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1. Purpose of this work 

   In the early 19th century Stallbaum in his commentary on the Alcibiades I (hereafter cited simply as 

the Alcibiades) already had to use strenuous philological argument to vindicate its authenticity against 

Schleiermacher and Ast
2
. Our dialogue is not entirely un-Platonic in style: the reply form alethe legeis, 

although slightly too frequent as in the so-called Plato‟s later dialogues, is yet used in reply to a 

question
3
. However, even Denyer‟s ingenious proposal today of dismissing the modern developmental 

view of Plato‟s thought in defense of its authenticity
4
 could not completely wipe off the dialogue‟s 

                                                   
I read the Japanese version of this work at the seventh conference of Philologica (Japan) held at the Japan Academy on 25th 

October 2008. 
1 For Proclus‟ commentaries on Plato‟s dialogues, I use the texts of Teubner‟s edition, A.Ph.Segonds‟ In Alc (Proclus, Sur le 
premier Alcibiade de Platon, 2 tms (Budé edition) 1985) and C. Steel‟s In Prm (Oxford, 2007-2008).  
2 G. Stallbaum. Platonis opera omnia. V-1, Gothae et Erfordiae, 18572: prolegomena 193-217; F.D.E. Schleiermacher. Über 

die Philosophie Platons. Hamburg, 1996: 319-326; W. Dobson. Schleiermacher’s Introductions to the Dialogues of Plato. 

London, 1836. (Reprint. 1973): 328-336; F. Ast. Platons Leben und Schriften, Leipzig, 1816: 435-441) [other rejectors: E. 
Zeller. Die Philosophie der Griechen. II 13 Berlin, 1875: 410ff; F. Susemihl (tr.) Platons Alkibiades I und II. Stuttgart, 1864; 

B. Jowett “Plato‟s Writings” in The Dialogues of Plato, 4 vols.: I xxiii-xlii; I.N. Madvig, Adversaria critica I, 402; I. Bruns 

Das literarische Porträt der Griechen. Berlin, 1896: 339; W. Lutosławski. The Origin and Growth of Plato’s Logic. London, 

1897: 196-198; H. Raeder. Platons philosophische Entwicklung. Leipzig 1905: 24-25; K. Praechter. Friedrich Ueberwegs 

Grundriß der Geschichte der Philosophie des Altertums. Berlin, 1920: 214; C. Ritter. Platon, 2 Bde, München, (I 1910;II 

1923), I 199; W.A. Heidel. Pseudo-Platonica,1896: 62 in Plato’s Euthyphro and Pseudo-Platonica, New York, 1976; U. v. 

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff. Platon. 2 Bde. Berlin, 19002: I 378 n1; H. Dittmar. Aischines von Sphettos. Berlin, 1912: 

163-174; W. Jaeger, Aristoteles, 1923: R. Robinson (tr.) Aristotle. Oxford,19482: 131 n1; A.E. Taylor. Plato: The Man and 

his Work. London, 1926: 522-526; P. Shorey. What Plato Said. Chicago, 1933: 652-656; R.S.Bluck “The Origin of the 

Greater Alcibiades”, CQ n.s. 3 (1953) 46-52; H. Thesleff, Studies in Platonic Chronology. Helsinki, 1972: 214-217; C. 

Kahn. Plato and the Socratic Dialogue: the Philosophical Use of a Literary Form. Cambridge, 1996: 19-23; C. Rowe, Plato 
and the Art of Philosophical Writing. Cambridge, 2007: 1 n1; other defenders: D. Tiedemann. Dialogorum Platonis 

Argumenta. Biponti, 1786: 130-139; W.G. Tennemann. Geschichte der Philosophie. 2er Bd. Leipzig, 1799: 218-219; J. 

Socher, Ueber Platons Schriften. München, 1820. 116, 122; K.F. Hermann, Geschichte und System der platonischen 

Philosophie, Heidelberg, 1839, 439-440; G. Grote, Plato and the Other Companions of Socrates. 3 vols. London, 1865: I 

331-342; 348-358; W.R.M. Lamb (tr.) Plato Charmides, Alcibiades I and II ….(Loeb) Cambridge, Mass.1927: 95-97; P. 

Friedländer. Platon II, Berlin 1964, 214-226; 331-335; M. Croiset, Platon. Œuvres completes. Tome 1. (Budé) Paris, 1920: 

49-53; G.R. Ledger. Re-Counting Plato. Oxford, 1989: 144; 168-169; non-committals: W.K.C. Guthrie. A History of Greek 

Philosophy. Vol. 4. Cambridge, 1975: 169 n. 2]. 
3 At Alc. 120a4, a8, e3, 135a3. See A. Taki, “A Chasm underneath the Smoothed Consensus: A Note on Plato‟s 

Idiosyncratic Use of .” 『東京大学西洋古典学研究室紀要』(The Bulletin of the Department of Classics, University 

of Tokyo)４（2008）pp. 83-93: n. 13. 
4 Denyer, N. Plato Alcibiades. Cambridge, 2001: 14-26 
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relative deviation from other Platonic dialogues in the tendency shown by a group of words in each 

dialogue only once or twice appearing in the Platonic corpus
5
. Despite its chequered recent history, 

many an ancient Plato reader respected the dialogue as authentic. Some Platonists even thought it the 

first to be read in their educational curriculum through Plato‟s works
6
. Among them the later 

Neoplatonic school after Iamblichus first left us the literature with which we can properly discuss their 

interpretative assumptions concerning their curriculum. Why could they pursue such a reading practice 

beginning with the Alcibiades and especially by choosing twelve dialogues as canonical for their 

curriculum
7
? How could they choose some and remove the others? Specifically, how did they dispose 

of what modern interpreters call “Socratic dialogues” or “aporetic dialogues”?  

   In what follows, I will enquire into the criteria by which they could establish their canonical works. 

As a matter of course, our task is to analyze their extant commentaries on their canonical works; and 

we have no other resources. However, I do not here focus on what they established from the canonical 

works but rather on their interpretative assumptions in their pursuit. Although their reading of the 

non-canonical dialogues may not be a main topic in their commentaries, I will discuss what is 

methodologically implied in their exegeses of the canonical works and thus how they read Socratic 

dialogues.  

   My main argument in this work is that Proclus reads every work of Plato‟s as „Socratic‟ in his sense, 

not ours, and that for, or along with, the Socraticizing reading of Plato‟s works Proclus, to say the least, 

clarifies Iamblichus‟ interpretative assumption, and thereby sees in every question-and-answer 

exchange Socrates‟ or „Socratics‟‟ interlocutors progressing in human perfection (teleiosis) and in the 

Iamblichan terms, their souls projecting Logos (logon proballein) from themselves. 

 

2. Resources for the aporetic dialogues in the Proclan corpus 

    Proclus refers to almost all of the so-called aporetic dialogues except the Hippias minor, but in 

those references, he does not propound how he reads parts, and the whole of, them
8
. Just once he 

                                                   
5
 The argument against the authenticity from hapax legomena, single use of a word in the Platonic corpus, can equally 

be counter-argued by the argument from the development in composition of Plato (Grote I 350), the author‟s 

versatility in composition, e.g., colourfulness in vocabulary (L. Campbell. The Sophistes and Politicus of Plato. 

Oxford, 1867: “General Introduction” i-xlv; “Platonic diction” in B. Jowett & L. Campbell, Plato’s Republic. 3 vols. 

Oxford, 1894: II 260-340), from the right single use in the right place (Stallbaum), and from the relativity in what is 

the Platonic style (Grote, I 350). Ast discusses mageia (122a), Zoroaster (122a), kreguos (111e), douloprepeia (135c); 

Stallbaum counter-argues by the author‟s versatility in vocabulary and single use of a word in the right place 

(285-286). Grote endorses the historical possibility of Plato‟s mentioning of Zoroaster (353 note f). Ritter, committed 

to the relative dating of composition by reply forms, however, does not discuss the substantive words in the dialogue 

(Untersuchungen über Plato, 89-90). The characteristics of the hapax and dis legomena in other dialogues, however, 

comparatively diminishes its authenticability (See Appendix). 
6
 Albinus, Eisagoge, 6 (Albinus, Introductio in Platonem. (Hermann, C.F. Plato Dialogi VI, (Teubner) [1853], pp. 

147-151); DL 3.62 
7
 Anonymous prolegomena to Platonic philosophy [= Prolegomena] (Westerink,.L.G. Amsterdam, 1962): 26; Procl. 

In Alc 11.12-13 
8
 Euthphr: Theol. Plat. 5.131-132; In Prm 986.1-986.6; In Cra 116.1-15; Crito: In Ti 1.80.11-15 Chrm: In Alc 
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mentions the subject-matter of the Gorgias
9
.  

    Apropos of Proclus‟ commentaries of the aporetic dialogues, the essay on Polemarchus‟ session in 

the Republic Book One, is mutilated in the manuscript of his commentary. Even the remaining part of 

the next essay on Thrasymachus‟ session does not concern Socrates‟ dialectic. Besides, Proclus‟ lost 

commentary on the Gorgias is for the present hard to reconstruct. First, Mettauer conjectures from 

Arethas‟ use of Proclus‟ and Olympiodorus‟ commentaries on the Alcibiades that Arethas‟ scholia on 

the Gorgias in MS E. D. Clarke 39 (Codex B), if they do not accord with Olympiodorus‟ commentary, 

come from Proclus‟ but he admits having no convincing argument for the conjecture
10

, which Greene 

follows with reservation
11

. Second, there has been found no trace of Proclus‟ commentary on the 

Gorgias in the extant manuscripts now scattered over Europe but supposed to have been copied in 

Arethas‟ scriptorium
12

. Third, considering the relatively low correspondence in the technical terms 

between Proclus‟ and Olympiodorus‟ commentaries on the Alcibiades
13

, it is less likely that Proclus‟ 

lost commentary on the Gorgias could be excavated in Olympiodorus‟ extant one. In fact, 

Olympiodprus, although referring to Proclus‟ commentary in his commentary on the Alcibiades, yet not 

even once does in his commentary on the Gorgias. Fourth, the extant scholia on Codex B, compared 

with Proclus‟ extant commentaries, lack what seems to be Proclus‟ devotion to pragma, that is, his 

philosophical enquiry relevant to the passage concerned. 

   Therefore, if modern readers go to Proclus for his line-by-line interpretation on the particular 

passage of the aporetic dialogues, they will get nowhere. However, not systematically but for a certain 

purpose required in the context of the commentary concerned, Proclus leaves a number of remarks on 

the interpretative way of Plato‟s works or on the classification of Socratic ways of conversation. 

Accordingly, if attentive to these remarks, one can reasonably enquire about Proclus‟ reading practice. 

   Michael Erler has already made such an attempt
14

. On the basis of Carlos Steel‟s work on Proclus‟ 

interpretation of aporia or no way-out in his commentary on the Parmenides
15

, Erler applied its results 

to the so-called aporetic dialogues. He argued that as in the Parmenides, Proclus would interpret aporia 

in the aporetic dialogues to be apparent, not genuine and, therefore, to be meant by Plato to be solved 

by finding a hidden key. I agree on Proclus‟ intention to read all Plato‟s dialogues on one and the same 

principle but I will here bring to light Proclus‟ further assumption in his intention. 

                                                                                                                                                                               
166.18-167.4; In Alc 185.12-17; La: In Alc 235.7-9; Ion: In R 1.182.26-183.9 Hp Mj: In Prm 988.15-22; Prt: Theol 
Plat 1.28-29; In Alc 252.19-253.7; In Ti 1.344; In Prm 655.6; Grg: in R 1.156-157; 2.103; In Cra 51; In Prm 655.6; 

Ly, In Prm 654.18-21; 989.17-18; Men: In R 1.33.3; R I, In Prm 655.6-7. 
9
 In R 1.156-157 

10 Mettauer, T. De Platonis Scoliorum Fontibus, Turici, 1880: 23. 
11

 Greene, W.C. Scholia Platonica. Haverford, PA., 1938. 
12

 Allen, T.W. “A Group of Ninth-Century Greek Manuscripts.” Journal of Philology 21 (1893) 48-55 
13 Indices, L.G. Westerink, Proclus Diadochus Commentary on the First Alcibiades of Plato. Amsterdam, 1954; id. 

Olympiodorus Commentary on the First Alcibiades of Plato, Amsterdam, 1982
2
. 

14
 Erler, M. “Platons Schriftkritik und der Sinn der Aporien im Parmenides nach Platon und Proklos.” in CNRS,  

Proclus ---- Lecteur et interprète, Paris, 1987: 155-163. 
15 Steel, C. “L‟anagogie par les apories.” in G. Boss & C. Steel, Proclus et son influence, Zürich, 1987: 101-128. 
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3. Proclus‟ reading assumption: every work of Plato‟s is Socratic. 

   In his commentaries on Plato‟s dialogues Proclus repeatedly argues for the single aim (skopos) of a 

dialogue by criticizing the previous interpretations and their methods
16

. Also he shows how one could 

understand Plato‟s thought in the Alcibiades by finding the aim of the dialogue
17

. Hence, one can 

imagine what interpretative method he could specifically have applied to the other canonical works. 

However, could we justifiably ask Proclus what is the skopos of a non-canonical dialogue such as the 

Laches? If not, is there no aim in aporetic dialogues for Proclus? From the aforementioned evidence on 

the aporetic dialogues we can guess that Proclus would say, “The skopos of the Hippias Major is on the 

beauty” but of the other non-canonical works, we do not exactly know what Proclus would say. Then, 

does Proclus hold any comprehensive principle for all Plato‟s works? I would say yes. From his 

remarks on Socrates and his dialectic, Proclus would have some reading assumption on which he can 

subsume non-canonical works under his philosophical system, I will discuss next. 

    Proclus mentions Socrates in statistically the highest frequency except for Plato. From the 

viewpoint of modern literary criticism, his exact reference to Socrates, not Plato, here and there in his 

commentaries on the dialogues seems of a highly critical mind to Plato‟s literary form. However, it may 

be a rather anachronistic mistake. Certainly, Proclus mostly, unlike other ancient readers, does not 

carelessly confuse Socrates with Plato, but his care is not about what concerns modern literary critiques. 

At least in the Parmenides commentary he is trying to find the historical Socrates‟ mind in Plato‟s 

representation
18

. A general remark on the literature of Socrates‟ trial in his Timaeus commentary 

endorses this purpose in reading Plato‟s dialogues
19

. Then, to what extent these remarks should be 

applied to his whole reading practice we must go on to see further from his remarks on Socrates‟ 

dialectic. 

    Proclus puts forward his classification of Socrates‟ dialectic
20

 in defending his and probably his 

Athenian predecessors‟ interpretation of the Parmenides
21

. The three subordinate classes, elenchos, 

                                                   
16

 In Alc 6, 7; In Prm 630; In Cra 1; In R1.5.1ff.; In Ti 1.1-4; for Iamblichus‟ enquiry about skopos of a dialogue, see 

Dillon, J. Iamblichi Chalcidiensis In Platonis Dialogos Commentariorum Fragmenta (= IF). Leiden, 1973: In Phd fr. 

1, 3-4; In Phdr fr. 1; In Phlb fr 1; In Ti fr. 1; for Olympiodorus‟ enquiry, see Olymp. In Alc 3-6; cf. Thrasyllus‟ 

epigraphe or sub-title at DL 3.49, 58-59, Procl. In R 1.8.11, Prolegomena 21-25 and for its historical and 

philosophical significance, H. Tarrant, Thrasyllan Platonism, Cornell UP, 1993. 
17

 In Alc 11-18 
18

 In Prm. 784.3-10; 988.23-26 
19

 In Tim 1.65 
20

 In Prm 652.21-656.11; 987.31-989.23 
21

As Proclus said in the Parmenides commentary, the aim of the dialogue, they interpret, is not mere logical practice, 

but on the theory of Forms (619.21-624.15; 630.26 ff.). Specifically, unlike their previous and contemporary 

interpreters, they see a maieutic discourse in an apparent refutative discourse in the first part of the dialogue 

(781.14-15; 838.15-25) and also a dialectic discourse in an apparent logical practice in the second part. For Proclus, 

both discourses are an enquiry for the truth: the former signals how to overcome the apparent puzzles arising from a 

physical understanding of participation; the latter concerns not only logical implications from contradictory 

hypotheses but also their truth. 
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practice (gymnasia), and a discourse by division or hypothesis, are collected under a single category, 

Socrates‟ dialectic. Modern Plato readers who see a philosophical development in Plato can readily 

blame Proclus for oversimplifying Plato‟s compositional differences in style and topic. Practiced 

readers would explain that Proclus is unjustifiably collating different types of discourse partly by 

superimposing over Socrates‟ refutation in aporetic dialogues a constructive idea amalgamated with 

different ideas in different contexts as seen in the Meno, Theaetetus and Sophist
22

. However, Proclus 

does not hesitate to see different types of discourse under a single aspect, Socrates‟ dialectic. As a result, 

in every work of Plato‟s he can observe the Socratic mind realising itself and Socrates‟ interlocutor 

progressing in the educational curriculum by dialectic. In the Proclan picture of the Platonic world, a 

single story is going on as if one and the same person, answering questions Socrates asks, were for the 

goal of human perfection being purified of „double ignorance‟ or pretended knowledge, then trained in 

examining the logical implications from each of a couple of contradictory hypotheses, and finally led 

up to the principle with no more hypothesizing required. 

   Another remark is a defense of Socrates‟ dialectic. Against what he regards as the Peripatetic 

criticism of dialectic Proclus secures a truth-finding capability for Socrates‟ dialectic
23

. He interprets 

some knowledge to be assumed in the criterion of Socrates‟ disavowal of knowledge in the Apology
24

. 

Specifically, he attributes to Socrates three kinds of knowledge: dialectic, truth-eliciting midwifery and 

the art of love
25

. Hence, dialectic is for Proclus a truth-finding process in a question-and-answer session. 

Even elenchus, as subclass of dialectic, is not a mere exposition of a contradiction in the victim‟s 

beliefs but a proof of the falsehood of a particular belief of the victim‟s. Gymnastic discourse is still not 

a mere practice of finding logical implications but a way of finding truth in some of the implications. 

Proclus‟ remarks are often not clear in such a crucial logical difference as that between inferential 

validity and truth values
26

. Furthermore, for his unifying interpretation of Plato‟s dialogues he simply 

sets aside Peripatetics‟ criticism of sophisms not unapplicable to Socrates and also skates over the 

distinction between agonistic and elenchos
27

. For all possible criticisms, Proclus collects Socrates‟ 

various interlocutors such as Callicles and Thrasymachus under the participants in Socrates‟ dialectical 

pursuit for the truth. Hence, surely he is putting forward a viewpoint from which one could subsume all 

the dialogues. However, why could Proclus indubiously see the intentions for the truth in every 

interlocutor of Socrates‟?  

                                                   
22

 Mn. 81a-86c; Tht. 148e-151d; Sph. 226a-231c  
23

 In Prm 653.2-3; 984.7-985.9; 989.1-23; In Cra 2. Aristotle distinguishes between a proof from a principle and a 

dialectical reasoning. Thus his dialecticians converse with their interlocutor without knowledge about what they 

discuss; they have recourse at most to common opinion. However, he leaves room for dialectical reasoning in his 

discussions on the first principle (Metaph 1004b.17 -1004b.26; APr 24a22-24b12; Top. 100a24-101a4; 105a.3-9; 

159a25-37; 161a16-b18; 163a29-b4; 164b8-15; SE 165a.38-166b.110; 169b.18-170a11; 171b.3-6; 183a37-b8).   
24

 De providentia et fato, 18, 48; cf. the fifth objection to New Academics, Prolegomena 10. 
25

 In Alc 27.16-30.4; cf. Prolegomena 11. 
26

 In Prm 654.1-10; 985.3-9. 
27

 In Alc 283-285; In Prm 987.15-22. 
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4. Iamblichus‟ interpretation of the third syllogism of the Alcibiades: the soul‟s intrinsic probole of 

Logos 

 

    If a monistic ontological system grades and evaluates what is, the ethical corollary will mostly 

follow that every human being does or should ascend up to the highest value. Whether the corollary 

describes a fact or issues a commandment makes a sheer difference. Proclus is not clear on this point. 

However, if from some time on he interpreted every passage of Plato‟s works, at least formally, in 

accordance with such an ethical corollary of his system
28

, there must interpretatively be assumed to be 

something consistently attributed to Socrates‟ interlocutor at the time of answering a question that 

endorses the corollary. Proclus does not discuss why he can justifiably do the unifying reading; 

however, Iamblichus‟ interpretation of the Alcibiades Proclus propounds suggests a key to his reading 

practice
29

. 

   Iamblichus, Proclus propounds, analyses the structure of the dialogue into ten arguments called 

syllogisms. Proclus‟ description of them, however, is not necessarily composed of premises and a 

conclusion. Hence, it is not clear why Iamblichus could logically conclude that the single aim or skopos 

of the dialogue is self-knowledge or why he could arrange the dialogue as the first in his Platonic 

curriculum.  

    Nor is Proclus‟ description of Iamblichus‟ third argument of the Alcibiades 112d-114e that in the 

question-and-answer exchange it is the one who answers, not the one who asks, a question that is the 

one who legei or speaks (In Alc Introduction 13, 15).  

   First, in the passage concerned the absolute use of the verb legein is clearly for the intelocutors in 

the original dialogue an elliptical description of legein hos or hoti, meaning affirmation (112e), but, as 

Proclus‟ commentaries suggests, what he means by the absolute use of legein varies among “affirm”, 

“utters” and perhaps as a result of intentional subtle semantical deviation, “produce Logos”
30

.  

   Second, another description at In Alc Introduction 15 is dubious in validity. The text goes, “The 

third argument showing that it is the one who answers a question that is the one who speaks (ton 

legonta) (1) makes clear the self-motion of the soul, (2) shows that the projections (probolai) of Logoi 

and learning are reminiscences (anamneses) and (3) does nothing but to turn toward himself or herself 

the one who is going to be perfected.” The inferential process of the third argument is not specified. 

Nor is the logical connection between the conclusion of the third argument and each of the three 

predications (1) to (3), although verbs implying logical inference are used. At In Alc 280-281, a related 

passage in the main body of the commentary, Proclus, qualifying, “If sufficiently pressed”, repeats that 

the conclusion of the third argument shows that learning is reminiscence, and he adds, “For that those 

                                                   
28

 Cf. In Alc 1-7. 
29

 In Alc 12-18. 
30

 In Alc 283-286, esp. 284.22-285.7, 286.9-12, 286.15-19. 
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who answer questions say everything themselves from themselves is a great tekmerion or proof
31

 of a 

circulated idea (dogma) that the souls project Logoi from themselves.” Proclus and Iamblichus 

apparently presuppose some particular deduction from the third argument‟s conclusion. Probably, 

Socrates‟ claim not to teach the slave boy in the Meno 85b-86c is ringing but neither of them logically 

proves how the respondent‟s utterance of fallible logoi, even if issued without being taught and even 

confidently, could be transformed into the soul‟s infallible projection of Logos.  

   One might imagine some filling-outs for the transformation
32

. However, if one considers 

Iamblichus‟ and Proclus‟ usage of the projection of Logos
33

, one can more reasonably guess the 

theoretical structure of the descriptions of the conclusion of the third argument. For Proclus, the 

nominal phrase probole of Logos is a definition of the effect of Socratic midwifery on the recipient
34

. 

Hence the second predication of the third argument implies that Iamblichus and Proclus will admit that 

what Socrates‟ interlocutor experiences in answering his questions in the Socratic midwifery session is 

learning the truth in the sense that they are retrieving Forms from his memory and in technical terms 

                                                   
31 “X is tekmerion of Y” in Proclus‟ usage means sometimes that X logically entails Y (e.g. In R 1.249.19; In Alc 
57.8) or that X is a token or symptom for Y (e.g. In Alc 99.12) but sometimes that the phenomenon of X corroborates 

the theory of Y (e.g. Hyp. 1.20.1; In Ti 1.403.12). 
32 For possible intermediate premises among Proclus‟ descriptions of the respondent, see the phrase logous gennan in 

his exposition of midwifery in the Theaetetus at In Alc 284.10-18 and the phrases ta apo psuches legein and ta apo ton 

adiastrophon ennoion apokrinesthai in his exposition of young boy‟s response in gymnastic practice at In Prm 

1036.30-1037.1 but he does not specify any logical proof for the transformation concerned. 
33 The noun phrase probole of Logos or Forms is used along with the verbal form Logos or Forms proballein in 

Simplicius, Proclus, Iamblichus and Valentinus cited by Irenaeus but not in Plato (for the colloquial phrase logon 
proballen, Symp 180c) Aristotle or Plotinus and not even in Procl. Inst. Th., where mainly prohodos is used. Proclus‟ 

usage is related in the wider context to some associated phrases: (1) logon proballein (i) a kind of colloquial 

periphrastic verbal phrase: Th. 6.92.5; Plutarch, De E apud Delphos 384.E.9-F.4; Greg.Nys. De sancto Theodoro 
46.741.14-15; cf. id. Contra Eunomium 1.1.63.4; Procl. In Prm 654.22 (ii) a Gnostic analogy of God‟s creation with 

male ejaculation or female delivery: Valentinus on John 1.1-8 (Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 1.1.1.22; 

1.1.18.3-1.1.18.9; cf. Osborn, E. Irenaeus of Lyons. Cambridge, 2001: 267ff probole = „emanatio‟); cf. Epiphanius, 

Haer. 1.263.17-20, 401.9-19, 426.2-9; Greg. Naz. Orat. 7.12 (iii) a sensation in analogy with female delivery: Ps.-Gal. 

Ad Gaurum … 14.1-2; (2) sperma -ballein (i) [agr.] seed-sowing: Xen. Oec. 17.11.2-3 (ii) [med.] insemination: Gal. 

de sem. 4.516 ; (3) logon -speirein (i) a colloquial phrase for the dissemination of a rumour or story: Ar. Ranae 1206; 

(ii) the dissemination of teaching: NT Mk 4.14; Mt 13.19; Lk 8.11; cf. Mk 4.26-9；OT Is. 55.10-11. However, the 

origin of the Logos theory assumed in Proclus‟ and Iamblichus‟ phrase can be traced to many sources but is hard to 

identify with any specific one: (1) Plotinus, e.g. Enn. 3.5.9.19; (2) Plato Tht. 150b, d; Phdr. 276e-277a; R. VI 490b; 

517c (Dover, K.J. ad loc. Symp. 206d6 (Plato Symposium, Cambridge, 1980)); (3) Aristoteles Metaph. 1044a32-b15; 

(4) Justinus and Irenaeus (Osborn, op.cit. 162-167); (5) Thrasyllus (Porphyrius, In Ptolemaii Harmonica, 12 (Tarrant, 

H. Thrasyllan Platonism. Cornell UP, 1993. esp. ch. 5 108-147.); (6) Judaism in Alexandria (Philo Jud. e.g. de agr. 

16-17 (Morris ”The Jewish Philosopher Philo” in E. Schürer. The History of the Jewish People in the age of Christ. 4 

vols. Edinburgh, 1987: III.2 809-889）) or Palestina (Rabbinic literature; cf. Bietenhard, H.v. “Logos-Theologie im 

Rabbinat. Ein Beitrag zur Lehre vom Worte Gottes im rabbinischen Schrifttum” ANRW II 19.2(1979) 580-618: 

“Gottesrede(dibbur)” = “Wesenheit” = “Person” (615)); (7) Stoic “logos spermatikos” Chrysippus, SVF 2.885.13, 

911.7, 986.3; (8) Heraclitus DK A8, B31; (9) Archytas, On intellect and sensation (Stobaeus, 1.48.6) (10) 

Brahmanism: Rg Veda 10.129; Ch.Up. 5.3-10 (cf. Buddhism: “ālayavijñāna (the subconscious fundamental knowing 

mind) = sarvabījakam (the thing which contains all the seeds of knowledge)” Vasubandhu, 

Trimśikā-vijnaptimātratāsiddhi, 2; Chinese philosophy: Laozi, Daodejing 6 „玄牝‟ the primordial Cow as a symbol 

for creation; Zhu Xi „理‟ = a metaphysical mediate universal reason). 
34

 In Alc 8-9, 28-29; In Prm 653.6-14; cf. Iamblichus, Comm. Math. 11.20-22.  
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that the soul is projecting Logos. Furthermore, interchangeably with eide proballein (to project 

Forms)
35

, they use the verbal phrase logon proballein (to project Logos), in the context of the universal 

soul‟s creation
36

 and the individual soul‟s reminiscence
37

, discursive reasoning in mathematics
38

, and 

perception
39

. Therefore, although neither Iamblichus nor Proclus explains what the projection of Logos 

is, they do not deduce from the conclusion of the third argument the three apparent implications, but, as 

if in the form of an explanatory reasoning such as the reasoning that an apple falls because universal 

gravitation is working, they are aiming to suggest a theory of the soul explaining the answerer‟s 

initiative. 

    If this interpretation is right, Iamblichus has had a comprehensive theory of the soul‟s activities 

explaining each activity of the universal and individual soul in the technical term “project Logos”. The 

crux of this theory is not how to describe the soul‟s motion physically but how to explain our world 

including ordinary physical or mental phenomena: the soul‟s intrinsic application of the discarnately 

acquired knowledge to the effects of an apparently extrinsic objects on the soul. In other words, 

Iamblichus‟ theory of the soul explains every phenomenon in the world by the universal or individual 

soul‟s intrinsic activity of creation. Therefore, in interpreting the third argument of the Alcibiades, 

Iamblichus suggests that the soul‟s universal activity can be seen in Socrates‟ interlocutors at a 

question-and-answer session. Therefore, such underlying potentiality can be the key to unifying Plato‟s 

dialogues under Socrates‟ dialectic. 

 

5. Proclus‟ Development of the Iamblichan Interpretation of Plato‟s Dialogues 

   To what extent Iamblichus applies his theory of the soul‟s universal activity to the reading 

line-by-line of each dialogue and especially Socrates‟ elenchos in the aporetic dialogues we do not 

know. Since the soul‟s activity is universal in his theory, Iamblichus could apply it to every answer of 

Socrates‟ interlocutors if it arises intrinsically from their souls. However, there exists no evidence for 

his further application. In contrast, Proclus points in that direction to three pieces of evidence. First, 

Proclus connects the universal soul‟s activity with the individual soul‟s, especially applicable when it 

undergoes elenchos
40

. Second, Proclus admits that the souls in Socrates‟ adversaries undergoing 

                                                   
35

 in Alc 191.12-192.14; Im Prm 789.19-20, 896.24-26, 987.10-11; in Ti 1.102.29-103.4; In Euc 13.6-13, 56.15-16; cf. 

Simplicius, In de An 11.166.5-9;11.192.12-20; Porphyrius, In Ptolemaii Harmonica 12; cf. for logos as the formular 

of the causal form (eidos), Arist. Ph. 194b26-27, Metaph. 996b8, 1039b20-23, 1044a32-b15. 
36

 For Iamblichus, Simplicius, in Ph 9.786.11-22; Iamblichus, In Tim fr. 58, 59 (Dillon, IF. 1973)(fr. 58 = Procl. in Ti 
2.306.1-5, fr. 59 = Procl. in Ti 2.309.23-29; for Proclus, Procl. In Prm 894.26-895.1; cf. Syrianus, In Metaph. 

26.33-37. 
37

 in R 2.95.2-4, 2.350.17-21; in Ti 1.446.23-29; cf. Porphyrius, Sententiae ad intelligibilia ducentes, 29.1-15. 
38

 Iamblichus, Comm. Math. 11.20-22 (cf. P. Merlan. From Platonism to Neoplatonism. The Hague, 1975
3
: 11-33); 

Proclus, in Euc 44-47; 78.8-79.2. 
39

 Iamblichus, de An (Stobaeus 1.48.8.6-9); Proclus, in Ti., 1.248.29-250.11; cf. Simplicius, In de An 11.128.28-29, 

11.138.13-15, 11.189.33-190.1, 11.192.35-11.193.1311.225.28-29. 
40

 In Prm 894.26-895.1; in Ti 3.340-341 
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elenchos are intending for the truth
41

. Even if they are not convinced, Proclus emphasizes, they will 

progress in another life: they are not aware of their own souls‟ activity. Third, in his commentaries on 

the Iamblichan third argument of the Alcibiades, unlike Olympiodorus on the same passage
42

, Proclus 

argues that the one who asks a question concerning the conclusion of a given argument, although he 

offers new information in the context and thus seems to affirm the embodied proposition, still does not 

make a committment
43

. Therefore, Proclus contributes more than Iamblichus to a unifying 

interpretation of Plato‟s works, thus arguably applying Iamblichus‟ theory of the soul‟s activity even to 

the scene of Socrates‟ elenchos. 

    Proclus‟ remarks concerning his interpretative way have now led us to see him developing 

Iamblichus‟ interpretation of the Alcibiades and suggesting that readers should view the whole of 

Plato‟s works under the aspect of the Socratic mind. From this viewpoint we can also see that Proclus is 

historically sharing with skeptical readers of Plato
44

 the dismissal of Socrates‟ commitment in dialectic 

to the proposition embodied in his question and yet securing Socrates not suspense of judgement, as 

skeptics do, but pursuit for the truth on the theory of the soul‟s projection of Logos. 

    However, some serious problems arise from Proclus‟ picture of Plato‟s works. First, if retrieving 

prenately acquired knowledge is explained as the soul‟s projection of Logos, and if a false opinion is 

failure in this retrieval, a false opinion must be explained as the denial of the soul‟s projection of Logos, 

but this projection is the undeniable universal law in the universe for Proclus. Furthermore, even if a 

false opinion is instead explained as unawareness of the soul‟s projecting Logos, how could simple 

ignorance be explained? If the theory explained that simple ignorance is simple unawareness whereas a 

false opinion is double unawareness, the false-opinion holder, if purified, must be aware of his or her 

double unaware selves and the soul. Then, we should have a multiplex single self or multiplied selves 

with the soul or, to be more exact, a most immediate self must observe other mediated multipliable 

selves and the soul. If so, according to how much deviated from the soul‟s probole the most immediate 

self is the truth also would be multiplied and graded. Second, for Proclus, our soul‟s initiative is a 

priority over anything else and Socrates, if per se (kath’ heauton)
45

, conducts dialectic by himself as 

well. If so, for our perfection we need not talk with Socrates. If the respondent alone has the 

opportunity to be aware of his soul‟s projecting Logos, how about Socrates? If Socrates had, as is due 

with his midwifery, no such opportunity, how could he ask a question and train himself as theorist of 

Forms? I do not know how Proclus will address these problems, but so far we cannot know whether he 

would have intended to write commentaries on non-canonical dialogues and specify how Socrates‟ 

adversaries such as Thrasymachus and Callicles come to know themselves, whether in person or in the 

soul. 

                                                   
41

 In Alc 90.3-12, 277.5-278.7, 279.21-280.23. 
42 Olymp. In Alc 98.8-104.2. 
43

 In Alc.285.20-286.22; cf. Prolegomena 10 ibid. 
44 Cicero, Off. 1.2, 2.7; Luc. 2.64-71,74; Ac. 1.45, 46; TD 5.10, 11; de Orat. 3.67-68; ND1.1, 11; Inv. 52-54. 
45 In Prm 655.9, 656,5. 
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Appendix: hapax and dis legomena in the Alicibiades and Euthyphro (Other authors‟ use is shown in the round 

bracket with the number of appearances.) 

 

1-(i) 28 hapax legomena in the Alcibiades 

(Arist. 1; Posidon. 1; Ath. 2; Gal. 4; derivative words: Hp.. 4 );  (Hp. 4; Arist. 

1; Polyb. 1; Ph. 12; DL 1; Plu. 7; Ath. 4; Ph. 10; Gal. 71); (Th. 6; E. 1; X. 4); (E. 1; Plu. 

4; Ath. 4; Ph. 1; Gal. 1); (Arist. 2, Chrysipp. 1, Ph. 1, J. 2, Epict. 1, passim in Patristic writers); 

 (Hdt. 1; X. 2; Plu. 4; Ath. 2; Ph. 17; Gal. 1); (Plu. 3, Paus. 1); 

 (Lg )  (Clem. Rom. 2; Clem. Alex. 1); (A. 1; X. 

5, Isoc. 2);  (place name); Z (Souda s.v. Antisthenes, Democritus through Eusebius, Arist. 2 

(DL 1.8), Theopomp. 1, Plu. 6; Clem. Alex. 6; DL 3; Porphy. 5; AD 4C 12 times; Procl. in R 9 times)(The 5th century 

historian Xanthus refers to Zoroaster (fr. 29, K. Müller. Fragmenta historicorum Graecorum. Paris, 1853); Xenophon, 

using magos 12 times, alludes to Zoroastrianism in his Cyropaideia (8.3.11) but never refers to Zoroaster.); 

(A. 1, Antiph. 1, X. 1, D. 1); (Hom. 3, Hes.1, A. 4, Hdt. 1, Parm. 1, Callimach. 3); 

 (Hom. 1, Hp. 2, Theocr. 3);  ( R 572e)(Gorg. 1, Arist. 1, Thoph. 1, Chrysipp. 1, Plu. 2) ; 

( passim in Plato)  (Hom. 69, Pindar. 1); (Plato 

comic 2); (Th. 2, Ar. 9, Arist. 12, Ph. 1 many other authors); (Isoc. 4, Ar. 2, X. 3, Arist. 

2);  (E. 4; S. 2, X. 4, Ar. 1, Plu. 7); (Hes. 1, Hdt. 1, X. 3, Hp. 7, Arist. 9); 

(Lg  );  (Plu. 3; Porphy. 1); 

(Th. 2, Andoc. 3, X. 2) 

1-(ii) 15 dis legomena in the Alcibiades 

 Cra. 420c6 (A.1, E.1, Th.2, Isoc. 1) (  R 437c8);  Sym 197d7 (E. 2, X. 2); 

 Mnx 240a1 (A. 6, E. 7, Th. 27, Isoc. 3);  Ep 323a4 (X. 7, D. 4) ( 4 other compounds 

in Plato);  Lys 260e5 (Arist. 1);  (Hdt. 1, X. 1)(  Lys 223a7); 

Lg 942d4 (Chrysipp. 1, Aristoph. gramm. 1)( R 333a6);  Chrm 154d2 (A. 2, S. 1, 

E. 1, Ar. 4, X. 1) ;  Phdr 260d1; Thg 124a6 (A. 2, E. 5, R. 3, X. 3);  Sym 194b1 (Isoc. 

3, Hdt. 2, Antiph. 1, D. 1)(  Lys 210d7);  R 353a1 (Ar. 1, Hp. 1);  Phdr 258b7 

(A. 2, Th. 3, E. 1, Ar. 2);  Tht 149a2 

 

2-(i) 14 hapax legomena in the Euthyphro 

 Demod 386b6, b8 Hom. 1, Pindar. 2, A. 4, Th. 2, X. 3, Lys. 3, D. 6); ( : 

A. 1, S. 1, Lys.1);  (Crito ) (Isoc. 1, Posidon. 1, Plu. 1, Iamb. 1); (X. 5, 

Arist. 2, Plu. 25); (Euthd, Menex, R )(Callimach. 1, Gal. 1); 

(X. 1) (  Hom. 1, A. 1, E. 3, X. 19); (A. 1, S. 3, 

E. 2, Arist. 7); (proper name); (Lucian. 1, Heliod. 1); (Hp. 2, D. 7, 

Arist. 5, Thphr. 8, Eucl.1); (S.E. 4, Clem. Alex. 1); (Hom. 5, X. 12, Th. 7, Isoc. 1, S. 1, Ar. 7) 

2-(ii) 16 dis legomena in the Euthyphro 

Lg 801a9 (Hdt. 3, Th. 1, Isoc. 1, Antiph. 3);  Ti 38a3 ( passim);  

Lg. 938a2 (Hdt. 1, Arist. 1);  Phdr 266a5 (Ar. 1, Polyb. 1);  Prt 328e5 (Polyb. 1, Dio. Hal. 

1, Plu. 1);  Phdr 253d5 (Hdt. 1, Arist.2);  Lg. 944b3 (D. 1, Arist. 1);  Ti 4 times 

(Antiph. 1, Arist. 24); ,  Lg 6 times (Ar. 3, X. 5, D. 1, Arist. 6); 

 Ti 85a31 (Isoc. 1, Hecat. 1, Ph. 1, Diod. Sic. 2);  Lg 868e4 (Hdt. 2, X. 3, Dinarch. 

1);  Pl. 290a4 (Hom. 1, Hes. 1, Th. 1, Arist. 6);  La 200d7, e2 (X. 6, Arist. 1);  

Lg 868d3, e11 (E. 1, Ph. 1);  Crit 118d7 (Hom. 38, E. 6, S. 1, Th. 15, X. 37) 
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