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ABSTRACT. In the Myth of Er in the Republic Plato describes various aspects of the soul’s
afterlife. At 614e3-615a4 he writes that souls who have gathered on the plain of judgment
are then divided into those who lived morally good lives and so rise into a place of reward
and those who have not who descend into the realm of punishment. On the souls’ return
to the plain after their time above or below, they greet one another and tell each other of
their experiences. Some 700 years later, Proclus in his commentary on the Republic tries
to answer some issues that this short passage must have raised for some philosophers in
antiquity. The problem is simple enough: how can souls who do not have bodies or organs
of sense communicate in this way? Proclus lays out his response in several stages. He
agrees, of course, that souls in the underworld do not have corporeal bodies. However,
they do have ethereal vehicles, and these vehicles, he says, are more closely adapted to the
souls and therefore less likely to introduce errors in the souls. Thus, the seeing and hearing
in Hades is actually clearer and more directly known than those that occur when we are
imprisoned in our bodies. These vehicles retain the images received when we were em-
bodied, and thus we can recognize other souls and communicate with them. As for hear-
ing and speaking, the vehicles are actually better at these tasks than the organs in our bod-
ies. How Proclus reaches these conclusions is not immediately clear from the Republic
commentary, but with the aid of other works, especially the Timaeus commentary, we will
be able to see how Proclus attempts to make the case for disembodied souls speaking and
hearing in the underworld.
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In the Myth of Er in the Republic Plato describes various aspects of the soul’s after-
life. At 614e3-615a4 he writes that the souls that have gathered on the plain of judg-
ment are then divided into those who lived morally good lives and so will rise into
a place of reward and those who have not led such lives and will descend into the
realm of punishment. On the souls’ return to the plain after their time above or
below, they greet one another and tell each other of their experiences. Some 700
years later, Proclus in his commentary on the Republic tries to answer some issues
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that this short passage must have raised for philosophers in antiquity. The prob-
lem is simple enough: how can souls who do not have bodies or organs of sense
communicate in this way? The solution to the problem, as we shall see, is a little
more complex.

The myth tells the story of Er, who is granted the privilege of following along
with fellow-souls on their underworld journey. The souls come to “a certain dae-
monic place” (gig Tomov Tva datpdviov, Rep. X.614c1), where judges sit between two
openings to the heavens above and two openings to the underworld below and
where they send just souls into one of the openings above and unjust souls into
one of the openings below (614b8-d1). Meanwhile, as these souls were traveling up
or down, other souls were traveling down from the second opening above and up
from the second opening below; these returning souls all meet in the meadow
where the judges sit, greet each other, and tell of their experiences above in the
heavens and below in the underworld (614d3-615a2).

In his commentary on this passage Proclus raises several concerns about what
is being depicted. Proclus writes (In Rep. 11.163.28-30):

It follows that we consider how they recognize one another, how they greet one an-
other, how they speak with one another, and how some hear others who are speaking
and describing things in detail. (metat Bewpety, ThS Hév yvwpilovat Tiveg dAAAag, T 3¢
domddovral, mds 3¢ Sidéyovral, xal RS Stadeyoudvwy dxodovat xal Styyoupévey FAAL
dAAwv).!

Proclus answers these questions making use of the soul’s vehicle (In Rep. 164.7-
167.23). We'll look at these passages first, and then see how they fit in with what
Proclus says about the soul’s vehicle elsewhere and about its role in recognizing
and communicating with other souls.

The Republic Commentary

Proclus divides the question of the soul’s ability to recognize other souls into two
parts. He first argues that souls can have knowledge (or “acquaintance,” yvatg) of
others (164.7-165.21), and then he considers recognition as an aspect of this
knowledge (165.22-166.10).”

Proclus’ argument is based upon his belief that the body obscures the sense data
it receives whereas the soul’s vehicle allows a clearer perception. He begins his

" All translations from the Greek are my own.
* On this division, see A. J. Festugiere (1970) 108 note 2.
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argument with an assumption that sense perception of one soul for another is pos-
sible, for souls are capable of knowing one another. He then writes (164.9-11 and
14-16):

Indeed it would be absurd that the senses, which are sources of knowledge,® apprehend
sensations cognate to them with their coarse sense organs. .. while souls, which have
knowledge [of others] and are like a kind of eye, do not see the souls that are cognate
to them even by themselves without organs. (xal ydp dromov tag uév aiodiaeig yvaoaeig
oloag peta moéwy dpydvawy dvtihappdvesdal T@vV ouyyevav aicnudtwy . . . tag 3& Puydg
Yvwotueds oboag xal olov 8Pl Tvag ui) 6pdv TS guyyevels adTals Puyds xal xwpls dpydvay
adTdg O’ EquTav.)

Proclus is comparing two kinds of knowledge: we gain knowledge on earth through
our sense organs, but we must have another means of gaining knowledge in our
discarnate state. Proclus next argues that corporeal sense organs do not do a par-
ticularly good job of grasping knowledge because sense organs “add affections to
knowledge” (ta 3¢ Spyava maby tals yvawaeay mpoatifnaty, 164.19). Since discarnate
souls do not have this liability, Proclus can begin to make his case for how such
souls can perceive each other. He writes (164.21-25):

Moreover it is possible to say that the souls’ knowledge of one another occurs through
the vehicles [of the soul], just as occurs here through our oyster-like bodies,* and [the
knowledge] is clearer through the former than through the latter. This is the case since
vehicles are more receptive of the images (emphaseis) from the souls than bodies are.
(xaitol xal i T@V dynpdTwyv Suvatdy $dval yiyveabar tals Ppuyais v dAAMAWY YvRaw,
Womep evtadba did TRV daTpeivey cwurdTwy, xal EvapyéaTepov O’ Exelvawy 1) ToUTwWY UGAAOY
Yaip €xetvar TAG Ao TRV YUy AV Eudaaelg brtodéyeTal ToUTWY. )

Proclus wants to show that if perception occurs through the vehicle, the resulting
images are necessarily clearer for the soul. He thinks it is an unarguable fact that

3 a5 pév aiodyoels yvwaoelg oboag, 164.10. For the use of yviaig “source of knowledge,”
see Aristotle, Metaph. 11, 981b1o-11: #11 8¢ @V aloBioewv oddepioy Nyodpeda elvar copiav:
xaitot xvptatataly’ eloty abtat t@v xad’ Exaota yvaoelg GAN' od Aéyovat T6 Sid ti mepl 00devés,
olov 31& ti Beppdv T TP, dAAS ubvov 81t Oeppév. (“Nonetheless, we do not believe that any of
the senses are wisdom; however they are the supreme sources of knowledge of individual
objects; they do not explain the why of anything, for example, why fire is hot, but only that
it is hot.”). Proclus may have this very passage in mind here as he explains the difference
between why (which the Intelligibles explain) and that (which the senses perceive).

* For the term oatpeidyg, see Phdr. 250c6: datpéov Tpdmov dedeauevpévol (“bound [in
our body] like an oyster”). The reference is to the corporeal body.
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images in the vehicle are clearer than those in the body, which according to Neo-
platonic doctrine is true. Our powers of imagination, which are simply images in
the vehicle, are clear to us, as are images placed there (in our vehicles) by the gods
in theurgic rites.> The body interferes with this reception of images.

Proclus picks up the argument again a little later (165.12-16):

Moreover, since these souls [i.e., those in the underworld] see each other clearly and
recognize one another through these vehicles, they very much have more accurate vis-
ual impressions (opseis) than those here do, since they act through bodies that are
more immaterial, since what is immaterial is more capable of judging and a sense or-
gan that is more unaffected [i.e., by matter] is more effective. (xai &1t Siop&oat xal
Emryryvaaxovaal dd ToVTwV GAANAag TTapmodv T@v vtadba Tag Setg dxpiBeaTtépag Exouat,
318 duAoTépwv Evepyoloal CWUATWY" XPITIXWTEPOV YAp TO QUAGTEPOV, xal TO dmadéatepov
aiabnmplov vepynticwtepov.)

Proclus takes Plato’s text as proof that the souls in the underworld do know one
another and that their resultant perception is clearer than ours on earth because
images in the vehicle are clearer since they are uncontaminated by matter.

Now that Proclus has argued that discarnate souls have knowledge through the
vehicle, he can explain how they recognize one another (165.22-166.1)

Now, if they know one another, it is no longer at all surprising that they recognize one
another since they possess in their imaginative faculties a stored, latent image (tupos)
of one another, and through® the new visual impression (opsis) they reawaken the
memory of the soul that it had seen before. Recognition is like a bringing forth of an
object of memory or a revival of a memory, which the soul possessed but did not have
ready to hand so that the soul undergoing the recognition has come to know in itself
that this is the soul that has such a character and that lives in a better or worse way.
(El 3¢ &) yryvaoxovaw dAMAG, xal dvayvwplley dAAAag odxétt dMmou Bowpaotdy,
gxoboag ev tals pavraciong dmoxeiuevoy Tév dAAAwY TOTOV xal Novydlovta 3¢ ia Thig véag
Sewg dvoncvodaoal ™V TS OpwpéNg PuxAg Hwuny. TolodTog yap O avaryvwplapds, Tod
pwpoveutod mpBoAn xal pviung dvavéwats, v elyev pév od mpdyetpov 8¢ elyev, date xal
Stavondfivar Ttpds Eautiy TV dvaryvwpilouaay, 8Tt dpo adty exeivy ¥ Yoy 1) Totévde 1Bog
gxovoa xai {Hoa xelpov 1) BérTIon.)

* For the use of images in sacred rites, see below.

% [3¢] 3id tig véag Bbews dvonavodoag, 165.24-25. Schoell and Usener would delete 32, but
A.]. Festugiere (1970) 110 note 2 suggests inverting 3¢ and 314, an elegant solution, which I
adopt here.
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Memories are stored as images in the soul’s vehicle, waiting to be recalled.” When
we see and recognize others, it is because that image of the person seen summons
up the image stored in the vehicle. Proclus goes on to give examples from the
nekuia in Homer’s Odyssey book 11, where Odysseus sees and recognizes Achilles
and Ajax, whom he had known before (166.1-10).”

Thus, perceiving via the vehicle works in a manner similar to perceiving
through bodily sense organs, but the results of that former perception are clearer
because the vehicle has less materiality than the body (and materiality interferes
with the perception) and because the images required are already stored in the
vehicle before the souls arrived in Hades.

The Timaeus Commentary I11.236.18-239.26

We will gain more insight into Proclus’ doctrine if we consider some passages from
his commentary on the Timaeus. Proclus accepted Syrianus’ doctrine of two sepa-
rate vehicles, a higher ethereal immortal one created by the Demiurge and a lower
one woven together from the elements by the visible gods (In Tim. 111.236.18-
239.26). Itis the lower vehicle that remains attached to the soul in Hades and that
interacts with the irrational directly (236.27-31):°

How then are there punishments, how purifications, how choices of lives—some of
which occur in accordance with the faculty of imagination, others in accordance with
the spirited part, others in accordance with desire? And how are souls introduced into
the irrational sorts of living things? For the [soul’s] connection to what is irrational
occurs through the irrational faculty, just as [its connection] to the Intellect is through
intellect. (xal g al xoAdaelg, &g 3¢ al xabdpaelg, oG d& al Tédv Plwv alpéaelg, ol uév xatd
davraciav, al 8¢ xord Buudy, al 8¢ xat' EmBupiay; al te eig Ta dhoya T@V {Hwv elocdboels TaAg;
3t dAoylag yap V) cuvady Tpog TO dAoyov, WaTmep dtd vod TPdg TV voiv.)

" The “imaginative faculty” is located in the vehicle. It is the vehicle, then, that houses
the stored images from past perceptions that the soul uses, for example, in memories. See
J. F. Finamore (1985) 2 and 167-168.

¥ Proclus is also concerned about how Odysseus recognized souls that he had not en-
countered in life, such as Minos, Tantalus, Tityos, and Sisyphus. He speculates that per-
haps Odysseus had heard about them in oracles and so could recognize them by what they
were doing in Hades (e.g., Minos was judging souls and the others were being punished in
certain ways).

% On this passage, see S. Klitenic-Wear (2011) 197-199.
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In the context of the underworld the soul’s punishments and bad choices occur
through its irrational nature.” Thus, it cannot be that the rational soul or the
higher vehicle is responsible. It is the lower vehicle, which houses the irrational
aspects, that is responsible.

Proclus continues by explaining how the lower vehicle is connected to the
higher and to the rational soul. He says that it is better to accept Syrianus’ expla-
nation (236.32-237.6):

... the [higher] ethereal vehicle" embraces the summits of the irrational life and these
[summits] along with the [higher] vehicle are imperishable because they have been
created by the Demiurge, but since they are extended and broken into parts, they pro-
duce this [intermediate] life, which the young gods weave within it. And this [inter-
mediate] life is mortal because it is necessary that sometime the soul lay aside this di-
videdness whenever it returns after attaining purification,” but it is of longer duration
than the life of this [corporeal] body. (... Tdg uév dxpétyrag s dAéyou {wiis T Tvedua
TEPLEYEW xal elva ToadTag ueTd Tod dyuortos adioug cg dmd Tod dnuioupyod Tapnypévas,
tatrtag S8 extevopévag xal ueptlopévag motely v {wiv TadTyy, #iv Tpocudaivousty ol véol
Beol, Oy pév odoav didtt Tév peplopdy tobtov dmotifesbai mote TV Yuxyy dvaryxaiov,
§tav dmoxataatf) Tuyodoa xabdpaews, ToAuypoviwTEpay S TS Tod cwuartog TovTou Lwiis.)

' See also In Tim. I11.235.11-21 and S. Klitenic-Wear (2011) 199.

" There are two possibilities here. See H. Tarrant (2017) 120 note 299. A. J. Festugiere
(1968) 102 and note 2 argues that 16 mvedpa refers to the lower vehicle but calls the passage
“tres confus.” If we accept this reading, then Proclus must have meant that the lower ve-
hicle “embraces the summits of the irrational life” just as and because it also embraces the
higher vehicle. The other possibility is to say that to mvedua refers to the ethereal
(“pneuma” in the sense of the fifth substance) vehicle, as S. Klitenic-Wear (2011) 199 un-
derstands it to be the higher vehicle, which embraces within itself the summits. I prefer
the latter interpretation, but both come to the same conclusion that there are two vehicles
and the higher one is immortal, and the lower not. For the use of 16 mvedua to mean “ethe-
real,” see In Tim. 297.23-24, where Proclus states that souls in the ethereal vehicle accumu-
late elemental bodies (“of air, water, and earth,” depioug gvudpioug yBovious), since the soul
cannot pass immediately from immaterial ethereal bodies into this [corporeal] body
(Gpéang 4o TOV AOAWY TVEVHAT®WY ElG TOE TO T XWPELY, 297.4-5.

" On this use of the verb “return” (dmoxaficyt), see A.J. Festugiere (1968) 102-103 note
3, where he cites E. R. Dodds (1963) 302. The soul’s return does not occur after a single
earthly life but rather after its return to its starting point in heaven, after its several rein-
carnations here. Proclus probably has in mind the 10,000-year cycle of the Phaedrus
248e5-249a5 (where the philosophical soul may return after only 3,000 years). See also H.
Tarrant (2017) 121 note 300.
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There are thus three “bodies” for Proclus. There is the higher immortal ethereal
vehicle, that makes the soul encosmic and has the “summits” or seeds, as it were,
of the irrational aspects of the human soul. There is the lower pneumatic vehicle
that encompasses the rational soul and ethereal vehicle, and which contains in a
greater degree the irrational nature. Finally there is the soul in the corporeal body,
where the irrational aspects of the lower vehicle are broken into parts (that is, into
the various sense organs) and spread throughout the body. The irrational soul can
therefore be understood as an outgrowth of the higher vehicle that becomes more
divided in its descent into the human body. After death (that is, after the separa-
tion of the soul from the corporeal body), the rational soul in the lower vehicle
travels to Hades for judgment and its reward or punishment.”

Proclus further clarifies the relationship among these three bodies at 237.24-31:

Thus, the single, impassive perception in that [higher vehicle]"* generates the single
passive perception in the pneumatic vehicle, and this [perception in the lower vehicle
generates| many passive ones in the oyster-like body. The single desiderative power in
that [higher vehicle] created many desiderative powers in the pneumatic vehicle,
which (powers) are in some way separate from the oyster-like body and capable of be-
ing trained, and these [create] the final, enhylic powers in this [corporeal] body. (% &'
odv &v éxelve pla alodyatg xal dmabng &v 1@ mvevpaTe® Synuott piav alobno dmoyewd
oM THNY, ATy 3 TAS €V TG daTPEWSEL TWUATL TOAAAS xal TTadVTINdS, Xal 1) év Exelve pia
SOVoiG SpEXTIXY TAG &V TG TVEDMATL TopNYoye TAEloug OpextTindg OuVAuELS Exovaag Tt
X@pLoTdv dd tod dotpeddous cwparog xal moudevecdat Suvauévag, adtat 82 Tag év Tde T@

vl

TWUATL TEAEVTAING Xl EVOAOUG.)

Thus, there is a diminishment from single/impassive “summits” of perceptions in
the higher vehicle to the single-but-passive perception and its multiple powers in
the lower vehicle, to the multiple, passive individuated enmattered powers of per-
ception in the corporeal body.

The Timaeus Commentary I1.83.16-84.5"

To see how Proclus works these various levels of body into his doctrine of the soul,
we must turn to another passage in the Timaeus commentary, where Proclus lays

" On this tripartition, see In Tim. I11.298.27-299.4 and S. Klitenic-Wear (2017) 199.

" For &v éxelvw referring to the higher vehicle, see A. J. Festugiére (1968) 103 note 4 and
H. Tarrant (2017) 121 note 302.

5 In what follows, I am indebted to H. Blumenthal (1982), D. Baltzly (2009), and P.
Lautner (2006). I am, however, looking at the matter from a different viewpoint. As the
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out four levels of perception (I1.83.16-84.5), the fourth of which does not concern
us here since it is about perception in plants.® Proclus describes the first of the
three phases in this way (83.16-23):

Therefore I say that the very first and most proper sort of perception imitates Intellect,
for in every case the first things [in a series] imitate the things before them, on which
account those <that are next in line>" are connected to the first. It has encompassed
in itself the perception of itself, neither passing from one [set of perceptibles] to an-
other, for this would belong to a divided sort of perception, nor going outside of itself,
for this would be an imperfect sort of perception. Rather it holds the whole perceptible
object in itself and rather is like a synaisthésis. ($nul Totvuv, 1t THs aioBoews 1 pev
TPWTioT Xl ®VPLWTATY Vodv MLpoupéW-TtavTood Yap T8 TpATA Mipnaw Eyel TRV Tpd
adT@VY, d16 xal auvady) Tolg TPWTOLS <TPdS T& TPoTeYH> EaTi-Td Eautiig alabyTov &v Eauth
mepleidndey, olite petafaivovoa dn' dAAwy €mt’ dAAa: TodTo yap 1Y peptlopévng éativ: olite
el 16 #w mpoioboar Tobto yap dTelés GANGL 1) O Ehov alobnTdv Eyovoa év vt xal olov
cuvaiohnotg odoo uaAiov.)

This highest form of perception imitates Intellect itself. Intellect, of course, ex-
ists outside of the realm of time and thinks conceptually. As such, as Proclus
stresses here, this sort of perception is not partial, moving from one object to an-
other. The soul’s highest form of perception takes in the whole of the perceptible
object (the Intelligible cosmos) at once. Blumenthal® thinks that Proclus is refer-
ring to “nonsensible existence” and that the term “perception” (alo@yaig) “is used
in a special sense and is applied to forms of cognition appropriate to the two higher
sections of Plato’s Line” in the Republic. Lautner argues against this position, as we
shall see, but Baltzly, who is willing to extend this sort of perception to the World
Soul, nonetheless doubts that the passage can refer to human souls.” From our
perspective (i.e., starting from the Hades passage in the Republic commentary), we
see that a connection to human souls is possible, since they do have a higher sort

Republic commentary makes clear, Proclus is concerned to show that the disembodied
human soul makes use of the vehicle for certain psychic activities, and these activities are
related to what the embodied soul does with its vehicle and bodily organs.

*® Proclus refers to Plato’s statement at Tim. 77b.1-3: “indeed, all things whatever that
have a share of living, it would be in justice most correct to call ‘animal.” (ndv ydp odv
8timep Qv petdoyy tod Gy, {Qov uév &v év dixy Aéyorto dpbétata.). And so, Plato concludes
that while plants do not have a share of reason or intellect, they do share in perception
(b5-6). This level does not concern human perception.

"7 Thus Kroll fills the lacuna in this line.

' H. Blumenthal (1982) 3.

" P. Lautner (2006) 117-119 and D. Baltzly (2009) 267-269 and note 15.
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of perception that comes from their attachment to the ethereal vehicle. Proclus
makes use of a nuanced strategy involving a hierarchy of soul powers within the
human soul.

How is the human soul like Intellect? The Intellect, Proclus says, is the leader
in a chain of different kinds of perception. Intellect’s “perception” (to use Proclus’
term) is characterized as perception of itself (that is, of the whole Intelligible
realm). It intelligizes Intelligible objects not separately but all at once as a whole.
This is the very goal of the human soul’s ascent: to rise to the level of Intellect and
while joined to Intellect to enjoy its kind of intellection to the extent possible.
Now, the ascent involves purifications of different sorts. First and foremost, of
course, we must purify our psychic pneumatic vehicles, but ultimately we must
also shed that lower vehicle, purify the higher ethereal vehicle, unite with the cos-
mic gods and then, once all of that is accomplished, perceive as the Intellect per-
ceives—with our incorporeal rational soul in union with the Intellect.”

Just as the Intellect holds the whole Intelligible realm in itself, the human soul
that has risen to the level of the Intellect holds its whole object, and Proclus says
that this sort of perception is like synaisthésis. Lautner argues that Blumenthal and
others have mistranslated the term as “self-consciousness,” which leads to thinking
that the term synaisthésis is used only homonymously and is really code for a
higher intellectual function.” Lautner prefers to translate the word as “joint per-
ception,” but this translation may not capture what Proclus intends. Proclus has
laid out certain features involved in perceiving as Intellect does: it perceives the
object in a unified (not part-by-part) manner and holds the object of its perception
in itself. What Proclus calls synaisthésis must be a kind of intellection in that the
soul in its totality takes in its object. It is not like the various senses in the body
perceiving individual sense objects (the eye perceiving color, touch perceiving
temperature, etc.). The prefix syn points to the soul perceiving all-together in itself
in a partless manner. We saw earlier (In Tim 11.236.32-237.6) that Proclus described
the higher vehicle as encompassing “the summits of the irrational life.” These sum-
mits are the source from which our corporeal organs devolve, and they are not ir-
rational, merely the precursors of what at a lower level will be irrational. Just as
the sense organs take in (in a divided fashion) the sense objects down here, the
summits take in the objects in the Intelligible in a non-divided fashion. Nothing

* For the convergence of thinker/thinking/thought, see—with P. Lautner (2006) 123
note 12—1In Parm. 899.17-23 and L. Siorvanes (1996) 155-156.

* P. Lautner (2006) 119-122.

** P. Lautner (2006) 123.
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comes from nothing, and in Neoplatonic philosophy what is lower exists in a more
divided way at a lower level than its source does at a higher.

The two activities are parallel, and so they are both perceptions of a sort. There
is a kind of related synaisthésis in both realms. Down here when we determine
that the object we are seeing is, say, Socrates moving towards us, we make that
determination by processing data from several sense organs. Up there (in the In-
telligible) when we determine that the object in our souls is, say, the Form of Hu-
man Being, it is the summits in the soul that help the rational soul make this de-
termination. Hence both are perceptions but different kinds of perceptions.” One
can easily understand why Blumenthal thought that they were not perceptions at
all. In Proclus’ mind, however, they are perceptions because they are causally con-
nected to and are precursors of the corporeal perceptions.

However, the passages in the Republic commentary, with which we began, are
not about this kind of perception. Let us move on to the next two sorts of percep-
tion (In Tim. 11.83.23-29):

Second after this is the sort of perception that proceeds [outside of itself]. In accord-
ance with its perfect activity and since it is the same always everywhere, it grasps the
whole perceptible object. It is free from every passion and every incapacity that be-
longs to partial natures and to enhylic organs. Third, [is the sort of perception] that is
affected by what is external and is a co-mixture of persuasion and recognition
(yvwoewg). It begins from passion and ends in recognition. (yvdaow). (Sevtépa 8¢ peta
TadTy 1) mpoiodoa uév, xat' Evépyetav 3¢ TeAeiow xal del waavTwg TTavToyddev SAov alpodoa
T6 Yvwotov mavtds Te xabapebovaa maboug xal o dduvapiag TS oixelag Tolg peptaTols
xal &violg dpydvols. Tpity 3¢ 1) xal Tdayouao DTO TAV EXTOS Kol TUMMLYTG ATt TE TElTEwS
Xl YVOTEWS, APXOUEVY eV 4o ToD Taboug, TeEAeuTAT 3¢ €ig TV YVATW. )™

* I must therefore disagree with the conclusion of D. Baltzly (2009) 269 that “What
makes all of Proclus' four forms of perception count as perception is not their coincidence
in percipients such as us. It is the fact that all forms of perception share a common object,
things that have been generated.” What disembodied souls at the level of Intellect per-
ceive is not anything generated but the Intelligible objects themselves. This is a percep-
tion (or more properly, a pre-perception) which is the source of corporeal perceptions that
occur when the soul is embodied.

* Before examining these passages, we should confront the problem of translating the
Greek word that Proclus uses for recognizing or receiving these perceptions 16 yvwotév
and yv@aig. The usual translation is “knowable/knowledge,” but it would be odd to say
that the sense organs know the perceptible object. However, A. J. Festugiere (1967) 118-119
translates the two terms as connu/connaissance, just as Baltzly (2007) 143-144 and (2009)
266 uses “knowable/knowledge,” while H. Blumenthal (1982) 2 prefers “cognition.” Proclus
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Saving discussion of the second sort of perception for a moment, let us turn to the
third. This sort of perception is the opposite of the sort we saw in the higher vehi-
cle. That perception was internal or common (that is, it held the perceptible object
within itself), unaffected, and undivided, while this third sort is external, affected,
and divided. This is perception by material organs that take in the various sense
data individually from objects external to them, and the sense data may be re-
ceived tainted by the passions of the body.

Since we are dealing with a devolution of perceptive ability, we would expect
that the intermediate second sort would bridge the gap between the higher and
lower sorts by partaking of some aspects of them and not of others. And this is
what we find:

First sort: unaffected, undivided, internal objects
Second sort: unaffected, undivided, external objects
Third sort: affected, divided, external objects

Since the second sort of perception is poised between the two extremes and since
the first is located in the higher vehicle and the last in the corporeal body, we fully
expect that the second would be placed in the intermediate body: the pneumatic
vehicle.

The Timaeus Commentary II1.286.2-287.10

Proclus confirms this expectation in his commentary to the Timaeus I11.286.2-
287.10, where he also adds another subdivision within this intermediate category.
In this passage, Proclus begins by describing the third sort of perception that we
encountered in book II of the Republic commentary (In Tim. 111.286.3-7):

We will say that it is a corporeal and enhylic life, capable of recognizing (yvwatimv)
what strikes against it from the outside, making this recognition (yv&ow) through the
sense organs. This sort of perception does not belong to the life itself but to what it
makes use of. It is commingled with enhylic bodies, recognizing what it recognizes (&
Yryveoxel ytyvwoxovoay) in an affected manner. (cwuatoed) Loy xai Evulov €poduey,

YYRoTHA)Y TOV TPoTITOVTWY EEwBey xal 3t dpydvwy TV YVACY TTOloupéWV TalTyy ol

seems to be using the terms in a special sense here. The adjective yvwatév is clearly equiv-
alent to “perceptible object,” and I have translated it so here. The soul’s capacity to under-
stand or recognize the perceptible object might best be described by “recognition,” and I
have translated yv&aig with that word.
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oly owtiig oboay, GAAS TAV XpWHEVWY, Xol CUMMEYMEWY ToTg Evhholg 8yxolg xal petd
TA00ug & YIYVWIKEL YIYVWTHOUTAV. )

The soul perceives its object through the bodily organs, but the perceptions belong
to the organs, and so they are indirect and subject to misinterpretation because of
the irrational nature of the body and its organs.”

Proclus next describes the second sort of perception, but he makes a further
distinction within it (In Tim. 111.286.20-287.4). He associates this sort of perception
with the pneumatic vehicle (év té dynuatt ths YPuyiis, 286.20-21), and adds that com-
pared to the third sort of perception it is “immaterial, pure, and in itself an unaf-
fected recognition” (dvAog xai xa@apd xal yYv@alg dradng adty) xal' éavtyv, 286.21-
22). Proclus then adds the new distinction (286.26-29):

But when it goes outside (itself) it is called perception, and when it remains in the
pneumatic vehicle, seeing shapes and forms, it is called imagination, and® ... but in-
asmuch as it is divided around the pneumatic vehicle, it is called perception. (A’ &&w
uév mpoiodoa xadettal alodnatig, Evdov 3¢ uévovaa xal v Té mvedportt fewpodaa Tag nopdag

xal T& aynpata pavraaio ***

x0f' 8oov 8¢ pepileton mepl T mvedpa, alobnoi)

In spite of the lacuna, we can see that what is called “imagination” here differs from
“perception” in two ways: imagination comes from outside and is undivided, while
perception comes from what is inside the vehicle and divided. Proclus states that
the lowest aspect of the first sort of perception (the one in the highest vehicle) is
opinion, but that the highest aspect of the second and middle sort of perception is
imagination. This being the case, imagination and opinion are linked (being next
to each other in the hierarchy). Thus, the vehicle is receptive of images from out-
side (t@v d¢ #wBev dextua), 287.2), but it also receives images from the sense organs.
The first kinds of images would include those placed by higher entities (like the
gods) into the vehicle. This kind of implantation of images would probably include
cases of godsent dreams and instances of divination in divine oracles, as discussed
by Iamblichus in book III of his De Mysteriis. There is no trace of matter or corpo-
real body. The sort of images that arise not from outside but from the bodily organs
bring with them material affections. Thus, in one way the vehicle’s images are un-
affected (when they come from outside) and in another affected (when they come
from sensations, as in memory). In sum we have four divisions, since the middle
division (that of the pneumatic vehicle) is now bifurcated:

* Cp. In Tim. 111.286.18-21 and 287.4-7.
** There is a lacuna here. Diehl suggested adding xa8' 8oov pév *** davracia, “inasmuch
asitis...itis called imagination.”
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Higher vehicle: unaffected, undivided, internal activity

Pneumatic vehicle, higher aspect: unaffected, divided,”” higher external activity
Pneumatic vehicle, lower aspect: affected, divided, lower external activity
Corporeal body: affected, divided, external activity

The Republic Commentary II. 241.19-243.27

Let us now return to the Republic commentary and the role of the pneumatic vehi-
cle there. How precisely do the souls in the afterlife perceive what they see and
hear there? We have seen that they do so through the images in the pneumatic
vehicle. Proclus uses the example of priests in theurgic rituals to explain how such
perception is possible. The priests perceive the incorporeal gods through the im-
ages in their vehicles (241.22-27):

Long ago the theurgists taught us that it is necessary that the formless and shapeless
self-revelations of gods occur through forms and shapes. The soul receives the stable
and simple apparitions (phasmata) of the gods in accordance with its own nature in a
partial manner and introduces shape and form with its faculty of imagination to the
sacred visions (theamata). (mdhatxai T@v Oeovpydv Nuds Sidakdvtwy, 81t Tag adtodaveiog
Qv Oy pHepopPwuUEvag TRV auopdRTWY Xal ETYNUATITUEVAS TRV ATXVHATITTWY Gvaryxy)
yiveaBat, g Puxiis xal Ta dTpepi xal T& amAd daouata TGV Bedv xatd ™V EauTijg $Oaty
Umodeyopuévng KEPLTTAG al MeTA davTaaiog axfjua xal popdny cuvaryodayg tois Bedpaaty.)

The gods’ intelligible thoughts are pure and devoid of images. However, the soul’s
vehicle must receive the god’s messages via images. Proclus explains this phenom-
enon by comparing it to the way participation works (241.28-242.2):

Indeed, every act of participation preserves the character (idea) both of what is partic-
ipated and of what participates since it is somehow in the middle of both of these.
(méoa yop uédekig ™y Te Tod ueteyouévou xal Ty tod petéyovrog idéav diaahlel, péan g
odoa TodTwy dpudotépwy.)

As Proclus goes on to explain, participation can preserve neither the character of
the participated alone (for then there would be no participated thing) nor that of
the participating object alone (for then it would not be dependent on the Form).
Theurgic rites operate on the same principle. There are the divine messages, and

*” That is to say that although the thoughts of the gods are unified and whole, the vehi-
cle receives them as separate images.
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there are our pneumatic vehicles. Just as the participating object (say, a box) re-
ceives the Form (of squareness) according to its own lower nature, i.e., with shape
and extension in space,” so too the soul’s vehicle receives the imageless divine
message as an image. As proof that this is what occurs in theurgic rites, Proclus
cites (242.8-10) the Chaldaean Oracles:*

The gods spoke these words to the theurgists, for, they [i.e., the gods] say, “although we
are incorporeal, bodies have been added to the self-revelatory apparitions (autopta
phasmata) for your sake.” (tadta xal Tév 8edv elmdvtwy Tpdg Todg Beoupyols” dowraTwY
yap Svtwy, dacty, NuAV crpata ol adtdmrols ddouaaty Oty elvexey evdedetal.)

Thus, the incorporeal gods appear in these rites as if they were material because
the participants in the rites require it. In the same way, the gods present their in-
corporeal natures corporeally to Er (242.14-19):

Thus, if theurgists witness the divine in this way, let no one be amazed if the messenger
of these sights® also—as is probable for a partial soul that makes use of its imaginative
faculty and still possesses the notion of the corporeal (sdmatos ennoia)—grasped in-
corporeals in this way and saw in his ethereal body the underlying natures (hyparxeis)
of incorporeals corporeally. (&l odv Toig feovpyois Tobtov adtomteltal TV TpdToY T4 Bele,
Bovpalétw pundeis, el xal 6 T@V Beapdtwy TovTwy dyyehos, ws Puxny elnds AV pepua)y
davtacio ypwuéwy xal €Tt cwpaTog Evolay Exouaay, olTw TRV ACWUATWY EPNTTETO Kol
gwpa v T@ aifepiew owpatt Tag TAV dowudTwy OTdpEels cwUaTIKdS.)

Thus, just as priests in theurgic rites perceive the gods via images, so too the souls
in Hades retain the memory of deceased friends via the stored images in their ve-
hicles.

Conclusion

Proclus’ explanation of how precisely souls communicate in Hades involves several
factors. Let us review what Proclus has told us about this communication and also
what he has not told us.

* See 242.7-8: TOV B UETEYOVTWY TO SLTTATOV TO HEROPPWUEVOV TO ETYNUATITIEOV.

* Chald. Or. Fr.142. For the meaning of toig adtémrolg ddouaaty, see E. Des Places’ (1971)
note 2 to Fr. 142 on page 144, H. Lewy (1978) 246-247, and R. Majercik (1989) 195.

% The messenger is Er, who is perceiving incorporeal souls as if they were corporeal
entities.
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In keeping with his metaphysical structure of the universe, there is a hierarchy
of three different kinds of bodies with which the soul engages, and as the soul de-
scends from highest level to the lowest, the soul takes on greater multiplicity and
its functions become more divided. At the level of the highest vehicle, the soul has
the summits of the perceptive faculties, but they are not divided but instead form
a unity (a synaisthésis) that allows the rational soul to imitate the Intellect and in-
telligize the Intelligible objects. At the lowest level, in the corporeal body, there
are multiple sense organs, and the soul gathers data from the world around it in
multiply divided sets of perceptions. The area of concern for us is in between, at
the level of the pneumatic vehicle, for in Hades the soul has left its corporeal body
behind but retains this pneumatic vehicle. The soul in the pneumatic vehicle is
neither fully unified nor completely divided. Indeed, as the receptacle for images,
it has two aspects: it can embrace external Intelligible information via images, and
it can embrace internal material data from the various sense organs. These three
bodies present us with a hierarchy of powers within the soul itself.

Proclus sets out to answer two questions about the souls in Hades: how do they
recognize one another when they meet in the meadow after the punishments or
rewards, and how do they communicate with each other? Let’s take each in turn.

In the Republic commentary we saw that the soul in the pneumatic vehicle per-
ceives, not via the sense organs in the body, but via the images in the vehicle. The
soul recognizes another soul because it retains in its vehicle an image of the other.
However, when a soul in a corporeal body remembers someone, it makes use of
corporeal sense data. We recognize Socrates by physical cues: his face, beard, the
sound of his voice, the scent of his body, etc. None of these are available to the
souls in Hades, who have no corporeal bodies with physical features. Indeed, their
friends have no physical features either, and so an image based solely on physical
features would not help us recognize them. Proclus’ explanation of how theurgists
perceive the gods helps to some extent (In Rep. I1. 241.19-242.26). There is an Intel-
ligible reality, and there is our image of it. Proclus explains the connection be-
tween the two by demonstrating how the Fates are presented physically in the
Myth of Er and what those physical descriptions symbolize (In Rep. I1. 242.20-24):

And so in place of the form oflife that is divine and immaterial [Er saw] white garments
and the Fates dressed in white, and in place of a stable, permanent condition [Er saw]
seated Muses, and in place of a specific characteristic separate from the other gods [Er
saw] the Muses as individuals located separately in space. (xai dvti uév tig {wiis g
Beiog wal aiidov yitdvag Aeuxods xal Aevyeipnovag tag Molpag: dvti 8¢ Tig otabepds xal
Movipov xaTaaTacews xadnuévag: avtl d¢ Tg Siwplopéwg amd Tév dAAwy Bedv ddTyTog
KEPLITAG ol TOTTINAG TEPLY PadAS. )
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So too, the memory of our friends may include physical features of them, but those
features (like the features of the images of gods) nonetheless carry within them a
more accurate representation of the gods or friends. Just as we must interpret the
image of the gods by stripping away shape and form and arriving at a pure under-
standing of the god, so too we must strip away the physical features of our friends
and arrive at a pure conception of them based not on their bodies but on their
souls. For example, we might have images of Socrates engaging in philosophical
discussions with various Athenians, and we would extrapolate from those images
Socrates’ theurgic role in the soul’s ascent.

Proclus’ claim that the souls in Hades communicate with each other presents
new difficulties. Once the souls recognize their friends in Hades, they begin a dia-
logue about what befell them there. We already know that they did not speak
words or hear replies as we do on earth, but how do souls communicate via images
in their vehicles? This type of conversation presupposes that one soul “sees” the
images in another soul’s vehicle, and so can compare the two sets of images. Pro-
clus never states explicitly that souls in the pneumatic vehicle perceive the images
in another’s vehicle, but there is reason to think that this is the case. In all three
levels of perception, there must be an object that we are perceiving. In the highest
vehicle, it is the Intelligible object and in the corporeal body it is the complex of
sense data from the sense organs. The object that the pneumatic vehicle perceives
is contained in images. In the upper part of the division within the second kind of
perceiving, the vehicle contains the images from the gods and thus the soul in that
vehicle perceives those images. It is possible that, in a parallel fashion, the pneu-
matic vehicle in its lower phase perceives images internal to it. These cannot be
the corporeal sense data (because in Hades there is nothing corporeal present),
and so the likely alternative is the images in another’s vehicle, which the soul is
comparing to the images in its own vehicle. In other words, when a soul in Hades
“speaks” to another soul and when the other soul “hears,” this is a matching of two
sets of images. This could be true if my images and the other’s images are apparent
to each of us. You might say that our images coincide in some way with the images
in our counterpart’s vehicle. We talk the same pneumatic language, as it were. You
could compare it to a kind of telepathy, except that it proceeds through images not
thoughts.

Mine is a highly speculative conclusion. If we find the recognition and commu-
nication of souls in Hades difficult to interpret, Proclus would probably reply that
this is the case because we are so bound by our bodies that we do not understand
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the higher form of communication in the vehicle. We must ascend higher to com-
prehend the mystery fully.*
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