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Proclus’ account of symbol and poetry has for a long time been recognized as highly
original and profoundly influential.! While the philosopher’s hermeneutical insights have

! Thus, for example, Cardullo (1985: 20) stresses that “la dottrina del simbolo in Proclo, assume - nelle sue
forme pit mature — delle caratteristiche tali da renderla estremamente originale e «suggestiva» di fecondi appro-
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received substantial scholarly attention, the present paper will briefly consider Proclus’
fascinating views on the symbolic function of poetry, the pedagogic as well as the hieratic
value of myths and the salvational role of allegorical interpretation.? The article will be
organized in the following way: firstly, Plato’s onslaught on mimetic art will be touched
upon; then, attention will be paid to the major assumptions of Proclus” hermeneutics,
subsequently, Proclus’ theory of three kinds of poetry will be discussed, upon which his
account of the difference between the myths of Homer and those of Plato will be dealt
with; finally, Proclus’ conviction about the soteriological power of allegoresis will be
examined. The ensuing considerations will focus primarily on Proclus’ Commentary on
the Republic.?

Plato’s dismissal of poetry as péyiotov yeidog

Proclus develops his original theory of symbolic poetry in direct response to Plato’s
unsparing criticism of mimetic art. Whilst Plato argues that that poetic mime-
sis has no value whatsoever, the philosopher levels two fundamental charges (Resp.
603 a 11-b 2) against it: imitative art is far from (méppw) all truth (GAnBeiag) and all
reason (ppovnoewc). These accusations reflect Plato’s epistemological and ethical
concerns, respectively.

Plato perceives (Tim. 39 d 8—e 2) the world of phenomena as merely an “imitation of
the everlasting nature” (tfjg Statwviag pipnoig puoewg). Thus, by describing the sensi-
ble world, the poets reach solely the secondary reflections of the true reality (i.e., the
intelligible world). Their mimetic art produces, thereby, exclusively false appearances,
as it fabricates copies of the copies. It is for that reason that Plato repeatedly insists that
deceptive phantoms (¢idwAa) are the only thing that imitative poetry has to offer (cf. e.g.
Resp. 598 b 6-8, 599 a 7,599 d 3, 600 e 4-6, 601 b 9-10, 605 b 7-c 4). As mimetic poetry
conjures up barely illusions, it has to be exiled from the ideal state.

Yet, there is another reason for the banishment of poetry. False and deceptive as the
poets’ phantasms are, they, nonetheless, exert a powerful impact on the minds of people.
Plato famously differentiates between intellect (voig) and opinion (§6&a). According to
the philosopher (Tim. 51 e 2-6), the former results from teaching, is always supported
by a true reasoning, remains impervious to persuasion and is, therefore, ascribed to the

fondimenti teorici e storiografici per lo studioso del pensiero neoplatonico”. In a somewhat similar vein, Struck
(2004: 238-239) hails Proclus as the author of “the first surviving systematically formulated alternative to the
notion that literature is an imitation of the world”. For a discussion of Proclus’ impact on later theories of symbol
and poetry, see e.g. Struck (2004: 254-277 and 2010: 69-70); cf. also the collection of essays in Gersh (2014).

% In my understanding of Proclus’ hermeneutics, I am greatly indebted to the following works: Gallavot-
ti (1933); Friedl (1936); Buffiere (1956); Coulter (1976); Dillon (1976); Sheppard (1980), Cardullo (1985);
Lamberton (1986); Brisson (1996); van den Berg (2001); Struck (2004); Pichler (2006) and Chlup (2012).

3 The text is from Proclus, In Platonis rem publicam commentarii, ed. W. Kroll, 2 vols. Leipzig, 1899-1901.
Where no English reference is provided, the translation is my own.
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gods and only to very few individuals; the latter, on the other hand, arises from persua-
sion, is contrary to reason, remains open to persuasion, upon which it is attributed to
every man. The aforementioned dichotomy underlies Plato’s notorious diagnosis (Resp.
607 b 5-6) that there is “an ancient quarrel between philosophy and poetry” (maAaua
péV Tig Staopa priocopia te kai momtiki)). The feud between philosophy and poetry
is due to the fact that the latter appeals to our emotions rather than to reason. Thus, Plato
recognizes (601 b 1) that “a certain great charm” (peydin tig xAnoig) is characteristic
of all poetry, upon which he makes it clear (605 b 3-5) that the mimetic poet invari-
ably “stirs up, fosters and strengthens this part of the soul that destroys the rational part”
(toUTo éyelpel Tiig Yuyfc Kal TpéeL kal ioXUPOV TTOLOV ATTOMUOL TO Aoy TIKOV). As the
poet kowtows, then, to the unintelligent component of the soul, his art demoralizes and
depraves men.

Hence, the deceptive and irrational nature of poetic mimesis compels Plato to dismiss
(Resp. 377 e 6—7) the myths of Homer and Hesiod as “the greatest lie” (10 péywotov [...]
peddog). When rejecting the myths of the poets, Plato repudiates not only the literal
sense of these narratives but also any attempts at interpreting them allegorically. When
denouncing such myths as the binding of Hera, the hurling of Hephaestus and all “such
battles of the gods” (Beopayiag 6oac), Plato puts it in no uncertain terms (Resp. 378 d 3-8)
that such tales “must not be admitted into the State” (o0 mapadextéov €ig Tnv MOALV),
regardless of “whether they have any hidden meanings or not” (oUt’ év OUmovoiatg
menompévag oUte dvev Uovol@dVv), since “a young person cannot judge what is an alle-
gorical sense and what is not” (véog o0y 0l6¢ te kpivewv &ti te bdvora kai 6 pry).* Plato’s
repudiation of allegoresis is a consequence of his rejection of poetry: given the deceptive
and irrational nature of poetic mimesis, any reading of the poets (whether allegorical or
literal) is bound to be misguided.’

Proclus’ dilemma: péyigtov ypetidog or £€vBeog moinoic?

Plato’s repudiation of poetry is hardly palatable for Proclus, who takes the poetry of
Homer to be neither delusive nor demoralizing, but rather divinely inspired (cf. e.g.

# Plato’s criticism of allegoresis suggests that the practice must have become quite common before his time,
cf. e.g. Wehrli (1928: 89); Tate (1929: 143); Buffiere (1956: 124); Lamberton (1986: ix) and Struck (2004: 49).
While Plato is evidently familiar with the various allegorical interpretations of the myths he alludes to, the philos-
opher firmly repudiates the idea of extracting any latent sense from them. For illuminating discussions of the
connection between the earlier term Urtévoia and its later equivalent &\nyopia, see e.g. Buffiere (1956: 45-48);
Pépin (1976: 85-92); Whitman (1987: 263-268) and Blonnigen (1992: 11-19). Cf. infra, n. 34.

> With regard to this, Ramelli and Lucchetta (2004: 59) aptly explain that “il rifiuto del metodo allegorico
applicato al mito dipende dai poeti, che non attingono alla verita: percio € vana I'esegesi allegorica che cerca
di svelare nelle loro opere una supposta verita espressa simbolicamente”. Pichler (2006: 30, n. 55) puts forward
a similar diagnosis: “Die Frage nach einer unévoua, die erst die Sidvoia des Autors verstindlich machen soll, spielt
fir das Erreichen der Arete keine Rolle”.
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Inrem1110, 7: ... v ‘Opripov Stavotav EvBeov ovoav ... 1112, 2-3: ... 6 TOM TG ... EVOEmC
... pnow orl 120, 6: ... 1} €vBeog moino1g ...).c

Thus, the above discussed Platonic onslaught on the poetry of Homer has left Proclus
with the following dilemma. If Plato’s disparagement of Homer is right, then the entire
traditional paideia that builds on the sacred authority of the poet has to be repudiated.
If, on the other hand, Plato’s censure of Homer is wrong, then the whole Neoplatonic
tradition that builds on the infallible authority of the philosopher needs to be called into
question.” As things stand, then, it seems impossible to preserve the intact authority of
both Homer and Plato, for one is clearly caught between the devil of discarding the poet
and the deep blue sea of doubting the philosopher.

When trying to steer clear between the Scylla of rejecting Homer and the Charyb-
dis of betraying Plato, Proclus makes two important assumptions. Firstly, he is will-
ing to acquiesce (In rem 1 80, 4-5) that “the Homeric myths do not imitate the divinity
well” (tovg “Opnpkotg poboug ovk &b peppijoda [...] To Oelov), whilst, at the same
time, he argues (In rem 1198, 14) that apart from the mimetic poetry that Plato quite
rightly condemns there is also a higher form of poetry which “explains the divine matters
through symbols” (i cupfoérwv ta Bela apeppnvevovoa). Secondly and relatedly,
Proclus makes the following assumption:

It seems to me that the grim, monstrous, and unnatural character of poetic fictions moves the
listener in every way to a search for the truth, and draws him toward the secret knowledge; it
does not allow him, as would be the case with something that possessed a surface probability, to
remain with the thoughts placed before him. It compels him, instead, to enter into the interior
of the myths and to busy himself with the thought which has been concealed, out of sight by
the makers of myth and to ponder what kinds of natures and what great powers they introdu-
ced into the meaning of the myths and communicated to posterity by means of symbols such
as these.

Sokel §€ pot xal T0 TOV ToMNTIKGOY TAACUETOV Tpaykov Kal TO Tepat®d@deg Kai To mapa
@VOWV KWVEDY TOUG dxovovtag Tavtodandg eig Ty tiig dAnbeiag {ftmow kal eivat Tpdg TV
ArdppnTOV YVHOLY OAKOV Kal [} Emitpémety NIy Sia v @awvopévny mbavétta pévety Emi
TGV TtpoPePAnpévav Evvotdv, dAN avaykdlew eig 10 €vtog Tdv pibwv StafdAiew kai tov
KEKPUUPEVOV €V Apavel TRV pubomhaotdy mepiepydleabar voiv, kai Oewpelv dmoiag pév

¢ Lamberton (1986: 22-31) offers a thorough discussion of this ancient view of Homer as 6 0eoAGyog and of
Proclus’ account of Homer’s €vBeog moinotg (1986: 181-183). See also Pichler (2006: 67-68). In connection with
the assumption that “Platon est un théologien”, Brisson (1996: 122) rightly stresses that this assumption defined
a double task for the School of Athens: “dégager de I'ceuvre de Platon cette théologie et montrer qu’elle s’ac-
corde avec toutes les autres théologies: celle de Pythagore, celle des Oracles chaldaiques, celle ' Orphée, et celles
d’Homere et d’Hésiode”. Leaving aside the question of Plato’s irony, we should note that the philosopher can
at times speak very highly of the poets — an opportunity that was seized by Proclus (cf. In rem 1154, 12-159, 6).

7 Cf. e.g. Coulter (1976: 46, 112-115); Lamberton (1986: 182-183 and 2000: 80) and Brisson (1996:
138-139).
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puoeLg, NAlkag 8¢ Suvdpelg éketvol Aafovteg eig v avt@v Sidvolav Toiode Tolg cupPoroLg
avtag toig ued’” éautoug éofjpnvav.t

These two assumptions constitute the cornerstone of Proclus’ hermeneutics: on the
one hand, poetry is much more than just a mimesis and, on the other hand, poetry has to
be read appropriately (i.e., allegorically) so that the poet’s art could perform its salvific
function. In other words, Proclus argues that it is only when a poet is reduced to a mere

“imitator” that his poetry rightly repels us as crude, naive and even blasphemous. More
often than not, however, such poetry transpires to be divinely inspired and truly trans-
formative, when the poet is taken symbolically.

New tools of poetry: cOpBoAla in lieu of pippata

As noted above, Plato rejects mimetic art on the grounds that it makes an abortive and
manipulative attempt at imitating the phenomenal world: since poetry mimics the lowest
level of reality, it deludes and debases the souls that are exposed to its pernicious spell.
In response to the Platonic attack on poetic mimesis, Proclus diagnoses that it is only
one type of art that deserves to be condemned as such a false imitation. Thus, Proclus
famously distinguishes (In2 rem 1177, 4-196, 13) between three kinds of poetry that corre-
spond to particular “states” (€€eig) of the soul from the lowest to the highest; these types
of poetry being the mimetic, the didactic and the inspired one.® When presenting his
theory of the three psychic conditions and the related poetic modes, Proclus specifically
insists that there is a type of poetry that is perfectly capable of reaching the true reality
(the intelligible world). When contrasting the imitative and the symbolic mode of poetic
composition, Proclus argues that while the former is not suitable for theology, the latter
is its indispensable tool.

The lowest type of poetry corresponds to the lowest life of the soul that is character-
ized (In rem 1178, 3-4) by “inferior powers” (katadeeotépatg Suvdpeowv) and “imagi-
nations as well as irrational sensations” (pavtacioug te kai aioBfoeo dAdyoig). Whilst
this is the life that people lead when they immerse themselves in the sensible world
and renounce philosophy altogether, the poetry that reflects this state of the soul is
described by Proclus (In rem 1179, 16-17) as “mixed together with opinions and imagina-

8 Procl. In rem 1 85, 16-26. Translation by Coulter (1976: 57). Brisson (1996: 141) nicely explains (ad loc.)
that the grotesque character of myths presupposes the concept of double reference: “C’est le caractere scan-
daleux du mythe qui indique la nécessité de I'interpréter. Une telle interprétation se fonde sur la notion de double
référence. Le discours mythique sert de limite entre le monde des apparences et celui de la réalité véritable;
il renvoie de ce cOté-ci aux étres d’ici-bas, et de 'autre coté aux réalités du monde d’en haut”. Cf. also Cardullo
(1985: 132).

° Cf. e.g. Gallavotti (1933: 44-54), Friedl (1936: 56-59); Buffiere (1956: 27-31); Coulter (1976: 107-108);
Sheppard (1980: 162-202); Lamberton (1986: 188-196); Brisson (1996: 142-144); van den Berg (2001:
115-142); Struck (2004: 241-243) and Chlup (2012: 186-188).
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tions” (§6&aug kal pavtaciaig cuppryvupévn), “filled up with imitation” (dia ppnoewg
ovpmAnpovpévn) and, thereby, “nothing else than mimetic” (008&v &M 1] ppnTky).
The lowest type of poetry is obviously mimetic, as it aims to imitate the sensible world.
However, mimetic poetry can imitate the world of phenomena correctly or incorrectly.
In the former case, it is labeled as eikastic, whereas in the latter - it is characterized as
phantastic. Thus, Proclus clarifies (In rem 1179, 29-32) that the former “produces imag-
es” (eikaotikdv) and “strains for the correctness of its imitation” (tpog v 6pOdTNnTa
Tob pprpatog dvateivetar), whilst the latter “produces phantasms” (pavtaotikév) and
“offers solely apparent imitation” (pawopévnv pévov v pipnotw mapeydpevov). While
mimetic poetry might, then, attempt to adequately imitate the truth or forsake it entire-
ly in favor of fabrications, Proclus suggests that Plato’s criticism of Homer is valid with
regard to the latter type of poetry. Needless to say, however, it is only sporadically that
Homer is guilty of such imitative poetry that incorrectly mimics the sensible world."
The second type of poetry is ascribed to the life of the soul that can reach “the being
of the beings” (v ovoiav t@®v dvtwv), upon which this poetry is characterized by
Proclus as:

full of advice and the best counsel and packed with intelligent moderation: it offers participation
in prudence and the other virtues to those so inclined by nature.
vouBeoiag kat cUpBoVA®V AploTwV TAYp1| Kal voepag eVpETPiag AVAIEDTA PPOVITEMG TE Kal

THig GNANG dpeTi|g TIpoTEivOVTA TV HETOVOTaY TOLG €0 TEPUKHOLY.S

While this kind of poetry has been labeled as “didactic™ or “scientific”, it treats of
such issues as the making of the universe, the nature of the soul or the individual’s moral
duties. Hence, its primary fields of investigation fall within the scope of physics and ethics

10 When putting forward this distinction, Proclus cites (In rem 1 189, 3-190, 2) the Sophist, where Plato
famously differentiates (235 d 1-236 ¢ 7) between “two kinds of mimetic art” (§vo [...] €61 tfig ppntikiic): the
art of producing images (eikaotwkn téxvn) is said to imitate “according to the proportions of the model” (kata
Tag tol mapadeiyparog ovppetpiag), whereas the art of producing phantasms (pavtaotikn) is said to bring
out “not the actual proportions but the ones that [only] have an appearance of being beautiful” (o0 tag otoag
ouppetpiag dA tag dofovoag eivar kaAdg), since here the imitators “renounce the truth” (o0 yaipew to dAn0dég
édoavteg). It should be noted here that Plato actually rejects both types of mimetic art (i.e., pavtaotii as well
as eikaotwk)). For a justification of this view, see Sheppard (1980: 188-189).

' Proclus diagnoses (Inn rem 1192, 21-28) that Homer’s poetry produces phantasms when the poet has the
sun sprang up out of the lake (Od. II1 1).

12 Procl. In rem 1179, 6. Translation by van den Berg (2001: 116).
13 Procl. In rem 1179, 10-13. Translation by Lamberton (1986: 191).

14 Sheppard explains (1980: 183) that although Proclus ascribes educational value to all poetry, he, never-
theless, explicitly singles out one particular kind of poetry as didactic on the basis of how it presents its material:
the defining characteristic of didactic poetry is that it teaches directly. It may not be superfluous to note that
Proclus’ treatment of the Works and Days suggests that he viewed the poem as didactic and not inspired poetry,
see Sheppard (2014: 71) with references.

!5 van den Berg (2001) offers a reconsideration of Sheppard’s (1980) account of the second type of poetry.
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rather than theology. Proclus stresses (In rem 1198, 21) that a distinctive feature of this
type of poetry is that it characterizes a life which departs from deceptive imitation and
proceeds towards knowledge or science (¢miotfiun). Importantly, however, this life of
the soul and the corresponding poetry aim to know the truth rather than unite with it.

The highest life of the soul takes the form of a union with the divine (i.e., the One and/
or the gods).”® In this state, the soul is said (I rem 1177, 16) to be “connected with the gods”
(ouvdmntetat toig Oeoic), whilst the poetry that reflects this state of the soul is defined
(Inrem 1178, 24-25) as “madness superior to moderation” (pavia [...] co@poovvng
kpeittwv). Undoubtedly, the most noteworthy characteristic of the highest kind of poet-
ry is that it conveys its message through “symbols” (cOppoAa) or “tokens” (cuvOipata),
rather than through “images” (eix6veg).” Consequently, its defining feature is that it is not
mimetic sensu stricto, since there is no mirror-like similarity between the poetic portrayal
of an event and the theological truth that is cloaked in this fictive world.

Although this symbolic poetry is still characterized as “mimetic”, Proclus significantly
reinterprets the concept of “imitation”, as he asserts (In rem 1198, 15-16) that “symbols
are not imitations of those things which they are symbols of” (ta yap oOppoAra tovtwv,
v g0t oVpPola, ppjuata ovk £otv). When describing the specificity of this symbol-
ic “imitation”, Proclus further elucidates (In rem 1198, 16-18) that symbols can actually
be the very “opposite” (¢vavtia) of their referents, such as, for example: “the shame-
ful of the beautiful and that which is contrary to nature of that which is in accord with
nature” (to¥ kaAod 10 aioypov, kai Tol katd pUotv TO Tapd uaotv). The assumption that
symbols can be the opposite of what they stand for makes it possible for Proclus to answer
three important and interrelated questions: 1) What is the difference between Plato’s and
Homer’s myth-making? 2) Why can the highest kind of poetry be represented by various
horrifying and abominable deeds of the deities? 3) How should such outrageous passages
be read if this divinely inspired poetry is to fulfil its soteriological function?

16 Buffiere (1956: 27) rightly notes that this state “n’est autre que la contemplation plotinienne”.

17 Two points deserve to be made here. First of all, it has to be stressed that the distinction between the
terms oOpfoAov and eik@v can be rather fuzzy in Proclus, cf. e.g. Dillon (1976: 254); Cardullo (1985: 178) and
van den Berg (2001: 123). The scholars have emphasized that Proclus seems, at times, to be using the two prac-
tically synonymously, a spectacular example being In Euclid. 128, 26: aUpfoAov ... kai gikdva (see van den Berg
2001: 123, n. 45 for more examples). Relatedly, the terms oUpporov and oOvOnpa are also frequently used inter-
changeably by Proclus, especially in the fields of exegesis and theurgy; cf. e.g. Miiri (1976: 34, 40-42); Shep-
pard (1980: 145-161); van den Berg (2001: 93-101); Struck (2004: 234) and Chlup (2012: 192). In his classical
study, Miiri (1976: 9) has traced the origins of this synonimity to such interrelated meanings as “Erkennungszei-
chen”, “Erkennungswort” and “Losung”, an illustrative example being Euripides’ Rhesus 572: ovvOnua and 573:
ovpporov (see Miiri 1976: 9 for more examples). As far as the complex relationship between the terms €ixcv,
ovpporov and ovvOnpa in Proclus is concerned, Cardullo (1985) offers the most extensive and elaborate study of
this issue. Yet, while the scholar finds, for example, “una sottile ma pur sempre individuabile differenza” between
oOvOnpa and ovpPolov in the sixth dissertation of Proclus’ commentary (Cardullo 1985: 163-164), these inter-
esting semantic nuances will not be discussed in what follows (for a fascinating overview, see Cardullo 1985:
209-223).
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Plato’s and Homer’s pu@omotia: the tadevtiki) and évOeaotikn division

By Proclus’ time, terms such as “myth” and “symbol” came to be frequently used inter-
changeably with reference to any allegorical sense, since myths were typically perceived

as symbolic of higher truths.” Proclus’ commentary to the Timaeus provides us with

an example, when the philosopher famously observes (I 30, 14-15) that “myths usual-
ly indicate things through symbols” (ot pt@ot td ToAAd S1a TOV oVUPOAWY eicdBaat
tanpdypata évdeikvvobar). Proclus makes this remark in connection with his argu-
ment (I 30, 11-14) that the summary of the Republic explains the making of the universe

“through images” (eixovik@®¢), whilst the narrative about Atlantis does the same “through

symbols” (cuppoAkdc).” What is interesting about this observation is that it suggests

awillingness on Proclus’ part to allegorically interpret any myth.>° If, however, all myths

can be regarded as allegories of higher truths, then this raises the question about the

difference between the myths of Plato and those of Homer.

Proclus provides us with an answer to the question somewhat earlier (In Tim. I 30,
4-10) when he refers to the Pythagorean custom (£00c¢) of teaching first with likenesses
(t®V 6poiwv), then with images (t@v eixkdvwv) and finally with symbols (t&v ovporwv).
This means that although all myths can be examined with respect to their allegorical
sense, some are merely preparatory, whereas others address individuals who have
attained a certain level of initiation. Thus, Proclus famously assumes (I rem I 76, 17-86,
23) that a myth can be either maidevtikog (“educational”, “pedagogic”) or évBeaotikdg
(“inspirational”, “divinely inspired”). According to this dichotomy, paideutic myths are
designed as an introductory guidance for those individuals who are still under training,
whereas entheastic myths are for those few who have progressed in their training suffi-
ciently to be able to reach the Intellect, the gods and the true reality.”

18 This has been duly stressed by, among others, Pépin and Miiri. Thus, Pépin (1976: 78) aptly observes
that “Antiquité (...) emploie a peu pres indifféremment (...) les termes de «mythe», «allégorie», «métaphore»,
«figure», «symbole», «signe», etc.”. Somewhat further, Pépin (1976: 90-91) expands the list to include such
concepts as pbog, Tumog, Tpdmog, pibevpa, TAdopa, pipmpa, fabula, fictio, figmentum, significatio, insinuatio,
similtudo, figura, rightly diagnosing that the common denominator of all these concepts is that they allow one

“d’exprimer une chose en semblant en dire une autre, généralement plus concrete”. In a similar vein, though in
a somewhat different context, Miiri (1976: 28) notes that the concept of symbol (along with texpijptov and
onpeiov) came to play an important role in the development of allegoresis, since “auch der Mythendeuter die
Spannung zwischen wortlicher und erzwungener Aussage, den Abstand von Zeichen und Bezeichnetem, spiirte”.

¥ Coulter (1976: 41) stresses (ad loc.) that the distinction between eikovikéd¢ and ovpfoAwdg that Proclus
mentions in his commentary to the Timaeus is further elaborated in his commentary to the Republic. Incidental-
ly, however, his rendition of the original évdeikvuoBat as “hint at” does not seem that fortunate, since it would
be more appropriate for aivicoeaat. Thus, Tarrant (2007: 125), for example, translates this crucial passage
as follows: “in general myths have the tendency to give an indication of things through symbols”. Although in
a quite different context, Pépin (2000: 3-4) has interestingly suggested that the term &vdei€ic be translated into
French as “indice” rather than “indication”.

2 With respect to Proclus’ interpretation of the Atlantis story, Sheppard (2014: 63) points out that Proclus
treats this narrative “in the same way as he treats Homer or the Orphic poems”.

2 Cf. e.g. Coulter (1976: 49) and Cardullo (1985: 94, 149). See also Lamberton (1986: 197).
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The implication of this dichotomy is that the myths of Plato are primarily paideu-
tic, whilst those of Homer are predominantly entheastic.** The former are, then, labeled
(Inrem179,12-14) as “more philosophical” (ptAocopdtepor) and the latter are charac-
terized as “belonging to the sacred rites” (toig iepatikoig Oeopoic Tpoorjkovteg). Hence,
although all myths can be treated as allegories of higher truths, the difference between
the myths of Plato and those of Homer consists in that the former serve the function of
preparing young minds for the latter. Education must, therefore, begin with philosophical
myths and culminate in hieratic myths. In this way, the student moves from the human
towards the divine, since the former enable him to reach the intelligible realm, whereas
the latter make it possible for him to unite with the gods.”

That is precisely why paideutic myths use “images” (eikdvec) that are “imitations”
(mpjpata) which seek to resemble their models as accurately as possible, whereas enthe-
astic myths employ “symbols” (cuppoAa) that do not imitate, but rather hint at their
referents through analogy (dvaAoyia).>* While entheastic myths are, thus, symbolic,?
Proclus explains that the creators of such myths:

indicate some things by means of others, but not as using images in order to signify their models;
rather, they use symbols that are in sympathy with their referents by means of analogy.

AAAa €€ AAAwV évdelkvuTat, kal ov Ta peV eikdveg, ta O¢ mapadelypata, 6oa Sid TOVTOY
onpatvovotv, AAAA Ta puev ovpBoAa, ta ¢ €€ avaroylag Exel v Tpog taita ovpmadeiay.2

As inspirational myths employ symbols rather than images, they make no preten-
sions to accurately imitate their referents. As these symbolic myths signify their refer-
ents through analogy rather than mimesis, Proclus can say (Inn rem 1198, 18-19) that “the
symbolic mode indicates the nature of things even through what is most opposite to them’
(1 8¢ ovpPolin Oewpia kal S1a TOV EvavTIOTATOV TNV TOV Tpaypdtey éveikvutat

”

22 The difficulty is here that this dichotomy might prima facie suggest that Proclus perceived (the myths of)
Plato to be somehow inferior to (those of ) Homer (for such a conclusion, see e.g. Coulter 1976: 109). Neverthe-
less, educational myths should not be rashly equated with didactic poetry, since the relation between the two
is very obscure in Proclus (cf. Sheppard 1980: 194). As we shall shortly see, the difference between Homer and
Plato lies in the form rather than in the content: Plato and Homer offer the same truth, but the philosopher speaks
from reason, whereas the poet speaks from revelation. Cf. infra, n. 32.

% Cf. van den Berg (2001: 132 and 134-135).

2 Cf. e.g. Coulter (1976: 47-57); van den Berg (2001: 119-136) and Chlup (2012: 188-189). The latter
two works offer a compelling criticism of the interpretation put forward by Sheppard (1980: 197) that analogy
applies to images and not to symbols.

» A somewhat difficult issue is whether myth is to be associated with both the inspirational and the symbol-
ic mode of exposition, or just with one of them. With regard to this, Gersh (2000: 18) has interestingly suggested
that “(a) when Proclus considers Plato alone as theologian, he ranks the entheastic mode of exposition above
the symbolic; and (b) when he considers Plato and Homer together as theologians, he allows the entheastic and
symbolic modes of exposition to coincide”.

2 Procl. In rem 1 86, 16-19. Translation by Chlup (2012: 188).
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@Uow).” Naturally, Proclus insists that the relationship between the symbol and its refer-
ent can never be reduced to a mirror image or reflection so as to demonstrate that Plato’s
criticism of mimetic art does not apply to the entheastic (symbolic) myths.

This becomes clear when Proclus contrasts the myths of Homer with those created by
Plato.?® According to Proclus, Plato was very careful not to portray the gods in an outra-
geous and blasphemous way: when coining his pedagogical myths, Plato employed imag-
es so as to educate about the divine matters. Hence, his myths imitate the gods without
depraving and/or deluding young minds. Thus, Proclus stresses (I rem I 73, 16—-22) that
Plato “mystically explains the divine matters through certain images” (814 Tivav eikévov
ta Ogla puotikdg avadiddoket) in such a manner that his “portrayals” (anewcaopéva) and

“likenesses” (Opoidpata) are very much “like visible statues” (olov dydApata pgavii).?

This means that Plato’s myths imitate the gods in the same way as the statues of
the gods imitate them, i.e., in both cases the imitation builds on an easily recognizable
resemblance, albeit it always remains only an approximate rendition of the divine. Coin-
ing paideutic myths is similar to carving statues in that both these activities strive for
some similarity when exploiting the visible (UAn) to represent the invisible (ta O¢ia) -
the difference being naturally that a mythmaker uses words, whereas a sculptor uses
stones. This explains why Plato’s paideutic myths are free from any shocking and horri-
fying motifs that Homer’s entheastic myths abound in: when presenting his hidden
doctrines about the gods, Plato employed images (eix6veg / anewaopéva) and likeness-
es (Opowwpata), upon which his portrayals of the deities are never opposite or contrary
to the nature of the gods, but rather these depictions of the deities retain the similarity of
the statues (olov dydApata).

Things look quite different, though, with the entheastic (symbolic) myths. While here
the mythmaker must also have recourse to words, he is not bound by the requirement
that his portrayal resemble the gods. That is why the authors of entheastic myths use the
crude language of anthropomorphism. They employ that which is inferior to somehow
represent that which is so superior that it cannot be rendered mimetically, but rather

symbolically:

The fathers of myth observed that nature was creating images of nonmaterial and noetic Forms
and embellishing this cosmos with these imitations, depicting the indivisible by means of frag-
mented things, the eternal by means of things that proceed through time, the noetic through that
which the senses can grasp, and portraying the nonmaterial materially, the nonspatial spatially

¥ van den Berg (2001: 120-125) has excellently shown though that symbols do not have to be absolutely
opposed to their referents. See also Chlup (2012: 189). Cf. infra, n. 36.

2 Cf. e.g. van den Berg (2001: 122 and 131) and Chlup (2012: 188).

» Coulter (1976: 48) suggests (ad loc.) that Proclus might be alluding here to the celestial myth of the
Phaedrus. While Sheppard (1980: 149) rightly stresses that the term pvotik@g is used here in the sense of both
allegoresis and mysteries, Miiri (1976: 31) provides a very good explanation for this fact: “Mysterien und Alle-
gorese haben ein gemeinsames Merkmal: die Scheidung zwischen Eingeweihten und AufSenstehenden”.
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and depicting through things subject to change that which is eternally the same. When they saw
this, in line with the nature and the procession of those things which have only apparent and
imagelike existence, they themselves fabricated images of the divine in the medium of language,
expressing the transcendent power of the models by those things most opposite to them and
furthest removed from them: that which is beyond nature is represented by things contrary to
nature; that which is more divine than all reason, by the irrational; that which transcends in
simplicity all fragmented beauty, by things that are considered ugly and obscene.

katdovTeg yap ot tijg pubomotiag matépeg, 6Tt kai 1| puoig eikdvag Snuovpyodioa TGV ATA®Y
Kal vont@dv eld@v kai Tovde TOV KOOPOV TOKIAOVOA TOIG TOVTWV UUIHACLY TA HEV ApPEPLOTA
HeEPLOTAG Amekoviletal, Ta 8¢ aidvia S1i T@V katd xpdvov TpoidvTmy, Ta 8¢ vortd i Tdv
aioONT@Vv, Evihmg te 10 iAoV drtotumottat kal Slaotat®dg 10 ddidotatov kai St petaBoAiig
TO HOV{H®G i pupévov, ETopEVWE TH Te QUoEL Kal Tf) Tpodd® TAOV Pavopévws Svtwv Kal
el WAK®G, elkdvag kal avtol TAGTTOVTEG €V AGYOLG pepopévag TV Beiwv Tolg évavtiwTtdrolg
Kal TAEIoTOV Apeatnkdoty Ty Unepéxovoav TAV mapadetypdtwy atoppotvtat Svvaputy, kai
TOTG pEV Tapa PUoLy TO LIEP PUOLY aVT®V EvdelkvuvTal, Toig 8¢ Tapardyols 0 Tavtog Adyou

Bel6tepov, Toig 8¢ pavtalopévolg Mg aioypoig T TavTog HEPLTTOD KAMOUG UTtepnTA®EVOV.

In this beautiful passage, Proclus stresses that it was the nature of the things that has
inspired the poets to write symbolically. Just as that which is eternal must be portrayed
through that which is transient and that which is intelligible through that which is sensi-
ble, so the creators of entheastic myths have to depict the transcendence of the gods
through what is, in fact, most contradictory to them: thus, they describe that which
surpasses nature through that which is unnatural, whereas that which surpasses all
reason through that which is irrational. Hence, whenever Homeric myths strike us as
grotesque and bizarre to the point of blasphemous, it has to be borne in mind that these
anthropomorphic formulations are the only means for communicating the divine. Impor-
tantly, Proclus puts it in no uncertain terms that mythmakers employ this symbolism
precisely to make us aware of the “transcending superiority” (€npnpévn Umepoyn) of the
gods.® This means that the authors of entheastic myths coin these stories in such a way
that these disgraceful portrayals of the gods make men conscious of the unbridgeable
chasm separating humans from gods, while at the same time leaving no doubt that the
narratives must be taken allegorically.

Everything that has been said so far makes it possible to see how Proclus
perceives the difference between Homer and Plato. The philosopher characterizes
(Inrem 1159, 1) the former as “divinely inspired” (¢vBovotd{wv) and “driven to Bacchic
frenzy” (Avapaxyeudpevog), stressing, at the same time though (In rem 1159, 3-4), that
Plato provides us with the same truth, which he merely “bound fast with the irrefutable

3 Procl. In rem 177, 13-27. Translation by Struck (2004: 243). See also Cardullo (1985: 150); van den Berg
(2001: 125) and Chlup (2012: 191).

31 Procl. In rem 177, 28. Translation by van den Berg (2001: 125). Cf. also Chlup (2012: 191).
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methods of knowledge” (taig dveAéyxtolg Tijg émotriung pebodoig katedrjoaro). This
means that the difference between Homer and Plato resides in the form rather than in
the content: the poet and the philosopher present the same truth, but the former speaks
from revelation, whereas the latter speaks from reason.** That is why the narratives of the
poet require a special exegetical approach.

Allegorical approach to Homer’s napanétacpa

Evidently, then, one has to apply allegorical interpretation to entheastic myths so as to
properly identify the connection between the symbol and its referent. Thus, allegoresis
makes us aware of the fact that it is only when we read Homer mimetically that his poet-
ry seems crude and offensive, but when we read the poet symbolically, his poetry tran-
spires to be theology xat’ é€oynv. Accordingly, it is necessary to distinguish (Inz rem 1 140,
11-13) between the “ineffable wisdom” (anéppntog Bewpia) concealed in the Homer-
ic poems and their “apparent meaning” (10 gawvépevov).’* While Homer’s epics must
not be reduced to their surface meaning, Proclus frequently characterizes this meaning

» o«

as tapanétaopa (i.e., “cover”, “veil” or “screen”) to indicate that beneath this veneer
adeeper (i.e., symbolic) sense has been hidden.** In other words, this tapanétacua hints
enigmatically at a latent meaning that has to be retrieved through allegorical interpreta-
tion if the Iliad and the Odyssey are to be fully understood and appreciated.

Proclus provides us with a spectacular example of this kind of exegesis, when he
famously interprets the hurling of Hephaestus as “the procession of the divine from above

¢ 1

down to the lowest creations in the realm of the senses” (1] &ivwBev dypt T@V TeEAevTA{®Y
£€v 101G aiocOnToig Snuovpynudtwy tod Belov Tpdodog), the binding of Kronos - as “the
union of the whole of creation with the noetic and paternal transcendence of Kronos’

2l

32 As Buffiere (1956: 29) nicely puts it: “Belle revanche pour Homere: 'exilé de la République revient en
triomphateur; il prend place a c6té de Platon et au-dessus de lui: car si Platon est pour les siens la plus haute
autorité humaine, Homeére est une autorité divine; I'un représente les lumiéres de la raison, I'autre celles de
la révélation”. Cf. also Cardullo (1985: 101). In a similar vein, Lamberton (1986: 170) explains that Plato and
Homer actually revealed in their myths the same ultimate truth: “Homer’s account of that truth is inspired - it
is the product of divine pavia - and its value is therefore enormous, though its expression is correspondingly
obscure. Plato came later to the same truth, often in fact starting from Homer’s account of it, and demonstrated
it more systematically”.

3 Pichler (2006: 83 n. 183) correctly stresses that the term qatwvépevov “bezeichnet bei Proklos stets das,
was der sinnlichen Betrachtung zuginglich ist”.

3 Cf. e.g. Procl. In rem 144, 14, 66, 7, 73, 15-16, 74, 19, 159, 15-16, 11 248, 27-28. Brisson (1996: 140)
explains the mapanétaopa metaphor in the following way: “Le discours mythique est assimilé a un objet placé
devant un autre pour le cacher”. See also Lamberton (1986: 185) and Sheppard (1980: 16), who stresses that the
term is a standard way of signaling that a given myth requires allegorical interpretation. While Proclus speaks
also (In rem I 44, 19-20) of 10 mpdoynpa tijg pubomoiiag, both these terms and the underlying idea appear in
Plato’s Protagoras (cf. e.g. 316 d 6: mpdoynpua and 316 e 5: mapanetdopaocw). Finally, it may not be superfluous to
note that Proclus uses also other terms with the reference to allegorical interpretation. Thus, for example, in the
Theologia Platonica (122, 19-20) the classical term vnévoua is used to define the purpose of physical allegoresis:
TéAog ToteloBat tiig TV poBwv vovoiag ta puowa adfpata - cf. Pépin (1976: 86). Cf. supra, n. 4.
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(1 Evwaig Tig 6Ang dnuovpyiag Tpog TV voepav Tod Kpdvou kal matpiknv Uiepoynyv),
and the castration of Ouranos - as “the separation of the Titanic chain from the order
that maintains the universe” (1] dtdkpioig tfig Titavikiic oelpag amnod THg CUVEKTIKTG
draxoouioewg).’

This piece of allegorical interpretation shows that the symbols which appear in enthe-
astic myths are not absolutely opposed to their referents.** Obviously, we have here no
copy-like images (eixéveg / dmewcaopéva) or accurate likenesses (6potopata) and these
symbolic portrayals of the deities are not like (0iov) their physical statues. Nevertheless,
there is some sort of similarity that provides a symbolic connection between hurling
and procession, binding and union, castration and separation, etc. While these depictions
signify their referents through analogy rather than mimesis, the relationship between
symbols and their referents in entheastic myths is, thereby, motivated. The analogy may
be at times very obscure, but a skillful interpreter will be able to ascertain that hurling
hints enigmatically at a procession, binding — at a union, castration — at a separation, and
soon

That is why Proclus further explains (In rem I 82, 20-83, 7) that what “in our
world” (wap’ uiv) is perceived as “lower” (xeipov) and belonging to the “inferior”
(katadeeotépacg) order of reality, the myths employ with reference to the “superi-
or nature” (kpeittova @vowv) in such a way that binding can stand for a “conjunction
with the causes and ineffable union” (cuva@n Tpog Ta aitia kal Evwolg dppntog) rather
than an obstruction, hurling can stand for “the generative procession as well as free and
unrestrained presence in everything” (1) yévipog [...] tpdodocg xai 1) dpetog émi mdvta
napovoia kai eUAvtog) rather than a violent movement, and castration can stand for
a “procession of second-order beings from their own causes to a lower order” (;ip6odog
TV 0evTépV €ig VPeluévny TAEv Ao TV opeTépwv aitiov) rather than a loss of
power.

The opposition between the inferior meaning that corresponds to the sensible world
(tap’ Uty / évtabBa) and the superior meaning that the corresponds to the intelligi-
ble world (;tapa toig Oeoig / €xel) is employed by Proclus to differentiate between the
literal and the allegorical sense of a narrative. This distinction provides the foundation
for Proclus’ apology of Homer: when seeking to exonerate Homer from the charges
that Plato has levelled against 10 péyiotov yeddoc, Proclus argues that Homer’s poet-
ry is predominantly symbolic, i.e., that the low and base language of the myths is only
a symbolic description of the highest realities.

3 Procl. In rem 182, 10-18. Translation by Struck (2004: 251). Cf. also Coulter (1976: 53); Cardullo (1985:
128) and Lamberton (1986: 204). The latter work offers an extensive discussion of Proclus’ specific allegorical
interpretations (see Lamberton 1986: 197-232).

3 Cf. supra, n. 27.
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From the Neoplatonist perspective, all poems about the gods have to be allegorical,
for the transcendence of the gods precludes accuracy of all human accounts of them
(whether poetical or philosophical).” As no language can do justice to the immaterial
and unchanging reality that it seeks to represent, literal portrayals of the gods as anthro-
pomorphic beings must be taken as necessary concessions on the part of the poet. As the
superior is, in fact, indescribable and inexpressible, these symbolic renditions are neces-
sarily grotesque and monstrous. That is precisely how they make us aware of the fact that
what they endeavor to describe and express is, indeed, indescribable and inexpressible.
The apparently irreverent and sacrilegious descriptions of the gods must, then, be seen
as necessarily material analogies that symbolically hint at the higher immaterial realities.
Given that there is no direct similarity or copy-like resemblance between the symbol and
its referent, it is only reasonable that the “binding” of one god by another can symbolical-
ly signify an “ineffable union”, whereas the “hurling” of one god by another can symboli-
cally signify a “generative procession”. Irrespective of how imperfect these material anal-
ogies might seem, such renditions remain the only means for representing the divine.

Allegoresis shows, then, that it is only on the surface that Homer’s naive and/or blas-
phemous portrayals of the deities are irreligious, since underneath them a profound
theology can be found.*® As a matter of fact, these seemingly shocking descriptions of
the gods are the best proof that the poetry of Homer is indeed divinely inspired and
that the passages which Plato most vehemently attacks must actually be taken as the
most symbolic (i.e., non-mimetic) ones. When this hermeneutical principle is applied,
such horrifying deeds of the deities as banishment, imprisonment or castration of one
god by another testify precisely to the divinely inspired authority of the poet. That is
why Proclus insists (I rem 1193, 14-16) that when creating such myths the poet must
have been “inspired by the gods” (¢vBovoidlerv) and “possessed by the Muses” (¢k @V
Movo®v katokwynv). That is also why he maintains (I rem 1198, 20-23) that a “divinely
inspired poet” (tou g €vBoug), who “reveals the truth about beings through signs” (51
ouvOnpdtev dnAol Ty epl T@V dvtwv aArBeiav) is actually “not an imitator” (oUte
HUNTNG).

These assertions show that the highest kind of poetry transcends the limitations of
the mimetic one. A divinely inspired poet resorts to the crude and anthropomorphic
language of myths to somehow represent the divine matters. While the various myth-
ical formulations (“binding”, “hurling” etc.) are used as necessary “material”, allegor-
ical interpretation reveals that these symbolic depictions of the immaterial reality are
concealed from the vulgar, but available to those who have been properly educated in
philosophy. That is why Proclus says (In rem I 85, 26-86, 1) that “such myths encourage
those who are naturally suited to desire the wisdom hidden in them” (@veyeipovowv pev ot
To10ide ptbol Tovg eV PUETTEPOUC TIPOG TV EPeaty THG €V avTolg AmokpUipov Bewpiag),

% Sheppard (1980: 17). Cf. also Lamberton (1986: 171-173) and Struck (2004: 244).
3 Cf. e.g. Procl. In Tim. 1 141, 24-25: 1) maAawa Ogoroyia ... tap’ “Oprjpow.
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stressing further (In rem 1 86, 1-4) that the “apparent marvel-mongering” (patvopévn
tepatoAoyia) of such myths not only awakens the initiated ones to a quest for the truth
but also keeps away the profane crowd.

From allegoresis to theurgy: Saipéviog tpémog tijg pubomnoiiag

That Homer’s poetry is symbolic means that it must derive its “material” from the sensi-
ble world: entheastic myths portray the transcendence of the gods anthropomorphically
just as nature depicts that which is intelligible through that which is sensible (see above).
While the highest kind of poetry is, thereby, mediated in the world of phenomena, this

phenomenal basis of symbolic poetry brings it close to theurgy, which also employs

the material to invoke the divine.?* Accordingly, Proclus draws an important parallel

between the soteriological power of symbolic poetry and that of theurgic practices, as he

compares the impact of symbols in myths with that of symbols in magic rites:

The art, therefore, governing sacred matters distributes, in a fitting way, the whole of ritual
among the gods and the attendants of the gods (i.e., the demons), in order that none of those
who attend the gods eternally should be left without a share in the religious service due them.
This art calls on the gods with the holiest rites and mystic symbols, and invokes the gifts of the
demons through the medium of a secret sympathy by means of visible passions. In the same
way, the fathers of such myths as we have been discussing, having gazed on virtually the entire
procession of divine reality, and being eager to connect the myths with the whole chain which
proceeds from each god, made the surface images of their myths analogous to the lowest races of
being which preside over lowest, material sufferings. However, what was hidden and unknown
to the many they handed down to those whose passion it is to look upon being, in a form which
revealed the transcendent being of the gods concealed in inaccessible places. As a consequence,
although every myth is demonic on its surface, it is divine with respect to its secret doctrine.

¢oTtep ovv 1} T®V lep@dVv téyvn kataveipaoa dedvtwe v olunacav Opnokeiav toig Heoig kal
T01¢ T®OV Bedv dmadoig, tva pndev dpotpov tiig émPariovong Beparneiag drrodeimmtat TV
aidimwg émopévmv Tolg Beolc, TOUG HEV TATS AylTATALG TEAETAIS Kal TOIG HUOTIKOIG CUMPOAOLS
TPoodyeTat, TV 8¢ Toig patvopévolg tadnpacty pokaieital tag d6oeig Sia 81 Tvog dpprjtov
ovpmadelag, oUtwg dpa kai ol TV Totdvde pibwv matépeg eig taoav Mg einelv dofAéypavteg
Vv t@V Belov tpdodov kai tovg uvboug eig ANV dvayewv omevdovteg Ty A’ ékdotov
nipoioUoav oelpav to pev poPefAnpévov adt@®dv Kal idwAKOV GvaAoyov UTTECTI|OAVTO TOIG
€0 ATOLG YEVETLY KAl TAOV TEAEUTAI®V Kal EVUA®Y TTpoea koot Tabdv, T 8¢ AmokekpuppéVOY
Kal AyvwoTtov Tolg TOAAOTG Ti|G év dfdtolg é€npnuévng v Bedv ovoiag ExpavTikov Tolg

¥ Cf. e.g. Coulter (1976: 50-57); Cardullo (1985: 126-135); Struck (2004: 246-251 and 2010: 67-68) and
Pichler (2006: 228-253).
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@hoBedpootv TV Oviwy mapédooav. kal oUT® 81 1@V pibwv Exaotog Satudviog pév oty
Katd 10 pawvopevov, Bgtog 6 xata v dndppntov Bewpiav.*

Symbols permeate the whole of reality.# What divinely inspired poetry and theur-
gy have in common is that they both build on the relation of “sympathy” between
a ovpporov (cUvOnua) and its referent. While the term oupnaBeta stands literally for an

“affinity” or “fellow-feeling”, in Proclus it designates a non-mimetic connection between
a material object and an immaterial entity. Sympathy is, then, a magical power that
connects the visible with the invisible. Hence, it is through the relationship of sympathy
that the sacred symbols in entheastic myths and theurgic practices can bring individuals
into the state of union with the divine.*

That is why Proclus says in the above-cited passage that mythmakers have created
the surface images of their myths analogous to the lowest races of divine beings, i.e.,
demons. This means that entheastic myths and theurgic practices are “demonic” due to
their phenomenal surface, but “divine” with respect to their symbolic meaning.* Indeed,
Proclus explicitly stresses (In rem I 86, 10-13) that the “kinship of these myths with the
tribe of demons” (T@v pHBwV TOUTWV TTPOG TO TOV SAUdVMV PUAOV guYyEvelay) consists
precisely in the “activity of making symbolic revelations” (évepyeiag oupupfoArwdg [...]
OnAovaong), upon which he further specifies that (In rem I 86, 20) “the mode of such
myth-making is demonic” (datpudviog 6 tpdmog éoti Tii¢ Totavtng pubomotiag). These
assertions show that from Proclus’ perspective being an interpreter of entheastic myths
is tantamount to being a mystagogue.**

Everything that has been said so far makes it easy to understand why Proclus
ascribes to allegorical interpretation of symbolic poetry the same soteriological power

“ Proclus In rem 178, 18-79, 4. Translation by Coulter (1976: 55-56).

4 Brisson (1996: 142) suggestively explains that symbols are “les extrémités de séries divines qui depuis
le haut descendent jusqu’aux derniers étres en passant au travers de toutes les classes d’étres qui se rencontrent
dans le réel”. This is precisely what makes the symbols in poetry very much like the symbols in theurgy: “on ne
percoit plus trés bien la différence entre la nature d’'un objet symbolique utilisé dans des opérations théurgiques”
(Brisson 1996: 144).

2 As Miiri (1976: 34) nicely puts it: “Vermittels der heiligen Symbole (...) werden die Menschen in einen
ganz andern Zustand versetzt; aus sich heraustretend, gehen sie ganz in Gott iiber”.

“ This has been aptly clarified by Cardullo (1985: 127) in the following way: “Il paragone con 'arte rituale
e con la sua particolare natura ci fa comprendere meglio la conclusione procliana a proposito dei due aspetti
del mito omerico: questo € appropriato ai demoni nel suo aspetto visible, e appropriato agli dei secondo la sua
dottrina segreta”. That is why entheastic myths produce the same effect as theurgic practices: “Come, infatti,
il rituale ieratico, in virtd delle formule simboliche e degli aspetti irrazionali di cui si avvale, acquista valore ini-
ziatico e provoca 'unione mistica con la divinita, cosi il mito omerico produce degli effetti analoghi, sopratutto
grazie ai suoi simboli osceni e sconvenienti” (Cardullo 1985: 128). In a similar vein, Whitman (1987: 96) notes
that symbolic myths and demons “serve preeminently as mediators to the truth”. Brisson speaks in this context
of a “double reference” (cf. supra, n. 8).

“ In connection with the latter point, Brisson (1996: 122) rightly observes: “La tiche de I'interpréte, qu'elle
s’applique a la philosophie ou a la poésie, est assimilée a celle du mystagogue qui, dans les mystéres, guide le
postulant vers initiation et 'époptie”. For a very good discussion of the relationship between allegoresis and
ethics in Proclus, see Pichler (2006: 186-240).
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that he finds in theurgic rites: studying the demonic nature of entheastic myths serves
the purpose of knowing the divine and uniting with it. Accordingly, Proclus claims
(In rem 1 80, 10) that the symbolic (entheastic) myths “lift up” (Gvayovowv) to the
“contemplation” (Bewpia) of the gods, just as the grim and monstrous surface of these
myths is said (In rem 1 85, 16-26) to “compel” (Avaykdlew) the listeners to “contemplate”
(Bewpeiv) what divinities the mythmakers have hidden in these symbolic myths.

In Proclus, allegoresis receives a religious justification, as it paves the way for authen-
tic piety and genuine religiousness.* Without the aid of allegorical interpretation, Plato’s
criticism of Homer is valid, since the myths of Homer (and other poets) are doomed
to primitive and immoral anthropomorphism. Yet, studying meticulously the demonic
surface of various shocking and outrageous myths leads individuals to a genuinely sacred
reality, as they are “lifted” and “compelled” to allegorically search for the true divini-
ty concealed underneath these crude portrayals of deities. Thus, allegoresis transforms
Homer’s mythology from superstition and/or blasphemy to a profound religious experi-
ence. The soteriological power of allegoresis consists, thereby, in that it brings the initi-
ated readers closer to the gods through revealing the true nature of the divinity hidden
underneath the demonic: allegorical interpretation of entheastic myths makes union with
the gods possible, for it makes us aware of the sympathy between these symbolic myths
and their referents. In this way, allegoresis enables us to truly participate in the divine.

Final remarks

When trying to mediate in the ancient quarrel between philosophy and poetry, Proclus

argues that it is only on the surface that Homer has “attributed to the gods all sorts of
things which are matters of reproach and censure (6veidea kai pdyog) among men”.+

According to Proclus, the truce between philosophers and poets can easily be achieved

when it is understood that the highest kind of poetry needs to be read symbolically and

not mimetically: if the poet’s portrayals of the gods seem prima facie impious to the point

of blasphemy, then allegoresis shows that these anthropomorphic depictions must be

recognized as indispensable tools for communicating the divine. While symbols are the

only vehicle for conveying the immaterial, they do not imitate the things they denote.
Proclus insists that entheastic myths seek to do justice to the indescribable and inexpress-
ible nature of the divine as accurately as humanly possible, i.e., symbolically. Thus, rather
than being sacrilegious and irreverent, such myths illustrate that the immaterial can only
be reached via the material.

% The same can be said of the Stoics’ etymologizing, cf. Domaradzki (2012: 143-147).
4 DK 21 B 11. Translation by Lesher (1992: 23).
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The present article is concerned with Proclus” highly original and
profoundly influential account of the symbolic function of poetry, the
pedagogic as well as the hieratic value of myths and the soteriological
power of allegorical interpretation. Thus, the paper begins with a brief
discussion of Plato’s dismissal of poetry as péyiotov yebdoc. Subse-
quently, Proclus’ theory of three kinds of poetry is examined, upon
which attention is paid to his revolutionary idea that coppoAa rather
than pynjpata are the tools of the highest kind of poetry. Then, Proclus’
views on the difference between Plato’s and Homer’s puBorotia are
considered. While the article concludes with an analysis of Proclus’
conviction about the functional similarity of symbols in myths and those
in magic rites, allegoresis is shown to have the same salvational role that

Proclus ascribes to theurgy.
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