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Abstract. In the work of Vladimir Soloviev (1853-1900), especially during his first philosophical
period, the parallels with the tradition of Neoplatonism have been examined by several researchers.
However, the role that specific neoplatonic concepts of Proclean philosophy played for Soloviev’s
philosophical development, should be examined in more details. The method I follow here is a
comparative analysis between three works of Proclus (The of Elements of Theology [Stouyeiwolg
Oeohoyik], Commentary on Alcibiades | [Exoho eig tov AlkiBLadnv], Commentary on Timaeus
[Zxoha elg Tinarov]) and La Sophia and Smysl Lyubvi written by Vladimir Soloviev. Moreover, |
focus on the only source that we have where Soloviev mentions explicitly to the main concepts of
Proclean philosophy. The above methods are proposed in order to analyse crucial concepts in Soloviev’s
philosophy: love, cosmic unity, and World Soul.
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Vladimir Soloviev reading Proclus

The only source of reference to Proclus by Soloviev is the entry dedicated to
the Neoplatonic philosopher in the Brockhaus and Ephron Encyclopedia®.In this
entry, Soloviev stresses the quite complex system of Proclus based on triads and their
relation to dualities and trinities. He starts with the main ideas of Ploclean
philosophy: the idea of All that transcends any concept and definition, the three
‘initial incarnations’ (One/Good, Intellect, World Soul), and the triad of dialectical
law (mone, prohodos, epistrophé) that perfuses the world development. In this entry,
Soloviev pays particular attention to the third of these ideas, epistrophé, since it
offers him the opportunity to juxtapose it with the Hegelian dialectics. As he says,
«Proclus saw in his dialectics only [...] the law that determines the disclosure of all
being, without assuming in this dialectical movement the essence of being itself, as
Hegel did» [1, c. 415]. Then, Soloviev relates Proclus’ triad of the totality of the
Intelligible world [noéton, noéton ama kai noeron, noeron]® to Schelling’s scheme of
subject, object and subject-object’. Soloviev interprets Proclus’ triad under the
general tendency of ancienty philosophy, i.e., the return to the first beginning. In this
respect, explains Soloviev, «the third of the triad is not a synthesis of the two
preceding ones, but only a one-sided subjective position» [1, ¢. 416]. Each of these
parts of the triad are designated by Proclus to specific dualities: being and existence
[noéton], life and power [noéton ama kai noeron], thinking and knowledge [noeron].
All these exist in every real member of the Intelligible world, defining their unity,
while the predominance of the one or the other predetermines in turn the definitions
of being, life, and knowledge. Moreover, each part of the ‘intellect’ triad contains
theological triads which are divided into three triads®.

2 Cm.: Conosbes B.C. Ipoxn // Conoeres B.C. ®wunocodckmii crnosaps Bragumupa CosoBheBa.
PocroB u/]]: ®ennkc: Bensies I'.B., 1997. C. 414-418 [1].

3 Cwm.: Proclus, ept tng katd MTAGtwva @gohoyiag [Platonic Theology] 11, 2.67.28- 2.68.1 [2].

4 Cm.: Schelling F.W.J. On the True Concept of Philosophy of Nature and the Correct Way of Solving
its Problems, trans. Judith Kahl and Daniel Whistler, accessed June 9, 2021,
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/80775296.pdf. [3].

5 Cwm.: Conognes B.C. Tpok. C. 417.
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At the end of the article in the Brockhaus and Ephron Encyclopedia, Soloviev
discusses Proclus’ contribution on the topic of ‘matter’ and its relation to evil®.
However, it seems that Soloviev underlines the connection between soul and love in
Proclus’ philosophy, rather than the connection (if any) between evil and matter. As
he says, the most remarkable in Proclean mysticism is the higher power of our soul
and its ability to directly perceive, with an absolute manner, one thing’. This power
which leads to the sacred insanity (mania), is the heart of Proclean mysticism, which
is elaborated with the divine through pistis (faith), kallos (beauty) and pure love
(Eros), principles that Soloviev follows in his work, in particular in Smysl Lyubvi
[«CwmpicT mro6Bm»] (1892-1894).

In particular, Eros is defined by Plato as the birth not only into the body but in
the soul as well. The nature of Eros is demonic, which means that it is a power be-
tween god and humans, attracted firstly from physical beauty and then from the
soul’s beauty or generally from everything good and beautiful. This gradual process
of the soul, from external to internal beauty, is actually a path for Eros to live in hap-
piness (e0daipovia). The goal of the soul’s mystical journey is to see the absolute
beauty which is the ultimate source of good and nice things. Therefore, it can be ar-
gued that platonic Eros, has the quality of emptiness (it removes everything that al-
ienates the soul) and the characteristic of fullness as it fills the souls with all those
conditions in order to rise and reacquire its authentic nature

The above elements of Proclean philosophy that Soloviev highlighted in the
Brockhaus and Ephron Encyclopedia may be used to understand Soloviev’s
mysticism. It is quite obvious, in general, his mysticism draws closer to pantheism,
where the individual soul is merged into the physical world. In this respect, he
appreciates mostly Proclus’ mysticism where the divine energy and perfection are
descending to the sensible reality, retaining their supremacy over the logical beings.®
Furthermore, for Soloviev the connection between mysticism and love is inevitable.
In Smysl Lyubvi, he employs the concept of Sophia in order to underline the eternal
union between the souls of individuals and love. Sophia, in this respect, becomes
some kind of neoplatonic being which through her desire of returning nourishes the
power of love.

Cosmic principles in Proclus® The Elements of Theology
and in Soloviev’s La Sophia

Attempting a comparative analysis between Proclus’ Elements of Theology and
Soloviev’s La Sophia (1875-1876) is a challenge with a lot of limitations. The basic

6 1t would be quite interesting to investigate further the degree of influence by Proclus to Soloviev
regarding dependence (or not) between ‘matter’ and ‘evil’.

7 Cm.: Conosses B.C. ITpox. C. 418.

8 Cm.: Jugrin, D. Knowing the Ineffable One: The Mystical Philosophy of Proclus // Philobiblon. 2017.
Vol. 22, No. 2. P. 21-37 [4].
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limitation is the difference in the way of writing: the Elements of Theology are
written in the form of syllogisms, close to the form of mathematical theorems, while
La Sophia is largely written in the form of a dialogue between the philosopher and
his Sophia. The intentions behind this way of writing vary: one explanation could be
that Proclus chose this way of writing in order to abstain from the Platonic dialogical
form, or, taking into consideration that the Elements of Theology belong to his early
period of writing, he intended to systematize his thoughts without referring to any of
his Neoplatonic precedessors or even the great philosophers of the classical age
(Plato, Aristotle). Soloviev, however, adopted the dialogical form in La Sophia, thus
he was closer in this way to Plato, because as he says (or, more precisely, as he lets
Sophia to say this) «dialectics are the only suitable form for the philosophical science
since it express ideally the unity of contaries» [5, p. 14].

However, the common element from which | am starting my analysis is that
both treatises represent first systematic attempts to articulate their thoughts. Proclus’
theorems in the Elements of Theology constitute his own ‘theology’, as the title
reveals, without referring directly to Plato. Soloviev’s La Sophia is a draft of his
preliminary philosophical ideas where for the first time he presents the concept
Sophia as a part of his mysticism.

Soloviev in La Sophia starts with the absolute principle, which is considered to
be the sensible expression of love, and then he moves to the presentation of
‘multiplicity’ of Being or Matter, as the negative definition of Absolute, i.e., the
‘other’ according to him®. Soloviev does not follow a vertical relation between One
and Many (with the sense that Many derives from the One, thus it is inferior), but an
holizontal one: One <> Many. In this way, Soloviev’s position seems to differ from
the problem of derivation of many by the One, which Plotinus had detected as the
main problem of metaphysics®®.

In line to this problem, Neoplatonists either had to admit that all that is must
ultimately reside within the One or else that the One produces whatever else arises as
outside of itself. Proclus’ metaphysics of eternal being underlines the structures as
well as the hierarchies of the intelligible order, based on a transfer of power (ddvauug,
i.e., the capacity to effectuate reality). In particular, ‘power’ in Proclus, which should
not be confused with the notion of energeia (activity), is closer to the effect and its
ability to reveal a possibility that was inactive within the higher order*.

Soloviev at this point sounds like Proclus when he attributes to the two poles of
Being (Spirit and Matter) the notion of potentia (the potency of being, which is

9 Cm.: Soloviev Vladimir. La Sophia et les autres écrits frangais. Edités et presentés par Frangois
Rouleau. Lausanne: La Cite- L'Age d'Homme, 1978, 18 [5].

10 Cm.: Plotinus, Enneads V.1.6.38 [6].

11| ater Neoplatonists, especially Damascius, seemed to skirt this problem by constituting a metaphysics
of non-being, in an attempt to return to the origin, where One is replaced by the Ineffable, i.e., the
unconditioned ground of reality, Rappe, S., Reading Neoplatonism: Non-discursive Thinking in the
Texts of Plotinus, Proclus, and Damascius (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 201 [7].
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between nothing and the real being). Soloviev does not speak exactly about a tranfer of
powers between Spirit (positive potentia) and Matter (negative potentia), but he
presents potentia as a means of realization of Spirit and Matter'2, While he seems here
to adopt a part of Neoplatonic conception about ‘power’, in the analysis of the triad of
Being (Being as itself, Being as power of immediate experience, i.e., love, and Logos),
he employs potentia with Christian terms, implying that this is related to God.

Another Neoplatonic pattern about cosmic process that Soloviev seems to
follow in La Sophia is that of the relation between the producer and the produced.
Proclus in the Elements of Theology claims that «every productive cause is superior
to that which it produces» (theorem 7) [8, p. 168—171] attributing in this manner an
evaluative order between the producer [moapdyov] and the producted
[rapayouevov]*®. Soloviev in La Sophia mentions this general principle, by
employing the plurality which is produced by unity, while at the end of the cosmic
process it is transferred ontologically towards the lower levels, in particular to the
creation of the human organism, the most perfect of all organisms*“.

In Smysl Lyubvi, however, this Neoplatonic thought is expressed by the
superiority of the human species and by the perpetuation of the human kind. In
particular, he claims that the superiority of the human species is not ensured by the
possibility of perpetuation, but by a combination of specific individualities. As far as
Sophia is concerned in both texts (La Sophia and Smysl Lyubvi), it seems that he
prefers not to integrate her into the relation between the producer and the produced.
In La Sophia, Sophia has the role of interlocutor with the philosopher (in the
dialogues) and that of the concept (in the monologues), while in Smysl Lyubvi a kind
of her superiority, by enkindling the ‘creation’ of love in humans, is implied by the
Russian philosopher®. Therefore, the direct relation between the one that produces
and the one produced, that Proclus and in general Neoplatonists proclaimed, seems
not to be employed by Soloviev in La Sophia and Smysl Lyubvi.

Another point of convergence between the Elements of Theology and La
Sophia is the connection between the World Soul and knowledge. Although in the
Elements of Theology, Proclus does not refer to the World Soul, however, he refers
extensively to the general attributes (essence, life, knowledge, vehicles, theorems
186-197) of each soul (with the sense of the individual soul) and its role as an
intermediary between the Intelligible and the corporeal®. Focusing on the attribute of
‘knowledge’, Proclus creates a kind of dependant relationship between the possess of
knowledge and the reversion of the being to itself (theorem 186). This means that the
reversion to itself entails the possess of the knowledge.

12 Soloviev Vladimir, La Sophia et les autres écrits frangais, 18.

13 Proclus, Elements of Theology, 168-171 [8].

14 Soloviev Vladimir, La Sophia et les autres écrits frangais, 16, 67.

15 Radlov, E.L. Smysl Lyubvi, Sobranie Sochinenii [Collected Works] Vladimira Sergeevicha Solov'eva,
vols. 12. St.Petersburg: 1901-1903; reprint, Bruxelles: Foyer Oriental Chrétien, 1966, V11:46 [9].

16 Proclus, Elements of Theology. P. 448-468.
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In La Sophia, from the beginning of the first dialogue till its end, the above
concept is presented by Soloviev with a kind of variation. He speaks of the World
Soul’s division in the actual world and of its core role in the transition from the
cosmic to the historic process (through its internal connections with divine Logos in
human consciousness), while he makes it clear that, because the World Soul contains
individual souls, man, as a part of World Soul, is an individual soul'’. The
connection between World Soul and ‘knowledge’, is highlighted by Soloviev with
reference to ‘desire’, which implies the tendency to revert to its origin. In the
footnotes to the French text, the editor, Rouleau, has added that Soul in its essence is
the desire of unity (Love) in order to produce the real union®. If we add to this
Soloviev’s claim that Sophia is identical with the World Soul, then we may discern
that Soloviev attempts to attribute to Sophia a possession of ‘knowledge’, as the
basic stipulation of her revert to her origin. Moreover, since Sophia possesses the
attributes of the World Soul, this probably meant that Soloviev added to her the
ability to tranfer the self-moved attribute to anything she comes across. In this way,
the Russian philosopher seems to confirm theorem 20 of the Elements of Theology,
according to which «for that in which soul is present receives communication in self-
movement» [5, p. 194-195].

I think that the above similarity about World Soul and ‘knowledge’ should be
included in the pair of ‘desire-reversion’ which is not only reaffirmed in the Elements
of Theology and La Sophia, but also is described as a reciprocal relationship by both
philosophers: without desire, reversion is impossible, and without desire reversion
seems meaningless. At the same time, humans, as imperfect beings cannot be led to
this action by themselves, according to Proclus (theorem 77)*. Soloviev may have
spotted this gap, so he may have employed Sophia as a means of aiding humans to
reach the perfect action, i.e., love.

One last point that | would like to highlight is the relationship between the
concepts of eternity and time. A considerable part of Elements of Theology is
dedicated to the concepts of eternity and time, and to the way they differ one from
another. Starting with eternity, Proclus distinguishes two types of eternity: the eternal
and the temporal (theorems 54 & 55)%. The eternal is constant, concentrated in all its
existence, and exists as whole. By contrast, the temporal is executed constantly,
proliferating in the course of time and consisting of parts whose individuality is
defined by their position before and after.

This point of view of Proclus may help us to better apprehend the way
Soloviev employs Sophia’s role in relation to eternity and time in La Sophia. Her
function as intermediary between inferior and superior entities may originate from

7 Soloviev, Vladimir, La Sophia et les autres écrits frangais, 70.
18 |pid. P. 15-16.

19 |pid. P. 286—289.

20 |pid. P. 246-251.

21 |pid. P. 247-251.
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the way she functions in time. Sophia does not exist forever, because if she did, it
would automatically mean that she exists in her own right, thus eternally. Therefore,
Sophia seems to be somewhere between eternity and time: which means she is
created constantly, thus she is temporal and has the ability to interconnect with the
inferior, whereas with ‘forever’ she mimics the eternal nature.

So far we have presented some of the parallels between the Elements of
Theology and La Sophia, concerning the relationships between the cosmic principles.
However, there is one aspect where Soloviev’s position in La Sophia deeply differ
from Proclus’ presuppositions in the Elements of Theology. This is the way the
Russian philosopher uses Sophia’s providence towards humans. The attribute of
providence, for Proclus, is exclusively divine: only god can provide for everything
(theorem 120)%. However, Soloviev presents Sophia to provide for everything,
squaring a divine characteristic par excellence with the function of her that is closer
to the concept of soul. This means that Soloviev seems to abolish the Neoplatonic
distinctions concerning the spiritual status and he essentially mixes characteristics
attributed to the spirit with characteristics attributed to the soul.

Parallels between the theory of love by Proclus
(Commentary on Alcibiades 1) and by Soloviev (Smysl Lyubvi)

In this part of my article 1 examine Neoplatonic and in particular Proclean
patterns upon which Soloviev might form his own theory about love. | propose to
approach this possible relation between two philosophers from a wider viewpoint and
set out my own view based on the texts of Commentary on Alcibiades | and Smysl
Lyubvi. Soloviev’s theory of love contains several concepts from several domains
and doctrines. For instance, the notion of androgyny was taken from Plato and it was
sculpted with the christian meaning of syzygy. Or, the matter of free will and its
relation to love obtained christian meaning in Smysl Lyubvi. The limitations by
attempting to elucidate a comparison between the greatest Russian philosopher of the
XIX century and the best philosopher of Neoplatonic teachings in the Athenian
school, are unsurpassed due to the lack of information provided by Soloviev.

One of the many restrictions is that Soloviev involves personhood in the
analysis of love and he calls for its confirmation via rational consciousness®. This
position refrains significantly from the Neoplatonic one. Moreover, Soloviev speaks
of eternal life by involving the whole of personality, embracing in this way the
christian perception about man as person. As a Christian philosopher, he had to the
deal with the ‘fall of man’ and his salvation only through his repentance, which

22 pProvidence is the action prior to the thought (theorem 120), ibid., 349. For an extensive study of
providence in Proclus, see Opsomer, J. and Steel C., Proclus: Ten Problems Concerning Providence,
Series: Ancient Commentators on Aristotle, ed. Richard Sorabij (London: Bloomsburry, 2012) [10].

2 Soloviev, Vladimir, Smysl Lyubvi, SS VII: 15.
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differentiates him from the Neoplatonic (and Proclean) soteriology of soul through
the familiarity with gods which is ensured by the practice of theurgy?*.

To get back to the parallels points between Proclus and Soloviev on the topic
of love, | will start with some structural resemblances between two philosophers
regarding the topic of love. Proclus by taking the example of Alcibiades on the
Commentary on Alcibiades I, he relates the arrogant attitude of the young man with a
kind of double ignorance: not knowing himself and his misfortune?. It could be
argued that here it is implied by Proclus the problematic aspect of ego, which
Soloviev interpretes it as the rejection and denial of the ultimate value of the
‘other’®, Both philosophers impute the malfunctioned aspect of ego to the lack of
knowledge.

However, it should be clarified here that when we are talking about egoism in
ancient thought, and in particular in Neoplatonism, it is more accurate
philosophically to speak of the aspect of ‘self’ rather than of ‘ego’?. It is quite
obvious that Proclus follows in general the teachings of his predecessor Plotinus
about the relation between ‘self” and individuality. He believed in multiple selves
(two, three or an indefinite number) which can be identified with higher or lower
ones, for instance it is possible to identify ourselves with the timeless Intellect?®.
Even if we identify with the timeless Intellect, it is still possible to separate and keep
our individuality upon our return to Intellect®,

Proclus supports this idea in the Commentary on Alcibiades | by not rejecting
the problematic aspect of ‘self’. Instead, he puts it relationally (within the loving
relationship) when he says that it is acceptable in front of the corrupted mass, while it
should be discarted in front of a great man®. Similarly, Soloviev in the second article
of Smysl Lyubvi, talks about a kind of tranferring our ‘self’ to the ‘other’s ‘self’ by
acknowledging the importance of the ‘other’. Soloviev does not see this loving
relationship as the Platonic mirroring, which brings him closer to Proclus who
objected to the appeal to mirroring for understanding the essence of soul®l. However,
Soloviev speaks more about a losing of ourselves into the ‘other’ self which could be
connected with the Proclean grades of ‘participation’ in love.

24 Proclus, Commentary on Alcibiades I, 32.12-17 [11].

2 Ibid., 102.26-29.

% Soloviev, Vladimir, Smysl Lyubvi, SS VII:15.

27 For ‘self” and ‘ego’ in ancient Greek, see Gill, Ch., The Structured Self in Hellenistic and Roman
Thought (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006). P. 344-359 [12].

28 Stoic Epictetus in Discourses (3.24/113-114) and Plutarch in Moralia and Lives had already pointed
out before Plotinus the concept of ‘self’, see Roskam, G., “Plutarch on Self and Others,” Ancient Society
34 (2004): 254-255, accessed June 10, 2021, http://www.jstor.org/stable/44079853. [13].

29 Sorabji, R. Self: Ancient and Modern Insights about Individuality, Life, and Death (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 2006), 36 [14].

30 Proclus, Commentary on Alcibiades I, 62.3-6.

31 Proclus, Commentary on Euclid Book I, 141.2-19 [15].
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The ascent of Proclean ‘self” to the divine reaches to its excess through the
process of mania,® as Soloviev says in Proclus’ entry in the Brockhaus and Ephron
Encyclopedia®. The main stages of this process are pure love (Eros), speculative
knowledge of truth (i.e., philosophy) and faith or pious exercises (prayers, sacrifices,
and theurgy)®. Soloviev ends the article written for Proclus by providing the general
definition of ‘theurgy’ as «the active communication with higher demons and gods,
with auxiliary means» [1, c. 418], i.e., music and poetry.

From this definition it is not clear enough what kind of active communication
with gods was meant here by Soloviev. Some suggested for instance that the theur-
gists in antiquity operated on gods, or others supported the idea that theurgists had
the power to make a man like god by using the action coming from divine. In case of
Proclus, we have only two opuscula which deal exclusively with theurgy: a collec-
tion of five fragments entitled in the manuscripts as Zlookiov ék tijc avtic
xaldaiknic gilooogiag (Chal.Phil) and one fragment known as Opus Procli de
sacrificio et magia [/1gol thc ka®’ “ElAnvac igoatikiic téxvng]®®. From these
works it seems that Proclus understood with the second way the role of theurgists®.
Moreover, it is quite unclear whether Soloviev had in mind the meaning of theurgy
as given by lamblichus: a mode of fellowship [@uAto] with the divine that is inde-
pendent of philosophical thought, by adding that “what effects theurgic union is the
carrying through of reverently accomplished actions which are unspeakable and
transcend any intellectual grasp, as well as the power of mute symbols which only
the gods understand™'.

The above hypothesis of Soloviev’s contingent reference to lamblichus’
meaning of theurgy is based on the symbol of Sophia both in his poetry and
philosophy. If Soloviev employed Sophia as a symbol in order to achieve a union

32 Before Proclus, Hermias Alexandrinus was the one who in his commentary on Plato’s Phaedrus,
claimed that there are four kinds of mania (madness): poetic, mantic, erotic, and telestic, Manolea, P.-
Ch., “Possessed and Inspired: Hermias on Divine Madness,” The International Journal of the Platonic
Tradition 7, no. 13 (2013):169-176 [16].

33 Cm.: Conosses B.C. Tpokn. C. 418.

34 Probably Soloviev had read Proclus’ Platonic Theology where he says that «there are three things
which fill the divine and go through all kinds of higher beings: they are goodness, wisdom, and beauty.
There are also again three inferior beings which gather these qualities and extend them to all the divine
worlds: they are faith, truth, and love. By them everything is saved and joined together with the primor-
dial causes, some through erotic madness, others through philosophy, and others by theurgic power
which is higher than all human soundness of mind and science, embracing the blessings of divination,
the purifying powers of the perfect initiation and absolutely all the operations of inspired possession»
[2,1.112, 25-113,10].

% It has been argued by Anne Sheppard that in Proclean philosophy there are three kinds of theurgy: the
white magic (the lowest form), unification of Soul at the level of Nous, and the mystical union with the
One (the highest form), Sheppard, A., “Proclus’ Attitude to Theurgy,” Classical Quarterly 32 (1982):
211-224 [17].

3 van den Berg, R. Proclus’ Hymns Series: Philosophia antiqua 90 / Edited by J. Mansfeld, D.T. Runia
and J.C.M. van Winden. Leiden, 2001, 67, 76 [18].

37 lamblichus, 7ol Mvotnoiwv [On the Mysteries], 1.12, 11.11 [19].
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with gods (or Christian God), then probably he was closer to lamblichus’ than to
Proclean meaning of theurgy. If, however, he employed Sophia in order to activate
the ties of the neoplatonic sympatheia [ovutdOeia] between himself and god, then it
seemed that he approached the Proclean theurgy®.

In the same vein, it should be examined Soloviev’s reference to poetry as
means of ‘theurgy’ in order to understand how poetry could be part of theurgical
practice. Proclus used also poetry in order to fit ‘theurgy’, as activity of eros, into his
philosophical system. From the seven hymns that he wrote, two of them are
dedicated to the goddess Aphrodite, traditionally connected to eros®. In both hymns
(To Aphrodite, To Aphrodite of Lycia) Proclus through the phase of oikeiwoig
(familiar with divine) prays to Aphrodite Ourania not to be a victim of the wrong
kind of love®.

In particular, in the hymn To Aphrodite [Eig Agpoditnv] Proclus presents
Aphrodite’s activities through three kinds of eros: eros as anagogic force which
moves upwards and downwards in the human soul, eros as cosmic force, and eros as
procreative source*. From these kinds of eros ['Epwteg] the first one is more related
to the providential and reversive eros as elaborated in the Commentary on Alcibiades
I. This double movement of eros (from the top to the bottom inspiring lower beings,
and from downwards to upwards as a result of the former movement) represents the
relation of the lover as a provider for his beloved, and the reversion of the beloved,
who strives after superior beauty, to his lover. As for Aphrodite as the World Soul,
Proclus keeps a distance by saying that «whether you envelop the great heaven all
around, / where, as they say, you are the divine soul of the everlasting cosmosy
(verses 15-16) [11, 30.16]. It seems that Proclus here reproduces Plotinus’ position
about the identification between Aphrodite and the World Soul.

In the other hymn dedicated to Aphrodite, To Aphrodite of Lycia (Eig Avkinv
Agooditnv), Proclus stresses the importance of symbols, without referring what
kind of, in his prayer: «(a statue) with the symbols of the noeric marriage, / of the
noeric wedding of the fiery Hephaistos and Aphrodite Ourania;» (verses 5-6) [19, p.
243]. Maybe here Proclus through the invocation to the statue of Aphrodite and the
myth of her marriage to Hephaistos, used the theory of theurgy in order to reach the
cause of beauty in the material world. Moreover, the adjective of dyAaournric
(having shining wisdom) that he attributes to Aphrodite here, | think that it is quite

38 Jamblichus mentions material symbols (animals or plants, stones and aromatic substances), but also
symbolic pictures, names, musical compositions, and numbers, I7epi Mvotnpicwv [On the Mysteries]
1111, V.23.

3 It is quite likely that Proclus refers to these hymns in particular to Aphrodite Ourania. Close to his
house in Agora, there was a sactuary of Aphrodite Ourania, van den Berg, Proclus’ Hymns, 191.

40 Proclus in the Commentary on Timaeus (I 211, 8-212, 1) divides divine prayer into five successice
phases: knowledge [yv@®oig], familiar with the divine [oikeiwouig], becoming like the divine
[6uoiwotg], contact [cuvagn], and approaching [¢umélaoig] [20].

41 All these kinds of eros are participated in by humans, van den Berg, Proclus’ Hymns, 193,196.
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indicative of his intentions to connect philosophical wisdom with love. As he says in
the Commentary on Alcibiades | the intellect in the soul is a product of the divine
Meétis [Mfjtic] which together with aporia, the main condition of philosophy, pro-
duces love (eros) to search for perfect knowledge*.

Comparing Aphrodite as a divine symbol of love in Proclus’ hymns with
Soloviev’s symbol of Sophia in his poetry, | think that Soloviev tried to apply in
some extent a part of the neoplatonic theory behind theurgy in his verses. Poetry for
Soloviev was the vehicle through which the whole meaning of the universe
(extrernally as beauty of nature, internally as love) is revealed in poetic soul. Based
on the themes of ‘beauty of nature’ and ‘love’, he is not talking about Sophia, so
there is not a kind of sophiology here. Instead, he is talking about the ways that
Sophia is embodied in the union with the divine world. His invocations to her and to
the cosmic elements, especially in the so called ‘sophianic circle’ of his poems,
might be interpreted as means of achieving or better to say of invoking the
neoplatonic sympatheia [ooundOeia], which was the basic stipulation of one of the
phases of theurgy*®. We cannot say with certainty, however, if Soloviev saw Sophia
in his poetry as the prime cause of the likeness of god as Proclus did in his hymns*.

Moving to theurgy in philosophy of both philosophers, I start with Commen-
tary on Alcibiades I, where Proclus seems to achieve with ‘theurgy’ the union be-
tween intellectual contemplation and the hieratic art. In particular, his ‘theurgy’
seems to stand somewhere in the middle: between the rational basis of Plotinian mys-
ticism and lamblichus’ purely magic aspect (more practical method or lower ‘theur-
gy’) of ‘theurgy’®. In this respect, contemplative wisdom guides to an ascent to the
God of philosophers, while hieratic art is a process of realization of the direct con-
nection with the gods of the traditional pantheon. This unifying function of ‘theurgy’
is reflected on the same erotic process that human souls and those of lower divinities
do follow. In particular, lower divinities use theurgy while provide for the imperfect
souls, while the human souls are reflected from the good providence of gods*. Yet,
‘theurgy’ as activity of the third part of the triad (faith-truth-love) is expressed as in-
vocation to gods when theurgists want to reach them*’.

42 Proclus, Commentary on Alcibiades I, 236.

43 Proclus says about sympatheia: “According to fate mortal beings are also connected with eternal be-
ings and are set in rotation together with them, and all are in mutual sympathy”, Steel, Proclus: On
Providence, 47. Proclus used theurgical hymns and ritual, based on sympatheia to attract the leader-gods
in order to be clevated towards the Nous, Layne, A. Danielle, “Philosophical Prayer in Proclus’s
Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus,” The Review of Metaphysics 67, no. 2 (2013): 349 [21].

44 van den Berg, Proclus’ Hymns, 85.

45 Sheppard, “Proclus’ Attitude to Theurgy,” 212.

46 Proclus, Commentary on Alcibiades I, 32.18-21.

47 1bid., 51.1
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This third part was employed by Soloviev in Smysl Lyubvi when he speaks,
implicitly though, of the theurgic task of love (third article)*®. Here Soloviev speaks
of the realization of sexual love in the realm of personal and social life. In the former,
the aim is the creation of a new and complete human being, while in the latter the
creation of a new humanity based on Godhuman process (bogochelovechestvo) is
prevailed*. Taking into consideration that on the one hand Neoplatonic theurgy
offered to symbols a mysterious and even dark dimension, and on the other hand
offered a kind of godlikeness, it seems that Soloviev followed in some extent this
way of thinking when he elaborated his theory on sexual love.

Regarding personal life, Soloviev believes that marriage represents the free
union of the male and female principle, overcoming their specific differences®. In
this process, individuals discover each other through love, which leads to their union
and to the constitution of their new personhood. So, is seems that the sacrament of
marriage executes a kind of ergon [¢pyov] for Soloviev. | think that here he
christianizes the neoplatonic theurgy in order to show that people can guide their
personal lives to a higher purpose, keeping their personhood.

In social life, the theurgic task of love is incarnated into Divine Humanity as
he shows in the last article of Smysl Lyubvi. Soloviev conceives theurgy here as a
process of humanity’s transfiguration into divinity, participating in All-Unity
(vseedinstvo). The result of this transfiguration is the creation of Divine Humanity
(bogochelovechestvo), which resembles the Eastern Orthodox notion of theosis
(deification). Here the first part of the Proclean triad of mysticism (faith-truth-love)
is translated into a religious exprerience where each individual understands the
absolute through himself, the others and the relationship with them®. The theurgic
task of sexual love role in this social process, which ultimately becomes universal, is
to unify our identities and to give intellectual and moral meaning to the human life52.

World Soul in Proclus’ Commentary on Timaeus
and in Soloviev’s La Sophia and Smys| Lyubvi

In general, Proclus derives the structure of the World Soul from the Timaeus
account (Timaeus 34b-37c¢): «The Creator makes the World Soul as an image

48 Regarding ‘theurgy’ Soloviev in his work Dukhovnyye osnovy zhizni [Spiritual Foundations of Life]
referred to both terms: “The new religion is an active theurgy, in other words a collective act of the Di-
vine and Humanity toward the regeneration of the latter from the material or corporeal into the spiritual
and divine.” Dukhovnyye osnovy zhizni SS I11: 377. In his early work Filosofskiye nachala tsel’nogo
znaniya (1877) [Philosophical Principles of Integral Knowledge], Soloviev spoke of svobodnaia
teurgiia (free theurgy), where the artistic creation becomes a theurgic act, Filosofskiye nachala
tsel’nogo znaniya SS 1. 286.

49 Soloviev, Vladimir, Smysl Lyubvi, SS VII: 24.

%0 1bid., 22.

51 1bid. P. 49.

52 |bid. P. 50.
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[elkova] of all the divine orders, in the same way as he makes the sensible world an
image of the intelligible. Firstly, he gives subsistence to the whole existence [ovoia]
of the soul and subsequently divides it into numbers [dolOuovc] binds it with
harmonies [dpuovieg], and puts it into order with figures [oynuota], | mean, the
rectilinear and the circular. Then, he divides it into one circle and seven circles...the
monad subsists according to the circle of sameness [tovtotng], but the the divided
part according to the circle of otherness [¢tepotng]» [20, 34b-37c]. The ‘harmony’
as Proclus says, is the harmonic blending of ‘Sameness’ and ‘Difference’, which in
the Platonic Timaeus (35c¢-36¢) it was expanded into a complicated exposition of the
Greek diatonic musical scale, a quite obvious sign of Pythagorean influence.

In his commentary on Timaeus, Proclus follows in general, the neoplatonic
view of World Soul, as an intermediate between Intellect and Nature. He describes it
as the «guardian over the whole order» and «the point around which the whole
universe dances» [20, II 107. 14-19]. In this respect, World Soul having its own
kinds of Forms (the ‘projected reason principles’) , has the ability to provide motion,
multiplicity in the body of the world, actualize it, control it and infuse to it the form
derived from Intellect®®. By being a part of Intellect, Soul (and World Soul)
maintains continuity, which does not prohibit it from dividing itself and moving in
time and space®*.

These attributes of the World Soul could be useful in order to discuss the
matter of immortality of the soul and in particular its limitations when it is ready for
the union with the One. The human soul, the lowest in the hierarchy of the rational
souls, does not have the ability to assimilate with the higher levels of reality due to
its limited contact with the Intellect®. However, the World Soul provides continuity
within discontinuities by combining stasis and movement, while with its own
activities between the intelligible and the physical world it can infuse to the physical
world all that it is sharing with Intellect. In this way, it could be possible to cause to
the human soul the desire to contact with its higher hypostases. With the assistance
of ‘theurgy’, the Neoplatonic World Soul obtains soteriological orientation within
Proclean philosophy, but it seems to be limited. This limitation maybe derived from
the fact that for Neoplatonists, and in particular for Proclus, the potential salvation of
soul was not possible for everyone. One reason could be that the route to salvation
turned out to be the philosophic life, a continuous effort of the mind to return to the
One, i.e., a spiritual purification of demonic souls. With lamblichus, this limitation
becomes even more difficult to be exceeded since he stresses that the key to the
whole process always lies in the gods. The humans are unable to extort any effect
from the higher beings®®.

%3 Proclus, Commentary on Timaeus, 111 335.17-23.

5 Ibid., 111 3.1.

%5 Finamore, F. J. and Kutash, E. Proclus on the Psyché // Edited by Pieter d’Hoine and Marije Martijn
All from One: A Guide to Proclus. Oxford, 2017. P. 128 [22].

% Jamblichus, ITept Mvotnplwv [On the Mysteries] 111, 9.
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Furthermore, Proclus’ understading of World Soul, as intermediate, is based
on the principles between whole and parts or the unified whole and the divided
plurality. As we have already seen in the Elements of Theology, the relation between
whole and parts is defined through the trifold relationship of: a) the whole prior to
the parts, b) the whole consisting from the parts, and c) the wholeness in each part.
Under these principles Proclus interpretes the relationship of the World Soul with
numbers, by reading numbers corresponding to the psychic principles as images of
divine causes®’. In particular, he applies the three main principles of his philosophy
in order to show the relationship between number and causes. Thus, the three cycles
of procession, remaining and reversion correspond respectively to number two,
number one, and number three. This triad of numbers corresponds in turn to the triad
of the three kinds of wholeness: that prior to the parts, that of the parts, and that in
the parts.

The main ingredients of the cosmic process in general and of the World Sould
in particular, are the qualities of Being, Sameness, and Difference. Here Proclus’
contribution on the platonic dialogue is to speak of ‘intermediates’ of these three
fundamental cosmic principles. As he explains, the ‘difference’ and the ‘sameness’
are not equated to the divisible and to the undivisible kinds of Being respectively®.
And this makes sense since the core of the neoplatonic doctrine is that “all things are
in all.” So, Proclus places the Demiurge to combine the indivisible kind of Sameness
to the divisible kind in order to form a third kind, an intermediate one. The same
applies to the Difference. In this way, the first stage of the cosmic process (or the
Demiurgic activity) ends with the creation of three kinds of ingredients for the World
Soul, including three intermediate gradations of Being, Sameness, and Difference®®.

The above qualities of the World Soul in the Commentary on Timaeus could
be used, in some extent, in order to understand how Soloviev integrate them in his
notion of World Soul. However, the main challenge of seeking the meaning of the
World Soul in Soloviev’s philosophy is that it is not clear where in his work he
identifies it with his concept of Sophia. As a mystic, it seems that he prefered not to
reveal Sophia every time that he was referring to the World Soul. Starting with this
limitation, I expose here Soloviev’s references to the World Soul in his work, while |
will try to bring forward some resemblances between the Proclean approach of the
World Soul in the Commentary on Timaeus and Soloviev’s La Sophia and Smysl
Lyubvi.

57 Proclus, Commentary on Timaeus, 214.31-215.2.

%8 Ibid., I1, 155.20-156.8.

59 Depending on the predominance of each of them, the quality of the encosmic soul is different. For
instance, if Being predominates, then this fact makes a soul divine. If Sameness predominates, then the
soul is demonic, and if Difference predominates then the soul is human.This differentiation is
subordinated to mathematical principles. So, Proclus, following here Plato, he says that all encosmic
souls must have the same ratios, starting with the initial unit 384 for World Soul, ibid., 111 255.30-
256.21.
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In the entry of the “World Soul” Soloviev refers explicitly to the meaning of
the World Soul as elaborated in Timaeus: «living in all phenomena as a subordinate
principle, perceiving and realizing in the sensory field and in the temporal process
the highest ideal unity, forever in the absolute beginning» [1, c¢. 282]. From this di-
rect reference to Plato, and then to Neoplatonists and to the history of the World Soul
in philosophy (Church Fathers, Renaissance, Goethe, Schelling), it is quite possible
that he had an excellent knowledge of the World Soul as a cosmological and meta-
physical principle. However, he does not analyse further the ancient view of the
World Soul. Instead, he prefers to focus on Hartmann’s view of the World Soul as
the unconscious world creativity, by providing his own argumentation and at the end
by rejecting the World Soul as the unconditionally independent and unique essence
of everything®. This view was unacceptable for Soloviev because it was against the
character of the world process: «assuming the world soul as the only source, such a
process would be a constant product of something unconditionally new or a continu-
ous creation from nothing, that is, a pure miracle» [1, c. 283].

Apart from the entry of the ‘World Soul’, Soloviev refers to the World Soul in
the Brockhaus and Ephron Encyclopedia in several entries, such as ‘Hermes
Trismegistus’, ‘Plato’, ‘potency’ ‘matter’, ‘life’, ‘mysticism’, and ‘providence’.
These entries could be indicative of Soloviev’s intentions to connect some functions
of the World Soul with specific philosophical/mystical traditions. This does not
mean, however, that the concept of the World Soul is limited to these notions in
Soloviev’s philosophy. Thus, from Hermetic writings, may derive the connection of
the World Soul with the order of gods, from Plato’s Timaeus World Soul’s interme-
diate role, while from the notion of ‘life’ World Soul may reproduce the Proclean
concept of the wholeness within parts and vice versa. In the same vein, he sees the
potency and act within the World Soul, while when he speaks of the World Soul with
mystical terms, then he sees it as a means of communication between the human spir-
it and the divine. His approach of the World Soul as God’s executive power while
exercising providence, might be considered as the most theological interpretation of
the World Soul given by Soloviev.

Since | have showed the dimensions of the World Soul in the relative entries in
the Brockhaus and Ephron Encyclopedia, | will proceed with the possible
correlations between the World Soul in La Sophia and Smysl Lyubvi, and in the
Commentary on Timaeus. In Smysl Lyubvi it is quite uncertain if Soloviev implies
somewhere in the text the role of the World Soul in the realization of the All-Unity
through sexual love. | think that in Smysl Lyubvi Soloviev’s intention is to praise the
role of human soul rather than of World Soul in the creation of ideal humanity. This
creates an antithesis with his intentions in La Sophia, Chteniya o bogochelovechestve
and La Russie et [’église universelle, where world soul was considered as nature
independent from the whole. However, there is a passage in Smysl Lyubvi where

60 Cm.: Comosres B.C. Muposas mymra. C. 285.
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Soloviev seems to involve mystically the notion of the World Soul and in particular
its neoplatonic interpretation, when he defines sexual love. He says that this kind of
love relies on the homogeneity of nature and on the general difference in the form of
the two interconnected existences®.

Maybe here the two ingredients of the World Soul, the ‘Sameness’ and the
‘Difference’, and their between relationship which Proclus stressed in the
Commentary on Timaeus, are implied by Soloviev. If we take into consideration the
Platonic meaning of ‘Sameness’ as unity and continuity, and ‘Difference’ as division
and separation, then maybe sexual love was an example for Soloviev of perfect union
between the universality and the distinguished individuality. Besides, this was the
main principle of his metaphysics in La Sophia: the convergence between the
universal and the individual or the understanding of the universality in terms of
relativity. The difference is that in La Sophia the principles of ‘Sameness’ and
‘Difference’ are applied to his cosmogony, which maybe indicates a direct platonic
influence, while in Smysl Lyubvi the notions of ‘Sameness’ and ‘Difference’ could be
considered as the quality characteristics of sexual love, whose cosmic force (see La
Sophia)®? is disregarded in Smysl Lyubvi for the sake of the realization of the God-
human process (bogochelovechestvo).

Moreover, in La Sophia Soloviev attributes to the hypostasis of the Soul a
feminine character, which it is identified with Sophia. In particular, However, when
he describes her ‘fall’ in La Sophia, it seems like an early identification of Sophia
with the World Soul: «in her real or sensual multiplicity is an act, ideality is the
same, as well as spirituality is the essence of potency» [5, p. 55-62]. Apart from
Sophia’s theurgic tasks that they are quite obvious here, his reference to the notion of
potency may imply a connection to the World Soul, as we have already seen in the
entry of ‘potency’ in the Brockhaus and Ephron Encyclopedia.

In the same work, when he speaks of the historic process that follows the
cosmic one, he refers explicitly to the fact that man is inspirited by the World Soul
itself, not just by its action (the case of animals) but as a part of it. Here, he follows
the neoplanotic categorizaton of the souls (Soul-World Soul-individual souls) in
order to prove that an individual soul has an eternal element of the World Soul.
However, he states that the several conceptions of the Soul as elaborated by the
ancient philosophies are incomplete. By almost denouncing the conception of the
World Soul by the Greco-Roman philosophy, | do not think that he rejects it in total,
but it seems more like a criticism on the conception of the World Soul as an idea by
the classical world®®. Maybe this is the reason that makes him to speak of the
liberation of human self-consciousness and the gradual spiritualization of man
through which the actual historical process of mankind will start®,

61 Soloviev, Vladimir, Smysl Lyubvi, SS VII: 18-19.

62 \Vladimir Soloviev, La Sophia et les autres écrits frangais, 13.
63 Ibid. P. 156.

64 Ibid. P. 70.
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Pedepar

[Mapamieny ¢ Tpamunueid HEOINTATOHW3MA, UMEIOIINECS B PAaHHEM TBOPYECTBE
B.C. ConoBneBa, yxke paccMaTpUBAJIMCh HEKOTOPBIMH HccienoBarensMu. OmHako
pOJb, KOTOPYIO KOHKpETHBIE HeOoIUIaTOHMYecKue KoHuenmu ¢unocopun I[Ipokna
ceirpany mst ¢punocodekoro passutus B.C. ConoBbeBa, JoKHA OBITH pacCMOTpeHa
Oosee moapoOHO. B Hamrelr pabore mpeacTaBiieH CpaBHUTEILHBIA aHAIN3 TPpeX padoT
IIpokna («DaeMeHTHl Teonmoruw» [ZTolyelwolg Ogoloyikn], «Kommenrtapuii k
Anxusuany» | [0l eig tov AAkBLadny], «Kommenmapuii k Tumero» [ZxOMo.
elg Tiuowov]) u counnenuii B.C. Conosbena La Sophia u «Cublcn mo6B1», a Takxke
ero crarbu «lIpoki», HamucaHHOHM 11 «OHLUUKIONEIUYECKOIO  CIOBapsH»
®.A. bpokrayza, U.A. Epporna. B conocraBnennn ¢ ydenumem [Ipoxma B crarbe
MpOaHAM3UPOBAaHbl  BakHeimMe moHATUS —Quiaocopun  ConoBbeBa: 1100060,
Kocmudeckoe eouncmso 1 Muposas oywa.

IlepBas 4acTh HAIIEr0 HCCIEAOBAHMS TOCBSIICHA aHATU3Y EIWHCTBEHHOTO
counnenns B.C. ConoBbeBa, rie OH IpsSMO cchiiaeTcs Ha ¢uinocodputo Ilpokna, —
3TO ynomsiHyTas Bblie cTaTths «[Ipokm». B.C. ConoBbeB He HaXOAUIICS MO MPAMBIM
BiusaueM [Ipoxia. OfHAKO HAM yIAloCh OOHAPYXHTh HEKOTOpPHIC Mapajuleiv B
XapaKTepUCTUKE MBICIUTEISIMA (EeHOMEHa MUCTUIM3MA. B 1eoM COBEpIIEHHO
OYCBU/JHO, YTO MHCTHIIN3M ConoBbeBa 6J'II/I)KC K MNaHTEeu3My, I'IC MHAUBUAYAJIbHAA
JyllIa CIMBaeTcs ¢ GU3nIeckuM MUPOM. B 3TOM OTHOIIIEHHH OH OOJIBIIIE BCETO IEHUT
Muctuky IIpokna, e OOXKeCTBEHHas SHEPrusi M COBEPIICHCTBO HHUCXOIAT B
pa3yMHYI0 pealbHOCTh, COXpaHsSs CBOE MPEBOCXOJCTBO HAJ JIOTHUECKHUMU
CYIIECTBAMH.

Bo BTOpOi#t yacTH CTaThu MBI PACCMATPUBAEM KOCMHUECKUE MPHUHIUIBI B
«Qnementax teomorum» Ilpokiaa u B La Sophia ComosreBa. Harre uccnemoBamme
COCPEZIOTOYCHO Ha TIOHATUM nomenyuu, Kotopoe ConoBbeB, kKak u [Ipoku,
MPUITUCHIBAET JBYM moirocaM Obitust (Jlyxy m Matepun), a Takke Ha OTHOUICHHUSX
Mex1y mpou3BoAsimuM u npou3BoauMbeiM. B.C. ConoBbeB B counHeHun «Codusi»
YIOMHHAET 3TOT  OONMHA  NPHHIWIL,  XapaKTepu3ys  MHONCECHBEHHOCHD,
MOpOXAaeMyIo edurcmeom. PaccmarpuBas 3aBeplieHHME KOCMHYECKOrO Ipolecca,
CoJIOBBEB MEPEHOCUT 3TOT MPUHIMUI U Ha 0oJiee HU3KWUE YPOBHH, B YaCTHOCTH, Ha
CO3JIaHHE YeJIOBEYECKOr0 OpraHM3Ma, CaMOT0 COBEpPIICHHOTO M3 BCEX OPraHM3MOB.
Eme omHa TOYKa COMPUKOCHOBEHHSI MEXAY «JieMeHTaMu Teojoruw» [Ipokna u
La Sophia ComnoBbeBa — moHUMaHHe CBs3H Mexay MupoBoit /lymoll u 3HaHHEM,
KOTOPYIO ClIeJlyeT BKIIIOUUTH B Mapy KellaHHe—oOpalieHne. JTa CBSI3b OIMUCHIBACTCS
obounmu pustocohamMu Kak B3aMMHasl CBsI3b: 0€3 JKeJaHHs 00pallleHue HEBO3MOXKHO U
SABIISIETCSl OECCMBICTICHHBIM.

TpeThst 4acTh CTaThU MOCBSIICHA BO3MOXKHBIM TapajliesiM MEXIy Teopuei
mobBn B «KomMmentapunm k AnkuBuamy» | Ilpoknma m B «CMbICiie JIFOOBH»
ConoBbeBa. Hamr aHanmu3 cocpeloTOYeH Ha ABYX MOMEHTaX — MpOOIeMamuyecKom
acnexme 320 U meypeuueckou 3aoave a066u. B KoHIE 3TOI YacT COMOCTABISAETCS
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00>KeCTBEHHBI CUMBOJ MOOBU (A¢poouma) B TumHax [Ipokia ¢ cumBosnom Coghuu
B moa3uu ConoBbeBa. B cruxorBopenusix B.C. ConoBeeBa MBI OOHapyKHBaeM
BIUSHUE HEOIUIATOHWYECKON Teopun teyprum. llossmsa mns ¢ummocoda Opura
CPEICTBOM, C MOMOIIBIO KOTOPOTO B MO3THUYECKOM AYIEe pacKpbIBaeTCs BECh CMBICI
MUpO3/1aHusl (BHEIIHE — KaK KpacoTa NPHUpOJbl, BHYTpEHHE — Kak J000Bb). B
CTUXOTBOPEHUSX, MOCBAIICHHBIX TE€MaM Kpacomsl npupoosbi U a066u, COIOBHEB
BocIreBaeT BorniomeHue Cohun B 00’)KECTBEHHOM MHUPE.

B nocnenneit wactu cTathu comocTtaBiseTcs ydeHue o Muposou [lyuie
[Ipokna, nznoxenHoe B «Kommentapuu k Tumero», ¢ yuenueM o Mupogot [[yuie
CoJsioBbeBa, TMPEACTABICHHBIM B ero counHeHusx La Sophia u «Cwbicn mr00BU».
OcHOBHBIMH cocTaBisfoIIMMU  MupoBoit Jlymu sBisrores, corimacHo Ilmarony,
kauecTBa beitus, [TomoOus u Paszmuuwmsa. [lpokia AONOMHSET 3TH IUIATOHOBCKUE
(GyHIaMEHTaJIbHbIE KOCMHUYECKHUE MPUHLMIBI «IIPOMEKYTOUHBIMH 3BEHBSIMI».
[Tpokn yrBepkaaeT, uto «Paznmuune» u «[lomoOue» He MPUPAaBHUBAIOTCS K JACIUMBIM
W HeJICJMMBIM BHJAM OBITHSI COOTBETCTBEHHO. U 9TO MMEET CMBICI, MOCKOJIBKY CYTh
HEOIIATOHUYIECKON TOKTPUHBI B TOM, UTO «8ce 80 gcem» (hén kai pan). BoamMoxHO,
nBe cocrapistonme Muposoit Jymu, «[lomobue» u «Pasnmnume», u UX B3aMMOCBSI3b,
kotopyto Ilpokn momuepkuBan B «KommenTapuum k Tumero», mojapasyMeBaroTCs
ConoBbeBbIM. Eciin mpuHATH BO BHUMaHME IJIATOHOBCKOE MOoHMMaHue «llomoOus»
KaK €IMHCTBAa W HENPEPHIBHOCTH, a «Pazmuuusy — Kak pasnesieHust 1 000cobeHus,
TO, BO3MOXHO, IMOJIOBasi J1I000Bb Obuta st ColoBbEBa MPUMEPOM COBEPIIIEHHOTO
COI03a MEX]Ty BCEOOIIHOCTHIO U OTIIMYMTENbHON WHAWBUIYaTbHOCTBIO. KpoMme Toro,
3TO ObLT OCHOBHOW MPUHIKI ero MeTadusuku B counneHnn La Sophia: commkenne
YHMBEPCAJIbHOTO M WHIUBHIYaJIbHOTO WM I[IOHMMAaHHE YHHUBEPCAIbLHOCTH B
TEPMHHAX OTHOCHUTEIbHOCTH.



