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PLATONISM AND THE WORLD CRISIS

]OHN DILLON
Trinity College, Dublin

PREFACE

I am conscious of employing here a somewhat portentous title for what
I am about to say, a title which may promise rather more than is actu-
ally going to be delivered; but it is in fact my deeply-held conviction
that Plato, and the tradition deriving from him, has a number of im-
portant things to say to the modern world, to which the modern world
would do well to listen. Of course, Plato had no conception of the na-
ture or complexity of the issues with which modern civilisation is cur-
rently faced, but nonetheless, it seems to me, there are many useful in-
sights which we may derive both from his own works - in particular
his last great work, The Laws — and from those of certain of his follow-
ers, in particular Plotinus.

The topics on which I would like to focus my attention on this occa-
sion are just three, but they seem to me to be such as, between them, to
represent the great bulk of what is wrong with modern western society,
and what is inexorably putting intelligent life on this planet under mortal
threat. They are the following:

(1) The problem of the destruction of the environment and of waste
disposal.

(2) The problem of religious conflict and mutual intolerance.

(3) The problem of the legitimation of authority and the limits of per-
sonal freedom.
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On each of these questions it will be found, I think, that Plato has things
of importance to say. I will address them in turn.

I

Let us start with the question of the radical imbalance currently prevail-
ing between us and our environment. This is not, of course, just a prob-
lem of advanced Western civilisation, though it is a problem primarily
caused by it. We are being joined in our aspiration for an affluent and
wasteful lifestyle, in particular, by two enormous members of the emer-
gent world, China and India, who, between them, have the capacity to
sink the planet simply by seeking, as they have a perfect right to do, to
emulate the material achievements of the chief Western powers, in par-
ticular the United States; while at the same time much of the so-called
‘third world’, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, is engaged in a reckless
proliferation of its population without exhibiting the slightest ability to
support even its existing numbers.

At the root of our problems in this area over the last two hundred
years or so is quite simply the modern concept of progress - that is to
say, linear development upwards and outwards in all areas of society. We
must build ever more roads, more houses, more public facilities; we must
increase wealth — the Gross National Product - increase trade, exploit
ever more fully all natural resources, vegetable, animal, and mineral. The
inevitable increase in population consequent on that then necessitates
further such development. And all this is naively viewed as progress to-
wards a happy and glorious future.

This concept of progress is so deeply ingrained in our psyches that it
is hard for modern man to comprehend a culture in which no such con-
cept is present. But such was the situation prevailing, so far as I know, in
all pre-modern (let us say, pre-1600 A.D.) societies, and notably in the
high civilisations of Greece and Rome, which, along with the Judaeo-
Christian tradition, are our own direct ancestors. Among Greek and Ro-
man intellectuals, it was fully recognised that nations and societies had
their ups and down, that empires rose and fell - and there may even be
discerned, in the period of the high Roman Empire (notably the 2™ cen-
tury A.D.) the notion that political arrangements, in the form of the Pax
Romana, had attained a sort of apex, if not of perfection, then at least of
satisfactoriness — but nowhere can we discern any trace of the modern
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obsession with ‘progress’. On the contrary, it was universally accepted
that change in the physical world was cyclical: some new inventions were
made from time to time, predominantly in the area of warfare, popula-
tions might increase locally, and cities, such as Alexandria, Rome or
Constantinople, grow to great size, communications, in the form of
roads or safe passage on the sea, might improve marginally; but all this
would be balanced by a decline somewhere else — none of these local de-
velopments was thought to be such as to disturb the overall cyclical na-
ture of sublunar existence, especially as the life of the physical world, as
it ceaselessly unrolled itself, was seen merely as a temporal projection of
the eternal life of a higher, intelligible world, in which, of course, there
was no question of change or development.

The nearest thing, I suppose, to an exception to this world-view was
provided by thinkers in the early Christian tradition, who did indeed
look forward to an end-time, the second Coming of Christ and the Day
of Judgement, towards which all human life was working, a progression
upon which Christ’s first coming was an important milestone. This
Christian scenario does indeed involve a concept of linear progress, al-
beit of a distinctly otherworldly variety, but it has been argued, and I
think not without some plausibility, that it is this Christian concept, duly
secularized and truncated of its culmination in a Last Judgement that has
spawned the modern concept of endless material progress.

For it is, after all, endless, and herein surely lies its inherent contra-
diction, and much of its perniciousness. Although all our material pro-
gress is notionally working towards some goal, this goal can logically
never be attained. It must always be receding over the horizon, as it is an
essential part of the dogma of modern capitalist development that a slow-
down in the rate of growth is a disaster, as that is to be equated with stag-
nation, and stagnation is a very bad thing indeed, being next of kin to the
ultimate misfortune, which is recession. So the Gross National Product
has to keep on rising, and World Trade has got to keep on increasing,
and the under-privileged hundreds of millions of China, India and else-
where must continue to aspire to the ownership of motor-cars, second
homes, computers, refrigerators, and video-recorders.

Most importantly, there can be no ‘steady state” at the end of this
rainbow. Every aspect of the economy must go on increasing exponen-
tially. And herein lays the root of the crisis. Already we are seeing the
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disastrous results of global warming — a phenomenon in face of which
the greatest polluter on the planet, the United States, is quite simply in a
state of denial - most dramatically on sub-Saharan Africa, where deser-
tification is spreading relentlessly, and at the two poles, where the icecaps
are melting fast, but everywhere in recent years extremes of weather have
been manifesting themselves, not least in the United States itself, with a
succession of notable hurricanes. We are also seeing the initial steps in
what is going to become an increasingly frantic battle for ever-shrinking
oil resources - the preposterous and disastrous efforts to bring ‘freedom
and democracy’, first to Afghanistan, and then to Iraq, being the opening
shots, soon to be followed by devious intrigues among the corrupt re-
gimes of Central Asia. And all this because our civilisation is, it seems,
hopelessly hooked on the ever-increasing consumption of non-renewa-
ble fossil fuels.

At the same time as all this exponentially growing consumption is
going on, we are faced also with the ever-increasing problem of the dis-
posal of the waste matter generated by our life-style, some of it very toxic
indeed, and all of it troublesome in one degree or another. Some years
ago, a widely disseminated calculation estimated that the average mid-
dle-class American generates up to twenty-five times as much garbage as
the average Indian or African villager, the average European not being
far behind and of course much more of that garbage is non-biodegrada-
ble. Admittedly, efforts are being made, much more seriously on the con-
tinent of Europe than either here in Ireland or in the U.S., to recycle as
much of this as possible, but in this country in particular more or less
every effort to re-process waste materials productively is met by ignorant
or vexatious objections, and those by people who are generally every bit
as productive of garbage as anyone else.

And that is only in relation to household rubbish. There is also the
problem of commercial and medical waste, and beyond that the problem
of the reckless pollution of rivers and lakes by farmers either ignorantly
applying too much fertiliser to their fields, in search of ever-higher
yields, or carelessly or dishonestly disposing of farmyard slurry. Every-
where one turns these days, one comes upon one aspect or another of the
detritus of a culture expanding out of control.

So what does Plato, and the Platonist tradition, have to say about all
this? What, one might wonder, could he possibly have to say? In fact, I
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want to propose to you that he has a great deal to say, and that we would
do well to listen to him. I will take my examples primarily from his last
work, The Laws, in which he presents us with his most serious sketch of
an ideal state, but I will start from a passage in his more famous work,
The Republic - also a sketch of an ideal state, but a far more peculiar one
than that of The Laws, and one, I am convinced, that is not to be taken
literally.

However, in Book II of The Republic, where he is engaged in a sche-
matic account of the genesis of the state, he makes a particularly signifi-
cant point when describing the transition from a primitive stage of soci-
ety — which he portrays, with more than a touch of satire, as a kind of
Golden Age utopia, in which small communities are living in complete
harmony with their environments - to a more advanced stage, which he
terms the ‘pampered’ or ‘luxury-loving’ state (tryphdsa polis) - or, more
pointedly, the ‘fevered’ state (phlegmainousa polis). This is, of course, the
situation in which all existing societies find themselves, and it comes
about, he proposes (II 372Eff), as a result of the incessant desire to add
luxuries to the necessities of life. To quote him:

“There are some people, it appears, who will not be content with this
sort of fare, or this sort of life-style (sc. of the primitive state); couches
will have to be added, and tables and other furniture, yes, and relishes
and myrrh and incense and courtesans and cakes - all sorts of all of
them! And the items we first mentioned, houses and clothes and
shoes, will no longer be confined to the level of the necessary, but we
must introduce painting and embroidery, and procure gold and ivory
and similar adornments, must we not?”

The consequence of this process of elaboration, as he goes on to point
out, will be that the state will have to become bigger, and thus encroach
on its neighbours (who will simultaneously be driven to encroach upon
it), and the inevitable result of that will be that wars will break out, in the
struggle to acquire more land and resources, or to protect trade routes -
as ever-increasing foreign trade will follow necessarily from the demand
for luxuries.

Is this not all, I would ask, though written in the middle of the fourth
century B.C., depressingly relevant to our present situation? We flatter
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ourselves that we have attained to a high degree of rationality and order-
liness in our international relations, after the excesses of the past century
in particular, but we must face the unpalatable fact that this thin facade
of reasonableness will quickly break down if anyone dares to try to part
us from our oil - as I say, the attempted ‘liberation’ of Iraq is only the
first step in such a break-down; and such interventions as this will inev-
itably provoke ever more desperate and extreme responses from those
who feel that they are being ruthlessly exploited, and have nothing to
lose. And in the midst of all this mayhem, the oil itself, even making al-
lowances for dramatic new discoveries in Central Asia and in Asiatic
Russia, will inevitably run out in considerably less than a century from
now. It is a limited, and non-renewable, resource.

So is there any solution to this problem? I am not at all sure that there
is, but if there is, it has to be along the lines sketched out by Plato in his
Laws. Now Plato is of course operating at a much simpler level than is
appropriate for us, but, mutatis mutandis, 1 think that he can provide us
with much food for thought. One of the first conditions that he estab-
lishes for his ideal state, in Book V of the work, is that its membership is
to be strictly limited. This is easier to do, of course, when one is estab-
lishing a new colony, as he is, but the principle can be applied, broadly,
to any state.

Let us take Ireland, for example. We in this country are in a rather
interesting position in the modern world. We are a nation that, some-
thing over 150 years ago, had really far too many inhabitants for the re-
sources available to support them - something over 8 million - and a
dreadful famine was the result. I would not wish here to deny that British
laissez-faire capitalism and plain indifference to Irish misery contributed
to the dreadfulness, but the fact remains that the famine occurred be-
cause there were too many people for the available resources — and this
is a situation being repeated in many parts of Africa, India and China
today. However, in Ireland at the beginning of the 21 century, the situ-
ation is very different. After an initial halving of the population in the
mid to late 19" century, and many decades of stagnation after that, our
numbers are now rising, in response to the stimulus of unprecedented
prosperity in the last decade of the 20" century, towards the 5 million
mark. The question now arises, is there somewhere in here an ideal num-
ber of people to inhabit this green and pleasant land?



John Dillon 13

I have seen it stated, by responsible economists and demographers,
that we probably could now support a population of something like the
8 million that pullulated here in misery in the early 1840s, and I don’t
doubt that they have a reasonable case. But, even if we granted that, the
question arises, where do we stop? Are we to look forward then to 10
million? 15 million? After all, Holland, for instance, among our Euro-
pean neighbours, is about the size of Munster, and is now home to 16
million, and rising. Admittedly, they are Dutch - highly organised, very
disciplined, used to living cheek-by-jowl — and we are... who we are, and
used to a somewhat more chaotic and less crowded lifestyle; but still, the
question may be raised.

I would like to answer the question, baldly and controversially, by
proposing that an ideal population for us on this island would be just
5,040, 000 — and I will now reveal why. Plato, in Laws V (737Dff.), de-
clares that his ideal state, Magnesia, should consist of just 5040 house-
holds - that is to say, 5040 heads of household, with their wives and off-
spring, for a total citizen population of something like 20,000 - 25,000.
This number - which is arrived at for amusing numerological reasons (it
is divisible by all the numbers up to ten, and 59 ways in all!) - is truly
tiny by modern standards, and need not be taken seriously in itself. What
is significant about it is the ideological position that it represents. It lays
down the principle of a ‘steady-state’ economy, of balance with the envi-
ronment, and as such should be taken very seriously indeed. What Plato
specifies is that the legislator should study the territory available very
carefully, and determine as exactly as possible what number of people it
could support ‘in modest comfort’, and then stick to that. It is central to
his system that every citizen should have a basic stake in society, a land-
holding that is inalienable and may not be subdivided: “the number of
hearths established by the initial distribution must always remain the
same; it must neither increase nor decrease. The best way for every state
to ensure this will be as follows: the recipient of a holding should always
leave from among his children only one heir to inherit his establishment.'
This will be his favourite son, who will succeed him and give due worship

! This goes against normal Athenian practice, according to which a man’s
property is divided equally among his sons. Plato is not advocating the custom
of primogeniture, however, as will be seen in a moment.
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to the ancestors... of the family and state” (740B). The other children will
be married off, if girls, or given out for adoption by childless households,
if required - or else simply required to emigrate.

This is a stern arrangement - though something like that in fact pre-
vailed unofficially in this country for many generations, God knows! -
but there is a more positive aspect to it. Plato is above all concerned that
no one in his society should fall below a certain level of modest prosper-
ity; if they were to prove quite unable to run their allotment, they would
simply be asked to leave the country (though every sort of advice and
encouragement would be offered to them before that happened). Con-
versely, although Plato recognises the desirability of acknowledging dif-
ferent degrees of industriousness among the citizenry, and therefore al-
lows some gradations in wealth, he is adamant that no one may be
allowed to accumulate more than five times the basic property-valuation.
Ancient Greeks did not think in terms of income, but rather of property,
but if we were to transpose this principle into modern terms, we could
say, as a rule of thumb, that, if the basic wage were fixed at, say, E 20, 000,
then no one - doctor, lawyer, property speculator, or IT whiz-kid - for
whatever reason, could be allowed to earn more than E 100, 000 per an-
num. If they wished to go beyond that, they would, once again, be asked
to leave the country. As Plato puts it (744E-745A):

“The legislator will use the holding as his unit of measure and allow
a man to possess twice, thrice, and up to four times its value. If any-
one acquires more than this, by finding treasure-trove or by gift or
by a good stroke of business or some other similar lucky chance
which presents him with more than he’s allowed, he should hand
over the surplus to the state and its patron deities, thereby escaping
punishment and gaining a good name for himself.”

This, I must say, seems to me an excellent provision, much as it would
disgust the contemporary neo-conservative ideologists of capitalism. In
modern terms, one would simply have to prescribe that anyone earning
over five times the minimum wage would have the choice, and privilege,
of donating his surplus to one of a number of approved public or private

2In my quotations from the Laws, I adopt in general the excellent Penguin
translation of Trevor Saunders.
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enterprises — I would naturally favour third-level education, but I recog-
nise that there are many other very worthy causes out there! - or have
the money removed from him by 100% taxation. It seems to me that so-
ciety as a whole would be immensely the better for this, despite the frus-
tration caused to a few. After all, as Plato remarks in the Republic, it is
not our purpose to make any one class in the state happy, but rather the
state as a whole.

I would certainly not wish to claim that Plato’s vision of Magnesia is
without flaws or defects. In particular, Plato exhibits a truly aristocratic
disdain for anything approximating to ‘trade’ or industrial production,
other than agriculture, in which we need not follow him. However, in his
insistence on limiting such production (which in his ideal state would
actually be performed by resident foreigners and/or slaves) to necessities
rather than luxuries, and his insistence that, though there could be, no
doubt, improvements in efficiency and effectiveness, there should be at
all events no overall growth, I think that we should pay very serious at-
tention to him. If his vision of a modest sufficiency of material goods
sounds a little like that of Mr. De Valera, in his famous St. Patrick’s Day
address of 1943, that is no accident; as political thinkers Plato and Dev
had actually quite a lot in common. Let us take a passage of the Laws on
the question of the possession of material wealth, and then append to
that a portion of Dev’s address. First Plato (743C-744A):

“The whole point of our legislation was to allow the citizens to live
supremely happy lives in the greatest possible mutual friendship.
However, they will never be friends if injuries and lawsuits arise
amongst them on a grand scale, but only if they are trivial and rare.
That is why we maintain that neither gold or silver should exist in the
state, and there should not be much money made out of menial trades
and charging interest... The citizens’” wealth should be limited to the
products of farming, and even here a man should not be able to make
so much that he can’t help forgetting the real reason why money was
invented (I mean for the care of the soul and body, which without
physical and cultural education respectively will never develop into
anything worth mentioning). That’s what has made us say more than
once that the pursuit of money should come last in the scale of value.
Every man directs his efforts to three things in all, and if his efforts
are directed with a correct sense of priorities he will give money the
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third and lowest place, and his soul the highest, with his body coming
somewhere between the two.”

Now, as I say, we do not have to follow him in imposing a total ban on
gold or silver money; let us focus rather on his scale of priorities.
And now here is Dev:

“Let us turn aside for a moment to that ideal Ireland that we would
have. That Ireland which we dreamed of would be the home of a peo-
ple who valued material wealth only as the basis for right living, of a
people who were satisfied with frugal comfort and devoted their lei-
sure to the things of the spirit - a land whose countryside would be
bright wirth cosy homesteads, whose fields and villages would be joy-
ous with the sounds of industry, with the romping of sturdy children,
the contests of athletic youths and the laughter of comely maidens,
whose firesides would be forums for the wisdom of serene old age. It
would, in a word, be the home of a people living the life that God
desires that man should live.”

It has in recent years become sadly customary, among the forward-
thinking sophisticates of modern Ireland, to mock this speech - particu-
larly, I suppose, the rompings of sturdy children, contests of athletic
youths and the laughter of comely maidens (with which we may, I sup-
pose, aptly contrast the proceedings every weekend nowadays in such
venues as Temple Bar and elsewhere) — but I am inclined to salute it as
an approximation to a noble vision. It is, at any rate, entirely in line with
the vision of Plato.

What Plato, then, is presenting for our scrutiny is a strictly regulated
‘steady-state’ society, designed to secure both internal harmony by rea-
son of the justice of its political and sociological arrangements, and har-
mony with its natural environment by ensuring that the demands it puts
upon it do not exhaust or distort that environment. I should specify, in
connexion with the former aim, that Plato placed enormous stress on
education for citizenship (paideia), beginning from infancy,’ with the

* Indeed, from the womb, since he even presents regulations for harmoni-
ous exercises on the part of pregnant women, to ensure that their offspring get
off to a good start (VII 788Eff)!
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purpose of ensuring the full understanding of, and assent to, the princi-
ples on which the state was founded, on the part of the whole citizen
body. In modern times, the United States goes some way towards this
ideal - and of course the former Soviet Union and its satellites strove
unsuccessfully to do so, as does China even now - but we in Europe have
largely abdicated from any effort along these lines. Plato wanted above
all, as did Benjamin Franklin and the other founders of the American
Republic, an educated citizenry, any of whom could take on administra-
tive responsibilities if necessary, but all of whom could at least make an
informed judgement as to who among them was best qualified to rule,
and vote accordingly. Indeed, so strongly did he feel on this point that
anyone who proved unable or unwilling to exercise his citizenship was
to be asked to leave the state altogether. There was no place in Magnesia
for the ‘Don’t knows’!

To turn briefly to the problem of waste disposal: this is something on
which Plato has really nothing to say, for the good reason that in the
world, as he knew it, it was not a problem. The Classical Greeks were not
necessarily a particularly tidy people - standards of hygiene in ancient
cities would leave much to be desired from a modern perspective — but
the fact was that most waste was thoroughly biodegradable and non-
toxic, and did not pile up in such amounts as to constitute a crisis — dogs
and birds could deal with most of it. What is left over is mostly the pot-
sherds and metal utensils that give such delight to modern archaeolo-
gists; there were no indestructible plastics or radio-active residues to
worry about. I think, however, that we can reasonably extrapolate from
our knowledge of his philosophy in general so far as to say that he would
have required that all the waste products of his ideal state should be re-
cycled in one way or another - any pile-up of unusable garbage would
inevitably indicate that society was no longer in harmony with its envi-
ronment.

A further question might well occur to you, and it is one that I find a
little awkward to answer, but answered it must be. It is all very well for
Plato, you might say, to specify a fixed population of 5040 homesteads,
and then say that all superfluous persons must simply leave; but how, in
a modern democratic state, can one presume to set any sort of cap on
population growth? The first reply I would make to that is to observe that
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it is in fact a feature of advanced western societies to limit their popula-
tion growth spontaneously, to the extent that in Western Europe gener-
ally the indigenous population has attained something like steady state
(with countries like Italy and Greece, - rather surprisingly - exhibiting a
net decline); but nevertheless one must make provision for worst-case
scenarios! If, as I feel would not be the case, population increase contin-
ued relentlessly, it would be necessary to take certain steps. One simple
one would be to limit children’s allowances to the first three children of
any couple, instead of actually increasing them, as is currently the case.
This would send out a pretty clear signal, I should think - though of
course stirring up indignation in certain quarters. A more extreme pro-
cedure would be - along Plato’s own lines, but also borrowing a feature
from the Kyoto Protocol on the production of greenhouse gases - that
any children over the number of three produced by a given couple - or
indeed a single mother — would have to be presented for adoption by
childless couples, or at least those who had less than the maximum per-
mitted number; or else the errant couple would actually have to ‘buy’ the
variance to keep another child from some couple who had less than the
specified number - very much as Ireland is currently having to pay up
for generating too much carbon dioxide! And of course, parallel with all
this, possibilities of immigration would have to be very strictly limited.

I realise, of course, that such provisions will strike many decent peo-
ple as deeply shocking, but I would suggest to them in response that the
situation that the human race as a whole currently faces is so serious that
a seismic shift in our ethical consciousness will be necessary. It must
come to seem (as I believe it is) deeply selfish and irresponsible, and
hence positively immoral, to have more children than the environment
can support, and such legislative provisions as I have outlined will only
be expressing this sense of general disapproval. Morality, after all, is not
a fixed quantity, much as religiously-minded people might like to think
that it is; ethical positions shift in answer to changing societal circum-
stances — and it is quite reasonable that they should.

II

But that is, perhaps, enough about that for the moment! The second issue
that I want to deal with is that of the clash of religious traditions, and
religious intolerance in general. On the world stage, what we currently
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find ourselves faced with is the disastrous fact that, even as irrational and
violent differences between the various Christian sects have either faded
away or are steadily lessening (except in such odd corners of the world
as Northern Ireland!), the old antagonism between Christianity and Is-
lam has taken on new and deadly forms. Of course, as we are constantly
and correctly being reminded, this antagonism is not primarily fueled by
theological concerns - it is rather a response to the beastly treatment by
the Christian United States’ protegé Israel of its Palestinian neighbours,
and more generally to the shock to Islamic morality inflicted by the gross
vulgarity of Western (and again, largely American) popular culture,
which floods in upon traditional Muslim societies through films, TV,
music and glossy magazines. This is not to deny that Muslim society
could do with some serious shocks, particularly in respect of its attitude
to women, and to the treatment of criminals, but that does not lessen the
force of the shocks inflicted, and this provokes a strong reaction, of some
of the results of which we are all too aware. We must add to these prov-
ocations the economic pressures of Western consumer society, which are
also afflicting the majority of the inhabitants of Muslim nations, those
who are not so fortunate as to belong to the Westernized elites who can
enjoy the more positive aspects of consumerism. We saw, back in 1979,
what could happen in a state such as Iran, and what in recent years has
brought an (admittedly most moderate and circumspect) Islamist party
to power in secular Turkey; and we should take due note of the pressures
which are building up in such a society as Saudi Arabia.

However, all that said, the fact remains that this reaction is expressed
in a distinctly religious mode, and it is the intransigent attitudes of both
Christianity and Judaism that lends fuel to it. I speak with some feeling,
as I have been recently browsing extensively in the Qur’an, and have
come to see that, despite a good deal of polemic, Mohammed’s revelation
is deeply rooted in both Jewish and Christian thought. I myself would
have considerable difficulty with the Prophet’s prohibition on wine
(which I believe was actually the result of rather local concerns, in the
form of his objection to the use of wine in rituals honouring pagan god-
desses in the region of Mecca), but in many other areas I feel that he has
alot to teach us. Primarily, though, Islam is traditionally much more tol-
erant of Judaism and Christianity than they have been of it. It sees itself,
after all, as merely the culmination of a series of revelations which were
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made in earlier times to Abraham, to Moses, and to Jesus, and it incor-
porates much of what they had to say in its sacred text. The chief scandal
and absurdity, from their point of view, is the claim by later Christians
(though, they feel, not by Jesus himself) that he was, in some physical
way, the son of God - and I must confess I find myself very much in
agreement with them on that point. If the Christians could see their way
to reformulating Jesus’ status to that simply of a major prophet, and a
man specially chosen and inspired by God, then, I think, the three great
‘religions of the Book’ could largely agree to differ on who delivered the
most perfect and final revelation. The political and social pressures and
sources of aggravation would continue, of course, but they would not be
fueled to the same extent by theological tensions.

But where, you may ask, does Plato and Platonism come into all this?
Very significantly, I feel. Plato has an interesting attitude to established
religion. On the one hand, as a legislator, he is most particular that the
gods should be worshipped by the citizens of his state in the most con-
ventional and traditional way. Atheism or irreverence he is prepared to
punish most severely, as being profoundly subversive of morality. But he
himself does not believe in the gods in their traditional forms, nor does
he expect the wisest and most senior citizens in his ideal state to do so;
and this attitude of his (which was in fact, it must be admitted, by no
means unique to him among the intellectuals of Classical Athens) com-
municated itself to his successors, in the form of a tradition of allegoriz-
ing religious symbols and myths.

In his early dialogue Euthyphro, Plato makes his mentor Socrates
probe mercilessly the theological assumptions of the pompous Eu-
thyphro, who is actually representing, albeit in an extreme form, the be-
liefs of the Athenian people in general. It is plain from Socrates’ ques-
tions that he does not accept the traditional myths about the gods, their
amours, their other interventions in the human world, and their quarrels
among themselves. Later, in Book II of the Republic (378Aft.), Plato
makes Socrates lay down a set of rules about how to talk about the gods,
which once again indicates Plato’s rejection of traditional mythology.
The gods, or God - Plato is quite happy to talk about ‘God” (ho theos) in
the singular — must not be described as doing any harm to, or perpetrat-
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ing any deception upon, men; God is entirely good, and eternally un-
changing. This effectively takes care of the great bulk of Greek traditional
theology, which Socrates proceeds to take apart.

And yet in the Republic, and more clearly still in the Laws, Plato in-
sists on scrupulous religious observance in his ideal state. The traditional
gods of the Olympian pantheon, though stripped of all unsuitable stories
about them, are to be worshipped in the traditional manner, and so are
a host of lesser divinities, daemons, heroes and even nymphs. In Book V
of the Laws (738Cf.), he insists that all traditional ceremonies and sacri-
fices should be performed, and that all the citizens should attend the fes-
tivals. There is to be a full set of temples on the acropolis of the central
town, and other precincts of the gods in each of the twelve divisions into
which the state is divided (745Bff.).

How are we to reconcile these positions? Is Plato being simply disin-
genuous, and promoting traditional religion as something like an ‘opium
of the people? Well, I think that one would have to admit that he is not
being entirely straightforward, but he is not being hypocritical either. He
would reconcile these two positions by the application of allegorical ex-
egesis. In Book X of the same Laws, after all, in the course of an attack on
atheism (which, as I have said, is a serious crime in his state), he launches
into an exposition of the real nature of the divine power in the world.
This, it turns out, is nothing other than a rational World-Soul, and the
traditional gods are merely manifestations of various aspects of this en-
tity at work in the world. This truth, however, is only to be imparted to a
very limited group of the wisest and most experienced of the citizens,
who form a rather peculiar Council of State, known as the Nocturnal
Council, from their custom of meeting just before dawn to consider basic
issues connected with the smooth running of the state.

So for Plato the world was created — though timelessly - and is ad-
ministered by an impersonal, though benign and intelligent, entity,
which is best worshipped, however, by the observance of traditional rit-
uals — and this would be true of all well-run states, whatever their partic-
ular traditions about the gods. There was absolutely no proselytizing ten-
dency among the ancient Greeks, despite their firm conviction of their
superiority to all other peoples. They were interested in other people’s
gods, but only to the extent of trying to assimilate them in their own
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minds to their indigenous gods, and occasionally - as in the case of in-
teresting deities like the Egyptian Isis, or the Anatolian Cybele or Adonis
- adopting them into their own religious system.

There are surely a number of important lessons here for us in the
modern world. First of all, we must, I would maintain, divest ourselves
finally of any nagging concern that we still may have that the whole hu-
man race should come to believe exactly what we believe - if only we
could decide exactly what that was! Christians and Muslims are particu-
larly guilty of this dangerous obsession - other religions, such as Juda-
ism, Buddhism or Confucianism, are blessedly free of it. We must come
to see other religious traditions as simply pursuing other paths — not bet-
ter or worse ones — to the same goal, of paying due respect to the one
positive divine force in the universe.

But secondly, we must learn to allegorize our beliefs, rather than re-
jecting them outright in a fit of misplaced rationality - to see our partic-
ular ceremonies and myths as bodying forth hidden symbolic represen-
tations of a higher truth, all of them ultimately reconcilable with one
another. Within the two most troublesome faiths that I have picked out,
I would commend, respectively, the positions of such Christian Pla-
tonists as Marsilio Ficino or Giovanni Pico della Mirandola in Renais-
sance Italy, and the Sufi tradition within Islam. No adherent of either of
these tendencies ever started a religious war, or burned anyone at the
stake — though they occasionally suffered such a fate themselves. And it
is to Plato, and in particular his later followers, the Neoplatonists Ploti-
nus, Porphyry and Proclus, that both these traditions owe the degree of
enlightenment that they possess. By all means let us continue to observe
our respective traditions, but let us also refine and mellow them by re-
solving to see them henceforth as symbols of a higher truth, a truth that
is ultimately mutually reconcilable — and on such details as whether or
not to take a glass of wine, or to indulge in a loin of pork, let us just agree
to differ.

111

The last issue on which I wish to dwell is one that I would expect that
many would find considerably less urgent than the other two areas of
crisis that I have touched on, but one that seems to me just as important
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in its way, and that is the problem of the legitimation of authority in the
context of advanced liberal democracy.

It may be that I am becoming just a little cranky in my old age, but it
seems to me that one great problem that we in the West are facing is a
progressive breakdown in the legitimation of authority. By that I mean
an ever-increasing unwillingness on the part of citizens to accept the cre-
dentials of any authority, religious or secular, to prescribe what they shall
do or not do; and this goes together with an avid enthusiasm for criticis-
ing the public and private conduct of those in public life, and for ascrib-
ing the worst possible motives to their actions.

Now of course one might say that in all too many cases, sadly, such
an attitude is not unjustified, and that a healthy disrespect for the great
and good is the hallmark of an advanced and highly educated democracy.
I would just like to enter a plea for the proposition that this sort of thing
can go to far, and lead inevitably to such phenomena as disregard of one’s
duties as a citizen (even to the extent of denying that there is such a thing
as civic duty), a toleration of anti-social behaviour, and an unwillingness
to make use of one’s franchise in elections (the attitude of ‘Ah sure what’s
the use? Aren’t they all the same?”).

It should be clear that no society can flourish very long when such
attitudes prevail; but the question may well be asked in response, “Just
what do you propose to do about it?” It is here again, I think, that Plato
can be of some help.

Admittedly, it is by no means obvious at first sight that Plato has an-
ything much to offer to a modern liberal democracy. He was himself an
unashamed totalitarian, who repeatedly expressed his disdain for con-
temporary Athenian democracy, which was in many ways — despite its
direct participatory nature — more restrictive than our own. But we
should look more closely, I would suggest, at just what Plato’s position
was.

His main objection to the contemporary democratic dogma, after all,
is that it is held that citizenship is something that just comes naturally.
There is no art or learning attached to being a good citizen, nor is there
any expertise proper to good government. In theory, any Athenian was
as capable of ruling as any other - provided that he was male and legiti-
mate! — and any other citizen was entitled to challenge his credentials.
For Plato, and for his master Socrates before him (if we can trust Plato’s
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testimony), this is an absurd and thoroughly dangerous position to hold.
It is his basic claim, in the area of political theory, that ruling is an art
(tekhné) or science (epistémé), which must be acquired by a long and ar-
duous process of self-discipline and study - study, indeed, of various ra-
ther abstract topics, chiefly mathematical in nature; and even to be a
good citizen a process of self-examination (‘know thyself!’ - gnéthi seau-
ton) and moral training (paideia) is necessary.

He encapsulates his criticism of the democratic dogma in Book VI of
the Republic (488A-E), with the striking image of the ‘Ship of Fools’:

“Imagine the following situation on a fleet of ships, or on one. The
owner has the edge over everyone else on board by virtue of his size
and strength, but he’s rather deaf and short-sighted, and his
knowledge of naval matters is just as limited. The sailors are wran-
gling with one another because each of them thinks that he ought to
be captain, despite the fact that he’s never learned how, and can’t
name his teacher or specify the period of his apprenticeship. In any
case, they all maintain that it isn’t something that can be taught, and
are ready to butcher anyone who says it is. They’re for ever crowding
closely around the owner, pleading with him and stopping at nothing
to get him to entrust the rudder to them. Sometimes, if their pleas are
unsuccessful, but others get the job, they kill those others or throw
them off the ship, subdue their worthy owner by drugging him or
getting him drunk or something, take control of the ship, help them-
selves to its cargo, and have the kind of drunken and indulgent voy-
age you'd expect from people like that. And that’s not all: they think
highly of anyone who contributes towards their gaining power by
showing skill at winning over or subduing the owner, and describe
him as an accomplished seaman, a true captain, a naval expert; but
they criticise anyone different as useless. They completely fail to un-
derstand that any genuine sea-captain has to study the yearly cycle,
the seasons, the heavens, the stars and winds, and everything relevant
to the job, if he’s to be properly equipped to hold a position of au-
thority in a ship. In fact, they think it’s impossible to study and ac-
quire expertise at how to steer a ship (leaving aside the question of
whether or not people want you to) and at the same time be a good
captain.” (trans. Robin Waterfield).
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Well, we get the message, I think. The ship-owner is the State, or the
Sovereign People, and the crew members are the democratic politicians
and ideologues. Much of his criticism, I feel, is applicable to our own
situation, as much as to that of Classical Athens. We too hold in theory
to the democratic creed that any citizen is ipso facto capable of rule, and
that that requires no particular degree of expertise — though in practice
we recognise that the details of government now have become so ab-
struse that there is need of a highly-trained civil service and a host of
(highly-paid) advisers and consultants on top of that, to manage the pol-
iticians and set them right.

Plato, on the contrary, maintains that ruling is a science, and indeed
the master science, and that perfection in it requires years of training. In
the ideal state portrayed in the Republic, which is what is familiar to most
people who know anything about him, this results in the rule of a small
elite of so-called ‘philosopher-kings’, presiding over a large standing
army-cum-police force, and a much larger proletariate of artisans and
farmers, who constitute the productive element in the state, but who
wield no power whatsoever.

I am always surprised, though, that this arrangement is taken seri-
ously as a political blueprint by so many scholars who should know bet-
ter, as well as by the general public. For me, the problem with it is this. It
runs counter to one principle which was basic to Plato’s political philos-
ophy, and which he inherited from Socrates (it features in the Apology,
which is Socrates’ speech from the dock, as well as in the Laws), so that
it cannot be dismissed as just something that he developed in his old age:
the principle that any well-run state requires the educated assent of all
the citizens, and this in turn requires that they all undergo the same
paideia, or moral and intellectual training. This training is something
that the lowest and largest class in the Republic conspicuously lacks -
indeed, if the scenario presented is pressed to its logical conclusion, they
do not even possess the brain to absorb such a training. In fact, what
Plato is doing in the Republic is taking the opportunity to air a number
of his cherished political ideas, while primarily presenting a schema of
the well-ordered human soul, in which the reasoning element corre-
sponds to the philosopher-kings, the spirited element to the soldiery, and
the passionate element to the artisan class. The passionate element in the
soul is essentially irrational, and must be subdued initially by force,
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though in a well-ordered soul it can come, like a well-trained and obedi-
ent dog, to assent to its being ruled, though without ever attaining full
understanding of the whys and wherefores of that.

In the Laws — where he is being serious about constructing a state — we
find a very different situation. Every citizen of the state, male and (to some
extent, at least) female, is assumed to have been subjected to the same com-
prehensive education - beginning not just in infancy, but even in the
womb (Plato was a great believer in ante-natal exercises [cf. VII 788A-
790A], to instil a sense of harmony into the unborn infant!) - which, while
covering the basic skills of reading, writing and arithmetic, is primarily
concerned with instilling right attitudes — young people are to learn, from
their earliest years, to love and hate the right things (653A-C):

“I maintain that the earliest sensations that a child feels in infancy are
of pleasure and pain, and this is the route by which virtue and vice
first enter the soul... I call ‘education’ the initial acquisition of virtue
by the child, when the feelings of pleasure and affection, pain and
hatred, that well up in his soul are channelled in the right courses
before he can understand the reason why. Then when he does under-
stand, his reason and his emotions agree in telling him that he has
been properly trained by inculcation of appropriate habits. Virtue is
this general concord of reason and emotion. But there is one element
you could isolate in any account you give, and this is the correct for-
mation of our feelings of pleasure and pain, which makes us hate
what we ought to hate from first to last, and love what we ought to
love. Call this ‘education’, and I, at any rate, think you would be giv-
ing it its proper name.”

Now this, we might say, is outright ‘brain-washing’, and we might
appear at first sight to have a point, but I think that we should be less free
than we are in the use of that term. The aim of ‘brain-washing’ tech-
niques, after all, is to scrub from the brain a set of existing beliefs, and to
produce a sort of zombie in place of a reasoning being. Plato is concerned
to inculcate right beliefs in brains which have not yet acquired any, and
he would make no apology for that. It was his view that young persons
should be set firmly on the right road, morally and intellectually, by their
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elders — and when they in turn come into the full possession of their rea-
son, they will reflect rationally on their education, and see that it was the
right one, and be duly grateful.

Now we in the western world are, not unreasonably, pretty uncom-
fortable these days about the inculcation of ‘values’ into the young - the
whole process smacks of authoritarianism of one sort or another, reli-
gious or secular — and yet we do, I think, often wish that they had some
values. Our position, I would argue, is in fact deeply incoherent, where
Plato’s is coherent. We feel that there should be some instruction in
schools concerning ethical principles and the duties of citizenship, but
we have great difficulty in deciding just what that should be like. Is one,
for instance, to have totally value-free, ‘non-judgemental’, sex education,
or should one throw in some recommendations against reckless promis-
cuity and in favour of treating people as whole persons, rather than as
mere sex-objects? And how about standards of honesty and public-spir-
itedness, when dealing with one another or with the state? Then, we are
most uncomfortable in general about censorship of books and films, but
we draw the line at child pornography and the stirring-up of racial ha-
tred. And then we get very hot under the collar, and enact strict regula-
tions, about smoking and drug-taking, but we simply wring our hands
when faced with excessive drinking of alcohol or ingestion of junk foods.
A censorious outsider, such as Plato - or indeed some relic from the for-
mer socialist countries - might conclude that we have simply lost our
nerve, and are floundering around from case to case.

I must confess that I have come to the conclusion, in my old age, that
modern western society is going to have to tighten itself up, on various
fronts, if we are to avert a serious breakdown of civil society. If we do not
take the proper steps voluntarily, I would predict a series of outrages in
the areas of morality and public order, which, like ‘9-11’, will produce a
convulsive over-reaction, and we will wake up one morning to find our-
selves under a dictatorship far more unpleasant than anything that I am
advocating.

So what am I advocating? Well, the single biggest innovation that
I would propose is a system of National Service, and by that I mean
something truly worthy of that name - not just a euphemism for military
service (though I would have no objection to the imposition of military
discipline during such a period!). It seems to me that our greatest failure
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as a society in modern times is to develop a mechanism for initiating
young persons into adult life, a life of responsible citizenship, such as is
more or less universal in more traditional societies, and was in place even
in democratic Athens. The period from eighteen to twenty is one of great
stress in most young people’s lives, and it here that a regime of strict,
though rational, order might most advantageously be imposed. This
would, of course, involve considerable initial cost, but the savings in the
avoidance of anti-social behaviour and blighted lives, as well as the vari-
ous worthy FAS-style projects that the young people would be set to
work on, would amply compensate for this in the long run.

Should such an institution be compulsory? Probably, but one alter-
native that occurs to me would be simply to make it clear that, if one
refused to take part, one would henceforth no longer be considered a
citizen of the state, for the purpose of receiving any benefits, such as
health services, higher education, unemployment benefit or old age pen-
sion. That should settle the matter for most people. During the eighteen
months or two years of service, young people, besides experiencing strict
discipline and order, and performing useful physical labour, would at-
tend lectures on the history and structure of the state, and on ethical and
political theory. This sounds pretty heavy stuff for many young persons,
but these subjects could be made lively and attractive with some thought
and suitable packaging.

Not only would I prescribe this basic period of National Service: I
would advocate that, as is the practice in Switzerland, for instance, at the
present time, all adults should be encouraged to return to the system for
a period of a week or two every year up to at least the age of sixty, and
that they should be given time off from their work to do this, over and
above their normal holiday allowance. I think that this would prove a
very salutary ‘topping-up’ of the good practices that they had developed
during their original service. It would be a tonic for both body and mind!

This, then, I would see as one key development, if one wished to
restructure the state along more Platonic lines. I say more Platonic, as
I would not for a moment advocate a full dose of Platonism for a mod-
ern state, even if there were any prospect of a modern state being pre-
pared to take it. The degree of planning and control of citizens’ lives
which Plato advocates is something that I for one would find quite in-
tolerable, and I am sure that this would be the general reaction. It is
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only the basic premise of Plato’s political philosophy that I feel we have
something to learn from, and that is that it is the right and duty of a
state, not only to provide a life for its citizens, but a good life, in the
sense of a virtuous and purposeful life. And since states cannot do their
own providing, being abstract entities, this has to translate into a con-
sensus, however arrived at, of the citizens over thirty - that is to say,
the dominant generation. It is they, I should say, who have the right,
and the duty, to prescribe codes of conduct, and subjects of study, for
the younger generation, including, of course, their own children. If this
dominant generation loses its nerve — as I must say I saw it doing in the
America of the 1960’s — then society as a whole begins to fall apart.
When I arrived in Berkeley, California, in 1966, the slogan going
around was ‘Don’t trust anyone over thirty!” In a well-run society, I
would suggest, this slogan should be virtually reversed: ‘Don’t entrust
any decision-making to anyone under thirty!”

If the principle of a period of National Service were accepted, I think
that all else that is necessary would follow from that. Firstly, a sense of
discipline and purposiveness would be projected downwards, through-
out the school system; and secondly, the influence of the institution
would progressively filter upwards throughout the state, as cohort after
cohort graduated, and took their place in society. A spin-off of this
would, I hope, be an enhanced respect — duly earned, one hopes! - for
those in public office or other positions of authority, and a willingness to
attribute the highest motives rather than the lowest to them, unless
proved otherwise.

That is all I have to say on my third chosen topic. I realise that, on all
three of these topics, which seem to me more or less the salient features
of the crisis which is facing western civilisation in particular, but also the
world in general, I have been driven to utter many hard sayings, and
some things that may appear shocking to some sensibilities. What I have
tried to do, though, is to apply principles that I discern in Plato, and the
tradition that originates with him, to the world in which we live, to see if
he might have anything to offer us. I have deliberately confined myself
on this occasion to his political thought. Another discourse, on another
occasion, might concern itself rather with his metaphysics, his belief in
another realm of existence superior to this physical one, a realm of the
spirit, where the purified soul may contemplate eternal truths without
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the interference of the body. But Plato himself is first of all a deeply po-
litical philosopher. His first priority is to get the environment right, to
establish a state in which rational life and discourse can flourish. And
that is what I have been concerned with on this occasion.



TPAHCO®OPMAIIVIAA META®U3UKU B SIIOXY
ITIO3OHEN AHTUYHOCTHU

ITOMMHUK O’MAPA
Yuusepcurer Opubypra, lllsertnapus

Tema, KOTOPYI0 MHe XOT€/T0Ch ObI OOCYAUTD B 9TON CTAThe, — Pa3BUTHE
MeTadM3MKM, MOHMMaeMoil Kak ¢umocodckas IUCUMUIUIMHA WK
Hayka. Iloxanyii, Kak u Bce o[y, Mbl TaK WIM MHa4e BCErja 3a4aBa-
JIMCh MeTa(pU3NIECKUMI BOIIPOCAMM — BOIIPOCAMI O MPEfeIbHbBIX 0C-
HOBAHVISIX [IEIICTBUTENBHOCTI, O IIPMYMHAX CYLIeCTBOBAHWS Belleil 1
HaIlero co6CTBeHHOro cyiectBoBanus. OfHAKO pellleHMe OJ0OHbIX
BOIIPOCOB B paMKaX, 3a[jldHHbIX KOHIIENI[Vell PalOHaTbHOTO Hayd-
HOTO 3HAHUSI, — 3TO 0c00ast TPafUIINsI, BOCXOMAIIAS K TPedecKoit ¢pu-
nocodpun. B gaHHOII cTaThe MHE XOTEITOCh GBI 060CHOBATH IIPEIIONO-
JKEHMe O TOM, YTO IIOCIeSHUII IepMOJ pPasBUTHSI TPeUecKol
¢dumocodun, pausumiics npumepHo ¢ III mo VI B. H. 3., BHeC MHOTO
HOBOTO ¥ MHTEPECHOTO B IIPOL[eCC CTAHOBJIEHNS MeTapM3UKN KaK $u-
710cO(CKOI AUCIUIINHBL, @ MMEHHO IIPEBPATII MeTapU3NKy B MeTa-
($usKMUIECKYI0 HAYKY, BBISIBUB B TO XXe BPeMsI IIPefie/Ibl TAKOI HAYKIL.
Takast oLleHKa MOXeT ITOKa3aTbCsl Ha IEPBBIl B3I/ HECKOIBKO
HpeyBeMNIeHHOI. B KOHIle KOHIIOB, MOTYT BO3PasUTh, TPALULINA Tpe-
geckoit ¢unocodckoit Meradu3nuky OblTa OCHOBaHA HAMHOTO paHee,
IInatoHoM M ApucroTeneMm, Win faxe eué panblie — [TapMeHumoMm.
Opnako Ha3BaTh MeTa(M3MYECKON HAYKON TO, YTO IIpeAjIaraeT Ham
ITapMeHNJ, MOXKHO JIMIIb B OYeHb CIIELMATbHOM CMbICIe CoBa. Ja un
BenuKue Metadusudeckne Tpyanl IlnatoHa n Apucrorens, B 0cobeH-
Hoctu [ocydapcmeo IlnatoHa u Memagusuka Apucrorens, o 607b-
IIOMY CYETY MTPEeICTABIIAIOT CO601 TUITh HAOPOCKM TOTO, YeM MOT/Ia ObI
crarb Metadu3ndeckas HaykKa, — ee IPeJMeT, METOJbI, HEKOTOpbIE [jeH-
TpaJIbHbIe TOMOXKEeHN. DTU TeKCThI SBILIIOTCA CKOpPee IIPOrpaMMHBIMU
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IIPOEKTaMMU U IPeBapUTEeIbHBIMI VICCTIEIOBAHVIIMIL, MOTYIIVIMY CTaTh
paspaboTaHHOI MeTadU3MUECKOV HAYKOM, 3aKIodalollell B cebe Iie-
JIOCTHYIO cHCTeMy TeopeM. S cuen 6bI BO3MOXKHBIM YTBEP>KAATb, 4TO,
HACKOJIbKO HaM M3BEeCTHO, TaKas CHUCTeMa BIlepBble OblIa HaiffjeHa B
¢dumocodckux mKomax MmospHel aHTUIHOCTH. IT0KOIHBII mpodeccop
Kepap Bepbex (Gérard Verbeke) B 1978 r. B pamkax Machette lecture
series IIOCBATUJI CBOE BBICTYIUICHNUE 9TOVL TeMe, M 5 caM paboTan Haj
Hel0 Ha MPOTsDKEHNY MHOTHX jIeT. MHe 6bI XOTeloCh CBECTI BOEAHO
9TU UCCIIEIOBAHMA C TeM, YTO CHAEIAHO APYTVMMI, AJIsI TOTO YTOOBI laTh
3lech HAOPOCOK 0OIIeil KapTUHBI, KOTOPas, KaK MHe KaXKeTcs, Hauu-
HaeT BBIPMCOBBIBATHCSL. !

Pabota cocrouT U3 4eTbIpex yacreil. B wacTu mepBoil A npepncras-
A0 TOT CIOCO0O, MOCPeACcTBOM KOTOporo ArnekcaHap Adpoamcnmii-
CKMIL, BETIMKNI KOMMEHTaTOp-apucToTeNnK Havana III B., maTepnipern-
pys MeTadu3MUeCKUit TPAaKTAT APUCTOTENs], CTPEMMICA OTBICKATh B
HeM MeTadu3N4eckyio Hayky. Bo BTOpoit 4acTy CTaTby A IbITAICh II0-
KasaTb, KaK CIYYWIOCh TaK, 4TO Gpurocod-HeoIlTaTOHNK Havyana V B.
CupuaH He TONIbKO MPMHA MHTEPIPETaLNIO AJIEKCaH/IPa, HO U, BJLOX-
HOBJICHHBIII €10, Hayajl MCKAaTh Ty Ke caMylo MeTadU3NIecKy HayKy
yxe y Ilnatona. OgHako, 6yayun mmaToHUKoM, CMpMaH IpeKpacHO
0CO3HaBaJI IPOOIeMy TPAHCLIEHIEHTHOIO: KaK BO3MOXKHA HayKa O Iep-
BBIX IPVMHINIAX Pea/IbHOCTY, €C/IM OHY TPAHCIEH/IEHTHBI 110 OTHOLIE-
HUIO K 4eloBeYecKoMy 3HaHM0? MHe XoTenoch 651 onucatsh, Kak Cu-
pUaH IMOAXOANUT K 9TON mpobreMe, a 3aTeM, B TPeTbell YaCTU CTATb,
IIOKa3aTh, KaK BCe 3TO MPMBOAUT K IOABJIEHMIO ILiIefieBpa MeTadu-
suku — Hauanam meonozuu ydenuxa Cupnana ITpokna. Hakonen, B
YeTBEPTOIT YaCcTH, MHE XOTeNOCh ObI 06PATUThCSA K, HOXKAIYIt, IOCTIE] -
HEMY BelIMKOMY MeTadu3n4ecKoOMy TPYyRy rpedeckoit ¢pumocodpun -
Tpaxmamy o nepsvix NPUHYUNAxX, HaMCaHHOMY ITpeeMHMKOM [Tpoka
Ha nocty rasbl IInaToHoBckoll mKkonel B A¢unax B Havane VI B. [la-
MacKyeM, — TPyAy, B KOTOPOM T'paHMIbI MeTapU3NIeCKOil HayKU MC-
CTIEAYIOTCS C HeOOBIYAITHO IIPOHNILIATEIBHOCTDIO U YIOPCTBOM.

! Verbeke 1981; O’Meara 1986; Kremer 1961. [Tanee s 6yny ccbUtaTbes Ha
6071ee cOBpeMeHHbIe VccIefoBanus. 5 paj BOSMOXKHOCTM ITOCBATUTD 3TH CTpa-
Huupl [xony Yunmnermo (John Wippel) B 3Hak cBoeit Ipu3HaTeIbHOCTY STOMY
Je/I0BeKY ¥ MeTadU3MKY.
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ITpeppamenne «Metadpusuxu» Apucrorens
B MeTaM3MYECKYI0 HAyKy

Wrak, HauHeM ¢ AjekcaHapa AQpoaucuizickoro. Mo>KHO OITYCTUTD,
9TO HamyucaHue AJIEKCAaHAPOM KOMMEHTapusi Ha MeTadu3UdecKuit
TpakTaT ApUCTOTE/s ObIIO CBSI3aHO C TeM, YTO OH IPENOfaBal apUCTO-
TeeBCckyio ¢punocopuio B Apunax. B camom fene, Bce pumocodrr, o
KOTOPBIX IOIJieT pedb B ITOI CTaTbe, OBUIM IPENOfABATE/SIMIU, 1
TPY/bI MX OBUIYN CBSI3AHBI C IIPEIOfIABATeIbCKON AeATEIbHOCTBIO. JHa-
JyeHme 9Toro pakTa craHeT 6osee ICHBIM, €C/IM MBI BCIIOMHMM, YTO 9TH
y4UTess paccMaTpPUBaIy cebs B KauecTBe IIpefcTaBUTeNelt Toit Guio-
coduu, KOTOpy0 MperofaBanu: AJIEKCAaHAP IPEeACTAB/SII apPUCTOTe-
neBckyio gunocoduio, Cupuan, IIpoxn u Hamacckuit - ¢punocoduro
ITnatona. IlpencraBuTe/nsiMmu OHM OBIIM B TOM CMBICTIE, YTO [OJIATaNN,
6yaro Tpynbl mpenogaBaeMoro umu punocoda, 6ynp to Ilnaton mim
ApucToTenp, comep)XaT HaWIydIIylo, UCTHMHHYIO ¢urocoduio. Tax,
HanpuMep, AJIEKCAaHAP CIUTAL, YTO JIy4Illee, YTO MBI MOXEM CHe/IaTh
st obperenust GpuIocoCKO MCTUHBL, — 9TO YUTATh TPY/ABI ApUCTO-
tesst.” C/Ie[[CTBYEM TAaKOTO MOLXO/a SIBUIACh CBOETO POAa KaHOHU3a-
st TpyRos [ImaToHa min Apucroresns: BO-IIePBBIX, STUM TPYAaM ObI
IpU/aH OTPOMHBIII aBTOPUTET, @ BO-BTOPBIX, OHM OKA3/ICh YIIOPSIL0-
YeHbI TaKMM 00pa3oM, 4T06 06pa3OBBIBATH LI€IOCTHBIE CUCTEMATIYE-
CKJie CBObI 3HaHMs. B crrydae Ajtexcanapa 3To 6bII0 HECKOIBKO 0071er-
Y€HO TeM, 4TO TIPY MyOINKALMY TPYAOB APUCTOTELs, IPUMEPHO 3a iBa
CTOZeTHsI KO ONMCBIBAEMbBIX COOBITHIL, STH TPYABI Y>Ke ObUIM IpUBe-
HDeHbl B HEKYI0 CHCTEMATUYeCKYI0 CBsi3b, OyAydnm OOBEfUHEHBI B
TPYIIIBI, HOCBAIIEHHBIE IIPO6IeMaM JOTMKM, GU3MKM, MeTapu3nKy,
9TuKN 1 noymTvKu. [Ipu npenofaBaHny 3TOr0 KOPIyca TEKCTOB AleK-
CaHJp, He KO/IeOMIACh, BOCIIPUHSI 3TO CIUCTeMaTHYecKoe eMHCTBO, YTO
HOBIINATIO, KaK MbI IIOK@XeM HIDKe, U Ha ero IpefCTaBlIeHNe O MeTa-
¢usmKe KaK HayKe, 1 Ha €TO BO33PEHMsI O TOM, YeM OHa JO/DKHA 3aHU-
MAaTbCSL.

2 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De anima, ed. 1. Bruns (Berlin 1887), p. 2, 4-9.
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KommenTapuit Anekcanzpa Ha Memagusuky Apucrorend, B TOM
BIU/JIe, B KAKOM OH J{OLLIe]I {0 HAC IIO-TPEYeCKY, OXBAThIBAET JIMILb I1ep-
Bbl€ IIATb KHUT HA3BAHHOTO TPaKTaTa.” B 3TUX KHUrax ApUCTOTE/b pac-
CyXJaeT O BBICIIell HayKe, KOTOPYIO Ha3bIBaeT MyAPOCTHIO U KOTOpas
TO/DKHA paccMaTPMBaTD IMepBble MPUHILMIIBL WIN IPUYUHBI BCETO CY-
I[ero. Ap1CTOTe/Ib TOBOPUT TAK)KE O HEKOJl YHUBEPCATIBHON HAyKe O
CylieM, CylieM Kak CylieM, CyOCTaHI[uM, — HayKe, IMeHyeMOll IIepBoil
¢dumocodueit u cogepskalieil aKCHOMBI, B/IAIOIIECS] OCHOBAHUEM [Is
BCeX [OKasaTelbCcTB (Impexxpe Bcero — [IpuMHIMIT HEIPOTHMBOpeUNs),
HayKe O GOXXeCTBEHHOI CyOCTaHLMM, KOTOPYI OH HAasbIBAET TEOJIO-
rueil. B cBoeil TPaKTOBKe 9TUX KHIT apUCTOTENEBCKOTO TPaKTaTa Ajek-
CaHJP VCXOJUT U3 TOTO, YTO APUCTOTE/Ib 00/Iafa efIHOI, LIe/IOCTHO
KOHI[eII[ell ¥ TOBOPMII MMOBCIOAY 00 OXHOI M TO¥ JKe Hayke. Takum
06pasoM, «MyIpOCTb» U ecb «IepBast Gpunocousi», UIn «TeoIorus».*
U perno He TOMBKO B TOM, YTO 3TH pasHble 0003HAYEHMsI OTHOCATCS K
OJIHOII HayKe, HO TAK)Ke I B TOM, YTO pasHOOOpasHble 0OBEKTHI, K KO-
TOPBIM MMEIOT OTHOLIECHUE 3TY HAYKH, HO/DKHBI, KAK MBI BCKOpE YBU-
IuM, OBITH CBS3aHBI APYT C APYTOM.

Vicxopsi, Takum 06pas3oM, U3 TOT0, YTO APKCTOTe/Ib TOBOPUT 00 Of-
HOJI-eIMHCTBEHHOII HayKe, — Ha30BeM ee JIIA IPOCTOTHI «MeTadusu-
KOil», — AJIeKCaH/p COBEpIIAET ellje OAMH BaXKHBII 1IIar: OH II0/Iaraer,
YTO Ty HAYKy C/IefyeT MBICTUTD KaK HayKy allOfUKTUYECKYI0,” B COOT-
BETCTBUU C TeM, KaK OIpefernsieT ee ApUCTOTelb BO Bmopoti ananu-
muxe. ITO OUeHb 3HAYMMBII1 11ar.® Befib eC/Iy MBI, C OFHOI CTOPOHBIL, 1

3 Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis metaphysica commentaria, ed. M.
Hayduck (Berlin 1881). Kommenrapuit Ha kHury A mnepesenén Y. Hymu (W.
Dooley, London 1989), na xkuuru au B - Y. Jynu n A. Meauran (W. Dooley,
A. Madigan, London 1992), na xuury I' - A. Meguran (A. Madigan, London
1993).

4 Alexander, pp. 15, 32-33; 18, 10-11; 171, 5-11.

> B aHIIOA3BIYHOM AHTMKOBEAYECKON TPAJUIMM apPUCTOTENEBCKOE
amodeikTikn mepeBogUTCs 06BIYHO KaK «demonstrative science»; B. @. Acmyc B
CBOEM nepeBofie «BTopoit aHaMUTUKM» TOBOPUT O «JOKa3bIBaIOLIEl HayKe». —
ITpum. nep.

¢ 910 6bU10 06HApYKeHO M. BoHemnu (Bonelli 2001). [Tanee s 6yny ccoi-
JIaTbCS Ha 9TO MCCTIEOBaHNeE, C €T0 MOMTHBIM U TIATEeTbHBIM 00CYXeHMeM CO-
OTBETCTBYIOLINX YacTell AlleKCaHIpOBa KOMMEHTapPUA.



Jomuuuxk O’Mapa 35

IO Cell [ileHb YMTaeM TPAKTaT APUCTOTEe/sI KaK MCCIefOBATeNbCKII,
AMATEeKTUYeCKNUIT, HACBIIEHHBII ANOPUsMM He3aBepLIEHHBI TPYH,
AJlekcaHfip, CO CBOel CTOpPOHBI, HafleeTCsi OTBICKATh B HEM HAyKY,
CTPYKTypa KOTOPOJI IIOTHOCTbIO COOTBETCTBYET CTPYKTYpPE alOfUKTHU-
YeCcKOJl HayKu, OIIChIBaeMoit B Ananumuxe Apuicrorers. Tak, 6ygydun
aIlOAVIKTUYeCKOI HayKoil, MeTaM3MKa, COITTAaCHO AJIeKCaHJpY, MC-
HO/MB3yeT  AKCUOMBI, VIMEET CBOMl  COOCTBEHHBII  IIPefMeT
(hupokeimenon genos) v, OTT/IKMBAsICh OT OIIPefeIeHNIT, pa3pabaThi-
BaeT [JOKa3bIBAIOIye CUITOTVM3MBI, OOOCHOBBIBAsK CYLHOCTHBIE CBOJI-
CTBa CBOer0 00beKTa.” AKCOMBI MeTa(pU3UKY, C TOYKM 3pEeHMsT ATeK-
CaHJpa, — 9TO Te caMble, KOTOpble 00CyxaaeT ApucToTeab B kHure I
(ocoboe 3HaUeHME Cpeyt HUX MPUHAMIEKNT HIPUHIUITY HEITPOTUBOPe-
4ns); AMeKcaHfp IPUXOAUT K BHIBOJY O TOM, YTO 9TV OCHOBOIIO/IATAI0-
I[¥Ie aKCMOMBI TIPEfICTAB/IAIOT OCOOBIIT MHTepeC A/l MeTadU3UKM — HO-
CKOJIBKY TOYHO TaK >Ke, Kak M MeTau3NKa, OHUM CBS3AaHBI CO BCEM
cymum.® Takum o6pasom, npeamerom Meradusuxi, ee hupokeimenon
genos, SIBJIAETCs BCe Cylijee, WM Cyliee Kak cyiee. OQHAKO PO Cylero,
0 KOTOPOM UJIET Pedb, 3TO He TAKOIl POJ, KOTOPBIiT IPOCTO OTHOCHUT CO-
OTHOCHMBIE BUJIbI K KaKoii-mn6o katreropuu. Ckopee, 3T0 pox, 0b6paso-
BAaHHBII CYI[VIMI, KOTOPbIE, B CBOIO OYepeNib, OBITUIICTBYIOT Yepe3 OT-
HOIIIeHJe K HEKOMY L[eHTPalTbHOMY TUILy OBITV, UCXONAT U3 HETO 1
OTHOCATCS K HEMY, — pedb ufeT 06 otHoweHun aph’henos, pros hen. Tax
OT/ie/IbHbIE BU/BI CYIEr0 00Pa3yIT PO CYLero, OTHOCSIUIICS K L{eH-
TPaJIbHOMY THITY OBITHS, TO eCTh K cybcraHumu.’ Takoe OTHOIIEH e SIB-
JISI€TCSI ORHOBPEMEHHO OTHOIIEHNEM Yepes OIpefe/ieHIe U Yepes Cy-
I[eCTBOBaHMe: 3HAUYEHNUS TOTO, YTO CYIIECTBYeT IOMUMO CyOCTaHIMH,
JIOTMYeCK! MPeNIoNaraloT 3HadeHye CyOCTaHIMM; U CyLIeCTBOBaHME
MHOTO CYILETO, TO eCTh CYIEro B KATETOPMSX, OT/IMIHBIX OT KaTEeTOPIM
cybcraniuy, mpousBogHo (huparxis) OT CylecTBOBaHUA CyOcTaH-
uyn. ' Bojiee TOro, CyuecTByeT mepapxus CyOCTaHIMil, Tak 9To Gosee
BBICOKME IIePBUYHbIE CYOCTaHLIMY ABIAIOTCA IMPUYMHAMK Oomee HU3-
KIX, BTOpUYHBIX. [Ipy 9TOM IIepBIYHBbIe CyOCTAHIMM OBITUIICTBYIOT B

7 Bonelli 2001, ch. 2.

8 Bonelli 2001, 249-250.

 Bonelli 2001, 122.

10 Bonelli 2001, 116-117, 120-121.
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CBOE€II IIepBUYHON, Hanbosee HANpsDKeHHO ¢opMe. DTa IepBUIHAS
CyOCTaHIVSI €CTh APUCTOTE/IEBCKAs 60XKeCTBEHHAS CYyOCTAHIINST, TPAHC-
neHgeHTHb YM Kuuru A.'' K cokaneHmio, HesICHO, KaK MMEHHO, C
TOYKM 3peHMst AJleKCaHapa, 60XKeCTBeHHas! CyOCTAHIMSI OKA3bIBAETCsI
HIPUYMHOI CYI[eCTBOBAHMSA HUSIINX POJOB CYIIero, 60iee HUSKUX Cy0-
CTAHIINIT ¥ TOTO, YTO CYIeCTBYeT B MHBIX KaTeropusx. Hakowery, Amnex-
CaHJP OTOX/eCTB/IAET CYLIHOCTHBIE CBOJICTBA, KOTOPbIe 0OOCHOBBIBA-
10TCs1 MeTapU3UKOIL, C TEMU, O KOTOPBIX TOBOPUT APUCTOTE/Ib B KHUTE
I': eAMHCTBO — MHOXXECTBO, CXO/CTBO — pasjydne, paBHOE — HEPABHOE.

/3 BbIIIECKa3aHHOTO BUIHO, YTO AJIEKCAH/P 3aHMMAeT OYeHb Xa-
PaKTEePHYIO 1 OKas3aBIIyIo OO/MbIIOe BIMSAHME Ha TTOCIERYIONX (uIo-
co)OB MO3MINIO IO L[EHTPATLHOMY BOIIPOCY O IpesMeTe Meradu-
3UKH, — BOIIPOCY, 10 KOTOPOMY TIO3UI{VsI CAMOTO APUCTOTE/ISI KasKeTCsl
HEsICHOIL, — SIB/LSIETCSI /U MeTa(hu3nKa YHVBEPCAIbHOI HAYKOII O CyIeM
KakK CylieM, pasHOBUIHOCTBIO OOIell OHTOMOTUY, MU XKe OHa Ipef-
craBysieT o601t 0co6yI0 HayKy 0 60)KeCTBEHHOM OBITHM WK CyOCTaH-
nun, ¢punocodekyio teonornio? IToxkamyit, AleKcaHfgp IpUgepKUBa-
€TCs1 TOVI IIO3MI{NY, YTO OBITIE HE eCTh POJ B 0OBIYHOM CMBICTIE CTIOBA —
pon, onpefenArIMii OTHOLIEHVE BULOB K TOM WIM MHOM KaTerOpUMI.
BbiTne, cormacHo AneKcaHfpy, 06pasyeT psabl Ha4aIbHBIX U TOCTIEAY-
IOIIUX YWIEHOB, IPUYeM HAYa/IbHBIN WIeH SB/SACTCS IPUIMHON ObITHA
YJIEHOB, CIEAYIOLINX 32 HUM, — M T€M, K 4eMy OHU OTHOCATCA.'2 VI Takum
VICXO[{HBIM WIEHOM SIB/ISIETCsI GOXKeCTBeHHasl CyOCTaHIMs — IPUYVHA
OBITHSA BCeX MHBIX WIEHOB pofa cyuyero. Takum o6pasom, Hayka o 6o-
JKECTBEHHOIT CYOCTAHIMM ecmb HayKa 000 BCEM CYII[eM KaK HayKa o Obl-
THUV B €T0 M3HAYAIbHON (OpMe, IPUUIMHE BCEX MOCAEAYIOMUX BULOB
6prtust. 1 BripoueM, B CBOell IIPeBOCXOLHON KHUTe, B KOTOPOIl OHa
CTOJIb yAa4HO ITOKa3aa, Kak AJleKCaHAP UCIIONb30Bal Bmopytw ananu-
muxy Apucrortens pns ¢dopManrusanuy apUCTOTENIEBCKOI MeTadu-
3uKu, M. Bonennu yrBep>xjaer, 9T0 AeKCaH/p OCTaB/IAET BOIPOC OT-
KPBITBIM, VMHOT[A IPOBOJS pasjindlie MeX/Ay BCeoOIeil HayKoil o

! Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis metaphysica commentaria, pp.
138, 17-23; 147, 3-148, 10.

12 Alexander, p. 249, 28-33.

13 Alexander, p. 251, 24-38; cm. Taxoke ccbUIKY B IIpyMed. 11.
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CyII[eM U TEOJIOTHEN, a MHOTAA OTOXAecTB/Isist ux.'* OfHaKo 51 He IOHN-
Malo, KaK AJIEKCaHJP, eC/IM OH FYMAJl O pofie CYLIero MMEeHHO TaK — TO
€CTb KaK O PSfjaX Hada/IbHbIX U ITOCEAYIOLUX WICHOB, — MOT [I0/IaraTh
BO3MO>KHOJI HAyKy O CyIl[eM, KOTOpasi IPocTo obobmrana 6bl YacTHbIE
HayKM 0 BUJJaX CyILero. Benp ObiTite, 10 AJIEKCaHPY, — 9TO He POJ, CO-
CTOSIIUIT U3 BUAOB, U [IO3TOMY COOTBETCTBYIOILIME HAyKu He OyAyT
YHIBEPCANbHOII HayKo1, 06001Ia01Iell YacTHbIe Hayku. B aToM A co-

IJIaceH C MHTeprpeTanuert Bepbexa, npepioxennoit um ewe B 1978 r.'°

Hnamnusaunﬂ apI/ICTOTeTIeBCKOﬁ MeTa(l)I/lS]/['-leCKOf;l HayKn

JlaBajiTe CMeHMM LIKOTY ¥ 0OPaTHMMCS K MO3[JHEAHTUYHBIM IIATOHU-
KaM. 37iecb aBTOPUTETHBIN KaHOH ob6pasytor guamorn Ilnatona. Op-
HaKo ApUCTOTeNb BOBCe He U3BAT U3 Kypca obydenus. Eciu 651 4yTh
nosxe, B cepenuue III B, Mbl 3arnsanynm B Koty IInornna B Pume, Ml
3acTanmy Obl ero YUTAIOIIMM U UCIIONb3yoIuM Memagusuxy Apucro-
Teqsl M KOMMeHTapun Anexcanapa A¢poaucniickoro.'® TonkoBanuem
ApucroTensa saHUMaINUCh Takxe ydeHuk IInotuna [Topdupuit n yge-
Huk [Topdupus SAmemux. Kaxercs, uMeHHo ¢ IMBINXOM, BO3ITIaB/IAB-
mnM ¢umocodekyio mxony B Cupun B Havane IV B., CBA3aH HIeTaTbHO
paspaboTaHHbI y4eOHBIT KypC, KOTOPOMY OYAYT ClIef0BaTh B IJIATO-
HOBCKUX mKonax A¢uH u Anexcannpuu B V u VI Bekax. IToT yueOHbII
Kypc BK/IIO4aj B ce0: fABa 1yKIa. [IepBblil MK, MMEHOBABIIMIICS «Ma-
JIBIMM TaUHCTBAMM», OCHOBBIBAJICS HA YTEHUM TEKCTOB APUCTOTeIA; 32
HYIM CTIefl0Bajl BTOPOII IIVIKJI — «Be/IVKIe TAMHCTBa», BK/IIOYaBIINI U3Y-
4eHue n36paHHbIX fuanoros IraToHa.”” Y Hac ecTh omycaHue 3TOrO
Kypca, ocTaBieHHOe [Ipok/ioMm, KOTOpbIil B MONOJOCTH, B 432 ropy,
npoxopui ero B A¢unax oy pykosopictBoM Cupuana, ObIBIIErO B TO
BpeMsi 1aBow Adunckoli mkonsl'® B pamkax nepsoro nukia [Ipokn
4nTan paboTbl APUCTOTEIIS 110 JIOTHKE, STHKE, IOMTUTUKE, PU3UKE U Me-
tadmsuke. 3atem IIpOKII IPUCTYNNI KO BTOPOMY LMKy — K U3y4EeHUIO

4 Bonelli 2001, ch. 5 (note pp. 232-233).

15 Verbeke 1981, 121. Cf. Alexander, pp. 250, 20-33; 266, 5-14.

16 ITopupuit, XKusnv [Inomuna, 1. 14, 5-7 n 13.

706 arom yuebHOM Kypce cM. Westerink-Trouillard-Segonds 1990,
XLITI-LXXVI.

18 Mapus, 2Kusnv Ipokna, t1. 13.
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ayasnoros ITnaToHa, COOpaHHBIX B COOTBETCTBUM C TOJ e IOCTIef0Ba-
TEeJIBHOCTDBIO HayK. 3[jeChb CTOUT OTMETUTD JIBa acIeKTa JaHHOTO y4ed-
Horo Kypca. (1) ITocmenoBaTenbHOCTh HayK pacCMaTpUBanach Kak BOC-
XOXJIeHMe I10 JleCTHMI[e (GUIocO(CKOTO MO3HAHN, HAUMHAOIIeeCs CO
3HAHMA NPAKTUYECKOTO M 3aBepLIAOIEECs BBICIIMM TEOPETUYECKUM
3HaHMeM, MeTadusukoit. (2) IlepBblil, apUCTOTENeBCKMIL, LMK BOC-
XO>KIeHNA 10 JIECTHMILIE TIO3HAHNA OCTaBA/ICA IIPEABAPUTENIbHBIM, IO -
TOTOBUTE/IbHBIM, HECOBEPIIEHHbIM B OTHOILIEHN! KO BTOPOMY, IL/IaTO-
HOBCKOMY LuKay. Ilo oTHOmEeHMI0 K MeTadU3UIECKOMY TPaKTaTy
ApucroTenss 9TO 03HaYaeT, YTO OH OOPa3sOBBIBAI BBICUINII YPOBEHb
3HaHMA, JOCTVDKMMOTO B IlepBoM Iykiie. OTHAKO OH ObII BCErO JINIIb
MOATOTOBUTEIbHBIM Y HECOBEPILIEHHBIM 3TallOM B CPaBHEHIN C IIATO-
HOBCKUM [IMATIOTOM, PAacKpbIBAIOIINM MeTapM3MKy Ha BepIINHE BTO-
poro, IIaTOHOBCKOTO Iukiaa — Ilapmenudom Ilnatona. Takum obpa-
30M, y WwaToHukoB V 1 VI cromeTmit MMenmch JOCTaTOYHO BeCKue
OCHOBAHUA JJIA TOTO, YTOO MHTEPecoBaThCA MeTapU3MYeCKIM TPaKTa-
toM Apucrorend. OFHaKo, HECMOTPA Ha TO, YTO B JAHHOM TpPaKTaTe
YCMaTpMBANOCh IPUCYTCTBME BbICOYAIIErO TEOPETUYECKOTO 3HAHNUA,
Ha HEro CMOTpeIM KaK Ha HEeCOBEPLIEHHOE IpefiBapeHNe IJIaTOHOB-
ckoro [lapmenuda.

K c4acTplo, y Hac ecTb BO3MOXKHOCTb IIpouecTb Kommenmapuii Cu-
puaHa Ha Memagusuky ApUCTOTEN ¥ HOMYIUTD IIPU €TO TIOCPEACTBe
IIPEfICTABIEH)E O TOM, KaK MMEHHO 3TOT TPAKTaT OTKPbUICA IOHOMY
yuaennky Cupuana — ITpoky.'”” Bupodem, npy 6onee BHUMATEIbHOM
paccMoTpeHnu obHapyxuBaercs, yTo Kommenmapuii CupuaHa BoBce
He sB/IAETCsI KOMMEHTapueM B 0ObIYHOM CMBICTIE 9TOTO cloBa. Cupnan
cocraBseT KoMMeHTapuit Ha kauru B, I, M u N apucrorenesckoro
TpaKTaTa 1 OOBSICHIET CBOIO 3aady CeAyoIuM o6pasom.” B kuurax
M u N Apucrorenb cocpefjoTO4eH MPEMMYILECTBEHHO Ha KPUTHUKE
IIaTOHM4YecKoit u mudaropeiickoit Merapusuku. 3agaga Cupnana —

Y Uspanue: Syrianus, In metaphysica commentaria, ed. W. Kroll (Berlin
1902); anrmmitcknit mepeBox ony6nukosan k. dummonom n JI. O’Mapoii
(Dillon-O’Meara 2006 u 2008).

2 Tlogpo6Hee 06 3TOM TOBOPUTCS B MOEM BBEJIEHUM K IIEPEBOJY KOMMEH-
tapus Cupnana Ha kauru B u I' «<Meradusnku», rae cobpansl ccpuiku: Dillon-
O’Meara 2008, 3-5.
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IOKa3aTh HECOCTOSATEIbHOCTD 9TON KPUTUKMY, Jabbl y YUeHUKA He CJIO-
JKWJIOCh IIPeHeOPEXXUTENbHOIO OTHOIICHMA K ITATOHMKO-IMdaroperi-
ckoll Meradmsuke. B kuure B Apucrorens npencrasiseT u o0CyxpaeT
HPOTHBOIOIOXKHbIE TOYKM 3PEHUsA II0 PA3IUYHBIM MeTapU3UIeCKUM
BorpocaM. CHpuaH CTpeMUTCsA NO0Ka3aTh, KaKye MO3MLNY BepHBbI, a Ka-
KI1e HeT; BepPHBIMM OKa3bIBalOTCA I/IaTOHMYecKue. V, HakoHell, B KHUTe
I' ApucroreneM ImpefcraBieH OOIMIT O4epk MeTadU3UKY, KOTOPbII
CupnaH B Ie7IoM NIPYHMMAET; IO3TOMY OH JIOBOJIbCTBYETCA IepecKa-
30M TEKCTa, OTChIIas y4eHMKa K KOMMeHTapuio Anekcanzupa Adpo-
IVICHMIICKOTO /IS JeTanbHOTO pasbsACHEHUA OT/IeNIbHBIX MecT. JTaK, 3a
KOMMEHTapleM Ha paboTy APUCTOTe/IA YYEHUK OTChUIAeTCA K AJlek-
caHapy,*! oHaKoO, IIOCKO/IBKY OH JOJ/DKEH IONYYMTb HACTAB/ICHNE B
IIATOHOBCKOIT MeTadumsnke, pabora CupraHa OKa3bIBaeTCs1 HEOOXOMN-
MOJ1 KaK IIPOTUBOsAMIME Ha Ty KPUTUKY IUTATOHU3MA, KOTOpas pa3BUBa-
eTcA B TeKcTax Apucrorend u AneKcaHfpa.

CrepcTBMA TAKOTO OAXO/IA K APYUCTOTENIO U ATIEKCaHAPY B YI€HNUMN
CupnaHa BecbMa BaKHbL. MBI MOI/IM OBl IOAYMATb, 4YTO APUCTOTENb U
AnekcaHJp OKasbpIBAIOTCS MOIPOCTYy «MHCTPYMEHTA/IM3MPOBAHBD»,
HOYMHEHBI MHTepecaM IIaToHN3Ma. Ho B IeficTBUTeIbHOCTH, KaK 3TO
BupHO U3 Kommenmapus CupnaHa, HeOIUIATOHVK IIPYHVMAET IIPEMIIo-
JKEHHYI0 AJIEKCaH/IPOM MHTepIpeTalMIO apUCTOTeNeBCKO MeTadu3u-
4ecKOll HayK! U UCIIONb3yeT ee A TonkoBaHus IlmaTtona. Tak, Cu-
PpMaH IoJaraer, 4YTO BbICUIAsA HayKa, 0 Koropoii IlmaTtoH rosopur B
Tocydapcmee, — sHanue popm n popmsi brara, Ta Hayka, koTopyro Ilna-
TOH Ha3bIBaeT «JUATeKTUKOI», TOXK/IeCTBeHHA apUCTOTENeBCKOM MY
poctu, nepBoit ¢punocopun umm reonornn.”* CrefoBatenbHO, OH IIPHU-
3HaeT, 4YTO  OCyllecTBAeHHas  AsekcaHfpoM  ¢dopManmsanms
apYCTOTeNeBCKOIT MeTadUSUKY IPUMeHNMa 1 K MeTadu3VKe WK Jua-
nexrtuke IInatona. Kak ciemcrsue, mraToHoBcKkas Metapusuka y Cu-
pUaHa OKa3bIBAeTCs ANOAVKTUYECKON HAyKOM, OTHOCAIIENCSA K TOMY
TUITy, KOTOPBI omycaH ApucroreneM Bo Bmopoii ananumuxe. OHa

?! TIonesHoe (umIonOrnyecKoe UCCIefoBaHNe TOro, Kak CupuaH UCIONb-
3yeT KOMMeHTapuii A/eKcaHjpa, MOXKHO Haiitu B pabore Luna 2001.
*2 Syrianus, p. 55, 27-33.
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HOCUT XapakTep OIpeRe/LIIOMNIL 1 alOANKTIIecKuit. It Metonst Cu-
pMaH [JOIOHsIET IVIATOHOBCKMMYL METOAMM aHa/IN3a U pasfiesieHns.”
Kpowme toro, MeTadusnka nMeer fe/o ¢ yHUBEPCATbHBIMIU aKCUOMAMM
- IpexX<fie BCeTo, C IPUHIMIIOM HellpoTyBopeuns.”* Ee mpegmeroM siB-
nsieTcs nopexxaumit pox (hupokeimenon genos) — pox CyIero Kak cy-
mero. Ho aToT pop — 0cobblil: OH 06pasyeT psfibl ObITUA IePBUYHOTO U
BTOPUYHOIO, TAK YTO M3HAYAIBHOE ObITIE — GOXKECTBEHHasl CyOCTaH-
LMsI — €CTb BbICIIast popMa OBITUSA U MIPUUMHA CYLIECTBOBAHN IPOU3-
BOAHBIX BUOB cyuiero.” CormacHo CupuaHy, 60XecTBEHHOE GbITHE
COOTBETCTBYeT TPAaHCI{eH/IeHTHBIM (popmaM ID1aToHA, IIOHMMAEMBIM
KaK MbIIIIeHVe 60XXEeCTBEHHOTO YMa, OT KOTOPOTO 3aBMCUT CTAHOBJIE-
HJe MUPa, — 60)KeCTBEHHOTO YMa, HallOMUHA1Iero Apucrorenes 60-
ecTBeHHbIIT YM. Vccnenyst 60>kecTBeHHOe ObITie, MeTaduanKa TeM
CaMBIM OKasbIBaeTCs Makie HAyKoil O IONHOTe cyijero.”® HakoHer,
MeTau3MKa IOCTY/IVPYeT CYLUIHOCTHbIE CBOMCTBA OBITUS — Kak Apu-
CTOTEJIEBBI, TaK U yrmoMsHyTsle [lmaroHoMm B Cogucme, B 4aCTHOCTH,
HOKOW M ABIKeHMe.” 3a6aBHO, YTO apucToTeneBcKass MeTadusMKa,
dopmannsoBaHHas ANEKCaHIPOM, BOI/S B y4eOHbI Kypc mKojbl Cu-
puaHa, oficKasana crocob hopmannsanyu HeoIUIATOHNYECKOIl MeTa-
¢usudeckoit Hayku — 110 MHeHnto CupuaHa, B HeCOBepLIeHHO ¢popme
IPUCYTCTBYIOLEil B MeTaU3NIeCKOM TPaKTaTe APUCTOTENs U MOIy-
4MBIIIEl OMHOE BeIpakeHue B [lapmenude IlnaToHa.

OpHako, HeCMOTpPsI Ha BUVIMOCTDb 3aMe4YaTelbHOTO COOTBETCTBUS
Mexpy (opmanusaryert Merapu3NIecKoil HayKu Kak HayKu o 6oxe-
CTBEHHOIT CcybcTaHUMM y AjeKcaHfpa M AVaaeKTMKoil IIrmatoHa Kak
HayKu O TPaHCIeHAeHTHbIX (opmax, CupuaH OCO3HaBal INABHYIO
CTI0KHOCTD, KOTOPYIO B CBA3K ¢ MeTadu3MKOi1 ApucToTesns cpopmynu-
posar eme TeodpacT: Kak BO3SMOXXHO 3HaHIE O TPAHCL[EHAEHTHOM 60-
xecTBeHHOM ObITin??® Y Cypnana sTa CI0)KHOCTb YCyry0O/maeTcsl KOH-
(GIUKTOM MEXHAYy ero IUIATOHNMYECKON YOEeXJEHHOCTBIO B TOM, 4TO

2 Syrianus, pp. 3, 30; 4, 26-29; 12, 10-12.

24 CMm. moe uccnenosanue O’Meara 2009.

% Syrianus, pp. 57, 23-24; 61, 19-24.

% Syrianus, p. 57, 29-30.

¥ Syrianus, p. 5, 16-33.

2 Theophrastus, Metaphysics, ed. A. Laks and G. Most (Paris 2002), 4 (4b);
25 (9b).
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60XKEeCTBEHHBIIT YM ¥ OOBEKT €ro MBIIUIeHNs, (OPMBI, TPAHCIEH-
JEHTHBI [T0 OTHOLIEHMNIO K AVICKYPCUBHOMY YeI0BEYECKOMY PAacCyAKY,”
u mpuHsTreM popMannsanuy Metagu3nku AneKcaHppa, Iije Ta mpef-
CTaB/IeHa KaK BIIOJIHE JUCKYPCMBHas Hayka. Takum obpasoM, BCTaer
(dyHZaMeHTaNbHbIN BOMPOC: KaK BO3MOXKHA 4eloBedecKas HayKa o
CYI[HOCTSIX, TPAHCLIEH/IEHTHBIX IT0 OTHOLIEHMNIO K 00beKTaM, TOCTIDKH-
MBIM CPeACTBAMU YeJIOBEYECKOI HAyKu?

Pemrenne atoit mpo6emsl, npennoxxenHoe Cupnanom B ero Kom-
menmapuu Ha Memagusuky ApucToTes, MOKHO BKpaTiie chopMyn-
posatb Tak.*® B cormacun ¢ Tumeem IlaToHa, cosgaromuit Mup 60xKe-
CTBEHHBIIT YM (W/IN JeMIYPr) CO3/aeT TaKXKe U YLy — MUPOBYIO JYLIy
U JyLUIM MHAMBUAYaIbHbIE, 00pasys UX B COOTBETCTBUU C OIpefeNeH-
HBIMI (OPMaNbHBIMU NPVHIUIIAMY ¥ O OCOOBIM MaTeMaTUIeCKUM
3akoHaM.’! [T0aTOMy, 3aHMMAsICh MATEMATHKOI, Ye/IOBeYeCKas Ayma B
CaMoJl CBOEIT IPUpPOJe OTKPBIBAET BPOX/EHHOE 3HAHIE MaTeMaTIde-
CKJIX 3aKOHOB — 3HaHIe, KOTOPO€e OHA 3aTeM BBIPA)KaeT B MaTeMaTude-
CKMX JIOKa3aTelbCTBAaX. VI 3Ty MareMaTMdecKue 3aKOHBI COOTBET-
CTBYIOT 3aKOHAaM BCE/IEHHOII, IIOCKO/IBKY 9TO Te CaMble 3aKOHBI,
KOTOPBIM CJIeffyeT GOXKEeCTBEHHbIT YM, YIOPSAOYMBAOMMNI MUp. *
Camu 971eMeHTBI IPUCYIIEr0 Yel0BEYeCKOll fylie BPOXKLEHHOTO 3Ha-
HUsI, HasbiBaeMble CHPMAHOM «CyOCTAHI[MATBbHBIMI JIOTOCAMIY,> KO-
TOpBIe BK/IIOYAIOT MaTeMaTU4eCKIe 3aKOHBI, AB/IAIOTCA 00pasaMi CBO-
ero TBOpua - O0OXXEeCTBEHHOr0 YMa ¥ IIpefMeTa ero MBICTU —
TpaHCLeHIeHTHBIX (opM. CrrefloBaTe/IbHO, B PA3BUTUM HAYIHOTO 3HA-
HUsI, TAKOTO KAaK YMCTas MAaTeMATMKA, deJloBedecKas MyIIad [MPOeKTH-
pyeT 06pasbl TPaHCLEHLEHTHOTO 60)KecTBeHHOTO 6bITus. Takum obpa-
30M, Hay4HOe, [UCKYPCHBHOE 3HaHME OO0XKeCTBEHHOTO OBITHs
BO3MOYKHO KaK Hay4HOe BbIpaXKeHIe BPOXXIECHHBIX Uel, ABIAIOLINXCA
obpasamu 3TOrO OBITH. >

» Syrianus, pp. 4, 34-37; 100, 28-29; 147, 14-15.

3 Cm. MOI0 BbILIEYIIOMAHYTYIO cTaTbio: O’Meara 1986.

3! Syrianus, p. 4, 5-11.

32 Syrianus, pp. 27, 31-37; 88, 24-27.

3 Syrianus, 91, 29-34.; 161, 30-34.

3% 41 mombITANCA UCCIENOBATh 9TO IOHATHE «0Opasa» TPAHCIEHIEHTHOTO
6Ty B pabore O’Meara 2001.
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CoOTBeTCTBEHHO MeTa(pu3MKa, KaK BIIOJIHE AUCKYPCUBHasdA, Hayd-
Hag (opMa 3HaHUA, He MBICIUT TPAHCLEHJAEHTHOe OBITHE, KOTOpOe
YCKOJIb32aeT OT AVMCKYPCUBHOTO ITO3HAHNA, HEIOCPEICTBEHHO, HO IMeeT
TeNo C MPUCYIVM Iylle BPOXK[IEHHBIM 3HaHMEM — TeMU HMOHATUAMI,
KOTOpbIe MOTYT ObITh BBIPa>KEHBI ¥ KOTOPbIE BBLABILAIOT, Kak 00passl,
9TO TpaHCLeH/leHTHOe ObiTye. VIMeHHO TakuM 0Opa3oM OKa3bIBaeTCs
BO3MOYXHOII HayKa O TOM, YTO HAXOAUTCS 3a IIpefeiaMu HayKum.”

Opnako B Kommenmapuu Cupuana Ha Memagusuky Apucrorens
MbI He 0OHapy>X1BaeM Pa3BepHYTOTO M3/I0KEHMs 9TOI I/IATOHU3MPO-
BaHHOJ apYICTOTENIeBCKOM MeTapu3aMdecKoll HayKM, IMOCKOJIBKY, Kak
yKe ObI7T0 cKa3aHo, CpUaH IpenMyIIeCTBEHHO COCPEIOTOYEH Ha TOM,
4YTOOBI OIPOBEPTHYTh apUCTOTENEBCKYI0 KpUTMKY IUtaroHusma. Cu-
pMaH IpeArnonaraeT CyleCTBOBaHNe HEKOEro KaHOHa MuQaropeckmx
U TTATOHMYECKUX TEKCTOB, B KOTOPOM, II0 €r0 MHEHMIO, 9Ty MeTadu-
3UYECKYI0 HayKy cefyeT o6HapyxnTb. Ho cam OH He maeT usnoxxeHns
aTo0i1 Hayku. Cyps 1Mo y4e6HOMY KypCy, KOTOPOMY OH CIefloBaI, MOXKHO
IPeIIoNIOKNUTD, YTO Hauboslee afleKBaTHBIM ee BhIpaXKeHUEM NO/DKeH
6b11 crath ITapmenud IlnaToHa.

PasBepTbiBaHMe MeTaM3NIECKON HAYKN

KommenTapuit Cupuana Ha [lapmenud HaM, K COXaleHNIO, HEOCTY-
IIeH, HO MBI MOXXeM 0OpaTUThCA K paboTe IOCTIefHero u Hauboee Ap-
Koro y4yenrka CupuaHa, KOTopbiit usydan Memadusuxy Apucrorens
BMeCTe C HuM, — K pabote IIpokra, u B HallleM pacIIOpsDKEHUM eCTh €T0
Kommenmapuii na Ilapmenud Ilnarona. Kpome Toro, y Hac ects ero ru-
raHTCKas pabora, HocAITasA HasBaHue Ilnamonosckas meonozus. Ho s
I0/IaTalo, YTO, €C/IM MBI XOTUM HANTM TPAKTaT, B KOTOPOM IIpefiCTaB-

3> MOXHO 3a[jaTbCsI BOIIPOCOM, caM i CupuaH pa3paboTal 3Ty KOHI[el-
OquIo MeTa(I)MSM‘{eCKOﬁ HayKI/I KakK }II/ICKprI/IBHOI‘O BBIPpA)KEHNA BPOXITEHHbBIX
HOHATUI, AB/SIIOLIMXCA 06pasaMy TPAHCL{EHJEHTHOTO OBITUSA, WM 9Ta KOH-
menuys 6bUIa UM YHAC/Ie[OBaHa, HanpuMep, oT SIMBnuxa. Bugy orcyrcrus
TOYHBIX CBEfleHMII 0 SIMB/IMXe, TPYAHO OTBETUTD Ha 9TOT BOIIPOC CKONIBKO-HM-
6ynp onpenenenHo. OTHAKO, IOXOXKeE, YTO K SIMBIIMXY BOCXOLUT TEOPUS MaTe-
MaTMYeCKOl HAayKy, KOTOpas B 9TOM KOHTEKCTE UTPAa, KaKETCHd, BAKHYIO
ponb (cm. Sheppard 1997; O’Meara 1989, 133-134); Takum 06pasom, BIIOIHE
BO3MOXXHO, YTO I yquI/Ie CI/IpI/IaHa o MeTa(b]/I3I/IKe TAaK>Xe BOCXOONUT K HMBJII/IXy.
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neHa Meraduandeckas Hayka, pa3paboTaHHas B yXe TeX Wfell, KOTo-
pole chopmmpoBanuck mox BiausHueM penenuuy CrupranoM ¢opma-
nm3anuyu ApHUCTOTeNsI, OCYILECTBIEHHOM A/IEKCAHIPOM, HaM CIIefyeT
obparutbcs k [IpoxnoseiM Hauanam meonozuu.*® ta pabora momp3o-
BaJIach MOIY/IIPHOCTDBIO B CPefHME BeKa (CYILeCTBYIOT ee apabckie, a-
TUHCKME ¥ TPY3MHCKUE IIePEBOJIBI), V1 3a49aCTyI0 MMEHHO C Hee Hadu-
HatoT n3ydenne IIpoxia ceropusi. Ceifqac MHe XOTEIOCh GBI TOKA3aTh,
YTO OHA IPECTaB/sIeT HaM MeTaM3NUecKylo HayKy B TOM BHJE, KaK
nounman ee Cupuan. HauHem ¢ mpefgBapuTenpHOTO 3aMedaHms 06
9TOV KHHUTE.

B sarmaBuu roBOPUTCS O «T€OIOTUI»; TEOIOTUA IOHUMAETCH 37I€Ch
B apMCTOTEIEBCKOM CMBICTIE — KaK HayKa 0 60)KeCTBEHHOT CyOCTaHINL.
W netictButenbHo, CupnaH HasblBaeT TPYA APUCTOTeENs, TOCBSIILEH-
HbIIT MeTadU3MKe, «TeOTOIMYeCKUM TPaKTaToM».>’ CIOBO «Havaaa»
(stoicheiosis) B 3armaBum paborsl IIpokia ybexpaer, 4To pedb UIET O
oco6uu [yIs CTYLEeHTOB, U, KPOMe TOro, HanomuHaeT o Hauanax Es-
kmupa. [lepexnnuka ¢ EBKINIOM MOATONMKHY/TA HEKOTOPBIX YYEHBIX K
TOMY, YTOOBI BUETh B 9TOit KHUTE IIpoKia memadusuxy, 00ka3anuyo
ceomempureckum cnocobom (more geometrico). B mericTBUTENbHOCTH,
Oer/Iblil 0030p IOKA3bIBaLT, YTO JaHHasA padoTa 1o ¢popMe OTINIAeTCA
or EBknnpoBoit:* B ornuune or Hauazn, oHa He OTKPbIBAETCs IIEpeYHEM
OIpefie/IeHNIt, OOIMX MOHATHI M aKCMOM, HO COCTOUT M3 IIeNN JOKa-
3aTeJIbCTB, B KOTOPBIX 060CHOBBIBAIOTCS IIOJIOXKEHMS, KaXKI0€e U3 KOTO-
PBIX IIOMEIIEHO B 3aT0/I0BOK COOTBETCTBYIOLIETO HOKa3aTebCcTBa. Ma-
TeMaTUYeCKMUII WIM TEeOMETPUYECKMII BUJl TpaKTaTa, BO3MOXKHO,
006yCIOB/IeH TeM, YTO IMEHHO MaTeMaTudecKas HayKa QpyH/jaMeHTalb-

% Cm. Proclus, Elements of Theology, ed. with English translation by E. R.
Dodds (Oxford 1963). KommenTapuii ITpokia Ha [TapMeHup my6mukyercs B
HOBOM m3panun, noprorosneHHoM C. Steel (Procli in Platonis Parmenidem
commentaria, Oxford 2007, 2008), B mepeBogax G. Morrow u J. Dillon (Prince-
ton 1987). [CM. HOBbIIT KOMMeHTHPOBaHHbIII NepeBof: [Ipoxi, Hauana meono-
euu (teopemsl 1-33), mep. u kommenTapuit C. Mecsiny, APX3. Tpyovt kynvmy-
ponoeuueckoeo  cemunapa, Bem. 5  (Mocksa  2009)  235-260;
http://diglossa.org/Proclus/Institutio_Theologica. — IIpum. nep.].

37 Syrianus, p. 80, 17.

38 CM. obcysxpeHIe 9T0lT TeMbl B Moeil pabore O’Meara 1989, 196-198.
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HBIM 00pa30oM BIOXHOBJLA/IA Te IPeACTaBlIeHNs O HAYYHOM 3HaHUY, KO-
Topble pa3BuBamuch Apucrorenem u CupnanoM. Hakonern — 1 sTo feit-
CTBUTENbHO MCKIIOUNUTE/IbHASA 4ePTa, — B TEKCTe€ He LUTUPYETCA HU
OJIVIH 13 AaHTMYHBIX aBTOPUTETOB, HET [laxke cChblIoK Ha IlmaTona n Apu-
crotenda. OpHako B cBoeM usganum Jloamc moxasas, 4To B TEKCTE UM-
IIMIUTHO TpucytcrByer Ilapmenud IlnaroHa, B 4eM y Hac emte 6yzmer
BO3MO>XHOCTD YOI UThCA.

[Tpucrynas teneps K 6071ee BHUMATEIbHOMY paccMoTpernto Hauan
meonoeuu TIpokia, s xoTen Obl IOKa3aTh, YTO ITOT TEKCT JEVCTBU-
TEJIBHO IIPefCTaB/IsgeT co0O0il U3NIOXKeHNe MeTapU3NUeCcKOil HayKu B
TOM BUJie, KaK ee moHuMan Crupuas. s aToro Heo6Xo[MMO OKa3aTh,
YTO eMy HpUCYILY OIpefie/ieHHble 0cOOeHHOCTH. Tak, B HeM TOKHBI
BBIPA)KAaTbCsA BPOXK/I€HHbIE IOHATHUSA, KACAIOUeCs TPaHCIIeHTeHTHbIX
CYI[HOCTE, UCTIOTb30BaTbCA aKCMOMBI, Pa3BUBATLCA NOKa3aTe/IbCTBa,
B HeM JO/DKHO TOBOPUTBLCA O Belljax 00XKEeCTBEHHBIX KaK O IpUYMHAX
Cy1Iero U 0 OBITIM BOOOIIIE, JO/DKHBI ONUCBIBATHCSA CYLTHOCTHBIE CBOJI-
CTBa OBITHA.

HeTpynHo 3aMeTUTD, YTO HEKOTOPbIE U3 ITUX YePT [IeICTBUTENbHO
HIPUCYTCTBYIOT B TeKcTe IIpokma. Mbl #eiicTBUTENTbHO CTa/lKMBaeMCs
31ech co cepoit 60XKeCTBEHHOTO, UCXOJALIell, KaK I10JIaraloT IIaTo-
HUKM, 3 IEPBOIPUYMHBI BCETO cyllero — Enunoro, 4yepes YM, BIIOTh
mo Jyum.* OnuceiBast 31U 60XKeCTBEHHbIE CYLIHOCTH, IIpOK/I TOBOPUT
TaK)XXe 1 0 mpuunHax 6biTus. Kpome Tor0, psif chopMynnpoBaHHbIX UM
TeopeM, Hampumep, Teopema 1 («Bcsikoe MHOXECTBO TeM WIN UHBIM
06pa3oM IIPUYACTHO €fVHOMY»), HOCST IIpefie/IbHO OOINiT XapaKTep.
VccnenyioTcst onpepenieHHble CyIIHOCTHbIE CBOVICTBA OBITUA — B 0CO-
OeHHOCTH, eAVHCTBO M MHOXKECTBEHHOCTb. MOXXHO OTMETHUTD TaKXKe,
YTO BBIBOJIBI CTPOSITCS HAa OCHOBAHMM CTPOTUX YOeAMTENbHBIX apry-
MEHTOB M YTO BBIBOJIbI M3 HEKOTOPHIX apTYMEHTOB MCIONb3YIOTCA 3a-
TeM KaK OCHOBAHMA JyIA apTyMEHTOB, 00OCHOBBIBAIOIINX JjaIbHElIINe
BBIBOJIbI, CO3/IaBas B L[e/IOM [OTPSICAOIIYIO LIeTlb JOKa3aTe/IbCTB, 0TO0-
paXaIOIIYIO Liellb, CBASYIOLIYI0 caMo O6bITue. MOXHO Tak>Ke BBIABUTD
aKCMOMBI, MCIIONb3yeMble [N JlOKasaTenbcTBa. Hampumep, mokasa-

¥ Proclus, Platonic Theology, ed. H.-D. Saffrey and L. G. Westerink (Paris
1968-1997), 1, 26, vol. 1, pp. 114, 23-116, 3.
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TeNIbCTBO TeopeMbl 1, KOTOpOe CTPONUTCA KaK [JOKa3aTeIbCTBO OT IpPO-
TUBHOTO (modus tollens), B KOHEUHOM UTOTe OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha ABYX aK-
cuoMax, ymoMmuHaeMblX [IpoK/IoM B KOHIIe pacCy>XfeHusA: O TOM, 4TO
1ie710e GOJIbIIIe YaCTIL, M YTO HIYTO He Mpoucxoput us Hudero.* Ho sB-
JIIeTCS M 3Ta aNOfMKTHMYecKas HayKa, NpefcTaBneHHas B Hauanax
meonozuu IIpokia, HayYHBIM BhIPa)KEHMEM He TPAHCI€H/IEHTHBIX CYILl-
HOCTeI1, @ HAlllMX BPOXKIEHHBIX IIOHATHIT 00 STUX CYLIHOCTAX, KaK TOTO
TpebyeT manHOoe CHUPMAHOM MCTOIKOBaHIE BO3SMOXXHOCTI MeTapusu-
vyeckoit Hayku? Iloxxamyii, 9T0 HamMmeHee O4YeBMAHAs OCOOEHHOCTH
xHury IIpoxsia, ofHaKo, KaK MHe IPECTaB/IAETCs, OHa ef MpUCyIla.
Yro6 ybemurbcs B 3TOM, HaM, IpaBfa, IpUAETCA OOpPaTUTHCA
IpeXXie K OTPBIBKY U3 Apyroit paborsl Ilpokna, ero Ilnamornosckotl
meonozuu. 3ech, B kuure II, r71. 12, MbI HAXOAVM CIIEYIOIINIA TEKCT:

«Tax 4To0 e 3TO 3a IepBoe MOHATHUE (n0éma) HayKu [TO ecThb Teo-
jornu|, KOTopast MPOUCXOAUT OT [OOXKECTBEHHOTO| yMa U sIBJISIET
ceba? Kakoe moHaTue Mbl MOIIM Obl HasBaTh TAaKOBBIM, €C/IM He
Hambosiee TPOCTOE M IOCTIDKMMOE IOHsATME 3TON Haykm? Bemp
MIMEHHO 9TO IIOHATHE 0COGEHHO MOf06HO 3HaHMIO yMa. UTo ke 310
takoe? “ExgmHoe, — roBopurt ITapmeHuz, — eC/iit OHO €A1HO, He 6yzeT
MHOTUM . B camoM [ene, MHOTOE 110 HEOOXORMMOCTH MPUYACTHO
eIVHOMY, eMHOE XXe eUHOMY He IPMYACTHO, HO eCTb efUHOE CaMO
o ceber. !

ITpokn 3/1ech 3a/jaeTcst BOIPOCOM O Hambosiee IIEPBUIHOM ITOHATUN
(noéma) Teomoruu 1 HaXOAUT €r0 B OFHOM M3 IIOI0KEHUII IITIATOHOB-
ckoro Iapmenuoa: «Egunoe, ecnu oHO efuHO, He 6ymeT MHOTMM» (137
¢ 4-5). Jra yuTaTa B3jATA U3 IIEPBOIL IUIIOTE3bI BTOPOIL Yactu Ilapme-
HUOd4, B KOTOPOIL, IO MHEHUIO IVTATOHUKOB MO3IHEN aHTUYHOCTH, PEYb
1712 O BBICIIEM MeTady3MIeCKOM IIPUHIINIIE, IPUYMHE BCETO CYILero —
EpuuoMm. 3aMeTnm, 4TO 3TO MOTOKEHNME BBIPAXKEHO KaK TeopeMa U 4TO
OHO SIB/ISIETCS TEPBBIM ITOTI0XKEHVEM TE€OTOT L.

Ecnn temeps mbl BepHeMmcst k Hauanam meonozuu Ilpokia, To B
Teopeme 1 06HAPYX¥M, UTO BCIKOE MHOXXECTBO TEM MU MHBIM 06pa-

0 Proclus, Elements of Theology, prop. 1, p. 2, 11-13.
1 Proclus, Platonic Theology, 11, 22, vol. 2, p. 66, 4-9.
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30M 00BEMHEHO, a B TeopeMe 4 — 4TO Bce 00beJUHEHHOE, TO €CTDb BCA-
KO€ MHOXXeCTBO, OT/IMYHO OT TOTO, YTO efUHO Kak Epmuoe. VHbIMM
crnoBamy, Teopema 4 OkasbIBaeTCs paBHO3HAUYHA TOMY IIOJIOXKEHMUIO,
Kotopoe B IInamono6ckoil meonozuu BHICTYIIAeT KaK IepBoe MOI0Xe-
H1e Teonorunu. Takum 06pa3oM, Mbl BUAMM, YTO BBIBOAbI U3 HOKa3a-
TeNbCTB B Hauanax meonoeuu, KOTopble IPUBOAATCA B BUIe 3arIaBUIl
COOTBETCTBYIOILIMX VM [OKA3aTe/IbCTB, B e/ICTBIUTENbHOCTI SIB/ISIOTCS
HOHATUAMM, BBIPaXXEHHBIMM B hopMe TeopeM o cymieM. Teopema 4, o-
CTY/IMPYIOLIas pasnuyne MeXXAy BCAKUM 00beIMHEHHBIM MHOYKECTBOM
VI TeM, 9TO eAVHO CaMo IT0 cebe, BBOSUTCS Ha OCHOBAHUM TpPeX IpefIe-
CTBYIOILIMX TEOPEM M CaMa sIB/ISETCS BKHBIM 3BEHOM B CHCTEME apry-
MEHTALlUN, IIOCKOJIbKY OTHe/sIeT 0O befUHEeHHble MHOXKECTBa OT TOTO,
4TO 0OBEMHACT X I YTO CaMO II0 cebe, B KOHEUHOM UTOTe, He MOXeT
6BITb 06BEVHEHHBIM MHOXXECTBOM, HO JO/IKHO OBITh €MHBIM CAMUM
10 cebe. Takum 06pa3oM, MbI BCTpedaeMCs C yTBEP)KIAEHNUEM O TOM, ITO
BCSL [IEVICTBUTE/IBHOCTD KaK 00beIHEHHOE MHOXXECTBO 3aBJCUT B CO0-
CTBEHHOM OBITUY OT HEPBONPUINHBI CBOETO €AMHCTBA, KOTOPas SIBJIs-
eTcs He 00'beAMHEHHOI CYIITHOCTDIO, HO /IMIIb YMCTBIM TPAHCIIEHAEHT-
HbiM  Epuubim.  [Janee IIpokn pasBuBaeT cepuI0  apryMeHTOB,
OIIpeie/IIOINX MOPSIJOK BO3HMKHOBEHMsSI PAs/IMIHbIX YPOBHEN Cy-
I[ero U3 CaMoro MepBOro Havyajla — TpaHcleHjeHTHOro Enmuoro.
Wrtak, MOXXHO cienaTh BbIBOJ, 4TO B Hauanax meonoeuu IIpokia
MBI HaXOMM pasBepHYTOE M3/IOXKEHNMe TOI MeTapu3MIecKoil HayKIL,
Koropast Opita 3agymaHa CHpPHAHOM, BLOXHOBJIEHHBIM, B CBOIO Ode-
penb, UCTONKOBaHUEeM Apucrorens y Anekcanapa Adpopucuiickoro.
Ora Meradusnueckas Hayka HpefCTaByseT coO0il He HEIOCPe/CTBEH-
HOe IO3HAaHMe TPAHCIEHZEHTHOTO, HO AMCKYPCHBHOE BBIpa)XKeHNe
BPOXK[ICHHBIX IOHATHUIT, UTOTOM KOTOPOII OKa3bIBAIOTCS TEOPEMBI O
TpaHcueHfeHTHOM. * TpyHO M30aBUTHCS OT OLIyIieHus, 9TO (UIo-
co¢ MOT VICIIBITHIBATD JK€JIaHIE UCIIO/IB30BATD 3TO JUCKYPCUBHOE 3HA-
HIe JI/Is TOTO, YTOO IIIaTHYTh 3a €T0 Ipefie/ibl ¥ JOCTUYb IPAHMUI] CAMOTO
60>KeCTBEHHOTO OBITHSA, TOCPEHCTBOM 3HAHIS, TEXKAIero 3a IPaHbio
Hay4HOI muckypcuBHOcTu (discursivity). B cBssm ¢ atum ymecTHO
BCIIOMHUTD, 4TO, IO cI0BaM camoro Ilnarona B Ilapmenude (135d-

42 Cm. Taxke: Proclus, Commentary on the Parmenides, 895, 24-896, 17;
981, 20-982, 30; 986, 7-29.
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136a), BTOpas 4acTb AMajOra IIPEACTaB/IAeT CO0OIl YIpa>kKHEeHue M
Mornopioro HeonbITHOro Cokxpara. ITpokn mOfXBaThIBaeT 3Ty U0 B
cBoeM Kommenmapuu na Ilapmenud, a CupyaH OIMCHIBAeT KaK yIIpax-
HeHUsI NMPOTUBOOOPCTBYIOIME apryMeHTbl B KHure B Memagusuku
Apucrorens. f nonaraw, 4yto u Hauana meonoeuu ITpokia MoXXHO pac-
CMaTpUBaThb KaK PYKOBOJCTBO, HeOOXOAMMOe g NpUOOpeTeHMs
HaBbIKa MeTaU3MIecKoro MblvieHns.* 1o He IOCIefHee CIOBO B
MeTapM3MIeCKOM IMTO3HAHNUM, HO JMUIIb CTyIeHb, BEAYyLIas, B KOHI[e
KOHIIOB, K IIOCTVDKEHNIO 60’KeCTBEHHOTO OBITIA, JIEKALIETo 3a mpefie-
JIaMU AVICKYPCUBHOCTIL.

IIpeoponenue Mmeradpu3mdecKoil HAYKH

3aBepIIarolias 4acTb 3TO CTATbM MOCBALIeHa JlaMacKuio, oCTeTHeMY
rmaBe AUHCKOII LIKOIBI, KOTOPBIIT, MeHee 4eM Yepe3 MONCTOETHS 110-
cne cMeptu IIpoksa, ObIT BBIHYKAEH IOKUHYTh AQUHEL 110 IpUYMHE
AHTUA3BIYECKOI MOMUTUKY uMIlepaTopa IOcTuHmana u, BMecTe ¢ ipy-
rumn ¢punocopamu, B Havyane 530-X TOLOB OTIPABUTLCS B U3THAHME B
ITepcuro. K Teme Halero mcciefoBaHus MpsMOe OTHOIIEHME MMET
nBe paboter Jamackust: Kommenmapuii Ha Ilapmeruo IlnaTona u Tpax-
tat O nepevix HA4ANAX, TIOMTHOE Ha3BaHMe KOTOPOTO — 3ampyoHeHUs u
paspewienus, ceéAsanHvle ¢ nepsuimu Hauanamu.** Ita HocnenHsAA pa-
6ora BecbMa npumedaTenbHa. OHa MPefCTaBIsAeT, CO CChIIKOI Ha Iep-
Bble Havyajla WIM IPUIVHbI Je/ICTBUTENbHOCTH (T. €. Ha COOCTBEHHBDII
npegMeT MeTapu3MKm), TIIATENIbHO pPa3pabOTaHHYI0 IAHOpaMy 3a-
TPYZIHEHUI ¥ TPOTUBOPEYNIA, IPUCYTCTBYIOIUX B YTBEPK/I€HUAX, KO-
TOpbIE MBI JIeTa€M O TaKMX Hadanax. [Ipy uTeHum 3Toi KHUTU MOXKET
MOKa3aTbCsl, YTO BCE, YTO TOBOPUTCSA O MOFOOHBIX Hayajax, IPOTUBO-
pedYMBoO, U YTO HE OCTAETCA HMYEro HeCOMHEHHOTO. [lo cpaBHeHMIO €
SCHOM ¥ IPsAMON TPOIIOJ, IPOJIOXKEHHON CKBO3b MeTaduamdeckue
npobnemel Hauanamu meonozuu I1pokia, pabora Jlamackus npesicraer

4 Cm. O’Meara 2000; mo CripuaHy cM. MOe BBEfieHNe K aHITIMIICKOMY Iepe-
Bony Kommenmapus Cupuana Ha kauru Bu I, crp. 8.

“ Tpakrar ony6mukosan JI. Becrepuukom (L. G. Westerink) u K. Kombe
(J. Combes) nox HazBauueM Traité des premiers principes ¢ GppaHITy3cKuM Ire-
pesomoMm (Paris 1986-1991). Kommenmapuii lamackust Ha ITapmenud Taxxe
6bu1 M3aaH u nepesefieH JI. Becrepuukom u JK. Kom6e (Paris 1997-2003).
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KaK MOpe HeoIlpefie/IeHHOCTH, IIPOTUBOOOPCTBYIOIVX ITO3UIINIAL, CM-
TEeHMsI, PaCCTPONCTBA, 6e3 KaKOro 6bI TO HM OBLTO SICHOTO HAIIPAB/IEH S
u ropr3onTa.* ITogaBIIMCh 9TOMY BIIEYaT/IEHIIO, HEKOTOPbIE YUeHbIe
Haxommy B pabote JlaMackus BbIpaXKeHMe OTYasHWs, YIIafKa U KpPy-
IIeHMA MUPa A3bIY€CKOTO MHTENIEKTYasla, KOTOPBIi 33/IbIXa/Cs B XpU-
cruanusuposanHoit umnepun IOctunnana. C purocopckux nosummii
MO>XHO 3aMeTUTb, YTO paspabaTbiBaeMble [laMacKyueM Liely apryMeH-
TOB, B KOTOPbIX OfIIH aQpTYMEHT OIIPOBEPraeTcs APYTUM, HAIOMUHAIOT
IPOTMBOPEYNBbIE APTYMEHTBI, HArPOMOXKaeMblie prmocopom cKenTu-
KOM, CUMTAIONINM Cebst 0053aHHBIM BO3[EPXKUBATHCS OT OKOHYATENb-
HbIX cyxpenuit. K atomy nmu crpemurcs Jamackmit? Metagusuka, de-
pecdyp IIyOOKO IOTpy>XKeHHas B COOCTBEHHBIE IIPOTMBOpEYN,
YHUUTOXAeT ce6s1 ¥ CTAHOBUTCS CKeNTULM3MOM? VI, ecru CIomnb3o-
BaTbh 00pa3, KOTOPBIM IIOTIb30BANCS caM JlaMacKmil, 3aHMMasIChb MeTa-
¢busukoit, He 6myxgaeM mu Mbl B mycrore? * He craHOBUTCA /M OHA
YICTO TEOPETUYECKUM, KOHIENTyalbHBIM Pa3MbIIUIEHNEM, IMIIEH-
HBIM BCAYECKOTO SMIIMPUIECKOTO OCHOBAHUA U 0OpeYeHHBIM Ha YXOJ
B HIuTO? OHAKO HM OJJHO U3 3TUX IIPE/IIOI0KEHNUI O CMbIC/IE TTIO/IX0a
JJaMackus He COOTBETCTBYET TOMY, KaK caM OH IIOHMMAeT CBOIO 3a-
maay.” MHe x0Tenoch 6bl TOKA3aTh 9TO, HO IIPeX/ie IPUBELY IIPUMeEp
TOJ allIOPUITHOM, IPOTUBOPEYMBON apTyMEHTALMN, KOTOPas IPe/CTaB-
JIeHa B 3TOV 9KCTPAaOPAVHAPHON KHUTE.

B Havane cBoero Tpakrara JlaMacKuil paccy>XfiaeT O CaMOM IIEpBOM
MeTapu3NIecKoM IpuHuuie — EfuHOM, — B TepMuHaX, CBSA3aHHBIX C
HOHATUAMM YaCTY U LJeJIOTO, TeMU IIOHATHAMY, KOTOPBIE yKe ObI/IN BO-
BJIEYEHBI B 00CYXK/IeHUe IPOOIeMaTUKY eIMHOTO B TOM, YTO CUUTANIOCh
COOTBETCTBYIOIIEI YaCThIO ITATOHOBCKOTO ITapmenuda. [Jamackuit Bo-
KasbiBaerT, uTo (1) Egunoe ectb vacth 1enoro u uto (2) Egunoe He ecTb
4acTh 1en0T0. BospmeM mepBoe yrBepxpennue: (1) Egunoe ects gacTp
nesnoro. IloHATHeE 11eT0TO MOXKHO OIIpefieNnATh o-pasHoMy. Hanpumep,
IOJ], «IIeTIbIM» MbI MOK€M IIOfIpa3yMeBaTh TO, B YeM HeT HMKaKOro He-
mocratka. VInmm e «Ijezioe» MOXKeT 0003HA4YaTh MOPSAOK IPUYUH U

4 Tpakrat Jamackus o6Ccyxpaancs, K mpumepy, B paborax: Linguiti 1990;
Rappe 2000, ch. 9; cf. Napoli 2008.

4 Cm., Hanipumep, amackuit, 3ampyonenus, p. 8, 1.

47 TeranpHO 9Ta MBICTIb 060CHOBBIBaeTcs B pabote Tresson 2009.
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cnencTBuil. VInm xe «1emoe» MOXXeT 03Ha4aTh BCIO COBOKYITHOCTb MBIC-
mmmoro.*® TTpu m060M 13 9TVX CIOCO60B OIpefeNeHNst Leoro SICHO,
4yTo EfMHOe ecTh YyacTh HeKoero 1enoro. Tenepb Bo3bMeM IPOTUBOIIO-
noxxHOe yTBepkpenue: (2) Enunoe He ects yacTp nemoro. Jamackuii
MIOKA3bIBaeT 3TO IIPM MOMOIIM CHEAYIOIIMX aPTYMEHTOB: €C/IU Iiefioe
€CTb psAJ, IPUYMH U CIIECTBUI, TO 3TU IPUIVMHBI U CIE[ICTBUA COIOJ-
YMHEHBI APYT ApYTy, 06pasys atot paj. Ho ecu camoe nepsoe Havaro,
EnuHoe, ecTb mpu4MHa BCETO, TO OHO OYAET IPUUYMHOI V1 9TOTO COTIa-
COBAHHOTO Psifia KaK IIeJIOTO U II09TOMY He MOXKET OBITh 4lIeHOM JaH-
Horo pspa. Takum o6pasoM, OHO He ecTb YacThb yenoro.” Yyre manee
JlaMackuii MpUCTYTIaeT K JOKa3aTeNbCTBY TOTO, 4TO EfiMHOe 1 eiuHO, 1
He enuHO. OHO e[HO, OYy4u BBICIIEN CTEIIeHbIO eAMHCTBA B PN Be-
Ieif, MPeRCTAB/IALINK C000il 00benuHEeHHble MHOXXECTBa, U He
eIMHO, He OYAy4YM WIEHOM 9TOro pspa.>

Ho kak cam [lamackmil IOHMMAaET Te€ IPOTUBOPEYNS, Yepe3 KOTO-
pble OH NMPOBOAUT CBOETO YnTarenA? UTo, Mo ero MHEHNIO, pacKpbIBa-
eTcs B 9TUX 3aTpynHeHnaAx? Heckonmbko pas Jamackmit obpaiaercs K
COKPAaTOBCKOMY 00pa3y pofOBBIX MYK — MyK AYIIH, IbITAIOLIEIICS HO-
poauts 3HaHue.” TOYHO Tak ke CTpajjaeM ¥ MBI, IBITASICh IOPOLUTH B
HallleM MBIITeHUM IpebbiBaoliee B Hac Equnoe. IIbiTasgch BbIpasuTh
B Halllell MbIC/IM (B HAIIUX IIOHATUAX U PACCYXK/ICHUAX) U B Halllell pedunt
TO, YTO He MO>KeT OBITh IIOCTUTHYTO U BBICKA3aHO, MBI TepseM ero B
TOM, 4TO U3 HETO MCXOAUT. VI Bce e Mbl XOTUM HAlTU €ro, BEPHYThCA
K HeMy. IIpoenupys HemocTMX1MOe Ha ypOBEHD IOCTUKIMOTO, Mbl 1
OTHansAeMcsa OT HEMOCTVDKMMOTO, ¥, TEM He MeHee, UIIeM IIyTh BO3BPa-
IleHuA K HeMy. PofoBble MyKi, KOTOpPBIMM MBI CTPajiaéM, CyThb 3aTpY/-
HEHMA, 3arafiKyl, IPOTUBOPEYNA, BOSHUKAIONME TOT/ja, KOTa MbI I10-
CPEe/ICTBOM HAIUVX MOHATUI PacCyXKAaeM O HenocTKUMOM.> VI B To

8 Tamackuit, 3ampyoHenus, pp. 1, 9-2, 6.

4 Mamacknii, p. 2, 9-18.

0 Namackuit, p. 4, 1-12.

1 Cum., Hanpumep: lamackuit, p. 86, 10-16, a TakKe I0/I0>KEeHIE, BbIIBUHY-
toe TpeccoHom, ynomsiHyroe B npumedanun 47 (Tresson 2009, ch. 7).

32 TaMacKMil HepelKO CIpaBe//IMBO YKasblBaeT Ha TO, YTO €ro KpuTude-
CKMIT aHa/IU3 CBA3aH C upieaAMu (ennoia, epinoia), K KOTOPHIM MBI Ipuberaem,
MBIC/ISI O TPAHCLEHJAEHTHOM (CM., HampuMmep, cTp. 2, 5 u 19; 4, 14; 6, 9; 7, 18-
21). TakuM 06pa3oM, OH pacCyXXaeT B KOHTEKCTe y4eHMs O MeTapu3MIecKoil
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JKe BpeM:s1 OHU IIPeJICTaBIIAIT COO0I CIOCO0, KOTOPBIM MBI MOXEM JMC-
KyPCUBHO MBICIUTD HemocTmkumoe. Vraxk, [lJamackuii mpeparaeT HaMm
HOYHPaXHATbCA B JUCKYPCUBHOM PacCyXJeHUY O MeTa(pu3MIecKmx
HPUHIUIIAX, TOCPEICTBOM KOTOPOro OOHAPY>KMBAIOTCA IPEfieNbl, He-
a/IeKBaTHOCTb TAaKOT'O PAcCy>KIE€HNsA IO OTHOIIEHMIO K TPAHCLIEH/EHT-
HOMY; 1 B TO 5Ke BpeMs OHO CIIY>XIT CPefICTBOM OOHAPYXXUTb 9TO TPaHC-
LIeH/IEHTHOe B HallleM MbIIUIEHMM O HEM M 3a TIpefielaMU 3TOTO
mbiuyterns.> Takum 06pasom, [laMacKkuit TOKa3bIBAET IIPefe/ibl MeTa-
¢busudIeckoil HayKu 11, IPOABUTasi 9Ty HAyKy [0 ee COOCTBEHHBIX IIpe-
IerIoB, JEMOHCTPUPYET TaKXKe, KaK OHA MOXKET HOOYAUTh pasyMHYIO
IyLIy K BBIXOAY 3a COOCTBEHHBIE IIpefie/ibl HaBCTPedy TPaHCI[CH/IeHT-
HoMy. Pabota Jlamackus mpepncTaBisfeT co0oil OTHIONb He pe3y/bTaT
pasodyapoBaHMsl, IPU3HAHNSA 6e3yCIIOBHOIN Heyfaduy IpedecKoll MeTa-
¢busuky, a BbICIIee [OCTYDKEHNE B Pa3BUTUU MeTaU3NIecKoil HayKu,
Havyatoil AnekcaHgpom Adpopucuiickum u mpopgomkenHoit Cupna-
HoM u IIpoxnom.

[Tpucniocabnupas NpedNpUHATYI0 AjeKcaHApoM (OopMann3aluio
ApUCTOTENEBCKOIT MeTadM3M4eCcKolt HayKu K IUIaToHusmy, Cupuan
3HAJI, YTO TaKas HayKa IPefiCTaB/IAeT COOOIt NI CPECTBO K JOCTH-
JKE€HMIO IO3HaHMA O TPAHCLIEHZEHTHOM, a He CaMO 3TO MO3HaHMe. 3HaN
ato u IIpox1, xoTs ero Hauana meonozuu, B KOTOpLIX MeTadusudeckas
HayKa IIPeJCTaB/IeHa C TaKOM CUCTEMATUYECKON KpacoTOi, MOTYT Ha
HIepBBIil B3IJIAJ, IOKa3aThCA OKOHYATENbHBIMM OIpefenieHuaMu. Ecnn
II0CJIe 3TOTO Y HAC BCe ellle OCTA/IUCh W/ITI03MM OTHOCUTEIbHO afleKBaT-
HOCTM HaIlen MeTa(szquCKoi{ Hayky, JlamMackmii uciensger Hac OT

HayKe, KOTOpoe Mbl Haxoguny y Cupmana. Sl monmaraio, 9T0 aHOHMMHBIN KOM-
MmenTapuii Ha Ilapmerud, xoropsrit I1. Axo (P. Hadot) npummceiBaer ITopdu-
puIo, IpeAIosaraeT yueHne o MeTadusnke KaK JUCKypPCHBHOM IIPOTrOBapyiBa-
Hun upeit (cm. Commentarium in Platonis "Parmenidem”, ed. A. Linguiti,
Florence 1995, 1, 25-30; II, 1-4, 13, 20; IV, 17; VI, 23-26; IX, 11-20) - yueHnue,
KoTopoe MbI HaxofuM y Cupnana u JJlamackus. Takum o6pa3oM, TaHHbIIT KOM-
MeHTapuii HO/DKeH OBITh JATHPOBaH 00/ee MO3IHNM MEPUOSIOM — YEeTBEPTHIM
WIM TIATHIM BeKOM. Brpodem, 3TO IIpefnonoxeHne HY>KAeTCA B OTHAETbHOM
MCCTIeOBaHUMA.

>3 Tamackuit, p. 8, 12-20. K BoIrpocy 0 ToM, Kak IIOCPefCTBOM KPUTUKI Me-
Tadu3nUecKX Uaell MOXKHO BBIATH 32 X Hpefenbl, cM. Tresson-Metry 2005.
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HMX, OTKpbIBas HAIIM YMbI TOMY, UTO JIEXXUT 3a IIpENeIaMi, VIN IIpe-
BbIIIE, HAIINX COOCTBEHHBIX MeTa(l)I/ISI/I‘-IECKI/IX yc1/[)'II/H7[.S4
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THE BEAUTY OF THE WORLD IN PLATO’S TIMAEUS

DOMINIC O’MEARA
Fribourg University, Switzerland

In the Timaeus Plato describes the world as the ‘most beautiful’ (kallis-
tos, 29a5) of generated things. Perhaps indeed this is the first systematic
description of the beauty of the world. It is, at any rate, one of the most
influential statements of the theme. The Stoics were deeply convinced
by it! and later, in the third century A.D., at a time when contempt and
hate for the world were propagated by Gnostic movements, Plotinus,
interpreting the Timaeus, would write magnificent passages on the
beauty and value of the world.?

But what does Plato mean by the ‘beauty’ of the world? What makes
the world beautiful? In this paper these questions will be approached
first (1) by a brief discussion of the distinction which Plato appears to
make in the Timaeus between beauty and the good.’ In one passage
(Tim. 87¢) ‘measure’ seems to relate to this distinction. It will be suitable
then (2) to look at a section of another late work of Plato, the Philebus,
where the themes of beauty, goodness and measure may be compared
in more detail. The theme of measure will then take us back (3) to the
Timaeus, in order to examine the role played by measure, in particular
mathematical measure, in constituting the beauty of the world. I would
like to discuss in detail the way in which mathematical structures make
for the beauty of soul and body in the living whole that is the world.

1 See P. Hadot (1992) 185-8.

2 Plotinus, Enn. 119, 17; V 8, 8 and 13.

3 The relation between beauty and the good in Plato’s earlier work is dis-
cussed in a recent issue of Classical Philology (2010).
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1. A Distinction between Beauty and the Good

We are often reminded that the ‘beautiful’ (kalos) and the ‘good’
(agathos), in ancient Greek texts, are closely related in meaning. ‘Beau-
tiful’, we find in these texts, can refer to moral quality and is not affected
by a separation of aesthetics from ethics characteristic of modern
thought. The closeness of the beautiful and the good in ancient Greek
discourse is said in a nutshell by the expression kalos kagathos, which
designates an admirable person.* It thus seems prudent to be careful of
separating beauty from the good when speaking of Greek philosophical
texts. Yet in Plato’s Timaeus the main speaker, Timaeus, does seem to
make a distinction between the beautiful and the good in some parts of
his speech. If he does indeed do this, we would need to know in what
way the distinction is made and what the distinction means for the re-
lation between beauty and the good.

A first passage where the distinction can be found is at the begin-
ning of Timaeus’ speech, where he raises the question as to which model
it was that the divine craftsman of the world, or demiurge, would have
used in making the world:

We must go back to this question about the world: After which of
the two models (paradeigmata) did [the world’s] builder
(tektainomenos) produce it — after that which is always in the same
unchanging state, or after that which has come to be? If, now (men),
this world is beautiful (kalos), and (te) its maker is good (agathos),
clearly he looked to the eternal; on the contrary supposition (which
cannot be spoken without blasphemy), to that which has come to
be. Everyone, then, must see that he looked to the eternal; for the
world (men) is the most beautiful (kallistos) of generated things and
(&) he is the best (aristos) of causes.’

The Greek particles men/te, men/de suggest that the beauty of the
world is contrasted with the goodness of the demiurge. It is because the
demiurge is good and wishes the good that he makes a world which is
most beautiful. The same contrast can be found a little later in the text:

4 See, for example, Plato, Timaeus 88c6.
> Tim. 28¢5-29a6. I quote the translation by F. Cornford (1935), somewhat
modified.
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Desiring, then, that all things should be good and, so far as it might
be, nothing imperfect, the god took over all that is visible — not at
rest, but in discordant and unordered motion - and brought it
from disorder into order, since he judged that order was in every
way the better. Now it was not, nor can it ever be, permitted for the
best (aristd) to produce anything but the most beautiful (kalliston).
(30a2-7)

The goal of the demiurge is the good, that is, he wishes to produce a
world which is unified, self-sufficient, complete, harmonious, which
functions correctly.® In producing this world, by imposing order, he
achieves this goal and the result is a world which is most beautiful. We
might infer then that the beauty of the world is what results when the
good of the world is achieved.

Before developing these ideas in more detail, we should note that the
world is the most beautiful of generated things. The model of the world
(what I will call the ‘intelligible paradigm’) is also described as ‘most
beautiful’, the most beautiful of intelligible things (30d2).” It thus seems
that the question of the relation between the good and beauty concerns
two levels: that of the model and that of the product made after the
model. If the product, the world, is most beautiful because in it the good
is achieved as far as possible, then in what sense is the model most beau-
tiful? Perhaps in the sense that it is precisely the model of how the good
can be realized. At any rate, we can say for the moment that the beauty
of the world is not described simply by saying that the world realizes the
good intended by the demiurge: it does this by being modelled after the
most beautiful intelligible model (28a6-b2, 30c5-d2). To this we should
also add that it is not just (or simply) the model that makes the world
beautiful: by being a living animal having intelligence, the world can be
‘more beautiful’, ‘most beautiful’ (30b2-6).

¢ The goal of the legislator in the Laws, the good, can be expressed by terms
such as unity, friendship, harmony, happiness (688a, 693bc, 701d, 715c, 962a).
Unity, friendship, harmony are also found in the world produced by the demi-
urge in the Timaeus (32¢2, 34b4-9), a world which is a “happy (eudaimoén) god”
(34b8).

7 Beauty also characterizes the political model developed by the legislator in
the Laws (746b8).
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Bringing these aspects together one might say then that the question
of the relation between beauty and the good in the Timaeus involves
several levels: the relation between the good and the beauty of an intel-
ligible paradigm or model; the realization of the good as the beauty of
the world through the world’s relation to the intelligible paradigm and
through the ensouled and rational life of the world. Before pursuing
these themes further in the Timaeus, it may be useful to take account
first of the treatment of the relation between the good and beauty in the
Philebus.

2. At the Entrance of the Good

A distinction between the good and beauty appears towards the end of
a discussion presented in the Philebus concerning the good, understood
as that which can make human life happy (11b4-5, d4-6). The compet-
ing claims of pleasure and intelligence to be the good are considered
and neither, by itself, seems to satisfy completely.® A long analysis is
proposed, differentiating between sorts of pleasure and sorts of intelli-
gence (and knowledge), with a view to making a selection and a mix of
them that would come near to the good.

Then here, one might say, we have at hand the ingredients, intelli-
gence and pleasure, ready to be mixed, the materials in which, or out
of which, we as builders (démiourgois) are to build our structure -
that would not be a bad image.’

Since neither pleasure nor intelligence can claim to be, by itself, the
complete good (61al-2) and thus claim ‘first prize’, the question arises
as to which of them may still obtain a ‘second prize™:

We shall have to grasp the good, either precisely or at least in rough
outline (tupon), if we are to know to what we must give, as we put
it, the second prize. (61a4-5)

8 See already Rep. 505bd.

?59d10-e3. I quote the translation by R. Hackforth (1945), somewhat mod-
ified. The image of the demiurge takes up a theme introduced earlier in the
Philebus, at 27b1, of a demiurge who is a cosmic ruling intelligence (28c7) iden-
tified as Zeus (30d1-2).
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It is proposed then to look for where the good is, as one might look
for somebody by finding out first where the person lives (oikésin, 61a9-
b2). The good would seem to ‘reside’ in a certain mixture of kinds of
knowledge and pleasure. This mixture includes forms of knowledge and
pleasures which are pure and true and accompany virtue. Other pleas-
ures which bring folly, evil and irrationality are to be excluded from a
mixture that is to be the ‘most beautiful’ and peaceful, if one wishes to
see, in the mixture, what the good might be “in man and in the universe”
(63e7-64a3).

To me it appears that in our present discussion we have produced
what might be called an incorporeal ordered system (cosmos) for
the rightful control of a body which is ensouled... We now stand al-
ready at the entrance (prothurois) of the residence of the good.
(64b6-¢3)

What makes a mixture valuable and good is “the nature of measure
(metrou) and symmetry (summetrou)” (64d9).

So now we find that the power of the good has taken refuge in the
nature of the beautiful. For measure and symmetry everywhere, I
imagine, are beauty and virtue. (64e5-7)

Although the progression of this argument is somewhat allusive, it
does suggest a distinction between the good and beauty, as if beauty
were where the good ‘resides’ (or ‘takes refuge’). Beauty itself seems to
have to do with an order in which the principal factors that make the
order valuable are measure and symmetry. As this incorporeal order is
described in the following pages, we find that what is of primary im-
portance or value in the mixture is measure, the measured and the ap-
propriate (66a6-8), which are followed, in declining order of im-
portance, by symmetry, the beautiful, the complete and sufficient and
suchlike (66b1-2). After them come intelligence, forms of knowledge
and, finally, in the last place, certain pleasures (66b6-c5).

The images used in these final pages of the Philebus of a residence
and its entrance seem to concern domestic architecture rather than
something on a more monumental scale. Even so, it seems that analo-
gies can be made with the cosmic construction of the Timaeus. The
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good, in the Philebus, is tracked down in its ‘residence’, which is ap-
proached by its entrance. The good takes refuge in the beautiful. The
beautiful has to do with an order (cosmos), in which measure and sym-
metry appear to be crucial: they are responsible (aitia, 64d4) for giving
the order its value. The order, in the mixture of ingredients, is con-
structed by the speakers in the dialogue, in particular Socrates, as an
order for the life of a soul in body that may thereby be happy. The order
itself is incorporeal, a model, we might say in a comparison with the
Timaeus.

The analogies this suggests with the cosmic making of the Timaeus
reinforce our impression in the Timaeus that the good is indeed to be
distinguished from beauty, that beauty is where the good is found. In
particular, the Philebus gives much emphasis to the importance of
measure in producing an order where beauty comes to be. It is the mo-
ment then to return to the Timaeus and to the function of measure in
the ordering of the world.

3. Measure in the World

A connection between the good, beauty and measure is suggested by
Timaeus towards the end of his speech, when dealing with the relation
between the human soul and body:

All that is good is beautiful, and what is beautiful is not without
measure; accordingly a living creature that is to possess these quali-
ties must have symmetry. Symmetries of a trivial kind we readily
perceive and compute; but the most important and decisive escape
our reckoning. For health or sickness, goodness or badness, the
symmetry or lack of measure between soul and body themselves is
more important than any other. (87c4-d3)

What is good is beautiful, and what is beautiful presupposes meas-
ure. ‘Symmetry’ (summetria) here seems to be the opposite of ‘without
measure’ (ametria): as concerning the relation between soul and body,
the one involves health and virtue, the other sickness and vice in soul
and body. But prior to the relation between soul and body in humans,
there is the symmetry constituted by the making of soul in general and
of the body of the universe. I would like thus to go back to these more
fundamental ‘symmetries’, as they are described earlier in Timaeus’
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speech, in order to identify in particular what measure or symmetry it

is that can make soul and body beautiful.’’

(i) The Making of Soul (Tim. 35a-39e)

The demiurge of the world makes soul first (a)!' by constituting
(35alff.) what Cornford'? describes as ‘soul-stuff’, a third kind of ousia,
made up by mixing together ‘being’, ‘identity’ and ‘difference’, as these
three are found in indivisible and in divisible being (presumably that
which is unchanging and what is changing and generated, as these had
been distinguished earlier, at 29a). The mix appears to be complete (alt-
hough some force [35a8] is required to join ‘difference’ to ‘identity’!).
The ‘soul-stuff’ thus produced seems to be seen as a sort of two-dimen-
sional strip or band: it must have both length and breadth, since it will
later be divided ‘lengthways’ into further bands (36b7), but length
seems to be its prominent dimension.

The demiurge then (b) divides this stuff (35b4ff., lengthways?) by
measuring off intervals in it ( 36al, diastémata). This is done by mark-
ing off a portion of the whole (35b4-5), then by doubling and tripling,
successively, this portion (so, by doubling the portion 1, doubled: 2,
doubled: 4, doubled: 8; and by tripling 1, tripled: 3, tripled: 9, tripled:
27), giving the series of intervals thus produced: 1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 8, 27. The
portion functions, I believe, as a measure, which, by doubling and tri-
pling in alternating succession, produces a series of determinate inter-
vals (or lengths) which are in proportion to the measure as doubles and
triples of it. These proportions constitute “geometrical” progressions (1,
2,4,8;1,3,9,27) or “geometrical equalities” (identical ratiosin 1:2 =
2:4=4:8;andin1:3=3:9=09:27), the progressions being produced
by the successive and alternating operations of doubling and tripling.
The length of the first portion, used as measure, is not given (and per-
haps not pertinent).

Once the succession of proportional intervals are marked out in the
soul-stuff and thus divide it, these intervals are then united (36a) by the

T cover in the following roughly the same ground as G. Vlastos (1975),
chapters 2 and 3, but in search of different things.

' 35al suggests a contrast between (a) that “out of which” soul is put to-
gether and (b) the ‘way’ in which it is put together.

12In his translation (above note 6).
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insertion in the intervals of two other proportionalities (which had been
distinguished by the Pythagorean Archytas), harmonic and arithmetic
proportions, which give ‘identical’ (tautd) and (quantitatively) ‘equal’
(is6) relations (36a3-5)."* The ‘hemiolic’ (2 : 3), ‘epitritic’ (3 : 4) and
‘epogdoadic’ (8 : 9) intervals thus produced are completed by a final in-
terval: 256 : 243.

The summary I have just attempted to give of Plato’s text is intended
to emphasis (I hope reasonably) certain points: that an essentially one-
(verging on two-) dimensional being is structured by imposing deter-
minate intervals which both divide it and unite it; these intervals are
proportions (of a given measure of the being) which express identity in
the form of different kinds of equality (identity of ratios in geometrical
and harmonic equality, quantitative identity in arithmetic equality).
The proportions are first generated by operations of doubling and tri-
pling a measure, operations which can be thus be considered as ways of
making identity dimensional, at various degrees (doubling, then tri-
pling): the intervals thus constituted, as equalities, are dimensional ex-
pressions of identity. The structure of soul-stuff thus consists of pro-
portions (see 37a4), which give it identity in the form of different kinds
or degrees of equality. Degrees of equality also mean degrees of inequal-
ity (equality of ratios in inequalities of quantities, and the reverse). Thus
geometrical equality can also be described as an “unequal proportion”
(anisé summetro, Laws 744c)."* Degrees of equality can be supposed to
obtain in relation to their proximity to identity.

The mix of ingredients making up soul-stuff serves to introduce the
capacity in soul to know both intelligible and sensible beings (37a2-
37¢5), whereas the structuring of soul by a system of proportions seems

13 See Archytas fr. 2 (in C. Huffmann 2005, with commentary). The three
proportionalities might be expressed as follows (see Huffmann 2005, 169): Ge-
ometrical proportion is based on identity of ratios (e.g. 1:2 =2:4, i.e. the ratio
of 2); harmonic proportion is based on the same fraction of the extremes (e.g.
6:8=8:12,i.e. the mean exceeds and is exceeded by the same fraction [1/3] of
each of the extremes) ; arithmetic proportion is based on identical quantity (e.g.
2 -1=3-2,i.e. the same quantitative difference of 1).

4 Such proportions as the equal and the double are referred to as ‘symme-
tries’ in Rep. 530al; Phileb. 25d11-el.
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to be designed to introduce the account of the movements of the heav-
ens and their production of time. The demiurge splits the soul-stuff,
once structured, lengthways into two bands (36b7), each band being
bent into a circle, the outer circle being designated (epephémisen) by the
demiurge as that of the identical, the inner that of the different (36c4-
5). The outer circle is that of the invariant movement of the fixed stars.
The inner circle, that of the different, is divided again into 7 unequal
circles (those of the sun, moon and planets), of which three correspond
to the double, three to the triple interval (36d2-3), three having a ‘simi-
lar’ speed, four a dissimilar speed, all moving in ratio (logd, 36d6).

Without going into the mechanics of this system, the way in which
it articulates the distances and speeds of heavenly bodies, we can at least
observe that it reflects a hierarchy of value in which the identical pre-
cedes the different and the different expresses itself in degrees of
(in)equality, the double and triple, the similar and dissimilar. The struc-
tured, proportionate, movements of the heavens mark out in turn the
parts of time, the most evident of which are the divisions into day,
month and year. Time expresses, imitates, in number (kat’ arithmon,
38a7), which must mean here in proportions (see also 38a7), the unity
of its eternal model, the intelligible paradigm (37d6, 39el).”

At this point it might be useful to take stock of what has been seen
so far, as it might relate to the questions raised at the beginning of this
paper. If what makes the beauty of the world is the realization of the
good in it, this realization is achieved through imitation of the most
beautiful model, the intelligible paradigm, and through the presence of
rational soul in the world (above part I). Now if time, as the proportion-
ately structured movements of the heavens, is an imitation of the intel-
ligible paradigm, these proportions are first given to soul when it is con-
stituted by the demiurge. It seems to follow from this that the demiurge
imitates the intelligible paradigm in structuring soul. Rational soul
makes the world beautiful in that it is structured in proportions which

5 There appears to be a problem here. In speaking of the making of time,
Timaeus seems to have the demiurge redouble his efforts to imitate the intelli-
gible paradigm (37c6-d1), even though it seems that time results from the struc-
ture of soul. Does Timaeus wish to remind us of the theme of the imitation of
the intelligible paradigm, which is not made explicit in the demiurge’s making
of soul? Or is Timaeus, as in some other places, confusing things a bit?
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make of the ordered heavenly movements that it carries out an imita-
tion of the intelligible paradigm. The proportions, as different kinds of
equality/inequality, are expressions of different degrees of identity/dif-
ference, at first in the quasi one-dimensional nature of soul and then in
the two (or three) dimensional heavens.

(ii) The Making of the Elements (53c-56¢)

If the world, as a whole, is the most beautiful of generated things, it is
not uniformly beautiful or perfect. The heavens represent what is most
perfect in the world, which also includes lower levels of existence, a hi-
erarchy amusingly suggested in the conclusion of Timaeus’ speech in
the account of the fall of souls from their former, stellar lives to the
depths of slithering, murky, aqueous indignity. Having described the
making of soul in the world, Timaeus also needs to account for the mak-
ing of body. Body is constituted of the elements of fire, air, earth and
water, and so Timaeus offers an account of how these elements are pro-
duced. If the demiurge makes the soul-stuff, before structuring it, he
does not make the stuff of the elements, which pre-exists as a chaotic,
irrational, indeterminate milieu (52d-53b), but simply imposes rational
order on it (e.g. 53b4-5). Timaeus approaches the constitution of the
elements in two steps, discussing first (53¢c-54d) certain mathematical
structures, and then (54d-56¢) dealing with the production of the ele-
ments from these structures.

The discussion of mathematical structures concerns geometrical fig-
ures, in particular different kinds of triangles. In comparison with the
one-dimensional, linear structures of the proportions used in ordering
soul, geometrical figures are two-dimensional structures out of which
three-dimensional bodies can be built. A possible explanation of Ti-
maeus’ concentration on triangles would be that they are the simplest
rectilinear figures (out of them squares and oblongs can be produced),
whereas circles seem to be the privilege of the heavens. Timaeus asserts
(53c8-d2) that all triangles derive from triangles having one right angle
and two acute angles, which triangles he distinguishes into two kinds:
those with equal sides and two half right angles (right-angled isosceles
triangles, in Cornford’s terminology); and those with unequal sides and
two unequal angles (right-angled scalene triangles). He then says:
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This [geometrical shape]...we suppose to be the origin (arché) of fire
and the other bodies... But the causes (archas) of these from above
(andthen) god knows and he of men who would be a friend of god.
(53d4-7)

I return in a moment to this enigmatic passage.

After having raised the question as to what the four ‘most beautiful’,
dissimilar bodies might be that can be changed into each other, Timaeus
returns to his triangles and then tells us (54al-2) that there is only one
form (or nature) of the isosceles triangle, whereas there are unlimited
sorts of scalene triangles, of which the most ‘beautiful’ is that which,
when doubled, makes an equilateral triangle (54a7). It appears thus that
the most beautiful triangle is the equilateral triangle and the scalene tri-
angle that can produce it by doubling. The equilateral triangle is char-
acterized by equality (of sides and angles) and the best scalene triangle
achieves this beauty by doubling, thus turning its inequality (of sides
and angles) into the equality of the equilateral triangle. Equality and
doubling thus obtain here also, as in the structure of soul, but now in
the two-dimensional proportions of plane figures.

Timaeus then constructs the bodies of the four elements from these
‘numbers’ (arithmdn, 54d4). One element is composed of 4 x 6 isoceles
triangles constituting a cube (earth), whereas the other three are made
up of scalene triangles, the first (fire) being a pyramid, having equal and
similar parts (2 x 3 x 4 scalenes), the second and third (air and water)
being an octahedron and an icosahedron, i.e. multiples of these trian-
gles (2x 3 x8;2x3x20). The section closes with the following summing

up:

And with regard to their number (pléthé), their motions, and their
powers in general, we must suppose that the god adjusted them in
due proportion, when he had brought them in every detail to the
most exact perfection permitted by Necessity willingly complying
with persuasion. (56¢2-7)
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4. Some conclusions

For the purposes of this paper we do not need, I think, to get involved
further in Timaeus’ elemental Legoland.'® Perhaps enough indications
have been collected from Plato’s text to support the following inferences
as regards the relations between the good, beauty and measure as they
characterize the world. I have suggested that what makes the world
beautiful is the realization in it of the good. This realization is achieved
in that (a) the demiurge orders the world in imitation of the most beau-
tiful model, the intelligible paradigm. But what makes the world beau-
tiful, we have also seen, is that (b) it is animated by rational soul. These
two aspects come together in that the order of heavenly movements and
of time, an imitation of the intelligible paradigm, reflects the structure
of rational soul, as the demiurge articulated soul when making it. From
this we can infer that the demiurge imitates the intelligible paradigm in
structuring soul, this imitation expressing itself in the heavenly move-
ments carried out by soul. The structure in question is one made up of
proportions (‘symmetries’) which correspond to various kinds of equal-
ity/inequality, which in turn correspond to degrees of identity/differ-
ence in a dimensional being. Identity, given dimension, becomes the
equality between terms differentiated in that dimension. The account
of the making of the elements, in which we reach the constitution of
three-dimensional body, makes use of the same themes as those appear-
ing in the structuring of soul: here also, equality, as a proportion con-
stituting two- and three- dimensional objects (geometrical figures and
bodies), is fundamental. It is produced by processes of multiplication
(at first by doubling), which extend in a range going to greater degrees
of inequality. It thus appears that the demiurge uses the same principles
in ordering the elements and body as those he uses in ordering the soul,
even if much distinguishes soul from body (for example, soul-stuff is
made by the demiurge and it is not three-dimensional), and this order
is essentially the same: it is an order of proportions expressing equal-
ity/inequality to different degrees and developing from one-dimen-
sional being to three-dimensional body.

!¢ In my account I have left out in particular the problem of the transfor-
mation of elements into each other, a process which the interchangeability of
triangles is supposed to solve.



Dominic O’Meara 65

I have suggested that equality is identity expressed in a dimension
marked off by differentiated terms. The origin or principle of equality,
the arché mentioned in the passage (53d4-7) cited above (p. 7), would
then appear to be identity, as found in the intelligible paradigm. But
perhaps this inference is too audacious, since such things are only
known by god and by the man “who would be the friend of god”. It may
also be too audacious to suggest as well that what makes the intelligible
paradigm itself ‘beautiful’ is that realizes it, as a paradigm (as Platonic
Form), the good. But such an inference might be made in analogy with
the beauty of the world. The beauty of the world, in which the good is
realized, is achieved through its structuring in terms of proportions
(equalities) which express in particular, I suggest, identity in the intelli-
gible paradigm.

In organizing a good city in the Laws, distributing property in terms
of geometrical equality, the lawgiver exhorts us with these words:

Don’t ignore likeness, equality, identity and the harmonious, either
in number or in any faculty producing what is beautiful and good
(kalén kagathoén). (741a)

The citizens of a good city, and we as inhabitants of the world of the
Timaeus, can observe these principles as expressed in the heavens and
organize our lives so that they too will become beautiful and good (see
Tim 47bc).
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CONSCIOUSNESS OF SELF, OF TIME AND
OF DEATH IN GREEK PHILOSOPHY:
SOME REFLECTIONS
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Perhaps as we get older, the awareness of our inevitable death settles in
our minds, slowly, bit by bit. This awareness, I imagine, has been there,
from our adolescence. But, with the passing of time - the time which
will bring our death - it becomes more and more insistent. I would like
to distinguish between this awareness (A) and the ways (B) in which we
can try to think about our death: What it is? Why must it be? What does
it mean? The answers which we give to these questions may be religious
or philosophical, traditional or autonomous: they allow us to come to
terms with (A), to accept what we know must be, and, perhaps, be con-
soled. Thus we might think, if we are educated in the Christian tradi-
tion, that death is not the end of us, that there will be life for us after
death. Or we might think of ourselves as being part of the animal world,
belonging to cycles of birth and death, accepting our death as part of
what it is to be able to be alive (Heraclitus says this far better than I!).
In this paper, I do not propose to discuss the ways (B) of thinking
about and coming to terms with our awareness (A) of our coming
death. I would like rather to discuss a more particular and perhaps un-
usual problem, that of the relation between (A) our awareness of our
death and (C) our consciousness of ourselves. Let us assume, on the one
hand, that plants and (some?) animals live from day to day, in the con-
stant struggle to survive, and that they are not aware of, and do not re-
flect on the death which time will inevitably bring: they live on a pri-
mary level, seeing no further than the present and pressing need to
continue to live. We, on the other hand, can become aware of ourselves,
aware not only of our long-term prospects, but also of the very fact of
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our being aware, of thinking, these things. This consciousness (C) in-
cludes both awareness of our coming death (A) and of ourselves as
thinking about these things. The ways in which we think about death
(B) might make the relation between self-consciousness (C) and its
awareness of its own death (A) unproblematic. For instance, we can
think of ourselves, as conscious beings, as just a certain form of life,
which belongs to the general pattern of life, which includes death. How-
ever, our self-consciousness (C) may have difficulty with the fact of
death: how could we, who think, who can know many things, who can
think the past and the future, who find meaning in things, how could
we be subject to annihilation? It is not so much annihilation as such that
is problematic: it is the annihilation of ourselves as conscious of our-
selves which may cause difficulty. For it is we, as conscious of ourselves,
who give sense to things, and it is the annihilation of ourselves as con-
scious which seems to destroy the sense of things.

The revolt of self-consciousness in the face of death can take religious
forms. Here, however, I would like to suggest that it also marks Greek
philosophy and that it is a fundamental aspect of philosophy for the an-
cient Greeks. In the following I will take four examples: Parmenides,
Plato, Epicurus and Plotinus. I would like to sketch the different ways
in which these philosophers saw the relation between self-conscious-
ness and death, how they tried to dissipate what seemed to them to be a
tension, even a contradiction, between these two parts of our existence.
My discussion will not seek to make a contribution to the philological
analysis of specific ancient texts, but will propose rather an attempt to
reach an overall view which might be of a broader interest.

1. Parmenides

The first and most radical position on the subject was taken by Parmen-
ides. The word ‘death’ (Bdvatoc) does not occur in the surviving frag-
ments of his poem. However, Parmenides argues in these fragments in
such a way as imply the conclusion that death and self-consciousness
are mutually exclusive. It is true that Parmenides does not, strictly
speaking, formulate a theory of self-consciousness. But he does speak of
thinking, and he stipulates that thinking - true thinking - is one with its
object, it is identical with its object, “what is”, or “being” (fr. 3 Diels-
Kranz): thinking and being are one. From this we can easily derive the
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conclusion that the subject and object of thinking are not different from
each other: true thinking thinks itself. Furthermore, if thinking, to be
true, can only think “what is”, then it follows that it cannot think death.
Death is destruction (8AeBpog) and the thought of destruction (like the
thought of coming-to-be) involves combining “what is” with “what is
not” (fr. 8, 6-21). Furthermore, it also follows, not only that there can
be no true thought of death, but also that thinking itself cannot admit of
death. What is, cannot not be; true thinking is identical with what is;
death involves what is not; therefore thinking, as such, admits no death.
Just like its object, “what is”, it is indestructible (dvwAeBpov) (see fr. 8,
3). Subject to no birth or death, thinking also excludes a past which
would have seen our birth and a future time which will bring death (fr.
8, 5-15).

Mortals (Bpotoi), however, who know nothing, who are blind and
deaf, confuse “what is” and “what is not” (fr. 6, 4-9; fr. 8, 39). Their
thinking of death, we can infer from Parmenides’ poem, is false opinion,
not true thinking. Perhaps, we might speculate, just as true thinking of
death is impossible and thinking itself incompatible with death, so also
those who think death, not only do not truly think, but also mix death
itself into their lives (see fr. 6, 4-9), as Heraclitus had already suggested
(fr. 88).

Parmenides’ reasoning implies then, I suggest, that thinking (which
is self-thought) and death are mutually exclusive, both conceptually and
ontologically: you cannot truly think, if you think of death; thinking in
itself, in what it is, excludes death. Indeed conceptual and ontological
exclusiveness are the same: thinking and its object are the same. Where
there is true thinking, there is no death. If we say that philosophy is
concerned with thinking the truth, then we can also say that philosophy
is opposed to death, it is incompatible with death. Our awareness of our
death (A) is a false opinion, not to be reconciled with true self-con-
sciousness (C).

The radical separation between true thinking and death is just part
of the larger problem caused by Parmenides’ separation of true thought
from the world of ordinary experience. Various ways of dealing with
this problem have been proposed, of course, by Parmenides’ ancient
and modern readers. Rather than going into this interpretative prob-
lem, I would like to emphasize the idea that death could seem, at an
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early and important stage in the history of Greek philosophy, to be in-
compatible with true thinking. Where there is true thought (which in-
cludes self-thought), there is no death. Or, to put it another way, where
there is true philosophy, there is no death. For Parmenides, the initial
awareness of death (A), contrary to what I have suggested in my intro-
duction, cannot be a ‘given’ of consciousness. It is rather a confused
opinion, entertained by many humans, to be evacuated from the
thought of the true philosopher.

2. Plato

Another important treatment of the theme can be found in Plato’s
Phaedo. The Phaedo recounts the death of Socrates, the day of his death.
This day does not lie in an obscure and uncertain future, but is clearly
and precisely known: it is today. There can be no vague procrastination
in our awareness of Socrates’ impending death. If we take Socrates as
exemplifying philosophy, then we can say that the text shows the rela-
tion between philosophy and death, or rather shows how the true phi-
losopher relates to death. Socrates describes philosophy as the “practice
of death” (uehétn Bavdrtov, 64a6-9; 81al-2). But by this he means, not
that philosophy is a matter of learning how to yield to death, but rather
that the philosopher seeks knowledge; that the body is an obstacle to
this search; and that death, as the freeing of soul from the body, gives
access to the knowledge which the philosopher has been seeking. All
this assumes, of course, that the soul can survive the death of the body
and that its objects of knowledge exist independently of the body. The
conversation between Socrates and his friends on the day of his death,
as told by the Phaedo, provides arguments in support of these assump-
tions. I would like to look in particular at aspects of these arguments
which concern more especially the theme of this paper.

The capacity of soul to survive death, to exist independently of the
body, is argued in the Phaedo on the basis of the soul’s function as a
principle of life (which excludes death) and as a principle of knowledge.
In particular, as regards the latter function, Socrates tries to show that
the soul has, as the proper objects of its knowledge, certain realities, the
Ideas or Forms (e.g. the Form of Equality, the Form of Beauty), which
are incorporeal, non-composite and indestructible (78c ff.). These real-
ities are contrasted with the ever-changing corruptible nature of bodies
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which as such are subject to destruction. The incorporeal Forms are in-
visible, known only by thinking, whereas bodies are visible, grasped by
sense-perception. Socrates then asks (79b, d9-el), given this contrast
between incorporeal Forms and bodies, to which sort of reality should
be assigned the human soul: to the incorporeal Forms, or to bodies? The
human body belongs clearly to the general realm of the visible, of bod-
ies, whereas soul is invisible. However soul seems to oscillate between
bodies and the Forms. It can become preoccupied and confused by bod-
ily matters (79c). Yet it can also turn away from them and relate by
thinking to the incorporeal Forms (79d). Its capacity to have access to
the Forms seems to suggest some sort of similarity, some sort of natural
affinity (ovyyevéotepov, 79el) with the Forms. On the basis of this af-
finity, Socrates can claim that soul belongs much more to the realm of
the Forms than to that of bodies (80b). And this means that soul, in
thinking the Forms, also takes part in the indestructibility, the immor-
tality of the Forms.

It seems then that our capacity to think, to grasp the proper objects
of knowledge, involves the exclusion of death. However, Plato’s posi-
tion does not seem to be as radical as that of Parmenides. In thinking
the deathless, the Forms, we manifest a proximity to, not an identity
with, the deathless; by thinking we take part in the deathless, but we are
not identical with it. We can also, as souls, turn to the body and become
involved in its processes, hovering near it after death. In this case our
souls do not appear to die, but attempt to carry on a dismal existence in
relation to the body (108b). Or they can share, through thinking the
Forms, in the deathlessness of the Forms. We can, it seems, think death,
but we can also, in thinking the deathless, share in it.

Plato has other arguments in support of the idea that soul is immor-
tal. In particular soul, as a principle of life, seems to exclude its opposite,
death (see 106b). And he takes up the theme of the immortality of the
soul again in other dialogues. But if we limit ourselves here to the ques-
tion of the relation between thought and death, then it seems that his
position is comparable to that of Parmenides, even if he is less radical.
In so far as we think the true objects of knowledge, we take part in what
is without death. True thinking excludes death. But we can also think of
death, an awareness (A) which, when conceptualizing death (B) as the
separation of immortal soul from the body (67d), no longer stands in
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contradiction to true thought, as it did in Parmenides. So, in Plato, as in
Parmenides, true thinking excludes death, and philosophy leads us to
this deathlessness.

Allowance being made for the many important differences separat-
ing Aristotle’s philosophy from that of Plato, I think that we can say that
what Aristotle suggests at the end of the Nicomachean Ethics (X, 7) is
essentially similar. There he calls us to share in the life of the gods, the
immortals, as far as possible:

One should not follow the advice of those who say ‘Human you are,
think human thoughts’, and ‘Mortal you are (Bvntév), think mortal’
ones, but instead, so far as is possible, you should immortalize
(dBavatifewv)! And do everything with the aim of living in accord-
ance with what is highest of the things in us. (1177b31-34, transl.
Broadie/Rowe, slightly modified)

The highest thing in us is intellect, and it is by the perfection of thinking,
by knowing (Oswpic), that we can take part in immortality. As we learn
in the Metaphysics (XII, 7 and 9), the activity of the divine is thinking, a
perfect unity of subject and object, self-thought.

3. Epicurus

In Epicurus we find what we might assume is a quite different way of
relating consciousness to the awareness of death. Our awareness of our
coming death (A) can be conceptualized in ways (B) which bring great
anxiety to our lives: we may fear in anticipation the pain which our
death, we think, will involve; we may be terrorized by what we think
might happen afterwards, punishments inflicted on us by the gods. Ep-
icurus wishes to free us of these false conceptions of death which cause
such anxiety, to substitute for them true conceptions of death which will
bring us peace. Thus, in showing that the gods - if they exist - are not
concerned with our affairs and will not therefore intervene as judges of
our lives, punishing us for what we did, Epicurus removes one false con-
ception which contributes to our fear of death. He also removes another
such false conception, the idea that our souls are immortal or that they
will survive death: No! Souls, like everything else in the world, are con-
geries of atoms which will dissipate and be dissolved. This also applies
to thinking: thinking, as well as sense-perception, will simply dissolve
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and be no more. There is nothing left of us in death. So death is nothing
to us: while we live, death is not there; when death is there, we are no
longer:

Death, the most terrifying of ills, is nothing to us, since so long as
we exist, death is not with us; but when death comes, then we do not
exist. It does not then concern either the living or the dead, since for
the former it is not (o0k €ot1), and the latter are no more. (Letter to
Menoikeus 124-125, transl. Bailey)

Thus the practice of correctly conceptualizing our awareness of death
will preserve us from all sorts of false notions which terrify us. I would
add that the correct conception of death, as we are aware of it, involves
no incompatibility with our self-awareness as thinking beings: a correct
knowledge of what we are as thinking beings will easily fit with a correct
conception of death. True thinking is not incompatible with death; it is
incompatible only with false notions of death. So we could apply Plato’s
description of philosophy, as a preparation for death, to Epicurus, but
as a means of expressing a very different position: philosophy prepares
us for death, because it teaches us what we are, how we are constituted,
how this involves death, and what precisely death is.

However, my summary of Epicurus’ account of death is not com-
plete. Even if we understand that death, when we are no longer, does
not concern us, and that there is nothing to fear from death or from an
afterlife, the thought that death will come to us, one day in the future,
can still worry us: How long do I have? What should I do with the time
left to me? In other words, the temporal dimension which is included
in our awareness of our coming death can bring further anxiety.

Epicurus also deals with this temporal dimension. We should not live
in the past or for the future, he tells us, but in and for the present:

We are born once and cannot be born twice, but for all time must
be no more. But you, who are not master of tomorrow, postpone
joy: life is wasted in procrastination and each one of us, in being
busy, dies. (Gnom. Vat. 14, transl. Bailey slightly modified)

Living in the present is linked to Epicurus’ conception of human hap-
piness as consisting of pleasure. The highest pleasure is a state of free-
dom from pain and from anxiety. This pleasure is that of the present
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moment. We should therefore live for the present moment, not post-
poning our happiness for some hypothetical future, or mourning a hap-
piness of the past: there is no happiness if it is not happiness now.!
Thoughts of past pleasures or anticipations of future pleasures can help
in strengthening pleasure now, or in counteracting the pain we might
teel, now. Happiness is essentially linked to the ‘now’, since happiness
is pleasure. What this means is that time, in the ethical domain, is trans-
formed: there is only one time for happiness, the present moment of
pleasure. Since the gods (if they exist) should be conceived as enjoying
perfect, uninterrupted happiness, they live a life of undying ‘nows’. To
the extent that we are happy, now, we live this life of the gods. And it is
through philosophy, through the cultivation of correct thinking about
ourselves and about the world, that we can live in this way. We live as
the immortals live, if we live our happiness now, philosophizing.

Thus we attain a certain immortality through thinking. This is not the
immortality of a limitless temporal duration, but the immortality of the
divine life at the present moment. I think that this might be the meaning
of a saying attributed to Metrodorus, Epicurus’ close disciple:

Remember that, being mortal by nature and having a limited time
to live, you have ascended, through discussions about nature, to the
infinite and eternal, seeing ‘things that are now and are to come and
have been’. (Gnom. Vat. 10, Bailey transl. slightly modified)

Perhaps we should remember this past experience as a way of bringing
joy to our present.

So it seems, after all, that true thinking, cultivated by philosophy, in-
volving self-knowledge and knowledge of nature, reaches immortality,
escaping death. But this is the immortality of a divine life lived at the
present moment. It is the quality of life that matters, not the quantity of
days that it lasts. And, of course, this knowledge includes true concep-
tions of our nature, our temporal limits and our death.

1 See Hadot 2008, 42-51.
% See Diogenes of Oenoanda fr. 1251V Smith (a fragment perhaps from a
letter of Epicurus to his mother).



74  Consciousness of self in Greek philosophy
4. Plotinus

Finally, I would like to come to the philosophy of Plotinus. As a good
Platonist, Plotinus holds to the immortality of the soul, which he seeks
to prove in Ennead IV, 7. In this treatise, having argued against the po-
sitions of the Epicureans, Stoics and of Aristotle, Plotinus concludes in
ch. 10 that our soul is akin (ovyyevrg) to divine and immortal things. If
we want to know our soul, in its true nature, then we should remove
everything that is extraneous to it, stripping it of everything which has
been added to it. If one does this, what will one see?

He will see an intellect which sees nothing perceived by the senses,
none of these mortal things, but apprehends the eternal by its eter-
nity, and all the things in the intelligible world, having become itself
an intelligible universe full of light [...] so he will often think that this
was very well said: “Greetings, I am for you an immortal god” [Em-
pedocles fr. 112], having ascended to the divine and concentrating
totally on likeness to it. (Enn. IV, 7, 10, 32-40, Armstrong transl.)

The divine, the immortal in soul, is its reason. When it relates itself to
body, to a body, lower psychic functions emerge (emotions, passions),
generated by bodily life. But, for Plotinus, reason is the essence of soul:
it is what is left when all that which is associated with bodily life is re-
moved from the nature of soul. Indeed, according to a notorious doc-
trine which Plotinus proclaims in Enn. IV, 8, ch. 8, part of us, our intel-
lect, remains in the intelligible world, even if our soul is involved and
preoccupied with material concerns. Philosophy helps us recover our
consciousness of our life as intellect in the intelligible world. This life is
a life of self-knowledge which is also knowledge of all eternal intelligible
truths. Thus concentrating ourselves on the life of intellect, we live as
the immortal, the divine, in which there can be no death.

But, as Plotinus indicates in Enn. I, 4, 4, 33, the wise man “knows
what death is”. The context of this statement is the ethical evaluation of
death, the judgement that death - the death of loved ones, one’s own
death - is of little ethical significance to the wise man,* who lives an
eternal life as intellect. But we can suppose that the wise man also knows
death as a natural phenomenon, knowing death, like Socrates in the

3 See Plato, Rep. 111, 387d.
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Phaedo, as the separation of soul from the body. Plotinus” wise man will
know that soul has a natural function in illuminating and caring for the
body; that this function is limited in time; that the body as the instru-
ment of the soul can break, like the musician’s lyre (I, 4, 16, 20-29); that
in due course soul will be freed of the body and will be able to live its
life, if it is purified, as intellect in the eternal and divine. This life is what
Plotinus identifies as happiness in Enn. I, 4, chs. 3-4. This happiness is
lived, not in time, but in an a-temporal ‘now’, where there is no non-
being (the past, which is no more; the future, which is not yet). This
‘now’ is the totality of being, eternity, which finds its image in the frag-
mentation and dispersal of time (Enn. I, 5, ch. 7).*

In Plotinus, then, self-consciousness reaches full self-knowledge in
the knowledge which soul attains of itself as intellect, as part of the in-
telligible world of eternal truths. The soul which has this self-knowledge
also knows its functions in ordering bodily existence and the limits of
these functions, which includes the death of the body which is intrinsic
to these functions. The deathlessness of soul relates to its life as intellect,
beyond time, in an a-temporal ‘now’. In comparison with this life, the
termination of soul’s duties to the body is of little importance to what
would make our happiness. Our awareness of our coming death (A),
correctly thought (B) with respect to what death is, what it means to us,
what we are as intellect, fits well with our consciousness of ourselves as
intellect (C): death does not concern us, to the extent that we are intel-
lect.

Conclusion

I have sketched a variety of positions taken by ancient Greek philoso-
phers with regard to the relation between our awareness of our coming
death (A) and our consciousness of ourselves as thinking beings, as ca-
pable of knowledge (C). In the case of Parmenides, it seems that these
(A and C) are incompatible and irreconcilable: true thinking, true
knowledge, does not admit of death, either in what it is or in what it
thinks. Our coming death cannot be truly thought: it can only be a false

* See Linguiti 2007, 19-49; L. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus:
“If we take eternity to mean not infinite temporal duration but timelessness,
then eternal life belongs to those who live in the present.” (6.4311)
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opinion. Philosophy, as the practice of true thinking, stands in contra-
diction to death. In the other cases, those of Plato, Epicurus and Ploti-
nus, various ways of reconciling (A) and (C) can be found, whereby our
awareness of our coming death (A), if thought correctly (B), can fit with
our consciousness of ourselves, as thinking, as knowing (C). In the cases
of Plato and Plotinus, in our existence as rational souls, as intellect, we
share in the immortal and live a life free of death. Our death is a sepa-
ration of soul from the body, which does not affect the immortality of
soul. Death is just part of the natural existence of body; it frees soul to
live the deathless life of knowledge. Philosophy opens the door to im-
mortality and relativizes the importance of death. Curiously, Epicurus
reaches a comparable resolution of the problem, albeit on the basis of
very different arguments. Thinking correctly (B) about death and about
what we are removes the fears generated by false conceptions of death
and its consequences. In thinking and reaching knowledge of ourselves
and of nature, we give ourselves the means for living a life of happiness,
which is eternal in that it is lived fully and completely in the present
moment and is comparable to the life of the gods. Even in Epicurus,
through self-knowledge and knowledge of nature, we enjoy a kind of
deathlessness, which, however, is not that of an infinite temporal exten-
sion. This taking part in deathlessness includes a true understanding of
our coming death and of the fact that, in comparison with our present
joy, it is of no concern to us. Curiously, in Plotinus, temporality and
death also contrast with a deathless ‘now’. But in Plotinus this ‘now’
transcends time. In general, then, I think we can say that for these an-
cient Greek philosophers, the perfection of our capacity to think, to
know, in philosophy, is the way in which we can transcend death. Fur-
thermore, for Plato, Epicurus and Plotinus, philosophy also helps us to
understand, accept and evaluate our death for what it is.
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LOGOS V1 LOGOI Y IUVIOTUNHA.
UX IIPUPOJIA V1 ®YHKIIUSA

JITOK BPICCOH
HanmonanbHblii IIeHTp Hay4YHBIX UCCeRoBanHmit, [Tapyok

Ecnu Beputs coobuenuio Ilopdupns (OKusuo [Inomuna, 21), Ilnotun
IBITA/ICS TAPMOHU3UPOBATH TO, YTO OH CUUTAJI MUPATOPeiCKUMIU IIep-
BOHa4anaMy, ¢ nepsoHadanamu [InaTona. Ognaxo, mockonbky Ilnorun
W B OKPY>KEHUM, [/Is1 KOTOPOTO ObIZIO XapaKTepHO [OMMHUPYIOIee
B/IMAHME CTOMYECKUX UJIETL, IETKO IIOHATD, II04eMy IIPeI0>KeHHbII UM
CMHTe3 WCIBITAN IIyboKoe BIusHMe cToniusMa. «Ero mpoussenenns
MEPENOTHEHbl 3aMACKMPOBAaHHBIMU CTOMYECKMMM U TIepUIIaTeTUde-
CKVMU UfiesiMn», — roBoput Ha ITopupuit OKusne IInomuna, 14).

Bce 3T0 0cO6eHHO OYEBUAHO, KOTZ]A Pedb 3aXOAUT O MOHATUH «JI0-
roc» (A6yoq). IIMOTHH IBITA/ICS CMHTE3NPOBATh IIATOHU3M, IIOMeIIa-
romumit Enunoe, boitue n JIynry sa mpepenbl KocMoca M OTAENbHO OT
HETO, CO CTOMYECKMM BUTAIN3MOM, KOTOPbIN Hafie/sA KOCMOC )KM3HEH-
HOJI 9Hepruel, opOopMIAIOLIell ero B 6eCKOHEYHOI! IT0C/Ie0BaTe/IbHO-
CTU IIMKJIOB.

Crounveckas JOKTpMHA HA (l)I/ISI/I‘IeCKOM YpPOBHE

CrouKy MpenaraloT rpaH/uo3Hoe BHUIeHe KOCMOoca KaK 00)KeCTBeH-
HOTO, >)XKMBOT0, CAMO3apO>KAAI0LIErocs Tela, OpTaHM30BaHHOIO 110 pa-
[VIOHATbHBIM 3aKOHAaM M METOAMYHO ympasisiemoro IIpombiciom.' B
OCHOBY CBO€JI KOCMOJIOTMM OHM IOMEIAIT CIeAyIolMe ABa Hadaja.
OpuHo u3 HuX 06/IafaeT TOMbKO Ka4eCTBOM IIOJBIACTHOIO OBITHUA: 3TO

! 31u Hecko/bKO maparpad)oB 0 CTOVMKAX HAIMCAHBI [TOJ] BIIEYAT/IEHNEM SP-
Koit pabote! JKaka bproncsura (Brunschwig 1998).
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matepust (UAn), MuieHHAs BCIKOTO CTPEM/IEHST, ABVDKEHNS VM MHVIIU-
aTUBBL; Apyroe obmagaeT CIOCOOHOCTBIO HEIICTBOBATDb, IIPUAABATH
¢dopmy, KauecTBO 1 ABIDKEHME MaTepUI. ITO BTOPOE HAYANIO SIBJISETCS
«pasymMom» 2 (AG0yog). Huuro B KOCMOCe He SIBIAETCS «TeM» WK
«3TUM», i HUYTO He MOXXeT OBITh Ha3BaHO «TeM» VMU «3TUM» 6e3 Ipu-
CYTCTBUSI B HEM 3TOTO, HE3aBUCHMOIO OT Marepuy, Hadana. B takom
KOHTeKCTe AOYOG MOXKET TakK >Ke HasbIBaTbCs «OOrOM», HOCKOMIBKY ero
HesTe/IbHOCTD I10 XapaKTepy CX0XKa C IeATeNbHOCTbIO TBOPIla KOCMOCA,
XOTS TAKOTO TBOPIIA, Ybe MCKYCCTBO TIPUCYTCTBYET BO BCEX MOPOXKTE-
HUAX IpupoxbL. JJoBeas [0 Mpefena MOHATHE TPOMEXYTOYHOCTI Ma-
TepuY, CTOUIU3MY IIPUIIIOCh IPU3HATH B OJHOM TOJIBKO JIOTOCE IPH-
YMHY CaMBIX HPOCTBIX (USMYECKVX SIBJIEHMII, TAKMX KaK YeThbIpe
HnepBoHayana (OroHb, BO3AYX, BOJA, 3eMJIs1), M PE3Y/IbTAT UX COeUHE-
HMsI B YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHMMAaeMbIX oObekTaXx. Bor mouemy crom-
I[M3M MOXXHO HasBaTh «KOPIIOPETN3MOM» WM HaXKe «MaTepuains-
MOM»: BO3JIE/ICTBME JIOTOCA HA MAaTePMIO U Tela BCerda OCTAeTCH
MAaTepUATbHBIM, T/IECHBIM [Ie/ICTBIEM.

JeiicTByrOIMiI PUHLNI, KOTOPBIM CTOMKM Ha3bIBAIOT JIOTOCOM,
umeeT 1 GpU3nIecKoe UM — «OTOHb». ITO He GU3NIECKUIL OTOHb, A He-
4TO, BK/IIOYaollee B cebs Bce KavecTBa (PU3MYECKOrO OrHA. ITOT
«OTOHb» €CTb JHEPIWsl, M OCTAIbHBIE TPU 3J/IeMeHTa (BO3AYyX, BOAA,
3eMJIsI) COOTBETCTBYIOT TPEM COCTOSIHMSAM, B KOTOPBIX OH MOJKET IIPO-
SBJIATBCA, B ra3000pa3HOM, XuAKoM uu TBepaoM. [Tomemras cebs B
TPafUIINIO, BOCXOAALILYIO K ['ecofy, CTOMKY CYMTAIIN, YTO KOCMOC BO3-
HIK B pe3y/ibTaTe psifja IpeBpaleHuit 60ra, KOTOPbI B Ka4eCTBe TBO-
PSILLETO OTHSI OCYIeCTBIIsIET TOpOXKAeHne Mupa. Kpome Toro, BO3HUK-
HOBEHME B KOHTEKCTe OEeCKOHEYHOII IOC/IefOBATEeTbHOCTU LUK/IOB
HeOT/e/IMMO OT CBOeil ImOe/y, HaCTyIakolIell B pe3y/nIbTaTe IMOTHOTO
Bosropanusi. KocMoc Bo3BpaliiaeTcst B TO COCTOsIHME, 113 KOTOPOTO OH
BO3HUK, [IpUYeM Ka)KMBIIl LYK/ SIB/ISETCS JIMIIb ITOBTOPEHMEM BCEX
IPeAIIeCTBYOMNX. ITO BCETa OHM U Te JKe «CEMEHHBIE VI 3aPO/bl-
meBble Hadama» (AOyol omepuatikoi), KOTOpble 3aHOBO AKTYalIUSUPY-
I0TCA B KOXKJOM CITy4ae.

2 Kak MbI BCKOp€ YBUNM, 3TOT TEPMIH HE CJIEAYET IIOHNMATDh B €TO 00bI4-
HOM CMBICJIE.
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Tox/ecTBeHHBIT 60Ty OTOHb, UAEHTU(PUIIUPYEMBIIL C IOTOCOM, MO-
JKeT OBITH IIOHSAT KaK OTHEHHOE JIbIXaHIe, Be3fiecymas vedpa. Bo Bcex
YaCTSIX MDA, HAIIO/THEHHBIX U 0(OPMJIEHHBIX 9TOII THEBMOIT, TOPSTINIL
OTOHb ACCOLIMPYETCS C POCTOM, & XOIOAHBIN BO3IYX XapaKTepu3yeTcs
oxarueM. Jto KojebaHe, KOTOpOe OAYIIEBIIseT Bce Tea 1 obecredn-
BA€T UX COI/IACOBAHHOCTb, HA3BIBAETCS «HAIPSDKEHMEM» (TOVOG), M OHO
Pa3NInMYHO B PasHBIX 4acTsAX KocMoca. OHO Ha3bIBAETCS «COCTOSIHUEMY,
«o6IafaHmeM» Wi «coxpaHervem» (£§1) B HEO/yILIEB/IEHHbIX [IpeMe-
TaX, «pocTOM» (PVOLG) y pacTeHMit 1 AepeBbeB, 1 «AyIIoin» (Yuxn) y Ku-
BbIX cylecTB.’ B mo6om ciydae ero GpyHKumei ABseTCst 06 befUHEHNE
BCeX TeJI, IIPeXK/je BCETO TeX, YTO B KOCMOCE.

B cBoeM AMAaxpOHMYECKOM acClleKTe 3Ta efUHAs U AMHAMUYECKast
CIUIOYEHHOCTD MUPa COOTHOCUTCSI ¢ [IpOMBICTIOM, YTO IIPMBOAMUT K 3Ha-
MEHNUTOI Teopuu cymbbObl Kak pgerepMmuHusMa. C Ienbio u3bexaTb
CTOJIb CTPOTOTO IeTEPMIHI3MA CTOMKM OO'BSCHSIIN, 9TO KXK0€ COOBI-
TH€ VMeeT He OHY eJUHCTBEHHYI0, HO MHOXECTBO IIPUYNH; OFHAKO
9TO JIMIIb CMEIIIA/IO aKI|EHTHI B JAHHOII IIpobieMe.

Crpykrypa upeii [Inoruna

CTONKHYBILINCH C 3TOJ B BBICIIIElT CTENIeHN COTTTaCOBAaHHOI JOKTPUHOIA,
ITnotun coxpanun BepHOCTh IInaToHy, BbIpasuB CBOM UIEN B TEPMU-
HaX TPeX «MII0CTacel», U3BECTHBIX KaK Enunoe, Y™ u Jlymna B KauecTBe
UIOCTACH, TO €CTb JIyIIa, OT/le/IEHHAsA OT BCAKOTO Tenla. B sTux mnocra-
CAX HeT HUYETo TeJIeCHOTO, OHY IIPeACTaB/IOT COO0I BBICIINIT yPO-
BEHb [IeIICTBUTENBHOCT, KOTOPBIII HUKOUM 0OPasoM He MOXKeT OBITb
CBeJIeH K TeNeCHOMY, KaK 9TO ObITIO Y CTOMKOB.

Iy Toro 4TO6B!I ONpeneUTh MecTo JIoroca B 3TOIL CTPYKType U HO-
HATb €ro (PYHKLMY, MBI JHO/DKHBI IIOCTaBUTh BOIPOC 00 UIIOCTACU
Hymmn. Bmecre ¢ BonpocoMm o npoucxoxpaeHnn Jlymm, BOoIpoc o ToM,
YTO OT/IE/ISAET ee OT YMOIIOCTUTAEMOT0, COfIEP>KNUT B cebe 3HaUMTeTbHbIe
TpyAHOCTU. B TO Bpems Kak YM AB/IAETCA «OHUM M MHOTUM», Jlymna
ABNAETCA «<MHOTUM U OfHUM». B YMe BcsAKOe 3HaHMe ABNAETCA OHO-
BPEMEHHBbIM ¥ HENOCPENCTBEHHBIM, a B Jlylle MPOUCXOAUT IepeXof
(HeTdBaoig) oT ofHOTO 37IEMEHTA K PYTOMY, IIOCKONBKY PasyM ABU-
JKETCS OT IPEeJIIOCBIIKMA K 3aKIYEeHMI0. BaKHON XapaKTepUCTUKONM

3SVF1I, 1013 = Sextus Empiricus, Adv. math. IX 78.



80 Logos u logoi y IlnoTuna

YMa ABnAeTcsA BEYHOCTD, [lylIa ske acCOLMMpPYeTcsi CO BpeMeHeM, KO-
TOpOe BO3HMKAeT OHOBPEMEHHO ¢ [IyIIoii, 4To caMo 1o cebe co3paeT
MapafoKCalbHYI0 CUTYalluIo, MOCKONbKY Jlylna, Kak u YM, ABIA€TCA
BEYHOII peanbHOCTHIO. JlyIira BK/I04aeT B ce6si TOCIef0BaTe/IbHO 1 pas-
Te/bHO BCe TO, YTO B OJHOBPEMEHHOM M CKATOM COCTOSHMM HAXOIMUTCS
BHYTpU YMa. [JIOTUH BBIpaswI 3Ty MBIC/Ib C IOMOIIIbIO AGYOL, KOTOpbIe
BHyTpU J]yImy sKBMBa/JIeHTHBI OpMaM, WK, TOBOPS SICHEe, 3TN AGYOL
cyTb opmbl Ha ypoBHe [y, [lyiia IpUIMHHO 3aBUCKUT OT YMa, Beflb
Enunoe nopoxpaer JJyury mocpescrsom YMa, a ClIefiCTBUsA BCETAA OT-
JIMYAITCA OT MpUyyMHbL. TOYHO TaK >ke M YM, KOTOpbIit B HEKOTOPOM
CMBIC/TIE OTBETCTBEHEH 3a COTBOPEHME YYBCTBEHHOTO MIMpa, HE MOXET
OBITD IIPVBJIEYEH K OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 33 TOT KOHTPOJIb, KOTOPBDIII [yIIa
OCYILIeCTB/IAET HaJ| 3TUM MUPOM.

Ha 3ToM ypoBHe IpeMeTOM pacCMOTPEHMs CTAaHOBUTCA YXKe He
Jyura, HesaBUCKUMasA OT BCeX GOPM TEIECHOCTH, HO AN, BOIUIOLEH-
Hble B Tejla, TaKye KaK MUPOBas Aylla ¥ VHAMBMAyaAbHble Aymin.*
W xora I1noTuH HacTauBaeT Ha eAVHCTBE Y1, MMPOBas JyIla ¥ MHU-
BUfIya/IbHblE JYLIM He ABIAITCA YacTAMM HaXofALIeiics Haj, HUMM
Jyum, 9T0 MOIZIo ObI CTAaTh TOYKOI CONMVKEHNS CO CTOMLIM3MOM;
Hao00pOT — OHMU ee OTpakeHMs. MupoBas fylla OT/INYAeTCA OT UHAU-
BUIYaNbHBIX AYII T€M, YTO TO Te/I0, KOTOPOE OHA IOPOXKJAET U Ofy-
HIEBJIAET, My4lle 4eT0BEeYeCKOro Tena. boree Toro, ee He BOMHYIOT Te
Ipo6IeMBl, KOTOPBIMYU 00ECIIOKOEHBI [YIIN TIOfAEl, ¥ Aa)Ke )KUBOTHBIX,
x0Ts1 II10TVH, KOTOPBIt BepusI B peMHKAPHAINIO,” BCe-TaKM 3aMHTepe-
COBaH B 9TOJ Pa3HOBU/IHOCTY JTyHI.

Hwxe Ten Mbl HaXOAMM MaTepUIO, UX KOHCTUTYUPYIOlee OCHOBA-
HI€, KOTOPYI0 MO>KHO IIOMBICTIUTD KaK 9MaHaLMIO HUKHEN YacTy MU-
poBoIt fyum.

* Myt 60roB, EMOHOB, IOAEI, XXVBOTHBIX I JaKe PACTEHNIT TaKxKe Clie-
IyeT OTHECTH K 9TOJ TPyIIIIe.

> Cm. 06 aToMm Deuse 1983.

¢ PagHor/macysi 1o 3TOMy II0BOJy npopomkatorcs. Jennc O’Bpaitn cunraer,
YTO CYLIECTBYET 9MAHALMA MAaTePUU M HACTONYMBO JOKA3bIBAET 3TO B CBOMX
Byx kHurax: O’Brien 1991 u 1993. JKan-Mapk Hap6oHH 3aHumaer 6onee
OCTOPOXKHYIO TO3MLMI0 1 obpalnaeT BHMMaHue Ha psj HioaHcoB (Narbonne
1993).
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Adyog u Aoyor y ITnoruna

Kax u panee y IT1atoHa, 3T0 rpaHAMO3HOE TEOPETUIECKOE TOCTPOEHIE
IPU3BAHO COITIACOBATH [BE OCOOEHHOCTM HAIIETro Mupa: BUAUMOCTH
JeTepMMHM3MA B MaTepUM ¥ COXpaHEHNe IOPs/KA, MMO3BOJIAIOIIErO
mofsaM Boobute 1 pumocodam B YaCTHOCTH OIPEeNTh CBOE MECTO B
MMpe VI HAlIT! B HeM IIpMMeHeHe CBOEI MBIC/IN I ee CTIOBECHOMY BbI-
Pa)KEeHMIO, YTO CaMo II0 cebe MpeIIo/IaraeT Ompefe/IeHHYI0 CTabu/Ib-
HOCTb B IIPOCTPAHCTBE M3MEHEeHNIL.

Ho xak HaM COOTHECTH PYT C APYTOM YPOBHM 3TOTO IOCTPOEHU?
OTBeT HelpoCT /A MIATOHMKOB, IOTOMY YTO AJIsI HUX, — B OT/IM4ME OT
CTOMKOB, KOTOpbIE BO3/IEIICTBIIE Ha Te/ld OOBACHANN HOCPEICTBOM JIO-
roca, Te/JIECHOTO areHTa, yIOoZ00/IeHHOTO TeIUIOMY AbIXaHMIO, — BCAKOE
HeliCTBIe, B TOM MCIE Vi TeIECHOI IPUPOBI, ZO/DKHO IIPOMCXOUTD U3
obmactu GecrenecHoOro u faxke ymonocruraemoro. Kpome toro, sra 3a-
Iada OCTIOXKHSETCS OTKa30M OT QUIYPBI «IeMUypra», BHIBEAEHHOTO B
Tumee IlnaToHa B KauecTBe peMeC/IeHHUKA, KOTODBII Haval paboTaTh
HOCIIe TOTO, KaK [OPa3MbILIIATL

Y croukos IInoTMH 3aMMCTByeT He TONBKO TepMMHBI AGYOG U
A6yoL, HO TaKKe U OKTPUHY, KOTOPYIO OH, TeM He MeHee, ITepeMelaeT
B IVTATOHMYECKMIiT KOHTeKCT. Korga coBo «1oroc» B SnHeaddax He yIio-
Tpe6/IsIeTCsT B TAKMX OOBIYHBIX 3HAYEHMSAX, KAK «PeUb», <yIEHUE», «Pa-
3yMHast CHOCOOHOCTDb» VJIM JaXKe «MaTeMaTidyecKas IpONopLus»,” OHO
nprobpeTaeT CTOMIECKYI0 OKPACKY WM JaXke COOTBETCTBYET apUCTO-
Te/leBCKOMy cnoBoyrnorpebnennio. Kak u y Apucrorens, y Ilnoruna
«JIOrOC» OTCBIIAET K PasyMHOMYy cofiepkaHuio. [IpaBfia, B IIaTOHMYe-
CKOIl IePCIeKTUBE 3TO padyMHOe CORepKaHMe IpefIoaraeT Cylie-
cTBOBaHNe GopM, Ha KOTOPBIX OH OCHOBAH M KOTOpbIe IIPU3BaH BbIPa-
XaTb U TIPOSIBIIATD.

CreoBatenbHO, T0TOCH (AGYOL) IPEACTABILAIOT COOO0JT BHIPasKeHN
¢$bopM B pasyMHOIL pedit, B TO >Ke BPeMsi COOTBETCTBYsI TEM aKTVMBHBIM
HavalaM, KOTOpble MOE/IUPYIOT GOPMBI B YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPUHIMAE-
MoM mupe. B atom xonTekcte Jloroc (Adyog) mpepcrasiser co6oii
Habop 710rocoB (AGyol), KOTOpBIE [feTal0T BO3MOXKHBIM KaK Pa3MbIIlie-
HIMe, TaK ¥ HOPOX/EHNEe I OPTaHM3ALMI0 YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPUHIMAE-
moro mupa. TouHee, JIOroc COOTBETCTBYeT IPOLECCy IIEpexoha oT YMa

7 Cucremarmdeckoe onucanue mpepcraeneso B Sleeman-Pollet 1980.
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K PasyMHOI WM TBOPYECKOI fyllle Ha BCEX YPOBHSAX ee IPOsIB/IEHNS,
6ynp To [lyma B KavecTBe MIIOCTACH, MUPOBas AyIIa WIV VHAUBULY-
anpHble Ayt Yaire Bcero B 9TON CBA3Y LIUTUPYETCS CIEAYIOLINIA OT-
pBIBOK (IHn. 12 [19], 3, 27-30):

Kax mpousHeceHHoe cmoBo (AOYyog) mpencrasysier cob60it MMuTa-
o (pipnua) cmosa (AGyoq) B myle, Tak u noroc (AGyog) B myre
€CTh MMMTALMs JIOTOCA B 4eM-TO elre:’ KaK IIPOM3HECEHHOe CTIOBO
(6 [\6yog] &v pogopd)'® packonIOTO Ha YACTU [0 CPABHEHUIO CO
CTI0BOM B Jyllle, TaK ¥ JI0r0C B JIylile COITOCTaBYM C TeM, YTO HaXO-
IWUTCA Iepef HUM Y YTO OH VICTO/IKOBBIBAeT (£pUeveq).

IT10TMH NpUHMMAET CTOMYECKOE pasjIMdeHne MeXAy Pedblo Kak
MBIIIUIeHNeM (BHYTPEHHMM TOJIOCOM AYLIN) M PeYbl0 MPOM3HECEHHO
IIOCPE/ICTBOM YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHMMAEMBIX 3ByKOB. OffHaKoO OH Ile-
peMellaeT 9To pasndeHye Ha MHOJ OHTO/IOTMYeCKNil ypoBeHb. Tenepnb
JIOTOC, BBIP)KEHHBII YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPYHVMAEMBIMI 3ByKaMU COIIO-
CTaBJ/IAETCA C JIOTOCOM B IMIIOCTa3MpoBaHHOM Jlylne, a T0roc-MbICIb
COIOCTABJISIETCS € IOTOCOM B YMe, TO €CTh, CTPOTO TOBOPSI, C 00/1aCThIO
ymorocruraemoro. Ha ocHoBaHuu 3TOJ Iponopummu us 4eTblpex Tep-
MJHOB MO>XHO TeIlepb 3aK/II04NTh, 4TO JIOroc B I'MIIOCTa3MpOBAHHOM
Hyme ucronkosbiBaet Jloroc B Yme.

1. JIoeocwt (Abyor) 6 eunocmaszuposannoit yue

B YMe ymonocturaembie pOpMBI IPUCYTCTBYIOT OUOD tavTa («Bce BMe-
cTe») M abCOMIOTHO OFHOBPEMEHHO, B TUIIOCTAa3VPOBAHHOI Xe [lyie
OHM PacCKpbIBAIOTCA B AMCKYPCUMBHONM IIOC/IE[OBATENbCTH, OTJENEH-
HBIMU JPYT OT [IpyTa TaK ke, KaK OHU IIPOSBIAIOTCA B yMe B IIpoIiecce
Pa3sMBbIIIEHNS WIIN B PedM B IIpoLiecce TOBOpeHNs. Tenepb CTAaHOBUTCA

8 MinpyBuIya/IbHbIe AYLIM B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTE MBI [IOYTH He 3aTPariBaeM.
IMoppobree 06 aTOM CM. CHelanbHy0 paboty o ncuxonoruu IlnoruHa: Blu-
menthal 1971.

° VI3 KOHTEKCTa SICHO, YTO MOCKOJIBKY 3/jech peub uger o Jlylue, To MHOI
PpeanbHOCThIO OyzeT YM.

10 Texumaeckoe cronmdeckoe Boipaxenue. Cm. SVF 11, 135 = Sextus Empiri-
cus, Adv. Math. VIII, 275. Cm. Taxxe Enn. V 1 [10] 3, 7-8; u gaxe Arist., Anal.
post. A 10, 76b24-25.



JTrox bpuccon 83

MOHATHBIM, IIOYEMY, YKa3blBas Ha OFHY U Ty K€ peanbHOCTb, IInmoTun
ucnonbayet Jloroc (A6yog) B eAMHCTBEHHOM YUCTIe, KOTAA pedb MIeT
06 YMe, 11 10rocsl (AGyol) BO MHOXKeCTBEHHOM — KOI'la OH IM€€eT B BULY
Hyumry. IIpaBma, mocnefHee IpOABIEHNE MOXKET BCE JK€ pacCMaTpu-
BaTbCsl B KadecTse Jloroca Kak COBOKYITHOCTYM BCe€X JIOTOCOB, NpUYeM
MHO>XECTBEHHOE YMCIO0 BBIPa)KaeT WUJEI NENMMOCTM BO BPEMEHU U
MPOCTPaHCTBE.

B aT0l1 JOKTpMHE, B JAHHOM CJIy4ae OTHOCALIeNCA mnib K Jlyie B
KadecTBe UITOCTACH, COO/TIOAIOTCs ABe BayKHeNIIIINe TPeIIOChUIKY TI/1a-
ToHM3Ma IlmotmuHa: 1) 4TO HMU3IIEee HUKOIZA HE OTCEKAETCS OT CBOEN
IPUYMHBI; AyIlIa He OTCEKAeTCA OT YMa, IIOCKONbKY YMOIIOCTUTaeMbIe
CYLIHOCTM IIPYUCYTCTBYIOT 3[eCh 0COOBIM CIIOCOOOM B KadecTBe JIOTO-
COB, 1 2) YTO KOCMOC BO3HUKAeT B pesy/brare cosepuanus. [logobHo
Apucrorenio 1 croukaMm [110TuH 0TKasbIBaeTCsA OT UfEU TBOPIIA, KOTO-
PpBli, Ha MaHep IIATOHOBCKOTO AEMMYPra, 3aHMMancs 6b1 odopmite-
HIEM MaTepuM C LIe/bI0 CO3[JaHNsA MMPa 4yBCTBEHHO BOCIIpMHMMAE-
MbIX Bemeit. [IopImHABIM feMuyprom 1matoHoBckoro Tumes Ilnotun
cuntaer YM. OfHaKO 3TOT leMUypT He TBOPUT: OH IlepefiaeT cBoii Jlo-
roc Jlyie, KOTOpas UCIIOMB3YeT TOTOCHI /1A OPOPMIEHNS YYBCTBEHHO
BOCIIPMHMMAeMbIX Bellleil CIIOcOO0M, KOTOPBIl NMOApoOHee MBI pac-
cmotpuM Huxe. CyTb ero, 0fHaKo, COCTOUT B crefymoiem: Jlyma npu-
HMMaeT B cebs1 yMomocTuraeMple popMbl B KaueCTBe HeMaTepyalbHbIX
JIOTOCOB, KOTOpbIE 3aT€M OTPAXKAlOTCsA B HU3MIEN YacT¥ MMPOBOI
OyLIY, TO ecTb B npupoge. IIpuHAB 9TH 10TOCHI, IPUPOJA HAUMHAET
BO3/I€/ICTBOBATh Ha MaTEPUIO, TEM CAMBIM CO3/laBas Te/la U IO ePKI-
Bas OOBEAMHAIOLINII MX MOPALOK. B KOHEYHOM MTOTe MOXHO yTBep-
XKaTh, 4T0 Jlylra B KauecTBe UIOCTACK TIPEACTABIsAET COO0IT COBOKYII-
HOCTb BCEX TIOTOCOB, KOTOPBbIe CYTh (YOPMBI, OFHOBPEMEHHO IIPUCYLIe
YMy U JMCKYPCMBHO I'MIIOCTasMpPOBaHHOM Jlyie.

9Tn coobparkeHNA IMO3BOJIAIT IepeBecT TepMUH AGYOG B eVH-
CTBEHHOM 4MC/Ie Kak «Pasym» waym, BO MHO>KeCTBEHHOM 4MCIIe, KaK
«paunoHanbuble Gopmynbl» (AGyol). B ennHCTBeHHOM 4MCIIe, TO €CTh
Ha ypoBHe YMa MM JaXke TUIIOCTa3upoBaHHOI [lyly, OH O3Ha4aeT co-
BOKYTIHOCTb BC€X JIOTOCOB. BO MHOXX€CTBEHHOM 4YHCIle CUTyalys
OCTIOXKHsETCA, Beflb, IOCKONbKY BO3HMKHOBeHMe y IlmoTuHa HeoTxe-
JIMIMO OT CO3€PIIaHMA, IOTOCHI OJHOBPEMEHHO OKa3bIBaIOTCA U Pa3yM-
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HBIM COepXKaHUeM, M IPaBUIaMM, 3aKOHaMU WIu GOpPMy/IaMM, YIIpaB-
JAKIYMI IPOLIECCOM ITOPOXAEHUA YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPUMHMMAEMOI
JEeVICTBUTE/IbHOCTY HU3IIE YaCThI0 MUPOBO nyum.“

2. JTozocot (Adyot) 8 muposoti dyuie

OmycTuMca Ha YpoBeHb HIDKe rumocTtasupoBanHol Hymu. XoTs, 1o
OTIpefieNIeHNI0, OHA HMKAK He CBA3aHa C TeJlaMM, €€ MO>KHO IIOMBIC/IUTD
MHTYUTVBHBIM 00pa30M KaK HeYTO IIPUCYIIee BCeM OCTa/IbHBIM yIIaM,
OXUBJIAIOWIMM M OPTaHM3YIOUIMM TEJeCHbII MMpP, TaKUM KakK Aylla
M1pa (TO eCTh KOCMOCA) M MHAMBUAYaIbHbIe KyIN (TO eCTh AyLn 60-
TOB, IEMOHOB, JIIOfiell, >KUBOTHBIX U pacTeHMit). MO>KHO IONTH fajiblile
U CKa3aTb, YTO, IPyOO0 rOBOPs, MHAUBYYaIbHbIE TYIIN €CTh JMIIb ac-
MeKTbl MUPOBOI Ay, OHM ABIAIOTCA CECTPAMU MUPOBOJ yLIN, OT-
HaIMBIIVMUCS OT Hee M yTPATUBIIMMIU C HElO CBA3b. "

[TpuMeHMB NPUHINIL, COTTACHO KOTOPOMY BCSIKas [yl AefiCTByeT
Ha [IBYX yPOBHAX, MOXXHO CKa3aTb, YTO MUPOBasd Ayllla, pacCMaTpyBae-
Mas B acIeKTe CBOEil IPOAYKTUBHOCTY, JO/DKHA OBITh ITOMellleHa Ha
YPOBeHb IIPUPOALL, B TO BpeMsI Kak Ha 60/lee BHICOKOM YPOBHe, B Kade-
cTBe 0)OPMUTEIBHUIIBI Belllelt TOCPEICTBOM CO3epILIaTe/IbHO aKTUB-
HOCTH, OHa MO>XeT OBITh IOHATA Kak [Ipombicen. B MupoBoit fy1e Mbl
BHOBD BCTpeYaeMcs C OIIO3NIMel JUCKYPCUBHOTO pasyMa (Stavola) u
yMa (vodg), KOTOpas IPOAB/IAETCA B KXKIO0 MHAVBULYaJIbHO HyIlIe.

2.1. Ilopoxcderue: npupoda

B kauecTBe HU3IIETO acIeKTa MUPOBOI JyLIy, WIN €€ IPOJYKTUBHOM
YacTy, MPUPOJAA MOXeET OBITh OIpefie/ieHa KaK MHO>KeCTBEHHOCTD pa-
IVIOHATBbHBIX GopMy (AOyol), OpraHM30BaHHBIX B cucTeMy. Tak 4TO
OHa o6J1ajiaeT, OIHOM eif MPUCYIM 06pa3oM, COBOKYITHOCTBIO YMOIIO-
cTUraeMbix (opM, KOTOpbIe COOTBETCTBYIOT BCEM sBICHMAM YYB-
CTBEHHO BOCIIPMHMMAEMOT0 MIPA, KaK OAYIIEBIEHHOTO, TaK X HEONY-
IIeB/IeHHOTO. VIMEHHO MpMpoja B KadecTBe OPraHM3YIOINIEro Hadvasa
CIoco6Ha OOBACHUTL HE TONMBKO TO, YTO JIONIAflb — STO JIOMAMb II0-
CTONIBKY, TTOCKONIbKY GM3MIECKN CYIIeCTBYIOIAs IOMab Co3aHa 1o

' C u3BecTHOII [O/IENl YCIOBHOCTY MOXKHO JaXKe COOTHECTM 9TU «PaIfio-
HajIbHbIe YOPMY/IBI» C KOMIIBIOTEPHOI «IIPOrPaMMONi».
1206 arom cm. Enn. IV 8 [6], 4.5-10; IV 3 [27], 4.14-21 & 6.10-25.
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o6pasy ymonocruraemoit Jomaanu, HO TaKXKe U TO, YTO KaMeHb SIBJISI-
erTcsi KaMHeM IIOTOMY, YTO YyBCTBEHHO BOCIPVMHVMAeMBblil KaMeHb
0bOpMIIEH B COOTBETCTBUM C MOZAe/bI0 yMorocTuraemoro Kamus. Ta-
KOe IpefiCTaB/IeHe O Beljax OOYC/IOB/IEHO OTKa30M OT KPeaTMBUCT-
ckoii (artificialist) metadopsr.

2.1.1. Omxas om Kpeamusucmckoii memagopo

[Tpunss 6e3 06CyXKeHUA KPUTUKY APUCTOTENA, KOTOpasi, I10 er0 MHe-
HIIO, HAaIIpaBJIeHa Ha JIOKHbIE TONKOBaHMA Auanora Tumei, Ilnotun
IOVCTQHLMPOBAICSA OT KPEaTUBMCTCKON MeTadopsl, IPenIoXeHHO
IInaroHOM, a MMEHHO OT obpasa JjeMuypra, KOTOpbLil 0pOpMII UyB-
CTBEHHO BOCIIPMHMMAEMBIII MUp, co3eplLiast YMOIIOCTUTaeMble (POPMBI.
OTKasaBHINCh OT IOCPEJHUYECTBA EMIYpPra, paboTaolero Kak pe-
MeC/IeHHUK, [I10TuH nepeHec pob OpraHM3YIOLIEr0 MaTe€PUIO areHTa
Ha Jly1y, O>XKUBIIAIONIYI0 KOCMOC U CO3faIyko Tena. [IpnbnusuBmmch
ITOCPEJ,CTBOM TaKOTO ITOCTPOEHNUA K CTOMYECKOMY KOPIIOpeanTn3My Uin
MaTepuanusMy, OH, TEM He MeHee, TOCTapanca NOJYePKHYTh ponb Y Ma
Y YMOIIOCTUTaeMOT0 MIPa [/ TOTO, YTOObI M36€>KaTh KpaltHero uMma-
HEHTU3Ma, KOTOPBIII ciena Obl HEBO3SMOXKHBIM PasjielieHne Tpex UI0-
craceit — Enunoro, YMa u [Jyumm. OH 1oKasbIBaeT, 4To Jjake TMIIOCTa-
supoBaHHasa [lymia, c KOTOpoJ CBA3aHbl MMpOBad [ylla u
VHAVBNya/JIbHbIe TyIIN, He €CTb a0COMIOTHOE HAYa/I0, HO BBIBOAUTCA
U3 BBICIIETO Havana, YMa. Ilocnmequmii e MOXXeT CYMTAThCA EMUYP-
roM 0co60ro posa — He pasMBILIIAIOIINM U He paborarouyM. [Itotun
06DbscHsAeT 3Ty cTparernio B Oun. 111 2 [47], 2, 8-42. Ham kocMoc - 3T0
JKIBOE CYII[eCTBO, COCTaB/IeHHOe u3 Marepuu u ¢popm."? Ero cymecrso-
BaHUe 00YC/IOBIIEHO TeM OOCTOATENIbCTBOM, YTO MaTepyst B CBOEIL CO-
BOKYIIHOCTM BOCHpUHSTa GOPMY, 00ECIEYNBIIYI0 €€ OpraHM3aLNIo.
OpHako f/st TOro, YTOOBI MaTepyus MOI/Ia OBITh OPraHM30BaHA IIOCPEf -
cTBOM (pOpM, HeOOXOIMMO aKTUBHOE Ha4aJIo, U JI1 KOCMOCa, KOTOPbII
He ABJIAETCA Pe3yNbTaTOM TPyJia PEMeC/IeHHMKA, HO €CTh IIOPOXK/eHMe
HPUPOABI, 9TO AKTUBHOE HAYA/IO He MOXeT OBITh CBEIeHO K MacTepy,
KOTOPBIf JINIIIb PasMBILIISAET, HOfCIUTBIBAECT 1 paboTaeT. AKTMBHBIM
Hava/oM oKasbiBaercs Jlylira, KoTopas GOpMMUpPyeT MaTepuIo AJIs TOTO,

13 Crepyromye maparpadpl HaIVCAHBL IO BIeYaT/IeHNeM pabotst Jxo-
3ea Mopo (Moreau 1970, 37-45).
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4YTOOBI IPOU3BECTHU TeIa, IpIUIarasd K YeTblpeM MaTepyaJbHbIM IepPBO-
HavyanaM (OTHIO, BO3[YXY, BOfie U 3eMile) (pOpMaIbHBII IPUHLINI, UX
opranmsytommit. Ho g Toro, 4ro6sl nepenatb sty Gpopmy Marepun
Jyura nomwkHa 6bU1a TOMyYnTh ee. OT Koro? O4eBUAHO, OT YMa, KOTO-
Ppblil, B CBOIO OYepelib, 3aHMMAET MOAYMHEHHOE MTOI0XKEHME IO OTHO-
meHuio K Enuaomy.

2.1.2. Bo3HukHo8eHUe YYBCIMBEEHHO B0CNPUHUMAEMO20 KOCMOCA

Iyma npencrasiseT cob60i UIOCTACh, KOTOPasi IPOUCXORUT OT KPYTOit
UIIOCTACH, ABJIAIOILENICA €€ IPUYMHOI, — OT YMa, 3aBUCAILETO, B CBOIO
ouepenb, oT Equnoro. Onupasice Ha Tumeii (35a-b), Ilnotun Hacran-
BaeT Ha NMPOMEXYTOYHOM XapakTepe Jymiu, pacmonoxXeHHON MeXIy
TeM, 4TO 110 CYTV HeHe/MNMO, YMOIIOCTUTAeMBbIM HA4a/lIoOM, M TeM, YTO
paspesieHo B Tenmax. IIpy 9TOM OH yTOYHsET, YTO AyIla IIONAfaeT B Tena
cny4daitno. OHa pasfesieHa B TelaX, TaK Kak B KaXK[JOM Tejle eCTb CBOs
IylIa, ¥ Hefle/lMMa B yMmomocTuraeMoM Mype. OHa Besfie M HUTTE, Kak
nosropsier B Cenmenyusix Iloppupmii.

Taknm criocob6om [T10THH pasnuyaer MeXAy 60)KeCTBEHHOIT, I1e/b-
Hoit mymoi (1] 6An yuxr), dy1roi B KauecTBe UIOCTACH, KOTOPas BEIHO
npebbIBaeT ¢ YMOM, M YaCTHBIMM AylIaMyu. BoKecTBeHHas WIN LieJib-
Haf [lyla — 9T0 TO, 4TO OOBIYHO Ha3bIBAaeTCs IUIOCTa3NpoBaHHOI [ly-
moit. K aToit yHukampHO# [ylie NpUCOERUHAIOTCA BCe OCTA/IbHbIE
IyIIN, TaKye Kak MUpoBas Aylla U YemoBedecKue gyum. Bce onu mpe-
OBIBAIOT B COCTOSHNI €HCTBA B BUJE OFHOI eAVHCTBEHHO AYIIN 1O
TOTO0, KaK PacIpOCTPAHAIOTCA BO BCe CTOPOHBI IIOOOHO IyYaM CBeTa,
KOTOPBIN, JOCTUTasl 3eM/IV, Paclpefie/iAeTcs IO Heil, OCTaBasACh IpU
9TOM HepasfienbHbIM. MupoBas gyua (1} Yoyl Tod TEvTog) MopoXKaaeT
TeNa 1 yrpasisieT uMU. UTOObI ITOHATH TOT HPOLECC BO BCEII €ro MoJI-
HOTe, HeOOXOAMMO HAIIOMHUTD B OOIMX YepTax O TOM, KaK YCTPOeH
mup. ['mnocrasuposanHas [lyma npuHuMaer B ce6s yMOIOCTUTaeMble
dopmb (£101), B3sATHIE B MOATyCe «pasyMoB» (A6yot). Husmras yacts Mu-
pOBOIT AylIM, ee BereTaTMBHASA CUIA, WINM HPUPOMA, 3aceBaeT ITUMMU
«pasymamm» (Aoyot) matepuio (UAn). Tak BosHMKaeT Teno (0da), KO-
TOpOe MOXeT OBITb ONMCAHO KaK COBOKYITHOCTb KayecTB (TMOLOTNTEC),
IpUKpenUBIINXCcA K §YKOG — K yacTu Matepuu (VAn), HafieJIeHHOII Be-
mayHoi (UéyeBog). VIHBIMU Cl1OBaMM, TEIO eCTb COCTaB, COCTOSINI
n3 matepun (DAn), ¢ KOTOpOi CBs3aHa KOHKpeTHas BelMYMHA
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(néyebog), HafeneHHasA OIpeeNeHHbIMYU KadecTBaMu (mMolotnteg). B
KOHEYHOM UTOTe, 3Ta BeJINYMHA M Ka4ecTBa 00YCIOB/ICHBI «pa3yMaMm»,
TO ecTb (hopMaMI, IIOMel[eHHbIMY B MaTepuio (§vula €idn). Temo mo-
eT OBITb )KMBBIM WM HeXXMBBbIM. KaXkfjoe )1Boe Temo OXMBIIAETCA
BEreTaTMBHOI CUJION, OTBETCTBEHHOI 3a MMTaHNeE, POCT ¥ Pa3MHOXKe-
HJIe, U 9Ta CWIa HEOCPEeACTBEHHO BOCXOAUT K MUPOBOIL fylte. B cy-
Yae 4e/I0BeKa, OTel] IIepefiaeT 9Ty CIIy 4epes ceMs, KOTOpoe, Iolazas
B MaTKy, IIPOU3BOAUT SMOPMOH. B MOMEHT pOXK[IeHUs YemoBedecKas
myla, Ipuilefas U3BHE, COeAVMHAETCA C BETeTaTUBHON AYIION, 0XKNU-
BUBILNIT SMOPUOH, B pe3y/IbTaTe Yero PO>KHaeTcs YenoBeK. IIpu atom
Onaromaps csoeMy yMy (voidg) deloBedeckas Aylla He yTpauuBaeT
CBOEII CBA3M C BBICIIVIM HAa4a/IOM.

B 9un. IV 3 [27], 10, 10-42 roBOpUTCS O TOM, KaK BOSHUKAET KOC-
Moc. ITocnegunit maparpad 3TOro oTphIBKa IpUMedaTeNIeH pacCyXie-
HIEM O TOM, B KAKOM CMBICTIe, B JAHHOM KOHTEKCTe, MIUP MOXXET OBITH
Ha3BaH «IIO/HBIM GOTOB», B COOTBETCTBUI C M3PeUeHNeM, IPUINChIBA-
embiM Qastecy.' KocMoc npepcrassieT co60it Xy05KeCTBEHHOE TBOPe-
HIMe, BO3HIUKILIee He B Pe3y/lbTaTe NesATeIbHOCTY BHEIIHE! IPUYNHBI,
BpOJie leMUypra IJIaTOHOBCKOTO Tumes, HO IIOPOXAEHHOE 13 CAMOTO
ce0s1 BHYTpEeHHe IPUYNHOI — OpraHM3YIOIeil CUJION, U3BECTHOM KaK
npupopa. Kak 6yaro xycok Mpamopa cam npugai cebe popmy Berepsr
Muocckoir.”® Uro ke Takoe npupona? ITo Cuja, COOTBETCTBYIOLAs
HM3LIEN 9acTy MMPOBOJ AYIIN, TOM YacTy, KOTOPas BCTylaeT B KOH-
TaKT ¢ MaTepyell. YIOpAZOYUBaHUe, KOTOPOMY OHA IOABepraeT MaTe-
P10, 0OYCIIOB/ICHO IeJICTBMEM pallMOHAIbHBIX (GOpMYII (JIOrOCOoB), KO-
TOpble, B T'MIIOCTa3MpOBaHHOI Jlylle, COOTBETCTBYIOT YMOIIOCTUIA-
eMbIM (OopMaMm, 1 IPeOBIBAIOT B MOAYCE PACCesTHUsA, @ He B COCTOSHUN
eIMHOBPEMEHHOCTH, MOJOOHO yMomocTuraeMeiM ¢opmaMm B YMe.
C OMOIIIBIO IPUCYILINX €il PALJIOHAIBHBIX (GOPMYII, 4JAI T POBAHHBIX
IJIS1 ee YPOBHSA, MMPOBas yllla CIOCOOHA YIIOPALOYUTD MaTepUIO U HO-
PORUTD BCe Tella, KaK OfyLIeBIeHHbIe, TaK/e KaK JIOLIafb YU AepeBo,
TaK U HeodylleBJIeHHble, TaKue KaKk KaMeHb. C 9TOI TOYKM 3peHus
MO>XHO 3aK/TIOYNUTb, YTO UyBCTBEHHO BOCIPMHUMAEMBII MUP IIpef-
cTaBjeT co00it 06pa3 BceX pallMOHAIbHBIX (GOPMYIL, COJEPIKAIIXCA B

" CormacHo cBuperensctBy Apucrorers (De Anima, A5, 411a7).
15 Cm. SVF1I, 1044 = Alexandr. Aphrodis., De Mixt., p. 225.18 ff Bruns.
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MupoBoit gyme. Ha aTrom Husmem ypoBHe II10TMH nmpoBOAUT 0O4eHb
MHTEPECHOE pasnMyueHye MeX/Y IeMICTBMEM [yIIEBHBIM M TEIECHBIM.
O6a oty [eiicTBUA CTPEeMATCA YHOROOUTD cebe Apyrue CYLHOCTY II0-
CPefICTBOM pPalMOHANbHBIX HOPMYII, KOTOpble OHM ycBommn. OfHAKO
e/ iylia BCer/ia 60pCTBYeT, Te/IO B AKTUBHOI PO/IY BBICTYIIAET JINIIb
OIIOCPEIOBAaHHO, II07, BO3/IENICTBMEM APYIUX Tel. JlepeBo JaeT TeIno
JUIIb CTopas, Aylla >Xe IOJJep>KMBAeT >KM3HEHHbIE CUIbl HeIpe-
PBIBHO.

W Bce e fylIeBHbIE CUIbI Ha TI0O0OM ypOBHe IIPUXOAAT B Hee
usBHe. JIumb py NocpeacTBe IOTOCOB AyLIM — KaK MUPOBas AylIa, TaK
U OT/le/IbHbIE IyILIN, BCE BMECTe CBA3aHHbIE C TUIIOCTasMPOBaHHOM Jly-
IIOJ1, — COXPAHSIOT, KaK 9T0 00bsicHsercs: B raase 17 Oun. 11 3 [52],
cBa3b ¢ YMoM. KocMoc ecTb nopoxjieHne npupopsl, a He NCKYCCTBa.
9T0 NOpOX/leHME HE 3aBMCUT OT PasMBIIIEHNUSA WIM HOHATUIL, HO
IpefcTaBysAeT coboil pe3yIbTaT HECTBMA CUIBIL, 3alledaT/ieBaloliel
cebA B MaTepuu. YM IepefaeT IPUCYIYe €My YMOIOCTUTaeMble
¢hopMbl TUIIOCTa3MPOBaHHOI [lylile, B KOTOPOIL OHM CTAHOBATCS paly-
oHanbHbIMU (opmynamu. I'unocrasuposanHas [lyiia 3aTeM mepefaer
9TU palOHaIbHBIE (OPMY/IbI MUPOBOIL Ayllle, KOTOpas MOPOXKHAET
OZyLIeB/ICHHbIE VI HEONYIIeBIeHHbIe CYLIHOCTH, KaK OY/ITO BBIIIOTHALA
npukasanue cpbinie. OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a 3TU TBOPEHMA JIEKUT Ha
HM3LIEN 4acTX MMPOBOJ AyIIM, KOTOpass B CBOMX IEJCTBUAX ONMpPa-
eTcsi Ha HusIyo ¢opMy pasyMa, IPUCYIIYIO eff caMoll. VIMeHHO 3TOo
06CTOATENBCTBO OODACHAET HECOBEPLUIEHCTBO TBOPEHMII M IIPUCYT-
CTBME 3714 B YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIMAEMOM MIUPE, HECMOTPA Ha TO, 4YTO
OH MO-TIpeXXHEMY yIpasssaercsa [Ipombiciom.

2.2. Cosepyanue: IIpomvicen

Kak u gpyrye mymm, MupoBas fylia OfHOJ CBOEI YaCTbIO IIOCTOSIHHO
KOHTAKTHPYeT C YMOM. VIMeHHO 9Ta BBICIIAs YaCTh MUPOBOIA LY MO-
KeT 6bITh cooTHeceHa ¢ [IPOMBICIIOM — CBOEro pofa IPaBOBBIM CBOAOM,
YCTQHOBJIEHHBIM B 00/IaCTM YMOIIOCTUIAEMOT0, — KOTOPBIIt, Kak I1mo-
TUH 00bsicHsIeT B IHH. IV 3 [27], 15, 15-23, yupaBiseT KOCMOCOM.
Ecny monblTaThcsi BEIpasuTh 0fHON $pasoit To, yto [Inotun xoren
cKasartp B Tpakrarax 47 (Iuu. 111 2) u 48 (un. 11 3), MOXKHO cKa3ars,
uro IIpoMBbICesT ClIefyeT MOHMMATh Kak COBOKYITHOCTD JIOTOCOB, B3ATBIX
He B VX TIPOAYKTUBHON (GYHKIMM, B KauecTBe OPraHM3YIOLINX Haval
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T4 MaTepUN, HO B POJIY XpaHUTeEIEN, MO IeP>KMBAIOLINX YIOPAJOYEH-
HBIIT MUP B HEM3MEHHOM COCTOSIHUM,'S KOTOpOe, KaK MBI BU€/IN, €CTh
JIUIIb OTPaKeHME CTPYKTYPbl YMOIOCTUTAa€MOIO KOCMOCA, BO3HUK-
I11€TO NPY MOCPEICTBE T0TOCOB, ABJIAIOIMXCA CTIEIKAMI YMOIIOCTHUTae-
MbIX GOPM.

OpHaKo 9TO eCTeCTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM IOPOXKAAeT ABe IPOO/IeMBL:
BOIIPOC O IpefieiaX AeTepMUHM3MA U IPOO/IeMy CYLeCTBOBAHNA 3714,
Ha KOTOPYIO YKa3bIBaeT ITOC/Ie/IHAA CTPOKA YIIOMAHYTOTO OTPbIBKA.

Kaxk sT0 BupHO u3 tpakrara 3 (III, 1), cnegyer pasnudarsb cynnoy u
ITpombicen. boxxecrBeHusii IIpoMbicen (cOOTBETCTBYIOLNUIL, grosso
modo, neATeNbHOCTU MUPOBOII AYILIN) OLpefessAeT OOLYI0 CTPYKTYPY
CTaHOBJICHN, He MPOSB/ISA cebs B KaXXIOM KOHKpeTHOM crydae. Cre-
TOBaTe/IbHO, MMEET CMBICI PA3/lINyaTh IPUYUHBI OTJANEHHbIe U OMU-
aitime. Bop u youiiiia HecyT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a CBOV ITOCTYIIKY, B
TO BpeMs KaK BCs COBOKYITHOCTb KOCMIYECKIX IIPUYVH He MOXeT OBITh
00DsAB/ICHA CONPUYACTHOI TOMY, YTO HelpueMieMo. [lake TaK Ha3bl-
BaeMble «CMATYAIOINe» 0OCTOSITENbCTBA He M30aBIAIT OT OpeMeHM
npuHATUA pemenns. VM Bce xe IInoTuH He coBceM OTKa3bIBaeTCsA OT
HOHATYS CYAbOBI (fatum), TOT camoil, 0 KOTOPOIt MbI TOBOPUM TOTAA,
KOI'J]a HellpefiBU/ICHHBIE COOBITUA CIYYalOTCA C KaXKyllelicsa Hen30ex-
HOCTBI0. VI30BITOK pealbHOCTM, HpUfjaBaeMblil TOMY, YTO HE MOXXET
OBITH IPETYCMOTPEHO, HO BCE-TAKM CIy4aeTcs1, He MOXeT ObITh yCTpa-
HeH KMHUIYeCKoll norukoit: «TakoB mopAfok Bemeit». VI x0T 3710 He
npucyie 6oram, a 4eJI0BeK CBOOOJEH, BCe IIPOUCXOAIee IPOUCXOUT
B paMKax Muposoro nopspaka. CornacHo Inotuny cynbba mpossisaer
cebs1 B KadecTBe OCTATOYHOrO crefia IIpoMbicia: He B KauecTBe He06Xo0-
IVIMOTO CBASYIOILIEro 3BEHA, KaK, HAIlpMMep, TPy CMeHe BPeMeH rofia
WIN OTIpefie/leHUM TPAaeKTOpUIl IBVMOKEHM IIJIaHEeT, HO BCE JKe 3BEHa,
KOTOpO€ I03BOJIAET, O HEKOTOPON CTENeHM, NMPefyCMOTPETh HaIlu
neiictBus. Ilo sToit mpuunHe II1OTMH He OTBepraeT acTPONIOTUIO U Ta-
TAHUA.

Bompoc o 371e Bo3BpallaeT Hac K 3aKIYUTENbHON CTafui B IIO-
PpOXXleHMM HuU3LIEeN 4acT MUPOBOI Aywn, craguy Marepun. Havas ¢

16 Takoe (yHKIMOHAIbHOE pa3fe/ieHne He CIefyeT abCOMOTU3MPOBATS,
TaK KaK OHO BBOJUTCH JINILD IS ACHOCTYU u3noxenus (cm. Enn. V19 [8], 9.7-
11).
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ITnarona u Apucrorens, IToTuH 3akaH4MBaeT MeTapU3UIECKON KOH-
CTPYKIMel, KOTOpas IIPOTMBOIIONIOXKHA KOHLENIMM ApUCTOTeNA.
Vpea pelicTBUTENbHOTO pasfieneHnsa TaKMX Hadas, Kak bmaro m «3mo
caMo 110 cebe» OblTa OFHOI 13 MPUUNMH Pa3pbiBa MEXAY ApUCTOTeNEM
u IInatonom. Koneuno e, Apucrorens npusHaer B Kamezopusx, 410
TOoOPO U 3710 OTHOCATCA K Pas/IMYHBIM POfjaM, OFHAKO OH He JeaeT UX
IIPOTVMBONOIOXHBIMY HavanaMmu. Uto sxe kacaercsa IImoTuHa, TO 11O €ro
[IPefCTABNIEHNI0 «MaKCUMaTbHOE OTCTOsIHME» HOoOpa OT 37a He CBO-
IOUTCA K Pas/nM4yuio MeXAY POJOM JOOPBIX ¥ POFOM 37IBIX CYLIHOCTEIT,
HO IIpefIioaraeT Hajau4due AByX aOCOTIOTHBIX Havyasl, BHEIIHUX IO OT-
HOLIEHNIO APYT K APYTy. VIHBIMM criOBamMu, eclyt ApUCTOTeNb IpU3HAET
JIMIIb MHOVMBYya/IbHbIe 37Ible SABJICHUA, KOTOpble MOTYT 3aTeM OBITh
CTPYNIIMPOBAHLI B PO, 3710T0, cornacHo IInoTuHy cyuecTByeT 3710 Kak
TaKOBOE€, UCTOYHMK BCAKOTO 3J1a, BO3/[IEMICTBYOLINI Ha CyIHOCTH. [IBa
OCHOBHBIX Te€3JCa TPaKTaTa, a MMEHHO, BOIIPOC O CYIeCTBOBAHUM 3714,
€aMoro I10 cebe ¥ OTHEIBHOTO OT BCETO MHOTO, TO €CTh ICTOYHVKA BCEX
KOHKPETHBIX IIPOSIBJICHUII 371a; U UNIeHTU(PUKALVA 9TOTO a0COMIOTHOTO
371a C MaTepueil, — MHOTMM He [aBaly BIOCTEACTBUU IOKOHA, B TOM
4yc/e ¥ B paMKaX HeOIlJIaTOHMYeCKOol Tpaguiuy. BHe BCAKOTO COMHe-
HYI#, Harboslee sICHas ¥ TOYHasA KpUTKKa no3unyy [I1oTuHa B oTHOIIe-
HUU CTaTyca 371a cofepXuTca B rmaBax 30-37 Tpakrarta Ilpokma De
malorum subsistentia.

Wrak, crpeMaAch ocTaTbCAa BepHBIM II1aTOHY B CTOMYECKOM OKpY-
xeHuy, IInoTun pasBun ydeHue o norocax (Adyot), KoTropoe mo3Bo-
JINJIO eMY, BO-II€PBBIX, OIIICATH IIOPOXKIEHE MIPA, He prberas K Tex-
HUYeCcKoil MeTadope, U, BO-BTOPHIX, IPOTUBOCTOATH CTOUYECKOMY
IeTepMUHM3MY, He OTPULAs CYILeCTBOBAHNA HEOOXORAMMOCTI U HpU-
3HaBas Halu4ue 371a.
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FAMILY, POLITICAL POWER
AND MONEY IN THE NEOPLATONIC
SCHOOL OF ATHENS
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1. The family of Plutarch

The history of the Neoplatonic School of Athens is associated with that
of a family that goes back to a certain Nestorios, who occupied a reli-
gious function during the second half of the 4th century. When, toward
the end of the 4th century, the supporters of Iamblichus managed to
gain the upper hand at Athens, Plutarch, grandson of this Nestorios,
became the first leader of the Platonic School to join this tendency,
which made him, in the eyes of his successors and even of modern his-
torians of philosophy, the founder of the Neoplatonic School of Athens.
This Plutarch belonged to a wealthy family, attached to the values of
religion at least since the time of the aforementioned Nestorios. This
Nestorios had a son, Hierios, and a daughter, Asclepigeneia (the elder).
Since Marinus specifies that it was she who transmitted the secrets of
theurgy to Proclus, we may suppose that Asclepigeneia died without de-
scendants, for it was to her children that she should have transmitted
the secrets that belonged within her family, which went back at least as
far as Nestorios, grandfather of Plutarch, who was succeeded by Syri-
anus at his death in 432. Hierios taught philosophy “under Proclus”,
who became diadoch upon the death of Syrianus in 437. This Hierios
had two sons, Plutarch and Archiadas.’

! On the history of the School of Athens, see the Introduction of Saffrey in
Saffrey-Westerink 1968, ix-xxxv, and the genealogical table at p. xxxv.
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We know nothing about this Plutarch, except that he was the con-
temporary of Pamprepius, grammarian and poet and ambitious politi-
cian (Philos. hist. 112A-C and 115C)? and Hermeias the rhetor, who
came to Athens around 460. Archiadas, who should have been born
around 415, must have been slightly younger than Proclus, who was
born in 412. In 432, Plutarch, on his deathbed, commended Archiadas
and Proclus to Syrianus, who had been their teacher. Syrianus, who had
become head of the School, therefore took them into his large house,
close to the Asclepieion and the temple of Dionysus and visible from
the Acropolis; the house had been left to them by Plutarch, who had
also lived there. Proclus became the mentor of Archiadas, and a very
strong friendship developed between them (V. Procl. 12, 27-36). Archi-
adas married Plutarché, with whom he had a daughter, Asclepigeneia
(the younger, V. Procl. 29, 5-6).°

It was in favor of this Asclepigeneia that the miraculous healing ob-
tained by Proclus’ prayers occurred (V. Procl. 29). The event has been
situated in the course of the decade 440-450, on the basis of this remark:
“Indeed, at that time, the city still had the good fortune of benefitting
from the presence of the god, and the temple of the Savior had not yet
been sacked.” (V. Procl. 29, 19-21)* If Asclepigeneia was “still a little girl
raised by her parents” (V. Procl. 29, 7-8) between 440 and 450, that
means that she was born between 430 and 440, very probably around
435, if one takes into account another anecdote concerning Theagenes
(see infra), who was to become her husband.

The Souda relates the following anecdote about Theagenes, which
should probably be situated in 447, right after the pillage of Athens by
Attila: “Whereas most of this property had been pillaged, and when he
realized that Theagenes, who was still a child, was sad at the sight of the
destruction and devastation, Archiadas declared: ‘you must recover
your confidence at once, and thank the gods for having saved our lives,
instead of letting yourself be discouraged by the loss of our property.
Indeed, if Athena Poliades had ordered us to spend this property for the

2 That is Damascius, The Philosophical history (= Philos. hist.), Athanassiadi
1999, 269 n. 301. For a critical review, see Brisson 2001.

3 Marinus, Proclus ou Sur le bonnheur (= V. Procli), Saffrey-Segonds 2001.

* On the agressivity of the Christians, see Henri Dominique Saffrey (1990 a, b).
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Panathenaia, we would have made the necessary expenditures. In fact,
we must consider the present trial as more filled with glory and piety
than that of the Panathenaia or any other festival’.” (Philos. hist. 105A)
This is why he was known as the “most pious Archiadas”. As far as The-
agenes is concerned, to whom this edifying response was given, Archi-
adas may have adopted him, or at least have already chosen him as his
future son-in-law, since he himself had only a daughter and no son to
transmit his property to. If this was the case, the anecdote would take
on a particularly poignant aspect, for it was when contemplating the
ruin of the property that was to be his, and which was also the property
of the School of Athens, that Theagenes would have been overwhelmed
with despair. This would place the birth of Theagenes between 430 and
440, and hence around 435, like Asclepigeneia: at the time, he must have
been between 12 and 17 years old.

Born at Athens, Theagenes came from a noble family: his father’s
name may have been Ichtyas (Philos. hist. 100A, B). He was said to have
been the descendant of such great figures as Miltiades and Plato. His
marriage with Asclepigeneia, the only daughter of the wealthy aristocrat
Archiadas, might explain the fact that Theagenes quickly became well-
known. Theagenes seems to have made concessions to Christianity.
These concessions, together with the abrupt character of Marinus, seem
to have precipitated the break between Theagenes and Marinus.

From the marriage of Theagenes to Asclepigeneia, daughter of Ar-
chiadas, a son, Hegias, was born in about 465. Despite his youth (he may
have been around 15 at the time), he was accepted into the classes Pro-
clus gave on the Chaldaean Oracles near the end of his life (V. Procli 26,
46-55), that is, between 480 and 485. Hegias played a part in the School
between Proclus’s death in 485 and the arrival of Damascius as head of
the School. He therefore knew Marinus, who led the School until his
death, which must have occurred between 495 and 500, but he was pri-
marily the student of Isidorus. After the death of Isidorus, he must have
taught philosophy in the School, which he probably directed, together
with Asclepiodotus, at the very end of the 5th and the beginning of the
6th century. He must have been quite bad at it, however, for according
to Damascius, under his direction philosophy fell into deep disrepute in
Athens, probably because Hegias’ fascination with religion entailed a
lack of interest in philosophical questions (Philos. hist. 145A, B).
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Hegias had two sons, who must have been born at the end of the 5th
or the beginning of the 6th century: Eupeithios and Archiadas, named
after his great-grandfather. Eupeithios, gifted with intelligence, had a
taste only for private life. Archiadas, for his part, had no predisposition
for philosophy: he was a pious man, although involved with life in the
world (Philos. hist. 145A, B). Thus, the influence of Plutarch’s family in
the Neoplatonic School of Athens died out.

Politics

In order to keep teaching Plato, whose philosophy was considered as a
theology that was to be harmonized with all other pagan theologies, in
an Athens where the Christians had acquired political power, it was
necessary to have considerable protection. Plutarch’s family also played
a political role of the first importance at Athens.

The relations Proclus maintained with Archiadas, son of Plutarch,
illustrate this kind of relation. Proclus, who had acquired the moral vir-
tues by reading the political works of Aristotle, in addition to Plato’s
Laws and Republic, encouraged Archiadas, to whom he also gave les-
sons in financial liberality, “not only to concern himself with the affairs
of the city in general, but also to show himself to be benevolent with
regard to each person in particular, displaying all the kinds of political
virtue, and above all justice”. (V. Procli 14, 10-14) Everything indicates
that the wealth and political power of Archiadas were a powerful aid to
the School, although Proclus himself intervened from time to time at a
political level : “Sometimes as well, the philosopher himself became in-
volved in political deliberations: he attended the public assemblies on
the affairs of the city, gave his opinion wisely, addressed requests <to
the> governors to defend what was right, and not only encouraged
them, but, in a certain way, by making use of the freedom of speech
proper to a philosopher, he constrained them to give each person his
due” (V. Procli 15, 1-8). We may imagine that Proclus had to expend a
great deal of effort to defend himself against the attacks, which the
Christians launched against him. Archiadas helped him, and this was
true, perhaps even more so, in the case of Theagenes, who, as we have
just seen, Archiadas must have adopted in order to make him his son-
in-law.
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Theagenes was a figure of the first importance in Athens. Damascius
describes him as an archon: the title of eponymous archon, which was
purely honorific at Athens, was sought after by the members of the local
aristocracy (Philos. hist. 100A). Theagenes was a member of the Roman
Senate, and a member of the Senate of the capital, Constantinople. If the
panegyric composed in his honor by Pamprepius was written before
476, this means that Theagenes was already a senator by this time. He
was a skilled orator with a pleasant character, assisting cities and indi-
viduals by his wealth. At Athens, he gave his support to teachers and to
doctors. Damascius even describes him as a philosopher. However, re-
lations became difficult between the philosopher, Damascius, and the
wealthy politician, Theagenes. According to Damascius, Theagenes let
himself be led by flatterers to despise philosophy, which implies that he
compromised with the Christians in one way or another.

All indications are that the family’s political influence continued af-
ter the death of Theagenes, particularly with Hegias, whose behavior
Damascius criticizes (Philos. hist. 145A-B). Although “Hegias was bet-
ter than his father in the virtue of eloquence”, he does not seem to have
helped the School as much as his father: “In Hegias there was also some-
thing of the generosity of Theagenes, but he was more attentive than the
latter in his expenditures in favor of his friends and of the poor”. What
is more, Theagenes seems to have been less interested in philosophy
than in the Chaldean Oracles, to which he had been initiated by Proclus,
as we said above. This is probably what Damascius implies in this severe
judgment on the period in which Hegias must have led the Academy:
“We have never heard it said that philosophy was more despised at Ath-
ens than what we had the opportunity of seeing under Hegias”. Damas-
cius, moreover, hints that Hegias was surrounded by Christians, prob-
ably on his wife’s side of the family: “Those people corrupted Hegias’
life, pushing him to a practice of philosophy that was not legitimate. It
was by following another path that he desired to know everything that
allows nature to be explained. Sometimes, following this other method,
he even departed from correct reasoning. Wishing to be the most pious
of men, he carried out the sacred rites on the territory of Attica for those
close to him without notifying them, since he had not persuaded them
to carry out those rites himself; thus, he overturned many religious
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practices that were very long established, with a zeal that was more in-
considerate than pious. This is why he was denounced in the city, and
gained dangerous enemies, who wished to seize his vast wealth and set
traps for him, relying on the current laws”. This passage is enigmatic,
but it suggests that part of Hegias’ circle was made up of Christians, and
that these people had led him away from the paths of Platonism, partic-
ularly with regard to “nature”: perhaps an allusion to the question of
creation and hence of the origin of the world. In addition, his one-up-
manship in the field of pagan religion inspired the disapproval of his
fellow-citizens and drew upon him the ill-will of people who wanted to
see him fall, by despoiling him or hauling him into court. It is under-
standable that the members of the School considered this behavior un-
necessarily provocative.

Money

Perhaps more than its political support, it was the School’s financial in-
dependence that allowed it to maintain itself for so long in the hostile
atmosphere of the Christians, who, if we may believe some testimonies,
tried to plunder it on several occasions.

The Neoplatonic School of Athens did not directly continue the
School organized by Plato: its geographical location and its economic
basis were different. The Neoplatonic School of Athens was no longer
situated in the Academy, but in a large house at the foot of the Acropo-
lis, which had been owned by Plutarch, and which he had transmitted
first to his grandson Archiadas, and then, through him, to Theagenes,
his daughter’s husband, and to their descendants. Finally, the School
was a private philosophical community living off the income from its
property. Hence the importance of its benefactors, and of the main one,
who belonged to the family of Plutarch and must have been the man-
ager of this property.

In Proclus’ time, the Academy possessed a capital, constituted from
a bequest by Plutarch and by private gifts that produced more than a
thousand nomismata per year: “The property possessed by the succes-
sors of Plato did not have their origin in Plato’s fortune, as most people
believe. Plato was poor, and possessed only the garden of the Academy,
the income from which was three nomismata: the income from their
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total fortune amounted to one thousand nomismata® or more under
Proclus, because many people, at their death, bequeathed their posses-
sions to the school” (Philos. hist. 102). What did this wealth consist in,
land or money? Probably both, but in what proportion? We cannot say.
Proclus himself was one of the donors: “In addition, Proclus inspired a
kind of emulation in Archiadas, for he offered him a model of liberality
with regard to money and munificence, because he made gifts, some-
times to his friends, sometimes to his relatives, whether they were for-
eigners or co-citizens, and because in every circumstance he showed
himself above the desire to acquire wealth. He also attributed large sums
for public buildings, and at his death his left property, first to Archiadas,
and then to his fatherland, as well as to Athens.” (V. Procli 17, 14-22)
Everything leads us to believe that the gift Proclus made to Archiadas
was in fact made to the School, of which Archiadas was still the manager
in 412. These financial resources guaranteed the School’s independence
with regard to the City, from which it did not expect grants, and from
its auditors, who did not have to pay fees as was the case at Alexandria.
We may assume that this property was confiscated, although a text by
Olympiodorus implies that even in 560, the essential part of the School’s
property had been preserved.

With Marinus, relations seem to have deteriorated between the phi-
losopher and Theagenes, son-in-law and heir of Archiadas, the bene-
factor on whom the political and financial support of School relied. In-
itially, Damascius has nothing but praise: “Marinus kept to the
traditional gravity of philosophers, and respected Theagenes as was ap-
propriate. With regard to Marinus, then, Theagenes was not a braggart,
rough, or haughty in his approach nor difficult in his relations, nor, in
general, did he seek to be of the condition of an ordinary man, but he
showed himself to be welcoming, and escorted him, rendering him the
honors that were due, as should be rendered by a man who occupied
the first position in the city, and perhaps in the entire Roman Empire”
[...] That is why Marinus tried to increase the grandeur of his reputation

> A nomisma (in Greek) is a solidus (in Latin). In those days, a doctor was
on an annual basis paid 35 solidi, and a stone carver 12 solidi. So 1000 #no-
mismata was a large amount of money.
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in all things.” (Philos. hist. 100 A, B) The portrait sketched here of The-
agenes, as a public figure, is flattering. In contrast, Marinus was a diffi-
cult man: “Although Marinus was abrupt in his relations, he was pleas-
ant in his actions and manifested great perspicacity”. What seems to
have been the turning point, however, was the change in relations be-
tween Theagenes and the Christians: “Yet since he was moody and
could not stand it when people paid him no mind, and wanted, on the
contrary, to be flattered by everyone, and above all by those who prac-
ticed philosophy, that he looked down upon the others and spat upon
them, and especially those who seemed to be in power and who tried to
shine in the imperial government. Since he preferred the new dogmas
to the ancient customs of piety, he did not realize that he was falling into
the way of life of the vulgar, separating himself from the Hellenes and
his more ancient ancestors. Nor did he realize that the people around
him were no longer true friends, but deceptive flatterers. He no longer
maintained his previous respect for philosophy, and whereas in theory,
he surrounded himself with philosophers, in fact they were flatterers.”
(Philos. hist. 100 A) This convoluted text insinuates that Theagenes had
compromised himself with the Christians and had separated himself
from the Platonic philosophers. Without having converted, Theagenes
seems to have distanced himself from the School of Athens, probably
because it was the best way to save his fortune, his social position, and
his political power. Indeed, it seems that political tensions were high at
this period, between 495 and 500. At one point, Marinus, fearing for his
life, had to leave Athens and take refuge at Epidaurus. At Marinus’
death, which happened a few months later, Isidorus even considered
leaving Athens (Philos. hist. 101 C).

After Marinus’ death, the School of Athens was led jointly by Ascle-
piodotus and by Hegias. Under their direction, the School entered a pe-
riod of decadence on the philosophical level, for Hegias seems to have
been more interested in pagan religion than in philosophy. What is
more, his provocation in the field of religion increased the number of
his enemies, who sought to plunder him or take him to court. Beginning
in 515, Damascius tried to set things right, particularly by re-establish-
ing the entire program of studies (of Aristotle, Plato, and the Chaldean
Oracles). It may have been precisely this renaissance that was the cause
of the order given by Justinian in 529, under the consulate of Flavius
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Decius Junior and sent to Athens, which forbade the teaching of philos-
ophy.® Damascius left Athens, but he thought this exile would only be
temporary.’

The Neoplatonic School of Athens seems to have been closely linked
to the life of a family of aristocrats, originally associated with practice of
pagan cults, possessing a considerable personal fortune and exerting no
inconsiderable political influence. It was in a house belonging to this
family that the activities of the School took place, and it was the head of
this family who managed the property that ensured the financial inde-
pendence of the School and who, it seems, appeased the conflicts that
might arise between these convinced pagans and the Christians in
power. What is more, at the beginning and the end of its history, the
members of this family played a role in the intellectual life of the School,
for better or worse.
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TIME AND ETERNITY FROM PLOTINUS
AND BOETHIUS TO EINSTEIN

MICHAEL CHASE
CNRS, Paris

I. Einstein and the Plotiniana Arabica on Time and Eternity

1. Panofsky on Serapis

In a classic article,’ Erwin Panofsky dealt with the interpretation and
ancient sources of the painting entitled “Allegory of Prudence”, now in
London’s National Gallery. Attributed to Titian,” this work depicts a
male head with three faces - elderly, middle-aged, and young — which
is associated with the heads of a wolf, lion, and dog respectively. The
work’s Latin inscription: “The present acts prudently on the basis of the
past, lest it disfigure future action™ makes it clear that the three animal
heads correspond to the three main divisions of time: past, present, and
future.

Before giving a history of the manifestations of this symbolism
throughout the Middle Ages and into the period of the Counter-Refor-
mation, Panofsky sketches its ancient origins. He identifies the main
source of this iconographical tradition in a passage from the fifth-cen-
tury Latin author Macrobius (Saturnalia I, 20, 13-16), adding that other

! Panofsky 1993.

21 am not concerned here with the correctness of this attribution, which
Panofsky holds to be unquestionable. Wind (19682, 260 & n. 4) is inclined to
attribute the painting to Titian’s disciple Cesare Vecelli.

3 EX PRAETERITO / PRAESENS PRVDENTER AGIT / NI FVTVRAM
ACTIONEM DETVRPET.
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details of the painting are to be sought in ancient cult statues and other
figurative representations of the Hellenistic Egyptian divinity Sarapis.

Macrobius informs us that the statue of the Alexandrian god Serapis
or Sarapis, who is to be identified with the sun, was accompanied by the
figure of a three-headed animal. Of the beast’s three heads, the largest
one in the middle was that of a lion; on the right was the head of a dog,
and on the left that of a wolf. All three heads were surrounded by a ser-
pent, whose head reached up to the god’s right hand, by which he dom-
inated the monster like a dog on a leash. Macrobius tells us that of the
three animal heads, the lion signifies the present because of its power,
violence, and burning impetuousness; the wolf’s head signifies the past,
since the past snatches away the memory of things; finally, the dog rep-
resents the future, which flatters us with hope like a fawning pet. Mac-
robius gives no interpretation of the serpent that surrounds this beast,
but since we are told that time obeys its auctor, we must, I think, under-
stand that Serapis/Sol is the creator of time. Panofsky,* following Mac-
robius, therefore interprets Titian’s image as follows:

If a snake surrounds the body from which the three heads emerge,
it is the expression of a higher unity, of which present, past, and fu-
ture are only the modes: temporality, whose lack of beginning and
end was symbolized early on by a snake biting its tail.

4 Panofsky 1999, 22: “Si un serpent entoure le corps d’ou sortent les trois
tétes, il est I'expression d’une plus haute unité dont présent, passé et avenir ne
sont que les modes: la temporalité dont 'absence de début et de fin a trés tot été
symbolisée par un serpent de «I’éternité» qui se mord la queue”.
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I think Panofsky is essentially right, with one exception: rather than
“temporality” or duration, the serpent probably signifies the absence
thereof; that is, eternity. If this is right, we thus have a conception, da-
ting from the fourth or fifth century AD at the latest, in which time is
considered as secondary to and embraced by eternity. On this view,
time, with its divisions of past, present, and future, is an epiphenome-
non, while the fundamental reality underlying it is identified as eternity
or timelessness (Greek aidn, Latin aeternitas).
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2. Einstein als Beichtvater (Einstein the Confessor)

A current debate in the philosophy of time is that between advocates of
the so-called block universe view, otherwise known as eternalists, and
those, known as presentists, who defend the reality of the passage of
time and of its division into past, present and future. I will not enter
details of this debate here, but I would like to sketch the contemporary
origin of this idea in the theories of Albert Einstein, then compare it
with a manifestation of a similar idea, first in Plotinus and then in the
Medieval Arabic adaptation of Plotinus’ Enneads that circulated under
the title of the Theology of Aristotle. In the process, we’ll glimpse some
of the ethical implications of the controversy in both ancient and mod-
ern discussions.

A popular literary genre in ancient philosophy was that of the con-
solatio, in one variety of which the philosopher provided arguments in-
tended to alleviate the grief of someone who had recently suffered the
loss of a loved one.”

Whether he knew it or not, Albert Einstein was continuing this tra-
dition when, in 1949, he wrote to a Rabbi whose young daughter had
died:

A human being is a part of the whole, called by us “Universe”, a part
limited in time and space. He experiences himself, his thoughts and
feelings as something separated from the rest - a kind of optical il-
lusion of his consciousness. This delusion is a kind of prison for us
[...] our task must be to free ourselves from this prison [...].5

> Examples include Cicero’s (lost) consolation to himself; Seneca’s three
consolations, addressed to Marcia, daughter of the Roman historian Cremutius
Cordus; to his mother Helvetia, and to Nero’s freedman Polybius; and Plu-
tarch’s Consolation to Apollonius. The most famous and influential example is
no doubt Boethius” Consolation of philosophy, which we’ll investigate below.

¢ Einstein’s quote was cited by Pierre Hadot in a book of interviews pub-
lished in 2001 (p. 263), but it proved hard at first to track down Einstein’s ut-
terance. As he wrote at the time (op. cit. 263-4): “Michael Chase and I have
searched for years in Einstein’s published works. Impossible to find it”. I was
finally able to identify the source and include in my revised translation of
Hadot’s book: it comes from W. Sullivan, “The Einstein papers: a man of many
parts”, New York Times, March 29, 1972. See Hadot 2011, 169; 205 n. 4.
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Pierre Hadot called attention to this text in a book first published in
2001. As he points out there, the idea that many of our worries and suf-
ferings come from our false sense of isolation from the whole consti-
tuted by the universe is typical of Einstein, who elsewhere writes that to
determine a human being’s value, we must discover the degree to which
he has liberated himself from himself.” Hadot relates this attitude to the
ancient spiritual exercise of the “look from above”, in which we imagine
flying high above the scenes of our daily life, in order to realize the pet-
tiness of our day-to-day worries and anxieties. We all have a natural
tendency to consider ourselves the center of the universe, interpreting
everything in terms of our own likes and dislikes: what we like is good,
what we don't is bad. If it rains on a weekend, then that's bad, because
it spoils our plans for a picnic: we do not take into consideration the fact
that the rain may be good for the region, territory, or country as a whole.
For ancient schools of thought such as the Sceptics, by contrast, the key
to happiness, says Hadot, is to “strip off man completely, or liberate
oneself entirely from the human point of view”.® In Antiquity, Hadot
writes elsewhere, “philosophy was held to be an exercise consisting in
learning to regard both society and the individuals who comprise it
from the point of view of universality”,” and “philosophy signified the
attempt to raise up mankind from individuality and particularity to uni-
versality and objectivity”. Hadot went on to discuss the notion of a
“practical physics”, the goal of which was, by contemplating the vast
spaces of the universe, to be able to put human worries and problems
into perspective, and thereby gain peace of mind. Hadot liked to quote
Marcus Aurelius (Meditations 9, 32) in this regard: “You have the power
to strip off many superfluous things that are obstacles to you, and that
depend entirely upon your value-judgments; you will open up for your-
self a vast space by embracing the whole universe in your thoughts, by
considering unending eternity”.

Michele Besso had been Einstein's closest friend since the days when
the two were fellow-university students at Zurich, then worked as patent

7 “The true value of a human being is determined primarily by the measure and
the sense in which he has attained to liberation from the self”. Einstein 1949, 7.

8 Cf. Hadot 1995, 112-113.

° Hadot 1995, 242.
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clerks in Bern. Alter a lifelong friendship, in which Besso served as the
main sounding-board for many of Einstein's most revolutionary ideas,
Besso died in March 1955, only a month before Einstein's own death,
whereupon Einstein wrote a letter of consolation to Besso's family:

Now, with his departure from this strange world, he has slightly pre-
ceded me once again. This means nothing. For us believing physi-
cists, the distinction between past, present and future has only the
meaning of an illusion, albeit a persistent one."

For Einstein, then, at least at this late stage of his life, it seems that
ultimate reality is eternal, and time - a mere illusion. It follows that
death is also a mere epiphenomenon, that is, a surface phenomenon
without substantial reality or importance: As Porphyry claimed in his
Sentences, time is a parupostasis. It is worth quoting the exegesis of this
quote by Einstein given by the philosopher of science Michael Lock-
wood (2005). According to Lockwood, our grief at the death of a loved
one has three primary motivations. Two of these cannot be alleviated
by Einsteinian physics: (1) the thought that we shall never see the de-
ceased person again, and (2) the idea that a valuable life has been cut
short.! Einstein's consolation is, says Lockwood, directed at a third
source of grief: the notion (3) that the dead person “no longer exists, is
simply not there anymore”. This last source of grief, Lockwood contin-

10 “Nun ist er mir auch mit dem Abschied von dieser sonderbaren Welt ein

wenig vorausgegangen. Das bedeutet nichts. Fiir uns gldubige Physiker hat die
Scheidung zwischen Vergangeneit, Gegenwart und Zukunft nur die Beudeutug
einer, wenn auch hartnickigen, Illusion”. Einstein to Vero and Mrs. Bice,
March 21, 1955, Einstein Archive, reel 7-245. My translation.

Tt is not clear to me why Einstein's consolation cannot be directed to
source (2) as well. Another possible consolation for source (2) might be the
claim that that the goodness and/or happiness of a life do not depend on tem-
poral duration: it might be claimed that an instant of maximal goodness or hap-
piness is equivalent in value to any arbitrary duration of such goodness/happi-
ness. See, for instance, Plotinus, Enneads 1 5, 7, 22-26: “Happiness... must not
be counted by time but by eternity; and this is neither more nor less nor of any
extension, but is a ‘this here’, unextended and timeless”. On this notion in Epi-
cureanism, taking up notions from the Nicomachean Ethics, K 3, cf. Kramer
1971, 187ft.



108  Time and eternity

ues, derives from the fact that we equate existence tout court with exist-
ence now, at the present moment. However, such a view “makes sense
only if we think of time in a way that physics shows to be mistaken”.
Einstein contends, and Lockwood agrees, that the terms “past”, “pre-
sent” and “future” do not express objective differences in time, but rel-
ative differences, in the same sense as such terms as “to the east”, “here”
and “there” express relative differences in space. But if this is so, says
Lockwood, people who have lived in other times are analogous to peo-
ple who are living now in other places. It follows that

death is not the deletion of a person’s existence. It is an event,
merely, that marks the outer limit of that person’s extension in one
(timelike) spatio-temporal direction, just as the person’s skin marks
out the limit in other (spacelike) directions (...) Einstein is urging us
to regard those living in times past, like those living in foreign parts,
as equally out there in space-time, enjoying the same flesh-and-
blood existence as ourselves. It is simply that we inhabit different
regions of the continuum.

What could have led Einstein and his interpreters to talk this way?

3. Einstein on time: the theoretical background

One of my favourite films from the 1970’s was the Swiss director Alain
Tanner’s Jonas who will be 25 in the year 2000. In one scene, a high-
school teacher walks into his class with a length of blood sausage and
begins to chop it into slices with a meat-cleaver: each slice, he explains,
can be considered a moment in history. If, following Einstein’s theory
of special relativity as modified by his former math teacher Hermann
Minkowski, we imagine reality as a four-dimensional spacetime contin-
uum, then we can imagine the sausage as representing a world-tube, or
the three-dimensional trajectory traced by a person or thing as he, she
or it travels through spacetime. In the case of a conscious being, each
slice of the sausage can be imagined as a “now” from that being’s per-
spective, containing everything in the universe he/she/it considers to be
simultaneous at that instant. Yet the compatibility between what two or
more moving observers consider to be simultaneous, and even the ob-
jectivity and meaningfulness of the very notion of simultaneity, were
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among the first casualties of Einstein’s special theory of relativity, pub-
lished in 1905.

This theory, which showed that instead of representing the world
we live in as specified by four dimensions, three for space and one for
time, we must think of spacetime as constituting an indivisible whole,
led to a number of other paradoxical results. At speeds close to that of
light, time slows down and the length of objects contracts. Most inter-
estingly for our theme, what one observer perceives as space, another
one in motion may perceive as time: thus, time and space may trans-
form into one another. Finally, depending on whether or not they are
in motion with regard to one another, another observer may not con-
sider as simultaneous two events that seem clearly simultaneous in my
own reference frame; likewise, he, she or it may consider an event that
seems to me to be in my future as having already occurred in his/her or
its past.

To exemplify these ideas, I'd like to offer a variation on a thought-
experiment presented by Brian Greene (2004). Imagine if you will that
I am standing here, but that a friend is standing on a planet 10 billion
light years away. Each of us has a handheld device called a simultano-
phone, which provides a constantly-updated list of all the spacetime
events its owner considers to be simultaneous at each instant - for in-
stance, right now my simultanophone lists “Barack Obama going for a
walk, Queen Elizabeth snoring, the sun rising over Australia, etc., etc”.
Now, my friend, although he is very far away, is - for all intents and
purposes — immobile with respect to me: that is, we share the same ref-
erence frame. The list of events on his simultanophone is therefore
identical to mine, and we consider the same events to be simultaneous.
Suppose, however, that my friend gets up and decides to go for a brisk
jog away from me: his simultanophone will now indicate events under
the subheading “earth” that my phone indicates took place 150 years
ago, and should he decide to jog in my direction, his simultanophone
will list events that my phone says lie 150 years in the future. Let’s say,
moreover, that my friend owns a supersonic car, and decides to hop in
and drive away from me at a speed of 1000 miles per hour. His sim-
ultanophone will now list events that happened 15,000 years ago in my
perspective; and if he should slam on the brakes, turn around, and gun
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his engine in the other direction, that is, toward me, his list of simulta-
neous events will include events that, as far as I am concerned, lie 15,000
years in the future.

As if these results aren’t odd enough, Einstein’s theory of special rel-
ativity also states that there’s no reason why either viewpoint — mine or
my friend’s - should be considered right and the other wrong: both sim-
ultaneity lists are equally valid. There is no basis on which to decide
between them.

Such phenomena are far from being the only relativistic effects
affecting time and simultaneity: others are brought about when one
observer is imagined to travel at speeds approaching the speed of
light, such as the famous twins paradox. But the simultaphone phe-
nomenon seems particularly revealing. In the words of Brian Greene
(2004, 138-39):

If you buy the notion that reality consists of the things in your
freeze-frame mental image right now [i.e., in my example, the list of
simultaneous events that appears on your simultaphone], and if you
agree that your now is no more valid than the now of someone lo-
cated far away in space who can move freely, then reality encom-
passes all of the events in spacetime.

In other words, if another observer in motion with regard to me can
already regard as present to him events that I think are in the future,
then there’s a sense in which future events already exist, and past events
still exist. In the words of Greene, “Just as we envision all of space as
really being out there, as really existing, we should also envision all of
time as really being out there, as really existing, too (...) the only thing
that’s real is the whole of spacetime”.

As Paul Davies has written, such considerations seem to leave us no
choice but to consider that “events in the past and future have to be
every bit as real as events in the present. In fact, the very division of time
into past, present and future seems to be physically meaningless. To ac-
commodate everybody’s nows (...) events and moments have to exist ‘all
at once’ across a span of time” (Davies 1995, 71). Or in the words of
Hermann Weyl (2009):

The objective world simply is, it does not happen. Only to the gaze
of my consciousness, crawling upward along the life line of my body,
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does a section of this world come to life as a fleeting image in space
which continuously changes in time.

If we leave aside the scientists and turn to literature, perhaps the best
portrayal of the block-time view appears in Kurt Vonneguts's Slaugh-
terhouse-Five, when Billy Pilgrim describes the perspective of the Tral-
tamadorians:

The Tralfamadorians can look at all the different moments just the
way we can look at a stretch of the Rocky Mountains, for instance.
They can see how permanent all the moments are, and they can look
at any moment that interests them. It is just an illusion we have here
on earth that one moment follows another like beads on a string,
and that once a moment is gone it is gone forever.

Once again, we are reminded of Pierre Hadot’s “view from above”,
by means of which, the soul is “capable of observing the totality of space
and time”, and “has no fear even of death” (Hadot 1995, 242). The view
from above turns out to resemble what Huw Price (1996) has called the
“view from nowhen”, that is, the ability to consider reality as character-
ized by the simultaneity of the block-time view, rather than the fleeting-
ness of a flowing “now”.

4. Time and Eternity in Plotinus and the Plotiniana Arabica

One could go on to follow the ramifications of Einstein’s views in con-
temporary debates within the philosophy of science between presentists
(those who believe only the present exists) and eternalists. Here, one
would have to discuss MacTaggart’s influential distinction between A-
series (a series of events that are relative to the present, such as “one year
ago”, considered less real) and B-series (events that have permanent
temporal labels, such as “New Year’s Eve 20117, considered more real),
and go on discuss the views of such current advocates of block-time as
Huw Price and Julian Barbour. But that will have to be the topic of an-
other publication.

Instead, I'd like to consider what I think are some similar views to
that of Einstein in Plotinus, the third-century CE founder of Neoplato-



112 Time and eternity

nism, and an adaptation of his thought in the so-called Theology of Ar-
istotle, a ninth-century Arabic work that was highly influential on Is-
lamic thought.

The broad outlines of Plotinus’ thought are well known: from the
ineffable first principle imperfectly known as the One or the Good, re-
ality emanates forth timelessly and eternally, like light from a lamp. This
emanation first produces the Intellect (Greek nous), which contains the
Platonic forms of sensible reality. Since it is unchanging, the Intellect is
characterized by eternity (Greek aién), which can be considered the life
of the intellect.!> More precisely, Plotinus describes eternity as “that un-
changing life, all together at once, already infinite, completely unswerv-
ing, standing in and directed toward the one”," or else as “life in rest, in
the same thing and identically, already infinite”.

From the hypostatized Intellect derives the hypostasis of Soul, and
it is not until this stage that time appears upon the scene. Originally
consubstantial with the Intellect, the Soul eventually gets tired of re-
maining in the intelligible world and contemplating the intelligible
Forms. Some force or faculty within it feels curiosity and a desire to be-
come independent and individualized. As a result, it “temporalizes it-
self”, creating the sensible universe at the same time as it creates time.
Whereas eternity can be said to be the life of the intellect, time is the life
of the soul.

I find it interesting that according to Plotinus, there’s an ethical ele-
ment to the distinction between time and eternity. Soul abandons Intel-
lect and creates time because it’s unsatisfied with its lot - its eternal con-
templation of the forms and proximity to the One - and wants more.
But the very fact that time and/or the soul always wants something more
explains why it’s never complete, never really what it is, but always one-

12 This idea probably derives from Plato’s Timaeus 37d, where Plato writes
the following about the Intelligible Being (in Greek to autozéion), that is, the
world of forms that served as model for the Demiurge’s creation of the world:
“for the nature of the living being (fou zéou) happened to be eternal”. Aién orig-
inally meant “life-span”.

3 Ennead 1117 (45), 11, 3-5: tiv &tpepfi ékeivny kai 6pod ndoav kol dmnepov
1j0n Cownv kol drAwvi TévTn kai €v €vi kai pog &v EoT@oav. Armstrong’s trans-
lation here is surprisingly poor.
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thing-after-another.!* Eternity, by contrast, is already precisely what it
is, and therefore has nothing further to seek for. Whereas eternity is the
satisfied repose of something that already is all that can be, already pos-
sessing, all at once, everything it could ever desire," time is the head-
long, endless pursuit of something more, since by definition it cannot
possess everything it desires all at once.

This, as Pierre Hadot has repeatedly stressed, is a key theme in Greek
moral thought. Most of us are unhappy most of the time precisely be-
cause we are never happy with what we’ve got, but always believe that
we need something else in order to be happy: the result of this spiritual
restlessness is, of course, that we are never actually happy but postpone
our happiness indefinitely to that hypothetical future in which we will
win the lottery, get that big promotion, or finally be able to buy that new
I-Phone. Should we ever actually achieve any of these things, of course,
we derive only the most fleeting enjoyment from them, because by that
point our hopes, desires and acquisitiveness have seized upon another
object, which, once again, we are convinced will bring us happiness.

4.1. Plotinus on “always”

One of the points Plotinus emphasizes when trying to make clear the
difference between time and eternity is the potentially misleading func-
tion of the word “always” (Greek aei). We see this in a passage from
Ennead 111 7 [45] 6, where, speaking of eternity, he writes's:

4 Thus, Plotinus can say (III 7 (45), 13, 26) that time “runs along or together
with” (ouv0el kai ouvTpéyel) the soul. Eternity, in contrast, “does not run along-
side time or extend itself along with it” (o0 cupnapaBéwv ovdE cuumapateivwv
avtfj, ibid., 44-45).

5 Cf. Ennead V, 1, 4, 13: “Why should it [sc. the Intellect] seek to change
when all is well with it? Where should it seek to go away to when it has every-
thing in itself?”

¢ Ovk €yet ovv OTIODV [T0] d\\o kai &\\o, ovd dpa Swaotroels, ovd
gEeliels, 008t podakels, 008E Tapateveig, 008 Epa 0vdE TPdTEPOV AbTOD 0VGE
Tt botepov haPeiv éxels. Ei odv pnte mpdtepov pnte dotepov mept adto, 0 §
«oTiv» AAnBéotatov TV mept adTO Kai adTo, Kai oV Tw 8¢, Tt 0Ty WG ovaia T
T® (v, TaAw ad fikel v 10070, 6 61 Aéyopev, 6 aiwv."Otav 8¢ 10 dei Méywpey
Kai 70 00 ToTE PV 8v, Toté 6¢ N v, NUAV, Eveka [Tiig capnveiog] Set vopilety
AéyeoBar- émel 16 ye del Tdy dv o Kupiwg Aéyorto, AA& Angbév ei¢ SnAwory
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So it does not have any “this and that”; nor, therefore, will you be
able to separate it out or unroll it or prolong it or stretch it; nor,
then, can you apprehend anything of it as before or after. If, then,
there is no before or after about it, but its “is” is the truest thing
about it, and itself, and this in the sense that it is by its essence or
life, then again there has come to us what we are talking about, eter-
nity. But when we use the word “always” and say that it does exist at
one time but not at another, we must be thought to be putting it this
way for our own sake; for the “always” was perhaps not being used
in its strict sense, but, taken as explaining the incorruptible, might
mislead the soul into imagining an expansion of something becom-
ing more, and again, of something which is never going to fail. It
would perhaps have been better only to use the word “existing”. But,
as “existing” is an adequate word for substance, since, however, peo-
ple thought becoming was substance, they required the addition of
“always” in order to understand [what “existing” really meant]. For
existing is not one thing and always existing another, just as a phi-
losopher is not one thing and the true philosopher another, but be-
cause there was such a thing as putting on a pretense of philosophy,
the addition of “true” was made. So too, “always” is applied to “ex-
isting”, that is “aei” to “on”, so that we say “aei on [aion],”, so the
“always” must be taken as saying “truly existing”; it must be in-
cluded in the undivided power which in no way needs anything be-
yond what it already possesses; but it possesses the whole.

The Greek word for eternity is aion, and a popular etymology, cur-
rent at least since the time of Aristotle, analysed it as deriving from aei
(“always”) + 6n (“being”), so that eternity would mean “always being”.

0D apBapTov mMAav®d &v TV Yuxnv g Ektacty o0 mAgiovog Kkal £TL OG |
émikeiyovtog mote. To 8¢ Towg BéATiov v povov 1O «v» Aéyerv. A& domep
10 Ov dpkodv dvopa T odoiq, émeldn kai Tv yéveow ovoiav évoulov,
¢8enOnoav mpog T pabelv kai mpoobnkng Tod dei. OO yap dAo pév éotv v,
Ao 8¢ 10 del bv, domep 008 dANO pEv PNOcOPOG, dANO 88 O dANBIVOG: AN
611 10 drodvdpevov Av hocogiav, 1} Tpoabrkn Tod dAnBvod ¢yéveto. Obtw
Kol T@ GvTL TO del Kal TQ «@v» 1O dei, doTte AéyeoBal «det dv»- 510 Anmtéov 10
del olov «aAnBig dv» AéyeaBal kal ouvatpetéov 1o del eig adtdotatov Svvauty
TNV 008V Seopévny 00SevoG ued’ 8 1idn Exe- Exel 8¢ 1O mav.
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The temptation, then, is to think of what’s eternal as something that just
exists for a long time, and perhaps forever. But this is wrong, says Plo-
tinus: what is eternal is not what exists for a long or infinite time, that
is, what has a long or infinite duration, but what has no duration at all.
What's eternal or in eternity is not in time, but has an existence that is
atemporal or durationless.

5. Plotinus apud Arabes

Sometime in the first half of the 9th century CE, a group of translators
at Baghdad, centered around the great philosopher Abu Yusuf Ya‘qub
ibn Ishaq al-Kindi (ca. 801-873) set about translating a number of Greek
philosophical texts into Arabic. Among these was the so-called Theology
of Aristotle, a text which, although purporting to be by Aristotle, in fact
consisted in a series of paraphrased extracts from the last three books of
Plotinus’ Enneads, together with explanatory glosses and interpola-
tions. Scholars are still divided as to the exact origin and purpose of this
work, but the fact remains that it ended up being extremely influential
on subsequent Islamic philosophy."”

In the eighth treatise of this work, the author of the Theology is dis-
cussing the ways we can come to know the Intelligible world. If we wish
to see this world, he writes, we should begin by looking at the soul,
which contains things like the senses and the intelligence. We are to
abandon sense and follow intelligence, for although sense allows us to
know such individual beings as Socrates, intelligence allows us to grasp
the universal man (al insan al-mursal p. 11, 9 Badawi). In this world,
the soul possesses universal notions only by means of discursive reason-
ing, which starts out from specific premisses and continues, following
logical steps, until it reaches a conclusion. Things are different in the
intelligible world: there, one can see the universal ideas with one’s one
eyes (‘iyanan), since everything is fixed, stable and perpetual. The
author continues as follows:

17 See, for instance, M. Aouad 1989.
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Time and eternity

Translation
Armstrong
(Loeb Classi-
cal Library),
modified

...all things
are in eter-
nity, and the
true eternity,
which time
imitates, run-
ning round
the soul, let-
ting some
things go and
attending to
others. For
around Soul
things come
one after an-
other: now
Socrates, now
a horse, al-
ways some
one particular
being, but In-
tellect is all
things. It has
therefore eve-
rything stand-
ing in the
same thing,
and it merely
is, and its “is”
is forever, and

Theology of Ar-
istotle, p. 111,
12f. Badawi =
107-108
Dieterici = vol.
11, p. 269,
§120-121

Lewis

wa-innama
hiya qd’ima fa-
qat, wa-I-
qiyam hunaika
da’im bi-la
zaman madin
wa la atin, wa-
dalika anna al-
ani hunaika
hadir wa-1-
mudiy mawjiid

Translation
Lewis (in Plotini
Enneades,

vol. II, Paris-
Brussels 1959)

Cleave to mind,
because sense
knows only indi-
vidual things,
such as Socrates
and such-and-
such a horse;
sense is only ca-
pable of appre-
hending articular
things, whereas
mind lets you
know what ‘man’
is in general, and
what ‘horse’ is in
general...the sub-
stances in that
noble world be-
ing all of them
permanent and
abiding in one
thing of them;
they are simply
permanent. Ex-
istence!® there is
everlasting, with-
out time past or
future, because
the future there

18 “Permanence” Lewis. But the Arabic giyam can also mean ‘existence’ or
‘subsistence’; cf. Wehr s.v.
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nowhere does is present and
the future ex- the past existent
ist, for then

too it is — nor

the past - for

nothing there

has passed -

but they are

always pre-

sent (ene-

stéken)

As is often the case, the Arabic paraphrase of Plotinus contained in
the Theology of Aristotle here says basically the same thing as Plotinus,
only a bit more explicitly. Plotinus says the Intellect “is” is forever, that
it has no place for the future or for the past. The Arabic Paraphrast
comes right out and says why this is the case: if there is no past or future
time in the Intelligible world, as Plotinus stated, it is because the future
there is present and the past existent.

I submit it would be hard to find a pithier summary of the “block
universe” view we have found emerging from Einstein and developed
by physicists and philosophers over the past century or so, than the for-
mulation “the future is present and the past existent”. The difference,
and it is an important one, is that Plotinus and his paraphrast reserve
this durationless mode of being for the intelligible world, allowing the
sensible, phenomenal world in which we all live to be characterized by
flowing time. Defenders of the block universe view, for their part, tend
to speak instead of reality vs. illusion: reality is tenseless, whereas our
perception of that reality, is, owing to some psychological or physiolog-
ical quirks of our nature, artificially tensed and divided into past, pre-
sent and future. The distinction may be more terminological than sub-
stantive, however: both Plotinian Neoplatonists and contemporary
eternalists agree that the fundamental nature of reality is timeless, while
the passage of time is, in some sense, a secondary, derivative, or illusory
feature of our experience.
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6. Conclusion: some thoughts on methodology

We thus seem to have found a close parallel between conceptions of
time set forth, on the one hand, by a third-century CE Egyptian-born
Neoplatonist and his followers, and, on the other, by a German Jew
from the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries.

Now, of course, someone might accept the broad outlines of what
I've just presented, but respond by saying “So what?” It seems quite un-
likely that Einstein ever read Plotinus, much less the Plotiniana Arabica.
Why is it interesting that two thinkers, so different in history, cultural,
linguistic and intellectual background happened to come up with simi-
lar ideas?

One might answer that one possible explanation of this coincidence
is that the ideas in question are simply correct: Einstein came up with
them on the basic of his scientific training, Plotinus on the basis of his
philosophical studies and, perhaps, his personal mystical experience. Or
perhaps we don’t need to hazard such a risky proposition, and can con-
tent ourselves with adopting Max Jammer’s (1999, 212) view that

there persist throughout the history of scientific thought certain
ideas, patterns, or paradigms that may have been influential, even if
only subconsciously, on the construction of a new theory (...) a study
of such anticipations can provide some information about the ideo-
logical background that supported the formation of the new theory.

This study of “the informative importance of anticipations”, which
the historian M. Sachs (1973) has called “invariant ideas with respect to
change from one contextual framework to another”, may thus be one a
number of methods capable of shedding light on the scientific theories
that shape our modern world.

II. Boethius on time, eternity, providence
and philosophy as a way of life

Born sometime between 475 and 480, Anicius Manlius Severinus Boe-
thius made it his life’s work to provide the Latin-speaking world with
complete access to Greek philosophical instruction. To do so, he set out
to do nothing less than translate into Latin and comment upon all of
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Aristotle and Plato. He was not able to complete this plan, however,
partly because he also wrote a number of other important treatises, on
music, astronomy, geometry, and theological issues, and partly because
his life was cut short when he was accused of treason in 524 under the
reign of Theodoric," thrown in jail, and condemned to death.? It seems
to have been in prison, or perhaps merely under house arrest,* that Bo-
ethius wrote his most famous work, the Consolation of Philosophy.
Here, following an ancient philosophical and literary tradition, he mo-
bilized the resources of philosophy to provide comfort for someone in
a difficult position. Yet this consolation was addressed not, as was cus-
tomary, to a friend, acquaintance or family member, but to himself.?
Unlike most of the Greco-Roman tradition of consolation, however,
Boethius’ Consolation is staged as a dialogue, written in prose inter-
spersed with verse, between the imprisoned Narrator — Boethius him-
self — and a female personification of Philosophy.

Few ancient works have been subject to such divergent modern in-
terpretations. Although its title and content seem to place it squarely
within the literary genre of the consolation,” some influential commen-
tators have claimed that the Consolation of Philosophy is in fact a parody

19 In 493, Theodoric defeated the Herulian Odoacer - who had deposed the
last Roman Emperor Romulus Augustulus in 476 - and established himself as
ruler over Ravenna. Under Theodoric’s reign, Boethius became consul in 510,
then magister officiorum in 522.

2 More specifically, he came to the defence of the senator Albinus, accused
of treason in 524 for corresponding with the Byzantine emperor Justin. Boe-
thius seems to have been tried and convicted in absentia at Rome, perhaps on
the basis of forged letters, and executed, perhaps by being clubbed to death, in
Pavia; cf. Triankle 1973. Beets (2005, 19) avers that Boethius died “sous la tor-
ture”, but does not reveal the source of his information.

21 Scheible, for instance (1971, 3), doubts that such a work could have been
completed without access to a library.

22 This was not unheard-of in the Greco-Roman tradition of consolations;
cf. Gruber 178, 27; Erler 1999, 116; Chadwick 1981, 224; Bechtle 2006, 267.

21 adopt Donato’s definition of a consolation as “a text that (i) manifests
the author’s awareness that language has therapeutic power and (ii) tries to heal
by employing whatever argument, register of language, or linguistic device the
author deems appropriate for the case at hand”. Donato’s work, excellent for its
analyses of the first part of the Consolation and for its account of the history of
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of a consolation.?* In particular, the philosophical arguments of the
work’s second half are held to be deliberately feeble, in order that the
reader may conclude that philosophy is ultimately unable to provide
consolation.” I believe that this viewpoint is profoundly wrong-headed,
and based on inadequate knowledge of the literary genre of the conso-
lation and, above all, of the nature and structure of the Neoplatonic
philosophical curriculum at the end of Antiquity. In what follows I'll
argue that Boethius’ Consolation is an excellent example of the ancient
conception of philosophy as therapy for the soul: as such, it uses both
rhetorical techniques and rational arguments in a way that echoes the
progressive nature of the Neoplatonic philosophical curriculum. In the
second part of this paper, I'll discuss the three main arguments Boethius
uses to try to resolve the apparent conflict between divine prescience
and human free will, paying particular attention to the way he mobilizes
Neoplatonic definitions of time and eternity.

1. Boethius on philosophy as therapy

That philosophy was often considered as capable of providing therapy
for the soul has been pointed out in a number of important publica-
tions.*® This was especially true of the Hellenistic period, in which the
various Schools concentrated their attention on teaching students how
to achieve happiness during their earthly existence. It has been argued
that in Neoplatonism, the emphasis shifts from this world to the next,
in that the main concern is henceforth how to ensure the soul’s flight

consolation as a literary genre, virtually ignores the contemporary philosophical
context and must therefore be supplemented by the works of Baltes, Erler, and
Beierwaltes. In particular, Donato’s denial (p. 14 n. 49) of the relevance of the
doctrine of anamnésis is, I believe, quite mistaken; cf. e.g. Schmidt-Kohl 1965,
18ff, citing Cons. 3.c11.15-16.

* From a formal viewpoint, the Consolation’s mixture of poetry and prose
is held to be more characteristic of Menippean satire, while its various parts
seem so different that some have thought the work was a clumsy combination
of two or three quite different sources.

% Most influentially, this is the view of John Marenbon (2003a, 146-163;
2003b; 2005). See also Relihan 2007, and the critical discussion of these views in
Donato 2012.

2 Cf. Voelke 1993; P. Hadot 1995; and the literature cited by Druart 2000, 25.
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from the sensible and return to its intelligible homeland.” Far from be-
ing discarded, however, the Hellenistic teaching on how to ensure ter-
restrial happiness, including the notion of philosophy as therapy of the
soul, were preserved, but relegated to the status of a preliminary ethical
instruction to be administered to students before they embarked on the
properly philosophical study of Aristotle and Plato.

In the Neoplatonic schools of Boethius’™ time,? students began by
receiving a pre-philosophical ethical training, based on such works as
the Pythagorean Golden Verses, the Manual of Epictetus,? or the
speeches of Isocrates and Demosthenes. Only after completing this
training did they advance to the study of logic, in the form of Porphyry’s
Isagoge, followed by Aristotle’s Organon in the order in which we read
it today. The student then moved on to what was sometimes called the
“Lesser Mysteries” of philosophy, viz. Aristotle’s works on physics and
psychology (De Caelo, Physics, De anima), culminating in his Metaphys-
ics, before moving on to the “Greater Mysteries” in the form of a selec-
tion of Plato’s Dialogues, culminating in the Timaeus and, as the ulti-
mate metaphysical revelation, the Parmenides.

Boethius’ Consolation contains, as it were, an illustration of this Ne-
oplatonic philosophical curriculum in action. In the person of the Nar-
rator, who, although he is a philosopher, has forgotten almost all he
learned as result of his personal misfortunes,* we have an example of a
philosophical beginner who must first be purified of his mistaken be-
liefs and the consequent emotions of bitterness, self-pity, lethargy and
despair. The fact that he is a professional philosopher, however, allows
Philosophy to give him an accelerated course, as it were, and introduce
him, after he has begun to recall his philosophical knowledge by the
middle of the book, to some of the more difficult and advanced ques-
tions of metaphysics, culminating in the discussion of the relation be-

27 Erler 1999; cf. Theiler 1964.

28 On this curriculum, see I. Hadot et al., 1990.

» The first part of Simplicius' commentary on this work, like the first part
of the Consolation, is devoted inter alia mastering one’s emotions; cf. I. Hadot
1996; Erler 1999, 114-115.

3 In the words of Druart (2000, 26), he is “a slightly disabled learner” of
philosophy.
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tween divine omniscience and human free will. It is likely that the Con-
solation as we have it is incomplete, and that the missing final part
would have described the Narrator’s ultimate philosophical liberation,
consisting in his return to the intelligible Fatherland and/or the vision
of God in which, for Boethius as for Augustine, ultimate happiness con-
sists.’!

Following an ancient philosophical tradition, Philosophy begins her
therapy with easier, more elementary philosophical remedies before
moving on to more heavy-duty philosophical considerations.** The
work’s first part corresponds to what’s been called a “praeparatio pla-
tonica”,” in which philosophical topoi culled from a variety of philo-
sophical schools,* usually in the form of brief, easily memorizable say-
ings, are used to provide a preliminary ethical purification before the
student, in this case, Boethius as Narrator, is ready to be initiated into
more difficult philosophical arguments. In the book’s second half, then,
Philosophia uses a combination of arguments that are by no means
lacking in rigor or persuasiveness, in order to come up with a solution
to the age-old problem of the apparent conflict between human free will
and divine omniscience that is, I believe, as philosophically respectable
as any that have been suggested. It is, moreover, a solution that receives
some support from the findings of contemporary physics.

The work begins with the Narrator® complaining to Philosophy
about the main cause of his suffering: his loss of his freedom, posses-
sions, and good name, and the injustice of a world in which evil men

31 On the incomplete nature of the Consolation as we have it, cf. Trankle
1977; Baltes 1980, 333ff. Contra: Lerer 1985, 232ff. On happiness in Augustine,
cf. Beierwaltes 1981.

2 Donato 2012, 28, citing Cons. 1.5.11-12; 1.6.21; 2.1.7-9; 2.3.4; 3.1.4. As
Druart points out (2000), the same distinction between lighter/easier and
weightier/more difficult remedies is to be found in al-Kindi's Art of dispelling
SOrrows.

3 Erler 1999.

3 On this “paraenetic eclecticism” (P. Hadot 1995, 124), cf. I. Hadot 1969,
3 n. 18; 21 n. 71; 44; 54 n. 86; 82-83.

3> T will henceforth refer to the personage who recounts the Consolation in
the first person singular as “the Narrator”, in order to distinguish this literary
persona from the historical Boethius.
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are allowed to prosper, while the good - here of course the Narrator is
thinking primarily of himself - are forced to submit to all kinds of un-
deserved indignities, from loss of possessions and honors to exile, im-
prisonment and even death. The Narrator asserts that he has no doubt
that the world and all the events occurring within it are governed by
God and His divine Providence,* but the apparent triumph of injustice
almost makes him doubt the goodness of the divine economy.

The Narrator must be cured of this wallowing in self-pity, which has
led him to forget himself.*” Thus, after he has been allowed to unburden
himself by complaining about his problems, Philosophy begins the pro-
cess of consolation which will restore him to the philosophical
knowledge he had once acquired but now, under the stress of prison
and imminent death, has forgotten.*®

For a Neoplatonist, this forgetfulness is crucial. While the soul’s in-
itial descent into the body is not generally considered a misfortune or a
sin,* its involvement with the material world and consequent subjec-
tion to the passions, which lead it to forget its divine origin, is held to
be morally culpable as well as disastrous. Only by turning within*® can

% This knowledge is the sign that the Narrator still retains a scintillula of the
divine knowledge he enjoyed as a pre-incarnate soul, and which will allow him,
by means of the redux ignis/ anagdgos erds, to rise back up out of his current
fallen state toward the intelligible, and then the summum bonum (Cons. 1.6.3-
20; cf. Baltes 1980, 326), homeland of the soul.

37 Cf. 1.2.6; 1.6.18 (oblivio sui); Baltes 1980, 325. This is almost certainly the
meaning of Philosophy’s brusque dismissal of the Muses (1.1.7-12), who have
been inspiring the elegiac poem in which Boethius pours forth his sorrows.

3 Cf. 1.2.3-5; 1.6.7-20; 3c.12; 4.1, etc., Donato 2012, 14.

¥ Cf. Theiler 1966, 289 ff,, citing especially Synesius, De insomniis 8, 3, vol
1, p. 283 Lamoureux/Aujoulat; Pfligersdorffer 1976, 141.

40 Cf. Boethius, Cons. 2.4.22-3: Quid igitur o mortales extra petitis intra vos
positam felicitatem? ...Estne aliquid tibi te ipso pretiosius?” On the importance
of self-knowledge, cf. Theiler 1966 217f.; P. Hadot 1968, I, p. 91 n. 1; Simplicius,
In EE, 30, p. 302, 32ff. ed. I. Hadot (1996): t0 I'vwBt cavtov tod Beod
mapdyyekpa... 8 kai apxt) kol Té\og dong éoTi prhocogiag kai evlwiag. Cf. Am-
brose, De Isaac 4, 11 (perhaps following Porphyry, cf. Dérrie 1964): ea [sc. an-
ima] insurgens de corpore ab omnibus fit remotior atque intra semet ipsam
divinum illud, si qua insequi possit, scrutatur et quaerit.
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the soul remember its divine origin and thus begin the arduous* up-
ward path back to its intelligible homeland.

2. Boethius and the Neoplatonic theory of innate ideas

The background here, it seems to me, is the Neoplatonic doctrine ac-
cording to which the pre-existent soul enjoys contemplation of the in-
telligible world* as it accompanies the chariots of the gods in their jour-
neys around the supracelestial place (hyperouranios topos, Phaedrus
247a),® but then becomes dissatisfied and turns its attention toward the
lower regions of matter and the sensible world. In the instant it does so,
the soul is provided with a vessel (Greek okhéma**) made of a pneumatic
substance intermediate between air and fire, which allows it to be trans-
ported through the celestial spheres* and also serves, during its earthly
existence, as the intermediary between soul and body. Finally, when the
soul reaches earth it is “sown” within a body (in caelum terramque seris,
Cons. 3. ¢9), which, owing to the darkness and heaviness it derives from
matter, obstructs the soul’s memory, so that it can no longer recall the
visions of the intelligible world it enjoyed prior to its incarnation, nor
can it perceive the order within the world (5. ¢3.8ff.).* Yet all is not lost:

4 Cf. Porphyry, Ad Marc. 6-7.
42 Cf. Boethius, Cons. 5. c3, 20-24:
An cum mentem cerneret altam
pariter summam et singula norat,
nunc membrorum condita nube
non in totum est oblita sui
summamaque tenet singula perdens?
* The seat of God, according to Boethius (Cons. 4. c1.16ff; 3. c2.17f).
4 Cf. Boethius, Cons. 3. ¢9: levibus curribus; Ambrose, De Isaac 8, 67: cur-
rilia illa animarum.
> In Porphyry's version of this theory, which was common to Gnosticism,
Hermetism and the Chaldaean Oracles, the soul acquires specific features of its
character as it descends through each of the planetary spheres. Cf. Chase 2004.
6 The Neoplatonists often symbolize this state of forgetfulness by speaking
of the drink of forgetfulness offered to souls as they enter the material world; cf.
Theiler 1966, 289f. This forgetfulness is made worse, during the soul’s terrestrial
existence, by the “twin founts” of pleasure and pain: cf. Synesius Hymn I, 658f.
idiwv T’ ayabdv Enev AaBav; Porphyry, De abstinentia 1, 33: §bo mnyai dveivrat
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although it is buried deep within the body, the soul retains a spark of
divine fire or light, which Boethius refers to as the semen veri (3. c11.11);
redux ignis, or scintillula animae (1.6.20).” This spark needs only to be
revived by means of teaching, as if by blowing air on warm ashes (uen-
tilante doctrina 3. c11.11-12).

This inner spark of truth, which Boethius describes as our inner for-
tress (4. ¢3.33ft.), to which the sage withdraws in times of trouble, con-
stitutes the center of mankind and of the soul (4. ¢3.34ff,; 3. c11.11-14).
It is the locus of happiness (2.4.22), our proper good (2.5.24), truth
(3. c11.1ft; 5. ¢3.20f; 5. c4.24ft.), freedom (2.6.7), peace, and security
(2. c4.191; 2.6.7). As the obligatory starting-point*® for our metaphysi-
cal ascent back to the source of our being, it represents our unbroken
link with the intelligible world.

The question of how we can remain in contact with the intelligible
even when the soul is incarnated in a terrestrial body was one that al-
ways preoccupied the Neoplatonists. Plotinus solved it, at least to his
own satisfaction, by his doctrine of the undescended part of the soul:
although our lower or vegetative soul, seat of such psychological facul-
ties as sensation, representation, memory, and discursive thought,
comes down from the intelligible world at the moment of incarnation
and is thenceforth present throughout the body, the higher part of the
soul, intellect (nous) or intuitive thought, always remains above in the
intelligible world.*

npog Seopdv TG Yuxig évtadBa, ¢ OV domep Oavacipwv TwHdTOY
éumpmAapévn év Andn tdv oikeiwv yiyvetat Beapdtwv, 1dovr T kai Avm.

47 Cf. Augustine, Contra acad. 1.3; De ord. 1.1.3; De trin. 10.3.5: An aliquem
finem optimum, id est securitatem et beatitudinem suam, uidet per quandam
occultam memoriam quae in longinqua eam progressam non deseruit, et credit
ad eundem finem nisi se ipsam cognouerit se peruenire non posse? Cf.
Porphyry, On abstinence 3.27.

4 Cf. Cons. 3.3.1: Vos quoque, o terrena animalia, tenui licet imagine ues-
trum tamen principium somniatis uerumque illum beatitudinis finem licet
minime perspicaci qualicuamque tamen cogitatione prospicitis, eoque uos et ad
uerum bonum naturalis ducit intentio...

* Enneads 9 (VL, 9), 5, 7-9. On this doctrine, cf. Sorabji 2004, vol. 1, 3(e),
93ff.
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Plotinus’ successors almost unanimously rejected this view, and to
replace it Plotinus’ student Porphyry™ seems to have reactivated the
Stoic doctrine of innate ideas as modified by Antiochus of Ascalon and
later by the Chaldaean Oracles. A good summary of this doctrine is pro-
vided by a work ascribed to Boethius but now usually considered pseu-
donymous, the De diis et Praesensionibus™:

For we consist of two things, soul and body. The soul is immortal. If
it is immortal, it descends from the divine things. But if it descends
from the divine things, why is it not perfected by the possession of
all virtues? Let the state of this matter be drawn from the very sanc-
tuaries of philosophy. For the soul, before it is wrapped in the gar-
ment of bodily contact, examines in that watchtower of its absolute
purity the knowledge of all things most perfectly. However, once it
sinks into this body of clay, its sharp vision, obscured by the dark-
ness of earthy mingling, is rendered blind to the clarity of its inborn
vision. However, the seed of truth lies hidden within, and is awak-
ened as it is fanned by instruction. For they say it can by no means
happen that from childhood we have notions, which they call en-
noias, of so many and such great things inserted and as it were sealed
upon our souls, unless our soul flourished in its cognition of things
before it was incarnated. Nor does the soul fully see these things,
when it suddenly entered such an unaccustomed and turbulent
abode; yet once it collects itself and becomes refreshed in the course
of the ages of life, then it recognizes them by remembering. For after
the soul is ensnared and enveloped by some thick cover of the body
and undergoes some forgetfulness of itself, when thereafter it begins

% For Porphyry's doctrine of the innate concepts (ennoiai), see for instance
Ad Marcellam 25-26: the Intellect has established the divine law in accordance
with the concepts for the sake of salvation; it has imprinted and engraved them
in the soul from the truth of the divine law (6 & ad B¢iog vnd pév 100 vod
owTtnpiag éveka Talg Aoytkaic yoxaig katd Tag évvoiag Stetaxdn (...) 6 vodg Tag
év adTfj évvoiag, &g évetdmwoe kai évexapafev ék tiig Tod Beiov vopov
dAnOeiac).

>! Stangl (1893) declared the work to have been written as a completion of
Boethius’ lacunary Commentary on Cicero’s Topics, probably in the first half of
the twelfth century. I know of no more recent study of the De diis et Praesen-
sionibus.
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to be wiped clean and denuded by study and instruction,* then the
soul reverts and is called back to the manner of its nature (...) Soc-
rates declares all this more clearly in the book entitled Meno, asking
a certain little boy some geometrical questions about the dimensions
of a square. He answers them like a child, yet the questions are so
easy that by answering little by little he reaches the same result as if
he had learned geometry. Socrates will have it that follows from this
that learning is nothing other than remembering. He explains this
much more accurately in the speech he gave on the day in which he
left this life.”

>2 This is a key point: intellectual pursuits, perhaps the study of the liberal
arts, can begin to wipe off (detergeor = Greek apomassd) the stains that accrue
to the soul - or more precisely, to the soul’s astral body - in its descent through
the spheres toward incarnation. On the cycle of the liberal arts, which, in their
codification by Porphyry, were to be studied before embarking upon a philo-
sophical education, see I. Hadot 1984.

>3 Pseudo (?)-Boethius, De diis et praesensionibus, in I. C. Orellius - L. G.
Baiterus, eds., M. Tulli Ciceronis Scholiastae, I, Turici: Typis Orellii, Fuesslini et
Sociorum, 1833, p. 390, 35-391, 24: duobus enim constamus, anima et corpore.
Anima immortalis est. Si immortalis est, a divinis descendit. Si ergo a divinis
descendit, cur omnium virtutum habitu perfecta non est? Quod quale sit, ab
eiusdem philosophiae adytis eliciatur. Anima enim necdum in contagionis cor-
poreae indumento evoluta, in illa absolutissimae puritatis suae specula omnium
rerum peritiam perfectissime considerat. Postquam autem in hoc luteum cor-
pus obruitur, acies eius terrenae admixtionis tenebris caligosa ab illa suae in-
genitaeque visionis claritudine caecatur. Latet tamen introrsum semen veri,
quod excitatur ventilante doctrina. Aiunt enim nullo modo fieri posse, ut a pu-
eritia tot rerum atque tantarum insitas atque quasi consignatas in animis no-
tiones, quae ennoias vocant, habemus, nisi animus ante, quum incorporaretur,
in rerum cognitione viguisset. Neque ea plane videt animus, quum repente tam
insolitum tamque turbulentum domicilium immigravit: sed quum se recollegit
atque recreavit per aetatis momenta, tum agnoscit illa reminiscendo. Postquam
enim quodam crasso corporis tegimine irretita anima et circumfusa quandam
sui oblivionem subierit, quum deinde studio ac disciplina detergeri coepit atque
nudari, tunc in naturae suae modum animus revertitur atque revocatur (...)
Quod totum evidentius declarat Socrates in illo libro, qui Menon inscribitur,
pusionem quendam interrogans quaedam geometrica de dimensione quadrati.
Ad quae sic ille respondit, ut puer: et tamen ita faciles interrogationes sunt, ut
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In post-Porphyrian Neoplatonism, it is this divine spark or inner
seed™ that provides the link between the fallen, incarnate human soul
and the intelligible world. In Proclus, it develops into the doctrine of the
“One within us”, which is itself a development of the Chaldaean concept
of the “flower of the intellect” (anthos noou), a faculty of the soul that
allows contact with the ineffable,” while in the Latin world, following
Augustine, it becomes the doctrine of the acies mentis.>

In the Consolation, therefore, Philosophy will attempt to fan the
smothered spark of the Narrator’s soul, reviving his memories of his
pre-incarnate intellectual visions by words which, to quote Simplicius
“uttered forth from the [teacher’s] concept (ennoia), also move the con-
cept within [the soul of the student], which had until then grown
cold”.”” The passage from Simplicius, which complements the passage
from the Pseudo-Boethius we have just studied, is worth quoting:

As for the soul, when it is turned towards the Intellect, it possesses
the same things [sc. as the Intellect] in a secondary way, for then the
rational principles (logoi) within it are not only cognitive, but gen-
erative. Once, however, the soul has departed from there [sc. the in-
telligible world], it also separates the formulae (logoi) within itself
from beings, thereby converting them into images instead of proto-
types, and it introduces a distance between intellection and realities.
This is all the more true, the further the soul has departed from its
similarity to the Intellect, and it is henceforth content to project
(proballesthai) notions which are consonant with realities. When,
however, the soul has fallen into the realm of becoming, it is filled
with forgetfulness®® and requires sight and hearing in order to be
able to recollect. For the soul needs someone who has already beheld

gradatim respondens eodem perveniat, quasi geometrica didicisset. Ex quo ef-
fici vult Socrates, ut discere nihil aliud sit nisi recordari. Quam rem multo ac-
curatius ille explicat in sermone, quem habuit eo die, quo excessit e vita.

> Cf. Synesius, De Insomniis 4, 40 (endothen sperma); Dion 9, 16.

%5 On this doctrine, see, for instance, Gersh 1978 119-121, with further lit-
erature; Beierwaltes 1985, 275f.

% For references, cf. Hankey 1999, 35 & n. 162.

*7 Cf. Hoffmann 1987.

%8 The theme of forgetfulness goes back ultimately to Book 10 of Plato’s Re-
public (621a-c), with its myth of the plain of Léthé.
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the truth,” who, by means of language (phdné) uttered forth from
the concept (ennoia), also moves the concept within [the soul of the
student], which had until then grown cold® (...) For intellections
(noéseis) which proceed forth from other intellections® also cause
motion immediately, connecting the learner’s intellections to those
of the teacher, by becoming intermediaries (mesotétes) between the
two. When intellections are set in motion in an appropriate way,
they fit realities, and thus there comes about the knowledge of be-
ings, and the soul/s innate eros® is fulfilled.

Let’s return to the Consolation. After the introductory first book,
Philosophy’s consolation takes place in three stages from books 2-5.%

1. In Cons. 2.1-4, the Narrator’s soul is purified of its false beliefs.

2. Stage two has two further subdivisions. In the first (Cons. 2.5-8),
the Narrator’s innate natural concepts are awakened and brought to
light; while in the second (Cons. 3.1-8), these concepts are purified and
made to appear as starting-points for further progress.

3. Finally, from Cons. 3.9 to the end of the work, the Narrator learns
the doctrines which are to perfect his soul.

% That is, according to Hoffmann (1987, 83ft.), the philosophy teacher. Cf.
Proclus, Commentary on the First Alcibiades, §235, 8-10 Westerink = vol. 2, p.
285 Segonds.

€ On the logoi in the soul - portions of the nous which is the substances of
the intelligible Forms - as a spark buried in ashes, the rekindling of which con-
stitutes the process of learning, cf. Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s De
anima, p. 4, 30ff. Hayduck.

¢! Sc. those of the teacher.

2 On the soul's innate erds for knowledge, derived ultimately from Plato’s
Symposium, cf. Proclus, Theol. Plat., 1, 25, vol. I, pp. 109, 10-110, 8
Saffrey/Westerink; In Tim., vol. I, p. 212, 21-22 Diehl.

%3 Baltes 1980, 326-327, who shows the parallel to the scheme utilized in the
Didaskalikos of Alcinoos (2nd-3rd cent. CE). For an alternative analysis, cf.
Courcelle 1943, 280: (1) in Book two, Boethius is brought back to the self-
knowledge of which he’d been temporarily deprived; (2) from Book III to half-
way through Book IV, he is reminded of the proper end of things. Finally, (3)
from the last part of Book IV to the end of Book V, he is informed of the nature
of the laws that govern the world. Cf. Zambon 2003.
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3. Boethius on Providence and Fate

Throughout the first four books of the Consolation, Philosophy uses a
mixture of rhetorical persuasion and philosophical topoi® to console
the Narrator and reassure him that despite appearances to the contrary,
there really is a benevolent, divine Providence behind the apparent in-
justices of life’s events. Yet the problem of the suffering of the just and
the flourishing of the unjust® has not yet been solved, and continues to
trouble the Narrator. Beginning with the second half of Book IV, there-
fore, Philosophy discusses the themes of providence, fate, and free will.
An initial distinction is to be made between providence and fate: Prov-
idence, characterized by simplicity and simultaneity, is the plan in the
divine mind that embraces all things at once, while fate is the way, in
which that plan unfolds in the sensible world, subject as it is to time and
space. Providence is to fate as being is to becoming.* Like spheres® ro-

¢ Philosophy’s consolatory topoi include a discussion of the nature of For-
tuna; the ordinary, unsurprising nature of what is happening to the Narrator; a
reminder of his previous successes and honors; and the ultimate insignificance
of such honors. Cf. Donato 2012.

6 A question that is discussed as the sixth of Proclus’ Ten problems concern-
ing Providence. Cf. Plato, Gorgias 466d-481d, cited by Zambon 2003, n. 79.

¢ Cf. Plotinus, Enneads 3.3, 5.14-25 = Sorabji 2004 4b1; Proclus, On Provi-
dence, 10, 13-14 = Sorabji 2004 4b5; Sharples 1991, 29-31.

¢ Boethius, Cons. 4.6.15: Nam ut orbium circa eundem cardinem sese
vertentium etc. In his translation of the Consolatio, Guillaumin (2002, 172, 64)
is categorical: “Il s’agit bien de «cercles», orbes, et non pas de sphéres”. Yet when
Boethius quotes Parmenides (Cons. 3.12.37: “sicut... Parmenides ait ... rerum
orbem mobilem rotat”), he clearly renders the Greek ogaipa by orbis. As far as
4.16.15 is concerned, modern translators are pretty well unanimous: Lazam
(1989) and Vanpeteghem (2005) translate orbium by “cercles”, Moreschini
(1994) by “circonferenze”, Chitussi (2010) and Dallera (1977) by “cerchi”,
Gegenschatz/Gigon by “Kreise”. It is also true that Boethius’ closest immediate
model, Proclus, Ten doubts concerning providence 5, 23ff., speaks of a kuklos.
Yet I believe Boethius has deliberately modified his Greek model and chosen to
speak of spheres: only spheres, not circles, rotate around an axis (cardo). Per-
haps following Porphyry, Proclus envisaged the relation between universe and
its place (topos) as that between two concentric spheres, one (immobile) of light
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tating around a pivot, where the central sphere approaches the simplic-
ity of the center and acts as a pivot for the rest, while those farthest away
from the center sweep out greater distances, so the closer beings are to
the simple center of providence,*® the more they are removed from the
intricate chains of fate. For Boethius, the main goal of this image seems
to be to emphasize that while all things subject to Fate are also subject
to Providence, the reverse does not hold true.® Fate is characteristic
only of the spatio-temporal world, so that the possibility remains open
to mankind, by rising up to the level of Intellect, of freeing himself from
Fate.”

In fact, we have the following analogies”":

and the other (mobile) containing matter: cf. Simplicius, Corollary on Place, in
Simplicius, In Phys., p. 612, 28ff. Diels.

 Cf. Chalcidius, In Tim., ch. 145, p. 183, 18f. Waszink: et divina quidem
atque intellegibilia quaeque his proxima sunt secundum providentiam solam,
naturalia vero et corporea iuxta fatum.

% As I. Hadot points out (2001, p. CLI), the doctrine of the subordination
of fate to providence is common to all Neoplatonists. Cf. Chalcidius, In Tim.,
ch. 143-147, for instance p. 182, 4 Waszink: fatum quidem dicimus ex provi-
dentia fore, non tamen providentia ex fato. Boethius’ immediate source is likely
Proclus; cf. De providentia, 111, 13 in the Latin translation by Moerbeke: [prov-
identiam] omnibus superstantem intelligentialibusque et sensibilibus superi-
orem esse fato, et que quidem sub fato entia et sub providentia perseverare (...)
que autem rursum sub providentia non adhuc omnia indigere et fato, sed intel-
ligentialia ab hic exempta esse.

70 Liberation from fate was a main goal of Hellenistic religion and philoso-
phy; cf. Festugiére 1944-1954. According to Arnobius (Adversus Nationes 2.62),
such liberation was what was promised by the viri novi, who may have been
followers of Porphyry; cf. Courcelle 1953. But as Theiler has pointed out (1966,
102 & n. 235) freedom from fate was also promised by the Christians; cf. Tatian,
Ad Graec. ch. 9, p. 10 Schwartz; Marius Victorinus, Ad Galat., PL 8, col. 1175.
According to Clement of Alexandria (Extracts from Theodotos 74, 2) Christ de-
scended to earth in order transfer those who believed in him from fate (heimar-
mené) to providence (pronoia). Like the Roman emperor according to Firmicus
Maternus (2, 30, 5) so the Chaldaean theurges claimed to be above fate and the
influence of the stars; cf. Theiler 1966, 292.

7! Boethius, Cons. 4.6.15-17; cf. Bachli 2001, 22; Bechtle 2006, 271.
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Under jurisdiction Under jurisdiction
of providentia of fatum
center : sphere
being : becoming
eternity : time”
providence : fate
intellect : reason

In each of these cases, the items listed in the right-hand column can
be viewed as an unfolding, development or emanation of the items in
the column on the left. Viewed in another way, the left-hand column
represents a condensed, concentrated version of the right-hand col-
umn.

We have here a kind of résumé of the late Neoplatonic doctrine of
emanation. Entities are conceived as existing in concentrated (Greek
sunéirémenon), unextended, point-like form in the intelligible world,
before being “unwound” like a ball of thread, “unrolled” like a carpet,
or “unfolded” like a sheet of papyrus, into the temporally and spatially
extended form they assume in the sensible world.”

2 0n the relations between being and eternity on the one hand, and
time and the sensible world on the other, cf. for instance Proclus, In Tim.,
3.28.11-14.

3 For Proclus (In Parm. 1217.17f; In Tim., 3.26.23f.; 43.17), primary time,
which he calls first (protistos), absolute (apolutos), and without relation (askhe-
tos), remains itself immobile, before it develops (anelittén) into the time that is
counted. For Simplicius, In Phys., p. 1155, 15f. Diels, time and temporal things
“unwind (ekméruetai) their integrality in accordance with motion and coming-
into-being”, cf. Damascius De princ. L, p. 4, 23; 141, 25; 158, 7; 164, 15; 214, 17;
282,23; In Parm., 89, 5-13; 151, 28; On time, space, and number, quoted by Sim-
plicius in his Corollarium de tempore, In Phys., 9, p. 780, 30 Diels. In addition
to ekmérud, other Neoplatonic terms designating this process include
anelitté/anelixis; anaptussé/anaptuxis. Cf. Boethius, Cons. 4.6., where provi-
dence is defined as temporalis ordinis explicatio. This notion has its origins as
far back as Cicero, for whom (De divin. 127) future events develop quasi ruden-
tis explicatio.
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4. Boethius on predestination and free will
4.1. Aristotle on future contingents

The Narrator now finds himself confronted by a question similar to the
one that arises in the case of contemporary block-time theory. If, as
many contemporary philosophers believe, the entire future course of
events is already laid out and already “exists” in a sense that is arguably
just as strong as the sense in which the past and present exist, the prob-
lem arises of what becomes of human free will. If there is to be free will,
we usually think that what seem to us to be our freely chosen decisions
must have some causal efficacy: they must make a difference in the
world, and if we had chosen to take some decisions other than the ones
we actually did, we believe that the world would have turned out differ-
ently, to however slight an extent. Yet if the future already exists, how
could our future decisions possibly change it? Similarly, says the Narra-
tor in Boethius’ Consolation, if God is omniscient, He knows everything
that will happen, including the thoughts, desires, inclinations and deci-
sions of my own mind. If He knows already, for instance, that I will get
up at 8.00 AM tomorrow, how could I possibly be free to choose to sleep
until noon?

An excellent summary of this view is attributed to the Stoics by
Chalcidius™:

So, if God knows all things from the beginning, before they happen,
and not only the phenomena of heaven, which are bound by a for-
tunate necessity of unbroken blessedness as by a kind of fate, but
also those thoughts and desires of ours; if he also knows that, which
is contingent by nature, and controls past, present and future, and

74 Chalcidius, In Tim., c. 160, p. 193, 17-194, 4 Waszink, translation Den
Boeft 1970, 47: Aiunt: “Ergo, si deus cuncta ex initio scit, antequam fiant, nec
sola caelestia, quae felici necessitate perpetuae beatitudinis quasi quodam fato
tenentur, sed illas etiam nostras cogitationes et uoluntates, scit quoque dubiam
illam naturam tenet que et praeterita et praesentia et futura, et hoc ex initio, nec
potest falli deus, omnia certe ex initio disposita atque decreta sunt, tam ea quae
in nostra potestate posita esse dicuntur quam fortuita nec non subiecta casibus”.
These concerns were already current in Origen’s day; cf. the fragment of his
Commentary on Genesis preserved by Eusebius, Evangelical Preparation
6.11.31ff. Cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias, De fato 30.
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that from the beginning, and if God cannot be mistaken, the con-
clusion must be that all things are arranged and determined from
the beginning, things said to be within our power as well as fortui-
tous and chance events.

Although this passage from Calcidius is probably extracted from
Stoic objections against the Timaeus, it is clearly a version of the famous
problem of future contingents, set forth most influentially by Aristotle
in ch. 9 of his De interpretatione. Aristotle’s argument goes something
like this: all assertoric statements are either true or false. But if we apply
this universally valid principle to the case of individual future events,
that means that the statement “There will be a sea-battle tomorrow”, is
also true or false right now. If that statement is true now, however, then
it seems to be necessarily true that there will be a sea-battle tomorrow;
while if the statement is false now, then it seems to be impossible for
there to be a sea-battle tomorrow. In either case, there is no room for
chance here - everything is pre-determined or fore-ordained - and
therefore none for free will. The occurrence or non-occurrence of the
sea-battle tomorrow is already predetermined, and there’s nothing we
can do about it. Aristotle solves the problem, at least in his own view,
by stating that while it is necessary now that either (p) there will be a
sea-battle tomorrow or (~p) there will not be a sea battle tomorrow, i.e.
in modern logical notation

N(pV~p)

Yet it is not the case that it is necessary now that (p) be true, and it
is also not the case that it is necessary that (~p) be true, i.e.

~(Np) A ~(N~p)

Mountains of books have, of course, been written on this chapter of
Aristotle’s De interpretatione.” In Antiquity, the Stoics accepted that
the proposition “There will be a sea-battle tomorrow” is true today, so
that the occurrence/non-occurrence of the sea-battle is already fixed

7> For contemporary interpretations, see Sorabji 1980; Gaskin 1995, Blank
et al. 1998, Seel 2001.
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now, while the Epicureans maintained that the statement is neither true
nor false. Against these and other views, Boethius, following Ammo-
nius, will argue that statements about future contingents are true or
false, but are so indefinitely (Greek aoristés).”

4.2. Boethius on divine omniscience vs. human free will

To solve the conflict between divine omniscience and human free will,
Boethius, in the final book of the Consolation, will make use of three
principles, all of which he takes from earlier or contemporary Greek
philosophy, although it can be argued that his own particular way of
combining them makes his solution original and distinct. These are

1. The distinction between absolute and conditional necessity;

2. The principle that the nature of knowledge is determined by the
nature of the knower, rather than by the nature of the thing known”;
and finally

3. The notion that God experiences all of time as we experience the
present; in other words, that God experiences all of time, past, present,
and future, simultaneously, or that God lives in an eternal present.

Let’s go over Boethius’ three principles in order.

4.2.1. The distinction between absolute and conditional necessity”

Boethius distinguishes between two kinds of necessity.” Absolute ne-
cessity is that which is involved in statements like “the sun will rise to-
morrow” or “all living beings have a heart”, or “all men are mortal”: they
are true independently of any condition, such as when they are uttered
or who utters them. Other propositions are true with only conditional

76 Sharples 2009, 211.

77 Scholars refer to this as either the Iamblichus principle or the Modes of
Cognition principle. Cf. Ammon. In De Int. 135.14-137.1 = Sorabji 2004 3a10;
Huber 1976, 40ff.

78 Cf. Obertello 1989, 95ff.; Weidemann 1998; Bechtle 2006, 274f.

7 Weidemann (1998) has, I believe, convincingly refuted the idea (Sorabji
1980, 122) that Boethius’ distinction between simple and conditional necessity
amounts to the distinction between necessitas consequentiae and necessitas con-
sequentis.
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necessity: “Socrates is sitting down”, for instance, or “Plato is going for
a walk” is necessarily true while (and only while) Socrates is in fact sit-
ting down and Plato is in fact going for a walk, respectively. The same
is true for phenomena like chariot races: the drivers’ skillful maneuvers
are necessary while I am observing them, but they were not necessary
beforehand, since they are the result of the drivers’ free will. Thus,
things and events that are simply necessary are so because of their own
nature; things and events that are conditionally necessary are so owing
to extrinsic or accidental circumstances.

This argument is in fact based on an adaptation of the Aristotelian
definition of knowledge: if I know something, then the object of my
knowledge necessarily® is the way I know it to be, simply because that’s
the way knowledge (Greek epistémé, Latin scientia, Arabic ilm) is de-
fined - at least in one of its many Aristotelian senses.®

One Aristotelian text that is important in this regard is this one from
the De interpretatione (19a23-6):

That what exists is when it is, and what does not exist is not when it
is not, is necessary.®

For Aristotle, there can be epistémé in this strict sense — the sense,
that is, in which such knowledge is always true (APo II, 19, 100b18) -
only of universals.® Indeed, the reason why knowledge is bereft of false-

8 As Weidemann points out (1998, 198), Boethius’ addition of the modal
operator “necessarily” transforms Aristotle’s consequentiality relation of being
into a consequentiality relation of necessity.

81 “It is impossible for that of which there is knowledge in the absolute sense
to be otherwise <than it is>,” says Aristotle in the Posterior Analytics (I, 2 71b9-
15), which led Thomas Waitz to comment (II, 302) that “veram scientiam non
darsi nisi eorum quae aeterna sint nec umquam mutentur”.

82 To v odv elvat 10 6v dtav fj, kol 1O piy 8v uf elvar dtav uf fj, avaykn.
Cf. Frede 1972.

8 Cf. Metaph. K 1, 1059b26; 2, 1060b20; B 6, 1003al5; M 9, 1086b5.10;
1086b 33; Anal. pr. 31 87b33, De an. 2.5417b23; EN 7, 6, 1140b31; 1180b15. This
is perhaps why the Narrator begins by speaking not of knowledge but of opin-
ion, only to slip into talking about knowledge by virtue of the (Platonic!) equiv-
alence true opinion = knowledge.
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hood is that it is necessary for things to be in the way knowledge under-
stands them to be.* This is clear, for instance, from a passage from the
Nicomachean Ethics (V1, 3, 1139b20-25):

We all suppose that what we know is not capable of being otherwise
(...) therefore the object of knowledge is of necessity. Therefore it is
eternal, for things that are of necessity in the unqualified sense are
all eternal®; and things that are eternal are ungenerated and imper-
ishable.

The reason this distinction is important is as follows: the Narrator
reasons that (1) necessarily, if an event p will happen, then God foresees
it (N(p—F(G, p)); and (2) necessarily, if God foresees p, it will happen
(N(F(G, p)—p)). Note that the necessity here bears upon the entire im-
plication: it is a necessitas consequentiae. It has been argued® that Boe-
thius now makes a simple logical mistake, inferring from (1) and (2)
that (3) if p, then necessarily God foresees p (p—NEF(G, p), and (4) if
God foresees p, then necessarily p (F(G, p)—Np), where in both the
latter cases the necessity bears upon the consequent (necessitas conse-
quentis).

I believe this analysis is mistaken. Boethius does believe both (3) and
(4) are true, but they are true only conditionally, where the condition is
God’s knowledge. In other words, the necessity imposed by God’s
knowledge of a future event is of the same kind as that which necessi-
tates that Socrates be sitting when I know he is sitting: such conditional
necessity (kath’ hupothesin in Greek™; secundum praecessionem in the

8 Cf. Cons. 5.3.21: Ea namque causa est cur mendacio scientia careat, quod
se ita rem quamque habere necesse est uti eam sese habere scientia comprehendit.

8 Cf. De Caelo 1, 12, 281a28-282a4.

86 Graeser 1992; Marenbon 2003a, 533ff.

87 Cf. Eustratius, In EN VI, p. 293, 1-2 Heylbut (CAG 20): wg efvat & amA@dg
8¢ avaykng mavta &idia. amhdg 8¢ Aéyopev €€ dvaykng Soa pn ka® vmdBeory &
&vaykng, olov 10 kabfobai Tiva €01’ &v kaBnTaw O KaBrpevog, €€ dvdaykng elvau
Aéyopev 10 kaBfoBar avtdv, dAN obxi amhd¢ AAN €E dmoBéoews (“thus, all
things that are simply by necessity are perpetual [aidia]. We call ‘simply by ne-
cessity’ whatever is not hypothetically (kath’ hupothesin) by necessity: for in-
stance, the fact of sitting: as long as the seated person is sitting, we say that the
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Latin of Chalcidius®) imposes no constraint upon Socrates, but simply
concerns the nature of knowledge.*” As Boethius will claim, such future
events can be said to be necessary with regard to God’s knowledge but
free with regard to their own nature.

These considerations go some way toward explaining the key point
of how God can know future events, which are by their nature indeter-
minate, in a determinate way. The reason why this seems counter-intu-
itive to us is that we believe there can only be knowledge of things that
are certain, so that if God has certain knowledge of future events, such
events must already be decided. Yet this view presupposes at least two
further assumptions: that knowledge is determined by its object, and
that God’s knowledge of the future is like ours. Boethius’ additional two
principles will attempt to undermine both these assumptions.

4.2.2. The principle that the nature of knowledge is determined
by the nature of the knower

Like his opponents the Stoics, the great Peripatetic philosopher Alexan-
der of Aphrodisias had considered it axiomatic that modes of
knowledge are conditioned by the objects of their knowledge.” In the
case of future contingents, it follows from this principle that the gods
can possess only an open, uncertain, or indeterminate knowledge of fu-
ture events, which are by their nature open, uncertain, and indetermi-
nate. The Middle Platonists and the fifth-century Latin author Chal-
cidius agreed that God or the gods can have only a contingent
knowledge of what is contingent.”

According to such Neoplatonists as Proclus and Ammonius, prob-
ably the most immediate influences on Boethius,* it is because we as-
sume that the gods’ knowledge is like ours that we end up with either

fact that he is sitting is necessary, yet not simply but by hypothesis (ex hupoth-
eseds)”.

8 Chalcidius, In Tim., p. 186, 15 Waszink.

% In the words of Bachli 2001, it is an “epistemological necessity”.

% Huber 1976, 13f., citing Alexander, De Fato 200, 15ff.

1 Chalcidius, In Tim., c. 162, p. 195, 1-17 Waszink.

92 Cf. Proclus, De decem dubitationibus 7; De prov. 64, 1-4 Ammonius, In de
interpretatione 132, 6ff.; 135, 16-19. Zambon (2003) has made a persuasive case
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the Stoic view that everything is determined in advance, or the Peripa-
tetic view that providence extends only as far as the sphere of the moon.
In fact, says Proclus, the reverse is true: it is not the nature of the known
objects that determines knowledge, but the nature of the cognitive fac-
ulties of the knower. Thus, for instance, the gods know the objects of
their knowledge in a manner that is superior to the ontological status of
the objects they know®*:

Every god has an undivided knowledge of things divided and a time-
less knowledge of things temporal; he knows the contingent without
contingency, the mutable immutably, and in general all things in a
higher mode than belongs to their status (...) their knowledge, being
a divine property, will be determined not by the nature of the infe-
rior beings which are its object but by their own transcendent maj-
esty (...)

Proclus states the same view in his Commentary on the Timaeus®:

(...) the gods themselves know what is generated (genéton) in an un-
generated way, and what is extended in an unextended way, and
what is divided undividedly, and what is temporal atemporally, and
what is contingent necessarily.

for the argument, against Courcelle, that many elements in Boethius’ thought
derive from his reading of Porphyry rather than any hypothetical soujorns in
Athens or Alexandria. In the present case, however, the parallels between Boe-
thius and Proclus/Ammonius seem so close that influence of the latter on the
former seems highly likely, unless we were to postulate the existence or some
otherwise unknown source (a lost work, or part of a work, on providence by
Porphyry?) common to both Boethius and Proclus/ Ammonius.

% Proclus, Elements of Theology, prop. 124, p. 110, 10-13 Dodd; translation
Dodds, p. 111: I1ag Bedg dpepioTwg uév T HepLOTA YIVWOKEL, dXpOVws 0¢ Td
gyxpova, T 8¢ ui dvaykaia dvaykaiwg, kai to petafAnta duetaPAntwg, kai
S\wG TAVTA KPELTTOVWG | KATA TV adT@V TAELv. €l yap dmav, & TLmep &v f mapd
101G Beoic, katd TV avtd@v éoTv iId10TNTA, SfjAov Snmovbev Mg oI katd TV
T@OV XePOVWV QUOLY &V Toig Beoig oboa 1) Yv@oig adTt@v EoTat, AAAA KaTd TNV
avT@V ékeivov EEnpnuévny depoynv.

% Proclus, In Tim. 1, 352, 5-8 (my translation): avtoi 8¢ oi Beol kai 10
YevnTOV AyeviTwg Kai 1O SlaoTatdv AdaoTATwS £YyviKaot Kai TO HeploTov
dpepiotwg Kai T Eyxpovov Stawviwg kal T £viexopevov avaykaiwg:
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Yet that this doctrine of the dependence of knowledge on the
knower’s cognitive faculties goes back at least to Porphyry is, I believe,
implied by a passage from the latter’s Sententiae®:

...to that which is by nature multiple and endowed with magnitude
[i.e., the sensible. - MC] the partless and non-multiple [i.e., the in-
telligible] is endowed with magnitude and multiplicity [i.e., with the
characteristics of the sensible] (...) to that which is naturally partless
and non-multiple [the intelligible] that which has parts and is mul-
tiplied [the sensible] is partless and non-multiple [i.e. has the char-
acteristics of the intelligible]...

This passage is difficult, and has occasioned quite a bit of discussion,
but its gist seems clear: the way x appears to y depends not upon x, but
upon y. According to standard Platonic doctrine, intelligible or incor-
poreal realities (x) are in themselves partless, non-multiple and unex-
tended, while material and corporeal realities (y) have the opposite
characteristics: they are divided, multiple and extended in space and
time. What Porphyry claims, in his clumsy, jargon-laden language, is
that to y, x appears as endowed with the properties of y. To x, by con-
trast, y is endowed with the properties of x. To sensible reality, which is
divided, pluralized and located in space, intelligible reality - in itself be-
reft of these characteristics and qualified by their opposites — appears as
endowed with plurality and magnitude.

For Porphyry, then, at least at the time he wrote the Sentences, it
seems that the way an object of knowledge appears to a knower is de-
termined not by the object’s characteristics, but by the cognitive facul-
ties of the knower. All the more strange then, is the testimony of Pro-
clus, who writes, immediately after the passage quoted above®:

% Porphyry, Sententiae 33, in Brisson et al., 2005, vol. I, p. 346, 21-33 = p.
36, 12-37, 5 Lamberz. Translation J. Dillon, loc. cit., vol. 2, p. 816-817: T@ uév
dpa memAnBuopévw @voel kol pepeyeBuopéve TO duepis kai dmAnBuvvtov
pepeyeBuvtat kai memAnBuvrtat (...) T@ & dpepel kal dmAnBOVTY POoeL duepég
¢0TLkal AmAnBuvTOV TO peploTov Kai emAnBuopévov (...)

% Proclus, In Tim. 1, 352, 11-16 = Porphyry, In Tim., fr. 2.45 Sodano: u| yap
oinBwpev, 8TL Taig TOV YyVOOTOV GUOECLY ai yvioelg xapaktnpifovrat, und’ dtt
TO u| &papdg ovk apapodg ot apd Beols, B enotv O erhdcogog ITopevplog -
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Let us not think, then, that knowledge is characterized by the objects
of knowledge, nor that what is not fixed is not fixed among the
gods®, as the philosopher Porphyry says — for he affirmed that
which would have better left unsaid - but that the mode of
knowledge becomes different along with the differences of the
knowers.

According to Proclus’ testimony, then, Porphyry (wrongly) believed
that it is the known object, not the knower that determines the mode of
knowledge.

I can see only two possibilities of resolving this apparent contradic-
tion. Either Proclus has misunderstood Porphyry, attributing to him,
for instance, a Peripatetic doctrine upon which Porphyry may have
been reporting; or else Porphyry’s commentary on the Timaeus was an
early work, and he later changed his views on this subject under the in-
fluence of Plotinus. More research would be needed to enable a choice
between these two alternatives.

In any case, the view that knowledge depends on the knower, not
the object of thought, became standard Neoplatonic doctrine after
Tamblichus. According to Proclus’ student Ammonius, since all things
are present to the gods in an eternal now,” their providence, like their
creative activity, is exercised without the change implied by ratiocina-
tion or deliberation, but by their very being (autdi t6i einai). Since their
own nature is determinate, the gods know all things, including future
contingents, in a determinate way. Boethius, then, following his Greek

10010 Yap av ékeivog avepbéyEato, Omep T dppnrov duevov — AAN 8T TdiG TOV
YVwokOVTwv Stagopaig dAN0T0G Yiyvetal TG yvwoews O TpoTog:

7 In other words, Porphyry allegedly claimed that what is in reality not fixed
or established (mé araros) also appears to the gods in the same way: as non-
fixed or indeterminate (mé araros). This is precisely the position of Alexander
of Aphrodisias.

% Ammon., In De int., p. 133, 25: &AA& mavta map’ avtols &v évi 1) viv éoT
1 aiwviw idpopéva. Cf. Chalcidius, In Tim., ch. 25, p. 76, 4-5 Waszink: tempo-
ris item species praeteritum praesens futurum, aeui substantia uniformis in solo
perpetuoque prasenti. Waszink 1964, 43, 47, 70 traces the source of this Chal-
cidian chapter back to Porphyry.
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sources, concludes that “all that is known is comprehended not accord-

ing to its power, but rather according to the faculty of the knowers”.*

4.2.3. The notion that God lives in an eternal present

Now that it has been established that knowledge is determined by the
knower, Boethius moves on to deducing God’s mode of cognition from
His nature. God is eternal (Cons. 5.6.2.10-14), and this leads us to Boe-
thius” definition of eternity, perhaps the most famous and influential
ever formulated in the Western tradition: Eternity is the perfect posses-
sion, all at once, of unlimited life (Aeternitas igitur est interminabilis vi-
tae tota simul et perfecta possessio).'® This definition can be better un-
derstood, Philosophy claims, by comparison with temporal things:
whatever lives in the present proceeds, when it is present, from the past
to the future, and nothing constituted within time can equally embrace
the complete extent of its life. Temporal beings cannot yet apprehend
the future, while they have already lost the past. Even in today’s life,
Philosophy continues, you mortals live in no more than that mobile,
transitory moment. Whatever is subject to time, even if, as Aristotle
thought was true of the world, it never begins nor ends, should not be
called eternal, for its does not embrace all at once the extent of its life,
even if it should last forever: it doesn’t yet possess the future, and it no
longer possesses the past. What does deserve to be called eternal is what
comprehends and possesses the entire fullness of unlimited life, lacking
nothing future nor past: in full possession of itself, it must always both
remain present to itself, and have present to itself the infinity of mobile
time. People are wrong to conclude from Plato’s statements that this
world had neither beginning nor end'” that this makes the world co-

% Boethius, Cons. 5.4.25; cf. 5.4.38; Huber 1976, 40ff.; Den Boeft 1970, 53ff.

100 Cf. Plotinus, Ennead I1I 7 (45), 11, 3-5: Eternity is “that unchanging life,
all together at once, already infinite, completely unswerving, standing in and
directed toward the one”. For a complete list of the parallels between Consola-
tion Book V and Ennead 111 7 (45), cf. Beierwaltes 1967/1981, 198-200.

191 Presupposed here, as if it went without saying (as indeed it did for the
late Greek Neoplatonists) is the view that Plato’s creation narrative in the Ti-
maeus is to be understood symbolically or allegorically.
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eternal with its creator'®: it’s one thing to lead a life through an unlim-
ited period, as Plato says of the world, and quite another to have equally
embraced the total presence of limitless life, as is proper to the divine
mind. The world cannot properly be called eternal, therefore, but
should be called perpetual.®®

5. Boethius on the eternal now

God, Boethius continues, is not greater than created things by the mere
quantity of time, but by the characteristic property of his simple nature.
As Plotinus had already argued, Time’s infinite motion tries vainly to
imitate the presential status of immobile life, but cannot equal it, so that
it sinks from immobility into motion, and into the infinite quantity of
past and future. Unable to equally possess the complete plenitude of its
life, temporal beings strive to fill this void by constantly accumulating
an unending series of transitory instants. Perhaps we can use a modern
analogy: let’s assume Bill Gates is not just rich, but infinitely rich. Then
time’s attempt to equal eternity would be analogous to, and as futile as,
trying to equal Bill Gates’ infinite wealth by saving, say, a penny a day.
Nevertheless, since time bears within it, in the guise of the present mo-
ment, a kind of image of eternity’s eternal present, it lends to whatever
it touches the appearance of existence.'™

5.1 Boethius and the Neoplatonic theory of time

To understand this notion, we need to bear in mind the basic structure
of the Late Neoplatonic theory of time.'” Beginning with Iamblichus,
the Neoplatonists proposed a three-level hierarchy, in line with the doc-
trine of the triple universal, according to which each Intelligible Form

192 Origen was accused of making the creation coternal with God: cf. Meth-
odius, On generated things, ap. Photius, Library 302a30ft.

103 On this distinction, cf. Chase 2011, 127-130.

104 Cons. 5.6.12: huius exigui uolucrisque momenti, quae quoniam manentis
illius  praesentiae quandam  gestat imaginem, quibuscumque con-
tigerit id praestat ut esse uideantur.

19 The best exposition of this difficult theory is probably Sambursky/Pines
1987; cf. Sorabji 1983, 33-45.
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or Idea has three phases: unparticipated, participated, and in the partic-
ipants.'® Corresponding to the unparticipated Form is Eternity (Greek
aién), followed by two kinds of time: corresponding to the participated
Form, an intellectual time that is stable, motionless, partless, and gen-
erative; and corresponding to the participants, the time we experience
in the sensible world, which is generated and constantly flowing.

This inferior time flows from the future into the past along the sides
of a triangle (Table 1), and only at the vertex of the triangle does the
flowing now that constitutes our present moment touch the immobile
Intellectual time, which is a direct emanation from, and therefore an
image of eternity. This is, as it were, the metaphysical background for
Boethius’ assertion that the now represents our only point of contact
with eternity, an idea he shares with his near-contemporary Damascius,
for whom the present instant is a “trace of eternity” (ikhnos aidnion) at
which eternity comes to be within time (en khrondi to aei on estin).'”

Tablel

later now earlier

Future

106 Cf. Tamblichus, In Tim., fr. 60 Dillon; Proclus, Elements of Theology,
prop. 24.

197 Damascius, In Parmenidem 11, 12°.c', vol. III, p. 189, 20 Westerink-
Combes. Cf. already Proclus, In Tim. 111, p. 44, 21-22 Diehl : “Everything is pre-
sent in the now” (Kai en t6i nun to pan). Similarly, although more colorfully,
Meister Eckhart describes the now as “a taste of time” (Nii...ez ist wol ein smak
der zit, cf. Werke, ed. N. Largier et al., 2 vols., Frankfurt a.M. 1993, vol. 2, p. 48).
On the concept of the eternal now in the philosophy of Proclus, cf. Roth 2008.
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Since, according to Boethius’ second principle, every nature under-
stands what’s subject to it according to its own nature, and God’s nature
is always eternal and praesential, it follows that his knowledge remains
in the simplicity of his presence, embracing the infinite extent of the
past and future, considering everything in his simple cognition as if it
were happening now.'”® The presence by which God discerns every-
thing should be characterized, Boethius informs us, not so much as
foreknowledge (praescientia) of the future as knowledge of a never-de-
ficient instant; it should be called providence (pro-videntia) rather than
foreknowledge, where the prefix pro- can be interpreted as a kind of
spatial priority rather than a temporal one.'” From his supratemporal
vantage point, God sees all the temporal events in the world’s history
simultaneously, like clothespins on a laundry line, or the slices of a sau-
sage or a loaf of bread. The events we see as occurring in succession, one
after another, or in taxis (to speak in Aristotelian terms), God sees as
simultaneously present and separated only by their thesis or position.

We see here several themes that are present in nuce in Plotinus, and
are more fully developed in such post-Plotinian thinkers as lamblichus
and Damascius:

1. In order to overcome time and perceive eternity, we must elimi-
nate the difference between them: that is, we must convert space into

18 Cf. Cons. 5.c2.11-12: quae, sint, quae fuerint, veniantque/uno mentis
cernit in ictu.

199 Cf. Cons. 5.6.17: Unde non praeuidentia sed prouidentia potius dicitur,
quod porro a rebus infimis constituta quasi ab excelso rerum cacumine cuncta
prospiciat. Boethius is very fond, particularly in Book V, of the term prospicio
in the sense of “look forward or into the distance, look out, look, see” (Lewis &
Short s.v. I) for designating the divine vision. Cf. Cons. 5.2.11: Quae tamen ille
ab aeterno cuncta prospiciens prouidentiae cernit intuitus; 5.3.4: Nam si cuncta
prospicit deus neque falli ullo modo potest; 5.3.28: ... diuina mens sine falsitatis
errore cuncta prospiciens; 5.4.33: ...illo uno ictu mentis formaliter, ut ita dicam,
cuncta prospiciens. As Béchli points out (2001, n. 83), Boethius uses the verb
prospicere “mit Bezug auf den quasi-zeitlosen ‘Blick von oben™. On the spir-
itual exercise of the “View from above” in ancient philosophy, cf. Hadot 1995,
238-251.
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time.""” In our everyday phenomenal experience, space is characterized,
as Aristotle affirms, by position (thesis) or the fact that all its parts are
simultaneously present; time by order or succession (taxis), i.e. the fact
that no two of its parts exist simultaneously. In contrast, Boethius’ near-
contemporary Damascius taught that we can learn to perceive “inte-
gral” or “intellectual time”, which exists simultaneously as a whole."!

2. One way to achieve this perception of time as simultaneously ex-
istent is to concentrate on the present moment. As we’ve seen, as the
“nows” or instants of phenomenal time surge forth from the future, only
to disappear into the past, there is an instant at which they touch im-
mobile, stable, intellectual time, which is itself an emanation of eternity.
In the midst of time, we can experience a glimpse of eternity thanks to
the present moment, which is not point-like, according to Damascius,
but is divisible and has a certain extension (diastéma).

Thus, while Boethius seems mainly to follow Plotinus, perhaps
through the intermediary of Porphyry, as far as his doctrine of time and
eternity is concerned, the Consolation nevertheless shows traces of fa-
miliarity with post-Plotinian developments of that doctrine, particularly
those of Iamblichus and Damascius.

6. Boethius and Relativity

I believe that Boethius’ use of the principle that God lives in an eternal
present involves notions very close to those mobilized in the current
debate in the philosophy of time between eternalists, or advocates of the
block-time view, and presentists, who defend the objective reality of the
flow of time. For the Block-timers, who take seriously the view of reality
as a four-dimensional continuum as set forth by Einstein and Minkow-
ski, all the moments of time exist simultaneously, so that the past con-

10 Likewise, in a mystical narration by the Iranian philosopher Qazi Sa‘id
Qummi, “succession becomes simultaneity, and time becomes space, as a func-
tion of that sublimation which brings it to a more and more subtle state”
(Corbin 1969). It is, of course, a basic postulate of Einsteinian special relativity
that temporal coordinates can be transformed into spatial ones, and vice versa;
see for instance Davies-Gribbin 1992, 79-82.

11 Cf. Galpérine 1980.
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tinues to be, while the future already is, just as real as the present. Pre-
sentists, in contrast, subscribe to the common-sense view that time
flows: only the present is real, while the past is no longer and the future
is not yet real. In a nutshell, Boethius will argue that God views reality
from the block-time perspective (which, of course, also corresponds to
an objectively true picture of reality), while we humans see things from
a presentist perspective.

It is only the element of time that introduces what seems to be a
contradiction between God’s universal foresight and our free will. In
other words, it is only because we imagine that God knows our future
acts and thoughts beforehand that we believe, since only what is certain
can be known, that our acts and thoughts are already determined. As
we’ve seen, Boethius’ ingenious solution will consist in denying that
God fore-knows or fore-sees anything at all."** Since the future tense does
not apply to Him or to His knowledge, he sees all things as if they were
present; and since the mere fact of our observing human actions in the
present imposes no necessity on such acts, neither does God’s omnisci-
ent vision and knowledge of all our acts and thoughts — past, present or
future - necessitate those acts and thoughts. God sees all the moments
of the world’s history, and hence, all the moments of our lives, spread
out before him at once. If he distinguishes between, say, my decision to
rob a bank tomorrow and my actual robbing of the bank, it is not be-
cause one event is chronologically “later” than another, but because
they occupy different positions in the series of spacetime events, all of
which are simultaneously present to God’s vision. It is in this sense that
one might say that God sees the world the way Einstein and Minkowski
taught us, in the first decades of the 20th century, to see space and time:
the world consists not of a three-dimensional space and a separate one-
dimensional time, but of a four-dimensional spacetime manifold, con-
sisting of spacetime events. Although God does not see these events as
temporally prior or posterior to one another, he can perfectly well per-
ceive their causal, logical, and ontological anteriority or posteriority.
Likewise, Boethius argues, God can tell which events are necessary (the
sun’s rising), and which are contingent (my going for a walk), just as a

12 Cf. Cons. 5.6.16-17: praevidentiam...non esse praescientiam quasi futuri
sed scientiam numquam deficientis instantiae rectius aestimabis.
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human being simultaneously observing necessary and contingent
events in the present is able easily to distinguish them. This is what al-
lows Boethius to conclude that God’s foreknowledge (praevidentia)
should in fact be called pro-videntia, where the prefix pro- may connote
priority in space, not time. If we could raise ourselves up to this Gods-
eye view, we would see that there is no conflict between divine omnis-
cience and our free will, since God’s supratemporal vision introduces
no necessity into contingent events. Our idea that there is such a conflict
is, almost literally, an optical illusion, caused by the fact that we cannot
help but think in terms of temporality.

Boethius’ view of God's ontological state as an eternal present, de-
veloped primarily from Plotinus' theory of time as eternity as presented
in Ennead 3.7, is thus the crowning jewel in the argumentative appa-
ratus Boethius uses to solve the conflict between divine foreknowledge
and human freedom of the will. There is no such thing as divine praesci-
entia (foreknowledge): God sees all things in an eternal present,
whereby he distinguishes between past and present events not by their
chronological order or occurrence, but their casual anteriority or poste-
riority. His knowledge of events that seem to us future is therefore no
impediment to our freedom, any more than my observation of a man
crossing the street imposes any necessity on him. To be sure, if I know
that he is crossing the street at time ¢, then it is necessary that he be
crossing the street at time ¢, but this kind of factual, conditional, or epis-
temological necessity, based as it is on the Aristotelian definition of
knowledge and the fact that things must necessarily be as they are when
they are, imposes no constraints on the man in question. As I observe
the man walking and a contemporaneous sunset, I know immediately
that the former is a free act originating in the individual’s volition, while
the latter is a necessary event. Likewise, God’s vision observes all our
thoughts and acts, past, present and future, as if they were simultane-
ously present, but like our human vision this divine vision imposes no
necessity on what it observes, and like our own vision, God’s vision is
perfectly capable of distinguishing, among the phenomena it observes,
between the necessary and the contingent.
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It has been objected'" that this characterization of divine knowledge
entails that I know something God does not know: I know which events
are past and which are future. But this seems to me to be incorrect, or
at least misleading. First of all, from a divine perspective, the past-pre-
sent-future distinction has no objective reality but is a mere illusion
caused by our limited conceptual apparatus. Alternatively, if we wished
to say that this division is objectively real, it is so only in the sense that
the distinction between “x is standing to my left” and “y is standing to
my right” is real: these are mere relations that depend on my individual
perspective at a given instant. Likewise, what I consider past and future
depends merely on my perspective as a temporal being. To claim that
God is unaware of such relational properties does not seem to present a
serious challenge to his omniscience.

I submit, moreover, that it is not even true that God is unaware of
the past-present-future distinction. As we have seen, Boethius’ concep-
tion of divine vision corresponds rather closely to the way reality should
be viewed from the perspective of relativistic physics, that is, as a four-
dimensional spacetime continuum. Here, the history of the world and
of any individual object can be envisaged as a world-tube, where each
instant can be viewed as a three dimensional slice of the tube. Given that
any spatio-temporal event can be identified on the tube by a series of
four coordinates, it would be easy for God to situate on my world-tube
my instantaneous existence in my Paris study at, say, 12:43 on May 2,
2013. But it would be just as easy for him to deduce that an event x,
which can be situated at a point on the tube corresponding to my study
at 12:32 on May 1, would be in what I consider the past, and that an
event occurring in the same place at 12:32 May 3 would be in what I
consider the future. True, God would not “know” that a given event is
past or future, because such alleged facts are not genuine objects of
knowledge but at best mere relational properties, and at worst illusions.
We must bear in mind that, for Aristotle and for Boethius, for x to be
known implies that x is not only true but necessarily true. But it is not
true, much less necessarily true, that a given event is past or future with
regard to me: such a viewpoint is merely an illusion caused by my par-

113 Sorabji, in Blank et al 1998.
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tial, limited temporal perspective. Similarly, if a stick partially sub-
merged in water looks bent to me, we would not say that an omniscient
God “knows” that the stick is bent, but that He knows that the stick looks
bent fo me.

7. Conclusion

Far from being a parody or a conglomeration of unconvincing argu-
ments thrown together any old way, Boethius’ Consolatio represents a
meticulously crafted whole, although it may be an unfinished one. In its
first half, it shows how philosophy, which is a way of life rather than a
mere series of abstract arguments, can be used as therapy of the soul. It
does so by providing an illustration of the Neoplatonic philosophical
curriculum in action, whereby, after an initial moral purification from
false ideas and opinions, the beginning philosophy student’s innate
ideas are gradually awakened and reactivated, thus rendering his soul
capable of undertaking the return to its intelligible homeland. In the
work’s second half, the narrator, now restored to his status as an ad-
vanced student of philosophy, is presented with a coherent set of argu-
ments intended to show why and how divine omniscience does not
jeopardize human free will. This is done by a skillful interweaving of the
distinction between absolute and conditional necessity, the principle
that knowledge is conditioned by the knower rather than the object of
knowledge, and the principle that God’s eternal mode of being grants
Him a cognitive mode whereby He sees past, present and future as given
simultaneously in an eternal present.

Finally, lest this latter point be dismissed as mere Neoplatonic mys-
ticism, I have argued that it corresponds to the view that seems to be a
virtually inescapable consequence of special relativity. As a number of
contemporary scientists, historians, and philosophers of science have
concluded, if Einstein and Minkowski are right, the passage of time we
seem to experience is in fact an illusion, and reality must be represented
from the perspective of block-time, in which all spacetime events, re-
gardless of whether they seem to us to be past, present, or future are, as
it were, laid out in advance and endowed with equally objective exist-
ence. Boethius speaks of the possibility of raising oneself up to this
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Gods-eye view of things,''* and he is echoed by the theoretical physicist
Thibault Damour:

The structure of the theory of relativity suggests that if one could
free oneself from the thermodynamic and biological constraints that
condition us, in everyday life, to live reality in the form of a “tem-
poral flux”, one could, by analogy, “super-live” our life “in a block”,
as a part of the four-dimensional space-time block of Minkowski.

To give some idea of what such a perception might be, I'd like to
conclude by comparing two texts, one attributed to Mozart,'* the other
by Boethius:

My brain catches fire, especially if I am not disturbed. It grows, I
develop it more and more, ever more clearly. The work is then fin-
ished in my skull, or really just as if, even if it is a long piece, and I
can embrace the whole in a single glance, as if it were a painting or a
statue. In my imagination, I do not hear the work in its flow, as it
must appear in succession, but I have the whole in one block, as it
were. What a gift! Invention, elaboration, all that happens within me
as in a magnificent, grandiose dream, but when I manage to super-

114 Boethius, Cons. 5.5.12: Quare in illius summae intellegentiae cacumen si
possumus erigamur. Bichli (2001, 45f & n. 102) argues on the basis of 5.5.11: ‘Si
igitur uti rationis participes sumus ita diuinae iudicium mentis habere
possemus’, that human beings possess the intellectus as an inherent faculty:
“Nach Boethius verfiigen wir als verniinftige Wesen iiber ein «Kriterium» (iu-
dicium) zur Beurteilung des gottlichen Geistes”. But Bichli is basing himself on
the reading possumus at p. 154, 45 Moreschini, a reading supported only by Ms.
N = Neapolitanus = Napoli, Bibl. Naz. G IV 68 post correctionem: Mss. O* M L
Ha TN W C V2 H A and B have possemus, while Mss. O KT F V H*A*G have
possimus. Moreschini rightly prints possemus, a subjunctive which indicates a
remote possibility. Thus, here at least Boethius is not claiming we can have such
a faculty (habere possumus), but discussing what would happen if we could or
did have it (habere possemus). On the question of whether the intellect is con-
stitutive part of man, cf. Magee 1989, 141-149.

!5 Cited by Jean and Brigitte Massin (1970, 474). The authenticity of this
text, first published by Rochlitz in 1815, is subject to caution. I thank M. Thi-
bault Damour for pointing out this reference to me.
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hear the assembled totality, that's the best moment (...) it is perhaps
the greatest benefit for which I must thank the Creator.

For as a craftsman, taking beforehand in his mind the form of
the thing to be made, carries out the effect of his work, and leads it
through the orders of time what he had seen simply and in the mode
of the present, so God arranges the things that are to be made singly
and stably through providence, but he administers the very things
he has arranged through fate in a multiple, temporal way."'¢

Thanks to his genial intuition, Mozart (or his plagiarizer) was able
to view his finished work all at once (cf. Boethius’ uno ictu'’) in his
mind, in a manner completely free of temporal succession. Similarly,
Boethius’ craftsman first perceives the whole of his product simply and
in a manner characteristic of the present (praesentarie), then sets about
realizing this preconceived image within space and time. Boethius’ God
acts in an analogous way: From the summit (cacumen) of his lofty van-
tage-point, God perceives, through his providence, the totality of the
world’s occurrences as simultaneously present. He then realizes this di-
vine plan in the spatio-temporal order by means of Fate, or the inexo-
rable chain of causes and events. Yet fate has no access to the innermost
citadel of human freedom: while my act of walking may be determined

116 Boethius, Cons. 4.6.12: Sicut enim artifex faciendae rei formam mente
praecipiens mouet operis effectum et quod simpliciter praesentarieque
prospexerat per temporales ordines ducit, ita deus prouidentia quidem singu-
lariter stabiliterque facienda disponit, fato uero haec ipsa quae disposuit multi-
pliciter ac temporaliter amministrat. Cf. Proclus, On Providence 12, 65: “Your
machine, which uses cylinders, pulleys and corporeal materials, did not exist
corporeally in your foreknowledge, but here imagination contained, in an in-
corporeal and living way, the logos of what was to be, whereas the machine came
into being corporeally, put together out of inner knowledge which was not such.
If this is how things are in your creation, what would you say of the fore-
knowledge of the gods, in which pre-exists what is, for us, is ineffable, truly in-
describable and impossible to circumscribe...the gods know divinely and intem-
porally what depends on us, and we act as we naturally tend to do, and what we
choose is foreknown to them, not by the term in us, but to the one in them”.

117 The Latin uno ictu almost certainly corresponds to the Greek hapléi
epiboléi. On the meaning of this expression in Proclus, cf. Roth 2008, 318f.
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by cause and effect, my decision to go for a walk is completely free of all
determinism.'*®

While most contemporary advocates of the block-time view, includ-
ing Einstein, seem content to accept that this perspective implies a uni-
versal determinism, Boethius thus suggests a possible way out. Only
time,'" or rather the notion of time, gives us the impression that divine
omniscience implies predestination, with its concomitant assumptions
of determinism and lack of human freedom. Through the study of the
Late Neoplatonist philosophical curriculum, perhaps with the addition
of divine grace, Boethius believes we can achieve the “View from above”
that would allow us to view reality as it truly is in itself: timeless and
eternal. Should we reach this goal, we will see that the alleged conflict
between divine prescience and human free-will was as illusory, albeit
just as persistent, as time itself.
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WHITEHEAD’S ORGANISMIC CONCEPTION OF GOD
AND ITS RELIGIOUS AVAILABILITY

LEONIDAS BARGELIOTES
The University of Athens

Religion will not regain its old power
until it can face change in the same
spirit as does science.

A. N. Whitehead

God as the third formative element

Whitehead conceives God, as the third formative element which binds
together the two other formative elements, namely, creativity and
eternal objects. It emerges, as in the case of Aristotle’s Prime Mover,
from the metaphysical demand for a unique actual entity which binds
together the realms of actuality and potentiality, providing for the ac-
tuality the definiteness without which no single actual occasion could
exist, and for potentiality the relationship to actuality, to agency, with-
out which the resulting violation of the ontological principle would
make an incoherence of the notion of a “realm” of eternal objects.
Whitehead’s system internally requires a First Principle to relate the
realms of actuality and potentiality, thereby providing a metaphysical
basis for the emergence of definiteness. As he notes, “nothing, within
any limited type of experience, can give intelligence to shape our ideas
of any entity at the base of all actual things, unless the general charac-
ter of things requires that there is such an entity” (Whitehead 1925,
174). In what follows will be shown the manner in which the “general
character of things” requires that there is a God. Thus God cannot be
arbitrarily introduced deus ex machina, else the system itself lapses
into incoherence. Whitehead argues that the exact opposite is the case:
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“God is not to be treated as an exception to all metaphysical princi-
ples, invoked to save their collapse. He is their chief exemplification”
(Whitehead 1929, 521). This system demands that the eternal objects
which constitute a Category of Existence (Whitehead 1929, 32), will
obtain its link with actuality. Hence the scope of the ontological prin-
ciple: Everything must be somewhere; and here ‘somewhere’ means
‘some actual entity’. Accordingly the general potentiality of the uni-
verse must be somewhere, since it retains its proximate relevance to
actual entities for which is unrealized. This ‘proximate relevance’ re-
appears in subsequent concrescence as final causation regulative of
the emergence of novelty. This ‘somewhere’ is the non-temporal ac-
tual entity. Thus ‘proximate relevance’ means ‘relevance as in the pri-
mordial mind of God’ (Whitehead 1929, 73).

The system therefore requires God to preserve the ontological prin-
ciple. But God plays a far more crucial role in the operation of eternal
objects than this rather obvious relationship suggests by itself. A more
basic question concerns how it is possible for unrealized, abstract forms
to be relevant to emerging actual entities. Whitehead asks: “In what
sense can unrealized abstract form be relevant?”

What is the basis of relevance? ‘Relevance’ must express some real
fact of togetherness among forms. The ontological principle can be ex-
pressed as: “All real togetherness is togetherness in the formal constitu-
tion of an actuality”. So if there is relevance of what in the temporal
world is unrealized, the relevance must express a fact of togetherness in
the formal constitution of non-temporal actuality (Whitehead 1929,
48).

For eternal objects to be relevant to creative process it is required
a “real togetherness” of eternal objects, namely a web of general rela-
tionships of eternal objects. This real togetherness must be a formal as-
pect of God. Whitehead makes this point clear in another context: “The
general relationships of eternal objects to each other, relationships of
diversity and of pattern, are their relationships in God’s conceptual re-
alization. Apart from this realization, there is mere isolation indistin-
guishable from nonentity” (Whitehead 1929, 392).

So far God’s primordial valuation of the realm of eternal objects is
identical with the web of relationships constituted by the internal relat-
edness of eternal objects. This complies with Whitehead’s main basis of
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his system that God links concrescing actualities with the eternal ob-
jects. Whitehead’s doctrine of the primordial nature of God is strength-
ened by his claim that God’s conceptual valuation is identical with the
web of relationships constituted by the internal relatedness of eternal
objects: “Things which are temporal arise by their participation in the
things which are eternal”.

The two sets are mediated by a thing which combines the actuality
of what is temporal with the timelessness of what is potential. This final
entity [God] is the divine element in the world, by which the barren
inefficient disjunction of abstract potentialities obtains primordially the
efficient conjunction of ideal realization... By reason of the actuality of
this primordial valuation of pure potentials, each eternal object has a
definite, effective relevance to each concrescence process. Apart from
such orderings, there would be complete disjunction of eternal objects
unrealized in the temporal world. Novelty would be meaningless, and
inconceivable (Whitehead 1929, 63-64).

It is clear from the above that the dynamic surge of the creativity
into novel concrescence presupposes not simply a realm of possibility
but also the primordial valuation of pure potentials which generates the
relevance of each pure potential to each instance of concrescence pro-
cess. God, however, according to Whitehead, ‘does not create eternal
objects; for his nature requires them in the same degree that they re-
quire him. This is an exemplification of the coherence of the categoreal
types of existence” (Whitehead 1929, 392). If it is true that apart from
God’s primordial existence eternal objects are ‘indistinguishable from
nonentity” it is also true that God’s primordial existence is impossible
without eternal objects: “Eternal objects are inseparable from God’s pri-
mordial existence; they are the primordial ‘definiteness’ apart form
which no existence or creativity, even in the primordial instance of God,
is possible at all” (Leclerc 1958, 199-200). Actuality, even the primor-
dial instance of actuality which is God, presupposes definiteness; hence
creativity also presupposes eternal objects even in its primordial, abo-
riginal instance. This scheme of eternal objects in the “isolation indis-
tinguishable from nonentity” inert, lifeless, and un graded in relevance
to God’s primordial vision can be compared with Plato’s Timaeus. Ac-
cording to Cornford’s interpretation: “Both the Demiurge and chaos
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are symbols: neither is to be taken quite literally, yet both stand for real
elements in the world as it exists...” (Cornford 1937, 37 and 176).

These three formative elements have the same role to play in
Whitehead’s philosophical system. Each formative element stands for
some element that is now and always present in the working of a world
without beginning or end. Their interaction are mutually interdepend-
ent; the universe of actual occasions emerges from their mutual inter-
action. In what follows we will describe the basic facet of the interaction
that produces the process of concrescence, the coming-to-be, which is
common to all actual occasions, beginning with the study of the form-
ative element, God, through a consideration of how concrescence initi-
ates with the concrescing actual occasion acquiring a subjective aim
from its prehension of God (Sherburne 1961, 40).

As we have seen, from “concrescence”, the generic characteristic of
the process, results the mutual interaction of the formative elements
from which emerges the concrete actual entity. We have also seen that
God was related to eternal objects; he will now be related to actual oc-
casions by showing how, as final cause, he initiates the concrescence of
each and every actual occasion via subjective aims.

An actual occasion, to begin with, to be mature, has to be fully def-
inite. Basically, this means that all actual occasions are depended upon
God, for without God the forms of definiteness would be indistinguish-
able from non entity and decisions productive to concreteness would be
impossible. But there is more to it, since in a limited sense can be said
that God can “create” all actual occasions. As the aboriginal instance of
creativity, God is the eternal primordial character (Whitehead 1929,
344), which means that in addition to each ordinary actual entity ‘con-
ditioning’ creativity, God also ‘conditions’ creativity in every instance
of its individualization. This happens through God’s basic metaphysical
role of providing the subjective aim of every actual entity (Leclerc 1958,
195).

Whitehead, then, is insisting that God has a crucial role in the birth
of every actual occasion. By playing this role, God does in a very real
sense “create” each actual occasion, though Whitehead warns us that
the phrase “God as creator” is apt to be misleading by its suggestion that
the ultimate creativity of the universe is to be ascribed to God’s volition
(Whitehead 1929, 343-344).
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God is also conceived as an objectification of hybrid physical feel-
ing, the third type of prehension-the other two are the physical and con-
ceptual. In its hybrid physical prehension of God, this actual occasion
prehends not God in his full concreteness as an actual entity but God as
objectified by those conceptual prehensions of eternal objects which
constitute relevant alternatives capable of leading to the satisfaction of
that particular actual occasion conditioned by its particular anteceded
circumstances.

God, in Whitehead’s technical term, “lures” the actual occasion to-
wards the realization which will result in the achievement of maximum
value in the world. “God’s immanence in the world in respect to its pri-
mordial nature is an urge towards the future based upon an appetite in
the present” (Whitehead 1929, 47). Where this lure is successful the ac-
tual occasion in question realizes in its satisfaction the relevant possi-
bility leading to the greatest intensity of value.

God as the Principle of Concretion

God is the principle of concretion in the sense that he is the actual entity
from which each temporal concrescence receives that initial aim from
which its self-causation starts. That aim determines the initial grada-
tions of relevance of eternal objects for conceptual feeling; and consti-
tutes the autonomous subject in its primary phase of feelings with its
conceptual valuations, and with its initial physical purposes (White-
head 1929, 374). From the point of view of the initial stage of the sub-
jective aim it can be said that it is rooted in the nature of God, and its
completion depends on the self-causation of the subject-superjet
(Whitehead 1929, 373). In the words of Whitehead, “each temporal en-
tity derives from God its basic conceptual aim, relevant to its actual
world, yet with indeterminations awaiting its own decisions. This sub-
jective aim, in its successive modification, remains the unifying factor
governing the successive phases of interplay between physical and con-
ceptual feelings” (Whitehead 1929, 343).

Modification of actual occasion the initial vision of itself derived
from God however may fail to realize the full intensity of value present
in God’s appetition. This is the freedom in the universe. It may also be
the case that events have reached an impasse where the most desirable
alternative is bad: if the best is bad, then the truthfulness of God can be
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personified in Ate, the goddess of mischief. The chaff is burnt” (White-
head 1929, 373). The formal aspect of novelty in the world is then de-
rived from God’s primordial conceptual valuation of eternal objects
which constitutes the relevance for the concrescing actual occasion.
Such a coupling of the concrete and the abstract, Whitehead calls a
proposition, as it can be seen in the formal definition of subjective aim:
“The ‘subjective aim,” which controls the becoming of a subject, is the
subject feeling a proposition with the subjective form of purpose to re-
alize it in the process of self-creation” (Whitehead 1929, 37). Thus, the
subjective aim of any given actual occasion is derived from God and
constitutes the goal toward which that entity directs its self-creative
process. The attainment of the goal constitutes the satisfaction of that
actual occasion. From the hybrid physical prehension of God may, fi-
nally, arise a conceptual feeling of a novel eternal object: “The light that
never was, on sea or land” (Whitehead 1933, 270). Only God can con-
jure up conceptual feelings that do not depend on prior physical feel-
ings. “Unfettered conceptual valuation... is only possible once in the
universe, since that creative act is objectively immortal as an inescapa-
ble condition characterizing creative action” (Whitehead 1929, 378).

God’s Consequent Nature

As we have pointed out, God preserves the opposition of physical and
mental pole, synthesized in a final “satisfaction”. We have also seen that
mental pole comes first and constitutes the “primordial appetition,”
which is timeless pattern of order pervading the creative process, and
determining the mental pole of each successive occasion. The Primor-
dial Nature is the repositum of all possible values, but only as possible.
As N. Lawrence points out (1963, 172), “in this repositum there lies the
entire multiplicity of eternal objects, which are all the qualities, charac-
teristics, or properties that could characterize any event or set of
events.” God as primordial is mental in that the concepts of all possibil-
ities lie in Him, only ideally, not actually (Whitehead 1929, 521-522). It
is the realm to which the formation of the process of events is drawn as
it proceeds from its fixed background of fact. The Primordial Nature of
God is like Aristotle’s Prime Mover in that it is eternal, complete, and
the object of desire towards which all things are drawn. They differ,
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however, in that it is not conscious, for consciousness requires the fu-
sion of conceptual and physical feeling. It is the aspect of God not avail-
able for religious purposes. Hence the importance of the Consequent
Nature of God.

The Consequent Nature of God, the Physical pole, is “the physical
prehension by God of the actualities of the evolving universe” (White-
head 1929, 134). Where the Primordial Nature is complete, the Conse-
quent Nature is incomplete. Where the Primordial Nature is noncon-
scious and complete, the Consequent Nature is conscious and
incomplete. Where the Primordial Nature proffers possible values and
it is eternal, the Consequent Nature conserves actual values and is ever-
lasting (Whitehead 1929, 521-524).

The fusion of the two Natures, the Primordial and the Consequent,
constitutes “the ultimate unity of the multiplicity of actual fact with the
primordial conceptual fact.” It is the reconciliation of permanence and
flux” (Whitehead 1929, 525) in an everlasting reality.

The Religious availability of God

The next question to consider refers to the religious availability of God.
Whitehead himself had once questioned Aristotle’s metaphysical deity
as “available for religious purposes” (Whitehead 1925, 249). In what fol-
lows will be an attempt to show that Whitehead’s task was to fill in the
gap between God of thought and a God of feeling. The idea of a felt God,
Himself capable of feeling and therefore a God not wholly remote or
intellectually defined, seems to be Whitehead’s correction of Aristotle’s
barren conception of a Prime Mover.

In particular, God is the “nontemporal actual entity, otherwise
called the “supreme rationalized religion” (Whitehead 1929b, 90).
God’s nontemporality should not be confused with His eternality, that
is, the property of His Primordial Nature. The eternal is nonfactual, in
the sense that is not time-structured or time-depended in order to be
what it is. The Consequent Nature of God is derived “from the temporal
world” with the characteristics of “permanence” and “perfection” but
without completion for God and the world (Whitehead 1929, 529). The
static characteristics of completion belong to the Primordial Nature. In
the words of Whitehead, “The purpose of God is the attainment of value
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in the temporal world” (Whitehead 1929b, 100). In the words of Law-
rence (Whitehead 1929b, 173) “the incompleteness of the everlasting
nature of God rests on the fact that time is real, and the Consequent
Nature of God constantly receives the datum of completed actual into
the unending completion of Consequent Nature.” Thus, besides the
time-free of the eternal objects of the Primordial Nature of God, and
the time-structured actual occasions, there is the time-concerned and
time-dependent type of existence of the Consequent Nature of God,
abiding, everlasting, temporal and incomplete.

The objects of God’s will, therefore, when complete, slip backward
into the stream of time by replacing one another. What does not change
is the will to harmonize them, the unchanged by the time will, which is
everlastingly the same, yet always engaged in the struggle with what is
temporal. What these temporal entities become in some sense free for
them and irrevocable, in so far as they are individual. It is evident that
Whitehead tries so far to incorporate and rationalize the familiar Chris-
tian language by substituting concepts like “eternal” and “will” with “ev-
erlasting” and “aim” correspondingly.

Whitehead’s statement, for example, that God “saves” the world
(Whitehead 1929, 525) through harmonizing, points to an inseparable
connection of morality with art. This is explicitly stated in his words,
that “The canons of art are merely the expression, in specialized forms,
of the requisites for depth of experience. The principles of morality are
allied to the canons of art, in that they also express, in another connec-
tion, the same requisites (Whitehead 1929, 483). The connection seems
to save the morals from self-interestedness and irrationalism. He argues
that the “defense of morals is the battle-cry which best rallies stupidity
against change. Perhaps countless ages ago respectable amoebae refused
to migrate from ocean to dry land - refusing in defense of morals”
(Whitehead 1933, 345). This allows Whitehead to distinguish between
“rational” and “rationalized religion”. The latter points to the rational
coherence with the rest of experience. Thus the temporality of God
leads to “the Supreme God of rationalized religion that is rational co-
herence with the religious experience, in the sense that disparate ele-
ments of experience must be rendered coherent. His metaphysical de-
scryption makes this organismic coherence abundantly clear in that it
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sets out for immediate comparison with “deliverances of religious ex-
perience” (Whitehead 1929b, 89), considered as a “fact” (Whitehead
1929b, 86) as the “Religious Consciousness in History” and the “Quest
of God” phrases which point to a religious experience within the whole
of experience. One of these levels, the most significant from existential
point of view, is the aesthetic vision of the Consequent Nature of God,
forever completing His own existence by a harmony which rescinds the
objective evil, but without a comfort in return, because it is not likely to
give anyone much comfort to know that no matter what happens in this
world, God can see it in an ideal setting that makes it an enjoyable sight.
From the point of view of those who have reached a state of stable good-
ness in so far as their own interior life is concerned and of the type of
their moral correctitude is, on a larger view, so like evil that the distinc-
tion is trivial.

God however, as actual entity which enters into every creative
phase and yet is above change, He must be exempt from internal incon-
sistency which is the note of evil. Since God is actual, He must include
in himself a synthesis of the total universe. “There is, therefore, in God’s
nature the aspect of the realm of forms as qualified by the world, and
the aspect of the world as qualified by the forms” (Whitehead 1929b,
98).

Whitehead’s main concern then is to explain the relation of reli-
gious experience to experience generally. The latter includes the former,
namely the religious aspect. We can trace the relation genetically: “The
moment of religious consciousness,” Whitehead states, “starts from
self-evaluation, but it broadens into the concept of the world as a realm
of adjusted values, mutually intensifying or mutually destructive. The
intuition into the actual world gives a particular definite content to the
bare notion of a principle determining the grading of values. It also ex-
hibits emotions, purposes, and physical conditions, as subservient fac-
tors in the emergence of values (Whitehead 1929b, 58-59).

The edifice of this metaphysics of religious experience has to over-
come certain facts, and entertain the ability of the subjective purposes
in consciousness to raise their common limits, trans-personally or even
trans-morally to a grasp of value that erases temporal losses. It enter-
tains not only private authenticity but also publicly noticeable beatifi-
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cation. The correlation of the two movements are apparent: the subjec-
tive persuasion of religious experience, which stretches beyond stand-
ard conception of value and the worth of lives so guided. The correla-
tion of these facts is what Whitehead call rationalization. Some men
have such vision beyond average values, and it has publicly noticeable
consequences. As N. Lawrence points out, “any metaphysics worthy of
the name must accommodate these facts. The primary role of a meta-
physics is to describe what is, systematically and rationally. Derivatively
it may lead men to deeper insight” (1963, 176).
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ARISTOTLE ON LOVE AND FRIENDSHIP

DAVID KONSTAN
Brown University, Providence, USA

Philia is exceptional among ancient Greek value terms for the number
of still unresolved, or at least intensely debated, questions that go to the
heart of its very nature.! Does it mean “friendship”, as it is most com-
monly rendered in discussions of Aristotle, or rather “love”, as seems
more appropriate in some contexts? Whether it is love, friendship, or
something else, is it an emotion, a virtue, or a disposition? The same
penumbra of ambiguity surrounds the related term philos, often ren-
dered as “friend” but held by some to include kin and other relations,
and even to refer chiefly to them. Thus, Elizabeth Belfiore affirms that
“the noun philos surely has the same range as philia, and both refer pri-
marily, if not exclusively, to relationships among close blood kin” (2000:
20). In respect to the affective character of philia, Michael Peachin
(2001: 135 n. 2) describes “the standard modern view of Roman friend-
ship” as one “that tends to reduce significantly the emotional aspect of
the relationship among the Romans, and to make of it a rather prag-
matic business”, and he holds the same to be true of Greek friendship
or philia. Scholars at the other extreme maintain that ancient friendship
was based essentially on affection. As Peachin remarks (ibid., p. 7),
“D. Konstan [1997] has recently argued against the majority opinion

! This paper is a much revised version of the talk I presented at the confer-
ence on "Philia in Aristotle's Philosophy," held at University of Louvain at Lou-
vain-la-Neuve and at the University of Leuven jointly with the Société
Philosophique de Louvain on 10-11 May 2004. It is hoped that this paper will
subsequenlty be published in the proceedings of that conference, to be edited
by Pierre Destrée. Fuller discussion of some of the issues raised here may be
found in Konstan 2006.
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and has tried to inject more (modern-style?) emotion into ancient
amicitia”. Some critics, in turn, have sought a compromise between the
two positions, according to which ancient friendship involved both an
affective component and the expectation of practical services. Renata
Raccanelli (1998: 20), for example, comments: “Certainly, Konstan is
right to observe that the common model of true friendship must grant
major importance to sentiment... But it is nevertheless well not to ig-
nore the role that notions of obligation, mutual exchange of gifts, and
prestations also play within relations of friendship... The element of
concrete and obligatory exchange seems inseparably bound up with
friendship, which can not be identified with the mere affective dimen-
sion of the relationship”. Thus, in Plautus’ Epidicus, when Chaeribulus
insists that he does not have the wherewithal to lend money to his age-
mate Stratippocles (114-19), Stratippocles exclaims that “a friend is one
who helps out in difficult circumstances, when there is need of cash”
(113; cf. 116-17, Raccanelli pp. 164-66).

One might well wonder how thoughtful and learned investigators
can be at variance over so fundamental a matter as the emotive charac-
ter of ancient friendship, not to mention the very meanings of the words
philia and philos. There are, I think, various reasons why the problem
of emotion in friendship has proved difficult to resolve. For one thing,
the modern notion too lends itself to ambiguity and disagreement.
Those who most insist on the pragmatic and formal quality of ancient
friendship tend to contrast it with the emotive basis of friendship today.
Yet we too expect friends to assist us in times of crisis, and this without
contradicting the affective nature of the bond. The implicit logic is: “If
you loved me as a friend, you would assist me in my time of need; since
you do not, you are not a true friend”. Nothing prevents us from ascrib-
ing a similar view to Plautus’ Stratippocles. Doubtless, one can raise
questions about the inference from affection to obligation, but the prob-
lem is no different for ancient than for modern friendship. The idea that
philia was importantly different from modern friendship in respect to
sentiment has also been motivated in large part by theoretical views
about the nature of Greek and Roman society and the ancient concept
of the self. The centrality of affect has been taken to be specific to the
modern notion - some would say mirage — of an autonomous ego that
relates spontaneously and freely to other selves, whereas the ancient self
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was constituted principally in and through ascribed relations, such as
kinship and status, which carry with them prescribed codes of behavior.

Let us turn to the texts. Among our ancient sources, Aristotle's de-
tailed discussion of philia in Books 8 and 9 of the Nicomachean Ethics
stands out, and has been exhaustively examined. His parallel treatment
in the Rhetoric, however, has received less attention. In this treatise, Ar-
istotle includes philia and philein — the verb that is cognate with philia
and philos - in a discussion of the pathé or “emotions”, along with such
passions as anger, fear, envy, and pity. He begins his analysis as follows
(2.4, 1380b35-36): “Let us speak of those whom people philein [the
third-person plural of the verb is used here] and whom they hate, and
why, by first defining philia and to philein”. The latter expression, to
philein, is a nominalized infinitive, produced by prefixing the definite
article (to = "the") to the infinitive form of the verb. About the verb
philein there tends, curiously enough, to be relatively less disagreement
than about its congeners philia and philos. Philein is commonly trans-
lated as “love”, “regard with affection”, “cherish”, or “like”; it sometimes
carries the more concrete sense of “treat affectionately”, that is, “wel-
come”, but this is chiefly poetic. The nominalized or articular infinitive,
in turn, is ordinarily translated as “loving”; its opposite, according to
Aristotle, is to misein or “hating”.

Now, are philia and to philein, or “loving”, one thing or two? Aris-
totle continues (1380b36-81al): “Let ‘loving’ [to philein] be wishing for
someone the things that he deems good, for the sake of that person and
not oneself, and the accomplishment of these things to the best of one’s
ability”. Here, then, Aristotle defines not philia but to philein. But before
proceeding further, Aristotle pauses to offer a second definition (2.4,
1381al-2): “A philos is one who loves [ho philén: present participle] and
is loved in return [antiphiloumenos]”, and he adds: “Those who believe
that they are so disposed toward one another believe that they are philoi
[plural of philos]”. Philoi, then, constitute a subset of those who love,
namely, just those who both love and know or believe that their love is
reciprocated. These are precisely what we would call “friends”, and I
suggest that this definition is in the present context meant to corre-
spond to the term philia.

In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle notes (8.2, 1155b27-34) that
“in the case of affection [philésis] for inanimate things, one does not
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speak of philia: for there is no reciprocal affection [antiphilésis] nor the
wish for their good... But they say that one must wish good things for a
friend [philos] for his sake. They call those who wish good things in this
way ‘well-disposed’ [eunous], if the same wish does not occur on
the other person’s part as well. For they say that goodwill in people who
experience it mutually [en antipeponthosi] is philia”. Aristotle then adds
the further condition that each must know that the other is so disposed.
Once again, Aristotle reserves the term philia for the reciprocal benev-
olence that is characteristic of friends or philoi. Accordingly, the term is
not appropriately applied either to affection for inanimate objects, such
as wine, or to people who do not like us in return. For the first, Aristotle
coined the word philésis or “affection”. In the case of a one-way fond-
ness for another human being, Aristotle adopts the term eunous, “well-
disposed” or “bearing goodwill”.* It differs from liking wine in that we
do wish good things for the other’s sake, even if our sentiment is not
reciprocated; but it is still not full-fledged philia, just because it is not
mutual. As such, it corresponds precisely to to philein or “loving” as Ar-
istotle defines it in the Rhetoric: “Let to philein be wishing for someone
the things that he deems good, for the sake of that person and not one-
self”.

Two points are clear from Aristotle’s definition of love. First, it is
unequivocally and emphatically altruistic: one wishes and acts to realize
good things for the other’s sake, in accord with what the other conceives
of as good - reciprocally so in the case of friendship. In the Rhetoric,
Aristotle affirms that a philos must share in the pleasure and pain of the
other on account of the other and for no other reason. This is because,
if the other has what is good, we ourselves will be pleased at this reali-
zation of our wish, and otherwise not (1381a3-7). For the same reason,
philoi will have the same friends and enemies in common.

Second, love is described not as a sentiment or feeling but as a settled
intention. Here, Aristotle’s conception of philia and to philein differs in
an important respect from modern definitions of “love”. The second

2 This is not the sense of eunous and eunoia, of course, in NE 9.5, 1166b30-
67a21, where Aristotle explicitly contrasts eunoia with philia and with philésis
(cf. EE 7, 1241a3-14). But here, in his definition of philia between philoi, Aris-
totle has not yet introduced these technical distinctions, and he reaches for a
convenient term to express one-way philia.
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edition of Webster's New International Dictionary (1959), for example,
defines “love” as “a feeling of strong personal attachment” and “ardent
affection”. Elaine Hatfield and Richard Rapson, writing in the Hand-
book of Emotions (2000: 655), observe: “Companionate love... combines
feelings of deep attachment, commitment, and intimacy”. The empha-
sis is on feeling, together with a notion of attachment and closeness.
Aristotle, however, says nothing about feelings but looks exclusively to
intention,® an intention which, moreover, has as its object the well-be-
ing of the other.

Taken together, these two points allow Aristotle to escape, I think,
the post-modern paradoxes about the possibility of altruism posed, for
example, by Jacques Derrida, who observes (1997: 128, 131): “For there
to be a gift, there must be no reciprocity, return, exchange, countergift,
or debt. If the other gives me back or owes me or has to give me back
what I give him or her, there will not have been a gift”; this is the ground
of “the impossibility or double bind of the gift” (131). So too Pierre
Bourdieu insists (1997: 231) “The major characteristic of the experience
of the gift is, without doubt, its ambiguity. On the one hand, it is expe-
rienced (or intended) as a refusal of self-interest and egoistic calcula-
tion, and an exaltation of generosity - a gratuitous, unrequited gift. On
the other hand, it never entirely excludes awareness of the logic of ex-
change or even confession of the repressed impulses or, intermittently,
the denunciation of another, denied, truth of generous exchange - its
constraining and costly character”. For Aristotle, we do not enhance the
well-being of the other in order to receive benefits in return; but if the
other fails to wish good things for us in turn, then there is no friendship.
We may still love the other: Aristotle points to a mother’s love for an
infant child as an instance of such philia; but since it is not reciprocal, it
does not qualify as philia in the more restricted acceptation of friend-
ship.

Aristotle explains that love results from the belief that a thing or per-
son is philéton, that is, of the sort to elicit philia. As he puts it (Ni-
comachean Ethics 8.2, 1155b18-19): “Not everything is loved [passive

* In general, Aristotle treats the emotions in terms of cognitive states rather
than as “qualia”, that is, the physical awareness of a feeling state that is ostensi-
bly specific to each different emotion.
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form of philein], but just what is philéton, and this is the good or the
pleasing or the useful” (since a thing is useful because it leads to what is
good or pleasing, the three categories of philéta are reduced to two).*
For Aristotle the nature of the other (or a belief about that nature) pro-
vides the reason why one loves, that is, why one wishes that good things
accrue to the other; the several kinds of philia or mutual loving differ,
accordingly, in respect not to this wish but rather to their eliciting
causes. If philia that is based upon the good character of the other
is more durable than that based on one that is pleasing, it does not alter
the fact that it is philia only insofar as it is an altruistic (and reciprocal)
desire for the well-being of the other.” In the Rhetoric, Aristotle identi-
fies the character traits that inspire love in others, such as justness and
moderation. Such people will not seek their own advantage unfairly,
and hence are likely to wish good things for us; if we favor justice, we in
turn will be similarly disposed toward them, and that is what it is to love.
In general, Aristotle adds, we are inclined to love those who are agreea-
ble and not quarrelsome, as well as toward those whom we admire and
those by whom we wish to be admired. Clearly, we may in these cases
love another without that love being reciprocated; we will be philoi,
however, only in the case that the love is mutual. Aristotle also affirms
that people love (philein) those who have treated them well, or who,
they believe, wish to do so, and also those who love the ones they love
(1381al1-14), and adds that we love those who hate the same people we

* These two (or three) classes of the philéton do not exhaust the reasons for
feeling philia toward another; Aristotle treats kinship, for example, as an inde-
pendent motive for philia (Nicomachean Ethics 8.12, 1161b16-24).

> Aristotle argues (Nicomachean Ethics 8.3, 1156b7-11) that philia is com-
plete or best (teleia) in the case of those who feel philia for one another, and
hence desire good things for one another, because they regard each other as
good. For philia requires wishing good things for the other for the other's sake,
and people are good in themselves (kath'hautous), whereas they are useful or
pleasant incidentally (kata sumbebékos). This is something of a sleight of hand
on Aristotle’s part. Goodness, unlike usefulness or affability, may be considered
a quality of character independent of the effect it produces on the other; but it
does not follow that one who feels philia for another because that person is use-
ful or pleasant desires what is good for the other only incidentally (at 8.3,
1156a6-10, Aristotle states plainly that all three types of philésis and philia in-
volve a desire for the other's good for the other's sake).
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do, or are hated by the same people (1381a15-17). The reason is that in
these cases, the same things will appear good and bad to both parties, so
that they will desire the same things as good, and this is what it is to be
a philos. Aristotle has apparently ignored the condition that the desire
be for the other’s sake, and not one’s own: the mere fact that two people
regard the same things as good does not guarantee that they will desire
these things for each other. But Aristotle is not defining love here, but
rather identifying the reasons why one loves: the awareness that we
share the same idea of what is good and bad with others disposes us to
wish good things for their sakes.

Most often in the two treatises under consideration, Aristotle em-
ploys the term philia to designate the reciprocal affection between
friends, but he occasionally uses it in the simple sense of love, irrespec-
tive of mutuality. In this, he is in conformity with ordinary Greek usage,
which did not employ two distinct terms for what we call “love” and
“friendship”, but left the precise sense to be inferred from the context
(Latin, which had available amor and amicitia, was more precise in this
respect). A problem arises, however, concerning the status of philia be-
tween philoi as an emotion or pathos. For if, in order to be a philos, it is
necessary not only to love another but that the other love in return, then
philia does not depend solely on one’s own love. The philia between
philoi has, as it were, two distinct loci. To put it differently, the philia
that obtains between philoi seems to have the character of a relationship.
Does the idea of a relationship, then, enter into Aristotle’s conception
of the mutual philia between philoi? Martha Nussbaum has addressed
this question most directly; she writes (2001: 473-74): “love, while an
emotion, is also a relationship. I may feel love for someone, or be in love
with someone, and that love is itself an emotion...; but there is another
sense in which love is present only if there is a mutual relationship...
Aristotle... does, however, hold that love - or at least philia - is not
merely an emotion. Although it involves emotion, it also has require-
ments that go beyond the emotional... In other words, the term ‘love’
is used equivocally, to name both an emotion and a more complex form
of life”. Nussbaum goes on to indicate how love might be conditioned
by the mutuality condition attaching to friendship: we must not imag-
ine, she writes, “that the emotions involved in love are unaffected by the



David Konstan 179

presence or absence of a reciprocal relationship of the sort Aristotle de-
picts”. Specifically, the knowledge that another loves me may affect that
quality of my love toward him or her; we recall that, in the Nicomachean
Ethics, Aristotle insists that each philos must be cognizant of eunoia or
affection on the part of the other. Apart from one’s knowledge of the
other's love, Nussbaum continues, “lovers will have emotions toward
their relationship itself, and the activities it involves.Thus we cannot
even understand the emotional aspects of love fully without seeing how
itis frequently related to interactions and exchanges of the sort Aristotle
is thinking about” (474). Aristotle, however, never suggests that philoi
in some sense love their relationship itself. The mutual love that obtains
between philoi may be better described as a state of affairs, consisting
simply in the fact that each party loves (that is, philein) the other.

Philia, then, has two uses. In one sense, it coincides with philein and
refers to an altruistic wish for the good of the other; in another, it names
the state of affairs that obtains between philoi, which requires that each
philos have the corresponding wish for the other. If one of the parties
fails to have this desire, or does not act to provide good things for the
other to the extent possible, it convicts him or her of a lack of philia in
the sense of loving, and hence the state of affairs that depends on recip-
rocal love — philia in the sense of friendship — ceases to exist.

In sum, love and friendship in Aristotle are best understood not as
entailing obligations or as based on kinship, but as an altrustic desire
which, when reciprocated, results in a state of affairs that Aristotle, and
Greeks in general, called philia.
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THE ART OF LIFE.
AN ANCIENT IDEA AND ITS SURVIVAL

TEUN TIELEMAN
UCLA / Utrecht University

Introduction

Among the many clubs and foundations that advertise themselves on
Bruin Lane on the campus of the University of California at Los Angeles
one is called “The Art of Living’. The Buddha-like figure on its poster
suggests that its members look East for the origins of this idea. But
clearly it is part of Western culture. The ‘art of life’ (German ‘Lebens-
kunst’) most often refers to the ability to conduct one’s social life in an
appropriate and satisfactory manner. As such, it is connected with eti-
quette, i. e. a set of rules regulating social behaviour. A related idea is
encapsulated in the French expression savoir vivre, which however is
often used to indicate the ability to derive sensual pleasure from life.
What most people do not know is that the idea of an art of life goes
back to the Greek philosopher Socrates (469-369 B. C.). If we take a
closer look at how he and his ancient successors understood this, it be-
comes apparent that a few elements of the modern notion were already
in place in ancient times, viz. the following of particular rules and hap-
piness as the goal towards which this leads. There is also an important
difference. For the ancients it is a philosophical concept, not etiquette in
the sense of a collection of traditional, undemonstrated rules. But what
then does ‘art of life’ mean as a philosophical concept? This is not a
merely historical issue. In present-day philosophy the concept has been
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resuscitated—and those redefining it today are fully aware of their an-
cient precursors. In what follows I will trace its development from its
origin until the present day.

The Birth of an Idea

Halfway through the Platonic dialogue Alcibiades I Socrates and Alci-
biades consider how a person could achieve moral progress and even
perfection. In this context Socrates introduces the notion of techné: ‘ex-
pertise’, ‘art’, ‘skill’. Which techné will enable us to attain this ideal and,
in this sense, care for ourselves? Trying to answer this question Alcibi-
ades runs into various self-contradictions. He looses all confidence and
admits to being perplexed. Socrates encourages him to persevere and
answer another series of questions (127d-e). Making a fresh start Soc-
rates explains that as there is an art that takes care of what belongs to
the foot (the shoemaker’s art), so too there is an art that takes care of
the foot itself (gymnastics). Socrates concludes:

Socr.: So the art (techné) through which we care for each thing
in itself is not the same as that through which we care for what be-
longs to that thing?

Alc.: Apparently not.

Socr.: Taking care of your own things, then, is not the same as
taking care of yourself.

Alc.: Certainly not (128d).

From here Socrates proceeds to a precise definition of the self.! It
cannot be the body, which is the instrument used by the self. The self is
the soul (psyché). One should therefore get to know ? and care for one’s
soul. This is achieved through cultivating the soul’s most precious and
divine potential, viz. that for wisdom.

Thus Socrates expounds his philosophical ideal of caring for one’s
soul or self. That we have an inside self or character worth caring for

! On this part of the discussion cf. Gill (2006) 344-59.

2129a. This refers to the ‘wise Delphic inscription’ (132¢) ‘Know thyself’.
Cf. also Plato, Prot. 343a and for more material Diels-Kranz, Fragmente der
Vorsokratiker (18. Aufl. 1989), part I, nr. 10, 2.
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was not an entirely novel idea. Pythagoras and Heraclitus had made the
first steps towards a philosophical reflection on personality, from which
they drew inferences for a responsible way of life, that is to say, for an
ethics. Socrates was enormously influential in further developing this
idea of the care of the self, in particular by introducing the notion of
‘art’ (techné). But exactly what was its function?

Anyone who starts reading Plato’s dialogues soon becomes familiar
with the recurrent situation where Socrates’ critical examination (elen-
chos) of the views of his interlocutors ends with their being exposed as
pseudo-experts. They laid claim to knowledge but deluded themselves
and others on this score. Typically the knowledge concerned is that of a
particular moral or social subject: justice, piety, courage, political excel-
lence etc. Socrates’ interlocutors prove unable to present an adequate
account (logon didonai) of their beliefs. Often this is how it ends: the
dialogue ends with an impasse, a perplexing difficulty (aporia). In con-
sequence, Socrates has earned himself a reputation for having usefully
seen through and exposed all kinds of specious wisdom - without how-
ever replacing it with a systematic doctrine of his own. For this his dia-
logic method of elenchus is taken to have been too limited and insuf-
fient.* Still, this impression is too one-sided. The techné analogy
introduced in the Alcibiades I seems designed to develop, alongside the
elenchus, a procedure that makes it possible to ‘give an account’. Having
a techné means having a rational and explicable method, a coherent set
of rules. This is why an art can be learned and taught. The subject-mat-
ter of the art envisaged by Socrates is our inner self. The use of the techné
analogy in connection with the call for the care for the soul is found in
several passages throughout Plato’s work. We may assume that these
related ideas derive from the historical Socrates.*

* Cf. the end of book I of the Republic where Socrates having refuted the
sophist Thrasymachus is challenged by his companions to set out an alternative
theory of justice. When the transition from the dialogic first book to the far
more monologic books II-X is made, the elenchus, i.e. the method of the histor-
ical Socrates, is in fact abandoned by Plato.

* For a good discussion of Socrates’ techné analogy on the basis of the rele-
vant Platonic passages see Irwin (1977) 71-101.
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The Techné Analogy Contested and Rehabilitated

Socrates had introduced his techné analogy to present the moral princi-
ples he defended as mutually coherent. But he was still far from con-
structing a complete system of morality. The precise way in which we
could achieve moral perfection (or virtue, areté) and happiness had re-
mained largely unimplemented. Moreover, there was Socrates’ contro-
versial intellectualism, i. e. his view of moral excellence as a form of
knowledge, encapsulated in his dictum ‘nobody errs wittingly’. The
criminal acts out of ignorance: he wrongly believes that he pursues what
is good, i. e. what is conducive to his happiness. This theory of action
leaves no room for acting against one’s better judgement: to know the
good is to act on it. Socrates, then, denied the reality of weakness of the
will (akrasia), the conflict between (right) reason and the desires
whereby the desires prevail but we simultaneously believe that the re-
sulting action is wrong.

Socrates’ intellectualism was abandoned by his pupil Plato in book
IV of the Republic on empirical * and logical grounds. Aristotle followed
suit in his Nicomachean Ethics (I, 12) and On the Soul (111, 9-10). They
postulate two (Plato) or one (Aristotle) psychic powers alongside, and
irreducible to, reason. These other power or powers explain emotions
such as desire and anger. The conflict between emotion and reason,
then, is what constitutes weakness of the will. For our present purposes
it is important to note that this rejection of Socratic intellectualism also
involves the rejection of the techné analogy, i. e. the view of moral per-
fection as a form of technical knowledge, an expertise.® According to
Plato and Aristotle, becoming good is not only a matter of knowing cer-
tain things but of influencing our emotions through a variety of means
that are not confined to reasoning. For Aristotle the constant interplay

> This term should not be taken to refer to systematic-empirical or experi-
mental research, which has become typical and requisite in modern, i.e. post
19 century, psychology. Plato and other philosophers of the Greco-Roman
world appealed to general human experience, that is to say, the behaviours they
observed in others and in themselves. Thus Plato operates with examples such
as that of the Athenian Leontios who takes a look at the corpses of executed
criminals in spite of the fact that the voice of reason tells him not to.

¢ Cf. Aristotle’s criticism of this use of techné at EN VI, 6; cf. also Met. I, 1.
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between emotion and practical wisdom shapes a particular pattern of
behaviour that becomes habitual, i. e. that shapes our character, includ-
ing, as the case might be, a perfect character.

Plato and Aristotle delivered a well-argued critique of Socrates, a
critique that derived support from the general intuition that reason and
emotion are two separate factors in our mental functioning. It is there-
fore striking that the Socratic model made a powerful comeback. This
was due to the emergence of Stoicism, one of the most influential phil-
osophical schools from the beginning of the Hellenistic period until well
into the Imperial period. The Stoics espoused the Socratic insight that
our mental life including emotions such as desire is cognitive, that is,
consciousness, in a way that differentiates (adult) humans from animals
in a fundamental sense. In other words, emotions too are ways of (erro-
neous) thinking and in this, non-normative sense rational. Thus the
great Stoic Chrysippus defined desire as ‘reason (logos) commanding
man to act’.” In Stoic philosophy the dominant model is that of the in-
ner dialogue: thinking is having a talk with oneself. This model replaces
that of the relations — and conflict — between reason and the irrational
emotions according to the Platonic- Aristotelian tradition.

What motivated the Stoics to fall back on the older, Socratic model?
For one, this move is in line with their general reverence for Socrates as
the thinker who had lived his philosophy right until the end. There were
also conceptual problems with the faculty approach of the soul, prob-
lems that had already worried Aristotle.® But another factor deserves
special emphasis, namely the radical counter-cultural side of Stoicism -
a feature that it shares with other Hellenistic schools such as Epicure-
anism and Cynicism.’

7 Cited by Plutarch, On the Self-Contradictions of the Stoics 1037F (=SVF
3.175).

8 Cf. Aristotle, On the Soul 111, 9-10: the problem of how to justify a partic-
ular number of different faculties and the related one of how to account for their
interaction; cf. Tieleman (2003) 275-77.

? According to the connoisseur of Hellenistic philosophy, A. A. Long, this
radicalism goes some way towards explaining why ideas such as ‘Stoic’ and ‘Epi-
curean’ still live on in cultural memory as indicating a particular attitude to-
wards life: see Long (2006) 27.
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Aristotle’s ethics had taken its starting point from an existing mo-
rality, viz. in particular that found among the aristocracies in the Greek
city-states. The Stoics do not start from man as already shaped by his
culture but rather from human, i. e. rational, nature as uninformed by
a particular cultural setting. This radicalism expresses itself in the as-
sumption that on this empirical and natural basis man can shape his
own life regardless of (unfavourable) social and cultural circumstances.
Philosophy points the way - a way which for the Stoics as for Aristotle
leads towards, and is motivated by, eudaimonia, the happy or successful
life. But the Stoics went beyond Aristotle in elaborating a normative ac-
count of this moral development towards perfection, viz. their theory of
oikeidsis (‘familiarization’), the process whereby individuals become at-
tached to ever widening circles of fellow-human beings - a process
based on the recognition of our common rationality and ideally culmi-
nating in a sense of unity with all humankind and indeed the divine
Reason ruling the cosmos. Other new themes are the doctrine of ‘ap-
propriate actions’ (kathékonta) and roles (prosépa, Latin personae).

Stoic philosophy is the instrument by means of which happiness can
be pursued and, ideally, attained. It does not only involve theoretical
study but practice and exercise (askésis, epitédeusis). Here the Stoics
look back at Socrates and restore the latter’s techné analogy to the cen-
tral role it has lost under the influence of Plato and Aristotle. The Stoics
define philosophy as an ‘art (techné) with respect to life aimed at a useful
goal’.!* This definition brings out the nature of philosophy as a rational
but not purely theoretical activity: it refers to a goal useful for life, a goal
that is pursued by learning and consistently using philosophical con-
cepts. The Stoic define techné as a ‘system of concepts’ so that their def-
inition of philosophy includes the notion of systematicity, an ideal the
Stoics were the first to thematize. Logic, ethics and physics constitute
an organically coherent whole, the basis of a consistent life.

This is an art which effects no less than a transformation of one’s
life, as is made clear by the later Stoic Epictetus (c. 50-130 A. D.):

10 SVF vol. 1 (Zeno) 73; 3 (Chrysippus) 111, 526. Latin authors refer to phi-
losophy as an ars vitae: see Cicero, On Moral Ends (De finibus) 3.4; Seneca,
Moral Epistles 95.7,117.2, fr. 17.
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Philosophy does not profess to give man any of the external goods.
Otherwise it would admit of something that lies outside its proper
subject-matter (hylé). For just as wood is the material of the carpen-
ter and bronze that of the bronze-caster, so too is each person’s life
the material (hylé) of the art with respect to life (tés peri bion tech-
nés).!

The techniques of argument and mental exercise that make up this phil-
osophical art of living are found throughout Epictetus’ discourses, but
also in the work of other Stoics of the same period such as Seneca (1-
65) and Marcus Aurelius (121-180).12

Modern Revival

In his essay Schopenhauer as Educator Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900)
states:

I attach importance to a philosopher only insofar he is able to set an
example [...]. The philosopher must provide this example through
his visible life and not through his books only; that is to say, this
[life] must be shown in manner taught by the philosophers of
Greece: through facial expressions, demeanour, dress, nutriment
and habit rather than through what they said, let alone what they
wrote."”

Nietzsche no doubt exaggerates when he presents the written and spo-
ken word as of subordinate significance in Greek philosophy. But we
may have to make allowance for the fact that he is trying to correct a by
his time deep-rooted and widespread conception of philosophy as an

! Epictetus, Dissertations 1.15.2 (my translation).

2 The importance attached by the Stoics to this conception of philosophy,
as well as their influence in this period, is illustrated by the extensive criticism
at Sextus Empiricus (2™ cent. A. D.) Against the Mathematicians 11.168-215.
On Seneca considered from this perspective see further e. g. I. Hadot (1969); for
Marcus Aurelius see Hadot (2001).

13 Fr. Nietzsche, Schopenhauer als Erzieher § 3 (KGW 111, 1, 346); my trans-
lation.
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abstract, theoretical activity far removed from everyday life. This con-
ception (which is due to German philosophy of the late 18" and early
19" century in particular) has all too often been projected back on to
Greco-Roman philosophy. Nietzsche, the classicist who had worked on
Diogenes Laertius’ Lives and Opinions of the Distinguished Philosophers,
saw the distortion involved here. He paved the way for an approach of
ancient philosophy that has been developed in our own time by Pierre
Hadot (1922) and others.!* It was through his influence on Michel Fou-
cault (1926-84) in particular that Hadot has caused many historians
and others to rediscover the true nature of ancient philosophy (or at
least large parts of it) as a philosophy of life, or in Hadot’s own words
‘philosophy as a way of life’. His work also provided stimuli that have
led to the formulations - by Foucault, Schmid (1953), Onfray (1958)
and others - of a philosophical art of life for our time.

The still very influential Foucault became interested in the ancient
idea — and ideal - of the art of life during the research for his History of
Sexuality, which has remained limited to three out of six planned vol-
umes. He had embarked upon this project with the aim of tracing the
roots of modern sexual repression in early Christianity and the Greco-
Roman world in general. In the third volume, The Care of the Self (Le
souci de soi-a clear Socratic echo) he makes a rather unexpected turn
when he discerns from the Hellenistic period onward certain changes,
in particular a more favourable appreciation of marriage:

It is not the emergence of particular prohibitions that underlie these
changes in sexual morality: it is the development of an art of life (art
de Pexistence), which revolves around the question of the ‘T, its de-
pendence and independence, its general manifestation and the rela-
tions it can and has to engage in with others, the method through
which it controls itself and the way in which it can establish com-
plete authority over itself (p. 273; my translation).

It is very striking (although certainly due to Hadot’s influence) that
Foucault is here sensitive to the ancient self-disciplining, thereby taking
leave of his usual theme of institutional repression, the subjugation of

" For relevant publications by Hadot see the Bibliography. Also note the
earlier studies by Rabbow (1954) and I. Hadot (1969).
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the individual by a scientific and/or social discourse. Thus there will be
room, within certain limitations, for an original self or T’ that makes its
own choices.

Foucault was clearly impressed by the ancient art of life with its self-
imposed rules. This discovery led to his advocacy of a ‘technology of the
self’ for us here and now:

What strikes me is the fact that in our society art has become some-
thing that pertains to objects only, not to persons or to life [...] But
why could not everyone’s life become a work of art? Why should a
lamp or a house be a work of art but not our life?"

We must note that Foucault introduces here an esthetic aspect that is
unknown from our ancient sources. Once again Nietzsche, another of
Foucault’s sources of inspiration, casts his shadow. In his early work
The Birth of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music (Die Geburt der Tragddie
aus dem Geiste der Musik, 1871) Nietzsche ascribes to the Greeks of the
pre-classical period (especially as represented in the Homeric epics) the
ideal of life as a work of art — a completely unhistorical, Nietzschian
projection but nonetheless an idea that stimulates the imagination and
has become influential. In consequence, one often comes across such
aesthetic conceptions of the art of living.

Epilogue

It is no exaggeration to say that the moral philosophy of the Greeks and
Romans today, at the beginning of the 21* century, constitutes one the
most influential heirlooms of classical civilization. Referring back to
philosophers such Aristotle and other Greek thinkers contemporary
philosophers such as Elizabeth Anscombe, Peter Geach, Philippa Foot
and Alisdair MacIntyre have made classical virtue ethics relevant for
our time, thus filling certain lacunas left by modern, post-Kantian eth-
ics. This had become an abstract discipline with little appeal to most
people except a relatively small circle of academic specialists. Ancient
philosophers by contrast did address the practical questions of everyday
life; they did address universal human needs and emotions in a very di-

15 Foucault (1994b) 392; cf. 617; my translation.
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rect way. This makes their extant work an indispensable source of in-
spiration and ideas for all those who try to make philosophy again rele-
vant for a wider public and the existential questions with which it grap-
ples. In this revival of ancient virtue ethics a prominent part is played
by the Socratic and Stoic ideal of the art of life.'® It is typical of this phil-
osophical art of living that it does not offer a superficial lifestyle or
shortcut to happiness; it remains philosophical in that it constitutes a
discipline that requires effort and perseverance of its practitioners. This
makes it to some extent elitist, despite its universal appeal. But this par-
adox, too, is part of the ancient heritage."”
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LES STOICIENS SUR LES TEMPERAMENTS
DU CORPS ET DE L’AME

TEUN TIELEMAN
Université d’Utrecht

1. Introduction

Des historiens et philosophes comme Pierre Hadot et Michel Foucault
ont beaucoup contribué au interét actuel inspiré par le Stoicisme ancien
en dehors du cercle étroit des spécialistes. Au centre de cet interét se
trouve la conception stoicienne de la philosophie comme Tart de vivre’
(N téxvn mepl TOV Piov, ars vitae) et tout ce que cet idéal implique pour
le ménage de la vie cotidienne. En particulier, il s’agit de maitriser les
émotions et les désirs physiques en s'imposant un ensemble des régles
pratiques. Ainsi on pratique le souci de soi ou bien de 'ame, comme les
anciens ont préféré dire. Cest une tradition morale qui remonte a
Socrate et Pythagore. Mais ce sont les Stoiciens qui, a leur époque,
semblent avoir été les plus radicaux en ce qui concerne la valeur
spéciale, sinon absolute, qu’ils ont attribuée a 'ame. Ils réservaient les
qualifications ‘bon’ et ‘mauvais’, au sens strict de ces mots, a 'ame seule.
Tout ce qui tient au corps, comme la vie et la mort, la santé et la maladie,
la beauté et la laideur, est ‘indifférent’ (&dtdgopov), c’est a dire: ni bon
ni mauvais. Il en est de méme avec les choses ‘extérieurs’ prospérité et
pauvreté, honneur et infamie etc. La perfection morale (ou la vertu) et
le bonheur ne dépendent pas de ces choses indifférentes—doctrine avec
laquelle les Stoiciens se distinguent des traditions platonicienne et
péripatéticienne:le Sage est heureux méme dans le taureau de
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Phalaris’.! Bien entendu, ¢a ne veut pas dire que le corps ou les choses
extérieures sont absolument indifférent, comme la nombre exacte de ses
cheveux. Par nature nous préférons la vie, la santé et des possessions
comme nous évitons leurs contraires. Mais en fin de compte, la vertu
morale est suffisant pour la perfection, pour le bonheur.?

Néanmoins la pensée stoicienne sur le corps est plus nuancée, sinon
plus ambigue, qu’elle semble d’étre a premiére vue. Parmi les choses
indifférentes, le corps occupe une position speciale et priviligée. Sur ce
point-ci les Stoiciens disent leur adieux a tous ceux qui exhortent a la
négligence du corps: leur neveux philosophiques plus rustiques, les
Cyniques, ainsi que des stoiciens cynisants comme Ariston. *
L’appréciation plus favorable des Stoiciens reléve de la doctrine que
I'ame, qui est corporeelle elle-méme, se mélange avec le corps entier, ce
qui explique le fonctionnement physiologique de 'organisme. Par
conséquent, 'ame est exposée a 'influence du corps. En d’autres termes,
sa condition intellectuelle et morale dépend en large mesure de celle du
corps. Cest ce qui donne au corps une signification et une valeur
spéciale. Or cette doctrine ne s’accorde pas bien avec la classification
morale du corps comme indifférent et de 'dme comme le seul bien.
Dans cet article je veux examiner ce probléeme de nouveau a partir de la
pensée stoicienne sur la rélation entre 'ame et le corps—rélation qui est
expliquée par les Stoiciens au moyen du concept fondamental du
meélange total ou intégral, la kpdoig 8 SAwv. Dans ce cadre je propose
de discuter la rélation entre disposition intérieure et morale d’une part
et la physique extérieure d’une autre; en d’autres termes, leur pensée sur
la physiognomie. De cette facon nous supplémentons les études
existants, qui concernent plutdt le concept du mélange total au niveau
macrocosmique ou qui l'ont discuté par rapport a la doctrine

! SVF 3.586. Le tiran Phalaris d’Acragas en Sicilie (6éme s. av. J.-C.)
possédait un taureau en bronze dans lequel il grillait ses victimes en allumant
du feu la-dessous. Leur cris échappaient par des petits conduits dans le nez en
imitation du mugissement: Cic. In Verr. 4.73, Diod. Sic. 9.19.1.

2 Sur la valeur des trois classes des choses d’aprés les Stoiciens voir, dans la
collection de Von Arnim, les textes collectionnés dans volume III (Ethica iii:
‘De indifferentibus’): nos. 117-168. Cfr. aussi Long-Sedley (1987) ch. 58 (“Value
and Indifference’) 349-54.

3 Voir Cic. Fin. 4.68 (SVF 3.27); cfr. Plut. De Stoic. Rep. 1071F (SVF 3.26).
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epistémologique des ‘notions communes’, sur laquel le concept du
mélange total se fonde. A coté des notions philosophiques propre au
systéme stoicien, on pourra déceler plusieures réflexions de la médicine
ou du moins des idées medicales assez répandues dans le monde Gréco-
Romaine. Or, je m’occupe aussi de la question comment et dans quelle
mesure le Stoicisme a interacté avec son contexte intellectuel en ce qui
concerne la relation entre I'dme et le corps.

2. Le souffle et le mélange

Le concept central de la physique matérialiste stoicienne, c’était le
souffle (mvedpa). A partir d’idées medicales, de la théorie ébauchée par
Aristote et des autres Péripatéticiens et peut-étre inspirés aussi par des
intuitions présocratiques (Anaximéne, Diogéne d’Apollonie), les
Stoiciens ont fait usage de ce concept d’une plus fagon plus
systematique et plus ample que tous ces prédécesseurs. En principe
macrocosmique, le souffle pénétre a travers l'univers entier. Il est le
véhicule de Dieu, le principe créateur, la Raison (logos). Etant donné
que seuls les corps peuvent agir sur les corps, le souffle doit pénétrer a
travers toute la matiére pour expliquer les processus du monde
physique. C’est le principe actif lié indissolublement au principe passif
et matériel. Le souffle explique la cohésion (££1¢) du cosmos et de tout
que’il contient grace a la tension, c’est & dire aux tendances opposées du
froid (air) et du chaud (feu). La cohésion implique que le souffle agit
aussi en principe formatif, qui crée ou méme coincide avec les qualités
sensibles des choses. Tout I'étre se marque par un degré du souffle
cosmique: les objets inanimés par cohésion seule (ou souffle cohésive),
les plantes par ‘nature’ (ou souffle physique), les animaux (’Thomme y
compris) par 'ame ou ‘souffle psychique’.* L’ame de '’homme grace &
la pureté de sa substance pneumatique se distingue par rationalité, ce
qui nous apparente & Dieu. L’intelligence humaine est méme un
drageon, une particule du Dieu lui-méme.’

* Sur le souffle comme principe physique et cosmique, voir les fragments
SVF 2.439-62.

> Sur la substance de 'ame humaine en sa rélation avec 'ame du monde ou
Dieu voir: SVF 1.128, 134-51, 2.773-89, 885; Sexte, M. IX, 101-103 (SVF 1.134,
part); cfr. Tieleman (2002) 189 sqq.
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Le concept du souffle est étroitement lié a la notion technique du
mélange total: le souffle est un mélange total de l'air et du feu. A son
tour ce souffle se mélange d’une fagon intégrale aux éléments passifs.
En effet, il semble que I'usage que les Stoiciens ont fait du concept du
souffle — lui-méme inspiré par leur matérialisme — a occasionné le
développment de la notion typiquement stoicienne du mélange total. Le
souffle devait étre omniprésent ce qui nécessitait I'interpénétration
totale des corps. Certains phénomenes physiologiques comme la
croissance paraissent d’avoir démontré cette nécessité.®

La notion du mélange total implique, d’abord, que les composants
se meélent tellement qu’il préservent leur identité sans compter leur
proportion entre eux: ‘Les mélanges se produisent de maniere intégrale,
comme Chrysippe laffirme au troisiéme livre de ses Physiques, et ces
mélanges n’impliquent pas une circonscription et une juxtaposition.
Car un peu de vin, losqu’on le jette dans la mer, se propagera sur une
certaine distance, puis s’y mélangera’ (D.L. 7.151).” ‘Chrysippe [...]
dans le premier livre de ses Recherches physiques [...] affirme que rien
n’empéche une goutte de vin de se mélanger a la mer. Afin que nous ne
soyons point étonnés de ce fait, il prétend que la goutte, grace au
mélange, s’étendra au monde entier’ (Plutarque, De comm. not. 37,
1078e). Ici on voit une reaction directe contre Aristote qui avait
précisément nié qu'une goutte de vin se mélangera a une trés large
quantité d’eau, car ‘sa forme se dissout et se change a la totalité de 'eaw’

¢ Alex. Aphr. Mixt. p. 233,1.14 sqq. Bruns (SVF 2.735).

7 Diogene écrit ovpugpBaprioetal (‘se corrompra’), mais évidemment le term
requis est ovykpaBroetar (ainsi Long-Sedley ad loc. ). Autrement dit, le
rapportage de Diogéne est confus a cet égard — la conséquence, semble-it-il, de
I'abréviation du original qui contenait la description d’une autre espeéce de
mélange, a savoir la fusion (cOyxvoig). Cfr. le reportage parallele mais plus
extensif offert par Alexandre d’Aphrodise, De mixtione, p. 216 Bruns (SVF
2.473, part): tag 8¢ Tivag [scil. pifeig] ovyxvoel 8t Shwv T@V Te 0VOIOY AVTOV
Kal T@V év adTaig moloTHTwv ocvppBeipopévwy AAAAAaLS, g yiveaBai gnotv €mt
TOV ATPIKOV Qapuakwv katd olp@Bapoy TV uryvopéveov, EAhov Tvog &§
aOTOV yeVVopEVOL odpatog. Le troisiéme type de mixtion distingué par les
Stoiciens, C’est la juxtaposition (mapdfeoig) de composants qui ne touchent que
leur surfaces comme un tas de blé. Ce dernier type de mélange s’est, comme on
voit, inséré dans le témoignage Laércien.
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(GC A.10: 328a24-8).% Les Stoiciens avaient consciemment pris cette
position contraire a celle d’Aristotle en vue du réle qu’ils accordent au
pneuma. La notion du mélange total qui en résulte semble d’étre moins
convaincante que la négation d’Aristotle de la méme notion. Mais
n’oublions pas que le prneuma est une substance extraordinairement
subtile et rarifiée, ce qui rend plus acceptable la these Stoicienne qu'un
corps peut pénétrer a travers un autre.

Les composants du mélange préservent leur identité, c’est a dire leur
qualités originales. Aussi peuvent-ils étre séparés de nouveau. Comme
preuve, les Stoiciens ont renvoyé au processus par lequel on sépare un
mélange de vin et d’huile en se servant d’une éponge (Stob. Ecl. I, p.
155.5-11 W.). Mais la doctrine stoicienne non seulement garantit que le
composant de quantité (trés) inférieure est préservé. La volume de la
mer aide la goutte de vin de s’étendre. C’est pourquoi nos sources
insistent que les composants sont co-extensifs (Diog. Laerc. 7.151, Alex.
Aphr. Mixt. p. 216 Bruns).

Siles Stoiciens ont introduit leur concept novateur du mélange total
en vue du rdle du souffle (pneuma), il s’agit, comme nous avons vu, a la
fois de la substance du Dieu et celle de I'ame individuelle. Aussi trouve-
t-on la rélation entre 'dme et le corps parmi les examples, sinon
preuves, de la mélange intégrale. L’dme en se répandant a travers tous
les parties du corps conserve sa propre identité. Elle se separe du corps
quand l'organisme meurt (bienque les Stoiciens nient 'immortalité).’

II (scil. Chrysippe) s’exprime ainsi: “L’ame est un souffle qui nous
est naturel, s’étendant de maniére continue dans le corps tout entier
tant que la respiration vitale est présente dans le corps” (Galien, PHP
3.1.10 = SVF 2.885, partie; trad. R. Dufour)."

8 Voir Mansfeld 1984.

® Apreés la mort de 'organisme humain I'dme survit pour une certaine durée
dépendante de sa qualité (c.-a-d. sa tension, voir infra dans notre texte). Selon
Chrysippe les ames sages survivent jusqu'a la prochaine conflagration du
monde: voir SVF 2.809-11. L’4me se forme juste aprés la naissance quand sous
linfluence de lair froid le souffle (pneuma) physique change a souffle
psychique: SVF 2.806.

1 00twg Ti AMéyer 1 Yoxi| Tvedud €0TL COUPUTOV AUV CLVEXEG TTAVTL TQ
ompatt Sfikov 0T’ &v 1 A {wiig edmvota mapfi év 1@ cdpat. Cfr. Calcidius, In
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Ce passage a été tiré directement de I'ouvrage de Chrysippe Sur
I'ame. Se fondant sur le méme ouvrage, Galien ajoute les
renseignements suivants sur la doctrine chrysippéenne de la substance
de 'ame:

Ce souffle posséde donce deux parties, éléments ou natures, qui se
mélangent intégralement (8¢ OAwv [...] kexpapéva) Ilune
avec l'autre : le froid et le chaud. Si 'on veut également les désigner
par d’autres noms, tirés de leurs substances, il s’agit de I'air et du feu.
Ce souffle regoit tout de méme de 'humidité a partir des corps dans
lesquels il réside (Galien, PHP 5.3.8 = SVF 2.841, partie; trad. R.
Dufour).

Cette 4me se nourrit de deux sources: d’abord, de la respiration,
Cest-a-dire, de lair du dehors, ce qui l'expose aux influences de
I'environs physique. Puis, il y a la vaporisation du sang dans le coeur ot
réside son organe directif ou bien I'intellect.’ Cette exhalaison est
causée par la chaleur innée qui se concentre dans le pneuma psychique.
Evidemment ce processus rend I'ame susceptible aux facteurs corporels
aussi. Puis, on peut constater que, d’'une part, les quatre éléments se
divisent a deux parmi le corps et 'ame (le premier étant characterisé par
une préponderance de I'eau et de la terre, la derniére par celle de Iair
et du feu), mais que, d’autre part, le mélange de 'ame et du corps
entraine une considérable interdépendance physiologique de I'une de
'autre. La division selon deux paires d’éléments n’est méme pas totale:
inévitablement, comme nous voyons Galien remarquer, I'dme regoit un
peu d’humidité du corps. Mais c’est non seulement 'dme qui est
exposée aux influences du corps et de l'environnement physique.
Inversement, le corps est conditionné par 'ame. Selon la formulation
stoicienne, I'ame et le corps ont une rélation de ‘sympathie’, comme il

Tim. c. 220 (SVF 2.879), passage qui semble réfleter le méme ouvrage de
Chrysippe.

' Nourriture de 'dme: SVF 2.778-83; cfr. aussi PHP 2.8.44 (SVF 3 Diog.
Bab. 30), 48 (SVF Zeno 140, Cleanthes 521). Les Stoiciens avaient emprunté
cette doctrine physiologiques, comme des autres, au médicin Praxagore de Kos,
sur lequel v. infra: Praxagore Fr. 32 Steckerl.
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est évident par des phénoménes comme les manifestations physiques
des émotions."

La santé de I'ame reléve d’un bon mélange (edkpacia) des éléments
physiques, & savoir lair et le feu. La santé psychique est aussi
caracterisée comme la force de 'ame, qui consiste dans un bon degré de
tension. On parle de la maladie ou de I'infirmité de I"ame si la tension
est lache.” La tension résulte des tendances contraires du feu et de 'air
mélangés dans le souffle psychique: le premier se meut vers le bord, le
dernier vers le centre de la substance.'* L’dme faible et incontinente se
marque par trop peu de tension ou bien d’un deséquilibre entre ces deux
tendances. Elle est donc constamment encline a se contracter ou
expander. Il s’agit du base physique de la psychologie morale: un dme
infirme ne résiste pas sous 'impact de certaines impressions d’objets
extérieurs mais répond par une impulsion excessive et irrationelle, ce
qui est 'émotion vue du perspective physique. Il s’agit d’une impulsion
a se contracter en cas des passions (litéralement) froides : la crainte et la
douleur avec leur especes subordonnées. Il s’agit d'un mouvement
expansive de 'ame pneumatique en cas des passions chaudes : le désir
et le plaisir avec leur espéces.” (Alternativement on peut décrire le
phénomeéne comme un jugement faux sur la situation ou on se trouve:
la théorie stoicienne est cognitive comme elle est matérialiste. Et comme
on sait, les émotions—c’est le mal.)!® Les émotions sont comme les
attaques de fiévre irreguliére provenant d’une condition psychique

2 Voir SVF 1 Cléanthe 518.

3 Gal. PHP 5.2.26-7, 31-8 (SVF 3.471), Quod Animi Mores, ch. 4, Scripta
Minora, T. 11, pp. 45-6 Miiller (SVF 2.787). Le deséquilibre entre le chaud et le
froid plus ou moin grave commence dés la naissance : Calcidius In Tim. 165-6
(SVF 3.229) avec Vegetti 1983. La division des passions chaudes et froides était
traditonelle et se rencontre aussi chez les poétes grecques: voir Zink 1962.

" Voir les textes assemblés par von Arnim sous les numéros SVF 2.446-62
ou alternativement, dans la collection de Long-Sedley (1987), la documentation
presentée comme chapitre 47.

15 Voir p. ex. Gal. PHP 4.3.2, 5.1.4 (SVF 1.209); 4.7.14 (SVF 3.466), 4.2.1
(SVF 3.463), Cic. Tusc. 4.15 (SVF 3.380), 66-7; Diog. Laerc. 7.114. Cfr. Sedley
1993, 329 ff.

16 Sur I'interchangeabilité des deux sortes de description cfr. Sedley 1993,
327, 329.
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infirme ou bien un caractére mauvais.!” Par contre, 'ame saine et
puissante préservera son équilibre et continue & réagir d’'une facon
rationelle.

Se servant des théories médicales contemporaines les Stoiciens
concevaient de la santé psychique par analogie a la santé du corps. IIs
souscrivaient a la conception assez répandue a 'époque hellénistique de
la philosophie comme médecine de 'ame. Chrysippe dans son ouvrage
Sur les passions a traité I'analogie médicale d’une facon tellement
détaillée qu’il ait provoqué la critique de Cicéron (pour des raisons
stylistiques, qui montrent qu’il sous-estime I'importance physiologique
de l'analogie).”® Ici il fait appel aux philosophes de se familiariser avec
la médicine & coté de’étude du comportement psychique de ’homme."
Evidemment sa conception de la santé comme une balance des éléments
composants du corps est bien traditionelle.? Il y a beaucoup de
paralléles avec le corpus hippocratique sur ce point. 2 Toutefois
I'influence medicale dominante sur le Stoicisme parait avoir été
Praxagore de Kos (deuxi¢me moitié du quatriéme siécle av. J.-C.), qui
passait pour médecin hippocratique lui-méme.? Malheureusement
nous ne possédons que des fragments de ses nombreux ouvrages -
fragments d’ailleurs qui nous offrent peu de chose sur le domaine
thérapeutique.”® Quant ala physiologie de Praxagore il faut mentionner
le role prominent qu’y joue le pneuma, concept fundamental dans la
réception de la médicine hippocratique a cet époque.** Selon Praxagore,
comme plus tard les Stoiciens, le pneuma était le véhicule des fonctions
psychiques et se nourrit du souffle ainsi que des vapeurs cardiaques.
Praxagore aussi a-t-il regardé le coeur comme l'organe principale et

7 Voir Gal. PHP 5.2.13-14 (SVF 3.465).

18 Cic. Tusc. 3.6, 4.23; cfr. Gal. PHP 5.2.22-24 (SVF 3.471).

¥ Gal. PHP 5.2.22-24 (SVF 3.471).

2 Voir surtout Fr. 11 Steckerl.

2 Cfr. Tieleman 1999.

2 Pour Praxagore comme Hippocratique Test. 1 Steckerl. Sur son influence
sur le Stoicisme voir Tieleman 1996, 83 ff., 189 ff.

2 Les témoignages et fragments préservés ont été collectionnés par F.
Steckerl 1958.

2 Cfr. Celse, Prooem. ch. 15 avec Langholf 1986, 17 n. 60 et Tieleman 1999,
416 ff.
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directive. En outre, il semble avoir contribué a la conception stoicienne
de la tension.” Le fait que aussi d’autres Hippocratiques ainsi que les
Péripatéticiens contemporains (qui suivaient certaines suggestions
d’Aristote) avaient attribué un role semblable au pneuma, aura
confirmé les Stoiciens en élaborant leur conception physiologique de
lorganisme. Bien str le pneuma était un concept scientifique qui était
accepté par la plupart des théoriciens medicaux et qui par conséquent
pouvait étre adopté par les Stoiciens sans grand risque de devenir désuet
par des nouveaux avancements anatomiques. Méme ceux qui ont
découvert et exploré le systéme nerveux pendant la premiere moitié du
troisiéme siécle av. J.-C., Hérophile de Chalcédon et Erasistrate de Kéos,
ont retenu le pneuma qu’ils ont reconcilié avec leur découvertes.?

Mais si la thése du pneuma et ses fonctions sensori-motrices n’était
pas limitée aux Stoiciens mais par contre était assez répandue, il faut
noter que les derniers ont élaboré la notion d’une facon systematique et
originale comme une idée cosmique, en se servant de la rélation entre
le pneuma et I'air que nous inhalons. Le pneuma cosmique c’est 'ame
du monde (ce concept-ci n'est pas complétement original mais se
rencontre chez Platon parmi d’autres) et la Raison divine, dont nos
ames sont des particules.”

3. La physiognomonie

Comme I'a démontré F. Kudlien (1974), 'interdépendance du corps et
du pneuma psychique qui se fonde sur I'idée du mélange intégrale rend
le status moral du corps ambivalent (voir ci-dessus, p. 9). Notre corps
n’est pas un ‘indifférent préféré’ comme des autres mais occupe une
place speciale dans cette classe. Puis nous avons examiné I'interaction
entre 'ame et le corps et remarqué que 'ame se nourrit du sang dans le

% Gal. PHP 1.7.1 (SVF 2.879, quatriéme texte, Prax. Fr. 11 Steckerl).

% Notons que leur idées sur les nerfs et leur these encephalocentrique sont
rejetés par Chrysippe et la plupart des Stoiciens: voir Gal. PHP 2.5.69-70 (SVF
2.898) avec Tieleman 1996, 51 f.

¥ Diog. Laerc. 7.141-2 (SVF 2.633); cfr. Euseb. Praep. Evang. XV, 20, 1 (=
Arius Did. Fr. Phys. 39 Diels, SVF 1 Zenon 128); Cic. ND 2.22, Sext. M. IX, 101-
3; cfr. ibid. 85 (SVF 1.113-4) avec Tieleman 2002, 189-203; Posidonius ap. Gal.
PHP 5.6.4-6 (= Posid. Fr. 187 Edelstein-Kidd); cf. Pl. Tim. 90a.
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cceur comme de l'air que nous inhalons. Cette situation rend I'dme
particuliérement susceptible de subir I'influence de la condition du
corps commes des facteurs environmentaux comme le climat.
Maintenant voyons quelques conséquences morales de cette doctrine
physiologique.

La dépendance de I'ame du corps pour sa santé physique et morale
nécessite que nous procurent un soin spéciale au corps. Il y a des
anecdotes sur le fondateur de I'école, Zénon, qui réparait les fautes de
son caracteére mélancholique en prenant certaines mesures, par example
en buvant des quantités modestes de vin.?® Aussi nous avons des
prescriptions sur des actes propres (kaOrikovta) qui concernent le souci
du corps et de la santé (SVF 3.705-15). 1l est clair que les Stoiciens
étaient connus pour s’étre éloignés des Cyniques et Stoiciens cynisantes
comme Ariston précisément a I'égard du soin quon doit procurer au
corps.”? En somme, si 'dme est d’'une importance centrale, le corps doit
avoir un grand valeur lui aussi.

Le Stoicien Posidonius a affirmé dans son ouvrage Des passions que
les caracteres des peuples (courageux ou lache, jouisseux ou prét a subir
des efforts) différent selon la région ou ils habitent. L’environs physique
selon son mélange conditionne le mélange des éléments du corps
humain qui a son tour détermine ‘les mouvements passionels’.*® Notre
source, Galien, tente & associer Posidonius avec la psychologie
platonicienne et aristotélicienne, mais il faut noter que la doctrine de
Posidonius est conforme a la physique des fondateurs de son école et
que la méme supposition concernant linfluence des facteurs
environmentaux est attribuée a ses prédécesseurs dans I'écdle,
Chrysippe et a Panétius.* Le dernier parle du bon mélange (evkpacia)
des saisons, qui est favorable a lintelligence des inhabitants d’une
certaine région—ce qui explique pourquoi I'Attique a produit tant
d’hommes intelligents.*> Mais notons que selon Chrysippe I'environs

28 Athénée, Sophistes au Banquet 11 55F (SVF 1.285); cfr. aussi SVF 1.286-7.

» Voir Cic. Fin. 4.68 (SVF 3.27); cfr. Plut. De Stoic. Rep. 1071F (SVF 3.26).

30 Galen, PHP 5.5.22-6 (Posid. Fr. 169 E.-K.).

31 Chrysippus ap. Cic. Fat. 7-9 (SVF 2.950-1) avec Sedley (1993) 314 ff; cfr.
Cic. ND 2.17; Panaetius fragm. 157 Alesse.

32 Voir note précédente.
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détermine le caractére des hommes mais ne fixe pas tout ce qu’ils font
dans leur vie.”

Etant donné que Posidonius et Panétius ici suivent ce que nous
savons de Zénon en Chrysippe, textes comme celui-ci ne supportent pas
la thése historiographique d’un phase nouveau qui justifierait le term
Moyen-Stoicisme.

Puis il faut considérer les conséquences du mélange de 'ame et du
corps pour le corps. Non seulement I'dme subit-elle I'influence du
corps. Le contraire est aussi le cas. On peut se référer aux quelques
fragments peu connus qui montrent que les Stoiciens ont mis leur theése
sur 'organisme humain en rapport avec la tradition grecque de la
physiognomie. Cet interét remonte aux fondateurs de I’école, Zénon et
Chrysippe :

Le sage aimera les jeunes gens qui manifestent, par leur aspect, leur
aptitude a la vertu, comme disent Zénon dans sa République,
Chrysippe au premier livre Des Vies et Apollodore* dans sa Morale
(Diogéne  Laérce 7.129 = SVF 3.716, 718; trad.
Bréhier/Goldschmidt/Kucharski).*

Ce texte doit étre comparé avec la discussion polémique de la théorie
stoicienne de I'amour inclus par Plutarque dans son ouvrage Des
notions communes contre les Stoiciens, ch. 28. Celui conserve la méme
doctrine physiognomique, disant que selon les Stoiciens ‘les jeunes gens
sont laids quand ils sont mechants et insensés, tandisque les sages sont
beaux’ (op. cit. 1072F) et ‘chez les hommes tres laids il ne peut y avoir

33 Voir supra n. 30.

34 Stoicien mineur du seconde moitié du 2éme s. av. J.-C. Eléve de Diogéne
de Babylon: voir Ind. Stoic. L1.7-8 Dorandi. Documentation a SVF vol. 3, pp.
259-261 (Von Arnim ne présente que dix-huit fragments, dont Diog. L. 7.129
est le no. 18).

¥ kai ¢paocBnoeoBat 8¢ TOV 00OV TOV VEWV TOV Euparvovtwy S Tod
€ldovg v mpog dpeThv edPuiav, d¢ enot Znvwv év tij IoAteia kai Xpvounmog
&v 1@ TpwTw Iepi Biwv kal AoANdSwpog &v 1f HOwR. Cfr. ibid. 130: elvau odv
v Epwta @hiag, @ kai Xpoomnog v 1@ Ilepi Epwtdg @not- kal prf elva
énipepntov avtov. elvat 88 kal v dpav &vBog apetiig. Stob. Ecl. II, p. 65 W.
(SVF 3.717): Tov 8¢ épwta obte émbupiav elvar 0B te TIvdg Qaviov mpaypatog,
AN gmPolnv ghomotiag S kdAovg Eppacty.
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une apparence (éupaotg) de beauté, puisque, disent-ils, le vice moral se
manifeste dans leur mine (£i80¢) .... L’amour, disent-ils, est la chasse
aux jeunes gens encore imparfaits, mais doués pour la vertue (edguvovg
npog apetng)’ (1073B). Ailleurs Plutarque cite une thése enoncé par
Chrysippe au premier livre De la fin selon laquelle les biens et les maux
sont perceptibles (aiocOntd): non seulement les passions sont percues,
mais aussi les actes droits et ‘la prudence, le courage et les autres vertus’
(De Stoic. Rep. 19, 1042E-F = SVF 3.85; cfr. De comm. not. 1062C. Les
deux textes sont: SVF 3.85). Les vertus sont des dispositions de 'ame:
comment pourrait-on les percevoir? Je crois que ce passage devient plus
facile si'on le rattache avec les passages physiognomiques précédents.

Le fragment de 'ouvrage Des passions de Posidonius nous a montré
que lenvironnement physique et plus immédiatement le corps
influencent la qualité de 'ame. Etant donné I'interaction du corps et de
"ame sur laquelle les Stoiciens insistent,* il est raisonnable de supposer
que la physiognomie stoicienne va aussi dans 'autre direction; en
d’autres termes, 'ame influence la forme du corps et surtout du visage.
C’est 'opération normale du souffle étant donné sa fonction de principe
actif et formatif.’” En outre, il y a des textes qui insistent sur 'action de
I'ame pendant certaines action comme la perception ou l'impulse
passionel.*®

3 Cfr. Hierocles, Eléments d’Ethique 1V.38-47 Long-Bastianini, qui insiste
sur le caractére mutuel de 'interaction de I’ame et le corps—interaction qui se
fonde sur leur mélange total: ‘Puisque I'étre vivant est une combinaison du
corps et de 'ame et ils sont tous les deux tangibles et impressionable and bien
sr sujets & résistance, et aussi completement mélangés, et un d’eux est une
faculté sensorielle qui est en mouvement [...], il est évident que ’étre vivant se
percoit constamment. Car en s’étirant et en se relachant 'dme fait une
impression sur toutes les parties du corps, parce que’elle est mélangée avec
toutes, et en faisant une impression elle recoit une impression de son coté. Le
corps, comme I'dme, réagit a la pression; le résultat c’est une condition de
pression et résistance réciproques ... Cfr. aussi la description du colére donnée
par Chrysippe dans Sur I'dme (Gal. PHP 3.1.25 = SVF 2.886).

37 SVF 2.449, 389, 393.

3 Cfr. Hierocles, Eléments d’Ethique 1V.38-47 Long-Bastianini, qui insiste
sur le caractére mutuel de 'interaction de I’ame et le corps—interaction qui se
fonde sur leur mélange total et explique la perception de soi-méme: ‘Puisque

A

I'étre vivant est une combinaison du corps et de I'ame et ils sont tous les deux
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4. Epilogue

Dans nos sources nous trouvons une nombre des formulations radicales
et provoquantes selons lesquelles 'ame est plus précieuse que le corps
ou méme que le corps est sans aucun valeur.”” C’est une facon d’insister
sur le status spécial de 'ame comme objet de ndtre souci en harmonie
avec une vieille tradition auquel Héraclite et Socrate ont contribué.®
D’autre part, les Stoiciens adhérent a la these du Timée Platonicien que
’ame doit prendre soin du corps et que le corps est digne de soin.*!
Comme nous avons fait remarquer au début de cette étude, le corps est
un ‘indifférent préféré” selon leur classification des choses selon leur
valeur morale.*” Dans cette classe le corps occupe une place spéciale
étant donné sa rélation intense avec 'dme que nous avons expliqué. Ici
le concept stoicien orginal du mélange total joue un role central. L’ame
et le corps se trouvent dans une rélation mutuelle et constante. Dés la
naissance leur contact physique cause la conscience de soi-méme*
comme un composé d’une ame et d’'un corps.* Celle-ci sert de point de
départ de notre développement moral et social, parce que la premiére
impulsion (mpwtn 6pun) qui en résulte se dirige vers nous-méme, C’est

tangibles et impressionable and bien sr sujets & résistance, et aussi
complétement mélangés, et un d’eux est une faculté sensorielle qui est en
mouvement [...], il est évident que I'étre vivant se percoit constamment. Car en
s’étirant et en se reldchant I'ame fait une impression sur toutes les parties du
corps, parce que’elle est mélangée avec toutes, et en faisant une impression elle
regoit une impression de son coté. Le corps, comme I’dme, réagit a la pression;
le résultat c’est une condition de pression et résistance réciproques...” Cfr. aussi
la description du colére donnée par Chrysippe dans Sur I'dme (Gal. PHP 3.1.25
= SVF 2.886).

¥ SVF 3.149, 150, 752, 136 (p. 33.14-18).

40 Héraclite: par ex. fragm. 22B 96, B117-8 DK; Socrate: par ex. Plato, Apol.
29¢, 30b, Phédon 64dc-66d, 107c.

41 Cfr. Tim. 42c ff., Phédre 246b.

2 Voir supra, n. 8-9.

# Cest a dire Thomme individuel ou le Soi ne coincide pas avec I'ame mais
C’est le composé de I'ame et du corps: Sexte, M. X1, 46 (SVF 3.96).

“ Diog. Laérc. 7.89-90 (SVF 3.178); cfr. Plut. De Stoic. Rep. 1038B (SVF
3.179). Sur la perception de soi-méme voir surtout Hierocles, Eléments
d’Ethique; cfr. le texte cité supra, n. 37 (a lire avec son contexte).
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a vers ndtre propre conservation. Voici le base naturel du
comportement moral. C’est seulement quand 'action morale n’est plus
possible (ou la vie prolonguée n’ajouterait rien a la perfection morale
déja atteinte) que la séparation du corps et de I'ame est acceptable ou,
Deo volente, méme activement poursuivable.*> Mais si la mort termine
le mélange microcosmique, ses composants sont absorbés dans le
mélange macrocosmique.
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HERACLITUS AND LOGOS — AGAIN

THOMAS M. ROBINSON'
University of Toronto, Canada

Another paper on logos in Heraclitus? The mind quails. But Delian di-
vers, it seems, are still called for, if we are to judge by the continuing
controversy over the word’s various possible meanings. Among the
many I might mention are ‘operation of thought’ (Wundt), ‘meaning’
(Snell), truth (Boeder), insight (Jaeger), Fate (Spengler - of course), das
Legen (Heidegger), Weltsinn, or die ewige Wahrheit (Neesse, Gigon),
die geistige Welt-Macht (Neesse again),” along with ‘value’, ‘norm’ and
‘principle’, and old faithfuls like ‘God’, ‘fire’, and ‘war’, and a raft of
terms like ‘statement’, ‘proposition’, ‘account’, ‘word’, ‘law’ (the prefer-
ence of Marcovich), and the like. Then add to these ‘measure’ (Free-
man), and ‘formula’ or ‘plan’ (Kirk), a formula or plan which he finishes
up equating with ‘structure’, a structure he finds ‘corporeal’ in nature;?
and no doubt many more that have escaped my attention.

The technique I shall be adopting will be that of the ‘process of res-
idues’ beloved of John Stuart Mill, in which I shall do all that I can to
point out the impossibilities and high improbabilities running in the
pack, in the hope that the residue which survives my strictures lies
somewhere on a spectrum ranging from low improbability to low pos-
sibility to — dare we even mention it? - moderate to high possibility.

Let me lay out my hermeneutical assumptions at once, so that you
can start sharpening your weapons without further ado.

! First published in Nuevos Ensayos sobre Eraclito (Mexico City: UNAM,
2009), pp. 93-102, this article is here republished with the gracious permission
of the volume's editor, Enrique Hiilsz.

21 draw gratefully for this list on Gottfried Neesse (1982, 60 ff).

3 G. S. Kirk (1954, 69-70).
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— I shall be talking about the use of the word logos in DK fragments
1,2, 31b, 39, 45, 50, 87, 108, and 115, but especially 1, 2 and 50.

- I'shall attempt to use as my evidence nothing but Greek-language
sources known to be antecedent to, or contemporaneous with, Heracli-
tus.

— I shall attempt to take note of what passes for a context, among
ancient commentators, for various DK texts, and comment on what I
think may or not prove valuable about it. In so doing, I shall attempt to
distinguish what I shall call ‘primary’ from ‘secondary’ contexts. The
latter are the easiest to pin down, being simply the place in which we
find statements that have settled down as B fragments in Diels-Kranz,
and this place can be fat or thin, depending on whether we feel inclined
to quote a page or more around the quotation, or simply the phrase ‘and
Heraclitus also says’, or something similar.

Primary context is what purports to be the Heraclitean context for
the secondary context. This will be of particular interest to me, espe-
cially if it demonstrates that our source clearly has in front of him a text
of Heraclitus which might turn out to be all or at least a large part of
what Heraclitus actually wrote (or uttered). It will be of even more in-
terest if our source looks as though he is using this primary context as
some sort of guide to any interpretation he happens to be offering of
what is going on.

— I shall do my level best to bring a minimum number of personal
assumptions to the reading of the various fragments, knowing full well
how difficult this is, but still shooting for it as an objective.

— In particular I shall try to avoid reading the texts through the lens
of Stoicism, or Gnosticism, or Philonism, or early Christian apologetics,
or Hegelianism, or Marxism, or Heideggerianism, or contemporary
Anglo-American logico-linguistic pre-occupations, or existentialism,
or post-modernism, or any other fashionable contemporary —ism. This
may prove impossible, of course, but I just want to signal here that I
plan to give it a good try anyway.

Let me begin with a word on the DK ordering of the fragments. It’s
an absurdity, of course, but a helpful absurdity, I think, because it at
least offers us a totally neutral working space in which to operate; the
case has not been pre-judged for the reader by a contemporary editor’s
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own particular ordering. So I shall cheerfully refer simply to the DK
text from this point on.

A second point I wish to touch on at the outset is the constant use
of transliteration of the word logos by translators rather than a transla-
tion. This, it seems to me, simply further confuses an already confusing
situation, and signals a putative ‘strangeness’ to the term, when in fact
it was a standard word (though not, admittedly, a common word) in the
language. My point is that the first hearers of the word logos in Heracli-
tus’ book would not have found anything strange about the word as
such, though they might well have finished up puzzled about what Her-
aclitus did with it.

So my instinct would be to offer what seems to be a viable transla-
tion of the word in any context, appending a footnote (ten pages long if
necessary) to talk about nuances, on the grounds that the first hearers
were hearing a standard word in their language, not a word that was
foreign to them, in the way logos is clearly a foreign word to us.

Finally, to conclude these introductory comments, I would like to
say a very brief word about the use of the word logos in fragments other
than 1, 2 and 50, since I consider this a relatively unproblematic matter.
All of them make sense, or some sort of sense, in terms of four standard
translations of logos, statement, account, measure and proportion, and
a mound of philological evidence from antecedent and contemporary
sources corroborates this. So I take it that Heraclitus wants to say,
among other things:

— Sea is poured forth <from earth> and is measured in the same pro-
portion (logos) as existed before it became earth (fr. 31b)

— In Priene was born Bias, son of Teutames, who <is> of more ac-
count (logos) than the rest < of his compatriots?> (fr. 39)

- One would never discover the limits of soul, should one traverse
every road - so deep a measure (logos) does it possess (fr. 45)

- A stupid (sluggish?) person tends to become all worked up over
every statement (logos) he hears (fr. 87)

- Of all those accounts (logoi) I have listened to, none gets to the
point of recognizing that which is wise, set apart from all (fr. 108)

- Soul possesses a measure (or: proportion, logos) which increases
itself (fr. 115).
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The only point I would wish to make here is that all four senses share
something basic and going back to the word’s linguistic roots. That is
to say, each can be formulated as a rational proposition. A measure, a
proportion (or ratio), a account (in the sense of a reputation), and of
course a statement are clearly grounded in our ability to describe the
world in various ways, whether by using human language or a natural
substitute for it, like arithmetic or geometry. They are all still firmly
moored, like ships, to the word’s focal meaning.

That said, I would begin, in fragment 1, (and, proleptically, in frag-
ments 2 and 50) by translating logos as ‘account’ or some such word,
and subjoin a lengthy footnote defending my choice. It would be my
choice of the word in those particular instances, of course; the whole
point of the footnote would be to indicate how other translations make
better sense in other fragments, as I have just mentioned, and how
translations other than ‘account’ might also make reasonable sense in
these ones too, even if they are not my preference.

I choose ‘account’ because that was the word used by Ionian prose
authors of the day when they came back from their travels (Hecataeus
of Miletus, for example, or Ion of Chios),* and offered an account of
what they had seen. Any hearer of Heraclitus’ text would have naturally
taken it this way until informed that perhaps there was more to it than
that. As for being asked (fr. 50) to ‘listen’, not to Heraclitus himself but
rather to ‘the account’, he would have naturally asked ‘Whose account,
if not yours?’, since Heraclitus had unfortunately not made this clear.
Had Heraclitus wanted to say ‘My account’, he could have said it with
great clarity by saying tou logou mou. But he simply said tou logou, and
the hearer’s question remains in the air, in tantalizing suspension.

Are there any translations of the word logos in fragments 1, 2 and 50
as likely as, or better than, ‘account’? On the assumption that these frag-
ments contain the first uses, or very close to the first uses, of the word
in Heraclitus’ book, a ‘primary context’ point we learn very usefully
from Sextus (Adv. Math. 7.132, 8.133), would say Probably No. But of
course I would have to leave open the possibility that, in light of what
might be said in further fragments, this opinion would need to be re-
vised. Just as the first hearer of the book, if he were honest, would have

4 For the references see Charles H. Kahn (1979, 97).
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had to do the same. At the back of my mind, among viable-looking al-
ternates, would from the outset be ‘description’, ‘story’, and possibly
even ‘word’ — provided it were being used in the sense of ‘the word on
the street’ (where we are talking about the circulation of talk about
things), or perhaps in the sense of word in the sentence ‘I give you my
word’, but in no way in the sense of the word ‘word’ usually attributed
to the author of the Fourth Gospel.

In the final analysis, however, I would reject the word ‘word’ as a
translation, on the grounds that fragment 1 already contains an excel-
lent word for ‘word’ - epos — and there is nothing to suggest that Hera-
clitus is using logos as a synonym of it.

And I would certainly have to reject a number of possibilities that
seem to preclude any intelligible use of the word ‘hear’ or ‘listen to’. So
there seems to me no chance for Freeman’s ‘measure’ or Kirk’s ‘struc-
ture’; we don’t listen to measure or measures, and we certainly don’t
listen to structure or structures, corporeal or not.

As for Snell’s ‘meaning’, or Marcovich’s ‘law’, it can certainly be said
that the logos of which Heraclitus speaks in fragments 1, 2 and 50 is de
facto thelaw of the real, and is totally meaningful. But no reader hearing
the word right at the beginning of Heraclitus’ book could reasonably be
expected to be aware of this at that early stage. What he thinks he knows
is that he is listening to an account of something, whatever that account
finishes up amounting to, and whoever, other than Heraclitus himself,
turns out to be the proponent of the account.

So I plan to move on, in search of enlightenment, with the phrase
‘Whose account?” goading me just a little, as Heraclitus’ first hearers
must have been goaded. When has an account ever been claimed to
‘hold <true?> forever’ (fr. 1), except perhaps in the case of an account
of things uttered by some divinity? And what could possibly be made of
the assertion that all things happen ‘in accordance with this account’
(ibid.)? Is the word ‘account’ starting to be used, right from the outset,
in a way that is beginning to stretch its normal boundaries?

Fragment 2 certainly offers more information, if not enlightenment:
the account now turns out to be ‘common’, glossed by Sextus as ‘uni-
versal’, and something we ‘must follow’. But we are in difficulties with
this statement right away; for many commentators it is simply a piece
of moral exhortation by Sextus, and not the work of Heraclitus at all. It
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is also, as it stands, probably corrupt as a piece of Greek, and the crucial
word <‘common’> at the beginning is what looks like a necessary inser-
tion of Bekker.

On the other hand, the locution ‘follow’ in the sense of ‘obey’ is an
archaic one, and if the ‘account’ turns out to coincide with the ‘divine
<law>" of fragment 114, it might just be referring to an account which
is to be thought of as prescriptive not just descriptive, and in each in-
stance something of universal import. Or to put it a little differently, an
account which, unlike other accounts we know of, has the force of de-
ontological and physical universality. Leaving us, and I imagine, Hera-
clitus’ earliest readers too, with the question: are we talking here of the
everlasting, ongoing formulation of this remarkable account by some
divinity, and if so, which one? And if not, by what other competing en-
tity?

Let us start with the putative competition, which would in reality
amount only to one serious possibility, Heraclitus himself. This is the
position adopted by Nussbaum,’ who sees Heraclitus as the stand-in for
all of us as we, in our ‘discourse (she is presumably translating logos)
and thought’, impose order on a changing world. But this sounds more
like Kant than Heraclitus.

On the other hand, a missing mou clearly doesn’t exclude the possi-
bility that the subject of the account is inter alios Heraclitus, if he sees
himself as some sort of prophetes for a true source of the account, which
will be a divinity. And in so doing he would of course have been in the
excellent company of Parmenides and Empedocles.

With that as a concession, we can continue our search for what we
might call the basic proponent of the account. And we do find him/it,
in fragment 32, where he/it is named as that sole ‘wise thing’ that is
‘willing and unwilling to be called Zeus’, and is (fr. 108) ‘set apart from
all’.

Willing to be called divine but unwilling to be specified, to sophon
(in fr. 108 it is called, synonymously, ho ti sophon esti) is eternally en-
gaged in offering an account of things which amounts basically to a
statement that ‘all things are one’ or ‘all things constitute a single thing’,
fr. 50). The word I have translated as ‘all things’ seems to mean all things

> Martha C. Nussbaum, Internet window “Heraclitus”, last modified 1997.



Thomas Robinson 213

as a collectivity, or the universe seen in terms of the sum total of its
component parts, and it is this universe which is being claimed, appar-
ently, to be one.

Why is this important? Because the alternate - a chaos theory of
matter, a boundless universe, and such a universe’s ultimate unknowa-
bility because boundless - is easy to affirm, however false, and will be so
affirmed in detail very soon by Democritus.

But our most significant source for these fragments, Hippolytus
(Ref- 9. 9), has his own views on these things. Heraclitus, he tells us, says
that ‘the all’, or universe (to pan), is a number of things, as follows: ‘di-
visible, indivisible, created, uncreated, mortal, immortal, logos, aeon, fa-
ther, son, god, just’.®

He then proceeds to offer us his evidence for the claim, and this
turns out to be a fairly lengthy — and precious - series of what are now
B fragments in Diels-Kranz.

Looking at them, we find that at various junctures Heraclitus does
indeed talk of god (fr. 67), of aeon (fr. 52), of father (53), of logos (1, 2,
50, alib.), and so on, but nowhere that I can see does he come near
claiming that they constitute a ‘list’ of realities that adds up to that sum
of things which is fo pan. And the substitution of ‘son’ for ‘child’ (fr. 52)
in his list is an importation of what looks like Hippolytus’ own trinitar-
ianism. But the deeper problem lies in his misunderstanding of the im-
port of Heraclitus’ claim (fr. 50) that ‘hen panta einai’. Assuming that
that the ‘one thing’ in question is that ‘one thing’ which is the universe
(to pan), he understands Heraclitus to be saying that the universe is
made up of all the things he, Hippolytus, has just listed, including
something called logos.

But there has been a major and wholly unacceptable move of his
own that vitiates his reasoning. Even if we grant that, linguistically, the
phrase hen panta einai is as reasonably translated ‘one thing is all things’
as ‘all things are one thing’, and imagine him opting for the former in-
terpretation rather than the latter, he offers no evidence for further un-
derstanding this hen as to hen, and then to read this in turn as fo pan
(‘the universe’), or for apparently reading panta as meaning ‘All the

¢ See Catherine Osborne (1987, 329).
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things appearing in the little list I have just put forward’. On the con-
trary, the pieces of evidence he adduces seem to be saying something
quite different. What they say, with some clarity, is not that to pan is
father, but that war (polemos) is father (fr. 53); not that to pan is aeon,
but that aeon (whatever that turns out to mean) is a child playing (fr.
52); not that the child in question is somebody’s son, but that he is a
child at play (ibid.); not that to pan is God, but that God is day and
night, winter summer, etc. (fr. 67). In the quotations attributed to
him, Heraclitus talks unequivocally of God, father, child, aeon etc. as
subjects; Hippolytus has turned them all into predicates, with bewil-
dering results.

Even if we understand him as having, a little more plausibly, read
Heraclitus’ phrase as meaning ‘all things are one thing’, and getting his
own subject, to pan, from a reading of panta as meaning, effectively, ta
panta, his case still turns out to be a poor one. Because now his route
would be even longer and more tortuous than the first one, in which he
would now need to say that fo pan consists of the items on his little list
and furthermore, that they all constitute one thing (hen) in reality. But
for this idea to convince the evidence he proffers in support of it must
convince, and this it conspicuously fails to do, for the same reasons as I
suggested before.

One could spend a long time on Hippolytus’ list, and what in his
mind it counts as supposed evidence for, but my subject is logos, so I
will confine myself to that strange item on it. Why is it there? The an-
swer turns out to be purely Hippolytean, and again seems to turn on a
very peculiar translation of his own. At Ref. 9. 3 he writes: ‘He (Heracli-
tus) says that the all (fo pan) is always logos’, and he goes on to quote as
his evidence what we now know as fragment 1. For this to really serve
as evidence, however, the opening lines will of course need to be trans-
lated as something like ‘Of this thing which is always logos men are al-
ways uncomprehending, etc.,’, and Osborne (1987, 331) offers us some-
thing like this translation. But again a definite article, this time a real
one rather than an absent one, wrecks Hippolytus’ case. Heraclitus’
words talk not of logos, but of the logos, leaving us with the much more
natural, and rightly preferred translation, ‘Of this logos, which holds
forever, men prove forever uncomprehending, etc.,” and continuing to
goad us into asking the question, ‘Whose logos?’
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But surely, it might be urged, Hippolytus has the advantage of likely
having in front of him a much more complete text of Heraclitus than
we can hope to have? Is not this grounds for at least initial respect? Pos-
sibly, but only on the assumption that he offers us evidence that he does
indeed have a bigger text of Heraclitus than he is quoting (possibly the
complete book, or the complete set of aphorisms, or whatever it was),
and that the evidence of this bigger text is guiding him towards his in-
terpretation. But there is unfortunately no reason to believe the latter,
even if the former happens to be the case; the quotations he presents us
with, not some other source of information in Heraclitus’ broader text,
are apparently themselves the evidence that he — amazingly - seems to
think substantiates his interpretation of what Heraclitus is trying to tell
us about the real. What now constitute a score of B fragments in the
DK text float as cheerfully context-free in Ref. 9 as they do in Diels-
Kranz, and, by contrast with the precious primary evidence offered us
by Sextus about the place in Heraclitus’ opus where he found it, we are
in Hippolytus’ case left simply to guess at the nature of the womb from
which the quotations were untimely ripp’d.

So at this point I plan to bid farewell to Hippolytus and return to the
notion of to sophon as the most natural utterer of the account that Her-
aclitus speaks of. And being divine, he/it will utter an account that holds
forever (fr. 1), and has the force of law (fr. 114), be this descriptively the
laws of physical nature (fr. 1) or prescriptively the laws of civic conduct
(fr.114).

What can Heraclitus possibly have had in mind by calling his divin-
ity to sophon? Three things are I think worth noting. First, the neutral
form of the noun, suggesting a strong desire to get rid of all suspicion
of anthropomorphism while still identifying the divinity as divine. Then
the specific attribution of rationality, allowing him to claim that any ut-
terance of to sophon will have the force of rational constraint, in the
realm of both physics and ethics. As for the use of the adverb aei, this
will reinforce his claim that we are dealing with an unchanging state of
affairs, and unchanging constraints, in a universe that is itself eternal
(fr. 30).

A natural conclusion from this that we are talking some sort of pan-
theism here, with to sophon describable as the world’s mind, or perhaps
as the universe qua rational. And a little-quoted source on the matter —
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Plato, perhaps surprisingly — is worth a mention in this regard. In the
Timaeus he describes World Soul as purely rational, and forever se-
quentially uttering true descriptions of the real as it does an everlasting
tour, so to say, of the physical body it inhabits. The operative, and,
I think, very significant word he uses is ‘leges”:” the World Soul is in an
everlasting state of uttering an account or description (logos) of the way
things are.

This sounds to me remarkably Heraclitean, and evinces a much
more accurate understanding of what Heraclitus was after by his use of
the word logos in what we know as fragments 1, 2 and 50 than anything
achieved by the Stoics, or by Hippolytus. And it is an understanding
which has, paradoxically, come into its own in more recent times.

At a low level, it emerges as the notion, propounded with force by
Galileo and then more recently by Einstein, that the universe is a book,
in which is written, in language comprehensible to those who wish to
learn it, the world’s description of its own operations. We have earned
to think of that language as largely mathematical, with one of the major
chapter-headings in the book undoubtedly being ‘e = mc squared’.

But there has been in recent times a quantum leap, I would main-
tain, to a new and more exciting level of metaphor that seems to me
even closer to the vision I think Heraclitus espoused. Let me explain
what I mean.

With the passage of time we have become aware that moving sys-
tems in the universe, from planets to stars to galaxies to galactic clusters
to super-clusters, spin round central point and while doing so give off a
series of waves, notable among them being radio waves. These waves
radiate ceaselessly in all directions, and are now traceable by us in some
detail. What they offer us, once we download the information they pro-
vide us, is, so to speak, an ongoing self-description of what is going on.
If we take the nearest star, for example, Alpha Proxima Centauri, we
can quickly learn in some detail from our radio telescopes the size,
weight, speed of rotation, heat, gaseous content, mineral content, etc. of
that star.

7 For World Soul’s ‘statements’ see Tim. 37ab.
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We can make mistakes in interpreting the signals, of course, and
probably frequently do. But the star itself, like every other moving sys-
tem in the universe, makes no mistakes. The account that the real is
forever offering of itself is forever correct, and illuminating to all who
bother to learn the language it speaks. Heraclitus would have under-
stood this perfectly.

What contemporary astrophysics is also telling us is that the world
is, in four-dimensional terms, precisely what Heraclitus, bound to a
three-dimensional view of things, claims that to sophon propounds, and
that is, that the real, in sum (panta), is a single, finite entity. The only
difference between the two claims, and a simple function of the differ-
ence between tri- and quadri-dimensionality, is that the finitude of a
Greek universe that is hien is a bounded one, and the finitude of an Ein-
steinian universe that is hen is an unbounded one.

Heraclitus, Plato’s Timaeus, and Einstein, could they but know it,
have finished up with a notion of the universe and what it has to say
about itself that is staggeringly similar. Who could have imagined it?
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BEAUTY, LOVE AND ART:
THE LEGACY OF ANCIENT GREECE

DAVID KONSTAN
Brown University, Providence, USA

If someone were to ask you what feature was most important in judging
the quality of a work of art — any work of art - I suspect that a majority
would, like myself, answer “beauty”. If I were to modify the question
slightly and inquire: What is the principal ingredient in the aesthetic
appeal of an art work, my guess is that still more of us would identify it
as beauty. This is not surprising, since the discipline of aesthetics, which
arose in the eighteenth century, took beauty as its central category, the
concept which it sought to analyze and explain. This again is natural
enough, if we think of the visual arts of that epoch, and earlier still, in
the Renaissance and all the way back to the classical era of Greece and
Rome: we would not hesitate to describe many such works, and cer-
tainly the most famous among them, as beautiful.

The idea of artistic beauty came under fire, however, toward the end
of the nineteenth century and into the twentieth, when modernism not
only distanced itself from naturalistic representation, thus calling into
question the relevance of beauty to art that was highly abstract, but also
launched more polemical attacks on beauty as a distraction from the
true calling of art, which is not to prettify the world but to expose its
ugliness and demand reform. As Arthur Danto puts it in his book, The
Abuse of Beauty: “From the eighteenth century to early in the twentieth
century, it was the presumption that art should possess beauty” (p. xiv).
And yet, as he notes, “beauty had almost entirely disappeared from ar-
tistic reality in the twentieth century, as if attractiveness was somehow
a stigma, with its crass commercial implications” (p. 7). Danto goes on
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to affirm: “I regard the discovery that something can be good art with-
out being beautiful as one of the great conceptual clarifications of twen-
tieth-century philosophy of art, though it was made exclusively by art-
ists — but,” he adds, “it would have been seen as commonplace before
the Enlightenment gave beauty the primacy it continued to enjoy until
relatively recent times” (p. 58). This last comment is, I think, only a par-
tial truth, as I shall attempt to show. But Danto’s argument concerning
the lack of beauty in modern art is not as self-evident as it may seem.

Danto illustrates his claim with reference to a painting by Matisse:
“Matisse’s Blue Nude,” he writes, “is a good, even a great painting - but
someone who claims it is beautiful is talking through his or her hat” (pp.
36-37).

Danto quotes (p. 82) aremark by Roger Scruton: “If one finds a pho-
tograph beautiful, it is because one finds something beautiful in the sub-
ject.” Yet many critics do not agree. Alexander Nehamas, in his book,
The Promise of Happiness: The Place of Beauty in a World of Art (Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press, 2007), writes: “As long as we continue
to identify beauty with attractiveness and attractiveness with a power of
pleasing quickly and without much thought or effort, we can’t even
begin to think of many of the twentieth century’s great works as beau-
tiful” (pp. 29-30). In particular, he replies directly to Danto’s assertion
that Matisse’s Blue Nude cannot be called beautiful by any stretch of the
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imagination, and insists: “Beauty is not identical with an attractive ap-
pearance” (p. 24).

But is that so? And in particular, is it so of works of art? Are we pre-
pared to say that a painting of an ugly subject can in fact be beautiful as
a painting? As a student of ancient cultures, this question takes on, for
me, a historical cast: when did people first begin to speak of the beauty
of a work of art, as distinct from the subject that it represents? Did the
Greeks and Romans think of beauty this way? Michael Squire, in his
recent book, The Art of the Body: Antiquity and its Legacy (Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press, 2011), affirms: “like it or not — and there have
been many reasons for not liking it — antiquity has supplied the mould
for all subsequent attempts to figure and figure out the human body”
(p. xi), and he adds: “Because Graeco-Roman art bestowed us with our
western concepts of ‘naturalistic’ representation... ancient images re-
semble not only our modern images, but also the ‘real’ world around
us” (p. xiii). Thanks to the classical heritage, in other words, we think
that a statue of a man or woman looks like a real man or woman; we can
even imagine a person falling in love with the statue as though it were a
real person - this is the basis of the story of Pygmalion, after all, and
there are other examples of such a perverse passion that purport to re-
count real events. There is even the word agalmatophilia, from the
Greek roots agalma or “statue” and philia, “love”; it is defined in the
Wikipedia article as a perversion (“paraphilia” is the technical term
used in the article) “involving sexual attraction to a statue, doll, manne-
quin or other similar figurative object” (accessible at http://en.wikipe-
dia.org/wiki/Agalmatophilia).

The article informs us that “Agalmatophilia became a subject of
clinical study with the publication of Richard von Krafft-Ebbing’s Psy-
chopathia Sexualis. Ebbing recorded an 1877 case of a gardener falling
inlove with a statue of the Venus de Milo and being discovered attempt-
ing coitus with it.” I doubt the gardener was aware that there was a
Greek precedent for his behavior, but there was. Praxiteles created a
nude statue of Aphrodite, which was enough of a scandal, we are told
by ancient sources, in its own right.
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But a man fell so in love with
the statue that he attempted to
make love with it, and left a
stain on it that remained visible
afterwards (Pliny, Natural His-
tory 36.21; cf. Lucian, Images 4).
Now, a question arises here too:
did the man fall in love with a
statue, and hence exhibit the
perversion of agalmatophilia, or
did he fall in love with the god-
dess represented by the statue,
and so coupled with it in the hope, perhaps, that it would come alive,

like Pygmalion’s sculpture, or indeed that it was in some sense the god-
dess herself? Let us remember that the Greeks carried statues of their
gods and goddesses in their religious processions, and worshipped them
in various rites. When the Athenians wove the great robe or peplos for
Athena, and carried her, dressed to the nines, in the Panathenaic festival
parade, they thought of the statue not as some inanimate stone but as a
living symbol, energized in some fashion by the spirit of the deity." Cal-
listratus, who lived in the third or fourth century A.D. and wrote a set
of descriptions of statues, explains in reference to a particularly fine
statue of Paean: “What we are seeing seems to me to be, not an image
[tupos], but a fashioning of the truth [tés alétheias plasma]. For see how
art is not unable to represent character; rather, when it has made an
image of the god it passes over to the god himself. Though it is matter,
it breathes divine intelligence, and though it happens to be handiwork,
it does what is not possible for handicrafts and in an ineffable way be-
gets signs of the soul.” Art opens a window on the true nature of things.

! Trecall reading somewhere that the Hebrews invented idolatry as the wor-
ship of inanimate idols, as a consequence of their faith in a transcendent deity,
and the absolute contrast between the material and the spiritual; so-called idol-
worshippers did not conceive of the objects of their devotion as inanimate.

% Lucian, it is true, draws a distinction between comparing human beauty to
that of a statue of a god and to the deity itself; statues are manmade, and so there
is no sacrilege or exaggeration involved (Pro Imag. 23: Tay’ &v odv @aing,
uaAlov 8¢ 1idn elpnkag, "Emawvelv pév oot gig T® kdANog épeiobw- dvemipBovov
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Clement of Alexandria, in his Exhortation to the Greeks (that is, pa-
gans), observes that the pagan gods are recognized by their conven-
tional attributes, for instance, Poseidon by his trident, “and if one sees
a woman represented naked, he knows that she is ‘golden” Aphrodite”
(4.47.2). Clement goes on to explain that Pygmalion “fell in love with
an ivory statue; the statue was of Aphrodite and she was naked” (4.57.3),
and he went so far as to make love to it (sunerkhetai). He also mentions
the man who was enamored of Cnidian Aphrodite and had intercourse,
as he puts it, with the stone (mignutai téi lith6i). But Clement is puzzled
by such behavior, and ascribes it to the power of art to deceive (apa-
tésai). Clement goes on to affirm that effective as craftsmanship is, it
cannot deceive a rational person (apatésai logikon). He grants that stal-
lions will neigh at accurate drawings of mares, and that a girl once fell
in love with a painting (eikén), just as the boy did with the Cnidian Aph-
rodite, but he explains that “the eyes of the viewers were deceived by
art” (4.57.4), since no human in his right mind (anthrépos séphronon)
would have embraced a goddess, or would have fallen in love with a
stone daemon (daimonos kai lithou, 4.57.5). It is all the more absurd,
Clement concludes, to worship such things. Unlike many Church Fa-
thers, Clement is hostile to graven images, and fails to understand the
subtle, even mysterious interplay between the work of art and the figure
it reproduces.

I recall marching in the Holy Week processions in Seville, where
enormous floats are lifted on the shoulders of penitents, displaying
larger than life figures of Jesus, Mary, and others. Mary is always

pévtol momjoacBat OV Emawvov éxpiv, dAAG uf Beaig dmecdlery dvBpwmov
ovoav." &yw §¢—idn yap pe mpodEetal TéAn0eg eineiv—ov Beaig o, & Pektio,
elkaoa, Texvit@v 8¢ dyabdv dnuovpyfpacty AiBov kal xaAkod fi éAépavtog
TEMOMUEVOLG: T& 8¢ DT dvBpdnwv yeyevnuéva odk doefés, olpat, avBpdmnolg
eikaev). But he promptly has his character insist that tradition permits direct
comparisons with gods as well, so the distinction remains blurred. See Verity
Platt, Facing the Gods: Epiphany and Representation in Graeco-Roman Art, Lit-
erature and Religion (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011) 12:
“Greek literature is riddled with examples in which gods appear to their viewer-
worshippers in the form of their images.”
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adorned with a long, woven cape that is truly resplendent, and it is im-
possible not to see that she is beautiful.

Butis it the same kind of beauty as Aphrodite’s — the kind that might
inspire erotic desire in a perhaps oversexed young man? Some critics
would deny this absolutely. Roger Scruton, for example, writes in his
recent book entitled Beauty (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009):
“There are no greater tributes to human beauty than the medieval and
Renaissance images of the Holy Virgin: a woman whose sexual maturity
is expressed in motherhood and who yet remains untouchable, barely
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distinguishable, as an object of veneration, from the child in her arms...
The Virgin’s beauty is a symbol of purity and for this very reason is held
apart from the realm of sexual appetite, in a world of its own.” Follow-
ing in the footsteps of Immanuel Kant, Scruton affirms: “In the realm
of art beauty is an object of contemplation, not desire.” All very well:
but this does not seem to be the way the ancient Greek man viewed
Aphrodite. Scruton speaks here of images of the Virgin, and his com-
ment about contemplation and desire pertains to the realm of art. But
what of the figure represented in the work of art? Is there a difference in
our response to the woman, as opposed to the representation of the
woman? And if so, is this a feature of our modern perception, in which
we do distinguish, in some form or other, between the beauty of the
subject and the beauty of the artwork?

Scruton attempts to address this problem, and does so in connection
with the beauty of children. He writes: “There is hardly a person alive
who is not moved by the beauty of the perfectly formed child. Yet most
people are horrified by the thought that this beauty should be a spur to
desire, other than the desire to cuddle and comfort... And yet the
beauty of a child is of the same kind as the beauty of a desirable adult,
and totally unlike the beauty of an aged face.” The point of his argu-
ment, it seems to me, is that the beauty of an adult woman, or at least of
some adult women - and in particular, that of the Virgin Mary - is
analogous to a child’s beauty, and if this is so, then such beauty, phys-
ical and natural, nevertheless does not arouse sexual desire. Frankly, I
am not convinced that a child’s beauty is like that of a sexually desir-
able adult, so Scruton’s argument does not hold. But apart from the-
ory, is it even true that people view images of the Virgin in a purely
contemplative way?

Let me return to the Easter procession in Seville. As the grand image
of the Virgin, borne on the shoulders of a dozen strong men, progressed
in its stately march along the streets lined with worshippers, while oth-
ers gazed down from the windows and balconies of their apartments,
from time to time a man, in the throes of rapture, would compose a
spontaneous song to the Virgin, called in Spanish a saeta. The word it-
self is an abbreviated form of the Latin sagitta, or “arrow” (hence Sagit-
tarius), and evidently the songs were imagined as being shot forth; and
indeed, they do give that impression. Others in the crowd, equally



David Konstan 225

moved but perhaps less gifted as poets, shouted out words of adoration,
and frequent among them one will hear “Guapa!,” that is, “Beautiful!”
Now, guapo or guapa (masculine or feminine) is a special term in Span-
ish: it refers only to human beauty, and is never applied to such things
as landscapes or works of art or creatures other than human beings.
This does not necessarily mean that it connotes, in the context of the
Holy Week procession, sexual attractiveness (one can call a child
guapo), but neither does it pertain to a special territory of artistic beauty,
of the sort that, according to Scruton, elicits contemplation rather than
desire. Might it be that worshippers of the Virgin recognize that her
beauty is not essentially different from that of ordinary women, and that
sexual desire is repressed or absent not because she is perceived as hav-
ing the beauty of a child, but for much the same reason that we recog-
nize sexual attractiveness in certain women - our mothers, sisters,
daughters, or our neighbors’ wives - or, as the case may be, in certain
men, and yet discriminate between those who are legitimate objects of
desire and those who are not?

If the ancient Greeks and Romans did not think of works of art as
beautiful, independently of the figures represented in them - and we
may recall that they were almost obsessed with the human body, and
the great majority of their sculptures and paintings, if we can judge from
vases and surviving wall decorations, were of human beings and gods -
then they might not have worried about whether paintings like the Blue
Nude were beautiful; they would have enjoyed representations of beau-
tiful things, of course, and responded in other ways to representations
of things that were not in themselves beautiful. As for the effect that
beauty, whether as represented in art or in life itself, had on them, it
would likely have been what beauty normally inspires, namely desire.
And indeed, our evidence points in this direction: when the Greeks
spoke of beauty, especially human beauty, it was most often associated
with sexual attractiveness. To be sure, ancient Greeks, being rather phil-
osophically disposed, might stand back and wonder what it was that
made a body beautiful, and in this sense treat a beautiful person or ob-
ject as matter for contemplation.’ But the double perspective on beauty

3 Cf. Ernst Gombrich, review of David Freeberg, The Power of Images: Stud-
ies in the History and Theory of Response, in The New York Review of Books
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that has troubled modern aesthetics did not arise for them, or rather,
where it did it took a different form, namely, the tension between trans-
cendent beauty, invisible to the physical eye, and the ordinary beauty of
worldly creatures. But this was an issue above all for mystically minded
philosophers like Plato and for Christian theologians, who were con-
cerned about whether and how one might ascribe beauty to so elevated
a figure as God. Ordinary beauty, and even divine beauty, aroused de-
sire, and insofar as a work of art captured such beauty, desire was the
natural reaction.

But who was considered beautiful? Aphrodite, for sure; and Helen,
too. So too Paris, with whom Helen fell in love and eloped to Troy, set-
ting off the great war, described in the Iliad. In general, the Greeks ap-
plied the term beauty precisely to those individuals who had sexual al-
lure. Some women might be what we would perhaps call handsome or
dignified or powerful, but they did not seem primarily pretty. I am
thinking here of a goddess like Athena, in full military garb with spear
and helmet and the gorgon-faced aegis on her chest; and indeed, where
Athena is so represented, the texts that describe her seem not to attrib-
ute beauty to her. At all events, her other attributes, such as wisdom,
skill at the arts, and military might, are the ones that are usually empha-
sized. With such an imposing presence, there was perhaps less emo-
tional conflict among viewers as to her potentially erotic attractiveness.

But was desire the only response to a work of art, as the Greeks un-
derstood it, or could art also arouse other sentiments? Indeed, Greek
aesthetic ideas embraced a wide variety of reactions to art, which I may
briefly outline here. But these responses were not necessarily conceived
of as inspired by the beauty of the work, or the object in the work. There
are, after all, other qualities that are characteristic of art, despite the nar-
row focus of eighteenth-century aesthetics.

[1990], pp. 6-9: “Painting an exact copy of Titian's Venus an artist may well
disregard the erotic effect of the picture and so may the restorer who examines
its state of preservation. What is even more relevant: the art student in the life
class may have to disregard his response to the model and to concentrate on
getting the shapes and proportions right. Maybe it is this shift of attention that
has led to the aesthetic doctrine of disinterested contemplation.”
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To begin with, a work of art may inspire pleasure. But the pleasure
deriving from art was typically understood to derive from its technical
excellence, above all in fidelity to the object, which was called in Greek
mimésis, that is, “imitation.” The word is familiar today largely from the
discussion in Aristotle’s Poetics (4, 1448b4-27). Aristotle explains that
there are two reasons why poetry came into being. First, imitating is
innate in human beings and everyone enjoys simulations; that is why
we enjoy watching the exact likenesses of things that are in reality pain-
ful to see, “for example the figures of the most contemptible animals
and of corpses.” Now, we may remember that Aristotle is discussing
tragedy, which one might think is not in itself very pleasant to see. It is
worth remarking that he nowhere says that tragedy is beautiful, save
perhaps when he suggests that plays should have a reasonable length,
neither too long nor too short, in the same way that bodies cannot be
fine or handsome (kalds) if they are too small to make out their individ-
ual parts or too large to take in at a single look (1450b34-51a15). So why
do we enjoy tragedy? Because we enjoy seeing good representations, ir-
respective of whether the object represented is pretty or ugly. Aristotle’s
second reason is that it is pleasurable to learn, and when people see like-
nesses they realize the connection with the real thing. Aristotle is, as I
mentioned, explaining here why poetry came into existence, not why
people enjoy representations of repugnant things, but his account illu-
minates the source of tragic pleasure. What is more, his theory presup-
poses that art does not deceive in the way Clement argues; to enjoy a
work of art, one must recognize that it is a representation and not the
real thing.

Some centuries later, Plutarch, in his essay, How a Youth Should Lis-
ten to Poems, observes that poetry, like painting, is imitative, and that
the pleasure poetry provides is due not to the beauty of the thing repre-
sented but rather to the faithfulness of the reproduction (18A). This is
why, he says, we enjoy imitations of sounds that are by nature unpleas-
ant, such as a pig’s squeal, a squeaky wheel, the rustle of the wind or the
beating of the sea (18C). As Plutarch puts it: “imitating something fine
[kalon] is not the same as doing it well [or finely: kalés]” (18D). Plutarch
is seeking here to prevent young people from thinking that the satisfac-
tion they derive from a good imitation means that the person or thing
represented is good. But he explains incidentally why people derive
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pleasure from images of ugly things. Once again, pleasure is not associ-
ated with beauty.*

There were other explanations for why tragedy is pleasurable. A
comic poet named Timocles, who was a slightly later contemporary of
Aristotle's, has a character in one of his plays affirm (Dionysiazousae fr.
6 Kassel-Austin = Athenaeus 6.2) that tragedy takes our mind off our
own troubles and we enjoy seeing that others are suffering more than
we are. Others maintained that our pleasure derives from the
knowledge that the actor is not really being harmed: again, this view
depends on awareness that what we are seeing is a representation. Pleas-
ure is also said to result simply from novelty. As Telemachus tells his
mother Penelope in the Odyssey (1.346-52): “People praise whatever
song circulates newest among the listeners” (351-52). But none of these
accounts mentions beauty in particular.

Apart from pleasure, which the Greeks regarded as a sensation, a
work of art may also elicit various emotions. Aristotle affirmed that the
emotions proper to tragedy were pity and fear, and he presumably sup-
posed that others were suitable to other genres. Aristotle seems to have
meant that these emotions are a response to the entire work, that is, the
plot or story as a whole, and not to individual events or moments in the
action; that is why he maintained that we should be able to experience
pity and fear even upon reading a summary of a good tragic plot. Much
later, in the eighteenth century, some philosophers would argue that the
response specific to any work of art is a special kind of aesthetic emo-
tion, and even that we are equipped with an aesthetic faculty for appre-
ciating great art. This idea is foreign to classical thought, so far as I

*In Cicero’s On the Orator 3.178-81, Crassus argues that anything whose
structure is in perfect accord with utility and necessity has charm (venustas) and
indeed beauty (pulchritudo), and produces pleasure; examples are nature itself,
the human body, a seaworthy ship, architectural monuments, and a well-turned
and convincing speech (3.181: hoc in omnibus item partibus orationis evenit, ut
utilitatem ac prope necessitatem suavitas quaedam et lepos con-sequatur). The
emphasis here is not on imitation but on service to a function. On pulchritudo,
Mankin compares N.D. 2.58 (Balbus speaking), and notes that in Balbus’ ac-
count of human anatomy (N.D. 2.123-01, 133-45), “the emphasis is on utilitas,
not venustas” (271 ad 179).
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know; the emotions we feel in response to works of art are the same
ones we experience in real life, with the difference, however, that we
know that the events we are witnessing on the stage or reading in a book
are not actually happening.’

> In Cicero’s On the Orator, Crassus argues that even those who are not mas-
ters of an art can judge whether a work succeeds or fails (3.195-96): Illud autem
ne quis admiretur, quonam modo haec vulgus imperitorum in audiendo notet,
cum in omni genere tum in hoc ipso magna quaedam est vis incredibilisque
naturae. Omnes enim tacito quodam sensu sine ulla arte aut ratione quae sint
in artibus ac rationibus recta ac prava diiudicant; idque cum faciunt in picturis
et in signis et in aliis operibus, ad quorum intellegentiam a natura minus habent
instrumenti, tum multo ostendunt magis in verborum, numerorum vocumque
iudicio; quod ea sunt in communibus infixa sensibus nec earum rerum
quemquam funditus natura esse voluit expertem. (196) Itaque non solum verbis
arte positis moventur omnes, verum etiam numeris ac vocibus. Quotus enim
quisque est qui teneat artem numerorum ac modorum? At in eis si paulum
modo offensum est, ut aut contractione brevius fieret aut productione longius,
theatra tota reclamant. David Mankin, ed., Cicero, De Oratore, Book III
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011) 286 ad 195, renders tacito
quodam sensu as “a kind of inarticulate feeling” (following James M. May and
Jakob Wisse, trans., Cicero on the Ideal Orator [Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2001]), and comments: “the phrase may be meant to approximate Greek
alogos [‘irrational’ but also ‘unspeaking’] aesthesis, and compares Orator 203 on
verses quorum modum notat ars, sed aurae ipsae tacito enim sensu sine arte
definiunt. (cf. also Brutus 184). Stefan Biittner, Antike Asthetik: Eine Einfiihrung
in die Prinzipien des Schénen (Munich: Beck, 2006) 119, sees in the expression
sensus tacitus an anticipation of Kant’s conception of an aesthetic response:
“Damit sind wir schon ganz nahe an einem Gefiihlsvermégen [feeling-
capability] angelangt, das - in nicht-rationalem, gleichwohl intersubjektiv-
allgemeingiiltigem Urteil - das Kunstschone mit intereslosem Wohlgefallen
[pleasure] goutiert; also bei einem dsthetischen Konzept, das Kant in seiner
Kritik der Urteilskraft vorschlagt. Man daft wohl vermuten, dass Kant, de rein
gutter Cicero-Kenner war, sich von Passagen wie diesen beim Schreiben seiner
Kritik der Urteilskraft und der Bestimmung des Kunst- und Naturschonen hat
inspirieren lassen.” But this is reading too much into Crassus’ argument; he
means simply that a person can recognize a well-made speech or other artifact
(there is no mention of beauty in this passage) without having a professional or
scientific knowledge of the art in question. Sensus is better rendered as “aware-
ness” rather than “feeling.”



230  Beauty, love and art: the legacy of Ancient Greece

Ancient thinkers, from the fourth-century B.C. orator Isocrates to
Saint Augustine, puzzled over why we sometimes react more sensitively
to purely fictitious events than to real life catastrophes. Isocrates wrote,
for example, that “people consider it right to weep over the misfortunes
composed by poets, while ignoring the many true and terrible sufferings
that happen on account of war” (4.168). And Augustine asked in his
Confessions: “What kind of pity is there in fictional stories and dramas?
For the listener is not moved to offer help, but is invited only to feel
pain, and the more he suffers the more he approves of the author of
these imaginings” (3.2; cf. Dana Munteanu, “Qualis Tandem Misericor-
dia in Rebus Fictis? Aesthetic and Ordinary Emotion,” Helios 36 [2009]
117-47). But even if the emotions elicited by literature are not quite real
emotions, they are nevertheless analogous to such emotions, and do not
constitute a distinct aesthetic feeling; nor are they responses to the
beauty of a work.

Seneca believed that our responses to theatrical events are almost
instinctive, like shivering when we are sprayed with cold water or the
vertigo we experience when looking down from great heights, or again
blushing at obscenities. He meant that we do not give rational approval
to any of these reactions: we no more judge that a battle we read about
is cause for fear than we decide to feel ashamed when someone tells a
bawdy story. Seneca calls these automatic responses “the initial prelim-
inaries to emotions” (On Anger 2.2.6), and other Stoics refer to them as
“pre-emotions.” One of Seneca’s examples, indeed, is the feeling of pity
we may experience even for evil characters who are suffering: this runs
counter to the classical definition of pity, adopted by Aristotle and the
Stoics, which holds that we feel pity at the sight of undeserved suffering,
not suffering per se. In any case, whether emotion or pre-emotion, Sen-
eca does not list here the response to artistic beauty, and in this, he is in
accord with ancient ways of speaking about art generally.

There are still other ways to respond to art. One is awe, the feeling
elicited upon an encounter with the sublime or “lofty,” to use the Greek
term (hupsos) adopted by Longinus in his essay that is conventionally
translated as On the Sublime. Longinus writes that “what is extraordi-
nary draws listeners not to persuasion but rather to ecstasy [ekstasis]”
(1.4), and he affirms that what is marvelous (thaumasion) and accom-
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panied by shock (ekpléxis) overwhelms all else.® In modern romanti-
cism, the sublime came to replace beauty as the primary feature of art,
due in large measure to the influence of Edmund Burke and Immanuel
Kant; beauty was too insipid a quality for the grand vision of artistic
genius that took hold in the nineteenth century. Insofar as Longinus
himself speaks of beauty, it is as a feature of style that can have good
effects or ill (5.1); it is associated with figures of speech (17.2, 20.1) and
the choice of appropriate words, which can contribute, when properly
deployed, to the effectiveness of the whole work. In this respect, Longi-
nus is in accord with the major writers on style in antiquity, who re-
garded beauty as one feature of style. Demetrius (second or first century
B.C.) identified four basic styles: plain, elevated, elegant, and forceful.
Beautiful effects, according to Demetrius, can be in tension with and
undermine forcefulness (252, 274). Hermogenes of Tarsus (second cen-
tury A.D.) expanded the number of styles to seven: clearness, grandeur,
beauty, poignancy, characterization, truth, and mastery (the last is the
combined virtue of the first six; the translations of the technical terms
are those of Rhys Carpenter). Beauty here is one device among others;
Hermogenes defines it as “symmetry of limbs and parts, along with a
good complexion,” in a clear analogy to the beauty of the human body.

Finally, one can respond to a work of art with approval or disap-
proval, that is, with an evaluation its moral content. This is the basis on
which Plato excluded certain art forms, such as epic and tragedy, from
his ideal republic: they provided bad examples of comportment among
gods and heroes, and would corrupt young minds.

My review of the various responses to art recognized in antiquity
suggests that the beauty of a work was not the primary consideration,
as Danto indeed remarked. True, certain features of style might be
called beautiful or, more precisely, “beauties,” and the same is true for
certain colors and other devices in painting; but it was very rare to call
a work of art as such beautiful. Much more commonly, the beauty of a
work of art was equated with that of the figure in the work: just for this
reason, the kind of problem that arises with a painting like the Blue
Nude was not a subject of inquiry in our classical texts. What is more,

¢ See Timothy M. Costelloe, The Sublime: From Antiquity to the Present
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012).
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there does not seem to have been any systematic effort to distinguish
between kinds of human beauty. To be sure, writers sometimes spoke
of the beauty of the soul, as opposed to that of the body. I have found
that when they do so, they often make the contrast explicit. Aristotle,
for example, in arguing that physical beauty is not necessarily a sign of
excellent character, observes that it is “not equally easy to perceive the
beauty [kdllos] of the soul and that of the body” (Politics 1254b38-39);
one has the sense that the metaphorical extension of beauty to the psy-
chological realm is facilitated by the comparison with corporeal beauty.
Plato makes a similar move in the Symposium (210B), when he declares
that one must value more highly beauty in souls than in the body (cf.
Plutarch Amatorius 757E). But beauty is more generally seen as a spe-
cifically physical attribute, as when Socrates states in Plato’s Philebus
(26B5-7): “I am leaving out thousands of other things in my comments,
such as strength and beauty [kdllos] together with health, and in turn
many other lovely [pankala] things that are in souls.”

Toward the end of the fifth century B.C,, the sculptor Polyclitus
published a work called the “Canon” or “Measure,” in which he sought
to explain the characteristics that rendered a work of art beautiful. In
addition, he illustrated his principles in a statue, called the Spearbearer
(Doryphoros), which became famous as a model for subsequent repre-
sentations of the human body.
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Although Polyclitus’ trea-
tise, like the original statue, is
lost, we know from numerous
later citations that he empha-
sized above all symmetry and
harmony among the body’s
parts as essential to beauty, a
view that was dominant
among classical thinkers - we
have seen one example of its
application to rhetoric, in the
citation from Hermogenes -
and has remained so right
down to today. But here again
we have to ask, as we have
done two or three times so far:
do these precise proportions
render the artwork beautiful,
or the human figure that the
sculpture represents? Indeed,
would Polyclitus even have
seen a difference between these
two questions, or would he
have replied: The work is beautiful because its proportions capture
those of a beautiful human being? What is more, although the figure
represented in the statue is that of a young male, there is no apparent

reason to assume that his beauty is in some sense a reflection of his vir-
tue or other spiritual qualities. In classical Greece, male youths were
considered to be sexually attractive, and the nude statue of the beard-
less, spear-bearing young man might well have been viewed, not like an
image of an immature child or divinity somehow sheltered from male
desire, but as sexually alluring.

I have been arguing that the problems and paradoxes associated
with beauty, art, and desire in modern aesthetics, including the contem-
porary rejection of beauty as an artistic ideal, did not arise in classical
antiquity, or at least did not assume the same form. There was no ten-
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sion between the beauty of the work of art and that of the object repre-
sented, because artworks as such were not deemed beautiful. Of course,
the ancients knew perfectly well the difference between an imitation
and the thing imitated, and an awareness of this distinction entered into
their interpretations of the pleasure we take in representations, as well
as their theories concerning our emotional responses to art. But when
they looked at a representation of a beautiful figure, they responded to
its beauty as they would to that of a live person, much the way we can
feel a certain kind of desire at the photographic image of a beautiful man
or woman. Needless to say, normal people did not think that they could
satisfy an erotic desire with the represented object, any more than they
ran out of the theater, or sought to intervene in the action, when they
saw a frightening event on stage. The stories of exceptional cases, such
as the young man who attempted to have intercourse with the statue of
Aphrodite, testify, I think, not so much to a confusion between art and
reality as to the direct appeal of the beautiful body represented and a
kind of fantasy, encouraged by the cultic role of statues and paintings
universally, that in some sense the statue was an embodiment of the de-
ity herself.

Maurizio Bettini, in his engaging book, The Portrait of the Lover
(trans. Laura Gibbs, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999),
documents a wide variety of tales all based on what he calls the “funda-
mental story,” which involves three elements or, as Bettini calls them, a
“restricted set of pawns - the lover, the beloved, and the image” (p. 4).
To take one of the most striking examples, in Euripides’ Alcestis, after
the king Admetus’ wife elects to die in his place so that his life may be
prolonged, Admetus declares that he will never marry again, but will
rather have craftsmen create a likeness of his wife, and he will keep it in
his bed and embrace it and call out his wife’s name, “and imagine that I
have my wife, although I do not have her” (vv. 348-52; cf. Bettini p. 19).
The theme here is conjugal love rather than erotic desire, and nothing
is said of Alcestis” beauty in this context (a servant girl describes her skin
as lovely in an earlier scene, v. 174). But it suggests how porous the
boundary may sometimes be between art and life.



ITIOCNECTTOBUE K TYBIUKAITUN

C 2007 o 2013 rr. B HoBocubMpckom AxageMroponke mpoxonmnm Giu-
nocodckne aHTUKOBendeckue wKobl.' [Ipu mopmepxxke VHcTUTyTa
«OTkpbITOE 0611eCcTBO» (Bymanernt) B HoBocnbupckom yHuBepcurere
IOBaX/IBI B TOJ, IIPOBOAV/INCH CEMUHAPBI, B KOTOPBIX IPUHAIN yIacTye
oxo7no 30 MonmofbIxX mpenofaBaTeneit u3 Poccun, Ykpaunsl, I'pysun n
TamKuKUCTaHa U HECKONbKO IPUITALIEHHBIX HPOdeccopoB — KpPyII-
HBIX aHTVMKOBEJOB U3 yHuBepcuteToB Poccun, EBponsr n Amepuxiu.”
AxTuBHas paboTa IPOROIDKANACh Y B PO MEX/Y LIKOIAMU, [
4ero 65U CO3AH Crienuanu3npoBanHsbii XypHan XXOAH.? VimeHnHo Ha
€ro CTpaHMIAX BIIepBble ObUIM ONMYOIMKOBAHBI TEKCThI, BOLIEALINE B
HaCTOALIYI0 aHTOJIOTHUIO.

B crarpe «IImaronnsm u mupoBoit kpusuc» pxoH Humnon (Tpu-
HUTU KO/UIeIX, yOnmmH) paccMaTpuBaeT B KOHTeKcTe ¢urocopun
ITnaroHa BakHelimMe Ipo6IeMbl COBPEMEHHOCTH, TaKMe, KaK paspy-
IIeHJe OKPY>Kalollleil Cpefibl, PeNUIMO3HAsA HETEPIUMOCTb M KPU3UC
JeTMTUMALUY YOINYHON BIACTH, M MpefjIaraeT B MOMUCKAX pelleHu

! TIporpaMMbl IIKOI ¥ y4eOHbIe MAaTepUanbl K HUM IO-IIPEKHEMY [O0-
CTynHbI Ha caiite IleHTpa n3ydenns fgpesHeit puaocodum u K1accuyeckot Tpa-
muumn HI'Y (https://classics.nsu.ru).

2 B yyicrie pUITIALIEHHBIX IpOodeccopoB B pasHble ropsl 6bitu ko Jn-
non (Qy6nun), Jleonupac baprennoruc (Adunsr), Tunnan Kapamn (Aduns),
Jomuuauk O'Mapa (®pubypr), [Iixon Pucr (Kem6pupx), Teyn Tunpman
(Yrpexr), leonnn XXmynp (Cankr-Iletep6ypr), JTiok Bpuccon (Ilapmx), Anek-
caupp ITogocunoB (Mocksa), Jasuz Koncran (CIIA), Marsixn Yeits (ITapux),
Anppeit Pogun (Mocksa) u fp.

3 Beimycxn xypHana: classics.nsu.ru/schole.
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9TUX pobyIeM ellje pas 06PATUTHCA K HACTE[UIO BETMKOTO MbIC/TUTEIS
npouwioro.*

B cepuu n3 tpex crareit Jomuank O‘Mapa (Opubypr, lBeriia-
pusi) cHavaja obpalraercs K oblieMy BOIIPOCy TpaHchOpMaIuy MeTa-
(U3UKY B IOA3HEaHTUYHBIN ITepuof. CTaTbsA MOCBAIEHA MCTOPUY pas-
BUTHA MeTapU3UKM, IOHMMAEeMOI KaK puIocodcKas FUCLUIUINHA YN
Hayka. B Heil 060CHOBBIBaEeTCsI IIPEATIONIOKEHIE O TOM, YTO IOCTIEHNUIA
Hepuof, PasBUTHA TIpedeckoil Guaocopum, AIMBLIIMICA IPUMEPHO
¢ III mo VI BB. H. 5., BHEC MHOT'O HOBOTO B IIPOLIECC CTAHOB/IEHMS MeTa-
¢dusuky kak GprrocodCKoil AMCUNUIVINHBL, @ UMEHHO IIPeBPaTII MeTa-
¢busuKy B MeTapy3NUECKyI0 HayKy, BbIAB/IAA B TO K€ BPeMsI IIpeJienbl
TaKolt HayKu. Pabora cocTOUT 13 YeThIpex dacTeil. B yactu mepBoit mo-
KasaHo, kak Ajyekcannp Adpomucuiickuii (Hau. III B.), uHTepnpern-
pys Memagusuky ApUcTOTe/s, CTPEMMICS OTBICKATb B Hell MeTadu-
3MYeCKyl0 HayKy. Bo BTOpOIi 4acTm IIOKasaHO, KakuM obpasom
¢dunocod-Heormatonnk Havaaa V B. CupraH He TONBKO NMPUHSI MH-
TepIpeTannio AleKCaHzipa, HO U, BJOXHOB/ICHHBII €10, Ha4a/I ICKaTbh Ty
XKe caMylo MeTapu3N4YecKylo Hayky yxe y Ilnmarona. B Tperbeit yactu
CTaTbM IOKA3aHO, KaK BCe 9TO IPUBOAUT K IOABIEHNUIO IIefieBpa MeTa-
¢dusuku - Hauanam meonozuu yaennka Cupuana [Ipoxia. HakoHers, B
YeTBEPTOIT YacTH, aBTOP 0OpaIaeTcst K MOCTeHEMY BEIMKOMY MeTa-
¢busmyeckoMy Tpymy rpedeckort dumocodym — Tpakmamy o nepsevix
npunyunax JJaMackus — TpyAy, B KOTOPOM IpaHMUIIbI MeTapU3UIeCKO
HayKU UCCTIENYIOTCS ¢ HeoOBIYAHOM MPOHNMIATEIbHOCTBIO 1 YIIOP-
crBoM. [IpucriocabnuBast npennpuHATyI0 AnekcanapoM ¢dopmannsa-
LVII0 apUCTOTETIeBCKON MeTadpmamdeckoil Hayku K IUtaToHusmy, Cu-
pMaH 3HAJ, YTO TaKas HayKa IIPEACTaBIIAeT COOOIl JUIIb CPEiCTBO K
TOCTVYKEHUIO TIO3HAHMA O TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOM, a HE CaMO 3TO IIO3HAHME.
3nan aro u IIpok, xots ero Hauana meonoeuu, B KOTOpbIX MeTadusu-
YyecKas HayKa IIpeficTaB/IeHa C TAKOI CMCTeMaTNIeCKOl KpacoTol, MO-
TYT Ha IIePBbIil B3I/IAJ I0KAa3aThCsA OKOHYATETbHBIMI O pefie/IeHVAMIA
Ecnm mocne 3TOro y Hac BCe ellie OCTalUCh WUII03MM OTHOCUTETbHO
afleKBaTHOCTY Hallelt MeTadm3muecKolt HayKu, JaMacKuit ucIenser

4 3XOAH 1.1 (2007) 7-24 (3mech u ganee B CHOCKaX IAeTCs CChUIKA HA OPU-
TMH/IbHYIO TyOIMKaLNIO).
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Hac OT HUX, OTKPbIBasA HalllMl YMBI TOMY, YTO JIEKUT 32 IIpefe/laMu NN
IpeBblllle HAIINX COOCTBEHHBIX MeTapU3NMIeCKIX YCUIUIL.

Bropas cTaThs UcCefyeT MOHATUE KPAaCOThI MUpPa B aHTUYHO (u-
nocopun. Ilmaton B Tumee ommchiBaeT MUP KaK «IIPEKPACHENILINIT»
(kallistos, 29a5) 13 COTBOpeHHBIX Belljeil. BO3MOXHO, 3TO MCTOpUIECKN
HepBoe CUCTeMaTIYecKoe OIMCaHue KpacoThl Mupa. B mobom ciyuae,
Hepefl HaMJ OfHO M3 Hambojiee BIUATENbHBIX PACCY)KIEHWIT Ha 9Ty
TeMy. B cBoe Bpems, oHO okasano ¢pyHfaMeHTaIbHOE BIMAHME Ha CTO-
MIKOB I II03[IHee, B TPeTheM BeKe H. 3., KOTTIa Ipe3peHe I HeHaBIUCTh K
MUPY cTanu 6a30BbIM 3JIEMEHTOM THOCTUYECKOTO ABVDKeHu, [InoTuH,
TaK>Ke MCTONKOBbIBasA Tumeri, BbICKa3al HEMaIo COOOpaXKeHUI 0 Kpa-
coTe 1 3HauMMocTM Mupa. OfHako, yTo IIn1aToH cumran «kpacoToi»
mupa? Yro genaer mup npekpacHbiM? O6CyKmast 9T BOIPOCH B JaH-
HOJl CTaTbe aBTOp, BO-IIEPBBIX, KPATKO PAacCMATpUBAeT pasiInyeHue
MeXJy KpacoToil u 6marom, koropoe IInaToH, mo-BuguMoOMy, IPOBO-
mnt B Tumee. B ogroM Mecte (Tim. 87¢) aTo pasiudeHne CBA3aHO € HO-
HATHUEM «Mepa». B 3Toit cBA3M, BO-BTOPBIX, IPEICTABIIAETCA YMECTHBIM
obparutbcs K fpyroit mosgHeit pabore [Inarona, Quneby, Ha ocHOBa-
HVM KOTOPOTO TEeMBI KPacoThl, 6/1ara M Mepbl MOTYT OBITb COIOCTaB-
nieHbl 60nee mofpo6Ho. Tema «MepbI» CHOBa Bo3Bpaljaer Hac K Tumero,
T7ie, B-TPEThUX, MbI MICCIEAyeM POJIb MEPBI, B 0COOEHHOCTH, MaTeMaTH-
94eCKOIf, B IpUAaHnu Mupy kpacoTel. Ocoboe BHUMaHMe yfensaeTcs 06-
CY’KIEEHVIO TOTO, KaK MaTeMaTH4YecKue CTPYKTYpPbl IOPOXKMAAIOT Kpa-
COTYy B fiyllle 1 TeJle, CO3/laBasl IIe/IbHOE KMBOE CYIIeCTBO, KOTOPOe I
€CTb MUD.

Haxower, B TpeTbeii cratbe Jomuuuk O‘Mapa obparmiaercs Kk 6omee
YaCTHOM 1, BOSMOXKHO, HEOOBIYHOI IpobreMe — mpobieme CBA3U
MeX[y OCO3HaHMeM Halllell CMEPTHOCTHU U caMoco3HaHueM. O6parus-
HIKCh B KauecTBe npumepa k Ilapmenupy, Ilnatony, Onuxypy n Ilno-
THMHY, OH OTMeYaeT, HACKOJIbKO PaslInNuHO 3TU HUI0COMBI MOHMMAIOT
CBA3b MEXJY CaMOCO3HAHVEM U CMePTbI0, KaK OHM IIBITAIOTCA paspe-
IIUTD 9Ty HAIPKEHHOCTb M JaXKe MPOTUBOPEUNBOCTD MEX/Y 3TUMU
ABYMsI TPAQHSIMU HAIIEro CyIeCTBOBAHM.

[IBe crarpu JItoka Bpuccona (CRNS, ITapimk) mocBsiieHbl Heolia-
TOHM3MY. B mepBoit paccMaTpuBaeTcst GYHKIWA U IPUPOJA «JIOTOCA» 1

> 2XOAH 3.2 (2009) 416-432, 8.1 (2014) 24-33 1 9.1 (2015) 283-291.
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«jorocop» y IInornna. Heommaronuk cumraer, 4To KOCMOC BOSHMKAET
He B pesynbTaTe JeATENTbHOCTY TBOPILA, HO COITIACHO Ipupope. ITO
BO3HMKHOBEHNE He IPeAIIo/araeT MbIIUIEHNS VIV KOHIeNTyalnsa-
LUN, HO ABJIAETCS Pe3y/IbTaTOM JIeVICTBIS CUJIBI, KOTOpas 3aledarsie-
BaeT ce0s B MaTepuu. YM COOOIIaeT yMOIOCTUraeMble GOPMBI, KOTO-
pble B HEM COfEp>KaTcs, TUIIOCTa3sMpoBaHHOI Jlylle, B KOTOPOil OHM
[IpeBpalaloTCcs B pannoHanbuble popmyisl (logoi). 3atem [lyma mepe-
JaeT 3TV pallMOHaIbHbIe (GOPMY/IBI MUPOBOIL AyLIe, KOTOpas IOPOXK-
TlaeT OfyllIeBIeHHbIE ¥ HEOIyLIIEB/IEHHbIE CYIIIHOCTH, CIOBHO IO YKa3a-
HUIO, TOMy4YeHHOMy cBbille. OJHAKO, IOCKONIBKY 3a IHOPOXKJEHME
OTBETCTBEHHA HU3MIasg 4aCTb MMPOBON AyLIN, KOTOpas AeiiCTByeT IO
CBOEMY PasyMeHMIO, BOSHMKIINE B Pe3ybTaTe CYIIHOCTY YCTYIIAIOT 10
KauecTBy CBOeMy 00paslly, 4TO OODBACHAET HECOBEPIIEHCTBO YYB-
CTBEHHO BOCIIPMHMMAaeMOI0 KOCMOCa ¥ HajaudMe 371a, HECMOTpsA Ha
IPUCYTCTBYIOLIYIO B HEM HanpasAouyio cuiy IIpombicia. Bo Bropoit
cTarbe, OCBSIEHHOI apMHCKOI HEOI/ITATOHMYECKOII LIIKOJTE, BBISCH-
eTcs, KaK eil yanoch 6ojee CTONETVsA COXPAHATb CBOM MO3UIUN BO
BpaXJieOHOM OKPY>KEHMM, B ONIIO3UIVY K XPUCTUAHCTBY, KOTOpOe He
TOJIBKO MOAEP>KUBAIOCh OOJIBIIMHCTBOM HaCe/lIeHNsA, HO U CTajlo roc-
yApCTBEHHO upieonorueit. B crarbe [emaeTcs MONbITKAa OTBETUTD Ha
3TOT BOIIPOC, OOPUCOBAB SICHBII M TOYHBIN MOPTPET HEOIUIATOHMYE-
CKOJ1 IIKO/BI B ApuHax 1 n3y4unB ee QYHKIMOHMPOBAHME Ha ceMeli-
HOM, IO/IUTUYECKOM 1 9KOHOMIYECKOM YPOBHSIX. ©

Maiixn Yeits (CRNS, ITapux) moppo6Ho usydaer npobiaemy Bpe-
MEHI ¥ BEYHOCTU B IPEYECKOM M JIATMHCKOM HEOIJIATOHM3ME U TIOKa-
3bIBaeT, 4TO IPENCTAB/CHUA O BpeMeHM U BeuyHocTu y IlnoTmna u
DBos1111s1 aHaJIOTMYHBI TaK Ha3bIBaeMOJI TEOPUM «OJIOK-BpeMeHM» (aTep-
HaIM3MY) B COBpeMeHHOI (punocodpun BpeMeHN, OCHOBAHHOI Ha Ma-
TeMaTu4yecKoit pusuke JiiHiTeitHA 1 MuHKOBCcKoro. Kak JitHIuTeiiH,
TaK ¥ Bosnuii mcronp3oBanyu cBOM TEOPUM BPEMEHM M BEYHOCTH B
IMPAaKTUYECKUX Le/AX, A yTelleHMs mofiell B rope. 9Ta IpaKTUKa
«yrenreHysa» (consolatio) comocrapsgercsa B cTaTbe ¢ pa3MblIICHUEM
ITbepa Ano, KOoTOpBIN BO «B3r/iAfe CBbIIIE» pacCyaeT O BaKHOCTU

¢ >XOAH 3.2 (2009) 433-444 1 11.2 (2017) 333-340.
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COCpeIOTOYeHS Ha TeKyllleM MOMEHTe U 3HaYMMOCTM aHTUYHON pu-
nocoduu B KauecTBe TeKapcTBa I ALY, a He OTB/IEUEHHOI! CIIeKYILA-
uuu. B mepBoii yacTy cTaThy UAen DMHIITEHA COIOCTAB/IAIOTCA C BO3-
spernamu [10TVHA U pasBUTHEM ero Teopun B apabekoit «Teomorun
Apucrorensi». Bo Bropoit yactu paccMarpuaercs «YTemeHne Gpuo-
codueii» boauysa, KOTOpoe, BOIpeKN MHEHUIO HEKOTOPHIX aBTOPOB,
CliefyeT CUMTaTbh HACTOAINVM yTelleHueM, a He Iapojyeil Ha HeETo.
B «Yremennn» mokasaHo, Kak HeOIUIATOHMYeCKas obpasoBaTenbHas
HIporpaMMa MO>XKET IOMOYb YUeHUKY Ha IIyTH CIIaceHus, Ipobyxpaasn u
pasBuBas B €T0 Ayllle BPOXK/leHHbIE Ufen. ITa JOKTPMHA WUTIOCTPUPY-
eTcsl  BBIIEPXKKOJl U3 Majou3BecTHOro TpakTata De diis et
praesensionibus, mpunuceiBaemoro bosnuro. Hakoner, mocie oyepka
y4eHus boauus o cynpbe 1 mpoMbicie U ApUCTOTeNEBOIT Teopun o 6y-
OYyLWMX CY4alfHOCTAX, PAcCMATpPUBAIOTCA TPU OCHOBHBIX apryMeHTa
Boauus B II0ONIb3y COIMacoBaHMst 60XKECTBEHHOTO BCE3HAHMSI C UeoBe-
JecKoit cBO6OMIOI BOMNM: pasmuyeHNie MeX/y abCOMIOTHON 1 YCIOBHOM
HeOoOXOIMMOCTDI0; NPUHIUII, COIZIACHO KOTOPOMY IPUpOja 3HAHMA
oIIpefienAeTCs MO3HAIMM; ¥ HAKOHeL], [JOKTPUHA, COTTIACHO KOTOPOii
6or )XKMBeT B BEYHOM HACTOsIIIeM, OFHOBPEMEHHO CO3epliasi IIPOILIIOoe,
Hacrosee u 6yayiee. MO>KHO IOKa3aTh, 4TO 3TOT MOC/IETHUI apry-
MEHT, BOCXOJAIMIT B 00IIMX YepTax K IIMoTMHY, TakxKe aHa/IOrM4eH
Paccy X eHIAM COBPEMEHHBIX TEOPETUKOB «0/I0K-BPEMEHN», OCHOBAH-
HBIX Ha TeOpuUM OTHOCUTe/nbHOCTH JitHiuTeitHa. Camo 1o cebe 60xe-
CTBEHHOE CBepXBpeMEHHOe BUJEHME He Je/aeT CIydaliHble COOBITHA
HeoOXouMbIMU. Bpicias, o6beKTUBHAA [eICTBUTEIBHOCTD, KaK LA
bosunmsa u Ilnoruna, Tak u ama OVHIITeIHA, BHEBPEMeHHadA, M Hallla
uyiest 0 TOM, YTO CYLeCTBYeT KOH(IMKT MeXHy Ye/I0BeYecKoil cBOOO-
HOI1 BOJIelt 11 60>KeCTBEHHbBIM BCE3HAHMEM — 9TO Pe3y/IbTaT CBOETO PO
OIITUYECKOI WITIO3UH, OOYCITOBNIEHHOI TeM, YTO MbI MO>KEM MBICTUTD
TOJIBKO B TEPMUHAX BPEMEHHOCTHL.

B craTbe npodeccopa Adunckoro ynusepcurera Jleonnpnaca bap-
Te/IMOTHCA UCCTIERyeTCsl OPTaHM3MUYecKas KOHIEI s 60ra B Tpy/ax
YaifTXefia M IOKas3bIBaeTCs, KaK B paMKax CBoell Meraduamdeckoir
cxeMbl 6puTaHCKMiT Pumocod 060CHOBBIBaET HEOOXORMMOCTD Cyliie-

7 2XOAH 8.1 (2014) 67-110.
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CTBOBAHU [IePBOTO MIPUHINUIIA U ONPee/sieT ero CYLIHOCTHBIE XapaK-
tepuctuku. Ilepsoiit mpuHumn Yairxega comocrasnserca ¢ Ilepso-
ABUTaTeNeM APMCTOTENs, IPUYeM BbISCHSETCS, YTO OCHOBHBIE «IC-
IpaBJIeHUA» aApPUCTOTENEBCKOI CXeMBbl YalTXeOM MOIYT OBITb
[POYNTAHBI B [[EHHOCTHO-OPVIEHTUPOBAHHBIX TePMUHAX. ®

Iasup Koncran (Yuusepcurer Bpayna, CIIIA) mokasbiBaer, 4To,
BOIPEKM MHEHUI0 MHOTMX WCCIefoBaTenell aHTUYHOCTH, Tep-
muH philia y Apucrorens osHauaer usbuparenpHble U JelICTBEHHBIE
OTHOIIEHUA MEX[Y JIIOAbMI, @ He CBA3U BPOJie POLICTBA, 00YC/IOBIIEeH-
Hble 000IOIHBIMM 005I3aTeIbCTBAMY U He IIpefIIo/Iaraomiye geiicTBeH-
HOTO 37IeMEHTa B KauecTBe CYIIeCTBEHHON CBOEl XapaKTEePUCTUKIL.
Kpowme Toro, on pasperaer mpobieMy HeOZHO3HAYHOCTH ¢/10Ba philia,
KOTOPO€e MOXXET 03HAYATh KAK «II000Bb», TAK 1 0OOI0JHYIO IPUBS3aH-
HOCTb, XaPaKTEPHYIO W/IsL fPYKObL.

B nByx cBoux crarbsax TeyH Tuneman (YHuBepcurer YTpexT) cHa-
JaJia MpOCIe)XNBAET BOJIOLNIO IOHATUSA «UCKYCCTBA XXM3HU» CO Bpe-
Mer CoKpaTa M ero aHTMYHBIX IIPEEMHIKOB BIUIOTb [JO COBPEMEHHO-
cru. Kpome Cokpara ocoboe BHUMaHMe yae/seTcs cToukaM, Huipme n
Dyko. ABTOp IOKa3bIBaET, YTO TO, KAK 3TO IOHATYE IIePEOHpeie/IAIOCh
" QYHKIMOHMPOBAIO Ha MPOTSDKEHUM €BPOIIENICKOI uctopun ¢umo-
coduu, sBIAET CO6OI UCKTIOUNTENBHO MHTEPECHDIIT IPUMep B3auMO-
HeiCTBUS TPAULIMOHHOCT U OPUTMHATIBHOCTH. 3aTeM OH 0OpalaeTcs
K (pM3MYeCcKOli CTOpPOHE CTOMYECKOI aHTponooruy. 3abora o gyuie —
9TO LeHTPa/IbHASL Mfies CTOMYECKOTO «MCKYCCTBA SKU3HM». V Bee e de-
JI0BeYeCKOe TeJI0 He TepsieT 0coOO0ro CTaTyca — HECMOTPsI Ha TO, YTO OHO
OTHOCUTCSA K KIaccy (IpefnounTaeMoro) «6e3pasinaHoro». IToT cTa-
TYC IOAKPEIULIETCS U TEM, YTO AYIIY OHU CIUTAIOT CBOETO POJia TOHKUM
IbIxaHMeM (IIHEeBMOIl) U, CJIeflOBaTeNbHO, TaKXe TenecHoil. Kak Tako-
Basg OHAa COBEPIIEHHO CMeIlaHa C dJermoBedeckuM TermoM. CremoBa-
TENbHO, 3a60Ta 0 [ylile MpexmonaraeT 3a6oty o tene. Kpome toro, BHI-
MaHMe CTOMKOB K Ye/I0BEYeCKOMY OPraHM3MY OIIpefie/isieT MX MHTepec
K (U3MOrHOMUKE. DTH B3aMMOCBSI3aHHbIE aCIIEKTHI PACCMATPUBAIOTCS
B KOHTEKCTe MEANIIHCKIX TEOPUIl, CIIOIb3yeMbIX CTOMKaMI.

8 2 XOAH 1.2 (2007) 195-202.
9 2XOAH 2.2 (2008) 207-212.
10 ¥XOAH 2.2 (2008) 245-253 n 7.1 (2013) 9-19.
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B crarbe Tomaca Pobunsona (Yansepcurer TopoHTO) uccnenyercs
3HaueHMe CI0Ba «0roc» B pparmenrax 'epaknura (mpexxze Bcero, B
dp. 1, 2 u 50 DK). [TokasaHo, 4TO OCHOBHO€E 3HaYeHMEe TEPMUHA, — ITO
‘account’ (peun) u ‘statement’ (yTBepK[eHue) M UTO JAHHOE «yTBEP-
XpeHue», B ocobenHocT B ¢p. 1, 2 u 50, — 370 yTBepXKAeHNME, BEIHO
uspexaeMoe «MyApbIM» (to sophon), 6o>xecTBeHHBIM HadaioM ['epak-
nmta. IlnatoH mpucrocabnuBaer aTy neo K MupoBoii fylie, KOTOpast
TaK>Ke BeYHO HAXOANUTCA B COCTOSIHMY «u3pederus» (‘legei’, Tim. 37ab),
TO eCTh camo-onucanus. [IpencraBsieTcs, YTO COBpeMeHHast BepCus
UJIEN O TOM, YTO KOCMOC BEYHO MPeObIBAET B COCTOSHUM CAMO-OIINCa-
HIsI, CBSI3aHA C HAIINMM YOeXX/IeHIeM B TOM, YTO MBI CIIOCOOHBI IIOHSTH
ero «pedvb», U3ydasi «SI3BIK» PAJMOBONIH ¥ IOJOOHBIX MM CHUTHAJIOB,
BEYHO M3/Ty4aeMbIX BCEMMU ABIDKYIIMMIICS CUCTEMaMH, OOpasyooIuMu
PeanbHOCTh, M, CIefOBATe/NIbHO, MIOCTOSHHO NOCTAB/IAIOINMX HaM dYa-
CTUIBI CAMO-Onycanus 6prTus. !

Haxkouer, B emie ofHoit cratbe Jasug Koncran (Yuusepcurer bpa-
yHa, [TpoBupenc, CIIIA) obpaiaeTcss K aHTUYHOI Ufjee KpacoTbl. AB-
TOp Ha4yMHaeT ¢ guieMMmbl, chopmymuposanHoit Pomxepom Ckpato-
HOM B KHure, Kpacoma (2009): «B obmactu nckycctBa Kpacora — 3T0
00BEKT CO3eplaHms, a He JKemaHms». Kpacora 06bIYHO MpUpaBHUBA-
eTCsl K CeKCya/bHOI mputsirarebHocty. OHAKO KpacoTa MpuCyIna 1
MICKYCCTBY, KOTOPOE CIIOCOOHO BBI3BATh SCTETUIECKYIO PEaKLMIO B OT-
BeT Ha OTB/IeYeHHOe co3epljaHre. He o3Havaer /1y 3TO, 4YTO KpacoTa
nBosika? O6paTHBINNCDH K KIACCUYIECKON aHTUIHOI Ujjee KPAcOThl, aB-
TOP MOKA3bIBAET, KAK BO3HUK/IA 9Ta COBPEMEHHAS IMIEMMA I KaKOBBI
HyTH ee paspelieHns."

1 ¥XOAH 7.2 (2013) 318-326.
12 ¥XOAH 7.2 (2013) 327-339.
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