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Ot penakumnm

Hecarelit BeITycK «IJIaTOHOBCKUX JICCIeI0OBaHNMIT» OTKPBIBAETCA CTa-
theit JI. Bpuccona ¢ 0630poM ucTopum, Ieieil 1 nepcrekKTuB Mexmay-
HapOJHOTO IIJIATOHOBCKOTO 00IIIecTBa. ABTOPBI CJIeyIOIIell CTaThI B
pasgene «Ilnaton un ninaroHoBegeHue» JI. Pepporu n A. Mace mpen-
JIaraloT CBOIO CTPATETMIO0 KOHTEKCTYaJIM3alNM, OIIPOOOBAaHHYIO B UX
HOBOM u3nanuu aquaiora «Mou». M. My3sana B ctatee o joroce B «Co-
¢ducre» craBUT IpoOIEMY KOPpeIILMY B3aMMOMEIICTBUS SIIOCOB U
VX OTp@)KEHNS B peul, II0Ka3blBas pasHUIly B IIOAXOMe K JIOTOCY y
IInarona, Apucrorens, 'oprus u np. B crarse 3. Meppeit peds uaer o
BO3BpAIlleHNY y3HUKOB U3 «aJUIETOpMIU Ielepbl» B «locymapcTses;
paccMOTpeH IIpekJe BCero KOTHUTVBHBIN acleKT 3Toit TeMsbl. A. Ce-
pEruH B cTaThe 00 MICIIpaBUTEIbHON QyHKIMM HakasaHug y Ilmaro-
Ha OCTAaHAaBJIMBaeTCA Ha KOHIEIIMY HaKa3aHUs, OJIaroTBOPHO BIINA-
IOLIIeT0 Ha JIofel mopouHsIx. Pasnmen «Ilnaronnam u ero pemenmmm»
oTkpbIBaeTcs cratbeil [l. BuprokoBa, rme obcy:kmaeTcs oTpaskeHUe
apMCTOTeIEeBCKOI JIOTMKM B roseMuke Mexay EBHomuem u I'puropu-
em Hucckum o Tpnantapuoctn. Paborsr A. aposckux un . I'ypesano-
Ba peaJM30BaHbI B paMKax IpoeKTa « JlyII1a 1 ceMs Kak IIPUUNHBI pa3-
BUTHUA 9MOpHMOHA: ImpobieMa eAMHCTBA GU3MUECKOTO CYIIero B Ipo-
Liecce BO3HMKHOBEHN »; IIepBasd IOCBAIIeHa TPakTaTy «O BO3HMKHO-
BEHNN XMBOTHBIX» APUCTOTENA, BTOpas — TeOPUAM CIlepMaToreHesa
B pmmocopun Puunno. B 3aximounTtenbHoll craThe pyopuku M. TaHT-
JIeBCKMII CPaBHMBAeT KOHIENUMIO BceleHHOI Kak 060)KeCTBEHHOTO
«OTIeYaTKa» B INIATOHOBCKOM « T1IMee» ¥ B yUeHMSX CpeTHEBEKOBBIX
eBpeiickux MbIcauTernell. Pasnen «IlepeBombl u myOnamkanmm» comep-
xut pabory E. AponacuHa, B KOTopoil HeOIZIaTOHIYeCKas Uaes Ipa-
Jamm gobposeTeseli MILTIOCTPUpYeTcs IepeBofoM ¢parmeHToB [la-
Mackus o xu3Hu Mcupopa Anexcanpgpuiickoro, u nepesop A. Iapa-
oxu pparmeHToB ApucrokceHa o Cokpare u IlnaTone. 3aBepiaercs
BeIITycK penieHsueir Y. IIporononosoit Ha xkuury JI. bpuccona «Ilna-
TOH: IIICATeNb, KOTOPBIiT n300pen ¢umocoduro» (2019).



Editorial

The tenth volume of the Platonic Investigations opens with L. Bris-
son’s exposition of the history, aims and prospects of the International
Plato Society. The authors of the next article in the section Plato and
Platonic Studies, L. Ferroni and A. Macé, present the strategy of contex-
tualisation that they have developed in their recent edition, translation
and running commentary of Plato’s Ion. M. Mouzala in her paper on
logos in the Sophistes discusses the interweaving of Forms and the rela-
tion between reality and language according to Plato, whose approach
is contrasted with that of Aristotle, Gorgias, etc. E. Murray examines in
her essay the intellectual conversion of the released prisoner in Plato’s
Allegory of the Cave in Republic vi1. A. Seregin’s article focuses on the
idea stated in some of Plato’s dialogues that punishment is beneficial
for immoral people because it eliminates vice in their souls or even
makes them virtuous. The section entitled Platonism and Its Reception
opens with D. Biriukov’s article on Aristotelian reflections in the tri-
adological controversy between Eunomius and the Nicaeans. The stud-
ies by A. Darovskikh and I. Guryanov are both undertaken as parts of
the project “Soul and semen as causes of an embryo’s development: the
problem of unity of the physical being in the process of emergence”;
the first deals with the twists of Aristotle’s teleology mainly in The
Generation of Animals; the second examines theories of spermatoge-
nesis in Marsilio Ficino’s philosophy. In the last article of the section,
L. Tantlevskij compares the concept of the universe as a divine “im-
print” in Plato’s Timaeus and in doctrines of medieval Jewish thinkers.
The section Translations and Publications contains E. Afonasin’s study
of Neoplatonic ingenious concept of the grades of virtue, illustrated by
the translation of the select fragments from Damascius’ Philosophical
History dealing with Isidore of Alexandria; and A. Garadja’s translation
of Aristoxenus’ fragments on Socrates and Plato. The volume is closed
with I. Protopopova’s review of L. Brisson’s book Plato: The Writer Who
Invented Philosophy recently translated into Russian (2019).
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[lnaToH 1 nnaTtoHoBeaeHue

Luc Brisson

International Plato Society: History and Prospects

Luc BrissoN
INTERNATIONAL PLATO SOCIETY: HISTORY AND PROSPECTS

ABSTRACT. The publication is a slightly altered inaugural lecture presented at the
midterm meeting of the International Plato Society which took place at Saint Pe-
tersburg on 28-30 August 2018. The midterm was entitled Plato hodie: The universe
of Plato’s thought. The author sketches a brief history of the IPS, describes the inter-
national organization of the Society, and explains its aims and prospects, before pro-
ceeding to the context of the upcoming Symposium Platonicum xi1 that is going to
take place in Paris on 15-20 July 2019, and will focus on Plato’s Parmenides. This work
of Plato’s remains an odd dialogue which, since Antiquity, has given rise to multiple
interpretations. However, none of these answers the crucial question on the relation
between the second part of the Parmenides and the historical Parmenides’ Poem. Until
now, Platonic interpreters have made €v the subject of €5y, to which an existential
meaning is given. In Parmenides’ Poem, however, v appears only once, in the posi-
tion of an attribute. This encourages one to propose a new interpretation of the second
part of Plato’s dialogue. At the same time, the new reading of the Parmenides calls into
question not only an interpretation of the dialogue, but also of Parmenides’ Poem.
Keyworps: Plato, Parmenides, the Parmenides, International Plato Society (IPS).

First of all, I would like to thank the organizers of this midterm,
intended to prepare for the Symposium Platonicum that will be held
in Paris in July 2019. In the minutes I have been granted, I will sketch
a brief history of the IPS, describe the international machinery of this

© L. Brisson (Paris). Ibrisson@agalma.net. Centre Jean Pépin du Centre national de la
recherche scientifique.
MNnaTtoHoBckuMe nccnegosanus / Platonic Investigations 10.1 (2019) DOI: 10.25985/PI1.10.1.01
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Society, and explain its goals, before mentioning the context of the Paris
Symposium on Plato’s Parmenides, to conclude with the relevance of
this learned meeting here at Saint Petersburg.

A brief history of the IPS

As one can read on the site of the IPS (platosociety.org), the
First Symposium Platonicum, entitled at the time Symposium Pla-
tonicum 1986, took place in Mexico City, on the initiative of Con-
rado Eggers Lan of the Universidad Nacional Auténoma de Mé-
xico. Several Mexican scholars were there, and five scholars from
abroad: Alfonso Gémez-Lobo (Georgetown University, Washington),
Giuseppe Mazzara (University of Palermo), Thomas M. Robinson (Uni-
versity of Toronto), Livio Rossetti (University of Perugia), and Christo-
pher J. Rowe (University of Bristol). I was not present at this event,
because in September 1984, I had undergone a very serious neurologi-
cal operation that required a very long period of recovery.

The Symposium had as its subject Los didlogos tardios, and the Pro-
ceedings of the meeting, edited by C. Eggers Lan and entitled Platéon: Los
dialogos tardios. Actas del Symposium Platonicum 1986, were out in 1987
as part of the ongoing series published by the Instituto de Investigacio-
nes Filosoficas of the Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México. The
volume was re-issued in 1994, with a “Preface to the second edition”,
as the third volume in the series International Plato Studies published
by Academia Verlag.

This foundational act was symbolic of the orientation of our Society.
Of Dutch origin, Conrado Eggers Lan was born in Buenos Aires (Ar-
gentina) in 1925. As a result of the takeover by a military junta in 1976,
Conrado Eggers Lan, who was a progressive Christian, left with his en-
tire family for Mexico, where he organized this first Symposium Platon-
icum. We can thus better understand why the Platonic Society wishes
to be truly international, in historical continuity with this first Sympo-
sium of the IPS, which carried out a synthesis between Europe, South
America, and North America. The subsequent period was to be marked
by openings toward other parts of the globe.

12
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The IPS was officially founded on September 3, 1989 at Bevagna, a
small town 40 km to the south-east of Perugia, Italy, on the occasion of
the Second Symposium Platonicum, devoted to Plato’s Phaedrus. The
idea of setting up the Society was launched by L. Rossetti (University
of Perugia), organizer of the Second Symposium Platonicum. A session
for this purpose, to be chaired by G. Cambiano (University of Turin),
was included in the official program of the Symposium. The Bevagna
meeting was attended by 95 scholars, 5 of whom were from Eastern Eu-
rope (Czechoslovakia, Poland, USSR), 3 from Scandinavia (Denmark,
Norway, Finland), 7 from the Far East (South Korea, Japan, The Peo-
ple’s Republic of China), 1 from Australia, and 8 from Latin America
(Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Mexico).

The Third Symposium Platonicum, held in 1992, was the first to be
organized by the IPS under the Presidency of Christopher Rowe on the
Politicus. Its academic and structural outlines had been approved by
the Executive Committee (to whose number A.P. Bos had been added,
as representative of the C.J. de Vogel Foundation which provides an
institutional grant), at a preparatory meeting held in Amsterdam.

The Fourth Symposium Platonicum, on the Timaeus and the Critias,
was held in Granada in 1995, under the Presidency of Toméas Calvo,

The Fifth Symposium took place at Trinity College, University of
Toronto, in 1998 under the Presidency of Thomas Robinson. It had as
its subject the Charmides, the Lysis and the Euthydemus.

The Sixth Symposium Platonicum was held in Jerusalem, in 2001 on
the Laws, under the Presidency of Samuel Scolnicov.

The Seventh Symposium Platonicum, on the Gorgias and the Meno,
was held in Wiirzburg in 2004 under the Presidency of Michael Erler.

The Eighth Symposium Platonicum, on the topic of Plato’s Philebus,
was held in Dublin in 2007, under the Presidency of John Dillon.

The Ninth Symposium Platonicum on Plato’s Politeia was held in
Tokyo in 2010, under the Presidency of Noboru Notomi.

The Tenth Symposium Platonicum was held in Pisa in 2013 on the
Symposium, under the Presidency of Mauro Tulli.

13
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The Eleventh Symposium Platonicum on Plato’s Phaedo was held in
Brasilia in 2016, under the Presidency of Gabriele Cornelli.

The Twelfth Symposium Platonicum on Plato’s Parmenides will take
place in Paris on 15-20 July 2019.

And the Thirteenth Symposium Platonicum on Plato’s Sophist will
take place in Athens (Georgia, USA) in 2022.

As one can see, a considerable number of Platonic dialogues have
been chosen as the subjects of the various Symposia Platonica that have
taken place in Europe, the Middle and Far East, and in Latin America.

Its organization

Since its beginnings, the International Plato Society has wished to
be a participatory democracy, despite Plato’s criticisms of the direct
democracy of his time. Its statutes were approved by the Executive
Committee in Piacenza, in 2003, according to the resolution passed by
the General Assembly in Jerusalem, in 2001, and ratified by the Gen-
eral Assembly in Wiirzburg, in 2004. Here is a quick description of the
functional structure of the Society.

The President is elected at the General Assembly for a period of
three years. Candidates for President are proposed to the General As-
sembly by one Full Member and seconded by two Full Members. Luc
Brisson, Arnaud Macé and Olivier Renaut were elected Co-Presidents
by the General Assembly at the Xth Symposium Platonicum for the pe-
riod 2016-2019. The President, elected by the General Assembly, rep-
resents the Society, receives fees, presides over, and calls ordinary and
extraordinary meetings of the General Assembly and the Executive
Committee, and organizes and presides over the triennial Symposium,
which is prepared during a meeting halfway through his or her man-
date, like the one that has been organized here at Saint Petersburg.

The Executive Committee is composed of the President, the Vice-
President, the former President and the next President, two represen-
tatives for Europe, one for the United States of America and Canada,
one for Latin America, one for Asia, Africa and Australia, and the rep-
resentative of the C.J. de Vogel Foundation. No one person shall hold

14
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more than one office at any one time. The Executive Committee runs
the Society according to the resolutions of the General Assembly, over-
sees the finances of the Society, and helps the President as necessary
in the current running of the Society.

The Editorial Committee shall be appointed by the Executive Com-
mittee. The Executive Committee will see to it that the major languages
(English, French, German, Italian and Spanish) of publication are ap-
propriately represented in the Editorial Committee, and that there is
due periodic renewal of members of the Editorial Committee with due
regard for continuity.

Its aims

1) Organization of a Symposium Platonicum normally held every
three years.

2) Promotion of Platonic studies throughout the world and commu-
nication among scholars of diverse disciplines working on Plato. This
is why we have representatives of the five continents who organize
Regional meetings: in this way, we promote the diffusion of Platonic
studies through the entire world.

3) Preparation of a bibliographical bulletin by Luc Brisson, to be
published on the site of the society. This bibliography, which takes ac-
count of the publications in a large number of languages, including
the five official languages, wishes to cover not only the Standard Mod-
ern Interpretation of Plato, but the proliferation of contemporary ap-
proaches in various languages.

4) Finally, the publication of the Proceedings of selected papers from
each Symposium, under the direction of the sitting President, and of
books and series of books on Plato, under the direction of the Editorial
Committee.

Plato’s Parmenides

Let us turn to the theme of the Symposium Platonicum 2019 in Paris.
Plato’s Parmenides remains a strange dialogue which, since Anti-
quity, has given rise to multiple interpretations. Proclus (412-485 CE),

15



Luc Brisson / NnatoHosckune nccneposanma 10.1 (2019)

our main witness, offers an inventory of these different positions. It is
in the sixth book of the commentary by Proclus on Plato’s Parmenides
that the most extensive and explicit information on the interpretation
of the Parmenides in Antiquity is found. Proclus distinguishes three
main kinds of interpretation: logical, ontological, and theological.

The first group of interpretations presents the Parmenides as a sim-
ple exercise in logic. Two types of interpretation must be distinguished
within this group. According to the first one, Plato wished to refute
Zeno on his own territory, dialectics. According to the second opinion,
Plato wished to present a veritable treatise on logic. In chapter 5 of his
Didaskalikos, Alcinoos (2nd century cE) discovers Aristotle’s ten cate-
gories in the Parmenides, and extracts examples from it to illustrate the
figures of the syllogisms.

The second group of interpretations considers that the subject of
the Parmenides is ontological. It then maintains that the object of the
deductions is “being-one” in the sense in which Parmenides understood
it, a Parmenides depicted as a partisan of the Forms.

A third group of interpreters thinks that the Parmenides has as its
subject the various degrees of being that proceed from the One. This is
an interpretation whose origins go back to Plotinus, who based him-
self on an idea set forth by certain Neopythagoreans. The most illumi-
nating text in this regard is Ennead v 1[10].9.1—27. Plotinus (3rd cen-
tury cE) begins by reading the doctrine of the three hypostases, the
One, the Intellect, and the Soul, in the first three series of deductions
of the Parmenides. The entire Neoplatonic school was to extend and
systematize this exegesis of the Parmenides, along this path, transpos-
ing it onto a theological level. The decisive stage in this area was made
by Iamblichus (4th century cE), who wished to see classes of gods in
the realities envisaged by the first three series of deductions. For Pro-
clus (5th century cE), the second part of the Parmenides thus contains
the entire system of Platonic theology, and the interpretation of every
other dialogue must refer to this formal treatise of theology. Proclus
goes even further, trying to demonstrate the agreement between this

16
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Platonic theology and those of Pythagoras, Orpheus, and the Chaldeans
(In Prm. 3.801.18-19 Steel).

Today, we find similar types of interpretation. The third interpreta-
tion, which reached its summit with Proclus and Damascius, and which
was the most widespread at the end of Antiquity and in the Renais-
sance, has very few adherents; the only ones who accept the produc-
tion of metaphysical entities from a Principle are some Hegelians and
those who follow an “esotericist” interpretation. The second interpreta-
tion is a minority one today, although some of its representatives have
produced a considerable body of work. It is, indeed, hard to see a Form
in the One. To make this One an intelligible form becomes difficult,
for one finds a series of deductions that refer to the world of bodies:
all / parts, round figure / straight line, etc. The first interpretation is the
most widespread one today, although it is situated within a much more
sophisticated logical context. This interpretation has the advantage of
coinciding with Parmenides’ explicit goal: to provide Socrates with the
means for defending the hypothesis of the Forms.

However, none of these interpretations answers this crucial ques-
tion: What is the relation between the second part of the Parmenides
and the historical Parmenides? The formulation of Parmenides’ hy-
pothesis, with which the second part of the dialogue deals: i €v éoTiv
or £€v ¢l éoTwy, is problematic for two reasons.

Until now, Platonic interpreters have made €v the subject of €éoT1v, to
which an existential meaning is given. In Parmenides’ Poem, however,
g€v appears only once, in the position of an attribute:

{It) was not at one time, <only), not will <it) be (at one time only), since
(it) is now, all {of it) together, one, continuous.

It must be admitted that in Parmenides’ Poem, the subject of €éotiv is
not the one, but it is ¢6v ‘being’ (DK 28 B 6.1).

This is why I sought to propose a new interpretation of the sec-
ond part of the Parmenides. I make “one” (¢v) not the subject, but the

DK 28 B 8.6, transl. D. O’Brien (1987).
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attribute of Parmenides’ hypothesis: i €v éotiv or €v el éoTv. A gram-
matical argument can be invoked to support this construction: v is not
accompanied by the article 16, as is the case for attributes. The ques-
tion then arises of what is this being (¢6v), subject of é¢otwv “it is”, in
Parmenides’ Poem. In short, this reading of the Parmenides calls into
question not only an interpretation of the dialogue, but also of Par-
menides’ Poem.

All these approaches, from the historical Parmenides to the late
Neoplatonism, will be discussed at Paris in a spirit of complete open-
ness, where it will be possible to present and defend each interpretation
of Plato’s Parmenides.

This midterm at Saint Petersburg

I am very happy to participate in this midterm entitled Plato hodie:
The universe of Plato’s thought. The history of Russia is closely linked
to that of the Byzantine world, which was itself deeply influenced by
Platonism. One can only be delighted by the growing interest shown
in Platonic studies throughout the Russian Federation. I have already
worked with Yuri Shichaline, Svetlana Mesyats and Valery Petroff at
Moscow, and with Eugene Afonasin at Novosibirsk. Yet this meeting
gives me the opportunity to meet a much larger group of teachers and
researchers.

Plato’s actuality is very real. The history of the Academy, of Middle
and Neo-Platonism, and of the Byzantine world have a great deal to
teach us. In addition, it is impossible to talk about Socrates without
referring to the testimony of Plato.

Plato’s cosmology is also highly original. Plato was the first to try
to provide a mathematical model of the world that surrounds us. Of
course, the mathematics he used were particularly primitive, and the
lack of units of measure made any experimental verification impossi-
ble, but one would have to wait for Galileo to make progress in this
direction.

In the Republic and the Laws, we find a criticism of direct democ-
racy, some elements of which remain valid today: a critique of rhetoric,
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of the influence of some pressure groups on the media; and, above all,
the blunt rejection of the dominance of money. The will to at least re-
duce conlflicts, if not to make them impossible, remains a goal still to
be achieved. One of Plato’s demands, that a human being be defined
by its soul, not by its body, is particularly interesting. This position en-
ables women to leave the private domain, in which they were reduced,
by their body, to making babies and raising them, to enter the public
sphere; above all, Plato allows women to receive the same education as
men.

In the field of ethics, reincarnation, or rather metensomatosis, that
is, the soul’s transition into different bodies, particularly animals, im-
poses an absolute respect for the animal world, which, moreover, im-
plies vegetarianism. This position also leads one to admire and respect
the entire world, which is a living being. In short, the ecologist move-
ment finds an ideal ancestor in Plato.

Finally, I will end by mentioning the myths fashioned by the poets,
which act as a vehicle for tradition, that is, collective memory. To be
sure, Plato violently criticizes the myths that were popular in his time,
which the rhapsodes recited at the great assemblies and which were
represented in the theater. Yet he does not hesitate to fashion myths
himself, to convince the multitude to recognize their kinship and to
obey the laws of the city, without even thinking of infringing them. In
this area, I was inspired by the works of Vladimir Propp, who worked
on Russian folk tales.

In conclusion, I wish to express my gratitude and my admiration for
the organization of the midterm in Russia. It is a good example of the
multilateralism sought by the IPS, which wishes to open itself up to all
cultures. Since its beginnings, the IPS has opted for a transnationalism
that enables ways of reading Plato to enrich one another. This midterm
is a perfect example.
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LorENZO FERRONI, ARNAUD MACE
NEW STRATEGIES FOR READING PLATO’S JON

ABsTRACT. How should we read Plato’s Ion today? In this paper, the authors present
the strategy of contextualisation that they have developed in their recent edition,
translation and running commentary of the dialogue. They approached the text by
means of a twofold contextualisation: an exhaustive analysis of all the available tex-
tual evidence, on the one hand; an extended cultural contextualisation of the encounter
between Socrates and Ion, a probably fictional rhapsode specialised in Homer, on the
other. Read against the background of ancient institutions and history it draws upon,
this short dialogue reveals more philosophical freedom and originality than it is usu-
ally granted. The Ion lays the principles of a Platonic philosophy of practices and turns
the dialogue form into a flexible genre of writing apt to test all practices with respect
to their intrinsic claims to knowledge. The dialogue’s literary form is akin to the point
of view of the idiotés, the ignorant lover of knowledge, Socrates.

KeywoRrps: the Ion, tekhne, rhapsody, Plato, Homer.

We would like to share some of the “strategies” we have developed
in order to produce our new edition, translation and commentary of
Plato’s Ion." If one word could sum it up, it would be the word “con-
text”. Overwhelmed by a huge amount of literature,” this small dialogue
has long suffered from one-sided interpretations: its whole discussion
had to be focused on demonstrating either that poetry is not even an

© L. Ferroni (Pisa). glorick@gmail.com. Independent scholar.
© A. Macé (Besancon). amace@univ-fcomte.fr. Université de Franche-Comté.
MNnaTtoHoBcKkMe nccnegosaHua / Platonic Investigations 10.1 (2019) DOI: 10.25985/P1.10.1.02
*Ferroni, Macé 2018.
*For a survey of the literature on the Ion, see Capuccino 2005.
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art, or that poetry is divine inspiration. The latter interpretation caused
further confusion, supposing that the Ion could have been the ances-
tor of the romantic idea of inspiration.> We thought this dialogue could
benefit from a fresh reading, in a new light, which we sought for by
restoring the dialogue to its textual, historical and cultural context. This
renewed perspective would give our reader a better chance of having
a comprehensive glance at the different grounds on which Plato, still
a young man, built this short dialogue On the Iliad (as the traditional
subtitle runs). Plato’s intervention in the Athenian culture of Home-
ric recitations in the early fourth century had to be understood in the
light of the ancient agonistic culture of the rhapsodes, along the lines
of G. Nagy’s exploration of the matter*.

The first step had to be the constitution of the critical text, founded,
for the very first time, on an exhaustive analysis of all the available
textual evidence, and a new translation. The second step was to de-
velop a commentary that would draw on a stronger cultural contex-
tualisation, to understand the philosophical meaning of staging an en-
counter between Socrates and a probably fictional rhapsode specialised
in Homer — a specialisation in tune with the Panathenaic festival’s
where Homer, as we know from Lycurgus, was the only poet to be
sung’. This strategy has led us to find in the Ion a new outlook on the
meaning of the dialogue form as the best genre of writing for a philos-
ophy of practices.

1. A new text

The complete text of Plato’s Ion is attested by four primary manu-
scripts (Venetus Marcianus App. Class. IV, 1 = T; Vindobonensis Suppl.
Gr. 7 = W; Vindobonensis Suppl. Gr. 39 = F; Marcianus Gr. 189 = S)
to be inserted in a bipartite stemma codicum presenting two opposing
couples, T W vs. F S. The independence of S (an important manuscript
that was part of Plethon’s and Bessarion’s collections) has already been

*For a critical assessment of this perspective, see Stern-Gillet 2004.
*Cf. Nagy 2002.
*Lycurg. Or. in Leocratem 102.4-5; cf Nagy 2002: 60-61.
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suggested for the Hippias Minor by Bruno Vancamp (1996), and for the
Ion, by Albert Rijksbaron, in his excellent commented edition of the
dialogue (2007). We provide a new demonstration of the validity of this
hypothesis, which we believe can now be taken on as a safe assumption.

As for the apographs, no less than eighteen manuscripts are to be
included in the offspring of Venetus T, whose family is therefore by
far the largest one; two manuscripts derive from W; two from F; S is
the only primary source lacking any extant direct or indirect copy. The
manuscript tradition of the Ion is completed by three manuscripts con-
taining short excerpts from the dialogue, Ambrosianus 329 (F 19 Sup.),
Escorialensis X.I.13, Bruxellensis 1136063, and by some sources pre-
senting compendia of Platonic passages. Among them, one should men-
tion at least Maximus Planudes’ Collectanea, a unique Greek prose an-
thology attested by five manuscripts and prepared by the great Byzan-
tine scholar for his students in the late 13th century.

All of these textual witnesses have been (mostly autoptically) ex-
amined and collated. Our critical apparatus takes into account all sig-
nificant readings attested by the Medieval tradition (besides all the pri-
mary manuscripts’ lectiones, we have included several interesting read-
ings, mostly conjectures, taken from the apographs) and several se-
lected conjectures proposed by modern (from Ficinus onwards) schol-
ars. The (not so many) quotations made by ancient authors (especially
by Proclus and Stobaeus), the scholia, and, of course, the two extant hu-
manistic Latin translations of the dialogue (prepared in Florence, in the
second half of the 15th century, by Lorenzo Lippi da Colle Val d’Elsa,
and by Lippi’s more famous friend, Ficinus), have also been carefully
taken into account. The reader is therefore, we believe, provided with
all the data s/he needs to check the validity of our editorial choices; we
have, however, chosen to fully justify most of them (that is, the most
significant ones) in a separate section of our Commentary, specifically
devoted to the philological/linguistic discussion of the problems pre-
sented by our analysis of Plato’s text, which becomes particularly in-
teresting and (philologically speaking) demanding when the editor of
Plato must face the difficulty of dealing with the Homeric quotations.
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From a methodological point of view, it is actually mandatory not to
forget that we are editing the text of Homer quoted by Plato, the one
that Plato knew, and not necessarily the original Homeric text. This
is why sometimes the editor of the Ion must choose, when establishing
the text of the Platonic dialogue, a reading that is clearly worse than the
one attested by the direct Homeric tradition. This particular “crossing
over” of different textual traditions is one of the elements deeply char-
acterizing the cultural, literary, philosophical and philological context
of our work. The constitution of the critical text has been employed as
the very ground for a new translation and reading of the dialogue.

2. Cultural context as a way of reading the lon

Can there be something as “too much Plato”? Plato’s Ion has indeed
suffered from being too much read against the rest of Plato. For a long
time, we could not decide whether this small dialogue was too seriously
Platonic to really be Platonic (as, for instance, Wilamowitz originally
thought it was the tedious work of an epigone, too serious about being
respectfully Platonic),® or too playful to be anything than a youthful
and parodic exercise of the master (as Goethe thought and Wilamowitz
found out later in his life).” The only chance for the Ion to be taken
seriously was to be considered as a mediocre defense of Platonic ideas
better displayed in the Republic (the art of poetry is not a real art, based
on knowledge) or in the Phaedrus (poetry is divine inspiration).® But
this only happens because we are so eager to find ideas in the Ion that
remind us of other Platonic dialogues, as if we did not think that this
dialogue could stand on its own. As a result, we often deny the Ion the
time and space it requires to unfold its philosophical art. We thought
a different kind of contextualisation, originating from the text itself,
could restore to it its freedom.

¢ Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1907: 12, n. 17.

?Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1919: 1.130-132 and 2.32-46. For a good summary of
options on the authenticiy and the dating of the Ion, see Flashar 1958: 2-16.

® A good presentation of this double temptation is to be found in Moore 1974:
421-424.
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The dialogue has characters and a plot, it opens on an encounter,
which is supposed to have happened some day, in some place. Socrates
meets Ion, on his way back from the festival of Epidaurus, where he
won all the prizes, with high expectations to win as many at the next
Panathenaic festival. The discussion on the art of strategy, at the end of
the dialogue, will give us clues as to when this encounter is supposed
to have taken place, sometime before 412, when Ephesus was still al-
lied to Athens, and before it changed sides, helping Sparta to overcome
(Ephesus served as a naval base for the Spartan fleet). We have read
Socrates’ mention of several generals who remained faithful to Athens
even after their cities defected as a sharp irony against the Ephesian,
an added pleasure for the Athenian reader of the Ion in the late 490s,
when Ephesus restored relations with Athens.’

Now, if we turn back to the beginning, we need to make sure we
know what these festivals were, what specific contests Ion entered and
won, since he received several first prizes.'® They are probably the kinds
of contests we might be able to identify from the inscriptions regard-
ing the Panathenaic festival: cithara and citharodia, aulos and aulodia,
probably rhapsodia and parodia, maybe sunaulia (playing the aulos in
a group).’* To know that a rhapsode could be able to win several prizes,
not only rhapsodia, but maybe also singing with the cithara or to the
aulos, and also playing these instruments, is a key element to under-
stand his practice. Were the poems sung to the sound of the cithara?
Was a rhapsode trained in all these practices? We should note that
all these practices will also be gathered by Socrates as part of a more
general “poetic art” (rowtikn)),'” within the framework of a suggested
model to understand the epistemic claim of the rhapsode. Context al-
ready leads us into the philosophical argument.

°On dating the Ion, see Ferroni, Macé 2018: xxi—xiii and 121-123.

1% Jon 530b1: T pdta tédV GbAwv fveykdaypebo. We follow Rijksbaron on the idea
that the plural is to be understood as a plural, see Rijksbaron 2007: 113-114.

" JG II” 2311. Regardings doubts on some of these categories, including rhapsody
(the inscription can’t be read where we should read rhapsody), see comments by
H.W. Parke (1977: 35), G. Nagy (2002: 48-49), A. Rotstein (2012: 102-106).

12 Jon 532c8.
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Socrates immediately goes on to offer the Homeric rhapsode a
laudative description of his art.*> The description is like a Homeric por-
trait of a hero, as beautiful inside as he is outside.'* The rhapsode is
beautiful as he enters the scene all geared up, ready to say the words
he knows by heart. Socrates adds: this performance requires not only
to know the verses by heart (ta éntn éxkpoavBaverv), but also the thought
of the poet (ko tr)v Todtov didvorav),” so that the rhapsode becomes
the interpreter of the thought of the poet for the audience (¢ppnvéa dei
o0 mowtod g diavoing yiyvesBou toig dxovovot).*® Is the portrait
sarcastic? Maybe, but what matters so far is that Ion accepts it, because
the rhapsode is going to turn down almost all the other descriptions of
his art offered by Socrates throughout their conversation. There is also
something to be noted about the way Ion understands Socrates’ sugges-
tion. One might read it as a description of what the rhapsode’s perfor-
mance requires: to perform right, you need to understand the thought
that guided the poet, you must catch out the intention in the verses and
communicate it clearly to the audience. As far as Socrates’s description
goes, there is no need to go beyond the practice of performing in front
of audiences at festivals: the actor has to know the thought of the poet
to be a good actor. But look at Ion’s answer. Ion says Socrates is right,
because the greatest efforts the rhapsode has to put into his own prac-
tice go into learning to speak about Homer (Aéyewv mepi ‘Oprjpov).”” He
claims he could even outperform the so-called “Homeric professors”,*®
Metrodorus of Lampsacus, Stesimbrotus of Thasus, Glaucon. This is a
clear contrast to Xenophon’s Symposium where the same authors are
listed as wise men who know how to decipher the hidden meaning, the
vrovola under the words: Niceratus had to pay for the lessons of Stes-
imbrotus to get to this, because no rhapsode could have provided it for

3 Jon 530b5-6: Kai prjv moAléxig ye élAAwoa Dpég tovg paedoig, & Twv, Thg
TEYVNG.

*See our commentary on this, Ferroni, Macé 2018: 47-51.

> Jon 530b10—cl.

¢ Jon 530c3—4.

7 Jon 530c¢9.

'8 See Richardson 1975.
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him, since they only know the words, and not the deeper meaning."
But Ion is saying that he also speaks about the poems and comments
upon them. Is this a different activity to the recitations that got him
the best prizes? The question can even be raised about the meaning of
émouvéw (and the cognate émovétng), which is capable of having three
different meanings depending on context: ‘to praise’, ‘to recitate’ or
‘to quote’.”® Some commentators think that rhapsodic performances at
the Panathenaic festival could have included sequences of “speaking
about” the text.” But there are several difficulties to be raised against
this possibility:** the fact that the testimony of the Hipparchus describes
the way the rhapsodes would recitate Homer one after the other, with-
out interruption, thus weaving continuously the dress of the Goddess;**
the description by Xenophon of rhapsodes who only know the words
by heart (and ignore the deeper allegoric meanings) is more plausible if
the performances did not include such display of knowledge. A solution
could be that the rhapsodes would display their exegetical knowledge
on other occasions. We introduced a hypothesis to defend this idea in
the commentary: we will come back to this later.

3. Three hypothesis to understand the rhapsode’s art

Socrates endeavours to understand what Ion pretends to know, and
to do so, he offers him several ways of understanding his own prac-
tice. Three different models are going to be offered to Ion, and three
times Ion will not recognize his practice in the mirror that Socrates is
handing him.

The first sequence (530d9-533c8) explores two models for the prac-
tice of the rhapsode. The first model is more adapted to the practice

¥ Xenophon, Smp. 3.5-7.

?° See Nagy 1999: 98, quoting Pindar for the meaning of ‘to praise’ (O. 4.14: aivéw; P.
2.67: énouvéw) and Plato (‘Ounpov émowvely, Ion 536d, 541e2) for the “technical meaning
of recitation by the rhapsodes”. But in Nagy 2002: 27, the same occurrences at 536d6
and 541e2 are understood as meaning ‘to quote’.

21 See Velardi 1989: 18-19, 23.

?2 See our commentary, Ferroni, Macé 2018: 55-56.

»Ps.-Pl. Hipparch. 228b5-c1; see on this Nagy 2002: 43-48.
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of “speaking about”. We can call it the way of the “encyclopedic com-
mentary”, the kind of “speaking about” Homer the Homeric professors
would develop: erudite commentaries unfolding allegoric interpreta-
tions or explanation of grammatical difficulties, or examination of the
arts and crafts evoked by the poems. The scholia also bear example
of such concerns, explaining a word or explaining, for instance, why
Homer says that in the Laestrygonian country the paths of Night and
Day are close (because, some suggested, gadflies attack cows during the
day, so you’d better get your sheep out in the day and pasture cows at
night).”* Socrates suggests that poems deal with an encyclopedic collec-
tion of things: origins of the gods, phenomena happening in the whole
universe, relations between gods, between humans, between gods and
humans, for instance war.”® If to explain each verse of the poem in-
volves explaining how such things are talked about in it, then we will
turn to those who can best explain the subject matter of a given verse,
e.g. divination, medicine, etc.

This encyclopedic approach will be further examined in the third
section of the dialogue. The second route explored in this first sequence
suggests another basis for Ion’s art of explaining and also practicing his
art: the way of a general “poetic” art, which is set apart from the art of
painting and the art of sculpting, and gathers the art of the cithara, the
aulos, citharodia and rhapsody. Socrates seems to understand this po-
etic art as both practical and critical: when you know how to perform,
you can also tell a good performance from a bad one, and you can say it.
Note that all the arts gathered in the general poetic art are the perform-
ing arts of the Panathenaic festival. Moreover, Socrates states that they
all go together: you don’t know one without knowing the other (533b5-
c3). Thus the epistemic unity of the arts of the festival is founded and
based on the very existence of a general poetic art — performing and
judging performances belong to the same people.

So what about Ion? Why can’t he recognize his own practice in any
of these two models, Homeric professor or Panathenaic performer and

24 Scholia Vetera 10.86, see Pocock 1958.
> On the encyclopedic dimension of the poems, see Havelock 1963: 61--86.
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judge? Simply because neither the encyclopedic nor the poetic model
will allow for Ion’s specialisation. On the one hand, if you know about
gods and divination, about being a sailor or a soldier, then you will
know how to explain verses about these things no matter who wrote
them, Homer, Hesiod or Archilochus. And, on the other hand, if you
know when a song has been well composed or performed, you will be
able to know this, whoever wrote it or performed it. How could Ion be
operating on any one of these two models and lose his ability to com-
ment on poetry whenever we leave Homer and turn to any other poem?
It is important to note here that at no time do Socrates and Ion decide
that any of the two models are wrong or false as such. Ion’s own prac-
tice simply doesn’t fit with any of them. But nobody says that the seer
explaining a page of Homer or a performer of citharodia performing or
judging a performance do not have a téyvn.

The second sequence (533¢9-536d7) introduces another model: exal-
tation (¢évBovolaopdg) and possession (katokwyr, 536¢2), through the
image of the pieces of metal gathering in a chain under the influence
of a magnet. The model, this time, is especially conceived to allow for
Ion’s specialisation — a rhapsode or a dancer might be taken into a
chain of people possessed by a single god or muse. The individualisa-
tion of the relation to one god is highlighted by the comparison with
possession practices (one is possessed by one god and not another, and
one will not be cured before the exact god is identified, as must also be
identified the special tune by which the possession is triggered). So this
could work, but Ion himself will eventually dismiss the model, telling
Socrates that it does not fit with the state he is in when he performs or
comments on Homer. The gain of this sequence is, however, not null,
since the exaltation model allows Ion to recognize something about his
practice — when both the singer and the audience are transported into
the action and made to feel exactly the emotion the verses should in-
spire: fright, joy, tears, etc. It is a beautiful page (535c4-e6), where the
author uncovers a mechanism at the root of dramatic mimesis, with-
out even uttering the word pipnoig. What is described here would be
better understood as a kind of projection — being projected elsewhere
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together, taken where the action takes places and thrown into the cor-
responding emotion. We are not in Athens anymore, we are on the
battlefield of Troy. This would not be the effect of téyvn, but of pos-
session — but again this does not entail that the performer does not
have some téyvn before the possession takes place (see Ap. 22b9—c2
and 22d4-el: Socrates can say that poets are exalted by the gods and
still have some téyvn).

So these two sequences offer three different ways to look at the
kinds of practices that belong to the Muses: an intriguing attempt at
an encyclopedic approach to the poems; a poetical art respecting the
structure of the contests offered to Athena and a possession model that
draws on cults associated with Dionysos. Encyclopedia, téxvn or pos-
session: the amplitude of choices seems to condemn the rhapsode who
could not make his practice fit in either one of the models. Ion is con-
demned, but not the practices of commentators and performers of the
arts, understood whether as an art or as a possession.

4. Imitation of the sophists. The art of the dialogue form

The third sequence (536d8—-541d7) takes us to a new place and gives
us the answer we have been looking for: what is the context in which
one could talk about the poems if it is not during the recitation itself?
We suggested that here Socrates and Ion start conversing in the way
that Isocrates reports some of his friends saw a group of sophists do “a
little before the great Panathenaic festival (picpov 8¢ mpo tédv Hava-
Onvaiwv TV peydhwv)”.?

Amavtiioavteg Yop TwvéG pol eV émtndeiwv Eleyov &g év @ Av-
kel ovykoBelopevol Tpeig 1 TETTOPEG TOV AYEAXALOV COPLOTOV KOl
TOVTA PUoKOVTOV eldévar kal Tayéng TavToyoD yLyvopévev Stohé-
yowrto mepi e TOV A ®V otV kod thig Hoddov kol tiig ‘Oprjpov
TOLOEWG, OVSEV HEV TTap” ADTOV AéyovTeg, T & Ekeivwv pafpdodvteg
Kol TV TTpOTEPOV GAAOLG TIOLV ELPNUEVOV TX XOPLEGTATO LVIIHOVED-
ovteg.”’

2¢Tsoc. Panath. 17.6. See Ferroni, Macé 2018: 55-56.
*’Isoc. Panath. 18.1-8.
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For some of my friends, having met me, related to me how, sitting to-
gether in the Lyceum, three or four of the sophists of no repute — men
who claim to know everything and are prompt to show their presence
everywhere — were discussing the poets, especially the poetry of Hes-
iod and Homer, saying nothing they might have come up with them-
selves, but merely recitating verses from these authors and repeating
from memory the cleverest things which certain others had said about
them beforehand.?

Isocrates describes gatherings where sophists discuss Homer and
Hesiod, but also start recitating them like rhapsodes, and add comments
about them. Here the friends of Isocrates say the comments made are
not even original, maybe because the sophists they saw were not very
good. But we get at least four very interesting pieces of information:

— sophists gather in the Lyceum and they discuss Homer and Hesiod;
—they do so before the great Panathenaic festival, the one during
which we suppose the great rhapsodic contest on Homer happened,
the one Ion would very much want to win;

— they do so in two ways: they quote and they comment;

—many before them have been commenting on these poems so that
the vulgar sophists can just repeat what they heard from others.

The sophists are not the first. They are imitating others. They quote
by heart and they comment. We have here exactly the kind of con-
text where Ion could have shown his ability to comment even better
than Metrodorus. Why do the sophists gather before the great Pana-
thenaia, a festival that would have attracted the best rhapsodes of the
Greek world? Maybe they imitated the rhapsodes not only in their art
of quoting any part of the text by heart, but also in these very gather-
ings. What better occasion could rhapsodes like Ion have had to show
off their “commenting” skills? They could have seized the occasion
of being gathered for the big festival to meet with fellow rhapsodes
and discuss the text. Those are the kinds of meetings that the protago-
nists of Xenophon’s Symposium might have never heard of and that the

** Translation by George Norlin (1929) modified.
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sophists imitated. And now Plato is imitating all of them, staging a dis-
cussion on Homer between Socrates and a Homeric rhapsode, where
both of them play the game of quoting by heart before making their
comments!

Their conversation on Homer follows the encyclopedic approach to
poetry and takes on the subject of téxyvou in Homer. Each time, the
doctor, the charioteer, the seer is recognized as the one who will know
how to explain the verses on the art of medecine, chariot-riding or div-
ination. Explaining this point leads Socrates to draw from Nestor’s pre-
sentation of the art of chariot-riding two fundamental principles of a
philosophy of téyvn, recognized as émiotriun: we call the first the prin-
ciple of ontological specification of sciences, the second, the principle of
functional specification of the arts. According to the former, if two sci-
ences have the same object, then they are the same science; according
to the latter, téyvau, in so far as they are sciences, have an object, which
is their function, their €¢pyov. The implicit outcome of this discussion is
that an encyclopedic commentary of the poems cannot be performed
by a single person. It would have to be done by a chorus of specialists,
each of them coming to the foreground when his or her own knowledge
is needed. Or it would have to be conducted by someone who would
accept, like Socrates, to present himself or herself as an idiotng (532e1),
weaving the speeches of experts without being one, only trying from
time to time to put together what common or general principles can be
drawn from the observations made by competent people.

What does this say about the art of the dialogue? We follow an in-
quiry made by an id1tng who only knows that there is knowledge to
be found in all kind of forms, even the most practical, and that there
are also claims to knowledge that do not work. Most of the time, the
latter will be recognized by the way they deny the very limitation of
true knowledge — one only knows how to talk truly about the very
limited thing one knows about. As soon as we leave the boundaries
of safe limited knowledge, we should considered ourselves as ididtau,
only trying to gather the type of general truths ididtou can hold, since
there are some, as we learn from the Ion 532d8-e1 — the above prin-
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ciples are such truths. Ion fails to see that his activity crosses over the
boundaries of safe knowledge, aiming at too much in his encyclopedic
ambitions on Homer and too little in his limitation to a single corpus
(Homer does not delimitate the boundary of a recognized knowledge).
The art of the dialogue as Plato writes here is designed to address
people with a claim to knowledge and ask them about their practice.
It is a good literary form to let people speak for their own practice —
it thus respects the principle of ontological and functional specifica-
tion of knowledge. In the Ion, this art is conducted with an original
method of offering several models for representing the type of knowl-
edge that could be found in a given practice. And again, thanks to the
dialogue form, the person speaking for one domain is the one who an-
swers. In the present dialogue, Ion rejects most of Socrates’ proposi-
tions. We could imagine another rhapsode accepting them: imagine one
who would like to be recognised as a good knower of how a song must
be composed or performed... and therefore also claim, on the encyclo-
pedic level, to be the best at commenting the passages of Homer where
somebody sings or recitates, for instance Demodocus. The dialogue of-
fers a medium space where all claim for knowledge is invited to accept
a picture of itself that could be shared with non-specialists and choose
a place where we could make it fit in the big puzzle of human sciences
and practices, on a proper well-delimited spot or in an awkward situa-
tion crossing boundaries, which is where Ion eventually finds himself.
And we understand that its literary form is akin to the point of view
of the iduwtng, the ignorant lover of knowledge, Socrates. Plato enters
philosophy with a new kind of writing flexible enough to confront all
claims to knowledge without having to assume any in his own name.
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Logos as “weaving together or communion of
indications about ousia” in Plato’s Sophist*

MELINA G. MoUzZALA
LoGOS AS “WEAVING TOGETHER OR COMMUNION OF
INDICATIONS ABOUT OUSIA” IN PLATO’S SOPHIST

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we set out to show that in the Sophist the interweaving of
Forms (sumplokeé ton eidon) is the substantial presupposition of the existence of logos,
because what we do when we think and produce vocal speech is understanding by our
dianoia the way in which the Forms are interwoven, and what we weave together in
our speech are indications about ousia (peri tén ousian delomata). Dianoia conceives of
the relations between the Forms, and these relations are reflected in our thought and its
natural image, vocal speech. We support the idea that we cannot interpret the Platonic
conception of the relationship between language and reality through the Aristotelian
semiotic triangle, because according to it the relation between pragmata or onta and
logos becomes real through the medium of thought (noémata). On the contrary, logos
in Plato has an unmediated relation with reality and is itself reckoned among beings.
In parallel, we set out to show the difference between the Platonic conception of logos
and the Gorgianic approach to it, as well as the approaches of other Sophists and An-
tisthenes. Logos itself in Plato is a weaving which reflects the interweaving of Forms,
while vocal speech is a natural image of thought. Logos in its dual meaning, dianoia and
vocal speech, is illustrated in Dialectic, because as vocal speech is a mirror to dianoia,
so Dialectic is a means which clearly reflects the thinking procedures of dianoia.
KeywoRrps: Plato, the Sophist, communion of Forms, logos.

In 259de of Plato’s Sophist,* there is a remark which shows that the
communion of Forms is important not only for the implementation of

© M.G. Mouzala (Patras). mmouzala@upatras.gr. University of Patras.
MNnaTtoHoBckme nccnegosanus / Platonic Investigations 10.1 (2019) DOI: 10.25985/PI1.10.1.03
* An earlier version of this paper was presented at the 26th International Confer-
ence “Plato’s Heritage from a Historical View: Intellectual Transformations and New
Research Strategies”, 28—-30 August 2018, St. Petersburg (midterm meeting of Interna-
tional Plato Society).
! Throughout this paper, I follow the translation of the Sophist by White (1993),
with slight changes in some cases.
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Dialectic but also for the very existence of logos. The Visitor stresses
that it is inept to try to separate everything from everything else, such
an attempt being the sign of a completely unmusical and unphilosoph-
ical person, since to dissociate each thing from everything else is to
destroy totally everything there is to say. The interweaving of Forms
with one another is what makes speech possible for us. The main pur-
pose of this paper is twofold. Firstly, to construe the relation of logos,
considered as cupTTAOKT] OF KOLWVWVIR TGV TTEPL TNV 00G IV SNAOPATOV,
with ovoiou or €161 (Forms) and their own xowwvia or cupmioxy. Sec-
ondly, to interpret both the dual meaning of logos, considered on the
one hand as dianoia or thought and on the other, as vocal speech, i.e.
speech that occurs with the aid of the voice, and the relationship be-
tween these two meanings.

1. Sumploke ton eidon as a presupposition of logos

Before proceeding to these analyses, we must consider the meaning
of the sentence “the weaving together of Forms is what makes speech
possible for us” (259e5-6). As the syntactic structure shows, namely the
preposition Six + accusative, the interweaving of Forms is a compul-
sory cause of the existence of speech, which means that it is prior to
it.> Consequently, the existence of speech depends on this interweav-
ing. Cornford® claims that “weaving together” (cupmAokn) here is not
a synonym of “combining” or “blending”.* He believes that it includes
all statements, affirmative or negative. Also, he points out that it is
not meant that Forms are the only elements in the meaning of all dis-
course, since we can also make statements about individual things, but

?Cf. Peck 1962: 48 who comments that there is no doubt that by the word dwx
Plato intends to refer to a precondition of some sort.

*Cornford 1935: 300.

*It is true that the word cupstdok is known in Plato for its use with the meaning
“a combination of letters to form a word or of words so as to form a proposition”,
see Plt. 278b, Sph. 262c, Tht. 202b. Also, the word is known in Aristotle for its use
with the meaning “a combination of mental acts so as to form one entity”, and even
more specifically, “the combination of subject and predicate”, see De an. 428a, 432a, PA
643b, Top. 2.7, Cat. 1a, 1b, 2a. Cf. Cornford 1935: 300, n. 2. Also, in the language of the
Grammarians, cupmAokr) means “copula”; see LS] s.v.
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every such statement must contain at least one Form, namely one of
those “common terms” which are necessary to all thought or judge-
ment about the objects of direct perception. By “common terms” Corn-
ford means those referred to in Tht. 185cd, namely terms such as éotiv
(is) or ok £€o7L (is not) or tadToOV (the same as) or étepov (different from)
etc., which the thinking mind uses in the kind of judgements previously
mentioned.” Cornford compares the latter passage with Sph. 252c2-
5, where the Visitor objects against the separatists (like Antisthenes)
that they could not express their theory at all without connecting in
their statements terms like eivou (being), ywpig (apart from), tdv &\-
Awv (from others) and xa®’ adtod (of itself). Ackrill® notes that Cornford
seems to take it for granted that Plato is saying something about Forms
being “contained in” or “used in” statements. But since he notices that
not every statement does “contain” a plurality of Forms, as it is shown
in Plato’s own examples a few passages later, Cornford construes the
sentence in 259e5-6 as meaning not that every statement contains or is
about a cupAokn eid&v (interweaving of Forms) but that it necessarily
contains at least one Form. Ackrill remarks that this of course is not the
meaning of the sentence, as is particularly evident when we take ac-
count of the word &AAAwv (one another), which Cornford omits in his
translation. According to Ackrill, if a cuptAoxr) €id&v is not contained

* Cornford (1935: 105-106) notes that these terms are called “common” (kowv¢) in
contrast with the “private” (i8it) or “peculiar” objects of the several senses; they are
common to all the objects of sense. He stresses that “common” means no more than
that and that they are not to be confused with the “common sensibles” of Aristotle.
The judgements involving them are made by the soul, thinking by itself (a0tr} 8¢ a0-
TG 1) Yoyt TG Kow& pot paivetot mept Thvtwy émokonely, Tht. 185e1-2), without any
special bodily organ. Apart from the separate sense organs, there must be a receiving
centre, i.e. a mind which receives the several reports of the organs and is capable of
reflecting upon the sense-data in order to make judgements about the objects of per-
ception. So, these common terms are apprehended not by any sense, but by thought,
i.e. by the thinking faculty of the soul. Cornford believes that these “common” terms
are, in fact, the meanings of common names; that they simply are what Plato calls
“Forms” or “Ideas”. He further critisizes those who confused these terms with Aristo-
tle’s categories (see Cornford 1935: 106, n. 2).

¢ Ackrill 1971: 201-202.
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in any logos, then we must question the assumption that the sentence
in 259e5-6 does say something about Forms being contained in logoi. I
agree with Ackrill’s criticism of Cornford because I believe that Plato’s
later examples are not exhaustive of what cupmAokr] eid&dv means, but
are only indicative of what a false statement could be; namely, we can-
not use these examples to make exclusive inferences about the meaning
of the sentence in 259e5-6.

Ackrill” also criticizes the way Ross deals with this passage. Ross®
translates the sentence in Sph. 259e5-6 as follows: “all discourse de-
pends on the weaving together of Forms by the speaker or thinker”. He
further characterizes it as in fact an overstatement, since a sentence
may have a proper name for subject (Plato’s own examples a few pas-
sages later do), and a proper name does not stand for a Form or univer-
sal. But he stresses that the predicate of a sentence normally stands for
a Form, and all subjects of statements except proper names stand either
for Forms or for things described by means of Forms. Ackrill notes that
Ross takes the sentence in 259e5-6 to mean that every statement in-
volves at least two Forms and then shows this to be false; but he glosses
over the falsity of the sentence (in his interpretation) by calling it an
overstatement. According to Ackrill, since of course Plato is claiming
to say something true of all logoi (259¢e4, 260a9), Ross’ interpretation
is glaringly false. Although I generally agree with Ackrill’s criticism of
Ross, it needs to be said that he fails to notice another equally serious
error made by Ross. What I refer to here is the fact that Ross adds in his
translation the words “by the speaker or thinker”, which do not exist in
the original sentence and lead to a misinterpretation. My claim that this
is an indisputable error will be justified by reference to other opinions.

Hackforth’ states that if we compare the sentence in 259e5-6 with
the use of cuphoxr) at 262¢, and with cupAékwv T pripota toig 6vo-
oot at 262d, the inference is that eid@v must mean what we call “parts
of speech”. Hence according to him, the weaving together of the &idn

7 Ackrill 1971: 202.
8Ross 1951: 115.
° Hackforth 1945: 57, n. 2.
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that constitutes a Adyog cannot be the same as the kowwvia eid&v 1)
yevdv which has been hitherto discussed, and it is almost by a play
upon words that the Visitor effects the transition from the “blending”
or “communion” of kinds to the weaving of pfjpata with ovopata. Ack-
rill*® maintains that surely the sentence in 259¢5-6 must not be taken
to imply that every statement asserts or is about a relation between
Forms (or even “things described by means of Forms”). According to
him, Plato’s conclusion that there are connections between Forms, but
not between every pair of Forms, rests upon the simple fact that some
sentences are meaningful and some are not. This fact presupposes the
existence on the one hand of concept-friendships or -compatibilities
and on the other, of concept-enmities or -incompatibilities. So, in his
interpretation, human discourse is possible only because the meanings
of general words or the concepts that come out of these words are re-

19 Ackrill 1971: 202-205. Hamlyn (1955: 293-295) reaches a different conclusion
following a different line of reasoning. He relates the problem of the communion of
Forms with the “exact logical geography” of the conceptual world which can be dis-
covered by the techniques of logical division. According to this interpretation, Plato
seems to think of the sensible world as possessing an infinite variety, and there is
every ground for thinking that he thought of the conceptual superstructure as being
imposed upon this infinite sensible variety. Hamlyn points out that according to Plato,
the method of logical division goes on in each case to a definite, but finite, extent. He
then shows that this view implies that although Forms must have an application to the
sensible world, they are only finitely divisible, and hence never capable of accounting
for all the variety of the sensible world. Hamlyn maintains that in logical terms this
means that every significant statement must be concerned with Forms alone and, in-
deed, serves to point out some connection between Forms. Furthermore, he notes: “In
this way it would be true that the doctrine of the communion of Forms was meant to
be an answer to the question as to how any statement at all is possible. Nevertheless,
it would be true also that no significant statement could account for all the infinite va-
riety of the world of sense; no sensible thing could be spoken of except as an instance
of a Form?” (ibid. 294) Hamlyn’s general conclusion is that for Plato, whether we make
statements like “Man is good” or statements like “Socrates is good”, the doctrine of
the communion of Forms is presupposed, because the proper name “Socrates” is only
an abbreviation for, or a disguised version of, a collection of names of Forms. He adds
that in Plato’s view, without the communion of Forms there would be statements of
identity only, and this would have the risk of accepting the paradoxes propounded on
the one hand by Antisthenes, and on the other, by the Eleatics and Megarians.
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lated in definite ways. Bluck'' claims that Ackrill’s interpretation seems
unsatisfactory for several reasons. One of them is that it involves taking
the eid&v cvpmAokrv to refer simply to the complicated structure of the
world of the Forms, i.e. the “web” or “interwoven complex” that exists,
and not, as one might expect, to the ways in which we weave Forms
together when we talk. He points out that when the verb cupmAéxkelv
is used later (262d) in connection with words, it is the statement (A6-
yog) that we make that is said to do the weaving, when it combines a
verb with the name. So in his interpretation, it seems best to take the
Visitor’s remark at 259 to mean that in any statement we make, we
are in fact weaving Forms together, either correctly or incorrectly, and
that only so is discourse possible.'? I also wish to stress those aspects of
Peck’s criticism of Ackrill and Bluck that I find completely justified.”
Peck™ disagrees with Ackrill’s suggestion that Plato is speaking here
just about the result of the compatibility or incompatibility between
concepts and claims that Plato’s concern is with the result of the weav-

" Bluck 1957: 182.

% Also Peck (1952: 54-55) regarding the meaning of cupmAoxr) eld®v seems to give
priority to predication and the way we allow beings to be associated together with
their proper terms of reference. On the contrary, Rosen (1983: 229-230) dissociates
predication from cvpmAoxr) eid&v by arguing that the former is only a grammatical
combination and not a cuptAoxr) eiddv. He points out that whereas Plato shows that
“discourse is for us one of the kinds of beings” (260a5-6), he never hints at the possibil-
ity that “being” is one of the kinds of discourse. He also adds that in the passage from
249 to 261 Plato never shifts from the primacy of Forms over language; in his opinion,
those who assume that the Visitor is discussing predication are led to obliterate the
form being by assimilating it into the syntactic functions of identity and predication.

3 Peck (1962: 46—47) also makes a criticism of Cornford and Ross. He notes — cor-
rectly in my opinion — that Cornford was wrong in supposing that the sentence in
259e5-6 was intended by Plato as a description of the content of all logoi. He fur-
ther criticizes Ross for simply accusing Plato that he has chosen the wrong examples
to illustrate his thesis that every statement is a weaving together of Forms. Moravcsik
(1960: 129) claims that the sentence in 259e5-6 proves that Plato believes in two things:
a) that the changing dynamic combination of words, yielding meaningful discourse, is
based on the static interwovenness of the Forms; for discourse is changing, man-made.
b) that one of the essential tasks of meaningful discourse is to convey information by
ordering the elements of reality, which are identifiable and describable.

“Peck 1962: 48.
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ing together of Forms with each other. He also aptly criticizes Bluck
when the latter states that we can weave Forms together when we talk.
Peck™ notes that this is absurd and believes that Bluck tacitly assumes
that what we weave together is the names of Forms or even the names
of things and individuals which stand for Forms; so, according to this
interpretation, it is our weaving of the names of Forms which makes
discourse possible.

I agree that Plato, by using the term ovpmAoxr) here instead of xot-
vowvia, paves the way for the transition to the discussion of logos. How-
ever, I do not believe that eid®v in 259e5-6 means just “parts of speech”,
as Hackforth does. Since according to 262d2-6, Adyog itself means
“weaving”, because it accomplishes something by weaving verbs with
names, to use Forms in 259e5-6 with the meaning “parts of speech”, i.e.
names and verbs, would have an implausible implication. Given that
logos is a weaving, to say that copmAokr) €lddv in 259e5-6 means the
weaving together of parts of speech would result in the following tau-
tology, which becomes evident if we make a replacement within the
sentence: “logos (i.e. the weaving together of Forms or the weaving to-
gether of parts of speech) is what makes logos possible for us”. Nor
do I believe, as Ackrill does, that what Plato means by the sentence in
259e5-6, is the interweaving of concepts. That would imply two things,
both unacceptable in my opinion. Firstly, that what we conceive of as
Forms are concepts and, correspondingly, that what we do when we
speak is the interweaving of concepts. Secondly, that the semiotic tri-
angle of Aristotle determined by the relations between things, concepts
and names is valid also in Plato. I will show later in this paper that this
is not the case in Plato. Also, in my opinion, the sentence in this pas-
sage does not refer to the way we weave the Forms, as Bluck claims,
because the emphasis is on the way the Forms are woven by nature. We
just conceive of and understand (or misunderstand) by our dianoia the
way in which the Forms are interwoven and what we weave together

Peck 1962: 49-50. As Peck points out, that would have the implication that the
sentence in 259e5-6 means that whatever is done is done by us, and no combination
of Forms themselves is involved.
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in our speech are indications about ousia (nepi trjv oboiav SnAopara,
261e5). So, Forms here in 259e5-6 mean literally Forms, i.e. ousiai, and
the word cupmAokn prepares for the discussion of logos and is chosen
so as to adjust the terminology to its context, but it originally means
simply communion or commingling of Forms in the sense of “weaving
with one another”. I completely agree with Shields when he states:

Plato’s suggestion is that neither language nor thought — logos in gen-
eral — creates these forms of superordination or subordination but
must instead adhere to them. Because they are given as conditions for
the possibility of logos, and because their being given is rooted in the
interweaving of Forms, all logos come to be for us because of an inter-
weaving of Forms with one another.*

So, Plato believes that logos comes about because of the interweaving
of Forms with one another.”” Another plausible interpretation is that
since logos is acknowledged as one kind among those that are (TéV
dvtwv #v TL yevav elvon, 260a5-6), and given that cupmhokr eidév in
259e5-6 means the weaving together of ousia with all other ousiai, eideé
or Forms, ocvpmAokr] eid&v also includes the weaving together of ousia

¢ Shields 2013: 225. Shields (ibid. 226) notes that it was natural, almost unavoid-
able, to understand Plato initially just as Cornford has done, imagining him to be main-
taining that Forms are meanings, with the result that woven meanings constitute the
statements we make, aloud in speech and silently in thought. But he stresses that from
this natural understanding, two mistakes emerge. Firstly, we should not suppose, with
the simple semantic theory, that Forms are meanings. Secondly, less obviously but
also more importantly, we do not go about weaving Forms together ourselves, as if
by an act of semantic stitching. According to Shields, this approach would imply that
without our efforts, Forms would fail to bear their antecedently given necessary rela-
tions; but Plato makes sure to give every indication that he regards the interweaving
of Forms as given to us rather than as implemented or effected by us.

7 Graeser (1977b: 369) notes that no matter what possible line of interpretation of
the sentence in 259e5-6 one chooses to favour, all that results is a theory concerning
the existence of ideas as a necessary but not sufficient condition of meaningful dis-
course. According to his interpretation, Plato thinks it is solely in virtue of the fact
that there are ideas which stand for the kind of things that we actually mean when us-
ing expressions for predicates that one can become engaged in meaningful discourse.
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with logos.® In this way, the level of logos is tightly bound with the
level of onta or ousiai. But there is also another way to trace the bonds
between logos and onta. The ontological level of onta or ousiai is also
bound with the level of pragmata and praxeis, because pragmata and
praxeis are kinds of beings (ei6n tév dvtwv).” Correspondingly, the op-
HoYT) or cuvappoyT) Tpaypdtwy is reduced to the cupmAoxkr elddv, as
it is implied in 262d8-e1.?° According to a certain Platonic approach to
logos, the latter is bound with the level of onta also through the level of
praxis, since it is considered as a kind of praxis, as we will explain below.

2. Logos as sumplokeé or koinonia ton peri tén ousian délomaton

In 260a1-b2, there is a completely clear statement about the inter-
weaving of the ontological with the logical level with regard to logos.
The fight against those people who like to separate everything from ev-
erything else has taken place at a good moment (&v kap®, 260a1),?! for
two reasons. Firstly, speech is one kind among those that are. Speech
would be taken away if we admitted that there is no blending of any-
thing with anything else. Secondly, if we were deprived of speech (lo-
gos), we would be deprived of philosophy — to mention the most impor-
tant thing. So, the interweaving of Forms exists for the sake of speech

8 Cf. Peck 1962: 57-58. Also, Silverman (2002: 202) notes that one sense in which
logos mixes with Being is that language, and its parts, are onta of a certain sort.

¥ See Cratylus 386e1f., 387d1{.

**Derbolav (1972: 174-175) stresses that by the phrase ta mpdypota T pev
aAAfroig fippotTev (262d8-9) one must not understand an arrangement of empirical
relationships. According to him, it is evident from the previous context that what
Plato has in mind also here is the cupmAokr) €id®dv. On the other hand, Hoekstra
and Scheppers (2003: 68-69, and n. 49), referring to Soulez (1991: 138), believe that
we must not understand the reference to pragmata in 262d8-el as a reference to an
extra-linguistic reality. I agree with Derbolav because I think it is obvious from the
passage itself that pragmata are differentiated from ta tfig pwvig onueia, namely
they are neither a kind of intra-linguistic factor, nor the subject that the speech is
about in contradistinction to external things.

**In my opinion, this remark means that the philosophical reaction to the theses of
those thinkers who claimed that no thing blends with another could not be any further
delayed, because the establishment of their views in the common opinion without
refutation would have baneful consequences.
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and speech exists for the sake of philosophy.”” This means that speech
is one of the final causes of the interweaving of Forms, and may be the
most important, while philosophy is the final cause of the existence of
speech. Logos is the aim of an intellectual action, conceiving of the in-
terweaving of Forms. We set out to show that the agent of this action
is this special faculty? of the soul referred to in 263de, our dianoia,*

*? Notomi (1999: 247) stresses that the previous fight against those who try to sep-
arate every Form, one from another (the position represented by the late-learners), is
now regarded as having saved statements, and as a result, the possibility of philosophy.
The interweaving of Forms is what makes statements possible and securing the possi-
bility of philosophy as dialectical argument is, according to him, the overall project of
the middle part of the dialogue.

?* Corcilius (2015: 30) notes that rather, for Plato, the faculties of the soul are by
their very definition causal agents, which means that they act on and are acted upon
by things, and this even though they are said not to be materially extended.

**1t is noteworthy that dianoia is the term of the faculty that predominates not
only in the discussion of false speech, belief and appearing, in the final part of the dia-
logue (263d ff.), but also in its first part, within the context of the sixth definition of the
sophist (227c), where we can find the culmination of the procedure of request for the
definition of the sophist. Cornford (1965: 67, 75-77), in his analysis of the distinction
between noesis and dianoia in the Republic vi-v11, argues that dianoia generally means
“abstract thinking”. According to him, as opposed to noésis, dianoia has two senses.
Firstly, it is one of the two movements of thought, i.e. the downward movement of
reasoning in deductive argument. Cornford (ibid. 73) stresses that in the Republic, the
deductive reasoning characteristic of mathematical procedure is one of the meanings
of dianoia which, in contradistinction to noésis, is a continuous process. According to
his interpretation of 510b—d, the mind “journeys” along a path of discourse which the
reasoner “traverses” from beginning to end. In the Republic, although dianoia is consid-
ered as abstract reasoning which the mathematicians use in order to practise their arts
(511¢7-8), it is acknowledged that it is a state of mind placed between 86&a (belief) and
voUg, so it falls short of émiotripun (scientific knowledge, 511d2-5, 533b6-e2). Cornford
traces the second sense of dianoia considered as opposed to noesis in the Meno, with ref-
erence to the postulate “by reflection on the reason” (aitioig Aoyiop®d, 97b—98b). There
dianoia is the uncertain state of mind of one whose so-called “knowledge” consists
only of isolated chains of reasoning depending on an assumption either not demon-
strated or not seen to be indemonstrable. Ebert (1974: 189) correctly points out that in
the Theaetetus (189e-190b) and the Sophist (263e—264b), dianoia means “thought”. And
what is more, dianoia means internal dialogue of the soul with itself. This dialogue,
whether it has the form of a conversation of the soul with itself or the form of an
intersubjective conversation, is extremely important for the practice of Dialectic (cf.
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which grasps, mentally elaborates and understands the interweaving
of Forms that exists by nature.” This interweaving is reflected on the

Glasmeyer 2003: 76). The erotetic and apocritic form is the form both of dianoetic and
dialectical reasoning (cf. Nikulin 2010: 5).

?>The xowwvia that exists by nature is threefold. On the one hand, as Heidegger
(2003: 331) points out, there is kowwvia t@v dvtwv by means of the SOvayiig Tod motelv
kol ToD hoyewy; the latter has been taken as a sufficient criterion for the definition of
beings. This is the first kind of kowvwvia. The Visitor states: “I'm saying that a thing re-
ally is if it has any capacity at all, either by nature to do something to something else or
to have even the smallest thing done to it by even the most trivial thing, even if it hap-
pens once. I'll take it as a definition that those which are (t& dvta) amount to nothing
other than capacity (d0vayug)” (247d8-e4). Kowvwvelv in itself lies in the determination
of ovoio as SOvoyug. The Visitor states: “[Kowwveiv] is what happens when two things
come together, and by some capacity one does something to the other or has some-
thing done to it” (248b5-6). On the other hand, there is a second kind of kowwvia,
namely the kowwvia tév yevdv or eiddv that is agreed by the interlocutors in 254b7-
cl: “some yévn will associate with each other and some won’t, some will to a small
extent and others will associate a great deal, and still others are all-pervading — noth-
ing prevents them from being associated with every one of them..” (cf. 252e1-253al,
253b8-c3). Immediately after this statement, there is the proposal not to undertake to
investigate any possible €idn, but to choose instead some of the most important (t&v
peyiotwv Aeyopévwv &tta, 254c1-4). Heidegger (2003: 369-370) aptly remarks that the
ontological concept of the dOvopig kowwviog is manifested everywhere, i.e. regarding
any ontological level, as the ground of the discussion. I agree with his suggestion that it
is a matter of a certain selection, and indeed not an arbitrary one, but an extraction out
of what is proper to every being as a being, since the structures and results that are to
be exposed have a universal ontological significance. The SOvayug eig T0 moteiv €it’ gig
10 mafelv (247d8—e3) is transformed into the dOvayig kowwviag AAAGAwY (254¢4-5),
with regard to the macro-ontological level of the five péyiota yévr which broadly mir-
rors the kowwviav of the Forms classified under the five summa genera (see Mouzala
2007: 46-47). It is worth noting that within the Platonic tradition, Damascius charac-
terizes 0voyuv as the first among all relationships (Pr. 1.95.23-24 Ruelle). Liebrucks
(1949: 158) understands that there is an expansion of the xowvwvia of péyiota yévn into
the human world. He notes that in the Sophist, in contradistinction to the Phaedo, the
sensible world is no more the shadow of the non-sensible world and the former is not
subordinated to the latter, but the newly reached genera extend across all reality which
in the latter dialogue was divided into two worlds. According to Liebrucks’ approach,
the relationality of the summa genera is an explanatory model of the construction and
the structure of this world in which we live. He maintains that the world of the five
genera is not at all different from the world of the Real found within the net of hu-
man interrelations. Klein (1992: 89-91) offers another interpretation of xowvwvia T@®v
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level of logos. It is worth mentioning that at this point we can trace a
strong relation between the Sophist and the Cratylus. In the former, we
see that logos is acknowledged as one kind among those that are (tév
dvtwv v TL yevdv elval, 260a5-6). In the latter and in passage 387b-
e, we can see that speaking (Aéyew) is construed as a kind of action
(mpdkLg),*® an action concerned with things spoken, namely a linguis-
tic action; and actions are acknowledged as a kind among those that are,
since they are not merely relative to us, but possess a separate nature
of their own.”” So, speaking (Adyog) considered as action (np&€Lc) has
an indisputable existence, it is an absolute being (6v).

In order to accomplish their dialectical task from now on, i.e. to
show that falsity is present in both speech and belief, or, in other words,
that that which is not blends with belief and speech, the two interlocu-
tors in the Sophist are about to discover step by step how speech and
belief come into existence, how they are generated. The starting point
of this scrutiny is names. In the Cratylus (385cd), a name is character-
ized as the smallest part of speech and since a name is spoken of as a
part of the true or false speech, this discussion ends up admitting the
possibility of existence of a true or false name, a view at odds with the
position articulated in the Sophist, that truth and falsity are found only
in complete statements, i.e. in the interweaving of names and verbs

€10@v (communion of the Forms) existing by nature. He brings to the fore the arith-
metic aspect of the hierarchical structure of the world of the Forms. According to him,
only the &pibpog structure of the realm of Ideas with its special kowvov character is
able to guarantee the essential traits of the community of €idn demanded by Dialectic.
Especially the eidetic number, in Klein’s interpretation, indicates the mode of being
of the vontov (intelligible) as such, since it defines the £i8o0g ontologically as a being
which has multiple relations to other €idn in accordance with their particular nature
and which is nevertheless in itself altogether indivisible. Finally, a third kind of koww-
via is the kowvwvia considered as the interweaving of Forms, as cupmAokr) tév eiddv,
which is the web or the interwoven complex of the Forms that ensures the existence of
logos, since it is reflected on the level of logos through the intervention of our dianoia
(259e5-6). Fronterotta (2013: 205) notes that the logos depends on the cupmAok of the
ideal Forms, as it reproduces it. In my view, a secondary kind of cupnthoxr, dependent
on logos considered as weaving, is the cupAoxr) between names and verbs.

*¢ Cf. Euthydemus 284b—-d. See also Mouzala 2011a: 59-60.

*’I follow the translation by Fowler (1926).
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(262a-264c).”® In the latter dialogue (261d1-7), it is agreed that just as
some Forms blend with each other and others do not, and likewise for
letters, so too some names associate with each other and others do not.
The investigation in the Sophist also begins from the smallest parts of
speech. Names that indicate something when you say them one after
another fit together, and names that don’t signify anything when you
put them in a row don’t fit. So, the basic criterion for the communion
of names is the production of meaning.* We can assume that the pro-
duction of meaning or the meaning itself is the final cause of this inter-
weaving of names and simultaneously the criterion which can ensure
that they fit together.

The Visitor uses two participles in 261e1-2: dnAodvta (that indicate)
and onpaivovta (that signify). In my opinion, both are used with the
same meaning and this is reinforced by the fact that their grammat-
ical objects are relatives (1pdg 1), since they are contraries: Ti-pndév
(something-nothing).*® In 261e-262a, the Visitor proceeds to the divi-
sion of all words into two categories; there are two ways to use your
voice to indicate something about being: the one kind is called names,*

?* Cf. Mouzala 2011a: 57.

?? Cf. Hoekstra, Scheppers 2003: 64.

% Contrariety is one kind of relativity (ntpdg 11) according to Aristotle (see Metaph.
1056b34-1057a1l).

31 Crivelli (2012: 223) correctly notes that the noun dvopa has a narrow and a broad
use and that on its broad use, whereby it might be rendered by “word”, it denotes all
vocal indicators, including those that signify actions and those that signify objects. In
its narrow sense, 6vopo means the name by which a person or thing is called, while
in its broad sense 6vopa is used like Aé€1g (word), expression, esp. of technical terms;
generally, a saying, speech; see LSF s.v. Vlastos (1973: 238) notes that all through the
archaic and classical periods, the dvopo was expected to perform two radically differ-
ent linguistic functions: first, that of the proper name (which is the original and pri-
mary use of 6vopar), and secondly, that of the common name, i.e. that of the qualifying
predicate or descriptive expression. Graeser (1977b: 363) points out that “all through
the archaic and classical periods, words in general, referring expressions and proper
names as well as qualifying predicates and descriptive expressions were all thought of
as ‘names’ (6vopata) and thus considered to get their meaning accordingly”. Cf. Ham-
lyn 1955: 295; Kraus 1987: 44, 1990: 263.
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and the other is called verbs.** A verb is the sort of indication that is ap-
plied to an action, and a name is the kind of spoken sign that is applied
to things that perform the actions. In this passage, Plato uses four sig-
nificant terms: the word 1] pwvf] (voice), which syntactically denotes
the medium or the organ, the word dnAwpa or dnAdpata (indications),
the word ovoia (being) and finally, the word onpeiov (sign). In my opin-
ion, the word dnAopata here does not have the same meaning as the
participle dnAodvta, which we encounter in the previous sentence of
the same passage (261e); this is due not only to the fact that the former
is a substantive and the latter a participle. The word drjAwpa has the
suffix or ending -pa, which in Greek denotes the result of some work-
ing, and here rather means some ergon, i.e. the result of the actualized
manifestation of obcin of each thing, whereas the participle dnAodvta
means simply that names denote the meaning which they bear.** I use
the term ergon because in the Platonic terminology it means the result
of some activity which is endowed with the character and the quality
of the good and beneficial.** Regarding the phrases tfj owvij (voice) and

** The verb component specifies what we mean to say about the subject, cf. Silver-
man 2002: 203. It is this part of speech which introduces the temporal dimension of a
qualifying predicate or an action performed by a subject. It is the factor which demon-
strates that real sentences are meaningful units of words that can concern not only the
present, but also the past and the future, see 262d2-3; cf. Arist. Int. 16b6-10. It can be
used, i.e. be considered, as a predicate, see LS¥ s.v. pripo; Demos 1964: 599. Even the
copula is a predicate when it stands alone or with an adverb, see Gildersleeve 1900:
31. Demos (ibid.) stresses that verbs, no less than nouns, indicate realities and thus are
names (see Cratylus 386e, 431b). I agree with Hoekstra and Scheppers (2003: 65, n. 39)
that in 262d2-3 there is no antithesis between dvtwv on the one hand and yryvopévaov,
YEYOVOT®V, peALOVT®V on the other, as the repetition of the disjunctive 1} shows. I also
find interesting Seligman’s interpretation, who suggests that here Plato tries to antici-
pate a possible objection regarding the fact that the temporal dimension is a necessary
feature of a meaningful statement, since it is a factor which among other things deter-
mines whether this statement is true or false about its subject, cf. Seligman 1974: 100.

* Crivelli (2012: 229) notes that a name constructed with the suffix -po can indi-
cate either the result of the activity expressed by the verb or the means which enables
the carrying out of this activity. I opt for the first possibility with regard to 261e4-6,
because if we chose the second, that would imply that Plato uses two different expres-
sions for the means or the organ in the same passage. That would be redundant.

**See for example Charmides 163bc, Euthyphro 13d-14a.
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onpelov g pwviig (spoken sign), I believe that they are used to denote
the organ or the medium.*

From passage 262d3-4, we can infer that indicating (dnAodv) is
something more than naming (6vop&ewv). In addition, saying (Aéyewv)
is something more than just naming.** The word dnAdporta highlights
the indicative or deictic*” character of speech which has ontological

* However, it is worth considering why Plato reserves the term dfAwpa within
the description of pfpa (262a3), whereas within the description of 6vopa (262a6-7),
he uses the phrase onpeiov g pwviig. It may be that SAwpo has a double use: one that
has ontological implications when the meaning is “bring to the fore, manifest, reveal”
with reference to some ovoia; the other is that it may correspond to the epinoetic and
instrumental character of onpeiov. So, in 262a3, it could be the second case. Heidegger
(2003: 408) maintains that onpelov is terminologically interchangeable with dnAodv.

*¢The difference between dvopalev (naming) and Aéyewv (saying) in the sense of
nepaively (accomplishing) is crucial for understanding what logos is in the Sophist, but
it is not a novelty with regard to the Cratylus, as Hoekstra and Scheppers (2003: 65)
wrongly believe. On the contrary, I think there are at least two instances of examples
which foreshadow this view in the Cratylus. In 425a2-3, there is the description of logos
as something “great and beautiful and whole”, a unit of language consisting of both
names and verbs, while in 431bc, logoi are determined as the combination (cOvBeo1g) of
names and verbs (see Ademollo 2011: 293-296). Crivelli (2012: 228—229) infers that the
name is what mainly contributes to the speaker’s performing the speech act of naming
whereas the verb is what mainly contributes to the speaker’s performing the speech
act of saying; the intimate connection of the verb with saying is also suggested by its
name, pripe; cf. Demos 1964: 599. Frede (1992: 413) also connects the verb (pfjpc) with
saying, and furthermore seems to acknowledge that it has a more decisive function and
contribution to the generation of logos, since he notes that only by adding a verb can
we be said to say (Aéyewv) something (see 262d4-5). On the other hand, Gaskin (2008:
204) notes that Plato perhaps saw more clearly than numerous other philosophers who
have wished to give the verb or the verb-phrase a privileged status in constituting the
unity of the sentence. Gaskin, by referring to passage 262, notes that unlike the other
philosophers, Plato does not give a differential account of the contributions of the
various kinds of subsentential component to sentential unity. He adds that “Plato was
aware that the sentence has a special unity, lacked by its components”, as is obvious
from what is said in 262d3-4; cf. Silverman 2002: 203. I completely agree with both
Gaskin and Silverman that in Plato, when names and verbs are woven together in
a statement the result is something more than a mere listing of names and verbs, or
subjects and properties. It is a new linguistic and logical entity which is bestowed with
its own special unity.

37 See Oehler 1962: 22, Liatsi 2008: 87.
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implications for both Plato and Aristotle.>® The use of the phrase tf)
QwvT] mepl TV oboiov dnlwpdtov (indications about ovoio through
the voice) shows that these words, although they also have a mate-
rial or a physiological aspect since they are uttered through the voice,
stand for the things and they prove, confirm and verify the very be-
ing and essence of things.*” Socrates’ stereotype question “do you call
something X?” usually anticipates the request for the definition of the
relative notion, i.e. the request for an explanation or account of its
essence.*® In the Seventh Letter,** name and definition are determined
as the two stages which precede knowledge of a thing but they are not
evaluated in the same way as dnAopoarta and Adyog in the Sophist. In
the latter dialogue, while names and verbs are merely dnAdpata (in-
dications), logos is a kind of being which in 262d2-6 is described as
a weaving (mAéypa); logos does not just name but accomplishes some-
thing (T tepaiver) by weaving verbs with names. This accomplishment
must not be taken as a limit** in the sense of a barrier, but rather as
an openness to the redeeming formation of a meaningless, i.e. indeter-
minate, material into something fixed and integrate, a certain mean-
ing. Also, this accomplishment must not be taken as restricted only to
the level of speech, although prima facie it is primarily connected with

*8 Aristotle uses the deictic term t6d¢ 11 in order to denote his primary substance,
the particular and concrete thing.

*On the contrary, Hoekstra and Scheppers (2003: 66) do not read any special
meaning in this expression. They believe that at the beginning of this passage (261d1-
7), the term ovopata (names) was used in the sense of the elements of speech, gen-
erally. But after the opposition or diairesis between évopa and pfpa, the term 6vopo
is given a more specified and precise meaning, while the term 6voparta in its general
approach has been replaced by the expression tfj pwvij ept tijv oboiov SnAwpdtwy. I
agree with Heidegger (2003: 408) that words have a genuine dOvopy kowvwviag as dn-
Aopata wepl tiv ovoiav, as “revealing”, i.e. revealing beings, “as showing something
in the field of presence”.

*°Kraus 1990: 271.

“1Ep. vi1 342bc.

# Crivelli (2012: 228, n. 15) refers to those scholars who interpret i mepaivel as
“limiting something”. According to this view, when a speaker utters a primary sentence
he limits both the object signified by the name, by specifying what action it is perform-
ing, and the action signified by the verb, by specifying which object is performing it.
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speech. Ti epaivel also connotes the liberation and opening of dianoia
so as to produce each time something new, valuable and beneficial,
namely to generate meaningful units of language on which thought is
mirrored. Moreover, it implies the release of its unlimited capacity to
weave names and verbs so as to construct speech analogous to reason-
ing. I believe opicaca in the Theaetetus (190a2) is an obvious parallel
with mepaivel T in 262d2-6 of the Sophist. In Tht. 206d, logos is defined
as something which reveals one’s own dianoia, and in Sph. 262d2-6,
logos implicitly mepaivel T also as a revealer of dianoia.*?

3. The Aristotelian semiotic triangle

It is always worth comparing Plato’s analysis of logos in the Sophist
with Aristotle’s exposition of the same subject in his De Interpretatione.
According to Aristotle (Int. 16a3-8):

words spoken are symbols or signs of affections or impressions of the
soul; written words are the signs of words spoken. As writing, so also
is speech not the same for all races of men. But the mental affections
themselves, of which these words are primarily signs, are the same for
the whole of mankind, as are also the objects of which those affections
are representations or likenesses, images, copies.**

Within this frame of reasoning, the spoken words, i.e. the vocal symbols
or signs, are not related directly to the things but to the soul’s affections
of which these are signs, while the soul’s or the mental affections in
their turn are likenesses or images or copies of the things. Ammonius,*
in his Commentary on De Interpretatione, organizes the philosopher’s

**Heidegger (2003: 412) notes that the criterion for the Being of words in the unity
of discourse is their disclosive character. He states: “AnAodv itself is now, within A6-
yog, insofar as Adyog is a cvpmAokn) of dnAdpara, not the result of their composition,
but, on the contrary, the xowwvia of dvopa and prjpa is possible at all only because
Aéyew in itself is a dnAodv.” As far as I can exploit this interpretation, logos is already a
revealing receptacle which becomes a TAéypa (weaving), by actualizing the possibility
of cupmAokr) between names and verbs. This actualization is a mepaivewv tu.

*1 follow the translation by Cooke (1938).

* Ammon. In Int. 18.23-19.3. I follow the translation by Blank (2014).
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teaching and notes that he takes four items here as being useful for
the present investigation: things and thoughts, as well as vocal sounds
and letters. He explains that the things are first among these, thoughts
are second, vocal sounds third, and letters last. Thoughts have as their
goal the knowledge (xatdAnyig) of things, and they are truly thoughts
when they are, so to speak, in harmony with the things themselves;
for they are images in the soul of things. Vocal sounds are enunciative
of thoughts and therefore are given to us by nature so as to indicate
through them the concepts of our soul, so that we can share with one
another and be part of the same society, man being a social animal.
Hence, those who do not use the same vocal sounds also do not share
a state with one another, as they do not know one another’s thoughts.
The goal of letters is to preserve the memory of vocal sounds. He con-
cludes that according to Aristotle, of these four items two are by nature
(pvoer) and two by imposition (6écet): things and thoughts are by na-
ture, vocal sounds and letters by imposition. Ammonius explains the
difference between likeness and symbol as follows:

he [Aristotle] calls thoughts ‘likenesses’ (6poidpata) of things, while
he does not want to call vocal sounds ‘likenesses’ of thoughts, but
rather ‘symbols’ (cOpfora) and ‘signs’ (onpeia), and similarly letters
he calls ‘symbols’ and ‘signs’ of vocal sounds. Likeness differs from
symbol in that it wants to image (dsteicovileoBour) the very nature of a
thing as far as possible and it is not in our power to change it, while a
symbol or a sign (the Philosopher calls it both) is entirely up to us (é¢’
NHIv), given that it arises from our invention (éwtivoiar) alone.*

We can note that in the former case, the mental affections are repre-
sentations or likenesses of the things, which means that they reserve
a causal relationship with the things, while in the latter, when vocal
sounds are used as signs or symbols, they are the results of a conscious
convention made by humans. However, the convention is not the same
for all mankind, because the signs or symbols do not depend on the
things but on the (collective) user. Consequently, vocal sounds become

4 Ammon. In Int. 19.32-20.8. Greek text cf. Busse 1897.
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symbols or signs only when someone uses them as such, so they are de-
pendent on the user; whereas thoughts or concepts as likenesses, due to
their causal relationship with the things, have a stability which ensures
the postulate of the intersubjective character of the psychic experiences
and further the communication between all people who share them.*’

At this point, I wish to exploit some of the remarks of Oehler*
which I find important, regarding the above Aristotelian passage of De
interpretatione. In my references to these remarks, I will use the ter-
minology used by Ammonius in his exegesis of Aristotle. According
to Oehler®, the introduction of thoughts as likenesses of things will
make us aware of the need to deal with the subjective or psychic as-
pect of an assertoric statement or judgement, because under the term
nodnpota thg Yuyxrg one must understand not only the isolated repre-
sentations of things within the soul but also the connections and sep-
arations between them, i.e. Adyog duro@avtikdg (assertoric statement).
The written words, T& ypagopeva or ypapparte, undertake the specific
task of making the symbolic character of speech conspicuous. Oehler®
stresses that while thought is a likeness (opoiwpa), and what is more,
likeness of the real, i.e. of mpé&ypara, speech is not a natural instrument
of thought but always a symbol of it. This means that the relation be-
tween being and thinking is structured in a different way than the rela-
tion between thinking and speaking. Although the likeness-character
of thought is contrary to the symbol-character of speech, Oehler be-

#"Kraus 1990: 260. Apart from Heidegger, in all my references to German scholars
the translations are my own. Regarding the time-surpassing power of speech, asso-
ciated with the view that it represents a stabilization of consciousness bound with a
speaking community and a collective thought including trustworthy, intersubjective
and conveyable information, see Schmidt 1969: 10.

**Oehler (1962: 21) notes that it is decisive for understanding the character of
the Aristotelian tetradic scheme — things, thoughts (mental or psychic affections or
impressions), spoken words and written words — to notice the parallelism between:
a) things and the real, b) thought and the ideal, c) speech and the sense-perceptible.

* Oehler 1962: 21. Cf. Kraus 1990: 260. We will see later in this paper how the
Sophists have also been occupied with the psychic aspect of logos, but from a com-
pletely different perspective.

*° Oehler 1962: 21-22.
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lieves that from this point of view, speech considered as a living pro-
cess can be construed as the transformation of likenesses or copies to
symbols. Through this transformation, words — to the extent that they
are symbols of thoughts which in their turn are likenesses of things —
can equally be considered as symbols of things. He emphasizes that
the deep meaning of this Aristotelian equation lies within the relation
between being and speech introduced by it. This relation between mp&-
ypoto or Ovta and Adyog is not unmediated, but is established and be-
comes real through the medium of thought (vorjpata) or, generally,
through the medium of the soul. Through this analysis, Oehler* also
successfully demonstrates and explains the deictic character of speech.
Being (6v, 6vta), which affects the soul, manifests and reveals its pres-
ence through the words — names and verbs —, which indicate all that
is about it**. The words do not have their meaning by nature (ptoet)*
but primarily are used by thought as symbols of the things represented
within vofjporta or év i Yuxfj madnpata, so they stand for the things
and not per se, and are connected with the things through the inter-
vention of human thought. Furthermore, in both Plato and Aristotle,
dudvora and dravoeicBou play a primordial role in the logic and the
psychology of assertoric statement because dianoetic thought has the
very structure of Adyog dmo@avtikdg since it occurs by the perpetual
consecution of affirmations and denials.’*

Oehler> notes that in Aristotle’s theory in De interpretatione, the
parallelism between being, thinking and speaking leads to the forma-
tion of a clearly circumscribed and delimited scheme, which constitutes

°1Oehler 1962: 22.

°*1 believe Oehler’s explanation of the deictic character of speech fits perfectly
with the emphasis that I chose to place on the special role of the constituents of logos,
i.e. names and verbs, considered as dnAopata mept v odoiov.

** Ammonius (In Int. 19.9-19) remarks that since things and thought are the same
among all peoples, while vocal sounds and letters are not the same among all peoples,
for Aristotle things and thoughts are by nature (¢0oet), but vocal sounds and letters
are by imposition (B¢oet), not by nature. Cf. Stephanus, In Int. 1.14-17, 1.24-2.1. Greek
text cf. Hayduck 1885.

**Cf. Oehler 1962: 28-29.

*>Oehler 1962: 27.
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a Triad (Tpuag). Within the frame of this Triad, spoken words are sym-
bols of thoughts and thoughts are likenesses of beings; however, the
determination of these relationships is not restricted only to the for-
mal description of this parallelism. According to Oehler, it also aims
to formulate a meaning-theory within which the relationship between
eivou (being) and logos is construed as an approximation of logos to
elvau, to the extent that logos always searches for and uses a symbol
indisputably representative of thought.”® Of course, this effort some-
times fails. Kraus®” notes that Aristotle’s semiotic model on the one
hand gains a distinctly pragmatic character through the connection of
the semiotic function with the user; but on the other hand, it has se-
rious ontological implications since through the established scheme of
parallelism between Being, Thought and Speech, one can understand
that thoughts follow things and vocal sounds follow thoughts. So, one
can realize that Aristotle proposes a triadic model, which according to
Schmidt and Kraus can be illustrated by the diagram of a triangle. Both
Schmidt and Kraus sketch such a triangle with reference to Aristotle’s
theory of language.’® Indeed, since Aristotle distinguishes written from
spoken words and binds the former with the latter by introducing a
second symbolic relation, this time the written words being symbols
of the spoken, the diagram of the Aristotelian semiotic triangle is in-
tegrated and complete only if it is duplicated with the combination of
two triangles placed one next to the other. The first illustrates the re-
lations between things, affections of the soul or thoughts, and spoken
words, while the second illustrates the relations between things, spo-
ken words, and written words.*’

*¢Schmidt (1969: 12) carries out a careful analysis of Aristotle’s text. One must
draw attention to the fact that words as symbols are not connected with the respective
particular things as if they were their names, but only with the mobrpata caused to
the man’s soul by the things. So, words describe particular mafrpata tfg Yuxfg or
vorjpata. Consequently, sentences describe connections of mabnpata g Yyuxfg or
vorjparto. It is noteworthy that tabrporta tig Yuxrg are referred to simply as vorjpota
by Ammonius; cf. Steph. In Int. 1.13-14.

" Kraus 1990: 260-261.

*8 Schmidt 1969: 13, Kraus 1990: 261.

5 Lieb 1981: 148, Oehler 2006: 253-254, Kraus 1990: 261.
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The crucial question that emerges from the comparative examina-
tion of Plato and Aristotle is whether in Plato we can also trace the idea
that logos is related to reality through vonjparta, ie. thoughts or con-
cepts or mental grasps of reality.*° This question becomes extremely im-
portant all the more so because not only in the Sophist (263e3-264b1),
but also in the Theaetetus (189e-190b) and the Philebus (38b—e), Plato
equates duqvola (thought) with logos. In the Sophist, the Visitor stresses
that these are the same except that what we call dianoia is di&-Aoyog
(dialogue) that occurs without the voice, inside the soul in conversation
with itself, while logos is called the stream of sound which, originating
from the soul, goes through the mouth. The internal dialogue contains
affirmation and denial which occurs as silent thought inside the soul
and this is called 86€a (belief). In the Theaetetus, within the procedure
of defining SiavoeicOou (thinking), it is explained that the soul, when
it thinks, is merely conversing with itself, asking itself questions and
answering, affirming and denying. Ad6€a (belief) is the arrival at a de-
cision and the conclusion of thinking, when the soul is no longer in
doubt. Ao&dlewv in the Theaetetus is also defined as Aéyewv and d6€a as

¢ Kapp (1965: 38), by referring to Prantl (1855: 1.691; 1867: 3.206; 3.Index s.v. con-
ceptus), notes that in Latin commentaries the words “concept” or “conception” (or “Be-
griff” in German) trace their history back to the first chapter of Aristotle’s De interpre-
tatione; initially, their meaning was “an idea or thought about a thing which, caused
by the thing, has been formed within the soul and was described by a word”. Kapp adds
that there is no equivalent word in Greek and that primarily it has not a connection
with the definition, although later historians of philosophy were oriented towards a
certain use of it, in which it is understood as a correlative of definition. Helmig (2012:
14) cites several ancient Greek words that can stand for a concept. Among these, he
also mentions the word vonpa, which is referred to by Ammonius and Stephanus in
their exegesis of Aristotle’s relevant passage in De interpretatione. Helmig (2012: 14,
n. 9; 49) refers to “thought” as the meaning of vonpa in Prm. 132bc, in the sense of a
“thought-process”, and he states that usually the word refers rather to an episode of
thought (thought process) and not to a concept. Proclus in his commentary on Plato’s
Parmenides interprets vonpa in 132bc as “the actual thought-process which thinks the
Form” (a0tijv THv voodoav vonotv 1o idog), see Procl. In Prm. 892.9-15 (transl. by
Morrow and Dillon 1987; Greek text cf. Steel et al. 2007-2009). I believe it is obvious
that Ammonius and Stephanus do use the word here with the meaning of a concept,
of something which is a stable reception of the thing (npaypc) into the human mind.
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logos which has been held not with someone else, not yet aloud, but
in silence with oneself.®* Logos also has a physiological aspect, since it
is determined as the stream of sound from the soul that goes through
the mouth. So, there emerges another relevant question. What is the
relation between the two versions of logos, mental and silent speech on
the one hand, and vocal speech on the other?

4. Other approaches to the relationship between logos and reality

As regards the first question, it will be useful to refer to two differ-
ent approaches to the relation between language and reality that pre-
cede Plato’s view, both representing Sophistic circles. Whereas during
the period of the primitive thought the thing and its name were be-
lieved to have a magic unity,* within the frame of the archaic thought,
each thing was tightly bound with its name and the relation between
name and the thing named was considered natural, unmediated and
independent of the human subject. At this stage, which from the per-
spective of the history of philosophy of language can be considered
preliminary to the triadic semiotic model previously described, the pre-
dominant view was the naive idea that there was a direct monactine
(einstrahlig) relation between names and things, without need for the
interference or mediation of a vonpa.®* Correspondingly, one can trace
at that time a rectilinear and monactine semiotic model. This naive iso-
morphism between language and reality was being disputed as philo-
sophical thought developed. The philosophical view that reality is en-
tirely different from what we perceive and what we are used to believ-
ing it is, held in the sixth and fifth centuries B.C., led to the emergence
of serious disputations about the ability of language to describe reality
and finally to the notion that language is to a certain extent deceptive.*

1T mostly follow the translation by Fowler (1921).

2 Moukanos 1985: 250-251; Kraus 1990: 263, 1996: 18.

¢ Kraus 1990: 263, 1996: 18.

% Graeser (1977b: 362) stresses that this notion was expressed by both convention-
alists and non-conventionalists. Lebedev (2009: 360, 362), focusing on the metaphysi-
cal monists (like Parmenides and Heraclitus) who considered the phenomenal world
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According to Kraus, Gorgias the Sophist in the third part of his treatise
On the Nonexistent or On Nature, was the first to distinguish between
the phonetic or vocal and the meaning level® of language and to de-

of the plurality as an illusionary product of the deceptive sense-perception, notes that
the multitude of names was blamed for deceptiveness due to the fragmentation of re-
ality implied by it. Heinimann (1972: 50) stresses that according to the Eleatic School,
the source of the error is not naming per se but blind trust of mortal humans in sense-
perception; they were interested in language only to the degree that it is connected
with 86&x (belief) which is opposed to aArjfeia (truth). On the other hand, Heraclitus
lays the emphasis on the idea that it is not language as such that is deceptive but rather
its use (see Graeser 1977b: 362). I will pick up two points from what Graeser (1977b:
365-366) states about Heraclitus. Firstly, that by fr. 123 (“Nature likes to hide”), he
probably suggested that what speech reports appears, in a way, to be states of contra-
dictory affairs. Secondly, that for Heraclitus the facts of nature are liable to rational
account provided we understand that what words “mean” is not necessarily what they
“name”. According to Graeser’s explanation of this second crucial point, Heraclitus at-
tacked the ordinary man’s assumption that it is by the act of attaching a name to a thing
that he somehow exercises a conceptual grasp on the respective object. So, in his in-
terpretation, Heraclitus doubts the ordinary man’s awareness of the fact that names in
general are only incomplete symbols; they are only capable of depicting some features
or aspects of the object referred to. For a theory of “natural language” in Heraclitus,
in the sense of “natural names” which are not the ordinary names but the recombined
or the “reunited” pairs of opposites, see Lebedev 2009: 362. Kraus (1990: 264, 1996:
18) notes that the traditional semiotic model has been attacked from two directions at
that time: on the one hand, from the considerably growing natural philosophy and on
the other, from the equally fast evolving art of Rhetoric. Philosophers of Nature like
Empedocles (fr. B 8 and B 9) and Anaxagoras (fr. B 17) made criticisms of the ordinary
language for its deficiency in describing reality and its tendency to read only the su-
perficial level of the natural facts. They further attempted to establish a scientifically
grounded terminology. Democritus (fr. B 26) also argued about the conventional and
arbitrary character of language; see Derbolav 1972: 33. With reference to Rhetoric, but
also to the eristic branch of Dialectic, the confidence in the veridical value of the con-
tent of speech was undermined for two reasons: a) the growth of Rhetoric, in which
someone deliberately chooses and uses the words or names and their combinations
for the purpose of persuading the audience, reinforced the conviction that the rela-
tion between names and things is flexible; b) also, eristic Dialectic, in which someone
arbitrarily and ambiguously uses the words or names and their combinations for the
purpose of defeating a verbal opponent, deepened the impression that one can lead to
misunderstandings and fallacies by modifying and manipulating the relation between
names and things.

> Mourelatos (1987: 136) claims that Gorgias in the third part of his treatise attacks
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scribe the specific relation between language and reality through the
notion of a sign.*® Gorgias disputes the Parmenidean doctrine about the
close relation between being (elvau, £6v), thinking (voeiv) and speaking
(Aéyew, @palewv, patilewv, ppalesbou), by stressing the fundamental
heterogeneity between language and reality.®” Furthermore, he radi-
cally destroys the alleged natural or ontological relation between the
thing and its name when he asserts that that by which we reveal is lo-
gos, but logos is not substances and existing things. We do not reveal
existing things to our neighbors, but logos, which is something other
than substances. Therefore, just as the visible things would not become
audible, and vice versa, similarly, when external reality is involved, it
would not become our logos, and not being logos, it would not have been
revealed to another. Logos therefore does not manifest substances, just
as they do not manifest the nature of each other.®® One cannot speak

two conceptions of the nature of linguistic meaning, viz., that meaning is reference,
and that meaning is mental image or idea.

¢ Kraus 1990: 267. For an insightful reconstruction of Gorgias’ argumentation, one
has to pay equal attention to both versions of his text, the one preserved by Sextus Em-
piricus (Adversus mathematicos 7.65-87) and the other by the Anonymous author of
De Melisso Xenophane Gorgia 979a11-980b21 (MXG); cf. Mullach 1845. It is also nec-
essary to evaluate the contribution of each version on its own and to diagnose any
hidden constructive purpose of the arguments; see Caston 2002: 207-208. In my refer-
ences to the third part of the text preserved by Sextus, in general outline, I follow the
translation by Kennedy (2001). Newiger (1973: 152-154), by referring to MXG 980a19—
b8, notes that initially in the argument the emphasis is on the gap between sight and
hearing; the object of one sensation cannot coincide with that of any other. He notes
that at the beginning, logos is considered by Gorgias as the object of hearing, which is
a considerable devaluation in comparison with the Parmenidean conception of logos,
according to which Adyoc, and specifically motog Adyog (B 8.50), is related in an in-
separable manner with the respective being and its noetic correlative. But then, in the
evolution of the argumentation, logos is not any more the object of sense-perception.
It becomes some sign (onpeiov) which differs from the thing of which it is a sign.

" Newiger 1973: 150, Kraus 1990: 266. Newiger (ibid. 151) points out that the verbs
@p&lecBou and ep&lewv used by Parmenides (B 6.2; B 2.6, 8) have the meaning “display
myself”, “display”, “manifest”, and he further notes that Gorgias uses expressions such
as dnAodv, dfrov yiyveoBau (MXG 980a19 £, 21, b18), pnvdecBot, TapacTatikdg EoTLy,
pnvutikov yiveton (S.E. M. 7.83, 85, 86), etc. with a similar meaning.

% Wilson (1893: 38) notes: “Gorgias does not contend that it is impossible to form a
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nor think of the perceptible things; one can only see the visible or hear
the audible things, etc. According to an important line of interpreta-
tion, if one can neither speak of colors and sounds nor think of them,
one can infer that logos is associated only with things considered in the
mind (t& ppovotpeva, S.E. M. 7.77-81) and that logos is always attached
to thought.®” Between the external existing things and the content of
thought remains a gap, and it is assumed that these things can have an
access to thought only through sense-perception, since this gap can be
overcome, at least partially, only through sense-perception.” Logos, ac-

notion of colour or imagine (StavoeicBau) it at all, because it can only be seen and not
imagined. But, as is clear from the preceding context, he meant simply that one man
could not get a notion of what colour was from another through the medium of speech
alone” What one man can convey to the other is not the sense-perceptible thing itself
but only a name or a description of it. But the idea of a thing cannot be communicated
by its name or even a description because even if someone achieves knowledge of
something and attempts to communicate it, the question is how another person who
simply hears will understand and experience the same knowledge. This would lead
either to the multiplication of the unique sense-perceptible object or to the unification
of different subjects of sense-perception. See Newiger 1973: 155-156. Mansfeld (1988:
264) assumes that Gorgias’ argument dealing with the differences among persons must
have been pleasing to a person of Pyrrhonist leanings.

¢ Kraus 1990: 267; cf. Newiger 1973: 154-155. The implicit idea is that logos is or can
be the object of pure thought. So, logos is more than an object of sense-perception, it is
also the object of thought. Moreover, it is also that which corresponds to diaxvoeicBou.
Kerferd (1984: 221) assumes that the gulf between sense experience and thought is a
consequence of the gulf between sense experiences and words, and that this can be
explained in one way only; it is because words represent thoughts.

7 Newiger (1973: 175-177) points out that we can recognize in Gorgias the same
gap between sense-perception and thought that is acknowledged in the Eleatic philos-
ophy, although he does not use a fixed terminology. However, one can assume that
sense-perception, according to Gorgias, is a presupposition for the formation of a no-
tion or a mental image (Vorstellung) and its communication. Someone can have a grasp
of something in his mind only if he has first achieved access to it through the medium
of sense-perception. Newiger states that in Gorgias’ argumentation we can trace an
approach which foreshadows Locke’s dictum: “nihil est in intellectu, quod non fuerit in
sensu”. Logos is assigned to SiavoeicBan and is the vehicle of thought. But in their turn,
évvoelv and StavoeicOo must not be understood as thinking without concrete content.
The content of thought must be sense-perceptible things, namely things which have
come into (= have been grasped by) thought originating from sense-perception.
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cording to Gorgias, arises from external things impinging upon us, that
is, from perceptible things. So, he asserts that logos is not evocative of
the external, but rather that the external becomes the revealer of logos.”
The consequence of Gorgias’ approach to logos is that any criterion for
the truth of a verbal expression vanishes, so logos proves inappropri-
ate for the communication of knowledge.”> According to this semiotic
model, there is neither an unmediated nor a reliable mediated relation
between logos and things. Also, between things and thought there is
only an indirect relation through the medium of sense-perception.”
Only between logos and thought can one assume a reliable relation.
The opposite of this theory put forward by Gorgias is traced in the
rest of the Sophistic as well as Antisthenean thought. The way in which
the relation between names and things was understood by these circles
had its roots in Eleatic philosophy and more especially in the reflection
of Parmenides on the unbreakable bond between speaking and being.
Within this framework of the Sophistic and Antisthenean thought, the
relation between speech and thing must be understood to be as direct
and unmediated as the relation between sense-perception and its ob-
ject.”* The thing (10 mtpdaypar) is construed as the direct object of the verb

11t is noteworthy that in other works by Gorgias we can find a reverse relation
between logos and extra-linguistic substances, as it is for instance human soul, i.e. the
soul of the hearer. Segal (1962: 121), analyzing Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen, stresses
that logos in this work is almost an independent external power which forces the hearer
to do its will. He explains that the logos works through &véyxn and is itself an active
force impinging on the Yuyn from without.

7> Kraus (1990: 269) explains that the cognitive disempowerment of logos released
the inherent capacities of Rhetoric to exercise the art of psychic impact, by inventing
rhetoric devices including anétn (deception).

7*Kraus 1990: 268-269. Kerferd (1981: 324-325) traces six gulfs illustrated within
Gorgias’ argumentation: a) between what is perceived by one sense and what is per-
ceived by another sense; b) between the Adéyog and the mpdypa; c) between the Ao6-
yog and the sense-impression; d) between sense-impressions and the corresponding
thoughts (a distinction which, according to Kerferd, might seem to pre-figure Plato’s
distinction between 86€a and émiotnpn); e) between one man’s sense-impressions and
those of another man; and f) between one man’s thoughts and another man’s thoughts.

* Baumgarten 1998: 46.

61



Melina G. Mouzala / NnatoHosckne nccnenosanus 10.1(2019)

Aéyew (speaking).”” A name is considered to constitute a designation
or accurate expression of the thing named. The verbal construction A¢-
yewv 10 mtpaypo was considered equivalent to the construction Aéyetv
T Ovta or Aéyewv ta aAnO).”® Moreover, on the grounds of the ac-
knowledged semantic equivalence of the expressions Aéyewv, Aéyewv T,
Aéyewv T Ovta, Aéyewv T aAnOi (speaking, speaking something, speak-
ing things that are, speaking things that are true), both the possibility
of denial or contradiction and the possibility of assertoric statement
are rejected.”” A verbal expression, even if it is assertoric, is meaning-
ful only when it is conceived of as naming. The truth of a verbal figure
does not consist in its agreement with the thing, but must be under-
stood as a revelation, as a manifestation and discrete presence of the
thing spoken of.”®

5. The dual meaning of logos in Plato: the role of dianoia

Both lines of reasoning influenced Plato. While for Gorgias the pos-
sibility of true and false statements has disappeared and logos is re-
duced to exchangeable opinions,” for Plato true logos reflects beings

> Baumgarten 1998: 46. Graeser (1977a: 147-148, 1977b: 363) stresses that accord-
ing to the Parmenidean theory, one can speak of voeiv and Aéyewv only with refer-
ence to objective reality (objective Wirklichkeit). Aéyewv and voelv are characterized
by Graeser as “Erfolgsverben”, which means that each is targeted in a very restricted
way at the thing which is its correspondent object, and that what can be spoken of
or considered in the mind, i.e. the object of Aéyewv and voelv, is only the thing which
is. Popper (1998: 205, n. 8) explains that all verbs relative to Aéyew (like eipewv, pp&-
Cew, @dvon) are used by Parmenides with the transitive sense of speaking of, or about,
something; reporting something; recounting something; or pointing to, pointing out,
referring to, something, and thus of making something known. So, since we have to
speak of something, we cannot speak of nothing, because nothingness is unspeakable
and unthinkable. See also Euthydemus 284ab.

’¢ Graeser (1977b: 363) emphasizes that within Parmenidean thought, even state-
ments were regarded as meaningful only if there was something to be named. He also
underlines (1977a: 147) that words and sentences basically were equally considered as
operating in the human world as names of real complexes (wirklicher Komplexe).

7 Graeser 1977b: 363, Baumgarten 1998: 46.

’® Baumgarten 1998: 47, Mouzala 2011a: 70. See also Tugendhat 1958: 7.

7 Kraus 1990: 269.
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in an unmediated way and it says those that are, as they are, about
them (263b4-5). For Gorgias, logos is associated only with things con-
sidered in the mind (ppovovpeva), which according to his view are de-
pendent on sense-perception, with the result that any relationship be-
tween logos and things is removed.** Mourelatos stresses that Gorgias
did not only maintain the inability of logos to communicate reality to
another person, but he also argued that even for the solitary individual
in meditative monologue logos cannot furnish, constitute, or represent
the external reality.** He adds that if Gorgias’ argument about the cat-
egorial distinctions of perception is taken seriously, it must apply not
only when I use words to convey reality to another but equally when
I use words to conjure up a reality that is not immediately present to
me. For example, problems of perceptual sameness are raised in intra-
subjective as well as intersubjective situations (MXG 980b14-17). The
result of this difficulty described by Mourelatos is that “neither a public
nor a private language is possible” because “even the solitary individual
logos cannot represent the real thing”. Consequently, “even for the soli-
tary individual in communion with himself, language is either otiose
or impotent”.®” For Plato, logos is directly associated with the Forms on
which the sensible things depend through pé0e€ig. Forms are directly
associated with names under the specifically Platonic ontological con-
dition of homonymy; particulars are called by the same name as their
Form and they exist only by participation in it.** The prime designate or
referent of each name is a Form while the perceptible things constitute

8 Mourelatos (1987: 138, 150, 163) points out that, according to Sextus Empiricus,
Gorgias’ doctrine is that there is absolutely no affinity between words and things. There
is no way for things to be transformed into our logos.

8 Mourelatos (1987: 138).

2 Mourelatos (1987: 150). He stresses that a serious implication of Gorgias’ point
is that “I no more share a language with my past self than I do with another subject”.

# See Phd. 78e2, 102b2; R. 596a5-7; Prm. 130e5; Sph. 240a4-5. Cf. Mouzala 2011a: 74.
Aristotle emphasizes this feature in his presentation of the theory of Forms in Metaph.
987b7-10. In this way, Plato reverses the problem posed by Antisthenes, i.e. the need
to give an account of how we call the same thing by several names. He shows that
through participation (pé0e€ig) and homonymy we can give an account of how we call
many things by the same name. Cf. Kraus 1990: 273.
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the realm of secondary or derivative designation and reference.** Form
is the one and unique being which deserves to bear the name, since
only it has true being;** while the meaning of the name refers to the
one being from which the many sensible things eponymously derive
their names. According to what is determined as the relation between
names and Dialectic in the Cratylus, each name is “an instrument in-
structive and discriminatory of the essence” (388bc), and within the
frame of the Platonic Ontology of the Sophist, names are indications
(dnAoparta) of ovoion (261e4-6), of the Forms.** While for Parmenides
language is deceptive to the extent that it may be regarded as express-

#*See Allen 1965: 45-46. Cf. Graeser 1977b: 367.

8 Clegg (1973: 27-30) stresses that the actual bearer of a word is an intelligible
Form. He explains that all that language can describe accurately is a Form, because
empirical things strive to merit the descriptions we apply to them, but they always fall
short of total success.

# Graeser (1975: 221) notes that the conception of the necessarily transitive verbs
such as Aéyew and voeilv and So€&€ewv as Erfolgsverben (cf. n. 75), means that thought
oriented towards naming (we must remember that any statement is meaningful only
if it is equal to naming; cf. n. 76) either achieves its object or misses it. This in its turn
implies that relative as well as absolute negation is ex hypothesi impossible; what is not
cannot be named. Graeser (1977b: 368—-369) assumes that the Ideas are considered as
normative meanings and as the “true meanings” of expressions for predicates. He un-
derlines that in the Parmenides (135c) Plato suggests that anyone denying the existence
of Ideas does away with both the objects of thought to which we direct our thought
and the possibility of meaningful discourse. It is precisely their existence that language
and thought depend on. Graeser (1977b: 369-370) believes that Plato’s Ideas may be
described as hybrids between what Frege called Sinn (Sense) and Bedeutung (Refer-
ence) respectively. He claims that “sticking with Frege’s notion of Sinn may prove to
be worthwhile since it is likely to get us rather near to what Plato is aiming at in the
Cratylus when he considers the possibility that words do not merely name but also
mean in the sense that they convey the mode of presentation of the object referred to
(393d3-4, 422d1-3, 423e7-9)”; cf. Graeser 1975: 223-225. We must also remember that
the meaning of a name may be an intellectual possession of the many and that between
the thing, which is the object of reference (Bedeutung), and the subjective apprehen-
sion (Vorstellung) there lies the meaning (Sinn). See Frege 1969: 40-65. Cf. Mouzala
2012: 78. Kraus (1990: 272) stresses that through the Platonic theory of recollection
(avapuvnoig), one can see that the intersubjective identity of the Ideas is preserved, so
that the linguistic communication can be established upon reliable collective psychic
images (Vorstellungen).
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ing a certain view of reality which is fundamentally misleading, for
Plato speech is acknowledged as having a real-world reference oper-
ation and a true relationship with the ontological sphere of reality.*
Also, while for Gorgias logos cannot have an unmediated relationship
with the sense-perceptible things and generally cannot refer to Being or
to reality but only to the ¢povodpeva (things considered in the mind)
which are dependent on sense-perception, Plato restores the broken
relationship between logos and real beings and reintroduces a reliable
criterion of truth in the domain of logos. As Kraus®® notes, for Plato the
real being does not belong to the sphere of the sense-perceptible things,
but to the ontological sphere of Ideas, so he replaces within the model of
Gorgias the ppovotpeva (things considered in the mind) which are de-
pendent on sense-perception with the Ideas or Forms. In this way, as we
can infer from Kraus’ analysis, he constructs a functional triadic semi-
otic model through which he construes the relationship between logos
and reality, by establishing the following crucial innovations: 1) the
words refer primordially not to the sense-perceptible things but to the
Ideas; 2) the Platonic theory of recollection ensures the intersubjective
identity of the Ideas and guarantees that linguistic communication can
be grounded on collective reliable notions; 3) the gulf between things
and thoughts described by Gorgias is replaced by a new stable rela-
tion, i.e. the relation between things and Ideas. In addition, since the
sense-perceptible things depend ontologically on the Ideas by partici-
pation (péBe€ig) in them, one can realize that the semiotic chain of rela-
tionships is integrated by Plato within the frame of a semiotic triangle
constituted of the names, the Ideas, and the sense-perceptible things.
Another aspect of the Platonic conception of the relation between
logos and reality is that for Plato, speaking and thinking are equally
ranked and both are capable of error and truth.* In the Theaetetus

¥ Cf. Glasmeyer 2003: 76.

# Kraus 1990: 272.

# Chiesa (1992: 18) notes that according to Plato, thought is a logos since it is the
silent dialogue of the thinking soul with itself. He then focuses on Sph. 263e3-5 in
order to highlight that although the Platonic thesis is a relative identity between logos
considered as language and logos considered as thought, in fact there are two comple-

65



Melina G. Mouzala / NnatoHoBckme nccnenosanms 10.1 (2019)

(189e-190a),”® Plato equates on the one hand SiavoeicBoun (thinking)
with logos and on the other d6&a (opinion) with logos which has been
held in silence with oneself. In the Sophist (263e-264b), dianoia and lo-
gos are considered to be the same, except that what we call Siavoia
is du&-Aoyog that occurs without the voice, inside the soul in conver-
sation with itself, whereas what we call Adyog is the stream of sound
from the soul that goes through the mouth. Furthermore, 56&x (belief)
is the conclusion of thinking (Siavoiag dmoteAevtnoig) when affirma-
tion or denial occurs as silent thought within the soul. In the Philebus
(38e-39b), it is said that when someone repeats aloud to his companion
what he had said to himself, in this way that which we call an opinion
(86Ex) now becomes a statement (Aoyog).

Chiesa’ aptly indicates at least two questions that are not clearly
answered within the Platonic text: 1) which are the constituent ele-
ments of thought, i.e. of the silent dialogue of the soul with itself?
2) what is the relationship between the mental and the vocal speech,
given that logos has a dual meaning? A third derivative but crucial ques-
tion which emerges from what has been previously asked is whether
Forms can be the unmediated content of logos in Plato. In my opinion,

mentary aspects of this position: firstly, the affirmation of the identity between lan-
guage and thought regarding what could be called the profound structure. Secondly,
the restriction of this position as formulated within the sentence in 263e3-5 (“except
that what we call thought is speech that occurs without the voice..”), which shows the
difference between language and thought regarding the superficial structure. Chiesa
adds that identity and difference thus combine to support the idea that thought and
speech are basically the same thing, namely logos. Specifically, in the etymological
sense of the term, thought and speech constitute a tautology.

*° Tht. 189e-190a: “Soc. Excellent. And do you define thought as I do? THEAET.
How do you define it? Soc. As the talk which the soul has with itself about any subjects
which it considers. You must not suppose that I know this that I am declaring to you.
But the soul, as the image presents itself to me, when it thinks, is merely conversing
with itself, asking itself questions and answering, affirming and denying. When it has
arrived at a decision, whether slowly or with a sudden bound, and is at last agreed,
and is not in doubt, we call that its opinion; and so I define forming opinion as talking
and opinion as talk which has been held, not with someone else, nor yet aloud, but in
silence with oneself” (transl. by Fowler 1921).

°* Chiesa 1992: 19-20.
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the relationship between the Forms and logos in Plato cannot be ex-
plained through the Aristotelian semiotic triangle as it is reformulated
by Ammonius (things-thoughts-spoken words). According to Ammo-
nius’ exegesis, thoughts (vorfjparta) are images of things in the soul.”?
It is remarkable that in Plato the relation between vodg or its activ-
ity, vonoug, and their object must be understood to be as direct and
unmediated as the relation between sense-perception and its object.”
The Forms are mentally grasped as units through pure voeiv and can
be expressed verbally only by their name. As Oehler notes, this pure
apprehension of the Forms through the intellectual action of vonoig
(intellection), is always true without the possibility of error. This is
the exceptional Platonic modus of acquiring the Forms, which a pri-
ori excludes any possibility of falsity.”* In addition to this, for Plato the
Forms are the direct objects of Aéyewv (speaking), exactly as for Antis-
thenes and the Sophists, sensible things are the direct objects of Aéyeiv.
However, the Forms cannot be the unmediated content of logos, consid-
ered either as thought or as vocalized speech, for the following reasons.
First of all, as it is clearly shown in 259, logos considered as mAéypa
and cupTAOKT) Or Kowvwvia TOV mtepl TNV ovolav dnAwpdtov is due to
the weaving together of Forms. Logos owes its generation to the mu-
tual combination of Forms, i.e. to the &AM AV TOV €iddV cupTAok).
This interweaving which is reflected in logos is the condition of the

°? See again Ammon. In Int. 18.28-30.

> Oehler (1962: 41-42) describes the stable parallel and partial identification be-
tween seeing and thinking considered as mental vision. The most representative ex-
ample of this relation is the Platonic expression dppo tfig Yuyrc, see R. 518cd, 527de;
Smp. 212a; Phdr. 247c. For the view that “Forms are knowable without mediation, save
perhaps that provided by a conceptual analysis of formal relationships”, see also Sayre
1970: 86—87. For the fact that intellectual knowledge was regarded by the Platonists as
being ultimately reducible to the monad, on the grounds that it is constituted “accord-
ing to an indivisible unity” (xa®’ évwowv apépiotov), see Simplicius, In De an. 29.2-9;
Greek text cf. Hayduck 1882.

**Oehler (1962: 121, 125) calls this position “noological singularism” (noologisch
Singularismus) or knowledge-theoretical monism (erkenntnistheoretischen Singularis-
mus). This position assumes that in relation to the Forms, there only obtains either
absolute knowledge or absolute ignorance. Cf. Mouzala 2011b: 225-226.
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possibility of logos considered either as thought or as speech.”® Within
the Platonic examples “Theaetetus sits” — “Theaetetus flies” (263a), one
must not seek to find a one to one correspondence between the parts
of the structure “subject-verb” and the Forms which are presupposed.”
The crucial points for our understanding of logos are the communion
of Forms as a presupposition of it, the communion of words as a re-
flection of the communion of Forms,” the product of the linguistic
action, which is an integrate meaning, and the impact of this action,
which is the accomplishment of communication. Secondly, the Forms
cannot be the unmediated constituent elements of thought, because as
it is clearly shown in the dialogue Parmenides (132b-d), they must not
be construed as thoughts (vorjparta).’® Thirdly, the capacity of the soul
which predominates in the operation of logos is dianoia with its spe-
cial manifestations. One of the most important tasks of dianoia is to
recognize the interrelations between the Forms.

Through the investigation of the dual meaning of logos, i.e. of the
relationship between dianoia and logos, we can finally discover a route
towards the Platonic thought. Plato solves the problem of predication
posed by Antisthenes, i.e. the need to give an account of how we call
the same thing by several names,” by introducing into the ontological
level the communion of Forms which is reflected on the level of logos.
Logos itself is a communion, a weaving together (mtAéypa) of verbs and

°> Cf. Chiesa 1992: 20.

¢ Cf. Chiesa 1992: 20. Kraus (1996: 28) states that the definition of logos in the
Sophist presupposes on the one hand that it must be logos of tvdg (of somebody or
something), and on the other that it must have a veridical value which is derived from
its relation with the communion of Forms. For a comparative examination between
Cratylus and the Sophist on the matter of statement and its possible readings, see Bar-
ney 2001: 176 ff. (esp. 182 ff.).

°” Cf. Fronterotta 2013: 207-208 and n. 2.

°8See Oehler 1962: 109-112; Chiesa 1992: 20.

°? Apart from the debate with Antisthenes, the Heraclitean notion that each thing
has many names probably also played a fundamental role in Plato’s decision to concern
himself with the problem of predication and its solution in the Sophist; see Graeser
1977b: 366.
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names.'” Since in the Sophist a being is determined by its capacity to
do something or have something done to it, we can assume that logos
is reckoned among those that are because of its relation with odcion
and thought. Dianoia plays a central role in interpreting the relation-
ship between language and reality in this dialogue. Whereas vonoig
is directly unified with its simple, i.e. immaterial objects (vont&), di-
anoia is the capacity of the soul which accomplishes transitions and
discovers the connections between the Forms; dianoia, which is de-
fined as silent speech that occurs inside the soul in conversation with
itself about any subjects which it considers, realizes the relations or
the interweaving of Forms.** This is the subject it considers when it
proceeds with affirmations and denials and reaches a limit where it
produces an opinion which has assertoric structure.*®® So, according to
Kraus, the soul through dianoia is the natural place for the generation
of speech, and thus speech must be considered as a specifically human
phenomenon.*®

Since dianoia and vocal speech in the Sophist are supposed to be
homologous or counterparts, there is the dilemma of whether dianoia
(or thought) is internalized logos or whether logos is externalized di-
anoia.*** In Tht. 206d, the first meaning of logos is referred to as “making
one’s own thought clear through speech by means of verbs and nouns,
imaging the opinion in the stream that flows through the lips, as in a
mirror (k&tomtpov) or water” (transl. by Fowler). We have previously
emphasized that according to Aristotle, language is not a natural instru-
ment of thought, and this thesis has the implication that vocal speech

19° Fattal (2009: 71) notes that even if the word cVOvta€ig is not present in Plato’s text,
the terms that denote the combination, such as pébe€ig, TAéypa, cvppwvia, Kowvwvia,
pet€Lg, ovpmAokr, all refer to this reality which the Greek grammarians, for example
Apollonius Dyscolus, will later call “Syntax”.

191 Kraus (1990: 277), focusing on the complicated web of the relations between the
Forms and their images in the Cratylus, describes in details how the combinations and
the connections between the Ideas can be traced within the soul and must belong not
to the noetic, but to the dianoetic part of it.

192 Cf. Chiesa 1992: 21.

193 Kraus 1990: 277.

194 Cf. Chiesa 1992: 21.
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is not an image but always a symbol of thought.’* In Plato, we can rec-
ognize that vocal speech is the expression of an assertion, of a judge-
ment, and that its vocal dimension attributes to it the character of an
image which is sense-perceptible.’*® This image, if we use Ammonius’
conceptual distinctions,'”’ is neither likeness (0poiwpa) nor symbol or
sign, nor an artistic image, but a natural image, such as shadows and
what usually appears in water or mirrors, or in other words an unmedi-
ated reflection of thought. Furthermore, logos itself is a thread which
binds the soul with Dialectic. Honest philosophical dialogue, i.e. Di-
alectic, directly reflects honest conversation of the soul with itself, i.e.
dianoia, which is in search of the truth. As the vocal speech is a mirror
to dianoia, so is Dialectic a means which clearly reflects the thinking
procedures of dianoia. Logos in Plato is both theory and praxis, i.e. di-
anoia or thought and at the same time linguistic action, since Aé¢yewv
is considered as an action. This linguistic action is tightly bound with
philosophical action, i.e. Dialectic. Logos is also a psycho-physical pro-
cess, since when considered as a stream of sound that goes through the
mouth, it is the expression and external manifestation of the internal
dialogue of the soul with itself, i.e. the revelation of thought.

195 Cf. Liatsi 2008: 86—87.

106 Cf. Chiesa 1992: 21.

17 Ammon. In Int. 34.20-30 (also see again 20.1-8). Ammonius explains that “by
nature” (pooet) is said in two ways by those who count names as by nature. According
to his view, Cratylus the Heraclitean said that names resemble the natural but not the
artistic images of visible things, for example, shadows and what usually appears in wa-
ter or mirrors. The terms referred to here by Ammonius are taken from Proclus’ third
sense of “by nature” that he attributes to Cratylus the Heraclitean in his Commentary
on the homonymous dialogue. Proclus presents four senses of “by nature” and makes
a further distinction between “shadows and images in mirrors” and “artistic images
which resemble their models”. See Procl. In Cra. 7.18-22; cf. Pasquali 1908. See also
Blank 2014: 149, n. 159 and 161.
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ABSTRACT. In this paper, I examine the intellectual conversion of the released prisoner
in Plato’s Allegory of the Cave in Republic vii. While most commentators and even
Plato’s Socrates are understandably focused on the difficult ascent and ultimate en-
lightenment, this paper focuses on the descent back into the cave, in other words, the
return to the changeable world. Rather than focus on the ethical dimension of the re-
turn, I consider its cognitive dimension. I provide a summary of Lonergan’s account of
conversion, specifically, his account of intellectual conversion. I contend that there are
two ‘moments’ to every conversion, and so two moments of intellectual conversion.
The enlightened one in the Allegory who returns to the cave represents the second
moment of intellectual conversion. I discuss how Socrates describes the philosopher
who has returned as possessing enhanced powers of discernment and judgment. The
superior cognitive power of the post-enlightened philosopher is supported by the de-
tailed description of the role of the midwife in the Theaetetus. The final end of the
philosopher in terms of knowing, I contend, is not contemplation of the eternal, but
discernment and judgment of what is in the changeable world.

Keyworps: the Republic, the Theaetetus, Cave Allegory, Bernard Lonergan, intellectual
conversion.

According to Karl Jaspers, there are three themes central to Plato’s
philosophy: the turning around (petactpogr, meplaywyny), the stages
of knowledge, and the twofold direction of human life." These three
themes are interwoven in Plato’s celebrated Allegory of the Cave in
Republic vi1. The Allegory is the account of one of the prisoners who is
freed from the chains that bind him, forced to turn around, and grad-
ually led up a steep ascent to the wonders of the world outside of the
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cave and to eventual enlightenment. This story, so rich in symbolic de-
tail, serves as a counterpart to the rather dry, theoretical account of
the levels of cognitive powers and corresponding objects at the end of
Book vi — the Divided Line. Every element of the Divided Line has a
counterpart in the Allegory. Both the Divided Line and the Allegory of
the Cave are couched within Socrates’ examination of the nature of the
true philosopher, and his investigation of what sort of education would
be required to produce such a philosopher as a future guardian of the
polis. In the following, I shall focus first on the ‘turning around’ (con-
version), and secondly on what Jaspers calls the twofold direction of
the philosopher (the ascent out of the cave and the return to the depths
of the cave). My specific interest in this paper is the cognitional differ-
ence that is evident in the enlightened one who returns to the world of
becoming.

1. Intellectual Conversion

The Allegory of the Cave is celebrated as a classic account of conver-
sion. The term ‘conversion’ in our contemporary world is most often
associated with religious conversion, a momentous event in the life of
a person that transforms their relationship to God. St. Paul on the road
to Damascus and St. Augustine in the garden are prime examples of
such transformative turning points. However, not all conversion is re-
ligious conversion; there are different kinds of conversion. Before we
examine the nature of the conversion described in Plato’s allegory, let
us consider the work of Bernard Lonergan (1904-1984) on the nature
of conversion and his account of three basic kinds of conversion.

Bernard Lonergan defines conversion as a vertical exercise of free-
dom, which moves one to a new horizon, a new standpoint or world.
This movement “involves an about-face; it comes out of the old by re-
pudiating characteristic features [of the old]; it begins a new sequence
that can keep revealing ever greater depths and breadth and wealth.”?
Conversion for Lonergan is a dialectical shift between two opposing

?Lonergan 1972: 237.
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positions; it is not a sublation. In his insistence on conversion as a
moment of decision, Lonergan is echoing Kierkegaard, who contends
contra Hegel that we cannot think or mediate our way into a radically
new standpoint. Conversion is not a matter of development, but a dis-
tinct moment of conscious choice. Nevertheless, there is development
involved leading up to the point of conversion, and following upon
conversion as one deepens one’s familiarity with one’s new world. The
shift from one standpoint or world to the next requires an act of choice.
Conversion is self-constituting as well as world constituting. The self
is confronted with the “startling strangeness™ of a radically different
ground and orientation. At the same time, the self constitutes itself
anew through this conversion.

Lonergan distinguishes three basic kinds of conversion: intellectual,
moral, and religious. He explains: “While each of the three is connected
with the other two, still each is a different type of event and has to be
considered in itself before being related to the others”* Each basic form
of conversion is an act of real self-transcendence. Inasmuch as in ev-
ery act of real self-transcendence there is, for the self-same self, the
self that is transcended and the self that is transcending, an act of self-
transcendence necessarily possesses a negative and a positive dimen-
sion. The negative element is the pain of overcoming limitation; the
positive element is the joy of transcendence. The first aspect involves
sacrifice, rejection, and repudiation; the second aspect involves accep-
tance, appropriation, and fulfillment. I have argued elsewhere that the
two-fold nature of self-transcendence is found in each of the three ba-
sic forms of conversion. Each kind of conversion has two moments or
phases, and it is possible for one to undergo only the first moment of a
conversion and stop there.

Lonergan describes religious conversion as a shift to “a total being-
in-love as the efficacious ground of all self-transcendence, whether in
the pursuit of truth, or in the realization of human values, or in the

*Lonergan 1992: 22.
*Lonergan 1972: 239.
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orientation man adopts to the universe, its ground, and its goal” > It
is being grasped by ultimate concern; it is total and permanent self-
surrender. Clearly, this account is not specific to any particular religion
or even to any form of theism. It covers the profound life-transforming
commitments to values like truth and justice of those who do not pro-
fess any religious affiliation. In the context of Christianity, religious
conversion is “God’s love flooding our hearts through the Holy Spirit
given to us”® It is the gift of grace.

Religious conversion involves two moments. The first is remorse
over one’s own sin and the rejection of the worldly. The second is the
joyous acknowledgement of God’s forgiveness and love. Religious con-
version involves both the sorrow of repentance and self-sacrifice and
the joy of fulfillment and consolation. It is not only God’s love flooding
our hearts, an otherworldly falling in love; it is also total and perma-
nent self-surrender without conditions, qualifications, reservations. We
can question whether these two dimensions of religious conversion are
properly differentiated as two distinct religious moments of decision.
Consider the Kierkegaardian moments of infinite resignation and the
subsequent act of acceptance through faith.” It is possible for someone
to make only a partial religious conversion, to renounce one’s attach-
ments to the world and live a life of self-denial, and yet fail to accept
God’s love and forgiveness. But, it may be more accurate to name the
act of total self-abnegation a moral, rather than a religious, act of free-
dom.?

The second kind of conversion is moral conversion. It is a radical
shift from a life completely focused on oneself and one’s own satisfac-
tions and interests to a life committed to values. Lonergan character-
izes it as a turn from the world of appetites to the world of objective
good.” One can organize one’s life around the satisfaction of one’s ap-

°Lonergan 1972: 241.

¢Lonergan 1972: 241.

" Kierkegaard 1983: 37-50.

®#Kierkegaard considers infinite resignation to be the highest ethical act through
which one attains eternal consciousness yet falls short of faith; ibid. 48.

’Lonergan 1992: 234.
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petites and interests or one can organize one’s life around the good
as known intelligently and reasonably — the objective good. He sums
up these opposite orientations with the two questions: What’s in it for
me? What ought I do? In moral conversion, the two opposing poles are
satisfactions and values:

Moral conversion changes the criterion of one’s decisions and choices
from satisfactions to values... [It] consists in opting for the truly good,
even for value against satisfaction when value and satisfaction con-
flict.*

As there are two moments in each of the other two kinds of conver-
sion, so there are two moments of moral conversion. The first moment
or aspect of moral conversion requires the personal realization that a
choice must be made, and that one constitutes oneself through that
choice. It consists of a choice of good and evil over the merely aes-
thetic. To be a choice for the good, to become a person of good will
in the Kantian sense, one must choose the commands of reason over
one’s own inclinations; that is, one must choose the most difficult with
all the pain and suffering that entails. It is possible to live a moral life
in this negative sense alone, to bear up under the burdens of ethical
duty, reined in by rational consistency, and spurred by the prick of
conscience. But Lonergan’s account of moral consciousness suggests
that there is a second, positive dimension to moral consciousness.

Lonergan, influenced by Max Scheler’s axiological ethics, develops
a notion of moral conversion focused on values, in contrast to Kant’s
deontological ethics of reason. Duty is founded in the a priori law of
reason; an ethics based on duty is purely formal. Values, on the other
hand, are given in the a priori order of the heart; they are the material
or content of moral intention. The shift from Kantian formal ethics to
Scheler’s material ethics affords a richer and more positive account of
the motivation of one’s acts of decision.

The third basic kind of conversion is intellectual. Lonergan defines
it as “a radical clarification and, consequently, the elimination of an

*Lonergan 1972: 240.
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exceedingly stubborn and misleading myth concerning reality, objec-
tivity, and human knowledge. The myth is that knowing is like looking,
that objectivity is seeing what is there to be seen and not seeing what is
not there, and that the real is what is out there now to be looked at.”**
The twofold nature of conversion as self-transcendence is evident in
Lonergan’s notion of intellectual conversion. The first moment is to as-
sent to a radical critique and rejection of the standpoint of empiricism
or naive realism, to reject the presumption that what is real is what is
already out there to be known through simple sense-perception. One
transcends this naive philosophic worldview to the worldview of ideal-
ism, the position that being and truth are only found in understanding
not in experience. The difficulty of the first moment of intellectual con-
version was not lost on Plato, who incorporated into the curriculum
years of mathematical training for students in the Academy. In order
even to begin the arduous, disorienting climb out of the darkness, one
must break the chains of sense, imagination, and accepted opinion. This
can only be done, as Lonergan puts it “by severing the umbilical cord
that [ties one] to the maternal imagination of man.*?

The second moment of intellectual conversion is the move beyond
idealism to critical realism, which is the philosophic position that
knowledge of the real is possible, but only through intelligence and
rational judgment.” Judgment for Lonergan requires a return to the
evidence provided in experience. Knowledge, for Lonergan, is only at-
tained in judgment; knowing is not a single act but a process of expe-
rience, understanding, and judging. The first movement of intellectual
conversion is from naive realism, which is the view that knowledge is
the result of sense-experience alone, to idealism, which is the view that
knowledge is the result of intelligence alone. The second movement of
intellectual conversion is from idealism to critical realism, which is the
view that knowledge is the result of experience, understanding, and
judging. This second movement of intellectual conversion is not possi-

"*Lonergan 1972: 239.
? Lonergan 1992: 15
** Murray 2009: 277-94.
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ble without the first. One cannot experience the ‘startling strangeness’
of the new world of critical realism without having first experienced
something like Kant’s Second Copernican Revolution. For a clear ex-
ample of intellectual conversion, we can turn to descriptions provided
by Fichte of his encounter with Kant’s thought. He wrote enthusiastic
accounts of his own intellectual transformation in letters to his friends
in 1790:

I have been living in a new world ever since reading the Critique of
Practical Reason. Propositions which I thought could never be over-
turned have been overturned for me. Things have been proven to me
which I thought could never been proven... and I feel all the happier
for it.

[Similarly], I hurled myself into philosophy, namely, the Kantian phi-
losophy... The influence that this philosophy, especially its moral part...
has upon one’s entire way of thinking is unbelievable — as is the rev-
olution that it has occasioned in my way of thinking in particular.'*

To summarize, conversion for Lonergan is a radical transformative
and self-transcending dialectical shift from one worldview or horizon
to its opposite. There are three basic kinds of conversion — religious,
and moral, and intellectual; and in each case the conversion has two
moments, one that is negative and repudiating, and one that is pos-
itive and affirming. The two moments of intellectual conversion are,
first, the turn away from sense experience to the ideal realm and, sec-
ond, the return to experience as necessary for intelligence and reason
to make judgments. In light of Lonergan’s account of conversion and
intellectual conversion, let us return to Plato’s Allegory of the Cave to
examine what kind of conversion he is portraying.

2. Conversion in the Allegory of the Cave

In the Allegory, the freed prisoner is unchained and forcibly turned
around towards the light from the fire in the cave: “When one of them
was freed and suddenly compelled to stand up, turn his head, walk,

**Fichte 1988: 357-360.
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and look up toward the light, he’d be pained and dazzled and unable to
see the things whose shadows he’d seen before.”** The former prisoner
does not just turn his eyes toward the light, he is compelled to turn
his entire body right around and walk. “And if someone dragged him
away from there by force up the rough, steep path, and didn’t let him
go until he had dragged him into the sunlight, wouldn’t he be pained
and irritated at being treated that way?”** He is dragged bodily up the
rough, steep path all the way into the sunlight.

In this partial description of the start of prisoner’s conversion, we
note the disorienting and arduous nature of the prisoner’s turning and
slow ascent. Here we have the marks of conversion in general, that it
is a 180-degree shift, and that it introduces one to a completely un-
familiar reality. The conversion involved in philosophic education, as
Dominic Scott writes, “involves a complete reorientation” that “goes di-
rectly against the grain”'” Socrates elaborates that it is the whole soul
that is turned around.

But our present discussion... shows that the power to learn is present
in everyone’s soul and that the instrument with which each learns is
like an eye that cannot be turned around from darkness to light without
turning the whole body. This instrument cannot be turned around from
that which is coming into being without turning the whole soul until
it is able to study that which is and the brightest thing that is, namely,
the one we call the good.*®

The point that the whole man is turned around suggests that we are
not dealing with just one of the basic forms of conversion. This conver-
sion is not simply a turning of the eyes or the head, that is, not just an
intellectual conversion; it is at the same time a moral and a religious
conversion. That this is the case is clear when we consider the ultimate
objective of the turning and the ascent: “the study of that which is and
the brightest thing that is, namely, the one we call the good.”*” The ob-

¥ R. v11, 515¢d. Translation by G.M.A. Grube.
¢ R. v11, 515e.

7 Scott 2008: 380.

3R, vi1, 518c.

¥ R. v11, 518¢
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jective of the ascent out of the darkness into the light is to fulfill the
philosophic erotic desire for the truth, to attain knowledge of the be-
ing that always is, the eternal and divine, and ultimately to contemplate
the good, represented by the sun which “governs everything in the vis-
ible world, and is in some way the cause of all the things that he used
to see””® Given the objective of the conversion in the Allegory of the
Cave, it is fair to conclude that it has intellectual, moral, and religious
dimensions.

3. The Way Back

Having arrived at the height of enlightenment, the true philosopher
descends again into the cave even if he must be compelled to do so.
(Note that he must be compelled at each stage.)

It is our task as founders, then, to compel the best natures to reach the
study we said before is most important, namely, to make the ascent
and see the good. But when they’ve made it and looked sufficiently,
we mustn’t allow them to... stay there and refuse to go down again to
the prisoners in the cave.”

Socrates gently ridicules those enlightened ones who would wish
to remain in glorious contemplation of the good. He says that they
would fail as future leaders of the polis, “because they’d refuse to act,
thinking that they had settled while still alive in the faraway Isles of
the Blessed”** Socrates considers it to be one’s moral duty to contribute
what one can to the community, to act for the common good. This moral
dimension of the Allegory of the Cave is a central point of the account
of the education of the future leaders of the polis.

It is clear that the conversion in the Allegory qua moral would be
incomplete if one simply stopped at recognition of the truly valuable
without acting for the sake of others. One could also argue that qua
religious, the conversion would be incomplete if it stopped at union

20 R vi11, 516¢C
21 R, vir, 519¢d.
2 R. v, 519c.
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with the divine in a kind of monastic separation from the world, and
did not involve re-embracing the world of becoming, and bear fruit in
works of love. But, qua intellectual conversion, has not the enlightened
one reached the ultimate intellectual fulfillment? How can one surpass
understanding of the eternal and perfect? One way to approach this
question is to examine the kind of cognition characteristic of the true
philosopher as returned, that is, post-enlightenment.

According to Mitchell Miller, the philosopher returns to the cave in
an intellectual sense, not just political.*® Socrates clarifies the enhanced
cognitive powers of the philosopher who reenters the cave:

Therefore each of you in turn must go down... and grow accustomed
to seeing in the dark. When you are used to it, you’ll see vastly better
than the people there. And because you’ve seen the truth about the
fine, just, and good things, you’ll know each image for what it is and
also that of which it is the image.**

In this passage, Plato claims that the returned philosopher sees bet-
ter than the people who have never left the world of appearance, and
that it is the knowledge of the truth that enables him to recognize im-
ages for what they are, and the true forms which they represent. As
David Sedley comments, the philosopher has “absorbed the reality of
the outside world before returning.”®® Mitchell adds, “it is this height-
ened grasp of all that becomes that particularly qualifies the philoso-
pher to rule”*

In Book vi, Plato previews what is to come in his account of the
education of the philosopher in Book vir when he discusses the nature
of the real lover of learning: It is his nature “to struggle toward what is,
not to remain with any of the many things that are believed to be... he
neither loses nor lessens his erotic love until he grasps the being of each
nature itself... he knows, truly lives, is nourished, and — at that point,

3 Ferrari 2007: xxiv.
24 R. v, 520c.

> Sedley 2007: 262.
¢ Miller 2007: 313.
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but not before — is relieved of the pains of giving birth.”*” He offers here
a similar account of an ascent and the kind of life that follows, one in
which he no longer suffers the pains of giving birth because he has
already gained knowledge of the Forms. His reference to the pains of
giving birth calls to mind Socrates’ claim that he function as a midwife.
If we consult the extended account of midwifery in the Theaetetus, we
can glean additional insight into the cognitive power of the enlightened
philosopher.

Socrates begins his account by describing general facts about the
art of midwifery. He makes the point that women who operate as mid-
wives are beyond childbearing age, because it is most advantageous
for a midwife to have already had the experience of giving birth her-
self.?® The properly experienced midwife represents the philosopher,
like Socrates, who has already been through the labor and accomplish-
ment of attaining knowledge. He explains, further, “it is the midwives
who can tell better than anyone else whether women are pregnant or
not”* This suggests an ability in the teacher of philosophy to recognize
real potential in another, or more proximately to recognize the real po-
tential in another’s argument. Socrates’ analogy of his own philosophic
practice with the art of midwifery only goes so far, as he explains:

So the work of the midwife is a highly important one; but it is not so
important as my own performance. And for this reason, that there is
not in midwifery the further complication, that the patients are some-
times delivered of phantoms and sometimes of realities, and that the
two are hard to distinguish. If there were, then the midwife’s greatest
and noblest function would be to distinguish the true from the false
offspring.*

The most important cognitive power of the enlightened philosopher,
suggested in this passage, is to distinguish or judge what it true and
what is false. Socrates has returned to the world of becoming, the realm

" R. v1, 490b.

?® Tht. 149b. Translation by M.]J. Levett, revised by M. Burnyeat.
* Tht. 149c.

% Tht. 150ab.
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of appearances, and in this realm he practices the art of discernment. In
the words of Jaspers, he is “equal to his work in the world only because
he is at home in the supra-celestial realm that is the source of norms
and guidance.”*!

In conclusion, the conversion depicted in the Allegory of the Cave is
a transformation of the whole self. In its central intellectual dimension,
it reflects both the great achievement of ascending to understanding of
the good, and the commitment to take up the task of philosophizing
in the world. The enlightened philosopher possesses the critical power
of discerning and judging what is real, true, and good in the world,
because he is grounded in the understanding of the eternal and un-
changing. In this regard, the enlightened philosopher who returns to
the world, in the words of Kierkegaard, makes one movement further
than eternal consciousness.*?
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Amnopeti Cepéeun

[MnatoH 06 ucnpasnTenbHoi yHKLMN HaKa3aHUs

ANDREI SEREGIN
PLATO ON THE REFORMATORY FUNCTION OF PUNISHMENT

ABSTRACT. The article examines the idea stated in some of Plato’s dialogues that pun-
ishment is beneficial for immoral people because it eliminates vice in their souls or
even makes them virtuous. Contrary to the opinion of some contemporary scholars, I
insist that this notion of the reformatory function of punishment plays an important
role in Plato’s corpus and applies to retributive practices that presuppose the infliction
of very intensive physical suffering on an offender. The problem is that almost no ar-
guments are offered in Plato’s texts to justify these ideas. At best, some argumentation
can be found in the Gorgias, where Socrates tries to combine retributuvism with eu-
daimonism and to prove that just punishment must in some way benefit those who are
punished by contributing to their happiness or at least by making them less unhappy.
However, this argument does not answer the crucial question: why should one think
that the infliction of intensive physical suffering really makes people morally better?
This inference seems to be made simply on the ground of a general analogy between
medicine and justice, which is taken for granted and implies that since the former may
cause sufferings to a sick person for the sake of her physical health the latter must con-
tribute to the “health” of her soul, i.e. her moral virtue, by using similar means.
KeywoRDs: ancient ethics, eudaimonism, Plato, reformatory punishment, retribu-
tivism.

B 3071 cTaTbhe s X0TeJ ObI 000CHOBATH TP CIEAYIOIIMX Te3MCa:

I) IpeJcTaBlieHNe O TOM, YTO HaKasaHIe MMeeT He TOJIBKO UMCTO pe-
mpubymueryto GyHKLMIO, T.e. CIIpaBeJINBO HaKa3bIBaeT MOPAJIBHOIO
areHTa 3a COBepIIeHHOe VM 3710, HO M UCNPA6UMeNbHYI0 VITIU Neddazozu-
uecKyio, T.e. CIIOCOOCTBYET ero HpaBCTBEHHOMY COBEpIIIeHCTBOBAHIIO,
HTpaeT Ba)XHYIO POJIb B IIJIJATOHOBCKMX AMaJIorax;
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II) OHO IIpIUIaraeTcs B TOM UMCJIEe U K PAAMKAIbHO aHTUTYMaHHBIM
¢dopMaM HakaszaHMs, ITOAPA3YMEBAIIIUM IPUUNHEHIE NHTEHCUB-
HOIT ¢pm3mueckot 60am (oIt KpaTKocTu st OyQy Ha3bIBaTh Takue Gop-
MBI HAKA3aHUS «OpyMarbHbIMU»);

III) IIPY 9TOM OHO He I10JIyUaeT IOJTHOLIEHHOT0 060CHOBAHMS U TIpe-
ITOHOCHUTCS UNTATENII0 CKOpee B KaueCTBe caMo COBO0II pa3yMeIoIero-
sl KOMITOHEHTA TUIIMYHOM 11 [IaToHa aHAIoruu MeKAy CyqeGHbIM
Y MEIULIMHCKUM JICKYCCTBOM.

IIpn aHanM3e IIATOHOBCKUX' IIPeICTaBIEHUIT O HakazaHnu 1 Oy-
IOy MICXOJUTDh V3 PasiIMUEeHMSI COUVANBHON M MeTapM3UUIEeCKoil pe-
tpubyunu. Ilox coyuanvroi peTpubyLeit Ipy TOM IIOHIMAETCs pe-
TpUOYTMBHAS aKTMBHOCTD PEAIBHBIX, T.€. 9MIMPUUECKI JaHHBIX MO-
PaNBHBIX areHTOB (HaIllpuMep, CyAeii, TIOPEMIIKOB, ITajaveil 1 T.1.),
KOTOpasg OCYILIECTBJIAETCA MMM B KOHTEKCTE TOV WJIM JHOV WHCTU-
TYUMOHAIM3UPOBAHHO COLMAIBHON IPAKTUKM, TOTHAa KakK IO Me-
magusuueckotl peTpubyLMeil MMeeTCs B BUAY NpeAnoiaraemas (T.e.,
BO BCAKOM CJIydae, SMIIMPUUECKU HeOueBUIHAS) peTpuOyTHBHAI aK-
TUBHOCTb CBEPX'bECTECTBEHHBIX MOPAIIFHBIX areHTOB (Hanpumep, bo-
ra iy 60roB, JEMOHOB U T.II.), KOTOpask MOKET NPU3HABAThHCSA IIPU-
YMHOI, KAK MUHIMYM, MHOTUX Ba)KHEJIIINX PA3HOBUIHOCTEN CTpa-
IDaHus (B TOM YIJICIIe ¥ TeX, UTO, C UMCTO SMIIMPUUECKOI TOUKY 3peHN,
MIPEeACTABIAIOTCI MMIIEPCOHAIBHBIMMY, T.e. IPUPOMHBIX KaTacTpod,
smuaeMuit u T.11.). Meradusnueckyro peTpuOyLIMIO B CBOIO OUepeah
MO>KHO pa3fesIiTh Ha NOMYCMOPOHHION 1 NOCCMOopoHHow. B mepsom
cllydyae peub UAET O 3arpOOHOM HaKa3aHUIL, a BO BTOPOM — O JII000M
CTpafaHuM B 3¢MHOII )KM3HY UJIN JXKe — ¢ yueToM BakHoro mus [lia-
TOHA MPENCTABIEHNUI O METEMIICUX03€e” — IIPOCTO O BCEJIEHUN YL
B TO MJIM MHOe MaTepuaJbHOe TeJIO, €CJIM BCe 3TO MHTEPIIPETUPYeT-
¢ KaKk HaKasaHIe, KOTOpOMY OHA II0JBEpraeTcs 3a CBOIO IIOPOYHOCTb.

!B 1esIoM f MCXOXKY M3 JOTMaTMYeCKOTO U YHUTAPUCTCKOTO ITOAXOAA K MHTep-
MpeTaluy IIaTOHOBCKMUX TEKCTOB, T.e. CUUTAIO, UTO PETYJIAPHO BOCIIPOU3BOAMMEIE
ITO3YIIUY IIPOTATOHUCTOB IUIATOHOBCKMUX AYAJIOTOB MOTYT C GOJIBILION CTEIIEHBIO Be-
POATHOCTM PaCCMATPMUBATHCA KaK OTPa)KeHIE TOUKM 3PEHIS aBTOpa.

?R. 614b—621b; Phdr. 248d-249b; Phd. 81d-82c; Ti. 91d-92c; Lg. 870de, 872d-873a,
904c-905b.
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Ha Moi1 B3I/, B INIATOHOBCKOM KOpPITyCe MO>KHO HAlITH BCe 3TU Pas-
HOBMJHOCTY PeTPpUOYTUBHBIX NPEACTABICHNII, I KO BCEM MM BIIOJIHE
MPUIIOKUMBI T€3UCHI I-IIL.

MoskeT mOKasaThCs, UTO, KAK MUHUMYM, Te3UChI I-11 He HyXHAa-
I0TCSL B OTAENBHOM 000CHOBAHNUM: IIATOHOBCKIIE TEKCTHI, CBUIETEIb-
CTBYIOII[YIE B VX ITOJIb3Y, XOPOIIIO M3BECTHBI ¥ HE pa3 CTAHOBILINCH
MpeaMeTOM CIeIMaTbHOTr0 aHaIN3a B HayuHoII TuTteparype’. [nsa me-
HsI CAMOTO B 9TOI paboTe HAMOOJBIINIT MHTEPEC NIPeACTaBIsLeT 6a30-
Bas mpobieMa, CBI3aHHAs] C Te31COM III: KaKIM 00pa3oM, MATKO T'OBO-
PS4, JaJeKoe OT OYEeBUIAHOCTY IIPEJCTaBIeHe O TOM, UTO OpyTaJbHasa
peTpmoyLIMs TKOOBI CIIOCOOHA CeaTh KOTO-TO HPABCTBEHHO JIyUllle,
B paMKax INIATOHOBCKOTO OVICKYpPCa MOXKET BOCIIPMHMMATBCA KaK ca-
MooueBUIHOCTh? OHAKO IIOCTAHOBKA 3TOJ IPOOIEeMBbI IMEET CMBICIT
TOJIBKO IIPY TOIYILIIEHNI T€3VCOB I-1I, & OHI BCe K€ pa3messIIoTCs fa-
JIeKo He BceMU crenyanucramu mno Ilnarony. Hanpumep, Anmxeno
KopnerT mo cytu oTBepraer Tesuc I, HacTamBas Ha TOM, UTO B ILIa-
TOHOBCKOM KOpITyce Npeo0biIafaeT YMCTO peTpuOyTHBHOE IIOHNMAaHIe
nakasanus®, a Kpucrodep Poy orpunaer Tesuc I1, yrBepsxaas (kak Mu-
HIMYM, IPUMEHUTEIBHO K «[Opruio»), uto, Korja rmiatoHoBckuit Co-
KpaT TOBOPUT 00 MCIIPaBUTEIbHOI QyHKINI HaKa3aHMs, OH MEET B
BIIY CKOpee PUTOPUUECKyIo 11 pUI0COPCKYIO IIPAKTUKY IepeyOeske-
HU, a He OpyTanbHbI peTpubyTuBusm’. B otnyune or Poy, mosunus
KOTOPOTO IIpeJCTaBifeTcsd MHe IpocTo ommbouHolt®, Koprerr mox-
HUMAaeT AeMCTBUTENbHO BaKHBINM BOIIPOC O COOTHOLLIEHU YJICTO pe-
TpUOYTMBHOTO U MeJAaroTMUecKOro aclieKTOB B IIJIATOHOBCKOJ Tpak-
TOBKe HakaszaHMI. MOKHO KOHCTaTMpOBaTh, UTO B TeKcTax IlnaToHa
BCTpPEYAroTCs BIIOJIHE OTUETINBbIe GOPMYyNMPOBKM [EHTPAIBHBIX pe-
TpUOYTUBUCTCKIUX T€3UCOB’, 1a 11 IIOPOOHBIE OMMCAHSI HOPM YTOIIN-

3CwMm. B ocoberHOCcT Mackenzie 1981: Ch. 9-12; Saunders 1991: Ch. 5-6.

*Corlett 2010.

*Rowe 2007: 152.

¢ Cm. Hipke TpuM. 40.

7Crofja OTHOCSITCS, HAIIPUMep, YTBEPKAEHIE CaMOOUEBIAHON OIPaBIAHHOCTI
crpaBemiyBoro Hakasauus (Euthphr. 8b7-el), npencraBieHue 0 HETOIYCTIIMOCTI
HakasaHus HeBMHOBHOTO (Lg. 943d4-e7), T.e. Tak Ha3bIBa€MBIII «HETAaTMBHBII pe-
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YeCKOTO 3aKOHOMATEJIbCTBA B «3aKOHAX» M PA3JIMYHBIX GOPM Me-
Tapu3MUeCcKOIl peTpUOYLIN B IIeJIOM psAfe AMaJIoroB BOoBce He 00s-
3aTeJIPHO COIIPOBOKIAIOTCS YIIOMUHAHMUAMY 00 MX UCIIPABUTEIHHOIN
(GYHKLMY, TAaK YTO B LIEJIOM MOTYT IT0Ka3aThCs CKOpee TOBOJIBHO CTaH-
OApTHBIM BOIUIOII[eHMEM peTpuOyTUBUCTCKUX IpuHImMIoB®. OnHa-
KO 3TO HUKaK He OTMEHSeT TOr0 OYEeBUIHOrO (paKTa, uUTO HaIMUue
y HaKasaHUs MCIIPABUTENBHON QyHKINY OeKIapUPYeTCcs B HECKOIb-
KX AVaJIoOraX, MMEIOIINX LIEHTpaJbHOe 3HaYeHNe A IMOHMMaHUA
aTuko-monutyeckort meicau [Inarona («[oprmit», «TocymapcTBo»,
«3aKOHBI»’), KaK BCTBYeT, K IIPUMepy, U3 CIeTyIOLUX [UTAT:

T1(a) «Coxpar. Ctano 6bITh, TOT, KTO HeceT HaKasaHNe, MCIIITHIBAET
6iaro (Ayaba &pa doxet 0 dixnv dtdotc)? — Ilou. Iloxoxe. — Crano

TpubyTuBU3M» (cp. Mackie 1982: 4), a TaxKe Te3MC O TOM, UTO CIIpaBeJIMBOE Ha-
KasaHye JOJDKHO OBITH MPOIIOPLIOHAIBHBIM IIPECTYIIJIEHNIO, BO BCIKOM CIIyuae, ec-
JIM MMETh B BUJY OPAMHAIBHYIO IPOIOPIMOHAIbHOCTD, KOTOPas IIpeIIoaraer, YTo
GoJree TsDKEJIOE IIPeCTYIUIEHVE 3aCiIy>KuBaeT Gojlee TSHKEJIOro HaKasaHus 1M Hao0o-
pot (Lg. 867b7—c1; cp. 933e6—10). C KapaMHAIBHOI IPONIOPLIMOHAIBHOCTHIO, IIPE-
IoJIaraolleli, UTo HakasaHye 3a KOHKPETHOe IPeCTyIIeHMe JOJDKHO OBITh copas-
MEpPHBIM eMy camMoMy (HaIlpumep, COIJIACHO «3aKOHY TAJIMOHA»), HeJI0 00CTOUT O0-
BOJIBHO HeomHO3HauHO. Xots miaroHoBckuit Cokpar orsepraer tanuoH (Cri. 49b—
d; R. 335b—e; BripodyeM, BO3SMOYKHO, JINIIb KaK IPUHIVII JIMYHOTO ITOBEXEHUSI — CP.
Grg. 480e), B «3aKoHaX» OH YTBEpP)XJAeTCS B KaueCTBe OMHOTO I3 IIPUHIUIIOB Me-
radmsuueckoit perpubyLyy npu Meremrcuxose (Lg. 870e, 872e-873a). Kpome Toro,
uHorpa y IInarona momyckaercd, 4To HaKasaHIe MOKET MM Jaske JOJLKHO IIPUYM-
HSITB CYILIeCTBEHHO OO0JIbIIIe CTpafa s, ueM caMo rpecTyIuteHne (R. 615ab; Lg. 717¢cd,
869bc, 880e—881b). B cBsa3m; ¢ pasnnueHneM OpaAMHAIBHON U KapAMHAIBHOI IIPOIIOP-
uoHansHoCTH cM. Ryberg 2004, 13-14.

® Corsntacuo CoHpepcy, 3a peTpuOyTUBUCTCKOI (ppaseosiorneil B «3aKOHAX» Ua-
CTO CTOMUT IHegarormuecKuin CMbICTT (Saunders 1991: 2, 194, 226, 256, 354, 356). C Ipyroi
CTOPOHBI, MaKKeH3M HacTauBaeT Ha TOM, UTO ILTATOHOBCKME «3CXaTOJIOTUUECKIE»
mugsI (3a uckiaroueHneM «l'oprus») qeiCTBUTEIBHO HOCIT CKOpee UUCTO peTpuby-
TuBucTcKuit xapakrep (Mackenzie 1981: Ch. 13). KoneuHo, B onpeneneHHbIX paMKax
peTpuOYTUBHYI0 KOHLEIIMI0 HaKa3aHMsI MOXKHO COUYETaTh C IIefarormdeckoit (cp.
Mackenzie 1981: 233), Ho IIpu ITOCJIe{OBATEIBHOM JIOTMUECKOM Pa3BUTUI OHI CTAHO-
BSITCS B3aMMOYICKITIOUatroImmu (cp. Prt. 324ab u Lg. 934ab). 51 He Gepych 3mech perarsb
3Ty IpOOJIEMY UM COCPeIOTAUNBAIOCH VCKIIOUNTEIBHO Ha aHAINM3e CAMOTO IIe1arory-
YeCKOro IOAX0Ma.

° Cp. Taxxe Prt. 324a—325b, rue onpeneneHHas Bepcysi MCIIPaBUTEIbHO KOHIIETI-
LMY HaKa3aHus BIokeHa B ycra [Iporaropa.
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ObITb, OH IOoTyuaeT moub3y (Qeeieitar)? — [Toa. Ja. — Cokpat. Ho uto
VMIMEHHO S TIOHNMMAI0 TI01 II0JI63011 (TNv d¢eAiav)? [Uro] oH cTaHOBMT-
Cs JIyullle AyLIO, eCIV HaKas3bIBaeTcs Mo crpaBemmuBocTu (PeAtiov
v Yoxnv yiyvetou, einep dikaiwg koAdleton)? — Iox. BepositHo. —
Craso GbITh, TOT, KTO HECET HaKasaHMe, M36aBIAETCI OT IIOPOKa Y-
i (Kaxiog apa Yuyxng amaridrtetar 6 diknv didovg)? — Ha» (Grg.
477a2-8)™.

T2 «A Kakas 11eJ1eco00pasHOCTb [JIS HeCIIPaBe JINBOIO [UeloBeKa] B
TOM, UTOOBI OCTAaThCS He3aMeUYeHHBIM I He ITIOHeCTM HakasaHue (pr)
Sdovar diknv)? nm TOT, KTO OCTaeTcs He3aMeUeHHBIM, He CTaHO-
BUTCA ele xyxe (ETL TOVNPOTEPOG YiyveTau), TOrma Kak y TOro, KTo
HE 0CTaeTCsl He3aMeUeHHBIM I IIOBEPraeTcss HakasaHmio (KOAx{opé-
VOU), 3BepOIoIo0HO0e [Hauaio qyIin| yCIoKauBaercst 1 YKPOILaeTcs,
a KpOTKOe 0CBOOOKIaeTcs, M BCA AyIia B I[eJIOM, IIpUBeAeHHasI K Hau-
syuireMy ectecTBy (OAn 1 Yoy eig v PeAtiotnv gdowv kabiotapé-
V1)), CTSDKAB YMEPEHHOCTH U CIPABEIMBOCTD BKYIIE C PA3YMHOCTBIO
(cwepocVNV Te Kol SIKAXLOGUVNY PETA PPOVIOEWS KTWHEVT), obpe-
TaeT cocrostHme Gosee eHHOE (TyLTEPOY EELV AopPavel), uem Tero,
ofperIiiee 1 CIILY, ¥ KPacOTy BKYIIE CO 3[{OPOBBEM — HACTOJIBKO K€,
HACKOJIBKO [y1ua reHHee tena?» (R. 591a5-b7)".

1% Cp. Taxxe: T1(b): «Cokpat. Craso ObITh, MCKYCCTBO HaKUBBI 136aBIIsIeT OT Oel-
HoCTH (XPNHATIOTIKT) HEV Gpa TTEVIOG ATOXAAXTTEL), BpaueOHOEe MCKYCCTBO — OT Gosres-
Hu (latpikr] 8¢ vOoOUL), a IpaBoCyayie — OT HEBO3AEP)KHOCTI M HECIIPaBeJIUBOCTI
(8ikn 8¢ axoAaoiog kai adikiog)» (Grg. 478a8-b1); T1(c): «Coxpar. CiregoBarensHo,
[IOHECTV HaKasaHue ObUIO [IIpM3HAHO y Hac] m30aBieHMEM OT BEJIMUAIIILIETO 3714,
nopouroctu (T6 diknv Siddvou peyictov kokod duradlayr) v, movnpiag)? — Ion. B
camoM pede, 6b110. — Coxpar. Benpb mpasocyue (1] 8ikr)) HeKoTOpBIM 00pa3oM Bpa-
3yMIIser, Jesaet [1rofeii] 6osee cripaBeqnuBbIMU (GPPOVICeEL Yap oL Kal dikato-
TEPOLG TTOLEL) U OKA3bIBAETCS BpaueOHBIM [MCKyccTBOM] OT mopouHoctu (lotpukr] yi-
yveton wovnpiag)» (Grg. 478d4-7); T1(d): «Cokpar. ITak, BBIXOANT, YTO HeCIIpaBen-
JINBOCTD VI HECIIpaBeAJIMBBII ITOCTYIOK (1) adikia kol 7O adikelv) — Benmuaiiiiee 370
(péyrotov kokov)? — IMon. Bo BesskoM cityuae, Tak Kaxercss. — Cokpart. Y, KoHeuHo,
n3baBieHne OT 3TOro 31a (QrraAAayr... TOVTOL TOD KaKOD), KaK 0Ka3aloch, — B TOM,
uTo0bI IOHecTH HakaszaHue (T diknv Siddévar)? — IMos. Boamosxkuo. — Cokpart. A He
HecT! ero — 3710 yKopeHenue 3ua (To 8¢ ye pr) Sid6vou éppovry tod xokot)? — Ioi.
Ia» (Grg. 479c8-d4). [lepeBobI 311ech u fajee b0 MOM, INOO OTPeNaKTUPOBAHHBIE
MHOIO (KaK IIpaBIJIO, JOBOJBHO CYILI{ECTBEHHO).

TIpeqcraBjieHlie O TOM, UTO UENOBEK «CTAHOBUTCA JIyullle, Oyqyuu HaKasaH»
(BeAticov yiyvntou koAalopevog) mpucyTCTBYeT TakKe B R. 445a3-4.
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T3 «Bro6aBox IycTh KaKABIN IIOABEPIHETCS HAKA3AHUIO, KOTOPOE
CIIedyeT 3a KOKABIM 3JI0fesHeM pagu Bpasymienus (Siknv ¢ €xa-
6T0G TPOG EKAOTY TG KAKOVPYTHATL COPPOVIGTOOG EVEKX GUVETTOpE-
VIV TPOGEKTELCATW)... IIpeTEpPIEB HaKa3aHue He pafy TOro, YTo OH
coBepum 3iomesHue (ovy €vexa tod kakovpyfoar didodg trv di-
KNV), — BeOb CIYUMBIIEECS HUKOTA HE CTAHET HECIYUUBIIUMCS, —
HO pajiy TOTO, UTOOBI B OyIyILIEM I OH, I T€, KTO BUAEJN, KAK OH IIOHEC
crpaBeunBoe BodMesaue (adtov Te kal Tovg dovtag adtov Sikal-
OVHEVOV), T1OO MOIHOCTHIO BO3HEHABUIENN HECIIPABEMINBOCTS (1] TO
opdrtay puofjoot TV adikiow), 1u6o B SHAUMTENBHOT CTENIEHN OTIpa-
BIUIVCH OT IMOJOOHOTO HecuacThbs (1) Aw@ijoal péprn oAl TG ToLod-
NG oUPPopaG)» (Lg. 933e10-934b3)*.

ITogo6HbIe MecTa HEABYCMBICIEHHO CBUAETENBCTBYIOT B IIOJTB3Y
Te3uca I.

Tesuc ii Taxxe MOATBEPKAAETCA LENBIM PsIOoM TeKcToB. Hampu-
Mep, B «l'oprum» Coxpar 3agBisger ciegyloliee:

T4(a) «BcakoMy, KTO IIOABEpraeTcs Kape, ecy APYyroll Kapaer ero
MPaBIIIBHO (TAVTL TG €V TIHWPIQ OVTL, DT ALV 0pODOG TIHWPOLHEVY),
CBOJICTBEHHO VIV CTAHOBUTHCS JIyUIIle U II0JYYaTh IOIb3Y UM CTa-
HOBUTBCS IIPUMEPOM IS OCTaNbHEIX (1] PeAtiovt yiyveoOou wal ovi-
vooBou 1) mapadeiypartt Toigc GAloig yiyveoOar), uTober qpyrue, Bujis,
KaK OH CTPA/Ia€T OT BCETO, UTO TEPIUT, YCTPAIIUBIIUCH CTAHOBUIINCD
ayurre (tvae GAAOL Op@dVTEG TThOYXOVTA & GV TT&oXT) Pofolpevor Bel-
tiovg yiyvovrtar). MsBiekaroimne moap3y U HeCyIye HaKasaHue Kak
ot 60roB, Tak u OT Joaei (ol peév dgelovpevol te kol diknv d1dovTeg
010 Oedv Te Kol AvOpOTWV) — 3TO Te, KTO COBEPIIAIOT MCLIeIUMbIe
nperperreHns (ot v idopa GpopTipate Gpeptooly). OgHAKO, TOb-
3a IS HUX U 3[1€Ch, ¥ B Afle BOSHUKAET IOCPENCTBOM CTPATAHUI I
MyK (S &Ayndovwv kal 6duvidv yiyvetar adtoig 1) odgelio kol évOa-
de xal év “Adov), Benb Mo-ApyroMy M30aBUTHCS OT HeCIIpaBeIINBO-
CTM HEBO3MOKHO (00 Yarp 0lov Te ANwe &dikiag dmadldrrecdot). Kro
JKe JOXOQUT B HeCIpaBeJIMBOCTY [0 IIpefesa I BCIEACTBIE II000-
HBIX HeCIIpaBeUINBBIX IIOCTYIIKOB CTAHOBUTCS Hemcuenum (ot & av
T Eoyoto ASIKNOWOL Kol Lt T TOdTo ASLKTHATO AVIATOL YEVWV-
TOL), BOT OHU-TO U CTAHOBSTCS IIPUMEPOM, I CAMY OHU YyKe He IOy~

2 Cp. Taxke Lg. 862c6-863a2, 944d2-3, 957d5-e4.
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YAIOT HUKAKOI OMB3bI, TOCKOJIBbKY HEMCIIENUMBI (0DTOL 0TOL PV 00-
KETL OvivavTon 00OV, GTe AviaTolL OVTES), MPYTUeE JKe [TOMyUatoT, BUS,
Kak oHU (GAAoL 8¢ dvivavtan ol ToOTOUG OPOVTEG) B TeUEHUE BEUHO-
IO Bp€MEHU TePIAT BeJIMJalilne, MydnTeJIbHEIINe I yKacHenIIe
crpamanus 3a rpexu (Sux tag apaptiog T péytota kai 6dvvnpdtaTa
kol poPepotata mddn thoyovtag Tov del xpovov)...» (Grg. 525b1-c6).

3mech BUIHO, BO-TIEPBBIX, UTO IIpeJCTaBIeHME 00 JMICIIPaBUTEIb-
HOII QYHKIIVNM HaKa3aHMA MPIIOKIMO I K COIIVIAIBHOI, 1 K MeTadum-
3MUEeCKOIl IIOTYCTOPOHHEI peTpuOyrun (cp. «HakasaHue Kak ot 6o-
TOB, TaK I OT JIIOJeII»; U 3/1eCh, I B A1jie»), a, BO-BTOPBIX, UTO JMCIIpa-
BUTEJIBHBIN 9 (PeKT B 3TUX CIIydasx JOCTUTAETCA MMEHHO IIPU IIOMO-
11 GpyTaIBHOTO HaKa3aHMA («IIOCPEICTBOM CTPAJAHUIL I MYK, BeJb
IIO-APyTroMy M36aBUTHCS OT HeCIIpaBeIMBOCTU HEBO3MOXKHO»)">. To

* Kak1e MMEHHO «CTPAJaHUs U MyKU» IPU 9TOM MOTYT UMEThCS B BUAY, JOCTa-
TO4HO fcHO u3 Grg. 473b-d u 480a-d. B mepBom ciryuae ITon cripammBaer Cokpa-
Ta, cyactiauBee (eDOUUHOVESTEPOG) JIN HECIIPABEAJIUBEII UEIOBEK, eCIIU «CXBAUEHHO-
r'O ero pacTaHyT Ha Abibe (oTpefAdTaL), ocKomAT (EKTEUVITAL), BBDKIYT [eMy] riasa
(Todg 0@BaApODG EKKANTOL), M ICTEP3AIOT APYTMMI, MHOTOUYICJIEHHBIMII, TSXKEJIBIMI
¥ pa3HOOOPAa3HBIMU IIBITKAMMU €r0 caMoro (GAAag TOAAXG Kol peydAag kol TovTodo-
110G AdPag avtdg te AwPnbeig), na ere oH YBUAUT, [KaK MBITAIOT] €ro JeTel U XKeHy
(tobdg abtod émdov ToIdag Te Kal YyuVOika), a B KOHIIE KOHI[OB PacIHYT (AvooTOn-
pwOT]) mnn, o6MasaB CMOJION, COXIYT Ha MeIyleHHOM OrHe (kotortittwdr)» (T4(b):
Grg. 473c1-5), ueM ecy OH M306EKUT HaKa3aHVS U CTaHeT yCIeIIHbIM TrpaHoM. Co-
KpaT OTBeYaeT, YTO BTOPOIL areHT B JIIOOOM ciryuae HecuacTHee (OALdTEPOC), MMest
[I0J] 9TUM B BUIY, UTO, M30€KaB HaKasaHMsI, OH He M30aBIIIETCS OT TAKOI'O BeJImyaii-
1LIIero 3J1a, KaK HecIipaBeMBOCTb (cp. Grg. 479c—e). ITO IBHO IOAPa3yMeBaeT, uTo
C TIEpPBBIM areHTOM OJIarOfapsi BCEM IepeuriCIIeHHbIM OpyTalbHBIM MepaM BO3Ieil-
CTBUS MIPOMCXOMUT MMEHHO 3T0. Bo Bropom ciyuae Cokpar BURUT OfHY U3 (YHK-
LT PUTOPUKM B TOM, UTOOBI «BHIHOCUTE Ha CBET HeCIIPaBeIJIMBLIIL IIOCTYIIOK, Ka0bl
[HecnpaBeuBEIIT YestOBeK] ITOHeC HakasaHMe U CTal 3T0poBBIM (iva 8¢ diknv kai
OYUG YEVNTOL), M 3aCTABIIATH KaK CaMOro cebs, TaK U OCTAIbHBIX... CTPEMUTECS K OJ1a-
roMy M IpeKpacHOMY, He IIPMHMMAs B pacyeT 60JIb (T ayafov kal kadov Sidkovta,
pr) brrohoyilopevov To &Ayevov), [Ho], eciu [KTO] coBepILIII HeCIIpaBeAIMBOCTD, 3a-
CIIY’KUBAIOLLYI0 II000€B, TO IIOACTABIATH [cebs1] oy ymapsl (€av pév ye mAny®dv &€l
RSN KOG A, TOMTEW TopéYOVTX), eciu [OHa 3aCTyKUBAET| OKOB — MOJ] OKOBBI (30tv 8¢
deopod, deiv), ecm meHn — BeIUIAuMBaTh (¢av 8¢ {npiag, drtotivovta), ecam m3rHa-
HUSL — YXOIOUTH B U3THaHME (£0v 8¢ PLYTG, PEVYOVT), €CIIN CMEPTI — YMUPATD (EQV
8¢ Bavdarov, amobvijokovia), caMoMy SBISISCH IIEPBBIM OOBIMHUTEJIEM UM CAMOTO Ce-
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JKe caMoe MO>KHO CKasaTb I 0 MeTa(p3mudecKoil IIOCIOCTOPOHHEIT pe-
TpuOyLIN, KaK II0KasbIBaeT cienymolee Mecto u3 «['ocymapcTBax:

T5 «Ho ecnu KTo-HUOGYOH COUMHNT [Takye IMPOU3BENEHNUs], B KOTO-
pBIX... [onuceiBatorcs] crpaganus Huo6s! nimm Hemonnnos, min co-
6611yt TPOSIHCKOI BOJHBI, WM UTO-TO APYroe B 3TOM poje (Td Tfg
Nw6fng mdbn, 1 T [edomddv 1) T Tpwikd 1) TL GAAO TGOV TOLOVTWV),
TO Ha0 1160 He MO3BOJIATh TOBOPUTH, UTO 3TO — HeJia fora, 1mbo, ec-
nu (310 mena) Gora, Hamo OOHAPYKUTH B HUX IIPUMEPHO TOT CMBICI,
KOTOPBIIT MBI CeiTUac UILEM, ¥ TOBOPUTH, UTO OOT COBEPILIVLI CIIPABEN-
nuBoe u 6i1aroe, a 9TY [JII0V] M3BJIEKIIN [10JIb3Y, IIOABEPrasch HaKa-
3aHuIo (0 pév Beog dikoud te kai ayoba fpyaleto, ot 8¢ GVivavto ko-
Aalopevol). A uTo Te, KTO HeceT HaKas3aHUe, HECUACTHBI, CETaBIINM
JKe Takoe ObLI 60T, 03Ty HeNb3sl I03BOJIUTH TOBOpUTh. Ho ecitu oHu
CKaXyT, uUTO, OyyuM HECUACTHBIMN, OYPHBIE [IIOIN] HYKHAIUCDh B
HakasaHuu (¢8er0noav KOAAGEwS... ©g AOALOL ol KaKoL), moxBeprasach
JKe Kape, IOJIyUIIIN 1013y oT 6ora (5186vteg 8¢ Siknv a@eAodvto LITO
00 Be0D), 310 citenyer paspewmnthb» (R. 380a5-b6)™.

Haxonen, m B «3akoHax» MO)XHO HalTM IIOATBEP)KAEHME TO-
My, UTO JMICIIpaBUTeJIbHasd QYHKIUA MOKET IIPUINCHIBATHCA BIIOJIHE
OOBIYHBIM (T.e. IIMPOKO PaCIpOCTpaHEHHBIM, II0 KpaliHell Mepe, BO
BpeMeHa IlnaToHa) dopmMaM conmanapHOI peTpuOyIuN, IMoapasyMe-
BAIOIIMM OpyTaslbHbIe TeJleCHbIe HaKa3aHIs:

T6 «Kro Oymer ynnmdeH B cBITOTATCTBE (1epOCLAGV AngoT), Tomy, ec-
J 9TO pab MM uyrKe3eMell, IIyCTh OTMETST JIULO U PYKY KIIEeNIMOM

0651, 1 APYTUX [CBOMX]| POACTBEHHMKOB U MOJIb3ysCh KPACHOPEUMEM IS TOTO, UTOOBI
Graromapst pa3o0iaueHnIo HeCIIpaBeaJIMBbIX IIOCTYIIKOB OHU M30aBUINCh OT BeJIN-
YaJiIIero 3ja, HecIpaBeMInBOCT (ATOAAXTT®VTOL TOD PEYIOTOV KoKOD, ddikiog)»
(T4(c): 480c4-d6). Cp. Taxxe R. 614e-615a.

* CTporo roBopsi, U3 CAMOT'0 9TOTO TEKCTA BHITEKAET, UTO pasiuuHble GOpMbI Opy-
TQJIBHBIX CTPAJAHUIL B 9101 kusHU («cTpaganus Huo6s1 wiu [lexonunos, nin cobbI-
st TPOSTHCKOII BOJHBI, WIIU YTO-TO APYTOE B ITOM POJIE») MOYKHO PACCMATPUBATH KaK
HaKasaHIe CO CTOPOHBI 6OTOB, KOTOPOE HEIIPEMEHHO IIPUHOCHUT II0JIb3y TeM, KOTo Ha-
KasbIBaOT. UTO 9Ta I10JIb3a COCTOUT UMEHHO B VX MOPAIBHOM YJIYUILIEHNUN, 3ECh HE
rOBOpUTCH, HO ¢ yueToM T2, a TAK)Ke TOTO, UTO APYTME TPAKTOBKY IOOGHOI «IIOJIb-
3bI» B IUIATOHOBCKOM KOPITyCe He BCTPEUAIOTCs, BIIOJIHE eCTECTBEHHO AOITYCTITD, UTO
3TO TaK.
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€ro 3JI0IOoIyUnMs (EV TG TPOCOTYW KAl TAIG XEPOL YPOPELS TIV CUHPO-
p&v), AKYT €My CTOJIBKO YAApOB KHYTA, CKOJIBKO IIOKAKETCS YMECT-
HBIM CcyObsaM (pooTiywbelg omdoag av §6€r Tolg SikaoTaic), u Harnm
BBICTABAT 3a IIPeJENIbI CTPAHBI (EKTOG TV OpwV THG XOPOG YUHVOG £K-
BANO1Tw). BoamMoxxHO', IOHECS TaKOe HaKa3aHIe, OH CTAHET JIYUIILIE,
TaK Kak 0yger BpasyMieH (Taya yop &v dovg tadtnyv trv diknv yévort’
av Pertiov cwepovioBeig). Bens Hu ogHo Hakaszaume (dikn), mpu-
YMHAEMOE COIVIACHO 3aKOHY (KAt VOLOV), He OCYLLECTBIIIETCS Pamy
[mpuunuenns] 3na (¢ koK), HO, IIO-BUAUMOMY, IIPOU3BOIUT OJHO
13 OBYX [[eJICTBMIT] — OHO AejaeT TOro, KTO IIOHeC HaKasaHue, 1160
JyummM, 6o MeHee ucnopueHHBIM (1] yop PeAtiova 1) poxOnpote-
pov fjtTov éEnpydoato Tov v diknv wapacydvta)» (Lg. 854d1-el).

V3 Bcero sToro, Ha MO B3IVISZ, MOKHO CHEJNATh BBIBOM, UTO B
IIJIATOHOBCKOM KOPIIyCe C JOCTATOUHOI CTEIEHBI0 CUCTEMATIIUHOCTI
dopmMynupyercs megarornueckoe MOHNMAaHNe HaKa3aHsl, OCHOBHEIE
MOMEHTBI KOTOPOTO CBOMATCS K CIERyIOLIeMY: MIET JU pedb O CO-
unansHoli (T4(a—c); T6) win Metadusuueckoit peTpuOyLuy, IpuieM
kak norycropouneir (T4(a)), Tak u moctocropouneii (T5), 6pyTanbHbIe
CTpafaHusa'®, ClipaBeINBO IPUUNHIEMbIe MOPATIBFHO IYPHOMY areH-
Ty, IPUHOCIT €My I0Jb3y WiIu 6;1aro’’, KOTOpoOe COCTOMUT B TOM, UTO
OH CTAHOBUTCSI MOPAJIBHO JIYUIIIE, T.€. TUOO0 BOBCE M30ABIISETCS OT I0-
pOKa M CTAaHOBMUTCS HOOpOHETeNbHBIM ®, b0, KaK MUHUMYM, Heja-
eTcsl MeHee ITOPOYHBIM, UeM IIpexae’’; Hao6opoT, eciiu areHT usbera-
€T CIIPaBeJINBOrO HAKa3aHUS, 9TO SBJSIETCS 3JI0M [JIS HETO CaMoro,

113 KOHTEKCTa JOCTATOYHO SICHO, UTO 3TO «BO3MOXKHO» (TQ)Y0) BOBCE He CTa-
BIT IIOJ{ COMHEHIIE VCIIPaBUTEIbHY 0 GYHKIVIO HaKasaHWs B JaHHOM ciyuae (pace
Corlett 2010: 8 u cp. Mackenzie 1981: 200, n. 76). Ho, pasymMeercs, HakasaHMe KaK JC-
IpaBUTeIbHAs Mepa BOBCE He 00513aTeIbHO JOJDKHO OBITh CTOIIPOLIEHTHO 3¢ heKTIB-
HbIM (cp. Brickhouse & Smith 1996: 105), mogo6HO ToMy Kak u jedeHue QU3UIECKU
GOJIPHOTO UeJIOBeKa BOBCE He 003aTeJIbHO IIPUBOLUT K BBI3JOPOBICHMIO.

¢ Grg. 473c1-5, 480c6—d3, 525b7-cl; R. 380a5-7, 615a5-b6; Lg. 854d2-4; cp.
Lg. 862d4-7.

7 Grg. 477a2-4, 527b7-c1; R. 380b1-6; Lg. 854d5-6.

® Grg. 477a5-8, 478b1, d4-7, 479d1-2, 480c4-5, d5-6, 525b2; R. 445a3-4, 591b1-7;
Lg. 944d2-3; Prt. 325a7.

¥ Lg. 854d6-el, 934a7-b3; cp. 957e2-3.
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IIOTOMY UTO IIOPOK TOJIBKO CUJIbHEE YKOPEHseTCsS B ero aylie’’; ecau
Ke OH y’Ke HaCTOJIBKO IIOPOUEH, UTO COBEPIIEHHO «HEMCIeINM» (Ov-
lotog)®!, To ameKBaTHON GOPMOTL COLMANBHOI PETPUOYIIMM TI0 OTHO-
LIEHUIO K HeMy Oyner cMepTh??, a MeTadu3nuecKoil — BeUHbIe MYKI
B Aupe®, npuuem o6e 3TU MepHI BCe JKe MMEIOT IIearornuecknit ac-
IIEKT, IIOCKOJIBKY CIIOCOOCTBYIOT MOPAJIBHOMY MCIIPABJIEHIIIO BCE €Ille
«UCLIEJIMMBIX» areHTOB>*,

EcTecTBEHHO ITOCTABUTH BOIIPOC, — U 3/1€Ch MBI IIEPEXONUM K 00-
CYKIeHMIO Te3uca III, — KaKye OCHOBaHUsA ecTh y IlnaToHa mis To-
ro, YToObI JOIYCKAaTh TaKyI0 TPAKTOBKY HakasaHms. Yalle Bcero oH
dbopmynupyer ee 6e3 Kakoit ObI TO HI OBLIO JOIIOJIHUTEIHHON apry-
MEHTalMN B ee I0Jb3y. EQMHCTBEHHOE MCKIIOUeHNEe IIPeNCTABIIAET
co6oit guanor «['opruit», rge JeMOHCTPUPYETCs, KaKM 00pa3oM arta
KOHLIEIIIVSI MOYKET OBITh BCTPOEHA B KOHTEKCT 9BAEMOHICTIIUECKOTO
nepdeKIMoHN3Ma, T.e. STUUECKOIT TapagurMsl, kotopyto IlnatoH, Ha
MOII B3IUIAL, pa3messii ¢ OOJMBIINMHCTBOM aHTUYHBIX (procodoB 1mo-
cire Cokpara (3a uckiroueHueM regoHucros). Ha 6asoBom ypoBHe arta
rapagurma Ipenrosaraer, uro:

1. Bce srony CTpeMsITCSI K CBOEMY CUACTBIO ¥ M30€raroT HecuacThsa™.

20 Grg. 476a4-6, 478e4-47%a4, 479d3-6, 509b2-3; R. 591a10-b1.

2 Grg. 480b2,512a7, 525¢c2-4, 526b8; R. 410a3, 615€3; Lg. 735e3, 854e4, 862el, 941d4,
942a4; Prt. 325a8; Phd. 113e2. Cp. Lg. 731b-d.

> R. 410a3-4; Prt. 325b1; Lg. 735e2, 854e7, 863a2, 942a4. B Lg. 957e4-958al cama
CMepTHasl KasHb [IPENOIHOCUTCS KaK «JIeKapcTBO» (loplor) MUIst TeX, KOTO HeNb3s UIC-
LeJIUTD VIV II€PEBOCIUTATH APYTUMI CPEACTBAMMU (UTO, BIIPOUEM, JOJDKHO ITOpa-
3ymeBaTbcs U B Grg. 480d2-3). Boo6irte IInaToH, Kak IIpaBIuIo, HACTAMBAET, UTO HEVIC-
[IpaBUMO IIOPOUHOMY UeJI0BeKy He cTout uth (Grg. 512ab; Cri. 47e-48a; R. 445ab), a
II0TOMY CMEpTb SIBJIsIeTCs1 61aroM muist Hero camoro (R. 410a3-5; Lg. 854c3-5, 862e3-4).

23 Grg. 525¢5-6; R. 615c5-616a4; Phd. 113e1-6.

** Grg. 525b2-4, c2-8; Lg. 854e7-a2, 862e4—6, 934b1-2; cp. Lg. 728c5; Prt. 324b5.

> Smp. 205a; Euthd. 278e; Meno 77e-78a; Erx. (sp.) 393e. C yuerom Te3uca 2 coga
MO>KHO OTHECTM TaK)Ke TeKCThI, COIJIACHO KOTOPBIM BCe JIIOAM CTPEMSITCS K COOCTBEH-
HOMYy Oiary u usberaroT co6cTBeHHOro 31a: Grg. 468bc, 499e-500a; Smp. 205d-206a;
Meno 78b; Phlb. 20d; Prt. 358c—e; Hipparch. (sp.) 227b—d, 229e.
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2. CuacTbe COCTONT B OOJIaaHMM U TOJIb30BaHUM Oaramum, a Hecua-
CThe — Pa3HOBUAHOCTSIMI 371a%.

3. Biraro noHuMaeTcst Kak 00beKTMBHO COBEPILIEHHOE I YIIOPSILOUEeH-
HOE COCTOSIHIIE TOTO VIJIVM MHOTO CYLLEro (ero « I0OpPOIeTeNb» ), a 3710 —
KaK 00'beKTVMBHO HECOBEPIIEHHOE U OeCIIOPSILOUHOE COCTOSTHIE (eTo
<<1'I0p0K»)27.

4. C 9BIeMOHNCTINYECKOI TOUKIU 3peHNsI AyIIeBHOe G1aro u 3JI0 Bce-
Iia BayKHee, YeM TeJIECHOE I MYILeCTBeHHOe .

Ha ocroBe mpuMepHO Takmux o6mmx mpeanocsutok Cokpar B «I'op-
TUM» MBITAETCA IIOKA3aTh, UTO:

5. ObnamaHme MOpPAJIbHBIM IIOPOKOM, T.€., COOCTBEHHO, TYyIIIEBHBIM
3JI0M — BeJIMJarilllee 3J10 Uil CaMOTO areHTa’’.

6. CipaBeqmnBoe HakasaHue () ABJSIETCS GJIATOM IS CAMOTO areH-
Ta, IOCKOJBKY (P) M36aBiIseT ero oT MOpoKa 1 CIocobCTByeET ero K06-
pomereiu (TeM caMbIM, YMeHbILIAsA €0 HeCUacTbe 11 CIIOCOOCTBYS €ro
cuacTbio)*®.

Ecnu BooG111e mpuHUMAaTh 6a30BbIe JOMYIEHNS 9BIEMOHMCTIIUE-
ckoro nepdeximonnsma (1-4), M3 HUX JOCTATOUHO €CTECTBEHHO BbI-
TeKaeT Te3NC 5, 0JJTHAKO O Te3MCe 6 3TOro CKa3aTh Helb3d. YToObI 060c-
HOBaTh 6(ct), COKpar HOJLKeH CHeJIaTh P JOMOTHIUTEIbHBIX JOIIyIIle-

%¢ Smp. 204e-205a; Euthd. 279a, 280d; Meno 78ab; Lg. 631b, 697ab; Alc. I (sp.) 116b;
Def. (sp.) 412d10. Cp. Grg. 496b.

" Grg. 504a-d, 506c-507b; Meno 87e; R. 444de; cp. R 335b-e, 601d; Lg. 961d;
La. 189e-190c; Alc. I (sp.) 133b.

*® PagHOBUHOCTY 6J1ara I 3J1a yIOPS{OUEeHbI iepapXIUeCKH, IIPIUYeM yLIeBHOEe
craBurcs Ha nepBoe mecro (Grg. 477bc; Lg. 631b—d, 697ab, 743e-744a, 870a—c; Epin.
(sp.) 979¢; Ep. VII (sp.) 355a—c). Kpome Toro, TejecHble 1 MMyLIleCTBeHHbIE Girara Bo-
ob1e MOTYT IIPMHOCUTD II0JIb3y TOJIBKO TOMY, KTO J:[O6p0]1€TeJ1€H (Grg. 513e-514a;
Euthd. 281de; Meno 88cd; Lg. 631b—-d, 661a—c; Mx. 246e; Erx. (sp.) 397¢). CooTBeTCTBEH-
HO, CUACThe VIV HECUACThe YeJIOBEeKa OIPEeeNIeTCs IIPEKIe BCEro TeM, nobpoaere-
JeH oH yn nopoueH (Grg. 479¢, 507bc, 508ab; R. 353e-354a, 576b—e, 580bc; Lg. 660e,
661de, 711de, 742de, 899de; Alc. I (sp.) 134ab; Ep. VII (sp.) 335d).

29 Grg. 469b8-9, 477a7-e6, 478d4—e5, 479¢8-d6, 480d6, 509b1-3, 511a1-3; cp. R
366e-367a; Lg. 661bc, 731c.

*T1(a—d) Beiure. Cm. B rennom Grg. 476a—-479%.
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HUI®', HO Haske B 9TOM ciyuae 6(f3) ocraeTcss MPOCTO MOCTyIaToM>.
Hpyrumu cioBamu, COKpar IpMBOANT apTyMEHTAIMIO B IIOJIb3Y TO-
ro, YTO CIIpaBeIMBOE HaKa3aHIE eCTh HeKomopoe OJIaro Uit IOpoU-
HOTO YeJIOBeKa, HO OH He IpefjIaraeT HUKaxkoli SKCIUIVIUTHOI apTy-
MEHTAUVY B II0JIb3Y TOTO, UTO 3TO 0JIATO JOJUKHO COCTOSTH UMEHHO
B MOPAQJIBHOM VICIIPABJIEHNM €0 OYIIN, 4 TAKKE B IIOJIB3Y TOTO, UTO
HaKa3aHIe, B TOM YJCJIe MAaKCUMAJIbHO OpyTaIbHOE, 0eticmEUmenbHo
(aKTIYecKy criocoOCTByeT TAKOMY MCIIPaBJICHUIO.

Ocraercst CTPOUTH JIMIIB I'MIIOTETUUECKIIE IIPEIIOIOKEHVSI OTHO-
CUTENBHO TOro, moueMy COKpaT He YyBCTBYeT HIKAKOJ HeOOXOIIMO-
ctu 06ocHOBBIBATH 6(f). MoKHO, HanpuMep, CKa3aTh, UTO B mepdek-
LIMOHMCTCKOM KOHTEKCTE 3TOT TE3UC B 3HAUMTENBHOI CTEIleHU Ha-
[IpalmMBaeTcss caM cob0iL, CTOUT TOJNBKO AOIMYCTUTH 6(0t): ecin cIipa-
BeJINBOE HAKa3aHUe NEeICTBUTENBHO SBJSIETCS OJIArOM IS IIOPOU-
HOTO 4eJIOBeKa, TO 6 UeM euje MOIJIO OBl 3aKIII0UaThCa 9TO 0J1aro, Kak
He B MOPaJIbHOM JICIIPABJIEHNH eT0 AyIin? B KoHeuHOM cuere, ¢ miep-
(eKLMOHMCTCKOM TOUKM 3peHus 6J1aro mo onpeneeHuo u ecTh JIu-
60 HexoTopas «HmobpomeTenb» (3), 16O, KAK MUHUMYM, TO, UTO eil
MHCTPYMEHTAIBHO CIIOCOOCTBYET, HO TOCTATOYHO OUEBUIHO, YTO Ha-
kasanue (Hanpumep, OrueBaHus win wrpadsl U T.01.) €IBa JU CIO-
COOCTBYIOT «qOOpOMETENAM» TeJla ¥ IMYILIECTBA, T.€. 3OPOBbI0 U 6O-
ratctBy>®. Ckopee Hao60poT. CTano GBITh, €CIIM YK OHO BOOOII[E CIIO-
cobcTByeT Kakomy-mo Giary (6(ct)), UM MOXKeT OBITH TOJIBKO «Z06pO-
IeTeNb» AYIIN, T.e. MOpAJIbHOE COBepIIeHCTBO. IIpo6iema aToro pac-

31 Bo-mepBbix, COKpaT MOCTYJIMPYET, UTO KAUECTBEHHbIE XAPAKTEPUCTUKU JII0-
60ro TpeTeprieBaHUs AHATOTUUHBI XaPAKTEPUCTUKAM COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO €MY Meil-
crBus (Grg. 476d), u, crayo ObITh, IIpeTepIieBaHNe CIIPABeIMBOIO HaKa3aHUsSI TAKKe
crpaBenyuBo (Grg. 476€). Bo-BTOPBIX, OH HOIIyCKAET, UTO BCe CIIPABEIIMBOE IPEKPAc-
Ho (Grg. 476b; €), a IpeKpacHoe eCTh TO, UTO IIPUHOCUT areHTy JUbO yIOBOIBCTBHE,
UYTO B JAHHOM CIIy4yae HEBO3MOKHO, 6o 6iaro (Grg. 475a). OTcrofa BbITEKAEeT, UTo
[IpeTepIIeBAHNE CIPABEIMBOIO HAKA3AHNUMA, Pa3 y’K OHO HNPEKPACHO, JOJDKHO IIpH-
HOCHUTD IIpeTepIIeBaIoIeMy areHTy Hekoe Gnaro (Grg. 477a). Uto 911 foIylUeHNs oa-
JIEKVI OT CaMOOYEBIHOCTH, SICHO yKe u3 Lg. 859c-860b m Arist. Rh. 1366b31-33.

32 Cp. Dodds 1959: 253, ad 477a5.

3B cBs3U C MepPEeKUMOHNUCTCKON TPAKTOBKON TeJIECHBIX M MMYIIECTBEHHBIX
6xar u 30 cp. Grg. 477bc, 479b3-4, 499d7, 504c9, 506d5, 517e8-9.
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CY’KIeHUs, pasyMeercs, IIPOCTO B TOM, UTO OHO UTHOPUPYET SMIIU-
puueckoe Henpaspomonobue 6(f). Kakue, cobcTBeHHO, ecTh hakmuue-
CKue OCHOBaHMS [10JIaraTh, UTO OPyTaJbHbIE HAKa3aHUS, — K IPUMepY,
«MHOTOYNCJIEHHBIE, TSDKeIbIe U pasHoo6pasHble bITku» (T4(b)) mwin
rpocto «ymapsl kKHyta» (T6) — u B camoM [ejie HDAaBCTBEHHO YIIyU-
IIIAJ0T IIOJIBEPraeMoTro MM areHTa MU XOTsS ObI BOOOIIe CIIOCOOHBI Ha
aTo? HacramBarp Ha TOM, UTO 3TO 00/I%#HO OBITH TaK, IIPOCTO IIOTOMY
uro Cokpar TeopeTnuecky 060CHOBa 6(0L), 3HAUNT, B CYLI{HOCTI, CUI-
TaTh, UTO, €V (PAKTHI HE COOTBETCTBYIOT TEOPUI, TO T€M XY)Ke IS
¢daxros. Cxopee smmupuyeckoe Herpasnomnonobue 6(f) DomkHo ObI-
710 GBI ITOCTABUTD II0]] COMHEHIIE IIPaBIIBHOCTD BCEIl IIPEIIIeCTBYIO-
II[eVl COKPATMUECKO apIyMeHTAIUI B IT0JIb3Y 6().

Ha moit B3risan, Hanmbosiee BepOSTHBIN OTBET Ha IT000HbIE HelOo-
YMEHUsI COCTOUT B TOM, UTO JOIYILIEHNE UCIIPABUTEIHHON (YHKLIII
OpyTaJbHOrO HaKa3aHVs MOKET BBITVISIETh JOBOJIBHO €CTeCTBEHHBIM
B KOHTEKCTE YacTo BeTpevalerics y [taToHa aHAIOrMu MeXay Cy-
OeOHBIM MCKYCCTBOM M MeRUUMHOIN. [lepdeKumoHncTcKas KOHIEI-
uwust 61ara (3) mpeamnosaraer, YTo MOpajibHast TOOPOAETENb IIPEACTAB-
Js1eT c0601 06BEKTUBHO COBEPIIEHHOE COCTOSHIIE Y1, KOTOPOE BBI-
ITOJIHSIET JUIsSl Hee Ty JKe POJib, UTO (PU3MUECKOe 300POBbe IS Teja,
TOTa KaK MOPAJIbHBIN IIOPOK, HAIIPOTUB, €CTh OOBEKTUBHO HECOBEP-
IIIEHHOE COCTOSIHIIE AYIIIN, aHAJIOTOM KOTOPOT'O B CJIy4ae TeJla SBJIseT-
cst pusmueckas 6oe3Hb>*. JTa JIOTMKA CTOUT 33 TUIIMIHON AJIS ILIa-
TOHOBCKOTO KOPITyca TPaKTOBKOJI MOPaIbHOII JOOpOmeTeNN 1 IIOPOKa
KaK, COOTBETCTBEHHO, «3qOpOBba» (Vyiewr) n «Bonesuu» (vOcog) my-
1, a, ¢ IPyroil CTOpOoHbI, GPMU3MUECKOr0 3MOPOBbs 1 60Ie3HN — KaK
«mobpomereny» (apetr)) 1 «Iopoka» (kakio; movnpia) Tenas. Januas
aHAJIOTYIS PACIIPOCTPAHAETCS TAKKe U Ha MCKYCCTBa (TéXVaL), LIeJIb KO-
TOPBIX COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI IIEPEBOANUTH KaK YLy, TaK M TEJIO M3
«IIOPOYHOTO» B «X0OPOIETEIHHOE» COCTOSHIIE, T.€. KaK pa3 Ha cyne6-

3* Cp. B ocobennoctu Grg. 504cd n R. 444cd.
* Grg. 479bc, 480a—c; R. 409a, 444de; Lg. 862c; Ti. 86b—d; Sph. 228b—e.
% R. 609c—e; Lg. 906¢; Grg. 477bc 1 cM. B 1iesioM mpum. 33.
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Hoe (SwkaoTikr)) n memuimHckoe (lotpukr)) uckycersa®’. BepostHo, B
paMKax TaKoro IIOX0/a JOIyIIeHNe, UTO ITU UCKYCCTBA JOOMBAOTCS
CBOUIX L[€JIEJT aHAIIOTMYHBIMY METOJAMU, MOTJIO Ka3aThCs JOCTATOUHO
CaMOOUEBU/IHBIM: €CIIU V3K

A) crpagaHus, IpUUMHIEMbIe MAIMIEHTY BPauoM, CIIOCOOCTBYIOT €ro
JICLIEJIEHIIO OT TeJIECHOI 00JIe3HI,

TO, CTAJIO OBITh,

B) cTrpamaHMs, K KOTOPBIM IPUTOBApUBAET IIPECTYIIHUKA CYAbS, BBI-
MOJTHSAIOT CXOXKYI0 (QYHKIMIO, CIIOCOOCTBYSI €ro UCIeJIeHUo 0T «6o-
JIe3HM» TYILUN, T.€. MOPAJIbHOTO IIOPOKa.

Tesuc A — 0coBGeHHO ¢ yUeTOM TOro, UTO B 310Xy IlnaTtoHa He cy-
I[eCTBOBANO 3()(eKTUBHOI aHeCTe3MM — MOT He BBISBIBATH CePbe3-
HBIX COMHEHUII, KaK IIOKa3bIBaeT cilemyrolee Mecto u3 «loprus»:

T7 «Coxkpart. A meuntbcst — mpusaTHO (10 latpevecBal 1100) u Te, KTO
JIEUNTCA, MCIBITBIBAIOT PAfocTh (Xaipovotv ol latpevopevor)? — Iom.
Msme kaxercss, Het. — Cokpar. Ho yX BO BCIKOM CIIydae 9TO II0JIe3-
HO (O@EéApo6V). Kak nmo-tBoemy? — Iloi. [la. — Coxpar. Benp [ToT, KTO
seuntcst), u3bapisercs ot 6oabIoro ana (MeydAov yap kokod doh-
AdTTeTaL), TaK UTO 11eJ1ecO0OpasHO BBITEPIIETH 0OJIb M OBITH 340PO-
BeIM (Avoite)el Omopeivon TV dAyndova kai vyif eivon). — o Kak
ke nHaue?» (Grg. 478b7-c3).

CootsercrBeHHO, CoKpaT Mor maiee nepeittu K B (cp. T1(c)) mpo-
CTO II0 aHAJOTMM, KOTOpas Kasajgach eMy CIMIIKOM eCTeCTBEeHHOIL,
YTOOBI 0O0CHOBBIBATD €€ SKCILIMIUTHO.

Ecim 970 Tak, TO €CTh LeJbIi PAR IPUYMH AJIS TOTO, YTOOBI IIPM-
3HATh IIOJOOHBII ITOAXO HEeYJOBJIEeTBOPUTEIbHBIM. Bo-IIepBbIX, yMo-
3aKJII0YEHMeE 110 aHAJOTUM B JTI0OOM CiIyuae He MOXKET BBICTYIIaTh B
pOJII CTPOTOTO OKa3aTeslbCTBA. BO-BTOPBIX, aHAIOrMs MeXay A n B
He paboTaeT IIPOCTO ITIOTOMY, UTO A OIINOOYHO: HEBEPHO, UTO B CIIyUae

> Grg. 464a—c, 477e-478d, 480ab; R. 408c-410a; Sph. 228e-229a. Cp. Lg. 957e-958a.
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¢ BpaueOHBIM MCKYyCCTBOM MMEHHO cama 0OOJIb SBIISETCS CPENCTBOM
nceneHnus nanyesTa. Ckopee ee ciefyeT TPAKTOBATh KaK HEIIPUSAT-
HBIIT 3nndeHOMeH JeueGHOro IpoIecca, KOTOPBIN B MPUHIIIIIE MO-
JKeT OBITh YCIIEIIIHO OCYIIeCTBIIEH U Oe3 Hee (Kak ITOKa3bIBaeT aHeCTe-
3us1)*®. B-Tperbux, camMma MBICIB O TOM, UTO MOPaJIBHOTO areHTa MOKHO
no-Hacmosiujemy HPaBCTBEHHO YCOBEPIICHCTBOBATDH, IPUUMHAS €My
OpyTaibpHble CTpagaHusd, abCcypaHa, ecIy MCXOOUTD 13 NHTePHAINCT-
CKIX IIpeCTaBJIeHNII 0 MOpaIbHOI MoTuBanun. C MHTepHAIUCTCKOMN
TOUKY 3peHNs ITOMJINHHOE MOPATIbHOE COBEPIIEHCTBO II0Apa3yMeBa-
eT, YTO areHT M30eraeT MOPAIbHOTO 3JIa KAK MAK06020 I CTPEMUTCS K
MOpaJbHOMY OJIary paou Hezo camoeo, a BOBCE He IIOTOMY, UTO He XO-
YeT MCIIBITHIBATH PeTPUOYTUBHOE CTpafaHMe, KOTOPOTO MOXKET OIla-
caTbCs B MPOTMBHOM ciyuae. Ecam >xe MM Ha caMoM Jese JBIVIKET
TOJIBKO TAKOTO POJa 9KCTEPHATINMCTCKAS MOTMBALINS, TO 9TO O3HAUAET,
YTO B [IIyOMHE YLV OH IIO-TIPEKHEMY OCTaeTCs IIOPOUHBIM (HaIIpu-
Mep, HIUTO He yIeprKayo ObI ero OT COBepIIeHN 371a, eIyl ObI OH He
Oosicsa HaKa3aHVS U T.IL.). B Takom ciryuae HeNOHATHO, KAKUM 00pa-
30M MOKHO GBLIO ObI HAAEeITHCSI CPOPMUPOBATH B KOM OBI TO HI OBLIO
MOAIMHHO MOPAIBHYI0 MOTUBALINIO, I10 OIIPeNEIEHIIO He alleJUInpy-
IOIIYI0 K 9KCTEPHAIMCTCKIM MOTIBAM TUIIA CTPASaHs, BO3LEICTBYSI
Ha HETO UMeHHO crpagaHueM. [IprunHeHMe cTpagaHms, ¢ 9TOM TOU-
KU 3peHMVs, MOXeT IIPYBECTH JINIIb K YCTpaIlleHUI0, KOTOpoe B JIyU-
IIeM ClIyuae yHep>KUBaeT areHTa OT COBEpIIeHNs aMOPaIbHBIX I10-
CTYIIKOB BO BHEIIIHEM MIUpe, HO HICKOJIBKO He CIIOCOOCTBYeT HACTO-
AI1eMY HPAaBCTBEHHOMY INpeoOpa’keHUIo, T.e., COOCTBEHHO, U3MeHe-
HUIO UX QYIIEBHOI'O COCTOSHUS U3 IIOPOUYHOTO B HoOpogeTenpHoe™.
[To-BupguMOMYy, IPUMEPHO TaKas apryMeHTAIUs U SIBJIIETCS Of-
HOJI U3 IPUYNUH, UCXOAS U3 KOTOPBIX POy IpUXOOUT K BBIBOAY, UTO
Coxpar B «l'oprum» HMKaK He MOXXeT IPUIINCHIBATH MCIPABUTEID-

% Cp. Tenkku 1956: 93; Saunders 1991: 164.

* Cp. uuraty u3 pomasa [xopmk Oanor «Pennke XoaT», KOTOPYIO NPUBOSUT
Saunders 1991: 135, n. 282: «JItoqu He IPUXOMAT K PaCKasHUIO I He yuaTCsd HeHaBM-
JeTh caMux ce0sI, eCJIU MM JCIIOJIOCOBATh CIMHY IrteThio. CKopee OHM yuaTcs HeHa-
Buzers Iweth» (Men do not become penitent and learn to abhor themselves by having
their backs cut open with the lash; rather, they learn to abhor the lash).
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HBIII XapakTep OpyTalbHBIM peTpUOYTUBHBIM Ipaktukam®’. OmHa-
KO, KaK f IBITAJCS IOKa3aTh, 3TO IIPOCTO NPOTUBOPEUNT AAHHBIM
TekcTa. MOXXHO GBLIO OBbI MMOIBITATHCI CHATH 3Ty IpobiieMy, Ipex-
TIOJIOKUB, UTO, Korjaa IImaToH ToBOPUT O HPaBCTBEHHOM «YJIydlIIe-
HUM» WIN VUCLEJEeHUN» UYeJIOBeUeCKOll AYIIN IIpy IIOMOIu Opy-
TAJBPHOTO HAKa3aHNA, OH U MMeEeT B BUAY BCErO JIMIIb IICUXOJIOTU-
yeckuit 3¢¢deKT ycTpalreHns, 3acCTaBIAIONI UeloBeKa B OOJIbIIIelt
MM MeHBIIIel CTeIleH) BO3epP KIBAThCA OT aMOPAIIBHBIX IIOCTYIIKOB
JCXOMs U3 CYry0o 9KCTepHANIMCTCKUX ocHOoBaHmit. Hexoropsie mia-
TOHOBCKIE TEKCTBI, KaK Ka)KeTcsl, MOT'YT CBUETeIbCTBOBATh B II0JIb-
3y Takoii runore3bl*'. OqHAKO MPeaNnoIoKUTh, UTo [lnatoH BoBce He
pasmelsyl MHTEPHANINCTCKIe KPUTEPUM MOPAJIbHOTO COBEPIIEHCTBa,
e[IBa JIM BO3MO)KHO, IIOTOMY UTO B INIATOHOBCKOM KopITyce yxe cdop-

“Poy, ¢ 0OQHOTI CTOPOHBI, UCXOAUT U3 TOTO, UTO OpyTanbHbIe HAKA3aHUSI MOTYT
CII0COOCTBOBATS JIMIIIB yCTPALIECHNIO, & He HACTOSIIIeMy HpPaBCTBEHHOMY MCIIpaBJIe-
Huio (Rowe 2007: 144-145, 151), a ¢ apyroit — obpalliaeT BHIMAaHIE Ha TO, UTO B HEKO-
TopbIx MecTax (Grg. 478e—479a, 505¢, 509b—e, 521d-522a) Cokpar, BO3MOKHO, ITOApa-
3yMeBaer I10]] «HaKasaHIeM» PUTOPUUECKYI0 1 GII0COPCKYI0 IPAKTHUKY IepeyOesx-
nenust (Rowe 2007: 149-151; cp. B aToi cBsa3u Mackenzie 1981: 185-186; Saunders
1991: 165-167; Sedley 2009: 60—61). MO>XKHO CIIOPUTH OTHOCUTENBHO MHTEPIIPETALINI
TeX VIV MHBIX KOHKPETHBIX MeCT B «[Oprum», HO B LI€JIOM HECOMHEHHO, UTO METO/IbI
HPaBCTBEHHOTO JICIIPABJIEHISI, YIIOMIHAeMbI€e B IIJIATOHOBCKOM KOpITyce, He CBOMSIT-
¢ K OMHOMY JIMIIb IIPUUYMHEHNIO CTPAJaHMil ¥ BKIIOYAIOT B ceOs B TOM UICIIe U
pUTOpHMUECKUE WV AUaJeKTUIeCKIe METONbI BO3NENCTBIA (CM. TpuM. 44). It0, 0f-
HaKo, HIKaK He OTMeHseT TOro (akra, YTo BO MHOI'MX TeKCTax, BKIoUas «lopruii»
(cp. T4(a—c)), B KauecTBe CpeACTBa HPABCTBEHHOI'O YICIIPABIIEHYIS IBHO [IPeJIaraeTcst
camo OpyTaspHOe HakasaHue. B cymHocTy, aprymenranns Poy ctpoutcs 1o cieny-
fomrelt cxeme: 1. C. yTBepskmaeT p. 2. p He uMmeeT cMbIcia. 3. C. yTBep)KIaeT ele 1
q Kak anpTepHatuBy p. 4. CiemoBarensHo, C. Ha caMOM fejie BOBCE He yTBepKAaeT
p, a Tonbko g. Ho 9TO SIBHO HEKOPPEKTHOE pacCyKaeHue: 4 He CIeAyeT, JaKe eCu
COIJIACUTHCS C 2 1 3, IOTOMY YTO Te3ucC 1 B JII000M ciryuae (paKTIIecK! BepeH.

*' Hanmpumep, popMynIMpoBKa «4TOOBI ApyTHUe, BUASI, KaK OH CTpagaeT OT BCETo,
YTO TEPIINUT, YCMPAWUSUUCh CTAaHOBIINCH Jyuttie (pofoluevor Peltiovg yiyvwvtot)»
B Grg. 525b3-4 (cp. T4(a)) stBHO mmoapasyMeBaeT, UTO MOPAIBLHOE «YJIYULIEHNEY, O
KOTOPOM 37IeCh UJET peub, JOCTUTaeTCs IPOCTO IIyTeM yCTpaIlleHMs, I BO BCeX TeX
ciydasx, Korga y IlmaroHa roBopuTcs, 4To OpyTalbHOE HaKadaHNeE OMHMX areHTOB
CIIOCOOCTBYET UCIIPABIEHNIO APYTUX (CP. IPUM. 24), BPS JIX MOXKET UMEThCS B BULY
uT0-T0 Apyroe. O pacipoCcTpaHEeHHOCT ITOJOOHBIX IpeACTaBIeH N1 B a11oxy [limaroHa
cm. Saunders 1991: 120, 133.
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MyJIMpOBaHa KaK pa3 MHTEPHAIUCTCKAS IT0 Cy TV KOHLIEIIINS «MCTIH-
HOIT moGpomerenu» (GAnOrg dpetr]), cTpeMileHre K KOTOPOI He MO-
JKeT OBITH MOTMBMPOBAHO CTPAXOM Ilepel crpamaHueMm*’. AnbrepHa-
TUBHOE pelLIeHIe 3TOJ IPo0IeMBbl MOIJIO ObI COCTOATD B NOITYIIIeHNUI,
yro [InaToH Bumen B ycTpallleHUN IIOCPEACTBOM OpyTalbHOIO HaKa-
3aHUSA BCETO JIUILIb ITOATOTOBUTENBHBIN ITAIl MIPOLIECCA TTEPEBOCIIN-
TaHMs, KOTOPBIN 3aTeM JOJKeH OBITh IPOHOJKEH PUTOPUUECKIMIL I
OuajieKTudyeckumu cpencrBamu®’. OqHaKo, Ha MOJT B3IJISAM, U 9Ta TU-
moTesa MayoyOenurenbHa: 6e3yciaoBHO, IlnaToH momyckaer, UTo Ha-
psa0y ¢ OpyTaIbHO peTpubyLmell HpaBCTBEHHOMY COBEPIIIEHCTBOBA-
HIIO MOXeT CIIOCOOCTBOBATh euje U PUTOPMUEeCKOe WV AYaleKTiue-
cKoe ybesxaeHne*, Ho HeIIOCPeICTBEHHO B T€X MECTaX, Te OH IIPUIIN-
CBIBAET MCIIPABUTENbHYI0 (QYHKUMIO OpyTalbHBIM HaKasaHMAM (cp.
T4-6), OHI IIPETIOTHOCATCI KaK GNOJHE CAMOCMOSMeIbHOe CPELCTBO
MOPAJIBHOTO JICIIPABJIEHN, a BOBCe He KaK IIpeJBapUTEIbHOE U CKO-
pee BCIIOMOrareslbHOE yCIOBYE BOCIIMTATENBHOIO IIpoLiecca, B KOTO-
pOM IJIaBHAs POJb HOJDKHA OBITh OTBEeHA PUTOPUKE U AUATIEKTIKE.
Ecnu cormacutscs ¢ atuM, To mmpobieMa coxpaHsercs. SICHBIM ocTa-
eTcd JIUIIb TO, YTO, C OJHOM CTOPOHBI, InaToH AelicTBUTENBHO IIpU-
MUCHIBAJT OPyTaIbHOMY HaKa3aHMIO MICIIPABUTEIbHYI0 QYHKIILIO, &, C

*? Phd. 68d-69b; R. 554de. Cp. Saunders 1991: 165, 176. 9BReMOHICTIUECKUIL IIep-
(EeKIMOHM3M B L{EJIOM CIIOCOBCTBYET TAKMM BBIBOAM, IIOCKOJIBKY IIPEAIIOJIAraeT, uTo
YeJIOBEKY IeJIecO00pasHO CTPeMUTHCA K JO0OpOAeTeNn pagy Hee caMoil 1 u3beraTsb
IopoKa Kak TakoBoro (Hampumep, R. 358a, 366e, 367c—e, 427d; cp. mpum. 28).

**Pasnuunble Bepcuy 3Toi rumoressl popmyrupyroT Saunders 1991: 172-177,
187; Brickhouse & Smith 1997: 102-104; Sedley 2009: 62-64.

**Cp. B ocobernoctn Lg. 862d, rme yrBepikgaercs, 4To 3afaya HaVIyUIINX 3aKO0-
HOB COCTOMUT B TOM, UTOOBI 3aCTABUTB JIIOJEI «{eJIaMU VI CJIIOBAMMU, YXOBOJIBCTBI-
AMM MM CTPARAHUAMI, TOUeCTIMM I OecyecTbeM, UMYIIeCTBEeHHBIMU IIeHAMU
VTN JapaMy IJIY 5Ke BOooO1Ie KakuM 651 To HU 6110 criocobom» (gite Epyolg 1} AdyoLg,
7 HeB’ 1180v@V 1] AuTtdV, 1} TWOV 1} ATYLOV, Kol Xppdtov {npiog 1} kol dopwv, 1] kol To
TOPAITOY QTIVL TPOT®) HEHABU/ETh HECTIPABEIMBOCTD I JIIOOUTH CIIPABeTNBOCTD.
B mose3y TOTO, YTO B 11€JIOM HPaBCTBEHHOE BOCIIUTAHYE B IIPABUJIBHOM IOCYAapCTBE
JOJDKHO coueTarh yoexneHme u Hacwiue, cM. Grg. 517b; Plt. 296a—d; 304d; Lg. 718b,
722b.
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IOpPYTOIL, He UyBCTBOBAJ 0C0607 HEOOXOAMMOCTH JOKA3bIBATh, UTO OHA
y Hero ¢paKTUUeCKN eCTh VN XOTS ObI MOKeT OBbITb.
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[lnaTtoHM3m m ero peuenuusd

Lmumpuii buprokos

ApucToTeneBckue KaTeropum B TPUHUTAPHOM AMCKYypcCe
B KOHTEKCTe rnonemMukn mexay EBHomuem n Hukenuamn™

DMITRY BIRTUKOV
THE ARISTOTELIAN CATEGORIES IN TRIADOLOGY IN THE CONTEXT
oF THE CONTROVERSY BETWEEN EUNOMIUS AND THE NICAEANS

ABSTRACT. Gregory of Nyssa in his Against Eunomius cites a fragment of Eunomius’
Apology on Apology, where Eunomius speaks of “greater and lesser” activities, claim-
ing that the works of the Son and the Holy Spirit are inferior to those of the Father,
while the works of the Spirit are inferior to those of the Son. However, discussing this
quotation, Gregory misinterprets Eunomius’ own words. He reads Eunomius as if he
applied the principle of “the more and the less” not to the activities but to the sub-
stances of the Father, the Son, and the Spirit. I argue that this is not what Eunomius
actually wrote. Appealing to testimonies from the Thesaurus by Cyril of Alexandria, I
show that the two opponents (Gregory of Nyssa and Eunomius) used the same Aris-
totelian position, which prohibits the application of the principle of “the more and the
less” to the category of substance, in order to argue against each other.

KEYWORDS: Arian controversy, the principle of “the more and the less”, Trinity.
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MU — «ATOJIOruM Ha AIIOJIOTVIO», COXPAHMBIIIEVICS, B OCHOBHOM, B
KauecTBe IIMTaT B JaHHOM Tpakrare I'puropusd. OH nuiier:

1&g 6 T@V ko’ Npag Soypdtwv cvpmAnpodtal Adyog K Te ThG Avw-
TATO Kol KUPLOTATNG ovoiag Kol €k Thjg OU €xeivnv pév obong pet’
ékelvny 8¢ VTV TOV GAAWV TPOTELOVOTNG Kol TPLTNG Ye TAG Un-
SepLd pEV TOOTWV GUVTATTOUEVNG, GAAX TT) pev Su v altiav, Tf) ¢
S v évépyeloy kol v yéyovev Drotattopévng <...) méAw & ad
EKAOTNG TOVTWV 00OoLOG eLAKPIVAG QTATG Kol TTAVTY HAG 0DoNG TE
Kol vooupévng kata v idiov aklov, oupmeprypopopévev 8¢ toig Ep-
YOLG TOV EVEPYELDV, KAl TOV EPYWOV TOIG TOV EPYUCAUEVOV EVEPYELOLS
TOPAPETPOVPEVWV, GviryKn djTov oo Kal TiG £KAGTY) TOV 00GLOY
¢mopévag évepyeiag éldtToug Te kol peifoug elvou, kol Tag pév mpe-
Vv t0G 8¢ devtépav éméxely TAELY, CLVOAWG TE ETTELV TPOG TOCKVTNV
e€ucveioBou Srapopdy, mpog Omdony av eEkvijTon Ta Epyar émel pnde
OepLtov TV adTv évépyelay elmelv ko’ v Tovg dyyélovg émoinoev
1) TOVG AoTEPOG Kol TOV 00pavov 1] TOV avBpwmov, AN 6o T €p-
you TV Epywv mpecPiTepa Kal TULOTEPA, TOGOVTEW KAl THV EVEPYELAY
g évepyeiag avaPePnréval gain av tig edoefdg Stavoodpevog, dte
81 TOV aTOV EvePYELDHY TNV TODTOTNTA TV EPYWV AITOTEAOVORDV, Kot
TOV TopnAAYpEVOV EpywV TTapnAlaypévag Tag Evepyelag Eppovov-
TOV. 00T 8¢ TOVTWV £xOVTWV Kal Tf) TPOG AAANAX oYEcEL TOV EPUOV
amapaPatov dlaTnpodVTwy, TPOcTKeL SOV TOVG KOTA TNV GUHPUT
TOIG TTPAYHACL TEEWV TNV EEETACLY TTOLOVHEVOULG Kal [I) PUPELY OpOD
avTo Kol ovyyelv Pralopévoug, el pev mepl taig odoiong Kvoitd Tig
OUPLOPATNOLE, €K TOV TPOTWV KAl TPOCEXDV TALG 0VOLALS EVEPYELDY
moteloBal TOV SelkVUPEVWV TNV TOTV Kal TOV ApPLoPTTOVHEVOVY THV
SuxAvowy, Tiv 8¢ €l tadg évepyelang dppLBolioy Starhewy ék TV ovol-
@V, 0ppodLwTépav ye unv kol Toig TaoLv AvuopwTépay Nyeicbot trv
ATtd TOV TPOTWV i Ta devTepa kBodov.

Bce Hamre mormMarmyeckoe yueHMe COCTOMT B IIPeBBICILIEN M B COO-
CTBEHHOM CMBICJIE€ CYIITHOCTY, U ellie TOJL, KOTOpas OT Hee CYLIeCTBY-
€T, ¥ II0CJIe Hee IIEPBEHCTBYeT Haj BCEMU MHBIMI, ¥ HaKOHEL, Tpe-
ThelL, KOTOpasi He COCTONT B OJJHOM PSIAY HU C OHOI U3 3TUX, HO ITOJ-
YMHEeHa OTHOM KaK IIPUYMHE, a APYTOil B KAUeCTBE SHEPTUIL, KOTOPOIL
Obu1a mpou3sBeneHa ¢...) IIocKonbKy KayKmas 13 9TuX CyLIHOCTel abco-
JIFOTHO IIPOCTa, ¥ B COOCTBEHHOM CBOEM JOCTOMHCTBE I €CTh, ¥ YMO-
IIpeJCTaBIIACTCS COBEPLICHHO OHOIL, 8 SHEPTIIY COOIIPEReNIIOTCS fe-
JIaMM, U ieJla COU3MEPSIIOTCS SHEPTISIMU JeICTBYIOIINX, TO HE00X0-
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JVIMO, UTOOBI 9HepIUM, CIIeAYIOIIe 32 KaKTOI U3 CYIITHOCTel, ObLIN
OJHU MeHblIIe, Apyrye OOoJIblile, M OTHY COCTOSLIIN B IIEPBOM, APYTUE
BO BTOPOM UMHY, ¥ BOOGIIIe FOBOPS, JOXOAVIIN IO TaKOJ Pa3HOCTH, IO
KaKoJf MOT'yT HOXOOMTD JeJia, IOTOMY UTO He II03BOJIMTENHLHO IOBO-
puTH 00 OHOI U TOI )Ke SHEPTUM, KOTOPOIT COTBOPMII AHTEJIOB, I
3Be3JIBI, MM He6O, MM YeTO0BeKa; HO CKOJIBKO OIHM Jesa IPeBoC-
XOMHee I JOCTOUECTHee OPYTUX, CTOJBKO VM SHEPTUS BBIIIEe OPYTOI
9Heprmu, Kak CKakeT MHOJ 6JIar0YecTMBO PACCy>KNAOIINIL, TaK KaK
OJTHM I T€ K€ SHePruy IPUBOAAT K TOKIECTBY B [leJIax, a pa3HbIe Je-
J1a TIOKa3bIBAIOT Pa3sHOCTD 3HePTuit. [IIOCKONbKY e 3TO NeJiCTBUTEeNb-
HO Tak, U B3aMIMHBIM OTHOIIIEHIEM OJHOTO K APYTOMY COOJIIOJaeTCs
HemnpeMeHHas CBA3b, TO IPOM3BOAAIINM JICCIENOBaHNE B CPOJHOM
He Ha/UIeKNUT CMEIINBATh BCErO BMECTe, M yCVIINBATECS CIUTD 3TO; U
ecIy MOgHAT GyIeT CIOp O CYIIHOCTAX, TO M3 IePBBIX M COeJUHEeH-
HBIX C CyIIHOCTAMIM 3HEPTUil IPOM3BOAUTD YOCTOBEPEHNE B JOKa-
3BIBA€MOM II paspellleH1e CIIOPHOTO, a IIpM paspelIeHN COMHEeHN
00 9HeprMax U3 CYIIHOCTell caMbIM IIPMIMYHBIM U AJI1 BCeX II0JIes-
HBIM IIOUNTATh HUCXOXKIEHME OT OOHUX K JPYTUM'.

['puropuit IpMBOANUT 3Ty LMTATy, HaMepeBasch aajee pa3oOparb
KaK[JI0e ee II0JI0KeHMe OTHEIbHO .

ITonemMusupys no xomy TpakTaTa C yTBepKaeHueM EBHOMMIA 0 TOM,
uro «mena» Ceixa u [Iyxa mensie, uem gena Otia (Bora), n «gema»
Hyxa mens1re, uem y CorHa, I'puropuit Hucckuit pasBuBaer paccysx-
nmeHus o 6ecripenensHocTy Bora, n B Tom umcite unoctaceir CblHa U
Hyxa. Beiencrsue aToit 6ecripenensHocTy, ToBoput I'puropmii, k Ort-
uy, Coiny u [lyxy Henb3s IPUKIAOBIBATD KATETOPMI GOJIBIIIETO I
meHb1Iero. [lanee I'puropuit qokasbiBaeT NPUHINNNAIBHYIO HEBO3-
MO>KHOCTb IIPVJIOKEHMS OUCKypca OOJbllle-MeHbllle K MHIUBUIAM

! Gr. Nyss. Eun. 1.151.1-154.13 Jaeger (1960a: 71-73). O6 ucTopuKo-60rocioBCKOM
KOHTeKCTe 9TOoN uuraTthl n3 EBHOMUS cM. Barnes 1993: 220-222.

? On nnuret: «Yro6e1 ymcrBoBaHus ero [EBHomust. — /[.B.] 0 mormaTax MCTMHBI
SIBUJIV Ce0sI B BBICIIIEN CTEIIEHN JDKUBBIMY U HECOCTOSTENBHBIMI, CIIEPBA IIPEIIIOKY
OyKBaJIbHO CKa3aHHOe 0 Hux EBHOMmMeM, a II0TOM, BO3BPATSCh OIIAThH K CKa3aHHOMY,
UCCIIey 0 KaXkI0e U3pedeHte OTeTbHO» (O &v 00V péhioTa Yevudng kai dodoTaTog
emdetyBein 1 katd OV Soypdtwv g aAnbeiag kataokevr, TpdTOV PEV Eml Aé€ewg
avTOD TNV TEpl TOVTWVY Tapadrioopal prioty, émerto 8¢ TAALY EmeledCOHL TOLG EipT)-
pévolg, EkacTov avTdV EEeTalwv Xwpig) (Eun. 1.150.1-5 Jaeger — 1960a: 71).
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Kak TakoBbIM. Mmes B Buay nososkenue EBHoMus o Tom, uto ChIH U
Hyx npunuiu B 6eiTue, 6y xyun npousseneHb OTIOM (HO He COTJIalia-
Ch C 3TUM II0JI0KeHMeM), [ puropuit IpuBOANUT B IpuMep MHINBULOB
YeJIOBEeUeCKOro poja, a MMEHHO IIOTOMKOB ABpaaMa, ¥ TOBOPUT, UTO
7 B CIydae IPOMCXOKIAeHNs JI0leil Helelo IPUKIaablBaTh K MHIN-
BUIaM KaTeropumu GOJbIIero-MeHbIero. [puropuit yreepKaaer, 4To
KTO-TO U3 JIIOfIell IPUXOOUT B ObITIE paHblile, KTO-TO IO3XKe, OJUH
UeJIOBEK ITOPOKAAeT APYIUX, TOT CIEAYIOLINX, HO IIPU 3TOM KaXKIbII
13 9TUX UeJIOBEUECKIX MHANBIIOB B OMMHAKOBOIL Mepe o01aiaer ue-
JIoBeuecKoi cylHocThio. [losromy [laBun, Hanpumep, He B MEHbIIEH
Mepe ueoBeK, ueM ABpaaM, U KaK[blil U3 HUX B PaBHOV Mepe Ipu-
YyacTeH yesoBeueckoi npupopne (petéxewv thg evoewc)’. Takum obpa-
30M, K CYLIHOCTSIM He IPVJIOKUM IPUHINI «O0JIbllle-MeHbIIIe», HO
OH NPMJIOKUM K KauecTBam®.

T'puropuit orceinaer 3gech K GUIOCOPCKOMY MPUHLMITY, M3JIO-
)xeHHOMY B «Karteropmsax» Apucroress: CyIIHOCTH He HOITycKaeT
GoJIBIIIElT TN MEHBIIIEN CTelleHN. APICTOTENb YIIOMIUHAET 00 9TOM B
Cat. 2b26—-27 u 3b33 ff., mosicHsia nasee, UTO O IEPBOV CYLTHOCTU (UH-
OUIBMJIE) HE MOXKET TOBOPUTHCS KaK 00 OTHOCAILIECS B GOIIBIIEN VI
MeHBIIIET Mepe KO BTOPOI CYII[HOCTU (ee BUAY), UeM ApyTas IepBas
CYILHOCTD, 100 YeM OHa caMma B KaKoe-TO MHOe BpeMs. [locToBepHO
M3BECTHO, uTo [ prropuit GbLI JOCTATOUHO XOPOILIO 3HaKOM ¢ «caro-
roit» Ilopdupus’. [lomoGHBIT IpUHIMI BeIpaskaeTcs U B «lcarore»,
I/ie OH IPUJIaTaeTcs K Bl KaK TAKOBOII®, 1 elile GoJiee SKCILIMIIITHO
B nopdupnesckom «Kommenrapun sHa Kareropum», rioe 9To mosicus-
eTcsl Ha IpUMepe YeJI0BEYECKOTO CYIIleCTBa I TOBOPUTCS O TOM, UTO,
B KauecTBe CYII{HOCTH, ueJoBek (Hanpumep, CoOKkpaT) He MOXKeT ObITh
GoJIBIIIElT CYLIIHOCTBIO, YeM OH CaM MJIM KaKOW-TO APYTONl uesoBeK .

*Gr. Nyss. Eun. 1.173.2-175.1 Jaeger (1960a: 78).

*Gr. Nyss. Eun. 1.181-182 Jaeger (1960a: 80).

°> Cm. Buprokos 2014: 230-244.

10 88 elvou £kdoTE £V Kol TO AdTO 0DTE &veoty olte dnitaciy mideyopevov éoTiv
(Porph. Intr. 9.21-22 Busse).

"Porph. In Cat. 97.7-22 Busse. B 1emom o koHTekcTe mpuHIMIA «GOJbIIe-
MeHBblIIe», Kak OH Bcrpeuaercs y [Topdupus, cm. Barnes 2003: 172-176.
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9ror nmpuHIuI ['puropmit coueTaeT ¢ apUCTOTEIEBCKIM Ke (rurocod-
CKUM f3BIKOM, COTJIACHO KOTOPOMY 00 MHIMBUIAX BUMAA TOBOPUTCSI
KakK 0 TOM, UTO npuuacmeyem BUAY®, B ero npeiomiaeHnu Iloppupn-
eM, yTBep)KIaroIuM B «lcarore», 4To MHAVBUABL IPUYACTBYIOT BU-
IaM 00UHAKO06bL 00pa3om’.

Onupasich Ha IIOJI0KeHNs, BBIpaKEHHBIE B 9TUX UCTOYHIKAX, ['pu-
TOpMIT 3[1eCh, C OJIHO CTOPOHEI, 0OBMHSAeT EBHOMMSA B HE3HAHUY OC-
HOB [MAaJIEKTUKY ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, JIOKHBIX ITOCBUIKAX B €ro 60ro-
CJIOBMM, a C IPYTOJ — pa3BMBAET CBOIO QIIOCO(UIO B CBASM C IIPUH-
LIATIOM «0OJIbIIIe-MeHbIIIe», KaKOBOII B drutocodckoit cucreme I'pu-
ropus uMeeT BceoObeMITIOIINIT XapaKTep ™.

B Eun. 1.205 I'puropmit mpogopKaeT pa3bop IpUBeIeHHOI BbIIIIe
nmraTsl 3 EBHOMua''. OH goxomut mo MecTa, rae EBHOMMIT yTBEp-
XKMIaeT, UTO «HeOoOXOIVMO, YTOOBI S9HepIruy, cIeqyIoLe 3a KasKHIoll
13 CYLLHOCTEeN, ObLIM OJHY MeHblile, qpyrue OoJbliie» U pa3dbupaer
ato Mecto (Eun. 1.223). Hakonen, B Eun. 1.317 I'puropuit cHoBa o6pa-
I1aeTcs K yKasaHHo 1urare n3 EBHoMus. OH nmpusoaurt ciosa EBHo-

#Cm. Arist. Top. 121a10-15 u 122b20-22.

°Porph. Intr. 17.3-13, 21.14-17 Busse.

1Cwm. Eun. 1.270.1-277.13 Jaeger (1960a: 105-107), rne I'puropuit moxasbiBaer, Ka-
KUM 00pa3oM IIPUMHUNII «GOJIbIIIe-MeHbIIIe» IIPIIIOXKIM KO BCEM 00JIACTSIM CYIIIETO.
I'puropmit BefieT peus 0 pasfesieHNN Cylero Ha kiaccel. OH pasindaeT yMHYIO IpK-
PORY ¥ IPUPOAY UyBCTBEHHYIO, a B yMHOII — HeTBapHOe U TBapHoe. [oBopsa 0 ToM,
YTO OTHOCHTCH K UyBCTBEHHOMY, I'puropmii yTBepmaer, 4To «OoJblIe-MeHbIIE»
MIPUIIOKMMO K KauecTBaM. [lepexois ske K TBApHOI yMHOII Ipupoe (04eBUIHO, IMe-
I0TCA B BUJY aHTeJIbCKIE CUJIBL M YM KaK COCTABIIAIOIIA UeJOBEUECKOTO CyIIleCcTBa),
I'puropmit ykassIBaeT, UTO B 9TOM CJIydae peub O «OOJbIIeM» I «MEHBIIIEM» MOXET
MATY He B OTHOILEHUN CTEIIeHN IPUCYTCTBUSA KaueCTB, HO MCKIIOUNTEIBHO B IITaHe
GoJIbILIeT! MV MEHBIIIEH YCTPEMIEHHOCTH K BBICIIIEMY GJIary B 3aBMICMMOCTH OT Pac-
TI0JI0>KEHA BOJIY Vi, COOTBETCTBEHHO, GOJIBILIEN] YL MEHBIIIel Mepe IIPIYACTHOCTH K
BoskecTBEHHOII CYIHOCT (3/1eCh HAXOMMUT CBOE IIPOSBJIEHIE COeAMHEHE IIaTOHN-
UYeCKOT0 JUCKypca IPUUACTHOCTH ¢ OTCHIIKOIL K 2 ITeT. 1:4). K co6cTBeHHO ske HeTBap-
HOIT Ipupoje, 110 ['puropimo, He MOKeT GBITH IPUIIOKIM KOHIICIIT «GOJIBIIei» I
«MeHbILIeT» MepBI IPUYACTHOCTI K YeMY-TO, IIOCKOJIBKY HeTBapHOe UMeeT Bee O1ara
camo 110 cebe 1 no npupode, a He NO npuracmMHocmu, Kak obIagaroT GraramMm CyIue,
oTHocAUecs K cdepe TBApHOTO.

! Jaeger 1960a: 86.
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MU O TOM, UTO aHTeJIbl, 3Be3[bI ¥ HeOO IIPOM3BeNeHbl pa3IMYHbBIMU
nerictBuamu bora. Ognako BMecto cioB EBHOMMUA, croginux y I'pu-
ropus B M3HAYAJIbHOI BepCUY IIPUBEIEeHHON MM HUTATHI 3 €eBHOMU-
€BOIl «Amosioruu Ha ATIOJIOTUIO», TIe IPUHINAI «00JIblile-MeHBbIIIe»
npuinaraetcs k sHepruam (Orua Ceina u [lyxa): «Heobxomymo, 40661
SHepeuu, CIeRYIOLINE 32 KAKOO 13 CyII[HOCTe, ObLIV OTHI MEHbIIIE,
opyrue Gosblie» (Gvaykr dfmov mdoo Kol TG EKAGTY TOV 0VGLOV
¢mopévog évepyeiag éAdrtovg Te kai peilovg elvan, Eun. 1.152.6-8)",
3mech ['puropuit mpusoaut ciroBa EBHOMUS Tak, 6yATO GBI 3TOT MPUH-
nun EBHOMUII pntaraeT K cyInHocTaMm: «Ilo HeoOXOIMMOCTH HOJIK-
HO moJsaraTh, 6yaro 6s1 cywHocmu [Otua, Coina n [lyxa] oqHu MeHb-
1re, a gpyrue Gonbie» (€€ avaykng éAdTToug Te kol peillovg TG ov-
olog olecBou Setv elvon, Eun. 1.317.2-3)*. Taxsxe 'puropuit npusoanut
cnoBa EBHOMMS, 13 KOTOPBIX ClIeyeT, uTo TOT OyATO ObI mpmiiaraer
MPUHIKI «O0JIbIIIe-MeHblIIe» K CYLI[HOCTSIM, U B APYTUX MeCTaxX TpaK-
tara «[Iporus EBHOMUA», Onm3kux k 1.317 — a umenHo, B Eun. 1.282*,

Ha moii B3ry1g, HeT HUKaKIX OCHOBAaHIII COMHEBAThCI, UTO B Jel-
CTBUTENbHOCTY EBHOMUIT yumit 0 GOJBIINX M MEHBIINX SHEPeUsx, a
He cywHocmsax. CroBa n3 EBHOMIEBOI «ATIOIOrUM Ha ATIOJIOTTIO» O
TOM, UTO «HEOOXOIMMO, UTOOBI SHepeuu, CIeRYIOIe 3a KaXI0l U3
CYILHOCTEI, OBLIN OJHU MeHbIIle, ApyTue GOJIbIie», KoTopble I'puro-
pUIT IPMBOJUT B «OCHOBHOI» Iurtare M3 EBHOMUSA B Hauayle CBOero
tpakraTa «[IporuB EBHOMMA» (Eun. 1.152.6—8), BBIpa)XalOT IIPUHIINIL,
BbIBUTaeMbIli EBHOMIEM B ero nepBoit « Aosornu»**, COTIacHoO KO-
TOPOMY O IIPMpPOJie BelllM CYNAT, MICXOMAS M3 3HAHUSA O ee SHEPIUIX.
Takum 06pa3oM, ITU CIIOBA ITOJTHOCTHI0 KOHCUCTEHTHBI ¢ yueHueM EB-
HOMMS KaK TaKOBBIM.

B nnane xe mpumnuceiBaemoro EBHomuio I'puropmem Huccknum
yUeHUsI 0 GOJBIINX ¥ MEHBIINX CYUHOCMAX — TO, UTO ITO YUEHIE HE
npuHaMIeXUT EBHOMUIO, cleyeT Kak U3 xoaa IUTUpoBaHud I'puro-

12 Jaeger 1960a: 72.

*? Jaeger 1960a: 121.

1 Jaeger 1960a: 109.

¥ Eun. Apol. 20 Vaggione (1987: 58.7-9, 60.15-19). Cm. Tx. Vaggione 2000: 130-132.
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puem ¢pparmeHTa M3 €BHOMIEBCKON «AIIOJIOTUM Ha ATIOJIOTUIO», KO-
TOPBII 51 IPOCIIE QI BBIIIIE, TAK U U3 CJIEAYIOIIero HaOIo e HN.

Kak moxHO0 BumeTs 13 « Tesaypyca» Kupuinna AnekcaHapuiickoro,
EBHOMUIT caM MCIIOJIB30BAJ apUCTOTENEBCKUIT IPUHLINUIT «O0JIblile-
MeHbllle» B CBoell ¢miaocodckoil moreMuke ¢ Hukeiamn (B ToM
yucie, ¢ 'puropuem Hucckum), OTpuLIas BO3SMOXHOCTb IPUJIOKEHNS
NpuHUIKIA «60JIbIlIe-MeHbIIIE» K CYIIIHOCTI — TaK e, KaK U ero Ipo-
tuBHUK 'puropuit Hucckuit. OH yrBepxaai, uro Oten n ChIH He MO-
I'yT GBITH €AUHOIPUPOTHBIMI, ITIOCKOJIBKY B OTHOILIEHUN IIPUPOIBI
(T.€. 06111eT1, BUXOBOIL IIPUPOBI) HE MOKET OBITH GOJIBIIIETO VTN MEHD-
1rero, Toraa Kak Cera rooput 06 Orige, uto «Oter 6ostee MeHs eCcTh»
(Mr. 14:28). Orcroga, o Esaomuio, cienyer, uro y Oria u CoiHa —
pasHbIe IpUPOIbI ™.

16 Cp. «¥ MOJIyUMBIINX B YAENT OJHY U TY 5Ke IIPUPOY U IBIISIOLIIXCS €AMHOIIPH-
ponHBIME (OPO@PUT]) HET B OTHOLLIEHN N Ce0st CAMUX KaK HYI 6OJIBILIETO 110 IIPUPOJE, TaK
7 He MeHblero. 60 Hu uesoBek He GouIblile [Ipyroro] uesoBexa Iio JOTOCy CyII{HO-
CTH, HY Jomans — yowann. Tak uto ecin CoiH roBoput, uto Omey 6oree Ero ecmo, a
€VMHOCYLIHBIA He 6511 ObI GOJIBILIE €AMHOCYLIIHOTO II0 JIOTOCY CYLIHOCTH, TO, CTAJIO
6b1Th, OH He exmuocyineH Emy» (Cyr. Thes. 11, PG 75.140bc), cp. Vaggione 1987: 183
u 2000: 164.

7 B 10JIb3y TOTO, UTO JOKTpUHA EBHOMMS B 1e/ICTBUTENBHOCTI HEe BKIIIOUAJIA yue-
Hyte 0 GOJIBIIIEM M MEHBIIIEM B IPUJIOKEHMN K CYLITHOCTV B TOM CMBICIIE, B KAKOM
06 3TOM roBoput I'puropuii, BEICTyNast ¢ KPUTIKOI JOKTPUHBI EBHOMIISI, KOCBEHHO
cBugerenscTByer U Bacummit Kecapuitckuit. OnpoBeprast MojosKeHust « AITOJIOTUM»
B cBoeM TpakTare «IIpotuB EBHOMMA», Bacuimmi nmonnmaer TojakoBaHue EBHOMM-
em WH. 14:28 («Orer; Moit Gosree Mensi») Takum o6paszom, uro EBHOMMIT HacTauBaer
Ha TOM, YTO Pe3yJbTaT HEeVCTBUSA BCETAA MEHBIIIE IO OHTOJOTMYECKON MepapXul,
uyeM cyObeKT mericTBus (1 0aToMy cyiHocTh ChIHa, 10 EBHOMUIO, He TaKast Jke, KakK
cymocts Otua). Ilpu atom Bacumit mumrer: «KoHeuHo e, U 1o Baieil Myapo-
cru [1.e. mo Mmueruo EBHOMusL. — /[.B.] HeJb3si CKas3arh, UTO OJ{HA CYLIHOCTD OOJIbIIIE
JJIM MeHblIle ApyToit cyurHocT. Takum obpasom, u o HuM [apuanam. — J.B.], u
II0 CaMOJl MCTUHE pacCMaTPIBAEMOE CJIOBO “Goilee” HIKOMM 00pasoM He IOKa3bIBa-
€T IIPeBOCXOACTBA 10 cyiHocTu» (Bas. Eun. 1.25 — PG 29.568c; Sesbotié et al. 1982:
262: "Ohwg 8¢ ovoia ovoiog, kol kot TV VpETéEpaV copiay, peilwv kol EAATTWV 00
Aéyeton. “Qote kol katd TOVTOLG, Kol Kt adThv TV AAfBetoy, 008evi &v TpOTR THV
kot ovoiov UepoxTv O Tpokeipevog Adyog Tod peilovog épgpaivot). Takum obpasom,
Bacuimit Takke He JOIyCKaeT, YTo EBHOMMII Ipyutarai IpMHIII GOJIbIlle-MeHble
K KaTerOpMM CyLIHOCTH.
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51 He BcTpeyasl B HAyYHOII JIMTepaType, YTOOBI OTMEUYEHHOe pac-
XOXOeHIe MeXay ciaoBamy EsHomma B murare us «IIporms EBHO-
mua» 1.151-154 I'puropusa Hucckoro, n Tem, Kak ['puropmii npencras-
JIAeT MOo3MUNI0 EBHOMMA, HIUTUPYA €ro Jajee 0 XO4y TpaKTara, IIora-
Jaj0 B II0Jle BHMMAaHMA JIccllefoBaTenell. bosee Toro, HeKoTOphIe 1c-
clegoBaTeN HEIIPaBOMEPHO MPeACTaBIAIT mo3uuuo EBHOMUA nc-
xons mu3 cioB I'puropma Hucckoro o Tom, uro EBHOMMIT mpuiaran
NPUHIMI «00JIblIle-MeHbIIIe» K CYLLIHOCTIM 2,

Taxum 06pasoM, MOKHO CIeJIaTh CJIeAYIOIIVe BEIBOIBL.

I'puropmit Hucckmit B Hagane TpakraTa «IIpotTus EBHOMUSA» mpu-
BOAUT IUTaTy U3 EBHOMNS, T TOT, B UaCTHOCTH, TOBOPUT O «60JIB-
IIVX Y MEHBIIINX» SHEPTUAX, 3aTeM >Ke, 00Cy»KIas 3TO MeCTO II0 XO-
Iy TpaKTaTa, IPeIoJHOCUT cIoBa EBHOMMA Tak, OyATO TOT YUIUT O
MIPIUIOKMMOCTY IIPMHLMNIIA «6OJIbIlIe-MeHbIlIe» He K 9HEePTUIM, a K
cymrHocTr'’. OgHAKO 3TO HE COOTBETCTBYET TOMY, O UeM B JIEVICTBM-
TeJabHOCTM yums EBHoMmi. M1 MMeHHO Ha OCHOBaHMII 3TOTO IIPUIIU-
cbIBaeMoro EBHOMUIO yTBep:KaeHUI I'puropuit CTpouT HeMaJToBaXK-
HYI0 4acThb cBoell ¢uutocodckoir monemuku ¢ EBHOMMeM, B pamMkax

' Cm. Balas 1966: 57, 125, 130; Turcescu 2005: 29. B aTux mcciegoBaHmsIx IpUHN-
MmaeTcs, uTo EBHOMMIT IPUMeHSII IPUHIAI «G0JIbIIe-MeHbIIIe» K CYIIIHOCTIM (T.e. K
cyuaoctam Orua, Coina u [yxa).

Y Vkaxy ellte OAMH M3BECTHBIN CIy4ail HEKOPPEKTHOIO IUTUPOBAHUS CO CTO-
pousl I'puropmsa Hucckoro. B cBoem TpakraTe «IIpotTus EBHOMUA», KOMMEHTUPYS
¢parment ns «Ilporus Esaomust» 2.4 (PG 29.577¢-580b; Sesboiié et al. 1983: 20.11—
12) Bacunus Kecapuiickoro, B IpoTMBOBeC aKLeHTy Bacwins Ha IOHMMaHUM enu-
HOCYILUMs JIIOJell B ITaHe OOIero IojIexariero cybcrpara I'puropuit neiaer ak-
LIEHT Ha IJIATOHMUECKOM (C OIpe/ie]IeHHBIMIU OTOBOPKaMIL) IOHMAaHNY eIHOI ye-
JIOBEUECKOI IPMPOBI KaK OOIIell Il BCeX pOIOBOIL CYIIIHOCTH, UMEIOLIell ObpITue B
naguBraax. Ilpu sTom, kak nmokassiBaer [I. Banarmr (Balas 1976: 275-281, 3mech: 278—
279), T'puropuit mpu UUTUPOBAHUY yKasaHHOro (parMeHTta n3 Bacwims, moias Ko
€r0 CJIOB «CYIITHOCTBIO )Ke Ha3bIBaIo 3/1eCh MaTepyalbHOe IouIexaree» (ovoiav d¢
Aéyw vOV 10 DALKOV UTtokeipevov), IPUBOANT UX B M3MEHEHHOM BUJIE: «CYL{HOCTHIO
JKe He Ha3bIBAIO 3[[eCh MaTepUAIbHOE Iojexalee» (0voiov 8¢ Aéyw vOv 00 TO DALKOV
vnokeipevov, Eun. 3.5.22.7-8 Jaeger — 1960b: 168). [I. Banar o6patiaer oco6oe BHUMA-
HIMe Ha 3TOT (pakT, JoIrycKast, uTo I'puropuii 3mech MogKOPPEKTUPOBAI HeyJOOHbII
[IJIL €r0 B3TJIANOB U )i ero noyieMuku ¢ EBHoMueM naccaxx us Bacunmusa. Cum. Takxke
Buproxos 2009: 101-102.
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KaKOBOJI OH Pa3BUBAET COOCTBEHHYIO PIIOCOPCKYIO CUCTEMY, OCHO-
BaHHYIO Ha IIPUHIMIIE «OO0JIbIIe-MeHBbIIIe.

Taxke cilegyeT OTMETUTB, UTO OJHO M TO K€ apIUCTOTEJIEBCKOE
TIOJIOKEHME, TOBOPAIIee 0O HEBO3MOKHOCTU NPUMEHEHNUs ONUCKypca
«OoJIblIIe-MeHblIIe» B OTHOIIEHNN K KaTerOPUM CYITHOCTM, JBa OII-
noHeHTa — I'puropmit Huccknit 1 EBHOMMIT — MCIIOIb30BANIN B LIEIAX
dunocodckoit MoNIeMUKM APYT C APYTOM.
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Introduction

The focus of the paper is the problem of the “accidental/incidental™
in Aristotle’s theory of generation. Despite this seemingly narrow goal,
it is a part of a bigger pursuit, which aims to demonstrate Aristotle’s
acceptance of incidental instances which do not occur because of the
direct and primary teleology.? In Metaphysics, Aristotle says:

it is clear that there is no science of the accidental — because all scien-
tific knowledge is of that which is always or usually so.?

The further claim about a dubious status of accidentals in Metaphysics
reads that “the accidental is obviously akin to non-being..”* In this pa-
per, I will argue that the analysis of the role the accidental cause plays
in Aristotle’s theory of generation makes us think that there might be
room for the science® of the accidental within Aristotelian philosophy.

Understanding the accidental hinges on understanding its relation-
ships to its counterpart, the essential, which is usually defined in modal
terms. The essential is something inevitable, something that is neces-
sary, that has to be or has to happen, while the accidental is something
that is not necessary. Likewise, in the general discourse of Aristotle’s
teleology, the accidental contrasts with necessity. An accidental is a di-
verted implementation of something that was supposed to be a neces-
sary step for the sake of an end. However, there is a famous place in The
Generation of Animals, book 1v, where Aristotle talks about deviation
and monstrosities as “per accidens necessary”. In a very broad sense,

!In this text, I will use the words incidental and accidental interchangeably. For the
purposes of this study, it remains to be determined if there is any relevant difference
between them.

*There is ample literature on the problem of accidental cause in Aristotle’s
thought. See first of all: Preus 1975; Sorabji 1980; Heinaman 1985; Balme 1987;
Charles 1988; Cooper 1987; Kupreeva 2010; Dudley 2012.

* Metaph. 1027a20. All translations from Metaphysics are by W.D. Ross.

* Ibid. 1026b-23.

*The word science here does not bear the semantic use we usually attribute to it.

¢ GA 767b13-15: “As for monsters, they are not necessary, so far as the purpo-
sive of final cause is concerned, yet per accidens they are necessary (katd cupfepnrog
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monstrosity for Aristotle is when “nature deviates from the generic
type.”” In Physics, he speaks about physical deviations as of failures “of
the purposive effort”,® this makes problematic their definition as some-
thing necessary when we see it in GA 1v. This, I believe, questions the
common characterization of the relationship between accidental and
necessary and advises that it can be otherwise. Understanding of this
type of incidental is invaluable. Besides the desire to disentangle an-
other inner problem of the overly convoluted account of Aristotle’s
teleology, this study aspires to define the state of natural deviation in
the generation of humankind.

The analysis of Aristotle’s teleology aims to demonstrate that there
are at least three types of necessity: simple (&A®q), conditional or hy-
pothetical, (¢€ UtoBécewc) and forced necessity (Biciov). Consequently,
in different cases we deal with different types of necessity. I will show
that the application of the predicate “accidental” is multidimensional
in Aristotle’s logic, i.e. there are numerous types of accidental for Aris-
totle and different types of necessity. This seems to be crucial, because
some types of necessity are reconcilable with teleology and some are
not. In order to locate the role of this specific type of irregularity (ac-
cidental), I will need to study: 1) Aristotle’s account of teleology and
necessity in biology, physics, and metaphysics; 2) his account of essen-
tial and accidental attributes in logic (especially in The Posterior Ana-
Iytics) and its application to biology; 3) the evaluation of the concept of
Form (formal cause) as a normative one will give additional room to fit
incidentals in the general picture of Aristotle’s teleology.

The Problem of Accidental in Embryology

The opening argument carries a disclaimer about Aristotle’s defini-
tion of natural processes as bearing no relation to the complete resolu-
tion of the tension between necessity and accidental. In Metaphysics 6.2,

avaykoiov), since we must take it that their origin at any rate is located here” All
translation from GA are by A.L. Peck.
7 GA 767b8-9: mapekféPnke yop 1 ¢OoLg év TovTOoLg €K TOD Yévoug TpOTOV TIVA.
& Ph. 199b4-6.
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Aristotle claims that the very existence of accidentals is determined
by the definition of the natural things which are (exist) for the most
part. In that book, Aristotle advocates some sort of ontological dualism
where things are divided into those 1) which are always necessarily
(invariables) and those 2) which are for the most part.” The existence
of something which is neither invariable nor of necessity, i.e. things
that are not always but “for the most part” is the source and the rea-
son for the very existence of the accident (to0 eivou 16 cvpPefnrog).”
Something that is neither always nor for the most part is called in-
cidental. Thus, any kind of physical deficiency due to an incident in
the course of embryological development can be defined as a privation
of a normal development. This seems to be an inalienable principle of
the natural process, which is for the most part. The very existence of
deficiencies (incidentals) is possible because a natural process has a po-
tential for change to the opposite state. This aligns with the claim that
“monstrosity, of course, belongs to the class of things contrary to na-
ture, although it is not contrary to nature in her entirety but only to
nature in the generality of cases”'! But this explanation of accidental
through privation is insufficient because it does not account for the
whole diversity of incidentals for Aristotle.

In order to put it into context, we need to see what kinds of acciden-
tals (deviations) Aristotle mentions in GA, book 1v. If we look at a list
of all possible deviations in the course of gestation Aristotle offers, we
can see that some of them will immediately raise questions about their
interference with a necessary process which is carried out for the sake
of an end. Aristotle’s account of deformity comes right after his consid-
eration of heredity. His very general understanding of deformity does
include as a first step a broad conception of diverting from the standard
process of inheritance. Normally, children resemble parents; if it does
not happen, then some deformity enters the picture.

Some [offspring] take after none of their kindred, although they take

° Metaph. 1026b27.
1% Ibid. 1026b27-31.
' GA 4, 770b9-10.
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after some human being at any rate; others do not take after a human
being at all in their appearance, but have gone so far that they resemble
a monstrosity, and for the matter of that, anyone who does not take
after his parents is really in a way a monstrosity, since in these cases
Nature has in a way strayed (mapexBépnke) from the generic type. The
first begining of this deviation is when a female is formed instead of a
male'?

For indicating diversion from the standard development, Aristotle
here uses the verb mopekPaivw. As a matter of fact, throughout GA 1v
Aristotle uses different derivatives of this verb and also different vari-
ations of the verb é€iotnpui.”® The semantics of these verbs overlap and
different meanings of them vary significantly. For instance, é€iotnp
can mean both to deviate, and also to depart from the type, to degener-
ate. A.L. Peck in his translation of GA renders ¢é€iotn as altering the
character, which does not seem to do justice to Aristotle’s account. Con-
ceivably, Aristotle talks about deviation, both in some technical sense
and in some normative sense, where the former is just a step away from
the “smoothness” of generation and the latter involves real instances of
deformity ultimately resulting in a transgression of the species form.
Thus, topexPaivw and é€iotn can indicate either some rather paltry
difference in the phenotype, which would mean a deviation in a rather
technical sense, or some significant deviation. The comprehensive list
of deviations outlined by Aristotle in GA 1v includes:

a) Different genders.

b) Variety in phenotype (different eye color and the like).

¢) Incidentals, which bear some positive or neutral effect. Like the presence
of some residues in the body or development of some characteristics which
are necessarily attributed to a particular species, e.g. a tail-bone in the case
of human kind.

d) Instances of some serious deviation bearing rather negative effects on the
species, while the ability to attribute the species is clearly preserved.

e) Complete monstrosity (only “animality” is preserved).

2 GA 767b6-9.
*For example, cf. GA 768a2, 15; 768b8.
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Clearly, when Aristotle talks about a female offspring, to take the
meaning of ¢€iotn as deviation, in the sense of deformity and unnat-
ural generation, is too much of an exaggeration and lacks sensitivity
to the polysemantics of the vocabulary, which is definitely present in
Aristotle’s writing. Accordingly, the gradual steps from an ideal in-
stance of generation'* toward real deformity (through “deformity” in a
merely technical sense) would appear as follows:

1. 766b15-16: the offspring is not male.

2. 768a35: the offspring is not resembling the father.

3. 768a28-768b10: the offspring is not resembling the parents but grandpar-
ents or some further ancestors.

4. 768b10-13: the offspring is just like other humans.

5. 767b5-7: the offspring is not like other humans;
a) serious deviation but humanity is preserved;
b) complete monstrosity and failure of generation.*

Clearly, the relationship of all the mentioned classes of incidentals
with essentialism and teleology cannot be the same. In order to avoid
the generalization, we need to analyze their relationship with essen-
tial attributes and necessities. Before I engage in a discussion about
the relationship between thr accidental and its counterpart (the essen-
tial/necessary), it seems crucial to note that there are several types of
necessity for Aristotle. The most frequent interpretation of this part of
Aristotle’s philosophy advises that there are three standard senses of
the term necessity.** They are as follows.

1) Absolute or simple necessity (16 8’ anA®dg dvaykaiov) (AN). This
is a type of necessity which relates to the things and events that cannot
be otherwise. Aristotle primarily attributes it to eternal things: celestial

**Which is in fact only ideal; a limited existence of this type would make the con-
tinuation of the species impossible for obvious reasons.

> Aristotle’s depiction of this listing is explicit, therefore it can be found elsewhere
in the literature. See, for example, Connell 2016: 342.

*Even though scholars might disagree about the names of these different types of
necessity, they all agree that there are three of them. Cf. Preus 1975: 185; Connell 2016:
328-329; Dudley 2012: 102. Dudley suggests that this part of Aristotle’s teaching was
inspired by different Plato’s texts.
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bodies, mathematical objects, etc.'” A certain type of absolute necessity
can be attributed to the generation of living beings. The cyclical process
of reproduction as eternal alteration of generation and decay result-
ing in the continuous transmission of the form warrants the sublunary
striving for eternity and can be seen as simply necessary. 2) Conditional
or hypothetical necessity (ta & €€ dmoBéoewg) (HN). It is a relative ne-
cessity of means needed for the sake of some goal, which applies to the
process of becoming, playing a significant role in Aristotle’s teaching
on embryology and generation.'® Every step of the development of the
embryo is hypothetically necessary; it exemplifies an essential condi-
tion for the sake of further development and the fulfilment of genera-
tion which results in the perfection of the form as a definition of a liv-
ing and functioning individual. 3) The third type of necessity is a forced
necessity (16 Piccov) (FN). Under this heading Aristotle talks about dif-
ferent types of things; for example, in the case of human behavior it is a
necessity which is opposite to choice. This type of necessity turns a vol-
untarily act into an involuntary one, according to the definition given
in EN m1. Likewise, in inanimate nature a stone falls owing to gravity,
but can be thrown up by force. In the case of generation, “force ne-
cessity” refers either to some external force which influences or alters
gestation; or it refers to some elemental powers within the develop-
ment which stem from the nature of the material only and not relative
to the result of embryological development.*” For Aristotle, instances
of forced necessity usually have some external source of change® but
they can also result from some inner process, like irregularity of matter
or weakness of the efficient principle.

The most general explanation of a possible consistency between ne-
cessity and something accidental can be inferred from Aristotle’s un-
derstanding of natural beings. In Metaphysics v1.2, Aristotle argues that

7 Ph. 199b24-200a5; Metaph. 1015a24; PA 639b23-4; GA 778b1; GC 337b35.

8 Ph. 199b24-200a5; PA 642a13, 639b25-31; GA 776b31-33.

'* Sophia Connell in her most recent book has thought hard about the importance
of this type of necessity for Aristotle’s account of generation. She even suggests that
it should be called “material necessity”. See Connell 2016: 328-340.

2 EN 1110alb-17.
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beings are either: 1) always necessary but not forced; 2) always for the
most part; 3) something accidental.** I suggest discussing the match be-
tween these three types of beings and three types of necessity: a) sim-
ple; b) conditional or hypothetical; and c) forced necessity. For the pur-
poses of this paper, we can leave aside the match between simple neces-
sity and beings which are necessary (but not forced). The conditional
necessity dictates that the conjunction of the function (in the sense of
the functional being) with all preceding steps should necessarily take
place for the sake of that function. The accidental in this ontological
scheme is not always a being but is also an event or an attribute of the
natural being. It can literally be anything, e.g. an elephant stepping on
a tomato plant, which indicates an accidental termination of tomato’s
growth; or having blue eyes in human beings which serves no purpose.
An example of accidental non-being in the field of generation would be
a fetation which went completely wrong (a miscarriage due to inability
to develop further). This would not be an entity for Aristotle, but rather
a bulk of matter, which neither has a form in the proper sense of this
concept, nor can be associated with any recognizable function.

I believe it is pivotal to analyze the relationship between accidentals
which: a) seem to match with forced necessity and b) with conditional
necessity as well. I put forward a hypothesis that even though cases
of forced necessity in generation are seemingly out of purposive pro-
cesses, some types of incidentals which result from forced necessity are
not at odds with conditional necessity. Rather, they are part of a teleo-
logical account. The reason I argue this is because, with regard to gen-
eration, we might have individuals which are clearly bearers of some
deviations but are capable of species functioning. In order to see how
this type of incidental which is caused by forced necessity can at the
same time be reconciled with conditional necessity, I suggest to look
into the explanation of different types of incidentals in Aristotle’s logi-
cal works.?” For the analysis of the use of kata cupPefnkoc in The Poste-
rior Analytics, we need to look at two tricky passages from this work (1.4

* Metaph. 1026a34-36.
**The problem of accidental properties in logical works of Aristotle had been a
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and 1.22). Aristotle talks here about the distinction between accidental
and essential predicates. The difficulty of Aristotle’s logical account of
essentialism lies in the variety of classes of essential and accidental
predicates, where the distinction between the two is not so clear-cut.

Aristotle’s essentialism requires one important observation to be
made when reading APo. 1.4. There are two meanings of in itself (es-
sential attribute). The first one: “It is in itself (1) as far as it belongs to
it in what it is”** This is straightforward, for instance something self-
predicating: a nose is a nose. “In itself (2) is something what belongs
to something else and what is a part of that other, what makes clear
what it is”** The best example of this type would be the snubness of a
snub-nose. According to this passage, something is accidental only if it
does not qualify to be either in itself-1 or in itself-2.

When we turn to APo. 1.22, things become tricky since in that chap-
ter Aristotle makes another distinction between the essential and acci-
dental predicates which seems to be at odds with the one from 1.4. As I
can see it, in 1.22 Aristotle defines essential only as that which is predi-
cated of something in what it is, while other predicates are incidentals.

We have supposed that one thing is predicated of one thing and that
things which are not what something is (6ca prj ti éo711) are not predi-
cated of themselves. For these [i.e. things which are not what some-
thing is] are all incidentals (cupepnrdta y&p €ott mhvta) though
some in themselves and some in another fashion (GAA& Tt pév xo®
adTa, T 8¢ Kal Etepov TpoToV) and we say that all of them are predi-
cated of some underlying subject, and what is incidental is not an un-
derlying subject.*

Aristotle seems to be redrawing the lines here and singles out two
variations of the meaning when something is accidental: 1) as acciden-
tal in themselves (&AAG To pev ko adT() and 2) in some other fashion

subject of scrutiny in several papers. The most important are Tierney 2001 and Zup-
polini 2018.

%> APo. 73a35-39: Ka’ ot & 6oa Umtépyet te €v T Ti €éotv. All translations from
the Posterior Analytics are by Jonathan Barnes with my amendments.

*4 Ibid.

%> Ibid 83b17-22.
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(Tax 8¢ ka® Etepov TpdmoV).* Obviously, it offers a different chart of the
relationship between the in itself and the incidental. I think that if we
put these two accounts together, we can see a certain overlap. Inciden-
tals outlined in 1.22 differ only from in itself-1 outlined in 1.4, but most
importantly, the revised version of incidentals outlined in 1.22 includes
in itself-2 from 1.4, these incidentals are per se incidentals which at the
same time are not predicated of it in what it is.

I argue that this overlap between in-itself-2 and something acciden-
tal in themselves might be of perfect use in accounting for the types of
incidents in embryological deviations. If we apply the meaning of in it-
self incidental to generation, we can easily find good and illuminating
examples. For instance, the development of a tailbone in the course of
embryogenesis of human beings is a necessary thing, which is not for
the sake of something else. Therefore, it should be considered as a result
of forced necessity only. However, its affiliation with forced necessity
is problematic because it belongs to its essence. This is a characteristic
which belongs to the essence of the species but has no discernible func-
tion, i.e. it is not a part of the definition of the species, which determines
what it is in the sense of the formal cause.

If we apply this scheme from Aristotle’s logical works to the analysis
of his biological writings (and some books of Physics and Metaphysics),
it will help to pick up on this taxonomy of incidental predications. I seek
to back up the hypothesis about the relationship of different incidentals
and different necessities, which I tentatively can represent in this chart.

Essential \ Accidental
1. Attributes In itself-1 = | In itself-2 = Accidentals Accidentals
In what it is in themselves in some other way
a b C
2. Types of necessity Conditional Conditional / Forced Forced

In order to read this chart, we need to put one layer on top of another.
If we do that, we will have three following types of incidentals:

¢ APo. 83b19.
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a) essential incidentals which correlate with conditional necessity only.

b) separable (not essential) incidentals caused by forced necessity which at
the same time are reconcilable with conditional necessity.

c) separable incidentals conditioned by forced necessity which are irrecon-
cilable with conditional necessity.

We need to focus on type (b). In the second part of the paper, I will
offer two arguments for the plausibility of the interpretation that these
incidentals are determined by both forced and conditional necessity.

Accidental Necessity and Form

There is a peculiar type of incidental instance in embryological de-
velopment which is not a part of its essence, thus it is not seemingly a
part of its purposive effect. These are caused by some type of forced ne-
cessity but at the same time some of them, as I argue, can be reconciled
with the general course of the teleology of generation.”’

The results of non-telic, accidental impulses in the process of gen-
eration can be either: a) beneficial (sic!); b) neutral; ¢) detrimental. If
we look at the relation of these phenomena with the formal cause, we
can see that none of them can be a direct part of teleological expla-
nation. The beneficial effects include some types of residue which de-
velop merely due to the nature of elements and are beneficial for the
functioning of the body. The neutral type of incidental produces varia-
tion in parts which warrants the diversity of the phenotype among the
representatives of the same species. This diversion is something mi-
nor and affects just some auxiliary physical attributes like skin color,
hair color, facial traits, freckles or lack thereof, tallness, obesity, slack-
ness, snubness, and the like. The last type of accidentals is a source of
a more serious variation. They generally bear some detrimental effect
and are marked as substantial deviations. It is something that is less
than a completely formless monstrosity but is more deviant than just
a different phenotype. This type of deviation is the trickiest and I aim

?” Some ideas and arguments in this part of the paper were inspired by reading the
paper published by Anthony Preus. See Preus 1979.
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to prove that it can still be reconciled with teleology. For the purposes
of proving the last point, I will need to develop my argument in two
steps:

1) We need to operate with the understanding of formal cause as a normative
concept.

2) We need to tackle Aristotle’s distinctions between two different types of
conditional necessity.

Some incidental occurrences in the course of gestation cause ac-
cidental characteristics leading to palpable deviations resulting in the
attribution of a disability, such as blindness, deafness, lack of limbs,
lack of inner parts of the body, mental deviations, and other disor-
ders. Despite the seriousness these deviations indicate, Aristotle would
consider individuals who possess these deviations as representatives
of their species. Therefore, these incidental deviations can be recon-
ciled with the overarching purposive effort of a particular instance of
generation. The explanation which can be given to this inconsistency
requires acknowledging that the fulfillment of the purposive effort ad-
mits a degree of perfection. The form, formal cause, defines perfection
(final cause) in the arrangement of the matter (material cause) in any
particular entity for Aristotle. Form corresponds to perfection, and if
perfection admits a variety of degrees, then the concept of form (formal
cause) must concede degrees of normativity.

If we assume that the form has normativity, does it mean that there
is a hypothetical excellence of the €idoc, diversions from which appear
as a regressive scale of failures? I believe that the aforementioned fail-
ures can be considered on a regressive scale but they are digressions
from some ideal. To illustrate this point, we can ask the question, what
is the end point of any teleologically specified process for Aristotle? Is
it the “production” of a “perfect” result? Perhaps not, as I think perfec-
tion of matter in a form does not mean for Aristotle an ideal state of this
formed matter. For example, if we talk about the production of material
objects, the goal would be to make fully functional objects. For the pur-
poses of reaching this functionality, the object is supposed to possess
certain formal attributes. Any contamination which is getting in the
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way of this functionality seems to be accidental and can be considered
a failure of achieving this goal. However, while some failures definitely
result in the lack of functionality, other failures just affect the degree
of perfection in this functionality. A carpenter who aims to produce a
chair might end up with a good sturdy chair, which will be perfectly
functional. Or due to some accidental cause, either external (bad ham-
mer or nails) or internal (mistakes in the measurement), the end result
of his labor can be not a perfect chair (it reels or it is not comfortable
to sit on). However, it is still going to be a chair which functions as a
chair and it is hard to confuse it with, let us say, a bed or a table. The
“imperfection” of a chair makes us refrain from buying it or using it.
However, it can still be considered a chair and can be “perfectly” used
as a chair in the circumstance when we do not have a better one. This
example illustrates that form allows “imperfections” (deviations) which
are still not ruining the definition of the object and therefore form can
be further elaborated as a normative concept.

Going back to generation, owing to the proposed outline of the ar-
gument, it seems logical to infer that semen for Aristotle in its purpo-
sive effort through forming female matter does not endeavor to achieve
a perfect person. Rather, matter and form in their development aim to
achieve a person who will maintain the transition of species form to the
next generation, including a variety of functions normally attributed to
this species. In this conclusion, I second Connell’s claim®® that “Aristo-
tle’s ontology allows that within the range of what counts as natural or
fully functional members of the kind, variations can be deemed better
or worse, as with political constitutions..”* It applies to a mere dif-
ference in phenotype (where both a snub or a hook nose are not only
fully serviceable but can even be aesthetically pleasing), and also to
some real deviations which are still not beyond the limits of normality.

The final step of my argument aiming to prove that accidentals can
be reconciled with the general course of teleology requires looking at

28 Of course, similar conclusions appeared long before Connell’s book. For example,
see Preus 1979: 85.
? Connell 2016: 346-347
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some difference in the understanding of conditional (hypothetical) ne-
cessity. In Metaphysics v.2, Aristotle states that we have two types of
conditional necessity:

We call the necessary (1) that without which, as a condition, a thing
cannot live, e.g. breathing and food are necessary for an animal; for
it is incapable of existing without these. — (2) The conditions without
which good cannot be or come to be, or without which we cannot get
rid or be freed of evil, e.g. drinking the medicine is necessary in order
that we may be cured of disease.*

Conditional necessity (1) (strong version) talks about something
indispensable, for example nutrition with regard to living beings. Or
with respect to embryology, it can be something like having a heart or
at least one working lung. Conditional necessity (2) (weak version) is
something which makes existence of the particular entity better, like
medicine in case of ailment, or having a second working lung, or a sec-
ond working kidney. In a way, these two types of conditional neces-
sity help us separate the lower form of living from the higher one. The
strong version of conditional necessity includes steps preceding fulfill-
ment which are necessary for the preservation of an organism and its
definition as a member of a species. The weak version of conditional
necessity includes steps which are necessary for a better life or as an
end in itself, like a tail bone.

My contention is that weak conditional necessity is a type of ne-
cessity which allows the interference from forced necessity. Thus, the
separable incidentals caused by forced necessity cannot be reconciled
with the strong version of conditional necessity. But the existence of
weak conditional necessity gives room for such a reconciliation.

In his biological works, we see Aristotle put together the norma-
tivity of the form and two versions of conditional necessity into one
concept. In On the Parts of Animals, he deploys the concept which he
calls the second best:

** Metaph. 1015a20-23.
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So the best way of putting the matter [first best] would be to say that
because the essence of man is what it is, therefore a man has such and
such parts, since there cannot be a man without them. If we may not
say this, then the nearest to it [second best] must do, viz. that there
cannot be a man at all otherwise than with them, or, that it is well that
a man should have them.*

The first best talks about some conditionally necessary attributes
which constitute the essence in what it is. It explains how that or an-
other aspect of physiology belongs to the essence of species. The second
best talks about whether an entity is better or worse off with or without
this attribute. An accidental deviation in the course of gestation caused
by some forced necessity can interfere with the first best. In this case,
it alters some essential attributes which constitute an entity in what
it is. This type of deviation leads to a complete monstrosity or even to
the state of non-being (miscarriage). An incidental interference with
the second best leads to the formation of an entity with a number of
accidental attributes which does not alter the essence in what it is. If we
study this problem further, I think we should be in a position to argue
that for Aristotle the second best can be understood in the negative and
positive sense. Incidentals can be declining attributes and profitable as
well. The argument that with some incidental attributes the entity can
be either worse or better off turns us to the problem of how we can
measure what is worse and what is better off. This concern brings us
into the domain of ethics, but this issue is a subject of a further study
best addressed in a separate research.

In Place of Conclusion

In the introduction, I proposed to examine Aristotle’s claim from
Metaphysics that there is no science of the accidental in relation to a
broad understanding of accidental instances especially in Aristotle’s
biology. Contrary to what some commentators suggest,* in this study

! PA 640a33-b3. Translation by A.L. Peck
% See, for example, Heinaman 1985.
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I tried to show that there is probably no science of “unusual accidents”
which correspond to serious monstrosities in generation. Aristotle ob-
viously distinguishes between some unusual accidents and more gen-
eral accidents regarding their relation to teleology. In this paper, I was
concerned with both unusual accidents and mere accidents. It seems
to be legitimate to conclude that there is probably no science of un-
usual accidents which in generation correspond to complete monstros-
ity when only “animality” is preserved. But clearly in different fields of
his study (biology, logic, physics, metaphysics), Aristotle maintains the
intention to explain the nature of different accidentals which are not
rare or extreme, and he does propose the possibility of accounting for
them within the discourse of four causes and general teleology.
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ABSTRACT. The paper examines in some detail Ficino’s relation to the concept of Ao-
you omeppatikoi, literally ‘seminal reasons’, discussed in his Ancient and Christian
sources. The concept was used metaphysically to indicate the links between species
in matter and ideas in mind but its connotations made it useful for embryological dis-
cussion. Ficino supposes that the World Soul producing specific forms and powers of
lower things makes them through her own seminal reasons, which remain in touch
with celestial and supercelestial entities. It is probably Plotinus who legitimates Fi-
cino’s use of the concept of seminal reasons, although historically, it is a concept of
Stoicism. Employing ‘seeds’ as a metaphor for ideas, Plotinus strongly criticizes the
Stoic concept of seminal reasons, according to which seminal formative principles are
corporeal and immanent to the things. Ficino’s use of embryological metaphors and
direct analogies between the action of generating force in the human body and in the
‘body’ of the world serves to explain how a purely intelligible essence (the World Soul)
produces material things. However, Plotinus, in contrast to Ficino, never gives such
detailed attention to the discussion of the purely material conditions of conception,
such as the combination of moisture and heat. Peripathetic natural philosophy and
the natural philosophy of Proclus provide a more adequate background for the med-
ical and astrological reasoning in some parts of Ficino’s De vita. In the paper, I argue
that the ‘seminal reasons’ as metaphysical intermediaries should be related to other
well-known metaphysical intermediaries in Ficino’s philosophy (spiritus, vis, virtus).
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ToHMKa Mapcuno ®uumHo HaXOAATCA B ABOSKMX OTHOIIeHUX. C of1-
HOJI CTOPOHBI, OH OIIVICBIBAET, KaK HIDKECTOAIIME YPOBHY MIpPO3/a-
HUS — «IIepBOe I Hac» — IIPOM3BOALTCS OT BBILIECTOSIIETO, «IIep-
BOTO II0 IIPMPOJE», Uuepe3 II0CIeT0BATeIbHOCTE MEAMAIBHBIX CYIIl-
Hocrelt. B 06mux ueprax 9Ty Momens paccyxkaeHus PuumHo ycBomI
ellle B MOJIOAbIE TFOMBI U3 CXOJACTIUECKO TPARVIVNU ¥ JIMIIb BIIO-
CJIEICTBUM «IIEPEOTKPHLI» €€ Y (PrrocodoB-HEOITIATOHMKOB BPOJE
IInormua'. IIoCKONBKY TesleCHbIe IIPOLECChI OTHOCATCS K IOJITYHHOMY
MUPY U He MOTYT OBITh ITOHATHI U3 cebst camux, BHUMaHe prrocoda
BCe BpeMsl o0palaeTcs: K OIMCAHMIO BBIIIECTOSIIUX YPOBHE MIPO-
3maHusd, K MoHMMaHuo npuunH. C Opyroil CTOPOHBI, B MeHee IIpo-
CTPaHHBIX PACCYKHEHMIX M B IIPOU3BENEHMSX, OPMEHTUPOBAHHBIX
Ha TYMaHMCTIYeCKue XaHpbl (mucbMmo, auanor), PuymHo Hepemko
MOJIB3yeTCs MIPIMOI aHATIOTMeN MeXIy IIPOIleccaMy MaKpo- U MUK-
pPOKOCMa, YTO JeslaeT MeAMalbHbIEe CYLIHOCTM «JIMIIHVM» 3JI€MEH-
TOM pacCyXaeHUs. ITOMY CIIOCOOCTBOBAJIO TO, UTO MEIUIIMHCKIIL 1
HartypdumocopcKnii AUCKypC 3moxy obaagan JOCTaTOUHO paspabo-
TAHHBIM CJIOBapeM, YTOOBI OIlpefeieHHOe 3HaHIe O TeJEeCHBIX IIPOo-
1reccax (MUKpPOKOCM) ITOSICHSUIO OTHOILEHMS YMCTO MeTadu3mdecKme
M yMoIIocTuraeMble (MakpokocM). B cooTBeTcTBUU ¢ ITepuIaTeTnye-
CKIIM IIpefiCTaBlIeHNeM 00 MepapXuu HayK MeJULIMHCKOe 3HaHe Je-
JIAJIOCH Ha practica U theoria, KOTOPBIM IPUAABAINCE Pa3IMUHBbIE IIeH-
HOCTh U JOCTOVMHCTBO: 3HAHNE TEOPeTUUECKUX IIPUHLUIIOB JIeKap-
CKOTO JMCKYCCTBA ITOJIaTaloCch IIepBOCTeNIeHHBIM [ Bpaua’. VmeH-
HO MeRMIMHCKas Teopusd, BKIUaromas B cebs, Ipexxae Bcero, ¢pu-
3MI0JIOTIO, ITATOJIOTYIO ¥ CEMUOTYIKY, BbIpaboTaiia cJIoBaphb AJIs OIIN-
CaHMs 3JIEMEHTOB ¥ IIPOIECCOB UEJIOBEUECKOTO Tejla, HeQOCTYITHBIX
HeIIOCPeICTBEHHOMY HaOJIIONEeHNIO, a TAKKe yKasbplBaIa Ha UX IIPU-
YMHBI, BCTpaMBasg SJAHHBII OVCKYPC B Oojiee IIMPOKIIT KOHTEKCT (-
socopuu npuponsr’. Jexnapupyemoe ®PuumHO cTpeMieHUe Bpade-

! Cwm. Kristeller 1944. O peuenunu Puunno meradusukn [Ltotuna cm. Allen 1995:
19-44, 219-240, 555-584.

2 Maclean 2001: 68—69.

* OUYNHO MOSICHSIET, KaK IIPUUMHEI, 0GHAPYKIBaeMble IIPY 3aHATUY OTHeJIbHBI-
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BaTh «TeJla» C IMO3ULIMY CBAIEHHMKA (T.e. 61aroyecTBOTO TeoIoTra-
ILUTATOHMKA) VJIY K€ TOBOPUTH O «BeIlljaX 00KeCTBEHHBIX», CChLIASACH
Ha OIIBIT U MICIIOJIB3YS CJIOBAPh JIeKapell, He SBIISeTCS OTHO JIMIIIb JIU-
TepaTypHON UTrpPOIL, CMEHO! MPodecCHOHATBHBIX MACOK, PEJIATUBI-
3MPYIOLIE IIOCPEACTBOM CMEILIEHNS A3bIKOB PACX0XKIIE MCTUHBI WU
IM03HaBaeMOCTh MUpa KakK TaKoBOro*. Xors ¢JopeHTMel] He CO31al
HJ OJHOTO CIIEVAJIBHOTO IPOM3BeeHNs, ITOCBAILEHHOTO MEeIUKO-
¢M3mMoIOrnUecKNM aclekTaM 3auaTysg, OJHAKO caM JaHAauadr 3Ha-
HUS B 310Xy Bospoxkaenusa n mecto PuunmsHo B HeM TpebyIoT mposic-
HEHs, KAaKOBBI OBLIN €ro IpeacTaBleHns 06 sMOpuoreHese u CIep-
maroreHe3e. HemaBusas pa6ora [Ix. [lerepcon u [[x. CHaitmepa, mo-
CBSIIIEHHAsI CTAaTyCy MaTepUN M YUSHNIO O eCTECTBEHHBIX M3MEHEHN-
ax B MeTapmsuke PyumHoO, IoKasaia, UTO 3TOT acleKT ¢puirocodunu
¢dropeHTHIIIIA TOPA3RO JIyUllle OOBICHIETCA Uepe3 aHAJIOTUIO C 9M-
Gpuosorueii 'ayeHa, 4eM ¢ ITIOMOILBIO ITOCTPOeHNUs Goiee TPaIyIIIIOH-
HBIX MICTOpUKO-puiIocodcknx reneansoruit’. B npyrom mcciegoBannm
X. Xupau 060cHOBaT HEOOXOAMMOCTH PACCMOTPETD M3 IEPCIIEKTUBbI
MHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHON McTopMy, Kak PUUMHO IOHMMaeT posib CeMEeHU
B IIpoliecce BO3HMKHOBEHN >KIM3HU: BIUIOTh A0 Havana XVII B. ugen
bropeHTHIIIA CTYKIIIN 3MOIeMOII IIATOHMUECKOTO ITOAX0a K IIpOo-

MU HayKaMM, COOTHOCATCS C L(eJSIMI IIO3HAHMUS B II€JIOM, CChLIAsCh Ha aBTOPUTET
IlnaroHa, Bo BBemeHuu K Tpakrary «IlmaromHoBckas Teosorus» (Theol. plat.): «eciu
MBI CTaHEM JICCJIEOBATH IIPMUYMHBI BEIllell, TO CIEAYeT MCKATh UX IIPIIMHEL, JaObl
MBI B KOHIIe KOHIIOB CMOIJIM HAITH NMPUUIMHY HPUYNH, a Haliasd, 61arorosenn Obl
{...» IlnaToH Hurge He McCIeAyeT HU MOPAIBHOIO, HU AMATEKTUUECKOTO, HI MaTe-
MAaTIUeCKOTo Wiy (pU3UIecKoro 6e3 Toro, 4ToObI 3aTeM He BO3BECTI 3TO C BeJIMJail-
MM 6JI1arodYecTieM K CoO3epLaHIIo I MounTaHmio Bora» (mepeBox Moit 110 M3KaHIIO
Hankins et al. 2001: 8).

*Tak, HammpuMep, B allOJIOTMN K CBOEMY MeIMKO-aCTPOJIOTMUECKOMY TPAKTATy
«O >KU3HI», HAIMCAHHOI B hopMe muchbMa, PIunHo IpodeTnaecKuM TOHOM yKas3bl-
BaeT, uTo XpUCTOC He TOJIBKO ABIIIETCS KU3HeAapUTeseM, II0BeJIeBIINM CBOMM yye-
HMKaM 3a60TUThCs 0 HeMolnax Bcero mupa (languentes toto orbe curare), Ho Taxxe
caM HaCTaBJIfeT CBSILEHHMKOB BO BpaueBaHIM JIOMel! ¢ IIOMOIIBIO TpaB I KaMHelr,
ecyIM OHY He MOTYT 9TO [eJIaTh C IIOMOLLBIO CJIOB, KaK 3TO0 Aesas Hekorga Criacureis
(Apologia 42—44, cm. Kaske, Clark 1989: 396). O xpucTuaHCKIX OCHOBaHMSAX COMMKe-
HMS MeAMUIMHBI U Teyprunu cM. Serracino-Inglott 2001.

°Peterson, Snyder 2015.
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Gieme abroreHesa B Haykax o »xusHu’. [IpencrapieHus o criepmaro-
reHese pa3yMHO pacCMaTpPMUBATh B TECHOI CBSI3M C BOIIPOCAMI O POJIN
CeMeHU B BO3HUKHOBEHUI HOBOI KU3HIU.

BeposTHO, BIepBbIe CIIENMAIN3VPOBAHHOE VICCIIEOBaHNE ITOHU-
MaHuo cemMeHu B ¢uocopun dnumno mocBstmiaa M. XopoBwmri,
OTPaHMUMBIINCH IIPY 3TOM IIOUTH MCKIIOUNUTEIBHO OOCYKIeHMEM
nuaiora «Kommentapmit Ha ITup Ilnatona, O mo6Bu» (De amore)’.
OnHako B KOHTEKCTe ee MOHOTpaduM OTCHLIKM K CEMEHU U CeMeHaM
paccMaTpUBAIOTCS TOJIBKO B KauecTBe MeTagOphl PACTUTEIBHOTO ILIO-
Iopoaud, MCIOoJIb3yeMoil PUUNHO ¢ MOPaTbHO-AMAAKTIYECKOI LIeJId-
Mu: yOeOUTh OYLIY OT BHEIIHUX Belllell o0paTuThes K cebe caMoit u
yepes 310 npubansntbes K bory. OcHoBHast MeTadusuueckas cxema
(sMaHauum) guanora uanaraercsa 8 De amore 2.3:

He 6e3 ocHoBaHMII fpeBHIE 6OrOCIOBEI ONIPeRENISIIN 6JIaro KaK LEeHTp
KpYyra, a KpacoTy — KaK ero OKpy»kKHOCTb. Bilaro — B e{uHOM I[eHTpe,
Kpacora ke — B UeThIpeX OKPYKHOCTAX. EXVMHBII LIEHTp BCETo eCTh
Bor, uerbipe okpy:kHOCTM BOKpyr Hero: ym (mens), aymra (anima),
npupona (natura) m marepus (materia) <...) Kpacora xe ectb Boxe-
crBeHHBII J1y4 (radius Dei), Coe MHSIOIMIT 9TU UeTHIPE OKPY’KHOCTH,
obparnatommecs Bokpyr Bora. Takoit nyu saneuatieBaer (effingit) B
HUX BUR (Species) Kakmoit Beru. A MBI OOBIUHO IMEHYEM STU BUIBL:
B yMe — UpesaMIu, B Hylile — jorocamu (rationes), B mpupozne — ceme-
Hamu (semina), B MaTepun — Gopmamu’.

[MTosicHaa oTnMuMs U xapaKTep B3aIMOIEIICTBIUA MeXIY ITUMM OHTO-
JIOTUYECKMMU YPOBHAMY, PUUMHO NHUIIET O IOPOKAAIOLLIEN CuIe (vis

¢ Hirai 2011: 123-150.

" Horowitz 1998: 81-95. B 6omee pammeit knaccuueckoit pabore ®.A. Meitrc ects
HEeCKOJIBKO OTCBUIOK K yueHmio $uamHo o cofgeparuuxcs B Muposoii [ly1iie «ceMeH-
HBIX JIOTOcax» (seminal reasons), BCTPOEHHBIX B MeTa(pU3MUECKYI0 CUCTEMY ITOT00MIT
MeX Iy MAesMu B 60kecTBeHHOM YMe 1 GopMaMu Bellell B MaTepUaIbHOM MIPE, CM.
Yates 1964: 64—67. OgqHako B Hell OOJIBIINI aKLEeHT CaejaH Bce-TakKy Ha MeTa«bopM—
ke oTpakeHUs (OTChUIKA K Enn. 1v.3.11.8: Homep kdrontpov dpndool £180g), a He Ha
IIOPOXKIAIOLIEM JEJICTBIUIL CEMEHN I CEMSH.

®3mech U gajee MmepeBOX MOIL; IATMHCKIeE CI0Ba ¥ BBIP)KEHIS JaHbI B HOpMa-
JIM30BaHHOI opdorpadum.

137



Hnva I'ypvarnoe / NnatoHosckve nccnenosanns 10.1(2019)

generandi) min crioco6HoCTH K Topokpenuio (facultas generandi), xo-
TOpas U IPEACTABISIET COBOI CYLIHOCTHOE IPOSABIEHNE «IIPUPOIBI»:

Korga MbI roBOpuM 0 AyIie, CIEAYS B TOM OPEBHUM GOrOCIOBAM, TO
VMeeM B BUAY CIUITy (Vim), SBJISIOLIYIOCS B padyMe U UyBCTBE, a KOTIa
0 IpMpOfde — CIIIY AYLIN, YIACTBYIOLIYIO B ITOpoxaeHnu (in gene-
rando locatam). ITepByro B HAC OHUM Ha3bIBAJIN YEJIOBEKOM B MCTUH-
HOM CMBICJIE CIIOBa, BTOPYIO jKe — MOH00MeM I BUAMMOCTBIO UeJIOBe-
ka (hominis idolum et simulacrum). Y sty croco6HOCTH K IIOpOX/e-
HIIO IIOTOMY BITIOJIHE 3[paBO Ha3bIBAIOT ABIDKyLelicsa (mobilis), uro
OHa IPOM3BOIVT CBOE TBOpEHNE C TeueHmeM BpeMeHN <...) Ilopox-
[AIOIas Ciila, MMeHyeMass HaMU IIPUPOIOI, ABIDKETCS cama coboil,
TaK KaK OHa eCTh CUJIa JBIDKUMOI camolt coboit ayrn. Ho rosopsr,
YTO OHA IBIDKETCS B MHOM, BeIb KaKIOE ee AeVCTBIE OTPaHMYEHO
Tonueit rena (mole corporis). IIpupona u nuraer, ¥ B3paliuBaer,
IIOPOXKIAET TENIO0’.

ITockonBKy peub UAET O UeJIOBEeKe, a TAaKXKe O BpeMeHI, KOTOpoe
TpebyeTcs AJIs MPOABIICHMS ITOPOKIAIOIIel CUIIBL, TO HETPYIHO yBU-
IeTh 3/eCh OTCHLUIKY K IIpolieccaM 3auarus u sMOpmoreHesa. OnHa-
Ko B 1ejoM mnosyuuuga M. XopoBUTII CBOOUTCI K TOMY, UTO ®MumHO
JINIIb UCIIONB30BAJ INIATOHOBCKYIE ¥ IIJIOTMHOBCKIME IIPUMeEPHL, Je-
MOHCTPUPYIOII[JIE€ CYLLECTBOBAHIE BPOXXAEHHBIX WMAEN, I yTBEp-
JKOEHMS CTOMYECKOI SIIMCTEMOJIOTHY, MpeAIIojaraBIIeil, YTo B Oy-
Ille YeJIOBEKa y)Ke COAep KaTcs «CceMeHa» JUIM IPUHIUIIBI JoOpoe-
tenu u Beskoro 3HaHus™. [losromy Harypdunocodcekme u mequko-
9aMOPIOJIOTIUECKIIE MMILINKALIMY pacCyXaeHnit PUUmHO 0CTaNNUCh B
OaHHOI paboTe Ge3 aHaIM3A.

° De amore 2.3. Xopo1o BUAHO, uto B orycanuy OuyyHo npupona (mim xe 1mo-
POXKIAroILas CUjIa) COOTBETCTBYET PYHKUMIM APUCTOTEIeBOI PACTUTEIBHON AYILII,
OJHAKO OHTOJIOTMUECKV OHa HAaXOMNUTCA HIDKe AYLIN, KoTopas obiajgaeT Gosblielt
TIOJIHOTO OBITHA U3-3a OJIM30CTY K €ro eNMHOMY MCTOYHUKY. [Tomo6GHOe pasinmye-
HMe QyLIV U IPUPORBI MOKHO BCTPETUTH B 3MOPMOJIOIMUECKOM KOHTEKCTE y HeOo-
rtatronnka Cummnukus. Cp. Bapmamosa 2018.

1 TIomo3puTeIbHOE 5Ke OTHOLIIEHVIE MBICIITENENI-XPUCTIAH K CTOMYECKOT (PIIIo-
coduu 66170 06YCIOBIEHO PaCIIPOCTPaHEHHBIM CpeM ee I0CIef0BaTelell yUueHeM
0 6orax Kak TeJIECHBIX CYII[HOCTSX, COCTOSIIIMX M3 CMeC) TOHUAIINX YaCTUL BO3TY-
Xa U OTHsI, Ha3bIBaeMoIll Takxe mvedpa (ayx), cm. Algra 2009.
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Meradusnueckas cxema us auanora «O JT06BU» U 3HAUEHNE [IIST
Hee aHTUYHBIX U II03XHEaHTVUHBIX IIPECTaBICHMII O CeMEeHY ObLIN
BIINICAHBI B GOJIee IIMPOKMIT KOHTEKCT MCTOPMKO-PUIOCcOPCKOro re-
Hesuca mbiciu Puunno B paborax X. Xupan''. B uactHoCTH, OH 00pa-
TIJI BHUMAaHIe Ha TePMMUHOJIOTMYECKYI0 HECTPOTOCTh (IOpeHTHIIIa
IIPY OTCBIIKE K YUEHMIO O «CEMEHHBIX JIOTOCAX»: Semina rerum, semi-
na formarum, rationes seminales, seminarium mundi, ratio seminaria
mundi 1 HekoTOpsIe Opyrue BelpakeHUa'?. OH ke OTMETWI, YTO Ha-
3BaHIE yPOBHEN SMaHALNI, COOTBETCTBYIOIINX Ayuanory «O jro6Bu»,
ML CaMO X YVICJIO BapbUPYIOTCs Y PUUMHO OT MpousBeqeHNs K IPOM3-
Bemenuio. OqHako (IopeHTHel] OOBIUHO COXPAHAET YPOBEHDb MEXAY
Hy11oi1 Mypa 1 MaTepuaJIbHbBIMU TeJIaMU, COOTBETCTBYIOIII «IIPH-
pOze»: MMEHHO OH IIPOHM3aH «CEMEHHOI CIUJION» VN )Ke CEMeHaMI,
y4acTBYIOINMMH B IIpolieccax mopoxkaeHns. [lo MHeHMIO MccenoBa-
TeJIs, BO BCeX CIyuasx peub UAET O OecTeJeCHBIX ceMeHaX, TaK Kak
CBOJICTBO «OBITH TeJeCHBIM» COOTBETCTBYeET JIMIIb CAMOMY IIOCTIEN-
HEMY YPOBHIO 9MaHalUUM OBITHUS, UTO OUEHb SICHO BBIPAKEHO B KOM-
meHTapuu PrunHo Ha nuanor «Tumerr» I[Inarona:

[IaToi O MOPAKY CIEAYET, OUEBUAHO, caMa MIPUPOJIA Beleil — ce-
MeHHOI Myp (mundus seminarius), KOTOPBIIT ICXONAT IIPSIMO OT MUpa
pa3yMHOII Ay1u, CJIOBHO Terwio ot cusHus ™. [lecTrim e pacronara-
€TCsT 9TOT TeJIECHBIN MUp, IPOU3BEIEHHBI HEITOCPEICTBEHHO OT Ce-
MEHHOTO0, TOJOOHO TOMY Kak IOpOKIOeHMe Belleil (generatio rerum)
MPOMCXOMNT OT Terra'.

VYkasaHue Ha CBI3b IIPOLECCOB ITOPOXKAEHNA B IIOJIIYHHOM MIIPE
C TEILJIOM LIpe&'iBbI‘IaI\/‘IHO Ba’>XHO, OOJHAKO B JaHHOM (bparMeHTe IIpda-
MO HE TOBOPUTCH, UTO TEILJIO COAEPKUTCA B CEMEHM WJIVI THBIM o6pa—
30M U€pe3 HETO Heﬁ[CTByeT, TaK KaK JaHHO€ pacCCyXOeHVe CTPOUTCA

" Hirai 2001, Hirai 2002, Hirai 2011: 123-150.

2 Hirai 2001: 258.

* dUYNMHO NPOBOAUT AHAJIOTMIO MEXIY YPOBHSIMIU OBITHSA, ITOCIENOBATEIBHO
smanHupyoummu ot Exnaoro (unitas), u «ucreuennem» csera CoIHIIA B ITOTy HHBI
mup: substantia Solis — lux — lumen — splendor — calor — generatio. Cp. ¢ n3BecTHBIM
o6pasom [ImaTona B R. 508c.

* In Timaeum commentarium 10 (Ficino 1576: 1442).
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Ha a"ayoruu. [[pyroit eqBa HaMeUeHHBIIT IIEPEXO K 00CYKIeHNIO 3a-
yaTUs UeJI0BeuecKoro aMopuoHa B pabore X. Xupan BcTpeuaeTcs npu
aHanmse Tperbeit Kuuru Tpakrara «O xusumu» (De vita)'. Bo-nepBsIx,
nccIenoBaresb oTMeuaer, uro Jyx mupa (spiritus mundi) BbITOTHS-
eT Ty e MeTadpu3NUecKyo QyHKIM0 MequyMa Mexay [y1oi Mmupa
VI MaTepUaIbHBIM TEJIOM MUPA, YTO B 0OJiee paHHUX MPON3BEIEHU-
SIX BBIIIOJIHSLIA «IIPUPOaa» ‘. Bo-BTOpBIX, OH yKa3bIBaeT Ha pparMeHT
De vita111.3.18—-23, TIie B KOHTEKCTE 00CYKIeHNs apaOCKOIT aCTPOIIOTO-
AIXMMIYECKOI YUEHOCTH AyX IIPSIMO OTOKIECTBIISETCS C «CEMEHHOT
cunoit» (virtus seminaria), KOTOpass MOXeT BOCIIPOM3BOIUTE CeOs B
MaTepuy TOTO )Ke Poja, YTO M Ta, Ihe OHa yke comepxurcs'’. B-
tperbux, X. Xupau ¢puxcupyer, uro PuunHO ycTaHABIMBAET CUMIIA-
TIYECKOEe COOTBETCTBIE MeXAY JlyXOM MIpa 1 yXOM, CBOJICTBEHHBIM
YeJI0BEKY, KOTOPBII 06pa3yeTcs U3 ero ryMOpPOB, TO €CTh 00JIaiaeT Ma-
TEPUAIBHOCTBIO M YYACTBYET B METa0OIMUECKUX IIPOIeCcCax ueIoBe-
YECKOTO TeJIa; IIPO IIEPBBIIT K€ TOBOPUTCS, UTO OH SIBJIIETCS HEIIOCPE-
CTBEHHOII IPUUMHOI (proximus auctor) BCAKOTo ABMKEHUS U BOSHUK-
HoBeHMs '*. OMHAKO K 00CYKIEHII0 SMOPIIOreHe3a M CBOJICTB UeJIoBe-
YECKOTO CeMEeHU, KaK OHM ITOHMMAIICH (IIOPEHTUIIIIEM, IICCIIeN0BA-
TeJIb He IIePeXOUIT: COCPeTOTOUNBIICEH Ha BIVISTHIY HEOILIATOHIYe-
CKOT'O yUeHUs 0 OeCTeIECHBIX «CEMEHHBIX JIOT0CaX» Ha PACCy KIeHUS
duunHO 0 MOPOXKAEHUN, CeMeHax U ceMeH, X. Xupan aenaer Gpuro-
co¢mro IInoTuHa OCHOBHOI mapagurmoit aist Meician PuyuHo, a mpo-

> Hirai 2001: 271-276.

**Kpome Toro, ®uumno HaspiBaeT [yx Mupa «KBUHTICCeHIuel» (quinta essen-
tia) 1 «HeGecamm» (coelum): cp. HasBaHMe TpeTbelt KHUrM TpakTara «O CTSHKAHUMI
KusHu ¢ HeGec» (De vita coelitus comparanda). O HeGecax (00pavdg) B cMbIcie «Oec-
CMEpPTHOI» HaJJIYHHOI chephl U IepBOTO IOPOXKAeHNS MIpPOBOIT AyIIN YacTo M-
wret IltotnH: cm., Hanpumep, Enn. v.1.2.17-40.

79T0T AyX MOKeT OBITH BBIFEJNEH B BuAe «3anmkcupa» (elixir) — BeposTHoO,
BITIOJIHE MaTepUAIbHOI CYyOCTAaHLIMM — I MCIIOIBb30BATHCS AJISL AJIXMIMIUECKOTO II0-
JryueHys G1aropoJHBIX METAJIOB U3 HeGIaropoJHbIX ¢ IIOMOIIBIO IPVMEIIBaHIST
K IIOCIIETHIIM.

* [TompoGHBII pa3bop ¢pparmeHTa CM. HiDKe. B KauecTBe mapasielbHOTO MecTa B
OoJlee paHHMX TpaKTaTaxX YKa)keM paccykaeHue o qByx Benepax B De amore 6.7.
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LIeCCHI, TIPOVICXONSIINIE B PACTUTEIHFHOM L[apCTBe, a He IIpK IMOpuo-
reHese, — QyHAaMeHTATbHOI MeTadOpoIl ISl ee ITOHUMAHUS ™.

He nperennys Ha HOBU3HY ¢uurocodpckux mocrpoennit, Puun-
HO Itostaraj ce6s IpsMBbIM IIPOIOJIKATeIeM VI TOUHBIM JICTOJIKOBATE-
neMm ¢unocopun IlnaroHa, KOTOPYI0 OH CYUMTAI BO BCEM COIVIACHOI
¢ ¢unocodpnmeit IInornna. HecMoTpss Ha TO, UTO yUeHUe O «CeMeH-
HBIX JIOrocax» (AOYOL GTEPUATIKOL) MMETIO UCXOIHO CTOMUECKOE TIPO-
JICXOXKOEHYIE, BIIOJIHE Y6CI[]/ITeI[I)HbIM BBIIVIAANT YTBEPKAEHUE, UTO
st PyrumHO obparieHye K HeMy ObLIO JIETUTYMIPOBAHO MMEHHO aB-
TOPUTETOM PUMCKOTO ¢rutocoda. IITOTMH HEOQHOKPATHO MCIIOIb30-
BaJl «ceMeHa» (oméppata) B KauecTBe MeTadOphl IS YMOIIOCTIUTAe-
MbIX cyirHocrelt (Enn. 11.6.1.10-12, 111.2.2.18-23, 1V.8.6.8-10, 1V.9.3.17—
18,v.9.6.10—24, V.9.9.8—14). B HEKOTOPBIX ITPOM3BEEHIUIX CTOMIECKOE
[TOHMMAHIE «CEMEHHBIX JIOTOCOB» KaK TAKOTO Hauaja, YTO MMMa-
HEHTHO COJEP)KUTCS B Belllax ¥ ¢ HeOOXOAMMOCTBIO IIpeOTIpe/Iersi-
eT ux nsMeHeHue, [UIOTHH QOCTaTOYHO IIOCIEI0BATENBHO KPUTUKO-
Bas. Hapumep, B tpakrate «O poke» pmmckmii ¢miocod He mo-
IyCKAeT CYIIeCTBOBAHUS HAUayia, UTO «COMEPKUT B cebe BCEIeNyIo
HeOoOXOIMMOCTH BCETO», IIOCKOIBKY ITO [ieJaeT HEBO3MOKHBIM CBO-
GoHOe IeJIenoaraHme uepes mnpencraBieHns (Qovtociot) u cBo6o-
Iy [EVICTBUSL, IIO9TOMY «,3aBUCSALLEE OT HACX OKAKETCS IIYCTHIM MMe-
HeM»*’. BripoueM, poTpenTnueckas HaIpaBIeHHOCTh JAHHOIO pac-
Cy’KIeHMs BBIHYKHaeT IIIOTMHA MOgUepKMBATh OCOOBI CTATYC AY-
1y (M MUPOBOI IYIIN, M MHAMBUAYAIBHBIX AYIL), IPOTMBOIIOCTAB-
JISIS1 ee BCEMY OCTAJIbHOMY B IIOMJIYHHOM MIpe, BOSHUKAIOIIEMY «I3
ceMstH» (€K OTEPPAT®V), UTO MOKHO CUECTH KOMIIPOMUCCOM CO CTO-
MYeCKOM (PUBUKOI B OTHOIIEHNUN ITOHMMAHUSI HEUETIOBEUECKIX JKI-
BbIX cylecTB’’. Boisee Toro, takme ucciegosarenn, kak JI. Bpuccos,

B nocienuem pasnene Hirai 2001 mouTy CKOpOroOBOPKOII yKa3bIBAETCS BIMSIHUE
Ha PMUMHO MaTepMATNCTUYECKNX YIEHNIT O IPUPOe CeMIH I CEMEeHI: CTOMYEeCKO-
ro (uepe3 ABryCcTuHa) 1 aTOMUCTCKOro (depes JlyKpeumust) — OJHAKO OCTA€TCS OTKPHI-
TBIM BOIIPOC, HACKOJIBKO 3TO TpeOyeT IepecMOTpa JaHHOI MM KapTUHBI CTAHOBJICHIS
mbicau PuunHo.

% Enn. 111.1.7.8-15. Ilep. I0.A. HInuanusa.

' Enn. 111.1.8.4-8: «JIyIlly BBeOs B UMCJIO CYIINX B KauecTBe Hauajla MHOTO, IPU-
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VILTIOCTPUPYIOT BIMSHIUE CTOUIM3MA («CTOMYECKOTO BUTAIN3MAa») Ha
MBbICIb [In0TNHA, peKOHCTPYMpPYs ero MoHMMaHNe UMEHHO 3MOpuo-
JIOTMYECKUX IIPOLECCOB:

Teso MoskeT OBITB )KMBBIM MM He>KUBBIM. Kaski0€e )KIBOE TEJIO 05KMB-
JIgeTCsA BereTaTUBHOM CUJIOM, OTBETCTBEHHOII 3a MIMTaHNeE, POCT I pas3-
MHOK€HNe, Y 3Ta CUJIa HEIIOCPEeACTBEHHO BOCXOAUT K MUPOBOI OY-
mre. B ciayuae uesoBeka, oTell IIepeaeT 3Ty CUITy Uepes ceMs, KOTOopoe,
romajasi B MaTKy, IIpOM3BOAUT 9MOp1oH. B MOMeHT poskaeHus ue-
JloBeuecKasd Tylla, IpUIIeIas N3BHe, COeIMHAETCA C BETreTaTUBHOII
IYLLIOJ, O’KVMBUBILIEN 9MOPIOH, B pe3yJIbTATe UEro POKIAETCs Ueso-
Bek. I[Ipu sTom Grarogaps cBoeMy yMy (voOG) uesroBeuecKas AyIiia He
yTpaumMBaeT CBOEV CBA3M C BBICILIVM HayajloM>’.

C OgHOII CTOPOHBI, CIEAYEeT IIOMHUTH, UTO B OHToJOrum Ilmorm-
Ha [POM30IIIIa CMeHa MeTadOPIUeCKOro KOo/ia, MCIIOIb3yeMOro IIpu
OIIMICAHUY TBOPEHMSI KOCMOCA: Ha MECTO TEXHUUECK YMEJIOTO AeMU-
ypra IlnaTona mpuren Y™ B KauecTse Toth)p 0e0G, KOTOPOTO ¢ HIDKe-
CTOSIILIIMYL CYLITHOCTSIMU CBSI3BIBAIOT OTHOLIEHWS POAUTEISI ¥ IOTOM-
crBa (Enn. v.1.1). [IpruemM mopoxeHne IPOUCXOIUT ¢ HEOOXOMMO-
CTBIO B CWJIy coBepiueHcTBa (Téhelov) YMa — cmtbl (SOvopv ovoaw),
KaKoBas He MOKET OCTAaBaThCH 0eCILIONHOI ((tyovoV); IIOPOKAEHHOE
K€ MBICJIUTCS KaK OHTOJIOTMUECKV HM3IIee 0 OTHOIIeHuio K Hemy
(Enn. v.1.7.37-42). C Ipyroit CTOPOHSBI, B IIOATYHHOM MUpe JIOIN I10-
POXIAIOT HE OHTOJIOTMUECKY HI3IIIee, a IOTOMCTBO CBOEr0 BUA, U HE
OJTHOII JINIIIB BBICILIEl YACTBIO MYIIIN, a TeJeCHBIM oOpasom. [laxe ec-
nut yueHue [IOTUHA 0 «CEMEHHBIX JIOTOCAX» CYIIECTBEHHO ITOBIUILIO

uyeM He TOJIBKO AYIIYy MUpa, HO M OT/eJIbHbIE AyIIN HApsIAy C Heil {...) IOTOMY uTO He
BO3HIKAaeT I OHa, KaK BCe IIpouee, 13 CeMsH (§k OTePUATWYV), HO obnagaer ObITIEM B
KauecTBe NpMUMHbI nepBuuHoit». [lep. I0.A. Hlnyanuua.

* BpuccoH 2009. B naHHOM mCCIeoBaHUM I HAC BaKHA He CTOJIBKO TOYHOCTh
PEKOHCTPYKLMY SMOPIOIOrMUecKuX B3rIaaoB [I1oTuHa, CKOIbKO BO3MOXXHOCTD [JIS
dyunHO uepe3 NPU3MY CYXKAEHMIT JaHHOTO (ritocoda MpuOIU3UTHCS K Golee Ma-
TEPUANNCTUYECKOMY (M MEIVMLIIMHCKOMY) IIOHMMAaHNIO POJIY CeMEeHM Ipu 3MOpumo-
renese. HecomHeHnHo Gojiee 06CTOSTENBHBIN pa3bop IMOHMMaHNUSI 3MOpuoreHesa B
¢unocopun Inotuna comepskurcs B paborax K. YunGepauura, cM., HAIpUMep,
Wilberding 2008, Wilberding 2012.
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Ha MbICIb OUUNMHO, OHO He MOXKeT OBITh €AVHCTBEHHBIM PEJIeBaHT-
HBIM KOHTEKCTOM JJISI BCEX pacCyKAeHuil GIopeHTHIIa O IpUpoe
CEMEHU U CEMSH.

ITo HammeMy MHEHMIO, IparMaTUKa paccyXaeHmuit PuumHo ompe-
IleJIgeTCcsl He CTpeMJIEHIEM IIOCTPOUTh KOTEPEHTHOE YUEeHNE, Pa3BU-
Basi €ro 3JI€MEHTHI OT TEeKCTa K TEKCTY C YUeTOM peajbHBIX M BOOO-
pa’kaeMbIX KOHTPapryMeHTOB, a })KaHPOM U COLIaIbHBIM KOHTEKCTOM
HaIlCaHUd IIPOM3BENEHNIA. Ecnn APYAUTCKU-TYMaHUCTIIUECKOE KOM-
MeHTHUpoBaHMe nuanora «Ilup», momernieHHoe B JeKopaluy MeIu-
4JelicKoM BIJIIBI B Kapemku, pacmonaraer K MHOCKa3aTeJIbHOMY YKa-
3aHMIO Ha IIPOI[eCChI 3auaTus — HaIpuMep, uepe3 obpa3 OByx Be-
Hep, — TO NIPOM3BeAeHN A MeAUIIHCKIX )KaHPOB II03BOJIIOT PUMHO
HeJIByCMBICJICHHBIM 00pa3oM IT0Ka3aTh HaTyp(MiIocopcKyro cocTas-
JIAIOIIYI0 er0 MIPOBO33peHus. [loaTromMy B HacTos1Iel paboTe MBI CO-
CpPegoOTOUMMCS Ha IIOHMMAaHNUI CEMEHN U €r0 PO B IIpoLeccax IIo-
pOKAeHNS B MeIMKO-aCTPOJIOTMUYECKOM TpaKTare «O sKU3HM».

Ha mepss1it B3mIan, Aad PUMUYMHO «OHTOJOTMUECKUIT» CTATyC Te-
JIECHBIX MICTeueHM I ObLT Upe3BhIUAIHO HIU30K: Beb B OTIMUIE OT Ue-
JIOBEUECKOTO TeJa B I[€JIOM, COEAMHEHHOI'0 C Pa3yMHOI OYILOI, ceMs
eit He oO0manano®. B rmase «IIsTh ritaBHelInX Bparos yueHoro: guier-
Ma, yepHad KeJIdb, COUTHE, IlepeefaHNe U yTPeHHU cOH» PIumHo
MJIIET:

HepBoe TyJOBUILE — ITO BeHepI/IHO courue, 0COOEHHO eCclIi B HEM
XOTh HEMHOTIO II€PEYCEPACTBOBATDH: BEAb OHO Cpa3dy MICTOLIAET OYXN

?* CumraeTcs, 4TO MHEHNS O HATMYIMIL I B CeMeHN IMpuaepxusamics Hyme-
uuit u3 Anamven u Jlournsx, cm. Wilberding 2008: 412. JIx. [JuiUIoH Iojaraer, uro
cBeennst o dumocodun Hymenus (Bripodem, He MMeIOIIYe OTHOLIEHNS K 9MOpIO-
sorny) $uunHO MOT MOYepnHyTh U3 courHenns EpceBus Kecapmiickoro, ussect-
HOTO B JIATMHCKOM IepeBoje I'eoprus TpamesyHuckoro kak Praeparatio evangelica
(Dillon 2011); counnenne EBceBust — 310 Hanbosee 00BEMHBII MICTOYHUK (parMeH-
TOB cupuiickoro ¢uinocoda, cMm. Aponacnna, Aponacus 2009. Hymenneso nmonmnma-
HIIe IPUPOIBI ceMeHN KpuTtukyet Ilopdupnit B tpakraTe «O6 oxy1IeBIeHIM SMOpI-
OHOB», OIMCBIBAIOIIIEM 9MOPIIOTeHes I CIIEpMATOTeHe3 C IO3MINIT INIATOHIMUECKOI
QHTPOIIONOrMM M MeTadU3MKM OLYIIeBIeHNsI; TPAKTAT, OMHAKO, He OBLI M3BeCTeH
®uunno. O tpakrate [Topdupus cm. Adonacun, Abonacuna 2017: 202-279.

143



Hnva I'ypvarnoe / NnatoHosckve nccnenosanns 10.1(2019)

(spiritus), B ocobeHHOCTM HaMTOHUAIINE, OCIA0ISIET MO3T, IIPON3-
BOIUT PacCTPOIICTBO B Kexynake u rpyau. [loaTomy He MOKeT ObITH
H1Uero 6osee BpaxkaeOHoro ymy (ingenio). Benp mouemy, criparinsa-
ercst, ['mnmokpar yrnomo6iisit conTue nagydeit 60Jae3HN, KaK He II0TO-
My, UTO OHO IOpakaeT yM (mentem), KOTOPBIIL CBIIIEHEH; OHO BPEIUT
HACTOJIBKO, YTO ABuileHHa B KHure «O XUBOTHBIX» roBopm: «Ecam
TP COMTUM IIPOJIBETCS CEMSI CBEPX TOTO, UTO IIO3BOJIIET IIPUPOLA, TO
3TO ITOBPEINT CUJIbHEE, UeM ecyiy ObI BBITEKJIO B COPOK pas Oojblie
KpOBU»**,

3a 3TUM yTBep)KOeHMeM CTOAT BIIOJHE OIIpelesleHHble MeIUKO-
TEOpeTMUEecKIe UMIUIMKALIMI: CeMS KaK TeJleCHas JKMIKOCTb, BKIIO-
uyeHHas B MeTaboJMuecKye MPOLecChl OpraHn3Ma, IIOHIMaeMble ue-
pe3 Mpu3My I'yMOpPAIBHOI TEOPUH, SIBJISETCI HOCUTENIEeM ayXa (spiri-
tus), o6pasyroliierocs 13 mapa KpoB! ¥ HEOOXOOUMOTO AJIsI MHTEIeK-
TYaJNbHOI HesiTeNbHOCTN> . B I1e10M, 1MccieqoBaTeny COrIacHbl, UTo
dyuyHOBO MOHMMaHMe spiritus o6BenuHIeT B cebe CMBICIBI Cpasy
OBYX IpeUYecKUX IMOHATUIL: OYNio, Bocxonsinero k IlnaTony n osHa-
YaloIero y ¢purocodoB-HeOIIATOHNKOB IIepeHOCUMKa AYII U3 Hak-
JIYHHOTO MUpa B IOJIYHHBI, ¥ TVEDHA, IO KOTOPHIM APIUCTOTENH B
«O BOSHUKHOBeHUM KUBOTHBIX» (GA 736b30-737al) moOHMMAI SKIU3-
HeJarolllee HAYaJI0, OTIIMYHOE OT YeThIPeX 3JIEMEHTOB, 00pas3yoInx
TeJIa KUBBIX CYIIECTB, HO IIOJO0OHOE BeleCTBY 3Be31, adupy (croiyel-
ov GoTpwv, aibfp)’. B Tom xe TpakTare ApUCTOTENH MMUIIIET, UTO Ce-
M cogepKUT mvebpa. g PuumHo ke spiritus — 3To, IIpekae Bcero,

** De vita 1.7.13—20. IlepeBox moit, cm. I'ypesioB 2015: 180-181. ITapasurenbHoe
MecTo — peub MepKypus, MHOCKa3aTeJIbHO OIMCHIBAOIIAA ITOCIECTBIIS COMTIS AJIS
crapues (De vita 11.15.23-30, cm. Kaske, Clark 1989: 210-211). YV Apucrorens Ha Tex
JKe OCHOBaHISIX TOBOPUTCS 00 «obeccrunBaromeM» (§kAutikov) adpdexre contnms, HO
6e3 ykasanus npomopumnit (GA 726b12-15).

> ApucroTenp IyIcal, uTo caMo ceMs o6pasyercs u3 kposu (GA 726b5-12).

*¢ Corrias 2012. C.B. Mecsiiy oTMeuaer, 4To ApICTOTeIeBO yueHne 06 adupe, Kak
OHO J3JIOKEHO B pasHble courmHeHNax Crarmpura, He JMIIEHO IIPOTMBOPEYMIL, CM.
Mecsr 2005. BriocnenctBuy CTarmpuTy IpUIIMCHIBAIICE ellle JBa MeOUKO-(HU3Mo-
JIOTMYECKVX IIOHMMAaHNA TTVeDPO: KaK BABIXaeMOT'O BO3/yXa, PeTyJIMPYIOILEero TeMIIe-
partypy Teja, M KaK «IICUXMUECKOI ITHEBMBI», IIOCTOSTHHO MCIIAPSIOIENICS U3 KPOB,
cm. Bos, Ferwerda 2008: 1-28.
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«MHCTpYMeHT yMa» (De vita 1.2.11-16), a He MeAMATOP, C IIOMOIIBIO
KOTOpOro o0msicHseTcs mporecc 3auatusd. OQHAKO TO, KaKuM obpa-
30M (IIOpEeHTHEL IEPEOCMBICIISIET MEAMKO-(PU3MOIOTMYECKII CMBICIT
¢dparmeHTa ABUIIEHHBI, YKa3bIBAET HA MOPAIBHO-MeULIHCKIE KOH-
HOTALMI JAaHHOTO paccykaerns®’. Ecau y ABUIleHHBI TOBOPUTCS, UTO
ceMsI SIBJISIETCS MTOCIETHUM IPOAYKTOM MHOTOCTYIIEHUATOTO IIPOLiec-
ca TMIleBapeHus, 06pasysach U3 KPOBU, UeM U OOBSICHIETCI TaKoe
MPOIIOPIIMOHAIBHOE COOTHOLIIEHE ABYX XKUOKocTel, T0 PuumHo ne-
JIaeT aKIleHT Ha MHOTOOOpasuu Bpea, HAHOCUMOTO 3I0POBBIO yUe-
HoTO (T.e. pmnocoda-maaronnka) contueM. dropreHTHeI] He CTOIBKO
XapakTepusyeT MPUPOAY CEMEHU, CKOJIBKO MOPUIAET IOXOTh, COMYT-
CTBYIOIIYIO KOUTYCY, IIOCKOJIBbKY IIOCIEeNHII OTBIEKAET YM yUEHOTO
OT co3epraHus Beleit 605KeCTBEHHBIX .

Orcplika K ABMIIEHHE MTOKasbIBaeT, uto PrumHo 3HAI 00Lenpu-
HATOE B MEQULIMHCKOM IQUICKYPCeE IIIOXU MPENCTABIEHE O CBI3Y TN~
LeBapeHs U CllepMaToreHesa B Tejie uesnoBeka®. M ato moareepxaa-
eTCsl LEJIBIM PANOM MHApAUIETbHBIX MECT, HOTUEPKUBAIOIINX MeIu-
LIMHCKYI0 YUEHOCTDh ¢uropeHTMIIIA. B 11ecToir riaBe TpeTbeit KHUTY
tpakTara «O JKU3HU» OH PaCCMATPUBAET, KaKUe ILUIAHETHI OJIaromnpu-
arctByioT (adjuventur) pasusiM vis (cuam), virtus (cumam), spiritus

" Tpaxrat Asunenns! De animalibus («O xuBOoTHBIX») OUUYNHO MOT 3HATD B Ie-
peBome Muxanna Ckora (1175 — ok. 1232), rie B riaBe De differentia lactis sanguinis
et spermatic («O pasmmyuuu MeXxy MOJIOKOM, KPOBBIO M CEMEHeM») JAaeTCs OIMICaHIe
MMIeBapeHus ¢ yKadaHueM IIPOIIOPINIT 06pa3yeMbIX IPU 9TOM KUIAKOCTeIL, cM. I'y-
praHOB 2015.

**B cBeTe NpuBefeHHOr0 BbIllle (pparmenTa «IlnaroHOBCKOI Teomorum» Purum-
HO 0 GOTOITO3HAHMM KaK I[eJIM BCIKOTO ITO3HAHMS, HATIOMHIM, UTO IS JIATMHCKOIL
TPaIVILIN CO BpeMeH ABTYCTUHA IIOXOTh ObLIa HE TOJIBKO MOPAJbHBIM IIOHSITIEM, &
MMeJa IpsMOe OTHOIIeHMe K BOIpocaM OoromosHaHus. B tpakrare «O xpuctuan-
ckoit Hayke» (Doctr. christ. 3.10.16) ABryctus nuuier: «JI1060BbIO s1 HA3BIBAIO ABVIKeE-
Hue nyxa (animi) k HacaaxxneHuo Borom paan Hero camoro, a Takske o600 1 GIIIDK-
HUM paau Bora, moxoTsio ke — ABIMDKEHNE AyXa K HACTKAEHUIO COO0I0 11 GIIVDKHIM
U KaKMM YTomHO TesqoM He pangu Bora. To, uTo coBeplllaeT HeyKpOILleHHAas IIOXOThb
UeJIOBeKa, paspyllas TeM caMbIM €ro COOCTBeHHbIe AyX (animum) M Tejo, 30BeTcs
GecuectueM...» (kypcus moii, ep. 10.B. iBanosoit u C.A. Crenanosa (2009: 140).

?* PagymeeTcsi, 9TO yueHMe BOCXOANT ele K Apucrorenio (cp. De An. 11.4.416a8;
GA 726b1-18).
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(oyxam) u Berjam nomryHHOTo Mupa (res)**. dIopeHTHEL INIIIET, UTO
Tpu «ItaHersl» — JlyHa, Benepa u IOnurep — pasnuunsiM o6pazom
GJIATONIPUSATCTBYIOT «CIJIE M OYXy IPUPOLHOMY U HAETOPOSHOMY»>'.
CorsracHo ®UUNMHO, B IPUPOME UEIOBEYECKOTO Tesla eCTh CUIBL (Vi-
res), o0ecreunBaroIye IMOIJIOLeHNe, Yaep)KaHe, IlepeBapuBaHue 1
BBIBEIEHIE — DTO SABHBIE OTCHUIKM K MMILEBAPUTENHHOMY MIPOLIECCY
(De vita 111.6.83-84). TyT ke OH HOSCHSET, YTO UM BCEM OJIarompu-
arctByer IOnurep, B ocobeHHOCTH Xe cuute (virtutem), obecrieunBaro-
11[ell lepeBapuBaHIe, HopoxxaeHue (generandi), nuranue u pocr. du-
YIHO UCIIOIB3yeT TEPMUHBI Vis U Virtus CHHOHUMIYHBIM 06pa3oMm, 1
OTHOLIIEHNUST MEXAY HUMIY IPOSCHUTH UPe3BBIYAIHO CI0XHO?. Tak,
HaInpuMep, B TOJ JKe IJIaBe HIDKe OH ITVIIIET:

Takum 06pa3oM, OTHEHHbIE 30JUAKATbHbIE 3HAKY 1 TO3ULNY BJIaro-
MPUATCTBYET CUJIE TIOTJIOLIEHS, 3eMIIICThIE — yIEePKAHS, BO3LYILI-
Hble — IlepeBapuBaHMsI, BOGHble — BbIBefeHUs. {...» [TbI Oymerns B
HanboIbIIIel Mepe YKPEIUISTh| CUITy IlepeBapUBAHIS U ITOPOXKAEHUISI
C IIOMOILIBIO BO3AYIIIHBIX 30JUAKAIbHBIX 3HAKOB, & UIMeHHO: BinsHe-
11oB, Becos n Bogoses — Beskuii pas, korpa [JlyHa], HaXomsice B HIX,
obpaiena k IOnurepy miym HaXOAMTCS IIOJ €0 BJIACTHIO.

Wtak, cuny, CrIocoGCTBYIOMIYIO ITOPOKIeHMIO (Vis wnu virtus gene-
randi) ®UUMHO CBA3BIBAET CO CBOMICTBAMU ILIAHET, KOTOPBIE PACCMAT-
pHMBaOTCSA Kak caMu 110 cebe, TaK M C TOUKY 3peHMs B3aMMHBIX BIIUS-

** 3HaMeHUTHIIT CpeiHeBeKOBbIN Bpau Tagmeo Anbneportu (oK. 1215-1295) oToX-
IecTBIAN virtus u potentia mymm: «dicitur virtus pro potentia anime qua anima agit
suas actiones» — 3T0 TO, IOCPEACTBOM Yero AyLa IIPOMU3BOAUT AEeVICTBUS, CM. Siraisi
1981: 209-210. OH e moJjaraj, 4To B TeJle UeJIOBeKa eCTh MaTepUaJIbHbIE IIepeHO0C-
UMKM Pa3INYHBIX TUIOB virtus — myxu (spiritus). O mpoGiemax pasnuueHus B aH-
tponosorny Puumno vis u virtus cm. I'ypesHos 2015: 166.

** De vita 111.6.2—3: vim et spiritum naturalem atque genitalem.

**B De vita 111.6.141-142 PUUNHO NUILIET, YTO T'OCIIOACTBYIOLLE B [IEUEHN IIPH-
ponHble Ayx u cuia (virtute) mompasmensiorcs Ha yerblpe «cBolictBar (officia), To
€CTh BBOUT ellle ONVH CHHOHVM.

* De vita 111.6.124—-131: «Proinde virtutem attractivam ignea iuvant, retentivam
terrea, digestivam aeria, expulsivam aquea. <...) Digestivam generativamque per aeria,
scilicet Geminos, Libram, Aquarium, quotiens sub aeriis Iovem suspicit aut subit».
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Huir**. Ccpurasgch Ha SMIIeJOKIIA, IIOBTOPSIOIIETO CJIOBA JIETeHIAPHO-
ro Op¢es, Prunno nuirret, uTo TonbKO I0NMMTEpa HA3BIBAIOT «BJIAIbI-
KOO IIOpOAeHus » (principem generationis), i CBA3bIBaeT €ro ¢ ILIO-
JOPOJMEM VM 03IOPOBJIEHMEM B MacIITabax BCEro IOJIYHHOIO Mypa
(De vita 111.6.95-99): UeI0BeUeCKOe AeTOPOKIeHIEe IIOTUMHIETCSI TeM
’Ke HeOeCHBIM IIPUYMHAM, UTO M BCS IpUpona. B mepapxmuecku ymo-
psanoueHHol MeTadpmsnke PuumHO U3 BeeX TeJI MMEHHO IIaHETH B
HabOJIBIIIE CTEIIeHN «IIPUOIIIIKAIOTCI» K chepe YMOIIOCTUTaeMoro,
HO BCe ’Ke OHTOJIOTMUYECKY OHU IIPMHAMJIEKAT K MaTepUabHOMY KOC-
Mocy 1 00JIafal0T MaTepuaIbHBIMI KauecTBaMu. BiarorsopHoe Bo3-
nevictBue IOmurepa Ha moposkgaroiiyio cuay (virtutem generandi) B
yejoBeKe O00BSICHIETCI TeM, uTo jyun (radios) 9Toil ILIaHETHI, IPO-
HU3BIBAIOII[IIe BeCh KOCMOC, OMHOBpeMeHHO BiakHble (humidiores) u
remsle (calidiores)®. Hamesxaree coorHomenne (temperamentum)
IOaHHBIX KauecTB B IOmmrepe omHOBpeMeHHO yMepsieT (temperatur)
BO3[ENICTBUS JIyuell, ¢ OGHOI cTOpoHbI, Bereps! u JlyHbl, a ¢ opy-
roit — CoJHIIa, B KOTOPBIX NpeobiafgaeT TOJIbKO OJHO 13 Ha3BaHHBIX
KauecTB. TeM caMbIM B OIlpefeIeHHbIe aCTPOJIOTMUECKIie MOMEHTHI,
no MmHeHU©0 OuunHo, BO3eiicTBIE IUIaHEeTAPHBIX JIydell mpuobpera-
€T CMHEPIUITHBII XapaKTep.

Bnarorsoproe BnmaHme lOmurepa Hocut mig PUUMHO yHMBep-
CaJIbHBIN XapakKTep, NpeofojieBas TPaHMIy MeXIy MaTepualbHO-
TEeJIECHBIM U YMOIIOCTMTaeMbIM B YejioBeKe. OTChIIAs K 3TUMOJIOTI
n3 guanora «Kpatun» (Cra. 396ab), dimopentuer; nuuer, 4to rpeku
HaspiBanu 3eBca-IOmurepa «KM3HBIO» M «IPUUMHON KU3HU» (per
quem vita, De vita 111.6.7—8). [IpyHUMAas BO BHUMAaHHIE TEMY TPAKTa-
Ta: 3[OPOBBE YUEHbIX, — HEYAUBUTEIHHO, UTO PUUMHO OTHENBHO IU-
IIIEeT IIPO BIAMSHNE JAaHHOTrO HeGecHOro Teja Ha guiaocodos, a Takxe
uro IOmnurep BiactByer (habere potestatem) Han >KMBOTHBIM OyXOM
(spiritu animali) u comeitcTByeT dpunocopckuM 3aHATUIM U pasbICKa-

**O 3HaueHMM acCTPOJIOTMM I CPeNHEBEKOBOI MEMMIVHBI CM., HaIpuMep,
Siraisi 1981: 140—146.

*> O61wme 3aMeuaHys O IIapax KauecTB TeIUIBI — XOJIOQHBIN, BIKHBII — CyXOit
B MEJIMIKO-aCTPOJIOTMUECKOM AMCKypce smoxu cM. ['yppanos 2015: 168-170.
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HUSM MCTUHBL TeM caMbIM ellle pa3 IIOATBEP)KJAETCS, UTO «KU3Hb
yMa» coxpaHseT s GIIopeHTHIIIa IPUOPUTETHOE 3HAUeHIEe U BCE
JCCIIeIOBaHMe TeJIECHOTO 3OPOBbs YUEHBIX-IUIATOHUKOB B «O xn3-
HI» IIOJUVHEHO HaHHOi Teseosnornu. C Opyroi >ke CTOPOHBI IIPO-
L(ECCHI ITOPOXKAEHNIS )KUBBIX CYLL[ECTB U UIEI B YMe IIPEICTABISIOTCS
PyunHO KaK aHAJIOIMUHBIE, HAXOAAIIMeCd K TOMY Ke IIOJ NeJCTBU-
€M eIVHOI HeGeCHO MPUUMHBI. 3HaHNE IIPOLECCOB MOPOKIEHS
B OoJylee «IIpU3eMIIEHHOM» CMBICJIE OH IIPUIINCBIBAET II€PUIIATETI-
KaM: OHO OCHOBAHO Ha ITOHMMAaHNY NpUpoAabl JIyHbI — OGIIvpKaiiieir K
3eMure U3 «IUTaHET», COIIACHO ApucTroTernto. PUUNHO MUIIIeT, YTO, 110
nx MHeHuio, JlyHa ympasiser rymopamu u nopoxxgerusmu (humo-
res generationemque regere) u «Bce M3MEHEHMNs IUIOAA B MaTepUH-
CKOM UpeBe OTMEpUBAIOTCSI ee KpyrospareHusamMm»>’. OT KOHBIOHK-
uuu ¢ Conuiem JlyHa rmonyuaer >KM3HeJAIOIIYIO CUITY, KOTOpast BIIU-
BaeTCs B I'YMOPHL, OT BeHephI ke — OUeBMIHO, 10 aHAJIOTUM C OTpa-
JKEHIEeM COJIHEUHBIX Jydeil — JIyHa IoJIy4aeTr «Cuiy, CIocoOCTBYIO-
myto ¢popmam, coo6pasHbIM HopoKkaaeMoMy»>®. Takum o6pasom, mc-

*¢ B koHTeKcTe prutocodckoro obocroBarus Puunao Taancmannoi marnu B. Ko-
TeHXelBep IpeJjaraeT Ype3BbIUaliHO MHTepeCHOe pacCMOTpeHIe TaHHO aHaJIOT U
uepes npuaMy yuerns PoMbl AKBIHCKOTO 0 cyOcTaHIManbHbIX popmax (formae sub-
stantiales), koTopoe, ¢ 0[{HOI CTOPOHBI, 0OBSICHIET 0OpPMIIEHNE el B yMe I TeJl —
B MaTepuIL, a ¢ Apyroit — obpasyeT GOH AT BOCIPUATUS (IOPEHTUIILIEM IIPeICTaB-
sennii IlnotnHa 0 «ceMeHHBIX Jorocax» (Aoyol omeppatikoi), cm. Copenhaver 1984,
Copenhaver 2015: 55-126.

*" De wita 111.6.22—24: omnesque mutationes foetus ipsius in alvo conversionibus
suis metiri. BeposTHO, 3TO eXMHCTBEHHOE MPIMOE YIIOMMHAHIE (U3MOTIOTMUECKOIT
6epemenHocTu B «O xu3Hu». U 1o HallleMy MHEHMIO, 9TO ropasio 0ojiee siCHas JLI-
JIOCTPALUS TOTO, UTO B «cucTeMe PuumHo» mepunaretnyeckas pusnka IOgUNHEHA
HeOIUIaTOHMUeCKOIT MeTadu3MKe, ueM npeaiioxeHHas X. Xupau (2001: 279-280).

* De wita 111.6.27-28: vim, quae conducat ad formas geniturae convenientes. s
Apucrorens Jlyna u ConHite GbIIM eXMHCTBEHHBIMY HeGeCHBIMY TeJlaMM, OKa3bIBa-
IOIMMMI BIMSHIUE Ha IOMIyHHBIN MUpP, OXHAKO HaumHasg ¢ AnekcaHapa Adponn-
CHIICKOTO IIPOVMICXONT «aCTPOJIOTU3aI(usi» ApIcToTresieBa KOCMOCa, U BIUSHUS IIPK-
IUCBIBAIOTCA BceM ILTaHeTaM, cM. Freudenthal 2009. ConHile — ecTecTBEHHBIN JIC-
TOYHMK TeIlIa — UTPaeT BXXHYI POJIb B APMCTOTeIeBOM OOBICHEHUM IIPOLIECCOB
abnorenesa (yéveolg adtopatog, GA 762a9), TO ecTb 3apOXKAeHNN KU3HU Oe3 yua-
CTMS CeMeHH «OTIa» TOTO Ke BIIA, KaK 3TO IPOMCXOAUT B GONBIINHCTBE CIydaeB
(GA 735a13-23, 762b1-4). V kxMBOpPOISIINX CYIIECTB COAEPIKAIIAACST B ITHEBME « Y-
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IycKaeMble IIAHETAMIU JIYUM UTPAIOT BaXKHENIIYI0 POJIb B 9MOpUO-
JIOTMUeCcKuX IpercraBieHnsx PuUUnHO: MMEHHO OHM BO3HEIICTBYIOT
Ha IOpOKOAlolIye CUIIBL B OmIyHHOM Mupe®. OT IaHeTsl K ILUIa-
HeTe CBOJICTBA TUX JIyUell OTIIMUAIOTCS, OHAKO BCE OHY MOTYT OBITh
BBIpaKEHbI Uepes ABe Iaphl IPOTUBOIIONIOXKHEIX KauecTB. 13 paccyx-
meHuit GIoOpeHTMIIIA CleqyeT, UTO B HaMOOJIbIIIEN CTeIleHN KaK ce-
Ms100pa30BaHMIO, TAK U JETOPOKIEHUIO B [[EJIOM OJIATOIPUSITCTBYET
MPaBIIBHOE CMELIIEHE TEILIOTHI U BJIaTH, KOTOPBIE K TOMY e CBsI3a-
HBI C 9JIEMEHTOM BO3ayxa*’.

Iopoxaenne ana PuumHO HEMBICINMO 0es3 y4dacTus OyILUy, KOTO-
pas 1 ecThb )KU3HeJAIOIlee HAuajo, UYTO BIIOJIHE COTJIACYETCS U C yue-
HueM Ilnoruna (Enn. 11.1, 1V.7, etc.), ¥ ¢ 0OILIEN3BECTHBIM II0JIOKEH -
em punocodpun Apucrorens (De An. 415b8-9), Ha KOTOpOe ONMpPaIACh
cpenHeBekoBas MenuuuHa*'. B Hauane tperseil KHuru Tpakrata «O
SKU3HM», Ha3BaHHOM «O CTEKaHMM XKU3HY ¢ Hebec», PUumHo muier:

wreBHast Terwiora» (Oeppotnto Yuyiknv, GA 762a21) mwiu «ayuieBHOe Hauaio» (You-
Xfg apxfg, GA 762b17), mepemaBaeMoe BMeCTe C CEMEHEM CaMI(a, IIPOUCXOAUT U3
IepeBapeHHO NI, OTHAKO NPy abyoreHese CyIeCTBEHHBIM yCIOBIEM IIOPOXK-
IeHNs ABISETCS «OKpY Kalast Teruorar (epiéxovtt Oeppotng, GA 762b14-15), ko-
Topas 1 obpasyeT B BOXHOII Cpejie MM TIOUBe «HAUaIOo 3apofblia» (apymnv Tod ku-
Auoatog, GA 762b8). O630p aKTyalbHBIX IIOAXOMOB K JCCIEJOBAHMIO abuoreHesa y
Apucrorens cm. Zwier 2018.

% Cp. De vita111.1.69—74: «Harta ry1a cBepX CIUI CBOMX YacTell faeT BceM HaIlIM
ujeHaM OO0LIyIo ciuty KusHU (vitae virtutem), B 0cOOEHHOCTU IIOCPENCTBOM CEpA-
Ila — Kak ObI MCTOUHMKA OTHs, Hambojee poACTBeHHOro ¢ myroit. [Tomo6HbIM ke
00pasoM >KMBOTBOpLIas Bce 1 Bedfe [yia Mupa CBOJICTBEHHYIO €1 OOLIYI0 CUITY
sKu3HM (communis vitae virtutem) pacrnpocTpaHser IpeuMyLIeCTBEHHO C IOMOIIIBIO
CouHLa».

*° 9TU KauecTBa IIOJTHOCTHIO COOTBETCTBYIOT XapaKTePUCTUKaM CeMEeHU B APICTO-
TesieBoM «O BO3SHUKHOBEHUM KUBOTHBIX» (GA 736a1-3): oHO cocTouT u3 Biaru (0da-
TOG) U IMHEBMBI (TTVEOHATOG), KAKOBas U €CTh TEIUIBIT BO3AyX (Deppog anp).

* Tax, HartpuMep, IDIOTVMH NMIIIeT, YTO AyIla eCTh «IPUUMHA KIUSHI IJIS )KUBBIX
cyuectB» ({wig Tolg {®olg aitiarv), BKIOUAs pacTeHMs M )KUBOTHEIX (Enn. 1v.7.14.5).
06 0cOGEHHOCTAX peLellNM COOTBETCTBYIOIINX IIOJIOKEHMIT APICTOTENS B Cpel-
HEeBEKOBOM MeIVILMHCKOM AucKypce cM. Siraisi 1981: 166-176. PuumHO cTpeMuTcs
COIJIACOBBIBAThH IIO3ULIMIY aBTOPUTETHBIX AJIS Hero (puiaocodoB Besfe, Iie 3TO BO3-
MO>KHO, VM JIMIIHUI pa3 He TOAYepPKUBAThH, UTO ITepUIIaTeTUIeCcKOe TIOHMMAaHMe TYIIN
KapAMHAJIBHO OTIMYHO OT IUIaTOHMUecKoro. O CXOKeil yCTaHOBKe Ha COIIaCOBaHIE
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Ho BepHeMcs ke k Ayxy Mupa (mundi spiritum), mocpeacTsoM KoTo-
pOro MMp IIOPOXKAAET BCE BEIM (IIOCKOJIBKY BCSIKOE CYIIlee TBOPUT
IIOCPENICTBOM CBOEr0 COOCTBEHHOTO [{yXa) M KOTOPBII MBI MOXKEM Ha-
3BIBaTh HEOOM JUIM IIATON CYLUHOCTBIO. Cell yX OOBIKHOBEHHO Ta-
KOB B TeJle MIpa, KAKOB HAIll — B HAIIIEM, HO 3/1€Ch 5 IIPEKIE OrOBO-
proch, uTo ayira mupa (anima mundi) He oJyJyaer ero u3 UeTbIpex
3JIEMEHTOB CJIOBHO GBI M3 CBOMX I'yMOpPOB, IIOJOOHO HAIlIeil TyIIIe,
IoJTyJaroIeli TakuM o6pasoM Halll AyX; HAIIPOTYB, Ayllla Mypa I10-
POKIaeT IyX MUpa HEIMOCPENCTBEHHO (TOBOPS MO-ILIATOHOBCKI VLI
IO-ILUTOTMHOBCKY) OT CBOEI IIOXOTBOPHOII cyutbl (ex virtute sua geni-
tali), kak ObI [TEPEITONHSSCH €10, I OTHOBPEMEHHO OHA TBOPUT 3BE3IHI,
HeIIpeCcTaHHO ITOPOJKAAeT C ITOMOIIBI0 yXa MIpa UeThIpe 3JIeMEeHTa,
Kak ecyu Obl Bce Belly mpebbiBain B cuiie (virtute) atoro gyxa. On
eCcTh HauTOHUYalIIee Teso (corpus tenuissimum), Kak GbI U He Teo, a
yke pyuua (anima), ¥ paBHO Kak ObI He AyIa, HO y’Ke IOYTH Telo*.

B maHHOM CiIyuae MICIIOJIb30BaHIe IMOPIOIOIUecKoll MeTadopu-
KI U TIPSIMBIX aHAJIOTUI MEXIY AEVCTBUEM IIOPOXKJAIOIIENl CIUIIBI B
TeJIe ueJloBeKa I B «TeJle» MUpa CIyKaT 00BICHEHUIO, KaK UUCTO YMO-
rmocturaemMast CymHocts ([yira Mupa) mopokmgaer BIOJIHE MaTepiu-
anpHbIe Beln. V13 mpuBemeHHOro ¢pparMeHTa CIEAyeT, UTO IO CBO-
eMy IPOMCXOKAeHNI0 [lyX Mupa SBIISeTCS MeNaIbHON CyIIIHOCTHIO,
CBSI3BIBAIOLLIE] MAaTepIAIbHBIE I HEMaTepualbHble yPOBHI MIPO3/a-
HIST; OH TBOPUTCH eX virtute genitali Muposoit [ly1roit (Bcemesio HeMa-
TepuaybHOI) U HeceT B cebe cuy (virtute), ¢ IOMOII[BI0 KOTOPOI! I10-
PO’KIaeT 3JIeMeHThI MaTtepuaibHoro mupa*’. Ecan geiictsue cut (vir-
tus) Hymu mupa u [lyxa Mupa aHaJIOTMYIHO, TO IIOPOXKAEHIE TIOCIEeN-
HIM YeThIpeX JIEMEHTOB JOJDKHO IPOMCXOAUTH HE « BHEIITHUM 00pa-
30M» (1Tom06HO TOMY Kak ¢opMa IPUBHOCUTCI B MaTepUIO U3BHE), a
Kak OBl «M3HYTpM» [yxa MuUpa, B CUJIYy UMMAaHEHTHO IIPUCYIIER eMy
npupoasl. Meradopa GepemeHHOCTH (IIOXOTBOPHOI CYUIIBL — TYXOM
I CYUJIBI AyXa — 9JIEMeHTaMMI) SIBJIIETCS KIIFOUeBBIM MOMEHTOM 00'bsIC-

ABTOPUTETOB B MEVULIMHCKOM JUCKypce (IIpexkae Bcero, Apucrorens u [aneHa), cM.
Siraisi 1981: 189-192.

2 De vita 111.3.24—33.

* Cp. a1y MeTadmsmueckylo virtus genitalis ¢ vis genitalis n3 meguko-actpooru-
YEeCKOTO PacCy’KAeHMsI BBIIIIE.
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HEeH, KaK 0fHa 0(OpMIIEHHAS CYIITHOCTH IIOPOXKAAET OPYIYI0, OHTO-
JIOTUYECKN HIDKecToALy0*. XapakTepuays cuny (virtus) myxa mupa,
dyrumHoO mIMIIIeT:

B ero cuie meHee Bcero 3eMincTol Iprponsl (naturae terrenae), IyTh
Goitee BOXHOIL, ellje Goee — BO3MYIIIHOIL, U, HAaKOHeLl, 6oIble BCe-
IO — OTHEHHOIT Wiy 3Be3HOoIL. CaMu xKe KauecTBa 3Be3[ U IIepBO3JIe-
MEHTOB OIpeeeHbl IPOIOPLIMEN COCTABISIOIINX X [PasIMUHBIX
10 JOCTOMHCTBY] mpupox. Jyx Mupa IIOBCEMECTHO BCE SKMBOTBOPUT
KaK HeIloCpeCTBeHHas IpuunHa (proximus auctor) BCIKOrO BO3HIIK-
HOBEHUA U ABVDKEHMA, O KOTOPOI CKa3aHO MOo3ToM: «Jlyx U3HYTpuU
[Becs mup] mmraer»*. Ero ke mpupopna Bceweno yuesapHas (luci-
dus), Temas, BIaXHad 1 )KMBOTBOPSILAL. .. *°

[Monyuaercs, uro Jdyx mupa (spiritus mundi), SIBIsSISICH OMHUM 13
YPOBHEN B MepapXUU MUPO3HAHUSI, COAEPKUT B cebe IMOCPeICTBOM
cwutbl (Virtus) KauecTBa HIDKECTOAIIMX OOJIee MATEPUATBHBIX VIIM JKe
«Tpy60 MaTepuanbHbIX» chep Kocmoca. Meradusuka duunso crpo-
UTCI C IIOMOILBIO «YMHOXXEHUSI» CYILITHOCTEN-IIOCPETHUKOB MEXIY
YMOIIOCTUTAeMBIM U MaTepUaJbHBIM, IIPEACTABIIEHHOE TaKuM 00pa-
30M, UTO HIDKECTOSIMEe, TO eCTh 0ojiee MaTepualbHble, CYLIHOCTI
MOYTU HeMaTepUaTbHBIM 00pa3oM COMmep)KaTCs B BBILIECTOSINUX. B
maHHOM paccyxnernnu PuunHo o6xonures 6e3 mouaTus cemenu. Ox-
HaKO BBIp@KeHIe «HeIoCpecTBeHHasd IIPUUYMHA BCIKOI'0O BO3HUKHO-
BEHVsI» BHOBB OTCBLIAET K 9MOPUMOIOrMUEeCKOII TeMaTIKe, OMIChIBa-
eMOJI B TepMMHAX IepUIIaTeTNUecKoil sMOpuonoruyu. B nepumnare-
TUUECKOI SMOPMOIOTUY IPUHLIIUIINAIBHO Ba)KHO, UTO ITOPOKIaEMOE
CYILLIECTBO MMeeT Ty ke (OpMy, UTO U POAUTENH, KOTOPBIIL BBICTYIIa-
eT GuypKalileil 1 HeOCpeCTBEHHOI IPUUMHOI JaHHOTO aKTa; Oe-
PEMEHHOCTD IIpejIiojaraer, uro ¢Gopma Tak WIM MHaye ObLIa IpU-
BHECEHa B «MaTepMHCKyIo» Mmarepuio. OnHa u Ta ke Muposasg [y-
II1a VIV ORVH ¥ TOT )K€ OYX MOKeT OBITh IIPY IIOPOXKIAEHNY KOHKpeT-
HOT'O CYILeCTBA TOJIHKO IPUUMHOI 00IIIeil 1 OTHATeHHO (universalis

*Cp. Snyder 2011 — o ToM ke Ha MaTepuane Tpakrara Puumno «IlraToHOBCKas
TEOJIOTHI».

*Verg. A. 6.725.

¢ De vita 111.3.33—38.
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remotaque causa), HO He YacTHOI 1 HeIIOCPeICTBEHHOII, eCI pedub
MIET O MOPOKIACHNUN CYIIIeCTB, PasIMUHBIX 110 popMe: pacTeHMIT, K-
BOTHBIX, UeJIOBEKA, U a’ke pasHBIX CaMO03apOsKIaIOIINXCS CYIIecTB .
B mpusenenHoM ¢parmerHTe PUUNHO MOYTY HeMaTepUaJIbHOMY — B
CILY IIPOMCXOXKIEHNSI OT TYyIIM MUpa — AYXy He MOTYT OBbITh IIpU-
CyLIM «Tpy00 MaTepMajbHbIe» KaueCTBA HIDKECTOSIIX B ME€papXUU
MHIpPO3IaHNS CYLIIHOCTE, OHAKO UMEHHO X OH, BEpOSITHO, 1 aKTya-
JIN3UPYeT B aKTe HEeIIPephIBHOT'O KMBOTBOPEHN MIpA: OT OTHEHHOII
MIPUPOIBI «IIOPOXKAAETCI» MaTepyaIbHas TEII0Ta, He0OX0auMast st
JKMBOTO cylecTBa. IIpy aTOM BaskHeIIIITyIo pOJIb UTpaeT ITOHATHE Vir-
tus (cmiia), BeICTyIarollee aTpuOyTOM MM SHEPTMEN AyXa, TO €CTh
CYLIeCTBEHHBIM €ro IpOSBJIeHMeM VN AeJICTBIEM, KOTOpoe HeJb3s
NIpeCTaBUTh KaK HEYTO 000COOJIEHHOE OT HEero B KauecTBe CYLITHOCTI
nin Bern*®, OQHAKO MMEHHO 9Ta CUJIa «CONEPKUT» B cebe «IIpupo-
IbI», COOTBETCTBYIOILINE UeThIpEM IepBoaneMeHTaM. OueBMIHO, eCcau
IyX MUpa TBOPUT MaTepUajbHble II€PBO3IEMEHTBI, U3 KOTOPBIX CO-
CTOST BCe BeIL[V, OH JieJIaeT 3TO IIocpeAcTBOM cisl (virtus). Ha yposae
OOIIVIX IPUHIINIIOB TAKOE KOCMMUECKOe IIOPOXKAEHIE HYDKECTOSIIIUX
YPOBHEJT BBILIECTOSINUMI (II0 IPUYMHE CBOMCTBEHHON MM «CHJIBI»
MM «COBEPIIEHCTBA») IPECTaBIIIeTCsI BIIOJIHE COTJIACHBIM C PacCy K-
neHuamu InoTuHa, KpaTKo IpoaHAIN3MPOBAHHBIMH BBILIIE.
HecMorps Ha TO, 4TO TpeThd KHHra Tpakrara «O XU3HU» Iuca-
sack PUUMHO OMHOBpPEeMEHHO C IIOATOTOBKOI K M3TaHUIO €T0 ITepeBo-
OB «DHHeax» ¥ KOMMEHTapueB K Kopuycy IInoruHa (a Taxxe Ha fe-
KJIapupyeMble HaMepeHUs TOBOPUTDH «IIO-IJIOTUMHOBCKI»), B IIpUBe-
IeHHBbIX (pparMeHTax oueBUAHO cuiabHOe BiusHue [Ipokia. Tak, Ha-
npuMep, ApUCTOTeIeBO MOHATIE 3¢upa WIM IATOM CYILIHOCTI OlLle-

* C atux nosuumit drumHo Kputukosaics, Hanpumep, Poprynno JTnuern (1577-
1657), cm. Hirai 2011: 134-150. CrpaBemimBoctu pagy orMerum, uto B Theol. plat.
XI.4.11 PMUNHO MIIIIET, YTO )KMBbIE CyIlecTBa (animantium) Kak MHAMBM/BL, a He KakK
B[, IIPOMCXOIAT OT APYTMX CYILECTB TOTO >Ke BUJA, a He OT OJHUX JIUIIb «CeMeH-
HBIX CIUI» (seminariae vires). KocBeHHO 9Ta >ke maest IpOroBapuBaeTcsi B KOHTEKCTe
KPUTHUKI aTOMMUCTCKOTO ydueHus 0 semina rerum, cMm. Theol. plat. 11.13.6.

** O MHOroo6pasuu KOHTEKCTOB JICIIOJIb30BAHMS Virtus B cpeJJHeBEeKOBOII Meau-
LIMHE CM. KJIACCUUEeCKYI0 paboty Siraisi 1981.
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HuBanoch [InoruHoOM ckopee kputuuecku®. [lockonbpky $uumHo mps-
MO HasbIBaeT JyX MUpa «IISATON CYLIHOCTBIO», OIIPaBIaHO IIPOBECTI
napayteny ¢ MHeHMeM IIpokia o HeGeCHOM OrHe, Kak OHO M3Jara-
eTcs VloanHOM ®PUIONOHOM: «OT HEro {...) PO>KAEHMEe 3OeIIHUX 3IIe-
MeHTOB»>’. CormacHo IIpokny, B HebecHOM OrHe Kak B IpUUNHE CO-
meprKatcst Bce JIOrocsl (AOYoL) UyBCTBEHHO-BOCIIPMHUMAEMBIX TEJ U
MX 3JIeMEHTOB, KOTOpbIe OYAYT IIOTOM peajn30BaHbI B 6osiee HU3KUX,
MaTepHuaJbHBIX Nopankax. Kpome Toro, B paccyxaerun ®uamHo o Ha-
anuny B cuie (virtus) myxa Mupa, Kak ¥ B CaMIX 3Be3[ax, pasHbIX
3JIeMEeHTapHBIX «IIPUPOJ», B TOM UMCJIE 3€MJIMCTON, BUEH OTTOJIO-
cok upeit [Ipokna us «Kommenrapus na Tumes» (In Ti. 11.43.23-25,
I11.113.24—114.4). [IpoKJI nimiteT, uTO 3B€3ABI COCTOST HE TOJIBKO 113 Ma-
TepUaJIbHOI CTUXIY OTHA, HO, IIOCKOJIBKY OHM 3PMMBI AJIS HAaC, TO €CTh
OTpa)KaloT 3PUTEIBHBIN JIyY, VI IIPEICTaBIAI0TCI HaM TBEpIbIMI TeJIa-
MM, TO X JOJDKEH 00pa30BBIBATH U MATEPUAIBHBIN 3JIEMEHT 3e M.
[ToHnMaHMe OrHsI OJHOBPEMEHHO KaK OiypKaitiero K cdepe yMoIo-
CTUIaeMOT0 IPOCTOTO Tesa (IIpeObIBAIOIIEr0 B KPYTOBOM BVDKEHUI
He0a) U KakK 3JeMeHTa UeThIpeXUWIeHHO reOMeTpUUecKOl IIpoIop-
uuu (Ti. 31d-32b), npussannoe y IIpokia coriacoBars HaTypQuMIO-
codckue cyxmenns Ilnatona n Apucrorens, BepOITHO, CIIYKUT JC-
TOUHMKOM COMBAIOIIETO C TOJIKY YTBEpKAeHNI PUUMHO 0 HAIMYUNH B
mepBoasieMeHTax (elementorum) pasHbIX 3JeMeHTAPHBIX «IIPUPOMI».
Takke [IpOKJI IUIIET, UTO OTOHB MOKET BHICTYTATh opmoii (£180g)
60’KeCTBEHHBIX TeJI, TO €CTh 3Be3J, II0 OTHOIIEHNIO K KOTOPOJI IIpo-
4ye IepBO3JIeMeHTHI BBICTyHal0T MaTepueir. OqHako y IIpokia cronb
COBepIIIeHHBIE TeJla He «BO3HUKAIOT» B TOM CMBICJIE, B KAKOM CJIECAY-
eT MoHMMarh yreepxaenue Ouunno, uto [yx Mupa IBIIETCI «HEIIo-
CpeACTBEHHOI IPUUMHON BCAKOTO BO3HMKHOBeHMUI». IIpu pasroso-
pe 0 IIOpPOXKIEHNN ITOAJIYHHBIX CYII[eCTB, BEPOATHO, Oosiee peeBaHT-
HOII oKasbIiBaeTcd nosuums IIpokna, BelpaxxeHHas B «KoMmeHTapun

* Mecsig 2005: 92-95. Eciu BepHo npenmonoskerne k. Jumrona, uro Puunzo
xopotwo 3uan Praeparatio evangelica EBceBust, To v TaM B 15-0i1 KHUT'e MOXXHO HailTI
HeOIIATOHMYECKYI0 KpUTUKY moHsTus s¢upa (P.E. 15.7-8.).

**Phlp. Aet. M. 524.6-8.

> Mecsry 2005: 95-101.
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Ha [Tapmeruda» (In Prm. 793.5-16): mpupoaa mogtyHHO chepbl (OANG
PUOEWG) COEPIKNUT B cebe «JIOTOCHI» JKMBBIX CYIIECTB 1 CYUIIBI (Suva-
HELG), CIIOCOOCTByIOLIME MX MOpokmeHMio’. [[x. YunbepauHr oco6o
ITOTYepKMBALT, UTO IPMPOAA IOMIYHHON cdepsl B JaHHOM CIIydae
yIomo0isgeTcss MaTepMHCKOMY JIOHY, KOTOpOe ITO3BOJIAeT PasBUTHCS
5MOpPMOHY U IIUTAET €T0, B TO BpeMs KaK COOCTBEHHOI IIPUUIHOIA, f1a-
IOIIelT )KMBOMY CYIIeCTBY MHIVBUAYAIbHOE ObITIE (OTOXIECTBIIIe-
MO€ C «JIOTOCOM»), SIBJISIETCSI BBILLIECTOSIIINII YPOBEHb MMUPO3TAHMS.
OpnHako OTJIMYIME B TOM, UYTO HeMaTepUaJIbHbIe «JIOTOCHI», IIOMeIIleH-
Hble B MaTepUIO MOJIYHHOTO MHUpA, He TEPSIOT CBSA3Y C BBILLIECTOSI-
IIIVIM YPOBHEM MMPO3[aHNS; OTIIOBCKOE >Ke CeMs IIPY OIJIOTOTBOpe-
HIY BCE-TaKM ¢ HeOOXOAMMOCTHIO HeOOpaTMBIM 00pa3oM OTHeNser-
Cd OT CBOETO HOCHTEJI.

Urak, yuenue IIIOTMHA O «CEMEHHBIX JIOTOCAX» UPE3BBIUAITHO
Ba)KHO IS TIOHMMAHMS PACCYXAEHMIT O ceMeHN M 3MOp1oornye-
cknx metadop B «O sxu3um» Ouunno. [locTaTouHO CKa3aTh, UTO B I10-
cienHeit riaBe Tpakrara (De vita 111.26.122—139) (IopeHTHel] IPIMO
Ha Hero ccbutaercs: [lyllla Mupa «IPOU3BOOUT U IPUBOIUT B IBU-
KeHme pOpMBI IPUPOMHBIX Bellell II0CPEeICTBOM CEMEHHBIX JIOTOCOB,
60’keCTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM IIOCEIHHBIX B Heil» (naturalium rerum for-
mas per seminales quasdam rationes sibi divinitus insitas generat atque
movet). Ho IlmoTuH HuKorma He ymaensas CTOJNb IOAPOOHOrO BHIIMA-
HIUs 00CY’KIEHUIO YICTO MaTepUAIbHBIX YCIOBUII 3aUaTys, KakK, Ha-
IIpuMep, coYeTaHNe BJIATM U TeIlla. B aToM nposBmiocs BInAHME Ha
dUunHO MeAMIMHCKON MBICIN 3IIOXY, TTyOOKO YKOPEHEHHOII B Ha-
tTypdmnocodpum Apucrorensa. Kpome Toro, acTposormueckas cocTaBs-
JAI0IIAs MeJUIIMHCKUX paccyXaeHuit PudamHo, BepoATHO, G1aronpn-
SATCTBOBaJA ero obpaleHuio K Hatypduiaocodunu [Ipokia, B KOTOpoit
Ipupoja IIaHeT M 3Be3]] IIOHMMasach Oojiee MaTepUAJIbHO, UeM y
IInoruna. IloBamanu nu pasanuug Mexny IlmotmHom u Ilpokmom
B IIpeJICTaBJIeHN) 5MOpIOreHe3a Ha aHTPOIIOJIOTUIO 1 MeTau3uKy
¢dropeHTHIIIIA — ITO OCTAETCS TEMOI Oy IYIIIMX UCCIETOBAHMIL.

°? Cm. Wilberding 2012: 207-208. Cp. ¢ paccyxaeHnsaMu Apucroreis o6 abuore-
Hese, Zwier 2018.
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Heopv Tanmumesckuti

KoHuenuus BceneHHol kak 60)xecTBEHHOrO «oTnevaTka»
B «Tumee» [1naToHa 1 B yueHUsX cpeHEeBEKOBbIX
eBpericCKUuX MmbicinTenemn™

IGOR TANTLEVSKIJ
THaE CONCEPT OF THE UNIVERSE AS A DIVINE “IMPRINT” IN PLATO’S
TIMAEUS AND IN DOCTRINES OF MEDIEVAL JEWISH THINKERS

ABSTRACT. The article deals with the concept of the universe as an “imprint/ impress”
(ekmageion, ektupoma), made by the god-demiurge according to the “prototype” (pa-
radeigma). This Plato’s metaphor could have influenced the formation of a number of
creationist and emanational-emergent theologico-philosophical systems of medieval
Jewish thinkers. A correlation of the verb taba‘ (to ‘make an imprint’, ‘impress’, ‘mint’)
with the cognate noun teba‘ (originally ‘mintage on a coin’, something formed — an
‘element’, ‘creature’, but also ‘matter’, ‘substance’, later ‘nature’) is repeatedly attested
in the medieval Jewish philosophical literature. In many contexts, the term feba‘, used
in the sense of ‘nature’, implicitly reveals its root meaning of ‘imprint’. As a result, the
notion feba‘ was interpreted as referring to the world as an “imprint”. The verb taba‘
was used by the Jewish philosophers both in active and passive stem forms, especially
in combination with the noun feba‘ producing the notion of “nature imprinted”. It
may be assumed that some of them (in particular, Y. Gikatilla) could have correlated
the Tetragrammaton with Plato’s god-demiurge in their doctrines of the world’s origin,
referring “God” (’Elohim) to the “prototype”, by which the whole cosmos is “imprinted”,
in terms of likening this model to the “father” of the world, and the “nature” (hat-teba°),
regarded as a divine “imprint”, to the universe as an “imprint” of the “prototype”. The
image of nature as an “imprint” of ’El6him may have guided some Jewish medieval
philosophers to think of the universe as the expression of God in His impression.
Keyworps: Plato, cosmogony, medieval Jewish philosophy, creationism.
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Konuenyus BcenenHotl kak 60xecmeeHH020 «OMneuamxa. ..

B «Tumee», oTHOCALLIEMCS, KAK CUMTAETCA, K MTO3MHEMY II€PUO-
Iy TBopuecTBa IInatoHa, n3obpaskeHa rpaHaM03HasI KapTUHA CO3M/a-
HUS Mypa 6OroM-IeMUyproM, KOTOPBIN IIPU 3TOM COXPAHSET CBOIO
060C00JIeHHOCTR ' 110 OTHOIIIEHNIO K co3naBaeMoit uM Beenennoit. Co-
rmacHo Ti. 28b-48e, 50c u mp.?, «ym» (voDg)® BeuHOCYy11€er0, BceGraro-
ro* 6ora-meMmypra, B3upas Ha BEUHBIIT, HeM3MEHHBI, YMOIIOCTITae-
MBIiT «00paser / mepBoobpas» (map&delyplo), CO3TaeT B COOTBETCTBUN
C HIM KOCMOC, HaJIeJIEHHBIII OYIIIOi, B KOTOPOII IpeObIBaeT «ym»’.
«Bpems BosHukio Bmecre ¢ HeGom» (3mech mMeeTcss B BIULY KOCMOC
B II€JIOM) «¥3 pasyma u Mbicau Gora (¢€ Aoyou kai dwavoiog 0eod)»
(Ti. 37d-38c)°. Pasymuas myira KxocMoca co3faHa 60ToM-qeMuyprom
«IIepBEHCTBYIOLIEN (TTpoTépav) U crapiieit (mpecfutépav)» mo pox-
MEHUIO U TOCIIOCTBYIOIIEN Hal «TEJIOM» KOCMOCa, KOTOPOe «MJIajl-
ure» ee (Ti. 34c; Lg. 10, 892¢”) MMEHHO XPOHOJIOTMYECK, & HE OHTOJIO-
ruueckn®. O6paszoBana qyia BeeneHHOI Ob1Ia 3 TPEX «CYIITHOCTEN»:
«HEIEeJNMMOI ¥ BEYHO TOXAECTBEHHOII», TOJ, UTO IOABEpKEHA Bpe-
MeHH U «IIpeTepIlieBaeT pasfesieHIe B TeJax», I TOM, UTO IpUUacTHa
00erM 1 00BeIMHIET UX; IPY ITOM «He ITOINAIOIIeecs CMELIIEHII0»
COeOITHEHO B «OQHO» «CIJION» 60ra—neMmypra (Ti. 35a, 37a).

! Cf. Broadie 2012: 7-26.

?Cp. raxoke Ly. 219cd.

® Ti. 39e, cp. Taxke 38c.

*Cp., Hamnp., Ahbel-Rappe 2018: 3: «Ha nporspkennn Bcero guanora IliaToH xa-
paxrepusyer Gora Kak 00JIaJaroIero aGCoITHON U IIOJIHO 0J1aroKeaTeIbHOCThIO,
L[EAPOCTHIO 1 OTCYTCTBUEM 3aBUCTU (CP. B OTHOLLIEHUN IIOCJIEAHErO aCIeKTa, Hamp.,
Arist. Metaph. 982b32-983a5. — I1.T.); 6or KeJaet, 4UTOOBI BCe BEIV OBLIN HACTOIBKO
XOPOILIN, HACKOJIBKO 3TO BO3MOKHO». Cp. Clleqyoliiee IprMeUaHe.

> Ti. 30b u mp. O6 yme u gyire kocmoca [ImaTon rosopur taxxe B Phlb. 28¢c, 30a
n Lg. 10, 897a-c, HO B IOCJIeJHEM IIPOU3BENEHNM, II0 COOOpaXKeHNAM TEORULIEN, OH
IOIIYCKAEeT CYILECTBOBAHME HE TOJBKO OJIATONI, HO ¥ «3JI0J» KOCMMUECKOI ML,
MPUBHOCS 3JIEMEHT Qyali3Ma B CBOIO KOCMOTOHMIO.

¢B uHTeplpeTanuy OTHENbHbIX ITOHITHUII IIO-PYCCKV YUMTBHIBAETCS II€PEBOL
«Tumes», BoimonHeHHBI C.C. ABepUHIIEBBIM.

7 Cp. taxoke Lg. 10, 892ab, 896a, c.

® Cp. masee, Harmp., Sallis 1999: passim; Freydberg 2012: 145-166.
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B Ti. 48e—49a BceseHHas xapaKTepusyeTcs KakK «I10o0ue IepBo-
obpasa (pipnpo mapadeiypatog), MMerIee POKIEHIE U 3PUMOE», &
B Ti. 92c — Kaxk «4yBCTBEHHBII Gor, (co3maHHBIN 110) 06pasy (Gora)
yMomocTuraeMoro (eik®v tod vortod 0e0g aiobntog)». B Ti. 39e—40a
IlraToH TOBOPUT O TOM, UTO OOT-IEeMUYPT CO3LAN BCEe «KUBBIE CYIIle-
cTBa» KocMmoca («HeGeCHBIT pof 60roB», opdviov Be®dVv yévog, a Tak-
JKe «IIEPHATBIN», «BOOHBIN» U «CYXOIYTHBIN» POMABI), «OTIIEUATHI-
Bas (‘menas ortucku’, ‘uekaus’. — M.T.) (MX) COOTBETCTBEHHO IIPUPOJIE
nepBooOpasa (rTpog v 100 TapadelyHaTog AITOTUITOOHEVOG PUOLY)».
U nanee, B 50c—51b, roBopmTcs, UTO NPMUPOJA IEPBUUHON MaTePUN —
YIIOHOOIISIOIIENICS «MaTepu» 1 «BocipueMHuiie» (bodoyn)’ — Tako-
Ba IO CBOEII CYTH, UTO OHA «IIPMHIMAeT JIF000II OTIIeYaTOK (EKHoYEloV
‘ortmck’; Ilnaton ynorpebiser Takke MeTadOpUUECKU TEPMUH £KTO-
nwpa ‘penbedHsbiin oTieyarok’. — M. T.)» U «BOCIIPUHUMAET I1000Ms
(GpopoldpoTo ‘Kommu', ‘M306pakeHMsT ) BCEX BEUHO CYILIMX BeLe».

I

Cospgaercs BIleUaTsieHIMe, UTO IIATOHOBCKas Meradopa co3mpaa-
Husl BceseHHOI Kak «OTTMCKaA/ OTIeuaTrKka» «IepBoobpasa» (BKIIO-
YAIOIIIEr0 «BEUHO CyIIye 00pasi(bl» BCEX BeL[eVl MUPO3AaHMsI) MOIJIa
B OT/IEJIPHBIX ACIIEKTaX OKa3aTh BIVSIHIIE HA CTAHOBJIEHUE Psiia Kpe-
AUMOHUCTCKUX U 3MaHAIMOHHO-3MePIKEHTHBIX TE0JI0ro-huiocod-
CKIX CUCTEM CpeHeBEKOBBIX €BPeMICKIX MBICIINTeNel. B manHoII cB-
31 OTMETMM, UTO B €BPEVICKOIl CpeqHeBeKOBOIT (unocodckoir gure-
paType 3acBUIETENHCTBOBAHA HEOMHOKPATHO BCTPEUAIOIIAsICS KOppe-
sy raarona YA taba“ (‘oTmeuaThiBaTh’, ‘menaTh OTTUCK , ‘OTUEKa-
HMBATh — SC. M300paKeHNMe Ha MOHETe, MeNalN, IPUAaBaTh Pop-
My / popmMupoBatbes’*®) U OHHOKOPEHHOTO CYILIECTBUTENBHOTO YA te-
ba‘ (mepBoHaUaIBHO UeKaH Ha MOHeTe , ‘MOHeTa '', HeuUTo Popmupy-
eMoe — ‘3JIeMEHT’, ‘CyLIeCTBO’, HO TAKXKE M CaMO BEILECTBO’, MO3]-

° Cp. Taxke Ti. 48e-49a.

1 Cp. apam. Y20 taba“ (Targ. Prov. 8:25). B Bubnun taba“ mcrons30Baaoch TakKe B
3HAYEHMN ‘TIOTpy»Kathes’ (Hamp., [1c. 9:16).

' Taxske Ha3BaHVE MOHETHI JOCTOMHCTBOM B IIOJIOBUHY C3JTbl.
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Hee ‘ecTeCcTBO’, ‘xapaktep ', ‘mpupopma’. Bo MHOrumx KOHTEKCTax B
TepMuHe Y3V teba’, ynorpebiasieMOM B 3HAUEHUN <«IIPUPOAA», UM-
IUIMIUTHO BBIABIISETCS M €70 KOpHEBOE 3HAUeHNe — «OTIIeUaToK» .
BeremcTByIe 3TOTO OH MCTOIKOBBIBAJICS (OPMYIION MUp Kak «omneua-
mok» (resp. BcemeHHas B rporecce «0TIIe4aTbIBAHUS» ), yIauHO KOP-
penupyst CEeMaHTUMYECKM C KPEAlVOHUCTCKUMY U 9MaHALIOHHBIMI
¢unocodCKO-peTNTIO3HBIMI KOHIIEITIMIMMN IIPOMCXOKIEHUST MUPO-
3maHus. ['yaros Y2 taba‘ MCIoIb30BaNICA CpeTHEBEKOBBIMU €Bpeli-
ckuMu ¢uocodpaMy He TOIBKO B aKTMBHBIX, HO ¥ B IIACCUBHBIX I10-
pOnax, B YaCTHOCTH, B COUETAHUM C CYLLIeCTBUTEIbHBIM VI teba'® —
CO 3HAUEHIEM «IIPUPOJA OTIIeUaTaHHAI» °.

B kpeaumoHMCTCKOM KOHTEKCTe IJIaros Yab taba‘ ‘oTmeyarsiBars ,
BCTpedaeTcs yKe B MucTiueckom mupparie Otiyyot de-Rabbi ‘Aqiba’
(«Angasur [mocn. ‘Byksbr’] pabbu AKUBBI»), CYLIECTBOBABILIEM, II0
KpaitHeit Mepe, Ko Bpemenu Caamunm ['aona (882-942)". B Kommen-
rapun Ha «Kuaury Cosnpannusa»'® Caannu, HanucaHHOM Ha apabckoM

?Tlo-rped. XopokTHp KOCI. ‘OTIIEUATOK .

2 Cp. 6ubnerickuit TepMuH NYIY tabba‘at ‘mepcrenn-nieuarka’. Cp. TK. apal. C‘b
tab ‘neuaranue’, ‘saneuvarieHue’; ‘IPUPORA/ €CTECTBEHHOE COCTOSIHIE , ‘XapaKTep .

* 3aMeTUM B JaHHOII cBA3M, UTO 1 IlnaroH onuceiBaer B « TuMee» Mup Kak «II0-
cTosTHHO craHoBsIuiics» (Ahbel-Rappe 2018: 164).

> CmMm. Idel 2000: 87-110; TanTinesckuir 2016: 377-381.

1¢ [Toca1. «OTIIeUaToK OTIIeUaTaHHbI». 30eCh BRIIBISETCS SKCIUIMLIUTHAS ITapa-
JIeJTb C JIATMHCKUM IIOHATIEM natura naturata, T.e. «IpHpoxa IOpokaeHHas ». [Ipons-
BOJHBIIL TVIAr0JI naturare (OT natura) u3BecTeH ToJbKo ¢ koHua XII B., a ¢ppasa natura
naturata BIiepBbIe 3aCBUIETEILCTBOBAHA B J1aT. IlepeBofge Kommenrapus M6H Pymina
Ha TpakTat Apucrorens «O Hebe», ocyiiecTBienHoM B Hadae XIII Bexa.

"1del 2000: 110, n. 90.

® «Kunura Cosmpmanus» (7173 700 Sefer Yasirah) Hanucana Ha MBpUTE ¥ IIpef-
cTaBiIsIeT co60il 930TepruecKuit KommeHTapuil Ha Kuury Beitust (eBp. Ha3BaHmMe —
NWNT2 Baresit, mocnt. «B Hauane»); ¢ 3TOrO CJI0Ba HAUMHAETCA CaMa KHUTA U BCS
Bubnus). [JaHHOE COUMHEHIE SIBISETCS LIEHTPAIbHBIM IIPOM3BEeHIIEM EBPEVICKOI
MICTMKO-THOCTIUECKOJ KOCMOTOHIYECKO Tpaauuy — NWRI3 Wun Ma‘dsé Bare’sit
(«destams [sc. Onmcanme] TBopeHus»), T.e. yuenue o Hauane. «Kuura Cosmmasusi»
Obuta co3pmaHa, Hambosiee BeposiTHO, Mexay Il u VIBB. H.3. MaJecCTMHCKUM eBpe-
eM (B Hell, BUAMMO, IPUCYTCTBYIOT U IIOCTTAIMYAuuecKue nHreproaauum). CM. na-
see, Hamnp., Hayman 2004: passim; TantiaeBckmit 2014: 231-292. — MuposgaHue Bo
BCeJl CBOeI JYXOBHOI M MaTepUaIbHOII MoHoTe IpeacraeT B «Kuure Cosmpmanms»
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A3bIKe B 931 I. (eBpelicKuil mepeBo 6611 ocyiecTBiIeH B XII Beke Mo-
e 6en Mocedom), 3acBUeTEIHCTBOBAHA MBICIIb O TOM, UTO TBOper

ormeuatan (tb‘; Ben Moced: v*2007 hithi™) KaxIblil 37IEMEHT B COOT-
BeTcTBUM C ero npupomoit (tbh; Ben Hoced): WAL tib6), TOIL, KOoTOpast
npucyia emy*’.

B onnom u3 mecuonenuit Conomona n6u 'e6bupois (1021/1022 -
mexay 1052 1 1058) comepsxurcs pemuHuceHnns rekcra « Kauru Co-
3UOaHUI», 1. 1.14:

O us6pain Tpu npocThix (GyKBbI)*

Kak B3aJIMOCBSI3aHHOE M B3aMIMO3aBJICHIMOE LIeJIOe: BUPTyaJbHbIE IIePBOIPIHLIAIIBI
u mpoTocyIHocTy 10 Bose Bora akTyanmsnpyoTcs U IIOCTEIIEHHO TPaHCHOPMUpPY-
I0TCSI BO B3aMMOIIEPEXO/AIe AyXOBHbIe M MaTepuajlbHble 00JIacTU M 3JIeMeHThI
ObrTis. Ilepen; yMCTBEHHBIM B30POM UMTaTels cozudaemcs BceneHHas, B KOTOPOIL
IIPEeOXOJIEHBI IPAHILBI MEXY allPMOPHBIMIY IIEPBOIIPUHIMIIAMY, TYXOBHBIM U Ma-
TepUAIbHBIM. ITOT IIEPEXOM OT BBICILIETO K HUSIIEMY, 9TO CO3MJaTeIbHOe B3aUIMO-
TIPOHMKHOBEHNE CYII[HOCTEeJI MUPO3AaHNs, B LIEHTPe KOTOPOTO CTOUT YeJIOBeK — Wl
(nefes, moci. «myIa»), paccMaTpuBaeMblil KaK ICUXOCOMATIYECKOE eQVHCTBO, KOTO-
PBIT cMO2 nocmueHymy TIyOMHHBIe 3aKOHBI ITpoljecca coTBopeHus Mupa (NB: ogHo
13 Ha3BaHMIT KHUTH, 3aCBUETENbCTBOBAHHOE B KosodoHe BaTmkaHckoil pykomnmcu
X Beka Ms. Vatican 299(8) — npeBHeji1ieM COXpaHMBIIIEMCSI MaHyCKPUIITE, COTEpIKa-
II[eM TIPOCTPAHHYIO BEpPCUIO JAHHOTO MPOM3BedeHms, — M8 M3 hilkot yasirah,
1.e. «3akoHbl CO3MAAHUA») U yPaA3yMemyb CBOE MeCTO B HEM, — 3aJIOT TOTO, UTO OH
criocobeH BepHYThCs K cBoeMy Cosnaresnio.

¥ Hurt. mo Kapah 1972: 36.

*VImerorcst B Buny OYKBEI i1 he, 1 waw, ° yod, u3 KoTopbIx cocrout Terparpam-
matroH YHWH. TerparpaMmaroH, I0-BUAMMOMY, IIpeAcTaBisieT coboit popmy 3 .
M.p. eq.u. umnepdexra mopoxsl qal riarona Mt hawah (aTo apeBHss Gpopma riaroia
71 hayah), o uem cBunerenscrByer Mex. 3:14-15. ViMnep¢exT Ii1aroios B €BpeicCKOM
SI3bIKe MO>KET MCIIOJIB30BAThCS, B YaCTHOCTH, He TOJIBKO Kak (hopMa GyayIiero Bpeme-
HM, HO U AJIs1 0003HAUeHMs JelICTBYA, HaUaBIIeTrocs B IPOILJIOM U IIPOJOIDKAIOIIe-
rocs B HaCTOSIIEM, a TaKXKe MHOTOKPATHO IIOBTOPSIOIIETOCS YTV IIOCTOSIHHOTO Jeli-
CTBUS U B IIPOIIJIOM, VI B HACTOSILIEM, U1 B 6yJ1yLueM. Taxum 06pa30M, HWmsa FrocnogAa
(rax TpapuionHo nepepaercs Terparpammaron YHWH) moxxeT ObITh MHTEPIIPETI-
posano kak «Tot, Kro 6511, ects u 6yger», 1.e. Beunocywuii. Cornacuo Hex. 3:14, Cam
Tocrmons Tak ucronkosbiBaer CBoe ms: « ecmb Tor, Kto S ecmp (F77IR W8 7R
’ehyeh *aser ehyeh)» (cp. Oc. 1:9b), sc. «f ecmp Cymmii». CenTyarusra MHTepPIIPETHU-
pyer R ‘ehyeh B Hex. 3:14 xax eipi, ‘ecmp’ u O Qv (part. praes. k eipt); Bynaprara — kax
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u ycraHoBuUI ux B CBoeM Benukom MmeHn.
U sameuaran (wehatam) nMu 11ecThb IpenesnoB (Muposmanus)”.

Ho U6H I'e6uposs BUIOM3MeHSIET NaHHBI IIacca)k, BBOI B IIO-
crenHelt ¢ppase mapajiesNbHO C TIAr0JI0M hatam ‘3ameuyaThIBaTh , Ua-
cTo ucnonb3yeMbIM B «Kunre Co3upgaHusa» Ipu onmcaHnM IIpolecca
CO3aHIsA MUPO3MAHM, TAKKe U IJIaroJ Y2 tdba‘ ‘OTneanaTb’, ‘oT-
TUCHYTH', OTUEKAHUTH :

Ou orneuaran (taba‘) urects npenenos, 3aneuatradubix (hdtimim) Ero
Umenem??,

Marimonnyn (Moire 6ern Maitmon, 1135-1204) B mepBOit KHUTE
Muwmne Topa, B ee mepBoM paspeine — « OCHOBOIIOJIaraloIINX 3aKOHAX

sum, ‘ecmp’ (Hcx. 3:14a) u est (3 1. en.u. k sum, Hex. 3:14b). Cp. nanee, Hanp., Tanties-
ckmit 2016a: 170-173 u 2016b: 350-352.

*Iur. mo Kpatkoil Bepcum: Ms. Parma 2784.14 (Bibliotheca Palatina 2784/14),
De Rossi 1390, fols. 36b—-38b. — «Kuura cosumanus» paccMaTpuBaer IIpoLiece TBOpe-
HMS MUPO3HAaHU [0CIIOXOM «TPUALATHIO ABYMS UyAeCHBIMY IIyTaMy MyapocTi»,
KOTOpBIE CyThb eCaTh M1°80 séfirdt — «umcen» «6es Hudero» (3 balimah, us uu-
4ero, T.e. IpeJBeYHbIe MAeaIbHbIe «UICIa») I OBAILATh ABe «OYKBBI OCHOBAHMS»
(Mo NN °6tiyydt yesod), T.e. qBagLATH ABe OYKBBI €BpEiCKOro ajugaBuTa, MMer-
LI/e TaKKe ¥ YJCIOBbIEe 3HAUEHNs; TaKMM 06pa3oM, ITOCTYJIAT O TOM, UTO B OCHOBE
Mupa JIEXXUT OyKBa, IIOApasyMeBaeT OMHOBPEMEHHO I UMCIIO TOKE. ITU CYIIHOCTI
OKa3bIBAIOTCS INIyOMHHBIMI OCHOBAaHMSIMI, IPUHI{AIIAMI U IIEPBO3JIeMeHTaMI (Kak
ObI «aTOMaM¥») MUPO3LaHNs. 3aMeTUM B 9TOJ CBSI3M, UTO M300peTeH1e B XaHaaHe
aJ1paBUTHOTrO MUCHMA, II0 CYTH, «KATOMMU3UPYIOIIEr0» BCIO JIEKCUKY, TaK VIV JIHAUEe
OTIVICHIBAIOIIYI0 MIPO3aHIIe, MOTJIO IBUTHCS B)KHENIIINM aCIIeKTOM, ITO{BOJSIIIIIM
K MBICIM 06 3JIeMeHTapHbIX yacTuiiax Beemennoit. Eqsa nu He mmepBoe molieniiee 10
HaC BBIpaKeHIe IPeCTaBIeHNsI 00 3JleMEeHTapHbIX YaCTULAX MUPO3TaHMS MOXHO
Hatitu B [Tpumu. 8:26, TIe TOBOPUTCS O «HAUATIBHBIX IIBUIMHKAX Mupa». — OTMeTnM
TaK)Xe, YTO TEPMUH GTOLYEIOV, MMEBLUNIT 3HAUEHMs ‘OyKBa’ (C TOUKM 3pEHUs e€ 3BY-
KOBOT'O {OCTOMHCTBA), IIPOCTOI, HE[EIVIMBIIL ‘3By}< peun’ (B PL. Cra. 422a — BeposiTHO,
‘KOpEHbD CJI0BA’), CTAN YIIOTPeOIATHCS ApeBHerpeuecKumu puirocodpamu B 3HAUEHMAX
‘(MaTepuanbHOE) IIEPBOHAYAIIO’, ‘IIIEMEHT , ‘BELeCTBO’ (IIPOCTeIIIas YacTUIa, KOM-
[IOHEHT MaTepum), ‘CTUxus’ (B TOM UMCIIe, MUPOBBIe «CTUXUM» — oTotyeia). [To Simp.
In Ph. 9.7.13, 3TOT TepMUH II0 OTHOILIEHMIO K «CTUXMUM», coriaacHo EBnemy, rmepBoIM
ynorpe6un [Inaron. Cm. ganee Jloces 1971.

%> Shoken ‘ad me’az nisgab 14 (cm. Yarden 1981: 1.10).
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Topei», — roBOpsA O UETBIPEX «OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIINX 3JIeMEeHTax BCeX
COTBOPEHHBIX (CYILLIHOCTEI)», T.e. IPUPOJHBIX CTUXMUAX: OTHe, BeTpe
(resp. Bo3ayxe), BoJe U 3eMile, M3 KOTOPBIX — B TOJ MJIM MHOII IIPO-
MOPIMM — COCTOAT BCE TeJa MUPO3JAaHUSA, OTMEUaeT, UTO MX IIepe-
IBVKEHMSA IIPOMICXOOAT —

{...) He I10 X IIOHMMAaHUIO ¥ BOJIE, a COTJIACHO ...) IPUPOJIEe, KOTOpas
oTmeuaraHa B Hux (D712 Y20 Y21 teba‘ Se-nitba“ bahem) (4:2)%.

B maHHOM KOHTEKCTe B TepMIHe Y3V teba’, «IIpUpoOaa», IBHO BbI-
SBJISIETCS €r0 KOpHeBOe 3HAaueHNe «OTIIEUaTOK», a CaMO 3TO CJIOBO
BBICTyIaeT y MaiiMOHNMAA KaK CMHOHMM IOHATHS «dopmar (173
sirah). IMeHHO BCIIeCTBIME IIOJIYUeHHOI «(pOPMBI» (B apUCTOTEIIeB-
CKOM ee IIOHMMAaHNM) OOBEKT CTAHOBUTCS TeM, UTO OH ecThb. Mcxo-
IS M3 KOCMOTOHMYECKUX IIpefcTaBieHUII MailMOHMOa, MOKHO HO-
IIyCTUTBH, UTO CyOBEKTOM HEIOCPeCTBEHHBIX AEICTBUIL 110 «OTIIeYa-
TBIBAHUIO» «OTIIEUATKOB»-(POopM 37ech oapasyMeBaeTcs 60KeCTBEH-
HBIIT Oeticmaywuti ym**.

Nocnd T'mxatuina (1248 — nmocne 1305) B kunre «OpexoBbIit camg»
(MY N» Ginnat ’Egéz)“, IIPOOJDKAs TPagMIIUIO, 3aCBUAETEIbCTBO-
BaHHYIO y ero yuutens, ABpaama AGymadpunu (1240 — mocie 1291),
HECKOJIBKO Pa3 COOTHOCUT TepMuHbI O 1o8 *Elohim ‘Bor’ u yawm hat-
teba‘ ‘Tlpupopa’ (cJ10BO yIOTpebIseTcs ¢ OTpeie]IeHHBIM apTUKIIEM T)
€O CIIOBOM NODIT hak-kisse® TIpectoun’; NB: remaTpuu®® Bcex Tpex CJIOB
paBabl — 86. IIpn srom Mocud I'mratmiaina KOHCTATHpPyeT «yHMU-
KaJIbHOCTb» U «000cobnenne» Terparpammarona YHWH u BeisBiisaer
TBOPUECKYI0 aKTMBHOCTb UMeHNM D778 ’Elohim (MMeHHO 3TUM MMe-

2 [Int. mo Mosheh ben Maimon 1927: 1.138.

** Cp. raxxe, Hamp., Idel 2000: 104.

?* Gikatilla 1615 (mepBoneuarnoe usganme): 5cd, 12d, 13ab. [JarnHoe npomssese-
HMe cunTaercs Kinaccukoi Ka66anel. B ero HasBanum orpaxkeH o0pas us [lech. 6:11.

¢ TemaTpysi — ITOJICUET YNMCIOBOTO 3HAUEHIISI CJIOBA KAK CYMMBI UJCJIOBBIX 3HAUE-
H1it OYKB; BbISBJIEHIE HA 9TOJ OCHOBE COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX KOPPEJISLINIT Pa3IIIIUHbBIX
CJIOB C OAMHAKOBBIMY UMCIOBBIMU 3HAUEHVSIMU; 3aMeHa OJHOTO CJI0Ba Ha APYToe C
PaBHBIM UNCIIOBBIM 3HAUEHIIEM.

164



Konuenyus BcenenHotl kak 60xecmeeHH020 «OMneuamxa. ..

HeM, II0 CBOeMY KOpHEBOMY 3HaueHUo”’ perpeseHTHpyomM Cumb
Bora, o6o3nauaerca Cosnarenb B bBom. 1:1-2:4a, roe pacckasbIiBaeTca
o CorBopeHnu mMupa):

Cozmanue mupa (29Wn WM hiddis®® ha-‘6lam) — pa6ora (cp. Boim.
2:2-3.— U.T)) (o cosmnanuio) [puponsr (Yavi1 hat-teba; wnu ‘pabora
puponsr’. — HU.T.), kotopas (IIpupoma) ectsb Taitaa 27198 *Elohim, nGo
IIpupoma — ato Taitna IIpecrosna (RS2 hak-kissé’), B cOOTBeTCTBUM
¢ Ero peuennmem: «HeGeca — mpecron Moii, a 3emuss — IlogHOoXKuE
(‘crym’. — H.T) (mns) Hor Moux» (Hc. 66:1) {...) Vima 27128 *Elohim
BO3HUKJIO Ipu co3gauuy [Ipuponsl, Torga Kak TerparpaMMaToH He
BOSHUK IIpM CO3TaHMM Mupa, 160 1o (M) — yHUKaIBHO™.

«B Hauazne coTBOpMI oo Elohim» (Bvim. 1:1), TOo ecTh, B Hayaje
[pupopsr (Y2057 hat-teba‘) corBopen IIpecton (X027 hak-kisse’) mo-
CpeICTBOM IMEHU o oN ’Eléhim, KOTOpO€ BO3HMKAET P CO3UTAHIIN
(Mupa). U ckazano: «cotBopmt BTN Elohim», a He ckasaHo: «(COTBO-
pu) TeTparpaMMaToH»; 3aMeTh, uTo MIMs TeTparpaMMaToH COKPBITO
npu TBopeHUN, a MM, KOTOpPOE SBIIAETCS 0003HAUEHMEM IS CO3MU-
naHus, — 310 uMs O 1OR ’Elohim, cBasanHOe ¢ Ipupopoit, n6o mo-
CpeICTBOM HETO OTIIeUaTaHbl BCe eCTeCTBa (MU ‘CyIlecTBa’, ‘3IeMeH-
TBI'; IO KOPHEBOMY 3HAUeHMI0 ‘oTreuatkw’. — M.T.) (Q'wrawm 52 wann
hutba G kol hat-taba‘im), cornmacuo onmcanuio TBopenns (B Boim. 1:1-
2:4a. — U.T)*.

O6o03nauenne (M2 kinndy)® {...) @198 *Elohim ykasbIBaeT Ha co3aa-
uue pupons! (Y207 W17 hiddis hat-teba‘), u6o Own, 6yas Ox Baiaro-
CJIOBEH, OCYILECTBMII BCe CIIaHMpoBaHHOe VM, oTIieuaraB BCe ecTe-
cTBa (D°WaL: 5o v Se-hithi* kol hat-to ba‘im), v u3BIIEK UX U3 CyIII-
"octu CBoero Mimenn2.

Bcaxkoe ecrecTtBO (SJ:D ,tebd‘) MMeET IPOTOJLKUTETBHOCTD ¥ HAXOAUTCI
Ha CBOeM MecTe, Oyayuu oTreuaTaHo (YW mitba‘) umeHem oo

7 CioBo OYTOR (BepOHTHO, apxanmvyeckoe — muajneKkTajgpbHoe? — MH.U. OT i7?&;
58 / *115R), mcrmonb3yemoe s obosHauenus Bora (B bopme pluralis majestatis), ume-
€T {OCJIOBHOE 3HAUEHUe: CIJIbHBIE , ‘MOTYILECTBEHHBIE ; resp. o158 Elohim o3uaua-
er ‘CUIbHBIIN .

28 TepmuH 11 hiddds GykBanbHO 03HaUaeT ‘0OHOBIEHME , ‘HOBOE CO3IaHNE .

2 Gikatilla 1615: 5c.

30 Ibid. 5d.

*'TemaTpus 3TOTO CIOBa TOXeE 86.

32 Gikatilla 1615: 16b.
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’Elohim, xotopoe osHauaeT Mowb (27 hak-koh), cumy (Prmm ha-
hozeq) n ocymectsienne (QVp hag-qiyyim)®.

YHukansHoe (MM ham-moyiuhad) VIms ykasbiBaer Ha 060cobiie-
Hue (MM hay-yihid), a nmsa oroN ’Elohim yKa3bIBaeT Ha AeCTBIE
(9w hap-pa “dllah), <...y (koTopoe) U3BIEUEHO GBLIO M3 CYITBI (MM
mik-ko°h)*.

K04 K pacKphITHIO «TaitHbl» D28 *Elohim — «[Ipupoda» — «I1pe-
cmon» Nocud I'mxatuina sugur B He. 66:1-2:

Tax rosoput FOCNO[4b:

«He6o0 — IIpecron Moii,

a 3emis — [Toguoxxue (must) Hor Moux.

Kaxoii sxe ;oM Mo»keTe IIOCTpOUTh BBl MHe

” rje MecTo, (IpUrogHOe) [AJIs OTAOXHOBeHUS Moero?
Bce aTo pyxa Mos coTBopuna —

TaK BO3HMKJIO BCE 9TO», —

pedenue MOCMNOMA.

B manHOM TekcTe «HeOO-1-3eMIISI», «BCe 3TO»>’, T.e. Bcenennas, resp.
«IIpupopma», — mpencraer Kak mosHslit IIpecros FOCNOJA (y Vcaitn
nanucan Terparpammaron), corBopusiiero ero mis Ce6s. V3 atux
CTUXOB ABCTBYET TaK’Ke, UTO [OCNOAb MBICAUTCSA r[pe6bIBa10LuI/IM BHE
coTBOpeHHOro M Mmpa, KoTophlit ciykuT IIpectonoM, Ha KOTOpoM
On MoeT BoccenarTh.

Nocndom I'mkatumnoit rBoperne «IIpuponsi» coorHocurcs ¢ bo-
eCTBeHHBIM MMeHeM 019N *Elohim, KOTOpO€ «BO3HUKAET», T.€. aKTy-
ann3upyeTcs, U IpogaBiAeTcs KaK COBOKYIIHOCTb TBOPUECKHUX cui Beu-
HOCYII[er0, 0603HAYAOIIErocs TeTparpaMMaTOHOM, NIPU «CO3MAHNUN
Ipuponsr». Terparpammaron, no yuenuto Mocuda 'mkarmmnsl, He

* Ibid. 13c.

** Ibid. 16b.

**Tlo kpaitHeil Mepe, C SIOXM JUIMHU3MA (CYIs 10 KyMpaHCKIM pyKorcsam 11 B.
1o H.3. — I B. H.3.) 12 0603HaUEHMST COTBOPEHHOII BceeHHOT B eBpeiicCKOM sI3bIKe
ynotpebisics TepmuH hak-kol, 6yks. ‘Bcé’ (cp. Takxke, Hanp., Hep. 10:16 = 51:19, Ilc.
103[102]:19, 145[144]:9).
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MMeeT MPSIMOTO KOHTAKTa C TBOPMMBIM MUPO3LAHIEM — MUP HeEIIO-
CpeACTBEHHO CO3MUOAETCA MIMEHEM oo *Elohim, KOTOpO€ BBICTYIIAeT
kak 0l B KauectBe «[leuatu» («(Ilepcrus-)Ileuarku»), mocpencTBom
KOTOPOIT «OTIIEYATBIBAIOTCS» BCE 3IJIEMEHTHI-«OTIEUATKU», COCTAB-
nsromue «IIpupony»-«OTmeuaTok», KoTopas IpeacTaeT Kak Boxe-
ctBeHHBIN «IIpecToin». «IIpupoma», BKIIOUaroIas Kak JyXOBHBIE, TaK
¥ MaTepyaybHbIe 00'beKThI, KOTOpble FOCMO[b «M3BJIEK U3 CYLIHOCTI
CBoero lmeHn», T.e. «¥M3 CYILIHOCTN» TeTparpaMMaroHa, 0y yun «OT-
neuatana» 01oN Elohim, BOCIPOM3BOAUT 00MUK cBoell «Ileuatm» —
” B 9TOM cMbIciie BoxkectBeHHBII «[IpecTon» OKa3hbIBaeTCs «aJeKBaT-
HBIM» BoccenmaromeMy Ha HeM, UTO CIMBOJIMUECKIL U OTPaXKaIoT OVI-
HaKoBBbIe reMaTpun (86) cos 017X Elohim — vawm hat-teba® ‘Tipupo-
ma’ — Ro>m hak-kisse’ ‘Tlpecton’, kak mor paccykngath Mocud I'mka-
TIULIa (M, BO3MOXKHO, ero IIpeflllecTBeHHUK, ABpaam AGyiadus). B
TO JKe BpeMd [cHO, uTo «[leuaTs /[leuaTka» He TOXIECTBEHHA «OTIIE-
yaTaHHOMY» e10. B akte TBOpeHMS MPOMCXOMUT JIUIIIb « COIIPUKOCHO-
BeHUe» TBOpIIa C TBOPMMBIM, HaKJIagbIBaoIllee Ha rTocieqHee Boske-
cTBeHHBII (37198 *Elohim) «oTmeuatok». B cBoem Kommenrapuu Ha
nepsyto rnaBy Kauru Bertus Moced [>KukaTmia BhIpakaeT 3To Clie-
OyIOIUM o6pa3om:

3Hail, UTO BCIKO€e ecTecTBO HeceT meuarh Laps®®.

Bo3MO’XHO, 31€Ch, KaK U B IIPMBOIMBILINXCS BBIIIE IIaCCAKAX, COOEP-
JKIUTCS aJUTI03Us Ha CeHTeHIMo 13 MuwHbt (Sanh. 4.5) OTHOCUTENBHO
CO3JIaHMUA POJa YEJOBEUECKOTO — C HKCTPAIIOJNALIIEN ee COnep KaHms
Ha BCe TBOpUMOe MuposgaHue. VIMerommiics ke HaMU B BUIY MIIII-
HaMTCKUII IIACCaK MOKET OBITH IIepeBeieH CIeIyIOIM 00pa3om:

{...) UEJIOBEK OTUeKaHMBaeT (Y2 t6be*) cro MoHer (MYIWLA matba ‘6t)
OOHUM ueKaHoM (BN hotam, 6ykB. ‘euarsio’, ‘Tieuarkoir’. — M.T.), n
BCe OHU ITOHOOHBI OgHA npyroit. Ilape mapeit mapeit, CBaroii, (337143
Ou Bnarocinosen, ormeuaran (Y3t taba’, ‘oruekanmn’. — M. T.) Kaxxmo-
o yeJloBeKa rmeuarkoit (MMM bahotamo, ‘uexkanom’. — H.T.) Ilepsoro
YesnoBeka®’, HO HM ORVIH M3 HUX He IIOJ00EH APYyTroMy.

3¢ Ms. New York, JTSA 1891 fol. 70ab (1. mmo: Idel 2000: 94).
¥ Cp. Hos 15:7.
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Hocud I'mkarmmia (mogobHo, HanpuMep, MatMOHIY [0 HEro u
CrmHo3e 1ociie), TOBOPUT O IMPeABEYHOCTH, «YHUKAIBHOCTI», «060-
cobmennn» Terparpammarona — Mmenu, «cokpsiToro mpu TBope-
HUM>» U BBIPAKAIOIIETO IIIYOMHHYIO CYII[HOCTD, CY0CMAHYUATbHOCTb
Boskectsa. Ums sxe 07198 *Elohim, KoppenupyeMoe MM ¢ «CHIIOl / Mo-
IIBIO» M «IEICTBUEMY», «M3BJIE€UEHHBIM M3 CUJIBI» %, MOeT OBITE CO-
oTHeceHO ¢ ampubymamu CyILero, aKTyaausupyOIIMICST / IPOsB-
JISIOIMMIICS B IIPOLIeCCe TBOPEHMS ¥ BXOMAIIMMI B COIIPUKOCHOBE-
HIe C CO3MJaeMbIM MUpPO3AaHMeM, IPeCTaBIII0IEeM COo00i COBO-
KyIIHOCTb KaK AYXOBHBIX / MBICJIAIINX, TaK I MAaTePUAIbHbIX / IPOTS-
JKeHHBIX 00beKTOB. C Opyroii CTOPOHBI, Kak 3aMeTiul ABpaam AbGyna-
¢us B «Kuure (crpacTHOrO) XKemanus» (PO 120 Sefer ha-Heseq), mma
o798 *Elohim, xpome mpouero, «oGosHauaer Ero aTpmbyT, mocpes-
crBoM KoToporo OH, CiraBa EMy, oTheneH oT apyrux cymrHocTei»>’.

I

ITogBOAs UTOT CKA3aHHOMY, MOXKHO KOHCTATMPOBATh, UTO MICIIOJIb-
30BaHIe IJIaroja Ya taba‘ B pa3nmMuHbIX IOPOJAX B aKTMUBHOIL U I1ac-
cuBHOI opMax B CEMaHTUUECKOM I10JI€ «OTIIeuaThIBath (resp. hop-
MIPOBATh) ECTECTBO / 9JIEMEHT» B HEO)OPMIIEHHOM «BELLIECTBE» / Ma-
TEpUU MIPY OIMICAHUN IIPOLIECCa TBOPEHNI MUPO3TAHS HEOJHOKPAT-
HO 3aCBUIETEJIbCTBOBAHO B IIPOM3BEIEHNUAX CpeJHEBEKOBBIX eBpeli-
CKuX aBTOpOB. IIpn aToM TO, 4TO PopMUpyeTCs («OTIeUaTHIBACTCI»),
T.€. YIW teba‘, «ecTecTBOY, «IIpUpOaa», BOCOPMHNMAETCS MU JIMEH-
HO KaK «OTII€YaTOK / OTTUCK» *°.

Hymaercs, uto o6061enHbIi 06pa3s «[Ipnpomsi» kak «Ormeuarkar»
(¥2177 hat-teba“) — cocTOSAINErO M3 EMUHNUHBIX «OTIIEUATKOB» (2'DIM
toba‘im, resp. «ecrecTBa»), — «OTIEUATAHHOTO» o158 Elohim — Bo-
20M, VICTIOJIB30BAJICS B Psifie KPealMOHUCTCKIUX U SMaHallIOHHO-9Mep-
IDKEHTHBIX TeOJIOTro-(IUI0COPCKIX CUCTeMaX CpeqHeBeKOBBIX eBpeli-

% Cp. nmpum. 29.

* Ms. New York, JTSA 1801 fol. 8b (1ur. mo: Idel 2000: 92).

“°B ToM uncIe, BEpOsATHO, OYKB eBpelicKoro anpaBuTa, akTyaausupyoImx ¢pop-
MIpYeMOe «BeIeCTBO», CYLI{HOCTI 1 KOMIIOHEHTHI BeesreHHOIT; cM. mpum. 21.
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CKUX MBICJIMTEJIEe) MIMEHHO IJIS TOTO, YTOOBI He TOJIBKO M30eKaTh Ka-
Koro 6bI TO HU ObLIO oTOXAecTBIeHNs TBopua u Ero TBopeHus, Ho
¥ JOIYyIIeHNUs O HeMOoCpeACTBEHHOM KOHTakTe Beunocyirero, o6o-
3HAUaeMoro C IIOMOIIbI0 TeTparpaMMaToHa, ¢ cosugaemoit «IIpupo-
IO¥i», ¥ TeM CaMbIM YCIJINUTh B 3TUX CUCTeMax HOBOABI B IIOJIB3Y
000CHOBaHM IIOCTYJIaTa O TpaHcueHaeHTHOCT Co3aTessa o0 OTHO-
[IEHUI0 K MUPY (II0 KpaitHell Mepe, OTHOCUTENHHOI). «OTHeuarok»,
CKOJIb ObI OH HI ObLI OJIM30K K «00pasy» cBoeit «Ileuartn / [TeuaTkm»
(resp. «HexaHa»), — eCTECTBEHHO, He TO>KIECTBEHEH €lf, Sc. He COIIpU-
YaCTeH ee «CYIIHOCTM /ecTecTBY». OAMHaKoBasd ke TreMaTpus CUM-
BOJIM3MIPYET JIVIIb «II0K00ue» «oTreyarka» caenasirei ero «Ileua-
T / [ledaTke» — aHAJIOIMYHO TOMY, KaK, HaIIpuMep, UeKaH Ha MOHe-
Te 0ToOpaskaeT M300pakeHye CBOETO LITeMIIeJI T — a He BhIpayKaeT UX
cyOcTaHIoHanbHoe TokaectBo*!. C mpyroit CTOpOHBI, 00pas «IIpu-
POMIBI» KaK «OTIIEYATKA» o11oR ’Elohim — Boza HaBOMII Ha MBICID O
BcenenHoit kak akcnpeccuu bora B Ero umnpeccuu.

Takum 06pa3oM, MOKHO JOIYCTUTH (WM, 110 KpaiiHell Mepe, He
JICKJIFOUATh BO3MOKHOCTH), UTO OTHEJIbHBIE eBpeliCKIe CpeIHeBeKO-
Bble MbIcauTenu (B uacTHocty, Vlocud I'mkarmiia) MOIIM B CBOMX
KpealMoHUCTCKUX U SMaHalMIOHHO-3MePIKEHTHBIX CUCTEMax B TOM
VI MHOM acIleKTe KOppeyMpoBaTh TeTparpaMMaToOH C ILIATOHOB-
CKMM 6oroM-geMuyprom, 0198 *Elohim — «Bora» — ¢ oGpasiom (resp.
«I1epBO06Pa30M»), 110 KOTOPOMY «OTII€UATHIBAETCSI» KOCMOC, — B pa-
Kypce ymomoGiieHus 3Toro obpasua «ormy» mmpa (em. Ti 50d*%), a
«mpupony» (Y21 hat-teba‘), paccMatpuBaeMyio Kak BoxkecTBeHHBIIT
«OTIIEUATOK», — C KOCMOCOM KaK «OTIIEYATKOM» «IIEPBOOOpa3a».

*Cp., Hamnp., Arist. Pol. 1257a41: 0 yapaktip été0n 100 mocod onpelov, «uekaH
(mocn. ‘oTmeuaTox’) BoIOUT (Ha MOHETe) KaK 3HaK KOJIMUECTBEHHOTO JOCTOMHCTBAY.
*Cp., Hamnp., Ti. 48e-49a.
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ABSTRACT. The Neoplatonic philosophers developed a complicated and quite ingenious
concept of the grades of virtue, starting with such common human virtues, as the natu-
ral, ethical and political, and finishing with those attainable only by the real seekers of
the highest truth, such as the purificatory, contemplative, paradigmatic, and hieratic.
In the paper, I trace the evolution of the Neoplatonic grades of virtue and illustrate it by
means of select fragments from Damascius’ Philosophical History, which deal specifi-
cally with the character of Damascius’ revered teacher. The life of Isidore is presented
by his student as an ascent along the path of Neoplatonic perfection; moreover, by
chance or not, but in the surviving fragments of this work, which tells about many
remarkable philosophers and theurgists, it is Isidore who ultimately attains the last,
seventh degree of virtue. Possessing outstanding personal qualities and even the gift of
the seer, he was a teacher of the Socratic type, most eager to help students achieve the
purificatory virtues that alone determine the further path of philosophical perfection.
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duocod B aHTUUHOCTHU — 3TO IIPEXK/Ie BCEro BBIPA3UTENb OIIpeie-
JIEHHOTO 00pasa >KM3HN: KMHIYECKOTO, CTOMUECKOTO, SMUKYPEIICKO-
ro, IaToHnYeckoro'. Prrocodbl HEOITIATOHMKY He OBLIN UCKIIIoUe-
HUEM, B IVIa3ax ux 0rorpadoB IpeBpaTUBILINCH B TOAJIMHHEBIE 00pa3-
LIBI COBEPIIIEHCTBA, UbM KoOpomereny (QpetTol) IPOSBIAINCH HA BCEX
YPOBHSIX MHOTOCJIOIHOTO HEOILJIATOHMYECKOr0 YHUBEpCyMa.

Vinero o cTenensx nobponereneii orueTanBo chopmynmponain [Lmo-
THUH B cIleluanbHoM Tpakrate (Enn. 1.2 [19]). ITopdupuit nepedopmy-
JupoBai ee B Sent. 32 U MPpaKTHUECKY peann30Ball B )KI3HEOMNCAH-
ax IIngaropa n IlnoTnHa, B KOTOPBIX Kak ApeBHUI ¢uirocod, Tak u
yuutens camoro Ilopdupns mpencraror B 06pase COBepILIEHHBIX MY/I-
peLoB, CBOMMIY MOPAIBHBIMI KaueCTBaMI NAJIEKO IIPeB3OILIEIINX
OOBIUHBIX IIPeICTaBUATENIEl UeJIOBeUECKOro poaa. SIMBIMUX Takxe I10-
CBITIUL CTeIleHsIM mobpomeresell clielnaibHOe COUMHEHe, K COXKa-
JIHUIO, IO Hac He JoLIeflee, 1 Hanucan Tpakrar O nugaeopetickom
06pase i u3HU, OTKPHIBAIOIIINIL IVKJI €r0 NU(aropeiicKux COUMHEeHNI.
Mapnu counHni )xusHeonucanue ceoero yunreis [Ipokia, Onummn-
OIIOp BepHYJICA K MCTOKAM I HaIlMcal KpaTkoe >ku3Heonucanue [lna-
TOHA, a JlaMacKuil IpeACTaBIII LIMPOKYIO ITAaHOPaMy HeOILIaTOHUYe-
CKOJT XM3HU B cBoelt Punocogexoti ucmopuu (Phdcopog ictopia), K
CO’KaJIEHMIO, HOIIe/ el KO Hac JIMIIb B (parMeHTapHBIX M3BIeUe-
auax us Porus u Cyouvt.

KapnunanpHble [0oOpoaeTeN NAealbHOTO IpaXKIaHIHA — paccy-
IUTENBHOCTh, MY’KeCTBO, caMoobIafiaHye 1 CIpaBeINBOCTb, — KO-
Topsle obcyxnaer Ilnaron B Tocydapcmee, Ilnotnn mononHser Goiee
COBEpIICHHBIMY, OUMCTUTENBHBIMI, 3a/lada KOUX — IIPUBECTY AYIIY
K YMY, C L{eJIbI0 OOHApY’KeHMsI B HEM IapaurM KaKooil U3 3TUX K06-
poneredeit. [lopdupuit pa3BuBaeT Um0 CBOETO YUUTEIS I TOBOPUT O
yeThIpeX BUAAx mobpomeresieil — rpaKIaHCKUX (TTOALTIKOL), OUMCTI-

! MHOTOUMCIIEHHBIE CBUAETeNbCTBA TOMY HAXOAUM B PasHOOOpPasHBIX KM3He-
OIMCAHMAK, CaMble PaHHUe M3 KOTOPBIX HAaTUPYITCS BpeMeHeM IlmaToHa m Apm-
crotens. Purocodckas Gmorpadus Kak >KaHP BOCXOIUT, JOJDKHO ObITh, K IE€pUIIa-
TEeTUYECKOI IIIKOJIe — B YaCTHOCTIL, K COYMHEHMSIM yueHMKa Apucrorens [ukeapxa
(fr. 33-52 Mirhadi; ITerpoBa 2017: 137-144).
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TenbHBIX (KobapTikal), codeprarensHbix (Bewpntikal) u mapagnrma-
TUUECKUX (ToPodELYHOTIKOL):

Oxuu mobpogeTeny — y TpakAaHMHA; OPYTye — ¥ BOCXOMSILETO K
CO3€pLAaHNI0 U IIOTOMY HAa3bIBAEMOTO CO3epLiaTesleM; MHbIE — Y CO-
BEpILIEHHOIO CO3epLaTeIs, CTABLIEr0 OUEBIUALIEM; M UHbIE — V yMa,
IIOCKOJIBKY OH yM 1 cBoOogeH ot ayuuu (Porph. Sent. 32.1-5)%

I'paxmanckue (nan ob1iecTBeHHBIE) HOOPOIETENN, Ky IbTUBIPYIO-
LMe YeThIpe KapAMHAIbHbIE JOOPOIETEN N, IIPU3BAHBI 00y31aTh BCe-
BO3MO>KHBIE JKeJIaHMs, CBOMICTBEHHbIE Teny. OuncTuresbable 106po-
OEeTeV MO3BOJISIT COBEPLINTH CIEXYIOIIMII IAT — IIOJHOCTBIO OT
HUX OTBJIEUBCSI, UTO, B CBOIO Ouepemsb, 1o3Boant ¢unocody Ha Tpe-
THEM ITalle HAIPaBUTH BCe BHUMAHIE Ha yM, 4 Ha UETBEPTOM — MO-
CTUYb «COEOVHEHUA C €ro CYILIHOCTBIO» (Sent. 32.70-82). fIcuo, uro
OUMILleHVe UTPAET B 3TOM IIPOI(ECCe KIIOUEBYIO POJb. YCIIEX BCETO
NpeIpUSTUSI HANIPSIMYIO 3aBUCUT OT HEro, TaK KaK OYMCTUTEIbHbIE
noOpomeTenn «IIpUOOpPEeTaTCs TOJIBKO B 3IELTHeN )KU3HI» U TOJIBKO
yepe3 HUX «BO3MOKHO BOCXOKAeHIe K 0ojiee BHICOKMM» UX CTeIle-
M. [losHai camoro ce0sl, IOCTUTHU, UTO ThI «AyIla, CBI3aHHAS B
Yy>KOJ1, MHOIIPMPOIHOI Bely» — roBopuT Ilopdupnit, — u T cue-
JIaelllb BEPHBII LIAr Ha MyTH ounineHus. JIub Toraa Tel CMOXeEIIb
«co0parh cebs, B TOM YICJIe M IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO, OT Teja, oOperas
COBEpILIEHHO OeCIPUCTPACTHOE 10 OTHOIIEHNIO K HEMY PACIIOJIOKe-
Hue» (Sent. 32.100-105). Tak Te6e ymacTcs u36aBUTHCSA, HACKOIBKO 9TO
BO3MOJKHO, OT IIPEISTCTBYIOIINX BOCXOKIEHNIO Ha 00Jiee BBICOKUIT
ypOBeHb 3a00T, CTPaJaHMII U IePEKMBAHNIL I JOCTUUD CIIOKOMCTBIIS
OyIIM, HeOOXOIMMOTO [JISI CO3EPLIaHMs.

Cxema monyuaer qanbHelilliee pasButre y IMBiIIxa, KOTOPHIiL Aa-
eT K&KIOMY U3 YPOBHEI [oOpoaeTeNn onpeaeieHHOe Ha3BaHMe U [0-
nonuseT yetbIpe ypoBHs [lopdupus erre Tpems. Otn gobpomeTenn,
B IIOpAKE BOCXOXKIEHMS OT YPOBHSA K YPOBHIO, TAKOBBI: €CTECTBEH-
Hble (puoikatl), asTuueckue (NOikatl), rpaskganckue (ToALTIKaL), ounCTI-

2 Cp. Brisson 2005 (KOMMeHTapI/HZ K 9TOJ CEHTEHIIUU CM. 2.628—642); 37ech U a-
see nrepesop C.B. Mecsin (2013a).
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renbHbIEe (kabopTikatl), cozeprarensHble (Dewpntikal), mapagurmaru-
ueckue (TopodeLypaTikat), mepaTuyecKme uin Teypruueckue (lepoti-
Kol / Oeovpytkat).

CreumanpHblll TpakraT SIMBiIMXa 0 HOOpOmeTesIX, Kak yKe OT-
MeYaJyoch, [0 HAC He MOLIeJN, OJHAKO €ro TeOpUs BOCCTAHABJIMBA-
eTcs Ha OCHOBaHMU cooOieHnii Mapuna, Jamackns u Oammmnno-
nopa. MapmH mepeunciser ypoBHU KoOpojeTeseil B >KU3HEOIUCa-
HUY CBOETO YUITENS, CIEMATBHO OCTAHABIMBAACH HA CO3epLaTelb-
HBIX I OTMeYasi, UTO OCTaIbHbIE HAXOIATCS YIKe 3a Ipe/IeaMi 00bIu-
HBIX yesnoBeueckux crocobuocreit (Vita Procli 3.1-7). Teypruueckue
YIOMIHAIOTCS [ajee B KU3HEONMCAHWUY, IprueM MapmH Hamps-
MYIO CBSI3BIBA€T yCTAHOBJIEHME 3TOTO YPOBHS Hobpomereneir ¢ fIm-
BIUXOM (26.20-22), TOT/Ia KAK TEPMUH «IIapaJUTMaTUUECKIe» He UC-
nonb3yer BoBce. [pyroit Hair ncrouHnk, Onumnunonop (in Platonis
Phaedonem commentaria 1.8.2-3 Westerink), HarpoTus, OCTaBJIsg€eT B
CTOpPOHE MepaTuuecKue AoOpOaeTeNy, YTO ITOPOAIO IPENIIOIOXKe-
HIE, UTO MTapafiurMaTnyecKue o0pomeTenn MeXIy Co3epLaTebHbI-
MU U MepaTuuecKuMu nmomect uiub Jamacknii (in Phd. 1.138-144
Westerink)®. Hannporus, [I>xoH ®uHAMOD B CIIELMATFHOM UCCIEL0BA-
HIM HACTaMBaeT Ha TOM, UTO BCSI CEMMUYACTHAS CXeMa BOCXOIT HEIIO-
cpencTBeHHO K SIMBiuxy (Finamore 2012: 124-129).

EcrecTBeHHBIE [OOpOIETENI, TaK/e KaK XOPOIIIO pa3BUThIE OpTa-
HBI UyBCTB, pU3UUeCKas BBIHOCIMBOCTD I XOPOLIIee 3{0POBbE, JAIOTCS
HaM 0T poxxaeHus (cuppidvta, Vit. Procl. 4.5), 0MHaKO KaKbIi OTHETb-
HO B3SITBII 1ICKAaTeJIb COBEPIIIEHCTBA [T0JIyUaeT UX He BIIOJIHE CIyJali-
Ho. IIpoxi, kak 3ameuaer MapyH, OTHOCIIICS K TeM PeAKUM CyIie-
CTBaM, KOTOpble «He MCIIN valry 3abBeHus» (5.6-7)% To ecTh Cy-
MeJu Ipu IepepokaeHun n3oparp ¢pumocodckuit odpas xusum. To
e caMoe 0 eCTeCTBeHHBIX fobpomerensx ropoput damackuii (In Phd.
1.138.4), orMeuas majee, UTO ITMUECKUE TOOPOMETENN KaK pa3 HAIIPO-

* Westerink 1976: 1.117-118; Saffrey, Segons 2001: xciii—xcviii.

*IIo cooburenuto Guorpada, OH IOMHIII, YTO SIBJISETCS 3BeHOM B «[epmecoBoit
LIeIM» ¥ UTO B HeM >KuBeT Aayuia nudaropeitna Hukomaxa (Vit. Procl. 28). To sxe camoe
rosopur Hamackuit 06 Ucunope (Vit. Isid. = ®uldcogog iotopia fr. 5). IlepeBox cMm.
HIDKE.
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TUB — IPUOOPETAIOTCS UeJIOBEeKOM B IIpoljecce BOCIUTAHMA Y IIPU-
HaJJIe’KaT KaK pasyMHOJ, Tak M HepasyMHOI yacTaM Oy (eiol O¢
opod Adyov Te kai dhoyiag, ibid. 139.4), Torma Kak rpaskgaHCKMe H00-
POIEeTeNN YICIIONIB3YIOT PasyMHYIO YacTh TYIIN JJIS TOTO, YTOOBI yIIO-
PAOOUUTE HepasyMHYIo (AOyou KoopodvTog TV dAoyiov &g dpyavov
gowwtov, ibid. 140.2).

B HOBOIT YCIOXHEHHO! cXeMe OUNCTMUTeNIbHBIE ROOpomeTesn
BHOBb IIpe{HA3HAUEHBI VIS TOTO, UTOOBI, 10 cIoBaM Onumnuonopa,
OCBOOOIVTECS OT SMOLMIL U IIepeXMBAHMIL, TOTAA KaK co3epliaTelib-
Hble HAaUMHAIOT JeJICTBOBATH JIMILIb IIOCJIE TOTO, KaK AyIa CyMeJa Co-
BceM «y0exathb» (mepebyoowv) ot Hux (In Phd. 8.2.12). nu, o ciioBam
Jamackus, HaIlle CYLeCTBO IIPY UX IIOCPEICTBE «yCTPEeMISIETCS CKO-
pee kK ymy, Hexenn K qyute» (In Phd. 1.142.3). B 95T0M OTHOLIIEHUY OHI
HOCSAT IIPOMEKYTOUHBII XapaKTep ¥ MMEIOT LIeHHOCTb JIUIIIb II0CTOJIb-
Ky, IIOCKOJIBKY BeIyT K IlapafUTrMaTUIeCKIM JOOpOaeTeIAM, IPIUCY-
M camomy ymy (810 kai abton mopoaderypartikad, dTi TPONYOLHEVKS
a0ToD elov Tob vod al dpetad, ibid. 1.143.4).

O cBs3M mapagurMaTuuecKux Kobpomeresell ¢ BBICIIMMMU, Teyp-
ruueckumy, untaeM y Omumnnonopa (In Phd. 8.2.19-20), KOTOpBIit
YTBEpIKOAET, UTO TeYPrus KaK pas 1 IIpU3BaHa PEIIiTh OCHOBHYIO 3a-
oauy HeOILIATOHIMYECKOI Priocopun — 00eCIeunTs CIMIHIE Hallle-
I'0 yMa € YMOIIOCTUTaeMBIMY CYLIIHOCTAMI (Kol pLAocopilag pév Epyov
voOVv Mudg motfjoa, Beovpylag 8¢ Evdoot NUAG TOIG VONTOIG, WG Evep-
yev mopadetypatikds). Mapmu (Vit. Procl. 22.8—15) onmcbIBaeT aHAIO-
ruuHsI npoitecc. [To ero cioBam, 0T IpMpPOIbI HafeIeHHBII IIpeKpac-
HbIMU 3amatkamy, [IpokT M3 THpoHOCHA GBICTPO IPeBPaTUIICS B JVIC-
TUHHOrO BakxaHTa (Metadopa [Imatona: Phd. 69c), OT QUCKypCUBHOTO
7 JOKa3aTeJIbHOIO II03HAHIS COBEPIIINB BOCXOXKIEHIE K CO3ePLIaHII0
napaaurm 60kecTBEHHOro yMa (To év 1¢ Beld v mapadeiypata), 06-
peTs Ha 9TOM IIyTI HOOpOmeTelb, KOTOPYI0 MOXKHO OBIIIO GBI Ha3BaTh
He pasyMeHIeM, a MyIPOCTHIO NI Jaske UeM-TO OOJIBIINM.

ITyTb K 9TOMy HaMBBICIIEMY HEOINNCYEeMOMY ¥ CBepXpasyMHOMY
COCTOSIHMIO HOCUT, B HEKOTOPOM pOJe, IPOBUIEHIINAIBHBII Xapak-
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tep. JJaMackmit HanpsaMyIo cBa3bIBaeT ero ¢ npovowx (In Phd. 28.6)°.
IeHTpasnpHBIL SMM30M >KM3HeomucaHus [Ipokia TakKe XOpOILIO 5TO
mutoctpupyer. ITo coobiennto 6uorpada (Vit. Procl. 29), xxenas 1mo-
MOYb [eBYIIKe II0 MMeHN Ackienurenus, ¢uiaocod moceTmn xpam
Acxkiemnus, KOTOPBIIL B TO BpeMsl TOKIBAJI [TOCJIeHIE JHI I BO Bpe-
MeHa Mapuna yske ObL1 paspyuieH xpuctmanamu®. Kak Toibko oH
obparmuics k CriacuTeNo ¢ MOJIMTBOM «Ha APeBHMIT MaHep»', CBep-
IIJIOCh YyHRO, ¥ AeBYIIKa BBI3TOpOBesa. ITO COOBITIE MMEJIO BaK-
HOe 3HaueHMe [JISI COXPaHeHNs HeOoIUIATOHMUEeCKOI IIKOJIBHOII IIpe-
eMCTBEeHHOCTH, TaK KaK CIIaceHHas AeBYIlKa OblLIa BHYUKOIl PYroit
Acknenurennn, gouepu yunreis IIpokna Ilmyrapxa, a saTem craia
JKeHoII apxoHTa TeareHa (0Ka3aBIIIeTro BIIOCIEACTBUI 3HAUUTEIBHYIO
momolnb AKafeMun) 1 MaTepbio Gymyiiero cxonapxa Axagemun I'e-
rust (Dam. Vit. Isid. fr. 638 Athanassiadi). Mo>KHO IIpeAIIOIOXKIUTS, UTO,
I10 MBICTIN ero 61orpada, IIpoki B KauecTBe «Teypra» He IIPOCTO CTpe-
MuJICs OTOIAarOJapUTh CEMbIO CBOETO HaCTaBHUKA, HO U «IIPeABUIEI»
IIOCJIEICTBIUSA CBOETO IIOCTYTIKA.

°>Yro yka3bIBaeT Ha eJUHEHIE Ha BBICIIIEM YPOBHE HEOILIATOHIUECKOTO yHIBED-
cyMma — Ha ypoBHe reHap. Ilogpo6uee cm. Finamore 2012: 127, KOTOPBIIT, CO CCHUIKOI
Ha Saffrey, Segons 2001: 153, n. 1, Takke OTMeUaeT SKBUBAIEHTHOCTb B 3TOM MeCTe
npovola 1 Tpo vod. OHAKO, KaK MBI YBUAMM HIDKE, TEPMUH MOKET IIOHMMATECS U
B OoJIee IPUBBIUHOM CMBICJIE KaK IIPOMBICEI MJIN [AaXke Ipensuaenne oyayuero. O
Teopuu reHaj 13 HegaBHUX pabor cM. Mecsr 2013b.

¢ Xpam Ackirenus ObLT paCIIONIOXKeH Ha I0)KHOM CKJIOHEe apMHCKOTO AKpOIIO,
psmom ¢ xpamoM [moHuca 1 mo6amnsocTi OT ZOMa, KOTOPBIIL, KaK COOOIIIAeT TyT JKe
MapuH, npuragiexan yuntento [Ipoxma Ilmyrapxy m B KOTOpOM 3aTeM KIJIM KaK
npeemHuk Ilmyrapxa Ha mocty riasel Axkagemuu Cupuan, Tak n cam IIpoxi. ITo-
npobHee 06 arom gome cM. Frantz et al. 1988: 43 f., Camp 1990, Karivieri 1994, Saffrey,
Segonds 2001: 34, Edwards 2000: 104, a Taxske Haury crarbio Afonasin, Afonasina 2014.
O snauennn Ackienus (a Taxke AQunsl u gpyrux 6oros) mis ¢unocoduu [Ipoxia
cm. Afonasin 2017.

" MonuTBa Ha ApeBHMIT MaHep — 3TO, KOHEUHO, 06pasel| IpuMeHeHNs TOTO Tail-
HOT'O «XaJIeiicKkoro» 3HaHus, kotopoe IIpoxiy nepenana Ackinenurenus Crapiiad,
moub IInyrapxa. IIpuMeuarepHO, UTO IMONyYEHHOE OT €0 OTIIA JUIM JeJa «BEJIMKO-
ro» Hecropus 3HaHmMe xangelickux putyanoB IlryTapx mepenan He CbIHY, a JOYEpIL.
Kak npennomnaraer [xou Quunon (Dillon 2007: 123, n. 16), — BO3MOXHO II0TOMY, UTO
ero cbIH I'mepnit, XoTst 1 6511 prrocodom, He OUeHb [JIst ITOTO IOIXOIVLIL.
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Hassas ¢punocoda Bakxautom, [InatoH, no muenuto Jamackus (In
Phd. 1.172), CTpeMmJICA ITOKa3aTh, YTO KaKIBIMI CYMEBILMII OTBJI€UYb-
cs OT Ipoliecca CTAHOBJIEHNs Kak Obl 00yauaeTcs B omessHus 1 Guio-
coda, u teypra. [Ipapna, 3ameuyaeT HeOIJIATOHUK, cpenu $urocodoB
ILIIKOJIBI €CTh Te, KTO IpenmounTtaeT ¢puiaocoduio (takossl Ilnotus u
Iopdupmii), u Te, KTO GOJNBIIE CKIOHEH K TEYpruu (TAKOBHI SIMBIINX,
Cupman, [Ipoki u Apyrue «MepaTUKm»).

B kauecTBe rjaBbI IITATOHMUYECKON HIKOJBLI [laMacKmuii, JOJKHO
OBITH, CUEJI CBOMM JOJITOM ITOKa3aTh IIyTh AJIS BOCCTAHOBJIEHN yTpa-
YeHHOro 0ajJaHca I, yCTYIMB IIPOCh0aM CBOMX YUEHIKOB I B OCOOEH-
HocTy Teomophl, MPOCBEIeHHO AaMbl, IIPOMCXOAMBIIIEl, Kak U M-
BJIUX, 13 3HATHOTO CUPUIICKOTO PO, COCTABILII KIM3HEOIIMICAHIIE CBO-
ero HacTaBHMKa Vcumopa, TIOMeCcTUB ero B IIMPOKIUII KOHTEKCT (io-
co(CKOTI KUBHI CBOETO BpEMEHI.

Kak u Ilpokn B xxm3Heonucanuu MapuHa, Mcunop B BoclioMMHa-
Husgx [lamackus coxpaHsgeT HeKOTOpbIe IMUHOCTHBIE UePThI, OTHAKO
B II€JIOM IIpe[CTaeT B KauecTBe HeKOero obpasua M IOApakKaHUs,
uby DOOPOIETENN COBEPIIIEHHBI Ha BCEX YPOBHIX HEOIJIATOHNYECKO-
ro yHuBepcyma. TeKcT JKM3HeONMCaHs, K COKAIEHNIO, TOLIEN 0 HAC
He TI0JIHOCTBIO, OMHAKO COXPAHMBIIINECS (PparMeHThI IIO3BOJIAIOT, KaK
nokasan Jomuuuk O’Mapa (O’Meara 2006), TpogeMOHCTPUPOBAThH B
Tpyne JJaMackus ciaenbl TOJ Ke MeTOOJIOTIN, KOTopast HabJIIonaeTcs
y Mapnna. Kusup Ucngopa Taxke IpeacTaBiieHa ero yUueHIKOM Kak
IIyTh BOCXOXKAEHMS II0 IIYTY HEOIJIATOHMUECKOTO COBEpIIEHCTBOBA-
HS, IpUYeM, CIYUailHO JIIM HeT, HO B COXPaHMBIIUXCSI PpparMeHTax
3TOTO COUVHEHMS, B KOTOPOM PacCKa3bIBAETCS O MHOTUX 3aMeyaTelIb-
HBIX punocodax u Teyprax, IocjaegHell ceqbMOI CTelleHu qo0pose-
TeJlell B KOHEUHOM UTOTe, II0-BUANMOMY, JOCTUTaeT ToJabKo Vcumop.
O6namast BBHIOAIOIIMMI JIMUHBIMY KauecTBaMIM UM Jaske DapoM IIpo-
BUALA, OH OBLT yumreieMm cokpatmueckoro tuma (fr. 37 u gp.), 6o-
Jlee BCEro CTPEMSIIVIMCS IIOMOUb YUEHMKAaM NOCTUYDL OUMCTUTENb-
HbIX qoOpomererneit (fr. 38B u mp.), oIpeqeNsiomINX, KaK MbI 3HAEM,
DANBHEIINIL IyTh PMII0COPCKOT0 COBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHNS.
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Hamacknii. Kusne Ucupgopa

ITonHbIT TeKCT 3TOTO Ipom3Benenus Jdamackus He coxpaHmics. [latpn-
apx ®oruit (IX B.) coobiraer, uTo eMy OBLIO QOCTYIIHO «HE CTOJBKO KM3-
Heomucanue Vcumopa, CKOJIBKO pacckas 0 JPYIUX JIIOASX, KaK €ro Ipemiie-
CTBEHHUKAX, TaK ¥ COBpeMeHHIKax». VIMEHHO €ro OH HUTHUPYET U IepecKa-
3BIBa€T B Pa3HBIX MeCTaX CBOeJl MOHYMEHTAaJbHOI Bubnuomexu (mpmyem
CHauajla OH BBIOMpAaeT HEKOTOpble Guorpadmueckme COOOIIEHNMs, a 3aTeM
BO3BpAILIAeTCs K HAYaly COUMHEHNUs ¥ JICIIOJIb3yeT Te Pas3melibl, KOTOpbIe
MOHPABWIINCH €My IO JIMTepaTypHBIM coobpakeHuUsaM). OH oTMeuaeT Tak-
JKe, YTO KHITIa COCTOsLIa IIpuMepHO 13 60 ri1aB 1 ObLIa CIMIIKOM GOJIBIION,
uToOBI cunTarbcsa 6uorpadumeit. B Jlexcuxone Cyowt (X B.) Hallle cOUMHeHNe
HazBaHO «Pur0cocKoIl UCTOPMENT» U UCIIONB3YETCS B KAUECTBE ICTOUHI-
Ka IPUMePOB YIIOTpeOIeHMsT pa3IMUHbIX CIIOB M BBIPAXKEHNII, a TaKXKe I
6uorpaduuecknx crareii. B psue ciayuaes cBenerus us Gorus u Cyov: nepe-
cexatorcst. PparmeHTsI counHeHUs [laMackus BIiepBble coOpa U epeBes Ha
HeMelKuit s13bIK Pynonsd Acmyc (Asmus 1911). Ha ocHoBanum sroit pa6o-
ThI crrycrst moJsiBeka ux usnain Kinemenc Huatien (Zintzen 1967). Hakowner,
IMonumuns Artanaccuanu (Athanassiadi 1999) BHOBb M3yumiia u cucrema-
THU3MPOBasIa JOCTYIIHbIE HAM CBIETEIbCTBA. [JaHHBIN IIepeBo M30paHHbIX
¢parmeHTOB U3 «P1II0COPCKOI UCTOPIUIM», HEITOCPEACTBEHHO KACAIOIIIIIXCS

xusHu Vcungopa, OCHOBaH Ha 31O yOnmKarmn®.

5

A (® 6) Hacrano BpeMst OOBSICHIUTD, pAAM Yero MbI 3aBENN 3Ty
peus, a TaK)Ke BEPHYTHCSI K PACCysKIEHUIO0, OTKIOHMBIIEMYCS OT CBO-
€ro IpeMera.

B (¢ 7) CnopxHyB BHU3 ¢ ancuabl HeGecHOro xpama’, OHa [mayma]
[OJIyYIJIa 3eMHYTO SKU3Hb.

C (2 3.35.30) Mue ka)keTcst, OH KpUUaJl, HUCXOOSI B 00JIACTD CyIile-
CTBOBaHUSL: «S1 IPMOBLI CIO/IA U3 JIYUIIIETO MECTa.

® Hymeparus o Athanassiadi 1999, B cko6kax ykasansl uctounuku: ¢ — doruit
(o Henry 1959-1977) u ¥ — Cyda (o Adler 1928-1938).
° ByKB. «C HeOeCHOII arcubl». Boipaxkenue us Phdr. 247b1-2.
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6

A (® 8) Ho KT0-TO, BOBMOYXKHO, PEIINT, UTO sI, KAK TOBOPAT, HECY
Kakyo-To 6saxs. VI B camoM feste, ymecteH Borpoc: «Ilouemy TeGe,
MOJI APYT, OUEBUTHO, UTO 3TOT GmiIocod NeVICTBUTEIBHO IIPOVICXO-
IOUT M3 OyII TaKOro [repMerimyeckoro] poma (amwd todde tod €6voug
AOppnTo)?»'® OtBeuas, 1 He Oyny Hamamarh Ha cobeceqHUKA, KaK Ha
CygIe, HO BBICK&KYCh CIOEpKaHHO, IIPeICTABJII0 BaM CBOJI paccKas He
CO CTPACTBIO, KaK €C/IM OBl CTPEMIICA HOCTUUD abCONIOTHON TOUHO-
CTH, HO TaK, KaK 3TO IIPYMHATO IIPY COCTABJIEHIN KM3HEOIIMCAHMIT, TO
€CTb PACCKaXXy JIMIIb TO, UTO CAM CUUTAI0O BEPHBIM, I TO, UTO JIMUHO
CJIBIIIIAT OT CBOETO HACTABHMKA.

B (X 4.241.14) Mue npepncrapisfercs, uTo OyOeT I10e3HbIM 13be-
)KaTh HecopasMepHOCTH! (QeTPioV) KaKk B TOM, TakK M B APYTOM I, KaK
nomobaeT B ciIydyae ¢ APEBHUMIU UCTOPUIMI, TOJDKHBIM 00pa3oM Bce
pUCIIOcoOuTH (TPOGApPOcAL).

9

A (® 10) Kazanocs, uro Mcumop 3Ham 06 MCKOMOM, OJHAKO HE JKe-
JIaJl TOBOPMUTb.

B (® 11) Bce aT0, Kak yTBepsKaaeTcs, eMy TakKe OTUeTIIMBEIIINM
00pa3oM OTKpBLIOCH OJIarofaps HeKOeMy YAUBUTEIFHOMY BUIEHMUIO.

C (® 12) Benmkuit Vcupmop 6pLI HACTOJIBKO OfapeH IPUPOIOIL U
cllyyaeM CIOCOOHOCTBIO K IIPOPOUECKMM BUAEHNAM, UTO g He IIepe-
CTaBaJl YAMBIATHCI TOMY, HACKOJIIBKO YacTO MO€ BOCIIPUATIE IIPOIIC-
XOMSIIMX COOBITHII COOTBETCTBOBAJIO TOMY, UTO OBLIO IpefCKasaHo.
Ho BooG111e-TO IOUTH BCe aleKCaHIPUIILIBI OiIarogapsi Kak Ipupome,
TaK JI CJIy4alo BUOAT IPOPOUECKIIE CHBI, I IIOHBIHE HAa3bIBas 9TU CHBI
«OpaKyJIaMIL».

D (P 236) Bpsizx iyt 9TOTO COCTOSTHUSA MOYKHO XOCTIUYB CO3HATENBHO;
IOJDKHO OBITH, I09TOMY OHO IIPUCYIIe NI HEIIOPOUHBIM [Iymram].

E (® 13) Korma Ucupmop mpobyskmancsi, HEBBIpA3MMOE BUIEHNE
npomnanaio. Bexb 0HO He GBLIO KOCTATOYHO SCHBIM ¥ [IIyOOKUM IS

1? Kak y>ke 0TMeqaoch, I1o coo01eHIo ero 6uorpada IIpoks Takxe IIOMHILL, UTO
ABJIfETCSA 3BeHOM B «[epMecoBoOII Ifemm» I UTO B HeM >KMBeT Oylla mudaropeia
Huxomaxa (Vit. Procl. 28).
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TOTO, UTOOBI COXPAHATH CBONL OJIECK U CUSHNE B 3aTEMHSIOLIEM €TO0
CBeTe YyBCTBEHHO BOCIpUHMMaeMbIx Belell. Korma sxe myima, nsba-
BUBIIVICH OT BO3MENICTBIS UyBCTBEHHOTO BOCIPUATUSA U OyAyUM Kak
OBl Iapajn30BaHa CHOM, OTCTPaHSIACh OT BCEIO 3TOTO, JIMIIb TOTA
B Hell, IpeIOCTaBJIEHHOI caMOu cebe U cBOOOIHOI OT BCEX pensar-
CTBUII, BCIIBIXMBAJIA BEUHO CyIlast 6OKeCTBEHHAs MCKpPa M, PacIpo-
CTPaHMBIIINICH B IIOJTHOI Mepe BOBHE, 3aCTaBJIAIa HaKOHeI[ IIOMepK-
HYTBb U1 3TOT MUP UJIJIIO3MIA.

F (® 14) On roBopmit 0 60KeCTBEHHBIX BUAEHUAX IBYX BUTOB: TEX,
YTO CBA3AHBI C OIIYILEHUSIMI B COCTOSIHIY GOXPCTBOBAHNS U TEX, KO-
TOpBIe MOTYT IPUBIUAETHCS JINIIE BO CHE, ICTMHHBIMI, BIIPOUEM, CUN-
Tas ¥ Te, N OPYTHUe.

10

A (X 3.627.7) Ilpenpexas Gynyliee o Boje GoKecTBa.

B (2 1.284.8) Bce, 110 €ero MHEHMUIO, CIYYAETCS B COTJIACUN C IIPOPO-
YeCcTBaMIIL.

11

(2 2.668.25) Ilo momogocT! JIET ¢ HUM IPUKIIOUYIIOCh Yyno. Bo-
CeMHAALIATIIIETHUIT CHIH €r0 CECTPHI, €Er0 POBECHUK, C MOJIOIBIX JIET
OTJIMUABIINIICS HEOOBIUATTHOI CUJION, YIIaJI C KPBIILIN U TYT K€ CKOH-
yajcs. Bce ropbKo OILTAKMBAIM €T0 CMEPTH, OH XKe ABIsuIcd Vcumopy
BO CHE ¥ €T0 yTellal.

12

A (® 15) OH cTpeMuIICs ITOKMHYTh IT€PEIOIHSIOIIIIICST cocy T (0Xe-
TOG) pOSKIEH NS

B (2 1.154.18) C orBpamenuem oTBepras poxpenue, cumop moy-
IITO¥1 TIOCTOSIHHO cTpeMuIcs K 6ory. VI HUKTO He BMIeN U He CIIBIIIA
€ro 60JITAIOLIIM IIOIIYCTY; OMHUMM M TEMI K€ CJIOBaMI OH TOBOPILI
OIIHO U TO e, TOJIKYsI O JOOpOeTeNN 1 ITIOPOKe.

C (P 312) 3armyuas (kotafodv) Bce OLIYLLIEHNs, OH 0OJiee BCETO
CTpeMIJICS 3aIJIyLINTh TAKTIIIBHOE, BeIb MIMEHHO OHO CaMOe 3eMHOe
7 TBeproe (AvTiTumoV), HM3BeprarIlee QYIIy B BEUHO TEKYIIIIL COCY L
(0xeTOC) poskmeHMsI.
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13

(@ 16) Vcupmop Torma BBIMVIAAEN pacCyaUTeIbHBIM, YMYIPEHHBIM
rogaMu, OCHOBATeJbHBIM 1 HaxeXHBIM. Ero nmifo, moutu KBagpar-
HOe, OTpakajlo CBSILLEHHBIN mpoodpas I'epmeca Jlorms''. A ero ria-
3a! Kak BbIpasuTh MHe HENTOAXEIBHYIO Kpacy camoit AQpOoRUTEL, I10-
cesnmBieiics B Hux? Kak mepemats MypapocTs AQWHEBI, KOTOpas B
HUX cBeTmiiack? He ycTany moBTOpSTH, UTO OHM IIPENCTABIIAIM CO-
0011 HEKOe HEBOOOPA3MMO CIaKEHHOE COeqUHEHVE IIPOTIBOIIOIOXK-
HOCTeJI: HEITOABIDKHO YCTpeMIIeHHbIe [Ha co0eceJHIKA], OHU B TO XKe
BpeMS OTJIMUATIICH KIBOI ITOABILKHOCTEIO0. Kak onmcars MHe mpucy-
LIIyI0 UM CIIOCOOHOCTh HEeIIpeCTAHHOTO IBIVDKEHMI U B TO >Ke BpeMs
YCTPEMIIEHHOCTY B OIHY I TY K€ TOUKY, a TAK)Ke TO, KaK I10 ero BOJe
[ero B3ruIsim mpuobpeTai] To OCHOBATENIBHOCTH Y OUAPOBAHIIE, TO [IIy-
OMHY U IPOH3UTENbHOCTh? IHBIMU CIIOBaM, €T0 IJIa3a ObLIN HACTOS-
LIVUM 3epKajIoM'? ero qyIIu, U He TOJIBKO ee, HO 1 TOTO 00KeCTBEHHOT0
MCTeueHMsI, KOTOpOoe ITOCEIIOCH B HEIL.

14

(® 17) Ero opraHsl uyBCTB OBLIM PasBUThI YMEpPEHHO, HOCTATOU-
HO I YIOBJIETBOPEHNS JINILIb IIOBCEJHEBHBIX HYXA. V1 He TOJBKO
UyBCTBO, HO U 3Ta BOCKOBas ¢urypa, BoobpaskeHue'®, He 0TIMUaIach
0c000IT IaMSTHIO 11 OTHIOAH He ObLIA JIMIlIEHa HEKOTOPOII 3a6bIBUN-
BocTtu*®. JIoJ>KHO OBITH, caM OOr XOTeJI II0Ka3aTh, UTO OH OBLI CKO-
pee DI, HeXeNN COeqMHEeHEM ee C TeJIOM, 11 uTo Qiuocodus, B
Hero BJIOKeHHas, ObljIa YKOpeHeHa He B 3TOM COeIVHEHNI, HO B Of-
HOII JMiub ayire. Berpeuan g takme mokasHble («BHeIIHME») GIIO-
codckme cBeTIIA: IAMATh MX BMeIaJa MHOMECTBO UYXKMX MHEHMUII

' CorsracHo Heomndaropeickoil TpaguIny, Kaxaas IpaBuibHas GUrypa coot-
BeTCTBOBaJIa TOMY UM MHOMY GoxecTBY. ['epmecy, kak orMeuaeT [laMacKuii B CBoeM
xoMMeHTapuu K Ilapmenudy (127), coorBercrByer KBagpar. Kpome Toro, M moMHUM,
uro, Kak 1 gywa IIpoxia, nymra Mcupopa 6s11a repmermueckoir (fr. 6A Bbiie).

? ByKB. «KapTIHaMI», QYGAHOTOL.

* Vkaszanue Ha Tht. 191c. 9To MecTo KoMMeHTHPYIOT SIMBINX (Myst. 10.2.286-287),
Ipoxax (in Cra. 67.22) u Jamackuit (in Phd. 1.111).

**Hanporus, no ciosam Mapuna (Vit. Procl. 4, 5, 20), ero yunresnb OTINYAICS YIC-
KIIFOUMTENLHO [TaMATHIO.
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1, y>KaCHO JMICKYCHO OIIepHUpys 6eCUMCIeHHBIMI CYJIJIOTM3MaMI, OHI
ITOCTOSIHHO JeMOHCTPYMPOBAJIN BIIACTh MX AeMOHIUECKOI (Sotpoviag)
yyBcTBUTeIbHOCTY. HO BHYTpU Hux obmrana cnabas myira, OeqHas
JICTHHBIM 3HaHMEM.

15

A (P 18) Ero MoHO GBLIO 3aCTaTh B COCTOSIHUY THEBA U pasipa-
JKEHIISI, HO U B 9TOM CJIyuae BOJIIO THEBY OH [aBaj JIMIIb IT0CTIe 3Opa-
BOT'O pa3MbIIUIeHNs. Beb OH He MOT MATKO ¥ HETHEBJINBO GOPOTH-
CsI IIPOTUB UeJIOBeUeCcKoit moayIocTu. Beerma roroBelit Ha qoOpbIe me-
JIa, OH ellle pelInTesbHee ObLI HACTPOEH IpoTuB nojioctu. [loatomy
OH HepeaKO CCOPIJICA C APYTMMI JIOObMI, He jKeJlas IIpeyMeHbIIaTh
(brtokopilecBat) X TOPOYHOCTH 1 JIBCTUBBIMU CJIOBAMM ITOIMEHSITH
JICTUHHYIO APYKOy.

B (X 3.443.3) YesnoBeuecKie IperpelieHns OH OCYXAal, IPOTUBO-
IeVICTBYSI HeCIIpaBeJIMBOCTI U yAEP>KMUBas JIIOJEIl OT HelpaBeTHBIX
MOCTYIIKOB C IIOVMCTUHE OTE€UeCKOII IPSIMOTO (TTopproiat).

C (® 19) On He mpu3HABAI IPUAUPUNBOTO M BPOKIEOGHOTO OTHO-
IIIeHNsE K KOMY OBbI TO HI OBLIIO.

16

A (¥ 237 + X 1.474.16) [aBas syuliine COBETHI, OH IOOIPST CI0OBaA-
MI TeX, KTO He pellajics COBEPILINUT [IIPaBUIIbHBIN]| IIOCTYIIOK, Hepa-
ouBOCTH (PaOupliar) cumTas HEMaIbIM 3JI0M, 2 BO3MOKHO, ¥ BeJIMJaii-
LINM U3 Bcex .

B (2 2.337.2) Hukomy u3 mpy3eit OH He JaBaj II0BOJA OCYKOATh €0
3a HePeIINTeNbHOCTD VI TPYCIMBYI0 MEIUTENBHOCTD B CUTYalVsIX,
KOTa HeoOXOAMMO [[eiiCTBOBATH], Miin 3a Oe3[xeliCTBIEe, IIOPOXKIae-
MOe HepaayMBOCTBIO WIIN TPYCOCThI0. EMY ke mpUXoamMiIocs yrpekarsb
[B HEpagMBOCTM| MHOTUX U3 CBOUX APY3EIL.

C (9 20) Bce aro mcnpitan Ham ¢uaocod u3-3a CBOEI CTPaCTU
JCIPABJIATh UeJIOBeuecKye IOCTYIKM, a TakXKe II0 IPUYNHE CBOeil
HeNpUA3HU K 3II0KO3HEHHOMY ITOBEJEHNIO 1 HeIIPUMIUPIMOI HeHa-
BUCTU K HEMY.

> Mapus (Vit. Procl. 16) II0JTHOCTBIO C 9TUM COIJIACEeH.
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17

(® 21) Bygyun npoHMIJaTEIbHBIM U BHUMATEJIbHBIM UEJIOBEKOM,
OH BCe )Xe He IIepecTayl JOBepsThH JIoAAM. I109TOMY BCAKMIL, Kaxy-
LMTICS TIOPSAOYHBIM YeJIOBEKOM, MOT JIeTKO 00MaHyTh ero. Beab oH
He CTaBWI 9Ty IIOPANOUHOCTD II0f] COMHEHIE U He IT0ABEepraj ee CTpo-
IUM MCIIBITAaHUSM. Eciim xke KTO ¢ caMoro Havasia BBI3BIBAJ II003pe-
HUS, TAKOMY He y[aBaJIOCh 3aMAaHUThH €0 B 3aMAHIO MV CILUIECTU
MIPOTMB HETO 3ar0BOP.

18

(@22 + D238 + 3 4.852.19) [Mcupmop roBOpMT], UTO KaK y YLLK €CTh
TPY YaCTM VIV BUJA, B 3aBYICUMOCTYL OT TOTO, KTO KaKoe CJIOBO IIpe[-
IIOUMTAET, TOYHO TaK K€ MOKHO BBIFENNTH TP 0Opasa >Ku3Hu (1o-
Mteio)'®, mpuuem BCS Tpuaaa COXEPIKUTCS B KAXKIOM 13 HUX, OLHAKO
CBOIO OPMY OH IIOJy4aeT OT IIpaBsIIero [00pasa KU3HU] U, COOTBET-
CTBEHHO, Ha3bIBaeTCsA ero uMeHeM. IlepBrIM umeT 06pas KUSHMU B CO-
[JIaCHUU C pasyMoM (KoTtd AOYOV), 1 Ha3BaTh €r0 MOYXHO JKM3HbBIO KPO-
HIYecKom", MM XU3HBI0 30JI0TOr'0 BEKAa, ITOKOJIEHNS, OJIVIKANIIIEeTO
k Goram, BocrieToro B Mugoaornyeckoit gopme 1mosTamu, Boccenao-
LMMY Ha MYCHYECKOM TPEHOKHUKe. Bropoil o6pas KU3HN moquu-
HeH 3Mo1uaM (kate OUHOV), 1 UeTOBeK ITOABIACTHBIN eMy BOBJIEUeH
B BOJIHBI U1 OUTBBI, BEUHO Cpa)kaeTcs 3a IEPBBIIL IIPU3 B COCTI3aHM-
X U CTPEMUTCA K CJIaBe; ¥ OOJITOBHIO 00 5TOM MBI IIOCTOSIHHO CJIBI-
LIMM B MCTOPMYECKUX COUMHEHUAX. TpeTbuM MpaBAT crpactu (Kot
¢miBupliarv), COBEpIIEHHO pacIlIbIBUATHIE, MICIIOPUEHHBIE pasHy3qaH-
HOII HETOJI 11 )KeHCTBEHHBIMU ITIOMBICJIAMIL, KOV CPOIHY MAJIOLYILINIO,
BCEBO3MOKHBIMI CBUHCKUMU OapaxTaHbiMI, cpebpoaobuem u Me-
JIOUHOCTBIO, TOTOBBIe Np03s10aTh B pabCTBe, UyKOble BceMy Oiaro-
POIHOMY ¥ CBOOOTHOMY, 3aBUCMMBIE ¥ cya0ble, MepsILMe CUACThbe
yTpo6oit 1 JTI0GOBHBIMU HACHKIEHUAMU'®, THUIIIeHHbIe OJIAroOpon-

¢ TpexuaCTHOe AeJIeHMe AYIINM ¥ €0 COOTBETCTBIE ITOJIMTUUECKAM PEXIMaM,
pasyMmeercs, iaronnueckoe (R. 435¢ n 441c¢).

7 AHaJIOTMYHYIO UIel0 BCTpeuaeM U B KomMeHTapuu Jamackust k Pedony (1.9),
Iie pasyMHOI KPOHITUECKOI KI3HNU IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIIACTCS Hepa3yMHas TUTaHIUe-
ckast. [IpaBna, TaM JejieHre GMHApPHOE.

'* Sra momynspHbIe BoIpaXkeHne Bocxoaut k [lemocdeny (De corona 296). B mosn-
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HBIX 9MOLUIL, IOJOGHO TOMY KaK TeJIO JIEKUT OeCuyBCTBEHHOE Ha OX-
HOM MecCTe, 0CToJI0eHeBIIIee 1 HeaBrpkuMoe'’. I samHoOro ele 0osee
NpU3EMIIEHHOIA, I10 €r0 CJI0BaM, IBJIIEeTCS KU3HDb TeX HAIlUX COBpe-
MEHHUKOB, KOTOPbIE HAXOMATCS BO BJIACTYU CTAHOBIEHUS .
19
(C 1.67.31) Be3boxHO He COXpaHUTh GeccMepTHe AYIIN, TaK UTO-
ObI OHA BO3BBICUJIACH MO OOTOTOJOGHOTO YPOBHA U COEIUHUIACH C
00’KeCTBEHHBIM HEPYIIIMMBIMIL 11 HEPACTOPKMMBIMU y3aMu (Seoplol),
BMECTO 3TOTO CTOJKHYB U COPOCUB BHU3 TO 0OKECTBEHHOE, UTO €CTh
B HAC, 3aKJIOUNB €r0 B 3¢€MHO€ I TPEXOBHOE y3unnitle (SeGpoTrpLov),
MOI06HOE TOMY, B KOTOPOE BBEPTHYTHI TUTAHTHI U TUTAHBL.
20
A (2 2.266.24) OH Bcerjja CTOPOHMIICA UM TTOAOOHBIX, CJIOBHO IIPO-
KJIATBIX ¥ HEU3JIEUNMMO OOJIBHBIX, I HMUTO He MOTIJIO 3aCTABUTH €T0 C
HIIMU 00IIIaThCA, HY HECMETHBIE O0raTCTBA, HY OOII[eCTBeHHAd 3HAUI-
MOCTB, HII BHICOKAsI JOJDKHOCTD, HY THPAHNUYECKIE TypHble HAKJIOH-
HOCTIL.
B (X 2.732.19) C GorauamMu OH HIKOT/Ia He CAIVJICS 32 OIUIH CTOJI U
He MPUHNUMAJ OT HUX IIOTapKI.
21
(® 239) EMy HpaBMINCh IyTelIeCTBMS B UyXKIe 3eMJIN, HO He Te,
UTO COBEPIIAIOTCA IMIPOCTO TAK VIJIU Paau 3a6aBbl, Ja0bl IOCMOTPETD Ha
PYKOTBOpHBIE CTPOEHUS I IIOAVIBUTHCS BEINUIHE VI BEJIMKOJIETIIIO TO-

HeJl aHTMYHOCTY BBIpa)KEHNE CTAI0 OOIIMM MEeCTOM, BO3MOXXHO B Heomnugaropeii-
CKOM KOHTEKCTE, Ha UTO yKasblBaeT, HAIpUMep, €ro aHAJIOTMYHOe yIOoTpebseHue
KnumenTom (Str. 5.59.4).

1 [1oJ’KHO OBITH, OMIICAHIIE COCTOSHISA ONbIHEHUA.

2 TIpOoTHBOIIOCTABIIEHNE OBITIIS CTAHOBJIEHUIO TUIIMYHO [JISI ILIIATOHIUECKOIT (u-
socoun. PaccyxmeHne MOpaIucTa O MOCTOSHHOM YXYALUEHNY HPAaBOB TakKe sB-
JiseTcss ObLIM MeCTOM, OJHAKO, BO3MOXHO, Kak Ipenmnosaraer II. Aramaccuanu,
3[1eCh COMEPKUTCS CKPBITOE yKasaHme Ha xpuctuaH (Athanassiadi 1999: 97, n. 45).
Cp., Hammpumep, Vit. Procl. 20, rme, o cinoBam 6Guorpada, HEOIJIATOHMK TaKXe Ha-
3BIBAJI )KM3HD IIOJ] BJIACTHIO XPUCTHAH «HepasyMHOI». [lonmriueckast coCTaBiIso-
Last 9TUX CBUIETENBCTB [JaMacKusl TaKxKe 3aCIy’KMBAET CIIELMAIBHOIO UCCIeN0Ba-
Hust. 06 sToM acrexre xus3Hu AdurHckoi Akagemun noapoduee cm. Cameron 1969
u Héllstrom 1994. VI3 HemaBHMX paboT cM. Begemkus 2019.
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pomos. Eciu ke 10 Hero JOXOQMII CIIyX O KAKOM-TNO0 YAVBUTEILHOM
JJIN CBALEHHOM SIBJICHIM, TAJIHOM IJIV SBHOM, TO OH BCEI/Ia jKeJIal
JIMYHO €ro 3aCBUETENbCTBOBAT.

22

(® 240) HampaBuBIIKCE, 110 €70 CIOBaM, B CBIII[EHHOI MOJb0e K
OeckpariHeMy MOpIO (TéAayoG) GOKeCTBEHHOTO, AYIIA, OTHEIMBIIIA-
gCs OT TeJla, CHauajla cocpefoTaumBaercs Ha cebe, 3aTeM OCTaBIseT
MPUCYLIUIL el Joceite 00pas kusHu (TéV idlwv 116dv), ot paccymouHo-
r'0 pofa MBIIUIEHNS IIePeX0as K pa3syMHOMY, ¥ HaKOHeL], B-TPEThUX,
Oymyum oxBaueHa GOXKECTBEHHBIM BIOXHOBEHUEM, IIOTPYKaeTCs B
HEMBICIUMYIO TUILIH (YOUANVIV), CKOopee 60'KeCTBEHHYIO, HEXKEN ue-
JIOBEUECKYIO.

23

A (@ 23 + X 1.428.27) Hapsany ¢ HenpuxoTiausocTsio Vicumop oco-
GeHHO JIIOOMJI ¥ LIEHIJT HeJDKMBOCTD, M3-3a Uero JIIOMY CUMTAIN ero
Ype3MepHO NMPSIMONMHEHBIM 11 HeCIIOCOOHBIM Ha JII000e IIPUTBOP-
cTBO. I OH melCTBUTENbHO He ObLJI Ha 3TO CIIOCOOEH.

B (X 2.534.21 + X 2.558.4) Hukro He cMOT GBI yIMUYUTD €70 B OTKJIO-
HEHUY OT VCTUHBI Ja)Ke B MaJIEIIIIIell CTeIleH, CJIOBOM VI HeJIOM, B
JIO’KHOJI CKPOMHOCTY IV UPe3MEPHOM TILIEeCIaBUIL.

C (2 2.298.12) Ot KU OH OTBOPAYMBAJICI KAK OT Uero-TO ITOVICTIIHE
TIPOKJIATOTO.

24

A (3 4.57.30) OH He ckJIOHEH OBLT JIETKO PACCTaBAThCS C JEHBIa-
M1, 11 He 3a6bIBaJ O 3aKOHHBIX AOJITaX, BBIABUrasI TpeOOBAHNUS IPOTIB
IOJDKHYIKOB U IIpeciieqys UX B CyJax Ha arope.

B (¥ 24) CkymibpiM OH He 6bLI, IPOCTO 3KOHOMHBIM 110 nipupoge. Ox
OBLT BO BCEX OTHOIIECHNSA MyAPHIM YIIPABIAIOIIMM U €KeTHEBHO I10-
CBSIIIAJl JOMAIITHYIM [eJlaM HeMaJIo BpeMeH, paboTas caM 11 OTHaBast
pacropssKeHNs Apyrum>'.

C (X 4.580.22) Opraunsysi 3aCTOJIbe Ha MHOTO IEPCOH?’, OH MOT

** Mapus (Vit. Procl. 4) aHanorn4sHsiM 00pa3soM XapaKTepu3yeT CBOEIO YUMUTes.
?? Cxomapxu AKaJeMUu peryispHO OpraHM30BBIBAIM 3aCTONbS CO CBOMMI yue-
uukamu (Marin. Vit. Procl. 5).
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MIPEeJIOKNTh B KAUECTBE JecepTa TPU MU YeThIpe Opexa WM, B JIyU-
IIIeM CJIyuae, ISTh MM 11eCTh CMOKB. Korja ke MbI B CaMbIX BEXKIIN-
BBIX BBIPQXKEHUSIX IIPOCIIIN OOJIblle enbl, TO OH, C OUeHb 03aboueH-
HBIM BIJIOM, JOOABIISI K HUM el1le [{Be VI TPV CMOKBBI, COBEPILIEHHO
He IIOHUMas1, TIOUeMY MOJIOJEXb CMEETCSI.
25
(2 2.525.4) Ero moGpoperenu Bcerga BHI3bIBaIU 0OOlllee BOCXUII(E-
HIE, 1 0COOEHHO ITIOTOMY, UTO Ja)Ke B IEPUOJ IIPOLBETAHNS OH OT/a-
BaJI OJUKHOE MPENNUCAHHOMY IPUPOIOI U He MMeNl OOBIKHOBEHUS
HACIKOATHCS 9TUM IIpeyCIIessHIEM CBEPX MEPHI.
26
(X 4.204.27) Kenanus cBoux Apy3eil OH BCerAa CTaBIUI IIPEBBILIIE
coOcTBeHHBIX. Bems HI 0qHY APYTry0 HoOpOgeTeNs OH He IEHWUII TaK
JKe, Kak Opy»k0y — Martb, cornacHo [Iudaropy, Bcex nobpomereneir™.
(2 1.15.10) OpHuUM CIIOBOM, €ro [eia, TaKue KaK [BO-TIEPBBIX]
CTpeMIIeHNe TBOPUTH J0OpO, B paBHOI Mepe Ha BCEX PACIIPOCTPAHSS
cBOM OJarofesHUS ¥ PELINTEIHHO BO3BBILIAA OYIIy HaJ BCEM TeM
MHOTO0OpA3HbIM 3JI0M, UTO OOpeMeHsET 9TOT JOJBHUI MUP, 3aTEM,
[Bo-BTOpBIX], M30aBIeHNE TEJI OT HECIIPABEIMBOTO U HEBIAr0uecT -
BOTO TOMJIEHUS 1, B-TPETHUX, [IOIIEUEHNE, TI0 MEPE CUJI, O BHEITHUX
00cTosATeNBCTBAX, OBLIN SICHBIM HOKA3aTENbCTBOM IpUHIMIIA, cdHOop-
myuposaHHoro [Indaropom, coriacHo KOTOPOMY UeTOBEK B BBICILIET
crereny nopobeH Gory?*.
27
(@ 25) IIpocHYBIINCH paHO YTPOM, OH paccKa3bIBal O CBOUX CHAX,
IOKa [AyIla ellle HaXOAWJIACh IIOJ BJIACTHIO OOKECTBEHHOTO 30Ba (O~
¢1). I B TOM, UTO 5 CIIBIIIAT, MHE OTKPBIBAJICSA HE «COH BMECTO CHa»?’,
HO CIISIIIAast MCTHA BMECTO MCTUHBI O0PCTBYIOIIEIL.

%> Cp. Iamb. de vita Pythagorica 230 u Marin. Vit. Procl. 17.

?* [leficTBUTEIBHO, IIPOrpaMMHOe 3aMeuaHne. 3a60Ta O BHEIIHUX OOCTOSATENb-
CTBax I IIOMOILb TeM, KTO B Hell Hy)KIaeTcs, KyIbTUBMPYIOT HU3IIINE YPOBHHU K06pO-
JeTeJieil, YTO B KOHEUHOM UTOTe, uepes OUMII[eHIe AYILM, CIIOCOOCTBYeT ITOCTeIIeH-
HOMY BOCXO/JEHIIO IIO JIECTHII[E COBEPILIEHCTBA I BeJeT K JOCTIDKEHIIO IIATOHM-
YeCKOTo Mpeana — yIogobmeHns 6ory.

* Boipaxenne [lratona (Tht. 201d).
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28

A (D 26 + X 2.94.18) C uenoBeKOM, KOTOPBIII HEPEAKO IPUCBAMIBAT
Uy’Koe, CIyUmIach HEIPUATHOCTh, HO IIpEXIe UeM ero MMYIIECTBO
KOH(QUCKOBAIM, OH cOOpa Kak MOKHO OOJIbIIIe CBOUX Belleil U pas-
Al MX Ha coXpaHeHMe Hamboslee Hame)XHBIM M3 corpakma. Korma
JKe, HapsAay C OCTAJIbHBIMMY, DUMAABPUI HOJYyUMI OT HETO U TO, Ue-
ro caM HeKOTHa JUIINWICI [II0 ero BuHE], U IPU3HAJI ero CBOUM, TO
€My II0COBETOBAIM yAepKaTh TO, UTO MPUHAJIEKATIO eMy II0 IIpaBy,
7 He BO3BpAILIATh €T0 TOMY, KTO caM ero paHee o6okpai. OgHako dmu-
JaBpUIT He 3aX0TeJN IIPOCIIBITh HEHAIEXKHBIM U He 3aCy>KMBAOIIIM
IOBEpMs UEJIOBEKOM, K TOMY ’Ke OIIOPOUMBIIVIM CaMYIO IIOJIe3HYIO U3
nobpopereieit — qoBepue, qaXke eIy B JAHHOM CJIyuae 3TOT aKT Be-
pOJIOMCTBa KOMY-TO MOT II0Ka3aThCA BIIOJIHE OIIpaBIaHHBIM, BEb, I10
cioBaM ICXUIa, «He Ka3aThCs OH XOTEJ CIIPaBeJIMBBIM, HO OBITH UM,
MMOKMHAS TJIOAbI TYYHOI HUBBI CBOETO yMa»>®.

B (® 241) dunocod Ucnmop He mepecTaBal pacToyaTh €My XBalLy
II0 3TOMY IIOBOJY.

30

A (P28 + X 1.91.26) ToBOpmI OH MaIo, 3aTO JIIOOWII CIYIIATH MICTO-
pUM — IOCeAeBIINII OT BpeMeHN KJIafie3b MyAPOCTH.

B (X 2.273.27) OH GbLI HACTOJIBKO COEPIKAH M MOJTUAIINB B TE€X CIIy-
Yagx, KOrfa CYMTal, UTO HEYTO JOJLKHO OCTaBaThCA COKPBITBIM, UTO,
Kas3aJI0Ch, JaXke CBOEVI MaTepy He OTBETIUI ObI Ha BOIIPOC, KyAa OH CO-
Opajcs.

C (X 2.611.1) U3 Bcex ero COBPEMEHHUKOB, KaK IIPOCTHIX JIOMEN,
Tak u ¢uiaocodos, oH ObLT HaMbOIee MOTUANNB U CKPBITEH, XOTI Y-
11Ty CBOIO BCellesI0 HAIIPaBJIsI Ha YBeJIudyeHue oOpoxeTen I yMeHb-
LIIeHVIE ITOPOKa.

D (® 307) 910 MOKeT 3ByUaTh MapagoKCaIbHO, HO IIPU BCeil CBOEIT
6J1aropoIHOIL ¥ BEeJIMYABOI CAEPKAHHOCTY OH Ka3aJICH IPUBETINBBIM
TeM, ¢ KeM BcTpeuascs. Boibiiie Bcero ero 3aGoTiio TO, YTO MOIJIO

?¢ 910 M3BecTHOE MecTO U3 Tpareguu dcxuna Cemepo npomus Pus (592-593) 06-
cyxpnaer Ilnaton B Tocydapcmee (361b), 3amMeHUB crosiee y Icxmiia «Jo0IeCTHBII»
Ha «CIIPpaBeJIMBBIN».
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ObI CTaTh ITOJIE3HBIM BCEM €r0 YUEHMKaM, OJHAKO 3Ty CBOIO 03a00-
UEHHOCTb OH MHOTAA pa30aBiIsil IIYTKO, M3AIITHO MOAIIYYMBasI HAL
ombKaMyl YIeHNKOB U IIpsua IO IIIYTKOI KPUTUKY.

31

A (2 2.140.4) CKpOMHOCTb M CHEp)KaHHOCTb B HEM Y)KUBAIUChH
C 9HEPTUYHOCTBI0O M MY’KeCTBEHHOCTbI0. OH ObLT UecTeH ¥ Jake
HeNpaKTUUeH, HO KOT[a [IeJI0 JOXOIIIIO [0 CIIopa O GBITOBBIX Belllax,
OH OKasbIBaJICS He MeHee 3¢ (eKTUBEH, UeM Te, KOTOPBIE IIOCTOSIHHO
B HIX 0apaxTaroTcs.

B (X 4.758.18 + @ 29) He TonbKO GOJIbIIIast OIIACHOCTD HE BBIMIAMIAET,
o cioBy [Imupmapa®, crabomy uenoBeky (OOTO), HO M BETUKUIT MYXK
caM He BBSDKETCS B HE3HAUNTEIbHYI0 61TBY. U B TO BpeMms, Koraa ox-
HIU IIpeJaloT ¥ TPYCIMUBO OeryT Ipoub, OH OpocaeTcs B camoe IEKJIO,
MPOSBYUB, KaK TOBOPUT I109T, MY)KCKYI0 1001ecTh®.

32

A (2 2.292.18) Heyromumsiii ciopiuk, Vicumop 6611 Hermobegum.

B (® 30) Ctporo roBopsi, ero KpUTUKA BBITJISAAENA OMPABIAHHOI,
OIHAKO IJI TeX, KTO CyIMJI 06 3TOM IT0 OOBIOeHHBIM U UeJIOBEUECKUM
MepKaM, OHa Kasajach upe3MepHoii. [loaToMmy MHOTHME 13 TeX, IIPOTUB
KOTO OH BBICTYIIAJI, YAMUBIISIMCH €r0 HACTOVUVBOCTY U CUMTAIIN JIIO-
6urenem rocioputs. OH Ke, UMesl Iepel] CBOMM B30POM MCTIHHBII
oOpasel, ¥ OCTAJIBHBIX CyAVUI B COOTBETCTBIY C HUM.

33

A (® 31 + X 2.418.8 + X 4.446.6) Bce coryacHbl ¢ TeM, UTO MCCIIe-
OOBAHIO, JYUIlle BCETO IPUCIIOCOOIEHHOMY MJI CO3epLaHus Neli-
CTBUTEITBHOCTH (TG TOV dvTwv @lobedpovog ioTtoping)™, mOmKHO
3IDKINTHCI Ha TpeX Hayanax — Ha J6BH (€pwg), TpyZOII00MHU U Ipo-
HunatenapbHocTy. JII060Bb — 3TO IepBoe U BasKHelIllee OCHOBAHINE,
HanuboJiee 30PKUIT CIEMOIBIT, BBHICIEKIMBAIOIIIT BCe IIpeKpacHoe U
6iaroe. OcTpble 1 MPOHMLATENIBHbIE IIPUPOSHBIE CIIOCOOHOCTH, 1103~
BOJIAIOLIME JAJIEKO YIITHU 3a KpaTKoe BpeMs U IIPICIIOCOOIeHHbIe I

*Pi. O. 1.81.
**Hom. Il. 13.277.
% Boipaxerue [Lnarona (R. 475¢).
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IIOTOH, TI03BOJIAIOT PACIIO3HATh MCTUHHBIN CJIe ] Y He TIOIITY I10 JIOXK-
HoMy. TpeThe ske HauaJIo — 3TO HEYTOMMMOE TPYLoJ00ue, He II03BO-
JIIIOIIee AyIIle YCIIOKOUTHCA MO TeX IIOp, MOKa He OyeT MOCTUTHYTa
LIeJIb OXOThI — OOHApY)KeHNe VICTUHBL.

B (2 3.564.1 + ¥ 4.516.24) Ucupmop ycTaHOBUII CIIeI{MaIbHbIe OIIpe-
IeJeHus Y IpU3HAKU IJIsI TOro, YTOOBI 60’KeCTBEHHbIEe Hauaja OTIIN-
YaTh OT YeJIOBEUECKMX: B TPYLOJIIOONM — I1e1eco00pasHOCTh IIPEeBhI-
11Ie BCSKUX CJIOB, B IIPOHUIIATEIbHOM pa3yMeHUN — BO3BBILIIEHIE Ha]l
OUEeBMIHBIM U IIPUBBIYHBIM [IJII OOIBIINHCTBA, B JIIOOBM — CTOJIKOE
U HEeOTBpATUMOe CTpeMJIeHIe K YMOIIOCTUTaeMOIl Kpacore.

C (® 32) Ucnumop roBopwmii, UTO IPOHUIIATEIBHOCTH M OCTPOTA
MBIIIUIEHNSI — 9TO He TO ’Ke caMoe, UTO JKMBOe BOOOpaskeHUe, IIpI-
ponHoe yMeHMe cOopMIpOBATh MHEHME MM, KaK MOXKHO OBLIO ObI
IIOAYMAaTh, IPOBOPHBLI PACCyLOK, UpeBaThIN MCTIHOIL. Bee oHM He ca-
MOI[eJIb, HO IIPM3BAHBbI CIYKIUTD TOJ L[eJIM, KOTOPYIO IpecieqyeT YM.
Cam Oynyun ueM-TO BpOJe OAEPKUMOCTH (KOTo)1]) 60KeCTBOM, TOJIb-
KO OH IIOCTEIIEHHO PacKphIBAaeT U OYMILIAeT IJIasa MYIL, IIPOCBeIast
MX YMCTBEHHBIM CBETOM, UTO IT03BOJISIET He TOJIBKO YBULETH, HO U I10-
CTUTHYTB pasinyue MeKAy Ho6poM u 31oM. IMeHHO 9TO OH Ha3Baj
«6aromonyuneM (€vpolpiav)», oTMeuas, uto 6e3 TaKoro GIaromosuy-
Yy HUYTO He MMeeT 3HaueHMs, IIOT00HO TOMY, KaK 3[JOPOBbIe Ila3a
He HY’KHBI UeJIOBEKY, He BUAIIeMy HeGeCHOTO CBeTa.

34

A (® 33) Ero ym ObL1 BO3BBIILIEHHBIM 11 COBEpIIEHHBIM’: He 00-
palasg BHUMaHMA Ha TO, UTO BHU3Y, OH Cpa3y ’Ke BOCIIApsI BBHICH K
HanboJjee COBepIIeHHBIM BuaeHUAM. [IpeObIBas B UMCTOTE IIATOHN-
YecKux MbIciell (§évvololg), OH IOHMMAI UX He TaK, KaK O0JIBIINHCTBO
dmnocodos, Ho B cormacuu ¢ IITaTOHOM 1 Ha OCHOBAHMY UYHECHBIX
B CBOEII IIPOHNIIATEIFHOCTY TONKOBaHMII SIMBiNXa.

B (¢ 34) Cpean ¢umnocodoB MOKHO IIOBCTpeUaTh M YCIIBILIATH
HEMAaJI0 TaKUX, KOTOpble IPUOEPKMBAIOTCI TOr0 MHeHud, 4To fIMm-
BJIVX JINOO COBEPIIEHHO HEMOCTILKUM, JIMOO0 BOCXBANISETCS CKOpee 3a

** Borpaxxenne Ilnatona (Phdr. 270a).
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CBOIO CAaMOOBOJIBHYIO BEJIEPEUNBOCTb, HEKEIN 33 CTpeMJIeHNe IIpU-
OIM3NUTHCA K MCTUHE.

C (¥ 35) PutopuueckoMy 1 IMO3TUIeCKOMY MHOTO3HAHIIO OH Y-
JMJT HEMHOTO BPeMeHM, CTPEeMACh KaK MOXHO OBbICTpee IIOTpY3UTh-
cs B 6ostee GoxecTBeHHYIO ¢pmmocoduio Apucrorens. OgHaKo, BCKO-
pe yBUEB, UTO OHA JOBEPIETCS CKOpee HeOOXOMMMBIM, HE3KEJIN CYILI-
HOCTHBIM CIIOCOOHOCTSIM YMa M, OCTaBasCh CKOpee Ha peMeCIeHHOM
YPOBHe, BpJ JIV IIPOJBUTAET B CTOPOHY O0KECTBEHHOT'O Y YMOIIOCTH-
raemoro, Vcumop He cTay Joiro 3agep>KMBaThCA M HA 3TOM YYCHMNI.
OrBenas e pasMbILIIeHMIT [I1aTOHA, OH TYT e IIOHSAJ, IO CJIOBaM
[Imapapa®, 4TO JOCTUTHYT Ipedels BCeX MCKaHUIL, M YTO KOHEYHasd
L{eJIb MO>KeT OBITh JOCTUTHYTA, €CJIV €My YAACTCSA BOTH B CBITIUINIIIE
IIJIATOHOBCKOI MbICIN. VI OH NPIMIIOKII BCe YCUINS IS TOTO, UTOOBI
IOBUTAThCA 110 9TOMY ITYTH.

D (X 4.479.2 + ® 36) ®mnocod Hcupop, cornacHo Jamackuro, nsy-
YIB BCe yUEHMs OPEeBHNX, HUYEro He OCTaBMII Oe3 CBOETo IPUCTAIb-
HOro BHMMaHNA. M3 caMbIX IpeBHNMX ydeHUII OH Goyee Bcero 06o-
xecTBIAN rrocoderBoBanme [Indaropa u Ilnarona, camux ux cum-
Tasg TeMY OKPBLIEHHBIMI TYyILIaM¥, KOTOpbIe OOUTAIOT B 3aHEOECHBIX
ob6JyacTax, Ha IOJAX MCTUHBI M Jyrax OoxecTBeHHbIX mpueil. ITocie
IImaToHa OH B 0COOEHHOCTH YBJIEKaJICI SIMBIMXOM, a TaKXKe ero yue-
HMKaMU ¥ IIpYBeP;KeHIIaMI, JTYYIIIM 13 KOTOPBIX OH CUMTAJ CBOETO
semurska Cupmana, yunrens IIpokra. Kpome Toro, oH rosopmi, uro
MeKIy HUMM IO BpeMEHM PACIIoJaraloTca U APYTHe, TakkKe CyMeB-
IINe CTSHKATh COKPOBUIIA 00XKeCTBEHHOTO 3HaHMA. Benp He cieqyer
3a0BIBATh 3aCIIyTHU BCEX TeX, KTO CIIONOOMIICS MCTMHHOTO 3HAHUA.

Bce, kTO TpyasaTCA Haj BellaMM CMEPTHBIMU ¥ UeJIOBEUeCKIMI,
PasBMBAIOT OCTPOTY yMa JUIM K€ IIPOCTO >KeJIal0T PaCIINPUTH CBOU
ITO3HAHMS, He IIPOABMHYTCS JaJeKo Ha ITyTH K GOKeCTBEHHOIL 1 Be-
JMKoi Mygpoctu. M3 npeBHUX ApucToTens M XpUCUIII, PII0COdBI,
oJJapeHHBbIe IIPUPOIOIL, JI0O03HATEIbHBIE U TPYXOJIIOOMBEIE, TEM He
MeHee He TOCTUINN caMoil BepiunHbl. 3 coBpemeHnHbIX Mepokn u
eMy Iofo0OHbIe, He XyKe OPYTUX IOATOTOBJIEHHBIE B UEJIOBEUECKIX

*'Pi. Ol 1.114.
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HayKax, BCe e, II0 ero CJ0BaM, IPOSABJUINM KPAlHIO OrpaHNYeH-
HOCTB, KOTJja JeJI0 JOXOAVIIO IO OIa)KeHHBIX ITOMBIIIITEHN (TOV po-
KOPLwV VONUATOV).

35

A (® 37) Ero He Gecrioxomiia Ky4a KHIT, pACKPBIBAIOLIIX CKOpee
pasuoobpasue MHeHUII (ToALSOELN), HEXen pa3HOOOpasue MBICIIEN
(roAvvoic). OcTaHOBUB CBOIT BHIOOP HAa OMHOM-€IUHCTBEHHOM yUu-
TeJle, OH CTapaJICs BO BCeM IIOAPa’KaTh €My U 3aIlUCBIBAT BCE €TI0 W3-
peueHms’*.

B (® 243) Oun® mpurmacunu Vcupopa B KauecTBe COTPYIHMKA B
M3YUYEHNN erMIeTcKoi Guiaocopyu M IMpOIBUTAINCh BMeCTe C HUM
K IOMCTUHE CBSILIIEHHOI MCTUHE, COKPBITON B IJIyOMHAX, IPUUYEM
HepeIKO MMEHHO OH 3aKITaJl TOT CBET, KOTOPBIi IIOMOTAJI UM B ITOVIC-
Ke craponaBHeit (apxalotpomov) myapocTtut. M Bee e ero BhIIAIOLIN-
ecs ymeHus (e0mopiog) chopMUPOBAIICH BOBCE He Grarogaps 3aro-
MIHAHUIO Uy>KIMX MHEHII, TIOUepIHyTHIX 13 KHur. C caMoro Hayaia
OH 00J1a1aJT MOIIIHOI U 61aroqaTHO crrocoGHOCTHIO (§€1v) K 0GHApY-
YKEHUIO UCTIMHBI TAKOTO POJa.

36

A (9 38) OueBnHO, UTO OH He JIOOWIT 3TOT MUP (TX TAPOVTQ), HE
KeJ1ast IIOKJIOHATHCS M3BasSHMSIM GOTOB M CTPEMUTEIBHO IIePeXOas OT
HIX K caMMM 00)KeCTBaM, CKPBITBIM BHYTpPI, IIPMUEM He B CBSITIIIN-
II[aX, HO B CaMOM HeU3pPeUeHHOM (GITopprTew) — 4eM Obl OHO HU ObI-
JI0O — ¥ COBEepIIEHHO HemocTIDKMMOM. Kak ke OH gBUTancs K HUM,
€CJIV OHY I10 CYTU TakoBbI? Biiaromapst HeBepoOsATHOI JII00BM, CaMOit
o ceGe HemspeyeHHOI. Ho UTO Takoe 9TO HEIIOCTIDKMIMOE, eCIy He
cama 06086 (£pwg)? JINIe MCIBITABIINE BCE 3TO Ha CBOEM OIIBITE
ITOHVMAIOT, O UeM s TOBOPIO, BeIb paccKasaTh O Hell HEBO3MOKHO, He
Jlerve IOCTUYD €€ ¥ CUJIOK yMa.

B (X 4.821.24) [Tes1o MCTUHBI B OMACHOCTY ¥ MOYKET YTaCHYTh.

*? Yunresem Ucupopa 6put ernntsiina Cepannon. «Kyua kunur» — a1o metadopa
[InaToHa (R. 364€).
** Anexcangpuiickue ¢urocogst lepack n Ackienuan.
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C (P 244) JIrooqu yBUOAT ee 3aKaT, TaK KaK He CMOTIJIM BBIHECTU
[61ecka] ee 60:kecTBEHHOrO BOCXOMA.

37

A (® 245) Emy 6bUT0 ITOpyUeHO 3a00TUTHCSA O BOCIIUTAHNII JeTell.

B (2 4.653.26) 3ammas Coxpara, cumop BeICKa3bIBa MBICIN 60-
Jiee TIIyOOKUe, HeXKeNN Te, YTO OBLIV JOCTYIIHBI €I0 YUeHUKaM.

C (2 4.487.5) MuoskecTBO 11pobieM (mpaypota), octoitasix CuH-
Kca, OH COpMYIMPOBAI JISI MHOTTIX ITyTell pelleHVs 9TUX CTPAHHBIX
3araJiok — OJHAKO JOCTOMHBIX He KaJJMeICKOIO C(bMHKca, a TaKoro ke
Cdurkca, HO TOIBKO ellle 6oJiee 6OKECTBEHHOTO 11 MY POTO.

D (® 246) [aBas pasbscHeHUs, OH He HAXOMWWII CJIOB, a0bI I10q00a-
OIIVIM 06pa3oM OOBSCHUTH CBOM BO33pEHMs, OMHAKO, He Oyaydy Ha-
IeJIeH 3TON CIIOCOOHOCTBIO OT IPMPOABI YUK Oaarofgapsi 00yUueHuro,
OH IIpMJIaraj Bce CTapaHus I JOCTIDKeHUs sscHocTu. CKiIagHble pe-
Yy OCTABJISIS APYTUM, OH CTPEMILIICS II0KA3aTh CAMI BEIL[V, 03By UBast
cKOpee MbICIU (VOT|OELG), HEXKEIIN CIIOBA, M Ia)Ke He MBICIN OH BBIBO-
IV Ha CBET, HO caMyIo CyTh Berie!

E (@ 40 + X 2.467.2 + ¥ 4.164.26) On ObL1 BechbMa u300peraTesieH
(ebpetng), Kak mpemsarast BOMPOCHI sl OOCYKIOEHMSI, TaK U OTBEUast
Ha Te, YTO €My 3aJaBajy OPyTUe, He JICIIOJIB3YsI CBOE MHOTO3HAHIE
(roAvpoBia) 1 He mepeckas3pIBas UyKue MHEHUS IS TOTO, UTOOBI 3a-
KOITaTh (KOTOYwVVOG) MCTUHY U CKPHITH ee, 1a0bl 3aCTaBUTh HEOYMe-
Baroux (ropodvrag) 3amoruars. He ObLI OH M CIUIIIKOM XOPOILIIO
HauuTaH (TTOALYK00G), B CBOMX UYHECHBIX Pa3bICHEHUAX IIPOSBIISIL
HEKYIO IPUPOTHYIO MOIIE (POT)), KOTOpas GbLIa CPOTHI GOXKECTBEH-
HOIL. B HempeomonumoMm crpemieHN K 60)KeCTBEHHOMY MCCTYILIE-
Huio (Poucyeicr), oH 6bLUT TOTO0EH IPOPULIATENIO, OTKpPBIBatoleMy (0-
PECLV) UCTUHY I10 HAUTHUIO (AITOPUXVTEVOPEVE).

F (® 41 + ¥ 4.235.12) OH 6bU1 HOCTATOYHO IIPOHUIATENBHBIM IS
TOr0, YTOOBI 3APABYI0 peUb OTJINYATE OT Hepa3yMHOIA, ITOOLPSIS OXHY
7 OCy’KOas APYTyIo.

38

A (2 3.324.16) Mapus. On mpuHsn wkoay mocie IIpokia n o6yuain

¢dnocodpa Ucumpopa yuenuto Apucrorens. Korga Vicumop Bropuuso
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nocetm1 AQUHEL, yKe II0CiIe CMepTH UX o01ero yunrens [485 r.], on
IOKa3aJl eMy OOIIMpPHBI KOMMeHTapuit K Pumeby [lnaToHa co6cTBEH-
HOTO COYNMHEHNd, IIOIIPOCUB BBICKA3aTh CBOE CYXIEHIE O TOM, CJIe-
IOyeT M eMy OIlyOIMKOBaTh KHUTY. Mcumop BHMMATEIBHO IIPOUNTAT
KOMMEHTapUII U, He >KeJlasd CKPbIBATh CBOe MHEHIIE, HO B TO e BpeMs
CTpeMACh He OOMIETh ero Helomo0aIoIIM CIOBOM, IIPOCTO CKasall,
YTO KOMMEHTApYS UX YUMTENI Ha 9TOT AMAJIOT OymeT BIIOJIHE HOCTa-
TOYHO. MapuH cpa3y Bce IIOHAT U TYT Ke CXKeT KHUTY.

B (¥ 43) B aTOM OTHOIIIEHUM OH TaK)Ke IIPEBOCXOAILIL IPYINUX (PIII0-
codoB, ITOCKOJIBKY U caM He jKeJIaJl, ¥ CBOMX yUEHIKOB He 3aCTaBIISII
JCCIeq0BaTh HEBUAMMYIO MCTUHY IIpM IIOMOIUM OSHUX JINIIb CHJI-
JIOTM3MOB, TIPYU IIOMOIIY CJIOB, CTOHSIOIINX BCeX [IIyTHMKOB] Ha Of-
HY IIPOTOPEHHYIO JOPOTY, CIOBHO CJIETIBIX, KOTOPBIM HYXHO yKa3aTb
BepHBII IyTh. Kak pa3 HampoTus, OH BCerga CTpeMuMJICS YOeouTh B
He0oOXOAMMOCTY OOpaTUTh CBOJI B30p B CTOPOHY IYILUM VIV, TOUHEe,
OUMCTUTH TOT, UTO TaM y’Ke IIpeObIBaeT*.
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Amexceti I'apadica

ApucTtokceH TapeHTckuit o Cokpate u [lnatoHe

ALEXEI GARADJA
ARISTOXENUS OF TARENTUM ON SOCRATES AND PLATO

ABSTRACT. Aristoxenus of Tarentum (ca.370/360 — after 300) is the author to whom
we owe the earliest biographies of Socrates (d.399) — leaving aside the testimonies
provided by Plato, Xenophon and older Socratics — and Plato (d. 347/348). Many anec-
dotes taken up in compilations of later authors, from Diogenes Laertius (3 c. CE) to John
Tzetzes (12 c. CE), go back to Aristoxenus’ works. He was traditionally blamed with a
malicious treatment of both Socrates and Plato. Recently a more poised stance was
tried towards Aristoxenus’ testimony, with an attempt to explain its apparently bi-
ased flavour by the quality of ancient biography as a genre, to the emergence of which
he had considerably contributed. To deal with the problem, we must first of all look
closely at the said biographies as they are reconstructed by Fritz Wehrli and others.
KEYwoRDS: Aristoxenus of Tarentum, Socrates, Plato, biography.

IlepBoim ¢parmentsr «Kuszuu Coxpara» ApucrokceHa TapeHT-
ckoro (ok. 370/360 — mocte 300) rombITasics cobpats K. Mrosep (Miil-
ler 1848a). HauGosee moxHbIM coOOpaHMeM BILTOTH A0 HEABHETO Bpe-
MeHIU OcCTaBaloch kiaccuueckoe mamganue O.Bepnu (Wehrli 1967).
Aneccannpo Craspy (Stavru 2018) mpemaraer qOIIOTIHEHHYIO M PEOD-
raHM30BaHHYIO Bepcuio GpparMeHTOB, KOTOpas U IIOJI0)KEHA B OCHOBY
HacTosAIIeNn Hy6JII/IKaI_U/II/I. K coxxaneHuro, oH IpMBOOUT HE CaMU TeK-
CTBI, a JIIIIb CBOY IIEPEBOIBI, KOTOPBIE B PsAie CIIydyaeB TPeOyOT Kop-
peKTUpoBKU. Pycckuil mepeBoj BBIIIOJIHEH C I'PEUECKNX TEKCTOB IIO
n3nanuio Bepiu (u gononuenuit — no Kinzig, Briigggemann 2017 u Ra-
eder 1904, ¢ y4eToM Smith 1993), PpacIoI0oXeHHBIX B IIOPAAKE, IIPEIIo-
s)kenHoM CraBpy. [lononaenus BuyTpu pparmentos Bepin (kax Cras-
PY, Tak 1 MOu COOCTBeHHbIe KOHTEKCTHBIE) BbIEIE€HbI KYPCUBOM.

© A.B.Tapamka (Mocksa). agaradja@yandex.ru. IInaToHOBCKMIT MCCIIe XOBATENIbCKIIL
HaYUHBIN LeHTp, Poccuifckmit rocyiapCcTBEHHBIN TyMaHUTAPHBIN YHUBEPCUTET.
MNnaTtoHoBckuMe nccnegosanus / Platonic Investigations 10.1 (2019) DOI: 10.25985/P1.10.1.11
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Kusnb Cokpata

(T 1) [fr. 55 Wehrli] 9tum [aBropam] cpomHu Te, KTO MOPULIAHUS TIe-
pEMEKAIOT IMOoXBasaMim, Kak ApmcrokceH B orHoureHuu Coxpara.
HaspaB Toro HeoOpa3OBaHHBIM, HEBEKECTBEHHBIM U PACITY IIIEHHBIM
(amaidevtov kol apabi kai dxdAacTov), OH HT00aBIAET: «HO ITO He
npecryIuieHue»'. Bemb Kak JbCTLBI, KTO IejaeT 9TO MCKYCHO U yMe-
JI0, K MHOYKECTBY PacTOUaeMBbIX [I0XBAJI IPUMELINBAIOT JIETKIe IIOpU-
LaHVsI, CJIOBHO IIPUIIPABy HONOPACHIBAas OTKPOBEHHOCTD B JILCTUBBIE
peun, Tak ¥ 3JI0IBIXATEIbCTBO (TO KokONn0ec) MOAKIaqbIBAET HEKYIO
MOXBAJIy, UTOOBI IPUAATH Bepbl cBouM nopuanusm (Plu. De Herodo-
ti malignitate 9 = M. 856cd)’.

(T 2) [fr. 51 Wehrli] ITepexosxcy k coiny Cogpporucka Coxpamy, uvs Mamo
6vLa nosumyxoti, a omey kamernomecom (AiBovpyoDd); eosopsim, U oH
docmue 6blCOM 9M020 UCKYCCMEA U He CYUMAT makoe 3aHsmue Heoo-
cmotinbim. Bot uto nmumret o HeM {sc. Cokpare) Ilopdupuit B TpeTbeit
kuure «Vcropun GpuirocopoB»: «Cpaszy noscHUM, YUMo 2060pUM Mbl O
Cokpame mo, umo counu 0OCMOUHbLIM YNOMUHAHUS Opyeue, ombupas
JIUWD HEMHOZ20€e U3 PA3HOOOPA3HO NepedaHH020 YUEHbIMU MYHAMU KAK
6 NOX6ANy, Max U 6 NopuyaHue emy, U 0Cmasssis 6 CIMopoHe 0NPoC 0
mom, OeticmeumesnbHo U OH PAGOMA KAMEHOMECOM 6Mectme ¢ OMYOM,
umu sice mom pabomar 6 00uHouKy. Bo ecikom crryuae, amo ne ocmasu-
JIO HA HeM HUKAK020 omneuamka (€VEKOTITEV) 6 e20 nouckax myopocmu,
KOJIb CKOPO npopabomain oH Tuub Kopomkoe epems. U ecmu Ovl Oasice
OH Obun sasmerem zepm (£ppoyAvpog) — mem Goree: 6edb IMO UCKYC-
CMB0 ulcmoe U He Mosicem 6blmb He0OCMOTiHbIM». Mescdy mem, {cormac-
Ho ucropun Apucroxkcenay CokpaT ObUI peMeCIeHHUKOM, IIepeHsB
OTLIOBCKOE MCKycCTBO KameHoTeca (Aatvmikf]). U Tumeir B meBsroit
kHure ropoput, uro Cokpar 6b11 06yueH paborars ¢ kKamHeM. Koneu-
HO, ApPICTOKCEHa MOKHO CUeCThb {He)JOCTOIHBIM JOBEPIUS M3-3a €TO

T aduwkiar 8 o0 mpootjv. Cp. nep. JI. [Impcona «but there was no real harm in him».

?Cp. nep. T.T. Cupama: «IlogoGHBI 3TUM 1 Te, KTO IIPUIIPABISIET CBOV XYJIBI
00OPUTEIBHOI IIOXBAION; KaK APMCTOKCEH B CBoeM cyxaeHuy o Cokpare Ha3blBa-
eT II0CJIeTHETO U HEBOCIIMTAHHBIM, VI HEBEKECTBEHHBIM, 1 CBOEBOJIBHBIM, T00GABIISS,
UTO BCE 3TO ,He OBLIO B HEM 3JI0M; KaK JIOBKMIT 11 yMeJIbII MOAXAIUM MHOTAA No0aB-
JIseT TOJMKY IOPUI@HUS B JUIMHHYIO Yepefy ITOXBAJ, MCIONb3ys [00nmyarolyio]
OTKPOBEHHOCTh B KauecTBe IPIIIPABBI I JIECTY, — TaK VI 3JIOHPABHBIN XBAIUT C
TeM, UTOOBI CHENIATh JOCTOHOI BEPHI CBOIO KIIEBETY ».
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BpaxmeOHOCTH, TuMes — M3-32 Bo3pacra, Beb OH MIIAMIIIE, HO MBI
IOJDKHBI TTOJIOKUTHCS Ha ciioBa Menenema us [uppsbl, KoTopsiit [To-
xe] cran yuenukom CokpaTa u Gbu1 crapiine ApmcrokceHa, uto Co-
Kpar HIUKOTIA He MEPeCTaBaJl PACIIPOCTPAHATHCSA 00 OTIIe-KAMEHOTECE
n marepu-niosuryxe (Cyr. Juln. 6.207-208).

(T3) U BBI, KOHEuHO, cormacutech, uTo Coxpar, cblH CoppoHMCKa,
OBLT HAVUTyYINVM U3 3JUIMHCKUX (utocodos. Ho oH 6b11 chIHOM Ka-
meHoTeca (ABokOTOL) U B 3BHAUNTENHHOI MEPE OCBOLI OTI[OBCKOE MC-
kyccTBo. O6 3TOM MHOTIME TOBOpAT, BOT 1 [Topdupuii B TpeTseit KHure
«HWcropnu ¢punocodpo» muter caepyroiee: <...»>. VI tak gajee B Tom
ke nyxe. OH cchUTaeTcsI Ha TeX, KTO TOBOPUT, 4To COKpar 3aHuMMAICs
pemeciioMm KameHoTeca. Ho, BO3MOXKHO, OH 3aHMMAJICS M B paHHEM
BO3pacTe, a I10CJIe, BIOOUBIIINCH B II09TIYECKIIE 1 PUTOPIIECKIIE pe-
uu, yIeans BHUMaHMe 00pa3oBaHuio. [la HeT, 9TOro cKasaTb HeJlb3d,
Benb [lopdupuit TOBOPUT MPSIMO MPOTUBOIOIOKHOE: «OH He COBCEM
6esmapen (Gur]), HO BceCTOpoHHe HeobpaszoBaH (amaidevtov &¢ e-
pl TévTa), ecau ckaszaTh MPOCcTo. Bo3MOXHO, OH fHa)ke OYKBBI TOJIKOM
CIIOKUTH He MOKeT (008¢ yphppota tdvo 1L énictacBal), u oH cMe-
IIIOH BCSIKMIL pa3, KaK €My IIPUXOMMTCS IIVICATh VIV YITATh, X1 KOCHO-
asbrueH (Pattapilovta), kak peberok» (Thdt. Affect. 1.26-28).

(T 4) [fr. 52a Wehrli] Iocre ocyxdenuss Anakcazopa on crywan Apxe-
nasi-pu3NKa U Jake, IO CJI0BaM APUCTOKCEHA, CTaJl €ro BO3JI00IeH-
HbIM (oudikd yevéoBou) (D.L. 2.19).

(T5) [fr. 52b Wehrli] ApucrokceH ke TOBOpUT, UTO CHauajga OH ObLI
ciaymrarenem Apxenas. OH cTasl ero BO3JI00JIEHHBIM U B JIIOGOBHBIX
yTexax GbLI BecbMa PBIHBIM (0(PodpOTATOV Te Tepl Tat dppodioia) —
BIIpOUEM, He Iepexofst rpaHu (ASKAHATOC XwPiG), Kak cooldlmaer
IMop¢mpuit B «Puocodekoir ucropum» (Suda 3 829).

(T 6) [fr.215Smith] 1 Bor uro ermte mumer o Coxpare ITopdupmnit:
«O HeM roBOpAT, YTO peGEHKOM OH ILIOXO Bell ce0s1 11 ObLI HEIYTEBBIM
(00K €0 Pidoelev 008¢ e0TéKTWG). [ToHawaTy, TOBOPAT, OH YIIOPHO He
CITYIIIAJICS OTLIA U BCSIKMIT Pas3, KOTJa TOT BeJleJl eMy IPUHECTY Ky/Ia-
HUOYIb OPYAMs UX peMecia, OH He oOpallajg BHUMaHU Ha [IPUKa3

* [layee mouTy GOCJIOBHO LIMTATa, IPUBENCHHAT B T 2.

199



Anexkceil ['apadxa / NnatoHosckmne nccnenosanna 10.1 (2019)

n yGerai Kyfa riasa rsgiar. Korma eMy GbLIO OKOJIO CeMHAALATH, K
HeMy npuiien Apxeiail, yieHUK AHaKcaropa, U 3asBIJI, YTO JIFOOUT
ero (¢pacthv eivon). CokpaT He OTBEpT HU OIM30CTH, HM OOIIECTBA
(EvtevEiv te kol OpAiorv) Apxerast M OCTABAJICS C HUM JOJITUE TOMBL.
Bor tak oH GbuI moAcTerHYT (TpoTposivar) K purocodpum Apxena-
em» (Thdt. Affect. 12.65-67).

(T 7) [fr. 216 Smith] ITopdmpuit yreepxnaer, uto Cokpar, cera Codpo-
HICKa, OyIyun F0H, CKJIIOHEH OBbLI K pacIyIiieHHOCTH (AKoAociov), HO
Oraromapst yCepaMIo M YUEHMIO CTEP 9T YePTHI (TOLG TOTOVG) U 3a-
neyatJsies B3aMeH apyrue, puiocopckue (Thdt. Affect. 4.2).

(T 8) [fr. 56 Wehrli] 11 To e camoe Cokpart, 1o cioBaM ApUCTOKCEHa,
1o npupoze ObL1 CKOp Ha rHeB (Tpay g €ig OpYNV), U BCAKUIL pas, Ko-
rja MM OBJIafleBaJla 3Ta CTPACTh, OH IIyCKAJCsI BO BesuecKue Ge3obpa-
3us (Synes. Calv. 17, 81a)*.

(T 9) [fr. 542 Wehrli, fr. 211 Smith] A naBait mocMoTpuMm, Hanepex Ipo-
uux, KakoB 0611 COKpAT, 0 KOM y HIX MIEeT TaK MHOro mryma <...) [axe
eciy ObI KTO-TO OTHecCs ¢ HefoBepueM K pacckasaM o HeM {sc. Co-
KpaTe), OH eJ(Ba JIM 1MeJI ObI YTO-TO IPOTUB nucannii Illopdupus, xo-
TOPBII 3aIleuaTIieN KU3HU KOKIOTO U3 APEBHUX, NPOAGUE NPU IMOM
GepercHoe 6HUMAHUe U 60K UG 6 pabomy Hemano mpyda. I BOT UTo TOT
0 HeM Imcal: «ApICTOKCeH, II0BecTBYs 0 u3Hu Cokpara, FOBOPHT,
uTo HacxbaH o HeM oT CrimHapa [cBoero orua), KOTopslit GBLI 011~
HUM U3 TeX, KTO ¢ HUM BCTpeuascs. TOT paccKasbIBall, UTO B JIIO60M
cllyuae HEMHOTMX OBEJIOCH €My BCTpEUaTh HACTOJIBKO yOequTesb-
HBIX (TOAVOTEPOLG) — TAaKMMIU OBLIN €T0 TOJIOC, €I0 YCTa, IPOCTYIIaB-
Mt B HeM xapakTep (T0 émipouvopevoy §00c) 1 B MOBepIIIEHIe BCETo
CKa3aHHOT0 — 0CO0eHHOCTH 06mKa (Tr)v ToD £idovg idtdtnta). Takum
OH B 00111eM OBLJI, KOT/1a He THEBAJICS; KOTA XKe BOCILIAMEHSLICS 3TOI
CTpacTbI0, BeCh OOJIMK ero UyMOBUINHO McKaxancs (Sewvrv elvou thiv
QOoXNHOCVVNV), ¥ OH He MOT YAEPKAThCS HU OT KAKOTO CJI0BA VIV €li-
crBus» (Cyr. Fuln. 6.185).

(T 10) [fr. 54b Wehrli] U Hopdupuii, cocraBnas «Pumocodekyro mc-
TOPUIO», TIPeXJe pacckasai, uto oH {sc. Cokpar) GbLI BCIIBUIBUMB I

81 mhong doxnuooHvng £BGdLlev: GYKB. «IIPOXOAMI BCe cTanuu 6e300pasus»;
cp. nep. T.T. Cupama: «oH BIIagall BO BCE TSDKKIUE».
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rHeBINB (GKpOYOAOV Kol eDOPYNTOV)’, CCHUIASICH HA CBUAETENHCTBO
ApucrokceHa, Hanucasllero «Kusup Cokpata». ToT rosopmi, uro
€My He JOBEJIOCh BCTpeUaTh HIKOIO APYroro HaCTOIBKO yOemnTeb-
HOTO — TakyMMy OBLIM €ro TojIoC, ero ycTa, IPOCTyIaBIINiT B HEM
XapaKTep 1 B [OBepILIEHIE BCEr0 CKa3aHHOTO — OCOOEHHOCTH 00JIN-
ka. TakuM oH ObLI, KOTIa He THEBAJICI; KOTAA XKe ero ofojeBaja 9Ta
CTPAaCTh, BeCh OOJIMK €ro UyJOBUIIHO MCKAKAJICS, U OH He MOT yIep-
XKaThCsA HYU OT Kakoro ciosa miu feiictsus (Thdt. Affect. 12.61-63).

(T11) [fr.50 Wehrli] On <{sc. Cokpary, roBopuT ApUCTOKCEH, CHIH
Crundapa, u crexyaanuaMu 3aHuMaics (xpnpaticoacbot): Bo Bes-
KOM CJIyuae, BKJIQABIBAI AE€HBI Y KO IT0 MeJIOUN TOXOX (TO Porh-
Aopevov képpa &Bpoilewv), a korma Kamuran yasansaics (eita SUTAG-
cavta), BKIaasisan caosa (D.L. 2.20)°.

(T 12) [fr. 217 Smith] U semuoro mansire [[Topdupnmit nuirer]: «Cpe-
Iu ripouero yrpekaiau Cokpara B TOM, UTO OH GpocaeTcs B TOMIBI (£ig

° CTaBpy IepeBOAUT eDOPYNTOG Kak «good-tempered», 4TO BOSMOXKHO B IIPMHIIN-
Ile, HO e(Ba JI — B 9TOM KOHKpeTHOM MecTe. OKOHUaHMe 3TOro pparMeHTa noumu
COBITIQAeT C TEKCTOM IIPeABIAYILETO (T 9).

¢ Cp. mepeBox M.JI. 'acrrapoBa: «ApucrokceH, cbia CrimHgapa, yBepsier, uTo OH
JaKe HOKMBAJICI Ha IepeKyIIKax: BKIaJbIBAN JEeHBIY, COOMPaII PUOBLIb, TPATILI €€
¥ HauMHAaJI CHavaJla». [lepeBol HETOUHBII 11, KpOME TOTO, OTTAJIKMBAETCSA OT TPAIU-
IIMOHHOTO UTEHN €T AVOAMCOVTA («KOT/Ia IEHbIY PACX00BATIMCh» ), KOTopoe Bep-
JM MeHseT Ha eitat SUTAMGavTa, IpUHUMas KOHbeKTypy B. Kpénepra. Ilocnenmmit
(Cronert 1906: 173) pe30HHO OTBepraeT BUMTHIBAHME B 9TOT TEKCT TOTO, YETO TaM HeT,
I. Munbcom (Diels 1887: 258), KOTOpBIIL IToJIaraet, uto peub uper o6 ynpasienuu Co-
KparoM o61uM GoHmoM (Epavog) CBOMX TOBapMIIell, 13 KOTOPOTO OIIAYMBAIIICEH
COBMeCTHBIe MepONIpuUsATHs (HalpuMep, IIMIpPHI), 1 AaJIbllle IbITAeTCs OIPABAATh €ro,
MyCKasCh B CIEKYJISALUM O HECOBMECTUMOCTY COKPATOBCKOro Jpoca ¢ copucTmde-
cKuM crspxareiabcTBoM. Ho rpakgannna AduH, roposa ¢ BecbMa pasBUTON BUHAH-
COBOIJI CHCTEMOIA, IIPOCTO He MOTIJIa 00OMITI 3Ta CTOPOHA XKU3HM, X HIYETO II030pHO-
r0 B MHBECTULIMOHHOI akTiBHOCTY COKpaTa HeT, Jake eCiM peub IIula 0 OaHaJIBHOM
POCTOBIIMUECTBE — a JIOTMUHEN IPeAIIoNoXuTh, uTo COKpaT BKJIAABIBAJICI B «TO-
CyZapcTBEeHHBbIe OOIMraumum» Ha CTPOMTEIBCTBO (PI0Ta, rie ObLIN 0COGEHHO BBHICO-
KM€ IIPOLeHTHBIE CTABKM, II03BOJISIBIIINIE TOCTATOUHO OBICTPO YABOUTH Karmmrai (cp.
voutik®g daveilewv B pacckasde [uorena Jlasprckoro o 3enone Kuruiickom, 7.13). U
JIOTMYHEN TEKCT BBITVIAAUT BCE 3Ke C KOH'beKTypoil KpéHepTa, KOTOPYI0 IPUMHUMAIOT
Iajeko He Bce uccienoBaTenu: cp. nepeson C. [Ilopua (Schorn 2012: 214), KOTOPBIit
COOTBETCTBYET IIPENJIOKEHHOMY MHOI BO BCEM, KpOMe 3TOI JeTalll.
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ToVG dyAovg elowBeito) U TepsieT BpeMsl y IPUIIaBKOB [MeHs1] (Tpog
Talg Tportélag) n nepen repmamu (rTpog Toig Eppaic)». Bor uro roso-
pur o Coxkpare ITopdupnit — i Koe-4TO PyToe, O YeM s YMBILILUIEHHO
ymanunsaw (Thdt. Affect. 12.68).

(T 13) [fr. 53 Wehrli] ITnaron ke, XOTsI ¥ IIOHUMAJL, UTO €CTh JIUILIb OJI-
HO 3HaHUe Belell 60KeCTBEHHBIX 11 UeIOBEUECKIIX, IEPBBIM IIPOU3-
BeJI pasiuueHNe U HA36aJ PasHble PoObl UCCIe006aHUs (TpaypaTeia), us
KOMopvlx 00HO 3aHUMaemcs npupoooil ecezo, Opyzoe — OeraMU UeTO0-
seueckumu u mpemove — peuamu. Ho on cuumas, umo Ham He603MOH-
HO paccmompemb Oesia HesogeuecKue, ey npexcoe He ObLTU YyeMompe-
Hul Oeia GojcecmeeHHble: 6e0b KAK JieKapu, 6pauys HeKue uacmu mesd,
npexcde 3a60MAMCS 0 COCTNOSHUU 6Ce20 Mesia 6 YeloM, MakK U momy,
KMo xouem paccmompemy 30euiHee, cHauara mpebyemcs y3pemv npu-
DOOY Yerioeo; a uenosek, No ezo CI08aM, eCmb HACMb 6CENeHHOU (TAV
OvTwv), u 6razo 0soticmeenHo: ecmb 01az0 Haule U O71azo 6cezo, U No-
credHee gasxcHee (KUPLTEPOV), NOCKOIbKY Uepe3 Hezo U nepeoe 603HUKA-
em. ApUCTOKCEH-My3BIKAHT TOBOPIUT, UTO PACCKA3 9TOT — OT MHIYCOB.
A uMeHHO, oguH U3 9THX JHofeit Bcrpermics ¢ Cokparom B ApuHax
VI CIIPOCUIL €70, YeEM OH 3aHUMaeTcs Kak guuiocod (ti modv ¢rloco-
@oin). Tor oTBeTWII, UTO MCCIIENYET UeIOBEUECKY0 sKM3Hb. THIyC HaL
HIM IIOCMESLICS, CKa3aB, UTO HEBO3MO)KHO PACCMAaTPUBATh JeJIa Uueso-
BeuecKue, He Befast 00)XeCTBeHHBIX. [Ipagda Jiu 3mo, ¢ yeepeHHOCMbio
cxazamb Hukmo He moxcem (Eus. P.E. 11.3.4-9)".

(T 14) [fr.54 Wehrli] U Bor uro emre Hammcan o Hem Ilopdupwuii:
«B MHBIX OTHOLIEHMAX OH OBLI HEB3BICKATENEH B AEJIaX KUTEMCKUX
U B IIOBCEHEBHO XU3HM HYXKAAICSI B CAMOM MAaJIOM (HLKpaG dedpie-
vov mapaokevijc). Ho oH GpuI crurbHemmMM 06pa3oM IpeapacIoso-
JKeH K JI0O0BHBIM yTeXaM, He BBIXO[s, BIIpoueM, 3a paMku (adikiov
8¢ ) pooelva): Beb CIasl OH TOJIBKO € sKeHaMu (YOHETOIG) Mt 06-
LIeAOCTy IHBIMM XeHIHaMu (kowvaic). Ken y Hero 6pw10 cpasy ase:
KcanTunna, rpaykaaHka 1 re-to 6osee gocTynHas, 1 Muptd, BHyUKa
(Buyatpldnv) Apucrupa, cerna Jlucumaxa. Kcantunmny oH B3sir, koraa
OHA C HUM CITyTanach (repimloakeioav AaPeiv); ona pogmuna emy Jlam-

79T0 OTpBHIBOK M3 coumHeHms Apucrokia Meccernckoro (1B. H.3.) «O ¢uro-
copuu», pparMeHTHI KOTOPOro coxpaHeHsl ToJIbKO EBceBuem. Cp. Adonacun 2015
u noxpo6Heit Lacrosse 2007.
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npokia. MupTo ske — 3aKOHHBIM 6pakoM (Yaw), n ot Hee CoppoHmCK
un Menekcen» (Cyr. Juln. 6.186)%.

(T 15) [fr. 54b Wehrli] OcranoBuBIIMCh U HAa APYTUX BellaX B TAKOM
pone’, oH ykassiBaer, uro Cokpar Obu1 BH0GaBOK paboM yIOBOJIb-
crBuit (taig ndvmabeiong dedoviwpévov). O rosopur Tak: «OH ObLT
CHUJIBHEIIIMM 00pa3oM IIpeApacIoioKeH K JIOOOBHBIM yTexaM, He
BBIXOMs, BIIPOYEM, 32 PAMKU: BeAb CIIaJl OH TOJBKO C YKEHAMU JUIN
oburemocTymHbIMY XeHIHamu. JKeH y Hero 6pur0 cpasy ngse: Kcan-
TIIIIA, TPAKOAHKa U Tae-To 6oJree mocrymHasi, 1 Mupro, BHyuYKa Apu-
crupa, cerHa Jlncumaxa. KcaHTummy oH B3sul, KOrma OHa CBsI3aia C
HUM CBOIO KI3HB (Tpoomhakeicov Aafeilv); oHa pommia emy Jlam-
npokia. Mupro ke BbInnIa 3a Hero (yopnOeicav), u ot Hee Codpo-
HICK 1 MeHeKceH. DT [1Be KEHIIHBI BEUHO BOEBAJIN APYT C LPYTOM,
a B IepepbIBax Hamyckanuck Ha Cokpara. ToT ke HUKOTa He Mella
VM [PaThCS U TOJIBKO CMESICS, TIIS/sI, KaK OHY BOIOIOT IPYT C APYTOM
U ¢ HUM caMuM. [0BODAT, B 9TOJ KOMIIAHUY OH U CaM OKa3bIBAJICS
IOpOTI CBApIMBBIM, OPaHUIMBBIM 11 HATTIBIM (pLAastexOnpova kol Aoi-
dopov kai UPpLoTIKOV)». BoT uto 0 Cokpate y Iloppupus (Thdt. Affect.
12.63-65).

(T 16) [fr.58 Wehrli] demerpmit ®anepckuii, Ueporum Pomocckuit,
My3bIKaHT APUCTOKCEH U APUCTOTEND (ecau ToNbKO KHuUry «O 6iaro-

* 9roT U caenyrowmit GparMeHT BOCXOHAT K OHOMY U TOMY K€ MICTOUHUKY, II0-
pasHOMY IIPOUYMTAaHHOMY ABYMs KoMmmisTopamu, Kupniiom AsekcaHIpUIICKIM I
Peongopurom Kupckum. B rexcre Kupmna Bmecro Aofeilv suaunres Aobeiv (Hemo-
CMOTp IepemycumKa Iubo aBTopa), M IHoiydaercs, uTo He «KcamTmmmy oH B3,
KOTZla OHa C HMM CIIyTanach», a «KcaHTumma, CryTaBIINCh C HUM, BTailHe C HUM
crana». Kak cieicTBue, BMeCTO INIaroja poctA£k®, HOAPasyMeBaIoOILero CyIpyKe-
CKyI0 CcBA3b U coxpaHeHHoro ®enopmrom, Kupnmn BeiGupaer meputAéke, ¢ KOHHO-
TaUMAMIU TAIHON MHTPYDKKU. Best ¢pasa cTaHOBUTCS JOBOJBHO HeCKIamHOI. Bep-
JIM BOCCTaHaBIMBaeT AXPelv, HO ocTaBisgeT MePITAEKw. M Io OApyrMM MecTaM BUA-
HO, uto Kupnina 6ecrioxont gsoexencrso CokpaTa I OH IIBITaeTCA KaK-TO IIPVUHM-
3UTH CTATyC ORHON 13 sxeHIuH. [Togpo6ueit cm. Huffman 2012: 280-281 n ocobeH-
Ho Woodbury 1973: 21-25, rae pa3o6paHbl JIEKCUKO-IOPUNUIECKIIe aCIIEKThI 0603Ha-
ueHnss COKpaTOBBIX sKeH. BripoueM, 3ech HeT BO3MOXKHOCTH ITORAPOOHO pasbupaTh
Borpoc o CokpaToBOM ménage d trois, KOTOPBIl MHOTHE JCCIIeOBATeIN BOOOILE C
ropora oTBepraioT — Hanpumep, lebpa Haiinc, xapakrepusyromias npu stoM Apu-
crokceHa kak «debunker of the Socratic legend» (Nails 2002: 2009).

° TexcT parMeHTa HEIMOCPEACTBEHHO IIPMMBIBAET K T 10.

203



Anexkceil ['apadxa / NnatoHosckmne nccnenosanna 10.1 (2019)

POJICTBE» CIIEAYET UMCINTH CPeIN TIOMIMHHO IIPMHANJIEKAIIX Apn-
CTOTEINI0) YTBEPXKAAIOT, UT0 MMpTO, BHyuUKa ApPMCTUA, COXKUTENb-
crBoBaa (cuvolkfoat) ¢ myapbiMm COKpaTOM, KOTOPBIL UMEN U IPY-
I'VI0 )KeHy, a ee B3sJI K cebe B OM, KOT[ja OHa OBJOBeJa 11 13-3a Oex-
HOCTH! HYKAaJach B caMOM HeoOxoamMoM. VIx MHeHue qoCTaTOuHO
ybenurenasHO onpoBepraer [lanernit B cBoux counHeHusx o Cokpare
(Plu. Arist. 27)*.

(T 17) [fr. 57 Wehrli] Ucxons us aToro, Mo>kHO GbLIO OBI OCIIOPUTH TEX
Iucaresieli, KOTopble yBepsioT, 6yaro y Coxpara GbLIO IBe 3aKOHHbIE
KeHBbI (800 yopeTag yuvaikag): Kecantunna u MupTo, nous Apuctu-
Ia — He TOro, KoTopbiil CIipaBeAIuBBIiL (3TO HMKAK He BO3MOYKHO I10
BpeMeH), Ho ero BHyKa. 1o u Kamnucden, u Jemerpuit Ganepckumit,
n nepunaretux CaTup, u APUCTOKCEH; a HaBeJI X Ha 3Ty MBICIb ApU-
croreins B KHure «O sHATHOM poXaeHNUN». O0HAKO mak Ovimv He Moe-
JI0 — pasee umo aguHsHe 66U0Yy YObiU 2pax0an 00360TUTU NOCMAHO6-
JIeHUeM HapoOH020 COOPAHUs 3a600Umb 08YX JHeH; moeda ObLro Obi no-
HAMHO, NOUeMy 00 IMOM MOTUAM COUUHUMETU KOMeOUll, MaK 4acmo
nomunarwuue Cokpama. O0HO NOCMaHOGIeHUe, KACAIOULEeCS HEHULUH,
npusodum 6 ceoeti kHuze Heponum Podocckuil, u kozda s 0ocmany smy
KHuzy, mo npuwio ee mebe. A Ilanemuii Podocckutl 603paxcan mem,
Kkmo eogopuit npo 06yx xen Cokpama (Ath. 13, 555d-556b)"*.

Tlep. C.II. Mapkuiiia ¢ morpaBKaMu.

Tlep. H.T.TonnuKeBNYa ¢ HE3HAUNTEIbHBIMI M3MeHeHnaMu. [IpuBenem Bep-
cuio ApucrorTens, Ha KOTOPYIO 37ech cchuiaercs AduHeir, B Iepemade [uoreHa
Jasprckoro (fr. 93 Rose): «Ilo ciioBam ApucToTels, »KeHaT OH ObLI J{BasKAbL: IIEPBBII
pas — Ha KcanTtumie, ot KoTopoit y Hero 6511 CbIH JIaMIIPOKJI, 1 BO BTOPOIL pas — Ha
Mupro, nouepu Apucruaa CripaBeayInBoro, KOTOPYI0 OH B3suI 63 IPUIAHOTO 1 MIMeJl
or Hee ceiHoBel1 Codponncka n Menekcena. [[pyrue ropopsr, 4o Mupro Gbuia ero
I1epBOIi XKeHOIT, a HekoTopsle (B ToM uncie Catup u Mepornm Pogocckuit) — 4to oH
ObLI )KeHaT Ha 00eux cpasy; II0 MX CJI0BaM, apuHsHe, )KeJlast BO3MECTUTH yOBLIb Ha-
CeJIeHMs], ITOCTAHOBIUIN, UTOOBI KaXKABI IPasKTAHIH MOT YKEHUTHCS Ha OJHOL XKeH-
LVIHE, a VIMETh JeTell TakKe M OT Apyroit, — tak mocrymmt u Cokpar» (D.L. 2.26,
nep. M.JL. TacrtapoBa). B npnmeuannn onuakeBny nuier, uro IlaHeTust He oTpu-
Lajx caMoro ¢akTa JBOEKEHCTBA, HO OTHOCWII ero K Apyromy CoKpaTy, cO CCBLIKOII
Ha cxoamio K Ar. Ra. 1539. OgHaxo, BO-IIepBBIX, pedb UIeT 0 cxoauu Kk 1491-11 cTpo-
ke «Jlarymex» Xapiev odv... («<He cuners y mor Cokpara, He 6onrars, 3a6b1B Ipo
My3», rep. Anp. I[InoTpoBcKoOro), BO-BTOPBIX — INpuBsi3Ka ee K COKpaTOBBIM KEHAM —
OUeHb CMeJIOe pellleHMe, OOBICHIMOe pasBe uTo TeM, uTo B usganuu Ban CraateHa
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(T 18) [fr. 60 Wehrli] 9tor Auur 6su1 chiH AHTEMMOHA, pogoM adu-
HSHJH, JII000BHUK (§paotg) AKkuBuana, pa3boraTeBInii Ha KoXe-
BeHHOM npomsbiciie. [lockonbky CoKpaT HaCMeXaJycs HAl HUM U3-3a
3TOTO <...) OH 3a JeHbI'M yrosopmi Meiera nopats npotus Coxpara
o6BuHeHne B Heuectnu. O6 stom yrnomuHuaer Jlucuit B «Amonorun
Coxpata», KceHO(OHT B ODHOMMEHHOM COUMHEHUN U APUCTOKCEH B
«Kusuu Cokpara» (Schol. in PL. Apol. 18b).

®parmentsr ApucrokceHoBoit [TAdtwvog Piog BmepBbie cobpa-
Hbl onaTb-Taku K. Mromnepom (Miller 1848b) u momonters: O. Bepin
(Wehrli 1967). Ha cerogusiamit feHb, ogHaKo, coOpanue Bepiu oue-
BIIHO HY’KIAeTCs B IEPECMOTPe U PACIIMPEHNUN, XOTs CHENaTh 3TO
BO3MOJKHO JINIIIb TPV OTKa3e OT MpuHumIa (v Muda?) CToImporeHT-
HOTI atpuOyrun TekctoB. Ho mpexme ueM mMcKaTh HOBbIE ITOJXO/BI,
HeOOXOAMMO OCBONTB ITO-PYCCKM YrKe MMEIOIIIecs MaTepuabl.

>KusHp lNnatoHa

(fr. 61 Wehrli) B moxonax o {sc. Ilimaton) yuacTBoBas TpIKabl (TOBO-
puT ApucrokceH): onuH pas — Ha Tanarpy, apyroit — Ha Kopund,
tperuit — K [demuro, rae BecbMa orimumics (apiotedoot) (D.L. 3.8)*

(fr. 62 Wehrli) ITapaswur. <..) Il1aToH — ¥ OH € TOIO K€ L(eNbI0 IIPU-
651 B Crnyomiro. OgHAaKo, IIPOKMB HEMHOTO JHEN 3a CUeT THUpaHa

¢dparmenr arot (Panaetius fr. 134 Van Staaten) HermocpeqcTBEHHO IPMMBIKAET K TOJIb-
KO UTO UUTHpOBaHHOMY MecTy u3 AduHes ([Tanetnes dpparmeHrT 133 o Bau Craare-
Hy). CXonus 3BYUNT Tak: «Kak FOBOPAT, BCE 9T0, 1o [laHeTuro, CKa3aHO, OUEBIIAHO, O
npyrom Cokpate, 13 CLieHIUeCKUX OOJITYHOB, Kak EBpumum».

“Tlep. M.JL TacmapoBa. Kopurdckas kammaHus, B KOTOpPOil MOT y4acTBOBAaTb
Ilnaton, natupyercs 394. A 6urssl mpu Tanarpe u [Jennu, 0 KOTOPhIX HaM M3BECT-
HO, — 447 n 424. B Hux [InatoH 1o Bo3pacTy TOUHO He MOT IPMHMMATh yuacTus. Kak
3ameuaer Jyuunon (Dillon 2012: 284-285), 06BSICHITE 3TO TPYAHO, KaKOe GBI TOJIKOBA-
HIe HY NpeIoKuTh (rpy6eiiias ommbka [[ioreHa; cirydJaiiHplil mepeHoC ApICTOK-
ceroM cBenenui u3 «Kusuu Cokpara» B « Kusus [Inarona»; HakoHel, ApUCTOKCEH
MOT JIyullle Halllero 3HATh O COOBITUAX I1eJI0NIOHHEeCCKOTT BOIIHBI).
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{sc. InoHMCYs), OH IIaJI TI0 BPOXKAEHHOI CBOEI HECIIOCOOHOCTH Yaep-
JKaTh MECTO 3a Uy>KMM CTOJIOM (TOD TapaoLTeiv DO aguing EEEmect).
BepryBiich 06parHo B AQUHBL, TIOABSBLIN HOBbIE TPYIbI U ITOX-
roToBuB cebs, [IIaToH BHOBB, BTOPUUHBIM II0X0A0M (SevTépy oTo-
Aw), mombL Ha CHUIIni; moobegaB HECKOJIBKO THEN, ONATh I1as
1o coOCTBEHHOMY HeBexecTBY (Um0 dpabiog é€éneoe). Ira Heymaua
[Inarona B CuluiIny HallOMUHAET MHe ONOOHY0 e Heynauy Hu-
kus. Tux ma . A Kro ke, Mmyurerimit CUMOH, BCe 9TO PacCKa3bIBaeT?
Ilapasur. MHOTME, I, MEXAY NIPOUNM, ITUCABIINI O My3bIKe ApH-
CTOKCEH, MOCTOJHBIN GOJIBIIIOr0 BHMMAHMS, TaK Kak OH UM caM ObLI
napasutoM rnpu Heiee (Luc. Par. 34-35)".

(fr. 63 [32] Wehrli) A my3bikaHTy ApPUCTOKCEHY M €llfe HECKOJIbKUM
JIFOISIM, OCBEJOMUIISIBILIVIMCS, UTO CTaBIII OH {sc. J{MOHMCHIT) B yIIpeK
(népYig) InaToHy M ¢ Uero HavalnuUCh 9TU yIpeku, [uoHucuit orse-
T « TUpaHHUA IpenCIoNHeHa MHOXeCTBa 30JI, HO HET Cpeu HIX
GOJIBIIIET0, HeKeJIN TO, UTO HM OJUH U3 TaK Ha3bIBa€MBIX ApYy3ell He
TOBOPUT € TOGO0 OTKPOBEHHO (TO PNndéva TV Aeyopévev @ilwv petd
noppnoiog SitoeéyesOot). Tlo ux BuHe S M JIMIINICA PaCIIONIOXKEHUS
(evvoiog) Inarona» (Plu. Timol. 15)*.

(fr. 64 Wehrli) Hy k1o 651 moBepmi B T0, YTO APMCTOKCEH-MY3bIKAHT
nuiet B «Kusnu Ilnarona»? Begb oH yTBep:KJaeT, YTO B IIOPY €ro
CTPAHCTBMII M OTCYTCTBUS foMa (Tf) TAGvY kod Tfj dmodnpiq) Hekue
Uy’KeCTPAHI[bI BO3ABUIIN ¥ BHICTPOIN IIPOTUB Hero (émaviotacbon
ko avrotkodopelv avt®) lepunaroc. II0aTOMYy HEKOTOPBIE CUMTAIOT,
YTO 3TO OH TOBOPUT 06 ApucToTese, IIOCKOIbKY APUCTOKCEH BCerga
OT3BIBAJICA 00 APUCTOTeJIe UCKIIUNTENBHO O1aronpusatHo (S worv-
T0G ev@npodvtog) (Eus. P.E. 15.2.3-4).

(fr. 65a Wehrli) Bens He mpotus Ilnad{rona BeicTpoms (GvTekodoun-
oev) Apucrorens JIukeit), Kak [epBBIM KieBelleT (APUCTO)KCEH, a
Benen 3a HuM u Apucrug (Vita Aristotelis Marciana 2.48-50 Gigon).

(fr. 65b Wehrli) Kak [kneBeriryt] ApucrokceH u cieqoM ApuUCTHL, UTO
Apwucrotens BeicTpo{wty JIuk{eit) mporus [InaToHa, 3aHMMaBIIIErOCST

Y Tlep. H.II. BapanoBa ¢ He3HAUNTEIBHBIMI M3MEHEHUIMIL.

'* BepJiyt He IIPUBOUT 37€Ch TEKCTA, & OTChLIAET K fT. 32, KOTOPHIiT BKIIFOUAETCS IM
B mpyroe counHeHue Apucrokcena — «O mudaroperickoit xusum». Ilep. C.II. Map-
KMIIIA C He3HAUNTEIbHBIMI N3MEHEeHMSIMIL.
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nccie{goBaHusIMM) U mpenopasasuiero B (Axyagemnu (Vita Aristote-
lis Marciana 4.118-120 Gigon).

(fr. 66 Wehrli) Bcero 65110 BoceMb ApucroTeeii <...) CeAbMON — yUu-
TeJb IMMHacTUKU (ToudoTpifng), ymoMmHaeMblil APUCTOKCEHOM B
«Kusueonmcauun Ilnarona» (D.L. 5.35)".

(fr. 67 Wehrli) «TocymapcTBo», IO yBepeHMI0 ApPICTOKCEHa, IOUTH
Bcé Bxommut B cocraB «IIpormBopeunii» (Avtihoyikoig) IIporaropa
(D.L. 3.37)™.

(fr. 68 Wehrli) Hakoner, mugaropeiiis! xanyorces, uro [ltatox, Apu-
crorens, CrneBcumni, ApucrokceH, KceHokpar mpucBomnu ceGe Bcé
ILUTOJOTBOPHOE (T HEV KAPTTLYLO), U3MEHUB JIUIIb CAMYI0 MaJIOCTh, a
IIOTOM CcOOpasIut BCé IOBEPXHOCTHOE, JIETKOBECHOE, YI0OHOE IUIs Tie-
pecMoTpa U OCMesTHUS B IIU(AropeyicTBe OT MO3JHENIINX 3I0IIbIXa-
TENbCTBYIOIVIX 3aBUCTHUKOB (UTT0 TGV Pfackdvng DoTepov cuKkoPav-
TOVOVT®V) U BBIAAJIN 3TO 3a IIOMJIMHHYIO CyTh uX yueHus (idwa tig ai-
péoewg (Porph. VP 53)".

Jlumepamypa

Cyr. Juln. = Cyrillus Alexandrinus. Contra Julianum.

Eus. P.E. = Eusebius Caesariensis. Praeparatio evangelica.

Synes. Calv. = Synesius Cyrenensis. Encomium calvitatis.

Thdt. Affect. = Theodoretus Cyrrhensis. Graecorum affectionum curatio.

Adonacnumn, E.B. (2015), “Apucrokces o myssike”, in E. Aponacun, A. Apona-
cuHa, A. lleruuxos (eds.), MOYXIKH TEXNH. Ouepxu ucmopuu anmuu-
Hoti my3biku, 108—126. CI16.: IsgaTensctBo PXTA.

Cronert, Wilhelm (1906), Kolotes und Menedemos: Texte und Untersuchungen
zur Philosophen- und Literaturgeschichte. Leipzig: Verlag von Eduard Ave-
narius.

¥ Tlep. M.JL. Tacriaposa.

**Tlep. M.JI. TacrtapoBa. To e yrBepxaeHue (co ccounkoit Ha aBopuHa Apenat-
ckoro) B D.L. 3.57. Cp. o atromy nosoay Dillon 2012: 291-293.

" Tlep. M.JI. TacriapoBa ¢ M3MeHEHMSIMIL.
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Hpuna IIpomononosa

[natoH: nucaTenb, KOTOpbI 306pen dunocoduto.
PeueH3us Ha KHUTY: Jltok BpuccoH. Mramor. Mep. c. op. O. Anneson
(MockBa: Rosebud Publishing, 2019)

IrRINA PROTOPOPOVA
PrAaTO: THE WRITER WHO INVENTED PHILOSOPHY. BOOK REVIEW:
Luc Brisson. Plato. Trans. into Russian by O. Alieva (Moscow: Rosebud Publishing, 2019)

ABSTRACT. The reviewer of Luc Brisson’s recently translated work Plato describes,
in detail, the structure of the book and the contents of its chapters: the biographi-
cal information about Plato; his relationship with Socrates; Plato’s political utopia;
ethics, epistemology, and cosmology; controversy concerning the so-called secret doc-
trine; recap of the Academic tradition by periods. Special attention is paid to Brisson’s
methodological presupposition having to do with his appreciation of Plato’s literary
craftsmanship exposed in the book’s subtitle, The Writer Who Invented Philosophy. The
reviewer also draws attention to the original concept of ‘male’ and ‘female’ educa-
tional models attributed to Plato by Brisson. Despite the fact that some aspects of his
interpretation of Plato’s works are not shared by the reviewer (in particular, his inter-
pretation of Socratic dictum “virtue is knowledge”), Brisson’s book provides a deeply
grounded research and at the same time is oriented to nonspecialists, which makes
it recommendable as an excellent propaedeutic reading for introduction into Platonic
tradition.

KeywoRrbs: Plato, Luc Brisson, ethics, politics, cosmology, intelligible Forms.
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J0coduI0» — IpeKpacHo OTpakaeT IMoaxox aBropa k [Imarony. OnHa
M3 IVIaBHBIX IIpeaIochlIok Jlloka BpuccoHa B TOM, UTO eBpoIericKas
«unocodpusa» poxkIaeTcs U3 UeJI0BEUECKOTO OIIBITA VI ITCATETBCKOTO
MacTepCcTBa KOHKPETHOI'O UeJIoBeKa:

Hama 3ajaua 3aKkjiooyanach B TOM, UTOOBI ITOKA3aTh: TO, UTO CETO-
IHs HasbiBaeTcs «duiocodueii», 6bL10 M300peTeHNEM OIHOIO IN-
cares, [lnaroHa; octaBasich aHOHUMHBIM, OH OIIVMCAJl TPArMUYECKYIO
cynp0y IopasuTerbHOro uenoBeka, Cokpara, KOTOPBIN XKW B TOPO-
Ie, TIOTEpIEBIIEM MTOPaKEHNE U Pa3HUpPaeMOM TPaKOAHCKON BOII-
Hoit. WTak, Qurocopus poxpmaercs B IIyMe U SIPOCTH, U B JIUTEPA-
TYpHOM NPOU3BEeHNN, KOTOPO€e UX OMUCHIBAET, HAIIPACHO OBLIO ObI
JICKATBH [TOCJIE{OBATENIBHOI M CTPOTOI apryMeHTaI[MI TpaKTaTa. Bme-
CTe C TeM BCe OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOII[VIE BOIIPOCHI, BCTAIOIIIVIE ITEPENT UesIo-
BeKOM (BOIIPOCHI O LIEHHOCTM >KM3HI, BO3MOKHOCTSIX ITOJIMTIYUECKO-
IO JeVICTBUS U HAIlIeM MeCTe BO BCEJIEHHOI1), 3[1eCh ITOCTaBJIeHbI. TeM
cambiM (rrocodust yXOOUT KOPHAMI B KOHKPETHBIN OIBIT OJHOTO
nucareis, [ImaToHa, KOTOpHIT TEpBBIM B MCTOPUM Ha3Bal cebs ¢u-
socodom (c. 10-11).

IMogxox Bpuccona 61130k TOMy, YTO B COBpPEMEHHOM ILIATOHOBE-
IEeHUV Ha3bIBAeTCs «IPaMATUUECKUM ITOAXOOOM»: €T0 IIpeqCTaBITe-
JIM paccMaTpuBaioT counHeHus IlaToHa He Kak «puiocodckue Tpak-
TAThI», K KOTOPHIM 100aBiIeHbI HeOOsI3aTeIbHbIE INTEPATyPHBIE YKpa-
LIeHNs, a KaK IPOM3BeNeHs, B KOTOPBIX JIUTpATypHas ¢popMa SBIs-
eTcst He0OXOAMMOII U BXKHOI 4acThi0 (p110coCKOTO COmepKaHMs.

Bpuccon mopuepkuBaer, 4To ero pabora OTINUAETCS OT TeX, Ife
[InaTona paccMaTpmBaIOT «uepes» ApUCTOTENS:

PE3YIBTATOM CTAJ TPY[, OTIMUAIOLIIICS OT Opyrux pabor o Ilra-
TOHY, KOTOpbI€ IIPOUNTHIBAIOT €r0 QVAIOTY CKBO3b IIpU3MY (IuIoco-
¢um Apucrorens. Ho Teoperuueckme BosspeHus Apucrorens 6iu-
JKe CKopee K COBpeMeHHOMY (II0cohcKOMY KOHTEKCTY, OTMEUeHHO-
My CHJIBHBIM BJIMSIHMEM JIOTMYECKOTo aMnupu3Ma (Gepyliero Haua-
710 oT mo3uTUBMU3Ma). OTKA3bIBAsCH OT IIOVICKA IPUUIH TOTO, UTO HAC
OKpY’KaeT, OH JOBOJIbCTBYETCS OIpefieleHIeM 3aKOHOB, CIIOCOOHBIX
OIMCHIBATH M IIPENCKA3bIBaTh (PAKThI, B TO BpeMs KaK IIOHATUS AY-
i u ymornocturaemoit popmel (forme intelligible) paccmarpuBarorcst
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KaK uy’kible Qi1 GIuiocodyu aIeMeHThl, IOCKOJIbKY OHY OTCHLIAIOT
k Mudy, peaurny, mo33un. He neitasgch HUKOTO 0OpaTuTh, s BCE XKe
YTBEPKAAI0, YTO, €CIIM PACCMATPUBATD BEIM C MICTOPMUYECKOI TOUKM
3peHusd, TO B ciydae ¢ InaToHOM HEBO3MOKHO CBECTHM AyLIy — K JIe-
ATENBHOCTH, & YMOIIOCTUTaeMble (OpMbI — K KoHIlenTaMm (c. 11-12).

Bpuccon peryngpHo momuepkuBaeT, uTo IInaToH mpeBoCXOgHBIN
nucarenb: «I[1o9T, TBOper; MuGOB U OPAaTOp — BCE ITO MOYKHO CKa3aTh
o IInatore. OgHuM CiI0BOM, OH ObLT mucarenem» (c. 93); «aBTOp oua-
JIOTOB, TOHKUIT 3HATOK PUTOPUUECKUX IIPUEMOB U HETIPEB3OIEHH I
3HATOK M1(OB, MHOTME U3 KOTOPBIX JO CHX IIOP HAXOMAT Y HAC OT-
kK, Ilmtaron mor 661 cunrarh cebst mucarenrem» (c. 101).

Ho TouHO Tax e u TO, YTO MBI 3HaeM 0 camoM IliaToHe, sIBJsAET-
csl, TI0 MHEHUIO BpuccoHa, 3acIyroil pasinnuHbIX JUTEPATOPOB, COUN-
HABIINX Takue ¢axTel 6uorpadun [InaTona, KOTopble KOppeaupoBa-
st OB ¢ UAEAMU U3 €r0 MPOU3BeqeHMit. B uacTHOCTH, 9TO KacaeTcs
[peCTaBIeHnit o myTelrecTBusax 1lnarona B 1oxHy0 Vramumio n Ha
Cypuio, B Erunter n Iepcwuro:

B 9TOM CJIy4ae (paKThI IOATOHAIOTCA, YTOOBI a posteriori 0OBACHUTD TO
VM THOE COYMHEHMe JUIM TY WUJIM MHYIO UAEIO. {...) TI0X0Xe, YTO Ha-
MeKJ Ha TaKoTO poja IIyTellecTBHUs y IM03THNUX «6uorpadoB» BIOX-
HOBJIAJIUCH IIPEXJ€ BCEr0 CPaBHEHMEM C OIIBITOM IOHOIIEN M3 3HAT-
HBIX PUMCKUX ceMelt nepuona Umnepnnu (c. 18-19).

Erte omue moxasarenbHBIN pUMep MONOOHBIX M3MBIIIIEHMIT —
3HaMeHUTas UCTopus o mpoaaxe [InaroHa B pabcTBO, CIOXKET aHEKAO-
Ta, IOIYJIIPHOIO B aHTMUYHOM pOMaHe:

dunocod-pab ymommuHaeTcs y aBTopoB repuona Mimmepun: Asna I'er-
smst (11 B. mo P.X.), Jlakraumus (I B. mo P.X.), Jlykuasna (II B. mo P.X.) u
Maxkpo6us (V B. 1o P.X.). 910 roBopnT 0 HEJOCTOBEPHOCTU aHEKAOTA.
BripoueM, HeKOTOpBIe HACTAMBAIOT HA €rO IOMJIMHHOCTM, YCMAaTpPU-
Basl AJTIO3MIO Ha 31U coObITus y Apucroress («Meradusnka» Delta
30, 1025a25-27 u «Pusuka» I1.8, 199b20-22). OgHako maxke aHTUYHbBIE
KOMMEHTATOpbI ApPICTOTeNI Ha 3TOT cyeT Mourdar (c. 19).

Bpuccon penaer BeIBOA:
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BHUMAaTeNbHOE U3YUEHMEe CBUOETENBCTB HE OCTABJISIET COMHEHIIL,
YTO 3TOT 3MMU30/ U3 )u3HM [I1arona BeIMbInuIeH. To )Ke KacaeTcs u
o6BuHeHMIT B utaruate (c. 64).

JleiicTBUTENBHO, IOMUMO «ITyTelllecTBuit» IlnmaroHa, Kak M ero
«pabcTBa», He MeHee IPUUYAINBas ICTOPUS BO3HIUKIIA OTHOCUTEIIb-
HO «ILJTaruaTa»: TaK, MICXOMAd M3 HEKOTOPBIX MICTOUHMKOB, [ImaToH mc-
oJIb30BaJI TeKCThI nudaropeiiues ([uoren Jlasprckmit, [Ipoxi); de-
mokpura (Apucrokced Tapenrckuit); [Iporaropa ([duoren JlaspTckuit,
IMopdupuii); F'omepa (Adumeir); komeguorpados dnuxapma u Codppo-
Ha ([uoren Jlasptckuit). Bpuccon cunraer, uto

OOBMHEHMUs B IUIarMaTe He ObUIM He3amHTepecoBaHHBIMMU. [Lmarmar
M03BOJISUT CBA3ATh ONHY Quurocoduro ¢ gpyroit B ABa mrara. CHauaza
OOBUHUTEB [IPEYBEINUMBAET MM IIPUHIGKAET 3HAUEHUE TIPeIIOoa-
raeMoro IUIArNaTopa, IMPeICTaBIss ero GII0co(pUIo KaK BOCIPOU3Be-
IleH1e uero-To mHoro. Besen 3a stTum «3aumcrBoBanHas» puiocodus
YCBAaMBAETCA YK€ KaK TOUHOE BOCIPOU3BENEHUE MEPBOVICTOUHIKA.
Hau6osee m06OMBITHBIN IPUMEDP TAKOTO OTHOLLIEHUS — 3TO IIOMBIT-
Ka MPeICTABUTD IUIATOHM3M KaK CBOETO Pofia sp3au-nudaropeicTso
(c. 73-74).

OrBepras Bce IepeuncieHHble «(paKkThl» Kak u3MbIuienusd, Bpuc-
COH II0Ka3bIBAET, UTO NEVICTBUTEIHHO JOCTOBEPHBIX CBEIEHNIT O O1O-
rpa¢uu [IraToHa y HaC HUUTOXKHO MaJIo. Bo-IiepBhIX, HaM HeU3BECT-
HO flaxe, ABjigercd au «IInaToH» ero MOMIMHHBIM MMeHEM MY IIPO-
3ButieM ([moreH JIaspTcKuit TOBOPUT, UTO HACTOsIIEE ero uMsI Apu-
croki; D.L. 3.4). Bo-BTOpBIX, MBI 3HAaeM MPUOIU3UTENBHO TONBI €T0
skm3HM (428—-425 1. mo P.X. — 348-345 r. mo P.X.), oqHAKO 11 TyT BO3MOX-
Ha «IIOATacOBKa»: yKa3aHHBI Ouorpadamu Bo3pact [matoHa Ha Mo-
MEeHT cMepTu — 81, a 9TO KBagpar 9, a umcuo 9 camo ABJgeTcA KBaapa-
TOM COBepLIEHHOro uncia 3. « MbI MMeeM JeJI0 ¢ HeKMMU HyMepoJIo-
TUMYECKNMU CIIEKYIAUAMI», — roBoput bpuccon (c. 84). Touno Tak
JKe He M3BECTHO, OT uero ckoHuasucsa [lratoH: «Oymyun 3aeqeHHBIM
Buramn» (D.L. 3.40-41), «ua cBage6HOM mupy» (D.L. 3.2), miu apocro
ot crapoctn (c. 85).
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Kpowme Toro, kak nmokassIBaet bpuccoH B riaBe «YeoBeK U Ipak-
MaHWH: BoIiHA U 1100086 [ImaToHa», «y HAC HET HU OJTHOTO OeccIiop-
HOTO CBUIETENHCTBA HIL O €T0 BOMHCKO Ci1y»k0e, HII O ero JII000BHOI
sku3HM» (c. 75), a B ritaBe «Haciencrso: HalimeHo ju 3aBeranme Ilia-
TOHA?» OH pacCMaTpuUBaeT IIpobiieMbl, CBI3aHHBIE C TAK Ha3bIBAEMbIM
3aBeutanneM IInaroHa, 13 KoToporo, mo MHeHII0 bpuccoHa, «MOX-
HO M3BJIEUb HEUTO BaYKHOE: IPSIMBIX IIOTOMKOB y [l1aToHa He GBLIO»
(c. 92).

Urak, ecu MOgBOAUTH UTOT PACCMOTPEHNIO MCTOUHIKOB Grorpa-
¢uu IInaToHa, «B CyXOM OCTaTKe» OCTAeTCsI HEMHOTOE:

[TogBOAs MTOT, MOJKHO CKasaTh, YTO HeMHOrue (akThl xu3Hu Ilia-
TOHA MOKHO YOCTOBEPUTb, XOTSI MHOIO€ BBIIVIIAUT IIPaBIOIION00-
Ho. HanboJee skcTpaBaraHTHbIe COOOIIEHIS OOBICHAIOTCI TeM (ak-
TOM, UTO Gumorpagpl SJUIMHUCTUUECKON 3IIOXMU ITOSICHIN TOKTPU-
HaJbHbIE II0JIOKEHNsI, N300peTass aHEeKJOThl, B KOTOPBIX IIPOSIBIIS-
JuCh OBl YOEKOEeHVsI TePOEeB MM JKe, HATIPOTUB, KOTOPBIE OOJIIUAIIN
OBbI CBOJICTBEHHBIE UM IPOTUBOpeuns (c. 19).

Takum 06pa3oM, IJ1aBbI, ITOCBALIIEHHbIE «(PaKTOIOTMUECKIM» CBe-
neHusaM o IlratoHe, MOOUMHAIOTCA MBICJIN O TOM, YTO NMPAKTUUECKHU
BCe MICTOYHMKY TeHIEHIMO3HBI I MBI He MOKEM C YBepEHHOCTBIO OIle-
perbes Hu Ha onuH: «Kak Bce ObL10 B meiicTBuTesnbHOCTH? HUKTO He
sHaeT» (c. 83).

INToskayit, ZOCTOBEpHEE OCTAIBHBIX MICTOUHIIKOB MOKHO IIPU3HATH
apXMBHBIe MaTepuaisl o cyfe Hax CokpaToM. IMeHHO OTHOIIIEHUAM
IInmarona ¢ CoxpaToM ITOCBsIIlleHa OOJIbIIIAsl IVIaBa KHUTM; STON IJIa-
BOI1, Kak oTMeuaeT bpuccoH, od Bo MHOrom o6s13aH Jlyn-Aunpe Jopnu-
OHy, McciegoBareno KceHodoHTa I COKpaTUUeCKNX CIOXKETOB, aBTO-
py kauru «Cokpar»?, nepesona «Bocmomuuanmit o Coxpare» Kcero-
¢doHTa U MHOKeCTBY cTareit Ha 9Tu TeMbl. Ciienys Jopuony, Bpuccon
3aaeT BoIpoc, «moueMy CokpaT HaXOAMTCH Y ICTOKOB CTOJIb Pa3yInd-
HBIX, Ja)ke KOHQIMKTYIOIINX, TeUeHNI MBICIN» (c. 37), OQHAKO I
ormcanus pearexbHOCTH COKpaTa BHIOMPAET B KAUECTBE KIFOUEBBIX

*L.-A. Dorion. Socrate. Paris: PUF, 2004.
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JOCTATOUHO TPaaMIMOHHbBIE IIPEICTaBIeHNs — B UacTHOCTH, YTO Co-
KpaT cuuraeT qoOpoaeTeNb 3HaHMEM, KOTOpOe AejlaeT YesJoBeKa K00-
pometenbHbIM (c. 28). Bpuccon cepinaercs Ha «loprusi» u «IIporaro-
pa», HO clefyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO B ITUX AMAIOTax, 0COOEHHO BO BTO-
poM, MBI He MokeM Ipunucats COKpaTy TOUHBIN M HeIpeIoKHbII
B3IUILA Ha fo6GpomeTeiib: TaK, B «[Iporarope», mHTEpIpEeTUPYS CTPOU-
ku CUMOHNAA, OH IIOKAa3bIBAeT, UTO HeJb3s ObITh HOOpOmeTeTbHBIM
BCEr/1a, MOXKHO TOJIBKO CTPEMMUTHCS K STOMY ¥ TOCTUTATh OJrara JIUIIb
Ha Kakoe-To Bpems (Prt. 344-345); u3 quajora HeJb3s CAEJATh OTHO-
3HAUHBIIT BBIBOK, YTO COKpaT cunTaeT JoOpOoaeTeNb 3HaHMEM, KaK 3TO
YaCTO TPAKTYIOT, HO MOKHO JIVIIIb OTMETUTD (PUKCAIIIIO BaXKHOI aI1o-
puI, B KOTOPYIO IIOTAN COOeCeIHIKI, IPUAS B MITOTe PACCYKIEHIS
K BBIBOJIaM, IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHBIM VICXOTHBIM.

IIpn stom Bpuccon yrBepkaaer, UTo MOpaIbHOe 3HAHIE HOCTI-
JKIIMO TOJIBKO B paMKax o0pasa »KVM3HU, IPeII0Jaraioero IoInH-
Hoe 1103HaHMe ce6s (c. 29). OgHako, 3aMeTIM, TaKoe IT03HaHIe MOKHO
CPaBHITH C MMO3HaHMEM OecIIpeqIIOChUIOUHOrO Hayaia, KoTopoe Gec-
koneuHo (R. 510); B «IIupe» dumocodom MOKeT OBITH TOIBKO UETIO-
BEK, KOTOPBII [TOCEPEIITHE MEXAY MyAPOCTHIO U HEBEKECTBOM (Smp.
204ab), a momnMHHYI0 KOOPOIETENh UeJIOBEK MOXKET POAUTH TOJBKO
IIpY AOCTVDKEHUN IIPEKPACHOTO caMoro I1o cebe (212a). ITO BBIMITIUT
MMCTepUaIbHON BepIINHOM (UIOCOPCKOTO IPOTUUECKOTO aHabacu-
ca, KOTOPBIIT OCTaBJIgET JAJIEKO I03aq pallMIOHAIBHOE PACCyqOUHOe
Io3HaHNe, KOTOpoe BoJeii-HeBoJeil okaspIBaeTcs yneiaoM Cokpara,
ecyM MPUINCHIBATh eMy UOeI0 «xobpomerens ecTh 3HaHUe». OnHa-
KO TO0, Kak [Inaron onmceiBaeT COKpaToBy MaileBTUKY, He IIO3BOJIAET
OCTaHOBMTHCS Ha TaKOI PacCyqOUHOM POPMYIUPOBKe.

Bpuccon cunraer, uro Cokpar KapawHaibHO IoBausai Ha [lnaTo-
Ha IIpeXK/ie BCETO CBOUM ITOAXOI0OM K «O0YUEHUIO»: OH He BKJIA[[bIBET
3HaHIeE B CIIyIIIaTes, a Kak IOBMBaIbHas 6abKa IIbITaeTCs IOMOYB CO-
OeceTHIKY CaMOCTOSTEIBHO «POAUTH» MbICIb. Ha HeckoIpKMx cTpa-
HuIa BpuccoH omuchIBaeT BechMa JIIOOOMBITHYIO KOHIIEIIINIO IIPO-
TUBOTIOCTABIIEHUS «MY>KCKOM» U «KEHCKOIT» 00pa3oBaTeIbHbBIX MO-
IeJieil: mepBast pacCMaTpUBaeTCs Kak Iiepeaua 3HaH, a BTopast Kak
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MaiieBTIUeCKas IIOMOLILb AyIile COOeCeTHIKA B POKIEHUN BBIHOIIEH-
HOI UM uCTUHBHI (c. 108). MBI mTos1araeM, 4To CTOUT MPUBECTU AOCTA-
TOYHO OOIINPHYIO LUTATY C OMICAHMEM 3TOI KOHLIEMIIVIL.

Hemuoro nanee B «Ilupe» (208e-209¢) [InoTuma paccMaTpuBaer OT-
HOIIIEHN MeXIy YUeHUKOM M yunTeieM. OmmcaHne 3TUX OTHOIIIe-
HUI BHOBB IIOCTPOEHO Ha «KEHCKOJ MOMIenu» 00yueHns KaK pOmoB
VI POJIOBCIIOMOXXEHMS, M YK€ TeM CaMbIM OHO IIPOTUMBOCTOUT «MY3>K-
CKOJI MOJeNN» B3aMMOIEJICTBMA yUeHMKa U YUUTeNd B paMKaxX MH-
CTUTYTa NaliepacTiy, 3alninaeMoro B peuax IlaBcanus u ArapoHa.
Amnanus peueii ITaBcauns n AradoHa, ¢ 0XHOI CTOPOHBI, 1 [{moTn-
MBI — C APYTOIL, IIO3BOJIAET BBIABUTD CJIEAYIOIINE TPU PACXOKIACHM.
(1) IpencraBnenne 06 o0pa3oBaHMM KaK O TPAHCIALUM 3HAHUA (a
TaKKe MHTEJJIEKTYaJIbHOI, COMATIBHON M SKOHOMMUECKOI BIAaCTI)
MKy MY>KUIMHOI U FOHOIIIe} B paMKaX TOMOCEKCYaIbHBIX OTHOIIIe-
HUI IPOTUBOIIOCTABIIsIeTCS 00pa30oBaHNIo, IIOHNMAaeMOMY Kak oOHa-
py’KeHue 3HaHN, yKe IIPUCYIIero TyIle. 9TOMY 3HAHNIO IIPeICTOUT
BBIJITM Ha CBeT, CJIOBHO IIPM POAax, B opMe MpeKpacHbIX peueil 1
MIpeKpacHbIX IOCTYNKOB. (2) KoHuenus oTHOLIEHIIT MeKAY MY KUU-
HOI1 I IOHOIIIeT], B KOTOPBIX MY>KUYIHA UTPAET BEAYIIYIO POJIb, IIPOTHU-
BOIIOCTABJISIETCSI TAKOMY 00yUeHII0, B KOTOPOM MMEHHO YUMUTENb pas-
peirtaercs ot 6pemenn, Oecenys ¢ yueHukoM. Ero cBsi3b ¢ yueHUKOM
TIOCTOSIHHA, BeIb MIM IIPEJCTOUT BMECTe PACTUTDb CBOUX JeTell — Ipe-
KpacHbIe peuy ¥ MocTyNnKy. PopMyIMpOBKY OBYCMBICIEHHBI, HO HU-
UTO He YKa3bIBAeT HA TO, UTO YUNTENb U YUEHUK COCTOAT B CEKCYalb-
HBIX OTHOIIeHNU:X. (3) HakoHers, TesecHas KpacoTa, KOTOpast IBJISIETCS
00BEKTOM ITOTpeOIIeHNsI, IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIISETCS AYIIeBHOI KPacoTe,
6e3 KOTOpOJT HEBO3MOXKHO pojopaspeliieHne. Ha aTux Tpex ypoBHAX
MbI HabJII0aeM pelnTeNbHOe ITepeBepThIBaHIe [IePCIEKTUBEI (YTO
xapaktepHo a1 Ilnatona u s miaToHoBckoro Cokpara) 110 OTHO-
LIEHNIO K TPeUeCKM OOBIKHOBEHUAM TOI ITOpPHI (c. 109).

ITo Bpuccony, Cokpar HacTOJIbKO CMJIBHO IOBAMAN Ha IInaroHa,
UTO Ka3Hb YUUTEJI CTasla IIOBOPOTHBIM ITyHKTOM €T0 JeATEJIbHOCTI:
«pisa [Inarona cmepts Cokpara o3HauaeT poxaeHue ¢uimocopum»
(c. 38); «mo cyTH, eMy HYXHO ObLTI0 1300pecTy ropon, B koropom Co-
KpaTy He rposmia Obl cMepTHas KasHb» (C.46). 9TUM ropomoM cra-
HOBUTCA, CUUTaeT BpuccoH, uaeaTbHbII ITONNC, ONMCAHHBIN B «]ocy-
JapCTBe» M «3aKOHAX»:
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31ech IlnatoH GOpMyIIpyeT CBOE 3THMUECKOE, SIUCTEMOJIOINMIECKOe
7 KOCMOJIOTTYECKOE YUEeHIE, KOTOPOE BIIOCIIEACTBIN IIOJIy YT HA3BA-
Hue «puocodum» (c. 46).

OpnHako mepen pacCMOTPEHMEM STUKIA, SIMUCTEMOJIOTUI M KOCMO-
norun [Inarona Bpuccon moMernaer r1aBy ¢ IMpuUMedaTelbHbIM Ha-
3BaHueM «IlokasaTeIbHBII IPOBAT: MOXKeT i1t GuIocod ObITH COBET-
HIKOM TIJIaBBI rocygapcersa?» (c. 47). 3mech Ha MaTepuaie pexie Bee-
ro CepMoro muchbMa 00CyKIal0TCs apagoKehl oTHoIeHu 1 [lnaTona
C C]/II.H/I.TH/H?ICK]/IMI/I TI/IpaHaMI/I U OeJIaeTcda BbIBOO:

dutocod 1 riaBa rocymapcTsa He MOTyT coTpyaHmuarh. umocodp —
YyeJ0oBeK HeOOXOIMMOTO, YCTAHOBJIEHHOIO HAayKOJ I IIpefrosarae-
MOTO MOpaJIBHBIMM TPeOOBaHMAMIN, B TO BpeMs Kak IJIaBa rocymap-
CTBa — YeJIOBEK BO3MO>KHOTO, I'le BJIACTBYIOT cuiia 1 borarcTso. Iep-
BBIIf HAXOAUTCA Ha CTOPOHE Pa3yMHOTI0, B TO BpeMs KaK BTOPOJi BBI-
HY’KJIeH UTPaTh C UeJIOBEUECKMMI CTPacTIMMU, KOTOpEIE ecIu He IIpo-
TUBSITCS pa3yMy, TO BO BCAKOM ciiydae 6e3pas3iinmuHbl K HeMy (C. 55).

MgI coBepIIIEHHO COTJIACHBI C 3TUM BBIBOAOM, KOTOPBIN, Ha HaIIl
B3IVISLA, IOJTHOCTHIO COOTBETCTBYET OIICAHNIO TUPAHOB U H1tocodoB
B «J'ocymapcTBe» — 0QHAKO, IyMaeTcs, II0JO0HOe COOTBETCTBIIE MOT-
J10 OBI IIOCTABUTH IO BOIIPOC O CUX IIOP He HOKa3aHHYI0 ITOJIVH-
HocTh CebMOTO IIIIChbMA.

Bpuccon obcyxnaer orHoleHne [Inarona k mossnuu, Mmudy u pu-
TOpMKe U AejaeT BBIBOM, UTO HeCMOTpPS Ha KpUTHUKY ux [InaroHoMm B
TOM VUIM MTHOM BUJE, CaM OH yCIIELIIHO ¥ OYeHb TOHKO IIOJIb3YeTCs
6oraTsIM apceHATIOM MHOTOUMCIIEHHBIX JUTEPATYPHBIX IIPUEMOB:

Pe3ynbTaToM 9TUX YCUIUIT CTAJl KOPITyC TEKCTOB, OJIarogapst KOTopo-
My ko I B. H.3. [IaTOH CcTayM CUMTATHCS OJHUM U3 JIYULIUX IICATE-
JIeit, KaK 06 9TOM CBU/ETENBCTBYET 3HAMEHUTBII B TO BPEMS YUUTEIb
putopuku lepmoreH. IMEHHO B STHX JIMTEPATYypPHBIX TPYHax, KaK s
HaMepeH I10Ka3aTh, 3apOAWIIOCH TO, UTO, HauuHas ¢ IlraToHa, HOCUT
nms purocodpuu (c. 102).
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ITocne sToro bpuccoH B ocTaTOUHO TPagMIMIOHHON MaHepe oI~
ChIBaeT MeTOJbI IaToHOBcKoro Cokpara (amenxoc, c. 105-107; npuno-
MuHaHue, c. 107-109; duanoz u ouanexmuxy, c. 112—115), nenas ucKio-
4YeHNE IS OPUTMHAIBHOTO paccKasa O Mmatiesmuke (c. 109-112; cm.
Boitre). [lokasas, uro IlnaroH, KpuUTUKYs cOPUCTOB, BOBCE He ObLT UX
«MOTJUIBLIIIKOM» U IIPEKpPacHO OCO3HaBaJl X OIPOMHYIO POJIb B MH-
TeJUIEKTYaJIbHOM ITepeBopoTe B AduHaxX BO BTOPOIL ITOI0BMHE V B. 10
P.X. (c. 125-131), BpuccoH npucrymnaer K OIMCAHIIO OCHOBHBIX (PILIIO-
codckux umeit [Lnarona.

CoducTbl 0OKa3aIuch TO CUJION, Graromaps KOTOPOI pesTUBU-
3MPOBaJIMCh TPAAMIIMOHHbBIE MOpaJIbHbIe IleHHOCTH. IItaToHy HyXHO
OBLIO HAVITU HOBOE OCHOBAHIIE IEHHOCTENl, KOTOPOE HeNb3sI OBLIO ObI
TaK JIeI'’KO HUCIIPOBEPIHYTh.

[InatoH He GBLT «IPOdECcCHOHANIBHBIM» (PIUIOCOPOM B IIOMCKE KOH-
LENTyaIbHbIX MHHOBALI, CIIOCOOHBIX IPOCIABUTH ero ums. [lepen
HaMI TPaKTaHMH, KOTOPBII BOCCTaeT IPOTUB a(pMHCKOI HeMOKpa-
tru. Kasup Cokpara craya i Hero OCHOBOIIOJIATAIoIIeil TPaBMOIL.
CormanbHble U IOJINTUUECKIE OCIOKHEeHNS B AduHax, 6eCCBI3HOCTD
MpeCTaBIeHNIT O [EHHOCTSIX 1 HEeJOCTOMHOE IOBeIeHNe TPaKaaH
3acraBiasoT IInaToHa BooGpasmTh MHOM IOAUTUYECKUIT CTPOIL, OC-
HOBAHHBII Ha HEM3MEHHBIX VI YHUBEPCAIBHBIX [IEHHOCTSX, — TAKOII
crpoit, mpu koropom Cokpat He GbLT ObI OCYK/IeH (C. 134).

[I1aToH ITOKa3bIBAeT, UTO M TPAIWLIMOHHBIE, U HE€MOKpATUUECKIe
LEHHOCTH «CBOAATCA K MHEHMIO, ICTHHOMY JUIM JIO)KHOMY B 3aBH-
CHMOCTM OT CJIydasi ¥ CIIOCOGHOMY CO BpeMeHeM MeHAThCs» (. 135).
ITosTomy mepen HUM cTOsJIA 3aiaya OOHAPYKUTH HeKle aOCONIOTHbIE
LEHHOCTH, He M3MEeHIOIIIEeCsS BO BpeMeHI.

BpuccoH rOBOPUT, YTO 3TU LIEHHOCTU MOJDKHBI OBITh TAKMMIU Ke
HeIIPeJIOXKHBIMU, KaK (akTsI:

¢uocody HEOGXOAUMO OTHICKATH AOCOMIOTHBIE HOPMBI, KOTOpBIE ObI-
s ObI OMHOBPEMEHHO YHUBEPCANBHBIMY, IPUMEHMMBIMI Be3[e U
IUISL BCEX, U HEM3MEHHBIMI, a 3TO TPeOYET OTKA3aThCs OT BCEMMU IIPU-
HATOTO Pa3InuMs MeKAY LIeHHOCTBIO 1 (pakToM. LleHHOCTD HU B Koeil
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Mepe He gBJIAeTCS MPaBUJIOM, M3MEHSIOINMMCI BO BpeMeHU U IIpo-
CTpaHCTBE BMECTe CO MHEHMeM. 9TO peaIbHOCTh, IIpI3HaBaeMas Bce-
MM ¥ Bceraa, mogo0Ho ¢akry. VIMeHHO TaKoTo poja IMOMJIMHHBIE CY-
e [maTon HaspiBaeT PopMamt, O-TPEUECK — £191), OHY 5Ke «yMO-
rocturaeMble GOPMBbI», IIOKOOMEM KOTOPBIX SBISIOTCS UyBCTBEHHBIE
Beru (c. 136).

s moctiokeHMst abCoMIOTHBIX GOPM HEOOXOAMMO IIPERIION0KUTb,
YTO y OYIIM, IIOMUMO CIIOCOOHOCTM IOPOXKAATh MHEHIe, eCThb yM
(I'intellect, vodg).

Crasg Bompoc o noctmkernu Popm, ropoput bpuccos,

MBI CTyIIaeM B 00JacTh Mim¢a, To eCTh TAKOTO IIOBECTBOBAHMS, KOTO-
poe omuchIBaeT CTPAaHCTBMA AYILIN, AEeICTBYIOIIE HE3aBJMCUIMO OT Te-
sa. Boo6aBok 3HaHmMe POpM JOCTIDKMMO IIYTEM CO3EPLIAHVIS: HEIO-
CpPeICTBEHHOTO0, KOraa Ayllla OTHeJIeHa OT TeJa, MV OIOCpeIOBaH-
HOro, KOra ayllla Ha 3eMJle BCIIOMIHAaeT O BUAEHHOM paHee (c. 141).

Ha mam B3riapd, Takas ITOCTaHOBKA BOIIPOCa HENOOIIEHMBAaeT POJb
HOSTUYECKOI pedIeKCUy, TO eCTh OCO3HAHNA yMOM OCHOBaHMII COO-
CTBEHHOII [esATeIbHOCTH, Kak 310 omnucano B «Coducre» n «Ilapme-
HUJe», HO IIPpU 3TOM BprCcCcoH fejaeT U3 Hee JIOTMYHBIN BBIBOI:

B cyugaocrty, e pyHAaMeHTaIbHbIE IOCBUIKK MbIcau [liatoHa, Ky-
I1a ¥ yMOIocTuraemblie GOpMBbI, BOCXOIAT K Mudy, TO €CTh K Tpau-
uuu (c. 124).

YroObl IIOKa3aTh LEJIOCTHOCTh 3aMbIcia IlmaToHa, M1 KOTOpPOro
ueJIOBeK, IOJINC ¥ KOCMOC HepaspbIBHO CBSA3AHBI, 2 UyBCTBEHHOE IIPO-
HUKHYTO YMOIIOCTMTaeMbIM, BpIICCOH MOCTaTOYHO MOIPOOHO pasdm-
paet «Tumeir». OH moyaraet, 4To

C OJHOII CTOPOHBL, 3aMbIcel [ITaToHa ommcarh MPOUCXOKIEHME KOC-
MOCa, ueJIoBeKa I 00IIIecTBa BCTPAMBAETCs B PasBUTYIO ApeBHerpeye-
CKYIO TPaJUINIO — TPaAUIMIO, KOTOpas uepes Ipe/IIeCTBeHHIKOB
IInaToHa BocxomuT K moaraM. C ApyToii CTOPOHBI, 3TO 3aMbICEJI HeBe-
posiTHO HOBaTopckuiz (c. 181).
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ITo muenuio bpuccoHa,

OK00HO 03Ty, GPUIIocO( MPOM3HOCUT PeUb, KOTOPYIO HENb3SI CUM-
TaTh HY IIPABAMBOIL, HI JIOXKHOJL, IIOCKOJIBKY OHA KacaeTcs IpeaMe-
TOB, YCKOJIB3AIOLIMX OT aBTOpa: OH, pasyMeeTcs, He MOT IIPUCYTCTBO-
BaTh HU IIPU IOSIBJIEHMN YeJIOBEKA, HU TeM 0oJiee I IOSIBIEHNUN
kocMoca. Takoro popa peus HasprBaercs Mudom (c. 181).

C mpyroif CTOpOHBI, M C TOUKI 3peHMUs 3aad, U C TOYKN 3PEHMI
«JINTepaTypHOTIO KaHpa», ToBoput bpuccon, « Tumeii» npencrasiger
co60Jf HOBaTOPCTBO:

Bnepssie B ucropuu IlnaToH cTraBuT npo6ieMy HayYHOTO ITO3HAHMS:
HayuHOe 00'bsICHEHNE JOJDKHO IMETh HEOOXOMMBIIT M OTBII€UEHHBIN
XapaKTep, OHO He MOKeT CBOAUTHCA K HEIIOCPeACTBEHHBIM JaHHBIM,
IIOCTaBJIZEMBIM UYBCTBEHHBIM BOCIIPMATHEM; ...) BIIEpBBIE B VICTO-
puu Hayku IlnaToH npespaliiaeT MaTeMaTUKy B MHCTPYMEHT, I103BO-
JIAIOIIMIT BEIBOAUTH CIIENCTBIUSA U3 3aJaHHbIX akcuoMm (c. 181-182).

OnHako npequioxkeHHas B « TuMee» MOJIeNb He MMeJIa IIPAKTUUECKO-
IO IPOJOJDKEHMS M3-3a IPYMUTIBHOTO XapaKTepa 3a/1eiiCTBOBAHHOII
MareMaTUKM M OTKa3a OT 9KCIIEPMMEHTAIBHON IIPOBEPKI, CUNTAET
Bbpuccon. Bripouem, nmociegHee BpAA JIM B IPMHIMUIIE MOTIJIO MHTEpe-
coBarb ImaToHa, IOCKOJIBKY OH IOAXOMVUI K IIpoOJIeMe KOCMOJIOTUN
He KaK «HaTypaJIUCT», a KaK puiaocod:

Ero ommcanme mmpa cO3[aHO He 3aTeM, UTOObI BMEIIMBATHCSA [B
YCTPOIICTBO KOCMOCa], HO UTOOBI HAMTHU pelleHye IPObiIeMbl Ipu-
YACTHOCTM UYBCTBEHHBIX BelEN K yMomocTuraeMomy (c. 194).

Ha marepmane «Tumes» BpuccoH onmchiBaer U IpeCcTaBIeHMs
[I1atoHa O myle, KPATKO IOKAa3aB Iepel STUM TPEUecKyIo apxamde-
CKYIO TPaJAMLINIO, BOCXOASINY0 K fomepy. PagnkanbHbIil TOBOPOT, CO-
BepLIeHHBI [ITaTOHOM B BO33PEHMAX O AYILE, 3aKITIYAETCS, [I0 MHe-
Huio BprccoHa, B 1ByX MoMeHTax: 1) OJIMHHOI PealbHOCThIO 06J1a-
JaeT TOJIBKO YMOIIOCTUIAaEeMBIl MUp, IIOCKOJIBKY POpMBI caMu B cebe
MMEIOT HAyaJlo CyI[eCTBOBAHNS; 2) MOMJIMHHAA UIEHTUUHOCTD UeN0-
BeKa He CBOAMMA K TeJIy, HO COBIIafaer ¢ Qyuroit (c. 199-200).
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PacckasaB 0 IIaTOHOBCKUX B3TJIANAaX Ha ymorocTturaemsle ®op-
MBI, KOCMOC U Iylly, BprccoH B OTHeIBHOI IVIaBe JOCTaTOYHO II0-
OpobHO paccMaTpUBaeT BOIPOC oTHoLIeHNs [laToHa K TpaguinoH-
Holt penurunu (c. 215-234). Ou nomnaraer, uto [ImaToH B 3TOM BOIIPO-
ce SIBJIAETCS HACTOSIIMM PEBOJIOLIOHEPOM, PEIIUTEIBHO OCY>KIa0-
MM MUQBI M PUTYaJIbl TPAAMLMOHHON peiuruy. IlnatoH xecTko
KPUTUKYeT TPaOUIMOHHbIE IIPeCTaBIeHNs 0 60oTax 1 BBOOUT HOBOE
00’KecTBO, AeMUypra, TBOPSILEro KOCMOC, APYTUX OOrOB M JIIOMEIL.
IlnaTon mcmonb3yer Mudsl, ¢ OTHOM CTOPOHBI KPUTHUKYS UX, C APY-
o — npuayMbiBasg CBOU COGCTBCHHLIG, 7 IIpM 3TOM IIPOM3BOOMT II€-
PEeBOPOT BO B3TJIAAX Ha PEINTUIO:

Ou nopuuaer MuQsI U IePeOCMBICIIIET 3HAUEHIIE KYJIbTa, HAKJIAIbI-
Bas 3allpeT KakK Ha KPOBaBbIE JKEPTBBL, TAK U Ha MOJBOBI, 00palleH-
Hble K 6oram. U TeM He MeHee, €r0 HUKOT/IA He CyIUUIM 3a 3TO, KaK
Coxparta, 4To, II0X0Ke, IOATBEP;KAAET TUIIOTE3Y O TOM, UTO OCY>KHe-
Hue CokpaTa GbUIO BHI3BAHO ITOJUTUYECKUMU IpuurHamu (c. 234).

He mensbIiinM peBomroimoHepoM, 1o Mbicau Bpuccona, 6s11 Ilna-
TOH B 00JIACTH, KOTOPYI0 MOJKHO HaBaTh ITOJUTMYECKOV TeOpUeil.
Opna m3 rnaB KHuryu, HasBaHHasa «[lommuTuka: [InatoH — ocHOBOMIO-
JIOKHMK TOTAIUTAPU3Ma?» IOCBALLEeHA 00CYKIEHNIO IIOIUTIIECKOIT
yronuy, npenioxeHHou [InaroHom B «['ocymapcTBe» 1 «3aKoHaX».
Bpuccon cpaBHUBaET B3TJIIABI PA3IMUHBIX MCCIIEeOBATENIEl Ha IIOJIN-
trnueckue B3ryaas! [Inarona (Ilonmep, Bagero, [ltpayc, Bepnuw, Gére-
JIMH) U B 3aKJI0YeHIe TOBOPUT, UTO B IIOJIVICHO KUBHH, OIIICAHHOIL
IlnaToHOM, HellpueMJIeMO CileRylolee: pabCTBO, BOMHBI, N30aBIeHUe
OT pu3nUecKy He3MOPOBBIX AeTell, 3aIIpeT Ha KYJIbTYpPHOEe IIPOU3BOL-
CTBO («M3rHAHIE 03TOB»). [Ipy 9TOM IBE Ba)KHEIIIINe HOBALIUN, KO-
TOpble HEBO3MOKHO He OLIeHUTD, 3aKJII0UaroTcs, 1o bpuccony, B ToM,
uro [ImaToH npuBOaNT K BiacTy 3HaHUe B nuile punocodos u npemo-
CTaBJIIET )KEHII[THAM paBHBIE IIpaBa ¢ MykunHamu (c. 175-178). Tlox-
UepKHeM, UTO, Ha HaIll B3IVIAJ,, MHOXECTBO BOIIMIOIINX IIPOTUBOpE-
unit «I'ocygapcTBa» MOKHO OOBSICHUTH, €CJIM TPAKTOBATH TEKCT He
OYKBAJIBHO U «HATYPAIUCTIUECKU», 2 BUAI B HEM Pa3HOYPOBHEBYIO
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CMBICJIOBYIO IIOAOILIEKY, CBA3aHHYIO C IIpeacTaBieHnamu Iratona o
pasHbIX ypoBHsX cyuiero (R. 510-511).

JBe 3aBepIIaroIye IJIaBbl KHUTY ITOCBAIEHBI OTIEIbHBIM TEMAM:
BOIIPOCY O CYIIECTBOBAHNIM TaK HA3bIBAEMOTO TaitHOTO yueHus Ilma-
TOHA, — BpMCCOH B IoJIeMUKe € IpeACTaBUTENAMI TIOOMHIEHCKOI
IIIKOJIBL, 00CY>KIasd pasiIMUHbIe ICTOUHVKH 110 TeMe, OTBeYaeT Ha 3TOT
BOIIPOC OTPUIIATENIBHO’; ¥ 0030py aKaJeMU4ecKOl TPAAUIINI B pas-
HBIE IIEPUOJBI, @ TAKXKE COXPAHHOCTY IJIATOHOBCKOI'O KOPITyCa.

B xHNTe eCTh HECKOJIBKO MPIVIIOKEHIIL: CXeMBI, MJLIIOCTPUPYIOLIE
omycaHmus KocMoca B «TuMee», a Takxe reorpaduueckue KapTsl, Te-
HeaJIoTYeCcKIe ¥ XPOHOJIOTYecKas TaOIIITbL.

B mesnom kumra Bprccona agpecoBaHa He CTOJIBKO CIIELIVIAJINCTY-
IIATOHOBENY, CKOJIBKO «OOBIUHOMY» UMTATENIO0, MHTEPeCyIOIIeMyCs
IInaronom u nnaToHusMoM. OgHAKO, HECMOTpPS Ha JAOCTaTOYHO IIO-
nynsgpHoe usnoxeHue, JIlok bpuccon onmpaerca Ha CBOM MHOTOUIIC-
JIeHHBIE JMICCJIeIOBAHI, TaK UTO TEKCT INIyOOKO HAyYHO QyHIMPOBAH;
KpOMe€ TOTO, BIIOJIHE YETKO M3JIOKEHBI OCHOBHBIE METOOJIOTMUECKIE
NIPeIIOChUIKY U3yueHNsa aBTopoM IlmaTtona. C HEKOTOPBIMU U3 HUX
MO>KHO He COIVIAIlIaThCs, HO HEBO3MOXKHO He IIpU3HATh (PpyHIaMeH-
TaJIbHYI0 YUEHOCTb aBTOpa M €T0 TPEIETHOE, IIOPOII IMYHOCTHOE, OT-
HollleHne K Marepuany. CTOMT OTMEHNUTb BHATHBI U ACHBIN IIepe-
Bog Onbru AnmeBoii, i B I1€JI0OM CMEJIO MOKHO PeKOMEHI0BAaTh KHUTY
bpuccona «IlmatoH» Kak 3aMedaTeIbHOE IIPOIIEEBTIYECKOE UTEHNE
IJI BXOXKIEHUA B CJIOKHBIN M MHOTOTPAaHHBI MUP ILIATOHMYECKOM
TpagVILIN.

*Tlogpo6uee cMm. crarbio Jloka Bpuccona «O Orace Ilnarona: meramopgosa ox-
HOTO aHEK0Ta», PyCCKIIT TepeBO KOTOPoI (Takxe B ucroaHeHnu O. AnneBoii) BbI-
et B KypHaite ITnamonosckue ucciedosanus 6.1 (2017): 64-81.
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AnHoTauunu / Abstracts

Jlrok bpuccon
MexayHapoaHoe nnaToHoBcKoe 06LLEeCTBO: UCTOPUSt U MePCreKTUBbI.

Ily6muKkanms IpeacTaBisger co60i1 He3HAUNTEIbHO MCIIPABIEHHYIO BEPCIUIO JIEKIVII,
NPOYNTAHHON IPU OTKPBITUM MeXayHapoxHON HayuHoi KoH(epeHuun «I[Lmaro-
HOBCKO€ HacjeAye B MICTOPUMYECKON PETPOCIEKTUBE», COCTOABIIENCa 28—30 aBrycra
2018 r. B Caukr-IletepOypre, B paMKax IPOMeXyTOUHOII ceccuyt MexayHapogHOro
IIJTATOHOBCKOTO o0IecTBa «IIIaTOH CeromHs: YHUBEPCYM ILIATOHOBCKON MBICIII».
ABTop maeT KpaTkuit ouepk ucropuu MIIO, onuceiBaeT MeXIyHApOJHYIO OpraHM-
321110 OOIIIeCTBA ¥ Pa3bACHAET ero LeJN M 3a[aul, II0cIe Yero IepexoquT K KOH-
tekcry rpsaayuiero XII IlnaToHoBcKoro cumIosmnyMma, KOTopsiil cocrourcs B [lapioke
15-20 urong 2019 T. 1 rIABHOJ T€MOI KOTOPOTO CTaHEeT ILJIaTOHOBCKMII «IlapMeHMa».
OSTOT HeOpAMHAPHBII AMAJIOT HAYMHAA C aHTUYHOCTY JaBajl IIOBOJ AJI CAMBIX pa3-
HBIX TOJIKOBaHMII, HI OMHO M3 KOTOPBIX, OTHAKO, HE OTBEUaeT Ha KJII0UYeBOIl BOIIPOC
00 OTHOIIEHNN MeKAy BTOPOIT YacThio «IlapmMeHnna» u dunocodckoit moamoit mc-
ropuueckoro ITapmennpaa. Tonkosarennu IlnaToHa 10 celf 1eHb BOCIPMHIMAIMN I1ap-
MeHMTOBCKOE £V Kak MOfJIe)alliee €6 TLV, IpUAaBas BHICKA3bIBAHIIO OBITUITHBII Xa-
paxrep. OgHaxo B mosMe IlapMeHMaa €v BcTpedaeTcs JINIIb pas M HaXOMUTCA B IIO3M-
LMY TPAaMMAaTIIECKOTO OIpefeleHus. OTO JaeT IMOBOM AJI HOBOM MHTEpPIIpeTaI
BTOPOJI YaCTM IJIaTOHOBCKOTOo Auanora. Hosoe mpourenne «I[lapmMennaga» ogHOBpe-
MeHHO Ipo6JieMaTU3NpPyeT NHTEPIIPETALNIO He TOJIBKO ITIATOHOBCKOTO AMAJIOra, HO
u dunocodckoit moamMsl uctopuueckoro Ilapmennna.

Knwuesvie cnosa: Ilnaron, [Tapmennun, «[lapmennn», MexxnyHapogHoe INIATOHOBCKOE
obirectso (MIIO).

Luc Brisson
International Plato Society: History and Prospects.

The publication is a slightly altered inaugural lecture presented at the midterm meet-
ing of the International Plato Society which took place at Saint Petersburg on 28-30
August 2018. The midterm was entitled Plato hodie: The universe of Plato’s thought. The
author sketches a brief history of the IPS, describes the international organization of
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the Society, and explains its aims and prospects, before proceeding to the context of
the upcoming Symposium Platonicum xi11 that is going to take place in Paris on 15-20
July 2019, and will focus on Plato’s Parmenides. This work of Plato’s remains an odd
dialogue which, since Antiquity, has given rise to multiple interpretations. However,
none of these answers the crucial question on the relation between the second part of
the Parmenides and the historical Parmenides’ Poem. Until now, Platonic interpreters
have made év the subject of éotwv, to which an existential meaning is given. In Par-
menides’ Poem, however, €v appears only once, in the position of an attribute. This
encourages one to propose a new interpretation of the second part of Plato’s dialogue.
At the same time, the new reading of the Parmenides calls into question not only an
interpretation of the dialogue, but also of Parmenides’ Poem.

Keywords: Plato, Parmenides, the Parmenides, International Plato Society (IPS).

JloperHyo ®epporu, ApHo Mace
Hogble cTpaTernn uteHus nnatoHosckoro «l/loHax.

Kak HaM cienmyeT ceromHsa UMTaTh IIATOHOBCKMII Auanor «MoH»? ABTOpHI Ipemia-
raloT CTPATETMI0 KOHTEKCTYaIM3aluy, pa3paboTaHHYI0 MM ITPY ITOATOTOBKE HeJaB-
HO OIIyOJIMKOBAaHHOTO M3JaHMS TeKCTa Amanora ¢ GppaHIly3CKUM II€peBOJOM U IIO-
OpOGHBIM KOMMeHTapueM. KoHTekcTyanmsanus 3Ta OBOSKOLO pofa: BO-IIEPBBIX,
pedb MAeT O JOCKOHATIBHOM aHaJM3e BCeX MOCTYIIHBIX HaM MCTOYHMKOB TEKCTa; BO-
BTOPBIX — O PACIUIMPEHHOI KyJbTYpPOJIOTMUECKOV KOHTEKCTYalIM3al(Mi Pa3roBopa
Coxpara 1 MoHa — BepOSITHO, BBIMBIIIUIEHHOTO PaICOAa, CIIenuanucra mo Lomepy.
Ecyt unTaTh 9TOT KOPOTKMIT AMANOT Ha o0LieM (GoHe aHTUUHBIX YUPEKACHMI I 1C-
TOPMYECKNUX (PAaKTOB, OH BbIKa3bIBaeT Kyza 6oibiie Grrocodckoii CBOGOIBI M OPIUTHU-
HaJIBHOCTIL, YeM 3TO OOBIUHO eMy IPUINChIBaeTCsA. «IOH» 3aKIaabIBaeT IPYHIVIIBI
IIJTATOHOBCKOI (p1I0copMIM MPaKTHK I IMpeBpaliiaeT popMy Auasora B IMOKIII mca-
TeJIbCKIII >KaHp, IPUTOXHBIN [JI ICIIBITAHMS JIOOBIX IIPAKTUK C TOUKIU 3PDEHMS 3asB-
JIsIeMBIX MM IIpeTeH3uiT Ha 3HaHue. JIutepaTypHas Gopma Auaaora CpOLHI TOUKE
3peHIsI TOTO, KTO HaspIBaJICA idiotés, HecBeylLeTo nio6uTens sHaHus, Cokpara.

Kniwouegvie cnosa: «Vlon», mexns, parnconusd, [lnaron, l'omep.

Lorenzo Ferroni, Arnaud Macé
New Strategies for Reading Plato’s lon.

How should we read Plato’s Ion today? In this paper, the authors present the strategy
of contextualisation that they have developed in their recent edition, translation and
running commentary of the dialogue. They approached the text by means of a twofold
contextualisation: an exhaustive analysis of all the available textual evidence, on the
one hand; an extended cultural contextualisation of the encounter between Socrates
and Ion, a probably fictional rhapsode specialised in Homer, on the other. Read against
the background of ancient institutions and history it draws upon, this short dialogue
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reveals more philosophical freedom and originality than it is usually granted. The Ion
lays the principles of a Platonic philosophy of practices and turns the dialogue form
into a flexible genre of writing apt to test all practices with respect to their intrinsic
claims to knowledge. The dialogue’s literary form is akin to the point of view of the
idiotes, the ignorant lover of knowledge, Socrates.

Keywords: the Ion, tekhne, rhapsody, Plato, Homer.

Menuna I. Mysana
Jloroc kak «cnnereHune UM o6LHOCTDb
ykasaHuit Ha ycuio» B «Coducrte» lNnaroHa.

B crarbe mpeanpuHATa IONBITKA IIOKA3aTh, UTO CIIeTeHNe unell (sumploké ton eidon)
B IUTAaTOHOBCKOM «CoducTe» IpencTaeT CyLIeCTBEHHO IPENIIOCHUIKOI CYIeCTBO-
BaHMSA JI020CA, TIOCKOJIBKY B IIPOLIECCE MBILUIEHNS WM [IPOU3HECEHUS BCIYX CIIOB
MBI IIOCTUTaeM CBOEIT OudHotietl, KAKMM 06pasoM CILIETEHBI Ve, U CAMI CILUIETAEM
B CBOEJI peuy He UTO MHOe, KaK yKasaHwus Ha ycuto (peri tén ousian delomata). [Juanoiis
[IOCTUTAET OTHOLIEHNS MEXIY UIesAIMU, I 9TU OTHOLIEHNUS OTOOPAKAIOTCI B HALLIEM
MBILIUIEHNY VI €T0 €CTECTBEHHOM OTPasKEHII, 3ByKOBOII peunt. ABTOp OO eP/KIBAET
TOUKY 3peHUS, COTJIACHO KOTOPOIT MBI HE MOKEM TOJIKOBATb ILIATOHOBCKOE IIPECTaB-
JleHue 00 OTHOLLIEHNN MEXIY S3BIKOM U PEaTbHOCTHIO Uepe3 apUCTOTEJIEBCKIUII ce-
MUOTIYECKIUI TPEYTOIBHUK, IIOCKOJIBbKY ITOCIEHMII IIPEIIONATAET, UTO OTHOILIEHIE
MeXIy pragmata WIN onta N JI020COM CTAHOBUTCS peabHBIM TOJIBKO uepe3 IIOCPeN-
ctBO MbluIeHus (noémata). Ho y IlnatoHa 1020c MMeeT HEIOCPENCTBEHHOE OTHOLLIE-
HIe C PeIBHOCTBIO U lasKe caM IIpUUCiAeTcs K cyuM. [lapayuienbHo genaercs mo-
IBITKA [T0KA3aTh Pasjifyyie MEKIY IUIATOHOBCKUM ITIOHMMaHIEM JI020Cd Vi TIOXO0M
k Hemy y loprus, a Taxke y npyrux coducros u Autucena. Cam sozoc y [Inatona
eCTb IUIeTeHNe, OTpaXKalollee IepelyIeTe e e, a 3ByKOBasl Peub sIBIIAETC eCTe-
CTBEHHBIM OTPaKEHMEM MBIIUIeHs. JI020C B €T0 IBOTHOM 3HAUEHUM OUAHOTIU U 3BY-
KOBOJIL peuyt 0TOOPaKAeTCs B AMANEKTUKE, IOCKOJIbKY KaK PeUb SBJISETCS 3€PKAIOM
OuaHotiu, TaK U AMANEKTIKA — CPEICTBOM, KOTOPOe SICHO OTPakaeT MBICITEIbHbIE
MIPOLIECCHI OUAHOUU.

Kiiouesvie crosa: Ilnaton, «Coduct», 00IIHOCTS MIEL, J1020C.

Melina G. Mouzala
Logos as “weaving together or communion
of indications about ousia” in Plato’s Sophist.

In this paper, we set out to show that in the Sophist the interweaving of Forms
(sumploke ton eidon) is the substantial presupposition of the existence of logos, be-
cause what we do when we think and produce vocal speech is understanding by our
dianoia the way in which the Forms are interwoven, and what we weave together in
our speech are indications about ousia (peri tén ousian delomata). Dianoia conceives of
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the relations between the Forms, and these relations are reflected in our thought and its
natural image, vocal speech. We support the idea that we cannot interpret the Platonic
conception of the relationship between language and reality through the Aristotelian
semiotic triangle, because according to it the relation between pragmata or onta and
logos becomes real through the medium of thought (noémata). On the contrary, logos
in Plato has an unmediated relation with reality and is itself reckoned among beings.
In parallel, we set out to show the difference between the Platonic conception of logos
and the Gorgianic approach to it, as well as the approaches of other Sophists and An-
tisthenes. Logos itself in Plato is a weaving which reflects the interweaving of Forms,
while vocal speech is a natural image of thought. Logos in its dual meaning, dianoia and
vocal speech, is illustrated in Dialectic, because as vocal speech is a mirror to dianoia,
so Dialectic is a means which clearly reflects the thinking procedures of dianoia.

Keywords: Plato, the Sophist, communion of Forms, logos.

Anunzabet Mepperi
YmcTBeHHOe o6paleHne u nyTb Hasan y MnaToHa.

B cBoeil cTaThe s MCCIERYI0 yMCTBEHHOe obpalleHue OCBOOOMMBIIIETOCS Y3HIKA B
TJIATOHOBCKOM ajleropuy Ieiepbl u3 7-i kauru «locymapcrsa». BonbmmHCTBO
KOMMEHTATOPOB 1 JaXKe caM IIaToHOoBcKuit COKpar 00bACHIMO COCPeTOTOYEeHBI Ha
TSKEJIOM BOCXOKIEHII ¥ KOHEYHOM IIPOCBETIIEHMN, 5 K€ KOHIIEHTPUPYIO BHMMA-
HIIe Ha CIIyCcKe 00paTHO B IIeIepy, MHBIMY CJIOBaMM — Ha BO3BPAILEHUN B TOJIBHIIL
u3MeHUMBEIN Mup. M ipeske Bcero MeHs MHTepecyeT He 3TMUeCcKoe M3MepeHe 3T0-
ro BO3BpallleHNs, a T03HaBaTelbHOe. [laeTca KpaTKmil odepk TOoJKOoBaHMA BepHap-
noMm JloHepraHoM oGparreHns BOOOIIe 1 YMCTBEHHOTO OOpalleHns B YacTHOCTH. S
I10JIarao, YTO MOXKHO BBIJEJNUTD [Ba «MOMEHTa» B JIIOOOM OOpallleHMM, a 3HAYNT,
U YMCTBEHHOMY OOpAII[eHIIO CBOJICTBEHHBI Ba MOMeEHTA. IIpOCBEIIIeHHBIN Y3HIK
W3 aJUIeTOpUM, KOTOPBIN BO3BPAIIAETCS B IEIepy, OJIMIETBOPSIEeT BTOPOJl MOMEHT
yMcTBeHHOro obpaiuenns. S pasbuparo CoxparoBo omnucanue ¢urocoda, KOTOPHIIL
BO3BpalllaeTcs Hasal o6i1agaresieM yCIIMBLINXCS CIIOCOGHOCTeTt pas3IdeHIs I CY K-
meHns. Bospociias mosHaBartespHas CIIOCOGHOCTD uitocoda rmocie mpocBeTIeHII
IO iep KMBaETCA MOAPOOHBIM OIMCaHMEM PO HOBUTYXM B «Tearere». Koneunas
eab ¢punocoda B IIaHe IIO3HAHNSI, Ha MO B3IV, — He CO3epIliaHie BEIHOTO, HO
pasdeHe U CyXKeHle B OTHOIIEHII TOTO, YTO HaXOAUTCA B ISMEHUIBOM MIpE.

Knwueevie cnosa: «I'ocynmapcrBo», «Tearer», amneropus nemiepsl, JlonepraH, ym-
CTBEHHOe ofpalieHue.

Elizabeth Murray
Intellectual Conversion and the Way Back in Plato.

In this paper, I examine the intellectual conversion of the released prisoner in Plato’s
Allegory of the Cave in Republic vii. While most commentators and even Plato’s
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Socrates are understandably focused on the difficult ascent and ultimate enlighten-
ment, this paper focuses on the descent back into the cave, in other words, the return
to the changeable world. Rather than focus on the ethical dimension of the return, I
consider its cognitive dimension. I provide a summary of Lonergan’s account of con-
version, specifically, his account of intellectual conversion. I contend that there are
two ‘moments’ to every conversion, and so two moments of intellectual conversion.
The enlightened one in the Allegory who returns to the cave represents the second
moment of intellectual conversion. I discuss how Socrates describes the philosopher
who has returned as possessing enhanced powers of discernment and judgment. The
superior cognitive power of the post-enlightened philosopher is supported by the de-
tailed description of the role of the midwife in the Theaetetus. The final end of the
philosopher in terms of knowing, I contend, is not contemplation of the eternal, but
discernment and judgment of what is in the changeable world.

Keywords: the Republic, the Theaetetus, Cave Allegory, Bernard Lonergan, intellectual
conversion.

AHgpeii Cepérun
MnaTtoH 06 ucnpasuTenbHoi GyHKLMN HaKa3aHWs.

B crarbe aHanusupyercs chopMyIMpOBaHHAA B HEKOTOPBIX IIJIATOHOBCKUX AMAI0raxX
KOHI[EIIVS, COIVIACHO KOTOPOJI HaKa3aHMe IPUHOCUT I10Jb3y ITOPOYHBIM areHTaM,
yCTpaHsis IOPOK B UX AyIIax MV Jake IIPUBHOCS B HIX KoOpoxeTess. Borpeknu mue-
HUIO psAJa COBPEMEHHBIX JICCIIefoBaTeNIel], 1 HacTaBalo Ha TOM, UTO 3TO IIPeICTaB-
JleHye 00 UCTIPaBUTEIBHON (QyHKIMM HAaKa3aHs UTPAeT BA)KHYIO POJIb B ILJIATOHOB-
CKOM KOpITyCe, a TaKXKe PaCIIpOCTPAHIeTCsI Ha peTPUOYTUBHbIE IPAKTUKI, IIpeIIoa-
ralye IpuInHeHe IPecTyTHUKY BeCbMa NHTEeHCUBHBIX (GM3NUECKUX CTPATaHUIL.
IIpoGiema, 0gHAKO, COCTOUT B TOM, UTO y [InaroHa He MpUBOAUTCS IPaKTUUECKU HI-
KaKIX apr'yMeHTOB B I10JIb3y 3TOi KoHIenun. Hekoropas aprymeHTalus mpeasara-
eTcst ToJbKO B «Ioprum», rge CokpaT IbITaeTCst COUeTaTb peTpUOYTUBU3M C 9BAEMO-
HI3MOM M I0Ka3aTh, UTO CIIpaBeJIMBOE HaKasaHVe JOJLKHO IIPMHOCUTH HEKOTOpoe
6J1ar0 IOPOUYHOMY areHTy, CIIOCOOCTBYSI €r0 CUaCThIO MM, KAaK MIHIMYM, [eJas ero
MeHee HecyacTHBIM. Ho aTa apryMeHTanms He oTBe4aeT Ha KII0U€BOI BOIIPOC: IT0Ue-
My Halo AyMaTh, YTO NIPMUYVMHEHNE areHTy MHTEHCUBHBIX CTPAJaHMI JefICTBUTEIIb-
HO JIeJIaeT ero Jydllle B MOpaJIbHOM oTHoueHuu? [To-BuauMoMy, TaKoil BBIBOX He-
JIaeTCs IIPOCTO Ha OCHOBAHMUM OOLLell aHAJIOIUY MeXAY MeIUILIMHCKIM UCKYCCTBOM
¥ IIpaBOCY A€M, KOTOpas IIPUHMMAETCS 32 CAMOOYEBUHOCTD U IIOJpa3yMeBaer, YTo,
€CIIM MeIMIIHCKOe VICKYCCTBO MOKeT TIPMUNHATE CTpafaHus GOJIbHOMY pajgy 3110-
POBBSL €ro TeJa, TO U IIPABOCYAMEe JOJLKHO CIIOCOOCTBOBATDH «3MOPOBBIO» €ro YILIL,
T.€. JOOpOIeTeN N, IIPUMEHSSI CXOXKIIE CPELICTBA.

Krnwouesvie crnosa: anTuuHast 9TUKA, MCIIPABUTEJIbHOE HaKa3aHUE, nJ’IaTOH, peTpM6y—
TUBU3M, 9BAEMOHU3M.
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Andrei Seregin
Plato on the Reformatory Function of Punishment.

The article examines the idea stated in some of Plato’s dialogues that punishment is
beneficial for immoral people because it eliminates vice in their souls or even makes
them virtuous. Contrary to the opinion of some contemporary scholars, I insist that
this notion of the reformatory function of punishment plays an important role in
Plato’s corpus and applies to retributive practices that presuppose the infliction of very
intensive physical suffering on an offender. The problem is that almost no arguments
are offered in Plato’s texts to justify these ideas. At best, some argumentation can be
found in the Gorgias, where Socrates tries to combine retributuvism with eudaimonism
and to prove that just punishment must in some way benefit those who are punished
by contributing to their happiness or at least by making them less unhappy. However,
this argument does not answer the crucial question: why should one think that the
infliction of intensive physical suffering really makes people morally better? This in-
ference seems to be made simply on the ground of a general analogy between medicine
and justice, which is taken for granted and implies that since the former may cause
sufferings to a sick person for the sake of her physical health the latter must contribute
to the “health” of her soul, i.e. her moral virtue, by using similar means.

Keywords: ancient ethics, eudaimonism, Plato, reformatory punishment, retributivism.

LAmutpnii buprokos
ApucToTeneBckue Kateropun B TPUHUTAPHOM AUCKYpce
B KOHTEKCTe rnonemMuku mexay EBHomumem n Hukeituamum.

T'puropmit Hucckuit B Hauane tpakrara «IIporus EBHOMMS» NPUBOAUT LUTATY U3
«Amnonorun Ha Anosnornio» EBHOMMS, THe TOT, B YaCTHOCTY, TOBOPUT O «GONIBIINX
VI MEHBLINX» YHEPIUAX, TOKasbIBas, 4To «aena» CoiHa n [lyxa mensiie, uem Oria
(Bora), n «mena» [dyxa meHslie, ueM y CoiHa. OGcy»x/mast 9T0 MeCTo Aajee II0 XO-
Iy CBOEro TpakTaTa, |'puropmit mpernogHOCUT 3TM cjioBa EBHOMMS Tak, OYATO TOT
YUNT O IPUIOKMMOCTY IIPUHIINUIIA «GOJIbIIIe-MeHbIIIe» He K S9HEPIUIM, a K KaTero-
puu cyigHocTH. 910 GBI BA)KHBIII MOMEHT B aHTMapUAHCKOI 1osieMuke I'puropus,
u Gojlee TOTO, OT JAHHOTO IIOJOKeHNUs [ pUropumit OTTaIKMBAJICS, BBICTPABast CBOIO
¢puocodcko-6orocaoBekyo cucreMy. OOpaiasch K TEKCTOJIOTMUECKOMY aHAIN3Y U
IIpUBIIEKas TEKCTHI APYTUX PAaHHEXPUCTUAHCKIX aBTOPOB, IIPeCTaBIISIOIe CO00II
KOHTEKCT eBHOMMAHCKIX CIIOPOB, g IT0Ka3bIBAI0, UYTO KPUTHUKA ['puropnd He cooTBeT-
CTBYET TOMY, O Ue€M B IeVICTBUTEIbHOCTH YUt EBHOMMIL. M UTO OTCHUIKY K OTHOMY I
TOMY >K€ apPUCTOTEJIEBCKOMY ITOJIOKEHIIO O HEBO3MOXKHOCTY IIPMMEHEHNI AUCKypca
«BoJIbllle-MeHbIlIe» B OTHOIIEHN KaTeTOPUI CYL[HOCTM ABa ONIOHeHTa — ['puro-
puit Hucckmit u EBHOMMIL (a He TOJIbKO OnuH I'pUropmit) — MCHIONb30BAIN B LIEJIAX
6OTOCIIOBCKOIT ITOJIEMUKI APYT C APYTOM.

Kntouesvie cnosa: ApraHCKue CIIOPBI, IPMHINI «60JblIle-MeHbIIex», Tponma.
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Dmitry Biriukov
The Aristotelian Categories in Triadology in the Context
of the Controversy between Eunomius and the Nicaeans.

Gregory of Nyssa in his Against Eunomius cites a fragment of Eunomius’ Apology on
Apology, where Eunomius speaks of “greater and lesser” activities, claiming that the
works of the Son and the Holy Spirit are inferior to those of the Father, while the
works of the Spirit are inferior to those of the Son. However, discussing this quota-
tion, Gregory misinterprets Eunomius’ own words. He reads Eunomius as if he applied
the principle of “the more and the less” not to the activities but to the substances of
the Father, the Son, and the Spirit. I argue that this is not what Eunomius actually
wrote. Appealing to testimonies from the Thesaurus by Cyril of Alexandria, I show
that the two opponents (Gregory of Nyssa and Eunomius) used the same Aristotelian
position, which prohibits the application of the principle of “the more and the less” to
the category of substance, in order to argue against each other.

Keywords: Arian controversy, the principle of “the more and the less”, Trinity.

AHpgpeii [lapoBckux
Kata symbebekos B apucTtoTenesckom yueHuu o pusnyecknx
OTK/IOHeHUsX B TpakTaTe «O BO3HUKHOBEHUU KUBOTHbBIX».

Bo BTOpOIT KHuTe TpakTaTa «Pmsmka» ApUCTOTENh, IIOMIMO XOPOIIO M3BECTHBIX
YeThIpex IPUUNH, HasbIBaeT U IATYI0 — ciay4ait (tyché) yim caMonpou3BOIBHOCTD
(automaton), — xoTopast BUAUTCS He MeHee BakHOIL. HecMoTpst Ha Hammune y4eHus
0 CIIOHTAaHHOM BO3HUKHOBEHUM M YUEHMS O GMOJIOTMUECKUX OTKIOHEHUSX, OTHO-
LIEHNS MeXy CIIyUaifHOCTBIO ¥ UeTHIPbMS «OCHOBHBIMM» IIPMUNMHAMI IIJIOXO IIPO-
ACHAIOTCA ApUCTOTeNIeM B ero ydeHmu o6 sMOpmoreHese. B cBomx Tpakrarax Apm-
CTOTEJIb OIMCHIBAET OTHOIIEHIE MEKY CIIy4alfHOCTBIO I €€ IIPOTMBOIIOIOKHOCTEIO
B MOJAJBHBIX TEPMMHAX, UTO COXpaHAETCH Ja’ke B COBpeMeHHOM aucKypce. Tak,
ApucToTeIeBO NMOHMMAaHIE TeJIeoJOTUM IIpe/roaraeT MPOTUBOIOCTABIeHNE CIIy-
yast He0OXOAMMOCTH, 10O IepBOoe BCETrAa eCTh OTKJIOHEHME OT IIPOLIecCOB, Tpebye-
MBIX JJI JOCTIDKEHNS HaMedeHHoI nenn. OTKIOHeHMe He SBISeTcA YeM-TO HeoO-
XOIMMBIM, OHO JIMILIB cirydalt. OqHaKo B IV KHUre TpakTaTa «O BOSHUKHOBEHMM K1~
BOTHBIX» APICTOTEJb OIIpeelisieT (pusMuecKoe OTKIOHEH)E B PasBUTUN ILIOAA KaK
«CIIy4aifHyI0 He0OXOOMMOCTb». [laHHas GopMynMpoBKa CTaBUT IIOX COMHEHIE Te-
3JIC O HECOBMECTMMOCTH B ITOJUIYHHBIX IIPOIIeCCax IPMHIMIIOB HEOOXOMMOCTH O~
CTIDKEHNS LIeJIU M OTKJIIOHEHUII OT Hee. B craThe IpeparaeTcs peleHue mpooaeMbl
COOTHOILICHVI HeOOXOAMMOCTIL ¥ OTKIOHEHNIT B ydeHuu ApucroTens o6 smGpuore-
Hese. CTaBUTCA IOJ BOIIPOC CTaHAApTHAsA MHTEPIpPeTalus B3aIMOOTHOILIEHNUS CIIy-
YaTHOCTY U TeJleosorny B Gprurocoduyt ApUCTOTENSI M apryMEHTUPYETCS O3NS O
BO3MOKHOCTH X «IIPUMUPeHM». VI3yueHne npobieMpl B3aMMOOTHOILIEHN HU3M-
UeCKMX OTKJIOHEHNIT ¥ HOpMaTUBHOCTY B IIPMPOJIe IIOMOTAeT II0-HOBOMY B3TJITHYTh
Ha COBOKYITHOCTb yUeHIII 00 9MOpMOHe B apMCTOTEIM3Me I AHTUYHOCTI B LIEJIOM.
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Ktouesvie crosa: Apucrorens, smOpyosnorus, ¢opma, HeoOXOLUMOCTb, CIIOHTAH-
HOCTH, OTKJIOHEHUIE.

Andrey Darovskikh
Kata symbebékos in Aristotle’s Teaching on Deformity in GA.

In Physics, book 11, Aristotle says that besides the four well-known causes there is a
fifth, chance (tyche) or accidental (automaton) one, which is no less important. Despite
the fact that Aristotle does argue about spontaneous generation and deformities in
his biological works, the relationship between the accidental and the four main causes
(especially the formal one) is less than clear in his teaching on embryology. The rela-
tionship between the accidental and its counterpart is usually characterized in modal
terms. Likewise, in the general discourse of Aristotle’s teleology the accidental is con-
trasted with a necessity; the former is a diverted implementation of something that was
supposed to be a necessary step for the sake of an end. This diversion is something that
is not required, but which nevertheless happens. However, the statement conveyed in
The Generation of Animals, book 1v, that monstrosities are “per accident necessary”
overturns this common characterization and suggests that it could be otherwise. This
study offers some insights into the problem regarding the necessity of irregular gener-
ation and ensuant deviations in Aristotelian philosophy and biology. It questions the
standard interpretation of the relation between incidental occurrences and teleology
and suggests a way of reconciling the two. The study of the problem of the accidental
in embryogenesis leads us to the problem regarding the normativity of human nature.
This allows us to broaden the picture of embryology in antiquity for the purposes of
understanding human nature in the context of causes and teleology.

Keywords: Aristotle, embryology, form, necessity, accidental cause, deviation.

Unba lyppanos
AHTUUHbIE U CpeJHEBEKOBbIE TEOPUM CriepMaToreHesa
B ¢unocopun Mapcununo dPuumnHo.

B crarbe paccMaTpMBaeTCs UCIIOIb30BaHMe (GIOPEHTUIICKUM GIII0COPOM-TIATOHM-
koM Mapcunuo Puumno (1433-1499) yuenus o AdyolL omeppaTikol (CeMEeHHBIX JIO-
rocax), KOTopoe OH IIOUepIIHYJI 13 M3BECTHBIX €My aHTHUHBIX ¥ XPUCTUAHCKMX JIC-
TouHNMKOB. O6IACTh €r0 HeMmOCPeCTBEHHOTO JICIIONB30BAHMSA — 3TO 0003HAUECHIST
MeTadM3NUECKUX CBA3€lL, CYIeCTBYIOIINX MEXIY YMOIIOCTUIaeMbIM I MaTepHab-
HBIM YPOBHSIMI MUPO3JAHIs, OQHAKO MeTadopudecKye KOHHOTAIIMM CeMsIH I Ce-
MeHH CeJIaay Hen30e:KHBIM ale/UIAIII0 K TAHHOMY YUeHUIO IIPU 00CYKIeHNI 9M-
GpMOIOruyL I IIMpe — IpoLeccoB 3apoxaerns xusuu. CoriacHo Prrunto, Muposast
My1ra BHe#pseT B BEIV IIOJIYHHOTO Mupa GOPMBI I CUJIBI IIOCPECTBOM «CeMeH-
HBIX JIOTOCOB», KOTOpbIE IIPU 9TOM KaK MeQMaIbHBIE CYLIHOCTY COXPAHSIOT CBA3h
€ MIPOM HaIUIYHHBIM U yMOIIOCTHIaeMbIM. HecMOTps Ha TO, UTO yueHme 0 ceMeH-
HBIX JIOTOCAX MMEJIO MCXOQHO CTOMUecKoe IIPOMCXoxaeHme, nias Puumno obpariie-
HIIe K HeMy, BEepOATHO, ObIIIO JIErMTUMUpPOBaHO aBropuretoM Ilmotuna. Ilocimeq it
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HEOJJHOKPATHO JICIIOJIb30BAJI «CEMeHa» B KauecTBe MeTaopbI AJIs YMOIIOCTUTAeMbIX
cyugHocTeit. OTHAKO CTOMUeCKOe IIOHMMaHIe «CeMeHHBIX JIOTOCOB» KaK MaTepuab-
HOTO Hauaja, YTO MMMAHEHTHO COJAEepP)KUTCA B BelllaX M ¢ HeOOXOMMMOCTBIO IIpef-
omnpenenser nx usMeHenne, Ilnornu kpurnkosai. s CUUMHO UCIIOIB30BAHNE M-
6prosornueckoit MeTadOpPUKIM U IPSIMBIX aHAIOTHUIL MeXKAY JelICTBIEM ITOPOKIAI0-
LI[elT CYUIBI B TEJIE UeJIOBeKa I B «TeJIe» MIpa CIIyKaT 00bICHEHMIO, KaK UMCTO YMOIIO-
cTuraemas cyirHocts ([lyla Mupa) oposKaaeT BIIOJIHe MaTepuanbHble Bely. ITno-
TUH B oT/inunre oT PUUMHO HUKOTAA He Y eJIsLI CTOJIb ITOAPOGHOr0 BHIMAHIS 00CY K-
JIEeHNIO YJMCTO MaTepUalbHbIX YCIOBUI 3aUaTys, KaK, HaI[pyMep, COUeTaHMe BIIaru
u rerwta. Ilepunarernyeckas Harypdurocopus u Harypdunocodus Ilpoxna moryr
IaTh 6osiee afeKBaTHBIN (POH AT MEIMKO-aCTPOJIOIMUECKIX PACcCyKAeHUII (ropeH-
tuiina B Tpakrate «O Ku3HM». B cTaThe MOKasbIBaeTCs, KaK CeMEHHBIE JIOTOChI COOT-
HOCSITCS C APYTMMY MeUaIbHBIMIL CYLIHOCTIMI (spiritus, vis, virtus) B ¢purocodunu
®yranHO.

Knwueevie cnosa: PuramHoO, ceMeHHBIe JIOTOCHI, aMOpuosorus, Meradopa.

Ilya Guryanov
Ancient and Medieval Theories of Spermatogenesis in Ficino’s Philosophy.

The paper examines in some detail Ficino’s relation to the concept of Adyor omeppo-
twkol, literally ‘seminal reasons’, discussed in his Ancient and Christian sources. The
concept was used metaphysically to indicate the links between species in matter and
ideas in mind but its connotations made it useful for embryological discussion. Ficino
supposes that the World Soul producing specific forms and powers of lower things
makes them through her own seminal reasons, which remain in touch with celestial
and supercelestial entities. It is probably Plotinus who legitimates Ficino’s use of the
concept of seminal reasons, although historically, it is a concept of Stoicism. Employing
‘seeds’ as a metaphor for ideas, Plotinus strongly criticizes the Stoic concept of seminal
reasons, according to which seminal formative principles are corporeal and immanent
to the things. Ficino’s use of embryological metaphors and direct analogies between
the action of generating force in the human body and in the ‘body’ of the world serves
to explain how a purely intelligible essence (the World Soul) produces material things.
However, Plotinus, in contrast to Ficino, never gives such detailed attention to the
discussion of the purely material conditions of conception, such as the combination
of moisture and heat. Peripathetic natural philosophy and the natural philosophy of
Proclus provide a more adequate background for the medical and astrological reason-
ing in some parts of Ficino’s De vita. In the paper, I argue that the ‘seminal reasons’
as metaphysical intermediaries should be related to other well-known metaphysical
intermediaries in Ficino’s philosophy (spiritus, vis, virtus).

Keywords: Ficino, seminal reasons, embryology, metaphor.
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Uropb Tantnesckuii
KoHuenuus BceneHHoii kak 60xecTBeHHOro «oTneyaTka» B « Tumee»
lMnaToHa 1 B yueHUsX cpeHEBEKOBbIX €BPeiCKUX MbiCUTENel.

B crarbe paccMaTpuBaeTcs NpefcTaBieHHad B quanore « Tumeit» (39e—40a, 50c-51b,
92¢ ¥ [p.) KOHLENIVS MUPO3NaHNUSI KaK «OTIeYarka/OTTUCKa» (EKPayelov; yIio-
TpebsieTcs: TaK)Ke TepMUH EKTUNTWHA, «(perbedHbINI) OTIIEYATOK»), «OTIIEYaTaHHO-
ro» GOrOM-IEMUYPIOM COOTBETCTBEHHO «IepBoobpasy» (mopddetypa). IliaroHos-
cKast MeTad)opa MOIUIa B OTAENIbHBIX aCIIeKTaX OKa3aTh BIVSHYIE Ha CTAHOBJIEHNUE Ps-
Jia KpealVOHMCTCKIX U 9MaHALMOHHO-9MEPKEHTHBIX Te0JI0ro-(unocobckux cu-
CTeM CpeHEBEKOBBIX €BPEIICKIIX MBICIUTENel. B UacTHOCTI, B €BPEICKOIL CpeIHeBe-
KOBOI1 (pri1oco KoL IMTEpAType HEOTHOKPATHO 3aCBIAETEIbCTBOBAHA KOPPEIISLIVIS
ryIarosia Yab taba‘ («0TIeuaTsIBaTh», «I€NATh OTTICK», «OTUEKAHIBATb») Y OHOKO-
PEHHOTO CYILeCTBUTENIBHOTO Y21 feba‘ (lepBOHAUAIBHO «UeKaH HA MOHETe»; HEUTO
dbopMupyeMoe: «3JIeMEHT», «CYLIECTBO», HO TAKKE M CaMO «BEILECTBO»; II03IHEE
«€CTEeCTBO», «IIPUPOJa»). Bo MHOTMX KOHTeKCTax B TepMUHE Y2V teba’, yrorpebisie-
MOM B 3HAUEHNN «IIPUPOJa», MMIUIMIIITHO BBISIBISIETCS 1 €T0 KOPHEBOe 3HaUeHIe —
«OTIEeUYaToOK». BeeacTBue 3Toro moHATie YA teba‘ MCTONKOBBIBAIOCH — MUp Kak
«OTIeuyaTok» (resp. BceneHnas B mporecce «oTIeuaTblBaHus»). He uckioueHo, uro
OT/IeJIBHBIE €BPEVICKIe CpeJHeBeKOBbIe MbIcauTenn (B yactHocTy, Mocnd I'mkarm-
J1a) MOTJIM B CBOMIX KPEAIVIOHVICTCKUX U 9MaHAIVIOHHO-3MePUKEHTHBIX JOKTPIHAX
IIPOMCXOKIEHMST MUpa KOPPEJIpPOBaTh B TOM MM MHOM aclekre TeTparpaMMaToH
C TIATOHOBCKUM Gorom-gemMuyprom, 01o8 *Elohim — «Bora» — c obpasmoMm (resp.
«I1epBOOOPa30M»), II0 KOTOPOMY «OTIIEYAaTHIBAETCA» KOCMOC, — B paKypce yIIomo0-
JIeHVIsI 9TOro 06pasia «otuy» mupa (cm. Ti. 50d, cp. 48e-49a), a «puponpy» Yauri hat-
teba‘, paccMaTpMBaeMyI0 Kak 00KECTBEHHBIN «OTIIEUATOK», — C KOCMOCOM KaK «OT-
MeyaTKOM» «IIepBoobpasa». O6pas «IPUPOALI» KakK «OTIeuarka» 07X Elohim —
«Bora», BO3MOXXHO, HABOJILJI OTHEJILHBIX €BPEICKUX CPpeJHEBEKOBEIX (GIUI0cOopoB Ha
MBICIb 0 BeenenHoit kak sxcenpeccuu Bora B Ero nmnpeccuu.

Kitouesvie crosa: IlnaToH, KOCMOTOHMS, CpeHEeBeKOBas eBpevicKast prurocodus, Kpe-
AI[IOHN3M.

Igor Tantlevskij
The Concept of the Universe as a Divine “Imprint” in Plato’s
Timaeus and in Doctrines of Medieval Jewish Thinkers.

The article deals with the concept of the universe as an “imprint / impress” (ekmageion,
ektupoma), made by the god-demiurge according to the “prototype” (paradeigma). This
Plato’s metaphor could have influenced the formation of a number of creationist and
emanational-emergent theologico-philosophical systems of medieval Jewish thinkers.
A correlation of the verb taba“ (to ‘make an imprint’, ‘impress’, ‘mint’) with the cognate
noun feba‘ (originally ‘mintage on a coin’, something formed — an ‘element’, ‘creature’,
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but also ‘matter’, ‘substance’, later ‘nature’) is repeatedly attested in the medieval Jew-
ish philosophical literature. In many contexts, the term feba‘ used in the sense of ‘na-
ture’, implicitly reveals its root meaning of ‘imprint’. As a result, the notion teba‘ was
interpreted as referring to the world as an “imprint”. The verb taba‘ was used by the
Jewish philosophers both in active and passive stem forms, especially in combination
with the noun teba‘, producing the notion of “nature imprinted”. It may be assumed
that some of them (in particular, Y. Gikatilla) could have correlated the Tetragramma-
ton with Plato’s god-demiurge in their doctrines of the world’s origin, referring “God”
(Elohim) to the “prototype”, by which the whole cosmos is “imprinted”, in terms of
likening this model to the “father” of the world, and the “nature” (hat-teba“), regarded
as a divine “imprint”, to the universe as an “imprint” of the “prototype”. The image of
nature as an “imprint” of *El6him may have guided some Jewish medieval philosophers
to think of the universe as the expression of God in His impression.

Keywords: Plato, cosmogony, medieval Jewish philosophy, creationism.

Eprennii AgpoHacun
WNpeanbhblit HacTaBHUK B «Punocodckonn ncropum» [lamackusi.

Purocods! HEOITATOHMKIY Pa3BIIIN CIIOKHYIO M OPUTMHAIBHYIO CICTEMY CTeIleHell
mobpopneTerneit, KOTopasi BKJIouaja B cebs Kak OObIUHBIE UeJIoBeuecKue gobpomere-
JIM, TaKue KakK IPUPOIHbIE, STMYECKUEe U IOJIUTUUECKMe, TaK M BBICILINE, TOCTYII-
HbIe JIUIIb MOJJIMHHBIM JCKATeJIsM JMCTMHBI, TaKle KaK OUMCTUTEIbHbIE, CO3epIa-
TeJbHbIe, TapaAUIMaTIUecKue I uepatudeckue. B nanHoit pabore s paccMarpuBaio
9BOJIIOLMIO HEOIUIATOHMUYECKOTO yUEeHNS O CTENeHsIX JoOpomeresell, WLTIOCTPUPYsI
ee n3bpanubIMu pparmenTamu n3 «Punocodcekoit ncropun» JaMackusi, B KOTOPBIX
OH OIICHIBAaeT XapakTep CBoero oboskaemoro yumtens. Kusuenusiit nyts Mcupo-
pa IpeacTaBileH ero YUeHMKOM KaK BOCXOKIEeHMe 10 ITyTH HeOIUIaTOHMYECKOI'o COo-
BEepILIEHCTBOBAHNS, IPIYEM, CIIyUalfHO MV HeT, HO B COXPaHMBIIMXCS (parMeHTax
counHeHus [lamMackus, B KOTOPOM pacCKa3bIBAeTCS O MHOTIMX 3aMeuaTeNbHbIX (u-
Jocogax ¥ Teyprax, Iocje/Hell CeAbMOII CTelleHN JoOpogeTeeil B KOHEUHOM UTO-
re, IO-BUAMMOMY, JOCTUraeT ToJabKo Mcumop. Obnagast BEIRAIOIMMIICS JIMUHBIMI
KauecTBAMMU U AaXKe AapoM IIPOBMLA, OH ObLI yuMTeIeM COKPATIUECKOTO TIUIIA, 60-
Jlee BCErO CTPEMSIILMMCS IIOMOYb YUeHMKaM NOCTUYb OUMCTUTENBHBIX HoOpomere-
JIeli, OIpeesITI0INNX, KaK OKa3bIBaeT HeOIUIATOHNK, JaIbHEIINII Iy Th (Guiaocod-
CKOTO COBEpIIEHCTBOBAHMA.

Kumiouegvie crosa: [oGpOfeTEN, MCTHHA, OUMIIeHNe, 06pa30BaHMe, HEOIUTATOHI3M.
Eugene Afonasin
An Ideal Teacher in Damascius’ Philosophical History.

The Neoplatonic philosophers developed a complicated and quite ingenious concept
of the grades of virtue, starting with such common human virtues, as the natural, eth-
ical and political, and finishing with those attainable only by the real seekers of the
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highest truth, such as the purificatory, contemplative, paradigmatic, and hieratic. In
the paper, I trace the evolution of the Neoplatonic grades of virtue and illustrate it by
means of select fragments from Damascius’ Philosophical History, which deal specifi-
cally with the character of Damascius’ revered teacher. The life of Isidore is presented
by his student as an ascent along the path of Neoplatonic perfection; moreover, by
chance or not, but in the surviving fragments of this work, which tells about many
remarkable philosophers and theurgists, it is Isidore who ultimately attains the last,
seventh degree of virtue. Possessing outstanding personal qualities and even the gift of
the seer, he was a teacher of the Socratic type, most eager to help students achieve the
purificatory virtues that alone determine the further path of philosophical perfection.

Keywords: virtues, truth, purification, education, Neoplatonic school.

Anekceii [apamxa
ApuctokceH TapeHTcknii o Cokpate u lNnatoHe.

Apucrokceny TaperTckomy (ok. 370/360 — mmocite 300) MbI 06s13aHbI HanubGoIEee pAaHHN-
mu xu3Heonucanusamu Cokpara (yM. 399) — ocrasiisist 3a ckoOkaMu Ororpaguyeckne
IaHHbIe, epefaBaemble [ItaroHoM, KceHodoHTOM 1 cTapiimMum cOKpaTukamu, — 1
IInaroHa (yMm. 347/348). K ApucrokceHOBBIM OmorpadusM BOCXOAAT MHOTTIE aHEKTO-
THI, IIOAXBAaUE€HHbIE B KOMIIWIAIVSX IIO3HENIINX aBTOPOB, oT [{noreHa JlaspTckoro
(3 B.H.9.) mo NoanHa Ilena (12 B. H.3.). TpaguumoHHo ApycToKceHa OOBIHSIN B IIpeN-
B31TOM He[0OposKesareapHoM oTHoLeHNN K Cokpary u Ilnarony. B mocienHee Bpe-
Ms HeJIMIIENIPUATHBIE CBUAETENbCTBA APICTOKCEHA MOBITANNCH OOBICHUTD XapaK-
TEPOM aHTMYHOI Ororpaduim Kak TaKOBOI — jKaHPa, OXHUM U3 IIMOHEPOB KOTOPOTO
SIBUJICS Halll aBTOp. UTOOBI pasobpaThest B JaHHOM BOIIpOCe, Ui Hayaja HeoOXOmm-
MO USYYUTb U OCBOUTDH IIO-PYCCKU YIIOMSAHYTHIE KU3HEONVCAHUSA — B TOM BHUIE, B
KaKoM MX (parMeHTapHO BOCCTAHABJIMBAET Ipex/e Bcero dpuiy Bepim.

Krniouesvie cnosa: Apucrokcen Tapenrckuit, Cokpar, Ilinaron, 6uorpadus.

Alexei Garadja
Aristoxenus of Tarentum on Socrates and Plato.

Aristoxenus of Tarentum (ca. 370/360 — after 300) is the author to whom we owe the
earliest biographies of Socrates (d.399) — leaving aside the testimonies provided by
Plato, Xenophon and older Socratics — and Plato (d. 347/348). Many anecdotes taken
up in compilations of later authors, from Diogenes Laertius (3 c. CE) to John Tzetzes
(12 c. cE), go back to Aristoxenus’ works. He was traditionally blamed with a malicious
treatment of both Socrates and Plato. Recently a more poised stance was tried towards
Aristoxenus’ testimony, with an attempt to explain its apparently biased flavour by the
quality of ancient biography as a genre, to the emergence of which he had considerably
contributed. To deal with the problem, we must first of all look closely at the said
biographies as they are reconstructed by Fritz Wehrli and others.

Keywords: Aristoxenus of Tarentum, Socrates, Plato, biography.
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Hpuna lNpotononosa
lMnaToH: nucartenb, KOTOpbIN U306pen dunocoduio.

B penensun Ha kHury Jlroka Bpuccona «IImaToH» aBTOp JOCTaTOYHO PasBEpPHYTO
OIMCBIBAET CTPYKTYPY KHIUTH M COIeprKaHe IJIaB: cBefeHMs o 6uorpaduu [lnaTona;
ero orHomeHNs ¢ COKpaToM; MONMMTHYIecKyto yTonmio [lnaToHa; aTuKy, anmcTeMoIo-
TUIO ¥ KOCMOJIOTHIO; IIOJIEMMKY O TaK HasbIBA€MOM TailHOM YUeHMI; 0030p aKafeMMm-
4yecKoil Tpaguuuy 1o nepuonaM. Oco6oe BHMMaHNE B PELEH3UN yelIIeTcs MeTo-
JIOJIOTMYECKOI MpeanocelIke bpuccona, cBA3aHHOI € IMCATEIbCKUM MacTePCTBOM
IInatoHa u BBIpasuUBIIElicSs B 3HaMeHATEeIbHOM II0[3arojoBke KHurm: «Ilmcarens,
KOTOpBIIT n306pei ¢punocopuro». Takke aBTOp pelieH3un obpalljaeT BHUMaHIE Ha
OPUTMHAJIBHYIO KOHIICIIIIIO «MYXKCKOI» Y «KEHCKOJ» 06pa3oBaTeIbHBIX MOJIeIelt,
npunucbiBaeMyio bpucconom Ilnarony. HecmoTps Ha TO, 4TO HEKOTOpbIe MOMEHTHI
MHTepIIpeTanyy IIATOHOBCKMX COUMHEHNI He BBI3BIBAIOT COTJIACHS peLieH3eHTa (B
YaCTHOCTH, TPAKTOBKA COKPATOBCKOTO IOJIOKEHMS «I0OpOJeTe]Ib eCTh 3HAHMEe»), B
I[eJIOM KHMTa BpuccoHa kak riy6oko GpyHIMPOBAHHEIN M B TO K€ BpeMs OPMEeHTN-
POBaHHBII Ha HeCIeLMAJIIICTa TPy MOKHO ObITh peKOMEHIOBAaH B KauecTBe IpoIle-
JEeBTMUYECKOTO UTEHNS I BXOKAEHMS B INIATOHIMYECKYIO TPATUIIMIO.

Knioueswvie crosa: Ilnaron, JIrok Bpuccon, aTuka, MoimTmKa, KOCMOJIOTNS, YMOIIOCTI-
raeMble GOPMBL.

Irina Protopopova
Plato: The Writer Who Invented Philosophy.

The reviewer of Luc Brisson’s recently translated work Plato describes, in detail, the
structure of the book and the contents of its chapters: the biographical information
about Plato; his relationship with Socrates; Plato’s political utopia; ethics, epistemol-
ogy, and cosmology; controversy concerning the so-called secret doctrine; recap of the
Academic tradition by periods. Special attention is paid to Brisson’s methodological
presupposition having to do with his appreciation of Plato’s literary craftsmanship
exposed in the book’s subtitle, The Writer Who Invented Philosophy. The reviewer also
draws attention to the original concept of ‘male’ and ‘female’ educational models at-
tributed to Plato by Brisson. Despite the fact that some aspects of his interpretation
of Plato’s works are not shared by the reviewer (in particular, his interpretation of
Socratic dictum “virtue is knowledge”), Brisson’s book provides a deeply grounded re-
search and at the same time is oriented to nonspecialists, which makes it recommend-
able as an excellent propaedeutic reading for introduction into Platonic tradition.

Keywords: Plato, Luc Brisson, ethics, politics, cosmology, intelligible forms.
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HecaTsiit BbIIyCK «IIIaTOHOBCKUX JCCIIeOBAaHMIT» OTKpBIBaeTCs 0630p-
Holt crarbeit JI. Bpuccona 06 mcTopmm M IepcreKTMBax MeskayHapogHO-
ro IUIATOHOBCKOro obIiectBa. Pasmen «IIaToH 1 IJIaTOHOBeREHME» COMep-
KUT padory A. Mace u JI. PeppoHu 0 KOHTEKCTYaIM3aI[MI IPOUTEHUI AMa-
sora «Mon»; crateio M. My3aner o cmbicie «jaoroca» B «Coducre»; acce
9. Meppeil 0 KOTHUTUBHOM acIleKTe «BO3BpAIleHNs M3 Ilelepbl» B «[ocy-
IapcTBe»; ucciegoBanue A. Cepéruua o6 MCIpaBUTeIbHON QyHKIMM HaKa-
3auud y [InaTona. B pasnene «IlnmaToHusm u ero perenius» cratbs [. Bupio-
KOBa IIOCBAIIIeHa apMCTOTEIEeBCKOI JIOTMKe B TPMHUTAPHBIX CIIOpaX; B paM-
Kax ImpoekTa «J[lyIa i ceMa Kak MPMUYMHBI pasBUTHA 3MOpuoHa» A. [lapos-
ckux paccMmarpuBaeT «O BO3HMKHOBEHMM XMBOTHBIX» Apucrorens, U. I'y-
PBSIHOB — TEOpUM CliepMaToreHesa B ¢urocodun Puunso. 3aBepiiraercs
pyOpuka crarbeit M. TaHTIEBCKOro 0 KOHIENIUU BcelleHHOI B IJIATOHOB-
ckoM «Tumee» U B yUeHMAX CPeJTHEBEKOBBIX €BPEMCKUX MbIcauTeneil. Pas-
nen «IlepeBonbl u myGuukanumm» comepxut rnepesox E. Aponacnua ¢par-
MeHTOB [lamackms o xusHu Mcnnopa Anexkcanapuiickoro n nepeson A. I'apa-
mxu pparmenToB Apucrokcera o Coxpare u Ilnatone. 3aBepiraeTcs BbIITYyCK
peuensueii Y. Ilporononosoii Ha kuury JI. Bpuccona «IlnaTon: mucarens, Ko-
TOpBIIT 1300pesn ¢punocoduio», HeJaBHO IlepeBeJeHHYI0 Ha pycckuit (2019).

VOK 1
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Hayunoe uzoanue

ITiraToHOBCKUE HCCIIEIOBAHUS.
Beim. X (2019/1)

XynoxHuk B.B. fIkynoe
KomnsiorepHas BepcTka A.B. ['apadica

OpurnHan-MakeT IOATOTOBIEH C MCIIOIb30BaHIEM
rapuutyp Alfios, DejaVu, Linux u Ubuntu.

o

Ilognucano B meuath 06.06.2019.
Bymara ocernas. Popmar 60x 90'/16.
Yeou. meu. 1. 14.94

IInaronoBckoe ¢unocodckoe obIIeCTBO.
191023 Caukr-Iletepbypr, Hab. p. PonTankm, 1. 15.
Te.: (812) 310-79-29, +7 (981) 699-6595
E-mail: 9450922@gmail.com

Orneuarano B tunorpadun «IlonnkoHa».
190020 Cauxr-IlerepOypr, Ha6. O6BogHOrO KaHaIa, 1. 199.






