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Ot penakumnm

HeBaToiit BeITycKk «IInaToOHOBCKMX McCleqOBaHUII» B OCHOBHOM CO-
IepXUT MaTepuaibl Ipollennieir B asrycre 2018 r. 26-i1 MexnyHa-
poxxoit ITnaronoBckoit koHpepenunn B Caukr-IletrepOypre 1 cocTo-
UT U3 Tpex paspenoB. [lepssiii, «ImaToH u IaTOHOBEAEHYIE» , OTKPBI-
BaeTcqa crartbell P.I'yTeeppeca, B KOTOpOIl aBTOp ITBITAETCS IIOKA3aTh
IMaHO3TUUECKUI XapaKTep TpexuacTHoro geineHmus aymu B «locy-
nmapctBe». 9. Mopemtu, Takke oTTalKuBagch oT «locymapcTsar,
IpeJiaraeT IepecMOTPeTh 0ObEeKTUBIICTCKOE MeTaduanueckoe Ipo-
uyreHne R. V, 477cd ¢ yueToM ILIaTOHOBCKOJ METONOJIOTUM «BHYT-
peHHero» mccnenoBanus gyiin. [Ipobiaemam naTepnperaryu [Inaro-
Ha ¢mocodpom-norukom . XuHTUKKOIT mTocBsIiena pa6ora JL. [[o-
BarHerTu. [. [Jagnu mogpo6HO mpociexuBaeT ncrnoias3oBanue [lna-
TOHOM ITOHATHUI ciydas u cynbosl. V. [IporononoBa pasbupaer nBa
THIIa 91140COB U ABa TUIA IpuyacTHOCTU B «Ilapmenupe» n «'unnun
Bonpiem». Cratesa P. 'ananuna paccmarpusaet [InaToHa Kak McTou-
HIUK HaIIINX 3HaHUI 0 copucTuke. A. ['apamrka oLleHMBaeT yMECTHOCTD
TIOCTAHOBKJ BOIIPOCA O COOTHOLLIEHUY JUAJIOTIUeCKOI GOPMBI COUM-
uenuii [Inarona n mumos Codpona. Bropoit pasnen, «I[ltaton u tpa-
IOVILMS», BKJIIOUAET CTAThU, ITOCBSAIICHHBIE MICTOPUKO-(MI0CO(PCKIM
«crokeram» mo3naueit antuuHoctu (P. CeernoB o IOnuame Orcryn-
Huke, M. Bapnamosa o Cummuukun, A. CtpensiioB o «beccrpacTuu
fora», P. Mazaes o «Ilocianunm x [uoruery»). B tperbem pasmerne,
«IlmaToH U COBpeMeHHOCTh», nybiukyercss 063op T. Mpysa peren-
uuu [InaTona B mosbsckoit gpunocogpum; paséop tpakToBku Pyko nua-
sora «Ankusuan» (ILA. JIuma); aHaIu3 HEKOTOPBIX MIOAXOTOB (heM-
HIICTCKOV MHTepIIpeTaruy ncTopuu ¢puaocopmn B KOHTEKCTe IIIATO-
uusma ([[x. IlapTpumk); saBepiraercs BeITyCK cTaTtbeit A. Hecrepyka,
B KOTOPOI paccMaTpMBaeTcs, Ha KaKUX OCHOBAHMAX M KaKMMMU CIIO-
cobamu xocmoirorus [maToHa BKIIOYaeTCsI B COBpeMeHHbIE TEOPUI
TIPOMCXOKAE€HIUS BCEJIEHHOI.



Editorial

The ninth volume of the Platonic Investigations mostly contains the
proceedings of the 26th International Plato Conference held in Saint
Petersburg in August, 2018, and consists of three sections. The first one,
Plato and Platonic Studies, opens with R. Gutiérrez’s article in which the
author attempts to show the dianoetical nature of the soul’s tripartite
division in Plato’s Republic. E.J. Morelli, also proceeding from the Re-
public, suggests to revise the exteriorizing metaphysical reading of R. V,
477cd by taking into consideration Plato’s more interior methodologi-
cal approach to the study of psyche. L. Giovannetti’s article deals with
the problems of Plato interpretation in the works of philosopher and lo-
gician J. Hintikka. J. Dudley thoroughly tracks Plato’s usage of the con-
cepts of chance and fate, mentioning its impact on later thinkers. . Pro-
topopova examines two types of eidos and two types of participation in
the dialogues Parmenides and Hippias Major. R. Galanin presents Plato’s
dialogues as unique historical testimonies of the Sophists. A. Garadja
considers the appropriateness of the question about the relation be-
tween the dialogical form in Plato and Sophron’s mimes. The second
section, Plato and Tradition, addresses assorted historical and philo-
sophical topics of Late Antiquity (R. Svetlov writes on Julian the Apos-
tate as the last Cynic, M. Varlamova on Simplicius’ distinction of soul
and nature, R. Mazaev on the anthropological doctrine of the Epistle
to Diognetus, A. Streltsov on the impassibility of God vs. the impassi-
ble suffering of God). The third section, Plato and Modernity, features
T. Mréz’s outline of Plato’s reception in Polish philosophy; an analysis
of Foucault’s reading of the Alcibiades (P.A. Lima); a survey of feminist
approaches to treating the history of philosophy outlining a ‘construc-
tive complicity’ with Plato (J. Partridge); finally, A. Nesteruk’s study
of the ways of reception of Plato’s cosmology in modern cosmological
theories on the emergence of the universe.



[lnaToH 1 nnaTtoHoBeaeHue

Raul Gutiérrez

Aspects of the Dianoetical Consideration
of the Soul in the Republic

RAUL GUTIERREZ
ASPECTS OF THE DIANOETICAL CONSIDERATION OF THE SOUL IN THE REPUBLIC

ABSTRACT. Taking as a hypothesis the idea that the central images of books VI-VII of
the Republic — the sun, the line and the cave — are just an outline that nevertheless
throws light on the meaning of the whole dialogue, as much as the dialogue as a whole
does on those images, the author discusses some problems concerning the middle sec-
tions of the line: their relation as much as the meaning of the contradiction resulting
from the different criteria applied to their division — according to mathematical pro-
portion (509d7-8) and according to their respective degree of clarity (509d9). In doing
this, he tries to show the dianoetical character of the tripartition of the soul — its de-
duction from the law of non-contradiction taken as a hypothesis which, nevertheless,
will be assumed as a principle — and its consequences for the nature of the objects of
Suavora, especially of mathematical entities, which share their conceptual nature with
the law of non-contradiction.

KEywoRDs: soul, dianoia, law or principle of non-contradiction, mathematical entities.

As we know, Plato’s images of the sun, the line and the cave are
no more than an outline (boypogr], 504d6-7, see 509¢5-10). As such,
they leave many things unsaid (cvxva ye amoleinw, 509¢7) and are,
therefore, very controversial." One of the controversial aspects con-
cerns the description of the affection of the soul called Si&voia. First
of all, if we take into account the interchange of mictig and Siévoia at

© R. Gutiérrez (Lima). rgutier@pucp.edu.pe. Pontificia Universidad Catolica del Peru.
MnaTtoHoBcKMe nccnegoBanus / Platonic Investigations 9.2 (2018) DOI: 10.25985/P1.9.2.01
! See Lafrance 1994; Smith 1996, cf. the attached bibliography.
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509d7-8 and 511e2, we have to admit that Plato knew that as a result of
dividing the line according to the same proportion (509d7-8, 511e2) the
equality of the intermediate subdivisions, those of mioTig and Siévoia,
would follow, but also that if we divide it taking clarity and truth as cri-
teria, they must be unequal (&vica, 509d6). Thus, we have to reflect on
the intention of this contradiction.? Secondly, even though the distinc-
tion between didvowa and vonoig is, as it seems, merely methodolog-
ical, not ontological, due to the mathematical entities which Socrates
mentions at this level (510c3-5, d7-8), much has been discussed about
their nature — are they Ideas,* visible* or mental® images of Ideas, in-
termediates® — and their role as either mere examples or as exclusive
objects of duévora. But precisely the fact that Socrates does speak of the
square and the diagonal in itself seems to some interpreters to be rea-
son enough to identify these mathematical entities with Ideas” and to
distinguish Siavoia from vonoig just taking into consideration the fact
that they respectively use or don’t use visible images of Ideas (510b4,
d5-7). My proposal to discuss these enormously controversial points
will try to show the dianoetical character of the Platonic considera-
tion of the soul in Republic IV, 434d-444e and its consequences for the
nature of the soul’s tripartition.® In doing this I presuppose 1) the par-
allelism between the line and the cave (517b1: mpocantéov Gmacav

?So far as I know, the first author who takes this contradiction seriously, who
thinks that Plato uses contradiction as a method, and makes a proposal about its mean-
ing is Foley 2008. I develop his proposal in Gutiérrez 2015b.

*See Cross & Woozley 1964: 230, 237; Hamlyn 1958: 16; Nettleship 1925: 250;
Robinson 1953: 195: “The quantitative Ideas dealt with by mathematicians are other
than the ethical Ideas dealt with by dialectics,” see also p. 197; Ross 1953: 67 ff.; Karas-
manis 1988: 164.

*Smith 1996.

*>Cooper 1966; Tanner 1970.

¢ Arist. Metaph. A, 987b15-18. See Burnyeat 2000; Szlezak 2003: 64 ff.

7 As an example see Dorter 2006: 197: “...Socrates’ statement that the practitioners
of dianoia use visible objects (of pistis) as images to enable them to think about objects
like ‘the square itself and the diagonal itself’ (510d), for that means that the proper
objects of dianoia are the forms themselves.” This has important consequences for his
understanding of the structure of the Republic.

® See my first attempt in this direction in Gutiérrez 2009 and further developments

12



Aspects of the Dianoetical Consideration...

toig épmpoobev Aeyopévolg 517a8-518b5, 532a1-535al), even if there
are some evident differences,” and 2) the idea that these images and
the whole of the Republic illuminate each other.” But let me start with
a formal aspect.

1. An ascent in logos as an allegorical topography**

As in the Iliad and the Odyssey, the first word in the Republic —
katéPnv — introduces the main action in the dialogue, the katdfo-
o of the philosopher to the cave and the corresponding avafacig
out of the cave. In this way Plato introduces what I call an allegorical
topography. Having discussed the shadows of justice with those who
have never seen justice itself,’> Glaucon and Adeimantus propose to
consider justice and injustice in the soul, but given that the enquiry is
“not easy and requires a keen vision (00 @adAov, AN 6EL PAémovTog,
368c9)”, Socrates proposes the famous city/soul analogy: to consider
first (mp&tov) political justice, in order to examine afterwards (Emeita)
personal justice (369a1-2). This procedure presupposes that political

in Gutiérrez 2012 and 2017. Other interpreters, like Cooper and Dorter, consider books
VI-VII of the Republic to correspond to dikvoia. See Cooper 1966; Dorter 2004.

°For instance, the shadows of the line are clearly images of sensible entities,
whereas those of the cave are images of the statues built and transported by other
men, and which are usually taken to represent the laws. About this parallelism see
Karasmanis 1988; Gutiérrez 2009 and 2017; Szlezak 2003: 94 ff. Against this see already
Ferguson 1921: 138. The sentence in question is formulated in such a way that it could
be referred not just to the line and the sun, but to all the earlier books.

2 As the Idea of the Good illuminates the Ideas, the simile of the sun — and the
line and the cave just show the way up to it — illuminates the whole dialogue, that
is, the simile is the unity of meaning which gives meaning to the whole dialogue. See
Gutiérrez 2003, 2009 and 2017.

1 See Gutiérrez 2017: 86—94.

2 About the philosopher Socrates says significantly: “Do you suppose it is anything
surprising, if a man, come from acts of divine contemplation to the human evils, is
graceless and looks quite ridiculous when — with his sight still dim and before he
has gotten sufficiently accustomed to the surrounding darkness — he is compelled
in courts or elsewhere to contest about the shadows of the just or the representations
(ayadpbrwv) of which they are the shadows, and to dispute about the way these things
are understood by men who have never seen justice itself?” (517d, trans. by A. Bloom).

13
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justice is an image of personal justice (eidwAov Ti Tfig Sikatocvg,
443c4-5, 369a3—-4, 435a5-b3), and therefore reminds us of the method
of duavoia.® Socrates says that diavoia and the mathematicians use
images (©g elkdov ypwpévn, 510b4) or visible figures (toig Opwpévolg
eldect mpooyxpdvtat, 510d5), and reason about them thinking not of
them but of that which they resemble (00 mepi ToOTwWV Starvooovpevot,
GAN éxelvov mépL oig tadTa Fotke, 510d6-7), i.e. mathematical enti-
ties (510d5-511al). Their intentional objects are these, not the images.
Thus we have the same procedure as in the study of personal justice
through the analogy with political justice. However, if we look closer
at the text, for a long period the discussion remains focused on politi-
cal justice.”* So much so that in Republic IV Socrates still says that “it
is manifest” that political justice “is somewhere here” (pavepov yop
81 6t tadty 7 €otwv), but “the place appears to be hard going and
steeped in shadows, it is certainly dark and hard to search thoroughly
(dvcPartog yé Tig 6 TOMOG Paivetal kol émlokLog: dvoPoartog yé Tig 6 TO-
OG POivETOL Kol ETTioKLOG €0TL YOOV 0KOTELVOG Kal dusdiepebivTog)”
(432c1-9). This means that we are still in the cave, not discussing the
shadows anymore (R. I), but the statues of justice (R. II-IV, 434d),"* since
even though it is still shadowy and dark, there is already a trace (ixvog,
432d3), for “it was apparently tumbling about our feet from the start
and yet we couldn’t see it (¢€ apyfg kvAWVdelcBaL, kal oY EwpPOUEV
ap’ adtod, d8-9)”. The reason why we were not able to see it was that
instead of looking at what we had before us, we looked at what was far
off, at justice in the soul instead of at justice in the city (koi fpeig eig
avTO pEV o0k autefAémopev, mOppw ¢ oL ameskomovpey, el-2). The
meaning of “from the start” — ¢€ apxfg — will be precisely determined
as “when we were founding our city”, that is, in Republic I, and the
trace he is talking about is “that each one should practice one thing
only... for which his nature is best adapted” (433a5-6). “This or some

3 See Smith 1999; Gutiérrez 2017: 77.

*See Graeser 1969: 13, n. 1.

P R. 517d8-9: &ywvilecbou mepi Sikaiov okidV 1} ayodpdtwv dv ai okwai. Plato
uses here the generic dyoApa, whereas in the cave simile (514c1) and also referring to
the way Glaucon presents the just and the unjust man (361d5), he uses avdpiég.

14



Aspects of the Dianoetical Consideration...

form of this is justice (to0to 5 TLv... fiToL TOOTOL TL £180G 1} SitkoocHvn)”
(433a3, b3), a certain “origin and pattern of justice (&pynv te ko TOROV
Twva Th) Stkatoovvng)” (443cl). This vagueness is due to the fact that po-
litical justice is just a visible trace, an image of personal justice, which
nevertheless allows the philosopher to instruct those whom he tries to
release. On the contrary, at the end of Republic IV, concluding the ex-
amination of political justice and injustice, Socrates speaks of an ascent
in the argument (&voPePrikopev Tod Adyov) up to a point from where
“as from a watch tower (domep arrd oxodmiag),” we can look with abso-
lute clarity (cagéotata) (445bc). Thus we have a spatial ascent which
corresponds to the advancement of knowledge according to the crite-
rion of more or less clarity applied in the line (509d9, 511e3) and to the
transition from political justice to justice in the soul. This is the ascent
from mioTig to Sudvola. As such, looking from that height downwards
we can describe this relation as the dialectics of original and image,*
as the appearance of the same as other depending on the clarity of the
“place” where it appears, and of the greater or lesser righteousness of
sight. This procedure, I sustain, will be used time and again as a pat-
tern of thought: 1) in the analogy polis-psyche, 2) the two expositions
of the virtues, first virtues in the city and then virtues in the soul,”
and 3) the two levels of mathematical studies of the future philoso-
pher. I suggest that all three cases, which can be described in terms of
the above mentioned dialectics of original and image, are well repre-
sented by the equality and inequality of the middle sections of the line.
Let us now attend to some aspects of the dianoetical character of the
investigation of personal justice.

2. Neither analogy nor dialectics, but the
hypothetical deductive method of iccvoix

Once the enquiry into political justice has come to its end, Socrates

16 See Sph. 240a7-8: “Why, Stranger, what can we say an image (s18w\ov) is, except
another such thing fashioned in the likeness (dpwpoiwpévov) of the true one?” (trans.
by Harold N. Fowler).

7 According to 435b, not just justice, but all four civic and personal virtues share
the same affections and habits (&0 kai €€eig). As such they are similar.

15
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invites us to transfer its results to the individual and to consider
whether they share a similar structure. Socrates comments: “Once
again we’ve come upon an easy question (gig @adAOV ye av).” But Glau-
con replies: “It doesn’t look easy to me (00 7évv pot SikoTBpev eig eod-
Aov). Perhaps, Socrates, there’s some truth in the old saying that every-
thing fine is beautiful” (435¢7-8). The contrast between the easiness of
that investigation and the difficulty of the present one signals the as-
cent to a new reflection level, that of di&vowa. And with a second for-
mulation of the analogy polis-psyche, Socrates proposes to complete
the enquiry — viv & éxteAécwpev tnv okéYry, 434d5 — transferring
the results of the political analysis to the soul. But this does not occur
in a straightforward manner. Then even if we agree that the character-
istics of the city do not proceed from anywhere else other than from
ourselves (435e2),'® the analogy has first to be completely established,
that is, we have to look first into the soul and see if the city’s forms and
dispositions are there or not, “rubbing them together like sticks,” until
there is light (434e—435a). The difficulty relating to the structure of the
soul and how we act concerns whether it has three different aspects or
just one: whether that by which we learn, that by which we feel anger,
and that by which we feel physical pleasure are the same or different;
and if they are different, whether in every case we act with just one
of them or with the entire soul (436a). This enquiry requires a change
of method. Then, as Socrates says, the methods used until now in the
arguments, that is analogy and the narrative of the genesis of the city,
do not allow for handling this problem accurately (akpif&c). In order
to get axpiPeio, we have to take a longer and further road, that of di-
alectics, which won’t be immediately followed.” But, as Socrates adds,

'® Against taking this proposal at face value see Ferrari 2009.

”See the reference to this passage at 504b and 532e-533e. The question here is
whether this longer road of dialectics will be exhaustively followed in Republic V-VIL.
In my view, even if these books proceed dialectically — which I believe they do —, they
don’t seem to do so up to the end of the journey (532e3). See Gutiérrez 2015a. Graeser
believes that the structure of the soul will be examined dialectically: “Der Gegenstad
der Untersuchung wird im Sinn platonischer Denkweise durchaus dialektisch ange-
gangen. Dies zeigt die begrifflich-gedankliche Struktur der Argumentation, der das

16



Aspects of the Dianoetical Consideration...

there may be another way worthy (&€iwc) of the foregoing statements
and investigations about political justice: keeping in mind the results of
the enquiry into political justice, even if we cannot achieve dialectical
precision, we must look for another way in order to complete (éxtelé-
owpev) the analogy polis-psyche.?® As we shall see, this is the method
attributed to Siavoia.?! Then, using nearly the same wording as in the
line simile, Socrates takes as its starting point a hypothesis (Oro0¢e-
vol, 437a6, 510c3, totnodypevol bobéoerg, 510c6), considered as evident
(dfidov, 436b8, pavepdv, 510d1), that is, as a principle (&pyn)), according
to which thought must get in agreement with itself (opoioyéoavreg,
437a6, opoloyovpévog, 510d2), without giving any explanation neither
to itself nor to others (436e7-437al, 510c1-d1, 511b5). Now, the hy-
pothesis which he takes as a starting point is the earliest version of the
principle of non-contradiction:**

It is clear that the same will not be willing to do or suffer opposites with
regard to the same, in relation to the same and at the same time, so that
if we find these [things] occurring among the operations [of the soul]
we shall know that it is not the same but more than one. (436b9-c2)*?

Kontradiktionsprinzip zugrunde liegt (436b8—c2)”, see Graeser 1969: 14 n. 2. Against
this see Szlezak 1976.

20 R 435¢9-d4: ko €0 ¥ 1601, & Thadkwv, og 1 éury 86€a, dkpfdg pév todto &k
ToovTeVv péfodwv, oliag vOv év Toig Adyolg xpwpeba, ob pr) mote AdPwpev: GAAN yop
pakpotépa kol mAeinwv 680G 1) €l TODTO Gyovoa I0WG HEVTOL TV YE TTPOELPTUHEVOV
akiwg. Cf. 504b.

1 See Gutiérrez 2009 and 2017.

??Since this principle is not concerned just with “propositions and logical rela-
tions”, but with “whether a certain thing can have a certain property”, and since “he
is concerned with opposites in a very broad sense, not just contradictories” (Annas
1977: 30), it has become usual, mostly in the Anglo-American tradition, to speak of
the principle of conflict, opposites, contrariety, and so on. I rather keep this denomi-
nation due to its importance for thinking and being, and to its similarity to Aristotle’s
formulation.

% 436b9—c2: AfjAov 8Tt TtDTOV TAVAVTIO TTOLELV T] TTAOYELV KT TADTOV YE Kal TTpOg
TadTOV 0K €0eAnoeL Gpa, doTe &v oL eVpicKWHEV €V aDTOIG TaDTA YLYVOHEVY, ElTO-
peba 6TL 00 TaTOV v dAAL TAeiw. Not to forget is that the different aspects of the
soul are aspects of one and the “same” soul.
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Taking this as a hypothesis, Socrates will distinguish two contrary
movements in the soul, one of acceptance and one of refusal, of longing
to take something and of rejecting it, and so on (437b1-3). Accordingly,
he will distinguish an irrational and a rational movement in the soul.
In need of mediation between the two, he will introduce a third move-
ment, the spirited, an auxiliary by nature to the rational (441a).

But I would like to emphasize that in contrast to the analogy which
puts two different ontological levels in relation, the soul — actually the
rational soul — finds in itself the principle that it needs as a starting
point in order to enquire about its own structure. Consequently, we are
not dealing with a simple transfer of the city’s structure to the soul, but
with a reflection on its structure based on a principle that, as a prin-
ciple of thought, shares its nature. As such, this principle constitutes
the formal aspect of the self-reflexive movement of the soul. Therefore,
self-reflection and the principle of non-contradiction mutually imply
each other, so much so that this principle finds its first formulation
in and because of this reflection. Furthermore, based on this principle,
the rational soul distinguishes the nature and functions of the operative
principles in virtue of which the soul relates itself with itself — évtog
npd€lc — and with the world — &w mpdkig (443d); as such, and like
the mathematical entities, these principles can be considered by them-
selves or in relation to the world — an aspect, which once again is well
represented by the equality and inequality of the middle sections of
the line. Precisely this kind of knowledge grounded in the principle of
non-contradiction is the one which presides over every just action es-
tablishing and preserving a just order in the soul. Therefore, according
to Socrates, it deserves to be called cogpia (443e): it is, indeed, the wis-
dom of Siavora. But as long as we take into account the hypothetical
character of that principle, the result of the deduction of the structure
of the soul is not to be taken as absolutely certain, but as delivering a
suitable or reasonable (¢miexdg, 612a5) explanatory model of the soul in
its present condition, an explanation of its phenomenic and operational
aspect, as long as it dwells in the body, acts upon it and is affected by it,
but not of its true and primordial nature (611b—612a). The limits of this

18



Aspects of the Dianoetical Consideration...

model become evident if we have in mind, first, that only the rational
and the irrational aspects of the souls are deduced directly from the hy-
pothesis; second, that not just the spirited, but many other aspects are
considered in between (peta&d, 443d7); and, last but not least, the intro-
duction of three kinds of pleasures, appetites and rules corresponding
to each part of the soul (580d). This model is not sufficient, for example,
in order to explain the unjust kinds of soul, particularly the democratic
soul, conceived as all-various (rtarvtodamtov), full of the greatest num-
ber of dispositions (mAeiotwv 0OV peotodv) and many-coloured (mot-
kidov) (561e2-3). In order to do this, other intermediate instantiations
will be required, which allow us to think of the soul as both one and an
indefinite plurality.”* In any case, the image of the soul as a threefold
creature — a human being, a lion and a many-headed beast, with the
outward appearance of a human being (588b10-e2) — seems to me to
conciliate both perspectives.

3. Two possible objections and two ontological levels

In any case, as long as Socrates thinks that the possible objections to
the principle of non-contradiction will not consternate or persuade us
(436e7-8), the two cases which he mentions shall be taken much more
as an illustration of the validity of this principle and, accordingly, of the
value of that dianoetic wisdom not just at the level of duvoia, but also
of miotic. For against the fictional objector it should be made clear that
the man standing still while moving his hands and head, represents no
real counterexample to that principle, for actually it is just a part of
him that stays still, while another part moves (16 pév T adtod €otnke,
70 8¢ kwveltan, 436d1). We are clearly speaking of a visible entity, like
the city, with physical independent parts. We are still at the level of
nioTic. In the second case, the “subtle” one, we have a spinning top,
which according to the fictional objector, stands still as a whole and
moves at the same time — a point of view which Socrates clearly re-
jects (oUk av dutodexoipeda, 436d8), since he thinks that the top moves

**See Gutiérrez 2015b.
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and stands still but not in the same respect: it stands still with respect
to the axis (xatd t0 €000) and it moves with respect to the circum-
ference (xatd 10 meprpepéc). Thus far we are dealing mathematically
with a physical object in a way which clearly shows not just the dif-
ference, but also the connection between two ontological levels. For,
first of all, the axis and the circumference are not physical parts, but
mathematical entities which, nonetheless, act upon the spinning top —
like the different aspects of the soul on the body. Secondly, just as the
perfect circular movement of the circumference is not possible without
the top staying still with respect to the axis, the harmony of the just
soul is not possible without the dianoetical wisdom grounded in the
principle of non-contradiction. This is a good image of the just soul in
so far as everything in it follows the Aoyiotikov, like the movement of
the heavens which is maintained by the spindle of Necessity (616c).*
But significantly Socrates introduces a second version of the spinning
top, quite at variance with the first one. Then, leaving aside the mathe-
matical view of it, he says that if the top wobbles to the right or the left,
forward or backward, the whole spinning top also moves (t6te 008ap
gotwv Eothva, 436e) as if every part of it pulls it to its direction, very
much like the confused and wandering parts of the unjust soul (444ab).
Consequently, as long as the first top moves around its fixed axis and
the second one moves as a whole in every possible direction, we have
an extraordinary image of one of the central ideas of the Republic: there
is one form of excellence and unlimited forms of evil (£v pév eivou eidog
TRG ApeTng, amelpa d¢ TG kakiog, 445¢5-6; cf. Lg. 898a—c).

4. Consequences for the nature of
mathematical entities and the parts of the soul

Having shown that the principle of non-contradiction functions as
a hypothesis in the same sense as the mathematical entities which
Socrates mentions in the line as examples of the objects of dianoeti-
cal thinking, it follows that, first, there is no reason to limit these to

*> About the relation of the spinning top with the astronomy and cosmology of
Plato’s time see Repellini 1998.
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mathematical entities, and, second and most importantly, there is no
reason to consider these entities as Forms. Then, as we have already
mentioned, the principle of non-contradiction must be of the same na-
ture as thought, that is, it is of a purely conceptual nature. The same
must be valid of the mathematical entities as stable, objective and uni-
versal concepts. As such, they also emerge in the soul by and during
its own reflexive movement.*® Against this, it has been objected that
when Socrates explains that mathematicians make use of visible forms
in order to think not about them, but about the things they are images
of, he mentions the square itself and the diagonal itself (510d), suppos-
edly as Forms. Many interpreters have already noticed that that kind
of expression is used somewhere else by Plato nearly ad nauseam, but
not to refer to Forms.”” I would just like to emphasize that this passage
appears in this dianoetical context where he contrasts two different on-
tological levels: first, certain phenomena considered in themselves and,
then, these same phenomena under certain circumstances, very much
as in the case of the mathematical studies in Republic VII. And again, I
sustain that this is well represented by the middle sections of the line.
Thus, thirst as such (ka6 6cov diYa) or thirst in itself (010 10 diYar) is
referred to drink itself (a0to0 nopatog), and thirst under certain cir-
cumstances is thirst of a certain drink; if warmth is added, it would be
of a cold drink, if cold is added, of a warm drink, and so on. And again,
every desire in itself (oOtr 1) émBupia) is a desire only of its natural ob-
ject, and a qualified desire of a qualified thing. It is always something
additional (ta mpooytyvopeva) that makes it a desire for this or that
particular kind of object. In general,

of all things which are such as to be related to something else (toiadta
ola elvon Tov)... those that are of a certain kind are related to a thing
of a certain kind (T pév mowx &rta orod Tvocg), whereas those that
are in themselves are related only to an object which is just itself (Tc
& abtd T & ExaoTo TOD EkGoTOL pOVOV). (438a7-b2)

26 See Gaiser 1963: 97: “das Mathematische entsteht an oder in der Seele durch eine
Art Reflexion der Seele auf ihre eigene Struktur”.
%" Pro multis, see Burnyeat 2000.
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Socrates distinguishes between things that by nature have an object
to which they are exclusively related as their proper object, and things
considered together with an additional qualitative, quantitative or tem-
poral element related to a correspondingly qualified object. He dis-
tinguishes in this way merely conceptual, unqualified instances from
sensible, qualified instances of the same phenomena. Both kinds of in-
stances reflect, I suggest, the difference between the parts of the soul
considered as separate in themselves, and as being involved in action.
Those of the first kind allow us to distinguish their respective natural
functions and objects, and make possible the analysis of virtues. The
second suggest how they act under certain circumstances. Then, for
example, every time we want to drink something, we want a certain
drink, we always make certain, even if minimal, rational considera-
tions depending on the weather, the amount of thirst we have, and so
on. This explains that these desires are more complex than we thought
and are necessarily self-reflexive.?®

Going back to the line and the cave, the square itself and the di-
agonal itself must not refer to Forms, but to those merely conceptual
“things themselves (éxeiva a0t) which can be seen only through di-
anoia (& o0k GAAwG 180t T1g 1) 1) Stavoig)” (511a1-2). In so far as both
passages are concerned, the one on the structure of the soul and the
other on the line, they illuminate each other. I believe we should un-
derstand this sentence as an example of those phenomena considered
in themselves as related exclusively to their proper objects. In this very
sense, I believe, we should also understand the passage where Socrates
says about arithmetic that it is studied for the sake of knowledge (tod
yvopilewv €veka), not trade: “it strongly leads the soul upwards and

28 About this self-reflexive aspect of the desiring part of the soul, see 437¢3-4: “as
far as the soul wills that something be supplied to it, it nods assent to itself as though
someone had posed a question and reached out toward the fulfillment of what it wills”
(437¢3-4). In contrast to the appetitive which knows only itself and its particular ob-
jects, as far as it knows the nature and functions of every part of the soul, the rational
knows itself and the whole soul (441e). Cf. 442¢: “it, in its turn, possesses within it the
knowledge of that which is beneficial for each part and the whole composed of the
community of these three parts”
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compels it to discourse about the numbers themselves (ept adTGdVY TGOV
apOpdv dwodéyecBon)” (525d6). These numbers, “which can only be
thought (epl TodTwV &V StavonOijvar povov), and which you cannot
handle in any other way,” are contrasted with visible or tangible bod-
ies having numbers (0pata ) T copata Exovrag aplbpove) (525d-
526a).”” In this way he also establishes this contrast in all the other
mathematical disciplines.*® Once again, we can understand this rela-
tion in terms of the dialectics of original and image well represented
by the equality and inequality of the middle sections of the line.

5. Cooperation of the parts of the soul

Glaucon confesses to not understand the difference between quali-
fied and unqualified relatives (438b3). If we apply to the soul the more
general statement about the one-directional relatives used by Socrates
up to now, he hasn’t understood that, by itself, every “part” of the soul
has by nature a specific function, but, as suggested by the examples
mentioned, when each part acts it does so jointly with the others. This
will be considered again by a new series of examples. As with the spin-
ning top, Socrates appeals to mathematical relations, but not, as in the
case of the appetites, to one-directional relatives, but to two-directional
or correlative relatives:**

— Don’t you understand that the greater is such as to be greater than
something? — Certainly. — Than the less? — Yes. — And the much-
greater than the much-less, isn’t that so? — Yes. — And, then, also the
once-greater than the once-less, and the going-to-be-greater than the
going-to-be-less? — Of course, he said. — And, further, the more in
relation to the fewer, and everything of the sort; and, again, heavier to
lighter, faster to slower; and further, the hot to the cold, and everything
like them — doesn’t the same thing hold? (438b4-c5)

? Socrates also refers to the mathematical unity as “the one itself” (adt0 10 €v,
525d9).

* Cf. explicitly about geometrical entities: ©g tod del 6vTog yvdoewg, GAAX 00
TOD TTOTE TL YLYVOHEVOL Kol AITOAAOVHEVOU... TOD Yap Gel OVTOG 1) YEWHETPLKY YVOOLG
¢otwv, 527b4-7. About astronomy see 529b4-530c2. About harmony, 531al—c4.

1 See Santa Cruz 2013.
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All these relations show clearly that in every case, in each and ev-
ery point of the relation, both opposites are simultaneously present
but, in every case, in different degrees. The same applies also to the
two opposite movements of the soul, those of acceptance and refusal,
of longing to take something and rejecting it; and lastly, to the appeti-
tive and the rational soul. Actually, from the start in Republic I Socrates
has insisted on the need of cooperation by members of any group or
individuals in order to accomplish anything (351a-352b). The city itself
is born out of this need (369b). And an extraordinary illustration of this
cooperation appears in a passage which is essential for the project of
the Republic. Speaking of the intellect and the AoyioTikov — “this in-
dwelling power in the soul and the instrument with which each learns
(16 8pyavov @ katapavBavel fkactog)” —, Socrates says that it must be
turned around with the whole soul (cOv 0An tf) Yuyfj) from the world
of becoming to that of being (518c5-8). Precisely this exhortation to
the reorientation of the soul, insofar as it presupposes its double move-
ment as a whole in opposite directions, downwards or upwards, as well
as the formerly mentioned intermediate instantiations of the soul and
the different kinds of pleasures, appetites and rules, should discour-
age us from taking the tripartition model too strictly, even in view of
its acknowledged usefulness. It should remind us of the comparison of
the soul with a flux or stream (pedpc), which goes wherever its desires
go (485e).** Actually, this conception is already present in Republic I,
personified by Cephalus.®® This means, I believe, that the conception of
the soul as self-moving (16 a0T6 xvodv, Phdr. 245¢7; cf. T0 adTO 00TO

2 R. 485d6-8: " AAAG v 0T ye €lg v Tu ad émBupion opddpa pémovoy, iopev o’
81 elg TdAAx ToUTY doBevésTepa, domep pedpa ékeioe dnwyeteOpévoy. Cf. 544e1-2:
AN oyl £k TdV OGOV TGV &v Tolig moAeowv & &v Homep péfiovta TdAla EpedkboeTou;
550e6—8: 1] obY olTw TAOVTOL Gpetr) dLEaTnKey, Bomep €v TAacTiyyL {uyoD Keypévou
EKATEPOU, (LEL TOVVOVTIOV PETTOVTE;

% R.328d3-5: “I want you to know that as the other pleasures, those connected with
the body, wither away in me, the desires and pleasures that have to do with speeches
grow the more” Compare with 485d: “So, when in someone they have flowed towards
learning and all that’s like it, I suppose they would be concerned with the pleasure of
the soul itself and would forsake those pleasures that come through the body — if he
isn’t a counterfeit but a true philosopher”
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[avTO] KLVODV, 245d7, 245€7-246a1; 10 U@’ EvToD KLVOOpEVOVY, 245€3;
1 duvopévn adtr adTn Kvelv kivnoig, Lg. 896a1-2) is not alien to the
Republic. Consequently, we should not think of the parts of the soul
as psychological subjects or as homunculi,>* but rather as principles of
movement that, as the soul itself, move themselves and therefore are
identical with their operations, and at the same time move the whole
soul in one or another direction. That is also why they are conceived
as self-reflexive.

6. Conclusion

Looking backwards to the &vé&Pocig tod Adyov followed up to here,
we have to say that even though the polis-psyche analogy together
with the analysis of political justice serves as an orientation, and thus
the structure of the soul and of personal justice has been studied in
view of the image of political justice, it has actually been deduced from
the principle of non-contradiction. Since the beginning of the enquiry
into personal justice, Socrates says that the “just man will not be any
different from the just city with respect to the form itself of justice
(ko adTO TO TAG Saktoovvng £idog), but will be like it” (435a6-b2).
Although here for the first time appears an expression which from the
point of view of the philosopher refers undoubtedly to the Form of jus-
tice, its paradigmatic function will not be introduced until Republic V,
472c4 (mopadetyparog &pa Everka élnTodpey adTod T Stkosoghvng oldov
€otl), where the just man will be considered as the closest (¢yyotata)
to justice itself and as the one who participates in it more than the oth-
ers (mAelota TV A wv €xeivng petéyn), but who is in no way identical
with it (472c).*® This clearly implies that personal justice is an image of
the Form of justice or of “doing one’s own” at the level of Forms. This is
undoubtedly implied by the idea that the philosopher must imitate and
assimilate himself as much as possible to that order whose elements,

**See Bobonich 2002; Lorenz 2006. Symptomatically, none of them even mention
the image of pedpa. Against their interpretations see Price 2009.

* To understand Republic V-VII as a further step in the avafacig Tod Adyov, see
Gutiérrez 2009.
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the Forms, neither do injustice to one another nor suffer it from each
other (007" &duwcodvta oOT Adikolpeva UL dAAAwY, 500c4-5). Thus
we have to take into account these three ontological levels in order to
establish the one to which the objects of divoia belong.

In Republic 1V, the Forms have not yet been introduced. And the
similitude between the just city and the just man is considered in so
far as they share up to a certain point the same structure and the same
affections. But having in mind the conception of the soul as pedpa, we
can say that they relate to each other as a discrete magnitude to a con-
tinuous one. Therefore, when we consider justice as each class of the
city or each aspect of the soul “doing each one’s own” (10 T& abToD
npattewy), even if in both cases they build a unity, this unity is corre-
spondingly of a different kind in every case. Given that personal justice
is understood not just as a complete unity of many (ravtémaowv éva
yeVOpEVOV €k TOAAGV, 443d8-9), but is also compared with musical har-
mony (443d5-7),>® we can conceive the just soul not only as number (0
€K povaddV ovykeipevov mANBog to ék povaddv®’), but also, as in later
Platonism, as a number moving itself (&piBpog éaxvtov kivav).*® This
movement is, on the one side, self-reflexive or turned inwards (repi tr|v
EVTOG, WG AANOGG Tepl EaruTOV KOl T E0LTOD, 443d1); on the other side,
it is merely intentional or turned outwards (mept v €€w mpaELy TGOV
oToD, 443¢10, e2—-6) — but both sides interact very much like the math-
ematical axis and the circumference of the spinning top. As we have
seen up to this point, this condition and these actions are grounded in
the knowledge of the principle of non-contradiction. Precisely in order
to avoid being confused and dominated by contradictory appearances,
and therefore having in mind this principle, Socrates appeals to mea-
suring, to counting and to weighing as helpers, which are functions of
the Aoyiotikdv (602a—603a). This can clearly be understood in terms of

*¢ Of course, cw@pocvvn is also compared to harmony, but in this case Socrates is
clearly speaking of different classes and members of the city, see 432a.

37 Euclides VII, Def. 2.

* Cf. Arist. De an. 1.2, 404b27-8; 1.4, 408b32-33; Macr. Somn. 1.14.19-20 (fg. 60
Heinze = fg. 176 Isnardi Parente). Aristotle thinks this opinion is the most absurd. See
Dillon 2003: 121.
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the relation between the inner and outer praxis of the just soul. If what
I have been saying is right, the measures according to which the Ao-
yloTik6v proceeds are in the soul. Like the so-called parts of the soul,
they emerge when the soul reflects on its own structure and on its own
flux — as one and an indefinite plurality —, as distinguished and sepa-
rated fixed moments which constitute “the lowest-level articulation of
the world as it is objectively speaking™’
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The history of the reception of Plato’s works presents an anomaly.
On one hand, Plato is read as a philosopher of objectivity and exteri-
ority, as affirming the independent existence of universals, as conceiv-
ing knowledge as a confrontation, vision, or contact of a knower with
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something fundamentally different. On this reading, Plato is primar-
ily a metaphysician; “Plato’s philosophy is,” as Kozlov asserted, “first
of all, naive realism”;* the modern, critical turn to the subject seems to
be a turn from Plato and the philosophical tradition he helped initi-
ate; and the turn to the subject is a problem to be solved, as Kireevskii
and Solov’ev would have it, by re-turning to Plato and recovering —
through fideism, intuitionism, mysticism, or some other kind of anti-
epistemology — a realistic or idealistic sort of objectivity.” On the other
hand, thinkers like Plotinus, Augustine, Schleiermacher, and Kierke-
gaard appealed to and relied upon Plato in turning to the subject. What
did they find in Plato? If we consider just one issue, Plato’s position on
our cognition of sensibles, we will find that a locus classicus for the
metaphysical reading of Plato contains within it a long-overlooked in-
vitation to turn inward and pursue an interior study of the psyche and
its ways of thinking — a descriptive and, perhaps, explanatory metho-
dology.

In book five of the Republic, Socrates and Glaucon distinguish
knowledge and opinion as powers (dvuvéyelg). At 477c1-d5, Socrates
explains what he means by powers and how he distinguishes them:

We say powers are a class of the things that are that enables us — or
anything else for that matter — to do whatever we are capable of doing.
Sight, for example, and hearing are among the powers...

Of a power, I see neither color nor shape nor any feature of the sort
that many other things have, the sort to which I look to distinguish
those things from one another for myself. In the case of a power, I look
only to what it is set over and what it does, and by reference to these I
call each the power it is: What is set over the same things and does the
same I call the same power; what is set over something different and
does something different I call a different one (trans. by G.M.A. Grube
and C.D.C. Reeve, with alterations).?

!Quoted in Nethercott 2000: 65.

* Ibid. 61-71.

* Pricopev Suvielg elvar YEvog TL TV dvtwv, alg 81 kad fipeig Suvapedo & Suvd-
pebo ko Ao dy dtutep &y SOvnTal, olov Aéyw Sy kol dxonv TdV Suvapewy elval...
Shvapewg yop ¢y obte Tvi xpdov 6pd olte oxfipa obte TL TGV ToL0VTWV Olov Kol
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Socrates and Glaucon agree that knowledge (émiotripun) is set over
being and that it enables one to know what is as it is (478a7). Unless
one knows something that is, one does not know (478b5-8). Ignorance,
the lack of knowledge, is set over what is not (478c3). Opinion (36&x)
they distinguish as a power intermediate between knowledge and ig-
norance. It does enable one to think something but is fallible and not
as clear as knowledge (477e5-8 and 478c7-d4). They agree they must
find that over which opinion is set. They figure it must be intermediate
between being and non-being just as opinion is intermediate between
knowledge and ignorance. They figure it must be and not be (478d5-
e6). They realize becoming is, is not, and is intermediate between being
and non-being, and they confirm their distinction: being, the knowable,
can be known but not opined; becoming, the opinable, can be opined
but not known (478e7-479¢8).

The passage is significant. Socrates and Glaucon distinguish knowl-
edge and opinion and being and becoming to define the philosopher
(474b4-6), to clarify Socrates’ notion of philosophic rule (474b6—-c3),
and to navigate the third wave of Socrates’ interlocutors’ challenges
to his political theory (471¢3-473c9). They distinguish knowledge and
opinion to show that a philosopher could bring the theoretical polis
into being.

Further, Plato strikingly presents what has been regarded as his
main contribution to the history of philosophy and what quickly be-
came and has remained a key component and defining problem of Pla-
tonism, what Sedley has dubbed his “cognitive dualism™*

Socrates and Glaucon acknowledge their distinction’s strangeness
and consider how difficult it would be to get people to accept it (476d7-
e2). But the problem runs deeper. The philosopher knows but primarily

AV TOAAGV, TpOg & dmoPAémwv Fvia Stopilopon map’ ot T pév &Ala eivou,
T 8¢ EMha- Suvdpewg § eig éxeivo povov BAénw E¢° @ te Foti kol & dumepydleTan, kol
TaOTy) EKGOTNY AbTGOV SOVaLY EKGAEoa, Kod TV PHEV ETL TG DTG TeETAypéVNY Kol £Te-
pov amepyalopévny &AAnv. For all translations of Plato, I will rely upon those collected
in Cooper & Hutchinson 1997.

*Sedley 1996: 91. On cognitive dualism in early Platonism, see Brittain 2011: 544—
549.
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loves and comes to know being (474c8-475e4). But how can one come
to know if ignorance does nothing and opinion only opines becoming?
Socrates and Glaucon distinguish knowledge and opinion to show that
a philosopher could bring the theoretical polis into being, that a lover
of knowledge could make the knowable opinable, that a lover of being
could make a being become. But how can one apply one’s knowledge to
becoming if one only knows being? Socrates and Glaucon actually dis-
tinguish knowledge and opinion twice in Republic V. Initially, they say
the knower knows being and becoming as they are in themselves and in
relation to each other while the opiner thinks becoming is everything
(476c1-d6). Socrates and Glaucon distinguish and relate being, becom-
ing, knowledge, and opinion. But, if one only knows being and only
opines becoming, how can one grasp their similarities, differences, and
relations? How can one grasp knowledge, ignorance, and opinion and
their natures, similarities, differences, and relations to each other and
their objects?

Socrates and Glaucon’s distinction leads to the Parmenides’ great-
est difficulty (133a8-134e8), the epistemological side of the problems of
psyche and demiurgy and what Aristotle deemed a main part of Plato’s
philosophic legacy, the problem of the meaning of participation.” The
distinction threatens to undermine the philosophic project it defines
and is meant to further — the possibility of ascent and descent, an ex-
planation of reality, an aesthetics, an ethics, and a politics.

Plato knows that there is a problem. He poses it with the Corpus.
He treats knowledge and opinion in several divergent ways through-
out, ironically juxtaposing them but never explicitly commenting on
them or resolving the ambiguities. On one hand, opinion is bad and
good, false and true, unintelligent and intelligent, knowledgeable and
ignorant, unlikely and likely, opaque and accurate, unstable and sta-
ble, potential knowledge and grasp of being and grasp, not of being,
but of becoming; mortal and divine; a work of the irrational part of
psyche and a work of the rational part.® In Republic VI, in the wake

® Arist. Metaph. 987b7-13.
¢For example, Plato treats opinion as bad and good at Clit. 409e4-10 and Phib.
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of distinguishing knowledge and opinion, Socrates gives his opinion
of the form of the good (506b-507a), describing it as knowable (508e).
On the other hand, knowledge is hindered by and requires the senses
and grasps both being and becoming and just being.” It is automatically
useful® and useless without opinion. The philosopher does not simply
know being and becoming upon returning to the cave but must accli-
mate.” In the Philebus, Socrates and Protarchus have a good laugh about
the dialectician who knows the circle itself but no circles and conclude
that a cognition of sensibles is necessary for the good life “if any one of
us ever wants to find his own way home” (trans. by D. Frede).'* Opin-
ions certainly make Timaeus’ divine cosmos happy (Ti. 34b and 37bc.).
In Republic VI and VII, Socrates distinguishes two types of knowledge,
opinion, being, and becoming and suggests four, two of each ascend-
ing and descending.'* In the Timaeus there is a potential for an infinite
series of kinds of opinion and becoming.*?

36¢10-37c3; false and true, Grg. 454d5-8, R. V, 477e5-478a2, Tht. 170a6—171c7, and
Phlb. 36¢10-37c3 (see also Arist. De an. 404b); unintelligent and ignorant and intelli-
gent and knowledgeable, Cri. 46b ff.; unlikely and likely, Ti. 29cd; opaque and accu-
rate, R. V, 478¢c and VI, 509d-510a and Ti. 56b; unstable and stable, R. VI, 505e, Ti. 29b,
and 37b; potential knowledge and grasp of being, Men. 85b8-86¢3, 97a6-98b6, R. V,
476¢1-d6, VI, 506c6-9, VII, 515b4-c3, 520c15, X, 601c7-602a10, Smp. 201e10-202a10,
and 420b6-c9; grasp, not of being, but only of becoming, Phd. 84a8-9, R. V, 476e4—
479e8, V1. 508d3-8, 510a-511d5, VII, 532a1-534d1, Phlb. 57e6-59d6, 61d7-62d6, 66a4-
c6; mortal and divine, Phdr. 246aff., Ti. 27d-29d, 34b, and 37bc; a work of the irrational
part of psyche, R. X, 602c ff.; and a work of the rational part of psyche, Ti. 37bc

’ For example, Plato treats knowledge as hindered by sense at Phd. 84a8-9; helped
by sense, Phd. 73c-75b and R. VII, 522e ff.; grasping both being and becoming, V, 476cd;
and grasping just being, V, 476e ff.

*E.g., Men. 97a6-98b6, Phdr. 246aff., and R. V, 476c1-d6.

°R. VII, 516e-517a, 517d-518b, and 520c.

1% Phib. 62ab: ei péAdeL Tig NPV kol v 680V £xdoTote é€cvprioety oikade.

"' The account of the philosopher’s return to the cave implies that the four seg-
ments of the divided line may represent eight different kinds of cognition and objects
insofar as each of the four may be approached from “below” or “above” (R. VI, 509d -
VIL 520d).

? At Ti. 27d-29d, Timaeus distinguishes good and bad craftsmen, paradigms, and
works. He explains that the beautiful works of good craftsmen who use good (intelli-
gible) paradigms are the objects of potentially likely opinionative accounts. He implies
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Plato seems to know what he is doing. He does not abandon his
philosophic project. He does not renounce his cognitive dualism. He
repeatedly, deliberately, and provocatively poses the resulting prob-
lem and, often, in depictions and accounts, seems to rely upon and in-
directly exhibit a solution.

The Academics and Platonists had a bit to say on the matter.
Speusippus introduced the notion of an “epistemic sense-perception”
(émotnpovikn aicOnoig), which is like téxvn, a “craft” or “skill,” and
seems to involve a study and understanding of formal principles, de-
liberate training, muscle memory, and possibly the epistemic informa-
tion of one’s perception of opinables — an example being a musician’s
control of her instrument.”® Xenocrates defined opinion as a combina-
tion of sense and knowledge, saying it grasps superlunary phenom-
ena while sense alone grasps sublunary phenomena and knowledge
grasps intelligibles.** Commenting on the Timaeus, Crantor explained
that psyche is a compound of the intelligible and opinable and that its
task is to judge (xpivewv) both intelligibles and sensibles and to grasp all
their differences, similarities, and relations. It is composed of all things
so it can cognize all things.?> Antiochus reiterated Socrates and Glau-
con’s distinction between knowledge and opinion in a Stoic mode: in-
tellect (vodg) applies itself to sensibles and empirically develops its con-
cepts.’® According to Alcinous, “understanding not without the epis-
temic logos” (vonolg ovk Gvev Tob émiotnpovikod Adyov) judges pri-
mary intelligibles, transcendent ideas; “the epistemic logos not with-
out understanding” (0 émoTnpOVIKOG AOYOG ODK GveL voroewg) judges
secondary intelligibles, immanent ideas; “sense-perception not without

that the ugly works of bad craftsmen who use bad (sensible) paradigms are the objects
of less potentially likely opinionative accounts. It seems a worse craftsman could use
the ugly works of bad craftsmen to make uglier works grasped by worse accounts and
so on ad infinitum.

*S.E. Adv. log. 1.145-146 = Adv. math. 7.145-146 (fr. 75 Taran). Trans. by R.G. Bury.
See also Dillon 2003: 78-79.

* Adv. math. 7.147ff. (fr. 5 Heinze = fr. 83 Isnardi Parente). See also Dillon 2003:
123-125 and Dillon 1996: 35-37.

15 Plu. Moralia 1012d and f; Dillon 2003: 221-222 and 1996: 42.

Dillon 1996: 91-96.
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the doxastic logos” (aicOnoig ok Gvev ToD do€aotikod Adyov) judges
primary and secondary sensibles, proper sensibles and sensible quali-
ties, and “the doxastic logos not without sense-perception” (6 do€aoti-
KOG AOYog ovk dvev TG adoBrjoewg) judges composite bodies.’” Ploti-
nus held that sense-perception receives imprints (t0mo), from sensibles
and passes them along to discursive reasoning (Si&voia), which com-
pares them to imprints of ideas grasped by and contained within intel-
lect. If the faculty of discursive reasoning asks a question like, “What
is this?” it responds to itself with a judgment that the sensible does or
does not participate in a certain form.*® Proclus distinguished a ratio-
nal opinion that receives the logoi of sensibles from intellect and the
faculty of discursive reasoning, contains these logoi within itself, and
recollects them upon the reception of primary sensibles, enabling one
to recognize the accidentally sensible, intelligible unities of which the
primary sensibles are an appearance — the apple that unites a manifold
of reds, browns, yellows, and greens.”

In general, these philosophers take a similar approach. They pro-
ceed metaphysically, in terms of parts or powers and objects. Parts and
powers combine, interact, grasp, contain, exchange, compare, ques-
tion, judge, recollect. Exactly how they combine and interact is not al-
ways clear, and exactly what the knower does when she opines knowl-
edgeably remains obscure.”® The focus is the knower’s ability to opine
knowledgeably, not her knowledgeable opining.

Additionally, the multiplication of powers and parts, their combina-
tion, and the notion of their interaction exacerbates the problem. Be-
sides having to account for the similarities, differences, and relations of
knowledge, opinion, and their objects, one must account for the simi-

' Summerell & Zimmer 2007 4.154: 25-29, 156: 1-6 and 8-11; Sorabji 2005: 34-35;
Dillon 1996: 274-275; and Brittain 2011: 544—546.

*Plot. 11[53].9: 18-20 and V 3[49].3: 1-9. Trans. by A.H. Armstrong. See also
Sorabji 2005: 37-39.

YProcl. In Ti. 249: 13-27, 248: 25-9, 292: 27 — 293: 5. Trans. by D.T. Runia and
M. Share; Sorabji 2005: 35-36; and Martijn 2010: 143-152.

** Dillon’s critical examination of Alcinous’ account neatly exemplifies the sorts of
questions left by the metaphysical approach (1996: 275-6).
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larities, differences, and relations of intellect, the faculty of discursive
reasoning, opinion, and their objects; understanding, the epistemic lo-
gos, sense-perception, the doxastic logos, and their objects; and so on.
What is more, in accounting for rational opinion in terms of parts, pow-
ers, and objects, one presupposes, not only that rational opinion exists,
but also that one has achieved it, not merely in general, but with re-
spect to all the particulars of one’s account of becoming; its relations
to being; and the powers set over them.

Generally, Plato’s successors followed the method for distinguish-
ing powers Socrates lays out in Republic V. But, in that passage, Socra-
tes and Glaucon do not actually follow Socrates’ stated method to dis-
tinguish opinion. He says that he distinguishes powers through refer-
ence to that over which a power is set and what the power does. But
he and Glaucon distinguish opinion from knowledge and ignorance as
fallible, clearer than ignorance, and darker than knowledge and then
search for that over which opinion is set through reference to opin-
ion’s features as a power.*!

The method Socrates lays out is not the only way to distinguish
knowledge and opinion. In fact, the method Socrates lays out seems
geared specifically to people unused to dealing with the non-sensible.
Recall the talk of seeing and looking, colors and shapes, Socrates’ use
of sight and hearing as examples of powers, and his characteristically
self-deprecating and ironic claim that he needs things like color and
shape to draw distinctions. His method would seem to cater to unen-
lightened, unconverted opiners: identify the kind of sensible object —
the visible, the audible, etc. — and infer from that the non-sensible ac-
tivity that apprehends it and from that, in turn, the non-sensible power
that enables one to apprehend it. It is important to note that Glaucon
is playing the role of an angry, everyday opiner in the passage (476e).
Note, however, that, of the powers in question, only opinion’s objects
are sensible; knowledge, ignorance, their non-sensible objects, and the
non-sensible qualities of infallibility, fallibility, and cognitive clarity

** Contrast Aristotle’s approach (and results) in De anima. At 2.4, 41a14-22, Aris-
totle restates Socrates’ stated method of R. V, 477cd, and he adheres to it more strictly.
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and opacity are identified quite readily; and opinion’s sensible objects
are identified last.

Socrates says powers also can be distinguished through reference
to what they do. Psyche, as Plato presents it, is present to itself in the
performance of some of these activities or motions.*” They are not sen-
sible but are an intimately familiar ongoing experience. Indeed, one
could even dispense with the appeal to powers altogether and pursue
an account of the motions in which psyche is present to itself purely
in terms of those motions — an account of psyche’s interior ways of
functioning.

No account of psyche would be complete without an account of
parts and powers. A metaphysics and a reflective account of psyche’s
methods would complement each other. To the metaphysical account
of psyche’s being and becoming, an interior account of its ways of mov-
ing would add an account of what psyche is doing when it is opining
and knowing. It should render a metaphysics more concrete, critical,
and instructive.

Plato reverses the order of Socrates’ stated method. In the Timaeus
and elsewhere, he has characters affirm psyche’s ability and respon-
sibility to reflect on its motion.”® And he reliably, often ironically al-
ludes to the psychic motions indicated by and reflected in the dialogues’
drama.?* Plato does not just allow for an interior, methodological ap-

*? Psyche’s partial but crucial self-presence seems as fundamental for Plato as the
Socratic command that presupposes it, that one ought to care for and study one’s psy-
che. Timaeus’ account of plant life at 77b5-c5 makes the point by contrast. It also
clarifies Plato’s notion of psychic self-motion and what concretely would be involved
in obeying the Socratic command and Timaeus’ rendition at 90cd, that one ought to
study the motions of the heavens and order one’s own psychic motions accordingly:
“This type [i.e., plant psyche] is totally devoid of opinion, reasoning or understand-
ing... For throughout its existence it is completely passive, and its formation has not
entrusted it with a natural ability to discern and reflect upon any of its own charac-
teristics, by revolving within and about itself, repelling movement from without and
exercising its own inherent movement. Hence it is alive, to be sure, and unmistakably
a living thing, but it stays put, standing fixed and rooted, since it lacks self-motion”
(trans. by Donald J. Zeyl).

#See previous note.

**The Platonic account of thinking as a silent dialogue in the psyche (Tht. 189e-
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proach. He invites and virtually requires it. In the spirit of Crantor,
Mohr has argued that a main point of the Timaeus is that we are able
to form stable, true opinions about the world and that we are able to do
so because the demiurge made us and the world in such a way that
we can.”> Timaeus would agree, but Plato has the possibly fictional
Timaeus?® reach that conclusion on the basis of a distinction between
knowledge, opinion, being, and becoming that he draws “according to
[his] opinion”®” and according to which the account of the demiurge,
psyche, and world is at best an opinionative and therefore likely mythos
or logos (29b—d). One can address the problem head-on by accounting
for the opining and knowing in terms of opining and knowing instead
of in terms of the opined and known.

Plato’s successors followed Socrates’ stated method for discerning
powers for the most part. Occasionally, some wandered. Crantor af-
firmed that, in opining and knowing, psyche judges as a unity. Alci-
nous relied on logos. And Plotinus appealed to duévola, which asks a
question and answers with a judgment. In these cases, Crantor, Alci-
nous, and Plotinus seem to have strayed into reflective methodology.
In any case, they seem to have hit on elements that would be central
to an account of interior psychic motion: the unity of psyche, logos,
discursive reasoning, question and answer, and judgment.

The Timaeus-Critias provides a fuller sense of what an account of
psyche’s interior motion would be like and could do. Plato draws a se-
ries of analogies in the Timaeus-Critias. The drama, myths, speeches,
and their objects seem to exhibit the same structure. In a fraught po-
litical context, Timaeus, Hermocrates, Critias, and a fourth had asked
Socrates to give an account of the ideal polis (20b).?® Socrates asked
them to give an account of it displaying its excellence in a proper strug-
gle and competition (19b and 20b). Critias proposes bringing the myth

190a, Sph. 263e—-264a, and Ti. 37bc) suggests the dialogues might be replete with de-
pictions of psychic motion or, perhaps more accurately, be one whole depiction.

2> Mohr 2005: xxi, 13-20, and 36-40.

?¢ Nails 2002: 293.

" Ti. 27d5: xat’ éunv do6€av.

* Johansen 2004: 184.
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to reality by establishing the similarities between the ideal city and
ancient Athens (26¢d). Socrates agrees and prepares to judge their per-
formances (26e—27a and cf. 29cd). Socrates notices that a fourth inter-
locutor is missing and asks Timaeus where he is. Timaeus appeals to
the principles of Socratic intellectualism, and concludes that the fourth
is sick (17a). Socrates recalls the ideal city (17c-19b). At each stage of
the account, he asks Timaeus if his recollection is correct. Timaeus an-
swers again and again in the affirmative. In his proem Timaeus adverts
to the experience of sense-perception, applies definitions of being, be-
coming, knowledge, and opinion, and concludes that the world came
to be (27d-29b). The Demiurge looks to the chaos and traces of forms,
looks to the forms, and then uses forms and numbers to bring the chaos
and traces into shape (28c-29b, 30a, 30c-31a, and 53b). When psyche’s
circle of the same contacts being and moves in its natural orderly fash-
ion, it makes an announcement and knowledge comes to be. When psy-
che’s circle of the different contacts becoming and moves in its natural
orderly fashion, under the sway of the circle of the same, it makes a
declaration and stable true opinions and beliefs come to be (37bc). The
cosmos is the product of the union of Necessity and Reason (48a).
AloBnoic, vonolg, kpiolg — this structure runs throughout the
Timaeus-Critias. It is similar to the structure of psychic motion Socrates
sketches at Philebus 38aff., but — unlike that dianoetic sequence of
questions and answers, sensing, remembering, judging, and imagin-
ing — the sequence in the Timaeus-Critias involves vonoig, a grasp of
being, despite being about becoming. This complicates the distinction
between knowledge and opinion and the notion of powers. To be able
to opine in this manner, one must be adequately sensitive, inquisitive,
intelligent, critical, and reasonable. But, if one can find a structure of
rational opining that involves vonoig and yet still concerns becoming,
one may be able to discern a structure of knowing that is distinct from
rational opining but still shares motions with it. A methodological ac-
count of psyche may complicate the account of powers, but it does not
complicate it abstractly. It renders it concrete, familiar, recognizable.
It could provide a basis for understanding the relations between and
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complementarity of opining and knowing, sorting out the ambiguities
in Plato’s epistemology, and gaining concrete insights into psychology,
metaphysics, physics, aesthetics, ethics, politics, and every other prod-
uct of psyche’s interior motion. Finally, if one uncovered an immanent
normative principle — psyche’s natural way of moving (Ti. 44b), for
instance — one would have an interior dynamic criterion for determin-
ing what is true and good, for orienting oneself and finding one’s way
home. Plato invites us to turn inward, to do epistemology in a critical,
interior fashion, but he does not seem to find this to be at odds with
metaphysics. Rather, he seems to invite us to an interiority that can
ground and clarify metaphysics.
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ABSTRACT. Jaakko Hintikka (1929-2015) was a leading philosopher whose work in
logic, epistemology and semantics had a wide influence. However, he also devoted
some of his efforts to Plato’s works. This paper deals with three articles: Time, Truth
and Knowledge in Ancient Greek Philosophy; Knowledge and its Objects in Plato; Plato on
Knowing how, Knowing that, and Knowing what. The objective of this paper is to under-
stand the core of Hintikka’s work. The first article looks into the peculiar link between
time and linguistic truth. The main argument is that for the Ancient Greek mind-set
there can be eternal truths only insofar as they concern changeless objects. This comes
from a very specific reading of how Plato and Aristotle deal with temporally indefi-
nite sentences, which is worth taking into consideration again. The second and third
articles converge in that they both appear to be an attempt to understand knowledge
in relation to the concept of té\oc. Hintikka argues that ‘doing’ and ‘making’ are not
clearly distinct concepts, and that the difference between process and outcome is also
blurred. This view is labelled ‘telic’, and its epistemological and ontological implica-
tions will be considered in the paper. To conclude, focusing on these three works, the
paper attempts to arouse interest both in this philosophical figure who was able to dis-
play considerable historical insightfulness, and in his results, which turn out to be an
important key to comprehending some aspects of Plato’s philosophy and scholarship.
Keyworbps: Hintikka, Plato, Aristotle.

Introduction

Jaakko Hintikka is one of the key figures in the last century’s
logic, epistemology and philosophy of mathematics. One of his most
renowned theoretical outputs is the Game-theoretical semantics. His
work ranges from the logic of epistemology to modal logic with a high
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degree of technicality. He also interpreted the works of some major fig-
ures in the history of philosophy, e.g. Kant, Wittgenstein, Aristotle. In
spite of the broader attention devoted to logic, he never neglected the
historical aspect of the reflections of the philosophers he found him-
self interpreting. To be more precise, he does say that some philosoph-
ical theories of the past prove to be incorrect, but at the same time he
makes the effort to understand why the theories he takes to be incor-
rect looked so appealing to the authors who put them forward. In this
way, his logic-informed analysis has some historical sense and gives
interesting insights into the ancient texts.

In his historiographical investigations, Hintikka analysed various
aspects of Plato’s philosophy. In this paper, three articles will be dis-
cussed. The first is on both Plato and Aristotle, whereas the other two
are exclusively on Plato: Time, Truth and Knowledge in Ancient Greek
Philosophy; Knowledge and its Objects in Plato; Plato on Knowing how,
Knowing that, and Knowing what.* The main goal of the present paper
is to highlight for each article what the core argument is and why it is
relevant to Plato’s scholarship today. This will focus on the issues that
are more important in the economy of the articles and that sound more
original today.

1. Time, Truth and Knowledge in Ancient Greek Philosophy

The article deals with the notion of time and how it is related to
sentences.” This means at least two things: either the time at which
a sentence is uttered or the time reference given within the sentence.
Hintikka contends that classical Greek philosophers have in mind tem-
porally indefinite sentences, i.e. sentences depending on the time of their
utterance.* He proposes the following example: according to Aristotle,

! Just in the case of Aristotle cf. Hintikka 1973b; Hintikka 2004.

? Hintikka 1967; Hintikka 1973a; Hintikka 1991.

*Since the paper is concerned only with a theoretical outline of the core of Hin-
tikka’s articles, many interesting secondary aspects will be left aside.

*In the last part of his article, Hintikka hints that the weight orality still has in
classical Greek culture can be responsible for this view. This suggestion, though im-
portant, will not be explored here.
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if one says ‘it is raining’ both today and tomorrow, when today is rainy
and tomorrow is sunny, then the same sentence is true today and false
tomorrow. What is unsound to the modern ear with this view is to
consider the two sentences, uttered on two distinct days, as the same
sentence just because they have the same grammatical form. On the
contrary, the modern view would have it that uttering these sentences,
which have the same grammar, on two distinct days makes the two
utterances differ in content: the facts that make them true, i.e. today’s
rainy day and tomorrow’s sunny day, are different.” Instead, Aristo-
tle and the Greeks consider the two as the same sentence and take its
truth-value to vary,® as Hintikka convincingly argues from some pieces
of textual evidence.”

The most relevant outcome of this view is that there can only be
knowledge of what is eternal and thoroughly changeless. This is so be-
cause once one states how a certain thing or fact truly is, if that thing
or fact cannot change, the truth-value of the sentence describing it can-
not change either. In a world where every day it rains by necessity, the
sentence ‘it is raining’ is always true. Of course, this example is not
genuinely Greek in that for Plato and Aristotle, and especially for the
former, sensible things essentially change. In this way the eternality
of the truth value of a sentence does not depend on the completeness
of the time reference. Time reference here means whatever part of the
sentence that specifies when the event described by the sentence oc-
curs. So, for instance, in order to disambiguate the example of the rainy
day, one could use ‘the day x’ instead of ‘today’, thereby obtaining an
eternal truth-value: either the day x it rained or it did not.* However,

*This also entails that Plato and Aristotle reject the modern notion of proposition
as the objective logical content expressed by the uttered sentence and independent of
the utterance itself.

¢ This never amounts to a change of criteria in evaluating phenomena as if within
a relativistic view, rather to a specific way Greek thinkers have to deal linguistically
with the fact that reality changes and that knowledge must be possible. Cf. Hintikka
1967: 10.

7 Cat. 4a24-4b2; Metaph. 1051b13 ff.

®Hintikka 1967: 11-2 correctly points out that this requires a complex system of
time-reckoning which cannot be taken for granted.
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Hintikka argues that Plato and Aristotle do not think in this way. In-
stead, the eternality of a truth-value comes with the specific ontological
status of what the sentence is about: if and only if something does not
change at all, and the total absence of change in turn derives from very
specific ontological traits, all the sentences describing that something
correctly can be granted indefeasible truth.

Furthermore, this argument is related to the observational nature
of knowledge. With particular regard to Plato, this raises a famously
vexed question, namely whether knowledge is ultimately propositional
or whether it is to be conceived as a direct contact with the object, as
happens in perception.” Obviously, this issue cannot be addressed here.
Suffices it to say that Hintikka touches on the issue, as will also be
clear from the articles analysed below, showing that he is aware of the
problem.* Particularly, he considers the possible bearings the theses
he is arguing for can have on this specific account of knowledge.

In accepting the view that knowledge for Plato presents at least
some features comparable to vision, what is seen by the knower is ac-
tually known (in the strongest sense, which means the known content
will never turn out to be different) only insofar as by its own nature it
does not change. This is the necessary condition for stating that what
hasbeen seen still is, and will always be, as it was (seen). In other words,
it is eternal and incapable of being otherwise. What can reunite the ap-
parently contradictory claims that knowledge is a special sort of im-
mediate awareness (similar to perception) and that there can only be
knowledge of changeless eternal entities (which are not experienced
particulars) precisely is interpreting truth in terms of temporally in-
definite sentences. That is so because, on the one hand, there is the
moment at which the temporally indefinite sentence is uttered, and,
on the other hand, there is the eternal object that is referred to and
that provides a changelessly true content to the sentence.

Semantics and epistemology are insightfully led back to ontologi-
cal matters: only in virtue of a specific ontological nature do cognitive

° Cf. Bluck 1963; Smith 1979.
“He is not the first one in the analytical tradition, cf. Ryle 1939: 317-22.
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phenomena such as knowledge and belief acquire their own nature.*
This way of interpreting the relation between sentences, time and real-
ity is very fecund in the case of Plato’s metaphysical epistemology: the
very epistemological role of Forms comes with their peculiar ontologi-
cal status, i.e. their being absolutely immutable. This is so true that the
difference between sensible particulars and Forms is first understood
through the different ways they can be cognised. Accordingly, Hintikka
recognises that the tenseless value of the present-tense is the linguistic
device found by Plato and Aristotle to state that things always are as
stated by the sentence.'” The need for knowledge led to the search for
permanent objects whose permanence could be linguistically gained by
readapting the temporally indefinite sentences in tenseless sentences
where there is no reference to time at all and whose objects are in turn
seen as timelessly present.

What can be drawn from this? And how can it be developed? Hin-
tikka’s account seems to be quite convincing, especially in the case of
Plato, because it makes clear at least two important facts. Firstly, as we
have seen, it provides a new way to understand how ontology bears on
the epistemic and linguistic dimensions.** If Plato expects knowledge
to have some specific characters (being of something that is and being
unerring)** this can only derive from ontological traits of the known ob-
ject. Secondly, the objectivity that the modern view ascribes to truths,
whatever they might be about, belongs instead to the sort of object
referred to within the sentence (according to the modern view: given
proper temporal and spatial references, if it is true today that today it
is raining it will always be true that the day x it rained).* That is why

! Since knowledge and belief have different objects, and this makes them different
faculties, then knowledge cannot be the same as true belief plus something. Therefore,
any skeptical reading that makes use of the critique of the ‘additive model’ seems to
share Hintikka’s framework. Cf. Vogt 2012.

2 Cf. also Owen 1966.

* Cf. some classic places such as Vlastos 1973a; Vlastos 1973b; White 2006.

1*Cf. Tht. 152e. For a comprehensive survey of the main interpretations of this
clause cf. Aronadio 2016.

¥ Cf. Frege 1884: 34; Quine 1960: 191-3.
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this account seems to best fit with Plato’s philosophy given the peculiar
relation between logical and ontological &An0eic.*® Not only does the
degree of certainty of knowledge depend on the known object, but the
actual truth of single sentences or statements is also somehow derived
from the truth characterising the object itself. In this sense, the stable
truth required by any knowledge can never be found by means of ref-
erence devices such as precise temporal reference. This squares very
well with the conception of knowledge as direct contact because eter-
nal entities grant the constant possibility to get in contact with them,
whereas transitory beings cannot because once they have passed they
can no longer be presently attained.

The first conclusion to be drawn is that all this assigns to Plato a
strongly pragmatic view: only that which can actually be known can be
known at all. In other words, however difficult for the knower it might
be, if cognition requires some kind of relation to the cognised object,
then only an object which is always attainable in principle and does not
change can work as a proper object of knowledge. The pragmatic aspect
is that this attainability must be real. Ancient philosophers, as Hintikka
presents them, would not consider a proper object of knowledge any
phenomenon that, once passed, nobody can be sure of. Conversely, the
only sort of thing one can have knowledge of needs to be constantly
attainable and not to depend on the circumstances or the time in which
one is in contact with it.

2. Knowledge and its Objects in Plato

The second article directly addresses how knowledge is related to its
object in Plato’s thought. This article is particularly rich and lays the
basis for many theses commonly accepted by later interpreters.’” The
present section will focus on the core of the article, that is, how Hin-
tikka interprets what he calls ‘Plato’s implicit teleology’.*® This should

16 Cf. Szaif 1993: 72-124; Centrone 2014.

7 Cf. Hintikka 1973a: 22-6, where he deals with the problem of meaningful false-
hood in the Sophist and how it can be resolved thanks to the genus of difference. Cf.
O’Brien 2013.

'* Hintikka 1973a: 5.
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not be taken as the providential sense of teleology, namely some kind
of fate that takes care of human purposes. It is rather the deep-rooted
mind-set that any cognitive act is essentially goal-directed where the
goal has conceptual primacy. This is true for any faculty (d0voyug)* and
not just for knowledge or belief in such a way that any faculty and its
result seem to be confused.” Still more generally, Hintikka maintains
this principle in relation to events, things and phenomena: the téAog or
épyov (end, goal and outcome, effect) is what really matters. This telic
way of thinking can be interpreted along the lines of the previous arti-
cle. There is such a strict connection between a cognitive faculty and its
specific object that: i) one cannot think of the faculty regardless of the
respective object since the latter is precisely that which distinguishes
that very faculty from the others; and ii) as seen above, the nature of
the object towards which the faculty is directed determines its relevant
character (this is particularly pertinent in the case of belief/knowledge
dichotomy).**

If applied to technical knowledge, the priority of the outcome over
the process is more easily graspable. The fact of possessing techni-
cal knowledge is actualised in the functional existence of the product.
Which means, one really knows how to make something when one
actually brings it about and it works. What about the kind of knowl-
edge that puts one in contact with reality without producing anything?

* Hintikka’s main reference is clearly the end of Republic V, 475-80.

% Cf. Santas 1973 where the author, in recognising the great value of Hintikka’s ar-
ticle, points out that Hintikka is wrong in stating that process and outcome of a faculty
are being confused by Plato. However, the real import of Hintikka’s reflection here is
that the nature of the outcome explains the nature of the process. In other words, one
knows because knowing is aimed at being. This does not just mean that one knows
how things are, but rather that one only knows of the things that are (6vta). Further-
more, Hintikka’s view seems to imply that the only evidence for one’s knowledge of
something lies in the result of that knowledge.

**Hintikka has been influential also in interpreting one of the most debated pas-
sages in the Republic, namely 477-8. Obviously, his interpretation most decidedly as-
serts the objectual difference between what can be known and what can be believed.
For a renowned and controversial interpretation opposing this view cf. Fine 1978. Cf.
also Smith 2000 who, among other things, takes Hintikka’s view into account.
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Plato assimilates the outcome of theoretical knowledge with its objects.
This is consistent with the direct relation model of knowledge discussed
in the previous section, which Hintikka, following an eminent tradi-
tion, calls ‘knowledge by acquaintance’.”” The proper understanding of
something is thought of as the contact with its clear presence leading
to the unerring comprehension of its identity. Therefore, what is pro-
duced in instances of genuine knowledge is a fully transparent connec-
tion with the peculiar object that constitutes the goal of the knowing
activity.”® The article goes on to discuss how this view is the basis of
the more common issues of propositional knowledge and possibility of
meaningful falsity.

Given the limited scope of the present paper, it can be interesting to
develop some specific aspects and implications of Hintikka’s reading
of Plato. Firstly, the problem of connecting two different dimensions,
namely cognition and external reality, does not arise within this con-
ception. That is so because what knowledge is directly derives from
what sort of object the cognised content is. For Plato, reality is at the
same time objective and intelligible.”* In modern terms, this does not
raise categorial problems in that the object of knowledge is, as it were,
ready-to-be-known. Plato’s ontology is so epistemological in charac-
ter that it assumes the kinship between, or being the same gender as
(ocvvyévein),” knower and being. In this way, what needs to be justi-
fied is falsehood and error. There is no question of how the mind is to
latch onto the world, it is rather about what sort of reality can be fully
known. Obviously, this is linked to what has been stated in the first
article looked at here. The relation between time, truth and reality is
Plato’s privileged setting for working out metaphysical questions. Sec-
ondly, Hintikka’s proposal of telic structure can be further applied to
ontology, which means understanding the way Forms constitute the
goal and the completion of the things partaking of them. Each Form is

*? Hintikka 1973a: 18.

»* And, of course, this never produces the object itself, cf. Santas 1973: 43. I wish to
thank Prof. Yuji Kurihara for dialectically pushing me to specify this point.

** Cf. for example Phd. 79a.

> Cf. Phd. 79c2-d6; R. 490a8-b7.
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a fully determined being such that any sensible thing comes into being
and appears by tending towards the relevant Forms. This second point
is just a hint at further work that is actually in progress.” For now, it
is important to recognise the extent to which Hintikka’s interpretation
is fascinatingly heuristic and innovative.

3. Plato on Knowing how, Knowing that, and Knowing what

This third article aims to correctly interpret Plato’s notion of émti-
otrun. It will be very briefly discussed here because it might be taken
as recapitulating the major ideas of the other two articles and treating
some complementary topics. It is recognised to what extent the con-
cept of émiotrpn is multifaceted and cuts across diverse possible logical
employments. At first, émiotripn is associated with technical endeavour
from a historical point of view, on the grounds that in the archaic period
there is a great deal of textual evidence.”” However, according to Hin-
tikka, the concept of émiotrn is at the interface between propositional
knowledge (knowing-that), practical skill (knowing-how) and imme-
diate quasi-perceptual acquaintance (knowing-what).*® Moreover, émt-
otrun is that form of cognition of which one must be aware (as one has
it) and must be able to give an account. This means that the émotriun
is governed by rational principles and can be taught and learned.

At this point, the article’s main innovative claim stands out. Bear-
ing in mind the similarities é¢miotriun has with technical/productive
knowledge, one actually knows how to do or make something if one
knows what one is doing or making actually is. Hintikka is asserting
that knowing-how and knowing-what are inseparably connected. The
knowing-what in question is to be understood as knowing the fun-
damental traits that characterise the cognised object and that conse-
quently distinguish it from other things. Finally, since what is known

*¢For a work insightfully going in this direction cf. Frede 2012.

?” Cf. Hintikka 1991: 31-3.

8 Cf. Smith 1979 who convincingly argues that knowledge by acquaintance and
knowing-what are not the same thing, but the best way to understand Plato’s notion
of émotrun in Republic V is to think of it as a blend of the two.
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is known by means of definitions, and definitions qua linguistic items
are in themselves propositionally articulated, knowing-what is in turn
connected to knowing-that. This seems to suggest that Plato’s concept
of émiotrpun cannot be reduced to just one of these modern ways to deal
with the concept of knowledge. On the contrary, technical skill, direct
relation to objectual identity conditions and linguistic articulation are
all required to make sense of Platonic émotripn.

In addition, all this is overtly thought of as knowledge of ends, goals
and outcomes retaining what is significant in the second article anal-
ysed in this paper. This may be considered implicit in the reference
to technical knowledge. When one is crafting something, that process
naturally aims at something (the final product). Once again, any act
of knowledge or belief is so object-centred that it makes sense so long
as its object is or comes to be. The parallel with technical skill has an-
other aspect of interest insofar as for Plato genuine knowledge either
truly grasps its object or it is not knowledge at all. This bears signifi-
cant resemblance to technical production because if one crafts a shuttle
(knowing what it is) either it is a shuttle or it is not, which amounts to
saying: either the thing works (has an effect) in some determinate way
or it does not. Furthermore, Hintikka very importantly recognises the
peculiar nature of Plato’s presentation of the alleged omnipotence of
the Sophists: for Plato, when the Sophists affirm that they know ev-
erything, it amounts to saying that they are actually able to produce
everything.”

Once again, the priority of ontology over the epistemic dimension is
maintained. Also, the peculiar relation between cognition and reality
is telic, i.e. the process is comparable to aiming at something where
that something constitutes the perfect fulfilment of the act of aiming.
This way of putting the matter is orthogonal to the modern ways of
interpreting the logic of know’ since it merges knowledge of objects
analogue to perception with propositional knowledge and operative
knowledge.

**Cf. R. 596 and Sph. 233-5 for an interpretation that keeps the two loci separate;
cf. Nehamas 1982: 63.
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4. Conclusions

It is now time to summarise what is innovative and worth consider-
ing in Hintikka’s work on Plato. The first point is methodological. The
three articles surveyed here show a remarkable degree of historical sen-
sibility and competence. This is not just the non-obvious fact that the
interpreter needs to understand the problematic horizon of an author
and his contemporaries, even if this implies that the interpreter’s theo-
ries or views, and above all her theoretical instruments, do not fit with
the interpreted texts. More insightfully, Hintikka’ articles are first of
all attempts to understand Plato’s assumptions which are historically
sedimented and which he neither openly nor directly addresses. At the
same time, however, Hintikka was very active in contemporary logic
and epistemology, and very capable of exploiting his theoretical drive
and espousing it with historical sense. Proceeding this way can prove
to be rather insidious, but it helped disclose new relevant facts about
Greek philosophy and the history of ideas.

The second point of interest is that the main theses exposed in these
articles, on the one hand, sound convincing in their attempt to clarify
some fundamental tenets of Plato’s metaphysics and epistemology. On
the other hand, they treat some problematic points of these tenets in a
way that is consistent with the treatment of later interpreters. As seen
several times, the being of the object is what determines any possible
cognitive relation to it. Not just this, it also determines the kind of cog-
nition one has of it. This also reverberates on the linguistic side: the
truth of the statements can only be granted by the way the object is
and changes. In addition, the type of connection is telic, that is, it takes
the object as aim and outcome. What follows is not literally what Hin-
tikka himself argues, yet it may be taken as deepening and developing
his approach.

Firstly, there seems to be a two-way connection between cognition
and reality: on the one hand, reality determines the kind of cognition;
on the other hand, reality is the perfect outcome of the cognitive activ-
ity. What is real is such as to be perfectly cognisable. This view some-
how presupposes the continuity between mind and world without run-
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ning into categorial differences: knowledge and language do not need
internal criteria to determine their validity, but rather issue naturally
from how reality is structured. This also more clearly explains Hin-
tikka’s claim that the object is the outcome of knowledge. Secondly,
in some respects, the concept of telic structure should be applied to
Plato’s ontology as well: Forms are the goals of sensible particulars
because they represent their perfection (required by an authentically
unerring émiotripn and any stable linguistic truth). These are of course
just lapidary suggestions, which cannot be further developed in this pa-
per. However, they are an attempt to make use of Hintikka’s endeavour
which is definitely worth considering again.
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Plato’s Concept of Chance

JouN DUDLEY
PrLATO’S CONCEPT OF CHANCE

ABSTRACT. The aim of the article is to show, firstly, how Plato integrated into his phi-
losophy the most prevalent view of chance (¢yche) from Homer to Socrates. This is “di-
vine chance”, meaning unexpected intervention by the gods in human affairs. Due to
its irresistibility it is a manifestation of fate (moira). A second aim is to show that Plato
also made use of the non-divine necessary chance found in Heraclitus, Empedocles and
Democritus, namely in the Timaeus where matter (chaos) does not participate in order
before the intervention of the Demiurge except occasionally by chance, and again to
account for random outcomes where Reason cannot fully prevail over Necessity. The
article also analyses briefly the numerous prephilosophical usages of chance by Plato.
Plato’s view of divine chance later proved highly influential, since it was adopted by
the Stoics and was the source of the most important medieval view of chance, namely
that of St. Augustine.

Keyworps: chance (tyche), fate (moira), Plato.

Plato’s concept of chance has received relatively little attention.’
The subject is nonetheless of considerable importance, not only within
Plato’s philosophy, but also because it includes the most important in-
corporation into philosophy of a tradition that goes back to the Home-
ric period, and is the basis of the most important interpretation of
chance throughout the Middle Ages, which is influential even today.

It should be noted at the start, however, that Plato gave no defi-
nition of chance. Aristotle was the first philosopher to define chance,
although a number of his predecessors had their own understanding
of chance, notably Empedocles, Democritus, and Plato.” In the Corpus

© J. Dudley (Louvain). jajdudley@yahoo.co.uk. Université catholique de Louvain.
MnatoHoBcKKe nccnenosaHuna / Platonic Investigations 9.2 (2018) DOI: 10.25985/P1.9.2.04
! The most comprehensive account is Zimmermann 1966.
?Cf. Dudley 2012: Chapter 4.
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Platonicum we find a definition of chance only in the spurious work
Horoi (411b11-12).

Plato’s understanding of certain chance events as unexpected inter-
ventions by God in human affairs is his most striking and characteristic
view of chance. Because chance involves the intervention of God, it is
referred to as ‘divine’. Plato first refers to chance as ‘divine’ in R. IX.?
There are some 25 other passages in which he refers to ‘divine chance’
(Beio TOXM) or ‘divine good luck’ (Beia ebTLYi0r) or implies that chance
and good luck are due to divine intervention in human affairs. All but
four of these passages are found in the Laws and the 7th and 8th Let-
ters.* Thus it appears that Plato gave greatest emphasis to the working
of divine providence in his old age.

Plato’s most characteristic understanding of chance belongs to a tra-
dition that goes back to the earliest times in Greece. Chance from the
remotest period was understood as a deity or a supernatural force sent
by the gods and is referred to in a wide range of areas of Greek thought,

*R.IX, 592a: Beia TOXM.

*Lg. VI, 757e, 759¢c, VII, 798a: O¢eia ebtvyio; Ep. VII, 327e: Oeig Twvi TOXT), 336€:
Oeio T1g TOYXM, 337e; Ep. VIII, 353b; Lg. V, 732cd; XII, 946b. The toyxn of 709d and 710cd
is, of course, also the tOxn referred to in 709b, likewise tOxn in R. VI, 499b, Ep. VII,
326a, 326e (providence — cf. Zimmermann 1966: 91-3). E. Berry (1940: 73-4) holds
that toxn and xaipdg in 709b are distinct from 0ed¢ and definitely subordinated, and
that toyn is therefore ‘pure chance’ and not Oeio TOyn. However, it seems that Ty
is precisely Oeio because it is subordinated. Cf. Cioffari 1935: 42-3, Buriks 1948: 51,
and Zimmermann 1966: 84-7. Cf. the implication that both toyn and koipodg have a
divine origin in Lg. III, 702b (cf. Euthd. 272e: xat 0eov yé&p Tiva Etuyov; cf. xata Bedv
in Lg. ITI, 682e, R. IV, 443b, Lg. XII, 946b, IV, 722c), also Ep. VII, 327e, 340a: eOTUXOG...
0e6v; R. VI, 492a: Bedv tOXT). — On the expression t1j Oeig TOn in Lg. VI, 759¢ cf. infra
n. 25. — On Ep. VI, 326b cf. Van Camp, Canart 1956: 397: “nous verrons donc ici dans
Osio poipa I'équivalent de la Beio XN qui revient fréquemment dans les Lettres... il
faut y voir 'intervention de la divinité par le truchement des impressions humaines
inexplicables, des faits contingents, du hasard. ®¢iog renvoie a cette divinité dont la
nature n’est précisée nulle part avec exactitude” — On Ep. VII, 327e cf. ibid. 398: “il
est trés probable que Belog insinue... I'intervention d’une divinité dirigeant le cours
des événements” — On Oeia TOxN they conclude ibid. 403: “Un hasard qui a toutes
les apparences et peut-étre la réalité d’une providence, voila la Oeia TOX™, lorsqu’elle
dépasse la portée d’une simple locution populaire” — On the providential background
to &yabr) Toxn in Plato see below.
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notably in epic and lyric poetry, tragedy, and history. Thus in Hesiod
and the Homeric hymn to Demeter Chance (T0yn) is found respectively
in the list of the daughters of Okeanos and Thetis and as a compan-
ion of Persephone.’ In Delphi the first question before one requested
an oracle was: “O Tyche and Apollo, will you answer this request?”*
Chance or Tyche is here the form of manifestation of Apollo. Besides
being a deity, Oy also means good fortune granted, for example, by
the goddess Athena.” If we ask why chance was seen from the earliest
times as a manifestation of divine intervention in human affairs, the
answer would seem to be firstly that the surprise aspect of a chance
event was seen as not due to natural causes and as characteristic of di-
vine activity,® and secondly because the Greeks were convinced of the
intervention of the gods both in the order in the world and in human
affairs and believed that the world is perfect, or at least that this is the
best possible world.’

This interpretation of chance is continuous and widespread in Greek
thought from the earliest times. Thus Archilochus (c. 680 — ¢. 640 BC)
writes in a significant fragment:

Chance and Fate, O Pericles, give all things to man.*

Here he implies that chance (the unpredictable) and fate, in which it is
manifested, determine human life. In the 6th century Theognis writes:

Do not pray for virtue (&petr)) or wealth, son of Polypaus;
Whatever comes to man is chance (toyn) (Eleg. 129-130 Diehl).

*Respectively in Hes. Th. 360 and Hy. 2 (Demeter) 420.

¢Simp. In Ph. (CAG 9: 333.16): & TOyn xoi Aokia, (8¢ Tivi Bepuotevelg;

7 Hy. 11 (Athena) 5: Xaipe Oed, 50¢ & &pput toxnv eddoupoviny te.

®1t is striking that there are many biblical parallels for the surprising and unpre-
dictable nature of divine actions.

°Cf. Dudley 2001: 161-178.

1 Stob. Ecl. 1.6.3 = fr. *8 Diehl: ITavta Toxn kat Moipa, IlepikAeeg, avdpi didwaotv.
On this passage cf. Buriks 1948: 10; Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1932: 300; Jaeger 1943:
124-5; Herter 1963: 2.
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The phrase is found also in a saying of Solon (Hdt. 1.32.4). Thus (di-
vine) good fortune is the most important factor in achieving happiness,
and neither virtue nor riches will avail if chance is not favourable. For
Pindar toyn is godsent and divine. In human fate (poipa) the decisive
element is good luck, as success in our efforts comes through some-
thing which is incalculable and divine in power.'* Aeschylus associates
poipa and toyn and does not differentiate clearly between them (Eu.
476; Th. 505-6). Good luck is attributed to Zeus.”> What happens by
chance is necessary.”® For Sophocles toyn is sent by the gods.* This
Oeioe TOXM has the same meaning as Beio poipa, meaning fate sent by
the gods.” In numerous passages of Euripides, likewise, the gods send
chance or tOyn."* The same view of chance is found in history, in the
work of Herodotus," and in Xenophon.'* We may say, then, that this

' Cf. Pi. fr. 38: “in deeds fortune prevails, not strength” (¢v épypacty 8¢ vikd toxa
o0 60évog). — Thus poipa and toyn are closely connected. It was even said that Pindar
made Tyche one of the Moirai and gave her power over her sisters. Cf. Paus. 7.26.8 =
Pi. fr. 41. Man is powerless in the hands of these divine forces. In Pythian 8.95-6 Pindar
expresses most strongly the nothingness of human life: “man is but the dream of a
shadow” (ckiog dvap &vOpwmog).

2 A. Ch. 783; Th. 625. In the Choephori good luck is even said to be god and more
than god. But this expression is not to be taken as an expression of Aeschylus’ theology.
A similarly unusual case is Pr. 515-8, where the subordination of Zeus to Moira is due
to exceptional reasons.

BA. Ag. 1042: £i & odv &véykn thg & émippémot TOXMG.

4S. Ph. 1316-7. Cf. Ant. 158 and OC 1505-6.

> Cf. S. fr. 197 Nauck (= 196 Jebb).

1SE. Jon 67 ff; HF 1392-3; Hipp. 371 fF: EL 890 ff.

" For example, the O¢iov which governs all things manifested itself in the Oeia
tOXN, the birth of Cyrus (Hdt. 1.126). When one does something that turns out to be
very fortunate, one is considered to have divine fortune, that is, one’s action is viewed
as providential (3.139). Instead of 6eir tOxn Herodotus also uses Oeir mopntj with the
same meaning in speaking of divine intervention (1.62, 3.77, 4.152, 8.94). He also uses
obv Be@ with the same meaning as 6eiy toxn (1.86, 3.153). Cf. Oelotépwg in 1.122 and
kotd Saipovarin 1.111. In 9.91 there is kot suvtuyinv Beod motedvtog where cuvtuyin
is a coincidence brought about by the deity.

B Cf. e.g. Eq. Mag. 5.14: “I advise you to act with God so that chance (t0yn) may
also favour you, the gods being propitious.” As in Herodotus, an exceptional piece of
good fortune must be referred to divine providence, but Xenophon prefers to refer to
a divine decree (Oeio poipa, meaning the same as Beia TOx1), cf. HG 7.5.10. Similarly
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divine and deterministic view of chance is found in a wide range of
areas of Greek thought from the earliest times, but not in philosophy.

Socrates is the first philosopher to emphasize the intervention of a
providential god in the world. He believed that the gods have ordered
the whole of nature to serve the well-being of human beings.” Divine
fate or providence (Beia poipa or 6 0edg) is a power found everywhere,
and known to be divine because it is so powerful and mysterious. He
believed that he had a divine mission sent by it.* Part of divine provi-
dence is divine chance, that is chance events sent by the gods (X. Mem.
1.1). However, Socrates held that he did not depend on it, but rather
on the dapdviov, a onpeiov or particular manifestation of divine prov-
idence.

Plato integrated divine chance into philosophy. However, this di-
vine chance means the unexpected aspect of divine fate, as in Pindar,
Aeschylus and Sophocles. In the Meno the virtue (&petr) of the states-
man is neither a gift of nature nor something taught, but is given by
divine fate (Beia poipa) to those who have it. This O¢eio poipa takes the
place of the operation of intellect (voig), and hence its possessors can-
not teach virtue. Statesmen, like prophets and soothsayers, are divine
and inspired (Men. 99b—100b). Similarly in the Laws good Athenians
are said to be good “spontaneously, by divine fate” (abtopuig, Oeiq
poipq), thus not due to vodg or émaotrpn.**

If ever a man is born who would prefer the public interest to his own
private good, this is because he has a good nature so exceptional that it
must be due to divine fate (Oeia poipa) (Lg. IX, 875c¢). Thus ‘divine fate’
not only influences behaviour, but also human nature.

Where someone is badly educated, the outcome will be bad unless

in Mem. 2.3.18 a pair of hands are made by Beia poipa (divine providence) to help one
another.

X. Mem. 1.4; 4.3. This view of Socrates possibly inspired Aristotle to hold that
nature made all of the animals for the sake of man (Pol. 1.8, 1256b15-22), although it is
out of character with the rest of his teleology, which is theocentric. Cf. Dudley 2017.

2 Ap. 28e, 30a, 31a, 33c. EvOmvia and pavtelo are examples of the manifestation of
divine providence (cf. Ap. 33c).

' Lg. 1, 642c; cf. R. VI, 492e: BeoD poipav.
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some god happens to help (thus by Beiax poipa) (R. VI, 492a). If anyone
turns out well in the present condition of society, that can only be due
to divine fate (Beo® poipa) (R. VI, 492e-493a).

The ideal state will not come to be until either the philosophers are
by chance (¢x t0xNGg) compelled (&véykn) to become rulers or a true
love of true philosophy comes upon the present rulers or their sons by
divine inspiration (¢x Twog Beiog émumvoiong) (R. VI, 499bc). The chance
in question is the traditional necessary divine chance that intervenes
in the world.*” Divine inspiration is the same as that which inspires the
poets and soothsayers through the soul.

The ideal man will take part in politics, “at least in his own city,
however possibly not in his native land, unless some divine chance
occurs (¢av pr) Beio Tic oupfPty toxm)” (R. IX, 592a). Here too it is clear
that Plato is speaking of traditional necessary divine chance, as in 499b.

In his latest years Plato shows increased interest in the divine,
though paradoxically greater pessimism as to the possibility of real-
ising the ideal world on earth. He strongly opposed the idea that all
things are controlled by pure chance (tdyn), since this is opposed to the
doctrine of divine providence that he inherited from Socrates. Thus the
Athenian stranger puts forward the view “that God controls all things
and together with God chance (t0y1) and opportunity (xaipdg) govern
all human affairs”*

Plato takes over the widespread notion that casting lots was a way
of leaving a decision to god or the gods who are the source of good luck
(&yoBry TOym).** The chance outcome comes about by good fate and luck
(ayoBfj poipg kai tOx).>* Thus Plato combines toxn with Beio poipo.

*2In Ep. VII, 326b the phrase used in the same context is: €k Tvog poipag Beiog.

2 Lg. IV, 709ab: ‘Qg Bedg pév mavto kol peta Beod Toxn Kol kopodg TavOpdmva
StokvPepvdOL COPTOVTAL, TIHEPDOTEPOV PNV TPiTOV cLYXwpTioal TovTolg delv EmecBo
téxvnv... He modifies this view by adding that téyvn collaborates with xoupéc.

¢ Lg. VI, 757e-758a (cf. Lg. I, 690c); Lg. XII, 945b (to be connected with 946b). In
Lg.IX, 903c-905d the Athenian stranger describes God as the great draughts-player in
the universe (the mettevtrig) who moves the lots of souls based on the moral transfor-
mation of which they are the cause, while taking account of a throw of the dice. Cf.
further Macé 2018: 286-292.

> Lg. XII, 946b. Cf. the expression ) Oeiqe toxy in Lg. VI, 759¢ and Van Camp,
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In addition Plato believed that any good outcome, which through
lack of understanding is attributed to chance, has in fact a divine or su-
pernatural cause.”® It is striking that good fate (&yon poipar) and divine
chance (Beioe TOYN) (337e) are synonyms (the latter being a particular
manifestation of the former) and likewise divine chance (Beiot TOX™)
clarified by 6ed¢ (353b). Divine fate (Beio poipa) conveys the idea of a
lot assigned by divine decree, whereas divine chance (Beia TOyn) im-
plies that that which appears to be chance is in reality godsent fortune.

Ungqualified toyn can also mean a superhuman evil force or fate, as
shown in a striking passage in the 7th Letter.””

Besides divine chance, Plato also believed in a second kind of su-
pernatural chance, namely Saupovia TOyn.*® This toxn was felt not to

Canart 1956: 363: “O¢log s’explique par Oe@. Si tirer au sort revient a laisser le choix au
dieu, c’est que le sort est ici le mode par excellence d’expression de la volonté du dieu,
lui est parfaitement subordonné. Il n’y a plus hasard (t0xn) qu’en apparence. Platon
revient sur ce point a’ancienne notion de tdxn manifestation constante d’intervention
divine” On this passage cf. also Berry 1940: 75: “the feeling that by the use of the lot
a problem was referred to divine guidance for solution was general in Greece; indeed
this was the older attitude toward the lot, and its attribution to tyche seems to be a
rather later development.” A well-known later example is the selection of Matthias by
lot (Acts 1.24-26; cf. also Lk. 1.9; 1 Sam. 14.41 and many other passages). However, the
casting of lots does not lead to the guidance of the chance outcome by Providence if
the intention is lacking, as appears from R. V, 460a, X, 619d, 620c; cf. 604cd; PIt. 300a;
Ti. 18e (for a biblical example of the absence of Providence from the outcome of the
casting of lots cf. Jn. 19.24; Ps. 22.18).

*For Plato’s use of tOxn in this sense cf. R. IX, 592a: O¢eia tOxn; Lg. VI, 757e, 759c,
VII, 798a: B¢ia evtvyia; Ep. VII, 327e: Oeiq Twvi TOXT), 336€: i Tig TOXM), 337€; Ep. VII,
353b; Lg. V, 732cd, XII, 946b and supra n. 4.

*"For tOyn as a superhuman evil force (fate) cf. Ep. VII, 337d. On this passage cf.
Zimmermann 1966: 97: “Es wire damit der tOxn — wenigstens hier im 7. Brief ein-
mal — ebenfalls eine bemerkenswerte dimonische Mittel- und Mittlerstellung zuge-
wiesen, in der sie offensichtlich die edelsten menschlichen Pline durchkreuzt und fiir
den Augenblick kaxd hervorruft, und im ganzen lassen sich — wiewohl Platon sich
selbst fragt, wem er den negativen Einfluf effektiv zuzuschreiben hat — der Saipwv
TG, der aAitrpLdg tig und die Toxn TIg AvOpdTWY KpeitTwv auf Grund ihres Wirkens
parallelisieren” Cf. Ep. VII, 336b: 11 daipwv 1 Tig @ALTtrpLog.

** For Soupoviae Toyn in Plato cf. Hp. Ma. 304c: Soupovia tig Toxn; Ti. 25€: Sapoving
£k Twvog toyng, with which cf. Euthd. 272de, 291a. Ti. 25e confirms the authenticity of
Hp. Ma. 304c. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1932: 301 incorrectly denied the existence of
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come from the gods, but from intermediary supernatural beings, who
are not opposed to the gods. This doupovioe TOyn is also rare in Plato,
but at the same time occurs in sufficient passages to establish it as part
of his thought.

Aristotle gives a list of the different views about chance held by his
predecessors in Physics 2.4. He tells us that some people believe that
there is no such thing as chance, others that for everything said to oc-
cur by chance some other cause can be found. He attacks Empedocles
for being superficial and Democritus for holding that the order in the
universe in due to chance. Finally he writes a single sentence which
runs as follows: “There are some who think that chance (toyn) is a
cause, on the one hand, but is unclear to the human mind, as if it were
something divine (Beidv 1) and rather daimonic (Sapovidtepov)” (Ph.
2.4,196b6-7). It is remarkable that none of the commentators up to now
have recognised that Aristotle is referring here to Plato’s view of divine
and daimonic chance.” Aristotle reserves the last place on his list for

Soupovia TOyn in Plato. — On Ti. 25e cf. Zimmermann 1966: 45-6: “Thm [sc. Kritias]
scheint bei der Erzéhlung irgendeine toyn die Hand ‘ddmonischerweise’ im Spiele ge-
habt zu haben. Es ist damit wieder der Zwischenbereich zwischen den menschlichen
und gottlichen Kraften herangezogen und fiir diese unerklarliche, aber fiir das Dialog-
thema fruchtbare Tatsache verantwortlich gemacht. Man wird sich dabei genausogut
der Daimonen und ihrer ‘Mittel’-stellung, ebensogut auch des sokratischen Daimoni-
ons erinnern miissen, unter dessen Einflufl Sokrates handelt, wie auch der fiigenden
tUxm, die, wie in anderen Féllen, bei der Klarung von markanten Punkten innerhalb
der platonischen Philosophie etwas gliicklich fiigt, wobei sie selbst in einem eigenartig
unbestimmten Dunkel bleibt” — On Hp. Ma. 304c cf. Zimmermann 1966: 19: this toym
is “eine unbestimmbare, innere, iibermenschliche Kraft, die den Sokrates offensichtlich
in ihrer Gewalt hat” — In Lg. IX, 877a2-3 it also seems that the intending murderer’s
“not altogether bad luck” (00 mavtémaocwy kaxrv toxnv) is due to (although not syn-
onymous with) the daimon that prevented him from succeeding, likewise 877a5. — Cf.
Zimmermann 1966: 111: “Die ‘ddmonische Tyche’ ist somit nicht als eine Antagonistin
zu einer Oeia Oy, nicht als béses Prinzip im Widerstreit zu einem guten, zu fassen...
so kann auch das Verhalten der ambivalenten ddmonischen Méchte bei der Verwirk-
lichung von Gutem storend auftreten. Der Grund dafiir ist, da3 sie nicht reine Gotter
sind, sondern wie die Menschen mehr oder weniger méachtige Begierden haben.

»* Commentators have suggested that Aristotle was referring to Anaxagoras, Dem-
ocritus and Socrates. This view was incorrectly ascribed to Democritus by Cherniss
1935: 248. W.D. Ross 1936: 515 thinks that the phrase adnAov aitiav dvBwmive Aoyi-
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the most important of the views of his predecessors. His motivation
was doubtless that he considered Plato’s view to be unphilosophical
and had no sympathy for it, since he did not believe in an intervention-
ist God. His major concern was to refute the interpretation of Dem-
ocritus and that of the other Presocratic philosophers. However, it is
striking and seemingly anomalous that he places the view of Plato and
the most important view of chance in the last place on his list.

While Plato’s most important view was that of “divine” chance
coming from the gods, it is important to note that he also refers to and
himself makes use of chance in a way not related to God or the gods,
namely in the same sense as Heraclitus, Empedocles and Anaxagoras.
These Presocratic universal determinists attributed certain necessarily
caused occurrences to chance without any question of divine interven-
tion, and they saw no contradiction in holding that a necessary event
occurred by chance. Thus for them chance appears to refer to the sub-
jectively unexpected nature of certain necessary events.

Plato refers to this view in a well-known passage of Lg. X, where he
argues against unidentified thinkers who wish to reduce all causality
to nature (pVo1g), chance (tOyn) and art (téyvn):*

Fire and water and earth and air all exist by nature (p0cet) and by
chance (t0yn), they say, and none of them by art (téxvn). And in regard

ou@ may refer to Anaxagoras, as stated by Ps.-Plutarch (Aét. Plac. 1.29.7 Diels) and
Theodoret (Affect. 6.15). But in reality the phrase goes back to Aristotle. For a detailed
explanation cf. Dudley 2012: 69, n. 39.

**This theory is attributed to Archelaus by Bury, to Prodicus by Diés, to Empe-
docles by O. Gilbert 1907: 121; W. Gundel 1914: 23—4; Buriks 1948: 14, and R. Sorabji
1980: 18; to followers of Empedocles by DK 31 A 48; to the atomists by J. Ferguson
1971: 100-1; to a mixture of the teachings of several Presocratics such as Leucippus,
Democritus and Empedocles, possibly as represented by contemporaries of Plato, by
Zimmermann 1966: 54; to the atomists, Empedocles and Anaxagoras by A. Aravanti-
nou 2005: 37, n. 28. It would appear that Plato is referring to views current in the
mid-fourth century, which tended to undermine the existence of the gods and had ex-
isted for a long time past (tovtwv TdAot Tapeckevacpévev, 890b). It should be noted
that these views were taken over partially by Aristotle, as he rejected the gods, and
held already in his early works that the three sources of generation are pioig, toxn,
and téyvn — cf. Protrep. B 11 Diiring; APo 2.11, 94b27-95a9; Rhet. 1.10, 1368b32-37.
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to the bodies that come after these, the earth, the sun, the moon and
the stars, they hold that they come into existence through the former,
although these are entirely inanimate. It is by chance (toyp) all these
elements move, according to their respective tendencies, and according
as they meet together and combine fittingly, — hot with cold, dry with
moist, soft with hard, and all such necessary (¢€ avayxng) mixtures as
result from the chance (kata Toynv) combination of these opposites —
in this way and by these means engendered the whole heaven and all
that is in the heaven, and all animals and plants as well, all seasons then
being engendered from these elements; and all this, as they assert, not
due to intellect (8w vodv) nor to any god or art (00d¢ S Tivar Beodv
o0d¢ du Téyvnv), but, as we have said, by nature (poet) and chance
(toxn) (Lg. X, 889bc).

In this passage Plato refers to necessary (¢€ &véykng) mixtures
resulting from the chance (katx toynv) combination of opposites,
thereby showing that for the thinkers who held the view in question a
necessary occurrence could also be regarded as a chance occurrence, in
the sense of a random (i.e. unforeseen or unpredictable) occurrence.*

Plato himself held that the order in the universe could only be ex-
plained as due to the intervention of the Demiurge and hence did not
accept that it could be due to chance. However, it is important that he
did not view chance and necessity as necessarily divine. Thus in the
Timaeus he writes that necessity and chance are inherent in the ma-
terial cause (matter or chaos) with which the Demiurge has to work.
Reason (as represented by the Demiurge) has to prevail over Necessity

1 Buriks 1948: 14-15 holds that the necessity referred to by Plato arises from the
inevitable intervention of Strife (veikog) and (later in the cycle) of Love in the universe
of Empedocles, i.e. that the general framework of the course of history is predestined,
whereas individual events are haphazard, i.e. the elements meet and mix in a random
and unpredictable way. The view she attributes to Empedocles is doubtless correct,
as appears from the picture émi tf)g @iAdTnTOG in Ph. 2.8, 198b30-32 (cf. Dudley 2012:
86, n. 47, and 158-160) and Metaph. A.4, 985a23-29. But Plato in this passage is not
referring to a single thinker, and one cannot use the passage to determine Empedocles’
views on chance. Aristotle also accepts that the general framework of events on earth
is absolutely necessary, but that individual events are contingent. Cf. Dudley 2012: 275.
(It may be noted that the Stoics would later reject this view and hold that if the general
framework is necessary, then all events in history are also necessary and repetitive.)

65



John Dudley / NnatoHosckne nccnegosanmns 9.2 (2018)

(the resistance to order in matter) (Ti. 47e—48a). Reason cannot, how-
ever, fully prevail over Necessity, and the outcome is chance results,
without order, which just happen.®” Likewise, prior to the intervention
of the Demiurge matter did not participate in order except occasionally
by chance.?® The chance formations that arose were, of course, also nec-
essary, given the necessity in matter. Thus here we find in Plato chance
referring to the subjectively unexpected nature of certain necessary
events. The use of chance here (tOyn, T0 TvXOV, TO 671y €TUYEV) 1S to be
distinguished from Plato’s most characteristic view of toyn with a di-
vine origin. The significant difference between the toyn (pure chance
or the haphazard) he accepts in Ti. 46e and 69b and rejects in the pas-
sage referring to unknown thinkers in Lg. X quoted above (888e-889c)
is that in Ti. 46e he is referring to side effects of the intervention of
the Demiurge and in 69b, to the situation prior to the intervention of
the Demiurge, whereas the Demiurge is excluded from a role in the
account of the order in the universe given by those who support the
views in the passage of the Laws. It is of great importance that Plato
not only understood chance in the sense of necessary but non-divine
chance as used by Heraclitus, Empedocles and Anaxagoras, but even

%2 Ti. 46e: AeKTéX PEV AUPOTEPQL TO TAOV CUTLOV YEVT), XWPig O¢ doat PeTd VOO KAAGDY
kot dyoB@dv Snpovpyol kal 6ot povebeioal PPoVI|oemS TO TUXOV ATAKTOV EKXCTOTE
$Eepydlovtan. Cf. Phlb. 28d: TIotepov, o Mpwtapye, T& cOpmavta kol 108 10 kohov-
pevov dAov Emitpomedely @dpeV TV ToD aAdYoL kol eikf] SOvapy kai to dmr) ETuyev,
7 tévavtia, kaBdrep ol Tpdahev NudV Eleyov, vodv kai gpdvnoilv Twva Bavpaoctiv
ouvtdrtovoav StakvBepviy; On avéykn in the Timaeus cf. W. Kullmann 1985: 209. It
may be noted that Plato’s material chaos moved by a mindless inner necessity bears a
certain resemblance to Democritus’ world-view. Cf. Cael. 3.2, 300b8-25. For necessary
chance in Plato cf. also Lg. VII, 806a; R. VI, 499b (implicitly also divine chance), IX,
579¢c. On chance in this sense cf. also WK.C. Guthrie 1965: 163-4, E. Moutsopoulos
2005: 63. The older commentators Gilbert 1907: 121 and Gundel 1914: 23 did not grasp
this prephilosophical meaning and hence claimed that Empedocles was inconsequent
in admitting necessary chance.

* Ti. 69b: doov pr) TOx1). Semblances of order occasionally occurred without design
in the chaos. On this passage cf. Zimmermann 1966: 47-9, 105-6. Plato clearly appears
to agree in this context to some extent with Empedocles’ account of chance. Cf. Cael.
3.2, 300b25-31.
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accepted this meaning in the Timaeus and found a place for it in his
own system, namely in regard to matter or chaos.

Besides the philosophical meanings of chance I have examined,
Plato also uses the term prephilosophically with a number of other
meanings. These can be divided broadly into three, a “neutral”, a neg-
ative and a positive meaning. In the neutral sense there are numerous
passages in Plato in which toyn or tOyou refer to events that “just hap-
pen” (as it were, “pure” chance). Between these a number of distinctions
could be introduced. However, this task goes beyond the scope of the
present article.**

Secondly, tOyn in Plato can have the prephilosophical meaning of
‘misfortune’, where it is synonymous with cupgopd, a ‘mishap/disas-
ter’.* In R. X the plural tOxou occurs and means misfortunes which

> Cf. e.g. Criti. 120e; Lg. IX, 879b; IV, 709a, where t0xou are synonymous with cup-
@opadi; Men. 99a (where tOxn means ‘haphazardly’ with an implication of ‘unexpect-
edly’); edtuyio and dvotvyio in Lg. I, 632a; II, 655d (toyown); IV, 709ab: thyan (twice),
meaning ‘pure chance (events)’ (cf. Schépsdau 2003: ad loc.); Tht. 175ab; Prt. 323¢c where
tOx” is synonymous with to adtépatov (323c) and means ‘the way things are’ (Aristo-
tle’s material cause); Grg. 448c. Cf. Sph. 265¢, where an aitio adtopdrn is the opposite
of a divine cause. TOxn in Plato can mean simply an ‘event’, Cri. 46b (cf. also 44d 6T
av toxwol and Burnet 1924: ad loc.); ‘circumstances’ or ‘situation’, Smp. 203c; ‘lot’ or
‘situation’ (opposed to cupgpopd, a ‘mishap/disaster’), Phd. 84de; in Lg. X1, 922b thyoun
means ‘the (accidental) situation’; in Lg. X, 899e tyau refers to the ‘lot’ or ‘fortunes’
of the wicked (who seem to fare well); in Phd. 58a t0xn means a ‘coincidence’ (cf.
Burnet 1911: ad loc., and Burnet 1924: ad Euthphr. 5e6); in Ep. VII, 324c toyow means
‘(chance) circumstances’; in Ep. VIII, 356b tOyxon means the ‘vicissitudes of chance’;
in Ep. I1I, 316d the passage is not altogether clear, but chance is not divine chance. —
On tOxn with the prephilosophical meaning described above cf. Zimmermann 1966:
103-4: “An einer sehr grofien Anzahl von Stellen meint “Tyche’ nichts anderes als ei-
ne konkrete Situation, die sich irgendwie ergibt oder ergeben hat... Zu dieser wenig
aufschlufireichen Bedeutungsgruppe gehoren auch die toxn-Stellen, die das Wort im
Plural aufweisen: toxou sind jeweils die Summation von Einzelsituationen. — Unbe-
riicksichtigt bleibt in diesen Fillen die Frage, wie diese Tyche verursacht ist. Es ist
dort lediglich eine ‘“Tyche-Situation’ konstatiert und als gut oder auch ungiinstig mar-
kiert... Dem Geschehen, das dorthin fiihrt oder gefiihrt hat, sowie dieser eingetretenen
Situation steht der Mensch hilflos gegeniiber: sie ist von aufen tiber ihn gekommen..”
On t0xou in the Laws cf. ibid. 70.

*E.g. Cri. 43c; Mx. 243c; 247cd; 248c; Phd. 117¢; R. 111, 399b.
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are expressly stated to occur in life haphazardly, like the throwing of
a dice.’® Similarly in Lg. XI toyou refers to sickness, old age and all the
misfortunes in life.”’

Finally, toxn can also refer to good fortune.*® Most frequently good
fortune is expressed in a wish, where the phrase evinces a wish for
better fortune.* The expression toxn ayabij is found in a number of
passages. The basic meaning is ‘may it be with good luck’.* However,
various other turns of phrase can also be required in English according
to the context, e.g. ‘may it be for the best’ (Cri. 43d); ‘let us go and may
good luck be with us™*; or ‘good luck to you’.** The notion of a divine
origin is always present behind the concept of good luck in Plato.*

* R. X, 603e, X, 604d, where the plural Toyou occurs and means misfortunes which
are expressly stated to occur in life haphazardly, like the throwing of a dice, 604c.

¥ Lg. X1, 922d. Cf. Lg. V, 732c (cf. X, 887e); XI, 926e (where t0x1 is synonymous
with cupgopd) and 928a, where tOym refers to the lot or misfortune of being an orphan;
X1, 924a, where tOyn refers to the ‘lot’ of an early death; 924d anpoodoxrite Toxn XpN-
odpevog, a man who dies unexpectedly; similarly X1, 920d; VI, 774e; IX, 873c; V, 747c:
xohemr) TOxN; IX, 877a5: éndpartov tOXNV kol cvpgopdy (where toxn and cvpgopd are
a hendiadys); IX, 881e: aAitnpiddovg Toxng; X, 905¢: dusdaipova toxnv; Ep. VII, 325b,
where tOxn means ‘twist of fate’ (misfortune); Hp. Ma. 295b, where tOxn means ‘lot’,
‘I shall accept my lot’; Euthd. 279e: ‘risks’.

 Lg. I, 640d; [Ps.-Plat.] Epin. 979a; 992a; 976e (“a god himself rather than some
good fortune” — cf. Taran 1975: 234).

* Lg. IX, 878a: &’ aypeivoot toyoug, and XI, 924a: énti toyoug apeivooy; likewise IX,
856e: TOxT apeivovy; VII, 813a: petd Toxng edpevodg ‘with the help of kindly fortune’;
Ep. VI, 322c.

% Smp. 177e; similarly Phlb. 57e; Lg. X1, 919d.

* Lg. 1, 625¢: lopev ayadr tox.

*2 Ti. 26e (Jowett), ‘ik wens je veel succes’ (Opsomer).

*Cf. esp. Lg. V, 732cd (cf. supra n. 4); less clear examples of good fortune coming
from the gods are to be found in Cri. 43d; R. X, 619c; Phdr. 262c, 265¢; Sph. 217b; Lg.
V, 732d. In Cra. 394e and 395e t0yn means ‘inexplicably’, but with a shade of ‘prov-
identially’. However, chance itself is not an agent. Thus certain persons are also said
to acquire goods (financial means) ‘by chance’ (00 TOxnG, TOXN), as if chance were an
impersonal agent, which it is not (as in Aristotle): Lg. IV, 718a; V, 744e (in the sense
of ‘good luck’). Likewise, the Athenian inquires what kind of chance (t0yn) destroyed
such a confederacy (Lg. III, 686b), as if chance were a blind, irrational force, which,
however, it is not (Lg. III, 695e-696a).
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Conclusion

From the earliest times the Greeks believed that fate and chance
played an important part in human life. Divine fate (B¢l poipa means
the idea of a lot assigned by divine decree, whereas divine chance (Beic
tOyn) implies that that which appears to be chance is in reality god-
sent. The Greeks believed in freedom and responsibility, but they be-
lieved that their freedom and responsibility were limited by fate and
chance sent from above. The importance of Plato is that he was the
first philosopher to integrate this concept of divine chance into philoso-
phy. However, he also integrated the non-divine, but necessary chance
of Heraclitus, Empedocles and Anaxagoras into his philosophy in the
Timaeus, a fact that has not previously been recognised. The Demi-
urge cannot fully prevail over Necessity or matter, and the outcome
is chance results, without order, which just happen. Likewise, prior to
the intervention of the Demiurge matter did not participate in order
except occasionally by chance. The chance formations that arose were,
of course, also necessary, given the necessity in matter. Thus in the
Timaeus Plato finds a place in his thought for non-divine necessary
chance in combination with his more important view of divine chance.

It is his view of divine chance that proved most influential, since it
was later adopted by the Stoics, who likewise understood it as part of
divine fate.** Furthermore, at a later period it was the source of the most
important Christian view of chance. In St. Augustine, for example, the
term ‘chance’ (fortuna) refers to an unknown cause, although there is a
definite and determining cause of everything said to occur by chance,
namely divine providence.*’ The notion that unexpected events are due
to divine providence is still widespread at the present time. Thus Plato’s

* Cf. Dudley 2012: 141-2. Cf. also Simp. In Ph. (CAG 9: 333).

* Aug. Retract. 1: Contra Academicos libri tres 1.2: “Sed in eisdem tribus libris meis
non mihi placet totiens me appellasse fortunam, quamvis non aliquam deam voluerim
hoc nomine intelligi, sed fortuitum rerum eventum vel in corporis nostri vel in externis
bonis aut malis. Unde et illa verba sunt, quae nulla religio dicere prohibet: forte, forsan,
forsitan, fortasse, fortuitu, quod tamen totum ad divinam revocandum est providen-
tiam. Hoc etiam ibi non tacui dicens: Etenim fortasse quae vulgo fortuna nominatur,
occulto quodam ordine regitur; nihilque aliud in rebus casum vocamus, nisi cuius ratio et
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view of chance is important not only within his own philosophy, but
also due to its enormous influence over many centuries and up to the
present time.
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Hpuna IIpomononosa

[lBa TMna 3”A0COB 1 ABa TUMa NPUYACTHOCTU:
«[lapmeHuna» n «f'vnnuin bonbwninx

IrRINA PROTOPOPOVA
Two Types oF EiDos AND Two TYPES OF PARTICIPATION:
THE PARMENIDES AND THE HIPPIAS MAJOR

ABSTRACT. The article deals with two types of eidos and two types of participation
present in the dialogues Parmenides and Hippias Major. The first type of eidos may be
called qualitative, or indivisible: here, every single thing has the same quality as the
sum of similar things (the beautiful, strong, healthy, etc.) (Hp. Ma. 303b). The second
type of eidos is shown by examples of numbers (301d5-e8) and of the pleasures of
sound and sight. This type of eidos exists as a whole, whose parts, taken separately, do
not possess the qualities of that whole. These are composite, or quasi-divisible, eide. In
the Parmenides, the composite eidos is transformed into the principle of the existence
of the One at the beginning of the second hypothesis (Prm. 142bd), when it is estab-
lished, that “the One as One” is unthinkable, but it is necessary to assume that “the
One exists”, so that “the existing One” is a whole, whose parts are oneness and being
(142d1-5). This principle of the existence of the One as a whole consisting of parts
necessarily leads to the dialectic of the Same and the Other, which is based on a differ-
ent type of participation, associated with the indivisibility of eidos (147e6-148a3). In
the Parmenides, these two types of eidos are presented as two basic principles of the
existence of the One; in the Sophist, they are the main principles of interaction of the
five great genera, and in the Timaeus, of the existence of Cosmic soul.

Keyworps: Plato, the Parmenides, the Hippias Major, eidos, participation, the One, the
whole and its parts.

«llapmeHnnpg»: anopus NnpUYacTHOCTH K «€OUHOMY» / « HACTAM»

B nepBoit yactn guanora «Ilapmennm» o6cykmaeTcss BOIIPOC CO-
IIPMYACTHOCTH 3MTOCOB, CyIleCTBOBaHIE KOTOPBIX IPU3HAIOT cobe-
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Mea muna 3tidocos u déa muna nPuULACMHOCMU...

CEeHMKMN, BelllaM UyBCTBEHHOI'O MUpA, TaK HA3bIBAEMbIM «COMMEH-
HbBIM». [lapmenup cnpammBaer Cokpara (130e5-131a2):

«ThI II0JIAT@EIb, YTO CYILECTBYIOT onpeneeHHble unen (eidn &rra),
Ha3BaHUs KOTOPBIX MOJIYUAIOT NMPUOOIIAILIMECT K HIM APyTUeE Be-
1 (T QAN HETOAPPAVOVTO TAG EMWVUHING DTGV LoYELY); HATIPU-
Mep, IpMOBIIAOIINECs K TOAOOUI0 CTAHOBSITCS ITOJOOHBIMI, K BEJIN-
KOCTY — GOJIBIIMMMY, K KPACOTe — KPACUBBIMMU, K CIIPABEIIMBOCTIL —
CIIpaBeIMBBIMU >

Coxpar corjaceH, 1 Jajblile IIpeIaraloTcsd TUIIOTe3bl, KaKIM MMeH-
HO 00pa3oM Belly UyBCTBEHHOT'O MIpa IIPMOOIIAIOTCS K 9I110caM: KaK
1[eJI0€e WM KaK YacTh (131a4—e7); 1o MpUYACTHOCTH K YUEMY-TO TPEThe-
My, O0LIIeMY U 9TII0CaM U «COMMeHHBIM» (132a1-132b2)%; B KauecTBe
«MBICTTIMOTO» (VooUpevov) B mymiax (év Yuyoic) (132b3-c12); uepes
ynogobienue sitmocam (eikocOiivor avtoig) (132d1-133a6). Bee atu
BO3MOXXHOCTU oTBepraorcs, u [Tapmennn pukcupyer 60IBIIYIO ario-
pMIO B TOM cJIyuae, eCcly MbI IIPU3HAEM CyI[eCTBOBaHMIE 3IJOCOB Ca-
mux 1o cebe (eidn dvro adta kab’ adtd) (133a8-9).

ITo cyrm, Bcst Bropas uacth «IlapmMeHuUga» («BOCEMB TUIIOTE3»)
IIpM3BaHa II0Ka3aTh, UTO «CaMO-II0-cebe» HeBO3MOXKHO JJIS MBIIILIe-
HUS — OHO BCerya TpeOyeT «MHOTO», ¥ 9TO «MTHOE» OKA3BhIBAETCS «Ta-
pPAaHTOM» MPUYACTHOCTU «COMMEHHBIX» 3IT0CAM, XOTs B Auajore o6
9TOM IIPSIMO U He TOBOpPUTCS. TeMa «MHOro» mogpobHo pasbupaercs
B quanore «Coduct», roe «MHOe» BBOAUTCA KaK OMMH U3 IIATU «Be-
JIMKYX POXOB», IPOHM3BIBAIOIINI COO0I BCE OCTANBHOE, IIPOSIBIISIO-
IMIICA KaK OTHOCUTENBHO «He-Cylllee» I BBIPAXKAIOLINMIICI Ha BCeX
IOPYTUX YPOBHAX, KpOMEe HO3TUUECKOTO, B BIE «00pasoB».

[Tonararo, uto B «IlapmeHnmge» TeMa «MHOro», He Oynyuu 0603Ha-
YeHa 3KCIUIMIUTHO, BO3HUKAET YK€ B IIEPBOI YaCTH B CAMOII IIEPBOIL
T'UIIOTe3e, e peub MAET O IPUUACTHOCTH 1IeJIOMY MIIM YacTIM 3I1I0-
ca. [Tapmenupn cupammsaer Cokpara (131b1-2):

!3mecy u pganee mep. H. Tomacosa. Cp. Taxke HOBBIN IepeBon «IlapmeHnmar»
[0.A. Inyanuua (Inuanuu 2017).

20 Taxk Ha3bBIBAEMOM apTyMeHTe «TPETbero uejoBeKa» CM., Hampumep, Mein-
wald 1992, Mignucci 1990.
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«Ilo-TBOoeMYy, Bcg Mpaes LEIMKOM — XOTb OHAa UM €IMHa — HaXOAUTCI
B Ka)KJ[OJ1 U3 MHOTUX BeIleil UM JeJIo 06CTOUT Kak-To uHaue? {...)
Benp ocraBasich eqUHOIO U TOKIECTBEHHOIO, OHA B TO ke BpeMs Oy-
JIeT BCS IeJIMIKOM COMep>KaThCs BO MHOXXECTBE OTHEJIbHBIX BeIlleil I
TaKMM 00pa30M OKaKETCS OT[EJIEHHOIL OT CaMOl ceBsi».

Onnaxo COKpaTt CMeJIo IPUBOAUT B IIPUMEP «HEOTUYKIA€MOTO» IIi-
moca Oerv (131a4-b6):

«HuuayTs, — orBeTun Cokpat, — Bepb BOT, HAIIpUMep, OOUH U TOT >Ke
JeHb ObIBaeT OJJHOBPEMEHHO BO MHOTMX MeCTaX I IIPY 3TOM HUCKOJIb-
KO He OTHAENIIeTCS OT CaMOTO cebs, Tak I KaXKIas UIesl, OCTaBasICh eI~
HOIO I TOXX[XECTBEHHOIO, MOYKET B TO K€ BpeMsI IIpeOhIBATh BO BCEM».

3xecy Cokpart BBIpa)kaeT MMEHHO TO, UTO MIIETCS: ST0C OCTAETCS CO-
6011, ¥ K HEMY B TO K€ BpeMs NPUUACTHO MHOTOe. DITOC HAXOTUTCS
LIEJIMKOM B Ka)KJIOM 13 MHOTI'OT'O M OTHEJILHOTO, OCTaBasICh TEM Ke ca-
MbIM. B maHHOM ciyuae 91iq0oC IpeaCcTaBIsSeTcs HeEeANMBIM, a «Be-
LIV » IIPMYACTHBI K HeMY Kak K 1exomy. Ogaako [TapmeHuy ornposep-
raer Cokpata (131b7-9):

«ciaBHO, Cokpar, — ckasan [lapMeHUa, — ImoMelIaelb Thl eIHOe
M TOKIECTBEHHOE OJHOBPEMEHHO BO MHOTUX MeCTax, BC€ paBHO Kak
eciut ObI, TOKPHIB MHOTMX JIFOEN OJJHOIO IIapyCIUHOIO, THI CTaJl yTBEp-
’KIaTh, UTO €MHOE BCE I[eITKOM HAaXOIUTCI HaJ MHOTVIMII».

Cokpar coryamniaercs, 4To CMbICI €0 CJIOB, IIOXKAJYil, B 9TOM — TeM
CaMbIM OH COTJIAIIAETCS Ha IMOJMEHY, KOTOPYIO coBepiuaer [lapme-
HIL, BEb BMECTO «HEIENMMOTO0» JHS OH IPEIbABIIAET «IEeIUMYI0»
TKaHb U [ieJIaeT BbIBOM OTHOCUTENbHO mociaeuein (131b7-c11):

«cJeqoBarenbHo, camy uaen, COKpaT, JeJIMMBbI, ¥ IIpUYacTHOe UM Oy-
JeT IPUYACTHO MX YaCTU U B Ka)KJOil Bely Oy[eT HaXOMMUThCS yKe

He BCS IJesI, a UaCThb ee».

Takum o6pa3om, 3q0C 3[eCh IpeaCTaBiIeH KaK [eJIMMBbIil, HO Je-
JIIMOCTH CBOVICTBEHHA BeIllaM YyBCTBEHHOTO MIUPA, a He 3/T0CaM.
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910 0popMIIEHO KaK aropus: JInOO0 3AOC CYLIeCTBYeT HeJeNIMO,
«caM-I10-ce6e», HO TOr/la HEITOHATHO, KaK K HeMy IIpMYacTHBI Bellll,
100 OH JeMM, 2 BeIV IIPMUACTHBI €T0 YaCTIM — HO HeJIMMOCTb JIC-
Ka)KaeT ero 3JJeTIUecKyIo IPUPOyY, Aejad He OTINUMMBIM OT UyB-
CTBEHHBIX «COMMEHHBIX». MbI, KOHEUHO, MOXXeM B IIPUHIMIIE OTKa-
3aThCsl OT CYILIeCTBOBAHN 9II0COB «CaMMX-I10-cebe», HO TOTAa co-
BepIIIeHHO HEBO3MOKHO MBIIIITIEHIE: eCIIY KTO-HUOY b «He JOIIyCKa-
eT IIOCTOSTHHO TOKIeCTBEHHOII ce0e ey KasKI0I U3 CyIeCTBYIOIIIX
Belllell, OH He HailJeT, Kya HaIlpaBUTh CBOIO MBICIb, I TEM CaMbIM
YHIYTOKUT BCAKYIO BOSMOXKHOCTD paccykaeHus» (135b5-c3).

Taxum obpasoM, 3afaua 3aKJI0YAETCA B TOM, UTOOBI IIOHATH, KaK
911I0C OMHOBPEMEHHO MOXKET OBITb M HEOeJVMMBIM, U IeJIMMBIM; U
eIVHBIM, ¥ MHOTUM; U «COBOI», M «MHBIM». I qymaro, UTO HEKUM
«IIp0o0Opa3oM» 3TOI AllOPUM SBIISIETCA pasfesieHNe OBYX THUIIOB 3Ii-
ocoB B auasnore «I'mnuit Boapmmim».

«mnnuii bonbLuniix: qBa THINAa 3HITOCOB

Huanor «I'mmnmit Bospmuii» B onpeneleHHOM CMBICIE YHIUKa-
JIeH — TOJIBKO B HEM, IOKaJlyJl, SKCIMIIUTHO BBIFEJIEHBI Ba MHTe-
pPecymoIux Hac TUIA 3/T0COB>.

ITepBeIil THUII 37ITO0COB MOXHO HAa3BaTh KAUECMEEHHVIM, MU Hede-
Jsumbim. COKpaT FOBOPUT B LIEJIOM TaK: €CJIU U 4 IIpeKpaceH, U ToL, ['mi-
Ui, IIpeKpaceH, TO ¥ BMeCTe MbI IIpeKpacHbl. 11 Ha060poT, ecnu Mbl
o6a IIpeKpacHBbl, TO U KaXOBII 13 HAC IpeKpaceH (crpaBeqius, 6iar,
3mopos u T.4.) (Hp. Ma. 303b). 3mecs kakmast oTqenbHas Belb obiana-
€T TeM JKe KaUeCTBOM, UTO ¥ COBOKYITHOCTh IIOJOOHBIX BeLlell.

T'mnnmit cyuraer, YTo Tak mpoucxoqut Beeraa (300b6—38):

«[la KaK xe 310 MoXxeT 6b1Th, COKpaT, UTOOBI HI OJJHA U3 OBYX BelLlell
He UMeJa KaKOro-TO CBOJICTBA, a 3aT€M UTOOBI 3TO CaMOe CBOVICTBO,
KOTOpOTO HU OfHA M3 HUX He MMeeT, 0Ka3aJoch B 00enmx?»*

*Ilo muckyccun o6 ayTeHTHUHOCTM quasora cM. Grube 1926 u Tarrant 1927.
*Ilep. A.B. BonbIpesa.
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B orBer Ha 310 COKpaT 3aMeyaer: eciu MBI ¢ TO607, I'minnit, BMecte
06a, TO M1 K&KIBII U3 HAC NOJDKEH OBITh 060tikoli? M, ey KaxKablIit 13
Hac eJUHUYA, TO I BMECTE MBI TOJKHBI ObITh edunuyei? (301d5-e8).
I'mnnuii B HeOYMEHMM: OKa3bIBaeTCsI, YTO «COBEPIIEHHO HeT Heob-
XOIVIMOCTY, UTOOBI KJKIBIN B OTHEIBHOCTH OBLI TEM 5Ke, uTo 06a BMe-
cTe, 1 00a BMECTe — TeM Ke, UTO KaKIbII B OTHeabHOCTU» (302b1-3).

9T0 M ecTh IpUMep BTOpOro Tuma 3imocos. [asun Pocc B cBo-
eil KHuUre 0 IIaTOHOBCKUX upeax (Ross 1951: 4) HasbIBaeT ero uuc-
JIOGLIM — HO 3TO CUJIBHO obemHseT cMbICI. B «I'mmmmu Bonprem»
noapo6HO pa3bupaercs MpUMep yHXOBOJIBCTBUS OT CIyXa M 3PEHMS
(YCIIOBHO €ro MOKHO Ha3BaTh 3CTETMUECKUM): II0 OTAEIBHOCTU YHO-
BOJIBCTBYIE OT 3PEHIIS U CIIyXa KaueCTBEHHO OTIINMYAIOTCS APYT OT IPY-
ra, a COBMECTHO OHM CO3[A0T eIVHCTBO C HOBBIM KauecTBOM (299c-
300b). Takum o6pa30M, 9TOT THUII 3110Ca CYLIEeCTBYeT Kak LieJIoe, ua-
CTY KOTOPOT'O 110 OTHEJIBHOCTY He 00JIaJaloT XapaKTepUCTUKAMI TO-
IO LIeJIOTO.

Iloxa3aTeabHBI IpUMep TAKOT'O THUIIA 311H0COB MBI HaligeM B «Te-
aTere»: mepBble OykBbI mMeHu COKpar, cuema M omezd, IO OTHEJb-
HOCTI He MMEIOT HIYETo OOIIero, a BMECTe CO3AIOT CJIOT, KOTOPHII,
kak roBoput CoKpar, IBIseTcs He COBOKYITHOCTHIO OYKB, & «COCTaBIIS-
€T KaKOJ-TO BO3HUMKAIOIIUI M3 HUX eIUMHBIN 31IM0C, IMEIOIIIII CBOIO
COOCTBEHHYIO eAMHYIO IIEI0, OTINUHYIO OT OyKB» (XphV yap lowg Tnv
cLANPNV TiBecBou pr) T oToLyeion GAN’ EE éxelvwv v TLyeyovog eldog,
1déav piav adTo abTod €xov, Etepov 8¢ TV oToLyElwy, 203e2-5).

Bosee «kpymHbIe» 10 MaCIITa0y IIpUMephI TOTO TUIA ITOCOB —
20cy0apcmeo u 0ywia: UacT TOTO U APYTOTO 0 OTHENBHOCTU (BOXKIE-
JIerollee, SPOCTHOE M pa3yMHOe Havuaja OYIIN, YN, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
pEMECIIEHHUKH, CTPaXU 1 (Hrurocodsl B TOCYOAPCTBE) He 00JIATAI0T
CBOJICTBOM ILI€JIOTO, HO BO3HMKAOIIee 13 HUX IieJI0e IIPY 3TOM He SB-
JIseTCd MEXaHMYECKOJ CYMMOM JacTell.

Ha3zoBem 311 31110CBI coOupamenvHuiMu, WIN keaszu-oenumvimu. Ha
MOJ1 B3TJIM, COOTHOIIIEHME «UACTEeN» U «I[eJIOT0» B KBa3M-OeJIMbIX
3J140CaxX MOKHO COOTHECT C allOpMeEN eJVIHOTO 3¥110ca KaK AeJIMIMOTO
n Hegenumoro B «[lapmeHnme».
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«llapmennpg»: «eqMHOE CyLLIECTBYET»
W THaNeKTUKA « TOXHECTBEHHOro / MHOro»

Bepuemcs k «[lapmeHUay», HO yKe KO BTOPOIT UACTH MAJIOTa, TIe
BBIIBUTAETCS BOCEMb TUIIOTE€3 COOTHOLIEHUS «€QUHOTO-MTHOTO.

I[lepBas rumoTesa pacCMaTPUBAET BO3MOKHOCTD IIOMBICTIUTD €MI1-
HOE «CaMo-TI0-ceGe» — 3Ta IOIBITKA TEPITNT ITOJHBII IIPOBAI, IOTOMY
UTO PACCYKIEHUs MIPUBOAAT COBECETHMKOB K CIIEIYIOIIEMY BBIBOIY
(141e-142a):

€AVMHOE€ HMKAaK HE€ IIPpNYACTHO OBITUIO U IIOTOMY HUMKAKIM 06pa30M
HE CyIIEeCTBYET. CJ'[eI[OBaTeIII)HO, HE CyIIECTBYET HII MIMEHN, HI CJIO-
Ba UI1 HEro, HY 3HaHUA O HEM, HII UYBCTBEHHOI'O €ro BOCIIPpUATNUA,
HU MHeHUs. Henb3g Hu Ha3BaTh €ro, HII BBICKAa3aTbCd O HEM, HU CO-
CTaBUTH cebe 0 HeM MHEHMI, HII IIO3HATh €r0, I HNYTO M3 CYLIECTBY-
IOIIETO HE MOKET UYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHATD €ero’.

Takum 06pasoM, MBI He MOXKeM He MPUOBIINTD eIUHOe OBITUI0 —
M 3TO BTOpas TMUIIOTE3a, Te MBI M BCTpeuaeMcs ¢ Moamdukanmein
PACCMOTPEHHOTO BBIILIE BTOPOTO THUIIA SIIOCOB, COOMPATETBHOTO, I
KBa3U-IeJIMMOT0: 31eCh OH IIPEBPALLAeTCs B HEOOXOAMMBII IIPIHIIVIT
cylecTBoBaHMs equHOTo (142b—d).

BoIgcHseTCa, UTO «eOMHOEe KaK enVHOe» MBICIUTh HEBO3MOXK-
HO, OJTHAKO HEOOXOOVMO IPENIIONIOKNATD, UTO «EIMHOE CYIIECTBYET»
(142d1-5):

Ecanu «cyuiecTByeT» rOBOPUTCS O CYLIECTBYIOIIEM €IVHOM, a «eau-
HOE» — 0 eJUHOM CYIIeCTBYIOIIEM, U eCJIN, C JPYTOil CTOPOHBI, ObITIIE
U efVHOe He TOXKJECTBEHHBI, HO JIMIIb OTHOCATCI K OJHOMY U TO-
My K€ CYLIeCTBYIOIeMY eJUHOMY, KOTOpOoe MBI JOIIyCTIIN, TO BeJb
Heo0X0qUMO, YTOOBI CaMO CYILECTBYIOILIlee erHoe OBLIO LIEeJIBIM, a
eIUHOe 1 ObITHE — ero yacTaMu?

31ech MBI BUAMM HEYTO IIOJOOHOE CIJIOTY, MIMEIOIIEMY CBOIO ely-
HYI0 UOEI0, OTJIMYHYI0 OT COCTABISIOIINX €r0 OYKB; MM YIOBOJb-
CTBMIO OT 3pEHUS U CJIyXa, KAUeCTBEHHO OTJIIMYHOMY OT OTHEJIbHBIX

® 3aMeTuM, UTO 37€eCh O eJUHOM CaMOM-TI0-ce0e MeNaloTCs MPAKTUUECKN Te JKe
BBIBOZIEL, 4TO B «Coducre» 0 He-cyujem camom-1o-cebe (Sph. 238c8-10).

77



Hpuna IIpomononoea / NnatoHoBckWe nccnenosanis 9.2 (2018)

YIOBOJIBCTBUIL TOTO M OPYTOrO; WJINX TOCYXApPCTBY C €ro TpeMs pas-
HBIMU «COCJIOBMSIMIL»; WJIN AYILIE C €€ TPeMS PasHBIMU «HaUyaJIaMIL».
Kaskmast M3 COCTaBIAIOIIUX B 9TUX CIYUYasIX €CTh OTHeIbHAsd «Kaue-
CTBEHHHAasI» JJiesl, 8 BMECTE OHU COCTABJISIIOT HEUTO OTJIMYHOE OT KaK-
IOTO, HO IIPM 3TOM Hepas3phIBHO eAVHOE.

B «Ilapmenupe» maiee cienyeT IOAPOOHBIN pa3dop TOro, 4T 3HA-
UNT «€AMHOE €CTh LIeJI0e, COCTOSIII[EE U3 YACTEI», U UTO U3 ITOTO CJIe-
ayer (142b-147b). 3mech BayKHBI [Ba IIIara.

Bo-mepBbix, UacTy HaXOQATCS B L[EJIOM ¥ COCTABISIOT €ITHOE, TAK
YTO «eIMHOE OXBATHIBAETCS €MHBIM I, TAKMM 00pa30M, eUHOE yKe
HaxoauTcs B cebe camom» (145¢6-7). Bo-BTOpBIX, € APYTOIT CTOPOHBL,
«I[eJI0€ He HaXOMUTCS HI B OOJIBIIIMHCTBE UaCTEN, HII B OJTHOI U3 HUX,
HU BO BCEX», — U TI0ITOMY «He JOJLKHO JIN IeJI0€ HAXOAUTHCA B UEM-
160 UHOM WIIK Ke YK BOBCe HUTIE He HAXOOUThCI?» (145d7-el)

Kak Bupum, siiqoc xauecmeeHHbll, T.€. €QUHOE, BCErAa HAXOAMTCS
B cebe caMoM, a 3IOOC K6a3u-0enuMbitl, TOCTPOEHHBIN IO IPUHI-
Iy uacmu-yesoe, HEIPEMEHHO NOJDKEH HaXOMUTHCSA B UHOM: IEVICTBU-
TEeJIbHO, Be[lb HI B OHOI U3 COCTABJISIOIIIX, KAK MbI BUIEIU HA IIPU-
Mepe CJIOTa, 3CTETUYECKOrO YAOBOIBCTBIUS, TOCYAPCTBA U YL, Lie-
JIOTO HET: OHO IIOSBJISETCSI KAK HEUTO MTHOE IT0 OTHOLIEHNIO K UACTSAM.

Taknum 06pasoM, IPUHIINAII CYLIeCTBOBAHVS €JUHOTO KaK Yerozo,
cocmosiujezo u3 uacmeil, ¢ HEOOXOIMMOCTBIO IIPUBOINUT PACCYKIEHIIE
K IMAJIEKTUKE MOXc0ecmeenHoz0 u unozo (145e3-5):

IIOCKOJIBKY €NMHOE — 9TO I(eJIOe, OHO HAaXOAMTCS B APYTOM, a IIO-
CKOJIBKY OHO COBOKYITHOCTB BCeX dacTeil — B camoM cebe. Taknum 06-
pasoM, eqyHOe HeOOXOAMMO NOJDKHO HAXOMUTHCS U B cebe caMoM, 1
B mHOM» ("Hi pév &pa 10 &v dhov, év &AAg éoTiv- 1) 8¢ T mhvTa pé-
pn Ovta TuyYGvEL, ADTO €V EQLTY: Kal 0UTwW TO €v avaykn adTod Te €v
£aLTQ elval kal &v ETépe).

Kak BuanM, TyT HauMHaeTCS AMATIEKTUKA MoK OeCmMEeHH020 11 UHO-
20, KOTOpas 6as3mpyercs yKe Ha IPUYACTHOCTI, CBA3aHHOI C Helesu-
Mmocmuio 3110ca. MOKHO IMOKa3aTh 9TO Ha IIPUMEPE TOTO, KaK eIHOe
OKa3bIBAETCSA NOJOOHbIM MHOMY B CITY omuiuuust ot Hero (147e6—a3):
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HWrak, B Kakoil Mepe eqyHOe OTJIIMYHO OT APYrOro, B TAKOI )Ke Mepe
IOpyroe OTIMYHO OT €NMHOTO, ¥ YTO KACAeTCs MPICYIIEro UM CBOI-
CTBa «OBITh OTIIMUHBIMIU», EAUHOE OYIeT 00IanaTh He MHBIM KaKIM-
nmbo oTIMUMEM, a TeM K€ CaMbIM, KakuM obJamaer qpyroe. A uro
XOTh KaK-TO TOXIECTBEHHO, TO II0J00HO.

3nmech, Kak BUONM, «eQUHOE» Omjuudemcs oT MHOI'o, HO «MHOEe»
TOXKE OMJuuaemcss OT «eIUHOTO», CIeJOBATEIbHO, MM 00OUM IIpU-
YaCTHO pasiuteHue — a pa3 Tak, TO MMEHHO B CUJY pasnuyeHus OHN
OKAa3bIBAIOTCA N0000HbIMU. TyT MBI HaOMOZaeM ysKe IPUUACTHOCTD
IpYyToro TUIAa — HE YacTel 11eJIOMYy, & Pa3sHbIX 3JJ0COB KaueCTBEH-
HOMY HeOerumMoMmy 3IIOCY.

9Ty mBa TMIA IPUYACTHOCTU B «IlapMeHmae» OKasbIBAIOTCA ABY-
Ms OCHOBHBIMM IPMHUIMIIAMIU CyllecTBoBaHMs enuHoro. B «Codu-
CTe» OHMU IPeACTaBJIEHbl BO B3aIMOJEIICTBUN IIATH BEeJIMKIX POHOB,
I'ie KaKJas COCTABIIAIONIAS IBIISETCS Moi0ecmeeHHoU cebe 1 UHOT 10
OTHOILIEHNIO KO BCEM OCTJIbHBIM, OKa3bIBasCh B CUJIY 9TOTO TOXKAeE-
CTBEHHOII C HUMMU IT0 IPUYACTHOCTH K MHOMY (Sph. 254d-255¢).

B «Tumee» 3TO yCTpOICTBO MMPOBON AYLIU, TAe HEXEIUMOCTH
OKasbIBaeTCS BEYHBIM PaBHOMEPHBIM ABVIKEHUEM IIO KPYTy, CBA3a-
HBIM C «CYILLIHOCTBIO» (00G1a), a JeIMMOCTh — HeEpaBHOMEPHBIM IBU-
sKeHMeM II0 OMaroHam, CBI3aHHbBIM C MHBIM (Ti. 34c-37c). Tem He Me-
Hee, KOCMIYecKas Ayllla — HepasIoXKuMas I1eJJOCTHOCTE .

Taxk, Ha Mo B3IJIA7, BakHeitasg ausg [LraroHa mpobiema «enqu-
HOe-MHOTOe» paspelaercs B 00beMHOI IHAMIUeCKOJ MOZeNN B3a-
MIMOJEICTBUSA ABYX OCHOBHBIX TUIIOB 3JII0COB ¥ IIPMYACTHOCTU, CBSI-
3aHHBIX C JeJIMMOCTBIO U HeJeJIMMOCTbI0. BriepBhIe ke SKCILIMUUTHO
IInaToH BRIpaskaeT 3TU TUIILI B Auanore «'mmnnmit Boabimit».

¢ Cp. IIpoTromomnosa 2014.
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Listening Carefully: Plato Tells About the Sophists*

RustaMm GALANIN
L1STENING CAREFULLY: PLATO TELLS ABOUT THE SOPHISTS

ABSTRACT. It is well known that most of our knowledge of the Sophists is obtained
from Plato’s dialogues as well as the long tradition of criticism aimed at sophistry.
Thanks to the ceuvre of Plato and Aristotle and their followers, we envisage the Sophists
as bad guys, obnoxious “many-sided creatures” who take fees for their teachings and
are “not to be caught with one hand”. Fortunately we know not only how bad the
Sophists were, but also what they taught, and it is Plato who in many cases is our only
source of information on the topic. That is why I am not going to criticize Plato for
having an inadequate view of the Sophists — which is a common notion — but, on the
contrary, will try to offer an apology in behalf of Plato by way of demostrating how
much we owe him in terms of our knowledge about the Sophists. Further, I am planning
to make a summary of modern assessments of Plato as a source for sophistology, and
to show that Plato’s dialogues are unique historical testimonies, and therefore many
things written by him about the Sophists are to be taken on trust.

KeywoRDs: ancient philosophy, sophistry, rhetoric.

The dialogues never lie

Everyone would remember the famous words of the Eleatic Stranger
to Theaetetus regarding a Sophist, “that this creature is many-sided and,
as the saying is, not to be caught with one hand.”* The irony of Socrates
ridiculing the false importance in which wallow the Sophists and their

© P.B.Tananun (Caukr-Iletepbypr). mousse2006@mail.ru. Pycckas xpuctuanckas
T'yMaHUTapHas aKaJeMUsl.
MnaTtoHoBcKkMe nccnenoBaHna / Platonic Investigations 9.2 (2018) DOI: 10.25985/P1.9.2.06
*HccnenoBaHue BBIIONTHEHO Ipy (GMHAHCOBOI Moagep:xke Poccuiickoro ®oH-
na Pynmamenranbubix McenemoBanmit mo mpoekty Ne 18-011-00968 «Coxpar: pro et
contra. Mu¢ o Cokpare B OT€UeCTBEHHOII ¥ MUPOBOIL KYJIBTYPE».
1 Sph. 226a: TO motkilov elvou TodTo TO Onpiov kol TO Aeyopevov ol i ETépg An-
ntov. Translation by Harold N. Fowler.
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disciples, is well known, too.? It is no secret that one couldn’t learn
anything from the Sophists except to produce “idle chatter”. But the
worst thing is that they took a lot of money for their teachings, and even
Socrates couldn’t avoid the temptation to attend a lecture on philology
delivered by his friend and teacher Prodicus® for one drachma, as he
was too poor to pay 50 drachmas for a full course.* The primary source
of these historical details is Plato, who is not stingy in “praising” the
Sophists, who were his opponents.

All this is, so to speak, the tip of the iceberg, something that eve-
ryone knows. However, let’s take a closer look at the contents of the
dialogues. Plato deliberately attacks, in the first instance, not what the
Sophists say, but how they do it, i.e. their complacency, their clothing
and other attributes. In other words, he attacks but everything external.
He abundantly uses vivid imagery in his descriptions, compensating as
it were for the lack of illustrations in contemporary volumes, and his
reader could perfectly well envisage the picture Plato was painting:
the pretentiousness of the Sophists’ behavior, the way they were lying
around in sheepskins, conceited and arrogant, surrounded by beautiful,
naive and, what is especially important, rich young ephebes, Athenian
preppies who looked slack-jawed at them as at celestial beings. All this
ridiculous buffoonery is mechanically transferred by a trustful reader
to the Sophists’ arguments, while a thoughtful and dubious one can
separate the grain from Plato’s chaff and understand that such a repre-
sentation of the Sophists is just a rhetorical device where the Sophists
appear only as historical personalities, and has nothing to do with the
essence of their teachings.

Here I must briefly mention what I believe Plato’s dialogues existed
for. They may be viewed as handbooks intended for three categories
of citizens: 1) educated amateurs, 2) knowledgeable readers trained in
sciences, 3) pupils of Plato’s Academy.” At the same time, it is not nec-

% Prt. 315-316.

3 Cf. Guthrie 1971: 222, 275.
* Cra. 384b.

® Cf. Szlezak 1999: 25.
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essary that, for example, Plato’s early dialogues would not be of interest
for an advanced pupil, and, on the other hand, that the later ones would
not appeal to someone who had just started his studies. Nevertheless,
I believe the basic intent of at least the early and middle dialogues was
a protreptical invitation to any educated reader to come and philoso-
phize within the walls of the Academy. In all this, there is a hidden
advertising effect, a marketing gesture, and we should not be surprised
by that. There were many schools and teachers in Athens, and during
his lifetime, Plato was not as popular as we now think. Socratic au-
thors, such as Aristippus or the ideologist of social protest Antisthenes
(let alone Isocrates), were much more ambitious intellectual “stars” in
terms of fame.°

Furthermore, most of the dialogues have no preconceived answers.
This suggests that while reading the dialogues, even though it is possi-
ble to ascend to the truth through the dialectics, the ultimate answers,
the Truth as it is, can be reached only by becoming a student of the
Academy, communicating within its walls with Plato and other initi-
ated ones, leading a communal living, and sharing the common joys
and sorrows of philosophical questioning. What does this mean? It
means that the answer is too valuable to propagate it on paper, and
it cannot be stated definitively in writing. Therefore, Plato generally
trusted writing to a very limited extent, only as a support tool and a
way to preserve the work and remember it at the end of life. Writing
is only a servant of memory. It should be added that a dialogue cannot
help itself, protect itself from misunderstanding when someone reads
it. Therefore, each dialogue is provided with the figure of a bodyguard
of truth, a true dialectician, who somehow defends the doctrine due to
the lack of a real interlocutor, and who therefore must surpass all other
participants in the dialogue with his or her (I cannot help recalling here
the priestess Diotima!) spiritual qualities — and it is surely Socrates.”

Taking this into consideration, viz. that the dialogue leads to the
Truth, let us also accept that the teachings of the Sophists as the main

¢ Collins 2000: 59.
7 Szlezak 1999: 103 ff.
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opponents of Socrates/Plato could not be distorted to the extent that
they did not correspond to historical realities at all. The content of their
doctrines must have been presented truthfully, because, first, it was
easy to verify whether Plato was lying, and second, one could deduce
from these doctrines the true consequences for the Platonic Truth, even
if from a philosophical point of view sophistical doctrines were false.
Therefore, at least from the historical point of view, the authenticity
and attribution of these teachings to one or another Sophist must not
have been false. After all, it would be pointless for Plato to argue with
the Sophists and refute their views if their original conceptions cor-
responded neither to the dialogues, nor to the texts and teachings of
Socrates’ historical opponents, and for these reasons, I am sure, Plato’s
very argumentation must have been built on a historically legitimate
basis.

Protagoras — our father and mentor

After these preliminary observations, let us turn to concrete exam-
ples where Plato serves as the most important and, in my view, most
credible source of the tenets of sophistry. I would start with Protago-
ras and his famous thesis about man being the measure of all things.
John Dillon notes that the fragments of Theaetetus,® where this saying is
being introduced, are “the oldest surviving testimonies to Protagoras’
doctrine, although we should recognize their tendentious character.
If we are talking about Protagoras’ “monologue” (Tht. 166a—168c), it
seems that it does not look tendentious or ironic, but rather truthfully
and sympathetically reflects the doctrine of the Sophists. At least, it
seems obvious that Plato himself understood the doctrine of Protagoras
this way. John Burnet believed that it was impossible that Protagoras
had really been expelled from Athens, and that his books were burned,
as Diogenes Laertius (9.55) states. Even if these events took place, it
is quite obvious that many copies of his works should have survived,

® Tht. 151e-52e.
°Dillon, Gergel 2003: 9.
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and there is no reason to believe that Plato was not sufficiently ac-
quainted with them. Accordingly, if the book was extant and probably
widely read, then it would have been impossible for Plato “to interpret
the doctrine of Protagoras in a sense not really suggested by it”*° In
its original form, the “man-measure” saying was the beginning of the
book called AArBeia 1) KatafdAlovteg (Truth, or Overthrowing Argu-
ments); Diogenes Laertius'* does not mention this work, and according
to Mario Untersteiner, it was Plato to first comprehend this work of
Protagoras as his opus majus.*

Now let us turn to Plato’s Protagoras which includes the famous
myth, or, as it is customarily called among scholars, the Great Speech.
The authenticity of this myth is no longer a topic of discussion, and
therefore we can fully trust Plato here, and even assume that he made
some sort of interpolation into the dialogue of some work by Protago-
ras that he either had before his eyes or whose content he remembered
very well. Edward Schiappa, referring to Michael Gagarin,'* notes that
Plato could have easily removed some parts of the Great Speech for the
sake of greater stylistic harmony of the dialogue, but he did not, which
allows Gagarin to assume that the Great Speech is an insertion from
an original work of Protagoras. David Hoffman agrees with Michael
Gagarin and believes that Plato’s goal was not to attack Protagoras, but
rather to compare Socrates’ views on the nature of virtue with those
of the Sophist, and, finally, to find out whether virtue can be taught.”
Therefore, I believe that Plato, who was a great dramatist and composer,
has expounded the views of Protagoras so completely and vividly that,
by reading this dialogue, it is quite possible to construct a completely
truthful image of the Sophist in regard to both his teaching and his
appearance.'®

Burnet 1914: 113.

" D.L. 9:55.

2 Untersteiner 1954: 15.

*Schiappa 2003: 147.

* Gagarin 1968: 90.

> Hoffman 2006: 10.

'¢ As indicated above, we should not trust Plato when he portrays the appearance of
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Another famous scholar, George Kerferd, sees in this myth not only
an outline of the doctrine that really belonged to Protagoras, which
could have been expounded in some of his treatises (On the initial or-
der of things?) devoted to politics and other similar things, but also an
expression of something resembling a theory of progress in the context
of the opposition between nomos and physis, and the time when nat-
ural man turns into a cultural one.” Rejecting the theory of progress,
Guthrie holds the same opinion about the authenticity of interpola-
tion.’®* Manuvald argues that Plato’s contemporaries, many of whom
had access to the writings of the Sophist, would have found him not
a trustworthy person had he significantly altered the content of the
doctrine of the historical Protagoras, or had he, God forbid, completely
distorted it.*

Callicles — the first Nietzschean in the world

Now I am going to turn to the Gorgias, but let us look not at Gorgias
himself, for Plato nowhere calls him a Sophist, but at a different figure,
his disciple and friend Callicles. As Guthrie has written, Callicles “is a
somewhat mysterious figure, for apart from his appearance as a char-
acter in Plato’s dialogue he has left no trace in recorded history”*® So
what can we learn from this dialogue in order to consruct a true image
of the Sophist? We know where he came from — he is Acharnanian,*
he fell in love with Demos, and it would be too naive to understand
that word to refer to the Athenian people.”” The handsome Demos was

the Sophists, but knowing how much they loved shock value and chic-looking clothes,
we can still do it. Just recall Gorgias, speaking in a purple cloak, as if he were not a
sage, but a king. The Sophists liked to show off very much.

" Kerferd 1991: 125.

® Guthrie 1971: 63, 64.

¥ Manuwald 2013: 164

20 Guthrie 1971: 102.

# Grg. 495d.

2 Grg. 481d: oV 8¢ dvoiv, tod e ABnvainv drjpov kai Tod Hupthdpoug (‘you are
in love with both of them — one is the people of Athens and another is Demos of
Pyrilampes’). The pun is due to the polysemy of the word 8fpog, which is understood
here either as the people or as a Greek male name.
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a son of a former moneychanger Pyrilampes who became a rich man
and was Plato’s stepfather. Eric Dodds and Debra Nails believe that
Callicles was a real historical figure,” and the way he is portrayed by
Plato, and the things he speaks about in the dialogue, can correspond
to the historical truth.** For instance, in the Assembly, Callicles used
to please the Athenian people and change his own position depending
on the will of the crowd. He acted similarly with his favorites, pleasing
them in everything and going from one extreme to another.”

As far as the people are concerned, one can draw an important con-
clusion about rhetoric: Callicles, like many public people in general, is
guided not by the principle of pure reason, but by the urgent affairs of
the polis. These public persons, according to John Poulakos, “took leads
from their audiences, and designed their discourses with those exact
audiences in mind”,*® that is to say, on the one hand, they were led by
the audience, and on the other, they themselves led the audience to a
certain acceptance of certain positions necessary for making a specific
decision in performing practical tasks. That is where the impression
that Callicles pleased people derives from. That is where Plato’s hatred
for the Sophist arises. And as Plato stresses, it was their rhetoric that
was to blame for all this, which, without knowing the truth, was able
to stimulate the masses, distanced from philosophy, to various unrigh-
teous deeds. It would be a small loss if the Sophists were just chatting or
doing harmless eristic, but no! — they and their students were involved
in political and judicial life, they were concerned with action based on
certain historic circumstances, rather than with understanding reality
sub speciae aeternitatis. In other words, according to Plato, as noted by
Poulacos, “produced by the ignorant few (the orators), the discourse
of the Sophists is directed to the ignorant many (the public), whose

»*For the sake of justice, it should be noted that there are other points of view
according to which Callicles is either a fictitious figure or a mask behind which the
deeds and faces of Critias and Alcibiades are hidden. For more details see Untersteiner
1954: 344, n. 40.

24 Nails 2002: 75.

» See Grg. 481e.

¢ Poulakos 2008: 27.
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practices affect the character of and life in the polis.”?” Such injustice
triumphs because — and only because — the Sophist and the Orator, as
Plato thinks, are one and the same figure.?® As for the content of Calli-
cles’ doctrine, in general, it defended the rights of physis against nomos,
and this, as Dodds writes, “marks him as anti-democratic in principle”.*
The laws, that is the sphere of nomos, according to Callicles, were in-
vented by weak human beings who could not protect themselves, by
the motley, impersonal majority, in other words, by the masses who
envied outstanding personalities, or geniuses, and in every way tried
to bind them with ridiculous decrees, ground them into the dirt, make
them like everyone else.*® Such beliefs, as Dodds points out, can not,
of course, belong to a democrat, but only to Plato’s tyrant, who is a
flesh-and-blood brainchild of democracy, and at the same time its mor-
tal enemy.** In a reduced form, without mentioning the author, we find
this theory put into the mouth of the Athenian in Plato’s Laws, at 889e—
890Db. It should also be noted that the theory of Callicles was very popu-
lar in the 19th and 20th centuries, and it largely motivated aristocratic
tendencies in Nietzsche’s philosophy: the rights of the strongest, etc.
In May 1956, a popular radio show on CBS Yours Truly, Johnny Dollar
featured a five-part episode called The Callicles Matter, where Callicles
was named the greatest of all Greek philosophers.*

Hippias, or getting back to natural roots

In the Protagoras we read about the knowledgeable Hippias who ar-
gues that the law governs people and compels them to do things that
are contrary to nature.* This position probably was the theoretical ba-
sis for Callices’ reasoning, which he could have borrowed from Hippias.
Anyway, we are to agree with Dillon who says that thinking about

*Ibid. 80.

* See Grg. 520a.

* Cited by Nails 2002: 75.
% See Grg. 483cd.

*1See Nails 2002: 75

%2 See Nails 2002: 76.

* Prt. 337d.
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the contrast between nature and law was very common at that time
(the 20s of the 5th century B.C., when this conversation supposedly
took place), and it is clear that Hippias wasn’t the thinker who intro-
duced this problem into the general intellectual turnover.>* In this pas-
sage of the Protagoras,® Plato makes a masterful example of the man-
ner in which Hippias really used his speeches. This sample, according
to Alexander Lopez Eire, is an excellent representation of the method
which enabled Hippias to evoke interest in his listeners and fascinated
them even when the topic of the speech was entirely scientific.>® As for
the aforementioned concession to the law, Hippias believed that what
is more useful to most people is also more legitimate.*” That is perhaps
all that we can extract directly from the body of Plato’s dialogues re-
garding the doctrine of Hippias. In other cases, Hippias speaks very
often, but as a rule, only as an interlocutor of Socrates or simply a par-
ticipant in the general conversation of the main characters of a given
dialogue.

Prodicus, or synonymic unhappiness

Speaking of Prodicus, let us first turn to the dialogue Eryxias.>® He
argues there that wealth is evil for vicious and ignorant people, but for
people who know how to manage money well, wealth, on the contrary,
is good, and this is also typical for everything else.* In the Axiochus,
Socrates, pointing out that Prodicus had taught him this for money,
says that death is good and nature is evil, because it has put an immor-
tal soul in a mortal body, subject to illnesses and sorrows; our joy is
fickle and is always associated with suffering; the sorrows, on the con-
trary, are persistent, lasting and deprived of any admixture of joy. The
soul, scattered by parts in the body, feels all the sicknesses and, because

**Dillon, Gergel 2003: 365, n. 7.

> Prt. 337e-338b.

*¢Lépez Eire 2010: 340.

% See Hp. Ma. 284e.

**1 leave aside the problem of attribution of this and next early dialogue to Plato.
* Erx. 397e.
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of this, suffers very much. The soul strives in every way to go back to its
heavenly homeland, into the ether, where it will be playing heavenly
roundelays and enjoying its freedom.*’ But the most important thing
that Prodicus became famous for is the theory of language. He elabo-
rated synonymy and orthoepeia, and Kerferd believes that the satirical
image of Prodicus in the Protagoras can indirectly serve as proof that
he might have had written On the Correctness of Names.*' Moreover,
Protagoras 337a—c can serve an example of Prodicus’ technique, simu-
lated by Plato.*? In the Cratylus, at 384b, Socrates says that had he heard
Prodicus’ fifty drachmas lesson, nothing would have stopped him from
learning the whole truth about the correctness of the names. On the ba-
sis of this ironic statement, Allesandro Chiapelli argues that synonym
as such has its source in the etymology of words, i.e. in the doctrine
according to which every given word corresponds to nature, to a given
thing, and it happens because of the similarity in the sounding of the
word and the thing itself; the thing expresses itself through the word,
therefore words must be carefully distinguished from each other, and,
consequently, the reason why something is called by one name or an-
other does not come from the practical aspect of using things, but from
their very nature.*> A theory of that kind, as it is easy to guess, is called
linguistic naturalism. However, Mario Untersteiner believes that there
is no clear evidence in the dialogue that Prodicus adhered to such an
interpretation of synonyms and etymologies.**

Thrasymachus is almighty, he is always right

Next we have Thrasymachus. From Plato we learn that Thrasy-
machus adheres to the principle that Justice is something useful for the
stronger.*® Every power establishes laws in its own favor, depending

0 Ax. 366ab

“1See Kerferd 1991: 46.
2 Ibid. 70.

* Untersteiner 1954: 213.
“ Ibid.

* R. 338c.
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on the type of authority, for power is stronger than its subordinates.*
These beliefs, according to Untersteiner, coincide with those that an
anonymous author puts in the beginning of the Athenian Constitution.”’
And here Socrates agrees that justice is a kind of t0 cupgpépov — that
which unites, strengthens, nurtures development and supports growth,
i.e. something that is suitable.*® The real ruler does not make mistakes,
he unerringly does what he has to do, and his orders must be performed
by everyone under his authority.*” Rulers treat their subjects no better
than shepherds treat their sheep, so it turns out that justice is a spe-
cific kind of good that belongs to the Other, to the strongest. For this
reason, for an ordinary man, justice, on the contrary, is injustice,*® and
there is a weighty argument for him to not be just. Thereby, as Claudia
Baracchi says, we got to know that there are two kinds of justice:** the
first belongs to the rulers, the second one speaks on behalf of the op-
pressed, humiliated, and other down-at-the-heel people. This is justice
which happens to be unjust. It turns out after all that it is the subor-
dinates, unfairly fulfilling their social obligations, who are just.* The
rulers exercising their power are always unjust. The fact that the sub-
ordinates a priori are in an oppressed position gives them the right to
be unjust in relation to the authorities and laws.

But let’s not forget that Thrasymachus is primarily a rhetorician and
not a revolutionary, and his main interest is rhetoric. By showing the
dual nature of justice, he, like any rhetorician, juggles with the concepts
of truth and doxa, he accepts the distinction between being just and
seeming just. Therefore, being a rhetorician in the service of the powers
that be, he can not openly show that those who try to seem the most
just — that is, the power and authorities — in fact are the most unjust,
and vice versa that subordinate people who seem to perform injustice,

*R. 339a.

*”Untersteiner 1954: 327.
* Baracchi 2002: 48.

*R. 341a.

°R. 343cd

*1 Cf. Baracchi 2002: 49.
*2 Ibid.
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but only in view of the lawlessness of the authorities, are truly the most
just. And there is nothing surprising in this position, for, as it is said
in the Phaedrus, “As to the art of making speeches bewailing the evils
of poverty and old age, the prize, in my judgment, goes to the mighty
Chalcedonian. He it is also who knows best how to inflame a crowd
and, once they are inflamed, how to hush them again with his words’
magic spell, as he says himself. And let’s not forget that he is as good at
producing slander as he is at refuting it, whatever its source may be”**
John Dillon believes that even though Thrasymachus is portrayed in
a very satirical way in the Republic, there is no reason to doubt that
the Sophist might have been a follower of the strong is always right
doctrine.**

Antilogical phratry: Euthydemus and Dionysodorus

And finally, I would like to briefly talk about another sporty couple
of the Sophists, Euthydemus and Dionisodorus, with whom we can get
acquainted by reading the Euthydemus. As Dillon points out, despite
the satirical image of these Sophists, the biographical data and their
doctrine are depicted quite accurately.”® Here the question may arise,
why then, if both of these people are real historical figures, are the ut-
terances of Euthydemus not included in the Diels edition? Rosamond
Kent Sprague believes that this is due to the fact that in the days of
Diels, when he composed the section dedicated to the Sophists, many
characters of the dialogues were seen as masks of Plato’s intellectual
adversaries among his contemporaries. In this case, Antisthenes the
Cynic might have been discerned behind Euthydemus’ mask. Further-
more, the reason for this could also be that Diels, like many classi-
cists of the time, did not attach much importance to eristic, which in
turn was a very significant aspect of sophistic teachings. In this re-
spect, Diels’s position is quite different from that of Plato, since the

** Phdr. 267cd. Trans. by A. Nehamas and P. Woodruff.
>*Dillon, Gergel 2003: 208.
> Ibid. 266.
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latter gave a lot of importance to Euthydemus’ eristic, for he consid-
ered it a kind of Eleatic attack on his own theory of Forms.’® In her
famous edition of the older Sophists, Rosamond Kent Sprague includes
Euthydemus and leaves aside Dionysodorus, believing that the attempt
to separate the teachings of the two brothers from one another makes
no sense from a philosophical point of view, for they always speak in
unison in the dialogue. The two brothers were born in Chios, came as
colonists to Thouria, where, for political reasons, they were banished
around 413 B.C., then for some time they traveled to Attica and settled
in Athens, having exchanged work as instructors in military affairs for
work as speech contest instructors.”” The basic points of their theory of
argumentation are as follows. If T am not mistaken, in the finished form,
the famous doctrine that contradiction is impossible is first encountered
in the Euthydemus.”® That was the core of sophistical argumentation,
whose adherent, as we know, was Protagoras.>

Concerning o0k eivan avtidéyerv, things are not as simple as they
may seem. In fact, we do not really know where it came from and who
exactly coined it. Thus, Rankin writes, “we can be reasonably sure that
it is old. Plato presents it as a kind of recessive gene in the tissue of con-
temporary philosophy, though we cannot exclude the possibility that
he deliberately exaggerated its obsolescence, for it seems to have been
widely current in his time, and not to have been merely the peculiar
fossil-pet of Antisthenes... then we may perhaps discern Heraclitus as
one of its ancestral patrons.”® If contradiction is impossible, then the
one who speaks always speaks of existing things, therefore uttering
the real truth — because nothing can be said about nonexistent things,

*¢ Sprague 1972: 294.

" Euthd. 271c.

58 Euthd. 285d: Koi Alovucd8wpog, Qg 8vtog, £on, Tod &vtiléyew, & Ktioutrne,
notf) Tovg Adyoug; Iévtwg dfmov, e, kol ceddpa ye: §j 60, & Alovucddwpe, 00k olel
elvan avtidéyew;. “On this Dionysodorus said: As though there were such a thing as
contradiction! Is that the way you argue, Ctesippus? Yes, to be sure, he replied, indeed
I do; and do you, Dionysodorus, hold that there is not?” (Translation by WR.M. Lamb;
italics added).

*See D.L. 10.53; Isoc. Helena 1; Euthd. 286c.

°Rankin 1981: 25.
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and because speaking about nonexistent things is equivalent to being
silent. Therefore no one speaks of the non-existent and, therefore, no
one utters a lie.** Also in this dialogue we meet a remarkable phrase
of Euthydemus saying that “to speak thus is to do something and to
create”.®” One is left only wondering how much this resembles the pos-
tulate of the English analytic philosophers’ speech acts theory and the
late Wittgenstein’s language games theory, according to which a lan-
guage game is the unity of thought, word and deed.®®

Plato has smashed History to pieces

If we tried to present History in human form, it would most likely be
a woman, just like the Greek Muse Clio, at least because the noun icto-
pia in Greek is feminine. History is a very eccentric and bizarre lady.
She does whatever comes in her head. She wanted to wipe the writings
of the Sophists away from the face of the earth, but came across a very
powerful opponent in the face of Plato who was a fighter for mem-
ory against historical oblivion, and who also was a night-soil-man of
the river Lethe. Plato has made it hot for History, so that she finally
had to save the Sophists for us... At the same time, Plato is criticized
by rhetoric and sophistry lovers for criticizing the Sophists. Having
completed this brief review, it seems obvious that the divine Plato is
an invaluable source for the study of the Sophists. I am not going to
over-hype Plato’s aspiration to preserve the historical truth, not at all.
Plato is a great dramatist and joker. He jokes and mocks the Sophists,
but nonetheless we are always able to separate his jeers and irony from
the real content of sophistic doctrines. I think it’s time to finally change
the hypercritical attitude towards Plato in favor of an accurate and vig-
ilant trust in him. Why don’t we join Plato and make some fun of the
Sophists?

! Euthd. 283e—284d.
“? Euthd. 284c: 10 Aéyewv Gpo TPATTELY T€ KL TTOLETV £0TLV.
*See Austin 1962; Wittgenstein 1986: 5.
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Anexkceti ['apadxa

MnatoH n CodpoH: nocTaHoBKa Bonpoca

ALEXEI GARADJA
PLATO AND SOPHRON: STAGING A QUESTION

ABSTRACT. Ancient testimonies allude to a special relationship that linked Plato to
Sophro, a writer of mimes from Syracuse, contemporary with Socrates and Euripi-
des. Plato admired Sophron’s writings, has brought them to Athens from Syracuse,
was engrossed in them to such extent that he couldn’t part with them throughout day
and night, was not only absorbed in reading but in some way imitated the Sicilian,
namely in depicting characters (j8omotfjcot mtpog adtov, D.L. 3.18). One might infer
that even that which makes up the special appeal of Plato’s philosophical style, the
very form of dialogue, could have been borrowed from Sophron. Such an assumption
has actually been made, both in recentiores like John Tzetzes (H. 10.806-810 et al.) and
in a quite early testimony of Aristotle found in his fragmentary piece Ilepi montédv,
supplemented by a papyrus (P. Oxy. 3219) and rebounding on the opening pages of
the Poetics (1447b). Besides Sophron, Aristotle indicates among Plato’s precursors a
certain Alexamenus of Teos (Tenos) who supposedly wrote ‘Socratic/ dramatic dia-
logues/logoi’ ahead of Plato. Before attempting to interpret such claims, one should
not only parse the available material but also hone the tools for its processing, namely
the questions that must be asked if one hopes to get any sensible answers. What did
Aristotle intend by a ‘dialogue’? What exactly were Sicilian mimes? Sophron’s writ-
ings are extant only as scanty, largely unrevealing fragments. We have to grope our
way on this quest, depending mostly on indirect and unreliable data.

Keyworps: Plato, Sophron, dialogue, mime.

ITo HEKOTOPBIM CBULETEIHCTBAM, NSIOMITHKY CBOETo (prrocodcko-
ro cTmis — camy ¢opmy amanora — [L1aToH 3aMMCTBOBAJ U3 COUMHE-
unit mumorpaga Codpona u3z Cupaxys, KOTOPBIMU OH BOCXUIIAJICS
1 KoTopble npuBe3 B A¢mHbI 13 cBoeit moe3nku Ha Curmnnio’. Mmes

© A.B.Tapamxka (Mocksa). agaradja@yandex.ru. IInaToHOBCKMII MCCII€XOBATENBCKIIT

HayuHBII IIeHTp, Poccuiickuii rocynapcTBeHHBIN I'yMaHUTAPHBI YHUBEPCUTET.

MnatoHoBckMe nccnegosaHna / Platonic Investigations 9.2 (2018) DOI: 10.25985/P1.9.2.07
! «AHekpor 128» mo xinaccudukanuu Purnaoc — cm. Riginos 1976: 174 sq.
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IeJIO C TAKOJL «IJIBIO0I», Kak InaToH, 4acTo HeBOIBHO IIpeHeOperaT
KOHTEKCTOM, B KOTOPOM TOT (POPMIPOBAJICS U pOC Kak aBTop. [pyras
KpalHOCTb, XapaKTepHas B IIEPBYIO OUepeab IJIsI APEBHUX KOMMEHTA-
TOPOB, — BCIOAY II0103PEBATh «BIMSHISI», BHICTPAMBATh BCEBO3MOXK-
HBbIE «IIpeeMCTBa». [ ie-To mocepennHe — B3BelleHHas 1o3uiys: [lna-
TOH 0e3yCIIOBHO I 11 paboTajl He B UMCTOM II0JIe,  TOUHO TaK e,
KaK JI MbI CEerojHsI, OOIIIAJICS C KOJUIeraMIt, UNTal KHUTH, IPUYeM He
TOJIBKO «ITO CIIELUATIBHOCTI», HO Y «XY0KECTBEHHYIO JIUTEPATYPY ».
Bor uro o Codposne roopurcst B Cyde (X 893):

Co¢poHn: cupaxyssunH, cbiH Aradoxna u Jamuacwumuast. Kur Bo
Bpemena Kcepkca [mpaBmi 486-465] u EBpunnna [oxk. 480 — ok. 406] u
McaJl MUMBI MY>KCKI€, MIIMBI YKEHCKIE, HA PAa3TOBOPHOM f3BIKe [T.€.
po3oit, kataroyadnv], mopuyeckum auanexkrom. [lnaron ¢urocod,
TOBOPST, TAK YBIEKAJICS MIMIL, UTO YaCTO JasKe 3aChIIIall 3a YIX UTeHIEM
(Gel avtoig EvTuyxavewy, ©g kal kabevdely €T ATV €00’ dte).

A BoT coobitenne Juorena Jlasprckoro (3.18):

Kax kaxercs, IlnaTtoH mepBsiM IpuBe3 B AGUHBI TakKe U KHUTK
mumorpacda CodpoHa 1 moppakai eMy B U300pasKeHIN XapaKTepoB
(hBomoujoon TPOG OTOV); KHUTM ITY OBLIN HAIIEHBI Y HETO B U3TO-
soBbe (e0pedivan 1O Tf) KePAA]) adTOD)

OnmMnuonop mobasiser €v Tf) kKAivy adTod erte u kauru Apucro-
damna (Vit. Pl 3). KoHeUHO, 3TOT LITPUX MOKHO PACLIEHUTH I KaK MAJIO
YTO 3HAYAIINI [IITAMII: COOOIIIEHN O «KHIDKKAX IO ITOAYIIKAMU» Y
BEJIVKVX M MI3BECTHBIX — He PEeOKOCTh B APeBHeIl KOMMEHTAaTOPCKOI
nnreparype’. Bpouem, naxe ckynsle cBenenus n3 Cydvl BHUMATEb-
HOMY UMTATEI0 CKKYT OOJIbIIIE, YeM MOYKET ITOKA3aThCs Ha ITEPBBLIL

*B mepeBoge M.JI. TacrmapoBa CHUMITOMATHYHO IIPOIIYIIEHO CIOBO NHEANHEVL
‘peHebperaemMsle, I103a0bITHIE , XAPAKTEPUSYIOIIIEE ITH CBUTKIL.

*Cp. Hosyto ucmopuio Ilronemes: Tedpectmona (ap. Phot. Bibl. 190, 151: 6—14 Bek-
ker): «Ilocie cmeptu Jemerpuss CKEIICHIICKOTO Y HErO B M3TOJIOBbE HAIIUIM KHUTY
Tennnpa, B usronosse y Tuponnxa Xankunckoro — Hupsanvujukos Ankmeona, I'uo-
pucmos EBnonuna — y S¢duansra, Eenudoe Kpatuna — y Anekcaunapa, mapss Maxke-
noHckoro, Tpyou u onu ecmoma — B usrososbe y CesneBka Huxaropas.

97



Anekceil ['apadxa | NnatoHoBckme uccnenosannsa 9.2 (2018)

BaruAn. Cpasy ofpamjaror Ha ce6s BHUMaHNeE CIeRyIoIIe MOMEH-
THI: TIICAJI IPO30IL, Ha JOPMUECKOM AMAJTIEeKTe, COUMHEHN AeIATCs Ha
MY>KCKUe U )KeHCKue. Xopukuit yrounsetr (Apol. Mim. 32.2.16):

oH [[ImaToH] mo Toro 6bu1 BocxuireH (BoUU&ooL) 9STMI TBOPEHNSIMI,
YTO HeE TOJIbKO 3aHMMAaIC (OpLAELV) MMM IO LIEJIBIM THSIM, HO M HO-
YBI0 IIOAKJIAABIBAIL KHUTY IIOJ] CBOE JIOJKE, YTOOHL, S TaK AyMaro, OHa
y Hero ObLIa, ecIy Cpelyl HOuM eMy BAPYT IIPUIET B FOJIOBY Kakas-
HUOY b MBICIb, IJISI TOATBEPKAEHMS KOTOPOIT HyXeH 1o3t. Vtak Co-
¢dpoH, koTopslit Hamtes B [TaToHe cCBOEro mouuTares, Ioapakaer u
my>kumHaM u keHImHaM ([IAGtova Aayov épactnv ppeiton pev av-
dpag ppeiton 8¢ yovouw). Jlereuer y Hero u peGeHOK, eliie He yMest HU
MaTepu IIPaBMIbHO Ha3BaTh, HI K OTIY 00paTuThCsI®.

MHoroe cBasbiBaeT CoppoHa ¢ ero 3eMJIIKOM I CTapIINM COBpe-
MeHHUKOM InuxapmoM (ok. 550-460), y koroporo [LtaroH, o cioBam
putopa Ankuma (fl. ok. 300), To>ke HeMaJIo I103aXMCTBOBAIL, B TOM UJIC-
Je qaxe yueHue o6 upesax, Kak AJKUM — BIIpOUeM, He CJIMIIKOM yOe-
OUTENBHO — IbITaercs Kokasarh (cm. D.L. 3.9-17). Cam IInaron napy
pas ynmoMmHaer dnuxapMa II0 MMeHM, Ha3bIBas ero u I'omepa «Bep-
LIMHAMI», COOTBETCTBEHHO, KoMenuu u Tparequu (Tht. 152e; BTOpOe
ymomuHanue — Grg. 505e). CoppoHa 1o MMeHM OH He Ha3bIBAET HU
pasy, HO, KaK Ka)XeTcs PSRy MCCilefoBareieil, HAMeKaeT Ha ero pasme-
JIeHVIe MYKCKIX ¥ KEHCKMX MIMOB B 5-11 kHure [ocydapcmea (451c):
Thyo 8¢ obtwg &v 0pOdg Exol, pet avdpeiov dpapo movteAdg dia-
nepavOiv TO yuvoukeiov ad mepaivelv’. ITo MOKa3aTeNbHBIN IPUMED
TOTO, Ha KaKue YXUIIPeHNs IIPUXOTUTCS VAT, 38 KaKye COJIOMIHKI
XBaTaThCA, YTOOBI CKA3aTh XOTH UTO-TO 0 MecTte CoppoHa B aHTUUHOI
TpagMUUN 110 TeM CKyIHBIM ¢parMeHTaM, KOTOpble JO HAC JOLLIn’.

*Ilep. JL.A. DpeitGepr.

° Cp., Hamnp., Clay 1994: 37. B pycckom nepeBoze A.H. Erynosa npomanaer Spaplo:
«IToskaiyii, BOT 4TO 6y/eT IpaBIUIBHO: IT0CJIe TOTO KaK II0JIHOCTHIO OIIpefiesleHa PoJlb
MY>KUMH, HaJl0 ONIPeNeJIUTD U POJIb KeHIIIMH».

‘I3 paHHNUX M3MAHNUI MOXXHO yroMsaHyTs Ahrens 1843 u Botzon 1867, u3s mo-
crepaux — K-A (2001) n Hordern 2004. Cpenn nccnegoBauuit TBopuectBa CodpoHa
10 0XBAaTy M HaChIIleHHOCTH BhIxesssioTcs Reich 1903 u McDonald 1931. Ha 3arpyna-
HUTEJIBHOCTD OLIEHKM BIMSAHIA MUMOB Ha AMajoryu ykassisaer Blondell 2012: 14.
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Jlro6bIe CBA3M, KAK OTMEUEHHbIE B MCTOYHMKAX — OOJIBIIIEN YACThIO
aHEKJOTMUEeCKIe, — TaK ¥ BooOpaskaeMble YJIM TUIIOTETUUECKIIE, VYT
HapacxBarT B 9TOJ1 3axBaThIBaroLleil «1rorose 3a Copporom»’. [lorouro
JKe 3Ty B IIePBYIO OUepelb, KOHEUHO, IIOJCTETBACT Ta «3aXKITaTeNb-
Has CIIa, KOTOPOTI IIJIATOHOBCKIE TEKCThI M3MaBHA BO3EIICTBOBAIN
Ha (paHTa3MI0 UNTaTENIE», MHBIX BBEpras B « IMOHUCUIICKII yrap 13-
mutects (aller Ubrigen)»®, 3acTaBiss BUMTHIBATH B HUX TO, UETO TAM
Ha caMoM feine Her. [lorpoGyem Ternepb 06paTuThCs K 60jee IpeBHe-
MY CBUETEJIbCTBY, KOTOpOe II0 KpaliHeil Mepe KOCBEHHO yCTaHaBJIN-
BaeT CBI3b MEXAy MuMorpadaMy ¥ COKpaTUKaMIL.

B camowm Hauane ITosmuxu Apucrorens ynomuuaet CoppoHa Bme-
cre ¢ ero cerHOoM Kcenapxom, Toxxe mumorpacdom (1447a28-b13):

A 10 [MCKyCcCTBO], KOTOpOE MOJIB3YETCS TOIHKO TOJIBIMIL CIIOBAMI VIV
MeTpaMmu, IpudeM MOCIeTHIMMY VMIM B CMEIIeHUN APYT C APYTOM,
MM [eprKach KaKoro-HmOymb OJHOrO, — OHO A0 CUX IIOp OCTAeTCs
[6e3 HasBanms]. B camom meie, MbI Be[lb He CMOTJIM ObI HATh OOIIEro
nmenn oy MumaM CodpoHa ¢ KceHapxoM 11 coKpaTnaecKM pasroBo-
pam, Hu eciut (00OE €1) 6bI KTO COBepIlIal MOApaskaHMe IT0CPeICTBOM
TPUMETPOB, JIETMUECKNK YU MHBIX CTUXOB...”

Baxkuas meramb: o0d¢ €l Ierko mpoumThIBaeTcsa U Oe3 mpepriosara-
eMoro sJummrncuca («CMorjiau Obl JaTh oOlllee MMA») KaK «IaXKe ec-
JM», ¥ TOrga ApIUCTOTeNIb UMeJl 3[eCh B BUAY He IBa «OCTAIOIIVIX-
cs1 6e3BIMSHHBIMI» ITOJpasfiesia MIMETIYeCKOTO UCKYCCTBA, a XOTel
IOUEPKHYTD, UTO [Be CTOJIb Pa3Hble BellM, KAK MIMBI I COKpaTIUe-
CKIe PacCyXAeHMs, He IOJyUumIu Obl 00lero Ha3BaHMs, JasKe eCIIy

" Tak osarmaBieHa cratbs [. Kyrko (Kutzko 2012), KoTOpBIil CBI3bIBa€T MIMBI
CodpoHa ¢ Kyna ryuriie coxpanmusrunmcs Mumusmbamu lepona u poxycupyer BHM-
MaHIe IMEHHO Ha IIOCJIeqHNX, KaK OBl 3aMellas IpeIMeT JICCIIeOBaHIs.

®Hirzel 1877: 11. Kputnka P. Xupuens nanpasiena mporus padorsr I IIlycrepa
o «I'epakiute 1 CodpoHe B IIITATOHOBCKMX IIUTaTaX» Ha MaTepuaie «loprus», 492e—
494D (Schuster 1874). He o6xomut o BHuManueM dnnxapma u CodpoHa u B CBoeM
riaBHOM Tpyne Juanoe (Hirzel 1877: 22-26 et alibi).

° Ilep. M.JI. Taciaposa. IIpesx /e IUIIb BOCCTaHABIMBAEMOE [ (V®VULOG] ToaTBEp-
JKIAeTCsl CIpo-apabcKoit (w 3’\)) Tpamuiyedi B u3nanumn Taran, Gutas 2012.
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ObI OBLINM M3JIOKEHBI OOHMM — KakuM yrogHo — merpom'’. Tpamu-
LIMOHHOE TOJIKOBaHIeE MIpeCTaBisieTcs Oojiee JOTMYUHBIM, 8 KOHTPACT
MEeXAYy MUMaMU U COKPATMUECKMMI pasroBOpaMu, BO3MOKHO, 6po-
caeTcs B IJIa3a JIMIIb COBpeMeHHOMY uurarenio. [lo ciioBam AdnHes
(11, 505¢), Apucrorens B kuHure O nosmax IMUIIET Tak:

Mser1 He OymeM OTpMLIATH, HU TOTO, UTO JAMAJIOTAMU SBIISIOTCA MUMBI
Co¢pona, koTophle He ObUINM HAIMCAHBI CTUXaMU, HU TOTO, UTO XYHO-
JKECTBEHHBI COKpATMUECKIe OMAIOTH Teocia AjeKcaMeHa, KOTOPBII
MepBBIM Hayal UX MMICATH'.

dpasa npemenbHO cKarasd ¥ IIOTOMY HEOQHO3HaUHAadA; HU UT€HNA, HU
IepeBOABI ee, BKIYAs U MPUBEAEHHBIN BbIIIE, HE MOTYT OOOIITICh
0e3 mpens3sTocTu. Bor kak unraercs ona I'. Kait6enem (1899: 152):
OVKODV 008¢ EUPETPOLG {OVTAG) TOVG KAAOVHEVOUG ZDPPOVOS HIHOUG
un @dpev eivan Adyoug kal ppricelg pr < cody tovg AleEapevod Tod
Tniov tovg mpdTEPOV (TTPOTOLG cod) YpapévTag TV ZwKpaTik®dY Si-
aAdyoug (daddywv cod).

Hcnpasnenue mpoTovg Ha mpodTepov (a Takke doddywv Ha SLahod-
YOUG), IpUHMMAaeMoe U B COBpeMeHHBIX n3faHmsx (SSR, K-A), o6bsic-
HIIMa He)XeJIaHVeM IIpU3HaBaTh 32 0e3BeCTHBIM AJleKCaMEeHOM 3aCiIy-
Iy IIepBOOTKPBIBATENS COKPATMUECKUX AUAJIOTOB: C ITOIPABKOI (Kak
Oynro mopkperuisieMoii ccpuikoit Ha D.L. 3.48) momyuaercs, uTo mep-
BBIM AJleKcaMeH HauaJ IICcaTh He COKpaTUUeCcKe, a IPOCTO AMATOTL.
3aMeTHO TaKKe >KeJaHMe «CKPEeCTUTDb» B IIEPeBOjIe TEPMIUHBI apPIICTO-
TeJIEBCKOII (POPMYIIMPOBKY, CIIPOBOLIMPOBAHHOE HEYLOOHBIM T) IIOCIIE
IBOJHOrO mpeamkaTa AOyoug kol pipnoelg'?. Bor kakoit BapuaHT Ite-
peBOMIa XOTENOCH OBl IIPEIIOKUT:

1 ImeHHO Tak IOHMMaeT 3T0 Mecto TapaH, cM. Taran, Gutas 2012: 227 et al.

lep. H.T. Tonnukesnua. B mosxgueit Vita Latina 4 310 counHeHue IBHO OIIpefe-
jsercst Kak «auainor»: dialogus de poetis et de poetica tractatus et de rethorica.

2 OcobusikoM 3xeck crout nepesox [. Kias (Clay 1994: 34), npuHuMaro1ero Bro-
6aBok crapymo (O. Jahn) aMeHganuI0 BCTynuTeIbHOro 00KoDV Ha oUkovv: «Should we
not then deny that so-called Mimes of Sophron, which are not even in meter, are con-
versations and that the imitations of Alexamenus of Teos, which are the first Socratic
conversations that have been written down, are conversations?» Cp. Taxxe mogpo6-
HBIIT pa36op atoro Mecra B Else 1967: 41-42.
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[a nagHO, pasBe He CKa)KeM MBI, UTO TaK HasblBaeMble MUMbI Co-
¢poHa, X0Ts1 GBI 1 He METPOM CJIO)KEHHBIE, SBJISIOTCS pa3rOBOpaMum U
1300paskeHUSIMU, WL COKpaTuueckue quanoru AnexcameHna us Teo-
ca, IIepBbIe V3 HAIIVICAHHBIX?

OueBnano, 31ech, Kak u [losmuke, ApUCTOTeNIb pellaeT BOIPOC O
BKJIIOUEHUN B Chepy MUMETUUECKOTO MICKYCCTBA HEMETPUUECKUX JIO-
TUKO-MUMETUUECKUX CMecell, IIpeacTaBJIeHHbIX B HAaHHOM Cllyuae
mumamu CodpoHa 1 COKpaTMUECKUMN Ayatoramu AjleKcaMeHa.

Ho Bcraet Bompoc, Ut Ke TaKoe «AMAJIOT» Y «COKPATIUeCKIe pas-
TOBOPBI» B 3TOM KOHTeKcTe. B Oxcupunxckom nanupyce 3219 o6Hapy-
KVIBaeTCs IePeKJINUKa C apUCTOTEIeBCKOI IuTaToit AduHes; BIpo-
yeM, HOBOE€ CBIIETENIbCTBO CKOpee NOOaBIIseT BOIIPOCOB, UeM IIOMO-
raeT yTOUHNUTH crapoe. [IpMBOXy TeKCT U IlepeBox pparMeHTa I1o 3a-
MeuarenbHOI mybankanuu M. Xacnama (Haslam 1972: 18):

év] 100t Kkal X]odpov[a] pewpnodpe-/vog tov pipoyphdov kot
TO dpapa-/TIKOV TGOV SLlaAdYwv- o yip melo-/téov AploToTédel OO
g Tpog IIAG-/Twva Packaviag e[i]movtt év T@) / tpdte mept [lonti-
kfig kai po / IMAdtwvog yeypadpBou Spapatikovs / Stadd]y [ovg] b’
[A]AeEapevod Trviov.

...moppakas Mexxny TeM mumorpady CodpoHy 1 B IUIaHe ApaMaTi-
YEeCKOTO 3JIEMEHTa IVAJIOTOB: Beb HE CIEeLYeT BEPUTh APICTOTEIIIO,
KOTOPBIII 110 cBoelt 3aBMCTH K [ImaToHy roBoput B nepBoit kuure Ilo-
amuxku {vult O noamaxy, uTo qpamMaTIyecKue qUaJIOTH INCATVICh I K0
IInatona — AnexkcameHoM u3 TeHoca.

B mosepiireHne K «Uanory» MbI IOJIyYaeM ellle M «ApaMaTIueCcKIit
3JIeMeHT» B KaueCTBe 3aMMCTBOBaHUI, KOTOpBIM Ilnaron 6ynro Gb
o6s3an Codpony. Bripouem, kak ybesxmen Xaciaam, aBTop Imamnmpyca
(maTmpyemoro mocienHell ueTBepThI0 2 BeKa H.3.) IIOHUMAJ IIOL TO
dpOapaTIKOV IPUMEPHO TO K€, UTO APYIHe aBTOPHI Has3bIBAIM B TOI
CBSI3U «BBIBe[eHIeM XapaKkTepoB» (0omotfjcat, D.L. 3.18) nnu «m306-
pakeHUeM IepcoHaxel» (Lipnolg tpoownwv, Vit. PL 3). B xoHeunom
CUueTe U B «IIOJUTUUECKUX CTUXaX» — TAK HA3bIBAJICA BU3AHTUIICKUIL
nostudecknit pasmep — Ilera Haxonum To ke camoe. IIpuBeneM mia
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mutocTpauuy dparMeHT Xusnuad, BoOpaBIINit B ceOs M APYTHUe pac-
X0Kue aHekpoTuyeckne n3pectus o [lnarone (H. 10.995-11.10):

Y kannrana Ilonuaa, poxxaeHbeM cIapTuara,

3a menbru npuobpen Apxur punocoda [Inarona.
durocopom u cam oH ObLI IMMParopeicKo KO
Iugaroperickoit 06yunt paba X03MH HOBBII
IIpemynpoctn. 3BecTHO Xe, yTo KHUTY Pumonas
duiocoda InaTon uMes B CBOeM paclopsDKeHbe,

U xamwxkn mumos Codpona us Cupakys B Ipugady —
JI1oH Korma-To IJIf Hero KyInj BCe STU CBUTKIL:

3a ®monad COTHIO MIH OH OTBAJIILL, HEe MEHBIIIE,

A cxonpko CopoH MOTSHYJ — He 3HAI0, CaM TaM He ObLIL.
W3 Punomnas Bcé ykpan IlnaTtoH, 4To roBOpUIOCh

Tam o my1ite 1 MHOKeCTBe APYTUX Belllell HECUETHOM,
Bot u Tumes Hammcai, Apyrue AMAIOTN.

A MyMaM B IofipakaHMe — CaMM Te AMAJIOTL,

Benpr Codpor Tak cBOE micayl — BOIIPOCHI M OTBETHI
Crterast B COUMHEHN JBOVHOIO UePEHOI0.

(Ex pipwv 8¢ tod Zod@povog pipeital Stohdyoug:

‘O Zoppwv doa ypagel yap eiot Tdv apotPaiov,
"Epdnouy, dtdkplot, cOpmavta kektnpévo.)

A uyrts Bbite Moanu Ller ykassiBaer cBoit nctounuk (H. 10.806—810):

non n Codpona Kynni B Ipugauy KHIDKKY MIMOB,
KoTopsi My>keM MyApBIM GbLI, CUPaKy3SHIH POIOM,
[TnaroHy mogapyuL: XOTeJ TOT STOT CBUTOK TOXKeE.

Otryna, B mogpakaHue, u popMa JUaIoroB —

Tax nurrer TumoH, kakeTcs, GauyHTeL, B cBoux Cuimax.
(Ad obmep Guproato ypagew Todg Stahdyoug,

‘Qg év toig Zirloig daivetal 6 Tipwv Soypddwv.)

UutepecHo, uro u AduHeir UyTh HUIKE LUTATHI U3 apUCTOTEIEBCKO-
ro O noamax (11, 505e) BcrioMmmHaeT CTpOKy u3 Tex xe Ilamg@remos
(ZiA\oy) ckenTuka n musautpona Tumona us dauynra (ok. 320-235):

g avérhaooe [TAdtov 6 temAaopéva Bodpata eidmg.
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Mmoro namen IInaToH HeOBUINIL, YMeJIO CIUIETEHHBIX .

Kak Bupum, nmop «amanorom» B Xunuadax, Kak u B 6ojee qpeBHIX
JMCTOUHMKAX, TIPEK]Ie BCETO MOHUMAETCA JuTepaTypHas ¢popma, mc-
IOJIB3YIOLIAst BOIIPOCHI M OTBeThL. Pazpaborka dramatis personae mo-
GaBiseT U300pPA3UTETHHO-MUMETIUECKUIT 3JIEMEHT, KOTOPHIIl aBTOP
P. Oxy. 3219 HasbIBaeT 10 SPAPATIKOV, IPM ITOM OTBEpras MHEHIE
Apucrorens, 6yaro AlekcaMeH MUCAT ApaMaTUUYeCKUe TUAJIOTU 10
IInaToHa. Yo e TaKoro OBLIIO — MM Uero He 6b110 — B paborax Aek-
caMeHa, UTO MOIJIO IIOMEIIATh IPU3HATh X «APaMaTHUECKIMU A1a-
sioramMmu»? BoT cBogka BO3MOKHBIX OTBETOB*: 1. AjlekcaMeH BBIBOOVLI
B UAJIOTE CaMOTO ce0st KaK IePCOHAKA, KaK JeNIall B CBOMX QUATIOTaX U
caM ApICTOTEINb; 2. AJleKCaMeH IICAN «[I0BECTBOBATEIbHBIE (dLyn-
HOLTLKOL) IMasIory, Mo Kiaccudukauum camoro IlmaToHa mpoTuBOCTO-
AlUE «MUMETUUYECKUM», T.e. ApamatuueckuMm (cp. R. 3, 392d-394d);
3. HakoHe, ero ffomotio GpuUIa yIEepOHOIT — ¥ HEero He IOJIYYaIoCh
TOTO PEANMCTUYECKOTO U300paXKeHUs XapaKTePOB, KOTOPOe aBTOP Ma-
nupyca npusHasai 3a CoppoHom u, oueBugHO, [LtaToHOM.

He cuects mcciemoBaumit, MOCBIIIEHHBIX U3YUEHUIO 0COOEHHO-
CTell IIJIATOHOBCKOTO CTWIA. Bce OHM, Kak IpaBMIIO, MCXOMAT U3 JIU-
TepaTypOBeUECKUX KATETOPUIL I CUCTEM, KAK COBPEMEHHBIX, TaK U —
B JIyulleM ciyuae — qpeBHux. IIpo6iema B ToM, uro IlnaToH urpan
OHOBPEMEHHO Ha OBYX CLIEHAX — IMCATEIhCKON 1 (rurocodcekoit. B
5TOM €r0 YHUKAJIBHOCTD, €r0 «U3KMUHKa» — TO CAMOE, UTO C TAKUM
TPYHOM, TaK IIyTAHO ¥ MPOTMBOPEYNBO MHOTO pa3 MBITAINCH cdHop-
MyJIUPOBATh U JpPEBHUE, M COBpEMeHHbIE aBTOPBL. BO3MOXKHO, 3/1€Ch
TpeOyeTcss HECKOJIBKO MHOI MTOX0M: He0OXOOMMO BCephe3 MPU3HATH
[InaTona ¢pumocodoM u MucaTeseM U MOMBITATHCS TIOHATD U MIPOCIIE-
IOUTh, KAKMM 00pa3oM OH MOT He IIPOCTO U3JIATaTh, a UCHOTHAMY CBOIO

PTlep. H.T.TonnukeBuuya. O HEOQHO3HAUHOCTY ILIATOHOBCKMX Oodpato (He
CTOJIBKO ‘HEOBUINMIIBL , KaK ‘Uy/eca’, M He TOJIBKO Uymeca’, HO M 'Ky KJIbI-MapUOHETKI
KaK B CHMBOJIE IIeLepsl) cp. Mot 3ameTKy Garadja 2019 (B meuarn).

*Cwm. Nisser 1991: 19-21, a taxxe Charalabopoulos 2012: 31.
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dunocoduro. BesycioBHO, Takoil neppopmamusHbLil'’ TOAXON MHOTOE

JAOJIKEH yHacCJIeJoBaTh OT OPaMaTUMYECKOIO, I1I0 CYyTU ABJIAACH JINIIb
HEKOTOPBIM €T0 IIPOJOIPKEHNEM I YTOUHEHIIEM.

Jlumepamypa

K-A = Poetae comici Graeci, ediderunt R. Kassel et C. Austin. Vol. 1: Comoedia
Dorica. Mimi. Phlyaces. Berolini et Novi Eboraci, 2001.

SSR = Socratis et Socraticorum reliquiae, collegit, disposuit, apparatibus notis-
que instruxit Gabriele Giannantoni. 4 voll. Napoli: Bibliopolis, 1990.

Ahrens, HL. (1843), De Graecae linguae dialectis. Liber secundus: de dialecto
Dorica. Gottingae: apud Vandenhoeck et Ruprecht.

Blondell, Ruby (2002), The Play of Character in Plato’s Dialogues. Cambridge
University Press.

Botzon, L. (1867), Sophroneorum Mimorum reliquias, conquisivit disposuit ex-
planavit L. Botzon. Marioburgi: in libraria B. Herrmann Hemmpel viduae.

Charalabopoulos, Nikos G. (2012), Platonic Drama and Its Ancient Reception.
Cambridge University Press.

Clay, Diskin (1994), “The Origins of Socratic Dialogue”, in P.A. Vander Waerdt
(ed.), The Socratic Movement, 23-47. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
Else, Gerald F. (1967), Aristotle’s Poetics: The Argument. Cambridge, MA: Har-

vard University Press.

Garadja, Alexei V. (2019), “Praestigiae Platonis: The Cavernous Puppetshow”,
¥XOAH 13.1 (forthcoming).

Haslam, Michael W. (1976), “Plato, Sophron, and the Dramatic Dialogue”, Bul-
letin of the Institute of Classical Studies 19: 17-38.

Hirzel, Rudolf (1877), “Pythagoreisches in Platons Gorgias”, in Commentatio-
nes philologae in honorem Theodori Mommseni scripserunt amici, 11-22. Be-
rolini: apud Weidmannos.

Hirzel, Rudolf (1895), Der Dialog. Ein literarhistorischer Versuch. 2 Bde. Leipzig:
Verlag von S. Hirzel.

Hordern, James H. (2004), Sophron’s Mimes: Text, Translation, and Commen-
tary. Oxford University Press.

* B mornmanuy k. JI. Octura u k. Cepis, C yUeTOM «KOPPEKTUPOBOK», KOTO-
pyle npemarany, HanpuMmep, K. Jdeppuna n K.-®. JInorap.

104



ITnramon u Cogppon: nocmanosxka eonpoca

Kaibel, Georg, ed. (1899), Comicorum Graecorum fragmenta, edidit Georgius
Kaibel. Berolini: apud Weidmannos.

Kutzko, David. (2012), “In Pursuit of Sophron: Doric Mime and Attic Comedy
in Herodas’ Mimiambi”, in K. Bosher (ed.), Theater Outside Athens: Drama
in Greek Sicily and South Italy, 367-390. Cambridge University Press.

McDonald, John M.S. (1931), Character-Portraiture in Epicharmus, Sophron,
and Plato. Columbia Univ. Diss. Sewanee, Tennessee: The University Press.

Niisser, Olaf (1991), Albins Prolog und die Dialogtheorie des Platonismus.
Stuttgart: B.G. Teubner.

Reich, H. (1903), Der Mimus. Ein litterar-entwickelungsgeschichtlicher Versuch.
Bd. 1. T. 1: Theorie des Mimus. Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung.
Riginos, Alice Swift (1976), Platonica: The Anecdotes Concerning the Life and

Writings of Plato. Leiden: E.J. Brill.

Schuster, Paul (1874), “Heraklit und Sophron in Platonischen Citaten (Eine
Erkliarung von Gorgias p. 492e-494b)”, Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie.
Neue Folge 29: 590-632.

Taran, L.; Gutas, D., eds. (2012), Aristotle. Poetics, Editio Maior of the Greek
Text with Historical Introductions and Philological Commentaries by
Leonardo Taran and Dimitri Gutas. Leiden; Boston: Brill.



2.

[MnatoH n Tpagnuunsg

Poman Ceemuios

fOnnan OTCTYNHUK — «nocneaHun KNHUK»?*

RomAN SVETLOV
JULIAN THE APOSTATE — “THE LAsT CYNIC”?

ABSTRACT. The subject of the article is Julian the Apostate’s evaluation of Cynicism —
both its “ancient” version and the one which was contemporary with his lifetime. His
appeal to the Cynics allowed Julian to solve several problems at once. On the one hand,
he demonstrated his rhetorical art in the “arena” of philosophy, attempting to trace
the border between false and authentic wisdom. On the other hand, he reconstructed
history, as it were, restoring a “true” image of Socrates’ disciples. Julian follows the
tradition of representing the “ancient philosophy” going back to, among others, Anti-
ochus of Ascalon. He adds Antisthenes and Diogenes to the canonical list of ancient
philosophers (Socrates, Plato, Aristotle) adopted by Neoplatonists. A division of So-
cratic philosophy into two parts, the theoretical (Plato, Aristotle) and practical (An-
tisthenes, Diogen), helped him to synthesize the Cynic and Platonic teachings into a
unity. This allowed him to perceive himself simultaneously as a philosopher-theurgist,
and as an adept of the Cynic doctrine. This can be seen in a number of Julian’s texts,
especially those created in the last year of his life.

KeywoRrps: Julian the Apostate, Cynicism, Neoplatonism, theoretical and practical phi-
losophy.
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CUMOCTB, CAMOIOCTATOYHOCTD 1 TpeOoBaHIE KUBHI II0 IPUPOJe He
MOKET CHeNaTh KMHMKA Jake (GriocopCKUM IIIyTOM-IIappecuacToM
npu kopoure JInpe (KakKOBYI0 poJIb UTpal, CyOsa II0 AHTUYHBIM aHeK-
IoTaM, coxpaHeHHbIM [{norenoM JlaspTckuM, ApMUCTUIII IIPU ABOpE
Huonucus Crapiero). Kunuky ero ¢pmocodus He maer eMmy Ipaso
Ha COTJIACHE C TE€M, UTO OH HE CUMTAET MICTUHHBIM (OH HE MOKET BbI-
cKasbpIBaThCs B nyxe: «Kecapp Hempas, HO oH — Kecaps»).

OrmernM 1 0COBGEHHOE MECTO KMHUKA B yPOAHUCTUUECKOM JIAHL-
mragdre monuca. AHTUUHBIE TOCYAapCTBA, KaK 9JUIMHCKIE, TaK U PUM-
CKOe, OBLIM OOIIleCTBAMI, BBIPOCIIMMY U3 KPECTBIHCKOrO ObITa, HO
oco3HagIIMe cebs KaK MOMUTIUUYECKIUE CYILIHOCTY U CTABIIIE BEJIUKH-
MU JIMIIB TOTAA, KO UX XKU3Hb probpesia OKOHUATENBHO 1 Gecro-
BOpOTHO ypbOaHucTHUecKuit xapakrep. Ha ropopckoe HacTosiiiee 6b1-
JIO TepeHeceHo HeMaJIo U3 CeNbCKOTo mpouuroro (ocobenHo B Pume),
KpeCThSHCKas >KM3Hb IIPOCIIABIISIIACE U ITPeBpallfajach B HEKOe II00-
6ue «3010TOTO BeKa», HO U AduHsl, 1, TeM Gonee, Pum Ob111 0053a-
HBI CBOVIM IIPOIIBETaHNMEM 5KCIIAHCUY, TOPTOBOJ, IIPOMBIIIIEHHON I
BOEHHOIT, KAKOBAasi COBCEM He CBOIICTBEHHA KPECTHSIHCKOMY OBITY ca-
Momy 110 cebe. KoHeuHo, ObIBAIOT MCKIIOUEHNS — €CIIM KPECThsIHE I10
KaKMIM-TO MIPUUMHAM, 3KOJOTUYECKNM VN AeMorpaduuecKnm, oKa-
3BIBAIOTCS BHIHYKIEHBI MICKATh HOBBIE CPebl OOMTAHNS, KaK 9TO CIIy-
uniock, HanpuMmep, B Pannem CpenneBexoBbe B CkanpmuaBuu. Ho
XOTS TaKUe Cjiyuay He YHUKAJIbHBI, OHU He CBUAETENbCTBYIOT O IIO-
TeHI[MAIBHOM 9KCIIAaHCHOHM3ME CaMOr'0 HAaTypPaJIbHOI'O KPECThIHCKO-
T'0 X03511CTBa, BBI3BAHHOM (POpMOIL ero ObITa U HPaBOB.

Kunuk ke — ¢ ero BocxBajeHIeM «KI3HU B COOTBETCTBUM C TIPU-
POIOTi», YTOMMUECKO CTPAHBI, THe BCe XKUBYT IIPOCTO U GE3bICKYCHO,
3aTO IPABIIJIBHO ¥ CUYACTIIVIBO, — 3TO TUIIAXK, IIOPOKICHHBIN MIMEH-
HO TOPOACKOJ IuBIUIM3almell. 1 BHe mocienHell, BHe ee BJIACTHBIX
CIUICTEM VI COLMAIBHBIX CeTell, OH He MBICJIVMM — HECMOTpS Ha TO Ja-
K€, UTO BCe, B TOM YNCJIE €r0 BHEIITHNUIT 00K, 06IMUAIOT 1 OTPULIAIOT
91U cucteMsl 1 cetu. CToGelt B CBOEN « AHTOJIOTMI» COXPAHILT CIIEAY-
olee XapaKTepHoe KIHIUECKOe CY>KOeHME O ITOJIUTIKE: «ITOJIUTUSI»

107



Poman Ceéemios / NnatoHoBckne nccnenosannsa 9.2 (2018)

1og06HAa OTHIO — €CJIN ThI IPUOIM3IUIILCS K Hell CIIUIIIKOM OJIM3KO0, TO
000KKeIbes. ECIM OKaXKeIIbes CIIMIIIKOM JJATeKO — 3aMeP3HeIlb .

Ho B paMKax ropomckoif [UBIIN3ALMY KMHUK 110 OIIpeesIeHII0
He MOJKET 3aHIMATh BEPXOBEHCTBYIOIETO MOJIOKeHUs. [IpuHImMmn-
aJIbHAd CaMOCTOSATEIbHOCTb, aCKETUMYECKIUII OBIT ¥ KOCMOIIOJIMUTI3M
(06e3 moma, Ge3 cembu, 6e3 ropoma) Aenany KMHUKA MPUHIITNAITb-
HBIM COI[MAJIBHBIM ayTCAIEPOM, IepKAIIMMCI 32 MECTO ayTcaiijie-
pa u ropagiuMcs uM. M3BectHas Tprana creneHy OIasKeHHO sKI3-
HU, TIPOBO3TJIAIIEHHAS PAHHUMM KUHUKAMU, OUeHb XOPOIIIO XapakK-
TepU3yeT UX KPUTUUECKOE OTHOIIEHNE K COLMANBHO-TIOIUTIUECKIIM
peanusm. Kak M3BeCTHO, KUHMKY IIOJIATANIN, UTO HAMOIAKEHHEIITYI0
JKUBHD BeAyT GOrM, T.K. OHM abOCOJMIOTHO CAMOOCTATOUHBL. 3a TeMU
CIIEYIOT KMBOTHBIE, UbYM MOTPEOHOCTU HE MPEBBIIIAIT CBOVICTBEH-
HOTO UM 110 Iipupoje. HecuactHee Bcex JIIOAM, KOTOPbIE IPUAYMbIBA-
10T cefe MOTPeGHOCTH U CIIOKHOCTH, TIOABEPTasi IIOpUe CBOK HATYPY.
V3BectHoe MecTo U3 «IlonmTuKm» ApPUCTOTENSI BIIOJIHE MOXKET yKa-
3BIBATh (MPOHUUECKN) Ha KMHUKOB: «a TOT, KTO B CIJIY CBOEIT IIPUpPO-
IIbI, & He BCIIELICTBIIE CIIYUATHBIX OBCTOSITENBCTB )KUBET BHE TOCYyIap-
CTBa, — 100 HEJOPA3BUTOE B HPABCTBEHHOM CMBICJIE CYLLIECTBO, JTNOO
CBEPXUEIOBEK»>.

TocymapcTBo B ero ypbaHmcTiueckoit GopMe ¢ TOUKM 3peHNST KU-
HUKOB — OJ{HO U3 TMOPOKIEHUIT POMia UeJI0BEeUeCKOTO, KOTOPOe Ha-
YMHAeT BJIACTBOBAThH HaJ cBouM poputeiieM. Kak m3BectHo, [{norex
XBJIMJI TeX, KTO COOUPAJICA 3aHUMATHCS MTOJUTUKOM, HO He CHENAT
atoro (D.L. 6.29). Eme pas BcnoMHuM cyxaeHue n3 Crobes, mpuBe-
IOEeHHOe HAaMU BbIlIe. Tak UTO KMHIMYECKUE ale UMY K IPEBHIM Te-
posim u uapsm (Hanpumep, l'epaxiy u Kupy) He o3Hauaror crpemie-
HUS CO3HAaTh KaKyH-TO 0CO0eHHY0 (riocodpmio MOIUTUKM. 3HaMe-
HuThI oTBeT [{noreHa CMHOIICKOTO Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, YTO OH yMeeT
IeJ1aTh, B MOMEHT ero IIPONAKU B pabCTBO («BJIACTBOBATEH JIIOABMII») —
9TO KJIACCUYECKUI TIPUMeEP KUHUUECKON «Xpuu». [IMoreH mpemcra-
BIWLI ce0sI B KaUeCTBE pa3yMa, KOTOPBIN U €CTh eAMHCTBEHHOE BEPHOE

*Stob. Anth. 4.4.28 Hense = Antisthenes fr. 70A Prince.
? Arist. Pol. 1253a1-5 (mrep. C.A. Kebenesa).
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opyaue yeJoBedeckoll mpupoasl. Ho He B KauecTBe BIABIKU ITOJIN-
TUYECKOro. A IIOTOMY eBa JIM MOXXHO OXUAATh oT AHTuc]eHa MmN
Huorena JIaspTCKOrO «IIO3UTUBHON» (T.e. HE aHAPXMUECKOIL) IIOJIN-
TUUYECKOI TeOpuUiL’.

CnenosarensHo, KMHUK-Kecaps — 310 06pa3 Kyna Gojee mapamox-
CaAJIBHBII, UeM JaoC Ha TpoHe. B KOHIle KOHI[OB, B paHHEM Ja0Cl3Me
(errge mo mostBneHMs TpakraTa Tal nuH y3uH) ObLIa yKe BIIOJIHE OIIpe-
JeJIeHHasl IOJNNUTMUecKasd IporpaMMa. A IOJUTIUecKas IIporpaMMa
KIHUKOB — JIasITh Ha IIOPOKIU, KycaTh IIOPOUHBIX JIIOJ€I 1 eMOHCTPH-
pOBaTh CBOIO COBEPIIEHHYIO aBTapKNMI0O — He IT03BOJIsLIa cHOPMUPO-
BaTh OMCKYpPC aKTyaJbHOI rocygapcTBeHHocTH. Eciam BepHa cMmenas
runoresa M.A. IIporononioBoit u A.B.T'apamxmu o ToM, 4TO cocJoBUE
«CTpakeil» B IJIATOHOBCKOM «l'ocymapcTBe» — 3TO MpOHUYECKOE 0-
BefeHue n0 abcypaa KMHUYECKOTo Jaeajna Mynapela®, TO CTAHOBUT-
sl IOHSATHO, YTO, OyAyUM «COLMANBHBIM KileeM» i Kamnmnmoinmuca,
camy 1o cebe OHU IIPENCTABISIIOT «HYJEBYIO» IOCYyIapCTBEHHOCTb.
Y Hux Her cOGCTBEHHOCTM (IIPU3HAKA TOCYIAPCTBA), OHU HE 3aHSITHI
MPOV3BOANUTENBHOI AeATeIbHOCThI0. OHY — OfHa 6OJIBIIIAsT CEMbsI, HO
He COCEJICTBO CEMeIl, C KOTOPOTro HaUMHAETCSI ITOJIUTIUECKMIT OBIT (Cp.
«Apxeonornio» Pykununa u «Ilonmutuky» Apucrorens). Bosee Toro,
OHII OKa3BbIBAIOTCSA HECAMOJOCTATOUHBI, KaK C TOUKU 3pEHMS IIPOIIITA-
HUA (3aBUCA OT «9KOHOMIYECKOTo cocnoBus» Kamnumonnuca), Taxk u ¢
TOUKIU 3pEHMsI HOPM 11 POPM CBOEII )KIM3HIU, a TAK)KE CBOETO BOCIIPOM3-
BefeHNU (MX cO3HaHIe 1 OpayHble CBSI3Y IIOJHOCTHIO HAXOMATCS IO
KOHTpPOJIEM MYZIpPELIOB).

Haxe caMble 3MaTUPYIOLLIVE IPABUTEN IPEKO-PIMCKOT0O MIpa BCe
PaBHO He CTUJIM30BAJN CBOEro IOBeNeHNUs II0J KMHUKOB. A «uiro-
codbl Ha TpoHe» — MO3gHVE AHTOHMHBI — MPENIOYNUTATIN UM APY-
I'VI0 BepCuio «(purocodckoro riama», CTondeckyr. Tem He MeHee,
PumMmckas mmnepus yBugesa Ha CBoeM IIpecTojie KumHuka. CTpaHHOTo
7 CBOeOOBIUHOI0, HO, TeM He MeHee, CBSI3BIBABIIIEro cebs ¢ anTucde-

*> XOTs IOMBITKI CKOHCTPYMPOBATh TAKOBYIO MHOTA CIIYUAOTCS, CP., HAIIPUMep,
Hoistad 1948: 102 un ganee.
*Cm. Ilporonomnona, 'apamxa 2017.
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HoBIamMu. Me1 nmeeM B Buay IOnmana OTCTyITHMKA, ITOIIBITABIIIETOCS
BOCCTaHOBUTH B pMMCKOM I'OCYIAapCTBe YrKe yILIeAIINII B IIPOIILIOoe I'o-
PU30HT KyJIbTypPHOI U PEeJINTMO3HON XKIU3HIA.

TpaguuIoHHO OH pacCMaTpMBaeTCd KaK IPeNCTaBUTEIb HEOIlIa-
TOHMYECKOTO ABILKeHMs. 11 aTo BosnHe cripaBeniauBo. B cBoux Goro-
CJIOBCKUX, ITOJIEMNUYECKUX COUMHEHNAX, pe€UaX, IIMICbMax OH BbICTYIIa-
eT KaK BIIOJIHE TPaaUIIMOHHBIN IIpecTaBUTeNb [lepraMcKoil IIKOIEI.
OH BITIOJIHE BEPUT BO BCeX 6OrOB HAPOTHOI PeIUTUN, ITOJYUNBIINX B
HeOIUTaTOHN3Me CO BpeMeH fIMBiuxa ¢prnocopcko-mHOCKa3aTeIbHOE
TOJIKOBaHIE, OHAKO OT 9TOr0 He IePeCTaBIINX ObITH I HEOILIATO-
HIKOB BIIOJIHE aKTUBHBIMIU U JEICTBEHHBIMU CIJIAMM MMPO3TaHUA.
HamomMHMM, YTO KMHNKY OBLIN JOCTATOUHO KPUTUUHO HACTPOEHBI 110
OTHOIIIEHNIO K 60raM TpagUIMIOHHOTO HAPOJHOTO ¥ TOCY AapCTBEHHO-
ro KyJIbTa, JJIM, TOUHee, — K HAPOJHBIM IIPEeACTaBIEHNAM O HUX U K
caMOMYy KyJubTy. I HeomaToHMKOB e Cupuiickoir u [lepramckoit
IIIKOJI KyJIBT OBLI BBICIIINIM BBIpaXKeHIEM CBs3ell uenoBeka 1 6ora, Ta-
VHCTBEHHOII U YyJ€CHOJ Teypruell, ITO3BOJIAIOIIEN IIOBCIOAY BUIETD
MPUCYTCTBYE HAPYIOIIUX 6Jaro 60)KeCTBEHHbIX S9HEPIIL.

Xorg IOnmana enBa 1M MOKHO Ha3BaTh BEPIIMHO CIIEKYJISITUB-
HOJI HeOIUIaTOHNMYeCKOll ¢urocoduu, oH, TeM He MeHee, He UMeeT
HIKaKOI «MAVIOCMTHKPA3NM» 110 OTHOILIEHNIO K OTBJIEUEHHOMY MBIIII-
sennio. OH He ObUI CKIIOHEH K apryMeHTaM, ITOOOHBIM «CTOJ S BI-
JKY, CTOJIOBOCT) HET», «JIOILIAAb I BUXKY, JIOLIATHOCTY HET», KOTOPBI-
MM II0JIb30Baych AHTMCheH 1 [{MOreH, IPOBOLMPYS aKaJXeMUKOB.
To, uTO 3TM apryMeHThI OBLIN XOPOIIO M3BECTHBI [T03{HEAHTUUHOIL
TpagMLNY, IIOATBEPKAACTCI UX Pa3BePHYTHIM OOCYKICHEM B COUN-
Hennax Cumminkua u Jasupoa Auaxta. B wactaoctn, JaBua AHaxT
MHIIIET:

Taxk, AHTHC(EH FOBOPILL: «UeJ0OBeKa BIIKY, HO He BIUDKY UeJIOBEKOBO-
CTU; JIOIIAb BUKY, HO HE BIDKY JIOIIAHOCTIL; BOJIA BUDKY, @ HE BIUDKY
BOJIOBOCTI». ITO OH TOBOPILI C LIEJIBIO I0KA3aTh, UTO YACTHOE U UYB-
CTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIIMA€EMOE CYIIIEE CYIIECTBYET, & O0LIIee U MBICIIEHHO
IOCTUIaeMOe — HeT”.

°*ur. mo Apesmiatsas 1975: 119-120.
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OpnHako y Hac HeT HMKAaK/X OCHOBaHMUIT COMHEBAThCSI B TOM, UTO VJie-
anpHOe, obI1tee 06amaio B riaasax IOamaHa BIIOTHe pealbHOI, XKIBOII
71 60’KeCTBEHHOTI OHTOJIOTHEN, TAK UTO OH BIIOJIHE €T'0 «BUIEN» CBOUM
YMCTBEHHBIM B30poM®.

Ortuero e MblI HazBanu IOnmaHa KMHUKOM Ha PMMCKOM MMIIepa-
TopcKoM mpectosie? OCHOBaHMEM MJIS HAC SBJISIOTCS €ro IIoJIeMIye-
ckne TekcTsl: In Cynicos ineruditos («IIpoTuB HeBesKeCTBEHHBIX KMHU-
KoB»), Ad Heraclium Cynicum («K xunuky Hpakiauio») u Misopogon
(«HenaBuctHUK 60pOIBI»), CO3MAHHbBIE ¥IM B IIOCTIEIHUI TO KU3HIL.

O6crosarenscTBa co3maHms «MucomoroHa» BechbMa WHTEPECHHI,
T.K. OHJI CBSI3aHBI C IIyOIMUYHBIM KOHGIMKTOM MEXIY MMIIEPaToOpoM
¥ HaceJIeHreM AHTVOXVY — Ba)KHEIIIIero TOpoja B CUCTeMe BOCTOU-
HbIX BiageHuit imnepun. OkasaBIINCh B 3TOM ropoje, GOIbIINHCTBO
JKUTeJe KOTOPOTO ObLIN XPUCTHAHAMI, OH OKa3aJICs B BYCMBICIIEH-
HOM IIOJIOKEHMI: €r0 IIyOIMUHOe IIOSBICHNE COIPOBOXKAAIOCh Ha-
CMeIIIKaMI CO CTOPOHBI XpPUCTUAH, K TOMY ’Ke TOpO’KaHe KpIJaJy, UTo
«BCE JOPOTO» U «BCETO MAJIO.

Ecnu ynomunanue Moanna Manansl o peun IOnmana o mosony
HacMellleK aHTMOXUIIIEeB, KOTOPYIO OH BBICTABIJI B «CJIOHOBBEM TET-
pammIoHe» 3a IIpefesaMI CBOeN pe3sMIeHIUM B AHTMOXUN , OTHO-
CUTCS MEHHO K « MICOIIOroHy» — TO MOKHO YBUAETH, KAK MIMEHHO
1 Ha yTO oTpearnposan I0nman. « MUCOIIOroH» — BecbMa SITOBUTASL U
OTKpOBeHHas caTupa Ha aHTmoxuiines. Hanucana oHa Obla, CKopee
BCeTro, He3amouro 0o orbesna IOnmana Ha BoliHY ¢ epcamu (BeCHOI
363T1.), a croco6 ImyOGIMKAIMM ITOKAa3bIBAJ, UTO MMIIEpATOp KpaiiHe
CepANT Ha XuTejaeil AHTMOXUMN, OTKa3bIBasICh BCTYIATh C HUMIU B OT-
KPBITYIO IyOIMUYHYI0O KOMMYHMKAIMO (MBI 3HaeM, UTO AJISI IIpaBU-
teseil BpeMeH [lo3mHel MMIepun MpakTUKM OOIIEHNS C TyOIMKOIL
Ha 00II[eCTBEHHBIX MEPOIPUATUAX ObLIN BIIOJIHE eCTECTBEHHBIM [ie-
som?®). ITOT X0 OBLI JOBOJIBHO CIMIIBHBIM — OTPAHIYEHIE Ha Iy OImu-
HYI0 KOMMYHMKAlMIO C BEPXOBHBIM IIpaBUTEJIEM SBJIAJIOCH CEphbe3-

¢ Cp. CserioB, 2017b.
”Jo.Mal. Chron. 13.19 = 328 Dindorf; cf. Amm. 22.13-14.
® Cp. Maccormack 1981.
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HBIM apI'yMEHTOM B pyKax BJIACTell, UpeBaTHIM BIIOJIHE KOHKPETHBI-
MM IIOUTYUKO-IIPAaBOBBIMU mocienctsusamy’. ITocae mobemoHOCHOTO
BosBparieHnd IOnnana 13 10xX0a OH BIIOJIHE MOT BEPHYTHCA K «AH-
TUOXJIICKOMY BOIIPOCY», a IIOTOMY €T0 CMepTh OyIeT BOCIIPMHATA B
3TOM TOpOJie C HeCKPBIBA€MBIM O0JIerueHIeM.

IMecryro n Cegpmyto cBou «Peun» (1.e. «IIpoTUB HEBEKECTBEHHBIX
kuHnKoB» u «K Upaxnuio») IOnmaH, ckopee Bcero, mmcai paHbiile.
BosmoxxHO — erte npe6siBasg B KoHcTaHTMHOIIONE U 3aBepIiias mepe-
CTPOJIKY CMCTeMBI yIpaBJieHNd, JOoCTaBlIelica eMy oT KoHcTaHIuA.
OTU COUMHEHMs BIIOJIHE YKJIAAbIBAIOTCA B OOLIMIT HACTABUTEIbHBIN
toH IOnmana, cBOMICTBEHHBIN €ro MPOM3BENEHNAM «UMIIEPaTOPCKO-
ro» BpeMeHN, B YaCTHOCTY IICbMaM. [l MBI CKIIOHHBI pacCMaTpUBAaTh
MX He TOJIbKO KaK HalloJHeHHbIe OOILIMMM MeCTaMM PUTOPUUYECKIe
peaknuy Ha HeKoTopble He HpaBuBiIMecs IOnnany sBienns'®, a kak
3JIEMEHTHI JOBOJIBHO LeJIOCTHOI ITO3NILINI, XapaKTepu3yolye Gio-
codckmit HaCTPOII MMITepaTopa.

Armermanma K KMHUKaM nosBosmia lOnmany pemmrts cpasy He-
cKouIbKO 3amad. C ogHOM CTOPOHBI, OH AEMOHCTPUPOBAJ CBOE PIUTO-
pudeckoe 1 GpuaocopcKoe UCKYCCTBO, IPOUEPUNBAd IPAHNIYY MEKIY
MYZOPOCTBIO JIOXKHOI 11 ogInHHOI. C qpyroii, OH Kak ObI peKOHCTpPY-
MPOBAJI ICTOPUIO, BOCCTAHABJIVBAJI ITOAJIMHHBII OOJINK «CTapbIX My -
penoB», yueHnkoB Cokpara. U 3gecs IOnman 1ien B «Tperne» uuen
«JapeBHell prrocodun», OTHIM U3 POTOHAUAIBHIKOB KOTOPOTO ObLI
Anutnox us Ackanona, gobasiss k Cokpary, [lnatony, Apucrorenio u
3enony Kuruitckomy Aurucdena u [Iuorena. Abunckas punocodus
IV Beka 10 H.3. OKa3bIBA€TCSA HEKOTOPOII TOTAJILHOCTBIO, HE JOITyCKa-
oIIfell B cebs BHYTpeHHero pasnuuns u npotusopeuns. [Ipasna, co-
3[1aTh TaKoil ee 00pa3 MOKHO OBLIO, JINIIE CIIeHUpUUECKN UCTOIKO-
BaB MMeBIIINiicsI Bo BpeMeHa lOnmana mcropuuecknit Happatus. O6-
pasioM IJIg MMIIepaTopa IBHO BBICTyIIaJa 9K3eTeTIKa, MCII0JIb30BaB-
mrascs SIMBINXOM, KOTAa TOT 3arminai «cuMponmo» guamoros [lia-

® Cm. Van Hoof, Van Nuffelen 2011.
1 Cp. Smith 1995: 58—-90.
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TOHA, MiIu coBpeMeHHUKoM lOnmana CajuroctueM, NPUMUPSIBIIETO
mudosoruio (8 T.u. lomepa) u punocodpuro [lnarona.

CyTb 3TOro reMeHeBTIUECKOTO XOa 3aKII0UaeTcss B TOM, UTO Ha-
Gir0[jaeMble HEIOCPEICTBEHHO O0COOEHHOCTU pasnuUHbIX $unocod-
CKUX ITO3MIINIL, COXpaHeHHbIe B KOPIIyCe TEKCTOB MM B CBUIETEIb-
CTBaX COBPEMEHHMKOB, SIBJIAIOTCS JIMIIb BepIIMHON ajicoepra. Ilon
HUMU CKpbIBaeTcd pyHIaMeHTaIbHOe eIIHCTBO, KOTOPOe IIPOSIBIISET-
Cs I0-pa3HOMY B Pa3HbIX KOHTEKCTaX — IIPeIMETHBIX, ICTOPIMUECKIX,
nmoBefeHuecKux. Pasnnuenne ¢puaocodpny TeopeTnuecKoit 1 MpakTu-
YEeCKOiT B CBA3M C 00pa3aMu KM3HU, KAaKOBbIe 00CYyKIan erte Apu-
CTOTeJIb, — 9TO TeHMaNbHbII X0 IOamaHa, T03BONMBIIINIT €My HalTH
OIpaBHaHIMe U MapaJOKCAIN3My KUHUUECKNX «XPUil», U Jaxke Tpe-
OOBAHMIO «IIEPEOLIEHKN LIEHHOCTEN», a TAKXKe cHesaTh AHTUChEeHA U
Huorerna CHMHOIICKOTO CIYKUTENIMU AIIOJUIOHA.

B xauecTBe IpuMepa BO3bMeM M3BECTHBIN aHEKAOT, COOOIIIaeMbIii
Huorenom JlaspTckum:

Aduusne npocuinn ero [[norena CHHOIICKOTO] NMPUHATD IIOCBSIIE-
HI€ B MUCTEPUU, YBEPSS, UTO MOCBSIIEHHbIE BEAYT B AUJIE JYULIYIO
KusHb. «CmeltHo, — ckasan [uoreH, — eciu Arecuiail M SnaMu-
HOHJ OYAyT TOMUTBCS B TPSA3M, a BCIKIE HUUTOKHBIE JIIOOU U3 TeX,
KTO IIOCBSIILIEH, — OOMTATh HA OCTPOBaX OJIaKeHHBIX!» !

Peaxknusa IOnmaHa mMeeT BIIOJIHE 3K3€TeTUUECKMIT XapaKTep: «ITHU
CJIOBa, IOHOIIIA, CINMIIIKOM TJIyOOKM, M I YBEpEH, OHM HY’KJAIOTCH B
TOJIKOBAQHMM, ¥ IIPUTOM TOJIKOBaHMU IIpocTpaHHOM» (Or. 7, 238ab).
Kakme >xe aprymMeHTBHI IPUBOANT MMIIEPATOP-OTCTYIHMK B IIOJIb3Yy
HeIpIMOTo IIOHMMAaHUA CJIOB KMHIKA?

1. Ilpesxxpme Bcero, uoreH — yenoBek OiaaroyectuBsiil. OgHUM U3
TpeOOBaHMIT IOCBIIIEHN B DJIEBCUHCKIE MMCTEPUU OBLIO ITOJIHO-
npaBHOe apUHCKOe Ipa)kIaHCTBO. [{yoreH e 6bLI KCEHOM, MHO3EM-
1[eM, M He XOTeJI THeBUTh GOTOB HapyIIeHIeM MICTepUATBHOTO YCTa-
Ba (238c).

"D.L. 6.39 (ep. M.JI. Tacriaposa).

113



Poman Ceéemios / NnatoHoBckne nccnenosannsa 9.2 (2018)

2. [lvoreH gBIANCA TPaXKJAaHMHOM He OTHEeJIBHOI0 IT0JIMca, Ho Koc-
moca. Kocmoc — xpam 60roB, a IOTOMY ero rpaskIaHIH He JOJDKeH Ha-
KJIa[IbIBaTh Ha cebs 00513aTesIbcTBA KOHCTUTYLIMI KaKOT'O-TO OTHEJIb-
Horo mojmuca (238d).

3. IlpenebpeskeHne K TaMHCTBAM TOJIBKO KaKylifeecs. ITO CKopee
npeHeOpeKeHe K TOMY, KTO IIpeiaran [[uoreHy mnocasiieHue. Yo-
MUHAaHIUE BEJIMKOTO (PMBAHCKOTO U CIAPTAHCKOTO T€POEB O3HAUAET,
YTO GOrM TOTOBAT MICTUHHOE IIOCBSILI[EHNE IS BCEX, KTO CBOEIO JKU3-
HBIO U IOJBUTAMU JOCTOVHBI 9TOTO, — JaKe eCJIM OHU He ObLIN IO-
cBAIIeHBI B JieBcuHax. C Apyroil CTOPOHBI, Te, KTO TOPAATCS 3JIEB-
CUHCKUM ITOCBSIII[EHNIEM, XOTS He «IIePEeKOBaIN» 00pa3 CBOEe )KU3HIA,
OCTAJINCh ITOPOUHBIMIU JIFOIbMM, HE 3aCIYKIIY OyYIIEro criaceHmns
u 6msocTy 60oroB (239bc).

B peun «O HeBe)xecTBeHHBIX KMHUKaX» IOnman HaXomuUT cocob
oIlpaBHaTh CMepTh [{1oreHa, HaCTyIMBIIYIO, II0 OJHO 13 BEPCUIL, OT
TOTO, UTO CHOIICKII MBICIIMTENb CheJI ChIPOro ocbMIHOra. B ero pac-
CY>KIeHMIX meiicTBys [lyoreHa mo-pexHeMy TPaKTYIOTCS KaK CUM-
Bostmueckue u 6imarouectussie (cm. Or. 6, 191a u paiee). «[lepeueka-
HMBAIOIINII» CBOII HpaB [{MoreH mpocro 06s3aH ObLT MICIIBITATh Ha JIC-
TUHHOCTD JIIOJICKOI 00bIUail eCTh MSICHYIO MUIIy JUIIb B IIPUTOTOB-
smeHHOM Bufe. Kak mocTurimmii moutu 60KeCTBEHHOTO GecCTpacTms,
OH «TeCTUPOBAJ» U 0ObIUAIL, U CBOE TEJIO0, KOTOPOe OBIIO BIIOJHE BOC-
NPUMMUNBO K JII00OMY ecTecTBeHHOMY nuraHmo. Hu rpana tiecia-
Bus (B KOTOpOM OOBUH:I [[1oreHa ONIIOHEHT UMIIEPATOpPa), 10 MHe-
uuto IOnmana, B 9T0M moCTyIKe He OBLIO.

HamoMmHuM, 4TO IIO Jpyroil Bepcuy, coxpaHeHHOI [[morenom
JlaspTCKMM, CMHOIICKMII KMHUK ObLT ITOKycaH cobakaMm B TOT MO-
MEHT, KOT'/Ia ITBITAJICI HAKOPMUTH 6€3TOMHBIX IICOB KYCKaMI OCbMU-
uora (D.L. 6.77). BriosiHe BeposiTHO, UTO 00€ 9TU UCTOPUM KAK-TO CBSI-
3aHbI, YUUTHIBAs «COOAUMII CJIed» U B HA3BaHUM, U B IOBEAEHUN paH-
HUX KUHMKOB. Eciiu muina npurogHa st cobpaTheB M3 KMBOTHOTO
MUpa, OHA MOKET CTaTh YACTBIO paI[MiOHa KMHMKA.

Ho IOnman He akueHTHpyeT BHMMaHMe Ha 3ToM ImoBopore. OH
KPUTUKYET CBOUX COBPEMEHHIKOB 32 TO, UTO Te IT0eJal0T BCEBO3MOXK-
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Hble SCTBA, IPUTOTOBJICHHBIE 3 CAMBIX Pa3HOOOPA3HBIX KIBOTHBIX,
¥ BBIKa3bIBaeT yAMBIIEHIIE M3-3a TOrO, YTO KTO-TO M3 BCEATHBIX JIIO-
Ieli IbITaeTcs YIPeKHyTh [{1oreHa 3a ero skcrepument (192d-193a).

Hna normmanus otHomreHnud IOnnana K KMHMKaM MOXHO IIpUBe-
cTu Taxxe uuTaty us ero Illecroit peun:

Hcnonb3ys o6pas ns sHaMeHuTo peun Ankusuana o Cokpare, cKa-
JKeM, UTO KMHIUecKas puiocodus B BBICIIEN CTeIIeHN II0Ro6Ha Cu-
JleHaM, KaKMMI OHM ObIBAIOT B MAaCTE€PCKUX BasTesell, M3TOTaBINBa-
IOINMX SIIIYYUEK IS XPaHEHUs CBITHIHD B (DOPMe 3TOTO CYII[ecTBa —
¢ IynKoll mny (pIIeifTor0; OTKPBIBas TAKOTO CMJIEHA, BB BUIVITE, UTO
BHYTPU Hero u3BasHus 60oros*.

VimmiepaTop mbITaeTcsi COBMECTUTH [Ba Ba)KHBIX MOMEHTa B CBO-
el aroJIOTUI «HACTOSILIEro» KIMHI3Ma. Bo-TiepBbIX, IPOAEeMOHCTPI-
POBaTh, UTO 3TO He MMU30CODUS, POXKIAEHHAS OTBpAIeHIEeM K JIOT0-
caM» VIV COIIEPHIUECTBOM C IUIATOHU3MOM. BO-BTOPBIX, 3aIUTUTH
KMHN3M OT IIONBITOK IIPOMHTEPIIPETUPOBATEH ero Gojee «KoMoprt-
HBIM» C OOILIeCTBEHHOI TOUYKM 3peHus obpazoM. OmmoneHTsI I0mm-
aHa IIpeuIaraioT OTKas3aThCsd OT PAIMKAIBHBIX KpallHOCTell KMHNIYe-
ckoro aroca. Ho lOnnan y6exneH, uTo 6e3 sTUX KpallHOCTeil mcue-
3aeT U caM KMHU3M Kak ¢unocodckuit o6pas sxusuu. «Hosbie» Bep-
cuu kuHn3Ma I0nman He nprHMMaeT HI B KOeiT Mepe, CPaBHIBAS X C
XPUCTMAHCKUM 00pa3oM KM3HU (UTO CTAHOBUTCS IIOBOOM IJIS IIpeT-
TOJIOXKEHM, UYTO «HeBe)KeCTBEHHbIe KMHUKI» — Ha CAaMOM JeJle XpU-
CTMaHe JUJIM, 110 KpaJlHell Mepe, Ta 4acTh U3 HUX, KOTOpas NBITAJIACh
COBMECTUTbH OTHeNIbHbIE UePThI KMHMUECKOI aCKe3bl C XPUCTUAHCKUX
MOHAIILIECTBOM ).

CoueTaHye cTaporo KMHM3Ma € IUIATOHM3MOM Ka3aJloCch MMIlepa-
TOPY €CTeCTBEHHBIM. TaK, OH COBEpPILICHHO HEKPUTWYHO IPUIVCHI-
BaeT [lmoreHy ILUTATOHOBCKMII B3IVIAN Ha OTHOIIEHNME AYIIN ¥ Teja
(Or. 6,190b). Ta >xe HekpuTHUUHOCTD IONI1MaHAa IPOSIBISIACE B €T0 OL[EH-
Ke KM3HIU II0 IIPMpPOJe, Ha KOTOPOJI HacTauBaIy KMHIUECKUEe MacTe-

2 Or. 6, 187ab (nep. T. Cupnauua).
13 Cm. Haxos 1982: 214, Courcelle 1980: 94-98, Billerbeck 1996: 218-219.
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pa. B ux moHuMaHuy Takas XU3Hb II0ApasyMeBajlia eMOHCTPATIB-
HBIl OTKa3 OT YpOaHNCTIUECKOrO CyliecTBoBaHusI. Hamomuum, xu-
BOTHBIE 110 GJIa’KEHHOCTYI CBOETO CYILleCTBOBAHN OJIIKe K 6oram, uem
JIFOM, T.K. OHM JIMIIEHBI BCEX M3JIVIIHIX TOPOACKMX ITOTPEGHOCTEIL.
Ho B IOnmaHOBOIT TPaKTOBKE «)KM3Hb I10 IIPUPOE» MOIJIA 03HAUATD
TOJIBKO «KIM3Hb B COOTBETCTBII C Y€JIOBEUECKOIl IIpMUpogoit». Yeio-
BeuecKas IPUPOoJa B HEOIJIATOHIUECKOII AHTPOIIOIOT Y OTIpeIeIsieT-
Cs HaJIMUMeM B Hell CIIOCOOHOCTY K BOCXOAIIEMY, AHATOTUIECKOMY
IBVDKEHVIIO 110 HAIIPABIEHUIO K 0oraM y)ke II0TOMY XOTs ObI, UTO Ye-
JI0BevecKas AyIa 60KeCTBEeHHA.

CireoBaresibHO, HaMeuaeTcsl BaskHoe pasnmune. KunHmdeckas ac-
Ke3a SBJIJIACh YIIPAKHEHNEM B BO3MEP)KAHMM OT M3JIMILIECTB IVBYI-
musanyy. OHa Halpoub paspyllajia, HalpUMep, pasindye MeXIy
y6aMuHBIM 1 yacTHBIM. HeormaroHnyeckas acke3a (Bo BCSIKOM CIIy-
yae, Bo BpeMeHa IOnmana) cocrosiia B BO3[epsKaHMM OT BJIACTH Te-
JIECHOCTHM M CTpacTeil. B IociemHeM ciyuae pasiyuiye 4acTHOTO I
CaKpaJbHOIO IIPOCTPAHCTB, KOTOPBIE TPAKTOBAINCH KaK MECTO IJIS
BCTpeul ¢ 605KeCTBEHHBIM, C OHOI CTOPOHBL, Y Iy OJIUHOTO KaK IIPo-
¢danHOTO — C Apyroii, oueHb BaxxHO. OTHEIbHbIE IIepeceueHns] ITUX
acke3 HeCOMHeHHBI. Ho pasiiuHble ux 3a1adm ¥ CMBICIBI TAKXKe Ode-
BUAHBL. VICTONKOBaHME, KOTOPOE MO3BONMIO OBl CHATH IIPOTIBOpE-
Yrle, BHOBb MOIJIO OBITH TOJIBKO aHaxpoHmcTiueckuM: Omman moHm-
Maer, UTo acKe3a JPeBHNX KIHIKOB ObLla CBS3aHA C UX IIPOTECTOM
mpotuB apMHCKUX 1 obuierpeyecknx peanuit IV B. mo H.3. Ho sror
IIPOTECT I1ePeOCMBbICINBaeTCs uMIepatopoM. C ero TOUKM 3peHus,
KIHUKJ OOpOJIICh C HMSIUMM B YeJIOBEUECKOIl HaType, ¥ GOPOJIIICH
(mepeoreHMBaNN) JINIIB ¢ TEMY LIEHHOCTSIMIY, KOTOpbIe MeLIaT 60-
KECTBEHHOMY B Hac. A IOIMHHOE GJIarovecTe, Tpaguiysi KOTOpo-
IO BOCXOIUT K T€M JKe JICTOKaM, UTO ¥ TPagVILMsl ICTUHHOI (BpUIIoco-
¢uu (r.e. k 6oram), camo BocrpuHuMaercs IOnmanom kKak gyacTb ue-
J0BevecKoit mpuposl. Onruka mucropuueckoro sperus IOnmana Ob1-
JIa TaKOBa, UTO OHA 3aCTaBJISLIA €0 BOCIPUHIMATH (PaKThI IIPOLLIIIOTO
VICKJIFOUMTENIBHO CKBO3b IIPM3MY CBOETO BPEeMEHN, IIOATOHSIS UX IO
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TOT KYJIBTYPHBII JaHAIIadT, KOTOPBI OH CUMTAJ €CTeCTBEHHBIM IS
BEYHOT'O PMMCKOT'O MMIpa.

IOnman sBHO MCIIONB30BAJ OTHEIbHBbIE UEPTHI KMHIUECKOTO 00-
pasa KM3HU IIPU MPOHMUECKON peKypcum cBoell HaTyphl B «HeHa-
BUCTHMKe 60poabl». [InHHasd, I0X0XKas Ha KO3INHYI0, 6opofa, Hace-
JIeHHad BILIaMU, I'PSA3HBIE BOJIOCHI HA OJIOBE, I'PA3b IO HOI'TAMU, OT-
CYTCTBIE BCIUECKOTO BKyCa B OTHOIIIEHUN pa3HOOOPa3HbBIX KyIIIaHUiT
U yIOoOCTB KM3HM, HEIIOHUMAaHIE IIPeJIeCTH TeaTpa, CKaueK M Ipy-
Iux IyOJIMUYHBIX pasBieueHu’l, OPIO3IINBOCTD, aHAXOPETCTBO, JAaXKe
0CcO0EHHOCTY IUIeBapeHNsT — AenaroT obpas IOnmana, co3maHHBIT
MM CaMUM, MONOOHBIM KMHUYeCKOMy. Bocmmranue, monyueHHoe OT
«ckuda» MaproHus, ¥ IPOUCXOXKIEHIIE ero POLa U3 II0IyBaPBAPCKUX
3eMeJIb TaKXKe MOTYT OBITh ITOHATHI C TOUKY 3PEHMS IIOAUEPKHYTOTO
KIMHUUYecKoro kocmononutusma. Korneuno, IOnmman ynpekaer anTmo-
XUIILIeB B TOM, UTO OHM, I10JIarast CBOOOY caMOIl BBICIIIEl IEHHOCTHIO,
OTKA3bIBAIOTCA MOYMTATh 3aKOHBI M IIpaBUTeJIEN, XOOUTh B CTapUH-
Hole xpambl (Misopog. 343d). OgHako HY’KHO MMeTb B BULY, UTO IJIS
IOnnana Pumckas nmnepus u ects KocMormnorc, a ee 3aKOHOAATENb-
CTBO (KOHEUHO, B €r0 S3bIUeCKOM BapUAaHTE) BIIOJIHE PA3YMHO U COOT-
BerctByeT llesomy. [Ipoucxonut cBoeoOpasHas MHBepCys, KOIia Me-
HSIIOTCS MeCTaMM O0BeKT U CyOBEeKT KpUTUKU. AQUHCKIE 3aKOHBI I
Tpamuuuy He OBLIM COBepLIEHHBI — I03ToMY AHTHcheH u [duoreH
He IpU3HABaIU UX. PUMCKIe 3aKOHBI COBEPILIEHHBI (MM CTAIN CO-
BeplIeHHBIMY 110csIe pepopm IOnmana) — a moToMy Myaper Ha TpOHE
DOJDKEeH KPUTUKOBATH U 9TIATUPOBATh TeX, KTO 9TY 3aKOHBI He COOIIIO-
Jaer.

IOnman HacMeIIMBO CTaBUT cebe B YIIPEK «CTBIT U LEJTOMYIpIe»,
KOTOpBIE €My CBOJICTBEHHBI, CJIEOBAaHN KOTOPBIM OH TpeOyeT OT 13-
He)XeHHBIX 1 0eCITyTHBIX aHTMOxuiineB. Kasamock Obl, Takas Belllb,
KaK CTBIN, B HAMEHBIIEI CTEIIEHM MOKeT OBITh CBOVICTBEHHA K-
uuky. Ho u 3mecs mepen namu maBepcus: 6eccTrIncTBO AHTHCDEHA,
Huorena n Kparera 65110 opyaueM 60pb0bI ¢ ahMHCKMMI HpaBaMI,
CII0CcOOOM «paclIaTaTh» CO3HaHIe, IIOCMOTPEeTh Ha MUP ¥ Ha cebs ¢
HEOXIIaHHOI TOUKM 3peHNs. B cilydae aHTMOXUIILIEB, OIIMCBIBAEMBIX
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IOnmaHOM Kak KuTeseil Topojia M3HEeKEeHHOT'O U pa3BpaIlleHHOTO OT
CaMoOro CBOETO OCHOBaHNSA, TAKMM CPEACTBOM CTAaHOBUTCS CTBIIJIN-
BOCTB BKYII€ C LIeJIOMYpMeM, KOTOpbIe BBITIIAAAT B I1a3aX aHTUOXII-
LIeB KaK IIpOsSIBJIEHNE TYIIOCTY I HEBOCIIUTAHHOCTI.

Ha nmexoropele 13 rocygapCTBEHHBIX ITpoekToB IOmmaHa Takske
MOXHO CMOTPETb CKBO3b IIPM3MY KMHWIYECKOTO KOCMOIIOJWTU3MA.
Kax nsBecTHO, 111 KUHUKOB He OBLIIO COUMANBHBIX ITapueB: ¢puaocod-
CKasl qyllla MOTJIa IOSBUTBHCS B TeJie paba, BapBapa, KeHIIMHGL [lo-
crenoBareneit AnTuceHa He 3a00TUIIO, UTO KaKMe-TO COIL{MATIbHbIE
TPYIIIBI C TOUKY 3pEHNUs OOIECTBEHHOTO BKyCa IBJIAIOTCSI HU3KIMIA,
a 3a60Ta 0 HUX — CTPaHHOII I Ja)ke MPOTMBO3aKoHHOI. Kak n3BecTHO,
B KOHIIE CBOETO IIpaBJieHud, nepen moxogoM B Ilepcuro, IOnman nei-
TaJICs HAJTAOUTh OTHOLIEHWS C «IIyApaMIU» IIO03JTHEAHTUYHOI'O MI-
pa, T.e. ¢ myaeamu. KoHeuHO, IIpOeKT BOCCTAaHOBIeHM Xpama, Iepe-
MICKA C UX MarpuapxoM XuieneM ObLIN 3JIEMEHTAMI «PeaIbHON»
nonutuky IO0nmana, a He KakKUX-T0 QUIAHTPOINUECKUX YOEKIEHMIL.
Bo-nepBBIX, OH X0TeJl 00eCIIeYnTh CBOE IIPOABIDKEHNE BIIIYyODb Iep-
CHUICKOII TeppuTopun (B roponax Mecomorammu usnpesiie CyLiecTBO-
BaJIMI MHOTOUNCIIEHHBIE UYeCKIe OOIMHBI). BO-BTOPBIX, OH MCKAT
COI03HMKOB BHYTPU MMIIEpUN [JIT IPOTUBOHEMCTBUSA XPUCTUAHCTBY.
ITocnemHee 0cOOEHHO BMIHO B TE€X M3 €r0 IICEM, I'ie OH TOBOPUT O
crerUUecKoi CBATOCTI Ny AeeB, CPABHIBAL X C «TAIIIIeTHAMI» %,
OpnHako ¢ TOUKY 3peHUS PUTOPUUECKOI OIE€HKY 3TOTO ITOJIUTHYECKO-
ro ’KecTa ero MOKHO ITOHATb KaK 3KCTPaBaraHTHO-KIMHIUECKUIA.

OsHauano Ju Bce nepeyncienHoe Boire, uro I0nman 6b11 KHI-
xoM? HaBepHoe, Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC HY>KHO HaTh CIEAYIOLINMIT OTBET: B
pside ciyuaeB MMIIEpPATOp XOTeJ, UTOObI B HEM BUIENN «JCTMHHO-
ro», T.e. «CTApOr0», KMHIKA, IIPEeICTABUTENI «IIPAKTIUECKOIT» PILIo-
copnu. IToT 00pa3 OBLI HYKEH eMy C II0JIeMIYEeCKOIl I pUTOpuye-
CKOJ TOUEK 3peHM; OH IomuepKmBal, uto uaean IOnmana kak rocy-
IApCTBEHHOTO IesTes — He IOMUTUYECKUiI cOPUCT, a Iappecuacrt.
Knanuecknii mariy Kak Obl JIETUTUMUPOBAJ IIPAaBO HA MPSMOTY U OT-
KPOBEHHOCTBD, IIpaBo HacTaBaATh. IOnmaH, HecMOTpd Ha CBOIO MOJIO-

“Tlogpobuee cm. CBeTioB 2017a.
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IOCTb, OLIyIIAJT ceOsl He IIPOCTO IIPABUTeNIeM MMIIEPUN, HO B IIOJIHOM
cMbIcie 3Toro cioBa dominus’oM — IVIaBOJI OIPOMHOI KOCMOIIOJIN-
TUYHOI PUMCKOI TPa’KOAHCKOM «(PaMILINI», Ube OTeUeCKOe CIIOBO
He MeHee [eVICTBEHHO, UeM roCyJapCcTBeHHbIe 3aKOHBI. KuHmueckas
pUTOpHUKA IT03BOJISLIIA €MY Pealn30BbIBATh 9TOT 00pa3 B HaMbOJIbIIIelt
Mepe.

«Jlep3ocTh U TPe3pUTENbHOCTD» IONMMaHa, KOTOphIe OIMMCHIBAET
I'puropmit borocios B cBoeM IlaTOM ci10oBe, Tak ke KaK HECBI3HOCTb
BOIIPOCOB, CTPaHHbIE TEJIOABIDKEHI, CMeX He K MeCTy, HarJIOCTh BbI-
paskeHNs IJIa3, BO3SMOKHO, SIBJIIOTCS He TOJIBKO IIpeyBeslNdeHIeM,
BBI3BAHHBIM OCOOEHHOCTSIMIM 3TOTO IIOJIEeMIYEeCKOro TeKcTa (Hamu-
CaHHOTO «B IIMKY» 9HKOMMIO JInbaHus, a TakKe IMO3JHUM TeKCTaM ca-
moro IOnmana®®). Btk MokeT, 310 TIIEpOOIMUECKOE BEIpAsKEHIIE TEX
«aTOIMYHBIX» UepT, KoTopble I0nmaH cosHaTeNbHO qEMOHCTPIPOBAI
OKPY’KaIOIIMM 1 KOTOpPbIe CBUIETENbCTBOBAIN He CTOJBKO (MM He
TOJIBKO) O UepTax ero xapakrepa, HO 1 O TOM OIIBITe, KOTOPBIil OH BbI-
HeC U3 UTEeHNUs KHUT O «JApeBHeN ¢uiaocodum» 1 06 obpase KM3HU
IOpeBHUX MyZaperioB. Cpeny STUX UepT HEKOTOphIe HAM YKa3bIBalOT Ha
00pasbl epBBIX KMHIKOB, COXpAHEHHbIE aHTUYHOI CIIOBECHOCTHIO.

> Cm. Ycauesa 2011.
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Mapus Bapnamosa

O pasnunuuu aywm v npupoabl xkusoro tena y Cumnankms®

MARIA VARLAMOVA
ON THE DISTINCTION OF SOUL AND NATURE OF THE LIVING BoDY IN SIMPLICIUS

ABSTRACT. The objective of the present article is to examine the representation of the
nature of the living body and of the correlation between nature and soul in Simplicius’
commentaries on Aristotle, primarily on his Physics, and to demonstrate how Simpli-
cius’ views vary in regard to Aristotle, whom he comments on. Given this aim, I will
consider the way both authors interpret two examples used to explain the emergence
and movement of the living being. The first example, of a helmsman and a ship, is
a means to expose the manner in which a soul moves a body; the second example,
of automata or marionettes, allows to display the causes of an embryo’s movement.
For instance, Simplicius emphasizes nature as a separate passive motive cause, which
is placed below the soul and is primarily described as an arrangement of the body
in its function as the subject of the soul’s activity. While considering embryogenesis,
however, Simplicius specifies nature as a creative cause determining the order of de-
velopment of organs, and sets the natural eidos as the bodily form and the paradigm
for embryogenesis apart from the soul as the entelechy of the living body. In my in-
terpretation, I proceed from Simplicius’ commentary on Aristotle’s Physics 2.1-3 and
(Pseudo)-Simplicius’ commentary on his On the Soul 1.1, 2.1.

KEywoRDs: soul, nature, embryogenesis, motion, Aristotle, Simplicius.

3afaua JaHHOI CTaThM — pacCMOTPETH NpeiCcTaBIeHIEe O IIPUpPOIe
JKIBOTO, O TOM, UTO O3HAYAET IJIs Tejla OBITh KMBBIM, ¥ O COOTHOIIIE-
HUM Tejla M OyLIM B KOMMeHTapuax CUMIUIMKNUSA Ha ApPUCTOTeNd, B
nepByio ouepenb Ha «Pu3uKy» ApUCTOTEN, a TaKXKe II0Ka3aTh, Kak
npencrasaeHne CUMIUIMKIS 0 IPUPOJe KIBOTO TeJla U3MeHIeTCd 110
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OTHOLLIEHUIO K APUCTOTE0, KOTOPOTO OH KOMMEHTUpYeT. [[Jist 3T0ro
s paCCMOTPIO TOJIKOBaHNE ABYX M3BECTHBIX TPaAULIY MeTadop, OHA
73 KOTOPBIX KAcaeTcsi OTHOLIEHNS QYL U Teja, Apyras — IOCTPO-
eHUs OpPraHMYecKoro Tejla Kak Marepuu myiiy. IlepBeii npumep —
KOpabJist M KOPMUEro — IIMPOKO M3BECTEH. ITOT IpUMep IOSIBIIIET-
ca B «Penpe» (Phdr. 247¢), rae IltaToH roBOpUT O TOM, UTO YM — 3TO
xopmumii gyun (kvPepvitng g Yuxng). Apuctorens B «O myre»
(De an. 413a8-10) BcnomMuHaeT 9Ty MeTagopy U 3aJA€TCs BOIIPOCOM,
IeVICTBUTEIIHHO JIV TEJIO ¥ QyIla COOTHOCITCS KaK CYRHO (TAoiov) u
kopabenpiuk (TAwtrip). Beaen 3a IltatoHoM 1 ApucroTeseM 3TOT
IpuMep ¢ KopabaeM ¥ KOpMUMM (VI MOPSIKOM) ITOCTOSIHHO TIOBTOPSI-
eTcsl B IIEPUIIATETIUECKO U IUIATOHUYUECKON Tpaguiyu. Bropas me-
tadopa — MapMOHETOK WJIM UyJeCHBIX aBTOMAaTOB — MeHee I3BeCTHa,
ee mpusonut Ilnaton B «3akoHax» (Lg. 644de) n 3aTeM MCIONIB3yeT
ApucroTtenp, HO y)Ke B MHOM KOHTeKcTe: B TpakTate «O poskaeHuu
KUBOTHBIX»"' CTarmpnr ymogo0iser pasBuTue sMOpIOHa IBILKEHIIO
YyIeCHBIX aBTOMATOB (T AOTOPATA TGOV OotUpdTwV). ITOT 3Ke mprMep
ncnoab3yer CUMIUIMKIIL, 00CyKaast pasBuTie SMOPIOHA B KOMMEH-
trapun Ha «Pusuky» (Simp. In Ph. 310.25-314.25), u, o crosam Cum-
IUTVIKIST, MAPMIOHETOK 00Cy KaeT Takxke Ayexcauap AQpoaycuiicKmit
(In Ph. 310.25-312.1).

Kopabnb n kopmunii

B «O py1re» Apucrorels onpenesseT IPUPORY Kak Gopmy 1 3H-
TEJIEXI0 OPTaHMYECKOro Teja, CIocoO0Horo K »xusuu (De an. 412a19-
21). Ilockosbky aymra — 310 ¢popMa, TO OHa He MOKET OBITH OTHele-
Ha OT TeJa U He 00JafgaeT COOCTBEHHBIM ABIDKEHMEM: JII000€ IBIIKe-
HIEe CyLLIero BO3MOYHO, JIMIIIb IIOCKOJIBKY Cylllee eCTb B MaTepuu, U
IIOTOMY ABIUKEHIE AYLIU CONPSKEHO ¢ ABIVKEHMEM OpTaHIUYecKOro
TeJa, KOTOpoe SBIeTCS MaTepueit Ay’ [IBipkeHueM obiagaeT He
Iyira cama Io cebe U He Teslo camo IIo cefe, a ORYIIIEBIEHHOE CyIIiee,
npuueM GOPMaTbHO IPUUNHON TAKOTO ABVDKEHMS SIBJISETCS AyIa,

' GA 734b7-17, 741b6-9.
?Johansen 2012: 15-18.
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MaTepUaNbHOI — TeJo, HO ABVDKEHNE eCTh TOJIBKO TOTHa, KOTha Te-
JIO M Oyllla COCTaBJIAIOT OOHO Cylllee (De an. 412b9-413a3). Kaxk Teno,
OyXyur HeoAyLIeBIEHHBIM (TO €CTh TPYIL), JUIIEHO CIIOCOOHOCTU K
CaMOIBIDKEHUIO, TAK I OyIlIa He MOYKET ABUTATHCI caMa 1o cebe, Oy-
IOy4y OTAeNeHHOI oT Tena. [loaToMy Apucrorenb yTBEp:KAA€eT: XOTS 1
OyIa, ¥ KOpabeJbIMK eCTh «9HTeIexus» (EvieAéyelo) — AyLIa ecTh
SHTENeXUs TeNa, a KopabenblIMK SHTeIeXUsa KopabJis, — Myllia cBs3a-
Ha C TeJIOM MHaue, yeM Kopabeisiuk ¢ kopabiem®. Kopabipb u kopa-
OEeJBIUK He COCTABJIAIOT OJTHO I1eJI0€: KOPalJlb MOKET CYIIeCTBOBATE
¥ OBUTaThCI 6e3 KopabespliiKa, a KOpabeabILK MOKET CYIIeCTBO-
BAaTh I IBUTATHCS OTHENBHO OT Kopabis. [lyIa )e U TeJIo COCTABIIAIOT
eVHOeE CyILiee U He 00JIafal0T CAMOCTOSATEIFHBIM CYII[ECTBOBAHUEM I
OBIDKeHUEeM*: yIlla CYILIeCTBYET TOJIHKO Kak (OpMa Teja, U TOBOPUTH
00 ee cyurectBoBaHMM Ge3 Testa 6eCCMBICIEHHO, a TEJIO €CTh, TOJIBKO
€CJIVL OHO OYIIIEBIIEHO, MHAUE OHO TePSeT BVDKEHNE, )KU3HD U eIIH-
crBo’. Utak, my1ia ectb popMa 11 IpUUMHA KU3HY TeJa, a )KU3Hb OIIpe-
IeseTcst KakK psaf crienudruecKuX JBYDKEHUI, IPUUMHA KOTOPBIX Ha-
XOMUTCSA B CAaMOM ONIyIlIeBJIEHHOM TeJie’. B mepByto ouepens aTo qBU-
JKEHUs pocTa, utanus u nopokaenns (De an. 413a 22-25). Kusup —
5TO IABUDKEHUE, IPUUMHBI KOTOPOTO HAXOMIATCA B CYIIEM, TIOCKOJIBKY
OHO caMo JBIKeTCA (£v aOT® 1] A0TO), OTHAKO TAKOE OIPe/IeNIEHIE He
130aBIIgeT HAC OT HEOOXOMMMOCTHU YKa3aTh MIPUUYMHBI 9TOTO JIBUIKE-
HU, U B KauecTBe IepBOIl U Hambosee 0OIIell IPUYNHBI CAMOIBU-

3 Cm. Mittelmann 2013: 545-546.

*Cp. Johansen 2012: 16; Bos 2000: 23-25.

° [lyuia y ApucToTesist HEOTHeNMMA OT TeJla ¥ He MO)KeT IIOHMMAThCS KaK HeKast
MOTEHIMATBHO VI aKTYalbHO OTHeJMMasi CyLIHOCTh: AyIIa VM TeJO He SBIISIOTCS
Pa3IMUHBIMY CYIIHOCTIMI, HO SBIJISIOTCS Pa3IMUHBIMY IPUUMHAMI OXHOTO CIIOXK-
Horo cymiero. Cm. Bos 2000: 29-30.

¢ Bymyun sHTeJIeX1eil Tesla, Jy1ia IBISeTCs OCHOBAaHMEM IJIS CIIOCOOHOCTEI! XK1~
BOTO Cyllero. B kauecTBe IpMUMHBI pa3iNUHBIX ABIDKEHUI Wiy (QyHKUMI, CyM-
Ma KOTOPBIX COCTABIISET )XU3Hb TeJa, yIlla IIOHMMAEeTCsI KaK COBOKYITHOCTD UacTell,
KOTOpbIe COOTHOCSATCA APYT C APYrOM uepe3 BO3MOXXHOCTb M MEVCTBUTEIBHOCTb.
ITU YacTy, WIK CIIOCOGHOCTH, Ay OIPENeNsioT YLy KaK IpuunHy KusHu. Cm.
Sorabji 1974: 64; Johnston 2011: 196-197.
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JKeHU CyIIero ApICTOTeNb YKa3bIBaeT He AyIily, a mpupony (Metaph.
1049b5-9; Ph. 192b13-16).

ApucroTess ompeeseT MPUPOAY KaK Hauaso ¥ IPUUIHY IBIDKe-
HIA ¥ IIOKOS VIS TeX CYLIUX, KOTOPBIM IIPMPOAA IPUCYINA TPOTOG
Ko o0TO Kol pr) kot oupPePnidg («mepBrIM 06pasom, uepes celst
[mnu cama 1o cebe] n He o comyTcTBUIO», Ph. 192b22-23). J10 3HA-
YNT, YTO IPUPOLHBIE BEIM ABIDKYTCS He TOJIBKO TOTJA, KOTAA UTO-
TO JPyroe MX ABIDKET, HO M MMeEIOT Hauajlo ABIDKeHus B cebe. IIpm-
POIHBIMIU CyIIVMM OH Ha3bIBaeT, C OJHOI CTOPOHBL, JIeMeHTHI (6TOoi-
XELOL), ¢ APYTOI — BCe >KUBBIE BElllM, TO €CTh PACTEeHNS 1 )KMBOTHBIX, B
TOM UIICJIe UeJoBeKa. B KauecTBe MPMpPOIHBIX IPUUMH OH yKasbIBaeT
MaTepuio U GopMy: NPUUMHOIN NBYDKEHVSI KIBOTO CYILETO sIBJISET-
c M ero MaTepus, B KOTOPOJT IIPOMCXOANT ABIDKEHMe, U ero ¢popMa,
Giarogaps KoTopoit mpoucxonut aerokeHue (Ph. 193a28-193b8). dy-
ra ompepeisiercss Kak ¢opmanbHasg 1 3¢deKTuBHAT MpUUNHA TBU-
JKEHIs TeJla, 00JIafaloIero B BO3MOKHOCTH JKIM3HBIO, IPUUNHA, KO-
TOPYIO KMBOE TEJIO MMeeT £V adT® 1 adTd («B caMoM cebe COTIacHo
camomy cebe»), — Takoe OIpefeseHNe QYL Y KU3HY BKIIOYAET Iy-
LIy B S IPUPOIHBIX IPUUMH’.

Lly,lI(i'CHble aBTomMarthbl

To, uTO AyIIa ecTh NMPUPOAHAs MPUUNHA, POPMUPYIOIIAs TEJIO,
MO’KHO IIOKa3aTh Ha IIPUMepe UyIdeCHBIX aBTOMATOB. B Tpakrare «O
POXKIEHUN KUBOTHBIX» APUCTOTETH TOBOPUT, UTO y JIFOOOTO TBIKE-
HU, B TOM UNCJIE Y PasBUTHs 9MOPIOHA, JOJDKHO OBITH IBIDKYIIIEE,
WM TBOpsiliee, Hayaio (mou)tikov kol 00ev 1) apyn tig Kvéoeog)®:
OBIDKYLLVIM B JAHHOM CJIydae SIBJISIETCS OTell, a MBIDKEHNE Iepeaer-
s OT OTLIA uepe3 ceMsI K IIepBOIL BO3HUKIIIEN YacTy SMOPIOHa, 3aTeM
OT IIEpPBOI YACTM IepefaeTcs KO BTOPOIL, U Tak Hajee B HEOOXOMU-
MO IIOCJIEIOBATEJILHOCTH , IIOKA He BO3HUKHeT 1ejtoe’’. To ecThb oTery

7 Cp. Sorabji 1988: 222.

® GA 729a34-b14.

* GA 734a13-27; 734b23-24.
19 GA 736b3-5.
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IIOCPEACTBOM CEMEHN 3aITyCKaeT I10CIeI0BATENbHOCTh U3MEHEHNIT B
MaTepnu, KOTOPYIO IIPeOCTABIISeT MaTh, ¥ 9TI M3MEHEHNUs IIPOMUCXO-
ISIT IIOCJIeOBATEIBHO, TAK UTO OAVH OpraH BO3HUKAET 3a OPYIUM I,
BO3HIKas, IepeJaeT 310 ABIDKeHMe naibiie’’. [lepemaua qeyskeHUs
B IIpolfecce BOSHMKHOBEHNsI yacTell 3MOp1oHa ogo0Ha ABIDKEHIIO
«UyIeCHBIX aBTOMATOB»: KOTHA KTO-TO ABIVDKET OMHY YacTh, OT ITOII
YacTU [BIDKEHUE IepeqaeTcs K CIeYIOLIel, U TakK Jajee, ITOKa BeCh
aBToMar He npupnet B aBikeHue (GA 734b7-19). [IBiokeHne aBToMa-
Ta IPOMCXOOUT B HEM3MEHHOII I0CIEI0BATEIFHOCTH, ONPENeTeHHOI
COOTHOILIEHMEM U CBA3BIO €r0 YaCTell; IEPBOI IPUUIMHON 3TOTO ABU-
JKeHMsI OyeT TOT, KTO ABUHYJ IIEPBYIO YACTh, HO 3aTeM ITOOYyKaeHIe
K OBIVDKEHUIO OyIeT IepeJaBaThCs OT OAHOM YacTy K Apyroit 6e3 yua-
CTUS IIEPBOI IPUUYMHBL ITOT IPUMEDP IIPUBOTUTCS IJISI TOTO, UTOOBI
10Ka3aTh, YTO OAHA YACTh MPUUNHIET ABVDKEHVE APYTO¥ JIMIIb II0-
CTOJIBKY, ITOCKOJIBKY 3TO IBIDKEHIE eil COOOIIeHO OT TOro, KTO [ABU-
HYJ IIepBYI0 YaCTh, TO €CTh CaMM YaCTY He IPUUMHSIIOT OBIDKEHIE
OPYT APYTY, HO SIBJISIIOTCS CPENCTBOM IEpelauy 3TOro ABVDKEHMs. B
ciyuae sMOp1oHa APUCTOTeNb HACTaMBAET, UTO IIPEeIbIAYIIAd YacTh
He COIEP)KUT IOCIENYIOLIYI0 B BO3MOXKHOCTY U He SIBJIIETCS IIPUYU-
HOIT BOBHUKHOBeHMs nocienyroireit uactu (GA 734a29-734b3). Kak u
B JIIOOOM OBIVDKEHUN, TYT €CTh UeThIpe IPUUNMHBI BO3HUKHOBEHVS ' *:
1) mBUOKyIast, KOTopas Iiepefaercs oT oTua; 2) ¢popMaibHas, KOTOo-
past COmep>KIUTCI B CEMeHM Kak ayIa B Boamoxkaoctu (GA 735a5-9)"%;
3) meseBast — 1[€JI0€ 1 3aBePIIIEHHOE >KIBOTHOE BO3HMKAET B COTVIACUY
C IIPMPOJOIL BUAa; 4) MaTepuasibHas — M3MeHeHIe IIPOUCXOINUT B Ma-
Tepun, KOTOPYIO IIPeIOCTaBIIsIeT MaTh WJIM CaMKa >KMBOTHOrO. M3me-

" Apucroress GbUI CTOPOHHIKOM 3IIMTeHe3a — TEOPUI, COITIACHO KOTOPOII B Ce-
MeHJ He 3aKJIIOUeHBI YacTyl OyIyLIEero >KMBOTHOTO, HO BCE OHM IIOCIIESOBATEIHHO
pasBuBaioTca B yTpobe matepu, cMm. Wilberding 2017: 14; 20.

> GA 729b12-14, 730b19-24, 733b23-26, 737a14-18, 740b24-36, 742a28-36.

** lyma paccMarpmBaercss M Kak (opManbHas, M KakK [JelCTBYIOIIas MPUYN-
Ha pasBuTus sMOpuoHa nocie 3auarus. Cp. Code 1987: 54-55; Gotthelf 1987: 217;
Whiting 1992: 94; Johansen 2012: 129 cyur. YunGepauur (Wilberding 2017: 35; 27, n. 17)
CUMTAET, YTO 3[(€CH UIET peUub 0 KOHKypeHIMM GOPMAIBHON U ABVIKYILIEN IPUUNH,
ITOCKOJIBKY, XOTsI CEMSI COJEPKUT OYLIY B BOSMOXKHOCTH, BIDKEHIIE B HEM aKTyaJIbHO
(GA 730b15-22).
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HeHIe, KOTOpPOe MPOM3BOMVTCS ABIDKYILEN IIPUUMHOM, IIPOUCXOTUT
B HEOOXOIMMOII IIOCIEeNOBATENBHOCTH, TAK JKe, KaK I JABIDKEHUE aB-
TOMATOB; 3Ta [I0CIEXOBATENbHOCTD 3aJI0KeHa B CAMOIT IIPUPOIe KakK-
IOTO BUAA KMBOTHOTO, U LIETHIO BCETO 9TOTO ABVDKEHUS SIBJISIETCS T10-
SIBJIEHVIE OTJENIHOTO KMBOTHOIO, KOTOPOE IOJZOGHO POAUTENSIM II0
Buny. IIpu 9T0M 3aBepilleHNE PA3BUTUSA TOTO KMBOTHOTO KACAETCS
He TOJBKO TeJjla, HO U AyIUU. A UMEHHO, IOMUMO TOTO, UTO CEMS TIe-
penaer OBIDKEHIE OT OTLA, OHO COMEPKUT AYIIY B BO3MOXKHOCTH, U
9Ta Ayla ABiIfeTca GOPMAIbHON MPUUMHON BO3HUKHOBeHUs . Ce-
Ms He SIBJISIETCS TEJIOM AYILIN, TIO9TOMY ero HeJlb3sl Ha3BaTh OAYILEB-
JIEHHBIM, HO OHO 00JIaflaeT AYIIIO KaK BO3MOYKHBIM HAUAJIOM YKU3HU
Oymy1ero sMOproHa. 9ra Qylia B BO3MOXKHOCTY, COEINHISICH C Ma-
Tepueit 3aUaTKa, TO eCTh IOJIyUYasd COBCTBEHHYI0 MATEPUIO, COOCTBEH-
HO€e TeJIO, CTAHOBUTCSA AYIION B MEVICTBEHHOCTH. APICTOTeIh HACTa-
MBAET, YTO caMasl IepBas UYacTh 9MOPMOHA BO3HMKAET KaK ONYILEB-
JIeHHas UM XKVBas, ¥ 9TO €Jl IIO3BOJISIET PACTM U IIepeaBaTh [BIIKe-
Hue ciaenyrouteit vacti'’. Ho moka sta uacTph My HECKOJIBKO YaCTeit,
COCTaBJIAIOIINX TEJIO SMOPUOHA, CITOCOOHBI TOJIBKO PACTU U MUTATh-
51, OHM OyIIIEBJIEHBI PACTUTEIHHO OYILIOI, a )KMBOTHAS AyILIa VIMe-
eTcsa B Bo3MokHOCTI. Korma Temo mopacrer 10 CriocOGHOCTY BBITION-
HATH Apyrue QyHKUNUY, )KMBOTHAS QyIlIa CTAHET HeICTBUTEIHHO Y-
o1t aroro tena (GA 736a35-736b1)*. Tak, gyura ectb U 9HTEIEXN,
TO eCTh 3aBeplileHye Teja KakK >KMBOTO, 1 Gopma, KOTopas oIpese-
JIIeT KaKIYI0 YacThb TeJla, MePY POCTA U MOCIEN0BATENLHOCTD PA3BII-
Tus yacreit. Eciim IBIDKeHME «UyIecHOro aBToMara» OIpegeseHO ero
YCTPOIICTBOM, T€M, KAK B HEM COOTHOCSITCSI UACTY, TO BOSHUKHOBEHIE
9MOpMOHa OIIpe/IesIeHO, C OTHOI CTOPOHBIL, IPUPOIOI BuAa (TO eCcTh
€ro IPUPOAHBIM IILOCOM), U T IPUPOA €CTh LIETh ABIKEHUS, a C
OPYTOiT CTOPOHBI — AYLLION, KOTOpast, Kak opMa ¥ JIOTOC, CORXEPIKUT

' GA 730b19-21, 733b31-734al.

* GA 734a14-16, 734b22-27.

* A. Boc mosyaraer, UTo B CeMEHY 3aKJIIOUEHBI B BO3MOKHOCTI BCE UaCTH TyLIN,
IpucyLye Ipupoie fanHoro Buaa (Bos 2009: 386).
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B cebe Haualo 1 KoHell (Gpyn Kol TEAOG) 9TON MPUPOBI U SBIAETCI
YaCTBIO 1IEJIVI BMECTE C LIeJIbIM"’.

Cumnanknii. flywa kak kopmyuii

CUMIUIMKNIT B KOMMeHTapusx Ha «PU3uKy» Kacaercs rmpumepa ¢
kopabiem (vodg) u kopmunm (VauTikog, kKufepvritng) B KOHTEKCTE 06-
CY’KIOEeHMS MPUUMHBL kKotd a0TO: SBJIsIeTCs I Aylia IPUUMHON JBU-
JKEHVSI TeJla B TOM JKe CMBICJIe, B KAKOM KOpMUYNII — IIPUUYMHA [BU-
sxkeHust Kopabius (In Ph. 268.3-17). Tak, OH TOBOPMUT, UTO NMPUUMHA UIIU
CBOVICTBO, IIPMHAIJIEKAIIIEE BEIH TPOTWG Kod adTO Kol [r) KaTd GUL-
BePnrog («mmepBriM 06pasom, camo 10 cebe U He II0 COIIYTCTBUION»),
IOJKHO OBITh HeoTHeauMo oT 31oit Beu (In Ph. 266.33-268.3). Tax,
PasyMHOCTb IIPMHAJIEKUT UeJIOBEUeCKOll AyIile IIepBhIM 00pasoM u
cama 110 ceGe, ¥ OHa HEOTEIMMA OT OYIIN, IOTOMY UTO, €CJIU Pa3yM-
HOCTH OTHEJIUTH OT UeJIOBeUeCcKOl AyIIN, 9Ta qyIIa IepecTaHeT ObITh
yeJIoBeuecKoil. A moOpoaeTensb (GpeTr)) IPMHATIIEKNUT AyIe IePBbIM
o6pasom, HO He cama 110 cebe (ko adTO), M TOTOMY OHA OTEINMA, TO
€CTh Iy1lIa MOYKeT OBbITh JINIIIeHA JOOPOETENN, HO OCTABATHCS YeIOBE-
ueckoit gymroit (In Ph. 267.30-268.3). Kopabip 6e3 Mopsika ocTaHeTcs
KopabieM 1 Oymer criocoGeH IUIBITH 10 BOJE, IIOITOMY, XOTS MOPSIK
IUTst KOpabJis ecTh BHYTPEHHSS IpUUMHA (v A0TOLG), OH He SIBIISETCS
npuunHoit ko’ adTd, TO eCTh OH He IPUHAIJIEKUT IIPUPOLIE KOpad-
JI1 — WK, Kak roBoput CUMIUINKUIL, HE COCTABISIET (00 GUWITANPOTL)
IpUPOAY Kopabuist, — 1 IIOTOMY MOPSIK U €TI0 JBVDKEHUSI OTHeIEeHBI OT
kopabis. U maxke Korga MOpSIK ABVDKET ceBst IOCPENCTBOM ABVKEHIIS
KOpabJisi, TO eCTh IJIBIBET Ha KopabJle, OH He ABIDKET ce0s caM 110 cebe
u nepBbIM o6pasoM (In Ph. 268.6-12).

Hamee CuMIUIMKUII [enaeTr cleqyolye BBIBOABI'®: 1) B LeJIoM
HeJIb3s CKa3aTh, UTO AYILA ABYDKET TEJIO M IpeObIBaeT B HEM TaK Ke,
KaK MOpSIK OBIVDKET Kopabipb 1 mpeObIBaeT B HeM; 2) CPaBHUTD AYIIY
C MOPSIKOM MOYKHO, €CJIM PeYb UAET O ABVDKEHUI IO MECTY: TO €CTh

1" GA 742a37-742b3.
® In Ph. 268.12-269.4.
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Oyla JBVKET TeJIO U ABVKETCS BMeCTe C TeJIOM, KaK KaIllUTaH, KOTO-
PBII ABIDKET KOpabib M ABYDKETCS BMeCTe ¢ KopabjeM; OTCIONa MOK-
HO CHeJaTh BBIBOT, UTO KOT[(a TyIlla JBIVDKETCS C TeJIOM II0 MECTY, OHa
OBIDKETCS He Kb o0To; 3) myiia qBmKeT caMy cebs coryacHo cebe u
IepBBIM 00pa3oM, TO eCTh He uepes YTo-To Apyroe (00 S’ GAAOL TIVOQ)
TOI'J[a, KOTJja OHAa )KeJIaeT MJIV MBICJIUT, IIOCKOJIBKY ee CYIIIHOCTb — Ca-
MopBInKeHMe. To eCTh MBICIIN, JKeTaHWsI, MHEHUS U CTpeMIIEHNS AY-
LI — 9TO TaKWe ABIDKEHMNs, KOTOpbIe, Ha)Ke eCIM BOBJIEKAIOT TeJlo,
MCXOMOAT M3 AYLIN, a He U3 TeJla; 4) Mbl He NOJDKHBI CBSI3BIBATD AYIIY
C JIOTOCOM IIPMPOJBIL, KaK AeaeT AJeKCaHAap.

Yro6bI IOACHUTD ITOCIeAHee yTBep K aeHMe, CUMILINKIUIL pasmes-
eT IpMpOoAy U Ayury'’: 1) qylia ecTb 9HTeJIeXUs IPUPOTHOTO OPraHM-
YECKOTO TeJa VI IPMYMHA KUSHI, a IIPMPOLa He SBJIIeTC SHTeeXell
MPUPOSHOTO TeJla ¥ MPUUMHON KM3HY; 2) OyLIa SIBIIETCS HaualoM
OIHUX [BVDKEHUI, a IPUPOAa — APYTUX; 3) AyllIa ecTh OoJiee CUIbHAs
MM BAacTHAS (KUPLWTEPQ) IPUUMHA ABVDKEHMS, UeM IIPUpoa; 4) Te-
JI0 He BCeTJja SIBIISeTCS ITOJIeXKaIVM IS BV KEHIIS AYIIN, TOT[a KakK
Npupoja Bceraa mpeGbIBaeT B Tejle; 5) AyIla MMeeT AesATeNIbHOCTb, OT-
IeJIUMYIO OT TeJla, ¥ CYLIHOCTh, OTAEIMMYI0 OT Teja. To ecTs AyIia
OIVICHIBAETCsI KaK OTeNIbHAs Belllb, MIMEIOIasl OTAEeNbHYI0 CYIIIHOCTD
U OTAeJIbHBIe ABIbKeHNs. [ToueMy B TAKOM CiIydae HeJlb3sI CKa3aTh, UTO
IOylIa OBIDKET TeJO TaK JKe, KaK MOPSK ABIDKET Kopabib? ITOT Mo-
MeHT CUMIUINKNIT He IIPOSICHSET, HO U3 KOHTEKCTa MOXKHO IIPEJII0-
JIOKUTB, UTO OyIIa COeAMHeHa ¢ COOCTBEHHBIM OPTaHIUECKIIM TeJIOM
Ko adto, a Mopsk — Her. [lymra He MOXeT OBITH ITOJHOCTHIO OT[eE-
JIeHa OT TeJia, eif HeoOXOOMIMO TeJI0 KaK MHCTPYMEHT, & MOPSIK MOXKeT
OBITH IIOJTHOCTBIO OTHEJIeH 0T KOpalirs.

B xommenTapun Ha «O gymre» CUMIIMKII TaKKe pacCMaTpuBa-
eT BOIIPOC 0 ayIie Kak KopmueM”. OqHAKO B 3TOM KOMMEHTApUN aB-

* In Ph. 268.18-269.4; cp. 263.5-11, 289.1-35.

** O6parascs kK koMMeHTapuio CuMmiuinkus Ha «O aylile», HeJIb3s He yIIOMSHYTh
IVICKYCCUIO, KOTOpas CyI[eCTByeT BOKPYT aBTOPCTBA 3TOT0 KOMMeHTapus. Psax cospe-
MEeHHBIX JICCIIeIOBaTeJIell [T0JIAraloT, YTO 9TOT KOMMeHTapuit mpuHamiexut He Crum-
IUIMKNIO, a cKopee Bcero [Ipucimany. 9tot Tesuc BeiasuraioT ®. Bocebep u K. Ctun
(Bossier and Steel 1972, cm. Taxske Sorabji 1995), 1. Ao, HanpoTuB, OCIIapMBaeT ap-
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TOp OTYETJIVBO YTBEPIKAAET, UTO AYILIA €CTh SHTEJIEXVs TeJia B TOM Ke
CMBICTIe, B KAKOM KaIllMTaH — 9HTeJexus Kopabnsa®'. [lyia B KaKoM-TO
CMBICJIE OT[eJIeHa OT TeJa, IIOCKOJIBKY OHA MIMeeT OTHEIbHYIO CYIL-
HOCTH U ABIDKET cama ce0s??. [lyira, KoTopas ABIDKET cama ceOst, siB-
JIeTCsl SHTeNexMell Tela B ABYX CMBICIAx: 1) AyIla eCTh SHTEJIEXVIT
KaK TO, UTO JeJIaeT TeJIO )KUBBIM M OIIpeeIeHHBIM, TO €CTh UeJOBe-
KOM, TUTPOM U T.1I., 9TOT CMBICJI SHTEJIEX I CPaBHUBAETCS C KOpadieM;
2) mylIa eCTh SHTENEXMUSI KAK TO, UTO VMCIIOIB3yeT TeJIO0 KaK MHCTPY-
MEHT [JIs1 COOCTBEHHOTO OBIVIKEHNSI, — B 9TOJ SHTEIEXNUY TyIlla CpaB-
HUBaeTcs ¢ Kopabempimkom™. tak, TyIlla eCTh SHTeJIeXsI B CMbICIIE
dbopwmsr (31imoca) U B cMbIciIe OBIDKYIein npuunHb>. Tak e u Kopa-
OeJIBIIK IMeET OTHEIBHYIO0 CYLIIHOCTD I SBJISETCS SHTEIeXVEN CyaHA
M KaK TO, YTO 3aBepllaeT ero (CygHo 6e3 Kopabebll[Ka XOTSI U IBU-
JKETCsI, HO He MMeeT LeJIN ABVOKEHM), 1 KaK TO, UTO II0JIb3YeTcs KO-
pabiieM Kak MHCTPYMEHTOM Uit cOOCTBeHHOro nepemerenus”. On-
HAaKO AyIlIa He ABIseTcs GopMabHOI IPUUMHOI TeJIeCHOTO yCTPOIi-
CTBa — TeJIO YCTPOEHO B COIJIACUM C COOCTBEHHOI IIPUPOIOIL, qyIlia
e He IBjIsIeTcs GOPMAIBHON IPUUMHOM Tena (CwidTov eidetikn ai-
Tia), HO ABIIAETCS IPUUNMHON )XU3HY 9TOT0 Tena’. Takoe MoHMMaHIe
OYLIV B OTHOIIEHNUM K TeJIy MOKHO CPaBHUTH C TPAKTOBKOI B KOM-
MeHTapuy CuMniaukmusa Ha «PuU3MKy» ApPUCTOTeNd: TaM TOXe TyIlla
JIMeeT OTHEeNbHYIO CYILIIHOCTD I BYDKET cama ceds, B 9TOM CMBbICIIe Y-
IIIa OTJeJIeHa OT TeJla, HO MCIIOJIb3YeT TeJIO KaK MHCTPYMEHT, TO eCTh
BOBJIEKAET TeJIO B COOCTBeHHBIe ABIDKeHN. IIpemcraBienne 06 opy-
OUITHOCTY TeJla BO3HUKAeT Y ApMCTOTENs, OQHAKO y HEro AyIla He

rymenTs! K. Ctita n HacranBaer Ha aBroperBe Cumruinkus (Hadot 2002). B mro6om
cJlydae aBTOp 3TOT0 KOMMEHTApUs — HEOIUIATOHMK 1 COBpeMeHHUK CUMILIMKIIS, 1,
KaK MHe Ka)XeTcsI, MeXXIy KomMeHTapreM Cuminmkus Ha « PUsuKy» 1 JaHHBIM KOM-
MeHTapueM Ha «O qyllle» MOXKHO IIPOBECTM HEKOTOpBIE ITapajUiesy, ueM g U BOC-
MOJIb3YIOCH B CBOEI MHTEPIIPETALIVIIL.

' In De an. 4.19-22; 87.18-20.

*2 In De an. 98.8—14, cp. 32.11. Cm. Taxxke Blumenthal 1996: 78.

» In De an. 4.30-32, 87.18-35, 90.25-28, 94.4-12.

?*Blumenthal 1996: 94.

> O mymre kak kopmueM cM. Blumenthal 1996: 97.

% In De an. 4.15-30, cp. 87.12-14.
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paccMaTpMBAETCA KaK OTAEJIbHAA U IIOTEHIMAJIBHO OTAEIMMAasa CYII-
HOCTB?: HaIIpOTUB, Aylia 1 TEJIO COCTABIIAIOT CJIOKHOE€ €OVIHCTBO I
IIO3TOMY COOTHOIIECHINE AYIIN ¥ Te€JIa KaK IIPUMYNH IEJI0ro YCTPOEHO
Haye.

TpuponHbiii siigoc kak obpasey

Urak, [yira — 9T0 9HTEJIEXWs, a TeJO — 9TO IOJIeKallee, VI
marepus, gyn. [Ipu arom npupony tena CUMILUIMKUIL OIIpenesser
KaK Havajo OBITMS U ABVDKEHNS Tena, otaeleHHoe or ayiuu (In Ph.
268.18-23). CuMIIMKNIT TIOBTOPSIET BCIeX 32 APMCTOTENEM CIIOBA O
TOM, UTO IIPUPOJA eCTh opMa U MaTepusi, JOKA3bIBAET, UTO IIPUPOIA
ecTb B GoJbIlell Mepe GopMa, U TaKKe CUUTAET IIPUPOTY IPUUMHO
TeJIECHBIX JBIVDKEHUII, HO — MPUPOAA AJII HEro sABJsieTcss GOpMOoit 1
MPUYMHON OBVDKEHUS Tesla He B TOM jKe CMBICTe, uto u ayiua (In Ph.
286.25-287.15). [Ipupona ects popmMa, HO He SHTENEXUS TeNa, VI OHA
[IPUUMHSIET ABVIKEHUS Tejla MHBIM CIIoco0oM, ueM ayina. CuMIuim-
KU HACTAMBAET Ha PAs3INMYNY IIPUPOILBI U TYIIIH, IOCKOIBKY IIPUPO-
na — obIee HauaIo OBITUS BCEX IPUPOTHBIX TeJl, 1 )KUBBIX, I HEXKI-
BBIX (TO €CTh 2JIEMEHTOB), TOr[Ia KaK AYIIA eCTh HAYaIO TOJBKO I
sknBbIx Tel (In Ph. 286.31-34). IlosTtomy myila — mpuyMHA )KU3HHA, a
NpUpona TOHMMAETCSI KaK HAayaylo TeJIECHOTO YCTPOJICTBA, HO He KaK
[IpUYMHA JKU3HU: IPUPOJA HIDKE PACTUTENIBHOI MLV U HVKE BCS-
ko1t sxusHu (In Ph. 286.34-36). Bynyuu ¢opmoii Tena, mpupoaa sBis-
eTcst mpuunHOi (xitior) TesxecHOi OpraHmM3auuy, HO He JejlaeT TeJIo
JKUBBIM, U IIOTOMY He MOXXeT ObITh ero SHTeJIeXIell.

Paccyxmas o mpupoje Kak o npuunHe, CUMIUIMKII yTBepKaaeT
IBa IOJIOKeH . Bo-I1epBBIX, IpMpOa eCTh TacCUBHAS IPUYIHA {BI-
KeHUs (ApXT) KIVHOEMG KT TO KLveloBot) — MPUUYMHA B CMBICIIE CITO-
COOHOCTM ¥ TOTOBHOCTU OBITH OBICKUMBIM ay1roii (In Ph. 287.14-25).
9rta npuynHa GOPMUPYET TENO U AeIAeT €ro IPUTOIHBIM IS Ay LI
MHCTPYMEHTOM. Bo-BTOpBIX, OH cumraeT Hambojee 3HAUMMBIM JIJIS
TIPUPOABI TO, UTO IIPUPOJA €CTh TOLNTLKT) AT, «IIPOM3BOAAIIAL, VTN

»’T. BiIloMeHTalb CUNTAEeT, YTO y HeOIJIATOHMKOB OTHEeJMMBI fake HM3IINE Ja-
cru gy (Blumenthal 1996: 96).
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TBOpAIIAs, npuunHa» (In Ph. 285.13-16). B xauecTBe mointikn aitia
OH Ha3bIBaeT IIPUPOIY HUBIIIEN KU3HBIO (EaxAtn (wn)*® u yTBep)Kaa-
eT ClledyIolilee: «IIPUPOAa eCTh KMU3HD 9IA0CA, M OHA €CTh He TOJIb-
KO €ro poCT, HO I eT0 COXpaHeHle C MOMEHTa BOSHUKHOBEHIIS, I €T0
pasmeseHye Ha IeJiCTBIe 1 IIpeTepIieBaHIe COTTIACHO eT0 IIPUPOIHOI
ycrpoenroctu» (In Ph. 289.33-35).

Kax M0kHO IIOHATH €JI0Ba O TOM, UTO IIPUPOAA €CTh KU3Hb III0-
ca, ecoy BbIile CUMILIMKII TOBOPUT O TOM, UTO IIPUPOJA HIKe XKIU3-
uu? IIpupona He MOXeT OBITH IIPUUNMHOI PACTUTETBHOI, a TeM Ooiree
JKMBOTHOM M pa3yMHOI KM3HY, Mo3ToMy CUMIIIMKMI yTBepKIaerT,
UTO OHA HIDKE )KU3HU, TO ecTh — Hinke aywm (In Ph. 286.21-25). On-
HaKO B KaKOM-TO CMBICJIe — KaK TBOPSILAs IPUYMHA — IIPUPOAA SB-
JIeTCs IPUYMHONM CaMOJBIVIKEHNS Tela, 00Iafalolero B BO3MOMKHO-
CTH >KM3HBIO, Y IMEHHO B 9TOM KOHTeKcTe CUMILIMKII Ha3bIBaeT ee
«HU3IIeN KU3HbI0». CKOpee BCero, KNM3Hb 3/1eCh IIOHMMAETCS B ca-
MOM IINPOKOM CMBICIIE, KaK ABIDKEHIE, MMeIollee ICTOUHIK B CAMOM
TeJle, UTO OTJIIMYAET JKMBOE TEJIO OT ayieMeHTOB. ITox )X1u3HbI0 37ioca
MOHMMAaeTCsI BOSHUKHOBEHIIE M CaMOIBIDKEeHIIE HEKOero 3i1oca B Ma-
Tepuu: Oy Iyun KU3HBIO 9I170Ca, IPUPOa OTBEUaeT 3a ero poXKaeHue,
poct u npeGbIBaHMe B OBITUM, U 32 €70 YCTPOEHHOCTH Ui NEeVICTBUS I
IpeTepIeBaHMs B KAUeCTBe OPYAUs AyIm>’.

ITomo6Hoe mpexcTaBieHNe O IPUpOAe Kak O HEKOTOPOM 3limoce,
OTJIMYHOM OT IyILIN, IPUCYTCTBYeT I B KOMMeHTapuu Ha «O my1e»>’.
ABTOp KOMMeHTapy He TOJIBKO JeJINT AYIIY Ha [Be SHTEJIeXNH, HO I
OTHeJIsgeT MPUPORy KakK GOpMy Tesla OT AYIIN KakK sHTesexun. [yia
€CTb TO, UTO IIOJIb3YETCS TeJIOM KaK MHCTPYMEHTOM, a IPUPOJa — 3TO
3ILI0C TeJIa, TO eCTh TOT 3LAOC, B COOTBETCTBIUM C KOTOPHIM TEJIO yCTPO-
€HO KaK yIOps{OUeHHbIII Ha0Op OPraHOB I IPUTOTHO K TOMY, UTOOBI
OBITH MHCTPYMEHTOM OIIpefiesieHHOI ay1’'. Bynyun coequueHHBIM
C MaTepueit, IPUPOTHBIN IA0C CYIIeCTByeT Kak popMa KaKoro-in6o

%8 In Ph. 289.26-35.

2 Blumenthal 1996: 95.

30 In De an. 87.12-25, 86.19-30.

*' Cm. Blumenthal 1996: 78. BiromeHTanb yTBep:KaaeT, UTO B HEOINIATOHUUECKOTL
¢duocodun ayIra MoHMMaeTcs: Kak HeKasi CYLI{HOCTb, OTHeJIEHHAs OT TeJla, [I03TOMY
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TeJsa, O{HAKO caM I10 cebe, B OTHEJIEHHOCTY OT MaTepU, IPUPOSHBI
aitmoc Hegenum (In De an. 86.30). s Toro, yTOOHI ITOSICHUTD, B Ka-
KOM CMBICJIe IIPMPOJA €CTh JKU3Hb JIA0Ca U TBOPSIIAs IMPUUNHA, S
obparrych k uynecHsim aBromaram (In Ph. 310.25-314.25).

B kommeHTapuyu Ha «®PU3MKy» 3TOT apUCTOTENEBCKUII IIPUMeED
CUMIUIMKNIT TIPUBOOUT B KOHTEKCTE OOCY)KTEHMS LEIN IPUPOTHO-
ro aByoKeHus. Tak, IpuUpoma ABIDKET He CIyYailHO M He II0 COITyT-
CTBUIO, HO paau uero-HnOyas. OgHAKO KaKuM e 06pa3oM mprpoma
MOJKeT ABUTATh Pajil LeJIN, eCIIN IPUPOJA eCTh CIIOCOOHOCTH 0e3 J1o-
roca (&Aoyog duvayug, In Ph. 311.1), TO ecTh OHa He 3HAeT ITOIL Lie-
JIM ¥ CTPEMMUTCS K LIeJiM He BCienctBue BbrOopa? CHMILIMKUIL pac-
CY)XIaeT O IPMPOIE KaK O TBOPAIIEN NMPUUMHE U LENU B CBI3U C
BO3HIKHOBEHJEM 9MOpIOHa B KOHTEKCTE JVICKyCCuu ¢ AJIeKCaHIPOM
Adopaucurickum 06 obpasnax (rapodelypato) A BOSHUKHOBEHUSI
(In Ph. 310.25-314.25). VTak, Korga My»cKas IPUPOAA COENUHAETCS
C JKEHCKOI1, IIPOOYKIAAeTCss HEKOTOPast KMU3Hb, KOTOPask YCTPeMIISEeT-
ca K aitmocy™. IlponsBopsinas mpuumHa — 3TO IPUPOAA OTIA M Ma-
Tepu, cyilecTBymoiuas B gevicreennoctu (In Ph. 313.9-15). Ilpupona
OTIIA KaK IIPOM3BOASIIIA] IPUUNHA JEIICTBYET IIONOOHO MacTepy, KO-
TOPBIIT ABVKET MapMOHETKY (VEVPOGTTOCTOVPEVOLG): KOT[a MCKYCHIK
OBIDKET OfHY YacTh, OH IlepeJaeT IOHYyKIeHe K IBIDKeHMIo (Oppry),
U CIlefyIoIasl 4acTh ABVDKETCS CJIeJOM 3a IepBoif, u Tak maiee (In
Ph. 313.24-25). Tak e u yacTu 3MOpMOHa BOSHUKAIOT APYT 3a APY-
rom Gyaromaps M3HaYaIbHOMY ITOHYX/IAEHUIO K ABIDKEHIIO, KOTOPOe
VICXOIUIT OT OTL[OBCKOJI IPYMPOMBI KaK TBOPSAIIEN NpmuuHbl. Y meit-
CTBIE 3TOJI IIOPOKAAOLIEN] IPUUNMHBI IIPOMCXOMNT Pagy BOSHUKHO-
BEHUS LIEJIOT0 U 3aBEPILIIEHHOTO CYIIET0, TO ECTh PAIY 3I110Ca, K KOTO-
pOMY yCTpeMIIsieTcs BO3HMKIIAA KU3Hb. [IprueM caMo MOpoKaeHme
OpraHmsMa IIPOMCXOJUT B OIIPeNeIEHHOM IIOPSAKE COIJIACHO CTAaqu-
am u Mepe. [IpupogHbIe BEI MMEIOT TAKOI BUJ CyIIECTBOBAHNS, KO-
TOPBIIT IT03BOJISIET UM II0 COOGCTBEHHOMY OBITIIO U (€3 II03HAHUS CO-

TeJI0 JOJKHO MMeTh COOCTBEHHYIO popMy, KOTOpas OTAesIeHa OT AyIi. 3Ta TelecHas
dbopma onpenensgeT KOHCTUTYLIMIO TeJa.
*In Ph. 311.12-21, 313.4-9.
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XPaHATh IOPSIOOK B IIPOLIeCCe MTOPOKIEHNS M JOCTUTATD OIIpeelIeH-
Hoit nenn (téAog), Kak B ciayuae ¢ mapmnonerkamu (In Ph. 313.20-37,
314.3-5).

OmHako mpUpoaa Kak TBOPSAIIAs MIPUUIMHA 0CTaeTCI dAoyog dvva-
HLG, KAKUM ke 06pa3oM OHa CII0COOHA IIPOM3BOAUTD YIIOPALOUEHHOE
renoe? (In Ph. 313.27-29) s Toro, YTOGBI IIOHUMATD IIPUPOAY Kak
IOPSIIOK BO3HUKHOBEHS, JOJDKHA OBITH He TOJIBKO I1eJIb, HO U 00pa-
3ell, B COOTBETCTBMU C KOTOPBIM Heuto BosHuKaer (In Ph. 311.35-37).
CHUMILIMKIIT IPUBOAUT CJIOBa AJIeKCaHApa O TOM, UTO 3IJOC B poO-
IUITeNe U eCTh obpasel], I OTPULAET MX, TOBOPS, UTO JIIOC B Mare-
PUU eCTh 1[eJIh, @ 06pPa3I[OM OJLKHO ObITh HeuTo uHoe (In Ph. 311.29-
312.11). Y1 3pecs CUMIUIMKUIL apTyMEeHTHPYeT CIIeAYIOIIM 06pasoM:
1) B OTI1€ IIPECYIIIECTBYET JIOIOC I[€JIOTO YIIOPSAOUEeHHOTO ABILKEHS
(In Ph. 313.9-15); 2) TOpOKOAIOLINIL JIOTOC ABOSK: OAVH IIPOU3BOLIT C
[T03HaHMEM, KaK YM, JpyToii 6e3 I03HaHNU, HO YIIOPSAOUEHHO U Pafy
uenu (In Ph. 313.29-32). Ecin npupony paccMaTpuBaTh 110 OTHOLIIE-
HUIO K IPOU3BOIIEMY JIOTOCY YMa, TO OHA OyIeT JIMIIeHa JIOroca,
HO eCJIYl ee pacCMaTpUBATh 10 OTHOLIEHMIO K TOMY, YTO BO3HMKAET
CJIyUaiTHO U 10 COIYTCTBUIO, TO HOCJIENHEE, [10 CPABHEHUIO C IIPUPO-
o1, Oymer nuireHo yoroca (GAoyov), a npupopa Gyer B HEKOTOPOM
cMBICTIe 06samath sorocoM (Aoyikdg)*>. Ilpupona He 3Haer To, UTO OHA
IIOPOXKAeT, HO TO, UTO ITOPOKAAETCSI COTVIACHO IIPUPOJE, ITOPOXKAa-
€TCsI COTIACHO IIPUPORHOMY sorocy. OHa IIOpOXKIaeT He 110 BBIOOPY,
HO 1o 6brTuio (In Ph. 314.16-17), 1 mO3TOMY OHA MOPOXKAAET TO, UTO
oX00HO €1 caMolt, TO eCTh TOV IIPUPOJIE, KOTOPAs aKTyaJIbHO CyLIe-
crByer B oriie. TakuM 06pa3om, Ipupoaa He HyKIAaeTcs B BbIOOpe, I10-
TOMY UTO LIeJIb 3apaHee OIpeesieHa IOq00MeM, WM aKTyaIbHbIM 9i1-
nocoMm. [IpupoHBIIL JIOTOC CYIIeCTBYeT B COOTBETCTBUN C HEKOTOPBIM
o0pasrom, a cama IPUPoa Kak oL TIKT] aiTict eCTh He eIMHCTBEHHAs
MIpUYMHA, HO CO-IIpUUMHA (CUVALITLO) TTOPOKAeHMUS .

Urak, cHauama CHUMIUIMKWUIL pas3juiul ABa BUJA TBOPSIIETO JIO-

% In Ph. 313.32-38.
**In Ph.314.9-12. O mpupofe Kak Co-IpUUMHE TIOPOKAEHNsI, KOTOpas ONpefesIsieT
pasBuruye 3MOpyoHa Kak uesoro cMm. Henry 2005: 21-23.
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roca, a TeIepb OH X COeJUHSET CIeAYIOIINM 00pa3oM: BBICIIIAS IIP-
UMHA TBOPEHUSA — ITO yMoIocTuraeMole Gopmsl (voepd £1de), KOTO-
pble HAXOIATCA B YMe, a He B MaTePUIL, a IIPUPOIa — CO-IIPUUIHA BbIC-
winx npuunH (In Ph. 314.9-14). O6pasew, B COOTBETCTBUY C KOTOPHIM
MOPO’KIAeT IIPUPOA, CTh JIOTOC, IIOTOMY UTO, XOTS MPUPOTA €ro He
3Haer, ero 3HaeT yM (In Ph. 314.19-21)*°. 9toT obpasert u onpegesnser
MIPUPOIHBIIL 31110C, B COOTBETCTBUY C KOTOPBIM IIPUPOSHOE TEJIO BO3-
HUKAeT, >KIBET U JUINTCA B OBITUI. DTOT IIPUPOAHBIN 31100C OTINYEH
OT OYILIN Kak JIOroca M SHTeJeXUM Tesla, HO, TeM He MeHee, Oyoyun
MBICIMMBIM, OH CTAHOBMUTCS 00pa3LioM A BOSHUKHOBEHUS TeJla, a
Oyayuu coeqUHEHHBIM C MaTepyell — IPUPOROI KaK TBOPSILEiT IIpH-
UYIHOIL.

3akmoueHue

B xomMmenTapuy CUMIUIUKUS, TAK XKe KaK U y APUCTOTeNs, AyIIa
[TOHMMAETCS KaK HTeJEeXVs TeNa, a IPUPOIHBIN 9I0C — KaK LIeIb
passuTug sMmOpuona. O{HAKO MIpeICTABIEHNE O COOTHOIIIEHUN U CO-
OeVICTBUY 9TUX IIPUUMH PA3INYHO, I0CKOJIBKY Pas3IMUHBIM 00pa3om
MIOHMMAETCS €IVHCTBO CJIOKHOTO U COOTHOIIEHNE OYILIN M TeJla KaK
[IPUYMH 3TOTO eAMHCTBA. Tak, Mt Apucrorens HAaMGOIBIINM €IH-
CTBOM O0Jyafiaer equHoe Mo yuciay (t0 aplOud €v), To ecTb emMHMY-
Has aKTYaJbHO CYII[ECTBYIOIas BEIlb, U TIOITOMY IIPEICTaBIeHUE O
€IVIHCTBE CJIOXKHOTO CYILETO ABIAETCA PYHIAMEHTOM [JIS €T0 YUEeHVIS
O COOTHOIIIEHUU AYIIN U Tejla. YUeHMe 0 UacTsIX AyLIu I ApucTo-
TEJIsT — 3TO CII0COO OOBACHNTD, KaK QYHKUMOHUPYET eIHCTBO CIIOK-
HOTO OfylIeBIeHHOTo opranmama®. [[ng CUMIUIMKNA Ke BOIPOC O
eMHCTBE eMHIYHOTO He aKTyaseH. [l Hero, Kax IJis HeOIIaTOHM-
Ka, HaMOOJIBIINM eIVHCTBOM obaamaer EqmHoe, MakCMMAaIbHO ya-
JIEHHOE OT MaTepuy, OT eJUHIYHBIX BEIeil U OT 000 CI0KHOCTI
Boobite. To, uto Ommxe k EquHomy B mepapxum ObITus, obiamaer
GOJIBIIINM €JUHCTBOM, UTO JaJIblile — MEHBIIINM, a MaTepus He 06a-
oaer eqUHCTBOM BooOIe. VI nyiia ecTs IpuumHa €UHCTBA IIOTOMY,

* Cm. Taxxe Henry 2005: 27.
% Cp. Mittelmann 2013: 547-548.

134



O pasznuuuu oywu u npupodul sueozo mena y CuMniIuKus

uyro oHa Gmirke K Equnomy, ueM Teto, a Teyro obyagaer eqUHCTBOM,
MTOCKOJIBKY OHO COeIMHEHO C IIPUPOAHBIM 3IT0COM 1 ¢ nyuroi®. dy-
111a xe, Oynyuu 6e3 rena, ob6aamaer GOJIBIINM eJUHCTBOM, UeM TyIlla
B MaTepUM, IIOTOMY UTO, CMELINBASCh C MATEPUEIL, TO €CTh CO MHO-
JKECTBOM, AyIlIa IIpeTepIieBaeT pasueeHne. B 91011 mepcrnekTnBe Het
MeCTa I BOIIPOCa O eqUHCTBE KOMITO3UTa*®, 3aTO €CTh MECTO BOIIPO-
Cy O TOM, KaK pasfiegeTcs AyIa, Kak OHa IPUUMHAET TeJleCHbIe TBU-
JKEHVS U B KaKOJI CTeIleHN AyIlla OTAeNNMa M He OTAeNrMa ot Tena™.
[Mostomy CUMIUIMKNII pacCy>KoaeT o AyIlle U Tejle Kak O JBYX pas-
JIMYHBIX €OVHCTBAX, MWIN O ABYX €AMHCTBAX PA3JIMUYHOIO TUIIA, UTO
MPUBOMUT K TIPENICTABIEHNIO O TIPUPOIE U AyIlle KAaK IBYX pasiiny-
HBIX TUIMAX NPUYMHHOCTY BO3HUKHOBEHNS U IBYDKEHMS Tejla.
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Anexceti Cmpenvyos

becctpacTtue bora n 6ecctpactHoe ctpagaHue bora
B NO3AHel aHTUYHOCTU: QHTArOHM3M WUJIN MPeemMCTBEHHOCTb?

ALEXEY STRELTSOV
IMPASSIBILITY OF GOD Vs. IMPASSIBLE SUFFERING OF GOD
IN LATE ANTIQUITY: ANTAGONISM OR CONTINUITY?

ABsTRACT. While the understanding of God’s impassibility was part and parcel of
philosophical theology of Plato and the subsequent Platonic tradition, the emergence
of Christian philosophy prompted a new take on this problem: if Christians maintained
the divinity of Jesus of Nazareth, the man whom they considered to be the founder of
their religion and confessed as the one who «was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and
suffered», what did this mean in relation to the established concept of divine impassi-
bility? Attempts at rational argumentation and resolution of the seeming discrepancy
between impassibility of God and theopaschism have been made in the process of
Trinitarian and Christological controversies of the 4-6 centuries. Such discussions of
late antiquity made direct or indirect use of inherited philosophical concepts. Whereas
major participants of Christological controversy held to the concept of divine impassi-
bility, their understanding was by no means homogenious. The Antiochene represen-
tatives (among them Nestorius par excellence) remained to a greater extent within the
framework of Platonic philosophical theology concerning the concept of divine im-
passibility. They preferred to view Christ qua man as the subject of suffering. Unlike
the Antiochenes, Cyril of Alexandria made use of theopaschite language. To provide
philosophical basis for his understanding of Incarnation, he reframed certain emphases
of Plotinus’ psychology.

KeywoRrbps: impassibility of God, Plotinus, Cyril of Alexandria, impassible suffering,
theopaschism.

IInaToH, IepBBIM MCIIOIB30BaBIINIT IIOHATIIE TEOJOTYI U IIOIIbI-
TaBIIMIICA pa3paboraTh [ Heé MPaBUIBHYIO OCHOBY, B «locymap-
CTBe» IIOJ(BEpTaeT KPUTUKe ONMMIIMIICKIX OOTOB 3a MX aHTPOIIOMOP-
¢m3m. Muds! comeprkaT He TOIBKO MCTUHY, HO U JIOKb; TaKMEe «KEM

© A.M. Crpensuos (HoBocubupck). streltsov@mail.ru. MacTuTyT dumnocodun u mpa-
Ba Cubupckoro oraenenns Poccuiickoii akageMum Hayk.
MnaTtoHoBcKuMe nccnenoBaHusa / Platonic Investigations 9.2 (2018) DOI: 10.25985/P1.9.2.10
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IIOTIaJI0 BbIMyMaHHbIe MuGbI» (R. 2, 377b) HamIeKUT OTBeprHyTh 6e3
Kosebanmit. [ecnox u I'omep cocraBmm muis o€l JUKMBBIE CKas3a-
Hus (377d). B ynpék nm IImaToH CTaBUT TO, UTO OHM «ILIOXO M300pa-
KaroT» 6OroB: 6OTM He ITOX0KM 3/1eCh Ha caMux cebsa. MecTs, mpetep-
IeBaHIe MYy4eHNI, KO3HMU, Pasfopbl, CPAKEHNA — BOT CIIMICOK YIIpE-
KOB, BOT YUTO M300payKaTh HETOCTOITHO (378).

HevicTBUTENIBbHBIN e Bor kak coBepllIeHHOe CyIeCTBO HI B UEM
He Hy’KJaeTcs U He MeeT cTpacTeil. Bor — Hawmryuliree BO BceX OTHO-
IIeHNX, II03TOMY OH He ITOfIBep>KeH M3MeHEeHIIO II0]] BO3Ae/ICTBIEM
MHOTO, CaM K€ MOJKeT IIPeBPaTUTHCS TOJIBKO BO UYTO-TO XYAIIee — UTO
abcypaao. CnegoBartenbHO, bor HemaMeHeH 1 6eccTpacTeH.

Muenne [InaToHa 0 BasKHOCTH yTBep kaeHus 6ecctpactHocTu Bora
B IIeJIOM TUIIMYHO IS IOCJeRYIoIleil aHTUUHO $uiaocodun, Ipn-
TOM uTO TakKoit «Bor ¢urocodos», HECOMHEHHO, OTIIMYANCS OT CTpa-
TAIOLIMX U IIpeTepleBaIux 60ros HapogHbIX peurmit. CormacHo
Cexcty OMnupuky, «dunocogpckoe momoxerne (SOypa) Mpu3Haér,
uTO GOKECTBO HE MOCTYIIHO CTpafaHmaM (Qrrodég)»’.

Antnunsle ¢urocodsl yBassIBaIM IoHATHE GeccTpacTus Bora c
ero 6ecTesIeCHOCTBIO? B IIPOTMBOBEC OJNIMMIIMIICKON PEeJINTMI MU Ha-
POOHBIM MMCTEPUAIBHBIM KYyJIbTaM 3JUIMHMICTIYECKOTo Iepuoja. B
9TOM CMBICJIe He CIy4aiiHo, uTo B ¢uutocodpuu Ilnornna Bompoc o
CTpACTAX IOTHMMAETCSI MIMEHHO B PACCYKIE€HII O COeAVTHEHN Ty I
U TeJla B UeJIoBeKe, MO0 3/ech HeMaTepuaiabHas (1 moHuMaemas [liro-
THHOM KaK 60)KeCTBeHHas) CyOCTaHIMS COBMEIAeTCs VIIM COTIPIKa-
caercs ¢ maTepuanbHoit. Cornacuo k. Jutony, y Ilnotuna gyma
BBICTYIIaeT IIOCPETHMKOM MEXKAY TPAHCIeHIEHTHBIM, YMCTBIM MI-
POM yMa U MIMMaHeHTHBIM, MICIIOPUEHHBIM MaTepUaJIbHBIM MUPOM”.

«IIpucyrcTBue crpacreit B uesioBeKe 00YCIOBIEHO HAINMYMEM Te-
na», — orMeuaeT K. Kapbonapa npm o6bsacHenynu yuenus IlnotuHa®.
Teo mperepIieBaeT, IOBepraeTCs CTPACTIM, a AyIa, Oy Ay UCTOU-

! P. 1.162; pyc. nep. Jloces 1976: 239.
Kenny 1979: 124.

*Cwm. Fleet 1995: 69.

*Carbonara 1954: 266.
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HIKOM CY>KIEeHMII M YMCTBEHHBIX 00pasoB CTpacTell, OTBeuas 3a UX
IIOPO’KIEHME 1 CYIeCTBOBaHIe, caMa B TO jKe BpeMs He IIpeTepIie-
BaeT, HO JEICTBYeT, M B 9TOM CMbICiIe ocraércs 6eccrpactoi (Plot.
Enn.11.4). [lywa omyuaer cTpacTh, Oyayun cama 6eccTpacTHOI (7
oa d¢ fjoBeto 10 ékel mdbog ovk adtr Tabodoa), 1 caMo 3HAHNE AYIIN
o Gosm B Teye WM KakoM-Inubo emé apdexre GeccrpacTHO (YVOHOLG
amadnc) (IV 4.19).

HokasarenbcTBy GeccrpacTus Ayiuy ILIOTMH ITOCBAIaeT TakKXe
IepBbIe IATh IIaB Tpakrara III6, B KOTOpsIx 0oco60e BHIMAaHIMe IIPU-
BJIEKAeT ITapaJOKCAIBHBIN I3bIK «0eCCTPaCTHOI CTPACTM» AYILIA:

Ho ckopee mOIDKHO mosarate, 4TO Ha [QyLIy]| HaXOOIT HepasyMHbIE
pasMbinuieHus u GeccrpactHble crpactu (Gmwodf) wédn), u Bce oHU
[IepeHeCeHb OT TeJl IIPOTIBOIIOIOKHBIM 00pa3oM, U IIepeHeCceH sl 110
AHAJIOTMI, TaK UTO B OOJIAMaHMM MMM OHA He obiajaer, 1 IIpY IIOJ-
BEpraHMM CTPACTSIM OCTAéTCsE GeCCTpacTHOI (Eyovoav ovK Exelv Kol
naocyovoav ov whoyew) (I16.1.33-37).

Takoe paccyxaeHne BpIpaXaeT KJIIOUeBYI0 MbICIb [ImoTnHa B 0THO-
mreHny GeccTpacTusa OyIIM B €€ COeNVHEeHUU C TeJoM. PedepeHTsI
KaKI01 uacTu ppasel «OeccTpacTHbIe CTPACTI» Pa3Hble: AyIIIa U OLY-
1reB1éHHOe Teo. [lyira ycBanBaer cebe CTpacTy Tesla, IOCKOIBKY 9TO
IIpUHAIJIeKAIIlee el TeJIo, HO IIPY 9TOM OHa cama ocTaércs GeccTpact-
HOI1, IOTOMY UTO OHa GeccTpacTHa II0 CBOEI IIPIMpOJe.

9ra nuHUA npogosrkaerca Ilopdupuem, koTopslit B Sent. 18 pas-
JMJaeT mpeTepieBaHue (T0 TAOXELV) Tell U OeCTesIeCHBIX CYLIHOCTE:
crpactu (1¢On) aymm pakTIUECK! eCTh He YTO MHOE, KaK YCBOEHNs
(olkewdoelg) cTpacreit Tena, a cama gyiia GeccTpacTHa.

Ecnnu B Tpymax cpeJHUX U HEOIIATOHMKOB BBICTPAMBAETCS Mepap-
XM OYXOBHBIX CYIITHOCTell, B paMKaX KOTOPOJI BBICIIIee TPaHCI[CH-
OeHTHOe 60KeCTBO afeKBATHO OTPaKIOEHO OT IIpeTepIeBaHms, a HI3-
IIMe UIocTacu (IIoCpeACTBYIOLIME JeMOHBI, Ay I T.II.) COTIpMKaca-
I0TCSL CO CTPACTSAMY, TO XPUCTHAHCKAS MBICIb XapaKTepu3yeTcs OIpe-
IeJIEHHOI HAIIPS>KEHHOCTBIO MEXXIY YTBepKaeHueM beccrpactus bo-
ra B KOHTEKCTe IOJIEMUKM C I3bIuecKoit Myugoorueii (B paMKax Ko-
TOPOII ITATOHM3M OKa3bIBAJICA CUTYATUBHBIM COIO3HIKOM XPUCTIAH-
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CTBA) ¥ TEOIACXUCTCKUMU GOpMyIaMu, 00y CIOBIEHHBIMI XPUCTIAH-
CKMM IOHMMAaHMEeM BOILIOIICH.

ITocite OKOHYATENBHOTO YTBEPKAEHNS B paMKaX KaIllIaJOKUIICKO-
ro cuHTe3a CepIHa Kak eguHocyuHoro bory-Oriry, Bormpoc o noucke
HaJJIeKalero basaHca MeXIy IOJ0XKeHueM o 6eccrpactHOM Bore u
IIpoBO3IJIallleHreM, uto «Xpucroc ymep» (2 Kop 5:15) u «Bor Bo Xpn-
cre npumupmi ¢ Co6oro mup» (2 Kop 5:19), Bctan ¢ 0co6oit ocTpoTOit,
O6epHyBH_II/ICI) TaK Ha3bIBA€MbIM XPUCTOJIOTMIUECKIIM CIIOPOM.

Co06cTBEHHO, MMEHHO B paMKax 3TOTO CIIOpa, KOTOPHI B IIEPBYIO
ouepedb BEJcA MeXAy enuckonamu Anexkcangpuu u KoHcraHTHHO-
nons Kupunnom u Hecropuem, xots Britoyan B cebs ropasno 60Jb-
1I1ee YMCIIO0 YYACTHUKOB, IIPOSICHSIOTCS MMITIMKALIVI XPUCTUAHCKOTO
TTOHMMAaHYIA BOILIOIIEHNMS Y XapaKTep B3aMOOTHOIICHIS IIJIaTOHMS-
Ma U XpUCTMAHCTBA II0 Bompocy o Geccrpactuu Bora.

B ornmume ot 6os1ee paHHUX olleHOK Kupuiina kak HecBeXyIlero B
¢unocodny peIUrno3HOro 06CKypaHTICTa, B HACTOsIIlee BpeMs B Iie-
JIOM He IOJBepraeTcs COMHEHUIO, YTo Kupnin 3Han u ccbliancs Ha
IInaroua, Anekcauapa Adpomucuiickoro, Hymenus, Iltoruna, ITop-
¢upus’. Cornamasce ¢ . O’'Kudom, uro Bonpoc 6eccrpactus ObL1
BO IJIaBe cIiopa’, s B OTJIMUYNE OT Hero Bcé ke He cumTaio, uro Ku-
PIUILI oOpaliaics K «IapagoKcaM» JIMILIb IIOTOMY, UTO II03BOJISLI 6116-
JIJICKOMY HappaTUBY BOILIOLIEeHMs OpaTh Bepx Hap pasymoM. Ilomna-
rao, 4TO BIIOJIHE BO3MOKHO TaKXe II0Ka3aTh (rurocodckyro (rrarTo-
HUYECKYI0, KaK J Y ero OILIIOHEHTOB) IMOJOILIEKY xpucronornu Ku-
prita AJeKCaHIPUIICKOTO M 0COGEHHO ero KOHIennu «beccTpact-
HOTO CTpafaHusI».

B coxpanuBIinxcs rpeveckux tekcrax Kupniiia Beipaxenne «bec-
cTpacTtHoe crpagaHme» (arobn Tdbn) B TOUHO TAKOM BUlEe He BCTpe-
YaeTcs, OMHAKO ero COUMHEHUs OYKBaJIbHO IPOHM3AHBI ITOXOOHOIL
trepmuHoJorueit. McciemoBarenn obpaiany BHUMAaHIE Ha TEPMITHO-
Joruyeckoe cxonctso Mexxny Kupunom u [ImotnHoM’, HO M3yUueHUIO

> Mopeckuun 2011: 758-782.
¢ O’Keefe 1997: 41.
7 Chadwick 1951: 152; Young 1971: 112.
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9TOJI KOHLIENITYaJIbHOI CBI3M He ObLIO YIeJeHO JOCTATOYHO BHUMA-
HUs. B KauecTBe BO3MO)XHOTO MCKJIIOUEHMS MOXKeT OBITh YIIOMSHY-
To HefaBHee ucciegoBanue C. TpocTaHCKOTr0, KOTOPBI MHTEPIIPETH-
pyer maHHBIN paspen Metadpusuky Kupuina B TepMmuHax BTOpoii ru-
noressl «Ilapmennna» Ilnarona, mpusHaBas 3a HEOILIaTOHUUECKUMU
IIKOJIAaMM CTIVUIMCTIMUYecKoe BiamaHue Ha Kupmira B Bompoce o coB-
MeIIleHNY IIPOTUBOIIONIOKHOCTEN B OMHOM ¥ TOM K€ YTBEPKIACHUI®.
C Moell TOUKHN 3peHNUd, YCTAHOBJIEHJE TePMMIHOJIOTMYECKIX M KOH-
LeNTyaJIbHBIX CBA3ell Kupuiuta ¢ miaToHM4UecKoi Tpaguumeit ropas-
IO JIerde OCYyIeCTBIIeTcs IIPY cCpaBHeHNN xpucronoruu Kupuia c
ncuxonoruedi IImoTuHa u ero nociemgosaTenein.

OnHO 13 caMBbIX 3HAUMTEIBHBIX U XOPOIIIO M3BECTHBIX MeCT yue-
Hus Kupnna o 6eccrpactHoM crpamanuy Bora comepskurcs B ero BTo-
poM nocinanuu k Hecropuio:

BoxkecrBo GeccrpactHo, 60 GecrenecHo. Ho tak kak Bcé aTo mmpetep-
nerno (nérovOe) crasuree Ero co6crBeHHbIM (i010V) T€10, TO MBI U TO-
BopuM, uro OH caM IOCTpajgan 3a HAaC, IIOTOMY UTO 0eCCTPACTHBIN
ObL1T B cTpapaoleM teie (0 amabrg v Td ThoYoVTL COUATL)’.

B 3pestom Tpakrate Quod unus sit Christus, HAIIMCAHHOM Y>Ke I10CJIe
OKOHYaHMS OCTPOIT (a3l HECTOPMAHCKOTO cropa, Kupnin cHoBa 06-
cyxpaer Temy Geccrpactaoro crpaganus Bora. Co cropoHsI HecTOpU-
aH KaK BooOpa)kaeMbIX OIIIIOHEHTOB Kupniia 3sByunT aprymMeHT, uTo
abCypAHO TOBOPUTH, OYATO OMVIH ¥ TOT K€ MOJKET I CTPAfaTh, U He
crpagars (ko mobelv kol pr) tobeiv). Ecnu on Bor, To He Mor moctpa-
IaTh, a eCJIV IIOCTPanall, TO KaK MoeT ObITh Borom mocrpamasumii?
Ha sro Kupmin orBeuaer, uro Bor «mosenan crpagats» (0éAnoe dux
0070 abelv) — TO ecTh, UCTOUHUK OyAYIIEro IIpeTepIeBaHms Tea
6511 B camOM Bore, 310 651710 ero cBoGOgHOE pelteHne. Y mmMeHHO 1mo-
TOMY, uTO Bor He IoABep)KeH CTpagaHMIo, OH «00JIEK ceOs B CI1ocob-
HYIO K CTPAJaHUIO IUIOTH U SIBWI €€ KaK CBOI0 COOCTBEHHYIO, TAK UTO
Jake O CTpaflaHMI MOXKHO OBOPUTH KaK O ero CTpafgaHuM, IIOTOMY

® Trostyanskiy 2016: 248.
° Tanner 1990: 42.
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YTO CTPajajlo MMEHHO ero TeJlo, a He TeJIO KOro-ambo mHoro». Cro-
€00 DOMOCTPOUTEIHCTBA (OLKOVOHiK) IT03BOJISET EMY «CTPaAaTh ILIO-
TBHIO U HE CTPafaTh 1o 60kecTBY» (capkl pév... mabelv, BedtnTL 8¢ pr)
obeiv)*’. Kak Bor, 6ynyun GecrenecHbIM, «OH HAXOMUTCSA aGCOIOTHO
BHe cTpamaHusi» (££w mov TavTwg KeloeTon Tod mabeiv)t.

B mpyrom nosguem TpakTare, Scholia de incarnatione unigeniti, Ku-
PIULII HAXOJUT BO3MOXXHBIM yIIOHOOUTE eMHEeHIEe BO XPICTe COH3Y
OYLIN C IPUHAIEKALIM el TeJIOM, YTO He MOXKeT He BBI3BATh aCCo-
anuun ¢ rncuxoiorueit IlnornHa:

W60 ayia ycBanBaet (oikeloDtot) Bcé OTHOCALI[EeCsS K TEJY, XOTs 110
cBoelt npupoze (Kt pUoLY dlav) OHa He yUacTByeT B ero CTpagaHu-
AX, KaK (pMBUUECKUX, TaK U IPUUMHEHHBIX eMy u3BHe. V160 Teno nsu-
JKVIMO €CTeCTBEHHBIMYI JKEJIAHUAMIL, a [IpeObIBaoIast B HEM AyIla Co-
OLIyIIaeT UX BCIeAcTBUe equHeHus (ovvaloBivetal S v Evwoy
1 évodoa Yiyr)), HO HUKOUMM 00pa3oM B HUX HE YUACTBYET, XOTS U
IyMaerT, UTO JOCTIDKEHMeE KeJIaeMOro eCcTh eé COOCTBEeHHAsT PafoCTb.
U make ecy TeJIo MONBEPTaeTcs YoapaM JIM IIPOH3AETCS JKeJIe30M,
OHAa COUYBCTBYeT (GUVOAYET) eé COOCTBEHHOMY CTpafarolleMy Tewy,
HO He IIpeTepIieBaeT II0 CBOEN IPMPOA€e HIUEro 13 TOTO, UeMY ITOJ-
Bepraercs Teo'’.

Tem He MeHee, Kupnn He npocto Broput ILTOTHHY, HO UCIIOIB3YeT
ITOJIOXKEHMS €T0 IICUXOJIOTMM, YTOOBI ITepeHecTy GeccTpacTue ¢ Ay
Ha Bora. Xots Bor 6eccTpacTeH, 1o mpuunHe UIIOCTACHOTO COeMHe-
HIS BO BpeMsI CTpajaHys IUIOTY «IIpH e€ npereprieBannu [Bor] Gec-
CTPaCTHO OCO3HAaBaJ IIPOMCXOAMBIIIee C Helo» (raoyodong 8¢ avtig,
amaddg v év eldrioel TdV elg adTNV YLVOREV®OV), TOTOMY UTO OH «yCBO-
mw» (QKkeloDTo) cebe mpeTeprieBaHMs IWIoTn ™.

Henp3s HemoolieHMBaTH 00IIIee Bo B3ranax Ilroruua u Kupnia.
B cucreMe KaXI0ro M3 HUX TO, YTO OECCTPACTHO, COeMHIAETCS C IIpe-
TepIIeBAIOLIMM I YCBanBaeT cebe TO, YTO CIIOCOOHO K IIpeTepIieBaHIIo,

*Durand 1964: 474, 766b—e Aubert.

' Durand 1964: 482-484, 769b Aubert.
2 Pusey 1875: 512, 782e—-783a Aubert.
'3 Ibid.
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ocTaBasiCh 6eCCTPACTHBIM 110 COOCTBEHHOI IIPUPOIE U IIPU ITOM OCO-
3HaBai (GeccTpacTHO) mpereprieBanye Teaa. Ho mpy BHelIHeM cxof-
CTBE €CTh ¥ CYLLleCTBEHHBIE Pa3INyys, 13 KOTOPBIX JOCTATOYHO YIIO-
MSAHYTH CIeAYIOLIe.

Bo-TiepBBIX, MepapXUUeCK 3T COI03bI COBEPIIIEHHO HepaBHOIIeH-
Hel. Y [IToTHHA ¢ TeJIOM COeqMHAETCI HIU3IIAad M3 MHTEINTNOEeIbHBIX
CYLIIHOCTeNI, IIOCPeJHNUK MEeXXAy MUpaM, a B ciyuae Kupuia coenu-
HeHIIe IIPOMCXONUT MEXIy TPAHCIIeHAEeHTHBIM BOroM 1 IJI0ThI0, IO
KoTopoit Kupmit noHuMaer Tejo ¢ pa3yMHON TyLION.

Bo-BTOpHIX, cornacHo IlnmoTuHy, mpuHamiexallee qylile TEJO IB-
JgeTcs eé BpeMeHHBIM IIOITyTUMKOM, B3SITON Ha BpeMs OLeKIoit, Oy-
Oylilee OyLUM C HUM He CBsI3aHO. [[yIla Bcerma octaHeTcs: Geccrpact-
HOI1, a TeJIo (B coio3e ¢ AyIIoil) Heu30esKHO OYIeT IOIBEPKEHO CTpa-
ctaM. Kupw xxe mogpasymeBaer, UTo IIOCPEACTBOM MITOCTACHOTO CO-
eIVIHEeHN BOCIIPMHATOE TEJIO B IIPOIecce CTpagaHmd CaMoO CTAaHOBUT-
cst GeccTpacTHBIM U IepecTaér mpeTeprieBars. Ero ctpagamme craHo-
BUTCS BBIpakeHMeM Oeccrpactus Bora. MmocracHoe coenyiHeHMe He
MMeeT OOpaTHOTO X0Ma, OHO HeoOpaTumo, Jloroc He MOXeET OCTABUTH
TO, UTO YCBOWJI cebe.

Hecmorps Ha npusepxenHocTs Kupniiina Anexcannpuiickoro 6ec-
cTpacTuio bora, aHTMOXMIILIBI MMEHHO 3TOT MOMEHT €T0 XPUCTOIOTIY
cunTaiay Hambosee yA3BUMBIM IS cBoux atak. Hectopmit oOBMHIN
Kupunna B yuennu o 6orocrpanaunu (Oeomdbeicr): oqmu ns ero yrpa-
UeHHBIX TPAKTAaTOB AaKe HasbpIBasIca Ocomaocyitng' u ObLI IpeacTaB-
JIeH Kak ayajor Mexnay «TeomacxmcTom» n «IIpaBociiaBHBIM».

Cam HecTopuit METOHMMIYECKY MICIIOIB30BAT TEPMIH « XPUCTOC»
B KauecTBe CyO'beKTa CTpagaHuil, IOHMMAs B JAHHOM CJIyuae 01 HIUM
YyeJIoBeKa, II0ABEP;KEHHOI0 CTPaJaHuIo 110 Ipupofe Tena (rabntog...
1) T00 cOHATOG PUCEL)™.

Paznuune mexny nosuumamu Hecropua u Kupunna MoxHO BbI-
pasuts ciaepyroimm obpasom. [na Hecropus miors sBusercs cyos-
eKTOM CTpagaHus («IUIOTh IocTpafaiax), it Kupniia xe cyobekT —

4 Cf. Loofs et al. 1905: 209-211.
> Tanner 1990: 46.
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6osxkecTBeHHbII1 Jloroc, a 1ot — medium passionis, TOT OpraH, KOTO-
pbIM cTpaganue orryiaercs («bor CiioBo mocTpagai miIoTho»).

B cBoéM mo3nHEM Npon3BeaeHNN Liber Heraclidis, ctaBiieM cBoe-
o0pasHbIM 3aBelllaHneM Hecropms, KoTopoe OH HaIycal, HAXOIIACh
B CCBUIKe, ¥ KOTOpOe OBITIO 3aHOBO OTKPHITO TOJIBKO B Hauaje 20 Be-
ka, Hecropmit npeniaraer 6osee 06CTOITENBHYIO KPUTUKY GOroCIIO-
Bug Kupnnna.

Ha nepsr1it B3ryian KaxeTcs, uTo HecTopuii roBOpUT TO ke caMoe,
uro Kupunn: «On GecctpacTeH B cTpagaroleM Tene»'*. OgHako, oz
3TUM OH UMeeT B BUAY coBceM nHoe, ueM Kupumnn. Hectopuii pa3so-
out GeccTpacTie M CTpafaHye B COOTBETCTBUM ¢ KoHIenuueil «bo-
ra ¢punocodos» antmuHOI MbIcan. OnuH Gecctpacter (Bor), mpyroit
)Ke cTpafaer (Teso, IUI0Th, UeIOBeK, YesIoBeUeCKast IIPIPO/Ia VIV JIY-
HocTh). Baran Hecropns amexBatHo orpaskgaer 6eccrpacrtue Bora, Ho
JICIIBITBIBAET TPYMHOCTU B BBIPa)KEHUM AEJICTBUTEIHHOTO BOILIOLIIE-
Hus. 9TO coBceM He «GeccTpacTHOe cTpamanme» Knupuina, ceeménnoe
B €JIVIHOE I[eJIoe Y OTHECEHHOE K eJIHOMY 00KeCTBEHHOMY CyOBEeKTY.

CpasuuBasg nosunuu Kupura nu Hecropnus, I1. aBpuitiok mpuxo-
IUT K BBIBOAY, uTo HecTopuit yTBepskaaer 6e30roBopouHyto amddela,
a Kupunn — ¢ oroBopkamu'’. B oraourennn Hecropus aTo HecoMHeH-
HO TaK, HO IIpMMeHNTeNbHO K Kupury s 651 BeIpasmiics HEMHOTO
nHaue: Kupuin HactamBaeT Ha ITOTHOM OecCcTpacTiy ¥ OGHOBpEMeH-
HO cTpagaHuu bora, Teomacxmuame. B TpakToBke cTpamaHmsa Xpucra
HecTopuit ocraércsa Ha ypoBHe IICHXOJIOTUM, TO €CTh YeJIOBEUEeCTBa,
Kupnnn sxe npér Ha ypoBeHs Teonorun. B ciyuae Kupuina ero «6ec-
CTpacTHOE CTpaJaHue» SBUJIOCH CII0COO0M NpeoOpa3oBaTh aHTUUHOE
npencrasieHue o 6eccrpactun Bora, mpucnoco6us ero x Tpe6oBaHu-
M XPUCTMAHCKOM JOTMATUKM C IIOMOIIBIO IICHXOJIOTMYECKIX I10JI0-
xxeunit [Inoruna. C roukn spenns Kupuna, orpuiianne Gecctpact-
HOTrO cTpamanus Bora kak equHoro cyobekra, Kak 9o genan Hecro-
puit, 6BLIO SKBUBAJIEHTHO OTPUIIAHUIO BOILIOLIEHI.

¢ Cm. Driver, Hodgson 1925: 237.
7 Gavrilyuk 2004: 150.
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Pycnan Masaes

AHTpononoruueckoe yueHue «llocnanus k [lnornety»

RusLAN MAZAEV
ANTHROPOLOGICAL DOCTRINE OF THE EPISTLE TO DIOGNETUS

ABSTRACT. The paper analyses the doctrine of man contained in the Epistle to Dio-
gnetus, a Christian apologetic work of the 2nd century. It is not mentioned by any
ancient author, and its text had been preserved in a sole manuscript of the XII-XIV
centuries, now lost. Although in form the Epistle pertains to the epistolary genre, its
content allows to define the work as a small treatise or protreptic. The author’s style
of writing is especially remarkable, availing of a rhythmic prose in a similar manner
as the Apostle Paul’s Epistles. An important feature of the anthropology inherent in
the Epistle is its direct implication with soteriology and ecclesiology related to the di-
dactic and polemical purposes of the author. Despite the negative assessment of the
cultural heritage of the Graeco-Roman world, the author actively draws on a number
of inherited philosophical concepts. The Platonic World Soul transforms into an image
that explains the relationship between the Church and its members. The interrelation
of micro- and macrocosm is drawn as a model upon which the interaction between
Christians and the earthly world is based. Thus, the author of the Epistle incorporates
elements of the philosophical thinking of the pagan world, introducing them into the
framework of the Christian ideological paradigm. Apparently, the goal of attracting
these concepts is not only the desire to form a common conceptual field with pagan
intellectuals, but also the author’s need for terminology allowing him to put his own
ideas into words.

Keyworbps: ancient religion, early Christianity, Christian apologetics, Epistle to Dio-
gnetus.

«[Tocmanme k [uorHery» — OQHO U3 Hambojee 3HAUMTEIBHBIX
PaHHEXPUCTHMAHCKUX aIloJIOTeTUUECKMX COUMHEHMI, IIpM 3TOM UMe-
Iolllee YPe3BBIUAIHO 3araflouHyio cyas0y. CoumHeHme CTUINM30BA-
HO ITOJ SIIUCTOJIAPHBII )KAHP, HO (HAKTUIECKI ABITETCS HeOOIBIIIM

© P.M.Masaes (Caukr-Iletrepbypr). st055558@student.spbu.ru. Cauxr-IletepGypr-
CKUII FOCYJAPCTBEHHBI YHIBEPCUTET.
MnaTtoHoBcKMe nccneaoBaHus / Platonic Investigations 9.2 (2018) DOI: 10.25985/P1.9.2.11
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aroJIoreTHUecKuM TpakTaToM'. TeKCT TpakTaTa IpeICTaBIeH PUT-
MI30BAaHHOII NPO30J1 M MMeEET CXOACTBO C MociaHusAMH am. IlaBma
(cp. 1 Kop. 13)% IIpu arom «Ilocnanme» He yIOMMHAETCS HU OTHUM
IpEBHIM aBTOPOM”.

Texcr amosnoruy 6511 06GHApYKeH JNUIb B 0gHOI pykommcy XII-
X1V Bekos (Codex Argentoratensis Graecus 9) B 1436 T. TaTMHCKUM KIII-
puxom Pomoit x’ Aperirio, KoTopas 3aTeM ObLia lepefaHa M TpeM Ha-
xoauBIIMMc B KOHCTaHTMHOIIOIE MOHAaXaM JOMUHIKAHCKOTO OpJie-
Ha. Bckope Kofiekc okasajcs B pyKax APYyroro JOMMHMKAHIIA — Kap-
nuHana Moanna Parysckoro, Biagenblia 005 MHOI KOJIEKLIIY PYKO-
mmuceii. [locie cmepTu KapauHana B 1443 r. MaHYCKpUIT IIOIIAJM B Py-
KI HeMeIlkoro rymaHucta MoranHa PeliximHa, ocTaBUBIIIEToO Ha py-
Konucy cBou noMmeTkn. OqHAKO ICHOCTb B MCTOPUM PYKOIINCH yTpa-
umBaeTcs nocie cmeptu Peiixnmza B 1522 r. O pyKoIncy HEM3BECTHO
HUYEro BIJIOTh O BTOPOI mosoBMHLI X VI B., KOorma MaHyCKpUIT I10-
nan B 6ubnnoTeky ab6arcTBa MapmMyThe B Diib3ace, OTKY[a IIeperie B
B CrpacOyprckyro 6ubanorexy B 1793 r. IMeHHO TaM 11 3aKOHUMIIACH
MCTOPYSI PYKOIIMCH: OHa ITOT16IIa BMecTe ¢ GOJIbIIIell YacThio 616imo-
Texn B 1870 r. BO BpeMs o0GcTpesia Topoa IpyCcCKOIt apTuiiepueit®.

CospemenHas Tekcronorusa «IlociaHmsa» ocHOBBIBaeTCS Ha Tpex
nepeBofax Ha (QPPAHLY3CKUII SI3BIK, BBIIOJIHEHHBIX C OPUTMHAJA B
xoHIe XVIB., ¥ OByX KONMAX PYKOINCH, CHEJAHHBIX B CepelMHe
XIX B. Komekc comep:xain B cebe 22 paHHeXPUCTUAHCKIX COUMHEHI,
npuueM aBTopoM «Ilocnaumsa» 6511 HasBaH Uyctun ®nmocod, a Teker
HaXOAUJICA BMeCTe C UeTBIPbMS APYTMMU COUMHEHUSIMN, aBTOPCTBO
KOTOPBIX IIPUIMCHIBANIACh JAaHHOMY aIlloJIOTeTy, HO Ha CaMOM [ele
npunagiexaimx [Icesgo-Uycrnny®. Bece atu o6cToaTe5CTBA BBI3HI-
BaJIM Y IIPOAOJIKAIOT BBISBIBATH ITOJIEMUKY CpeJU MICCIeRoBaTeel’.

[Tepuon Hanucauns «IlocaaHusa» MOXKHO DATMPOBATh C JOCTATOU-

! Huxudopos 2007: 224.

2 NecHmukmit 2000: 121.

*Ehrman 2003: 127-128.

*Ilogpo6Heit 06 ncropun pykomucu cMm. Marrou 1965; Ehrman 2003: 127-129.
> Meecham 1949: 61.

¢Petersen 2014: 125-127.
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HOJI CTeleHbl0 TouHOCTY. HykHuM nipenenom ssusgercs 120 r., korga
yxe ObL1a HanucaHa «Kepurma I[lerpa», ot koToporii 3aBucur «Ilocna-
Hue»', a TAK)XKe MIMeJIO MECTO OTMe)KeBaHIe XPYUCTIAHCTBA OT Uy an3-
Mma®, pe3ko KpuTukyemoro B arosoruu (Diogn. 3—4). Bepxaum mpeme-
JIOM MOKeT OBITh 200 ., IIOCKOJIBKY 9CXaTOJIOTUUECKIe HACTPOEHNUS B
cpeqe XpUCTMAH 1 UX IIOJIOKEHNE B 00I11ecTBe, KAaK OHU IT0Ka3aHbI B
«Hocmaunm» (5.11, 6.5, 6.9, 7.7-9, 10.7), BpAI I MOKHO OTHECTU KO
BpeMeHU Ooiee mo3nHeMy, ueM Hadaso III Bexa’.

HemnsBecrHo, siBisiercs au agpecar «Ilocianusi», [luorHer, peais-
HBIM JII[OM VIV BHIMBIIIUIEHHBIM, IIOJT KOTOPBIM KpoeTcst 000011eH-
HBIT 00pa3 g3bIyHMKa'’. YueHble IIBITATNCH OTOXKAECTBUTDH [{morHe-
Ta C pAXOM JIMI] — HanpuMmep, CTONKoM [{moraerom, yuntesiem Map-
Ka ABpennd, vy HamecTHMKoM Ermunra oxosno 200r. — KimaBnuem
Huornerom''. Tak »e HeJb3sd TOUHO OIpedenuTh aBTOopa «Ilocia-
HUSI», HO UM MOTIJIN OBbITh, Hanipumep, Adunarop Adbumuckuit'?, Apu-
crupn Apunackuit®®, Peodnsr AHTHOXMITCKIIT™ MM KTO-1MO0 U3 aleK-
CaHIPUIICKUX AMAacKanoB'. XoTs caM aBTOp Has3bIBaeT ceOs yueHM!-

7 Jefford 2013: 17.
®Petersen 2014: 136.
> Cupmopos 1996: 158-159.

1 Nmsa Ouoruer (AdyvnTog) o3HaUaeT «II0TOMOK 3eBcax». BecbMa BO3MOXKHO, UTO
aBTOP XOTeJI IIPeJICTAaBUTh AIIOJIOTMIO KaK ITOCJIaHMe KO BCeM SI3BIYHIKAM, TO €CTh TeM,
KTO cumraer cebst moToMKoM 3eBca (1iu si3brueckux 6oskects). Petersen 2014: 135.

*Ehrman 2003: 126.

?Ha aT0 yKas3bIBaeT CXOJCTBO B OIVICAHNU ITOJIOXKeHMs xpuctuaH B «IIpemcra-
TEJIbCTBE 33 XPUCTUAH» C TeM, UTO cofepkurca B «Ilocnanum» (cp. Athenag. Leg. 31;
Diogn. 5). Kepu 1996: 107, 111.

*B rpeueckoil Bepcuu amnojoruu Apuctuna tpetuii pox (yévog) — xpucruase —
oIpeieNsieTcs Tak ke, Kak B «Ilocmanmm» (cp. Arist. Apol. 2.9-10; Diogn. 1). Coorset-
CTBYIOT B 000MX ITaMATHUKaX U IpejcTaBieHus o6 smmuax (Apol. 8.1-2, 6; Diogn.
2.5) n nynmesix (Apol., 14.4; Diogn. 3.2-3). Lieu 1995: 488-490.

* «Tpu xHurNM K ABTONMKY>» 1 «Ilocianue k [[MorHeTy» comepskaT NPaKTUIECKI
MOeHTUUHbIe 00pa3bl JBYX PaiICKMX IpeB, AJUIETOPUUECKN TOJKYEMBIX B OTHOM I
TOM e Kiroue (cp. Diogn. 12: 1-2; Thphl. Ant. Autol. 2.25). Taxk >xe coBIagaT Tpe6oBa-
HIS, BBICKa3bIBaeMble XPUCTMAHCKIIMIY aBTOPaMM K CBOYMIM S3BIUECKIM agpecaTaM, —
OUICTUTD AYIIY OT 3JIbIX IIOMBICJIOB, YTOOBI IIO3HATD yueHre XpICTOBO U CO3epLiaTh
Bora (cp. Diogn. 2.1; 8.5-6; Thphl. Ant. Autol. 1.7). CunopoB 1996: 165-166.

»Ehrman 2003: 124-126.
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KOM aI1ocToJIoB (oo téAwv pobntrg, 11.1), aTo 3asgBieHne, BEpOSITHO,
MpeCTaBsieT U3 ce0s JIUIIb IPETEH3 N0 Ha TO, UTO IIepeiaBaeMOe UM
ydeHIe COOTBETCTBYET alloCTOJIbCKOMY IIpeIaHIIo .

Texkct «Ilocnanma» coctout u3 12 rjiaB; BO3MOXKHO, IOCJIETHIIE qBE
ryaBbl, OOpallleHHbIe K KaTexyMeHaM I II0BECTBYIOII[VE O 3HAUEHUN
lepxBy u myTsX criaceHust, ObLIM MHTEPIOINPOBAHbL. B opurnHans-
HOM TeKcTe Mexny 10 m 11 rimaBamm HaxomuTcd JakyHa'’. OmHAKO
CTIWJIMCTUYECKY OHU OJIM3KM K HPENBIAYIIEMY TEKCTY W, BEPOSITHO,
puHamIexar tomy ke apropy'®. Ctpykrypa «I[locnanus» mpemormnpe-
IejieHa BompocaMu [{1orHera, Ha KOTOpbIe OTBE€UYAET aIll0JIOTeT:

Kakomy 60Ty MOBUHYIOTCA U KaK €ro IIOUUTAIOT Te, KTO €MMHOAYIIHO
M 9TOT MUD HPE3UPAIOT, U CMEPTHIO NMPeHeOPErawT; U TaK Ha3bIBae-
MBIX JUIMHCKUX «GOrOB» He IPU3HAIOT, I NYAEICKOTO CyeBepust He
XPaHSIT; ¥ UTO 3a JI0OBEOOMIIIe MUTAIOT OHY APYT K APYTY, U IOUeMY
VIMEHHO TeIlepb, a He IIPe)k/Ie BOIIIeJ B HAIIly KM3Hb 3TOT HOBBII PO
JTIOAET VI JIFOICKOM oObruai®®.

CootBercrBeHHO, «IlocmaHme» meInTCsa Ha YeThIpe 6JI0Ka: II0oJIeMUKa
¢ aunHaMu U uygesmu (2-4), oObsacHeHMEe XPUCTMAHCKOTO 00pasa
kusHu (5-6), onucanue IpencrapieHuit xpucruad o bore (7-9), yse-
meBaHne K unrareaam (10-12)%°.

Ornourenne aBropa «IlociaaHus» K aHTUUHON KyJIbTYpe HEOLHO-
3HauHO. C 0/IHOJI CTOPOHBI, AIIOJIOTET IIOCTYJINPYET, YTO MUP [0 IIPU-
mectBus Jloroca — Coiaa Boxkpero — He nmern qaske mpo6ieckoB 6o-
JKeCTBEHHOI MCTUHHI (8.1), MOoCKoIbKy ncTuHa (GA0eiar) ssBiIsIeTCs aT-
pu6yrom Bora (11.1)%. ITIpu arom Bor He mo3uaBaem pazymom, HO J0-
CTyIIeH pa3yMeHUIO JUIIb uepe3 cobctBeHHOe OTkpoBeHme (8.4-5),
yeM 0OBSICHIMA FHOCEOJIOTUeCKast OTPAHNUEHHOCTh YesloBeKa™.

1 Thierry 1966: 146.

7 Petersen 2014: 126.

8 Foster 2007: 162—164.

¥ Diogn. 1. 3mecs n ganee nep. A.C. [lecHuLKoro.
0 Petersen 2014: 134.

* Thierry 1966: 147-148.

?? Kpnudanyrumit 2017: 214.
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Hemonumanme UCTUHEL, a CIIeXOBATeNbHO, U Ipuponasl Bora, mpu-
BEJIO SI3BIYHMKOB K UIOJIOMOKIOHCTBY (2.1-4), HEHYKHBIM JKePTBAM
7 HeuecTUBBIM putyanam (2.7-9). To xxe camoe OTHOCHUTCS, 10 MBICIIN
aroJoreTa, u K MygesiM, KOTOpble, HECMOTPS Ha TO, UTO ITOKJIOHSIOTCS
nctuHHOMY Bory, BosHocaT xepTBHI (3.2—5), MMEIOT PUTYaJbl U 3a-
npetsl (4.1-5). Hanpumep, geseHne mmuiny Ha YUCTYIO U CKBEPHYIO,
3amper paboThl B CyOOOTY, KOTOPHIE €CTH TIYIOCTD U JaXKe HEUECTUE
nepex Borom, mosromy mymeiickass MHOTOCYETHOCTD 11 3aHOCUMBOCTE
HeJajeKa OT 3JUIMHCKOro 6e3paccyacTBa 1 000biieHus (4.6).

CTOJb 7K€ HEraTMBHO OTHOILIEHIE aIloJIoTeTa U K JUIMHCKOI (u-
socodnu, KOTOPYI0 OH pacCMATpPUBaeT Ha MPUMeEpPe HOCOKPATUKOB,
JCIIONB3Y4, IO-BUAUMOMY, HoKcorpadmueckuit matepual (8.2). A3bI-
uveckue punocodsl orpaHNUEHBI B CBOEM IMO3HAHNU JIMIIB OKpPYyKa-
IOIMM UX MMPOM, II09TOMY M y4aT JIMIIb O COMEPKALMXCS B HEM
CTUXUSX, 00BIBIAL UX OokecTBamu (8.3).

VctnHa, B IIpefcTaBlIeHNN alloJIOreTa, MIMeeT TaKKe MOPAaJIbHBII
acmekr (12.5), T09TOMY JIMIIIEHHbIE ee SI3BIUHMKU HeCIIOCOOHBI K ca-
MOCTOSITEJIbHOMY IPOTUBIIEHUIO TpexaM (9.1), Tak B CBOEM MafIleM
COCTOSTHMY MOJIONIOKJIOHHUKY IPOEHUPYIOT BCe OOIECTBEHHBIE U
JIMYHOCTHBIE HEAYTU HA XPUCTHUAH, UTO SBJISETCS IPUUNHON HABETOB
¥ TOHeHUiT Ha HuX (2.5, 5.9-17).

C mpyroit croponsl, aBrop «IlocmaHus» MCIONB3YeT HECKOIBKO
¢umocodCKMX KOHIENIMIA, SIBJISIOIIMXCSI OCEBBIMU IS COZleprKariie-
rocsi B arosornu yueHus>>. Mup nsobpakaercst AyaabHO, B HEM BbIie-
JIIOTCS HECKOJIBKO AMXOTOMUIT**: MMp 3eMHOII 1 Mup HebecHBII (5.9);
Iyllla U TeJIo (6.3; 6.8); XpUCTHAHE U A3BIYHUKI C MY AeIMU (5.17).

IMoustue gy nmeer B «llocaaHuu» HECKOJIBKO acIeKTOB. Bo-
nepseix, LlepkoBs mpencraer B popme Muposoit ayum (6.1), KoTo-
pas oxmBOTBOpseT (6.5), COLEPKUT OT Ipexa U CIIacaeT OT paspylile-
HUs Mup ToabHUI (6.7). BO-BTOPBIX, Ay1lIa MHAMBMIYaTbHAS IIOCPE-
CTBOM I103HaHUS UCTUHEI (7.1) HAaCTaBIIAET IUIOTh HA ITyTh OOpoaeTe-
au (6.5). COOTHOILIeHMe MeXKAy MUPOBOIL M MHAMBUYJIBHOI TyIIION

# CupmopoB 1996: 164.
4 Petersen 2014: 137.
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dopMynUpyeTcs depes KOHLEIMINIO B3aMMOCBSI3Y MUKPO- ¥ MaKpo-
KocMoca®, KOTopasi BBOAUTCS uepe3 P IapajuIeNN3MOB B TEKCTe
(6). Tak, IlepkoBs mpencTaeT GopMoIl BCeOOIIero CaMOCO3HAHMA® IS
XpUCTMAH, pa3ieeHHBIX MEXAY co00it B Mupe (6.2), 1 UTO COBepILIa-
ercst ¢ LlepKoBbIO, TO jK€ OTHOCUTCS K OTHEIbHOMY XPUCTUAHUHY, U
Haobopor. [Toaromy anTpononorus «Ilocianns» HAXOMUTCSI B HEPas-
PBIBHOII CBSI3Y HE TOJIBKO C 9KKJIECUOJIOTEN, HO U C COTEPUOIOTHEN.
Bor-Orew onpenensiercs kak TBopelr (8.7) n Becemepsxkurens (7.2).
Ornowrenne ero k Jlorocy — Ceiny Boxxbemy nmeer xapakrep cyGop-
IOVHAIIOHM3Ma, YTO BUIHO B IIEPBYIO Ouepeb Ha IpUMepe AeiICTBUIL
Orua u Ceraa®. Jloroc mpepacrapieH min oobekToM (0edc... &’ obpa-
vV TV aAnfeiav kol tOv Adyov, 7.2), MM CpeCcTBOM BO3EVICTBIL
Ora (Beodc... dmekdAvye Six ToD dyamntod mondog Kol Epavépwaoe Ta
¢€ apxfg nropacpéve, 8.11), oOUeHb PeIKO — COYUaCTHMKOM B Hell-
creum (ITévt’ ov f{dn map’ £xvtd oOV TG Toudi 0VKOVOPNKAOG, 9.1)%.
Jloroc nmeer coBmectHOe ¢ OTom umst — TBoperr (dnpovpyodg, 7.2),
OJHAKO YeTKO padnmuaercs ¢ OTLOM IIOCPeACTBOM HaMMeHOBAHUIL
Cmacutens (cwtnp, 9.6), Mctuna (GAnifewa, 7.2) u Coia (nadg, 8.9)%.
YenoBek coTBopeH Borom 1mo cBoeMy 06pasy B KauecTBe BBICILIE
TBapM, KOTOPOJI ITOAUMHEH Bech ocTanbHO Mup (10.2). [TepBoHauats-
HO YeJIOBEK COo3eplal 60)KeCTBEHHYIO MICTUHY HEIIOCPeICTBeHHO I,

> Cumopos 1996: 164-167.

*¢Lossky 1974: 194.

?" Lienhard 1970: 281-282, 284.

** Lienhard 1970: 281-283.

»TIpu 3TOM BOBCE OTCYTCTBYIOT YIIOMMHaHMA 0 Xpucre nin xe Hucyce, mosro-
My y4eHMe O BTOPOJI MIIOCTACY IIPEACTaeT He KaK XPMUCTOJOIMSA, HO KaK yueHMe O
Jloroce — jorosiorus, 4T6, OAHAKO, TUIMYHO NJISI BO33PEHMII PAHHEXPUCTUAHCKUX
aBTOPOB. B IOIIBITKE OTTEHNUTD CBA3b XPUCTUAHCTBA C pEaTbHBIM JICTOPUYECKIIM JIN-
oM, Mlmcycom, amosoreTsl MHOTa TakKe BBOAAT M MHOE TOJIKOBaHIE VIMEHI XP-
cTMaH — He Kak 1ocienosareieit Mucyca Xpucra, Ho Kak momasanHnkos (Thphl. Ant.
Autol. 1.12). [laHHas TeHAEHIN CBA3aHa C OPMEHTAIMell all0JIOreTOB Ha ay AUTOPMUIO,
MIpeCTAaBIEHHYIO B TOM YJICJIE I3bIUECKOI MHTEILIEKTYaIbHOM 3IMTOIL, I KOTOPOII
MIPOMCXOKAECHIE XPUCTMAHCKOM TOKTPMHBI OT UeJIOBeKa SBJIOCH OMHMM M3 KaM-
Hell IPeTKHOBeHNUs B OTHOIIeHNu yueHus Xpucrosa (Min. Fel. 29; Luc. Peregr. 13;
Origenes Cels. 1.53). Lienhard 1970: 289; Cumopos 1996: 161.

®Bor Kak 06 3TOM TOBOPUTCS: 0OIG VOOV, 0ig HOVOLS dve TTPdg adTOV Opdv émé-
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II0-BUAMIMOMY, ObLT GeccMepTeH iy HeTjleHeH. CMepTHOCTD, IPeXOB-
HOCTb, He3HAHIE U IaJleHNe IIPUPOJbI YeJIOBeKa — pe3yJIbTaT Hapy-
mreHns 3aKoHa, HelIoKopceTBa (12.4-6), KoTopoe 0OBICHIETC s IIOCPeN-
CTBOM aJUIETOPMM: B Oyllle ueloBeka borom ObLIM HacaKAeHbI IBa
Oyarux mpeBa — XKM3HU U [T03HAHUS, HO UeJIOBEK OTBEPT OPEBO JKI3-
HII, BOCIIPYMHSB JINIIB peBo mmo3HaHus (12.2-3). OmHaKo HeJb3s ToU-
HO CKa3aTh, PACCMATPUBAJ JIU aBTOP «IlocIaHMsI» 3TOT aKT B KAUeCTBE
NIPUYMHBI OOpETeHNS YEIOBEKOM TEJIECHOCTI.

JlymmBimcs cosepranng bora, ueoBeuecTBO IAJIO B IpeX, U JIFOJ-
CKas IpMpofa He MMeJa B caMoii ceOe CUUI IUIst IO3HAHMS VICTUHBI 1
cnacenus (9.1). Onnaxo Bor, koTropomy mpenan snureT YenoBeKoio-
OmBBIIL (8.7), He OTBEPT UeJIOBEUECTBO I Cpasdy e II0ciIe MafgeHns ye-
JIOBEKa 3aAyMal IUIaH JOMOCTPOMUTEIBCTBA CIIACEHMs, COOOLINB ero
ChIHY, KOTOPBIiT KOJDKeH ObLT IPUIITH TOTAA, KOTAa LU OYAyT ro-
TOBBI BOCIIPUHATD €T0 UCTUHY (9.2).

Bonmorusiucs, Jloroc — CoeIH Boxxuit mprHec UCTMHHOE 3HAHUE
(yvdolg ao@oAng), IpUHAT Ha ce0s Ipexy YeOBEUecTBa U COBEp-
it akT ucKyreHus, co3gan Llepkosp (11.2-5). Ilpuuem axkT «ot-
npaBknu» CerHa-Jloroca BocmpuHuMaeTcd Kak gopma obireHns bora-
Otna ¢ mupom®'. I[Ilpnobuienne uenoseka x Jlorocy — Coiny Boxpemy
OCYILeCTBIIIeTCS Yepes Io3HaHMe (YVOGOLG), KOTOpoe IIpeICTaBIIsIeT U3
ce6s1 eMMHCTBO THOCEOJIOTMYEeCKOTo akTa IocTikeHns Jloroca u yua-
crtus B TanHceTBax Llepksu (11.2-7)%. 9to 3HaHMe npenaercs B LlepkBu
uepes ydueHIe allOCTOJIOB, KOTOpPbIE, II0 MHEHIIO aIlojIoreTa, He IIpu-
MBICJIMBAJIN Y He JOIIOJIHAIM 3aBellaHHoro nM. C 3TUM CBA3aHO TO,
Kak aBTOp «IlocimaHusa» MMeHyeT TeX JIL, K KOTOPBIM o0palaeTcs, —
yueHuky uctuHs! (GAnbeiog padnraicg). Takum o6pasom, yueHue, pac-
kpbiBaemoe B «Ilocnmanum», npoucxomgut ot camoro Bora (11.1)*, mo-
ckosbky Mermua saBistercs ero atpu6yrom. CoriacHo 3ToMy BO33pe-
HUIO, aBTOP U aIlOCTOJIBI JIMIIb TPAHCIUPYIOT UCTUHY OTKpOBEeHU .

tpeyev (10.2); TakuM 06pa3oM, JIIOAM, UbM B30pbI ObLIN OOpalleHbI K Bory, nmernn
JCTUHHOe 3HaHUe (YVOOLIG ACPAAT|G), KAK YKa3bIBaeTCs B rilase 12.

*! Lienhard 1970: 286-287.

*2Thierry 1966: 147-148

**Thierry 1966: 146.
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ArosoreT 3aMeyaer, UTO ICTUHHOE 3HAHUE He TOJBKO SBIISET CO-
6071 coBepIIIeHHOE BEéJEHIIE, IMeeT He TOJIBKO THOCEOTOTMYECKIIL ac-
IeKT, HO Be[eT TakKe K MOPAJIbHOMY COBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHIIO, OUMIIIE-
HUI0 oy (2.1), KOTOpoe MO3HAeTCs Mo OyaruM nocrynkam (12.4-7).

WToroM BOIUIOIIEHWS M VICKYIUIEHUS CTaHOBUTCS Ipeobpas3oBa-
HIE YeJIoBeKa uepes mocpencrso Llepksu, oOpeTeHNe UM IIEPBO3IAH-
Hoit unctotsl (12.1) u mo3Hauus Bora B Otkposenunu (12.7-8). Amoo-
ret roBoput 06 3TOM B o6pasax: «Yke He EBa pacrtieBaercs, Ho [leBa
Beporo obiekaercs» (12.8), UTO TONKyeTcss Kak oOpeTeHue uesoBeue-
cTBoM B llepkBu cBOeVI ImepBOHAYAIBHOI UMCTON IPUPOABI*, ToToa
Kak B IlepkBM Haca)KmaeTcss HOBBIN pail [JIS CIIACEHHOIO YesloBeye-
crBa (12.1).

HemnocpencrBeHHO amosoretmueckass 4actb «llocmaHms» Ipen-
CTaBJIeHa OIIPOBepKeHMeM OOBMHEHUIT, IIOAPa3yMeBaeMbIX B BOIIPO-
cax [fnoruera (1). 310 0O6BUHEHUS B aTen3me>® («TaK HA3bIBAEMBIX IJI-
JIMHCKUX ,00T0B" He NPU3HAIOT»), aMOPAIBFHOM 00pase >KM3HU («UTO
3a 1I00BeOOIIINE TUTAIOT OHU OPYT K APYTY»), BBEAEHNM HOBLIECTB B
pesuruio u onacHocTH s pax deorum® («IloueMy MMEHHO Teneps, a
He IIPeKIe BOLIEN B HALILY SKM3Hb 3TOT HOBBIM PO JIFOEN MIIN JIFO[-
CKOJI 00bIUail»), 3arOBOPILINUECTBE, COCTABIECHUN TATHBIX OOLLIECTB.

T'oBopst 06 06pa3se >KM3HU XPUCTHAH, ATIOJIOTET YKa3bIBAET, UTO OHU
KUBYT IIOTOOHO OPYTMM, KaK TpakfaHe TOPOIOB, COOII0ast UX 0ObI-
yay, HO OTIMYAIOTCSI TeM, YTO MMEIOT UCTMHHOe 3HaHUe O Bore u
IIPEBOCXO/SAT OCTANIBHOM MUP B CBOei HpaBcTBeHHOCTH (5.1-4). [oHe-
HIS Ha HUX II0 CYTH CBOel GeCIIpMYMHHBI ¥ He000CHOBaHHSHI (5.17),

** CupmopoB 1996: 166.

* AreusM B OpeBHEM Mupe B OOJbliell crelleHu ObUI CBI3aH € (GOpPMAaJIbHBIM
HeyuaCcTUeM B PeJINTMO3HBIX KyJIbTax. [I[pUMUMHOI 3TOro CIIy»Kiuia GImM30CTh IIOJIN-
TIYECKOTO ¥ PeJIMTMO3HOTO aclleKTa KM3HU obIecTsa. IIpyu 9TOM acmeKT JIMYHOIL
yOeKIeHHOCTY B aTer3Me ObLI MajJO3HAaYMMBIM, CAHKI[MOHMPOBAJICS JIMIIb OOIIe-
CTBEHHBIM ocy>kfeHneM. Masaes 2017: 359-360.

¢ Xapakrep aHTMYHON pequruy ObLI KpailHe KOHCepBAaTMBEH, Y HOBILIECTBA B
HeM BOCIIPMHMIMAJINCD KaK OITACHbIE IIOKYIIIEH)S Ha 3aBEThI IIPEJIKOB, YTO BHI3BIBAIIO
OTTOpP>KEHIIE XPUCTIAH A3bIUeCKMMM MaccaMy HaceneHns. K Tomy ke penurna Pum-
CKOJT MITlepuy ObliIa B)KHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM TOCYJApCTBEHHOM BJIACTM AJIS IIOA-
IepykaHus o0LecTBeHHOro ropsinka. [Tanresees 2015: 91-95.

153



Pycnan Ma3saee / NnatoHoBckume nccnenosatms 9.2 (2018)

IIPOVICXOASAT OHM IIO 3JI0J BOJIe TOHUTeJIEN, He 3HAIOIINX 60KeCTBeH-
HOTO IIPOBUAEHN O MUpPEe U U3BPAIIeHHBIX UIO0JIOIOKIOHCTBOM, KO-
TOpOe AejaeT MX MOTOOHBIMY MEPTBBIM U THUIOIIMM uoiam (2.5).
IIpn sTOM mMoOmuUepKMBaeTcd, YTO NpeTepleBaHNe TOHEHUII IT0JIe3HO
VIS caMUX XpUCTHaH: «HUIeHCTBYIOT, HO MHOTMX OOOTAI[af0T; BO
BCEM HYKOAIOTCSA 1 BCeM M300MIyIOT; OecuecTaT nx, 1 B OecuecTuu
MIPOCJIABIIAIOTCS; 3JIOCIOBAT WX, M B 3JIOCJIIOBUY IIPaBeTHOCTDb MX OT-
KpbIBaeTcs; OpaHAT UX, a OHY OJIaroCIOBIISIOT; M3A€BAIOTCI HaX HUMI,
a OHM ITOUTHUTEJIBHBI; TBOPIT OHM KOOPO, U KaK 3JI0eM, Ka3HIMBI; HO
PamyIOTCS OHM Ka3HU, KaK HOBOI xu3HM» (5.13-16), 1 Gojee TOT0, 3TO
yBeJIMUMBaeT VX YMCIIO U VX IIPABEeTHOCTB, IIOCKOJIBKY «IyIIle UIeT Ha
IIOJIB3Y, €CJIV €€ OTPAaHNUIMBAIOT B efle U IINThe — TaK U UMCIO0 Ka3HU-
MBIX XPUCTMAH BO3pacTaeT ¢ KaKABIM JHEeM. B Takoe I10JI0KeHe 110-
CTaBWUI UX Bor, 1 HeT MM qO3BOJIEHNS OT HEro OTKa3bIBaThCs» (6.9-10).
B aT1ux yTBepkIeHMsIX aBTopa «IlociaHusa» MOXHO BUAETb 0e3yCIIOB-
HBIe CUMIIaTMY K MYUEHIYECTBY M HaJIM4Me O>XKMOAHNI JOCTaTOUHO
ckoporo npuirectsus llapcTBus HebecHOro.

O MHMMOM aTen3Me XPUCTUAH alloJIOreT FTOBOPUT KPATKO U 00BsIC-
HseT ero cienyoium oopasom. [Tockonbky ncTuHHBIN Bor He HYX-
JaeTcd B TOM, UTO OH CaM COTBOPWJI, TO BO3aHIE €My >KE€PTB ABIIAETCI
ockopOieHmeM ero moryuecrsa (3.3-5). IlpencrapieHne o HaIUYUN
y nociemoBareseli Xpucra HEKMX CTPEMJIICHIIT K 3aTOBOPIIIIUECTBY U
OITACHBIX II PuMcKolI mepskaBbl LieJIell alojoreT oIIpoBepraeT yKa-
3aHMeM Ha YasgHMg XpUCTMaHaMu OJar >KusHU HeOeCHOI, a He 3eM-
Hoi1 (5.9, 6.3), 1 CIIOKOJIHOe IIpeTepIleBaHNe 3JIa, COBEpPIIaeMOTO I0-
HUTeJIIMM B uX oTHoweHnH (5.9-12). Taxxe B «IlocmaHum» npucyr-
CTBYeT JIJAKOHMUHOE OIIVMICaHle YAaCTHO Y CEMEeVTHOI KM3HU XPUCTU-
aH («y4JacTBYIOT BO BCeM, KaK IpakjaHe, M BCe TEePIIAT, KaK IIPUILIETb-
LIbI; BCsIKAS Uy»KOVHA MM — pOIMHA U BCIKasI POAVMHA — UyKOMHA; OHU
JKEHATCS, KaK U Bce, M JeTell POXKAIoT, HO, POAMB, He OPOCAIOT; MMe-
0T OOIIYIO TpaIe3y, Ho He obliiee JIoKe; IIOTHI0 00JIaaoT, HO He I10
IJIOTY KUBYT», 5.5-8), KOTOpas He MMeeT HIUEero OOIIero ¢ HaBeTa-
mu 0 «PuecToBBIX Tpamesax» U «IOUIOBBIX cMeleHusax» (cp. Min.

37 Petersen 2014: 130-131.
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Fel. 9). IlponcxosxaeHue 3TUX HABETOB allOJIOreT BHIBOAUT 13 06pasa
JKVI3HI VI PEJINTMO3HBIX IIPAKTUK CAMUX A3bIUHIKOB (2.5, 5.6, 5.17).

IIpenmonaraemas aBropoM «lIlocmaHusa» ayauTopus, I0-BUAVIMO-
My, ObLta HeomHOpoaHA®®. Bo-mepBbhIX, 3TO s3bIUecKass MHTEJUIEKTY-
aJpHAas 3JIMTa, BO3HEIICTBYA Ha KOTOPYIO OH CTPEMILICH OIIPOBEPTHYTH
paccMOTpeHHbIe Bblllle OOBMHEHNS, a TaKXKe eIlé OTHO — OOBMHEHIIE
B pasaomsicianu (Or. Cels. 5.60-64), moueMy BHUMAaHIE aIloJIOreTa 3a-
OCTpPEeHO Ha eAVHCTBE XPUCTMAHCKOIO YUeHNI U ero 60)XeCTBEHHOM
npoucxoxaenun (11.1, 12.5)*°. Kpome toro, 66110 Ba)KHO IPOAEMOH-
CTPUPOBATH 3HAUEHUE XPUCTUAHCTBA Ui caMux cyne6 mupa (6.7).
Bo-BTOpBIX, 3TO XpUCTHAHCKAS Ay QUTOPS, AIl0JIOTET CTPEMILICS yOe-
INTh €e B TOM, YTO VICTMHHOE yYUeHJEe /I BO3SMO)XHOCTD CITaceHMs Ha-
JIMYECTBYIOT INIIb B paMKax LlepkBu, IMCKpeOUTUPOBAB TeM CaMbIM
«HeopToxoKcatbHbIe» TeueHua . K romy xe, B «[locrannm» sipko ge-
MOHCTPUPYETCS HOPMATUBHBIN 00pa3 >KM3HU XpuUCTHaHuHA U (op-
MUPYeTCS XpUCTUAHCKAI UAEHTNYHOCTh. CpeiCTBOM K 9TOMY CIIYKUT
KpUTHKA 00pa3a >KU3HI U PESIUTUY B OTHOIIIEHNY Uy eeB U I3bIUHNI-
KOB*.

«IlocaHme» meiICTBUTENIHHO IIPEACTaBIIsIeT COO0T OJHO 13 Hambo-
Jlee 3HAUNTEJIBHBIX COUMHEHUI PaHHEXPUCTUMAHCKON aIloJIOTeTUKI,
pAn uccienoBaTenen onpenensor «llocianme» Kak ee «KeMUyKU-
Hy»**. OCOGEHHO OTUETINBO 3TO MPOSIBIAETCI B U3SIII{HOM OIMCAHUI
o0pasa KM3HI ¥ MOPAJIBHOIO 00JIMKa XpUCTHAH B 5 1 6 riaBax. Tak-
’K€ JTOCTATOUHO MHTEPECHBIM SBIIIETCS aHTPOIIOJIOTMYECKOe YUeHIe
arrosioreta, KOTOpoe HaxXxOQUTCSA B HepaspbIBHOM eNVHCTBE C SKKJIe-
CHUIOJIOTMIEVI M COTEPUOJIOTHIEI ¥ pacCMaTPUBAET IPUPOAY UeJIOBEKa B
IepCIeKTNBe KaK CBA3M XpUcTuaHyHa u IlepkBy, Tak 1 criaceHus Bce-
nesioro yesnoBeuecTBa. Ho ocobeHHO 3ameuaTesieH TOT 00pas amoso-
TeTUKY, KOTOPBIII CONep>KNUT COUMHEeHYe. ABTOP B IIpeesIbHO CXKATOV,

3 Petersen 2014: 132-134.

* Cupmopos 1996: 163-164.

** Huxudopos 2007: 227-228.

! Petersen 2014: 133.

*2 Takoe oIlpeesieHue NaeTcs, HapuMep, B paborax B. Xanuuensmana (Heinzel-
mann 1896) u M. ®unposuua (Fiedrowicz 2000).
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adopucTIYecKoil MaHepe pasobaauaeT OOBMHEHNS Y HaBeTHI Ha XPI-
CTUAH, IeMOHCTPUPYS IIPM 3TOM Ty BBICOTY HPaBCTBEHHOII KIU3HU, K
KOTOPOII IIPUBOAUT CJIeJOBaHIE Bepe XPUCTOBOIL.

Jlumepamypa

Hecunukuii, A.C. (2000), “Coeobpasne «Ilocmanns K JMOTHUTY» U €T0 Me-
CTO B paHHeII arniojioretuke”, in Pannexpucmuanckue anonozemot II-IV ge-
Kko6: Ilepeodvt u uccredosanus, 118-122. M.: «Jlagomup».

Kpmudanymmit, B.B. (2017), “CylisHocTb A3bIU€CKOT PEIUTUN B AHOHUMHOM
counnennu «Ilocnanue k [Auoruery»”, Becmuuk Pycckotl xpucmuarckoti
eymanumapHoti akademuu 18.4: 211-215.

Masaes, P.M. (2017), “3arura xpuctua ot 00BUHeHMs B aTeusMe y ApuHa-
ropa Aduuckoro”, in [I.B. IImouuH (pen.), Copruk 00knados u coobuye-
Huti XVII Cesmo-Tpouyxux esxcez00Hbix MetOYHAPOOHBIX AKAOEMUUECKUX
ymenuil, 357-363. CII6.: IsgareabctBo PXTA.

Huxndopos, M.B. (2007), “Ouoruery Hocnanue”, in C.JI. Kpaseu (pen.), ITpa-
socrnasgnas Iuyuxnonedus. Tom 15, 224-228. M.: IlepkoBHO-HAYUHBII
1eHTp «IIpaBociaBHas SHIMKIOMEIVIT».

[ManTenees, A.[l. (2015), “ToHeHMA HA XPUCTUAH U UMITEPATOPCKUI KyJIBT IO
JAHHBIM aruorpaduueckoit rpaguiun’, [Ipobremvt ucmopuu, gunonozuu,
Kynemypul 3: 91-104.

Carappna, H.U. (2004), [Tonnwii kopnyc nexyuii no namponoeuu. CII6.: Mama-
TeNbCTBO «BockpeceHme».

Cupnopos, A.Y. (1996), Kypc namponoeuu. BosnukHoseHue yepko6HOU NUcCbMeH-
Hocmu. M.: «Pycckne Oram».

Ehrman, B.D., ed. (2003), The Apostolic Fathers. Edited and translated by
B.D. Ehrman. Vol. 2. Harvard University Press.

Fiedrowicz, M. (2000), Apologie im frithen Christentum. Die Kontroverse um den
christlichen Wahrheitsanspruch in den ersten Jahrhunderten. Paderborn;
Miinchen; Wien; Ziirich: Ferdinand Schoningh.

Foster, P. (2007), “The Epistle to Diognetus”, Expository Times 118.4: 162-168.

Heinzelmann, W. (1896), Der Brief an Diognet, die Perle des christlichen Alter-
tums Ubersetzt und gewiirdigt von Wilhelm Heinzelmann. Erfurt: 1896.

Jefford, C.N., ed. (2013), The Epistle to Diognetus (with the Fragment of Quadra-
tus). Introduction, Text, and Commentary. Oxford University Press.

156



AHmpononozuLtecxoe yueHue «Ilocrnanus KﬂuoeHemy»

Lienhard, J.T. (1970), “The Christology of the Epistle to Diognetus”, Vigiliae
Christianae 24.4: 280-289.

Lieu, J.M. (1995), “The Race of the God-fearers”, The Journal of Theological Stud-
ies 46.2: 483-501.

Lossky, V. (1974), In the Image and Likeness of God. New York: St. Vladimir’s
Seminary Press.

Marrou, H.-L, ed. (1965), A Diognéte. Introduction, édition critique, traduction
et commentaire par H.-I. Marrou. Paris: Les Editions du Cerf. (Sources
chrétiennes 33.)

Meecham, H.G. (1949), The Epistle to Diognetus. The Greek Text with Introduc-
tion, Translation and Notes by H.G. Meecham. Manchester Univ. Press.

Petersen, AK. (2014), “Heaven-borne in the World: A Study of the Letter to
Diognetus”, in J. Engberg, A.-Chr. Jacobsen and J. Ulrich (eds.), In Defence
of Christianity. Early Christian apologists, 125-138. Frankfurt am Main:
Peter Lang GmbH. (Early Christianity in the Context of Antiquity 15.)

Thierry, J.J. (1966), “The Logos as Teacher in Ad Diognetum XI, 17, Vigiliae
Christianae 20.3: 146-149.



3.

[1naTtoH m COBPEMEHHOCTb

Tomasz Mroz

Plato’s Reception in Polish Philosophy (1800-1950): An Outline*

Tomasz MrROZ
PLATO’S RECEPTION IN PoLisH PHILOSOPHY (1800-1950): AN OUTLINE

ABSTRACT. The paper aims to outline the reception of Plato’s work among philoso-
phers in Poland. During the period 1800-1950 many cultural phenomena related to
Plato occurred in Poland. The overall account of the direct reception of Plato in Polish
philosophy distinguishes between three types of reception, which essentially corre-
spond - with only a few exceptions - to three chronological stages of the reception of
Plato in Poland. The first stage concerns the passive reception of Platonism as part of
the wider process of the reception of contemporary philosophical currents. The sec-
ond stage consists of evaluations of Plato’s philosophy provided by the representatives
of the different philosophical currents and philosophical approaches, who referred di-
rectly to Plato and evaluated his philosophy from their own point of view, from their
philosophical position. The third stage involves implanting, or integrating the Platonic
material into the tissue of Polish philosophy. The authors classified into this stage used
Plato’s dialogues to build their own philosophical views and systems.

Keyworps: Platonism, Plato’s reception, Polish philosophy of 19-20 centuries.

© T. Mroz (Zielona Géra). tmrozl @gmail.com. University of Zielona Goéra.
MnaTtoHoBcKkMe nccneaoBaHms / Platonic Investigations 9.2 (2018) DOI:10.25985/P1.9.2.12

* A more extensive presentation of the topic of this paper, which was delivered at
the XXVI International Plato Conference (Plato’s Heritage from a Historical Perspective:
Intellectual Transformations and New Research Strategies, Saint Petersburg, August
28-30, 2018), can be found as a chapter in an English book (Mréz 2016: 39-66) and
as a book in Polish (Mréz 2012). Cf Dambska 1972: 53-86; Nerczuk 2003. Language
editing of this text was done by Una Maclean-Han¢kowiak. — Participation in the
Conference was sponsored by Poland’s Ministry of Science and Higher Education
within the framework of ,Narodowy Program Rozwoju Humanistyki” 2017-2020
nr. 21H 16 0065 84.

158



Plato’s Reception in Polish Philosophy...

The paper aims to outline the reception of Plato’s work among
philosophers in Poland, to present a wide spectrum of Plato’s influence
on thinkers in a Central European country. The chronological frame-
work for the research is 1800-1950, it covers the entire 19th century,
which is a unique period in the history of Polish philosophy. The inter-
war period is covered as well, and some post-war years in which the
two most important Polish Plato scholars, namely Wincenty Lutostaw-
ski (1863-1954) and Wladystaw Witwicki (1878-1948), still continued
to publish their works concerning Plato.

During the period 1800-1950 many cultural phenomena related to
Plato occurred in Poland. The history of Polish translations of the dia-
logues, the first of which appeared during the inter-uprising period, is
a separate issue. Among the numerous translators, those who took up
only single dialogues prevailed, usually selecting the Socratic writings
of Plato. Their reason for rendering these translations was related to the
main character, Socrates, his heroism, and the moral message expressed
in these dialogues. The translators were mostly recruited among philol-
ogists and teachers of classical languages in gymnasiums. Their interest
in the dialogues was primarily didactic, their goal being to introduce
students to the colourful and relatively simple language of Plato’s So-
cratic dialogues, and at the same time to draw students’ attention to
moral issues, to basic concepts of logic, etc." Teachers were also the
authors of numerous works, published mostly in gymnasium reports,
which presented detailed analyses of the dialogue structure and the
structure of Socrates’ logical arguments. Their aim was to explain the
philological intricacies of the Greek text, proposing corrections to the
texts or providing suggestions concerning the chronology of the dia-
logues. All of these works were, however, of minor philosophical sig-
nificance.?

The most important and productive interpreter of Plato into Pol-
ish in the 19th century was Antoni Bronikowski (1817-1884), a clas-

* Siedlecki 1879, 1880, 1881; Kaszewski 1880a; Maszewski 1885; Kgsinowski 1888;
Swiderski 1888; Biela 1898—1899; Okoldéw 1907, 1908; Okoléw 1909; cf Mréz 2012a.
* Cf. Mroz 2011, 2016a.
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sics teacher at the gymnasium in Ostréw Wielkopolski, then under
Prussian rule. His translations, however, were not received enthusiasti-
cally. Unfortunately, he did not include any introduction to his transla-
tions, in which he could have revealed his knowledge of philosophical
issues.®> Unlike Bronikowski, Felicjan Antoni Koztowski (1805-1870),
the first Polish translator of the dialogues (who published only three),
did attempt to write such an introduction. Although it lacked original-
ity, he nevertheless deserves to be mentioned.* The later translators,
Stanistaw Lisiecki (1872-1960),> and the more famous Wiladystaw Wi-
twicki (1878-1948),° produced works on Plato’s philosophy and com-
mentaries which were of excellent quality. Their work went far beyond
mere translation and therefore requires more detailed presentation.
An overall account of the direct reception of Plato in Polish philos-
ophy should distinguish between three types of reception, which es-
sentially correspond — with only a few exceptions — to three chrono-
logical stages of the reception of Plato in Poland. The first stage con-
cerns the passive reception of Platonism as part of the wider process
of the reception of contemporary philosophical currents by Polish au-
thors who introduced the Polish philosophical milieu to the philosophy
of Plato in its Kantian, Hegelian or neo-Kantian interpretations. The
second stage consists of evaluations of Plato’s philosophy provided by
the representatives of the different philosophical currents and philo-
sophical approaches, who referred directly to Plato and evaluated his
philosophy from their own point of view, from their philosophical po-
sition. Their studies on Plato had essentially no effect on the content
and direction of their own philosophical research. The third stage in-
volves implanting, or integrating the Platonic material into the tissue
of Polish philosophy. The authors classified into this stage used Plato’s
dialogues to build their own philosophical views and systems. At this
stage Plato became the initial material, on the basis of which they de-

3 Bronikowski 1858, 1858a, 1860, 1879, 1884; cf. Mré6z 2013, 2014.

*Kozlowski 1845.

® Lisiecki 1928.

¢ Witwicki 1909, 1918, 1920, 1921, 1922, 1923, 1925, 1935, 1936, 1937, 1937a, 1938,
1948; cf Domanski 1984, 1999; Mréz 2014a, 2017.
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veloped their own philosophical work. He became helpful and useful
in the co-creation and co-production of works representing philosoph-
ical currents that originated in the 19th and 20th centuries. Sometimes
Polish philosophers integrated Plato so deeply into their philosophical
thought that explanation and understanding of their own philosophical
positions were made impossible without reference to Platonic sources
and inspirations. Plato’s dialogues were variously processed and inter-
preted by these philosophers and Platonism was integrated with their
philosophies. Plato thus became one of the essential inspirations for
the Polish philosophical tradition, whose representatives sometimes
expressis verbis declared the ancient pedigree of their own works.

It would be pointless to assess the value of these works from the
present point of view, or to compare them to the present state of re-
search on Plato. Today’s experts in ancient philosophy may find in
these works both familiar ideas which are still discussed today and
those which have already been rejected. Such an assessment of the
ideas and works of our philosophical ancestors would probably pro-
duce a negative result in many cases. Sometimes the old views on Plato
consisted of opinions which are certainly false or distorted. It would be
futile, though, to argue against them from the perspective of the 21st
century. These works, however, shaped the image of Plato in Polish
philosophy, and at the same time they were a part of Polish intellectual
history. Some of their results and conclusions may appear to be ob-
solete today, but obsolescence fails to touch the ever-lasting problems
regarding Plato.

When one attempts to study the reception of a philosophical
work, any philosophical idea, or the image of a certain philosopher
in the age-long development of European philosophy, one might be
tempted to precede the publication of such a study with a well-known
and frequently repeated maxim: Habent sua fata libelli. When study-
ing Plato’s reception, another comment immediately comes to mind,
namely the famous opinion about the history of philosophy expressed
by A.N. Whitehead, in which he referred to the post-Platonic history
of philosophy as a series of footnotes to Plato. Plato and his dialogues
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form a challenge and a task which is faced and should be constantly
faced by every philosopher. The history of diverse interpretations of
Plato is not just a history of reception, but it is the history of the an-
swers to the questions which are posed by Plato and his legacy, since
he is still a constant source of problems and inspiration.

First of all, it should be noted that neither a common Polish image of
Plato nor a common Polish interpretation of Platonism exist. The efforts
of most researchers were scattered and they failed to create any lasting
Polish school of research on Plato. Nevertheless, there were outstand-
ing individuals who studied Plato. The relationship between the philo-
sophical views of Plato scholars and their interpretations of Plato is of-
ten reciprocal, for the philosophical attitude of modern authors affects
their interpretation of Plato, and their reading of Plato has an impact
on various dimensions of their own philosophical thinking. In particu-
lar, the mutual impact is evident in the works of the authors who were
classified into the third of the above-mentioned groups. Stefan Pawlicki
(1839-1916) turned Plato into a symbol of an unspoiled ancient beauty.
It was sufficient to supplement Platonism with Christian thought to
render the perfect essence of European culture. Lutostawski considered
Plato as the predecessor of his own neo-Messianic philosophy. Lisiecki
expressis verbis declared himself to be a Platonist, Witwicki deeply iden-
tified himself with his own vision of Plato as at once a scientist and an
artist, and Zbigniew Jordan (1911-1977), together with Benedykt Born-
stein (1880-1948), recognized Plato’s interests in mathematics and logic
and deemed him to be a distant predecessor of their own scientific re-
search.

Turning back to the three various types and stages of the reception
of Plato in Polish philosophy, one must remark that the reception of
Plato sometimes ran parallel to the Western currents then penetrating
Polish philosophy. This happened undoubtedly in the works on Plato
by Adam Ignacy Zabellewicz (1784-1831). His works can be considered
as manifestations of the Polish reception of Kantianism in the field of
Platonic studies.” The same applies to F.A. Koztowski’s introduction to

7 Zabellewicz 1821; cf. Mréz 2009, 2010.
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his translations of three dialogues, which bears the mark of Hegelian-
ism.® These studies, produced in the first half of the 19th century, are
secondary and dependent on German philosophy. The merit of these
authors lies therefore in transferring the subject of Plato’s philosophy
onto Polish soil. However, when the interest of readers in the philoso-
phies of Kant and Hegel declined, and the anti-Hegelian trends in the
second half of the 19th century arose, Zabellewicz and Koztowski’s
studies on Plato no longer attracted attention. Nevertheless, a closer
examination of Zabellewicz’s works calls for a re-assessment of his rep-
utation as an eclectic Kantian philosopher. In fact, he outlined an am-
bitious, but unfulfilled, plan for studies in the history of philosophy, a
plan which is usually neglected. Wladystaw Tatarkiewicz (1886—-1980),
though chronologically distant from Zabellewicz and Koztowski, owed
his interest in Plato to his influential teachers from Marburg, Hermann
Cohen (1842-1918) and Paul Natorp (1854-1924), and their interpre-
tation of Platonism. Their neo-Kantian interpretation of Plato was for
Tatarkiewicz the first and essential reference to Platonic studies, which
he enthusiastically reported to Polish readers.” When, 20 years after his
Ph.D. in Marburg, Tatarkiewicz started to prepare his History of Philos-
ophy, he abandoned the one-sidedness of the Marburg interpretation
of Plato. The requirements of the genre of the academic handbook, the
History of Philosophy, resulted in a more schematic treatment of Plato
in volume I of Tatarkiewicz’s book. At the same time, it should be em-
phasized that Tatarkiewicz’s research on Plato, on ancient thought and
on the history of philosophy in general was greatly influenced by his
years spent in Marburg, under the supervision of Cohen and Natorp.
Sometimes their influence is unfairly marginalized by adherents of the
view that Tatarkiewicz’s philosophical scope and method was formed
primarily within the Lvov-Warsaw school.*

Let us turn now to the second type of reception and to the schol-
ars in this category. The second half of the 19th century moved the

#Koztowski 1845a; cf. Mroz 2011a.
® Tatarkiewicz 1911.
19 Cf. Mréz 2011b.
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reception of Plato into another dimension, unrelated to specific philo-
sophical currents dominant in Europe. Scholars of this type confronted
Plato with their own philosophical views and, while reading Plato’s
dialogues, they evaluated his philosophy from their own philosoph-
ical standpoint. They recognized the obvious fact that Plato was a
philosopher who could not be overlooked. The significance of Plato, the
strength of his influence and the crucial, ethical and political questions
he considered made him a philosopher who must be referred to. Plato
was, then, recognized as a problematic philosophical ancestor, and due
to the broad scope of his philosophical output, his works gained a wider
reception and elicited diverse responses ranging from criticism to en-
thusiasm. The main material referred to was related to ethical and po-
litical issues.

A constant current of reception in Polish philosophical disputes
was formed by works on Plato created by Catholic thinkers, who ini-
tially presented various approaches to Platonism, sometimes radically
diverse. It took some time for them to develop a widely accepted frame-
work for thinking about ancient, pagan philosophy, with particular em-
phasis on Plato. After the initial period, as soon as Catholic authors
noticed the possible accordance of Plato’s philosophy with Christian-
ity, they expressed a more balanced attitude to Plato. The most impor-
tant issue for them then became the relation of Platonism to Christian
thought. Although it proved to be difficult to reach a unanimous eval-
uation of Plato, a number of ideas were judged positively, such as the
concept of innate knowledge or the belief in ethics as the purpose of
philosophy in general. Plato’s idea of pre-existence and his exclusion
of the phenomenal world from the area of philosophical knowledge
was not assessed positively. While some Platonic concepts underwent
criticism, it was noted that many of his ideas were sophisticated and
close to Christianity in spirit, though they had been formed in the pre-
Christian era. In this way, Christian thinkers justified their references
to the pagan author.

Plato as a political thinker and a remote predecessor of socialism

164



Plato’s Reception in Polish Philosophy...

inspired the works of Bolestaw Limanowski (1835-1935),"* but at the
same time Plato was criticized as a revolutionary ideologist from the
conservative position of Wojciech Dzieduszycki (1848-1909)."* A lit-
tle later, at the beginning of the 20th century, Plato’s political project
met the enthusiastic reception of Eugeniusz Jarra (1881-1973), who as-
sessed Politeia from the viewpoint of the needs of a future independent
Poland. The answer to questions about the shape of the future Polish
state was sought for in Plato, who appeared to Jarra as a precursor
of modern democracy, founded on ‘sophocracy’, in which someone’s
place in the social hierarchy depended solely on their merits."

The next stage and type of reception of Platonism in Polish phi-
losophy, and the most significant type, begins at the turn of the 20th
century; here, mere reception and evaluation turn into transformation.
Scholars of that time were familiar with Western studies on Plato, and
sometimes they even influenced these studies. They assessed Plato’s
dialogues, but what distinguishes these scholars from their predeces-
sors is the fact that the dialogues constitute the source and the material
for their own philosophizing. While in the earlier stages of reception
Plato did not essentially affect the philosophical reflections of the au-
thors under consideration, the third stage is distinct from the preceding
ones because the researchers integrated the Platonic material into their
own reflections. It may be impossible to understand the origins of their
thoughts, their intellectual biographies, without taking into account
their encounter with Plato, which sometimes extended over half a cen-
tury. It can be concluded that, starting with the late 19th century, Plato
began to take roots in the fabric of Polish philosophy and the recog-
nized philosophers incorporated substantial and multidimensional ele-
ments of Plato’s dialogues into their own works. Let us turn now to the
particular thinkers who provide evidence for the above deliberations.

In the encyclical Aeterni Patris (1871), Christian philosophers found
grounds and arguments for taking up studies on ancient philosophy:

' Limanowski 1872, 1872a, 1875.
2 Dzieduszycki 1908, 1914; ¢f. Mrdz 2011c.
3 Jarra 1918; cf. Mroz 2012b.
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since Thomism cannot be understood or provided with its historical ex-
planation without Aristotle, it is necessary, therefore, to research Aris-
totelianism for a proper insight into Aquinas’ system. Aristotle him-
self, in turn, could be presented correctly only in the context of Plato’s
philosophy. In this way, studies on Plato were justified for Catholic
philosophers. The most important author of this current was Pawlicki.
Initially, his works devoted to Plato concerned only biographical and
historical issues. Some decades later, in his mature, though unfinished,
synthetic study on the history of Greek philosophy, Plato occupied the
most important place. Having devoted his time and energy to Plato,
Pawlicki did not manage to complete his book, and even the part on
Plato was left unfinished but can be retrieved from Pawlicki’s lecture
scripts.'* The impressive development of the philosophy of Plato as pre-
sented by Pawlicki bears testimony to his erudition and knowledge of
the subject, but many of Pawlicki’s conclusions, especially those formu-
lated directly as a critique of Lutostawski’s works, were subsequently
refuted, such as his criticism of stylometry or adherence to the chrono-
logical priority of the Phaedrus.® While interpreting Plato, Pawlicki
emphasized, above all, those of Plato’s ideas which brought him close
to Christian thought. These included the polemic against relativism,
recognition of the purposefulness of the world, the existence of its wise
and good creator, the emphasis on the primacy of the spiritual realm in
human nature and the attempts to improve human beings by means of
social and political change. Pawlicki did not agree to consider Plato as a
socialist; moreover, he criticized, but also defended, Plato on a number
of issues of dubious moral value which were found in the dialogues and
which were difficult for Pawlicki’s contemporaries to accept. Pawlicki’s
work is the most comprehensive — and the most favourable — presen-
tation of Plato’s philosophy to originate in the Polish neo-Scholastic
movement.'®* Pawlicki’s enormous enthusiasm for Plato is clear, so it is
not surprising that a decade after his death, a study was published, in

* Pawlicki 2013.
* Cf. Mroz 2013a.
1 Pawlicki 1903-1917; cf: Mroz 2005, 2008.
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which its author, Wiktor Potempa (1887-1942), synthetically revised
the Christian approach to Plato, expressing a warning for any future
Christian readers, discouraging them from following Pawlicki’s enthu-
siasm for Plato since Plato’s spiritual proximity to Christian thought
was only apparent and misleading."

A separate and unique position in the history of Polish reception of
Plato is occupied by Lutostawski. Having begun his research on Plato
from rudimentary historical works on the history of manuscripts, edi-
tions and studies of Plato’s dialogues,'® Lutostawski took up the prob-
lem of the chronology of the dialogues. Whereas other Polish Plato
scholars, such as Pawlicki, only incidentally announced their results in
Western languages, mostly in German, Lutostawski published his pa-
pers in Polish, as well as — or even primarily — in English and German,
and also French. When he announced his results to the international
public, he proposed both a complex method of linguistic statistics and
the solution to the problem of the chronology of the dialogues based
on this method.*” The legitimacy of the method, its assumptions and
results, were internationally discussed and continue to be discussed to
this day. ‘Stylometry’, as he called his method, was rejected by some,
others accused its author of plagiarism, while still others modified the
method, and in the modified form they used it to refute Lutostawski’s
chronological conclusions. Most scholars, however, accepted its most
general results, thus indirectly also confirming the efforts of many of
Lutostawski’s predecessors, from whose works he had benefited.?® The
chronology of the dialogues provided by Lutostawski was for his West-
ern critics an independent and crucial issue, although for Lutostawski
himselfit became only the foundation of his own philosophical thought
which was based on the Polish Romantic tradition. Plato’s spiritual-
ism in the late dialogues, as interpreted by Lutostawski, was an argu-
ment for the ancient roots of Polish philosophy and, in particular, 19th

Y Potempa 1925; cf. Mroz 2014b.

3 Lutostawski 1891.

¥ Lutostawski 1895/1896, 1897, 1898.

% Cf. Thesleff 1982; Brandwood 1990; Bigaj 1999, 2002; Mréz 2003, 2018.
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century Polish Messianism as a spiritual outlook, thus confirming the
universal nature of Messianism, as well as the historical continuity of
philosophical tradition from Plato to Polish philosophy.** Lutostawski
undertook philological and historical studies to interpret Plato’s evo-
lution from idealism to spiritualism. He provided an analogical, evo-
lutionary interpretation of the development of Plato’s theory of ideas
as the transition from transcendent entities in the mature dialogues to
mental concepts in the late works of Plato.?” The only field of Plato’s
reception in which Lutostawski did not participate was the translation
of the dialogues. His work, as a whole, represented an attempt to in-
troduce Polish historians of philosophy to international discussions on
Plato, but unfortunately, in this respect he did not find creative follow-
ers in Poland. Neverthless, he sought to transfer his passion for Plato
to the next generation of researchers and to educate his successors.
The outbreak of World War II only confirmed Lutostawski in his vi-
sion of Plato’s philosophy as a distant precursor of modern spiritual-
ism, and also of Messianism, and 20th century personalism, or, more
generally, Christianity. Plato, the philosopher who had travelled the
long road from communism and idealism to spiritualism, and at the
same time had in fact laid the foundations for personalism and Chris-
tian thought — this was the image of Plato that appeared to Lutostawski
to be a remedy for the problems of totalitarianism and communism
with which Europe was at that time afflicted.”

Let us move on to the next scholar who has been almost totally for-
gotten in Polish philosophical culture: Lisiecki. Polish audiences knew
only his translation of Politeia,”* his studies on Plato’s Phaedo and on
the concept of the pre-existence of souls.”” Lisiecki did not share the
enthusiasm which some pre-war researchers had for Plato’s political
philosophy. He was disappointed by the economic conditions in the
independent Poland after World War I, and Plato’s political project did

! Lutostawski 1946, 2004; cf: Mroz 2007, 2014c.

*? Lutostawski 1897; cf. Mroz 2003; Zaborowski 2004; Paczkowski 2016.
2 Lutoslawski 1948.

¢ Lisiecki 1928.

2> Lisiecki 1927, 1927a.
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not seem to him to be achievable at all. Because of his complicated biog-
raphy (he lost his vocation as a priest and became an apostate), Lisiecki
was relegated to the margins of academic life in interwar Catholic
Poland, though his diligence and skills should have predestined him
to take an academic position.** He considered himself to be a Platon-
ist, writing — following Cicero — that it is much better to be wrong in
Plato’s company than to be right together with others.”” He translated
a dozen or more dialogues, which were regrettably never published.
When philosopher, psychologist, translator and artist, Witwicki,
first began his work on Plato, his interest arose from literary and anti-
religious premises. The position of this student of Twardowski in the
reception of Plato in Poland is unique because of his versatility, be-
ing influential as a translator, commentator and promoter. Witwicki’s
method of explaining the texts of Plato’s dialogues was based on psy-
chological analysis. He searched for the sources of Plato’s concepts in
his biography, in his reconstructed psyche, in his type of vulnerability,
and finally in his homosexuality. In the commentaries to the dialogues
Witwicki deliberately claimed that Plato’s works were still up-to-date,
thus transforming them into a tool for criticizing the negative aspects of
Christianity, of modern philosophy, or simply — human stupidity. He
compared the irrationality of religion to the rationalism of philosophy,
and took the side of the latter. He compared the empty verbalism of
analytic philosophy and philosophy of language to the colorful philos-
ophizing which touches the most essential problems of human life, and
again, of course, he took the side of the latter. While criticizing Plato,
Witwicki took advantage of the opportunity to express his own views
on science, ethics and art, and indeed the image of Plato produced by
Witwicki is primarily the image of an artist and a thinker, a poet and
a philosopher, who, while attempting to reconcile his own conflicting
aspirations, produced excellent work in terms of art and philosophy.
This image of Plato dovetailed with Witwicki’s own psyche and in fact,
while talking about Plato, Witwicki was incidentally talking about him-

?¢ Cf. Mroz 2018a.
7 Cf Mréz 2013b.
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self.*® In his occupation with Plato, Witwicki was alone among Twar-
dowski’s students and among the representatives of the entire Lvov-
Warsaw school. They did not treat his Platonic works as belonging to
the field of philosophy, but rather considered them as pieces of literary
work. The image of Plato created by Witwicki cannot, therefore, be con-
sidered as a product of the Lvov-Warsaw school, but as the work of an
isolated scholar whose creative individuality went far beyond the typ-
ical set of interests of the representatives of the Lvov-Warsaw school.
World War II proved to be an event which affected Witwicki’s reading
of Plato. In contrast to Lutostawski, Witwicki did not regard Plato as a
remedy, but rather blamed him for what had happened in 20th century
Europe, for all the disasters of war and totalitarianism. According to
Witwicki, Plato was to a great extent responsible for the appearance
of oppressive state institutions. Luckily for Plato, Witwicki added that
Plato could be partly justified, since his vision of man and of society
was holistic, and the institutions of Politeia were in fact an inevitable
result of this vision. Witwicki observed how the idea of Plato’s social
and political institutions were applied in post-war Poland, including
censorship in literature and music, dictated national unity, attempts
to control citizens’ lives and children’s education, but he believed that
all this lacked Plato’s universal and holistic vision, which meant that
the focus was only on negative aspects which could not lead to the
improvement of man.” It is interesting to see that the extreme experi-
ence of war and the political conditions in post-war Poland resulted in
two conflicting assessments of the philosophical and political heritage
of Plato, produced by the two most eminent Polish experts on Plato,
Lutostawski and Witwicki.

It was only at the end of the interwar period in Poland that there
appeared a current of research on Plato which was not based on ide-
ological premises and did not even touch upon Plato’s philosophical

28See Witwicki’s introductions and commentaries in Witwicki 1909, 1918, 1920,
1921, 1922, 1923, 1925, 1935, 1936, 1937, 1937a, 1938, 1948; Witwicki 1947; Cf. Nowicki
1982; Rzepa 1988.

22 See Witwicki’s introduction and commentaries in Witwicki 1948; Witwicki 1947;
cf. Mréz 2018a.
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outlook or ideology. Since this current was marginal, ipso facto the
important role of the ideological factor in Polish philosophy is con-
firmed. Philosophical studies on Plato’s mathematics were free from
the influence of ideology, and the most prominent representative of
such studies was Jordan. He did not consider Plato to be a mathemati-
cian, but he confirmed Plato’s thorough knowledge of the mathemat-
ics of his time. Jordan’s interest in Plato is an effect of the works of
his supervisor, Zygmunt Zawirski (1882-1948). It is to him that Jor-
dan owed his methodological correctness, as well as the theoretical as-
sumptions about the relationship between natural and formal sciences
in their historical development. Jordan, as his doctoral student, applied
this theoretical framework to the field of ancient thought. The result
of this research consisted in ascribing to Plato the discovery of the ax-
iomatic method.*® Plato’s mathematical reflections, based on indirect
testimonies, were then developed by Bornstein, who sought for the
basis of his own original and abstract philosophical and metaphysical
constructions in the reinterpretation of Plato’s unwritten teachings.*!
As time passed, Polish studies on Plato became more and more au-
tonomous, as did the discussions about Plato held in the Polish mi-
lieu. While the dispute concerning different Christian approaches to
Plato was quickly replaced by a relatively homogeneous position in
which arguments for and against the compliance of Plato with Chris-
tian thought were balanced, other contentious issues were not so eas-
ily settled. These include, above all, the argument about Plato between
Pawlicki and Lutostawski, with its personal and ideological context. It
was concerned with issues of the chronology of the dialogues, with
the overall vision of Platonism and with some specific problems, in-
cluding, for example, the alleged socialism of Plato. On the one hand,
Plato was appropriated by Lutostawski for the Polish Messianic tradi-
tion, and was transformed into a distant precursor of that tradition; on
the other, Pawlicki presented Plato as a moral thinker close to Chris-
tianity. Other disputes were of less importance, initiated by the reviews

30 Jordan 1937.
*'Bornstein 1938, 1939; cf- Obolevitch 2007; Sleziniski 2009.
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of the works of Tatarkiewicz, Bornstein, and a number of less-known
authors. These disputes concerned the issues of chronology, the pres-
ence of the mystical element in the works of Plato, or the role of indi-
rect sources for knowledge about Platonism. Sometimes the disputes on
Plato were only exemplifications of broader issues, such as the dispute
over the methodology of the history of philosophy between Pawlicki
and Lutostawski; metaphilosophical issues were also disputed between
Witwicki and other representatives of the Lvov-Warsaw school, espe-
cially concerning worldviews and the ideological function of philoso-
phy and whether it should have such a function. Plato’s works were
also material for non-philosophical disputes, such as the method of
translation of ancient texts (between Bronikowski, Witwicki and oth-
ers).

Plato in Polish reception appears to be a complex of unfulfilled
projects. It seems that some kind of fate weighed heavily on Pla-
tonic studies in Poland. None of his interpreters, neither Bronikowski,
Lisiecki, nor Witwicki, were able to translate all of his legacy, though
all of them declared such an intention. Lisiecki, the greatest rival of
Witwicki in the field of translation, was rejected by the Polish aca-
demic milieu on non-scientific grounds, despite his talent, hard work
and the style of his translations, which would have attracted readers
today; moreover, his lengthy monograph on Plato was destroyed by
the Germans during the war. The study on Plato by Zabellewicz was
intended only as a preparatory work, to provide a philosophical ideal to
which other Polish philosophers could be compared. This was only half
fulfilled. The doctoral thesis on Plato by Benedykt Woyczynski (1895-
1927), written under the supervision of Lutostawski and defended in
Vilnius, proved to be his swan song, though it was meant to be just a
starting point for his subsequent Platonic studies.** Pawlicki was un-
able to complete his synthetic work on Greek philosophy, managing
only to get as far as the lengthy chapter on Plato, which he left unfin-
ished. Although Plato was Pawlicki’s greatest philosophical passion, it
was also because of the charm of Plato and the author’s polemical zeal

** Woyczynski 2000; cf: Mroz 2008a.
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that his book on Greek philosophy was never completed. Jarra, having
written his Ph.D. thesis on the social and political philosophy of Plato,
promised to conduct further research on this subject, but after World
War I he took a position at the Faculty of Law at the University of War-
saw, and thereafter he published on the history of philosophy of law,
and was never to return to Plato again. Both Jordan and Bornstein, the
philosophers who, just before World War II, drew attention to mathe-
matical issues in the dialogues, had plans for further research, but they
were unable to continue their studies after the war. Bornstein died in
1948 and Jordan remained in Great Britain as a political exile. He still
dealt with philosophy, but for financial reasons he did not return to
his Platonic studies and took up the problems of contemporary Polish
philosophy and Marxism, for he was able to gain scholarships for this
area of study.

As for the correctness or topicality of the studies considered in this
research, it is necessary to point to just a few names that are still cited as
a source of sustainable results. These include Lutostawski’s stylometric
research, which, despite the criticism it has received, still presents syn-
thetically and viably the results of research conducted by generations
of scholars who preceded him. Lutostawski’s work has not only proved
to be a reliable source for the reconstruction of the 19th century dis-
pute over the chronology of the dialogues, but the results of his method
are treated as a starting point for further research or as an argument
for specific chronological solutions, although there is still an ongoing
dispute about the validity and significance of the method itself. What is
significant is that he is more frequently referred to by foreign authors
than in Poland. Another relevant and constantly cited work, but only in
Poland, is Jordan’s dissertation. Polish contemporary authors of works
on Plato’s late philosophy, or those studying the history of philosophy
of mathematics, still refer to Jordan’s results and confirm their validity.
In yet another sphere of influence, it is the works of Witwicki that have
proved unbeatable. The widespread impact on Poles of his translations
and commentaries occasionally is much stronger than admitted. Due
to changes in the education system after World War II, Plato ceased to
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speak to his readers in his original language. Instead, the reading pub-
lic received the easily assimilated translations by Witwicki, decorated
with drawings, enriched with comments that presented Plato as an up-
to-date philosopher, though perhaps the popular image of Plato that
was presented was a little too simplified. Regardless of how Witwicki’s
Plato is assessed, his impact should not be underestimated. At the be-
ginning of the 21st century it is quite unlikely that anyone in Poland
(if anywhere) begins their encounter with Plato from reading the Apol-
ogy or Euthyphro in Greek, which was natural a century ago. Therefore
even professional scholars, who conduct their research on ancient phi-
losophy and study the original Greek text, still read and refer to the
translations, bearing in mind the arguments of Socrates, as they were
translated into Polish by Witwicki. On the one hand, the wide circu-
lation of his translations has helped to popularize the dialogues them-
selves to an extent previously absent in Polish culture, which is obvi-
ously significant; on the other hand, however, Witwicki has become a
kind of monopolist on Plato in Poland, as the author who introduces
the audience to the world of Plato’s dialogues. Only specialists in this
regard reach further and deeper. A small number of new translations
have appeared, among which there are also some of controversial qual-
ity and usefulness, so they do not change the situation significantly.

Finally, it is worth asking another question: is the above review of
Polish works on Plato over a period of one and a half centuries helpful
in understanding Plato better? The answer to this question will not be
unambiguous. It is impossible to expect a reader at the beginning of the
21st century to accept any of the presented images of Plato as the only
solution or final answer. At the same time, contemporary scholars may
find in this review a reflection of current discussions on the approach to
Plato’s dialogues. Hopefully, the method of division and classification
of various phenomena of Plato’s reception in Polish philosophy will
also prove to be useful in other fields of reception in the history of
philosophy.
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ABSTRACT. One of Foucault’s main objectives in the Hermeneutics of the Subject is to
determine the extent to which the principle of the care of the self was key throughout
the whole of Antiquity. Foucault attempts to trace the genealogy of this phenomenon
because it constitutes one of the most fundamental moments in the historical and ge-
nealogical formation of the modern subject. According to Foucault, the fact that the
Alcibiades presents a philosophical theory of the care of the self is what makes it a
key moment in the philosophical history of such a concept. In Foucault’s view, éoqvtov
(129b, 130e) does not correspond to any specific content of the self but to the intrinsic
reflexivity the reflexive pronoun points to, the constitutive fact that the self is first and
foremost a relation to itself rather than a substance. The association of the Alcibiades
with three other Platonic dialogues (the Phaedo, the Symposium and the Republic) re-
garding the topic of the primacy of self-knowledge over self-care produces a change in
Foucault’s understanding of the conception of the soul’s nature, namely from a con-
ception of the soul as an activity to a conception of it as a substance. The difference in
meaning between O¢iov and 6 0edg (133c) allows the existence of these two different
readings of the nature of the soul in the Alcibiades. Foucault, however, takes them as
being one and the same.

Keyworps: the Alcibiades, Foucault, Plato, self-care.

I. Introduction

Foucault’s interpretation of the Alcibiades will be our main focus
here. We are particularly interested in the experimental nature of Fou-
cault’s reading, his hidden moves and strategies, and conscious or un-
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conscious (voluntary or involuntary) conceptual shifts while interpret-
ing the Platonic dialogue. This means that we will not be trying to
determine Foucault’s intentions in his reading of the Alcibiades, but
rather the nature and characteristics of his reading inasmuch as this is
manifested in the text itself of Foucault’s 1981-1982 Collége de France
lectures. So, in what is actually a very Foucauldian mode of analysis
(Foucault 1969, Foucault 1971), Foucault’s reading of the Alcibiades will
be considered here as a text, a discourse, and the emphasis of our anal-
ysis will not be placed on the depth of this discourse but rather on its
surface.

In this context, Foucault’s lectures on The Hermeneutics of the Sub-
ject are decisive in two respects. First, this is where Foucault’s longest,
most detailed and systematic reading of the Alcibiades can be found.!
Moreover, the fact that this is a series of lectures, an ongoing reading of
the dialogue, an interpretation in the making, with its doubts and hes-
itations, corrections and mixture of broad and minute analysis, makes
Foucault’s interpretative moves, strategies, conceptual shifts, general-
izations, imprecisions, and so forth, all the more visible.

Il. Foucault’s point of departure

In his 1981-1982 lectures, Foucault is interested in writing a his-
tory of the relations between the subject/subjectivity and truth (Fou-
cault 2001a: 3-4). To this effect, he focuses on certain periods in the
history of Western thought, in particular of ancient thought, in which
key characteristics of these relations, as well as decisive changes in
their fundamental nature, can be identified. The two main conceptual
figures in Foucault’s history are the “care of oneself” (¢mpéleix éxvto0,
souci de soi-méme) and the “know yourself” (yv@0. ceavtdv, connais-
toi toi-méme). The two concepts, both individually and in their mutual
links, involve a relation between a subject/subjectivity and truth (Fou-
cault 2001a: 4-5). According to Foucault, up to the Platonic Alcibiades,
the relation between the care of the self and the know yourself, such as

*On Foucault’s reading of the Alcibiades, see also Foucault 1988: 16—49, Foucault
2009: 145-162, 213-230, Foucault 2015: 81-109.
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these two traditional imperatives were conceived in Greek thought and
in the majority of Plato’s dialogues, was shaped in such a way that the
central, dominant, more universal imperative was that of the care of the
self, while that of the know yourself was subordinated to it (Foucault
2001a: 6-7). As Foucault says, the know yourself was one of the forms,
consequences or concrete applications of a general rule corresponding
to the care of the self:

The gnothi seauton (“know yourself”) appears, quite clearly and again
in a number of significant texts, within the more general framework of
the epimeleia heautou (“care of oneself”) as one of the forms, one of the
consequences, as a sort of concrete, precise, and particular application
of the general rule: You must attend to yourself, you must not forget
yourself, you must take care of yourself.?

One of Foucault’s main objectives in his lectures is to determine
the extent to which the principle of the care of the self, in spite of its
transformations in terms of meaning and practice, was key throughout
the whole of Antiquity. For Foucault, this principle was characteristic
of a particular epoch in the history of ancient thought, which he him-
self labelled the “culture of the self” (culture de soi). Foucault means
the Hellenistic and Roman periods, which he tries to unify through
the concept of culture of the self, in which the principle of the care of
the self had grown to the point of a generalized cultural phenomenon
(Foucault 2001a: 49).> Foucault is attempting to trace the genealogy of
this phenomenon, not simply because of its intrinsic value as a histor-
ical phenomenon, but first and foremost because it constitutes one of
the most fundamental moments in the historical and genealogical for-
mation of the modern subject/subjectivity.* This identification of key
phenomena for the constitution of our modern way of being or subjec-
tivity is one of the central tasks of what Foucault calls “the history of

*Foucault 2005: 4-5 = Foucault 2001a: 6.

*>On the concept of culture of the self, see notably Foucault 1984b: 51-85.

*The author’s most extensive presentation of his conception of genealogy can be
found in Foucault 2001b: 1004-1024. But see also Foucault 1984a: 9-19 for a discussion
of the method of genealogy in connection to the project of a hermeneutics of desire.
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thought” (I’histoire de la pensée), which is one of the phrases he employs
when referring to his intellectual enterprise and methodology:

Having to care about oneself is not just a condition for gaining ac-
cess to the philosophical life, in the strict and full sense of the term.
You will see, I will try to show you, how generally speaking the prin-
ciple that one must take care of oneself became the principle of all
rational conduct in all forms of active life that would truly conform
to the principle of moral rationality. Throughout the long summer of
Hellenistic and Roman thought, the exhortation to care for oneself be-
came so widespread that it became, I think, a truly general cultural
phenomenon. What I would like to show you, what I would like to
speak about this year, is this history that made this general cultural
phenomenon (this exhortation, this general acceptance of the princi-
ple that one should take care of oneself) both a general cultural phe-
nomenon peculiar to Hellenistic and Roman society (anyway, to its
elite), and at the same time an event in thought. It seems to me that
the stake, the challenge for any history of thought, is precisely that of
grasping when a cultural phenomenon of a determinate scale actually
constitutes within the history of thought a decisive moment that is still
significant for our modern mode of being subjects.’

Il. Foucault’s analysis of the Alcibiades
A. Introduction to the reading of the dialogue

Foucault begins his reading of the Alcibiades by distinguishing three
key moments in the philosophical history of the care of the self: the
Socratic-Platonic moment, the golden age of the culture of the self, and
the transition from pagan to Christian asceticism (Foucault 2001a: 12,
13, 32). Of course, the Alcibiades, in spite of the suspicions as to its
authorship, belongs to the Socratic-Platonic moment:

The first moment: Socratic-Platonic. Basically, then, the text I would
like to refer to is the analysis, the theory itself of the care of the self;
the extended theory developed in the second part, the conclusion, of
the dialogue called Alcibiades.®

*> Foucault 2005: 9 = Foucault 2001a: 11.
¢ Foucault 2005: 31 = Foucault 2001a: 32. See also Foucault 2001a: 46.
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The Alcibiades is, therefore, placed by Foucault at the very begin-
ning of the philosophical history of the care of the self. Foucault’s anal-
ysis of the Alcibiades concentrates on the second half of the dialogue,
which is where a philosophical theory of the care of the self occurs in
the conversation between Socrates and Alcibiades. According to Fou-
cault, the fact that the Alcibiades presents a philosophical theory of the
care of the self is what makes it a key moment in the philosophical
history of the care of the self, for the Alcibiades is not simply a dia-
logue belonging to the Socratic-Platonic moment of the care of the self
but the most decisive element in such a moment. Although the pre-
cept of the care of the self occurs in several other dialogues attributed
to Plato, it is in the Alcibiades that it makes its very first appearance
within the framework of a philosophical reflexion (Foucault 2001a: 37).
As Foucault points out, the care of the self — more precisely, the pre-
cept that “one ought to take care of oneself” (¢mipeAeicBarl eovton,
il faut s’occuper de soi-méme) — was an old maxim of ancient Greek
wisdom, a Lacedaemonian maxim of general currency (that is to say,
with no particular philosophical meaning attached to it), the practice
of which depended on the political, economical and social privileges
of the elite in Sparta (Foucault 2001a: 32-33). Foucault maintains that
the Alcibiades addresses the question of the care of the self on the ba-
sis of this cultural tradition, but does so in order to propose a different
understanding of this question. In Foucault’s view, the very point of
departure of the Alcibiades corresponds to an attempt to re-ask and re-
formulate the traditional, Lacedaemonian question of the care of the
self. Instead of presupposing a political, economical and social superi-
ority, which would make the practice of the precept of the care of the
self possible, the Alcibiades proposes that this practice should be the
very presupposition, the fundamental principle for a political commu-
nity to be able to adequately function in the first place. In other words,
unlike the Spartans, who considered the activity of the care of the self to
be a privilege deriving from a social condition and status, the Alcibiades
presents an alternative understanding of the care of the self, according
to which its very activation is placed at the center of a transformation
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of this privilege into a capacity to govern others, to take care of oth-
ers in political terms (Foucault 2001a: 32-38). In Foucault’s perspective,
the political context and motivation of the Alcibiades are key to under-
standing its philosophical dimension, its philosophical re-assessment
of the traditional precept of the care of the self, as well as the structure
of the dialogue as a whole, in particular the fundamental subdivision
of its second half into the two questions “what is the self?” (qu’est-ce
que c’est que le soi ?) and “what is the care of the self?” (qu’est-ce que
c’est que le souci ?), which is where, according to Foucault, the princi-
ples of the care of the self and the know yourself most intersect, and
which will be the prime focus of Foucault’s interest in the Alcibiades
text itself (Foucault 2001a: 39-40, 51, 67).

B. Analysis of the second half of the Alcibiades (127e ff.)
1. What is the self?

At the beginning of his analysis of the question “what is the self?”,
Foucault insists that, although there is a first occurrence of the know
yourself in 124b, this is unimportant in terms of the meaning of the
Alcibiades as a whole, while the appearance of the precept in 129a is
key in the organization of the entire dialogue, since it refers to the prior
and necessary knowledge of that which Alcibiades ought to take care
of, should he really intend to follow the imperative of the care of the
self, namely his own self (Foucault 2001a: 52).

In his treatment of the question concerning the identity or defi-
nition of the self in the Alcibiades, Foucault first addresses a formal,
methodological problem, which has to do with the very delimitation
of that which the self is not. In other words, before giving an answer
to the question “what is the self?”, one should first pause over the ad-
equate formulation of the question and its intention. One should, so
to speak, first draw the lines between that which the question aims at
and that which is outside its field of inquiry (Foucault 2001a: 51). Ac-
cording to Foucault’s interpretation of the Alcibiades, what is at stake
in the formula “to take care of oneself” (¢tpedeicBat éavtod, se soucier
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de soi-méme) is the meaning of the “oneself” (¢xvto0, soi-méme). This
is made clear by another formula in the dialogue, which establishes the
connection between the precept of the care of the self and that of the
know yourself, namely the imperative “know yourself” (yvovar éow-
Tov, il faut se connaitre soi-méme)’. In Foucault’s view, this éxvtov does
not correspond to any specific content of the self (such as its faculties,
passions, mortality or immortality, and so forth)® but to the intrinsic re-
flexivity the reflexive pronoun points to, the constitutive fact that the
self is first and foremost a relation to itself, the subject and the object
of the activity of the care of the self:

One should gnénai heauton, the text says. I think we should be clear
about this second use of, this second reference to, the Delphic oracle.
It is certainly not a question of Socrates saying: Okay, you must know
what you are, your abilities, your passions, whether you are mortal or
immortal, etcetera. It is certainly not this. In a way it is a methodologi-
cal and formal question, but one that is, I think, absolutely fundamental
in the development of the text: one must know what this heauton is,
what this “oneself” is. Not, then: “What kind of animal are you, what
is your nature, how are you composed?” but: “[What is] this relation,
what is designated by this reflective pronoun heauton, what is this el-
ement which is the same on both the subject side and the object side?”
You have to take care of yourself: It is you who takes care; and then
you take care of something which is the same thing as yourself, [the
same thing] as the subject who “takes care”, this is your self as object.’

Foucault finds that this idea is restated in the phrase a0t0 Tadt6
at 129b, which he presents as referring to the identical element that is
both the subject and the object of the care of the self:

Moreover, the text says it very clearly: we must know what is auto to
auto. What is this identical element present as it were on both sides of
the care: subject of the care and object of the care?*

" Foucault 2001a: 51-52.

8Foucault 2001a: 53-54.

° Foucault 2005: 52-53 = Foucault 2001a: 52.
1 Foucault 2005: 53 = Foucault 2001a: 52.
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Foucault maintains that, just as in several other Platonic dialogues
(for example, Apology 29e, Cratylus 440c and Phaedo 107c), so also in
the Alcibiades the “soul” (Yuxn}, I’ame) is that which one ought to take
care of (132c: Yuyfig émpeAntéov, il faut s’occuper de son ame), the dif-
ference between the Alcibiades and the other dialogues being that in
the former the soul is conceived in a distinct fashion, namely by re-
sorting to the notion of use (that is, the notion corresponding to the
Greek xpfowg/xpricOo, se servir de).'!

The peculiarity of the conception of the soul in the Alcibiades results
from the effort to isolate the entity it consists in, so much so that the
soul is depicted in its irreducibility to any other entity, be it language,
tools, the body or whatever. Besides distinguishing itself from such en-
tities, the soul is that which uses them, and it is this use (of language,
instruments, the body and its organs, and so forth) that characterizes
the soul as a subject, as being fundamentally an activity, that of ypn-
og/xphodou:

So you see that when Plato (or Socrates) employs this notion of
khrésthai/khrésis in order to identify what this heauton is (and what
is subject to it) in the expression “taking care of oneself”, in actual fact
he does not want to designate an instrumental relationship of the soul
to the rest of the world or to the body, but rather the subject’s singular,
transcendent position, as it were, with regard to what surrounds him,
to the objects available to him, but also to other people with whom he
has a relationship, to his body itself, and finally to himself. We can say
that when Plato employs this notion of khrésis in order to seek the self
one must take care of, it is not at all the soul-substance he discovers,
but rather the soul-subject.”

This conception of the soul, Foucault claims, has noting to do with
the bodily imprisoned soul of the Phaedo, the conception of the soul
as a winged chariot in the Phaedrus and the understanding in the Re-
public of the soul as a hierarchical structure one ought to harmonize
(Foucault 2001a: 55).

*Foucault 2001a: 55-57. The passage in which Plato discusses this notion in con-
nection with the question of the identity of the self is Alcibiades 129b—130c.
2 Foucault 2005: 56-57 = Foucault 2001a: 55.
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2. What does care mean?

Let us now turn to Foucault’s treatment of that which is for him
the second main question of the Alcibiades: what does care mean? Fou-
cault’s analysis of the dialogue’s second main question will be shorter
than his analysis of the first one. For, according to him, the second ques-
tion’s articulation is more simple than that of the first. As Foucault indi-
cates, the second main question in the dialogue gets a clear-cut answer:
the care of the self amounts to self-knowledge (Foucault 2001a: 65).

At this point, Foucault maintains that the Alcibiades repeats a ten-
dency of a series of other Platonic dialogues, such as the Phaedo, the
Symposium and others, in which preexistent technologies of the care
of the self are reorganized and subordinated to the principle of self-
knowledge (Foucault 2001a: 66). It is worth noting that unlike what
he did in his comparison of the Alcibiades with the Phaedo, the Sym-
posium and the Republic as to the nature of the soul (these dialogues,
in Foucault’s perspective, conceive the soul as a soul-substance, while
the Alcibiades conceives it as a soul-subject) Foucault now connects
the Alcibiades with these dialogues in terms of the subordination of
the care of the self to self-knowledge. This is an indication of the im-
portant change that is about to take place in Foucault’s reading of the
Alcibiades, namely when he turns to the analysis of the third occur-
rence of the know yourself in Alcibiades 132c, which is the moment in
Foucault’s lectures when he shifts from an understanding of the soul
as a soul-subject to an understanding of it as a soul-substance. The as-
sociation of the Alcibiades with the other three dialogues regarding the
topic of the primacy of self-knowledge over self-care produces a change
in Foucault’s understanding of the conception of the soul’s nature as
presented in the Alcibiades, for the primacy of self-knowledge over self-
care can only be completely fulfilled if the soul is no longer conceived
as being essentially an activity, namely the activity of self-care in its
many, existential forms. This, of course, is not to say that the shift in
Foucault’s reading of the Alcibiades does not find any justification in
the text, at least as Foucault and the Platonic tradition see it.

Foucault’s brief interpretation of Alcibiades 132c—133¢ (where the
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eye and mirror metaphors are presented) is nothing more than a sum-
mary or short paraphrase of the fundamental articulation of the pas-
sage, with a couple of important consequences for our characterization
of Foucault’s take on the dialogue as a whole (Foucault 2001a: 68-69).
The eye and mirror metaphors are used in the Alcibiades with the pur-
pose of more clearly explaining the way in which the soul can know
itself. Just as an eye, when looking at itself in the mirror or in another
eye of an absolutely identical nature, sees itself, so also the soul, when
it directs its gaze towards something of an identical nature, is able to
see itself. As Foucault says, the identity of nature between the soul and
that which the soul gazes at, constitutes the very condition for the soul
to be able to know itself. But there is another, most decisive point in the
Alcibiades eye and mirror metaphors, namely that just as the eye, in or-
der to be able to see itself, has to look at the very principle of its activity
as an organ of vision, so also the soul, in order to know itself, should
gaze towards the very principle of its activity, the activity of thinking
and knowing, 10 ¢poveiv and 10 eidévou (la pensée, le savoir), which is
the divine element in the soul. In other words, in order to know itself,
the soul should look at what is divine in it (Foucault 2001a: 68).
Foucault then addresses the unavoidable, controversial passage in
133c, in which the eye and mirror metaphors are extended to the point
where a connection is established between self-knowledge and the
knowledge of God. Just as the eye sees itself better by looking at a
purer and brighter mirror, so also the soul will better see itself by gaz-
ing towards an element that is purer and brighter than the soul, namely
God (Foucault 2001a: 69). This passage is suspect, not only because of
its Neoplatonic or Christian tone, but also due to the fact that in the
subsequent tradition it can only be found in a text by Eusebius of Cae-
sarea (Praeparatio Evangelica 9.24). In this passage, which in editions
of Plato’s dialogues is usually bracketed by the editors of the Alcibi-
ades,® an important change occurs, namely a substitution of f¢iov (the
divine element in the soul, le divin) for 6 6e6¢ (God, dieu), a substitu-

13 See, for example, Croiset 1920: 110. Denyer 2001: 78 does not include this passage
in his version of the text.
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tion Foucault does not pay attention to in terms of its importance for
the change in the dialogue from a conception of the soul as a subject
to an understanding of it as a substance. Foucault claims that, irrespec-
tive of its authenticity, the passage reflects the general movement of
the dialogue towards the conception that self-knowledge is knowledge
of the divine element in the soul or knowledge of God:

In fact, this passage is only cited in a text of Eusebius of Caesarea (Pré-
paration évangélique), and because of this it is suspected of having been
introduced by a Neo-Platonist, or Christian, or Platonist-Christian tra-
dition. In any case, whether this text really is Plato’s or was introduced
afterwards and much later, and even if it takes to extremes what is
thought to be Plato’s own philosophy, it nevertheless seems to me that
the general development of the text is quite clear independently of this
passage, and even if one omits it. It makes knowledge of the divine the
condition of knowledge of the self. If we suppress this passage, leaving
the rest of the dialogue so that we are more or less sure of its authen-
ticity, then we have this principle: To care for the self one must know
oneself; to know oneself one must look at oneself in an element that
is the same as the self; in this element one must look at that which is
the very source of thought and knowledge; this source is the divine el-
ement. To see oneself one must therefore look at oneself in the divine
element: One must know the divine in order to see oneself.**

What is most interesting in this claim is that Foucault does not seem
to be aware that he slides back and forth between two notions, Osiov
and 0 0¢6g, using them as if they were synonymous, when in fact they
possess different meanings. The difference in meaning between O¢iov
and 0 0eodg is precisely that which allows the existence of two differ-
ent readings of the nature of the soul in the Alcibiades, which Foucault
takes as being one and the same, namely the reading of the nature of the
soul as being a subject and the reading of its nature as corresponding
to a substance, to an entity that is characterized by the contemplation
of God and consequently by its neglect of self-care in favour of self-
knowledge. This demonstrates the extent to which Foucault’s interpre-
tation of the Alcibiades is determined by its very discursive chain or

*Foucault 2005: 69-70 = Foucault 2001a: 69.

191



Paulo Alexandre Lima / NnatoHoBckue nccneposaHus 9.2 (2018)

discursivity, in the sense that the approach in the course of Foucault’s
lectures of his analysis of the reception of the Alcibiades (particularly
the Neoplatonic one) and of the tradition of the care of the self in the
Hellenistic and Roman periods greatly influences the nature of his view
on the Alcibiades as whole, which imperceptibly shifts as his analysis
of the dialogue’s text progresses and moves towards its end.
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ABSTRACT. This article examines two recent approaches to the feminist interpretation
of the history of philosophy and recommends one of them for the study of Plato. Each
is a variation of appropriation feminism, but both approaches engage cautiously with
our philosophical inheritance out of a concern that we may unwittingly perpetuate its
oppressive ideology. Cynthia Freeland, taking inspiration from Irigaray’s disinvest-
ment approach, favors a more detached approach to Plato and Aristotle and calls for
a transformed conception of philosophy. I argue that this conception of philosophy is
flawed because truth’s importance is displaced by one or more non-alethic epistemic
virtues. The second approach takes its inspiration from Spivak’s postcolonial critique
and seeks to confront problematic philosophers head on. Dilek Huseyinzadegan’s con-
structive complicity approach, which she develops in her interpretation of Kant, also
calls for a transformed conception of philosophy. But her method focuses less on ques-
tions of justification, and instead centers on our philosophical practices. I show how
her method can be adapted to the study of Plato and outline what it means to enact
a constructive complicity with him. I consider the possibilities of a full and fruitful
engagement with our Platonic inheritance, one that draws on the inclusive, dynamic
philosophical praxis within Platonic philosophy in ways that resist the impulses of
exclusion and hierarchy that are also present in it.
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How have feminist philosophers taken up the history of philosophy
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been three modes of relationship: one approach is negative, pointing
out the misogyny of traditional philosophers’ attitudes or the problem-
atic, gendered interpretations of their concepts. Another approach con-
centrates on recovering the lost voices of women philosophers, even
going so far as to create an alternative canon. A third approach tries
to find positive resources in the history of philosophy, an ‘inheritance’
that could support the ambitions of contemporary feminists. Of this
third approach, Genevieve Lloyd argues that feminists appropriating
the history of philosophy are “opening up traditional texts to enrich
cultural self-understanding in the present” (Lloyd 2000a: 245). Those
who favor the ‘disinvestment’” approach, however, remain wary of ap-
propriation. They do not “take ownership of” the tradition like inheri-
tance feminists do, because “they see in this tradition the perpetuation
of relations of dominance” (Schott 2006: 56).

Cynthia Freeland (2000) wishes to combine the virtues of disinvest-
ment and appropriation in her modified inheritance approach. Dilek
Huseyinzadegan (2018) seeks a similar balance, but her ‘constructive
complicity’ method moves in precisely the opposite direction of Free-
land’s. I want to see how it applies to Plato’s texts and to our practices of
interpreting them and teaching them. My provisional conclusion is that
feminists who enact a constructive complicity with Plato can revisit the
originary moment when philosophy sought to consolidate itself as a
distinctive enterprise. In doing so, they can draw from our Platonic in-
heritance an inclusive, dynamic philosophical praxis that complicates
other impulses within that inheritance that produce exclusion and hi-
erarchy.

1. Freeland and a modified inheritance approach

Freeland’s wide-ranging article is framed by a meditation on the
state of feminist engagement with ancient philosophy at the beginning
of the millennium. She argues that beliefs about what is the proper
method of history of ancient philosophy are ideological because they
exclude feminist concerns, and she cites an essay by Michael Frede
(1988) as an example. Freeland goes on to criticize Charlotte Witt’s de-
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fense of the inheritance approach (Witt 1998) because it does not dis-
tance itself adequately from the problematic methods exemplified in
Frede. Witt, after all, seeks to rethink the philosophical canon in ways
that are both traditional and radical; on one hand, she uses the meth-
ods of Frede’s true historian — i.e., “quite serious historical and contex-
tualized study of why a figure from the past said what he did” (Free-
land 2000: 379); on the other hand, she seeks “major shifts and revisions
in the canon” (380). But in many respects, Freeland says, feminists us-
ing the inheritance approach to revisit canonical figure are doing just
what philosophers have always done. For this reason, ideological wor-
ries persist (381).

Freeland is inspired by the kind of criticism that Irigaray and
Deutscher have mounted against traditional history of philosophy.
Because of the ‘limiting sexism’ in philosophy “permeates our very
thoughts and words” (391), it would seem that every approach to the
study of the history of philosophy will be problematic. Nonetheless,
Freeland does not advocate Irigaray’s disinvestment approach, saying
that it is too obscure (ibid.). Her modified inheritance approach, then,
utilizes only aspects of the disinvestment approach. Insofar as she in-
cludes ideological criticism, her method aims to “dismantle thoughts,
views, or frameworks of the past that have contributed to and up-
held modes of domination, and also, replace these frameworks by ones
that are more epistemically convincing” (402). But in addition to this
deconstructive phase, there is a more positive mode of investigation.
Here questions of truth are subordinated, as she does not think it nec-
essary to “advance [her] own ‘true’ view about anything” (ibid.). In-
stead, she assesses ancient views by asking: “Were they plausible, orig-
inal, systematically well-worked out, persuasive, internally consistent,
etc” (ibid.). Finally, there is again more negative work for Freeland’s
philosopher: “At the same time, I want to point out, criticize, and reject
their internal inconsistencies, assumptions, and arguments that served
to undergird tendencies toward oppression or dominance” (ibid.).

Freeland seeks a framework for understanding what philosophy is,
such that the study of the history of philosophy breaks from its prob-
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lematic past. This new framework adjusts the relative positions of the
epistemic virtues. On an “even more radical view of the value of the
history of philosophy” (404) than she endorses, she takes cues from the
history of art. Such historians of philosophy would examine ancient
works like works of art to see if they are “just plain great” or “beauti-
ful, creative, interesting, etc” (ibid.). They would admire ancient texts
not because they might be true now, or part of a history that leads to
the present, but because they are simply dazzling and wonderful.

This “even more radical view” is not Freeland’s, as such. But her in-
terest in it indicates the degree to which she resists the search for truth.
For Freeland it doesn’t make sense to seek the ‘truth’ of a philosophical
text any more than it would a work of art. This comparison between
the history of art and history of philosophy shows up again in her final
recommendation: “You look at the artist or writer’s intention, assess
the work as a whole and how it functions in its context, and then you
see what puzzle it solved; finally, as a feminist, you make of it what you
will” (405-406).

I think Freeland is correct to see how feminist engagement with an-
cient philosophers invites us to rethink what philosophy is, both then
and now, and to redraw the boundaries between what is philosophy
and what is not. But I have concerns about Freeland’s moves in this
area. To begin, I believe it is mistaken to get rid of truth at the outset, or
to subordinate it within the field of other epistemic virtues. First, since
the best assumption about ancient philosophers is that they wrote in,
or as part of, an effort to get at the truth, it is vitally important to pose
the very question that motivated the philosopher to produce it in the
first place. Second, and related to the previous point, treating the his-
tory of philosophy as a succession of puzzles to be solved is curiously
detached, and it seems to invite the wrong spirit to the discovery. Fi-
nally, one wonders how far Freeland’s subordination of the truth goes.
How can she hold that ideologically-problematic texts are, among other
things, false (cf. 368) and at the same time decline to put forward in-
terpretations that she regards as true (cf. 402)? Let us not subordinate
truth or refuse asking questions that aim at discovering it. Let us rather
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contest the meaning of truth and interrogate the contexts out of which
it emerges, the manner of its operation, and the purposes it serves.

Freeland’s invocation of the other epistemic values is also worri-
some. Coherence, systematicity, comprehensiveness, originality: these
epistemic values are more determinate than truth; they are, as it were,
‘thick’ epistemic concepts. And they are more likely to be embedded in
masculinist discourse than truth is. Consider these examples: the search
for logical coherence and formal validity in an argument can be a way
to avoid discussion of the truth of premises. Do we really want to laud
the kindred epistemic virtues of ‘neatness’ or ‘elegance, given how ab-
stract these can be, and how these are aesthetic terms as much as they
are epistemic? One might conjure up a feminist critique of comprehen-
siveness, too; what first comes to mind is a psychoanalytic reading that
shows that it stresses control, order, and hierarchy. Also originality has
a rather antifeminist history around it. The value of (at least one con-
ception of) originality tracks the rise of modernity and flowers in Ro-
manticism’s celebration of the individual. Rozsika Parker and Griselda
Pollock (1981) have shown how it was used to relegate the artistic out-
put of women to the status of craft. To privilege originality may be to
emphasize individual genius in a way that sets the creative (male) artist
apart from others and makes his work valuable in comparison to theirs.
From these cursory considerations alone, the substitution of a farrago
of non-alethic epistemic virtues for truth would seem to create at least
as many ideological problems as it intends to avoid.

It is worth asking again whether, as a way to resist ideology, there
are alternatives to jettisoning truth and celebrating non-alethic and
non-epistemic evaluations of texts. Is it better for feminists to demote
the concept of truth altogether? Or is it better for feminists to find im-
proved conceptions of truth? In a fuller study, I would seek to com-
prehensively interrogate Plato’s conception of truth to not only admit
the problems it exhibits but also to enact a “constructive complicity
between our position and his thought” (Huseyinzadegan 2018: 13). In-
stead, I will offer far more limited remarks about his means of arriving
at truth: philosophy. This in turn will help us to think critically about

197



John Partridge / NnatoHosckme nccnenosanusa 9.2 (2018)

our own philosophical practices, as Huseyinzadegan urges. First, let me
say more about the constructive complicity approach.

2. Huseyinzadegan’s constructive complicity approach

Huseyinzadegan’s recent article on feminist appropriation of Kant
expresses reservations about Freeland’s approach and recommends a
different path for feminists who wish to claim an inheritance and ap-
propriate elements of the tradition for their transformative work. In
many respects it recognizes the same risks that Freeland identifies,
but approaches them in an entirely opposite way. Instead of coolness
and distancing, Huseyinzadegan affirms the need for full and compre-
hensive engagement. Might this orientation to Kant guide our study
of Plato? Instead of detachment, our response would be to put Plato
“into conversation with recent feminist, anti-racist, post- and decolo-
nial scholarship” since we wish to point out “the complicated legacies
of this particular canonical thinker” (Huseyinzadegan 2018: 4). This
is what Huseyinzadegan means by engaging comprehensively, rather
than selectively. By inheriting Plato’s texts “as a whole” rather than
piecemeal, constructive complicity is “reclaiming them in their en-
tirety, the good, the bad, and the ugly” (13). Huseyinzadegan wants to
follow Spivak’s recommendation of constructive complicity because it
“traces a line of continuity and complicity” between the positions taken
by historical philosophers and “our post- and neo-colonial present” (14,
citing Spivak 1999: 9).

What would it mean in our interpretation of Plato to refuse Iri-
garay’s irony and Freeland’s detachment and follow the recommen-
dations of Huseyinzadegan? We must acknowledge some obstacles for
this method or orientation at the outset. Plato offers rather little that
can or should be appropriated by feminists. In addition, Plato’s texts are
more complicated than Kant’s. On one hand, the dialogues are literary
wholes, with themes and preoccupations internal to each dialogue; on
the other, they form transdialogic groupings that implicitly and explic-
itly link up with one another. Finally, how can one draw the line be-
tween philosophy and non-philosophy, or know what Plato endorses,
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when the texts are dramatic and multivocal? Thus what we find is that
feminist interpreters of Plato are already compelled to heed many of
the warnings Huseyinzadegan gives to Kantian feminists.

Evidence of this can be found in the essays collected more than
twenty years ago in Tuana 1994. Let us consider only the essays that
center on Book V of the Republic and the question of whether the rec-
ommendation that women serve as philosopher-rulers is feminist. Even
the most affirmative answer to that question, by Vlastos, notes deep
complexities. He holds that Plato is “unambiguously feminist” about
guardian women while also being “unambiguously antifeminist” in dis-
cussing nonguardian women and “virulently antifeminist” in his own
attitudes toward Athenian women (Vlastos 1994: 12). Annas, though,
already showed the anti-feminist ground of the judgment in favor of
feminist status (Annas 1976: 312), and many of the other essays in this
volume also challenge Vlastos’ assumptions about the meaning of fem-
inism. Spelman, for instance, asks pointed questions about the price of
Plato’s feminism that affirms equality in some respects and denies it
elsewhere (Spelman 1994: 104-105). As Schott later puts the point, the
feminism in Plato requires that we “situate the egalitarianism of Book V
of The Republic in relation to Plato’s inegalitarianism, which posits that
different natures are rooted in different kinds of souls” (Schott 2006: 48).
In short, Plato’s feminist readers are already deeply attuned to the com-
plex ambivalence of the texts. Many of them already follow Spivak’s
hope that we find paths other than the two, well-worn paths of “excuses
and accusations, the muddy stream and mudslinging” (Spivak 1999: 4).

Nevertheless, while these interpretations exhibit none of the glib-
ness against which Huseyinzadegan militates, the scholarship is not as
intersectional as Huseyinzadegan’s method requires. And they don’t
draw the lines from historical texts to our contemporary practices as
overtly as she does. These early essays only begin to gesture toward the
critical reflexivity that Huseyinzadegan calls on us to develop when we
read canonical philosophers, and which requires us to acknowledge the
depth of our embeddedness in problematic traditions and histories. Let
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me now outline one way that feminists might engage Plato’s compli-
cated construction of philosophy.

3. Enacting our constructive complicity with Plato

Andrea Wilson Nightingale offers an ingenious study of Plato’s ef-
fort to distinguish philosophy from other intellectual enterprises. Plato
did so, first, by assuming that philosophy is a social practice — a way
of life — marked by substantive ethical and political commitments.
Nightingale also shows how Plato continuously worked over these
ideas about philosophy’s distinctiveness, but with his own ‘mixed’
texts. She writes that this persistence may be a sign of his awareness
of his failures in attempting to secure philosophy’s special status; or,
alternatively, it may signal his awareness that firm borders between
it and poetry and rhetoric was “unnecessary or, indeed, undesirable”
(Nightingale 1995: 195). This makes Plato particularly instructive for
the present.

For, though he defines philosophy in opposition to poetry and rhetoric,
Plato deliberately violates the borders which he himself has drawn.
The boundaries between philosophy and ‘alien’ genres of discourse are
created, disrupted, and created afresh. The ambivalence of this orig-
inary gesture is, perhaps, appropriate, since philosophy in the West
has persisted by reinventing itself again and again. And this reinven-
tion is surely necessary, since the discipline must respond to the socio-
political practices as well as the intellectual developments of its respec-
tive culture. (Nightingale 1995: 195)

Though she is not an avowedly feminist author, Nightingale’s in-
sights are consonant with the work of other inheritance feminists. Nye
makes the same point that Nightingale does about how the boundaries
of philosophy are always contested (Nye 1998: 108), and shares her op-
timism that this invites us now to take up the mantle and rework those
boundaries again. What is more, Rooney believes that feminists are es-
pecially well placed to take up this work (Rooney 1994: 19), an opinion
very similar to Lloyd 2000a: 248 (cf. Le Doeuff 1991: 29).
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These suggestions imply that we inherit from Plato an essential un-
settledness around the very question of what philosophy is, and thus
that we inherit an invitation to make and remake those boundaries to-
day. But if this is correct, do we not also inherit the impulse to create
hierarchies anew and deepen lines of difference between ‘real” philos-
ophy and various pretenders? And does this not have real implications
for how we organize human and cultural relationships across differ-
ence? For even as Socrates embodied a populist conception of philos-
ophy, it is true that Plato articulated an elitist conception. Taking in
the full Platonic inheritance, we see that even the disciplinary instabil-
ity inherent in philosophy can work to exclude non-white or non-male
practitioners (Sanchez 2011: 40), or place unfair burdens on them (Dot-
son 2012: 15). What might be done to mitigate such outcomes?

Dotson calls on us to take up a culture of praxis in place of a culture
of justification. Such a stance has at least two components, she says:

(1) Value placed on seeking issues and circumstances pertinent to our
living, where one maintains a healthy appreciation for the differing
issues that will emerge as pertinent among different populations and
(2) Recognition and encouragement of multiple canons and multiple
ways of understanding disciplinary validation. (Dotson 2012: 17)

We can see the first component in the work of Carlos Fraenkel (2015)
who brings what he calls a ‘culture of debate’ to audiences not of-
ten exposed to philosophical conversation. His practice of engaging
the marginalized (such as Palestinian students at Al-Quds University
in Jerusalem, and members of the Mohawk Council of Akwesasne in
Canada) shows the transformative power of philosophy. This is also
clearly evident in the work of Wartenburg (2014), who has developed a
philosophy curriculum for elementary school children. Dotson’s sec-
ond component may also help us enact our constructive complicity
with Plato when intersectional work engages the history of philoso-
phy creatively and responsibly. Consider the work of Enrique Dussel
(1995). His transmodern outlook aims at dialogue between the West and
the global South, but one that is centered on the voice of the oppressed.
Purcell (2018) exemplifies a different strategy for securing dialogue. His
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comparison of Confucian and Aztec philosophy operates without West-
ern philosophy being one of the elements compared. As we move from
our philosophical theorizations to concrete practices of teaching and
researching, and back again, these endeavors show the power that phi-
losophy has in improving relations with oneself and with others. But
just as often we also see philosophy reproducing problematic power
relations (cf. Lloyd 2000b, who shows how Australian colonialism in-
herits pernicious imaginaries from the history of modern philosophy).

4. Conclusion

In a later article, Freeland writes that “superficial errors can seem
too easy to correct; subtle errors necessitate subtle strategies of re-
sponse” (Freeland 2004: 46). I believe that constructive complicity pro-
vides such subtlety of response. It forces us to undertake the kind of
critical reflexivity that is the hallmark of philosophy, but with more
careful attention to the structures that support and condition this re-
flexivity and our self-awareness. Plato’s Corpus contains contradictory
moods and incompatible gestures. Fully engaging it all means that we
own this ambivalent inheritance. The inheritance can work for good
or ill — or both of these at once. Facing this fully may mean that we
are in a better position to create practices that empower and liberate,
aid the formation and expression of agency, produce intellectual and
moral virtue, and even inspire social and political transformation.
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Anexceti Hecmepyk

Kocmonorus lNnatoHa n nnatoHnsm
B COBPEMEHHOI KOCMONOrum

ALEXEI NESTERUK
PLATO’S COSMOLOGY AND PLATONISM IN MODERN COSMOLOGY

ABSsTRACT. This article discusses the fundamental asymmetry between the notion of
time and spatial medium (receptacle) in Plato’s cosmology. Space, in contradistinction
with time, reveals itself as a necessary preexisting element of cosmology which gives
rise to the sensible realm involved in temporal flux. It is demonstrated, on the basis of
a model of quantum cosmology by S. Hawking, that all modern theories of the origin
of the visible universe claiming to be able to explain the causal principle of the world
have to appeal to some pre-existent entities closely resembling the space (receptacle)
of Plato as such an initial and highly symmetrical type of being which is required for
physics to be able to function at all. The conclusion is drawn that Platonism in modern
cosmology, being a sort of reproduction of Plato’s thinking in building a theory of
the world’s origin, is de facto a transcendental delimiter inevitably appearing in all
attempts to model the origin of the universe.

KeywoRrDs: cosmology, matter, space, Platonism, time, universe.

3aueM MOHaTOGIMIIOCh HUCIIPOBEPTATH C OJIMMIIMIICKIX BBICOT IlnaTo-
Ha QyHIaMeHTaIbHBbIe IIPEICTaBIEeHIS €CTeCTBEHHOHAY THO MBICIII
1 IBITAThCST OGHAPYKUTH X 3eMHOe IpoucxoxgeHne? OTBeT: [ To-
10, YTOGBI OCBOOOMMTE 9TU MAEM OT CBSI3aHHBIX C HUMU «Talby» I,
TaKUM 00pa3oM, ZOCTUYb GoutbLireli CBOGOABI B GOPMIPOBAHUI IIPEN-
CcTaBJIeHMIT 1 MOHATHIL... Hayka IpuHsta OT JOHAYYHOTO MBIILITIEHIS
MTOHATHS IIPOCTPAHCTBA, BPEMEHM I MaTepUAIbHOTO OObEKTa... a 3a-
TeM MoaupuuMpoBana 1 yrounmiIa ux (diHiTeits 1966: 139).
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ITockobKy B HeICTBUTEIBHOCTI MBI IIO-TIPEXKHEMY JJIEKV OT IIOHMU-
MaHMsI KOCMOCa, B KOTOPOM MBI 0O0HApyX1UBaeM ce0s, MBI HE MOJKEM
BBIHOCUTD CYKIEHIA O 3HAUMMOCTY TeOPUII Ha IIpeaMeT UX MCTUH-
HOCTH. ITO CBSI3aHO C TE€M, UTO MBI MOKeM BBIHOCUTD CY>KIEHNS O HUX
TOJIBKO Ha OCHOBE ycCIleXa TeX TeOpuil, KOTOphIe CIeI0BaJIN 3a HUMIL.
Ecnu npuHATH Takol1 KpUTepMIl 3HAUMMOCTH, TO BPAJL JIM MbI HalileM
MHOTO Teopuii, Gojiee 3HaUUMBIX, ueM y [Ltatona (Miller 2003: 18).

Dana Miller
The Third Kind in Plato’s Timaeus

Kocmonorus IlmaToHa ObLia M SBIS€TCSA IIPeAMETOM MHOTOUIIC-
JIEHHBIX MICCIIeOBaHMIL. [JOCTaTOUHO BCIIOMHITH CTaBIINE y>Ke KIIac-
cuyeckuMy KomMeHrtapuu Ha «Tumes» A. Taitnopa (Taylor 1928) u
®. Kopudopna (Cornford 1937) B cepenuue XX Beka, Kak, BIIPOUEM,
¥ OTHOCUTEJIbHO HeJaBHIOI MHTEpIIPeTaI[Nio 3TOr0 AMajora B CBe-
Te COBpeMeHHOIT KocMosioruy B kHure JI. Bpuccona n . Meitepcraii-
Ha (Brisson, Meyerstein 1995). Kocmomorus Ilnatona Gpuia HEBOJIb-
HBIM YYaCTHMKOM He TOJBKO PIIOCOPCKUX MHTepIIpeTalyii aHTIY-
HOII ¢uocoduu BooOIIle, HO 1 GOTOCIOBCKUX AUCKYCCUII B SIIOXY
NaTPUCTUKIU. AHAJIOTUI MEXAY COBPEMEHHON KOCMOJOTMEN M KOC-
modorueit IInaToHa, Kak IepBBIM B MCTOPMM MBICIU CHCTEMaTHye-
CKUIM M3JIO’KEHEM TeOpUM MUpa ¢ yIIOpoM Ha MaTEeMATUKY, IIPOOJI-
’KalOT HaXOANTh MECTO B Hay4HOI JuTeparype. «IlnaToHnsm» ABng-
ercs monpasmesnoM ¢puiaocopuyu MaTeMaTUKM, MCXONALIMM U3 [IPU-
opuTeTa U IEPBUYHOCTM MUpa UIeaTbHBIX MaTeMaTHMYecK!UX KOH-
CTPYKTOB IT0 OTHOLIEHIO K MX QM3MUECKUM KoppensaTaM (CM., HaIllpu-
Mmep, Balaguer 1998). Yuensre u ¢pmmocodbl HAyKM CTAHOBATCS SIBHBI-
MM ¥ HEIBHBIMIU aiBOKaTaMI ILIATOHM3Ma B COBPEeMEHHO TeOpeTH-
uecKkolt ¢pu3uke’.

Hecmotps Ha 3T0, B KOcMosioruy IinaToHa 0CTAalOTCS 3JIeMEHTBI, He
MMeIOII[/ie OJHO3HAYHOI MHTEPIIpeTalyi U IPOJOJDKaoINe ObITh
npegMeroM uccieqoBanHnd. CaM TepMUH «IDIATOHU3M» TaKKe II0J-

! locTaTOuHO yIIOMSIHYTh HauboJiee BEIPa)KEHHOTO a{BOKATa IJIATOHM3Ma B CO-
BpeMeHHOII MaTeMarudeckoit ¢pusuke Pompxepa Ilerpoysa. Cm., Hamip., ero KOMIIEH-
nuyMm «IIyTe k peapHOCTI», B Hauajle KOTOPOTO B IOIYJIIPHOI opMe OH amesum-
PYeT K MUpY M€l Kak IIpoobpasy Mupa ¢pusnueckux o0bekros (Penrose 2005: 7-24).
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Bep>KeH IepecMOTPy B KOHTeKCTe coBpeMeHHolT Haykn. C ogHOII cTo-
POHBI, KOI[la TOBOPAT O ILIATOHMU3ME, aKLEHTUPYIOT BHIUMaHUE Ha
njee MUpa UAEATbHBIX GOPM, co3eplias KOTOPBIL AeMUypr «CO3Ma-
BaJI» BCEJIEHHYIO, KaK Obl HaKJIajabIBad Ha HEro HEKyI0 IIpeyMyIie-
CTBEHHO MaTeMaTU4ecKylo CTPYKTypy. VmeansHble GopMBI accoru-
UPYIOTCS ¢ MaTeMaTMUYECKMMU MOEeIMI M KOHCTPYKTaMU, I COBpe-
MeHHas TeopeTmdecKas QuaMKa, oOpaIasich K TaKMM KOHCTPYKTaM,
IpeAroiaraeT Hajluume COOTBETCTBUA MEXIy MMUPOM MaTeMaTude-
ckux ¢opM 1 Ppu3MUecKoil peaspHOCTHI0. Kaszanock 6bI, BCa ocTpoTa
«IUIATOHMU3Ma» B COBPEMEHHOM HayKe MCXOAUT U3 Tyaln3Ma MeXIy
MIpPOM el ¥ MUpPOM Belleil. UbsS OHTOJIOTMA MOKeT OBITH ITI0JIO-
’KeHa B OCHOBY MupoycTpoiictsa? Ho mpu aTom omyckarorcs gBa Mo-
MeHTa B KocMosiorun « Tumes», a MMeHHO AeMIypr — Kak TOT TpaHC-
LIEHIEHTHBIII «CO3aTelIb» MUPA, CJIe] OT KOTOPOro B HaOII0gaeMoM
MIpe IPAKTUYECKM OTCYTCTBYET, a TAKKe TOT HO-MUPOBOI MIIM IIPEJI-
MUpHBIII cy6cTpart 1 popMa, U3 KOTOPOIL M 6 KOTOPOIL IeMUYPT OCy-
II[eCTBIISLI TIOPSIIOK 110 MAealbHOMY 00pasiy (Tak Ha3bIBaeMbIil Tpe-
Tuit paxTop). KakoBa poib aToro Tpethero pakTopa B TeKcTe « TuMest»,
KOTOpBII MOKeT HaJIT! aHAJIOT B COBPEMEHHO KOCMOJIOTUN?

Yro KacaeTcda geMUypra, TPAHCIEHIEHTHOIO KaK I10 OTHOIIEHIO
K MUPY M€, TaK M MUPY BELLEN, HayKa [aXke He IIbITAeTCA MBICIUTD
Ha 3Ty TeMY, HesIBHO IIepeBOJA IIOCPEHIYECTBO MEKY STUMU MUPa-
MI B CyTy00 3IIMCTeMOJIOTMUECKYIO cepy, T.e. B CO3HAHIE UeJIOBeKa.
A BOT 4eM SBIIA€TCA IUIATOHOBCKIIT TPeT!it PaKTop, 37mech HayKe ecTh
4TO IPeAJIOKUTD B KauecTBe MHTepIpeTaunn. Prusmdeckas KOCMOJIO-
rus (BIpoueM, Kak 1 caM [I1aToH) OTUeTINBO IOHMMAET, YTO OHA He
B cMJIaX BOCIIPOM3BECTM Aak€ B MBICIM XPUCTUAHCKIU IOHMMaeMoe
creatio ex nihilo 1 4TO, KaK 1 IIJIATOHOBCKUIL AeMUYPT, OHA HYXIaeTCs
B IIpeJICYIIeCTBYIOIIEl peaIbHOCTI, KOTOpas JOJDKHA OBITh B PacIIo-
PSOKEHUHU JeMUypra I TOro, YToObI co3qaBaTh KOCMOC, a I YeJIo-
BeKa — YTOOBI IIOCTAaBUTH IIPOOJIEMY €ro IpOoUCXoKAeHNd. [pyrimmm
CJI0BaMI, COBPEMEHHOM KOCMOJIOTMY IIPUCYI IJIaTOHU3M B IIEPBYIO
odepenb IIOTOMY, UTO OHA He MOKeT OIIepMpOBaTh ¢ HMIOCOPCKIM
TOHATNEM «HUUTO», I 110 aHAJIOIMM ¢ « TumeeM» ell HyKHa KaKasd-ToO
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npepie)xaias CTpykrypa (pusmdeckas Wi UpeaIbHas), KOTopas sB-
JIeTCs IpeJ-RaHHOI, T.e. He IIOANANalolIell IOJ aKT «COTBOPEHMI»
camuMm qemuyprom. CoBpeMeHHasI HayKa OKa3bIBaeTCsl ropasmo 6u-
’Ke IIATOHOBCKOJ KOCMOJIOTMY, YeM XPUCTMAHCKOMY YUEHUIO O CO-
TBOpEHUN MUpPA M3 HUUEro, 160 KocMOoJIorus 1 ¢pusmKa MOTyT QyHK-
LIMOHMPOBATh TOJBKO B YCIOBMAX YK€ 3aJaHHOTO MMpa, M CIIOCO0
OOBSICHEHNST IIPOMCXOKIOEHNUS 9TOI0 MUpa MOXKET MCXOAUTh TOJBKO
M3 BBIBEEHMS CTPYKTYPHI 3TOT0 MUpa M3 Yero-To OoJiee IIPOCTOro,
3JIeMEeHTapHOTO U BCeobIIlero, HO caMoro I0 cebe HeoOBICHUMOTIO C
TOYKI 3peHUs ero CIydaitHol pakTuuHOCTH. VIMEeHHO B 3TOM CMBIC-
JIe MBI VICTIOJIb3yeM TEPMUH «IIATOHU3M»: IIATOHM3M KaK HessBHOe
IIOJIO’KEHME IIPeICYIIeCTBYIOIEN peaTbHOCTH, 3 KOTOPOI M/ B
KOTOpOIf BO3MOKHA JIF00asi KOCMOTOHIA, T.e. FeHe31C HabIoaaeMoro
B IIPOCTPAHCTBE 1 BpeMeHU MIUpa.

B texcre «TumMes» Takas pealbHOCTD IIOSBIAETCS IIOJ Pa3HBIMU
HaMMEeHOBaHMAMI, M MBI JaJUM UX KpaTkuit 0630p. BaxusiM mpen-
BOCXMII[aeMBIM BBIBOJOM HaIllell AUCKyccUy OyIeT TO, UTO COBpEeMeH-
Has MaTeMaTHyUecKas KOCMOJIOTHS, IIPeTeH Y IoIast Ha SKCITIMKALIIIO
MIPUYMHHOTO IPMHIVIIA MUpPA, ¢ HeM30eKHOCThI0 HAXOAUT IIpemes
CBOEIL JEKOHCTPYKLIMY BCEJIEHHOI K YeMy-TO 3JIeMeHTapHOMY U 0e3-
BpemenHOMy. OHa OOHapy’KMBaeT HeOOXOXMMOCTh BBENEHUS B IIO-
3HaHIe IIPeICTaBIeHNs O MPEeACYIeCTBOBAHNN (He TOJIBKO HeMIyp-
ra, IpMIAIOIIero BCeJICHHOI 3aKOHBI), HO B IIEPBYIO OUepeb — HEKOI
YMOIIOCTUIaeMOJl CTPYKTYpHI (160 OHa OKa3bIBaeTCd 3a IIpefeaMu
BpeMeHI), KOTOPYI0 MOKHO Ha3BaTh, HAIIPUMeED, IIPOCTPAHCTBOM, HO
MIOHMMAaeMbIM KaK abCTpaKTHO-MaTeMaTuuecKas CTPyKTypa, Kak sJie-
MEeHTapHBIII UHTPeANeHT, 6e3 KOTOPOro IPMUMHHBIN IPUHINI MU-
pa HeIlpencTaBUM B MBIILIeHNN BooOiie. OHTOIOIMUECKNII CTaTyc
3TOJ CTPYKTYPhI OCTAETCS HEIIPOSICHEHHBIM (eCyIu He [eslaTh yIIop Ha
€ro IPONICXOKJeHNe B CO3HAHMIU KOCMOJIOTa), TaK Xe KakK M TPeTuit
¢daxrop B kocMmosoruu «Tumes». IMeHHO 103TOMYy maHHOe MCCIIe-
JOBaHIVEe HOCUT JBOSKMII XapaKTep: C OMHOI CTOPOHBI, OHO YKas3bIBa-
€T Ha IIpefesbl COBPEeMEeHHOV KOCMOJIOTHN, JIOTMKA PasBUTHS KOTO-
poit ¢ Hem36e:KHOCTBI0 IIPUBOANT K MHBOKAIMY ILTATOHM3MA B TOII
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MM MHOM popMe Kak 3aKOHOMEPHOMY PasBUTHUIO JIIO00I HAyUHOI
MBICIIY, ITePEeXOnAImil B puIocodcKme pacCyKAeHNI O IPUUMHHOM
NPUHIAIIE MUpPA; C APYroil CTOPOHBI, HayuHasd KOCMOJIOIUS IT03BO-
JIgeT 3KCIIMIMPOBATh B COBPEMEHHBIX TEPMMHAX TaKMe OO KOHIA
HeIIposICHeHHBIe IIpeicTaBIeHns 13 KocMmosioruu [1naTona, kak «BMe-
CTUJINIIE» , KBOCIIPMEMHNIIa» Y «MaTh» BCIKOro TBopeHMs. [lockoib-
Ky IOCJIeqHIE TIPEeCTaBIIII0T OCOOBIl MHTEpeC B INIATOHOBEAEHNI,
MBI CUMTaeM, UTO JaHHas paboTa IpefcTaBiseT coOOil MHTepecC I
CBOET0 poja «BU3YalIM3alNI»°® IPeACTaBIeHNI 0 BMECTIUIINIIE KaK
IpoCcTpaHcTBe. BasKHBIM 2JIeMEHTOM B HAIlleM M3JI0KeHUM IIPOo0JIe-
MBI OyIeT KOHTPACT MeXIy BpeMeHeM I IIPOCTPAHCTBOM B KOCMOJIO-
ruu Ilnarona. B npencTaBieHHOI JIOTMKE 9TOT KOHTPACT OyIeT BBISB-
JIeH B 00paTHOM, €CJI¥ TaK MOXKHO BBIPAa3MUThCS, HAaIlpaBJICHNH, KOTa
reHe3IC MUPOBOIL eMCTBUTENBHOCT OyIeT IpeaCTaBlIeH Uepes ero
IEeKOHCTPYKIMIO, B IIEPBYIO ouepenb CBA3aHHYIO C U3BATIEM BpeMe-
HIU KaK MHTpeeHTa 0007 Gpusnueckoil Teopun Mupa.

1. be30CHOBHOCTb U HEOOXOTUMOCTb
npoctpaHcTBa B kocmonoruu [natona

W3BecTHO, 4TO NpecTaBlIeHe 0 BpeMeHN B KocMosnoruu Imatona
BO3HUKaeT Kak XejaHue OTIa COTBOPUTDH B MaTepMaIbHO-UyBCTBEH-
HOM MMpe JBIDKYIIeecs ITogoOue BeYHOCTU. B aTOM cMbIciIe BUAM-
MBIl SMIMPUUECKIIL MUP U BpeMs COCYIIECTBYIOT M HE IMEET CMBbIC-
Jla TOBOPUTH O BpeMEHII [0 TOTO, KaK BO3HIUK UyBCTBeHHBIN Mup. Co-
OTBETCTBEHHO, BOSHUKHOBEHE BpEMEHN U BUAMMOTO MIpPa — 3TO Of-
Ha npobieMa, 1 Jiro6oe IpecTaBIeHNe O Hayajle MIpa BO BpeMeHI
He uMeeT cMbIcia. CyTs kKocMmosoruu, 1o Ilnarony, — oGHapyXUTb B
BUMMOI BCEJIEHHOM T€ MHBAPUAHTHBIE CBOJICTBA, MV CUMMETPIN,

?Kax y>ke OBIJIO yIOMSIHYTO BBILLIE, IUTEPATypa, MOCBIIeHHas TpakToBKe «Tu-
Mes», o6mmpHa. KpoMe IpuBeeHHBIX BBIIIE MCTOYHMKOB, YIIOMIHEM [Be KHITM:
Sallis 1999 n Mohr, Sattler 2010. ITocienHss KoJIeKTUBHAsA MOHOrpadus npumeya-
TeJIbHA TeM, UTO B Hell IIPOCIIEeKMBAETCS PeIeBAHTHOCTb KOCMOJIOTMTUECKIX B3TIAT0B
IInaToHa IT0 OTHOILIEHMIO K COBpeMeHHOIT KocMoIornu (M. TaM crarbio Legget 2010).

* Cp. IIOIBITKY BU3YaJIM3MpPOBATh IIPeACTaBIeHNs 0 BMecTmnie B Zeyl 2010.
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COTJIACHO KOTOPBIM 3Ta BCeJIeHHad yrnopsaaoueHa [lemuyprom. U mua
TOr0, YTOOBI 3TO OBLIO HOCTVHKMMO, SKCIUIMKAIIMA BCEJIEHHON TOJK-
Ha GBITH OCYIIeCTBJIEHA Ha S3bIKE MATEMATUKIL KaK IIOCPeTHIKe MeK-
Iy BUAMMBIM UyBCTBEHHBIM MIPOM ¥ MUPOM YMOIIOCTATa€MBbIM. ITO
TOT IPUHILNII, KOTOPBHII JIEXKUT B OCHOBAHUY COBpEMEHHOI KOCMOJIO-
run, Ho MUQpOIOTNUECKOe CofepKaHye KOTOPOTo Bo BpemeHa IlnaTo-
Ha Cep>KMBAJIO ero IpMMeHeHle B eCTeCTBO3HAHMY BILIOTH A0 X VII-
ro BeKa.

I'peueckas Momenp KOCMOCA MCXOAMIIA U3 TOTO, YTO CYLIIECTBOBA-
HIe MUpa BOOOII(e, KAK XaOTUUECKM II€PBOPOTHOTO, HEM3OEKHO U
HeOoOXOQMMO, I He CJIeIyeT BOIPOIIATH O IPUYMHAX €r0 CyI[eCTBOBa-
Husg. CTaBUTH BOIIPOC O IPUUMHHOM IPUHIIAIIE MUpa BOOOIIle He3a-
KOHHO, 100 BBIXO[ M3 MMpa HEBO3MOMKEH U, BBIPAXKasICh COBpEMEH-
HBIM I3BIKOM, OH HEe MOJKET CTaTh 00beKTOM McciaenoBanmsa. «CoTBo-
peHue» Mypa IOHMMAJIOCH KaK ero YIIOpSAOUMBaHe; Oy Iy dy yIIops-
JOYEeHHBIM, MUpP OCTaeTCs HeM3MEeHHBIM: HECMOTpS Ha BHYTpeHHee
IOBIDKEHNE BO BpeMEHU, OH IIpeObIBaeT B COCTOSIHUI «BEUHOIO BO3-
BpallleHNA» Ha Kpyru cBod. BpITne Mupa B rpedecKux IIpefcTaBie-
HUSX OBLIO CyOCTAHIMATBHBIM (B 3aBMICMMOCTH OT IIPMOPUTETOB TO-
ro mwnu uHoro ¢mrocoda sra cybCTaHIMA HAENJIACh PA3HBIMU Ha-
MMEHOBAHMAMM U CBOMICTBAMM, OT «BOObI» Pameca MmiaeTckoro mo
M3BECTHBIX MaTeMaTUUYeCKnx «Tel» [lnatona). [eomerprnuecku mup
TPaKTOBAJICS KaK cpepmueckmii, ero rpaHnIia COOTBETCTBOBaJIA cepe
HETOBVDKHBIX 3Be€3[, a ABIDKEHM cdep Mo CyTy MaHU(peCTIPOBATII
XOn BpeMeHU. Bumumas BceleHHas KUBET BO BpeMeHN, SIBISAICH 00-
pasoM HEBUOMMOTO ¥ HEM3MEHHOTO MIUpPa YMOIIOCTUTaeMbIX GopM.

TpakroBka [lmaToHOM BpeMeHU OeMOHCTPUpPYeET SIpKUil KOHTPACT
10 CPaBHEHUIO C er0 TPAKTOBKOI «IIpOCTpaHcTBa». Ecu Bpems 6p110
UepToil IOpPSIAKA y>Ke COTBOPEHHOro Mupa (T.e. Kak GpiIocopcKu cy-
YyaifHOoe — KOHTUHTEHTHOE = CBOOOMHO OOYCIOBIEHHOE IEVCTBUEM
OEMUYPra), TO «IIPOCTPAHCTBO» BBEIEHO B TuMee KaK HEUTO «HEOOXO-
OUMOe», KaK TO, UTO Ha3bIBaeTcsa [lmaToHOM 0ITOd0XT) — «BMECTIIIN-
1eM» I cTaHoBiIeHUs mupa (48e, 52a)*. Ilo cytu, peus uger o uem-

* ®parments! u3 «Tumes» npusoxnarcs B nepesoge C.C. ABepmuuesa. JI. Bpuc-
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TO IPEA-MUPHOM, O CyBCTpaTe BCIKOTO TEJIECHOTO BOSHUKHOBEHIS, O
HEKOJI IIepBOCTUXI, T.€. TOM, UTO OBLIO IO TOTO, KaK JeMIYPT yIIOpPsI-
nouwt ee. MOXKHO IIPOBECTM aHAJIOTMIO C BEUHBIMU [T€PBOHAUATIAMU
rpeueckux puaocodos, Takumu Kak Boma (dayec), orous (Fepaknnr),
Bo3ayx (AHakcumanap) u 1.1 CeMaHTHUUYECKas MHTEPIIPETALVSI 9TOTO
MpeICTABIEHNS CJIOXKHA U HEONHO3HAUHA, 1 [11aToH CBA3BIBAI ee C
«HEe3aKOHHBIM YMO3aKJIIOUeHIEM», [IOBEPUTH B KOTOPOE HEBO3MOXK-
HO (52b), 160 mo3HaTH, UTO 9TO TaKoe, CIOKHEe, UeM y3HaATh popMy,
COTJIACHO KOTOPOIT GYHKIVIOHMPYET TOT VJIN MHOM aCIeKT Mupa.
OcraHOBUMCS IOAPOOHEI HAa TOM, KAKMM 00pasoM acUMMeETPUs
MEXIy IPOCTPAHCTBOM I BpeMeHeM IIOJyuniia CBO MOTMBALIMIO B
xocmosoruu [lnatona. B paccyxnennsx o BceneHHo IlmaToH mpoBes
pasinune MeXay ObITIEM YMOIIOCTHIAeMOTrO MIMpa ¥ YyBCTBEHHBIM
MMPOM, HAXOISIIMMCS B CTAHOBJIEHUM ¥ KOTOPOMY IIPUCYILE Bpe-
M5, U, TAKUM 00pas3oM, IIpoBes pasfeieHne (YwpLopog) Mexay Beu-
HOII MofenbIo (1au dopMoit) u TBapHOII Komueit (vay o6pasom) (27d).
Ho ero normka tpebyer BBecTu (BH0o6aBOK K Topadelypota, TO ecTh
HOITUYECKNM MOJEJNSM JUIM apXeTUIaM, a TaKKe HLUHOTO, TO eCTh
MPEXOASILIUM COOBITUSM UYBCTBEHHOTO MUPA, SBJISIOLIMMCI U300-
pPaKEHUSIMI apXeTUIloB), 6echopMeHHYIO MMaCCUBHYIO cpeny (mpen-
CYILIECTBYIOIIUI Xa0C), B KOTOPOM 3TI COOBITUS IIPOUCXOMST, I 3TO
ects Uodoy, win BMecTumile. II1atoH Takke rOBOPUT 00 3TOM
cpene Kak o MaTepu (Ufjtnp), BoCIpreMHUIlE Bcex Belrelt (rovdey£g),
HeKoII Marpuiie (kporyelov), B KOTOPOIL 3amieuaTiieHbl 00passl, 11, Ha-
KOHell, Kak o ImpoctpaHcTBe (xopa) (52a). IlpencrasieHne o BMecTn-
JIIe, VUI XPaHWIINIIE, He CJIefyeT IIOHNMATh OyKBaJIbHO, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky OHO He MMeeT CBOell cOOCTBEHHOM GOopMBbI 1 He mpupaer Gopmy
TOMy, uTO ero HamojHseT. OHO TPOCTO ecTh mo, 6 uem (£v ©) Belu
BO3HIKAIOT U YXOIAT. U ellfe B MeHbIIIEN CTEIIEHN O HEM MOKHO Y-
MaTh KaK 0 HeKOeM cyOcTpaTe MJIM COCTaBe, U3 KOTOPOTO 00pasyIoT-

COH IIPMBOJUT Pe3OMMPOBAHHOE OOBSCHEHIE «TPEThero Buaa» OBITUSA KaK «abco-
JIIOTHO HeOoIIpe/ieJIeHHON IIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHOM Cpefibl, B KOTOPOII JeMIypPT IPOM3BO-
JUIT CBOM I€ICTBMSA, AaBast BOSMOKHOCTD ITOABJI€HNIO UyBCTBEHHBIX Belllell, Moes-
MI KOTOPBIX CIIy’KaT yMoIrocTuraeMble ¢popmel» (Brisson 1998: 177).
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cs Berqu. OHO eCTb IIOCTOSTHHBIN 1 GecpOpMEHHBIII 9JIeMeHT, B KOTO-
POM IIPOMCXOAAT COOBITHS, IPUCYIIMie UYBCTBEHHOMY BOCIIPUSTIIO,
HO OHO He IIPOsBJIET ceOs U He SIBISeTCI BMECTIIINIIEM apXeTUIIOB,
XOTS M y4acTBYeT HEKVMM CTPaHHBIM 00pa3oM B MIIpe YMOIIOCTHIae-
MBIX cylrHocTeii (51ab).

B mpepncraBieHnu 06 0Vmodoyr, ¢ OTHOI CTOPOHBI, peyb IIIa O
HenuddepeHIMPOBAHHOM COCTOSTHUN U Gecriopsake (IIOCTUYb KOTO-
PBIiT HEBO3MO>KHO), HO C APYTOIL CTOPOHBI B « TMMee» IIpOUNTHIBAETCS
HeKas KOHQUIypauys 3Toro BMecTinina, korga Ilnaron paccyxma-
eT O PasIMUHBIX «YACTAX» BMECTIUINILA, CBI3bIBAEMBIX C Pa3HBIMU
nepBoanemenTamu (51b). 3mech Kak GBI CMBIKAIOTCS ABE IPOOIEMBL:
mpo6yIeMa IpeaCyLeCTBOBAHMS IIePBO3JIEMEHTOB (3eMJIsl, BOAA, BO3-
IyX, OTOHB — OBLIV JIV OHY CO3aHBI IEMIYPTOM IJIN HET), I Ipooiie-
Ma TOro, «THe» WM «B YeM» OBLIU 9TU I1epBO3JIeMeHTHL. BoT 3mech u
BO3HIKaeT HeOOXOAMMOCTD BBEJCHMS B PACCMOTPEHNA 3TOTO «IHe»
7 «TOrO, B ueM». OgHAKO, JaTh UETKOe OIVCAHIe TaKOro Ipeacylie-
CTBOBAHMS CJI0’KHO, HAXOJSICh B YCJIOBUSIX YKe CYILECTBYIOILIET0, TaK
YTO BO3HMKAET aHAJIOTMA ¥ MeTadopa, IIOpoKIaroIas HeoJHO3HAY-
HocTb. CyIIecTByeT II0 KpailHell Mepe deThIpe crocoba GopMaIpHOI
MHTepIIpeTarMy BMEeCTIIININA: 1) BMeCTIIINIIE IBJIIeTCS MaTepuelr;
2) BMeCTIUINILIE eCTh ITyCTOE, MV YMCTOe, IIPOCTPAHCTBO 1, CJIe0Ba-
TeJIbHO, OHO He MaTepMaJbHO; 3) BMECTIJINIIE IIpeICcTaBigeT coboit
KOMOMHAIMIO KaK MaTepUN, TaK U IIPOCTPAHCTBA; 4) BMECTIIINIIE He
ABIISETCS HU MaTepueli, HU IIpocTpaHcTBOM.> B KoHTekcTe KocMoIo-
IMYeCKOro B3IIAa Ha mmeu [ImaToHa MBI GymeM NIpMOep:KUBAThCSI
TpeThell MHTepIIpeTaly, He OTBepras Apyrue BO3MOKHbIE TOJIKOBa-
HUS, HO YKas3bIBas, UTO OTOXKIECTBIIEHIEe BMeCTIUINIIA C IIPOCTPaH-
CTBOM IIPOM3OIIIJIO JOCTATOUHO IT03XHO B JUAJIOre, KaK OBl JOIIOJIHSIIL
paHHMe MHTepIIpeTaly BMECTIININA KaK BOCIIpueMHUIIE! (49ab) u
matepu (50d). IlnaToH npuBOAUT TP HATJIAAHbIE MHTEPIIPETALIAN TO-
ro, Kak MOKHO ITOHMMATh BMECTVINIIE, KOTOPbIe MbI OCTAaBIsSEeM B
CTOpOHE KaK HeCyILIeCTBeHHBble JUIi LieJiell Halllero MCCIeJOBaHms’.

°> CM. mo6pobHyI0 ArcKycenio o6 atux pasnnuusax 8 Miller 2003: 19-36).
¢Cm. Hare 2010: 135-138.
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IIpy 5TOM MBI COJIMIAPHBI C OTOXAECTBIeHMEM DT0d0XT) (BMeCTIIIN-
11a) ¢ xopa (GopManbHO — MPOCTPAHCTBOM, TPAKTYEMBIM HE KakK ITy-
CTOe IIPOCTPAHCTBO, a KaK NPOCMPAHCMBEHHAS Cpeda), OCYILIECTBIIEH-
HbIM Bpucconom 1 MetiepcraitHoM B GOpMyINpPOBKe KOCMOJIOTIYE-
ckux akcroM ITnarona. Hanpumep, Akcuoma T7 dopmynupyercs mmu
Tak: «/leMUypr ymnopsgoumBaeT MCXOMHBII COCTaB, XOpo». 1 TyT xe
TIPUBOANTCSA pa3bACHEHIE, YTO XD PO ABJIIAETCS TEM, « 8 UeM HaXOATCS
BCe UyBCTBEHHbIe 0coOeHHbIe» (52b4), T.e. X()pX eCTh «IIPOCTPAHCTBO
VI MECTO, a TAK)XKe TO, U3 Hez0 OHU CIeJIaHbl, T.e. HeUTO, UTO Ipuoiu-
JKEHHO MOKHO Ha3BaTh ‘NPOCMPAHCMEEHHOU cpedoti’. XOpoL IBISETCS
TrUOPIMIHON CYIIIHOCTHIO — OHA BeuHas U CYIIeCTBYeT 4O TOTO, KaK Jie-
MILypT, II0 Me€pe CBOEeI BO3MOXHOCTH, yriopsanodusaeT ee. Ho Bce, uTo
HaXOIUTCA B YWPW, U BCE, YTO IIPOU3BEEHO 13 Hee, T.e. YyBCTBEHHBII
MUp, ABJISIETCS BEUHO M3MeHsoImMcsa» (Brisson, Meyerstein 1995:
22). B 9T0J1 TPy AHOCTY CTPOTOTO pasfesieHns B IIPeCTaBIeHII O BMe-
CTUJIMIIE YMCTO IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOrO ¥ MaTepUaIbHOT'O B KOCMOJIO-
ruu InaToHa 3aKkoAMpoBaHa MHTYMLNA, ITIOTy4YMBIIasA pa3BUTHE KaK B
PeNALMOHHBIX KOHLIEITINIX IIpocTpaHcTBa (Hanpumep, y Jlertbunia),
TaK ¥ B HAy4YHOM IIpeCTaBJIEHMI O TOM, UTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO IIO CY-
TH BOCIIPOM3BOAUT CTPYKTYPY I'PaBUTALIOHHOTO IO, IPUCYTCTBY-
IOIIIEr0 B HeM 00BbeKTa (C TOUKU COBpeMEeHHOI (U3MKM JaKe IIpei-
CTaBJIeHIE O IIyCTOM IIPOCTpPaHCTBe He ABJAETCA A0 KOHIIA IOCIem0-
BaTeJbHBIM, 100 MaTepraabHOl Cpenoll, IOPOKAAIOIIEl TaKOe IIPO-
CTPAHCTBO, IBJIIETCS BaKyyM, KOTOPBIiL He eCTh prtocodcky moHmuMa-
emoe HIUTO (cp. 58a, 60c)). IMeHHO B TAaKOM CMBICJIE MOXKHO MHTEp-
NIpeTUpPOBaTh OTOXKAecTBIeHNe BprcconoM u MeitepcTaiiHOM XOPX €
«BOCIIpMEMHNLIEl 1 KaK ObI KOPMIUIINIIEN BCIKOTO POXKAEHNI» (49a):
XOPOL eCTh TOT TUOPUJL POCTPAHCTBA U BaKyyMa («IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHAS
cpema»), KOTOpble NOMEHYUATbHO COREPKaT Bce MHOToOOpasme uyB-
cTBeHHO HaOromaemoro mupa. Korga [inaToH roBOpUT 0 «BMECTIIIN-
I1e» KakK O IIPOCTPAHCTBe, OH He JCII0JIb3yeT KOJIMUEeCTBEHHBII A3BIK,
B TepMMHAX KOTOPOTO M3MepsieTcsi 00beM IIPOCTPAHCTBA, a BhIpaXKa-
eTcs 0 HeM KaK O TOM, UTO He IIOABEP>KEHO M3MEeHEHNIO M UTO CO3TaeT
npeonocwvLIKy AJIs BCEIO TOTO, UTO IPUXOIUT K CyIlecTBOBaHMIO. Yerto-
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BeK BOCIIPMHIIMAET IIPOCTPAHCTBO HE C IIOMOIIBI0 UYBCTB, a IIOCPeN-
CTBOM YMO3aKJIIOUeHNs, TOBOPS, UTO BCIKOMY OBITUIO HOIKHO OBITH
rze-To, B KAKOM-TO MECTe, ¥ 3aHIMATh KaKoe-To IIpocTpaHcTBo (52ab).
ITpoCTpaHCTBO €CTh «MECTO», TMe BEellM CIYyYarTCsd M MMEIT I10JI0-
xenne. IIpencraBnenne 06 MCXOTHOM, IpeN-MUPHOM COCTOSHUY KaK
BMECTVUINILE, IMEIOIIEM IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBII ¥ MaTepUAIbHBIN KOM-
TIOHEHTHI, II0 CYyTU AejiaeT BMECTIJINIIe KOHI[EIII[Mell, ComepIKaHme
KOTOPOIT MO>KET OBITH IIPOSICHEHO HayKOI1. Y coBpeMeHHass KOCMOJIO-
IS IIOMOTaeT B 3TOM.

Hmeerca ellle oOMH Ba)KHBII MOMEHT, noueMy IlnaToHy He yna-
JI0ch U30eKaTh BBeJEeHNUsI TOIO TPeThero (pakTopa, KOTOPHIN OBLI 110
CYTHU IIPU3BaH CBA3aTh MUP M€l 1 Mup Berueit. [{eno B Tom, uro [lia-
TOH IIPYBJIEK KOHLEMIVIO BMECTIUINIIA KaK HEKYIO TPEThIO «BEIIb»
Hapsaay ¢ apXxeTuIoM (mapadelypo) v Kommein (Lo A8 TOro, UTo-
ObI MPEOTOJIETH MPOMACTD (XWPLOPOG) MEKAY 0BIaCTIMU YMOIIOCTH-
raemoro (vont&) n uyBcTBeHHOTO (0icOntd). Uro6s! mpuaaTsh COObI-
TUSAM YMOIIOCTUTAEMBIII XapaKTep, 9TU COOBITUA TOJDKHBI IIOJIYUUTH
cBoe odopMIieHNe KaK Maen, Kak o0pasiibl TOro, uTo ciyuaercs ¢u-
3UUECKM CIyJaitHo. [ 9TOro Hy»KHa Cpefia, «B KOTOPOIL» IIPOMCXO-
ISIT COOBITHUSA UyBCTBEHHOro Mupa. be3 Hee 3Ty cOOBITMS He CMOIIN
ObI TIOJIYYNTh CBOEr0o 0QOPMIIEHNUS U, TEM CAMBIM, CTaTh YMOIIOCTH-
raeMbIMI, TO €CTh OHIU He CMOIUIM OBbI CTaTh KOIIMSIMI apXeTHUIIOB I,
ClIeJOBaTeNIbHO, He ObUIN ObI CONPMYACTHBI YMOIIOCTUTaeMBIM (op-
maMm. IIpocTpaHCcTBO HEOOXOAMMO IJIsI YCTAHOBIEHUS 00BEKTUBHOTO
COOTBETCTBMSI HAIINM KOHI[ENIMIM, M60 OHO eCcTh Ta Cpefa, uepes
KOTOPYIO 3TV KOHLIEIIIVI YKOPEHEHHI B 00pase «TOXIEeCTBEHHOTO U
Hen3MeHHOro» (28d), T.e. He IMOABEPKEHHOTO BPeMEHHOMY IIOTOKY.
VCTaHOBUTH 3TO COOTBETCTBIE OBLIO OBI HEBO3MOXKHO, €CJIN OBl KO-
opog vontog (ymMomocTuraeMselil Mup) U kOoHog aioOntdg (4yBeTBEH-
HBIIT MUD) CYLIIECTBOBAJY OBbI He ITepeceKasich. B To ke Bpems pasgere-
HIe MeXIY YMOIIOCTUTIaeMbIMI OpMaMM U UyBCTBEHHBIMI BeIllaMU
IOOJDKHO COXPAHATHCS, IIOCKOJIBKY MBI HE MOKeM IIEPEHOCUTD KOHI[EII-
LMY M3 MMpa YYBCTBEHHBIX 0ObEKTOB Ha PeaIbHOCTD, BBIXOMIIIYIO 32
paMku Haitero mupa. KoHrenuus «pasueaeHus» FOBOPUT O MUpe 3a
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npepenamMu IIPOCTPAHCTBA U BpEMEHM, U B TO JKe BpeMs B Hell caMoil
IIPYUCYTCTBYET MPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIN 9JIeMEHT KaK CBOEr0 poja IpOTs-
JKEHHOCTb. Takum 06pa3oM, HaM He 000 TICE 6e3 IPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX
IIpeCTaBIeHNII Ja)ke TOTAa, KOTAa MBI TOBOPYIM O TOM, UTO 3a IIpefe-
JIaMY TIPOCTPAHCTBA 9TOTO MUPA ¥ HE3ABUCHUMO OT HETO.

Hecmorps Ha T0, uTo [naToH BBeJ IIpecTaBIe e O IPOCTPAHCTBE
HapAny ¢ 6pITreM (apXeTUIIOM) U CTaHOBIIeHNEM (06pa3om), o CBOe-
My CMBICJIY IIPOCTPAHCTBO 60JIee TAroTeeT K yMOIIOCTUTraeMoit popme,
160 eMy He IPUCYIIEe BPeMS, U €r0 «CTaOMIBHOCTb» COOTBETCTBYET
HEN3MEHHOCTU ILUIATOHOBCKUX MIEN. B 9TOM CMBbICIIe IPOCTPAHCTBO
coueraer B ceOe OBITUITHBIN 1 MAEaTbHBIN ACIIEKThI, OKa3bIBasCh TEM
VMHTPeAVEeHTOM ILTATOHOBCKOI KOCMOJIOTHH, Ge3 KOTOPOTO IIOCIIeN-
HsIsI IIPOCTO HeBO3MO)kHA. COTBOpeHe JeMIyProM BUNMOII BCEJIEH-
HOII ¥ BpeMeHU IIPeNII0JIaraeT, UTo IIPOCTPAHCTBO yKe OBITUIICTBYET,
U TIPMHLNII €r0 CYIIeCTBOBAHN He CBSI3aH C JeMUYPIOM, a SBIIIET-
€ MUMMaHEHTHBIM aCIIEKTOM OBITHS, TaK )K€ KaK ¥ OCHOBHBIX MaTe-
pHaNbHBIX (OPM, ICIIONb3YEMBIX JEMIYProM IS COTBOPEHNS BUIN-
MOro mMupa. [[pyruMu CJI0BaMM, €CIIM IOIBITAThCSA CHOPMYIMPOBATH
MPUHIII IPUYMHHOTO OCHOBAHMS MUPA, TO IIPUUMHO IJI BUIMO-
ro MUpa ¥ BpeMeHMU sIBJISIETCS JeEMUYPT, B TO BpeMs KaK HeT U He MO-
JKeT ObITh HaliJeH IPUYMHHBII IPUHLINIIL CYIIIeCTBOBAHNS IPOCTPAH-
cTBa. 9TO 0O3HAYAET, UTO ecyy PrIocodys MpenpPUHIMAET ITOBITKY
9KCIUIMI[MPOBATH IIPOMCXOKOEHIE BUAVMOI BCEJIEHHOI U3 UEro-To
IIpeIIECTBYIOIIEro ¥ MpeIeKalllero 110 OTHOIIEHNIO K Hell, TO el
HeoOXOaMM II0 KpaitHell Mepe oquH yHIaMeHTAIBHBIN 1 IIpeeilb-
HO O0OLLMIT MHTPeAMEeHT — IIPOCTPAHCTBO KaK apeHa pa3sBOpaylBalo-
11erocst craHoBJIeHus Mupa. OTKa3 OT IIPU3HAHUS [IOCIETHETO IIPU-
BOOUT JiI000e QuocodcTBOBaHME B TYIUK, IIEPEBOISI BCE €r0 TUIIO-
Te3bI O BO3HMKHOBEHUN MIpa B 6OrociIoBeKyo cdepy. Eciau npuuare
(dakT TOro, YTO BMECTIMIIMIIE KaK IIPOCTPAHCTBO CYIIIECTBYET KaK JaH-
HOe€, TO CJIyUaitHast COOBITUITHOCTD YIIOPSOUEHHOTO JeEMUYPIOM MI-
pa MOKeT IOJYUUTh 9KCIUIMKALILIO B JIOTMUECKUX (OopMax TOJIBKO Ha
OCHOBE COOTHECEHMsI ITOJ COOBITUITHOCTH C IIPOCTPAHCTBOM.

Vcxons m3 CKa3aHHOTO, pACCMATPUBAEMBIII HIDKE IIATOHN3M CO-
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BPEMEHHOI KOCMOJIOTUN CBA3BIBAETCA HE IIPOCTO C TEM, UTO MCIIOJIb-
3yeMble €0 MaTeMaTUUeCKue KOHCTPYKThI MOTYT MMETh IIPOMCXOXK-
IeHNe U3 MUpA UAEATbHBIX GOPM, a C TeM, UTO SKCIUIMKALAS ITUX
KOHCTPYKTOB BO3MOYXHA TOJIbKO B IIPENIIOJIOKEHUN CYIIECTBOBAHNS
HEKOJ IIEPBUYHO IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOI Cpelbl, ABJIAIOIIENICI JIormye-
CKI, a MOKeT ObITh 1 (PU3MUECKN, «BOCIPUEMHNIIEI» BCIKOTO CTa-
HOBJIEHMS.

2. B kakom cmbicne Hay4Has KOCMOJIOTHA MOXKET
rOBOPpHUTb O COTBOPEHHUH MHPpa: r1pocTad MOLEJb

st TOro, yTOOBI MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBATE 3asIBIEHHOE B IIPEIbIAY-
1eM pasfesie, Mbl 0OpaTUMCS K BOIIPOCY O TOM, MOXeT Ju (pusmde-
CKast KOCMOJIOTHSI SKCIUIMIVIPOBATD M/IEI0 IIPOMICXOXKIEHIS MIUpa 13
Huuero. OTBET HA 9TOT BOIPOC IIPUXOIUT CPa3y e U3 MPOCTOro Ha-
OJII0[{eHNs, UTO 3aKOHBI ¥ IIPeACTaBIeHNsI, KOTOpPbIe MCIIONb3yeT (-
3UKa, SBJIAIOTCI MMMaHEHTHBIMI MaTepuanibHOMy Mupy. Bompoc o
CaMoOM CYII[eCTBOBAHMM MaTe€pUM U yIPaBJSIOIINX €0 3aKOHOB He
MOJKET PacCMaTpuBaThCs (PU3NUECKOT KOCMOJIOTMEN, TaK KaK 3aKO-
HBI, BBIpaKalolllyie KOHKpeTHOe ObITIe 9TO MaTepuu, He OOBSICHSIIOT
HIL 9TOrO OBITHS, HU (PAKTUUECKOI CIYUANTHOCTY ITUX 3aKOHOB. ITo-
CKOJIBKY KOCMOJIOTUECKUIE TEOPUM OIEPUPYIOT B PaMKaX yiKe HaH-
HBIX 3aKOHOB (PM3VKY, TaK/e TEOPUY IIPECTABIISIOT HEraTUBHBII, HO
B TO K€ BpeMsI IIPOTIeIeBTUUECKIIT NHTEPEC B IIPEACTABIEHNN O TOM,
YTO TIOHMMAETCS 0] COTBOPEHMEM MIpa 13 HIUETO.

B xylaccuueckoll KOCMOJIOTMU B OCHOBAaHMIM OIVICaHUA (usmde-
CKUIX IIPOI[ECCOB BO BCEJIEHHOI JIEXKUT IIPEATION0KeHE O IIPOCTPaH-
CTBe M BpeMeHN KaK MCXOTHBIX TPAHCIIeHAeHTAIbHbIX OTPaHIUeHN-
X Ha BO3MOKHOCTH IIO3HAHUS BCEJIEHHOI YeJOBEKOM. ITO O3HaUa-
€T, YTO eCJIN KOCMOJIOTHS XOTea ObI 00bICHNUTD IPONMCXOXKIEHIE BCe-
JIeHHO B (p110cO0CKOM CMBICIIE, €if IPUIIIOCh ObI OOBSICHUTD IIPO-
MCXOXKIEHIE KaK IPOCTPAHCTBA-BpeMEH, TaK M MaTePUIL, €€ HAIlOJI-
Hsrroeit. OueBMIHO, UTO TAKOTO poja 00bsCHEeHNE BBIXOMUT 32 IIpe-
mensl Bo3Mo)kHOCTel! ¢usuku. OgHako mpobieMa IPOMCXOKIEHUS
M1pa KaK ero Hauana 60 6peMeHu ¢ Her30e)KHOCThIO BOSHIKAET B KOC-
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MOJIOTMY PACIIMPSIOIIETiCS BCEeJIeHHOI, KOTAa Teopus o0paliaer To
pacupeHye Hasax B IIPOILIoe. TO TaKoe Hauajo BCEJIeHHOII, 3a
npenensl KOTOPOTO KOCMOJIOTHS He B COCTOSTHUU 3arJISHYTh, a IIpex-
CTaBJIeHUsI KJIacCuuecKoil puaukm Tepsior B HeM cMbici. CooTBer-
CTBEHHO, TeOpeTIUecKIie I'UII0Te3bl, IPUBOIIIIIE K aHOMAIbHbIM Ha-
YATBHBIM 3HAUEHUSIM (PU3NUECKUX IAPAMETPOB BCEJIEHHOI, B 9TOM
Havaje He IIPOBepsieMbl B IIPUHINUIIE, a UX HAINUME OTPasKaeT XOpo-
1110 M3BECTHYIO 13 ucTopuu Gpuiaocoduy TeHAEHIINIO CBOINTh MHOTO-
o6pasne HabaOgaeMbIX GOpM MUpa K €ro abCTpaKTHOMY IIpefJierKa-
II[eEMY €QUHCTBY.

VTax, BOSHMKAET BOIIPOC: B KAKOM JKe CMBICJIe KOCMOJIOTTIS MOXKET
paccy’KIaTh O IPOVCXOXIAEHNUI BCEJIEHHOI, TO €CTh €€ BO3HIKHOBE-
Hyy? JJOCKONBKY MOCTPONTD NMPMUMHHBIN NPUHIINI MUpa (Kak 00b-
SCHEeHIe CIIyuaiiHoi (GaKTMUHOCTI BCEIIEHHOI) KOCMOJIOTYS He B CII-
JIaX, MO>KHO IIPEJIIOJIOKNTD, YTO €JUHCTBEHHOE, UTO OHA MOTJa Obl
cHesaTh, — 9TO IIOIBITATHCSI CMOIENNPOBATH CBOETO POda «IeMUyp-
IMYecKoe» TBOPEHIE MIUpA, T.e. €ro yIOopsgoUueHNe 1 CTPyKTYPUPO-
BaHIe 13 HEKOTO COCTOSHIS MaTepuy B YCIOBUIX npedcyujecmsyro-
ujez0 IPOCTPAHCTBA U BpeMeH. Torma « MOMEHT» TAKOTO COTBOPEHUS
MOKHO OBLIO GBI MHTEPIIPETUPOBATh KaK «HAUaJIO0» BCEJIEHHOII, OT-
CUNMTBHIBaEMOe II0 IIIKaJle BpeMeHN caMoll HabJIogaeMoIl BCeJIeHHOIL.
Y aroro «Hauama» MOJDKHBI ObLIM ObI OBITH (pU3MUECKUE CBOIICTBA,
COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIE OTCYTCTBIIO BEILIECTBA, T.€. COCTOSHUIO C HYJIEBOII
sHepruei (GU3mIecKuit BaKyyM Kak o0pas GpurocopcKoro « HUUTO» ).
910 TpebGoBaHMEe OBITIO ObI «MeTa-3aKOHOM» B IIPeACYIIeCTBYIOLIeM
NIPOCTPAHCTBE U BpeMEH, IIpeROIIpe e ISIOIIM Bce Oy AyIIe CoCTo-
SHUS BCEJIEHHOI, HO B IPEeACYIIeCTBYIOIEeM IIPOCTPAHCTBE U Bpe-
MeHU. Takoro pojga KOCMOJIOTMUECKas MOJeNb ObLia IIpeIosKeHa B
csoe Bpems Tpartionom (Tryon 1998). B Helt BcejeHHas BOSHMKAET B
pesynbrare QuyKTyauuyu u3MUecKOro BaKyyMa B npeocyujecmesyro-
ujem IIPOCTPAHCTBe U BpeMeHN. ['eoMeTpruecKu pa3BuTye BCeJIeHHO
MOKHO IIPEICTABUTh KaK PACIIMPSIOIMIICS CBETOBOII KOHYC Oymy-
II[eTO, UbsS BEPILHA, COOTBETCTBYIOIasA Hayany HabJromaeMoil Bce-
JIEHHOII, pa3MellleHa NPOU360IbHO B IIPEACYIIeCTBYIOIEM IIPOCTPAH-
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CTBE U BpeMeHN. ITa IPOU3BOIBHOCTS, MIIN CIIyUaTHOCTh, «MeCTa» U
«MOMEHTa» BO3HMKHOBEHN BUIMIMOJ BCEJIEHHON B IIPEICYyIEeCTBY-
OII[eM IIPOCTPAHCTBE-BpeMeHM COCTaBisieT ¢puiocodckoe 3arpynHe-
HMe: HEBO3MOXXHO 000CHOBATH, II0UeMY BCeJIeHHas BOSHUKIIA B OIIpe-
JleJIEHHOII TOUuKe IIpeJCyIeCTBYIOIEro poCcTpaHCcTBa-BpeMeHN. Bo-
mpoc, 1moyemMy BcejleHHas Oblia «COTBOpEHa» B CIyUYailHO BbIOpaH-
HBIIT MOMEHT BpeMeH, a He paHblile IJIN II03)Ke, IpruobpeTraeT 31ech
CMBICJI JIUIIIBb C ITO3UINY BHEIIIHEro BpeMeH!. Eciiy 3To BHeIIIHee Bpe-
MeHHOe M3MepeHIe MeTpIUecKy 6eCKOHEUHO, TO « MOMEHT» BO3HUK-
HOBEHUs BCEJIEHHOI IIPOM3BOJIEH, a BOIIPOC «IOYEMY paHbIIE U
Io33Ke?» MOKeT ObITh IIOCTaBJIEH TOJIBKO B OTHOIIIEHIN IPYIIIbI BCe-
seHHBbIX. Ho IIOCKOJIBKY Takme BCeJIEeHHBbIE€ IMPUHLUINATIBHO He Ha-
6Jr0maeMsl, BOIIPOC OCTAETCS JIVIIE JIOTMUECKOIT abcTpakuyeit’.

Mb1 MokeM roBOpUTH 06 aBGCOTIOTHOM Hauajle BpeMeHU B IIpefe-
JIaX BUAVMMOJ BCEJIEHHOJ, IIPOCIEXMBas €€ paclIVpeHMe Hasal BO
BpeMEHN, HO 3TO HIMKOTAa He IO3BOJIMT yTBEPKAATh O CyIleCTBOBa-
HIM JUIM HECYILIECTBOBAHUM IIPEICYINECTBYIOIIErO0 BPEMEHN, «HO0»
TOrO, KaK BO3HMKIJIA HAIlla BCeJleHHasd. JTa cUTyalms ObLia oImca-
Ha KaHTOM B ero mepBoil KOCMOJIOTMUECKOM aHTMHOMMNM Kak JIOTU-
UecKoe HalpsDKeHMe Mexxay Te3ucom o TOM, UYTO MUP MMeeT Havajo
BO BpeMeHN, I AHmume3ucom, 4TO MUp He MIMeeT Hauajla BO BpeMe-
HU 1 HeorpaHuueH B mpocrtpaHcrBe (Kaut 1994: 268-269). Coriac-
HO COBPE€MEHHBIM B3TJIAIaM, T€3JIC COOTBETCTBYET TOUKE 3PEHMUA O
TOM, UTO BCEJICHHAs YHMKAJIbHA, I YTO MICXOJHOE COCTOSHIE BCEJIEH-
HoII («BoMNBIIION B3pBIB») IBJIAETCS aOCOMIOTHBIM HAUalIOM BCeJIEH-
HOII, a TaKKe BpeMEHU M IIPOCTPAHCTBA. AHTUTE3NC COOTBETCTBYET
MOJEJIN BCEJIEHHOI ¢ IIPeNCYILIeCTBYIOIM BpeMEeHEM I IIPOCTPaH-
CTBOM, I'Zleé BUAMMAs BCeJIEHHas ABJIAETCI OJHON peaNm3aiyeit I10-
TeHI[MAJIBHO 0eCKOHEUHOI'0 KOJIMUECTBa BCEJIEHHBIX, COOTBETCTBYIO-
LMX pa3HbIM Ha4yaJIbHBIM YCJIOBMAM B pa3Hble MOMEHTHI IIPEACYIIIEe-
CTBYIOILIETO BPEMEHIL.

"IIpo6iema «Ilouemy He paibliie?» B OTHOLIEHUN COTBOPEHMsT Mupa ObLiIa M3-
BeCTHa TpeuecKuM ¢uaocopaM 1 XpUCTHAHCKUM GorociaoBaMm. CM. ee aHamus, Ha-
npumep, B Sorabji 1983: 232-238. Cm. Taxxke Haury pabory Nesteruk, Litvin 2018.
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Orcroa citemyeT, uTo ecy 6bI KOCMOJIOTHS BCe JKe Halesaaach co-
3[1aTh KaKy0-HIOYIb TEOPMIO, COOTHOCUMYIO C yUEHIEM O creatio ex
nihilo, eit B IepByI0 ouepenb CIeqOBAIO OBl OTKA3aThCSI OT €r0 MOJe-
JUpOBaHN KaK Hayasa B IIPeJCYIIeCTBYIOIIEM BpeMeHU, 100 IIpea-
CYILIIeCTBOBaHNE IIPOCTPAHCTBA-BPEMEHN IPOTUBOPEUNUT IIPeNIIOIIO-
JKEHNIO O COTBOPEHUMN M3 HUUETO, a TaKKE€ IIPUBOANUT K TPYOTHOCTAM
JIOTMYECKOT0 IIOPSIAKa C IIPOM3BOIBHOCTBIO « MOMEHTAa» COTBOPEHMS.
IToCKOIBKY TUIIOTES3A O IIPENCYLECTBYIOIIIEM IIPOCTPAHCTBE-BPEMEHN
sABJIsIeTcs He (pu3muecKkoit, a ckopee Gruiocodckoit, It yCTpaHeHNs
¢unocodckoil HeompeaeIeHHOCTY HayUYHbIe TEOPUU JAOJDKHBI OBLIN
ObI IpUAaTh HauaJIbHBIM YCJIOBVSM BCEJIEHHON MMMAaHEHTHBII, T.€.
¢usmueckuit cmpica. Ha mepBolit B3rIAn Takoe TpeOOBaHIE BBITII-
IUT MpoOJeMaTUYHBIM, TaK Kak (usmyeckas Teopys Ipearosaraer
BpeMsI Kak HeOOXOOVIMOe YCJIOBUE, B KOTOPOM IPOVICXOOUT ABILKe-
H1e U u3MeHeHne. [Ipunanne HaUaIbHBIM yCIOBUSM (PU3MUIECKOTO
CMBICJIa KaK TOTO0 HAUaJbHOIO COCTOSHMS BCEJIEHHOJ, KOTOpOe IIO-
pO’KIaeT caMo BpeMs, Hem30e)XHO NMPMBOINT K BBEIEHNIO B PU3UKY
KOHCTPYKTOB, KOTOpbIe caMy II0 ceOe BPSI JIM MOTYT MMeTh (pU3n-
yecKue KOppenarhl. [JaTpHeNas JOrMKa [MOMCKa MyTell IKCIUINKA-
LM TaKOTo «6e3-HauaJIbHOIO Havaja» yKasbIBaeT Ha TO, YTO HEOO-
XOAVMIMO TIPEOOJIETh KAHTOBCKVE aHTUHOMUY, VM CHENATh 3TO MOXK-
HO C IIOMOIIBI0 M3BATUSI BPEMEHM M3 JMCKOMBIX HAuaJIbHBIX YCIIO-
BUIL, TO €CTh «CHENaTh» HAUaJIbHbBIE YCIOBUL 2PAHUUHBIMU YCITOGUS-
Mu, KOTOpbIe He obnamany Obl Impu3Hakamy BpeMeHHoOCTH. OmHAKO
ITOCKOJIBKY KaKOJI-TO IIPeCyIeCTBYIOIINIT MHTPeAMEHT OJDKEH BCe-
Taky ocrarbes (160 (msmKa He MOXKET MOMAEIVPOBATH IEPEXOX OT
«HUUTO» K «UEMY-TO»), IO JIOTMKE BeIlleil UM MOKET OBITh TOJBKO
IIPOCTPAHCTBO (HEOOXOAMMO ITIOMHNTH, UTO B PENIATUBUCTCKON KOC-
MOJIOTYIY IIPOCTPAHCTBO BCETAa IIPeAIIoaraeT IpUCYTCTBIE KaKOTo-
TO BEILEeCTBA, IIYCTh JakKe UM SBJIIETCS (PU3UUECKIUIT BaKyyM). B ra-
KOM CJIy4yae MO>KHO OBLIO ObI CKa3aTh, UTO BCEIEHHAS COTBOPEHA He 60
BpeMeHI, HO 6 IPeACYIeCTBYIOIIeM IIPOCTPAHCTBE (UTO AeIaeT BCIO
KOCMOJIOTHIO IIOXOXKell Ha IpencrasieHus [LraToHa o6 ymopsgode-
HIY MMpa 13 [IPeACYIIeCTBYIOero BMecTinia). EcrectBenHo, mpu
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9TOM HY>KeH ObLI ObI MEXaHI3M BO3SHUKHOBEHNS BpEMEHM, IPUCYILIe-
ro HabJIIIAeMoil BCeleHHOI. TeM caMbIM TpofieMa «COTBOPEHMS»
BpeMeHM ObL1a OBl IIEepeBefieHa B IIOCKOCTh €r0 «BO3HMKHOBEHUS»
KaK reOMeTPIYECKON TpaHCHOPMALINY 113 TIPEACYILIECTBYIOLIETO IIPO-
CTpPaHCTBA B Te IPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BpeMeHHbIe (GOPMBI, KOTOpPBIE CO-
OTBETCTBYIOT HaOJII0JaeMOi BCeJIEHHOII (MeXaHM3M Takoil TpaHcdop-
Maluy MOT GBI 10 aHAJIOTUY OBITH CBA3aH C IIATOHOBCKUM IeMUYp-
rom). [ToCKOJIbKY B Takoil MOJEIN BPEMsI BOSHUKAET BMECTE C BUIM-
MOI1 BCEJIEHHOIT, TO TPo6IeMa «KOTa» 9TOr0 BO3HUKHOBEHMUS OTCYT-
CTByeT, 100 9TO «BO3HUKHOBEHIE» €CTh T€OMETPUUECKUIT IIEPEXO] B
MIpeJICYIIECTBYOIIEM MIPOCTPAHCTBE, Iie BpeMeHu HeT. OmHAKO, ec-
7 T106asIbHAS IPOCTPAHCTBEHHAS « CUHTYJSIPHOCT» CYLECTBOBAIA
IO TOTO, KaK BO3HUKIIA BUAMMAs BCeJIEHHAs BO BpEMEHMU, TPYIHO ObI-
70 GBI yTBEP)KOATh, UTO 3Ta BCEJIEHHAs ObLIa COTBOPEHA 13 HUUETO,
TaK KaK OHa «BPOXK[I€Ha» B M3HAUAIBHYI0 CUHTYJISIPHOCTD, & TIOCIIeN-
HAAS — He HUUTO B (p1I0cOPCKOM CMBICIIE, HO IIPeCYIIECTBYIOIIEe
MIPOCTPAHCTBO. YCTPAaHEHVE BpEMEHHOTO HAUala BCEJIEHHOI 11 3aMe-
Ha ee Ha BHe-BpeMEeHHO€e IIPOCTPAHCTBO ABJIAETCS, TIOXKAIYIT, MAKCHU-
MaJbHO BO3MOXKHOI HANEKOOI KOCMOJOTMU IIO0 ITOCTPOEHUIO Clie-
Hapus, UMUTHUPYIOIIET0 COTBOPEHNE BCEIEHHO. MOKHO Mpearnoo-
JKUTB, TAKIM 00pa3oM, UTo 000t ITOOOOHBIN CLIeHAPUIT ¢ Hen30exK-
HOCTBIO IIPUBOIUT KOCMOJIOTa K TAKOI MOJIENIN, KOTOpasi CBOUM apXe-
TUIIOM UMeeT KOCMOJIOTHio IlmaToHa ¢ qeMmypriryecKuM Co3aHmeM
Ha0J0IaeMOro KOCMOCA U3 MPEeCYIIECTBYIOIIETO «BMECTIIINILA.
VHTynums Toro, uto aobas MOeIb COTBOPEHISI BCEJIEHHO NOJIK-
Ha MCKJIYATh BOIPOILIAHUE O TOM, «UTO OBLIO HO» WM «I[e ObLIO»
HAYaJIO0 BCEJIEHHOII, IBJISIETCS He CTOJNBKO (PM3mMUecKnM, CKOJIBKO (-
socopcknM TpebGoBaHMEM, HAKIAABIBAIOIMM YCIOBMSI Ha BO3MOXK-
HYI0 T€OMETPUUECKYIO CTPYKTYPY albTepHATUBHO MOJIEIN HAUab-
HOTO YCJIOBI/ISI BC€J’ICHHOI7I n Hp]/IBOI[HH_U/IM K HeO6XOIU/IMOCTI/I Hepe—
GOpMYNIMPOBKU TEOPUU TaK, UTOOBI ACUMMETPUS MEXIY MPOCTPAH-
CTBOM U BpeMeHeM, IIPUCYIIas KJIacCcuueckoil pusuke, OblIa yCTpaHe-
Ha. C. XOKMHT TIPeIoKIIT ITOA0OHYI0 MOTIENb, B KOTOPOII TIOCTIETHEE
TpeGOBaHIe JOCTUTAETCS IIEPEXOTOM K MHUMOMY BpEMEH (B CMBICIIE
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Muumoe Bpema Esknuposa

YetbipexmepHan (pepa

«Bo3HuUKHOBEeHIIE » BUAMMOI BCEJIEHHON BO BpeMEHU
ns EBKJII/IHOBa IIPOCTpaHCTBA B KOCMOJIOT ML C. XokuHra.

TEOpMM KOMILIEKCHBIX UVCEJI), CTAHOBSILEMYCS 110 CYTY YETBEPTHIM
IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIM M3MepEeHNEM, B pe3yJbTaTe uero: 1) B OIMCaHUNI
«HaYaJIbHBIX» YCIOBUI BCEJIEHHOII IIPOIMAgaeT CChUIKa Ha YTO-IMO0
BHE BCEJIEHHOI, TaK YTO «HayaJbHbIe yCIOBMI» MOTYT TeIepb pac-
CMaTpUBAThHCS KaK COCTaBHAsI UaCTh TEOPWY, IIPUCYILEN STOI BCEJIEeH-
HOIL, 2) cpopMyIpoBaHHbIe HaUaIbHbIE YCIOBYS AJIS IPOCTPAHCTBA-
BpeMeHN IPeCTaBJISIIOT Telepb He IICeBIOo-EBKINMIOBY reomMeTpuio,
HO KOMITaKTHYI0 EBKIMIOBY (B KOTOpOIT HET IPaHN;I), B KOTOPOIT HET
pasHMLBI MEXX/y BpeMEHHBIM I IPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIMY M3MePEHISIMU
(Hawking 1988). [IpoGirema HauambHbLx yCIIOBUIL BCENIEHHOM YaaNseT-
Cs1 C TIOMOIIBIO YTBEP)KAEHNS O TOM, UTO BCeJIeHHAs M3HAUAIbHO He
IOJDKHA IMETh TPaHML], a CJIeJOBATENBHO, I « HUKAKUX Haual». VHaue
rOBOPS, TEPMUH «HAUAJIBHBIN» TepsSeT CMBICI, TaK KaK BO BCEJIEHHOI
HeT 0c000ro MecTa, KOTOPOe MOYKHO OBbLIO ObI B3ATh KaK €e «J3Ha-
YaJbHYO» TpaHMIly, u00 rpaHuUIbl HeT. [eoMeTpuueckas CTpyKTypa
BCeJICHHOJI IIPeICTaeT B BUe KPMBOJIMHEIHOIO KOHYCa, Tie Iepexo
OT «HAYaJIbHOT'O» COCTOSIHUS CYyTy00 IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHON BCEJIEHHOI
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K «KJIACCUUeCKOT» HabII01aeMOIl BCEJIEHHOII BO BpeMEH COIIPOBOXK-
JlaeTcd IIEPEXOI0M OT MHMMOTO BpEMEHI K NEeJICTBUTEIILHOMY BpeMe-
uu (Hawking, Penrose 1996: 86) (cm. quarpammy).

HocTusKkeHneM TaKoro, IpeayIoKeHHOTo XOKIHIOM, CLieHapus, IB-
JIgeTcs yIpasgHeHNe CMHTYJIAPHOIO COCTOSHIA, CBA3bIBA€MOTO C Bpe-
MEHHBIM HauayioM BCeJIEHHOIL, a TaK)Ke CHATIE IIPOOIeMBbI IIpecyLiie-
CTBYIOILIETO BpEMEHI CO BCEMII €TI0 IapaJOKCaMIL

3. [lnatoHoBCKaa uHTepnpeTaLnus
MoZeNnH W N1aToOHU3M B KOCMOJOTHH

HerpynHo 3aMeTUTh, UTO J00ast KOCMOJIOTMYECKas TeopMus, IIpe-
TeHAyIoLllasd Ha MOJEIMPOBaHUE IPUUMHHOTO IPMHLUIIA MUpa, C
Hen30eKHOCTBI0 BBOIUT B PaCCMOTpeHNe HeKIII HeHaOI0gaeMblil 1
npeaseXxaliuili ypoBeHb PEaJIbHOCTH, UTPAIOILNIA POJIB IIJIATOHOBCKO-
ro BMECTUJIMIA, MOHMMAEMOro KakK IPOCTPAHCTBEHHAad cpefa, Kak
IpeA-0CHOBA MUPA, KAK HEKUIL IIPOCTON IIOPAMOK, U3 KOTOPOIO BO3-
HIKAeT CJIOKHBII IOPAI0K HAaOI01aeMOro Mupa.

OnHako, 4TO ABJIAETCA HOBBIM B IIPMBENECHHO MOEIN IS IIPO-
ACHeHNA GU3NIECKOTo CMBICTIa 00pasa INIATOHOBCKOT'O BMECTIINIIA?
HoBoi1 oka3bIBaeTcss BO3MOKHOCTb OTCTallBaTh MHEHIE, UTO BMECTHI-
JUIIe TI0 CBOEMY CTaTycCy Oypke MUpPY MAeadbHBIX (GopM, Hexenn
dusnueckomy mupy. g Toro, 4To66I 060CHOBATH 3TOT TE3MC, IIPU-
CMOTpMMCS OJIVKe K TOMY, KAKOBBI MOTMBALIAM U CITIOCOOBI BBEICHUS
B TEOPMIO IIPEJCTABJIECHNUA O BCEJIEHHON C MHUMBIM BpEMEHEM, T.€.
BCEJIEHHOJ KaK 3aMKHYTOM 4-MepPHOM IIPOCTPAaHCTBE.

MoruBarnuei Mmogeny 6pli1a JEKOHCTPYKIMA BPeMEHHOTO ITOPS-
Ka BCEJICHHOJI C TeM, UTOOBI YCTPaHUTD IIPO0JIeMY ee IIPOVCXOKIEeHIIS
BO BpeMeHN. Bpems 37ech MOHMMaeTcs KaK HeoOpaTMMBIIL IIOTOK CO-
ObITUI B HaOTI0JaeMoll BcesleHHOIL. [Ipy BHUMaTeIbHOM paccMoTpe-
HIIL OKa3bIBAETCH, YTO «yCTpaHEHNEe» BPpEMEHM U3 Mojenn XOKIHTa
HE eCTh yIIpa3IHEHNE BPEMEHI, a €70 COKPBITHE IIOM APYTUM Haume-
HoséaHuem. CMBICII 3TOTO HAVMEHOBAHNA MOKeT OBITh IIPOSCHEH, eCII
MHTEPIPETUPOBATh MOJeNIb XOKIMHTa KaK yTOUHSIONIYIO pa3jinueHye
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B COCTABHOII CTPYKType TBAPHOTO MIpPa MEXIY PeabHOCTBIO IMIIN-
PHUECKOI U peabHOCTHI0 YMOIIOCTUTAeMOIt, KaK OHO ObLIO paspabo-
taHo [ImaToHOM U B pasHbIX popMax IUIaTOHM3MA. B HeoIIaTOHM3-
Me, HallpuMep, IIPOBOYIIOCH PA3JIMUEHIE MEXIY 6peMeHeM VI 6eUHO-
cmoio. B 061acTI yMOIIOCTUIaeMOro HeT BpeMeHI — TO €CThb, OHO BHe-
BpEMEHHO, BEUHO. IMIMpuyecKas 061acTs (MIUp UyBCTBEHHBIN) TIpe-
ObIBaeT BO BpeMEHHOM II0TOKe COOBITHIL. VICIIOMB3Yst TepMITHOIOTIIIO
HEeOIJIATOHMKOB, MOKHO TOBOPUTH O 6HEEPEMEHHOM 6peMeHU yMOIIO-
CTUTaeMOTO MIpa Kak 0 mpaHcyeHdeHmHom epemenu. [Ipoxit paccMat-
pUBaJ BpeMs Kak IIOHATHeE, 00beUHSoIIee 00a aCIIeKTa OXHOTO I TO-
o >Ke OBITISA, KaK ABYCTOPOHHee eUHCTBO: C OTHOI CTOPOHBI, BpeMs
CyILIecTByeT caMo B cebe (To ecTh, BpeMs 00JIafiaeT BHYTPEHHIM ObI-
THeM — IIOCTOSHHBIM, HeM3MEeHsSEeMbIM), C JPYTOIl CTOPOHBI — BHEIII-
HJM: B SMIIMPUYIECKOM MIUpe BpeMs IIPOSBIIAeT ceOs KaK BpeMeHHOII
MOTOK coObITHUIt U Betel (cm. Plass 1977).

Herpynto 3aMeTUTh CXOACTBO MeXKAY MOJEIbI0 XOKIHTa I IIPe-
CTaBJIEHMSIMY HEOIIATOHMKOB: B CAMOM JieJle, MHIIMOe BpeMs B JIC-
XOJHOII HeHabJII0MaeMOIl BCeJIEHHO — 9TO BpeMs efMHOoe 1 Hepas-
IesleHHOe (TO €CTh JIMIIEHHOE MJIMTEIBHOCTM KaK OTCTOSHIS), KO-
TOpOe€ ABJIAETCS JIMIIb OMHUM 13 M3MepeHnit EBKIMmoBa mpocrpaH-
CTBa U MCUMCIIIETCS YMCIOM — HaIlpUMep, PaJuycoM 3aMKHYTOII Bce-
JIEHHOTL. 9TO BHYTPeHHUII, MMMaHEHTHBIII aclleKT BpeMeHN. Buer-
HIII aCIeKT TOrO BpeMeHMU, HOCTYIIHBIV UeJIOBEYeCKOMY BOCIIPM-
ATHUIO, COOTBETCTBYeT BPEMEHHOMY IIOTOKYy B IICeBRO-EBKIMIoOBOM
npoctpaHcTBe-BpeMeHn (cp. Sambursky, Pines 1971: 64-93). ['maBHOe
B TAKOJf MHTEPIIPeTALNI TO, YTO MCXOMXHOE COCTOSHIE HAaOII0aaeMolt
BCeJIEHHOIT Kak EBK/IMI0BO IIPOCTPAHCTBO II0 CBOEMY CTATyCy OKasbl-
BaeTCs YMOIIOCTUTaeMbIM KOHCTPYKTOM, He MMEIOIIMM IIPSIMOIO CO-
OTBETCTBUS ¢ PU3NUECKOI PeaTbHOCTBI0. TO €CTh, MMeeTCsT IIPUHIIN-
nuajgbHas OHTOJIOTMYECKas pasHUIAa MeXAy HaOJ0JaeMoil BCeIeH-
HOJI B IIPOCTPAHCTBE 1 BO BpeMEHU U ee IpeajIeKalllM MCXOTHBIM
COCTOSIHMEM, JIMIIEHHBIM BCSYECKMX BpeMeHHBIX aTpuOyTOB. 31ech
MMeeTcs TIpsMast aHaJIoTus ¢ KocMoiorueit Ilmarona, B KoTopoil Ha-
6iIr0JaeMOMY, YYBCTBEHHOMY MUPY IIPUCYIL BpeMEeHHOII IIOTOK, IIPO-
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JICTEKAIOIINIT 13 OBIDKEHUIT HeOeCHBIX OOBEKTOB B IIPOTIKEHHOM
npocTpaHcTBe. Mup ke uaeil — BeueH, OH BHe BpeMeHM, U Uaeasb-
Hble PopMBbI Hen3MeHHBL. [[paKTIUecKH TO ke caMoe MOKHO CKa3aTh
U 0 «BMECTHUJIMIIle KaK IIPOCTPAHCTBE» C TOM JIMIIb pasHULEN, UTo
y Hero Mo)keT OBITH MaTepuayibHast OCHOBa. B kocmonorun XokuHra
€ro JMCXOJHasd IIPOCTpaHCTBeHHasd BCceJleHHasd — BHe BpeMeHN, U Ha-
JIMIIO BCe IIPU3HAKY TOTO, UTO MaTeMaTyuecKoe OIlMCaHle TaKol Bce-
JIEHHOII ITpeICTaBJIsIeT UAeIbHYI0 GOopMy, a He (pU3NuecKmit 0O BEKT.
CoBpemenHast ¢pu3MKa BHOCUT TOJBKO OIHY KOPPEKTUBY B IOCIE[-
Hee yTBepKAeHUe, a MMEHHO TO, UTO EBKJINIOBOI BCEJIIEHHON NOJ-
JKE€H COOTBETCTBOBATH CBOETO Pofa (PM3MUECKNII BAKYYM, T.e. MATEPU-
aJpHAsI OCHOBA, 13 KOTOPOTO BO3HIMKAET HAOI0gaeMoe BEIeCTBO BCe-
seHHo. [IpyruMu cioBaMu, IO-BUAMMOMY, EBKINMIoBa BcejleHHad
XokmHra npejrosaraeT HeKiii MaTepuaJbHbIN KOMIIOHEHT, XOTS OH
B TOUHOCTMU COOTBETCTBYET IIPEeACTABICHNIO O IIPeeIbHO IIPOCTOM U
MaKCUMAJIBHO CUMMETPUYHOM COCTOSHUMU IIPOTO-MaTepun, KoTopas
NPUHIMIINAIBHO He HalxiofaeMa. 31ech BO3HUKAET IpSMas aHaAJIO-
IS C IUIATOHOBCKMM BMECTILIMIIEM KaK TMOPUIHOI IPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HOW CPenoli, Ub/ CBOJICTBA HACTOJIBKO PA3HATCA C YyBCTBEHHBIM MIU-
POM, UTO IPUIIUCATH ITOV CPeIEe CTATYC PUUUECKOTO 00BEKTA MOKHO
JIMIIB, BBIpaXKadch I3bIKOM II1aToHa, TOJIBKO BOCIIpMHIMAS €TI0 «BHE
OILIYIIIEeHM IIOCPECTBOM HEKOero He3aKOHHOI'O YMO3aKJIIOUeHUI»,
TaK UTO «IIOBEPUTH B HETO HEBO3MOXKHO» (52ab).

Ecnu Tenepp IIpUBHECTN B Hallle pacCCMOTpPEHMe aHTPOIIOJIormue-
CKIIT MOMEHT, a2 MIMEHHO BCTaTh Ha TOUKY 3PEHMNs, UYTO CYAUTH O du-
3MUEeCKOJ peaIbHOCTY MO’KHO TOJIBKO YKasbIBag IIYThb €€ KOHCTUTY-
MPOBAaHNS CO3HAHMEM CyOBeKTa IIO3HAHMS, TO MOKHO C YBepeHHO-
CTBIO CKa3aTh, YTO KOHCTPYKT EBKIINI0OBOI BceleHHOM XOKMHTA SB-
JigeTcd M30JIMPOBAHHBIM U He JOITyCKAIOIIM IIPOBEPKM €TI0 COOTBET-
cTBUS QU3UUECKON PeaIbHOCTY He3aBUCUMO OT TOV TEOPMM, B KOTO-
poi1 oH ObLI BBefeH. VIMEHHO B CBA3M C 3TUM BO3HUKAET IIOI03PEHIE,
UTO HECMOTpS Ha IIpefronaraeMoe (pusmyeckoe copaepskaHue Ipen-
cTaBieHMa 0 EBKINIOBOI BCeJIEHHOM, ee KOHCTPYKT OKa3bIBaeTca B
MIEePBYI0 OUepenb CYObeKTUBHOI (OPMOII IIpeACTaBIeHNS OCHOBAHISI
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BCEJIEHHOII, IOy CKA0IEe)l BO3MOXHOCTb COOTHECEHNS 3TOM (bopMm
C HEeKOJI upeelt 13 Mupa yMmornocrturaeMsIx ¢opm Ilnarona, mpu Tom,
UTO MeXaHM3M TaKOI'0 COOTHECEHUS IIO-TIPEeKHEMY YKOpEeHEeH B IO
KOHIIa He NPOSCHEHHBIX II03HABATEJNBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTIX CYyOBEKTA.
CkaszaHHOe IT03BOJIIET C HOBOM CMJION IIPEIION0KIUTD, UTO IIPeCTaB-
JIeHIIe 0 BMeCTIWINIIE (IpocTpaHcTBeHHOM cpene) [InaToHa, HeCMOT-
psI Ha ero rUOPMOHBIN XapaKTep, Kak KOHCTPYKT Bce >Ke O0oJIblile OKa-
3BIBAEeTCS Ha CTOPOHE MUpa MAeaabHBIX (OPM MMEHHO IIOTOMY, UTO
IO CYTY He MOXeT CO3epLaThcs B eHOMEHAIbHOCTY 0ObEKTOB, BbI-
CTyIlas TpaHCIeHAEHTaJIbHBIM YCJIOBMEM CaMOl BO3MOKHOCTI T'OBO-
PUTB 06 yCTpOIICTBEe MIpa 13 HEKOEero NCXomHoro cocrosuusa. Ho to-
ra HajIuuye Maeu BMecTwinina Kak B ¢punocopnu [InaToHa, Tak u
€ro aHaJIoTa B COBpeMeHHOII KOCMOJIOTMY YKa3bIBaeT Ha OOIIYIO 3aKO0-
HOMEPHOCTb CO3HAHUS, IIpeIMEeTOM MHTEHAVPOBAHNUSI KOTOPOTO OKa-
3bIBaeTCA NpMUMHHLIN npuHUNI Mupa. KocMonorus Ilnatona, Takum
00pa3oM, mpefacTaBisgeT MHTepeC KaK BCKpBIBAIOIas OOl Mexa-
HI3M, COTJIACHO KOTOPOMY IIPOMCXOAUT KOHCTUTYMPOBaHIE MOJieJIeln
IIPOMCXOKAEHUT MUpA.

ITocnemHMIT BOIIPOC, KOTOPBII MBI XOTUM OOCYINTD, CBA3aH C TPaK-
TOBKOJI IIpMBEeJeHHOII BBIIlIe UarpaMMBbl, IIpM3BaHHOI, COIJIACHO ee
($pm3nuecKoil MHTEPIIpeTALNH, ONMCHIBATH ITIEPEXOM OT Ipex-MIPHOI
EBKIMOOBOI BCEJIEHHON K HAONIOOAeMOJl BCEJIEHHON: KaKOB OHTO-
JIOTUYECKUIL CTaTyC nepexodda OT MHMMOTO BpeMeHU (T.e. OT UMCTO-
ro IPOCTPAHCTBA) K AEMICTBUTEILHOMY, ONVCHIBAIOIIEMY BpeMEHHOI
notok? Ecnu corslacHO Haledl JIOTMKe IIpeJCTaBIIeHNe O IIpefCylile-
cTByMoLIell EBKIMIOBOI BCEJIEHHON SIBISETCS CYyOBEKTUBHOI ¢op-
MOJi, TO YKa3aHHBII [IePeX0] ABIITETCA YUCTO CYOBEKTMBHBIM (IIpO-
VICXOMSAIIMM II0 JIOTUKE CKOHCTPYMPOBAHHON TEOPUM) M HE MOKET
MMeTb OTHOIIEeHUs K (pusnueckoit peasbHoctn. O6paTHas ke Tpak-
TOBKa B CTIIe XOKIHTa, IPUIINCHIBAIOINAS 3TOMY Ilepexony ¢pusmue-
CKMIT CMBICI, II0 CyTU IIpefollpefeseHa Bepoil B TO, UTO MaTeMaTl-
4ecKMM KOHCTpPYKTaM B EBKIMIOBOI KOCMOJIOTUMM MOXXHO IIpUAAThb
¢usmueckuit cmbica. Jus ¢unocodos, Kak Mbl BUAEIN BbILIe, BO-
IpocC O CcTaTyce MONOOHBIX MaTeMATUUEeCKNX 00BEKTOB IIpOOIeMaTH-
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ueH. B cBs13u ¢ aTMIM KaykeTcst 6oJree pa3yMHBIM He OHTOJIOTM3MPOBATh
paccMaTpuBaeMyIo MOJ€JIb, & paCCMaTPUBATh €€ KaK 3IMCTEMOJIOTI-
YeCKyI0 IpOIeNeBTUKY BCEX yUEHUII O IPMUMHHOM IPUHILUIIE MU-
pa. B Takoit nponeneBTHKe Ilepexo] OT yMomocTuraemoin EBkiaumo-
BOJI BCeJIEHHOI! (3a IIpefeaMu BpeMeHHOI0 II0TOKa) K BUAUMOIL BCe-
JIEHHOJI pasyMHee HTePIPEeTUPOBATh He KaK «pU31uecKy 00 beKTIB-
HBIV» WY «(PU3UUECKY CYOBEKTUBHBII», HO, CKOpee, KaK yKa3bIBao-
Ut Ha Hen30e>KHOe OHMOIo2u1ecKoe pasiuiue MeXy YMOIIOCTIUTa-
€MOII I UyBCTBEHHOJI BCEJIEHHOI, KOTOPOE BBIABJIAETCA BCETa, KOraa
paccynoK NBITAeTCA HAITY OCHOBAHYIE BUAMMOI BCEJIEHHON B Y€M-TO
npepiexameM. O60611as, MO>KHO CKasaTh, YTO ITOJOOHOE pasimuie
BBICTYyIIAaeT TPAHCLEHIEHTAIbHBIM yCI0BMEM SKCIUIMKALY IIPUYUIMH-
HOTO IIPUHIIAIIA MUpa, CIIyuaifHasg GaKTUIHOCTb KOTOPOTO, KaK ¥ pas-
IeJeHye MeXAy MUPOM MOl U UYBCTBEHHBIM MUPOM B ¢puimocodum
IlmaToHa, MOXeT OBITh MHTEPIIPETHPOBAHA TOJIBKO AIleJIIIIMIEN K TeOo-
JIOTUM MIX COTBOPEHMS.

Wrak, riaBHbBIN BBIBOM U3 IIPOBEAEHHOTO0 HAMY PAaCCMOTPEHMNS CO-
CTOUT B TOM, UTO IIJIATOHM3M B COBPEMEHHOI KOCMOJIOTMN OKa3bI-
BaeTcs He IIPOCTO cIyd4aliHoONM MMuTanuell xoga mbican IliaToHa, a
TpaHCLIeHJeHTaIbHOIl 3aKOHOMEPHOCTBIO, IT0 CYyTU BbIgBIeHHOI1 [Lna-
TOHOM U Heu36eKHOI IIpH JIF00071 IOMBITKE MONEIMPOBAHNS IIPOILC-
XOKJeHN BCeJeHHOM. MOKHO Takke NPeaIoyoXUTh, ¢ MPULEIOM
Ha Oyaylilee ycciiefOBaHMe, UTO T0X00HAasA 3AKOHOMEPHOCTh BMOHTI-
pOBaHa B IIPUCYILYIO UeJIOBEKY TEJIEOJIOIUIO MCCIeqOBaHNA®, TaK UTO
kocmosorus [Inarona KocBEHHO BHOCUT BKJIaf B PaCKpbITHE CMBICTIA
BoIrpoca «YTo ecTh UeJIOBEK?».

80 Teneonorum mccienoBaHmusa B Kocmonorum cMm. Nesteruk 2015: 349-401 u
Hecrepyx 2017: 224-265).
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AnHotauunu / Abstracts

Paynb I'yTbeppec
AcnekTbl AMAHO3TNYECKOro paccMoTpeHus aywmn B «[ocyaapcree».

Vcxons m3 mpenmosioxeHus, uto IeHTpaitbHble 06paspl kaur VI-VII «[ocymap-
CTBa» — COJIHIIE, JIMHUS U IIellepa — IPeACTABISIOT COOOM JIVIIb HEKYIO CXEMY,
MPOSICHSIIOLIYI0, OFHAKO, 3HaUeHNe BCEro AMAJIOra B L{eJIoM (Tak e, KaK U JUAJoT
B LIEJIOM IIPOSICHSIET 3TU 00pasbl), aBTOpP 0OCYKHAeT P IIPOBIIeM, OTHOCSIIIXCS K
CpeIHIM OTpe3KaM JIMHUN: MIX COOTHOIIIeHIE, KaK ¥ CMBICI IIPOTUBOPEUNs, BHITEKa-
OIIIETO 13 PA3HBIX KPUTEPUEB, IPMIIAraeMbIX K MIX pa3ieIeHII0 — COTJIaCHO MaTeMa-
Tuueckoit nporopryu (509d7-8) u cornacHo ux crenenu oruerausoctu (509d9). Ha
3TOM OCHOBAHMIM aBTOP IIBITAETCA IIOKA3aTh JUAHOITIUECKIUIT XapaKTep TPeXIacTHO-
ro JeJeHNS QYL — ero BbIBeJeHNe 13 3aKOHA HeIPOTMBOpPeUNs, B3ITOro Kak I'-
roresa, KOTOpasi, TeM He MeHee, OyeT IIpMHsTa KaK IPUHLINIL, — ¥ eT'0 ITOCJIeCTBIIS
IUISL IPUPOBI OGBEKTOB 0UAHOUY, OCOOEHHO MaTeMaTUUeCKIUX CYLI{HOCTEN, pas3essi-
IOIIIX CBOXO MOHATUIIHYIO IIPUPOTY € 3aKOHOM HEIIPOTMBOPEUNS.

Kntouesvie crnosa: ayiia, auaHOﬁﬂ, 3aKOH VIV IIPVTHINII HEIIPOTNBOPEUNId, MaTeMaTI-
YEeCKMe CyLITHOCTU.

Rail Gutiérrez
Aspects of the Dianoetical Consideration of the Soul in the Republic.

Taking as a hypothesis the idea that the central images of books VI-VII of the Re-
public — the sun, the line and the cave — are just an outline that nevertheless throws
light on the meaning of the whole dialogue, as much as the dialogue as a whole does
on those images, the author discusses some problems concerning the middle sections
of the line: their relation as much as the meaning of the contradiction resulting from
the different criteria applied to their division — according to mathematical proportion
(509d7-8) and according to their respective degree of clarity (509d9). In doing this, he
tries to show the dianoetical character of the tripartition of the soul — its deduction
from the law of non-contradiction taken as a hypothesis which, nevertheless, will be
assumed as a principle — and its consequences for the nature of the objects of Siévoia,
especially of mathematical entities, which share their conceptual nature with the law
of non-contradiction.

Keywords: soul, dianoia, law or principle of non-contradiction, mathematical entities.
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Ipuk [x. Mopennu
OT meTau3nKM K METOAOMOTNN:
«locypnapctBo» 5.477cd n ctapas npobnema paunoHanbHOro MHeHUs.

IInaroHa YacTo MPOUNTHIBAKOT KakK puitocoda 06BEKTUBHOCTI U «BHEIITHOCTI», KaK
B IIepBYIO Ouepenb Metadusuka, OXHAKO MMeHHO Ha [InaTroHa mojaramick ¢Gpuioco-
(bl «BHYyTpeHHOCTI», 0Opaiasch k cyonsekty. Uro onn Haxomuiau B [Imatone? Pac-
CMOTpeHNMe OJHOTO BOIIPOCa, LieHTpanbHOoro i IlnaTtoHa 1 IIaToHM3Ma, a UMEHHO
pasiImuys MeXXy MHEHUEM ¥ 3HAHUEM, KaK U BbITEKAIOIIEN OTCIOA IIPOo0IIeMbI CTa-
TyCa ¥ LIEHHOCTY HAIlero IIOCTVDKEHMsS UyBCTBEHHBIX Bellleil, OOHApyKIBAET, UTO
locus classicus meradusnyeckoro npourenus Ilnarona, R. V, 477cd, cogepsxut KaBHO
VITHOPMPOBABILIEECS IPUIJIALIeHIIe 00PATUTHCS BHYTPD U 3aHIThCS BHY TPEHHIIM JIC-
Clle{OBaHVEeM IYLLIN U €€ CIIOCOBOB MBILIUIEHYIS, HEKYI0 MeTOL0I0rN0. O630p IOMIBI-
TOK PaHHMX IJIATOHUKOB PELINTh IIPOGIeMy HAIIero IOCTIDKEHNUS Uy BCTBEHHBIX Be-
1LelI pacKphIBaeT IpeobiafaHme MeTagpu3ndecKoro IOAX0Aa C ero OOBIYHBIMU TI0A-
BOXaMI1, a BMECTe C TeM — HeOOXOAMMOCTb ¥ BO3MOKHOCTh KOMILIEMEHTapHOIO Me-
TOMOJIOTMYECKOT0 IMOAX0Aa. IIycTh paHHMe IIATOHUKY ¥ BHIKA3BIBAIM TEHIEHIINIO
paccMaTpuBaTh yLIy MeTady3NdecKi, TOPOil IOTMKA MCCIEeTOBAHMUS BCE )Ke 3aCTaB-
JIsIa X TIOAXOIVTD K Hell B OoJiee «BHYTpeHHeM» Kiltoue. VX yCUIINS ITO3BOJIAIOT
PasIIAAEeTh IPUHIVIIBL M Pe3YJIbTAThl MHOTO METO0JIOIMUECKOro noaxona. Iliaro-
HOBCKasl TPaKTOBKA AyLLUN I MHEHUS B JUaorax, ocobeHHo B « Tumee-Kputum», mmo-
MoraeT BOCIIOJTHUTH KapTUHY, IIO/ICKa3bIBaeT BO3MOXKHOE pellleHye IIPOOIeMbl Ha-
III€TO ITOCTIDKEHNS Ty BCTBEHHBIX Belllell M HABOAUT Ha MBICIIb, UTo caM IlnaToH Boc-
NIPUHMMAJ «BHYTPEHHUII» METOMOJOIMYECKII ITOAX0 He KaK CI0CO0 BBITECHUTH
MeTadU3UKY, a CKOpee Kak CI0co0 caesars ee Gojee KpUTIUUHON U KOHKPETHOIL.

Krnwouesvie crnosa: ayuia, CHOCO6HOCTI), SIMICTEMOJIOTUSA, «KBHYTPEHHOCTb>», IIJIATOHM-
ueckad Tpaamums.

Eric J. Morelli
From Metaphysics to Methodology:
Republic V, 477cd and the Ancient Problem of Rational Opinion.

Plato is often read as a philosopher of objectivity and exteriority, as, primarily, a meta-
physician, yet philosophers of interiority have relied upon Plato in turning to the sub-
ject. What did they find in Plato? A consideration of one issue central to Plato and
Platonism, the distinction between opinion and knowledge and the resulting problem
of the status and value of our cognition of sensibles, reveals that a locus classicus for the
metaphysical reading of Plato, Republic V, 477cd, contains within it a long-overlooked
invitation to turn inward and pursue an interior study of psyche and its ways of think-
ing, a methodology. A review of early Platonists’ attempts to grapple with the problem
of our cognition of sensibles reveals the dominance of the metaphysical approach, its
common pitfalls, and the need for as well as the potential of a complementary method-
ological approach. Although the early Platonists tended to deal with psyche metaphys-
ically, at times the exigencies of inquiry do seem to have pushed them to consider it
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more interiorly. Insights into the principles and results of a methodological approach
can be gleaned from their efforts. A consideration of Plato’s treatment of psyche and
opinion in the dialogues, especially the Timaeus-Critias, helps fill out the picture, sug-
gests a possible solution to the problem of our cognition of sensibles, and gives the
impression that Plato regards the interior methodological approach, not as a way of
supplanting metaphysics, but rather as a way of rendering it more critical and concrete.

Keywords: soul, power, epistemology, interiority, Platonic tradition.

JlopeHuo /l>xxoBaHHeTTH
Bpems, 3HaHue n Tenoc: lakko XuHTMKKa, nHTepnpetatop lNnatoHa.

Slakko XuHTHKKa (1929-2015) 6511 BeIgaromMcs GuaocodoM, UbM TPyIbI IO JIOTH-
Ke, SIIIICTEMOJIOTMI ¥ CEMaHTIKe IIOYUIIN LINPOKYIO M3BEeCTHOCTh. BMecTe ¢ TeM
YacTh CBOMX YCUJINIL OH IOCBATII paboTam IlnaToHa. ABTOp paccMaTpuBaeT TPH CTa-
ThU XUHTUKKY — «BpeMsi, MCTUHA U 3HaHUE B JpeBHErpeuecKoll punocopum», «3Ha-
Hue 1 ero 00beKTh! y [ltarona», «Il1atoH o 3HAHMM-KaK, 3HAHNM-UTOOB! Y 3HAHUH-
UTO» — VI CTABUT IIepef co6oil 3a/1auy YSCHUTDH CyTh IToxoa puuckoro duuocoda.
IlepBast cTaThst UCCIEAYET OCOOEHHYIO CBS3b MEXTY BpeMEHeM I SI3BIKOBOI MCTH-
HoI1. [T1aBHBII T€31C COCTONUT B TOM, UTO IS APEBHErPeYeCcKOro CKIafa yMa BeuHble
MCTUHBI GBLIM BO3MOSKHBI JIMIIb [IOCTOJBKY, IIOCKOJIBKY OHN OTHOCIUIVICH K HeEW3-
MeHHBIM 00bekTaM. OH BBITEKAET M3 COBEPILIEHHO 0COBEHHOTO IIPOYTEHNS TOTO, KaK
InaToH 1 ApMCTOTeIb TPAKTOBAIIN HeoIpe JeIeHHbIe BO BpeMEeHHOM IIIaHe IIPeMIo-
JKEHISI, — IIPOUTEHs, KOTOPOE MMeeT CMBICT IepenpoBepuTh. O6Lias yepra BTOPOIt
I TpeThell cTaTell, OYEBIIHO, TO, UTO 00e IIBITAIOTCSI PACCMOTPETh 3HAHME B COOT-
HOILEHUN C IOHATUEM menocd. XMHTUKKA YTBEP)KAAIL, UTO ‘HeNarsh’ U ‘CHelaTh He
SIBJIAIOTCS UETKO OIIpeeJIEHHBIMI IIOHATUAMI I UTO Pasinyyie MEeKAY IIPOLIECCOM I
pe3yJIbTaTOM He MeHee pa3MbITO. ABTOP pacCMaTPUBAET SIINCTEMOJIOTIUECKIE I OH-
TOJIOTMYEeCKIe MMIUIMKALMY STOJI TOUKY 3peHNs, 0G03HAYEHHOI KaK ‘TemdecKas .
HaxoHew, Ha MaTepuaje Ha3BaHHBIX TPeX CTATell OH CTPEMUTCS IIPOOYAUTH MHTEPEC
Kak K GMI0CODCKOI JIMUHOCTH MX aBTOPA, IPOSBUBIIIET0 HEMAIYIO MCTOPIIECKYIO
IIPOHMUIIATEIBHOCTD, TaK M K €r0 BBIBOAAM, KOTOPbIe OKashIBAIOTCS BasKHBIM KIIIOUOM
K IIOHMMAaHMIO PsAa aCIIeKTOB IIATOHOBCKOI (rutocoduy U IIIaTOHOBEAEHMUA.

Knwueevie cnosa: Xuntukka, IlnaTon, Apucrorens.

Lorenzo Giovannetti
Time, Knowledge and the Telos: Jaakko Hintikka, Interpreter of Plato.

Jaakko Hintikka (1929-2015) was a leading philosopher whose work in logic, episte-
mology and semantics had a wide influence. However, he also devoted some of his
efforts to Plato’s works. This paper deals with three articles: Time, Truth and Knowl-
edge in Ancient Greek Philosophy; Knowledge and its Objects in Plato; Plato on Knowing
how, Knowing that, and Knowing what. The objective of this paper is to understand the
core of Hintikka’s work. The first article looks into the peculiar link between time and
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linguistic truth. The main argument is that for the Ancient Greek mind-set there can be
eternal truths only insofar as they concern changeless objects. This comes from a very
specific reading of how Plato and Aristotle deal with temporally indefinite sentences,
which is worth taking into consideration again. The second and third articles converge
in that they both appear to be an attempt to understand knowledge in relation to the
concept of téhog. Hintikka argues that ‘doing’ and ‘making’ are not clearly distinct
concepts, and that the difference between process and outcome is also blurred. This
view is labelled ‘telic’, and its epistemological and ontological implications will be con-
sidered in the paper. To conclude, focusing on these three works, the paper attempts to
arouse interest both in this philosophical figure who was able to display considerable
historical insightfulness, and in his results, which turn out to be an important key to
comprehending some aspects of Plato’s philosophy and scholarship.

Keywords: Hintikka, Plato, Aristotle.

Llxon [lagnu
Monatue cnyuada y NnaTtoHa.

3amaua HacTOsAIIEN CTaThU — II0Ka3aTh, B IIEPBYIO ouepenb, Kak IlnaroH mHTErpm-
poBai B cBoio ¢pmrocodurio Hambosee pacnpocTpaHeHHOE MPEeACTaBIeHNE O CIyduae
(mroxe) or Tomepa no Cokpara. Peunb TyT nmer o «605keCTBEHHOM CIIy4ae», HerafaH-
HOM BMelIIaTeJIbCTBe OOroB B [lesia uesoBedyeckue. B cuiry cBoeil HeOTBpaTIMMOCTI OH
sBJIseTcs MaHudecranye cyabos! (Motipa). Bropas 3agaya — mokasars, uro IlntaTtoH
JICTIONIB30BAJl TaKXKe M HeOOXKeCTBEHHBIII HEOOXOIMMBIIL Cilydail, OOHapyKUMBIIL y
Tepaxinra, OMmenoxia u [JeMOKpHUTa, a MMEHHO B « TuMee», Tie Ipexjae BMella-
TesbcTBa [eMuypra Marepus (Xaoc) y4acTBYeT B YCTPOEHMM pasBe UTO M3PenKa ¥
CIIy4aifHoO, OTBeuas 3a Hellpe[BUAEHHbIE Pe3yJIbTaThl, KOTAa YM He B CHUIaX IIOJIHO-
cThi0 Bo3oOmanars Hax HeobxomumocTsio. B cTarhe Taxke BKparije paccMaTpuBa-
I0TCSL MHOTOUMCIIEHHBIe Tipefdminocodckme yaychl ‘cinyuas’ y [lnatona. IlnatroHos-
CKOe IOHMMaHIe G0KeCTBEHHOTO CIyYas O0Kas3aJoch BIIOCIENCTBUU BeChbMa BIIMSI-
TEJIbHBIM: €TI0 IIPMHSIN CTOVMKI, M OHO IIOCIY’KIJIO MCTOUHIMKOM Hanboiee BaKHOTO
CpeHeBeKOBOTO IIPeICTABICHIS O ClIyuae, a MIMEHHO Yy CB. ABIyCTHUHa.

Knwuesvie crosa: ciyuait (mroxe), pox (motipa), Ilraros.

John Dudley
Plato’s Concept of Chance.

The aim of the article is to show, firstly, how Plato integrated into his philosophy the
most prevalent view of chance (tyche) from Homer to Socrates. This is “divine chance”,
meaning unexpected intervention by the gods in human affairs. Due to its irresistibility
it is a manifestation of fate (moira). A second aim is to show that Plato also made use
of the non-divine necessary chance found in Heraclitus, Empedocles and Democritus,
namely in the Timaeus where matter (chaos) does not participate in order before the
intervention of the Demiurge except occasionally by chance, and again to account for
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random outcomes where Reason cannot fully prevail over Necessity. The article also
analyses briefly the numerous prephilosophical usages of chance by Plato. Plato’s view
of divine chance later proved highly influential, since it was adopted by the Stoics
and was the source of the most important medieval view of chance, namely that of
St. Augustine.

Keywords: chance (tyche), fate (moira), Plato.

Upnna lNpotononosa
[Ba Tna 311a0CcOB 1 ABa TUMA NPUYACTHOCTU:
«[Mapmenna» n «f'mnnuii bonbwmnii».

B craThe paccmarpuBaroTcs [ABa TUIIA SMO0COB M ABA TUIIA IIPMYACTHOCTY Ha Mare-
puane auanoros «Ilapmennn» n «I'mnnuit Bonpmnii», rae OHM BIIepBbIe BBIeEIIE-
HBI 9KCIUIMIUTHO. [IepBBIit TUII 37IT0COB MOKHO Ha3BaTh KAueCcMeEeHHbIM, VI Hede-
JIUMBLM: 3[IeCh KaXKhasd OTHeJIbHas Belllb 00JlafJaeT TeM K€ KaueCTBOM, UTO M COBO-
KyIIHOCTb IIOXOOHBIX Bellleil (IIpeKpacHoe, CIIpaBeIInBOe, CUIIBHOE, 30POBOE 1 T.1.)
(Hp. Ma. 303b). Bropoit tum sitgocoB paccmarpusaercs B «['unmnuu Boasirem» Ha
npumepe uncen (301d5-e8: «eciy MbI ¢ To6OIL, Tumnnmit, BMecTe 06a, TO U KaXKbIil
13 Hac JOJDKEH OBITH 060UKO0U?») 1 Ha IpUMepe YIOBOIBCTBUS OT CIyXa M 3PEHMI.
Ilo oTmenpHOCTM YIOBOJIBCTBME OT 3peHMS U CIyXa KaueCTBEHHO OTJIMYAIOTCS OPYT
OT JpyTa, 2 COBMECTHO OHM CO3JAI0T €IMTHCTBO C HOBBIM KaueCTBOM. DTOT TUII M 0-
ca CyLLeCTBYeT KakK I[eJI0e, YaCTU KOTOPOTO II0 OTHEJBHOCTM He 06/IagaroT Xapakre-
PUCTMKAMM 3TOTO LIeJIOT0. STU 3IIAOCHI YCIOBHO MOKHO Ha3BaTb coOUpamMeNbHbIMU,
ninn kgasu-oenumuimu. B «IlapmeHupme» coOmparenbHBI TUII 3i10ca [IpeBpalaeT-
csI B HeOOXOMMMBIII IIPMHLMII CYLI{eCTBOBAHIIS €JUHOrO B Hayale BTOPOII TUIIOTe3bl
(Prm. 142b—d), KOT/Ia BBISICHSIETCS, UTO «eUHOe KaK eIMHOe» MbICIUTh HEBO3MOKHO,
HO HEOOXOAMMO IIPEATIONIOKUTD, UTO «EIVIHOE CYIIECTBYET»: IOIyUaeTCsl, YTO CaMo
CYLI[eCTBYIOIIlee eQMHOe — LieJioe, a equHoe u ObiTue — ero uactu (142d1-5). Sror
MPUHIII CYIIeCTBOBAHNS €MHOIO KaK IIeJIOr0, COCTOSIIIEr0 M3 YacTell, ¢ HeoOxo-
IVIMOCTBIO IIPMBOJNT K OVMAJIEKTUKE MOXOeCMEeHH020 VI UH020, OCHOBAHHOII yKe Ha
IpyTOM THIIE IIPMYACTHOCTY, CBSI3aHHOM C Hedeumocmyio siinoca (147e6-148a3). B
«[TapmeHnpme» 3TV IBa THUIIA 3TOCOB IPECTABICHBI KaK Ba OCHOBHBIE IIPMHINAIIA
cylecTBoBaHus equHoro; B «Coducre» OHU IIaBHBIE IIPUHIMAIIBI B3aMMOEICTBIISL
MIATHU BEJIMKUX POJIOB, a B « TuMee» — cyIllecTBOBaHMA KOCMIYECKOI YL,

Knwouesvie cnosa: Ilnaton, «Ilapmennn», «'vnnmit Bonbmmit», 2it1ocel, Mpuyact-
HOCTb, €qITHOE, 11eJI0€ U YaCTIL.

Irina Protopopova
Two Types of Eidos and Two Types of Participation:
The Parmenides and the Hippias Major.

The article deals with two types of eidos and two types of participation present in the
dialogues Parmenides and Hippias Major. The first type of eidos may be called qualita-
tive, or indivisible: here, every single thing has the same quality as the sum of similar
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things (the beautiful, strong, healthy, etc.) (Hp. Ma. 303b). The second type of eidos is
shown by examples of numbers (301d5-e8) and of the pleasures of sound and sight.
This type of eidos exists as a whole, whose parts, taken separately, do not possess the
qualities of that whole. These are composite, or quasi-divisible, eide. In the Parmenides,
the composite eidos is transformed into the principle of the existence of the One at the
beginning of the second hypothesis (Prm. 142bd), when it is established, that “the One
as One” is unthinkable, but it is necessary to assume that “the One exists”, so that “the
existing One” is a whole, whose parts are oneness and being (142d1-5). This principle
of the existence of the One as a whole consisting of parts necessarily leads to the di-
alectic of the Same and the Other, which is based on a different type of participation,
associated with the indivisibility of eidos (147e6—148a3). In the Parmenides, these two
types of eidos are presented as two basic principles of the existence of the One; in the
Sophist, they are the main principles of interaction of the five great genera, and in the
Timaeus, of the existence of Cosmic soul.

Keywords: Plato, the Parmenides, the Hippias Major, eidos, participation, the One, the
whole and its parts.

Pyctam lanannn
Cnyuwas BHumarenbHo: [natoH pacckasbiBaet npo copucros.

Hu st Koro He cekper, UTO CyIleCTBEHHAs 4acTh MHGOpManuy o copucrax JOILIA
o Hac 6maropmaps guanoraMm Ilmatona. OnHako umMeHHO oT IlnartoHa, a 3aTeM u OT
ApucroTens, UAeT THICIUENIeTHIS TPAAUUVS AMCKPUMMHAIY coducTa M KakK de-
JIoBeKa, Gepyliero mary 3a o0ydeHue, U KaK MBICIUTEIS 0CO00T0 poaa, KOTOpOro
HeJIETKO YXBaTUTh OMHOI PYKOM M KOTOPBIIl HUUeMy, KpoMe HeObIThs, He yunt. K
cuacTbio, 13 IlnaToHa MBI y3HaeM He TOJIBKO, CKOJIb HeOJIaroHaIe)KHbl ObLIn codu-
CTBHI B MHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHOM OTHOILIEHNY, HO TaKXe ¥ TO, Y4eMy, COOCTBEHHO, OHI 00y-
uvanu. HackoJpKo qaneko Mbl MOXKeM 3aliTu B cBoeM (He)moBepuu [lnaTony u ects au
y Hac Kakue-1100 MCTOUHIKOBEAUECKIe albTEPHATHBEI 10 COPUCTIKE, eCIU BCTATh
Ha II03ULIVIO TUIIEPKPUTUKI B OTHOLIEHNN TOro, Kak Ilmaron nsobpaxaer copucron
M UTO OH O HUX IOBOPUT? B 9T0II cTaThe MBI IOMIBITAEMCS TIPEIVIOKUTH HEOOIBLIYIO
arronoruio ILIaToHy ¥ II0Ka3aTh, HACKOJIBKO MBI 00s13aHbI €My B TOM, YTO KacaeTcs
HAIIIIX 3HAHMIT O COPUCTAX, a TAKXKe CeJIaTh KPaTKMiT 0030p COBPEMEHHBIX OLIEHOK
[ImaToHa KaK MCTOYHMKA 110 COPUCTOIOTUNL.

Kimouesvie croga: antnunas ¢uirocodus, copucTuka, puTopuKa.

Rustam Galanin
Listening Carefully: Plato Tells About the Sophists.

It is well known that most of our knowledge of the Sophists is obtained from Plato’s
dialogues as well as the long tradition of criticism aimed at sophistry. Thanks to the
ceuvre of Plato and Aristotle and their followers, we envisage the Sophists as bad guys,
obnoxious “many-sided creatures” who take fees for their teachings and are “not to
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be caught with one hand”. Fortunately we know not only how bad the Sophists were,
but also what they taught, and it is Plato who in many cases is our only source of
information on the topic. That is why I am not going to criticize Plato for having an
inadequate view of the Sophists — which is a common notion — but, on the contrary,
will try to offer an apology in behalf of Plato by way of demostrating how much we
owe him in terms of our knowledge about the Sophists. Further, I am planning to make
a summary of modern assessments of Plato as a source for sophistology, and to show
that Plato’s dialogues are unique historical testimonies, and therefore many things
written by him about the Sophists are to be taken on trust.

Keywords: ancient philosophy, sophistry, rhetoric.

Anekceri [apamxa
MnatoH n CodpoH: nocTaHoBKa Bonpoca.

JpeBHume (1 He OueHb ApeBHUE) CBUAETEIHCTBA HAMEKAIOT Ha COBEPIIEHHO 0coboe
orHoureHnnu I[Inatona k mumorpady Codpony us Cupakys, coBpemeHHuKy Cokpara
u EBpunmpa. Ilnaron Bocxuinancs kuuramu CodpoHna, npuses ux ¢ co6oit B Adnu-
Hbl 13 Cupaxys, yBI€KaJICs UM HACTOJIBKO, UTO He PacCTABAJICI C HUMU HU JHEM,
HM HOYBIO, I He IIPOCTO 3aYNTHIBAJICS STUM aBTOPOM, HO B UeM-TO U ITOAPAXKAI €My,
a MMEeHHO B M300pakeHUN xapakrepos (f0ormotfjoc mpog avtdv, D.L. 3.18). Orcro-
Jla HETPY/XHO IIPENIIOJN0XUTh, YTO UMeHHO u3 counHennit Coppona Ilnaron, Bo3-
MO’KHO, 3aMIMCTBOBAJ M3IOMIHKY CBOETo (p1i1ocodckoro ctuis — camy Gopmy aua-
sora. Takoe IpeanosokeHue MEVICTBUTEIBHO BBICKa3bIBAIOCH — JI B OUEHb IT03[-
HeM tekcre Moanna era (H. 10.806-810 et al.), m B coBceM paHHEeM CBIIETENbCTBE
ApucToTens, KOTOpoe HAXOAMM B €T0 COXPAaHMBIIEMCS JUIIb (pparMeHTapHO COUN-
Hennn Ilepi o tdV, omonHsseMoM aHOHMMHBIM nanupycoM (P. Oxy. 3219) u nepe-
KIIMKAIOIIeMCs C HaualbHbIMI cTpaHuiamu «Ilostukm» (1447b). [Tomumo Codpona,
Apucrorensb ykasbiBaeT Ha Hekoero Asnekcamena (Tenocckoro miau Teocckoro) xak
npenuecTBeHHuKa [U1aToHa: MMEHHO TOT GyATO GBI EPBBHIM HAUaJl IIUCATh COKpa-
Tiyeckue / xpamarudeckue (mua)iaory’. IIpesxae yeM IpuUCTynaTh K Kakoi-Inbo MH-
TepIIpeTanuy, HeoOXoaMMo GoJiee JUIM MeHee YeTKO IpeCTaBIATh cebe He TOIBKO
JOCTYIIHBIN MaTepyal, HO Y1 MHCTPYMEHTBI IUIs ero 06paboTKM, a MMEHHO BOIIPOCEHL,
KOTOpBIE CIIefyeT 3a4aBaTh, YTOOBI IOJIyUNTH OCMBICJIEHHBIE Pe3yIbTaThl. YTo IIOHM-
Mast Apucrorenb mof ‘(mua)morom’? YeM MMEHHO GBI CULIMIUIICKIE MUMBI? YBBI,
ot counuennit CoppoHa COXpaHMIINCD JINIIDb CKyAHbIE (PParMeHTEI.

Krntouesvie cnosa: Ilnaton, Coppon, quanor, Mum.

Alexei Garadja
Plato and Sophron: Staging a Question

Ancient testimonies allude to a special relationship that linked Plato to Sophro, a writer
of mimes from Syracuse, contemporary with Socrates and Euripides. Plato admired
Sophron’s writings, has brought them to Athens from Syracuse, was engrossed in them
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to such extent that he couldn’t part with them throughout day and night, was not only
absorbed in reading but in some way imitated the Sicilian, namely in depicting charac-
ters (6omoifjoon Tpog adToV, D.L. 3.18). One might infer that even that which makes
up the special appeal of Plato’s philosophical style, the very form of dialogue, could
have been borrowed from Sophron. Such an assumption has actually been made, both
in recentiores like John Tzetzes (H. 10.806-810 et al.) and in a quite early testimony of
Aristotle found in his fragmentary piece Ilept mount@®v, supplemented by a papyrus
(P. Oxy. 3219) and rebounding on the opening pages of the Poetics (1447b). Besides
Sophron, Aristotle indicates among Plato’s precursors a certain Alexamenus of Teos
(Tenos) who supposedly wrote ‘Socratic/ dramatic dialogues/logoi’ ahead of Plato.
Before attempting to interpret such claims, one should not only parse the available
material but also hone the tools for its processing, namely the questions that must
be asked if one hopes to get any sensible answers. What did Aristotle intend by a
‘dialogue’? What exactly were Sicilian mimes? Sophron’s writings are extant only as
scanty, largely unrevealing fragments. We have to grope our way on this quest, de-
pending only on indirect and unreliable data.

Keywords: Plato, Sophron, dialogue, mime.

Poman Csetnos
lOnvan OTCTYNMHUK — «MOCAEAHNIA KUHUK»?

B crarwe paccmaTpuBaerca onenka I0nmanom OTCTYIHIKOM KMHM3MA — KaK «APEB-
HEro», Tak ¥ COBPeMEHHOro eMy. Aneyuaumsa K KMHMKaM mossoiana I0nmany pe-
LINTEL Cpas3y HECKONLKO 3amau. C 0fHOM CTOPOHEI, OH A€MOHCTPUPOBANl CBO€ PUTO-
pHUecKoe MCKYCCTBO «Ha IoJie» Giutocodpun, IpouepynBas IpaHnIly MeKay ¢uio-
codueit 10>xHOI 1 oAINHHOI. C APYroil — OH Kak ObI PeKOHCTPYUPOBAT UCTOPUIO,
BOCCTaHABIIMBAT «IIOMIMHHBII» 001MK yueHnkoB Cokpara. U sgecs IOnnan cienyer
TPagVIIIAY TIPEICTABIECHNIT O «ApeBHeN (IIocodum», OMHIM U3 POJOHAYATHHIKOB
KoTopoit 6611 AHTIIOX U3 Ackanona. OH go6asister AHTHCcheHa 1 [IyoreHa kK KaHOHM-
YeCcKoIl 1A HeoIIaToHuKoB rpynmne u3 Coxpata, [Inarona u Apucrorens. Pasnene-
HIe COKpPaTOBCKOI ¢iutocopum Ha Teopermdeckyro (IlmaTon, Apucroreis) U Mmpak-
tHdeckyio (Antucden, [I1oreH) 4acTu IOMOTaIo0 eMy CHHTe3MPOBATh KMHIIECKOE
U IJIaTOHMYECKOe yueHMe B ofHo mejoe. OnTuka ucropuueckoro sperns IOnnmana
ObLIa TAaKOBA, UTO 3aCTaBJIAIA €0 BOCIPUHMMATD (DaKThl IPOIIIOTO UCKIIOUNTENb-
HO CKBO3b IIPM3MY CBOET'0 BpeMeHI, IIOTOHAA UX IIOJ TOT KyJIbTYPHBII JaHIIIadT,
KOTOPBIN OH CUUTAJl €CTeCTBEHHBIM JJIi BEUHOTO PMMCKOTO MUpa. ITO IO3BOJIMIIO
eMy BOCIIPMHIUMATD ce0sl OMHOBPEMEHHO I Kak (duutocoda-Teypra, 1 Kak afgenra Kiu-
HIYECKOTO YUEHIS, UTO IIPOCIEKMBAETC B LIeJIOM psafe TekcToB IOmmana, ocobeHHO
CO3IaHHBIX B MOCIENHIIL FOMT €TI0 KU3HMU.

Kmiouesvie cnoga: YOnman OTCTYyNHUK, KMHU3M, HEOIUIATOHM3M, TEOPETHUecKas ¥
npaxTuueckas Gpyiocodus.
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Roman Svetlov
Julian the Apostate — “the Last Cynic”?

The subject of the article is Julian the Apostate’s evaluation of Cynicism — both its
“ancient” version and the one which was contemporary with his lifetime. His appeal
to the Cynics allowed Julian to solve several problems at once. On the one hand, he
demonstrated his rhetorical art in the “arena” of philosophy, attempting to trace the
border between false and authentic wisdom. On the other hand, he reconstructed his-
tory, as it were, restoring a “true” image of Socrates’ disciples. Julian follows the tradi-
tion of representing the “ancient philosophy” going back to, among others, Antiochus
of Ascalon. He adds Antisthenes and Diogenes to the canonical list of ancient philoso-
phers (Socrates, Plato, Aristotle) adopted by Neoplatonists. A division of Socratic phi-
losophy into two parts, the theoretical (Plato, Aristotle) and practical (Antisthenes,
Diogen), helped him to synthesize the Cynic and Platonic teachings into a unity. This
allowed him to perceive himself simultaneously as a philosopher-theurgist, and as an
adept of the Cynic doctrine. This can be seen in a number of Julian’s texts, especially
those created in the last year of his life.

Keywords: Julian the Apostate, Cynicism, Neoplatonism, theoretical and practical phi-
losophy.

Mapus Bapnamoba
O pasnuunu aywm n npupoasl xkmsoro Tena y Cumnnukus.

3agaua CTaThy — PacCMOTPETH YU€HNE O IIPUPOIE JKUBOTO TeNA U O COOTHOLIEHII
NIPUPOABI U AyIIM B KOMMeHTapusax CUMIUIMKUS Ha APUCTOTENs, B IEPBYI0 OUe-
pens Ha «PUBUKY», I [TOKA3aTh, KaK IpeacTaBieHre CUMIUIUKIS O IIPUPOJE U3Me-
HsIeTCs TI0 OTHOLIEHUIO K APICTOTENI0, KOTOPOro OH KOMMEHTUpPYeT. B craTbe pac-
cMaTpuBaeTcs, Kak 06a Gpuiiocoda TPaKTYIOT Pl IPUMEPOB, KOTOPbIE UCIIOIB3YIOTCS
IUIsL pa3bsACHEHUS BOSHMKHOBEHUS U JABVDKEHUS SKUBOTO CyLIero. Bo-nepBoix, mpu-
Mep KOpMUEro U Kopabiist, JeMOHCTPUPYIOILIL, KAKUM 00pasoM AyLla IBIDKET Te-
JI0; BO-BTOPBIX, IPUMEP UyECHBIX aBTOMATOB VI MAPMOHETOK, KOTOPHII TI03BOJIS-
€T yKa3aTh Ha IPUUMHBI pa3sBUTUI 9SMOproHa. B uactHocT, CUMIUIMKMIT BBIIETISIET
IIPUPOLY KaK OTAENBHYIO ACCUBHYIO IIPUUNHY ABIKEHNUS, HAXOIALYIOCS HIDKE Y-
101, KOTOpas, B IIEPBYIO OUEPE/ib, OMMUCHIBAETCSA KaK YCTPOEHHOCTD TeJla B KAUECTBE
[IOJIESKALLIETO OYLIEBHOM feaTeabHoCTI. OHAKO IIpK 00CYKOeHNN dSMOproreHesa
CUMIUIMKIII OIIpefesisieT IPUPOAY KaK TBOPSLIYIO IPUUMHY, KOTOPAs OIpEHeseT
MIOPSIIOK PasBUTHSL OPTAHOB, M OTEJISeT IPUPOMHBII 3I0C KaK TeJIeCHyI GopMy
u obpasew i GOPMUPYIOLIETOCS IUIOAA OT AYIUM KaK SHTEJEXUI KUBOTO Teja. B
CBOETI MHTEPIIPETALIUI ABTOP OIupaeTcs Ha KomMeHTapuy CuMIumkus K «Pusuke»
2.1-3 u (llceBpo)-Cummnukns k «O gymre» 1.1, 2.1.

Krniouesvie cnosa: myuia, npupona, sMOpuoreHes, ABKeHune, Apucroreib, CUMILIN-
KU,
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Maria Varlamova
On the Distinction of Soul and Nature of the Living Body in Simplicius.

The objective of the present article is to examine the representation of the nature of
the living body and of the correlation between nature and soul in Simplicius’ commen-
taries on Aristotle, primarily on his Physics, and to demonstrate how Simplicius’ views
vary in regard to Aristotle, whom he comments on. Given this aim, I will consider the
way both authors interpret two examples used to explain the emergence and move-
ment of the living being. The first example, of a helmsman and a ship, is a means to
expose the manner in which a soul moves a body; the second example, of automata or
marionettes, allows to display the causes of an embryo’s movement. For instance, Sim-
plicius emphasizes nature as a separate passive motive cause, which is placed below
the soul and is primarily described as an arrangement of the body in its function as the
subject of the soul’s activity. While considering embryogenesis, however, Simplicius
specifies nature as a creative cause determining the order of development of organs,
and sets the natural eidos as the bodily form and the paradigm for embryogenesis apart
from the soul as the entelechy of the living body. In my interpretation, I proceed from
Simplicius’ commentary on Aristotle’s Physics 2.1-3 and (Pseudo)-Simplicius’ com-
mentary on his On the Soul 1.1, 2.1.

Keywords: soul, nature, embryogenesis, motion, Aristotle, Simplicius.

Anekceii CTpenbLos
Beccrpactue bora u 6ecctpactHoe ctpaaaHue bora
B MO3HeN aHTVUYHOCTU: aHTArOHU3M UM MPEEMCTBEHHOCTb?

B To BpeMmsa Kak npepcraBieHue o 6eccrpactuy bora 6bLI0 HEOTBEMIIEMOIL YaCTBIO
¢dunocodckoit reosoruu IlaroHa 1 MOCIeAYIOIIETO ITIATOHU3MA, 3apOXKICHIE XPU-
CTMaHCKoI (urocodun moTpe6oBay0o HOBOTO OCMBICJICHMS 3TOM IIPOGIEMBI: eCIII
XpUCTHaHe yTBep>xaanu 6oxectso Mucyca ns Hazapera, uesoBexa, KOTOpOro OHM I10-
Jlaraju OCHOBaTeJIeM CBOEM PeJIMTUM U KOTOPOTO MCIIOBeI0BaNIM KaK «CTPajaBIIero
npu [loutun IInnare», To UTO 3TO 03HAYAIIO IPMMEHUTENIBHO K YCTOSABILIENCI KOH-
nenmuy 6eccrpactua Bora? B paMKax TPMHMTAPHBIX ¥ XPUCTOJIOTMYECKIX CIIOPOB
4-6 BeKOB OBLIM IIPEAIIPMHATHI IOIBITKY PALMOHAIBHON apryMeHTalM U paspe-
LIeHNs Ka)XyILerocd IpoTUBOpedns MexXay GeccrpactueM Bora u ero crpafaHuem,
B paMKaX KOTOPBIX (uurocodckye KOHIEIII ABHO 100 0OIOCPEJOBAHHO JICIIOJb-
30BaJIMCh B 3TUX AMCKYCCHAX ITO3[HE aHTMYHOCTHU. XOTd BC€ OCHOBHBIE YUACTHM-
KM XPUCTOJIOTMYECKOTO CIIOpa MpUep>KUBAJIICh IIpecTaBIeHns o 6eccrpactuu Bo-
ra, UX IOHUMaHMe He OBLIO OMHOPOAHBIM. IIpecTaBuTeNy aHTMOXMIICKON IITKOJIBI
(Hecropmit, Peogoput) B GOJIbLLIET CTEIIEHN OCTAINCH HA IIO3ULIMAX IITATOHIMUECKOIT
¢dunocodckoil TeoIOrnM B OTHOIIEHNY KOHIenuuu 6ecctpactus Bora, mpeamouynras
paccMaTpuBaTh B KauecTBe CyO'beKTa cTpafaHusa XpucTa Kak 4dejoBeKa. B ormrdme
or Hux Kupumin AneKkcaHIpUIICKMIT, TOIIyCKaBILINIT TEOMACXUCTCKIE HOPMYIINpPOB-
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KI, MICTIOJTb30BAJI ¥ KOHIIETITYaJIbHO IlepepaboTall MOoIoKeHns reuxoaoruu [lnotunxa
1utst punocodcKoro 060CHOBAHMS CBOETO ITOHMMAHYSI GOTOBOILIOLIEHNS.

Kitouesvie cnosa: 6eccrpactue Bora, Ilmorus, Kupnin Anexcangpuiickmit, GeccTpact-
HOe CTpaJaHMe, TeONacXM3M.

Alexey Streltsov
Impassibility of God vs. Impassible Suffering of God
in Late Antiquity: Antagonism or Continuity?

While the understanding of God’s impassibility was part and parcel of philosophical
theology of Plato and the subsequent Platonic tradition, the emergence of Christian
philosophy prompted a new take on this problem: if Christians maintained the divinity
of Jesus of Nazareth, the man whom they considered to be the founder of their reli-
gion and confessed as the one who «was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and suffered»,
what did this mean in relation to the established concept of divine impassibility? At-
tempts at rational argumentation and resolution of the seeming discrepancy between
impassibility of God and theopaschism have been made in the process of Trinitarian
and Christological controversies of the 4-6 centuries. Such discussions of late antig-
uity made direct or indirect use of inherited philosophical concepts. Whereas major
participants of Christological controversy held to the concept of divine impassibility,
their understanding was by no means homogenious. The Antiochene representatives
(among them Nestorius par excellence) remained to a greater extent within the frame-
work of Platonic philosophical theology concerning the concept of divine impassi-
bility. They preferred to view Christ qua man as the subject of suffering. Unlike the
Antiochenes, Cyril of Alexandria made use of theopaschite language. To provide philo-
sophical basis for his understanding of Incarnation, he reframed certain emphases of
Plotinus’ psychology.

Keywords: impassibility of God, Plotinus, Cyril of Alexandria, impassible suffering,
theopaschism.

Pycnan Ma3zaes
AHTpononoruueckoe yueHue «llocnaHus k [lnorHety».

CraTbs IOCBAIIEHA aHAIN3Y YUEHNs O YeJIoBeKe, COIep KaILerocsl B XpUCTUAHCKOM
anonoretnueckom counHeHun II Beka — «Ilocmanun k uornery». «Ilocmanme» gB-
JI€TCS MaMSITHUKOM HeOOBIUHBIM BO MHOTMX OTHOIIeHNIX. OHO He YIIOMMHAETCS
HM OJ{HMM JPEBHIM aBTOPOM, a TEKCT M3BeCTeH O1aromapst JIMIIb OSHON PyKOIICH
XII-XIV BB., HbIHE yTpaueHHOI. X0Ts 110 popme «Ilocmanme» OTHOCUTCS K 3INCTO-
JISPHOMY >KaHpPY, OQHAKO ero copaep)KaHue IT03BOJISET OIPeNeIUTh COUMHEeHMe KaK
MaJIeHbKIII TpakTat miy nporpentuk. OcobeHHO HeoObIU€eH CTIIIb IChMa aBTOpa —
pUTMM30BaHHAA IIPO3a, CXOTHAA CO CTIIIEM ITocIanmiz arocroia [Tasma. BaskHoit oco-
6ennHocTbi0 anTponoornu «Ilocmanns» sSBIIETCS HEpaspbIBHOCTb C COTEPIOIIOTH-
el ¥ 9KKJIECUOJIOTHUEN, UTO CBA3aHO C MUIOAKTUUECKMMI U TTOJIEMUUECKIMU HEeIIMU
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aBropa counHeHys. HecMOTpst Ha OTpMLATENbHYIO OLIEHKY KyJbTYPHOIO Hacjequs
I'PeKO-PUMCKOIT KyJIbTYPBI, aBTOP aKTUBHO IIPUBIIEKaeT P GrrococKux KOHIIeIN-
it [InaToHOBCKast MupoBas Ay1iia CTaHOBUTCS 00pa3soM, KOTOPBIiT OOBSICHSAET COOT-
Hoiuenne [lepkBu u ee uieHOB. B3anmMoCBa3b MUKpO- 1 MAaKpOKOCMOCA IIPIBJIEKAeT-
st Kak obpaselr, 10 KOTOPOMY CTPOMUTCS B3aMIMOMEIICTBIIE XPUCTUAH VM MIUpPa JOJIbHe-
ro. Takum o6pasom, aBTop «IlocaaHms» BKIHOYAET 3JIeMEHThI PUI0COPCKOro MBIILI-
JIEHVIS SI3BIYECKOTO MUPA, BBOAS MX B PAMKI XPUCTUAHCKOJ MUPOBO33pEeHYECKOI] Ia-
pagurmel. [To-BuanMoMy, LiesIbo IPKUBIIeUeHNs YKa3saHHbIX KOHIEIILIII IBJISeTCs He
TOJIBKO CTpeMIyIeHNe K (GOPMUPOBAHNUIO OOIEr0 MOHATUIIHOTO II0JIS C S3BIYeCKIMU
VHTeJJIEKTyaJlaMI, HO ¥ IIOTPeGHOCTh aBTOpa B TEPMIHOJIOTHY, IT03BOJISIOLIEN 00-
JIeub B CJIOBO COOCTBEHHBIE IIpeJCTaBIeHIIS.

Kiiouesvie crosa: aHTUYHAA peJIUIus, paHHee XPUCTUAHCTBO, XPUCTUAHCKAs alloJIo-
retuka, «Ilocnanme x [lnoruery».

Ruslan Mazaev
Anthropological Doctrine of the Epistle to Diognetus.

The paper analyses the doctrine of man contained in the Epistle to Diognetus, a Chris-
tian apologetic work of the 2nd century. It is not mentioned by any ancient author,
and its text had been preserved in a sole manuscript of the XII-XIV centuries, now
lost. Although in form the Epistle pertains to the epistolary genre, its content allows
to define the work as a small treatise or protreptic. The author’s style of writing is
especially remarkable, availing of a rhythmic prose in a similar manner as the Apostle
Paul’s Epistles. An important feature of the anthropology inherent in the Epistle is its
direct implication with soteriology and ecclesiology related to the didactic and polem-
ical purposes of the author. Despite the negative assessment of the cultural heritage of
the Graeco-Roman world, the author actively draws on a number of inherited philo-
sophical concepts. The Platonic World Soul transforms into an image that explains
the relationship between the Church and its members. The interrelation of micro- and
macrocosm is drawn as a model upon which the interaction between Christians and
the earthly world is based. Thus, the author of the Epistle incorporates elements of the
philosophical thinking of the pagan world, introducing them into the framework of
the Christian ideological paradigm. Apparently, the goal of attracting these concepts
is not only the desire to form a common conceptual field with pagan intellectuals, but
also the author’s need for terminology allowing him to put his own ideas into words.

Keywords: ancient religion, early Christianity, Christian apologetics, Epistle to Diogne-
tus.

Tomar Mpys
Ouepk peuenuuu MNnaTtoHa B nonbckoi ¢punocodpun (1800-1950).

Crarbsi CTaBUT CBOET 3afayeil AaTh 0030p pelielNy IIIIATOHOBCKOTO TBOPUECTBA B
nosnbekoit pumocodun. Ilepuon 1800-1950 B [losbiite oTMEUEH MHOKECTBOM KYJIb-
TYpHBIX (peHOMeHOB, cBsa3aHHBIX ¢ IImaronom. O6iiasi cBOmKa IPSMOI peLeIyu
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ILnraToHA B IIOJIBCKOI (procoduu MoxpasaesnseTcs Ha TPU OTAeNa, KOTOPBIE B LIEJIOM
COOTBETCTBYIOT — 33 OU€Hb HEMHOTUMI MCKIIOUEHISIMIL — TPEM XPOHOJIOTMYeCKIM
craguaMm peneniuu Ilnarona B Iloneie. IlepBas cTagms mpefcTaBiseT coboit mac-
CMBHOE BOCIIPMATIE ILUIATOHM3MA KaK uacTb Gojlee 06BEMIIIOIIETO IIPOoLiecca yCBoe-
HISI COBpeMeHHBIX GIIOCOBCKIX TeueHMII. Bropas cTagms BKIIOYaeT OLEHKH ILIa-
TOHOBCKOIT (1Iocodmm, JaBaBILIecs NPeJCTaBUTEIMIA Pa3INMIHBIX GII0COPCKIX
HAaIIpaBJIeHMII I IIOXOXO0B, KOTOPBIe HAIPIMYI0 paGoTainy ¢ [IaTOHOM U OLleHMBaII
ero ¢uocoduio co cBoeit COGCTBEHHOI TOUKY 3peHMs, COOCTBEHHOTI (urocodcKoit
mosuiy. TpeThst cTagus IpearnosaraeT mepecagKy Wy BHeAPeHNe IIIaTOHNIeCcKo-
ro MaTepuaja B TKaHb IOJIBCKOM (umuocodum. ABTOPEI, IPUUNCIIEMble K TaHHOM
CTayM, MCIIONB30BaIN Ananory Il1aToHa ¢ 1eJIbio IIOCTPOEHNSI CBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX
¢$uIocodcKkmx BO33PEHMIT U CUCTEM.

Kitouesvie cnosa: mnatonnsm, penenuus [narona, nonsckas gunocodus 19-20 BB.

Tomasz Mroz
Plato’s Reception in Polish Philosophy (1800-1950): An Outline.

The paper aims to outline the reception of Plato’s work among philosophers in Poland.
During the period 1800-1950 many cultural phenomena related to Plato occurred in
Poland. The overall account of the direct reception of Plato in Polish philosophy distin-
guishes between three types of reception, which essentially correspond — with only a
few exceptions - to three chronological stages of the reception of Plato in Poland. The
first stage concerns the passive reception of Platonism as part of the wider process
of the reception of contemporary philosophical currents. The second stage consists
of evaluations of Plato’s philosophy provided by the representatives of the different
philosophical currents and philosophical approaches, who referred directly to Plato
and evaluated his philosophy from their own point of view, from their philosophi-
cal position. The third stage involves implanting, or integrating the Platonic material
into the tissue of Polish philosophy. The authors classified into this stage used Plato’s
dialogues to build their own philosophical views and systems.

Keywords: Platonism, Plato’s reception, Polish philosophy of 19-20 centuries.

lNayny Anewangpe /luma
leHeanornueckoe npouteHne «Anknsuaga» Muwenem Pyko.

Opnna u3 riaaBHBIX 3agad Pyko B «IepMeHeBTHKe CyObeKTa» — OIpeNeUTh, B KAKOI
CTeIleHy IIPMHIMII 3a60ThI 0 ceOe OCTAaBaJICS KIIIOUEBBIM Ha IPOTSDKEHNI BCell aH-
TryHOCTH. PYKO CTPeMUTCS OTCIIeUTD TFeHealOrMIo STOTO SBJIEHIS, IOCKOIBKY OHO
COCTaBJISIET OMUH 13 OCHOBOIIOJATAIOINMX MOMEHTOB MCTOPMYECKOTO VM TeHealorn-
ueckoro opMupoBaHus coBpeMeHHOro cyobekra. CornacHo Pyko, ToT daxT, uro
«AnkuBuan» comepXuT GII0cOPCKyI0 TeOpuIo 3a60ThI 0 cebe, IeIaeT 9TOT AUAIOT
KIIFOYeBBIM MOMEHTOM B (uirocodckoil ucropum maHHOro moHaTus. Kak mosaraer
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dyko, éavtdv (129b, 130€) COOTHOCUTCS He ¢ KAKMM-TO OIPeNeIeHHBIM COIepKaHM-
eM CcyO'’beKTa, HO ¢ BHYTpEeHHel BO3BPAaTHOCThIO, Ha KOTOPYIO 1 YKa3bIBaeT BO3BpAT-
HOE MEeCTOMMEHNE, C ONpeNeSIoIUM (aKTOM TOrO0, UTO CyO'BEKT €CTh IIPEXIe BCEro
HEKOe OTHOLIEHNE K cefe, a He Kakasg-1o cyOcrtaHuus. ComocraBieHeM « AJIKMBUA-
Ja» ¢ TpeMs APYTMMIU ITaToHOBCKuMY auanoramu («Peqorom», «IImpom» u «Tocy-
JapCTBOM») B OTHOLLIEHNY IIPMMAaTa CAaMOIIO3HAHMS Hall CaM03a00TOll 00YCIOBIEHO
u3MeHeHue B HoHuMaHuy PyKo mpencTaBieHns 0 IpUpoje AYIUN: OT IIpeCcTaBie-
HUSA O AyLIe KaK esTeJIbHOCTI OH IIEPEXOMNT K IIPEACTABIECHNIO O AyIIe KaK CyILl-
Hoctu. CemaHTHUecKoe pasinuue Mexay Oeiov u 6 0edg (133¢) momyckaer oba aTu
pasiIMyaoIIMecs IIPOUTEHUs IIPUPOIBI YU B « AnKusuage». PyKo, oqHaKo, BOC-
MIPUHMMAET UX KaK OXHO JI TO XKe.

Kmiouesvie criosa: « Ankusuan», Pyko, [Inatown, 3abora o cebe.

Paulo Alexandre Lima
Foucault’s Genealogical Reading of the Alcibiades.

One of Foucault’s main objectives in the Hermeneutics of the Subject is to determine
the extent to which the principle of the care of the self was key throughout the whole
of Antiquity. Foucault attempts to trace the genealogy of this phenomenon because it
constitutes one of the most fundamental moments in the historical and genealogical
formation of the modern subject. According to Foucault, the fact that the Alcibiades
presents a philosophical theory of the care of the self is what makes it a key moment
in the philosophical history of such a concept. In Foucault’s view, éavtov (129b, 130e)
does not correspond to any specific content of the self but to the intrinsic reflexivity
the reflexive pronoun points to, the constitutive fact that the self is first and foremost
arelation to itself rather than a substance. The association of the Alcibiades with three
other Platonic dialogues (the Phaedo, the Symposium and the Republic) regarding the
topic of the primacy of self-knowledge over self-care produces a change in Foucault’s
understanding of the conception of the soul’s nature, namely from a conception of
the soul as an activity to a conception of it as a substance. The difference in meaning
between Oelov and 6 0edg (133c) allows the existence of these two different readings
of the nature of the soul in the Alcibiades. Foucault, however, takes them as being one
and the same.

Keywords: the Alcibiades, Foucault, Plato, self-care.

Loxon lNapTpumx
demunHnsm n NnatoH:
NpucBoeHne, N3bATUE N KOHCTPYKTUBHOE CoyuacTue.

Cratbsl paccMaTpyUBaeT Ba HeJJaBHO HAMETHUBILMKCSA IIOAX04a B QeMIHMCTCKOI MH-
TepIperanuy ucropuu ¢purocopuu u peKoOMeHAyeT OLUH U3 HUX MJIT MCCIeRoBa-
Hug [Inatona. Kaxaslit mpeacraBiser co60il BapMaHT IPUCBAMBAOIIEr0 (heMIHN3-
Ma, IIpU 3TOM 00a ITOAX0Ma IIPU3bIBAIOT K OCTOPOKHOMY OOpallleHII0 ¢ HauuM ¢u-
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nococKIM HacequeM 13-3a PUCKOB HellpeTHAMEPEHHOTO YBEKOBEUEHMSI €T0 yTHe-
TaTesbCcKoit ueonoruy. Cruntus ®puieHn, OnMpasch Ha U3bIMAIOIIYIO YCTAHOBKY
Vipuraps, npeanounraeT Gojiee OTCTpaHEHHBIIT IOAX0A K IlmaToHy u ApucToremio u
paryet 3a TpaHcopMaumio camMoit ugen ¢unocopun. ABTOp CUMTAET, UTO 3Ta UAET
dbmrocoduy MOpoUHa, IIOCKOJIBKY MCTIHA 3[€Ch BBITECHSETCS OLHIM MM HEeCKOJIb-
KIMY HeaJeTHUeCKMMI STMCTeMIYecKIMY JoOpomeTensamu. Bropoit moxxox orra-
KMBAETCA OT IOCTKOJIOHMANIBbHOI KpUTUKM CIIMBAK U CTPEMUTCH HAIIPAMYIO pasbu-
patbcs ¢ mpobiaeMubIMu ¢puocodamu. KoHcTpyKTIBHOE coyuacTue — IIOAXoxH, chop-
MynupoBaHHI [laitnek XycenHsaneras B ee mHTepperanuyu KanTa, - Takxe Tpedy-
eT tpaHchopMupoBanHoit naen purocodun. Ho ee MeTox cocpeJOTOUEH He CTOTIBKO
Ha BOIIPOCAx OIIPaBHAHIs, Kak Ha GII0COMCKIX IPaKTIKaX. ABTOp ITOKa3bIBAET, Ka-
KM 00pasoM ee MeTOJ MOXXeT OBITh MpIcIocobieH ms uccnenoBanus IlnaTona, u
HaMeuaeT CXeMy KOHCTPYKTMBHOTO coyJacTus ¢ HuM. HameuaeT BO3MOKHOCTH ITOJI-
HOI[eHHOTO I IZIOAOTBOPHOTO B3aMO/ECTBIA C IIIIATOHIIECKIM HacIeAyeM — B3a-
MIMOJEVICTBUS C OIIOPOIL Ha BKJIIOUAOLIYIO, AMHAMUYHYI QIUIOCOPCKYIO IPAKTUKY
BHYTPU ILUIATOHOBCKON (GUIOCOGUM METOZAMU, COIPOTUBIIIOIIVMIUC MCKII0YAI0-
MM MepapXIUecKIM IMITyJIbCaM, KOTOpbIe TaKxKe B Hell IPUCYTCTBYIOT.

Kitouesvie crosa: peMUHM3M, MIE0IOTUS, METOXOJIOTHS, IIPAKTIIKA.

John Partridge
Feminist Encounters with Plato:
Appropriation, Disinvestment, and Constructive Complicity.

This article examines two recent approaches to the feminist interpretation of the his-
tory of philosophy and recommends one of them for the study of Plato. Each is a
variation of appropriation feminism, but both approaches engage cautiously with our
philosophical inheritance out of a concern that we may unwittingly perpetuate its
oppressive ideology. Cynthia Freeland, taking inspiration from Irigaray’s disinvest-
ment approach, favors a more detached approach to Plato and Aristotle and calls for
a transformed conception of philosophy. I argue that this conception of philosophy is
flawed because truth’s importance is displaced by one or more non-alethic epistemic
virtues. The second approach takes its inspiration from Spivak’s postcolonial critique
and seeks to confront problematic philosophers head on. Dilek Huseyinzadegan’s con-
structive complicity approach, which she develops in her interpretation of Kant, also
calls for a transformed conception of philosophy. But her method focuses less on ques-
tions of justification, and instead centers on our philosophical practices. I show how
her method can be adapted to the study of Plato and outline what it means to enact
a constructive complicity with him. I consider the possibilities of a full and fruitful
engagement with our Platonic inheritance, one that draws on the inclusive, dynamic
philosophical praxis within Platonic philosophy in ways that resist the impulses of
exclusion and hierarchy that are also present in it.

Keywords: feminism, ideology, methodology, praxis.
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Anekceli Hectepyk
Kocmonorus [natoHa u nnaToHU3M B COBpeMEHHOI KOCMONOTUN.

B crarpe obcy:xmaeTcsa NPUHINMIIMATBHAS aCMMMETPHUA MEXIY IpeCTaBIeHMeM O
BpeMeHM U IPOCTPAHCTBEHHOI cpefe (BMecTuamiue) B Kocmosoruu IDmarona. B
NIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHOCTD BPEMEHM IIPOCTPAHCTBO BBICTYIIaeT HEOOXOMVIMBIM IIPEICy-
LLIECTBYIOIIVM 3JIEMEHTOM IO OTHOIIEHMIO K BOCIPMHIIMAEMOI C IIOMOILBIO UyBCT
BcenenHolt. Ha mpumepe momenn kBanToBOM KocMoioruy C. XOKIHTa ITOKa3bIBaeT-
s, YTO COBpEMEHHbIe KOCMOJIOTMUECKYIe MOJIENIN IIPOMCXOKAE€HIA BUAMMOI BCeIeH-
HOI1, MpeTeHyIolLe Ha SKCIUIMKAINIO MPUMUYMHHOTO MPUHLMIIA MUpa, B IpOLec-
ce IeKOHCTPYKIMM BPeMEHHOrO IOPAKA BRIHYK/IEHBI alleJUIMPOBaTh K IIpeJjiesKa-
MM CYIMHOCTSIM THIIA IIPOCTpaHcTBa (BMecTuimiia) [lnaToHa Kak TOMY MCXOTHO-
My ¥ MaKCHMAJbHO CUMMeTPUUHOMY TuUIy OpITHS, 63 KoToporo ¢muamka He B CM-
sax GYHKIMOHMPOBaTh. [leslaeTcs BBIBOM, UTO ILUIATOHM3M B COBPEMEHHOI KOCMO-
JIOTMH, KaK OIpefieleHHOe BOCIpoMu3BeneHme xona Mpiciau IlnaTona B mocTpoeHNn
TEOpUM IPOMCXOXKAEHUS BCEJIEHHOI, ABNAETCA TPAaHCIEHAEHTATbHOM 3aKOHOMEp-
HOCTBIO, C HeM30eKHOCTBIO IPOSABIIAIOIIENICS IPU JIF000TT ITOMBITKE MOJEIMPOBAHII
TIPOMCXOKIEHNS BCEJIEHHOI.

Kiouesvie criosa: BceneHHast, MaTepus, IIPOCTPAHCTBO, KOCMOJIOTHS, IIJIATOHU3M, TBO-
peHne.

Alexei Nesteruk
Plato’s Cosmology and Platonism in Modern Cosmology.

This article discusses the fundamental asymmetry between the notion of time and
spatial medium (receptacle) in Plato’s cosmology. Space, in contradistinction with time,
reveals itself as a necessary preexisting element of cosmology which gives rise to the
sensible realm involved in temporal flux. It is demonstrated, on the basis of a model of
quantum cosmology by S. Hawking, that all modern theories of the origin of the visible
universe claiming to be able to explain the causal principle of the world have to appeal
to some pre-existent entities closely resembling the space (receptacle) of Plato as such
an initial and highly symmetrical type of being which is required for physics to be able
to function at all. The conclusion is drawn that Platonism in modern cosmology, being
a sort of reproduction of Plato’s thinking in building a theory of the world’s origin, is
de facto a transcendental delimiter inevitably appearing in all attempts to model the
origin of the universe.

Keywords: cosmology, matter, space, Platonism, time, universe.
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