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PLATONISM AND THE WORLD CRISIS

JOHN 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 IT 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, I 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?
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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 oft-
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

2 In 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 (378Aff.), 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.

III

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 thyselfl’ - 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  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.



TPAHCOOPMAILIVIA META®U3UKU B SIIOXY
ITIO30HENI AHTUYHOCTHU

ITOMUHMK O’MAPA
Yunsepcurer Opubypra, IlIseitnapns

Tema, KOTOPYIO MHe XOTe/IOCh ObI OOCYUTD B 9TOV CTAaThe, — PasBUTHUE
MeTadU3MKM, IIOHMMaeMOll Kak ¢uaocodckasd AMCUMIUIMHA WK
Hayka. [Toxxasyit, Kak U Bce JIIO[M, MBI TaK VIV MHade BCerAa 3afaBa-
7MCh MeTadU3NIECKUMI BOIPOCAMI — BOIIPOCAMI O IIPefeIbHbIX OC-
HOBAHISIX [IEMICTBUTENBHOCTY, O IPUYMHAX CYLIECTBOBAHWS Belleil 1
HaIllero cO6CTBEHHOrO cyijectBoBaHus. OfHAKO pelleHne MOF0OHbIX
BOIIPOCOB B paMKaX, 3aflaHHbIX KOHIIEII[Vell palylOHaTbHOTO Hayd-
HOTO 3HaHUs, — 9TO 0c06as TPafuLMs, BOCXOAAIIAs K TpedecKoit ¢u-
nocodun. B maHHOI cTatbe MHe XOTENMOCh GbI 0GOCHOBATH IPENTIONO-
JKEHME O TOM, YTO IIOCIeJHUIT IePUOX PasBUTUS TPedecKoil
¢dunocoduy, pausumiics npumepHo c III mo VI B. H. 3., BHeC MHOTO
HOBOTO ¥ MHTEPECHOTO B MPOLIECC CTAHOB/IEHN MeTadU3UKM KaK (y-
710coCKOI AUCIUIUINHDL, @ MIMEHHO NIPEBPATII MeTapM3UKy B MeTa-
(usIIeCKyI0 HAyKy, BBIABUB B TO XKe BPeMsI IIpefie/Ibl TAKOI HayKIL.
Takast OlleHKa MOJKeT II0Ka3aTbCsl Ha IEPBBIl B3I/ISAL HECKOBKO
IpeyBeIeHHO. B KOHIle KOHIIOB, MOTYT BO3PasuUTh, TPAIULINA Tpe-
yeckoil punocodckoit Metadu3nky OblTa OCHOBaHA HAMHOTO paHee,
ITnatoHoM M ApucroTeneM, WM faxe ellé paHbile — [TapMeHUTOM.
OpHako HasBaTh MeTa(l)mmquKOﬁ HayKOM TO, YTO IpeJjiaraeT Ham
ITapMeHN/, MOXKHO JIMIIb B OY€Hb CIIENMATBHOM CMBIC/IE C10Ba. [la n
BelMKue Metadusmdeckre Tpynsl [lnatoHa n Apucrorens, B 0cobeH-
HocTu I'ocydapcmeo IlnaTona u Memagusuxa Apucrorens, mo 60mb-
IIOMY CYETY IIPEeCTABIAIT CO00IT MUIIb HAOPOCKM TOTO, YeM MOIJIA Obl
crath MeTaduanIecKas HayKa, — ee IPeMeT, METO/bI, HEKOTOpbIE [jeH-
TpaJIbHbIE ITOI0KEHN . DTU TEKCTHI ABJIAITCA CKOpee IIPOrpaMMHBIMU



32 Tpauchopmanus meradpnsuxku

IIPOEKTaMU U IIpefiBapUTEeIbHbIMY MCCTIENOBAaHMAMM, MOTYIIMMH CTaTh
paspaboTaHHOI MeTahU3MIECKOIT HAYKOIL, 3aK/II0YAlOIeil B cebe 1ie-
JIOCTHYIO cHcTeMy TeopeM. £l cyenm 6bI BO3SMOKHBIM yTBEPXK/ATh, UTO,
HACKOJIbKO HaM M3BECTHO, TaKas CUCTeMa BIlepBble Oblla HaiifleHa B
¢dumocodckux HIKomax Mo3pHen aHTUIHOCTH. [ToKoitHBII podeccop
JKepap Bepbex (Gérard Verbeke) B 1978 r. B pamkax Machette lecture
series IIOCBATW/I CBOe BBICTYIUIEHMeE 9TOIL TeMe, U A caM paboTarl Hap
Helo Ha IPOTsHKEHNU MHOTHX JIeT. MHe ObI XOTeNoCh CBECTY BOEVHO
9TU UCCIEIOBAHMA C TeM, YTO CAEaHO APYTVMMU, [/ TOTO YTOOBI AaTh
3ech HAOPOCOK 061IelT KapTUHBI, KOTOPas, KaK MHe KaXKeTcs, Hauu-
HaeT BBIPMCOBBIBATHCAL. !

PaboTa cocTOMT 13 YeThIpeX 4YacTeil. B gacTu mepBoil st IpefcTas-
A0 TOT CHOCO06, TOCPeACTBOM KOTOpOro AsnekcaHap Adponmcnii-
CKUJ1, BeIMKIIT KOMMEHTaTOp-apyucToTenyk Havdana III B., maTEpHIpeTH-
pys MeTapu3aMUeCcKuil TPAaKTAaT APICTOTeNs, CTPEMUICSA OTBICKATb B
HeM MeTapM3NIecKylo HayKy. Bo BTOpOil 4acTy CTaThy s IBITAIOCH II0-
Ka3aTb, KaK CIy4MIoch Tak, YTO Gpumocod-HeOoITaTOHNK Hadama V B.
CupuaH He TONbKO NPUHA MHTEPIPETAINIO AJIeKCaH/IPa, HO U, BIOX-
HOBJICHHBIII €10, Hada/l MICKAaTh Ty XKe CaMylo MeTahU3MIecKylo HayKy
yxe y IlnaTona. Opgnako, 6ygyun miatoHnkoM, CupuaH IpeKpacHO
0CO3HaBaJI IPO6JIEMY TPAHCLIEHIEHTHOTO: KaK BO3MOXKHA HayKa O IIep-
BBIX IIPYHLNIIAX PEaNTbHOCTH, €C/IY OHY TPAHCLEH/IEHTHBI 10 OTHOIIIe-
HMIO K YelIoBEeYeCKOMy 3HaHMI0? MHe XoTenoch 6bI ommcaThb, Kak Cu-
pMaH IOAXOAUT K 9TON mpobieMe, a 3aTeM, B TPeTbell YacTy CTaTby,
MOKa3aTh, KaK BCe 3TO IPUBOAUT K IIOSBIECHMIO IlefeBpa MeTadu-
suku — Hauanam meonozuu ydenuxa Cupmana ITpoxma. Haxonern, B
4eTBEPTOII YacTy, MHE XOTe/lIOCh ObI 0OPATUTLCA K, IIOXKANYI1, IOCTIeH-
HeMy BEMKOMY MeTadUsIIeCKOMY TPYAy rpedeckoit ¢pumocoduu —
Tpaxmamy o nepevix npuHyUnax, HAIMCaHHOMY IpeeMHMKoM [Ipokia
Ha mocty rnasbl [I1aToHOBCKOII KOsl B Adunax B Havane VI B. [la-
MacKueM, — TPyAy, B KOTOPOM I'paHMIbI MeTapy3NUeCKOl HayKU KC-
CIIEYIOTCS C HeOOBIYaTHON MPOHNIIATETbHOCTDIO U YIOPCTBOM.

! Verbeke 1981; O’Meara 1986; Kremer 1961. Jasiee st 6yfy ccbliaTbcs Ha
6oree cOBpeMeHHbIe MCCIeNOBaHNA. S paji BO3MOXXHOCTY IIOCBATUTD 9TH CTPa-
Hynpbl [xony Yumnnenmo (John Wippel) B 3HaK cBoeif TpU3HATELHOCTY 3TOMY
Je/I0BEKY ¥ MeTapU3UKY.
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IIpeBpamenne «Merapusuku» Apucrorens
B MeTapU3NMIECKYIO HAyKy

Wrak, HauHeM ¢ Anekcanapa AQpoaycuitckoro. Mo)XHO JOIYCTUTD,
YTO HamycaHue AJIEKCaHAPOM KOMMeEHTapusa Ha MeTapM3M4ecKui
TpakTaT ApUCTOTes OO CBSI3AHO C TeM, ITO OH IPeNofaBal apucTo-
TeneBckyio ¢umocopuio B Apunax. B camom gene, Bce punocodsr, o
KOTOPBIX IOIfieT pedb B 9TOI CTaTbe, OBUIM IIpEHOfaBaTe/sIMU, U
TPYZABI UX OBUIN CBSI3aHBI C IPEIIOABATEIBCKOI [IeATebHOCTDIO. 3Ha-
JyeHMe sToro (akTa CTaHeT 6ojIee ICHBIM, CTV MBI BCIIOMHMM, YTO STH
y4uTeIs paccMaTpuUBamy cebs B KauecTBe IpefcTaBUTeNelt Tolt ¢puo-
coduu, KOTOpyo mpernofaBanu: AJIEKCAaHAP IMPeCTAB/II apPUCTOTe-
neBckyto ¢unocoduio, Cupuan, Ilpoxn n Jamacckuit — punocoduio
ITnatona. IIpencraBurensamMy OHY GBI B TOM CMBICTIE, YTO MIOJIATANN,
OyATo Tpynbl IpenofaBaeMoro umu punocoda, 6ynp to Ilnaton nmm
Apucrorenn, cofiep>XaT HaWIydINylo, MCTUHHYIO ¢umocoduio. Tak,
HampuMep, AJIEKCaHAp CIUTAN, YTO JIydIllee, YTO MBI MOXEM Cie/IaTh
st obpereHust GpUIOCO(CKOI VCTUHBL, — 9TO YUTATh TPY/AbI APUCTO-
tens.? C/IeCTBMEM TaKOTO HOAXO/A SIBUIACh CBOEr0 POAa KaHOHM3a-
1y Tpynos IlmaToHa mnm Apucrorend: BO-TIePBBIX, STUM TPYAaM ObIT
IpUJaH OTPOMHBII aBTOPUTET, @ BO-BTOPBIX, OHU OKa3a/ICh YIIOPSI0-
YeHbl TaKUM 00pa3oM, 4T06 06pas3OBBIBATH 1I€/IOCTHBIE CUCTEMATHYe-
CKyie CBOJBI 3HaHMsL. B cirydae AjiexcaHppa 9T0 6bI/IO HECKOIBKO 00JIer-
YEHO TeM, UTO IIPY TyOINKALN TPYAOB APUCTOTENA, IPMMEPHO 3a IBa
CTOTIETHS JIO0 ONMChIBAEMBIX COOBITMIAL, ST TPYABI Y>Ke ObLIM IpUBe-
HeHbl B HEKYI0 CUCTEMaTUYECKYI0 CBsi3b, OyAy4nm OODBENUHEHBI B
TPYIIIbI, [IOCBALIEHHBIE TIPO6IeMaM JOTUKM, GU3MKM, MeTadU3NKY,
9TUKY ¥ TONUTHKN. [Ipu IperofaBaHmy 3TOro KOPIyca TEKCTOB Aek-
CaHJp, He KOJeOIACh, BOCIPUHSII 9TO CHCTeMaTHdecKoe eAVHCTBO, 4TO
HOBJINAJIO, KaK MbI TIOKaXKeM HIDKe, U Ha ero IpefiCTaBjIeHNe O MeTa-
¢usmKe KaK HayKe, ¥ Ha €TO BO33pEHMsI O TOM, YeM OHA JTOJDKHA 3aHU-
MAaTbCSL.

2 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De anima, ed. 1. Bruns (Berlin 1887), p. 2, 4-9.
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Kommenrapuit Anekcanzipa Ha Memagusuxy Apucrorens, B TOM
BIfIe, B KAKOM OH JOILeJI 1O HaC IO-TPedecKy, OXBAaTbIBAET JIMIIb Iep-
BbI€ ISITh KHUT Ha3BaHHOTO TpakTaTa.’ B aTux kHurax Apucrorens pac-
CyXK/laeT O BBICLIEN HayKe, KOTOPYIO Ha3bIBaeT MY/[POCTBIO ¥ KOTOpPas
TOJDKHA PacCMAaTpUBATh IepBble MPUHIMIILI MM IIPMYMHBI BCETO CY-
iero. ApMCTOTeNb TOBOPUT TAK)Ke O HEKOJl YHMBEPCA/IbHOM HayKe O
cylieM, CylleM Kak CylieM, CyOCTaHI[uY, — HayKe, UMEHYeMOll IIepBOil
dunocodueit n comepskaliieit akC1OMBI, ABJISION[NECS OCHOBAHMEM IS
BCEX JIOKa3aTelbCTB (Ipexpe Bcero — IIpMHIMI HempoTMBOpeuMs),
Hayke O OO0XXeCTBEHHOII CyOCTaHLMY, KOTOPYIO OH HasbIBaeT TEOJIO-
rueil. B cBoel TpaKTOBKe 3TUX KHUT apUCTOTE/IeBCKOTO TPaKTaTa AJlek-
CaHJP UCXOAUT U3 TOTO, YTO APUCTOTeNb 06IafaN efIHOI, IIe/TOCTHOM
KOHIIeMIIMell ¥ TOBOPUII MOBCIORY 06 OJHOI U TOJI >Ke Hayke. Takum
06pasoM, «MyIpOCTb» U ectnp «IepBas Gumocodusi», UIN «TeoIorus».*
W peno He TOMBKO B TOM, YTO 9TU PasHble 0003HAYEHMST OTHOCATCS K
OJIHOJI HayKe, HO TAK)XKe U B TOM, YTO Pa3HOOOpasHbIe 0OBEKTHI, K KO-
TOPBIM MMEIOT OTHOLIEHNE 9TV HayKM, HO/DKHBI, KaK Mbl BCKOpP€ YBU-
IuM, OBITH CBA3aHBI APYT C IPYTOM.

Vcxops, Takum 06pasoM, U3 TOTO, YTO APIUCTOTENb TOBOPUT 06 Ofi-
HOJI-eIMHCTBEHHO! HayKe, — Ha30BeM ee LA IPOCTOTHI «MeTapu3su-
KOJ1», — AJIeKCaH/p COBepIIaeT ellle OffMH BaXKHbII LIaT: OH IOJIaraer,
YTO 9Ty HAYKY C/IefyeT MBICTUTD KaK HayKy allOfUKTUIECKYI0,” B COOT-
BETCTBUU C TeM, KaK OIIpefieliAeT ee ApUCTOTeNb Bo Bmopoii ananu-
muKe. TO OUeHb 3HAYMMbII 11ar.® Befb ec/iu MBI, C OFHOI CTOPOHBI, 1

* Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Aristotelis metaphysica commentaria, ed. M.
Hayduck (Berlin 1881). KommenTapuit Ha kuury A nepesenén Y. Hymm (W.
Dooley, London 1989), Ha kauru o u B - Y. ynu u A. Menuran (W. Dooley,
A. Madigan, London 1992), na xaury I' - A. Mepuran (A. Madigan, London
1993).

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

> B aHI/IOA3BIYHONM AHTUKOBEAYECKON TPAfMIMU aAPUCTOTENIEBCKOE
amodeikTikn mepeBOAUTCs 06bI9HO Kak «demonstrative science»; B. @. Acmyc B
CBOEM HepeBofie «BTopoil aHaIMTUKI» TOBOPUT O «[JOKa3bIBalolleil HayKe». —
ITpum. nep.

¢ 310 66110 06HApPY)KEHO M. Bonemmu (Bonelli 2001). Hanee st 6yny ccsi-
JIATBCSA Ha 3TO MCCTIEiOBaHMe, C ero IIOJIHBIM U TIIATeTbHBIM OOCYKIEHIEM CO-
OTBETCTBYIOLIMX YacTell AleKcaHIpOBa KOMMEHTapUA.
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IO cell leHb YUTaeM TPAKTaT APUCTOTENsA KaK MCCIeOBaTeTbCKMIL,
OUaJeKTUYeCKNI, HACBILIEHHbII alopUsAMM He3aBePLIEHHBI TPy,
AJleKcaHAp, CO CBOell CTOPOHBI, HAfIeeTCsi OTHICKATh B HEM HAyKY,
CTPYKTypa KOTOPOIJI MOMTHOCTBIO COOTBETCTBYET CTPYKTYpe aIllOJMKTH-
YeCKOJT HayKu, OMMCbIBaeMolt B Ananumuke Apucrorens. Tak, 6ynyun
aIOAMKTUYIECKO HAyKoll, MeTauamka, COITIACHO AJIeKCaHApY, MC-
[O/B3yeT  aKCHOMBI, JMEET CBOMl  COOCTBEHHBII  IIpefMeT
(hupokeimenon genos) 1, OTTAIKUBAsCh OT OIpeeeHNil, paspabaThl-
BaeT JOKa3bIBAIOIe CHTIOTVM3MBI, OOOCHOBBIBAsI CYI[HOCTHBIE CBOJI-
CTBa cBoero 06bekTa.” AKCHOMBI MeTapU3UKY, C TOUKM 3peHMst Ajek-
CaHfpa, — 9TO Te CaMble, KOTOpbIe 00CYy>KaeT ApUcToTeb B KHure I
(ocoboe 3HaUEHNE CpeY HIX IPUHAJIEKNT IPUHIITY HEIIPOTHBOPE-
4y); ANeKCaHZIp IPUXOAUT K BHIBOAY O TOM, YTO STV OCHOBOIIOJIATal0-
I[yie aKCUOMBI TIPEfICTAB/IAIOT OCOOBIIT MHTepeC A/ MeTahU3UKU — TIO-
CKOJIBKY TOYHO TaK >Ke, KaK U MeTa(M3NKa, OHM CBSI3aHBI CO BCEM
cymum.® Takum o6pasom, mpegmerom Metadmsuxi, ee hupokeimenon
genos, ABJIAETCs BCe Cylljee, WM Cylljee Kak cyIee. OJJHAKO POJ Cylero,
0 KOTOPOM MJIET Peub, 3TO He TAKOII POJ, KOTOPBIiT IPOCTO OTHOCUT CO-
OTHOCKMBIE BU[IBI K Kakoii-mbo kateropun. CKopee, 3T0 pox, 06paso-
BAaHHBIII CyI[IMI, KOTOPbIE, B CBOIO O4epeNib, OBITUIICTBYIOT Yepes3 OT-
HOIIEHVE K HEKOMY L{eHTPATbHOMY THUILy OBITVSI, MCXOAAT 13 HETO U
OTHOCATCS K HEMY, — pedb upeT 06 otHoutenun aph’henos, pros hen. Tak
OT/ie/IbHbIE BU/BI CYII[Ero 00pasyIoT POJ CYILero, OTHOCSIIMIICA K IleH-
TPa/IbHOMY THUITY OBITHS, TO eCTh K cyOcTaHuuu.” Takoe OTHOIIEH e SIB-
JI5I€TCST OXHOBPEMEHHO OTHOIIEHIEM 4Yepes OIpefieNieHNe U depes Cy-
I[eCTBOBaHMe: 3HAUYEHNUA TOTO, YTO CYIIECTBYeT IIOMUMO CyOCTaHINY,
JIOTMYeCKY MPeNIoNaraloT 3Ha4eHue CyOCTaHIMY; U CyIleCTBOBaHMe
MHOTO CYII[ETO, TO eCTh CYIIEro B KaTerOPMX, OT/IMYHBIX OT KaTeTOPMUM
cybcraHnyy, npousBogHo (huparxis) OT CyLeCTBOBaHMA CyOCTaH-
. Bojtee TOro, CyIecTByeT mepapxus CyOCTaHINII, TaK 4T0 Hojee
BBICOKIMe MePBUYHbBIE CYOCTaHLIUN ABIAIOTCA NMPUYMHaMK 6olee HU3-
KIX, BTOPMYHBIX. [Ipy 9TOM IepBUYHBIE CYOCTAaHLIUM 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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CBOeII MepBUYHON, Haubolee HaNpsDKeHHOI ¢opMe. DTa MepBUYHAA
CyOCTaHIVs eCTh APUCTOTe/IeBCKast 60XKeCTBeHHAs! CYOCTAHIINS, TPAHC-
nenpeHTHoit YM kuurm A.!! K coxanenuio, HesACHO, KaK MMEHHO, C
TOYKM 3peHust AJleKCaHfpa, 60XeCcTBeHHas CyOCTaHIs OKa3bIBAETCs
IPUYIMHOI CYIeCTBOBAHNS HUBIINX POJOB CYIIEro, 60Jiee HUSKIUX Cy0-
CTaHINIT ¥ TOTO, YTO CYIL[eCTBYeT B MHBIX KaTeropuax. HakoHerr, Anek-
CaHJP OTOX/ECTB/IAET CYLIHOCTHBIE CBOJICTBA, KOTOpbIe 06O0CHOBBIBA-
I0TCs1 MeTapU3UKOIL, C TeMU, O KOTOPBIX TOBOPUT APUCTOTE/Ib B KHIUTE
I': eAMHCTBO — MHOXXECTBO, CXO[ICTBO — pas/ndye, paBHOE — HEPAaBHOE.

VI3 BhIIIECKa3aHHOTO BUAHO, YTO AJIEKCAH/P 3aHMMAeT OYeHb Xa-
PaKTEPHYIO M OKa3aBIIYIo OO/MbIIOe BIVAHME Ha MOCIEAYIOINX (UIO-
cooB MO3NINIO TIO IL[EHTPATLHOMY BOIIPOCY O IpefMeTe MeTadu-
3UKHU, — BOIIPOCY, TI0 KOTOPOMY TIO3UI{¥sI CAMOTO APUCTOTE/IsI KaXKeTCs
HEsICHOIT, — SIBJISIETCSI I MeTa(hM3NKa YHVBEPCAIBHON HAYKOI O CyleM
Kak CylleM, pasHOBUIHOCTBIO OOIIeil OHTOMIOTUY, MU XKe OHa Ipef-
cTaBIsAeT co60J1 0c0OYI0 HAyKy 0 60>KeCTBEHHOM OBITMY MU CYyOCTaH-
uun, ¢punocodekyio teonornio? Iloxkamyit, AnekcaHfgp IpUAepKMBa-
€TCsI TOV IIO3VIINY, YTO OBITIE HE €CTb PO B OOBITHOM CMBICTIE C/TOBA —
poxn, onpenenArIMi OTHOLIEHVE BUAOB K TOJM WIM MHOM KaTerOpuu.
BuITre, cormacHo AneKcaHpy, 06pasyeT psAmbl Ha4aIbHBIX U MOCTIENY-
IOIIMX WICHOB, IIPUYeM Ha4a/IbHBII WIeH SIB/IeTCA MPUYMHOI ObITHA
4JIEHOB, CIEAYIOLVX 38 HIM, — V1 TeM, K 4eMy OHM OTHOCATCsL.'2 VI Takum
MCXOHBIM WICHOM SIB/IETCSI O0XKeCTBEHHasl CYyOCTaHLMs — IPUUNHA
OBITHSI BCEX MHBIX WIEHOB pofa cylyero. Takum obpasom, Hayka o 60-
>KeCTBEHHOIT CyOCTaHIMM ectnb HayKa 000 BCeM CylieM Kak Hayka o Obl-
TUM B €TO M3HAYA/IbHOI (OpMe, IPUUNMHE BCEX MOCTEAYIOUIMX BUIOB
6prtist. 1 BripodeM, B CBOell IIPeBOCXOLHON KHUTe, B KOTOPOIl OHa
CTOJIb Y/Ia4HO [TOKa3aya, Kak A/leKcaH/Ip UCIIONb30BaN Brmopyro ananu-
muxy Apucrorens ans ¢dopManusaluy apUCTOTENEBCKON MeTadu-
3uky, M. BoHennmm yTBepxpaer, 4To AJIeKCaH/p OCTaBILAET BOIIPOC OT-
KPBITBIM, VMHOIZiA IPOBOJAs pasiudie MeXAy BCeoOljeil HayKoit 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. Taxke ccbUIKM B Ipymed. 11.
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CyILieM V1 TeO/IOTHeEl, a MHOTA OTOXAECTB/IsAA ux.'* ORHAKO 51 He [TOHM-
Malo, KaK AJIEKCAHJIP, EC/IM OH [yMal O POJie CylIero MMEHHO TaK — TO
€CTb KaK O pAJjlaX Ha4aJbHBIX ¥ MTOCTENYIOUVX YIEHOB, — MOT II0JIaraTh
BO3MOXXHOIT HAayKy O CylljeM, KOTOpas MpocTo 06o61iana 661 YacTHbIE
HayKU 0 BUfIaX cyliero. Bexp ObITre, O AeKCaHAIPY, — 9TO He PO, CO-
CTOAIIUIT U3 BUIOB, U IO3TOMY COOTBETCTBYIOLIME HAyKM He OyAyT
YHUBEpPCAIbHOI HayKoit, 06001aolIelt YacTHbIe HayKu. B atom s co-
[7IaceH C MHTepIpeTanyert Bepbexa, mpepnoxeHHoit nm ee B 1978 r.*?

H}IaTOHI/lsaIH/I}I apI/ICTOTeHeBCKOﬁ MeTa(bI/ISI/I‘IeCKOi[ HayKn

[aBaiiTe CMEHMM IIKOMY M 0OpaTMMCS K IIO3HEAHTUYHBIM IVIATOHU-
KaM. 3[iecb aBTOPUTETHBII KaHOH 06pasytor guamoru Ilmatona. Op-
HAaKO APNCTOTeNIb BOBCe He U3BAT U3 Kypca obydenus. Ecnu 6s1 uyTh
nosxe, B cepepune I1I B., MbI 3arnanynu B mkomny [Inortuna B Pume, Mbr
3acTaay Obl ero YUTAIOLIMM U UCIIONb3yoIM Memagusuky Apucto-
Te/s U KoMMeHTapuu Anekcanppa Adpopucuiickoro.'® TonkoBaHueM
Apucrorens 3aHUMaINCh Takxke ydeHUK IInotuna [Topdupmnit n yge-
Huk [Topdupus SAmennx. Kaxkercs, uMmeHHO ¢ SIMBIMXOM, BO3I/IaB/IsIB-
M ¢unocodekyro mkony B Cupuu B Havane IV B., CBs3aH eTalbHO
paspaboTaHHbII y4eOHBIT KypC, KOTOPOMY OYAYT CIefoBaTh B I/IATO-
HOBCKUX 1mKomax ApuH u Anexkcaunpuu B V u VI Bekax. IT0T yuebHbII
KypcC BK/IIOYaJI B cebst mBa ruKia. [lepBbIit LMK, MMEHOBABIIMITCS «Ma-
JIBIMM TaMHCTBAaMI», OCHOBBIBAJICSI HA YTEHUM T€KCTOB APUCTOTeEN; 32
HIM CJIefloBaJl BTOPOIt IMKII — «Be/IMKMe TAMHCTBA», BKIIOYaBIINIL U3Y-
4yeHye n36paHHbIX Ananoros Ilmarona.'” Y Hac ecTb ommcaHue 3TOTO
Kypca, ocTaB/ieHHOe IIpoKnoM, KOTOphIi B MONOJOCTH, B 432 ropy,
npoxoau ero B AduHax nog pykoogcrsoM Crprana, GbIBIIETO B TO
BpeMs TaBoo AGuHCKOI mKombL'® B pamkax mepsoro nukna Ipokn
YyTana paboTsl APUCTOTeIA 1O TOTHKeE, STUKeE, TOTIUTHKE, PU3MKe U Me-
tausmke. 3ateM [IpoK/I IPUCTYIINIT KO BTOPOMY LMKy — K U3YUEHUIO

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

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

16 [Topdupnit, )Kusnv [Inomuna, 1. 14, 5-7 m 13.

706 arom yuebHoM Kypce cM. Westerink-Trouillard-Segonds 1990,
XLII-LXXVI.

18 Mapus, XKusuv IIpokna, or. 13.
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anarnoros IInaToHa, cOGpaHHBIX B COOTBETCTBIU C TOII Xe IOC/IefioBa-
TeNIbHOCTBIO HayK. 37jeChb CTOUT OTMETUTD fiBa ACIIEKTa TAHHOTO yueh-
Horo Kypca. (1) ITocrenoBaTeIbHOCTh HayK pacCMaTpyUBaIach Kak BOC-
XOXJIeHMe IO JieCTHUIle GMI0cO(CKOTO MO3HAHNA, HauMHAIOI[eecs CO
3HaHNA IMPAKTUYECKOTO ¥ 3aBeplIAolleecs BBICIIMM TEOPETUYECKIM
3HaHMeM, Metadusukoit. (2) IlepBblil, apUCTOTENEBCKMIL, LUK BOC-
XOXKJI€HVA 110 JIECTHULIE TO3HAHNA OCTAaBa/ICA NIPeIBapUTENbHBIM, IO -
TOTOBUTE/IbHBIM, HECOBEPIIEHHBIM B OTHOIIEHNY KO BTOPOMY, TI/IaTO-
HOBCKOMY LuKny. Ilo oTHOmeHMI0O K MeTadU3MYECKOMY TPaKTaTy
Apucrorens sTo O3HaYaeT, YTO OH O0OPasOBBIBAN BBICUINII YPOBEHD
3HAHUS, JOCTIDKMMOTO B IepBoM 1ykite. OZHAKO OH ObUI BCETO /UMb
MOJrOTOBUTEIBHBIM ¥ HECOBEPUIEHHBIM 3TAallOM B CPAaBHEHMM C I/IATO-
HOBCKVIM JIMaJIOTOM, PAacKpBIBAIOIINM MeTa(M3MKy Ha BeplIUHe BTO-
poro, IIaTOHOBCKOro IyKaa — Ilapmenudom Ilnatona. Takum obpa-
30M, y IIaTOHMKOB V 1 VI cronmeTuit MMenucp JOCTaTOYHO BeCKUe
OCHOBAHMS /IS TOTO, YTOO MHTEPECOBATHCS MeTapU3NIECKIM TPAKTa-
toM Apucrorend. OFHaKo, HECMOTPA Ha TO, YTO B TAHHOM TpaKTaTe
YCMaTpUBaIoCh IPUCYTCTBYE BHICOYANIIETO TEOPETMYECKOTO 3HAHMS,
Ha HEro CMOTpeNM KaK Ha HeCOBEpILIEHHOe IpefiBapeHye ITATOHOB-
ckoro ITapmenuoa.

K cyacrpio, y Hac ecTb BOSMOXHOCTD TpoyecTb Kommernmapuii Cu-
puaHa Ha Memagusuxy ApUCTOTEIS U IOMYIUTb IIPYU €T0 MOCPENCTBE
IIpEICTABIEHNE O TOM, KaK MMEHHO 3TOT TPAKTaT OTKPbUICSA IOHOMY
yuenrky Crpnana — ITpoxiy."” Bnpouewm, npu 60mee BHUMATeIbHOM
paccMoTpeHnu obHapyxuBaetcs, 4To Kommenmapuii CupyaHa BoBce
He ABJIAETCA KOMMEHTapyieM B OObIYHOM CMBICTIE 3TOTO crioBa. CupnaH
cocraBjsAeT KOMMeHTapuit Ha kauru B, I, M u N apucroreneBckoro
TpaKTaTa U 00BSCHAET CBOIO 3ajiady clefyoumM o6pasom.’ B kuurax
M un N Apucrorenb COCpefoOTOYEH NpPEMMYIIeCTBEHHO Ha KPUTHKe
IVIATOHMYeCKOl 1 mudaropeiickoil Metapusuku. 3agada Cupnana —

¥ Mispauwme: Syrianus, In metaphysica commentaria, ed. W. Kroll (Berlin
1902); aHramitckmii nepeBox omybmukoBaH k. Hummonom u JI. O’Mapoit
(Dillon-O’Meara 2006 1 2008).

» [Togpo6Hee 06 3TOM FOBOPUTCS B MOEM BBEI€HUN K II€PEBOY KOMMEH-
tapust Cupnana Ha KHuru B u I' «Mertadusuku», rie cobpanst cepiiku: Dillon-
O’Meara 2008, 3-5.
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IOKasaTh HECOCTOSITENIBHOCTD 3TON KPUTUKM, Babbl Y yUeHNUKA He CJIO-
JKUTIOCH IIPeHeOPEeXUTENBHOTO OTHOIIEHNsI K IVTATOHUKO-Tm¢aropet-
ckoll Metadusnke. B kaure B Apucrorens npencTaBigeT U 06CyxaeT
IIPOTMBOIOJIO)KHbIE TOYKY 3peHMs IO PA3TUYHBIM MeTapy3NuecKuM
BorpocaM. CMpuaH CTpeMUTCs T0Ka3aTh, KaKye IIO3MIUY BEPHBI, a Ka-
KJie HeT; BepHBIMY OKa3bIBAIOTCA IJIaTOHNYecKue. V], HakoHel], B KHuUTe
I' ApucroTresieM IpefCcTaBIeH OOLMiT OYepK MeTa(pu3uKy, KOTOPbIil
CupuaH B 1LjeJIOM IIPMHNMMAET; II03TOMY OH [JOBOJIbCTBYETCS IlepecKa-
30M TeKCTa, OTCBbITasA y4eHMKa K KOMMeHTapuio Ajekcanapa Adpo-
IVICUIICKOTO ISl IeTaIbHOTO Pa3bsICHEHNS OTHE/NbHBIX MecT. VTak, 3a
KOMMEHTapyeM Ha paboTy ApPUCTOTeNA y4eHUK OTChUTaeTCs K AJIeK-
caHpapy,*' ofHaKo, IIOCKO/IBKY OH HOJ/DKEH IONYYUTb HACTaBIeHUE B
IUIATOHOBCKOIT MeTadusnke, pabora CupnaHa OKa3bIBaeTCs1 HEOOXON-
MOIJT KaK IPOTUBOS/iVe Ha Ty KPUTHKY IUVIATOHM3MA, KOTOpas pa3BuBa-
eTcsl B TeKcTax Apucrorens u AnexcaHppa.

CrepcTBMA TaKOTO IOAXO/A K APMCTOTENIO ¥ AJIEKCaHIPY B YYeHUN
CupnaHa BecbMa BaKHBL. MBI MOITIM OBl TOAYMaThb, 4YTO APUCTOTEND U
AJekcaHp OKa3bIBAIOTCSA IIONPOCTY «MHCTPYMEHTAIN3VMPOBAHbI»,
HOJYMHEHBI MHTepecaM Iy1aToHn3Ma. Ho B meiicTBUTeIbHOCTH, KaK 3TO
BupHO 13 Kommenmapus CupuaHa, HeOIUIATOHNK IIPMHMMAET IIpefiyo-
JKEHHYI0 AJIEKCaHPOM MHTEPIIPETALNIO APUCTOTEIEBCKOIT MeTaduan-
YeCKOJ HayKy M UCIIONb3yeT ee [yisA TonkosaHuA Ilmarona. Tak, Cu-
puMaH IojaraeT, YTO BBbICIIAsA Hayka, o KoTopoit Ilmaron rosopur B
Tocyoapcmee, — 3nanue popm u popmsi Brara, ta Hayka, KoTopyto ITna-
TOH Ha3bIBaeT «IMANEKTUKOI1», TOKAECTBEHHA apUCTOTE/IEeBCKOI M-
pocru, iepBoit ¢punocopun nm reonornn.”? CiefoBaTeNbHO, OH IIPHU-
3HaeT, 4YTO OCYLIeCTBIeHHass  AJiekcaHfpoM  ¢opManusanys
ApUCTOTeNeBCKOI MeTadM3UKN IPUMeHNMa 1 K MeTadu3nke mim gua-
nextuke Ilnatona. Kak cmencrBue, mmatoHOBcKas MeTadusuka y Cu-
pMaHa OKa3bIBAETCA AIOAVKTUYECKONM HAYKOIl, OTHOCAIIENCA K TOMY
TUITy, KOTOPBIl ommcaH ApucroreneM Bo Bmopoii ananumuxe. OHa

2! TlonesHoe ¢uIonOrMdecKoe MCCIefoBanme Toro, kak CrpuaH MCIIONb-
3yeT KOMMeHTapuit AjleKcaH/pa, MOKHO HaiiTi B pabore Luna 2001.
22 Syrianus, p. 55, 27-33.
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HOCHUT XapakTep OIpee AN 1 aloAUKTUIecKuit. OTu Metoasl Cu-
P¥aH JONOMHAET IIATOHOBCKMIMIM METOJAMU aHa/In3a 1 pasfeneHus.”
Kpome toro, meTadmsnka nMeer feio ¢ YHUBEPCATIbHBIMI AKCUOMaMMU
- IpeXK[ie BCETo, ¢ IPMHINIIOM HellpoTuBopedns.** Ee mpenMeToM siB-
nsteTcst nopytexaruit pox (hupokeimenon genos) — pog, Cy1ero Kak cy-
mjero. Ho aToT pox — 0co6blit: o1 06pasyeT psifbl ObITHS IEPBUIHOTO 1
BTOPMYHOTO, TaK YTO M3HAYa/IbHOE ObITVE — GOXKeCTBEHHasl CyOCTaH-
LVsT — eCTh BbICIIast popMa OBITHS U IIPUYMHA CYI{eCTBOBAHMS IIPOM3-
BOZHBIX BUHOB cyero.” CornacHo Cupuany, 60xecTBeHHOe ObITie
COOTBETCTBYeT TpaHCLeHleHTHbIM (popmaM ID1aToHa, MOHMMaEeMbIM
KaK MbIIIeHNe 60XKeCTBEHHOTO YMa, OT KOTOPOTO 3aBUCUT CTAHOBIIE-
HIe MIPa, — 60)KeCTBEHHOTO Y Ma, HAIIOMIHAOIEro Apucroresnes 60-
KecTBeHHbIT YM. Vccnenys 6o>kecTBeHHOe ObITVe, MeTadU3uKa TeM
CaMBIM OKasbIBaeTCs Makie HAYKOI O IONHOTe cymiero.” HakoHer,
MeTau3MKa HOCTYIMPYET CYLUIHOCTHBIE CBOMCTBA OBITUA — Kak Apu-
CTOTeNeBRl, TaK 1 yrmomsiHyTsie [ImaroHom B Cogucme, B 9aCTHOCTH,
HOKOI ¥ [BVDKeHHe.” 3ab6aBHO, YTO apUCTOTeNeBCKas MeTadU3UKa,
¢dbopmamzoBaHHasA ANeKcaHIPOM, BOI/A B y4eOHBIi Kypc mKonbl Cu-
puaHa, MOfiCKasaja crocob GopMannsauy HeOIIATOHWIECKOI MeTa-
¢usmdeckoit Hayky — o MHeHuto Cupuasa, B HeCOBepLIEHHOI popme
IPUCYTCTBYIOIeil B MeTaM3NIeCKOM TpaKTaTe APUCTOTE/S U HOMY-
4yBLIEN IONHOE BbIpaxkeHue B [lapmerude IlmaToHa.

OpnHako, HeCMOTpsI Ha BUAMMOCTDb 3aMeYaTeIbHOTO COOTBETCTBUs
Mexay ¢opmannsarueit MeTapu3NIECKOi HAyKM KaK HayKu o Goxe-
CTBEHHOI1 cybcraHImM y AnekcaHppa m puanekTukoit IImaToHa kak
HayKM O TPaHCLEHJEHTHBIX ¢opmax, CupMaH OCO3HaBal ITIABHYIO
CTI0>KHOCTb, KOTOPYIO B CBA3MU C MeTadu3MKolt Apucrorens chopMynu-
posar eije Teodpact: Kak BOSMOXKHO 3HaHMUE O TPAHCLIEHAEHTHOM 60-
xecTBeHHOM ObITiN?>® Y CypuaHa sTa CI0)KHOCTD YCYIyO/IAeTcs KOH-
(GIUMKTOM MeXAy ero IUIATOHWYECKOi YOeXXJEHHOCTBIO B TOM, UTO

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

24 Cm. moe uccnenosanne O’Meara 2009.

5 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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60>XecTBeHHbIII YM U OODBEKT ero MbIIUIeHNs], (GOPMbI, TPAHCILeH-
IeHTHBI I10 OTHOIIEHMIO K AVCKYPCUBHOMY 4€/I0BEYECKOMY PACCYAKY,>
U IpUHATHEM QopManu3anuy MeTapu3uky AneKcaHapa, Ifie Ta Ipef-
CTaB/IeHa KaK BIIO/IHE NUCKYPCHBHas Hayka. TakuMm o6pasoM, BCTaeT
(byHaMeHTaNTbHBI BOIPOC: KaK BO3MOXKHA 4YelloBedecKas HaykKa o
CYIJHOCTSIX, TPAHCLIEeH/IEHTHBIX I10 OTHOIIEHIIO K 00'beKTaM, IOCTVKI-
MBIM CPefICTBaMU YeTI0BEUECKOI HayKu?

Peurenne 3Toii pobieMsl, mpeanoxxenHoe CupuanoM B ero Kom-
Mmenmapuu Ha Memagu3suxy Apuctorens, MOXXHO BKpartiie chopMyiu-
poBatb Tak.® B cormacun ¢ Tumeem IlnaToHa, co3garoumit Mup 60xe-
CTBEHHBII YM (WM BeMUypT) CO3[aeT TakKe U AYIIY — MUPOBYIO AYLIY
" gymn MHAUBUAYalabHbIEC, 06pa3y;{ X B COOTBETCTBUM C OIIPENETICH-
HbIMM (POPMaTbHBIMU IPVHLIUIIAMYU U II0 OCOOBIM MaTeMaTU4eCKUM
3akoHaM.” [T09TOMY, 3aHMMAsICh MaTEMATHUKOI1, YeJI0BeYecKasi Ayla B
caMolt CBOeil IPUPOJe OTKPBIBAET BPOX/EHHOE 3HAHIE MaTeMaTHyIe-
CKIX 3aKOHOB — 3HaHME, KOTOPO€ OHA 3aTE€EM BbIpa’Ka€T B MaTeéMaTnvie-
CKMX [OKasarTe/lbCTBaXx. VI oTM MaTeMarudecKye 3aKOHbI COOTBET-
CTBYIOT 3aKOHaM BCETEHHOII, IIOCKO/IbKYy 9TO Te cCaMble 3aKOHBIL,
KOTOPBIM CJIeffyeT OO0>KeCTBEHHBII YM, YHOPSA[OYMBAIOLIMI Mup. >
Camu 3/1eMeHTBI IPUCYILETO YeTOBEYECKOIT Aylile BPOXKIEHHOTO 3Ha-
HNA, Ha3bIBA€EMbIC CI/IpI/IaHOM <<Cy6CTaH]_[I/IaTIbHI)IMI/I J'IOI‘OC?:lMI/[»,33 KO-
TOpBIe BKIIOYAIOT MaTeMaTN4ecKyie 3aKOHBI, AB/IAITCA 06pa3aMyt CBO-
ero TBOpUa - OO0XXeCTBEHHOr0 YMa M IIpefMeTa €ero MBICIA -
TpaHCIeHeHTHbIX (popM. CriefoBaTeNbHO, B Pa3BUTUI HAYYHOTO 3HA-
HIsI, TAKOTO KaK 4MCTas MAaTeMAaTMKa, YeloBedecKas Aylla IPOeKTH-
pyeT 06pasbl TpaHCIEHAEHTHOTO 60XKecTBeHHOTro 6bITuA. TakuM obpa-
30M, Hay4YHOe, HIMCKYPCUMBHOe 3HaHMe OOXKeCTBEHHOTO ObITHS
BO3MO>KHO KaK Hay4HOE BbIPa)KEeHIe BPOXKIEHHBIX Mel, B/IAIOIXCS
obpasamu 3TOTO OBITHA. >

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

3% CM. MOI0 BBILIEYIOMSHYTYIO cTaTbio: O’Meara 1986.

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

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

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

3 5] MONBITA/ICA MCCIEN0BaTh 3TO MOHATHE «06pasa» TPAHCIEHEHTHOTO
6prtys B pabore O’Meara 2001.
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CoOTBeTCTBEHHO MeTa(u3MKa, KaK BIOJIHE AMCKYPCUBHAs, Hayd-
Hasg opMa 3HAHMSA, He MBICIUT TPAHCLEH[IEHTHOE OBITVE, KOTOpOe
YCKO/Ib3a€eT OT JUCKYPCUBHOTO IIO3HAHNS, HEIIOCPENCTBEHHO, HO VIMeeT
Terno ¢ MPUCYLIMM [yllle BPOK/IeHHBIM 3HAaHMEM — TeMIU HMOHATUAMI,
KOTOpbIe MOTYT OBITh BBIPXKEHBI ¥ KOTOPBIE BBIABIIAIOT, KaK 00passl,
9TO TPaHCIeH[ieHTHOe ObITye. VIMEHHO TaKuM 06pasoM OKasbIBAeTCs
BO3MOXXHOII HayKa O TOM, YTO HAXOAUTCS 3a IIpefe/iaMi HayKu.”

Opnako B Kommenmapuu Cupuana Ha Memagusuky Apucrorens
MBI He 0OHApY>X1BaeM PasBepHYTOTO M3/I0KEHNUs 9TOJI INIATOHU3NPO-
BaHHOIl apUCTOTENIeBCKOIl MeTapuamuecKolt HayKy, IMOCKOMBbKY, KakK
yKe 66110 ckasaHo, CupUaH IPeVMYIIeCTBEHHO COCPEFOTOUEH Ha TOM,
4TOOBI OIPOBEPTHYTh APUCTOTENEBCKYI0 KPUTHKY IUtatoHusMa. Cu-
pMaH IpepIoaraeT CylljeCTBOBaHNe HEKOero KaHOHa NMuQaropenckux
U ITATOHNYECKNX TEKCTOB, B KOTOPOM, IO €r0 MHEHMIO, 3Ty MeTadu-
3UMYECKYIO HayKy CIefyeT o6Hapyxuthb. Ho cam OH He JaeT M3/I0XXeHMA
aroit Hayku. Cypsi 1o y4e6HOMY KYpCy, KOTOPOMY OH C/Iefl0BaJl, MOXKHO
IPEeAIIONIOXKNUTD, YTO Hanboslee aleKBaTHBIM ee BBIPAKEHIEM [O/DKEH
6b11 crath ITapmenud [lnatoHa.

Pa3BeprhiBaHMe MeTadU3MIECKOIT HAYKK

Kommentapnuit Cupnana Ha Ilapmenud HaM, K COXXaJIeHUIO, HEJOCTY-
IIeH, HO MbI MO>KeM 00paTuThCs K paboTe mociefHero u Hanbosee sp-
Koro yuyeHuka CupuaHa, KOToOpbiit usydan Memagusuky Apucrorens
BMecCTe ¢ HuM, — K pabore [Ipokia, 1 B HallleM pacriOpsDKEHUM eCTb €T0
Kommenmapuii na Ilapmenuo ITnarona. Kpome Toro, y Hac ecTb ero ru-
raHTcKas pabora, HocslasA HasBaHue [Inamornosckas meonozus. Ho s
TI07IaTalo, YTO, €CIM MBI XOTUM HANTY TPAKTaT, B KOTOPOM IIpefiCTaB-

3> MOXHO 3a[jaTbCsI BOIIPOCOM, caM /i CupuaH pa3paboTa 3Ty KOHIfel-
11110 MeTabMU3UIEeCKOIT HAYKN KaK AUCKYPCUBHOTO BBIPQKEHNsI BPOXKIEHHBIX
HOHHTMﬁ[, ABIAOIINXCA O6paSaMI/I TpaHCHeH}leHTHOI‘O 6bITI/I5{, WIN 3Ta KOH-
uenuyst 6blIa M YHaC/e[OBaHa, HarpuMep, oT SIMBiuxa. BBugy orcyrcrus
TOYHBIX CBEJIEHMIT O SIMB/IMXe, TPYAHO OTBETUTD HA ITOT BOIIPOC CKOIBKO-HU-
6ynpb onpeneneHHo. OXHAKO, IIOX0XKe, YTO K SIMB/IMXY BOCXOGUT TEOPUSI MaTe-
MaTMYeCKOil HAyKy, KOTOpas B 9TOM KOHTEKCTe UIPaia, KaKeTCs, BOXHYIO
ponb (cM. Sheppard 1997; O’'Meara 1989, 133-134); TakuMm 06pa3oM, BIIOJIHE
BO3MOXXHO, YTO 1 yqume C]/[pI/IaHa o MeTa(bI/ISI/IKe TAK)K€ BOCXOONUT K HMBHI/IXY.
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7eHa MeTadu3ndecKas HayKa, pa3paboTaHHas B AyXe TeX W[eil, KOTO-
psie chopmupoBanuck nop, BausHneM perenuuu Cuprasnom dpopma-
nm3anuy ApUCTOTeNsI, OCYILECTBIEHHO AJIEKCAHAPOM, HaM CTIefyeT
obparurscs k [IpoknobiM Hauanam meonozuu.*® Jta pabora 10130~
BaJIach IOIY/ISIPHOCTDBIO B CPEfHNE BeKa (CYLeCTBYIOT ee apabCKue, 1a-
TUHCKME U TPy3MHCKUe IePEBOMIBI), 1 3a4aCTyI0 MMEHHO C Hee Hadu-
HatoT nsyvenne [Ipokna ceropus. Cerfdac MHe XOTENOCh OBI II0KA3aTh,
9TO OHA IPEACTaB/IsIeT HaM MeTa(pM3NIecKy0 HayKy B TOM BIfE, KaK
noHuMan ee CupuaH. HauHeMm ¢ mpenBapuTenbHOro 3aMedyaHus o6
9TOV KHUTE.

B 3araBum roBOPUTCS O «T€OIOTUI»; TEOIOTUSA TOHUMAETCS 3]1eCh
B aPMCTOTENEBCKOM CMBICTIE — KaK HayKa O 00)KeCTBEHHOIT CyOCTaHIUNL.
W peiictButenpHo, CupyaH HasbiBaeT TPYA ApUCTOTeNs, MOCBALIEH-
HbIT MeTaQu3MKe, «TeOJIOTMIECKUM TpakTarom».” CII0BO «Hadasa»
(stoicheiosis) B 3armaBun pabotsl IIpokia ybexpaer, 4TO pedb UAET O
[OCOOMN IS CTYEHTOB, 11, KpOMe TOTo, HartomuHaeT o Hauanax Es-
knpa. Ilepexmuka ¢ EBKIMOM MOATONKHY/IA HEKOTOPBIX YIE€HBIX K
TOMY, 4TOOBI BUfIeThb B 91011 KHITe [IpoKia memadusuxy, 00kazanHyio
eeomempuveckum cnocobom (more geometrico). B meiicrButenpHoCTH,
6er/bIil 0630p MOKA3bIBAET, YTO JAHHASE paboTa Mo GopMe OT/IMIAETCs
ot EBxmpoBoit:* B orimane or Hauan, oHa He OTKPbIBAETCS IIEPEYHEM
oIpefeNieHNit, OOIMX MOHATHUI M aKCMOM, HO COCTOUT U3 LN FOKa-
3aTe/IbCTB, B KOTOPBIX 000CHOBBIBAIOTCS ITOIOXKEHMSL, KAKI0€ U3 KOTO-
PBIX IIOMeIIIEHO B 3aT0/I0BOK COOTBETCTBYIOLIETO TOKa3aTebCTBa. Ma-
TEMATMIECKUIT WIM TEeOMEeTPUYECKMI BUJ[ TPaKTara, BO3MOXKHO,
00YC/IOBJIEH TeM, YTO MMEHHO MaTeMaTu4yeckas Hayka (pyHiaMeHTasIb-

% Cm. Proclus, Elements of Theology, ed. with English translation by E. R.
Dodds (Oxford 1963). KommenTapuit ITpokna Ha ITapMmeHus ny6nmukyercs B
HOBOM m3panuu, noprorosaeHHoM C. Steel (Procli in Platonis Parmenidem
commentaria, Oxford 2007, 2008), B nepeBopax G. Morrow u J. Dillon (Prince-
ton 1987). [CM. HOBBIIT KOMMEHTHPOBaHHbIIT tepeBof: IIpokn, Hauana meono-
euu (teopemnl 1-33), mep. u kommenTapuit C. Mecsr, APXO. Tpyov: kynvmy-
ponozuueckozo cemunapa, Bpim. 5 (MockBa 2009) 235-260;
http://diglossa.org/Proclus/Institutio_Theologica. — IIpum. nep.].

%7 Syrianus, p. 80, 17.

38 CM. 06cysxpeH1e 3T011 TeMbl B Moelt pabore O’Meara 1989, 196-198.
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HBIM 06pa30M BJOXHOBIIS/IA Te IPeCTaB/IeHNsI O HAYYHOM 3HaHUM, KO-
Topble paspuBanuch Apucrorenem u Cupuanom. HakoHer - 1 3To meit-
CTBUTE/IbHO MCKIIIOYNTEIbHAS 4epTa, — B TeKCTe He LMTUPYETCSA HU
OJIVMH U3 aHTUYHBIX ABTOPUTETOB, HET layKe CChIIOK Ha [1naTona u Apu-
crorensa. OgHako B cBoeM M3ganun Jofjc mokasail, 4YTo B TeKCTe UM-
IJIMLUTHO NpUCyTCTBYeT Ilapmenud IlnatoHa, B 4eM y Hac eme OyzeT
BO3MOXXHOCTb yOeUThCS.

ITpucrymnas renepb k 607ee BHUMATeIbHOMY paccMoTpeHmio Hauan
meonoeuu IIpokia, 51 x0Ten 6GbI MOKA3aTh, YTO ITOT TEKCT [EVICTBU-
TENbHO IIPefCTaB/IsieT COO0Il M3IoXKeHre MeTaduU3NIecKoil HayKu B
TOM BU/Jie, KakK ee moHnman Cupuas. [t 9Toro He0OXOMMO IT0Ka3aTh,
YTO eMy IPUCYIINU ONpefie/ieHHble 0COOeHHOCTH. TaK, B HeM JOJDKHBI
BBIPaXKaThCA BPOKAE€HHbIE MOHATHA, KaCaIOLecs TPaHCIeHeHTHDIX
CYILIIHOCTEN, MCIONb30BaThCA aKCMOMBI, pa3BUBAThCA NOKa3aTeNbCTBa,
B HeM J[JO/DKHO TOBOPUTBLCS O Beljax 60)KeCTBEHHBIX KaK O IPUYMHAX
Cy1ero u o 6sITuy BOOOIIe, JO/DKHBI OIMCHIBATHCS CYI{HOCTHBIE CBOJA-
CTBa OBITHA.

HerpyznHo 3aMeTUTb, YTO HEKOTOPbIE U3 ITUX 4epPT AeJICTBUTETbHO
HIPUCYTCTBYIOT B TeKcTe ITpokma. Mbl HelICTBUTENBHO CTaIKMBaeMCcA
3mech co chepoit 60)KEeCTBEHHOTO, MCXOAIEl, KaK IT0IaralT [IaTo-
HYVIKV, U3 IIepBOIIPUYMHBI BCero cylero — Enunoro, yepes Y, BIUIOTH
mo Oyum.* OnuceiBas 91U 60KeCTBeHHbIE CYLIHOCTH, IIpOKI roBoput
TaKXKe I 0 IpuunHax 6s1TysA. KpoMme TOTO, psifi chopMynMpoBaHHBIX UM
TeopeM, Harpumep, Teopema 1 («Bcsikoe MHOXXeCTBO TeM MM MHBIM
06pa3soM IpUYACTHO €fVHOMY»), HOCAT IIPEfeNbHO 0OLINMiT XapaKTep.
VicenenyioTcs onpefie/ieHHble CYLIHOCTHBIE CBOVICTBA OBITUA — B OCO-
OeHHOCTY, eIMHCTBO M MHOXKECTBEHHOCTb. MOXKHO OTMETHUTD TaKXe,
YTO BBIBOJBI CTPOSTCS HAa OCHOBAHUY CTPOTHX yOeAMTENbHBIX apry-
MEHTOB U YTO BBIBOJBI /I3 HEKOTOPBIX apTyMEHTOB JICIIO/Ib3YIOTCA 3a-
TeM KaK OCHOBAHsI /i1 apTYMEHTOB, 0OOCHOBBIBAIOIINX [a/IbHElIIIe
BBIBOJIBI, CO3/IaBasi B [[€JIOM ITOTPSICAIOLLYIO [eTIb JOKA3aTe/IbCTB, 0TO6-
PaXaIoIIyIo 1Llellb, CBA3YIOIIYI0 caMo ObITHe. MOXHO TakKe BBIABUTD
aKCMOMBI, MCIIONIb3yeMble [JIA JOKa3aTenbcTBa. Hampumep, fAokasa-

¥ 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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TEeNbCTBO TeopeMsl 1, KOTOpPOe CTPOUTCS KaK JOKAa3aTeNnbCTBO OT IPO-
TUBHOTO (modus tollens), B KOHEUHOM UTOTe OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha IBYX aK-
CMOMax, YIIOMIHAeMbIX IIPOK/IOM B KOHIfe PacCy)XIAEHMS: O TOM, 4TO
1je710€ 6OJIblIle YaCTH, M YTO HIYTO He IIPOUCXOoauT u3 Hiuvero.* Ho sB-
JISI€TCST /U 9Ta AIOAUKTHYECKask HayKa, IpefcTaBieHHas B Hauanax
meonoeuu IIpox/Ia, HayYHBIM BHIp@XKeHMEM He TPaHCIIEHJeHTHBIX CYIIl-
HOCTeI1, @ HAIVX BPO)XAEHHBIX IIOHATHIT 00 STUX CYLIHOCTSX, KaK TOTO
Tpebyer gaHHOe CHpMaHOM MCTONKOBaHUE BO3MOXHOCTY MeTadusu-
yeckoil Hayku? Iloxxamyii, 5T0 HamMmeHee O4eBUAHAs OCOOEHHOCTD
kuury [Ipoxia, ofHaKo, Kak MHe IIPECTAaB/IsIeTCs, OHA eil MPUCYIIa.
Y106 ybemurbCs B 3TOM, HaM, IPaBAa, HPUAETCS OOPATUTHCS
IpeXHe K OTPBIBKY U3 Apyroit paborsl IIpokna, ero IInamorosckoti
meonozuu. 3nech, B kaure 11, r1. 12, Mbl HAXOIVM CTIEAYIOIUI TEKCT:

«Tax 4TO ke 3TO 3a IepBoe MOHATHUE (n0éma) HayKu [TO eCcThb Teo-
JIOTUM], KOTOpas IPOUCXOJUT OT [00XKeCTBEHHOIO] yMa U AB/IAET
cebs? Kakoe moHATME MBI MOIIM OBl Ha3BaTh TAKOBBIM, €CIM He
Harbomee MPOCTOe M HOCTIDKMMOE IIOHATME ITON Hayku? Benb
MMEHHO 3TO HOHATIE 0COOEHHO TT0f06HO 3HaHMIO yMa. UTo ke 3To
takoe? “EnnHoe, — roBopurt ITapMeHNz, — ec/vt OHO eAMHO, He 6yzeT
MHOTMM” . B camMoM Jiesie, MHOTOE 110 HEOOXOIAMMOCTH TIPUYACTHO
eIHOMY, efIHOE XKe efUHOMY He IIPMYACTHO, HO €CTh eMHOe CaMO
o ceber.*!

[Tpoxt 3mech 3afjaeTcst BOIPOCOM O Harbosiee IePBIIHOM ITOHATUN
(noéma) Teomorny ¥ HAXOIUT €r0 B OJHOM U3 TIOTOXKEHIT I/TATOHOB-
ckoro [lapmenuoa: «Egunoe, ecnu oHO efuHoO, He 6ymeT MHOTUM» (137
¢ 4-5). Ora uuTaTa B3ATa U3 IEePBOI IMIIOTe3bI BTOPOIL YacTu Ilapme-
HUOd, B KOTOPOIA, IT0O MHEHNIO IVTATOHUKOB MO3HE aHTUYHOCTH, PeYb
I/Ia O BBICIIEM MeTa(pU3MYeCKOM IPUHIINIIE, IPUYMHE BCETO CYIIEero —
EnyaoM. 3amMeTuM, 4TO 3TO MONIOKEHNME BBIPAXKEHO KaK TeopeMa 1 4TO
OHO SBJIAAETCA NIEPBBIM I10/I0’KEHNEM TEOIOTUML.

Ecnu tenepr Mbl BepHeMca K Hauanam meonozuu Ilpoxia, To B
Teopeme 1 06Hapy>kuM, YTO BCAKOE MHOXKECTBO TeM /I MHBIM 06pa-

40 Proclus, Elements of Theology, prop. 1, p. 2, 11-13.
41 Proclus, Platonic Theology, 11, 22, vol. 2, p. 66, 4-9.
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30M 06beaVHeHO, a B TeopeMe 4 — 4TO Bce 0OBEMHEHHOE, TO €CTh BCS-
KOe MHO>KECTBO, OT/IMYHO OT TOTO, YTO eAnHO Kak ExmHoe. VHBIMU
crnoBamy, TeopeMa 4 OKa3bIBaeTCs paBHO3HAYHA TOMY IIOJIOKEHMIO,
KoTopoe B IInamornoseckoti meonozuu BbICTyIIaeT KaK IepBoe MONI0XKe-
HIe Teonornu. Takum 06pa3oM, MBI BUAMM, YTO BBIBOABI U3 JOKa3a-
TeNIbCTB B Hauanax meonozuu, KOTOpble IPUBOJATCA B BUTE 3aI/IaBUi
COOTBETCTBYIOLINX UM HOKa3aTe/NbCTB, B BEeNICTBUTEIbHOCTH SAB/IAIOTCA
HOHATUAMM, BRIPaXXEHHBIMM B hopMe TeopeM o cymieM. Teopema 4, IIo-
CTYNIUPYIOLas pasnuyne MeXXIy BCAKMM 00beINHEHHBIM MHOYKECTBOM
¥ TeM, ITO e[IMHO CaMo 110 cebe, BBOJUTCS Ha OCHOBAHUM TPeX IIpeflIe-
CTBYIOIIMX T€OPEM U CaMa SABJIAETCS BaKHBIM 3B€HOM B CHCTEME apry-
MEHTALNI, IOCKOJIbKY OTHe/IsIeT 0O beHEHHbIE MHOXKECTBA OT TOTO,
9TO 0OBEIUHAET UX M YTO CaMO IO cebe, B KOHEUHOM MTOTe, He MOXKET
OBITh 00'beIVHEHHBIM MHOXKECTBOM, HO TO/DKHO OBITH eIMHBIM CaMUM
10 cebe. Takum 06pasoM, MbI BCTpeIaeMcs C YTBEP)KIAEHMUEM O TOM, ITO
BCsI IeVICTBUTE/IBHOCTD KaK 00befHEHHOE MHO)XECTBO 3aBVCUT B CO0-
CTBEHHOM OBITVM OT IIEPBOIPUYNHBI CBOETO eAVHCTBA, KOTOpast AB/IA-
eTcs He 06'beIMHEHHO CYITHOCTDIO, HO JUIIb YMCTHIM TPaHCIIEHIEHT-
HpiM  EngmupiM.  [amee IIpokn pasBuBaeT cepuio apryMeHTOB,
OIIpefe/ANINX MOPAOK BOSHMKHOBEHMA Pas3IMYHBIX YPOBHeN Cy-
IIETO Y3 CaMOTO IIepBOTr0 Havajla — TPaHCIeHleHTHOro Enmaoro.
WTak, MOXHO cfienaTb BbIBOJ, uT0 B Hauanax meonozuu Ilpoxna
MbI HaXOJMM pa3BepHYTOe M3/TOXKeHMe Toil MeTadpuanuecKolt Hayku,
KoTopas Oblta 3agymMaHa CHUpUAaHOM, BJOXHOBJICHHBIM, B CBOIO Ode-
penp, UCTONKOBaHMeM ApucToTe/st y Anekcannpa AQpopucuiicKoro.
Orta Meradmandeckas HayKa IPENCTABISIET COOOIT He HEIIOCPECTBEH-
HOe TIO3HaHMe TPAHCIEH/IEHTHOTO, HO IMCKYPCMBHOE BbIpaskeHue
BPOXXJEHHBIX MOHATHUIL, UTOTOM KOTOPOJl OKAa3bIBAIOTCA TEOPeMBl O
TpaHcueHAeHTHOM. * TpyaHO M30aBUTHCS OT OLIyIeHus, 4TO (UIo-
co( MOT UCIBITHIBATH JKe/IAHIIE UCIIONb30BATD 3TO JUCKYPCUBHOE 3HA-
HYI€e UL TOTO, YTOO IIIarHYTh 3a ero Ipefie/Ibl ¥ JOCTIYb IPaHUL] CAMOTO
60>KeCTBEHHOTO OBITIA, MOCPECTBOM 3HAHMUS, JIEXKAIEro 3a TPaHbIO
Hay4yHOIt mucKypcuBHOocTu (discursivity). B cBssu ¢ aTuM ymecTHO
BCIIOMHUTD, 4TO, II0 c7oBaM camoro Ilmarona B ITapmenude (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 IpeAcTaBiseT coboil yIpakHeHVe s
Mosogoro HeombiTHOro Cokparta. ITpoK/I [TOAXBAaTHIBAET 3Ty U[EIO0 B
cBoeM Kommenmapuu na Iapmenud, a CripuaH ONMCHIBAeT KaK YIIPaXK-
HeHMsI IIPOTMBOGOPCTBYIOLIME apryMeHThl B KHure B Memagusuxu
Apucrorens.  nmomnarato, uto u Hauana meonozuu ITpoka MOXHO pac-
CMaTpuBaTh KaK PYKOBOACTBO, HeOOXOmMMOe st IMpuoOpeTeHms
HaBbIKa MeTaduandeckoro MuinyreHns.* 9to He IOCTIeHee CIOBO B
MeTau3NIECKOM IIO3HAHUM, HO JIMIUDb CTYNeHb, BeAyllasi, B KOHIE
KOHIIOB, K IIOCTVDKEHNIO 60XXeCTBEHHOTO OBITH, JIEXAIIETO 32 Ipefie-
JIaMI AVUCKYPCUBHOCTIL.

IIpeomonenne meradpusmdeckoil HayKu

3aBepIaoasg YacTb 9TOM CTaTby MOCBsAIeHa [laMacKuIo, ToCIeHeMY
raBe AQMHCKOJ IIKOIbI, KOTOPBIIT, MeHee YeM Yepes ITOICTOIETHA O-
cne cMeptu [Ipokia, 6bIT BBIHY)XAEH MOKMHYTh ADUHBI IO IIPUYMHE
AHTMA3BIYECKOI TOMUTUKY uMIeparopa IOctuanana u, BMecTe ¢ Apy-
rumu ¢punocopamu, B Hayane 530-X TOOB OTIIPABUTHCS B U3THAHME B
Iepcuro. K Teme Hamlero mcciefoBaHusA MpsAMOe OTHOIIEHNME MMEIOT
nBe pabotst Jamackusi: Kommenmapuii ua Ilapmenuo IlnaTona u Tpak-
tat O nepevix HA4AnAxX, IOTHOE Ha3BaHMe KOTOPOTO — 3ampyoHeHUs U
paspewtenus, céasamHvle ¢ nepsvimu Havanamu.** Ita mocmenHss pa-
6ora BecbMa npuMedaTenbHa. OHa IpeCTaBIAeT, CO CChIIKOI Ha Iep-
Bble Havyaja WIN IPUYVHBI IeiiCTBUTENBHOCTI (T. €. Ha COOCTBEHHBDII
npegMeT MeTaU3NKM), TIATEJIBHO paspabOTaHHYI0 MAHOpaMy 3a-
TPYAHEHUI ¥ IPOTUBOPEYNI, IPUCYTCTBYIOIUX B YTBEPKAECHUAX, KO-
TOpbIe MBI [ieflaeM O TaKUX Hadanax. [Ipm 9TeHun 3Toil KHUTU MOXKET
MOKa3aThCs, 4TO BCE, YTO TOBOPUTCA O MOJOOHBIX HavajaxX, IPOTUBO-
peYMBO, U YTO HE OCTAETCA HMYEro HeCOMHEHHOro. IIo cpaBHeHMIo ¢
SICHOJL M TPSIMOII TPOIIOi, MPOJIOKEHHOI CKBO3b MeTausndecKye
npo6nemslr Hauanamu meonozuu Ilpokina, paboTa Jlamackus npescraer

4 Cm. O’Meara 2000; 1o CupnaHy cM. MO€e BBefieHIe K aHITIMIICKOMY Iiepe-
Bony Kommenmapus Cupuana Ha kauru B u T, crp. 8.

4 Tpakrar omy6mukosa JI. Becrepuuxom (L. G. Westerink) u JK. Kom6e
(J. Combes) nop, HazsanueM Traité des premiers principes ¢ GpaHI[y3CKUM Iie-
peBooM (Paris 1986-1991). Kommenmapuii Jamackus Ha ITapmeHud Taroxe
61 M3nau u nepesefieH JI. Becrepuukom u JK. Kom6e (Paris 1997-2003).
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KaK MOpe Heollpefe/IeHHOCTH, IPOTUBOOOPCTBYIOINX TOSULIMIL, CMsI-
TEeHUS, PACCTPOIICTBA, 63 KaKOTO ObI TO Hit OBIIO ICHOTO HAIIPAB/IEHNIS
u ropusonTa.* I[ToAaBIINCh STOMY BII€YaT/IEHII0, HEKOTOPbIE YUeHbIe
Haxoguay B pabore [laMacKus BhIpaKeHUe OTYasHMUA, YIafKa U Kpy-
IIeHMsT MMPa A3bIYeCKOTO VHTEIEKTYaIa, KOTOPBII 3a/{bIXa/ICs B XPH-
cruannsupoBanHoit umnepun IO0ctuanana. C dunocodcxmnx mosnimii
MOJXXHO 3aMeTHUTb, YTO paspabaTbiBaeMble [laMacKieM LieI apryMeH-
TOB, B KOTOPBIX OfMH apTYMEHT OIIPOBEPraeTCsi APYIUM, HAIIOMIHAIOT
IPOTUBOpEUNBbIe APTYMEHTDI, HATPOMO>XKIaeMble (PUI0COPOM CKeNTH-
KOM, CIMTAIOINM cebst 00s13aHHBIM BO3IEP)XMBATHCS OT OKOHYATE Ib-
HbIX cyxpeHmit. K atomy mu crpemnrcs Jamacknit? Meradnsnuka, de-
pecayp IIyOOKO MOTpy)XeHHasi B COOCTBEHHBIE IIPOTMBOPEUN,
YHUYTOXXAET Ce6s1 M CTAHOBUTCS CKeITHIm3MoM? Viu, ecivt ncnosnb3o-
BaTb 00pa3, KOTOPBIM IIO/Ib30BaICs caM [laMacKuil, 3aHMMasCh MeTa-
¢busukoit, He 6ry>xaem mu Mbl B mycrore? *© He craHOBUTCA /1 OHA
YMCTO TEOPETUIECKUM, KOHIEITYaIbHBIM pasMBIIUIEHNEM, JIMIIEH-
HBIM BCSYECKOTO OMIMPUYECKOTO OCHOBAHNS 1 OOpEYeHHBIM Ha YXOF
B Hy4T0? OHAKO HY OJJHO U3 3TUX IPENIIONOXEHNIT O CMBIC/IE IIOAX0/A
JJamMackysi He COOTBETCTBYET TOMY, KaK caM OH IIOHMMAaeT CBOIO 3a-
mauy.” MHe X0Tenoch Obl MOKa3aTh 9TO, HO HpeX/e IPUBELY IIPUMEp
TOJ allOPUITHOMN, IPOTUBOPEYMBON apTyMeHTalMI, KOTOPas IPe/ICTaB-
JIeHa B 9TOJT 9KCTPAOPANHAPHOI KHUTE.

B Hauase cBoero Tpakrara [laMacKuii paccy>kaeT o caMOM IIePBOM
MeTtadusndeckoM npuHuMIe — ENVHOM, — B TepMMHAX, CBA3aHHBIX C
MOHATUSMM 9aCTH 1 1[eJIOT0, TeMU IIOHATHUAMU, KOTOPBIe yKe ObIIN BO-
B/IedeHbl B 00CYXXAeHMe IPOOIEMAaTUKI eAVHOTO B TOM, YTO CIUTAIOCh
COOTBETCTBYIOLIE}T YaCThIO ITTATOHOBCKOTO ITapmeruda. [Jamackuit Bo-
KasbIBaerT, u4To (1) Egunoe ectb yacth 11enoro un uto (2) Enunoe He ectb
4acTh 1jen10T0. BosbMmeM nepBoe yrBepkpenne: (1) ExnHoe ectp yacTb
ernoro. IToHATIE 11€7I0T0 MOXHO OIIpefeNsiTh no-pasHoMy. Hampumep,
TIOf] «Ije/TBIM» MbI MOXKEM IIOApa3syMeBaTh TO, B YeM HET HUKAKOIO He-
mocratka. VImm e «1efoe» MOXKeT 0003HAYaTh MOPSOK NPUYMH U

4 Tpaxrar Jamackusi 06CyXXaincs, K IpuMepy, B paborax: Linguiti 1990;
Rappe 2000, ch. 9; cf. Napoli 2008.

6 Cm., HarrpuMep, [lamackuit, 3ampyonenus, p. 8, 1.

47 TeTampHO 9Ta MBICTIb 060CHOBBIBaeTcs B pabore Tresson 2009.
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cnepcrBuit. Vi xe «1ie/10e» MOXKeT 03Ha4YaTh BCIO COBOKYITHOCTDb MbIC-
nmoro.*® TIpu mr06oM 13 3TUX CIOCO6OB OTIPeMeNIeH s LeJIOTO SICHO,
gyro EuHoe ecTh 9acTh HeKoero 1enoro. Terneps BO3bMeEM IIPOTUBOIIO-
n0KHOe yTBepkzeHue: (2) Exunoe He ecTh yacThb nenoro. Jamackuii
HOKa3bIBaeT 9TO IIPY [IOMOIIM CIIEAYIOLMX apIyMEHTOB: €C/U Lieioe
€CTb PsifL IIPUYUH U CIELCTBUIL, TO STU IPUYMHBL U CIIE[CTBUS COIOJ-
YMHEHBI [PYT [PYTY, 06pasys oTot psia. Ho ecu camoe mepBoe Hawato,
Enunoe, ecTh Ipu4iHa BCETO, TO OHO OY/€T IPUUIMHOI V1 TOTO COTIA-
COBAaHHOTO psifia KaK IIe/IOT0 U II09TOMY He MOXKeT OBITh WIEHOM [jaH-
Horo pspa. Takum o6pa3oM, OHO He ecTb 4acth Lenoro.” Yyre pasnee
Jlamackuit MpUCTYIIaeT K JOKA3aTeNbCTBY TOTO, 4TO EfuHOe 1 efuHO, 1
He equHO. OHO ef1HO, 6YAydM BHICIIIEN CTEIIEHbIO efUHCTBA B PSAY Be-
Iielt, TPeNCTABIAIINX 000t 00beNNHEHHbIE MHOXECTBA, UM He
enVHO, He OyAydM WIEHOM 9TOro psija.>

Ho xak cam [lamackuit TIOHMMAET Te IPOTUBOPEYNS, Yepe3 KOTO-
pBle OH IPOBOGUT CBOEro yuraressa? UTo, o ero MHEHNIO, PaCKpbIBa-
eTcsl B 9TuX 3arpysHeHnsx? Heckorpko pas Jamackuit obpamaercs: K
COKPaTOBCKOMY 00pa3y pOfOBBIX MYK — MYK AYILN, IBITAIOLENCS HO-
ponuth 3Hanme.” TOYHO TaK XKe CTPajiaeM U MbI, IIBITAsICh TIOPOJUTD B
HallleM MbllteHnn npebpiBatoniee B Hac Equnoe. I1piTasch BbIpasuTh
B HaIllell MBIC/IY (B HAIIMX MMOHATHAX U PACCYXKEHNSIX) U B HAILIEN pedn
TO, YTO He MOXET OBITh IIOCTUTHYTO 1 BBICKA3aHO, MbI TEpPSIEM €T0 B
TOM, YTO U3 HETO MCXOUT. V BCe XKe MBI XOTUM HaJITH €ro, BEPHYThHCS
K HeMy. [Ipoenupys HEMOCTIDKMMOE Ha YPOBEHD IIOCTYDKMMOTO, MBI 1
OT[A/ISIEMCS OT HELIOCTYDKVMIMOTO, ¥, TEM He MeHee, UILeM IIyTh BO3Bpa-
I[eHNs1 K HeMy. POJOBbIe MyKM, KOTOPBIMIL MBI CTPafiaeM, CyTb 3aTPYA-
HEHU, 3aTajIky, IPOTUBOPEUNS], BOSHUKAIOIINE TOTMa, KOTa MBI 110~
CPEICTBOM HAIINX IIOHATUI PacCyXKaeM O HemocTIKUMoM.> VI B To

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

4 Mamacknii, p. 2, 9-18.

0 amackwuit, p. 4, 1-12.

1 Cwum., HanpuMep: [Jamackuii, p. 86, 10-16, a Tak)Ke IIONIOXKeHNe, BbIIBUHY-
toe TpeccoHoM, ynomsiHytoe B npumedanun 47 (Tresson 2009, ch. 7).

52 TaMacKuil HepeKo CIPaBeIMBO YKa3bIBaeT HA TO, YTO €r0 KpUTHUIe-
CKMIT aHa/IN3 CBA3aH ¢ upesamu (ennoia, epinoia), K KOTOPHIM MbI puberaem,
MBIC/ISl O TPAHCLIEHIEHTHOM (em., Harpumep, cTp. 2, 5 u 19; 4, 14; 6, 9; 7, 18-
21). TakxuM 06pa3oM, OH pacCy’XaeT B KOHTEKCTe YYeHN 0 MeTadyU31IecKoil
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>Ke BpeMs1 OHY IIPEACTABIISAIOT CO60II CIT0C06, KOTOPBIM MbI MOYKEM [JVIC-
KyPCUBHO MBICIUTD HENOCTIDKMMOe. VITak, [JaMmackuii mpearaeT HaMm
HOYIPaXXHATbCA B JUCKYPCUBHOM PacCyXJeHUM O MeTapu3MIecKUx
IPUHINIAX, TOCPEICTBOM KOTOPOTO OOHAPYXMBAIOTCS IIpefieIbl, He-
aleKBaTHOCTb TaKOTO PACCY>K/IEHM 110 OTHOLIEHNIO K TPaHCLLEH/IEHT-
HOMY; U B TO K€ BPeMsI OHO CITY KT CPeICTBOM OOHAPYXUTD 9TO TPAHC-
LEH/ICHTHOe B HallleM MBIIUIEHMM O HEM M 3a IpefielaMi 3TOTrO
mbiuyierys.> Takum o6pasom, [lamackuit TOKa3bIBA€T IIPEfebl MeTa-
¢dusmyecKolt HayKy 1, IPOLBUTAsI STY HAYKY JIO ee COOCTBEHHBIX IIpe-
Ie/IOB, JEMOHCTPUPYET TaK)Xe, KK OHA MOXKET MOOYANUTH pasyMHYIO
AYIIy K BBIXOAY 3a COOCTBEHHBIE IIPefie/ibl HABCTPedy TPAHCLIEHIEHT-
HoMy. Pabota Jlamackusi mpefcTaBisieT co00it OTHIOAb He pe3y/IbTar
pasodapoBaHus, NpU3HaHMA Oe3yCTOBHON Heyladu IpedecKoil MeTa-
¢du3uKy, a BbICIIee JOCTIDKEHME B PasBUTUY MeTapU3MIeCKOil HayKu,
Havatoit Anekcanppom Adpopucuiickum u mpopomkenHon Cupna-
HoM 1 IIpokmnom.

ITpucnocabnuBasg NpefIpUHATYI0 AjeKCaHAPOM (OpMalIU3alnio
ApUCTOTENeBCKOII MeTadM3M4ecKoll HayKu K IUIaToHusMy, Cupuan
3HaJI, YTO TaKas HayKa IIpefCTaB/IsieT co0O0li INIIb CPefCTBO K JOCTH-
JKEHUIO TO3HAHNA O TPAHCLIEHAEHTHOM, a He CaMo 3TO ITO3HaHue. 3Hal
ato u IIpok, xo1s ero Hauana meonozuu, B KOTOpbIX MeTapusndecKas
HayKa IIpeJCcTaBleHa C TaKOM CHCTeMAaTUIeCKON KpacoToi, MOTYT Ha
MepPBbIil B3ITIAM MOKa3aTbCA OKOHYATe/TbHBIMU olpefieneHuaAMu. Eciu
IIOCJI€ 3TOTO Y HAC BCE €lle OCTa/INCh VIIIIO3MI OTHOCUTEIBHO afleKBaT-
HOCTU Hallleit MeTa(szquCKoﬂ Haykwy, JlamMackmii uclensger Hac OT

HayKe, KOTopoe Mbl Haxogym y Cupnana. f mosnaraio, 4T0 aHOHMMHBIN KOM-
MenTapuit Ha Ilapmenud, xoropsri I1. Ago (P. Hadot) mpunucsiBaer Ilopdu-
PMIO, IpEAIIoNaraeT yueHue o MeTapuanke Kak JUCKYPCUBHOM IIPOrOBapyBa-
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 HaxoauM y Cupuana u Jamackusa. Takum o6pa3oM, JaHHbI KOM-
MeHTapuit HO/DKeH OBITh JATHPOBaH O0/ee MO3NHNUM MEPUOLOM — YeTBEPTHIM
WIN TIATBIM BeKOM. BripoueMm, 3TO NpenmonoKenue HyXJaeTcs B OTAETbHOM
UCCNIENOBAHNIL.

53 ITamackwuit, p. 8, 12-20. K BoIrpocy 0 ToM, Kak IIOCpefCTBOM KPUTHUKIL Me-
Tadu3nUecKNX Mt MOXHO BBIITH 3a UX Ipefenbl, cM. Tresson-Metry 2005.
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HUX, OTKPbIBasl HAIU YMBI TOMY, 9TO JIEXKUT 3a MIpefeIaMu, WIN [pe-
BBIIIIE, HAIINX COOCTBEHHBIX MeTapu3ndecKux ycummir.>
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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.

! 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, 715¢, 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 (eudaimon) 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 (28¢7) 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-c3)

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’ (armetria): 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;andin 1:3=3:9=9:27), 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

0T cover in the following roughly the same ground as G. Vlastos (1975),
chapters 2 and 3, but in search of different things.

1 35a] suggests a contrast between (a) that “out of which” soul is put to-
gether and (b) the ‘way’ in which it is put together.

12 In 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’ (tauté) 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 summetrd, 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

3 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,ie. 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 (36¢4-
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, 39¢1)."

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 (53c-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
(anéthen) 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’ (arithmon, 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 (2x3x8;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.

16 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.
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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
(kalon kagathon). (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’ (B&vatog) 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 (6AeBpog) 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 (8vnt6v), think mortal’
ones, but instead, so far as is possible, you should immortalize
(aBavatilewv)! 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 (Bewpia), 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
feel, 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.
2 See Diogenes of Oenoanda fr. 125.IV Smith (a fragment perhaps from a
letter of Epicurus to his mother).
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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 (cvyyeviig) 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

? 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 bodys; 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 1 LOGOI'Y INIOTUHA.
VX IIPYIPOJIA VI ®YHKIIVIA

JIIOK bPCCOH
HauyoHanbHbI LIeHTp Hay4YHBIX MccefoBanmii, Ilapyk

Ecnu Beputs coobiennto [lopdupns (OKusuo IInomuna, 21), [lnotun
IBITA/ICS TAPMOHM3MPOBATD TO, YTO OH CYMTAIT MUArOPeiCKUMH Tep-
BOHAYaIaMy, ¢ nepsoHavdanamu [TnaTona. OgHaxo, mockonbky IlnoTnn
XKW B OKPY>KEHNUM, [/Is1 KOTOPOTO ObITIO XapaKTepHO JOMVHIPYIOLee
BIMAHME CTOMYECKUX UTET, IETKO MOHATD, II04eMY IPe/I0>KEeHHbII MM
CMHTe3 UCHbITAT IyboKoe BIMsAHMe cTonusMa. «Ero npoussenenns
IIepeTIo/IHeHbl 3aMAacKMPOBAHHBIMYM CTOMYECKMMMU M IIepUIIaTeTHde-
CKVIMU UfiesIMI», — ToBopuUT HaM ITopdupnit OKusno ITnomuna, 14).

Bce 3T0 0c06eHHO 0YeBUHO, KOT/A PeUb 3aXOJUT O MOHATUY «JIO-
roc» (AGyog). IIMOTHH IBITaNICA CMHTE3MPOBATh IIATOHNU3M, TOMeIIa-
ot Egunoe, beitue u [Jynry sa mpefienibl KOCMOCa M OTAIE/IBHO OT
HETO, CO CTOMYECKUM BATA/IN3MOM, KOTOPBIN Ha/le/IA/l KOCMOC XM3HEH-
HOI1 3Hepruert, 0pOpM/ISIOLEN eT0 B 6eCKOHEYHOI OCTIe0BaTeNbHO-
CTU IIMKJIOB.

Cromvyeckas JOKTpMHA HA (IJI/ISI/I'ICCKOM YpoBHE

CToukn IIpeanaraloT rpaHIMO3HOE BUIEHNE KOCMOCA KaK 60>KeCTBEH-
HOTO, JXMBOT'O, CAMO3apO>KIAIOIIETOCA Te/la, OpTaHN30BaHHOIO 110 pa-
OVIOHA/IbHBIM 3aKOHaM M METOAMYHO YIIPaBIAEMOTO 1_[p0MbIC}'IOM.l B
OCHOBY CBOE€II KOCMOJIOTUM OHU IIOMEA0T CIeNyloIe IBa Ha4daja.
OJIHO N3 HUX 06HanaeT TOJIBKO Ka4Y€CTBOM IIOB/IACTHOTO 6BITHA: 3TO

! STyt HecKOBKO MaparpadoB O CTOMKAX HAIIMCAHDI IIOf] BIIEYATIEHNEM SP-
Koit pabotsl YKaka BproHcBura (Brunschwig 1998).
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marepusi (UAn), muiieHHast BCAKOTO CTPeMIEHNsI, IBVYDKEHUS M HULN -
aTuBBL Apyroe obmafaeT CIOCOOHOCTBIO [EIICTBOBATH, IMIPUAABATDH
¢dhopMy, KauecTBO U ABVDKEHUE MaTepyuut. DTO BTOpOe Hadajo ABJIACTCA
«pasymom» 2 (AOyog). Huduto B KOCMOCe He SIBIISETCS «Te€M» WK
«3TUM», ¥ HUYITO He MOJXKET OBITb Ha3BaHO «TeM» WM «3TUM» Oe3 mpu-
CYTCTBMS B HEM 3TOTO0, HE3aBMUCUMOIO OT Marepuy, Hadaaa. B Takom
KOHTeKCcTe AOYOG MOXET TakK )Ke Ha3bIBaTbCsA «O0rOM», IOCKOMBKY €ro
IeATEeNbHOCTD II0 XapaKTepy CX0XKa C AesATeIbHOCTBIO TBOPIIa KOCMOCa,
XOTS TaKOTO TBOPILIA, Ybe MCKYCCTBO MPUCYTCTBYET BO BCEX MTOPOKHe-
HUAX npupopsl. JloBens Ko mpefena MOHATHE IPOMEXYTOYHOCTI Ma-
TepyM, CTOMLU3MY IIPUIIIOCH IIPU3HATh B OJTHOM TOJIBKO JIOTOCE IIPU-
YMHY CaMBIX HPOCTBIX (USMYECKMX SIBIEHUI, TaKUX KaK deThIpe
HepBOHavyata (OrOHb, BO3MYX, BOJA, 3eM/IA), U Pe3y/IbTaT UX COefIHe-
HJSI B YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHMMaeMbIX 0ObekTax. BoT mouemy crom-
I[M3M MOXXHO HasBaTbh «KOPIOPEATN3MOM» WIM JaXke «MaTepuaus-
MOM»: BO3JENCTBME JIOTOCA Ha MaTepuI0 ¥ Te/la BCErfa OCTaeTCs
MaTepuanbHbIM, TEJIECHBIM [IEICTBIEM.

JleficTByIOmMiI TPUHLINIL, KOTOPBI CTOMKM Ha3bIBAIOT JIOTOCOM,
umMeet U pusnIecKoe UM — «OTOHb». ITO He (USNUECKUIL OTOHD, a He-
4TO, BK/IIOYalollee B ceOs BCe KadecTBa (U3MYECKOTO OTHA. ITOT
«OTOHb» €CTb SHEpIUs, U OCTaJbHbIe TPU 3NeMeHTa (BO3OYyX, BOJA,
3eMJIs1) COOTBETCTBYIOT TPEM COCTOSHMAM, B KOTOPBIX OH MOJXKET IIpO-
SBIIATBCS, B ra3000pa3HOM, XMAKOM WK TBepaoM. [loMemas cebs B
TPaaMLINIO, BOCXO[AIIYIO K ['ecromy, CTOMKY cYMTay, YTO KOCMOC BO3-
HIUK B pe3y/ibTaTe psfa IpeBpalleHnit 60ora, KOTOPHI B Ka4eCcTBe TBO-
PpAIIero orHsA OCYLIeCTB/IAT HOpoXkaeHNe Mupa. Kpome Toro, Bo3HUK-
HOBEHIE B KOHTEKCTe OECKOHEYHOV IOCIeN0BATEIbHOCTY LMKIOB
HEOTHE/MMMO OT CBOeil IMbeny, HacTymalllell B pesy/libTaTe IOMTHOTO
BosropaHus. KocMoc BosBpaiaeTcsi B TO COCTOSIHME, U3 KOTOPOTO OH
BO3HUK, IIpUYEeM Ka>KAbIA LMK/ SABJISAETCS JIMIIb OBTOPEHMEM BCEX
IpefIIecTBYONNX. ITO BCETIAa OJHM 1 Te XKe «CeMeHHbIe VI 3apOfbl-
meBble Havama» (AOyoL OTepPUATIKO{), KOTOpBIE 3aHOBO AKTYaIN3UPY-
I0TCSL B KaXKJIOM CITydae.

2 Kak MbI BCKOp€ YBUAVM, 3TOT TEPMVH HE CIIEAYET IIOHVMATDh B €TO 00bIY-
HOM CMBICJIE.
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To>xmecTBeHHbI 60Ty OTOHb, MAECHTUPUIVPYEMBIT C IOTOCOM, MO-
>KeT OBITh IIOHAT Kak OTHEHHOE [IbIXaHIue, Be3fecymas vedpa. Bo Bcex
YacTAX MUPA, HAIIOJTHEHHBIX ¥ 0pOPM/IEHHBIX 9TOJ! IIHEBMOIT, TOPAYMIA
OTOHb aCCOLMMPYETCA C POCTOM, a XOIOJHbIN BO3[YX XapaKTepu3yeTcs
oKarreM. ITo KomebaHe, KOTOpOe OfYLIEBIIAET BCe Tena 1 obecedn-
BaeT X COIIACOBAHHOCTb, Ha3bIBAETCS «HAIPsDKeHMEM» (TOVOG), ¥ OHO
Pas/IMYHO B PAa3HBIX YACTAX KocMoca. OHO Ha3bIBAaeTCA «COCTOSAHMEMY,
«ob/afaHmeM» VI «coxpaHeHyeM» (£§1G) B HEOyILIEBIEHHBIX IIPefMe-
Tax, «pocTOM» (QUOLG) Y pacTeHNIT U AepeBbeB, I «TyLIoin» (Yux1) y Ku-
BBIX Cy1iecTB.” B mo6oM crydae ero GpyHKIuel ABIseTCs 00 befMHEHe
BCEX TeJl, IPeX/ie BCEro TeX, 4YTO B KOCMOCe.

B cBOoeM IMaxpOHMYECKOM aCIeKTe 3Ta eIMHAsA U AMHAMMYecKas
CIIJIOYEHHOCTD MUPA COOTHOCUTCA ¢ IIpOMBIC/IOM, YTO IIPUBOANT K 3Ha-
MEHMTOI Teopuy cyfbObl Kak jeTepmuHusma. C Lienblo 136eXaTb
CTOJIb CTPOTOTO JIeTEPMUHU3MA CTOMKM OOBACHSIN, YTO KaXK/0e COOBI-
THe MMeeT He OfIHy efVHCTBEHHYIO, HO MHOXXECTBO IIPMYMH; OFHAKO
9TO JIMIIb CMELAIO aKI[eHThI B JAHHOII IIpobieMe.

Crpykrypa upeit IInorimna

CTONMKHYBILIMCD C 3TOJ B BBICIIEIT CTETIEH! COTTTaCOBaHHOI JOKTPUHOIA,
ITnotun coxpanun BepHOcTb [InaToHy, BbIpasuB CBOM UJEU B TEPMU-
HaX TPeX «MII0CTaceli», M3BECTHBIX KaK Enunoe, Y™ u [lymna B KauyecTBe
UITOCTacH, TO €CTh JyIIa, OTHENEeHHasA OT BCAKOTO Tena. B aTux umocra-
CSIX HET HMYEro TENeCHOTO, OHM IPEefCTAB/IAI0T cO00i BBICIINIT YPO-
BeHb [IeJICTBUTEIBHOCTY, KOTOPBIII HUKOUM 00pa3oM He MOXXET OBITh
CBeJIeH K TeTIECHOMY, KaK 3TO OBIIO ¥ CTOMKOB.

Ili1s1 Toro uTO6BI OMIpenennTh MecTo JIoroca B 9TON CTPYKTYpe 1 IO~
HATb €ro (PYHKLMY, MBI JNO/DKHBI IOCTaBUTb BOIPOC 00 MIIOCTacK
Hyun. BMecTe ¢ BOMpocoM 0 MpoucxoxaeHuu Jlyury, BOIpoc o ToM,
YTO OTHE/ISET €€ OT YMOIIOCTUIAEMOT0, COTEPKUT B cebe 3HaUNTeIbHbIE
TPYBHOCTU. B TO BpemsaA Kak YM AB/IA€TCA «ONHMM UM MHOTUM», [lyima
SIBJISIETCST «MHOTUM U OTHUM». B YMe Bcsikoe 3HaHUe SIB/ISETCS OJIHO-
BPEMEHHBIM U HEMOCPE[ICTBEHHBIM, a B Jlyllle IpOMCXOAUT MePexof,
(HetdPaotg) oT OFHOTO 37IEMEHTa K PYTOMY, IIOCKO/IbKY PasyM OBU-
JKeTCS OT MPeAIOChUIKM K 3aK/II0YeHMIo. BaxkHOI XapaKTepUCTUKOI

3 SVF1I, 1013 = Sextus Empiricus, Adv. math. 1X 78.
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YMma aBnsAeTcsa BEYHOCTD, Jlyllia ke acCoIMUPYeTcs CO BpeMeHeM, KO-
TOpOe BO3HMKAeT OfHOBPeMeHHO ¢ JIyIoii, 4To caMo II0 cebe co3paer
HapaIOKCa/IbHYI0 CUTYalMIo, MOCKONMbKY Jlylla, Kak u YM, ABIAETCA
BEYHOJI peanbHOCThI0. [lyllia BK/II0UaeT B ce0s1 II0CIejoBaTeNIbHO I Pas-
TeNIbHO BCE TO, YTO B OJHOBPEMEHHOM U CXKaTOM COCTOSTHUIM HaXOAUTCA
BHYTpM YMa. IITOTVH BBIPasu/I 3Ty MBIC/Ib C HOMOIIBIO AOYOL, KOTOpbIe
BHyTpM [yl 5KBUBaNeHTHBI GOPMaM, UIH, TOBOPS ACHee, 9T AdyoL
cyTb GpopMbI Ha ypoBHe Jlymmm. [lynra mpiaHHO 3aBUCHUT OT YMa, Belb
Epnnoe nmopoxpaer Jyury nocpeictBoM YMa, a ClIeiICTBUA BCETfia OT-
JIMYAIOTCA OT IPUYMHBL. TOYHO TaK Xe U YM, KOTOPbIil B HEKOTOPOM
CMBIC/IE OTBETCTBEHEH 33 COTBOPEHIE YyBCTBEHHOIO MUPa, HE MOXET
OBITH IIPUBJIEYEH K OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a TOT KOHTPOJIb, KOTOPBIII /yLIa
OCYIIECTBIAET HaJl 3TUM MUPOM.

Ha sTom ypoBHe npegMeToM pacCMOTDEHMs CTaHOBUTCA yXKe He
Jymia, He3aBMCUMas OT BCeX GOPM TEIECHOCTH, HO JYILIM, BOIIIOIEH-
Hble B TeNa, TaKyMe KaK MMpOBas Aylla M MHAVBUAYaIbHble HyIn.*
W xotsa [I10TMH HacTauBaeT Ha EAMHCTBE AyI, MIPOBas AyIla ¥ MH/V-
BUJIya/IbHbIe OyIIV HE SBIAIOTCA 9acTAMM HAXOAALIENCS HaJl HUMM
Iy, 4To MOrmo ObI CTaTh TOYKOi COMDKEHMA CO CTOMIIM3MOM;
Hao0OpOT — OHM ee OTpaKeHVA. MMUpoBas Hyllla OT/INYAETCA OT MHANU-
BIJIya/IbHBIX IyIl T€M, 9TO TO TeJIO, KOTOPOe OHA ITOPOXXMIAEeT U OXy-
HIEBJIAET, Ty4Ylle YeJI0BEYECKOro Tema. bomee Toro, ee He BOMHYIOT Te
IPO6/IEMbI, KOTOPLIMI 00€CIIOKOEHBI Iy LN JIOAEI, 1 laXKe SKMBOTHBIX,
x0T III0THH, KOTOPBIII BEPIT B peMHKaPHALINIO,” BCe-TaKM 3alHTEpe-
COBaH B 3TOJi Pa3HOBU/IHOCTY Iy

Hioke Tem Mbl HaXOOUM MaTEPUIO, MX KOHCTUTYMPYIOLIee OCHOBA-
HIE, KOTOPYIO MOXXHO IIOMBICTIMTD KaK SMaHAIVIO HVDKHEN 9acTy MU-
POBOII ymim.®

* Oyum 60roB, A€MOHOB, JIOfEl, XXMBOTHBIX U JaXke PACTEHUIT TakxKe Clle-
IyeT OTHECTHU K 3TOJ TPyIIIIe.

> CM. 06 aToM Deuse 1983.

¢ PasHoI/IacKs 110 3TOMY IOBOJY IpofopKawTcs. [lennc O’BbpaitH cuntaer,
YTO CYyIeCTBYeT SMaHAIMA MaTePUM M HACTOYMBO JJOKA3bIBAET ITO B CBOMX
nByx kHurax: O’Brien 1991 u 1993. XKan-Mapk Hap6onH 3aHmmaer 6osee
OCTOPOXKHYIO MO3UIIMIO 1 obpalljaeT BHUMaHNe Ha psAf HioaHcoB (Narbonne
1993).
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Adyog u Aoyory Ilnoruna

Kak u panee y II1aToHa, 3TO rpaHINO3HOE TeOPETIUYECKOe IOCTPOCHNE
IPU3BAaHO COINIACOBATH JIBe OCOOEHHOCTU HAIler0 MMpa: BUSVMOCTD
TeTepMUHM3Ma B MaTepuy M COXpaHeHMe IOPAMKA, MO3BOJAIOLIETO
MofsIM Boob1e 1 ¢punocodam B YJaCTHOCTU OIPENETIUTh CBOE MECTO B
MIpe U HalITu B HeM IIpYIMeHeHMe CBOel MBICIM 1 ee CIOBECHOMY BbI-
paxeHMIo, 9TO caMo 10 cebe MpeIosIaraeT Onpefe/IeHHy CTabuIb-
HOCTD B IIPOCTPAHCTBE M3MEHEHUIL.

Ho xax HaM COOTHeCTU JIPYT ¢ IpyTOM YPOBHM 3TOTO ITOCTPOEHMA?
OTBeT HeNpOCT A1 IVIATOHNKOB, IOTOMY YTO I/IS HUX, — B OTJINYNE OT
CTOVMKOB, KOTOpPbIE BO3/EICTBIE Ha Tea OObACHSIN ITOCPEACTBOM JIO-
roCa, TeIECHOTO areHTa, yIof06/IeHHOTO TEITIOMY [AbIXaHMIO, — BCSIKOE
IeVICTBIE, B TOM YVIC/Ie M TeIECHOI IPUPOJBL, TO/DKHO IIPOVICXONUTD 13
obmactu GecTenecHOro 1 faxke ymornocruraemoro. Kpome toro, sTa 3a-
Zava OCTOXKHSIETCSI OTKa30M OT (pUIYpPbI «eMUypra», BBIBELEHHOTO B
Tumee I1naToHa B KayeCcTBe peMeC/IeHHNKA, KOTOPBII Hadal paboTaTh
IIOC/Ie TOTO, KaK ITOPa3MBIIIIAT.

Y croukos Iln1oTMH 3aMMCTByeT He TONMBKO TePMMHBI AOYOG U
A6yoL, HO TakXKe U HTOKTPUHY, KOTOPYIO OH, TeM He MeHee, IlepeMeliaeT
B IUTATOHUYECKNI KOHTeKCT. Kora cioBo «10roc» B HHeadax He yIIO-
TpeOIAeTcsA B TAKMX OOBIYHBIX 3HAYCHUAX, KaK «pedb», <y4eHMe», «pa-
3yMHas CIIOCOOHOCTD» W/IM [IaXKe «MaTeMaTIdecKas [IPOIOPLys»,” OHO
HIpuoOpeTaeT CTOMYECKYI0 OKPACKY WM a’ke COOTBETCTBYET apyCTO-
Te/IeBCKOMy cloBoynorpebnennio. Kak u y Apucrorens, y IInotuna
«JIOTOC» OTChIIaeT K pasyMHOMY cofiep>kaHuio. [TpaByia, B IraToHM4e-
CKOJI TepCIIeKTVBe 9TO Pa3yMHOEe COZTep KaHye IpefIoyaraeT Cyle-
CTBOBaHNe GOpM, Ha KOTOPBIX OH OCHOBAH M KOTOPBIe IPM3BaH BbIpa-
JKaTb U TIPOSABTIATD.

CrenoBatenbHO, TOrochl (AOYOL) IPEeACTaBIAIOT COO0T BRIPAKEHsI
¢$bopM B pasyMHOIL pedit, B TO Ke BPeMsi COOTBETCTBYsI TeM aKTUBHBIM
HayajaM, KOTOpble MOZIe/IMPYIOT (POpMBI B UYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIMae-
MoM Mmupe. B atom konTekcre Jloroc (Adyog) mpepcraBiseT coboil
Habop 1orocos (AGyoL), KOTOpbIE IeTTaI0T BO3SMOXKHBIM KaK pasMblIIIe-
HIe, TaK ¥ NOPO>KIEHMe U OPraHM3aLI0 YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIMAe-
moro mupa. TouHee, JIoroc cOOTBETCTBYET Ipolieccy Iepexoa oT YMa

7 CucreMatu4yeckoe onucanue npeypcrasieno B Sleeman-Pollet 1980.
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K Pa3yMHOIl WM TBOPYECKOI /iyllle Ha BCEX YPOBHSX €€ IPOsIB/IEHNS,
6ynp To [lymra B KavyecTBe MIIOCTACH, MUPOBAsi Ayl WIN UHAUBULY-
azpHble Ayum.® Yaine Bcero B 9TON CBA3Y LNUTHUPYETCSI CIIEAYOLINIA OT-
psiBOK (9HH. 12 [19], 3, 27-30):

Kak mpoussecennoe coBo (A0yog) mpexncraBnseT coboit MMuUTA-
o (piunpa) crosa (A6yoq) B myiue, Tak u noroc (Adyog) B myure
€CTh MMMTALMA JIOTOCa B 4eM-TO ellje:’ Kak IPOM3HECeHHOe CTI0BO
(6 [A6yog] &v po@opd)'® packomOTO HA YAaCTH II0 CPABHEHMIO CO
CIOBOM B [Iyllle, TaK ¥ 7I0T0C B Jlyliie COITOCTaBMUM C TeM, YTO HaXO0-
JUTCS TIepef; HUM M YTO OH MCTOJIKOBBIBAET (£ppevelc).

IInoTMH NpUMHMMAET CTOMYECKOE Pa3IMYeHMe MEXAy Pedyblo Kak
MBIIIUIeHNeM (BHYTPEeHHVM TOJIOCOM AYIIN) U pedyblo MPOV3HECEHHON
IIOCPEZICTBOM YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHMMAEMBIX 3ByKOB. OflHaKO OH Ile-
peMelniaer 3To pasdeH1e Ha MTHOI OHTONIOTMYeCKNI1 ypoBeHb. Tenepnb
JIOTOC, BBIPAKEHHDII YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHMMAEMBIMI 3BYKaMy COIIO-
CTaBJIAETCA C JIOTOCOM B TMIIOCTasMpOBaHHON [lymie, a 10roc-MbIC/Ib
COIIOCTAB/IAETCA C JIOTOCOM B YMe, TO €CTh, CTPOTO TOBOPS, C 06/1aCThIO
ymonocTuraemoro. Ha ocHoBaHMM 3TOJ NIPOIOPLMM U3 YETBIPEX TeEP-
MMHOB MOXXHO Tellepb 3aKII04MTh, 4TO JIOroc B I'MIIOCTa3sypOBaHHOM
Hyue ucronkosbiBaet Jloroc B Yme.

1. JTozocwt (Abyor) 6 eunocmasuposannoii Jyuie

B YMe ymonocruraemble GOpMBI IPUCYTCTBYIOT OLOD TdvTa («Bce BMe-
CTe») 1 abCOMIOTHO OHOBPEMEHHO, B TMIIOCTa3MpOBaHHOI xe [ymie
OHU PACKPBbIBAIOTCS B [AMCKYPCUBHOI ITOCNIEOBATENIbCTH, OTHENCH-
HBIMI JIPYT OT JpyTa TaK Xe, KaK OHV IIPOSABJIAIOTCA B yMe B IIpoIjecce
PasMBbILIIEHVS WM B Pe4y B IIpoliecce TOBOpeHus. Tenepb CTaHOBUTCA

8 VIHpuBUIya/IbHBIE AYLIN B JAHHOM KOHTEKCTE MbI IIOYTH He 3aTParuBaeM.
IToppobuee 06 3TOM CM. CHelManbHy0 paboty o ncuxonoruu Ilnoruna: Blu-
menthal 1971.

° VI3 KOHTeKCTa CHO, 9TO IIOCKO/IBKY 3/IeCh pedb maetT o Jymre, TO MHOI
PpeanbHOCTBIO OyzeT YM.

10 TexHuveckoe crondeckoe Boipaxenne. Cm. SVF II, 135 = Sextus Empiri-
cus, Adv. Math. VIII, 275. Cm. taxke Enn. V 1 [10] 3, 7-8; u maxe Arist., Anal.
post. A 10, 76b24-25.
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HOHATHBIM, II0YeMY, YKa3bIBasd Ha OJHY U Ty )Ke pealbHOCTb, I[ImoTnn
ucnonb3yet Jloroc (Adyog) B eAMHCTBEHHOM 4MC/Ie, KOTAA pedb MIeT
06 YMme, n morocs (AGyol) BO MHOXXECTBEHHOM — KOTZIa OH IM€eT B BUY
Hymry. Ilpasaa, mocnefHee IpOsABIEHNE MOXKET BCe K€ pacCMaTpu-
BaTbcsl B KadecTBe Jloroca Kak COBOKYITHOCTHM BCEX JIOTOCOB, IIpy4eM
MHO>KECTBEHHOE YMC/IO BBIpaXKaeT WUJEI0 HeIMMOCTM BO BPEMEHU U
IPOCTPaHCTBe.

B 3T0i1 JOKTpMHE, B JaHHOM CIy4ae OTHOCAIeiics b K dyiie B
KauecTBe UIIOCTACH, COOTTIONIAI0TCA IBe BaKHeIl e IIPeIOChUIKY TIIa-
ToHmsMma [InoTuHa: 1) 4TO HuU3IIee HUKOT[A He OTCEKAETCsl OT CBOeE
IPUYVHBL; OyIIa He OTCEKAeTCA OT YMa, IIOCKOIbKY YMOIIOCTUTaeMble
CYIHOCTY IPUCYTCTBYIOT 3[1eChb OCOOBIM CIIOCOOOM B KadecTBe JIOr0-
COB, 11 2) YTO KOCMOC BO3HUKAeT B pe3y/brare cosepuanus. [logo6Ho
Apucroremo u croukaMm [1710THH oTKa3bIBaeTCcs OT UjeM TBOPIIA, KOTO-
PBlit, Ha MaHep IUIATOHOBCKOTO AeMUYPra, 3aHUMACs O6bl odopmite-
HYeM MaTepuI C LeIbl0 CO3[aHNUA MMpa YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIMAe-
MbIX Beteit. [logmMuHbIM TeMuyproM nnaToHoBckoro Tumes ITnortun
cunrtaer YM. OHAaKO 9TOT AeMMUYpT He TBOPUT: OH IepefiaeT cBoii Jlo-
roc [ly1iie, KOTOpas UCIIONB3YeT JIOTOCHI /1 OPOPM/IEHNS YYBCTBEHHO
BOCIIPMHVIMAeMbIX Belljeif CIIocoO0M, KOTOPBIN MOfpobHee MBI pac-
cmotpuM Himke. CyThb ero, OJHaKO, COCTOUT B c/iefyromeM: [lyura npu-
HYIMaeT B ce6s1 yMorocTuraeMble GOpMBI B KauecTBe HeMaTepUaIbHbIX
JIOTOCOB, KOTOpBIe 3aTeM OTPAXKAITCA B HU3ILIEHl YacT¥ MMPOBOI
Iy, To ecTb B mpupofe. IIpuHAB 3Tu 10rocel, Npupona HauMHAeT
BO3JIe/ICTBOBATb Ha MAaTE€PUIO, TEM CAMBIM CO3/laBast Te/la U MOATePKI-
Basi OObeAVMHAIOLNIT UX TTOPSIIOK. B KOHEYHOM MTOTe MOXKHO YTBep-
XKJIaTh, 4To Jlyllla B KayecTBe UIIOCTACK NIPEACTaBIIAET COO0I COBOKYII-
HOCTb BCeX JIOTOCOB, KOTOPBIe CYTh (POPMBI, OTHOBPEMEHHO IIPUCYIIINe
YMy U JUCKYPCUBHO TUIIOCTasMpOBaHHOM Jlyie.

STu coobpaskeHNsI MO3BOMAIOT HepeBecTy TepMuH AOyog B efuH-
CTBEHHOM 4Mclie Kak «Pa3ym» Wiy, BO MHOXKeCTBEHHOM YNCIIe, KaK
«panyoHanbHble GOpMyb» (AGyol). B enuHCTBEHHOM 4UCTIE, TO €CTh
Ha ypoBHe YMa WM JjaxKe ITMIIOCTa3upOBaHHoOM [lyln, OH 03HaYaeT co-
BOKYIIHOCTb BCeX JIOTOCOB. BO MHOXKeCTBEHHOM 4YNCTIe CUTyalus
OCJIOXKHSETCA, Befib, IOCKOIbKY BOSHMKHOBeHMe y IInoTuHa HeoTne-
JIVIMO OT CO3epIiaHu, TOTOChI OJHOBPEMEHHO OKa3bIBAIOTCA U Pa3yM-
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HBIM COJlep>KaHMeM, ¥ TIpaBUIaMy, 3aKOHaMM uin GOPMy/IaMi, YIIpaB-
JNAKIUMA IPOLIECCOM IOPOXAEHUA YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPUHMMAEMOI
IeIICTBUTE/IbHOCTY HU3LIEN YaCThI0 MUPOBOIL Ayium.'!

2. Jlozocui (AGyor) 8 muposoti Oyuie

OmnycTuMcst Ha YpoBeHb HIDKe TUIocTasyupoBanHoi dyum. Xots, mo
OIIpefieIeHNI0, OHA HMKAK He CBsI3aHa C TeJIaMI, €€ MO>KHO IIOMBICIIUTD
MHTYUTVBHBIM 00pa3oM KaK HeUTO HPICYIiee BCEM OCTA/IbHBIM AYIIaM,
OXXUBJIAIONIYM ¥ OPTaHM3YIOIVM TelTeCHBII MUp, TaKUM Kak AylIa
M1pa (TO ecThb KOCMOCA) M MHAVBMAYaIbHbIe YN (TO eCTh Ayum 60-
TOB, IEMOHOB, JII0fI€lL, )KMBOTHBIX ¥ pacTeHuit). MO>KHO IOITI Janbliie
U CKa3aTb, YTO, IPyOO rOBOPS, MHAUBUAYA/IbHbIE YN €CTh JIUIIb ac-
HeKTBbl MMpPOBOJL Aymy. OHM ABIAIOTCA cecTpaMy MMPOBOJL IyIIY, OT-
IAIMBLIVMIICS OT Hee VM YTPATUBIIMMI C HElo CBAA3b."

[TpuMeHUB IPUHIINII, COTTIACHO KOTOPOMY BCSKas Aylia HeiiCTByeT
Ha [IBYX YPOBHSIX, MOXKHO CKas3aTh, YTO MIPOBas AyliIa, pacCMaTpyBae-
Masl B acIleKTe CBOeil IPOLYKTUBHOCTH, JO/DKHA ObITh ITOMeIeHa Ha
YPOBeHb IIPUPOLBI, B TO BpeMs Kak Ha 60/lee BHICOKOM YPOBHe, B Kade-
cTBe 0(OPMUTENBLHNIIBL Belljeil IOCPEACTBOM CO3epLiaTe/IbHOM aKTVB-
HOCTH, OHa MOXXeT OBbITh ITOHATA Kak [Ipombicen. B MupoBoii Ayie Mbl
BHOBb BCTpedaeMcsl C OIIO3NILMelt JUCKYPCUBHOTO pasyMa (Stdvola) u
yMa (volG), KOTopas MpOABJIAeTCA B KaXKI0M MHAVBUIYaIbHOI yIIe.

2.1. ITopoxcderue: npupooa

B kauecTBe HU3IIEro acHeKTa MMPOBOII AYLIN, MU ee IPOAYKTUBHO
YacTy, IPUPOJia MOXKeT OBITh OIpefielieHa KaK MHOXXECTBEHHOCTD pa-
LMOHAIBHBIX (popMyn (AGYol), OpraHM30BaHHBIX B cucTeMy. Tak 4To
oHa 06/1afaeT, OHOI eif IPUCYLUM 06pa3oM, COBOKYITHOCTBIO YMOIIO-
CTUTaeMBIX (OpPM, KOTOpbIe COOTBETCTBYIOT BCEM SBIE€HMAM YYB-
CTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIMAEMOTO MUPA, KaK OAYIIEBI€HHOTO, TaK U HEOy-
IIeBIEHHOTO. VIMEHHO NpMpoja B KadeCTBe OPTaHU3YIOLIETo Havasa
CII0COOHA OOBACHUTDH HE TONBKO TO, Y4TO JIOLIAfb — 3TO JIONIAAb I10-
CTOJIbKY, ITOCKOJIBbKY (V3MYECKY CYLIeCTBYIOIIAA JIOaAb CO3/jaHa 10

' C u3BeCTHOII Jo/Iell YCIOBHOCTY MOYKHO JIaXKe COOTHECT 3TU «Paliyo-
Ha/IbHbIe (POPMYIIBI» C KOMIIBIOTEPHOI «IIPOrPaMMOIL».
206 stom cm. Enn. IV 8 [6], 4.5-10; IV 3 [27], 4.14-21 & 6.10-25.
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obpasy ymonocturaemoit JIomagu, HO TaKXe U TO, YTO KaMeHb SBIs-
eTcsl KaMHeM IIOTOMY, YTO YYBCTBEHHO BOCIPMHIMAEMbIl KaMeHb
odopMIIeH B COOTBETCTBUM C MOJie/Iblo yMonocturaeMoro Kamus. Ta-
KOe IIpefcTaBjIeHlie O Belljax 0OYC/IOBIEHO OTKA30M OT KPeaTHBICT-
ckoii (artificialist) metadopsr.

2.1.1. Omxkas om Kpeamusucmckoli memagopo

ITpuHAB 6e3 06CyXKeHNA KPUTUKY APUCTOTeN, KOTOpas, II0 er0 MHe-
HUIO, HAIIpaBJIeHa Ha JIO>KHbIE TONKOBaHMA auanora Tumeii, Ilnorun
IVMCTAaHUMPOBAICA OT KpPeaTMBMCTCKON MeTadophl, MpemioXeHHO
[TnatoHOM, a MMEHHO OT obpasa JeMuypra, KOTOPbIi OPOPMIUT UYB-
CTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIMAEMBIIT MMP, CO3epliast yMOIIOCTUTaeMble (POPMBL.
OTkasaBLIMCh OT IOCPEFHMNYECTBA JEMUYPra, paboTaoIero Kak pe-
MecCTIeHHUK, [I10THH niepeHec ponb OpTaHU3YIOIIETO MaTepUI0 areHTa
Ha Jly1y, 0>KMBIISIONIYI0 KOCMOC U CO3faolyko Tena. [IpnbmusnBummch
IIOCPEZICTBOM TAKOTO ITIOCTPOEHNA K CTOMIECKOMY KOPIIOpeann3My Uin
MaTepuanu3My, OH, TeM He MeHee, IIOCTapajIcs IOAYEePKHYTh Po/ib YMa
Y YMOIIOCTUTaeMOTO MIpa J/L TOTO, YTOOBI M30eXKaTh KpalfHero MMMa-
HEHTM3Ma, KOTOPBIII chienan 65 HeBO3MOXKHBIM pasfie/ieHue Tpex UIOo-
ctaceit — Enunoro, Yma u Iyumn. OH NOKa3bIBaeT, 4To Jake TUIIOCTa-
supoBaHHass [Jlylma, ¢ KOTOpOit CBf3aHbI MMpOBas [ylla M
VHAVBUAYa/IbHBle TYLIM, He €CTb aOCOMIOTHOE HAYa/I0, HO BBIBOJUTCS
U3 BBICIIEro Havana, YMa. Ilocmeqanit ke MOXKeT CIUTAThCA IeMIyp-
TOM 0COO0TO pofia — He pasMBILIIAIIINM U He paboraonmM. [Inotun
obbsacHser a1y crparernio B Iun. 111 2 [47], 2, 8-42. Ha kocMoc - 3T0
JKIBOE CYII[eCTBO, COCTaB/IeHHOe u3 Matepuu u ¢popm." Ero cymiectso-
BaHJe 00yC/IOBIEHO TeM 0OCTOATENbCTBOM, YTO MaTepusA B CBOEI CO-
BOKYITHOCT) BOCHpUHsIa GOpMy, 00eCIednBIIYI0 ee OpraHM3aLMIo.
OpHaKo A/st TOTo, YTOOBI MaTepusi MOI/Ia OBITh OPraHM30BaHa [IOCPe-
cTBOM (hopM, HeOOXOAMMO aKTUBHOE HAYaIIO, U /i1 KOCMOCA, KOTOPbII
He ABJIAETCA Pe3yNnbTaTOM TPyJa PeMeC/IEeHHMKA, HO €CTb MIOPOKIeHNe
IPUPOJBL, 9TO aKTVBHOE HAYaJI0 He MOXKET OBITh CBEJICHO K MacTepy,
KOTOPBII IMIIb Pa3MBIIUIAET, IOCYNTBIBAECT U paboTaeT. AKTMBHBIM
Ha4yajoM oKasbiBaetcs Jly1ira, KoTopas GpopMupyeT MaTepuio Ajisi TOTO,

13 Crnepyromye maparpadbl HaIMCAHBL IIOf BIedaT/eHyeM pabotsl Jko-
3eda Mopo (Moreau 1970, 37-45).
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YTOOBI IIPOU3BECTU TeJIa, IPUIATasi K YeTbIpeM MaTepyalbHbIM IIePBO-
HavajaM (OTHIO, BO3LYXY, BOAe U 3eMye) (POPManbHbII IPUHINII, UX
opranmsytonmmit. Ho 1A Toro, 4ro6sl nepenats oty popmy Marepyun
Jymura pomkHa 6b1a omyanTsh ee. OT koro? O4eBUAHO, OT YMa, KOTO-
PBIIL, B CBOIO O4epe[ib, 3aHMMaeT IOAYMHEHHOE M0/N0KeHe 10 OTHO-
meHuio K EquHomy.

2.1.2. BosHukxHoseHUe YY8CMEEeHHO B0CNPUHUMAEMO20 KOCMOCA

Jyma npencraisgeT co60il NIIOCTach, KOTOPas IPOUCXORUT OT APYTOI
UIIOCTACH, SBIIAIOMIEIICS ee IPUYUHON, — OT YMa, 3aBUCAIIETO, B CBOIO
ouepenb, oT Equnoro. Omupasce Ha Tumeii (35a-b), Ilnotnn HacTanu-
BaeT Ha IIPOMEXYTOYHOM XapakTepe [ymm, pacIoloXeHHON MEeXTy
TeM, YTO IIO CyTY HeleluMO, YMOIIOCTUIAeMBbIM HAdajoM, I TeM, 4TO
paszerneHo B Tenax. [Ipy 9TOM OH yTOYHSET, YTO AyIla ITONafaeT B Tea
crydaitHo. OHa pasfiefieHa B TeJIaX, TaK KaK B KaXK/IOM TeJle eCTh CBOsA
TylIa, 1 HefilelMMa B yMornocTuraeMoM Mupe. OHa Besfie 1 HUITe, KaK
nosropser B Cenmenyusax Iloppupmit.

Takum cioco6om ITnotun pasnmudaer Mexxay 60>KeCTBEHHOI, LeNb-
HoIt gymoit (1) 6An yvyr), dymoit B kauecTBe UIOCTACH, KOTOPasA BEIHO
npebbIBaeT ¢ YMOM, M YaCTHBIMM iylllaMU. BoXeCTBeHHas WM LieTb-
Has Jlyma — 9T0 TO, 4TO 06BIYHO Ha3bIBAETCS IUIIOCTa3UPOBAHHOIL [Iy-
moit. K aToit yHukampHol [lylle mpucoemuHAITCA BCe OCTalbHBIE
Iy, TaKye KaKk MUpoBas Aylla U 4eloBedecKue ayum. Bce onu mpe-
OBIBAIOT B COCTOSIHUM €JUHCTBA B BUJie OJHOII e[MHCTBEHHOIL AYIIN 1O
TOTO, KaK PacIpOCTPaHII0TCS BO BCe CTOPOHBI MOJZOOHO TydaM CBeTa,
KOTOPBII, JOCTUTAs 3€M/IM, pacIpefieNAeTCs IO Hell, OCTaBasACh Ipu
9TOM Hepasfie/IbHbIM. MupoBasd gyia (1] yuyr Tod TavTog) MopoXKiaeT
Tefa U YyIpasiAeT UMU. YToObI IOHATD STOT MPOLiecc BO BCeil ero Mmo-
HOTe, HeOOXOMIMO HAaIlOMHUTD B OOIIUX YepTax O TOM, KaK YCTPOeH
mup. I'nnocrasupoBanHas [lyia mpuHUMaeT B ce6s1 yMOIIOCTUTaeMble
dopmei (€i0n), B3AThIe B MOAyce «pasyMoB» (Aoyot). Husmras gactb Mu-
POBOJT #ymy, ee BereTaTMBHAs CUIA, VULV IIPUPOJA, 3aceBaeT 3TUMMU
«pasymamm» (Aoyot) mateputo (UAn). Tak BosHMKaeT Teno (0dpa), KO-
TOpOE MOeT OBITb ONMMCAHO KaK COBOKYITHOCTb KadecTB (TmoLoTNTeS),
IPUKPeNuBUIMXCs K YKOG — K dacTu Matepuu (UAn), Hafie/leHHOI Be-
mrayHoi (Uéye0o¢). VIHbBIMM c1OBaMM, TEIO eCTb COCTaB, COCTOSIINI
u3 Marepum (UAn), C KOTOpOIl CBsI3aHAa KOHKPETHAsl BeIMUVHA
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(néyeBog), HameneHHass ompefeNeHHBIMU KadyecTBaMu (TOLOTNTEG). B
KOHEYHOM JITOTe, 9Ta Be/INYIHA I KaueCTBa 00YC/IOB/IEHBI «pasyMaMil»,
TO ecTh popMamy, OMeleHHbIMI B MaTepuio (£vula €idn). Teno mo-
JKeT OBbITh XXMBBIM WM HeXXMBBIM. Kaxkfjoe )k1Boe Telo 0>XMBIAETCA
BereTaTMBHOI CUJION, OTBETCTBEHHO 3a IUTaHMe, POCT ¥ pa3MHOKe-
HII€, U 3Ta CMJIa HeTIOCPeACTBEHHO BOCXOANT K MUpPOBOIL aymte. B ciy-
Yae 4elloBeKa, OTell IIepefiaeT 3Ty CWIy 4epe3 ceMs, KOTOpoe, Iomajas
B MaTKy, [IPOV3BOANT 9MOPNMOH. B MOMEHT poXkmeHNMs denoBedeckast
TylIa, IpyIlefias U3BHe, COeMHAETCA C BereTaTMBHOM YO, OXKN-
BUBIINIT SMOPUOH, B pe3y/IbTaTe Yero po>kuaeTcs denosek. [Ipu aTom
6marofapsi cBoeMy yMmy (voDG) demoBedeckas Aylla He yTpauMBaer
CBOEIJI CBA3M C BBICIIVM HAa4aJIOM.

B 9un. IV 3 [27], 10, 10-42 roBopuTCcs 0 TOM, KaK BO3HMKaeT KOC-
Moc. ITocnegunit maparpad 3Toro oTphIBKa IpUMedaTeNleH paccyXie-
HIEM O TOM, B KAKOM CMBICTIe, B TaHHOM KOHTEKCTe, MUP MOXXeT OBITh
Ha3BaH «IIO/THBIM OOTOB», B COOTBETCTBUM C U3PEUeHIEM, IPUIINCHIBA-
embim Dastecy.'* Kocmoc mpencrasisier co60it Xy/05KeCTBEHHOE TBOPe-
HIle, BOHUKIIIee He B pe3y/lbTaTe HeATeNbHOCTM BHENTHel IPUYMHBI,
BpOJie JeMIypra INTATOHOBCKOTO Tumes, HO IIOPO>KIEHHOE U3 CaMOro
ce6s1 BHYTpeHHel! IPUYNHOI — OPraHMU3YIOLeil CI/ION, M3BECTHOI KaK
npupona. Kax 6yaTo Kycok Mpamopa cam npupai cebe popmy Beneper
Mutocckoit.”® Uro ke Takoe npupoga? To CUIa, COOTBETCTBYIOLAsI
HU3IIel YacTy MUPOBOIL [yIN, TOM JacTH, KOTOpas BCTyIaeT B KOH-
TaKT C MaTepyell. YIOpALoYMBaHUe, KOTOPOMY OHa IIOfiBepraeT MaTe-
puo, 06yCIIOBIIEHO AEICTBUEM PALMOHATIBHBIX (GOPMYI (JIOTOCOB), KO-
TOpBle, B TUIIOCTa3MpPOBaHHOI JlyIlle, COOTBETCTBYIOT YMOIIOCTUIA-
eMBbIM (OopMaM, U NpeOBIBAIOT B MOJ[yCe PAacCesTHNA, a He B COCTOSAHUM
eIVHOBPEMEHHOCTH, TONOOHO yMomocTuraeMeiM ¢opMaM B YMe.
C OMOIIIbIO IIPYCYILINX il PaliIOHATBHBIX GOPMYII, aJall T POBAHHBIX
IIs1 ee YPOBHSI, MUPOBasI [yLIA CIIOCOOHA YIIOPS[OYNTD MATEPUIO I II0-
PORUTDH BCe Tella, KaK OfyIeBIeHHbIe, TaK/e KaK JIOLIafb W AepeBo,
TaK M HeoJylleBJeHHbIe, TaKue Kak KaMeHb. C 3TOM TOYKM 3peHM:A
MOXXHO 3aK/IIOUMTh, YTO YYBCTBEHHO BOCIPMHMMAEMbII MUP Ipef-
cTaBjsieT co60it 06pas Bcex palOHAIbHBIX (POPMYII, COLEPKAIINXCS B

4 CormacHo cBupetensctBy Apucroresst (De Anima, A5, 411a7).
15 Cm. SVF1I, 1044 = Alexandr. Aphrodis., De Mixt., p. 225.18 f Bruns.



88  Logos mlogoiy ITmoTuna

MupoBoii pyue. Ha atom HusuieMm ypoBHe IIIOTMH HpOBOAUT OY€HDb
MHTEepeCHOe pasIndyeHle MeXHy [AeliCTBYEeM AYIIEeBHBIM U TETECHBIM.
O6a 3T [eiicTBUsI CTPEMSITCS YIOKOOUTD cebe Apyrye CYUIHOCTH I10-
CPEZICTBOM palMOHATIBbHBIX GOPMYII, KOTOpble OHM ycBowm. OpHako
€C/Iy y1Ia BCerga GOIPCTBYeET, TE/IO B AKTUBHON POJIU BICTYIAET JIMIIb
OIIOCPEOBAHHO, IO, BO3JEIICTBIEM APYrUX Tel. [lepeBo maer Teruio
JMIIb Cropas, Aylla >Xe IMONNep)XKMBAET >KM3HEHHBbIE CUJIBI HeIpe-
PBIBHO.

U Bce e pyuieBHbIE CHUIBI Ha T0O0OM YPOBHE HPUXOJAT B Hee
usBHe. JIULIb IPY IIOCPELCTBE IOTOCOB AYIIY — KaK MUPOBas AYLIa, TAK
¥ OT/ie/IbHbIE AYIIN, BCE BMECTe CBsI3aHHBIE C TUIIOCTAa3MpOBaHHOI [y-
IO, — COXPAHSIOT, KaK 9T0 00bsicHsercst B raaBe 17 Oun. 11 3 [52],
cBs3b ¢ YMoM. KocMoc ecTh mopoyk/eHye IPUPOADL, @ He MICKYCCTBA.
9TO MOpPOXK/eHNEe He 3aBUCUT OT Pa3MbILUIEHMs WIN IIOHATHI, HO
HpencTaBsieT co0O0il pe3yIbTaT HECTBUS CWJIbL, 3alledaT/IeBaroLiel
cebst B MaTepuu. YM IepefaeT NPUCYLINe eMy YMOIIOCTUIaeMble
¢dopMsI rurocTaznpoBanHoit Jlylite, B KOTOPOIT OHM CTAHOBATCS palii-
oHanbHBIMK GopMynamu. [unocrasupoBanHas [lyia 3aTeM mepefaer
9TU pauoHaIbHble (GOPMY/IbI MUPOBOIL [ylle, KOTOPas OPOXKHAET
OflylIeB/IEHHbIE U HEOAYIIEB/IEHHbIE CYI[HOCTH, KaK GYITO BBIIOJIHSS
npukasaHme cBbiire. OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 32 9T TBOPEHUS JIEKUT Ha
HM3LIEN 9acTy MUPOBOIT AYLIN, KOTOPasi B CBOMX JEVICTBUSX ONMpa-
ercs Ha Huswyo GopMy pasyMa, IPUCYLIYIO eif caMoli. VIMeHHO 3TO
006CTOSITENBCTBO OOBSACHSET HECOBEPLUIEHCTBO TBOPEHMI U MPUCYT-
CTBIE 3/1a B YyBCTBEHHO BOCIPMHIMAEMOM MUpPe, HECMOTPSI Ha TO, 4TO
OH II0-TIpeXXHEMY YIIpaBysieTcsi [IpoMbIcioM.

2.2. Cozepuyanue: IIpomvicen

Kak u gpyrye gymm, MupoBas fyllla OfHOJ CBOEIl YaCTbI0 IIOCTOSTHHO
KOHTAKTHpYeT ¢ YMOM. VIMeHHO 9Ta BBICIIAs YaCTh MUPOBOJI [YIIN MO-
eT 6bITh cooTHeceHa ¢ [IpOMBICIIOM — CBOETro pofja IIPaBOBBIM CBOZOM,
YCTQHOBJIEHHBIM B 00/1aCTV yMOIIOCTUIAEMOT0, — KOTOPBIiT, Kak Ilmo-
TUH 00bsicHs1eT B IHH. IV 3 [27], 15, 15-23, yupaBiseT KOCMOCOM.
Ecnu onbITaThCes BIPasUTh OfHOI (pasoit To, uto [lnotun xoren
cKasatb B Tpakrarax 47 (9un. 111 2) u 48 (3nn. 111 3), MOXKHO CcKasarts,
uro ITpoMbIces CefyeT MOHMMATh KaK COBOKYITHOCTB JIOTOCOB, B3ATBIX
He B VX IPOyKTUBHOI GYHKIMM, B KauecTBe OPraHM3YIOUINX Haval
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I71S1 MaTepUU, HO B POJIV XpaHUTe e, TOAAep>KUBAOIIIX YIIOPALOYeH-
HBIIT MUP B HEM3MEHHOM COCTOSIHUIML,'® KOTOPOE, KaK MBI BUMIE/IN, €CTh
JIMIIb OTPaKeHUe CTPYKTYPhl YMOIIOCTMIAEMOTO KOCMOCA, BO3HVIK-
IIeTO IPYU IOCPECTBE TOTOCOB, AB/IAIMIMXCA CTeIIKaMi YMOIIOCTHUTae-
MBIX HopM.

OJHaKO 9TO eCTeCTBEHHBIM 006pasoM MOPOXKJAeT [iBe MpPOOIeMBI:
BOIIPOC O IIpefie/IaX JeTepMUHM3Ma U NPpo6IeMy CylLleCTBOBaHNA 3714,
Ha KOTOPYIO yKa3bIBaeT MOC/IeTHAS CTPOKA YIIOMAHYTOTO OTPbIBKA.

Kak ato BupHO u3 tpakrara 3 (III, 1), cnenyer pasnuyathb cynp0y u
ITpomebicen. bosxectBeHHbIT [IpoMbicen (COOTBETCTBYIOLINIAL, grosso
modo, feATeIbBHOCTY MUPOBOII AYILIM) ONpefie/iieT OOLIYI0 CTPYKTYPY
CTAQHOBJICHN, He IIPOSBIIAA cebs B KaXXJOM KOHKpeTHOM ciydae. Crie-
TOBaTENIbHO, MMeeT CMBICT Pas/INyaTh MIPUYMHBI OT/JaNeHHbIe M 6/1u-
aitine. Bop u yo6miiiia HecyT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a CBOM MOCTYIIKM, B
TO BpeMsI KaK BCSI COBOKYITHOCTb KOCMIYECKIX IIPUIVH He MOXKET OBITh
06'bsIB/IEHA COMIPUYACTHOI TOMY, YTO HempueMieMo. JJake Tak Hasbl-
BaeMble «CMArYaolye» 00CTOATENbCTBA He U30aB/IAIT OT OpeMeHM
npuHATHA perennd. M Bce xe IIIOTMH He cOBCeM OTKA3bIBAaeTCA OT
HOHATHA CYAbOBI (fatum), TOl caMoii, 0 KOTOPOI Mbl TOBOPUM TOTT,
KOI'7la HeTIpeBIU/eHHbIE COOBITIS CTIyYAIOTCS C KQXKYILEcs Hensoex-
HOCTBIO. VI3OBITOK peabHOCTH, NMPUAABAEMbIl TOMY, YTO He MOXXET
OBITH MPETYCMOTPEHO, HO BCe-TAaKU CIyYaeTcs, He MOXKeT ObITh yCTpa-
HeH KVHMYeCKoll orukoii: «Takos mopsamok Bemeli». VI XoT4 3710 He
npucyie 6oram, a 4elmoBeK CBOOO/EeH, BCe IPOUCXOALIee IPOUCKXORUT
B paMKax Muposoro nopsgka. Cormacuo ITnotuny cyapba npossiser
cebs1 B KaueCTBe OCTaTOYHOrO crlefia IIpoMblcia: He B KayecTBe He00XO0-
IVMMOTO CBASYIOIETO 3BEHa, KaK, HallpuMep, Ipu CMeHe BpeMeH rofja
WIN OIpefe/leHNy TPaeKTOpuIl IBVDKEHNUA IUIaHeT, HO BCe XKe 3BeHa,
KOTOpOe II03BOJIACT, IO HEKOTOPOJ CTEIleHN, IPefyCMOTPETh Halll
pericteus. 1o aroit npuunHe ILIOTHH He OTBepraeT aCTPOJIOTUIO U Ia-
TaHVA.

Bompoc o 371e Bo3BpalljaeT Hac K 3aK/IIOYUTENbHOI CTafuM B IO-
POX/IeHNY HU3MIe)! YacTy MUPOBOIL oyu, ctafguy Matepyuu. Havas ¢

16 Takoe (QyHKUMOHAIBHOE pasfelleHne He ClIefyeT abGCOMOTU3MPOBATh,
TaK KaK OHO BBOJMUTCS JIMIIb I ACHOCTU u3noxxkenus (cMm. Enn. VI 9 [8], 9.7-
11).
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[Tnarona u Apucrorens, II1oTnH sakaHuMBaeT MeTapu3UIeCKOI KOH-
CTPYKIMel, KOTOpasl IPOTMBOIIO/NIOKHA KOHLENMIMM ApHCTOTENIA.
Wnea nmelicTBUTENbHOTO pasfielieHMs TaKMX Hadas, Kak bmaro m «3mo
caMo 110 cebe» OblIa OFHOIL U3 IPUYMH Pa3pbiBa MeXAY ApUCTOTeNeM
u IInaronom. KoneuHo e, Apucrorens npusHaet B Kamezopusx, 9To
Z0OPO 1 3710 OTHOCATCS K Pas/IMYHBIM POAAM, OFHAKO OH He [lellaeT UX
IPOTMBOIOIOKHBIMM HavanaMu. Yro >xe kacaercs [InotuHa, To 1o ero
IpefiCTaB/IeHNI0 «MaKCYMaJIbHOe OTCTOsIHNE» NoO6pa OT 3/1a He CBO-
IOWUTCA K Pas/uyuio MeX[y POLOM JOOPBIX M POROM 37IbIX CYLIHOCTEI,
HO IIpefIoaraeT Hanuume AByX abCOMIOTHBIX HavYal, BHEIIHNX II0 OT-
HOIIEHUIO IPYT K APYTy. VIHBIMM C/TOBaMu, eClii ApUCTOTENb IpU3HAET
NI VHAVBUAYAIbHBIE 37Ible SIBIEHNMS, KOTOPbIe MOTYT 3aTeéM OBITh
CTPYIIMPOBAHBI B POJ, 3710T0, COrMacHO IIMOTHHY cyliecTByeT 3710 Kak
TaKOBOE, ICTOYHUK BCAKOTO 3713, BO3JIe/ICTBYIOIIMIT Ha CYIIHOCTH. [[Ba
OCHOBHBIX Te3lca TPaKTaTa, a MMEHHO, BOIIPOC O CYI[eCTBOBAaHUU 3714,
€aMoro 10 cebe 1 OT[ENBHOTO OT BCEro MHOTO0, TO CTh MCTOYHIKA BCeX
KOHKPETHBIX IIPOSIB/ICHNUII 371a; Y UJIeHTU(PUKAIVA 9TOTO aOCOMIOTHOTO
371a C MaTepueil, — MHOTMM He JlaBaly BIOCTEACTBUU IOKOA, B TOM
YyC/Ie M B paMKaX HeOIJIATOHMYeCKOoll Tpaguuy. BHe BcAKOro comHe-
Hs1, HarbosTee sSiICHAs U TOYHast KpUTKKa no3uiyu [InoTuHa B oTHOIIIe-
HUM CTaTyca 371a cofepXutca B rmaBax 30-37 Tpakrarta ITpoxma De
malorum subsistentia.

WTak, cTpeMACh ocTaTbCA BepHbIM IITaTOHY B CTOMYECKOM OKpY-
sxeHun, IIIOTVH pasBun yueHue o ymorocax (A6yot), KOTOpoe I03BO-
JINJIO €My, BO-IIEPBBIX, ONUCATh IIOPOXKEHIE MIUPa, He Ipuberas K Tex-
HI4YecKoil MeTadope, M, BO-BTOPBIX, IPOTUBOCTOSATb CTOMYECKOMY
TeTepMUHM3MY, He OTpUIjas CYLeCTBOBAHNA HEOOXOAMMOCTU U HPU-
3HaBasg HalIM4Me 371a.
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FAMILY, POLITICAL POWER
AND MONEY IN THE NEOPLATONIC
SCHOOL OF ATHENS

LuUcC BRISSON
CRNS - Paris

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 Ilamblichus 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.



Luc Brisson 93

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 FVIVRAM
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.



106  Time and eternity

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 glaubige 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.

"It 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, 1871f.
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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



110  Time and eternity

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-
famadorians:

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-
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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 aidn), 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: TNv atpepfi ékeiviy kai Opod ndocav kol dnepov
0N Cwiv kai KAV TTavTn kol v €vi kai Tpdg év éot@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:

" 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 cuunapabéwv ovd¢ cvumapateivwv
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?”

16 Ovk €xet obv OTIodV [10] &M kal &AAo, 008 dpa Saotnoels, ovd
gEelielg, 008¢ podakels, 008 mapateveic, o0 dpa 0V8E TPdTEPOV AVTOD 0VSE
Tt botepov haPelv éxets. Ei odv pnte mpodtepov prte Dotepov mept avto, 10 &
«£oTiv» AAnBéoTatov TV mept adTo Kal avTd, Kai oUtw 8¢, Tt 0Ty WG ovoia
T® (A, méAwv ad fikel v 10070, O 61 Aéyopev, 6 aiwv."Otav 8¢ 10 dei Aéywpey
Kai 10 o0 ToTE pEv dv, moté 8¢ puny 6v, Nudv, Eveka [t capnveiag] Setl vopilely
AéyeoBat- émel 16 ye del Tdy dv o kupiwg Aéyorto, AAN& Angbév eic SnAwoty



114  Time and eternity

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”.

oD apBaptov mMAavd &v TV Yuxnv &ig EkTacty o0 mAgiovog kai £TL O¢ Ui
émkeiyovtog mote. To 8¢ Towg BéATiov Ry povov TO «v» Aéyerv. AANG domep
T0 Ov dpkodv Svopa Tfj ovoiq, émedn kai THV yéveotv ovoiav évoplov,
¢8enOnoav mpog T pabelv kai mpoodrkng tod dei. OO yap dANo pév €oTiv dv,
Ao 8¢ 10 del v, domep 00 dANO pEv PNOc0Pog, AN 8¢ O dANBVOG: GAN
&1t 10 Yrodvodpevov AV phocogiav, 1 Tpoadnkn Tod dAnBivod eyéveto. Obtw
Kol T@ OVTL TO del Kal TQ «@v» TO del, dote AéyeoDal «det dv»- 610 Anmtéov 1O
dei olov «aAnB@g dv» AéyeoBat kai cuvatpeTéov TO del €ig adidotatov Shvapuy
v 008V Seouévny 00devog ped” O 1i0n Exel: Exel 8¢ TO Tavy.
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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 Aba Yasuf Ya‘qab
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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Plotinus, Ennead,
V,1,4
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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 q@’ima fa-
qat, wa-I-
qiyam hunaika
da’im bi-la
zaman madin
wa ld atin, wa-
dalika anna al-
ani hunaika
hadir wa-I-
mudiy mawjiid

Translation
Lewis (in Plotini
Enneades,

vol. I, 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. Trankle 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 T’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 anamneésis is, I believe, quite mistaken; cf. e.g. Schmidt-Kohl 1965,
18ff, citing Cons. 3.c11.15-16.

2 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.

26 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.

30 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.

32 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.

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

35 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 eros, 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.

7 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.

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

3 Cf. Theiler 1966, 289 ft., 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): 10 I'vwbt cavtov tod Beod
mapayyekpa... 8 kai apxr) kol Téhog dong éoTi pthoocogiag kai evfwiag. 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. ¢3.81f.).* Yet all is not lost:

41 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.

45 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.

¢ 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 Entev AaBav; Porphyry, De abstinentia I, 33: §0o mmyai 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. ¢3.33ff.), 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. cl1.1ff; 5. ¢3.20f; 5. c4.24ff.), 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.*

npdg Seopdv ThAg yuxis évtadba, ¢ @v domep Bavacipwv mwpATOV
gumpmAapévn €v Andn Tdv oikeiwy yiyvetat Beapdtwv, 1dovr e kol Avmm.

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.

48 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 qualicumque 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),
93ft.
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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 Beiog V1O uév Tod vod
owTtnpiag éveka Talg Aoytkaic yoxaig katd Tag évvoiag Stetaxdn (...) 6 vodg tag
év adTfj €vvoiag, 8g évetdmwoe kai évexapafev €k Tig 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.”®

52 This is a key point: intellectual pursuits, perhaps the study of the liberal
arts, can begin to wipe off (detergeor = Greek apomasso) 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.

53 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 (phéné) 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, 83ff.), 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.

61 Sc. those of the teacher.

62 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.

63 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.

7 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.

6 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 L. 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.

71 Boethius, Cons. 4.6.15-17; cf. Bichli 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 On 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.

73 For Proclus (In Parm. 1217.17f; In Tim., 3.26.23f,; 43.17), primary time,
which he calls first (prétistos), 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.



Michael Chase 133
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.



Michael Chase 135

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 aoristds).”

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 ITamblichus 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 “Tt 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 pév odv elvat 10 8v dtav 1), kal T uf| Ov ui elvat Stav pi 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.



Michael Chase 137

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

84 Cf. Cons. 5.3.21: Ea namque causa est cur mendacio scientia careat, quod
se ita rem quamaque 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 T& &nA@g
8¢ avaykng mavta &idia. amhdg 8¢ Aéyopev €€ dvaykng Soa i ka® vdbeoty &
&vaykng, olov 10 kabfobai Tiva £0T” &v kdBnTaw 6 KaBNpEvVOG, €€ dvdaykng eivau
Aéyopev 10 kaBfoBar avtdv, dAN 0lxi amhdg GAN €€ dnoBéoews (“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-
eseos)”.

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

% In the words of Bichli 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: TT1ag 0e0¢g dpepioTwg pgv Td LEPLOTA YIVDOKEL dxpOvws 8¢ Td
gyxpova, Ta 8¢ pry dvaykaia dvaykaiwg, kol T petapAnta dpetapAitwg, kol
SAwG TAVTA KPELITTOVWG f KaTd ThHY adT@V TakLv. €l yap dmav, § Tumep &v fj mapd
701G Be0ic, katd v avtd@v éoTtv id16TNTA, SfjAov Snmovdey wg ov)l katd TV
T@OV XEPOVWV QUOLY €V ToiG Beoig ovoa 1) Yv@oIg adTtd@v EoTat, AAAG KaTd TNV
avT@V ékeivwv EEnpnuévny depoynv.

% Proclus, In Tim. I, 352, 5-8 (my translation): avtoi 6¢ oi Beol kai 1O
YEVNTOV AyevNTwG Kai TO SLaoTatdv ASlaoTaTws £yvwkaot Kai TO HePLOTOV
apepioTwg Kai TO Eyxpovov dtatwviwg kal T évdexouevov dvaykaiwg:
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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 @uoel kal pepeyeBuopévy TO duepis kai dmAnBuvrov
pepeyeBuvtat kai memAnBuvtat (...) T@® § dpepel kal dmAnBOVTEY POoeL duepég
¢0TL kal AmAnBuVTOV TO HeploTov Kai emAnBuopévov (...)

% Proclus, In Tim. 1, 352, 11-16 = Porphyry, In Tim., fr. 2.45 Sodano: ur| yap
oinf@pev, 811 Taig TOV yVWOoTOV QUOECLY ai yvwoelg xapaktnpilovtat, pnd’ §tt
TO U &papdg 0vK apapog ot tapd Beols, dg enotv 6 ethdcogog 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
Iamblichus. 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 (autéi téi einai). Since their
own nature is determinate, the gods know all things, including future
contingents, in a determinate way. Boethius, then, following his Greek

To0TO Yap ad €keivog avepBeyEato, bmep T dppntov dptetvov — AAN &1t Taig TOV
YVwokOVTwV Stagopals dAN0I0G YiyveTtal 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& avta tap’ avtols &v évi T4 viv éoT
10 aiwviw idpvpéva. 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 I11 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.

101 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.

1% 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
R

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. III, 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” (Nil...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 Iamblichus
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

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

109 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 lamblichus 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-

110 Likewise, in a mystical narration by the Iranian philosopher Qazi Sa‘ld
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

112 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 t, 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 to 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-

4 Boethius, Cons. 5.5.12: Quare in illius summae intellegentiae cacumen si
possumus erigamur. Béchli (2001, 45f & n. 102) argues on the basis of 5.5.11: ‘Si
igitur uti rationis participes sumus ita diuinae ijudicium mentis habere
possemus’, that human beings possess the intellectus as an inherent faculty:
“Nach Boethius verfiigen wir als verniinftige Wesen tiber ein «Kriterium» (iu-
dicium) zur Beurteilung des géttlichen 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”.

"7 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



170 Whitehead’s organismic conception of God

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 1929,
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 ‘Tove’
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
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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’ (132c) ‘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 III, 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 (prosdpa, 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).!2

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).

12 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 I1I, 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 lexistence), 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 Tragodie
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 T'art de vivre’
(1 téxvn ept 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. C'est 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 'dme. 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’ (adiapopov), 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 l'organisme. Par
conséquent, I'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 'ame 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
mélange total ou intégral, la kpdoig 8 GAwv. 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’apres 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.

* 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 c6té des notions philosophiques propre au
systeme 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 dune plus fagon plus
systematique et plus ample que tous ces prédécesseurs. En principe
macrocosmique, le souffle pénétre a travers '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 grice a la tension, c’est a 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 (’homme y
compris) par 'ame ou ‘souffle psychique’.* L’4me de '’homme grace a
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.’

4 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 I'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 '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 melent tellement qu’il préservent leur identité sans compter leur
proportion entre eux: ‘Les mélanges se produisent de maniére intégrale,
comme Chrysippe l'affirme 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 tres large
quantité d’eau, car ‘sa forme se dissout et se change a la totalité de 'eau’

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

7 Diogene écrit ovpg@Baprioetat (‘se corrompra’), mais évidemment le term
requis est ovykpaOroetar (ainsi Long-Sedley ad loc. ). Autrement dit, le
rapportage de Diogene est confus a cet égard — la conséquence, semble-it-il, de
l'abréviation du original qui contenait la description d’une autre espéce de
mélange, a savoir la fusion (cvyxvou). Cfr. le reportage paralléle mais plus
extensif offert par Alexandre d’Aphrodise, De mixtione, p. 216 Bruns (SVF
2.473, part): tag 8¢ Tivag [scil. pifeg] ovyxvoel 8t Shwv T@V TE 0VOLOY ADTOV
Kai TV év adtaig motothtwy ovpeleipouévwy ARG, wg yiveobai gnotv émi
TOV laTpK@OV @apudkwv katd oip@bapay 1@V Uyvopévey, EAAov Tvog &
avTOV yevVwpéEVOL obpaToG. Le troisieme type de mixtion distingué par les
Stoiciens, C’est la juxtaposition (mapdBeoig) 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 pneuma est une substance extraordinairement
subtile et rarifiée, ce qui rend plus acceptable la thése 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).

Si les 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’ame 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 I'immortalité).’

11 (scil. Chrysippe) s’exprime ainsi : “L’ame est un souffle qui nous
est naturel, s’étendant de maniere 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.

® Apres la mort de 'organisme humain '’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 jusqua la prochaine conflagration du
monde: voir SVF 2.809-11. L’ame se forme juste apres la naissance quand sous
l'influence de lair froid le souffle (pneuma) physique change a souffle
psychique: SVF 2.806.

10 0htwe TL Méyer 1} Yuxi| TveDUd £€0TL GOHPUTOV AUV GLVEXEG TTAVTL TQ
odpoatt Sifjkov 0T’ &v 1 A {wijg ebmvota mapfi év 1@ odpatt. Cfr. Calcidius, In
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Ce passage a été tiré directement de '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 I'ame:

Ce souffle posséde donce deux parties, éléments ou natures, qui se
mélangent intégralement (8¢ O6Awv [..] «kexpapéva) Tune
avec l'autre : le froid et le chaud. Si I'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 'expose aux influences de
I'environs physique. Puis, il y a la vaporisation du sang dans le coeur o1
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 '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 l'air
et du feu), mais que, d’autre part, le mélange de I'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, 'dme regoit un
peu d’humidité du corps. Mais c’est non seulement I'dme qui est
exposée aux influences du corps et de l'environnement physique.
Inversement, le corps est conditionné par I'ame. Selon la formulation
stoicienne, 'dme 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 I'ame: 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 phénomeénes comme les manifestations physiques
des émotions.'

La santé de I'ame reléve d’un bon mélange (edkpaocia) des éléments
physiques, a savoir lair et le feu. La santé psychique est aussi
caracterisée comme la force de 'dme, qui consiste dans un bon degré de
tension. On parle de la maladie ou de I'infirmité de 'ame si la tension
est lache.”” La tension résulte des tendances contraires du feu et de I'air
mélangés dans le souffle psychique: le premier se meut vers le bord, le
dernier vers le centre de la substance.!* L’ame 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 4me
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 irreguliere 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 des 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.

1 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, 'dme saine et
puissante préservera son équilibre et continue a 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 I'dme. 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 'importance physiologique
de l'analogie).”® Ici il fait appel aux philosophes de se familiariser avec
la médicine a coté de I'étude du comportement psychique de ’Thomme."
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
l'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.*
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 réle 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

Malheureusement

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

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

9 Gal. PHP 5.2.22-24 (SVF 3.471).

2 Voir surtout Fr. 11 Steckerl.

1 Cfr. Tieleman 1999.

22 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.



200 Les stoiciens sur les temperaments du corps et de 'ame

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
I'organisme. 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 premiére 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 these 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 fagon systematique et
originale comme une idée cosmique, en se servant de la rélation entre
le pneuma et l'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 '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 I'ame se nourrit du sang dans le

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

2 Notons que leur idées sur les nerfs et leur thése 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. P1. Tim. 90a.
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cceur comme de 'air que nous inhalons. Cette situation rend I'dme
particulierement 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 caractere mélancholique en prenant certaines mesures, par example
en buvant des quantités modestes de vin.?® Aussi nous avons des
prescriptions sur des actes propres (kafrjkovta) 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 qu'on 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 caractéres 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 a 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 Décdle,
Chrysippe et a Panétius.* Le dernier parle du bon mélange (edkpaoia)
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 these historiographique d’un phase nouveau qui justifierait le term
Moyen-Stoicisme.

Puis il faut considérer les conséquences du mélange de 'dme et du
corps pour le corps. Non seulement I'ame 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 3716, 718; trad.
Bréhier/Goldschmidt/Kucharski).*

Ce texte doit étre comparé avec la discussion polémique de la théorie
stoicienne de '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 trés laids il ne peut y avoir

33 Voir supra n. 30.

3 Stoicien mineur du seconde moitié du 2éme s. av. J.-C. Eléve de Diogéne
de Babylon: voir Ind. Stoic. LL1.7-8 Dorandi. Documentation & SVF vol. 3, pp.
259-261 (Von Arnim ne présente que dix-huit fragments, dont Diog. L. 7.129
estle no. 18).

» kai ¢pacBnoeoBat 8¢ TOV 0OPOV TOV VéwV TOV EUPavovtwy Std Tod
€ldovg v Mpog ApeTiv eduiav, d¢ enot Znvwv év tfj IToAiteia kai Xpootnmog
&v 1@ mpwty Iepi Piwv kat AoANddwpog &v T HOwR. Cfr. ibid. 130: eivau odv
Tov Epwta @hiag, ®g kai Xpvomnog &v 1@ Ilepi Epwtdg gnot kal ui eiva
énipepuntov avTov. elvat 8¢ kal v dpav &vBog apetiig. Stob. Ecl. II, p. 65 W.
(SVF 3.717): Tov 8¢ épwta obte émbupiav eivan obte TIVOG Qavdov mpdypatog,
AN gmPolnv ghomotiog St kdAovg Eppacty.
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une apparence (éugaotg) 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 (edguodg
npo¢ dpethg)’ (1073B). Ailleurs Plutarque cite une thése enoncé par
Chrysippe au premier livre De la fin selon laquelle les biens et les maux
sont perceptibles (aioOntd): 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 I'on le rattache avec les passages physiognomiques précédents.

Le fragment de I'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
I'ame sur laquelle les Stoiciens insistent, il est raisonnable de supposer
que la physiognomie stoicienne va aussi dans l'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 l'interaction de 'dme 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
slr sujets & résistance, et aussi completement 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 relachant I'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).

%7 SVF 2.449, 389, 393.

3 Cfr. Hierocles, Eléments d’Ethique 1V.38-47 Long-Bastianini, qui insiste
sur le caractere mutuel de l'interaction de I'dme 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 I'ame est plus précieuse que le corps
ou méme que le corps est sans aucun valeur.”” Cest 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
I'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. Des la
naissance leur contact physique cause la conscience de soi-méme*
comme un composé d’'une dme et d’'un corps.* Celle-ci sert de point de
départ de notre développement moral et social, parce que la premiere
impulsion (mpwtn Oppn}) qui en résulte se dirige vers nous-méme, C’est

tangibles et impressionable and bien str sujets a résistance, et aussi
completement mélangés, et un d’eux est une faculté sensorielle qui est en
mouvement [...], il est évident que I'étre vivant se pergoit constamment. Car en
s’étirant et en se relaichant 'ame 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 4 la pression;
le résultat c’est une condition de pression et résistance réciproques...” Cfr. aussi
la description du colére donnée par Chrysippe dans Sur '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. 42¢ ff., Phédre 246b.

2 Voir supra, n. 8-9.

4 Cest & dire ’"homme individuel ou le Soi ne coincide pas avec 'ame mais
C’est le composé de I'ame et du corps: Sexte, M. XI, 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 (2 lire avec son contexte).
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a vers notre propre conservation. Voici le base naturel du
comportement moral. C’est seulement quand I'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).

*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 the law 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.
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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 (fo 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 to 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 to 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 (to 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 ‘legei’:” 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 hen 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
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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) a remark 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
in love 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.

! I recall 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.

2 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: T&x’ &v odv @aing,
uatov 8¢ 1i0n elpnkag, "Emaiveiv pév oot €ig 10 kdAog épeiobw- dvemigBovov
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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 (anthrdpos 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 mojoacBat OV Emawvov €xpiy, dAAL i Beaig dmecdlely dvBpwrmov
odoav." &yw 6&—1dn ydp pe mpod€etar Téhn g eineiv—o0 Beaig oe, & PeAtioTn,
glkaoa, Texvit@v 8¢ dyabdv dnuovpyruacty AiBov kol xaAkod fj EAépavtog
niemotnpévolg: Ta 8¢ Vi’ AvBpdnwv yeyevnuéva ovk doePéc, ofpat, avBpdmolg
eikdlerv). 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.

P ] Rl

But is 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
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moved but perhaps less gifted as poets, shouted out words of adoration,
and frequent among them one will hear “Guapal,” 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 (kalés) 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: kalds]” (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 empbhasis 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 Schonen (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 Gefiihlsvermogen [feeling-
capability] angelangt, das - in nicht-rationalem, gleichwohl intersubjektiv-
allgemeingiiltigem Urteil - das Kunstschone mit intereslosem Wohlgefallen
[pleasure] goutiert; also bei einem &sthetischen 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.”
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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.



IIOC/IIECTTOBUE K TYBJIMKAITUU

C 2007 1o 2013 rr. B HoBocu6MpckoM AkaeMropoke npoxopumm ¢pu-
nocodckre aHTHKOBegdeckue 1mkomsl. ' ITpu noamepsxke VIHcTuTyTa
«OtkpbITOE 06111ecTBOY» (Bymamernt) B HoBocubupckoM yHuBepcutete
ABKBI B TOJ IPOBOAMINCH CEMUHAPDI, B KOTOPBIX IIPVHSIIN yIacTye
okosno 30 MonopbIx mpenofasaTeneit u3 Poccun, Ykpaunsl, ['pysun u
TapKMKUCTaHa U HECKOIbKO IIPUIVIALIEHHBIX IPOGECCOPOB — KPyI-
HbBIX aHTUKOBEJOB U3 yHMBepcuteToB Poccun, EBpomsr n Amepuxn.”
AxTuBHas paboTa IIPOJO/DKAIACh U B IIEPUOJBI MEXK/Y LIKOTAMM, /s
4ero 6bUI CO3AAH Criennany3npoBatHblii )KypHan XXOAH.? VimeHnHo Ha
€ro CTpaHMIAX BIIEPBbIe OBUIM ONYO/IMKOBAHBI TEKCTHI, BOLIEALIVE B
HACTOAIIYI0 aHTOJIOTHIO.

B crarbe «[Imatonnsm u mupoBoit kpusuc» xox umron (Tpu-
HUTHU KO/UTemX, Jy6/mH) paccMaTpuBaeT B KOHTeKcTe (umocopumn
ITnaTona BaxkHeifuIe IpobIeMbl COBPEMEHHOCTH, TaKIe, KaK paspy-
IIeHNe OKPYXXAIOLIEH Cpelbl, Pe/INIMO3Has HETEPIUMOCTb U KPU3UC
JIETUTYMALUY ITyOINYHOI BIaCTH, M MpeJIaraeT B MOMCKAX pelleHu

! TIporpaMMbl IIKOJI ¥ ydeOHbIe MaTepyaabl K HNUM IO-IIPeKHEMY HO-
CTYIIHBI Ha caiite IleHTpa u3ydeHus fpeBHelt Gpuaocodum u KIaccuyeckoii Tpa-
muuy HT'Y (https://classics.nsu.ru).

2 B 4icie IpuUIIalieHHbIX MpodeccopoB B pasHble rofpl 6butu ko dut-
non (Qy6mun), Jleonnpac bapremoruc (Adunst), JInman Kapanu (Adunsr),
Jomuuuk O'Mapa (®pubypr), [Ixon Pucr (Kem6pupmx), Teyn Tumpman
(Yrpexr), Teonun XKmynp (Cankr-Ilerep6ypr), JTiok Bpuccon (ITapyx), Anek-
caupp ITogocnuoB (MockBa), Jasuz Koncran (CIIA), Marixn Yeits (ITapixk),
Anppeit Pogun (Mocksa) u fip.

3 Boimmycku xxypHaa: classics.nsu.ru/schole.
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9THUX NPOO6JIEM ellle pa3 0OPaTUTHCA K HAC/IENUIO BEMMKOTO MbIC/IATE/LA
npouwioro.*

B cepun u3 tpex crareit Jommuuuk O‘Mapa (@pubypr, Ilseiima-
pus) cHavajIa obpalaercs K 00IeMy BOIIPOCY TpaHCGOpMaLuy MeTa-
(U3MKY B TO3HEAaHTUYHBIN Tepuof. CTaTbsA MOCBAIeHA MICTOPUY pas-
BUTHUA MeTapM3UKY, HOHMMaeMOoll Kak ¢umocodckas TUCIUIIINHA WK
HayKa. B Heil 060CHOBBIBaeTCs MPEATIONOXKEHIE O TOM, YTO ITOCIIEIHNI
HepUON PasBUTHUA TpedecKoil ¢unocodpun, AIMBIINIACA MPUMEPHO
¢ III mo VI BB. H. 3., BHEC MHOTO HOBOTO B IIPOL[€CC CTAHOBJIEHM M€Ta-
¢dusuku kax GprrocodcKoit AMCIMUIUINHBL, @ UMEHHO IIPEeBPaTUI MeTa-
¢usuKy B MeTapM3NIeCKyI0 HayKy, BBIABIAA B TO K€ BpeMs IIpeJiebl
Takoit Hayku. PaboTta cocTout u3 deTsipex yacreit. B yactu nmepsoii mo-
KasaHo, Kak Amexcauap Adpomucuiickuit (Had. III B.), natepmperu-
pys Memagusuky ApUCTOTeNs, CTPeMIUICS OTBICKATh B Heil MeTadu-
3MYeCKyl0 HayKy. Bo BTOpoOJ dYacTm IIOKa3aHO, KakuM ob6pasom
¢unocod-Heonnaronuk Havaaa V B. CupyaH He TONBKO IPVHSI VH-
TepIpeTaLio AJIeKCaH/Ipa, HO U, BIOXHOBJIEHHDIII €10, Ha4aJl MCKATh Ty
e camyio Metady3NUecKylo HayKy yxe y Ilnarona. B Tperbeit yactu
CTaTbhM IOKA3aHO, KaK BCE STO IPMUBOJUT K IOABIEHNUIO IIefieBpa MeTa-
¢busuxn - Hauanam meonoeuu yaenuka Cupnuana IIpoxna. Hakoner, B
YeTBEPTOIT YacTH, aBTOp 0OpalljaeTcst K MOCTeHeMY BelIMIKOMY MeTa-
¢dusmgeckoMy Tpyny rpedeckort gumocopvm - Tpakmamy o nepsevix
npunyunax JJaMackus — Tpyny, B KOTOPOM IPaHMIBI MeTadU3UIECKO
HayKU UCCIENYITCSA ¢ HeoObIYaiiHOM HMPOHUILATETbHOCTBIO M YIIOp-
ctBoM. IIpucniocabnuBast mpeanpuHATYI0 AnekcaHipoM dopmann3sa-
VIO apUCTOTETIeBCKON MeTadM3M4ecKoll HayKu K IUTaToHusmy, Cu-
pMaH 3HaJI, YTO TaKasd HayKa IIpefCTaB/AeT cOOOI NUIIb CPefCTBO K
TOCTVKEHNIO TIO3HAHNA O TPAHCIIEHTEHTHOM, a HE CaMO 3TO IIO3HAHME.
3narn ato u IIpok, xots ero Hauana meonoeuu, B KOTOpbIX MeTadpusu-
YyecKas HayKa IIpeJicTaB/IeHa C TAKOJ CHCTeMaTNYeCKOl KpacoTol, MO-
TYT Ha IePBBIIi B3I/IAJ T0OKa3aThCA OKOHYATENbHBIMU OIIPENETeHUAMMN.
Ecnmu nocne 3Toro y Hac Bce elle OCTaINUCh MIITIO3UM OTHOCUTENIbHO
aJleKBaTHOCTM Halllell MeTaduandecKoll Hayky, [laMackmit mcuenser

41 >XOAH 1.1 (2007) 7-24 (3pecp u naee B CHOCKaX JJA€TCS CChIIKA HA OPU-
TMHAJIbHYIO TyOIMKALINIO).
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Hac OT HMX, OTKPbIBas HAallll YMBI TOMY, 4TO JIEXUT 3a IpeferaMu Un
IpeBbIIlle HAIINX COOCTBEHHBIX MeTa(pU3NIeCKUX YCUNIL.

Bropas cTaTbs uccefyeT MOHATUE KPAacOThI MYpa B aHTUYHON (u-
nocopym. ITnaton B Tumee OMMCbIBaeT MMP Kak «IIPEKPaCHENIINIi»
(kallistos, 29a5) n3 cOTBOpeHHBIX Belljeil. BO3MOXHO, 3TO MCTOpUIecKn
IepBOe CUCTeMAaTHYecKoe OIMCaHMe KpacoThl Mupa. B moboM ciyuae,
mepes HaMM OFHO 13 Hambosee BIVISTEIBHBIX PACCYXEHMIT Ha 9Ty
TeMy. B cBoe BpeMs, OHO OKa3amo GyH/iaMeHTaIbHOE BIMAHME Ha CTO-
MKOB 1 TIO3/IHee, B TPeTheM BeKe H. 3., KOTTIa ITpe3peHie I HeHaBUCTh K
MMPY cTanu 6a30BBIM 37IeMEHTOM THOCTIYECKOTOo BIDKeHus, [Tnotuy,
TaKXXe VCTONMKOBbIBasA Tumeil, BbICKa3am HeMaso cOOOpaKeHmit 0 Kpa-
cote u 3HauMMocTy mmpa. OpHako, 4to ITIaToH cumMTam «KpacoToi»
mupa? Yro femaet Mup npekpacHbiM? O6Cyx/ast ST BOIPOCHI B aH-
HOIl CTaTbe aBTOP, BO-IIEPBBIX, KPATKO PAacCMATPUBAaeT pasiInyeHue
MeXHy KpacoToit u 6marom, koropoe I1aToH, HO-BUANMOMY, IPOBO-
mut B Tumee. B omaOM Mecte (Tim. 87¢) 3T0 pasmidyeHe CBA3aHO C MO-
HATIEM «Mepa». B 3Toil cBA3M, BO-BTOPBIX, IPECTABIAETCA YMECTHBIM
06paTutThcs K Apyroit mosgHelt paborte Ilnarona, Gusedy, Ha ocHOBa-
HUJ KOTOPOTO TeMBI KPAacoThl, 6/1ara 1 Mepbl MOTYT OBITh COIIOCTAaB-
neHsl 6osee moppo6HO. Tema «MepbI» CHOBA BO3BpalaeT Hac K Tumero,
TZie, B-TPETbUX, MbI MICCTIEyeM POJIb MepPbI, B 0OCOOEHHOCTH, MaTeMaTH-
4ecKoil, B IpUAaHNu Mypy kpacoTsl. Ocoboe BHUMaHMe yfensaercs 06-
CYXK/IEHMIO TOTO, KaK MaTeMaTH4YecKue CTPYKTYpbl MOPOXTAOT Kpa-
COTy B fiylle U Tejle, CO3[jaBas IleIbHOE XKMBOE CYILECTBO, KOTOPOE 1
€CTb MUP.

HaxoHer, B TpeTbeii cTaTbe Jomuuuk O‘Mapa obparraercs K 6omee
YaCTHOM 1, BO3MOXXHO, HEOOBIYHOI IpobieMe — IpobreMe CBs3U
MeXXJIy OCO3HaHMeM Halllell CMepTHOCTH U caMoco3HaHyeM. Ob6paTus-
HMINCh B KauecTBe npumepa K Ilapmennny, Ilnarony, Omuxypy n Ilno-
TUHY, OH OTMe4aeT, HACKO/IbKO Pa3IHO 3TU (PumIocodbl OHNMAIOT
CBA3b MEXJy CAMOCO3HAHNIEM U CMepTbhIO, KaK OHM IIBITAIOTCA paspe-
IINTD 9Ty HAIPKEHHOCTD M JaXKe IPOTHBOPEUNBOCTD MEX/Y 3TUMMU
ABYMsI TPAHsMU HAIlIero CyIeCTBOBAHMI. °

IBe crarpu JIroka bpuccona (CRNS, ITapik) mocBAIeHb HeOIIa-
TOHU3MYy. B mepBoit paccMaTpuBaeTcsa GpyHKINA U IPUPOJA «IOTOCa» U

> 2XOAH 3.2 (2009) 416-432, 8.1 (2014) 24-33 1 9.1 (2015) 283-291.
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«orocoB» y IlnoTrHa. HeomnaToHnk cumnraer, 4YT0 KOCMOC BO3HUKAET
He B pe3y/IbTaTe [eATEeNTbHOCTU TBOPIA, HO COITACHO IpHpofe. ITo
BO3HUKHOBEHME He IpeMNo/iaraeT MBIIUICHNUs WIM KOHIIEITyaIn3a-
LU, HO SIBJIAETCSA Pe3y/IbTaTOM JIeVICTBUA CUJIBL, KOTOpas 3aledariie-
BaeT cebs1 B MaTepun. YM coobiiaeT ymMormocturaeMsie (popMal, KOTO-
pble B HEM COJiep>KaTcs, IMIOCTa3NpoBaHHoIl [lylle, B KOTOPOJ OHU
IpeBpalaloTCcsa B paunoHanbHble Gopmyibl (logoi). 3atem [lymra mepe-
JaeT 9TY palOHa/IbHbIe GOPMY/IbI MUPOBOIL Ayllle, KOTOPask IOPOXK-
TaeT OfyLIeB/ICHHbIE Y HEOyIIeB/IeHHbIe CYIIHOCTY, CIOBHO IIO yKa3a-
HVIO, IIOJIyYeHHOMY cBbile. OIHAKO, IOCKOJIBKY 3a IOPOXJeHue
OTBETCTBEHHA HM3IIAs 4acTb MUPOBOIL AYIIN, KOTOpas AEICTBYeT IO
CBOEMY pasyMeHMIIO, BO3HUKIINE B Pe3y/IbTaTe CYLIHOCTH YCTYIIAIOT 110
KaueCTBY CBOeMy o00pasily, YTO OOBACHAET HECOBEPIIEHCTBO YYB-
CTBEHHO BOCIIPMHMMAaeMOTr0 KOCMOCa ¥ HajaM4ye 371a, HeCMOTpsA Ha
IPUCYTCTBYIOLIYIO B HEM HallpaBolyo cuiy IIpomsicia. Bo Bropoir
CTaTbe, MOCBAIICHHOI apMHCKOI HEeOITTATOHMYECKOI] IITKOJIe, BBIACHS-
eTcsl, KaK ell yfanoch 6oree CTONETVs COXPAHATb CBOM MO3UIUU BO
BpaXIAeOHOM OKPYXXeHIH, B OIIO3NIINN K XPUCTUAHCTBY, KOTOpOe He
TOJIBKO TIOJePXKIUBAIOCH GOMBIIMHCTBOM HaCe/IeHNsI, HO ¥ CTajI0 TOC-
YIOAapCTBEHHOM MeoyIorueil. B cTtaTbe fe/aeTcs MONBITKA OTBETUTH Ha
3TOT BONPOC, OOPUCOBaB ACHBI M TOYHBI MOPTPeT HEOITATOHMYe-
CKoIt IKOMBI B AuHax u usyuns ee GyHKIMOHUPOBaHME Ha CeMeli-
HOM, O/TUTUYECKOM 1 9KOHOMIYECKOM YPOBHSIX. ©

Maiixn Yeits (CRNS, ITaprok) nogpobHo usydaer npobiemy Bpe-
MEHU V1 BeYHOCTY B IPEYeCKOM U JIATMHCKOM HEOIUIATOHM3Me U TI0Ka-
3bIBaeT, YTO IpEACTaBIeHNUs O BpeMeHM M BedHocTu y IlnoTmHa u
Boauus aHaIOTMYHbI TaK HAa3bIBAEMOI TeOPUY «OOK-BpeMeHN» (3Tep-
Ha/lu3My) B COBpeMeHHOI1 ¢puiocodun BpeMeHI, OCHOBAHHOI Ha Ma-
TeMaTUIeCKOM (1)M3MKe OiHiTenHa 1 MuHKoBcKoro. Kak JitHirents,
Tak ¥ Bosiuit Mcronb3oBamy CBOM TeOPUM BPeMEHM UM BEYHOCTU B
HpPaKTUYEeCKUX LeJIAX, A yTelleHUA Jofell B rope. OTa IpaKTHKa
«yTemeHus» (consolatio) cOmOCTaB/IAeTCs B CTaThe C pa3MbIIUIEHIEM
ITrepa Ao, KOTOPBIN BO «B3IyAfe CBbIIIe» PACCYXKAAeT O BaKHOCTU

8 ¥XOAH 3.2 (2009) 433-444 n 11.2 (2017) 333-340.
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COCpefloTOYeHMsI Ha TeKyI[eM MOMEHTE 1 3HaYMMOCTY aHTUYHOM (u-
noco¢uM B KaueCTBe JTeKapCTBa /LA [YILM, 4 He OTBIEUeHHOI CIIEeKY/Is-
1uu. B mepBoit 9acTu cTaThy Mmen JMHIITEIHA COTIOCTaB/IAIOTCA C BO3-
speHyAMy [InoTrHa U pasBuTHEM ero Teopunu B apabekoit «Teomorum
Apucrorens». Bo BTopoit yacTu paccMaTpuBaercs «YTellleHue QuIo-
codueit» boauus, KoTopoe, BOIPeKM MHEHUI0 HEKOTOPBIX aBTOPOB,
ClleflyeT CYMTATh HACTOAILIMM yTelIeHMeM, a He Iapojuell Ha Hero.
B «YTemennn» nokasaHo, Kak HeoIIaTOHMYecKas obOpasoBaTe/lbHasd
IporpaMMa MOXKeT IIOMOYb YYEeHMKY Ha IIyTY CIIaceHMs, Ipobyxaas 1
pasBUBad B €ro Aylile BpPOXKeHHbIe Maen. JTa JOKTPMHA WUIIOCTPUPY-
eTcs BBIJEPXKKON M3 MaloM3BecTHOro Tpakrara De diis et
praesensionibus, npunucsiBaemoro boaruo. Hakoner, mocie oyepka
yuennst Bosnust o cyapbe u ipombiciie n ApucroreneBoit Teopun o 6y-
OYWMX CTY4alfHOCTAX, PacCMATPUBAIOTCA TPU OCHOBHBIX apryMeHTa
Bosuus B MOMb3Y COIMTacoBaHMst 60XKEeCTBEHHOTO BCE3HAHMs C YeloBe-
4ecKoil cBOOOMOT BOMM: pasIndeH1ie MeXXy abCOMIOTHOI 1 YCIOBHOIM
HeoOXOMMOCTDIO; NPVHIUII, COIVIACHO KOTOPOMY IpUpOJAa 3HaHKA
oIlpefiesIAeTCs NO3HAIINM; M HaKOHell, JOKTPUHA, COIVIACHO KOTOPOIA
60r )XMBeT B BEYHOM HACTOSIIEM, OFHOBPEMEHHO Co3epliast IPOILIIOe,
Hacroslee 1 6yayiiee. MOXHO ITOKa3aTh, YTO 3TOT ITOCNIENHNIT apry-
MEHT, BOCXOASAWIMII B 00IuX yepTax K [IIOTHHY, Tak)Ke aHA/TOTMYeH
PaccyX/eHUAM COBPEMEHHBIX TEOPETUKOB «0/I0K-BPEMEHN», OCHOBAH-
HBIX Ha TeOPMM OTHOCUTeTbHOCTH DitHImITeitHa. CaMo 1o cebe 60ske-
CTBEHHOE CBEpXBpEMeHHOe BUJeHMe He Je/aeT CaydalfHble COOBITHA
Heo6X0AMMbIMU. BbiciIas, 06beKTUBHASA [AeICTBUTETbHOCTD, KaK MIs
bosnusa u ITnotnHa, Tak ¥ mia OMHIITeHa, BHeBpeMeHHas, I Hallla
uyiest 0 TOM, 4TO CYIeCTBYeT KOHQIUKT MeX[y 4e/I0Be4ecKoll CBOOO-
HOI1 BOJIel ¥ 60>KeCTBEHHBIM BCe3HaHMEM — 3TO Pe3y/IbTaT CBOETO POfia
OIITUYECKO WITI03UH, OOYCIIOBIEHHOI TeM, YTO MbI MO>KEM MBICTUTD
TOJIBKO B TepPMIHAX BPeMEHHOCTI. ’

B crarbe mpodeccopa A¢unckoro ynBepcurera Jleonnpgaca Bap-
Te/IOTICA UCCIIeAYeTCsA OpraHM3MIYecKas KOHIeNIyA 6ora B Tpyjax
YailTXela M THOKasblBaeTcsA, KaK B PaMKaX CBOell MeTaU3MIecKoll
cxembl 6puTaHckuit pumocodp 060CHOBBIBaeT HEOOXORAMMOCTD Cylile-

7 2XOAH 8.1 (2014) 67-110.
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CTBOBaHM I1€PBOTO IPVHINIIA U OIpefie/iieT ero CYI[HOCTHbIE XapaK-
tepuctuku. Ilepspiii npuHIMI YajiTxefa comoctasndercs ¢ Ilepso-
OBUraTeneM ApPUCTOTEN, IpUYeM BBLACHAETCSH, YTO OCHOBHBIE «JIC-
IpaBIeHNsI» APUCTOTENEBCKON CXeMbl YalITXelOM MOIyT OBITb
[POYMTAHBI B [[EHHOCTHO-OPMEHTVPOBAHHBIX TEPMMHAX. ®

IoBup Koncran (YHuBepcuter bpayna, CIIIA) mokaseiBaeT, 4To,
BONIPEKM MHEHMIO MHOTMX MCCIefloBaTe/lell aHTUYHOCTH, Tep-
muH philia y Apucrorens osHauaeT usbuparenbHble U AeICTBEHHbIE
OTHOIIIEHNS MEXAY JIIOAbMI, 4 He CBSI3U BPOJie POLCTBA, 00YCIOBIIEH-
Hble 000I0HBIMI 00513aTeNbCTBAMI ¥ He IIPEIIOIaTaIoLIye eiICTBEH-
HOTO 37IeMeHTa B KauecTBe CYILIeCTBEHHOI CBOeil XapaKTepUCTUKIUL.
Kpome Toro, oH paspelaeT npo6meMy HeOTHO3HAYHOCTH coBa philia,
KOTOpOe MOXXeT 03HAaYaTh KaK «TI000Bb», TaK 1 0O0I0HYIO IIPUBsI3aH-
HOCTb, XapaKTEPHYIO AJIst fPY>KObL.

B nByx cBoux cratbax Teyn Tuneman (YHuBepcuteT YTpexr) cHa-
Yaja IpOoC/IeXBaeT 3BOJIOLIIO IOHATHA «MCKYCCTBA XXM3HU» CO Bpe-
MeH CoKpaTa 11 ero aHTMYHBIX IPeeMHMKOB BIUIOTh O COBPEeMEHHO-
cru. Kpome Coxpara ocoboe BHUMaHMe yfe/sieTcs: cTonkaM, Hugme u
@yko. ABTOp [TOKa3bIBaET, YTO TO, KAK ITO IOHATHE [IePEOIPeeAIoCh
" (QyHKIMOHMPOBa/IO Ha NPOTHKEHNM eBPOIIeNICKolt ucTopuu ¢uo-
coduu, ABIAET CO60IT UCKTIOUUTENBHO MHTEPECHDII IPUMep B3auMO-
HelICTBUSA TPAFULIMOHHOCT Y OPUTMHAIBHOCTH. 3aTeM OH o6paljaeTcs
K (pU3UIECKOI CTOPOHE CTOMYECKOI aHTpOIoIoruu. 3abora o gyle —
9TO LleHTpajIbHaA UJiesl CTOMYeCKOTO «MCKYCCTBa XM3HM». VI Bce xe de-
JIOBe4YecKoe TeJIo He TepsieT 0COOO0ro cTaTyca — HeCMOTPs Ha TO, YTO OHO
OTHOCKUTCA K KIaccy (IpefIounTaeMoro) «be3pasinaHoro». TOT CTa-
TYC IIOKPEIUIAETCA M TeM, YTO YLy OHM CUMTAIOT CBOETO POJia TOHKIM
neixaHueM (ITHEBMOIT) 1, CIEIOBATENbHO, TaKXKe TeecHoit. Kak Tako-
Basj OHAa COBEPIIEHHO CMeIIaHa C desloBedeckuM TenoM. Crefosa-
TeNbHO, 3200Ta 0 Aylle IpefnonaraeT 3a6oTy o Tene. Kpome Toro, BHHU-
MaHle CTOMKOB K Yel0oBe4eCKOMY OpPTaHU3MY OIIpefie/ideT UX MHTepec
K (U3MOTHOMIKe. DTHU B3aMMOCBsI3aHHbIE aCIIEKTBl PaCCMATPUBAIOTCA
B KOHTEKCTe MEANI[HCKMX TEOPUIl, UCIIOIb3yeMbIX CTOMKaMu. 0

8 >XOAH 1.2 (2007) 195-202.
® 2XOAH 2.2 (2008) 207-212.
10 ¥XOAH 2.2 (2008) 245-253 n 7.1 (2013) 9-19.
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B cratpe Tomaca Pobunsona (Yunusepcurer TopoHTO) nccnenyercs
3Ha4YeHNMe CJI0Ba «JIOTOC» B (parMeHTax ['epakimra (Ipexxzie Bcero, B
dp. 1, 2 u 50 DK). ITokasaHo, 4TO OCHOBHO€E 3HaueHIe TEPMUHA, — ITO
‘account’ (peun) u ‘statement’ (yTBepK[ieHue) U 4TO JAaHHOE «yTBep-
XKeHne», B ocobeHHocTn B ¢p. 1, 2 u 50, — 3T0 yTBepXKAeHNME, BEIHO
uspekaemoe «MynapbiM» (to sophon), 6o>kecTBeHHBIM HavaoM ['epak-
nuta. IlnatoH mpucmocabnusaer 3Ty uzeo K MupoBoii gylre, KoTopast
TaK>Ke BEYHO HAXOJVTCS B COCTOSTHMY «u3pederus» (‘legei’, Tim. 37ab),
TO ecTb caMo-omucanusd. IIpeacraBinsaeTcs, YTO COBpeMeHHas Bepcus
UIeN O TOM, YTO KOCMOC BEYHO IPeObIBaeT B COCTOSHUM CaMO-OIINca-
HIsI, CBSI3aHA C HAILIMM YO@X/IeHIeM B TOM, YTO MBI CLIOCOOHBI ITOHSATD
ero «pedb», U3y4as «I3bIK» PAfVOBOIH ¥ HONOOHBIX UMM CHUTHAJIOB,
BEYHO M3/Iy4aeMbIX BCEMM ABVDKYILIMMIICA CUCTEMaMM, OOpasyIoIuMu
PeanbHOCTD, 1, C/IefOBAaTeNbHO, TIOCTOSTHHO JOCTAaB/IAOIMX HaM 4a-
CTULIBI CAMO-OIMCAHMA ObITHA. 1!

Haxkoner, B eje ofHoit cratbe [JaBug Koncran (Yausepcurer bpa-
yHa, ITpoBunenc, CIITA) obpaiaeTcss K aHTUYHOI Ufjee KpacoTbl. AB-
TOp HauMHaeT ¢ AmieMMsl, chopmymuposanHHoi Pomxepom Ckparo-
HOM B kHure, Kpacoma (2009): «B obmactu nckyccTBa KpacoTa — 3TO
00BEKT co3epliaHms, a He JKenmaHmsi». Kpacora 06bIYHO mpupaBHMBA-
eTCs K CeKCyanbHOM IpuTAraTenbHocTi. OFHAKO KpacoTa IpUCyIa I
UCKYCCTBY, KOTOpPOE CIIOCOOHO BBI3BATDb 3CTETUYECKYIO PEaKIVIO B OT-
BET Ha OTBJIEYeHHOe co3eplaHue. He o3Havaer /mm 3TO, YTO Kpacora
nBosika? OO6paTUBIINCD K KIACCUYIECKON aHTUYHOI Miee KPAcOThl, aB-
TOp MOKa3bIBaeT, Kak BO3HMK/IA 9Ta COBpeMeHHas [iyieMMa Y KaKOBbI
IyTH ee paspelreHus."?

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