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Proclus and Artemis:

On the Relevance of Neoplatonism
to the Modern Study of Ancient Religion®

, Imagine the situation in which contemporary philosophers would find
themselves if Wittgenstein introduced, in his Philosophical Investigations,
the religious figure of Jesus as Logos and Son of God in order to illuminate
the puzzlement of the private-language paradox, or if in the second division
of Being and Time Heidegger mentioned the archangel Michael to support
the argument of ‘being toward death’. Similar is the perplexity that a modern
reader is bound to encounter when, after a highly sophisticated analysis of
demanding metaphysical questions about the relationship of the one and the
many, finitude and infinity, mind and body, Proclus,’ in all seriousness and
without the slightest touch of irony, assigns to some traditional gods of
Greek polytheism a definitive place in the structure of being.
The final flowering of pagan antiquity is to be found in the various
philosophical schools that have come to be recognized under the rubric of
Neoplatonism. The beliefs of paganism received intellectualist prominence by

Taking the opportunity of this publication I would like to express my gratitude to
Prof. P. Cartledge for his moral encouragement, practical assistance and intellectual
support over several years. His insightful views, always playfully suggested, have been
invaluable. My warmest thanks should also go to Profs. P. Easterling and R. Martin who
have read early drafts of this paper and made precious comments. Last but not least, I
wish to thank the Department of Classics and the Program in Hellenic Studies of
Princeton University for welcoming me as a lecturer on this subject on 1 May 1996. The
feedback of such an erudite audience cannot be overestimated. It goes without saying
that the views expressed in the following pages are not necessarily shared by those who
have been willing to discuss them,

1" The works of Proclus are cited from the following editions:

In Crat.:  Procli Diadochi in Platonis Cratylum Commentaria, ed. G. Pasquali, Leipzig,

1908.

In Remp.. Procli in Platonis Rem Publicam Commentarii, ed. W. Kroll, 2 vols, Leipzig,
1899-1901.

InTim..  Procli in Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, ed. E. Diehl, 3 vols, Leipzig, 1903-
1906.

ET: Proclos: The Elements of Theology, ed. E.R. Dodds, 2nd ed., Oxford, 1963.

PT. Proclus: Théologie Platonicienne, eds. H.D. Saffrey and L.G. Westerink, 6 vols.

Paris, 1968-1997.
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means of a doctrinal elaboration of the previously unreflectively accepted
views regarding the gods. A tendency to rigorously defend the constituent
religious experiences of Hellenism was coupled with a willingness, felt as an
ardent intellectual need, to present the mythological traditions of old as a
coherent theological system. To the accusations dating before to the classical
era that the gods of Homer behaved inconsistently and anthropomorphically,
displayed distinctive features of immorality and were, as a result, hardly
worthy of the title of godhead, the Neoplatonic philosophers replied with
allegorical readings, i.e. interpretations, of traditional gods, conceiving of the
divine mythological adventures (especially those related to violent, in-
cestuous and other sexual and ‘immoral’ acts) as the outward cover of the
functioning of profound cosmic principles.” The pagan gods could no longer
foster an immediate response in the hearts of the most sensitive people of the
time, but they could nonetheless deeply move their minds if (and only if) an
efficient, however complicated and perhaps intellectualist, theory could be
erected to account for even the most minute details of the traditional gods’
words and deeds. :

Poets employ vivid images to describe realities, whereas philosophers
have a predilection for concepts. Late antiquity transferred the burden of
theology (in the most general sense of the term) from the tongues of poets to
the pens of philosophers.> One of them was Proclus. He lived for the most

2 Explicit ‘translation’ of myth into logic goes, it is well known, as far back as
Theagenes of Rhegium (6th ¢. B.C.)

3 The ancients were conscious of the difference between the two types of theology
mentioned here, and they added a third, the political; ¢f. G. LigBerG, The Theologia
Tripertita as an Intellectual Model in Antiquity, in E.C. PoLoME (ed.), Essays in Memory of
Karl Kerényi, Washington, 1984, p. 91-115. Proclus accepted a different, and more
sophisticated, classification which only roughly corresponds to that which distinguishes
poetic myth from philosophical speculation. The details of Proclus’ arrangement of
modes of theology are to be found in P.T., 1, 4. The Jocus classicus is in p. 20, 1-5: ol peév
vap 8 évdelfews mepl TAV Belwv Myovtes | ouuPolkds kal puvlkds B 8L° elkdvwv
Myouowr, ol 8¢ dmapaxaXimTws Tas €autdy Siavofoels dmayyéMovtes ol pév kat’
émotiuny ol 8¢ kara Ty ék Gedv émlmvoiar morobuTar Tols Adyous. The fundamen-
tal bipartition is between indirect allusion (8.’ ¢év8el€ews) and overt manifestation
(dmapakadimTws). Allusive knowledge of things divine can be achieved by symbols,
myths or images; overt understanding is attained either by scientific, i.e. philosophical,
meditation or by direct inspiration, i.e. immediate revelation on the part of gods.
Proclus’s classification cannot readily fit into the modern polarity between mythical and
rational thought [¢f. S. RaNGos, Proclus on Poetic Mimesis, Symbolism and Truth, in
OSAP, 17 [1999], p. 249-277]. His éx Oedv éwlmvoira, divine inspiration, for instance, is a
theological mode which we would classify, if at all, under the rubric of mythology and
poetic symbolism. Proclus, by contrast, thinks that the Chaldaean Oracles of the
theurgists are such non-mythological, non-symbolic and non-representational unqualified
unveilments (p. 20, 13-19): 6 8¢ évBeaoTikds pev abmiy kad éavmiy &xdalvay ThY mepl
Bedv dMBetar mapd Tols dkpotdTols TGV TeieoTdv pdhoTa katadavis: obd ydp
dEobow obrto 8la & Twwv mapameTacpdtwy Tds Belas Tdfers fi Tas l8dTnTas
amodidévar, dAd Tds Te Suvdpels kal TolUs dplbuots Tous év alTols UM adTEY
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part in Athens (AD 412-485) where he became the head of the Platonic
Academy, and he was one of the leading intellectuals of whom the dwindling
paganism of the fifth century could boast.

The Neoplatonists’ admittedly highly sophisticated vocabulary and their
conceptual armour together with their ‘varied action of thoughtful adapta-
tions’, as a celebrated modern poet put it,* came up with philosophical solu-
tions to the problem of divine behaviour as recorded in myth, which serves
not only as pointers for drawing sketches for a history of ideas in late anti-
quity, but may also retrospectively throw light on the divine natures in ques-
tion. For although Neoplatonic theology relates more to the intellectual
milieu of the era of its formation than to previous historical periods, it none-
theless highlights the precise directions along which a traditional god could
evolve when a reflective account of his nature was demanded as a matter of,
so to speak, historical necessity. 4

The relevance of Neoplatonism to the modern study of ancient religion:
the phrase can easily be misconstrued as an innocuous and meaningless
truism as if one, after many sleepless nights of painstaking efforts, came up
with an emphatic assertion about the relevance of the Iliad to an under-
standing of Achilles’ wrath ~ as described by Homer. The relevance of which
the title speaks is not to the Neoplatonic religion but to the traditional
religion of Archaic and Classical Greece. I do not want to deny that the
philosophical religion of the Neoplatonists was a novelty of late antique
thought based on the well-studied religious syncretism and eclecticism of
that era, nor that it can be accounted for by the conditions, circumstances
and causes (intellectual, historical, sociological) that led to the generation of

‘Neoplatonism at large., What I want to deny is that Neoplatonism is relevant

only to the historian of late antiquity or to the historian of philosophy. It is
my belief that Neoplatonism is also relevant to the intellectual historian of
pre-Roman and pre-Hellenistic Greece, If carefully and attentively studied,
Neoplatonism may provide insights into the nature and functions of ancient
gods. To my knowledge this has never been attempted. The shared assump-
tion has been that, in this respect, Neoplatonism is irrelevant. As emblematic
of the mainstream attitude that modern scholarship has assumed vis-g-vis
the treatment of traditional gods by Proclus one should listen to Dodds’
comments in his edition of the Elements of Theology which, be it noted, has
decisively propelled recent academic interest in the topic (p. 260):

Kwobpevor T@v Bedv éEayyé\ouow. The ‘very best ritualists’, the people who perform
the most efficient mysteries, are the theurgists (¢f. In Tim., 111, p. 6, 8-16).

TlowiAn 8pdoL TGV oToxaoTk@y wpoogappoydy (C.P. Cavary, Ztd 200 m.X). 1
have adapted the standard translation (“flexible policy of judicious integration” in C.P.
Cavary, Collected Poems, tr. E. Keeley and P. Sherrard, ed. G. Savipis, rev. ed. Princeton,
1992, p. 176) to render the far-reaching dynamism of the original.
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That Homer's Olympians, the most vividly conceived anthropomorphic
beings in all literature, should have ended their career on the dusty shelves of
this museum of metaphysical abstractions is one of time’s strangest ironies.

Introductory Remarks

Understanding the theology of Greek culture is by no means an easy
enterprise. Among the obstacles are the modern preconceptions about the
nature of the divine as reflected, among other things, in language. In contrast
to the Judaeo-Christian tradition, theos to the Greeks was a predicative
notion.> The Greeks did not first posit the existence of a divine being and
then predicated of that being wisdom, beauty, foreknowledge and the like.
They, rather, predicated, or could potentially predicate, divinity of all entities
that, through their recurring manifestations, appeared to be independent of
particular events or situations and thus superior to them. To say that eros is
god meant that love is a power of reality that is not restricted to this or that
particular occurrence but transcends them all, The Greek ‘divine’ (theos,
theion) is a title of ontological nobility bestowable upon whichever entity,
material substance, or force, appears to be foundational of reality. The
Greeks could predicate divinity of abstract notions in a way that cannot be
done in Christianity and the secularized Occident without recourse to meta-
phoric language and homonymous usage. Already in Homer and Hesiod, the
creators of Greek mythology, the tendency to hypostatize abstractions is well
established and seems to have a long tradition behind it. Moreover, entities
like Laughter, Victory and Night also received worship in cult-sites carefully
chosen for this purpose. ;

In opposition to the prevailing scholarly view which ascribes a subordi-
nate role to these deities, one can claim that the ease with which the an-
cltent mind could divinize and thus glorify powers of the world must be
taken -as one of the salient features of Greek religion. With the emergence
of philosophy the tendency was further enhanced. The pre-Socratics, in
search of the common substance of which all existing reality is made, decla-
red the result of their enquiries, be it water, air or an indeterminate substra-
tum, the truly divine and godlike. In more philosophically sophisticated ways
Plato and Aristotle followed up. The gods are the ultimate causes of the
things that are as the things that they are; or, to say the same thing diffe-
rently, the gods are the universal causes of the particulars as the particulars
that they are. But what acts as a cause and brings something to be is superior
to the effect. The causes are therefore gods because they are more valuable
than their effects. The ascription of divinity to a power is in fact the reco-
gnition of its causal efficiency. The more operative and wide-ranging a
Jforce appears to be and the greater the field of its causal power, the more
divine is the cause.

> ¢f. G.M.A. GruBE, Plato’s Thought, London, 1935, p. 150 quoting Wilamowitz,
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In a clear-cut definition, at the beginning of his Platonic Theology, regar-

ding the universal nature of gods and the meaning of theology Proclus says
(P.T, 1, 3, p. 13, 6-8):

“AmavTes Wév olv, bmep édny, Tds mpwTloTous dpxds TAV SvTwy kal
alrtapkeoTdTas Beols dmokarolor kal Beoloylav Ty TolTwy émoThuny.

All people agree, as I said, 'in calling the very first and most self-sufficient
principles of things ‘gods’ and ‘theology’ the science that deals with them.

Theology as the discourse on, and science of, the divine is for Proclus

henadology. All gods are self-complete units.” All of them are also creative, As

the

27th proposition of the Elements of Theology puts it:

Mav 10 mapdyov BLd TeheldtTnTa kal Suwvdpews meplovolay mapakTLKOY
EoTL TOV SevuTépuw.

Every producing cause is productive of secondary existences because of
its perfection and superabundance of power.

The 131st proposition of the same work explains further:®

Tlas Beds 4’ éavtod Ths olkelas évepyelas dpxeral.

Ty yap i8bdmTa Ths €ls T4 SelTepa mapovstas év Eavtd mpRBTOV
¢mBelkvuol 8LOTL 81 kal Tols dMois €avrtod petadldwot, kata TO Umep-
TAfipes éautob. olite yap TO éMelmov olkelov Tols Bedis olre TO TAfipes
pévov. TO pév yap éNkelmor mav dtelés Umdpxel, kal dMo Télelov ToLely,
adTd pn Téheov vmdpyov, dpfxavov. TO 8¢ wAfpes alTapkes pévov, obmw
8¢ els petddoowv Erowpov. mepmhipes dpa elvar 8el TO TnpwTikdy ENwy
kal els dNa Satelvov Tas €avtod xopnylas. el odv TO Belov dmavta d¢’
gaqutod TANpol TAY dyaBdv TOV év alTd, €kactov Umépminpés éoTv el B¢
TobTo, év alTd mpdTw THY L8LdTTA LSpuodpevoy dv SlBwor Tols dMots,
obtw &1 kdkelvols émopéyel Tds peTaddoels Ths UmepmAfipovs dyabdtnTos.

Every god begins his characteristic activity with himself.

For the quality which marks his presence in secondary beings is displayed
first in himself, and it is indeed for this reason that he communicates himself
to others, in virtue of the superabundance of his own nature. Neither
deficiency nor a mere fullness is proper to the gods. Whatever is deficient is
imperfect; and being itself incomplete, it is impossible that it should bestow
completion on another. And that which is full is sufficient merely to itself,
and still unripe for communication. Hence that which fulfils others and
extends to others its free bestowals must itself be more than full. If, then, the
divine from its own substance fulfils all things with the good which it
contains, each divinity is filled to overflowing; and if so, it has established first

5
8

All translations, except one (n. 8), are mine.
ET, 114: Tlas Beds évds éoti adtoTells kal mdoa abrtoTeNhs €évas Oeds.
E.T, p. 116, 15-27. The translation is Dodds'.
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in its own nature the character distinctive of its bestowals, and in virtue of
this extends to others also communications of its superabundant goodness.

Thus, although the attribute of creativity (the same form) permeates all.
gods and accounts for their being productive rather than sterile the content
of that form varies from case to case. Each god or goddess produces the
effect that is appropriate to his or her nature and becomes illuminated to
mortal eyes by virtue of that very effect. Because immediate access to a
divine nature is an impossibility’ in the natural order of things, men under-
stand the natures of gods and the divine prerogatives of power by means of
the divine activities as these activities operate in the physical and psychical
worlds.'® The total territory of the operation of a divine activity is the field of
a god’s manifestation. By highlighting the operation of a divine activity we
grasp the kind of divine nature that is involved.

Artemis will serve as a case-study. Similar results may emerge if one looks
from a close-reading perspective at the other gods that appear in Proclan
philosophy. The treatment of Artemis by Proclus — like the treatment of all
major (and some minor) deities of the Greek pantheon - falls into two parts:
there is on the one hand the systematic arrangement of all the references
(intentional or occasional) to the traditional gods that occur in the Platonic
corpus and which Proclus incorporates in his Platonic Theology; there are,
on the other hand, the passages in which he mentions and explains the
nature and functions of those gods while commenting on a specific Platonic
dialogue.

For purposes of methodological clarity three distinct issues must be kept
separate and dealt with independently from one another: (i) the gods of
Homer and of cult, (i) the function of these gods in the Platonic corpus, and
(ii) the meaning which these gods receive in Neoplatonic thought, The gods
of the poets and of cult may subsequently present two distinct fields of
inquiry for the literary critic and the historian of religion respectively. Usually
these two fields interpenetrate and complement each other and in actual
scholarly practice their handling is seldom kept separate — with good reason.
With the second of those questions, viz. the problem of Platonic literary

9 Proclus would not readily agree with the idea that it is impossible for mortals to
get access to a divine nature. For he believes that the task of theology sensu stricto is
precisely to discern the being of gods and the unknown and unified light of them from
the properties of the things that participate in divine activities (P.T., I, 4, p. 17, 10-15): kal
N Oeodoyla Toudde Tis EEis, abTiv THY TAY Oedv UmapEw ékdalvovoa, kal TO
dyvwotov abT@v kal évalov ¢ds amd ThHs TAV peTexdvrwy L8Lé6mTOS Stakplvovca kal
Bewpévn kal dmayyéovosa Tols délors Ths pakaplas tadms kal mdvTev Spod Tdv
dyab@dy mapexTikiis évepyelas.

10 ¢f. LH. Gronbiys, L'dme, le nous et les bénades dans la théologie de Proclos, in
Mededelingen der Koninklifke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen, Amsterdam,
1960, p. 29-42,
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criticism, I shall not deal at all. The heated controversy about the function
(dramatic, ironic, philosophical or otherwise) of traditional divinities in Plato
falls outside the scope of the present study. As to the ‘religion’ of Proclus,
one can discern two originally unrelated currents of thought!' which were
fused into one vehement intellectual stream through the laborious efforts of
lamblichus.'? The first of these currents, philosophical and reflective, is the
thought of Plato as mediated and meditated by Plotinus. The other, of vague
origin dating from the middle of the second century AD, consists of the
Chaldaean Oracles, a collection of poems in archaizing dialect and Homeric
hexametre composed, or put together, by a certain Chaldaean Julian or his
son Julian the Theurgist.”®> These poems written in an unusually unintelligible
manner and strenuously criticized by Michael Psellus (who has preserved
many of them and has also provided us with a general account of the theo-
logy contained therein) and by others are philosophical in the ancient, as op-
posed to the modern, sense. .

The (re)main(ing) part of the paper falls into three sections. I shall first
explore Proclus’ view on Artemis and the role she is made to play in his
theological system. This is the section entitled “Proclus on Artemis”. Then I
shall give an overview of the goddess in Archaic and Classical Greece em-
phasizing what I take to ‘be her permanent features and the intrinsic contra-
riety of her manifestations. The Artemisian epiphanies, like all theophanies,
emanate from the very nature of the reality for which the deity stands. On

11 proclus seems to have been conscious of the sources of his philosophy because he
is reported to have said that if he had the power he would hide from the face of the earth
all ancient books except the Chaldaean Oracles and the Platonic Timaeus (MARINUs, Vita
Procli, 38, 916-919 Masullo). The reasons he gave for such a severe censorship have to do
with the easily approachable content of most books and their phenomenally under-
standable nature which lead some people to think that they can grasp their meaning
without much effort, thus ruining their souls by means of facile misinterpretations.

12 Gf. J. Bibez, Proclus: Tlepl Ths lepatikiis 1éxvns, in AIPHO, 4 (1936), p. 85-97
(= Mélanges Franz Cumont); AJ. FESTUGIERE, Proclus et la religion traditionnelle, in
Mélanges d’archéologie et d’bistoire offerts a André Piganiol, 111, Paris, 1966, p. 1581-1590;
Ip., Contemplation philosophique et art théurgique chez Proclus, in Studi di storia
religiosa della tarda antiquita, Messina, 1968, p. 7-18; J. TROUILLARD, L'un et l'dme selon
Proclos, Paris, 1972, p. 171-189; H. DORrrIE, Die Religiositdit des Platonismus im 4. und 5.
Jabrbundert nach Christus, followed by discussion in O. REVErRDIN (ed.), De Jamblique a
Proclus, Vandceuvres-Geneva, Fondation Hardt, 1975 (Entretiens sur Pantiquité classique,
21), p. 257-286; A. SHEPPARD, Proclus’ Attitude to Theurgy, in CQ, 32 (1982), p. 212-224. Cf.
E.R. Dobps, The Greeks and the Irrational, Berkeley, 1951 (Sather Lectures, 25), esp.
p. 283-311; P. BoYANCE, Théurgie et télestique néoplatonicienne, in RHR, 147 (1955), p. 189-
209; E. pEs PLACES, La religion de Jamblique, followed by discussion in O, REVERDIN (ed.),
op. cit., p. 69-101.

B The most comprehensive modern study on the subject still remains that of
H. LEwyY, Chaldaean Oracles and Theurgy, new ed. Paris, 1978 [Cairo, 1956]. But now see
also C. VAN LIEFFERINGE, La Théurgie. Des Oracles Chaldaiques a Proclus, Liége, 1999
(Kernos, suppl. 9).
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that account, the antithesis that characterizes Artemis is a Heraclitean
tension of opposites that sustains her being. This section bears the title
“Artemis on Artemis”. The conceptual link that brings the two accounts
together, and explains the polarity that essentially belongs to Artemis is what,
by anticipation, I would like to call ‘natural dynamismy’. The third section
should be a section devoted to “Artemis on Proclus”. However, in order to
bring my remarks into higher relief I shall explore the most influential modern
theory on Artemis, instead. This section is entitled “The Paris School on
Artemis”. Some conclusions will follow.

I. Proclus on Artemis

Artemis is a goddess because she is a cause. The ontological priority of
the cause over the effect cannot be overemphasized. It permeates Greek
thought from Homer to Damascius and finds in Proclus a most explicit
formulation when he points out that;!¢

TMav 16 mapakTikoy d\ov kpelTTéy éoTi Ths TOD Tapayopévou ¢loews.

Every productive cause is superior to the nature of the produced effect.

Combining that fundamental law of reality with the view (quoted above)
according to which the power of the cause is exhibited first in the cause itself
and then in its effects we can gain a glimpse of the nature of Artemis by
looking to the effects which she as a cause produces.

The longest passage in which Proclus deals with Artemis comes from his
commentary on the Cratylus (p. 105, 18 - 107, 11). But this passage, without
being the least informative, is in fact the least clear about what Proclus thinks
of the goddess. He tries there to deal simultaneously with all the traits that -
Plato attributes to the goddess in Socrates’ etymological attempts,” and as a
result his account becomes rather blurred. Orphic and theurgic notions
merge with moralistic considerations on virginity as purity and the presented
picture cannot easily become clarified without recourse to the other treatises
in which Proclus inquires into the Artemisian functions more systematically.
The one thing that remains unambiguous in'this passage, however, is that the
Artemisian virginity is renunciation of sexuality, not absence of sexual drive.
The chastity of Artemis presupposes fertility because it is the cause of
procreative power. In that sense Artemis is herself a virgin because she
produces things fertile. In the triple manifestations of the maidenly monad
which we are going to explore presently, Artemis and Athena, the two virgin
goddesses, are intimately linked with Persephone who is both a virgin (Kore)

Y BT, 7, ¢f PT, 1, 2, p. 6, 247, 3.
15 prarto, Crat. 406b.
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and thée mother of “nine blue-eyed flower-weaving daughters’ as Orpheus
» 1

says”.
The fundamental assumption of Proclan metaphysics is that the universe
is full. There are no gaps, no breaks and no leaps in the world. Lovejoy’s
acclaimed principle of plenitude, together with the principles of continuity
and gradation, find in Proclus a wholehearted supporter.'® Continuity,
however, does not preclude determinateness and distinctiveness. Continuity
is not a mathematical continuum endlessly divisible. On the contrary it is a
stepwise process that allows the emergence of distinct and discrete beings.
The balance between continuity, on the one hand, and determinateness, on
the other, can be guaranteed by means of the (multitudinous) trinity and its
relation to the (singular) monad. The whole divine hierarchy is, accordingly,
tripartite. On the top stands the ineffable One which is beyond all predica-
tion and the ‘object’ only of negative theology. After the One come the
transcendent gods, and following them are the cosmic deities.’” The trans-
cendent and cosmic orders of divinities fall into three categories each. In the
case of the former, the so-called ‘intelligible’ gods are distinguished from the
‘intellectual’ and are brought together by means of a third distinct class, that
of the ‘intelligible-and-intellectual’ gods. The same pattern applies to the
cosmic deities which are classified into the so-called ‘hypercosmic’ and the
‘encosmic’ with the intermediary class that acts as the link between the two,
the ‘hypercosmic-and-encosmic’. Now, each of the mentioned subcategories
comprises three trinities (or triads)® of individual gods. The symmetry breaks
down at the level of intellectual gods who have two (instead of three)
trinities, plus a monad which Proclus calls a ‘hebdomad’. The hypercosmic
and the hypercosmic-and-encosmic gods have four (instead of three) trinities
each. The precise details about the possible irregularities at the lower level of
encosmic deities are missing because the Platonic Theology, on which the
above classification draws, either has come down to us mutilated or else was
never completed. (The defect is redressed with recourse to the commentaries
In Parmenidem and In Timaeum.) The whole arrangement is very systematic
indeed, but does not lack precious insights, nor philosophical acumen.

16 1n Crat, p. 106, 8-9.

7 A Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being, Cambridge (Mass.), 1936, p. 24-66.

8 crpr, 1,2, p. 6, 21-24.

19 Cf. Table 1. Clarification of Proclus’s baroque theology has been decisively
promoted by H.D. SAFFReY and L.G., WESTERINK, Proclus : Théologie platonicienne 1, Paris,
1968, p. Lx-Lxxv and L. BrissoN, Proclus et 'Orpbisme, in J. PEpIN and H.D. SarrrEY (eds.),
Proclus, lecteur et interpréte des anciens, Paris, 1987, p. 43-104.

% 1 shall use the two terms indiscriminately; yet I shall reserve the term ‘henad’ for
cases when Proclus applies it as a technical term, while using the word ‘monad’ freely to
designate one deity.
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Proclus’ theology can be seen as preoccupied, for the most part, with the
relationship between the monad and the trinity, which is an attempt at
solving the philosophical problem of the relationship between being and
existence.?! The trinity is conceived as the existential emanation from the
depth of the monad’s being, Refuting the fallacious views of those who think
that there are three creators, not a single one, Proclus stresses the point of
the proper understanding of the relationship between the monad and the
triad as a matter of principle of the utmost importance (P.T,, V, 14, p. 44, 24 -

45, 11

Elvat pév ydp kal Tpudda Snpioupykhy kal mAfifos -dAo Bedv kaTd
™y mounTukhy altlav  xapaktnpilépevov, kal aldTds TiBepar kal TOV
M\dTova ouyxwphoew olpar: 8el 8¢ ad kal mpd Ths TpLddos kal mwavtds
mAiBous év €kdoTy Blakéopw THV povdda mwpobmdpxelr, maoal yap TdEels
Bedv amd povdSos dpxovrtar, 8LéTL 81 kal TAY Shwy Siakdopwy €kaoTos
mpds THY olbumacay ddoporodTal TpdoSov TAV Bedv. domep obv 1y TV
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That there is both a creative triad and another multitude of deities who
get characterized by their being producing causes I accept and I think that
Plato too would agree; however, prior to the triad and prior to every and any
multitude there must be the monad of each order. For all classes of gods
originate in a monad, and it is for this reason indeed that each one of the
entire orders becomes assimilated to the total procession of the gods. As the
existence of gods has the cause of their birth in an unparticipated one, [i.e.
any and every divine existence derives from one unparticipated cause] like-
wise it is necessary that the perfect orders have within themselves a pre-exis-
ting monad and [i.e. as] primordial principle.

Moving from any single level of suprasensual existence to the immediately
higher one we find out that the gods who are distinct entities here are
condensed there in a single being; they are enclosed, as it were, in the divi-
nity of a different god who, together with the other two that form the trinity
of this higher level, will acquire unity farther up in the hierarchical scale. An

2 For the synthetic and integrating properties of the number 3 in magico-religious,
alchemistic speculative and ordinary, every-day thinking see A.M. ScHIMMEL, The Mystery
of Numbers, Oxford, 1990, p. 58-85. The triad or trinity is an expanded version of unity,
because the number 3 is the only one to have beginning, middle and end, all three in
monadic clarity (in contrast to its multiples). Thus it is regarded as a totality in its own
right. ¢f. J. ATHERTON, The Neoplatonic ‘One’ and the Trinitarian ‘APXH’, in R, BAINE
Harris (ed), The Significance of Neoplatonism, Norfolk (VA), 1976, p. 173-185. For the
trinity operating in all spheres of (Platonic) love, see the inspiring meditations of J.-P.
VERNANT, One... Two... Three: Eros, in D.M. HALPERIN, J.J. WINKLER and F.I. ZErtLiN (eds.),
Before Sexuality, Princeton, 1990, p. 465-478.
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unerring pattern is distinguishable according to which a monad begets a
trinity, or else a trinity emanates from a monad.

In the tightly-knit web of interconnected divine principles proposed by
Proclus there is one monad-trinity diptych that is called ‘life-generating’. The
monad is identified with Rhea who is the second member of the first trinity
of intellectual deities. Rhea is the life-generating monad par excellence. The
universally vivifying, as distinguished from the specifically life-procuring,
aspect of godhead is first revealed with her. Rhea is the generic animating
principle. On the hypercosmic level this principle becomes triple without
losing its unity. In Proclus’ eyes, life cannot be fully understood by virtue of a
vivifying principle that applies indiscriminately and equally to every and any
thing alive. Since there is a life-generating cause on the intellectual level there
must be a more explicated such cause, namely a multitude of causes, on the
lower levels of reality. The unity of these causes (i.e. the oneness of the
secondary principles of life) is again a monad. But this monad bestows no
longer indivisible (i.e. universal) but divisible life. Proclus explains (P.T., VI,

11, p. 49, 20-30)%

“Awaca ydap 1) map’“EX\nou Beodoyla Ty Beutépav (woyovlar Kopikny
émovopdfer kal ouvdmrer TH 8An YR TH {woybvw kal T UmboTacw d4m’
éxelvms Exew ¢moL kal pet’ ékelvns évepyelv. oldapod yap Td alriatd
s Tdv altlwv dméomacTar wpovolas, AN’ al pév whdvar kal al
{nTioels kal al katd mepLéBous pebéers TAY Tpovooupévwy elolv. ‘H &)
Bela Ths pepioths (wiis altla ouwfrwoey almiyy €€ ddlov mpds THY Sy
{woybvor myfy, v kal pnTépa kalobor ol Beoddyor Ths Tyyepovikils Heob
kal &6 TIMTwv abrds mavtaxod cwdmrtwv TH AfunTer Ty Képn.

The entire Greek theology calls the second life-generating principle
‘maidenly’, links it with the whole life-generating source and maintains that it
derives its existence therefrom and acts in common therewith. Nowhere are
the effects separated from the providence of the causes, but the wanderings
and the searches and the periodic retrievals are among the things that happen
according to the caring providence of the causes. The divine cause of divi-
sible life has been united Tfrom all eternity with the entire life-generating
source which the theologians call also ‘mother of the sovereign goddess’ and
to which Plato alludes since he always links Kore with Demeter.

Here Proclus refers to the relation of the Mother with the Daughter-
Maiden as it was told in the Homeric hymn to Demeter and crystallized in the

2z Excerpts from the sixth book of Platonic Theology were originally quoted from
. Portus’ edition when the first draft of this paper was communicated as a lecture in the
Department of Classics, Princeton University on 1 May 1996. The philological corrections
which were then suggested in order to render the text intelligible have all (p. 49, 27 §-W
abriv: abmiy Portus; p. 52, 16 S-W povds: Tpuas Portus; p. 52, 21 S-W abrmiyy: admyv
Portus) been confirmed by the recent appearence of the sixth volume of P.7. in the Budé
series. The sixth book is now quoted from this new Paris edition.
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central myth of the Eleusinian mysteries. The entire life-generating source is
Demeter, identified with Rhea,® and the divine cause of divisible life is the
Kore. The generic (monadic and unique) principle is hypostatically triple.
Proclus is explicit about his contention that “all life-generating processions
depend upon one life-generating principle”.2* Quite apart from the general
theoretical considerations mentioned earlier, tripartition must take place here
for the specific reason that the Kore is to provide beings with individual®
existence and life. The first member of this trinity is Artemis, the second
Persephone and the third Athena. The whole trinity is called Maidenly
(Koptk1)), and it is in fact the trinity through which individual living beings are
animated and perfected. The sequence of the three divinities in the life-gene-
rating trinity is not without significance. Their order is indicative of their
degree of participation in what we could call ‘substantiality’. Artemis is first
because it is she who, above all else, provides living beings with existence.
She is the divine principle of the most elementary in individual life.
Persephone bestows the precise form of life and Athena imparts intellect. In
a different nomenclature which may better clarify the corresponding con-
cepts, Artemis is equaled with She-of-the-Distance ( Exd™n), Persephone with
Soul (Wux1p and Athena with Virtue C Ape™)) (P.T,, V1, 11, p. 51, 19-28):

Tpdv ydp obodv év alrfi povddwy kal TAs pév katd Tiw Umapuy
TeTAyuérns dkpotdTns, Ths 8¢ katd v Slvapw Ty oloTikny [bploTikny
Portus] Ths {wiis, TAs 8¢ kata TOv wvobv Tov {woyovkdy, kal TAV Beoldywv
™My peév "Aptepy Kopikiyy eloBbdTav kakely, Thv 8¢ Hepoedpdvny, Thv 8¢
*Aovay Kopuky, Myo 8¢ v Tiis ‘EMnuikfis Oeoloylas dpxnydv: émel
mapd ye Tols BapPdpols TA abrd B’ éTépwv dvopdTwy BedfwTar. THY pév
vap mpwTloTny ékelvol povdda xaiobow ‘Exkdtny, ™y 8¢ wéony Yuxhy, ™y
8¢ Tplmny ' ApeTiv. ‘

The first of the three monads that this [i.e. the maidenly monad] contains
is assigned to [the bestowing of] existence, the second to the power that
brings [or determines] life and the third to the vivifying intellect; and the
theologians call the first ‘Maidenly Artemis’, the second ‘Persephone’ and the
third ‘Maidenly Athena’ — I am referring to the leaders of Greek theology; for
amidst the barbarians the same deities are denoted by different names: they
call the first monad ‘Hecate’, the second ‘Soul’ and the third ‘Virtue'.

It sounds strange that Proclus gives the Greek names for ‘soul’ and
‘virtue’ after he has explicitly said that these are precisely the terms used by
the barbarians, i.e. the non-Greeks. His primary point is that ‘Artemis’ and
‘Athena’ are Greek because these are the names under which the goddesses
are mentioned in the Orphic theologies. The presence of Hecate, she-of-the-

3 pT,V, 11, p. 39, 1-24.

# prT,V, 14, p. 45, 11-12.

5 It is indeed an irony that the peptoTiis of the text can be rendered both ‘divisible’
and ‘in-dividual’ in English.
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distance, should not surprise us. As early as the fifth century B.C., and pre-
sumably earlier, ‘Hecate’ was already an epithet of Artemis®® and in the
Hellenistic era the assimilation between the two originally independent god-
desses was complete. The foreign people to whom Proclus refers are the
theurgists.?” ‘Barbarians’ is a technical term referring to the people who
received the divine revelation of the Chaldaean Oracles. Proclus was forced
to include Hecate in his divine hierarchy because of the predominant role she
played in the Chaldaean Oracles®® where she was — nota bene — the dispen-
ser of souls and virtues.”” Remember that Marinus relates that Proclus would
be happy to extinguish all books except for the Platonic Timaeus and the
said oracles.*

At first glance, it is not entirely clear in Proclus’ exposition whether the
emanation of the trinity from the second life-generating monad, from the
Maiden par excellence, proceeds gradually through Artemis, Persephone and
Athena precisely in this successive order, or whether the ontologically ante-
rior and superior monad of the Maiden stands in more intimate relationship
with Persephone than with the other two goddesses. The question does not
emerge in Proclus’ understanding of things. Both alternatives are, in a way,
correct, It is true that the intermediate member of each triad summarizes the
entire trinity by being the central and focal point of reference at which the
two extreme members meet. But it is equally true that the first member of a
trinity is the starting- (and, so to speak, stand- and vantage-) point from
which the other two depart in accordance with the well-known Neoplatonic
tripartite model of metaphysical motion: povy, mpdoBos and émaTpodr.
Artemis is the povy] of the Maidenly Trinity and as such she is explicitly
endowed with the prerogative of providing beings with existential extremity
(the dkpotdTn povds supplies Vmap€Ls), or, as we would say, with the most
fundamental of their being. The ethical and intellectual perfection procured
by Athena at the other end of the trinity is, to be sure, not an Artemisian ope-
ration. Yet, it represents the final coming-back of accomplished perfection to
the immovable bosom of Artemisian activity, or else the nostos of a consum-
mately fulfilled being back to the womb which brought it forth.®! If we now
recall that the trinity as a whole derives from the life-generating monadic

% of Awscu., Suppl., 676.

27 Gf InCrat, p. 105, 26-27.

8 Cf. fr. 30, 35, 50, 52, 221 des Places.

% pseLLus, in Chald. Or. p. 171 des Places.

0 ¢fn.

o pT, VI 11, p. 54, 8-15: kal dowep 1) 8\ (woybvos &v €autfi meplelxe Tas
mmyds Ths Te dpetis kal TAs Yuxfis, dv 8 kal & Snpiovpyds peTadlBwol TG Koo,
TeMws adTdv bmooThoas, oltw &Y kal 1y TAV pepoTdv mdvrwy elddv Ths (wiis
éxovoa T TpwToupydy altlav Exer kal TV TOV Puxdv dexiw kal THY TOV dpeTEV,
kal 8ud TolTou &imou kal Tdls pepikails Puxals N Gvodds Eami &° dpodmmros kal 1
apemy Tpds Beols éoTL dpolbTs.
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source called the Maiden, we can see that the extremity of existence that is
Artemis’ gift is the extremity of existence of /iving beings® (P.T,, VI, 11, p. 52,
14-23):

Afidov yap &1i This SAns Tplddos mpds EavTiv frwpévns 1) Te mpwTloTn
povas éwalws meptéxer TV TplTny kal N Tpltn wpds THY TWpdTnY
é¢méoTpamTal kal 1 péon Siatelvovoa éxer ™ Slvapwy én’ dpdw. Tpels
vap adrar {woyovikal povdBes 1 Te "Aptepts kal 1y Tlepoedpdvn kal A
Séomowa M@y’ ASnva. Kal ) pév amdons Ths TpudBos dkpdmns 1 kal els
abmy émoTpédel TV Tplmmy, 1) 8¢ Slvauis {womolds TAY Blwv, T 8¢ vobs
Oelos Kkal dxpavtos. i

Since the whole triad is unified with itself [i.e. fully integrated], it is clear
that the first monad includes the third in a unified way and the third reverts
to the first and the middle extends its power to both. For these are the three
life-generating monads: Artemis, Persephone and Athena, our patron deity.
Artemis, who makes the third monad come back to her, is the extremity of
the entire trinity, Persephone is the vivifying power of units and Athena is the
divine and uncontaminated intellect,

The triad as the unfolded version of the monad represents the three time-
less moments of the principle of life. Along with the usual triple scheme of
manence, procession and reversion, the triple pattern of being, life and intel-
lect is operative here. Being, life and intellect first appear on the level of intel-
ligible gods. The order of their appearance is of great significance. Proclus
supports the hierarchical emergence of these three metaphysical principles
by means of two arguments, the one trivial, the other philosophical. The
trivial argument® consists in the observation that all existing things partake
of being, whereas only some partake of life and still less of intellect. Being
precedes life, in other words, because there are things that do not live
(minerals, for instance); and life precedes intellect because there are living
beings that do not think (e.g. plants). The philosophical argument® under-

32 The animating or life-providing role of Artemis is stated also by SarLusrius, De Diis
et Mundo, 6, 3 where a much less sophisticated system is at work.

3 P.T, I, 6, p. 22, 12 - 23, 10: 4A\’ €l vob pév Td yvwoTikd pévov peTéxer TOV
Svtwy, {wiis 8¢ kal doa yvdoews dpotpa (kal yap Td ¢uta Aéyopev (fiv), dvdykn
Sfmou THY {why émékewa Tob vod TeTdxBal, mhelbvwy altlay oloav kal wAeloow
ENdpmovoar Tas 4’ éavtiis 8boers Tob vob. [.] €l yap {why TO wpdTws By, kal
Tabtdy TO lofi €lvar kal 76 vt elvat, kal els Aéyos dpdoly, dmav dv 10 (wfis
petéxov kal Tob &vTos peTeLANdds, kal mAV TO TOU €lvar peTaraBéy, kal Ths (wfis. €l
yip TadTov éxdrtepov, mdvta dv Spolws Tob Te elvar peTéxor kal ToD (v MG Ta
pév {dvta mdvta kal ololav é€xer kal 7o v, Ta 8¢ Gvta moMaxold kal (wijs éoTw
dpotpa.

3 The philosophical argument is not stated by Proclus in the explicit form in which
it is presented here (which is in fact an interpretation). However, it permeates his entire
philosophy preoccupied as it is with the interrelationships of being, life and intellect.
Chapters 6-28 of the third book of the Platonic Theology (IlI, p. 28-102) and the whole
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stands the triple order of being, life and intellect not with reference to inani-
mate, living and thinking things, but metaphysically somewhat as follows.
Being is the intrinsic constitution of a thing, what a thing is in itself, its
nature, Life is the power of a thing’s nature, its potency to act, the might of
its existence. And intellect is the activity of a thing’s power, the application of
its strength and the activation of its potential. Intellect is the power of a
nature when this power is in actual operation.* For Proclus being is always
determinate being. The that of existence unavoidably involves the what of
being. Existence involves quiddity. The existential ‘is’ always implies a certain
determinateness of being, or the copulative ‘is’. To be is to be such-and-such.
To be is not to be something or other indiscriminately. To be is to have the
definite form of being so-and-so. Therefore, being is always determinate
being. The determination of determinate being is life. And the manifestation
of the determination of determinate being is intellect. Thus being, life and
intellect are present on all levels of reality besides the One, because every-
thing has a certain nature emanating the appropriate power and manifesting
itself in a particular activity. Life and intellect are already encapsulated in
being. But in being as such, life and intellect do not yet show themselves.
Hence, it is the dynamic, as opposed to the manifest, content of life and
intellect that is enclosed in being.*® Being is the unmanifested dynamism of
life and intellect. Being is the opaque dynamism of existence which enables
things to operate, i.e. to live and act out their activities. In that light, the trivial
argument turns out to be not so trivial.

Artemis belongs to the worldly deities. She has a place, we saw it, in the
hypercosmic divine order together with Persephone and Athena. But this is
not the only place in the great chain of Being where Artemis can be found.
Proclus assigns a second, and secondary, position, to Artemis on the hyper-
cosmic-and-encosmic plane in a trinity that includes Demeter and Hera too.
In this triad Artemis occupies the third position. Having explored the most
dignified of the two Artemisian positions first, as is congenial to Proclus’ way
of thinking, we should now proceed to investigate the second. The details of
this assignment are again to be found in the Platonic Theology (V1, 22, p. 98,

3-13)

fourth book deal precisely with this problem. The basic triadic law of reality is revealed
in the very first triad of intelligible gods. But the three moments are so unified there that
they are not yet called ‘being’, ‘life’ and ‘intellect’, but ‘limit’, ‘unlimited’ and ‘being’.

35 Cf. the similar analysis by L.J. RosiN, The szlosopby of Proclus: The Final Phase of
Ancient Thought, New York, 1949, p. 109 sq.

36 P.T, 11, 9, p. 35, 11-17: kal elvar mavraxod pév Td Tpla Tadra, 1o &y, ™ ey,
TOV voby, mpdTws 8¢ kal olowwdds év 7@ BuTL mpovmdpxetv. éxel ydap kal 7y olola
kal N Lohy kal & vobs: kal ) <pév> [addidi; lacunan signavint S-W] dkpdtns Tav Svrtwy,
f 8¢ o) 1O péoov kévrpov Tob Butos, vonm (wh) Aeyopévn xal odoa, & 8¢ vols TO
mépas ToD SvTos kal [6] [seclusint S-W] vonTds vobs.
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The life-generating triad begins with Demeter who engenders the entire
encosmic life, namely intellectual life, psychic life and the life that is insepa-
rable from body; Hera who brings forth the birth of soul occupies the cohe-
ring middle position (for the intellectual goddess outpours from herself all
the processions of the psychic kinds); finally, Artemis has been assigned to
the end of the trinity because she activates all the natural formative principles
and perfects the self-completeness of matter; it is for this reason, namely
because she supervises natural development and natural birth, that the theo-
logians and Socrates in the Theaetetus call her Lochia.

Notice that here it is the formative principles of ®tvois (Nature) that
Artemis mobilizes and the self-completeness of UAn (matter) that she
perfects. The goddess takes care of natural physique. Take also note that
she presides over natural coming-to-be. The birth (yévimois) and the proces-
sion (wpdoBos) of this passage are each, at once, both natural generation,
bringing-into-being, and natural maturation, bringing-into-perfection.

To this second and secondary Artemis of the hypercosmic-and-encosmic
gods refers also the following passage. Commenting on the well-known
battle of the gods of the twenty-first book of the Iliad Proclus says (In

Remp., 1, p. 95, 2-7):

‘H 8¢ Tfis “Hpas kat Tfis "ApTéuSos [sc.. avtibeois] v Tév évTaibba
Pux@r Aoylk®v i dAdywy, xwploTév 1§ dxwploTwy, bmepdudv 1 duoikdy
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Ta Xelpw Aoxevolong kal elg d@ds mpoayovans.

The opposition of Hera and Artemis represents the bipartition of the
earthly souls, of which some are rational and some irrational, some separable
and some inseparable, some supranatural and some natural; Hera is the cause
of the better souls whereas Artemis delivers and brings to light the less
worthy souls.

Instead of the omnipresent polarity between nature and culture that a
commiitted structuralist would find in the divine conflict, Proclus sees in the
Homeric duel the symbolic presentation of two complementary principles of
generation, Notice the careful use of the word dvTi8latlpeots: the term refers
to a division (Siaipeais) which is the opposite (dvTl) of a proper division in
that each divided part contains the undivided whole but displays the power
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of the whole in a partial, i.e. divided, way. The whole in question is most
clearly provided by the next passage from Proclus’ commentary on the
Timaeus, 1, p. 78, 27-79, 6:

"Emel kal alrtdv 76v Be@v & Oelos “Ounpos dvTiBécels molel TG Pév
TMooeddve Tov "AméNwva [...] T§ 8¢ 'Aptéudt Thv “Hpav dvtitdTTov: 8€l
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For the divine Homer produces in his poetry conflicts even among the
gods themselves by setting Apollo against Poseidon [...] and Hera against
Artemis — for we must discern bringing-into-being both in incorporeal things
and in corporeal things as well as in mixed things; we should understand that
Poseidon and Apollo are the creators of the whole realm of genesis, the
former creating the world of becoming in an all-inclusive manner, the latter
dealing with parts; and we must see both Hera and Artemis as providers of
life-generation, the former on the rational level, the latter on the physical
level.

The aspect of reality which Artemis and Hera share, and because of
which they engage in a symbolic conflict, is the engendering of life. But
whereas Hera vivifies rational beings gua rational, Artemis animates natural
beings in general. The natural beings that Artemis brings to life succumb to
her power only insofar as they are physical bodies with a potential for life,
Artemis pertains to human nature to the extent that human nature is a physi-
cal thing. What human nature is above and beyond its being a physical thing
is, of course, for Proclus, not the cultural or historical dimension of human-
kind but their rationality and intellectuality. In Aristotelian terminology we
could say that Artemis provides “the first entelechy of a natural organic
body”.%’

In the same direction points a passage from the commentary on the
Republic. But this passage deals with the first, not the second, Artemis.
Referring to the very beginning of this Platonic dialogue where Socrates
describes how the previous day he and Glaucon went down to Piraeus in
order to fill their curiosity about, as well as pay homage to, the newly-impor-
ted cult of the Thracian goddess Bendis, Proclus, in his usual allegorical style,
writes (In Remp., 1, p. 18, 9-19, 2):

"H olk lopev ds Ta pév Bevd(Bia Thv "ApTepiy Bepametewy katd TOV
Opakdv vopov €6élet, kal TO Svopa TobTo Opdkiov W) Bévdig; [...] Td 8¢
TMavadivara kal Tadra pikpd Mywv Tols BevBidlols émbueva Tiv  Abnvav
elxev Ths ¢opTAs mpddacty. ovkody dudw pév maldes Alds, dpdw
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¥ Cf. Arist., De Anima, 11, 1, 412b 4-6,



64 Sp. RANGOS

dis dyovoa ToUs ddavels Aoyous Tiis ¢loews éomi dwodbpos, N 8¢ ws TO
voepdY dvdmTouca ¢ds Tdals Puxdis:

Saté ol ¢k kbpuBds Te kal domlBos dkdpatov mhp' [Hom., M., V, 4]

kal os ddarpodoa TV dxAbv, fis mapolons oby &pd W Yuxh, TL pev 7o
Betov, Tl 8¢ T6 dvbpimelov. dudoly 8¢ TowadTas L8Lé6TNTAs éxouodv Sflov
0s N_pév yevéogeds &oTivy mpooTdTis kal AOXEUTLKT) TGOV YeVeoLoupydv
Mywy, 1) 8¢ dvaywyds Puxdv kal vol xopnyds kal ¢poviigews dAnbods kal
év Tols olpavlols BuvacTebovoa pellédvus, dvwbev 8¢ Teleloloa mwdoay
™y geanvalay Slakdounoly,

Or do we not know that the Bendidia is a festival in honour of Artemis in
which the goddess is worshipped according to the custom of the people of
Thrace, and that ‘Bendis’ is a Thracian name? [...] The Panathenaic festival, on
the other hand, and especially the little Panethenaic to which Plato refers,
was a celebration in honour of Athena which followed the Bendidia in the
calendar. Both Artemis and Athena are daughters of Zeus, both are virgins,
and, let it be added, both are light-bearing deities, though there is a difference
between them in that the one is called phospboros because she brings to light
the hidden formative principles of nature whereas the other because she
kindles the intellectual light of the souls:

“inextinguishable fire was burning from her helmet and shield”

and because she does away with the fog by virtue which, when present,
the soul does not distinguish what is divine and what is human. As both of
them, then, have these properties it is evident that the one protects birth and
delivers the formative principles of generation, whereas the other elevates the
souls and bestows intellect and true wisdom on them and, while she is in fact
sovereign of the celestial plane, she perfects from above the whole of the
lunar order.

Artemis is compared and contrasted with both Athena and Hera, Her
comparison with Hera functions on the plane of hypercosmic-and-encosmic
deities and shows that Artemis deals with the most elementary forms of life
or the most elementary part of all life, whereas Hera operates in the most
elevated forms of life or the most elevated part of all life, Artemis’ comparison
with Athena, on the other hand, functions on the higher plane of hyper-
cosmic gods and shows that Artemis brings to light the forms of life that lie
bidden in her (an allusion to the specific kind of virginity that pertains to
her), whereas Athena embellishes the living things with the ornament of
intelligence: in her case, virginity is the dynamism of thinking. What charac-
terizes Artemis and distinguishes her form the other goddesses to whom she
is related is her natural and physical, as opposed to intellectual and spiritual,
prerogatives of power.

In view of the preceding analysis we can make some sense of a rather
long passage from the In Cratylum which summarizes, in a blurred way,
Proclus’ position on Artemis. Proclus appears to be led astray by the etymo-
logical considerations of the Cratplus so that the picture that he presents
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here, as in the other passage from the same commentary, is at first sight
confused (In Crat., p. 94, 16 - 95, 23):
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Then Socrates mentions these three life-generating monads, Demeter, Hera
and Persephone of whom the first is said to be the mother of the demiurge,
the second his sister and the third his daughter; all three share in the entire
creation, the first in a transcendental and intellectual way, the second as
origin and overseer and the third as source and origin at once. The last of
these goddesses possesses triple powers and contains three divine monads in
an undivided and unitary way, she is also called ‘Maiden’ (‘Kore’) because of
the impeccableness of her being and her immaculate excellence in giving
birth. She has first and middle and last authorities and with respect to her
extremity she is called ‘Artemis’ by Orpheus, with respect to the middle and
central part she is called ‘Persephone’, and, finally, with respect to the end of
the order she is called ‘Athena’; over the existence that precedes the other
powers of this triple life-giving order stands the rule of Hecate, over the
middle power which is procreative of all things stands the Psychic power and
over the intellectual reversion stands the power of Virtue. Up in the hyper-
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cosmic gods the Maiden unifyingly brings forward this triple order of deities,
and to Zeus she begets Dionysus who indivisibly presides over divisible crea-
tion; down with Pluto she is pre-eminently characterized by the middle pro-
petty: for this is what comes out everywhere and what provides life to the
very ultimate things. For this reason she is particularly called ‘Persephone’
when she is Pluto’s wife and puts in order, together with him, the last things
of the universe. With respect to her extremes she is said to be virgin and to
remain uncontaminated, but with respect to her middle part she is said to
have intercourse with Hades and to give birth tosthe subterranean
Eumenides. She too is called ‘Maiden’, but in a different sense from that of
the hypercosmic and sovereign deity. For the hypercosmic deity is a henad
that binds together the three life-generating principles, whereas the encosmic
‘maiden’ refers specifically to the middle part that has in itself the properties
of the ends. That is why you could find the name and properties of Hecate, or
of Athena, in the Persephone of Pluto, while the ends are hidden within her-
self, but she shows, as her specific property, the middle part which also
determines the principal soul. This middle part is present there sovereignly,
but here encosmically.

It would seem at first glance that the three life-generating monads consti-
tute the trinity of the hypercosmic-and-encosmic life-generating triad. But
this is not the case. The Demeter of this passage is not the Demeter of the
hypercosmic-and-encosmic plane. She is the Rhea of the intellectual gods
because her intervention in the vivifying process is not immediate but ope-
rates in a transcendental and intellectual way. Hera, by contrast, does func-
tion on the hypercosmic-and-encosmic level, since this is the only place in
which she can be found. Persephone, finally, (and, by implication, the
Artemis that she contains within herself) operates on two planes: the hyper-
cosmic and the encosmic. Proclus does not mention here the second Artemis
of the hypercosmic-and-encosmic gods. But he makes an allusion to the
presence of Artemis on the level of encosmic deities. To make sense of the
passage we have to assume that Proclus postulated the existence of a third
Artemis on the last plane of worldly divinities. Thus we can redress the loss
of the last book of his Platonic Theology where he would have elaborated
that view. It is certain that Proclus postulated on the encosmic level another
life-generating divine triad® consisting of the same goddesses as those of
which the life-generating triad of the hypercosmic level consists. The basic
difference between the two triads is the role that Persephone plays in them.
On the hypercosmic level, the Maiden (Kore and, by implication, Perse-
phone) is a henad that binds together the three life-generating principles. She
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is more of a virgin than a woman. On the encosmic level, by contrast, Perse-
phone contains within herself the properties of the other two goddesses.
Thus she is more of a prolific woman than a virgin, the maidenly aspect being
included in, and subordinated to, her matrimonial nature. Fertility is con-
densed in dynamic virginity on the hypercosmic deities, but expanded into
actual motherhood on the encosmic level, As far as Artemis is concerned, it
seems that her two elements, the Artemisian and the Hecateic, are differently
distributed on the two levels. On the hypercosmic plane it is the Artemisian
element that is more pronounced in the first member of the life-generating
triad, whereas on the encosmic plane it is as Hecate that Artemis is contained
in Persephone. The difference between Greek (i.e. Orphic) and barbaric (i.e.
‘Chaldaean) terminology does not suffice to account for the particularity of
this distribution., The encosmic Hecate is the lowest member of Artemisian
maidenly fertility and was presumably identified with the moon, the most
eminent fertility symbol of dark (crude and virginal) femininity to be found in
the sensible world.

The account of Proclus needs an interpretative effort if it is to become
somewhat meaningful., We need to weave together the various threads that
the diverse references to a specific deity provide us with. The fragmentation
of a traditional divinity into distinct entities at different levels of the hierarchy
of being leaves us with a feeling of irrelevance and scholasticism. Sometimes,
as in the case of Zeus, the fragmentation leads to no less than five distinct
deities.® I trust that the more one tries to see the reasons of this fragmenta-
tion the more one becomes convinced of the profundity of the enterprise. It
is worthwhile pointing out, however, that what is for Proclus a fragmentation
is for the modern historian of religion the independent development of local
deities that fuse into each other and lead, over the years, to the formation of
the major Homeric-Panhellenic gods. That myths and cults devoted to one
deity have nothing but the name in common with myths and cults devoted
to the ‘same’ deity in another place of Greece and that originally independent
deities were affected by religious syncretism is the modern way of expressing
a historical situation of early Greece. Unity, however, is lost. Proclus accoun-
ted for divine divergence without sacrificing a deity’s unity on the altar of his
or her diverse mythical and cultic aspects. The Proclan fragmentation of the
traditional deities is his answer to the Platonic problem of unity-in-diversity
as applied to the popular religion of Greece.

Although Proclus’ understanding of Artemis evolved over the years and
reached its complicated maturity in the Platonic Theology it is evident that
the philosopher had grasped the nature of the goddess at an early stage of his
intellectual development. The basic thought is already present in the
Timaeus commentary, Proclus’ first major work. This treatise which was

% In Tim., 111, p. 190, 19-26.
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completed at the age of twenty eight, according to his biographer,® displays
all the fundamental traits of Artemis which Proclus will later explore in more
sophisticated ways. To the modern mind, which is usually taken aback by
the labyrinthine, baroque structure of the most recherché thought of
Proclus’ mature years, the following passage is pleasantly refreshing (In Tim.,

1L, p. 146, 3-9):
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Plato calls the intellect, when indivisible, the essence of Dionysus, whereas
the prolific aspect of intellect he calls the divisible life itself which is corpo-
real and physical and which brings forth seeds; this life he identifies with
Artemis who presides over natural generation, delivers the natural formative
principles and whose power extends from the high region down to the
underworld forces thus enhancing her generative potency.

The three Artemises, in Proclus’ classificatory theology, are all life-genera-
ting principles. The primary Artemis is the principle that provides the prime
existence of life in less than purely noetic simplicity. She occupies the first
position of the Maidenly trinity which is the position of manence and being.
Her prolific power is hidden in her virginity. The secondary Artemis is the
principle that provides the fulfilment of natural-physical life, as natural-
Dbysical life is seen from the perspective of intelligence. By mobilizing the
formative principles of natural life she activates them and brings them into
fruition. She occupies the third position of the lower vivifying trinity which is
the position of reversion and of intellect, which is to say: actuality and per-
fection — in this case: actuality and perfection of natural-physical life. The
third Artemis, commonly revered as Hecate and identified with the moon,
extends her divine influence as far below the earth as the underworld
powers. She is not only linked with, but actually contained in, the procrea-
tive motherhood of earthly Persephone and she presides over the potency
and perfection-ability of physical generation and natural coming-into-being.

To gain a fuller picture of Artemis in light of Proclus’ whole divine hierar-
chy we should repeat that our goddess is subordinate to the prime source of
life. The prime source of life, be it called Demeter or Rhea, is a mother. The
first emergence of life per se is the Maiden. The maidenly trinity is also
subordinate to the creative triad of the first demiurges. At the first moment of
the first emergence of life itself the Artemisian character is revealed for the
first time. The first emergence of Artemis shows that the specifically Artemi-

o Marinus, Vita Procli, 13, 329-330 Masullo.
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sian aspect of life per se stands where it stands because the being of life per
se precedes the power and the actuality of life. Life per se is all the more
potent in Artemis because it is hidden in the first member of the maidenly
life-generating triad. The second life-generating triad is maternal. In this
trinity Artemis occupies the third position because there she, as a tender and
caring mother, brings into fruition the formative principles of physical life. On
the lower level of encosmic gods the specifically Artemisian aspect is overta-
ken by the wildness of the most primitive natural life. The maidenly attribute
of fertility appears now as Hecate. Hecate and, by implication, the lowest
Artemis, archetypically represent the feminine resistance to copulation which
is part of the abduction mythology of Persephone. The Hecateic and
Artemisian virginity of this last plane of deities relates to the strong aversion
to physical (and sexual) subordination that characterizes the most elemen-
tary forms of natural life. Hecate, like Artemis, abhors sexual contact and is,
in this way, related to Persephone’s rape fertility.

In weaving together the diverse threads of a divine account we must look
to the integrating principle that will set the loom in motion. In our case this
not so hard to find. All the quoted passages testify to the life-generating
character of Artemis. The last passage, in particular, specifies the goddess’
meaning by spelling out the symbolic content of virginity. In the fabric of
Artemis’ presence the warp is the first Artemis and the woof is the second.
The third Artemis plays in this respect a secondary role since the moon-like
Hecateic traits override the strictly Artemisian characteristics. Artemisian
virginity is the hiddenness of the principle of life, which is to say the
potent augmentation of vital energy that precedes the actual manifesta-
tion of life.

Artemis has to do with life. She is one of the principles of life. In particu-
lar, she is the principle of the dynamism of life. Being a principle of life
Artemis is life. However, she is neither life as a state of being, nor life as static
condition. She is, rather, life as power and as dynamic development. Artemis
as life is fertile. But her fertility is not patent fertility but occult dynamism of
generation. Uncontaminated and immaculate sexuality, which is to say
virginity, means unreduced and undiminished sexual potency. It means
enhanced fecundity. The latent fertility that Artemis bestows on the things to
which she acts as a cause is the potency of life. But this Artemisian élan vital
is not the generic principle of life. It is, rather, the principle of individual
forms or species of life.

All gods are powers and all gods bave powers which manifest themselves
in the divine activities. The power and the activity proper to Artemis are the
power and the activity of natural-physical generation. Artemis contains the
formative principles, the logoi, of natural lifé, and as such.she stands for the
generative dynamism of nature. In the broadest light of Artemisian life, life is
not the condition or mode of being of things alive alone, but the dynamism
that inheres in all physical things according to their kind. What is of special
interest here is that this understanding of the goddess does not stem from the
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romantic mind of a nineteenth-century scholar but derives from the culmina-
ting point of late pagan thought. The dynamism of nature that is Artemis
does not reside in the imagination of a modern antiquarian for whom the
strangest and weirdest aspects of antiquity represent the Other of his enligh-
tened existence, but conversely springs from a participant of ancient culture
for whom prayers and sacrifices to the pagan gods were still effective. The
imagination on which Artemis as dynamic power of natural generation draws
is the collective imagination of Hellenism before the withdrawal of the gods.
And the sophisticated account of the Proclan Artemis is the result of the ope-
ration of this shared and still enchanted world. What has been very pointedly
labeled Proclus’ hylomorphism, as a peculiar kind of hylozooism, is fully at
work in this instance.”! Whether we are ready to call that kind of symbolic
thought philosophy depends on us and hinges upon our own apprehension
of what philosophy is.

Intermezzo

The confusion caused by encountering Artemis in all her mythical and
cultic manifestations was already felt in ancient times. Plato for instance said
that she, a virgin with no experience of parturition, was assigned the task of
presiding over child-birth: d\oxos oboa THv hoxelav elknxe.? There is a
sense of ironical alienation in the passage (intimated also by the peculiar
consonance of lamda and chi), because d\oxos means both ‘wife’ and
‘childless’. Moreover, the midwives whom Socrates imitates®® are sterile
because they are past their prime, whereas Artemis, the divine prototype of
midwifery, is not sterile but simply celibate. Nevertheless, it is plain that, at
least in philosophic rationalism, the virginity of Artémis presented a problem
of incompatibility with her function as a child-birth deity, which called for
explanation. - '

The contrariety immanent in Artemis did not always present rational
problems, however. In poetic accounts, like the following Orphic fragment
preserved by Proclus, the incompatibility between virginity and parturition is
a miraculous sign of Artemis’ divinity. Far from undermining it rather confirms
the power of the goddess:*

ateXfjs Te ydpwv kal dmeipos éoboa
matSoybvov Aoxins mdons dva melpata AdeL.

Inexperienced in marriage and unbound by wedlock
she yet dissolves the bonds of all child-bearing labours.

4 TROUILLARD, op. cit. (n. 12), p. 69-89.

2 PLaTO, Theaet.,, 149D,

3 Gf. M. BurNYEAT, Socratic Midwifery, Platonic Inspiration, in BICS, 24 (1977), p. 7-
16.

4 Orpb. fr. 187 Kern [= 137 Abel = In Crat., p. 106, 18-19].
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Like the Platonic quotation this passage also uses wordplay.” AmeLpos
means ‘inexperienced’ but it also means ‘unlimited’ and ‘unbound’. The
second verse speaks of the painful bonds (melpaTta) preceding delivery. The
interpretation that springs immediately to mind is to construe the participle
of the first verse (éoboa) as signifying concession: notwithstanding the fact...,
although... But unlike the Platonic quotation the wordplay with peira-peras
is not merely a pun. It conveys the profound meaning of Artemisian tension.
The virgin goddess is not inexperienced. She transcends matrimonial expe-
rience. She does not submit herself to wedlock. Her fertile power is unlimi-
ted. She attains to unbound fecundity because she has not reached the end
of matrimony (aTeMs). And precisely because she stands outside marriage
and because her fertility is unlimited she can dissolve the bonds of pre-natal
night to help women in labour. The life-generating power of the virgin god-
dess resides in the womb and is hidden. It manifests itself in what precedes
the actual manifestation of life. Virginity is the occult dynamism of life ge-
neration. Rather than denoting opposition the participle of the first verse
signifies the reason of Artemis’ being a childbirth goddess: it is precisely
because she has not consummated and consumed marriage and precisely
because she is not limited by the experience of wedlock that she can operate
in deliveries. “Negations, it seems to me”, says Proclus (P.T., II, 5, p. 38, 18-
25), “have triple functions and ascribe to things one of the following three
properties: sometimes because they are the origins of affirmations they gene-
rate affirmations and lead them to completion; sometimes they are on a par
with affirmations in which case the affirmation is no more valuable than the
negation; and finally sometimes they have a lower nature than affirmations
and they are nothing but privations thereof”. The negations of the Orphic
fragment would be interpreted by Proclus as non-privative, that is to say as
the grounding of affirmations and, therefore, more valuable than them,

II. Artemis on Artemis

In the myths and cults of Archaic and Classical Greece Artemis displays
two ubiquitous characteristics which go to the core of her nature as crystalli-
zed in the pious minds of her worshippers: virginity implying not only chas-
tity but also independence, and wildness indicating unlimited sovereignty.
These two features meet in the notion of dynamism. The image that may
help us clarify the association of ideas that went under the presence of the
goddess is that of a river the natural flow of whose current is arrested by a
dam. What the dam performs is enhancing, not diminishing, the potential
energy, that is to say the natural dynamism, of the river. Such then is the
function of Artemis. Unlike the virginity of Hestia which is a sign of the purity
of fire, the Artemisian virginity is not asexual. The power of the goddess is
emphatically manifested in childbirth and adolescence (and, occasionally, in
copulation) where the sexual element is particularly pronounced. Her role at
these phases of life relates to maturation and completion (TeAelwots) seen as
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the munificent effect of a divine power. But power can also be destructive.
Artemis as the Homeric killer of women, as the divinity that casts madness
and drives men crazy according to local myths, and as the huntress of men
and wild beasts is the dark side of this same coin of natural dynamism.
The two notions that characterize our goddess are present in her mytho-
logical repertoire, At the beginning of his Hymn to Artemis Callimachus
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While she was still a small child she said to her father this:

“Give me, daddy, eternal virginity to have,

and many-namedness, so that Phoebus does not contest me;

give me arrows and bows [...] so that I kill wild beasts. [...]

Give me all the mountains; and assign to me whichever city

you choose; for it rarely happens that Artemis descends onto a city; -
I shall dwell on mountains, and I shall interfere with the cities of men
only when women, with the pangs of labour

stricken, call me for help...”

The scene is both moving and comical, because the young goddess is too
short to be able to reach the beard of her father in the received gesture of
supplication. Zeus, amused by the clumsiness of his daughter’s movement
(which parallels his laughter after Artemis’ humiliation by Hera in the
Homeric battle of the gods), grants the favour at once, In the speech that
immediately follows his gestural consent the father of gods glorifies the
young Artemis with more honours than she asked or would expect.®> Please
note the attributes that the young Artemis requests: virginity, a multitude of
appellations (we shall come back to that), weapons for hunting, mountains.
The goddess announces that she will not frequent human territories. Only
when pregnant women are in need of help will she descend to mortal cities.
All attributes signify natural wildness. And it is in childbirth that the animality
and naturalness of the human animal is most clearly revealed.

45 CALLIM., Ad Art.,, 26-40,
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In similar spirit, a Lesbian poem, be it composed by Alcaeus or Sappho,
has Artemis swear an oath of chastity before Zeus. The father of gods is
asked to grant the favour of never allowing her to become subdued to the
limb-dissolving power of Eros. Then Zeus consents, The restoration of the
fragmentary second-century A.D. papyrus cannot be definitive, but the
context makes it clear that the scene refers to Artemis and Zeus:¥
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Artemis took the great oath of gods: “By your head may I remain an
untamed virgin hunting on the peaks of sheep-pasturing mountains. Please
grant me this favour”. Thus she spoke. And then the father of blissful gods
nodded consent. Gods and men will call the stag-striking virgin ‘She-of-
Wilderness’, a great epithet. The limb-dissolving Eros never approaches her.

If A stands for ‘virginity’ and B for ‘wildness’ the Lesbian poem follows
the pattern ABBA: virginity encloses and engulfs wildness. Not only are the
two traits of the goddess intimately linked, but in fact the one subsumes the
other. The reason is that the two attributes represent the same thing, namely
the dynamic fecundity of nature, the former in antbropomorphic symbolic
terms (the Maiden), the latter in the no less symbolic landscape images of
mountains and untilled land.

All Greek deities are polyonymous. But Artemis is more emphatically so.
In his Hymn to Artemis Callimachus, as we saw, felt the need to stress that
point (v. 8). Artemis asks for and receives molvwvupla. A survey of the cultic
epitheta under which she was worshipped in different parts of the Greek
world would provide us with a scheme in which six domains of her exerting
influence could be distinguished. Sometimes an epiklesis refers to the spe-
cific locality of the cult. These epithets have here been omitted, except when
they transcend the confines of locality to characterize the goddess more
generally (e.g. Alpheiaia). The second table at the end of the main text is not

46 Cf. E. LoBEL and D.L. PAGE, A New Fragment of Aeolic Verse, in CQ, 2 (1952), p. 1-3;
M. TREU, Sappho, Munich, 19681, p. 161 sq.; G.M. Kirkwoop, Early Greek Monody, Ithaca,
1974, p. 145 sq.

a7 Arcagus, fr, 304, col. i, 4-11 Lobel-Page. The tentative restoration printed here
comes from Lyrica Graeca Selecta (O.C.T.), ed. D.L. Page, p. 77, fr. 139.
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meant to be exhaustively comprehensive. But it is, I think, suggestive
enough®,

The six domains over which Artemis holds sway are also the domains in
which the goddess is pre-eminently manifested. And if there is a binding
notion common in all these distinct fields of divine presence, it should, I
think, be found in natural dynamism. But if such is the case, there seems to
be no particularly compelling reason to privilege one of those six categories
at the expense of the remaining five. However, the fallacy of ungrounded
partiality has in fact been repeatedly committed, when now and again
Artemis is assumed to be most pertinently characterized as the Mistress of
Animals or, more recently, as a rite-of-passage goddess. The domain of ani-
mal life, to be sure, may be a sphere of natural existence where dynamism is
most likely to find appropriate symbolic expression, and similarly with ado-
lescence and maturation. Yet attention to the symbolic content of these
functions, once drawn, must be constantly kept in mind as revelatory of the
nature of the goddess.

Let us look more closely at the problem raised by the aforementioned
partiality. One aspect of the Artemisian ‘many-namedness’ is the fact that she
presided over wild beasts. In Homer already, she was called IIéTvia 8npiv.
This admittedly important aspect of the goddess, however, has been dispro-
portionately emphasized in many modern accounts, to the point of giving the
impression that Artemis was originally concerned exclusively with animal life.
Only to the extent to which her position as Mistress of Animals affected
human hunting and cattle-breeding, it is tacitly assumed, was she considered
to be a power worthy of religious respect. The overvaluation of the Mistress-
of-Animals function of a deity who could be better described as Mistress of
Wildness, has been primarily due to two reasons. One is the iconographical
evidence which depicts a goddess surrounded by animals, or more frequently
in the middle of two wild beasts that form a heraldic pattern. Some of it goes
back to pre-history thus providing an uninterrupted iconographical motif
that is discernible in Minoan art and can be traced further back in time. Such
visual representations have usually been taken for what they appear and
consequently interpreted at face value. As a result, the symbolic message of
the animals has been unduly neglected. So far from conveying a symbolic
confirmation of the wide-ranging application of the power of the goddess, as
they should be, the wild beasts have been construed as the sole ‘subjects’
that populate the kingdom of the goddess. The second reason for the
modern ‘theriomania’, intimately related to, or rather included in, the first, is
the Homeric reference to Artemis as Mistress of Animals. While the battle of
the gods is raging on, Artemis reproaches her brother for not daring to face
Poseidon in a duel. The poet introduces her castigation with the following

8 For a more comprehensive picture see P. BRULE, Le langage des épicleses dans le
polythéisme bellénique (Vexemple de quelques divinités féminines. Quelques pistes de
recherche, in Kernos, 11 (1998), p. 13-34, esp. 23 sq.
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words that focus on the wild potency of the goddess (Hom., 1., XXI, 470-
471):

Tov 8¢ kaoltyvim pdia velkeoe, motwma Onpdv,
"ApTeps dypotépn, kal OvelSelov ¢dTo pibov.

Here archaeologists thought that they discovered the literary appellation
that could serve as a recurring caption for the illustrations of the numerous
Mistresses of Animals in their books. Later, with the decipherment of the
Linear B script their initial intuition appeared to be supported by still earlier
literary evidence. But it is noteworthy that the other Mistresses [po-ti-ni-ja of
grain, of horses, of the labyrinth, or without qualification (= Athena?)] that
appear in the Mycenaean documents® have been unreasonably denied ho-
nours equal to the Mistress of Animals. They have been either completely
disregarded or forced to keep an inappropriately low profile. A third reason
can be evoked to account for the modern overvaluation under discussion,
but it is not of the same importance as the other two. Sociological explana-
tions have tried to relate the assumed omnipresent Mistress of Animals to the
hunting activities of the prehistoric and historic communities. By doing so,
they have supported the view according to which the depicted goddess was
primarily or exclusively venerated as a divinity of the animal kingdom.

According to the insights provided by the Proclan treatment of the
goddess which seem to be confirmed by the ancient literary and iconogra-
phical evidence, Artemis was a Mistress of Wild Nature. These words grasp
the nature of her divine being. In ‘mistress’ virginity, independence, soverei-
gnty and power are all implied. In ‘wild nature’ wilderness, cruelty, harshness
and force are all connoted. What brings them together is natural dynamism.
The territory over which Artemis holds sway is unpredictable, and highly
uncontrollable at that. But it is lawful nonetheless. The lawfulness of the
unknown ways of nature is warranted by the operation of the Artemisian
power, What safeguards the outcome of natural processes like birth, growth
and puberty is the fact that Artemis not only supervises but actively controls
them. Natural regulation is the effect of Artemis’ authoritative surveillance
and mastery. The agent of such regulation is a cause: Artemis is a goddess
because she is a cause. And she is the particular goddess that she is because
she is the particular cause that she is.

9 Gf. M. VENTRIS, J. CHADWICK, Documents in Mycenaean Greek, Cambridge, 19732,
p. 289, 310, 311.
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II1. The Paris School on Artemis

Going beyond the commonly accepted theory which sees Artemis as a
hunting goddess and a personification of wilderness, the Paris School, and
Jean-Pierre Vernant as its best representative,* finally came to the conclusion
that Artemis is a divinity of the margins. Now and again their interpretations
depart from, and focus on, the border zones and the marginal places where
distinctions between opposites are blurred and the antithetical poles of
assumed polarities become less conspicuous’:

The world of Artemis is not a completely wild space, representing a
radical otherness in relation to the cultivated land of the city territory. Rather,
it is a place of margins, border zones where what is ‘other’ becomes manifest
in the contacts made with it, where the wild and the civilized live side by
side,szcom'mg into opposition certainly, but mutually infiltrating one ano-
ther.

The discussion about wild space as the Other of civic life misses entirely
the symbolism of wildness. It is based on an erroneous and contradictory
application of the polarity between nature and culture. Up to a point the dis-
cussion is grounded in Artemis as ‘nature’ in its opposition to ‘culture’. But
then the perspective changes and undercuts the foundations on which the
new theory is meant to be erected. The ascription of marginality to Artemis is
a petitio principii. The question can easily be raised: Since margins are by
definition borderlines, the border-space between two distinct entities, which
is the divinity of wildness — the divine alterity to the civilized space? For, in
the end, only the one extreme of the polarity is given in the Vernantian
scheme, and that is the public, civic space with its cults and gods in its
contact with an unnamed and unspecified Other. Although this Other
remains without divine protection, the contact made with it is assumed to be

% Vernant cum suis’ would be a more fair description of the situation in the so-
called Paris School: ¢f. e.g. P. ELLINGER, Le gypse et la boue I: Sur les mythes de la guerre
d’anéantissement, in QUCC, 29 (1978), p. 7-35; Ip., s.v. Artémis, in Y, BoNNEFOY (ed.),
Dictionnaire des Mytbologies, Paris, 1981, p. 70-73; Ip., Les ruses de guerre d’Artémis, in
RCGO, 11, Naples, 1984 (Cabiers du Centre Jean Bérard, 9), p. 51-67; Ib., La légende natio-
nale phocidienne : Artémis, les situations extrémes et les récits de guerre d'anéantis-
sement, Paris, 1993; F, FRoNTISI-DUCROUX, Artémis boucolique, in RHR, 198 (1981), p. 29-56;
E. LEPORE, Epiteti a divinita plurime: Artemide Laphria, in Lire les polytheismes 1. Les
grandes figures religieuses. Fonctionnement, pratique et symbolique dans Iantiquité,
Paris, 1986, p. 148-156. '

STy deliberately draw references from several articles and books by Vernant in order
to show the recurrence and diffusion of these views.

2 J.-P. VErNANT and F. FRONTISI-DUCROUX, Features of the Mask in Ancient Greece, in
J.-P. VERNANT and P. ViDAL-NAQUET, Myth and Tragedy in Ancient Greece, New York, 1988
[Paris 1972, 1986], p. 189-206 (196-197),



Proclus on Artemis 77

in need of a supervising deity of margins. However, nothing of the sort is at
stake according to the Paris School. For, as the following quotation will make
it clear, the whole discussion is about society where ‘nature’ is only an ideo-
logical construct.

La fonction d’Artémis serait-elle, comme on l'a supposé, d’écarter du
monde civilisé et agricole cela méme qu’elle représente et qui appartient 2
son domaine : terre sauvage et chasse ? Située 13 ou les zones opposées se
recoupent et interférent, ot leurs limites nettes s'effacent, elle semble plutét
rappeler la fragilité des frontiéres et souligner, par lincertitude méme dont
elles sont marquées, la nécessité de les respecter strictement.>

The question is rather badly put. It presupposes the polarity between the
civilized and (agri)cultural, on the one hand, and the uncultivated and natu-
ral, on the other. Only within this context can the problem be raised as to
where Artemis should be placed. But the distinction between nature and
culture is foundational and essential for the Paris School understanding of
Greek culture and is engraved in its sociological approach to religion, The
reference to frontiers in the above quotation makes this abundantly clear. For
it is obvious that the frontiers of this quotation are social frontiers. They are
unstable, hence ambiguous. To respect them is a social imperative drawing
on the interests of the ruling class. A deity is assigned to social borderlines in
order to punish prospective transgressors. Artemis is conceived as security
Sforce and law enforcement agency. She reminds people of their limits and
she polices the proper functioning of society. Nature has no intrinsic limits.
The limits imposed on her are man-made devised for particular social pur-
poses. A conception of nature amounts to a reflection of the social order that
sustains this particular conception. It is clear that this view subscribes to the
enlightened humanistic stance and relates more to the modern disenchanted
world than to the ancient perceptions of reality. Another quotation will
better illustrate the point:

[Artemis] is agrotera (rustic), but she is also limnatis, associated with
swamps and lagoons. She has her place on the shores of the sea, in the coas-
tal zone where the lines between earth and water are not clearly defined. She
can also be found in the interior regions where an overflowing river or
stagnant waters create a space that is neither entirely diy nor yet altogether
aquatic and whbere all culture seems precarious and perilous.

Here culture is the main concern. ‘Culture’ stands for ‘agriculture’ and, by
implication, for the social reality which agriculture sustains. Artemis presides
over marginal places in.order to control social liminality, If the goddess repre-
sents anything she represents social anxiety. If she symbolizes anything she

53 J.-P. VERNANT, Figures, idoles, masques, Paris, 1990, p. 143 (my emphasis).
54 J.-P. VERNANT, Mortals and Immortals: Collected Essays, ed. F. Zeitlin, Princeton,
1991 p. 197.
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symbolizes an aspect of society, namely the aspect that regulates integration
of new members into the social nexus. She is part of the totem which society
erects, sanctifies and adorns by the name of divinity.

That Artemis was usually worshipped near swamps and lagoons is
correct. However, it should be subject to a different interpretation. According
to Greek symbolic thinking, water indicates, in actual fact, the fertility
manifested in moisture.®® Thales who believed that water is the primal sub-
stance out of which all beings had been generated was the first reflective
thinker to give a philosophical articulation of a commonly-held ancient be-
lief. According to a Stoic interpretation, even the primordial Hesiodic Chaos
was meant to signify an aboriginal liquid substance or water®, and the Ho-
meric Tethys and Oceanos were the progenitors of all beings.”” Several Arte-
misian sanctuaries and many Dionysian shrines were indeed founded near
lakes and rivers® but the various mythological legends which indicate the
intrinsic relationship of Artemis and Dionysus with the waterly element and
with moisture were taken, in ancient times, to refer to the generative pbwer
immanent in water.”

Marginality presupposes and results in ambiguity. Marginality is ambi-
guous because it lacks ontological determination. By being ambiguous margi-
nality also lacks divine supervision. For all deities are ontological boundaries.
They are the archetypal limits of being.

(In)Conclusive Remarks

It would be possibly fair to say that any historical era, once it has attained
to a sufficient degree of intellectual self-consciousness, develops the socio-
logy of religion that it deserves, were it not for the fact that the sociology of
religion is a religion of the modernist era, Until the dawn of the critical spirit
manifested in the Age of Reason, the study of religion in the West had been
traditionally assigned to theology which was supposed to be the culmination
of the philosophical aspirations of mankind. Philosophy as ancilla theo-
logiae was preparatory for the proper treatment of the divine designated for
and required by the theologians. The subject-matter of the study of religion
was assumed to be an existing reality of (or transcending) the world, an
assumption which originated with some Christian apologists who in their

% For the association of Artemis with marshy places, rivers and lakes, see Table II.

56 SVF, 1, 103 v. Arnim; ¢f. G. b1 GREGORIO, Scholia Vetera tn Heslodi Theogoniam,
Milan, 1975 p. 22-24; Prut., Aqua an Ignis utilior, 1 (= Mor., 955€).

7 Howm., Il XIV, 201.

58 C¢f. Tuuc,, 11, 15; ARISTOPH., Ran., 216-217 cum schol. ad loc.; STraBO, VIII, 5, 1;
HEsycH., s.v. Alpval,

3 Gf. W. OtT0, Dionysus: Myth and Cult, Dallas, 1981, p. 160-170.
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polemic against paganism, treated the ancient gods as fallen angels, not as
fictitious figments of human imagination.

With the emergence of the Enlightenment the misty concepts that
obfuscated, it was believed, the mediaeval mind were forcefully ousted, and
the study of religion assumed its characteristically modern stance. Man was
placed at the centre of the enquiries concerning the religious phenomenon in
all its manifestations, and the study of religion became one branch of the by
now victorious humanistic studies. Human agency was for the first time
arising in people’s consciousness as the sole factor that determines history, a
view that led to the historicism of the nineteenth century. By that time
philosophy had been fully emancipated from the doctrinal authority of the
church. As a consequence of the liberation, religion — being by then only
peripheral to the concerns of philosophy — was given over to historiography
conceived as a holistic study of man’s deeds and thoughts.

It was not until the beginning of the twentieth century that the collective
and social aspects of human life could be solidified as the determining
factors of the historical process and sociology, hence, emerge as an autono-
mous discipline. By and large, the study of religion in the twentieth century
has been dominated by the valuable insights of Durkheim and Weber, and
more recently of Lévi-Strauss. The efforts of a psychoanalytic branch to
interpret religion in a more philosophical fashion, quite apart from the social
framework of meaning, did not have, in general, much impact on academic
communities. These efforts exerted still less influence on English-speaking
scholars who have always shown a proclivity towards more empirical
approaches. The post-structuralist schools of deconstruction, however, have
shown more vehemently and more successfully than previous similar
attempts had done, that even the most self-evident truths and the most
unquestioned modes of classifying reality, be it natural or historical, are in the
end culturally determined. At the close of the twentieth century the students
of religion are constantly faced with the dilemma as to whether they should
follow the established sociological-historical options of investigation or else
take advantage of the controversy about the soundness of the commonly
employed scholarly methods and experiment with new approaches instead.
In the modern world the study of religion from theological became socio-
logical through the intermediary step of what could be called philosophical
anthropology. But the sociological foundations being already shaken by
more radical approaches which transcend the social aspect in favour of the
all-embracing cultural determination leave once again empty space for explo-
ration.

According to the etymology of the word ‘allegory’ which reflects the
pregnant moment of the original conception of the concept, to grasp an
allegory means to provide an authentic interpretation of a (poetic) text. For
the author of the original text, to speak allegorically is to speak metaphori-
cally with a view to convey a meaning that could equally well be conveyed in
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other ways too. The difference between the allegorical and the non-
allegorical is, on this ancient view, not substantial but only nominal. The
same content is supposed to be expressed through different words and
linguistic utterances in different manners. But the content nonetheless
remains the same, Ancient allegory refers to the ‘hidden meanings’ (Umévoiar),
to what the poet means when he speaks. Speech always attains only an
approximation to the reality to which it refers. Therefore it needs interpre-
tation, which is to say allegory, if it is to become clear about the nature of the
reality that it intends to communicate, Moreover, once the clarity of the initial
utterance has been obscured, allegory becomes indispensable. The same
relation holds between the non-allegorical and the allegorical as between a
text and any of its genuine interpretations. It is a relation based on the
common ground of the identity of meaning,

Every and any interpretation is an allegory of the explanandum.®® Proclus’
allegorical reading of Artemis is theological. His interpretation is grounded in
the divinity, which is to say the honourable nature, of the goddess as a
principle constitutive of reality. Vernant’s allegorical reading is sociological.
His interpretation is based on the assumed polarity between nature and
culture along the axis of which Artemis occupies the. marginal position
between the two extremes as defined by the social structure and the ideo+
logy which sustains it: outside that social reality Artemis is reduced to a non-
entity because she is essentially a Durkheimian totem in which society sees,
reinforces and reveres its own structure. Proclus’ theological allegory can be
interpreted, which is to say allegorized, in such a way as to be rendered once
again intelligible, hence relevant. The interpretation which has been propo-
sed in this paper sees Proclus’ theological allegory as a highly sophisticated
kind of natural allegory.

The anonymous author of the Prolegomena to the Platonic Philosophy
relates a dream that Plato allegedly had shortly before his death: he was
represented as a swan that gave a very hard time to hunters who could not
actually catch him (1, 37-49 Westerink-Trouillard). When Simmias, a disciple
of Socrates, heard of the dream he interpreted it in the following way:

[...] he said that all men will try to understand Plato’s thought but no one
will manage to do so. Instead, each interpreter will put forward an explana-
tion according to what seems to him to hold true by choosing a theological, a
physiological or any other interpretation of similar kind. Homer and Plato
have this predicament in common.

What applies to Plato and Homer a fortior applies to the ancient gods.
The proposed interpretation of Artemis assumes that the two explicitly men-
tioned allegorical kinds of the anonymous author belong together: theology

60 Cf. N. FryE, s.v. Allegory, in A. PREMINGER (ed.), The Princeton Encyclopedia of
Poetry and Poetics, Princeton, 1965, p. 12-15.
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is physiology in disguise or, which is the same, physiology is theology in
disguise. “The mode of mythology”, says Proclus (P.T., 1, 4, p. 21.7-12), “is an
ancient mode of exposition that indicates the divine things by means of
allusions; it sheds many veils on truth and displays images of nature which
(nature) produces perceptible, material and divisible replicas of intelligible,
immaterial and indivisible things and which creates images and copies of true
things.” The divine myths are founded on the contemplation of nature and
give rise to the discourse on the divine. Theomythy, if I am allowed to use
that term, is intimately connected with, and leads to, theology because both
theomythy and theology are based on an understanding of the nature of
things. One could think of that kind of interpretation of ancient religion as
an application of what I would like to call ‘historical theology’.

Spyridon RaNGos

International Center for Hellenic
and Mediterranean Studies, ATHENS
University of Crete, RETHYMNON
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TABLE I

The Trinitarian Theology of Proclus

A. The One

B. The Transcendent Gods

(1) Intelligible (3 triads) ~ the levei of being
(i) Intelligible-and-Intellectual (3 triads) — the level of life
(iiD) Intellectual (1 hebdomad = 2 triads + 1 monad) — the level of intellect
(a) Paternal triad:  intellectual being, or pure intellect (Cronus)
intellectual life (Rhea-Demeter)
intellectual intellect, or creative intellect (Zeus)
(b) Immaculate triad: Kouretes

(c) Separative monad: the castration of Ouranus

C. The Worldly Gods

() Hypercosmic
(a) Paternal and Creative triad: Zeus, Poseidon, Pluto
(b) Life-generating triad (Kore): ARTEMISy, Persephone, Athena
(c) ‘Reverting triad (Apollo)
(d) Immaculate triad (Korybantes)

(i) Hypercosmic-and-Encosmic
(a) Creative triad: Zeus, Poseidon, Hephaestus
(b) Protective triad: Hestia, Athena, Ares
(c) Life-generating triad: Demeter, Hera, ARTEMIS2
(d) Elevating triad: Hermes, Aphrodite, Apollo

(iii) Encosmic
[..]
Life-generating triad (Kore): ARTEMIS3? (=Hecate), Persephone, Athena

L.]
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TABLE II

Cultic Epithets of Artemis

Moisture Flora Fauna

Rivers, Lakes etc. Trees, Plants etc. Wild Beasts, Birds etc.
Aywaris® KapuaTis® Kampoddyos®
Avpvata® KeSpearis™ Auvketa®

Srupdania® Aadvaia® 'Exadrata®

' ANperata® Avyodéopa™ "Exa¢nBélos’
‘EXela’ dakeXiTis™ Tavpoméros”
Qeppta” : TToAuBola’®
(Nnooodos)”’ Etpinma’®

*OpTuyta”
(* Aypotépa)®
Aadpta®

Dark Light . Kourotrophos Childbirth

Moon, Dawn elc. Children, Adolescents etc. Pregnant Women, Labour etc.
Pwopdpos ™ Taw8oTpbdos® Aoxta®

Albomia® Puropeipat® Avotlwvos®
Sehaodopos™® Kopufarta® Xurdhn ™

Zehaola® Kopla™? "TdLyévera”

TTpoona® KoupoTpbdos® Eihetbula®

TTupwvia® "Opfeta®
‘Exdn” Touchapla’®

Bpavpwvia '™

9 pays., I, 23, 10; IV, 4, 2; VIL, 20, 7-8; VIII, 53, 11; Tac., Ann,, IV, 43.

o1 Paus., 11, 10, 7; SErv., Ecl., VIII, 29 (¢f. PoLLUX, IV, 104; PHOTIUS, $.0. KApUdTELQ).
62 HEsYCH., s.0. kampoddyos.

6 paus., 1, 7, 6 (¢f. Eur., Hipp., 228; StraBO, VI 4, 9).

o4 Paus., VIII, 13, 2.

% paus., 11, 31, 4 (¢f, VIIL, 36, 7).

% paus., VIIL, 22, 7.

67 paus., III, 24, 8; StrapO, VIII, 3, 12.

6 paus., VI, 22, 10.

6 Paus., VI, 22, 8; VI, 22, 10 (¢f. V, 14, 6); STrRABo, VIII, 3, 12; ATHEN., 346b (¢f. PmnD.,

Nem., 1, 1-6; schol. ad Pp., Pyth., 2, 12).

0 paus., 111, 16, 11.

71 SorH., Trach., 213; Et. Magn., s.v. éxagnpoldv (cf. PLut., Mor., 244e).

Z STrABO, VIII, 3, 25; HESYCH,, .. éAela.

ProB. ad VirG,, Ecl,, 3 Keil.
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SorH., djax, 172; Bur., Iph. Taur., 1457; StraBo, IX, 1, 22; Et, Magn., s.v. Tavpomdlos.

Sopu., Trach., 212; Diop. Sic., V, 3.

84
74
& ArisTip., Or., 50, 4.
76 HEesycH., s.v. woAuBola.,
77 ArorL. Ruob., I, 569.
78 Paus., VIII, 14, 5.
79
80

Howm., ., XXI, 470; ALcaEus, fr, 304, col. i, 9 Lobel-Page; XeN., Hell,, IV, 2, 20; ARisT.,

Athen. Rep., 58, 1; Paus., I, 41, 3; VII, 26, 3; VIII, 32, 4; PLuT., Mal. Herod., 27 (= Mor., 862¢);
AEgL., Var. Hist,, 11, 25; PoLrux, VI, 91; schol. ad AristopH., Equit., 657.

82

Paus., VII, 18, 11-13. .
Paus., 1V, 31, 10; CLEM ALEX., Strom., 418 P; DionNYS. Byz., Anapl.,, fr. 27; schol. ad

THEOCR. 2, 12 (¢f. Anth. Pal., IX, 46).
83
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85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
9
97
98

Paus., 1V, 34, 6.

EUR., Suppl., 958; PLUT., Quaest. Symp., 659a.

STEPH. Byz., s.v. al@6émov; HESYCH., s.v. alfomia.
Paus,, VI, 23, 6.

HEsycH., s.v. \vollwvos; schol. ad Ae. Ruob., 1, 288,
Paus, I, 31, 4.

ATHEN., 139 a-b.

CALL., Ad Art., 235; ST. Byz, 5,0, X\TWvn; ATHEN., 629,
HEsYCH., s.v. gehaola.

CALL., Ad Art., 234,

Paus., 11, 35, 1; HesycH,, s.0." [ pLyéveia,

Prur., Themist., 8.

Diop. Sic., V, 73.

PLuT., Quaest. Symp., 659a.

Paus., VIII, 15, 5 (¢f. SopH., O.T,, 206).

Crc., Tusc. Disp., 11, 34; Paus., 111, 16, 7-11; Luc., Anach., 38; PLur., Lyc., 18, 2 (= 51b);

Sext. Bmp., Pyr. Hyp., 111, 208; PHIL., Vit. Apoll., 6, 20; XeN., Lac. Rep., 2, 8; PLAT., Leg., 633b-c
cum schol. ad loc.

AESCH., Suppl., 676; schol. ad Bur., Med., 396; schol. ad AristopH., Plut., 591; Suda,

s.v. 'EkdTn.

100
101

Paus., VI, 19, 1 - 22, 11,
STRABO, IX, 22, 1; PAus,, I, 33, 1; ArisToOPH., Lys.,, 645 cum schol. ad loc.; HARPOCR.,

s.0. dpkTevoal; HEsYCH., s.v. dpxTos and dpkTela; Anecd. Bekkeri, 1, 206, 4; 1, 444,



