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Abstract

This thesis examines the notion of Love (Eros) in key texts of the
Neoplatonic philosophers Plotinus (204/5-270 C.E), Proclus (c.412-485
C.E.) and Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite (late 5™-early 6 cent.). In
the first chapter I discuss Plotinus’ treatise devoted to Love
(Enneads,I11.5) and I attempt to show the ontological importance of Eros
within the Plotinian system. For Plotinus for an entity (say Soul) to
be/exist is to be erotic, i.e. be directed to the intelligible realm. Hence,
one of the conclusions is that Love implies deficiency, and, thus, it
takes place in a vertical scheme, where an inferior entity has eros for its

higher progenitor.

If this is so, then Proclus apparently diverges greatly from Plotinus,
because in his Commentary on the First Alcibiades Proclus clearly states
that inferior entities have reversive (/lupwards) eros for their superiors,
whereas the latter have providential (/downwards) eros for their
inferiors. Thus, the project of my second chapter is to analyze Proclus’
position and show that in fact he does not diverge much from Plotinus;
the former only explicates something that is already implicit in the
latter. The first part of my discussion emphasizes the ethical aspect,

whereas the second deals with the metaphysical aspect.

Finally, in the third chapter I examine pseudo-Dionysius’ treatment
of God as Eros in his work On the Divine Names. One motivation was

the verdict of a number of old scholars that the Areopagite is a



plagiarizer of Proclus. Still, the examination of Eros is a characteristic
case, where one can ascertain Dionysius’ similarities and divergences
from Proclus. Supported by recent literature, we can suggest that
Dionysius uses more of a Proclean language (cf. providential and
reversive eros), rather than Proclean positions, owing to ontological
presuppositions that differentiate the Neoplatonic philosopher from
the Church Father. Proclus forms the bridge between pagan
Neoplatonism  (Plotinus) and Christian philosophy (pseudo-

Dionysius).



To my father
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INTRODUCTION

Nowadays many people talk about Platonic Love; in this thesis I
present how the Neoplatonists understood it. Given that Eros plays a
central role in Plato’s thought,! it is not surprising that the same is true
for Neoplatonic philosophy. My treatment attempts to show this
significance. I will be focusing on three key figures: Plotinus, the
acknowledged founder of Neoplatonism, Proclus, a great systematizer
of Platonic philosophy, and pseudo-Dionysius, who has affinities with
Neoplatonism even if (in my view at least) he is fundamentally a
Christian thinker. By juxtaposing Dionysius the Areopagite with the
two earlier Neoplatonists, I will be able to explore the question of how
Platonic love interacted with Christian love and how ancient Greek and
pagan conceptions of eros survived in the Christian and especially

Byzantine tradition, of which Dionysius is a cornerstone.

Love has of course attracted attention not only in contemporary
systematic philosophy,? but also in the field of the history of

philosophy.>  There have been several studies examining love

1 Apart from works to be referred to in the following chapters two classic studies
about Platonic love are Robin [1933] and Gould [1963], while for more recently see
Price [1989], pp.1-102 and 207-235. See also O’Connell [1981], esp. pp.11-17, Halperin
[1985], Rhodes [2003] and the introductory piece by KaAdag [2008]. Platonic love is
related to death by Maraguianou [1990],pp.3-26 and 49-69, and compared to Freud by
XowotodovAidn-Malapaxn [1983] and Santas [1988], as well as Kahn
[1987],pp.95-102, from a wider perspective.

2 See for instance the relevant entry and its Bibliography in the online Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (SEP).

3 See May [2011], Rist [1964], Osborne [1994] and Diising [2009].



INTRODUCTION

especially in Plotinus,* but also in Proclus® and in the pseudo-
Dionysius.® There have been also some short treatments which make a

comparison between them.” However, to my knowledge there do not

¢ On the one hand, there are studies which examine specifically Enn.IIL.5: Wolters
[1984], Dillon [1969] and Smith [2007]. On the other hand, there are discussions with
wider scope in Plotinus’ metaphysics: Lacrosse [1994], Pigler [2002], Aapdokog [2003]
and Rist [1964],pp.56-112. See also Romano [1984], Kelessidou-Galanos
[1972],pp.98-100 and Ucciani [1998], each of them with more specific focus.

5 See Tepélng [2002]. Prof. P. Hoffmann has informed me that the subject of
D’Andres [2010] is very close to the thematic of my Proclus-chapter. (This PhD thesis,
written under the supervision of A. Longo, has private on-line access and I have not
examined it.) What is more, M. Martijn has told me that she intends to turn a lecture
of her entitled “The Demon Lover. Inspired love in Proclus’ In Alc.” (read at the 9t
ISNS 2011 Conference in Atlanta and at the International Conference “Apxat: Proclus
Diadochus of Constantinople and his Abrahamic Interpreters”, Istanbul, Dec. 2012)

into an article.

¢ See the old study of Horn [1925], Rist [1966] and recently Riggs [2009], comparing
closely Proclus and ps.-Dionysius in pp.82-87, and Perl [2013]. See also the entries in
Aertsen [2009],p.193, n.11, and Rist [1999], having modified some of his earlier views.

7 Armstrong [1961] gives a brief portrait of love in Plato, Plotinus and Proclus
(including the Neoplatonist Hierocles), as well as Christianity (without specifically
referring to any Christian author, save for passing mentions of Origen), and my
approach is similar to his spirit. On the other hand, Vogel [1963], treats also
Dionysius and Boethius, but avoids specific references to Plato (at least the Phaedrus),
while she presents some Hellenistic and Middle Platonic dimensions, too (pp.4-10).
McGinn [1996] has the scope of both aforementioned papers adding to the list
engagement with Origen (pp.189 and 195-197) and Thomas Aquinas (pp.204ff. I am
afraid though that in n.25,p.198, where Nygren’'s procrustean attitude, to be seen, is
criticized, the criticism against Armstrong [1961],p.113 is unfair.). Quispel [1979]
begins with the same grounds as Vogel [1963] (pp.189-195, with some criticism of her
in p.194), but then he departs to other fields: apart from curious speculations about
the author and the content of the Fourth Gospel (of love, pp.201-205, which invert
Nygren’s thesis, as we will see), he stresses Proclus’ indebtedness to the Chaldean
Oracles for the role of Eros in cosmogony, tracing this back to the Orphic cosmogonies
(pp-196-201), although he, too, neglects to mention Plato (save for some passing
mentions of the Symposium in pp.194 and 203), and especially the Phaedrus. Vogel
[1981] answered to the challenges of Quispel by elaborating on the topics she had
touched in [1963], and especially on the ontological position of eros in Proclus’

hierarchy (pp.64-69. This fact explains the loose structure of that paper). In his

8



INTRODUCTION

exist treatments that present both a detailed discussion of love in each
of these philosophers and a comparative treatment that can give us a
basis for understanding how from Plato we can get to, say, Yannaras, a
contemporary thinker who grounds his philosophy on the Patristic

notion of Eros.?

The first chapter discusses a treatise of Plotinus that is devoted to
Love. Given the importance ascribed to Love throughout the Enneads,
various interpreters have been dissatisfied by the discussion Plotinus
offers in III.5. However, the critics have neglected the narrower scope
of the treatise’s exegetical character. One of Plotinus” main aims is the
defense of genuine Platonic love against the interpretations that other
philosophical circles, e.g. the Gnostics, had given for key Platonic
passages, such as the myth of the genealogy of Eros in the Symposium

(203b1-c6).” Despite its dialectical character, though, III.5 does provide

condensed presentation of Plato, Plotinus, Proclus and pseudo-Dionysius,
Beierwaltes [1986] examines primarily the status of Beauty in relation to the Good,
god and the divine, and secondarily the complement of Eros, while in my treatment I
do the reverse. Tornau [2006], too, is concerned with the relation of Beauty to
Goodness (e.g. p.203), albeit in a lesser degree, while mainly he compares Proclus
with Plotinus, but only in terms of ascending eros. Finally, Esposito Buckley [1992]
gives a comparison only of Dionysius and Plotinus on the issue of God as Eros. She
leaves aside Proclus (referring to him only in n.57,p.55 and p.60 with n.64) and with
regard to Plotinus she focuses on procession (pp.35ff., although we should bear in
mind that the ‘self-contemplation’ of the One is applied ‘as if’ to it) and his conception
of the One as Eros, (hence the absence of references to Enn. IIL5, apart from a passing
ref. to §4 in n.3,p.44).

8 His seminal work is Yannaras [2007], whose first Modern-Greek version dates back

to 1970. See also in my Conclusion.

 Cf. KaAAryag [2004],p.408 with n.6. In ibid.n.12 (p.410) he rightly criticizes Miller
[1992],pp.232-234, because, apart from parallels in erotic imagery, she fails to note
Plotinus’ distance from Gnosticism with regard to the positive value of eros.

9



INTRODUCTION

us with insights into the function of Eros within Plotinus’ system as a
whole. My main thesis here will be that eros is identified with
reversion, because it implies deficiency in need of fulfillment. For an
entity (say Soul) to be/exist is to be erotic, i.e. be directed to the
intelligible realm. If, then, reversion is necessary for the constitution of

an entity qua entity, then Plotinus” entire ontology is erotic.

The second chapter deals with Proclus” Commentary on the First
Alcibiades. The Alcibiades is not a straightforwardly erotic dialogue.!
Yet its opening lines give Proclus the occasion to say so many things
about love that this Commentary!! winds up as the principal source for
Proclus’ ideas on love.’? With Proclus we have a new association of
love with procession and/or providence. In various sections I explain
how this is the case. In the first part I examine the ethical aspects,
whereas in the second I deal more with metaphysics. Although
already in the conclusion of the first part I note that Proclus’ divergence
from Plotinus is much more verbal than substantial, I give the final
answer of how Proclus can consistently combine ascending (-upwards)
and descending (-downwards) eros in the second part. A by-product

of my overall treatment is that Proclus emerges as an interpreter of

10 Still, it is included in the anthology of Reeve [2006], and Belfiore [2012] devotes her
first chapter (pp.31-67) to the Alcibiades I, focusing on the relation between love and
self-knowledge. See also Dillon [1994],p.390 (and p.391 with n.14).

11 Jts extant part finishes with incomplete comments on Alc. I, 116a3-b1.

12 Another source, but not treated in the thesis, is within the Essay (IA”) of the Republic
Commentaries, (ibid.,2,28-31), as: «T{ atvittetar 1) tov Awog eog v "Hoav ovvovoia,
kat tig 6 ¢ "Hoag kdopog, kat tig 6 témog, €v @ 1) ovvovolr, Kat Tic 0 épwe ToD

Aidg, xai tic 6 Belog VTIVoG, kKat ATAWS TdomG €kelvng Thc pvboAoyiag éEnynotc.»

10



INTRODUCTION

Plato who has affinities with modern scholars, and who should be
consulted especially in defense of Plato against his modern critics. On
the one hand, I show the way in which Proclus could answer to
Vlastos” famous accusation that Plato’s erotic theory fails to capture
genuine concern for others,’® even if I also emphasize the negative
aspects and limitations of the Proclean lover. On the other hand, my
discussion of Proclus” dependence on Platonic texts can do away with

A. Nygren’s proposal about Christian influences.!*

Because I do not accept Nygren’s portrayal of (pagan) «€owc» and
(Christian) «aydmn» as two rigid categories that are in absolute

conflict,’> I also cannot accept the statement that these two are confused

13 See Vlastos [1973] (which is a revised form of a talk given in 1969). Vlastos
generated a host of articles and books by other scholars as a response. Some of them
have already been referred to in n.1, while others are to be found in ch.2 (:nn.69 and
70 in chs.2.1.2. and 2.1.3. respectively). For now, as an example of the criticism
Vlastos has received see Osborne [1994],pp.223-226 (with n.17 in p.57), whose book

contains an abundance of pertinent remarks to my project.

14 See Nygren [1953],p.569. This is even accepted by Rist [1964],p.214, who however
criticizes Nygren’s presentation of Proclus’ Platonic (and Plotinian) interpretation in
ibid.,pp.215-216; cf. also ibid.,p.219 and McGinn [1996],p.198,n.27. Rist retracted his
former concession to Nygren already in Rist [1966],p.243; cf. also Rist [1970],p.168 and
n.37 in p.407.

15 To be sure, Nygren’s discussion is learned and has some merits, but it is too over-
simplified and driven by an objectionable agenda. A useful synopsis of Nygren’s
overall project is given in: Pdudog [1999],pp.128-134, who criticizes it in ibid.,134-13§;
Rist [1970],pp.156-161, 169, and n.53 in p.408, (especially the two columns of
pp.160-161), presenting his Platonic and Scriptural counter-arguments in pp.161-173;
(although Vogel [1981],pp.61-62 talks about the disagreement with Nygren, I am
afraid she is too harsh with Rist’s approach in ibid.,pp.63-65 and n.28 in pp.77-78);
Diising [2009], pp.30-38, who dwells much on Augustine (pp.34-38) and presents a
Roman-Catholic response (pp.38-40). Osborne (now Rowett) conceives her whole
book as a counter-argument against Nygren; see Osborne [1994],p.222; cf. also ibid.,

e.g. pp-3, 5, 6, 10ff. (not always mentioning Nygren by name), 29 (with n.18), 52-55,

11



INTRODUCTION

in pseudo-Dionysius’ treatment,'® with the further suggestion that ps.-
Dionysius is a plagiarizer of Proclus. My last chapter, which draws
mostly on the Divine Names, defies the old suggestion about ps.-
Dionysius’ uncritical reception of Neoplatonism and concludes the
thesis by showing how the Proclean language can be transformed in
light of Christianity. The main difference stems from a different
conception of ecstasy, which neglects the (upwards or downwards)
direction. I have structured the chapter following the metaphysical
scheme I discussed in the second part of the treatment of Proclus. I
show that Dionysius’ system is as erotic as the Proclean, though I
emphasize the differences between them as well by drawing a contrast
between the Neoplatonic hero Socrates, an embodied soul, and Christ,

the incarnated person of the Holy Trinity.

57, 60-61, 65-66, 69, 71, 76, 85, 164-165 and 221. Another classic response has been
given by Armstrong [1961], esp. pp.119-120, (with the complement of Armstrong
[1964] against W.]. Verdenius’ accusations of egocentricity found in the divine lover
of the Phaedrus and the Demiurge of the Timaeus). For a prudent critique from an
Orthodox Christian point of view see, apart from Papipog, Florovsky [1987],pp.20-25,
taking issue with Nygren’s general stance in many other places: see e.g. ibid.,pp.29;
120-121 (on St Antony), 145-148 (on St Gregory of Nyssa), and 249-252 (on St John
Climacus). Even Vlastos [1973],p.6,n.13, p.20,n.56 and p.30 is critical to Nygren. An
interesting criticism of both Socratic-Platonic justice and Christian love as ethical
conducts has been launched by Williams [2007], although I am afraid that his, like
Nygren’s, knowledge of versions of Christianity is limited. The same may be said
about Yvkovtong [1949],pp.230*-246* but for chronological rather than geographical
reasons. Still, he includes some excellent observations, e.g. his point (5) in
ibid.,pp.238*-239*. Writing almost contemporaneously with Nygren, he gives a brief
exposition of the differences between “Platonic Love and Christian Agape”, which in
many places is similar to Nygren’'s approach; see e.g. pp.237*-240* and 243*-245%.
However, he does think that there are similarities between the two phenomena that
enable one to compare them (cf. pp.232* and 246%).

16 See Nygren [1953], p.563; cf. also pp.566, 577 and 589.

12



CHAPTER 1

PLOTINUS AND ENNEADS I11.5.[50]: “ON LOVE”

1.1. The ontological status of Soul’s Eros

1.1.1. Synopsis of I1L.5

Plotinus starts his enquiry concerning Eros,! posing the following
question: “is it a divinity (god or daimon) or is it an affection of the
soul?”.? The formulation of this problem foreshadows the structure of
the whole treatise; hence, II1.5 can be divided into two parts. In the first
section (§1) Plotinus examines Eros as affection («mt&Bog») of the
human soul. He distinguishes three types: a) a pure («kabap06c») eros
of Beauty without any connection to bodily affairs. People having such
appreciation of the beautiful in the world may, or may not, recollect the
true intelligible Beauty. b) Mixed («uktoc») eros is love which

embodies the veneration of Beauty via sexual affairs, the aim of which

1 The Plotinian text used is by Henry-Schwyzer [1964-1983] (:H-S2), along with the
“Addenda et Corrigenda” of Henry-Schwyzer [1983],pp.304-325 (:H-Ss), and the
“Corrigenda ad Plotini textum” of Schwyzer [1987] (:H-Ss; H-S1 and H-Ss stand for the
“editio maior” and its “Addenda et...” respectively). The references to Plotinus’ text
indicate the numbers: of the Enneads, of the specific treatise, (of the place in the
chronological order within square-brackets, when needed), of the paragraph and the
lines (e.g.: II1.5.[50].8,16-19). Concerning English translations of Plotinus’ text, I use
the Loeb edition of Armstrong [1966-1988], unless otherwise stated. Specifically for
Enneads 1115 1 cite Wolters’ translation, which accompanies his commentary, in

Wolters [1984], pp.xxxv-lii.

2111.5.1,1-2: «ITept €pwrog, moTepa Oedg Tic 1) dalpwv 1) maBog Tt TS YPuxng,...».

13



CHAPTER 1: PLOTINUS AND ENNEADS I11.5.[50]: “ON LOVE”

is the generation of offspring, as a path towards immortality. It is
noteworthy that for Plotinus both instances of love are legitimate,
although pure Love, as more self-sufficient, is ranked higher than the
mixed. c) It is the third instance that represents a deviation, since, in

this category, eros is a desire contrary to nature («tagx GvoV»).3

The remaining chapters (§§2-9) constitute the second section of the
treatise, the “theology” of love. Plotinus has to reconcile two traditions:
a) the idea that Eros is a god, son and follower of Aphrodite, a view
found not only in “divine” Plato’s Phaedrus,* but also in “theologians”
such as Hesiod. b) The other fundamental text is, of course, the
Symposium, in which Diotima proclaims the daimonic nature of Eros.
Plotinus succeeds in combining these two notions by exploiting the
distinction that Pausanias [sic] makes in the Symposium between
Heavenly («Ovpavia») and Common («ITavdnuoc») Aphrodite.> Thus,
in his interpretation, Eros-god is the offspring of Heavenly Aphrodite,
i.e. of the Undescended Soul, which is pure and free from the
interfusion with matter® (cf. §2), whereas Eros-daimon is descendant of

the World-Soul, which is represented by Common Aphrodite(cf. §3).

3 Apparently, Plotinus condemns homosexuality and, generally, every expression of

intemperate sexual desire, which does not aim at the generation of a new entity.
4 Cf. Plato, Phaedrus,243d9.

5 Cf. idem, Symposium,180d7-8. Plotinus does not mention the name «IIavdnuog»
explicitly, although he had done so in his early treatise VI.9.[9].9,30. Cf. also
KaAAvyag [2004],p.433.

¢ Hence, in the mythological language Heavenly Aphrodite, daughter of Ouranos, is
«apntwe». Cf. 111.5.2,17.

14



CHAPTER 1: PLOTINUS AND ENNEADS I11.5.[50]: “ON LOVE”

In other words, both of the divine instances of Eros correspond to the
first section’s legitimate affections of human souls:” pure and mixed

€ros.

There is, however, another problem. The reconciliation of the two
Platonic versions of love is not yet complete, since Plotinus has to
account for the different mythical genealogies, too. Whereas according
to the tradition expressed in the Phaedrus Eros is son of Aphrodite («&&
avtne»),t in the Symposium he is said to be borne by Poverty’s
(«ITevia») intercourse with Plenty («I16goc») on the day of Aphrodite’s
birth («ovv avt»).” Hence, from §5 and onwards Plotinus’ comes to
his main exegetical task. This part, which deals with the interpretation
of the Symposium’s myth, forms the second subdivision of the general
theological section. In §5 the Neoplatonist rebuts Plutarch’s
cosmological interpretation of the same myth, although, interestingly
enough, Plotinus himself had subscribed to a similar cosmological
allegory in his earlier treatise “On the impassibility of things without
body”.1* In §6 Plotinus relates Eros” genealogy with a general survey

on the nature of daimons. According to §7 what differentiates Eros

7 What is more, Plotinus mentions the daimonic loves of individual souls in §4.
8 Cf. I11.5.2,13.

9 Ibid.; see Symposium,203b1-c6: the famous myth of the genealogy of Eros enunciated
by Diotima in the early stages of her discussion with Socrates.

10 Cf. II1.6.[26].14,7-18. Except for a clerical mistake, this is perhaps a reason why
Zukovtong [1949] in his monumental modern-Greek edition of the Symposium
(p-199%n.1) ascribes to Plotinus’ treatise II1.5 the view that Eros is equated with the
(physical) cosmos.

15



CHAPTER 1: PLOTINUS AND ENNEADS I11.5.[50]: “ON LOVE”

from the rest of the daimons is that Eros is the desire for the absolute
Good, whereas the others crave partial goods.! So, after an
explanation of Eros’ insatiability due to his parents’ traits, in §8
Plotinus figures out what ‘Zeus’ stands for in the myth, and in the first
half of the concluding §9 the Neoplatonist elaborates on the identity of
Poros with other elements of the myth. Finally, after some succinct, but
crucial, methodological remarks on the interpretation of myths (and
rational discourses), Plotinus gives us a synopsis of his interpretation,
according to which the different mythical elements (e.g. Poros and
Penia) are reduced to aspects of Soul. In that way, Plotinus completes
his survey by showing the continuity of the aforementioned two parts
of his erotic theology: as in the first part Soul was said to be Eros’

mother, so too in the second one, since Penia, as well as Poros represent

Soul.

1.1.2. The main issue

As can be seen from the above brief account of III.5, this treatise
raises a host of interesting subjects which have preoccupied the
commentators. The vindication of sexual love, the complicated
psychology depicted in the two Aphrodites, Plotinus’ version of
‘daimonology” and, most importantly, his attitude towards the

interpretation of myths are only some aspects that deserve the reader’s

11 Further, these distinctions account for the specific desires that human beings
develop.
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attention. I would like, however, to focus on the most crucial issue that
arises from this tractate, namely the question of the ontological status
of Eros, as depicted in the ‘theological’ part of the treatise. In §2
Plotinus states that (Heavenly) Aphrodite’s, i.e. Soul’s, intellectual
activity towards her progenitor, Nous,"? produced «Oméotaocwv xai
ovolav»,? which is none other than “the beautiful Eros, he who is born
as an vUmndotaoclc that is eternally set towards Another that is
beautiful”.’*  Ascribing «0moéotaowv» and/or «ovolav» to Eros is
something frequently met in both parts of the theological section.!
This fact seems to suggest that Plotinus sees Eros as an entity in its own
right, which despite being dependent upon Soul as source of its

existence, is external to Soul, just as Soul is generated but still different

12 Usually, the mythical equivalents for Plotinus’ system of three Hypostases are the
gods of the Hesiodic Theogony: Ouranos (-One), Kronos (-Intellect), Zeus (-Soul). Yet,
according to the interpretative strand followed in this treatise, Aphrodite, not Zeus,
stands for Soul. Hence, there is a complication as to Aphrodite’s superior principle,
since, according to Hesiod, Aphrodite sprung from the foam of Ouranos’, not
Kronos’, mutilated genitals. Granted that for Plotinus Soul’s superior principle is
undoubtedly Nous, in II1.5.2,33-34 he concedes that for the purposes of his enquiry
either Kronos or Ouranos can be conceived as Aphrodite-Soul’s progenitor. Proclus
solved the aforementioned problem in his own way in the Commentary on the
Cratylus,183,(1-54) and 110,5-111,16 (Pasquali).

B Cf. 111.5.2,36. (Armstrong translates “real substance”; Wolters: “Existence or

Substance”.)

14 Ibid.,§2,37-38: «0 kaAog "Eowg 6 yeyevnuévog vméotaotc (Existence with Wolters)
mEOG AAAO KaAov del tetaypévn». [Every emphasis in the ancient Greek texts is

mine.]

15 Apart from the references to come, see ibid.,§3,15 («...OéoTaowv €xew sc. 6 "Eowg);
§4,2 (¢v ovola kat Omootdoel) and 3 (Omootatov €owta); §7,9 (bmootaowy), 42 (&v
ovolq) and 43 (Umootdoels ovowddeLS); §9,40 (Oméotn). Cf. also §9,42, where Eros is

called «pktdv L XM, In §9,20 «OMéoTa01C» s ascribed to Adyoc.
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to Intellect (Nous). Further, Plotinus ascribes these very substantives to
Heavenly Aphrodite-Soul itself, calling her “a kind of separate
vmootaotv, that is ovoiav not participating in matter”.’® Thus, since
Heavenly Aphrodite stands for the proper “Hypostasis” of
Undescended Soul, it seems that Plotinus suggests that its offspring is
itself a Hypostasis, although a degraded one, just as Soul, being an
offspring of Nous, is an “ousia”, albeit inferior to Nous’ «Ovtwg
ovta».”” Indeed, in §3 Plotinus writes: “That Eros is an Ymootaow,
however — ovoiav sprung ¢£ ovoiac — there is no reason to doubt. It
may be inferior to the one that produced it, but ovoav nevertheless”.'®
Finally, in the following lines he compares Eros’ generation with Soul’s

emanation from Nous.?

' Ibid.,§2,11.23-24: «xwQLoTHV 0004V Tva DréoTacty (Existence) ko apétoxov BANG
ovcoiav (substance)». (Armstrong renders «tiva UOoTAOLWV» as “separate reality”.)
Cf. also ibid.§9,23 («11 Adooditn €év toic ovowv vmootnvat Aéyetar») and §9,30

(Pux1)... mapd vob vmooTaoa).
17 It is a fundamental Plotinian tenet that Nous is the world of Forms.

18 11.5.3,1-2: «Ymootaowv (Existence) d¢ elvat kat ovoiav (Substance) €& ovoiag (from
Substance) éAdtTw eV TG Tomoapévng, ovoav d¢ Suwg (but it exists nevertheless),
amotety oL eoonkew. The «EE ovolag» may refer to Aphrodite-Soul, but there is
an alternative: KaAAvyag [2004],p.428 ad loc. ingeniously proposes Nous. His
interpretation has the merit of a) breaking the analogy with Soul’s emanation of Nous
that suggests ‘hypostatization’, and b) the fact that ‘ousia’ does sound like Nous.
Although this view could be helpful for the interpretation I will put forward, it might
also complicate things: even from this point of view Eros seems to remain external to
Soul, although it ‘emanates’ not from Soul but from Nous, something that is even

more difficult to explain in terms of Plotinus’ system.

19 See ibid.,§3,3-5. (Wolters’ translation needs to be emended in view of Igal’s
addition of <Cwoa> adopted by H-Ss.) That Plotinus refers to two Aphrodites, a
goddess and a daimonic one, complicates the story even more, but I want to refrain

from further confusion.
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Do these straightforward statements suggest “the emergence of
Eros as a separate Hypostasis”? and the “the incipient break-up of the
‘traditional’ Plotinian system of hypostases into something more
elaborate and scholastic”, as some commentators have suggested?* If
so, we would seem to be faced by two serious difficulties: a) Plotinus
does not seem to embrace such a “more elaborate” view of reality in his
remaining four treatises, written after IIL.5; b) in previous treatises,
Plotinus has ardently condemned any attempt to introduce more
entities outside the austere “numerus clausus” of the three Principal
Hypostases, i.e. One, Nous, Soul.?? A relatively easy way out of this
problem is to emphasize, with many commentators, that, although
Plotinus uses in his writings the term “hypostasis”, it never has the
technical meaning that was ascribed to it by Porphyry, when the latter

was giving the titles to Plotinus’ treatises.”®> Hence, when the term

2 Dillon [1969],p.42. Dillon adds “the emergence... indeed of Logos as another [sc.
separate hypostasis]” (p.42; cf.ibid.,p.40).

2 Thid., p.43.

2 See Plotinus’ anti-Gnostic polemic: 11.9.[33].1,12-16;30-33;57-63. Cf. also Lacrosse
[1994],pp.124-125. NB that in IIL.5 Plotinus most probably tries to rebut other overly
ascetical interpretations of Platonic myths, put forward by various Gnostic sects. Cf.
KaAAvyac [2004],pp.407-410. We have already seen that in §1 Plotinus tries to defend
the sexual desire as a legitimate kind of appreciating the beautiful, contra to Gnostic
outright condemnations of everything pertaining to our sensible world. The same

can be said about the Symposium-myth.

2B Cf. KaAAwyac [1998],p.146 (:comment on 1.8.3,20), Dorrie [1976],p.45, Wolters
[1984],pp.27 and 247, Hadot [1990],pp.24-25, Lacrosse [1994],p.124, Aap&okog
[2003],p.212,n.112 and p.213,n.120. If we want to do justice to Porphyry though, he
does not use the term unqualifiedly in the titles. Enneads V.1 is entitled: «ITegt twv
TOLOV AQXIKQWV UTootaoewv» (“On the three primary hypostases”, «agyx1)» being a
term usually used by Plotinus to denote his principal hypostases -cf. Wolters,ibid.);
V.3: “On the knowing hypostases and that which is beyond”. See also KaAAryag
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«wmootaoig» is used by Plotinus, it does not denote any of his three
principles («&pxai»), but merely “existence”, i.e. something that
exists.? An equivalent story could be said about «ovoia». Strictly
speaking it applies to the realm of «Ovtwg Ovta», ie. the world of
Forms. However, Plotinus can speak qualifiedly about an “ousia” in the
physical world, as a degradation of the ‘noetic ousia’.?® In this flexible

use, ‘ousia’ can have an equivalent meaning to hypostasis.?

Still, although this response saves us from the insertion of more
Principal Hypostases in the Plotinian system, it leaves Eros as a

substantial entity?” which is distinct from and external to Soul.?® I think

[2013],pp.221-222 (: comment on the title of V.1.); in p.221 he stresses an additional
sense of the word (: ‘being a product’). In a paper I attended at the ISNS-2012 Xt
Conference (in Cagliari), Ilaria Ramelli, “The Philosophical Roots and Impact of
Origen’s Notion of Hypostasis”, suggested that Porphyry was influenced by Origen,
the church-father.

2 See Wolters’ already cited translations. Dillon,p.40 seems to be aware of this

modification and in n.16,p.44 he refers to the above-mentioned §1 of Enn.,I1.9.
5 See also the notion of «Adyow found e.g. in I11.8,§§2-3 and 7-8.

2% See also Galen, De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis, 7.1.22,1-23,6 (De Lacy), esp.§23,6
(:«aKovOVTWV MUV TOD TG oLTlag Ovouatog, 6meQ €0tV 0lov UTaQELS.»), cited by
Chiaradonna [2009],p.64 and n.92. For another Plotinian example where the
compound of «dmootaolg and ovola» clearly suggests ‘existence’ in its context see
V1.4.9,24-25: «H yap dvvauig éket [sc. in the true All] vrtéotaoic kat ovola...». For
another use of “ousia” that denotes only the nature of a thing —in that case: time-, see

I11.7.13,23 (with Armstrong’s trnsl.: “essential nature”).
¥ Moreover, it ascribes desire to what is the personification of desire.

% Hence, Aapaockog [2003],p.306, referring to Plotinus’ innovations against the
Platonic interpretation of the Symposium myth, states that “[iln the Plotinian
treatment, Eros arises as a separate entity [/hypostasis: «0mdéotaon»], in the sense that
it is something [:katd...”. [Every translation from Modern-Greek is mine.] He
makes this statement although elsewhere he emphasizes that we cannot speak about

a new “hypostasis” in the narrower-technical sense of the term. (Cf. supran.23,
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on the contrary that a closer reading of IIL.5 gets us further than that, in
making Eros internal to Soul. I am going to argue that eros is the
activity that constitutes Soul as a proper entity. In another formulation,
eros is Soul itself, seen from the perspective of its upwards orientation.
I will defend my proposal by drawing on representative passages from
both theological sections of IIL5, but in an inverse order, starting from

the end, as Plotinus would urge us to do.

1.1.3. Eros and myth

The first passage that will concern us is in §9, the final synopsis of
Plotinus’ interpretation of the Symposium-myth. To this Plotinus
applies the hermeneutical principles he has laid down earlier in the

same chapter, hence I need to begin with them:?

“Now myths, if they really are such, must do two things:
split up temporally the things they refer to, and divide from
one another many of the Entities’ aspects which, while
existing as a unity, are yet distinct as regards rank and
functions. After all, even reasoned discourses, like myths, on
the one hand assume ‘births’ of things which are

unbegotten,® and, on the other, divide things which exist as

where I refer to Aapaokog,pp.212 and 213,nn.112 and 120; cf. also ibid.,p.177,n.10,
where he cites a passage by V. Cilento.) In these assertions Aapdokog faithfully
follows Dillon’s aforementioned conclusions (in their moderate sense), especially if
one considers Aapdokog” whole statement: “...Eros arises as a separate entity..., and

Logos [sc. arises] as another entity.” Cf. also Vogel [1963],p.23 (but contrast p.24).
2 111.5.9,24-29. See also Brisson [2004],pp.74-75 and 80.

30 KaAAvyag [2004],p.451, seeing an allusion to the Timaeus’ problem concerning the
eternity of the world, follows the minority of the MSS’ printing «dryevrjtwv» with one
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a unity. When the myths have fulfilled their didactic
function to the best of their ability, they make it possible for

the perceptive learner to come to a re-integration.”3!

According to our Neoplatonist, two elements are present in the
interpretative process. The first one is that of “diaipev/diaipeoic”,®
and has two aspects: a temporal and a systematic. That is, myth and
rational discourse describe in a linear-temporal fashion realities that
are atemporal and eternal. In fact, division into temporal parts denotes
onto-logical relations. This is also what the second aspect tries to
elucidate by discriminating things that are not in fact distinct from each
other. Such distinctions help discursive thought to see the same reality
from different points of view. The hermeneutical approach is
completed by the act of “cvvaipeiv/iovvaipeoic”:3 what the mytho-
logical narrations have split in terms of time and structure, the

‘synairetic’ act of the philosopher-interpreter comes to re-unify, so that

‘Vv'. NB that all over the treatise Eros is said to be born (yevntéc) from Aphrodite or
Penia, and the very last word of the treatise is «yeyevnuévoc», although the spelling
with two “vv” is also present, e.g. in. §53-4: «yeyevvnuévoc». According to
Liddell-Scott-Jones [1940] (henceforth LSJ), the verb «yevvaw» (beget) is the causal of
«ytyvopaw (: to be born/produced/come to pass), whose cognates are written with
one ‘v'. Hence, Wolters,p.30, remarks that, as the critical apparatus of our treatise

attests, the confusion between the right spelling of their cognates is reasonable.

31 «Ael d& Tovg pvBouvg, elmep TovTO €00Vl kal peQIlely xoovols & Aéyouot, kal
dtagety A’ AAANAwVY TOAAX Twv dvtwv OUHOL pEV Ovia, tafel 0 1) dLVAMEDL
dleoT@TA, OMOL KAl Ol AGYOL KAL YEVETELS TV AYEVVITWV TOLOVOL, Kol TX OHOD
Ovta xal avtol dEovol, Kal OWAEavteg @G dUvavIal T Voroavtl 1dmn

OVYXWQEOVOL OUVALQELV.»
32 ] e. pulling apart/disassociating/dividing/decomposing/disintegrating.

%  Le. pulling together/associating/(re)composing/contracting/synthesizing/re-

integrating.

22



CHAPTER 1: PLOTINUS AND ENNEADS I11.5.[50]: “ON LOVE”

we can contemplate the depicted reality in its genuine, pure and
complete state, i.e. as a part of the non-discursive, atemporal realm of
ovtws Ovta, the kingdom of Nous* In other words, mythical
allegories and philosophical illustrations come to life in the stage of
«dxigeoig». These narrations analyze a unified reality into various
kinds of parts, and take place “for the sake of exposition (/teaching)
and clarity”.% Still, since every allegory calls for de-allegorization, the
crucial hermeneutical step is that of the second level of interpretation,
«ovvaipeois», where the philosophical mind brings the separated
elements into their primary unity again.* Take as an example the issue
of Timaeus’ cosmogony.”’ In Plato’s ‘diairesis’ which depicts the

ordering of the cosmos taking place in time, due to a Demiurge who

3 For Nous’ unity see in II1.5.9,3: «To yao év v@ cvveomeipauévov,...» (“For that
which is in Intellect is contracted together,...”; Armstrong’s trnsl.), with Armstrong’s
n.1 ad loc.,p.198 (vol.Ill), and the references of KaAAryag [2004],p.451.

”

% 1V.3.9,14-15: “...dwaokallag kat to0 oadpovs xagwv...” [my translation]. See also
the following lines,ibid,18-20: “...in discussing these things [e.g. the ordering of
matter by soul] one can consider them apart from each other. [When one is reasoning
about] any kind of composition, it is always legitimate to analyse it in thought into its
parts. (“émvonoat tavta xwollovtag avta an’ AAANAWY @ Adyw olov te. éeoTt
Yoo avaAvew @ Adyw kat i) dxvoia maoav ovvBeowy.” [Armstrong’s trnsl.]. Cf.
also VI.7.35,28-29: “6 6¢ Adyoc daokwv ywoueva motel, 1o d¢ [sc. Nous] éxet 1o
voetv del,...”. In this last case the succinct methodological remark is preceded by a
reference to Poros’ drunkenness (“peBuvofeic tov véktaog”), ie. a familiar to us
reference to the Symposium myth (203b5) present in Enn.IIL.5, but this time with
reference to Nous’ relation to the One, expressed in the formula “vovg épwv”; cf.

V1.7.35,24-27.

% In another paper (work in progress) I examine the issue of Plotinus” methodological
remarks in greater length and present a more detailed story about how they relate
with the form and content of IIl.5 and in which Platonic texts Plotinus founds this

approach.

7 Cf. also Pépin [1976],p.504.
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contemplates the Forms, Plotinus responds “synairetically’: the function
of the Demiurge (efficient cause) is to be contracted/identified with that
of the Forms (formal cause), while this procedure is eternal; that the
cosmos has a beginning in time means only that it depends

ontologically upon its intelligible pattern.

Let us see now Plotinus’ application of this methodology in the
synopsis of his mythical exegesis.®® He synairetically reduces to aspects
of the soul all the different elements that the myth has depicted as
separated, since in the myth the events of Eros’ conception take place
contemporaneously with Aphrodite’s birth. From this point of view,
ITeviae comes to represent Soul’s indefiniteness, a kind of psychic
substrate, before it is informed by the emanated A6yot from Nous. In
an analogous way intelligible matter reverts upon the One, and
becomes proper Nous,® who has been identified with Zeus in §8,
contrary to Plotinus” standard identification of it with Kronos. These
emanated Adyoi/rational principles are ‘extended unfoldings’ of the
Forms, i.e. the Forms discursively perceived by Soul, which in their
subsequent degradation at the level of Nature, Soul’s lowest part, are
going to form the physical world. Ildgog represents these logoi, in so
tar as Plotinus calls him also a A6yog (in the singular),* which stands

for the totality of logoi that fulfill Soul. In other words, Poros is soul’s

% See II1.5.9,30ff. and an exposition in Pépin [1976],pp.192-198, although I do not

accept the negative part of his assessment of Plotinus’ practice in ibid.,p.197.
¥ Cf. e.g. [11.9.5,(1-3): “The soul itself... is matter (OAnv) in relation to intellect”.

40 See II1.5.9,1.
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discursive apprehension of Nous. Now, before Penia and Poros are
reduced to aspects of Soul, Plotinus has already associated other key-
features of the myth with the main protagonists. So, Zeus” garden is
identified by Plotinus with the “adornments” (koourjuatoa)* that are in
the garden, and it is these adornments that form a single representation
of I'lépoc” plenitude. Furthermore, this plenitude is manifested more
properly in Poros’ drunkenness with nectar, which overflows from
Nous’ satiety. Thus, we are presented with many subsequent and
gradual levels of contraction, before we come to the final identification
of I'Tépog and Ilevia as two (constituting) characteristics of Soul: to the
extent that Soul has a desire for the good, this represents its ‘Poros-
aspect’;*? yet in so far as it desires, it falls short of the good,** “because
desire goes with being needy”,* and this is its ‘Penia-aspect’. In this
sense Eros becomes again directly dependent on Soul, as his

progenitor. But is this the end of the synairetic procedure?

We still have to see what Plotinus says about Eros, but before that I
want to elaborate a bit further on each partner of the Poros-Penia pair.
I begin from the top with Logos, who in §9 is called “vov yévvnua kat

vnootaolg peta vouov».#  When formulating the problem of Eros’

4 Ibid.,§9,14. See the context of 11.8-14, where other synonyms for koopruata are:

«kaAAwTiopata» (“showpieces”), ayAaiopata (glories), dyaApata (images).
42 See also ibid.,§9,44-45.
# (Cf. ibid.,§9,56-57: «... €k Puxng, kabdoov EAAeimel T dyaBq, EéPletat OE,...».

# Ibid. 1.49: «OtL ael 1) Epeoig €vdeove». An exploration of Plotinus’ vocabulary of
(erotic) desire is offered by Arnou [1967],pp.59-64.

4 111.5.9,19-20.
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ontological status, I omitted to mention that this question might arise
for Poros, i.e. Logos, too, which is ascribed a “hypostasis”,* like Eros.
Of course, we have just seen that Poros is reduced to an aspect of Soul,
representing Soul’s discursive apprehension of Nous” Forms. In this
way the ‘reality” of Logos is not denied, but is internalized, as a part of
Soul’s existence, in a way that paves the path for Eros’ internalization

and synairesis with Soul that is to come.*

I turn to the bottom both in terms of ontological structure, because
Penia is lower than Poros-logos, and in terms of narrative structure,
since Plotinus chooses to conclude his treatise, and more specifically
the Symposium-myth exegesis, not with the polarity of Soul’s Poros and
Penia, but solely with its feminine member. Let us see, then, what
remained for Plotinus to state about Penia, in order to extol its

importance: “Its [sc. Eros’] mother is Penia, because desire goes with

4 Sole occurrence within IIL.5, whereas the conjunction of “hypostasis and ousia”, so
strongly put forwards in the first part of the theology of Eros, never appears with

respect to logos.

¥ Dillon [1969],p.40, is once more vacillating between a diairetic and a synairetic
reading when he states with respect to Logos that it “is being made in some way an
hypostasis between Nous and Soul. It cannot be regarded as any hypostasis in the
same way as the basic three... but it is being accorded Real Existence, as was Eros,
child of Aphrodite Urania.” Dillon’s general stance is that these ‘innovative’
Plotinian theses foreshadow the elaborations of the hierarchical scheme of reality in
the later Neoplatonists, notably Iamblichus and Proclus (cf. e.g. p.24 and passim.).
Such an ‘anticipating’ attitude is criticized by KaAAwyac [2004],p.426, as having
misled Dillon. See also the fair criticism of Aapaokoc [2003],p.269 (and «cf.
ibid.,pp.268 and 270), against Dillon’s far-fetched interpretation (cf. Dillon,p.40) of
Poros as a kind of Nous’ ‘part’, which receives Logos instantiated by the ‘nectar’, and
which, then, is ‘participated’ by Soul-Penia, all this conceived by Dillon as
foreshadowing lamblichus’ doctrine of «uetexdpevog vovg». After all, what we want

to find is a coherent view in Plotinus not just an anticipation of lamblichus.
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being needy.”*® This assertion is familiar from above. But whereas in
the treatise’s context the maxim “desire goes with being needy” refers
to Eros from a certain point of view, we have already seen Plotinus
ascribing desire, and hence ‘need’ to Soul. It is actually Soul that is in
need and, thus, produces the activity towards the good, which is Eros,
as we will see shortly. Hence, Penia is Soul both before its reversion
towards Nous and after its self-constitution: the fact that it cannot
become the Good, but only good-like makes it remain forever an erotic
entity.* Further, I have already noted the relational sense of Penia and
of its correspondent, ‘matter’.  They can denote a relational
indefiniteness; thus, when Plotinus states that “Penia is Matter, because
matter is completely needy”,” this need not refer to prime matter,
although Plotinus is categorical about the ‘complete poverty’. That he
need not mean prime matter follows immediately from his next phrase,
where he speaks about the “indetermination of the desire for the
good” 5! As he had formerly stressed, “that which is utterly without
part in the good would never seek the good”,*? and this is indeed prime

matter. But, since in our case Penia has the possibility of reversion in

48 [11.5.9,48-49, cited partly above (in n.44). The fundamental idea in that eros implies
deficiency is initially introduced in Aristophanes’ speech in the Symposium (e.g.
191a5-6 and d3-5). See also Mortley [1980],pp.45 and 49.

49 See infra,ch.1.3.
% II1.5.9,49-50: «0An d& 1 I1evia, 6t kai 1) VAN évdeng ta mavtan.
51 Ibid.,§9,50-51: «T0 ddELOTOV TG TOD dyabob émbuping».

52 Jbid,11.44-45: «oU yaQ O TO TAUTAV ApowoV ToL ayabob To ayabov av mote

(nmoeiev.»
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itself, it means that we are higher in the hierarchy of being, where the
Poros-aspect is much stronger.>® Nor should the phrase “for there is no
determinate form or Reason in something which desires this [sc. the
good]”>* worry us, if seen from a relational point of view. For the
desirer to be in a condition to desire (presumably the good), it must
already have the traces of the good. Hence, its indeterminateness is
relational to that of its principle of formation.*® Again this aspect of
relationality is stressed further in a following phrase: “But that which

is directed to itself* is Form, remaining solitary within itself, but when

5 Hence, I cannot understand why at this point Aapdokog, e.g. p.304 changes his
mind and thinks that Plotinus’ treatise concludes with reference to the matter of the
sensible world. (Compare his stance in ibid.,pp.276—277 and 296, and cf. Arnou
[1967],pp.70—79.) Even if we assume that Plotinus is specifically speaking about the
World-Soul, with the restrictions that the kinship with matter might impose on it,
‘Penia-matter’ could have only an indirect relation to sensible matter, as expressing
the increased level of Soul’s indefiniteness that enables the interfusion with matter.

However, we are not obliged to read in the context only the World-Soul.
5+ ]11.5.9,51-52: «o¥ yoQ pHoodn] T ovde AGYog €V T EPLEHEVE TOVTOL».

% The whole surrounding phrase may seem paradoxical: Plotinus states that “the
Indetermination of the desire for the good... makes the desirer more matter-like the
more he desires” (I11.5.9,50-51 and 52-53: «t0 &dgLotov g 100 ayabob émbuuiag...
VAwTeQOoV 10 édLépevov kabooov édletat motel.»). We are still talking about Soul,
not about Eros, which personifies and is the necessary outcome of Soul’s desire, and
we would expect Plotinus to state that the desire leads to the subsequent
formation/self-constitution of the desirer; hence it leads to a decrease of
indefiniteness, not the opposite. Nonetheless, here he wants to emphasize the crucial
aspect of Penia. Thus, Plotinus may mean that the realization of an entity that is
Penia in relation to its progenitor, awakes its desire to get formed by its source;
hence, it is disposed as «UAwTEQOV» towards its progenitor, which makes its desire

to be self-constituted as enformed even more ardent.

5% Ad loc. KaAAryag [2004] agrees with Wolters in that we should read «avto» instead
of «avto». This is also the reason why Wolters prefers printing «év avt@» in the
same line. Although in this second instance KaAAryag does not think necessary to
alter the text, he translates following Wolters” proposal.
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it also desires to receive, it causes the would-be recipient to be Matter
for that which comes upon it.”%” Here, we are reminded of Nous’ case
where, as we will see (in chapter 1.3.), Nous is fulfilled in respect of his
nature, but when compared to the One becomes ‘needy’, hence ‘drunk’
Nous. AsIhave repeated, there must already be Poros-traces in Penia-
Soul so that it reverts to its progenitor. Consequently, whereas Soul-
Penia could be said to be Form, i.e. have a certain level of definiteness,
with respect to itself, the realization of its divine origin allows the
entity to realize its Penia state in relation to its source, and therefore it

is like a ‘receptacle’ for the reception of higher-level form.*

I can return, now, to what Plotinus has to say about Love: “Thus
Eros is eternally and necessarily come into existence out of the longing
of Soul for the higher and good, and from the moment there was Soul,
there was eternally Eros.”® Does Plotinus mean that, although
necessarily dependent on Soul, Eros is an external entity to Soul? The
tendency towards internalization regarding Plenty and Poverty in the
preceding discussion would not favour this reading. Plotinus

responds: “It is therefore out of Poros and Penia that Eros is said to be

57 111.5.9,53-55: «10 d¢ TEOC avTo €ldOG €0TL HOVOV €V aDTw pEVOV: Kal 0éEaoBal &
EPLépevov VANV t@ EmovTL T0 de€bpevov apaokevalet.»

5% As I have noted, the form does not actually ‘mix” with this receptacle, but rather it is
the Penia-receptacle that is transformed into this higher-level Poros.

% Ibid.,§9,39-41: «del 0¢ oUtwg méotn 6d¢ €€ avaykng €k NG Puxng édpéoews mEOg
TO KQELTTOV kKal ayaBov, kal Nv d&el, €€ ovmeg kat Puxr), Eows.» In this pivotal
passage both a) the necessity (cf. «¢£ dvdrykng») of eros/reversion and b) its taking

place in an ascending hierarchy (cf. «E0g 10 kQelTTOV») are mentioned.
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born, in that Soul’s® lack and desire, and the memory that constitutes
the Reasons,® come together into a unity in soul and produce an active
orientation (tnv évépyewav) towards the good, and this is Eros.”®
Plotinus does not claim here that the activity of Soul gives rise to
another substantial entity. Soul is not mother of Eros in the sense that
Nous is father of Soul. Rather, Eros represents Soul’s own activity
towards the intelligible. Furthermore, this activity, i.e. Eros, is self-
constituting of Soul in that it expresses the formation of Soul’s inherent
Penia by Poros, in other words Soul’s discursive apprehension of Nous,
in the way that inchoate Intellect erotically reverts upon the One and
constitutes itself as the proper Hypostasis of Nous. This is the way to
understand how “Eros is eternally and necessarily come into existence
out of the longing of Soul for the higher and good, and from the

moment there was Soul, there was eternally Eros.”®

If Eros forms a substantial and internal aspect of Soul’s being,* we

can also understand why in his other reference to the myth of the birth

6 The subjective genitive “Puxng’ is absent from Plotinus’ text, but the context

supports Wolters” insertion, which is for the sake of clarity of the translation.

01 KaAAryac and Armstrong take the genitive «twv Adywv» as objective (“and the
memory of the rational principles...”), while Wolters as appositive. Although I
favour Wolters’ rendering, in both cases there are clear overtones of the theory of

recollection.

62 §9,45-48: «£x I16gov ovv kat [Teviag Aéyetal eivay, 1 1] EAAenpig kat 1) EPeoic kai
TV AOYWV 1) LVT T OHOL oLuveABOvVTa év Puxn €YEVvnoe TV EVEQYELAV TNV TEOG
0 ayabodv, éowta tovtov Ovta.» Cf. §4,21-23, (: penultimate period of the first

theological section).
6 Passage cited again supra (n.59).

& Cf. also Smith [2007],p.238.
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of love, in VI.9.[9], Plotinus speaks about Soul’s innate («oUpHPULTOGC»)
love, which explains “why Eros is coupled with the Psyches in pictures
and stories. ... every soul is Aphrodite; and this is symbolized in the
story of the birthday of Aphrodite and Eros who is born with her (pet’
avtnc). The soul in her natural state is in love with God and wants to
be united with him; it is like the noble love of a girl for her noble
father.”% A soul can be a proper entity only via the erotic orientation of
its activity towards the intelligible, and this bond is exemplified by
Eros. Hence, Eros is actually Soul itself seen from the point of view of
its self-constitution, via its orientation towards the higher levels of
reality. This is the radical synairesis to which Plotinus invites us, his
readers. It is the synairesis that he himself had done, when in Ennead
VI1.7.[38] he had declared that “the soul, receiving into itself an outflow
from thence [i.e. from the Good], is moved and dances wildly and is all
stung with longing and becomes love (€0wg).” In IIL5, after the final
exegetical stage, Plotinus urges us to go back and read again the
treatise under this synairetic point of view. Upon a second reading we
will be prepared to understand that when Soul is said to give birth to

the ovola and Umdotaoig of Eros, this substance is nothing else but

65 V1.9.9,24-34: «... éoa ovv kata Gvow éxovoa Puxr Beov évwOnvar BéAovoa,
woTep magBévog kKaAob mateog kaAov éowta.» Here Plotinus speaks of Soul’s love
for the One, without the explicit mediation of Nous. This is why KaAAvyacg,p.441
objects to Wolters’ stubborn remarks that Plotinus in III.5 speaks about love towards
Nous, not the Good. If Nous has/is the trace(s) of the One, it follows that an
aspiration for Nous is also an aspiration for the One, the ultimate source of

everything.

66 V1.7.22,8-10: «kal totvuv Ppuxr) AaPovoa eic adtiv v ékelbev dToQQOoNV Kiveltal

kat avaPakyevetat kal olotowv mipmAatal kat égwg yivetat»
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Soul, as fulfilled by its orientation to the intelligible. By generating this
erotic self-constituting activity, Soul generates its authentic self: it is an

erotic entity.

I close with a final comment. My synairetic reading of Soul’s Eros
is supported by a parallel that can be drawn to another, more
frequently discussed issue: time’s relation to Soul. In some parts of
I11.7.[45] Plotinus seems to be speaking of time as an entity alongside
Soul.®” However, the whole view of III.7 does not leave any doubt
about time’s ontological status, as an aspect of Soul’s discursive life.
Thus, Plotinus underlines that “one must not conceive time as outside
Soul, any more than eternity There as outside real being. It is not an
accompaniment of Soul nor something that comes after (any more than
eternity There) but something which is seen along with it and exists in
it and with it, as eternity does There [with real being].”%® Even in that
formulation one could assume that time is a hypostasis within Soul, but
this is just not the case. Time can be “seen” along with Soul because it
is an expression of Soul’s discursive life. What I aim to achieve with

my present reflections is to show that this is an example of the

7 See e.g. [11.7.11,17: «&xvriOn pév avt] [sc. Soul], éxivr)On d¢ kal avtog [sc. time]».

6 Ibid.,§11,59-62: «Ael d¢ oUk E€EwDev NG PuxNg Aappdvely TOV XQOVOV, (OTEQ
000 TOV alwva kel EEw TOD OVTOG, 0V av TapAkoAoVON U 0V VOTEQOV, WOTIEQ
oV €kel, AN EVOopWLeVOV Kal évovta kal ovvovia [sc. with Soul], WwoTe kdicet O

alwv.»
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interpretative attitude that we should hold towards Plotinus’ treatment

of Eros in IIL.5, too.®

1.1.4. Eros and Vision

I now return to §2 of IIL.5, where Eros is compared to the eye of a
lover; an eye that, like the Eros of the Symposium, mediates between
(«peta&v»)™ the lover, that is Soul, and the beloved, that is Nous.”? 1
will attempt to show how the first theological part of the treatise
facilitates a synairetic reading as was suggested above. I do so because
Plotinus” hermeneutical remarks apply to both myths and rational
discourses,” the Enneads falling under the latter genre. Moreover, the
old idiom of vision can help us identify philosophical, not only
hermeneutical, reasons for the synairesis I propose. Finally, in this way
the two basic claims I pursue will become clearer, i.e.: a) the synairetic
interpretive proposal, whereby soul is identified with eros, or her eyes;
b) a further ontological claim, supported by the previous one,
according to which an entity, soul in the particular case, constitutes

itself via its erotic orientation towards its higher principles.

6 See also a passing remark by Armstrong,p.190,n.1 (on 1I1.5.7.12-15), who connects
Soul’s Eros and Time.

70 For a pre-history of the simile see Bartsch [2006],pp.57-114, esp.pp.58-84.
71 The precise reference is to Eros-god, while the Symposium speaks of Eros-daimon
72 And through Nous the Good, as remarked in n.65.

7 See supra, in ch.1.1.3.
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So, what does the lover’s eye precisely do? “[TJo the lover it
provides a medium through which to see his beloved, while the eye
itself precedes vision, that is: prior to making possible this instrument-
mediated vision (tr)v Tov 6pav dU opyavov duvauw), the instrument
itself is filled with the image seen. It sees earlier, to be sure, but not in
the same way, since the eye does impress the visual image on the seer,
but itself only enjoys the vision of the beautiful one as it runs past.””
Plotinus has moved from the mythical to the metaphorical language of
this double simile,” and his ‘synairetic’ view is notable: Eros is
internalized; it is no longer a separate entity, but a substantial aspect of
Soul, since the seer cannot see without his eyes. Just as vision is the
defining capacity of the seer, so eros is the defining capacity of an

entity, like soul.

Yet, the problem is that this eye seems to have some desire of its
own, independent from that of its bearer because it “sees earlier” than
the lover. True, Plotinus qualifies by adding “but not in the same
way”, since the eye’s function is instrumental for the enabling of the
lover’s seeing, and, hence, in metaphorical terms, what remains for the
eye-Eros is the appreciation of “the vision of the beautiful one as it runs
past”.”® But is it that eros can be specifically located somewhere within

soul, and thus be differentiated from it, as an eye or an arm is distinct

74111.5.2,39-46. The last remark reminds us of Eros’ insatiability expounded ibid.,§7 in
the context of the Poros-Penia myth. See infra, ch.1.1.5.

7> Cf. Wolters,p.83.

76 J11.5.2,45-46: «tr)v Oav tob kaAob avtov apgabéovoav.»
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from the body, although an integral part of it? How can we respond to

this diairetic challenge?

For one thing, we have the antecedent of Plato’s various
statements.  Our Neoplatonist must be certainly aware of the
Theaetetus’ claim that the eyes are that “’through which” (06U wv) we
perceive in each case, rather than ‘with which’ (oic)... It would be a
very strange thing... if there were a number of perceptions sitting
inside us as if we were Wooden horses, and there were not some single
form, soul or whatever one ought to call it, to which all these converge-
something with which, through those things [sc. eyes and ears], as if
they were instruments (olov 0QYydvwv), we perceive all that is
perceptible.”””  So, it is clear that «vovg 0pntL kal voug a&xovew,” as
Epicharmus could put it, too. Nevertheless, it is again Plato who states
that “dialectic gently pulls... out and leads...upwards” not soul in
abstracto, but the eye of the soul («t0 g Puxnc Oupa»), when it is
“really buried in a sort of barbaric bog”.” If the intellectual vision
plays the fundamental role in the apprehension of the Good and the
Beauty of the intelligible realm, depicted either in the Sun and Cave-
analogy of the Republic or the ascent of the Symposium, then in cases

like our last citation the eye cannot be differentiated from its bearer’s

77 Plato, Theaetetus,184c10-d6. (All translations of Plato come from Cooper [1997],

unless otherwise stated.)

78 (Ps-)Epicharmus, Carmen Physicum, 249.1 (Kaibel): “The mind sees and hears; the
rest is deaf and blind”. Cf.idem, A&womniotov yvawuar, 12DK.

79 Republic,VI1,533d1-3.
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actual identity: a soul is a proper, i.e. philosophical soul in so far as it
envisages the Good, viz. in so far as it has eyes, or rather, as long as it is
an eye. On this Platonic antecedent one can base Plotinus” propensity
to ‘contract’ the seer, i.e. Soul, with her eye, i.e. Eros, and thus support

my first interpretive claim.

Going on further to base my ontological claim upon the previous
one, as is clear from above, it is not only the eye, but the vision that
self-constitutes Soul as such.®* There are two issues in need of
clarification here. Starting with the first: could it be that an
unactualized capacity is enough? No, Plotinus is ready to connect the
eye, i.e. the agent who has the eye, with the (“image-mediated”)
vision,®! emphasizing thus the Aristotelian idea of ‘second actuality’.
For our Neoplatonist an eye is a ‘filled” eye, i.e. an entity is fulfilled, in
so far as it actualizes its capacity to see. This is the reason why in the
context of his first beautiful ascent towards the Good Plotinus assures
us that, when one has “already ascended”, he “has already become
sight... For this eye alone sees the great beauty.”®> Thus, from the
initial stage of the synairesis between the eye and the agent we get to
the next stage of the intimate connection between the seer-eye and the

actuality/activity of seeing.

80 Cf. also KaAAvyac” excellent notes on §2,32-38 and 39-46,pp.426-427.
81 See for example the close proximity of «dupa...00a01g, "Eows...» in I11.5.3,13.

8 Cf. 1.6.[1].9,22-25: «el TOUTO YevOpevov oavtov dowg, dYic 1ion yevouevog
Bagonoac mepl cavte kKat EvtavBa 7jon dvafefnkwc pnKkéTL TOL delkvOVTOg
denbeig atevioag de ovToc yap uovoc 0 0pOaAuoc 10 péya xaddoc PAémer»
(Armstrong’s trnsl. heavily modified.)

36



CHAPTER 1: PLOTINUS AND ENNEADS I11.5.[50]: “ON LOVE”

But now we may move to the second issue in need of clarification:
why and how does ‘second actuality’ tell us anything regarding the
fulfillment of the agent (or the eye) itself? It is the time for Aristotle’s
theory of perception to come to the forefront, since for Plotinus, too, the
(vision of the) seer in a way becomes assimilated to the object to which
he directs his vision.®* Plotinus evokes this idea clearly in the second
recurrence of the eye-simile in §3, when he states that “[i]t is... out of
that which is strenuously active towards the visual object, and out of
that which ‘streams off,’3 so to speak, from the object, that Eros is born,
an eye that is filled: like image-mediated vision.”®® From this
fundamental assertion it follows that, in order for the eye to become
filled with the images that emanate from the object of its vision, it is the
eye, i.e. the agent, that must act first. Hence, although the Cratylus’
(folk-)etymology relates Eros to the passive aspect of vision -viz.
“because it flows in from outside (611 <elopet éEwOev>), that is to say,
the flow doesn’t belong to the person who has it, but is introduced into

him through his eyes... it [sc. Eros] was called ‘esros’ (‘influx”)”%e-,

8 This is how the «0pOaApdc» which looks at the sun becomes «fjAtoedr|g». (Cf. also
Plato, Phaedrus, 253a1-5.) Cf. Emilsson [1988],pp.70-71, and KaAAvyag [2004],p.429.

8 According to Wolters,p.99, “[i]t is probably no coincidence either that dmogoéovtog
is similar in sound to mogog, since both refer to the same ‘parent’ of eros, and
especially since I16pog is identified in chapter 9 with the ‘images’ (9.12 &ydApata,
9.33 eikovag; cf. guévteg, 9.35 gvévtog) down from intellect (the beloved object of

vision) to Soul.”

8 J11.5.3,11-13: «€& o0V TOL €veQYOLVTOC TUVTOVWS TEQL TO OQWHEVOV Kal €K ToD
0loV ATI0QEEOVTOG ATIO TOD OQWHEVOL OUpa TANEWOEV, olov peT’ eldwAov dpaotg,

"Eowg €yéveton.

8 Plato, Cratylus,420a9-b2.
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Plotinus here emphasizes the active element of the actuality of seeing,
stating that “it is perhaps rather from this that Eros gets its name,
because it comes to Existence out of vision, horasis.”®” In this last
citation we get a summary of my proposals so far; starting reversely: a)
being an eye implies the activity of seeing, since it is the latter that
literally shapes the form of the former. b) Plotinus calls this eye/vision
Eros, but we have seen how we can move to a synairesis of the eye
with(in) the seer. If so, then Eros himself can be contracted with its
bearer, Soul. He is only the persona of the entity that is self-constituted
by the activity of seeing, or in metaphorical terms, the “eye that is
filled” itself. Moreover, this fact explains why in the end of the first
theological part (§4), as with the second one, Plotinus arrives at the
same conclusion: “Eros is Soul’s activity as it strains toward good”, %

by which the ‘Poros’-principles of Nous come to form Soul’s ‘Penia’.

To conclude, from this ‘synoptic-synairetic’ point of view, the eye-
simile combines and unifies the two seemingly conflicting notions of
Eros: the internalization of Eros as eye of Soul shows us that a) the
activity of contemplating the intelligible, being an erotic act, stems
from and instantiates the passionate love with which Soul is filled for

her progenitor “in the way a girl feels noble®* love for her noble

87111.5.3,14-15. Cf. also Etymologicum Magnum,379.50 (Gaisford).

8 J11.5.4,22-23: «...€ow¢ ¢ évépyela PuxnNe ayabov ooryvwuévne.» Cf. ibid. §9,45-48

and supra,n.62.

% Thus we avoid potentially negative ramifications of the type “Oedipus-Electra”

relation.

38



CHAPTER 1: PLOTINUS AND ENNEADS I11.5.[50]: “ON LOVE”

father”.®* b) The actual result (the ‘offspring”) of this erotic
intentionality, however, is again to be found ‘within’ this subject: soul
constitutes itself as a proper Hypostasis by eternally gazing at the
intelligible realm, that is by being in constant erotic reference to its
progenitor. In other words, Soul, and every inferior being in relation to
its superior, is an erotic entity; it is what it is only with actual reference
to the immediate source of its existence, and ultimately to the Good.
Furthermore, the expression of this erotic intentionality is the activity
of contemplation. This is why Plotinus under the mythological veil
states that, after Eros” generation, “the two of them look upward: both
the mother and the beautiful Eros, he who is born as an Existence
(brdotaoic) that is eternally set towards Another that is beautiful”.”! It
turns out that Eros is like a mirror of the Soul: it reflects Soul after the
orientation of her intellectual activity towards the intelligible; or the
mirror represents how Soul apprehends the reflection of the intelligible
in its eyes/itself, in her ceaseless struggle to be(come) good-like.”> In
either case, this substantial Eros is actually nothing else but Soul itself,
seen from the point of view of its upwards orientation towards the
intelligible (cf. my ontological claim).”* This is the radical ‘synairesis’

that Plotinus invites us to do once more (cf. my interpretive claim). It is

9 VI.9.[9].9,34. (Armstrong’s trnsl. modified.)
91111.5.2,37-38.

%2 Both images invoke the picture of a lover seeing himself in the eyes and soul of the
beloved, for which see Alcibiades 1,132e8-133b11, esp.133b2-10 and Phaedrus,255d5-6.
Cf. Aristotle, Magna Moralia, 2.15. esp. 1213a8-27 or 7,4-8,1 (Susemihl-Armstrong).

9 Cf. also KaAAvyac [2004],esp.p.426.
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the ceaseless intentional activity of contemplation (cf. eros as évépyelx)
that self-constitutes Soul as a proper entity (cf. Eros as Uméotaoic and

ovoinx).*

1.1.5. Eros and Tragedy

Finally, I return to the myth of Poros and Penia once more. One of
AM. Wolters” most insightful remarks concerns the identification of a
relation between the eye-simile in §3 and the treatment of Eros as son
of Poros-Penia in §7.° This relation consists not only of verbal
affinities,” but also of structural analogies, as will be shown later. The
synairetic reading of the myth presented in §9 prompted us to read in
this way the eye-similes of the first theological part. Now I will close
the (hopefully not vicious) circle by coming back to the Symposium-
myth in §7, which, on the one hand, presents similarities with the first
part of the theology, and on the other paves the way towards the final
synairesis expounded in the last section (§9) of the second theological

part. For a final time, I will try to show how Eros can be contracted

% Thus, my account supersedes that of Wolters’, which suggests that Plotinus is
simply equivocal with respect to the identity of Eros, calling it either activity or the
result of the activity. Cf. Wolters’ note on §4,22, p.137; his explanation “is probably
that Soul’s évépyewn ‘constitutes’ Eros, the way ‘acting” constitutes an ‘act.” Eros is,
as it were, the ‘internal object’ of Soul’s activity. In the same way, Eros, the desire of

Soul, is also said to result from that desire; see on 9.40.”

% See Wolters [1984],p.97. For Wolters the eye-simile, applying to both Eros-god and
daimon, is to be understood better under the light of the Poros and Penia exegesis of

the last part of the treatise.

% See supra,n.84.
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with Soul. After all, the methodological principles of diairesis and
synairesis in §9 are meant to apply to this myth, even if it precedes

them.

In §7 Plotinus chooses to stress the tragic nature of Eros, although
the context of the picturesque myth of the Symposium would suggest a
more cheerful atmosphere.” We have already seen (ch.1.1.3.) that in §9
Poros, in being logos, represents the totality of logoi that emanate from
Nous to Soul. On the other hand, Penia represents the indefinite desire
of the intelligible, before it gets the logoi. According to the account of
§7, “[s]ince Reason, then, entered that which was not Reason, but an
indeterminate desire and attenuated Existence (Umootaoel), it caused
the resulting offspring to be neither perfect nor self-sufficient, but
deficient, being born out of indeterminate desire and self-sufficient
reason.””® Thus, Love “is not a pure rational principle, since he has in
himself an indefinite, irrational, unbounded impulse; for he will never
be satisfied, as he has in him the nature of the indefinite.”*® So, we see

again that for Plotinus the characteristic of Penia is fundamental; what

7 According to Symposium,223d3-6, “authors should be able to write both comedy

and tragedy: the skillful tragic dramatist should also be a comic poet”.

% I11.5.7,9-12: «Adyog o0V YeVOLLEVOS €V 0D AOYw, A0RLOTw d¢ EPETeL Kal DTTOOTATEL
ApLOQA, £TOlN0TE TO YEVOUEVOV OV TEAEOV 0VOE Lkavov, EAALTIEG D€, Ate €€ épéoewg

&oloToL Kat Adyov LKavoD YEYEVIIUEVOV.»

% Ibid.,§7,12-15: «kal éott Adyog ovTog oL kabagds, dte Eéxwv v altq Epeowv
AdoloTov Kat &AOYov kal ATELQOV: OV Y&Q HINToTe TANQWOoEeTaL, €wg av €xT) €V
a0t TV 1oL dopiotov Gvow.» Here I choose Armstrong’s translation, because
Wolters,p.179 thinks that the «A6yog o0 kaBapodg», being identified with the Adyog of
1.9, does not refer to Eros, as the rest of the interpreters take it.
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is more, even after the coming of Poros the Penia-element remains. As
I will note in the next section (1.1.6.), Poros’ is in a sense Penia in
relation to its higher principle, if we are not to ascribe dualities that can
be found only in the sensible world. The upshot of Plotinus’
description is that “Eros is like a craving!® which is by its nature
aporos: needy and without means or resources. Therefore, even in the
act of achieving its goal, it is again needy. For it cannot be fulfilled,
because its mixed nature forbids it. For only that truly achieves
tulfillment, which also constitutionally possesses fulfillment. But that
which craves on account of its inherent deficiency is like a leaky vessel;
even if it does achieve fulfillment momentarily, it does not retain it,
since its powerlessness'™ is on account of his deficiency, whereas its

‘efficiency’ [poristikon] is due to the Reason-side of its nature.”102

100 Wolters,p.183 renders «oiotgog» as “craving”, and not as “gadfly” or “sting” (so
Armstrong), as the rest of the translators do. He evokes Creuzer’s note ad loc. (in his
Parisien edition of Plotinus from 1855; in this note, inter alia, we find a reference to
VI1.7.22,9), adding that the sense of ‘gadfly’ “is rare after Aristotle, being supplanted
by pwowy (so already in Plato)”. But if Eros bears characteristics of Socrates both in
the Symposium and in IIL.5, why not stick with the Apology’s ‘gadfly’? Cf. also
Osborne [1994],p.114 and n.112.

101 T altered Wolters’ “cleverness” into “powerlessness”, since Wolters wants to retain
the MSS’ reading «evunxavov» (followed by H-S2) instead of «&urjxavov», proposed
by Kirchhoff (followed by H-Si). Although Wolters’ long justification (pp.187-192)
has influenced me, I follow H-S: and KaAAwyag' choice (p.444) in retaining
Kirchhoff’'s emendation. The parallel text from Plutarch, De Is.,.57.374d, given in H-Ss,
makes the case stronger for the «d&urxavov» option. Further, in their “Fontes
Addendi” H-S: ascribe to our present IIl.5-passage a reference to Aristophanes,
Ranae, 1429, regarding the opposition of «aufixavov» with «moQLOTIKOV».
KaAAryag,p.444 supplies more references in order to show the commonplace of the

aforementioned opposition. In another paper I will pursue the consequences of
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A part of Eros’ aforementioned tragic nature consists in the
fundamental insatiability of his desire, which in fact recalls the eye-
simile of the first theological part. In that case, we saw that the eye is
not fulfilled “but itself only enjoys the vision of the beautiful one as it
runs past”, while it “does impress the visual image on the seer”.
Nonetheless, Plotinus” elaboration of this image in terms of the Penia-
Poros myth sharpens even more the tragic aspect of ceaseless desire,
and actually brings in our mind the behaviour of the incontinent man,
who is compared to a leaky jar in Plato’s Gorgias.'® However, while
such an incontinent man presumably has desires for bodily pleasures,
Eros is confined in insatiableness, whereas he pursues the loftiest object

of desire.1%4

Still, the central problem that arises from the description of this
tragic figure is its actual identity, while we are confronted with another
aforementioned problem, that of ascribing desires to that which is only
the instantiation of desire itself. Now, let us not forget that Plotinus’

agenda is to capture Eros as activity of Soul, at least in chs.9 and 4.

Plotinus’ affinity with the passages from playwrights in respect of Plotinus’ literary

engagement with the characters of the Symposium.

102 ]1.5.7.19-25: «kat €otv 6 €Qwe olov 0loTEOg AToQEOg Tf) éavTtoL (GUOEL OO kal
TUYXAVWV ATI0QOG TAALY: 0V Yo €XeL TANovoBaL dux TO Uty ExeLv TO piypa: HOVOV
Yoo mAneovTal dANOwe, dtimep kal meTMANpwtaL T éavtoL Ppvoer O d& dx TNV
ovvoboav &vdelav édletal, kv magaxQnua TMANQwOT), oV otéyer Emel Kal TO
eVHUXOVOV VT OLX TV EVvOeLay, TO O& MOQLOTLKOV OLX TV ToU Adyov pvowv.» Cf.
also ibid.,§9,42-44.

103 See Gorgias,493a5-b3.

104 This can be an apt example of tragic irony, or indeed of Socratic one: the gadfly
pursues knowledge constantly without being able to possess it...
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Further, the affinity of Eros’ tragic description in the present context
with the eye-simile of the first part can be a useful guide in our
interpretation. To be more precise, the picture of Eros as “mixture’ of
Reason-Poros and indefiniteness-Penia is analogous to the image of the
filled eye. In the second eye-simile Plotinus spoke of that which is
active towards the beloved visual object, and of the latter as “streaming
off’ images that fill the eye, which is compared to Eros. This ‘streaming
off” clearly corresponds to the logoi emanating from Nous, i.e. to logos-
Poros, while the active orientation to the visual object is analogous to
Penia’s indefinite desire for Poros. In the eye-case I proposed that
Plotinus, making Eros the eye of a lover/desirer, that is of Soul, on the
one hand he internalizes Eros, and on the other he identifies the
medium of vision with the activity of seeing itself. The result is that if a
seer is seer qua actualizing his capacity to see, then the fulfilled eye of
the seer stands for the erotic self-constitution of an entity (lover-Soul)
as always being in constant erotic reference to its desired object.
Hence, in our present case, too, we can diagnose under the veil of Eros’
persona the self-constituting activity and desire not of Eros, but of Soul
itself. In other words, we are confronted with the radical synairesis of
Soul with Eros, the latter being a necessary aspect of the former’s (way

of) being.

However, it is not only the analogy with the eye-simile, but also
other elements from §7 alone that lead us towards this synairetic view.

As we saw in the last cited passage, Eros is called «utypo» (“mixture”),
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a word that has been repeatedly used for Eros since the beginning of
§7.1% We can then wonder regardless of the eye-analogy: who is really
the “mixture”? For one thing, Wolters aptly remarks that “Plotinus
interprets Eros as being not so much the independent offspring of
Poros and Penia as their fusion...!% As a result, the nature of Penia
(insatiability) and the nature of Poros (resourcefulness) are presented
in the sequel as simply ingredients of the ambivalent nature of Eros.”1%
Nonetheless, according to the descriptions that I gave by using the
terms of Poros-Penia myth, we could suggest that the actual fusion of
these two “ingredients” is not Eros, but a substantial entity, e.g. Soul,
which in fact, due to its constitution, exists as erotic entity. This point
can be made with reference to Plotinus’” assertions in §7, too. There, he
states that Eros” birth from Penia due to her intercourse with Poros
denotes that “it [sc. Eros’” generation] is out of Form and
Indetermination —an Indetermination characterizing Soul when it has not
yet achieved the good, but ‘presages that there is Something’ in an
indeterminate and indefinite mental image”.!® From this it follows
that Eros and Soul have many things in common, since, if Eros is a

“mixture” of Penia-Poros, these two ingredients are actually reduced to

105 See 1.16; cf.1.17.

106 Wolters,p.181 adds that Plotinus “can do this by exploiting two peculiarities of the
Greek word petyvuut (and its compounds): the connotation of sexual intercourse
which it has (LS] B 4) alluding thus to the union of Poros and Penia..., and the
possibility of construing it with éx (LSJ I),...”.

107 Ibid.

108 11.5.7,6-9.
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aspects of Soul itself. It is the Penia-state that makes Soul gaze at the
intelligible, by which activity it gets formed by Poros-logoi, that is by
the “unfolding version” of Nous’ forms, i.e. the Forms under the mode
of Soul’s discursive reasoning. Thus, the result of this procedure is not
any other substantial entity, apart from proper Soul itself; it is Soul qua
constantly related to its intelligible source of formation. Further, as I
had briefly noted during the course of the exegesis of §9 (ch.1.1.3.), the
roles of Penia and Poros are not so stable. Penia can revert towards
Nous, because it already contains traces of Poros; what is more, the fact
that after the advent of Poros Soul is said to be able to orientate its
activity towards the source of Poros means that there is always an
aspect of Penia in Soul that causes to be ceaselessly desiring the

intelligible, as if Soul were insatiable.

Therefore, if the real and substantial “mixture’ is Soul, Eros must be
mixture in another sense. The contrast is sharp when Plotinus makes
the following joint reference: “and it [sc. Eros] depends on Soul in the
sense of [sc. Soul being his] principle, since it has been generated by
Soul, although it [sc. Eros] is [sc. at the same time] a mixture...”.1® If
Poros and Penia are already reduced to aspect/states of Soul, then their
mixture cannot be an independent substantial entity within Soul, as
also the eye-simile would suggest prima facie, but a certain state of
Soul, being the outcome of the dialectical synthesis of Poros and Penia:

exactly this dialectical state is expressed by the upwards orientation of

19 111.5.7,15-17. My translation following KaAAryac’ choices.
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Soul, since it desires (Penia-aspect) the intelligible (Poros-aspect).
Finally, the image suggested by the last Plotinian citation is exactly
equivalent to the image we have seen him using in the end of §2, where
he speaks about the generation of Eros from Aphrodite’s activity
towards her progenitor Kronos, both of them gazing at Aphrodite’s
progenitor. There (ch.1.1.3.), I proposed that the Eros-offspring is
nothing else but Soul itself seen as self-constituted by its eternally
gazing at its progenitor, i.e. by ceaselessly being an erotic entity. In the
same way, here we can propose that what depends on Soul as its
principle of generation is Soul’s activity, instantiated in its upwards
orientation, which, however self-constitutes Soul as such, that is as an
erotic entity which always strives towards its source. The synairesis of

Eros with Soul is again at the forefront.

Consequently, if this is so, the real tragic figure is actually Soul,'°
which cannot be fulfilled, because “its mixed nature forbids it”, with
the result of its ceaseless aspiration of the intelligible. If we take this
reference in that sense, i.e. as describing Soul’s erotic way of being,!!!
then the immediately following comparison in Plotinus’ text becomes
more intelligible; Plotinus states: “For only that truly achieves
fulfilment, which also constitutionally possesses fulfilment.”!> This

reference seems to be to Nous, who “always desires and always

110 [t seems that instead of tragedy we are confronted with a tragic monologue.

1 Cf. my approach on the eye simile (ch.1.1.4.): seer is a seer qua actualizing his

capacity to see, instantiated in his eyes.

112 Cited supra within n.102.
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attains”. Hence, if we establish this,!* then there would be something
quite odd in a comparison between the ontology of Eros and Nous. For
example, where would Soul fit into that scheme? What is more, if Eros
can be conceived as the instantiation of an activity, why contrast it with
a Hypostasis such as Nous?'* However, we have seen that both Soul
and Nous are erotic entities. Hence, a comparison between Soul’s and

Nous’ way of being becomes more reasonable.

1.1.6. Eros and vision, again

I want to conclude this chapter by clarifying two aspects
concerning the importance and convergence of the Poros-Penia image
and the eye-simile. I begin with the issue of the necessity of the (erotic)
reversion, or why the eye is to see. In a previous section (1.1.4.), in the
treatment of the second eye-simile, I noted that contra Cratylus’

etymology, Plotinus emphasizes the active element of the activity of

113 We should do so due to the parallel and unmistakable reference to Nous from §9:
I11.5.9,18-19: “Intellect, however, possesses itself in satiety and it is not ‘drunk’ in its
self-possession for it does not possess anything extraneous”. Cf. also Armstrong’s
n.3,p.191 (on 111.5.7.20). Lacrosse [1994],pp.125-127, esp. p.126 neglects this evidence
and proposes that in the passage from §7,20-22 we should read Soul, qua bearer of
Eros, and her Eros. Hence, the contrast he draws is between a fulfilled hypostasis, i.e.
Soul (or Nous for that matter) and its Eros, which is unfulfilled. Despite this
hermeneutical discrepancy Lacrosse’s overall interpretation of the significance of Eros

does not really diverge from mine.

114 Of course, in Nous’ complete unity in multiplicity the activity of thinking is
identified with Nous’ essence, viz. the Forms. However, we have seen that Eros is the
orientation to what is higher, which in the case of Nous results in Intellect’s thinking

of himself.
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seeing. Nonetheless, one may justly retort that, contrary to what this
image suggests, as well as its apparent differentiation from the
Cratylus, for Plotinus the reversion of an entity, and its subsequent
self-constitution, are both necessary aspects stemming from the very
first emanation of that entity.!’® In other words, the active and the
passive elements are just two sides of the same coin: if there is to be
direction of the vision towards an object, the latter is going to emanate
its images to fill the vision of the eye; conversely, if there is any
emanation of images from an object to any eye, this means that the
latter has directed its vision upon that object. This is one reason I think
that the Penia-Poros interpretation serves better to clarify Plotinus’
concrete attitude, since it explains why we have the reversion of an
entity in the first place. In other words, it gives us an answer as to why
Aphrodite can be «épaoOcioa» before it gives birth to Eros,'' i.e.

before it is fulfilled by the limit that Poros imposes.

As Plotinus states in §9, “clearly that which is utterly without part
in the good would never seek the good”.""” This description fits only
prime matter, which is the source of evil in the world. Contrary to that,
intelligible (or “psychic’) matter apparently has already traces («ixvn»)
of the Good. It is the presence of these good-like elements that enable

e.g. inchoate Intellect to ‘feel” its need-“poverty’ in relation to the Good.

115 Jt is not up to Nous not to be(come) Nous, and so forth.
116 See 111.5.2,34-35.

117 Ibid.,9,44-45.
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Thus, what is potentially good in intelligible matter, Nous tries to
actualize it, although it ends up with the best possible image (cf.
«eldwAov») of the Good, which is the Forms. In this process we see,
indeed, that the reversion towards the superior principle is necessary,
since the offspring of an entity carries within it the traces of its

progenitor.

Moreover, we have already seen (ch.1.1.4.) that the activity of
vision/contemplation assimilates the vision with what is seen, although
the result within the seer is not the actual object of vision duplicated,
but the image of the latter. From that point of view, we can understand
why the idea of ‘second actuality” has such an importance for Plotinus.
In his view, an eye is the potential receptacle of the images of vision,
i.e. it is a ‘not yet filled eye’, as intelligible matter is the potentiality of
the World of Forms. For Plotinus, an eye can be actual eye, i.e. ‘filled’,
only qua seeing. From this whole procedure, we can really perceive
why an eye, representing Penia, strives to see, and why, since it sees, it

receives the “glories” of Poros, i.e. the images of the object seen.

The above description leads us to the issue of the actual
‘intercourse’ of Poros and Penia, or the nature of the “filled eye”. All
these images could suggest a view close to the Aristotelian notion of
physical substance, whereby Penia and eye are the passive elements,
and Poros and the fulfillment of the eye are the active-formal elements.
However, we have seen that Penia-eye are active in that they do not

just receive Form, but this reception is the outcome, even if necessary,
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of their actuality of seeing. This comes to a strong opposition to the
paradigm of sensible world, where matter is really inert, unable for
contemplation, and just receives form from Soul-Nature.'® Hence,
whereas in the sensible world we can speak about Aristotelian
composites, although for Plotinus matter never fully takes on form, in
the intelligible world we do not have such dualities. Rather, Penia-
intelligible matter, via the actuality of contemplation, transforms itself
becoming Poros(-Nous), viz. Good-like. The same holds in the case of
the eye which is filled by the images of the object of contemplation,

actually becoming like it, in Aristotelian terms.

Such a synairesis of Poros and Penia is not explicitly suggested by
Plotinus in his exegesis, as we saw, but it underlies many of his
assertions. However, the aforementioned synairesis is not the only
possible interpretation. For, as we have stressed, the offspring remains
always inferior to its progenitor, although it is the best possible image.
Even if Poros is what makes e.g. Nous Good-like, it is still not the
Good. Poros represents the constant relation of Nous to the One, yet it
is still inferior to its source. Hence, in a way Poros is always Penia in
relation to the One, and this fact explains why the gazing at the One is
eternal. Besides, in Plotinus’ flexible use of several notions, every level

of reality is said to be “matter’ (hence, Penia) in relation to its superior,

118 And hence we have all the complications that arise from Soul’s second/downwards

reversion.
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i.e. more infinite in relation to its principle of limit."" This is why the
eye in order to be filled must be (/is) always in the state of second

actuality, i.e. gazing at its object.

In a nutshell, Penia can denote the ‘first’ moment of the generation
of an entity, and hence explain the reversion in the first instance, but it
can also denote that the result of the reversion remains always inferior
to (“in need of’) its higher principle, and thus in constant relation to its
progenitor: this is why a self-constituted entity always remains an
erotic entity being orientated to the intelligible. This, then, is the gist of
Plotinus” view on the nature of love: for an entity to be(come) erotic
must be inferior to another one. In this view eros, as in the Symposium,
is the force that leads us only upwards. Most importantly, it has been
clear throughout our above discussions that this ascending erotic force
cannot be a substantial entity, external and/or independent of the erotic
entity to which it corresponds. In other words, the synairesis of Penia
with Poros, or the eye itself actually corresponded to an entity, (e.g.
Soul), whose nature is erotic; that is, an entity which has an erotic
intentionality, i.e. an intellectual activity towards its beloved object

(Nous/One).

119 Hence, I diverge from Smith [2007],p.241, who sees in Poros and Penia the polarity
of our undescended and embodied self. In my view the ‘duality’ of these principles
can describe a single entity, e.g. either the Undescended or the embodied soul. For
Smith’s approach see also ibid.,p.236, but compare also the end in ibid.,p.242, which
comes closer to my ‘unitary’ reading. Finally, the relevant note of Gerson
[2006],p.60,n.48 is too short to be evaluated.
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1.2. Potential objections and answers

I will now consider some potential objections to my proposals. My
aim is to strengthen even more the solution I put forward by answering
to the challenges. Issues that will concern us in this section are the
unity of Plotinus’ treatise, its daimonology and a specification

regarding the relation of Eros to Soul.

1.2.1. Unity of theme

I start with a note on my methodology. One might object that I
gave an answer to our problem by collecting evidence from both
theological sections of IIL.5, although they do not refer to the same
entity. The passages from the first theological part I evoked (§§2-3)
speak about god Eros, son of Heavenly Aphrodite, whereas the
Symposium-myth relates to daimonic Eros. To this challenge I respond
thus: the first part of Eros’ theology does not exclusively refer the Eros-
god, but also to daimonic Love.!”* Further, in that very section the
characteristics ascribed to Eros-god, e.g. the eye-simile, are explicitly

attributed to Eros-daimon, too.”?? Hence, even if the Symposium-

120 See I11.5.3,27ff. and my Synopsis above (ch.1.1.1.).

121 Cf. e.g. ibid.,§3,29. Hence, my diversion from Brisson [2004],p.79, who suggests
that Heavenly Aphrodite gives birth to an Eros identified with the higher Soul,
(because he is a god?), whereas the Soul of the sensible world engenders a daimonic
Eros, who is her vision. But why such a ‘diairetic’-fragmentary reading? Although
Brisson comes partly close to my response, he ignores the aforementioned
equivalence between god and daimon Eros. More specifically, how can the Eros of
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exegesis analyzes only the daimonic Eros, this does not preclude the
interpreter from drawing conclusions about the phenomenon of eros in
general. Such a view is also corroborated by Wolters’ aforementioned
insightful remark, according to which the eye-simile, which applies to
both Eros-god and daimon, is to be understood better under the light of

the Poros and Penia exegesis of the last part of the treatise.

Further, in a treatise which aims at extolling the importance of
“synairesis” and the unity incurred by love the Plotinian interpreter
needs to respond with the corresponding gesture.'? For example, it
might be the case that the exegesis of the myth comes as an answer to
the enquiry into the nature of daimons generally, and specifically
daimon-Eros, as proclaimed in §5 and started in §6. Still, one might
wonder what connects the two theological parts, not the potential
differentiations of Eros-daimon from Eros-god. For this reason I have
not stressed the aspect of the mother of daimon-Eros, World-Soul’s
proximity to matter, and the ramifications that this has for the various
daimonic powers employed for the administration of this whole.’?

Nor have I inferred that Penia denotes only the indefiniteness that

Undescended Soul be a Soul, whereas that of the World-one is not? What does the
latter imply about the ontological status of daimonic Eros? Further, if indeed
Heavenly Aphrodite is to be identified with Undescended Soul, and Commonly one
with the World-Soul, what is the actual identity of this “higher soul”?

12 This aspect is nicely brought out by Smith [2007]passim.,e.g.pp.236 and 242,

although I do not agree with all of his conclusions.

123 As Kalligas [2004],p.433 points out, these partial “powers” neglect sometimes the
overall planning of Soul’s administration, being in conflict with it and with each

other.
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characterizes the level of being of World-Soul, as being close to matter.
In conclusion, for the purposes of my enquiry and for the above
reasons I view the accounts of Love given in the two parts of the

theological section of II.5 as complementary.!?

I am not the only interpreter who takes this synairetic stance,
although I do not always agree with the synairetic fruits of other
scholars. The following is a good example: if we turn to §7, we find a
reference to a «A0Y0G... 00 kaBapdc».'? Here, I assumed that Plotinus
refers to Eros qua the offspring of Poros and Penia. We saw that the
Neoplatonist reduces the relation of Eros with his parents to a sort of
fusion of Poros and Penia-traits, which characterize Soul. If we can
speak about such a fusion, then the straightforward interpretation of
“impure logos” concerns the Soul’s Eros, not either of Eros’
mythological parents. Although this is the option of the majority of
translators-commentators, Wolters disagrees.'?* The latter suggests that
this'?” «Adyog o0 kaBapdc», which is identified with the Adyocg of 1.9,
does not refer to Eros, but solely to Poros-logos, which has emanated
from Nous, and which contrasts with another “Adyoc which does

remain pure: the one which is self-contained (17) and does not mix

124 In another paper (work in progress) I examine the structure of Plotinus’ treatise
into more depth, I relate it with the theme of IIL.5 and will show in greater length why
a more synoptic view of the different parts of the treatise is preferable.

125]11.5.7,12-13: “So Love is not a pure rational principle...” (Armstrong’s trnsl.).
126 Cf. Wolters [1984],p.179.

127 Cf, 111.5.7,13: <<06TO§>>.
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with dogtotia (18). This pure Adyocg belongs to the “pure” Soul which
is situated above the ‘mixed” Soul.” Thus, for Wolters this impure
logos gives rise to Eros-daimon, aspect of World-Soul, and is
juxtaposed to a pure logos, which emanates from Nous and enforms
the Pure Soul (-Penia?), which respectively gives birth to the Eros-god,
mentioned only in the first theological part, but not in the part of the

Symposium exegesis.

The asset of Wolters’ interpretation is that it leaves open the
possibility that the Symposium myth can refer directly, albeit implicitly,
to the Heavenly Aphrodite (/pure Soul). In this way, Wolters could
once more support my reading, because I have noted my propensity to
view the two parts of Plotinus’ theology synairetically, i.e. as
complementary. However, a problematic implication of Wolters’
proposal is that with respect to pure Soul there would be apparently no
indefiniteness/Penia element, since its logos does not mix with
indefiniteness. How could we, then, explain the desire of
Undescended Soul for Nous? In previous sections I explained how by
speaking of a synairesis of Poros with Penia, every ontological level can
be seen as Poros in relation to its inferiors, but Penia in relation to its
superiors. In that way, even if pure Soul did not share in the
indefiniteness/Penia referred to in the Symposium myth, its Poros aspect
would still be Penia in relation to Nous, and hence we can account for

Heavenly Aphrodite’s longing of its progenitor.
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Consequently, although I endorse Wolters’ general synairetic
stance, due to the aforementioned problem I disagree with the details
of his approach,'”® a substantial part of which is his thesis on the
referent of “impure logos” in 1.13. Thus, I will stay with the traditional
view: “impure logos” already refers to Eros.’” Besides, the abrupt
change of the subject (of «é&npotntat d¢ Puxnc») in the immediately
following passage,'*® where the reference is undoubtedly to Eros, as is
acknowledged by Wolters, too, would make very difficult the

explanation as to how these consequent passages relate to each other.

1.2.2. On daimonology

The reference to the daimonic or divine status of Eros brings me to

a second potential objection. Save for the aforementioned ascriptions

128 See also the case of Dillon [1969], whose attitude is to read the whole treatise, or at
least the theology section, as being an exegesis of the Symposium myth. Although I
am sympathetic to this view, his conflation of the data given in the second section of
the theology (logos) with that of the first one (ousia) leads him to results I cannot
follow. For instance, when commenting on the second section of the theology,
§7,15ff., Dillon,p.36, states the following: “Eros itself is a logos, proceeding from Soul.
What seems to be stated here is that it is also a mixture produced from another logos
(Poros) proceeding from Nous, (which is not mentioned), this logos descending from
Nous to mingle with the soul (as unboundedness)”. Yet, the statement that “Eros
itself is a logos, proceeding from Soul” does not appear in the passage he comments
on, and actually it is not stated, at least explicitly, anywhere in the treatise. See also
KaAAvyac [2004],p.428,(: note on §3,1-11), who underlines that the reference to
«Adyoc» is made only in the second part of the theology; hence, another reason to see

Dillon’s overall conclusion as illegitimate.
129 See e.g. KaAAryag’ relevant comments and translation ad loc.

130 See II1.5.7,15ff.

57



CHAPTER 1: PLOTINUS AND ENNEADS I11.5.[50]: “ON LOVE”

of ‘substance” and “activity” to Eros, Plotinus underlines Love’s divine
status throughout the treatise. Especially in the end of both theological
parts, after he has made the bold statement about Eros’ being Soul’s
activity, Plotinus concludes that “the Eros of the upper Soul may be
considered a god, which keeps Soul eternally attached to that higher
reality, but the daimon is the Eros of mixed Soul”.!® Regarding this
second instance of Eros, in the end of the treatise Plotinus adds that it
“is something matter-like... which is born from Soul, insofar as Soul
lacks the good, yet desires it.”13> Furthermore, in §6 he gives us an
extensive discussion of the nature of daimons in general and of the
criteria of their distinction from gods.!®® Does not this material build in
the view that Eros can be seen as a specific divine entity,’** which,

although related to Soul, is external to it?

My retort is that if Eros-daimon is an instance within a larger
group of daimons and deities, then my previous presentation about
Eros” ontological status should modify our conception of Plotinian
daimonology on the whole. We should not see daimons as substantial
entities on their own right, but rather as powers whose exercise fulfills

the being of an entity like World-Soul. This synairetic point of view is

131 Ibid.,§4,23-25.

132 Tbid.,§9,55-57: «oUtw ot 6 "EQgwg VAwWOg tic €0ty kal dalpwv obTéC oty €k

Puxng, kabdoov EAAeimel T dyaB@, Eédletar d€, yeyevnuévog.»

133 In this Plotinian context Osborne [1994],p.113 notes a literary inversion of the
Platonic theme of lack, because now the daimons are said to have «n&6n» whereas
the gods lack them; (they are &maOeic». See IIL.5,6,10-11).

134 Cf. also ibid.,§9,42: “This Eros is a mixed thing («pktév Tt XoNua»)...”.
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verified by Plotinus’ various statements in §6 itself. First of all,
although he ascribes daimonic status to both World-Soul and the rest of
the daimons, including her Eros,'® Plotinus is not unequivocal. World-
Soul is the proper substance/entity from which several activities with
respect to the administration of the world emanate. Now, in 11.30-32 he
refers to “...the other daimons...being brought forth from Soul...but by
different powers” («duvapeot d¢ €tépalg yevvwuevor»), whereas two
lines below (11.33-35) he remarks that “it was necessary for the World-
soul to be adequate for the world by bringing forth daimon-powers
(«yevvnoaoav duvapelg datpovawvr»)...”. That is, on the one hand
Plotinus declares that daimons are generated by powers, whereas, on
the other, he claims that they are powers themselves.’® But then the
case is as with Eros: we have seen that in chs.4 and 9 Eros is the activity
that result from Soul’s erotic disposition. We concluded that this
activity is also self-constitutional of Soul. The same applies to the
daimons: in so far as they serve in the administration of the world,'>”
daimons self-constitute World-Soul (the proper entity) as the ruling
principle of the world. Hence, we can come to a synairesis of the

daimons with World-Soul, asserting that they are necessary aspects of

135 Since we are closer to matter, the multiplication-indefiniteness-division increases,
thus Plotinus speaks about daimons in the plural, whereas so far he has referred to
only ‘one” god: Aphrodite and the necessary aspect of her being: god Eros. This is
not to suggest that he does not accept the existence of a plurality of deities, e.g. the
stars, the visible gods. It is interesting however, what he is willing to refer to in this

treatise and what not to.
136 Cf. also Wolters,p.164.

137 Cf. 111.5.6,31-33.
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World-Soul’s being. It turns out that Plotinus’ concept of daimons (and
equivalently of gods) is more nuanced than expected, and that Eros’
ontological status can help us in clarifying these ontological

questions. '

Moreover, my de-mythologizing reading of Plotinus can be
verified by Plotinus’ stance in other treatises. When, nowadays, we
read the Symposium, we do not need to take the references to the
daimonic nature of Love as fundamental tenets which reveal the
complicated structure of reality between the sensible and the
intelligible realm. Instead, such mythological references just pave the
way for an understanding of Diotima’s “greatest mysteries”.!¥
However, every historical phase sees the past from its own eyes. That

we, or Plato, do not seem to ascribe much importance to this kind of

13 Hence, I believe that my approach is more adequate than Hadot's one, when he
relates the answer to the problem of the ontological status of Eros with Plotinus’
principles of classification concerning a) intelligences and souls within the intelligible
realm and b) gods, daimons and humans within the realm of Soul. See Hadot
[1990],pp.24-25: “L’*Ame’ représente... un ensemble, lui aussi hierarchisé et unifié...
A Tlinterieur..., la moindre distinction réelle est ell-méme essence et substance. Si
dong,..., 'Amour est désigné comme une hupostasis, cela signifie, selon le sens
habituel du terme chez Plotin, une ‘production substantielle’. Pour situer exactement
I’Amour dans le systeme plotinien des réalités, il faut remarquer,..., que, chez Plotin,
on constate une interférence entre le principe de classification qui distingue les
Esprits et les ames et un autre principe de classification qui distingue les vivants
raisonnables en dieux, demons et hommes (par exemple 38 (VI, 7), 6, 26-34),...
Voulant insister fortement sur le caractere substantiel, et donc sur la bonté de 1
Amour, comme désir naturel de 'ame, Plotin n’a donc aucune difficulté a le
concevoir comme un dieu ou un démon, comme un étre vivant et eternel du méme
type que l'ame elle-méme,... Mais ce n'est évidemment pas une quatriéme

hypostase.”

139 Perhaps Plato would seem more committed to the existence of daimons in
Laws,713c5-e3. Cf. also KaAAvyag [2004],p.376,n.1 (:Introduction to Enn.111.4).
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reference need not reflect the attitude of other historical periods. The
example of the perception of the idea of our “allotted guardian spirit”
in conjunction with Socrates” ‘guardian spirit’ (dawudviov) is
characteristic. Philosophers have been always ready to read allegorical
references to human psychology under these ascriptions.’ However,
within the course of time, complications were not avoided.'! The
Middle Platonists seem to have made a lot from such references in their
elaborate accounts of daimonologies.? Such attitudes led to the
elaborate religious-pagan hierarchies of later Neoplatonists." Hence,
the position of Plotinus within such a historical context* would seem
to justify why one could take him as suggesting a hypostatization of

Eros. But is Plotinus really committed to that view?

The above mention of “our allotted guardian spirit” becomes an
ally of mine, since it testifies to Plotinus’ calm and rational engagement

with popular-superstitious beliefs and the various pagan-religious

140 See the references of KaAAwyac, pp.379-380, to Xenocrates and the Stoics, notably
Chrysippus. From the Pre-Socratic reflections on the theme of ‘daimon’ let us not
forget Heraclitus,B119DK: «10oc avBownw daipwv», and Democritus,B170 and
171DK.

141 Cf. also Zukovteng [1949],p.193*n.7.

1422 See Plutarch, [lepi tov Zwkpatove datuoviov, (e.g. 580d-e); Apuleius, De deo
Socratis, (e.g. 11.145); Ma&wog Togwog, Ti 10 darpoviov Lwkpdatove a (e.g. VII 5,
90.17-92.4 Hobein) kai p'. Cf. KaAAvyag, pp.381-382 with notes.

143 See e.g. Proclus’ Commentary on the First Alcibiades,67,19-83,16, and cf. infra my
discussion in 2.2.3. At ibid.,75,11-15, Proclus refers to and criticizes Plotinus’ relevant
view of the ‘guardian-spirit’, for which see infra in the next paragraph of my text.

(This is also acknowledged by Armstrong’s Introductory Note to II1.4 [vol.3],p.140.)

144 See also the informative survey of Timotin [2012].
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elements found in the philosophical works of his past. That is,
according to Plotinus’ early treatise II1.4.[15], entitled “On our allotted
guardian spirit”, the Neoplatonic founder is ready to internalize this
belief, and incorporate it in his psychological theory. For Plotinus this
guardian spirit may not be the leading-reasoning part of our soul, but
actually it is identified with the ontological level above that which is
dominant in our conscious life. In such a view, even the One can be
said to be the guardian spirit of a philosopher, who has attained to the
level of Intellect.'*> We should approach other references to gods and
daimons throughout the Plotinian corpus in a similar way."*¢ Under
the veil of such ‘traditional” references Plotinus may be entertaining
innovative views, absolutely compatible with his whole system, and
also crucial for a better understanding of his rational stance towards

reality.

1.2.3. A daimonic counter-objection from within II1.5?

One might claim, however, that there is a serious argument within
Plotinus” text which undercuts my proposal of the synairesis of Eros
with Soul, i.e. the synairetic view of Eros as an internal and necessary
aspect of Soul’s being. When Plotinus in §5 rebuts Plutarch’s

interpretation of the Symposium-myth which identified Eros with

145 See especially I11.4.8§6,passim.

146 In IIL5 Plotinus refers to the specific issue of the ‘guardian spirit’ in §4,4-6.
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cosmos, the Neo-Platonist gives several arguments against the Middle-
Platonist. One of them is that “if the world is equivalent to its Soul, just
as man is equivalent to man’s Soul, then it necessarily follows that
Aphrodite is Eros.”'¥” Nonetheless, this statement leads to many
absurdities according to Plotinus, since e.g. if the cosmos would be a
daimon, then we would not able to account for the rest of the daimons:
since they have the same substance as each other, therefore they, too,
should be (parts of) the world, and then the world would be the

mishmash of daimons, something unbearable for Plotinus.!*

What is more important, though, is his thesis concerning the
avoidance of identifying Aphrodite, that is Soul, with its off-spring, i.e.
Eros. Such an attitude shows why the “synairesis’ I propose is not an
unqualified identification, and hence it can clarify my views. It is true
that talking about Penia and Poros I came close to the point of
identifying them with Soul; Soul is Penia in relation to Nous, but Poros
in relation to the physical cosmos. In any case, the myth talked about
Eros as the offspring of this pair, hence I diagnosed the derivative sense
in which Eros is connected to Soul. Eros depends on Soul, because it is
the outcome of her ontological status; we saw that it was the self-
constituting activity that brings Soul in contact with the intelligible.
Hence, Eros was an activity stemming from within Soul’s own nature,

not something external. What is more, a Soul without erotic activity

147 Tbid.,§5,13-15.

148 See ibid.,§5,15-18.
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cannot be considered as existent entity, at all. Hence, my ‘synairesis’
does not simply identify Soul with Eros. It is as if we claimed that a
music conductor is the activity of conducting. However, it is true that
in so far as he conducts, he is a conductor; thus, the (intentional)
activity gives one his proper identity. It is in this way why Eros is an
internal and inseparable aspect of Soul; it stems from Soul’s own nature
as the aspiration of its self-completion. Hence, the real problem that
Plotinus has with Plutarch’s interpretation is that Eros is not any more
the self-constituting activity of an entity, but an independent entity
itself. This is what could enable one to identify Aphrodite with Eros.
Contrary to that, Plotinus” interpretation preserves the derivative sense
between Aphrodite and her Eros; for Plotinus an Aphrodite that has

not given birth to an Eros, is not a real Aphrodite.'#

1.2.4. Eros and Soul: who is first?

I will conclude this chapter with an important detail of Plotinus’
account of the generation of Eros that completes the synairetic picture I
gave. We have seen that eros is the activity of Soul that constitutes it as
a substantial entity. In this formulation eros is at once

contemporaneous and posterior to its mother. As KaAAwyac aptly

149 Cf. the beginning of Pausanias’ speech in the Symposium,180d4: «...o0k £oTiv dvev
"Eowtoc A¢oditn». What this discussion brings out is that there is an inseparable
unity between the entity and its (intentional) activity, between what an entity is and

how it exists.
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remarks,'® Aphrodite’s Eros is both «£€ avtrc», as causally dependent
on Soul, and «oUv avt», ' because it is Soul’s self-constituting
activity. This is what Plotinus wants to bring to the forefront when in
§2 he states that “since Aphrodite [sc. Soul] follows upon Kronos [sc.
Nous]... she directed her activity towards him and felt affinity!'> with
him, and filled with passionate love for him brought forth Love, and
with this child of hers she looks towards him”.1¥® Here, the ‘loving
passion’ found in the activity of Aphrodite to her progenitor is distinct
from the Love-Eros, the result of her activity. Hence, one could
complain: if Soul can be filled with eros prior to its generation, why do
we really need a hypostatized Eros-offspring? My synairetic
interpretation has already given an answer to this: the erotic activity of

Soul gives rise to its authentic self, i.e. an erotic entity.

Now, if we turn to the description of Eros” birth in the second
theological part of the treatise, one might note an inconsistency with
the previous citation. I refer to our well-known passage: “...lack and

desire, and the memory that constitutes the Reasons, come together

150 Cf. KaAAryac [2004],p.426.

151 Remember Plotinus’ initial questions in II11.5.2,11 and 13-14, which I included in my

Synopsis (ch.1.1.1.).

152 The notion of «oixkeiwoig» is Stoic in origin and its cognates are used more than
once in our treatise; (see §1:11.13,18,25,38; §2,34). Cf. Wolters,p.10.

153 J11.5.2,32-35: «&demopévn on @ Koovw... évrjoynoé te meog adtov kal gkewwon
kat éoaoOcioa "Eowta €yévvnoe kal Hetd TOUTOU TQEOS aUTOV  PAEmew.
Armstrong’s trnsl; Wolters translates as follows: “being intent... upon Kronos
...Soul has conceived toward him both an activity and an affinity, and in her passion
for him has given birth to Eros, together with whom she now looks toward him.”
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into a unity in soul and produce (¢yévvnoe) an active orientation (trv
évépyewav) towards the good, and this is Eros.”'® The «&AAeupio»
corresponds to the Penia-aspect of Soul; but «€¢AAeupic» of what? Of
the Poros-aspect of Soul, which is «twv Adywv 1) pvriun». Actually,
the Poros-aspect is the “logoi”, whereas their memory denotes again
the upwards orientation towards them. Now, «&dpeoic» being in the
middle has an ambivalent position, since it clearly corresponds to the
Penia-aspect of Soul, but the orientation of the desire is determined by
the recollection of the logoi. However, in the previous citation from the
tirst theological part it seems that the erotic activity is prior to the
constitution of Soul’s erotic substance/entity. On the other hand, in the
passage from §9 it is the fulfilled substance of Soul that generates a
posterior erotic activity. In other words, whereas in the passage from
§2 Aphrodite would act towards her progenitor filled with erotic
passion for him and then generate Eros, in §9 the erotic activity seems
to follow the self-constitution of Soul, which is the result of her
separate and unqualified “desire”. Is Plotinus contradicting himself?
Or is he just careless with the details? Neither. To this challenge I have
a twofold answer: a) in his methodological remarks Plotinus has
warned us about the distortion that a discursive/diairetic grasp of
reality can yield. b) Eros is the self-conscious desire of the intelligible,

since, as I have stressed, it is through eros that Soul constitutes itself as

154 Ibid.,§9,46-48.
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a proper entity, which means being orientated towards its

source/principle.

Let me now elaborate a bit on these two remarks. My first point,
although preliminary, reminds us that all these complications, which
relate to the temporal sequences, denote complicated ontological
structures. Further, our language is restricted by various aspects of our
discursive apprehension of reality. Hence, the fact that sometimes
Plotinus mentions things happening prior to others, whereas at other
times he makes them posterior, may denote the higher degree of unity
within the fundamental function of Hypostasis-Soul. When this reality
is put to words, the interpreter must not stop at the diairetic elements
which discriminate various accounts of the same thing, but he should
proceed to a synairesis that sees these accounts as complementary.
Besides, as I just noted with respect to the passages in §2, Plotinus aims
at showing that Eros is not only derivative, but also contemporaneous

with Soul.

I proceed to my second point which is the most vital. In discussing
the eye-simile, I suggested that the constitution of Soul is that of an
erotic entity, always being in constant reference to the intelligible. This
is why in §9 Plotinus separates the «é¢dpeoic» from Eros, qua the result
of édpeoig, since exactly this former desire represents the first moment
of inchoate Soul’s/Penia’s reversion which fills it with logoi. This prior
é¢peoig of §9 clearly corresponds to the prior “erotic passion” of §2.

Yet, as we have seen, the orientation of Soul is ceaseless, because there
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is the element of insatiability, as was emphasized in the section on §7’s
tragedy (ch.1.1.5.)." Soul can sempiternally be what it is, only with
constant reference to the intelligible. This is why it is an erotic entity.
What is more, I do not contradict myself, either, having stated that the
offspring of Aphrodite, which gazes at the noeton with its mother, is
actually Soul itself from the aspect of its self-constituting orientation
towards Nous. I have repeatedly stressed that for an entity to be what
it is, it must exist orientating its activity towards the higher realms.
This is what the «&vépyewx» in the last passage from §9 denotes; it is
this eternally self-constituting activity. Furthermore, we can propose
that: a) épeoic is this évépyewn that self-constitutes Soul at its first
moment of reversion. Thus, the element of Penia prevails here. b) On
the other hand, évépyewa is also the eternal self-constituting activity of
the “‘already’ fulfilled Soul. Hence, at that time the Poros-aspect is more
prominent. But in both cases we have both elements working. In this
tirst reversion/activity, Soul must already have the Poros-traces to be
“filled with passion” and generate Eros. Yet, when it generates Eros,
that is, when Soul is self-constituted, it stays forever gazing at Nous,
hence the Penia-aspect is always present. This is why “Eros is eternally

and necessarily come into existence out of the longing of Soul for the

155 Compare also the view of Rist [1964],p.98: “Desire gives way to adoration, though
the word used... is still... "Eowg”.
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higher and good, and from the moment there was Soul, there was

eternally Eros.”1%

Finally, I need to close this section with an additional point on the
substantial result of Soul’s erotic activity and desire for what lies above
it. Although not stressed by Plotinus in IIL5, a distinction should be
drawn between an (internal) product and an (external) by-product.
The former is what I have been showing so far: Soul’s self-constitution
as a proper entity, i.e. Eros. The latter is the subsequent generation of
Soul’s lower parts, which -via the ultimate generation of matter- leads
to the formation of the physical cosmos.’” Hence, the substantial,
derivative and external result of Soul’s erotic activity is not Eros, but
what lies beneath Soul,'™® as is the case with Soul’s generation from

Nous’ contemplation of the One.'®

1.3. Nous and Eros

15 See supra (nn.59 and 63) on this passage.

157 The procedure of the (de-)generation of logoi, which Soul projects to matter, is
described in II1.8.8§§1-7. 1Ibid.,§4,39-40, Plotinus states that “[e]verywhere we shall
find that making and action are either a weakening or a consequence
(magakoAovOnua) of contemplation”. My ‘by-product’ captures the sense of

«TOQAKOAOVON L.

15 This aspect is stressed by Stathopoulou [1999], e.g. p.87. In view of the
Neoplatonic thesis that the world is eternal we could paraphrase the aforecited
phrase from IIL5 in the following way: ‘Cosmos is eternally and necessarily come into
existence out of the longing of Soul for the higher and good, and from the moment

there was Soul, there was eternally cosmos.’

159 See also I11.5.3,3-4.
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What I have been showing so far is that the erotic generation of
Soul from Nous is equivalent to the erotic relation that Nous has with
the One.’® The reason I am now tackling specifically with Nous is
twofold: a) its erotic generation verifies the synairetic reading I
proposed with respect to Soul’s Eros in IIL.5. b) More generally, it
illuminates once more the importance that Eros has in Plotinus’
ontology. Let me begin by drawing a general scheme drawn from
other treatises, where Plotinus gives a more detailed description of the
emanation of Nous from the external activity of the One.!* There, he
speaks of two ‘moments’:'? first, we have the emanation of an
“inchoate Intellect”, or “intelligible matter”, which is simple, but in a
degraded-potential sense compared with the One’s actual simplicity,

and hence can be compared to Penia from IIL.5’s Symposium-myth.

160 However, a complication in the analogy comes from the notion of Undescended
Soul. Whereas the One is ungraspable in its hyper-being by the lower hypostases,
Soul, qua Undescended, partakes in Nous, having the same content as he. However,
qua Soul, it is external to Nous, as a different Hypostasis, which implies that it
reasons on the same content in a different mode than Nous. Thus, what differentiates
Soul from Nous is the former’s “discursion” («duk-vowx»); Soul’s reasoning is not an
intuitive “all-at-once” procedure as Nous, but it moves in distinct steps, e.g. by
separating the cause from its result. As we will see, this is an aspect of what Poros as
Logos stands for in the Symposium myth. Hence, the reason why Soul might feel in
need of Nous and revert to it is less a matter of lack in respect of content; it is, rather,

a matter of lack with respect to the mode of apprehension of the same content.

161 For specific references see in the following notes. On the whole, I follow
Emilsson’s excellent account [2007], especially pp.80-90, where he gives a detailed

commentary of the passage concerning Nous’ generation from V.3.10,8-11 and 16.

122 No need to repeat that the discursivity of our human language imposes ‘diairetic’
restrictions to the description of such a procedure that transcends time, being eternal.
If there seems to be any ‘splitting” in different ‘moments’ and temporal relationships,
all these are ways to denote only ‘synairetic’ onto-logical relations.
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After this first emanation, inchoate Intellect reverts upon the One.
However, this gazing at the One has as immediate effect Intellect’s
thinking of itself,' with the further result of Nous’ self-constitution as
the World of Forms (cf. its Poros-aspect), i.e. as the proper second
Hypostasis. Nous’ being the best possible image of the One’s unity-
simplicity, has introduced unity in multiplicity. It is notable that in this
picture, Nous’ activity towards the One, expressing again an erotic
intentionality, self-constitutes Nous’ being, that is, as a self-thinking
that produces the «Ovtwg 6vta». Hence, it is this eternal erotic
reversion that constitutes Nous’ proper being, making Nous an erotic
being.’** Of course, in this ‘erotic’ description of Nous” generation there
arises no question concerning any potential postulation of a separate
Eros-entity. Finally, although it is true that Plotinus does not usually
describe the dependence of Soul to Nous in terms of Nous’ relation to
the One, in the erotic-‘synairetic” treatise III.5 he urges us to do so; since
the present focus is on what it is to be an erotic entity, I hope that the
analogies of the erotic reversions-activities and self-constitutions

between the two lower Hypostases have become clear enough.'%

Nonetheless, even if I we can couch Intellect’s generation in terms
of IIL.5’s Poros-Penia myth, in VL7.[38], when Plotinus explicitly

connects Nous’ being in relation to the One with the Symposium-myth,

163 See also Vernant [1990],pp.475 and 477.
164 Cf. IV.7.[38].35,24: «voUg €Q@v».

165 For a support of the idea that there is an analogy between Soul and Nous despite
the fact that Nous is not Undescended as Soul is see Emilsson [2007],p.78 and n.9.
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he does not mention Penia at all. A reason might be that in
Enneads,I11.6.[26] Plotinus uses again the same mythical material with
respect to the formation of the sensible world, where Penia is prime
matter, and, as stated (already in 1.1.3.), for Plotinus sensible matter
never fully gets form. Hence, perhaps to avoid negative connotations,
he chooses not to speak in terms of Penia, although he does so with
respect to Soul in our treatise, which is later than the other two. The
III.5-case may be an indication that in the mediating level of Soul,
between sensible and intelligible world, we can speak of an increase of
indefiniteness, and hence the symbol of Penia is more apt. It is also
notable that Penia in our treatise does have intercourse with Poros, and
not with an image of it as in the Plotinian interpretation given in III.6.1%
Of course, the fact that Plotinus is ready to give multiple
interpretations of a single source of mythological material in various
treatises need not imply any inconsistency. It reveals Plotinus’
dynamic way of de-allegorization, where the myths serve as useful

tools of the presentation that Plotinus wants to give.

Returning to how he treats the same myth in VL7, Plotinus
implicitly identifies Poros with Nous, and stresses the role of Poros’
drunkenness, which has already been mentioned. It is worth citing the
passage:

“Intellect also, then, has one power for thinking, by which it

looks at the things in itself, and one by which it looks at what

166 See I11.6.14,7-18.
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transcends it by direct awareness and reception, by which
also before it saw only, and by seeing acquired intellect and
is one. And that first one is the contemplation of Intellect in
its right mind, and the other is Intellect in love, when it goes
out of its mind ‘drunk with the nectar’; then it falls in love,
simplified into contentment!®” by having its fill; and it is
better for it to be drunk with a drunkenness like this than to

be more respectably sober.”16

We see once more that what constitutes Intellect qua Intellect is this
passionate-loving gazing at the One, as if the result of a divine
drunkenness. If we can identify Poros with Nous here, then we have
again a duality of mythological elements: Poros and the nectar that has
made him drunk. This pair can correspond to the pair of Penia-
(drunken) Poros in the III.5-case. Poros has the traces of the One and
reverts upon its source in a way that he becomes mad from love,
because he is constituted as an erotic entity, as being in constant
relation to the source of his divine madness. Further, as we have seen,
(again in 1.1.3.), in the Symposium exegesis of IIL.5, the temporal
distinctions are not so clear-cut: it seems that the result of Poros’
contemplation is his being drunk with the nectar, but we can also claim

that the nectar that has filled him is the traces of the One which make

167 Instead of Armstrong’s “happiness”, since it is too strong a rendering of

«evmaBelx». An alternative translation is also “satisfaction”.

168 V1.7.35.19-27: «Kai tov voOV tolvuv TV HEV EXeLV dUVAULY €IC TO VOELY, 1] T €V
avT BAémer, TV O, 1) T émtékeva aOTOL ETBOAT TIVL KAl Taxeadoxn, kad’ v kol
MEOTEQOV €WQa HOVOV Kal 6pwv Votegov kal vouv éoxe kal év éott. Kat oty
gkelvn pév 1) Béa vou Eudoovoc, alitn 8¢ vovc épwv, 6tav dppwv yévntat pebvobeic
TOV VEKTAPOG: TOTE épav yivetal andwOelc €ic evmabeiav T kopw: kal 0TV avTQ

peQvewv BEATIOV 1) oepvoTéQW elval TolxvTNG péOnG.»
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Poros eternally revert upon its source and constitute itself. What is
more, if we take the drunkenness to be the result of Poros’ reversion,
then we can see why sober Poros can be the equivalent of Penia in our
case.!'®” Neither of them are yet filled with the divine traces/limits
which are imposed by the (drunken) Poros in the IIl.5-case, and solely
by the nectar in VI.7-case. Finally, it is important to note that what
emanates from the One, and any other ontological level in general,
transfers the ceaseless ardent passion for reversion towards it. Thus,
since in IIL.5 this overflowing nectar is compared to the Logos-
(Drunken) Poros inseminating Penia, Dillon aptly remarks that “[t]he
Way Down and the Way Up, in fact, spring together from this

drunkenness...”.170

A further problem, though, with my approach is how to account
for Nous’ fulfillment contrary to Soul’s insatiability, while both entities
are erotic. Remember that in §7 Plotinus states that “only that truly
achieves fulfillment, which also constitutionally possesses fulfillment.
But that which craves on account of its inherent deficiency is like a

leaky vessel”.'”! Further, as the other abovementioned passages above

169 ] have already remarked that Plotinus tries to avoid this straightforward
connection. This can be also a reason why in V1.7 he does not use the name of Poros,

but he restricts himself to using one element from the myth only.

170 Dillon [1969],p.38. Cf. an analogous remark (but said of the One and the soul) e.g.
in Rist [1970],pp.168 and 172; cf. also Rist [1999],p.382 (on Nous’ relation to the One.
In ibid.,p.386 there is connection with the pseudo-Dionysian ecstasy, for which see
infra, ch.3.1.2).

171 1I1.5.7,21-24. Lacrosse avoids the problem by contrasting things in different
categories: Soul and her erotic activity. See supra,n.113.

74



CHAPTER 1: PLOTINUS AND ENNEADS I11.5.[50]: “ON LOVE”

suggest, if Nous is already fulfilled then, how can he have desire for
the Good? To these legitimate questions I have two points in response.
The first element I would like to exploit here is the eternity of Nous.
One aspect of Nous’ way of being is eternity; i.e. a constant now,
without any temporal extension/succession that characterizes the
sensible realm. This erotic-self-constituting reversion is an eternal now.
This is an alternative way to understand the seemingly contradictory
idea from Enneads,II1.8, according to which Nous “always desires [cf.
Penia aspect] and always attains [cf. Poros aspect]”,'”? where the
“always” denotes atemporal eternity. Further, I have already
mentioned (e.g. in n.160) that an element that distinguishes Soul from
Nous, is the former’s discursivity in contrast to the ‘concentrated” unity
of Nous. Temporality, however, implies extension and succession of
different time-units. Besides, this is why time is the “moving image of
eternity”. Within this temporal realm, the realm of Soul, we have seen
that Soul, too, is an erotic unity, always being in reference to its
intelligible source. Nonetheless, in this case the “always” must be
conceived not as eternal now, but as denoting sempiternity, that is the
totality of time (-units). Within this temporal framework, for an entity
to be ‘always desiring and always attaining’ would be a stronger
contradiction, since, if at one distinct moment Soul is fulfilled, why
should it keep desiring its fulfillment? True, we are not obliged to

view Soul’s generation from a temporal perspective, although Plotinus’

172 Cf. 111.8.11,23-24: «ote &v pév 1@ v 1 éPeolg Kal éPLépevog Ael kal ael

TUYXAVWY,...»
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elaboration of the issue is not quite clear.’”> On the other hand, a mild
failure of one to attain what he strives for can make him pursue further
and further to fully attain his object of desire. Hence, in stressing the
insatiability of Soul(’s Eros), in contrast to Nous’ satiety, Plotinus
perhaps focuses on the different way of being for his two entities,”
and at the same time he tries to block a counter-argument that would
attempt to obliterate the position that Soul is sempiternally an erotic
entity. It is true that Soul is fulfilled by gazing at the intelligible; but,
after its fulfillment, why does it not stop its seeing? If it stopped at
some points in time, and then it realized that it must revert again, then
there would be times that the sensible realm would be really bereft of
its ultimate source, which of course would be quite unacceptable for
Plotinus and his anti-Gnostic polemic. Consequently, if we are to
account for Soul as desiring the noeton for the totality of time, perhaps
the best solution is to emphasize the tragic nature of its existence, i.e.
that it is (always) orientated towards its source, however never fully

attaining it, and hence always desiring it.'”>

173 See also MovtoodmovAog [1978],pp.170-171.

174 Hence, my train of thought here perhaps is the same with Armstrong, although
coming from the opposite direction; see Armstrong,p.190,n.1: “...The idea that the
soul’s Love has a radical incompleteness, a permanent incapacity to be satisfied...
has... something in common with the account of the ‘restless power” in soul which
produces time in III.7 [45] 11.”

175 This is another reason why I believe that the Symposium-account in IIL.5 is more
adequate of that of the first part, since seen from a certain perspective it can be
applied to Soul’s specific way of being in contrast to Nous’ one.
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Finally, my second point exploits the connection of parallel
passages from chs.7 and 9. Apart from the above citation from §7, in §9
Plotinus states that “Intellect... possesses itself in satiety and it is not
‘drunk” in its self-possession, for it does not possess anything
extraneous.”'” Moreover, as KaAAryag has crucially pointed out, this
passage suggests that Nous does not get drunk from itself.”” Nous is
instead filled from something higher. As the world of Forms, Nous is
complete in relation to itself, not with respect to its source, viz. the
Good. From that point of view, then, the §9 passage is perfectly
compatible with that from VI.7 on Nous’ having love for the One. As
that passage had stressed, Nous indeed is sober when it thinks itself,
i.e. with respect to its own nature. However, as the same passage
makes clear in the following lines, in order for this completeness to
exist, Nous must be drunk from the power which stems from the One,
and arouses his manic love for its source of being. It is because Nous
has a manic-loving aspiration for the One, that he can constitute itself
and, hence, be filled (with respect to himself). Consequently, Nous,
seen from its erotic point of view, is analogically as insatiable as Soul is,
and this is why he eternally exists as this erotic intentionality, which
enables him to have himself in this complete state. On the other hand,
from a bird-eye view Nous is ‘more’ fulfilled than Soul, since Nous is

the proper “ousia”’, whereas Soul is a further degradation of that

176 ]11.5.9,18-19: «voig 8¢ éavTov €xeL év kKORW Kal o HebveL Exwv. oL YAQ EMAKTOV

TL éXEL»

177 Cf. KaAAryag [2004],p.450,n.ad loc.
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“ousia”. Hence, in a contrast between Nous and Soul we could hold
that Nous is fulfilled relatively to the unfulfilled Soul. This is also how
we are to understand the phrase from III.8 where is stated that “Nous
always desires and always attains”. Nous always desires because it is
inferior to the One, but always attains what it is to be Nous, that is the
best possible image of the One. In this sense, we can see again why
when I was using the Poros-Penia terms I claimed that there is
flexibility in the use of the various elements of the myths. Nous as the
world of Forms is the (drunken) Poros; however, because it is inferior
to the One, it can be said to be Penia in relation to its principle of form,
and hence desiring it. Alternatively, as we have already seen, we can
express the same idea in terms of the two moments of Nous’
generation: intelligible matter-Penia gets its formation-Poros (-proper

Nous) by eternally gazing at the One.

1.4. Conclusions

Although Plotinus’ treatise is entitled “On Love”, our pre-
occupation in my former discussion has been with the ontology of Soul
along with extensive references to the other levels of the Plotinian
system. With the proposal of the radical ‘synairesis’” of Eros with Soul
or Nous it turns out that an inquiry into the ontology of Eros cannot be
conducted without reference to the entity to which Eros belongs, and

vice-versa. In that way we have come to realize the quintessential role
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that Eros plays in the constitution of an entity as such. In a nutshell,
approaching the problem of the ontological status of Eros, we have
ended up with a better understanding of the ontological structure of
Plotinus” system in general, and more precisely, we have come to an
answer to the problem ‘what is it to be an entity?’: being erotic. It is as
if Plotinus were telling us that there is no way in which to address the
problem of Eros without connecting it with the substantial entities; or
even stronger: there is no way in which to speak about the ontology of

an entity without addressing the aspect of Eros.

Hence, having completed the above discussion, if we were to give
an answer to Plotinus’ opening question of the treatise, i.e. whether
Eros is an affection of soul, god or daimon, I would respond that, first
and foremost, Eros” deepest essence is none of these alternatives: Eros
is a self-constituting activity of Soul, or every inferior entity for what
transcends it, expressed in its contemplation of the intelligible. Hence,
the issue of Eros cannot be examined separately from the fact that it is
Eros of an entity. This is also the reason why if we were obliged to
select one of Plotinus’ alternatives, initially, we would be inclined
towards the ‘affection” one, qualified as a ‘substantial’ affection. By
that we would show the “erotic passion” with which Aphrodite is filled
so that she gives birth to Eros. However, although there is no
pejorative sense in the notion of ‘affection” qua ‘affection” in §1 of our

treatise,’”® we had better be more cautious since the “passivity’ of the

178 Although a negative sense arises in §7 as we will see.
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affection is most of the times related to the interfusion of soul with
matter, i.e. to the composite («ovvaudpotepov»).'”? Instead, as Plotinus
will declare in IIL6 the immaterial world, as also prime matter are
totally impassive. Thus, Flamand comes much closer to Plotinus’
thought when he states that
“[s]ans doute le propos essentiel de Plotin est-il plutdt de
montrer qu’Eros, loin de se reduire a une passion, bonne ou
mauvaise, est un dieu ou un démon, une réalité vivante
étroitement apparentée a 'ame, capable d’en suivre ou d’en
inspirer tous les mouvements, capable de l'orienter vers la

beauté qui pour elle ouvre la voie au bien et au bonheur

véritable.” 18

Flamand’s remark reminds us that IIL5.[50] precedes treatise
[.8.[51]:“On what are and whence come evils”, in which Plotinus
encounters one of the most difficult problems posed against systems
like the Neoplatonic one:"® how to account for the existence of evil in
the world. Part of Plotinus’ answer to the problem is that vice,
connected to matter, is complete opposition to being, the total

otherness, i.e. non-being.’®> Contrary to this ‘non-real’, but existing in a

179 Hence, it has also the pejorative sense of something being external to an entity, i.e.

not stemming by the entity’s own nature.
180 Flamand [2009],p.418.

181 Flamand (ibid.) reminds us also the difficult conditions under which Plotinus spent
the last years of his life, i.e. the time when he wrote the aforementioned treatises (cf.
Porphyry, Vita Plotini,2,10-23). It is notable that the aforementioned treatises are
followed by IL.3.[52]:”On whether the stars are causes”, which tackles again with the

problem of evil from its particular point of view.

182 Plotinus’ symmetrical system is really a masterpiece: also the One is beyond being,
hence non-being, albeit in the opposite direction.
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sense, aspect of the world, then, in IIL.5 we see that Plotinus wants to
stress so much the crucial reality-existence of Eros, that he comes to the
point of referring to it as a divine entity in its own right. As we saw,
Plotinus does so in order to account for the substantial self-constitution
of an entity as such. Further, then, if Eros corresponds to the self-
constituting reversion of an entity, then it is the antidote to the vicious
«tOApa» (“audacity”), which corresponds to the procession. As it
seems, Plotinus wants to stress that for an entity to be an entity, i.e. to
exist, it is not enough to speak about its ‘audacity’, the “vicious” will of
an entity to belong only to itself.!3 It must strive to come back to its
progenitor and be self-constituted as an entity. Hence, by realizing the
impossibility of being on its own, the entity becomes erotic. Of course,
I, like Plotinus, use here anthropomorphic language. I have already
stressed the necessary aspect of Penia’ reversion due to her Poros-
traces,'® and respectively I have mentioned that the formation of the

lower levels of reality is the necessary outcome of One’s majestic

185 The anthropomorphic language used by Plotinus is conspicuous. We should not
forget, however, that according to the principles of his system both procession and
reversion are necessary aspects of every entity. Exceptions are the first term of the
series, the One, which has no prior, and the last term, prime matter, which proceeds
from Soul, but is totally unable to revert; hence, matter, the necessary source of evil,
and non-being is non-erotic. This is why it does not have real “existence”. On the
other hand, as we will see infra (e.g. n.191), in his positive assertions about the One

Plotinus will be in a position to ascribe Eros to the One.

184 In that context I stressed the notion of non-deliberation. Hence, from such a point
of view, a substantial view of Eros —«puxomounoc», who does not deliberate in his
upwards striving, and by doing so he spurs “souls on to the Beauty on high”
(II.5.2,4-5), could be a justification for how to account for Plotinus” image of entities

‘deliberating’ to proceed out of their ‘fathers’.
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power, expressed in its unintended over-flowing. But even within this
scheme Plotinus wants to elevate the erotic-‘synairetic’ element of the
generation of reality, not the ‘diairetic’ one.’® What is more, if, after
my whole argument, we can assert that beneath the references to the
substantial Eros lies Soul’s erotic way of being, we could follow
Plotinus’ language and propose the following: if every level of reality
has its specific name due to its ‘audacious’ procession,'® from the point
of view of reversion there is a sole name for every entity: Eros.
Everything is Eros in relation to the One,' which «kivel o1 @g

EQWUEVOV». 188

Indeed, Plotinus in VIL.8.[39] will call even the One as “lovable and
love and love of himself”.’® In this notable assertion we see Plotinus’
flexible language, as with the case of the meaning of “matter”. One of
the pivotal conclusions of IIL.5 is that love implies deficiency (Penia),
hence it can have meaning only for an inferior in relation to its

superior. Further, Plotinus declares that “the Good is not desiring —for

185 Further, it is true that what each entity achieves after its procession is to become
the best possible, but still inferior, image of its progenitor. Additionally, the parallel
with Empedocles’ principles-forces of Love and Strife is tempting. However, Plotinus’
version is vertical, not horizontal, and eternal. In contrast, in Empedocles we have
the circular succession of periods when Love or Strife prevail, the latter being quite

unacceptable to Plotinus as a view. See infra in my main text.

186 According to one thesis put forward in the Cratylus there is a substantive

connection between the name and the nature/essence of a thing...

187 Lacrosse [1994],p.129ff. in his Conclusion speaks of “the omnipresence of love”,

but he follows different, though not opposing, paths from mine.
188 Aristotle, Metaphysics, A.7,1072b3: “it moves by being loved”.

189 VI.8.15,1. Cf. also ibid.,§16,12-16.
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what could it desire?- or attaining, for it did not desire [to attain
anything].”*® Thus, if there is no Penia in the One, Plotinus, in his
optimistic view of Eros, is willing to ascribe to the One Eros, but Eros of
itself. Another reason why Plotinus reaches this conclusion is that in
this treatise he chooses to be cataphatic regarding the One, hence he
transposes language he usually uses for Nous to the case of the One,
but in a more extolled way.””! Hence, from Aristotle’s god who loves
himself and forms a basis for Plotinus” doctrine of Nous, we have

ended up with a rather Aristotelian picture, like the One-god of VI1.8.12

Furthermore, the fact that Plotinus chooses in the late II1.5 to adopt

an optimistic (-erotic) view of the generation of reality, rather than a

190 J11.8.11,24-25.

191 See e.g. VI.8.7,46-54; ibid.,§13,6-8 and §16,27-33, esp. 1.32: «...olov... €yQryoQoLc
Kal UTtegvonois...». These are my answers against Pigler [2002], who structures her
whole approach on VI.8.§§15 and 16 (i.e. top-down) rather than IIL.5 (i.e. from
bottom-up). However, I am in agreement with much of what she says and this will
be revealed in the next chapter: 2.(1.), where I discuss Plotinus” lack of incongruity
with Proclus regarding the issue of providential eros. See also the discussion of Rist
[1964],pp.76-85, 96-97, 99, (with Rist [1970],p.166), Vogel [1963],p.22, with some not
very transparent but pertinent remarks in p.24, Vogel [1981],pp.69-70, 74 (and n.49 in
p-79), and Esposito Buckley [1992],pp.(42), 44-47 and 56, esp. p.45.

192 Let us not forget that an indication of the power of an entity is the extent and
importance of entities dependent on it. We have seen that the by-product of the
erotic constitution of an entity is the generation of further entities. Within this
framework it is natural that the One, being the ultimate source of reality, would be
said to be an erotic entity, too. Still, because it is ultimate, the erotic intentionality
cannot be but self-directed... Aspects of this idea are treated by Gerson [2006],p.55ff.
esp.p.66. In Gerson’s argumentation the Plotinian relation of Beauty to Goodness
plays a central role. For another Neoplatonizing interpretation of the relation of
Beauty to the Good in Diotima’s speech see Beierwaltes [1986],pp.298-299; cf.
ibid.,p.305.
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pessimistic (“audacious”) one,'* is very important if one considers the
significance that the notion of «téApa» had among the Gnostics and
the Neo-Pythagoreans. Hence, as various interpreters point out,
although Plotinus “uses it in his early treatise On the three principle
Hypostases (V 1 [10].1.4), and, somewhat more reluctantly, a bit later
(see III 6 [26].14.8), ... he seems to avoid it after his anti-Gnostic
polemic”.”* This reference becomes even more relevant if one takes
into account that Plotinus in his exegesis of the Symposium myth is
quite possibly offering his ‘authentic” reading of Plato contra the overly
ascetic interpretations of Gnostics, who, as KaAAtryac notes, conceived
Eros “as a cosmogonical power responsible for the imprisonment of the
divine light in matter”.’”> With respect to the cosmological aspect, 1
have already noted that the erotic activity of Soul, apart from its self-
constitution, has as a by-product the further emanation of the logoi
until the level of Nature forms the sensible world. For the anti-Gnostic
Plotinus the generation of the sensible world, this visible god, is not in

itself the vicious outcome of the failure due to the weakness of higher

195 Although, as we saw, they are two sides of the same coin. Besides, this is another

aspect of Eros’ tragic nature.

194 KaAAryag [1998],p.323, note on I1.9:”Against the Gnostics”,[33].11,20-23. This
interpretive attitude stems from Dodds [1965],pp.24-26, esp. pp.25-26; cf. also
Atkinson [1983],p.5. In his more recent and elaborate note on V.1.1,3-9, KaAAryag
[2013],p.223-224, does not stress this aspect. In any case, Plotinus’ erotic dialogue

seems to be a part of his ‘recantation’...

195 Cf. KaAAryag [2004],p.408. It is also interesting that for KaAAvyag,ibid., this is a
basic reason why Plotinus offers us the exegesis of a myth, a procedure that he
perhaps was not very fond of. In any case, KaAAryag' remark gives an answer to
why the scope of our treatise would appear to be narrower than many interpreters

would expect.
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entities.””® However, in the initial remarks of our exploration I noted
that the daimonic Aphrodite-World-Soul corresponded to the human
beings characterized by ‘mixed love’, and we also saw that Plotinus

appreciated them, too, contra to any sort of Gnostic asceticism.!*”

Now, this reference to the ethical point of view of the individual
souls” love, which was the central topic of Plotinus’ §1, is crucial. It can
show us why Plotinus stresses the divine existence of Eros and the
important position it occupies in the Plotinian structure of reality. We
should not forget that Plotinus’ penultimate treatise!”® considers the
individual souls and in what sense our true self is not the composite,
but is identified with the Undescended Soul. However, if we are in fact
Undescended Soul(s) how is it possible that people develop
desires/loves ‘contrary to nature’, as we saw in Plotinus” §1? For one
thing, we have stressed the necessity that underlies Soul’s, and also

Nous’ erotic reversion towards what is beyond, and their subsequent

19 [t is true, however, that sometimes Plotinus’ language reminds of the Gnostics. In
any case, we have to stress that the generation of the inferior levels of reality in
unintended according to Plotinus. As the myth depicts, Penia has intercourse with
Poros when the latter is sleeping, i.e. without his choice to come into contact with
Penia. Yet, to be more precise, the Neopythagorean and Gnostic uses of «toApa» are
not identical. See Atkinson’s [1983] lengthy note,pp.4-6, esp. pp.4-5. One of the most
important differences is that although in both systems the notion is negatively
coloured, in the Gnostics (at least the Valentinians) téApa represents the upwards
movement of Sophia, who tries to unite itself with Nous, the “abortive” result of
which is the generation of the demiurge and the material world. Thus, although the
product of toApa eventually refers to our familiar downwards movement, its cause is
found in the opposite direction, something that forms an upright disagreement with

the Neoplatonic world-view.
197 See in the “Synopsis” (ch.1.1.1.) and nn.7 and 22.

198 [.1.[53]: “What is the living being, and what is man?”.
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self-constitution. How is it, then, that particular souls!” deviate from
the natural course of this vertical necessity? Plotinus has given the
answer very clearly in his relevant treatises (e.g. Enn.1.8. and I.1.): itis
the interfusion with matter that impedes the function of our true-self
and distances him from its genuine source. Then, in terms of our
treatise the exaggerated engagement with our bodily needs and for the
sake of our bodily constitution makes us forget our true self, and hence
its deep erotic constitution, as looking towards what is higher, not the
opposite direction. These ‘contrary to nature’, bodily desires cannot
form expressions of our erotic aspiration towards the intelligible, but
only perverted results of an individual that has ‘separated” himself

from his erotic constitution.

Now, perhaps it is already apparent that in these observations we
are doing nothing else than paraphrasing Plotinus’ remarks in §7. It is
only now that we have had an onto-logical training that we can
appreciate why Plotinus after his first exegesis of the Symposium myth
in §7 chooses to refer back to the issue of eros as “affection” of
individual souls. His statements can be also revealing as to the way
Eros exists. Hence, Plotinus declares that

“the good men of this world direct the Eros which they have
to the non-particular and truly worthwhile good, and do not

have a particular Eros. But those who identify with other

daimons, identify with one daimon after another, leaving the

1% An important exception is World-Soul which is never dragged by matter; cf. e.g.
1V.3.9,29-34, esp. 11.33-34.
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Eros which they simply ‘have’ inactive, and instead
developing their activity along the lines of another daimon,
the one they have ‘chosen,’ in accordance with the
harmonizing part of the activity-principle in them, namely
Soul. Those, however, whose longing goes out to evil things,
have repressed, by the evil desires which develop within, all
the Erotes within them, just as they repress, by the bad
opinion which they acquire, their innate right reasons. Now
the Erotes which are natural and in accordance with Nature
are fair and good: those which belong to an inferior Soul are
inferior as far as their worth and power goes; others are
superior; all consist in Substance (rtavteg v ovoia). But the
unnatural loves of those who have gone wrong —these are
affections, and are in no way Substance or substantial
Existences (ot 0¢ mapa Ppvowv ohaAéviwv madn tavTa Kat
ovdaun ovoia ovde Vmootdoels ovowWdeS). They are no
longer brought forth by Soul, but come into existence as
concomitants of vice, whereas Soul, for its part, only brings
forth — in disposition and attitudes — things similar to itself.
For it would seem to be generally true that the true goods are
Substance (ovoia) as long as the Soul acts in accordance with
Nature, in limits. The alternatives to the good, however, do
not derive their activity from Substance, but are nothing but

affections (tcOn).”2%

This crucial passage shows why we should not be justified to see
Eros as primarily an affection of Soul. However, it is true that as
Wolters notes, here Plotinus seems ‘confusingly’ to switch the sense of
“affection” from a neutral one in §1 to a pejorative one. However,
according to our approach the problem with affection even in this

passage is not that it is a «m&Boc», but that it is an affection without

200 J11.5.7,30-49.
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ontological grounding.®' This is the reason why in §1 Plotinus begins his
discussion talking about the “affection which we ascribe to Eros”.2? Of
course, after all our discussion it turns out that Soul is in fact
responsible, a necessary aspect of Soul being its erotic activity. Hence,
the souls that achieve in being co-ordinate with the Undescended Soul,
i.e. their true self, have true-substantial erotic desires, which bring
them in relation to Nous. However, souls that are dragged by matter
have forgotten who they truly are, hence their desires do not stem from
Soul’s erotic desire for Nous. This is why a perverted soul-composite,
then, gives rise to perverted desires which lead soul deeper in the
‘“underworld’. It is also very important that Plotinus has used here the
baffling substantial vocabulary about Eros. In so doing, he shows us
the real incentives of speaking of Eros” existence as a divine entity. In
so far as the perverted people remain remote from this self-constituting
activity, they stop existing in a proper sense, hence, in a vicious circle,
their diverse activities do not relate them with the realm above. On the
other hand, the loves produced according to nature converge in the
function of getting us higher; let us not forget that as Plotinus will state
in §4, “the All-soul has an All-Eros, and... the partial Souls each have
their own Eros. But just as the relation of the microcosmic Soul to the
All-soul is not one of separation, but of inclusion, so that all Souls

constitute a unity, in the same way each microcosmic Eros stands in

201 Hence also my complement to the brief remarks of Osborne [1994],p.115.

22111.5.1,10-11.
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this relation to the All-Eros.”?%® In so far as our eros is co-ordinate with
Soul’s self-constituting, and hence divine, Eros, then we have become

true beings, erotic entities, Undescended Souls.?*

Now, since I have been giving some reasons as to why Plotinus
wants to emphasize so much the importance of the existence of Eros, in
a way that called for our careful reading, I want to give a final reason:
in speaking about Eros as if it were an entity, Plotinus faithfully follows
Plato’s example in the Symposium, where after Diotima’s encomium of
love in the abstract, Alcibiades comes to complete it by his encomium
to the instantiation of love, Socrates.?”> Socrates personifies exactly the
power of love that leads one towards the intelligible. What is more,
Diotima’s account is surrounded by the references to its particular
instantiation, since in the description of the daimonic Eros, the off-

spring of Poros and Penia, one can find direct allusions to Socrates.?*

203 Ibid.,§4,9-13. Cf. also ibid. 11.13-18.

204 Of course, there are two side issues here, which could complicate the picture: a)
the existence of individual Souls in Nous; b) the great flexibility of individual souls
not only to move deep down to matter, contrary to World-Soul, but also ascend even
to the Union with the One, again in contrast with the rest of stable Hypostases-levels

of reality.

205 Cf. Yuxovtong [1949],pp.145*-146*. It is interesting that Xuvkovtong (see e.g.
pp-159*-180*) much before Nussbaum'’s relevant approach [2001], ch.6:pp.166-199,
was aware of the importance of Alcibiades’ speech. However, he never saw the
problem of the individual as object of love in Plato, as Vlastos [1973],e.g. pp.28,32,34,
famously did, exactly because the modern Greek philologist thought that Alcibiades’
speech completes Diotima’s account (cf. e.g. pp.151%,154* and 180*).

206 This identification had already been observed in Antiquity, as Xvukovtofic notes
(p-142,n.1). See also Osborne [1994],pp.93ff., esp. pp.94-95. What is more, Plotinus in
our treatise refers to some of these characteristically Socratic features of daimonic

Eros in §5,20-21: «&otowtov, a&vumédntov, dowov». Wolters in his comments
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Hence, Socrates can claim to know particularly the ‘erotic’ issues
because he is an erotic entity. At the same time, according to a
potential Plotinian reading, his classic saying that “he does know that
he does not know anything’” can show exactly Socrates’ realization that
he is Penia in relation to the intelligible.?” Moreover, it is exactly this
realization that Socrates tries to generate in his interlocutors, so that
they try to convert their Penia into Poros. Far from numbing them,
then, Socrates wants to orientate them towards the intelligible; that is,
he wants to make them erotic entities, too. It is, then, perhaps for this
reason why from lover, Socrates, the real lover of wisdom, can become
the beloved; in making the others to feel Penia in relation to him, he
«kwvet o [sc. them] wg €pwpevov». Divine Plotinus’ erotic (Neo-
)Platonism might turn out to be more (Neo-)Socratic than the
interpreters would allow him to be... Let us now turn to an ancient
interpreter, Proclus, to see what he makes of all these issues: is eros
identified only with an ascending power? Is its paradigmatic
instantiation Socrates? Does Socrates’ relation with other people, and
in particular Alcibiades, tell us anything about Eros in the intelligible

realm?

(e.g.p.147 and especially p.189,n.73) seems to ignore the possibility of such a

perspective.

207 If Socratic ignorance was supportive of the Academic Skeptics’ view of Plato, I
believe that it still survives in the Neoplatonic system, i.e. a dogmatic-positive view of
Plato, under the guise of the ineffability and unknowability of the One. See also
Monrad [1888],pp.163ff., esp.pp.174-176 and 184-186. Again, of course, it is via
Plato’s realization (e.g. of the restrictions of language), and by way of Middle

Platonists like Plutarch, that Socrates can be connected to Plotinus.
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PROCLUS ON THE FIRST ALCIBIADES

In the Introduction to his magisterial edition of the Elements of
Theology, E.R. Dodds cites the following passage from Proclus’
Commentary on the First Alcibiades as evidence of pseudo-Dionysius’
“slavish” imitation of the Platonic Successor:! «xal Oeol Totvuv Oewv
£€0WOLV, Ol MEEOPVTEQOL TWV KATADEETTEQWY, AAARX TIQOVOTTIKQWG, Kol
Ol KATAdEe€OTEQOL TWV VTEQTEQWY, AAA” €miotoemtikws.»?> For my
present purposes I want to suspend any judgement concerning the
relation between the acknowledged Church Father and Proclus.?
Instead, I will go backwards in order to contrast the penultimate Head
of the Academy with the official founder of Neoplatonism. One central
element in my previous discussion of Plotinus was that Love implies
deficiency («ITevia»); hence, only an inferior being would aspire to its

erotic union with the superior ontological levels, not the other way

1 Dodds [21963],p.xxviii; here Dodds follows Koch [1900].

2 Proclus, Comm. on Alc. I, p.56, 11.2-4 Westerink [21962]; (henceforth, the citation of
this work will be in the following form: On Alc.,56,2-4, where the first number
denotes the pagination of Westerink’s edition, and the rest the lineation): “So gods
too love gods, the superior their inferiors providentially, and the inferior their
superiors, reflexively.” (The translation used throughout, although sometimes
modified, is by O’Neill [1965]).

3 See ch.3. For presentations of Proclus’ system, apart from Siorvanes [1996], see more
recently Mavog [2006], esp. pp.101-251 and Chlup [2012]. See also TegéCngc [2005],
which consists of studies occasioned by on Alc.,174,1-186,18, of which he gives a

modern Greek translation, too (in pp.17-53).
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round. Eros was identified with the self-constituting reversion

(«€¢rioTEodr)») of an entity towards its progenitor.

Now, Proclus in the aforementioned passage seems to violate this
fundamental principle glaringly; it is not only the inferior beings
(/gods) that can have (reversive) eros towards the superior ones, but
also the other way round: eros can also be the descending (-
providential) love of the superior orders for the inferior ontological
ranks. Does this mean, then, following the Plotinian analysis, that
apart from the standard relation of the lower for the higher beings, the
superior beings are deficient, too, because in need of their inferiors?
However, in that case the boundaries between ‘superiority’” and
‘inferiority” are completely blurred. In what sense is an entity higher in
the ontological rank if it needs its descendants? And in that case, why
do the “inferiors’ desire the ‘superiors’? In response to this difficulty, I
have to state from the very beginning that Proclus does not approve of
any such compromise.* It is a characteristic of all Neoplatonists that
they give a hierarchical picture of reality: the existence of each

ontological level depends solely upon its superior.

If, then, we cannot accuse Proclus of any blatant inconsistency,
does this mean that by his time we have had a fundamental shift in the
notion of Eros? Is it that Eros does not imply deficiency anymore, and
that he has become, like Aphrodite, «auntwo», i.e. the offspring of

IT6pog alone, due to his love/provision for ITevia? But how one can

4 Cf. also Mavog [2006],p.230.
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really square the notion of ascending eros with that of descending eros?
Does Proclus have two completely separate stories about these
opposing instances of love? Moreover, is the gap between Proclus” and
Plotinus’ conception of Eros really unbridgeable? In the following
sections I will try to show not only the unity of Proclus’ highly
systematic thought and the complementarity of his accounts, but also
his real attitude towards Plotinus concerning our specific matter:
although at first sight it might seem implausible, Proclus in fact
explicates what is only implicit in Plotinus.> My main focus will be on
Proclus” Alcibiades Commentary with the aid of the Elements of Theology.
More specifically, my basic point is that the model of descending and
ascending eros maps onto the familiar Neoplatonic scheme of
procession and reversion. Descending or providential eros is a species

of providence and a by-product of reversive eros.

My discussion of Proclus is divided into two parts. In the first part
(ch.2.1.) I emphasize the ethical aspect of Proclus’ views, while in the
second part (ch.2.2.) I will dwell on metaphysical questions. Hence,
since in the chapter on Plotinus I was basically speaking about
reversive eros, in the first part of the chapter on Proclus I will draw
more on the nature of providential love. I will give various examples
of descending eros, whose illustration will help us understand the

complementary relation of ascending and descending eros in Proclus,

5 Hence I disagree with Mdwvog [2006],pp.230 and 225.
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although for a definite and more elaborate answer the reader needs to

wait until the second metaphysical part of my treatment.

2.1. Providential and Reversive Eros:

Proclus versus Plotinus?

2.1.1. From Alcibiades’ reversive eros to Socratic love

In this section I will establish the existence of reversive eros in
Proclus and I will introduce us to Socratic love: although not to be
identified with Alcibiades’ reversive love for Socrates, Socrates’ care for
Alcibiades is erotic. Thus, I begin with a passage where Proclus
employs a trio known to us: Penia, Poros and Eros, who appear in the
Platonic Symposium and reappear in Plotinus” exegesis in Enn.II1.5.6

“...asking the right questions (10... kaAwc dmoonoay) is the
cause of facility in solution (evmopiag). The poverty (revin)
within us is cause of our lack of resource (&mopiag), and love
(éowg) arouses us to the search for perfect knowledge; but
resource (110Q0q) lies in the being and <intelligent substance>

of the soul, since it is the son of Counsel (Mntoog?). Our

substance proceeds from above, from the divine intellect, but

¢ These two parallels are noted by O’Neill ad loc. (n.438, although the reference to
Plotinus should rather be to I11.5.§§7 and 9, not 8 and 9). O’Neill notes in the ‘Preface’
to his trnsl.-comm. ([1965], p.vii of the Prometheus Trust’s edition) that he is indebted

for his Plotinian references to A.H. Armstrong.

7 The ‘personal’ reference of mogoc here as the son of Mntidog shows clearly that at
least the previous mentions of mevia, mépoc and €owg could have been printed with
their first letter as capital, so that they more clearly denote the literary/mythological
allusion. (On the other hand, the second round of mentions to come in 11.8-10, being a
sort of interpretation, would rather be kept as it is.)
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what is potential within us is the poverty and indeterminacy
of life. Now when we are aroused to the love of the
knowledge of ourselves, we behold the resource within us

and the whole ordering of the soul.”®

This excerpt is not concerned with the genealogy of eros per se, and
hence it does not give an account of what eros is. Instead, it is posed
within the more restrained context of illustrating the form of enquiry
(«eVpeolc» on our own) as opposed to learning («puaOnowc» by
someone else).” However, immediately there follows a second round
of ‘de-allegorizing’ references!’ which become much more reminiscent
of Plotinus, since poros is associated with our intellectual substance,
itself derived from Intellect, as are the Adyoi/A6yog in Plotinus’ case.
What is more, penia’s relation to our intellectual ‘potentialities’, as well
as indefiniteness, recalls the Plotinian approach. Penia is related to the
(generation of our) eros for the knowledge (of ourselves), which is
equated with contemplation of our own “poros”, ie. with the
(recollection of the) inherent Aoyor in us. All these elements are very
close to Plotinus’ spirit and we could apply analogous remarks to those

I made above concerning Plotinus.™

8 On Alc.,236,3-10.

? For Proclus’ views on these matters, the supremacy of enquiry against learning, and
hence the superiority of those who “behold the truth of themselves,... while the
weaker characters need in addition both instruction and reminders from others who

possess perfection...” see On Alc.,176,18-177,18.
10 See ibid.,236,6-10.

11 Proclus had also composed a now lost Commentary on the Enneads. For some extant
information see Bidez [1937] and Westerink [1959].
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Thus, although the above excerpt does not primarily intend to
clarify the nature of love, it does associate the notion of penia (-
deficiency) with eros, and it is certainly a deficiency that characterizes
Alcibiades, who falls short of Socratic self-knowledge. Although he
didn’t, Proclus could have used this very simile also in more
metaphysically-loaded passages, given the preeminent position he
ascribes to €vdewx in relation to €owc/édpeoic in both the Alcibiades’
Commentary and the Elements of Theology. Starting with the former,
Proclus is crystal-clear when stating that «Zott... 0 €pwg édeoic Tivog
EQQWHEVT] Kal oVLVTOVOG,!? Kal av 10 €V EéPletatl Tvog o0 €0tV
évdeéc».® These lines could have been written by Plotinus, as well as
Plato.’* Granting the intimate relation between desire and love, the

same idea is recapitulated in the Elements, although the word «&pwc»

and its cognates are absent from this introductory work:"® «to yao

12 Cf. On Alc.,336,23: «oOvtovog Yo éotv Epeoig 0 €owe», and ibid.,329,19-21: «tov
YaQ avToL E0TV 0 €0ws Katl 1) Epeats, dadéget d¢ AAANAWVY KaTa TV &veTLy 1) TV

ouvvtoviav g EéPpéoewc».

13 Ibid.,328,15-329,1: “...love is a powerful and intense desire for something, and
everything that loves desires something it lacks”.

14 Cf. Plato, Symposium,199e6-200b2: «...0 "Eowg €owc €otiv 00devog 1) Tvog; - [Tavu
HEV OUV €0TL. -...TO ETUOVHOLY ETOLUETV 0D €vDeég 0Ty, 1) U EmOLUELY, €aV W)
€vdeeg 1); Euol pev yap Bavpaotag dokel, @ Ayabwv, wg avaykn eivar». Cf. also
idem, Lysis,221d3-e2: «1] é¢mubvpia g PpAiac altia, kat t0 EémBvuovv Gllov otiv
ToUTE 0V €mbupel... 10 ye émBUODY, 00 av évdeég 1), Tovtov €mbvuel... To &
evdeec apa didov éketvov o0 av évdeeg Tp».  (Further, cf. Philebus,34e13-35a4,
although admittedly the context and the purpose of the argumentation are different;

cf. the thesis ‘pleasure as process [of restoration]’.)

15 Cf. also Vogel [1963],pp.29 and 31. NB that the formula éowg Ttpovontixoc is said to
be absent from Proclus’ Platonic Theology, too.
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0QEYOUEVOV TOL €Vvdeéc €0ty 0L opéyetaw.'® Consequently, we see
that for Proclus, as for Plotinus, the notion of eros does imply
deficiency-penia with reference to the object desired, and the hierarchy
still exists: the lover is inferior to the beloved to which it aspires, as in
the case of Alcibiades’ inferiority to Socrates. Thus, eros is related to
the reversion of the lower entity to its higher principle.”” As Proclus
puts it in the Alcibiades Commentary, “the whole order of love is for all

beings the cause of reversion to the divine beauty”.!®

If then we can establish that évdeia/mevia (of the inferior for the
superior) continues to play a fundamental role in Proclus” conception
of €owg, is it not a pleonasm to speak about «¢mioTQemTIKOC €QWC», as
in the passage cited in the beginning of the chapter (2.)? Presumably,
the qualification means to distinguish “reversive” from «mpovontikdc»
eros, i.e. love of the superior for the inferior. But in light of the
Plotinian background this idea appears hard to understand. Could

Proclus ever think that there is any kind of “penia’ in superior entities

16 The Elements of Theology, (henceforth E1.Th.),8,1: “... all appetite implies a lack of...
the object craved”. (The reference’s first number denotes the proposition and the
second Dodds’ lineation. The translation used throughout, sometimes modified, is by
Dodds [1963].) Cf. his note ad loc.,p.195 with cross-references to Plato, Phil.,20D and
Aristotle, E.N.,1094al.

17 Cf. Dodds’” note on prop.31,p.218, which could have been illustrated with the

Plotinian-Platonic simile of Poros and Penia.

18 On Alc.,30,14-15. Cf. ibid.29,1: «dux pEV y&XQ TNC E€QWTIKNG TQOS TO KAAOV
dvayoueOo», and 129,22-24: “The phrase ‘my good friend (wya0¢), speak on’ makes
Socrates an object of desire (¢¢petdv) to the young man, and turns the lover (éoaotrv)
into the beloved (éowpevov); for the good is the object of desire and love (éowq)
leads lovers (¢pwvtag) towards the good, according to the account of Diotima
[cf.Symp.204e-206a].” Finally, see On Alc.,53,5-6.
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with respect to the lower ones? I have already shown in the
introduction that this is not the case. For Proclus «avtdokeix» (‘self-
sufficiency’), viz. not being in need of anything else external to
oneself,” is a divine ideal.? For example, when speaking about the
Good in the Elements, he states that “[t]he unqualified Good lacks
nothing, since it has not desire towards another (for desire in it would
be a failure of goodness).”? Hence, the nearer an entity is to the Good
on the ontological scale, the more self-sufficient it is;?* and, thus, the
more distanced it is from its inferior orders of reality.? The same ideas

are to be found in the Alc. Comm., t00.2*

19 Cf. On Alc.,107,4-6: «t0 yaQ un éavtq® agkovuevov, aAA étéowv éEnotnuévoy,

Kal TOUTWV TAVTOdATIWV KAL ACTATWY, OVK AV £l THS AUTAOKOVS PUOEWS.»
20 Cf. EL.Th.,9,18-24 with Dodds’ n. ad loc.,p.196.

2 Ibid., 10,4-5. Cf. Dodds’ note ad loc.,p.197, with various references as evidence to
the traditional Greek idea “that God is not &vdenc”. Compare also
Plot.,Enn.I11.8.11,9-11 and 23-25. Of course, since the One/Good transcends
everything, it is also beyond self-sufficiency, “for so it would be a principle fulfilled
with goodness, not the primal Good” (: EL.Th.10,6-7; cf. Plot. V.3.17,14). See also

EL.Th.8,9-13 and 115,5: «adVvatov, etvat tayabov kat 10 mEWTov EVOEEs.»

2 (f. ibid.,9,24: «O6po10TEQOV €0V VTR TQ ayaB@ TO avtagkes» and ibid.,40,14:
«t@ O¢ dyab@ ovyyevéotepov TO avtagiec». See also ibid.28,(10-11: «Ilav To
TIAQAYOV Tt OHOLX TIEOG EAVTO TIRO TV AVOUOoiwV VPloTnov.») in conjunction with
26,22 (: «AVEAATTOTOV AQA TV TAQAYOVIWV HEVOVIWY, TX DEVTEQA TIAQAYETAL
v’ avtwv»). Consequently, with respect e.g. to the Henads, placed immediately
below the One in the hierarchy, Proclus, ibid.,127,25-26 and 33-34 declares that “(a)ll
that is divine is primordially and supremely simple, and for this reason completely
self-sufficient (avtagréotatov)... Being a pure excellence (prop.119), deity needs
nothing extraneous (oUte oUV TV &AAwV dettat); being unitary, it is not dependent
upon its own elements.” See also Dodds,p.268 (: n. on prop.127 regarding the issue of
degrees of self-sufficiency).

2 However, as Dodds,p.196 puts it, “’self-sufficiency’ does not exclude a timeless
causal dependence on a higher principle.... This is a particular application of the

general doctrine that immanence is unintelligible without transcendence”. Cf. also
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Therefore, it seems that the Plotinian notion of émioteenTiKOg €0WG
is incompatible with that of a descending love. Does this mean that, if
Proclus wants to be consistent, he must totally divorce the providential
eros from the reversive one? Or is there any possibility of
accommodating the two within his system? The answer is yes and it is
well featured in the loving pair of Socrates and Alcibiades, since the
complement of Alcibiades’ reversive eros is Socrates’ erotic care or
providential eros. While Socrates does fall short of higher entities, like
his guardian-spirit, for which he must have reversive eros, he is not in

need of Alcibiades.

Let us see then what providential eros exactly is according to
Proclus, because only then will we be able to make a fair comparison

with Plotinus. A good place to start is one of the initial substantial

his note on prop.40(ff.), pp.223ff. on the notion of “self-constituted”
(«avBuvmooTatov»); on the notion of «avtoteArg vmoéoTACTIC» (“substance complete
in itself”) see El.Th.64,29-31: «téAewxt Yo ovoat [sc. at avtoteAgic vMoOoTATELC]
MANQOLOL HEV EaUT@V Ekelva [sc. tax peTéxovtal kal €dgalovowv €v Eénvtais,
déovtal d¢ 0VdEV TV KATAdEEOTEQWVY ElG TV VTOOTAOY TNV éavtwv», with
Dodds’ n. in p.235: “...In Proclus its meaning [sc. of the term avtoteArnc] seems to

coincide with that of avtapxnc and avOvrooTatoc.”

2 See On Alc.,,103,22-104,10 revolving around the basic idea that «...10 avUtapkeg
MEWTWS €V avTolc Tols B¢€0is...», whereas the rest of the entities below are «kata
pnéBe&v avtagkn». Cf. ibid.,182,7-8 (: «t0 altagKes... ToL Ayabov oToLxeldV E0TL»)
and ibid.153,10-11. Another motif of the first passage is the intimate relation between
evdaupoviae and self-sufficiency/«avevdeés» found also in 109,15-16 and 102,22. In
107,13-18 and 152,15-153,1 one can ascertain that «aUtdokela... mept T €vuAa... ovk
éotwv». Finally, in 35,10 Socrates, being a true lover of Alcibiades, is characterized as
«avTAEKNG», contra the common lovers; see infra on the connection between
Socrates-Alcibiades’ relation and the ontological hierarchy. On the contrast between
divine and common lovers see also TegéCng [2002],pp.58-68 and 69.
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references to Eros in the Commentary. The Successor, commenting on

the opening phrase of the dialogue,” states:

“IT]he form of the discussion is most suited to the business
of love. For it is the property of divine lovers to turn
(¢ermoteéderv), recall and rally the beloved to himself; since,
positively instituting a middle rank between divine beauty
and those who have need of their forethought, these persons,
inasmuch as they model themselves on the divine love,
gather unto and unite with themselves the lives of their
loved ones, and lead them up with themselves to intelligible
beauty, pouring, as Socrates in the Phaedrus® says ‘into their
souls” whatever they 'draw’ from that source. If, then, the
lover is inspired by love, he would be the sort of person who turns

back and recalls noble natures to the good, like love itself.”*
As becomes clear from the continuation of the excerpt, the “divine
lover” described here is Socrates.® What is more, this «&évOeog
¢oaotc» is said to be possessed by the god of Love, i.e. a higher entity

in the ontological realm. Further, it is assumed that Socrates patterns

% See [Plato?], Alc.I,103al-3: “I was the first man to fall in love with you, son of
Cleinias, and now that the others have stopped pursuing you I suppose you ‘re
wondering why I'm the only one who hasn’t given up”. Regarding the authorship of
Alcibiades I, I am in agreement with D.S. Hutchinson (see his Introductory note to the
dialogue in Cooper [1997],p.558), pace the Neoplatonists, whose late curriculum
ascribed an introductory position to the dialogue. Cf.on Alc., e.g.1,3-5, Dillon-Gerson
[2004],pp.xiv-xv and Dillon [1994],p.391. For a background to the Platonic Alcibiades I
and its readings in antiquity see Johnson-Tarrant [2012].

26 Plato, Phaedrus, 253a6-7.

7 On Alc,26,10-27,3: «...ElL tolvuv 0 £EQwTIkOG T¢Q EQWTL KATOXOS EOTLy,
ETUOTEETITIKOG TIC AV €l TV €0 MEPLKOTWV €IS TO AyaBOV, oTeQ O Kal 0 €owg,
KAl AVAKATTUCOG. »

% On this and with regard to many of my following points see relevant essays in

Layne-Tarrant [forthcoming].
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himself upon the characteristic activity of that deity, which is to elevate
the inferior beings of its rank towards the divine beauty.
Consequently, a first conclusion one could draw from this comparison
is that for Proclus, Socrates’ relationship to Alcibiades allegorically
represents the relation between the higher and the lower entities of the
ontological realm.”? By examining aspects of the way Socrates is
associated with Alcibiades, we actually deal with the way the
ontological hierarchy is structured, as reflected in our intra-mundane

reality, and vice versa.®

But the connection between ethics and metaphysics® is deeper than
that. Indeed, Proclus holds that Socrates” relationship to Alcibiades is
no mere accidental reflection or ‘analogical” mirroring of the intelligible
world’s hierarchy. He states that Socrates actually bestows divine
providence on the young boy, owing to the bestowals of his guardian
spirit, which partakes of the erotic order.®> Consequently, Socrates’
relation to Alcibiades is actually an expression of the divine within our
intra-mundane reality. The passage cited above also suggests to

assume that there is a specific ontological relation between the divine

2 Cf. also Whittaker [1928],p.243.

% One can also suggest that Proclus is faithfully following the Symposium, in whose
ultimate speech Alcibiades, in giving an encomium of Socrates, concludes the feast of
speeches with a last praise to the god of love, as is embodied in Socrates. This is the
view of Zukovtorg [1949] e.g. pp.145*-146*. For another more emphatic and elaborate
example of Proclus’ strategy see On Alc., 37,16-39,5.

31 See also Tepélnc [2002],pp.64, 66 and Baltzly [forthcoming],(p.1).

% See for instance on Alc.,63,12-67,18 (in conjunction with e.g. 28,18-29,1 and
50,22-52,2). More on this in the next part (ch.2.2.3.).
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lover and Eros, since the lover receives bestowals which are ultimately

derived from that very entity.

As with Plotinus, we will be able to appreciate better what Proclus
says about love if we try to locate this entity within the ontological
scheme and try to understand its function.*® Here we may confine
ourselves to the following rough sketch:3* as in the Symposium, Eros is a
medium/mediator between the beloved, which is the Beautiful, and the
lovers of it. Love, due to its aspiration, is the first to try to unite itself
with Beauty (reversive love), and constitutes the bond for the lower
entities to arrive at that divine level (providential love). What Eros
actually does is to bestow on the inferior members of its rank its
characteristic property, which is erotic aspiration. In that way Proclus
combines the two notions of ascending and descending love into one: it
is in so far as Eros has an ascending love that it also enables the
inferiors to be elevated, too. If we insist on asking why Eros ever has
this descending attitude at all, then the ultimate answer is that he is
providential. In other words Alcibiades can have reversive-ascending
eros for Socrates and Socrates can have providential-descending eros
for Alcibiades, while also having reversive eros for higher entities, like

his guardian-spirit.

3 Martijn [2010] does the same thing with nature in Proclus’ system, focusing on his

Commentary on the Timaeus.

% For an extensive treatment see the next part (ch.2.2:1.-2.). See also recently Chlup
[2012],pp.242-243.
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Thus, it is an essential feature of the Proclean divine lover, i.e.
Socrates, who patterns himself upon the god FEros, to elevate his
beloved along with himself towards the intelligible Beauty. The lover’s
reversive eros does not seem to be incompatible with his providential
love.®> To the contrary, in so far as the lover has a reversive eros, i.e. in
so far as he is directed towards the intelligible realm, where Eros,
Beauty and the Good lie, he is also providential towards his beloved.
Finally, whereas Plotinus drew inspiration especially from the
Symposium, Proclus follows the path of the Phaedrus, where among
other things it is stated that “[tlhose who belong to... each of the...
gods proceed ... in accordance with their god and seek that their boy
should be of the same nature, and when they acquire him, imitating
the god themselves and persuading and disciplining their beloved
they draw him into the way of life and pattern of the god, to the extent
that each is able, without showing jealousy or mean ill-will towards
their beloved; rather they act as they do because they are trying as
much as they can, in every way, to draw him into complete

resemblance to themselves and to whichever god they honour.”%

3% Cf. also Tepélng [2002],pp.56-57.
% Phaedrus, 253b3-c2; cf. also Armstrong [1961],pp.108 and 117, (while in p.109 he

suggests the conformity of the Phaedrus with Diotima’s account of ‘procreation’ in the
Symposium), and Dillon [1994],p.392. The translation of the Phaedrus is taken from
Rowe [1988]. NB ILb7-8: «00 $pBOvw ovd” aveAdevBépw duopevela XQwHEVOL TTEOG TX
nadka», since «pOOvoc» is what the Platonic Demiurge lacks. Besides, this is the
basic characteristic that distinguishes the real lover from the vulgar one: the latter

does not have any genuine eros, is related to what is at the bottom of reality, i.e.
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2.1.2. From eros to the Demiurge and the statesman

In this section I will give further illustrations of providential love
by drawing analogies between Socrates as lover, Timaeus’ Demiurge
and the Republic’s statesman. In all cases, the upwards direction does
not impede the interaction with Alcibiades, the Receptacle and the
ideal city respectively. I begin with the divine lover, whose
providential attitude, with respect to both the intelligible and the intra-
mundane realm, is a recurrent theme in the Alcibiades Commentary. It is

worth giving some further illustrations of it:

“[T]he souls that have chosen the life of love are moved by
the god who is the “guardian of beautiful youths’ to the care
of noble natures, and from apparent beauty they are elevated
to the divine, taking up with them their darlings, and turning
both themselves and their beloved towards beauty itself.
This is just what divine love primarily accomplishes in the
intelligible world, both uniting itself to the object of love and
elevating to it what shares in the influence that emanates
from it and implanting in all a single bond and one
indissoluble friendship with each other and with essential
beauty. Now the souls that are possessed by love and share
in the inspiration therefrom, ..., are turned towards
intelligible beauty and set that end to their activity; ‘kindling
a light’ for less perfect souls they elevate these also to the
divine and dance with them about the one source of all

beauty.

matter, and does not care whether in fulfilling his passion he may harm the beloved.
See the contrasts drawn in on Alc., 34,11-37,15 and 49,13-50,21.

% On Alc.,33,3-16. For the Platonic quotations see the apparatus of Westerink ad loc.
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There could hardly be a better expression of the way Proclus views,
on the one hand, the combination of upwards and downwards eros,
and, on the other, the intimate relation between the intelligible erotic
pattern and its worldly instantiations.® This special and complex
relationship is illustrated also by the fact that when “men’s souls
receive a share of such [sc. erotic] inspiration, through intimacy with
the god [i.e. Eros, they] are moved with regard to the beautiful, and
descend to the region of coming-to-be for the benefit of less perfect
souls and out of forethought for those in need of salvation.”* Note
again the ‘self-sufficiency” of the lover.® It is true that the Symposium,
and perhaps the Phaedrus, too, in some passages, give us the
impression that the lover needs his beloved, because the latter
constitutes the means/instrument for the former to recollect the source
of real beauty and, thus, ascend to the intelligible,*' a claim that has led

modern Platonic scholars to find ‘egocentric’ characteristics in Plato’s

% Cf. also on Alc.,53,3-10: “[W]here there exists both unification and separation of
beings, there too love appears as medium; it binds together what is divided, unites
what precedes and is subsequent to it, makes the secondary revert to the primary and
elevates and perfects the less perfect. In the same way the divine lover, imitating the
particular god by whom he is inspired, detaches and leads upwards those of noble

nature, perfects the imperfect and causes those in need of salvation to find the mark.”

¥ 1bid.32,9-13: «Kai 1 kal avOowmwv Puxat HetaAoyX&vouol THG ToLavTng
grumvolag kal O TV TEOS TOV BeOV OlKELOTNTA KIVOUVTIAL TEQL TO KaAOv Kol
KaTlaow €lg TOV Mg YeVETews TOTOV €1 eveQyeoia pHEV TV ateAeoTéQwv PuXWV,

TEOVOLX O& TWV TWTNEIAG DEOpEVWV.»

40 Although Adkins [1963], e.g. pp.44-45 and 40 stresses that the Homeric ideal of self-
sufficiency survives, obscures and undermines both Plato’s and Aristotle’s treatment

of friendship.

41 Either on his own, which is the picture illustrated in the Symposium, or along with
his beloved, as appears in the Phaedrus; cf. also Armstrong [1964],p.202.
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account.”? Proclus, however, definitely rejects such an interpretation:
the beloved cannot constitute —at least such a kind of- means to an end,
since the divine lover already has communication with the higher
realm.® It is precisely this bond with the intelligible world that enables
the lover to take providential care of his (potential) beloved, i.e. of a
person fitted for that special care,* and hence (try to) elevate the latter,

too, to the former’s object of desire.

According to the strong unitarian Neoplatonic reading of Plato, it
becomes clear that for Proclus the relationship of the divine lover with
his beloved, both in the Symposium and in the Phaedrus, is the exact
analogue of the Demiurge’s relation to the Receptacle, and that of the
philosopher-king to his own ‘political receptacle’. The Timaeus’

Demiurge mediates -like eros- between the most beautiful intelligible

# See for instance the classic criticisms by Vlastos [1973] and Nygren [1953],passim
and pp.166-181. With respect to Proclus’ relation to his Platonic past Nygren, p.574

notes that “the idea of Eros has undergone a very radical transformation”.

# Proclus is quite explicit about that; cf. on Alc.,43,7-8: «Zwkoatng UEV Yo, Ate
évOeoc wv €paoTng katl mEOS avTd TO VONTOV KAAAOG dvaydpevogs...» (“Socrates, as
being an inspired lover and elevated to intelligible beauty itself...”). It is clear from
the text that Socrates’ position is independent from his relation to Alcibiades. The
same holds for the Stoic sage, (although he does not have access to a transcendent
realm), whose love is only pedagogical. Cf. Collette-Duci¢ [forthcoming], pp.2 and
9-10, whose insightful Stoic account has many affinities with my present Neoplatonic
discussions —partly due to the common precedence of Plato(nism) for both schools.
Cf. also Dillon [1994],pp.390-391, who notes the influence that Stoic systematic
treatments of love should have had upon later Platonism.

4 We should not forget that, as is repeated many times throughout the Commentary
(see on Alc.,29,15; 98,13; 133, 17 and 20; 135,1; 137,2; 138,7; 139,6), AAxiBiadng is
«&€lépaotoc», i.e. worthy of love. From that fact we conclude that not any chance
person could be the object of Socrates” providential eros.
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living being and the Xwoa. We could never think that he is assisted in
grasping the former due to the existence of the latter. Contrariwise, it
is in so far as he contemplates the intelligible, and is also aware of the
‘disorderly moving’ receptacle, that he projects the Forms into the
latter, in order to set it in order, decorate it and fashion it as the best
possible image of the intelligible.*® Now, if one presses the question
more, and asks why the contemplation of Forms is not sufficient for the
Demiurge, but he goes on to instantiate them in the receptacle,
Timaeus’ answer is that the former “was good (&ya0dc), and one who
is good can never become jealous of anything”,* whereby it is implied
that the Ymodoxr was fitted («&rutridewx») for the Demiurge’s action
upon it#¥ Actually, the analogy between the divine lover and the
divine craftsman is made explicit by Proclus himself. Towards the end

of the following passage the Successor makes the receptacle speak to

4 Hence, we could assume that the Demiurge is confronted with two instances of
necessity. The (good) one is the necessity which the intelligible paradigm imposes
upon the Demiurge for further instantiations of it. The second type of Necessity, as
named in the Timaeus, is that presented by the Receptacle, whose constitution raises
constraints as to the extent to which the Demiurge can instantiate the paragon-cosmos
into the former. The model described here has been fundamental for the shaping of
the Neoplatonic picture of reality. With respect to the second kind of necessity see
especially Adamson [2011].

4% Plato, Timaeus,29e1-2: «AyaBoc 1Mv, dyaBq@ 0& oULdelc TeQL OVOEVOS OVOETOTE
&yytyvetar ¢pOévoc». Cf. Proclus’ Commentary ad loc.: in Timaeum, 1. 359,20-365,3
(Diehl) and Dodds’ note on prop.25 of the Elements, p.213, with parallels in Plotinus as
well. See also Baltzly [forthcoming],(pp.15 and 20).

¥ Did not the receptacle possess the potentiality of becoming our physical cosmos, it is
not clear whether the Demiurge would have acted in the way he did. Further: were
the Y'rtodox1 not ‘disorderly moving’ it is not clear that the Demiurge would have

noticed its existence, and hence act, at all.
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the demiurge, as a beloved would do to its lover. Since I count this
instance as the most moving and poetical moment of the whole
Commentary,*® and because we have the opportunity to see another
remarkable instance of the ontological analogy between Socrates and
the intelligible entities with respect to the issue of goodness and

providence, it is worth citing the whole passage:

“[T]he young man seems to me* to admire above all these
two qualities in Socrates, his goodness of will and his power
of provision; which qualities indeed are conspicuous in the
most primary causes of reality, are especially displayed in
the creative order, and initiate the whole world-order. “For
god,” he says, “having willed all things to be good, according
to his*®® power set the world in order”,’! by his will tendering
the good to the whole universe, and by his power prevailing
over all things and everywhere extending his own creations.

Socrates,  therefore,  faithfully = reproducing  these

4 For another example of Proclus’ moving and poetical images (although not mere
metaphors) see his fragment from De sacrificio et magia, 149,12-18 (Bidez). (I follow
KaAAvyac [2009],pp.16 and 31,n.1 in deleting the “according to the Greeks’ of the title
«[Teot g [ka®” "EAANVAc] legatikng TEXVNC».)

# Proclus begins this important passage by mentioning that it is his view («doxel dé
pow»). Does this mean that here we have an instance where Proclus adds from his

own view to the Neoplatonic tradition?

% O'Neill translates the «kata dUvapLv» (not ‘kata 10 duvatdv’) of the Greek text as
referring to the Demiurge’s capacity to fashion his subject-matter upon the paradigm.
Zeyl’s neutral rendering (in Cooper [1997], ad loc.): “so far as that was possible”,
where it is not obvious whether this is ascribed to the Demiurge or what lies beneath
him, is preferable. However, Segonds [1985],p.197,n.5 sees in the background the
Proclean triad «povAnoic-dUvapic-noovola» (with further references in the literature)
and in this sense O’Neill might be better off.

51 Cf. Timaeus,30a2-3.
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characteristics,” set an ungrudging will and power over his
perfection of inferiors, everywhere present to his beloved
and leading him from disorder to order. Now the young
man wonders at this, “what on earth is its meaning,”% and
how Socrates is everywhere earnestly and providently (for
this is the meaning of “taking great care”) to hand. If what
“was in discordant and disorderly movement” could say
something to the creator, it would have uttered these same
words: “in truth I wonder at your beneficent will and power
that have reached as far as my level, are everywhere present
to me and from all sides arrange me in orderly fashion.”
This spirit-like and divine characteristic, then, and this
similarity with the realities that have filled all things with
themselves, he ascribes to Socrates, viz: the leaving of no

suitable time or place void of provision for the beloved.”

We can assume that the Receptacle’s abovementioned grateful
speech for its decorator could be reiterated by the “political receptacle’,
the body of the moAL, if all classes were united to express with one
mouth their gratitude towards their own decorator.®® We can assume
that, because in the Commentary Proclus offers us, apart from the
already mentioned analogies, many others for the relation of the lover

with his beloved and that of the philosopher-statesman with its

52 Hence, we could also suggested that here Socrates is an analogue for divine

providence, in so far as he allows us to come to know it.
5 Cf. Alcibiades 1,104d2-5; cf. on Alc.,120,10-13.
5 Timaeus,30a4-5.

5% On Alc,,125,2-126,3. Cf. also ibid.,134,16-135,1 and Baltzly [forthcoming],(pp.20 and
22).

5% Of course, Plato himself gives us plenty of evidence, e.g. in Socrates” introduction of
the Timaeus, about the intimate relation between the Timaeus and the Republic, without
that implying that there might not be also differences between them.
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(beloved) state. Further, the Successor’s language even in these
political contexts clearly echoes the wording used for the demiurgic

functions of the Timaeus.5”

These interconnections allow us to give a Proclean answer to the
thorny question of the Republic: “‘why does the philosopher have to
become a ruler of the city?’; or in other words: ‘why does the
philosopher have to return back to the cave?*® Plato (or better
Socrates) has always puzzled the commentators with his response that
“we’ll be giving just orders to just people”,” since in the previous
books justice has been defined in the ‘internal’ terms of the orderly

relation of the parts of the soul within the individual.®® Proclus might

57 The following is a characteristic example; on Alc.,95,14-19: “For the lover must begin
with knowledge and so end in making provision (mpévoiav) for the beloved; he is like
the statesman, and it is abundantly clear that the latter too starts with consideration
and examination, and then in this way arranges the whole constitution, manifesting
the conclusions in his works.” Let me add again that actually Proclus faithfully
follows the (sometimes striking) similarity of vocabulary one can find in the Platonic
works in question. For instance, see Republic, V1.506a9-bl and VIIL.540a8-b1. Cf. also
Baltzly [forthcoming],(pp.20-21).

5% Glaucon puts it succinctly when he asks in Republic, VIL.519d8-9: “Then are we to do
them [sc. the philosophers-rulers] an injustice (&dwrjoopev) by making them live a
worse life when they could live a better one?” For the Neoplatonic answer to this
challenge see also O’Meara [2003],pp.73-83, esp. pp.76-77. (O’Meara includes
references to Proclus’ Alcibiades and Republic Commentaries. Two further essays from
Proclus” Commentaries on Plato’s Republic which would seem relevant, XI: “On the
speech in the Republic that shows what the Good is” (1. 269,1-287,17), and XII: “On the
Cave in the Seventh Book of the Republic” (I. 287,18-296,15), are not helpful for my
present purposes, because they are preoccupied solely with epistemological (and
some metaphysical) questions.

% Republic,520e1-2.

% This difficulty is another evidence, I suppose, for the circularity of Plato’s
argumentation as Williams [1999], e.g. p.258, has sharply remarked.
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well have responded that Socrates just did not do justice to the readers
by not presenting them with the whole picture;®! in fact, it is the
goodness, in which the philosopher participates, which makes him, like
the Demiurge, good, «dyaOq@ d¢ ovdelc TeQL OVOEVOS OLdEMOTE

eyytyvetar ¢pOdvoc».©2  As is evident from the passages cited above

61 One could claim that the same holds with respect to Socrates’ response to another
notoriously thorny question, namely that of Cebes’ in the initial pages of the Phaedo,
61d3-5: “How do you mean Socrates, that it is not right to do oneself violence, and yet
that the philosopher will be willing to follow one who is dying?” In other words, if
philosophy is “practice of death” («peAétn Bavatov», ibid.81al-2; cf. 67e4-5), then
why should not we commit suicide, something that at least the early Stoics hesitantly
resorted to? Socrates’ answer has not been found quite satisfactory by interpreters.
What he suggests in this early stage of the dialogue is that since, according to the
language of the mysteries («amogontois», ibid.,62b3), “the gods are our guardians and
that men are one of their possessions” (ibid. 62b7-8: «t0 Oeol¢ eivat NuWV TOLG
ETUHEAOVEVOUG Kal TJUAS TOUG avBRWTovs €V TV KTnUatwy tolg Oeoic elvar»),
then “one should not kill oneself before a god had indicated some necessity to do so”
(62¢6-7: «urn mEdtEQOV alTOV AmMOKTEWUVAL delv, TQOLV AvAyknv Ttwva 0g0g
gruméuyn»), like that put to Socrates in the case of his legal (but illegitimate)
conviction. Unfortunately, Proclus Commentary on the Phaedo is lost, while his
Alcibiades Commentary does not draw any parallel with that specific problem. Still,
there are general references to the Phaedo, since the latter shares the same principal
position of both the Alcibiades and Proclus’ Commentary, i.e. that the man, and a
fortiori the philosopher, is identified with his soul, the body being a mere tool of the
former (cf. e.g. on Alc.,316,9-10). My main point is that the true Platonic self, i.e. our
intelligent soul’s relation to its body is homologous to the relation of the Demiurge
with the Receptacle and the cosmos, of the philosopher-king with the state, and of the
lover with his beloved, or in other words of the (Neo-Platonic) teacher with his
student(s). What is more, the parallel helps us to give a more complete answer to
Phaedo’s aforementioned problem: it is exactly because the philosopher can
contemplate the Forms, that he does not want to cut the indeed unfortunate relation
with his body. Cf. also what Socrates states in the Phaedo,67al-b2, and Plotinus’
similar position towards suicide in his small treatise devoted to that topic,
Enneads,1.9.[16]: ‘On going out [sc. of the body]'.

62 Cited above (n.46). Of course, as Proclus notes towards the end of the extant
Commentary, the Just participates in the Good, the former being inferior to the latter
(cf. e.g. on Alc,,319,12ff.). Hence, every just instantiation is also good (but not vice
versa), and, hence, the philosopher’s being just is at the same time good.
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there is an organic relation between goodness and providence. The
‘better’ an entity is, i.e. higher in the ontological hierarchy, the more
providential it is, i.e. its bestowals reach further down the scale, and
hence it has a wider scope. As with the Proclean divine lover, it is in so
far as the statesman participates in the intelligible that he goes on to set
into order its own “disorderly moving’ receptacle.®® Thus, Proclus is in
line with the Platonic Alcibiades” parallel between the relations of lover
and beloved, on the one hand, and that of the statesman and the city,
on the other. The way the lover educates and fashions his beloved
must be the paradigm of the philosopher-politician’s attitude towards

the body politic.*

And in any case, there is no question that the mature philosopher-
king would need the state in order to help him grasp the Forms,® just
as in the case of Proclus’ divine lover. Now, whether this scheme of

universal correspondence between the Demiurge, the philosopher-king

6 NB that the word «&émipeAeioBawr used in Republic,520a6-9 is the same with
Phaedrus,246b6: «maoo Puxn mavtog EmpeAgitar oL apvxov», the latter being a
principal Neoplatonic source of evidence for the idea that soul(s) are providential for

what lies beneath them.

64 In that way we see how the Alcibiades provides a viable starting point for the

transmutation of the existing political system into the ideal state.

65 It is true, though, that according to the Proclean interpretation the fact that the
philosopher returns to the cave is a verification of his having genuinely grasped the
Forms. Therefore, he descends to the ‘prison” not because he has any need of its
‘prisoners’, contra the vulgar lovers in relation to Alcibiades, but exactly because he is
self-sufficient, and hence able to free them and elevate them to the truth, as far as
possible.
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and the divine lover® exists in Plato is an open question.” We might
also question the ontological elaborations with which Proclus has
invested Plato. However, Proclus’ insight gives us a Neoplatonic
justification not to view Plato as an ‘egoist’ with respect to erotic
matters. If this is so, then Proclus had already given a brave and
articulate answer against Plato’s modern critics. Finally, let me
conclude by noting that in this Commentary Proclus spends a
considerable amount of time attempting to prove that it was not in vain
that the ‘daimonion” let the Silenus try to elevate the son of Cleinias.®
Unlike Socrates with Alcibiades, I do not suggest that we should
necessarily be persuaded by Proclus. Nonetheless, I hope that the
present reflections may at least reveal a reason why it would be fruitful
for Platonic scholars® to consider in their discussions Neo-Platonic

perspectives, as well.

6 In both Symposium’s and Phaedrus’ versions.

¢ What is more, | am acutely aware that the primary objective of current scholars,
such as MM McCabe, (see e.g. McCabe [2008]) is not to draw general schemes or
doctrines out of the whole Platonic corpus, but rather to engage in lively dialogues

with individual works, as Plato himself urges us to do.

6 See on Alc.,85,17-92,2. The problem is that the guardian-spirit could foresee the end
of this relationship; hence, why did it allow Socrates to associate with Alcibiades?
After presenting some problematic solutions found in the tradition, Proclus focuses on
the three following points: a) Alcibiades did become better; b) he will also be
benefitted in another life; c) the daimon is good like the sun, since “he achieves his
end in his activity”. (In ibid.,91,10-15 Proclus uses also the example of Laius and the

oracle.)

® See for instance approaches that in some respects are (unwittingly) akin to the
Platonic Successor: Kraut [1973], Kraut [1992], esp. pp.328-329; Miller [2007], esp.
pp-338-339 and n.28; Mahoney [1996]. Even Vlastos [1973],p.33, making a contrast
with Aristotle’s god, acknowledges the providential attitude of Timaeus’” Demiurge,
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2.1.3. From Platonic eros to Aristotelian friendship

Having shown how Proclus’ combination of ascending and
descending eros works in the same way for various Platonic dialogues,
I continue in illustrating providential eros, this time by drawing its
connections to «piAio» (friendship). Again some modern scholars”
have proposed that, in fact, Plato in the Phaedrus gives us an account of
friendship, whose perfect type, at least, surpasses the problems of
ascribing egocentric incentives with regards to the erotic desire (¢0wc),
since, even when natural beauty fades out, the friendly, spiritual and
non-sexual affection between the members of the ideal pair can still
remain.”’ In that, of course, the commentators follow Plato’s own text
which refers to the erotic relationship between lover and beloved as
O .2 So, for example, towards the end of his recantation, Socrates

will state that “these are the blessings... so great as to be counted

but he, contra Rist [1964],pp.30-31 (and 28 with [1970],pp.165-166, despite the right
qualification of Vogel [1981],pp.65-66 and p.78, n.28) and Armstrong [1961],p.110,
does not seem to imagine that this could have (at least a decisively positive) bearing

on Plato’s views on inter-personal love...
70 Most notably Sheffield [2011].

7t Cf. also Proclus, on Alc.,35,11-16, with many overtones from Pausanias’ speech in

the Symposium,183e:

72 What is more, the Lysis, a (maieutic) dialogue “on friendship”, brings sometimes
€owg and PpuAia very close to each other in terms of connotation; see e.g. 221b7-8 and
e3-4; 222a6-7. It is generally noted that £owc denotes a passionate desire for
something contra the (calm) loving affection implied in ¢pulia. Cf. e.g. Aristotle,
EN,IX.10,1171a11-12: “This is why one cannot love several people; love tends to be a
sort of excess friendship, and that can only be felt towards one person”. (Every
Aristotelian translation comes from Barnes [1984]). Cf. also EN,VIII.6,1158a10-13.
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divine, which will come to you [sc. the beloved] from the friendship of
a lover”.”® Hence, it is not only the beloved’s «dvtéowc»™ which is
actually thought of as friendship,”> as one would normally expect
under the specific social and spatio-temporal circumstances,” but the

lover himself is called «&vOeog piAog».”

Now, as would be expected, Proclus, too, uses the terms évOeog
¢oaotc and £pwg interchangeably with divine ¢idog and Pulia,
perhaps in a more systematic manner than Plato does.” This is also
important because of its consistency with the view of the divine lover
as non-egoist and providential towards the beloved. Of course, it is

true that the Successor also sometimes praises friendship in a quite

73 Phdr.,256e3-4.

74 See ibid.,255el. This word is coined by Plato to denote the ‘loving response’ of the
beloved; it is translated as “backlove” by Nehamas-Woodruff (in Cooper [1997]).

Proclus uses it twice in on Alc.:127,5 and 7.

75 Cf. ibid.,255d8-e2: «...eldwAov (image of) éowTog dvtépwta Eéxwv [sc. the beloved]

KAAEL O aUTOV Kal oleTat oVk €Qwta AAAd PAiav etvaL.»
76 See also Rowe’s [1988] note ad loc.,p.188.
77 Cf. Phdr.,255b6-7; cf. also b1-2 and 253c5.

78 Cf. the following instances: On Alc.,36,15; 38,8; 40,11; 140,7; 134,12, the last one
contrasting the inspired lover («évBéov ¢iAov») with the common one («ToO¢ TOV
moAVV épaotr)v»). Cf. also the similar case of Alcinous’ Handbook with a short
prehistory in Dillon [1994],p.388 (and p.392). On the other hand, Collette-Duci¢
[forthcoming],pp.1 and 6-7 stresses that for the Stoics a friendly relation is only
between equals (that is the sages), while love is the asymmetrical relation of a sage for
a young boy appearing to be beautiful. (Cf. also ibid.,pp.4ff. and a forthcoming PhD
thesis by Aiste Celkyte, supervised by Prof. S. Halliwell in St Andrews.) Stoic
friendship is the aim and effect of Stoic love.
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Aristotelian manner.” However, the above identification allows him to
illustrate the lover’s positive disposition towards the beloved using the
vocabulary of friendship. Consider the following example: “[Bly
addressing the subject of disproof as ‘dear” (¢pidov), he [sc. Socrates]
anticipates the wound by his affection (1) oixewwoet) and at the same
time shows that for him a purpose of purification is friendship, because
‘no god is ill-disposed to men, therefore neither does he [sc. Socrates]
do anything of this sort out of ill-humour (dvovoiq),’® as he has
observed in the Theaetetus,®! and because among the gods the agent of
purification extends its operation to the imperfect out of goodness, not
out of estrangement towards them.”®> What is striking about this
passage is that, following the characteristic Proclean strategy of
drawing parallels between Socrates-Alcibiades and the ontological

hierarchy, it applies the terms of friendship to (higher) godly and

7 See for example ibid., 109,3-6: “for friends have the same relationship (Adyoc) with
each other;... Further, friendship is between good men of serious purpose (&yaOwv
kal omovdaiwv), but among villains moral character is not in evidence”. Cf. also
ibid.,221,16-222,2: “...This is the aim of virtue as a whole, so the Pythagoreans assert
and also Aristotle who rightly observed that “when all people are friends we have no
need of justice,” and ‘mine’ and ‘thine’” are annulled, but ‘when everyone is just we
still have need of friendship’ to unite us.” For references to the relevant works see

Westerink's critical apparatus ad loc. and O’Neill’s nn.416 and 417.

80 Cf. also Phaedrus,255b4: “...the goodwill (ebvowx) that he experiences at close
quarters from his lover amazes the beloved,...”; cf. Aristotle, EN,IX.5,1167a3-4:
“Goodwill (ebvoiwx) seems, then, to be a beginning (doxr]) of friendship”, (almost
identical to idem, EE,VIL7,1241al12 and 14), and EN,VIIL.2,1155b33-34: “goodwill

when it is reciprocal being friendship”.
81 Cf. Theaetetus,151d1-2.

8 On Alc.,228,23-229,4.
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(lower) human entities,® although famously Aristotle had declared that
man cannot be friends with god, since there is no equality between
them.® Indeed, Proclus will be in a position to ground the thought that

“if... all belongs to the gods, all belongs also to good men

8 In this light we should interpret the ascriptions of «puUravOpwmio» (and
«dAavBpwmov»: ‘well-disposition towards man’) to Socrates (in on Alc.,312,10 and
81,3 respectively; cf. the use of Socrates’ «prrodpooovvn»-‘friendliness’ ibid.,25,7 and
26,7). Being a word widely used by Christian authors, e.g. pseudo-Dionysius (see
infra, nn.117 and 118 in ch.3.2.), Plato uses the adjective in the superlative
(«prAavOpwmoTatoc») for Eros in Aristophanes’ speech in the Symposium,189c8-d1,
and in its basic form for god Cronus in Laws,713d6, whereas the substantive
«dAavBpwmia» is ascribed to Socrates in Euthyphro,3d7. What is more, the word is
included in the academic Definitions,412e11-13: “love of humanity, or kindness; the
easy-going character state of being friendly to people; the state of being helpful to
people; the trait of gratefulness; memory, together with helpfulness”. Finally, let us
not forget that according to the Symposium, 212a6, the man who has ascended to
Beauty becomes «OeopiAnc» (‘beloved by gods’; cf. also the use of the same word in
Republic V1,501cl, Philebus,39e11 and a statement from Socrates’ exchange with
Thrasymachus in Rep.,1,352b1-2, according to which a just person is friend of the
gods.).

8 Cf. EN,VIIL7,1158b35-1159a5: “...gods...surpass us most decisively in all good
things... when one party is removed to a great distance (oAU d¢ xwoLo0€évToc), as
God is, the possibility of friendship ceases”, since “friendship is said to be
equality” («Aéyetar yap PuAotng lodtne»: ibid.,1157b36; cf. EE,VIL6,1240b2 and
ibid,VIL.9,1241b11-13) and, hence, “perfect friendship is the friendship of men who
are good, and alike in excellence” (: EN,1156b7-8; cf. ibid.,1160a7-8 and 1161a33-36:
“where there is nothing common to ruler and ruled there is not friendship either,
since there is not justice; e.g. between craftsman and tool, soul and body, master and
slave”). This Aristotelian conception is consistent with the Stagirite’s view of the
Unmoved Mover. On the other hand, see EN,X.8,1179a30-31, where, due to the wise
man’s intellectual ‘assimilation to god’, it is declared that “[h]e, therefore, is the
dearest to the gods (Beodpiréotatog)”. In this case Aristotle uses in the superlative
the very adjective used (in the positive) by Diotima/Socrates/Plato, when it is declared
that the man who will have ascended to the Beautiful, presumably through the
‘Theaetetan assimilation to god’, will be ‘beloved by the gods’ (Symp.,212a6; cf. also
Tim.,53d7). In what way Aristotle is near to the Neo-Platonic sense will be clearer in
what follows. Finally, it is worth mentioning that, the friendship-theory of the
Eudemian Ethics is interestingly different in some respects from the respective

‘Nicomachean’ one.
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(omovdaiwv)”® on the assumption of the well-known Pythagorean

maxim that “the possessions of friends are held in common”.8

Of course, these differences from Aristotle ultimately stem from
Proclus” fundamental ontological equation of Eros with Friendship. I
will come back to the ontological issue later (in ch.2.2.5.). For now it
may suffice to say that when in the Commentary the Successor is
confronted with two distinct traditions with respect to the god of
Friendship («piAtov»),?” the one in favour of ¢piAiog Zeus and the other
of god Eros,® Proclus characteristically unites/’contracts’ the two,
claiming that “Love is contained within Zeus”.% Sometimes friendship
seems to apply more to instances of a ‘horizontal’ union within one
stratum of reality, hence between quasi-equal entities,” whereas eros,

denoting the deficiency of an entity, fits better a vertical scheme, in

8 On Alc,,165,3 and 2. Of course, this statement should rather be read by way of
analogy and to the extent that the omtovdalol partake in/are assimilated to the godly
realm. A good guide to understand this is the following passage from ibid,172,4-11.

8% On Alc.,165,2-3: «kowva yag tor Gpidwv»; cf. O'Neill’s n.327 (and Westerink’s
apparatus ad loc.) for references to Euripides, Orestes,735 and Porphyry, De Vita
Pythagorae,33. This maxim appears quite a few times in Plato (see Lysis,207c10;
Rep.,424a1-2&449c5; Laws,739c2 and), most notably in the end of the Phaedrus,279¢6-7.
(Ct. also Gorgias,507e5-6, although «kowvwvia» might have a more general sense
there.) For Aristotle see EN,VIII.9,1159b31-32, EE,VII.2,1237b33 and ibid.,1238a16.
Finally, see the strong resemblance of this Proclean syllogism with one by Diogenes

the Cynic apud Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum,37,5-7; (cf. also ibid.,72,1-3).
87 See on Alc.,232,10-234,5.

8 Cf. ibid.,233,11-12: «ti¢ yoo ¢iag aitiog 6 "Epwe». See also how Proclus
introduces Empedocles’ divine principle of ¢piAia (see B29 Diels) in On Alc.,113,13-21.

8 Ibid.,233,15. I follow Westerink in writing «Epwg»/'Love’” with the first letter
capital, since it refers to the god Eros.

% See also the Aristotelian flavour (at least in its beginning and end) of ibid,109,3-10.
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which lower strata of reality desire what lies beyond them.® Proclus

thinks of friendship when speaking of love and vice versa.”

On the other hand, Proclus’ diversion from Aristotle, as to the
possibility of friendship between gods and humans, is not radical, since
the Successor holds that there is an ontological hierarchy. Not only
that, but he also thinks that the hierarchical scheme is a condition for
the possibility of (productive) love/friendship between entities of
different levels. This can be inferred from passages like the following:
“The lover, then, must pay heed to any one fine point in the beloved in
order that he may be both more perfect and immediately superior. For
in this way one would lead upwards, the other be led upwards, and the
former would exercise providence with some fellow-feeling (petd

tvog ovumtaBeiag).””® Hence, Proclus of course does not object to the

% In fact, one possibility is not mentioned here, i.e. that of vertical-downwards eros.
One could propose that Proclus had better use the term eros -implying deficiency and
strong aspiration- for an entity’s upwards tension, whereas to the providential one he
could have applied the sole (and ‘calmer’) term ¢udia. Still, this is a device that
Proclus does not choose to exploit, since he calls both the lover and the beloved
‘friends’. What is more, it would be at odds with the usual vocabulary of the relevant
texts of Plato’s era, where we have seen (e.g. nn.74 and 78) that the lover is supposed
to have ‘eros’ for his beloved, although the latter’s affection to the former was termed
‘friendship’. Nonetheless, Proclus hardly uses the verb «piAetv» to describe the
aspiration of lower entities for the higher realm. In this respect of upwards striving
eros has a prominence, although it does not exclude ¢pulia from its semantic scope,

but it just makes it much tenser.

92 See the interweaving of the two notions early in the Commentary in on Alc.,26,2-5,
alluding to De Oraculis Chaldaicis,p.25 (Kroll; cf. O’Neill’s n.50) and the Timaeus,32c1-4
and 43a2

% On Alc.,140,17-20. Cf. ibid.,123,8 and 12-13: “Well then,... the agent (10 mowo0V)
must surpass the patient (tob mdoyxovtoc) in essential being”. What is more, apart

from being a precondition for friendship, the hierarchical scheme still remains after
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thought that gods are superior entities, and thus surpass human beings
in excellence, but he follows an ontological reading of the Phaedrus’
type relation, where, as we have seen, a) the lover and the beloved
stand for entities of different ontological strata, and b) they are also

called “friends’.

However, even in that respect Proclus is not very far from
Aristotle’s perfect type of friendship between good, and hence equal,
men. The Stagirite assumes that there is a large gap between mortals
and god(s), something which is consistent with his
ontology-cosmological philosophy. Nevertheless, a characteristic of
especially the late Neoplatonists is the attempt to fill this vertical gap
by postulating strata of mediating entities, i.e. levels of reality which
can bridge the gap between the One and the material cosmos. Now,
what preserves the cohesion of this vertical continuum is the similarity

between the entities in different strata.”* According to the Elements of

the elevation of both lovers, as the following passage suggests (ibid., 116,20-117,1): “it
is never lawful for effects to escape from their causes and rise superior to the nature
of the latter.” Cf. also ibid., 146,1-3 and El.Th.,124,26-28. As to the importance of this
qualifying “some” see infra, ch.2.1.5. ‘Sympatheia’ is an ontological term as well,
correlated with (universal) «piAio», used by the Stoics and then by the Neoplatonists
(cf. infra n.99 and Dodds [1963],p.216).

% Cf. EL.Th.,32,6-7: “But all things are bound together by likeness (ovvdel d¢ Ttdvta 1)
opotdtg)...”. Cf. also in Proclus’ fragment from De sacrificio et magia, 148,23-149,1.
NB that Proclus does not avoid the hierarchization of even the horizontal strata. Cf.
EL.Th.,110,11-12: “For not all things are of equal worth, even though they be of the
same cosmic order”. Consequently, it is more faithful to Proclus to go with Dodds
[1963],passim, who speaks of the horizontal strata as “transverse”. Thus, it is perhaps
easier to understand why Proclus so easily conflates eros with filia, and that even a
horizontal friendship of the Aristotelian ideal type cannot take place in Proclus’

system.
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Theology, a principle of the procession, and hence of the complementary
reversion, is that it takes place through like terms.”> The same idea is
reiterated and related to the issue of eros (/friendship) in the following
passage® from the Alcibiades” Commentary: “[W]lhat is completely
uncoordinated (@oVUvtaxtov) has no communion with its inferior, but
love finds its subsistence among those who are able to commune with
each other, since it itself is perfected through the likeness of the inferior
to the superior, through the uniting (cuvdéoewc) of the less perfect
with the more perfect and through the reversion of what is made

complete to the causes of completion.”

We can deduce from this passage that actual and direct
friendship/eros can take place only between adjacent entities, viz.
between the cause and its immediate effect; that is, between the most
similar possible entities. As far as ascending eros is concerned it is true
that every entity aspires for the Good. Yet it actually approaches it
through the former’s union to its immediate progenitor, as the Elements
claim.”” Further, as far as downwards eros is concerned, we can
assume that it directly relates adjacent entities, whereas providential
eros for even remoter beings should be thought of as indirect. In other
words, an entity can be providential for its off-spring; but since the off-

spring gives rise to further entities, the providential preservation of the

% Cf. ELTh.,28,10-11 and 28-34. Cf. also ibid,125,10-13 and 32,3-4: “All reversion is

accomplished through a likeness of the reverting terms to the goal of reversion”.
% On Alc.,140,20-141,4. Cf. also E1.Th.,123,7-9.

7 Cf. on Alc.,28,30-32.
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former entails providential preservation of the latter, too.*”
Consequently, from Aristotle’s ideal case of ‘friendly” equality (of good
properties), Proclus switches to the idea of ‘friendly-erotic” similarity.*
The divergence is a small one, since equality does not exclude
similarity.'® What constitutes a difference is the Proclean introduction

of hierarchical similarity as a precondition for the (actual and direct)

% According to Proclus an entity already contains its descendants kat’ aitiav (: as
their cause). Cf. ELTh.,65 and on Alc.,146,1-2: “the superior powers everywhere in a
simple manner comprehend (meotetAnpévar) their inferior”. Cf. also ElLTh. 144,21
and see in the next part (ch.2.2.). Hence, the higher entity ‘knows’ its inferior(s) in the
manner appropriate to the former, not the latter. See E1.Th.,124,10-13, with numerous
parallels in On Alc. (e.g.87,12-17); cf. also ELTh.,121,10-12. An interesting
consequence, exploited by Medieval and early modern philosophers (cf. Dodds’ n. ad
loc.,p.266), is that it gives an answer (perhaps unacceptable to us) to Vlastos’ objection
about the individual, qua individual, as an object of love in Plato. Vlastos
[1973],passim, e.g. pp.24,26,28-33 observes that what the lover admires in the beloved
is not its particular beauty, but the degraded image of the Form of the Beautiful;
hence, the lover does not really appreciate the particularity of the beloved, but aspires
to the abstraction of the Form. But a higher entity’s more abstract mode of knowing
the inferior is inevitable and necessary due to their ontological difference. For the
Neoplatonists the fact that the superior does not know the inferior in the mode of
being of the lower is not a mark of deficiency, but denotes the superiority of the
former. In this way the Neoplatonists give their answer to Parmenides’ ‘greatest
difficulty’, and can explain why the philosopher-king of the Republic can have
knowledge, and not mere belief, of matters pertaining to the intra-mundane/political
realm. However, for a view (by E.P. Butler) that ascribes almost the highest position
to individuality in Proclus’ system (cf. the Henads) see Hankey [2011],pp.33-36 and
Hankey [2009],pp.122 and esp. 124-125.

% The history of «opototne» and the “similia similibus” theory, starts already from
the Presocratics (e.g. Empedocles; cf. also Dodds [1928],p.141), and has been evoked
by many philosophers since then; (see for instance the relevant sections of Plato’s
Lysis). Cf. also Rep.IV,425c2 and Gorgias,510b2-4 (with the note ad loc. of Dodds
[1959],p.344).

100 See also the Aristotelian reverberations in on Alc.,230,16-231,2. In
EN,VIIL.7,1156b7-8 Aristotle himself speaks of similarity with respect to virtue
between good men: “perfect friendship is the friendship of men who are good, and

alike in excellence (ko kat” doetr)v OpolwWV)”.
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friendship or love to take place.l®® What we see here is then a Proclean
synthesis of Platonic and Aristotelian perspectives, which in itself is the

further outcome of Proclus’ equation of £owg with gpiAia.

2.1.4. Limiting the scope:

from eros to providential eros

I now move to examine Proclus’ composite concept of
“providential eros”, and, hence, the relation between eros and
providence. I will argue that in Proclus’ idea of “providential eros” the
emphasis lies not on ‘eros’, but on “providence’, whose existence is
undeniable by every Neoplatonist.!? In all the passages I have cited so
tar, although Socrates is called ‘divine lover” (or ’friend’), he is hardly
ever explicitly said to be in love («épav») with his beloved. Though
this is the only logical inference, Proclus prefers constantly to

emphasize Socrates” providence («mpdvoia»)'®® towards Alcibiades. It

101 As to the aforementioned claim about humans being friends with gods, for Proclus
the ascription of “god” belongs to a wide range of entities. See in the next part (e.g.
ch.2.2.3.).

102 This remark resembles in form Vlastos’ observation about the importance of the
first constituent of the Timaeus’ formula, «eikwe pvBog» (“likely tale”: Tim., e.g. 29d2;
cf. Vlastos [1965],p.382, acknowledged by Brisson [1998],p.129 and n.11).

105 Apart from «movolo» another standard word is «€mipéAeix». Another less
commonly used word is «mogounOewx» (: “forethought”; the last Greek word has the
double meaning that the English “providence’ has; not only having forethought, but
also giving in advance) met four times in On Alc.: 54,12; 132,15; 159,7; 161,8; (cf. the
god Prometheus/[1po-unOeve, who in the Protagoras’ myth, e.g. 320d6, is contrasted to
Emi-unBevg, and Rep. IV,441e5, where the rational part of the soul is said to exercise
«moop@eiav» “on behalf [O7tép] of the whole soul”).
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is this very fact that prompted me to highlight Socrates” parallel with
the Demiurge, and further with the statesman, although Plato, like
Proclus, never characterizes the divine craftsman’s providence for the
Receptacle as ‘love’. This sheds light on the Successor’s approach to
‘downwards-providential eros’. Proclus’ principal aim is not to furnish
us, further to the notion of ascending-reversive love, with a distinct
account of eros per se, but rather to illustrate a distinctive case of
providence which complements reversive love.  That Proclean
providential eros is not the only instance of (divine) providence
becomes plain enough from the following passage: “As, then, other
souls established according to another god visit without defilement the
region of mortals and the souls that move about therein -some help
(wpeAovor) the less perfect through prophecy, others through mystic
rites and others through divine medicine —so also souls that have
chosen the life of love'™ are moved by the god who is the ‘guardian of
beautiful youths'® to the care (¢mipuéAeiav) of noble natures (twv €0

nepukoTv)”.100

As becomes clear from the Elements, as well as from many previous
citations, it is an essential attribute of gods to be providential, that is, to
extend their bestowals (i.e. their divine characteristics) upon the

entities that are dependent on them, and hence are of the same rank.

104 Cf. the eschatological myth of Republic X and the allocation of types of lives to the

souls, their freedom of choice being preserved.
105 That is, god Eros with Phaedrus,265¢2-3; cf. Plot.,I11.5.2,2-3.

106 On Alc.,32,16-33,5.
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Of course, Proclus’ system is not one-dimensional, like Plotinus’. In
other words, it does not only have a vertical dimension, but also a
horizontal one, or, more accurately, a ‘transverse’.!” Hence, after the
ultimate unity of the One (and the Indefinite Dyad), the stratum of the
Henads already consists of a multiplicity of ultimate divinities,
identified with the gods of ancient Greek mythology, in conjunction
with the Chaldean Oracles and Orphic religion, each of them
representing certain features which are bestowed upon the orders of
their descendants.’® Nonetheless, also within the transverse dimension
there are still relations of the type we see in vertical ranks, thus the
superior entities communicate their characteristic features to their
successors/inferior entities in the horizontal stratum.!® However, if
this is true of the divine realm, we should not expect that the more
deficient beings of the lower strata of reality, e.g. daimonic souls
should preserve the unity in multiplicity of their highest progenitors
untouched. Thus, the gifted ones succeed in preserving a sole
characteristic, ultimately inherited by vertical procession from a
Henad, which is Proclus’ understanding of the divine processions in

the Phaedrus myth.''® Hence we saw in the former passage that some

107.Cf. Dodds [1963], e.g. pp.255, 270 and El.Th.,110,11-12. See also the framework set
out by Van Riel [2001].

108 For this rather general account see Dodds [1963],pp.257-260.

19 Cf. ELTh.,97,9-10. See also Dodds’ helpful diagram on propositions 108 and 109,
(in p.255), where he shows how an entity derives each generic character

horizontally/transversely, but its specific one vertically.

110 See Phdr.,246e4-247a4 and cf. also Baltzly [forthcoming],(p.6).
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souls instantiate their providence for the mundane world via medicine,
others via prophecy, via ‘erotics’ (¢pwtikr)) etc. Consequently, we
repeat that downwards eros is not a universal characteristic of Proclus’
system, but only a particular instance of (the universal fact of)
«meovolo». 1t Another useful way of putting this is in Aristotelian
jargon: eros (or friendship) is only a species of the ‘providence’-genus.
It is because and in so far as Proclus is interested in providence that he
speaks of downwards eros. This alone can already alleviate the
apparent contrast between Plotinus’ ascending eros and Proclus’

descending one.

Now, there are also exceptionally gifted souls which can preserve
and combine in their providence more than one way, and one such
figure is undoubtedly Socrates. Proclus very early in the Commentary
stresses that the Athenian gadfly is an expert in at least three ‘sciences’
(«¢moTtnuar):12 that of dialectics (dtxAektikny), of maieutic/midwifery

(natevtikr)) and of ‘erotic” (épwtwkr)).!** What are exactly these sciences

1 Cf. also Armstrong [1961],p.116. The criticism of Armstrong ad loc. by McGinn
[1996],p.199,n.30 seems self-contradictory when contrasted with ibid.,p.198, while my
ch.2.2.4. will show how both authors can be right in a sense.

112 As has been already clear, for the Neoplatonists there is no actual Socratic
ignorance. See also Layne [2009],passim. This is a mere ironical device. Socrates is a
«PLA6oopoc» to the extent that he has already succeeded in achieving communion
with the intelligible realm. If there is any subject that Socrates is unaware of, this is
because no one can ever have knowledge of that. A good example of this is the
ineffability of the supreme gods, let alone of the super-transcendent One, i.e. the field

in which Neoplatonism comes closer than ever to Skepticism...

113 Ibid.,27,13-14. O’Neill translates these three “sciences” as “those of philosophical

discussion, elicitation and love”.
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or ways of Socrates’ exercising providence? According to the
Successor, a very good illustration of Socrates” midwifery, as a modern
student of Plato could reasonably expect, is found in the Theaetetus,'
where Socrates “proceeds as far as the cleansing away of the false
opinions of Theaetetus, but thereafter lets him go as now being capable
of discerning the truth by himself, which indeed is the function of the
science of elicitation (patevtiknc), as Socrates himself observes in that
work”.15  For Proclus, Socrates’” ‘elenctic’ midwifery does have a
definite positive result, since “through elicitation each one of us is
revealed to be wise about subjects in which he is unlearned (&ua6rc),
by realizing the innate notions (Adyouvg) within himself concerning
reality”.!’® In other words, Socrates stirs Theaetetus up “through the
art of elicitation to recollection (avduvnow) of the eternal notions of
the soul”, and hence the result is that his interlocutor is united with
“the very first wisdom”.''” Proclus draws a parallel with the way the
recipients of Socrates’ providence are elevated and come to salvation
(«owtneia»)!® through dialectic and “erotic’. As we have already seen,
through eros Socrates elevates and unites individuals worthy of love

“to essential beauty (avtokaAw)”,'® while through dialectic he brings

114 Proclus’” Commentary on this remarkable dialogue is now lost.
1150n Alc.,28,4-8; cf. Tht.,210b11-d1.

116 On Alc.,29,2-3.

171bid.,28,16-17 and 19.

18 Cf. ibid.,29,9.

119 Tbid.,28,18-19; cf. 29,1 and 28,15-16.
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round “to the vision of reality”'? those “who love to contemplate the

truth”,'? and can be thus led “even as far as the Good” .12

We can draw some important conclusions from the previous
remarks: first of all, it is clear that there are three distinct ways to
ascend to the divine realm, namely «kaAdv, codov, dyaOdov»
according to the Phaedrus.’* Via dialectic one is elevated to the Good,
via maieutic one attains to Wisdom, and through erotic one is united
with the Beautiful. Hence, we are presented with three different
methods, which are distinguished on the basis of the divine entity they
aspire to, since, as becomes clear in the Commentary, the three
aforementioned divine characteristics represent divine entities of
different strata. The Good even transcends reality, Wisdom should be
posited somewhere on the level of Henads, whereas the Beautiful is
located in the stratum of Being. Especially in light of the fact that for
Proclus, gifted souls can attain to the intelligible on their own, by
independent discovery, without the aid of any teacher,'? it becomes

clear that eros is not the only means of ascent. Reversive eros is only

120 [bid.,28,17-18.

121 “toig PproBeapoot the aAnBeiag”: ibid.29,5; cf. Rep.V,475e4.  Alternative

rendering: “those who love the sight of truth”.
122 On Alc.,29,4; c£.29,1 and Rep.VII,532a7-b5.

125 Phdr.,246d8-el.: “... the divine which has beauty, wisdom, goodness...”. [: trnsl. by
Nehamas-Woodruff. It must be a clerical mistake that in Rowe’s translation the
attribute of ‘wisdom’ is dropped out ad loc.] Cf. on Alc.,29,8 and ibid.,51,8-9 and 11-
12. For a different approach to the triad «aAnOéc-dya@ov-kaAov» see BaoiAdxng
[2009],pp.63-75 (and p.253, which is the equivalent in the English abstract).

124 Apparently, this is how Socrates came to have access to truth.
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one path to the intelligible realm, just as providential eros is only one
among various instances of providence. In both cases, what is
characteristic of the ‘via erotica” is that it denotes the attraction to
beauty (either the Form of Beauty in the case of reversion, or beautiful

particulars in the case of providence).!?

A further implication of the above remarks relates to Socrates’
capacity to adjust his teaching, by elevating “each individual to his
appropriate object of desire”.® Proclus compares Socrates with the
divine in a manner already familiar to us: “[A]s in the godhead all
goods preexist in the manner of unity,'” but different individuals enjoy
different goods according to the natural capacity of each, so also
Socrates embraces all the forms of knowledge within himself, but uses
now one now another, adjusting his own activity to the requirements
(¢rutndedtnTa) of the recipients”.’?® This is why “it is through love
that perfection comes, in the present work [sc. in the Alcibiades 1], to

those that possess this nature (in view of his possession thereof,

125 See also on Alc.,92,8-15.

126 Ibid., 152,11-12; cf. ibid.,28,10-11. Modern Pedagogy would be very proud of seeing
already in Proclus an explicit mention of the fundamental tenet of the
“individualization” of the learning process. See also the section 151,16-156,15 of the
Commentary, e.g. on Alc.,152,1-3 and ibid.,153,3-5. This is connected with the way
Raphael Woolf has accounted for the different picture of Socrates drawn by his two
students, Plato and Xenophon in Peter Adamson’s podcast of the History of Philosophy
without any gaps, episode 17, available at http://www.historyofphilosophy.net/Woolf-
Socrates -accessed on 01/11/2011.

127 Since to take this utterance as a reference to the One, as O’Neill does, is a

considerable step.

126 On Alc.,28,11-15.
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Alcibiades seemed to be worthy of love!® to Socrates)”.’* This point
reminds us again the limited scope of descending eros in contrast to the
universality of providence: although Socrates is providential to
everyone,®! he is (providentially) erotic only to those natures that
belong to the rank of Beautiful (and hence of eros, too), i.e. those who

by possessing and aspiring to beauty can be elevated to Beauty itself.!>2

Here, however, we should make a conceptual distinction with
respect to the individuals’ being fitted/suitable (émitrideia) recipients
(of providence) and being of a certain nature. Although the previous
passage brings these two notions together, their function is not
identical. The specific nature of each individual denotes the ultimate
source of its bestowals, and thus reveals the entity which is its desired
object. That is, Alcibiades, in partaking in the beautiful and erotic
bestowals, (can) crave for the Beautiful. @On the other hand,
érutndetotng denotes the capacity of the individual to be elevated to a
specific level of the intelligible. In other words, the greater
¢mtndeldtnc a person has, the higher a level he can attain in the

intelligible hierarchy.’® Now we can see why nature (¢pvoig) and

129 «aélépaotoc»; see suprand4 (in ch.2.1.2.) and on Alc.,58,9-59,18 as to why

Alcibiades was a&tépaotog (:“eulogy upon the character of Alcibiades”).

130 Ibid.,29,13-15.

131 In the Apology Socrates” action claims to be of the benefit of the whole city.
132 See also infra in ch.2.2.(1.-2.).

133 This point becomes clear when Proclus states that “according, then, to the measure
of suitability (¢rmtndeidtnTog) that each person possesses, so he is perfected by
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erutndetotng come to be identified. The reason is that each different
desired object is located within a hierarchical structure, and a particular
object of desire entails also a certain level of capability of ascent. This
remark can also help us understand more fully what Proclus means by
separating individual natures into e.g. philosophical ones, erotic,
musical ones etc.!® But it is only those already capable of and suitable
for ascent that are elevated in the end.'® More optimistically, one
might suppose that each individual has some capacity for elevation;
but still, the varying natures of these individuals will still result in a

strongly hierarchical picture of their possible destinations.

In any case, as we have noted above, Socrates is particularly gifted
in comprising in his own personality all different kinds of identity, so
that he can benefit anyone, without exception.’® Nonetheless, since he
is a single and unified personality, when exercising erotic providence
he does not cease to be simultaneously dialectical and maieutic. Hence,
Proclus notes that, although “the activities of the science of love prevail
throughout the whole composition [i.e. the Alcibiades I]”, along with

this we can also “find the genre of philosophical discussion (trg

Socrates and elevated to the divine according to his own rank (ta&wv).” (: On
Alc.,29,5-7.)

134 See On Alc.,152,3-8.
135 Cf. analogously the elitist attitude of Athenian Democracy.

136 We could parallel Socrates with a teacher who is not only able to adjust his
teaching according to the abilities of his/her student, but he can also teach them the
subject which his student favours more, whatever that is (e.g. from ethical philosophy

to mathematics).
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dtaAektiknc) in this dialogue illustrated through the subject-matter
itself, and everywhere” one “may detect the peculiar trait of elicitation
contained in Socrates’ arguments”.!¥ I have already noted that
Socrates belongs to this class of rarely gifted souls which have
preserved untouched the characteristic “unity in multiplicity” of the
divine entities, and hence can be ‘everything, but according to their
own proper manner’. Thus, in this advanced manner Socrates,
according to Proclus, is in a state of exploiting midwifery and dialectics
for achieving the aims of erotic, and even more, in exploiting the two
former in an erotic way: “so in this dialogue he primarily demonstrates
the science of love and practices in a loving manner both philosophical

argument (dxAektikov) and elicitation.”1%

Still it remains the case that erotic providence per se is of limited
application, since it is necessarily directed only towards beautiful and
love-worthy recipients. With regards to this restriction of the scope of
the notion of eros, some ontological references where Proclus evokes
again the ontological and “hidden” hierarchical triad of Good, Wisdom
and Beauty,'” may be helpful here. Since the Beautiful has its
counterpart in Eros, we might expect something analogous for the
other two members of the triad. According to the Successor, as Eros is

dependent on the Beautiful, in an analogous way “Faith” («mtiotic») is

137 On Alc.,27,15-28,1.
138 Tbid,28,8-10. Cf. ibid,29,16-30,4.

139 See ibid,51,8-13.
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related to the Good, and “Truth” («aAnOewx») to Wisdom; i.e. “the first
founding the universe and establishing it in the good, the second
revealing the knowledge that lies in all being”.'* This means that as
Eros is the path for union with the Beautiful, ‘faith’ is the way to grasp
the Good, and ‘truth’ the window for contemplating the Wisdom of the
universe.'! In other words, faith and truth must exemplify the
function of dialectics and midwifery, exercised by Socrates, for
elevation to the divine.!*? It follows from the analogy that Socrates is
able to exercise them because he partakes in their bestowals, and
patterns himself upon them, as he does with Eros, in the case of the
consideration of beauty. Consequently, it once again becomes clear
that eros is only one of at least three ways to ascend/reverse to the

divine realm.143

Along with the reduction of the scope of both providential and
reversive eros, another implication is erotic’s relative degradation,
since it appears that dialectic/faith and maieutic/truth (for both the

agent and the recipients of his providence) are more important ways to

140 Ibid.,51,16-52,1.
141 Cf. ibid,52,10-13; cf. also Baltzly [forthcoming],(pp.13-14).

122 ] say that it “must” be so, because it is not explicitly mentioned by Proclus. He
only connects dialectics-midwifery-erotic science with the triad of good-wise-
beautiful, and the latter with faith-truth-eros. It is a logical entailment that there
should hold a direct relation as well between dialectics-midwifery-erotic and faith-
truth-eros.

143 Besides, ““everything’, says the oracle ‘is governed and exists in these three’; and
for this reason the gods advise the theurgists to unite themselves to god through this
triad.”: on Alc.,52,13-53,2; cf. De Oraculis Chaldaicis,p.26(Kroll).
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ascend to the intelligible hierarchy, since the target-entities are ranked
higher than the Beautiful, which is Eros’ final end. Of course, things
are not so clear cut, since the appreciation of beauty cannot be
neglected in Wisdom and the Good. Recollecting again the
fundamental axiom that “all things are in all things, but in each
according to its proper nature”, the two higher entities should be seen
as “causally” (kat’ aitiav) beautiful, as also the Good is “causally”
‘wise’. However, it is still true that access to the (essential) Beautiful is
marked as inferior to the path towards the (supra-essentially) Good.
Nonetheless, Proclus notes the specific importance of beauty for our
intra-mundane realm, since, following Phaedrus’ Socrates, “there is no
lustre in the images here below of justice and moderation: but, as it is,
beauty alone has received this prerogative -to be most conspicuous and
most lovable.”*  The revelation of beauty in our world has an
immediate and peculiar impact on human souls, so that it becomes
easier for them to pursue that target, which may elevate them towards

the source of beauty itself.

Thus, it appears that beauty, and hence ‘erotic’ as the way to
ascend to the Beautiful, have a particular privilege in comparison with

the other two types of ascent.’> A soul must be extraordinarily gifted

144 Phdr.,250b1-3 and dé6-el (in O’Neill’s trnsl. because) cited in On Alc.,320,11-14. Cf.
ibid.,328,6-14 (the quotation from the Phdr. reappearing in 11.10-11).

145 One could use Aristotelian terminology and propose that the erotic ascent is “prior
tous”. True, it seems that Proclus would be happy ascribing a certain priority to eros.
However, I am not certain if the analogue could survive after its exposure to closer

scrutiny. The main problem is that (descending) eros is a way with which the
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in order to be attracted and elevated to Wisdom, or even the Good
itself, both of which transcend Beauty. On the other hand, not only has
the erotic person better chances to succeed in his pursuit, but also “the
union... with divine beauty... results” in “intimacy with the entire
divinity”,¢ which is “beautiful, wise and good”, as has been already
noted (e.g. n.123). In other words, even if this divine triad is
hierarchical, the ascent to beauty, having “fed and watered the winged
nature of the soul”,'¥ enables the soul to continue its ascent towards
further and higher summits, which are the sources of Beauty. Of
course, this soul must be especially gifted/'winged” in order to
appreciate the new summits that it has been able to behold from the
top of Beauty. However, the very possibility of indirect elevation to the
Good via Eros’ union with the Beautiful makes the ‘via erotica” a much
more ‘practical’ way of ascent to the source of everything, than the
labours involved e.g. in dialectics, which by ‘imitating’ faith forms the
direct way to get hold of the Good, as far as possible. This is not to

suggest that there is only one way to ascend to the divine!*® (whether

intelligible communicates with what lies beneath. Contrariwise, in Aristotle’s case
what is prior to us is not prior in nature. Besides, the Stagirite does not have the
elaborate Neoplatonic hierarchies (e.g. of Good, Wisdom and Beauty). Still, it is true
that beauty and its correlate eros are among the things that have immediate effects in
the human being, and can be exploited for an ascent towards the source of apparent
beauty. Consequently, from this point of view speaking of ‘erotics’ as ‘prior to us’

has a certain merit.
146 On Alc.,29,15-16.
147 Phdr,246e1-2; cf. on Alc.,29,10-11. Cf. also Phdr.,ibid.,e3-4 and on Alc.,ibid., 11-12.

148 Besides, it is not clear whether the elevation from the Beautiful to Wisdom and

Goodness necessarily has to be mediated by ‘truth’ and ‘faith’ respectively. However,
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directly or indirectly).! Although beauty has a privileged position for
the souls of our intra-mundane realm particularly, eros does not have
the fundamental universality we had observed in Plotinus.
Furthermore, this verdict holds for both directions of Proclus’ thought:

both providential and ascending eros.

2.1.5. Qualifying love:

from manic eros to undefiled eros

But what exactly is providence? In this section I will juxtapose
manic eros and Proclus’ ideal of undefiled providential eros. The
characteristic features of the Proclean notion will also provide us with a
deeper insight as to the relation between providential and reversive
eros -or providence and reversion more generally-; that is, how these
two notions can be regarded as two complementary aspects of an
entity’s single activity. Let us, then, go back to the Elements and see

how the notion of providence is initially introduced with respect to the

even if the connections can be direct without their mediation, it is not certain that
souls whose natural capacity was to attain to the Beautiful may be in a position to go
even beyond that. Rather, it seems that this indirect elevation to the Good via the
Beautiful is a realistic option for souls with a capacity to be elevated to the source of
all. Of course, a further problem is that we can actually attain to such a summit only
via theurgy; cf. again on Alc.52,13-53,2. As for the erotic souls, we have already
given another reason why direct connection with Beautiful implies indirect
communion, and hence “kinship/intimacy” with Goodness and Wisdom: Beauty is

good and wise ‘by participation’.

49 In any case, one could indirectly ascend to the Good (and descend to the
Beautiful?) via Wisdom, which mediates between the two.
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Henads’ existence:'™ “Every god embraces in his substance the
function of exercising providence towards the universe; and the

primary providence resides in the gods.” 5!

This proposition confirms our already formed picture with regards
to providence as exemplified in the Platonic Demiurge and his erotic
and political counterparts, and is parallel to the familiar issue of
procession («1tEoodoc») in Neoplatonic metaphysics. But apart from
making explicit the relation between god(s), goodness and providence
it tells us nothing more about the precise nature of this (divine)
providence. More informative is prop.122: “All that is divine both
exercises providence towards secondary existences and transcends
(¢Enontan) the beings for which it provides: its providence involves no
remission of its pure (&pktov) and unitary transcendence (Urtegoxmv),

neither does its separate unity annul its providence.”15

One of the significant contributions of this proposition is its
explanation as to how divine providence can be made compatible with
the other fundamental Greek assumption about gods, which is their
transcendence. Indeed, as also Dodds notes, the gist of the Epicurean
criticism against the idea of gods’ being providential for what lies
beneath them was that it “credits the gods with an interest in an

infinity of petty problems and so abolishes their transcendence and

150 See also Butler [2010].
151 E1.Th.,120,31-32.

152 [bid., 122,1-4.
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makes their life moaypatewdn kat énimovov.”1% However, for the
Neoplatonic Successor “the especial glory of Platonism”!> consists in
the preservation of both divine transcendence and providence.’® In
other words, if, the “(hyper-)being’ of the gods entails both the fact of
their transcendence as well as their providential attitude towards the
inferiors, then thinking with the Epicureans that providence ‘pollutes’
divine transcendence or ‘eudaimonia’ is not the right way. Rather,
there can be a compromise between these two fundamental divine
aspects, and this solution is realized in the concept of «&oxetoc» and
«APLYNG» EOVOLY, i.e. a providence that assumes “no relation” with its
recipients, making the gods “undefiled” and “pure” from anything

lower to them.

Thus, the paradox'® of divine providence emerges since it is a kind
of (causal) relation of the divine with the lower reality, without there
being any actual relation (or interference) between them at all.’>” We
may even contend that while Proclus boasts to have solved this

problem, he does not really give a solution just by insisting that the

155 Dodds [1963],p.264; cf. Epicurus, Principal doctrines, (p.94 Bailey, the Greek words
cited meaning “laborious and wearisome”). Cf. also idem, Letter to Menoeceus,123,2-
7(Arrighetti).

154 Proclus, Platonic Theology,vol.1,ch.ie',76,10ff; cf. Dodds [1963],p.265 and n.1.
155 Contra Aristotle and the Stoics. Cf. again Dodds,ibid.

156 The word is used in the superlative by Proclus in describing this phenomenon; cf.
on Alc.,60,7.

157 Cf. also EL.Th.,prop.142,p.124,1.33-p.126,1.1 “But whatever is divine keeps the same
station (ta&wv) for ever, and is free from all relation (&oxetov) to the lower and all

admixture (&puctov) with it (prop.98).”
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gods’ providence does not involve being tainted by involvement with
what they care for. Doesn’t this sound more like a begging of the
question against the Epicureans? The answer is no: the necessity of
gods’ goodness and providence does not mingle with —but actually
explains and is explained by- the necessity of their being transcendent,
since both are necessary realizations stemming from a single nature,
the super-nature of the gods. Hence, although Proclus in the previous
proposition stresses as much as possible the universality of divine
providence as a way of confirmation of the existence and nature of
divinity, he emphasizes that “in exercising providence they [sc. the
Henads/gods] assume no relation to those for whom they provide,
since it is in virtue of being what they are that they make all things
good, and what acts in virtue of its being acts without relation (for
relation is a qualification of its being, and therefore contrary to its

nature).” 158

Now, it is exactly this paradox of undefiled and non-relational
providence that Proclus stresses when describing the (erotically
providential) relation of Socrates and Alcibiades as mirrored in the
structure of the intelligible hierarchy, and vice versa. The following
passage from the Alcibiades Commentary could almost be commentary
on the aforementioned proposition of the Elements. One should read it

with particular attention to the multiple verbs and adjectives that

158 [bid., 122,13-17.
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reveal what the pure transcendence («apuctog Urtepoxn») of prop.122’s

non-relational (&oxetog) mpovola is:

“The more accurate accounts say that there are two principal
elements in divine and spiritual providence towards the
secondary beings: (I) that it passes through all things from
the top to the bottom, leaving nothing, not even the least,
without a share in itself, and (2) it neither admits into itself
anything it controls nor is it infected (und¢ avamipnAacOar)
with its nature nor is it confused with it (unode
ovupveecOat). It is not mixed up (dvautyvutat) with the
objects of its provision just because it preserves and arranges
everything (for it is not the nature of the divine or spiritual to
experience the emotions of individual souls), nor does it
leave any of the inferior beings without order or
arrangement'™ because of its distinct superiority over all that
is secondary, but!®® it both disposes everything duly and
transcends what it disposes; at the same time it has the
character of the good and remains undefiled (&xoavtog), it

arranges the universe yet has no relation (&oxetog) to what

1% Note the dense usage of words denoting Demiurgic functions (cf. also on Alc.,54,4:
«koopetv», and ibid,1.9: «koountkn»), while Proclus paves the way to describing the
relation of Socrates and Alcibiades.

160 Following O'Neill’s minor deletion of «dx tavta» “as a dittography”. Cf. his
n.122 ad loc.
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is arranged by it; it passes through everything and mingles

with nothing (&pyr)c meog mtavta).” 16!

Proclus wants to stress not so much the universality of providence
per se, but the way in which this very idea is compatible with the fact
that it “transcends” everything in its “distinct superiority”1®? over the
inferior beings. Hence, among other designations, he speaks of divine
providence as «&xoavtog» (‘undefiled’), «&oxetog» (“without relation”)
and «apyne» (‘mingled with nothing’) with respect to its recipients.!®
Proclus’ obsession with “purity’ is exemplified and explained by the
fact that he assigns to it a distinctive position among the (primary)
‘divine attributes’.’®* As he states in the Elements, the characteristic of
purity («kaBapdtnroc») is “to liberate (¢€atpetv) the higher from the
lower” beings.’®> “For the divine purity isolates (t0 a&pryég €voidwot)
all the gods from inferior existences, and enables them to exercise

providence toward secondary beings without contamination (to

161 On Alc.,53,17-54,10. These thoughts are introduced on the occasion of some of the
opening lines of Alc.I,103a,3-4: “-and also [sc. you are wondering] why, when the
others pestered you with conversation, I never even spoke to you all these years.”
The same idea is reiterated in a more concise form some pages later in the
Commentary, ibid.,60,3-11.

162 Cf. also on Alc.,199,9-11 and El.Th.122,2-3 and ibid.,140,5-7.

165 See also on Alc.,167,18-19 and 251,14-15. As to the strict ontological separation
between superiors and inferiors see E1.Th.124,27-28.

164 For an introduction to the doctrine of divine attributes («Oe@v OOt TEC» referred
to in on Alc.,30,8ff.) see Dodds [1963],pp.278-279.

165 E].Th.156,32-33.
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axoavtov);... Purity,'® then, being a good, is found primarily among

the gods”.1¢7

We could imagine an objector claiming that there is no Platonic
background for Proclus’ emphasis on purity. Still, in terms of
vocabulary at least, Proclus has in mind a main Platonic erotic
dialogue, the Symposium, where Diotima declares that «Oeoc ¢
avOpwnw oV petyvuta.® Of course, in the Neoplatonists’ elaborate
theologies there are many other strata which are inferior to the proper
gods, but still higher than incarnate human beings. However, Plato’s
succinct allusion here to an ontological separation between different
levels must have had a strong impact on Neoplatonic figures with such
‘pure’ dispositions, such as Proclus. By maintaining the fundamental
tenet of separation, the Neoplatonists were able to generalize it and

apply it to more particular, subtle and fine-grained distinctions within

166 The topic of purity is also related with the issue of ‘purificatory” virtues (cf. e.g.
Plot. 1.2.3,8, and the interpretation of Phaedo,69b8-c3), and the relevant Chaldean and
Orphic rituals, which were means towards the reversion to the (undefiled) god(s), as
Dodds,p.280 points out. He also mentions the information given by Marinus (:
student and biographer of Proclus; cf. Vita Procli sive de felicitate,§18), that his master
used to bathe at sea “unshrinkingly” at least once in a month up to an advanced age.
While Socrates was not a great friend of bathing or washing (see Aristophanes,
Clouds,835-7 and idem, Birds, 1554-5 apud ZXvukovtong [1949],p.10,n.2), in the
beginning of the Symposium (174a2), i.e. a dialogue about love, he was “just bathed”
(«AeAovuévov», even having “put on his fancy sandals”, ibid.,a3!). Cf. also Osborne
[1994],pp.98-99 and n.60.

167 EL.Th.,156,11.26-27 and 4-5. Divine purity is seen by Proclus as the “specific’ form of
the generic “protective” («dpoovontikdv») cause or attribute, for which see ibid., 154,1-
9.

168 Symp.,203al-2: “Gods do not mix with men”, hence the roots of the Parmenides’
Greatest Difficulty.
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the intelligible realm. The same attitude to the aforementioned
Platonic citation is revealed in the final stages of Diotima’s “mysteries’.
Recapitulating the characteristics of the Form of Beauty, which has just
been said to be unaffected by the processes of coming to be pertaining
to our worldly realm,® the priestess declares that it is “absolute
(elAkovég), pure (kaBapov), unmixed (&pektov),” not polluted by
human flesh or colors or any other great nonsense of mortality”.!”!
Certainly a Neoplatonist could make a lot of this recurrent theme of
ontological purity in Diotima’s teaching, which is verified by the
(in)famous episode of Socrates” and Alcibiades” lying on the bed
together on a cold winter-night,'”> while nothing happened between
them.'” As the Form of Beauty was said to be “not polluted by human

flesh”, so did the philosopher Socrates...

Now, we have already seen (in ch.2.1.1.), too, that Proclus is (too)
faithful to Plato’s parallel between the ontological and the mundane
praise of eros. So, it is not surprising that immediately after the

fundamental passage from the Alcibiades Commentary cited above,

169 See Symp.,201elff.

170 NB that Anaxagoras’ Nous was said to be «apuyng» and «kaO@apdc», too. Cf.
Anaxagoras, A:55,5 and 100,8 DK; cf. also 61,7; 56,3 and 100,11. In A56,1-2 Nous is
called both «amaBric» and «apyrig». On the other hand, Plotinus’ insistence on Eros
being a ‘mixture’ (cf. supra,ch.1.1.5.) is because he treats reversive, not providential
eros. It is the inferior entities that desire their union (évwoic) with the superior(s), not

the other way round.
71 Symp.,211el-3.
172 See ibid., 217 c4ff.

173 Ibid,219¢7-d2.
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describing the divine-undefiled providence as realized in the
metaphysical sphere, Proclus picks up on the Symposium’s shift, and
continues to clarify and confirm the issue of undefiled providence at
the level of Socrates” erotic relation to Alcibiades. Besides, this was
actually the reason why Proclus invoked the issue of divine providence
in the first place; he aimed to explain Socrates’ relation to his beloved.

This is, then, what the Neoplatonist writes:

“This spiritual and divine providence, then, Plato clearly
attributes to the beneficent'” forethought (rmoounOeia) of
Socrates for the less perfect, both maintaining its vigilance
and stability (as regards the beloved) and its full use of any
opportunity for zeal, and at the same time its detached
(doxetov), unadulterated (&pryn) and undefiled (axoavtov)
character and its refusal to touch (&vémagpov) what belongs
to him...—let this be evidence to you'” of his detached
(doxétov) and unentangled (apryovg) solicitude for his
inferior. For the first relationship of man to man is to speak
to him; so the failure to have even this communication with
the object of his provision reveals him as completely
transcendent and unrelated to his inferior. So at the same
time he is both present to him and not present, he both loves

and remains detached (kail é0a kal &doxetog €otl), observes

174 «aya@ovy»: cf. E1.Th.122,20-21: “...the highest is not that which has the form of
goodness (dyaBoewdéc) but that which does good (ayaBovpoyov)”, with Dodds’
thoughtful n. ad loc. (p.265): “This is not... an assertion of the superiority of mpaéic to
Ocwpia. For Neoplatonism divine mpaéic is Ocwpia, or rather perhaps its incidental

accompaniment (ntapakorovOnua Plot.IlLviii4...)”.

175 Here (as well as in other instances; see e.g. on Alc.,65,19), Proclus speaks directly to
his student or reader. Since Plato never does that directly, while Aristotle hardly ever
(see the exception e.g. of Metaphysics,A.5,1071a22 and 28), this gesture might have
been a consequence of the conventions and practicalities served by the literary genre

of a Commentary.
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him from all angles yet in no respect puts himself in the same
class.’”® Now if their behaviour assumes this manner even in
the case of divine men, what must we say about the gods

themselves or the good spirits?”17
This remarkable passage reiterates and confirms the status of (the
possibility of) divine providence in the intra-mundane realm,
employing similar or even the same basic terminology to the previous
passage about the gods (e.g. a&oxetog, aAuyrg, A&xXEAVTOS

providence).!”

However, within these designations of providence Proclus adds
one which perhaps would be rather odd if applied to the intelligible
realm. This word is the adjective «&vénadoc» (untouch-ed/-ing; sc.
forethought -on Alc.,54,15), and the oddity would arise, because, as the
context makes clear, it implies the existence of (material) bodies, which
of course are absent from the immaterial intelligible kingdom. Thus,
we can plausibly infer that Proclus alludes to the central episode of
Alcibiades’ narration in the Symposium.1” Still, there need not be only
sexual connotations to the word. For Proclus the fact that, while the

vulgar lovers ‘pestered’” Alcibiades with conversation, Socrates was

176 Again, the paradox of divine providence.
177 0On Alc.,54,10-55,7.

178 The peculiarity of Socrates” divine relation to Alcibiades becomes a running theme
of the Commentary. In the light of confirming what providence among and by the
gods is, see for instance on Alc.,36,5-7.

179 O’'Neill in n.123 supports my reading, since he helpfully glosses the idea of on
Alc.,54,15 as Socrates’ refusal “to touch Alcibiades physically”, and he refers to
Alc],131c, e.g. c5-7.
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silent towards Cleinias’ son,'® is an undeniable evidence of Socrates’
undefiled providence.”® Hence, the absence of verbal communication
presents itself as an alternative, although perhaps weaker,!®
visualization of what detached and non-relational providence is.!®
What the Neoplatonists read in the episode of the Symposium was not a
condemnation of sex per se, but rather an instance of Socrates’
(providential) refusal to engage with everything, if possible, that

pertains to our worldly, and hence bodily, existence.

One immediate result of the above point of view is that the so
much praised erotic madness («pavio») of the Phaedrus'®t looks now,
perhaps, even more alien to us. For one thing, it cannot be anymore a
‘mania’ in the way we would conceive and feel it, despite Proclus’
reassurance that “one kind of enthusiasm (paviag) is superior to

moderation (cwdooovvng), but the other falls short of it”,'® the former

180 Cf. again Alc.1,103a3-4.

181 Of course, in the end Socrates did speak with Alcibiades, when he thought that the
appropriate time («koQ0g»; cf. Proclus” relevant discussion in on Alc.,120,14ff.) had

arrived, otherwise there would be no Dialogue at all!

182 In on Alc.,55,1-2 Proclus notes that “the first relationship of man to man is to speak
to him”.
183 Proclus pursues further the issue of Socrates” silence immediately after addressing

the mythological anthropomorphisms of gods. See on Alc.,56,5-16.

184 See Phdr.,244a5ff., especially 245b1-cl. Since “the greatest of goods come to us
through madness, provided that it is bestowed by divine gift”, (ibid.,244a7-8),
Socrates’ giving four examples of it, among which the erotic species, we could safely

infer that divine mania is identified with divine providence by Proclus.

185 On Alc.,48,20-21.
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corresponding to the divine lover, the latter to the coarse multitude.!®
The re-signification of the former type in the context of detached
providence, which in the ideal case would exclude even
communication via language, brings to the forefront another
dimension noted by critics of Plato, and more generally of ancient
Greek philosophy: that of ‘disinterested affection’.” There are two
senses that need to be distinguished here: (a) Socrates, or any
providential force, does not actually care about the recipient but just
automatically gives forth. This is not how I use the phrase
‘disinterested affection’, and I have given a negative answer to this
contention in section 2.1.4. (b) The providential force does care in the
sense that it needs some recipient or other, but doesn’t care which

recipient is going to receive its providence since any fitting (say

186 See the whole context in ibid.,48,16-49,3, where the initial puzzle is that “all lovers
in so far as they are enthusiastic have suffered somewhat the same experience,
although some are distinguished according to the superior kind of enthusiasm, others
according to the inferior.” (: ibid.,48,18-20.) For the negative side of mania, relating it
to ignorance («apaBio»), because “just as the madman (patvopevog) knows neither
himself nor others, so also the doubly ignorant” (: ibid.,293,15-16), see ibid.,293,14-22
(on the occasion of AlcI,113c5. Etymologically, both «pavOavw/pabnowg» and
«paivopa/pavio», as well as «pavtevw-paving-pavteia», stem from the same root:

« p.O(V-»).

187 Vlastos [1973],p.6 ascribes ‘disinterested affection’ to Aristotle, but he is not
actually critical there. In ibid., p.33,n.100 he applies it to Plato and notes it could be
egoistic.  Remes [2006], who treats ingeniously Plotinus’ ethics, speaks of
“disinterested interest”, as her title suggests; (see also ibid.,pp.3, 17, 20, 22 and cf. p.7).
This formula can be seen as alternative, and in some contexts even preferable, to
“disinterested affection”. In the abovementioned article Remes basically explains and
shows the merits of a Neoplatonic ethical theory through Plotinus’ lenses. My critical
approach to come is akin to some of the questionable aspects she mentions in
ibid.,p.23.
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beautiful) recipient will do. This is the sense in which I am interested
here,®® and that captures Proclus’ ideal type of (manic) loving
providence.’® Thus, the (Neo)-Platonic tradition seems well-armed to
avoid the arrows of egoism. Nonetheless, we may question whether
‘disinterested affection” can describe the functions of the divine, and
whether it should serve as a model for us. In other words, the
hierarchical picture of ontological reality on the one hand prevents
egoism, because it enables providence to be other-directed, but on the
other hand it supports disinterested affection to the extent that
undefiled providence explains the way two different ontological levels
can relate with each other. Of course, I repeat that from Proclus’
viewpoint the above critique launched against Plato would not be
received as an accusation at all. Proclus would happily respond that
this is exactly what he meant by reducing love to an instance of
undefiled, detached and pure providence. However, there are two
-rather isolated- instances in the Commentary where the explicit
implications of his conception may reveal it as problematic, at least for

us.

188 As will be also clear from the following analysis my critical attitude should not be
identified with the thesis of Verdenius (which has some affinities with the concerns of
Vlastos [1973] about lack of particularity and is) presented and criticized by
Armstrong [1964],pp.205-206.

189 Imagine the situation of a parent who satisfies every financial need her child has
(e.g. for clothing, food and education), although she lives in a different place and
avoids seeing, let alone hugging, it.
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In the context of the discussion as to why Socrates” guardian spirit
allowed him to associate with Alcibiades, although it could foresee that
the young man would not be finally benefitted by the Athenian
gadfly,” and having invoked several arguments'” and examples,!*?
Proclus concludes his discussion thus: “So So<crates also achieved
what was fitting (kaOnjkovtog)>;'* for all the actions of the serious-
minded man (ortovdaiov) have reference to this:'* if he has acted, then,
beneficently and in a divine manner, he achieves his end in his activity

(év ) évepyela t0 TéAog €xet), even if that in him!® which admits of

190 See on Alc.,85,17ff.

191 For example, the classic one by which the failure to receive the divine and good
bestowals is attributed to the receiver’s inability. See Proclus’ related simile with the
sun and what can share in its light in on Alc.,90,22-91,6 (with O'Neill’s n.213).

192 See another classic example of Laius, father of Oedipus, and the renowned Delphic
oracle, in on Alc.,91,10-15, with O’Neill’s n.214.

1% The content of the angle-brackets (except for ‘also’) is supplied in Greek by

Westerink; see his apparatus ad loc.

194 O’ Neill accepts the reading «avtov». However, he regards it as an exceptional
case of neuter with enclitic ‘v’, thus, being able to refer it to «to0 kaOrjxovtog» of 1.15.

Cf. his justification in n.216*.

195 Westerink prints here «avtov» with manuscript N(eapolitanus; see p.ii of his
Introduction). O’Neill,n.217* explicitly agrees and takes the clause (: “which admits...
activity’ = «t0 évdexopevov avtov») to be referring to Socrates, noting the
dependence of «avtoU» upon «&vdexduevov» However, his translation would make
more sense if we read with Dodds «avt@», and this is what Segonds [1985],p.75b
prints ad loc. We could also rewrite as follows: “kat et pr) To [€v]dexdpevov [avtoD]
KATX TNV €KTOC €véQyelav <avTtov> teteAeiwtal, deleting “év-" and transposing the
«a0ToL» after «evéQyelav», so that the avToU refers to Socrates” activity, whereas the
‘dexopevov’, to the recipient, i.e. Alcibiades, something which perhaps underlies
Dodds’ choice, too: ‘even if the recipient has not been perfected in accordance with

his (sc. Socrates”’) external activity’.
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external activity also has not been perfected.”'*® Although the text is
not fully clear, it seems safe to say that it is not for the sake of the
recipient that providence (i.e. “external activity”) takes place, but rather
the other way round: it is for the sake of its taking place, that a (fitted)
recipient must be found, since providence is necessarily an intentional
activity. This seems to suggest that Socrates might not be so interested
in Alcibiades” perfection for the sake of Alcibiades, but only to the
extent that the latter is expedient as a receptacle for Socrates’ external
and overflowing activity. In that way, Socrates’, or his divine
analogue’s ‘affection” must be qualified. All the more so, since
Alcibiades’, or his cosmic equivalent’s failure of perfection does not
seem to imply anything about Socrates” complete status. After all, as
we noted from the very beginning (e.g. ch.2.1.2.), Socrates does not
need Alcibiades in order for the former to recollect the intelligible. In

other words, the lover’s affection cannot be but ‘disinterested’.’®”

This suggestion can be supported by another excerpt, where

Proclus comments on a small phrase abstracted from Socrates” initial

1% On Alc.,91,15-92,1.

197 In other words, Alcibiades assumes the place of a preferred “indifferent”
(«adacdogov») for the Stoic-like sage Socrates. The Neoplatonic sage seems
wholeheartedly sympathetic (so to speak, since his own ideal is identified with the
Stoic impassivity) to the view expressed in the Stoic archer analogy (see e.g. Cicero,
De Finibus,I11.§22, with n.12 of Annas [2001] ad loc.,p.72): the preferred indifferent
forms only a target so that the sage can perform a virtuous action, no matter whether
the target is accomplished (e.g. the preservation of his health), the actual target lying
within the virtuous activity itself. This is also the gist of Collette-Duci¢
[forthcoming],pp.12-17, (despite p.6), esp. pp.14-15.
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exchanges with Alcibiades.!”® Proclus explains why Alcibiades was
“worthy of love” («&fiépaotoc») and suited («émitr)detog») for
Socrates’ care, as well as the importance of the lover’s knowing the
individual nature of his beloved.'”® This is, then, what Proclus notes:
“The phrase ‘so I persuade myself,” seems to me to show clearly that
the divinely-inspired lover, if he sees the beloved suited for conversion
to intellect, helps him, in so far as he is able;?® but if he finds him small-
minded and ignoble and concerned with things below, he [sc. the
lover] turns back to himself (eic éavtov) and looks towards himself

(mEog éavtov) alone, taking refuge in the proverbial ‘I saved myself.”?

198 See Alc.I,104e8-105al.
19 See on Alc.,133,17ff.

20 It is not very clear to whom this qualification applies: to the lover or the beloved?
It would be more natural for Proclus to be referring to the beloved’s deficiency, not
the lover’'s. However, as O’Neill’s and Segonds’ translation reveals, every other
nominative to be found in the passage refers to Socrates with much more certainty.
Hence, although somehow odd, it might seem that the present qualification applies to
the subject of the other clauses, i.e. Socrates. Still, as the semi-colon in 1.20 makes
clear, we have two parts in 11.19-22: the first dominated by «pév», the second by «0é»,
while our phrase belongs to the first one. The structure of the second part need not
reflect in its detail that of the first part; besides there are not specific verbal or
syntactical analogies. Thus, if only the ‘pév’-clause refers to the “worthy of love”
(&&tépaotoc -see e.g. ibid,133,17), “suited” and by no means “ignoble” or “small-
minded” Alcibiades, who nonetheless we know that finally failed in converting to
intellect, then we could still plausibly hold that the subject of «ka® &oov éoti

dvvatodc» is the ‘beloved’ not the lover.

201 Cf. Archilochus, frgm.6 (Diehl) with O’Neill’s n.286 ad loc. Just one page before,
Proclus used the adjectives «opucac... kat &yevvoug (pvoews»; cf. on Alc.,138,4) to
describe a young man for whom Socrates “would have long ago given up his love”
(cf. Alcl104e8 and on Alc,138,2-4), in contrast to what is proclaimed about
Alcibiades in the Platonic dialogue.
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For the persuasion and self-directed activity are an indication of this

knowledge (sc. ¢ éowTiKng).” 22

It is noteworthy that in both instances we are dealing with an
actual beloved,?® not a candidate one. The first case, that of Alcibiades,
recapitulates what we have been seeing the non-egoist and
providential divine lover doing, so we need not dwell on this. The case
where the potential beloved turns out to be ignoble is more interesting
in that it succinctly illustrates the nature of the lover’s self-sufficiency.
From this description it turns out not only that the divine lover is not in
need of his beloved, but actually that he is not very much troubled
about the other person and his/her final perfection either (and an
analogous point would hold in the cosmic context).?* Of course, we
should not lay too much weight on the slightly surprising use of the
proverbial ‘I saved myself’, because the lover is in any case, and
regardless of the beloved’s fate, already saved. We can exclude the
egoistic accusation that the lover has used the beloved for the former’s
ascent, and then stopped caring about his ‘ladder’: the lover did not
need the beloved right from the beginning. The beloved’s failure to
keep pace with him —or, in the words of the previous citation, the fact

that “even if that in him which admits of external activity also has not

22 On Alc.,139,18-140,2.

203 This is plain when reading «avtov» in on Alc.,139,21, which refers to the «tov
éowpevov» of 1.19. In other words, Proclus in both cases speaks about one beloved,

whose instantiation however is at least dual, and hence refers to different particulars.

204 Imagine a very good teacher or lecturer who delivers talks without being

interested in whether his audience understands or is benefited by him.
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been perfected”- does not seem to have any impact on the tranquility*®
of the lover’s internal and self-directed activity. This, I conclude, is

indicative of what disinterested affection would mean.

Perhaps then the lover was not much interested in being
providential for the sake of the beloved, but rather for the activity’s
sake, since providence is necessarily an intentional activity. In this
case, although the beloved is not necessary requirement for the divine
lover’s self-realization, he is reduced to a means for the manifestation
of the lover’s self-realization. Moreover, in our passage the lesser
importance of this ‘instrumentality” is evident in that the divine lover
presumably can perfectly do alone with himself, as well. Thus, even if
there were affection between the lover and his beloved (in both cases),
this must have surely been disinterested, on the lover’s behalf. Of
course, it is natural enough to turn one’s back on someone who does
not or cannot follow. Nonetheless, it is a question whether we would

like to posit that as an ethical ideal.?

To conclude, it seems that Proclus’ divine and divine-like entities

are closer to Aristotle’s non-altruistic god, who “moves” only “by

205 Cf. the Hellenistic ideal of «ataga&ia».

206 We would not do justice to Proclus if we did not mention a “positive” side-effect of
disinterested affection. On the occasion of Alc.[,114d7, where Alcibiades calls
Socrates “insolent” («UBolotrv»), Proclus comments: “The fact, too, that Socrates
does not reject the name of ‘insolent’ shows his lofty grandeur and contempt for
everything inferior (t0 TeQupoovelv amAdviwv TV XeRovwy)...” (- on Alc.313,10-
12). The case is quasi-analogous to a father who, in not paying any particular respect
to his child’s existence and needs, would never be accused of exercising e.g. corporeal

punishment upon it...
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being loved”,*” than the vocabulary of providential eros would allow
us to hold. Since for Plotinus, too, the One is a final as well as efficient
cause,?® we find that his position is quite close to that of Proclus in this
respect.?” Finally, undefiled providential eros gives us a further hint as
to its relation to reversive eros: both are aspects of one entity’s activity,
because the upwards tendency (which makes the providence
undefiled) has as a by-product providence, whether erotic or of a
different sort. But as I promised above, we need to move to more

abstract metaphysics in order to give a firm solution to this problem.

207 Cf. Metaphysics, A.7,1072b3. While Moutsopoulos [1998] notes the similarities
between Proclus and Aristotle in this respect with reference to the Platonic Theology,
for Proclus’ criticism of the “Unmoved Mover” see his Commentary on Tim.,1.267,4-12
(cited up until 1.6 by Dodds [1963],p.198). Cf. also his Comm. on Parm.,922,1-20 (as a
part of the Greatest Difficulty’s exegesis; lemma: Parm.,133b4-c1/on Parm.,919,24-35),
and Dodds [1963],p.213,n.1.

208 Some Neoplatonists, in particular Ammonius, son of Hermeias, went that far so as
to contend that, after all, that was also Aristotle’s position. Cf. Verbeke [1982],p.46
and n.9 (in p.242).

20 Hence, we can apply here what Dodds says on the occasion of E1.Th.130, i.e. that
“[t]his doctrine, like so much else in Pr.[oclus], is but the hardening into an explicit
law of what is implicit in Plotinus” (Dodds,pp.269-270; cf. ibid.,p.xxi). Cf. also Rist
[1964],pp.215-216, Rist [1970],pp.168 and 172, Gersh [1973],p.127, McGinn [1996],p.197
(although contrast ibid.,pp.198 and 199), Esposito Buckley [1992],pp.40-41, 44-46, 58,
and Armstrong [1961],p.113; my treatment though can give some answers to the
latter’s reservations about Plotinus in ibid.,pp.114-115 and 117, as well as make
clearer what Esposito Buckley [1992],p.57 means when speaking of “the absence of
providential care on the part of the Plotinian One” [my italics].
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2.2. Locating Eros in the intelligible hierarchy

When describing the Proclean ideal lover, I noted that a description
of the position of the Eros-divinity in the intelligible universe would
help us in understanding the phenomenon of providential eros. The
time has come. In what follows I will not only situate Eros in the
Proclean hierarchy, but I will trace its presence in the lower entities that
participate in it and in its ancestors. Further, I will show the
ontological connection of Eros with Friendship. One of the upshots of
this chapter will be to show that Eros is to be found almost in every
corner of Proclus’ system. Along the way I will have the opportunity

to make constant comparisons with Plotinus.

2.2.1. Divine Eros and its function

One of the important differentiations between Plotinus and Proclus
is the complexity of the hierarchy: the Platonic Successor has a much
more baroque picture of reality than the Neoplatonic founder. For
example, contrary to Plotinus” frugal approach, Time and Eternity are
hypostasized in Proclus’ system.?!® Thus, we should not be surprised if
Eros possesses a distinctive position in the Proclean hierarchy, whereas
in my discussion of Plotinus I proposed a “synairetic” reading which
contracted Soul (or Nous) with Eros, and hence did away with a

separate existence of Love. In this section I will discuss Eros’ location

210 This tendency goes back at least as far as lamblichus.
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according to the Alcibiades Commentary, and what this tells us about the

metaphysical role that Eros plays.

To begin with we need to go back to Plato, and more specifically to
the Symposium. Proclus makes special use of two ideas found in
Diotima’s teaching. The first one is that of ‘mediation’. “Everything
spiritual (dapdviov), you see, is in between god and mortal”,?!! says
the medium from Mantineia, and adds that “[b]eing in the middle of
the two, they round out (cvpmnAneot) the whole and bind fast the all to
all”.#2 Later I will speak more about daimons in Proclus, and see that
Proclean Eros is first and foremost a god. Still, its divine status does
not negate its role as a mediator. Besides, we had asserted the same
thing when treating Plotinus’ image of divine Eros as the eye of a lover
which mediates between the object seen and the image in the lover’s
mind. Thus, there is a loose and a strict sense in which «dawuéviov»
can be used, and Proclus opts for the loose here. After all, Diotima

speaks of “a great spirit” >

The second idea exploited by Proclus is found in the dialectical
interchange between Socrates and Agathon. There the gadfly makes
the poet admit that Eros is love of beauty.?* Although for the time being

I am not interested in Socrates’ conclusion that Eros must be bereft of

21 Symposium,202d13-el.
212 Tpbid.,202e6-7.

213 Ibid.,202d13. This verbal formula comes up frequently in Proclus’” Commentary;

see e.g. on Alc.,64,8.

214 Cf. Symp.,201a9-10.
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beauty, we need to keep in mind the particular connection between
eros and beauty (and not e.g. justice or goodness). Applying this idea
to the former point about mediation, and granting that mortals desire
to become like the divine, then eros must mediate between Beauty and
the admirers of beauty. Moreover, its mediation forms the ‘bridge’, i.e.

the condition that enables the latter group attain to the former.

Indeed, this is what Proclus states when turning to the “more secret
doctrines”® about Love: “This god (0e0v) one should not think to rank
either among the first of the things that are or the last; he is not among
the first because the object of love is beyond love, and he would not
rightly be ranked among the last because what loves participates in
love. One must establish him mid-way (¢v péow) between the object of
love and lovers: he must be posterior to the beautiful but precede the
rest.”?® In these few lines we have a succinct statement both of the
position of Eros in the hierarchy and of its role, but we need to

elaborate on these two issues. Let us start with the first one.

If Eros’ position is relative to the position of the Beautiful in the
hierarchy,?” then locating the latter will help us stipulate with greater

precision the location of the former. So, with relative confidence we

25 On Alc.,50,22-51,1: «t@v amogentotépwv... Adywv». Concerning eros: for the
«Bewpla meotl Vv AéEv» (“consideration of style”) see ibid.25,19ff., and for the
«Mmoig v meayudtwv» (“actual investigation of the realities”; cf. O’Neill’s
“Addenda et Corrigenda”,pp.460-461) see on Alc.,30,5ff.

216 [bid.,51,1-6.

217 Cf. also ibid.,329,24-330,1: “since love is immediately of beauty”; «(mpooexwg y&Q

0 €0wg KAAAOUG €0Ti)».
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can assert that the Beautiful is to be found at the first level of the
Intelligible Triad,?® i.e. Being. One might have the inclination to situate
it lower, at the bottom of the Intelligible Triad, i.e. in Nous, based on
Proclean passages like the following: “the beautiful marks off
(&doopilet) the intelligent (voeparv) substance (for this reason intellect is
an object both of love and desire, as Aristotle says;...)...”.2"" Elsewhere,
he notes that ”the beautiful [is] in the intellects (év voig)”.??
Nevertheless, despite this claim which expresses the presence of beauty
on the Intellectual level,?! just a few lines before Proclus states that the
beautiful “ [is situated] secretly among (¢v) the first of the intelligibles
(vontwv) and more evidently at the lower limit of that order”,??
«vonTtov» being a usual description of Being.?® In order for beauty to
characterize the Intellectual Forms, (the source of) Beauty must be prior
to this immanent expression. Besides, when Proclus writes that “the

good delimits (&¢oopilet) all divine being (ovoiav)”,??* regardless of

218 See Being-Life-Nous: the threefold unfolding of the Plotinian second Hypostasis.
219 0On Alc.,317,22-318,1.

20 Ibid.,320,2, opting for a pedantic translation of «év» instead of O’Neill’s “on the
level of”, although he might be thinking of Aristotle’s «&v» in the sense of “accidental

”

to™.
21 Usually called: «t6 voegov».
22 On Alc.,319,14-15.

223 Being precedes Intellect and thus is only «xat” aitiav» the object of thought. (I
have already referred to this fundamental Neoplatonic principle, e.g. in n.98 of
ch.2.1.3., and will adduce it later as well.) Cf. also on Alc,221,1-2: “Since it is
beautiful (kaAdv), it participates in the intelligibles (vontwv) also —for there lies the
primary beauty (k&AAog), which proceeds therefrom to all things.”

24 1bid.,318,4-5, although now O’Neill prefers “delimit” instead of “mark off” for
«(5((‘)0@((,(0».
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whether we take «O¢iax ovola» to denote Being or the Henads, this
cannot mean that the ineffable Primal Unity is immanent in these
posterior principles. Furthermore, at another passage he stresses the
superiority of Beauty by beautifully calling it “form of forms and as

blooming above all the intelligible forms”.??

How much does this help us to locate Eros? For one thing, Love,
qua mediator of Beauty and lovers of beauty, cannot be found at the
secret levels superior to Being. But what about the long scale of beings
that reaches the level of the worldly lovers? Where exactly shall we
place Eros? Proclus is explicit: Love “is the primal [entity] dependent
(¢E€notnuévoc) on beauty”.??* Love is immediately tied to the Beautiful,
like in the pictorial representations of Eros” being next to his beautiful
mother, Aphrodite. It is not difficult to understand the reason for this
immediate connection of the two entities. “Etymologically, whether it
is called “beautiful” (kaAov) because it summons (kaAelv) unto itself, or
because it charms (knAetv) and beguiles whatever is able to gaze upon
it, it is by nature an object of love (¢0aotdv)”.?? What is lower than the
beautiful falls short of it and thus desires it, irrespective of the desiring
entity being placed high, in the intelligible realm or low, in the sensible
world. Everywhere in this rank of desirers, desire for the beautiful is

presupposed. Therefore, Proclus needs to postulate the primal Erotic

25 Jbid., 111,14-15: «&idog eld@V Kal ws émavOovV AMAoL TOLS VONTOIG EDET.
226 Tbid., 112,1.

227 Ibid.,328,11-13.
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desire ‘before’ these desirers that partake in the desire. Since this
desiring continuum starts immediately after the manifestation of
Beauty in the hierarchy, Proclus is compelled a) to place Eros
immediately after the Beautiful, and thus b) to make it the first

desirer.28

More precisely, Proclus calls it a “Monad”,? which comes third
after two other Monads: Faith (ITliotic) and Truth (AAn\0ewx). Each of
these other entities is attached to a target-entity that precedes Beauty,
i.e. to the Good and the Wise respectively. Hence, the Proclean triad
“faith-truth-eros”?® is attached to the Phaedrean divine triad of
“beautiful, wise, good”,?! as its necessary complement.?> One can
compare the way that Eros is attached to Beauty to the relation of Faith
with Goodness. Because I have dealt with this issue in a previous
section (ch.2.1.4.), I will not pursue it further here. Besides I am

particularly interested in the third Monad, Eros. What we need to keep

28 A Proclean reminiscence of “self-predication”.

29 Not a Henad. In the simple scheme of the Elements of Theology Dodds [1963],p.209
notes that Henads are the tops of vertical series, whereas Monads the first terms of
horizontal strata. The use here is a bit more complicated. -Still, although not exactly

Henads, Good, Wisdom and Beauty, can be viewed as initiating vertical ranks.

20 See e.g. on Alc.,51,15-16. This triad appears in the Chaldean Oracles, too; see
Hoffmann [2000]. Regarding the addition of hope to the triad see Beierwaltes [1986],
n.6 in p.311 and Hoffmann [2011].

21 Phaedrus,246d8-el; cf. on Alc.,29,8. For Proclus Plato has put the terms in
ascending order. In terms of priority it should be the other way round; hence the

verbal order in the complementary triad of Faith etc.

22 See two useful diagrams in Mavog [2006],pp.64 and 224 respectively, and a table in
Tornau [2006],p.219; see also his analysis of the Proclean triad(s) in ibid.,pp.218-223,
with the bibliography provided in n.81 (p.219).
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in mind though is that, as with the other members of these triads, Love
is the natural complement and necessary accompaniment** of Beauty.
Indeed, on these grounds one could draw a further parallel:
Aristophanes’” speech in the Symposium uses the image of a
«oVpPoAov»  (“matching half”)® in order to express the
complementarity of the two lovers, although the analogy goes back to
Empedocles.?®> It is likewise appropriate to speak of Proclean Eros as
the «ovpPoAov» of Beauty, qua the latter’s natural counterpart and
follower. To be sure, the two are not the same level of entity, as in the
case of Aristophanes’ lovers, and Love does not complete the
perfection of Beauty. The latter is Beautiful not because there are
entities loving it, but rather the other entities love it because it is
Beautiful. Still, even from this one-sided and asymmetrical point of
view, the de facto existence of the one implies the existence of the
other. The specialty in Eros’ existence being totally dependent on
another entity, namely Beauty, lies in that Eros is not a mere intentional
entity, but the hypostatization of intention itself. If in this case the
subject and the activity (intention-desire) are conflated, we can define

Eros only in terms of the ‘external” intended object.

23 Or “by-product”/«magakcoAovOnua» in more Plotinian language; cf. supra nn.157
and 174 in chs.1.2.4. and 2.1.5. respectively.

24 Cf. Symp., 191d4 and 5.

25 Empedocles, B63 DK; I owe the reference to Zukovtorc [1949], p.88,n.1, which is a
comment on the aforementioned Platonic passage. Xuiovtorc explains the social

convention after which the expression is taken.
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Now, having defined the relative position of Eros we are
confronted with another question: is it directly dependent on Beauty in
terms of a transverse or a vertical series? In other words, should Eros
be situated next to the Beautiful, albeit at the level of Being, or at a
lower level that participates in Being? The answer is the second
alternative, and in order to verify it we need to return again to the
“more secret doctrines” about love. Proclus writes that Eros “has its
primary and hidden subsistence in the intelligible intellect (vontw
v)”. 2 A few lines below he repeats that “speaking about the
intelligible intellect (vontov vov) the theologian [sc. Orpheus]
mentions ‘dainty Love and bold Counsel (Mntiwc),”...; and concerning
the intelligent (voepov) and unparticipated intellect “‘and Counsel, first
begetter, and much delighting Love’...”.?” These passages show that
Eros is an Intellect,?® hence its dependence upon the Beautiful is within
a vertical rank. Thus, according to Dodds’ scheme regarding

propositions 108-111,% Eros should derive a generic characteristic from

26 On Alc.,66,7-8.

27 Ibid.,66,11-67,3. For the quotations see Orphica frgm.83 and 168,9 (Kern) with
Westerink’s apparatus. The last quotation reappears in on Alc.,233,16. By referring to
Mnrtic in connection to Love, as Plato does in the Symposium myth, Proclus would
satisfy Lacrosse [1994], p.63,n.185, who notes on the occasion of Plot.’s II1.5.7,24-25,
that Plotinus, too, could have referred to Eros’ grand-mother in his exegesis of the

Symposium.

28 See a helpful table given by Brisson [forthcoming],p.18 (Annex 1), where he puts
together a description of the hierarchies of: Proclus, the Chaldean Oracles and the
Orphic Rapsodies. As is noted by Brisson,p.10, ®&vng in the third Orphic rank
(second of the Intelligible-Intellect), is also known as Eros. See also the remarks of
Quispel [1979],pp.196-201.

29 Dodds [1963],p.255.
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the level of Beauty, but a specific characteristic from the antecedent

terms in his own stratum.?*

Nonetheless, these quotations generate further problems, since
they speak of both an intelligible and an intellective (/intelligent)
intellect, which represent different levels of the Proclean hierarchy.
There are various ways to remedy this problem and the easiest is to
suggest, as Proclus does, that Eros exists only «xat" aitiav» in the
intelligible intellect, “for if it ‘leapt forth’ therefrom it is causally
established therein”.?*! Hence, «ka@” OUtaxg&iv», i.e. existentially, Eros
is an intellective intellect. A further problem though is that in the usual
accounts of Proclus’ system Life mediates between the strata of Being
and Nous. If Eros is a nous, can we still hold that it is directly
dependent on Beauty? Indeed, at one point Proclus does mention Life
in such a context, stating that “among the intelligible (vontoic) and
hidden gods it [sc. Love] makes the intelligible (vontov) Intellect one
with the primary and hidden beauty according to a certain mode of life
(Cwmc) superior to intellection (vorjoewc)”.2#2 As if the aforementioned
problem were not enough, the passage also implies that Eros can

exercise causation upon an entity which precedes it in the hierarchy —

240 Characteristic that ultimately derives from the Monad, i.e. the Unparticipated first

entity of a transverse series. Compare supra,n.229.

21 On Alc.,66,8-9. For the quotation cf. De Orac. Chald.,p.25 (Kroll), again with
Westerink ad loc.

2 On Alc,64,14-16 (although O'Neill renders «vorjoewc» as “intellectual
perception”); in the next few lines (64,16-65,1) Proclus continues thus: “(and therefore
the Greek theologian terms such love blind: ‘Cherishing in his heart blind swift
Love’)...”. See also O’Neill’s n.145 ad loc.
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even if in a transverse series-, namely by causing unity between
intellect and the even higher Beauty. Let me tackle this last problem
first. Although I will discuss eros’ function shortly after, for my
present purposes it suffices to invoke the distinction between «xat’
aitiav» and «xka®” Omag&v» again. The erotic tendency for Beauty
resides already in the intelligible intellect, but causally. This intellect’s
desire for Beauty not only orientates it towards the object of desire, but
has also the further consequence, or ‘by-product’, of the generation of
Eros, i.e. the manifestation of the desire itself. With this picture we
come very close to a potential interpretation of Plotinus that I rejected,
namely that when Heavenly Aphrodite/Soul is filled with eros for her
progenitor (Nous), she also gives birth to Eros. With respect to Proclus’
interpretation now, we might suggest that Eros unites his preceding
intellect only in virtue of manifesting the inherent erotic tendency in
this prior nous.?® What is more, we can connect this answer with the
discussion of the previous problem about Life. This term is also a
mediator between Being and Intellect and in a way exemplifies the

mediating function of Eros.?* Again the «kat’ aitiav» formula can

243 It might be for this reason that Proclus in the Platonic Theology,V1.98,17-20 states
that: «H 08¢ Adpoditn g o 6Awv dukovong €owTikng Eémumvoing &otiv aitia
TEWTOLEYOGS, KAl TROC TO KAAOV OIKELOL TAC Avaryopévag VP’ éavtig Cwag.» One
could expect Proclus to identify the goddess of Beauty with the Beautiful itself, but
this is not what he opts to do. Rather Aphrodite is cause of the erotic inspiration (as
intelligible nous) that unites the posterior entities with the Beautiful, which is even
higher than Aphrodite. For the place of Aphrodite in Proclus’ system see Lankila
[2009]. In the Hymn Proclus devotes to her, she is called «épwtotdkog» (Love-
bearer). Cf. Hymns,2.13 (Vogt) and Lankila,p.23 and n.6. See also n.12 in ch.1.1.2.

24 Cf. also Segonds,n.2 ad prim.loc.cit.,p.156.
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come to our rescue. Eros manifests Life when bringing into unity
different elements. Thus, strictly speaking «xa0” Omtap&iv» Eros is not
directly dependent upon Beauty, which is on the level of Being, but
only in virtue of and through the erotic feature that causally subsists in
Life. On the other hand, we might want to go further than that and
assert that Life exemplifies not so much a stratum of reality, as the vital
force and power that links the activity of Intelligence with its object
(Being), or indeed the activity itself. In that way Eros, even «ixa0’
Urtap&v» and on the level of nous, can be both vertically and directly

dependent upon Beauty, despite Life’s mediation.

Note though that whether in vertical or horizontal relation to
Beauty, Proclus needs to reconcile his remarks with the Symposium: if
Eros is closely dependent on Beauty and if it is a fundamental
Neoplatonic principle that procession is realized through likeness,*®
then Eros cannot lack beauty, at least to a large degree. After all, to
take Agathon’s side, Eros is a god; how could a god be ugly? A
sophistic retort could be that qua Eros for Beauty, the former lacks the
latter, but not qua divine entity not. Another more Neoplatonic
response might be that Proclus does not disagree with the Symposium,
but refines it: from absolute lack of beauty, Proclus switches to relative
absence; Eros is ugly in so far as he is not as beautiful as the Beautiful

itself. Still, in absolute terms he can be called Beautiful. We have

245 See supra,nn.94, 95 and 99 in ch.2.1.3. for references and analysis.
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already seen?* the importance of the old “similia similibus” idea. An
entity can communicate with another due to the similarity that
characterizes them. Of course, one might wonder about the proportion
of the intensity of the desire. If I am not very thirsty I am not dying to
drink water. After intense physical exercise under the Mediterranean
sun, however, I really desire to drink. The intuition says that less
affinity with the object of desire implies looser desire. Nonetheless, we
should not forget that for the Neoplatonists it is the similarity between
object and subject that enables them to come into ‘contact’. And when
two entities are closer to one another, the inferior can appreciate better
the status of the higher entity. In other words, it is because I have
studied the ingenious complexities of Bach’s fugues that I have a
greater desire to listen to them again, while a music fan not steeped in
this world might not be dying to listen to The Art of the Fugue again. It
is not accidental that I have made similar observations on the occasion
of the last lines of Plotinus’ erotic treatise.?” And as with Plotinus,
Proclus” aforementioned qualification of the Symposium presents him as

a dynamic reader of Plato, a characteristic often missed by interpreters.

261n 2.1.3., n.99.

247 See infra, ch.1.1.3., e.g. on n.57.
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2.2.2. Eros as a mediator

I said before that one of the principal ideas that Neoplatonism
owes to the Symposium is the idea of eros as mediator. This is a
recurrent theme in Proclus” Commentary: “What effects this bond of
union (ovvdeopov) between the inferior and the superior if not love?
For this god the Oracles call ‘the binding (ovvdetikov) guide of all
things,”?...  Furthermore love itself is ‘a mighty spirit,” as Diotima
says, in so far as everywhere it fulfils (cvpumAngot) the mean role (tnv
necotnta) between the objects of love and those hastening towards
them through love. The object of love holds the first position, what
loves it the last, and love fills (cuumAnot) the middle (uéoov) between
the two, uniting (cvvdywv) and binding with (cvvdéwv) each other the

desired object and what desires it...”.2%

There is, however, a puzzle here. Isuggested before that due to the
position ascribed to Eros in the Symposium, love was a ‘bond’ by being
a ‘bridge’ that unites gods with mortals. Still, in the Neoplatonic
refinement of Eros’ position, we located it immediately after the
Beautiful. Even if it is a mediator, Eros is not equally distanced from its
object of desire and the rest of desiring entities. The scales lean on the
side of Beauty, not of the beautiful particulars. How is Eros an
effective bond, then, and of what sort? One might propose that it is a

mediator only between Beauty and whichever entity is directly

28 See O’'Neill,n.142 ad loc.

249 On Alc.,64,3-6 and 8-13.
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posterior to Eros. What about the entities lower in the complex
Neoplatonic hierarchy then? Do they indirectly relate to Eros by

depending on the entity/-ies right after him?

These questions, like those of the previous section (2.2.1.), reveal
the limitations of an intellectual ‘topography’, i.e. the difficulty of our
discursive mind to conceive intelligible structures that transcend it.
Still, they also prompt us to think harder about the sense in which Eros
is the bond of universe. We need to step back, then, and reflect on the
following: how can an entity desire Beauty? Since Eros is the
exemplification of the desire for Beauty, posterior entities must
participate in Eros in order to have this erotic appetite. In fact, thisis a
fundamental characteristic of Proclus’ system: entities high in the
hierarchy bestow their characteristic feature on the posterior entities.?*
The latter either participate directly in the originators of this feature, or
indirectly by participation in entities participating in these originators
and so forth. The important conclusion, though, is that before we can
think or speak about the possibility of a desiring entity, we need to
postulate the immediate cause of desire: as we have seen, this is not the
Beautiful, the ultimate cause of erotic desire,®! but Eros himself.
Hence, we need to be careful when speaking of the “bond” between the
object and the subject of desire: prima facie it seems that within such a

pair of beloved object and loving subject Eros intervenes

250 See for the erotic case e.g. ibid.,30,14ff.

»1 Cf. e.g. ibid.,31,1. A desire must be desire for something. See supra in 2.2.1,, (e.g.
n.214).
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subsequently®? in order to enable the unity of the pair by filling and
bridging the gap. Still, this is a misleading oversimplification: rather it
is the necessarily anterior existence of Eros that enables the desiring
entity to be what it is in the first instance, i.e. a desirer. We can speak
of a “pair” only due to the ‘intervention” of Eros, i.e. because there is a
triad; or because the real primal pair is Beauty and Eros (i.e. the desire
for Beauty), whereas everything else is secondary. In other words, the
idea of “mediation” is logically posterior to Love. Eros is not Eros
because he is a mediator; rather, he is mediator because he is Eros.
First and foremost though, Eros is a bond because he craves his own

union with Beauty.

Now we are better prepared to understand what Proclus means
when writing that Eros “binds together (ovvdetikog) what is divided,
and unites (ocvvaywyog) what precedes and is subsequent to it, and
makes the secondary revert (émiotoemtucog) to the primary and
elevates (avaywyog) and perfects (teAeclovpyocg) the less perfect”.?
The conglomeration of so many «kai» does not denote addition of
different functions. Rather, these «kai» are explicative, each adjective
making more precise what the previous ones denote: Love is a
“binder” in so far as he is “reversive”, i.e. he reverts the inferiors to the

superior.

22 The language used does not indicate temporal, but onto-logical relations.

25 On Alc.,53,4-7 (with the addition of some “and” lost in O’Neill’s translation).
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And what does it actually mean to ‘revert the secondary” etc? This
erotic function describes the bestowal of the erotic feature, viz. desire,
as was described above.?* But what does this act of bestowal amount
to? To providence, as we have seen in previous sections (e.g. chs.2.1:4
and 5). It is ultimately due to providence that Eros does not
‘grudgingly keep for himself’ his defining characteristic, but
necessarily gives an inferior image to his participants. Hence, we
should not be misled by the language used when Proclus repeats that
Eros reverts the secondary etc, as if there was any downwards
intentionality at play. Strictly speaking, Eros is only oriented upwards
in so far as he falls short of Beauty. The downwards orientation is to be
explained not in erotic terms, but in terms of providence. After all, as
we have seen, to be a god, as Eros is, is to be a ‘goodness’, and this
means to be providential,® and more precisely detachedly
providential.®® In other words, it is not that Eros is providential for the
inferior beautiful particulars because he loves them; rather, because he
loves Beauty, he is also providential towards beautiful particulars,

which are fitted for the reception of the erotic desire.?” Consequently,

254 See also Mavog [2006],p.231 with n.60 (and n.57 in p.230).
25 See e.g. EL.Th.prop.120 and supra, ch.2.1.5.

2% See also on Alc.,31,10-12: “let us perceive its [sc. the love-series’]... hidden summit
ineffably established among the very first orders of the gods and united to the most

primary intelligible beauty apart (Ywptot@c) from all beings”.

27 Or “providentially erotic towards beautiful particulars”. Eros in the downwards
sense denotes only its connection with and direction to instantiations of beauty; not
that it falls short of this beauty.
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Eros’ being a bond for what comes after him is just a by-product of his

own being, which consists in striving for the Beautiful.

With the above remarks I have given another answer as to how
Proclus can simultaneously and coherently entertain the idea of
providential and reversive love. Now, before I finish, there is one more
thing I want to clarify with respect to the function of erotic mediation:
in a looser sense of the term, almost all entities in Proclus’ system are
mediators. Save for the First Principle, the Good, and its polar
counterpart, Matter, every entity in the complex hierarchy is between
two others, either in horizontal or vertical series. What then makes
Eros different, viz. a mediator and a bond in the precise sense? This
must be the dynamic element. Eros can be characterized as the
movement towards the completion of a target or the fulfilling of an
entity. Ironically then, Eros’ mediation sows the seed of its own
annihilation: if every posterior entity has a desire for Beauty, then this
implies a desire to overpass the medium of Eros in order to get to
Beauty. Proclus’ universal laws governing procession and reversion do
not allow this abruption of order, and the hierarchy is preserved in the
end.’® Whatever the final result however, erotic mediation entails and
implies existence within a net of dynamic relations; not a system of

inert rest, but of a rest in motion or a motionless motion.?°

258 See also the combination of erotic characteristics with other divine properties (in on
Alc.,30,8ft.).

2 See of course Gersh [1973], who devotes an Appendix (I: pp.123-127) to eros in
order to connect it with the concept of activity as expounded in the main body of his
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So, there are two elements we have to retain from the preceding
discussion: a) that in a sense Eros is a ‘universal’ mediator that ‘binds
together” Beauty and beautiful particulars desiring Beauty; b) that the
insistence on entities that desire their fulfillment via their erotic
aspiration to beauty brings us close to Plotinus’ synairetic reading.
Whatever the scheme of Proclean participation, at least most of the
entities that are posterior to Beauty, can be seen as lower instantiations
of eros, in that they strive for Beauty, with the subsequent result of
their self-fulfillment. These thoughts bring us back to my remarks

about Plotinian Soul and Nous as being erotic with respect to the One.

To recap, I have expounded Proclus” main points about the location
and function of god Eros. Love is an Intellect that is dependent upon
Beauty, which shines at the level of Being. Moreover, what actually
Eros does is to implant its own characteristic, i.e. desire for beauty, to
the lower entities of his rank. Thus, he becomes a mediator, as Diotima
would put it, between Beauty and the lower desiring entities. Among
the examinations of these matters, I have raised several particulars
issues, such as Proclus’ affinity to Plotinus, and I have also re-

addressed the way that Proclus can combine the formula of

study. His succinct and enlightening remarks would be still clearer, I believe, if he
had stressed eros’ particular connection to Beauty, as shown in my discussion, and
included, but left unexploited, in a Proclean passage cited by him in ibid.,p.126. This
would also give another dimension to his answer to the issue of eros’ absence from
other Proclean writings, as was noted by Vogel [1963],pp.29, 31 and Vogel [1981],p.71
(while I do not agree with many of the distinctions she makes in ibid.,p.72).
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providential and reversive eros when characterizing a single entity like

Eros.

2.2.3. After Eros

Now I want to address a more particular problem: not whether
there are erotic entities posterior to Eros; we have seen that this is
possible due to the direct or indirect participation of the former to the
latter. Rather, I want to explore whether the divinity of Eros is unique
in Proclus’ hierarchy. In this way, I will be re-addressing the
traditional problem tackled by Plotinus in his erotic treatise: whether
Eros is a god or a daimon, the Plotinian solution being that the ‘son’,
i.e. the self-fulfillment, of goddess Aphrodite is god, whereas that of
the daimonic one(s) is a daimon. After all, Plotinus was trying to bring
into consistency various Platonic statements about the divine or
daimonic status of Eros that can be found in the Symposium and in the
Phaedrus. Proclus has exactly the same concern, on the occasion though
of the presence of both alternative statements within a single work, the
Alcibiades Major2>® As we will see, although Proclus has a different

agenda than Plotinus, there are affinities between the two.

I asserted before that as with Plotinus, so with Proclus: despite

Eros’” being a proper god, contra the symposiasts Socrates and Diotima,

260 See Alcibiades 1,103a5 «datpoviov évavtiwpo»; 105d5, 105e5 and 124c¢8: «Bede».
Proclus formulates this problem explicitly in on Alc.,46,9-12 and 78,10-17, although
the specific reference is to Socrates’ guardian-spirit.
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Love is a mediator, with the Symposium. In fact, it is exactly this divine
feature that has set the example for the class of daimons. Proclus notes:
“it [sc. the erotic series] has pre-established in itself the pattern of the
whole order of spirits, possessing that intermediacy among the gods
that the spirits (daipovec) have been allotted ‘between’ the realities of
‘gods and mortals.””?!  Of course, the idea of daimonic mediation
should be interpreted along the lines that erotic mediation was
approached earlier: daimons receive bestowals by the higher gods and
‘transfer’ them to inferiors such as human souls. Ultimately, the
bestowing of these properties arouses the desire in these lower entities
for their divine ancestors, a process that results in the self-fulfillment of

the desirers.

Fair enough; but even if we do have mediating spirits*? after Eros,
can we have Love after Eros? Proclus has two main points in support

of the idea that we can. The first and basic one is an elaboration of the

21 On Alc.,31,5-8 (with O’Neill’s “Corrigenda”, p.464); cf. on Alc,67,12-13 and
Symp.,202el. Hence, the reason why Proclus calls Socrates both a daimonic and an
erotic person; see on Alc.,63,12-64,4 and 67,9-18, esp.63,13 and 67,16.

262 As Plotinus devotes a discussion on daimonology in IIL5.6, so too Proclus,
although the latter’s scheme is much more baroque than Plotinus’. See for example
the six-fold classification given in On Alc.,71,8-72,14. I am not going to touch this
general issue though. Let the reader interested in this subject be sufficed with the
following references: “about the spirits in themselves [: on Alc.,68,4-70,15], further
about those that have become our common guardians [: ibid.,71,1-78,6], and thirdly
about the spirit of Socrates [ibid.78,7-83,16].” (This outline is given in
ibid.,67,19-68,1.) Within this stretch of text Proclus refers to Plotinus, critically or not.
Further relevant sections from the Alcibiades Commentary are: 40,15-42,4; 63,12-64,4
and 67,9-18; 114,1-13; 158,3-159,10; 198,12-199,19; 281,15-282,9.
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Platonic doctrine of homonymy?*® within the frame of the Proclean
emanationist system. He observes that “every intra-mundane god
rules over some order of spirits, on which he immediately bestows his
own power,... About (mept) each of the gods is an untold multitude of
spirits, priding themselves on the same names (¢nmwvvuiaic) as the
gods who govern them; for they rejoice in being called “Apollos” and
‘Zeus’ and ‘Hermes' because they represent (amotvmovpevor) the
peculiar characteristics of their own gods.”?* Thus, in our case we can
have daimons each of which can be called Eros, because they partake in
the rank of god Eros and, hence, they feature the erotic identity of
recalling noble natures back to Beauty, albeit in a more deficient way

when compared with divine Love.

Proclus’” second and ancillary point reminds us that if we can have
multiple erotic daimons, there is nothing preventing us from having a
vertical multiplicity of erotic gods, as well. We have seen that Eros is
an Intellect; moreover, there are still levels inferior to Eros, and
superior to the daimonic strata, that can be termed divine. Therefore,
the entities on these levels that partake in Eros can be termed gods, too.
Beyond this standard picture, though, the particular point that Proclus
makes, which concerns Socrates” guardian spirit, but can be extended
to our case as well, is the following: “the (guardian) spirits of godlike

souls who have chosen an intelligent and elevating life are of a certain

263 See Phaedo,78d1-e5 and 102b1-2.

264 On AIC.,68,16-69,3-
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godlike (Octor) number superior to the whole class of spirits and
participating primarily in the gods. For as there is spirit on the level of
gods, so there is god on the level of spirits. But whereas in the former
case the substance (Umaplig) is divine and the analogy (&vaAoyix)
spiritual, on the level of the spirits, the specific character is instead
spiritual, and analogy indicates the divine likeness of the essential
nature; for because of their superiority over the rest of the spirits, they
often appear even as gods. Naturally, then, Socrates calls his own
guardian spirit a god, because it was one of the foremost and highest
spirits”.2> So, Proclus” actual point relates not so much to the various
godly strata, but to the clarification of what goes on in the strata near

the borderline between godly and daimonic.

To understand what he suggests we need to have in mind a three-
fold classification he has drawn a bit earlier in the Commentary.
According to this distinction there are daimons a) by analogy («kat’
avaAoylav»), b) by relation («kata oxéow») and c) substantially
(«kat” ovoilav»).2%¢ A substantial daimon (c-type) is an entity properly
and literally belonging to this mediating class of spirits within Proclus’
hierarchy, and is defined by specific substance and activities. On the
other hand, a daimon by analogy (a-type) can also be an entity which is
godly in substance. Its providing for its immediately inferior entity,

though, makes it analogous to the function of a substantial spirit, hence

265 Ibid.,79,3-12; see also 11.1-3 and 12-14. Cf. ibid., 158,3-159,10, esp.158,3-17.

266 See ibid.,73,18-75,1. The distinction appears within the section on guardian-spirits.
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the «kat” avaloyiav» label. Now, a daimon by relation (b-type) can
be an entity which lies inferior to daimons, e.g. a human soul like
Socrates, and is so strongly related to its guardian spirit, that he acts
and enjoys the unperturbed blessings of this participation as if he were
a substantial daimon himself. With regards to the previous quotation,
despite Proclus” double use of «analogy», he is interested in both a- and
b-type cases. When he applies the spirit analogy to divine beings, he is
reiterating his a-type case of daimon. But when he suggests that there
are spirits (with regard to their substance) which have an analogy to
the divine, he is characteristically misusing the terminology set out
above. This second use of analogy picks up the b-type case (‘by
relation”). Still, in that case Proclus is not speaking about b-type
daimons, but b-type gods. A b-type god must be a spirit whose affinity
with the divine realm is so strong that it appears to be as a god when
compared with other daimons. Thus, according to the passage, we can
have a) by analogy daimons, qua mediators, on the level of gods, i.e.
Eros; and b) also daimons who are found at the summit of the spiritual
strata and are by relation gods, due to their close kinship e.g. with

Eros.2¢7

The conclusion of this discussion is that, unsurprisingly, Proclus
can exploit various features of his Neoplatonic edifice in order to
maintain both a) that there is a unique and divine entity called Eros,

and b) that there is a multiplicity of entities, either godly or daimonic

267 See also ibid.,158,3-17.
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and ultimately human, that can be called and are Eros, albeit in an
inferior degree and by participation. Although this is not exactly what
Plotinus did in Enn.IIL.5, he too was able to maintain both the divine
and daimonic status of Eros. Plotinus, though, did not draw any direct
line between the Erotes of the different levels. Eros owed his status to
the entity to which was attached. Hence, prima facie, the relation of
divine and daimonic Eros was indirect. Still, according to my
synairetic reading, where eros is unified with his ‘mother” Aphrodite,
i.e. Soul, the direct dependence can be preserved: Eros becomes the
expression of Undescended Soul’s and World-Soul’s being, both of
which are directly related to each other. As so often, Proclus’ system
turns out to be more baroque, although the basic Neoplatonic idea is

the same.

Let me finish with another affinity between the two Neoplatonists.
In Plotinus’ treatise there is a discussion of the individual daimonic
Erotes that are attached to individual souls, and we have already seen
Proclus addressing similar issues although in different ways.
According to my synairetic reading again, Plotinus” individuals would
fulfill their potentials in realizing themselves as Erotes. In Proclus’ case
I have repeatedly noted that Eros does not have the universality that
we find in Plotinus.?® Nevertheless, in the Proclean case, too, there are
entities which can be defined through their erotic function. A

paradigmatic example is Socrates, who enjoys a strong bond with his

268 See supra (e.g. 2.2.1.) on Eros’ particular attachment to Beauty.
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daimon, which is a god by relation, and participates in the god Eros.?”
True, I have noted Socrates’” exceptionality in that he combines other
non-erotic features, as well, exemplifying them at the best possible
degree. But in so far as he maintains a particular connection with Eros,
as is implied throughout the Commentary, and by extending the
abovementioned Proclean theory of homonymy, we could suggest that
Socrates, qua divine lover, fulfills his existence by being (called) a
daimon by relation, and more specifically, (a lesser) Eros. In the end, it
seems that the initial qualification of the present section was
misleading: to speak of a proper erotic entity, i.e. an entity whose
function is erotic, whether it features other characteristics or not, is to
speak of a lesser Eros. Moreover, to assert that there are such Proclean
individuals is to come close to the aforementioned Plotinian
conclusion. In other words, the example of Socrates, Plato’s teacher,
forms a point of contact between the two Neoplatonists: should we be

surprised?

2.2.4. Before Eros

Among the ‘more secret doctrines about eros” Proclus states that
“the intelligibles (vontd) on account of their unutterable union have no
need of the mediation of love; but where there exists both unification

and separation (0ukkolowc) of beings, there too love appears as

269 See also references in previous notes 261 and 262, e.g. on Alc.,158,20-159,10.
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medium”.?? After all, there is a separation between Beauty and what
desires beauty, and we have already seen that for Proclus “the object of
love is beyond love”.?”? Nevertheless, if the beloved object is anterior to
Eros, cannot this mean that we can seek for erotic traces in the
intelligible hierarchy “prior” to the actual existence of Eros? The basic
presuppositions of the Proclean system allow for a positive answer.
First of all, by the already invoked principle of similarity, according to
which “all procession is accomplished through a likeness of the
secondary to the primary”,”? why should we only infer that Eros is
beautiful, and not that e.g. the Beautiful is erotic, as well? As to the
sense in which Beauty is erotic, we may move to the second and more
important Neoplatonic principle of the modes of being. I have already
referred to the ‘existential” and “by participation” modes with regards to
the two previous sections (2.2.1.-3). Now it is the time for the third, but
most exalted, mode, the ‘causal’ one («xat” aitiav»). According to it
“we see the product as pre-existent in the producer which is its cause
(for every cause comprehends [mooeiAngde] its effect before its
emergence, having primitively that character which the latter has by

derivation [devtépwc](prop.18))”.® Actually, Proclus himself makes

270 On Alc.,53,2-4. Cf. EL.Th.,38,22-23, where Proclus notes that if mediation is needed

in procession, it will be needed in reversion as well.
271 On Alc.,51,3. See supra, e.g. nn.216 and 217 in ch.2.2.1.
272 E].Th.29,3-4.

273 1bid.,65,15-17. This proposition should be examined in conjunction with the
famous prop.103, which states that “[a]ll things are in all things, but in each according
to its proper nature...”. Cf. also ibid.,56,(4-6) and prop.118 (regarding the Henads;

see infra).
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explicit reference to this principle twice regarding the generation of
Eros in the Alcibiades Commentary. For instance, he notes that “if it [sc.
Eros] ‘leapt forth’ therefrom it is causally (xkat’ aitiav) established
therein [sc. év @ vontw vo]”.#* For obvious reasons I was compelled
to anticipate this discussion in my first section (2.2.1.), where I also
tried to show how Eros” direct and vertical relation with the Beautiful
can be preserved. Thus, in what follows I will exclude references to the
levels of Nous and Life, but I will not stop at the Beautiful. The «xat’
aitiav» mode of being of a characteristic cannot be confined solely to
the ontological level immediately prior to the manifestation of this
feature.”> If gods “have every [sc. attribute] in a unitary and supra-
existential mode (Vmepovoiwg)”,#¢ and if ultimately the Good is the
cause of everything —or everything «kat” attiav»-, it will be relevant to
look briefly at the Good and the Henads, too. My criterion for
verifying the above assumptions will be the Proclean ascription of
characteristics and functions to these entities that are found in or are

closely connected with Eros.

Let us start with Beauty, the object of erotic desire. As we noted
earlier, Proclus connects this substantial feature of Beauty’s nature with
the etymology of the word «KaAdv», which “is called ‘beautiful’

because it summons (ikaAeiv) unto itself, or because it charms (knAetv)

274 On Alc.,66,8-9. Cf. also ibid.,51,13-14.
275 See also EL.Th.,props.56 and 57.

276 Tbid., 118,7. Cf. also ibid.,158,23. (The allusion is to Henads.)
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and beguiles whatever is able to gaze upon it”.?” At the risk of
repeating myself, we need to remember that there at least two
conditions enabling an entity to desire Beauty: the immediate cause of
erotic desire, i.e. Eros, and the ultimate cause which is the Beautiful. In
the previous sections I emphasized the former cause. Now is time for
the latter. When ‘calling back’ the entities that are fitted for such
reversion, i.e. those participating in the rank which originates from
Beauty, in fact the Beautiful ‘reverts’ (viz. émiotoédel) these entities. In
other words, it is not only Eros that “makes the secondary revert
(¢rmotgemtikog) to the primary and [hence] elevates and perfects the
less perfect”.?® It is first and foremost Beauty that supplies the
presuppositions to the inferior beautiful entities in order to desire their
own source. I will not stress again that this is a clear instance of
(undefiled) providence, and should be disconnected from
anthropomorphic conceptions and downwards intentionality. On the
other hand, instead of noting that within this framework Eros seems to
be downgraded into the more instrumental role of just supplying
turther preconditions for this ‘call’, I will assert that Eros himself
exemplifies the actual («ka0” OtaxpEv») return (of himself and hence of

his inferiors), whose ultimate cause («aitia») and source is to be found

277 On Alc.,328,12-13. For cross-references to Greek literature that mention either
etymologies, starting with Cratylus,416b6-d11, see Westerink’s apparatus ad loc. and
Segonds,p.454nn.2 and 3 ad loc. To these add Chrysippus, Fragmenta Moralia,
(I11.)208,6 (Arnim; apud Stobaeus Ecl.1,105 Wachsmuth).

278 On Alc.,53,6-7.
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in Beauty.?”® Besides, as we saw in the beginning of the present section,
“where there exists both unification and separation of beings, there too

love appears as medium”. %

This might also be the case why in the still higher realm, where
there is only unification of multiplicity, we can have entities that
exemplify what Eros does, although without his intervention. More
precisely, on the Platonic occasion of the connection between the just
(«dlkatov») and the advantageous («ovpdégov»),?! Proclus writes that
“Socrates united the just with the good via the beautiful, since this is
the medium (péoov) and bond (ocUvdeouog) of union between them.
‘The fairest of bonds (deouog),” says Timaeus ‘is that which unites as
closely as possible both itself and whatever is combined with it.”%?
Much more, then, than any other bond, the beautiful is itself connective
(ovvaywyov) and unitive (évwtikov) of these two, the just and the
good.”? To call specifically the Beautiful “medium” and “bond” that
is “connective” of other entities amounts to repeating exactly the same
ascriptions with which Proclus, following the Symposium, has
characterized Eros earlier on in the Commentary.?* Of course, I noted

before that almost all entities in Proclus’ system are in a way mediators.

279 Thus Beauty is both providentially and causally erotic.
280 On Alc.,11.3-4.

281 Proclus’ lemma is from Alc.I,115a1-10.

282 Tim.,31c1-3.

283 On Alc.,322,12-17. Cf. also ibid.,318,9 and 320,6-7.

284 See e.g. ibid.,53,4-5; 64,3-6 and 9-12; 67,12-13 and supra (e.g. ch.2.2.2.).
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The explicit mentioning of Beauty in this regard and within this
Commentary, though, should make us suspicious as to Proclus’
motives, which must be to emphasize the bond between Beauty and
Eros, and the (xat’ aitiav) foreshadowing of erotic characteristics in
Beauty. On the other hand, one might object that even if it is also a
mediator, Beauty lacks the dynamic element I had noted above with
respect to Eros. Although true, we should not forget that famously
everything, including Beauty, desires the Good,? hence the dynamic
element is everywhere present in Proclus’ system in various degrees.
Secondly, to complete an earlier quotation and connect the end of this
paragraph with its beginning, “the intelligibles on account of their
unutterable union have no need of the mediation of love”. Where
there is no gap, Beauty’s pre-erotic role is enough. Consequently, I
hope that the above references enable us to see how Beauty’s function
anticipates the actual characteristics of Eros, so that we may call the

former «xat’ attiav» Eros.

By means of Beauty then, let us now ascend right to the top.
Around the middle of the extant Commentary the Successor asserts
that “[t]he good..., if it is lawful to speak of it in this way, proceeds
down to the lowest level, and illuminates all things and conserves

(owCel) them, arranges them and turns them back (émiotoédet) to

25 Cf. e.g. E1.Th,,8,31; 12,18; 113,10-12.

286 On Alc.,53,2-3.
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itself”.#” Proclus is careful to remind us of the ineffability of the First
Principle which is due to its absolute simplicity. Thus, the multiplicity
of characteristics given should not be seen as a plurality of predicates,
but as different aspects of what it is to be good from our point of
view.?® Still, in prop.13 of the Elements Proclus gives a longer list: “[i]t
belongs to the Good to conserve (cwoTucov) all that exists (and it is for
no other reason that all things desire it [¢petov]); and... likewise that
which conserves and holds together (ovvektucov) the being of each
several thing is unity... And... it belongs to unity to bring and keep
each thing together (cuvaywyov €ott kat ovvekTiKOV) ,... In this way,
then, the state of unification (10 vwoOatr) is good for all things.”?*
Combining the gist of the previous two passages we may conclude: by
bestowing unity, Goodness is «ovvaywyov, cvvektikov» and, thus,
«owotikov», and this amounts to making things return to it
(¢rmotoemtikoVv), ie. desire it (édpetdv).? Naturally, all of these
attributes, which culminate in the notion of desire qua return of the
desirers to the Good, are connected with Providence with which I have
dealt elsewhere. What I want to do now is to recall that most of the

above characteristics (in this verbal form) are used by Proclus also for

287 Ibid.,181,11-13.

28 Compare what I suggested above about the plurality of characteristics ascribed to

Eros. The same can be said here.
289 E1.Th.,13,26-29 and 32-34.

20 Cf. also on Alc.,317,5: «1] o0 drya@ov Eédeoic owoTikt) TV édlepévwy EoTiv.»
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Eros, and more specifically for providential eros.??! This is not at all
surprising, since I had already observed that providential eros is a
species of providence. Now we have come to ascertain the same thing
from a different angle: the Good is causally erotic; alternatively, Eros
forms a specification of the function of the Good, since he exemplifies a
particular desire (0peic), which is erotic, for an entity lower to the
Good, i.e. the Beautiful. Eros implants éowta (for the Beautiful), while
the Good édeorv (desire) for itself.?> Moreover, regarding the desire
for the Beautiful (which is éoaotov), I noted both the ultimate and
immediate cause of it. In contrast to the KaAdv, which cannot “call’ its
desirers back without the mediation of Eros, the Good pre-
encompasses the duality of ultimate and immediate cause of desire. It
is the ultimate ‘caller’ and the one that implants this desire for return.
Were it not for “Faith”,”® I would propose that the duality of
Beautiful-Eros exists causally in the unity of the Good, although it is
not very clear to which respects Faith is analogous to Eros. Besides, to
my knowledge, nowhere in his system does Proclus hypostatize

«Edeoic» (desire for the Good), which, unlike Faith, is the direct

1 Apart from passages quoted above, see also ibid.,55,13-14: “such love is provident
and preservative (owotikoc) of the beloved, able to perfect (teAewwtucog) and

maintain (cuvvekTtkdg) them”.

22 Towards the end of the extant Commentary Proclus speaks of the Good as both
«€oaotév» and «épetdv», and he notes that “love is an intense desire” (on
Alc.,336,23; cf. ibid.,329,17-24 and 328,14-329,2). The main reason for this, however, is
that on the level of soul the good, the beautiful and the just are interchangeable in
contrast to the divine hierarchy (see ibid.,330,2-14.). Because my interest in this

section is in what comes before god Eros I am not dealing with this issue at all.

2% See supra, ch.2.1.4.
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analogue of "Epwg, and this tells in favour of my suggestion that the
pair of Beauty and Eros is foreshadowed solely in the Good. Finally, I
need to remark that the Good causally exemplifies Eros only in its
descending attitude, not the ascending one, although the latter is more
basic in that it is the reason for the former. The reason for this,
however, is that the Good is so fulfilled that its unity is the archetype of
what Eros is eternally striving to do, i.e. to be completely united with
its object of love. In this way, there is no ascending attitude in the
Good, because the only way for it is self-concentration, the by-product
of which is the providential attitude for everything that comes after it.
Without surprise again, after convergence in the bottom, Proclus meets
Plotinus at the top, too, since according to the Neoplatonic founder the
Good is “love of himself”, the explanation and the by-product of this
being exactly the same as just noted in the case of Proclus. A
discrepancy would be that while Plotinus does not quality, for Proclus
it would be fair to say that the Good is eros (and kaAdv) only kat’

altiav.

Proceeding now to a more severe discontinuity with Plotinus, we
can verify my previous remarks concerning the One’s causally erotic
function by looking at the subsequent level of the Henads. We have
descended to a level of reality which mediates between the supreme

Good and Being, where the Beautiful lies and shines. Although the
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exact status of the Henads is still a matter of debate,®* I will stick with
the traditional interpretation according to which the Henads unfold the
absolute unity of the One: by being separate entities-unities they
bridge the gulf between the utter simplicity of the One and the
multiplicity of Being. This unfolding of the Good’s unity entails the
original and actual manifestation of divine characteristics («idtotnTec»)
each of which might be represented by various Henads, and all of
which reappear in successive layers of reality (Henadic®® or not).?
There are four main groups of divine attributes each of which contains
a generic and a specific form. It is in the third group that I am
interested for my present purpose. It is labeled by Dodds as
“conversive causes”’?”’, because its two members are the “causes of all
divine reversion (é¢rtiotoodnc)”.?® In other words, the reversive and
causally erotic function of the One, which we have been talking about,

is ‘initially’ and existentially («ka®” Omagliv», or rather super-

24 See for instance Van Riel [forthcoming], where he makes a persuasive case for the

Henads being immanent characteristics of gods at the level of Being and henceforth.

2 A difficult point to understand, indeed. See Dodds [1963],p.278, n. on
props.151-159.

2% This procedure involves also “interweaving” (ovpmnAokr]) of characteristics. See an
example with particular reference to eros within the triad faith-truth-eros in on
Alc.,52,2-10.

27 Dodds, ibid. Alternatively: ‘reversive causes’.

2 E].Th.153,34. For the difference between the general cause, “perfective”
(«teAeolovgyov») and the specific one, “elevative” («dvarywyov») see ibid., 158,25-29:
the elevative reverts things only to their superior principles, and hence Eros must be
connected primarily with it. In fact, Proclus makes the "Epwrteg responsible for
«noBwv dvaywyia kévtoa» in his second Hymmn,ll.3 and 5; cf. also Dodds [1963],p.281
n. on prop.158).
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essentially) manifested at the level of the Henads,? and precisely its
third group.®® If the One is causally erotic, then all the more so are the
conversive causes which are closer than the One to Eros. Reversely,
Love appears now more as an immediate specification of the reversive
function of Henads, than of the One itself. What is more, in the
Alcibiades Commentary Proclus explicitly connects Eros and its function

with the divine attributes.

The particular way he puts things, however, might be problematic:
after having mentioned several of the divine characteristics, all of
which fall under three of the four aforementioned groups,*" and while
waiting for the mention of our third-‘conversive’ group, Proclus
actually mentions “the whole order (t&&ic) of love”, which “is for all
beings the cause of reversion (¢miotoodnc) to the divine beauty,...”.3
So, is it that the “erotic order” is identified with the conversive causes?
Is it another name for them? But then, is the conversive group causally
or substantially erotic? We can remedy this anomaly in various
ways:3® first of all, these theological enunciations appear quite early in
the Commentary, and do not belong to the section of the “more secret

doctrines” about love, where one should expect greater precision.

299 See also E1.Th.158,23.
300 Cf. also ibid.,144,24-27.
301 See on Alc.,30,8-14.

302 Tbid., 11.14-15.

303 According to the brief exposition of Riggs [2009], pp.83-85, esp. p.84, this is far from
an anomaly. However, my treatment so far can allow for agreement with what he

focuses on.
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After all, the specific Commentary itself was the first to be taught in the
late Neoplatonic Curriculum and served as an introduction addressed
to students not well-versed in Platonic theology. Besides the
abovementioned (in ch.2.2.2.) limitation of an “intellectual topography’,
Proclus is not meticulous about exhaustive consistency across different
works, which may have been written in different periods of his life, or
even within the same work. In any case, though, it is not necessary to
take that particular reference to the erotic order as interchangeable with
the reversive causes, which strictly are causally erotic. A good reason
for thinking this is that in the above passage Proclus does not omit to
mention the end of erotic reversion, viz. the union with divine Beauty,
which, as we have also seen, is situated below the Henads. Could it be
that Eros reverts his posterior entities only to an entity which is below
him? This untenable suggestion would lead us to many difficulties.
For instance, what about the exemplification of desire in Eros? What is
his own beloved object? To deny the answers I gave to these questions
in the previous questions, e.g. that Eros, being an intellect is dependent
on Beauty, shining at the level of Being, would unnecessarily make the
edifice collapse and present Proclus as inconsistent with what he says
some pages later in the Commentary. But in fact, if we take the
mention of the «Oewv OLOTNTEC»™ as referring to Henads, we need not

assume the same for Eros.3% First of all, after the statement of members

304 On Alc.,30,8.

35 Actually, with van Riel’s interpretation it would not be a problem if the divine
attributes were not positioned at the level of the Henads, and in this way Eros could
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of the three abovementioned Henadic groups, and before stating the
erotic order, Proclus adds the case of “others [viz. other divine
attributes] again in charge of some other function and preserving
(owCovoat) the universe through the communication of themselves”.3%
This case could refer to one of the conversive causes, especially given
the mention of «owtnpla» (preservation-salvation), which we have
seen explicitly connected with the reversive function of the Good.
Furthermore, the whole enumeration of the divine attributes forms the
first element of a comparison which is completed with the mention of
Eros. Proclus writes that “[a]s (WomeQ) the individual natures (Bewv
ot tec) of different gods have revealed themselves as differing, ...,

4

so (oUtw) also the whole order of love is... the cause...”. He makes a
comparison: referring to the functioning of the divine attributes we are
assisted in understanding Eros’” own function, and this is highly
reasonable if, as I expounded above, a particular group of Henadic
attributes anticipates the erotic order. Finally, to the justified question
why Proclus did not name any of the two conversive causes then, we
might retort that, apart from my initial qualifications, the Neoplatonist
might have wanted to give a pre-eminence to the topic of Eros, which is

one of the principal themes of the Alcibiades according to his

Commentary.

have been practically identified with them. However, I do not want to complicate the
picture so much. Let us bear in mind the limitations of our human perspective noted

above.

306 On Alc.,ibid.,11.12-14.
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To conclude: having preserved the causal erotic function of the
conversive divine attributes, we have verified the causal erotic aspect
of the Good, which, as an object of desire, is imitated by the causally
erotic Beauty, qua the immediate object of love. Thus, the off-spring of
the present and the two previous sections is that despite Eros’
specificity, we can still find him from the bottom to the top of Proclus’
system. Such an erotic omnipresence has been enabled mainly through
the exploitation of the three modes of being: «kat” aitiav, btap&rv and
nébe&v».  After all, Proclus had already prepared us: «Ildvta &v
Aoy, olkelwg d¢ €v ékaotw».>” Even if Plotinus’” would not put
things this way, I do not think that he would be disappointed with this

outcome of Proclus’ erotic approach.

2.2.5. Eros and Friendship

Given the omnipresence of eros from top to bottom of the Proclean
system, we have so far concentrated largely on the vertical dimension
of that system. Yet we should not exclude the horizontal dimension. A
distinctive feature of Proclus’ system is that it unfolds in both these
directions.®  Again, as I have shown previously (ch.2.1.3.), the
horizontal dimension itself is not bereft of hierarchization, since every

new term in a series manifests in a more deficient way the

307 E1.Th.103,13.

308 Another characteristic that must be traced back to Iamblichus.
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characteristic of its predecessor. Hence we should be speaking about
transverse rather than horizontal strata. Moreover, that was one of my
main points when I was explaining the reasons why Proclus equates
love (éowc) with friendship (puAia). I will not repeat this discussion
here, but simply recall an example that shows the interchangeability of
the two: “since the whole order of love proceeds from the intelligible
(vontov) father ('In all things,” as the oracles say,*” the father ‘has sown
the fire-laden bond of love,” in order that the whole world may be held
together by the indissoluble bonds of friendship, as Plato’s Timaeus
says)”.310 In describing Love’s effects Proclus shifts from the word
«€pwg» in line 4 to «PpAia» in 1.5. Furthermore, we should expect that
if there are many kinds of attractions and relationships in the present
world, their cause in the intelligible realm must be much more unified.
It is no surprise that Proclus wants to unify and identify friendship

with eros in the intelligible.3!!

The previous passage cited makes use of the characteristic of
eros-friendship as “bond”, whether this is of the world or of entities at
other levels, and connected to each other either vertically or
transversely. I have been talking about Eros” providential bestowal of
his characteristic upon lower beings, either in vertical ranks, or

transverse strata originating from the participants of the former. I

30 Cf. De Oraculis Chaldaicis,p.25 Kroll; cf. O’Neill,n.50 ad loc.

310 On Alc.,26,2-5. Cf. Tim.,32cl-4 and 43a2. Another characteristic instance is
ibid.,33,8-11.

311 The ‘inspired humans’ of this world, like Socrates, preserve this unity.
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proposed that in both cases, the erotic bestowal is the awakening of
desire for and reversion towards the Beautiful in the lower entities that
participate directly or indirectly in Eros. It might be that these lower
erotic entities cannot attain to the Beautiful, which is strictly the object
of Eros’ desire, but each of them retains this upwards orientation.
However, this image does not reveal very much about the way in
which erotic entities are “bonds”. One of the answers proposed was
that each erotic entity imparts to a lower one the desire for erotic union
with beauty; in its turn this process leads to the fulfillment of each
desiring entity, with the subsequent result of a well-ordered and
unified whole. Still, if the desired union is with beauty, what does this
tell us about the friendly union with each other? Speaking of “bonds’,
do we simply mean a mediating entity that implants desire (for union
strictly with beauty), or that actually unites one another? The first
answer to this is that the erotic desire does indeed give an entity a
strong attachment to its immediately higher (and beautiful) entities,
either vertically or transversely. The idea of an actual bond is thus
preserved, because the continuum has no gaps. A second answer that
completes the first is the following: the desire for Beauty leads to
attachment to the beautiful object that each entity is able to reach.3?
Analogously, each entity strives for the Good, but the good they end
up with is their own good, i.e. their own self-fulfillment. In any case,

the erotic self-fulfillment which has been caused by an attraction to

312 Remember the Platonic qualification “as far as possible” (katé 0 duvatov).
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Beauty, has the by-product of strong unity between adjacent beautiful
entities (“the indissoluble bonds of friendship”3!®). Consequently, these
entities are erotic and friendly bonds of each other, but indirectly,
because the direct aim is the union with Beauty. -Imagine a society
which is well-ordered not because its citizens primarily respect their
friends and enemies, but because everyone obeys the law, i.e. due to a
common end. It is the direct relation to the law that results in good,
friendly and fine-tuned relations.’'* In other words, erotic entities are
actual bonds of friendship for one another, because they aspire for a

common beloved object.?!®

Let us ascend now to the friendly ontology of the «xa0” Omap&iv»
level. There is a remarkable passage where Proclus engages with the
problem of the identity of the «¢piAioc» god stated by Socrates in
Alcibiades 1,109d7 .31 The consideration is owing to the Proclean answer
to an anterior problem: “From what source then do these benefits
accrue to souls, viz. friendship and unity (PpAia kai évwoig)?” 3”7
benefits exemplified in Socrates” treatment of Alcibiades. The response
lies in Socrates” call to “the god of friendship who is their common

guardian to witness his words and purpose, considering, as a man of

313 On Alc.,26,4-5; cf. supran.310 (and n.37 in ch.2.1.2.).
314 jke in Plato’s ideal Republic.

315 The reason I put the clarification here is that the discussion of friendship as a bond
between two entities reminded the tension of how to combine reversion with

providence for the reversion of the others.
316 Cf. on Alc.,231,14.

317 Ibid.,233,2-3.
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knowledge, that union (évwoig) extends to all beings from god, and, as
a lover (épowtwkog), from the god friendship (¢piAiog).”*® In other
words, Proclus here verifies my first point about the interchangeability
and equivalence between eros and friendship. Secondly, he reminds us
of the erotic effects of the One (and the Henads), which I termed
causally erotic, and to which I will return in the end of this section.
Now, I want to turn to Proclus” desire to be more specific about this
god of friendship, i.e. the «xa®” OmapEiv» cause of friendship. While
according to my treatment so far we would not hesitate to call this god
Eros, Proclus’ religious background confronts him with two
candidates: not only a) the well-known tradition found e.g. in the
Phaedrus which makes Eros the god of friendship, but also b) the
tradition that speaks of Zeus as god of friendship.’® As we might
expect Proclus unites the two accounts: «ka&AAlov d¢ ovvamtey
AapdoTéQouvg Tovg Adyous: €v yao t@ All kat 6 "Egwg éotl.»* Here I
want to recall my first discussion of the generation of Eros qua
intellective intellect from an intelligible intellect (vontog vovug). Proclus
is actually repeating the same points put now in theological terms. He
even cites the same Orphic fragment: ““Counsel is first begetter and

much-delighting Love,”*?! and Love both proceeds (ripociot) from Zeus

318 [bid.,11.4-7.

319 See ibid.,7-14. Segonds’ n.3,p.415 ad loc. indicates that this b-tradition is derived

mainly from Platonic texts.

320 On Alc.,233,14-15: “But it is better to combine both accounts, for love is contained

within Zeus,...”.

31 Cf. supran.237 in ch.2.2.1.
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and co-exists (cvvumtéotn) with Zeus among the intelligibles (vontoic);
for in the world above is “all-seeing Zeus’ and ‘delicate Love,’ as
Orpheus says.?? They are therefore related to, or rather united with,
each other, and each of them is concerned with friendship (¢piAiog).”32
As with my earlier discussions, Zeus’ relation to Eros is understood in
terms of «kat aitiav» and «kat ovoiav» modes of being.3* Thus, this
parallel passage, occasioned by a discussion of friendship, helps us
confirm the intelligible location of Eros as put forward in the first

section.

But why stop at these two? Aren’t there other candidates for the
role of a divine Love? Why for example not include Empedocles’
account? In fact, Proclus, imitating the generosity of his providential
gods, can satisfy the Presocratic desires of his readers too. So, earlier in
the Commentary he writes: “Again, true friendship is both of the gods
themselves and of the classes superior to us and has also come down as
far as souls that are good;... It is necessary to realize that although

tfriendship is a thing to be revered and honoured, yet it requires a life

322 See Westerink’s apparatus ad loc. for references.
33 On Alc.,233,16-234,2.

324 Je. Zeus is kat aitiav Eros. I do not have the space to get into details about the
entity represented by Zeus in Proclus hierarchy. See also the treatment by Kirk-
Raven-Schofield [1983],p.62 of a passage in Proclus, on Tim.11.54,28-55,2 (Diehl),
which reports the view of ®epexdng, and mentions Eros, Zeus, friendship and
union, i.e. the principal notions of our passages. Another god who would be worth
examining in conjunction is Hermes, who was Yuvxaywyog, like eros, and like
Socrates according to Aristophanes, Aves,1555. For Hermetic references in on Alc. see
195,4-196,18; 187,19-188,6 with O’Neill,n.359 ad loc.; 258,2 with n.475( p.338); 105,2
and n.229.
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that is divine (Oeompemovg) and intelligent (voepac); since it [sc. PAia]
subsists primarily among the gods and intelligent (voeoa) life and the
intelligible (vont) god of Empedocles, whom he is accustomed to
term a ‘sphere’.”®® This passage repeats the familiar elements and
adds to the previous list of Zeus and Eros the Empedoclean candidate
of the ¢piAlog god. Exploiting the «kat” aitiav and Omapliv» formulas
we can also explain how ¢uia is connected with voeocx life, while the
god itself is also vontoc. The former corresponds to Eros on the «xa0’
vmap&iv» level, while the latter to Zeus' «xat’ aitiav» one. The
constant reference to intelligible and intellective/intelligent layers of
reality once again confirms our placing of Eros in the intelligible
hierarchy, and verifies the ontological identification of Eros with

Friendship.

Having exhausted the «xa0” Omap&v» level let us finish with the
causal mode of erotic/friendly being. At this point we should not be
surprised if the One, qua causally erotic (super-)entity was found to be
the ultimate cause of friendship as well. Indeed, Proclus makes the
connection explicit: “friendship is between good men of serious
purpose, but among villains moral character is not in evidence; the
reason is that both friendship and the good have come from the One,

and from a single cause (&¢’ €vog® tket kat pag attiag). To each

35 On Alc.,113,13-15 and 17-21; cf. Empedocles, B29(Diels) with the references in
Segonds,n.1,p.94 ad loc.

36 Segonds ad loc. agrees in taking this as a reference to the One. See also the more
obvious case in on Alc.,38,6(ff.).
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being the source of good is also the source of unity, and the source of
unity is also the source of good.”?” I have dealt with the Aristotelian
(and Pythagorean) flavour of the passage®® elsewhere.?® Now, I only
want to note how the preceding discussion has helped us to avoid
attributing any inconsistency to Proclus with respect to the cause of
friendship (and eros). The «kat” aitiav» formula extends up to the
First principle. If Zeus-Sphere is the immediate «xat aitiav» erotic-
friendly entity, prior to the existence of Eros, the ultimate cause of
Eros/Friendship is the One, as we asserted previously. As the ideal of
“unity-unification” was connected with eros, so too it can relate to
friendship.®® Consequently, the present passage confirms that even the

One is causally erotic and «piAtov».

37 Ibid.,109,6-8; see also ibid.11.3-5 and the corollary in 11.8-10 which concerns
Alcibiades.

328 Cf. also ibid.,221,16-222,2.
39 See supra, n.79 in ch.2.1.3.

30 Cf. also ibid.,274,21-24. Plotinus,V.1.9,6 connects the One with Empedocles’ ¢pidia
(to which he also refers in I11.2.2.4 and 1V.4.40,6; see also the analogical use for
Intellect in VI1.7.14,20).
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PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS AND THE DIVINE NAMES

As one of the first representatives of a major, albeit old, movement
in Dionysian scholarship, Koch supported his view that pseudo-
Dionysius! is more or less a plagiarizer of Proclus with a meticulous
examination of parallel passages from the two authors.? One of them
concerns love. It is cited for the same reason by Dodds and was used
in the introduction of my chapter on Proclus:?

“So the Beautiful and the Good is desired and loved and
beloved by everything; and because of it and for its sake the
subordinate love the superior reversively, and the entities of
the same rank [love] their peers in communion, and the

superior [love] the inferior providentially, and each of these

[love] themselves* summarily®...”.

1 Henceforth I will be using interchangeably the following names: pseudo-Dionysius,
Dionysius, Areopagite. For a new interesting hypothesis regarding Dionysius’
pseudonymity see Stang [2012], e.g. pp.2-6. Let us bear in mind (or ear) that the name
of Paul’s convert (cf. Acts 17:34), who became a saint, has sound similarities to the
ancient Greek god of wine, Dionysus as well as Dion (Alwv), the Sicilian close friend
of Plato, who, according to Nussbaum [2001],pp.228-230, lies beneath some names of

the Phaedrus, a Platonic dialogue on love.
2 A similar attitude is expressed in Koch’s contemporary, Stiglmayr [1895].

3 See n.1 in ch.2. Since then, the similarity has been also observed among others by
Nygren [1953],p.579,n.2.

4 This last possibility, not frequently stated by Dionysius, should be interpreted along
the lines of Gospel’s “love your neighbour as yourself” (cf. e.g. Mathew 19:19 and
Mark 12:31 citing from Leviticus 19:18). Vogel [1963],p.16 refers to possible Stoic and
Pythagorean connotations.
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In the following sections I will attempt to address all the issues
raised in this passage, i.e. I will show in which way Dionysius’ system
is erotic. During this voyage into Dionysius’ ontology of Eros I will
locate Love in the world-picture of Dionysius and also define its
function, as I did in Proclus’ case. Thus, I will have the opportunity to
make ample comparisons with Proclus’ system but also with Plotinus.
Finally, I will examine some consequences of ps.-Dionysius’ erotic
approach within his Christian-non-Neoplatonic framework, offering
some glimpses of Dionysius’ Eastern reception. In my treatment I will
be focusing on the Divine Names, because this work devotes a specific

section’ to the revealed name of God as Eros.8

5 The not very usual Greek here is «ouvektucws» and I follow the rendering of LS ad
lem.(Il), where they refer to the occurrence of the word in Proclus, on Alc.,52,7. Vogel

[1963],p.12 translates “self-preservingly”.

¢ «[Taowv o0V €0TL TO KAAOV Kal dyaOov Epetov kal é0a0TOV Kat ayamntov, kai dU
avTo Kol avToL €veka Kal T NTTw TV KQETTOVWY ETUOTQETITIKAS €QWOL KAl
KOWWVIKQOG TA OHOOTOLXX TV OHOTAYWV Kal Ti KQEMTTWw TV TTTOVQV
TIQOVONTIKWG KAL AUTX EAVTWV EKAOTA OULVEKTIKQWG,...»: Pseudo-Dionysius, The
Divine Names (henceforth: DN), §4.10, 155, 8-11 / 708A. In my system of referencing I
first write the number of chapter and sub-chapter I will be referring to. Then, I give
the page and line numbers of the Greek text in the standard edition of Suchla [1990].
The number and letter after the slash denotes the pagination of Migne’s edition in the
Patrologia Graeca (PG, vol.3 -reproducing B. Corderius’ text), because it is followed by
the standard English translation I am using, i.e. that of Luibheid-Rorem [1987] (most
of the times heavily modified though).

7 DN, (last portions of) §4.10-§4.17 (i.e. before the long treatment of evil starts),
155,8-162,5/708 A-713D.

8 Or «ayann» (agape/charity/love; cf. e.g. 1 John 4:8). I will not be dealing with the
terminological issue. Dionysius regards the two names as interchangeable, although
he prefers the name «&uwc» (cf. Ignatius, Ep.4.72,4 Camelot, cited in
DN,4.12,157,3/709B), which ‘accidentally’ was the central term in the ancient Greek-
pagan discussions on love. See his justification in DN,4.11-12,156,1-158,12/708C-709C,
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I will first give a synopsis of the main points of my following
presentation of Dionysius. There are four important stages in
Dionysius’ treatment. These are the harmonious effects of eros, the
archetype of eros as descending power, eros as ecstasy and eros as a
circular force. Each step forms an explanation of the one before it, and
offers a refinement of Dionysian theory. As will be seen though, the

central claim pertains to the third step.

The unifying effects of eros should not be new to a reader of
Neoplatonism. We have seen that the mutual love and friendship of
the entities in the cosmos make it a harmonious, beautiful and
functional whole. It is noteworthy that when Dionysius discusses these
relationships he does not omit to mention the love between entities of
the same rank, which is an additional possibility to the instances of
downwards and upwards eros, familiar to us from Proclus.® The
reason for this loving synthesis must be traced back to (the) Go(o)d, the
efficient as well as final cause of the universe, who imbues love to His

creating overflow. I will come back to these puzzling enunciations.

especially his warning (ibid.4.11,156,2-3/708C), which forms a self-conscious
hermeneutical principle so that we understand Dionysius’ relations with various
Christian and non-Christian traditions: “In my opinion, it would be unreasonable and
silly to look at words rather than at the power of the meanings.” I am afraid that the
prejudices of Nygren [1953],pp.589-593, esp. n.1 in 589, do not let him appreciate
neither the above enunciation, nor Dionysius’ overall treatment. Cf. also Rist
[1966],pp.236-237, 242, and Aertsen [2009],p.195. For well-balanced reasons
regarding the adoption of eros-terminology by the Fathers see BouvAyadkng
[1989],pp.8-10; cf. also ibid.p.11. Specifically for Dionysius see also Osborne
[1994],pp.208-210.

? See also a fourth possibility, rarely found even in Dionysius, supra in n.4.
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Hence we come to the second stage: due to this love that God
exhibits for the cosmos He can be named ‘Eros’/'Love’, or Lover. In
other words the archetype of Love, which is exemplified by God in His
relation to what is external to Him, is descending Eros, i.e. what the
Neoplatonists can also term as Providence. But if so, then the distance
from the deficiency-claim of the Symposium is stark. Where is eros as a
desire for something one lacks? Does not the creation desire and love

God? If so, how does this take place?

To these problems the third stage comes as an answer. To be more
precise, what God exemplifies is not only descending Eros, but actually
ecstasy, i.e. going out of Himself to give something of Himself, or even
Himself to the other(s), ie. to the cosmos. Ecstasy does not
immediately imply desire (for something), which would lead us to
examine the Symposium’s abovementioned claim. It denotes the
movement out of oneself, without specifying a particular reason for
this movement. If so, it does not matter anymore whether the recipient
of love is an entity higher or lower than the lover, i.e. whether a lover is
in lack with respect to his beloved or not. Thus, God’s paradigm just
calls for our ecstatic response to his erotic ecstasy towards us. What I
regard as the most crucial point of Dionysius’ treatment is that thus
eros has no specific direction (upwards or downwards). Hence,
Dionysius can be more comprehensive when enumerating the various
possibilities of eros I mentioned before, where he includes the strictly

horizontal dimensions.
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The fourth step in this ascent, the image of the circle, concludes
Dionysius’ picture by confirming the discussion of ecstatic eros’
orientation, and this is why I suggested above that the third rather than
the fourth state has prominence. The circle implies that Eros is a
unique force in the universe: it starts from God and comes back to God.
In this image what goes downwards is simultaneously going upwards
and vice versa. The beautiful cosmos is the outcome of God’s ecstasy.
The sustainment of this cosmos, though, requires the loving response
of the universe to God; it is God Himself that enables this erotic
dialogue. Consequently, Dionysius speaks of Eros as a single force that
unites the cosmos not only with respect to its parts, but also with
regards to its Father. Finally, we can ascertain that for the Areopagite
being is intimately connected with love; to be and to exist is to love and
be erotic, i.e. ecstatic in whatever direction (whether procession or

reversion).

The above brief exposition suffices to suggest that even if Eros is
only a name among other divine names, Dionysius’ metaphysics is
essentially erotic. However, specific reasons for some of the previous
claims must be traced in God’s status as Trinity. What is more other of
the above enunciations are verified with the Incarnation of Logos.

Although neither of these issues is explicitly mentioned in Dionysius’

204



CHAPTER 3: PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS AND THE DIVINE NAMES

section on Eros, in the following pages I will try to find their traces,

assess their importance and explain his silence regarding them.°

I will end this introductory section with a caveat. Although the
following discussion will be most of the time abstract, without specific
references to everyday life, we should not think that Dionysius’ corpus
is obsessed with bare metaphysics. The unifying effects of Eros in our
world should also have practical and political applications.!! Indeed, in
one of the longest and in my opinion the most interesting and moving
of Dionysian Epistles,’> the Areopagite makes ample references to

everyday life and specific sociopolitical structures. So, for instance, in

10 Regarding the philosophical relation between Proclus and Dionysius my discussion
will show that although the latter is indebted to the former, Dionysius has enough
subtle deviations from the Platonic Successor and Neoplatonism, so that we need not
accuse him of plagiarism, as some scholars have done in the past. (I have already
referred to the examples of Koch [1900] and Stiglmayr [1895].) Even when their
language is very similar, (as is also shown in Saffrey [1982]), the underlying content
of the two philosophers might be less akin. Scholarship has drawn attention to this
phenomenon recently and what follows helps to confirm this intepretive trend. Most
of the scholars referred to in my following notes of the chapter are more or less
sympathetic to the view of Dionysius’ creative and critical reception of Proclus. Cf.
for instance the balanced approach of Louth [2008a],p.581 and see also Tepélng
[1986],pp.10 and 16-22, Vogel [1981],p.75, McGinn [1996],pp.(199-)200 (cf. also p.203)
and Florovsky [1987],p.210; cf. also ibid.,pp.216-218 and 222. Stang [2012],pp.27-39
and 5 (with notes) gives a helpful literature review of modern scholarship (i.e. of the
20t century, including some decades before and after it); see also ibid.,pp.143-144 for
his (and Chr. Schéfer’s) position, which is similar to what Sorabji [1987],p.165 says
about John Philoponus and Boethius of Rome. On the other hand, Rist
[1999],pp.(377-)378 and 387 notes Dionysius’ independence from both Neoplatonism
and Christianity, due to the synthesis he offers.

11 This is exactly what is successfully shown in Riggs [2009] with specific reference to
the Ecclesiastical hierarchy. Cf. also Rist [1999],p.386 and Esposito Buckley
[1992],pp.60-61.

12 See Pseudo-Dionysius, Epistle,8:1,1-6,55 (Heil-Ritter)/1048 A-1100D (PG).
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the beginning®® we are reminded that love for God means love for our
neighbours,' even for our enemies,’® and in the end!® we see Christ

being identified with those in need, whether sinners or not."”

3.1. Divine Eros and its function

The aim of this section is to show how Dionysius accommodates
notions such as providential and reversive love in his system. Our
guide in this enquiry will be the stipulation of the actual location and
function of eros in the different levels of the Dionysian reality. The
result will be that as with Proclus eros is to be found everywhere in
Dionysius’ universe. However, there are also subtle dissimilarities

when contrasting Dionysius with Proclus and Plotinus, as we will see.

13 See ibid.,§1,19-20/1085B.

14 Many Church Fathers, like John Chrysostom, make the most out of this radical idea
to be found e.g. in 1 John 4:20-21 and Matthew 25:40 (in the Parable of the
Judgement); cf. Mark 3:35 and Luke 6:27-35 (on love of enemies). For the experience
of the fact that ‘dyamnn Geov=dryann ddeApov’ in contemporary saints, monks and

spiritual fathers, see [NanaBavaciov [2011],n.33.
15 See also Larchet [1996].
16 See Ep.8.6,49-52/1100C.

17 Another early Father gives a beautiful image in order to explain how love of God
entails closer bonds between people: if God is the center of the circle and we are in
the other extreme of its radii, then coming close to the center we also come closer with
those in the other radii. Cf. Dorotheus of Gaza, Doctrinae diversae,V1.78,1-25 (Préville
and Regnault); the excerpt is also included in the nice anthology of AyysAdmovAog
[2001],(pp.105 and 110).

206



CHAPTER 3: PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS AND THE DIVINE NAMES

3.1.1. God and Eros: causally or existentially?
I begin with a bold Dionysian statement:

“And we may be so bold as to claim also that the Cause of all
things loves (¢oa) all things in the superabundance of his
goodness, that because of this goodness he makes all things,
brings all things to perfection, holds all things together,
returns all things. Divine Eros is the Good of the Good and
for the sake of the Good.”*

In the chapter on Proclus we ascertained that divine eros, the entity
attached to Beauty, and the erotic rank in general had the same
characteristics as those expressed in the above passage, such as the
attribute of returning other things toward the divine. So too with
respect to Beauty itself, a specific group of Henads (the “conversive”
causes) and the Good. In my exposition I stressed that the plural
existence of eros in different ontological levels is explained with the aid
of prop.65 of the Elements of Theology. The mode of ‘existential (ka0’
Umap&Lv) subsistence’ is preceded by the ‘causal’ (kat’ aitiav) mode.
Eros is existentially erotic, whereas the principles above him are
causally erotic. However, not even in this manner does Proclus ever
affirm that the Good itself actually loves what lies beneath it. Hence,
this is the first important differentiation between Proclus and ps.-

Dionysius. For the latter the First Principle is a ka®” Omtap&tv lover of

18 DN,4.10,155,14-20/708A-B. The last sentence is taken from the translation of
McGinn [1991],p.167, as indicated in Papanikolaou [2006],p.126 and n.13 in p.135. In
McGinn [1996],p.210 (and n.36) the last “and” is omitted following closely the Greek,
which however has twice “and” in the beginning of the sentence that have been left

untranslated.
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the creation. The distance from Plotinus is also clear enough, since,
despite the existence of providence, as we saw, the Neoplatonic
founder had used erotic language to describe at best the ‘relation” of

the One with its own self.

For a more precise view of what it means for the First principle to

love the creation the following passage is indicative:

“What is signified [sc. by the divine name “Eros’] is a capacity
to effect a unity, an alliance, and a particular commingling in
the Beautiful and the Good. It is a capacity which preexists
through the Beautiful and the Good. It is dealt out from the
Beautiful and the Good through the Beautiful and the Good.
It binds the things of the same order in a mutually regarding
union. It moves the superior to provide for the subordinate,

and it stirs the subordinate in a return toward the superior.”"
The characteristics of implanting unity and harmony in the
universe, as well as bringing each level of reality into communion are

familiar to us from Proclus. Nonetheless, although the Good and Eros

19 DN,4.12,158,13-18/709D. Especially regarding the last three lines (:16-18) there are
many other parallel passages in the DN itself: see 4.2,144,18-145,2/696A-B (although
here the reference is particularly to the angels); 4.7,152,16-19/704B-(C); 4.10,155,8-
11/708A (cited in the opening of my chapter); 4.13,159,1-3/712A; 4.15,161,2-5/713B
(supposedly from Hierotheus). It should be noted that the first two references
describe the effects of God as goodness (which we will see is identified with love;
hence also n.160 in Luibheid-Rorem,p.83 with general parallel references in the
Dionysian corpus about providence/procession and return/reversion. Cf. also
ibid.,p.79,n.149, Rorem [1993],pp.151 and 169, and see Schafer [2006], comparing
Dionysius and Proclus on the basis of the triad povn-medodoc-émiotoodry). Finally,
DN,7.3,198,16-20/872B and 12.4,226,1-5/972B are more loosely connected with our
main passage in that they denote the unity of the cosmos due to God’s Wisdom and
the first entities, i.e. first images of God, in the Dionysian hierarchies, respectively,

but not in the aforementioned detailed manner.
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shared similar features in Proclus, God’s effects in the world were not
deemed as instances of love, but rather of goodness, i.e. providence.
Finally, the reader can find another presentation of the loving effects of
God-Eros in our world, but in a lengthier and more elaborate manner,
in the not thoroughly explored chapters of the Divine Names where

Dionysius examines God as “Peace” («Eiprjvn»).?

Now I want to draw our attention to a reasonable question. An
objector might justifiedly claim that Dionysius’ language is not
consistent in all places. There are passages where Dionysius seems to
be advocating that eros subsists causally at the level of God, not
existentially. For example, few lines after the first passage cited
Dionysius states that “[t]hat yearning (£éowg) which creates all the
goodness of the world preexisted (mpoUTt@xwV) superabundantly in

the Good”.?! But the fact that Dionysius employs the «kat’aitiav» and

20 See ibid.11.1-5:217,5-221,12/948D-953B. Hence, “Peace”, and its subsequent
«fjovxio» (“tranquility”; cf. ibid.,11.1,218,7/949A), appears as an alternative name for
“Eros” (and dyamn). Another frequent term used in that section is «opovou»
(passim), while friendship («pulia», unhelpfully rendered as “yoke” by Luibheid-
Rorem ad loc.) is used once (ibid., 11.2,219,17/952A, in a context similar to those of
Proclus; for «pudic» see also infra, n.19 in ch.3.2.). In other words, DN,§§11,1-5,
which is very close to the final section of the book, forms an enlightening complement
to the section on Eros in DN,§§4.10-17. This is observed by Louth [1989],pp.95-96,

too, who adds as another “twin” divine name that of “Power” (DN,§§8.1-6).

21 DN,4.10,155,17-18/708B. (NB the word «dyaBoeQyds», since the contracted form
«ayaBovyodc», although absent from Plotinus, is used many times by Proclus for the
Henads and the divine principles in general; e.g. in on Alc.,61,4 it characterizes Eros.)
Cf. DN,4.12,158,13-15/709D  («...moobdeotwong...»);  ibid.4.13,159,18-20/712B
(«...moidouTAL...»); ibid.,4.14,160,9-10/712C («...TTQOOVOAV...»).
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the «ka@’0map&v» formulas even together?? might make things worse,
because it implies that he is confused as to their distinction.
Nevertheless, this is an uncharitable reading. In what follows I will

show why and will suggest a more adequate approach.

Reading his penultimate Epistle we can ascertain that Dionysius is
very well aware of Elements” prop.65.2 At one point he writes that the
“image of fire takes on different meanings, depending on whether it
refers to the God who transcends all conceptions, to the providential
activities or reasons of God, or indeed to the angels themselves. In one
instance one thinks under the heading of ‘cause,” (kat’ aitiav) in
another under the heading of ‘subsistence,” (ka@” Omtap&wv) in a third
instance under the heading of “participation,” (kata né@elwv)...”.2* Not
only do we see here Dionysius’ knowledge of the Elements, but this
passage is also helpful for understanding how he connects this
threefold distinction with his own system, which is more frugal and

synoptic than Proclus’, and even Plotinus’ one,? consisting of two

2 Cf. also ibid.5.4,183,5/817D: «OAov €év éavte 10 eivar ovvelAndws kai
npoeAndwe.» In ibid.,7.2,196,18-20/896B Dionysius combines the two verbs into one:
«[sc. the divine mind] €& éavtoD kai év éavt@ kAt altiav TV TAvTWV eldNoWV Kai
YV@OOLV Kol ovoiav TeoéxeL kait mooovveiAndev» (of itself and in itself it precontains
and comprehends the awareness and understanding and being of everything in terms

of their cause).
2 This is also observed by Dodds [1963] in his note ad loc.,p.236.
24 Ep.9.2,18-22/1108D.

» Whereas in Plotinus there are three divine principles in Dionysius there is only one
(since the Three Hypostases are consubstantial). NB that the notion of Dionysian
hierarchy (a word coined by ps.-Dionysius) applies only to the created beings. God is
outside the hierarchy because the latter’s existence is owed to the varied relation that
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‘elements’: God and the creation. So, starting from bottom, the mode of
being ‘by participation” refers to the angels as first members of the
created order.”* The other two modes apply to God, but not in the
same respect. The ‘causal’ mode refers to God in Himself, without
external relations, since he transcends the reality of created things,
while the ‘existential’ mode of being characterizes God’s providential
activities that bring him in relation with the creation.”? As for erotic

providential activities, we should understand them in light of the

each of its members has with God. Cf. Perl [2013],pp.24-25 and 29, 32, and see the
Dionysian definition in his Celestial Hierarchy (CH),3.1,17,3-5 (Heil-Ritter)/164D (PG)
with the comments ad loc. by Louth [2010],pp.9-10. See also his broader as well as
convincing approach in Louth [1989],pp.105-110 and 132-134, with various Dionysian
and bibliographical references in Luibheid-Rorem [1987],pp.197-198,n.11.

2% ] am explaining the passage cited above. That the specific image of fire is used only
for angels, not for say humans, does not exclude the possibility that the “participation’

mode applies to every other created order below the angels.

27 By ‘providential activities’ («vontat moovoiat 1) Adyow) we should not understand
an intermediate level of Being between God and angels. See Dionysius’ unusually
fervent polemic contra polytheism (hence against pagan Neoplatonism, too) in
DN,11.6,222,3-13/953C-D; cf. Lukoog [1984],pp.123-124 and Louth [1989],pp.86-87. Of
course, whether this makes the Areopagite immediately a Palamite (i.e. follower of
Saint Gregory Palamas) avant la lettre is another problem: when speaking of these
providential activities do we mean ‘uncreated energies’ (with Palamas) or created
ones (with Barlaam and Aquinas)? On the other hand, this issue stirs the further
question as to what the substantial difference between Proclus (cf. the Henads) and
Palamas (cf. God’s uncreated energies) is. (Cf. e.g. Hankey [2009],p.125.) Perhaps
both problems cannot be solved with the sole aid of philosophy... For instance,
regarding the first question, the motivator in Tollefsen [2012], e.g. p.2, is that Palamas
is quite traditional in his hesychastic distinctions, whereas Meyendorff (e.g. in his
introduction to Gendle [1983],p.21, but see also p.13) is critical of this view,
advocating Palamas’ modified reception of the Areopagite. See also Louth
[2008b],p.585 (with the notes in p.598). With regards to the second debate, despite its
title and the enlightening treatment of the encounter between Christianity and
Ancient Greek culture-philosophy in other Church Fathers, MmtéyCog [2000] does not
deal with Dionysius at all.
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passages cited before: they are the unifying and harmonious effects of
God in the world, because they bring the cosmos into communion with
God. If so, the question now becomes: what does it mean for God to be
eros in himself, or eros beyond any conception, or eros causally? Eros
is a relational term which denotes the relationship of God and the
cosmos. If we want to transcend any reference to the cosmic level,

what would it mean to say that God is Eros in a causal manner?

When treating Proclus on this issue it was the unifying effects of
the One that led us to speak of it as causally erotic. However, we saw
that Dionysius is more radical in his demand, in that he does not
consider external relations at the causal level. Perhaps, then, Dionysius
wants to guide us to something closer to the Plotinian One which, as
we saw, is love of itself? The answer is yes and no. If we were dealing
with other Church Fathers like the Cappadocian Gregory the
Theologian® and the Medieval Richard of St Victor,”? or with

contemporary philosophers and theologians such as Xprnotog

% See e.g. Gregory Nazianzenus, «A’. “Yuvog mpog @edv», from Carmina Dogmatica,
509,10-510,4(PG).

2 In his De Trinitatelll, e.g.§§4,6,14 and 19. Cf. Ware [2013],pp.26-33 (with notes),
where he also mentions and criticizes Aquinas’ unjust Aristotelian criticism of Victor
in this respect (ibid.,pp.33-36 with n.21). Dionysius was one of the greatest
authorities for Aquinas, who had written a commentary on the DN. Aertsen
[2009],pp.198ff. compares the two philosophers only in terms of the “Doppelgestalt”
of love, as he calls it: while we have seen (supra in n.8) that for Dionysius eros and
agape are interchangeable, due to the Latin tradition and translations, the relation of
the two terms acquires a new character in Aquinas, who imports a four-fold
distinction: amor-dilectio-amicitia-caritas (cf. also Aertsen,p.203). McGinn
[1996],pp.2051f. gives a broader comparison of Aquinas and Dionysius on love.
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INavvapac® and Metropolitan Icwdvvng ZnliovAac,® the key to our
quibbles would undeniably be Trinitarian theology. God is love of
himself, but not by being simply alone or just simple, like the
Neoplatonic One, but because he is the loving relation between three
Hypostases/Persons® which are consubstantial (i.e. share the same
substance/nature). The mystery of Christian Trinity reveals God not
only as personal (as e.g. in Judaism and Islam), but also as inter-
personal.®*® Without mentioning external relations with created beings,

it is the internal relations of the three Divine Persons that show us why

% The most notable work in this respect is Yannaras [2007]. However, the
fundamentals of his approach are already present in Yannaras [2005]. In this book,
under the influence of Vladimir Lossky (see e.g. Lossky [1976],esp. ch.2:pp.23-43),
Yannaras proposes that Dionysius’ unknowability of God is the Eastern Orthodox
alternative to the Western absence of God found in Heidegger and Nietzsche.
Nihilism is avoided in Dionysius, because his God is Love, i.e. Trinity, and hence
comes into loving contact with the creation, via his uncreated energies (where
Yannaras employs Palamas’ understanding of Dionysius. See esp. the final
ch.:pp.99-110). Regarding the (creative) ‘distortions’ of Lossky’s enterprise and its
relation to the Western understandings of Dionysius as well as developments in 20t
century’s Roman-catholic theology see Coakley [2013],esp. pp.127-136 and 140-141.
For a brief presentation of most of Yannaras’ translated books in English (including
the ones mentioned) see Louth [2009],esp. pp.332 and 335-338. Finally, a (perhaps
unnecessarily too) critical presentation of Lossky’s and Yannaras’ enterprise with

respect to Dionysius is given in Gavrilyuk [2008],pp.712-716 and 720.

3 See e.g. Zizioulas [1985]. For a brief introduction to the philosophical and
personalist theologians just mentioned, i.e. Lossky, Yannaras and Zizioulas see
Papanikolaou [2008].

3 Although the latter term is not used (in this technical sense) by Dionysius, as is duly
acknowledged by Wear-Dillon [2007],p.44.

3 For a succinct and lucid presentation of the Orthodox Christian understanding of
the Trinity, with many scriptural, liturgical and patristic citations, see the
corresponding chapter in Ware [1995],pp.27-42.

213



CHAPTER 3: PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS AND THE DIVINE NAMES

God is Love, dialogical and an eternal self-giving.** Moreover, they
explain why, because of this loving overabundance, God is then Love
when seen from the point of view of his communion with the
creation.®® In other words, God as Eros ka0’ 0mtap&rv is explained by
the fact that God is Eros xat aitiav, i.e. because he is a Trinity. This

Christian radical innovation against the ancient background? is also

% Hence, I resist here one of Augustine’s Neoplatonizing understandings of the
Trinity, where the Holy Spirit, qua the relation of the Father with the Son, is their
mutual Love. See e.g. De Trinitate, VIIL.X.14; cf. also Ware [2013],p.25,n.13 and Coffey
[1990],pp.194-201, who makes connections with the issue of “Filioque” and criticizes
Augustine (ibid.,p.201) for providing insufficient scriptural grounding. For all its
Western origin, one can trace this idea also in late Byzantium, presumably via the
Greek translation of De Trinitate by Ma&ipog ITAavovdng (accomplished in ca.1280-
’81). See e.g. Gregory Palamas, Capita physica, theologica, moralia et practica CL,§36,11-
15 and relevant bibliography with Sinkewicz’s orthodox Christian retort in
INaykaloyAov [1992],pp.21-22, n.19. What is more, in a personal exchange I had with
fr Andrew Louth (at Senate House on 12 June 2012) he suggested that Palamas wants
rather to stress the presence of the Spirit in the Church, as the Love between God and
the Church. (See also Palamas, ibid.,36,28-31.)

3% Even the creation itself is explained on the basis of God’s Love, (cf. DN,4.10,155,17-
20/708B and see Osborne [1994],pp.194-195 and Esposito Buckley [1992],p.55), whence
the differentiation from the lack of envy in Plato’s Demiurge. Compare also Wear-
Dillon [2007],pp.52, 54 and 70-71 and Rist [1966],p.240.

% Wear-Dillon [2007],p.34 argue convincingly that Dionysius picks up Porphyry’s
‘heretical” interpretation of the Parmenides, whereby both the first two Hypotheses are
attributed to the One. (Cf. ibid.,pp.33 and 47.) In particular, the second Hypothesis
allows for the connection of multiplicity with unity. Despite Porphyry’s prominence,
whose influence on Dionysius is detailed in ibid.,pp.45-48, they conclude that with
regard to the Trinity “Dionysius reproduces the thought of the Cappadocian Fathers,
as well as the Platonic concept of the unity of the intelligibles” (esp. Being-Life-
Intellect), a claim that is fleshed out in the main body of this illuminating chapter
(pp-37-48). A virtue of this reading is that it explains why the processions referred to
infra in n.52 are used in contexts about both the Trinity (internal multiplicity) and the
creation (external to the Godhead multiplicity), while it parallels my discussion of
how the ‘causal’” and the ‘existential’ mode refer to God. I am more resistant to
accepting, though, that the Cappadocians, being influential to Dionysius, were
eagerly copying Porphyry’s trinitarian understanding (see ibid.,pp.34 and 132).
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revealed in the relational names that the Persons have, e.g. Father (of a

Son)¥ and Son (of a Father).

Nonetheless, things unfortunately are not that clear in the case of
the Areopagite. To be sure, the Trinity is not absent from his writings,
but it does not play the central role that it plays in other Church Fathers
and it is not, at least evidently, employed in his section on Eros. What
is more, to my knowledge, not a single time does Dionysius explicitly
connect Trinity, i.e. the relations of the Persons, with Love. Hence,
tather Florovsky notes that “Dionysius speaks briefly and fleetingly of
the Trinitarian dogma”.* However, we need to do justice to the
Areopagite. In the second chapter of the Divine Names he makes some

distinctions concerning the a) “unified” and the b) “differentiated

%7 Rather ironically, such an example about the relationality of Eros is already given in

Socrates’ interchange with Agathon in the Symposium,199d1-8.

% See for example the opening prayer of The Mystical Theology (MT),141,2
(Heil-Ritter)/997A (PG). From DN see e.g. §1.4,112,7-113,12/589D-592B; §1.5,116,7-
10/593B; §2: passim; §11.5,221,8-10 (although in Migne’s edition: PG,953A-B there is
no reference to the Spirit); §13.3,229,6-10/980D-981A. Let me add that the language of
‘consubstantiality’ («opoovolov») used before, employed by Fathers like Athanasius
the Great and the Cappadocians and included in the Nicene Creed, is not used by
Dionysius, and reasonably so, if he would like to pretend that he writes in the
Apostolic times. So, in DN,1.5,116,9/593B Dionysius indicates ‘consubstantiality” with
the adjectives «oud60eoc» (“possessing the same divinity”) and «opodyaBoc»
(“possessing the same goodness”) Trinity. On the other hand, this is not the case
regarding the advanced Neoplatonic language he uses which is well ahead the
Apostolic/middle-Platonic era. Finally, Loudovikos [2002],p.11 notes that, in contrast
to Maximus the Confessor, the notion of consubstantiality is absent from Dionysius’

ecclesiology, too.

% Florovsky [1987],p.220. Cf. Florovsky [1933],p.109, cited (in English from Russian)
by J. Pelikan in his introduction to Berthold [1985],p.7 (and n.27 in p.13). Cf. also
Pelikan’s introduction in Luibheid-Rorem [1987],p.19 (and n.38) and Armstrong
[1982],p.221 (with the references though in n.19, p.292).
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theologies” (words of God or divine names). The names related to
‘divine unity” express the transcendence of God, i.e. attempt to describe
him without relation to his creation (e.g. ‘Ineffable’), whereas ‘divine
differentiation” includes the names that have to do with God’s
relationship with the cosmic order (e.g. Eros). Each of these categories
is divided into two sub-categories on the basis of the applicability to
the persons of the Trinity. That is: i) “unity” in each of these categories
means that the corresponding divine names refer to the entire Godhead
(e.g. a: beyond Being; b: Light). On the other hand, ii) ‘differentiation’
means that in each of the two categories there are also names that
apply only to one or some of the Persons of the Trinity (a: Son; b:
incarnated Logos).® Moreover, in the end of this methodological
chapter, Dionysius announces the scope of his present work (DN)
which pertains to subcategory (b-ii), i.e. the unified names related to
divine differentiation.*? In other words, Dionysius tells us that he is
interested only in the names that reveal a particular relation between
(the entire) God and the cosmos. If we recall our previous discussion
of Eros with respect to prop.65 of the Elements, this means that
Dionysius is interested in the «ka00mtag&iv» mode of Eros” existence,

i.e. the one that exemplifies God’s relation with the cosmos, not the

4 For the sake of clarity I have inverted Dionysius’ order of exposition. For (i) and (ii)
see DN,2.3:125,13-126,2/640B-C. Louth [1989],p.89 notes that this distinction is
familiar from the Cappadocians. For (a) and (b) and their interweaving with (i) and
(ii) see ibid.,2.4-6:126,3-130,13/640D-644D. See also a very helpful table with these
distinctions in Zikoog [1984],pp.115-116.

4 See DN,2.11,137,8-13/652A.
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‘causal’ mode. Therefore, it is because Dionysius limits the scope of his
treatment that there is no elaborate presentation of the Trinity, and
hence, presumably, no connection of Trinity with love either. It is true
that in this way Dionysius” enterprise becomes more easily accessible
by a Jew or a Muslim, and perhaps more frustrating for a Christian.
Nonetheless, we should definitely not complain for the absence of
something that the author has warned us that he is not going to deal

with.

This might not be, however, the end of the story. As an answer to
Florovsky’s sort of complaint Xikooc wants to remain fully faithful to
the details of ps-Dionysius” enunciations.*? In the same chapter (DN,2)
the Areopagite writes that issues concerning the Trinity, as well as the
Incarnation, (i.e. unified and differentiated names of unified theology:
a-i and a-ii, plus differentiated names of differentiated theology: b-ii)
have been dealt in another book, the Theological Representations.** The
problem is that the existence of this book is seriously disputed since no
manuscript of it exists, nor do other ancient authors cite passages from
it.# Xidoog is convinced of its existence because it makes perfect sense

within the program that Dionysius has set out with the unified and

£ See Xidoog [1984],p.117.
4 Cf. DN,2.7,130,14-131,1/644D-645A.

4 See also Rorem’s nn.3 and 10 on DN,§1 in Luibheid-Rorem [1987],pp.49 and 52.
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differentiated theologies, as well as the structure of the Mystical

Theology.*>

Whether we follow Xiwxooc’ line, or we contend ourselves with
thinking that the Areopagite urges us to do the work that he is not
doing in his (extant) corpus, I would rather focus on Trinitarian clues
which could be found in passages that do exist. The last Dionysian
sub-chapter on Eros in DN, before the Areopagite supposedly quotes
three further subchapters on Love from his teacher Hierotheus, is a
very vexed one. It speaks of a sort of erotic universality to which I will
return (in ch.3.1.2.). What I want to do now is to highlight some
phrases relevant for our purposes. Dionysius writes that God “stirs
and moves himself through himself”# by “revealing himself via
himself”# and being “the good procession of [his own] transcendent
unity”.# As I said the context is unclear and one can wonder: is here
Dionysius speaking about the Trinitarian God, where the Father begets
the Son and proceeds the Spirit, thus revealing Deity as Trinity, or are
we dealing with the providential activities of the Deity which result in
the creation and sustainment of the cosmos? Despite the interpretive

difficulties, the context of the whole chapter on Eros, as well as hints

4 Cf. Xidoog,pp.117-118. On the brief recapitulation of Dionysius’ program in MT,

but outside Zikoog’ argument, see n.17 in Luibheid-Rorem,p.140.

4 DN,4.14,160,4-5/712C: «...1} 8Tt avTOC £aLTOL KAl E0VTE E0TL TIEOAYWYIKOG Kal

KLV TUKOG.»
#7Ibid., 160,8/712C: «...c0omeQ Exdavorv dva EavtoD dU' ExvToD».

48 Ibid., 160,8-9/712C: «...tNg eEnonuévng évwoews dyadnv 1edodov...». There are
many parallel phrases in this dense subchapter.
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like the word “beings” («toig oVow)¥* few lines after the above
enunciations reassure us that Dionysius has in mind the relation of
God and the cosmos. Still, our dilemma was quite reasonable. In fact,
there are places where Dionysius is employing almost identical phrases
that apply very clearly to the Trinity. For instance, in the already
mentioned methodological chapter 2 of DN, the Areopagite notes that
with reference to the Trinity “divine differentiation applies to the
goodlike processions of the divine unity, overflowing and multiplying
[itself] due to goodness in a super-unified way”.*® Taking for granted
that the author must have been aware of these verbal similarities, while
he makes clear that the Son and the Holy Spirit are not creatures,® I
propose that in this way he might be giving more hints to the reader in
order to connect the Trinity with Love. If, that is, the term
“procession” can be used both for the internal relations of the Trinity

and the external relations of God,* then we can constantly have in

4 Ibid.,160,10.

5 Ibid.,2.5,128,15-17/641D-644A: «...0¢ia duakoloic éotv 1) dyabomoemnt)g Eoodog
s évaoews g Oelag vTeoNVLHEVWS EavTtv ayafotnTt mANOvovong Te katl

noAAamAaowlovong,...».

51 Dionysius e.g. speaks of “theogony” («Oeoyoviag»; cf. Hesiod’s work with this title)
in ibid.,128,10/641D; see also the whole passage: ibid., 128,10-13 and cf. Wear-Dillon
[2007],p.36. Whether Dionysius is its most faithful exponent or not, the Christian
dialectic of Uncreated (Axtiotov: a word absent from the Corpus Areopagiticum)
and created (ktiotov: appearing through Dionysius’ quotations of Paul),
characteristic of e.g. Athanasius the Great, seems to be absent from (pagan)

Neoplatonism.

%2 «Ilgbodoc» refers to the internal relations of the Trinity also in:
ibid.,2.11,135,14/649B, while at the very same chapter the instances of 136,5/649B and
137,9/652A refer clearly to God’s activities with respect to creation (although the noun
«dnuovgyia» is not used in DN). To the latter camp belong also the «ovolomTOL0G

219



CHAPTER 3: PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS AND THE DIVINE NAMES

mind that Love might be underlying Dionysius’ statements about the
Trinity in chapter 2, while the Trinity might be a helpful model in order
to understand God’s external relations, too, in the chapter on Eros.>
What is more, the insistence on this bond between Trinity and Love
helps us solve another puzzle. Whereas in passages we have seen
Dionysius identifies God with Eros, in other ones he states that Eros is
in God.* Of course, he does not suggest that Eros is a sort of
independent principle within Deity. Our treatment so far can give a
neat answer: the “in” formula applies first and foremost to the internal
relations of the Trinity, i.e. to the ‘causal’ mode,”® which explains why
God can be said to be Eros both with respect to himself (cf. again

causally) and with respect to the creation (cf. existentially).%

Hence, so far I have shown that Trinity does play a role in
Dionysius’ system, albeit perhaps not the central one, and that

«kat altiav» eros can be taken as a hint to the Trinity. Nevertheless,

mEoodoc» of ibid.,5.1,180,12-13/816B and 5.9,188,18/825A and the mpododog (both in
singular and in plural) of: 5.2,181,18/816D; 9.5,211,4 and 12/913A and B; 9.9,213,14 and
17/916C. See also Terezis [2012].

5 See also supra,n.21.

5  Cf. DN,4.12,158,14/709D and: 4.10,155,17-18/708B; 4.13,159,19/712B and
4.14,160,10/712C, where the ‘in” formula is combined with the ‘causal’ one (cf.

«TQOVTIAQXWV», «TIQOLOQUTAL», «TIQOOVTAV»).

5 Hence that Eros is in God does not mean that God simply has Eros, but He is Eros
Himself.

% It will have become evident by now that Dionysius’ ‘causal’ mode of being and love
is to be disconnected from God’s “causaliter” love as it features in Aquinas (cf.
McGinn [1996],p.207,n.51), and which is the origin of love by participation, to be
treated infra in ch.3.1.2.
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we need to take also into account that the Areopagite, like all great
Platonic philosophers (Plato, Plotinus, Proclus) does not rigidly stick to
a technical vocabulary. My above treatment has shown that Dionysius
was aware of Proclus’ proposition 65, but still he adapted it to fit in his
own Christian scheme. Still, this is not the only adaptation of this
proposition to be found in the Divine Names. At one point within the
long section on evil Dionysius notes that “[e]vil is not to be found in
the angels either. For if the goodlike angel brings tidings of the divine
goodness, he is by participation, i.e. in a secondary manner, that [sc.
which he is announcing, and which exists] causally, i.e. in a primary
manner.”¥ A strict Proclean would not endorse the loose Proclean
language Dionysius is using here. First of all, here we have a binary
relation of a thing participating (cf. devtépwc: angel) and another one
which is participated (cf. mowtws: God). We should expect that the
participation (cf. kata puéOefwv) is of an entity that exemplifies the
characteristic which is participated. But instead of calling this
characteristic as existing «ka0"0mtag&iv», the Areopagite states that it is
«kat'attlov», i.e. at another stage further above. This is not to suggest
that in Proclus’ system an entity whose characteristic exists
«ka@'Omagév» does not participate in an entity having this
characteristic “‘causally’. However, participation strictly speaking is of

an attribute which is exemplified by (i.e. exists ka0 Ontag&tv in) the

7 «AAN oUte év ayyéAolg €oti 10 kakov. EiL yao é€ayyéAder mv ayabotnta v
Oelav 0 ayaboeldng ayyeAog éxetvo wv Kata péBeEy devTéwg, 6mep Kat altiav
TO AyYeAAOUEVOV MOWTWS,...»: DN,4.22,169,20-22/724B.

221



CHAPTER 3: PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS AND THE DIVINE NAMES

entity participated. Again, a participated entity is a cause of the thing
participating, but this is different from saying that a characteristic
exists causally in an entity. If the characteristic is not exemplified
(ka0 Omtaxp&wv) in the participating entity, then its progenitor is not
deemed as a proper cause of this very characteristic.?® Furthermore, if
someone claimed that actually Dionysius is interested in the (indirect)
relation between an entity existing «kat'aitiav» and another one
existing «kata petoxv», then the Dionysian language still falls short
of the Proclean standards, because he should have said that the thing
«kato petoxnv» exemplifies its characteristic in a “tertiary” manner
(‘toltwg’), following the trinitarian distinction of prop.65 of the

Elements.

What does all this show us? First of all, it shows that Dionysius is
not a dull and unimaginative follower of Proclus, uninterested in the
latter’s meticulous classifications. Rather, Dionysius is very flexible in
using Proclean schemes and adapting them in his Christian context,
according to the purposes of his particular treatments. In our case, he
reduces Proclus’ triadic distinction into a simpler binary one.” Already

in my previous treatment we saw that the ‘causal’ and the ‘existential’

% See the helpful table by Dodds [1963],p.232.

% The Christian tendency not only for triads but also for pairs and dual formulas is
revealed in the case of the unmediated relation between God and the cosmos. But
this should not be so foreign for a Neoplatonist too: apart from the subscription to the
ten Pythagorean pairs, all Neoplatonists, including Iamblichus and his incontinence
regarding medium terms, contrasted the one with the many (see e.g. Proclus,
ELTh. prop.1 and the first Pythagorean pair).
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mode applied to God (with respect to himself and to creation), whereas
the “participatory” one to creation (starting with the angels). The same
rationale applies to this current instance although the Areopagite omits
to mention the verbal formula «ka®’OmtapEv». Still, we know from the
above elaborations that God is not only causally Eros but also
‘existentially’. Dionysius implies that to be the first cause and to
exemplify a characteristic are one and the same thing.®* Therefore, for
him to be erotic is tantamount to being the cause of eros directly, i.e.

being eros causally (apart from existentially).®!

An analogous pattern of thought is exhibited when Dionysius
speaks of the names «kaAAoc» (beauty) and «xaAov» (beautiful).®? He
mentions that the first is used with regard to the cause of the beautiful
(the participated® entity), whereas the second with regard to beautiful
participants. Nonetheless, he does not refrain from calling God, who is
identified with Beauty, as Beautiful, too, i.e. as exemplifying beauty,

albeit in an unprecedented manner, hence Dionysius adds also the

6 Hence, we return to a Platonism that is characterized by ‘self-predication’. Cf. also
Osborne [1994],pp.192-193, although I disagree with some of the claims she makes on

this occasion.

61 This is brought out lucidly in the following phrase from DN,2.8,133,3-4/645D: “the
caused things preexist more fully and more truly in the causes (megioowg kai

0VOLWOWS TMEOEVEDTL T TV AULTIATOV TOLS alTiowg)”.
62 See ibid.,4.7,151,2-17/701C-704A.

6 Cf. ibid.4.7,151,3 and 5/701C. Dionysius’ term for the Proclean participle

«UEeTEXOUEVOV> is the noun «ueToxT)».
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usual prefix of “super-“: God is «Omépkadoc».®* Hence, we can
conclude that the conjunction of something exemplifying a
characteristic and being the cause of it means that this characteristic is
exemplified ka@ Omap&ty, but in an ultra-cosmic manner,® following
God’s Trinitarian super-existence.®® Now, the reason that there is no
‘super-eros’ formula®” might be that eros is not only a relational term,
but also a symmetrical one. As we will shortly see, God’s love for
cosmos implies the corresponding love of cosmos for God. Thus, since
we are speaking about one single phenomenon, it would be better to
stay with the name “eros” without further designations. However, the
linguistic fact does not negate the thought that Eros is exemplified in

God’s super-being (both with respect to Trinity and in relation to the

64+ Cf. ibid., 151,11/701D, in the neutral form, where the adjective «mtdyxaAov» is used,
too. Dionysius also employs the etymology we found in Proclus, on Alc.,328,12, (cf.
supra, n.277 in ch.2.1.4.), and which is ultimately derived from the Cratylus,416b6-
d11, in DN,4.7,151,9-10/701C-D: «kal w¢ mavta TQEOS €avtd KaAovv, 00ev kal

KA&AAOG Aéyetaw.
65 Cf. also ibid., 11.6:221,18-22/953C and 222,13-15/(953D-)956 A.

6 In ibid.4.7,151,16 and 18/704A (for God —cf. ibid.,152,4- and creation respectively)

another feminine noun is introduced: «kaAAovr)».

7 As also with the name “Light” etc. Of course, none of Dionysius’ ‘super’-formulas
is idiomatic Greek, and to my knowledge there is no antecedent in Classical or
Neoplatonic literature of the composite name ‘super-eros’. For other exceptions see
«OTegovpaviog» in Plato, Phaedrus,247c3; «Omepayabov» and «OmégkaAog» in
Plotinus, Enn.,V1.9.6,40 and 1.8.2,8 respectively (cf. «Omégoradov» in V.8.8,21 and
V1.7.33,20); «Omteprooos» in Proclus’ Republic Commentary,vol.2:257,23 (one of many
entries in TLG's search). See also Wear-Dillon [2007],p.11.

6 See also the explanation with regards to God’s name «6 @v» (from Exodus,3:14,
instead of «0 Umepwv») in DN,5.5,184,2-7/820B.
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creation). In other words, in order to understand eros we need to

search for God (and the other way round).

So, so far I have shown that Dionysius’ is flexible in using Proclean
notions in order to fit them in his more modest ontological scheme.
Now, to go a step further, it is this simpler scheme that enables
Dionysius to identify providence with love,® something that forms
another deviation from Proclus. In Proclus we had underscored that
with respect to descending eros, providential love was only a species of
providence, determined by its recipients which were beautiful entities.
Moreover we had asserted the correspondence of providence with
goodness and of love with beauty, because Beauty stood lower to the
Good, which was at the top of the metaphysical pyramid. It is no
wonder, then, that the frugal Christian metaphysics of One (i.e.
consubstantial) God led Dionysius to call him Good and Beautiful

(&dyaBov xat kaAov).”? There does not exist anymore a hierarchy of

6 Compare the results of God’s providence and of His love in
DN,4.7,152,12-153,1/704B-C, (esp.152,16-18 and 19-20) and ibid.,4.10,155,8-11/708A
(partly cited in the chapter’s beginning) respectively.

7 Cf. e.g. ibid.,4.7,152,6-9/704B, which provides a short explanation for Dionysius’
identification, and Vogel [1963],p.11 with nn.1-2.. The formula of «kaAog kai
dyaB806c» (or in the inverse order) reappears quite frequently in this sub-chapter
(8§4.7), as well as §§4.10 and 12, and brings to our mind the ancient Greek «moAitng»
(citizen), whose Athenian ideal was to become «kaAog kdyaBoc» (although
Dionysius does not use the contraction-«koaoiwg» of «kal» with «dyaB0oc»).
Reasonable enough, since although both Aristotle and Dionysius would agree that
man is “by nature a political animal” (cf. Aristotle, Politics,1.2,1253a2-3), for -1 hope-
Dionysius contra Aristotle (cf. ibid.,1253a27-29 and 3-4) God is not solitary (because
He is Trinitarian)... Finally, there might be also resonances with Plotinus, Enn.,L6,
where although the main thesis is, with Proclus, that the Good is higher than the
Beautiful (e.g. §9,37-39) and is its source (§9,41-42), in the vacillating final words of
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principles such as beauty and goodness, hence love ceases to have a
more limited scope than providence.” To love is to be providential and

vice versa.

Continuing on these lines of Dionysius” divergences from Proclus,
we may observe that although in the latter’s case Eros was an entity
attached to and desiring Beauty, while Beauty was only causally erotic,
Dionysius contracts not only the Good and the Beautiful but also Eros
with them. If strictly speaking Proclean Eros exemplified the
ascending love and desire, while it had downwards love as a by-
product due to providence, now the unqualified archetype of Love is
the descending one. Trinitarian God exemplifies Eros for the creation,
which is none other than descending Eros. We can see how from
Plotinus’” emphasis on Eros” deficiency, Proclus’ bond with providential
eros has enabled Dionysius to pick this notion up in order to express a
perhaps similar, but in many respects distinctive Christian vision of
reality. It might be that in his ‘contractions’”> of various terms
(goodness, beauty, eros) the Areopagite may be coming close to my
interpretation of Plotinus, who wants us to contract Eros with the

entity that bears it, i.e. Soul or Nous. Nonetheless, in Dionysius the

the treatise (§9,39-40 and 42-43) he leaves open the possibility that the Good could be
identified with the Beautiful. See KaAAvyag surprise ad loc. and his tentative
explanation in KaAAvyag [1998],pp.132-133.

7t Drawing on the Proclean principle that the higher an entity the deeper its effects.
See ELTh.prop.57. (Thus, in a discussion I had with Jan Opsomer he spoke of

Proclus’ ‘onion’-image of reality.)

72 See supra in ch.1.1.3. on the issue of erotic «ovvaigeoig» in Plotinus, Enn.,IIL5.
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contraction does not take place in lower strata, but at the very top, the
Go(o)d. Moreover, because of the identification of providence with
love the Areopagite does not stay at Plotinus” Good which loves only
itself, but he proceeds to ascribe to God an active love (not only

providence) for what exists outside him.”?

There remains a last issue before going to examine eros in beings
other than God. For the Platonic background of Proclus it was obvious
that Eros would be a mediator. However, now with Dionysius we see
that there is no mediation anymore. Eros has been identified with the
outer extreme which itself erotically provides for the cosmos. Does
Dionysius deviate also from this Platonic background? The answer is
no; Proclus and Dionysius are here close enough. When elaborating on
the location of Eros in Proclus’ system I emphasized that strictly
speaking Eros is a bond, i.e. a mediator, in that it bestows the erotic
desire on the rest of reality in order that it attain to the intelligible
realm. In this sense this is also what Dionysius” erotic God does. He

himself is the very bond between Him and the cosmos.”™

73 NB the Trinitarian grounding noted above and contrast also Proclus, on Alc.,53,2-3:
«TA PEV OV Vo Ta Dl TV APEaoTov EVwoty ov delTal TG EQWTIKNG HETOTNTOG »
(“Now the intelligibles on account of their unutterable union have no need of the

mediation of love”).

74 One might propose that Christ is the proper mediator between humanity and God.
But although He exemplifies the bond of humanity and divinity, representing Him as
a mediating entity is not helpful. Rather Christ encompasses everything. More on
Dionysius’ Christ infra in ch.3.2. A more apt case is that of ITavayta (Holy Mary),
the Mother of God, who according to the hymnography is a «peoitoua». Dionysius

without addressing this issue and without even mentioning her name seems to be
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To recap, in this section I have shown the mode of existence of Eros
at the level of God as well as the “synairesis” of the latter with the
former, and I tried to explain how the causal mode of eros” existence
relates to the existential one. To this end I referred to the Trinity, which
forms a major differentiation between Christianity and Neoplatonism
and I underlined various others divergences of Dionysius from Proclus
and Plotinus, many of which relate to Dionysius’ simpler and more

synoptic ontological scheme. Now it is time to go downwards.

3.1.2. After God: Eros by participation

When trying to locate Eros in Proclus’ system I posed the question
whether below proper divine Eros there are other erotic divine entities.
Exploiting Proclus” emanationist metaphysics we saw how this was the
case using again the third-“participatory” mode of Elements, prop.65.
In Dionysian reality, however, there is no vertical or horizontal
polytheism, so there are obviously no divinities regarding their essence
below God-Eros, although each being is go(o)d-like to the extent that it

can participate in God.”

Still, now we are facing another problem: according to Greek

philosophers and Christians alike the cosmos desires and loves God.

referring to her dormition in DN,3.2,141,6ff./681Cff. Cf. also n.130 in Luibheid-
Rorem,p.70.

7> For this common Neoplatonic principle see e.g. DN,2.6,129,14-15/644B.
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But whether we express the cosmos’ dependence upon God as God’s
bringing creation into being after His image,® or as creation’s
participation in God’s providential processions,”” we have just seen that
the archetype and source of these participated properties is
providential/downwards love. How, then, to account for the existence
of reversive love? In other words if love at the level of God is
disconnected from the ‘deficiency’ claim which the Symposium
bequeathed to the Neoplatonists, how can we explain the very fact of
reversive love? There seem to be two options here: either we should
distinguish between desire and love, admitting that created beings
desire but do not love God, or we should introduce a new kind of love,
the reversive/upwards one, which is disconnected from the
providential one and characterizes created beings. The first option is
easily denied taking into account Dionysian passages we have already
quoted, where it is plain that creation does love God. My task now is
to show why and how reversive love is not separated from

providential love.

76 According to the famous enunciation of Genesis, 1:26-27, man was made after the
“image and likeness” of God. Dionysius in DN,9.6,211,19-20/913C applies this
formula not only to mankind, but to everything that has demiurgically “proceeded’
from God. So, for instance, the half of the formula, i.e. the image of God, is ascribed
to angels in DN,4.22,169,22-170,1/724B. (I cannot locate with certainty the other
allusion to the abovementioned passage of Genesis indicated by the Index of
Luibheid-Rorem [1987],p.294a to be CH,15.3,53/329C42, although language of
similarity is present there. Due to this language the context of the passage first

referred to in this note clearly reminds the reader of the Platonic Parmenides’ first

part.)
77 On the complementarily of the two alternatives see DN,9.6,211,18-19/913C.
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When speaking of divine love Dionysius adds another important
section which starts as follows: “Divine eros™ is ecstatic, not allowing
the lovers to belong to themselves but to the beloveds. This is shown in
the providence lavished by the superior on the subordinate. It is
shown in the regard for one another demonstrated by those of the same
rank. And it is shown by the subordinates in their divine return toward
what is higher.””” Again we witness the unifying effects of Eros in the
realm of being. What is new here is that the reciprocal relations of the
various entities are expressed in terms not only of love, but also of
«&kotaog» (ecstasy). To love means to be ecstatic, i.e. to get outside
one’s self in order to meet and unite with the other. Most importantly,
the direction of love, whether ascending or descending, does not

matter anymore. This is inferred by the fact that Dionysius is speaking

78 Luibheid-Rorem have “[t]his divine yearning”, in their usual habit of not rendering
«€owe» as love or plainly ‘eros’ (cf. Luibheid-Rorem,p.80,n.150). Although for this
reason I prefer the rendering “[lJove for God” found in Ware [1995],p.25, I believe
that preserving the form of Dionysius’ cryptic enunciations (adjective and noun here:
«Betoc €owe», as Luibheid-Rorem do) is more efficient. So, in this case does
Dionysius mean God (the divine eros par excellence) or the cosmos? Both as we shall
see, and as is indicated from the preceding and following passages, are at stake, but
because the source is God I would like to emphasize this aspect. (Hence “love of
God” might have been better than “love for God”, where the genitive “of God” can be
either objective or subjective). See also Osborne [1994],pp.28ff., who discerns a third

interpretive possibility, too.

7 DN,4.13,158,19-160,3/712A. Cf. also the parallel references given ad loc. in nn.156
and 160 by Luibheid-Rorem,pp.82-83.

80 On this important notion see the old study of Volker [1958], who despite the old
trend emphasizes Dionysius’ antecedents in previous Patristic literature, e.g. Gregory
of Nyssa. Yannaras, presumably following Lossky [1974],p.120, connects the
Dionysian ecstasy with Heidegger’'s etymology of existence as “Ek-sistenz”. (Cf.
Yannaras [2005],pp.106-107, speaking in p.106 of the “ecstatic existence of God”; cf.
also ibid.,p.131,n.16 and n.18, where the reference to Heidegger’s relevant work.)
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about “divine eros”. Owing to the context, even if he does not mean
exclusively God, we have already seen that the paradigm of divine eros
is the divinity itself.®8 We casted this archetype as providential love
before, but the harmony of the universe shows the reality of both
ascending/reversive and descending/providential love. Hence,
«&xotao1g»®? acquires the role of unifying these two concepts. How

does it do this?

Dionysius goes on to substantiate his claim first by giving a salient
example from the created realm (‘upwards ecstasy’). This is Paul, who

wrote that “it is no longer I who live, but Christ who lives in me” .

81 See/exploit also the use of «Oeiog €pwes» in DN,4.10,155,16-17/708B.

8 Dionysius’ treatment of é&xotaowc gives solid Patristic background to fr
Loudovikos’ criticism of Yannaras and Zizioulas regarding the connection of nature
with necessity. It is a different thing to say that a nature or a being is ecstatic (as
Dionysius does in our passage), and different to speak of a being’s “ecstasy from (or
‘for’ its) nature” as these two important contemporary personalist thinkers seem to
do. See Loudovikos [2011],passim, e.g. p.686, who centers his discussion around
Maximus the Confessor and shows the latter's relevance to contemporary
anthropological problems; for the ongoing debate see Loudovikos [2013]. Finally, as
an example of Dionysius’ having no problem with (a being’s) nature see
DN,4.26,173,14-15/728C.

8 Galatians,2:20, cited in DN,4.13,159,5-6/712A: «"Z €éyw”, dnotv, “ovk &1, (1) O¢ €v
guot XpLotdéc”.» See the whole passage ibid., 159,3-8/712A. For a parallel instance of
ecstasy, that of Hierotheus, see ibid.,3.2,141,11-12/681D, and for an admonition to do
so via apophaticism see ibid.,7.1,194,12-15/865D-868/A. 1bid.,7.4,199,13-16/872D-873A
is an interesting passage in which the first instance of «¢£eotnkwe» (perfect participle
of «&fiotapawr) has a negative sense, while the second instance in the next line has
the positive meaning, as it happens with the words «pavia-pawopevoe» in Proclus,
on Alc. (see supra, n.186 in ch.2.1.5.), taking its lead from the famous classifications of
the Phaedrus. (Incidentally, «uatvouevoc» in the negative sense appears in the last
line of the Dionysian passage referred to.) Finally, while the ecstasy of MT,142,9-
11/997B-1000A and DN,13.3,230,1-3/981B has the positive sense, it is indirectly
connected with God-directedness, and directly related to ecstasy from those that put
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Then Dionysius comes to the Uncreated love (‘downwards ecstasy’),
which “is also carried outside of himself in the providential care he has
for everything. He is, as it were, beguiled by goodness, by love, and by
eros and is enticed away from his transcendent dwelling place and
comes to abide within all things, and he does so by virtue of his
supernatural and ecstatic capacity to remain, nevertheless, within
himself”.# In both cases there is an interchangeability between lover
and beloved. As soon as the loving “ecstasy” takes place the roles
cannot be distinguished anymore.®® One of the originalities of
Dionysius here is that, to my knowledge, nowhere does downwards
ecstasy feature in Plotinus or even in Proclus.®® Hence, when
connecting the archetype of ‘providential love” with ecstasy, whereas
the traditional Neoplatonic motive saw ecstasy as ascending,®

Dionysius must not have been interested in the direction of love or

obstacles to the being’s relationship and union with God. In any case, Rist
[1999],pp.385-386 argues against Rorem that this instance, too, should be connected
with eros, despite the absence of the word in MT.

8 DN,4.13,159,10-14/712A-B: «...0U VmegPoAnv ¢ €owTtikng dyabdttoc E&w
€autol Yivetal Taic €lic T Ovia MAvIa mEovolalg kat otov ayaBotntt kal
ayammoet kal €owTt BéAyetal kal €k ToL UTEQ MAVTA Kal MAvTwv EEnenuévou
TEOG TO €V TAOL KATAYETAL KAT EKOTATIKNV UTTEQOVOLOV dUVAULY AveKkpoltnTov

£0rvTO.»
8 This is my qualification to the informative n.266 of Luibheid-Rorem,p.130.

8 Cf. also Rist [1966],p.239-240, Louth [1989],p.95, Aertsen [2009],p.196 and Esposito
Buckley [1992],pp.39 and 56. As I indicated before (in ch.3.1.1.), the reason for this
should be traced in the Trinity.

8 See e.g. Plotinus, Enn., V1.9.11,22-25, esp.1.23. For this reason Aquinas seems to be
missing the point once again, since he holds that ecstasy cannot be really ascribed to
God except by metaphor; cf. McGinn [1996],pp.206 and 209.
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ecstasy,® but just in the love and union with another, whether inferior
or superior in Neoplatonic/Dionysian terms.® In other words,
Dionysian providential love becomes the paradigm of ecstasy which
does not have determinate (upwards or downwards) direction. As
soon as there is something other, love forces us to unite with it,” hence
the exhaustive possibilities that Dionysius gives above:
providential/descending, reversive/ascending and love between
entities of the same rank.”? It is in this sense that Heraclitus’ dictum
acquires a new relevance with Dionysius: “The way up and the way

down are one and the same” .%2

If someone pressed us to explain reversive love the ultimate
answer would be that it is rooted in the beings’ natural response to the

loving and ecstatic call that God has already proposed to them.”* In

8 This is not exactly what Wear-Dillon [2007] say in pp.122-123, but compare
ibid.,pp.128-129. It is strange that, given the aims of their book, in these contexts of
loving ecstasy Wear-Dillon contrast Dionysius only to Plotinus without mentioning

Proclus.
8 Contrast Perl [2007],pp.45-46.

% This is consonant with what Osborne [1994], esp. pp.77-79 and 80 says about love
being itself a motivation with reference to Gregory of Nyssa and Origen; cf. also
ibid.,p.219.

o1 This is a possibility that we do not find formulated in Neoplatonic texts we have
approached so far. Rist [1966],p.241 connects it primarily with the love between the

persons of the Trinity and derivatively with the love for one’s neighbours.
%2 Heraclitus, B60 DK: «000¢ dvw xdtw pia kol wutr).»

% Cf. 1 John 4:19: «Hueic ayanwpev avtov [i.e. God], 611 avtdg mowTog Nyannoev
nuac.» In Photius, Fragmenta in epistulam ad Romanos (in catenis),493,34 (in Staab
[1933]; cf. also Zwypadidnc [2009],p.19a) the formula has become: «dtt avtdg M@V
npdoOn npwtog.». Cf. an analogous scheme about knowledge in Paul’s Galatians 4:9.
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other words, in a paradoxical way the archetype of reversive love is
again the providential one.”* But we should not forget that it is this
reversive love, i.e. participation in God® as far as possible, that imbues
an entity with divine love, with the subsequent harmonious result of
the entity’s ecstatic love in every possible direction,” both in the
vertical axis, i.e. upwards (not only to God, but to the neighbouring

entities, too) as well as downwards, and in a horizontal fashion.””

Exactly due to this Heraclitean annihilation of the importance of
direction, and to the gratification of a reader of Aristotle’s Physics,VIII,
Dionysius will pass beyond the linear representation of downwards
and upwards eros to speak of a cycle. This move might not be

surprising against the Neoplatonic background,® but it is not explicitly

For Maximus’ elaborations on the Dionysian theme of love as ecstasy see Loudovikos
[2010],pp.172-177.

% Thus, it is in this not quite Neoplatonic sense that we should understand the
Neoplatonic similarity-principle expressed in the following enunciation of
DN,9.6,211,18-19/913C: «Kat éotwv 1) g Oeiag OpowdtTog dVvAps 1) Tt
TiaQaryOpeVa TIAVToL TEOG TO altiov émiotoédovoa.» (“It is the power of the divine

similarity which returns everything toward the cause.”)

% More accurately in God’s providential activities (which are uncreated according to

Palamas).

% See also Papdoc [1999],p.159, who stresses the freedom of man’s loving response to
the divine call. Cf. ibid.,pp.160 and 167. (This erudite work belongs to Paudoc’
previous, “Neo-orthodox” phase of his writing career.) Cf. also Manos [1995],p.58.

97 Cf. also Mavog [2006],p.67.

% See e.g. Perl [2007],pp.35, 37-40; cf. also ibid.,pp.41, 47-48 and 112. Especially with
respect to Proclus see Vogel [1963],p.28 with n.1 and Gersh [1973],pp.124-125 and 127
(responding in a slightly oversimplified manner to Nygren). Cf. also Florovsky
[1987],pp.214-215 (although he refers to other characteristics of the image of the circle,

too).

234



CHAPTER 3: PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS AND THE DIVINE NAMES

stated with regard to love in Plotinus or Proclus either. Dionysius
makes this move in ch.4.14, which, as I have already noted (in ch.3.1.1.),
is a quite dense and obscure chapter. The specific problem it tries to
address is why “theologians sometimes refer to God as Eros and Love®
and sometimes as the object of love and the Beloved”.!®® After my
exposition the answer is easy: in so far as God is ecstatic, i.e. an efficient
cause, He is called Love, whereas qua final cause,'” i.e. the ultimate
aim of the creation’s ecstasy He is called the Beloved. In order to see
however how he introduces the idea of the cycle, I will turn to the
much briefer ch.4.17, which is supposed to be the last quotation from
Hierotheus:!%

“Come, let us gather all these [sc. instances of eros: on God’s

and on cosmos’ behalf]'® once more together into a unity and

let us say that there is a simple self-moving power directing

all things to mingle as one, that it starts out from the Good,

reaches down to the lowliest of the beings, returns

(dvaxvkAovoa) then in due order through all the stages

back to the Good, and thus turns (&veAtttopévn) from itself

® As with my n.63 (in ch.3.1.1.) on Dionysius’ term «uetoxr)» instead of
«peteXOpeEVOV», so too here Dionysius avoids the active participle «égawv» and

«ayarwv» for the respective nouns «£owc» and «drydmn».

100 DN,4.14,160,1-2/712C. Remember and compare the Symposium’s Socrates who
transformed his beloveds into his lovers.

101 Cf. also Niarchos [1995],p.107.

102 Tt is an irony that Dionysius’ work serves as the unfolding of Hierotheus’
condensed teaching. Cf. DN,3.2,140,6-16, esp.11.6-10.

103 See ibid.,§§4:15 and 16.
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and through itself and upon itself and towards itself in an

everlasting circle.”1%4

Dionysius here speaks of the existence of a single erotic force in
universe that goes forth and comes back eternally. It is true that there
is a pantheistic, not to say Hegelian, flavour in the passage.!® Still,
apart from the dangers lurking in anachronistic readings, there are
Dionysian passages which extol the gap between the ineffable first
cause and its effects!® and thus can acquit Dionysius from
pantheism.!'”” Hence, if the passage is seen under the light of our
present discussion, what the Areopagite wants to make clear is the
universality of eros as a single force that moves the universe into

communion with its originator and Father. In this circular scheme!® as

104 DN,4.17,162,1-5/713D. [‘Circle’ in the translation is derived from the context.]

105 Still, modern jargon speaks of the distinct notion of “panentheism”, various sorts
of which are detected in the Neoplatonic and the Christian structures of reality. See
Culp [2013] and the contributions in Clayton-Peacocke [2004], which include
Orthodox Christian perspectives on the issue, too.

106 See e.g. the discussion in DN,11.6, esp.223,4-14/956A-B.

107 For further bibliography on the question see Rorem [1993],p.177,n.11. Cf. also Perl
[2007],p.33.

108 Movement/motion should not be conceived rigidly and exclusively as locomotion,
as with the Peripatetic tradition (cf. e.g. EE,11.6.5,1222b29). Dionysius examines the
kinds of motion that pertain to divine minds (i.e. angels) in DN,4.8,153,4-9/704D-
705A. The threefold (dialectical) scheme here is circular motion, straight and finally
spiral. The three stages should be conceived as working not successively, but
contemporaneously at different levels. The case of soul is examined in the next
chapter, ibid.,4.9,153,10-154,6/705A-B. Here, whereas circular motion is the starting
point, the two next stages are inverted: first comes spiral and in the end straight
motion. The consecutive ch.ibid.4.10 speaks of God as the goal and enabler of all
these motions, while He is “beyond every rest and motion” (ibid.,4,10,154,9-10/705C).
Still, beside this Platonic or Aristotelian picture of the ineffable First Principle, God
also comes into communion with creation, hence in ibid.,9.9,213,15-20/916C-D
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soon as love is downwards, i.e. it is directed towards the creation (God
as Lover/Love), it is already coming back to God and forms the loving
response of the creation in the natural course of God’s loving
providence (God as Beloved).!” The ideal of love as union (but not
confusion) pushes Dionysius to go beyond the already mentioned
identification of the «xataitioav» and «ka®Omapliv» modes of
existence, and to propose the ultimate kinship of the first two modes
with the «xatd petoxrjv» one. If this claim be put in the non-
pantheistic framework set out before, the result is that as with Proclus
and Plotinus eros acquires an omnipresence in Dionysius’ system. Yet,
whereas in Proclus I was austere in the designations of causal,
existential and participatory levels of love’s existence, now eros is
always construed in the way Proclus describes as existential. For

example, we saw that Dionysius is ready to ascribe Eros to the First

Dionysius returns to complete and specify the topic. Now, circular motion is put at
the end stage which is preceded by the straight and the spiral motion. NB that the
final and the starting point in a cycle are the same. More specifically, straight motion
refers to God’s generation of the cosmos, whereas spiral motion to the cosmos’
providential sustainment by God. Finally, “the circular movement has to do with his
sameness, to the grip he has on the middle range as well as on the outer edges of
order, so that all things are one and all things that have gone forth from him may
return to him once again.” (: Ibid.9.9,213,18-20/916D.) In other words, circular
movement here refers to Eros, as treated in my main text. (Wear-Dillon [2007],p.30
examine the Neoplatonic antecedents of the above-mentioned types of motion. See
also ibid.,pp.55-56.)

109 Hence, one can claim that although the cycle implies a unique force, the hierarchy
is not affected; the earth for instance has a North and a South Pole. However, this
thought forgets the presence of Christ who is both God and man, while the North
Pole will never meet the South... More on this infra (in ch.3.2.), but see also the
compelling account of Louth [1989],p.108, without invoking, at least explicitly, Christ
at this point.
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principle, while Proclus avoided it. What is more, in the end Dionysius
went on almost to identify God’s eros for the creation with creation’s
eros for God, i.e. the ‘existential’ and ‘participatory” mode of eros,
while in the Platonic Successor the participatory level falls short of the

existential one.

Before I end I need to add a last note as a counterpoint to the
identification of beauty with goodness and of providence with
(descending) love in the previous section. Our examination so far
shows that if we want to abstract creation’s ascending response to God
from the universal erotic scheme, desire and (reversive) love are
identified. In Proclus we had seen that eros is related to beauty,
whereas desire is attached to the Good. It is very reasonable that since
in Dionysius Good and Beauty are the same, then desire and
(reversive) love are identified because they have the same intentional
object.!’® Moreover, we have seen that although descending and
ascending the name Eros/Love was unique. Dionysius’ extraordinary
image of eros as a unique circular force gives the non-Neoplatonic
possibility to identify providence with desire, or at least see both of

them as aspects of exactly the same movement: Eros.

To conclude, let me give a brief overview of what we achieved in
this section. My main focus was the «xata petoxnv»/"participatory’

mode of love’s existence. I began addressing the problem of how to

10 Cf. e.g. DN,4.10,155,8/708A: «Il&owv odv €ott 10 KaAOv Kal &yabov édetov kal

£0a0TOV Kal dyamntdv,...».
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account for creation’s reversive love given the divine paradigm of
providential love. The solution involved referring to the notion of
«€KOoTao1G», main characteristic of which is a lack of interest as to
whether the direction is upwards or downwards. If for Neoplatonism
there is a strong connection between being, love and ecstasy, especially
for Dionysius to be is to love, i.e. being ecstatic in whatever direction.
Consequently, although at the ‘causal’ and ‘existential’ level divine
love acts as providential, at the level of participation eros expresses
itself both as providential and reversive because both of these are
possible instances of ékotaoic within the hierarchy of beings. The lack
of dissection or dichotomy with respect to Eros” function led us to the
idea of a single circular erotic force in the universe expressed in ch.4.14
and synoptically put in ch.4.17, which forms a testimony to the
unifying effects of love that can bridge the gap between the
transcendent God and its progeny. A final result of this treatment is
that eros acquires an omnipresence in Dionysius’ universe. Although
we had met this idea in other Neoplatonists too, in Dionysius it

receives a more emphatic and existential, i.e. <@ Omta@€tv» tone.
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3.2. The Christianization of Eros?

In my treatment of ecstasy I left out that Dionysius concludes that
section by calling God «CnAwtr|c» (zealous),'!! i.e. a manic lover, of His
beloved cosmos. We have seen that this manic love is expressed within
the unending erotic dialogue of this pair of lovers. But what is its
ultimate expression? The short answer is Christ’s incarnation: the
Uncreated God not only created the cosmos, but finally assumed in
Himself the created nature of His beloved. Thus, in this last section I
will examine some consequences of Dionysius’ teaching on love, and
especially how the person of Christ relates to Dionysius’ erotic
theory."? In this context I will also attempt a comparison with Proclus’
counterpoint to Christ, the Platonic Socrates. Again we will see that
despite the similarities there are cardinal differences, particularly with

regards to the meaning of “undefiled providence”.

The status of Dionysian Christology is much as with his Trinitarian

theology: it exists, but it is not developed.®* Moreover, explicit

1 Not envious («pOovepdg») of course. See ibid.4.13,159,14-18/712B. For the
scriptural basis see e.g. Exodus,20:5 and 30:14 with further references in the upper

apparatus of Suchla [1990],ad loc.
112 Hence my disagreement with Perl’s [2007] methodology enunciated in p.2.

113 The most extensive and enlightening Dionysian reference to Christ in DN forms
another supposed quotation from Dionysius’ «kaOnyeucv», Hierotheus” ®coloykai
Zroxewwoeic (a title suspiciously similar with Proclus’ Elements), and figures as
ch.§2.10. In its first part Hierotheus/Dionysius exclaim Christ's divinity
(DN,134,7-135,1/648C-648D), while incarnation and the paradoxical conjunction of
full divinity and full humanity are extolled in the second part (ibid.135,2-
9/648D-649A). See also Hainthaler [1997] and cf. Louth [2008a],p.582,n.7, p.580,
Armstrong [1982],n.20 in p.292 (with some reservations in p.221) and Esposito
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reference to Christ is absent from Dionysius’ section on Eros. Fr
Meyendorff writes that “[u]lndoubtedly, Dionysius... mentions the
name of Jesus Christ and professes his belief in the incarnation, but the
structure of his system is perfectly independent of his profession of
faith.”*  While I believe that here Meyendorff is right and we had

better look at other Fathers, like Maximus the Confessor,'’5 if we

Buckley [1992],pp.58-59. Hence, I agree with Riggs [2009],p.76 (see also ibid.,pp.77
and 96) and Stang [2012],p.14 (with n.7) in not assuming that Dionysius was a
monophysite, as Wear-Dillon [2007],pp.4-6, 49-50, 131 and 133, do. (Cf. also Pelikan’s
thesis in the introduction to Luibheid-Rorem [1987],pp.13-17). Regarding the
«Beavdokn évégyewr» of Ep.4.(1),19/1072C, which has been taken to suggest
“monenergism” (cf. e.g. Pelikan in op.cit., pp.19-21 and Wear-Dillon, pp.5-6 and 133),
although Maximus the Confessor, the champion of Christ’s double activity and will,
did not do so, (cf. the commentators’ perplexity noted by Rorem [1993],pp.9-11),
Louth [1989],p.14 speaks of Dionysius’ “Cyrilline way of speaking of the

incarnation”.

114 Meyendorff [1969],p.81; cf. citation by Pelikan in the introduction to Berthold
[1985],p.7 (and n.28 in p.13). Cf. also Florovsky [1987],p.225, (but contrast ibid.,p.226).
So, for instance, when in the penultimate chapter (IV) of the MT Dionysius stresses
that the ineffable God transcends every perceptual category, we might wonder why
he does not allude to Christ. Apart from the specific aims of the treatise, a response
might be that he is thinking in terms of Christ’s resurrected («xatvév») body, and this
might underlie Maximus’ thought infra, in n.137. On the other hand, Dionysius’
scholiast (see next n.115) does not allude to Christ either (in 197C, PG, vol4,
commenting on DN,1.4,114,6), although Christ is in the context few lines below
(ibid., 114,7-11, esp. L.8)!

115 See e.g. Pelikan in Berthold [1985],p.7: “...Maximus explained the language of
Dionysius in such a manner that he achieved the Trinitarian and Christocentric
reorientation of the Dionysian system and thus rehabilitated it.” Some lines below
Pelikan speaks of Maximus’ “Trinitarian Christocentrism”. See also ibid.,p.6. Despite
the long tradition reflected in Migne’s PG, and followed even today in some modern
editions/translations, like I'ovveAacg [2002], e.g. p.63 and note in p.41, most of the
Commentary on Dionysius’ works attributed to Maximus the Confessor was in fact
written by John of Scythopolis. Cf. e.g. Louth [1993],pp.166-167 with references (in
nn.1 and 2) to the groundwork of H.U. von Balthasar [1940] as well as the more recent
study of B.R. Suchla [1980]. For a short intellectual portrait of John of Scythopolis see
Louth [2008a],pp.575-578.
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wanted a full-fledged and well-worked out Christology,'® I am more
optimistic than the Palamite scholar, and hold that Christ’s traces in

Dionysius’ corpus can help us complete the Dionysian picture of love.

The particular reason why Christology is relevant for my purposes
is that in contrast to the discussion of Trinity in Dionysius, which
although pivotal is not explicitly connected with eros, almost every
time that the Areopagite refers to Christ, he connects Him with our
topic by extolling His «piAavOowmio»” (“love for mankind”).1®

Admittedly, love here is denoted by «didia» rather than €pwg (or

116 Aovdofikog [2003], esp. the first essay (pp.15-42) as well as passim in the
“Concluding Summary” (in English,pp.103-114), forms an example of how such a
Christology can be of an aid to the psychoanalyst.

117.0n the precedents of this word in Plato and Proclus’ Comm. on Alc. see supra, n.83
in 2.1.3. For a succinct archaeology of the word in Stoicism, Middle Platonism,
Clement of Alexandria and Origen see Osborne [1994],pp.171-176, with relevant
bibliography in n.24 (pp.171-172); see also nn.45 and 48 in pp.177 and 178
respectively. For the use in Gregory of Nyssa see Rist [1966],pp.237-238.

118 See already the first appearance of Christ in DN, where the «piAavOowmov» is
ascribed to the Trinity “because in one of its persons it accepted a true share
(¢xowvavnoev) of what it is we are, and thereby issued a call to man’s lowly state to
rise up to it [sc. the Divine Trinity]” (cf. DN,1.4,113,6-9/592A), although some lines
below, ibid.,1.4,114,3/592B ¢pravOowmia is related primarily to the Scripture (i.e. the
word of God). Again, in 2.6,130,9-10/644C Dionysius speaks of the «piAavOowmog
opoPovAio» (“the identity of will that loves mankind”) of the Trinity in the context of
making clear that despite this, only the second Person, who has the entirety of
Godhead  though, was incarnated (see ibid.,130,8-9). See also
ibid.:2.3,125,21-126,2/640C (implicit about the incarnation) and 2.10,135,2-3/648D
(explicitly connected with the incarnation and supposedly quoted by Hierotheus),
with further references in n.56 (on CH,4.4,22,23-25/181B) by Luibheid-Rorem,p.158.
Finally, as was indicated above there are also instances where pulavBowmia is not
directly related with Christ or the incarnation; see ibid.,6.2,191,16/856D, where
«OTéEPAVOIC PAavBowmiag» (“overflowing of love for mankind”) is ascribed to the
Godhead as (the giver of) Life (and perhaps Ep.8.4,15/1093D and 21-22/1096A, too).
See also Rist [1966],p.238,n.11.
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ayamnn).1??  Still, Dionysius is here referring to God’s manic love for
mankind, which leads to His self-emptiness («kévwoic»)'? and results
in the incarnation. If we ask why the incarnation, the paradigm
instantiation of theophany, should take place, the most succinct
Patristic answer has been given by Athanasius the Great: “He became
man so that we be made God”.!?» The Trinitarian God’s providential,
descending and ecstatic eros leads not only to the unification of the
cosmos in itself, but implants an indissoluble bond between God and
creation. The erotic effects of this unification are so strong that the
“zealous” God becomes a God-Man. Hence, it is only with Christ in
mind (and heart) that one can understand Dionysius’ erotic image of

the circle. When the erotic force that has proceeded from God returns

119 Apart from the philosophical preexistence of the word «prravOowTio» noted
above (n.117), and the rareness of Greek compounds with the word ayann or €owg
(«tawepaotia» being an exception), the issue is like with «prAlocodia» (used by
Dionysius e.g. in DN,3.3,142,11/684B): although we do not do this in the case of the
noun, we describe philosophers as lovers (¢paotai) of e.g. truth. (See the formula
«&AnBeiag...épaotal» in ibid., 1.5,117,8/593C.) In general, there are few usages of the
word «pAio» in the Divine Names (while it does not appear in the other Areopagitic
writings; see e.g. DN,4.21,169,7-11/724A, ibid.,4.19,164,13-14/717A, and in conjunction
with harmony ibid.,4.7,152,20), as also in Plotinus (see some instances supra, in n.316
of ch.2.2.5.). Consequently, I do not refer further to it, as I did in Proclus’ case.
Finally, in the end of DN Dionysius asks Timothy’s benevolence, because the former
is «piAog avrjo» of the latter (cf. DN,13.4,230,22/984A) and hopes that his work is «t@
Oeq Ppidov» (“dear to God”; cf. ibid. 13.4,231,6/984A. It is also in the end of the

Phaedrus,279¢6-7 that a Pythagorean maxim about friends is mentioned).

120 There is a sole reference to “self-emptiness” («kevawoewe»: DN,2.10,135,6/649A; cf.
Paul, Phil.2:7,) in the whole Dionysian corpus. For the importance of kenosis in
orthodox Christian theology, spiritual life and asceticism see Sakharov
[2002],pp.93-116.

121 Cf. Athanasius of Alexandria, De incarnatione verbi, 54.3.1-2(Kannengiesser):
«Avtoc yao &vnvOpwrnoev, tva Mueig OeormtomOwuev». Cf. a close Dionysian
remark in the initial chapters of DN:1.4,113,6-9.
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from the level of creation, it bears the seal of both the divine and the
created. Thus, the best exemplification of this return is Christ, who is
literally both divine and a created human being. This completes
Dionysius’ picture of the erotic cycle and ultimately acquits him from
any pantheistic accusations. Moreover, it explains and anticipates
Maximus’ view that the end of God’s overflowing creation is the
person of Jesus.'?? Finally, Christ’s manic ¢ptAavOowmia should not be
conceived as an exclusive love for man as opposed to the cosmos, but
as the consummation of God’s love for His total creation, because the
microcosm of human being encompasses in itself both the spiritual (e.g.

angelic) and the material (e.g. soulless) creation.?

And now I come to the obvious question: if Christ is so important
in completing and verifying the Dionysian erotic doctrine, why does
Dionysius avoid mentioning Him in the section on Eros? He seems to
be absent both from the passage of ecstatic “jealousy” (in DN,§4.13), as
well as from the picture of the circle (§§4:14 and 17), despite the fact

that in the latter case I was able to discover indirect references to the

122 See Maximus the Confessor, Quaestiones ad Thalassium, 60, esp. 11.33-40 and 51-55
(Laga and Steel-vol.2; see English translation in Blowers-Wilken [2003],pp.123-129,
esp. pp-124 and 125). See also BAétong [1994],pp.237-249, esp. pp.243-245. This is an
optimistic view quite different from the one presupposed and envisaged by Osborne
[1994],pp.196-199, although elsewhere (ibid.,pp.25-26) she seems to be coming close to
Maximian eschatological perspectives.

123 This is again the line of thought taken by Maximus the Confessor (contra Osborne
[1994],p.197); cf. Louth [2004],p.192, who gives a helpful diagram. Hence, because
man is the coronation of demiurgy, the possibility of “transfiguration” is granted to

the entire cosmos.
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Trinity. The short answer is that both Trinity'* and Christ’s
«elgnvoxvtog Pprdavlpwnia»'® are present in the climax of the
chapters on God as “Peace”,”” which I have characterized as an
enlightening and necessary complement to the section on Eros. Of
course, there too we do not find an elaboration on the significance of

Christ, but only a brief mention.

There are two ways to answer this problem. On the one hand, if
we follow the line of Xikoog mentioned with reference to Trinitarian
theology, then we would expect that these associations were
mentioned in another a perhaps lost or fictitious Dionysian work, the
Theological Representations.'” On the other hand, we can work again on
the basis of implicit hints in Dionysius’ extant work and employ what I
will call “erotic hermeneutics’. It might not be an accident that the two
sole instances of Dionysius” quoting his teacher Hierotheus in the DN

are on love and Christ.!”® In the case of love, Hierotheus’ chapters form

124 Jf we accept Suchla’s, not Migne/Corderius’ text ad loc.
125 “Loving-kindness of Christ, bathed as it is in peace”.

126 See DN,11.5,221,8-10 and 5 respectively. This is consistent with Rist [1966],p.243,
although he proposes that in the section of Eros in DN Dionysius is interested in
“cosmic theology” (ibid.,p.237, said for the corpus in general), and hence in “cosmic
Eros” (ibid.,p.236). I am not sure what the distinction he implies is. Armstrong
[1982],p.221 writes with regard to Dionysius that the theophany of creation out of
love as well as the (redemptive) return “are cosmic and universal, not strictly tied to a
particular human person or historic event”. That is, he proposes that creation could
be conceived as “cosmic incarnation” (ibid.,p.222), and in this respect he must be

deviating from Rist’s understanding.

127 Incarnation falls under the differentiated names of differentiated theology (b-ii);

see supra in ch.3.1.1.

128 See §4.15-17 and §2.10 respectively.
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a synopsis of Dionysius’ teaching, whose explicit target is to explicate
and develop the succinct statements of his teacher’s theology,'* while,
as I have noted, Christology is only touched in passing. Still, apart
from the Areopagite’s relation to his teacher’s writings, in the very end
of Divine Names® Dionysius himself notes the human restrictions and
difficulties of his enterprise, and invites the recipient of the work, i.e.
Timothy or us, to take a critical stance,’®! and by loving God and trying
to imitate His philanthropy'® he urges us to attempt to correct or
develop his theology, as he did with the teaching of his own divine
teacher. If so, then the two key themes of love and Christ, must be first
in the list of subjects calling for further exploration. Since, while brief,
they already form the supposed Dionysian interpretation of
Hierotheus, the reader ought to understand that these are two key
themes in need of further analysis and interconnection by us, even if
love figures as just one name among others. To this end we might also

note that the last of Dionysius’ Epistles,'® as if the last words of his

129 See ibid.,§3.2, esp.140,6-10/681B.
130 See the methodological chapter ibid., 13.4, esp.230,11-22/981C-981D.

131 In this respect Dionysius might come close to Plato’s attitude toward his readers.
As for ‘cryptic enunciations’ in need of further clarification, these are in abundance in
both writers. Let us not forget that if ps-Dionysius is hidden, philosophically and
literarily speaking Plato is also absent from his dialogues...

132 A quite independent instance is ibid.,13.4,230,18/981D, where «piAavOpwmia» is
attributed to Timothy (‘the one who honours God’), to whom the Divine Names is
addressed to (see e.g. the title of the work, ibid.,107,1/985A with the caveat indicated
by n.2 in Luibheid-Rorem,p.49), with view to Timothy’s reception of Dionysius’

treatise.

133 See Ep.10,1117Aff.

246



CHAPTER 3: PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS AND THE DIVINE NAMES

corpus, is addressed to John, who was the best friend and a disciple of

Jesus Christ,'* and/because he is deemed the Evangelist of Love.®

These features hint at the centrality of Christ in Dionysius” erotic
universe, and invite us to connect ecstasy with Christ’'s kenosis-
incarnation, seeing the latter as species and perfection of the former,!%
even if Dionysius does not explicitly do so. This is precisely what we
find in interpretations of the text by later Fathers. Authors like
Maximus and Palamas'™ do not impose a “Christological corrective”
on Dionysius, but rather develop insights implicitly present in his
writing.’®  To sum up, whether we read Dionysius via the later

tradition or we take Likooc” way, Dionysius’ extant exclamation(s) of

134 Cf. ibid.,§1.2-3/1117A. See also ibid.,1.23.

135 Hence, 1 give another perspective to the one noted by Rorem (in Luibheid-
Rorem,n.152,p.288) or Wear-Dillon [2007],p.10. What is more, the theme of Love that
John’s presence brings, along with the affirmed belief in God which supports
Dionysius’ hope that John will be released and return from his exile (see Ep.10,25-
28/1120A), bring to mind the cardinal stages (or the Pauline triad: faith, hope, love) of
the “Hymn of Love” (see 1 Corinthians 13: esp.13), written by another beloved
theologian of Dionysius, Paul (see e.g. DN,3.2,140,3-4/681B. Paul is central to Stang’s
understanding of Dionysius; see Stang [2012],e.g. p.3).

136 Due to her contemporary theological agenda, which is selective in that she
challenges Process Theology and J. Moltmann, my suggestion is denied by Osborne
[1994],pp.198 and 195; cf. also pp.186-189. In the (Einsteinian) jargon of Rist
[1999],p.378 erotic ecstasy manifested in the creation corresponds to the “General
Theory of Divinity”, whereas incarnation belongs to the “Special Theory of Divinity”.
Cf. also ibid.,p.380 (and pp.383-384).

137 See also Louth [2008b],pp.590-593 and 595-598 respectively. For instance, Louth
emphasizes Maximus’ usage of Dionysian apophatic and kataphatic theology with
specific regard to Christ (ibid.,pp.590-591), and mentions Palamas’ concern with the
issue of angelic mediation, since after the Incarnation man does not necessarily need

intermediaries in his communion with God (see ibid.,p.597).

138 With Louth in ibid.,p.591 pace Meyendorff (cf. also ibid.,p.590 and n.14 in p.598).
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Christ’s ‘self-emptying” ¢pravOowmia provide, for the systematic
reasons I explained before, the ultimate proof of and the most adequate
explanation for understanding why Dionysius concludes his treatment
of erotic ‘ecstasy’ by calling God «CnAwtrc», i.e. a manic lover of His

«kaAn Alav»1¥ creation.'®

I come now to a final comparison between Dionysius and Proclus.
The topic in question is the juxtaposition between undefiled
providence and incarnation. One of my central points of reference
while treating Proclus’ erotic doctrines was Socrates, whose presence is
frequent in Proclus (although not in Plotinus). I stated that Socrates’
loving relations helped us to grasp the intelligible divine relations, and
that ultimately Socrates was an expression, albeit an attenuated one, of
the divine in our world. Dionysius” Christian counterpoint to Socrates
is Christ. As we just saw, Christ not only helps us to understand what
divine eros is, but is its best exemplification. Hence, the cardinal
difference between the two figures is that Christ is not just a micro-

expression of the divine in our world, but actually God Himself.!#!

139 Cf. Gen.1:31, which is used in CH,2.3,13,23/141C.

140 So, if as I said the creation is explained on the grounds of God as Trinity, then also
kenosis and incarnation should be explained on this basis. It cannot be an accident
that in the strictly monotheistic religion of Islam God is not and cannot be incarnate,
(Christ is just a prophet before Mohamed), hence the absence of divine
representations in religious painting, too. The root of iconoclasm in Byzantium

should be traced back to this non-Christian Eastern attitude.

141 Christ is perfect God and perfect Man. This is extolled by Dionysius, supposedly
quoting Hierotheus, in e.g. DN,2.10,135,2-9/648D-649A.
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Thus, on a first reading Dionysius differs completely from Proclus
in this respect. The incarnate Christ is a clear anomaly not only for the
Neoplatonic system of Proclus, but for the whole of ancient Greek
philosophy.!*?  Furthermore, even if Socrates was said to provide for
other souls, as well as for his own body, the Neoplatonic ideal was that
of “undefiled providence”, where the divine principle exercises
providence without any intermingling with or embodiment in the
recipient of providence.'*® Socrates formed a marginal case, where in
order to exercise providence he had to descend to the earthly realm,'*
while the “undefiled” part of his care meant e.g. abstinence from sexual
relations. By contrast, the quintessence of Christ’s philanthropy, i.e. the
loving providence of the Uncreated First Principle, is that He
descended to created mankind, “so that we may be made God”, in the
abovementioned famous words of Athanasius.'*® Christian God’s

loving ecstasy or kenosis means ‘intermingling” with the beloved.!#

Yet Dionysius’ language is very close to Proclus’. First of all,
without reference to Incarnation Dionysius uses the Proclean

vocabulary of divine transcendence and undefiled providence. I

122 Especially when the death on the cross has been characterized as «Tovdaloig pév

okavdaAov, ‘EAANoL 6¢ pwoto» (1 Corinthians 1:23).
143 Cf. E1.Th.,122,2-3 and 13-16 and see supra, ch.2.1.5.

144 In a work in progress I connect Socrates’ care with the philosopher-king’s
providential descent to the Republic’s cave and I explain their relative inferiority to the
providence exercised by higher Neoplatonic deities.

145 Since Adam failed to become Christ (i.e. xoiotdc: nominated, dubbed) by grace,

the New Adam became man by nature.

146 Hence there is no ‘disinterested affection” anymore (in the sense I gave in ch.2.1.5.).
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choose the following example taken from outside the section on love,
because it connects the two themes: “The divinity is described as
omnipotent because he has power over all, and is in control'” of the
world in an unmixed way («aprywc»); because he is the goal of all
yearning and because he lays a happy yoke on all who wish it, the
sweet toil of that holy, omnipotent, and indestructible yearning for his
goodness.”!* This may seem unremarkable; when trying to capture the
nature of the First Principle both Neoplatonism and Christianity are
bound to assert Deity’s super-transcendence. But even in the case of
the incarnate First Principle, i.e. Christ, who has taken human flesh,

Dionysius’ language is similar: “[(The divinity of) Jesus] is the Being

147 T agree with XatCnuixonA [2008],p.539, n.456 in retaining Migne’s text

(«¢mdoxovoar) instead of Suchla’s («&magkovoa»).

148 DN,10.1,215,3-7/937A. See also the word «&vexdoitntoc» (‘not proceeding from
[sc. oneself]”: either in adjectival or adverbial form) used about the Deity, while
accompanying and contrasted with Its modvowx, in ibid.4.13,159,12-14/712B (esp.
1.14); 2.11,135,16-136,1/649B and 137,5-7/652A; 9.5,210,7-11/912D (1.9) and 13.2,227,6-
7/977C; Ep.9.3,9-25/1109B-D, esp. 1.11. In DN,4.8,153,7-8/(704D)-705A there is specific
reference to the divine minds, i.e. angels. Cf. also ibid.,4.4,147,4-8/697C (comparing
Deity with the Sun). In ibid.,9.4,209,13/912B God is called «duryéc» (‘unmixed’ or
“unalloyed” with Luibheid-Rorem ad loc.) Being. This is used not only with regard
to God’s relation to the creation (see DN,2.5,129,9-11/644B; cf. ibid.,2.11,136,15-
17/649C), but also when illustrating the unconfused unity of the Persons of the Trinity
(see ibid.2.4,127,12/641B; cf. ibid.127,15-128,1/641C; 2.5,128,9-10/641D). Further,
God’s loving effects make also the various elements of the creation be unmixed with
each other; see e.g. ibid. 11.2,218,18-21/949C, where only the term «dovUyxvtoc» is
used to describe the «&vwoic» effected by «avtoewprjvn», and cf. ibid.,8.7,204,8-
10/896A and 2.4,128,5-6/641C. Finally, in ibid.,11.2,219,3-5/949C, peace is said to effect
both the “unmixed” union of the created beings with one another and with the Deity.

For Proclus’ use of the word see supra in ch.2.1.5.
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pervading all beings and remains unaffected thereby.* It is the supra-
being beyond every being... In all this he remains what he is —
supernatural, transcendent- and he has come to join us in what we are
without himself undergoing change or confusion”.’® A reader who has
read Proclus and is unfamiliar with the significance that Church
Fathers ascribe to Christ could think that Christ performs undefiled
providence just as Proclean Socrates does. If so, these passages would
mean that for Dionysius incarnation is a secondary issue, because what
primarily counts is God’s divine transcendence above His creation. On
this reading, God would not intermingle with the objects of its
providence. However, due to the Dionysian resources regarding Christ
mentioned above, we should not be left thinking that Dionysius
reproduces Proclus’ ideal of “undefiled providence” adding to this

mixture Christ.!5!

Here we may take note of an ancient comment (presumably by

John of Scythopolis) on another paradoxical Dionysian enunciation,

149 This is quoted (or rather paraphrased in Greek) by Dodds [1963],p.265 on the

occasion of prop.122, (although the parallel is not very successful as I intend to show).

150 DN,2.10,134,12-14/648C and 135,4-5/648D (again from the supposed quotation
from Hierotheus): «...o0cla tailc 6Aaic ovoiag dxoaviwe ErPatedovoa Kal
UMEQOLOIWG ATAONG ovOiAg EENENHEVT),... KAV TOVTOWG €XEL TO UMEQPUES kal
UTEQOVOLOV, OV HOVOV 1) AVAAAOWOTWE TIULV KAl AoLYXUTwS Kekowvwvnke». Cf. also
Dionysius’ Ecclesiastical Hierarchy (EH),3.111.13,14-20, esp.ll.16-17 (Heil-Ritter)/444C
(PG).

151 Rather in a non-polemical way Dionysius reproduces the Proclean language by
radically resignifying it, (although his suggestion, following Clement of Alexandria,
might be that the Greeks just distorted the language and/or content of theology). On
this attitude see his explicit remarks in Epistle,7, esp.§1,1-3/1077B and 1,13-2,5/1080A-
B. Cf. also his Ep.6.7-8/1077A-B and Louth [1989],p.14.
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reminiscent of undefiled providence. In one of the succinct chapters on
Eros, supposedly by Hierotheus, the author speaks of God as the
«aoxetog altia mavtog éowtoc».!?  The paradox, as with Proclus’
undefiled providence, is that if eros is a relational term, how can its
bearer be «d&oyxetoc», i.e. non-related with its object of love? The
scholiast answers: «Aoxetov ¢not 10 &AMOAVTOV, 00 TEOS TO TAV
ovdeular  oxéolg, Mol olkewdte Puown».®  The absence of
intermingling between lover and beloved means that the two are
fundamentally different; not soul and body as in the case of Socrates,
but Uncreated and Created.”™ Hence, Dionysius could retain this
formula when referring even to Christ, because although he is one

Hypostasis which is constituted from two natures,'™ there is no

152 DN,4.16,161,15/713C: “the unrelated cause of all yearning”.

153 269B-C (PG, vol.4): “By doxetov he means the absolute, of which [sc. absolute]
there is no relation with the all, i.e. [there is no] natural affinity [of the absolute with
the all]”. (My translation and my additions in brackets); see also the paraphrase of
IMorxvpéene ad loc., 780B (PG, vol.3) and cf. XatlnuixanA [2008],p.518,n.240 ad loc.
On the occasion of God’s «&oyxetoL petaddoeic» in DN,2.5,129,1/644A (cf. also His
«aoxetog megloxn» in ibid.,9.9,213,13/916C) XatlnuixanA, p.505,n.134 draws again
attention to John's (even if he says Maximus’) scholion ad loc. (221A).

154 In DN, 6.2,192,1-5/856D Dionysius states one of his great differences from ancient
Greek philosophy, i.e. that the promise for immortality refers not only to man’s soul,
but also to his/her body.

155 This is the “hypostatic union” enunciated in the Fourth Ecumenical Council
(Chalcedon, 451AD). See also from the hymnology of the Church the «Ao&aotikdv»
(mode plagal of the fourth): «Eic éottv 0 Yidg, dimAovg v pvory, dAA” ov TV
vnéotaotv». Whereas communion with body in Neoplatonism implies a degraded
soul, in Christianity there is no natural alteration of the Uncreated nature of God

when embracing the Created nature of man’s unity of soul and body.
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confusion between them.!® Christ’s incarnation is not the same as
Socrates” embodiment. The fact that Christ has received the total
humanity'” shows why God is a manic lover, while Socrates” undefiled
providence denotes his failure when compared with higher demons or
divinities; were he a higher soul he would not need to be incarnate or
educate Alcibiades. The result is that whereas Socrates can elevate his
body or Alcibiades only up to the divine point he has reached, Christ
takes the whole man, and hence the whole creation, up to the highest

level, i.e. in Himself.158

To recap, in this last section I examined an important consequence
of Dionysius’ erotic doctrines. Dionysius’ innovations as well as the
deepening of the erotic doctrine are particularly evident when

examining the case of Christ’s manic philanthropy in contrast with the

1% See another hymnographical example from the I" otaowc of the «AwdOiotog
“YTuvocr»: «OAwg v €v 10l KATw, Kal TV Avw oVdOAWS ATV, O AmeQlyQamTog

A()YOQ».

157 From a Stoic or Neoplatonic point of view Christ is not a sage. Why to mourn for a
person we love (see Christ’s crying for the dead Lazarus in John 11:35-36) or why to
feel fear in front of our sacrifice (see Christ’s passionate prayer in Gethsemane apud
e.g. Mark 14:33-35 and esp. Luke 22:40-44)? On this issue see the well-balanced
position of Gavrilyuk [2004], esp. ch.2:pp.47-63, who focuses on early Church Fathers
such as Cyril of Alexandria. I am in complete agreement with his verdict (ibid.,p.15)
that “[iJmpassibility was not baptized without conversion”. (Hence the way to
understand also DN,4.21,169,5-6/721D properly, and respond to the concerns of
Osborne [1994],pp.195 and 197).

158 A reason for this is that Dionysius’ system is not characterized by the Neoplatonic
mediations of Proclus’ and even Plotinus’ one. Still, if per impossibile there were
such mediations Christ would still come to the lower strata of the cosmos and be
incarnate. Besides the Gospel assures that if we want to be among the firsts we
should go with the last ones. See e.g. Matthew 20:16 and 26-27; cf. idem 19:30 and
Perl [2013],p.31.
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undefiled providence of Proclus” Socrates. As I tried to show, although
the language is similar the very fact that Christ is a full God in contrast
to Socrates changes radically the Proclean scene. Furthermore, in my
general treatment in this section I was forced to employ
interconnections not observable in the Dionysian surface, especially
when interconnecting Trinity and Christ’s philanthropy with Eros. The
reader might have realized that there are indeed many ways to
interpret Dionysius, as with Plato. As the Areopagite himself
‘develops’ the teachings of his teacher(s), let this be a hint for us, his

readers to imitate him, and finally let our guide be love...
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In this thesis we have passed through stations in the journey of
eros’ transformations or ‘metamorphoses’ (to recall Apuleius’ novel
that contains the central myth of Eros and Psyche). From the Platonic
theme of deficiency in the Symposium, of which Plotinus makes so
much, we have arrived at the idea of eros as sacrifice, exactly because
Dionysius” God has no need whatsoever. As mediator in this transition

stands Proclus, the Platonic Successor and Dionysian predecessor.

Save for Plotinus’ nuanced interpretations and systematic
exploitations of Platonic themes, as well as Dionysius’ representation of
the Church Fathers, I regard the chapter I devoted to Proclean eros as
particularly important, because Proclus has become a bond between
two traditions. For this reason, as well as because it explores
previously untouched material, it was the longest chapter. Further, I
dealt with the misguided and rather anachronistic debate regarding
egoism versus altruism in ancient Greek philosophy, concluding that
Neoplatonism is indeed other-regarding. There remains, however, a
problem concerning the gquality of the relation a Neoplatonist may

develop with the other.

Trying to pin down what a single name, i.e. love (in its various
Greek formulations as €owg, GAla or dydmn)) means, reflects another
important dimension of this thesis: the relation between philosophical
language and content. Whereas Plotinus obviously uses the mythical

vocabulary of Plato, the chapter on Proclus has been a good exercise
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into unearthing philosophical kinship where vocabulary might suggest
otherwise. It might not be that Proclus understood better or developed
Plotinus” Neoplatonism, but that Proclus helps us understand Plotinus
(and Plato) better. On the other hand, the chapter on Dionysius
considers the dilemma of whether Neoplatonic philosophical language

is assimilated to Christian belief or vice versa, and opts for the former.

Still, this thesis was not only concerned with the dialogue between
Christianity and pagan Hellenism, but also the dialogue that needs to
be strengthened between West and East. Dionysius has been a
cornerstone for both European traditions, both for Aquinas and for
Palamas, hence in my treatment I have been aided by both Eastern and
Western interpreters. If love as well as Dionysius are central to
Christianity, then love in Dionysius can form a platform for a loving

dialogue between the traditions of Western Europe and Byzantium.

Hence the relevance of my discussion to the preoccupations of
some contemporary thinkers. For instance, regardless of what people
think Platonic love is, one might say that the shift from love as
neediness to sacrificial love is owed to Romanticism (via its conscious
or unconscious borrowing from Christianity). Yannaras would deny
this. As I indicated in notes (30 and 80) to ch.3, Yannaras (e.g. [2005]
and [2007]) believes that the absence of God, i.e. nihilism, that
characterizes modern Western societies and was observed by Nietzsche
and subsequently by Heidegger, but also Sartre, is in opposition to the

unknowability of God that we find in Dionysius (and which is rooted
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in Socratic ignorance we may add). From the time that Scholastic
Mediaeval philosophers transformed God into an abstract notion,
approachable, although in the end ungraspable, through reason, God
stopped playing any active and erotic role in the life of the society. On
the other hand, for Yannaras, who is a student of Lossky, the Eastern
interpretation of Dionysian apophaticism (starting with Maximus the
Confessor and extending to Gregory Palamas through John of
Damascus and Symeon the New Theologian) denies that we can fit
God into logical and linguistic discourse, although it affirms the
possibility of having direct experience of God’s presence via the
participation in His erotic energies. Thus, Yannaras’ conclusion is that
by neglecting Palamas’ distinction of uncreated energies and essence the
West (including modern Greece and Slavonic countries) lost the game,
and we should rather go back to the Eastern Fathers to resurrect God
and our society (kowwvia-sobornost) from the tomb that Nietzsche

discovered and Dostoyevsky illumined.

Whatever the diagnosis though may be, as an antidote to this fallen
state we can turn to what unites all these traditions depicted in the
present thesis, i.e. that philosophy is a way of life: apart from Plato or
Socrates, also Plotinus, Proclus and whoever the pseudo-Dionysius is,

would be very glad if we transformed our lives into eros.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY

Riggs, T. [2009]: “Eros as hierarchical Principle: A Re-evaluation of

Dionysius’ Neoplatonism”, Dionysius, XXVII (2009:Dec.), 71-96.

Rist, ].M. [1964]: Eros and Psyche. Studies in Plato, Plotinus, and Origen,
(Phoenix, Journal of the Classical Association of Canada,

Supplementary Volume VI), University of Toronto Press.

Rist, ].M. [1966]: “A Note on Eros and Agape in Pseudo-Dionysius”,
Vigiliae Christianae, 20 (1966), 235-243; (North-Holland Publishing Co.,

Amsterdam. The article has been reprinted as ch. XVI in Rist [1985]).

Rist, .M. [1970]: “Some interpretations of Agape and Eros”, in C.W.
Kegley (ed.), The Philosophy and Theology of Anders Nygren, Southern
[linois University Press, Carbondale, Illinois, pp.156-173 and (notes:

pp-) 406-409; (reprinted as ch. I in Rist [1985]).

Rist, ].M. [1985]: Platonism and its Christian Heritage, Variorum Reprints,

London.

Rist, J.M. [1999]: “Love, Knowledge and Incarnation in Pseudo-
Dionysius”, in J.J. Cleary (ed.), Traditions of Platonism. Essays in Honour
of John Dillon, Ashgate, Aldershot, Brookfield USA, Singapore, Sydney,

pp.375-388.

Robin, L. [21933]: La théorie platonicienne de I’Amour, F. Alcan, Paris,

(11908).

Romano, F. [1984]: “La passione amorosa in Plotino”, Discorsi, 4.2

(1984), 7-21.

281



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Rorem, P. [1993]: Pseudo-Dionysius. A Commentary on the Texts and an

Introduction to Their Influence, OUP, NY, Oxford.

Rowe, C.J. [#21988]: Plato. Phaedrus, with trnsl. and comm. by C.J. Rowe,

Aris & Phillips Classical Texts, Oxford, 11986.

Paudog, L. [21999]: DiAdocopoc kal Octoc Epwc. ATo T0 LUUTIOOLOV
o0 [TAdtwvoc otodvc “Ypvoug Oelwv €0wtwv 100 dyiov Zvuedv, to
entikAnvy Néov ®coAoyov, [Philosophical and Divine Eros. From Plato’s
Symposium to St Symeon, the so-called New Theologian’s Hymns of divine

eros], Apuog, Athens, (11989).

Saffrey, H.-D. [1982]: “New objective links between the pseudo-
Dionysius and Proclus”, (trnsl. by M. Brennan), in D.J. O’'Meara (ed.),
Neoplatonism and Christian Thought, SUNY Press, (Studies in

Neoplatonism, vol.3), Albany, NY, pp.64-74 (and pp.246-248: notes).

Sakharov, N.V. [2002]: I love, therefore 1 am: the theological legacy of
Archimandrite Sophrony, St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, Crestwood, NY;

(revised ed. of Amo ergo sum).

Santas, G. [1988]: Plato & Freud. Two Theories of Love, Basil Blackwell,

Oxford.

Schéfer, C. [2006]: “Movn}, mdodoc und émioteodr] in der Philosophie
des Proklos und des Areopagiten Dionysius”, in M. Perkams — R.M.

Piccione (eds.), Proklos. Methode, Seelenlehre, Metaphysik. Akten der

282



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Konferenz in Jena am 18.-20. September 2003, Brill, (Philosophia

Antiqua, vol. XCVIII), Leiden, Boston, pp.340-362.

Schwyzer, R.T. [1987]: “Corrigenda ad Plotini Textum”, Museum
Helveticum. Schweizerizche Zeitschrift fiir klassische
Altertumwswissenschaft, Schwabe & Co AG Verlag, Basel, vol.44, fasc.3,

pp.-127-233.

Segonds, A.Ph. [1985-1986]: Proclus, Sur le Premier Alcibiade de Platon,
texte établi et traduit by A.Ph. Segonds, 2 vols., Les Belles Lettres, (Coll.

des Un. de France, sous le patronage de Assoc. G. Budé), Paris.

Sheffield, F.C.C. [2011]: “Beyond eros: Plato on Friendship in the
Phaedrus”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, vol.CXI, part 2 (2011),

pp-251-273.

Siorvanes, L. [1996]: Proclus: neo-Platonic philosophy and science, Yale

University Press/Edinburgh Univ. Press, Gr. Britain.

Smith, A. [2007]: “Plotinus and the myth of Love”, in J.H.D. Scourfield
(ed.), Texts and Culture in Late Antiquity. Inheritance, Authority, and

Change, The Classical Press of Wales, pp.233-245.

Sorabji, R. [1987]: “Infinity and the Creation”, in idem (ed.), Philoponus

and the Rejection of Aristotelian Science, Duckworth, London, pp.164-178.

Staab, K. [1933]: Pauluskommentar aus der griechischen Kirche aus

Katenenhandschriften gesammelt, Aschendorff, Miinster.

283



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Stang, Ch.M [2012]: Apophasis and Pseudonymity in Dionysius the

Areopagite. “No longer 17, Oxford Early Christian Studies, OUP, Oxford.

Stathopoulou, G.M. [1999]: “Eros in Plotinus”, @tAocopia. Yearbook of
the Research Centre for Greek Philosophy, Academy of Athens, vol.29

(1999), 83-88.

Stiglmayr, J. [1895]: “Der Neuplatoniker Proklus als Vorlage des
sogenannten Dionysius Areopagita in der Lehre vom Ubel”,

Historisches Jahrbuch, 16 (1895), 253-273 and 721-748.

Suchla, B.R. [1980]: Die sogenannten Maximus-Scholien des Corpus
Dionysiacum  Areopagiticum, Nachrichten der Akademie des

Wissenschaften in Gottingen, philol.-hist. KI. 3, Gottingen.

Suchla, B.R. [1990]: Corpus Dionysiacum, vol.l, Pseudo-Dionysius
Areopagita, De Divinis Nominibus, Patristische Texte und Studien, Band

33, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin, New York.

Ywoog, A.Xp. [1984]: Epactéc tnc AAnOeiac. Epevva otic agetnpiec
KaL otn ovykpotnon tne Oeodoyikne yvwoodoyiac kata tov IIpoxAo
kat o Awovooio Apeomayitn [Lovers of Truth. An Investigation into the
Origins and the Composition of the Theological Gnosiology according to
Proclus and Dionysius the Areopagite], doctoral dissertation, Aristotelian
University of Thessaloniki, Emiotnuovikn Emetnpida Ocoloyiknc

LxoAnc, mapaptnua no.45 of vol.28, OeooaAovikn).

284



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Yukovtong, T [*1949]: [lAatwvoc ZXvumoowv, text, trnsl. and
interpretation by Twdavvng Zvkovtorg, Academy of Athens, Hellenic
Library no.1, Bookshop of “Hestia”, I.D. Kollaros & XIAY A.E., 11934,

(61976, 121994).

Tepélng, X. [1986]: Awaucoa-Apxétvna otov IlpokAo kar Tov Wevdo-
Atovvoio Apeomaryitn. Amo tov votepo NeomAatwviouo otic anapxéc
tne BvCavtivnc ¢idooodiac, [Intermediaries-Archetypes in Proclus and
pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite. From late Neoplatonism to the beginnings
of Byzantine philosophy], doctoral dissertation, Iwavvive, (typescript;

available online at http://thesis.ekt.gr/ thesis Book Reader /id/05794

page/1/ mode/lup).

Tepélng, X. [2002]: “Ot OeoAoywkot kat ot dvOowmoAoykol ot Tov
¢owta otov  NeomAatwvikd IlpdkAo”, [“The theological and
anthropological conditions of eros in the Neoplatonic Proclus”], in A.X.
Zwaoog (ed.), Tuatia Qwtoc Appntov. ALeTOTNUOVIKT] TTPOCEYYLOT] TOD
nipoowniov, [Garments of Ineffable Light. Inter-scholarly approach to the

person], £€x0. IL.E. ITovpvapa, Thessaloniki, pp.43-70.

Tepelng, X. [2005]: IIpoxAoc. Awadextikn war Oecwpia  oTov
veortAatwviko IlpoxAo. Eva oxoAwo otov mAatwviko OidAoyo
AAxiBadng, [Proclus. Dialectics and contemplation in the Neoplatonic
Proclus. A comment on the Platonic dialogue Alcibiades], intro.-trnsl.-

interpretive comments by Xo. Tepélng, éxd. Zntpog, ®ccoaAovikr).

285


http://thesis.ekt.gr/%20thesis%20Book%20Reader%20/id/0579# page/1/ mode/1up
http://thesis.ekt.gr/%20thesis%20Book%20Reader%20/id/0579# page/1/ mode/1up

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Terezis, Ch. [2012]: “Aspects of the theory of Dionysius the Areopagite
concerning the divine processions as generating principles of the

cosmos”, Augustinianum, 52:2 (2012:Dec.), 441-457.

Timotin, A. [2012]: La démonologie platonicienne: histoire de la notion de
daimon de Platon aux derniers néoplatoniciens, Philosophia Antiqua,

vo0l.128, Brill, the Netherlands.

Tollefsen, T.T. [2012]: Activity and Participation in Late Antique and Early

Christian Thought, OUP, Oxford.

Tornau, C. [2006]: “Der Eros und das Gute bei Plotin und Proklos”, in
M. Perkams - R.M. Piccione (eds.), Proklos. Methode, Seelenlehre,
Metaphysik. Akten der Konferenz in Jena am 18.-20. September 2003,
Brill, (Philosophia Antiqua. A series of Studies on Ancient Philosophy,

vol. XCVIII), Leiden, Boston, pp.201-229.

Ucciani, L. [1998]: Sur Plotin: la Gnose et I” Amour, editions Kimé, Paris.

Van Riel, G. [2001]: “Horizontalism or Verticalism? Proclus vs Plotinus

on the Procession of Matter”, Phronesis, 46.2 (2001), 129-153.

Van Riel, G. [forthcoming]: “The One, the Henads, and the Principles”,
in All From One. A Guide to Proclus, ed. by P. d"Hoine and M. Martijn,

OUP, Oxford, (pp.1-23: typescript).

Verbeke, G. [1982]: “Some later Neoplatonic views on Divine Creation

and the Eternity of the World”, in D.]. O’'Meara (ed.), Neoplatonism and

286



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Christian Thought, SUNY Press, (Studies in Neoplatonism, vol.3),

Albany, N.Y., pp.45-53 (and pp.241-244: notes).

Vernant, J.-P. [1990]: “One... Two... Three: Eros”, (trnsl. by D. Lyons),
in D.M. Halperin, J.J. Winkler and F.I. Zeitlin (eds.), Before Sexuality. The
construction of erotic experience in the ancient Greek world, PUP, Princeton,

N.J., pp.465-478.

Vlastos, G. [1965]: “The Disorderly Motion in the Timaeus”, in Studies in
Plato’s Metaphysics, ed. by R.E. Allen, Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London/New York, Humanities Press, pp.379-420; (reprinted in

“Routledge Library Editions: Plato”, Routledge, 2013).

Vlastos, G. [1973]: “The Individual as an Object of Love in Plato”, in

idem, Platonic Studies, PUP, Princeton, pp.3-34.

Vogel, C.J. De [1963]: “Amor quo caelum regitur”, Vivarium, 1 (1963),

2-34.

Vogel, C.J. De [1981]: “Greek cosmic love and the Christian love of
God. Boethius, Dionysius the Areopagite and the author of the fourth
Gospel”, Vigiliae Christianae, 35 (1981; North-Holland Publishing

Company), 57-81.

Volker, W. [1958]: Kontemplation und Ekstase bei Pseudo-Dionysius

Areopagita, F. Steiner, Wiesbaden.

287



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Ware, Kallistos [?1995]: The Orthodox Way, St Vladimir's Seminary
Press, Crestwood, NY (: second revised edition; first published by A.R.

Mowbray & Co., Ltd., 11979).

Ware, KaAAwotog [2013]: To davOpwmivo mpoowTo we eikova tne Aylag
Tpwadoc, [The human person as image of the Holy Trinity], trnsl. 1L
ToaAtkn-KioooyAov, ¢xd. Tlagonoia, AOrva. (This is an adapted
translation of a part of Metropolitan of Diokleia, Kallistos” IOCS
lectures on “The Doctrine of the Holy Trinity”, [esp.IV.2], available at

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=txlatOappmA and accessed on

20/11/2013).

Wear, S.K. - Dillon, J. [2007]: Dionysius the Areopagite and the
Neoplatonist Tradition. Despoiling the Hellenes, Ashgate, (Ashgate studies

in philosophy & theology in late antiquity), Aldershot and Burlington,

VT.

Westerink, L.G. [1959]: “Exzerpte aus Proklos’ Enneaden-Kommentar bei

Psellos”, Byzantinishe Zeitschrift, 52 (1959), 1-10.

Westerink, L.G. [21962]: Proclus: Commentary on the First Alcibiades, text
edited by L.G. Westerink, North Holland Publishing, Amsterdam,
(11954). Reprinted in vol. VI of The Prometheus Trust’s “Platonic Texts
and Translations Series”, along with O’Neill’s translation and

commentary [1965].

Whittaker Th. [*1928]: The Neo-Platonists. A study in the history of

Hellenism, fourth edition with a supplement on the Commentaries of

288


http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=txlatOappmA

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Proclus, Georg Olms Verlagsbuchhandlung, Hildesheim, (11901; repr.

1961).

Williams, B. [1999]: “The analogy of city and soul in Plato’s Republic”,
in G. Fine (ed.), Plato, vol.2: Ethics, Politics, Religion, and the Soul,

Oxford, The Clarendon Press, pp.255-264.

Williams, B. [2007]: “Pagan Justice and Christian Love”, in idem, The
Sense of the Past. Essays in the history of philosophy, ed. and with an

introduction by M. Burnyeat, PUP, Princeton.

Wolters, A.M. [1984]: Plotinus “On Eros”. A detailed exegetical study of
Enneads III.5, Toronto, Wedge Publishing Foundation; (Ph.D.

dissertation, Amsterdam, 1972).

XatlnuixanA, AK. [2008]: Awovvolog Ageomayitng, Ilepi Ociwv
Ovouatwv - Ilepi Mvotikne Ocoloyiac, preface by Xo. Tepélng,
introduction by A.O. IloAvxooviadng, text-trnsl.-comments by A.K.

XatlnuixanA, éxd. Znteog, ®eooaAovikn.

XototodovAWdN-Malapakn, A. [1983]: To epwtikd oTolxeio oTnv
niAatwvikn rdoocopia. ITAatwv kat Freud, [The erotic element in Platonic
philosophy. Plato and Freud], doctoral thesis, Athens, (typescript;

available online at http:// thesis.ekt.gr/ thesisBookReader/ id/ 11498#

page/1/mode/lup).

289



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Yannaras, Christos [2005]: On the absence and unknowability of God.
Heidegger and the Areopagite, trnsl. by H. Ventis, edited and with an

introduction by A. Louth, T.&T. Clark, London.

Yannaras, Chr. [2007]: Person and Eros, trnsl. by Norman Russell, Holy

Cross Orthodox Press, Brookline, MA.

Zizioulas, John D. [1985]: Being as Communion. Studies in Personhood and
the Church, St Vladimir's Seminary Press, (Contemporary Greek

Theologians Series, No 4), Crestwood, NY.

Zwyoadidng, I'. [2009]: “Bvlavtivol épwteg, O¢ikol kat avOpwmivoL...
H dixAextikr) tng emBupiag kat e andBewac”, [“Byzantine Erotes,
Divine and Human: The Dialectic of Desire and Apathy”],
Apxawodoyia xat Téxveg, [Archaeology and Arts, issue devoted to «ITept
‘Eowrtog kat Aydmme»], 110 (2009:March), 12a-21b (with an English

abstract in p.21b).

290



