the soul. In
the lower rank come the ordinary or intellectual intelligences (vogpoi voeg),
which are participated by the more divided aspects of the world-Soul. The
human intelligence is considered to be a kinf of «spark» of the intelligence.
All intelligences contain within themselves the individual characteristics,
known as «objects of knowledge» (vontd) or forms (£idn); these are the ideal
or pre-existed Form of all beings that actually exist in the sensible world’*.

All beings, Nicolaus states, possess their existence as derived from God,
who is the only unparticipated, for unparticipated terms subsist prior to the
participated”®. Everything exists due to its participation of all principles in the
primal Cause, the true Being (6vrmg “Ov), maintains its own unparticipated
nature and stands above all creation. This primal Cause is called by Proclus
not God, but something divine, intelligible and unparticipated’®. Nicolaus
observes that the participated are more of one nature (Evik@tepa) than the
participants and therefore divine (Ociov), while the participants are placed on
a lower level. Yet the unparticipated cannot be many, for plurality 1s not a
characteristic of the primal Cause. If the true Being is a manifold, it should
not be called 6viwg 6v, but 6viewg 6vra’’. In proposition 20, Proclus states,
that the true Being is one, as well as the unparticipated Intelligence and the
unparticipated soul, but now he speaks of many participated intelligences.
This Intelligence is participated by a manifold of henads, and these, in return

73. Proclus, E.T., props: 111, p. 98; 129, p. 114; 179, p. 158; 181, p. 158; 182, p. 160.

74. Proclus, E.T., prop. 177, p. 156. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 155-156.

75. Proclus, E.T., props. 11-12, pp. 12-14. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 15-16.

76. Proclus, E.T., props. 181-182, pp. 158-160. There is a basic difference between the
«divine» and the «intellectual» participated intelligences on one hand and the «supra-mun-
dane» and «intra-mundane» on the other. In case we combine the two groups we get three
grades of participated intelligence (a) «0eiog Unepkoouiog» (b) «Beiog Eyxoouiocr (c) «voe-
poc éyxoomog». Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, ap. cit., pp. 157-159.

77. Proclus, E.T., props. 161-162, pp. 140-142. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp.
143-144. E.R. Dodds, op. cit., pp. 281-282.
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are participated by the unparticipated Being, or the unparticipated Intelligence.

Nicolaus criticises Proclus’ statement that all these henads which are
supra-mundane are participated by the unparticipated soul. As all soul is
dependent upon intelligences’®; the intelligence is converted upon the intelli-
gible”®, so the supra-mundane gods depend on the intellectual. But Nicolaus
asks: if the unparticipated soul is one, why does Proclus use the term auéfe-
kto¢ yuyn? Here there is a contradiction with the conclusion of proposition
22, where it is stated that there is only one primal Soul.

In propositions 23 and 24 Proclus states that the unparticipated Intelli-
gence is superior and has primal existence, while in proposition 166, he ac-
cepts both: the unparticipated and participated intelligence and the latter is
participated either by supra-mundane or by intra-mundane souls.

Another inconsistency of Proclus is traced by Nicolaus. The Neoplatonic
philosopher tends to show that the intelligence is either unparticipated and
thus leading all that participate, or participated; therefore, intelligence is
neither all unparticipated nor all participated. Then, how can the statement,
«both unparticipated and participated intelligence», be in agreement with
that argument? Nicolaus considers the teachings of Proclus as the main
source, for the doctrine of the multi-god system and the hierarchy of the
three "grades” of the divine intelligences: a) the unparticipated Intelligence:
(b) the supra-mundane intelligences, which serve as a mean term between
(a) and (c), and (c) the intra-mundane (planetary) intelligences®°?. Nicolaus
observes that Proclus accepts a whole system of ensouled and intelligible
universe with a manifold of supra-mundane and intra-mundane gods which is
entirely inconsistent and absurd. The existence of intra-mundane intelligences
is unacceptable, because the world-order itself is possessed of intelligence as
well as of soul. Yet, the intra-mundane souls must participate in supra-mun-
dane intelligence through the mediation of intelligences which are intra-mun-
dane®'.

Further Proclus says that every intelligence is primarily participated
by principles which are intellectual at once in their existence and in their
activity. For human consciousness, intuitive thought is possible only inter-
mittently; hence Proclus depends on certain higher souls as the permanent

18. Proclus, E.T., prop. 20, p. 22. Nicolaus of Methone, op. eit., pp. 30-31.

79. Proclus, E.T., prop. 161, p. 140. Cf. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., p. 143.

80. Proclus, E.T., props. 181-183, pp. 158-160. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 157-
159,

81. Proclus, E.T., prop. 101, p. 90, Cf. Plotinus, Enneads V, 4.2 init. and esp. VI, 6.8;
V, 4.8. Nicolaus of Methone, op. citl., pp. 98.
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channels of vonoic. These are similar to the Plotinian «superconscious» but
on the other hand they are non-human entities, nor are they aspects of the
soul. They are intermediate between human souls and timeless intelligences
(aei kata yxpovov vooivtes), analogous to the ael yivopeva, operating between
temporal and eternal being®?. Proclus’ purposeis to strengthen the system
at its weakest stage, where eternity needs the element of time. The contact of a
well ordered human mind, apprehended in a single act of intuition, represents,
for Proclus, a perfect system of knowledge. Each part would be involved in
the existence of every other part, without blurring necessary distinctions.
Plotinus sees individual truths as valuable only in relationship to the whole®?.
With Proclus this expresses the internal unity of pure mind, rather than any
relationship between universal soul and individual souls, as with Porphyr.
He distinguishes also the intelligible forms (voepa €i6n), the content of the
voeg, from the vonta €idn, which are above the intellect and represent the
irue Being (Ovtwg Ov), in a strict sense, and even with greater unity. Psellos,
in his work De omni faria doctrina, chapter 25, understands by «intellectual
forms» the «ypuyn, voeg, dyyelot, apydyyehol, duvauelrg, kai doa tolabitay,
while he considers the forms as Platonic expressions, like ayafotng, 6c16-
<. On the same level moves Proclus, who has in mind the clear Platonic
forms®,

In proposition 180 Proclus contradicts himself by admitting that «every
intelligence 1s unparticipated though it is consisted of parts», despite his
intention to underline the fact that «every intelligence is undivided».

Proclus separates the unparticipated Intelligence from all other partici-
pated intelligences and its excellency lies on its attribute of being unpartici-
pated. Christian teaching accepts the supreme Intelligence as the source of
all other intelligences, and the fact that it is the supreme Cause of all other
intelligences, enadles it to participate in them. Despite the participation of
the Intelligence in lower intelligences, the excellency remains as a characteri-
stic of the undivided intelligence, which can be participated by the other in-
telligences, according to their power and general attributes®3,

At the fact of participation, the lower intelligences participate the higher,
only through the illumination shed out by the higher to the lower. It is clear
that the lower does not possess any power itself of participation, and its achie-

82. Proclus, L. T., prop. 167, p. 144-146. Nicolaus of Methone, pp. 147-148.

83. Cf. Plotinus, Enneads 1V, 9.5.

84. Proclus, E.T., prop. 176, p. 154. Nicolaus of Methone, op. cit., pp. 154-155.

85. Proclus, E.T., prop. 181-183, pp. 158-160; 293-294, Nicolaus of Methone, pp. 157-1359.
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vement is the result of the given illuminations (gopnyovpévasg EAAGUYELS).
The higher Being illuminates the lower and while the irradiation of the su-
perior serve as a basis, the characters which proceed from secondary princi-
ples are found upon them; thus, there is an order of precedence in partici-
pation and successive rays strike downwards upon the same recipient®®.
Proclus was accused by Nicolaus as holding the multi-gods doctrine.
When he says: «all that is unparticipated is divine», he means that even the
individuals which participate the universals are closer to the one. In this case,
even the universals are participated and conversely the individuals being far
from the one and participated by none, can be called divine®’. Yet, every par-
ticipated divine intelligence is participated by divine souls. If participation,
Nicolaus states, assimilates the participant to the participated principle and
causes it to have the same nature, it is easy to say that a soul, which participates
and is annexed to a divine intelligence, is itself divine, participating through
the mediation of the intelligence the divinity immanent therein®®. Nicolaus
wonders if participation assimilates the participant to the participated and
causes it to have the same nature, now it does not assimilate the intelligence,
which is closer and of the same nature to the divine intelligence, but it does the
soul. It is only the one and primal Intelligence that bestows existence to beings
and thus, it is the only participated. The product participates the producer,
which is only God, and in this case, he is participated by the first Intelligence.
No doubt, the divine intelligences produce nothing from themselves, but only
they transfer to all beings all divine participations. Nicolaus states that these

intelligences are called intellectual in relation to their priors and intellective
to their sequents®?.

Conclusion

Proposition 56 suggests that «the participants, which derives from the
one, acts as a connecting point between the other participated and the unpar-
ticipated beings». The purpose here is to safeguard the active inter-relationship
between the ultimate causes and the whole causal series. This view, however,

86. Proclus, E.T., props. 180, pp. 158, 293. Cf. also Nicolaus of Methone, op. e1t., pp.
157, 15-19: «... Tovc 8 @ihove dravrag voag ol altols TOUG UREPTEPOLS UMO TAV KATUOEE-
octépov petéyecbal aiia tag abtoig TpeTodoTmS Yopnyoupevas ELlapuyels eltouy pebeleg
¢xeivou eic tolg pet’ abroug Seutepodotws dwafifalervy.

87. Proclus, E.T., prop. 181, p. 158; prop. 24, p. 28. Nicolaus of Methone, op.cit., p. 157.

88. Proclus, E.T., props. 183-184, pp. 160-162. Nicolaus of Methone, op. eit., pp. 159-161.

89. Proclus, E.T., prop. 182, p. 160. Nicolaus of Methone, op. eit., pp. 158-159.
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tends inevitably towards a strict monism incompatible with the theory of «self-
existent» (avBumodotatov). On the other hand, some later scholastics found
Proclus’ argument a useful way of combining the emanationism of Avicenna
with Christian Orthodox teaching on creation... Similarly, in the Areopagitic
writings there exist the phrase apeféxktmg peteyopeva, and Nicolaus himself
does not hesitate in admiting that God is both pefBextog and apébexrog, in
the sense that a term which is directly apéfextov can be indirectly pefektov
by means of the peteyopeva, which it produces. Though the primal Intelli-
gence is unparticipated, the participant do participate in it. For Nicolaus,
it is a fallacy to divide the participated intelligence into supra-mundane and
intra-mundane, for it leads to the doctrine of multi-god system, which 1s com-
pletely unaccepted.

H AIAAZKAAIA TOY ITPOKAOY
I'NTA TON «MEOEKTON» "H TON «AMEOGEKTON» NOYN
KAI H KPITIKH TOY NIKOAAQOY EIIZKOIIOY MEOQNHZ

[Tepiinwyn

ME v perétn avtn £pevvatal 1 kpLtikn o0 NikoAidov Emoxkdénov Me-
Oovne (dwoékatog aimv) Eni tijg Oewpiag tol ITpoxiov yia tov «pebextovn
1 1ov «apébextovn Nobv. Eidikdtepa, 6 Ilpdéxiog éEetaler v duvatdtta
vnaplens oyéoems petaty 1ol “Ervoc npog ta [loiia kol ava@épetual oTig
oyetikég ddaokaries ol IMAatwvog xai 1ol IMiwtivov. "O Gpog «pébegign
otov aoueridny 1o IMiatovog (130a-132d) exppaler v kowvovia Kai v
oyéon yevikotepa petaly tov Eiddv xal 1dv aichntdv avuxewpévov (TP.
Daidwr 100d xai Haoperidnys 130c-131a). "Eni mhéov 6 IMpoxiog, annydv tig
anowels tob Ilidtrowvos, vmootnpiler OTL «OAG TU TPAYUUTA EVUTAPYOULV
o OAQ TU mpaypatan, aAria KaOe Eva avorOymS TPOS TRV EVEPYELL TOV. ZTNV
dtavoneon tob "Apiototélovs 6 Opoc «uébeEion pavepoverl TV oyéon petal
tol Dynhot xalloiov Kai to0 yauniot uecowxov. "H onpacia tijg £vvoiag 1S
«peBeCemon Exppaletar pE TNV EcOTEPIKN HETOYN HETAEL TOU MEeTEyOMEVOD
Kai 100 uetréyorrog Kai Eppnvevetar peé EE yevikoug 6povg: tnyv aitia, TV ov-
vaun e, TNV Evépyeld tne, TtV Slvapun tév EVEPYEIDV TNS, TRV E1OIKN
SUvapun OV EvePYELDVY TNG Kai TEAOS TO peréyor kab’ Eautov pé v SOvapn
TOU iKUVT] V(L PETACYN OTO UETE OUEVOY.

Kata tov [lodxio ol “Evadeg amoterobv v anomeipa Eppnveias tod
TAMTIVIKOD KOOHIKOD CUGTNHOTOZ, pEowm Tiic Omoiag Toviletal 6Tt Eto1 ouy-
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Kkpotolvrat Ta £idn tob dvrog kai gavepdvovrtat td dvra kad’ Eavta otV pe-
TaQUOiKT) dnoctact) Tovs. Of frddes uetézovtar GLPEAVOS TPOS Eva YEVIKD
Kavova. Metald tovg Ondpyel ma pecdlovoa tatn karnyopikdv dpov. To
KUpLo mpoPAnpa &v mpokelpéve eivar 1| pavépoon tod yeyovotog Tt pid
«apedektn évacy elvar Sraxekpipévn ano tig GAres péc® tol CLCYETICHOD
™G pE katd@tepo Pabpd évornrog, Omov mpaypatomoieitar | avaivon of
HETEYOUEVT «EVaAday Kai Of «HETELOV) OTOLXEIO G abThVv.

270 QlhocoPikd cvotnua tob Ilpoéxkiov 1 Evvoia tob Node keitar GO¢
1 Paon tod 6rov grhocogikol otoyacpod tov. Kabe Oeioc Noic sivar té-
Aerog xai anotedel Tiv Ekppacn 6hov OV GAleV vdwr. ‘H Siduokuria adty
EAEyyetat amd tov Mebdvng Nikoraov Kai kpivetat G avripatikn xad doov
6 bmépvoog Notg eivat 7| povn aitia 1V dviov, aicOntd@v kai dnepuicOntdv.
L& Kapa anolitog nepintwon, ioyvpiletar 6 Nikdraog, 1) telerldTNe TOD
uneptatov Ociov kai Omepvoov Nob EEaprtitar Gnd THY petoyn o abTOV
arlov Svimv, Evields EEnpuévoy Kal tapayopévov an’ abtov.

Elvai yeyovog, toviler 6 Tlpokhog, nmog xabe Nodg éunepikheiet ocaoi
ECQTEPIKT] YvdoM Tob £avtod tov, 6 3¢ npdtog Noic Exel 10 TAEOVEKTHA Vi
YVOPICn povov oV £avto tov (favtor doa roei). Méow tiig yvdoewng 6 voic
HETEXEL TV YVOOTIKGAY AVTIKEIPEVOV Kal GVTIGTPOP®S T( YVOCTIKA GVTIKEL-
Heva petéyouvv 1ol rod. 'ES® 6 Nikoiaog dratundvel coPapés emouiraterc,
kaf’ doov, xat’ abtov, pévov ¢ feds SUvatar v yvopiln tov Eavtd tov Kai
&v ouvvexeig xai td rowna Svra.

‘O duébextog Nobg Eppuaviler Opiopéva RupukTnploTiKd &v oyéoel
mpog v aitiav tov, 1o auéfextor tadpraror “Ov. "Evd 10 auébextov néo-
tator "Oy Eyel Unapln péoo tiis adbvaaofeds Tov xai v Oreptratny d0-
vapn, O3 v aitiav 1ol adrairiov tov, 0 duélextoc Noig Eumepiéyel dv-
vauel &y favtd, kol év 1] Evepyelg tov: xabe T 10 bnapyov 610 cvuray, 1o
omoiov, puoikd, elvat kat@Tepd Tov. ‘Enopévig 6 apédextog Nodc eivan kai
1 kvpie aitia t@v Svrov, mpiype to Omoiov 6 NikdAaog maviehde dpvei-
Tal.

‘H kpirikn to0 Nikordov otpépetal kuping katd 1dv andyewy tod [1po-
KAOL Y1 TOV peflexror Novv. “O auélextos Noig amokarimrer v Omap-
En wls tageng peteyouéveow yapaktnprotik®dy tov. Kabe idlaitepo yapaktn-
proTiko 1ol vob eivarl xab’ £avtd Evag dtopikog rvoic, dnhadn drnotehel Eva
GUVOAO oTOLXEIV, OOV CUVLTAPYEL T} YVOON TV ATOTELECHATOV TdV Evep-
YELOV 00 vou duvdpet. "Eni mhéov kabe aropikdg vols Gviimpoomneel povov
eva. otoiyeiov 1ol aueliéxtov vob. O auéfextog voie, xati tov IMpoxio,
glval YOPLoT0g and Shovg tovg uefextods vdeg. Katd thy péleln 6 katd-
1epog Nobg ueréyer 100 avetépov Nob pdvov péoo tiic EALaupems, | Omoia
Exmopedetal and OV avatepov Nolv otov kutdrepov. "Edd 6 ITpoxirog
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ELEyyetal and tov Nikolaov O anodeyopevos Ty Bewpia 1ol cvoTnpaTog
OV moilaniov OeomijTow.

‘H ddaokaria tob IIpokiov yia tov uelexror xail tOv auéliextor rvoiv
ponbnoe 1ol otoyactec tol Mecaidvos va cvvdvacouvv thv Dewpia Tiic
amoppoijc tol Avicenna mpoOg TNV ypLoTiaviky didaokaria tijc dnuiovpyiac.
"Eni mhéov O Arovioiog O "Apeonayitng OHIAEL y1d «apeBEXTOS PHETEYOHEVAY
Ovta, 6 6& NikOAraog 8ev dotalet va viobetnon v droyn 611 O Oeds eival
tautoypova «uebexTOo) Kal «ipebexktoo.

"AbBfjvan K. I'. Nwpyoc



