

1
Gabrielle Mooney 1905543		page
[image: Text

Description automatically generated]


Postgraduate/Distance Learning 
Assignment coversheet & feedback form

THIS SHEET MUST BE THE FIRST PAGE OF THE ASSIGNMENT YOU ARE SUBMITTING  (DO NOT SEND AS A SEPARATE FILE)

	For completion by the student:

	Student Name: Gabrielle Joanne Mooney


	Module code: HPCA7013

Module title: COSMOLOGY, MAGIC AND DIVINATION

	Student ID number:
1905543
	Educational support needs:
Yes/No

	Module tutor: Drs Dorian Greenbaum, Crystal Addey and Dawn Collins


Assignment due date: 29/03/21. (extended deadline)

	If your module has multiple submissions please indicate which piece of work this is.

[bookmark: Check13][bookmark: Check14][bookmark: Check15][bookmark: Check16][bookmark: Check17][bookmark: Check18]1st |X|    2nd  |_|     3rd  |_|      4th |_|      5th |_|      6th |_|

	I confirm that this is my original work and that I have adhered to the University policy on plagiarism.
Signed ……Gabrielle Mooney………
Email submission: if you are submitting this form via email, please tick this box □
(as a substitute for your signature) to confirm that you agree to the above declaration.

	
Assignment Mark
	
1st Marker’s Provisional mark
	

	
2nd Marker’s/Moderator’s provisional mark
	

	Agreed Internal Mark: 

	

	
External Examiner’s mark (if relevant)
	

	
Final Mark

	



NB.  All marks are provisional until confirmed by the Final Examination Board.




For completion by Marker 1 :
Comments:


	Marker’s signature:
	Date:

	
For completion by Marker 2/Moderator:

Comments:




	Marker’s Signature:
	Date:

	AGREED INTERNAL MARK (where necessary):

Comment on process of arriving at agreed mark:









	External Examiner’s comments (if relevant)








	External Examiner’s Signature:
	Date:





A Critical Review of Iamblichus’ Arguments for Divination in De Mysteriis

Word count: 2169

This essay is a critical review of the arguments for divination given in the ancient text known as De Mysteriis.[footnoteRef:1] De Mysteriis was written by Iamblichus, the philosopher, between 280 and 305 C.E.[footnoteRef:2]  It was most likely written in Apamea (in Syria) where Iamblichus, who had been born in Chalcis, had established a school of Platonic philosophy.[footnoteRef:3]    [1:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis): Books 1 and 3: Emma C. Clarke, John M. Dillon and J.P. Hershbell (eds.), Iamblichus: On the Mysteries, Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003.]  [2:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis): Emma C. Clarke, John M. Dillon and J.P. Hershbell (eds.), Introduction, p. xxvii.]  [3:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis): Introduction, pp. xxii-xxiii.] 


Iamblichus wrote De Mysteriis as a response and a refutation of another work – Porphyry’s Letter to Anebo – which was an attack on theurgy and probably focused on Iamblichus and what he believed.[footnoteRef:4]   Gregory Shaw contextualises the role Iamblichus had in the development of the Platonic tradition.[footnoteRef:5] He notes the major impact Iamblichus had by introducing the concept of ‘theurgy’ to the philosophy.[footnoteRef:6]  Iamblichus introduced Egyptian and Chaldean rites and rituals to the intellectual enquiry and teaching in his school – these he termed ‘theurgy’ and described them as divine acts or the workings of the Gods.[footnoteRef:7] Crystal Addey has argued that the core concern of the theurgist – one practicing theurgy – is to raise their soul to divinity, ‘to attain union with the gods.’[footnoteRef:8] [4:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis): Introduction, pp. xxii and n.30.]  [5:  Gregory Shaw, “Theurgy: Rituals of Unification in the Neoplatonism of Iamblichus”, Traditio 1985, Vol. 41 (1985), p.1.]  [6:  Shaw, Theurgy: Rituals of Unification, p.1]  [7:  Shaw, Theurgy: Rituals of Unification, p.1]  [8:  Crystal Addey “Oracles, Dreams and Astrology in Iamblichus’ De mysteriis,” in P. Curry and A. Voss (eds.) (2007), Seeing with Different Eyes: Essays in Astrology and Divination, Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, p.35.
] 


This is an important when considering Iamblichus’ views and defence of divination in De Mysteriis. Iamblichus repeatedly returns to the agency of the Gods as key in truthful or real divination.[footnoteRef:9]  It can be argued that one point of theurgy is to facilitate or engender the correct circumstances in which the God-given divination can occur.[footnoteRef:10] [9:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.7:24-25 (p.135)]  [10:  Polymnia Athanassiadi, “Dreams, Theurgy and Freelance Divination: The Testimony of Iamblichus” The Journal of Roman Studies, Vol. 83 (1993), p.119.] 


Addey notes that the current title of Iamblichus’ work – De Mysteriis Aegyptorium, Chaldaeorum, Assyrioum – was applied by Marsilio Ficino and that the original title is The Reply of the Master Abammon to the Letter of Porphyry to Anebo, and the Solutions to the Questions it Contains.[footnoteRef:11] This is worth stating as it conveniently situates Iamblichus’ (and Porphyry’s though only fragments of that survive) work firmly in the Platonic tradition of Socratic method – a co-operative, argumentative dialogue grounded in asking and answering questions.[footnoteRef:12]  In De Mysteriis, the method is obvious as Iamblichus helpfully quotes from Porphyry’s letter in order to craft his rebuttal of the latter’s argument.[footnoteRef:13]  The fact that Iamblichus chooses to use a pseudonym of an ‘Egyptian priest’ perhaps was his of way of pointing to a reverence for the Egyptian sources of the ritual framework although this has been disputed by Clarke and others[footnoteRef:14]. [11:  Addey, Oracles, Dreams and Astrology, p.36 and n.4]  [12:  Charles H. Kahn, “Sōkratikoi logoi: the literary and intellectual background of Plato's work,” in Plato and the Socratic Dialogue: The Philosophical Use of a Literary Form. (1997) Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 1–2.]  [13:  e.g. Iamblichus, III.20, (pp.169-171)]  [14:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis): Introduction, pp. xxxiii-xxxvii.
] 


Iamblichus’ arguments for the nature of divination are found mainly in Book 3 of De Mysteriis.  He begins with considering Porphyry’s need to know ‘“what happens in predicting the future,”’[footnoteRef:15] and challenges prevailing notions of where divine signs originate.  The tone from the beginning is robust and occasionally hectoring.[footnoteRef:16]  Divination is not something that comes into existence like a natural change and it does not behave like one; and he is adamant that it is not an invented product or artefact acquired through practice of techniques, or is at all a human achievement.[footnoteRef:17]  Instead, Iamblichus anchors divination as a gift of the Gods: [15:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.1:2 (p.119)]  [16:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.1:3-7 (p.119)]  [17:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.1:6-9 (p.119)] 

…all of its supreme power belongs to the gods, and is bestowed by the gods... All else is subordinate, instrumental to the gift of foreknowledge sent down by the gods.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.1 20-27 (p.119)] 


Peter Struck has commented upon the negativity of the rhetoric, calling it the most striking aspect of lamblichus' ideas on mantike (i.e. divination).[footnoteRef:19] Iamblichus insists that those who have attempted to explain divination via human nature, or by physical aspects of the cosmos, local environments or atmosphere have been misguided. [footnoteRef:20] [19:  Peter T. Struck, “Iamblichus on Divination: Divine Power and Human Intuition,” in Viltanioti, I. & Marmodoro, A. (eds.) (2017), Divine Powers in Late Antiquity, p.81.]  [20:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.1:27-34 (p.119-121)] 
•


Then, in a novel departure from his predecessors according to Struck[footnoteRef:21] although Addey notes it is based on traditional concepts[footnoteRef:22], Iamblichus divides divination into two categories. Addey records these as ‘inspired’ and ‘inductive’.[footnoteRef:23] For Iamblichus, the inspired version – which includes oracles and possession -  is the ‘true’ or ‘divine’ one whereas the ‘inductive’ – which is enmeshed in the material world and includes aspects such as augury or haruspicy – cannot be considered to be authentic[footnoteRef:24]. [21:  Struck, Iamblichus on Divination, p.81.]  [22:  Addey, Oracles, Dreams and Astrology, p.36.]  [23:  Addey, Oracles, Dreams and Astrology, p.36.]  [24:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.8:1-19 (p.137)] 


In this way Iamblichus creates a model of ‘legitimate vs. illegitimate forms of divinatory insight’[footnoteRef:25], allowing him to use the framework of theurgy to underpin and bolster his notion of 'true divination'[footnoteRef:26].  Using the model, Iamblichus turns to different kinds of practice that could be considered to have divinatory aspects, addressing Porphyry’s questions as he proceeds, and unfailingly comparing his theurgic view of divination as superior to any other.[footnoteRef:27] Examining dreams – the first inspirational type - he makes a distinction between divine from human.  The latter can sometimes hint at true things about the future, but  ‘in many cases…fail to attain reality’.[footnoteRef:28]  [25:  Struck, Iamblichus on Divination, p.81.]  [26:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.20:27-46 (p.171)]  [27:  e.g. Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.2: (p.121-123)]  [28:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.2: 9-11 (p.121-123)] 


In contrast, divine dreams don’t emerge with sleep, but at the stage between sleep and waking when the intellect is becoming active.[footnoteRef:29]  Iamblichus wants to forefront that inspired divination via dreams is not coming from any ‘lower’ aspect of mind, but the result of a union between the highest part with the divine.[footnoteRef:30] He describes examples of what might happen when this connection occurs, e.g. ‘an intangible and incorporeal spirit encircles those lying down,’ and notes even that divine dreams have nothing to do with ‘sleep’: ‘These dreams, then, being numerous and quite different, do not resemble anything human…all of these are divine and fit for the reception of the Gods.'[footnoteRef:31] Thus, divine dreams provide the pathway for the agency of the Gods to deliver the messages of inspired divination. [29:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.2: 15 (p.123)]  [30:  Struck, Iamblichus on Divination, p.82.]  [31:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.2: 31ff (p.123)
] 


Next, in response to Porphyry’s question about those that experience divination via possession or through oracles[footnoteRef:32], Iamblichus applies a similar distinction, at pains to show the signs of real possession in contrast to types of ‘frenzy’ that can arise from human emotions, such as melancholy and passion,[footnoteRef:33] or that inculcated by music or dancing.[footnoteRef:34] The truly possessed are unaffected by any physical pleasures or pains.[footnoteRef:35] [32:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.4: 4-9 (p.129)]  [33:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.8 (p.137)]  [34:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.9 (p.139)]  [35:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.4: 21-36 (p.129)] 

Instead, they have ‘no consciousness of themselves…but they exchange their life for another more divine…by which they are inspired.’[footnoteRef:36] Whereas those experiencing a bodily frenzy, if they attempt appeal to and engage with the divinities, any signs given or seen are compromised for ‘they are ignorant of the whole of divine inspiration, which is hidden in obscurity’.[footnoteRef:37]  [36:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.4: 35-36 (p.129)]  [37:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.6: 10-16 (p.133)] 


Iamblichus links the fact that inspiration by possession can have different characteristics to the notion that possession by the gods can be at different levels of intensity, e.g. it can be a participation, a communion or even a union.[footnoteRef:38] This notion aligns perfectly with his concept of theurgy, and also highlights that it is the divinity that controls the intensity of the connection.   [38:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.5: 10-12 (p.131)] 



Addey comments that in the case of oracles, Iamblichus’ divination framework is particularly clear.[footnoteRef:39] Using some famous oracles – e.g. the Clarian Apollo at Collophon and the Pythia at Delphi – Iamblichus argues against the divinatory power being connected with a particular place or atmosphere or that, for example, it is owing to some inherent power of a substance that is used at the site of an oracle.[footnoteRef:40] Rather, considering the prophetess of Delphi, she ‘gives herself absolutely to the divine spirit, and is illuminated by the ray of divine fire’.[footnoteRef:41] Part of process in being the oracle is to perform the correct preparations in order to be receptive for/to the god.[footnoteRef:42] Iamblichus’ believes that such preparation can (will?) ‘invoke’ the god.  That is easy to confuse with Porphyry’s assertion that the divine can be called down, something that Iamblichus rejects[footnoteRef:43].  Again, this appears to be a question of agency and its direction – the priestess at Delphi is filled with ‘divine, unwavering oracular power’.[footnoteRef:44] So, as Struck notes, true divination is purely divine, on a higher plane and removed from the material world[footnoteRef:45]. [39:  Addey, Oracles, Dreams and Astrology, p.41.]  [40:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.10, III.11 (pp.143-147)]  [41:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.11:51-52 (p.147)]  [42:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.11:62-68 (p.149)]  [43:  Athanassiadi, Dreams, Theurgy and Freelance Divination, p.128: Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.30.(p.195)]  [44:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.11:60 (p.149)]  [45:  Struck, Iamblichus on Divination, p.83] 


As Addey states, inductive divination is completely different from the inspired kind.[footnoteRef:46] Iamblichus attributes inductive divination to being a human endeavour, the practice of a technical skill, and it is one that he dismissively declares ‘partakes largely of guessing and supposition’.[footnoteRef:47] [46:  Addey, Oracles, Dreams and Astrology, p.37.]  [47:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.15: 2-3 (p.157)] 

Iamblichus explains the action of inductive divination to the presence of signs in the material aspects that are being used for divining.  These signs, for example in entrails, birds or in astrology, are inculcated or illuminated in nature by the gods (or by the agency of those daemons involved with creation).[footnoteRef:48] In that, the signs themselves are divine or semi-divine.  Iamblichus believes the process involves one of sympatheia – a concept developed from the idea that the cosmos is a single, living being, with everything within it connected and related through sympathy and likeness.[footnoteRef:49] Certain signs will be in a consistent pattern of appearance and/or action with others and so, with the application of the right technique, inferences could be made.[footnoteRef:50] Iamblichus emphasizes the human interaction and interpretation needed to do that, implying the potential unreliability involved.[footnoteRef:51]Moreover, because of the intermediary aspects of the signs – the fact they are embedded in nature and perhaps the fact they are mediated through the actions of a creative daemon – Iamblichus concludes a less than positive view of human interpretaton of the sympatheia, ruling out that what is revealed can be true or divine knowledge.[footnoteRef:52] However, it is worth noting that in relation to astrology, Iamblichus believes, as with dreams, that it can be both inspired and inductive. [footnoteRef:53]His argument is given in Book IX of De Mysteriis but in an oblique way in reference to what was known as the personal daemon – the semi-divine being that acted as a guiding spirit for an individual – and in answer to Porphyry’s question as to whether it could be discovered through the “master of the house”, that is the ruler of the natal astrological chart.[footnoteRef:54] [48:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.16:1-15 (p.159); Addey, Oracles, Dreams and Astrology, p.37.]  [49:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.16:24-27 (p.159); Addey, Oracles, Dreams and Astrology, p.37]  [50:  Struck, Iamblichus on Divination, p.84]  [51:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.15:8-10 (p.157)]  [52:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.22:40-46 (p.177)]  [53:  Addey, Oracles, Dreams and Astrology, p.47.
]  [54:  Addey, Oracles, Dreams and Astrology, p.47; Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), IX.2:1ff (p.327)] 


In a later book, he asserts once more the primacy of inspired or true divination:
	Therefore, since such a mode of divination [that is inductive] is entirely different
	from the mode which is divine…it has the power to predict only trifling and
	everyday events.[footnoteRef:55]  [55:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), VI.4:6-10 (p.285)] 

Struck argues that as Iamblichus strives to explicate inductive divination, the more difficult it becomes to distinguish it from predictions that could be made from the observations of the natural world.[footnoteRef:56] Iamblichus seems happy to accept this convergence and uses the fact that inductive divination is de facto enmeshed with the corporeal world to stress its inferiority.[footnoteRef:57] [56:  Struck, Iamblichus on Divination, p.85.]  [57:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.26: 27-37 (p.185)] 


This negative attitude towards the inductive of divinatory knowledge mirrors, surprisingly given Iamblichus’ view of them as atheoi (atheists – non-believers in the plurality of the Gods), an emerging attitude among Christian thinkers such as Origen and Augustine.[footnoteRef:58]­ The Christian notion here is that ‘pagan’ divination is grounded in the material and directed by demons (the evil daemon)[footnoteRef:59]. This is rejected and replaced by a model of prophetic engagement that is wholly divine, in power and action, in which the human being is a conduit or vessel. Thus, Struck argues that with both Christians and Iamblichus, the theological structure is similar but the theos that is different.[footnoteRef:60] [58:  Struck, Iamblichus on Divination, p.86 and n.26]  [59:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.31: 65-66 (p.201)]  [60:  Struck, Iamblichus on Divination, p.86.] 


In separating inspirational divination from the inductive, Iamblichus still needs to find a way to describe the lower forms of insight and knowledge that he did not want to ascribe to mantike. These were, according to Struck, the ways in which Greek culture had attempted to describe ‘the strange abilities of some people to know things via subterranean, instinctual, non-discursive insights, embedded in the natural world.’[footnoteRef:61] [61:  Struck, Iamblichus on Divination, p.86.] 

Iamblichus plumps for using words that translate in English to ‘intuition’:
If, then, these things we are talking about are true, we should not identify such intuition … with oracular foreknowledge; it has a similarity to divination, except that this latter lacks nothing of certainty and truth, and the former chances upon the truth for the most part, but not always…[footnoteRef:62] [62:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.26: 27-32 (p.185)] 

The Greek words used are epibole – meaning to ‘throw on’ - and epaphe – meaning to ‘touch’ - and it seems obvious that Iamblichus is groping for a term to describe something that, if it is not mantike, had no word in the language, no equivalent to the English intuition. There was nothing to describe ‘insight that arrives without reason’.[footnoteRef:63] But Iamblichus is clear that it is not to be considered to be divinely inspired. [63:  Struck, Iamblichus on Divination, p.87, n.29; Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.26: 33ff (p.185)] 


In conclusion, Iamblichus makes a definitive separation of divine divination – inspirational - from insight that can be gained from the material world – inductive.  True divination is the gift of the gods.[footnoteRef:64]  One consequence is an insistence on the transcendence of the divine.  However, as Athanassiadi notes, the boundary between human and truly divine prophecy is fragile.[footnoteRef:65] The occasional truth being revealed in human dreams[footnoteRef:66]; the fact that the divine gift can be interrupted, diluted or misunderstood if it meets violence or passion[footnoteRef:67] - these are two examples of the fragility. For Iamblichus, these problems can only be overcome by stressing that prayer and sacrifice, cornerstones of theurgy, are divine gifts to humanity.[footnoteRef:68] [64:  Athanassiadi, Dreams, Theurgy and Freelance Divination, p.119.]  [65:  Athanassiadi, Dreams, Theurgy and Freelance Divination, p.119.]  [66:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.2: 9-11 (p.121-123)]  [67:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), III.7: 26-31 (p.135)]  [68:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), I.15: 24-42 (p.59-61); V.25 (p.273).] 


Ritual and right action is way to lift oneself up or make oneself open to the gods, in the hope eventually of attaining spiritual union with the cosmic One.[footnoteRef:69] Iamblichus consistently makes the point that divine mantic prediction is through the agency of the gods, and is the appropriate form of divination for theurgist, for it ‘imparts to us a share in the divine life…and renders us, in truth divine.’[footnoteRef:70] [69:  Gregory Shaw, Theurgy and the Soul: The Neoplatonism of Iamblichus, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania University Press, 1995, pp.173-175.]  [70:  Iamblichus, On the Mysteries (De mysteriis), X.4: 27-37 (p.285)
] 
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