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It is often remarked that one cannot imagine the Unmoved
Mover loving or caring for anything—and, in fact, this is the gist
of both Christian and atheist attacks on Aristotle’s Unmoved
Mover. Richard Dawkins, for instance, reminds us that even if
God is the end of the regress of movement, this does not mean
we can ascribe to such a principle properties that are normally
considered divine, such as omniscience, goodness, creativity in
design, answering prayers, forgiving sins, and so on (The God
Delusion, Boston, 2006, 110). In other words, any adoption of
versions of the cosmological or teleological arguments, such as we
might find at the beginning of Aquinas’ Summa Theologica, do not
lead to the Christian notion of God as personal, loving and caring;
and, of course, on Dawkins’ well known view, the Christian loving
God is a chimera, anyway, a product of wishful human thinking.

But how unbridgeable is the chasm between the Unmoved
Mover, on the one hand, and a moving, benevolent God, on the
other? Certainly in the Aristotelian tradition, one could argue, there
must be a divide between the two notions: the Unmoved Mover
is the final cause of all movement in the universe, not the efficient
cause; God moves “as being loved,”! according to Aristotle’s famous
phrase; God does not love; and so to supply some degree of efficient
causation to God is not warranted by the evidence. Alexander
of Aphrodisias, one of the most famous early commentators on
Aristotle (late 2", early 3 century CE), for example, held the view
that divine providence only extends as far as the movements of the
heavenly bodies and the maintenance of sublunary species, but
not as far as sublunary individuals.> Even if it were possible to speak
about God'’s final causality as in some sense creative and sustaining,
such causality does not reach or touch individual human lives at all.
It maintains only the species by its motive energy, not individuals.

On the other hand, the judgment of Thomas Aquinas that

1. Metaphysics 12, 7, 1072b3, kel 01 w¢ épwpevov.
2. In the Arabic De Providentia, 1, 1-9, 2, trans. Ruland, in Sharples, 1982, 198-211.
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Plato’s self-moving “God” and Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover are
not incompatible, at least from his viewpoint in the 13" Century,
is worth taking into account:

It is to be noted, however, that Plato, who held that
every mover is moved, understood the name motion in a
wider sense than did Aristotle. For Aristotle understood
motion strictly, according as it is the act of what exists in
potency inasmuch as it is such. So understood, motion
only belongs to divisible bodies, as it is proved in the
Physics. According to Plato, however, that which moves
itself is not a body. Plato understood by motion any
given operation, so that to understand and to judge are
a kind of motion. Aristotle likewise touches upon this
manner of speaking in the De Anima. Plato accordingly
said that the first mover moves himself because he
knows himself and wills or loves himself. In a way, this
is not opposed to the reasons of Aristotle. There is no
difference between reaching a first being that moves
himself, as understood by Plato, and reaching a first
being that is absolutely unmoved, as understood by
Aristotle. --St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles;
Book One, chapter 13, 10.

What I want to do here is, first, to examine Plato and Aristotle,
starting with Aristotle’s view of the Unmoved Mover, and, second,
to propose a likely story of how the Unmoved Mover in the
subsequent history of thought, atleast up to the 6" Century CE, gets
transformed from a mover of everything to a lover of everything.
I will return to Aquinas’ assessment at the end of my story.
I shall first, then, set out Aristotle’s notion of the Unmoved
Mover (in the Physics and Metaphysics) and then compare this
with what I shall argue is its first recognizable precursor in Plato’s
Symposium.® For Aristotle, on H. H. Joachim’s account,* God is
the first originative source of motion, the only cause adequate to
account for the unceasing continuity of change in the universe;
God is the ultimate object of desire, that is, the ultimate final
cause that moves “as being loved;”> and God is also the ultimate
ideal towards which all things strive to assimilate themselves,
3. See also Chang, 2002, 431-46.

4. Joachim, 1970, 291.
5. Metaphysics 12,7, 1072b3.
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because God is the only absolutely real activity (i.e., form without
matter) or the only completely self-fulfilled and self-fulfilling
activity without potentiality: according to Aristotle, the Unmoved
Mover, identified as God, unlike the Good and the Beautiful in
Plato, eternally thinks (but this is not self-movement), and God
thinks about the best thing, which is his thought (since thinking is
the best of activities), so that thought and its object are the same:
God’s life is a thinking of thinking.® Here there is no hint of things
that make human life valuable such as feelings, emotions and
loves. The Unmoved Mover is impassible, unmixed, separate from
everything, on the one hand. Yet, on the other hand, it is the ideal of
love and of all striving, in what seems to be a deeply puzzling way.

Another way of expressing this puzzlement might be to ask
whether the Unmoved Mover is in any sense an efficient cause—a
real mover? Simplicius in late antiquity points out that the unmoved
mover fits the definition of an efficient cause—’whence the first
source of change or rest’ (Phys. II. 3, 194b29-30; Simpl. 1361. 12ff.),
but Aristotle never acknowledges this nor specifies in what sense
the unmoved mover might be an efficient cause (a problem of which
Simplicius is well aware: 1363. 12-14). Even more puzzling is H.
H. Joachim’s comment that Aristotle’s God is “the real coalescence
of formal, final, and efficient causes” (291n1). How can this be
so, if notions of efficiency or directing agency are all derived
from the natural, technical and anthropomorphic realms? What
kind of coalescence might there be in this case? And how could
any efficient notion of divine moving or divine craftsmanship
escape the anthropomorphic way Plato makes his Demiurge in
the Timaeus, and Statesman, “deliberate” and do various things?

Let us look first at one of the most famous passages from
Aristotle’s Metaphysics and then compare it with what I shall argue
is its model—at least in part—in the Symposium and Republic. As
we have seen above, the Unmoved Mover in Metaphysics 12, 7,
moves the first heaven unceasingly just as “the object of desire
and the object of thought” move without being moved. God as
pure act is the prime Mover who moves the Sphere of the fixed
stars immediately by non-reciprocal contact (e.g., in the case
where a mover moves without itself being moved, just as a person
who grieves us “touches’ us, but we do not ‘touch” him, Aristotle
observes),” and imparts to it a uniform, continuous and eternal
motion that is closest to the immobility of the Unmoved Mover

6. Metaphysics 12, 9, 1074b34-5.
7. Physics 3, 2; De Gen. et Corr. 2, 6, 323a25.
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itself. The other spheres, in their turn, are moved eternally and
continually but not uniformly, because of the growing number
of intermediary movers between them and the Prime Mover;
and this continues down to the sphere of the sublunary world,
where the circular movement of the upper spheres gives way to
the cyclical transformation of the elements and the generation,
destruction, growth, and change of animals, and where individual
animals are so far removed from the Prime Movers that they
cannot even attain to the continuous eternity of the upper spheres.®

So far, the Unmoved Mover is as remote as it would appear
nearly 2000 years later in the words of Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar,
who cannot be moved like ordinary mortals: “I am constant as
the northern star, Of whose true-fixed and resting quality/There
is no fellow in the firmament.” Yet Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover is
plainly not like Julius Caesar altogether, because, in Metaphysics
12, chapter 7, its capacity to move appears to reach into every
desire, every willed action and every thought, for the object of
desire and the object of thought, Aristotle argues, move in one and
same way: “They move without being moved. And the primary
objects of desire and of thought are the same. For the apparent
beautiful/good is the object of appetite, and the real beautiful/
good is the primary object of rational wish (¢rtiOvpuntov pev yoo
TO PALVOLEVOV KAAOV, BOLANTOV D& TEWTOV TO OV KaAov).” The
movement of pure thought, therefore, reaches dynamically into
every desire (¢miQuuntov) and every willed action (fovAntov)—
even, one might say, into desire as epithymia, namely, the lowest
part or power of the tripartite soul in Republic book 4! Aristotle
concludes this section by arguing implicitly that “the beautiful,”
namely, something that in his thought denotes final causality (00
0’ éveka... TV ToL KaAoD xwoav),’ points ultimately to the first or
supreme best, namely, to “the first [that] is always best, or analogous
to the best (kal €0tV &QLOTOV Ael ) avAAoyov TO TEWTOV).”
Aristotle therefore points to both the immanent good as “first best
or analogous to the best” and the transcendent Good, as that to
which everything else might be analogous. And as we know at the
end of Book 12, the Unmoved Mover, explicitly in chapter 10 “the
good and the best,” is present to everything both as transcendent,
or separate, and as immanent, or as a function of internal order.'

8. See Tricot, Vol. I 1986, 672-4n2.

9. See Appendix I.

10. Metaphysics 12, 10, 1075a10-15: Entiokentéov d¢ kal MOTEQWS €XEL 1) TOV
6Aov PUOIC TO AyaBOV KAl TO AQLOTOV, TOTEQOV KEXWOLOUEVOV TL KAL XVTO KB’
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If this is the character of Aristotle’s thought throughout the Corpus
Aristotelicum, then the Unmoved Mover is not an infinitely remote
final cause, but in producing motion “as being loved,” it is also
an inner dynamic cause and an actual beginning of every impulse
and thought—both immanent to, yet separate from, each thing.
This is perhaps supported by the following well-known passage:

On such a principle, then, depend the heavens and the
world of nature. And it is a life such as the best that we
enjoy, and enjoy for but a short time (for it is ever in
this state, which we cannot be), since its actuality is also
pleasure. (And for this reason waking, perception, and
thinking are most pleasant, and hopes and memories
are so on account of these.) And thinking in itself deals
with what is best in itself, and thinking in the fullest
sense with what is best in the fullest sense. And thought
thinks itself by participation in the object of thought; for
it becomes an object of thought in touching and thinking
its object, so that thought and object of thought are the
same. For that which can receive the object of thought,
i.e. the substance, is intellect, and it is active when it
has the object. Therefore, the possession rather than the
receptivity is the divine element that thought seems to
contain, and contemplation is most pleasant and best.
If, then, God is always in that good state in which we
sometimes are, this compels our wonder; and if in a
better this compels it yet more. And God is in a better
state. And life also belongs to God; for the actuality of
intellect is life, and God is actuality; and God’s self-
dependent actuality is life most good and eternal.

We say therefore that God is a living being, eternal,
most good, so that life and duration continuous and
eternal belong to God; for this is God (Metaphysics 12, 7,
1072b13-30)."

What is striking about this passage is that Aristotle weaves into
the fabric of God's life the significance not only of human life at its
highest but of all experience at whatever level of existence. God’s
a0To, N TV TAEW. 1 APUPOTEQWE WOTIEQ OTOATEVUA; KAl YaQ €V Tr) Td&eL TO €0
Kot 6 0TeaTNYdS, Kt HAAAOV 00TOG: 00 Y 00ToG didx TNV T&Ety AAA” €xcetvn dux
TOUTOV EOTLV.

11. See Appendix II for the Greek text.
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way or mode of life (diaxrywyr)) is the purest pleasure, something we
experience only intermittently. Furthermore, all animal activities
throughout the cosmos, rational and non-rational —both intellect
and feelings, are not only dependent on God’s life; they are in
a sense transfixed at the core by that life: “And for this reason
waking, perception, and thinking are most pleasant, and hopes
and memories are so on account of these.” First, the immediacy and
pleasure of an activity such as waking up or hoping are causally
and internally related to the activity of God’s life. The pleasure of
remembrance, however mysteriously, is a participation in the life
of the Unmoved Mover. Second, even the passive side of human
thought—namely, its participation in its object and its becoming,
touching'? and having its object—seems somehow to be prefigured
in divine thought itself, at least in the above passage. Or, in other
words, something of human development and of the achievement
of thought appears to be pre-figured in divine thinking. They
are not pre-contained as developmental processes, however, but
to the degree that they are active and self-complete energies. If
God’s life is a “thinking of thinking,” as Aristotle characterizes it
in Metaphysics 12, 9, then such thinking must be self-dependent
contemplation not in a privative solitary sense, as it might be for
us, but rather supremely active and present dynamically to the
cosmos. And if love and desire characterize our lives as developing,
never fully realized energies, then why should their telos and
ultimate cause not be the fullest energy of love and desire possible?

This interpretation also casts light upon Aristotle’s complex
notion of actuality or energy. Just as teaching and learning involve
two different subjects, but constitute a single activity (energeia) from
different perspectives,”® so also what is an action or an external
motive force from one viewpoint is a manifestation of the deepest
reality from another viewpoint. The same activity involves two
distinct subjects' but is nonetheless a single activity seen from two

12. See Ross, vol. 2, 1975, 277 (on 1051b24): “The metaphor of contact in the
description of simple apprehension recurs [at] 1072b21. Its implications are (1) the
absence of any possibility of error...(2) The apparent...absence of a medium in the
case of touch. [It] means an apprehension which is infallible and direct.” Cf. Tricot,
vol. 2, 1986, 682nl (on Oryydvwv and kata petdAnyv). Compare Symposium
212a4-5 (é¢pantopévw) and Republic 7, 534c. For both terms together see Plotinus
69(9)4,27;53 (49) 10, 43.

13. Aristotle, Physics 8, 255a33-b5; 3, 202a13-21.

14. Aristotle, Physics 202b7-8; Cf. Plotinus, 6 8 (39) 6, 19-22; compare the argument
of 4 4 (28) 28 culminating in 28, 69-72; for the two-act theory, Rutten, 1956, 100-6,
Lloyd, 1990, 98-101.
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different points of view. What is divine from one aspect may be
quite human from another! At the same time, the Aristotelian scale
of nature embodies a hierarchy of different developmental forms,
the lower forms always requiring the higher forms for their fuller
actualization and explanation. All lower forms, therefore, require the
energy of higher-order forms to give them their meaning. God is not
therefore an explanation or cause remote from worms, butterflies,
hopes and thoughts, but their ultimate and yet proper meaning
present to them from the beginning. Their telos really is their arche.'

While from the viewpoint of the Nicomachean Ethics, therefore,
the contemplative life may seem solitary and scarcely reconcilable
with the life of practical, moral action, as many scholars have
argued,'® from the viewpoint of theology, by contrast, a broader
and deeper insight seems to emerge. God’s life is the fullest
and most complete energy, a prefiguring energy “separate”
from “the nature of the whole” and yet simultaneously an
immanent energy that gives meaning to every detail in cosmic
life, especially to the desire and love that all things experience.
This is why, Aristotle observes at the end of the above passage,
“we say” that God is a zoon—a living creature or animal.

As we have seen above in Aristotle, everything desires 7o
kaAdv (the apparent or real beautiful/good) as the final cause
of its movement, development and completion, but ultimately
we desire the one Good or “best” as the ultimate object of any
active love: “one ruler let there be” (Metaphysics 12, 10). This
theory should be compared, I suggest, with Plato’s Symposium
and Republic, since Aristotle’s theory is first intimated in these
two dialogues and, because, as I shall argue, there are very
good reasons for reading the Symposium and Republic together.

As any reader of Socrates’ speech may see, the final object of
love, according to Diotima’s lesser mysteries (that is, what the
lover is attracted to) is different from the ultimate goal of love
(that is, what the lover aims at). The final object of love is the form
of the Beautiful, whereas the ultimate end of love is the eternal
possession of the good, that is, procreation in the beautiful. We do
not love the beautiful for its own sake, Diotima argues, as we love
the good, but we love it because of our desire to procreate and
beget bodily and psychic children in the beautiful.”” The Form of

15. Cf. Aristotle, EN 6, 1143b10; see also Plotinus, Ennead 3 8 (30) 7, 1-15 below.

16. Cf. Joachim, 1970, 241-3 (on the divide between both lives in the Nicomachean
Ethics and the Republic), 293-7; Guthrie, 1981, VI, 390-393.

17. Symposium, 204d-207a.
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the Beautiful, like Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover, is the final cause of
desire: it is that “for the sake of which” [Symp. 208b5 (&Oavaoiag
yoo xaow), 210al (v éveka), 210e6 (ov On €vekev), 211c2-3
(GoxOHEVOV ATIO TWVOE TV KAAWV €Kelvov €veka TOD KaAoD
ael emaviévay cf. Aristotle, Met. 1072b1-2, 76 o0 évexko; De Anima
433a14-15]; it is the goal, end [Symp. 210e4 (téAoc), 211b7], perfect
in itself [Symp. 204c4, téAeov] and, strikingly, the object of love
[Symp. 204c2, 10 éowpevov; Met. 1072b3, kivel 01 we €ppevov].'®

Because the Form of the Good does not appear in the Symposium,
it has been suggested that either the beautiful and the good are
coincident classes (Dover 1980, 136; Rowe 1998, 179) or the lover
aims only at “the particular good of a particular being,” not the
Good itself (Neumann 1965, 37-38). However, neither of these
alternatives is plausible, the first because Diotima expressly
distinguishes the beautiful and the good in the lesser mysteries
and the second because it would render the “higher mysteries”
or ladder of ascent fundamentally irrelevant as a completion of
the lesser mysteries. Indeed, part of the purposive result of the
ascent is not to generate only the particular good of a particular
being, but “to give birth to logoi that will make the young better,”"
i.e.,, goodness more broadly or universally conceived (210c1-2),
and to generate “not images of virtue” but “true excellence,” i.e.,
goodness or “bestness” more completely realized (212a3-6).

The “good” is consequently a bigger good than simply my or
your particular good and it must, therefore, be more intrinsically
involved in the design of the Symposium. And yet since the primary
emphasis of the Symposium is upon the Beautiful, is the occurrence
of the “good” anything more than a coincidence in the early part
of the dialogue and simply a casual result of the ascent to the
Beautiful in the latter part of Socrates-Diotima’s speech? Could
the Good be a final, motive cause, as we also find in Aristotle?

Certainly, the “good” plays a tantalizing and incidental role
throughout the Symposium. It occurs in the first form of the proverb
“of their own accord do the good go to the tables of the good” (172b)
that Socrates immediately erases or “destroys.”? It occurs in the
pun of Agathon’s own name, Agathon, that is, the person who is

18. Cf. Chang, 2002, 440.

19. Symposium 210c1-2: é£apkelv avTQ Kal €0av kal kndecOat kal tlctery
Adyoug totovToug kait (Ntety, oltiveg momoovot BeAtiovg Tovg véoug...; 212a3-6:
TikTewy OUK eldwWA AQETNG, ATe OVK WAL EPATITOUEVQW, AAAX AANOT), dTe TOD
AANO0DC EPamTOUEVQ: TEKOVTL OE AQeTNV AANOT) Kal Ogeapéve. ..

20. Symposium, 174b3: diapOeiowpev.
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the host or prime mover of the get-together! And when Agathon
acknowledges in the elenchus or cross-examination by Socrates
that in presenting his own vision of Love as all-perfect and all-
good “he did not know what he was talking about” (201b11-12),
Socrates replies: “Never mind, you spoke beautifully; but tell me
one little thing more: do you think that good things are not also
beautiful things?” Itis evident already therefore that the good and
the beautiful cannot simply be identical or coextensive classes. And
the early parts of Diotima’s speech only re-emphasize this. Love
is not exactly longing for the beautiful itself but for the conception
and generation that the beautiful brings about—a longing for
the good to belong to one eternally, namely, the different species
of immortality in body and soul (205e-207a) that will be given
a vertical application in relation to the highest Beautiful at the
end of Diotima’s speech. It would therefore appear that neither
happiness nor the beautiful are the ultimate goals of all human
longing. In other words, a distinction between the good and
the beautiful is implicit but fundamental to all the early parts of
the Symposium as well as to Socrates-Diotima’s speech, and this
distinction is subtly thematized by the presence of the gigantic
pun of Agathon himself at the center of the dialogue and yet
characterized, one might also say, on the other hand, by the absence
of the Form of the Good that is so centrally present in the Republic.

The Good itself, however, plays one further pivotal role in the
Symposium that, as far as I know, has not been noticed by modern
scholars—and this occurs in the final stages of the ascent to the
Beautiful. The ascent itself characterizes the nature of loving rather
than that of the ultimate beloved: “What you thought love to be is
not surprising. You supposed, if I take what you said as evidence,
that the beloved and not the loving was love. That is why, I think,
eros seemed completely beautiful to you. In fact, it is the beloved
that is really beautiful...and blessed; but loving has this other
character” (204b8-c6). Love is, therefore, characterized by need,
progressive dialogical education and the transformability of that
need by desire for the truly beautiful, just as the study of the Good
in the Republic characterizes the development of the synoptic eye of
the dialectician.” What is disclosed at each level “strengthens and
increases” (cf. dwoBOeic kat avENOeic) the apprentice in a movement
through beauties of bodies, souls, moral ways of life, sciences and
studies, in each case from many to one, up to the supreme beauty

21. Cf. Republic 7, 537c.
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which is ultimately the knowledge of the beauty yet untold (210d6-
8); and at the top of the ladder, we read the following famous words:

What then do we think it would be like if it were
possible for somebody to see the beautiful itself
unalloyed, pure, unmixed ...? Do you think, she said,
that his would be an inferior life contemplating the
beautiful by that by which it is necessary to contemplate
it and being with it? Or do you not think, she said, that
being only here, seeing the beautiful by that which makes
it visible, that he will give birth not to images of virtue,
since he does not touch upon an image, but true things,
since he touches upon the true, and having brought forth
true virtue and reared it, he shall be beloved of god, and
if ever it is given to any human being to be immortal, it
will be given to him (211d-212a).%

Dover in his commentary notes some striking parallels with the
Republic: “contemplating it by that by which it is necessary,”
namely, by “the eye of the soul” in Rep. 533d; and Symp. 212a3—@
opatév as compared to Rep. 490b: “to touch upon the nature of
each thing by that element of the soul by which it is appropriate.”
But we should ask the most important question of all. What is @
00atov 10 kaAov? What is that by which the beautiful is visible? There
is only one answer in Plato’s works: the beautiful is evidently visible
by the ultimate source of light, namely, the Good itself, likened
by Socrates in the Republic to the “sun” of the intelligible realm,
final cause of all intelligible visibility* and also in the Symposium
the implicit but indispensable cause of the Beautiful being seen.
And if this so, as surely it must be, then the Symposium requires
the Republic for its contextual interpretation of the ladder of
ascent, since what makes the Beautiful visible has to be the Good.

This is precisely the way Plotinus will interpret the

22. Ti dnta, €dm, oldueda, el T YEévolto avTd TO KAAOV Delv eIAKQLVES,
KOOV, ALEKTOV, AAAX UT) AVATIAEWV TAQKWV Te AVOQWTIIVWV Kl XQWHATWY
Kol dAAANG TOAAT S pAvapiog BvnTig, AAA” aTo T Oelov KAAOV dUVALTO HOVOELDEG
KaTdelv; &’ olel, ), pavAov Blov yiyveoOal ékeloe BAEmovTog AvOQwTOoUL KAl
£KEVO @ D€l OeEVOL Kl CLVOVTOS AVT; T) OV EvOu U, €N, OTLEVTavBa avTt®
HOVOXOU YEVIOETAL OQWVTLQ OQATOV TO KAAOV, TIKTELV OVK eldWAX &QeTNG, &Te
OUK €l0WA0L EPanTouévew, AAAX AANOT, &te ToD AANOODC EpanTopéve: TexovVTL
0¢ apetnv aAnOn kat Boedapévo vaoxeL Oeopiret yevéoBat, kat elméQ Tw AAAw
avOpw v abavatw kat ékelva;

23. Republic 6, 507d-509¢; 7, 517a-c.
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Symposium and Republic together in later antiquity:

The knowledge or touching of the Good is the greatest
thing, and he (Plato) says it is the greatest study (cf.
Republic 505a2)... up to here one has been led along
(mawwaywynOeic) and settled in beauty and up to this
point, one thinks that in which one is, but is carried out
of it by the surge of the wave of intellect itself and lifted
on high by a kind of swell (¢€evexOeic ¢ T@ avToL TOD
vOU otov KUpatt kat VoL VT ADTOL o0loV OdNTAVTOG
apBeic) one sees suddenly (eioeidev eEaidpvng), not
seeing how, but the vision fills his eyes with light and
does not make him see something else by it, but the light
itself is what he sees.”

In other words, Plotinus sees that the Beautiful leads in the
Symposium to the Good —and he is surely correct. I suggest that
this is also the way Aristotle interpreted the theory of love and
motion in both dialogues and applied it to his own view of motion,
extending it, unlike Plato, to the universe as a whole. One of
Aristotle’s major criticisms of the Platonic Forms is that they cannot
do anything and they are not attainable: “Nothing is gained even if
one supposes eternal substances unless there is to be in them some
principle which can cause movement” (Metaphysics 1071b14-16; cf.
991a8-11, b3-9, 992a29-32, 1033b26-1034a5; Nicomachean Ethics 1 6,
1096a11-1097a14). Here in the Symposium and the Republic, we find
a principle of motion actually in individual things and species that
causes all their ordinary movements, prompts their longing to attain
what is at first unattainable and even develops a scientific method
for this attainment. Just as in Aristotle, so also in Plato, the language
of final causality, namely, the “beautiful,” fine or noble, finds its
ultimate end in the sphere of the “good” and the “best.” In fact,
this is much more pronounced in Metaphysics 12, 7-10 than in the
Symposium: the language of the beautiful, to kaAdv (1072a28, b34,
11; 1074b24), in chapter 7 gives way to the language of the good and
the best in chapters 7-10 (7, 1072a35-1072b1, 12, 15, 24, 28, 29, 32; 9,
1074b20, 33; 1075a8-9; 10, 1075a12, 14, 36-8; 1075b, 2. 8, 11; 1076a4).

And just as in Aristotle through the causal role of the Unmoved
Mover, as both external good and the principle of internal good
in the universe, the ordered and teleological change of nature is

24. Ennead V17 [38] 36, 3-25. See Appendix IIL
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maintained in a specific way through the medium of desire,® so
too in the Symposium and Republic the Beautiful and the Good may
be only dimly glimpsed at first, yet they are the goal of all striving,
and, in the Republic, Socrates represents the Good, not simply as the
theoretical ground of everything but as the most practical and useful
good of all: without it, nothing is truly beneficial.* It is, according
to him, the regulative ground of all our judgments, dimly glimpsed
or “divined” in all our experience (from perplexity® to sex—the
latter, at least, according to Aristophanes in the Symposium);*® and it
is also what provides both the power and means of seeing, feeling or
thinking anything.? In short, the Good is that by which the best state
or capacity of anything is felt, seen, imagined or thought reflexively.*
There is a strong affinity, therefore, between Aristotle’s theory of
the Unmoved Mover, on the one hand, and Diotima’s presentation
of desire in relation to all forms of the Beautiful (and hidden Good)
in the Symposium, on the other hand, an affinity intensified if we
add the presentation of, and ascent to, the Good in the Republic.?!

I want, therefore, to make two suggestions:

First, I suggest that the Unmoved Mover as the final cause of
motion is a kind of Aristotelian adaptation of Diotima’s lesser
mysteries, whereas the Unmoved Mover as the ultimate cause of
the hierarchy of compounds, enmattered and matterless forms-
-transfixed by desire, will and thought,® is a complementary
Aristotelian development of Diotima’s greater mysteries that range
from the beauty or finality in bodies and souls, through ways of life,

25. C.f. Chang 2002, 442.

26. Republic 6, 504e-505b.

27. Republic 6, 505d11e2; 506a6.

28. Symposiun, 192c-d.

29. Republic 6, 508e-509b.

30. By “reflexively” I mean that the Good is the principle by which we are able
to conceive the best state of anything, a principle disclosed in the acts of seeing
or thinking themselves, just as in seeing we see the light of the sun, according to
Socrates” analogy in Republic books 6—7, and in thinking objects of thought we
think of them as “good —form” (Republic 6, 508d—509b). For the conception of
Forms as ideals or “what should be” and for understanding the Form of the Good
as overcoming the modern dichotomy between being and value, see Ferber 1989.
Platos Idee des Guten, 2™ edn. Sankt Augustin: Academia Verlag,, 30-33; and compare
Gonzalez 1998, Dialectic and Dialogue. Plato’s Practice of Philosophical Inquiry. Evanston,
Illinois: Northwestern, 209-244.

31. Republic 7, 521¢-537d.

32. For a translation and comparison see Appendix IV.
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and sciences, to the Beautiful itself and ultimately to the Unmoved
Good (“beyond being and thought”*). In both the Symposium and
in Aristotle’s theology, this is an embodied ascent (“if ever it is given
to a human being...”)—even if it leads in both to the grasp or touch
of immaterial forms or the ultimate immaterial object of thought.
In the lesser mysteries and Aristotle’s Physics, the motive force
results in the eternal propagation of the species and the movement
of the heavens; in the higher mysteries and Aristotle’s theology,
the motive force is transformative of one’s whole being and of
all of the activities that make life worth living. In other words,
it makes no sense to separate Aristotle rigidly from a “pristine”
Plato since his physics and theology are developed consciously
from the inspiration, and shadow, of the Symposium and Republic.
The “Light Metaphysics” of the Republic may be missing from
Aristotle’s Metaphysics 12, but it plays a tantalizing role in the De
Anima, where the active intellect is a “disposition, like light,” that is,
it actively and instantaneously illuminates;* and this illuminating
power of active intellect will become a major feature in Alexander of
Aphrodisias® (and later still in Pseudo-Alexander). The outpouring
of light which makes the beautiful visible is also the lure of love and
desire that leads back to the final cause itself; and this will be true
in different ways of both Peripatetic thought and Neoplatonism.

Second, there is obviously no possibility of a loving, caring
Unmoved Mover in Aristotle’s Metaphysics partly because it is
precisely the anthropomorphic and external character of causality

33. Republic 6 509b.

34. On Alexander’s identification of the intellect of Metaphysics 12 with that of
De Anima 3, see CHLGMP, ed. Armstrong, 1976 117.

35. For Alexander on Intellect see Schroeder and Todd, 1990. See especially Al-
exander, De Anima 88, 26-89, 15 (Bruns): év mACLV Y&Q TO HAALOTA Kl KLQIWGS TLOV
Kol 101G AAAOLS alTioV TOD eivarl TOLOVTOLS. TO TE YAQ HAALOTA OQATOV, TOLODTOV
0¢ 10 PG, KAl TOlG AAAOLS TOIG OEATOLS ALTIOV TOV £lvat 0QATOLS, AAAX KAl TO
HAALOTA Kol IOWTWS AyaBov kat Tolg dAAoLS ayaBolc aitiov Tod eivat TolovToLs:
T YaQ aAAa dyaBOa ) Eog TovTo ovvTeAelq kQiveTat. kal TO HAAoTa d1) Kal
1) aToL PUOEL VONTOV eDAOYWS ALTIOV KAl TNS TV AAAWY VON|0EWS. TOLOVTOV
0¢ OV el Av 0 MO TLIKOS VOUG. €L YAQ UT) 1]V TLVONTOV HUTEL 00D AV TV AAAWY
TLVONTOV £YIVETO, G TIQOEIONTAL £V YXQ TACLV €V 0IG TO HEV Kuelwg Tl oy,
TO O¢ dEVLTEQWE, TO DEVTEQWS TIXQX TOL KLOIWG TO eivat €xeL. €Tt €l O TOLOVTOG
VOUG TO TEWTOV AlTloV, O altiot Kotk &QXT) TOD elvat Mot Toig AAAoLS, el av Kat
TV TOMTIKAG, 1) AVTOC alTiog ToL eivat maot (10) Toic voovpévolc. kat éo0tv O
TOLOVTOG VOUS XWOLOTOG T KAt ATaONg eat AULyns dAAw, & dvta av T dix 0
Xwolg VANG elvat DTTAQXEL. XWOLOTAOG TE YAQ Kol avTog Kab” avTov @v dux TovTo.
TV YO EVOAWV eld@V 00deV XWELOTOV 1) Adyw povov 1@ GpOoav avt@v eivat
TOV &0 TG VANG XWOLoUOV. AAAX Kl ATtaBng, 6TL TO TAoXOV &V oty 1) DAT)...
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in Plato (e.g., the Divine Craftsman of the Timaeus) that Aristotle
is concerned to combat—and there is also a precise economy in
Aristotle’s procedure, that is, in so far as he implicitly develops
Plato’s notions of final causality in the Symposium and Republic
to undermine and erase Plato’s anthropomorphic causality in the
Timaeus and elsewhere. Nonetheless, the context in both Plato
and Aristotle, in my view, shows that the notion of care or love
is not entirely foreign. In Plato, particularly, there is a care of the
higher for the lower not only at every level of ascent® (just as in
the Phaedrus all-soul cares for that which is without soul),* but
also in so far as immortality and god-belovedness® are gifts of the
Beautiful-Good.*” Nothing of this appears in Aristotle, but there is
something equally significant that should not be overlooked. While
a loving Unmoved Mover might be entirely beyond the pale, the
question of how the Unmoved Mover is related to itself and how it
is related to the world is very much a part of Aristotle’s treatment*’
(picking up in a different mode, we might suggest, Aristotle’s
treatment of friendship in the Ethics: that is, the quality of one’s
relation to oneself is an integral precondition of how one is related
to one’s friend or of what one gives to another).*! Is the Unmoved
Mover’s self-relatedness (its thinking of thinking) a precondition
or precontainment, as it were, of the world’s relatedness to the
Unmoved Mover, relatedness as love, desire and thought? It does
not follow that in thinking itself the Unmoved Mover bears no
relation to the world or that its thinking is empty or non-creative,
for it makes more sense to suppose that in thinking itself it includes
the whole world, not, as we experience it, piecemeal and extended
in time and space, but rather as indivisibly whole: “Intellect does
not have the good in this bit or in that bit, but the best is in a certain
whole, being something different” (Metaphysics 12 9, 1075a7-9). In
other words, God'’s self-thinking is richer than the contemplation
of the universe because God’s life is both himself and all the

36. Symposium, 210c1-6; d5-6; 212a3-6.

37. Phaedrus, 246b-c.

38. In the Platonic tradition, the question of divine love is decidedly ambiguous.
Is it our own love of the divine or is it a divine love for, and in, us? Cf. Laws 4, 716c-
e. For an interesting clarification in a different, but related context, see Philo, Life of
Moses II 67 (toryagovv pet” OAlywvaAAwY GLAdBeds te kat BeodiAng éyévero,
KatamvevoOeic VT €0WTOS OVEAVIOL Kal DAGEQOVTWS TIUNOAS TOV 1) YEHOVA
TOL TAVTOS Kot avtt tiun0eig O avtov); cf.163.

39. Symposium, 212a.

40. Metaphysics, 12, 9-10.

41. Nicomachean Ethics, 8-9; especially 8,10 and 9, 4, 8-9.
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energy of the world but in a divine mode; and if this is so, then
God’s self-relatedness pre-includes our best-relatedness to Him.

My thesis then is not that Aristotle implicitly describes the
Unmoved Mover as somehow self-loving or as loving the
world. He does not. One can fully understand, when one looks
at anthropomorphic representations of the Demiurge in Plato’s
Timaeus and Politicus, why Aristotle should rigorously avoid
such tendencies and not make God either “love” (in the mode of
Agathon’s speech) or a lover (in the sense of earlier mythological
depictions or even of any favoritism attached to the meaning of
god-belovedness in the Symposium) or a principle that cares for
everything (in the role of “all soul” according to the myth of the
Phaedrus).* What Aristotle does instead, on my account, is bequeath
a problem to the later tradition, namely, how the self-relatedness
of the Unmoved Mover precontains or prefigures the best of the
world as a whole.*® This then, I suggest, is a question implicit
already in Aristotle’s own theory developed as it is out of the center
of Plato’s thought. So in the story I am going to tell in the second
part of this paper about how the “Unmoved Mover” comes to love
everything in later antiquity, the first point I want to make, in line
perhaps with Thomas Aquinas’ thesis cited earlier that Plato and
Aristotle are saying more or less the same thing, is that a loving
God is a deeply hidden but nonetheless real possibility of the pagan
philosophical tradition from its beginning in Plato and Aristotle.

Let us now move forward over five hundred years to Plotinus—an
Egyptian living in Rome and writing in Greek (204-270 AD). Plotinus
asks the strange-sounding question at the beginning of his treatise,
“On Nature, Contemplation and the One,” if contemplation, which
characterizes the divine life primarily and human life secondarily in
Aristotle, is the goal or felos of all things and if such contemplation
is actually a productive or making force in the universe:

Suppose we said, playing at first before we set out to be
serious, that all things desire contemplation, and look to
this end (téAog), not only rational but irrational things,
and the power of growth in plants and the earth which
generates them, and that all attain to it as far as possible
for them according to their nature, but different things
contemplate and attain their end in different ways, some
42. Phaedrus, 246b-c.

43. This is also a problem for Plato too. See, for example, Laws 900d-901b: God
must be characterized by self-love, not self-hate.
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truly, and some only having an imitation and image of
this end —could anyone endure the paradoxical quality
of this line of discourse? (trans. Armstrong, adapted).*

Plotinus then goes on to take a decisive step forward by arguing
in Ennead 3 8 (30) that contemplation—the active insight by which
Aristotle had characterized divine and human thought at its
highest, far from being private or external to the world, as the
Gnostics appeared to hold,* is the fundamental form of all natural
making and, indeed, of all life. Everything —even plant life —is either
contemplation (so that even nature’s life, which Plotinus quaintly
represents as a silent contemplation constantly giving rise to bodily
forms (3 8 4, 3-10)), is a form of living intelligibility or thought
(vonoi), no matter how lowly; and forms of living thought (plant
life, making, action, sensation, imagination, and intellectual activity
itself) become more unified the more they “hasten” to the intimate
unity-in-duality of intellect, where thinking and object of thought
are one (cf. 3 8 8, 1-8). So, as Plotinus concludes the first part of his
argument in 3 8 (30), everything is either contemplation (in the sense
that it contains its intelligibility within itself, as does intellect)*® or a
product or consequence of contemplation (in the sense that if you
unpacked the intelligibility in anything whatsoever, it would lead
you to everything else in the universe or to a more comprehensive
view of reality as a whole) or, finally, a substitute for contemplation
(in the sense that action and production are ways of coming to see or
understand a reality that is at first too densely compacted for us to
grasp it altogether).”” Contemplation or living insight, therefore, is
the primary creative force in both the spiritual and physical worlds.

Plotinus s, of course, aware of the paradoxical, even revolutionary
nature of his project, as he attempts to uncover the contemplative
reality of everything from plants to the divine. In contrast to the
Gnostic elitist relation between a hierophant and favored initiate,
Plotinus” method is dialogically more inclusive and radically

44. Ennead 3 8 (30) 1ff.: TTalCovTeg O TV TIEWTNV TIOLV ETTLXEQELY OTTOLdALELY
et Aéyorpev mavta Bewolag édtecbat kat eig TéAog TovTo BAEMewY, oL pOVOV
EAAOYa AAAG kel dAoya Coa kal TNV €V GUTOIS GVOLY KAL TV TADTA YEVVQOTAV
YRV, KAt Tavta toyxavew kad’ 6cov oldv te avtolc katx Gvow Exovta, dAAa dé
AAA WG kat BewEely kAl TUYXAVELWY Kal o eV AANO@G, T d¢ pipmo kat eikdva
Tovtov AauBdvovia—

AQ" &V TIC AVAOXOLTO TO TIQADOEOV TOL AGYOU;

45. Cf. Ennead 2 9 (33) 18, 35-6.

46. Ennead 3 8 (30) 7, 1 ff.; 8 passim; cf. 6 7 (38) 1-7.

47. Ennead 3 8 (30) 7, 1ff.
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democratic, starting in fact from the principle of all-inclusive play:*
“Well, as this arises among ourselves (1o 1pac) there will be no
risk of playing with our own things. Are we now contemplating as
we play? Yes, we and all who play (f)(elc kot tavtec oot tailovot)
are doing this or at any rate this is what they desire as they play”
(3 8 (30) 1, 8-12). This democratic emphasis also runs through
the next two works of the Grossschrift, 5 8 (31) and 5 5 (32). In
5 8 1, the central question posed is how can anyone contemplate
intelligible beauty and its cause from the here and now of historical
existence; in other words, the goal of the inquiry is not to privilege
names, individuals or groups but to show the Beautiful and the
Good to anyone, and this is a motif that reaches its culmination
in the next treatise 5 5 (32) 12, 34-5: “The Good is gentle and
kindly and gracious and present to anyone when anyone wants.”

At the same time, Plotinus interprets Aristotle’s heritage in a
new way. Divine contemplation or thought is the fullest reality
that extends to, and moves, everything not simply as a final
cause, but as an internal formal cause. It is true that while sophia
and nous, as contemplative in the highest sense, do not literally
“make” anything,* Aristotle does say a little later in EN book 6
that they do make or produce happiness in a different way, not
externally but “as health makes health,” that is, not as a physical
efficient or motive cause, but rather as an internally efficient formal
cause.”® This is, in fact, integral to Plotinus’ argument from the
outset, namely, that desire or final causality operates as a formal
cause throughout all of nature internally; and this is why he cites
Aristotle at the conclusion of the first part of his argument: “for all
other things (apart from the first principle) desire this if the goal
for them all is their originative principle.”* In other words, he
emphasizes Aristotle’s own dictum that nous is both arche and telos.

As A. C. Lloyd has shown, Plotinus adapts Aristotle’s model
of physical causation to non-physical causation;** but Plotinus
here also adapts this model to the internal workings of physical
causation in so far as these are activities (and not simply qualities,
for instance).” Just as teaching and learning involve two different

48. As Socrates advocates in Republic 7, 537a-c.

49. EN 10, 8, 1178b20-21.

50. On this see Gauthier/Jolif, L'Ethique a Nicomaque, 1970, vol. 2, 542-7.

51.3 8 (30) 7, 1-15. EN 6, 1143b10.

52. Lloyd, 1991, 99; also Rutten, 1956, 100-106.

53. On the distinction between activities and qualities, see Ennead 2 6 (17), and
the relation of intelligibility to logoi see 6 2 (43) 21, 32-51.
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subjects, as we saw above, but constitute a single activity (energeia)
from different perspectives,® so also what is an action or an
external production from one viewpoint is a manifestation of the
real, and from one another an energeia or piece of living insight.
They are not two separated activities from another (though they
may become distinct and they can be viewed as such)® but a
single activity seen from two different points of view. And since
the real is not a patchwork of pieces, but a whole expression or
participation in the life of God, my making of something can be
“mine” from one viewpoint, and a window into reality or divine
thought, from another; in moral action, for instance, to the degree
that I get something “right,” that action embodies contemplation
or insight. Energy or contemplation, therefore, is a formal
activity that internally makes my action or production possible.

Plotinus puts this succinctly in treatise 6 8 (39) 6, 19-22: “...
in practical actions, self-determination and what depends on us
are not referred to practice or outward activity, but to the inner
activity which is the thought and contemplation proper to its best
functioning.”* Contemplation, as creation or co-creation, then, is
what really makes at the heart of all forms of action and production.
The inner activity of action is its thought and contemplation. In
other words, I think Plotinus is the first to argue that creative
contemplation, deeply “unmoved in itself,”*” can nonetheless be
a real motive cause, even if it is not an “efficient” cause in any
normal way of speaking. What Plotinus does then is implicitly
to show how theology and physics work concretely together.
Plotinus, in fact, already provides a vital answer to Simplicius’
puzzled incomprehension about the efficient causality of the
Unmoved Mover (before Simplicius even asks the question).

Perhaps paradoxically, since Plotinus emphasizes contemplation
not action, this work is also a major thought-foundation for the later
prominence of theurgy or god-work in Iamblichus, Proclus and
Pseudo-Dionysius. Once everything in the productive and practical
sciences becomes saturated by contemplation or living unrestricted
insight—or, more precisely, once each statue or individual is

54. Aristotle, Physics 8, 255a33-b5; 3, 202a13-21.

55. Aristotle, Physics, 202b7-8; Cf. Plotinus, 6 8 (39) 6, 19-22; compare the argu-
ment of 4 4 (28) 28 culminating in 28, 69-72; for the two-act theory, Rutten, 1956,
100-6, Lloyd, 1990, 98-101.

56. Ennead 6 8 (39) 6, 19-22: 10 &v taic moa&eotv avTeEoVoI0V Kal T ¢’ 1uiv
OUK €16 TO TOATTELY AVAYeaOat 00D’ €lg TV €Ew, AAA” elg TNV €VTOg €VEQYeLav
Ko vonow kai Oewolov adThe TS eTng.

57. See, for example, 3 8 (30) 2, 11-22, 30.
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already included or pervaded to the bone by contemplation,
we have a clear path to Iamblichus and to a more sympathetic
understanding of theurgy. Sacred action or god-work is saturated
with divine motive power. But this is incidental to my main object
here, which is this: in contrast to someone like Numenius, who can’t
seem to make up his mind about what divine activity really is (is
it deliberation, action, followed by a return to contemplation? —as
some of the fragments we possess seem to imply*®), Plotinus rightly
argues, along cogent Aristotelian lines, that contemplation is the
arche and telos of all natures and that it is an active formal cause of
all doing and making, for here the unmoved force in nature, soul,
intellect, and ultimately the One becomes the creative agency for
and in everything. The Unmoved Mover, who looks rather like
Plotinus’ One in some respects,” is intimately present everywhere
and to everything. Plotinus is troubled by problems associated
with this throughout all his middle works in critical dialogue with
the Gnostics, and he goes a long way to arguing for the eternal
desire of the Good that characterizes the life even of the Divine
Intellect. As life, contemplation is unrestricted; “Contemplation and
vision have no limits,” Plotinus states at 3 8, 5, 29-30: “And that’s
why they are everywhere.” And in the case of intellect desiring
the One, Plotinus applies his theory of creative contemplation
to the whole of reality in a striking formulation: intellect “is
always desiring and always attaining” (3 8 (30) 11, 22-24: kat
epLépevog aet kat aet tuyxavwv). Intellect too therefore cannot be
conceived as a static, fixed essence; its real nature is dynamic—to
be drawn out of itself incessantly into itself and into the Good.*
A. H. Armstrong thought that this last statement contradicted the
whole of Plotinus’ thought,® but the truth, I think, is rather that

58. For example, Numenius, fr. 16, 10-12: O yap de0teQ0g dLTT0G @V AV TOTOLEL
TV Te v £aUTOD KAl TOV KOTHOV, DNILOVEYOS @V, Emelta Oewonticog GAwG.

59. Plotinus identifies intellect and the One beyond intellect as “unmoved” in
different ways—see 4 4 (28) 16, 23-31: if the Good is the center, intellect is “an un-
moved circle and soul a moving circle (compare lamblichus, in Proclus In Timaeum
217¢, 11250, 21 in Dillon, 1973, 163-4) but moved by desire. For intellect immediately
has and grasps the Good and soul desires that which transcends being. But the
sphere of the All, since it has soul that desires in that mode, moves by its natural
desire. And its natural desire as body is of that which is outside it, that is, it is an
enfolding and surrounding it on every side with itself, and so movement in a circle”
(trans. Armstrong adapted).

60. This is one source, I suggest, of Gregory of Nyssa’s doctrine of epektasis,
according to which the soul is continually drawn out of herself into God (see
Daniélou, 1944, 309-26).

61. Armstrong, 1971, 67-74.
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Plotinus sees that desire not only transfixes our own lives but also
preeminently is the life of the “divine Intellect” itself (as close to
the Unmoved Mover as you can get) so that love and desire come
to characterize the highest possible experience of God —even to the
point that “God” and “mystical subject” coalesce or commingle.

Perhaps the most famous example of this occurs in what is
probably Plotinus’ greatest work, Ennead 6 7 (38) chapter 35,
where soul becomes intellect (not unlike the interweaving of
human and divine perspectives in Aristotle, Metaphysics 12, 7):

And the soul is so disposed then as even to despise
intelligence, which at other times it welcomed, because
intelligence is a kind of movement and the soul does not
want to move. For it says that he whom soul sees does
not move either; yet when soul has become intellect

it contemplates, when it has been, so to speak, made
intellect ... but when it has come to be in it and moves
about it, it possesses the intelligible and thinks, but
when it sees that god, it at once lets everything go; it is
as if someone went into a house richly decorated and

so beautiful, and within it contemplated each and every
one of the decorations ... but when he sees the master
with delight, who is not of the nature of images but
worthy of real contemplation, he dismisses those other
things and thereafter looks at him alone, and then, as he
looks and does not take his eyes away, by the continuity
of his contemplation he no longer sees a sight, but
mingles his seeing with what he contemplates, so that
what was seen before has now become sight in him ...
And [the first power of intellect] is the contemplation

of intellect in its right mind, and the other is intellect

in love, when it goes out of its mind “drunk with the
nectar;” then it falls in love, simplified into happiness
by having its fill; and it is better for it to be drunk with
a drunkenness like this than to be more respectably
sober.®

In this passage, the influence of the Symposium (and Phaedrus) is
evident: “not...images...but worthy of real contemplation;” and

we can compare the drunkenness of Poros (Symposium 203b5) with

62. Ennead 6 7 (30) 35, 3-28. For Greek text see Appendix V.
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that of intellect “out of its mind;” indeed too, we can see that the
Platonic influence is merged seamlessly with Plotinus’ idiosyncratic
development of Aristotle’s thought about intellect. What is striking,
however, is that Plotinus’ Unmoved Mover not only has now
become the Good primarily but has also acquired secondarily the
highest characteristic of the soul, namely, the soul that, having
become intellect, is now drunk with love. As A. H. Armstrong
observes: “Intellect must be eternally out of its mind with drink
or love to be the Divine Mind” (Loeb 7 197n3). One might add that
love now characterizes not just intellect but the highest experience
of the Good, in which the mystical subject—that is, soul/intellect
out of its mind with love—is “mingled” with the Good. If we take
this “mingling” seriously, then we are forced to the conclusion
that the Good or the ultimate Unmoved Mover in Plotinus’
thought is, for the first time, (almost) an experience of loving.
Soul’s out-of-its-mind love for the Good is somehow a shared love.

However, this love—whatever its character— is definitely
not an experience of loving everything; instead, it appears to
be simultaneously a despising of everything else, indeed, a
retraction of love from everything else, or rather a restriction
of loving to a very singular relationship that has come to be
synonymous with Neoplatonism, namely, the “flight of the alone
to the alone,” according to the well-known formula employed
already by Alexander of Tralles, Numenius and others.®® I have
argued elsewhere that this should not be understood as “solitary
mysticism”® or as solipsistic narcissism, as Julia Kristeva has
interpreted it,® but the problem still remains that it is unclear
how to bridge the chasm between the intimate love of two for
one another, on the one hand, and an intimate love of two for one
another that somehow includes everything. This is hardly clear
at all—if it is even possible to conceive of such a paradoxical love.

So, although Plotinus will argue that everything is precontained —
in a henadic way®—in the One and that everything in the sensible

63. That is, according to a traditional monos pros monon formula. On this see
Peterson 1933, 30-41.

64. Corrigan 1996, 28-42.

65. Kristeva, Tales of Love (New York, 1987), pp.108-9, 117 (Histoires d‘amour (Paris,
1983)). See Corrigan, 1996, 29, notes 3-4, 32n23, 34 etc.

66. What are “henads” and where do they originate in the history of thought?
Henads are pre-intellectual or hyper-intellectual unities, that is, unities so com-
pressed that they function as singularities within the One itself before the emergence
of Intellect properly speaking. Dodds gives an informative account in his magnifi-
cent edition of Proclus” Elements of Theology (1963, 257-60) and Dillon argues in his
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world is implicate or enfolded in the intelligible world (in 6 7
(38) 1-13); and even though he argues for the One as supremely
free agent, loving itself, supremely itself (in 6 8 (39)), he never
takes the decisive step of having his “Unmoved Mover” actually
love Intellect, Soul, the Sensible Cosmos and, indeed, everything.
He comes close in many passages—especially with the idea that
the light of the Good is a “grace,” a warmth, that prevents the
divine intelligible objects from being boring or inert (argon)”” or
when he argues that the unformed super-beauty of the Good
is there in the highest moment of what will become Intellect’s
being.®® And yes, the One and Intellect, as also in Porphyry, are
acknowledged to be “Father” but this is still in tune with Plato’s
usage in the Timaeus rather than with anything the varied Gnostic
or Christian texts may have to say about God. The really decisive
step beyond this occurs only in later Neoplatonism, as far as I
know, with Iamblichus and Proclus for whom love and care come
to characterize divinity in profoundly interesting ways. Here  have
space only for two examples before I come to the final moment of
the pagan tradition that is also the beginning of a new tradition
when the “Unmoved Mover” becomes a God who loves everything.

Iamblichus’ view of love and prayer in relation to an “unmoved
God” is useful here for my purposes.®” Why, lamblichus asks,
should we pray to the gods, if they are, as Porphyry claims,
“unbending and unmixed with sensible things?” Iamblichus’
answer is interesting and complex, though it looks somewhat
batty at first sight. Prayer is not a form of ordinary address,
as of one person addressing another, but a kind of waking up
something in us that wants to be united with the divine itself and
that produces a response or “hearing” from the gods not insofar
as they have organs or ears, but rather for the following reasons:

So then after declaring that pure intellects are unbending
and not mingled (dxAitovg kat apryeic) with the sensible
realm, you raise the question as to whether it is proper

ground-breaking work on Iamblichus that henads were the invention of lamblichus
(1973, 412-16). But the truth seems to be that we can find henads much earlier—in
Plotinus, for example, in Enneads 3 8 (30) 10, 5-10; 6 6 (34) 10, 1-4; 6 7 (38) 35, 30 32,
and earlier still in the Valentinian Gnostic work, the Tripartite Tractate 1989, 59, 7-60,
26. If this is so, then the doctrine of henads would seem to have originated with
the Gnostics, not with Plotinus or Iamblichus.

67. Ennead 6 7 (38) 20-23.

68. Ennead 6 7 (38) 33.

69. For Iamblichus see Dillon 1987, 863-909.
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to pray to them. For my part, I would hold the view that
it is not proper to pray to any others. For that element in
us which is divine and intellectual and one...is aroused
(¢yeipetar) then clearly in prayer and when aroused,
strives (épleta) primarily towards what is like to itself
and joins itself to essential perfection. And if it seems

to you incredible that the incorporeal should hear a
voice..., you are deliberately forgetting the facility of the
primary causes for knowing and comprehending within
themselves all that is inferior to them; for they embrace
in unity within themselves all beings together. So then, it
is neither through faculties nor through organs that the
gods receive into themselves our prayers, but rather they
embrace within themselves the actualities (¢vegyeiag)™
of the words of good people and in particular of those
[words] which, by virtue of the sacred liturgy, are seated
in the gods and united to them; for in that case the
divine is literally united with itself.”!

In other words, lamblichus’ position is something like the
following: in the physical world, things get developed through
opposition and difference. As Socrates puts this positively in
Republic 7 524d, things that “fall upon the senses together with their
opposites” wake up or rouse (egertikon, as in lamblichus) dianoia
and noesis, discursive thought and understanding. Prayer works on
a different principle, according to Iamblichus. It wakes up a unity

70. The verb “embrace” (periechein) may well be a reflection of Aristotle’s usage
at Metaphysics 12, 1074b2-3 (meotéxet 0 Oetov v 6ANV dpvow), to the effect that
the “divine comprehends/embraces the whole of nature,” a rather different view
from that of Alexander on providence.

71. De Mysteriis 1. 15, 46-7. "Ett yoo p&AAov dxAitoug kal auyeic aioOntoig
elmv elval tovg KabaoLs voag AToELs, el del TEOS avtolg evxeobat. Eyw
0’ o0d &AAoLg Tolv 1 yoDpawelv evxecBat To yao Oelov €v MUV kal vogEov
Kal €v, 1) el VONTOV avto kaAelv €0€Aots, éyeigeTal TOTE EVaQYW®S €V TAig
VXIS, £YelOpeVoV O¢ édleTat TOU OHOIOL DAPEQOVTWS Kol CUVATITETAL TTOOG
avtoteAedmrta. El 0¢ ool amiotov eival katadaivetal, s Gwvig AKoveL TO
AoOUATOV Kal ¢ aloOfoews mpoodenoetal kai d1) OTwV Ta Agydueva 0O
NHOV &V TS eVXALS, £KWV ETUAaVOAVT THS TOV TEWTWYV AlTiwv megrovoiag év
TE TQ €EVAL KAL TO TTEQLEXELY €V EaVTOLS T VP’ Eavt@v (30)mavtar €v Evi yao
dnmov cuvelAndev év éautoic OpOD T GAar oUTe d1) oV dix duvapewv ovTe dU
00YAvVwV elodéxovtal eig £avTolS ol B0l TAG €VXAGS, €V EXVTOLS OE TEQLEXOLOL
TV AYaB@V TaG EveQyeiag TV AdywV, kAt LAALOTA EKEVWV OLTIVES DLt TG LEQAg
ayloteiag (35) &vidouuévol Toic Oeoic Kal CUVNVWIEVOL TUYXAVOUTLY: ATEXVAS
Y&Q TVIKADTA AOTO TO O€lov TEOG £AVTO OVVEOTL. ..
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that is already always responded to in the active, unitary divine
energy that pre-comprehends everything. If we say that the gods
“hear” such prayer, we don’t mean that they have ears, but that
this divine unity is supremely responsive; and for lamblichus it is
responsive not only to, and through, the actuality of words, but in
the actuality of good holy action, namely, theurgy or god-work.
There is a sense here in which Iamblichus’ view goes beyond
not only philosophy but also religion in any conventional
organized way, since prayer plainly starts to break down any
normal separation between two heterogenous beings and seems
to suggest what Henry Corbin calls—in relation to the Sufi
tradition and Ibn ‘Arabi—a bi-unity, a one being encountering
itself, the divine in the human and the human in the divine.” Just
as “seeing” in the Platonic tradition is a function of the activity of
the Good in my perception, so more intimately my desire of god is
also god’s desire manifested in me. Such yearning unity resonates
because it is part of its implicate, unified or enfolded structure,
as it were, that becomes unfolded in my individual experience
and needs, on the human side, to be developed or woken up.”
The awakening of such unities, therefore, for lamblichus
includes three levels of prayer: first, introductory prayer or
gathering together; second, conjunctive prayer (syndetikon,
binding together, as in Plato’s Symposium in Diotima-Socrates’
description of eros-daimon);”* and finally, perfective or unificatory
prayer. But against Porphyry, and perhaps with Plotinus,”
Iamblichus insists that we have to ask: “No sacred work occurs
without the supplications contained in prayers” (De Mysteriis
V. 26, 238, 11-12). So our urge to ask questions and to ask for
things is not silly, even if what we often ask for can be very silly.
From this perspective, lamblichus’ view of the “extended
practice of prayer” (hé...egchronizousa diatribe) is also intriguing,
though I do not have space here to explore its implications. The
only point I can make is that such prayer apparently not only wakes
up, but opens up and increases on its own account the capacity
of divine unity in the soul to the degree that—in a striking and
72. See H. Corbin, Alone with the Alone: Creative Imagination in the Sufism of Ibn
‘Arabi, Princeton, 1969, 147. trans. Ralph Manheim from L’imagination creatrice dans
le Soufisme d’Ibn ‘Arabi, Paris: Flammarion, 1958..
73. Cf. Shakespeare, Richard III, Act 1, scene 3, 754-5 (albeit in a somewhat
different context): “I'll not believe but they ascend the sky. And there awake God’s
gentle-sleeping peace.”

74. Symposium 202e-203a.
75. See Ennead V 8 [32] 9, 1ff.
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otherwise philosophically perplexing phrase—it “co-increases
divine love” (ton theion erota synauxei) (De Mysteriis V. 26, 239, 6).

With Iamblichus and Proclus, then, we find a new sensibility
about divine love: divine love reaches down into all lower things
and brings them back into its care. Proclus distinguishes two
forms of love: first, an ascending love (eros epistreptikos) which
urges lower principles to aspire towards their superiors, and,
second, a descending or providential love (eros pronoetikos)
which obligates the superiors to care for their products and
to transmit divine grace (In Alcib. 54-56). One passage from
Proclus will help to illustrate this new sensibility, although I
fear it is so far outside of our modern sensibility that it will look
somewhat childlike. I cite the first paragraph of a little work On
the Hieratic art by Proclus in the translation of Brian Copenhaver:”

Just as lovers systematically leave behind what is fair

to sensation and attain the one true source of all that is
fair and intelligible, in the same way priests—observing
how all things are in all from the sympathy that all
visible things have for one another and for the invisible
powers—have also framed their priestly knowledge.
For they were amazed to see the lasts in the firsts and
the very firsts in the lasts; in heaven they saw earthly
things acting causally and in a heavenly manner, in the
earth heavenly things in an earthly manner. Why do
heliotropes move together with the sun, selenotropes
with the moon, moving around to the extent of their
ability with the luminaries of the cosmos? All things
pray according to their own order and sing hymns,
either intellectually or rationally or naturally or sensibly,
to heads of entire chains.”” And since the heliotrope is
also moved toward that to which it readily opens, if
anyone hears it striking the air as it moves about, he
perceives in the sound that it offers to the king the kind
of hymn that a plant can sing.”®

76. “Hermes Trismegistus, Proclus, and a Philosophy of Magic” in Hermeticism
and the Renaissance: Intellectual History and the Occult in Early Modern Europe, Folger
Books, Washington DC, Merkel and Debus eds, 1988, 79-110.

77. See also Proclus, In Timaeum 1. 213.2-3; Wallis, 1995, 155.

78. On the Hieratic art, 1-13. See Appendix VI for Greek text.
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Henry Corbin” has written of this passage that the community
between visible and invisible “is not perceived through argument
proceeding from effect to cause; it is the perception of a sympathy...
in the visible phenomenon of a flower...Its heliotropism (its
“conversion” towards its celestial prince) is...a heliopathy (the
passion it experiences...). And this passion...is disclosed in a
prayer, which is the act of this passion through which the invisible
angel draws the flower towards him. Accordingly, this prayer is the
pathos of their sympatheia” (106-107). It is this complex sympathy that
makes Proclus aware “of the hierophanic dimension of the flower’s
sympathy whereupon he perceives the movement of the flower as a
prayer whose impulse culminates in a transcending which it shows
him with a gesture that speaks without the help of language” (107).

Is this crazy? Perhaps it is so from some perspectives. The
thought that a heliotrope prays, and that if we could only
hear the sound of the air buffeted by its movement, we would
be able to hear what is within the power of a plant to sing—
this thought makes clear, however weird it might appear,
that even plants are their own individual “goods” whose
goodness coheres most fully in their hymn to a higher Good,
a relatedness it is possible even for us, as it were, to overhear.

Henry Corbin, again, argues of this passage that, however
strange, it is deeply in tune with the Sufism of Ibn ‘Arabi and with
the notion of the sadness of the “pathetic” God, in whose primordial
compassionate sadness for undisclosed, undeveloped virtualities in
the created world our own compassionate yearning resonates and
moves.* Such a vision also resonates,  might suggest in passing, with
elements in the (very different) thought of Aquinas, especially the
idea that only in God’s knowing do hidden potencies and even bare
possibilities arise.” The created universe is not just the sum of facts

79. Corbin (see note 64), 106-107.

80. See Corbin (note 38 above), 112ff. and 118: “To become a Compassionate One
is to become the likeness of the Compassionate God experiencing infinite sadness
over undisclosed virtualities; it is to embrace, in a total religious sympathy, the
theophanies of these divine Names in all faiths. But this sympathy, precisely, does
not signify acceptance of their limits; it signifies rather that in opening ourselves to
them we open them to the expansion that the primordial divine sympathesis demands
of them; that we increase their divine light to the maximum; that we “emancipate”
them from the virtuality and ignorance which still confine them in their narrow
intransigence. By thus taking them in hand, religious sympathy enables them to
escape from the impasse, that is, the sin of metaphysical idolatry.”

81. Aquinas, Summa Theologica, First Part, Question 14, article 13 (in the overall
context of Questions 12-15).
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but a vast reservoir of dynamic possibilities that can emerge as real,
and uniquely themselves, only in the creative energy of divine love.

With Iamblichus, and Proclus, then, we encounter the unfolding
of a remarkable view of divine love that is implicit in earlier
Platonism and not simply a reaction, I suggest, to Christian
influence, namely, the view that God’s love involves a kind of
radical divine caring love, that pierces and already includes the
activities or real energies of all created life. However, it is only in
Pseudo-Dionysius, in a famous passage from the Divine Names, that
this new sensibility reaches its conclusion and where the Unmoved
God is simultaneously moved to care for everything. Of course, this
is no longer Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover, but it is the culmination
of a long pagan tradition starting with Plato and Aristotle. This
tradition runs through the Neoplatonists and culminates in Pseudo-
Dionysius, the pupil of Proclus, who brings about the instantaneous
conversion of the Pagan tradition into a daring Christian form
of thought that remains faithful to its best pagan well-springs.
Dionysius thus retains the word eros, together with agape,
despite the former word’s potentially dangerous pagan heritage:

When we talk of yearning (eros), whether this be in

God or an angel, in the mind or in the spirit or in
nature, we should think of a unifying and commingling
power which moves the superior to provide for the
subordinate, peer to be in communion with peer, and
subordinate to return to the superior...*

As in Proclus, divine providential love is at root a love that
recalls everything to itself, an eros pronoétikos/epistreptikos,®® that
is also a function of our love for each other. However, Pseudo-
Dionysius no longer views this simply as a kind of structural
relation between cause and effect or as a ritualistic relation
between God and worshipper; it is instead an intimate paradoxical
coincidence of opposites—transcendence and immanence —
in which the divine longing for created things is manifested:

82. Pseudo-Dionysius, Divine Names, 713a-b: Tov éowta, eite Oelov eite
Ay YeAKOV eiTe VOEQOV eite PUXIKOV €lTe PUOKOV EITIOLUEY, EVOTIKNV TIVA Kal
OUYKQATIKIV EVVOTJOWHEV DOVAULY T UEV VTTEQTEQR KLvOLOAV £TTL EAVOLAV
TV KATADEETTEQWY, TO DEOUOTTOLXX TIAALY ELG KOWWWVIKTV AAANAovX v ieat €T
£0XATWV T VPELEVA TIQOG TV TOV KQELTTOVWV KAL DTTEQKEUEVWY ETUOTQOPNV.

83. Proclus, In Platonis Primum Alcibiadem, 54-6.
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And we must dare to say even this on behalf of the
truth that the very cause of all things, by virtue of

the beautiful and good yearning love for everything
through superabundance of loving goodness is also
carried outside of himself in the loving care he has for
everything. He is, as it were, beguiled by goodness, by
love, and by yearning love and is led away from his
transcendent dwelling place and comes to abide within
all things, and he does so by virtue of his supernatural
and ecstatic capacity to remain, nevertheless, inseparable
from himself.*

This is one of the most remarkable passages in the whole of ancient
thought. God is, by the end of antiquity, primarily the beloved
who remains unmoved but also simultaneously the loving one
(transcendentally and paradigmatically the unity of all the causes
deployed by Aristotle). Against Agathon’s conception of love as
completely beautiful and as “enchanting the thought of all gods and
human beings” (Symposium 207e), Diotima-Socrates had pointed
out the needy, vulnerable side of love: “What you thought love to be
isnot surprising. You supposed, if I take what you said as evidence,
that the beloved and not the loving was love. That is why, I think,
eros seemed completely beautiful to you. In fact, it is the beloved
that is really beautiful...and blessed; but loving has this other
character” (204b8-c6). Dionysius brings both aspects together as
integral to the Divine—in God's self-abiding beloved nature there is
also vulnerability, even a passivity beyond all passivity: God is “led
down” to dwell in all. God does not merely enchant, as Agathon
had supposed, but is simultaneously enchanted by goodness, love
and longing for all by virtue of “his ecstatic, hyper-substantial
power that does not stop visiting itself” (@vekdoitntov éavtoD).
The term avekdoitnrov is used by Proclus to signify transcendence,
but it should not be stripped of its connotations of visiting and
intimate/frequent familiarity, for the sense here, of course, is
that the divine Thearchy is able to visit and even fall in love with
everything without losing its own self-abiding, unmoving intimacy.

84. Pseudo-Dionysius, Divine Names, 712a-b: ToAuntéov d¢ kat TovTO VTIEQ
aAnOeiag elmeiv, OTLKALAVTOC O MAVTWV ALTIOC TG KAAQ Kl dyaO@ TV TAVTWY
£0wTL O VTIEQPOANV TG £WTIKNS AyaBOTTOC €Ew £aVTOD YiveTal TAig elg T
OvTa TAvTA mEovolag Kol olov ayafotntt Kat ayamnoet kat éowtt OéAyetat
KAl €K TOD UTTEQ TAVTA KAl MAVTWY £ENONUEVOL TIOOG TO €V MACL KATAYETAL KAT
£oTATIKNV DTTEQOVOLOV dUVAULY &vekdoltnTov éavtov. Compare DN 952a-b.
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Does “everything” mean everything—good and bad, superior,
inferior, saint and sinner? I think that Dionysius does mean everything.
Late in the 4" Century already, the most “unmoving,” austere—almost
inhuman ascetic, Evagrius of Pontus—at least according to some
modern assessments,® has this to say about the Holy Spirit: To &ylov
[Tvevua ovumaoxov t) fpetéoa aobeveia, kat akadagtolg ovov
eruporta v (On Prayer 63); ZtnOémi g GuAAKNG 0oL GUAATTWY
TOV VOOV 00U ATIO VONUATWV KATX TOV KXLQOV TG TTQOTEVXNG,
otvat €7 ) olkela NEEUlq, v 6 CUUTIAOXWV TOLG AYVOOUUL,
kat oot érudortrjon (Prayer, 70).% Thus, according to Evagrius, the
Holy Spirit visits us even when we are impure, sympathizes with the
ignorant, and will visit anyone of us if we only ask. Some hundred
years later than Evagrius, Dionysius is the inheritor of both traditions,
the biblical and the pagan, and he thus can bring the language of the
moved and the unmoved together into his representation of the Trinity
as a way of overcoming the negative heritage of Aristotle’s Unmoved
Mover whose providence does not seem to extend to individual things
in the sublunary world. He therefore points to a Prime Mover beyond
both movement and rest” whose love extends to everything and whose
power is so great that it finds itself in the heart of imperfection and sits
with weakness. Over seven hundred years after Dionysius, Aquinas
writes his commentary on the Divine Names and can, perhaps, conclude
with some justification that there is no real difference between reaching
a first being that moves itself, as understood by Plato, and reaching a
first being that is absolutely unmoved, as understood by Aristotle.®
Whatever the case, and even if Dionysius in a sense “destroys”
the Unmoved Mover, he is the first to articulate the paradox or to
show how the ultimate Unmoved Godhead can without departing
from its own intimate life fall in love intimately with everything.

85. For contemporary scholarship on this issue see Corrigan and Glazov,
“Compassion and Compunction: Two Overlooked Virtues in Evagrius of Pontus,”
JECS, 2014.

86. “The Holy Spirit, suffering together with our weakness (cf. Rom. 8: 26), visits
us even when we are impure.” “Stand on your guard, keeping your mind free of
mental conceptions at the time of prayer so that it may stand firm in its own tran-
quility in order that the one who suffers together with the ignorant may visit even
you...” (my translation). Greek Text: Philokalia 1. 176-89; PG 79, 1165-1200. English
translation, Evagrius of Pontus. The Greek Ascetic Corpus, R. E Sinkewcz, Oxford, 2000.

87. Cf. Marius Victorinus, Adversus Arium 1078c30, of the One or unalitas before
all things: “swifter than motion itself, steadier than rest itself” (ipsa motione celebrior,
ipso statu stabilior).

88.5CG 113, 10.
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Appendices

D)De Partibus Animalium 645a23-36: Every realm of nature is marvellous: and as
Heraclitus, when the strangers who came to visit him found him warming himself
at the furnace in the kitchen and hesitated to go in, reported to have bidden them
not to be afraid to enter, as even in that kitchen divinities were present, so we should
venture on the study of every kind of animal without distaste; for each and all will
reveal to us something natural and something beautiful. Absence of haphazard
and conduciveness of everything to an end are to be found in Nature’s works in
the highest degree, and the resultant end of her generations and combinations is a
form of the beautiful. If any person thinks the examination of the rest of the animal
kingdom an unworthy task, he must hold in like disesteem the study of man. For
no one can look at the primordia of the human frame-blood, flesh, bones, vessels,
and the like-without much repugnance. Moreover, when any one of the parts or
structures, be it which it may, is under discussion, it must not be supposed that
it is its material composition to which attention is being directed or which is the
object of the discussion, but the relation of such part to the total form. Similarly,
the true object of architecture is not bricks, mortar, or timber, but the house; and
so the principal object of natural philosophy is not the material elements, but
their composition, and the totality of the form, independently of which they have
no existence. (Ev maot yap toic ¢voikoic éveoti Ti Oavuaoctov: kal kaOdarnep
HpdxAertoc Aéyetar mpos Tovs EEvovg eimelv TOVC ovAopévove EvTvxely avTw,
ol éme1dn mpoctovTec eldov avTov Oepduevoy TPoc T imve éotnoay (ékédeve yap
avtove eiotévar Oappovvtac: eivar yap kal évtavba Oeovc) oUtw Kal mpos TNy
Cntnow mepl éxkdoTov TV Cowv TPOoLEVAL OEL [ OVOWTIOVUEVOY WG &V dTtaoty
ovToc Tvoc puotkod kal kaAov. To yap un tvxovtwe dAA” Evexd tivoc év Toic Tne
QUoEWS EPYoLC E0TL Kl HAALTTA: 00 8’ Evera ovVETTNKEY 1] Y EYove TEAOVC, TNV TOD
KaAov xawpav eiAngev. EL 6¢ Tic mnv mepl Tv dAAwv Cowv Oewpliav dTipov eival
VEVOULKE, TOV ADTOV TPOTIOV 0ledOat x pr) Kaul e pl adTov" 0VK €0TL Y& p Avev MOAANG
ovoxepelac idelv €& WV cUVETTNKE TO TWV AvOpwTiwy YEvog, olov aija, capkeg,
oota, pAEPec kal Ta TolavTa udpia. Ouoiwe te del vouiCew tov epl o0TIVOGODY
TV HOPLwY 1} T@V OKEVWV OtaeAeyopevoy un riept tne VAnG moteioOar Ty pvnunv,
UnodE TavTNG Yapw,&dAA TC 6ANC Hopdne, oiov kat mepl oixiag, AAAd un nAivOwv
xal Aod xal EVAwV: kal TOV mepl pvoews Tepl NG ovvOéoEws Kal TNG AN
ovoiag, AAAQ un mepl TovTWV & un ovppaivert xwptlopeva moTe e ovoiac avtwy).

II) Metaphysics 12, 7, 1072b13-30: &k TolaTNS &oax dQXAS HOTNTAL O 0VEAVOS KAt 1)
dUOLE. dlarywy™ ' E0Tiv ol 1 AQLOTI) HUkQOV XQOVOV 1)UV (0UTW YAQ diel €ketvor UV
HEV YXQ ADVVATOV), el KALTIOOVT) 1] EVEQYELX TOUTOL (KAt DLX TOUTO €YQ1Y0QUIS
aloBnoic vonoic fdlotov, EAmideg d¢ kat pvhpat dux tavta). 1) 0¢ vOnois 1 kad’
avTNV 100 Kab’ adTo AQIoTOV, KAl 1] HAALOTA TOU HAALoTA. aDTOV € VOEeL O VOUg
KATX LeTAANPLV TOL VONTOD: VONTog Y yiyvetal Otyydvwv kal voav, wote
TAVTOV VOUG KOL VOT|TOV. TO YAQ OEKTIKOV TOD VONTOU KAl TH)G 000G VOUG, éveQYel
0¢ Exwv, ot €ielvou paAAov TovTo O dokel O voug Oelov €xely, kait) Dewola TO
TOLOTOV KAl AQLOTOV. €l 0VV 0UTWS €V €XEL, WG MHELS TOTE, 0 O£0g el Davpaotov:
£1d¢ HaAAov, €t Davpaoitegov. Exetde @de. kat Lwn) O ye LA el 1] YOO VOO
evégyela Cwr), EKEVOG DE 1) EvEQYela- EVEQYela dE 1 ka®’ TV Eketvou Lwr) aploTn
Kal Adog. Gapey dn tov Oeov eivat (pov Aidlov &QLoTtov, wote Cwn Kal alwv
OUVEXTNG Kol AidLog DTt et T Oeqr ToUTO Y 6 Oedc. Compare EN 1154b24-28.
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III) Ennead V17 [38] 36, 3-25: “The knowledge or touching of the Good is the
greatest thing, and he (Plato) says it is the greatest study (cf. Republic 505a2), not
calling the looking at it a study, but learning about it beforehand. We are taught
about it by analogies, negations, and knowledge of the things that come from
it and certain methods of ascent by degrees, but we are put on the way to it by
purifications, virtues, adorning and by gaining footholds in the intelligible and
settling ourselves firmly there and feasting on its contents. But whoever has become
at once contemplator of himself and all the rest and object of his contemplation,
and since he has become substance, intellect and the complete living being (Timaeus
31b), no longer looks at it from outside-when he has become this, he is near, and
That is next and close, shining upon all the intelligible world. It is there that one
lets all study go, up to here one has been led along (mtawaywynOeic) and settled
in beauty and up to this point, one thinks that in which one is, but is carried out
of it by the surge of the wave of intellect itself and lifted on high by a kind of
swell (é€evexOeic d¢ @ avToD TOL VoL olov KVpaTL kat UPod U avTod olov
odnoavtog apbeic) sees suddenly (eloeidev éEaidvng), not seeing how, but the
vision fills his eyes with light and does not make him see something else by it,
but the light itself is what he sees. For there is not in That something seen and its
light...but a ray which generates these afterwards and lets them be beside it; but
he himself is the ray which only generates intellect and does not extinguish itself
in the generation, but it itself abides and that comes to be because this exists.”

1V) Compare, first, Tricot, 1986, vol. 2, 672-3n2: “Dieu, forme pure et transcendante,
Individu supreme, est le sommet et le terme de la série des forms, qui se développent
entre les deux poles de I’ étre, entre la matiére et la Pensée pure. L’Univers
aristotélicien est constitué par une hiérarchie de réalités, disposés selon une échelle
continue...qui sont toutes, a des degrés divers, des composés de matiere et de forme,
et dont I'une sert de substrat et d” echelon a celle qui suit et qui la surpasse par son
acte propre. Chaque forme substantielle trouve, en effet, dans une matiere qui lui est
extérieure la condition de sa realization...La forme supérieure, par la richesse plus
grande de ses determinations est la raison d” étre et le principe d’ intelligibilité de la
forme inférieure. La forme absolument pure, a laquelle on arrive aisi graduellement,
par elimination progressive de 1’ element material et de la puissance, n’a plus besoin
de sappuyer sur une matiére préexistante pour se realiser. Elle n’a d’autre condition
qu’elle-méme, elle est la Réalité par excellence, Ens realissimum, qui confére a toutes
les autres existence et intelligibilité;” and, second, Symposium 211b6-d1: dtav dr)
TIC ATIO TOVOE DX TO 0POWS MADEQATTELY EMAVIWY EKEIVO TO KAAOV &QXNTAL
KkaBoAav, oXedOV AV Tt ATTOLTO TOV TEAOVG. TOUTO YoQ 1) £0TL TO 000WS €T T
£0wTIKA LEvaL 1) VT &AAAOL dryeoOa, AQXOHEVOV ATO TWVOE TWV KAAQV EKelvou
&vera ToL KaAOD del EmavIéval, WoTEQ EMAVABATHOLS XOWHEVOV, ATIO £VOG €Tl
dVO KAl ATIODLOLY ETIL TTAVTA T KAAX CWHATA, KOL ATIO TV KAADV OWUATWY €Tl
TA KOAX ETUTNOEVHATA, KAL ATIO TOV ETUTNOEVHATWY €TTL TA KAAX pabniuata,
KOl A0 TV Habnpdtwy €m Eketvo o Hdbnua teAevtioat, 6 €0t oK &AAoL
1 a0TOL E€KEVOL TOL KAAOD HAONUA, Kal YV@ adTO TeAevt@V O €0TL KAAOV.

V) Ennead. 67 (30) 35, 3-28: OUtw d¢ didiceltal T0TE, WG KAl TOD VOELV KATADQOVELY,
0 TOV &AAoV xeOVoVv NomtaleTto, 6Tt TO Voelv Kivnoic Tic v, attn d¢ ov kivelobat
OéAer. Kat yop o0d” Eketvov ¢pnoty, 6v 004, KaltoL voug Yevouevog abtn Oewet
olov vowBOeloa Kal €V TQ) TOTW T VONTQ) YEVOREVT): RAAX YEVOUEVT) LLEV €V AT
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KO QL AVTOV €X0VOA TO VONTOV VOEL €TV O’ ékelvov (01 TOV BedV, mavTa 1)dn
adinory, olov el Tig eiceABwV elg olikov mouidov kat oUtw kaAov Bewpot évdov
oot TV MOKAPATWY kat Oavudlot, Ty eV TOV TOL oikov deoTdtny,
v & éketvov kat ayaocbeic o kata ™y t@v (10) ayaApatwv dpvow dvra,
AAA” &&lov ¢ dvTws Béag, ddelg Ekelva TOLTOV HOVOV TOL AotmoD BAEmol, elta
BAéTV KAl pn adpao@v to Sppa punkétt dpapa BAEmoL to ouvexet g Oéag,
AAAG TV Oty adTOD oLYKEQATALTO T Oeduaty, DOTE €V aLTQ 1T TO 0QATOV
mEOTEQOV OPv Yeyovéval Tov O (15) dAAwv mavtwv émiAdBotto Beapdtwy.
Kat taxa av oot t0 avaAoyov 1) eikdv, el pn avOowmog el O EMOTAS TQ T&
TOV 0iKOL OewHévew, AAAG TG Oedg, kat 00Tog 0L Kat’ v ToD olikov Bewpéva,
AAAG Tic Bedg, Kat 00Tog 0L kat’ Py dpavels, AAAX TV Puxnv éunAnoag tov
Bewpévou. Kal tov voov tolvuv v pév éxewv duvapy eig to voety, 1) ta (20)
&V aUTQ PAEmeL, TV O€, 1) T €Mékelva aUTOD ETBOAT TIVL kAl TaQadoXT), kO’
v Kal MEATEQOV €A LOVOV KAl 6wV VOTEQOV Kal vovv éoye kal v ol Kat
€0ty ékelvn pevn Béa vou Eudpovog, alitn d¢ voug 0wV, Otav adPowv Yévitat
pebvobeic Tod vérTapos: ToTe €0V yivetal (25) anAwbels eig evmAbelay 1@
KOQW: Kal €0tV avT peOvewv BEATIOV 1) oepvoTéow eival TolavTne pédne.

V1) On the Hieratic art, 1-13: ‘Q0meQ of £QWTIKOL ATO T@V €V aioOTel KAADV OOG
TEOIOVTEC €T AVTIV KATAVTWOL TNV KOV TV KAADV TTAVTWV KL VO TV AOXT|V,
0UTWS KAl ol LegaTuKol ATO TAG €V TOIS GALVOLEVOLS ATt CVPTAOElRG TTEOG Te
AAANAQ Kol TIQOG TAC APAVELS DUVALELS, TTAVTIA €V TAOL KATAVOT|OAVTES, TNV
ETUOTAUNV TV LEQATIKIV CLUVECTHOAVTO, Bavpdoavtes @ PAEmewy €V te Tolg
TIRWTOLS T ETXATA KAL €V TOIG E0XATOLC TX MQWTLOTA, £V OVRAVQ HEV T XOOvVia
kot aitiov Kai ovpaviwg, €v te Y1) té ovedvia Ynivws. 'H mdOev nAiotodmia pev
NAlw, oceAnvotedma d¢ TeANVI) CUYKIVELTOL CUUTIEQLTTOAODVTA £G DUVALY TOIG
oV kéopoL hwoTtnooty; Edxetat yap mavta kata v oikeiav ta&v kat Dpvet
TOUG 1)YEUOVAS TWV O£V BAWV 1) VOEQWCS 1) AOYIKQWE 1) GLOKDS 1) aloOnTC:
£TELKAL TO ALOTEOTIOV @ €0TLV EDAVTOV, TOVTE KIVEITALKAL, £LT) TIG AVTOD KATX
TV TTEQLOTOOPT)V AKOVELY TOV AéQA TA|OOOVTOG 010G Te TV, DUVOV &V Tiver dx
TOL 1Xov TovToL cLVIIo0ETO TQ BaoIAel TQOoAYOVTOS, OV dUVATALPUTOV DUVELV.
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