Abstract

In Book XIII of the Confessions, Augustine admits to a sin when he is moved by the
beauty of songs in church. Yes, the Christian recognizes that the truths found in the Psalms are
more valuable than the beauty of singing, but this reaction seems strange for the Platonic
Augustine. After all, Plato, particularly in the Phaedrus, praises Beauty and its role in the
philosophical life. It is easier to see why Augustine reacts the way he does not by looking to
Plato, but to Plotinus, who is reluctant to refer to his first hypostasis as “the Beautiful.” For
Plotinus, beauty was subordinate to good, not equal to it. A cursory reading of the Symposium
and its various encomia of Eros (and eventually of the Beautiful) would leave one with the
impression that Plato valued beauty just as much as good, but careful reading of Diotima’s lesson
to Socrates reveals that Plotinus’s (and Augustine’s) caution of beauty is not so much a departure
from Plato’s philosophy, but natural progression of it. This paper explores how Plato’s idea of
the forms results from his departure from Heraclitean thought and how Plotinus sought to solve a

problem in the Platonic ontological system.
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Chapter One: A Mathematical Introduction

It is unfortunate that many students of mathematics are poorly educated in liberal
disciplines such as history, philosophy, politics, and language. Conversely, it is unfortunate that
many students of these latter subjects are poorly educated in mathematics. This is unfortunate
because education wasn’t always so pigeonholed. Some notable examples of overlaps between
philosophy and math are René Descartes and Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, who respectively
deserve much of the credit for the invention of modern analytic geometry and calculus. Further,
there was Edmund Husserl — one of the heavyweights in phenomenology — whose PhD was in
mathematics. Lastly, most pertinent to this thesis, was Plato. Above the doors to his Academy
supposedly were the words “let none who is ignorant of geometry enter.”! Study in mathematics
was, for Plato and the Platonists, the foundation for a philosophical education, and it was
necessary for the education of a good citizen. As this thesis is about Platonism, we will start with
the mathematical.

Any reasoning must be based, on the most fundamental level, on some combination of
axioms. The most basic starting point is the principle of non-contradiction. Someone who would

deny such a principle, or claim that there is a more fundamental axiom, Aristotle says, wittily,

1. Henri-Dominique Saffrey, “Aysopétpnrog undeig eicitw. Une inscription 1égendaire,” Revue
des Etudes Grecques, tome 81, fascicule 384-385 (January-June 1968): 68,
https://doi.org/10.3406/reg.1968.1013.

“Aysopétpnrtog undeis eicitw, nul ne doit entrer ici, s'il n'est géométre : dans cette
formule, on peut distinguer la forme et le fond. Pour le fond, elle traduit une doctrine
authentiqguement platonicienne, celle de la place propédeutique des mathématiques
élémentaires dans I'éducation du philosophe. On se souvient que la géométrie plane,
apres le calcul et avant I'astronomie, la géometrie dans I'espace et I'harmonique, fait partie
du programme d'études qui doit préparer a la dialectique le gardien de la République
(VII, 526 C - 527 C). C'est encore ce méme programme (les nombres, la géomeétrie,
I'astronomie) qui constitue les prolégomenes a la connaissance du Bien, dans la le¢on
[Tepi tayabod.”



“Bpoto¢ Yap eLT® O TolodTOG 1) TotodTog 110M.”? Though there are more fundamental principles in
number theory and geometry, we will start with assuming the Fundamental Theorem of
Arithmetic® and the Pythagorean Theorem* along with the normal arithmetic “rules” of integers
(multiplication, division, etc.).

Take a right-angled triangle, with one cathetus having a length of three and the other a
length of four. From the Pythagorean Theorem we get that the hypotenuse must have a length of
five. These are nice, easy, whole numbers — integers — whole in that they are finite. We could
take another triangle where the catheti were three-sevenths and four-sevenths and show that its
hypotenuse is five-sevenths (called a triangle “similar to” the former). This triangle isn’t as nice,
since their sides are not integers, but their lengths are representable as the ratio of integers, i.e.,
they are rational numbers.

Now take a right-angled triangle, with both catheti having a length of one. Using the
Pythagorean Theorem, we get that the hypotenuse has a length such that its square equals two,
i.e., the hypotenuse has a length of the square root of two. This number is interesting. It cannot
be represented as the ratio of two integers. A common quick proof is with a reductio ad
absurdum, or, as Aristotle calls it, 1 gic 10 advvatov dmdderérg:®

Assume that the square root of two is rational. Thus, it is the ratio of two integers
a and 3 which share no common prime factors (using the Fundamental Theorem

2. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1VV.1006a. “For, such a person, insofar as he actually is such, is like a
vegetable.” Unless otherwise noted, all translations are my own. Where needed, | add
context in parentheses.

3. An integer greater than one is the product of a unique set of prime numbers.

4. The square of the hypotenuse is equal to the sum of the squares of the two catheti (non-
hypotenuse sides).

5. Aristotle, Prior Analytics, 62b.



of Arithmetic and cancellation of nonzero divisors). From v2 = % we get 2p? = o
Thus, from multiplicative closure of integers greater than one, we have that the

left side of the equation is an integer with an odd number of twos as its prime

factorization, and the right has an even number. So, if the square root of two is

rational, then there exists an integer which has two distinct prime factorizations,

since two is prime. This violates the uniqueness portion of the Fundamental

Theorem of Arithmetic. Thus, the square root of two is not a rational number,

quod erat demonstrandum.®
Various stories have arisen concerning the fates Pythagoreans suffered for having committed
mathematical impiety, including revealing the existence of irrational numbers.” Why would the
gods drown someone for proving or revealing the existences of irrational numbers? More
generally, why are irrational numbers bad?

The finite, the integer, is good, and the infinite is bad. Aristotle tells us that in the
Pythagorean tables of opposites the good (aya06v) and the finite (zépog) were one group and the
bad (axév) and infinite (&repov) in the other.® He also says “£t1 10 pév apoaptavey morloy®de

goTv (T0 YOp Kokov tod dmeipov, ig ot ITuBayopetot gikalov, 10 &° dyabov Tod TEnEPUGHEVOL)”

and “8c0Moi puv yap amhdc, maviodomdg 8¢ koxoi.”® The Pythagoreans saw that the world was

6. Such incongruities between particular combinations of catheti with their necessary
hypotenuses were well known to Greeks in Plato’s time. See Theaetetus, 147d.

7. Pappus of Alexandria in his commentary on the tenth book of Euclid’s Elements says that the
Pythagorean who revealed the existence of irrational numbers perished by drowning.
lamblicus in the Vita Pythagorica says that this Pythagorean was expelled from the order,
but that Hippasus of Metapontum drowned at sea as divine punishment for a different act
of mathematical impiety. In any case, the Pythagoreans viewed the mathematical and
divine as closely related, and Hippasus is often viewed to be the impious or unfortunate
Pythagorean.

8. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1.986a.

9. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1106b. “Moreover, to err is manifold (for evil is of the infinite,
as the Pythagoreans used to infer, but the good is of the perfected)” and “The good are
simple, while the bad manifold.”



mutable and complex. They viewed this as something bad. As mathematical realists, they saw
that there was something beyond this visible world. Prescinded from this manifold world under
flux were finite and permanent things — finite in that they could not be reduced and permanent in
that they are not mutable. It was because these things (viz., integers) were permanent that they
were what truly existed in a way more complete than everything visible. Furthermore, because
they really did exist, they were what was good. The very existence of a number within this realm
of the abstract which cannot be understood as rational (from “ratio”) was not just outside the
scope of the Pythagorean worldview — it was blasphemy — the same crime of which Socrates was
accused, as Socrates says of his accuser Meletus, “@noi yap pe momtv etvon Oedv, Koi GOC
Kovovg otodvta Beolg Tovg & dpyaiovg ov vopilovra ypdyato ToVT®V aVT®V EveKa, BC
onowv.”? To make from the rational the irrational was the same kind of impious moinotic.

Plato’s project was to combine the principles of Heraclitus with those of Parmenides and
Pythagoras. Lewis Campbell gives a rough summarization of these different philosophers,
writing, “Parmenides represents the idea of unity, being, or rest, Heraclitus that of dualism, of a
process, or motion, and Pythagoras that of harmony and order, or definite proportions, as
intermediate between the other two.”*! Very broadly speaking, Plato thought that Heraclitus was
right about the visible world — that it was of flux. Plato thought that Parmenides, who believed in

“The complete immobility of the real, the impossibility of kinesis in any sense of the word,”?

10. Plato, Euthyphro, 3b. “For he says that | am a maker of gods, and, as | make new gods and
don’t believe in the ancient ones, he indicted me for the sake of these same (old gods), so
he says.”

11. Lewis Campbell, The Theaetetus of Plato (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1883), 242.

12. W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy: Volume 2, The Presocratic Tradition from
Parmenides to Democritus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965), 36.



was at least correct about the immutability of prescinded forms. Pythagoras, in Plato’s mind, was
correct about the realm of universals, and from the Pythagoreans he learned that existence itself
was finite and bounded. Of Plato’s synthesis Campbell states,

The main effort of Plato’s dialectic, as is well known, is to bring these opposite

poles of thought, the Eleatic and lonian, into organic and well-balance harmony.

In its most abstract conception it is the problem of the one and the many (t@v

AOYoV aynpov tabog map’ fuiv), or of motion and rest. In this effort he was

assisted by the Pythagoreans, who had already found a sort of middle term in

Number.:
This paper is about this synthesis. In this first chapter | outlined the core belief of the
Pythagoreans that the limited is good and the unlimited bad. In the next chapter I will show how
Plato’s metaphysics is largely Heraclitean, and then in the following chapter I will show how it is
not. In the penultimate chapter | will introduce a problem passage from the final book of
Augustine’s Confessions concerning beauty and see how it cannot be understood from a purely
Platonic perspective. In that chapter I will introduce how Plotinus distinguished himself from
Plato on metaphysics as a whole, but particularly on the Beautiful. The Pythagorean (and
Platonic) view that the limited is good and the infinite bad is contrary to the usual Christian

notion that the summum bonum, God, is infinite, but Neoplatonists seem to have found their way

back to a Heraclitean spirit in a subtle rejection of Plato’s Pythagoreanism.

13. Campbell, The Theaetetus of Plato, 252.



Chapter Two: The Heraclitean Plato

In a manner similar to the first chapter, | will show here how Plato was Heraclitean, viz.,
that he was in fact a student of the philosophy of Heraclitus and then in what ways Platonism is
Heraclitean. I will also show how Plato developed the philosophy of Heraclitus. Aristotle says,
“gk véou e yap cuvnng yevouevog mpdtov Kpatdio kai taic ‘Hpaxietrteiolg d6&aig, mg
AmAvVTOV TV oicONTdV del pedvImV Kol EXGTAUNG TEPL ADTAOV OVK 0DGNC, TODTO eV Kol
Hotepov obtog vmédaPev.”* That all sensible things (or, material) things are in flux is not too
controversial a point. The sensible is within time, and within time is change, or flux. Time is the
way to measure change, but how the Heracliteans interpreted the mutable nature of the sensible
is what is important. Aristotle says that before Plato was the student of Socrates, he was the
student of Cratylus the Heraclitean. On the consequences of sensible implying flux, Aristotle
goes on to point out how Plato’s first mentor was even more radical than Heraclitus. He says,

£T1 8¢ miloav OpAVTES TANTNV KIVOLIEVIV TNV UGV, KaTd € ToD petaffdAlovtog

ov0gv dAnBevouevov, mept ye TO TAVTIN TAVTOS LETOPAALOV OVK EvOE EsOaL

aAnBedev. &k yap tavTng ThHe DMoAYewmg ENvONGEY 1 dkpoTdTn dOEN TV

gipnuévov, 1 TV packoviov fpaxiertiCey kai ofav Kpotdrog siyev, ¢ 10

TeEAEVTOTOV 0VOEV DETO dETV AEyey AAAL TOV dAKTLAOV Ekivel pLOvov, Kol

‘Hpoaxeito énetipa eindvtt 611 6ig T® o0OT) TOTAUD 0VK 0TV EUPTivat: avTtog yop
®Heto o0d” Bmal.

14. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1.987a. “For, having first become familiar with Cratylus and the
opinions of Heraclitus — that the all sensibles were always in flux and there was no
knowledge of them — also later he thus held these opinions.”

15. Aristotle, Metaphysics, IV.1010a. “And moreover, seeing that this nature [of an
indeterminate substance] was is motion, and that no true statement is made concerning
that which is undergoing change, they assume that one does not speak truth concerning
that which in every way is entirely undergoing change. For from this assumption there
flowered forth the most extreme opinion of those aforementioned — that of those who
asserted themselves to be followers of Heraclitus and which Cratylus held, who at the end
thought it was necessary to say nothing but only moved his finger, and he censured
Heraclitus for saying that it was not possible to enter the same river twice, for he thought
that it was possible not even once.”



With “ov0&v aAnbevduevov” Aristotle is referencing the “vegetables” in Metaphysics 1V.1006a
mentioned above. Specifically, he is referencing the teaching of Protagoras: that of a particular
thing both one thing and its negation may be predicated — “aAnb<ic ai aviipdoeig dpo Kot 100
avtod door” — and then elaborating, “koi yiyvetot 61 10 100 Ava&aydpov, Opod TAvTo POt
Hote uN0Ev AANODC Vhpyey. 1O GOPIGTOV 0DV £oikact Aéyely, Koi oidpevor TO dv Aéyewv mepi
100 pn Evrog Aéyovotv: 1O yap Suvdpet dv koi ) Eviedeysio 10 adprotov Eotwv.”8 So, if the
principle of non-contradiction is discarded, if there’s anything at all, there is only a singular
thing, since all distinctions in reality are broken down. Protagoras and Anaximander are
somewhat correct in that the world of the mutable — the sensible world for Plato, or for Aristotle
10 GoOproTov — is mixed, or 6pod, but in the world of being (for Plato) or actuality (for Aristotle)
there are genuine, real distinctions.

If there are true statements (and, for Plato, there are), they must be of the eternal, not
Koo Tod petafdirovtog, and we arrive at a dichotomy. Either something is immutable, eternal,
and really existing, or it is wavty navieg petafdArov. It is because of this dichotomy that we
have Cratylus’s challenge to Heraclitus and perhaps his most well-known saying: one cannot
step in the same river twice. Heraclitus, believing all things sensible to be in flux, states that a
river is never “the same.” Of course, a river constantly changes. “Everything is in flux” — “mévta
pel” as another famous Heraclitean saying goes. Of all things it is perhaps easiest to see how a

river pei. Most people when pressed would admit that the Nile is different today than yesterday.

16. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1007b. “All contradictions at the same time concerning the same
thing/subject are true,” and “And so arises the saying of Anaxagoras that all things were
common, with the result that nothing truly exists. Therefore, they appear to be speaking
of the indeterminate, and, supposing that they are stating what exists, they speak
concerning what does not exist. For the indeterminate is that which exists in potentiality
and not in actuality.”



Sediment is transferred from one spot to another. Some courses might shift or be redirected. At
the very least the water that was in a particular spot the day before is probably miles downstream
and much more spread out. Cratylus makes a more profound epistemological point than this,
though. He focuses the issue not on the fact that the river is changing, but that it is changeable at
all. I will let Socrates explain:

TG ovV v £ Ti £xeivo O undénote doavTmg Exel; &l Yap mote doavTmC IoYEL, &V

v éketve 1@ ypdvm SfjAov 6Tt 000eV petafaivet: i 8¢ del doavTmg EYEL Kol TO

a0t £€0TL, TMOG AV TOVTO Y& LETOPAALOL T KIvOiTo, UNOEV EEIGTAUEVOV TG ADTOD

10€0G; ... GAAL pnv o0d” av yvwaobein ye T’ 000evOS. Auo Yap dv Emdvtog Tod

YVOGouEvoy dALo Kai dALoTov yiyvolto, dote ovk dv yvmobein &1t 0moiov yE Ti

€0TV 1] TAG EYOV: YVADOIG O€ ONTOL OVOEUIN YIYVAOKEL O YIYVOOKEL UNSaU®dS

&yov.t’
Socrates initial question indicates that unless something is permanent, it doesn’t really exist and
—a notion by now familiar — nor does it even deserve to be called 11 - a thing. This is in contrast

to things which moté doavtmg Toyey, i.e., things which teeter on the edge of the Heraclitean

dichotomy. That which not¢ ®cadtmg ioyet, since it is at some time not mutable necessarily dei

17. Plato, Cratylus, 439e-440a. “Then how can that which is never in the same state be anything?
For if it holds fast in the same way, in that time it obviously does not undergo any
change, but if it is always in the same state and is the same thing how would it undergo
some change and motion, since it in no way gives up its own idea?... Nor could it be
known by anyone, for when something approaches which is going to know one thing, it
would become something else and of a different sort, so that what sort of thing it is or
what state it is in could not be known. Surely no knowledge knows what it knows as a
thing with no state.”

According to Francesco Ademollo, “Socrates may be talking about the beautiful,
characterizing it as never in the same state on the flux hypothesis; or he may be talking
generally about what never stands in the same state, sc. like the beautiful on the flux
hypothesis. Henceforth | will assume that the latter is the case.” Francesco Ademollo, The
Cratylus of Plato (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 475.

Later (478), Ademollo also points out that émiovtoc tod yvooouévov, given Cratylus
440b4-5, is best translated as neuter, and | will take his suggestion, but for reasons to be
made clear later | prefer to leave id¢a translated as something other than “form.”



woavtog ioyel. The alternative is that it be “mévtn mévtog petafdriov.” Something which is in
flux is better described as a thing yryvouevov — becoming — rather than a thing 6v — being or
existing.'® Socrates’s next question is an elaboration of the issue at hand. That which is not in
flux is something which has a consistent, permanent idéa. After the ellipse we see the connection
between ontology and epistemology. What is knowable is what is, not what is becoming. When
something (e.g., the Nile) is in the world of particulars, or the world of flux, it is not permanent,
S0 it cannot be an object of knowledge. Even if the Nile froze and didn’t “change” it could still
not be the object of knowledge since it could change. That which is knowable cannot change. On
this passage Sedley says, “The predicative model is still in play here. On the unstated assumption
that knowledge is of truth and that truth is propositional, even to know something will require a
subject-predicate structure.”*® Truth, being propositional, requires an immutable subject, because
the moment a predicate is applied to a mutating subject that subject no longer exists. Propositions

must be of the permanent, or universal.

18. Cf. David Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 101.
“According to the Timaeus, the sensible world is a gignomenon, something which
constantly ‘becomes’ but never ‘is’. It is therefore not an object of knowledge, on the
Platonic principle that the contents of knowledge should not, even in theory, admit of
being falsified at a later date: items of knowledge are permanent possessions, not subject
to revision; their objects must therefore be entities incapable of change, that is, primarily
at least, the Forms. The sensible world is, by contrast, the domain of opinion, doxa,
which shares the instability of its objects and which, even if true now, can be falsified at
any time.”

19. Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus, 171. Sedley would likely agree with Ademollo, that this passage is
more about just Beauty, since both seem to be making a point about the knowability of
the forms, not just the knowability of beauty. In this quotation Sedley he makes reference
to Theaetetus, 186¢-d, which I analyze more closely in the next paragraph.



Mutable things are not known because they are not knowable.?° In the Theaetetus
Socrates asks “0idv te ovv dAnOeiog Tuyeiv, @ pndé ovoiac;” (to which Theaetetus responds
“advvarov.”) and “ob 8¢ dAndeiog Tic dTvynoel, ToTE TovToL moTAU®Y Eotat;” (to which
Theaetetus responds “koi TdC dv, ® Tokpatec;”).?t Before knowability is predicated off some
thing like Beauty it must at least exist. In other words, it must be true to say that this knowable
thing is not a yryvouevov. Consequently, if there is some object of knowledge to be found
through the particulars (e.g., a beautiful thing leading one to knowledge of an eternal Beauty),
the knowable thing must be prescinded from its instantiation in the mutable particular. Of note is
one particular fragment of Heraclitus, with several valid interpretations: “ox6cwv Adyovg fikovoa
00deic apikveiTan £C TODTO HGTE YIVAOGKELY ETL GOPOV £6TL, TAVTOV KEYmpiopévov.”?? Both
readings anticipate some fundamental Platonic principles. Namely, the wise itself, as something
transcendent, perhaps like a form or principle (or, for Heraclitus, the principle) by which the

Demiurge creates all in the living and rational World Soul which Plato describes in the

20. Replacing the world “mutable” for “particular,” cf. Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, 86a to
return to the triangle example. Or, replacing Plato’s 6 dei wcadtog Eyet or “form/idea”
for Aristotle’s “universal/cause,” cf. Metaphysics 1.981a-b. According to both of these
philosophers, knowledge cannot be found in the particular.

21. Plato, Theaetetus, 186c¢-d. “So then, is it possible for someone who doesn’t even get being to
get truth?” (“It is not possible”) and “Will someone ever be a knower of this thing, the
truth of which he has missed?” (“Well how could he, Socrates?”).

22. Heraclitus, Fragments, DK B108. One interpretation is “Of as many people’s discourses |
have heard, no one arrives at the point that he knows that the wise has been set apart from
all,” while the other is “Of as many people’s discourses I have heard, no one arrives at
the point that he knows what is the wise as something set apart from all.” The former
translation takes 6t as the conjunction introducing indirect discourse/object clause, while
the latter takes 6t as 6 + 11, or the indirect interrogative. Additionally, as Charles Kahn
points out, the gender of “mévtmv” is ambiguous. Perhaps it is masculine and referring to
men, or perhaps neuter and referring to things.

10



Philebus,? Timaeus,?* and Statesman,? is set apart from all else in the transient world of
particulars. Things which really are (viz., eternal and not becoming/decaying away) cannot
undergo change. The second interpretation is more epistemologically interesting. While people
may come to some knowledge about the wise, or about the Adyog, or about anything else eternal,
they can never come to a pure knowledge of such a thing, prescinded from its opposite. A person
can “know” what the wise is, but only in the sense that his reasoning, thus his understanding, is

discursive. He must also have knowledge of the non-being which is the “not wise.”

23. Plato, Philebus, “m60ev, & ¢ike IIpdtapye, [yoyxnv] Aafov, inep un 16 ve 100 movtdc ohpua
Euyuyov Ov Etvyyove, TavTd ye Eyov TovT® Kol &tt mavn KoAliova;” (“When, dear
Protarchus, did we get [our soul], unless the body of the all happened to be animate, since
it has the same things as this (our body) and yet in every way finer.”

24. Plato, Timaeus, “Aoy1oapevoc obY NHPIKEY K THV KUTd VGV OPUT@Y 0DIEV AvOnTOV TOD
vobv &yovtog 6Aov Bhov kdAMov Ececbai mote Epyov, vodv & ab yopig yuydc addvatov
napoyevesOot T@. 610 61 TOV AOYIoUOV TOVOE VOOV UEV €V WLYT, WuxnV O’ €V chpaTt
GULVIGTAG TO AV GLVETEKTOIVETO, OTt®G OTL K GAAIGTOV €N KoTtd UGV dprotdv 1€ Epyov
AmElPyacUEVOS. 0UTOG OVV 81} KaTd Adyov TOV gikdta S1 Aéysty TOvde TOV KOGV (GoV
gyuyov Evvouv Te T dAnOeia 61a v 100 O0D yevésBar mpdvotav.” (“So, having
reflected, he found that of those things visible by nature nothing without nous as a whole
would be fairer than that which has nous as a whole, and in turn that it would be
impossible that nous come about in something outside of soul. Therefore, because of this
here reckoning, having framed nous in soul and soul in body, he set up the all, so that his
finished work might be most fair and best. Thus, according to the likely account, it is
necessary to say that this here cosmos has come into being as an animate, living being
and it truly has nous due to the foresight of God.”

25. Plato, Statesman, 269d-e “10 kot TodT Kol OoanTmg £ Gel Kol TanTdV EIVOL TOIG TAVTOV
0€10TATOIG TPOGTKEL LOVOLG, GOUATOG O PVGIS OV TAVTNG THG TAEEWS. OV 08 0VPAVOV Kol
KOGLOV EMWVOUAKOLEV, TOAADV HEV KOl LaKOPi®V TOpd TOD YEVVIOAVTOG LETEIANQEY,
dTap oV 81 kekovmVNKE Ve Kol cOpoTog: 80sv avTd petaPforfic dpoipm yiyvesOo Sii
TavTOg AOVVATOV, Kot dSvvaulv ye unv 61t paAMota €V T@ avT® KaTd TaTo pLioy opav
kweltor:” (“To hold to the same state and condition always and to be the same is fitting to
the most divine of all alone, and the nature of body is not of this ordering. On the one
hand, what we have given the name ‘heaven’ and ‘cosmos’ has its share of many blessed
things from that which has generated it, but on the other hand it has partaken also in
body, with the result that it is altogether impossible for it to have nothing to do with
change, however it, as much as possible in it, it is moved in the same ways in a single
motion.”)
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Plato carries on a Heraclitean tradition of spurning bodily pleasures not only as
insufficient, but also as not real. Heraclitus says, “£tépa yap inmov dovn kol Kuvog kol
avOpdTov, Evoug cvppat dv EécBot parlov fi xpvodv: {dtov yap xpvood Tpomn dvoic.”?® There
is no such thing as the quality “pleasurable” inherit in a physical, transient object. Rather, that or
whether such a thing is pleasurable is a relational quality/question — an interaction between the
object found pleasurable or sweet and the perceiver who finds it sweet. There is a fdovn, yes, but
only in the mind of the enjoyer and not independent of it. Socrates says that “émiotAiung unodcv
glvon kpelttov, GALY ToDTOo del kpateiv, dmov dv évij, kai RSovig kai TV dAkov ardvtav??’ and
that “Todt’ £otiv 10 1doViig HTTm eivan, dpodio 1 peyiot.”? A similar manner of reasoning is
found in Plato’s Euthyphro. Socrates says to Euthyphro,

oV dpo. O HpduNV dmekpive, & Bavudote. o yop Iof)r(') Y€ NPOTOV, O TVYYAVEL

wi)tbv:c‘)v 0o10V 1€ Kol Avoctov: 0 & av Beopideg 1) kol Beopicég 0TV, MG E0IKEV.

®ote, ® EvOOepwv, 0 o0 vV moelg 1oV Tatépa koAdLmv, ovdev Bavpactov &l

0070 Op®dV TG UEV AU TPOSPIAEG TTOLETS, TQ € Kpove kai 1@ Ovpavd ExOpov,

kol 1@ pev ‘Hoeoloto eilov, tf 0 "Hpa &x0pov, kai &f 11g dArog Tdv Bedv Etepog
ETépm drapépeTar TepL oToD, Kai ketvolg kotdl Té odTd. 2

26. Heraclitus, Fragments, DK B9. “Pleasure is different of horse and dog and man — [just as
Heraclitus says] that asses would choose straw over gold, for to asses food is sweeter than
gold.”

27. Plato, Protagoras, 357¢, “Nothing is stronger than knowledge, but this (i.e., knowledge) is
always in power, wherever it dwells, over both pleasure and all other things.”

28. Plato, Protagoras, 357¢. “This is being a slave to pleasure: the greatest ignorance.”

29. Plato, Euthyphro, 8a-b. “So, you didn’t answer what I asked, marvelous man. For I wasn’t
asking this — what same thing happens to be both holy and unholy. Whatever is dear to
the gods is also hateful to them, so it seems. The result is, Euthyphro, that the thing which
you are now doing in chastising your father, it would not be a shock if in doing this you
do something pleasing to Zeus but hateful to Kronos and Ouranos, and dear to
Hephaestus, but hateful to Hera, and if some other of the any other of the gods differs
with another concerning it for them also in respect to the same things.”
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The realness behind something like pleasure cannot be the same as something more “objective”
(viz., object-dependent or subject-independent), such as whether things are hotter or colder than
one another, or whether a mathematical equation is true or false. In a similar vein, when
Heraclitus writes “080¢ évo kato pia kol dot,”3° the simplest explanation is that the direction
of the way depends on the orientation of the traveler. The “way” is self-similar, and the road is
“there” itself whether someone says one way is up or not — whether someone travels on it or not.
In any case, appealing to quarreling gods or to the chance interlocutor is poor justification for
some universal principle, definition, or characteristic.

There is, however, a fundamental difference between pleasure and the directions on a
road. Pleasure is necessarily subjective, so it cannot be an object of knowledge. It is not “real” in
the sense that it does not really exist. In the Platonic view, a particular road does not exist, but
mathematical objects which can be abstracted from particulars do exist in the world of the
intelligible. In Socrates analogy of a divided line, an image or drawing of a road and a particular
road itself would be in the world of the sensible, but not a line.3! The points on this abstract line
can be ordered, meaning that if and only if two points a and B on this line are not equal, then
either o precedes B or  precedes a, usually notated o < 3 or B < a, with the result (due to
transitivity®?) that if a < B it is not true that p < a. The particular order, though, is arbitrary. It is
just a convention that left to right tends to be first to last, a convention that does not apply as

much when reading, for example, a book written in Hebrew or Arabic. There is no real (using the

30. Heraclitus, Fragments, DK B60. “The way up and down is one and the same.”
31. See Plato, Republic, V1.509d-511e.

32. Transitivity is the property that o < § and B <y implies a < y. If it were possible that both o <
B and B < a, then by transitivity o < o, which means o does not equal a, an absurdity.
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word “real” technically) reason to say that left precedes right or up precedes down, but this
distinction is more than just subjective opinion. That the points on a line are orderable is inherent
to the line. Adding a second dimension, a curved line has a concave and a convex side, and
without one there is not the other, but while the concave is different than the convex, there isn’t
one without the other — they are inseparable. Such distinctions — preceding and proceeding,
concave and convex — are not “real” distinctions, since they are necessarily tied to the same
object, but they’re not entirely subjective like pleasure or opinion. Such an intermediate
distinction would be later called by scholastic philosophers a “formal distinction.”?

Heraclitus seems to be more pious than the Socrates of the Euthyphro. Heraclitus invokes
the gods often in his fragments, sometimes with enigmatic messages. Most relevant to the
discussion between Socrates and Euthyphro is the following: “&v 10 copov podvov Aéyecshar ovk
£0€Aet kai £06Mel Znvog vopa.” Is “the wise” now not just an abstract form of sorts, but a

personal god? Such an interpretation does not lead far. Charles Kahn remarks that this is a play

on the word (v — to live.® To live seems to involve a kind of duality — wishing and not wishing

33. The formal distinction was particularly important with the problem of universals and
individuation. See Henry of Ghent, Summa, a. 39, q. 4. “Et quantum ad praesens sufficit,
sciendum est quod in creaturis ratio formalis qua fit formae individuation, negation est,
non unica sed duplex: una qua negatur plurificatio naturae intra se; alia qua negatur
identitas ad consimilem ei extra se, et qua negatur esse alicuius alterius ab illo cuius
est.” (“And this much will suffice for the present, that it be known that the formal reason
in creatures by which individuation comes to the form is a negation, not one but twofold:
the one by which multiplicity is denied within it; the other that by which identity is
denied with something outside of it, and by which something is denied to be otherwise
than that which it is.””) See also John Duns Scotus, Ordinatio 1l d. 3 p. 1, g. 4 (for his
refutation of Henry of Ghent) and qg. 5-6 for his own theory.

34. Heraclitus, Fragments, DK B32. “One, the wise alone, does not and does desires to be called
the name of Zeus.”

35. Charles H. Kahn, The Art and Thought of Heraclitus: An Edition of the Fragments with
Translation and Commentary (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), 49.
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at the same time — a unity of opposites (and in this case contradictories). There is a further issue,
however, as Heraclitus writes, “TOAeHOC TAVTOV PEV TOTNP €CTL, TAVTOV 0& PAGIAEDS Kol TOVG
ngv Beode Ede1fe Tovg 8¢ avOpdTOVE, TOVS eV SovAovg Emoinae Todg &’ éhevbépovg.”*® Heraclitus
identifies “the wise” with a seemingly ambivalent king of the gods (or, in another sense, with
living itself), but this wisdom is subordinate to a more chaotic principle: war.

War, strife, and chaos seem to be more primary principles than order and structure in the
Heraclitean worldview. Kahn writes,

Thus War figures not merely as a substitute for Zeus but as a kind of super-Zeus,

like ‘the divine one’ of XXX (D. 114)... This personification of the chief cosmic

principle, in terms of imagery normally associated with the king of the gods,

prepares and explains the announcement that ‘the wise one alone is unwilling and

willing...37
Behind the wise god of order, the king over all gods, is something which is appointed and lords
over him: mélepog, or the “super-Zeus,” the first word of Fragment B53. Even more curious is
the structure of the gods and men, slaves and free. Given the two instances of a “pév... 3¢”
construction, one possible reading of Fragment B53 is the following: the gods are coordinated,
through the same particle pév, with slaves, while men are coordinated with the free though the
particle d¢. In what sense are men freer than the gods? What kind of experiences are possible
within the human condition? If the structure is chiastic and men are slaves, how so? Lastly, if

there are some men or gods who are free and others who are slaves, what makes some free and

others slaves?

36. Heraclitus, Fragments, DK B53. “War is father of all and king of all, and some he has
appointed as gods and some as men, some slaves and some free.”

37. Kahn, The Art and Thought of Heraclitus, 208.
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Men’s freedom, as well as his slavery, is, at least according to Heraclitus or Plato,
something involving his rational or divine nature. Men are still noetically closed off from a pure
knowledge of real things. Of Fragment B108 Kahn writes,

Heraclitus could easily have specified his meaning by adding the word ‘men’ or

‘things’ after ‘all’. Since he did not choose to eliminate the ambiguity, it is not up

to us to do so: the principle of hermeneutical generosity requires us to keep both

options open. In this case there is good evidence to support both readings... (1)

that wisdom is inaccessible to men... whereas (2) ‘the wise’ is asserted as a

unique divine principle of the universe.®
Plato would suggest that wisdom, pure knowledge of universal principles, is inaccessible. In the
Euthyphro Socrates says, “pépvnoat odv 8t 00 1odt6 cot diekelevouny, &v 1t fj dVo pe Sidatom
TGV TOADV OcioV, GAL" 8keivo anTd TO £160G @ TavTa Td do10 6614 £6TIV; EPnoda yép mov pid
i8¢0 16 T€ GvOsIal vosto stvon kol To dota dota: §| o0 pvnpovedelc;”® Socrates claims that all
Euthyphro has done is give him several i54o1, while he is after the £i5oc. Generally, both of these
terms are translated as “form,” but Plato’s use of £idog and i5éa in the same sentence with
different senses implies a distinction. In this case, the various idéou come by way of examples
which involve simultaneously knowing what something is not as well as what it is. The single
gidoc is the pure thing in and of itself. Of the use of these terms in the Theaetetus Campbell
suggests, “idoc seems earlier to have shaken itself clear of metaphor, and to have settled into an

abstract meaning,” while “The word id¢a is a fair symbol of the union of reason and imagination

in Plato.”*® The i¢a is in part a product of the human mind — it is formed by the intellect’s trying

38. Kahn, The Art and Thought of Heraclitus, 115.

39. Plato, Euthyphro, 6d-e. “So, do you remember that I did not order you this thing: to teach me
some one or two things of all things holy, but to teach me that very form by which all
things holy are holy? For you were saying, methinks, that by one idea the unholy are
unholy and the holy are holy, or do you not remember?”

40. Campbell, The Theaetetus of Plato, 267, 269.
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to understand the €iSoc. To truly access the form in and of itself, in this case of the holy, seems to
be impossible, as the dialogue ends in aporia — specifically, a disgruntled and fleeing Euthyphro.

Though, some forms seem more inaccessible than others. The form of the Beautiful is
particularly tied to the senses. It more than other forms is more accessible through and
memorable from the aesthetic experience. In his palinode in the Phaedrus Socrates says
concerning the Beautiful and the philosopher’s soul,

g€lotapevoc 6¢ TdV avlpomivov 6movdacudToy Kol Tpog T@ Ogim yryvouevog,

vovBetelTatl PEV VO TOV TOALDY MG TapaKvdV, EVBovcstalmv 0& AéAn0ev Tovg

moAo¥g. EoTt 81 0LV debpo O mag fixwv Adyog mepi Tfig TeTdpTNg poviac—hv dtov

10 THOE TIg OpDY KAAAOG, TOD AANO0VS AVOUIUVIOKOUEVOS, TTEPDTAL TE KOl

avamtepoveVos Tpobupovpevos avortéchal, advvatdv 8¢, dpviBog diknv

BAET@V Bve, TOV KAT® 88 Apeddv, aitiav &xet O pavik®e Stakeipevoc™
The aesthetic experience — the pavio. of someone enthralled by the Beautiful — someone leads
one to and beyond the forms. People regard him as mad, which he is, but more importantly he is
inspired - évBovoialwv. Distinguishing the Beautiful from other noble things, Socrates says,

SikatocvVNG PV ovV Kol co@pociivig kai doa AL Tia yuyoic odk Eveott

Q£YYOG OVOLV €V TO1G THi0€ OLOIOHAGLY, BALL O AUVLIPAY OpYdvev HOYIC AVTOV

Kol OALyol €ml TG eikovag 16vteg Bedvtat 10 T0D eikac0EVTOC YEVOG: KAAAOG O&

101" Mv i8iv hapmpdv, 8te oV eddaipovt yopd poxopiov dyiv e koi Oéav,

EmOUEVOL PeTd v AL uelc, dAkot 8¢ pet’ dAhov Dedv, €106V € Kai £tedodvTo
OV TELET®V fiv OEG Aéyety pakaplotdrny,*?

41. Plato, Phaedrus, 249c-d. “But, standing apart from human concerns and being engaged with
the divine, he is admonished by the majority as if he is disturbed, but it has escaped the
majority’s notice that he is inspired. Now, all of my speech coming up to this point is
about the fourth (kind of) madness, which is the cause of someone being regarded as mad
when he, seeing Beauty here, remembering the true (Beauty), grows wings and, raising
up his feathers, desiring to fly up, but unable, in the manner of a bird looking up and
neglecting the things below.”

42. Plato, Phaedrus, 250b-c. “Well, of justice and prudence and of as many other things dear to
souls there are, there is no light in the likenesses here, but merely a few, approaching
images through their dim senses, see the class of that which has been imitated. But at that
time there was Beauty, brilliant to behold, when with a blessed chorus, we following
along with Zeus and others with another of the gods, we saw the blessed sight and
spectacle and were initiated into that which is properly called the most blessed of rites.”
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Beauty plays a unique role in a soul’s reincarnation. It is the driving force behind the soul’s
ascent, but it is unique also because it is the most visible of the forms. This is perhaps why so
many people confuse particular beautiful things for the abstract, pure Beauty. One example is
Hippias in Plato’s Hippias Major, which is one of Plato’s anatreptic dialogues (along with the
Euthyphro). Socrates sarcastically says to Hippias, “& &vOpwmne, dyvoeic 61110 100 Hpoaxdeitov
&b &yel, O¢ dpa ‘TOKOV 6 KEAMGTOC aicypdg AvOp®OT®Y YEVEL GUUPAALELY,” Kol YLTPDV 1)
KoAMot aicypd TapBévay yével cupuPdrlety, Gc onow Tnmiag 6 copdc.”* Socrates’s goal is

>4 and specifically (and quite emphatically) “oadto 10 Kaldv 811 TOTE

“gineiv 11 €011 10 KAAOV,
gotv.”® So, what is the beautiful? It probably isn’t as subjective as pleasures which enslave the
mind (and results in the aforementioned auofio 1 peyiot), and hopefully it’s more than just a
formal distinction with no real, independent existence.

A notion similar to this could be seen in Kant’s idea of the phenomena vs. noumena. The
former are “known” via the various categories of understanding built into the human mind, while
as of the latter Kant says, “Further, the concept of a noumenon is necessary, to prevent sensible

intuition from being extended to things in themselves, and thus to limit the objective validity of

sensible knowledge.”*® Much of Heraclitus’s philosophy has an emphasis on experience — not

43. Plato, Hippias Major, 289a. “You sir, are you unaware that the saying of Heraclitus holds
well, that ‘the most beautiful of monkeys is ugly compared to the race of men,” and the
most beautiful of pots ugly compared to the race of maidens, as Hippias the wise says?”

44. Plato, Hippias Major, 286d. “To say what is the beautiful.”
45. Plato, Hippias Major, 289c. “The beautiful itself — what in the world it is.”

46. Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason: The Cambridge Edition of the Works of Immanuel
Kant, trans. Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999), A253/B310.
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necessarily a rejection of 10 co@ov, but an acknowledgement of the human condition and its
limitations. The other similarity, or Kahn’s second point, is seen rather easily in Plato’s Timaeus,
where, again, the Demiurge/God creates “hoyioépevoc” and “Sid 1 toV Aoyiopov tovde.”* In
short, the human experience, if there should be something divine about it, fails to achieve the
status of the divine reasoning of the creator of the world — hence comes Plato’s idea of divine
inspiration as madness.

In Lysias’s speech and Socrates’s first response in Plato’s Phaedrus, the reader is
presented with strange, yet perhaps somewhat compelling, arguments that non-lovers ought to be
preferred to lovers in sexual relationships. Soon after giving his speech against the lover,
however, Socrates recants. He says, “dewvov, @ Qoidpe, devov Adyov odTdg 1€ EKOUIGOG SUE TE
fvéykocoag sinsiv.”*® Nonetheless, both speeches have their place in the dialogue. They show the
typical Socratic dialectic within which two interlocutors slowly whittle away at each other’s
ideas and meander to the truth, but there are some ideas that remain. One of these ideas is that
there is something sickening or poisonous about love, i.e., the lover is mad. Curiously, the claim
that the lover is mad is transformed from censure into praise. In the Platonic view of things, the
divine madness of philosophical love, or, since pilocogia literally just means “love of wisdom,”

divine madness is true philosophy. Both speeches are in a sense drugs: edappaxa. The edppaxov

of speeches is both a salutary and poisonous*® deferment to whomever it influences. Plato

47. Plato, Timaeus, 30b. “Reasoning,” or “using Adyoc,” and “according indeed to this Adyog.”

48. Plato, Phaedrus, 242d. “You yourself have brought a dreadful speech, Phaedrus, and a
dreadful speech you have forced me to give.”

49. Cf. the maxim of Paracelsus, “dosis sola facit venenum.” (“Dose alone makes the poison.”)
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portrays the philosopher’s quest for wisdom as the super-rational (and thus irrational) and
divinely-inspired quest for beauty, and that the dialogue itself is a pharmakon for us the readers.

Prior to analyzing love, which itself is relational (between a lover and a beloved),
Socrates asserts that he and Phaedrus must first establish knowledge of the subject alone, i.e., of
the person who will love or of the person who will be loved. He says, regarding the myth of
Boreas, “o0 d0vapol mo Katd 10 ASAPIKOV YPAUUO YVOVOL ELovTOV: YELOTOV 61 Lot QaiveTal
10070 11 dyvoobvra T dAAOTPLo okomeiv.”*® Of the individual (viz., himself), Socrates says, “dei
ab vofjcol 6TL UMV &v Exdotm dVo Tvé dotov idéa Epyovte kol &yovte, otv Endpueda 1) v
dynrtov, N v Eueutog ovco émbvpuia Hdovavy, GAAN 8¢ énikttog 86Ea, dprepévn Tod
apiotov.”® Having this characterization of the subject, Socrates is then able to describe
relationships between a subject and objects. He gives the name “hubris” (“OBp1g”) to the state in
which “€mBopiag 8¢ dAdywg Elicovong éml dovalg kol apEaong &v Nuiv i apydi, > followed by
unsurprising examples of hubris (gluttony and drunkenness), but also, surprisingly, he calls love
a form of hubris.

That Socrates characterizes love as hubris calls into question the philosopher’s hierarchy

of values. Of love Socrates says, “1 yap dvev Aoyov 66EnG €l TO 0pOHOV OPUOGNS KPUTHGUGO

50 Plato, Phaedrus, 229e-230a. “T am not yet able, according to the Delphic inscription, to know
myself — indeed it seems to me laughable that I, still ignorant of this, look into matters of
other things.”

51. Plato, Phaedrus, 237d. “In turn we must know that in each of us there are two ruling and
leading ideas, which we follow wherever they should lead — the one being the inborn
desire for pleasures, and the other acquired opinion which strives for the best.”

52. Plato, Phaedrus, 238a. “Desire dragging us illogically down to pleasures and ruling in first
place in us.”
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gmbopia Tpdg Hdoviv dydsica KaALoVC . . . Epmg ekAnOn.”> The enjoyment of beauty is the
pleasure sought in the case of love. If irrationality wasn’t generally a vice, there would be no
issue. But, after Phaedrus affirms that people say that Love is a god, Socrates retorts,
oD 1L V1o Y& Avciov, 006 VIO ToD God AdYOVL, O¢ d1d TOD EHOD GTOUOTOC
KATAPAPHUKEVOEVTOG VIO God ELEXON. €1 8’ EoTiv, Bomep obv Eott, 00 1} Tt Osiov
0 "Epmc, 006V av kakov €in, T 6& Ady® To vovon Ttepl anTod EIMETV MG
Tol00ToV dvTog: >
The word “xatapappaxevfévrog,” root of which is “pdpuaxov,” is used here negatively, while
its root can have either a positive or negative connotation — or both at the same time. Jacques
Derrida says,
This pharmakon, this “medicine,” this philter, which acts as both remedy and
poison, already introduces itself into the body of the discourse with all its
ambivalence. This charm, this spellbinding virtue, this power of fascination, can
be — alternatively or simultaneously — beneficent or maleficent.>®
What is this pharmakon? For Socrates it was Lysias’s speech. Socrates says,
oL HEVTOL OOKETG Lot THG EUTiC £€6600V TO PappaKov NOpNKEVAL. BOTEP YAP Ol T
newvdvTo Opéppota OoALOV 1 TIVOL KAPTOV TPOGEIOVTES BYOLsLV, GV oL AOYOVG

oVtm mpoteivov &v BiAiiog v e Attikny eoaivn mepdéetv dnacav koi dnot dv
dAhoce Povin.>®

53. Plato, Phaedrus, 238c-d. “For the desire which, without reason (logos), has control over the
opinion which strives towards the right, which is led towards the enjoyment of the
beautiful . . . was called ‘love.””

54. Plato, Phaedrus, 242d-¢. “But not by Lysias, at least, and not by your speech, which was said
through my mouth after it was bewitched/drugged by you. If Love is, as he indeed is, a
god or something divine, he would be nothing evil, but the two speeches just now spoke
as if he were such.”

55. Jacques Derrida, Dissemination, trans. Barbara Johnson (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1981), 70.

56. Plato, Phaedrus, 230d-¢. “However, you seem to me to have found the pharmakon of my
being led out. For just as men lead out hungry animals by displaying a branch or some
fruit, you, holding out speeches so in front of me in books appear to be going to lead me
around all Attica and wherever else you please.”
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Socrates is led out — he is a victim to his intellectual curiosity. The speech, with truth deferred (if
even there) and artfully concealed, drags him out of his normal haunt the city, which represents
normal and mundane rationality. The speech, a pharmakon, also apparently compels him to
censure Love. The speech of the Sophist, like Lysias’s, would be a bad pharmakon, since it
doesn’t take the victim anywhere good or true. A good one might take the victim somewhere the
opposite. Other drugs, however, are both good and bad, and, as Derrida points out,
simultaneously. Such a dual nature is seen also in love.

Proper philosophical love is both beneficent and maleficent in that it that compels the
lover towards a good object and overpowers reason and restraint. See Socrates’s description:

npdTEPOC MV Adyoc Daidpov tod TTuBoxAiéong, Muppvovsiov vdpdc: dv 8&

HEMo Aéyety, Zmotyopov tod Evenuov, Tpepaiov. Aektéoc 8& dde, &1L odk E0T’

gropog Adyog 0¢ av mapovTog EpacTtod T@ U EpBVTL LaAAOV Of) detv xapilesOar,

51011 81 6 pév patvetar, 6 88 cowPPovel. i pgv yap RV ardodv 1O poviay Kakov

givat, KaA@g v éLéyeto: viv 8¢ o péyrtoto TV dyaddv Nuiv ylyveton d1d poviag,

Beiq pévrot ooet Sidopévnc.>’
First, Socrates tries to shift the blame. The former speech against love was “tod [TvBoxAéovc,”
i.e., of inquiring for (muvBdvouar) or seeking honor and glory (kAé0g), and he claims that his next
speech will be “100 Evgnpov,” or of a good omen/auspicious (€b@nuoc). Lysias was sophistic,
while Socrates will be pious and truthful. Secondly, madness is seen not as a pure negative;

rather, the best things (“ta péyiota tdv dyaddv’’) come about through it. Indeed madness, like

love, s “@vev Adyov,” but it is also “11 B€iov,” and therefore something good.

57. Plato, Phaedrus, 244a. “The former speech was of Phaedrus, son of Pythocles of Myrrhinus;
but the one which I am about to speak is of Stesichorus, son of Euphemus of Himera.
And it must be said that it is not a true speech which says that it is more necessary to
gratify the lover even when the lover is present because the lover is mad and the non-
lover is sane. For if it were simply the fact that madness was evil, it would be said well;
but now the greatest of good things come to us through madness, indeed when sent as a
divine gift.”
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The philosopher’s life, for Plato, is fundamentally an erotic life, and eroticism has
priority over rationalism. It is a state of infatuation with the eternal Beautiful, and in the fact that
the Beautiful is beautiful itself, it is by its nature unobtainable. One loves, or seeks, what he does
not permanently have, and the embodied human soul at best can only temporarily maintain a
state of enthused infatuation with the Beautiful. Similarly, there is a natural and perpetual
deferment in writing, where the logos is kept away from the reader or listener, and in this way a
speech is itself beautiful in that it has a certain unattainableness. Derrida says,

If speech could be purely present, unveiled, naked, offered up in person in its

truth, without the detours of a signifier foreign to it, if at the limit an undeferred

logos were possible, it would not seduce anyone. It would not draw Socrates, as if

under the effects of a pharmakon, out of his way. Let us get ahead of ourselves.

Already: writing, the pharmakon, the going or leading astray.%®
Speech and love both are leadings astray as if the lover or listener is under the effects of a
pharmakon. Plato’s criticism of writing demonstrates this. In the Egyptian myth of writing,
Thamus says, “100t0 YOp T@V poBovImv ANOnV pev &v yoydis mapélet pvnung dueietoiq, dre
o oty ypaeiic EEwbev V1 dALoTpiwV TOTT®V, 0VK EvO0Bev AHTOVG VY™ AVTOV
BVOULVIIGKOHEVOUG: 0DKOVY LVAENG BAAG DTOpVGE®S pdppokov nopec.”>® Writing takes the

person away from the truth, which for Socrates is found in the mind.®°

58. Derrida, Dissemination, 71.

59. Plato, Phaedrus, 275a. “For this will furnish forgetfulness in the minds of those who have
learned it by neglect of memory, not themselves remembering from themselves from
within inasmuch as they are reminded through faith in writing by others’ characters from
without; for you have not discovered a pharmakon of memory but of reminding.”

60. After all, for Plato, knowledge is just remembering. This is why in Phaedrus, 249b, Socrates
says, “ov yop 7 ye unmote idovoa v aAndeway gic T0de 1&gt T0 [avOpdmivov] oyfjua”
(“For the soul which has never seen the truth will never come into this human form.”),
and so, knowledge is internal, while writing takes someone out of himself and, as Derrida
puts, towards truth deferred.
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In Socrates’s analogy of the charioteer and the two horses, we also see the positive and
negative natures of pharmakon with the two horses. Socrates says, “koi Tp@TOV PEV HUDY O
8pymv cuVePIdog NVIoYET, sita TV TV O pév adTd Kakdc T& kai dyadog Kol &k To1vTOV, 6 &
8& gvavtiov Te kol évavtioc: yokemn 81 kol dvoKkoAoc && dviykng 1 mepl g vidymotc.”! Yes,
we are at the reigns of the chariot, and it is said that we are the drivers, but really we are forced
to follow. We are driven by the horses — our desires. A pharmakon is irresistible. Even in the
case of philosophical love that drives us toward a good object, we do not do so willingly. With
philosophical love, we are divinely possessed and under compulsion. The soul, though, while its
different “parts” can be represented as different creatures, has no real distinctions. The faculties
of the soul are only formally distinct. For Plato, there is a real distinction between the soul and
the body. First, the soul is “liberated” from the body upon death, and further, the body decays (is
a yryvopevov) while the soul is eternal. Upon death, though, the soul is not split apart. The type
of reincarnation a soul goes through is determined by which “part” was dominant, but the
rational portion of the soul is necessarily tied up with the desirous.

The Phaedrus itself as a dialogue represents the themes of the beautiful which Plato
wants to get across to his reader. Socrates is led astray, enticed, or carried away, blaming his
being drugged by Phaedrus’s pharmakon. At the same time, we the readers are led astray. We
have been drugged by Plato’s pharmakon, the Phaedrus. We are carried off by the wit and
humor of Socrates and Phaedrus’s interactions. We buy into whatever points seem appealing
about favoring the non-lover and are challenged ourselves as Socrates challenges previous

points. We are dragged along through the myths, all the while trying to figure out what good or

61. Plato, Phaedrus, 246b. “And first, the one ruling over us drives a pair of horses, then one of
the horses is beautiful and good and of such stock, but the other is of opposite stock and
is opposite. Indeed, it is necessary that driving in our case is difficult and troublesome.”
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harm love is. For us, truth is deferred both in the fact that we simply reading frozen letters and in
the way Plato has designed his dialogue.

That a speech or written work is a drug, both salutary and poisonous, and not one
property without the other, and that the spoken or written word is at the same time the very thing
by which philosophy takes place and the very limitation on philosophy are very Heraclitean
notions. This unity of opposites is intrinsically bound to the erotic quest of the philosopher, but
while Heraclitus considers the unity of opposites the explanation of all of existence, Plato rejects
this thesis. In the Platonic metaphysic the forms are distinct and only themselves — to the
exclusion of all other attributes. Bad cannot be predicated of the Good, and ugly cannot be
predicated of the Beautiful. Yet the philosophical mania seems to go beyond the tidy, distinct
forms. While the forms are brought into the cosmos through the Adyoc, we see that Plato
considers the philosopher’s desire for the beautiful to be without Loyog. Is the Beautiful even a

form then?
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Chapter Three: The Non-Heraclitean Plato

Let’s return to that Aristotle quote: “€x véov t€ yap cuvnOng yevouevog tpdtov Kpatdiom
kai toig Hpaxhetteiog 0Eaig, ¢ andvtov TV aicOnT@dv del pedvTV Kol ETGTHUNG TEPL AVTOV
ovKk obomng, TadTa pgv kol Hotepov obTog vmédaPev.”% Aristotle is technically correct — Plato did
think there was no knowledge in sensibles — but the followers of Heraclitus had a different
position. Plato himself wrote, “Aéyel mov ‘HpdkAeitog 61t ‘mhvo xwpel Kai ovdev pével,” Kol
TOTOOD PoTj ametkalov Té dvia Aéyst O ‘Sig & TOV adTdV ToTapdV ovK dv Eupaing.’”®® One
common translation, that of Harold Fowler, renders “t& dvto” as “the universe.”®* At best this
translation is vague and open to several interpretations, but at worse it completely misses the
mark. What is the universe? The word “k6cpog” can be fairly translated as just “cosmos” which
refers to the physical universe, but the English term misses out on the other senses of k6cpoc:
order and adornment. Phrases such as t¢ wdvta or to mdv are better translated as “universe.”
Another translation, closer to the Greek and far more preferable, is that of C. D. C. Reeves “the
things that are.”®®
There is a crucial difference for Plato between ta aicOnta are ta ovk 6vta. As for “the

universe,” is it the sum of sensibles, the sum of things which exist, or the sum of both? It is

necessary to include the sum of both as a third possibility, since, as Aristotle pointed out, Plato

62. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1.987a. See footnote 14.

63. Plato, Cratylus, 402a. “You see, Heraclitus says that ‘all things flow and nothing remains,’
and, likening the things which are to the stream of a river, he says, ‘you wouldn’t step
into the same river twice.”

64. Plato, “Cratylus,” in Plato in Twelve Volumes, vol. 12, trans. Harold N. Fowler (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1921), 402a.

65. Plato, “Cratylus,” in Plato: Complete Works, trans. C. D. C. Reeves (Hackett Publishing
Company, Indianapolis, 1997), 402a.
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viewed the sensible as not really existing. I will use the term “universe” to refer to either ta
navta Or 1o wav and avoid its use in other circumstances. Let ta méavto as a set or genus which
contains within it forms and particulars. To use Porphyry’s language, what is the £idomo10¢
Srapopa®® which separates particulars from forms? The specific difference is whether or not
something is in flux. ta yryvopeva are mutable particulars, while ta 6vta are immutable forms.

Aristotle pointed out that Plato saw the world of flux as a world of non-being, while the
Heracliteans viewed all of being, ta 6vta, as flux. The Cratylus is Plato’s own account of how he
departs from strict Heraclitean philosophy. David Sedley writes,

“In the Cratylus the issue of the relation of dialectic to Plato’s own thought

becomes crucial for two reasons. First, both styles of dialectic — the co-operative

and the adversarial — play their part in it. Second, there is a very particular

circumstance that enables Plato’s own thinking to be read off from the flow of the

conversation. | mean by this the fact that the two main points of view that, as the

dialogue proceeds, come increasingly into conflict, represent two main elements

of Plato’s own intellectual background. For the confrontation is between the

thinker who was the first major intellectual influence on Plato, namely Cratylus,

and Socrates, to whom Plato in due course definitively transferred his

allegiance.®’
Concerning aspectual flux (viz., what is being beautiful in one aspect but ugly in another), Sedley
writes, “When Plato wants to illustrate this broad kind of flux, he typically opts for value terms,
most frequently ‘beautiful’ (Smp. 211a, Phd. 78d-e, Rep. V.479a-d).”®® The take away is that
beautiful is, more than other transcendentals, more dependent on the viewer, i.e., because it is

seen more than other forms within the particular it is somehow tied more to the particular.

Socrates describes this relation to the particular, however, as a kind of pull. He says,

66. See Porphyry, Isagoge, sec. 3 “ITepi dapopds” for use of “specific” or “species-making
difference.”

67. Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus, 2.

68. Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus, 111.
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€1 T@ OvTL pev ol Bpevot avta dtavonbévteg ye £€0evto g iOvTov Amavtov del Kol
pedvTIov—aaivovtat yap Epotye Koi ovtol obtw dtovondfjvar—rto &', €l ETuyev,
oby oUTG &xet, GAL” oDToL avTol TE Homep gi¢ Tva Stvny Eumecdvieg KukdvTal
Kai Npag dpelcdpevol Tpocepférrlovoty. oréyat yap, ® Oavpdote Kpatoie, O
Eymye MOAMAKIG OVEPDOTTO. TOTEPOV PAOUEV TL Elvorn a0TO KaAOV Kod dyaddv Koi Ev
gaoTov TV Svimv obto, § pi;®

To this Cratylus replies the affirmative. Beauty is lumped in with other forms, however. Sedley
comments, “Although his dreamlike awareness of them no doubt means that he lacks definitional
knowledge of them, he now goes on to show that he nevertheless has some a priori
understanding of what kind of things they must be (439d-440a).”’° He says further,

He is securing Cratylus’ agreement, not that the Form is unchanging, but that, if

nothing else, it will always be true to say of the Beautiful itself that it is beautiful.

This ‘self-predication’ assumption, that any property is truly predicable of itself,

is one of the enduringly controversial elements in Plato’s metaphysics, but what

does seem clear to me is that Plato considered it the most self-evident of all

possible truths.’
Plato does affirm that forms are necessarily immutable (otherwise they would not exist), but as

Sedley points out, Socrates is getting Cratylus to admit that the forms are finite and simple — that

they are self-predicating.

69. Plato, Cratylus, 439c-d. “If truly those who have posited those (names) posted them with the
opinion that all things were always moving and flowing — for it seems to me at least that
these too are of this opinion — but perchance this is not the case, but rather that these men
themselves, having fallen into some kind of whirlpool, they are stirred about and,
dragging us down, they throw us in too. For consider, marvelous Cratylus, what | at least
often dream about: whether we should assert that that the Beautiful itself is a thing, and
the good, and each one of the things which exist in this manner, or not?”

Some texts have “Epotye kol avt®,” See Ademollo, The Cratylus of Plato, 449 for details
and discussion.

70. Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus, 168.

71. Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus, 169. Sedley notes that the term “self-predication” was introduced
by Gregory Vlastos. See Gregory Vlastos, “The Third Man argument in the Parmenides,”
Philosophical Review 63 (1954): 324. 1 will also be using the language of “self-
predication.”
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Plato rejects that all things are under the rule of flux. Heraclitus seems to stop at the
aforementioned kinds of “formal” differences, since for Heraclitus everything is under the rule of
chaos. For Plato this could be no basis for “ta 6vta.” Socrates asks, “ti to Ov dei, yéveotv 8¢ ovk
gyov, kol Ti TO yryvopevov pgv aei, dv 8¢ ovdémote;”’?> When faced with the choice of embracing
changeable things as real or worthy of believe, Plato chooses to reject them by making a
dichotomy between eternal/immutable and transient/mutable. Heraclitus goes the other way. C. J.
Emlyn-Jones writes,

The intentions of Heraclitus, as far as they can legitimately be recovered, seem to

suggest that the identity of opposites and the consequent paradox are not primarily

the result of reflection upon the various ways in which opposites are related...

The identity of opposites is presented as a mystery which has objective existence

outside men and controls their lives, although it is only dimly grasped by most of

them.”

Heraclitus believes there is a legitimacy to the experience of the mutable and all the mystery
associated with it. Matthew Colvin writes as well that “The Heracliteans’ refusal to play the
dialectical game, and their preferred oracular style, are thus contrasted unfavourably with
Socrates’ way of doing philosophy. Plato is playing upon the apothegmatic quality of Heraclitus’
own prose; upon his famed obscurity of expression; and upon the flux doctrine.”’* He goes on

further to say that Plato misunderstood Heraclitus’ thoughts on flux, saying,

Plato’s Heraclitean flux is not Heraclitus’ flux, but is far more radical and
epistemologically upsetting. Further, Plato’s compresence of opposites is not

72. Plato, Timaeus, 27d. “What is being always but that which has no beginning, and what is
becoming always but that which never is?”

73. C. J. Emlyn-Jones, "Heraclitus and the Identity of Opposites,” Phronesis 21, no. 2 (1976):
89-114. Accessed May 9, 2021. http://www.jstor.org/stable/4181981, 113-4.

74. Matthew Colvin, “Heraclitean Flux and Unity of Opposites in Plato's ‘Theaetetus’ and

‘Cratylus,”” The Classical Quarterly 57, no. 2 (2007): 765. Accessed May 9, 2021.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/27564109.
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Heraclitus’ unity of opposites... This altered version of Heraclitus’ philosophy
seems to have prevented later philosophers from grasping Heraclitus’ own
intended point about flux: namely, its harmonious unity with stability.”

This is the mystery and the marvel: the similarity of things with their opposites in and of
themselves, and the concord between unity and flux — unity in flux and flux in unity.

The unity of the opposites — the perplexing and shadowy Heraclitean doctrine of being
and flux — is founded upon a marvel at the nature of the world. That the day and night
consistently follow one another, that there is not one without the other, is something wonderful,
and Plato misses out on the wonder. Heraclitus writes, “d1ddckaAog 0¢ mieiotwv ‘Hoiodog
tobTov émictovron TAsioTa sidéval, T NUEPNV Kal DQPOVNV 0VK &yivaokey: EoTt yap Ev.”’®
Normal philosophers who get their start from Hesiod get bogged down in drawing distinction
after distinction. They fail to see the unity of the two opposites and how the experience of such is
wondrous. On this unity of day and night, William Desmond writes,

And Heraclitus’s obscurity... we might now see that this is not as due to a dearth

of intelligibility but rather to excess of intelligibility, excess hyperbolic to

determinate and self-determining intelligibility. There is a light that blinds us;

there is a night that arouses perplexity that is more ultimate than the certainties of

determinate day. Heraclitus invites us into that night and into that light.”’

And behind this blinding light is a fire, as Heraclitus says, “0 060G fuépn evgpdvn, yewv 0€pog,

TOLENOG Eip1VN, KOPOg AMpdc [Tévavtia dmavta: ovtog 6 vodg,] dAlotodtar 8¢ dxmonep Tdp,

75. Colvin, “Heraclitean Flux and Unity of Opposites,” 768-9.

76. Heraclitus, Fragments, DK B57. “Hesiod is the teacher of most. They are convinced that this
man knows the most, who did not recognize day and night — as it they are one.”

77. William Desmond, “Flux-Gibberish: For and Against Heraclitus,” The Review of
Metaphysics 70, no. 3 (2017): 502. Accessed May 9, 2021.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/44806952.
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omdTov cupptyi] Budpacty, dvopdleton kad' doviv kdotov.”’® Fire, destructive, marvelous,
and consuming — néiepoc — forms the backbone of all. Of this Thomas Robinson writes, “Fiery
in its nature, the real manifests rationality because of the intrinsic rationality, Heraclitus claims,
of fire itself. This is nowhere more apparent than in the case of the human soul, which is least
rational when wet and at its most rational and good when dry.”’® The human soul is rendered
damp and torpid by shying away from the fire. Plato, according to Heraclitus, should have stayed
in the sun a bit more, rather than talk about it as an analogy to something self-predicating.

Plato viewed it as a limitation for men that they can only know things via what they are opposite
too, but Heraclitus saw this as a statement about reality. He says, “aiov naig éott Tailwv,
neccevov Touddg 1 Bociinin.”®® Desmond says, “The child plays with itself, but this seems to
be to be an incomplete image if we forget that without the other playing with the child, worlds,
like words, do not take on the constancy of form that we do not find in the cosmos that
communicates.”! For Heraclitus the basis of the real is this experience that Plato rejects as
insufficient and unsubstantial. Heraclitus, with his praise of experience, I contend is a “proto-
phenomenologist.” As a competitive game has two players, any experience or knowledge of
something has along with it the negative experience of what is not and the knowledge of what

that thing is not. In this sense, all that which is involves the unity of opposites — and on the same

78. Heraclitus, Fragments, DK B67. “The god is day and night, winter and summer, war and
peace, surfeit and hunger (all opposite things; this is nous), but he takes various forms,
just as <fire>, when it is mixed with incenses, is named according to the savoring of each.

79. Thomas M. Robinson, “Heraclitus and Plato on the Language of the Real,” The Monist 74,
no. 4 (1991): 486. Accessed May 9, 2021. http://www.jstor.org/stable/27903258.

80. Heraclitus, Fragments, DK B52. “Lifetime is for children playing, playing draughts — the
kingdom of a child.”

81. Desmond, “Flux-Gibberish: For and Against Heraclitus,” 505.
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foundation of experience is that all things are in flux, and in that is unity. When given the
preference of a divine and stagnant wisdom or a divine, Dionysian experience, Heraclitus would
go for the latter every time, while Plato can’t decide.

In the end, though, Plato did not come to have the same view as the followers of
Heraclitus on being and the unity of opposites. Ultimately Heraclitus accepted flux and the unity
of opposites as a basis for reality, while Plato rejected it as the applicable to the real. Sedley says,

“Socrates’ final move is a rejection of the flux thesis (440b4-d4), and, along with

it, of trust in the name-makers. Assuming that there are enduring subjects and

objects of knowledge, and also, as this presupposes, enduring beings such as the

Beautiful itself and the Good itself, we would have to reject flux as an adequate

account of being. Socrates does not claim to have definitively refuted flux, but he

does claim at the very least to have shown how unwise it would be to believe in it

merely on the say-so of the original name-makers.”®2
Flux is an adequate explanation for the sensible, but not for certain properties seen through
sensible things, such as the Beautiful. As in the Phaedrus, in which a divine madness drives one
towards beauty through love, Agathon brings the focus of his encomium of Eros to beauty. He
says,

60ev OM kol kateokevdsOn TV Bedv T Tpdypata "Epmtog &yyevouévov, dfilov

811 KAoVG—aioyEel Yap oVK EmL Epmc—mpd ToD 8é, Homep v apyfi oV, TOAAYL

Kai dgwva Beoig gyiyveto, mg Aéyetal, o1 TV THg avaykmng Pactieiov: Emedn & O

0cdg ovTOC EQU, &K TOD Epdlv TRV KAV TavT dryadd yéyovev kol Ogoic kai

avOphmorc.t®

Though Agathon’s speech is subsequently corrected by Diotima’s, the takeaways are that beauty

is tied to love. Diotima says,

82. Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus, 171.

83. Plato, Symposium, 197b. “Hence also those dealings of the gods were arranged when Love
came about in them — clearly the (love) of beauty, since love has no concern with the ugly
—and in the time before, as | said in the beginning, many terrible things came about for
the gods, as is told, because of the rule of necessity. But since this god arose, from the
love of the beautiful things many good things have come about for both gods and men.”
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UEV KePAAOIOV 0Tt TAGA 1) TGOV AyafdV Embupio Kol ToD 0SAUOVETY O “UEYLoTOG
1€ Kol SoAepOC Epm¢” mavti: GAL™ ol pHEv ALY TpemOUEVOL TOAAAYT €T 0TV, T
KOTO YPNUATIOUOV T} KOTO QILOYLUVOGTIOY T} KOTd @rhoco@iay, obte Epav
karodvtot obte dpactai, ol 88 katd &v Tt £100G 16VTEG TE Kal 6TOVSAKOTEC TO TOD
dAov dvopa ioyovoty, Epwtd Te kol Epdv kai Epactai.?

It is easy to see how “uéyiotog te kai dorepog Epmg” refers to the “Pandemic” love of particulars,

or that which passes away — the kind of love which causes lovers to commit all kinds of shameful

deeds, but madness and divine inspiration are kinds of deception.

Diotima goes on to tell Socrates exactly what the Beautiful is. She says,

TPAOTOV Hev del Ov kol oVTe Yryvopevov oUTe ATOAADUEVOVY, OVTE VEAVOLLEVOV
ovte @Oivov, Emetta oV Tf Hev KaAdv, T & aicypov, ovdE ToTE PéV, TOTE O 0V,
000€ TPOG HeV 10 KaAdV, Tpog O& TO aicypdv, ovd” &vBa eV kalov, EvOa d&
aioypov, OC TIol Pev dv Kakdv, TIol 8¢ aicypdv: 00’ ad paviocdiceTol adTd 1O
KOAOV 010V TPOGOTOV T 0VSE YEIpEG 0VOE BALO 0VOEV AV GO PETEYEL, ODOE TIG
Loyoc 008€ Tig EmoThun, 00SE oL BV &v ETEP® TIvt, olov &v (D T &v Y| 1} &v
ovpav® 1 &v T GAA®, AL 0T Kab ™ adto ped’ avTod povoeldeg det Ov, ta 68
BALOL TAvTO KOAL KEVOV LETEXOVTO TPOTTOV TIVEL TOLODTOV, 010V YIYVOUEVMV TE
TOV AL®V Kol AmOAAVUEVEOVY UNdEV EKETVo Unte TL TALoV punte Elattov yiyveohal
1Mde mhoysy pndév. &

84. Plato, Symposium, 205d. “In general, all the eagerness for good things and for being happy is

love ‘great and deceptive’ for all. But those who are in many other ways turned towards
him, either concerning making money or gymnastics or philosophy, neither are they said
to love nor are they called lovers, but those go pursuing and are eager according to some
one species keep the name of the whole — both love and loving and being lovers.”

85. Plato, Symposium, 210e-211b. “First (you will see) that it always is and neither coming into

being or going out of being, nor increasing nor waning, next, not in one way beautiful but
in another way ugly, not at some time (beautiful) and at another time not, nor beautiful in
relation to one thing but ugly in relation to another, nor beautiful here and ugly there, nor
beautiful as if for some but ugly as for others (i.e., in their opinions), nor in turn will the
beautiful appear to him like some face or hands or anything else which the body has a
share of, nor some description or piece of knowledge, nor existing somewhere in
something else, for example in a living thing or in earth or the sky or anything else, but
itself by itself with itself always existing as one form, and all the other beautiful things
having a share in it in some such way as to, though the rest (of beautiful things) come
into being and are destroyed, it (absolute beauty) in no way becomes greater or less or
undergoes anything.”
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This is all well and good, and this perfectly describes what the form of the Beautiful is. It is
permanent, unchanging, and totally beautiful independent of viewers. The form of the Beautiful
is self-predicating. The Beautiful is beautiful and only beautiful. It is finite and complete —
perfect. But this does not tell us anything more about the form of the beautiful than any other
form. The Good is totally good and only good. The Just is just and only just. So, what is the form
of the Beautiful vs. any other form?

There would not be an issue if Plato did not identify the Beautiful with the Good.
Socrates catches Agathon by asking “xoi v KoA®C ve eineg, avol, @ AyaOwv. GALY GIKpOV
g1 eimé: Tayoa o0 kail kahd dokel cot sivar; 8 By this question Socrates seems to suggest that
good implies beautiful. Diotima, who was very careful to not conflate contraries and
contradictories, herself conflates the transcendentals. She asks Socrates, “ndg &v ovv 0og £in 6
Ye TdV KoOA®VY Kol dyaddv dupotpoc;”®’ Grube says, “This tendency to identify Good and
Beautiful, which is completed in Plato, was a natural result of Greek humanism, and it led to the
further identification of Beauty and Usefulness.”®® If forms are self-predicating, that good
implies beautiful means one of two things: 1) either the form of the Good is the form of the
Beautiful, and therefore the distinction between the predicates “good” and “beautiful” are not
real distinctions, or 2) at least one of the forms of the Good or the Beautiful are not actually

forms. This is a problem for the Platonists, since they want to believe that everything good can

86 Plato, Symposium, 201c. “*And yet you spoke well (that was a beautiful speech), Agathon,’”
he said ‘But still, tell me a little: does the good also not seem to you to be beautiful?’”

87. Plato, Symposium, 202d. “So, how would he be a god, who has not share in the beautiful and
the good?”

88. G. M. A. Grube, “Plato’s Theory of Beauty,” The Monist 37, no. 2 (1927): 270.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/27901113.
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be explained by a form. If the Beautiful is good, shouldn’t it be able to be prescinded from
particulars and other forms? If it is necessarily tied up with the Good, and, worse, mundane and

“useful” things, there is a problem. Plotinus saw this problem.
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Chapter Four: Augustine and Plotinus

Verumtamen cum reminiscor lacrimas meas, quas fudi ad cantus ecclesiae in
primordiis recuperatae fidei meae, et nunc ipsum cum moveor non cantu, sed
rebus quae cantantur cum liquida voce et convenientissima modulatione
cantantur, magnam instituti huius utilitatem rursus agnosco. Ita fluctuo inter
periculum voluptatis et experimentum salubritatis magisque adducor non quidem
irretractabilem sententiam proferens cantandi consuetudinem approbare in
Ecclesia, ut per oblectamenta aurium infirmior animus in affectum pietatis
assurgat. Tamen cum mihi accidit, ut me amplius cantus quam res, quae canitur,
moveat, poenaliter me peccare confiteor et tunc mallem non audire cantantem.
Ecce ubi sum! Flete mecum et pro me flete qui aliquid boni vobiscum intus agitis,
unde facta procedunt.®®

This passage is problematic to someone who recalls Augustine’s Platonic philosophical
background. Isn’t Augustine a through-and-through Platonist, and doesn’t Plato laud beauty as
something inspirational on the philosopher’s path? In the strictly Platonic sense (viz., Plato,
specifically), this passage does pose a problem: it seems to conflict with Plato’s encomia of
Beauty, chief of which is found in his Symposium.® Yet, through the Neoplatonic lens,
Augustine’s concern about beauty makes sense. Plotinus’s departure from Plato concerning the
Beautiful is the necessary context for this passage. In this chapter I first will go through the

necessary Platonic background of Augustine and Plotinus. Then, I will go through the

89. Augustine, Confessionum Libri XII1, X.33.50, PL 32. “Nonetheless, when I recall my
tears which | shed at the songs of the church at the first beginnings of the recuperation of my
faith, and when | myself am not moved by the singing, but by the things which are sung with
clear voice and sung with most the harmonious modulation, I in turn acknowledge the great
utility of this custom. Thus, | fluctuate between the danger of delight and the experience of
salubriousness, and 1 am more led (though I certainly do not profess this as an unretractable
sentiment) to approve of the usage of singing in church, so that through the delights of the ears
the weaker mind may rise to the affect of piety. Nevertheless, when it happens to me that the
song, rather than the thing sung, moves me more, | confess that I sin in a manner worthy of
punishment, and then I would rather not hear the one singing. See where 1 am! Weep with me,
and weep for me, you who conduct something of good with yourselves interiorly, whence deeds
proceed.”

90. Plato, Symposium, 210e-211b. See footnote 85.
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fundamentals of Plotinus’s three hypostases and his own thoughts on beauty. Finally, I will show
how Plotinus is not strictly Platonic — how Neoplatonism is not only a development of, but also a
subtle departure from, Classical Platonism.

In his own words, Augustine was inspired by the Platonists. He says, referencing Romans
1:20, “Sed tunc lectis Platonicorum illis libris posteaquam inde admonitus quaerere
incorpoream veritatem invisibilia tua per ea quae facta sunt intellecta conspexi.”®* Henry
Chadwick, though, notes that these were not Platonic dialogues, but rather that “Translated by
Marius Victorinus, the texts were of Plotinus and his disciple Porphyry.”®? Chadwick states that
“Plotinus provided Augustine with a model and a vocabulary for a mystical quest directed to the
union of the soul with God in a beatific vision,”® and that furthermore “when [Augustine]
describes the vision at Ostia shared by Monica and himself... the vocabulary is deeply indebted
to Plotinus.”%*

Augustine’s transfer to (Neo)platonism was instigated by his disillusionment with
Manichaeanism. He found much of their philosophy lacking, but held out hope that fellow

disciples of Mani were just not equipped to answer his questions. Augustine writes that the other

Manichaeans “...[Faustum] mihi promittebant, cuius adventu collatoque colloquio facillime mihi

91. Augustine, Confessionum, VI1.20.26. “But, then, with those books of the Platonists having
been read, having been admonished by them to seek the incorporeal truth, | beheld your
invisible things, understood through those things which have been made.”

92. Augustine, Confessions, trans. Henry Chadwick (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991),
121.

93. Augustine, Confessions, trans. Henry Chadwick, xxi. Additionally, if inference may be made
from Chadwick’s abundant footnotes concerning Plotinus, the Confessions are replete
with references to Plotinus’s work and Neoplatonic philosophy.

94. Augustine, Confessions, trans. Henry Chadwick, xxiii.
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haec et si qua forte maiora quaererem enodatissime expedirentur.”® Augustine was nonetheless
disappointed, and no small portion of his writing is devoted to pointing out how foolish and self-
contradictory he believed their philosophy to be.*® In his mind, the Manichaeans were duped by
polished and vapid words — the truth of a statement has nothing to do with how beautifully it is
stated.%’

Plotinus, in a similar vein, was anti-Gnostic. Plotinus’s chief disciple, Porphyry, states,
“OBev aOTOC PEV TOALOVG EAEYYOVG TOLOVUEVOC £V TOIG cuvovsinlg, Ypawyag 6& kai Bipiiov dmep
TIpog Tode I'vootikovg éneypyopusy, HUiv T doutd kpivety kotodéhowmey.”*® Paul Kalligas
summarizes Plotinus’s position as follows:

Plotinus’s stance towards Gnosticism is one of deep concern not for the doctrinal

differences it presented in respect with his own philosophical system, but for the

effects its world-view could have on people who might possibly lose their

confidence in the unlimited and uncompromised goodness of the origin of all. The

derivation of the whole of reality from a single source, identified as the Good

itself, necessitates the emergence of deficiencies and imperfections as the
complexity of the total structure and the distance from its source increase. But for

95. Augustine, Confessionum, V.6.10. “...assured me of [Faustus], at whose arrival and whose
conversation, once it came together, these things and any greater things if I sought them,
would be most clearly explained to me.”

96. The Patrologia Latina contains ten works of Augustine whose titles contain “Against the
Manichees” in some form or another.

97. Augustine, Confessionum, V.6.10. “lam ergo abs te didiceram nec eo debere videri aliquid
verum dici, quia eloquenter dicitur, nec eo falsum, quia incomposite sonant signa
labiorum... sed perinde esse sapientiam et stultitiam sicut sunt cibi utiles et inutiles.”
(“For I have now learned from you that something ought not to seem to be said as true
due to the fact that it was said eloquently, nor false for the fact that signs from lips make
sounds clumsily... but that wisdom and stupidity are equally as food profitable or
useless.”)

98. Porphyry, Ilepi tod IThwtivov fiov kai tijc Talewe t@v Bifliowv Avtod (On the Life of
Plotinus and the Order of His Books), 16. “He hence, making many reproaches against
them in our conferences, and having written a book also which we have given the title
“Against the Gnostics,” left it to us so that we can examine the rest (i.e., what he left
out).”
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him this should not blind us to the fact that the unlimited power of this ultimate

source of Being encompasses even the remotest reflections of it and provides

them with an, ever dimmer perhaps, but nevertheless redeeming aspiration

towards itself.%

The Gnostics (Manichaeans included), with their over-obsession on evil, fail to recognize that
there is a single source of all. Both Plotinus and Augustine fight against the Gnostic notion that
there is a positive reality to evil. Evil is a privation and corruption. The forms, and wherever they
come from, are solely good things.

For Plato, one of the chief forms, and thus sources of goodness, is the Beautiful.
Particular instances of beauty compel the person who contemplates them to consider beauty as an
abstract. Socrates’s Diotima says of the man who has seen many beautiful things, i.e., Beauty in
many things, “@AA’ €mi 10 TOAD TELOYOC TETPAUUEVOS TOD KAAOD Kol Oemp@dV TOALOVE Koi KAAOLG
LOYOUC Kol peyahompeneic Tiktn kod Stavonpoto v prhocopia apdove.”t? At the end of this
man’s ascent, past the particulars and imperfection in the world of appearances, is pure and
simple Beauty. This Beauty is described by Diotima as perfectly, simply, and totally beautiful 1%

The form Beauty is self-predicating. The Beautiful is beautiful, and in no way is it not,

and it simply is beautiful. In fact, all forms are such: the Good is good, the True is true, the Just

just, etc.1%2 Furthermore, these forms are what truly exist, as they are eternal. Particular things

99. Paul Kalligas. "Plotinus against the Gnostics." Hermathena, no. 169 (2000): 128. Accessed
January 8, 2021. http://www.jstor.org/stable/23041324.

100. Plato, Symposium, 210d. “But being turned towards and contemplating the vast sea of the
Beautiful, he may beget many, beautiful, and marvelous discourses and the objects of
thought in philosophy without want.”

101. Plato, Symposium, 210e-211b. See footnote 85.

102. See Plato’s Parmenides for his most delicate treatment of the matter (and problem) of self-
predication.
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which participate in the forms, such as particular good or beautiful things, don’t really exist —
rather, using Diotima’s language, they are ytyvoueva and dmoAlvueve, — coming into being and
passing away. Their transience keeps them from really being.

Beauty, while the most conspicuous of forms in Plato,'%3

is not the greatest form in
Plato’s philosophy. For Plato, the highest good was, well, the Good: tayabov. Raphael Demos
writes, “The Good is desired by all rational things; by all human beings; by all living things,
animals, and plants; finally, by the universe... implicitly he conceives of the Good as desired by
all created things. The good is the object of all nature.”'% The Good, i.e., the form of good, is
indeed a form, but it seems to have a certain preeminence over all other forms. The form of

“chair” certainly doesn’t seem nearly as universal or transcendental as the Good; but

furthermore, the Good seems to have preeminence over the other common transcendentals of

103. See Plato, Phaedrus, 250b-c and footnote 42.

104. Raphael Demos, "Plato's Idea of the Good," The Philosophical Review 46, no. 3 (1937):
248. Accessed January 11, 2021. doi:10.2307/2181085. Demos cites sections 20d, 11d,
22b, and 64a of Plato’s Philebus for the respective desirers of the Good.

The first three sections are, respectively, “mdg mdv TO yryvdokov adto Onpedet kol Epicton
BovAduevov EAelv Kol mepl adToO KTHoacsOat, kKol Tdv AADY 00OEV PPOVTILEL TATV TV
amotedovpévav dua dyaboic” (“that every knowing being hunts and reaches for it,
desiring to catch and possess it, and he worries about nothing else save for those things
which bring have their completion in good things™); “mdg vOv MUV EkdTePOC EEV WYOYTC
Kol 01a0ectv dmoaively Tva EmyelpNoEL TV SLVOUEVTV AVOPOTOLg TAGL TOV Pilov
evdaipova mapéyew (“that now each of us will attempt to show that it is a state and some
arrangement of the soul to furnish life as happy for all”); and “Nv yap av ikavog kol
téhe0c Koi ThG1 UTOIC Kai {MO1g aipeTdc, olomep duvatdv v obtme dei S Biov (v
(“for it would be sufficient and perfect and desired by all plants and living beings which
would be able to always thus live through their lifespan”). Of the fourth citation,
supplying the necessary text from section 63e, the relevant sentence is “tac & dei pet’
APPOGVVNG Kol THS AAANG Kakiag Emouévag ToAA Tov dAoyia. .. &v Tadtn podelv
nepdodon ti mote &v T AvOpoOT® Kol T@ mavti TEeuKey dyadov” (“But as for the
pleasures on any given occasion which follow with senselessness and any evil, it is
doubtless all absurdity... to attempt to learn what in the world is the good by nature in
man and in the all”).
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Truth, One, and Beauty. This is not a surprising notion. Aristotle, famously, begins his
Nicomachean Ethics by saying that “ndca téxvn kol mdoa pébodog, opoimg 6& Tpatic te kai
TPoaipeaic, dyadod Tvog £piccbat Sokel: S10 KAADS Ame@ivovTo Tdyaddv, ob mavt épistar.” %
This is not to say that One, Beauty, and Truth are any less transcendental, but that there is
something special about the Good.

Plato has adopted a very limited notion of what “good” means — both in the sense that
few things are truly “good” and that the Good is itself limited. In fact, all the forms are finite.
John Rist writes, “The Platonic forms are not universals; they are real existent finite ‘bits of
being’... Beauty is nothing but beauty; it is Beauty itself, as Gilson says, for Plato had learned
from the Pythagoreans that the limited and Limit are good, and that the unlimited is bad.”*°® For
the Pythagoreans and for Plato, “being” applies only to beings which truly are, i.e., things which
are not becoming (like particulars). They are the measures of being, and there really is no
“being” outside of the forms.

Plato was still conscious, however, of something utterly transcendent and beyond the
realm of the forms. He says in the sixth book of the Republic,

1OV fHAov Toig Opmpévolc od povov oipat Ty Tod Opachol SHvapy mopéyety

PNOELG, GALN Kol TNV YEVESY Kol adENV Kal TPOENV, 00 YEVESY aDTOV dVTd. .. Kol

TOIG YIYVOGKOUEVOIS TOIVVY pi| povov 10 yryvookesHor eavar Vo Tod dyadod

Tapeival, AAAL Kol TO gival T€ Kol TV ovoiay VT’ €KEivov adTOIg TPOGEIvaL, OVK

ovciag 6vtog Tod dyabod, AAL’ Tt énékeva TG ovoing TpecPeiq kol SuVApLEL
vmepéyovroc,. o’

105. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1094a. “Every art and every pursuit, and likewise (every)
activity and resolution, seems to aim at some good; hence they have said it well: the good
(is that) at which all things aim.”

106. John Rist, Plotinus: The Road to Reality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967),
22.

107. Plato, Republic, V1.509b. “The sun, I think you will say, not only furnishes the power of
being seen to the things which are seen, but also their generation and growth and
nourishment, though it itself is not generation... and, then, you are to say that not only is
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This proves to be a problematic passage. Is it not the case that the realm of forms is the realm of
good and being, and that the things in this realm truly are and are truly finite? Does taya66v not
reside in this realm and instead reside, as Plato seems to suggest here, &t énékewva? As shall be
seen, this is the beginning of what Plotinus describes as the One, or the Being beyond Being.
Though Plato recognizes that there is the One as something special among the forms, he
cannot escape the language of “forms.” He says of the One, “Opoloyntéov &v pév givor o Kot
TaOTa £100¢ EYOV, dyévvnTov Kol dvmdredpov, obte ig avtod eiodexdpevov Ao BAlobey odte
avTo €l dALO ot 16V, ddpatov ¢ Kol GAAWS avaicOntov, Todto O 61 vonoig eidnyev
émokomneiv.”1% Plato was, nonetheless, careful in his choice of words for “form.” The €idoc, as
opposed to the id¢a, is the form, but specifically the form in and of itself and beyond
comparative (viz., “human”) reasoning. Therefore, it is beyond human reasoning to truly grasp
the “cid0¢” of the One. It would not be too much of a stretch to say that this is similar to Kant’s
claim that people cannot know noumena, as all thought is through categories. More
contemporaneous with Plato than Kant, Heraclitus stated “okdcwv Adyovc fikovca ovdeig
APIKVETTAL £C TODTO (HOTE YIVOGKEW & TL GOPOV £6TL, TaVToV Keympiopévoy.”%® The forms are

only knowable, then, as i6éat to men who can only reason through categories and comparison.

the property of their being known present from the good for the things known, but also
that their existence and essence come from it, though the good is not essence, but still is
further beyond in dignity and power.”

108. Plato, Timaeus, 52a. “It must be agreed that the thing which holds self-same form is One,
unable to be generated or destroyed, neither receiving something to itself from
somewhere nor itself passing somewhere into another, invisible and, especially,
imperceptible — as it is that which Mind has obtained by lot to gaze upon.”

109. Heraclitus, Fragments, DK B108. See footnote 22.
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There is an intermediary between One and the cosmos — an intermediary which can
properly grasp Plato’s “eid0c¢” of the One. Plato writes that “vodv " ad ympic yoyfic advvatov
napoyevésOot T@. 610 01 TOV LOYIGUOV TOVOE VOOV HEV €V YUY, WOy V & €V COUOTL GUVIGTOS TO
niv cuvetektoivero,” and also that “obtog odv 57 katd Adyov TOV gikdta Sei Adysv TOVSE TOV
KooV {Pov Eppuyov Evvouy Te Ti| GAndsio S1d v Tod Ogod yevéshBon Tpdvoray.” 0 According
to Plato it seems that there is Mind, Soul, and Body in the cosmos, which is generated by God.
The question remains: What is God? Rist tells us that the forms are bits of being. Being, referring
to true beings, are the forms. The Mind, as it comprehends the form of the One, comprehends the
forms. Mind understands the €ion. It is linked with the living Soul which contains all the
transient particulars which reflect the forms. Since Plato talks about the good as beyond being —
specifically, beyond both stvou (the fact of existence) and ovsio (essence) — it seems like God is
the Good which Plato discusses in the Republic.

Plotinus was sensitive to Plato’s cosmology as outlined in the Timaeus, and his attention
to the problem of a ““form” beyond Being led to his development of the doctrine of the three
hypostases: the One, the Mind, and the Soul. To summarize, “For Plotinus, Soul is an hypostasis
quite distinct from Intellect, whose relation with it is analogous to that of Intellect with the

One.”'*! The contemplation that the Mind has of the One is like the Soul’s contemplation of the

110. Plato, Timaeus, 30b-c. “Mind, in turn, cannot belong to any outside of Soul. So, because of
this reasoning, he framed Mind in Soul and Soul in Body, establishing the All” and
“Therefore, it is thus necessary, according to the likely account, to say that this cosmos is
in truth a living creature, with soul and mind, according to the forethought of God to
generate.”

111. John Dillon, "Plotinus at Work on Platonism," Greece & Rome 39, no. 2 (1992): 198.
Accessed January 9, 2021. http://www.jstor.org/stable/643267. When discussing
Plotinus’s second hypostasis the terms “Mind,” Intellect,” and “Nous” are
interchangeable translations of “vodg¢.”
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Mind, and the emanation of the Mind from the One is like that of the Soul from the Mind. The
first hypostasis, the One, is called such because it is beyond distinctions, so unity, or oneness, is
the best thing which something ineffable may be called. It, like the forms, is beyond the
particulars, which have no real existence, but it is also beyond the forms. The problem in the
Republic with the Good causing there to be being is solved by relegating all the forms to the
second hypostasis, Mind. Plotinus describes the One as “t0 o0 petéyet, O motel adTd Kai ivar Koi
opod té mavra.” 12 The One is not, in an Aristotelian sense, pure being or pure actualization.
Rather, it is the author of being.

Thus, the One is beyond all forms — beyond beings and beyond Being. Plotinus would
say that this totally transcendent Good is not a form and that Plato’s language was limited.
Plotinus writes, “ITp@tov yap Sl 10 dvepysia eivar, 0 §” Botepa eivar SuVApEL T TPO AVTAV:
Kai O TpdTov 82 dnékeva TV SevTépmV Kai Tod didouévov TO 8OV Enékeva Nv: KPEITTOV Yap.
Ei T Totvov évepyeiag mpotepov, Emékeva évepysiag, dote ko éméxetva (ofic.” If the forms, to
which being and act are attributed, belong to the Mind, then potency, becoming and unbecoming,
belong to the living World Soul described in the Timaeus. By simple transitivity, then, the One
as beyond Being and act is also beyond potency, becoming, unbecoming. Therefore, in the

Neoplatonic sense, it is reasonable to say that the One does not exist, as existence would limit it.

112. Plotinus, Enneads, V.3.17. “That in which (all things) participate, which itself makes both
being and likewise all things.”

113. Plotinus, Enneads, V1.7.17. “For, first it is necessary that something exist in activity and
that the things after it exist potentially as to its priors; and the first is beyond the latter
things, and the giver was beyond that which was given, for it is superior. If, then,
something should be prior to activity, it would be beyond activity, with the result that it is
also beyond life.”
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In addition to “not existing,” the One has no proper knowledge of self or of anything else.
Rist writes,

Consciousness of self, like intellection, is a secondary and demands a subject and

object... The One has no need even of consciousness of itself; it is superior to

self-consciousness as to intellection... [it] is greater than to exist in such a manner

as to have knowledge of itself (yvdoig), intellection of itself (vonoig), or

consciousness of itself (cvuvaicOnoic). !
Since the One is called such because there are no distinctions in it, how can there be distinctions
if distinctions are made in reality, which the One transcends? A distinction, or definition, applies
to the second and third hypostases. It is distinctions which allow people to form i6éou and
approach knowledge within the Mind. It is impossible for something truly infinite (viz., beyond
the finite forms) to limit itself by objectifying itself with some kind of self-consciousness or self-
intellection. According to Rist, the best term Plotinus could come up with is that the One has an
“¢mBon a0poda.”® For the Epicureans, the term “€mBoA” referred to an “act of direct
apprehension,” while to the Stoics it meant an “impulse” of sorts.}*® So, this “apprehension on
the whole,” for Plotinus, avoided the subject-object implications of yvdoig or vonoic. Plotinus
seemed to recognize, in any case, the futile nature of attempting to describe the knowledge,
whatever its nature, of something that is beyond Nous itself.

Though Plotinus does not call the One a form and certainly would not state that it is the
“form of the Good,” he nonetheless calls the One “good” and “the Good.” The One out of an

overabundance and necessity emanates forth the Mind, in which lies the form of the Good and all

other “good” forms like the Beautiful, the Just, etc. He compares the One to a spring which never

114. Rist, Plotinus: The Road to Reality, 40.
115. Rist, Plotinus: The Road to Reality, 49-52.

116. See the LSJ.
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ceases pouring forth water but is itself not changed by this pouring.t*” To the Platonist, to be
good is to do good, and all good things have their ultimate origin in the One. Furthermore, the
desire for the good is universal. Just as Plato stated in the Philebus, the Good incessantly drives
all things which experience this desirer beyond the world of becoming and to itself, with varied
rates of success. Therefore, it would not be unfitting to call the One “good” just as it would not
be unfitting to claim that the Beautiful or the Just are “good,” even though these forms are,
necessarily, completely distinct from the form of Good. Plotinus himself often refers to the One
as “tayaddv,” but the context of such usages leaves little ambiguity as to whether he is referring
to the One or to some form held in the Mind.

While Plotinus frequently refers to the One as “tdyabdv,” he is hesitant to refer to it as
“1d KoOV,” instead referring to it often as “koAAovn.”*18 Just as his usage of “émBoln” is less
problematic than yv@oig or vonoig when discussing the One’s knowledge, so too his usage of
“koAdovny” has fewer problematic implications than “10 KGAA0g” or “a0t0 10 KoAdv.” Both 10
KdAlog and avto o kaAdv refer to the well-defined forms within the Mind which the One
generates — the One which is technically (and necessarily) undefined and undefinable. The One
is most definitely not avto 10 kaAdv, as this refers to the form of Beauty. Also, “the Good itself”
refers simply to the form of the Good that is nothing but itself. Nonetheless, the One is still a
“good” thing, to use the term analogously.

The word “kaAlovr)” has less baggage: it admits for a broader, less well-defined
interpretation. For an often-ambiguous philosopher who likes to repeat himself, this clarity is a

refreshing change from the often-mystical descriptions of the One and its nature. There is a

117. See Plotinus, Enneads, 111.8.10.

118. See Plotinus, Enneads, 1.6.7, V.5.12, VI1.7.32, and V1.7.33.
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problem, though. Why is Plotinus fine with referring to the One as “the Good” but not as “the
Beautiful?” As seen from the Symposium and the Phaedrus, Beauty is something which inspires
people to contemplate the forms. It seems integral to the philosopher’s path.

For Plotinus beautifulness falls short of goodness. It is not the case that Beauty is a bad
thing — it is a transcendental — but there can be varying degrees of “goodness” among good
things. Plotinus writes,

Koi tod pév xolod fidn olov €idoot koi dypnyopdotv 1 dvtidnyic kai 1o Oéppoc,

Kol ToD EpToc M &yepoig: 10 &° ayadov, dte mhlot Tapov €ig EPecty GOUEVTOV,

Kol KOW®pPEVOLS Thpeott Kai o0 BapPel mote 106vtag, d1L GuvesT del Kol o0 ToTe

N VARV oIS 0V pnv OpdGY 00TO, OTL KOU®UEVOLS TapeaTtl. Tod & Kahod O

gpoc, dtov mapf, 6d0vog didwotv, 811 Sl 1d6vtag épiesot. Asvtepoc MV ovTOC O

Epog kai o cvvidviav pdAlov devtepov pmvieL TO KOAOV givar: 1) 8& dpyatotépa

100TOL KO dvoicOnTog Epeoig dpyardtepdv enot koi Téyadov ivar koi TpodTEPOV

o119

TOVTOV.

As was seen in the Philebus, the desire for the Good is universal and incessant, and it applies to
all life — not just rational creatures. The desire for beauty, on the other hand, is only for those
who have already had some unique experience of it, and that desire is not constant. Socrates is
right when he claims in his palinode in the Phaedrus that the Beautiful is most visible form, but
men like Hippias, who in the Hippias Major only gave three examples of beauty and not a

definition of the Beautiful itself, show how most people cannot truly recognize the universal

Beauty behind the particular. Further, no one, according to Plotinus, desires beauty when he is

119. Plotinus, Enneads, V1.7.17. “The apprehension of the Beautiful, the fascination with it, and
the arousal of love for it is for those who in some degree already have knowledge of it
and have awoken, while the Good, as naturally present for desire long ago [and now], is
present even to those who are asleep and sometimes brings them no amazement when
they see it, since it is linked with them on every given occasion and not a happenstance
reminiscence, since it is present to those who are asleep, though indeed they do not see it.
But the love of the Beautiful, whenever it is present, causes pains, since it is necessary for
those who see it to reach for it. This love, as it is later and belongs to those who already
have understanding, reveals, rather, that it is secondary as to the Good. The desire which
is prior to this and without sense asserts that the Good is both prior to and before this.”
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asleep, but even while asleep he desires the Good. The desire for the Good is prior to the desire
for the Beautiful. Ennead V1.7.17 is the anti-Diotima. Aristotle introduces his Nicomachean
Ethics with a similar principle: that all actions and activities point towards the good.*?° While an
aesthetic experience indeed takes one out of oneself and causes him to turn towards the forms,
this experience is not sufficient for the philosopher who wants to get beyond the forms
themselves. So, Plotinus would take issue with Socrates’s palinode. To use the analogy of the
cave, it is not a desire for beauty when the philosopher strives to see the sun which gives
existence and essence to all things, as this sun is beyond Beauty itself (a0t0 10 kolov). It is the
Beauty beyond Beauty.

Much scholarship on Plotinus’s aesthetic philosophy fails to make the aforementioned
distinctions between goodness and beautifulness. The immediate reasons are as follows: that the
sixth tractate of the first Ennead, in which these distinctions are generally implicit in Plotinus’s
choice of terms, is titled “On Beauty” and also that people take Plotinus to be, by default, the
faithful Platonist that he presents himself to be. As for the first reason, the treatise titled “On
Beauty” (which title was given not by Plotinus, but by his disciple Porphyry in his Life of
Plotinus) is not the exhaustive outline of Plotinus’s aesthetic philosophy, nor should it be treated
as such. Similarly, no one book of the Republic or even the Republic as a whole contains Plato’s
exhaustive treatment of justice. The Euthyphro also deals with justice and page-per-page Plato is
more focused on justice in the Euthyphro than in the Republic.?* As for the second reason, there

was not an independent identity for the Neoplatonists as divergent from Plato, and Plotinus

120. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1094a. See footnote 105.
121. See also footnotes 39 and 40. The Euthyphro, much like Ennead 1.6, makes distinctions

between “forms” very subtly by the juxtaposition of terms, revealing subtle differences in
meaning.
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viewed himself as a student of Plato. This does not mean, however, that there is no originality of
thought in Plotinus or divergence from Plato. It is improper to read a traditional position of Plato
into a tractate of Plotinus by using a strictly Platonic lens when another tractate specifically
contradicts this Platonic position. For example, if one did not realize Plotinus’s independence, he
might say, “Like Plato, Plotinus holds that beauty and goodness should be equated (1. 6. 9,
34).”122 Sych carelessness leaves Plotinus as not a serious philosopher but a vague mystic. Just as
it does no justice to Plato’s subtlety and literary mastery to conflate the terms “eidoc” and “idéa,”
which is too common a practice, so too does it do Plotinus no justice to treat his work a discrete
set of summaries on Platonic thought. In any case, to summarize Plotinus’s thoughts, the
aesthetic experience fails to be a permanent and universal experience which would be required to
have any experience of the source of all goodness.

The path to &vootg, or unification with To “Ev, is a super-noetic, and thus irrational
experience. There are two issues. First, how does &vooig differ from the aesthetic experience?

Second, what is Loyog? Plotinus did not utterly dismiss the aesthetic experience. Beauty was

122. Jure Zovko, "Mimgsis in Plotinus’s Philosophy of Art," in The Many Faces of Mimesis:
Selected Essays from the 2017 Symposium on the Hellenic Heritage of Western Greece,
edited by Reid Heather L. and DeLong Jeremy C., 156. Sioux City, lowa: Parnassos
Press — Fonte Aretusa, 2018. Accessed January 9, 2021. doi:10.2307/j.ctvbj7g5b.15.

To his credit, Zovko does immediately follow this sentence with the correct assertion that
“However, Plotinus describes transcendent Beauty as “Beauty beyond Beauty” (kdAAoc
vmep kiAog, VI. 7. 32, 29), and ‘fullness of beauty’ (reprovsig 100 kdALovg).”
Plotinus’s identification of the Good with the Beautiful in the referenced passage from
“On Beauty” describes Beauty as existence-affirming and Ugliness as contrary to
existence. Such language on existence, then, tells us that Plotinus is referring to the
second hypostasis, not the first.

It seems that much scholarship on Plotinus lacks the care and attentiveness that scholars
such as John Rist bring to their writing.
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something which purified, and when one’s interior — his soul — was cleansed, he could
experience Mind by looking inward. Brendan Thomas Sammon writes,

Beauty is the “reaching out” as it were of the divine formative power into that

which is not yet completed in its unity. As an entity receives this unifying form, it

becomes more and more beautiful. “So then the beautiful body comes into being,”

concludes Plotinus, “by sharing in a formative power which comes from the

divine forms.” All of this points to the way in which nous, as the proper locus of

beauty, is a plenitude of formative power and intelligibility.1%3
Sammon realizes that, for Plotinus, the aesthetic experience was one among the highest possible
intellectual activities for a human being. This activity is often begun with the pains and desires
that Plotinus describes in 6.7.17, and it culminates with a turning inward. Ultimately, the
conclusion of the aesthetic experience is the Mind. The Adyog is what functions as the mediator
between particulars and the real. For Plato, Soul governed the world (the lower part of itself). He
writes, “yoyn mioa Tavtog ETUELETTOL TOD AYLYOV, TAVT 08 OVPOVOV TEPUTOAEL, GALOT €V
dALo1g i8eat yryvopévn. Tedéa puev odv odGo Kol ETTEPOUEVT LETEMPOTOPET TE KAl TAVTO TOV
xocpov drowkel.” 2 Plotinus interprets this governance to be through Adyoc.'?® Rist writes,

We are to gather from what follows that the logos is again thought of as a

regulative principle (apart from the providential ‘soul above’) and furthermore

that it is in a sense connected with Nod¢ as well as with the higher soul... Logos,

then, ‘conveys’ the Forms into the particulars which it creates, thus giving order
as well as being.1%

123. Brendan Thomas Sammon, The God Who Is Beauty: Beauty as a Divine Name in Thomas
Aquinas and Dionysius the Areopagite. Cambridge: Lutterworth Press, 2013, 60.
Sammon is citing and translating a passage from 1.6.2: “Obt® pgv 6mM 10 kaAdv cOdpo
yiyvett Adyov amo Oeiwv EABOVTOg Kovawvig.”

124. Plato, Phaedrus, 246b-c. “All soul has care of all which is without soul, and it travels
around the entire heavens, occurring at some times in some forms and other time in other
forms. So, when it is perfect and furnished with feathers, it travels through the air and
governs all the cosmos.”

125. See Plotinus, Enneads, 1V.3.9.

126. Rist, Plotinus: The Road to Reality, 94.
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So, then, any experience of the One has to go beyond this height of intellectual activity. As the
aesthetic experience only gets one to the Mind, and since the Aoyog is only an interplay between
the third and second hypostasis, any encounter with the One is beyond the Adyoc, and thus
irrational.

Plato was not unaware of an irrational kind of experience of the divine. In the Phaedrus,
as in the Symposium, Plato describes the philosopher as a lover. Unlike in the Symposium,
however, this love is something contrary to reason — it is maniacal and without A6yoc.t?’
Strangely, Plato here describes the aesthetic experience as something without reason, which
seems to contradict what Plotinus has to say about the form of the Beautiful. The resolution is
this: Plato means that the beginning of wisdom is love, and for most philosophers, that starts with
a sense of wonder. This wonder can perhaps begin with a why or a what if. “Why is something
the way it is?” “What if it were not the case?” But, just as often, this wonder is at the beauty of
something. The philosopher can attempt to describe what makes something beautiful, but this
description detracts from the initial experience. The definition of the Beautiful, the what it is, is
the form, and indeed it is a good and noble thing (at least in an analogous sense); however, as has
been seen, this only brings the definer to the second hypostasis. If one can retain this initial
impulse, irrational though it be, for the transcendent, without eliminating the wonder, then one
can go beyond reason. Plato writes in the Phaedrus that the lover is mad, that the greatest of
good things come through madness, and that madness is a divine gift.1?® Appetite for lower

things — created and temporary things — is detrimental, but appetite from the source of all, while

127. See Phaedrus, 238c-d in footnote 53.

128. Plato, Phaedrus, 244a. See footnote 57.
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similar in nature, is superior to the self-denying analysis of forms. Similarly, madness comes in
two forms: brutish and divine. The insane brute has no reason, but the inspired and enthused
philosopher goes beyond reason. When the philosopher is able to experience the divine directly,
employing reason would be beneath him. The key difference is that the philosopher can of course
still reason, while the brute cannot. In the Life of Plotinus, Porphyry states that Plotinus himself
achieved &vwoig several times. These experiences cannot be described, since description at best
describes the realm of the forms.

Again, the noetic experience is not bad. The Good itself, o016 10 dyabdv, is an object of
vonoig. However, the Good beyond Good, Beauty beyond Beauty, and Being beyond Being is
necessarily beyond vonoig. Plato’s writings contain descriptions of both kinds of pursuits, the
Apollonian and the Dionysian. The very dialectical nature of the dialogues themselves
demonstrate that the works are propaedeutic. From error a philosopher-to-be can dialectically
discover truth. But the dialogue itself is a limited medium. Words can only describe what is
describable. To continue the path upward towards the transcendent a philosopher needs to get
past the words, i.e., past the second hypostasis. Continuing upward, the philosopher, having
purified himself, can reembrace the Dionysian. He is no longer a slave to passions for the
particular, so he can have a properly divine passion. For this reason, Plato ends many of his
works with myths — theological attempts, doomed to fail, of describing what one has experienced
but cannot explain. The path to an experience of the transcendent beyond Being is arduous. This
path requires someone to know how to think, and then when not to think. Similarly, Augustine’s
Confessions, as an autobiography of this quest, begins with his enslavement to his passions. This
enslavement persists, however, despite his discovery of philosophy. A catharsis is needed — that

of an overwhelming and aesthetic experience in the garden — to finally purify himself. Then, and
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only then, was he able to have a transcendent experience with his mother. It should not be an
issue that the Confessions ends with theology. The biography of Augustine is not a mere third-
hypostasis story, but a description of what it means and what it takes to experience God, only
appropriate description of which (or of whom) is theology.

For Augustine, then, to be caught up with the beauty of a psalm instead of the theology
within is dangerous. The work he has put into his growth might be undone should he reduce what
is divinely revealed to what he himself can know: the Beautiful found within the Mind, the
second hypostasis. The problem of the Manichaeans and other Gnostics (in addition to claiming
there is a positive reality to evil which can compete with good), is that they skip the necessary

vonoig and try to be mystical. In brief, they act the fool before they have the right.
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Chapter Five: What is Beauty?

Plotinus says, “Kai ‘Hpéiheitog 8 10 &v 0idev Gid1ov kai vontdv: T Yop GOt
yiyveton dei kai péovta. T@ & Eumedokdel 10 <veikoc™ pev dtoupei, 1 6& <oiiio™> 10 &v —
aohpatov 8¢ kai antdg T0dTo — Ta 8¢ oToyEln Mg BAN."2° Yet, for Heraclitus, moiepog was the
“super-Zeus” — always conflict. We have seen how the ontological principles for Plato, the
forms, belong to Plotinus’s second hypostasis. The One is beyond this realm. The “bits of being”
that are the forms, and consequently being itself, are subordinate to the One. Distinctions which
the human intellect makes break down beyond the forms, since discrete existence starts with the
Nous.*°

In a way, then, both a Heraclitean and a Parmenidean ontology apply to the first
hypostasis. In a vacuously true sense, there is a unity of opposites in the One because there are
no things there to be opposed. As distinctions do not exist in something beyond existence, there
are no distinctions in the One, which is why that Plotinus gives his first principle the name “One”
through apophatic reasoning.

Plotinus’s problem with the aesthetic experience is ultimately that Beauty is not the
source of all. The aesthetic experience is, again, an infatuation with Beauty. Beautiful things are

somehow noble, and there is something good about the Beautiful, but the self-predicating form

129. Plotinus, Enneads, V.1.9. “And Heraclitus knows that the One is eternal and noetic, for
bodies are always coming into being and are in flux. And, in Empedocles, on the one
hand strife divides, and on the other friendship is the One, and the latter principle
(friendship) is itself too without body, and the elements function as matter.”

130. See also Ignacio Yarza, “Plotino y la Trascendencia del Uno,” in Dios y la Filosofia
(Mexico City: Tirant Humanidades, 2022), 133.

“Si el ser es idea, esencia, limite, que mide y configura el pensamiento, hasta identificarse

con él — en Plotino en el Nous-Ser —, el principio necesariamente debera estar mas alla
del limite, de la esencia y del pensamiento.”
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of the Beautiful is merely beautiful. Further, Beauty, the most conspicuous form, but specifically
the experience of this form, functions as the anti-logos. It is through Adyog that the Mind
instantiates the forms in the Soul. The contemplation of the form of the Beautiful, then, only gets
the person contemplating back to the second hypostasis. The One, the source of everything, is
beyond the forms and thus beyond being and distinction.!3! Rightfully Socrates criticizes Hippias
for giving examples of beautiful things instead of a definition of the Beautiful, but a definition is
necessarily accessible to the Loyoc. So, in the Phaedrus, Socrates tells us there is a third kind of
Beauty when calls the desire &vev Aoyov for the enjoyment of the Beautiful “love.”**? The kind
of pavia he describes, then, is most similar to Plotinus’s évmotc.

Plato and Plotinus are often difficult to interpret. Both, but Plotinus especially, often use
the same terms to describe different things. The form of the Beautiful can be seen in physical
things, but because it is the most visible form, people often confuse the pleasant, useful, or
enticing with the Beautiful. This is in part why Augustine was so upset over finding singing in
church too beautiful. More fundamentally, though, Augustine recognized that an ultimately
transcendent “kaAAlovny” is not found in creation, but in the uncreated God. As Plotinus before
him did not refuse to sometimes describe his first hypostasis as “beautiful” (though Plotinus was
more critical of the aesthetic experience than his own predecessor Plato) since the One is the

Beauty beyond Beauty, so too did Augustine not refuse to call God “Beauty.” This is why he,

131. “Sin embargo, serd un mas alla que no podra liberarse completamente del ser y del pensar,
de este modo de pensar el sery el pensar. Y este es, en mi opinién, el motivo que obliga a
Plotino a pensar el Uno, necesariamente, como potencia de todo, nada de todo, superior a
todo, a la vida y al pensamiento y, en consecuencia, siempre relativo al todo, al ser y al
pensar.” Ignacio Yarza, “Plotino y la Trascendencia del Uno,” 133.

132. Plato, Phaedrus, 238c-d. See footnote 53.
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having found the Beauty beyond Beauty, prays, “Sero te amavi, pulchritudo tam antiqua et tam

nova, sero te amavi!”3

133. Augustine, Confessionum, X.27.38. “Late have I loved you, beauty so ancient and so new,
late have I loved you!”
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