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Eros and Life-Values in Plato's Symposium

Stephen Halliwell

Olympiodorus’s commentary on the first Alcibiades, and likewise the anonymous Prolegomena to
Platonic Philosophy, recounts that shortly before his death Plato dreamt that he had turned into a swan
which frustrated a group of pursuing bird-catchers by moving rapidly from tree to tree. (Real swans,
you will appreciate, are not to be found in trees — but we are in a forest of symbols here.) Simmias the
Socratic, the story continues, decoded the dream as showing that the significance of Plato’s thought
would always elude its interpreters: no matter how hard they try, they will never capture its meaning.
Plato’s works, like those of Homer, we are told, are open to an irreducible plurality of interpretations.

Whatever the exact origins of this anecdote (which draws, of course, on motifs and tropes
from Plato’s own writings), it undoubtedly reflects a long history of ancient debates — both inside and
outside the Academy — about how to read Plato’s dialogues. Such debates have their modern
counterparts, and that is as it should be: we are still hermeneutic bird-catchers and the beautiful swan
continues to escape our grasp. This is as true of individual dialogues as of the whole oeuvre whose
parts they constitute. In the case of the Symposium, everyone agrees on the work’s multi-layered
texture of registers, voices and dramatic psychology: it was surely in the forefront of Nietzsche’s
mind when he characterised Plato’s writing in general as ‘polygeneric’ and quasi-(or proto-)novelistic.
Yet even the Symposium is regularly exposed to readings which enlist it in the cause of a doctrinally
systematic Platonism — the system usually being posited ‘behind’ the work but visible through it,
provided one has the right kind of discernment. Such readings treat the speech of Diotima (whom I
take as a fictionalised projection of Socrates’ ‘mantic’ persona) not just as a climactic moment in the
dialogue, but also as a definitive key to everything else around it. But to treat the Symposium as
though we can effectively transcribe its message in that way is arguably to collapse its complexity
into a reductive simplicity.

On the alternative hermeneutic adopted in this paper, Plato’s (written) philosophy in each of
his dialogues resides not in a single message which requires interpreters to extract and codify it, but in
the whole web of relations between its parts. What this means, among other things, for the
Symposium is that the speech of Diotima-Socrates, despite (or even because of) its unique features,
does not nullify everything that has preceded it nor even tell us exactly what we should think about all
the earlier speeches. The work itself, in its totality, sets up a configuration of perspectives — all of
them coloured by the elusive element of role-playing undertaken by the symposiasts (not least
Socrates himself) — which makes it impossible for Diotima’s account of mystical transcendence to
resolve all the questions so intricately posed by the dialogue’s succession of ideas.

I intend to concentrate here (with some drastically selective and abbreviated remarks) on the
Symposium’s treatment of erds as a focus for its participants’ idealised reflections on life-values —
values putatively capable of shaping and informing an entire life. That this is one profitable way of
following some of the work’s various thematic threads may seem paradoxical in the light of the fact
that in archaic and classical Greek culture erds/Eros — whether conceived of as divine, personified, or
purely naturalistic/ psychological, and whether or not conjoined with Aphrodite — is predominantly
associated with psychosomatic upheaval and loss of control: with types of experience, in other words,
that violently destabilise the course of a life, threatening it with madness and even, in extreme cases,
with destruction. Such traditional ideas are much more in evidence (both echoed and philosophically
recast) in Phaedrus than in the Symposium. In the latter, erds’s psychosomatic dangers are largely
suppressed. Instead, the concept is treated by almost everyone (with the obtrusive if complex
exception of Alcibiades) as a source of life-unifying meaning and motivation.

It is important, however, to remember that Plato could expect his first readers to be familiar
with a much wider range of earlier Greek patterns of thought about erds than we can now fully
reconstruct (though we can detect some of their traces). It is not, I suggest, a sheer coincidence that in
one fragment of Euripides (897 TrGF) Eros is described as ‘an education in wisdom’ (maidevpo
coolac), called a daimon with whom humans ‘consort’ (tpocopidelv, cf. Symp. 203a3), and regarded
as something into which it is possible to be ‘(un)initiated” (dtéAectoc) and which the young are urged
not to flee from but ‘to use correctly’ (xpficOat...0p0®c)? Other fragments of Euripides too (esp. 388,
661), as well as some passages in the surviving plays, contain clear indications of a conception of eros
that splits into a polarity of negative and positive, the latter capable of being harmonised with such
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values as cogio and cwepocvn. It is not a matter of positing direct links between the Symposium
and such texts but of recognising that the richness of the dialogue’s play of ideas, and the depth of its
cultural and literary resonances, must have been even greater for its earliest readers than it is for us
now.

In ways that intersect at many points with older Greek ideas about Eros/erds, the
Symposium’s ensemble of characters use the stylised, intense, but also playfully fantasised conditions
of the drinking-party to adopt positions, in their various styles of discourse, on how erds can function
as a life-guiding and life-unifying value. One consequence of this, on my reading (though not on
everyone’s), is a cumulative — and not just a Socratic — ‘desexualisation’ of erds: a distancing of it
from the specifically sexual domain of physical pleasure, and its conversion, even ‘sublimation’, into
other kinds of motivating goals. More specifically, all the main participants (with the conspicuous
exception of Alcibiades, whose whole persona is stamped with the intermittency of its impulses) seek
to escape from a conception of erds tied to the purely episodic workings of sexual desire.

This is seen with special piquancy (as well as pathos) in the contribution of Aristophanes. The
ostensibly corporeal incompleteness of the divided figures in his fable might be thought to lend their
yearning desire (160o¢, cf. 191a6) a superficially sexual tenor, and the same goes for their repeatedly
stressed need for embraces and physical entwinement (with four occurrences of the verb
coumhékeoBal, 191a-e, whose senses certainly include sexual congress). Yet, in a delicious touch of
dramatic irony, none other than Zeus himself misunderstands the predicament of the creatures whose
separation he had himself caused. Overcome by pity, he thinks it sufficient to rearrange their genitals
for the sake of specifically sexual cvumlokn between them (191c4), thereby allowing them ‘to
experience physical satisfaction/satiety (mAnopovn), cease from agitation, turn instead to work, and
take care of the rest of their lives’ (191¢6-8).

Zeus’s mistaken assumption is that humans’ erotic desires are fundamentally bodily and can
be dealt with — at any rate where males are concerned (191¢5-6) — by a mechanism of merely somatic
release. He also supposes that the bulk of a human life is (or can be) detached from eréds. But the story
tells us otherwise. It discloses that the most urgent desire of human ‘souls’ (not bodies) is for
something other than sexual intercourse, as well as something they cannot consciously recognise but
only instinctively ‘divine’ (uavtedetar, 192d1: Diotima-Socrates is not the only ‘mantic’ figure in the
work). Such desire craves non-episodic satisfaction distributed across a whole lifetime (cf.
datedodvrec... dia Plov, 192¢2-3). But a lifetime of what? That phrase refers directly to partners who
never live apart. Yet the allegorical wish-fulfilment of ‘fusion’ into a single entity (192d-e) dissolves,
rather than clarifying, the sense of what lovers want. Aristophanes’ formula for escaping the episodic
dissolves the coherence of individual identity itself.

*

Aristophanes (about whose speech I’ll say a little more in sequence below) is not alone in inhabiting
the realms of fantasy. There are puzzles about every attempt in the Symposium to forge a connection
between erds and the underpinning values of a life. I am deeply unpersuaded that solutions to any of
these puzzles are encoded within the text itself.

Phaedrus, who sets a rhetorical tone of idealisation for the whole discussion, has difficulty
stabilising his entire perspective on erds. He moves between an asymmetrical erastés-eromenos
paradigm and a more general conception which allows a wife like Alcestis to count as a ‘lover’; and
even his use of the former vacillates over how far the workings of erds need involve an active-passive
dynamic. But those uncertainties do not prevent the speech from broaching one version of the idea of
eros as a transformative power: a power, as Phaedrus specifically sees it, to build a whole life around
a relationship between ‘self” and a special ‘other’.

Phaedrus’s speech includes a salient statement of the conviction that erds is the most
important source of life-shaping value. ‘As regards that which should guide human beings in their
entire life if they are to live well (0 yap xpn avOpdmoic nyeicbot wavtog tod Biov tolg pEALovst KaA®dg
BidoesOa), this is something neither kinship nor honour nor wealth nor anything else can bring about
in the way that erds can’ (178c¢5-d1). The idea of ‘guiding’ a life conveyed here by the verb nysicOot
recurs several times later in the dialogue: Aristophanes calls Eros our ‘leader (yepdv) and
commander (otpatnydc)’ (193b2); Agathon likewise twice calls Eros nyesuov (197d3, e2, adding
musico-festive imagery to Aristophanes’ military metaphor); and Diotima sees the ascent to perfect
beauty as starting with a relationship in which an older person correctly ‘guides’ and leads another
(6pBGC MyfAtan O yodpevog, 210a6-7).

Phaedrus’s statement of eros’s capacity to guide a whole life follows immediately on the
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proposition that erastés and eromenos are the greatest good for each other, but it thereby
simultaneously shifts the terms of reference of his speech beyond the specifically sexual. The sexual
component in eros is in fact nowhere explicitly addressed in the speech; at most, Phaedrus takes the
operations of physical desire for granted. But his overall case requires the supposition that (perhaps
initially) sexual impulses can be channelled into the development of an ethical self. (I will just
mention in passing that if we look for a latent theory of what sexual impulses per se amount to,
Phaedrus’s only — and belated — answer seems to be that they are responses to bodily beauty: 180a5.
Note that this is the only reference to sensory beauty in his speech; all his other uses of koaAdg
vocabulary are ethically slanted.) Phaedrus’s account of erds leaves no room for bodily gratification
as an end in itself. On both his homoerotic and his gender-neutral models, physical desire is overlaid
by the beloved’s status as a kind of ethical mirror for the lover’s self-image.

That process appears to grow through a series of stages: first, a shame-centred desire not to be
thought bad; second, the ‘philotimic’ desire to be seen as good in the beloved’s eyes; third, the
willingness to sacrifice self-interest (even to the point of death) for the benefit of the other. But
Phaedrus blurs the picture by converting erastés/eromenos asymmetry into something more like
reciprocity (the beloved will feel the same shame, the same philotimia, and even the same self-
sacrificing impulses as the lover, 178e-9a); and he even hints at an element of emotional reciprocity
too (n.b. dyamdv at 180b2, the same verb used of lovers by Pausanias at 181c6 and by Diotima at
210d2). The bridge from asymmetry to reciprocity remains, however, very uncertain. Phaedrus’s
idealism exceeds its supporting theory. But he sets an agenda for what follows by advancing the far
from negligible thesis that erds can define a life by passionately motivating an individual to seek
ethical self-confirmation and self-realisation in the perceptions of another.

*

Pausanias’s speech differs from Phaedrus’s, though it does not respond to it directly (and Plato makes
sure he thwarts any readerly desire for narrative completeness, 180c1-2), by openly acknowledging
what the latter had relegated to the background: the (putative) root of erds in physical desire. Given
Pausanias’s claim that ‘there is no Aphrodite without Eros’ (ovkx &otwv dvev "Epwtog A@poditn,
180d4) — i.e., apparently (despite the suspicion of invalid logic), that erds is inseparable from sexual
attraction (always part of Aphrodite’s ‘entourage’) — it might seem strange at first sight to discern any
movement towards the ‘desexualisation’ of erds in Pausanias’s case. But it is also true that Pausanias
hedges round his notion of Uranian Aphrodite/Eros precisely by excluding many, even most, actual
practices and patterns of sexual desire. In addition, he specifically denies that erds need be a response
to physical beauty (182d7), thereby locating its centre of gravity elsewhere.

His concern, reinforced by a prescriptivism lacking in Phaedrus’s case, is to claim that what
starts (and may continue) as a sexual impulse can be made the basis of a lifelong relationship between
whole persons, not just their bodies. ‘Pure’ lovers, those ‘impelled’ by Uranian Aphrodite with
attraction towards young males on the cusp of adulthood, ‘are prepared...to form lifelong partnerships
and a fully shared way of life’ (mopeokevacuévorl...ong tov Blov dravia cuvesOUEVOL KOl KO
couProcduevot,...: 181d3-5). ‘The lover of good character remains (sc. a lover) throughout life, since
he is fused with something of lasting value’ (6 8¢ 10D fifovg xpnoTod Gvtog Epactng 810 Plov pévet,
dte poviuw ovvtakeic, 183e¢5-6.). As with Phaedrus, there is a gesture here in the direction of
reciprocity. Yet Pausanias feels a need to retain a distinction between erds and philia between the
partners (182c6): to that extent he leaves unanswered questions about what it means for such
asymmetry to underlie ‘a fully shared way of life’.

Because Pausanias’s speech has been predominantly discussed in relation to historical
reconstructions of the social mores and protocols of male homosexuality in classical Greece
(something I leave on one side here), and because he himself visibly takes pains to try to reconcile his
version of ‘pure’ erds with acceptance of sexual pleasure, it is easy to read his contribution to the
symposium as a self-serving translation of his own erotic orientation into a statement of normativity.
But in the thematic structure of the work his speech unmistakably adheres to a version of erds as a
source of unifying value that reaches beyond sexual desire as such. What’s more, unlike Phaedrus,
who saw erds as drawing out the lover’s (and the beloved’s) better self through practical virtue,
Pausanias sees this ‘better self” as realising itself partly through intellectual virtue. In this respect he
stands in a particularly significant relationship to the later speech of Diotima-Socrates: after all,
Pausanias alone of the first five speakers links his ideal eros with the idea of ‘philosophy’ (184d1, cf.
182c1), and he alone likewise brings the concept of phronésis into the equation (184d7). Despite these
verbal correspondences between Pausanias and Diotima, however, a gulf remains between them.
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Pausanias ties his whole case to the fulfilment of erds in a relationship between two persons; Diotima
will abandon any such premise once ‘philosophical’ erds has progressed beyond its earliest stages.
That, indeed, will be part of what makes her vision hard to come to terms with.

*

If Phaedrus and Pausanias, despite differences of nuance, agree in presupposing a relationship
between two individuals as the matrix of ideal erds, Eryximachus is the first, though not the last,
contributor to suspend such an assumption. His alternative vantage-point has something in common
with older Greek sensibilities. The idea of Eros not as a specifically human phenomenon but a force
manifesting itself in the cosmos as a whole is already present in Hesiod’s theogonic account of the
primeval emergence of Eros, and the quasi-Empedoclean traits of Eryximachus’ theory have also been
widely noted. But Eryximachus goes so far in expanding the scope of erds, and in equating it with a
series of other values (especially appovia and 6pdvota, but also @idia, coepocdvn, and dikarocbvn),
that he produces a more diffusely generalised conception of it than anyone else in the dialogue. When
he concludes that ‘all Eros, taken in its entirety, possesses all power’ (maoov SOvouwy &xet
cUMNPBINY...0 mag “Epwc, 188d4-5) it is impossible (and unnecessary) to distinguish between
rhetorical hyperbole and theoretical universalism.

Eryximachus’s interweaving of medicine, physics, and musical theory radically
depersonalises (and therefore desexualises) erds to the point where relationships between individuals
assume no more than a minor role within the larger scheme of things. Although he twice reiterates
Pausanias’s tenet that it is right for only good men to be allowed sexual gratification in homoerotic
relationships, he does so both times by way of analogy to his own preoccupation with medicine and
other arts (186b-c, 187d-e). It is open to readers to draw further general inferences about the
conditions which such relationships would have to satisfy on Eryximachus’s terms: most significantly,
they would presumably have to instantiate reciprocal rather than asymmetrical or hierarchical desires
(in keeping with the principle of £épav aAAniov, 186d6, whose immediate context is medical) and they
would have to incorporate ethical virtue (pueta cwepoocHVng Kol dikatoovvng, 188d5-6). Even so, it
looks as though one might practise Eryximachean values without ever being, in any sense, ‘in love’
with another person at all — or, at any rate, with one individual more than any other. There is at least a
degree of affinity here with Diotima. The paradox in Eryximachus’s case is that erds is given such a
pervasive presence in the world that it is impossible to disentangle it from all the other values that
might be identified in a life.

One of the Symposium’s many moments of dramatic irony occurs when Eryximachus suggests at the
end of his speech that he has maybe ‘omitted many things’ and invites Aristophanes to fill the gaps.
For all its mythic apparatus, Aristophanes’ narrative turns out to have a psychological kernel far
removed from Eryximachus’s all-embracing thesis. According to the comic poet, erdos makes only one
thing really matter in life: the self-‘completion’ in a unique relationship to another soul, and (despite
some residual use of the asymmetrical lexicon of ‘lovers’ and ‘beloveds’) the perfect mutuality of
such a relationship.

I have already drawn attention to one strand in Aristophanes’ speech which it shares with
those of the other symposiasts: its stress on the impulsion of erds towards a unified, non-episodic state
of being. But if we probe further into the allegorised core of his story, several points make it
distinctive. One is a vein of pathos (remember Zeus’s pity) beneath the comic veneer. While all the
speakers propose erds as the means for a human life to achieve supreme fulfilment, Aristophanes
alone modifies such idealism by striking a note of uncertainty: he mentions that few humans actually
find their true beloved (193b5-6) and he leaves the outcome of their quest rhetorically hypothetical (if
we are pious to the gods, we will all find our unique ‘other half’? cf. Diotima’s criticism of
Aristophanes’ moral ambiguity at 205d-e) and perhaps even contradictory (fulfilled erds depends on
piety yet involves the recovery of the ‘original’ condition in which humans offended against the
gods).

Another telling feature of Aristophanes’ contribution is that it implies a conception of human
identities as essentially given and unchangeable, not something to be shaped or developed along
extended life-paths. This is related to his emphatic appeal to ‘human nature’: apart from Diotima-
Socrates (see 206c4, 212b3), Aristophanes is the only speaker to use this concept and indeed to
identify it with erotic completion, thereby turning erds into a kind of biological imperative. But the

10
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principle of a universal ‘human nature’ does not itself generate or require the idea that each individual
can find erotic fulfilment only with a single, uniquely suitable partner: the two notions might even be
thought to be in tension with one another. Admittedly, there is a reading of the allegory available to us
which can assimilate that last point. But it is a reading that tips over from pathos into pessimism.

There is one final feature of Aristophanes’ speech I want to highlight. This is the fact that he
is the only symposiast who makes no use at all of the kaAdg word-group (or its opposite, aicypdc).
Aristophanic erds, it seems, has no need for a concept of ‘beauty’ (still the best general equivalent, for
all the well-known pitfalls of translation). Can we say why that should be? Relations between the
various speakers’ usage of kalos vocabulary are more complex than sometimes claimed. Phaedrus had
made one passing (and belated) reference to physical beauty as a defining property of an eromenos
(180a5) but had predominantly applied kalos terms to the virtuous actions prompted by eros (178c-d,
179c). Pausanias had followed Phaedrus’ ethical emphasis (esp. 180e-1a, 183d) but diverged from
him in the former respect: an eré6menos need not be physically beautiful (182d7). Either missing or
ignoring that last detail (see 186a4), Eryximachus generalised koAdg €pwg (186d1) to make it
coextensive with all relations of harmonious homonoia. Agathon will in turn complicate things by
calling the (symbolic) god Eros himself kdAMotog (195a7) but also, at the same time, taking all eros
to be a response to beauty (197b).

Where in this kaleidoscope of views does Aristophanes fit? I suggest, in brief, two reasons
why he makes no space for beauty in the foreground of his picture: the first, because beauty, unless
subjectively perspectivised (which it had been, for instance, by Sappho 16 PLF, &y® 8¢ kijv’ [sc.
KdAotov] dttm Tig Epatat, and cf., more obliquely, Plato Rep. 5.474d-¢), will not sit easily with
Aristophanes’ emphasis on the unique fit between every pair of ideal partners; secondly, because to
make beauty the specific object of erotic desire would be hard to square with Aristophanes’
disconcerting suggestion that the yearning soul does not understand its own desires and cannot
identify their true object (192c-d). Aristophanes might have followed Phaedrus and Pausanias in
applying kalos vocabulary to virtuous actions. But if he had done so this would have been marginal to
his argument: it would have left untouched everything which makes his speech sui generis within the
Symposium.

Agathon deserves a little better than the superciliousness many modern scholars show towards him
and like to suppose that Plato builds into his depiction. He is a poet (high on his recent success) and
self-consciously thinks of himself as performing in the small, intimate ‘theatre’ (194a-b) of his own
celebratory party. He is also, as Socrates correctly notes, someone who can adopt a Gorgianically
mannered rhetoric. His speech (and this is itself a Gorgianic mode) is a kind of prose-poem — both
stylistically and rhythmically. It has nothing to say about lovers and beloveds, and very little that is
directly sexual, though he does refer to sexual desire with the twin terms fuepog and n660g (197d7),
the former used by no one else and the latter only by Aristophanes. (Contrast the absence of both
terms from the discourse of Diotima-Socrates with their importance for the ‘Stesichorean’ Socrates of
Phaedrus.) Agathon’s speech purports to be a description of a god. Taken strictly on that level, it is
not actually refuted by the combined views of Socrates and Diotima: Diotima thinks gods are of
necessity happy and in possession of goodness and beauty (202c), precisely what Agathon had
predicated of Eros in the first place (195a5-7). The problem, of course, is that no one can plausibly
take Agathon to be talking strictly about Eros in separation from erds. And once one tries to decode
Agathon’s description of Eros as an account of human experience of desire, it becomes vulnerable to a
logical elenchus of the kind Socrates undertakes.

And yet. Is a logical elenchus the most appropriate mode of response to a prose-poem (and a
serio-comic one at that: 197e7), especially an elenchus that picks on the idea of Eros/erds as beautiful
while neglecting (till Diotima makes the point at 204c) the ambiguity that runs through Agathon’s
speech between Eros/erds as subject and object of desire? We can redeem some of the interest of
Agathon’s speech by taking it, in part at least, as a celebration of the aesthetics of erds: a free-floating
evocation of some of the sensory qualities (of form, texture, etc.) of objects of desire, the states of
mind associated with their enjoyment and contemplation, and even the creative drive within poetry
itself (196d-e), something Diotima herself will touch on (209a-d).

If Socrates’ interrogation of Agathon forms a kind of hinge in the Symposium — the point at
which readers are faced with a clash between fundamentally different kinds of discourse — it is a hinge
which can turn in both directions. Socrates subjects Agathon’s poetic flights of fancy to logical
analysis, and Diotima does the same to Socrates’ own thoughts. But as Socrates’ mantic alter ego,
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Diotima cannot get all that far, it seems, without turning back herself to a more visionary mode of
discourse.

It may seem preposterous to leave myself so little space for Diotima herself. But I have little to say
(for now) — confident that others will make up for this deficit.

Among the Symposium’s multiple perspectives on erds as a source of life-values, special
weight is lent to the idea of philosophy itself as a unifying form of life. This point of view is marked
programmatically at the outset, where Apollodorus recounts how the three years since he became a
devotee of philosophy have been orientated around a daily obsession with the words and actions of
Socrates (172¢) and bluntly tells his money-making friends that he pities their own lives as wretchedly
squandered on meaningless ends (173c-d). Socrates-Diotima links philosophy directly with eros: at
203d Diotima characterises Eros as ‘philosophising throughout his life’ (pihocop®v d10 TovTOg TOD
Blov); at 211d she describes contemplation of absolute beauty, in a somewhat odd trope, as the ‘place’
in life where a human being should ideally live, évtadfa o0 Biov...protov avBponm. (§vtaddo Tod
Biov ought to mean ‘at this point/stage in life’ but cannot do so here.) Concomitantly, she condemns
the body-centred way of life of many people (ironically including Socrates, 211d5). The impact of
Socrates himself on others’ lives is underlined, but also complicated, by the psychologically tangled
comments of Alcibiades both on the magnetic (Sirenesque) attraction exercised by Socrates and on
the reproach he expresses to the life that Alcibiades actually leads when apart from him.

Modern scholars have no difficulty accepting that the Platonic Socrates represents an entire
way of life. But when Socrates speaks about the philosophical life he is not always speaking
transparently about himself: that is so, very obviously, in his idealised account of philosophers in the
Republic. In the Symposium, the gap between Socrates the person and Socrates as mouthpiece for a
vision of the ultimate inspiration/aspiration of a philosophical life is difficult to gauge, since it is
embedded in Socrates’ mantic ‘ventriloquism’ of the views of Diotima. Even if we try to close that
gap by merging the two voices into one, that leaves us with a very strange Socrates and a set (literally)
of philosophical ‘mysteries’.

For anyone seeking to understand a philosophical way of life, the central enigma of Socrates-
Diotima’s vision is how the ascent to apprehension of absolute beauty (with the finality of a sudden
revelation, 210e4) is supposed to inform the rest of life. Diotima is emphatic that it can do so: évtadfa
100 Plov...frotov dvBporm, to repeat that telling if peculiar formulation. But the formulation
continues Osopéve avtod 10 Kaddv, so that the implication (of the present participle) is that the erotics
of philosophy involve living in the constant, vivifying presence of the transcendent vision (just as the
fleshly lover tries to live in the constant presence of a beloved, 211d6 — with an allusion to
Aristophanes’ speech). The emphasis is repeated at 211e-12a, where again a form precisely of life
(Blog) entails a continuous state or condition described by present participles (BAémovtog, Osopévov,
owvdvtoc). Yet because pure, unmixed, ‘divine” beauty is somehow independent of the material world
(211e), it remains uncertain how the former can give shape to a life conducted in the latter.

The mysterious ambiguity of Diotima’s vision is parallel to the ambiguity of Socrates himself,
represented as a figure who both does and does not seem to have need of others — capable of engaging
fully in social activity (even to the point of saving people’s lives in battle, 220d-e) but equally of
withdrawing, as we hear near both the start and the end of the dialogue (174d, 220c), into his own
impenetrable world of ‘noetic’ absorption. Is the Socrates we see and hear about in the Symposium
supposed to be living in the perpetual contemplation of absolute beauty? The dialogue cannot, and
does not purport to, tell us. It requires us to recognise the challenge of trying to make sense of both
Socrates and Diotima (and of the other characters as well), but its own enticing rewards — the rewards
of engaging dialogically as readers of Platonic philosophy — do not promise the availability of final
answers in the text itself.
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Telos and Philosophical Knowledge in Plato’s Symposium
Yuji Kurihara
1. Introduction

At the top of the “Ladder of Love” we suddenly encounter two mysterious subjunctives: teAevtiion
(211c¢7) and yv@® (c8), which the transmitted text retains.

b4 4 ~ / ~ \ [l \ 2 ~ 2\
dv TL 01TTOo1To TOD TEAOVS. TODTO Yyap ON €0TL TO OpODG Mt 211b7
10 EpwTIKA iévar f v’ dAAoL dyecbat, dpyxduevov amo cl

TOVdE TAOV KoMDYV kefvov Eveka 10D karod el éxavidvar,
domep EmavoBacpolc YpUeVoV, aro £vog émt 800 Kol aro
dvolv éml TdvTa 10 KAAQ COUOTA, KOl A0 TOV KAADY

pdtov &ml ta kodd podiuato, kel 4o tdv padnudtov &n’ c6
gKevo 10 uddnpa teAevtion, 6 £otv 0Ok dAlov §i adTod c7
gketvov 10D kokod udbnpo, kal yv@ ovtd tedevtdv O £ott c8
KoAOV. évtadba tod Blov, ® eile Zokpatec, Een N Mav- d1'

These subjunctives are mysterious not only because, without a conjunction such as iva or &g, they
cannot be explained grammatically in the infinitive construction (c1-d1) but also because these key
words entangle us in philosophically enigmatic questions: What is the felos of the Ladder of Love?
Why is the verb yv® used here, which is the only instance of a purely cognitive verb in this passage,
despite numerous appearances of sensory verbs, such as seeing and touching? While commentators
and translators have ingeniously emended the text to avoid grammatical problems, very few have
dealt seriously with the philosophical questions it raises.

In this paper, assuming that the text’s grammatical deviation is connected to philosophical
implications in this context, I would like to claim that Plato thinks of the telos of the Ladder of Love
as living the philosophical life, not merely grasping the Form of Beauty.’ Cons1der1ng the way the
philosophical life has to do with Beauty itself, I shall demonstrate Plato’s view of the importance of
philosophical knowledge to human beings.

2. Two Possible Emendations and Slings’s Solution

As noted above, the two subjunctives, televtion (211¢7) and yv® (c8), as they stand, are so
ungrammatical that any interpreter must either explain them in context or emend the text accordingly
With regard to the latter, roughly speakmg, there are two possible emendations: (i) scsr av for kai
(211c6) and (ii) a for kol (c8), using tekevtiicot instead of televtion (211c¢7).% (i) is more
traditional and traceable to the Aldina edition of the 16th century, the reading of which might derive
from &7 dv in a minor medieval manuscript, Vind. phil. 21(Y).* Accordlng to this emendation, the
final stage of the Ladder of Love consists of (a) reaching the science of Beauty itself from the
beautiful sciences and (koi 211¢8) (b) knowing Beaut ;f itself. Although this readmg, in a sense, is
based on a manuscript, “¥oT &v is a non-Platonic form™ and, as Brockmann has shown,’ Y belongs to
the family of a much more rehable manuscript, Clark. 39 (B), whose reading is xal at 211¢6; today
few editors adopt this emendation.’

More recent editors and translators,® on the other hand, have basically followed (ii), although
it is not authorized by any existent manuscript. This requires us to assume that televtiicar with
gnaviévar (c2) explains todto (b7). Interestingly, however, since {vo plus the subjunctive introduces a

"1 use the text of OCT of Burnet (1901), except tekevtiion (211¢7). Burnet emended it by tekevticar, following Usener
1875).
g To this extent, my claim is not new; cf. White (2004). See also Sheffield (2006) esp. 149; Howatson (2008) xxii.
(11) is Usener’s emendation in Jahn and Usener (1875) 107.
4 Brockmann (1992) investigates existent manuscripts and editions in detail. For 211¢5-8 and Y, see 81-2.
5 - Bury (1932) ad loc.
6 See Brockmann (1992), Stemma Codlcum
7 Schanz (1881) changes kaf (211¢6) to &g, to which Bury (1932) ad loc., objects by saying that ¢g, in the final use, is “very
rare in all good prose writers except Xenophon.”
¥ Dover (1980) 158; Rowe (1998) 200; cf. Bury (1932) ad loc.
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final clause that shows purpose, according to this emendation the final stage of the ladder consists in
(b) knowing Beauty itself as a result or purpose of (a) reaching the science of Beauty. This differs
from the reading of (i), which supposes that both (a) and (b) constitute the final stage,g whereas (ii)
posits a causal or teleological relation between (a) and (b), specifying (b) as the final stage. Although
Christopher Rowe, who, like most scholars, supports (ii), notes that “none of the editorial solutions to
the problems looks particularly attractive, but none makes much difference to the sense,”'” we must
stress that whether we adopt (i) or (ii) does affect our understanding of the final stage of the ascent, so
we must be more cautious in considering the relation between (a) and (b).

What, then, is the felos of the ascent? We must answer this philosophical question by referring

back to Diotima’s original account of the ascent at 210a4-211b5, which our passage merely
recapitulates. As a matter of course, we will find a similar, but more complicated description of the
final stage of the ascent at 210c6-e5. After beautiful activities, says Diotima, the guide must lead
(Gyayeiv sc. Sgiv) the lover to the different kinds of knowledge, so that (tva) the lover may next see
(1dn) the beauty of the kinds of knowledge and may no longer be (n) worthless and petty by clinging
to particular beautiful objects, but may give birth to (tiktn) many beautiful, magnificent words and
thoughts in unlimited philosophy, contemplating the great sea of beauty, until (or in order that; £og
@v) he will behold (kotidn) a certain single kind of knowledge, which is of Beauty itself. Diotima then
calls Socrates’ attention to the issue of finality and continues as follows: the lover, who comes now
towards the final goal of matters of love, will suddenly behold (katdyetor) Beauty itself.
Obviously, just like its recapitulation, this description reveals a causal or teleological relation between
seeing the beauty of kinds of knowledge and seeing the single knowledge of Beauty itself. It is also
clear that in addition to seeing the knowledge of Beauty itself, Diotima further mentions seeing
Beauty itself, without specifying their mutual relationship. It seems natural that these two distinct—at
least Verbally—activities of seeing correspond to the above (a) and (b) in the recapitulation,
respectively.'' If so, our understanding of the relation between (a) and (b) will directly serve to
explain the felos of the ascent in the original description.

Let us now turn to the other attempt to understand our two problematic subjunctives. S. R.
Slings tries to elucidate them in context and concludes that the text is correct.'> After asserting that no
solutions introducing a conjunction explain the corruption, Slings compares our two relevant
passages—210c6-d6 and 211b7-d1—and argues that the subjunctives without {vo. describe the final
stage of the ascent. He points out three factors that combine to produce a reasonable account: first, in
Diotima’s original description “the steps themselves had been in the infinitive and the result in the
subjunctive,” whereas in the recapitulation “the whole process focuses on the result.” Second,
describing the stage of knowledge, Diotima uses the lengthy tva clause including three subjunctives:
1m, N, and tiktn. Third, in the recapitulation “the whole process of ascent is in turn one long string of
prepositional phrases,” depending on and following the single infinitive éraviévar: “psychologically
speaking, it is easy to understand that after all the prepositional phrases the influence of this infinitive
is weakened.” “Therefore,” Slings concludes, “when a new verb is necessary,” the parallelism
between the original account and the recapitulation “causes a shift from infinitive to subjunctive.”

Judging by the textual fact that the sentence including the subjunctives in question, which
itself is extraordinarily long, condenses and recapitulates even more complicated original sentences,
Slings’s solution seems to me attractive by appealing to the speaker’s psychology in this passage.
Moreover, in examining several passages in the Platonic corpus, Slings shows that “the rules and
habits of the spoken language, in other words, oral grammar, do indeed play a decisive part.”"’ I
prefer to accept this account, which is based on “oral grammar,” to emending the text, for it is
plausible that Plato is here most vividly imitating and representing an oral communication between
Diotima and Socrates, in full awareness that the subjunctives are “ungrammatical” in the written
language. What, then, does Slings think of the final stage of the ascent? By reading the subjunctives
as they stand, he must take it for granted that xai (211c8) is a copulative conjunction; he then must
hold that the final stage consists of (a) seeing the knowledge of Beauty and (b) seeing or knowing
Beauty itself,"* which is in agreement with the reading of (i). Slings, however, does not explain what

%1t is, of course, possible that koi is a consecutive kai, “and so0,” in which case the final stage itself can be divided into two
steps.

0 Rowe (1998) 200.

' Scholars agree that émotiyn and pddnua are interchangeable here.

12 Slings, (1997) 208-10, to my knowledge, is the only scholar who reads the text as it is, except Nehamas and Woodruff
(1989) 59 n.93, who note on tehevtion: “Here we follow the manuscripts, rejecting Usener’s emendation. The finite verb
form of the manuscripts is more vivid”; but they take kaf like fva and translate: “so that in the end he comes to know...”

'3 Slings (1997) 204.

' Slings, (1997) 210 n.92, actually denies splitting up the final stage into two parts, criticizing Burnet’s solution that changes
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they are and how they are related, except saying that (b) is merely the final result. From a
philosophical viewpoint, his standpoint is far from clear. Thus, we must now shift from philology to
philosophy.

3. What is the Telos of the Ladder of Love?

Although I have focused on the distinction between (a) seeing the knowledge of Beauty and (b) seeing
or knowing Beauty itself, few scholars care about it, but group them together, despite the fact that
most of them actually follow the emendation of (ii). Terence Irwin, for example, divides the whole
process of ascent into six stages: S1=a single beautiful body; S2=the beauty in all bodies; S3=the
beauty of souls; S4=the beauty of practices and laws; S5=the beauty of sciences; S6=Beauty Itself."
If one reads tva for xai (211c8) either causally or teleologically, then one must distinguish between
(a) and (b); otherwise, one would be inconsistent. Hence, because I now follow the transmitted text
and read xai (c8), I need not explain a causal or a teleological relation between (a) and (b). However, I
must explain how (a) and (b) are both distinct and related to each other.'

Let us begin by considering (a) seeing the knowledge of Beauty at 210d6-el. As the text
indicates, this follows the previous stage in which the lover engages in philosophy and sees the beauty
of various kinds of knowledge, while contemplating the great sea of beauty and giving birth to
beautiful and magnificent words and thoughts. To compare these two stages, we must note that it is in
philosophy (év @ilocoeia apdéve d6; évtadbo d6) that the guide leads the lover from studying
different kinds of knowledge to the single knowledge of Beauty itself. The lover then must start to
study each subject of knowledge according to its proper method and the overall curriculum of
philosophy. Beauty in each kind of knowledge is different from beauty in bodies and activities or
laws, in that knowledge concerns universals instead of particulars, such as a little boy, a person, or an
activity (d2-3). Being led by the guide correctly, step-by-step, the lover observes beautiful subjects of
all kinds of knowledge as in the great sea of beauty spread in front of him. Without being possessed
by any particular kind of knowledge, by following the guide the lover tries to swim across the great
sea through understanding a series of philosophical subjects and producing reasonable accounts and
theories of them in due order.

Next, the lover is led to see the knowledge of Beauty, which must be distinct from seeing the
beauty of each kind of knowledge in the previous stage. In astronomy (cf. R. 528e-530c), for example,
the lover may look up at the night sky, observe the celestial objects, and suddenly comprehend the
real motions of the heavenly bodies based on the universal law behind apparent movements of the
sensible stars, so that he can give an account of the law by discussing it with the guide. In this case,
the lover sees the objects of knowledge—the celestial objects, the heavenly bodies, and the universal
law—in front of him and with the guide, as well as seeing its beauty, acquires knowledge of it.

Similarly, the lover may well see (xatidn 210d7) the knowledge of Beauty somehow in front
of him before acquiring it. Now that the object of knowledge is Beauty itself, not the beauty of
something else, he cannot rely on sensible objects in order to discover something hidden behind them.
Instead, he witnesses how the knowledge of Beauty manifests. This time, however, there is no other
medium through which he learns to see beauty. Because the knowledge in question concerns Beauty
itself, the knowledge of Beauty directly emerges through the philosophical dialectic between the
guide and the lover. Not only does the guide try to teach the lover what Beauty itself is, but she also
actualizes and exemplifies her knowledge of Beauty here and now. Differently from the previous
stage in which the lover studies each kind of knowledge with the guide and succeeds in seeing its
beauty, the lover at this stage cannot yet produce beautiful words and thoughts by himself, but
receives them from the guide through dialectic, thus learning what the knowledge of Beauty must be
like, even before possessing it.'” The guide is a model of the acquisition of that knowledge and the
lover begins to imitate the model in order to know Beauty itself next.

Diotima goes on to explain (b) how the lover learns to see Beauty itself: “Anyone who has
been guided and educated in love matters to this point, contemplating beautiful things in order and
correctly and coming now to the final stage of love matters, will suddenly behold something

tgdevthon to tedevtioat and leaves yv@® unchanged.
5 Irwin (1977) 167; cf. Moravesik (1971) 286; Blondell (2006) 154-5. An exception, again, is Nehamas and Woodruff
(1989) xxi, who say: “But even the love of knowledge ... is not the final stage of the ascent,” but it is surprising that they do
not distinguish between seeing beauty of kinds of knowledge and seeing the knowledge of Beauty; so their reading of the
subjunctives does not serve to explain the final stage of the ascent.

This copulative xai may be either successive or epexegetical. As I shall show below, it must be successive.
17 At 202a Plato posits correct belief between knowledge and ignorance, in that it hits the truth without giving a reason for it.
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wonderfully beautiful in its nature” (210e2-5). In my reading of the subjunctives, (b) seeing Beauty
itself constitutes the final stage, in addition to (a) seeing the knowledge of Beauty. How, then, are
these two cognitions related to each other?
As F. C. White points out, most scholars presuppose that the telos of the Ladder of

Love consists in the lover’s contemplation of Beauty itself. White, on the other hand, argues, “the
higher mysteries reach their summit ... in the philosopher s bringing forth of true virtue and in the
immortality that this bestows.”"® Whlte is right in following Diotima’s generic definition of love
(205a-206a) and taking into account the “Lesser Mysteries” (208e-209¢) for the sake of (®v &veka
210al) the “Greater (Higher) Mysteries.” In the Lesser Mysteries, the lover encounters a beautiful
person and educates (modevey 209¢2) him to become a good man (t0v dvdpa tOv dyabov cl) by
begetting virtue (a3-4, b8, c3) and rearing it together (c4-7). Similarly, according to White, the true
lover in the Greater Mysteries begets true virtue, which amounts to the philosophical works and
external discourse shared with his beloved. Thus, the true lover as a philosopher can attain
immortality by leaving true virtue as such behind for the future generations.

I agree with White that the felos of the Ladder of Love is not characterized merely as seeing
Beauty itself but as the philosophical activities of the lover and the beloved. As White stresses,
Diotima explicates the philosophical life as worth living for the lover who is contemplating Beauty
(cf. 211d1-3). However, White’s analysis is not sufficient to ensure that the lover’s philosophical life
must involve the beloved’s engagement in it, for the text only indicates the interaction of the lover
with Beauty, not with the beloved (211d-212a).%° To resolve this problem, as I propose, we should
look into Diotima’s two-step account of the final stage of the ascent. First, (a) Diotima describes the
lover’s learning process of Beauty itself, which is led by the guide who manifests and actualizes her
knowledge of it. Although the lover has not acquired knowledge of Beauty, as long as he is a student,
he actually participates in that knowledge and engages in philosophical activities with the guide, who
lives a philosophical life. While as teacher the guide attempts to explain what Beauty is, the lover
makes every effort to receive the guide’s explanation as correct. This is how the lover sees the
knowledge of Beauty appearing in the dialogical interaction between him and the guide. Second, (b)
Diotima goes on to state that the lover suddenly (8&aipvng 210e4) beholds Beauty itself, which must
mean that the lover succeeds in acquiring the knowledge of Beauty. This knowledge, as we saw,
appears in the philosophical dialogue between the teacher and the student. By beholding Beauty itself,
therefore, the lover then becomes a philosophical guide and begins to educate a beautiful person to be
good, just like the lover in the Lesser Mysteries does. Thus, the lover’s acquisition of the knowledge
of Beauty is no doubt a momentary experience, but it never ends at this point. While contemplating
Beauty itself,”' the lover continues to actualize his knowledge through philosophical engagement with
the beloved. In this dialogical nature of that knowledge, we can conclude that the telos of the Ladder
of Love resides in the lover’s philosophical life and involves the beloved’s engagement in it.

Consequently, Diotima represents the final stage of eros as both (a) the ascent and (b) the
descent of philosophy, at the summit of which the lover suddenly changes his role from student to
teacher. By following the transmitted text and reading televtion (211¢7) and kai yv® (c8), we will
discover that these two sides of philosophy are closely related to each other at the final stage of the
Ladder.

4. Socratic Eros and Platonic Education

I have thus far elucidated the dialogical nature of knowledge of Beauty in this passage. As knower,
the guide aims to explain what Beauty is, while as pupil, the lover accepts the guide’s explanation as
correct and tries to understand it, even though he himself cannot yet give an account of Beauty. Only
in succeeding in leading the lover to behold Beauty, can the guide legitimately call herself a knower
for the first time, thus proving her teaching ability. In other words, it is then that the guide becomes
“wise about love matters” (tadtd [sc. ta épotikd] te¢ copn 201d3) and can educate the lover. In the
same way, the lover encounters a new lover and initiates him into the mystical rites of philosophy by
teaching the matters of love. It is not until he succeeds in leading another lover to contemplate Beauty
that the lover-guide partakes of immortality, thus being loved by the gods. Therefore, the true virtue

'8 White (2004) 366.
' White (2004) 374-8.
20 Cf. Sheffield (2006) 145-6, 149; Blondell (2006) 155-6. Interestingly, White, (2004) 372, does read fva for kof (211c8)
and virtually admits the ﬁnahty of having knowledge of Beauty itself.

2! Note Plato’s frequent uses of present part1c1p1es here (Gscopsvw adtd 10 koAb 211d2-3, Beopévov kal cuvévTog avTd
212a2; cf. épantopéve 212a5). See also Opdv (211d5) and 6pdvteg (d6); cf. BeacOar (d7).
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that the lover delivers must be philosophy itself.

Finally, I suggest that the dialogue form adopted here supports this reading. Plato describes
how Socrates becomes a philosophical guide (énictacbor or dewvog ta épwtikd, cf. 177d7-8, 198d1,
207¢3; 193¢e5) with the help of Diotima’s initiation or teaching (818doxketv, cf. 201d5, 204d2, 207a5),
being aware that he needs a teacher (207¢5-6). Having been persuaded by her, Socrates establishes his
own principle of life (niotic; cf. meneiopévog 212b2) and turns to persuade (b3) other people whom he
thinks are pregnant. In this way, he actualizes his dialogical knowledge of Beauty in the form of
philosophy. Similarly, through writing his dialogues, Plato too guides his readers in the philosophical
life. In reading this passage, we experience variously overlapping philosophical dialogues based on
freedom (cf. pilocooio apdoVe 210d6), Wthh goes beyond our slavish everyday conversation (cf.
elvapiag Bvntiig 211e3; cf. R. 515d3) Plato’s creation of this mystic mood surely affects our
psychology and leads us to accept the irregularity of the subjunctives in question.
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Il ruolo e 1'importanza della dimensione
esperienziale ed empirica nel Simposio

Maurizio Migliori

ABSTRACT

Una visione che metafisicizzi alla seconda potenza i concetti cardine dell’impianto metafisico di
Platone ¢ portata a ignorare [’attenzione che il filosofo ha sempre per il concreto e I’empirico e quindi
a rischiare di perdere I'unita della filosofia dell’ Ateniese.

Tale attenzione nel Simposio si manifesta a vari livelli:

1. Troviamo una valorizzazione della dimensione sociale, a partire dal convito stesso e dalla
cura con cui viene presentato e concluso, dalla natura dei presenti e da tanti altri elementi, ad esempio
nell’intervento di Alcibiade.

2. A livello filosofico, nei vari discorsi abbiamo molte affermazioni che dividono o unificano
troppo i due piani, fisico e metafisico, e che vengono poi smentite o corrette. Per fare degli esempi, si
pensi a come Diotima (208C-D) trascende la posizione di Fedro che descrive in termini solo umani e
sociali la potenza di amore (178 C-180A); si pensi a come viene superata la posizione di Pausania che
separa e contrappone le due Afroditi, mentre gid Erissimaco sente il bisogno di ricollegare i due
ambiti, cosa che trova il suo completamento nella trattazione di Diotima; si pensi alla visione mitica di
Aristofane, che unifica in modo eccessivo i soggetti, cosa che viene poi smentita esplicitamente da
Diotima (205D-E) in nome del bene.

Gli esempi potrebbero moltiplicarsi: si tratta di ricostruire il sottile gioco di riferimenti e
correzioni interne che Platone opera fin dalla prima parte del testo. Infatti, la contrapposizione tra il
discorso vero di Socrate e quello non vero degli altri (198D-199B) non implica la loro falsita, dato il
modello triadico esplicitato senza alcuna apparente ragione da Diotima, la quale sostiene che c’¢
qualcosa di intermedio fra sapienza ed ignoranza (201E-202A), affermando cosi che non ¢ corretto
lavorare in un quadro binario per concetti come sapere-non sapere, bello-brutto, buono-cattivo.

3. Infine I’empiria ha un importante ruolo nella trattazione di Diotima, che parte sia
dall’affermazione che tutti sono gravidi sia dalla naturale tendenza di un mortale a diventare
immortale (207B-E); questa riguarda sia I’essere umano, sia il corpo, sia ’anima e le attivita spirituali
(208A-C). Nel processo ascensivo, che non é necessario ricondurre all’anamnesi ma che allude ai suoi
concetti fondamentali, Diotima mette in gioco vari elementi empirici, in una connessione stretta anche
perché i veri misteri sono «quelli perfetti e oggetto di iniziazione, in funzione dei quali sono anche i
precedenti, se si procede correttamente» (210A1-2). Cosi si arriva a scorgere all’istante (210E4)
quell’unica scienza, che ha per oggetto la bellezza, Idea divina (211E3) che porta I’essere umano
stesso in una sfera divina e lo fa essere in qualche senso immortale.

Dunque questo processo, svolto da sé o sotto la conduzione di una guida (211C) parte da dati
elementari e via via per successive purificazioni, viste come necessari gradini, giunge ad una
conoscenza improvvisa che ha natura diversa dal processo che ’ha resa possibile, un dato importante
per il tema della conoscenza del Bene.



Who loves? The question of agency in Plato’s Symposium

Carolina Aratjo

According to the ancient models of praise’, the excellence proper to the praised is to be lauded in
preference of its other features, like genealogy or wealth. When it comes to the praise of Eros in
Plato’s Symposium, Phaedrus’ speech announces that he is the cause without which no human being
accomplishes great deeds (178c2-3; 178d2-4). To explain what is this causal function, Phaedrus
describes the divine manifestation not according to the traditional epiphany, but to enthusiasm, a
model in which the internal presence of the god produces the human excellence in what then becomes
a simultaneously human and divine deed (a0t0¢ 6 "Epmg &vBeov momoeie mpog apetny - 179a7; todto
0 "Epwg 101g épdot mapéyel yryvouevov mop' avtod - 179b2- 3). In general, it is hard to distinguish
Eros from individual desire or motivation of actions, but 1t is also hard to distinguish it from an
external stronger force that commands this same individual.> This tension between the divine and the
human share in a cooperative work of motivation seems to me a leitmotiv in the dialogue, and in this
paper I will try to explore some consequences of taking it as a key to the text’s interpretation, an
unusual approach in view of the long-lasting mainstream of readings of the Symposium according to
the object of love.

Resuming Phaedrus’ speech, we can easily see its inconsistency in dealing with enthusiasm:
On the one hand, he claims that Eros is the cause of shame and desire of honor in human beings
(178d2), motivations that are connected with the visibility of the action (178d5; €2; 179a3), in which
lovers and beloveds act as a spectacle to each other (178d4-5; el1-2; e4-5; 179d2; el-2). On the other
hand, he claims that the beloved is more honored by the gods because he does not act by enthusiasm
(180a7-b5), but only as a response to the lover.’ More interesting than the inconsistency, though, is
the equivocal use of enthusiasm as both an internal and an external motivation, better said, between
inspiration (by the god) and aspiration (for honor). As we can see in the case of shame, aspiration can,
while inspiration cannot, take the form of a restraint on previous motivations.

Pausanias is more strongly committed to the enthusiastic model, using it to describe agency
for both good and bad actions (180e4; 181b8, d1). In this setting, restraint has a central role, either
produced externally by rules (181d7-el; 182al; 182a3-6), or internally by good agents, who are
voluntary servants (181e3-182al; 184c2-3; 181c4). The fact that rules differ in quality (182d1-5)
would be an Ob_]eCtIOII to this system, but Pausanias proves himself to be more refined than a simple
conventionalist.* He claims that better rules are those successful in turning external into internal
restraint, i.e., in promoting excellence (184c3; 185b1-5), through a device of long-lasting tests of
internal motivations (Bacaview - 184al; 183e6-184a5). In doing so, he evaluates actions according
to the perseverance of the agent and the stability of the object of love, i.e., the soul in contradistinction
to the decaying body (183e1-2; e6). Time and persistency reveal the good lover, for whom love is an
aspiration (for excellence) through restraint.

Eryximachus operates a wide extension of the enthusiastic model in considering it present in
everything that moves towards something, including the gods (186a3-6; kat' dvOpdmiva kol kata Oelo
npdypoto - 186b2). The cosmic approach makes Eros an overall power that must be directed towards
the good if happiness is to be produced (188d4-5). In his approach to arts, Eryximachus presents
human knowledge as the mastering of Eros and its effects (émiotdpuevog umotficon kai Evovta EEeAely,
ayafog v € Snuloupyoq - 186d3-4). Eros is the ob]ect on which the arts work with the a1m of
producing harmony (d¢ &v koopdTepoL yiyvowvto ot pimm vieg - 187d5-6; 188b3-6; c1-2; ¢6-7)° and

1Arlstotle Rhetoric, I, 9 (1327b28-1328a9). Anaximenes of Lampsarcus, Ars Rhetorica, 35, 3.1-4.5 (1440b14 -28).

2 «Usando la termlnologla contemporanea, si potrebbe dire che la persona amata ¢ al tempo stesso 1’origine e la meta della
forza che si quahﬁca come desiderio in colui che ama e lo fa tendere verso di essa”. (Calame: XX VIII-XXIX).

? The problem is not “that the love of which Phaedrus speaks is not the ultimate source of excellence” (Corrigan & Glazov-
Corrigan: 53-4), because love (in the lover) is still necessary for the action of the beloved; the problem is that Phaedrus has
two concepts of enthusiam: desire for honor is still the motivation in the beloved.

* Dover seems to discard Pausanias’ commitment to excellence, persistence and love of the soul as a dlsgulse for his personal
interest: “the difference between good and bad eros lies in whole context of the ultimate physical act, not in the presence or
absence of the act itself”(1964: 34) or “The eros of which he approves is a protracted relationship, in which the resistance of
the eromenos makes great demands on the erastes, but there are circumstances in which resistance should cease” (1978: 91).
However even if the sparse biographical information available on Pausanias should count more than the text itself, he would
stlll defend a relatlonshlp in which the sexual act is not the first aim.

* In saying that there is an erotic knowledge (187a5) and that Eros guides the arts (ndoa 310 0D Bg0d TovTOV Kvﬁspvarou -
186e4-187al) he means that Eros is an art object, a formula that should be understood in a sense similar to dpyovoi ye ol
éxvar kol kpatodow xetvov odnép giov téxvar. (Rep., 342¢8-9) or mca 1| Tpa&ig kol i kbpwoig Sid Adyovéotiv. sd tadt’
gyo v pnTopikny tévmy A&Ed sivan mepi Adyovg (Gorg., 450b9-¢2).
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if everything is enthusiastically moved, Eryximachus’ artist is not. He does not love; he is moved by
the greatest power of knowledge, the only one that, bringing things to their ends, generates happiness
(188d5-10).

The first attitude of Aristophanes in his speech is to defend Eros as a cause of human
happiness, turning him into the divine physician that promotes the healing of human beings (189c9-
d3). According to his myth, Eros is the longing for the previous half (191a5-bl; c8-d3; 192b5;
192e10-193al), which could have been deadly had not Zeus provided human beings with temporary
relief (191b6-8) and ways of reproduction (191c4-5). Sex is not Eros, but as well as the rules (192b2),
it is a device to ensure all other non-erotic human actions (i ta €pya tpémowvto kai tod dAlov Biov
gmperoivto - 191¢7-8), in particular the sacrifices and honors to the gods (190c4-5). However, this
purpose of the gods is not clear to humans; to us Eros is an obscure motivation (192c4-d5), an
indefinable stroke (ékmAfttovtal - 192b7), a suffering (v dvOporivny Vv kai o Tadquata avThc
— 189d5-6) in opposition to the actions expected from humans. Notwithstanding Eros is our own
nature (191¢8-d2), each erotic suffering is a reminder that we are not the god that Eros is. We suffer,
Eros heals; his philanthropy consists in a unique inverted enthusiasm: he leads to constant failure in

chieving the goal, i.e., to become whole, and through this suffering he inspires non-erotic actions.
Eros is a cause of happmess inasmuch as it reminds us that happiness is not the fulﬁllment of our
desires, but a gift from the gods and that therefore we ought to act p1ously (193a7-b1).’

This brings us to Agathon’s complaint that all the previous speeches have taken the
enthusiastic model for granted in not distinguishing the god himself from his effects in human beings.
According to him, Eros is the highest paradigm of happiness, beauty, goodness and youth (195a6-8),
whose presence is to be found in the characters and the souls both of humans and gods (v yap 10sot
Kol yoyais Oedv kai avOpdmwy - 195e4-5) that present these properties. Hence Eros manifests itself
not through enthusiasm, but according to a principle of affinity, i.e., attractron of the similar (6potov
opoie del mehdlel - 195b4-5) and repulsion of the opposite (l96a7 8).f Moreover, this is not a
compulsive movement; Eros is a choice to the detriment of the kingdom of Necessity (195c6; 197b7).
Both gods and human beings are Voluntary servants of Eros, to use Pausanias’ expression (196b6-7;
cl-2); a choice justified because Eros is the strongest of all desires (196d2-3). Agathon’s model
merges inspiration, restraint and choice into aspiration’: given the principle of afﬁnrty, the most
powerful internal motivation is the one toward the external paradigmatic object (dfilov 611 kGAovg —
afoyel yop ook émt Epwg - 197b5; ék 10D Epav 1@V KaA®V mdvt' dyada yéyovev - 197b8-9), an external
final cause presented to both gods and humans. Happy are those who choose happiness and the ones
who choose Eros love.

Notoriously this is Socrates’ point in the elenchus based on the formula tivog 0 "Epwg &pmg
(199d1-2; e6-7). We can see here that Socrates distinguishes lover and beloved, claiming three points:
i) the presence of Eros is necessary to the act of love; ii) it is the lack in the agent that marks his
difference from the object (200a8-bl; avt®v T0VTOV OV évdeng oty - 202d1-3) and iii) love is a
desire to possess the object and this possession is happiness (200b6-8; 205a1-3). Altogether, these
claims result in Socrates’ striking treatment of Eros, and not of the human being in which Eros
manifests himself, as the lacking subject (201c4; 204al-7). Diotima’s speech, claiming that Eros is
not a god, but a daimon (202d5-e1; 203a4-8), is introduced precisely to reject the enthusiastic model
through a defense of the unity of the love agent. It is not only the case that both daimones and human

% In presenting Eryximachus as “the exemplar of authority that persuades™ (170), Edelstein lists all the advice given by him
to other characters, but unfortunately he does not make any connection between this position and the authoritative content of
h1s speech.

" The contradiction pointed by Corrigan and Glazov Korr1gan ‘if we are pious, we shall be restored to our original nature.
But our original nature was violent and impious” (74), is not a contradiction, but the moral of Aristophanes’ myth.
“Therefore the final problem is how to establish a working relation between this rebellion, the attempt to return to the
original nature, and the Olympian gods, to whom men owe their lives” (Strauss: 127). “... the 'whole' which Aristophanes'
lovers seek is not only physically inaccessible to them; its attainment lies under the eternal interdict of the gods. Eros is,
therefore, an endless, unterminating, perpetual desire.” (Halperin: 169). The difficulty in Halperin’s reading lies not in his
interpretation of Aristophanes’ speech, but in his thesis that the speeches prior to Aristophanes would treat Eros as a simple
appente in Halperin’s terms.

Sedley spots this principle but he is too ready to relate it to the argument of causality in Phaedo, 102a9-107al; the result is

a retreat to the enthusiastic model: “if you desire something, your doing so is secondary to, and caused by, the presence in
you of the relevant desire, itself the primary subject of the desiring” (56). Defending a “principle of affinity” we can claim
that choice is Agathon’s relevant contribution to the causal role of Eros.
? Stokes calls attention to the problem “The ‘absolute’ use may, or may not, 1mply, or require supplement by a general
expression in the genitive case. It is simply not clear from Agathon’s speech which view he wishes to take, or how he would
answer to these questions.” (118). However, the use of both forms is precisely Agathon’s point according to his principle of
affinity, a principle Stokes seems to neglect in his analysis of self-predication in Agathon’s speech (140).
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beings lack somethinglo; it is the case that, as lovers, they are one and the same, the daimonic man
(Bapdviog Gvip - 203a5)."" Some light is shed on this matter by Burkert’s analyses of the Greek
religion; according to him:

Daimon does not designate a specitic class of divine beings, but a peculiar mode
of activity. For daimon and theos are never simply interchangeable either. (...)
Daimon is occult power, a force that drives man forward where no agent can be
named. The individual feels as it were that the tide is with him, he acts with the
daimon, syn daimona, or else when everything turns against him, he stands against
the daimon, pros daimona, especially when a god is favouring his adversary. (...)
Every god can act as a daimon, not every act of his reveals the god. Daimon is the
veiled countenance of divine activity. There is no image of a daimon, and there is
no cult. Daimon is thus the necessary complement to the Homeric view of the gods
as individuals with personal characteristics; it covers that embarrassing remainder
which eludes characterization and naming."”

If we can understand a daimonic action as one in which reasons are unclear, we can see that
his communication function (202¢3-7) is not a simple transmission, but an interference and we also
see how Socrates merges Agathon’s voluntary submission to paradigmatic objects (200e7-201al) and
Aristophanes’ enigmatic suffering (200e; 205d-e). This mixed model is compatible with Diotima’s
description of right opinion as something that has reality as its object, but is not capable of giving a
rational account of it (202a5-9). This is the tension that forces Eros to be a philosopher (dvoykoiov
"Epota pridcogov eivor 204b4). If love is desire for happiness though the possession of love’s
paradigmatic though enigmatic objects, then i) it is a universal human action (kowvov otet givat Tavtmv
avOpdnov - 205a5-8; d1-3)"; i) it is an internal feeling that marks actions of constant pursuit (206b1-
4); iii) its daimonic character marks its failure in its task of constantly giving reasons, turning it into a
constant rescue of knowledge (208a3-7). If so, Diotima’s universal human Eros mirrors Socrates’
daimonion in the Apology', said to always turn him away from a previous motivation (Gel dmotpénet
ue todto 0 av pPéA® mpdrtew - 31d2-3; évavtiovpévn, €1 Tt uélhoyut un dpbidc mpdéey — 40a4-5).
Socrates’ singularity is that, as a gift since childhood, his daimonion is committed to rectitude."

What the Symposium shows is that this rectitude is not necessarily a gift. Diotima presents us
an educational process towards a stage that would unify happiness, understood as the possession of
goodness throughout time and described as pregnancy, and immortality, described as giving birth in
beauty at the right age mediated by /ogos; a dynamic of acquiring and creating. If we shall not forget
the lesser mysteries when heading to the higher, what establishes rectitude in loving (210a4-6; 210e2-
3; 211b5-6) and designs the scala amoris is the exercise of mortal desire for immortality'®, constantly

19 Dover (1980: 139-140) presents the problems of the inference, but not the consequence of this common agency.
' “Insofar as we all have a certain striving for the good and the beautiful in us, we are all ‘daemonic’ beings, the children of
Poros and Penia” (Frede: 403). An objection could be made to the thesis of the daimonic human beings based on Diotima’s
personification of Eros in the myth of Poros and Penia, but the myth should be understood as a response to Aristophanes’
account — obviously recalling his comic personification of Penia in Ploutos. An approach to the myth that would claim
divine status for Eros, would also have to attribute it to Penia, which is of course against both Socratic models of gods and
daimones (see 203b8; c6). Moreover is notable that in its conclusion, the myth claims that Eros can be neither a god nor
ignorant (204a1-7), leaving untouched the Aristophanic hypothesis of its being human in nature.
2 Burkert: 180. Besides Homer, this interpretation is compatible for example with Hesiod, Op. 121-3; Theognidea, 380-381;
Heracleitus, fr. 112; Plato, Cratylus, 397d10-398c4.
'3 A note should be made about animals. Having defined their love as desire for immortality, Diotima claims procreation as
more general goal for love, since it is common to all living beings (207d1), however she is very clear about the constant
limits imposed on human beings because of their inability to give a logos of their object of love (208a5-b1), a task obviously
proper only to us.

For the opposite argument, see Belfiore: 24.
15 «Socrates is the archetype of the erotikos because he is permanently besotted (with knowledge, with handsome young
men) and never manages to achieve a finality” (Davidson: 36). See 211d3-5: Todg koAodg maiddg te kol veavickovg 36&et cot
gtvat, o0¢ viv 0pdv dknéminéat kal EToog el kol ov kol dAlol ToAkol; 216d2-3: Zwkpdrng EpmTik®g didkertatl TV KOADV
Kal Gel mepl tovtoug $oTi Kol dkmémhnkrot. Socrates’ rectitude in being permanently in love responds to Phaedrus’ shame,
Pausanias’ restraint, Eryximachus’ harmony and Aristophanes’ piety. As such, it agrees with Agathon’s transformation of
constraint into aspiration.
16 Although I do not agree with Brisson’s translation “recherche”, he is right in finding in meletan a notion that “prend 4 la
fois en compte les notions d’oubli et de mémoire” (212). Sheefield rejects this continuity in the ladder by defending an
object-driven analysis: “In Socrates’ own speech the central contrast between the desiring agents of the lower and the higher
mysteries is that between the love of honour and the love of wisdom” (202; see 137-153); the onus it has to deal with is the
function of laws and activities in the higher mysteries (210c4) in clear relation to the mention of Lycurgus’ and Solon’s
immortal children in the lower mysteries (209d4-e3). Ferrari, who takes the same position, is aware of the problem, and
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changing objects due to the acknowledgement of their limits in comparison to the reality that strikes
us (katovoficat - 210a8; b2; b4; b7; c3), meanwhile obstinately devoted to producing logos about this
obscure paradigmatic object (210a7-8; c1-2; d5). Time and again the lover fails to give an account of
reality, however, through the memory of the logos he produces and the effect of this memory, he
becomes humanly immortal. All the stages consist in love’s action inasmuch as they all intend the
sudden sight of beauty (210e4-6)'" and they are all rrght if constantly trying to rescue from oblivion
this ﬂeetrng moment through logos, (oxedov dv Tt dntoto tod téhovg - 211b6-7 in opposition to va
yv® avt0 tehevT®V O 0Tt Kahdv — 211¢8-d1): the unity of the ladder is given both by the unity of
beauty and by action of the lover.'® This permanent exercise of love is real excellence (212a5-7) and
its immortality takes place in others by means of all the erotic speeches produced along the journey."’
Alcibiades presents the effect of these speeches in his eulogy for Socrates as the daimonic
agent (214d3; 221c4-6). 20 According to his imagery, gods are inside Socrates (215b3)*, causing him
to be hubristic for being simultaneously excellent and disdainful (215b7, see also 175e7, 216d6-7; e2-
5; 219d4-7; 222a3). This internal divine nature, said to be also vodg (222a2-3) makes Socrates a
unique human being (221d2), capable of producing speeches that produce possession (kotexouedo —
215d6). In a reappraisal of the enthusiastic model, the daimonic possession or philosophical madness
(218b3) is presented as an effect of speech on human beings, felt as an Aristophanic suffering
(éxmeminypuévor— 215d5-6; Enacyov - 216e5), which arouses the divine in others through the distress
(€1e0opdPnTd - 215¢6) about the way one ought to live (216al-2). The speech is hence not only a
product of love that can immortalize actions, as poets and legislators do; 1t is a producer of love,
immortalizing the production of speeches by producing daimonic lovers.”> The daimonic way of
living qua possession is irresistible — and here Pausanias’ voluntary servitude comes back to the fore
(romtéov eivar EuPpayv Ott kedevolr Zwkpdtng 217al-2; 218a3-5) in again a merging of
Arrstophanes and Agathon’s meanings of love (216d2-3; 221d1-6; see also 177d7-8; 198d1-3) —, but
Alcibiades is simply incapable of living it (216b3-5). Both Alcibiades’ mistake about Socrates’ and

states that “the philosophic initiate begins, then, at a level lower than that attained by the honor lover in the Lesser Mysteries
(whom he will overtake in the due course)” (256). What the higher mysteries seem to reveal is how the constant exercise of
lack and reasoning, described in the lesser mysteries, can result in excellence.

'7 Being an educational process between at least two people, the ladder is the action of a lover to turn someone else also into
a lover, and it is as the common way of living of lovers that love takes place among individuals. If this daimonic way of life
is marked by the constant experience of falling short of giving an account of the reality that strikes us, beauty is the constant
object of love in persons, bodies, souls, laws, activities, etc. This constancy implies that even the vocabulary of “exclusive”
or “inclusive” interpretations, proposed by Moravcsik (293), is misleading, not to mention the whole debate about love for a
person as a person. For this topic, see my To orthos paiderastein: righteousness and eroticism in Plato’s Symposium,
forthcoming.

'8 Halperin (186) seems to neglect this daimonic model of action in claiming that the link between the stages is made only in
objective and not in subjective terms, although he recognizes that Plato considers the lover’s sexual desire identical to the
Phrlosopher s desire (188).

“What is generated at the summit is, for the first time, not described as a kind of discourse, but rather as ‘true virtue’”

(Ferrari: 259). The form of beauty will cause the experience of failure in the attempt to give an account of it, because 1) it is
sudden; ii) because it is loved, it is never possessed. Hence it determines the rectitude of all the process without a logos of
itself, the same kind of rectitude that must be implied in a right opinion, an internal state ratified by practical effectiveness.
All the speeches in the ladder are about beauty (in diverse instances) and they fall short because of their object. “If Socrates
has indeed been gazing on the Form of Beauty, the offspring he produces will be not logoi, but interior virtues. Such virtues
may, however, be manifested in action”. (Blondell: 158). The evidence of excellence in actions is what explains Alcibiades’
mistaken claim about Socrates’ inner states.
20 Robin: 109, 161-164; however, we cannot accept Robin’s theses that Eros is the nous or the soul, (125, 137) nor is the
feeling of love cut off from philosophy (159), a theory that would destroy the principle of lack and desire for immortality.
Robin’s intellectualism even considers Platonic love as an inferior principle of action (164-165), a conclusion based in its
synthetic function that would, again, hold against his identification of Eros and nous. Interestingly enough some of Robin’s
claims can also be found in Nussbaum: “It is, we see, the old familiar eros, that longing for an end to longing, that motivates
us here to ascend to a world in which erotic activity, as we know it, will not exist”. (183). Closer to our approach here is
Belfiore’s definition of Socratic eros as: “a passionate desire for the wisdom, beauty and other good things that one
recognizes that one lacks”(3).

Reeve’s understanding of agalmata as “an image for what is itself necessarily beyond image”(138) seems to imply a too
radical philosophical experience in what Alcibiades sees in Socrates. What Alcibiades sees is the success in speeches and the
excellence in actions, i.e., Socrates’ efficiency in performing tasks that Alcibiades would like to perform equally well.

22 Lear 1ns1ghtfully suggests the connection between beauty and immortality through memory, which “makes one wonder
whether his quasi-immortality is not something altogether different from enduring for a very long time in the minds of
others” (111); a point of view shared by Price: “so long as the boy lives, and does not deteriorate, the man’s virtues will be
alive in him” (28). However these approaches do not consider Socratic love as a producer of lovers in which it is one’s own
excellence instead of the memory of someone else’s deeds that immortalizes the love.

? So Alcibiades’ unreliableness lies in his ignorance and misunderstanding of reasons, not in his description of past facts or
phenomena, his parresia, which is assured by the silence of Socrates himself. “Plato’s text encourages his readers to adopt a
hermeneutic of suspicion towards Alcibiades’ interpretation of Socrates, but not towards the veracity of incidents that he
recounts” (Lane: 47). “In Alcibiades' speech, Socrates is sophos, and therefore godlike and lacking in desire, rather than the
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his alleged incapacity rest on his supposition of a conquest, of achieving a definitive internal divine
state which would infallibly cause success in actions and speeches, and not as an exercise. If he is not
to conquer this kind of excellence, Alcibiades feels slighted and charges Socrates of hubris (214d3;
219¢5-6). Confronted with Socrates’ concept of Eros, Alcibiades is the first to realize that he is unable
to love, that loving is too difficult a task for a human being; it involves dealing with what is beyond
control.

What is offered here is the sketch of an argument that would require more than a whole book.
The aim is obviously to seize the occasion for a dialogue about agency in the Symposium, egoistically
aiming to benefit myself from the audience’s objections. What I claim is that the narrative in the
Symposium transfigures Eros as a cause of action. What was at first a force greater than human, a
divine cause of human accomplishments, has proved to demand control, internal or external, through
laws, knowledge or piety. Socrates claims that this control can be replaced by aspiration and instead
of inspiration he suggests constant exercise, the heaviest of tasks, condemned by those unable to
properly love, but not by Plato.
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Eudaimonist Closure in the Speeches of Plato’s Symposium
David T. Runia

The theme for my paper today is one that has intrigued me for a long time. It goes back to my
inaugural lecture in Leiden pronounced almost exactly twenty years ago. The title of the lecture,
written in Dutch and only published in that language, was Bios eudaimon, not easy to translate, but let
us say ‘a life well lived’.' The lecture took its starting-point in the observation that numerous literary
works in the ancient world with a philosophical content (however loosely defined) ended with the
theme of the good life, most usually associated with the key philosophical term eudaimonia. This
applied not only to Greek and Latin philosophical works, but also to writings in the Hellenistic-Jewish
and Christian traditions.

A key text for my argument was taken from Plato’s enormously influential work, the
Timaeus. As you all know, the work is for the most part not really a dialogue, but a lengthy
monologue by the Pythagorean natural philosopher Timaeus. After giving an extensive account of the
origin and structure of the cosmos and of its most important and complex inhabitant—linked to each
other in the crucial macrocosm—microcosm relation—Timaeus ends with a brief account of what the
best life is for the human being at the centre of his discourse. It is only when the human being
constantly cares for his divine part and brings its motions in conformity (homoidsis) with the rational
motions of the universe that he can be supremely eudaimoén and that will mean that the goal (telos)
will have been achieved, the best life offered to human beings by the gods (Tim. 90c—d).

It will be noted that this passage does not actually constitute the final words of Timaeus’
monologue. He in fact ends with a hymn to the cosmos (92¢). But it does in my view represent the
climactic moment of his speech and Plato underlines this by immediately afterwards saying that he
has virtually reached the end (telos) of his account of the universe up to the genesis of the human
being. There is an obvious play on words between the goal of human hfe just mentioned and the
completion of the discourse. As Carlos Steel and others have pointed out, ? the ultimate purpose of the
Timaeus is not science but ethics, to set out the basis in natural philosophy for the key questions of
human existence. So effectively the climax and end-point of the work is this passage on the good life.

But let us quickly turn to the dialogue that is our focus in this conference, the Symposium. In
my oration at the time | noted that at least four of the speeches in this work end with the subject of
eudaimonia and the good life.” In my paper today I wish to expand this observation and very briefly
examine all seven speeches in the Symposium in relation to the theme of closure outlined above. How
do the individual speeches end? Why do a majority of the speeches end with the theme of eudaimonia
(and/or related themes), but a minority do not? What might the reason be for this state of affairs and
how does it fit in with Plato’s purpose for the dialogue?

I would argue that this is a topic of intrinsic interest, based on an observation that I have not
come across anywhere in the literature (which of course does not mean that it has not been made
somewhere in the vast output of Platonic scholarship). I also hope that, in studying the speeches of the
Symposium from this point of view, we may also be able to shed some light on an interesting recent
controversy which focuses on the question of the purpose of the five speeches prior to that of Socrates
(and Diotima) in the dialogue. Are these ‘essentially individual contributions with each attempting to
go one better than the one before in an apparently haphazard way’, with each of the speakers
representing a type as well as an individual, as Christopher Rowe has argued?* Or do the speeches
follow each other in a deliberate sequence which might even have a dialectical purpose, with
Socrates’ speech purposefully correcting and superseding what has preceded, as argued by Frisbee
Sheffield?’ I will return to this question during the course of my paper. But let us now turn to the first
speech and how it ends.

The first speaker, Phaedrus, has hardly begun his encomium of Eros before he mentions the
theme of living well. The key characteristic of Erds is that he has the power to inspire excellence
(areté). Through love a sense of shame at acting shamefully and a sense of honour in acting
honourably is instilled in the lover and this leads to fine and noble deeds (178c5—d4). Such deeds the
gods reward, in the case of Alcestis when she returns from the dead, in the case of Achilles when he is

! , Runia (1993).
Steel (2001).
? Runia (1993) 5-6.
4 Rowe (1998) 8.
* Sheffield (2006) 30 and passim.
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transported to the isles of the blessed. The gods honour excellence all the more when it belongs to and
is inspired by love. The final words of the speech could not be more emphatic (180b6—8):° ‘Therefore
I say that Er6s is the most ancient of gods, the most honoured and the most powerful in helping men
gain areté and eudaimonia, whether they are alive or have passed away.’

The next speaker, Pausanias, develops the theme of the excellence inspired by love further.
Love in itself neither honourable nor shameful. Its nature depends entirely on the deeds to which it
leads (183d4—6). Common love is attached to the body rather than the soul and its outcome is
predictably vulgar (181b, 183e). How different is the higher form of love which looks to the soul. Not
only does it lead to areté, but also, Pausanias suggests, to a love of wisdom (philosophia) (184c3—d1).
Only in this case is it permitted for a young man to take a lover, when the lover is able to make the
young man better and wiser, and when the young man is eager to be taught and improved by the lover
(184d7-e5). The speech ends with praise of heavenly love, which compels the lover and the beloved
to focus all their efforts on the pursuit of areté, in marked contrast to what happens in the case of
vulgar love (185b5—c2). The theme of eudaimonia and the good life is not utilized here. It is perhaps
implicit in the earlier mention of the ‘love of wisdom’, but not made explicit. As Frisbee Sheffield has
noted, what needs clarification here is the nature of the above-mentioned wisdom and how it is to be
achieved.’

The next speaker is the physician Eryximachus and his opening words, directed at the
previous speaker Pausanias, are of immediate interest for our theme. Literally he says that ‘as
Pausanias started off well in his logos but did not complete (apetelese) it well, I must attempt to place
a telos on his logos’ (185e¢7—-186a2). The term logos gives rise to the usual difficulties. Should we
translate ‘argument’ with Reeve and most scholars, or ‘theme’ with Rowe? Or are other translations
such as ‘account’ or even ‘speech’ also possible? We recall the text in the Timaeus discussed at the
outset where telos is the ‘end of an account’. It would certainly be going too far to argue that
Eryximachus is alluding to the fact that his predecessor’s speech did not end with the theme of
eudaimonia and the good life, but that might be taken as at least part of what was missing. The
comment also indicates to us the importance of ending an argument or a speech in the appropriate
way.

So what does Eryximachus say himself? As befits a physician, he focuses on the role of love
in various sciences, although oddly less in medicine than in music, mantic and astronomy. The two
kinds of love identified by Pausanias can be seen in all the phenomena studied by these sciences.
When permeated by the higher kind of love, harmony, health and goodness result, while the other
kind brings on injustice and destruction (188a3-9). Like Phaedrus, Eryximachus emphasizes the
power of Erds. In fact this theme introduces the climax of his speech, just a few words before its end:®
‘So much and so great is the power that Erds has; or rather Erds taken together as a whole has all
power, but it is the one that is brought about (apoteloumenos) with moderation and justice in relation
to those things that are good, both among us and among the gods, who has the greatest power,
providing us with all eudaimonia, enabling us to associate and be friends both with each other and
with the gods, who are superior to us.” Here too, as we saw in Phaedrus’ case, the speech ends with
the themes of power, excellence and eudaimonia, to which is added the rich motif of ‘friendship with
god’, another key aspect of what is regarded as constituting the good life that is the goal of human
existence.

Aristophanes now takes over from Eryximachus and, although the comic poet’s speech has a
quite different approach from that of the physician, he does start off with the same theme of Eros’s
power and the god’s ability to heal human ills and provide the human race with eudaimonia (189c4—
d2). But in order to understand this, Aristophanes says, we need to know the ‘nature of human beings
and what happens to them’ (189d5—6), and so he goes on to tell his famous story of the originally
unified creatures that are now in a divided state. There is only one way for the human race to flourish
(i.e. be eudaimoén), Aristophanes claims as he comes to the end of his speech: we must bring erds to
its conclusion (ektelesaimen) and return to our original nature (193¢c3-5). Hence we must praise Erds,
for ‘he promises the greatest hope of all: if we treat the gods with due reverence, he will restore to us
our original nature, and by healing us, he will make us blessed and eudaimones.’

These are the climactic words of Aristophanes’ speech. Even more emphatically than previous
speakers, he ends with the theme of the blessed state of eudaimonia, the good life for human beings.
The ‘original nature’ (archaia phusis) is of course our state before we were divided. But it is
fascinating to note that in the Timaeus passage discussed at the outset of our paper the phrase returns

6 For the most part I use the translation Nehemas and Woodruff (1997), though I modify it when required.
7 Sheffield (2006) 25.
Using Rowe’s more literal version here.
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and its meaning deepened: it is the original state in which humans were made before they plunged into
the stream of genesis, that state that allows them to reach the telos of human existence which is the
best life given to human beings by the gods (7im. 90d5—7). Plato is telling us across the years that
behind the humour and fun of Aristophanes’ story lies a deeper message.

Next comes Agathon with his florid and mannered speech in praise of the god. At the outset
he describes Eros as the most blessed (eudaimonestatos) of the gods (195a6), but he does not dwell on
the themes of human areté and eudaimonia that have been so prominent so far. His speech thus makes
no contribution to our theme, except perhaps that its absence is telling. Agathon’s speech is all style
and no substance, in contrast to what is about to come.

We now arrive at the climactic speech of the dialogue, Socrates reporting the words of
Diotima. Time forbids us to mention more than just what is essential for our theme. Firstly there are
two key passages which both speak of the end (telos). Early in their conversation (204e-205a)
Diotima famously makes the point about goodness and eudaimonia. You can ask why one desires
good things and the good, but when the answer is ‘for the sake of eudaimonia’ you cannot go further,
since there is no point in asking why you might want to be eudaimén. You have reached the endpoint
(telos). This argument surely sheds light on why three of the five previous speeches have ended on the
theme of the good life. The other passage records the climax of the quest for the beautiful, when the
lover ascends to the goal of his erotic activities (telos ton erotikon) and all of a sudden sees the
marvellous sight of the beautiful itself (210e3-5). This, the priestess declares, is the life worth living
for a human being (211d2-3).

All the themes that we have discussed so far then come together wonderfully well in the final
words of Diotima’s speech (211e4-212a7, slightly abbreviated): ‘Do you think it would be a poor life
for a human being to look there (i.e. at divine Beauty) and to behold it and be with it? Or haven’t you
remembered that in that life alone, when he looks at Beauty in the only way that Beauty can be seen—
only then will it be possible to give birth to true areté. The friendship of the gods belongs to anyone
who has given birth to true areté and nourished it, and if any human being could become immortal, it
would be he.” Through the particular emphasis of this dialogue and its theme of erds, the good life and
wisdom are identified with the quest for and attainment of true Beauty and true areté. In other words,
what is described here is the state of eudaimonia. To be sure, the concept does not appear here, but
this is exactly what being a friend (or beloved) of the gods and (qualified) immortality refer to.” We
recall that the theme of friendship with the gods also occurred in the final lines of Eryximachus’
speech earlier.

We are now in a position to draw some conclusions. Four of the six speeches—those of
Phaedrus, Eryximachus, Aristophanes and Diotima—end with the theme of eudaimonia and the good
life. The theme is introduced and linked to the crucial role of areté in Phaedrus’ opening speech. It is
broadened and elaborated by Eryximachus. In Aristophanes’ speech the key aspect (even if comically
presented) of the human ‘original nature’ is added: by restoring us to our original nature Erds can heal
us and make us eudaimones. This is theme is years later greatly deepened in the Timaeus. Finally
Socrates through Diotima teaches how it is love of wisdom and love of beauty resulting in true areté
that brings about the friendship of the gods and such immortality as is available to human beings. Two
of the speeches—those of Pausanias and Agathon—do not end with the theme. It is no coincidence
that they are the speeches that contribute least to the advancement of thought in the dialogue. The
sequential build-up of thought that we have noted makes me want to side with Sheffield against Rowe
on the question of whether the speeches preceding that of Socrates can be seen to represent a
dialectical progression that leads the reader on the path to the climax of the work in Diotima’s speech.

Let us now turn to the question of why Plato might have adopted this procedure of ending the
four speeches as we have described them. When we add the fact that he ends other very significant
works in his corpus in a similar way—I am thinking the Gorgias, both books I and X of the Republic,
the Politicus, as well as the Timaeus already mentioned (and also, I might add, a number of pseudo-
Platonic works'®)''—we must conclude that the method is very deliberate. I have often wondered
whether Plato was making use of some kind of standard method that had developed in the rhetorical
and philosophical practices in the fifth and late fourth centuries. It would require further research to
investigate this possibility (any help would be most appreciated).

But it is by no means necessary to lean on such an hypothesis, since very good reasons can be

° For being theophilés cf. Aristotle NE 10.9 1178b30-32, and for immortality cf. Tim. 90c1-2 (where it is also qualified).

' Including the Clitophon, which Simon Slings in the English edition of his fine commentary now things may well be
authentic; see (1999) 227-234.

! See the listing in Runia (1993) 5-6.
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given for why Plato might want to end his speeches with the themes of areté, eudaimonia and the
good life. It has everything to do with the role of protreptic in his philosophy. It can be argued that the
question ‘how should one live’ as so strikingly formulated in the Gorgias (492d5), is the central theme
of Plato’s philosophy. The main subject of the Symposium is erds, but of course with a specific
philosophical focus: how can love, that phenomenon that plays such a central role in both the cosmos
and in human life, contribute to the achievement of the central quest of human beings, to live the good
or even the best life. Implicit is the so-called protreptic argument, namely that all human beings desire
to achieve the state of eudaimonia and the good life, that only philosophy can bring about this state,

that one should therefore change one’ s way of life and practise philosophy, and thereby achieve one’s
goal (telos) and become eudaimoon.'* It is significant that, as we saw, Diotima expounds in her
speech (205a) a key proposition of that argument, namely that in achieving eudaimonia, the
attainment of the highest good, one reaches the end-point of the argument. So, by placing the
protreptic theme so emphatically at the end of four main speeches, and particularly as the climax of
the most important speech, that of Diotima—Socrates, Plato has created a philosophical framework that
gives the theme of love its ultimate place. The themes of areté and eudaimonia are of course not
exclusively philosophical. It is clever how Plato introduces them right from the start in seemingly
non-philosophical contexts and then gradually deepens them until in the climax of the dialogue they
play a key role.

I also cannot resist returning to my earlier hypothesis about a possible link between the theme
of the telos and the closure of a literary piece, in the case of the Symposium, the speech. As we have
seen, in Diotima’s speech Plato emphasizes both the end of an argument (205a3) and the end of a
quest (210e4) in connection with eudaimonia and the good life. I believe that this connection with the
end may still have played a role in bringing about the striking feature of the speeches that we have
focused on, namely that they end so deliberately with the theme of the goal of human life. Admittedly,
unlike in the Timaeus, there is no direct literary reference to the telos in any of these conclusions,13
but it seems to me that the conjunction of the two kinds of end may have contributed in the
background.

But there is remains a seventh speech which we have not yet discussed. After Socrates has
finished recounting what he learnt from the priestess Alcibiades bursts in. His quite lengthy speech
falls outside the formal arrangements of the Symposium, but nevertheless it must be seen as the
seventh speech in the dialogue’s sequence. And it too builds up to a climax. Alcibiades returns to the
hollow statues of Silenus as the image of Socrates. These are now ‘truly worthy of a god, bursting
with figures of virtue inside, of great, no indeed of the greatest importance for anyone who wants to
be a truly good man (kalos kagathos) (222a3-6)’. We have here the climax of Alcibiades’ speech,
before he closes with a brief peroration. Plato returns to the theme of areté now personified in the life
and logoi of Socrates (219d, 221d) This recalls above all the ending of the speech of Pausanlas
where as we saw the role of areté is central, but also of the other speeches (except that of Agathon'?)
in which it is explicitly mentioned or implicitly assumed."” But here Plato does not go the further step
and have Alcibiades speak of eudaimonia and the good life. I am convinced that this is very
deliberate. Alcibiades comes under Socrates’ sway and feels the attraction of the life of excellence
and virtue, but he does not go the further step of embracing that life, as of course his very behaviour
on that night demonstrates. He stops short of doing what he ought and so the good life promised by
the philosophical life embodied by Socrates will elude him. In a parallel way, too, that is why the final
speech of the dialogue does not exhibit the full-blown conclusion involving eudaimonia and the good
life that we have seen to be a key feature of the majority of speeches preceding it.
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‘Oporoyia and dporoyelv in Symposium

Lesley Brown

As readers of Plato you will know how widely he uses opoloyeiv, oporoyia and related terms. In this
short paper, part of a larger study, I make some general remarks and then examine some key uses in
Symposium.

The standard translation of the verb is ‘to agree’, and it is very convenient that English ‘agree’
has all the key uses and constructions of Opoloyelv - notably agree that’ (such and such)
corresponding to opoloyeilv with accusative and infinitive; and ‘agree to ... that is, promise to,
completed with infinitive. Des Places, Lexique, sv 0pohoyelv has a very helpful entry
I quote:

[P}

1) “reconnaitre”, “concéder” (que). 2) “s’engager” (a) ; 3) “s’accorder” (avec).

We could refer to 6podoyeilv (1) as ‘to agree that ....” and oporoyelv (2) as ‘to agree to do ...... >, but,
for reasons I’ll explain later, ‘agree that ..."” is misleading as a translation in some contexts of
oporoyelv (1). Instead I'll label use (1) declarative oporoyeilv, and I'll label use (2) opoloyeiv as
promising (though here ‘agree to do ...’ is fine as a translation). I shall also argue that “reconnaitre”
and “concéder” are misleading as translations for opoloyeiv (1), for much the same reason as “agree”
is misleading. As I explain below, “agree that” and “reconnaitre”/ “concéder” (que) all trigger
presuppositions which are absent from 6poAoyeiv. See Sec III below for my arguments on this. In this
paper I shall not be able to discuss use 3), which is far rarer in Plato.

Another reason for the label ‘declarative’ is this: in Greek oporoyelv (1) is always a public
speech act (or the equivalent of a speech act, such as nodding assent). This contrasts with the English
‘agree that ...”, which can signify a private, unexpressed concurring, as in I could tell that Mary
agreed that Tom was to blame, though she said nothing. One who 6poAoyel that such and such is the
case gives it as their opinion that such and such is the case; of course one can do so insincerely. In
other words, Opoloyelv represents a speaking (or other public indication of assent, such as nodding),
not an unexpressed believing. You may find this surprising, not least since its complement
construction is almost 1nvar1ab1y the accusative and infinitive — which typically indicates a verb of
thinking rather than a verb of saying.”

Likewise the noun oOpoloyia has uses analogous to each of the uses of the verb.
Corresponding to (1) opoloyia can be an assertion or declaration or admission (or its content: the
thesis asserted or declared). Corresponding to (2) Opoloyio can be a promise (or what is promised);
or, more formally, a treaty or pact, or term of a treaty. The participle ®mpoloynuéva can be used both
for theses declared or asserted and for things promised. *

Section II: 6poloyely and its cognates in Symposium; Eryximachus’ use.

As Robert Wardy has noted,’ 6poloysiv and its cognates are prominent at certain points in our
dialogue. In what follows I offer a close examination of passages using the term, and will draw some
conclusions different from those of Wardy. In the final part I shall argue for a thesis that has some
important bearing on passages throughout Plato’s works in which Socrates is conducting his usual
kind of cross examination of his interlocutors, viz. that we should not invariably translate opoloyeiv
(1) by ‘agree’.

As in all dialogues, 6poroyetv (1) is prominent. Given that our dialogue is narrated, it is no
surprise that we find it as one of the verbs of reported speech. Apollodorus tells his friend that he had
a narration from Aristodemus, but checked a few points with Socrates himself: kai pot ®poAdyet
KoBdmep €xelvog dinyeito (173b6). And it is used to report the interlocutor’s assent, as at : Ovkodv

! Platon, Ocuvres Complétes, Tome XIV, Paris 1970.
2 K G 11.2 357; Fournier, H., (1946) Les verbs “dire” en grec ancien, p15ff.
? dporoyfpuato — more rarely found in Plato —are things asserted/admitted when these are rather weighty (cf. Gorg 480b3,
Tht 155b4).
4 R.Wardy, (2002) ‘The Unity of Opposites in Plato’s Symposium’ O.S.A.P. 2002.
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a8ehpod 1) adelpiic; ‘Oporoyeiv (199¢7).

As well as being used in the narration of conversational exchanges, it is also used within those
conversations themselves, especially those of a dialectical nature. As Wardy noted, the stretch known
as the elenchus of Agathon contains ‘a sustained stream of opokoyla vocabulary’, though I don’t
agree with him that it is ‘without parallel in the Platonic corpus’. ® In Section III I examine what I
have called the declarative use, opoloyetv (1).
opoloyetv (2), to promise, is also a very common use of the verb, even if somewhat rarer, in Plato,
than (1). When Agathon praises Eros for never using force, he remarks that all serve Eros willingly,
and @ 8’0v kv Ekdvtt oporoynon (whatever is undertaken willingly on both sides) the laws call just
(196¢1). At 198c5 and 199a 5 Socrates uses the verb when he clalms to have been unaware of the
rules of eulogising when he promised to take his turn in praising Eros.’

But before these everyday and unremarkable occurrences we have a stretch making important

use of Opoloy- vocabulary where it is harder to classify the uses: the speech of Eryxymachus. To back
up his claims about the ubiquitous importance of Eros, Eryxmachus appeals to Heraclitus’ saying
(187a4-6) on the unity of opposites, 10 £v ydp enot “drapepdpevov adto ovTd cvoupépechat,” “Oomep
appoviav tdéEov te kol Apog” . He goes on to criticise it in a short stretch containing six occurrences
of opoloy- vocabulary. How intriguing, then, that in Plato’s version of the Heraclitus saying itself we
find not the word Opoloysel transmitted by Hippolytus but cvpeépecbor. Most scholars accept
Plato’s version as the correct one, though Kahn is a fervent proponent of reading ouokoysm :an
‘unexceptional text transmitted by our most reliable ancient source.”® Marcovich, who is among the
majority preferring cvpeépetar, offers the reason that ‘Plato uses this word although opoloyet would
better suit his purpose’ —sc. given the argument Eryximachus proceeds to mount invoking opoloy-
terminology.’

Leaving aside the question of the text of the Heraclitus fragment, I turn to Eryxymachus’
comments on the saying, which many have found crass. In response to Heraclitus invoking the
harmonia of a bow or a lyre, Eryxymachus retorts:

gott 88 moAMN dhoyla dppoviay edvar Stopépecdar i &k Srapepopévov Et elval. GAL Tomg T6de
gpodreto Aéyewv, 611 €k dwapepopévov mpdtepov tod O&fog kal Poapéog, Emerta Votepov
oporoyncdviwv yéyovey vmd THS LOVGIKAG TEXYNG. 0V yap dNTov £k drapepouévav ye £Tt 100 0&E0g
kol Bapéog appovio av ein- M yap appovio copeovia éotiv, cupgavia & dporoyio Tic—oporoylav 3¢
gk dapepopévav, g av Swupépovtal, adOvatov givar da@epOpevov 3¢ av kal pn OpoAoyodv
advvorov apudoar—aionep ye kol 0 PvOpog £k Tod Taxfog kai Ppadéog, &k dievnveypévav tpdtepov,
vYotepov 8¢ Oporoynodviov yéyove. Ty 8¢ Oporoylav nact TovTo1G, Bomep EKel I loTpikn, viodba 1
povoikn évtibnoty, Epwta kal opdvolay IAMNA®Y Eunomoaca-(187a6-c3)

But it is quite illogical to say that a harmony is at variance, or composed out of things that are still at
variance. Perhaps what he meant to say was that it has come to be from the high and the low, which
were previously at variance, but which then later struck an agreement under the agency of musical
expertise. For surely if the high and the low were still at variance, a harmony would not come from
them, for harmony is concord, and concord is a kind of agreement, and it is impossible for agreement
to come from things at variance with each other, for as long as they are at variance with each other,
and impossible in turn to harmonise what is at variance and not in agreement; just as rhythm, too,
comes about from the quick and the slow, from things which had been at variance previously, but
which later struck an agreement. What establishes the agreement among all these things, like
medicine in its sphere, is music, by implanting in them love and unanimity with each other. (tr. Rowe
1998).

Rowe (1998 p 149) protests against this criticism: ‘of course something can be simultaneously
in disagreement and in agreement, if what’s meant is something like a bow or a lyre’, and again * we
do not need to ask whether ‘the high and the low’ are the sort of things that could strike an agreement;
who would seriously disagree that a ‘harmony’ in the sense defined [sc. a set of sounds which a lyre

* However, nowhere in the corpus do we find “ody ®poréyer”, despite Euclides mentioning it as one of the tiresome
narratlve devices he will avoid ( Tht. 143c).

Wardy (2002) P 51. Protagoras 350c6-e7 is one passage where opokoyla terms are found in a greater denSIty

7198¢6 fivika D].LW ®OpoAdyouV &v 1@ pépel ped” dudV dyxopdoesbor tov "Epwrta, / 199a5 o 8’ £ldmc vuiv opordynoca kol
avtog &v 1@ pépet Enavécesbat.
§ Kahn (1979) 195-9. He renders ‘how a thlng at varlance w1th itself speaks in agreement’, and argues that it must echo or
anticipate D50: odk épod, dAAd tod Adyov dxkovoavrag dpoloyeiv co@dv dotiv Ev mdvia
glvat.
¥ Marcovich (1967) p125.
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would produce if tuned to produce those notes] represents some sort of concord between high and
low?’.

I suggest that careful attention to the opoloy- vocabulary shows how skilfully Eryximachus
has engineered this reductio of Heraclitus. Rowe (quoted above) insists that something can be
simultaneously in agreement and disagreement, if what’s meant is something like a bow or a lyre. But
(as Rowe is aware) by the repeated phrase Uotepov Oporoyncdviov Eryximachus indicates that he is
thinking of the required agreement, not simply as concord, but as an explicit ‘coming to terms’’ or, in
Rowe’s apt translation: ‘striking an agreement’. Closely connected to opoloyelv (2), (to promiseo), the
use of opoloyelv for ‘to make terms’ is commonly found in (for instance) Herodotus.'" So
Eryximachus’ language uses the metaphor of making terms or a truce, and as such he invokes a kind
of agreement where it is not possible to be simultaneously in agreement and disagreement. (Compare
Republic 1V, 437b, where epineuein and ananeuein are among the enantia Socrates uses to illustrate
his principle that the same thing can’t be or do or suffer enantia simultaneously.)

The series of ‘equivalences’ Eryximachus offers — from apuovia to coppovio to oporoyia tig
involves a carefully designed slide from a mere state of being in harmony (possible between divergent
things) to a sort of homologia (note the tis). And, since this set of equivalences follows the use of
opoloynodvtov to indicate the act of striking agreement, it is this sense of 6poloyioa which is
uppermost in the reader’s mind: 6poloyia as a contract or promise or a treaty or term of a treaty.'' In
the last sentence of the passage quoted above, we should again understand opoAoyia not as a mere
state of being in concord, but as an agreement struck (to use Rowe’s term): the lively metaphor makes
music responsible for a deal done between high and low (187b2), or (in the case of rhythm) between
short and long. Implanting love and concord -so Eryximachus claims- is the necessary means to get
the warring elements to strike an agreement.

To sum up: the criticism Eryximachus offers of Heraclitus’ saying may be perverse, but the
terms in which it is couched show how cleverly he introduces a kind of agreement about which it
cannot be claimed, with Rowe , that ‘of course something can be simultaneously in agreement and
disagreement’. Personifying the elements (first high and low, then long and short) the learned doctor
makes it clear that the sort of opoloyia and opoloyelv he attributes to them is an act of coming to
terms, and that does require that the parties no longer be at odds with each other.

Section III: 6poroyely in dialectical contexts; declarative OLOLOYELY.

The stretch known as the elenchus of Agathon, and the following elenchus by Diotima of Socrates,
feature plentiful uses of ouoloyeiv(l), as Wardy notes. He finds a pervasive ?olarity between
oporoyio and Gvdyxn, one that ‘comes into its own during dialectical exchanges’. '* And he glosses
all the 6poAoy- vocabulary in terms of agreement - something that might seem uncontroversial. But I
aim to cast doubt on that. I have come to the conclusion that the active opoloyelv, in its declarative
use, should not invariably be translated ‘agree’, and indeed that it can be misleading about the nature
of Socratic questioning to do so. I’ll now try to convince you of this.

When you read English translations of Plato you will find all over the place Socrates saying
‘but a little while ago you agreed that p’ or saying ‘from what you agreed it follows that such and
such’ or asking ‘do you agree that p?’, translating forms of 6poloyeiv. But this, I now believe, can be
misleading. In English ‘agree that p’ triggers a presupposition that another person (usually the
speaker) holds the belief that p. Let me tell you about a controversy over the forthcoming referendum
concerning independence for Scotland. When it was first announced, the Scottish administration
proposed the following question: Do you agree that Scotland should be an independent country? This
sparked strong objections, on the ground that the question implied ‘Do you agree (with us who are
asking the question) that Scotland should be an independent country?’. (A more neutral question has
now been proposed in its place.) English ‘agree that p’ is used in such a way that it typically conveys
‘agree with the speaker that ..., in its second and third person uses (you agree (d) / he agrees/agreed
that...). Sometimes the agreeing described is with a third party. I can say ‘Mary agreed with Jane that
Tom was to blame, but I thought they were both wrong’. But normally if I say ‘you/she agreed that p’
or ask ‘do you/does she agree that p?°I imply that I too hold the belief that p.

Something similar applies to the French verbs used by des Places for opoloyetv (1):

9 powell, Lexicon to Herodotus: of 37 occurrences of dpohoyeiv, 20 signify ‘to reach an agreement’.

1 All 12 occurrences in Herodotus of dpoloyia are for a treaty or truce. The related use for a contract is common in Plato,
with Crito 52a, 54c and Cratylus 435c¢ being noted occurrences.

Wardy, p49. The polarity is perhaps rather between dvdykn and what is kmv.
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LR INT3

“reconnaitre”, “concéder” (que). “Reconnaitre” (I believe) is a factive verb; I cannot say of someone
‘il reconnait que’ p but then go on to deny p myself. Nor (I think) can one say we were wrong to
reconnaitre that so and so. But both of these are possible, as I shall show, for Greek o6poloyetv (1).
Here is my evidence that when speaker A describes B as 6poAoyelv a certain thesis, speaker A need
not endorse the thesis, or imply that anyone else holds it. Sometimes when Socrates uses Opoloyeiv to
refer to what the interlocutor assents to, he plainly does not endorse the thesis.

(i) At Meno 79, Meno has accepted both (1) to do whatever one does with justice is virtue and (2)
justice is a part of virtue. Socrates continues:

So it follows, from what you assert (cupfoafvet €€ Gv 6O dporoysic) that doing whatever one does with
a part of virtue, that is virtue. (Meno 79b4-5)

The conclusion — virtue is doing what one does with a part of virtue — is one that is rejected, so at
least one of the premises must be rejected too. When Socrates addressing Meno uses Opoloyeic,
Socrates is certainly not endorsing both (1) and (2).

(i1) Next recall the famous self-refutation argument in Theaetetus 13

Socrates: Secondly, it has this most exquisite feature: as regards the opinion of those who hold a
belief contrary to his opinion (namely the belief that his is false) Protagoras — I presume — concedes
(ovyympel) that theirs is true, seeing that he professes that all men judge what is (6poAoy®v ta Gvto
do&alew dmovtac). Theod: Undoubtedly. Soc: And if he agrees (Opoioyel) that the opinion of those
who think him wrong is true, then wouldn’t he be conceding (cuyywpo?) that his own opinion is false?
Theod :Necessarily. Soc. But the others don’t concede (cvyywpodowv) that theirs is false? Theod:
Indeed not. Soc: But Protagoras, for his part, admits (6poloyel) this judgement to be true, given what
he’s written. (Theaetetus 171a6-b8)

You will note that this passage has three uses of cvyywpelv and three of opoloyeiv. I’ll come back to
the difference between these. For now, it is the first occurrence of opoAloyelv that provides me with
the evidence I want: opoloy®dv 10 Ovto do&dlewv dmavtag (171a8-9). Socrates is noting that
Protagoras professes that all men judge what is, i.e. that all beliefs are true. Now this — that all beliefs
are true - is something Protagoras alone believes or maintains, so it is wrong to render it (as translators
regularly do) ‘seeing that he agrees that ...”. The verb 6poloyeiv here indicates merely that the person
in question gives it as their opinion that p. This text shows it can’t be taken to imply that in giving a
certain opinion they are concurring with the speaker, or with any other parties.

(iii)) We find just such an occurrence in our dialectical stretch in Symposium 201b9. Socrates is
challenging Agathon’s description of Love as beautiful. He has got Agathon to admit that Love
desires what is beautiful and that one loves what one lacks and does not possess; so Agathon will have
to admit that Love is not beautiful. In the course of this stretch we get (201a10) dpoAdyet and a line
later Socrates asking/reminding Agathon thus: Ovkodv opoidyntat, ov évﬁsﬁq g0TL Kal un &yet,
TovTOV €pav; “Wasn’t it agreed/ maintained that etc.” For those two occurrences agree is harmless
enough but now see what follows. (201b9):” Eu ouv oporoyeic "Epmta kaAOv glval, £l Tadta ovTog
e, To translate ‘agree’ here is surely incorrect."* Dover (1990) ad loc has noticed a problem, but his
comment shows that he clings to the meaning ‘agree’ for opoloyeic. He writes: “‘agree (sc with
popular belief)’; Socrates himself does not believe that Eros is kardc”. I find this implausible. To cast
around for another party with whom the question implies Agathon shares the view — as Dover does -
is unnecessary. Instead we must recognise that, unlike ‘agree’ (and unlike ‘reconnaitre’ and
‘concéder’), oporoyeiv does not trlgger the presupposition that some other person shares the view
which someone Oupoloysl. Waterfield'” has it right with ‘Do you still maintain that Love is
attractive?”."®
Why does this matter? I think it can affect how we understand the tone and implications of
dialectical exchanges; they may be far less consensual than the translation ‘agree’ suggests. When
Socrates is the speaker, his uses of 6poroyelv (to record or recall what has been said) are typically
taken to imply his endorsement of the theses in question. This matters for how Socratic inquiry is

131 pass over issues of text and interpretation of this argument. Cf L.Castagnoli, Ancient Self-Refutation (2010)

4 Rowe (1998) ad loc ‘Do you still agree that Love is beautiful?’. Wardy (p51) wrongly cites it as ‘a final invitation to
agree’.

§R Waterfield tr Plato’s Symposium, Oxford World’s Classics 1994; c¢f C. Gill (Pengum tr) : Do you still suppose that ..

!¢ Cf. Menander’s Samia (524, cf. 651) The Samian woman, Chrysis, to help a pair of lovers, is pretendlng that the g1r1 S
baby is her own. When the young man eventually explains the situation to his father, he says ‘Chrysis is not the child’s
mother, she’s doing this as a favour to me opoloyods’ abvtfig,” (proclaiming that the baby is hers). Once again, ‘agree’
would be wrong as a translation here.
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understood, and it’s relevant to the debate between the constructive and destructive readings of
Socratic inquiry or elenchus. '’ But if my arguments are correct, then we cannot assume, when
Socrates uses ouokoysw or describes theses as couo)»oynueva that Plato is representing Socrates as
endorsing them.'® Surprising though it may seem, the 6po- in Gpoloysiv no longer has its original
force: the one who Opoloyel that p may not be saying the same as anyone else — as the text from
Theaetetus quoted above shows. Perhaps the only remaining force of the Opo- prefix is that one who
Opoloyel says/expresses belief in/ the same as the logos says — as in Heraclitus Fr.50 (cf note 8 above)
- but not necessarily the same as someone else believes or maintains. My conclusion is that the active
opoloyelv in its declarative use should not be uniformly translated ‘agree’, though of course it is safe
to do so when it is clear from the context that the speaker or someone else also holds the thesis in
question. '’ The verb’s connotations are less consensual than the translation ‘agree’ warrants,
something which its frequent use in forensic contexts demonstrates with the antonym £éEapveicOa,
and its connexion with bringing witnesses (cf. Symp 215b7). >

Flnally a few words about the relation between cvyywpelv and oporoyelv. Adorno in a noted
article *' explored the relations between these terms. I agree with his claim that there is an 1mportant
distinction, but not with his explanation, viz. that while opoloyelv indicates rational assent, Guyywpeiv
has emotional or affective overtones. No, the distinction is simpler than that, I believe. Like ‘agree’
or ‘concede’ in English, cuyxwpelv does carry the implication that what X is said to cuyywpelv is also
maintained by another relevant person; the cvv- prefix has retained its force. But the same does not
apply to opoloyelv. There is less agreeing in Socratic discussion than you may have thought.
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The Kind of Knowledge Virtue Is:
Rational Ecstasy in Plato’s Symposium

Kendall Sharp

ABSTRACT

At the close of Plato’s Symposium, Socrates is seen “compelling [Agathon and Aristophanes] to agree
that it belongs to the same man to know how to make [epistasthai poein] comedy and tragedy, and the
man who is a tragedy-maker by fechné is also a comedy-maker” (223d). This scene evokes Socrates’
argument, from /lon, that the poets’ knowledge is not a fechné but a divine gift. Two other dialogues,
Protagoras and Meno, also end on the related theme that virtue, although knowledge, cannot be taught
by instruction like techné-knowledge (Protagoras), and comes to people by divine gift (Meno). Yet
Socrates in Ion and Phaedrus describes divinely inspired knowledge as a type of mania. Two urgent
questions thus arise: If not by instruction, then how do humans acquire by divine gift the knowledge
that is virtue? Second, if this knowledge comes by divine gift, then why is virtue not a type of
madness? In this paper, I argue that by concluding with this scene, Plato associates Symposium with
these questions, and indicates that he has answered them in the speeches of Socrates and Alcibiades.
In these speeches, Plato sets forth a picture about the kind of divinely inspired knowledge virtue is,
and about Socrates’ role in helping others obtain it by divine gift and become virtuous.

The picture emerges when the two speeches are read in light of our two questions. While
virtue is not fechné-knowledge, Socrates claims another type of knowledge, which he calls “ta
erotika” (Smp. 177d, 198d). Socrates’ speech can be read as answering our two questions by
describing this erotic knowledge. This knowledge fits the bill because it comes by divine gift (Lysis
204bc), but leaves its recipients in their right minds nevertheless, for it results in part from extensive
training in rational discourse (logoi) (Smp. 210a-d). Alcibiades in his speech makes clear that this
training in rational discourse consists in precisely Socrates’ characteristic conversational practice. He
also displays the non-techné, divine aspect of this knowledge in his own experience of it. Not only
does he inadvertently echo Socrates’ use of metaphors from the mystery religions. Alcibiades’ speech
also connects Socrates’ eulogy of Eros to his model in lon for sharing divine inspiration. In that
dialogue, Socrates describes how the poet’s divine inspiration is obtained, not through instruction like
a techné, but during moments of personal contact with one who already possesses the gift (535e-
536d). This matches very closely how Alcibiades describes the beneficial influence of Socrates on
himself, as turning him to philosophy only when he is in Socrates’ presence. When he is not with
Socrates, this beneficial influence fades, and Alcibiades’ focus shifts back to his more usual political
ambitions (216a-b). If Socrates’ speech is understood as answering our two questions, then the
knowledge that is virtue is erotic knowledge of to kalon. At different degrees of initiation, this
knowledge comes by divine gift to those who philosophize, but only after the soul is prepared by
training in the rational /ogoi of Socrates’ conversational practice (210a-e).



The Protreptic Power of Love.
Eros, Care for the Self and Personal Identity in the Symposium

Annie Larivée

Note: Only the parts of the text in 11 points font will be read at the conference (i.e. part of the intro as
well as parts of the section on Aristophanes and ‘Socra-tima’s’ speeches). The paper will be read in
English

Plato’s Socrates cares intensely about what others care about. This is not to say that he would
care for the same things as his fellow citizens, but rather he is aware of “the importance of what we
care about” to borrow a phrase from Frankfurt. <Unlike contemporary specialists of moral
psychology, his care for care is not strictly theoretical, it is practical: he sees it as his mission to make
his fellow citizens realize that what they intensely care about (sensual pleasures, political power,
public honours, wealth) has little importance while they pay no attention whatsoever to what really
matters (the self as soul, virtue, intelligence).> In other words, he wishes to provoke, in others,
something like a reorientation of care. But can that be done? And if so, how? How can the
philosopher, as an expert in the care of the soul, hope to awaken a concern for something that most
people do not care about in the least? I believe that in the Symposium Plato offers a protreptic strategy
based on a universally shared human experience, namely, the experience of love. Why love? Part of
the answer is that there is something inherently protreptic about love: when in love, what one
previously cared so much about seems not to matter much anymore as the person’s attention becomes
intensely focused and turned in a new direction. Such a radical reorientation of one’s attention,
priorities and care also has the power to affect the self deeply and to transform it in unexpected ways.
In what follows, I will try to describe the role played by eros in the strategy for reorienting care found
in the Symposium and the complex ways in which this dialogue promotes care for the self. We will
also see how a particular conception of the self is linked to the use of that specific strategy.

The Prologue: loving Socrates and caring about what really matters

As is often the case in the dialogues, the prologue provides subtle hints of what will later
reveal itself as a crucial question of the text. Here, the power of love to reorient care is evoked early in
the prologue when Apollodorus refers, twice, to the impact his relation to Socrates has had on his way
of life and priorities. Within a couple of days Apollodorus, a relatively recent but extremely devoted
follower of Socrates', is asked, by two different friends, to share the story of the symposium where
Socrates made his famous speech on eros. When his friend Glaucon first asks him to recall his
memories about the event, Apollodorus replies that he did not attend the symposium (that actually
took place a long time ago) and goes on to explain his situation in this antagonistic fashion: “it’s been
less than three years that I’ve been Socrates’ companion and made it my job to know exactly what he
says and does each day. Before that, I simply drifted aimlessly. Of course, I used to think that what I
was doing was important, but in fact I was the most worthless man on earth—as bad as you are this
very moment: [ used to think philosophy was the last thing a man should do” (172e-173a). In
reporting his recent conversation with Glaucon to the second, anonymous friend, he asserts that
philosophia is the only thing he personally cares about, the only thing that is worthy of any attention
in his view. Speaking or hearing about philosophy, he explains, provides him with overwhelming joy,
whereas listening to the type of topics that rich business people (such as the friend with whom he is
currently speaking!) usually discuss seems absolutely pointless to him and devoid of importance
(173c-d).> That declaration clearly echoes Socrates’ famous invitation, in the Apology (as well as in

"In fact, given Apollodorus’ extreme enthusiasm, ‘devoted’ seems a bit of a weak word. The intensity of his devotion to
Socrates suggests that there is some kind of eros is involved. Also, Apollodorus, who has not attended the banquet himself,
has heard the story from Aristodemus who also was, in the past, a fervent follower of Socrates. There is, therefore,
something like a chain of eros between Socrates and his disciples, his passionate followers learning more about him through
the stories told by other passionate disciples. An interesting question, in the context of Diotima’s teaching on immortality, is
to wonder how Socrates was able to generate replicas of himself, his followers imitating his behaviour, adopting his values,
learning his past speeches and conversations...

2 my greatest pleasure comes from philosophical conversation, even if I’'m only a listener, whether or not I think it will be
to my advantage. All other talk, especially the talk of rich businessmen like you, bores me to tears, and I’'m sorry for you and
your friends because you think your affairs are important when really they’re totally trivial. Perhaps, in your turn, you think
I’'m a failure, and believe me, I think that what you think is true. But as for all of you, I don’t just think you are failures —I
know it for a fact.”
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the Alcibiades, among other dialogues), to care primarily for the soul, philosophia, and intelligence,
rather than one’s wealth or reputation. (In what follows, I will refer to this order of priorities as
‘Socrates’s hierarchy of care’). These apparently innocent comments from the prologue are
significant, for they reveal the correlation between being intensely devoted to and enamoured with
Socrates, and starting to care about the right things in life, things that truly matter and deserve
attention.” The speeches on love carefully memorized and later retold by Apollodorus shed light on
other aspects of the possible connection between love and care. The first two, in particular, seem to
offer a vision of love that is compatible with the Socratic exhortation to care about the self (as soul).
However, as we will now see, such a rapprochement is problematic in many ways.

Phaedrus: taking care of oneself in order to be loved

The core idea of Phaedrus’ eulogy’, as summarized in its conclusion, is simple: Eros is the most
powerful force that enables human beings to acquire virtue and eudaimonia.’ At first glance,

Phaedrus’ praise, with its emphasis on the role of eros in “living well” (178¢5-6) seems in harmony
with the Socratic hierarchy of care —an impression made even stronger by the fact that he depreciates
the role of kinship, public honor and wealth in this good life (178c6-d1). It is love, he claims, that is
the source of the greatest goods in so far as it imparts this “guidance each person needs for his whole
life, if he is to live well” (178c5-6, note that the ‘guiding love’ he has in mind is pederastic).
However, the resemblance between the role Phaedrus attributes to love and Socrates’ hierarchy of
care remains superficial; Phaedrus’ account is centered on love’s power to trigger an intense concern
for oneself, but the form that this concern takes is clearly unsocratic. He in no way suggests that love
leads to virtue by inciting the lover or the beloved to care for the state of his soul (there is no mention
of the psuche in Phaedrus’ speech). In the wake of the traditional heroic ideal, he thinks of virtue and
eudaimonia essentially in terms of actions, and more importantly, actions that are (or could be)
witnessed, seen by the loved-one.® His understanding of virtue and eudaimonia is somehow ‘external’
as it is focused on the public (or at least, ‘visible”) performance of fine actions and the achievement of
great and beautiful deeds (megala kai kala erga, 178d4). Phaedrus holds that love is the source of fine
deeds (mostly courageous ones in the context of war) and an obstacle to shameful acts, for a lover
would rather die than be seen performing dishonourable acts by his beloved. Thus what love seems to
trigger, beyond a care for virtue as such, is a fear of shame and a desire to be admirable (kalon) in the
beloved’s eyes.

Now, needless to say, from a Socratic point of view this emphasis on visibility raises
questions. First, one can wonder if eros is the principle of a genuine form of individual and pohtlcal
betterment or if it only triggers a concern for the way one appears to be.” This problem appears later in
the interlude between Aristophanes’ and Agathon’s speeches when Socrates asks Agathon if it is
really the case that he would only be ashamed of doing something disgraceful if it was witnessed by a
group of 1ntelhgent individuals and would not mind at all if it happened before a crowd of ordinary
people (194¢).® With this remark Socrates seems to question the idea that the quality of an action
somehow depends on the ‘audience’ that witnesses it. This echoes his well known attack on the care
for doxa, reputation, and appearances.

Let us note in passing that the value Phaedrus attributes to love-motivated self-sacrifice at the
end of his eulogy also raises important questions for my inquiry. Can self-sacrifice be, in certain

? The prologue also subtly evokes a theme that will be crucial in Diotima’s speech, namely the necessity to constantly
reactivate one’s memories and to repeat and thus recreate what one knew in order to maintain one’s identity, 208a. Indeed,
Apollororus twice mentions the fact that he was well exercised (ouk ameletetos einai 172al, ouk ameletetos echo, 173cl),
havmg apparently memorized, told and retold Socrates’ speech (as well as the other guests’).

4 Despite the fact that Eryximachus was the one to suggest a eulogy to eros, the idea originates from Phaedrus and since
Phaedrus is also presented as learning a speech about love by heart in the Phaedrus, we can infer that eros was a topic to
which he had given quite a bit of thought. That, coupled with the fact that he is the first to speak, makes his speech
important: it is his speech that sets the scene and to which the other guests will react.

“Love is the most ancient of the gods, the most honored, and the most powerful in helping men gain virtue and blessedness,
whether they are alive or have passed away” 180b. Eros’ capacity to lead to eudaimonia at the level of the polis is mentioned
at 178d, e. Although Phaedrus does not explain what this contribution consists in, we can infer that he is thinking of its
collective usefulness in the context of war and as a motive for self-sacrifice.

% On the importance of being or not being seen, see 178d-e, 178a. Vernant [1991] 105-7, provides insightful explanations on
thls aspect of Greek culture.

" And if the latter is the case, could this concern for the actions witnessed by the beloved lead, eventually, to a real
improvement of the lovers' character?

“—S:...if you did run into wise men, other than yourself, you’d certainly be ashamed at the thought of doing anything ugly
in front of them. Is that what you mean? —A.: That’s true, he said. —S.: On the other hand, you wouldn’t be ashamed to do
something ugly in front of ordinary people. Is that it?”
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situations, an appropriate form of care for the self? If so, what does this reveal about the self that is
thus cared for? Does this self have to be an immortal psuche in order for self-sacrifice to make sense
as a form of self-care? Phaedrus evokes the fate of two mythological heroes, Alcestis and Achilles, to
show that their love-induced self-sacrifices pleased the gods and earned them special rewards, but he
does not show how self-sacrifice is intrinsically valuable or explain how it depends on or relates to
immortality. It is, however, a step taken by ‘Socratima’ in their own speech as we will see.’

Pausanias: giving in to virtuous lover in order to better one’s soul

With his focus on a type of love that is ‘heavenly’ —i.e. directed at the soul, as opposed to ‘common’
eros, focused on the body (180a-b) —, Pausanias seems to hold a position on eros that is closer to the
spirit of Socrates’ hierarchy of care. Pausanias praises Eros as a source of care for the self, i.e. care for
the soul. This is what the concluding sentence of his speech makes clear: “Heavenly love” is highly
valuable for individuals and states as it compels both the lover and the beloved to care for virtue
(185b-c)."” But, again, is this convergence more than superficial?

True, there are significant similarities. According to Pausanias’ account the contribution that
eros makes to the care for the self is not dependant on fear of shame or a concern for the way one
looks in the eye of the loved-one. As a matter of fact, far from leading the lover to consistently present
himself in a favorable light in order to impress the beloved, eros can lead him to behave in a way that
would be considered slavish in any other circumstances (183a-b). Pausanias does not attempt to
explain how this phenomenon (the power of eros to diminish the lover’s concern for his image, his
own integrity or sense of dignity) can be reconciled with his view that love’s value lies in its power to
promote care for the self. We will have, again, to wait for Socratima’s speech to learn more about this.

Pausanias’ views seem more compatible with the Socratic conception of care for the soul in
that the value he attributes to love is centred on a type of relationship that provides the conditions for
a continuous, life-long process of self-improvement, rather than one that consists in episodic displays
of heroism. Here, the beneficial effects of love are linked to a process that takes time and this
temporal dimension of eros as a form of care is threefold. First, the type of love that is valuable (i.e.,
soul-focused) requires time as it involves a process of betterment based on a life-long union (181d).

Second, it also requires time since the beloved has to put the lover to the test before he can
agree to a relationship (so as to make sure that the lover’s motivation is the beloved’s betterment,
184a). Finally, the priority it assigns to the soul is also a condition that makes the relationship stable
over time (183e). Indeed, in terms that are reminiscent of the Alcibiades, Pausanias argues that the
permanence of the relationship depends on the stability of its object: the love of the erastes devoted to
the vulgar Aphrodite won’t endure because the object of his love (the body) won’t endure either,
whereas the love directed to the beloved’s soul will persist (183e).'' In brief, whereas Phaedrus
praised eros for its capacity to inspire heroic gestures that benefit the polis as well as the individual (a
claim that still needs to be clarified in cases where self-sacrifice is involved), Pausanias puts the
empha51s on the capacity of a certain type of endurlng relationship, namely a soul-focused homo-
eroticism'? to contribute to the care for the self."

Now, despite these similarities, the compatibility of this account with the Socratic hierarchy
of care is only partial. Indeed, while Pausanias’ description clearly states that the heavenly eromenos
cares about the state of the beloved’s soul (his only concern is the contribution the relationship can
make to his own improvement), the nature of the erastes’ interest is not unambiguous. Pausanias’
explanations concerning the fact that it is perfectly fine for the beloved to give in to the lover’s
advances once he has put his motivation to the test (184a) indicates that the erastes’ efforts are to be
rewarded with sensual pleasure. But if it is really the soul that the heavenly lover is after, why must
the outcome of the relationship be sexual? Pausanias explains that the erastes cares for the soul in the

? I take the freedom to use that combination name inspired by contemporary ‘power-couples’ such as ‘Brangelina’ to refer to
Diotima’s speech as retold by Socrates. Since there are some parts where Socrates obviously makes personal additions to
Diotima’s teachings (for ex.: 205e), and since we can also infer that he acts as a filter and recalls only what seems pertinent
to him, and finally, since it is his decision to use parts of her teachings as a ‘praise’ for Eros, I think it is more prudent to
attrlbute the authorship of the speech and the ideas contained in it to both of them conjomtly
10«Love’s value [i.e. “’Heavenly love”] to the city as a whole and to the citizens is immeasurable, for he compels the lover
and his loved one alike to make virtue their central concern (pollen epimeleian anagkazon poieistai pros areten ton te eronta
auton autou kai eromenon).”

"' We find a parallel passage in the Alcibiades, at 131c-d.
'2 Contrarily to Phaedrus, he associates that fine type of eros exclusively with homoerotic love, 181d
'3 This account is more clearly focused on the benefits of love for the individual and even if Pausanias mentions benefits to
the polis, he does not explain their nature.
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sense that he will choose an intelligent eromenos (as opposed to an unintelligent one, 181b, d) and
will contribute to the improvement of his beloved’s soul. However, what the erastes, himself, seems to
get out of this relationship is bodily pleasures. The eromenos, then, seem to be the one who genuinely
cares for the soul (his own soul) in so far as it is his soul that really benefits from the relationship. All
this raises the question: aside from sexual pleasures, what else could the erastes get out of the
relationship? In what way can it make a contribution to the lover’s self-care?'* Or is he entirely
altruistic? Pausanias does not say and we will have, again, to wait for Socratima’s speech to get an
answer.

In all honesty, Pausanias gives the impression that he is using the Socratic fopos of the ‘care
for the soul’ as a rhetorical tool enabling older men to persuade beautiful youth to choose someone,
who, like himself, cares for the soul in the sense that he is devoted to ‘philosophy’ instead of choosing
an erastes who can provide him with financial resources and political influence (183a)... His
declaration to the effect that only one type of servitude is acceptable, namely to become the servant of
the person we know will make us better in terms of knowledge or virtue also seems to point in that
direction (184c, 184d-e). Seen in that light, when addressed to the potential beloved, the Socratic
invitation to care for one’s intelligence and soul (instead of wealth and honor) could be ‘translated’ as
follows: “I urge you to choose an erastes like me, a soul-oriented philosopher, instead of letting
yourself be seduced by wealthy and politically powerful lovers!” And in truth, we cannot exclude that
Socrates’ exhortation to care for the soul can be interpreted in that way, for it is an invitation
addressed to youth to look for a mentor, a virtuous educator who ‘specializes’ in the soul instead of
putting themselves in the care of men of power or wealth. The difference is that Socrates does not use
this exhortation in order to seduce youths sexually.

There are other aspects of Pausanias’ explanations that indicate that his exhortation is more
self-interested (ambiguously motivated) than Socrates’. For instance, he declares, apparently
unconcerned, that an eromenos should not be ashamed if it turns out that the erastes to whom he gave
his favours ends up not being capable or willing to fulfil his promises. Such a mistake in evaluation,
he explains, is nothing that the eromenos should feel ashamed of, for it reveals his willingness to
entrust himself to someone he thought could make him better (185b). Socrates, for his part, does not
take such a risk lightly. In many dialogues, Plato portrays him assisting young people in assessmg the

‘credentials’ of individuals who present themselves as potential mentors or educators.”> We find an
allusion to that vulnerable situation of youths in the Symposium when Socrates ironically mocks
Alcibiades’ conv1ct10n that he is able to correctly assess Socrates’ value despite his own lack of
experience.'® Instead of encouraging potential eromenoi to just take a chance with an erastes who
seems capable of teaching them virtue, he encourages them to be vigilant and critical, and to realize
that in such relationships they are exposing the most precious part of themselves to harm and
corruption, namely their soul (Prot., 312¢, 313a-b). Pausanias is not nearly as scrupulous. In truth, he
seems not to care much about their fate.

Eryximachus: Eros as the principle at the core of therapeutic arts

Although the relevance of Eryximachus’ speech for the question that interests me is not
immediately evident, it does offer a good occasion to contrast the attempt to reorient care found in the
Symposium with conversion modes found in other dialogues. At first glance, with his eulogy,
Eryximachus seems to invite us to get away from the anthropocentric (not to say ‘pederastocentric’)
perspective of the previous speeches by drawing our attention, instead, to diverse physical phenomena
in which measure and harmony are manifestations of the ‘Heavenly Eros’ described by Pausanias.
This invitation to modify our view point involves a radical conversion of our attention as it
encourages us to abandon the familiar perspective of personal love (which is something that most
people have experienced and care a lot about) to pay attention to an ‘erotic’ feature shared by diverse
physical phenomena (a highly general, not to say universal, viewpoint, the existence of which most
people are not aware of). Are we here given an avant-goiit of the type of ‘ascent’ referred to in
Socratima’s speech? I believe it is not the case for several reasons.

First, whereas the type of conversion promoted by Socratima is progressive (the change of
perspective is achieved gradually, by passing through different stages), Eryximachus seems to invite

' This question must be asked about Socrates. What does he get (or hope to get) out of his relationship with Alcibiades for
example” Since he refrained from having any sexual contact with him, are we to believe that his attempt to help the youth
lmprove was completely selfless and altruistic?

The prologue of the Protagoras is probably the best example.

16219a,
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us to abruptly abandon our common understanding of eros. There is no transition between the
ordinary and the ‘scientific’ viewpoints. It would therefore perhaps be more appropriate to compare
this shift of perspective to the ‘imaginary flight’ (as Pierre Hadot calls this type of spiritual exercise)
that Socrates depicts in the Theaetetus (173c-177c). The abrupt alteration of one’s ordinary
perspective —characteristic of the philosopher engaged in the ‘homoiosis theor’— requires that one
stops looking at things from the viewpoint of ordinary practical human interests in order to adopt
something like an objective view of phenomena. Given that Eryximachus mentions music and
astronomy in his speech, it would also be tempting to see a convergence with the passage of the
Republic where Socrates identifies the disciplines that can help achieve the conversion of the whole
soul required of philosophers (Rep. 518c). But in reality, these comparisons are mistaken.

Despite a shift to a certain level of generality, the perspective adopted by Eryximachus
remains, in fact, deeply anthropocentric. It is, however indirectly, focused on what human beings
typically care about and need. Indeed, the object of his praise and his attention is not really eros as a
unique principle of harmony at play in different physical phenomena. What really interests him is the
capacity to produce that type of order and harmony in spheres that are crucial to human survival and
well-being with the help of arts such as medicine, agriculture, gymnastics, music, and divination. Not
only does Eryximachus focus more on the ‘heavenly’ (i.e. measured) character of eros than on what
makes it ‘erotic’ in the first place, but he does not even praise Heavenly Eros as a factor of harmony
and order as such; rather he praises the arts and experts who know how to generate such an order and
who are aware of its importance. The competent physician, for example, has the capacity and
responsibility to create the type of eros that leads to health and concord in individual bodies, and to
avoid the type of eros that leads to excess, illness, and destruction (Asclepios’ art relied on that
capacity as he knew how to create love and concord, 187d-e). Moreover, not only is his eulogy
directed at those who can promote heavenly eros in spheres useful to human beings, but the majority
of the arts that Eryximachus praises are directed toward the care of the body and not of the soul.>

Aristophanes: an a-therapeutic and a-protreptic conception of love

Aristophanes’ speech is, no doubt, the one that resonates the most with contemporary readers.
In fact, the social discourse that helps to shape our contemporary experience of love shares so many
traits with the aristophanic narrative that one suspects that Plato’s Symposium has, somehow, made a
contribution to its production at some point in Western history.'” The emphasis on love as a search for
our ‘soul mate’, the belief that there is someone out there who is ‘the one’, our ‘second half’ that will
make us feel ‘whole again’, the supreme importance attributed to the couple as the primordial
relationship outside of which the individual remains, somehow, lacking and incomplete are all
elements of the contemporary experience of love that bear a striking similarity to Aristophanes’
fanciful story. And, perhaps we should add to this list of common features the fact that, in contrast
with the previous speeches, Aristophanes makes no reference (explicit or implicit) to the capacity that
love has (or can have) to contribute to one’s improvement.18

There is, indeed, no mention at all of a connection between eros and care for the self in
Aristophanes’ account. Love is portrayed as an experience of intense need and search for a lost half,
and perfection as something that belongs (exclusively) to the past. No process of self-improvement or
self-care could ever bring peace to the individual anxious to be (however imperfectly) reunited with
their lost half. Finding one’s lost half —an event that depends on chance as M. Nussbaum noted'’—
does not lead to a betterment of the (previously separated) self, but only brings a (partial) relief by
soothing the distress linked to the feeling of deep need and restlessness caused by the traumatic
separation. If there is care involved, then, it’s only in the minimal sense that one tries to repair, as well
as one can, something that has been deeply broken, to partially heal something like an original
wound”’. No matter how captivating and powerful Aristophanes’ story is, it does not really constitute
a praise of eros. His colorful, comical, and moving narrative gives a vivid picture of some of the
emotions felt in one’s search for love, but if this description were the only story one could tell about
eros, love would appear as something rather miserable and absurd. Not only because of its orientation

"7 In the Renaissance probably (to be researched).

'8 Ch. Taylor [1991], among others, is certainly right to underline the crucial role of personal love for self-discovery and
self-expression in contemporary culture, but this is different from self-improvement and self-care.

19 “The creatures ‘search’ and ‘come together’, but it is plainly not in their power to ensure the happy reunion. It is difficult
to accept that something as essential to our good as love is at the same time so much a matter of chance.” Nussbaum [1986]
174.

2 Love attempts to “heal (jasasthai) human nature”, 191d.
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toward a (irrecoverably) lost perfection, or its conception of the self as a deficient entity whose
integrity depends on a (precarious) relationship with another (equally deficient) human being, but also
because Aristophanes’ story evokes those aspects of love that are potentially asocial (the lovers are so
absorbed in one another that they care for nothing else), self-destructive (they let themselves die) and
self-impoverishing (it motlvates an intense search for a lost half that absorbs time and energy that
could be better spent).”' Let us not forget that the whole situation is the result of a divine punishment
according to the story.

That said, what makes the Aristophanic narrative relevant here is precisely the radical
incompatibility between the conception of the self implicitly contained in that story and the Socratic
ideal of care for the self. Socrates himself ironically —though unambiguously— underlines that
incompatibility when he later attacks the Aristophanic conception of love by making the following
statement:

Now there is a certain story [...] according to which lovers are those people who seek their other
halves. But according to my story, a lover does not seek the half or the whole, unless, my
friend, it turns out to be good as well. I say this because people are willing to cut off their own
arms and legs if they think they are diseased. I don’t think an individual takes joy in what
belongs to him personally unless by ‘belonging to me’ he means ‘good’ and by ‘belonging to
another’ he means, ‘bad’ That’s because what everyone loves is really nothing other than the
good. (205e- 206a)

Of course, desplte Socrates’ edifying words many people seem to ‘love’ and search the company of
someone who is not ‘good’ to/for them.*® Aristophanes’ fanciful narrative transposes, in striking
images, the intense, painful and often self-destructive experience that love too often is — and from an
empirical point of view it is probably better equipped than Socratima’s to make sense of most
people’s experience of erotic attachment.”* Whereas Socratima describes eros as it can or could be at
its best, Aristophanes shows it as it usually is. Not only does he show it as it is, but the lost-half story
has no power to transform that pitiful experience. It does not enrich it, it does not make use of its
intensity to bring us somewhere else, and it does not aim to. This story does not make us better and is
not trying to. In brief, Aristophane’s speech is unapologetically a-therapeutic and a-protreptic. (Unless
we suppose that a plain description of this pathetic experience could trigger, in some people, an
intense desire to avoid it!)

Another way to shed light on the difference between the two, without jumping ahead, would
be to say that Aristophanes’ and Socratima’s different conceptions of love find their source in a
different understanding of the temporal and normative nature of the self. Whereas Aristophanes’ self
is essentially a-normative and defined by its past (the self is and wishes to be what it once was —no
matter what that was), Socratima’s self, as we will soon see, is a self in progress, turned toward its
future, which is the temporal condition of its own improvement. That self is future-oriented and
fundamentally normative, hence the central importance of self-care. It is a ‘becoming self” whose
process of becoming is based on the capacity to let go of the parts of itself that are not worth keeping
and to perpetuate those that are worthy of “intra- or interpersonal propagation”. In other words, it does
not confuse what it was (what it inherited from its past) with what it ‘is’ (that is: what it can become
by reproducing and ‘propagating’ what is good in itself and by purging what is worthless from itself).

' 191a-b.
2 The only aspect of this story that is remotely linked to a protreptic motion (in the literal sense of the word: ‘to turn
toward’) is its attempt to make sense of one’s sexual orientation. That said, the story helps to understand why people are
sexually ‘turned’ in a specific direction and makes no attempt to change that direction determined by the past and apparently
unchangeable

? To the extent that this story depicts the situation of one half searching for another half, we must suppose that the original
unity was in some way differentiated, i.e., composed of two halves at least partially identifiable in their individuality,
something like the unity of conjoint twins. The story does not mention the possibility that one of these twins (or both) feels
liberated after the separation and that they could have experienced their union as, say, being joined to a gangrenous limb, as
Socrates’ objection supposes. All that we know is that the original spheres or ‘wheels’ felt complete while the half-wheels
feel 1ncomp1ete without their lost half and that the wheels originally had powers that even two reunited halves would lack.

1t is also compatible with the psychoanalytic axiom now largely accepted according to which the erotic tendencies and
needs of adults are essentially determined by their past (more precisely by the infant’s primary relationship with the mother
and other care-givers).
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Agathon: elenchos as an erotic ‘turn-on’ and as a purge

For my purpose, Agathon’s eulogy is interesting mainly as an excellent illustration of someone who
“commits himself or the care of his soul to words” (Cratylus, 440c) and whose soul, therefore, is in
need of a purge. This probably motivates Socrates’ (however brief) attempt to submit him to an
elenchic process. Agathon’s speech does however, make a significant —if only negative—
contribution to the dialogue in that it helps to shape Socrates’ eulogy by providing him with ideas to
criticize and beliefs to put straight (beliefs about Eros’ beauty, for example, or his divine nature). As
such, it is also a good example of the Socratic art of seduction, in which the elenchus plays an
important role in humbling the eromenos. In what follows, I will limit myself to Socrates’ criticism of
these ideas and will not discuss Agathon’s eulogy as such, nor the beginning of elenchic purification
to which Socrates submits him before evoking Diotima’s teachings. >

Socratima: love as a mean of selt-propagation. Memes and personal identity

[Note : due to lack of time, the rest of the text is in French, but it will be presented in English at the
conference |

Le mouvement protreptique initié par le discours de Socratima est si habile, les idées qui le
soutiennent si séduisantes que pour bien percevoir la transition radicale qu’il tente de susciter, il faut
d’abord faire I’effort spécial de résister a sa séduction et mettre ’accent sur ce qu’il y a, en lui,
d’inoui. Autant I’histoire comico-bizarroide d’Aristophane mettait en mots et en images des
sentiments familiers ressentis dans 1’amour, autant les idées et les images apparemment beaucoup plus
communes employées par Socratima tentent d’initier un processus « amoureux » menant vers une
sphere d’expérience pour le moins inhabituelle. L’idée de conversion est, me semble-t-il, adéquate
pour rendre compte de ce passage d’un univers familier a une expérience hors du commun. D’ailleurs,
cette puissance et cette intention de conversion sont en quelque sorte symbolisées, des le départ, par le
personnage démonique d’Eros présenté comme jouant le role d’intermédiaire, de passeur. Eros est
cette force démonique permettant de transiter de la pauvreté a la richesse (203e), du laid et du
mauvais au beau et au bon (202b), de 1’ignorance au savoir (202a, 204a-b), de la mort a la vie (203e),
de la sphére humaine & la sphére divine (202d-e). Autant de transitions qui peuvent &tre pensée
comme des mouvements de conversion, eros étant la force protreptique par excellence.

Pour plus de clarté, il convient de différencier deux passages protreptiques dans les
enseignements que Socrate attribue a Diotima. Le premier passage, qui met en jeu une stratégie
protreptique « classique », correspond a la partie ou il est question des bénéfices dont eros est la
source. Il s’étend de 204d a 209¢ et je ’appelle le « protreptique long ». Quant au second passage, « le
protreptique court », il est constitué par la description condensée que Diotima offre de I’initiation
qu’elle décrit comme « le plus haut mystére » a la fin du discours de Socrate entre 210a-et 212b,
passage que les interprétes désignent souvent comme « 1’ascension vers le Beau ». Le contraste entre
les tactiques protreptiques employées dans ces deux passages est frappant.

1- Premier passage protreptique : Eros as a mode of propagation of the self

Je qualifie I’approche protreptique utilisée ici de « classique » car elle repose sur une méthode
couramment appliquée ailleurs.” Cette méthode, simple, consiste a : 1) mettre en lumicre, chez le
lecteur ou ’auditeur, un désir, un but souhaité, et 2) présenter ensuite ce vers quoi on veut le tourner
comme étant moyen de parvenir a ce but préexistant. Dans le passage qui nous intéresse, le but en
question est le bonheur, présenté comme « la possession perpétuelle des choses bonnes » (205a). Le
fait que Socratima précise que ce but est partagé par «tous les hommes » (205a6, 9) nous informe sur
ceux qui sont (en principe) visés par cette premiere conversion protreptique. En un mot : tous. Tout le
monde. Jusqu’ici, rien d’original. Mais ce qui distingue son approche du protreptique classique, c’est
qu’elle décide de faire en quelque sorte un pas en amont de ce but universel et de nous présenter, tous,
dans la position d’amoureux par rapport au désir des choses bonnes. Elle fait valoir, en effet, que
I’application du terme ‘amour’ est arbitrairement limitée a une de ses formes (comme c’est également
le cas du terme poiesis) et doit étre élargi a la sphére entiére du désir des choses bonnes (205¢c-d).
« D’une fagon générale, tout ce qui est désir des choses bonnes et du bonheur, c’est cela qu’est
Amour, aussi tout puissant que rusé en toutes choses» (205d). Dans notre poursuite du bonheur,
Socratima nous invite donc & nous percevoir comme des amoureux, et a voir cette quéte universelle du

23 In the Euthydemus for example. See Larivée [2010], 168-9.
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bonheur comme étant érotique.”® Un autre trait distinctif par rapport au protreptique classique est
qu’elle décide de mettre [’accent sur un aspect précis de cette quéte (érotique) du bonheur, a savoir
son aspect temporel. Nous souhaitons une possession des bonnes choses qui soit permanente,
perpétuelle (206a). De manicre inhabituelle, ¢’est sur cet aspect temporel que son levier protreptique
viendra s’appuyer.

Le gros de son effort sera ensuite consacré a la deuxiéme étape protreptique. Celle ou il s’agit
d’identifier un certain moyen, un certain mode de vie, comme étant /a fagon de parvenir au but visé.
Dans le cas du premier passage protreptique, ce moyen n’est pas présenté comme étant le mode de vie
philosophique (ce sera le réle du second passage), mais plus largement comme ce que j’appellerai la
« procréation spirituelle ». Cette transition vers la question du moyen d’atteindre le but visé est, dans
le texte, tres claire puisque Socratima pose elle-méme, de manicre rhétorique, la question de savoir
par le biais de quelle activité (praxis) particuliere impliquant zele et effort, le but sera atteint (206b1-
2). La réponse, apparemment ésotérique (« un enfantement dans la beauté selon le corps et selon
I’ame », 206b) met en jeu une analogie entre I’ame et le corps, analogie qui sert souvent de tremplin a
la conversion vers le souci de I’ame dans les dialogues de Platon.”” Dépouillée de ses embellissement
rhétorique, 1’analogie est simple : tout comme la maniere, pour le corps, de se perpétuer est la
reproduction, I’ame aussi peut persister par le biais de quelque chose comme une « reproduction
spirituelle ». Rappelons ici que I’aspect de notre désir ‘amoureux’ des bonnes choses (autrement dit,
du bonheur) sur lequel Socratima concentre son attention est la permanence, la persistance temporelle.
Ce qui se fait jour, a son avis, dans I’amour comme quéte de bonheur, c’est le désir de durer, ce désir
qu’a tout individu de « persister dans son &tre » pour parler comme Spinoza. On pourrait dire, en
termes socratiques, qu’il s’agit d’un certain souci de soi, un souci qu’a le soi, heureux, de persister. Or
suivant les explications de Socratima, pour des mortels, le seul moyen, la seule praxis, permettant d’y
parvenir est I’activité de procréation. L’ame, comme le corps doit, afin de persister au-dela de la mort
individuelle, se reproduire.

On pourra s’étonner, ici, que 1’aAme ne soit pas présentée comme intrinséquement immortelle.
Bien qu’on puisse étre tenté d’y percevoir un signe de 1’évolution des positions philosophiques de
Platon, j’aurais pour ma part tendance a penser qu’il s’agit la d’une indication du caractére
protreptique du passage (et du dialogue en général). L’immortalité (aussi bien spirituelle que
physique) n’est pas présentée comme un état de fait, quelque chose de donné, mais est plutdt utilisé
par Socratima comme une « carotte » permettant de tourner vers le souci de ’dme. Vous voulez
I’immortalité de I’ame comme condition d’un bonheur permanent, semble-t-elle dire? Eh bien dans ce
cas vous devrez la gagner en choisissant une praxis amoureuse liée a I’Ame et menant a une certaine
forme de procréation spirituelle.

Seule cette conception égocentrée de I’amour peut expliquer le sacrifice des animaux pour
leurs petits, des héros pour leurs aimé(e)s, phénoméne qui autrement serait « absurde » (208c).
Admete, Achille, ont fait le sacrifice de leur vie non par renoncement a soi, mais par désir de s’assurer
I’immortalité (208d). Il n’y rien la d’altruiste, semble-t-elle dire en réponse aux questions soulevées
par le discours de Phedre. Mais la reproduction, physique ou spirituelle, nous permet-elle vraiment
d’atteindre 1I’immortalité, serait-on tenté de lui demander? Elle a prévu nos résistances et y répond
dans le passage dense et déconcertant (207d-208b) ou elle présente sa vision de ce que les philosophes
contemporains appellent le probléme de I’ «identité personnelle » (c’est-a-dire le probléme qui
consiste a rendre compte du maintien de 1’unité¢ de la personne malgré 1’essentielle fluidité du moi,
constamment en devenir, physiquement et mentalement). On pourrait formuler I’objection prévenue
par Socratima comme suit: I’immortalit¢é de l’individu ne peut vraiment &tre assurée par la
procréation (physique ou spirituelle) dans la mesure ou ce qui est créé par la re-production n’est pas le
« méme » que ce qui I’a créé. Ainsi, dans la re-production issue de I’amour, physique ou spirituel, il y
a certainement quelque chose qui vient de soi, mais pas la persistance du soi comme tel. Et si tel est le
cas, ni la reproduction, ni la création spirituelle sous le signe d’eros ne permettent au soi comme tel
d’atteindre I’immortalité. Ni la procréation, ni la création de belles ceuvres ne permettrait donc de
satisfaire le souci de soi en ce sens-1a. Le souci, qu’a le soi, heureux, de durer.

Pour surmonter cette difficulté, Socratima adopte la stratégie insolite consistant a dissocier la
question de I’identité personnelle de celle de la mémeté. Faisant appel a nos croyances ordinaires
concernant I’individu, elle nous force a admettre que nous admettons spontanément 1’existence d’une

26 Elle “traduit” aussi la hiérarchie socratique du souci en terme d’amour lorsqu’elle critique 1’aspect limité de 1’application
du concept d’amour en disant: “... those who pursue this along any of its many other ways —through making money,or
through the love or sports, or through philosophy—we don’t say that these people are in love, and we don’t call them
lovers’’ (sous-entendu : alors qu’en fait, on le devrait), 205d.

7 See for ex. Larivée [2007].
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personne particuliére et identifiable (la réponse au ‘qui est-ce?’) malgré les constants changements
que cette personne subit a divers égards. Malgré le fait, donc, qu’elle n’est jamais tout a fait la méme,
nous n’avons néanmoins aucune hésitation a désigner une personne donnée comme étant cette
personne particuliére, X.

La partie de ses explications qui ont les conséquences les plus importantes pour mon sujet
concernent I’ame. Car Socratima fait valoir qu’au niveau de 1’ame, la persistance de la personne
dépend en fait du choix qu’elle fait de conserver, de renouveler par la mémoire et I’exercice, tel ou tel
trait de son caractére, telle ou telle opinion, tel ou tel désir, telle ou telle connaissance (207e).
Continuer d’exister en tant que personne, semble dire Socratima, repose sur un constant processus de
sélection, de reproduction de soi par soi. De sorte que le processus de reproduction spirituelle ou
certains éléments du soi pérennisés dans des supports extérieurs au soi qui seront ensuite assimilés par
d’autres (par le biais d’ceuvres poétiques, éducatives, ou législatives par exemple) ne serait pas
fondamentalement différent de ce qui se produit constamment a I’intérieur de la personne.

Si I’on emprunte le vocabulaire employé par Irwin, on pourrait dire que Socratima tente de
nous convaincre que la persistance de la personne par le biais d’une ‘interpersonal propagation’ (sous
forme spirituelle et psychique) ne différe pas fondamentalement de 1”’intrapersonal propagation’ sur
laquelle repose notre identité personnelle, identité que nous ne questionnons pas.”® Au niveau interne
a ’ame, la persistance du soi prend la forme d’une self-propagation qui repose sur la décision de
conserver certains traits et éléments présents de la personne, en vue de les maintenir dans le futur. Or,
la procréation spirituelle repose sur la méme dynamique de sélection et de préservation elle est une
propagation du soi sur un support extérieur. En fait, on pourrait méme aller jusqu’a dire que ce que R.
Dawkins a baptis¢ « meme »> (a4 savoir « an idea, behavior, or style that spreads from person to
person within a culture »)*° est aussi le support de I’identité personne telle que Socratima suggeére que
nous la comprenions. Si I’on cherchait & prouver, avec Ch. Gill, que le soi ou la personne, dans
I’antiquité grecque classique, ne repose pas, contrairement a I’époque moderne, sur la capacité
d’adopter la perspective de la premiére personne (ce qu’on pourra1t appeler avec Ricoeur I’ipséité), on
aurait trouvé de bons arguments dans ce passage du Banquet!>' Mais quelles sont les conséquences de
ce passage pour la question du soin de 1’ame ?

D’abord, avec ces explications sur la procréation de I’ame, Socratima ouvre la possibilité pour
I’éraste d’étre, lui aussi, motivé par son souci de lame (alors que chez Pausanias, il ne retirait
apparemment rien d’autre qu’une satisfaction sensuelle) *Le soin qu’il prodlgue a ’eroméne est
bénéfique non seulement a ’dme de 1’éroméne, qui s’en trouve améliorée, mais également a sa propre
ame. Une certaine forme de souci de I’ame comme souci de soi trouve ici sa satisfaction par le bais de
la procréation spirituelle. Et si ’on applique ces idées a la relation entre Socrate et Alcibiade telle que
décrite par Alcibiade a la fin du Banquet par exemple, on obtient une réponse a la question de savoir
ce que cherchait Socrate dans sa relation chaste avec le jeune homme politiquement ambitieux. On
peut penser qu’il cherchait en quelque sorte a s’auto-propager en semant, dans ’ame d’Alcibiade, ce
qui, en lui-méme, lui semblait essentiel et digne d’immortalité: ses vertus, son amour de la
philosophie. A plus forte raison, c’est bien entendu aussi ce qu’a fait Platon en écrivant le Banquet
que I’on pourrait peut-étre, tout entier, percevoir comme un « meme ».

Evidemment, on pourrait reprocher a la vision de I’amour présentée par Socratima d’étre, plus
encore que celle d’Aristophane, ego-centrée (et intrumentale). Car dans ’amour, ce qui serait en jeu
serait la capacité du soi d’assurer sa permanence par la ‘propagation’ d’éléments (du soi) qui semblent
dignes d’étre transmis. Ce n’est sans doute pas faux. Mais a mon avis, la meilleure maniere de
comprendre le caractére auto-centré de la conception de I’amour présentée par Socratima est d’en
percevoir la puissance protreptique. Trés habilement, Platon exploite ici le souci qu’a tout soi de
persister dans son étre pour amorcer une conversion de 1’attention vers une sphére d’intérét beaucoup
plus générale et impersonnelle : belles créations poétiques, éducation, belles institutions politique ou
législatives, par exemple.

28 > Irwin [1995], 306-11.

? Dawkins [1989], 192. "We need a name for the new replicator, a noun that conveys the idea of a unit of cultural
transmission, or a unit of imitation. 'Mimeme' comes from a suitable Greek root, but I want a monosyllable that sounds a bit
like 'gene'. I hope my classicist friends will forgive me if I abbreviate mimeme to meme. If it is any consolation, it could
alternatlvely be thought of as being related to 'memory', or to the French word méme.”

® Merriam-Webster Dictionary.

31 , Gill [2006] 330-34.

2 Rappelons que le discours de Pausanias ne permettait pas de comprendre ce qui motive I’eraste dans une perspective
socratique du souci de I’ame. Car si le discours de Pausanias permet de voir comment le processus éducatif de la relation
pédérastique bénéficie clairement a I’ame de 1’eroméne, on ne comprend pas I’avantage que 1’éraste pourrait en retirer (autre
que sensuel).
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Avant de clore mon analyse du protreptique long, on pourrait me reprocher d’avoir presente le
discours de Socratima comme un discours de conversion vers le souci de I’ame alors qu’en fait,
« engendrer dans le beau » peut-étre accompli aussi bien selon le corps que 1’ame. Il est en effet
déclaré que certains sont plus féconds selon le corps, d’autres selon I’ame. Il semble donc que
Socratima reconnaisse 1’existence de deux types de personnes différents sans tenter de convertir les
premiers au mode d’accomplissement des seconds. Cela serait mal comprendre le public visé par
Platon dans ses ceuvres protreptiques. Ceux qu’il vise a gagner sont en fait ceux dont le désir pourrait
aller aussi bien d’un coté que de I’autre, ceux qui ont un certam souci pour I’ame, mais qui sont
également fortement attirés par d’autres « amours », tel Alcibiade.”

Dans le passage qui nous intéresse, plutét que de produire un argument sophistiqué pour
prouver cette valeur supérieure, Socratima s’appuie tout bonnement sur une situation empirique
connue de tous : le fait que des honneurs publics sont constamment accordés aux créations issues de
I’ame alors que personne n’est publiquement honoré pour avoir donné naissance a un enfant (209e).
Elle joue donc ici habilement sur un jugement de valeur implicite et préexistant chez ses auditeurs
pour encourager une conversion du souci. De maniére crue, sa conversion repose sur la logique
protreptique suivante :

-I’amour a pour objet le corps ou I’ame,

-I’amour du corps aspire a la reproduction physique, ’amour de 1’dme a des productions

spirituelles,

-les créations spirituelles se voient accorder des honneurs publics, ce qui n’est pas le cas des

rejetons physiques,

-tous admettent donc que I’amour de 1’ame a plus de valeur que 1’amour du (ou des) corps.
Si vous étes minimalement cohérent, semble-t-elle ainsi suggérer, vous vous soucierez dans vos
amours plus de I’ame que du corps puisque vous accordez en fait plus de valeur aux productions de
I’ame qu’a celles du corps.

2- Second passage protreptique (court), I’ « ascension vers le Beau »

Quant au levier protreptique qui permettrait de passer a la sphére philosophique du Beau en
soi, il est, de mani¢re surprenante, beaucoup moins sophistiqué que le précédent.

Avant d’aller plus loin, il faut distinguer /’effet protreptique que peut avoir ce court passage
de son sujet (ou contenu) protreptique. Le passage a un contenu protreptique dans la mesure ou il
décrit, verbalement et de maniere extérieure, un processus de conversion, le passage progressif d’une
expérience commune (personnelle) de I’amour a une sorte d’érotique philosophique (impersonnelle) a
premiere vue étrange. Ce processus décrit comme une initiation, Diotime 1’a visiblement expérimenté
elle-méme et elle déclare que Socrate pourrait peut-étre également le vivre (210a) Or, cette
description d’un processus protreptique que Diotime, seule, a vécu, peut également avoir un certain
effet protreptique sur le lecteur ou I’auditeur.*® Le récit est donc protreptique non seulement par son
contenu (par le fait qu’il offre le portrait d’une conversion), mais aussi par son effet possible au sens
ou il peut susciter le désir du lecteur ou de I’auditeur face a une telle expérience décrite comme
1ncr0yablement satlsfalsante Les deux aspects protreptiques sont donc liés, mais ils ne doivent pas
étre confondus.* Dans un premier temps, on se tourne vers cette expérience (decrlte comme pouvant
« tourner » notre ame), en un second temps, notre ame est tournée par cette expérience —en admettant
que nous I’accomplissions. Car rien ne garantit que celui qui est séduit par ce récit platonicien sera
ensuite en mesure de passer a travers les stades de cette expérience (pas méme Socrate suivant
Diotime). Il faut donc soigneusement différencier ces deux mouvements de conversion, conversion
vers, conversion par.

Cette distinction permet d’ailleurs d’évoquer un aspect crucial de la description de
I’ «ascension vers le Beau » trop souvent passé sous silence : son double caractére a la fois sublime et
décevant, édifiant et creux. En effet une fois la premicre séduction passée, on en vient a se demander
quelle forme concréte peut bien prendre une telle ‘vision’ du Beau en soi et comment elle peut créer
I’intense satisfaction que Diotime lui associe. La description de cette conversion du regard ou du
souci par rapport au beau est séduisante, attrayante et en cela, protreptique, mais en [’absence

33 > Larivée [2012], 20-24

Qu il s’agisse de Socrate, qui avoue avoir été « persuadé », des participants du banquet o Socrate rapporte le récit, et de
I’ami d’Apollodore qui écoute la narration du discours.
35 A . o a s . . .

On peut étre convaincu de la valeur et du caractére désirable de cette érotique philosophique a la lecture du passage (ou
I’audition du récit), mais cette expérience de conversion vers la philosophie comme activité ou mode de vie est différente de
la conversion du regard qui se produit lors de 1’ « ascension vers le Beau » décrite par Diotime.
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d’expérience réelle, elle reste purement verbale. On apprend, par le témoignage d’autrui, qu’une telle
expérience a le pouvoir de faire que « la vie vaut d’étre vécue » (211d), mais en quoi consiste cette
expérience exactement? Comment la reproduire ?

En fait, cet espace creux entre la conversion vers et la conversion par —pour le lecteur ou
I’auditeur— est en quelque sorte comblé par une condition souvent négligée. A savoir qu’un guide
semble nécessaire (ou du moins hautement souhaitable) pour parvenir a cette expérience. En effet,
non seulement la transition érotique prend du temps, elle est graduelle et nécessite le passage a travers
plusieurs étapes, mais Diotime mentionne a plusieurs reprises que cette expérience se fait a 1’aide
d’un accompagnateur initié. De sorte qu’entre 1I’enthousiasme créé par la description de I’expérience
de conversion et la déception issue du caractére purement verbal du récit, il y a un espace d’action
ouvert pour I’auditeur ou le lecteur. Avec ’allusion a la nécessité d’un guide, une condition est posée,
une tidche concréte est proposée : se mettre a la recherche du guide compétent. Aprés seulement, sous
la tutelle de ce guide, la vraie conversion érotique, la vraie expérience pourra avoir lieu. <Signalons
ici au passage qu’il y a ici une modification de la relation pédérastique traditionnelle car 1’éraste n’est
pas le guide (ou en tout cas pas le guide premier). L’éraste, dans son rapport a 1’éromene, puis aux
éroménes, est guidé par quelqu’un d’autre, un initiateur. ** Ce guide facilite et encourage une
conversion de D’attention de [’éraste qui passe graduellement de la contemplation de diverses
manifestations du beau vers le Beau lui-méme, et ce, par le biais du souci amoureux. Au terme de la
conversion du regard, 1’éraste est toutefois seul, I’amour n’implique plus sur un rapport de personne a
personne.>

A étre complété et révisé... This is a work in Progress.
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Diotime contre Aristote : qu’est-ce qui fait 1’identité & soi du vivant?
Alexis Pinchard
Intro

Ainsi que le montre la fin du Cratyle, les Formes intelligibles, si toutefois il y en a, disposent
évidemment d’une parfaite identité a soi sous tout rapport'. Il n’y a pas d’obstacle psychologique qui
géne la reconnaissance de cette évidence. C’est le sens méme de la position des Formes intelligibles,
le sens de leur étre : elles sont censées rendre la science possible en tant que celle-ci constitue un
savoir lui-méme caractérisé par la stabilité et portant sur une réalité, sur un étre au sens plein du
terme, car du néant il n’y a qu’ignorance. S’il faut admettre I’existence réelle des Formes intelligibles,
c’est parce qu’elles seules disposent, par définition, d’une identité a soi sous tout rapport et pour
toujours, nécessaire a tout objet d’une science digne de ce nom. L’Identité elle-méme est une Forme,
un grand genre de I’étre auquel participe tous les autres genres (Sophiste, 254d-e : « Chacun [des
genres de 1’étre que sont 1’Etre, le Mouvement et le Repos] est autre que les deux qui restent et méme
que soi»). D’ailleurs les Formes intelligibles sont tellement identiques a elles-mémes qu’elle ne
peuvent étre la forme de rien sinon d’elles-mémes. Elles n’accueillent pas 1’altérité de la matiére en
elle. Elles ne faconnent rien directement. Elles ne sont pas réllement impliquées dans ce dont, par
imitation, elles sont le principe. Elles sont seulement en elles-mémes, et donc séparées de tout le reste.
La « Beau divin », en particulier, est selon Diotime « éternellement joint a 1’unicité de sa forme »
(monoeides, Banquet, 210e ; repris en 211e). Dans 1’éternité, ou tout est simultané, la question de
I’identité numérique de 1’essence (ousia) — c’est le méme Beau que contemplent tous ceux qui ont
été initiés a Eros jusqu’au bout — et la question de son l’identité & soi comme permanence se
confondent” : faute de parties internes dans 1’essence, la moindre modification supposerait un
éclatement radical et une suppression de 1’identité numérique. Réciproquement I’unité numérique se
traduit nécessairement par une parfaite conservation de toutes les déterminations.

Mais y a-t-il des Formes intelligibles ? Existent-elles comme on les décrit ? Peut-on légitimement
poser le type de réalité ainsi défini ? Bref sont-elles ? Voila qui n’est pas évident pour la doxa. C’est
un songe de philosophe. Si on pense ces Formes pour en manifester les déterminations et 1’entrelac
mutuel, leur réalité devient une évidence, mais par définition la doxa ne pense pas. Sur ce point, il
faudra donc aller contre les apparences communes. Il faudra faire un pari sur I’invisible. Le
philosophe devra surmonter en lui la répugnance naturelle de la doxa pour admettre 1’existence de ces
Formes.

Inversement, des vivants sensibles sont évidemment donnés a notre perception. Tout le monde
s’accorde la-dessus. Le fait de leur existence n’est pas contesté, méme par le philosophe, bien qu’il se
demande en retour ce qu’exister veut dire dans ce cas. Mais qu’en est-il de leur identité individuelle ?
C’est l1a que le doute est permis, et méme requis. Contrairement a l’intelligible qui réclame une
affirmation sur le plan de I’existence, le sensible, lui, réclame au vrai philosophe une retenue
concernant le plan de I’identité a soi, méme si 'usage de la langue commune, avec ses noms, incite a

! Cf. Platon, Cratyle, 439b-440d, trad. Catherine Dalimier modifiée : « — Socr. : Examine en effet, admirable Cratyle, ce
songe que je fais souvent. Affirmons-nous, oui ou non, que le bon en soi existe, et de méme pour chacun des étres pris
individuellement ? — Cratyle : A mon avis, Socrate, ils existent. — Eh bien examinons cet en soi. Il ne s’agit pas de savoir
si, lorsqu’un visage ou quelque chose de ce genre est beau, tout cela semble aussi s’écouler, mais il s’agit du beau en soi :
n’est-il pas toujours tel qu’il est ? — Nécessairement. — [...] S’il est toujours dans le méme état et toujours identique a lui-
méme, comment pourrait-il changer ou se mouvoir, sans s’écarter en rien de sa forme (idea) ? [...] En va-t-il ainsi (ce qui
connait et ce qui est connu existe toujours, autrement dit s’il existe un beau en soi et tout le reste) ou de la premiere fagon,
comme le prétendent les héraclitéens et tant d’autres ? Sujet d’étude difficile, je le crains ! [...] En conclusion, Cratyle, peut-
étre qu’il en est ainsi, mais peut-étre pas. Il faut donc examiner la question avec vaillance et bien a fond, sans t’en laisser
accroire — tu es encore jeune et c’est le bel age pour le faire — et si tu as trouvé aprés cet examen, tu devras me le
communiquer. » Socrate, face a Cratyle, n’affiche ici aucune certitude concernant la position d’essences séparées ; la
question réclame encore un examen dialectique auquel il encourage son jeune interlocuteur. En revanche, la nécessité de
I’immuabilité de ces étres est clairement établie. Cette immuabilité, impliquant une compléte identité a soi, est la condition
pour qu’ils soient intelligibles, puisque de toute fagon ils ne sauraient étre visibles, et donc connaissables. Sans cela la
position d’essence séparées pour chaque prédicat possible ne permettrait pas de sauver la possibilité de la connaissance en
générale, compromise par le caractére fluant du sensible. On retrouve 1’insistance sur 1’identité a soi de la Forme intelligible
en République V, 479a : le beau en soi, dés lors qu’on en reconnait 1’existence, garde « une forme (idéa) qui se tient toujours
dans le méme état sous les mémes rapports (Gel pev katd Tavtd woodtog Fxovcav). » Le pluriel « sous les mémes
rapports », implicitement opposé & « sous certains rapports », indique que tous les aspects de la forme sont conservés. Il n’y
a pas, au sein de ’essence, de partage entre un fond qui demeure et une surface qualititative variable.

2 Cf. Plaul Ricoeur, Soi-méme comme un autre, Paris, 1990, p- 140-141.
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dépasser la mesure. Il y a une chiasme. Dans le cas du sensible, le philosophe devra surmonter la
tendance affirmative de la doxa, sans toutefois la renverser complétement. Accorder 1’identité pléniére
aux vivants sensibles, ce serait encore donner trop d’exactitude au sensible. Identité et altérité n’ont
pas exactement le méme sens dans le sensible et dans I’intelligible. De la méme manicre, quand le
philosophe a admis I’existence des Formes intelligibles, il savait que cette existence ne pouvait
signifier exactement la méme chose que pour le sensible qui I’imite imparfaitement. La différence
entre le mode d’étre du sensible et celui de I’intelligible se joue a la fois sur la relation de 1’étant a ses
propres déterminations et sur sa position nue.

Enfin, qu’en est-il de ’ame ? En quel sens, et a quel degré reste-t-elle identique a elle-méme,
elle qui est intermédiaire entre le sensible et 1’intelligible ? Pour produire des jugements d’identité a
propos du sensible comme a propos de l’intelligible, ne faut-il pas que sa manicre d’étre identique soit
ni tout a fait étrangere au sensible ni tout a fait étrangére a 1’intelligible ? Mais le fait que toutes les
manieres d’étre identiques ne soient pas identiques entre elles, n’est-ce pas contradictoire ? L’identité
n’exclut-elle pas par nature les degrés et les approximations ?

En tout cas, c’est vers un tel renversement de la doxa que nous oriente le texte suivant, extrait
du discours de Diotime dans le Banquet :

Ei toivov, é’(pn, mcsts{)slc gxetvov eivan pvoet OV Epota, 00 nonmc (buokoyﬁKausv uﬁ Bavpale.
gvtada yop tOv o0Tov EKElVm Xoyov n Ovnrn eVo1G Cmst KOTa TO duvatov del T glvor Kal aeow(xrog
dvvatat 8¢ TadTn povov, ThH yevéset, 6t del katalsinet € srspov véov avti 10D ToAaod, ETEl Kol &V @ £V
gxaotov 1OV (wov (v koieltar Kol givar 10 o0td — olov &k mardapiov 6 ovToC Adyston Eog Qv
npeaPOTNG yévntar ovTog PEVTOL OVIEMOTE TG AVTA EXMV £V 0T OpmG O adToC Kakeltat, GALL VEOG
GEL YryvOUEVOG, TO 88 AmoAAVC, KOl KATO TAG TPLX0G Kol 6dpKa Kol 06TA KOl alpo Kol cOUTaY 10 6O
Kol pn 0Tt Katd 10 odp, GALA Kol kKot THY yoxny ol tpdmot, o 110, d6&at, dmbvuiot, ndovai, Admwat,
eoPot, To0TeV EKooTa 008EM0TE TA AVTA TAPESTY EKAOT®, GAAA TO peV ylyvetal, To 8¢ damdiivtat.
TOAD d& TOVTOV ATOTOTEPOV £T1, OTL KOl ol EMGTARKAL un 0Tt ol uev ylyvovral, ol 8¢ drdAlvvtal nuiv,
KOl 0036m0TE 01 aVTOL E0pEV 0VOE KATA TAC EMOGTANAG, GAAL Kol pio EKdoTn TV EMOTNUMV TAVTOV
ndoyel. 0 yop Kolelton peketav, og Elovong éoti Thg metung ANOn yap émiotiung £€odog, perétn
O& MMy Kavnv gumolodoa Gvtl TG dmodong pvnumy o@let ™y EmoTiuny, OOTe TV avTNY SoKelV
gtvat. T00TQ ydp 0} rpénw v 10 Ovnrév cso')Cswt 00 T TavVTdTac 1O adTO Gel eivat éécmsp 10
fsiov, GAAG TG TO AmIOV Kal nakatouusvov S’ESpOV véov 8y1<awksmsw otov avTo Nv. TadTN TH ;mxavn,
® Eprarsc, 8(pT], Ovntov dbovaciog usrsxal Kol cmu(x Kol TOAAQ TdvTor GOdvatov 8¢ GAAN. pn odv
Bavpole £l 10 avTod dmoPrdotnuo el TV T abavaciog yap xdpy mavtl abtn N 6Tovdn kai O
Epwg énetat.

Or donc, dit-elle, si tu es bien convaincu que 1’objet de I’amour est par nature celui que nous disons et
sur lequel, a plusieurs reprises, nous nous sommes mis d’accord, il n’y a pas la (le zele déployé par
tous les vivants pour se reproduire et conserver leur progéniture) de quoi s’émerveiller ! Car dans le
cas présent le raisonnement sera le méme que dans I’autre : la nature mortelle cherche, dans la mesure
de ses possibilités, a étre toujours et a étre immortelle ; or le seul moyen dont elle dispose pour cela,
c’est le processus de naissance, en tant que perpétuellement a la place de I’ancien elle laisse quelque
chose d’autre, qui est tout nouveau. A preuve cela méme qu’on appelle la vie individuelle de chaque
vivant et son identité a soi, ¢’est-a-dire le fait que depuis sa jeunesse jusqu’au temps ou il sera devenu
vieux, on dit qu’il est le méme ; oui, en vérité, ce [vivant] qui n’a jamais en lui les mémes choses, on
I’appelle pourtant le méme ! alors qu’au contraire perpétuellement, mais non sans certaines pertes, il
se renouvelle dans ses cheveux, dans sa chair, dans ses os, dans son sang, bref dans son corps tout
entier.

En outre, ce n’est pas vrai seulement du corps, mais aussi, en ce qui concerne 1’ame, de nos
dispositions, de notre caractere, des opinions, penchants, des plaisirs, des peines, des craintes ; car en
chaque individu rien de tout cela ne se présente identiquement : il y en a au contraire qui naissent et
d’autres qui se perdent. Ce qu’il y a encore de beaucoup plus déroutant que tout cela, c’est ce qui se
passe pour les connaissances. Non seulement il y en a qui naissent en nous et d’autres qui se perdent,
si bien que pour ce qui est de nos connaissances nous ne sommes non plus jamais les mémes ; mais en
outre chaque connaissance individuelle a le méme sort. Car ce que I’on appelle «étudier » suppose que
la connaissance puisse nous quitter ; I’oubli est en effet le départ d’une connaissance, tandis qu’en
revanche 1’étude, créant en nous un souvenir tout neuf a la place de celui qui se retire, sauve la
connaissance et fait qu’elle semble étre la méme.

C’est, vois-tu, de cette fagon que se sauvegarde tout ce qui est mortel : non pas en étant a
jamais totalement identique comme I’est le divin, mais en faisant que ce qui se retire, et que son
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ancienneté a ruiné, laisse aprés soi autre chose de nouveau, pareil a ce qui était. Voila, dit-elle, par
quel artifice, dans son corps comme dans tout le reste, ce qui est mortel, Socrate, participe a
I’immortalité ; pour ce ce qui est immortel, c’est d’une autre maniére. Par conséquent tu n’as pas a
t’émerveiller de ce que tout [vivant] fasse naturellement cas de ce qui est une repousse de lui-méme ;
c’est en vue de I’immortalité que sont inséparables de chacun ce zéle et cet amour (Platon, Banquet,
trad. Robin modifiée).

Ce texte ne se contente pas d’énoncer dogmatiquement ce qu’il en est de I’identité, ou plutdt du
manque d’identité, des vivants sensibles. Il pose lui-méme un certain nombre de difficultés au lecteur
attentif.

I/ L’identité du corps vivant comme probléme

Diotime se démarque ici du discours entierement mythique d’Aristophane notamment en ce que,
ayant précédemment prouvé que I’amour est, par nature, désir d’immortalité, elle peut rétablir une
connexion nécessaire entre amour et procréation. La sexualité génitale n’est plus un accident de
I’amour. La perpétuation de toutes les especes vivantes est 1’expression et I’effet d’un méme désir
d’immortalité. L’amour ne vise pas a posséder autrui mais un avenir ou quelque chose de soi, fit-ce le
déni de soi, demeure pour que demeure aussi la possession du beau. Dans ’autre comme partenaire
sexuel, c’est encore soi que 1’on cherche, mais un soi qu’on n’est pas encore et qu’on ne sera peut-étre
jamais. Davantage, 1’articulation entre Eros et procréation, loin de se limiter a une philosophie de la
nature cherchant a expliquer les comportements des €tres vivants a 1’égard de leur partenaire sexuel
ou de leur progéniture, va prendre une véritable dimension ontologique car le désir d’immortalité va
étre intériorisé par Diotime au sein de chaque vivant individuel en tant qu’il est en relation avec lui-
méme. C’est tout individu mortel, en lui-méme, indépendamment du comportement qu’il peut adopter
envers d’autres individus, qui se révele durer par une perpétuelle procréation interne. Son étre méme
doit étre interprété a partir de I’hypothése qui fait d’Eros une puissance oeuvrant a la cosmicité du
cosmos. Eros constitue le fil d’Ariane qui peut nous guider dans le labyrinthe du demi-étre et des
imperfections énigmatiques propres au sensible’. Mais, du méme coup, qu’en est-il de I’identité a soi
du vivant ? S’il y a procréation interne, il doit aussi y avoir alterité numérique interne ne se limitant
pas a une simple altération qualitative, au point que 1’application méme de la notion d’intériorité
devient ici problématique. N’est-ce pas par un abus de langage que 1’on parle d’individu a propos du
vivant en général, et aussi a propos des corps et des dmes ? Et pourtant comment peut-on vivre, et
donc étre mortel, si I’on ne fait pas positivement un avec soi-méme ? En quoi le vivant se distingue-t-
il de la mati¢ére inerte s’il n’est pas habité¢ par une vie ? Davantage, en quoi pourrait-on encore
affirmer que I’amour pousse a s’immortaliser si ce qui nait de cet amour n’a rien a voir avec ce qui,
précisément, cherchait a s’immortaliser en donnant naissance ? La seule ressemblance extérieure est-
elle suffisante ? Que faut-il a cette ressemblance pour que, a ’avenir, elle fasse signe vers celui qui a
disparu ? Comment le nouveau vivant pourra-t-il étre le séma de 1’ancien — marquant définitivement
sa mort comme le fait un tombeau — a défaut de le prolonger positivement ?

L’analogie qu’établit Diotime entre I’individu et ’espéce a en fait des effets contraires par rapport a
notre opinion ordinaire. Au niveau de 1’espéce, remarquer que les enfants sont le résultat du désir
d’immortalité des parents a plutot tendance a rétablir une continuité entre les parents et les enfants ; en
revanche, au niveau de I’individu, affirmer qu’il y a une procréation interne incessante aboutit plutot a
fragmenter ce qui nous semble d’ordinaire un seul et méme individu au cours du temps.

En quel sens le mortel reste-t-il donc identique a soi au cours du temps ?

a/ Le corps n’a plus besoin de I’ame pour vivre et mourir ?

Tout d’abord, la «nature mortelle » dont les stratégies, partiellement vaines, pour se rendre
immortelle sont décrites par Diotime, est analysée ici en deux composantes, le corps et I’ame.
Chacune de ces composantes se révele éprise d’immortalité mais ne pouvant accéder qu’a un
simulacre de celle-ci, a I’opposé de la nature immortelle, c’est-a-dire principalement I’intelligible, qui,
elle, dispose d’emblée d’une éternelle et parfaite identité a soi. Donc il semble que chacune de ces
composantes soit astreinte aux limites caractéristiques de la nature mortelle — I’immortalité, pour
elle, ne peut consister qu’en un « artifice » — et donc (selon la ratio cognoscendi) constitue un

3 Cf. République V, 479¢-d : les multiples participants sensible d’une Idée, comparés a 1’objet des « énigmes » et des « jeux
de mots échangés dans les banquets », sont finalement placés a un rang intermédiaire entre 1’étre et le non-étre, et ainsi ne
peuvent étre objets que d’opinion.
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exemple de nature mortelle: ce n’est que pour le mortel que la question des stratégies
d’immortalisation se pose. Le tout a ici le méme caractére que les parties. Bien que le composé puisse
se défaire lors de la mort du vivant individuel, ce n’est pas seulement le composé éme-cor?s qui est
sujet a I’alternative opposant mortel et immortel, comme 1’envisage Socrate dans le Phédre’, mais ce
sont aussi le corps et I’ame, chacun pris en lui-méme, car chacun connait a tout instant de sa durée,
flt-elle limitée ou illimitée, pour ainsi dire une petite mort. On ne peut pas se rassurer en disant que le
composé, en tant que tel, est mortel, c’est-a-dire susceptible de se dissoudre en ses deux composantes
de base, et doit donc recourir a un artifice pour s’immortaliser, tandis que les composantes seraient
parfaitement immortelles. L’imperfection du composé relativement a I’immortalité de I’intelligible a
sa ratio essendi aussi dans I’imperfection des composantes. Mais qu’est-ce que signifie étre mortel
pour un corps pris en lui-méme, hors de son rapport a une unique ame ? Peut-on définir la mortalité, et
donc la vie, sans référence a I’ame ? Cela semble contradictoire au sein du platonisme, et c’est
pourtant ce que le texte présuppose. Car, alors que I’immortalité n’est encore étudiée qu’au niveau du
corps, Diotime parle déja de « vivant » et de « vie individuelle », tandis que, quand elle aborde I’ame,
elle se cantonne au « nous » humain (nuiv, 208a 1) et ne se lance plus dans des considérations
biologiques générales. Le cas du vivant individuel, censé illustrer une thése universelle, a portée
ontologique, sur la participation de la nature mortelle & I'immortalité et ses modalités, semble donc
commencer et s’arréter avec la description du métabolisme corporel. Corrélativement, ’ame de ce
passage du Banquet est présentée comme sujet d’émotions et de connaissances, si du moins la notion
de sujet peut étre maintenue, comme un principe essentiellement cognitif et non comme principe de
vie. C’est un principe proprement spirituel, faisant de nous des personnes et non des choses.

Dr’ailleurs, puisque Diotime, peu avant notre passage, oppose la fécondité selon le corps et
celle selon I’ame (206b), il est évident qu'une telle &me ne saurait condescendre a aucune fonction
nutritive. La multiplication des individus au sein de chaque espéce ne la concerne pas directement.
L’ame ainsi congue est plus proche de celle de Descartes que de celle d’ Aristote.

b/ Le soi du corps : proclamé mais introuvable
L’autre au cceur du méme

Ensuite, en ce qui concerne le corps pris en lui-méme, hors de son rapport avec 1’ame, Diotime n’est
pas trés claire sur le degré d’altérité qui en réalité, pour ce que I’on appelle un « méme » étre vivant,
sépare un corps vivant instantané des corps a peu prés semblables qui le précédent et le suivent
immédiatement au cours du temps. Y a-t-il une discontinuité ontologique absolue, chaque corps étant
numériquement distinct de tous les autres, ainsi que le terme héteron (§tepov, 207d 3) le laisse penser,
ou bien une discontinuité ontologique relative, concernant seulement le contenu du corps mais non le
contenant : au cours du temps, les éléments qui sont « dans» le corps — sang, cheveaux, os — se
renouvelent mais il semble qu’il y ait toujours une sorte d’enveloppe qui demeure tant que le corps est
en vie. Apres tout, les Formes intelligibles demeurent non seulement identiques a elles-mémes, mais
aussi identiques « sous tout rapport ». Le corps pourrait donc s’immortaliser en demeurant identique a
lui-méme sous certains rapports seulement, conservant un noyau d’étre immuable au moins pour toute
la durée de notre vie tandis que les propriétés qualitatives et quantitatives glisseraient en surface,, et la
différence entre I’immortalité imparfaite de la nature mortelle et I'immortalité parfaite de 1’intelligible
serait encore sauve. L’hypotheése de la discontinuité relative pourrait alors aller jusqu’a la
reconnaissance de la permanence d’une chdra toujours identique a soi au fond d’elle-méme malgré ses
altérations qualitatives, comme dans le Timée ; mais alors I’identité déborderait le vivant individuelle
pour englober tout corps possible. Il ne s’agirait plus de 1’identité de tel corps plutoét que de tel autre
corps. L hypothése de la discontinuité ontologique relative doit donc elle-méme étre posée de manicre
relative. Diotime, apparemment, n’abandonne pas tout a fait I’idée qu’il y a un « soi » (&v avt®, 207d
7) de ce corps, et donc une identité — a moins que cette thése ne soit qu’une illusion nécessairement
produite par tout discours au sujet du corps, illusion a laquelle Diotime elle-méme n’adhére pas et
contre laquelle tout lecteur philosophe devrait se défendre. Si I’on suit les paroles de Diotime étape
par étape, mot a mot, a défaut d’une « mémeté » individuelle impliquant la permanence d’un contenu
chosal, il y aurait finalement au moins une « ipséité » du vivant, dont I’ame pourtant ne serait pas le

4 Cf. Phédre, 246c, trad. Robin modifiée : « Ce qu’on a appelé vivant, c’est cet ensemble d’une 4me (immortelle) et d’un
corps solidement ajusté, et il a regu la dénomination de mortel. Quant a celle d’immortel, il n’est rien qui permette d’en
rendre raison d’une fagon raisonnée ; mais nous foregons, sans en avoir ni expérience ni suffisante intelligence, une idée du
dieu : un vivant immortel qui posséde une ame, qui posséde aussi un corps, mais tous deux naturellement unis pour
toujours. »
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principe — et nous reprenons ici la terminologie de Paul Ricoeur’. Il y a quand méme quelque chose
comme une « nature » mortelle, distincte d’autres natures, ayant sa cohérence propre et ses exigences
conceptuelles permanentes. D’un c6té, ce maintien discret d’un soi corporel vital va dans le sens de
I’analogie entre I’ame et le corps face aux effets de I’amour puisque Diotime, dans sa description de
I’effort de I’ame pour immortaliser ses connaissances, ne va pas jusqu’a remettre en question le fait
qu’il s’agisse d’une seule et méme ame au cours du temps, bien qu’elle ne fasse pas non plus de I’ame
un substrat figé. D’un autre c6té, on voit bien pourquoi ce n’est pas la relation a une seule et méme
ame qui, dans ce texte, pourrait venir assurer I’identité a soi du corps vivant : I’ame elle-méme sera
présentée d’abord sous I’angle des discontinuités qui affectent ses vécus successifs, lesquels se
réduisent asymptotiquement a une simple série de phénomenes, sans qu’on ne puisse tout d’abord
clairement discerner pour qui sont ses phénomenes. Comment une dme aussi profondément affectée
par le changement pourrait-elle valoir comme principe d’identité pour autre chose qu’elle-méme ?

Que I’on considére la relation du corps a I’ame comme celle d’un tout a sa cause a la fois
synthétique et organisatrice — dans une perspective plutdt aristotélicienne (« forme substantielle »)
—, ou bien comme une relation de communication entre mouvements de 1’un et affects de I’autre —
dans une perspective plutét cartésienne —, dans tous les cas dire qu’il s’agit du méme corps parce que
c’est le corps de la méme ame supposerait que I’identité a soi de I’ame soit évidente pour elle-méme
ou, a défaut, pour le métaphysicien, ce qui n’est pas le cas ici, tant du moins que ’identité¢ est
interprétée comme mémeté, selon la terminologie de Paul Ricceur. Davantage, si c¢’était ’ame qui,
grace a une puissance constitutive rayonnant au-dela d’elle-méme, assurait immédiatement, & chaque
instant, I’individualité du corps par rapport aux autres corps dans ’espace et, médiatement, son
identité a soi a travers la durée malgré la perpétuelle nouveauté de ses éléments constitutifs, en quoi le
cas du corps serait-il encore un exemple d’immortalisation du mortel par la procréation ? Car, dans
cette hypothése, c’est ’ame qui produirait le corps, non le corps instantané qui se reproduirait lui-
méme pour s’immortaliser, et ainsi la thése de Diotime serait ruinée.

L’individu a I’'image de ’espéce

Mais il est difficile de trouver & quoi correspond ce soi du corps maintenu malgré tout par les mots de
Diotime, car qu’est-ce qu’un corps sinon la somme de certains éléments matériels ? Peut-on, sans
prendre la permanence de 1’ame en considération, affirmer qu’il y a une forme dans le corps qui
demeure réellement identique a elle-méme au cours du temps et qui ne soit pas le simple résultat d’un
effort d’abstraction toujours maintenu par I’intelligence ? Certes, il y a la Forme intelligible a laquelle
le corps participe, mais cette Forme n’est pas en lui et ses éléments ne sont pas elle: elle est
« séparée ». A cette difficulté théorique générale empéchant d’accorder au corps vivant une
quelconque permanence substantielle s’ajoute le poids des comparaisons effectuées par Diotime elle-
méme. A la limite, au terme de ces comparaisons, le renouvellement de I’espéce devient en général
indiscernable du renouvellement de I’individu (comme c’est manifestement le cas pour les animaux
unicellulaires et certaines plantes a rhizome), si bien qu’individu et espéce constituent des points de
vue plutot que des réalités absolument distinctes. En effet, si le genre tend a I’immortalité de la méme
maniére que le vivant individuel, c’est-a-dire avec les mémes moyens et les mémes limites dans la
réussite du projet, il faut que le vivant individuel soit un individu seulement pour un point de vue
externe, car entre le pére et son rejeton, par exemple, il n’y a pas de lien réel (pas de vinculum
substantiale dirait Leibniz), pas d’ame ou de forme commune immanente qui donne une raison
intrinséque de considérer I’ensemble comme un seule et méme chose. Une fois passé le bref moment
de I’engendrement, c’est seulement la ressemblance entre 1’'un et [’autre, découverte par un
observateur externe, qui incite a les regrouper dans la méme espéce. Le pere et son rejeton n’ont pas
immédiatement en eux-mémes, positivement, le fondement de leur relation ; le pére peut mourir sans
que la vie du rejeton en soit affectée, et heureusement sinon I’artifice d’immortalisation ne
fonctionnerait pas du tout; la discontinuité ontologique entre I’ancien et le nouveau est ici la
condition nécessaire pour que la procréation ait un sens, c’est-a-dire puisse étre expliquée a partir
d’Eros. La relation identifiante entre le pére et son rejeton doit passer par la médiation d’une

5 Cf. Paul Ricoeur, Soi-méme comme un autre, Paris, 1990, « Indentité personnelle et identité narrative », p. 148 : « 1l
importe de tirer argument, en faveur de la distinction entre identité du soi et identité du méme, de 1’usage que nous faisons
de la notion dans les contextes ou les deux sortes d’identité cessent de se recouvrir au point de se dissocier entiérement,
mettant en quelque sorte & nu I’ipseité du soi sans le support de la mémeté. Il est en effet un autre modele de caractere dans
le temps que celui du caractére. C’est celui de la parole tenue dans la fidélité a la parole donnée [...] La parole tenue dit un
maintien de soi qui ne se laisse pas inscrire, comme le caractére, dans la dimension du quelque chose en général, mais
uniquement dans celle du qui 2. »
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intelligence capable de remarquer leur commune participation a la Forme transcendante de ’homme
ou d’un autre animal, bref leur similitude. Certes, au niveau de I’intelligible, 1’espéce animale
constitue bien une seule et méme réalité, mais cette Forme ne peut se penser que comme ’unité d’une
multiplicité.

On n’aurait donc pas d’occasion de la penser si la multiplicité des individus vivants au cours
des génération disparaissait, méme si son étre ne dépend pas d’une telle multiplicité. Or, de fait, on est
capable de la penser. Le fait que multiple vaille comme condition épistémologique de la saisie de
I’unité intelligible apparait évidemment dans cas de la Beauté exposé par Diotime au terme de la
fameuse dialectique ascendante : celle-ci doit passer par ’amour de tous les beaux corps avant d’en
arriver a 'unique espéce de Beauté qu’est Beauté des corps, ne peut se penser que comme ['unité
d’une multplicité.

De méme, I’'immortalit¢ du vivant individuel est comparée a I’immortalité du nom, objet
d’amour pour les héros de jadis et les poétes qui les chantérent (Banquet, 208c-d). La gloire épique se
transmet certes de génération en génération, mimant la procréation sur le plan symbolique, mais elle
est bien différente d’une immortalité personnelle supposant la conservation de I’identité numérique de
I’ame au cours du temps. Il s’agit d’une succession du semblable au semblable, sans rien de réel qui
unisse le successif a lui-méme, ainsi que 1’a déja compris Héraclite :
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Les meilleurs, en vérité, préférent une seule chose a toutes les autres, la renom intarissable parmi les
mortels, tandis que le plus grand nombre se remplit a satiété, exactement comme du bétail (Héraclite,
fr. 29 DK).

Le contraste entre « intarissable » et « mortels » est ici typiquement héraclitéen : chaque homme qui
porte la rumeur est pris dans le devenir, bientét anéanti, mais cette rumeur demeure par ce
renouvellement incessant lui-méme. La gloire est ainsi a la fois toujours la méme et toujours autre que
ce qu’elle était, tel un fleuve dans lequel on ne se baigne jamais deux fois. Nous retrouvons ici
I’héraclitéisme bien connu de Platon en ce qui concerne le sensible.

Si nous appliquons ces analogies au corps vivant individuel, I’amant débutant qui aime un
seul beau corps en aime déja une pluralité potentiellement infinie sans le savoir. « L’océan du beau »
(Banquet, 210d), en réalité, est déja 1a. L’¢élévation dialectique a ’amour de tous les beaux corps ne
fait que montrer la vérité implicite de I’étape précédente. La véritable unité ne se trouvera que dans
I’Idée, unité pour la pensée et dans la pensée, et non dans I’ordre du corps, qu’on le prenne en sa
pluralité manifeste ou en quelque singularité apparente.

La mort en héritage ?

Et pourtant, alors méme que 1’on cherche a nier que le corps demeure identique 4 lui-méme, on lui
attribue justement un « lui-méme », un soi : il faut bien admettre qu’il n’est jamais le méme justement
parce qu’il se reproduit toujours. L’altérité émergente est le résultat d’une capacité a se dépasser soi-
méme inhérente au terme antérieur, ce qui suppose donc une sorte de soi. Ce dépassement, payé au
bout du compte au prix de la mort, est a la fois de soi et par soi. Au niveau de 1’espéce, Diotime
évoque le sacrifice des parents pour les enfants comme un cas limite et seulement possible révélant,
par son caractére exceptionnel méme, la vraie nature d’Eros en tant qu’il est étranger a tout principe
de conservation de ce qui est déja donné en son imperfection et son inertie :

[Les bétes] sont prétes a batailler pour leur progéniture, les plus faibles contre les plus fortes, et a
sacrifier leur vie, souffrant elles-mémes les tortures de la faim en vue d’assurer sa subsistance et se
dévouant de toutes les manicres possibles (Platon, Banquet, 207b).

Mais, au niveau de I’individu, il faut toujours que 1’ancien disparaisse pour que le nouveau
apparaisse : nos corps successifs et semblables ne peuvent pas se chevaucher dans le temps, ou alors
un cancer se développe et nous mourons encore plus vite. Dans le vivant en devenir, la négation
méme par lequel le jeune corps chasse le vieux est un fruit de 1’identité a soi du terme plus ancien.
Certes, ce terme ancien était mortel et donc il aurait fini par étre détruit par son environnement méme
s’il ne s’était pas reproduit, mais la destruction qui le frappe dans 1’acte de reproduction a I’avantage
de venir de lui-méme, et c’est précisément cette réflexivité qui le sauve. Il est encore 1a dans son
entrée en absence. Le fils, pour ainsi dire, hérite bien de quelque chose venant de son pere glorieux,
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mais il n’y a pas de transfert d’un contenu réel positif car ce quelque chose c’est la mort du pére,
condition pour que le souvenir en soit transmis de génération en génération. L immortalisation par la
gloire qu’évoque Diotime pour ceux dont la fécondité est d’ordre spirituel, poétes ou législateurs,
nous rappelle que, au niveau des Petits Mysteres, la continuité de la vie est paradoxalement affaire
deuil car elle est affaire de mémoire a défaut de réminiscence. L’ immortalité se réalise alors, dans la
faible mesure ou elle est accessible au mortel, au détriment de la conservation : tel est le lot de ceux
qui sont, dés ’origine, un mélange d’étre et de non-étre. Leur prolongement est aussi contradictoire
que leur existence, a la limite du pensable, recélant une vérité par ce qu’il laisse deviner plutot par ce
qu’il est en lui-méme. Diotime doit trouver dans ’abolition des propriétés et de I’existence du soi
P’affirmation ultime de ce dernier comme facteur d’unité relative au cours du temps, car si il y avait
une étrangeté et une extériorité absolue entre deux corps successifs au sein de ce qui semble un méme
individu vivant, en quoi cette succession de corps constituerait-elle une stratégie, fat-elle imparfaite,
pour qu’il s’immortalise [ui-méme ? 11 faut bien, pour la cohérence du discours de Diotime, que d’une
certaine maniére 1’ancien se prolonge dans le nouveau, au moins par le fait que I’un jaillit de 1’autre,
méme si par la suite, dans la mémoire d’un observateur lucide, ils sont numériquement distincts. Eros
n’ouvre pas seulement I’dme humaine sur la transcendance de I’intelligible en tant que telle, sans la
rabaisser, ainsi que le montreront les Grands Mystéres finalement dévoilés par Diotime ; il pousse
aussi tout étant sensible a se transcender, a se perdre pour enfin conserver de soi ce qui peut I’étre, ne
serait-ce justement que cet élan périlleux. La perte de soi garantit ici que, tout en suivant une
impulsion interne, c’est bien au-dela de ce que ’on était et de notre finitude que 1’on passe. Vouloir se
conserver de maniére immobile, a la maniére de 1’intelligible, en se renfermant sur une identité morte,
un simple stock d’éléments ou de propriétés, n’aboutirait pour le vivant qu’a 1’annihilation.

En somme, nous retrouvons ici les problémes « puérils » évoqués dans le Philébe (14d).
Comment une méme réalité sensible peut-elle étre dite a la fois une et multiple ? Faut-il faire de
I’unité une simple apparence ? Mais a lui refuser toute unité véritable, c’est la multiplicit¢é méme des
individus regroupés dans I’espéce que 1’on ruine, car il n’y a de multiple que 1a ou 1’on peut compter
des unités, et finalement on ruine aussi la réalité de la Forme intelligible qui devait faire la synthése de
cette mutiplicité. Faut-il dire qu’elle participe a 1’'un sous un certain rapport et au multiple sous un
autre ? Mais alors on ne comprendra plus qu’elle se repoduise, c’est-a-dire se multiplie elle-méme a
partir d’elle-méme en tant qu’elle-méme. Il n’est pas certain que la solution de ces apories soit aussi
facile que ce que revendiquera le Philébe.

¢/ Eros comme principe d’identité ?

Le vrai principe qui fait I’'unité du vivant dans le temps n’est pas un substrat inerte dont on pourrait
espérer donner un concept stable et clos, ce n’est pas une mati¢re supportant ultimement des qualités
sensibles ou intelligibles. Car Platon sait bien qu’un tel substrat, tel un « objet transcendantal = X »
(Kant, Critique de la raison pure, passim), n’est postulé que pour faire I’unité des phénomenes et ne
peut étre connue en lui-méme hors de sa seule fonction synthétique par rapport a notre propre
perception en tant que perception objective ; autrement dit, I’étendue qui sert de matrice au devenir,
contrairement aux Formes intelligibles qui sont connues en elle-mémes et par elle-mémes, n’est
connue que par un « raisonnement batard » (Timée, 52b) partant du sensible et servant I’impérieux
besoin d’unité de la raison. Il s’agit d’ailleurs d’une simple représentation, comme un « songe », et
non d’une connaissance capable de déterminer 1’étre méme de son objet. En fait , la notion de substrat
permanent ne permet pas d’affirmer que le vivant reste identique a lui-méme malgré le devenir
apparent, mais au contraire suppose une telle identité. C’est en postulant une unité qu’on en vient a
imaginer le substrat identitaire, car ce substrat demeure en lui-méme a la fois invisible et
inintelligible. Or, au nom de quoi postuler I’unité du vivant sensible ? Cette unité, en vérité, n’est pas
en lui mais dans notre perception de lui. L’unité qui se traduit par la supposition d’une étendue
permanente sous la diversité du devenir des qualités sensibles n’a donc pas de valeur ontologique ;
c’est seulement une condition de possibilité notre expérience en tant qu’expérience d’objets stables et
différentiables les uns des autres.

Seul I’Amour, qui n’est pas le reflet de notre désir d’unité au sein de la perception mais sa
cause, est capable de garantir, au niveau ontologique — méme s’il s’agit d’une ontologie en mode
mineur —, une sorte d’identité au vivant, car Eros ne se tient pas en deca de ce qu’il lie, comme s’il
était un terme encore autre que les moments et les éléments & lier, mais Eros est parfaitement
immanent a ce qu’il lie. Car si chaque moment du corps enfante un autre moment du corps, si chaque
connaissance enfante une autre connaissance dans la méme ame, c’est qu’elle se trouve suffisamment
bonne et belle pour s’aimer elle-méme. Ainsi, en se procréant lui-méme avec lui-méme, le corps
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vivant enfante encore dans le beau. La disparition de 1’ancien qui laisse place au nouveau s’origine
intégralement dans I'unique terme ancien. L’Eros narcissique cher a Freud n’est donc pas le garant de
la conservation individuelle, mais cette conservation elle-méme, avec tout ce qu’elle implique de mort
sur son passage. En effet, Diotime n’a pas exclu que I’amour porte sur soi, mais y a mis comme
condition un jugement de valeur :

Mais ce que prétend ma théorie & moi (contre Aristophane), c¢’est que 1’objet de I’amour n’est
ni la moitié ni I’entier, & moins justement, mon camarade, que d’aventure ils ne soient en quelque
manieére une chose bonne (Platon, Banquet, 205¢).

On aura certes peut-étre du mal a admettre qu’un corps, a lui seul, puisse prononcer un tel
jugement de valeur. Mais rien, dans le sensible n’est tout a fait dépourvu de participations aux Formes
intelligibles, a leur pureté et finalement a leur beauté. Le vivant s’aime lui-méme en tant qu’il se tient
sous le jour de l’intelligible. Le Phédon, alors que I’argument en faveur de I’immortalité de 1’ame
basé sur la réalité des expériences de réminiscence, n’admet-il pas que le sensible en tant que tel, étant
pour ainsi dire conscient de son imperfection, aspire en personne  la plénitude de 1’idéal® ?

En tout cas, dans le vivant individuel, seul ’amour demeure, non pas en tant que sujet mais en
tant qu’activité incessante, passant de I’ancien corps au nouveau corps sans relache. C’est toujours de
la méme manicre et par la méme puissance qu’Eros subvertit les identités et les ouvres sur I’altérité,
ne gardant d’elle que leur souvenir glorieux. Celle qui nait, dés qu’elle nait et parce qu’elle nait, est
déja tendue vers son propre dépassement. L’amour est une puissance de liaison aussi au sein de
I’individu vivant : il le rattache a lui-méme, assure la médiation et la continuité dialectique entre ses
divers ¢élements au cours du temps dans la mesure ou il déborde chaque moment du corps a la fois du
coté du passé — c’est grace a Eros que ce moment est apparu — et du c6té de ’avenir — c’est grace
a Eros qu’il cédera la place au nouveau corps qu’il va produire. Ainsi il y a finalement bien un soi du
corps vivant, sur le mode de I’ipséité et non de la mémeté, permettant d’affirmer qu’il se reproduit et
que ses ¢éléments sont sans cesse renouvelés. Telle est ’ceuvre démonique d’Eros, a 1’échelle du
micro-cosme comme du macro-cosme :

Puisque le démonique est a mi-distance des hommes et des dieux, son role est de combler le
vide : il est ainsi le lien qui unit le Tout & lui-méme (202¢).

Mais on se heurte a nouveau a une difficulté : dans le Philébe, Socrate démontre qu’il n’y a de
désir que de I’ame, car tout désir suppose la mémoire. Comment donc le corps, au méme titre que
I’ame elle-méme et en analogie avec elle, pourrait-il étre possédé d’Eros ? Or c’est pourtant ce que
laisse penser la premiére partie de notre texte du Banquet. Face a cette difficulté, il faut entrer plus
avant dans la démonologie. Eros n’est pas un affect de I’ame. Il traverse I’ame sans la supposer. C’est
une personne au sujet de laquelle on peut composer un discours mythique, sa réalité est autonome. Et
pourtant Eros n’est rien d’autre que la somme de ses manifestations. Il s’épuise dans ses effets. Il faut
qu’il se fasse sentir pour étre. En fait Eros n’est pas une chose du monde parmi d’autres. C’est le sens
méme de 1’étre pour les étants sensibles, 1’a priori qui donne forme a tout ce qui se manifeste a nos
sens sans se manifester lui-méme en personne. C’est pourquoi on peut contrer 1’objection qui
consisterait a dire qu’Eros ne peut pas assurer ’identit¢ des corps vivants parce que, demeurant
justement le méme en chacun d’eux, il finirait par les confondre tous en une sorte de sphére
homogene digne du régne de I’Amiti¢ empédocléenne pris a son paroxysme. Comme la chéra, il
sauverait I’identité au détriment de I’individualité, effacerait 1’ Autre a force de faire régner le Méme ?
Non. En effet, Eros n’est pas un étant ayant un effet sur d’autres étants. Comme Eros garantit, par sa
faveur, que les étants soient précisément des étants, ou plutdt ne soient pas des non-étants absolus, et
puisque le fait qu’ils ne soient pas des non-étants absolus implique qu’ils soient au moins objet
d’opinion, Eros assure que les réalités sensibles restent a peu pres distinctes les unes des autres. Eros
donne aux demi-étants sensibles juste assez de stabilité pour pouvoir se disposer sous la lumicre
séparatrice de 1’Idée et la recevoir.

d/ Le refus de I’dme comme principe de la substantialité
Atristote et I’ame comme «forme substantielle»

Ayant examiné la solution positive au probléme de ’identité des corps vivants qui émane des propos
de Diotime, il faut a présent comprendre ce que Diotime refuse, car cela engage a la fois le sens de
I’ceuvre de Platon dans son ensemble et les rapports entre Aristote et Platon.

Diotime, si notre interprétation est correcte refuse en quelque sorte par avance ce qui

8 Platon, Phédon, 75a-b : « Quoi qu’il en soit, ce sont bien nos sensations qui doivent nous donner ’idée, a la fois que toutes
les égalités sensibles aspirent (orégetai) a I’essence méme de 1’Egal, et qu’elles sont déficientes par rapport a elles. »
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deviendra la solution aristolicienne pour penser 1’identité a soi du vivant individuel, solution partant
pourtant de prémisses semblables aux siennes :

La plus naturel des fonctions pour un étre vivant qui est achevé et qui n’est pas incomplet, ou
dont la génération n’est pas spontané, c’est de créer un autre étre semblable a lui, I’animal un animal,
et la plante une plante, de fagon a participer a I’éternel et au divin dans la mesure du possible [...].
Puisque donc il n’est pas possible pour I’individu de participer a 1’éternel et au divin d’une fagon
continue, par le fait qu’aucun étre corruptible ne peut demeurer le méme et numériquement un, c’est
dans la mesure ou il peut y avoir part que chaque étre y participe, 'un plus et 1’autre moins ; et il
demeure ainsi non pas lui-méme, mais semblable & lui-méme, non pas numériquement un, mais
spécifiquement un.

L’ame est cause et principe du corps vivant. Ces termes, « cause » et « principe », se prennent
en plusieurs acceptions, mais 1’dme est pareillement cause selon les trois modes que nous avons
détermings ; elle est, en effet, [’origine du mouvement, elle est la fin, et c’est aussi comme ’essence
(ousia) des corps animés que 1’ame est cause. Qu’elle soit cause comme essence, c’est évident, car la
cause de I’étree est, pour toutes choses, I’essence : or ¢’est la vie qui, chez tous les étres, constitue leur
étre, et la cause et le principe de leur vie, ¢’est ’ame (Aristote, De anima, 415b1-15).

Le refus aristotélicien les poser les universaux que constituent les espéces vivantes comme
des substances (ousia) séparées a pour corrélat nécessaire la reconnaissance de 1’ame comme forme
réellement active et donc réellement présente dans le corps vivant tout au long de sa vie, si toutefois
on veut accorder une certaine réalité a ces universaux et éviter ainsi le nominalisme. Certes I’ame, en
tant que forme d’un corps pourvu d’organes, n’existe pas séparément, mais elle existe quand méme,
n’étant pas un simple résultat de [’abstraction, dans la mesure ou elle exerce une causalité
organisatrice. Elle n’est d’ailleurs que cette force organisatrice. L’espéce n’est une réalité¢, pour
Aristote, que si elle s’actualise dans les individus sensibles, passant d’entéléchie premicre a entéléchie
seconde, et fait d’eux, a titre de cause, précisément ce qu’ils sont pour tout le temps ou ils sont. Sans
les individus sensibles I’intellect, qui pense nécessairement l'universel, ne saisirait aucune vérité
sinon dans ses jugements, et l’intuition ne pourrait donc venir fournir les principes de la
démonstration. Certes I’ame, cause formelle du corps vivant en tant que vivant, pourra abandonner le
corps, et ce sera alors la mort, y compris peut-étre la sienne, mais en attendant, pour quelques temps,
elle confére le rang de substance, parmi les divers sens de I’étre, a certains individus sensibles. C’est
véritablement, comme le dira la scolastique, une « forme substantielle », a la fois active dans la
matiére et soutenue par elle quoique non soumise a son flux. Un individu vivant ne demeure le méme
au cours du temps que parce que son ame est toujours présente dans son corps, ce qui permet
justement de dire que c’est son corps. Et chaque vivant participe a |’éternel a proportion de la
complexité de son ame. Au sommet, avec 1’ame intellective, ’homme y participe davantage que la
plante douée seulement d’ame nutritive. Mais toujours I’individu prend consistance par son ame, aussi
bréve que soit sa vie. Aristote ne peut donc aligner exactement la nutrition sur le statut de la
reproduction, contrairement a Diotime, car la nutrition suppose une seule et méme ame, alors que la
reproduction en convoque au moins deux. Il n’y a pas d’ame de I’espéce, nous ne sommes pas chez
Schopenhauer.

L’ame platonicienne constituante?

Mais cette opposition entre Aristote et Diotime exprime-t-elle, plus profondément, une opposition
entre Platon et Aristote ? Rien n’est moins slir, au moins a premiére vue. Car, dans le Phédon,
contrairement au Banquet, Socrate semble admettre 1’hypothése d’une dme durable qui se fagonne
toujours a nouveau un corps quasi instantan¢ mais parfaitement organis€, constituant ainsi la véritable
unité¢ du vivant au cours de sa durée, voire lui donnant ainsi, tout simplement, une durée. Cette ame
formatrice nous raméne du c6té d’Aristote et de son dme « cause et principe du corps vivant »
(Aristote, De anima, 415b 5), bien qu’elle ne soit jamais assimilée a une ousia :

SOCRATE : L’ame, dirait-on [si on voulait appliquer au couple ame-corps 1’analogie avec le tisserand
et le vétement qu’il tisse], est chose durable, le corps de son c6té chose plus fragile et de moindre
durée. En réalité¢, cependant, ajouterait-on, mettons que chaque ame use de nombreux corps,
particuli¢rement quand la vie dure de nombreuses années (car on peut supposer que, le corps étant un
courant qui se perd tandis que I’homme continue a vivre, I’ame au contraire ne cesse de retisser ce qui
est us€) ; ce n’en serait pas moins une nécessité que 1’ame, le jour ou elle sera détruite, ait justement
sur elle le dernier vétement qu’elle a tissé, et que ce soit le seul antérieurement auquel ait lieu cette
destruction. Mais une fois I’ame anéantie, c’est alors que désormais le corps révélerait sa fragilité
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fonciere ; et, tombant en pourriture, il ne tarderait pas a passer définitivement (Phédon, 87d-e, trad.
Robin).

11 faut resituer cette théorie dans son contexte dialectique. Socrate veut montrer a Simias que 1’'un de
ses arguments pour prouver I’immortalité de 1’ame, basé sur une analogie entre I’ame est un tisserand,
est invalide. La raison n’en est pas nécessairement la fausseté de 1’analogie qui sert de prémisses,
mais son incapacité a fonder la conclusion qu’on veut en tirer. Socrate, d’ailleurs, admet que I’ame
soit quelque chose de « plus durable » que le corps ainsi que I'implique 1’analogie. Néanmoins la
valeur de vérité de I’analogie avec le tisserand n’est pas maintenue explicitement par Socrate, qui
reste neutre. Ce dernier veut surtout montrer que, quand bien méme on admettrait cette analogie, on
n’aurait pas encore 1’argument recherché. Il réfute ici ’ame de Simias, qui raisonne maladroitement,
et non I’'une de ses théses en particulier. Il s’agit d’une manceuvre élenchtique typiquement socratique.

Pourtant, de maniére plus générale, il est indéniable que le Phédon admet que 1’dme apporte
partout et nécessairement avec elle la vie, puisque c’est méme 1a une des prémisses pour le dernier
argument en faveur de I’immortalité de 1’ame’. Comment donc réconcilier cette conception de ’ame
exposée et non démentie par Socrate, et celle exposée par Diotime dans le Banquet? Un telle
réconciliation est-elle méme possible ?

Cette contradiction au moins apparente ne serait pas la seule dans I’ceuvre de Platon
concernant I’ame. Dans le Timée, seule une partie de 1’dme, 1’élément rationnel, est dite
« immortelle », tandis qu’est dite « mortelle » celle qui apporte la vie au corps en lui insufflant les
désirs nécessaires a sa conservation®. Les deux contradictions sont analogues et peuvent se résoudre
de maniére analogue, ce qui nous améne de manicre assez naturelle a des interprétations proches du
néoplatonisme, en particulier Plotin. En effet, I’ame étant principe de son propre mouvement, elle ne
peut non seulement se rapprocher ou s’éloigner d’autres réalités, et donc changer son rapport a elles,
mais elle peut aussi — et c’est en fait la condition du premier point — changer son rapport a elle-
méme de par sa propre initiative. C’est ainsi qu’elle peut s’aliéner et étre plus ou moins elle-méme.
Son soi peut se poser comme distance a soi, voire perte de soi.

Or, pour Platon, la vraie vie est celle de I’esprit :

S’étant alors rapproché de cet objet, s’étant confondu vraiment avec 1’étre, ayant engendré
intelligence et vérité, il vivra (souligné par nous) se nourrira véritablement, et ainsi cesseront pour lui
les douleurs de I’enfantement (République VI, 490b).

L’ame n’est principe de vie pour le corps que parce qu’elle est elle-méme la vie par excellence. Et sa
vie atteint son maximum d’intensité lorsqu’elle pense et en tant qu’elle pense les Formes. La vie de
I’ame s’amoindrit au fur et a mesure qu’elle s’éloigne de son centre intellectif. La vie que recoit le
corps et qu’il détient n’est plus la vie primordiale. C’est une ame aliénée, par sa propre initiative, qui
devient capable s’assurer les fonctions vitales du corps. Mais cette ame compromise, qui se meut sur
le mode du désir et de I’ardeur combattive peut disparaitre comme elle est apparue, en fonction des
options cognitives de I’ame, sans que 1’ame elle-méme soit réduite a néant. Il s’agit donc en quelque
sorte d’une partie mortelle de ’ame. Elle ne dure qu’autant que I’ame veut se projeter en autre chose
qu’elle-méme et refuse de se connaitre pleinement elle-méme. De méme, ce qui, de I’ame, constitue et
reconstitue le corps au cours temps, n’est plus vraiment ’ame. L’adme ne peut fournir au corps qu’un
simulacre d’identité car, quand elle se tourne vers le corps, elle est elle-méme exilée d’elle-méme.
L’ame, sortie d’elle-méme, ne peut se manifester dans le corps qu’en le dispersant, qu’en introduisant
en lui un mouvement linéaire, dont la fin ne saurait coincider avec le commencement. Par exemple, la
vieillesse demeure inexorablement distincte de I’enfance. Le temps de notre existence, en tant que
nous sommes mortels, est irréversible, comme Platon le montre dans le mythe du Politique. Ce
décalage entre le commencement et la fin n’advient pas malgré ’dme mais a cause de I’ame. Donc
quand bien méme I’ame contribuerait a la reconstitution quotidienne du corps, elle ne saurait valoir

7 Cf. Platon, Phédon, 105¢ : « Qu’est-ce qui, en se présentant dans un corps, fera qu’il soit vivant ? — Ce sera I’ame, dit-il.
— Est-ce qu’il en est toujours ainsi ? — Le moyen, en effet, de le nier ! fir Cébés — Sur quelque objet, par conséquent, que
I’ame mette sa prise, elle est venue a I’objet en question, portant avec elle la vie. »

8 Cf. Platon, Timée, 69c-d : « [Les jeunes dieux nés du Démiurge], a son imitation, entreprirent, aprés qu’ils eurent regu le
pricipe immortel de 1’ame, de fagonner au tour pour lui un corps mortel et, a ce corps, ils donnérent pour véhicule le corps
tout entier cependant qu’ils établissaitent dans ce dernier une autre espéce d’ame, celle qui est mortelle et qui comporte en
elle-méme des passions terribles et inévitables : d’abord le plaisir, le plus important appat qui provoque au mal, ensuite les
douleurs qui ¢loignent du bien, et encore la témérité et la peur, un couple de conseillers peu sages, I’emportement rebelle aux
exhortations, et I’espérance facile a décevoir. Ayant fait un mélange avec ses passions, la sensation irrationnelle et le désir de
qui vient toute entreprise, ils ont constitué I’espéce mortelle en se soumettant a la nécessité. »
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pour lui comme un principe d’identité univoque. L’ame dans pureté primordiale n’a pas d’energie
formatrice a appliquer du c6té du corps ; elle est tout entiére tournée vers elle tout entiére.

1I/ L’identité de I’dme comme probléme
A/ Penser et étre soi

En examinant le rdle identificatoire que I’ame aurait pu joué a 1I’égard du corps, que d’autres textes de
Platon suggerent et que Diotime, pourtant, refuse, on est naturellement conduit a s’intéresser a la
question de I’identit¢ de 1’ame elle-méme. Conformément au plan du texte, venons-en donc
maintenant au niveau de 1’ame, c’est-a-dire a la personne elle-méme et non plus seulement ce qui lui
appartient, le corps. Si le niveau de I’dme n’a pas pu apporter directement de solution aux problémes
d’identité rencontrés au niveau du corps, c’est que 1’ame elle-méme constitue probléme. Comment
concilier la variété ininterrompue des contenus de conscience décrite par Diotime et le maintien d’un
soi de ’ame ? L’identité personnelle, introuvable au niveau du corps puisque le peu qui le lie a lui-
méme est ’'universel Eros, a-t-elle une meilleure chance de se réaliser, avec sa singularité essentielle,
au niveau de I’ame ?

En ce qui concerne I’identité aussi, ’dme est un intermédiaire entre le sensible et
Pintelligible, mais un intermédiaire mobile, un intermédiaire intermédiant et non intermédiaire placé
aprés-coup. Dans le discours de Diotime, rien n’oblige a poser I’ame comme mortelle dans sa totalité
— en cela ce discours s’accorde avec le reste de I’ceuvre de Platon — mais ce qui vit en elle peut étre
mortel et se renouveler a la maniére des éléments du corps, ou bien, quand le dégré supréme de
I’initiation érotique est atteint, coincider avec I’immortalit¢ de [D’intelligible qu’elle contemple,
autrement dit s’identifier a I’identité de I’intelligible. L’ame peut progresser vers I’identité absolue ou
se laisser aller a une aliénation radicale, mais quoi qu’il arrive, quelque oubli de soi qui survienne,
c’est toujours a elle-méme que cela arrrive, en sorte que 1’dme conserve toujours un minimum
d’ipséité. La philosophie est un art de la reconquéte de soi, mais a partir de soi. « Se soucier de soi »
comme 1’exige Socrate (par exemple en Cratyle 440c), c’est d’abord de soucier d’avoir vraiment un
soi. Le souci est le geste méme qui maintient le soi comme tel pour lui-méme. L’dme dispose toujours
de la faculté de s’inquiéter d’elle-méme, et des lors qu’elle en use elle se donne une nouvelle figure,
ou plutdt revient a sa forme originelle. Mais cela n’implique aucun narcissisme. Si le philosophe
aspire a étre pleinement soi-méme, c’est pour jouir pleinement du Beau qu’il aime, de méme que le
vivant cherche a s’immortaliser pour toujours posséder la belle chose qu’il aime. L’immortalité visée
par I’amour lucide du philosophe ne souléve donc pas le probléme des moyens disponibles pour
réaliser une identité congue comme permanence dans le temps ; au contraire, elle est d’emblée la
solution de ce probléme :

N’est-ce pas, d’autre part, & celui qui enfante une réelle capacité d’exceller (areté) et qui la
nourrit, qu’il appartient de devenir cher a la divinité, et, s’il y a un homme capable de s’immortaliser,
n’est-ce pas celui dont je parle qui en détiendra le privilége (Platon, Banquet, 212a) ?

Ici, on peut certes se demander en qui la réelle capacité a exceller est enfantée. Est-ce dans la
méme ame celle qui contemple le beau, ce qui irait dans le sens de la République’ o les rois, grice a
leur fréquentation des Formes en particulier du Bien, obtiennent une dme bien ordonnée et juste, ou
bien s’agit-il de ’ame du disciple, sur le modele de ce qui est dit dans le Phédre, quand le maitre
produit dans son éléve une capacité a argumenter de diverses manieres, qui sera féconde a son tour.

Mais, au fond, cette disjonction n’est peut-&tre pas pertinente. En effet, d’une part, il faut
exceller soi-méme pour transmettre 1’excellence ; d’autre part I’excellence intellectuelle qui est
transmise ne contribue pas I’immortalité du maitre par sa démultiplication dans didivers sujets, mais
pas le fait méme qu’elle est transmise. C’est I’événement méme du transmettre qui compte,
événement ou précisément la différence des deux excellences s’abolit. On peut donc supposer que la
capacité a exceller en question est aussi celle du disciple, en sorte que immortalité du philosophe,
dans un premier temps, ressemble a celle des vivants en général : il s’agit de mettre quelque chose de
soi en I’autre qui nous survivra. Comme tous les amoureux, il enfante dans le beau ce qui prolongera
sa possession du beau. Mais I’Idée étant parfaitement identique a elle-méme sous tout rapport, les
actes de contemplation, quel qu’en soit le sujet, sont en fait tous numériquement le méme. Car I’ldée
n’apparait pas différemment selon le point de vue qu’on adopte pour la contempler, si bien que la
notion méme de point de vue, dans ’espace ou dans le temps, n’est plus pertinente. Quand le donc le
disciple se met a penser effectivement, actualisant 1’ areteé que le maitre a produit en lui par la semence

% Cf. Platon, République VII, 540b : « En contemplant le bien lui-méme et en ayant recours a lui comme & un modéle, ils
ordonneront la cité et les particuliers comme ils se sont ordonnés eux-mémes. »
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de sa parole vive, c’est en fait la pensée du maitre qui se répete. Davantage, elle ne se répéte que pour
ceux qui sont les témoins extérieurs d’une telle contemplation sans contempler eux-méme ; en vérité,
du maitre au disciple, la contemplation n’a pas cessé, étant coéternel a son objet. Le fait que le
disciple contemple & son tour n’augmente pas la quantité d’immortalité qui échoit au maitre car cette
immortalité, par nature, est toujours déja achevée dés qu’elle atteinte. En revanche, comme le dit
I’ Alcibiade, c’est en contemplant I’acte contemplatif du disciple que le maitre peut prendre
conscience de I’éternité qui traverse son propre intellect. C’est donc dans I’enseignement que le
philosophe fait 1’épreuve de 1’éternité de sa propre pensée en tant qu’elle entre en contact avec
I’éternité des Formes.

Cette argument permet de trancher une question concernant le type de ressouvenir évoqué par
Diotime en 208a: il ne s’agit pas de la réminiscence dialectique, car il est alors précisé que la
nouvelle connaissance est certes semblable a I’ancienne, mais en fait numériquement autre. Il s’agit
de la révision de connaissance acquise ex datis durant la vie incarnée. Il ne s’agit pas de vérités
éternelles connues a priori a partir de principes innées. La connaissance de I’ldée, quant a elle, est
toujours vraie et pleinement vraie dés qu’elle advient puisqu’elle est simple, et donc, comme il n’y a
qu’une seule vérité de chaque chose, cette connaissance doit étre toujours exactement la méme quel
que soit le moment ou, pour le discours mondain qui la relate, adressé a d’autres hommes pris dans le
monde, elle surgit. C’est autour d’une telle identité que se reconstitue I’identité supérieure du
philosophe. Le soi de celui qui pense les Formes est tout entier pensant, et ce qu’il pense se tient tout
entier a 'intérieur de lui, car saisissable par la seule réminiscence. Davantage, ce soi n’est-il pas le
méme pour toute conscience ? Ce soi n’a-t-il pas aboli la diversité de tous les moi, et donc I’identité
personnelle en tant qu’elle est complémentaire d’une certaine altérit¢ ? Comment peut-on encore étre
dit rester le méme quand il n’y a plus rien d’autre vers quoi on pourrait aller pour trahir son identité ?
Demeurer identique, n’est-ce pas d’abord continuer a étre autre que les autres ? En vérité, en ce qui
concerne 1’dme en train d’intelliger, de ’altérité demeure, mais idéale : I’intellect pense diverses
Formes, d’un seul coup. S’il faut dialectiser pour parvenir a I’intellection, il faut que I’intellection
récapitule la multiplicité des Formes parmi lesquelles le dialecticien circule, a I’image de ce qui se
pratique dans le Philébe. Donc I’altérité n’est pas perdue mais elle est intériorisée par le Moi qui
pense. La singularité du moi devient enfin ce qu’elle est : unique.

L’immortalité du philosophe qui contemple le Beau en soi est donc différente de I’immortalité

des autres ames, sans que cela remette en cause I’immortalité de I’ame propre a tous les vivants et la
différence entre 1’éternité de I’intelligible et le sempiternité propre au mode d’étre intermédiaire qui
est échu a I’ame. Il s’agit d’une immortalité qui garantit I’identité au lieu de soulever le probléme de
I’identité comme permanence au cours du temps.
Lorsque I’ame se met a intelliger, c’est-a-dire lorsqu’elle prend I’initiative de donner a son auto-
mouvement constitutif une orientation pour ainsi dire circulaire et parfaitement régulicre, elle décide
par elle-méme de ne plus mettre son énergie au service d’une loi venant de 1’extériorité corporelle. Le
mouvement circulaire est par excellence le type de mouvement qu’elle doit choisir si enfin elle décide
de choisir son mouvement au lieu d’abandonner sa direction au hasard, car il est le mouvement qui,
faisant coincider la fin et le commencement, exprime au mieux le fait que 1’ame est un principe qui se
meut soi-méme jusque dans les différentes orientations qu’elle peut se donner. C’est ce mouvement
qui signifie le mieux la nature de toute ame. Lorsqu’elle décide de penser, I’ame accéde donc
librement a I’autonomie quant a la nature de son mouvement et non plus seulement quant au fait de
son mouvement. Ainsi ’Ame respecte enfin concrétement pour tous les aspects de son activité la loi a
laquelle elle a di faire allegeance pour venir a 1’étre : tenir de soi-méme ses propres déterminations.
Plus rien d’elle n’échappe a I’auto-causalité qui la distingue dés 1’origine de tous les autres étres. Tout
ce qui en elle sera désormais issu d’elle et par elle. C’est seulement ainsi que le soi qu’elle cause est
son soi tout entier et donc mérite son nom de soi. Ces déterminations seront certes amenées a changer
puisque I’ame est mouvement, mais toujours elles surgiront des déterminations antérieures selon un
ordre qu’elle-méme peut comprendre. L’ame en train de penser est donc en quelque sorte doublement
elle-méme. Elle ne se contente pas d’étre, de fait, elle-méme ; elle se pose en tant qu’elle-méme, a ses
propres yeux, dans 1’espace de sa trajectoire et des figures générales qu’elle dessine. Elle se veut elle-
méme, s’elle s’aime elle-méme en tant que principe agissant sur soi. Elle échappe a sa contradiction
ordinaire, étre cause de soi par hasard.

B/ Connaissance du vrai, fidélité au serment et ipséité (thése)

Ce qui persiste, en matiére de soi, au sein de ce mouvement ininterrompu de 1’intellection, c’est,
comme le suggére Paul Ricceur, I’intensité éthique d’un engagement, et non un substrat inerte ou un
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ensemble de propriétés. L’identité personnelle du philosophe n’est donc pas un acquis mais une tache
de chaque instant, une fidélité toujours renouvelée au logos une premiere fois assumée. En revanche,
pour le commun des mortels, 1’identité de I’ame consiste seulement dans le désir — Eros — qui méne
d’image en image'’. Eros, au niveau du corps, produit d’autres corps ; au niveau de 1’ame, il produit
des affects successifs qui sont & eux-mémes leurs propres sujets mais s’appellent les uns les autres a
I’autres a D’infini. Cette série est liée dynamiquement par le désir, non pas un substrat statique
commun se tenant en retrait. C’est I’élan érotique lui-méme qui se soutient — I’ame est auto-motrice
— et qui soutient continliment les diverses tonalités affectives qui peuvent le colorer. Certes, toute
ame d’homme pense un tant soit peu, car toute &me d’homme a vu les Formes mais Eros produit le
plus souvent une perte de soi dans 1’extériorité. Seul ’amour de 1’Idée reconnu comme tel peut
maintenir une tension continue de soi vers soi. C’est I’attraction de I’Idée qui incurve le mouvement
de ’ame pour en faire un cercle parfait, de méme que, dans le syst¢tme Newtonien, c’est I’attraction
du soleil qui courbe le mouvement de certains corps célestes pour en faire ses satellites, les planétes.

L’intellect n’est pas un sujet donné a priori qui endure une série d’expérience comme autant

de modifications périphérique successives, mais il est 1’attitude d’une &me qui s’efforce, au nom de
son amour du Bien et du Beau, de demeurer & la hauteur de 1’exigence qui lui a donné naissance.
L’intellect est un geste, une danse, et il n’est un « organe », comme le dit parfois Platon dans la
République, que par métaphore et commodité de langage. C’est, pour I’ame, une maniere de se
comporter a I’égard d’elle-méme et, du méme coup, c’est aussi une maniére de se comporter a 1’égard
des Idées ; ce comportement investit finalement I’étre de I’ame tout entier.
Chez Platon, la reconnaissance du vrai a la valeur éthique du respect d’un serment ou, a travers
P’autre, c’est finalement surtout a soi-méme que I’on est fidéle. Corrélativement, nier le vrai, c’est se
trahir. La recherche a dialectique est ce qui va montrer cette trahison ou cette fidélité comme telles, et
donc nous amener a nous amender.

En effet, Platon choisit de faire de la recherche de ce que sont les choses en soi et par soi la
forme premiére de toute piété''. S’abstenir de mensonge ne suffit pas a contenter les dieux ; il faut
aussi investir toutes les forces humaines dans 1’approfondissement de la vérité spéculative.
Néanmoins, cela se traduit aussi nécessairement par une sincérité envers soi-méme et une capacité a
maintenir nos engagements initiaux : c¢’est le principe de I’#Aeyyog socratique. Puisque mon ame
possede une semence de vérité en raison de son séjour prénatal dans I’Had¢s, et que toutes choses sont
apparentées, je ne puis tenir une opinion erronée sans me contredire secrétement. Pour éviter 1’erreur,
je dois étre fidele au serment que m’impose la raison. Seul celui qui est parfaitement en accord avec
soi-méme peut dire en vérité ce qui est. Il y a une raison intérieure a I’adéquation de mon discours
avec les objets extérieurs. Or cette semence de vérité en moi ne peut étre que d’origine divine, voire
une divinité en personne. Dire la vérité sur ce qui est, ¢’est donc ne pas négliger son dme en la laissant
dans la contradiction et cela, & son tour, c’est ne pas léser le dieu qui est en nous, I’intellect. Prendre
soin de la partie de notre &me capable de penser porte tous les cultes extérieurs a leur perfection, voire
les remplace avantageusement pour ce qui est de la familiarité avec le divin :

En ce qui concerne I’espéce d’ame [I’intellect] qui en nous domine, il faut se faire I’idée que voici. En
fait, un dieu a donné a chacun de nous, comme démon, cette espéce d’ame-la dont nous disons — ce
qui est parfaitement exact — qu’elle habite la partie supérieure de notre corps, et qu’elle nous éléve
au-dessus de la terre vers ce qui, dans le ciel, nous est apparent€. [...] L’homme qui a mis tout son zéle
a acquérir la connaissance et a obtenir des pensées vraies, celui qui a exercé surtout cette partie de lui-
méme, il est absolument nécessaire, je suppose, qu’il ait des pensées immortelles et divines, si
précisément il a atteint a la vérité ; que, dans la mesure, encore une fois, ou la nature humaine est
capable d’avoir part a 'immortalité, il ne lui en échappe pas la moindre parcelle ; enfin que, puisqu’il
ne cesse de prendre soin de son élément divin et q'u’il maintient en bonne forme le démon qui en lui
partage sa demeure, il soit supéricurement heureux

Inversement, 1’absence de vérité spéculative, cause de toute immoralit¢é — nul n’est méchant
volontairement —, détruit positivement 1’adme, la privant des béatitudes parmi les dieux promises aux
initiés de la philosophie :

10 Cf. Leibniz, Lettre a la reine Anne-Sophie Charlotte : « Car, comme le mouvement méne la matiére de figure en figure,
I’appétit mene I’ame d’image en image. »

' Cf. Alexis Pinchard, Les langues de sagesse dans la Gréce et I’Inde anciennes, Genéve, 2009, p. 160 et suivantes.

12 platon, Timée, 90a-c. Plus généralement, sur les devoirs sacrés de I’homme envers son dme comme envers ce qu’il y a de
plus divin en lui, cf. Lois V, 726a-728c.
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Donc, quand les morts se présentent devant leur juge, quant ceux d’Asie, par exemple, vont aupres de
Rhadamante, Rhadamante les arréte et il sonde 1’ame de chacun, sans savoir a qui cette ame
appartient ; mais il arrive souvent qu’il tombe sur I’ame du Grand Roi ou encore sur n’importe quel
autre roi ou chef, et qu’il considére qu’il n’y a rien de sain en cette ame, qu’elle est lacérée, ulcérée,
pleine de tous les parjures ou injustices que chaque action de sa vie a imprimés en elle, que tous ces
fragments ont ét¢ nourris de mensonges, de vanité, que rien n’est droit en cette ame, parce qu’elle ne
s’est jamais nourrie de la moindre vérité. [...] Dés qu’il voit cette ame privée de toute dignité, il
l’envoig aussitot dans la prison du Tartare, ou elle est destinée a endurer tous les maux qu’elle
mérite .

Prendre soin de I’élément divin de ’ame et I’honorer, ce n’est pas flatter la vanité de I’individu. Au
contraire, c’est se purifier incessamment pour dégager ce qu’il y a de vraiment immortel en nous,
I’intellect. C’est une ascese toujours a renouveler. Dans cet effort le soi authentique se constitue, et il
ne se constitue qu’en reconnaissant une norme qui le précéde, a savoir 1’Idée. Chez Platon, la sincérité
authentique mene finalement a des vérités objectives car notre ame est constituée par les linéaments
de ces vérités. Le souci de soi est un chemin de connaissance vers ce qui est antérieur a soi.

13 Platon, Gorgias, 525a.
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Stylistic Difference in the Speeches of the Symposium

Harold Tarrant (collaborating with Marguerite Johnson)

It is now widely acknowledged that literary form is a crucial ingredient of the Platonic dialogue, and
one that affects how the reader should be interpreting the work. Hand in hand with form goes the
correspondingly important ingredient of diction. While Plato does not usually introduce obvious and
significant changes in diction, he is certainly capable of changing it in accordance with specific
requirements, as Tarrant, Benitez, and Roberts demonstrate in relation to the Timaeus-Critias and the
language of myth (Ancient Philosophy, 31, 2011, 95-120). Their methods, borrowed in part from the
University of Newecastle’s Centre for Literary and Linguistic Computing, focus on the mix of
recurrent vocabulary and in particular on the words that tend to be used in any similar text regardless
of the subject matter, generally 80 to 100 words in the commonest 200 in any set of texts.

When Plato offers a variety of speeches within a work, especially speeches delivered by
different characters or deriving (as in the Phaedrus) from different sources of inspiration, he
demonstrates himself well able to switch between types of diction, probably involving what should be
thought of linguistically as changes of ‘register’. Of course, the Greeks had no word equivalent to this
term, though the metrical changes that occur in tragedy and comedy guarantee their sensitivity to
different types of speech, types that will be employed by an individual only where the situation
warrants. Furthermore, the development of rhetorical theory resulted in a technical vocabulary for
types of rhetorical speech that applied to one situation rather than another. Accordingly Plato too is
prepared on occasion to use the terminology of, for instance, epideixis and protreptic, and must have
had a grasp of their usual stylistic requirements.

The Symposium, with its rich cast and with speeches that are usually considered to contrast
with one another, is a natural place to expect to see Plato distinguishing between different types of
speech—not simply between short question-and-answer exchanges and long set speeches, and not
simply between the types of characters being sketched, but between different types of diction that the
Greek reader of c. 380 BCE would be instinctively have been aware. There are two poets, but are they
actually speaking with a recognisably poetic diction? There is a medical man, but is his language
noticeably scientific? And what of the language of the literary enthusiastic ‘Phaedrus’, or of
‘Pausanias’ who is often thought to have sophistic connections? As for the language of Alcibiades, it
does not seem to reflect his drunkenness, but is it or is it not distinctive? Finally there is the language
associated with Diotima. Does she speak like a woman, and if so does she speak particularly like a
prophetess? And is ALL this language especially suited to sympotic contexts, informal occasions
designed to serve the reunion of friends and to smooth out any recent wounds?

This paper began with an observation that resulted in a joint Johnson-and-Tarrant article,
which is (hopefully) soon to appear.' The commentary of Olympiodorus had branded the central
section of the Alcibiades 1 ‘protreptic’, and a test of various chosen materials was run to ascertain
whether there was indeed a recognisable ‘protreptic register’ in Plato. They included the two works in
which the notion of protreptic discourse appeared, the Futhydemus (with its protreptic interludes
considered in isolation) and the Clitophon, where ‘Clitophon’ complains that Socrates’ discourse
serves only a protreptic purpose. Chart 1 offers diagrammatically the resultant cluster analysis:

! ‘Fairytales and Make-believe, or Spinning Stories about Poros and Penia in Plato's Symposium: A Literary and

Computational Analysis’, Phoenix forthcoming.
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Chart 1: Cluster analysis of selected Socratic texts

Olympiodorus’ ‘protreptic’ section of the Alcibiades 1 (119a-124b: = Alc1Protr, far left), in which
Socrates, offering concerned guidance of an almost parental character, makes excellent use of the
things that queens of Persia and Sparta might say about Alcibiades, is placed closest to both blocks
into which the program had split the Menexenus and to Symposium 201d-212b. The role of women in
all four blocks suggests that there may be some common linguistic feature that affects how Socrates
speaks when trying to think like Aspasia, Diotima, and Amestris or Lampido. The only other four
blocks that are closely linked with these linguistically are the spurious Axiochus in which Socrates
urges Axiochus to face death bravely, the palinode of the Phaedrus (in two parts) and the myth of
Protagoras. Do they too offer some kind of quasi-parental voice, perhaps, or is there some overlap
between the language of myth and female language? Diotima is of course herself a myth-teller, and as
we show the tale of Poros and Penia is linguistically more extreme than most myths.

This suggestion of a link between the voices of women and of story-tellers may be of wide
relevance to the Symposium. To many of Socrates’ contemporaries, notably Thrasymachus (Rep.
350e2-4) and Callicles (Grg. 527a5-8), little was thought as unreliable as a story coming from a
mature woman. Even taken alone, neither story nor female voice is ordinarily a source of authority for
an Athenian, and either could readily be dismissed. But much the same could be set of ‘sympotic
literature’ altogether. No speaker at this symposium or at the one presented by Xenophon commands
great authority, for that is not what is expected of a contribution towards sympotic entertainment. And
further, the proem’s account of the tale’s oral history (172al1-173b8) and Aristodemus’ documented
lapses of attention (180c1-2, 223b8-cl), are enough to undermine any confidence the hearer has in the
accuracy of the narrative on offer. Plato is not forcing beliefs on us here; his speakers compete in
offering worthy praise of the god Eros (177c2-7, 197e5-7), not in offering anything reliable (198c5-
e4). He invites us to relax and enjoy an entertainment, which may well conceal truth upon reflection,
but seldom masquerades as literal truth.

Even the comments made upon the diction are such as to reinforce our sense of incredulity,
beginning with Apollodorus’ assertion that the wise teach him to use cheap jingles (185c4-5),
continuing with Aristophanes’ determination to deliver a laughable speech (189b4-7), proceeding on
to Socrates’ affirmation about the refined Agathon speaking like the haughty Gorgias (198c1-2), and
finally to the enigmatic suggestion that Diotima, approaching the climax of her speech (208c1), spoke
‘like the ultimate sophists’. One never knows what, if anything, to take seriously for it seems that
Plato spends the whole dialogue being coy, and hiding his jewels well beneath the surface.”

Even so, it could be argued that the very language used in some speeches invites us to

2 Cf. Alcibiades on Socrates, 216e.
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contemplate the possibility of a serious message, while that used by others does not. Certainly we are
unlikely to listen seriously to anything resembling the speech of Lysias in the Phaedrus, and we do in
fact have a speech in the Symposium that the computer recognises as closely resembling it. That
speech is of course the speech given by Lysias’ great admirer Phaedrus. We divided the Symposium
according to speeches, plus a file for the introduction preceding the speeches, and another for
additional frame-material, while dividing the Phaedrus into:

Phdr.A: what precedes the speech of Lysias

Phdr.S1: the speech of Lysias

Phdr.B: what follows Lysias and precedes Socrates’ first speech

Phdr.S2: Socrates’ first speech

Phdr.C: what follows his first speech and precedes the Palinode

PalinodeA: to 247c2

PalinodeB: 247¢3-253¢6

PalinodeC: 253c7 on

Phdr.D (1-3): what follows the palinode, words 1-2000, 2001-4000, 4001 on.
To these materials were added the Phaedo divided into 2000-word blocks; Republic IV, VII, and X
similarly divided (except that the Myth of Er was kept separate); a composite file consisting of all
Gorgias’ contributions to the Gorgias of around three lines or more; the final myth in the Gorgias. The
computer easily isolates and links together the files consisting of Gorgias’ speeches, Lysias’ speech,
and Phaedrus’ speech in the Symposium (chart 2):

Chart 2: Cluster analysis of parts of middle-period dialogues

Most files that we should expect to display the features of everyday conversational language are
placed in cluster 3 (centre, blue) or 4 (right, yellow), both in the right-hand arm of the chart. Here are
placed all blocks of Phaedo except for the two last blocks (106b7-111e5, 111e5-end), all blocks of
Republic iv, vii and x except the Myth of Er and the Cave-block (514a1-520d3), all non-speech
Phaedrus; and the introduction and frame of Symposium plus Alcibiades’ speech. The three rhetorical
files (cluster 1, left, red) are kept together,3 separate from, but distantly related to files in which Plato
appears to use other kinds of non-conversational language, usually myth-like or poetic: the myth of
judgment in Gorgias, the Myth of Er, the account of the True Earth in Phaedo, the Cave-block of Rep.
514-520, both of Socrates’ speeches in Phaedrus—the first poetic, the second poetic and sometimes
myth-like, and all speeches in Symposium other than the shallow rhetorical exercise of Phaedrus and
the speech of Alcibiades. This latter, though a monologue, closely resembles the narrative
introduction and frame of Symposium.

What do all the main speeches other than those of Phaedrus and Alcibiades share in common?

? Subsequent analysis used files reflecting the real language of Gorgias (Helen, Epitaphios), Lysias (c.Erat.), and Isocrates
(c.Soph.); the speech of Lysias and Phaedrus’ speech proved closer to Lysias and Isocrates than to Gorgias.
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Neoplatonists would have regarded them all as examples of a style that is to some degree ‘rich’ or
‘weighty’ (a8p0g), as opposed to ‘lean’ (ioyvog). The speech of Lysias is a paradigm case of a speech
in the lean style (Hermias in Phdr. 10.16, 206.22; cf. in Prm. 633.10), but Socrates’ familiar
conversational style is likewise lean (in Tim. 1.64.5-11, cf. anon. Proleg. 17.12-13). However,
Socrates uses a weightier style in both his speeches in Phdr. (Hermias, in Phdr. 206.17-26; cf. 10.14-
18; anon. at Proc. in Prm. 633.10). This style was considered suited to those experiencing divine
possession (in Prm. 645.30-31), to divine addresses (in Tim. 111.199.29-200.19), to myths like that of
the Gorgias (anon. Proleg. 17.13-15) and other theological material (ibid. 3-4), to divinely inspired
poetry (Proc. in Prm. 646.23-25), and other inspired speech such as the Nuptial Number passage and
the Myth of Er in the Republic (Proc. in Tim. 111.200.3-10), and to oracles (in Tim. 1.64.16-17). These
passages repeatedly speak of the weightier language being tailored to reflect the weightier nature of
the subject matter. Hence there is a presumption that wherever Plato breaks into this richer language
his characters will be trying to suggest the great weight of their subject matter. Given that all formal
speeches in the Symposium are ‘encomia’, it is no surprise that Proclus tells us that a worthy
encomium requires a delivery that is rich, solemn and grand (in Tim. 1.62.8-9). These encomia tailor
their language to subject matter concerned with a divine, or at least daemonic, being. If the speech is
to praise their subject in a worthy fashion, then it must be rich, solemn and grand.

But does Phaedrus’ speech not count as an encomium? Perhaps, but Lysian simplicity has got
the better of him. And is Agathon’s speech really to be taken seriously? In this case Proclus (in Tim.
1.6413-23) seems to have an answer. Dividing composition into ‘inspired’ and ‘technical’, he argues
that the attempt to substitute artificial technique for higher inspiration produces a contrived and
bombastic result. Agathon’s speech begins by offering guidelines for correct encomia (194e4-195a5),
and Socrates’ response subtly mocks Agathon’s techniques (198c5-199a3). The solemnity of his
speech is artificial, hence Socrates will ultimately compare its ending with the bombastic prose of
Gorgias.

As for Phaedrus’ speech, one needs to separate out the elements that contribute to its being
attributed to the rhetorical cluster. Principal component analysis has the advantage of detecting groups
of words that combine to influence the linguistic mix of several blocks. The first principal component
detects the most obvious of these combinations, the second the second most obvious, and so on.
Phaedrus’ speech (+6.32), the Gorgias-file (+7.07), and the speech of Lysias (+10.86) are placed
together at the top of the second principal component, indicating that they share a combination of
characteristics. However, the difference between speech that is weighty and that which is lean seems
to be precisely what is captured by the first principal component. Here are all the scores at the lowest
(negative) end of the scale:

Block name Score, PC1 Category Remark

palinodeC (1) -9.35037 Myth Also poetic

MythER (1) -7.13451 Myth

palinodeB (1) -7.09177 Myth Also poetic
palinodeA (1) -4.07255 Inspired Also poetic

Phdr.S2 (1) -4.06727 Inspired Also poetic

GrgMyth (1)  -3.63663 Myth

SympAr (1) -3.45248 Myth Also poetic

SympAg (1)  -3.44254 Encomium Also poetic

SympEry (1) -2.94973 Encomium

Phaedo (11) -2.2353 Part-myth Swansong 111e-118a
Phaedo (10) -1.84489 Part-myth Swansong 106b-111e
SympPhdr (1) -1.69257 Encomium Rhetorical

SympPau (1) -1.24534 Encomium

SympDi (1) -1.21953 ‘Encomium’ Part-conversational
Rep7 (4) -0.83935 Cave explained 533a-541b

Rep7 (1) -0.62754 Cave described 514a-520d

Phaedo (5) -0.61465 Myth-like 79b-84d

Table 1: Results of less than —0.5 on first principal component
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Obviously the pervasive presence of either myth or a poetic style is important in accounting for these
negative scores, and accordingly the speech of Aristophanes is the highest-scoring part of the
Symposium, followed by Agathon and Eyximachus, with Phaedrus coming next. Recall that all these
speeches are encomia of a kind, though the Diotima contribution is a highly unusual and somewhat
conversational kind (199a6-b7).

What do these results mean for an ancient reader? As encomia of a quasi-divine being that is
manifested in human action, they a partly protreptic function, designed to encourage supposedly
ethical behaviour. The anonymous Prolegomena takes a blended style, neither wholly weighty not
wholly lean, as a characteristic of moral discussions (17.15-18), and the speeches of Phaedrus and
Pausanias would perhaps have struck the listener as ‘blended’, and hence as having something serious
to offer if the elevated style did not seem contrived, as that of Phaedrus would perhaps have done.
Pausanias’ speech was certainly agreed by the Platonist Taurus and Aulus Gellius (NA 17.20.6) to
require one to penetrate beyond the dressing of rhetoric to the weighty and majestic depths of Plato’s
subject matter. Rather weightier (to judge from PC1) was the tone of Eryximachus, marginally less
weighty than Aristophanes’ foundation-myth of human erotic behaviour and Agathon’s technically
contrived poetic encomium. Through the admixture of features of the adpog-style Plato ensures that
his audience sits up in expectation of hearing something with substantial content, and the tendency is
for this admixture to increase, from Phaedrus (who by his resemblance to ‘Lysias’ must have been
seen to display features of the opposite style as well) and Pausanias, to Eryximachus, Aristophanes,
and Agathon—who is quickly exposed as a fraud by Socrates. The specious beauty of Agathon’s
effort is in effect replaced by the deeper beauty associated with Diotima, who will make use of the
adpoc-style in certain passages, most notably the myth of Poros and Penia and the Ladder of Love
passage, but remains in conversational-mode elsewhere.

In the following chart, which was not atypical, we found that the Poros and Penia passage
most resembled the latter part of the Palinode,” and the Ladder of Love the earlier part. The special
diction of the Diotima passage is thus like nothing more than that of the inspired poet, whether
mythical or not so mythical. The remainder of it most resembled the introductory narratives of the
Euthydemus and the Symposium itself (Chart 3):

Table 3: Diotima’s speech split

The versatility of Diotima’s diction was thus both striking and confusing, and stands in contrast to the
more homogeneous contributions of other speakers. The listeners are left perplexed (212¢4-6), no
doubt unwilling to share Socrates’ readiness to believe this strange lady, and happy to be diverted by

4 Rather than the threefold division used earlier in this paper, earlier work had simply split the Palinode into two files, with a
break after the first 2000 words (250a6).
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the arrival of Aristophanes.

Some Possible Conclusions:

. Varieties of diction in the Symposium are intended to be noticed by Plato’s audience; they are
used partly as a means of controlling our expectations, and, where these prove false, of increasing our
perplexity;

. Diotima’s diction, perhaps recognizably female, varied, and ultimately weighty, creates an
atmosphere designed to challenge our expectations of a female voice;

. Phaedrus’ diction is modelled on that of the orators on whom he doted, and undermines any
seriousness behind the speech;

. Intermediate speeches are seemingly all examples of a type of speech associated by later
Platonists with a serious message and elevated subject matter;

. Agathon’s speech seems intended to sound technical rather than inspired, and so the
audience’s confidence is ready to be undermined by Socrates’ challenge;

. Aristophanes’ speech is the one that most resembles myth, and hence is the most likely of the
early speeches to conceal a weightier message below the surface;

. There is little in either the text or the stylistic results to discourage the idea of a general
increase in depth from Phaedrus to Diotima that nevertheless bypasses Agathon.

. There is little difference in level of ‘richness’ or ‘weightiness’ between the speeches of
Eryximachus and Aristophanes, and combined with the hiccough device that has the two speak out of
order, there is once again an ambiguity that encourages one to ponder which is the proper order of
speeches.
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Lettori antichi di Platone: il caso del Simposio (POxy 843)
Margherita Erbi

“Contaminazione, diffusione trasversale, o orizzontale di lezioni vi fu di certo, ma essa appartiene gia
al periodo antico della storia del testo, non soltanto alla tradizione medievale”.
In sintesi questo ¢, per usare le parole di Giorgio Pasquali, il contributo dato alla ricostruzione
della storia del testo di Platone dai papiri La tradizione papiracea, infatti, prova che i codici bizantini
continuano, almeno in parte, vari esemplari antichi risalenti ad edIZIOI’II antiche, forse gia pre-
alessandrine'. Dunque per Pasquali tutt’altro che marginale ¢ stato nella ricostruzione delle fasi p1u
antiche della storia del testo di Platone il ruolo avuto dalla tradizione paplracea che negli anni in cui
veniva alla luce la Storia della trad1z1one e critica del testo, consisteva in soli 23 esemplari, quelli cioé
reglstratl nei noti elenchi di Oldfather”. Da allora nuove acquisizioni hanno incrementato il numero
dei papiri che conservano i dialoghi: 82 sono i papiri editi nel 1999 nel Corpus dei Papiri Filosofici.
96 sono i papiri che oggi compaiono nel MartensPack3 on line, il Database del Centre de
Documentation de Papyrologie Littéraire aggiornato a maggio 2013. Questi i papiri secondo le
tetralogie: 1 con I’ Eutifione, 1 con I’Apologia, 1 con il Critone, 10 con il Fedone, 2 con il Cratilo, 4
con il Teeteto, 1 con il Sofista, 7 con il Politico, 2 con il Parmenide, 2 con il Filebo, 1 con il Simposio,
7 con il Fedro, 3 con I’Alcibiade 1, 2 con I’ Alcibiade 11, 1 con i Rivali, 1 con il Teage, 2 con il
Carmide, 5 con il Lachete, 1 con il Liside, 2 con I’ Eutidemo, 1 con il Protagora, 5 con il Gorgia, 2 con
il Menone, 1 con I’ Ippia Maggiore, 13 con la Repubblica, 1 con il Timeo, 1 con il Minosse, 9 con le
Leggi, 1 con I’Epistola II, 1 con 1I’Epistola VII. A questi si aggiungono 5 papiri che conservano
Commentari ai dialoghi: 1 al Fedone, 1 al Teeteto, 1 al Politico, 1 al Fedro e 1 all’ Alcibiade 1. 1 piu
antichi di questi papiri risalgono al III secolo a.C.: PPetr I 5-8 che conserva il Fedone, PPetr I 50 con
il Lachete e PHib 2.228 che conserva il frammento del Sofista, ma anche PLG Carlini 29+P.Monac
2.21 che restituiscono il commento filosofico al testo del Fedone. Il papiro piu recente, PAnt 2.68, un
papiro con il Teeteto, ¢ datato al V-VI d.C. Il gruppo piu consistente ¢ costituito dagli 81 papiri di eta
imperiale, datati tra il II e III secolo d.C.: si tratta dunque della gran parte dei papiri di Platone a noi
noti, 11 confronto dei quali con la tradizione medievale si ¢ rivelato, come ha dimostrato Antonio
Carlini’, assai fruttuoso. Incolmabile & almeno fino a oggi, purtroppo, il vuoto dal III secolo a.C. al II
secolo d.C.

E ben comprensibile come un cosi significativo numero di papiri che appartengono a epoche tanto
diverse tra loro non potesse che indurre la critica a interrogarsi sulla storia piu antica del testo e sui
diversi stati attraverso i quali le opere di Platone dall’antichita sono giunte a noi. I papiri piu antichi,
quelli di epoca tolemaica, presentano un testo spesso divergente da quello dei codici, talvolta
rivelandosi superiore ai codici, talvolta presentando corruttele e varianti inferiori. Le convergenze con
la tradizione medievale confermano per lo piu I’antichita di lezioni prima attestate da singoli codici o
da famiglie di codici e suggeriscono che il numero delle varianti esistenti gia un secolo dopo la morte
di Platone doveva essere piuttosto ampio. I papiri platonici di etd imperiale presentano un testo molto
piu uniforme con un numero di varianti ridotto rispetto alla tradizione medievale: poche sono le
varianti notevoli, per lo piu i papiri confermano le lezioni dei codici. Una situazione che si spiega,
ricorrendo, pur con la necessaria cautela, all’ipotesi di un’edizione autorevole che abbia imposto una
sua autorita sulle altre. Un’edizione alla quale risalirebbero, in ultima analisi, sia i codici, sia i papiri
di eta imperiale nonché i testimoni medievali. Dunque i papiri, al di 1a della bonta della tradizione che
testimoniano, consentono, in molti casi, il recupero di correnti testuali, magari secondarie, ma pur
sempre presenti nell’antichita. Per tutto cio si rivelano assai importanti per la storia del testo di
Platone, in particolare per ripercorrere i diversi stadi del testo. Ma non c’¢ dubbio che i papiri offrano
anche indizi utili per ricostruire la fruizione del testo di Platone nell’antichita. In proposito ¢ ben noto
che per Platone i papiri provano soprattutto una fruizione alta: si tratta infatti nella stragrande
maggioranza dei casi di rotoli realizzati per studiosi. Dunque, il numero dei papiri prova una buona
diffusione, la tipologia dei rotoli prova la fruizione alta.

Dei 96 papiri di Platone giunti a noi solo il POxy 843 conserva il testo del Simposio. Dunque
un unico papiro, ma un papiro che, come vedremo, molti dati offre sul suo allestimento e sulla sua

Pasquah G., Storia della tradizione e critica del testo, Firenze 19522,
Oldfather C H., Greek Literary texts from Graeco-Roman Egypt, Madison 1923.
* Carlini A., Stud1 sulla tradizione antica e medievale del Fedone, Roma 1972.



Margherita Erbi

destinazione. Si tratta del piu esteso papiro che conserva un testo di Platone, uno dei rotoli letterari
meglio conservati. Rinvenuto ad Ossirinco durante V la campagna di scavo nel 1905-1906 e datato su
base paleografica tra il II e III secolo d.C., ¢ edito per la prima volta nel 1908 da Grenfell e Hunt nel
V volume degli Oxyrhynchus Papyri: ¢ di Fabio Vendruscolo 1’edizione del testo pubblicata nel 1999
nel Corpus dei Papiri Filosofici.

Le caratteristiche fisiche del volumen ne provano 1’ottima qualita, la mise en page ¢ indice
della cura redazionale, gli interventi del diorthotes documentano un sistematico impegno sul testo.

Il volumen alto 31,1 cm ¢ conservato in lunghezza per 2,50 m. Le 31 colonne ricostruibili
corrispondono a poco meno della seconda meta del dialogo: pertanto il rotolo con l’intera opera
doveva originariamente avere una lunghezza di circa 7 m. e contenere in totale 65/70 colonne.
Sostanzialmente ben leggibili sono 25 colonne di scrittura: della I colonna si leggono solo poche
lettere, consistente ¢ la lacuna che si estende per ben 5 colonne dalla XVIII alla XXIII. Dalla colonna
II all’inizio della colonna XVIII ¢ conservata la parte di testo che corrisponde a 201al — 213e3
Stephanus. Dalla colonna XXIII fino alla fine del rotolo & conservato il testo che corrisponde a 213e4-
217b1 Stephanus. Dunque il papiro restituisce, pur solo in parte, le ultime 16 pagine Stephanus del
dialogo: le ultime battute dello scambio tra Socrate e Agatone e parte del discorso di Diotima riferito
da Socrate, I’ingresso di Alcibiade, 1’elogio di Socrate e le battute finali.

Ben leggibile ¢ il colofone con il nome dell’autore e il titolo dell’opera, [TAdtovog Tvurdciov
vergato nella colonna finale sotto le ultime righe di scrittura.

Il nostro testo soddisfa tutte le sei caratteristiche che, secondo Turner4, contraddistinguono i
libri di Ossirinco destinati ad una fruizione dotta: una bella grafia, I’uso del solo recto, la correttezza
ortografica dello scriba, la presenza di punteggiatura e segni critici, le tracce dell’intervento di un
revisore, I’aggiunta di note marginali. Il testo ¢ vergato sul recto con una grafia verticale, angolosa e
regolare: il modulo ¢ piccolo e tendenzialmente quadrato. Il tratto € caratterizzato da irregolari
contrasti di spessore. Il verso ¢ bianco. L’allineamento a destra dei righi ¢ rispettato: realizzato sia con
il restringimento delle lettere sia con I’impiego del segno di riempimento angolato (>). Il v in fine rigo
¢ spesso sostituito da un trattino soprascritto: si tratta dell’unica forma di abbreviazione presente nel
testo. Abbastanza regolare ¢ 1’'uso dei segni di interpunzione: stigmai e paragraphoi segnalano pause
piu o meno forti, i doppi punti sono utilizzati, anche se non esclusivamente, per indicare, come d’uso,
il cambio di battuta. I passaggi piu significativi della struttura del dialogo, spesso evidenziati anche
dai codici medievali, sono marcati dalla diple obelismene o dalla paragraphos piu grande combinata
con la coronide. La diple obelismene si trova due volte: a 201d1 in corrispondenza del punto in cui
Socrate introduce il discorso di Diotima, dopo €dow, ¢ a 210a5 nel punto in cui Diotima inizia Socrate
agli épotikd. Le coronidi segnano invece la fine del discorso di Socrate a 212¢4 la fine del discorso di
Alcibiade, 222c1 e la fine dell’intero componimento. Il testo, come abbiamo ricordato, ¢ abbastanza
corretto dal punto di vista ortografico.

L’apporto del papiro alla costituzione del testo € positivo: il papiro conferma per lo piu il testo
tradito di fronte a molti interventi non necessari. Benché alcune novita rispetto ai codici primari che
sanano guasti gia emendati dai bizantini o dai moderni, o comunque gia rilevati, non siano da
trascurare, nella grande maggioranza dei casi le varianti appaiono tendenzialmente inferiori o
equivalenti al testo medievale. Pochi sono, ma comunque assi utili per la costituzione del testo sono i
casi nei quali le varianti risultano autentiche e pertanto preferibili al testo della tradizione medievale.
I1 nostro papiro ¢ I’unico testimone che conserva a r. 1180 la preziosa lezione glcm dvtikpug con il
significato “direttamente dentro™ al posto di gig 10 dvtikpug di 223b4, presente nella maggior parte dei
codici, interpretato come equivalente al semplice dvtikpvg “direttamente” e accolto da gran parte
degli editori. L’uso di dvtikpug con articolo e preposizione non ha paralleli né spiegazione. E invece
attestato con kotavtikpy “di fronte”: forse proprio all’influsso di xatavtikpd ¢ da ricondurre I’origine
dell’errore e quindi la sequenza gic t0 dvtikpuc. elow dvtikpug descrive certo meglio dell’inusuale
sequenza &ig 0 dvtikpug I’irrompere improvviso della folla di gaudenti nel simposio, alla fine del
dialogo, nel momento in cui Agatone si accinge a sdraiarsi accanto a Socrate.

Molti sono gli errori presenti nel papiro ma estranei alla tradizione medievale: si tratta per lo
piu di banalizzazioni emendate dall’intervento del diorthotes. Poche sono invece le varianti di cui non
¢ facile ipotizzare 1’origine. Non privo di significato per la storia del testo ¢ inoltre I’accordo, se pure
occasionale, in lezioni erronee o peculiari fra il nostro papiro e altri testimoni di eta imperiale contro i
codici. L assenza poi di significativi casi di convergenza in errore con i codici primari suggerisce di
collocare il testo del nostro papiro prima di una fase di selezione attraverso la quale ¢ passata la
tradizione di Platone giunta a noi. Le numerose coincidenze in errore tra il papiro e le singole famiglie

* Turner E.G., Greek Papyri. An Introduction, Oxford 19807,
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o parti della tradizione non sono particolarmente significative: per lo pit sono spiegabili come esito di
una comune tendenza alla banalizzazione. Non sfugge tuttavia che dietro i pochi sicuri errori sia
possibile scorgere un’unita testuale di fondo tra il nostro testimone e i codici medievali. Un’unita che,
si puo forse ricondurre, se pure con cautela, alle fasi piu remote della trasmissione del testo di Platone,
forse addirittura all’edizione che sarebbe stata allestita all’interno dell’Accademia. Nei casi in cui i
codici divergono il nostro papiro conferma di norma la lezione buona di due delle tre famiglie. Per
questo il papiro si rivela decisivo per dirimere i molti casi in cui nella tradizione medievale si
contrappongono due lezioni adiafore.

Ma non c¢’¢ dubbio che I’'importanza del papiro ¢ accresciuta dall’accurato intervento del diorthotes.
La grafia del diorthotes, con asse lievemente inclinato a destra, pud essere ritenuta coeva a quella
dello scriba: pertanto in relazione a interventi minimi sul testo non sempre ¢ facile distinguere la
mano del correttore dalla mano dello scriba che inter scribendum corregge il testo. Una distinzione
resa non agevole anche dalla grande somiglianza dell’inchiostro usato dallo scriba con quello del
correttore. Tuttavia la gran parte dei 150 interventi sul testo sono per lo piu da ricondurre al lavoro del
diorthotes che sana le sviste dello scriba, emenda i guasti, esiti di banalizzazioni, corregge gli errori
pitl importanti, colma omissioni e lacune, aggiunge punti, accenti, spiriti e segni diacritici. E
plausibile che proprio la mano del diorthotes abbia segnato gli spiriti e gli accenti che compaiono nel
testo, una ventina in tutto con funzione distintiva. Le aggiunte testuali sono inserite supra lineam, le
cancellazioni di parole iterate o di parti da espungere sono, di norma, eliminate con sopralineatura. E
della mano del correttore 1’unico scolio presente nel testo.

L’impegno del diorthotes sul testo ne migliora in molti casi la qualita. Né pochi né irrilevanti,
poi, sono gli interventi che suggeriscono una revisione condotta a partire da un esemplare diverso
rispetto all’antigrafo dal quale la prima mano ha copiato il testo. Infatti, almeno in sette casi ¢
possibile individuare lezioni o varianti riconducibili ad una tradizione diversa da quella alla quale
appartiene il testo copiato dallo scriba. Si tratta per lo piu di varianti inferiori, ma pur sempre di
varianti che circolavano ad Ossirinco nel II secolo d.C., e che danno accesso forse ad un altro
manoscritto. Osserviamo dunque alcuni esempi.

In risposta a Socrate Diotima a 207d4 spiega che la natura mortale, per quanto le sia possibile,
cerca di esistere perennemente attraverso la generazione. Diotima poi precisa che cio pud avvenire in
quanto la natura lascia ogni volta un essere nuovo in luogo di uno vecchio: anche nel lasso di tempo in
cui ciascun animale vive ed esiste di per sé, si dice che rimane lo stesso I'individuo da quando ¢
fanciullo alla vecchiaia, anche se le sue parti costitutive si rinnovano perpetuamente. &v v &v di
207d4 conservato da BD T PW ¢ sospeso sintatticamente nella frase e crea un anacoluto. v @ manca
invece in Vind Phil Gr. 21, dove probabilmente ¢ stato eliminato per congettura. il paplro ar. 438
conserva la sequenza &v ®v &v con spirito e accento sopra m e con un punto sia sopra ¢ sia sopra v del
secondo ev. Nel papiro il punto sopra la lettera ¢ registrato di solito in modo incerto. Di norma, come
si ¢ visto, ’espunzione di parole e passi piu lunghi ¢ indicata mediante sopralineatura. Dunque ¢
plausibile che il correttore qui abbia voluto segnalare con i due punti sopra gv un’omissione che
registrava nel suo esemplare di collazione.

A 223a4 Agatone si rivolge ad Alcibiade: dichiara di voler cambiare posizione soprattutto per
ricevere I’elogio di Socrate. A r. 1167, in luogo di mavtog paiiov dei codici, il papiro ha mdvtoc'e’
paidov dove la € ¢ aggiunta supra lineam. Resta incerto il testo dello scriba sul quale ¢ intervenuto il
correttore. I primi editori stampano mdvtooa, con a incerta e € supra lineam come correzione di o, ma

forse non si deve escludere movtw, con o corretto, in un primo momento in wavt [w] dc. Certo & che mdvtooe
uéAlov € con ogni probabilita una lezione inferiore come suggerisce 1’assai raro ndvtoce, ma lezione
dotata di senso e di efficacia: Alcibiade con mdvtooe sembrerebbe ribadire la sua ferrea intenzione di
spostarsi ovunque pur ricevere la lode da Socrate.

Della stessa mano del correttore ¢ 1’unico scolio presente nel papiro. In margine a r. 391 si
leggono due brevi righi: nel primo rigo la sequenza aogy, con v sopra o, come abbreviazione di dv(ti
T0D), €V sopra o, come abbreviazione di oi(twc), nel secondo la sequenza pg ¢t J[. Gli editori stampano OLV(‘Cl T0D)
ou(rcoc) &yel e riconoscono in questa nota una spiegazione a giev di 206¢ 3-4, la parola piu vicina. Non
possiamo ricostruire 1’indicazione del diorthotes che nello scolio sembra proporre una forma
alternativa a elev che ne chiarisca il senso. In effetti giev, raramente usato come forma breve di
r1sposta si trova in un passaggio cruciale del dialogo tra Socrate e Diotima. Diotima afferma che eros
¢ desiderio di generazmne del bello. La risposta di Socrate, iev, introduce di fatto il discorso con il
quale Diotima spiega la propria tesi mostrando che la generazione ¢ per mortali cosa immortale ed
eterna. E probabile che per il correttore eiev il cui significato, come emerge dalla critica, sembra
oscillare tra un valore asseverativo e un valore interrogativo, richiedesse una spiegazione. Pochi sono
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gli errori evidenti che restano non corretti e per lo piu si tratta di sviste o dimenticanze. E plausibile
che siano esito di banalizzazioni che, non compromettendo il senso, erano trascurate dal correttore.

Come emerge dalle considerazioni fin qui sviluppate, non ¢’¢ dubbio che il P.Oxy. 843 vergato sul
recto di un rotolo di buona qualita con una grafia ordinata e corretta, caratterizzato dalla presenza di
punteggiatura, accenti, spiriti e segni critici, sottoposto alla revisione attenta e scrupolosa di un
correttore, segno palese di uno spiccato interesse esegetico doveva essere destinato ad uno studioso.

E plausibile che il nostro testo sia stato allestito presso uno degli scriptoria o delle biblioteche
presenti ad Ossirinco, la citta definita a partire dal III secolo d.C. Aaumpa kal Adapmpotdrn, illustre e
celeberrima, ma senza dubbio importante anche nei secoli precedenti. Numerosi sono i documenti che
per il II secolo d.C. descrivono Ossirinco come una citta dotta che aveva contatti con la vita culturale
di Alessandria e con le correnti culturali pit vive. E proprio ad Ossirinco nel II secolo d.C. che
collochiamo con certezza 1’attivita di Arpocrazione, I’autore del noto lessico sui dieci oratori, €
I’attivita di altri eruditi, dei quali ¢ possibile in alcuni casi definire addirittura I’identita e gli interessi.
All’impegno di studiosi ed eruditi sui testi della letteratura greca bisogna forse ricondurre la presenza
ad Ossirinco di moltissimi rotoli con testi letterari. Certo frutto della loro esegesi sui testi sono le tante
opere erudite conservateci dai papiri. Intenso ad Ossirinco era dunque anche il lavoro degli scribi, le
mani di alcuni dei quali, grazie alle importanti quantita di rotoli rinvenuti, ¢ stato possibile riconoscere
in piu di un manoscritto.

Questo il milieu culturale nel quale il nostro papiro ¢ stato allestito. Dunque 1’attivita di studio
del dotto destinatario del nostro rotolo ¢ da immaginare in relazione ai circoli di intellettuali che
animavano la vita culturale della Ossirinco del II secolo d.C. E questo certo non desta stupore. Infatti
la gran parte dei papiri con i testi di Platone provengono da Ossirinco e sono databili al II o al III
secolo d.C. Si tratta di 53 in tutto. Tra i quali spiccano i 6 del Fedone, i 6 del Politico e i 4 delle Leggi
14 con I’Alcibiade 1, i 3 del Teeteto e i 3 del Lachete. Nella gran parte dei casi sono, proprio come il
nostro testo del Simposio, ben scritti, mai gravemente scorretti, con segni di punteggiatura, segni
diacritici e varianti marginali o interlineari, brevi note. Dunque manoscritti destinati a lettori dotti e
allestiti con scrupolosa cura in vista di uno studio piu approfondito del testo e non della sola lettura.
La circolazione dei dialoghi di Platone ad Ossirinco in quei secoli ¢ provata inoltre da un frammento
proveniente da Ossirinco con un elenco di titoli e di nomi: il PSILur inv. 19662. L’elenco ¢ scritto sul
verso di una lista di terreni: si tratta di una sola colonna di scrittura priva della parte iniziale e di
quella finale. Il primo titolo dell’elenco ¢ il Simposio, nel rigo successivo si legge didhoyot seguito
dal numerale «, 20. Di seguito nelle altre 22 righe uno dopo 1’altro sono elencati titoli di dialoghi di
Platone. E forse il nome di Platone compariva all’inizio di questo elenco. Alcuni di questi titoli
ricorrono piu volte, il Filebo, I’ Alcibiade, il Protagora, alcuni sono multipli, I’ Ippia deve riferirsi sia
all’ Ippia maggiore e all’ Ippia minore, alcuni sono posti in alternativa, Alcibiade o Liside e altri non
corrispondono nessuna delle opere di Platone. Separate da una paragraphos seguono prima un elenco
di quattro titoli di opere di Senofonte, poi la successione dei nomi di Omero, Menandro, Euripide ed
Aristofane, tutti seguiti dalla sequenza oo gvpioketal, letteralmente, “quanti si trovano”, forse si
intendono 1 libri disponibili sul mercato. Il papiro ¢ stato interpretato variamente dalla critica: ora
come un inventario di titoli di opere presenti in una collezione di libri forse presenti in una biblioteca
o una lista di desiderata, cio¢ un elenco di libri che si intendeva acquistare, o da un librario o per uno
scriptorium. In ogni caso 1’elenco documenta per il III secolo d.C. la presenza ad Ossirinco di questi
libri o la possibilita di recuperarli. E tra questi non sfugge la presenza del Simposio, un dialogo per il
quale, dunque, dobbiamo forse immaginare una diffusione piu ampia di quella che 1’unico papiro
rinvenuto, POxy 843, sembra suggerire. Ma c’¢ di piu.

Come ho detto il POxy 843 venne rinvenuto durante la V campagna di scavo iniziata nel
dicembre del 1905, insieme ad altri undici rotoli con testi letterari, in quello che Grenfell e Hunt’ nella
cronaca dello scavo hanno definito un basketful of broken literary papyrus rolls. Un ritrovamento
senza alcun dubbio di portata eccezionale. Oltre al rotolo con il Simposio: POxy 841 con Pindaro,
Peani 11, POxy 842 con le Elleniche di Ossirinco, POxy 844 con Isocrate, Panegirico, POxy 852 con
Euripide, Ipsipile, POxy 853 con un Commentario a Tucidide II, POxy 1012 con un testo di
erudizione, POxy 1364 con Antifonte Sofistail Ilepi dAnfeiag, POxy 1376 con Tucidide VII, POxy
1606 con Lisia, con brani in particolare da Contro Ippoterse, e Contro Teomnesto, ma soprattutto
POxy 1016 e POxy 1017, i noti papiri che conservano parti del Fedro. Forse, come suggerisce parte
della critica, si tratta di una vera e propria collezione di libri, presumibilmente appartenuta alla
biblioteca di un erudito di Ossirinco del III secolo d.C. Una collezione certo che prova un prevalente,

* B.P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, Egypt Exploration Fund: Archeological Report 15 (1905-1906), 8-16.
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se non assoluto interesse di natura letteraria. E non ¢ un caso che in questa raccolta compaiano di
Platone sia il Fedro sia il Simposio, 1 due dialoghi al centro dei quali ¢ eros, il cuore dell’ar-
gomentazione. Due testi nei quali, dunque, non a caso, Platone esplicita una parte consistente della
sua riflessione sul rapporto tra il dialogo e gli altri generi della tradizione, raggiungendo, forse, il
risultato piu pieno della sua arte di scrittore.

Per tutto cio ¢ plausibile che nella dotta Ossirinco tra il II e il III secolo d.C., chi leggeva il
Simposio, leggesse anche Pindaro, Euripide, Isocrate, Tucidide, Lisia, segno palese della posizione
eminente che nel corpus di Platone ricopre il Simposio quale esempio, ormai canonico, del genio
letterario di Platone.
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Revisiting the Symposium:
the paradoxical eroticism of Plato and Lucian

Ruby Blondell - Sandra Boehringer

The purpose of this paper is to provide a new perspective on Plato's Symposium by viewing it through
the lens of a humorous and paradoxical reading supplied by a short dialogue by Lucian. Lucian was a
prolific second century CE rhetorician and satirist whose native tongue was Syriac but who wrote in
Greek. His numerous works include a set of fifteen short farces known as the Dialogues of the
Courtesans, which seem to offer us a kind of survey of character-types from the world of commercial
sex in the Athens of Plato's day. Lucian openly acknowledges the philosophical roots of dialogue
form, thus priming his audience to detect Platonic resonances. Because of their subject-matter,
however, which seems closer to comedy, scholars have not viewed these particular dialogues through
the lens of Platonic influence.

In this paper we shall argue that this exclusion is unwarranted. Not only was Plato himself a

master of serious play, but the subject matter of the Dialogues of the Courtesans gives them an
immediate point of contact with the philosopher's interest in erotic themes, his dramatization of erotic
relationships, and his eroticizing of philosophical conversation. We shall focus specifically on
Dialogues of the Courtesans 5, in an effort to show that Plato--and especially the Symposium--is
fundamental to a proper understanding of this particular work. Conversely, we believe that Lucian's
parody allows us to see aspects of Plato's erotic theory more clearly.
Dialogue 5 is a short quasi-Socratic work, which opens with an inquiry about a sexual relationship. A
courtesan named Clonarium addresses her friend, the courtesan Leaena. Using diction that evokes the
ambiguities of philosophical eros in Plato, she says she has heard that Megilla, a wealthy woman from
Lesbos, is "in love with" Leaena (eran) and they are "having intercourse" (suneinai), doing together "I
don't know what". Baffled, she subjects Leaena to a series of questions, and the latter ends up
describing for her a remarkably erotic evening that she spent with Megilla and another rich foreign
woman, the Corinthian Demonassa.

It all started with a party of a very unorthodox kind--an all-female drinking party, complete
with the musical and sexual entertainment typical of a male symposion. Leaena was invited as a
musician, but after she finished playing, when it had grown late and the two foreigners were drunk,
Megilla proposed that she spend the night with them. We are then treated to a description of sexual
activity that stands apart from all other ancient erotic texts for its detail and specificity, its enthusiastic
and multifacted eroticism, the involvement of three participants instead of two, and (most strikingly)
the fact that they are all women.

When the erotic and narrative tension is at its height, something unexpected intervenes. In the
heat of passion, Megilla removes her (previously imperceptible) wig, revealing a shaved head like that
of a male athlete. She thereupon declares herself a handsome youth (kalos neaniskos), demands to be
called Megillus, and announces that she "has married" Demonassa, who is her "wife". This startling
announcement leads to a discussion of the paradox of Megilla's identity.

Leaena, who reports the conversation to Clonarium, adopts the "Socratic" role of questioner,
offering a sequence of hypothetical explanations for the mystery that confronts her. First she
hypothesizes that Megilla is really a man. But to confirm this theory she wants to know two more
things. One of her questions is about the body--does Megilla have the "manly thing" that men have (to
andreion)?--and the other is about behavior--does she do to Demonassa what men do? Megilla
responds negatively to the first question, and affirmatively to the second, leaving the confusion
unresolved (how can a woman "do what men do" without "having what men have" to do it with?). For
her next hypothesis Leaena suggests that Megilla has bodily attributes of both sexes, like a
hermaphrodite. When the object of her inquiry replies in the negative, Leaena speculates that Megilla
was transformed by a divinity, like Teiresias, who "became a man after being a woman". When
Megilla denies this too, the women start debating what it is that makes a man a man. For Leaena, it is
the male sexual organ, but for Megilla it is "mind" (gnomé) and "desire" (epithumia). When Leaena
wonders whether this is "enough", Megilla assures her that she does not need the male organ because
she has "something instead".

With this exchange we leave the embedded dialogue and return to the narrative frame. Leaena
describes--briefly but unambiguously--sexual intercourse between herself and Megilla. She embraced
Megilla "as if she [Megilla] were a man" and Megilla went at it vigorously with evident pleasure. Her
audience--Clonarium (and of course ourselves)--wants to know exactly what Megilla did, and how,
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but Leaena declares "by the Heavenly Goddess"--that is, by Aphrodite Ourania--that she will say no
more because it is shameful.

Even though Dialogue 5 makes no explicit reference to philosophy or philosophers, it is
highly Platonic in tone. It is pervaded with expressions of confusion and ignorance that evoke Plato's
Socrates ("doing I don't know what," "I don't understand," etc.); the central question is an
epistemological problem; and in the inset conversation the audience is treated to a parody of
philosophical dialogue, as Leaena attempts to solve that mystery through a logical sequence of
questions and answers. The ending is, moreover, aporetic. Neither Clonarium nor the reader ever finds
out the exact nature of the "something" that Megilla has insted of a male sex organ.

Dialogue 5's most striking Platonic antecedent and intertext is, for several reasons, the
Symposium. Like Plato's dialogue, Lucian's consists of an outer conversational frame containing an
inner narrative that describes a drinking party, elicited by questions from a curious friend. At both
gatherings the topic of conversation is eros and the participants outdo each other in demonstrating
their expertise on the subject. The inset story, like the most famous episode in Alcibiades' speech, is a
tale of seduction--but this time a successful one. Both those tales are told by unreliable narrators, who
present their own behavior as a shameful secret. Both are willing to undergo considerable
embarrassment, by participating in transgressive sexual behavior, in order to discover the truth about
an erotic mystery. But if Leaena is an Alcibiades, she is also a Socrates, who brings her audience to
the very brink of revelation by ventriloquating Megilla, an expert in erotics, just as Socrates does by
ventriloquating Diotima. At the end of the dialogue she teases her audience--and Lucian his--by
witholding the answer, just as Plato's Socrates--in the view of his enemies and even his frustrated
admirers--withholds his wisdom, as part of a larger Platonic strategy to elicit our philosophical desire.

Both these drinking parties are, moreover, quite unconventional. Plato's symposion is
notoriously devoid of drunkenness--at least until Alcibiades appears. It is further marked as both
unusually cerebral and exclusively male by the banishment of the female musician (176e). Lucian's is
extraordinary for a very different reason: the fact that it consists only of women, who are
enthusiastically devoted to the very pleasures of music, drunkenness and sex that Plato's symposion
eschews. Leaena is invited in the first place as a musician to entertain the other women--as if she were
the Platonic flute-girl dismissed from the male symposion and sent away to play for the women of the
household (Symp. 176e). Lucian thus offers the perspective of those who are excluded from male
philosophical "intercourse." But the excluded women are not thwarted or downcast by the male
identification of the feminine with the body and its pleasures. On the contrary, they enthusiastically
embrace that identification--without, however, abandoning their right to engage in rational
conversation about those very pleasures. Plato excludes women from the elite male world of
philosophy; but Lucian appropriates that world for them, portraying a self-sufficient and harmonious
single-sex world that mirrors the male world of philosophy.

Dialogue 5 also includes a number of more specific allusions to Plato's Symposium. In the
interests of time, we will focus here on two interrelated themes that connect these two dialogues: the
confusion surrounding conventional sex-roles, hierarchies and practices, and the motif of sex among
women.

In Plato’s Symposium, conventional erotic categories are disturbed in several ways, notably
the role reversal between Alcibidiades, the eromenos who pursues Socrates like an erastes, and
Socrates, the ugly philosophical erastes who is also an eromenos. Such confusion is also a marked
feature of the myth of Aristophanes, which explains sexual desire as the consequence of chopping in
half three primordial beings--the complete male, the complete female and the androgyne. The comic
playwright purports to organize human sexuality into three tidy categories. In reality, however, it is
impossible to map them neatly onto the roles and expectations that were in place in Plato's Athens.
Aristophanes' geography of human sexualities disrupts the active-passive binary by generating three
types of couple in all of which desire is equal and reciprocal, leaving no room for conventional
hierarchies.

Aristophanes' myth also introduces the second theme that will be important for Lucian--sex
among women. Because this theme is so rare in our surviving ancient texts from all periods, scholars
have seized on Dialogue 5, with its extended and detailed account of sex among women, to fill the
vacuum created by the silence of our other sources. Though interpretations vary, the dialogue is
typically understood in one of two ways (which may overlap). The first approach sees Lucian as
providing an active-passive model of female sexual relationships based on the male erastes/eromenos
model, with Megilla filling the "active", "male" role, in order to make it comprehensible to his male
audience (thus, Megilla is interpreted as physically masculine, she behaves like a man, and uses a
dildo). The second sees him associating sex among women with gender inversion and construction of
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psychological identities, the butch and the fem (models that seem easily legible to a modern
audience). But in our view none of these interpretations is adequate to the complexities of the
dialogue, which can be properly understood only in light of its Platonic subtext.

This subtext emerges most strikingly with the use of one particular word. When Clonarium
reports the rumor she has heard about women in Lesbos she calls them hetairistriai. This is only the
second appearance of this word in our ancient sources. The first, of course, is in Plato's Symposium.
In his myth, Aristophanes tells us that the slices of the all-female primordial creature include in their
number the hetairistriai (191e). What exactly does he mean? The word hetairistriai cannot be
translated "lesbians" or "homosexual women," since these categories did not exist in the ancient world
(where sexual behavior was not used to construct such psychological identities). Nor does it refer to
all the women resulting from the splitting of the primordial female. It refers, rather to those who are
attracted strongly to other women. Aristophanes gives us no further information about these women,
who take their place among the fantasies and distortions licensed by his role as a comic playwright
(cf. 189b). But Lucian's Clonarium defines the word hetairistria her own way: "they say there are such
women in Lesbos, masculine looking (arrenopos), not willing to have it done to them (paschein) by
men, but preferring to associate (plésiazein) with women as men do". In other words, she associates
sex among women with masculine attributes and sexually active behavior, suggesting gendered role
reversal among the women she calls hetairistriai. But Clonarium is reporting mere hearsay. Nor did
she participate in Megilla's soirée. Leaena's eye-witness account will provide a much less clear-cut
picture than Clonarium's characterization of the hetairistria might lead us to expect.

Let us start with the women's appearance. According to Leaena, Megilla is "terribly manly"
(andriké). What exactly does this mean? Megilla is not masculine in her general appearance or
physique. The wig, when worn, is undetectable. The only physical trait that marks her as "manly"
looking is her baldness--an effect that any woman could produce by shaving. Besides, she presents
herself as a neaniskos, a "youth", not a mature man. The cultural mark of a neaniskos is precisely the
absence of confirmed physical signs of virility, and retention of the softness and sexual indeterminacy
of childhood. Megilla is, then, sometimes androgynous and sometimes feminine, depending on the
presence or absence of her wig. She does not have a "masculine" physique. Note, too, that Leaena
mentions no physical signs of masculinity in Demonassa, even though she is said to have "the same
skills as" Megilla and both of them behave at times "like men". It is character and behavior, rather
than appearance, that are emphasized throughout the dialogue.

Perhaps, then, when Leaena calls Megilla "manly” she means that Megilla will play the
"active" sexual role in relation to her partners and assign them the "passive" role (like the women
Clonarium has heard about in Lesbos). But the larger picture does not support this model. Demonassa,
despite being designated Megilla's "wife", has "the same skills" as Megilla and, like her, behaves "just
like men do" in actively kissing and embracing Leaena. Leaena too takes the initiative at times. There
is thus no simple active-passive or masculine-feminine reversal. Nor does the dialogue portray just
one sexual act between two people. There is sex between Leaena and Megilla, sex between Megilla
and Demonassa, and sex among the three women. The confusion is further fostered by Megilla's self-
proclaimed identity as as a neaniskos. By claiming this identity, Megilla subverts the passive/active
binary associated with conventional representations of male homoeroticism. She is both "manly" and
"active", like an erastes, but the phrase kalos neaniskos clearly codes her as one who would, in a male
homoerotic relationship, play the role of an eromenos. Like Plato's Alcibiades, "Megillus" is an
eromenos who asserts "himself" as an erastes. At the same time, "his" pleasure described in a way that
suggests the excess associated with female sexual response. Leaena presents herself, by contrast, not
as experiencing reciprocal pleasure, as a woman would be expected to do, but as merely in it for the
gifts she receives in return--or perhaps, like an eromenos, for the education (!).

Lucian sows even more doubt by leaving us uncertain what exactly Megilla has "instead of
what men have". Most scholars assume that she is referring here to an olisbos (a dildo) to "replace"
the male sex organ. If so, however, her use of it does not conform to the expectations raised by the
presence of such an object. The olisbos is typically represented as bringing pleasure to the person
penetrated (whether it is a matter of solo or group use). But Megilla, who uses the object in question,
also experiences obvious pleasure herself. Moreover neither the word olisbos nor any equivalent
appears anywhere in the text. Megilla's specific practices therefore remain veiled in mystery. Role-
reversal (a woman taking the role of a man) is thus not the way to explain sex between women, as
shown in this dialogue. Rather, what is culturally and socially "masculine" (gender) circulates among
three women without completely or permanently characterizing any one of them. The claim that
Lucian is relocating sex between women into the framework of a binary active/passive relationship
modelled on conventional representations of male homoeroticism is equally untenable.
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In short, Lucian does not, in Dialogue 5, present a coherent picture of female-female
sexuality. This work does not function with reference to reality (that is, to “real” “lesbians”) but
through engagement with its Platonic subtext, which likewise does not provide a coherent picture of
the classical categories governing sexual behavior. In the Symposium, Plato is not interested in
providing an alternative sexuality. Rather, he employs the licence supplied by comedy and fantasy to
manipulate conventional sexual roles in the service of a philosophical agenda. Lucian responds by
rendering Plato's subversion of the active-passive homoerotic binary gleefully physical, and by
reintroducing the drunken, female physical body eschewed by Platonic dialogue. He places at the
center of his sympotic drama female characters that were confined to the margins of Plato's: the
excluded female musician and the hetairistria. He completes the Platonic picture by taking the
tantalizingly underspecified women of Aristophanes' myth and filling them out with a wealth of carnal
detail worthy of the comic playwright himself. Like Plato, however, he is not offering us an
alternative sexuality, or revealing one that has been suppressed by other authors. He is, rather,
responding to Plato by appropriating philosophy in its turn for his own purposes--namely, to win
applause for the ingenious manipulation of intellectual and erotic traditions. The result is at once a
satire of the pretensions of philosophical eros and an homage to its absurdities.
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Un Banquet revisité :
I’érotisme paradoxal de Platon et de Lucien

Ruby Blondell - Sandra Boehringer

Le but de cette communication est de tenter de porter un regard renouvelé sur le Banquet de Platon a
partir de la lecture d’un dialogue humoristique et paradoxal composé par Lucien. Lucien est un
sophiste du Ile siecle, un rhéteur et un satiriste particuliecrement prolifique, de langue maternelle
syriaque et écrivant en grec. Ses nombreuses productions comprennent un ensemble de 15 courtes
saynetes, connues sous le nom de Dialogues des courtisanes, qui semblent déployer un catalogue des
personnages-types du monde du commerce sexuel dans 1’Athénes de I’époque de Platon. Dans son
ceuvre, Lucien reconnait les origines philosophiques de la forme dialogique qu’il a choisie, rendant
ainsi son public sensible aux influences platoniciennes. Pourtant, la critique contemporaine a
généralement exclu de cette influence les Dialogues des courtisanes, en raison de leur caractére
comique et de leur théme (les femmes et la sexualité).

Nous montrerons aujourd’hui que cette exclusion ne se justifie pas : non seulement Platon était
lui-méme un maitre du « jeu sérieux » mais, de plus, le théme du Dialogue des courtisanes est en lien
direct avec I’intérét du philosophe pour les questions érotiques, les mises en scénes des relations
érotiques et I’érotisation des conversations philosophiques. Une ¢tude serrée du dialogue 5 mettra en
évidence le fait qu’il n’est pas possible de comprendre I’ceuvre de Lucien sans prendre en compte
I’ceuvre de Platon (et surtout Le Bangquet) ; inversement, nous pensons que la parodie de Lucien nous
permet de mieux saisir certains aspects de 1’érotique platonicienne.

Le dialogue 5 est un court dialogue, quasi socratique : il s’ouvre sur une question (portant sur
une relation sexuelle). La courtisane Klonarion s’adresse a son amie et courtisane Léaina : elle a
entendu dire que Mégilla, une riche femme de Lesbos, s’est prise d’amour pour Léaina (le verbe eran
a un sens érotique sans équivoque) et qu’elle « couchent ensemble » (le verbe suneinai est ambigu et a
¢galement un sens philosophique), faisant toutes deux « on ne sait quoi ». Perplexe, elle soumet
Léaina a une série de questions — et la derniere suscite, en réponse, la description hautement érotique
de la soirée que Léaina a passée avec Mégilla et une autre riche femme étrangére, la corinthienne
Démonassa.

Tout a commencé sous la forme d’une soirée particulierement peu conventionnelle : une féte
exclusivement féminine, ou 1’on boit et ou 1’on passe du bon temps grace aux divertissements
musicaux et érotiques typiques du symposion masculin. C’est en tant que musicienne que Léaina a été
invitée, mais apres qu’elle a joué, une fois nuit tombée, les deux étrangéres sont ivres, et Mégilla
propose a Léaina de passer la nuit avec elles deux. Commence alors la description de pratiques
érotiques particulierement inédites dans le corpus antique (les autres Dialogues des courtisanes
inclus), en raison des détails et de leur précision, de 1’érotisme débordant et multiforme, de la
participation des trois partenaires (et non de deux) et, enfin, en raison du sexe des partenaires (toutes
des femmes).

La tension est a son comble quand intervient un élément imprévu : au beau milieu de 1’étreinte,
Mégilla enléve sa perruque — une perruque que personne n’avait préalablement remarquée — mettant a
nu un crane rasé¢ comme celui des athlétes. Elle se présente alors en disant d’elle-méme qu’elle est un
beau jeune homme (kalos neaniskos), elle demande qu’on la nomme Mégillos et annonce que, jadis,
elle a épousé Démonassa et que celle-ci est sa femme. Cette révélation pour le moins surprenante est
le point de départ d’une discussion sur le paradoxe de 1’identité de Mégilla.

Léaina qui rapporte la conversation a Klonarion — il s’agit donc d’un dialogue enchassé dans un
dialogue — prend le « réle socratique » de celui qui pose les questions. Ses questions prennent la forme
d’une succession d’hypothéses destinées a expliquer le probléme épistémologique auquel elle est
confrontée. Léaina avance une premicre hypothése en se référant & un épisode du mythe d’Achille ou
le jeune héros est travesti en fille, postulant que Mégilla est en réalité un homme. Mais pour confirmer
sa théorie, il lui faut savoir deux autres choses. L’une de ses questions porte sur le corps (« Et est-ce
que tu as ce qu’ont les hommes ? »), [’autre sur ses pratiques (« Est-ce que tu fais 8 Démonassa ce que
font les hommes ? »). Puis Léaina, en se référant au personnage d’Hermaphrodite et donc a une
possible bisexuation, émet 1’hypothése d’une malformation physique. La réponse de I’intéressée étant
négative, Léaina poursuit et passe dans le domaine surnaturel : comme Tirésias qui fut transformé
«de femme en homme », Mégilla aurait ét¢ métamorphosée par une divinité. La réponse étant
négative, les deux femmes commencent a débattre sur ce qui fait qu’'un homme est un homme. Pour
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Léaina, c’est le membre viril, pour Mégilla ce sont I’esprit (gnomé) et le désir (epithumia). Léaina lui
demande alors si cela lui suffit et Mégilla lui assure qu’elle n’a pas besoin du membre viril car elle a
« quelque chose » a la place.

Le dialogue enchassé s’achéve et I’on revient au premier niveau de la discussion. Léaina décrit,
brievement mais sans équivoque, la relation sexuelle entre elle et Mégilla. Elle embrasse Mégilla
«comme si elle était un homme » et Mégilla I’étreint avec une énergie qui débouche sur une
jouissance visible. Le public (Klonarion, ainsi que les spectateurs du dialogue évidemment) veut
savoir ce que Mégilla a fait, et comment, mais Léaina déclare que, « par la déesse ouranienne » (a
savoir par Aphrodite), elle ne dira rien de plus, car ¢’est honteux.

Le dialogue 5 ne fait aucune référence explicite a la philosophie ou a des philosophes, mais la
tonalité¢ platonicienne n’en est pas moins forte. Le dialogue est traversé par un grand nombre
d’expressions de doute ou d’ignorance qui évoquent le Socrate de Platon (« faisant je ne sais quoi »,
« je ne comprends pas » etc.). La question centrale est un probléme épistémologique — et le dialogue
enchéssé offre au public une parodie de dialogue philosophique, avec une succession de questions et
de réponses qui progressent par étapes et de facon logique. La fin, de plus, est aporétique. Jamais
Klonarion ni le public ne connaitra la nature exacte de ce « quelque chose » que Mégilla a a la place
de ce qu’ont les hommes.

L’intertexte le plus visible, la source la plus prégnante de ce dialogue, est sans conteste le
Banquet. Comme lui, le dialogue 5 se compose d’une discussion générale incluant un dialogue qui lui-
méme déploie la description d’une soirée — une description suscitée par les questions d’un ami trop
curieux. Lors des deux soirées, le theme de la conversation est érds et les participants rivalisent les
uns avec les autres pour mettre en évidence leur maitrise du sujet. Le récit enchassé, comme le
fameux épisode du discours d’Alcibiade, est une histoire de séduction — dans le dialogue 5, d’une
séduction réussie. Ces deux récits sont assumés par des personnages peu crédibles, qui présentent leur
comportement comme un secret honteux. Les deux sont consentants pour vivre une expérience
compromettante, en s’engageant dans des relations sexuelles transgressives, dans 1’objectif de
découvrir la vérité du mystere d’érds. Mais si Léaina est un Alcibiade, elle est aussi un Socrate qui
entraine son public au seuil méme de la révélation : tel un ventriloque elle fait entendre la voix de
Mégilla, une experte en matiére érotique, tout comme Socrate fait entendre la voix de Diotime. A la
fin du dialogue, elle joue avec son public — et Lucien avec le sien — en gardant pour elle la réponse
finale, tout comme Socrate — du point de vue de ses détracteurs et de ses admirateurs frustrés — garde
pour lui sa sagesse : c’est 1a un des aspect de la stratégie platonicienne pour susciter le désir de la
philosophie.

Les deux soirées (celle décrite par Platon et celle de Lucien) sont, de plus, particuliérement non
conventionnelles. C’est bien connu, point d’ivresse lors du banquet décrit par Platon — du moins
jusqu’a l’arrivée d’Alcibiade. Il est consacré aux seules considérations intellectuelles des hommes
exclusivement, la musicienne ayant ¢été renvoyée (176e). Le banquet décrit par Lucien est
exceptionnel pour une raison fort différente : il n’y a que des femmes, qui s’adonnent avec un grand
enthousiasme au plaisir de la musique, de la boisson et du sexe — des plaisirs que le banquet
platonicien rejette. Léaina est invitée principalement en tant que musicienne pour divertir les autres
femmes : on pourrait reconnaitre la flitiste de Platon, renvoyée du symposion masculin et qui
viendrait jouer pour les femmes de la maisonnée (Symp. 176¢). Lucien fait accéder au point de vue de
celles et ceux qui sont exclus du « commerce » philosophique des hommes, mais cette fois, les
femmes exclues ne sont pas repousées ou rabaissées par 1’assimilation entre le féminin et les plaisirs
du corps. Au contraire, elles assument avec enthousiasme cette identification sans toutefois
abandonner leur droit a s’engager dans des conversations rationnelles sur ces plaisirs, précisément.
Alors que Platon exclut les femmes du petit monde élitiste et exclusivement masculin de la
philosophie, Lucien, quant a lui, leur consacre ce monde et en fait, en miroir, un lieu exclusivement
féminin, autonome et harmonieux.

On reléve dans ce dialogue plusieurs références trés précises a des ¢léments de discours
prononcés par les participants au Banquet de Platon. Pour des raisons de temps, nous nous
concentrerons sur les deux éléments les plus importants qui rapprochent ces deux dialogues : le
brouillage des roles sexuels traditionnel et le théme de la sexualité entre femmes.

Dans le Banquet, en effet, les catégories traditionnelles sont brouillées d’une manicre
remarquable. L’inversion des roles traditionnels en est un exemple : Alcibiade, I’ eromenos, se conduit
comme un erastes et cherche a séduire Socrate; Socrate, I’erastes agé, laid et philosophe, est
poursuivi et, tel un eromenos, sait résister aux avances. Un brouillage complexe apparait également
dans le fameux discours d’Aristophane : celui-ci explique 1’origine de I’attraction sexuelle comme
étant la conséquence de la coupure des trois boules primitives — la boule maéle, la boule femelle et la
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boule androgyne. Il tente ainsi d’organiser la sexualit¢ humaine en trois catégories bien distinctes,
mais sans pouvoir y intégrer ’ensemble des aspirations et des roles tels qu’ils se formulaient dans
I’Athénes de Platon. La cartographie érotique d’Aristophane brise 1’opposition binaire
activité/passivité en créant trois types de couples ou dans chacun d’eux le désir est égal et réciproque,
ne laissant pas de place aux hiérarchies traditionnelles.

Le mythe d’Aristophane nous méne au deuxieme théme platonicien qui se trouve étre
primordial dans notre analyse du cinquiéme Dialogue des courtisanes : les relations sexuelles entre
femmes. En raison de la rareté du théme, les chercheurs I’ont surexploité pour remplir le vide créé par
le silence des sources. Les interprétations de ce passage varient, mais globalement deux lectures
dominent (elles se chevauchent parfois) : selon 1’'une, Lucien offre a son public I’image d’une relation
entre femmes sur le modéele actif-passif, ou Mégilla endosserait le réle actif et masculin, et I’objectif
de Lucien serait de rendre intelligible ce type de relations pour le public masculin (c’est pour cette
raison, par exemple, que ’on a considéré que Mégilla a réellement un physique viril, qu’elle se
comporte comme un homme et qu’elle utilise un godemiché). La seconde lecture du dialogue consiste
a voir, dans le traitement de ce théme par Lucien, la mise en scéne d’une inversion de genre et la
construction de nouvelles identités psychologiques: ce seraient des lesbiennes et, plus
particuliérement, Mégilla serait une butch, Léaina une fem (c’est une interprétation qui permet
apparemment une compréhension plus facile du passage pour un public contemporain). Nous pensons
qu’aucune de ces deux lectures n’est valable et que le texte de Lucien ne peut étre compris qu’a la
lumiére de son lien avec son sous-texte, le Banquet de Platon.

Ce sous-texte est particuliérement perceptible pour le public, en particulier dans I’usage que fait
Lucien d’un terme précis. Lorsque Klonarion rapporte la rumeur sur les femmes de Lesbos, elle utilise
le terme d’ hetairistria. 1l s’agit de la deuxiéme occurrence de ce terme dans le corpus grec, la premiére
apparaissant dans le Banquet de Platon. Dans son célebre discours, Aristophane raconte que les
moitiés femelles, issues de la coupure de 1’étre femelle, sont plutot attirées par les femmes que par les
hommes, et que dans cette catégorie figurent les hetairistriai (191e). Mais que signifie ce mot ? Dans
ce contexte, le terme d’hetairistriai ne peut d’aucune maniere étre traduit par « lesbiennes » ou
« homosexuelles » puisque ces catégories n’existent pas dans le monde antique (les comportements
sexuels ne servent & construire une « identité psychologique » ou « intime » des individus). Il ne
désigne pas non plus foutes les femmes issues de la scission de I’étre femelle : il désigne celles qui
sont attirées intensément par les femmes. Aristophane ne donne pas davantage d’information sur ces
femmes, qui prennent place dans une histoire fabuleuse et imaginaire dont les distorsions par rapport a
la réalité sont autorisées par le statut d’auteur comique du personnage (cf. 189b). Le personnage de
Lucien, Klonarion, en fournit une définition : « des femmes a 1’air viril (arrenopos) qui ne veulent pas
se donner (paschein) aux hommes, mais qui ont des relations (plesiazein) avec des femmes comme
des hommes ». Il y a 1a sans conteste une association entre I’homoérotisme féminin et le fait d’avoir
des comportements ou des attributs masculins. Mais Klonarion rapporte des on-dits, elle n’a pas
participé personnellement a la soirée de Mégilla, et le récit de Léaina fournit des informations bien
plus précises que ce que cette définition d’ hetairistria élaborée par une courtisane apporte.

Qu’en est-il, en effet, de leur apparence physique ? Lorsque Léaina dit de celle-ci qu’elle est
« terriblement masculine », il est certain qu’il ne s’agit pas d’un trait visible pour tous ni que Mégilla
a ’air d’étre un homme. La perruque, dont Léaina découvre avec étonnement 1’existence un peu plus
tard, est « invisible (littéralement : trés ressemblante) et bien attachée ». Le seul trait physique qui
renvoie a un trait masculin est la nudité de son crdne au moment ou elle retire la perruque, une
caractéristique que toute femme peut avoir... en se rasant la téte. Par ailleurs, Mégilla se présente
comme un neaniskos, un jeune homme, et non comme un homme mir : or la caractéristique culturelle
du neaniskos est, précisément, de ne pas avoir de signes affirmés de la virilit¢ et de conserver la
douceur des traits sexuellement indéterminés de I’enfance. Par conséquent, Mégilla a une apparence
parfois féminine, parfois androgyne, selon qu’elle porte ou non sa perruque. Elle n’a donc pas de
“physique méale”. Ajoutons qu’a aucun moment il n’est dit que Démonassa aurait des traits masculins,
alors méme qu’il est précisé qu’elle a les mémes pratiques (homotechnos) et que les deux se
conduisent “comme des hommes” . Il s’agit donc dans ce dialogue de caractére et de comportement, et
non d’apparence physique.

Alors, peut-étre est-ce un role sexuel actif que Léaina caractériserait lorsqu’elle utilise le terme
de «viril », impliquant ainsi que Démonassa aurait le role « passif» ? Pourtant, alors méme que
Démonassa a ¢été désignée comme ’épouse de Mégilla, elle a les mémes pratiques qu’elle : comme
Mégilla, elle se conduit « comme le font les hommes » lorsqu’elle embrasse et enlace Léaina, avec
une énergie que le texte ne manque de souligner. A d’autres moments c’est Léaina qui prend
I’initiative - bref, il apparait nettement qu’il n’y a pas la un simple renversement ou une simple
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inversion des rdles actifs/passifs ou féminins/masculins. Le dialogue fait état d’une relation érotique
entre Léaina et Mégilla, entre Démonassa et Mégilla et entre les trois femmes. De surcroit, en
revendiquant son identité de neaniskos, Mégilla subvertit la binarité actif/passif traditionnellement
associée a la relation homoérotique masculine. Comme un erastes, elle est a la fois masculine et
active, mais 1’expression kalos neaniskos la désigne clairement comme étant celui qui, dans une
relation entre hommes, joue le rdle de I’eromenos. Comme 1’ Alcibiade de Platon, « Mégillos » est une
éromene qui s’affirme et se revendique éraste. Mais en méme temps, le plaisir sexuel ressenti est
décrit de fagon a suggérer une démesure toute féminine. Quant a Léaina, a ’inverse, elle ne se
présente pas comme engagée dans une relation ou le plaisir est partagé, conformément a ce qui est
traditionnellement présenté comme propre aux femmes, mais elle dit d’elle-méme qu’elle a accepté
des cadeaux — en échange de ses services, ou peut-étre, tel un éroméne, pour I’ éducation qu’il a regue

M.

Lucien séme un doute encore plus grand en ne permettant pas a son public de savoir avec
précision ce que Mégilla a «a la place de ce que les hommes ont ». Certains commentateurs ont
supputé qu’elle faisait référence a un olisbos (un godemiché) pour faire office de sexe masculin.
Pourtant, si tel était le cas, I'usage qu’en fait Mégilla ne correspond pas a ce que 1’on attendrait d’un
tel objet. L’olisbos est généralement représenté comme un objet censé apporter, en premier lieu, du
plaisir a la personne pénétrée par cet objet (que 1’on soit seul, & deux ou en groupe). Mais dans
I’étreinte entre Mégilla, qui prend les initiatives, et Léaina, c’est Mégilla qui se trouve ressentir
visiblement une forte jouissance. Ajoutons que nulle part le terme d’olisbos n’apparait dans le texte.
Les pratiques particulieres de Mégilla conservent leur voile de mystére. L’inversion des roles (un
femme prenant le réle d’un homme) n’est donc pas une lecture possible des relations entre femmes —
c’est ce que le montre ce dialogue. Ce qui est culturellement et socialement considéré comme
masculin (le genre) circule entre les trois femmes sans jamais en caractériser une de facon totale et
permanente. De méme, 1’affirmation selon laquelle Lucien replace la sexualité entre femmes dans une
grille de lecture actif/passif sur le modéle binaire de la relation conventionnel entre hommes n’est pas
davantage recevable.

Pour conclure, Lucien ne nous offre pas, dans ce dialogue, un tableau cohérent et réaliste des
relations sexuelles entre femmes : cette ceuvre ne fonctionne pas par le biais de références a la réalité
et aux « vraies » pratiques des femmes, mais par le lien que Lucien établit avec le sous-texte
platonicien. Dans le Banquet, Platon utilise la liberté offerte par la comédie et I’imagination pour
transformer les roles sexuels conventionnels dans le cadre d’un programme philosophique. Dans le
dialogue 5, Lucien répond, en quelque sorte, a Platon en faisant de la subversion des rdles
homoérotiques actifs/passifs une subversion joyeusement physique. Il réintroduit le vin et les corps de
femmes que le dialogue platonicien avait évacués. Lucien met au centre de sa mise en scéne du
banquet les personnages de femmes qui restaient, chez Platon, a la marge : les hétairistriai, la flGtiste
renvoyée. Il retouche le tableau platonicien en reprenant le motif platonico-aristophanesque de la
catégorie des femmes issues de I’étre primitif femelle, une catégorie laissée dans un flou
particuli¢rement frustrant, et en le complétant par une abondance de détails physiques et érotiques
concrets dignes de la comédie elle-méme. Comme Platon, cependant, il ne fait pas 1’¢loge d’une
sexualité alternative et son but n’est pas davantage de révéler, ou de dénoncer, un quelconque tabou
chez les auteurs qui I’ont précédé. Au contraire, il répond a Platon en s’appropriant la philosophie et
en la mettant au service de ses objectifs : obtenir I’ovation d’un public enthousiasmé par son habile
détournement des conventions intellectuelles et érotiques. Le résultat en est une satire des ambitions
de I’éros philosophique — dont Lucien souligne les multiples aspects — et, tout a la fois, un hommage a
sa splendide absurdité.
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Symposium 212a6-7: the Most Immortal of Men

Gerard Boter
1. Introduction

As Kurt Sier writes in his monograph on Diotima’ y speech, the concluding sentence of this speech is
the most discussed sentence of the Symposium.' There is no unanimity on the character of the
immortality which is in store for the philosopher-lover and probably there never will be. In this paper
I do not intend to bring forth a new interpretation. I wish to draw attention to two hitherto neglected
formal arguments in favour of the thesis that the philosopher’s immortality described by Diotima
refers exclusively to immortality by means of posterity and not to some sort of personal immortality
after death. Both arguments are contained in the words 212a6-7 xol einep 1@ GAA® AvOpdTOV
abovdte kol Ekelve.

The problem concerning the philosopher’s immortality as sketched by Diotima at the end of
her speech is well-known. Some scholars argue that the phllosopher becomes immortal by
procreation, like other living beings.” Others maintain that this is not enough they claim that in
addition to the immortality by procreation the philosopher also galns a higher type of
1mmortahty—0ne bestowed upon him as a reward for h1s perfect virtue.” Yet others argue that
Diotima is talking exclusively about immortality after death.’

Let us first read the passage which interests us: the end of Diotima’s speech (Smp. 211e4-
212a7).

ap’ ofet, €pn, padiov Blov
(212al) ylyvscseou Exeloe Bksnowoq owepconou Kol £kevo @ el
Bempévou kai cuVOVTOG AVT@; 1 0131( gvbopud, Epn, 011 évtadda
avT@ Hovayod YEVAGETOL, OPOVTL @ OpaTOV TO KOADV, TIKTEWY
00K €1dmA GPeTHC, dte 00K EI0MAOV EQATTOUEV®, GAAO
(a5) GAnO7, dte T0d aAnBoDS EpamTopévm: TekdvTL 8& ApeTnV
aAnOf kai Opeyapéve vrdpyel Ocoeirel yevéoBat, kal elnep
Tm AL AvOpOT®V Abavdtm Kol EKelve;

“Do you think it’s a worthless life,” she said, “ if a person (dvOpwmnoc) turns his gaze in that
direction and contemplates that beauty with the faculty he should use, and is able to be with
it? Or do you not recognize”, she said, “that it is under these conditions alone, as he sees
beauty with what has the power to see it, that he will succeed in bringing to birth, not
phantoms of virtue, because he is not grasping a phantom, but true virtue, because he is
grasping the truth; and that when he has given birth to and nurtured true virtue, it belongs to
him to be loved by the gods, and to him, if to any human being (dvOpwnoc), to be immortal?”
(Rowe)

2. dvlpwmoc

Throughout Diotima’s speech it is pointed out that man is a living being, composed of body and soul.
Because one of these elements—the body—is mortal, the composite of body and soul is mortal too.
With regard to the body, man is equal to any living being. See for instance Smp. 206¢1-8: “All human
beings (dvOpwmot), Socrates, are pregnant both in body (c®ua) and in soul (yvyn), and when we
come to be of the right age, we naturally desire to give birth. (...) This matter of giving birth is
something divine: living creatures ({®®), despite their mortality (6vnt®), contain this immortal aspect
(&Bdvartov), of pregnancy and procreation.” (Rowe) In this passage, man is called a {®ov, “a living

! Sler 1997, 184: “Dies ist der in der Forschung meistdiskutierte Satz des Symposion.”

2 See for instance Wippern 1965, 142 (with note 123 on p. 158); Dyson 1986, 59-72; Stokes 1986, 180-182; Price 1989, 49-
54 Rowe 1998, ad 212a6-7 (p. 201)

See for instance Sier 1997, 184-197; Fierro 2001, 34-36; Sedley 2009, 160-161. According to Sier the philosopher’s soul
continues to exist after death as an individual w1th an unchanged and unchangeable identity. Fierro suggests that the
philosopher’s fate as sketched in the Phaedo, where the philosopher “attain[s] the best kind of existence (i.e. an existence in
which the soul is by itself, lives with the gods, is in contact with the Forms and achieves an immortality which is superior to
a just survival through reincarnation)”, is also what Diotima attributes to the perfect lover of beauty. Sedley states that the
Ehilosopher is “as it were, an intellectual Heracles”.

See for instance O’Brien 1984.
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being”, which unites him to the animal world.

It is obvious to everyone without the need for proof that the body is subject to decay and
death. And for any composite which contains at least one mortal element it is impossible to be
immortal: the death of one element involves the death of the composite to which this element belongs.
This is stated clearly in Phaedo 70b2-4: “but to show that the soul (yvyn) exists when the man
(&vBpwmoc) has died, and possesses some power and intelligence—well, that, I feel, needs a great deal
of persuasive argument.” (Hackforth)

You may wonder why I insist on something which is so obvious. This is because the word
avOpwmog occurs twice at the end of Diotima’s speech. The first time is at 211e4, where she speaks
about the man who is contemplating Beauty itself.” In the Phaedo, viewing the Forms in their perfect
state is reserved for the disembodied soul of the philosopher; in the Symposium it is expressly stated
that this is possible for the philosopher when he is living as a man. I will return to the Phaedo later.

The second occurrence of the word dvBpwnog at the end of Diotima’s speech is found in the
very last line, kol €inep 1@ GAA® AvOpdR®V dO0vdTe Kol keivw. Once more, Diotima stresses the
fact that the philosopher she is talking about is a man, that is, a composite of body and soul, living in
our material world. The philosopher, that is, is explicitly put on a par with the living beings—animals
and men—who were discussed in the preceding part of Diotima’s speech. In order to fully appreciate
the meaning of the final phrase, however, we must first have a closer look at the phrase €lnep t@ GAA®
Kol €ketve itself.

3. eimep 10 dAA® Kal Exeiv

Phrases of the type einep i dAhog are treated in Kithner-Gerth,® who state that the phrase indicates
“dass das im Hauptsatze ausgesprochene Priadikat einer Person oder Sache mehr als irgend einer
anderen zukomme”; in practice, that is, the phrase means “more than anyone or anything else”.
_ Here are some instances. Just before our passage Diotima says (Smp. 211d1-3): évtadba 10D
Blov, ® eile Zdkpatec, Epn N Mavivikn Eévn, einep mov dAL0OL, Biotov AvOpdne, Oewpéve odTd
10 kaAdv, “In that state of life above all others, my dear Socrates,” said the Mantinean woman, “a man
finds it truly worth while to live, as he contemplates essential beauty.” (Lamb)’ In the exordium of
Demosthenes’ speech Against Timocrates we read (D. 24.4): éyw §°, e{nep T1vi T0010 KOl dAAG
npoonkoOvVTag ipntal, vouillm kol vov apudttewv ginelv, “But if that claim has ever been made
with propriety, I think that I am entitled to make it now.” (Vince) Further on in the same speech we
find (D. 24.96): &ottv Vuiv kOpiog vopog, kakdg eimep T1g kai dALog keluevog, Tovg &xovrtog td 0’
lepa kol T0 Oota xpnpoto Kte, “You have a law in operation, as good a law as ever was enacted, that
holders of sacred or civil moneys etcetera.” (Vince) I might style this use of the phrase einep 11 dALOG
as the “inclusive superlative”. It corresponds exactly to the English idiom by which Vince translates
the Demosthenes passage just mentioned: “as good a law as ever was enacted”, which in practice
amounts to “the best law ever enacted”.®
Usually one or both elements of the phrase contain koi, as in the two passages from
Demosthenes. It is remarkable that in translations of such passages kol usually goes untranslated, as in
Vince’s translation of the first passage from Demosthenes. But it is necessary for fully appreciating
the sense: “if others too have ever made that claim with propriety [as in fact they have], then I am
entitled to make it now too.” Even if the phrase in practice usually means that someone deserves a

5 At 211d1 too, just before the passage under discussion, the word dv8pamnoc also figures prominently: évtaddo tod piov, @
eile Zdkparec, fon N Mavtvic Eévn, elnep mov dAL00L, Biotov GvOpdr®, Ocwpéve adTd 10 Kakdv, « ‘In that state of life
above all others, my dear Socrates,’ said the Mantinean woman, ‘a man finds it truly worth while to live, as he contemplates
essential beauty.”” (Lamb) For further discussion of this passage see below.

6 Kiihner-Gerth 1898°, 2.573.

" Rowe translates: “It is here, my dear Socrates,” said the visitor from Mantinea, “if anywhere, that life is worth living for a
human being, in contemplation of beauty itself.” That is, Rowe takes the phrase in the “exclusive sense”, for which see
below.

In fact, in passages as this one I believe that the superlative meaning is not necessarily present. Demosthenes wants to point
out that the law under discussion is a very good law; we need not assume that he really thinks that all other laws are inferior
to this law. Similarly, in X. Cyr. 5.1.6, the phrase dAL’ ®c fpels ye vouilouev, e¥ T1¢ kal ALog Gvhp, xai Kdpog dEdg
¢ott OavpdlecOor may just indicate that Cyrus is to be reckoned among admirable men; but we need not assume that
according to Xenophon he outdid all other famous men who ever lived. To put it in grammatical terms: the superlative may
often be absolute (“very good”) rather than relative (“best of all”). — In terms of the speech act theory one might explain
matters as follows. In the passages from Demosthenes and Xenophon the illocution is equal to the perlocution, that is, “A is
as good as anyone” means that there are others equal to A, but nobody superior to A. In the passage from the Symposium the
perlocution goes further than the illocution, that is, “if anywhere, then here” means that “here” is superior to all other
circumstances, but (and this is essential) this does not mean that there no are other circumstances in which life is worth
living; it is only to state that nowhere is life worth living in the same degree as “here”.
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predicate more than anyone else, we should realize that xai in the apodosis indicates that besides the
man or thing under discussion there are others for whom the same qualification is valid, although it be
to a lesser degree (however, not stated explicitly). R

In Xenophon’s Hiero we read (X. Hier. 7.13): dAX’ eimep 1@ GAA®, 0 Ziuwvidn, Avcitekel
andyEacOar, 1601, Epn, St TVpdvve Eymye edpiokm pdAisTa TodTO Avcitehodv mowfcal, “Ah,
Simonides,” he cried, “if it profits any man to hang himself, know what my finding is: a despot has
most to gain by it, since he alone can neither keep nor lay down his troubles with profit.”
(Marchant/Bowersock) Here, the superlative meaning of the phrase is stressed by pdiisto.

O’Brien’ goes one important step further than Kithner-Gerth: he states that in some passages
in Plato the phrase must mean “to the exclusion of anyone (anything, anywhere) else”, which in fact is
the meaning he needs for his interpretation of the philosopher as the only one to attain immortality. I
might style this as the “exclusive use”. As instances, O’Brien mentions three passages in the Phaedo."’
At Phaedo 78c¢ we find: &1 8¢ 11 TuyYXdvel Ov dovvOeTov, TOVT® POVE TPOGHKEL PN TAGKEW TODTA,
ginep t® dAA®; which is translated by Hachforth as: “Isn’t it incomposite things alone that can
possibly be exempt from that?” Strictly speaking, the phrase is a contamination of to0t® HOV®
npoonkel un mdoyew tadta and TOVTE® TPOONKEL Un TACYEW TODTO, £imep T GA@. But the
exclusiveness here results from the addition of péve, not from elnep 1@ M, and therefore this
passage cannot serve to prove O’Brien’s thesis.'' In the other two instances adduced by O’Brien the
exclusive interpretation appears to hold; thus at Phaedo 65c¢ Socrates says: Ap’ o0v 00K &V TQ
MoyileoBar eimep mov AA001 Kotddniov avth yiyveral Tt tdv Sviwv; “If then any part of reality is
ever revealed to it, must it not be when it reasons?” (Hackforth) Here reasoning is dichotomically
opposed to physical perception; in the preceding sentence Socrates had said that the soul is deceived
by the body and thus it is clear that reasoning is the only valid way of reaching the truth.'” This use of
the formula einep Tig dALog corresponds to the English idiom “to him, if to any human being”. In fact,
O’Brien goes still further: he makes a switch from the plain exclusive use of the phrase (“he alone is
immortal™) to a qualified exclusivity (“he alone is immortal in the real sense of the word”)."> But this
switch is nowhere hinted at in the text. Moreover, in O’Brien’s interpretation we would have to
assume that the word d0avdr is being used in two senses at the same time: personal immortality for
the philosopher and immortality through procreation for other men.

For O’Brien’s interpretation of the philosopher as the only one to attain real immortality it is
essential that einep 1@ dAM® AvOpdTOV dBavdty kai ékelve has an “exclusive” meaning. The
exclusive interpretation of the phrase is also found in the majority of translations. See for instance:
Rowe, “to him, if to any human being”; Susanetti, “e, se mai fu altro uomo, immortale?”; Boll-
Buchwald, “und, wenn es {iberhaupt ein Mensch erreicht, gar unsterblich?”’; Brisson, “Et si, entre tous
les hommes, il en est un qui mérite de devenir immortel, n’est-ce pas 1ui?”"* But is this “exclusive”
interpretation acceptable in our passage? It is not.

I have already noted that the presence of kafi in the apodosis is an unmistakeable indication of
the “inclusive superlative”; in our passage we find kai ékeive in the apodosis. What is more, there is
abundant explicit mention of others to whom immortality applies: in fact, the whole of Diotima’s
speech from 206¢ on aims to demonstrate that living beings, both animals and men, successfully strive
for immortality by means of procreation. And therefore, when Diotima says that if it happens to
anyone else it will also befall the philosopher to become immortal, we have to take this as an inclusive
superlative."

° O’Brien 1984, 197, n. 34.
10 ppaedo 78¢, 65¢ and 66a.
" For the illogicality of the phrase, Rowe 1993 ad loc. refers to Phaedo 62a, &l todt0 pévov 1év dAhav drdvioy drlody
¢otv, “that this alone of all the other things is without exception”, which, as Verdenius 1958, 197-198 states, is “a
contamination of “this alone of all things” and “this as distinct from other things”.” ~
"2 The other passage adduced by O’Brien, Phd. 66a7-8, runs as follows: &p’ ovy 00téc £otwv, @ Twupia, einep Tic [kai] FAloc
6 tevEdpevog tod dvtog; “Is not this the man, Simmias, if anyone, to attain to the knowledge of reality?” (Fowler) I agree
with O’Brien that the phrase is exclusive here. There is an interesting textual problem in this passage: kaf is found in the
majority of the medieval mss. but it is omitted in TV and Jamblichus and probably it was absent from the papyrus as well.
The word is bracketed by Burnet but accepted by Rowe and Strachan (the editor of the new OCT), as by the majority of
editors. Because of the exclusive meaning of the phrase I side with Burnet: kai is inappropriate here.
'3 O’Brien 1984, 197, n. 34: “A clause of this kind is therefore an appropriate idiom with which to contrast the philosopher’s
true immortality with the mere semblance of it achieved by other men.”
14 See also, e.g., Sedley (2009, 160), “and to him it belongs, if to any human being, to become immortal”; Robin, “n’est-ce
pas a celui dont je parle qu’en reviendra le privilege?”’; Joyce, “if ever it is given to man to put on immortality, it shall be
%iven to him”; Howatson-Sheffield, “it is possible for him (...) and to become, if any human can, immortal himself.”

Here are some instances of correct renderings of the phrase: Ferrari, “e, se altri mai, immortale anch'egli?”; Reale, “e sara,
se mai un altro uomo lo fu, egli pure immortale?”’; Schleiermacher, “dem gebiihrt (...) und, wenn irgendeinem anderen
Menschen, dann gewifl ihm auch, unsterblich zu sein”; Rufener, “und dann kann, wenn {iberhaupt ein Mensch, auch er
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4. gimep T dA@ avipdrov dbavdte Kal Ekeive

Now that we have established that the phrase €lnep T dAA® avOpdTOV dBavdte kai ékeive should
not be taken in an exclusive sense in our passage, we should return to the word avOpdnov in this
phrase. We have already seen that man (dvOpomoc) belongs to the class of {®a, “living beings”, to
which Onpla, “animals” also belong. The large majority of men become immortal in the same way as
animals, namely by physical procreation. Some people, however, become immortal by intellectual
procreation; at 209¢ she calls this type of offspring dfavatdrepot moidec, “more immortal children”.
Because men become immortal through their offspring, we may conclude that the parents will become
all the more immortal when their offspring is more immortal. So here the scalarity of immortality is
mentioned explicitly. With the philosopher’s offspring we reach the top of the scale. Like some other
men, he produces spiritual offspring. But, just as the spiritual offspring of some is more immortal than
the physical offspring of others, the philosopher’s offspring thus surpasses the spiritual offspring of
others because the philosopher begets this offspring in real beauty, the Form of Beauty itself, and not
in an image of beauty. Therefore the philosopher might rightly be called d@0avormtorog, “most
immortal”. Thus the phrase €inep 1@ M@ AvOpdnov dbavdte kai ékeive fulfils the function it
usually does: it indicates an inclusive superlatlve—the top of the scale. Like others, the philosopher,
being a man, becomes immortal through the offspring he begets and raises.'®

Many scholars have drawn attention to the s1m11ar1ty of the philosopher’s view of the Form of
Beauty in the Symposium and the perfect and eternal view of the Forms by the phllosopher s soul
after death in the Phaedo, when he finally escapes from the cycle of reincarnation.'” But the
differences between the two dialogues are so great that they prevent us from attributing personal
immortality to the philosopher-lover in the Symposium. For one thing, I have already mentioned that
Diotima speaks about him as a man (dvBpomog) viewing the Form of Beauty, whereas in the Phaedo
the Forms are viewed by the disembodied soul of the philosopher. For another, the relation between
viewing the Forms and virtue in the Symposium is exactly the opposite of the situation in the Phaedo.
In the Symposium the philosopher’s viewing the Form of Beauty enables him to produce real virtue
and thus it precedes virtue; in the Phaedo the possession and practising of real virtue earns him the
reward of viewing the Forms and thus it follows upon viewing the Forms.

5. The immortal Socrates

It is generally assumed that the picture of the phllosopher as the perfect lover sketched by Dlotlma 1S
put into practice in Alcibiades’ eulogy on Socrates in the next part of the Symposium." I would
suggest that an allusion to the person of the historical Socrates may also be present at the end of
Diotima’s speech itself. What I have in mind is similar to the situation in the Simile of the Cave in the
Republic. There (R. 517a4-6) it is stated about the man who returns into the Cave after having seen
the real world and who tries to free the prisoners and lead them outside the cave, “And if it were
possible to lay hands on and to kill the man who tried to release them and lead them up, would they
not kill him?” (Shorey) It has long been recognized that this is an allusion to the fate of Socrates
himself, who was killed by his fellow Athenians. Thus Socrates is made to predict his own death in
the Republic. I suggest that a positive counterpart of this procedure is found in the Symposium. Just as
the philosopher-king, that is Socrates, in the Republic has acquired true knowledge of the Forms, so
the ideal philosopher-lover, that is Socrates, has acquired true knowledge of the Form of Beauty. And
his contact with the Form of Beauty has enabled him to give birth to true virtue. The true virtue,
therefore, alludes to Socrates’ perfect philosophy of virtue. This true virtue, being the most immortal
offspring imaginable, will make him immortal.

Both the Phaedo and the Symposium can be regarded as monuments for Socrates. They might
be said to constitute a diptych. In the Phaedo the man Socrates is about to die. The dialogue

unsterblich sein”; Chambry, “Or c’est a celui (...) qu’il appartient (...) et, si jamais homme devient immortel, de le devenir lui
auss1 > Lamb’s translatlon “he, above all men, is immortal”, makes the superlative meaning of the phrase explicit.

16 What happens to the ph110sopher s soul (or, for that matter, to anybody’s soul) after death is not mentioned at all in the
Symposium. As to Plato’s opinion on the immortality of the soul at the time he wrote the Symposium, I concur with those
scholars who claim that this doctrine is nowhere contradicted in the Symposium; it just plays no role in this dialogue. See for
instance Kahn 2003, 300-301; Sedley 2009, 159. Kahn convincingly speaks about the “autonomy” of the Platonic dialogue.

See, e.g., Sier 1997, 187: “Diotima 146t ihre Rede, mehr andeutend als ausfiihrend und in einem gewissen mythischen
Halbdunkel mit einem Motiv ausklingen, das gleichsam die Abbreviatur eines eschatologischen Mythos darstallt, wie er
gegen Ende von Gorgias, Phaidon und Politeia begegnet.” See also Fierro 2001, 36-41; Sedley 2009, 160.

See, e.g., Hunter 2004, 99 with references.
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concentrates on the fate of Socrates’ soul after the death of the man Socrates: he is the perfect
philosopher whose immortal soul will eventually escape from the cycle of reincarnation and live
forever with the gods, in perfect contact with the Forms. The Symposium deals with the man Socrates
in this world of ours: his actual life as the perfect philosopher-lover, as related in Alcibiades’ speech,
and his posthumous life in which he will become immortal by his offspring, true virtue. The fact that
we are talking about Socrates today proves that Plato was fully justified in putting this prediction into
the mouth of his admired master.
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Immortalita personale senza anima immortale: Diotima e Aristotele
Mario Vegetti

1. Diotima' sostiene con molta chiarezza la tesi che il desiderio di possedere “cid che ¢ buono”
(tagathd) ¢ motivato dall'altro e dominante desiderio di “essere felici” (e0daipwv Eotat, 204€6 ss.).
Eros ¢ dunque rivolto a «possedere il bene per sempre» (206a8-9), e con esso, s'intende, la felicita che
ne consegue. Questa aspirazione a un possesso perpetuo di bene e di felicita da necessarlamente luogo
a un desiderio erotico di immortalita (aeavacsuxq 3¢ owayKalov gmBopelv, 206e9 s.).

Diotima 1ndlca tre percorsi che possono venire seguiti in vista della soddisfazione di questo desiderio
di immortalita.’

1.1 La prima via verso l'immortalita riguarda ogni vivente mortale, uomo o animale che sia
(207b), e consiste nella procreazione biologica di un individuo simile al genitore, poiché «in ogni
vivente che ¢ mortale vi ¢ qualcosa di immortale», la gravidanza e la Aggenerazione (206c6-8): «la
procreazione ¢ cio che di eterno e immortale spetta a un mortale» (206e8).

Infatti, conclude su questo punto Diotima, «la natura mortale cerca per quanto le ¢ possibile (kata to
dynaton) di essere sempre e di essere immortale. Ma puo farlo solo in questo modo, attraverso la
procreazione» (207d1-3).

Si tratta in particolare della via seguita da quegli uomini che sono «gravidi secondo il corpo»:
essi si rivolgono alla riproduzione sessuale «procurandosi attraverso la procreazione di figli
immortalita e ricordo e felicita (dOavaciov kai pvyAunv kol eddotpovioy)...per tutto il tempo a venire»
(208e).

1.2 Accanto alla via biologica verso I'immortalita, Diotima ne riconosce altre due, queste

specificamente umane, che potremmo definire di tipo “culturale”.’
La prima di esse riguarda un tipo d'uomo il cui profilo antropologico ¢ diverso da quello dedito alla
riproduzione biologica. E' l'vomo ambizioso, motivato dalla ph110t1m1a il cui desiderio di immortalita
prende la forma dell'asplrazmne — di chiara memoria omerica® — a un kleos athanaton (208¢5 s.), che
assicuri «l'immortale memoria» delle loro gesta e della loro areté: «¢& per una virtta immortale e una
fama gloriosa che tutti fanno tutto, e tanto piu quanto migliori essi siano: infatti amano l'immortale»
(208d5-e2).

E' nell'ambito di questo tipo antropologico che la tensione verso un'immortalita culturale si
sviluppa, dopo la primitiva ricerca del kleos eroico dell'epica, in direzione di un lascito eterno di opere
memorabili, tanto nell'ambito della creazione poetica quanto in quello della storia politica. La vecchia
areté eroica lascia ora il passo a un nuovo quadro di virtu che si inscrivono nello spazio
dell'intelligenza, la phronesis (ppdvnoiv te kol v dAANV dpetnv, 209a4): quelle virtl, sophrosyne e
dikaiosyne, che per Platone sono essenzialmente “politiche” (cfr. Resp. IV 430d1), e che Aristotele
avrebbe preferito chiamare “ctiche”. Gli eroi eponimi di queste nuove virtu sono ora i poeti e gli
artisti “creativi”, come Omero ed Esiodo, ma ancor di p1u coloro che si distinguono nel garantlre il
buon ordine (dlakosmeszs) delle case e delle citta, come i protoleglslaton Licurgo e Solone.” E' grazie
alle loro opere nel dominio della cultura e della politica che essi acquistano, come i vecchi eroi, fama
(kleos) e memoria immortali (209d)."

! La maggior parte dei commentatori riconosce senza incertezze in Diotima un portavoce affidabile del pensiero platonico.
Dubbi in proposito, da punti di vista diversi, sono stati espressi per esempio da SEDLEY (1999) p. 130 n. 2, e da NAILS (2006)
pp. 192-3. Si tratta di dubbi legittimi, se si tiene conto delle complesse strategie di distanziamento dal testo presentate nel
prologo del dialogo (catena di narratori poco attendibili), e del carattere anomalo del personaggio (donna, straniera,
sacerdotessa). E' vero tuttavia che Diotima usa a piu riprese, come vedremo, il linguaggio tecnico della teoria delle idee che
appartiene senza dubbio a uno dei nuclei teorici costanti del pensiero di Platone. Se ¢ vero che nessun personaggio
(comprese le diverse raffigurazioni di Socrate) puo essere considerato senza riserve come “portavoce” autentico di Platone,
non credo dunque che Diotima sia da considerare meno affidabile per esempio del Socrate del Fedone o della Repubblica, né
che le sue tesi vadano corrette sulla base di quelle espresse altrove da altri personaggi autorevoli. Ma della specificita del
personaggio nel contesto dialogico, in particolare per quanto riguarda la retorica erotica, bisognera tener conto nel seguito di

uesta analisi.

Per un importante passo parallelo sulla connessione tra immortalita e felicita cfr. Timeo 90c, sul quale dovremo tornare.
L accostamento ¢ segnalato da FERRARI (2012) p. 38.

S1 veda in questo senso LEAR (2006) p. 109.

4 Le traduzioni del Simposio citate sono di M. Nucci (2009), con qualche modifica.
5 Fussl (2008) segnala tuttavia che nel caso degli uomini anche la riproduzione biologica comporta un aspetto culturale,

erché essa comprende le nozioni di famiglia e di memoria conservata nella discendenza (pp. 6-7).

Sul tono epico di tutto il passo cfr. SUSANETTI (1992) p. 25.
’ G R. F. FERRARI (1992), p. 255, parla in prop051t0 di un «pious roll of cultural heroes».

8 Un interessante passo delle Legg1 compatta la prima e la seconda via all'immortalita. «In qualche misura il genere umano
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Fin qui, secondo Diotima, il giovane Socrate ¢ in grado di seguire il percorso dell'iniziazione erotica.
La sacerdotessa dubita per(‘) che egli sia in grado di seguirla oltre la soglia dei cosiddetti misteri
maggiori, che apre la via all'iniziazione eEoptlca nonostante che si dichiari disposta a dedicare al
discepolo tutto il suo impegno (ovk 018l 016¢ Tav eMnc...8yd Kol TpoBupiag 0dSEv anokat\pw 21002-
4). Torneremo piu avanti sul senso di questa presunta incapacita di Socrate di seguire Diotima nel
percorso iniziatico. Si tratta ora invece di vedere che cosa sta oltre la soglia dei “grandi misteri”. E'
certo comunque che a superarla non potra essere il tipo antropologico dell'uomo “filotimico”, ma una
figura umana diversa: evidentemente, ¢ il caso di anticipare, quella del filosofo.

1.3 La terza via verso l'immortalita ¢ anch'essa, come la seconda, di ambito culturale e non
biologico, ma sia il suo approccio sia il suo esito sono di qualita intellettuale del tutto superiore a
quelli della via “filotimica”. Chi dunque procede correttamente (orthos) per questa via passera
dall'eros rivolto alla bellezza di un corpo a quello per tutti i corpi che partecipano del tratto della
bellezza, poi a quello rivolto alla superiore bellezza delle anime e dei loro prodotti: comportamenti
(epitedeumata), leggi, conoscenze (epistemai) (210a-c). Questo eros riorientato lo mettera di fronte
allo spettacolo del «vasto mare del bello», la cui contemplazione gli ispirera la generazione di
«discorsi (logoi) belli e magnifici», nonché di nobili pensieri (dianoemata) filosofici, il cui orizzonte ¢
la conoscenza unitaria e per cosi dire intensiva (mia episteme) del bello (210d).

A questo punto, giunto ormai al felos della contemplazione delle cose belle, 1'iniziato perverra
alla visione istantanea (£€aipvng xatdyetor) del «bello per natura» (210e4-6). Tutto cid suscita
naturalmente parecchie domande, ma importa qui in primo luogo vedere le conseguenze di questa
visione del bello in sé. Chi la consegue genera non piu simulacri di areté — tali vanno ormai
evidentemente considerate tanto le virtu “eroiche” quanto quelle etico-politiche — ma la «virtu vera»
(212a4-6), la cui natura deve essere dunque considerata soltanto contemplativa A chi I'ha conseguita
spetta di diventare theophilés, evidentemente nel doppio senso di colui che ¢ “caro agli déi” e che ¢ a
loro devoto. A questo tipo di uomo toccherebbe anche di diventare immortale, athanatos, se mai cio
potesse accadere a un uomo, e nella misura in cui questo per un uomo ¢ possibile (212a7-8). Questa ¢
la terza e piu elevata forma di immortalita perseguibile dagli uomini, dopo quella biologica e quella
poetica e politica.

1.4 Tutto questo, si diceva, suscita molte domande. Che cosa esattamente conosce l'iniziato
quando “vede” il bello? Che forma epistemica assume questa conoscenza? Perché essa dovrebbe
risultare quasi inaccessibile al Socrate allievo di Diotima? C'¢ continuita o discontinuita fra i diversi
passi verso l'immortalita, e i tipi d'uomo che ad essi corrispondono? Che cosa accade all'iniziato dopo
la visione del bello? Infine quella che ¢ per noi la domanda piu importante: di che tipo ¢ 1'immortalita
acquisita grazie alla conoscenza del bello?

1.4.1 1I linguaggio con cui Platone descrive il “bello” oggetto della visione epoptica non
lascia dubbi: si tratta dell'idea o forma del bello cui vengono riferiti i tratti ricorrenti in quella che si
pud definire la teoria standard delle idee.’ E' sufficiente leggerne due passi confrontandoli
rispettivamente con quelli paralleli in Repubblica e Fedone. 11 bello del Simposio «sempre ¢ e non
nasce né¢ muore, non cresce né diminuisce, ...non ¢ in parte bello e in parte brutto, né a volte bello e a
volte no, né bello rispetto a una cosa e brutto rispetto a un'altra [...]» (211al-4). E si veda Repubblica,
dove si polemizza contro il filodosso che «non ritiene esservi il bello in sé né alcuna idea della
bellezza in sé che permanga sempre invariante nella sua identita», e gli si obietta che delle molteplici
cose belle «non ve n'¢ una che non possa apparire anche brutta [...], e che le stesse cose appaiono, da
diversi punti di vista, ora belle ora brutte», a differenza dell'identita invariante dell'idea (V 479a1-8).
Ancora, il bello del Simposio si trova «esso stesso (0010 kab'avtd) in se stesso, con se stesso, in
un'unica forma (monoeides), eterno, mentre tutte le altre cose belle partecipano (metechonta) di esso
[...]» (211b1-3). Il confronto qui ¢ con il Fedone, dove dell' «uguale in s¢, del bello in sé, e di ciascuna
cosa che ¢ in sé» si dice che «ciascuna di queste cose che sono, essendo uniformi (monoeides) in sé e
per sé (0010 kab'avtd) € nella medesima condizione, in nessun momento, in nessun luogo ammette
alcun mutamento» (78d3-8).

Non c'¢ dubbio, quindi, che l'oggetto della visione iniziatica possa definirsi tecnicamente
come l'idea del bello. Il fatto che il contatto con essa (designato con il verbo aptesthai) rappresenti il

partecipa per sua natura dell'immortalita e di questa ognuno ha un desiderio innato: si tratta del desiderio di diventare celebri
(kleinon) senza giacere senza nome una volta morti. In effetti il genere umano ¢ in qualche modo connato con la totalita del
tempo che lo accompagna ¢ lo accompagnera sino al termine ed essendo appunto in questo senso immortale, col lasciare i
figli dei figli restando perennemente identico a se stesso e unico, partecipa mediante la generazione all'immortalitay (IV
721b7-c7). E' da notare che mentre 1'immortalita attraverso la fama ¢ strettamente individuale, quella riproduttiva si sposta
chlaramente come sarebbe accaduto in Aristotele (cfr. 2.1) dagli individui al genere.

? Si vedano in questo senso p. es. DIBENEDETTO (1985) p. 41; FRONTEROTTA (2012) p. 99.

96



Mario Vegetti

culmine e il compimento del percorso erotico (telos, 210e4) pud suggerire un'analogia, almeno di
posizione, con l'idea del buono nella Repubblica, collocata anch'esso al culmine (felos) del mondo
ideale, e oggetto di un'apprensione noetica (VII 532bl s.), che pud a sua volta venire indicata con il
verbo aptesthai (VI 511b6). Ma si tratta di un'analogia che ¢ appunto solo di posizione, perché mentre
nella Repubblica il primato del buono rispetto alle altre idee ¢ argomentato con forza, nel Simposio il
bello appare come ftelos nel quadro dominante della sublimazione erotica, né € mai in questione il suo
rapporto con le altre forme del dominio eidetico.

1.4.2 Pochi dubbi possono esservi anche circa il modo di apprensione dell'idea del bello nel
Simposio. 11 linguaggio platonico rinvia inequivocabilmente all'immediatezza dell'atto intuitivo, che si
configura come visione o contatto (exaiphnes, kathordn, aptesthai: 210e5, 211b8). Si aggiunge
esplicitamente che in questo atto l'apparizione del bello non prende la forma né di un logos né di una
episteme (21 1a8), ¢ dunque estranea rispetto all'ambito della conoscenza linguistico-proposizionale.'
E' persuasivo il confronto con I'approccio della dialettica all'idea del buono nella Repubblica. Benché
anche qui non siano assenti accenni a una conoscenza di tipo intuitivo, l'accento cade sulla definizione
discorsiva (dopicacOur 1@ Ady®), sull'elenchos (VII 534b8-cl), sul logos tes ousias, sul logon
didonai (VII 534b3-5). Confesso di non trovare appass1onante la discussione intorno al carattere
irrazionale, mistico, oppure razionale e addirittura iper-razionale'' di atti conoscitivi extralinguistici.
Linguistico/proposizionale e razionale non sono evidentemente termini sovrapponibili e convertibili, e
la storia dell'idea di Wesenschau nella filosofia del Novecento ¢ li a dimostrarlo. Piu interessante ¢ la
questione, sollevata da Fronterotta,' se l'atto di conoscenza intuitiva individualmente sperimentato sia
linguisticamente trasponibile, comunicabile e universalizzabile: a me pare che, a differenza della
Repubblica, 1a questione non sia tematizzata nel Simposio e debba quindi essere lasciata aperta, anche
se una risposta positiva potrebbe, con molta incertezza, venire suggerita dal rapporto maestro-
discepolo che regge l'intero percorso iniziatico.

Va piuttosto notato che la piena visione dell'idea del bello ¢ perfettamente accessibile in
questa vita, e non richiede — a differenza che nel Fedone — alcuna separazione dell'anima dal corpo,
anzi ¢ possibile solo al termine di un processo di sublimazione nel quale 1'attrazione verso la bellezza
corporea ¢ il punto di partenza imprescindibile. Ma su questo dovremo tornare da un diverso punto di
vista.

1.4.3 Che cosa significa dunque l'incapacita di seguirla nel viaggio iniziatico che Diotima
attribuisce a Socrate? In essa si ¢ potuto leggere il segno della insuperabile minorita del filosofo,
costretto, almeno in questa vita, ad amare la sapienza senza poterla conseguire, e dunque confinato
nella zona epistemica dell' “opinione vera”. Questa interpretazione sembra tuttavia smentita da un
passo molto simile della Repubblica, dove ¢ perd Socrate, una volta giunto sulla soglia della piena
comprensione della dialettica e del suo oggetto terminale, I'idea del buono, ad attribuire a Glaucone
un'analoga incapacita di procedere oltre.” Socrate usa qui quas1 le stesse parole che Diotima gli aveva
indirizzato nel Simposio: «mio caro Glaucone, non sarai piu in grado (ovkétt..oid¢ t’€om) di
seguirmi per quanto io non trascurerod certo ogni sforzo (prothymia)» (VII 533al s.). Il cambio di
posizione fra Socrate e Dlotlma puo allora far pensare che l'incapacita di Socrate nel Simposio sia
dovuta alla sua giovinezza,'* superata nella Repubblica quando un Socrate maturo avrebbe ormai
assunto l'atteggiamento del maestro. Anche questa ipotesi sembra tuttavia messa in dubbio da un
confronto con il Parmenide. Qui il vecchio maestro eleata riconosce come propria del giovanissimo
Socrate una procedura filosofica consistente nel riconoscere tratti comuni a diversi enti (¢ il primo
passo nella costruzione della teoria delle idee, cio¢ il riconoscimento dell'unita oltre la molteplicita,
dello hen epi pollois, da cui inizia anche l'ascesa del Simposio, 210b3 s.), e nel separare (choris)
questi tratti dagli enti che ne partecipano, facendone cosi eide esistenti in se stessi: «questo
ragionamento vale anche per realta quali la forma in sé e per sé (€1d0g a0t0 kb ‘avtd) del giusto, del
bello, del buono» (130b2-9, cfr. 130e5-131a2).

Quello insomma che il giovanissimo Socrate fa secondo Parmenide ¢ la costruzione di una
forma standard della teoria delle idee mediante una semplice procedura logico- ontologlca che non
richiede né i paraphernalia dell'iniziazione ai misteri erotici propri del Simposio,'” né alcuna visione

10 Cfr CENTRONE (2009) p. xxx111; Nucci (2009) n. 269; FRONTEROTTA (2012) pp- 106-10.

" Parla di «suprema rigorosita razmnale» BEARZI (2004) p. 215. Che non si tratti di una «mystische Erlebnis», perché non
1c2e glcunallggo mystica fra soggetto e oggetto, ¢ sostenuto da SIER (1997) pp. 171 sg.

it., p

3 Qui tuttavia pud trattarsi non tanto di un'incapacitd soggettiva quanto dell'intrinseca difficoltd che la dialettica possa
costituirsi come un sapere epistemologicamente completo e saturo, difficoltd che dipende dalla natura ontologicamente
ambigua del suo oggetto ultimo, 1'idea del buono: cfr. in questo senso VEGETTI (2005) pp. 25-37.

Interessantl considerazioni sul “Socrate giovane” nei d1alogh1 in DE LUISE (2012) pp. 115-38.

* Giustamente ROWE (1998) sottolinea che quella erotica & solo una delle vie possibili per la conoscenza filosofica.
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oltreterrena delle idee.

Non sembra dunque che la ragione della difficolta attribuita da Diotima a Socrate consista

nell'aspetto cognitivo dell'accesso all'idea del bello. Cido che viene in questo modo enfatizzato e
solennizzato ¢ la difficolta di una scelta di vita piu che di un orientamento epistemico: la scelta di vita
che condurra a una forma di immortalizzazione individuale diversa sia da quella biologica sia da
quella politica e poetica, e che dunque richiede una piena maturita morale oltre che intellettuale da
parte di chi si avvia in quella direzione.
1.4.4 Sembra di poter escludere che vi sia una continuita fra i diversi percorsi verso I'immortalita, e
che essi possano venir disposti in una sequenza progressiva:'® quello erotico-filosofico va intrapreso
«fin da giovane» (210a6), e ad esso corrisponde un tipo d'uomo — appunto il filosofo —
antropologicamente diverso sia da quello dedito alla procreazione biologica sia dal philotimos. La
scelta del filosofo comporta una forma di vita che gli ¢ peculiare: «questa ¢ la dimensione della vita
che, se mai altra, un uomo deve vivere (biéton): contemplando il bello in sé» (211d1-3).

Il Simposio — a differenza dalla Repubbhca — non sembra prevedere alcuna discesa del
filosofo una volta raggiunto lo stadio contemplativo.'” E' vero che giunto alla visione del bello, ¢ al
tipo di vita che le consegue, il filosofo ha ancora un'attivita generativa, consistente nel «partorire non
simulacri (eidola) di virtt, ma virti vera, visto che afferra il vero» (212a4-6). Questa areté, proprio in
quanto ¢ “vera”, sara percio diversa dalle virtu poetiche e politiche: se possiamo anticipare un
linguaggio aristotelico, essa sara una virtu dianoetica e non etica, che configura una forma di vita
dedicata alla verita e non alla politica o alla creazione poetica.

Blondell '® ritiene inevitabile una discesa: «poiché il filosofo non pud esistere
permanentemente nella contemplazione delle forme», «il Socrate temporaneamente solipsistico
tornera presto fra i suoi compagni mortali». Questo pud essere certamente vero per il filosofo della
Repubblica, e forse anche per il nostro senso comune. Ma ¢ meno vero per la figura del filosofo che
Platone delinea nel celebre excursus del Teeteto, con la sua esclusiva dedizione alla pura teoresi
(173d-175b), per non parlare dell'ascesi del Fedone.' Del resto, non c¢'¢ nulla di 1mpensab11e in una
vita interamente dedicata alla comprensione delle strutture del mondo noetico, se si pensa a esercizi
teorici come quelli programmati nel Sofista e nel Parmenide. Che il bios theoretikos possa costituire
una forma di vita pervasiva, lo avrebbe indicato con chiarezza Aristotele — anche se certamente in lui
I'oggetto della contemplazione risulta assai dilatato rispetto a quello platonico.

1.4.5 Queste considerazioni rendono piu agevole la risposta alla domanda per noi piu
importante, circa il tipo di immortalita personale che consegue alla visione dell'idea del bello (e per
estensione, ¢ lecito supporre, del mondo delle forme nel suo insieme). «Non trovi — chiede Diotima —
che a chi partorisce e alleva virtu vera spetta di diventare caro agli déi (theophiles), e se mai a un
uomo toccasse di diventare immortale, dovrebbe toccare a lui?» (212a7 s.). Il senso di questo passo, in
cui Platone indica la terza e piu elevata via verso l'immortalita personale, viene chiarito dal confronto
con un piu esplicito testo parallelo del Timeo, il cui linguaggio presenta forti affinita con quello del
Simposio: «colui il quale si ¢ impegnato nella ricerca del sapere e in pensieri veri e soprattutto questa
parte di sé ha esercitato, ¢ assolutamente necessario che, quando attinge alla verita (dAnOeiog
gpdmtntot), abbia dei pensieri immortali e divini e che, nella misura in cui alla natura umana ¢ stato
dato di partecipare all'immortalita, non ne trascuri alcuna parte e sia percio straordinariamente felice»
(90b6-c6, trad. Fronterotta leggermente modificata).

Il passo del Timeo conferma cid che risulta gia con molta chiarezza nel Simposio. Per
individui mortali, l'immortalitd personale ottenuta mediante l'acquisizione, il consolidamento, la
trasmissione educativa della conoscenza — al pari di quella perseguita mediante la prole o la memoria
— non richiede e non presume I'immortalita dell'anima individuale. Come ha scritto Casertano, «ogni
singolo uomo ¢ mortale, in suo corpo e sua anima, ma ha la possibilita, nella sua vita mortale, di

% Cfr. in questo senso CENTRONE (2009) p. XXXl ¢ NUCCI (2009) n. 260.

17 Cosi NAILS (2006): «the ascent in the Symposium ends at the summit with exclusive contemplation of the kalom» (pp. 193
s.). Nello stesso senso BEARZI (2004), p. 234 (che tuttavia cerca di mostrare una indiretta compatibilita con la Repubblica).
Scrive efficacemente FERRARI (1992) pp. 259-60: «far from there being any hint that he [1'iniziato] could transfer his concern
from the Beautiful itself to the beauty of virtue, he is explicitly envisaged as spending his life in contemplation of the former.
In marked contrast to the Lesser Mysteries, what virtue amounts to here is not clearly something other than the vision of the
Beautlful that gives it birthy.

8 BLONDELL (2006) pp. 155, 176. Mi sembra abbastanza simile la posizione di GONZALEZ (2008) §17. Anche PRICE (1989)
ritiene che contemplazione non possa significare inazione e indifferenza alle altre persone, ma come conferma a questa tesi
cita prevalentemente passi della Repubblica! (p. 51). Se tutte le tesi sostenute da Platone in ogni dialogo fossero
immediatamente trasferibili a tutti gli altri, Platone avrebbe scritto un solo libro: un compendio, o syngramma, della filosofia
platonica opera che egli stesso dichiara impossibile e il cui primo esemplare storico sembra sia stato composto dal giovane
t1rann0 siracusano Dionisio II (Ep. VII 341b-c).

19 Per questa tensione tra diversi profili della vita filosofica cfr. VEGETTI (2000) pp. 362-64.
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attingere una forma di immortalita, che consiste precisamente nell'innalzarsi al mondo immortale della
conoscenzay.

Il senso dell'assenza nel Simposio di una teoria dell'immortalita dell'anima individuale, in
rapporto all'insieme del pensiero platonico, andra discusso piu avanti.
E' ora il caso di considerare una posterita importante, e in qualche misura sorprendente, delle tesi
sull'immortalita insegnate da Diotima; reciprocamente, questa posterita servira a comprendere meglio
il senso e la portata delle osservazioni che abbiamo svolto fin qui.

2.1 C'¢ una straordinaria somiglianza fra la via riproduttiva all'immortalita indicata da
Diotima e il modo in cui Aristotele spiega la finalita della riproduzione biologica tanto nel De anima
quanto nel De generatione animalium. «La funzione piu naturale (physikétaton) degli esseri viventi
[...] & di produrre un altro individuo simile a sé: I'animale un animale e la pianta una pianta, e cio per
partecipare (metechdsin), nella misura del possibile, dell'eterno e del divino. In effetti ¢ a questo che
tutti gli esseri tendono (oregetai) [...] Poiché dunque questi esseri non possono partecipare con
continuita dell'eterno e del divino, in quanto nessun essere corruttibile ¢ in grado di sopravvivere
identico e uno di numero, ciascuno ne partecipa per quanto gli ¢ possibile, chi piu e chi meno, e
sopravvive non in se stesso, ma in un individuo simile a sé, non uno di numero, ma uno nella specie
(eidei)» (De an. 11 4 415a25-b7, trad. Movia). Piu brevemente ribadiva Aristotele nel De generatione:
«poiché non ¢ possibile che la natura del genere degli animali sia eterna, cid che nasce ¢ eterno nel
modo che gli ¢ dato. Individualmente gli ¢ dunque impossibile [...] secondo la specie gli ¢ invece
possibile. Percio vi ¢ sempre un genere di uomini, di animali e di piante» (De gen. anim. 11 1 731b31-
732al, trad. Lanza).

Aristotele non fa cosi che generalizzare, estendendola all'intero mondo vivente, dagli uomini
alle piante, la tesi di Diotima sull'immortalita riproduttiva. L'estensione comporta pero due
conseguenze. La prima ¢ una certa de-psicologizzazione del discorso di Diotima, che sostituisce I'eros
con una pulsione “naturalissima”; resta vero anche per Aristotele che l'aspirazione (orexis) verso
I'eternita divina costituisce una sorta di programma genetico del vivente, che pud perd agire in modo
del tutto inconsapevole. La seconda conseguenza ¢ che la scena dell'immortalizzazione riproduttiva si
sposta decisamente dagli individui alla specie, che ne ¢ I'unico ambito possibile.

2.2 Aristotele non riprende in modo esplicito la seconda via verso l'immortalita personale,
quella perseguita dal tipo d'uomo “filotimico”. Non c'¢ dubbio perd che egli delinei questa forma di
vita e la sua connessione con la virtu e la felicita, anche se non direttamente con l'immortalita
mediante la memoria. Si tratta dell'ambito delle virtu che Aristotele chiama etiche, distinguendolo da
quelle “teoriche” definite, com'¢ noto, “dianoetiche”. Le virtu etiche non sono le prime anche se
godono di una loro eccellenza. «L'agire politico e le azioni di guerra eccellono tra le azioni secondo
virtiy; ne derivano «potere e onori (¢timas), € comunque la felicitd (eudaimonia) per se stesso e per i
propri concittadini» (Eth. nicom. X 7, 1177b13-17, trad. Natali modificata). Tuttavia la felicita
conseguente a questa forma di virtu & imperfetta e di secondo rango, perché condizionata da
circostanze esterne e indipendenti dall'individuo agente, al quale viene richiesto un impegno oneroso e
dall'esito incerto.

2.3. Inequlvocablle invece la rlpresa aristotelica della terza via verso l'immortalita personale,
quella filosofica:*' essa ¢ manifestata in un passo dell'Etica n1comachea dal forte rilievo retorlco
centrato sul verbo athanatizein, un hapax nel corpo aristotelico.”” Nel celebre capitolo 7 del libro X,*
Aristotele decreta il primato della vita teoretica, in quanto attivita secondo la migliore virtu umana,
quella esercitata dal nous nella conoscenza delle cose «belle e divine», da cui consegue la sua capacita
di pervenire alla «felicita perfetta (teleia eudamonia)» (1177a12-17). Questa vita consiste nell'attivita
dell'elemento divino inerente alla vita umana, appunto il pensiero. Per questo, aggiunge Aristotele,
«non si deve, essendo uomini, limitarsi a pensare a cose umane, né essendo mortali pensare solo a
cose mortali, come dicono i consigli tradizionali, ma rendersi immortali fin quanto & possibile (¢’
doov évdéyetar abavatilewv) e fare di tutto per vivere secondo la parte migliore che € in noi. Anche se

20 Cfr. CASERTANO (2012) pp. 64-5 (anche nota 49 a p. 67). Nello stesso senso LEAR (2006) p. 115 nota 25 («nel mondo del
Simposio le pratiche culturali durano piu a lungo delle anime perché le anime sono mortali. E le scienze sono ancora piu
“immortali” perché sono associate a oggetti atemporali»); FERRARI (2012) p. 39 (l'eternazione del sapere come unica forma
di immortalitda umana); ROWE (1998) pp. 112-13. Per il Timeo cfr. CENTRONE (2007) p. 42. Per posizioni opposte cfr. nota
25.
21 La vicinanza di Aristotele a Platone su questo tema ¢ stata segnalata e discussa da ARENDT (1991) pp. 70-129.

2 Cfr. in prop051to VEGETTI (2007A) pp. 165-66, 174-76. Un accenno all'influsso di Simposio e Timeo 90c su questo passo
aristotelico ¢ formulato da SIER (1997) pp. 187 sg.

La critica ha spesso rilevato il carattere anomalo di questo e del seguente capitolo rispetto al tono generale del trattato
etico: la discussione relativa in VEGETTI (2010) pp. 202-10.
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¢ di peso (onchos) minuscolo, per potere e per onore essa supera di gran lunga tutto il resto»
(1177b31-1178al). La piu alta forma di immortalita personale possibile per I'essere umano mortale, la
virtu piu vera, la perfetta felicita: riecheggiano con molta forza, in questo passo aristotelico, i tratti
decisivi riconosciuti da Diotima alla contemplazione filosofica dell'idea del bello — certo estesa da
Aristotele a tutto il campo dei possibili oggetti del pensiero speculativo.

Sembra dunque certo che Aristotele abbia trovato nel Simposio elementi decisivi per pensare
la questione del desiderio di immortalita individuale da parte di viventi mortali, e dei diversi livelli ai
quali questo desiderio pud venire soddisfatto: dall'eternazione riproduttiva fino all'assimilazione
parziale con l'immortalita divina consentito dalla forma di vita teoretica.

2.4 L'elaborazione e l'espansione aristotelica delle prospettive indicate da Diotima forniscono
dal canto loro preziosi chiarimenti che possono venire impiegati retroattivamente per l'interpretazione
dei problemi cruciali sollevati da quelle prospettive.

In primo luogo. Considerata dal punto di vista aristotelico, la questione se il percorso
“politico” e quello speculativo verso l'immortalizzazione personale vadano considerati come posti in
sequenza o piuttosto in alternativa pud venire chiaramente risolta nel secondo senso. La forma di vita
politica e quella teoretica sono nettamente distinte e contrapposte da Aristotele; ** ad esse
corrispondono tipi d'uomo diversi, e diverse virti gerarchicamente distinte (quella dianoetica e quelle
etiche, anche se naturalmente I'esercizio della virtu magglore non esclude il possesso di quelle etiche,
richieste dall'interazione quotldlana fra gli uomini)”. Aristotele considera l'attivita politica come un
impedimento e un impaccio per quella speculativa, cui va dedicata per quanto ¢ possibile la vita intera
— anche se essa concerne un'esigua minoranza di uomini, come del resto presumibilmente accadeva
per la perfetta iniziazione erotica del Simposio.

Questa opposizione tra virtu, forme di vita e tipi umani contiene in sé anche la risposta che il
punto di vista aristotelico offre al secondo quesito suscitato dal Simposio, circa l'eventuale “discesa”
nelle occupazioni umane dopo l'evento della contemplazione dell'idea del bello. Come si era
anticipato, questa risposta non puo che essere negativa. A differenza del ritorno nella caverna dei
filosofi della Repubblica, il filosofo aristotelico rifiutera il coinvolgimento politico, decidendo di
«vivere da straniero» nella citta (Pol. VII 2 1324al16). La stessa permanenza perpetua nella sfera
dell'attivita teoretica sara dunque da attribuire al filosofo contemplatore del Simposio.

Ma veniamo alla terza e piu importante questione. L'idea di un accesso biologico all'eternita
della specie, e di una conquista culturale dell'immortalita personale che non comporta e non richiede
alcuna concezione dell'immortalita dell'anima individuale, si accorda perfettamente con la psicologia
e l'etica perfettamente “mondane” di Aristotele. Reciprocamente, il fatto che egli possa accogliere
senza riserve queste prospettive sull'immortalizzazione formulate nel Simposio significa che nella
lettura aristotelica esse non comportavano alcun impegno nei riguardi delle convinzioni altrove
formulate da Platone circa l'immortalita dell'anima individuale, convinzioni che Aristotele non
avrebbe potuto affatto condividere. Aristotele conferma dunque l'assenza nel Simposio di ogni
riferimento a questo complesso di dottrine e delle loro ricadute sia morali sia gnoseologiche.

3. Un'assenza, questa, che non pud venire spiegata con ipotesi di tipo evolutivo, vista la
prossimita del Simposio a dialoghi, come il Fedone e il Fedro, dove il pensiero dell'immortalita
dell'anima gioca un ruolo centrale. Sembra anche pluttosto arbitrario pensare a uno «scetticismo
temporaneo» di Platone intorno a questa convinzione, come ha fatto Hackforth.® Ma neppure
sembrano accettabili “spiegazioni” (nel senso inglese di explain away) che implicano una petitio
principii, di questo tipo: Platone ha sempre sostenuto la teoria dell'lmmortahta dell’anlma dunque
essa non puo risultare assente nel Simposio, anche se il testo sembra confermarlo.”’

24 Sj vedano in proposito le puntuah analisi di GASTALDI (2003) pp. 109-31.
2 Cfr. in questo senso Eth. nicom. X 8 1178b2-7.
26 R HACKFORTH, Immortality in Plato's 'Symposium', «Classical Review» 64 (1950) pp. 43-45.

2"Mi sembra che di questo tipo sia l'argomentazione in CENTRONE (2009) pp. LIX s.: «La negazione dell'immortalita
personale implicita nelle parole di Diotima a 207¢-208b non puo essere in contrasto con la teoria dell'immortalita dell'anima,
cosmica o individuale, di cui Platone ¢ costantemente strenuo e convinto sostenitore; il mortale di cui si parla ¢ il corpo e
probabilmente il composto di anima e corpo». Un ragionamento simile anche in FIERRO (2001), la cui interpretazione del
Simposio ¢ interamente derivata dal Fedone. Ponendosi da un punto di vista “compatibilista” (per es. tra Fedone e
Simposio), PRICE (1989) si chiede: «The question becomes how best characterize an immortality within mortality whose
achievement is desirable even for souls that are themselves fully immortal»; e conclude: «Plato, regrettably, leaves us to
speculate about an answer» (pp. 33-4). Per un'ampia discussione problematica cfr. SIER (1997) pp. 185-197. Tra
l'interpretazione secondo la quale «l'individualita della persona puo perpetuarsi solo per sostituzione, attraverso la 'creazione'
spirituale», e quella di una immortalita piena, non vicariante, per I'anima del filosofo, Sier proponde con molta cautela per la
seconda, soprattutto sulla base dell'opinabile riferimento indicato da O'Brien a Resp. X 612e-614a. Il saggio di M. O'BRIEN
(1984) costituisce probabilmente il migliore sforzo in senso “compatibilista”, perché non si nasconde le difficolta di
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In realta, anche l'eclissi dell'immortalita dell'anima individuale deve a mio avviso venire
interpretata secondo il criterio prudente e plausibile formulato da Tim Robinson: «II rifiuto manifesto,
da parte di Platone, di ridurre a una sembianza d'ordine artificiale una serie di concezioni dell'anima
che, intrinsecamente, sono probabilmente inconciliabili [...] va compreso come un segno della sua
potenza filosofica [...] Esso puo venire attribuito a una sua ferma decisione di lasciare una pluralita di
opzioni aperte in caso di dubbio, decisione di un uomo che lungo tutta la sua vita, e fino alla fine, ha
scelto di esprimersi sempre, su ogni argomento, nella forma di un dialogo aperto e non in quella di un
trattato dogmatico».

E’ del resto ben noto quanto sia problematica e tormentata in Platone la questione
dell'immortalita dell'anima individuale, in ragione delle stesse esigenze cui essa ¢ chiamata a
rispondere. C'¢ da un lato la necessita di ordine morale di incentivare la condotta giusta in questa vita
mediante un dispositivo di premi e punizioni previsti per I'anima nell'al di 13, che possono risarcire il
giusto per le sue sofferenze mondane e sanzionare l'ingiusto per le sue prevaricazioni, dispositivo
ampiamente descritto nei miti escatologici del Gorgia e del libro X della Repubblica®® C'¢ dall'altro
lato 'esigenza gnoseologica di spiegare la possibilita di conoscenza di enti incorporei come le idee da
parte di un'anima vincolata agli organi di senso: essa pud essere piu facilmente pensata come un
contatto pre-natale fra le idee e un'anima non ancora incorporata, secondo la tesi del Fedone.™

Le due esigenze tuttavia confliggono su un punto decisivo, che resta irrisolto in Platone.*' Una
qualche forma di ricordo dell'esperienza conoscitiva pre-natale deve essere conservato nella vita
corporea, perché su di esso si fonda la via anamnestica per il riconoscimento delle idee anche in
questa vita. Al contrario, l'istanza etica esige la cancellazione di ogni ricordo delle esperienze pre-
natali, come indica il mito di Er, perché altrimenti non si avrebbero piu in questa vita decisioni morali
responsabili, bensi un semplice calcolo di costi e benefici, in base al quale la condotta giusta verrebbe
presumibilmente scelta in vista dei premi decuplicati con cui essa ¢ remunerata nell'al di 13, e
viceversa sarebbe evitata la condotta ingiusta per timore delle analoghe punizioni. La memoria,
necessaria per la conoscenza delle idee, renderebbe dunque impossibile la scelta morale. Una
contraddizione questa che Platone non risolve e neppure tematizza, lasciando che i due tipi di discorso
si svolgano su piani diversi e non comunicanti.

Considerazioni simili si possono svolgere intorno alla questione dell'immortalita dell'anima
nella sua singolare individualita.”” L'esigenza di ordine morale richiede che la vicenda oltreterrena
dell'anima la riguardi nella sua interezza personale (si parlera dunque dell'anima di Achille o di
Socrate): premi e punizioni non possono che riguardare tutta 'anima che porta meriti e colpe della vita
dell'individuo cui ¢ appartenuta. Ma d'altro canto ¢ difficile pensare che le parti dell'anima piu
strettamente legate alla corporeita, come lo thymoeidés e 'epithymetikon — del resto esplicitamente
designate come “mortali” nel Timeo — possano godere della stessa immortalita che spetta all'elemento
divino che ¢ in noi, cio¢ il principio razionale che ¢ tuttavia per sua natura impersonale.

Anche questi problemi non trovano in Platone soluzioni univoche, né vengono esplicitamente
tematizzati.

Se si tiene conto di questo quadro complesso e frastagliato, si pud dunque accettare senza
eccessiva sorpresa che il Simposio non prenda affatto in considerazione I'immortalita dell'anima, e
proponga di pensare una via all'immortalizzazione personale che ne prescinde completamente: questi
va considerato come uno dei molti esperimenti intellettuali di Platone, la cui importanza ¢
eccezionalmente confermata dalla sua attenta rivisitazione da parte di Aristotele.

E’ pero il caso di mettere in rilievo una conseguenza importante di questo esperimento, alla
quale non sempre si ¢ dedicata una sufficiente attenzione: si tratta della rinuncia alla funzione

interpolare nel Simposio una dottrina dell'immortalita dell'anima senza sovrapporvi altri dialoghi come il Fedone (p. 186),
benché egli stesso ricorra poi ripetutamente al libro X della Repubblica. O'Brien scrive che la topica dell'immortalita ¢
evitata, piuttosto che asserita o negata, nel discorso di Diotima (p. 192), ma vede nella sua frase finale un riferimento alla
«immortalita letterale del filosofo in comunione con la Bellezza assolutay» (p. 196-7, 197 n. 34). Tuttavia O'Brien si rende
conto di due anomalie di questa interpretazione: che I'immortalita ¢ una prospettiva, un “achievement”, concessi solo al
filosofo, la cui anima non ¢ immortale per natura ma puo diventarlo; ed & presentata come un dono divino al filosofo, non
come un attributo necessario dell'anima (pp. 199-201). O'Brien spiega queste anomalie come I'effetto della strategia retorica
(psicagogica) di Diotima, ma di fatto esse sembrano caratterizzare l'intero assetto teorico del discorso sull'immortalita, che
per questo probabilmente avrebbe attratto l'interesse di Aristotele. Credo comunque di aver dimostrato (VEGETTI 2007B) che
il libro X della Repubblica, o le parti di cui € composto, non possa essere considerato come “l'ultima parola” della filosofia
leatonica su questo e altri temi.

TH. M. ROBINSON (1997) p. 26.
% Cfr. in proposito CENTRONE (2007) pp. 36 s.
3% Cfr. in questo senso FERRARI (2007) pp. 80-83.

Per una discussione piu ampia in proposito rinvio a VEGETTI (2003) pp. 119-31.
3211 problema ¢ discusso in CENTRONE (2007) pp. 35-50, ¢ in MIGLIORI (2007) pp. 273-75.
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gnoseologica (oltre che a quella morale) attribuita all'immortalita dell'anima.

4. Fare a meno dell'immortalita dell'anima significa nel Simposio rinunciare alla reminiscenza
(anamnesis) come modalita d1 recupero di una conoscenza del mondo eidetico ottenuta dall'anima
nella sua vita extracorporea * L'accesso all'idea del bello in questo dialogo avviene grazie a un
percorso di sublimazione della pulsione erotica che non richiede affatto la separazione dell'anima dal
corpo, anzi ha nel corpo — come soggetto e oggetto del desiderio di bellezza — il suo imprescindibile
punto di partenza, e l'indispensabile riserva di energie psichiche da investire nella conversione verso
l'idea. Non c'¢ dubbio, dunque, che secondo il Simposio una conoscenza delle idee (che qui sembra di
tipo prevalentemente intuitivo) € possibile anche senza il ricorso all'immortalita dell'anima e alla
relativa reminiscenza.

E’ indubbiamente vero che in molti dialoghi — dal Fedone®™ al Menone,” per certi aspetti al
Fedro — la compiuta visione del mondo eidetico ¢ fatta dipendere da un'esperienza cognitiva possibile
solo per l'anima disincarnata, che ne conserva una qualche memoria anche dopo la reincarnazione.

E' altrettanto vero, pero, che in altri dialoghi non meno importanti, oltre che nello stesso Simposio, la
conoscenza delle idee risulta possibile anche senza reminiscenza.

Nel Parmenide, il giovane Socrate sembra impiegare con una certa disinvoltura il metodo —
che Aristotele avrebbe chiamato ekthesis — consistente nell'isolare un tratto predicativo comune a piu
realta empiriche facendone un'entita noetica “separata” e invariante, insomma un'idea. Un metodo di
trattazione delle idee, naturalmente, che non ha nulla a che fare con I'immortalita e con la
reminiscenza.

Ma cio che piu conta ¢ 'assenza della reminiscenza nella Repubblica, che pure offre nel libro
VII il piu elaborato programma di accesso al mondo eidetico che Platone abbia mai formulato. E' ben
poco plausibile il tentativo di ridurre la portata di questa assenza riconducendola a ragioni
«essenzialmente letterarle e drammatiche», perché stonerebbe con la prospettiva unificante della
visione del bene.*® Al contrario, la conoscenza delle idee, e al di la di esse dell'idea del buono, &
preparata — a partire dai paradossi dell'esperienza sensibile — dai ?rocess1 astrattivo-idealizzanti delle
matematiche, poi dal lavoro critico-costruttivo della dialettica.”” Anche qui, e forse qui piu che
altrove, Platone non sembra avvertire alcuna necessita di ricorrere all'ipotesi di una conoscenza pre-
natale delle idee e della sua reminiscenza in questa vita.

Il Simposio non ¢ dunque l'unico testimone del fatto che Platone abbia esplorato soluzioni
gnoseologiche diverse per l'accesso al mondo eidetico.*® Ci sono alternative alla rammemorazione
anamnestica, e, nel loro ambito, ci sono modalita differenziate di approccio alla conoscenza delle idee
(nel Simposio 'accento ¢ posto sull'immediatezza della visione, nella Repubblica sul lavoro dialettico,
nel Parmenide sulla ekthesis dell'unita dal molteplice). Le differenze fra queste prospettive non
consentono di essere spiegate mediante ipotesi evolutive, e possono probabilmente venire considerate
non incompatibili nel quadro del pensiero platonico. Non ¢ perd accettabile scegliere una di queste
prospettive come dominante o “strutturale”, facendone un letto di Procuste in cui annullare la
ricchezza di esperimenti teorici presenti nei dialoghi. In essi Platone ha mostrato come fosse possibile
mantenere un nitido profilo di pensiero, invariante nel suo assetto di fondo, sviluppando al tempo
stesso in direzioni diverse le sue potenzialitd di ricerca. Almeno in un caso — l'immortalizzazione
personale senza immortalita dell'anima — questi sviluppi avrebbero incontrato il consenso da parte di
Aristotele, che era interessato a mantenere il privilegio straordinario della forma di vita filosofica, la
sua capacita di athanatizein, senza per questo modificare la sua dottrina dell'anima come forma del
corpo e da esso inseparabile (De anima Il 1 412b5, 413a2 ss.).

311 punto ¢& stato sottolineato da DI BENEDETTO (1985) p. 40. L'assenza nel Simposio dell' Anamnesis-Modell & sottolineata
anche da SIER (1997) pp. 147sg., 190.
3 Secondo la nota tesi di EBERT (1994) in questo dialogo la reminiscenza apparterebbe piti alla dottrina pitagorica che a
quella platonica. In senso opposto va la discussione di TRABATTONI (2011) pp. XXXIV-XLVIII, con ampi riferimenti alla
bibliografia recente.
3% Ma sulle differenze fra questi due dialoghi cfr. le interessanti osservazioni di LAFFRANCE (2007).
B! la tesi di KAHN (2005) p. 100. Anche questo autore sembra incorrere in una sorta di petitio principii, quando riconosce
una “struttura profonda” del pensiero di Platone in «cio che ¢ comune a Simposio, Fedone e alla Repubblica» (p. 98),
attribuendo poi le varianti di questa struttura a ragioni letterarie. Ma perché allora la reminiscenza, assente in Simposio e
Repubblica, non dovrebbe essere attribuita a “ragioni letterarie” nel Fedone, anziché ipotizzare che essa sia “strutturale”
sulla base del solo Fedone?
37 Sul ruolo delle matematiche nella Repubblica cfr. CATTANEI (2003).

Nella stessa Repubblica del resto ¢ presente — seppure in secondo piano — il tema della sublimazione della pulsione erotica
come impulso verso la conversione teorica (cfr. VI 485d6-¢1, 490a8-b8).
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Wichtige Manuskripte als Meilensteine
in der Textgeschichte von Platons Symposion

Christian Brockmann

ABSTRACT

In diesem Vortrag wird die Textgeschichte von Platons Symposion von der Spatantike und dem
Ersten Byzantinischen Humanismus bis zur Renaissance und der Frithen Neuzeit zundchst
iiberblicksartig  dargestellt. Dabei werden einige grundlegende wissenschaftlich-kulturelle
Bedingungen, die fiir die Uberlieferung der griechischen Literatur insgesamt von Bedeutung sind,
kurz erldutert, ndmlich das Verdriangen der Papyrus-Rolle durch das Manuskript in Kodex-Form
sowie der umfassende Prozess der Bearbeitung und Revision der antiken Texte im Zuge des
Metacharakterismos, also der Herstellung neuer, aktualisierter Manuskripte mit Hilfe des neuartigen
graphischen Systems der Minuskelschrift (9.-10 Jahrhundert).

Anschliefend werden einige der wichtigsten Manuskripte exemplarisch vorgestellt und genauer
betrachtet. Es wird nach ihrer Entstehung und ihrer Rolle fiir die Uberlieferung gefragt. Dabei liegt
ein besonderes Augenmerk auf der gelehrten Arbeit, die die Manuskripte geformt hat und die sich in
ihnen manifestiert. Selbstverstidndlich finden die beiden &ltesten Kodizes besondere Wiirdigung,
ndmlich Ms. E. D. Clarke 39 aus der Bodleian Library und Marc. 4,1 aus Venedig (Kodizes B und T).
Neue Uberlegungen und Hypothesen zu ihrer Entstehung und ihren Vorlagen werden erdrtert, wobei
auch auf die Beziehung von T zu dem iltesten erhaltenen Platon-Manuskript, Kodex A (Parisinus
graecus 1807) eingegangen wird.

Der Vorgang des Abschreibens und Herstellens neuer Manuskripte ging meistens mit einer
Bearbeitung der Textform, die man in der Vorlage oder auch in mehreren Vorlagen fand, einher.
Denn es haben bedeutende byzantinische Gelehrte an der Uberlieferung der Platonischen Werke als
Schreiber, Bearbeiter und Auftraggeber mitgewirkt. lhre philologische Leistung ldsst sich in den
erhaltenen Manuskripten genau studieren. Manche ihrer Textdnderungen oder Konjekturen haben sich
bis heute durchgesetzt oder werden als bedenkenswerte Varianten zitiert. Allerdings bleiben die
Urheber dieser Lesarten meistens ungenannt, da die Varianten in den kritischen Apparaten nur der
Handschrift zugewiesen werden, in der man ihren Ursprung vermutet. Um diesem Mangel abzuhelfen,
sollen die Arbeiten byzantinischer Gelehrter wie Georgios Pachymeres (Parisinus graecus 1810) und
Maximos Planudes (Vindobonensis phil. 21) am Text des Symposions genauer diskutiert werden. Die
Manuskripte wurden durch die Arbeit der Gelehrten zum Teil erheblich verbessert. Es ist erkennbar,
dass sie stets bemiiht waren, andere Manuskripte mit besserem Text zu finden und dass es teilweise
auch Austausch und Zirkulation von Varianten gegeben hat.

In der wissenschaftlichen Kreativitdt, dem Engagement und den Fihigkeiten der Schreiber und
Bearbeiter und der gemeinschaftlichen Arbeit intellektueller Kreise an den Kodizes werden
wesentliche Kennzeichen der griechisch-byzantinischen Manuskriptkultur sichtbar. Ob es den
Gelehrten zuweilen sogar gelungen ist, Fehler der Uberlieferung zu heilen, werden wir diskutieren
miissen. Dabei ist auch das umfangreiche Papyrusfragment (um 200 n. Chr.) zum Vergleich
heranzuziehen. Ein Hohepunkt in der Arbeit am Platontext wird in der Renaissance mit Kardinal
Bessarion und Marsilio Ficino erreicht. Die griechischen Manuskripte, die sie benutzt und bearbeitet
haben, werden zum Abschluss behandelt. Es ist spannend zu sehen, dass es auch hier Verbindungen
gegeben hat.
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A Rejected Version of the Symposium

Menahem Luz

ABSTRACT

Phoenix son of Philip is said to have passed on a version of the Agathon's symposium described by
Apollodorus as unclear and in the end passed over in favour of that described in the main body of
Plato's Symposium (172b, 173b). Although many assume that Plato was the inventor of the
symposium genre, but Apollodorus' remarks are a prima facie admission that an earlier version of the
account existed only to be here dismissed. More recently a number of scholars (e.g., Holgar Thesleff
(1978)), for considering Plato's account of Agathon's Symposium to have been written after
Xenophon's account of Callias' Symposium that Plato rejected in his account of Apollodorus' opening.
Since Xenophon's composition has been long shown to reflect salient linguistic, stylistic and
philosophical passages in that of Plato, it was then suggested that Xenophon partially rewrote his
material (esp. cap. viii) as a reply (Gabriel Danzig (2005)). Although it is possible that Xenophon
rewrote his composition, my own contention is that we need not presuppose his chronological
priority. When we recall the structure of Plato's work we see that it opens a basically two level
structure suggesting, as I hope to show, the seams of rewriting. The main section of the Symposium is
in oratio obliqua as many previous dialogues while the opening introduction of Apollodorus is in
oratio_directa. Although a handful of dialogues show this technique, the one easiest recalled is the
Theaetetus_itself known to have been rewritten by Plato after its initial composition. We need only
assume that Plato initially composed the Symposium_without Apollodorus' introduction or with
another one. Shortly afterward, Xenophon produced his account of Callias' Symposium riffled from
Antisthenes, Aeschines and Plato himself. Finally Plato reworked the opening of the Symposium as
he was said to have done with other dialogues all of his life, but in this case included a rejection of
Xenophon's account. Other scholars have given reasons for seeing Phoenix son Philip — the author of
the version rejected by Apollodorus — as representing Xenophon's account, but none are convincing.
My own suggestion is that Phoenix' father, Philip - both elsewhere unknown in Plato — is to be
identified with Philip the comedian in Xenophon's Symposium who appears uninvited at Callias'
house along with his child. This unnamed child should be identified with Phoenix. Although it has
been suggested that Xenophon's rewrote cap. viii of his compostion as a reply to Phaedrus' speech in
Plato's work, we find in Xenophon a much deeper misconstruction of Socratic eros emerging from his
piecemeal choice of sources on this issue (Aeschines, Antisthenes and of course Plato).



Narrazioni e narratori nel Simposio di Platone

Lidia Palumbo

Nella prima riga del dialogo Apollodoro afferma di non essere colto alla sprovvista (duerétntoc) dalla
richiesta di racconto che gli ¢ stata posta. Al contrario, egli ha avuto cura di prepararsi, perché nei
giorni precedenti gli € stata rivolta una richiesta di narrazione simile a quella che gli viene rivolta
nell’occasione presente. Egli dice di essersi dedicato all’allestimento del racconto e racconta di tale
allestimento tornando con la narrazione indietro nel tempo.

E cosi, allora, e cio¢ con la creazione di tessere di temporalita diverse disposte su piani di
distanza crescente dal presente che, a partire dal dialogo tra Apollodoro e i suoi anonimi
interlocutori', e cio¢ dalla prima scena del testo, si costruisce quella profondita prospettica che sara
destinata ad ospitare la desiderata narrazione. Vi ¢ un primo piano, dunque, che ¢ quello del tempo
rappresentato sulla scena: il presente spaziale e temporale dell’incontro di Apollodoro con i suoi
anonimi interlocutori.

Vi ¢ poi un secondo piano, corrispondente ad un secondo tempo, precedente rispetto al primo
di circa due giorni, — ieri I’altro (rponv, 172a2) dice Apollodoro — che ¢ il tempo dell’incontro del
narratore con uno gnorimos, un conoscentez, che ha formulato, dal suo tempo di secondo piano, una
richiesta dello stesso racconto. Viene cosi disegnata, secondo un percorso a ritroso, la traccia ripetuta
di un’aspettativa, di un desiderio di ascolto, che conduce il lettore in un movimento all’indietro, verso
un tempo passato, che da senso e direzione alla narrazione.

Tutto nel testo concorre a creare questa direzione prospettica rivolta al passato: le relazioni
spaziali tra cid che ¢ in primo piano e cio che ¢ in secondo piano, tra cid che ¢ davanti e cio che ¢
dietro, tra cio0 che € in basso e c¢i0 che ¢€ in alto, ci0 che € vicino e ci0 che € lontano alludono, secondo
I’analogia tra forma e contenuto che caratterizza la scrittura platonica, alla relazione temporale tra cid
che viene prima, ed ¢ meno importante, e cid che viene dopo, ed ¢ piu importante, ed ¢ meta del
percorso, fine del racconto, riposo del viaggio.

Apollodoro comincia a narrare nella prima riga del dialogo di un percorso in salita, €i¢ dotv
(17202), verso la citta. Di un conoscente che lo ravvisa dall’indietro, dmioBev, che lo chiama da
lontano, wéppwdev (172a3), che gli chiede di aspettarlo. E allora Apollodoro si ferma e il racconto &
alla sua prima precoce pausa, indicativa del ritmo lento della narrazione. La pausa ¢ finalizzata ad
introdurre la prima richiesta di racconto del simposio che venga menzionata nel testo. Il conoscente
sta infatti cercando Apollodoro perché vuole interrogarlo sull’incontro tra Agatone, Socrate, Alcibiade
e gli altri presenti al banchetto. Cio che il conoscente Vuole sapere ¢ quall furono, tivec noav, (172b3)
gli erotikoi logoi che in quella c1rc0stanza si tennero’. Un altro ha gia a lui raccontato e costui aveva
a sua volta ascoltato il racconto da Fenice”.

E stato Fenice a riferire che anche Apollodoro conosce il racconto (“ha detto che anche tu
sai”: &pn 8¢ kol of €idévar, 172b4). Ma & Glaucone a consacrare Apollodoro come narratore
giustissimo (Sikardtatoc, 172b5): ¢ giusto che sia tu a riferire — egli dice — i discorsi del tuo amico.
Fenice infatti non aveva o0d&v eiye capeg Aéyewv, 172b4-5, niente di chiaro da dire.

Nel Simposio ¢ possibile individuare una riflessione sulla natura del racconto e del linguaggio
diegetico. Tale riflessione ¢ a tratti implicita e a tratti esplicita, e la dialettica di questa alternanza non
¢ estranea alla tematizzazione in questione. Di un racconto — emerge dal testo — la cosa pit importante
¢ il narratore. Nel Simposio si configurano diverse tipologie di narratori. Nella prima pagina ne
distinguiamo gia due: Apollodoro e Fenice. Di Apollodoro si dice che ¢ giustissimo che sia lui a
raccontare di Socrate e degli erotikoi logoi che Socrate tenne (e suscitd e raccontd e ascoltd e
confutd) in un’occasione lontana dai tempi in cui tale narrazione avviene. Apollodoro ¢ buon

! La cui identita apparira chiara solo alla pagina seguente: si tratta di affaristi, gente dedita alla cura della ricchezza (173c),
cui Apollodoro riserva il trattamento critico che i socratici amavano marcare in tali circostanze. La differenza tra filosofi e
non filosofi ¢ posta cosi fin dal principio, attraverso la nozione di cura, melete (la cui negazione ¢ negata, nella prima riga
del testo, con il termine duelétntog): Apollodoro trascorre — lo dira tra poco — il tempo con Socrate, € ¢io di cui ha cura ha a
che vedere con i logoi: egli si prepara a raccontare di lui e dei suoi discorsi. Costoro, invece, trascorrono il tempo
dissipandolo, dediti alle monete e non alle parole, letteralmente sono philochrematoi e non philosophoi (cfr. Phaed. 68c,
Symp 1730) Cito dall’edizione oxoniense di Burnet 1976 (I ed. 1901).

Che poi si rivela essere Glaucone, forse il fratello di Platone.

311 racconto si configura come oggetto di desiderio. Il narratore ¢ inseguito, ¢ oggetto di ricerca, ¢ il suo racconto ¢ I’oggetto
cercato.
*11 nome di Fenice, che & 6 Sinyodpevog, il narratore (172cl), significa “abitante della Fenicia”, luogo della palma e della
porpora, luogo di provenienza della scrittura.
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narratore di tali discorsi perché ¢ amico di Socrate (172b7). Quando qualcuno ¢ hetairos di qualcun
altro, ¢ giusto che si dedichi lui stesso e non altri al dialegesthai dell’ hetairos. Si tratta di una
riflessione importante. L’amante puo narrare dell’amato meglio di chiunque altro, ed ¢ sempre ad un
amante, nel Fedone come nel Simposio, che Platone ha affidato il compito delicato della narrazione di
Socrate. In 172¢6-7 si dice che Apollodoro passa il suo tempo con Socrate, che si prende cura ogni
giorno di sapere quel che dice e quel che fa. Questa notazione assumera tutta la sua importanza al
comparire della terza e piu importante figura di narratore, e cio¢ Aristodemo, innamorato di Socrate e
presente ai fatti narrati. Di Aristodemo e Apollodoro, narratori giusti, in un certo senso, come
vedremo, 1mmag1n1 I’uno dell’altro e dell’ oggetto del loro racconto il Simposio presenta nella figura
di Fenice 'immagine negativa di narratore pr1V0 di chiarezza’. La mancanza di sapheneia del racconto
di Fenice riguarda essenzialmente il tempo in cui avvennero i fatti. Glaucone che ha ascoltato Fenice
crede infatti che il simposio di cui desidera sapere si sia tenuto cosi recentemente che Apollodoro
avrebbe potuto parteciparvi.

La determinazione corretta del tempo in cui va collocato un evento ¢ molto importante. Ogni
tempo ¢ qualitativamente determinato. Dalle parole di Apollodoro (173a) apprendiamo che vi puo
essere un tempo per errare ed uno per filosofare, che il tempo giusto ¢ quello in cui si da alla propria
esistenza una direzione, ed allora il prima e il poi sono scanditi da una cesura a partire dalla quale la
vita assume senso. Nel testo il ritmo del tempo ¢ scandito dal racconto ed ¢ il ritmo della
determinazione del senso. Il percorso a ritroso in direzione dell’evento passato di cui si desidera il
racconto ¢ segnato, nel testo, prima da un’annotazione di Apollodoro che, dopo le prime due citate
sopra, traccia i contorni di una terza temporalita: quella che stabilisce una distanza tra il tempo
presente, cominciato tre anni prima, da quando egli vive insieme a Socrate (Zokpdtel cvvdloTpifo,
172¢5), e il tempo passato, in cui, piu sventurato di chiunque altro, vagante per ogni dove, egli era
teso a far qualunque cosa tranne che ﬁlosofare Ma ¢ solo con Glaucone, cui ¢ affidato il complto di
enunciare, con cid stesso dlsegnandola dimmi invece quando avvenne ’incontro (ndte &yéveto M
ovvovoio avtn, 173a4-5) che poi appare la scena del tempo di cui si desidera il racconto, la
temporalita veramente degna di essere narrata, quella collocata alla piu grande distanza dal presente
scenico, tessera di quarto piano: il tempo del simposio che da il nome al testo. Essa ha avuto bisogno
di una introduzione, di una preparazione, che fosse in grado di allestire quella scena del dialogo in cui
abitano gh eventi passati destinati a restare nella memoria, che ¢ strutturata come una scena
dell’anima’, il cui allestimento, la cui preparazione, letteralmente teatrale, ¢ tanto piti accurata quanto
piu degni d1 essere ricordati sono gli eventi narrati.

Ed allora Apollodoro racconta, e la formula di introduzione del racconto ¢ quella che subito si colora
di nostalgia:

Eravamo ancora ragazzi (noidov Oviov nudv £t) quando Agatone vinse con la sua
prima tragedia, fu all’indomani del giorno in cui egli e i coreuti offrirono il sacrificio per
la vittoria (173a5).

La distanza temporale disegnata da Apollodoro ¢ scandita anche dal suo interlocutore come sempre
nei dialoghi quando una cosa deve essere sottolineata:

Allora, - disse — a quanto pare ¢ passato molto tempo davvero. Ma chi ti ha raccontato la
cosa? Forse Socrate stesso? (173a7-8).

Apollodoro non ha ricevuto il racconto da Socrate stesso (autos Sokrates 173a8) e non narra fatti che
abbia visto egli stesso, ma puo narrarli bene, perché gli sono stati narrati da Aristodemo, che ¢ a sua
volta buon narratore: Aristodemo ¢ infatti innamorato di Socrate (173b4). Perché un racconto sia
giustamente raccontato, stando al testo del Simposio, devono essere giusti sia il narratore sia

5 Fenice incarna nel testo del Simposio una tipologia di narratore diversa sia da quella cui appartiene Apollodoro, sia da
quella cui appartiene Aristodemo: assente ai fatti di cui si narra, li ha appresi da Aristodemo e li ha a sua volta riferiti, ma il
suo racconto non racconta niente (00d&v dinyeicOat, 172b8).

8 “Non prenderti gioco di me”, dice Glaucone ad Apollodoro in 173 a4-5, “e dimmi invece quando avvenne I’incontro”
ndte éyéveto N cuvovsia avn, 173a4-5).

Ho presentato un’interpretazione del dialogo platonico come testo teatrale in cui prende corpo un’idea di anima intesa
come scena, scena psichica, luogo di figure e di parole, testo mimetico e diegetico, dialogico per essenza, nei due seguenti
saggi: «Scenografie verbali di quinto secolo. Appunti sulla natura visiva del linguaggio tragico», apparso in V secolo. Studi
di filosofia antica in onore di L. Rossetti, a cura di S. Giombini e F. Marcacci, Perugia 2010, pp. 689-699 e Pensare I'anima
nello spazio iconico dei dialoghi di Platone, apparso in “Chora. Revue d’études anciennes et médiévales” 9-10 (2011-2012),
pp. 13-31.
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I’ascoltatore. Giusti parrebbe significare, in questo caso, affetti dall’affezione di cui il racconto dice:
Ieros socratico®, in tutti i sensi di questa espressione.

Aristodemo ¢ narratore diverso da Apollodoro perché era presente ai fatti che narra. Egli ha
narrato non solo ad Apollodoro, ma anche a Fenice (173b1-2). A differenziare Apollodoro da Fenice,
entrambi ascoltatori di Aristodemo, ed entrambi a loro volta narratori del racconto di Aristodemo,
stanno le seguenti determinazioni: non si conoscono i sentimenti di Fenice per Socrate e Fenice non
ha avuto cura di determinare il tempo in cui sono avvenuti i fatti narrati (172b8-c2). Apollodoro non
soltanto ha cura di determinare il tempo in cui sono avvenuti i fatti che narra (172¢c-173a), ma, nel
prepararsi al racconto, non si € limitato ad ascoltare Aristodemo e ricordare quanto lui gli ha narrato,
ma ha anche interrogato Socrate su alcune delle cose ascoltate, ed ha ottenuto da questi conferma
(173b5-6)°. Ed ¢ come se la conferma di Socrate si fosse incastonata nel racconto di Apollodoro
impreziosendolo e donandogli chiarezza e verita.

Nel cominciare il suo racconto a Glaucone, il suo racconto dei fatti appresi da Aristodemo,
Apollodoro presenta innanzitutto la figura di Aristodemo narratore, sul quale parrebbe aver assunto
delle informazioni:

Un certo Aristodemo, del demo Cidateneo, un piccolo uomo sempre scalzo. Aveva
assistito all’incontro, poiché, a quanto mi risulta, era tra i piu innamorati di Socrate, a
quel tempo (Eokpdtovg £pactng OV &v 1olg pdiioto @V t01e, 173b1-4),

Da questa presentazione di Aristodemo apprendiamo che egli, innamorato di Socrate, in un qualche
modo gli somigliava, lo imitava'’, almeno nell’abitudine di andare scalzo, e questa notazione serve a
creare nel lettore ’impressione che I’erastes, I’amante, sia buon narratore dei fatti dell’amato, e a
mostrare come egli stesso, rappresentando il suo racconto, diventi in un certo modo il ritratto di cio
che viene raccontato''. Apollodoro, a sua volta, ¢, per cosi dire, pur in un’altra temporalita,
I’immagine di Aristodemo: tra i piu innamorati di Socrate, nel suo tempo; ¢ un’immagine solo un po’
sbiadita, come 1’ hetairos lo ¢ dell’ erastes; ed infatti Aristodemo, presente al banchetto di cui narra, ¢
di esso testimone oculare, mentre Apollodoro, assente al banchetto di cui narra, guarda ad esso come
ad un’immagine in assenza, in un’altra temporalitd, un’immagine un po’ sbiadita, ma della quale ¢
anche egli, in qualche modo, un buon narratore, un buon ritratto, essendo di Socrate hetairos ¢ “da tre
anni preoccupato di sapere ogni giorno cid che dice e cio che fa” (172c).

Glaucone non ha dubbi sulla accuratezza del racconto di Apollodoro, ed insiste per ascoltarlo.
Nel porsi nella condizione di ascoltatore, egli associa il racconto ad un percorso:

La strada che conduce alla citta'? & proprio adatta, per chi cammina, a parlare e ad
ascoltare.

Qui scompare dalla scena Glaucone, buon ascoltatore, abitatore della temporalitd di secondo piano,
appena piu arretrata rispetto al presente scenico, e il posto di ascoltatore viene occupato, per tutta la
durata del dialogo, dal gruppo anonimo di affaristi che stanno interrogando Apollodoro sul banchetto
che si tenne nel passato a casa di Agatone. Come Glaucone, del quale sono indegni sostituti nel ruolo

8 Amanti sono i narratori, amato ¢ desiderato & il racconto da chi lo richiede, erotico ¢ ’argomento di cui il racconto &
racconto: “dimmi degli erotikoi logoi che si tennero”, ¢ questo il modo in cui la richiesta di racconto, come abbiamo visto, &
formulata.

% Analoga interrogazione di Socrate da parte di un narratore che cerca chiarimenti e conferme su fatti da narrare in Theaet.
142d-143a.

% In Phaed. 74d10 compare un elemento importante della semantica della mimesis: il «desiderio di essere simile a», di
essere «quale ¢ un altro». In Resp. VI 500c6-7 si dice che questo desiderio, che ¢ quello che prova I’inferiore verso il
superiore, ¢ un desiderio che non & possibile non provare nei confronti di cid che si ammira. E nel Fedro poi I’idea che
I’amato vede nell’amante come in uno specchio (255d6).

"' Nei dialoghi di Platone la relazione delle caratteristiche dei personaggi con la tesi che essi assumono o difendono, ossia
una sorta di concretizzazione delle teorie o dei racconti enunciati e rappresentati dai personaggi, sono procedimenti che
ricordano la scrittura di Aristofane. Va nella stessa direzione la relazione dei nomi dei personaggi con le loro qualita e le loro
teorie, la esposizione delle dottrine nelle loro versioni piu estreme, quasi caricaturali, ed ancora lo stretto legame che ¢
possibile individuare tra le tematiche abbordate e la maniera di abbordarle. Sull’argomento cfr. Luisa Buarque, As armas
comicas. Os interlocutores de Platio no Cratilo, Rio de Janeiro, Hexis, 2011; Rossella Saetta-Cottone, Aristofane e la
Poetica dell’ingiuria, Roma, Carocci, 2005.

1211 percorso ¢& in salita (eis asty, 173b7), ma non nel senso che sia faticoso, piuttosto esso ¢ un cammino verso I’alto, verso
cio che conta, verso cio che ¢ degno di essere ascoltato. L’asty ¢ alto in contrapposizione al Pireo anche in Resp. 327.
Sull’argomento cfr. E. Nuzzo, Tra acropoli e agora. Luoghi e figure della citta in Platone e Aristotele, Roma, Edizioni di
Storia e Letteratura, 2011.
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di ascoltatori'® in un’altra temporalita, costoro pregano Apollodoro di raccontare gli erotikoi logoi',
e, situati come sono alla massima distanza dal tempo narrato, essi, con la loro stessa diversita dal
narratore e dalle sue occupazioni, sottolineano, per differentiam, I’importanza di una vita kata
philosophian.

Nel cominciare a raccontare, Apollodoro ha prima, per cosi dire, una falsa partenza:

Ebbene furono pressappoco i seguenti, quei discorsi...(173¢e7).

Poi, correggendo il tiro, si appresta a cominciare a raccontare secondo il modo corretto di raccontare,
che ¢ quello che comincia €€ apyfic:

Ma ¢ meglio che, cominciando da principio, come aveva raccontato Aristodemo, cosi
cerchi anch’io di raccontarli a voi (173e7-174a2).

Apollodoro narratore assume dunque esplicitamente Aristodemo a modello di narrazione: egli
raccontera hos ekeinos diegeito, “come lui raccontd”; ma soprattutto il suo discorso, il suo racconto di
discorsi, seguira il modello che ogm dlscorso deve seguire, e cio¢ comincera dall’inizio e giungera
fino alla fine, come si dice nel Fedro'”, e come si constata in altri dialoghi e nel Simposio stesso, ove
accade che la narrazione giunge fino alla fine della serata di cui si narrano i discorsi: specchio del suo
oggetto, 11 racconto non deve disordinarne le parti né deformarlo. Non solo. Specchio filosofico e non
sofistico'® del suo oggetto, il racconto platonlco di discorsi non soltanto deve narrare i suoi oggetti
senza deformarli, ma deve anche rendere ragione di cid che dice, deve esplicitare le sue fonti, deve
raccontare, cominciando ancor prima dell’inizio, da una sorta di introduzione al racconto, qual ¢
quella che troviamo nel Protagora, ove all’anonimo amico che incontra Socrate di ritorno dalla casa di
Callia e gli chiede di raccontare la cuvovsia che questi ha appena avuto con il sofista, il filosofo
racconta ci0 che € avvenuto prima della conversazione con Protagora, cio¢ fa precedere l’esposizione
della conversazione da una sorta di introduzione che conduce gli ascoltatori ad una specie di ascolto
consapevole, critico, mimetico'’. Troviamo una simile introduzione all’ascolto anche nel Simposio
stesso, come abbiamo visto, ove vengono da Apollodoro narrati tanti dettagli prima ancora che si
cominci a parlare del banchetto avvenuto a casa di Agatone; e tra questi dettagli, che sono esterni
all’oggetto della narrazione, occupano un posto importante la presentazione degli ascoltatori del
racconto, che sono per cosi dire i destinatari della narrazione, I’esplicitazione del loro desiderio di
ascolto, delle motivazioni e delle condizioni che sono alla base di questo desiderio'®; e tutto cid per

condurre chi ascolta, ed anche in ultima analisi noi stessi lettori del dialogo, per cosi dire all’interno
del testo, a condividere il desiderio di discorsi kata philosophian.

Seguendo la narrazione di Aristodemo, Apollodoro non racconta dunque direttamente i
discorsi che si tennero a casa di Agatone, ma comincia da quello che considera 1’inizio dell’evento da
raccontare, dall’incontro che avvenne tra Aristodemo e Socrate diretto al banchetto. I personaggi nel
racconto di Apollodoro parlano dell’invito, dei festegglamentl per la vittoria di Agatone occasione del
banchetto, e di molte altre cose ancora, e poi, a marcare, come nel Protagora', ma ancora piu

'3 Indegni perché dediti agli affari invece che alla filosofia come ha modo di sottolineare Apollodoro in 173¢: “Cosi dunque,
camminando, assieme parlammo di queste cose, ¢ di conseguenza, come appunto dissi da principio, non mi trovo
impreparato. Se poi occorre fare anche a voi questo racconto, ebbene facciamolo. D’altronde per parte mia, quando tengo io
stesso, o ascolto da altri, discorsi di filosofia, provo una mirabile gioia, [cfr. Phaed. 58d, ove Fedone dice ad Echecrate:
“Proverod a raccontare. E poi, ricordarmi di Socrate, o che ne parli io o che ne oda parlare da altri, ¢ sempre per me la piu
dolce cosa fra tutte], senza considerare che credo di trarne giovamento. Di fronte ad altri discorsi invece, soprattutto i vostri,
dei ricchi e degli uomini d’affari, io mi irrito, e vi compiango, miei compagni, perché credete di far qualcosa, mentre non
fate nulla. Dal canto vostro, forse ritenete che io sia un povero diavolo, e credo che la vostra credenza sia vera; ma io, per
quanto vi riguarda, non ¢ che lo creda, bensi lo so con certezza” (173b9 d3, trad. di G. Colli).

‘La preghlera degh anonimi affinché Apollodoro racconti ¢ ripetuta in 173e5-6, ed ¢ ancora una volta deSIderlo di ascolto
di logor: “cio su cui ti abbiamo pregato non rifiutarlo e racconta quali furono i dlSCOI‘Sl (duynoat tiveg noav ot Adyou).
15 Cfr. Phaedr. 264c: “Ogni discorso deve essere costruito come una creatura vivente (hosper zoon); deve avere un suo corpo
che non manchi né di testa, né di piedi, ma abbia le sue parti di mezzo e i suoi estremi, composti cosi da essere in armonia
fra loro e con I’intero”.
11 riferimento & al libro decimo della Repubblica (596d sgg.) ove si mostra come i discorsi sofistici sono specchi
deformanti dei loro oggetti. Sull’argomento cfr. L. Palumbo, Mimesis. Rappresentazione, teatro e mondo nei dialoghi di
P]atone e nella Poetica di Aristotele, Napoli, Loffredo 2008, pp. 50-63.

7 Sull’argomento cfr. L. Palumbo, Socrate, Ippocrate e 1] vestibolo dell’anima, in Il Protagora di Platone: struttura e
Frob]emanche a cura di G. Casertano, Napoli 2004, pp. 87-103.

Ed avranno un loro ruolo i luogh1 della narrazione, i colori delle cose, ’ordine degli interventi, specialmente quando
qguesto ¢ invertito, ¢ sbagliato, € prima pronunciato e poi corretto e cosi via.

Cfr. Prot. 314¢3-7: “Quando fummo davanti alla porta d’ingresso, ci fermammo a discutere di un qualche argomento che
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marcatamente che allora, un indugio in funzione introduttiva sulla soglia del luogo dei discorsi, si
colloca nel testo del Simposio l’episodio della sosta di Socrate nel vestibolo della casa di Agatone.
L’intero racconto di Apollodoro, che ¢, come sapplamo il racconto di un racconto, ha per questo la
forma della oratio obliqua e la sua costruzione ¢ quella di una lunghlss1ma infinitiva®. Ogni racconto
¢ un’immagine, e quella di Apollodoro ¢ ’immagine di un’immagine, in cui sono rlﬂessi anche i due
narratori: I’uno (Apollodoro) immagine dell’altro (Aristodemo), ognuno a rappresentare nel proprio
tempo I’immagine dell’amato, che ¢ anche I’ oggetto del racconto, perché il racconto ¢ una forma di
cura, e raccontare di qualcuno ¢ prendersi cura di lui*'.

Quando, allora, appena cominciato il racconto, Apollodoro narratore cita Omero, e dice che il
poeta plasma (cfr. 174b7 nomoag, ¢3 énoincsv) le figure del suo racconto, dando ad esse caratteri e
colori, appare chiaro che il narratore, proprio come un falegname, fa dei personaggi le sue, creature, €
che la narrazione, in Symp 205a-d presentata come la forma creativa per eccellenza®, consacra
Apollodoro, Aristodemo e, in ultima analisi, quindi, Platone, come creatori dei sokratikoi logoi di cui
essi sono amanti e narratori.

Aristodemo — viene di cid avvertito il lettore in 178a — non aveva un ricordo completo dei
sokratikoi logoi, né del racconto di Aristodemo aveva un ricordo completo Apollodoro, per cui dei
discorsi che quel giorno si tennero non soltanto vengono raccontati solo quelli che, secondo il giudizio
dei narratori, erano davvero degni di essere conservati, ma, accade anche che, trattandosi della
narrazione di discorsi, sia difficile, talvolta, nel corpo della narrazione, per I’ascoltatore, discernere
cio che appartiene ai discorsi narrati e cio che, sorta di elemento metanarrativo, ¢ una riflessione del
narratore che si introduce nel corpo della narrazione. Quando, per esempio in 190a, nel corpo della
narrazione di Aristofane si narra dei primordi della natura umana e si dice che gli uomini allora erano
a forma di sfera, che avevano dorso e fianchi in cerchio, quattro mani, quattro gambe e due volti sul
collo cilindrico, che “la testa per entrambi i volti messi uno all’opposto dell’altro era poi una sola”,
ma quattro gli orecchi e due gli organi sessuali; quando, dopo tutto cio, il testo riporta la frase
conclusiva sull’aspetto degli uomini a forma di sfera e dice che “tutte le altre cose erano come uno le
immaginerebbe a partire da questi cenni”, ¢ difficile stabilire se questa frase ¢ di Aristofane o di
Aristodemo narrato da Apollodoro, se cio¢ il commediografo descrisse altri particolari degli uomini a
forma di sfera o li lascio all’immaginazione del lettore, e fu invece Aristodemo a scegliere di
raccontare cosi questo pezzo del discorso di Aristofane. La decisione su questo e su molte altre cose
narrate ¢ lasciata da Platone al lettore.

ci si era presentato strada facendo: perché non rimanesse inconcluso, e per entrare solo dopo averlo condotto a termine,
contlnuammo a discutere, fermi li in piedi nel vestibolo, fino a quando ci trovammo d’accordo”.

2%Sj veda la nota che Nucci fa precedere alla sua traduzione del testo in Platone, Simposio, traduzione e commento di M.
NuCCI introduzione di B. Centrone, Torino, Einaudi 2009, pp- LXIV-V.

2! Apollodoro dice di prendersi cura di Socrate da tre anni, e questa cura — espressa in 172¢5 con il termine émipedéc — che
egli gli dedica, comprende anche la preparazione a raccontare, della quale due volte, in 172al e in 173c1, con 1’espressione
ok duelétnrog, egli afferma di non mancare. Si & preparati a fare qualcosa quando la si ¢ gia fatta. Prepararsi ¢ dedicarsi,
avere attenzione ripetuta, osservazione, memoria. Questo ¢ cio che consente di raccontare. Sono tre anni che Apollodoro si
dedica, allora, per cosi dire, al racconto di Socrate, ed ¢ a questo racconto che ha dedicato la sua vita. Racconto dunque come
cura attenta che consente di salvare, conservando; racconto come memoria, memoria come salvezza (soteria, cfr. Phil. 34a).

Hommc £oti Tt TOMD “creazione € termine vasto” 205b8.
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The Functions of Apollodorus

Matthew D. Walker

In the opening frame prologue of Plato’s Symposium, the enigmatic Apollodorus recounts to an
unnamed companion, and to us, Aristodemus’s story of just what happened at Agathon’s drinking
party. Since Apollodorus did not attend the party, however, it is unclear what relevance he could have
to our understanding of the drama and speeches about erds that follow. Apollodorus’s strangeness is
accentuated by his recession into the background after only two Stephanus pages. It might seem, then,
that Plato could have presented the Symposium without Apollodorus. Instead of writing what David
M. Halperin calls a “mixed narrative” (Apollodorus’s third-person recounting of the events at
Agathon’s party), Plato could always have written a straightforward mimetic account of Agathon’s
party (set in the present tense, in direct discourse), or a first-person report (e.g., from either
Aristodemus’s or Socrates’ point of view).' The question thus arises, what difference—if any—does
Apollodorus make to the Symposium? Does his inclusion call the dramatic and philosophical unity of
the work into question?

I argue that, despite initial appearances, Plato has important literary and philosophical reasons
for including Apollodorus as a character. Far from being an odd appendage to an otherwise complete
narrative, Apollodorus plays an integral role in the Symposium. Of course, one might identify,
piecemeal, any number of functions that Apollodorus could serve in the work. I find it entirely
plausible, for instance, that Plato includes the frame prologue with Apollodorus to render the events
that take place at Agathon’s party mysterious and distant, and to arouse our desire to learn more about
them.” In this paper, however, I aim to provide a more systematic account of Apollodorus’s role in the
Symposium. Apollodorus, I contend, plays at least four important, interconnected functions in the
work, functions that touch on the Symposium’s main themes.

I. Through his portrayal of Apollodorus, who reveals a passion for philosophical logoi, Plato intimates
that erds, in some way yet to be specified, will (a) somehow be philosophical, or best understood by
reference to philosophizing (pthocoeiv: 173a3); and that (b) the satisfaction of erds in philosophy
will somehow be important for securing happiness (or eudaimonia). These claims are central in
Socrates’ own speech concerning erds. Through his portrayal of Apollodorus, then, Plato primes us to
consider these claims as we go on to read the various speeches concerning erds that follow. This is the
first function that Apollodorus plays in the Symposium.

The thought that erds is somehow philosophical is developed throughout the speech of

Socrates, which presents the views of Diotima, a Mantinean priestess, and which I take, generally, to
present both Socrates’ and Plato’s own views. According to Socrates’ recounting of Diotima’s
teaching about love (a teaching that personifies erds in quasi-mythic terms), Erés—the child of Poros
(Resource) and Penia (Lack)—aims at securing what it lacks and needs (200a-b). Since Erds aims at
beauty, Erds lacks beauty. But Erds is not thereby ugly and bad (201e). Rather, Erds is an
intermediate spirit, a daimén who occupies a place in between gods and mortals, beauty and ugliness
(202d-e). Wisdom, however, is among the most beautiful things (204b). Hence, Erds, lacking beauty,
lacks wisdom. But since Erds is not altogether ugly, Erds is not altogether ignorant: Erds is in between
wisdom and ignorance (203e-204a). Lacking wisdom, but neither ignorant nor foolish, Erds is a lover
of wisdom—a philosopher (203d6; 204a).
Second, Socrates portrays philosophy as the highest form of erds, and one whose satisfaction best
secures happiness. Philosophy, that is, is the form of erds that most completely attains the end at
which erds aims as such, viz., securing immortal possession of the good through generation. In his
speech, Socrates famously outlines a philosophical ascent, in which the erotic philosopher “moves up”
(Emaviov: 211b6; cf. of émaviévar at 211¢2) from beautiful particular bodies and souls toward Beauty
itself (adto 10 KoAOv: 211el). In completing this ascent, and in “contemplating and being with”
(Beopévov kol ovvovtog avtd: 212a2) Beauty itself, the philosopher gives birth to true virtue and
thereby secures a stable, godlike happiness (212a).

The thought that erds might be philosophical, and might even constitute a kind of erds, is
striking. Yet such a view might seem far-fetched. The same goes for the thought that one might secure

! Halperin (1992: 93-129). Cf. Bury (1909: xv-xvi). Translations from the Symposium are generally adapted (with
emendations) from Alexander Nehamas and Paul Woodruff’s translation, in Cooper 1997.

% See Scott and Welton (2008: 28). For her part, Nussbaum (1986: 168) insists that the mixed narrative “makes us always
aware of the fragility of our knowledge of love.”
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happiness in, or through, philosophical activity. Accordingly, I suggest, Plato has good reason to
introduce his readers to these thoughts through his depiction of Apollodorus in the Symposium’s
prologue.

First, Plato portrays Apollodorus as erotically inspired, and as passionately concerned with
philosophical logoi. Apollodorus shows a kind of mania (173el-2) that reveals him as erotically
inspired.’ Further, this mania is manifest in his passion for making and listening to “speeches about
philosophy” (twvag mepi prhocogiag Adyovg: 173¢3).* At the same time, Apollodorus also possesses an
acute awareness of the unsatisfactoriness of the life that he used to lead (173c).” To this extent,
Apollodorus reminds one of a Socratic philosopher who has come to attain a certain degree of self-
knowledge, i.e., a certain awareness of his ignorance. Finally, just as the erotically inspired lover in
Socrates’ speech “moves up” a ladder toward the contemplation of Beauty, Apollodorus describes
himself as on his “way up (Gvi®v) to town” from his home Phalerum (172a2-3)—i.e., to the city,
where Socrates elsewhere plausibly suggests that philosophical conversation might best flourish.®

Second, Plato portrays Apollodorus as believing himself to be making progress toward
happiness by devoting himself to philosophical logoi. Now that he has found philosophy, Apollodorus
says, joy has entered his life: “how extraordinarily I enjoy (Omeppu®d¢ d¢ yoipw) speeches about
philosophy, even if I’'m only a listener” (173c). Speaking to Glaucon, Apollodorus disdains his life
before encountering Socrates. “Before then,” Apollodorus says, “I ran around aimlessly. Of course, I
used to think that what I was doing was important, but in fact I was the most worthless man on earth
(dOAM®TEPOG N 0OTOVODV)—as bad as you are this very moment: I used to think philosophy was the last
thing a man should do” (173a). Apollodorus, however, suggests that things now are different.
Apollodorus now views philosophy as a paramount end worthy of regulating the shape of one’s life.
Thus, Apollodorus claims to be unconcerned with merely instrumental goods, the sort with which his
anonymous companion seems to be concerned (insofar as his companion leads a life organized around
wealth and profit): “All other talk, especially the talk of rich businessmen (tovg @V nAovsiov kai
ypnpatiotik®v) like you, bores me to tears, and I’m sorry for you and your friends because you think
your affairs are important when really they’re totally trivial” (173c-d). When Apollodorus dismisses
such ends, and the lives that pursue them, as incapable of securing happiness, it is plausible to think
that Plato agrees.

II. So far, I have argued, Apollodorus introduces Plato’s audience to the thoughts, central to the
Symposium, that (a) philosophy and erds are tightly linked, such that philosophy is the highest form
of erds, and that (b) the satisfaction of such erds best secures happiness. Yet, ultimately, I suggest,
Apollodorus turns out to be neither a philosopher strictly speaking, nor really on the path to
happiness. Apollodorus, then, serves a corresponding second function in the Symposium. Plato’s
characterization of Apollodorus compels Plato’s readers to question what it is be a philosopher, and to
consider how (and why) Apollodorus ultimately falls short.” R

To support this reading, I consider Apollodorus’s innocuous opening line: Aok® pot mepi wv
nmovOdvesbe odk dperétntog etvon (172al). A literal, if clunky, translation of this line might go
something like, “I seem to myself, concerning the things about which you inquire, to be not
unrehearsed.” Indeed, only two days ago, Apollodorus says, he recounted to Glaucon the story about
Agathon’s party that he had heard from Aristodemus. Thus, Apollodorus reiterates to his anonymous
companion in the present, he is “not unrehearsed” (ovk aperetntog xw: 173cl).

Three points about Apollodorus’s opening remarks invite comment. First, with Aok®, Plato
introduces Apollodorus as one who seems, and perhaps one against whom we need to be on guard.
Second, the reflexive pot suggests that Apollodorus seems a certain way fo himself—and it allows
that he may well be deluded. Third, Apollodorus seems to himself to be ovk dperétntoc—not
unrehearsed. One of the primary senses of meleté, evident here, is “rehearsal” or “practice,” i.e.,
focused repetition and drill. But another primary sense of meleté in Plato is “care.” Thus, as Socrates
suggests elsewhere, to be a philosopher is to have meleté for the right sorts of objects. For instance, in
the Apology (24d-26b), Socrates puns on the name of one of his later accusers, Meletus. Despite his
accuser’s claims to be concerned about the virtue and education of young Athenians, Socrates claims

? On Apollodorus’s mania as erotic, cf. Neumann (1965: 285).

* At Symposium 218b3-4, Alcibiades identifies philosophy as a kind of mania and Bacchic frenzy.

5 On Apollodorus’s grasp of the unhappiness of his pre-conversion way of life, see Moore (1969: 229); Sheffield (2006: 10).
¢ On Apollodorus’s ascent and its relation to the ascent Socrates describes, see Osborne (1996: 88-90); Corrigan and Glazov-
Corrigan (2006: 10). As Rowe (1998: 127) observes, Phalerum is on the outskirts of Athens, away from its center. As
Socrates maintains at Phaedrus 230d, philosophical conversation best flourishes in the city.

7 Cf. Rosen (1987: 14), who argues that Apollodorus “is both close to and far from philosophy.” Halperin (1992: 113-114)
also notes Apollodorus’s ambiguity.
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that “to Meletus, these things neither much nor little ever were cares (§uéinoev)” (26b; my
translation). The philosopher, by constrast, shows a proper care for the soul and its best condition
(29d-30b). Similarly, in the Alcibiades, Socrates chastises the young Alcibiades for failing to care for
himself and his virtue. Throughout that dialogue, Socrates impresses on young Alcibiades the need to
show such care (epimeleia: e.g., Alcibiades 11929, 120c¢8-d4; 123d4-el1; 124b2-3; 127d-¢; 132b6-c2).?

With Apollodorus’s multiple references to the ambiguous term meleté in the opening lines of
the Symposium, Plato compels his readers to reflect on the meaning(s) of meleté and on the sort of
meleté that Apollodorus displays. On the one hand, in Apollodorus’s opening exchange, Plato
highlights the sense of meleté as rehearsal and drilled practice. On the other hand, since Apollodorus
presents himself as passionate for phllosophy, Plato invites us to recall the other sense of meleté that
Socrates thinks is proper to the phllosopher i.e., care for the soul and its good condition.’

With these ambiguities in mind, one must consider what sort of meleté Apollodorus displays
when Apollodorus expresses his passionate concern to make and listen to “speeches about
philosophy” (mept @iocopiag Adyovg: 173¢3). For, as Plato’s portrayal of Apollodorus indicates,
philosophizing for Apollodorus consists, above all, in making and listening to speeches about
Socrates. Thus, Apollodorus reveals to Glaucon that he has been consorting with Socrates for three
years, and has made it his “care (émipeAec) to know exactly what he says and does each day” (172c).
Although Apollodorus presents himself on the “way up” to the c1t he, and his erotic drives are
ultimately focused on the Socrates who inhabits the city’s streets.' Apollodorus seems less—if at
all—concerned for the objects at which the philosopher’s erds, according to Socrates, properly aims.
Apollodorus, that is, seems not to be especially concerned with contemplating Beauty itself, or even,
more modestly, in pursuing lower kinds of beautiful knowledge. Apollodorus appears similarly
fixated on Socrates as such elsewhere in Plato, viz., in the Apology and Phaedo."'

Apollodorus shows up as distinctly non-philosophical in other ways. For instance,
Apollodorus appears content simply fo rehearse and drill stories about the speeches and deeds of
Socrates. On this basis, commentators have compared Apollodorus to a Homeric rhapode'” or to
someone repeatlng a mantra."” Apollodorus does not engage argumentatively or dialectically with
Socrates’ speeches.'* To be sure, that Apollodorus memorizes philosophical logoi does not by itself
show that Apollodorus fails to be a philosopher. For Socrates himself is content in other dialogues to
rehearse philosophical logoi (e.g., at Timaeus 17b-19b, which rehearses points from the Republic)."”
Unlike Socrates, however, Apollodorus shows no signs of doing anything other than rehearsing
philosophical logoi. In light of Plato’s other ways of characterizing Apollodorus, this point counts
against Apollodorus’s philosopher status. Accordingly, when Apollodorus’s anonymous companion
says, “I don’t know exactly how you came to be called ‘the soft (10 paraxog),”” it is plausible to
construe Apollodorus’s softness as consisting, in lgart of a lack of nerve to question, to challenge, and
to press on for the sake of a fuller understanding.’

Second, although Apollodorus, as we have seen, believes himself to be making progress
toward happiness insofar as he devotes himself to philosophical logoi, Plato gives us reasons to doubt
that Apollodorus adequately grasps his own situation. Despite Apollodorus’s claims that philosophy

On the authenticity of the Alcibiades, see, e.g., Annas (1985: 111-115); Denyer (2001: 14-26).

? As Halperin (1992: 103) rightly notes, Apollodorus’s references to meleté also prefigure Socrates’ discussion of meleté qua
rehearsal as preservative, and how meleté preserves knowledge (e.g., at 207e-208b).

1 Like Halperln (1992), Sheftield (2006: 11-12) identifies Apollodorus as mamfestmg an erotic “attractlon to Socrates,” and
as “drawn to” Socrates. Rowe (1998: 129), by contrast, argues that Apollodorus is only a “friend” or “companion” (hetairos:
172b7) of Socrates. In reply, it bears noting that Glaucon calls Socrates the friend of Apollodorus. That is still consistent
with Apollodorus’s being a lover of Socrates.

i Apollodorus’s zeal for Socrates shows itself in his offering to pay Socrates’ bail (Apology 38b) and in Apollodorus’s
wailing at Socrates’ death (Phaedo 117d-¢). As Neumann (1965: 285) reasonably claims, grief is a natural response to the
loss of a great value in one’s life. But Apollodorus’s response is excessive by the standard set by Socrates’ other
companions.

12 Corrigan and Glazov-Corrigan (2006: 12; 15). As the Ion suggests, while rhapsodes are divinely inspired, they do not
possess real knowledge.

Benardete (2001: 180).

* Here, 1 agree with Scott and Welton (2008: 29) that Apollodorus “shows no signs of excelling as a philosopher.” See also
Halperin (1992: 114) and Hunter (2004: 27-28). Even Neumann (1965: 282), who insists that Apollodorus is a philosopher,
admits that Apollodorus engages in no actual philosophical dialogue. Rowe (1998: 130) acknowledges that many modern
commentators deny that Apollodorus engages in philosophy; but Rowe says, “maybe they should listen to Apollodorus.”
Even by Socratic lights, I contend, Apollodorus is not a philosopher.

15 > See Sheffield (2006: 14n8).

'6 Neumann (1965: 289) contends that Apollodorus’s softness consists in his erotic receptivity to a passion for philosophy
lacking in the many. My reading, however, finds support from Plato’s other uses of malakos elsewhere. As Corrigan and
Glazov-Corrigan (2006: 16n23) observe, Phaedo 85b-c suggests that the soft man (malthakos) does not investigate and
question.
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has brought him joy (173c4-5), his snarling attitude toward the unenlightened (e.g., at 173a) makes us
wonder. If Apollodorus were truly progressing toward happiness, we are apt to think, he would be a
witty, gentle sort. Yet, as Apollodorus’s anonymous companion remarks to Apollodorus, Apollodorus
seems unhappy (kaxodaipova: 173d1): “for you are always like this in your speeches always furious
(dypraiverg) with everyone, 1nclud1ng yourself—but not with Socrates!” (173d)."” Apollodorus’s
response to his anonymous companion—*“Of course, my dear friend, it’s perfectly obvious why I have
these views about us all: it’s simply because I’m a maniac, and I'm raving!” (173e)—itself seems
tinged with unhappy condescension and obsessiveness. Even if extraordinary enjoyment comes to
Apollodorus from recounting the speeches and deeds of Socrates, he seems not to have made much
progress. Indeed, he seems to be back where he started. Despite his philosophical conversion, that is,
Apollodorus still seems to be “running around”—except that he now goes about chastising non-
philosophers and recording the speeches and deeds of Socrates.

In making these claims, I am not saying that Apollodorus’s encounter with Socrates has been
harmful for him. On the contrary, Socrates now provides a principle of order in Apollodorus’s life,
such that Apollodorus’s life has a certain shape and unity that it presumably lacked before. Further, as
Socrates does with the young Alcibiades in the dialogue of the same name, Socrates has evidently
brought at least some of Apollodorus’s self-ignorance to light, and he has compelled Apollodorus to
detach himself from his previous way of life, which Apollodorus has come to accept as an unhappy
one. Yet, contra Catherine Osborne, for instance, I am doubtful that Apollodorus’s “journey from his
home to the city matches his departure from his old, non-philosophical lifestyle to the new Socratic
life.”'® I am similarly skeptical that we should see Apollodorus as having made an “ascent from
ordinary life to Socratic philosophy.”'’ For, given Plato’s depiction of Apollodorus, it seems doubtful
that Apollodorus’s separation from his older way of life counts as a real step forward toward either
Socratic philosophy or a happy life, any more than, say, Alcibiades’ recognition of his self-ignorance
(e.g., at Alcibiades 127d and Symposium 215d-216¢) marks similar progress for Alcibiades. Such
separation and self-awareness serves, at best, as a precondition for such progress.*’ So, while I concur
with Frisbee Sheffield that Apollodorus receives a certain educational beneﬁt from his interactions
with Socrates (viz., a certain grasp of the happiness of the philosophical life),”' Apollodorus himself
seems not to be on the path toward happiness.

III. So, how, and why, then, does Apollodorus go wrong? An answer to this question, I contend,
brings to light Apollodorus’s third function in the Symposium. Through his portrayal of Apollodorus,
Plato dramatizes how, in general, the nature of erds is prone to be misunderstood and,
correspondingly, how erds is apt to be misdirected. In virtue of his misdirected erds, Apollodorus
displays the basic—and commonly shared—misunderstanding of erds’s nature that Socrates seeks to
overcome in his speech, and that the Symposium as a whole aims to correct.

To understand this point, consider how the attendees of Agathon’s party identify erds. As
quoted by Eryximachus, Phaedrus asks how people could “never, not even once, write a proper hymn
to Love? How could anyone ignore so great a god?” (177c¢). Sharing this conception of Erds as divine,
Eryximachus proposes that each of the attendees spend the night offering encomia to Erés (177d). In
his own speech, Phaedrus identifies Eros as “a great god, wonderful in many ways to gods and men,”
and the “most ancient god” (178a-b). Pausanias distinguishes two kinds of Erés —one heavenly, one
common—but insists that it is necessary to praise all gods (180d-e). Eryximachus identifies a
harmonizing kind of Erds as the god through which medicine is guided (186e). Aristophanes, for his
part, describes Erds as the “most philanthropic of gods” (6sdv euavbpomdtotog: 189¢7-d1). The
speakers’ praise of Erds reaches its culmination in the rhetorical fireworks of Agathon’s speech
(especially at 197c-e), which identifies Erds as “the most beautiful and the best” of gods. It is no
surprise, then, that the young Socrates, in conversation with Diotima, grants that Erds “is agreed by all
to be a great god” (oporoyeital ye Toapa mdviwv usyac 00 etvar: 202b6-7).

In praising Erds as a god, however, the various speeches, and common opinion, make the
following mistake: they treat a daimén as though he were fully divine, i.e., complete and beautiful.
That is, they misconstrue Erds not as a needy and desirous lover (t0 £p@v: 204c3), but, rather, as a
fitting object of love (10 épmpevov: 204c2). Erds, however, is not complete in this way. On the

7 Bury (1909: 6) argues for the alternate reading of the nickname, “fo manikos.” Rowe (1998: 130), however, plausibly
defends malakos as making the most sense of the incongruity of Apollodorus’s being savage toward others.
18 > Osborne (1996: 88).
' Osborne (1996: 90).
2% For this point about the knowledge of ignorance, see Sheffield (2006: 61).
2! Sheffield (2006: 11).
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contrary, as already discussed, Erds is an intermediate figure, neither wholly without resource, nor
wholly without lack. And just as one (theoretically) misconstrues Erds’s nature when one identifies
Erés as a divine, complete, and beautiful object of desire, so too one (practically) misdirects one’s
eros when one pursues erds as such an object. That is, one’s erds is misdirected to the extent that one
is “in love with love,” as opposed to loving the complete and beautiful objects and ends that would
fulfill erds.

As we have also seen, Er6s—neither fully wise nor wholly ignorant—is desirous of wisdom,
and so, a philosopher. By the same token, the philosopher gua philosopher embodies and personifies
Erés. Thus, as scores of commentators have noted, Socrates’ description of a tough, barefoot,
scheming, brave Erds (e.g., at 203c-d) seems like something of a self-portrait. Insofar as the
philosopher personifies erds, then, the philosopher himself would fail to be a fitting object of erds, at
least not without qualification. For erds misdirected toward a philosopher would misconstrue a needy
lover as a complete and beautiful object of love. It would accordingly fail to be aimed toward its
proper objects, viz. wisdom, contemplation of the Beautiful, and the immortal possession of the good.
To that extent, an erds misdirected toward erés, or toward the philosopher as personification of erds,
would fail to secure immortal happiness.”

Given Eros’s resourcefulness in guiding one toward the good, one can understand how one
might misconstrue Erés’s nature as wholly divine and loveable: for Erds, after all, is not wholly
lacking, but has certain good-making features. Similarly, in virtue of the philosopher’s own forms of
resourcefulness, one can understand how one might come to misconstrue—and to pursue—the
philosopher himself as a complete object of erotic striving. Indeed, given Plato’s depiction of Socrates
in the Symposium, one can understand Apollodorus’s unhealthy attraction to Socrates in particular.
For in the Symposium, Plato portrays Socrates as relatively beautiful and resourceful, showing more
of his paternal inheritance than his maternal. Thus, Socrates shows up to Agathon’s party in an
unusual guise, bathed, prettified, wearing slippers (174a; cf. 220b). He claims, astonishingly, to
understand nothing other than erotic matters (00dév...dAAo énictacOat fi Ta épwtikd: 177d8). Indeed,
rather than ending on a note of aporia, Socrates reveals himself to be a skilled figure capable of
trapping the beautiful and good, at least to some extent. His inventive account of erds builds, and
improves, upon the prior speeches, and presents an overview, however dim and incomplete, of the
truth about erds. But to construe a figure like Socrates as godlike and complete, and to pursue him
accordingly as an ultimate aim of erotic striving, is to overlook his needy and incomplete side,
apparent in Plato’s portrayal of Socrates in other dialogues. In such works, Socrates spends his days
barefoot in the streets, seeking, but characteristically failing to attain, the wisdom that he is all too
aware of lacking.

In short, the Symposium suggests, it is problematic to construe philosophers as complete
objects of erds, as attractive without qualification. It is problematic, in other words, to idolize them.
This is the error that Apollodorus reveals in his stance toward Socrates. And this error reflects a more
general error—misconceiving the daimonic as divine—that Plato aims to explore and correct in the
Symposium. In his portrayal of Apollodorus, Plato introduces and dramatizes this error.

IV. Thus far, I have argued that Apollodorus plays three main, unified functions in the Symposium.
(i) Apollodorus’s presence offers a means for Plato to introduce certain of the work’s central—if
initially puzzling and possibly counterintuitive—views about erds, philosophy, and happiness. (ii)
Nevertheless, Apollodorus’s status as philosopher manqué, and his apparent unhappiness, compel us
to puzzle about how Apollodorus goes wrong. (iii) Insofar as Apollodorus goes wrong by idolizing
Socrates, who in turn personifies erds, Apollodorus introduces us to central views that the Symposium
as a whole develops, viz., concerning erés’s nature, how we are apt to misconstrue it, and some of the
potential practical implications of so doing.

On these grounds, I propose, Apollodorus plays a fourth function in the Symposium, an
overarching rhetorical, or “psychagogic,” function intended to regulate how Plato’s readers orient
themselves toward the Symposium and the Socrates who appears in its pages. Through his depiction
of Apollodorus, I conjecture, Plato attempts to inoculate the aspiring philosophical reader of the
Symposium against some of the tendencies that Apollodorus displays. More specifically, Plato’s
portrayal of Apollodorus serves as a distancing device, by means of which Plato prevents his readers

22 Sayre (1996: 126-127) identifies this problem as it arises for Alcibiades, who pursues Socrates as perfect and godlike, and
who accordingly fails to make progress of his own. On Alcibiades’ “idolatrous attachment to Socrates,” cf. Sheffield (2006:
204), who observes in passing that Apollodorus makes a similar mistake. Bury (1909: xvi) identifies Apollodorus as “a
worshipper of Socrates.” Cf. Rosen (1987: 10) and Halperin (1992: 114). According to Nussbaum (1986: 168), Apollodorus
(and Aristodemus) invite comparison with Alcibiades insofar as they “remain lovers of the particulars of personal history.”
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from fully identifying with Apollodorus.

Such distancing is important on account of the Symposium’s dramatic portrayal of Socrates in
a more beautiful, more resourceful, less aporetic mode than elsewhere. Presented with Socrates’ own
beautiful speech and inspiring character, Plato’s readers are always at risk of lowering their aims as
aspiring philosophers. Instead of working through the Symposium and questioning Socrates’ views on
erés—i.e., instead of approaching the Symposium in a mood of engaged meleté—Plato’s audiences
are at risk of being lulled into merely “rehearsing” the work by reading it passively. They are at risk
of accepting Socrates as a kind of “guru” figure, rather than as a spur to further thinking and progress
of their own. Through his unattractive characterization of Apollodorus, a figure who does accept
Socrates in just this way, Plato reminds his readers of this danger.” Plato thereby aims to promote, or
at least not to forestall, his audience’s philosophical progress.”
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Agatone agathos: 1'eco dell'epos nell'incipit del Simposio
Dino De Sanctis

Per il Simposio Platone costruisce una cornice complessa. Nell'esordio improvviso, Apollodoro
rivolgendosi ad un gruppo di anonimi destinatari, si dice non impreparato, ook duerétntog, riguardo
alle notizie che costoro chiedono sul banchetto di Agatone. Subito un'indicazione temporale, Tpdmyv,
evoca un incontro recente: l'incontro con Glaucone. Proprio l'altro ieri, infatti, come afferma
Apollodoro, anche Glaucone ha chiesto notizie relative a quella cvvovoia, credendola un evento
recente. Senza esitazione Apollodoro rivela l'errore di Glaucone, un errore che dipende dalla fonte:
mentre Apollodoro ha ascoltato Aristodemo, presente al banchetto, e per questo sa con sicurezza che
il banchetto ¢ avvenuto molto tempo fa, un dAlog 11, un uomo dall'identitd imprecisata, ha offerto a
Glaucone un racconto non chiaro, privo di caenveia, sullo stesso deinvov, dopo aver ascoltato Fenice
che, a sua volta, ha ricevuto a riguardo un racconto di Aristodemo. Il banchetto di Agatone, come
rivela Apollodoro, ¢ invece ben piu lontano nel tempo rispetto all'incontro con Glaucone. Risale agli
anni in cui Apollodoro e Glaucone erano maideg e per la prima volta Agatone ottenne la vittoria con
una tragedia. Il Tdvv dpa ndlat, og owkev (173a7), che ora esclama Glaucone, € dunque 1'eloquente e
quasi meravigliata precisazione che, in questo sapiente gioco di incastri cronologici, restituisce di
nuovo al passato il banchetto di Agatone rispetto al vdv, il presente di Apollodoro.

Tra gli elementi peculiari che rendono il Simposio un dialogo di profondo equilibrio e di
armoniosa complessita, la critica ha piu volte sottolineato il valore che assume questa elaborata
cornice. Nella cornice ai salti cronologici che proiettano il lettore in una vertiginosa fuga nel tempo si
armonizzano, a vari livelli, le voci dei narratori: la voce entusiastica di un Apollodoro patoxéc, la
voce di Aristodemo ouikpdc e dvumddntog del, su tutte la voce vigile e accorta di Platone, voce
onnisciente che spesso evoca la poesia quale indispensabile risorsa narrativa, quale principale
paradigma della realta, quale necessario strumento ermeneutico. Nella cornice, levando le tende di un
palcoscenico costruito con arte ¢ con cura scrupolosa, Platone inizia a introdurre il lettore nella
dimora di Agatone, che si popola di personaggi scelti e ben distinti dalla folla degli Ateniesi, nuovi
eroi di una speciale moinoic. Una comunita di uomini eccellenti, dyaboi, riunita intorno a Socrate, per
un banchetto nel quale la rinuncia sostanziale al vino ¢ finalizzata all'encomio di eros. La casa di
Agatone diventa, dunque, il maestoso teatro di un Jelmvov che mostra caratteri di spiccata
eccezionalitd. Non desta meraviglia, per tutto cio, che nel Simposio gli echi dell'epos siano intrecciati
a programmatiche strategie sceniche che richiamano il dramma, la tragedia e la commedia, i generi sui
quali Platone, tramite la discussione tra Socrate, Agatone e Aristofane, all'alba del nuovo giorno
annunciato dal canto dei galli, chiude il sipario del dialogo (223d). Questo intreccio tra epos e
dramma, a ben vedere, nel Simposio si esplicita da subito, gia nel momento in cui nella cornice inizia
il prologo dialogato tra Socrate e Aristodemo (174a-d3), cio¢ quando Aristodemo incontra Socrate per
le strade di Atene prima di entrare nella casa di Agatone, alla quale Socrate, in un momento di
concentrazione assoluta e distintiva, preferira il Tp6Ovpog dei vicini (175a6-9), creando un'entrata in
ritardo che sottolinea la superiorita dell'ospite.

Mio intento, dunque, sara oggi esaminare la funzione che riveste in questo prologo dialogato
la poesia con i suoi echi suggestivi che si diffondono via via nelle pagine del Simposio.

L'incontro tra Aristodemo e Socrate ¢ veloce. Socrate spiega che si sta dirigendo presso
Agatone. Il giorno precedente, allontanandosi dalla folla per paura, x0&g yap adTOvV dié@uyov Toig
gmvikiolc, oPndeic tov Syrov (174a7-8), Socrate non ha presenziato al sacrificio di ringraziamento
che Agatone offre per la vittoria: con Agatone, dunque, ha deciso di differire l'incontro per il giorno
successivo. Platone presenta ora un Socrate bello, kaAdg. Questo kdAloc, tuttavia, desta stupore in
Aristodemo perché strano, atipico per I'nomo che Aristodemo ama piu di ogni altro. Subito, pero, la
stranezza ha una sua spiegazione: il lettore scopre che i calzari, la pulizia del corpo, il kaAlonilecOot
si giustificano alla luce del fatto che Socrate si sta dirigendo bello a casa di un bello, tva. kaAOg Topa.
KkoAov o (174a9). All'inizio del dialogo, dunque, ¢ inevitabile una corresponsione armoniosa tra la
bellezza dell'ospite e quella del padrone di casa.

Il motivo della bellezza di Agatone, unita nella cornice del Simposio ad un viaggio per le
strade di Atene, richiama, forse intenzionalmente, le Tesmoforiazuse. Aristofane apre la commedia,
come noto, mettendo in scena un grave problema che agita Euripide e destabilizza I'equilibrio della
citta. In occasione delle Tesmoforie, le donne stanno per condannare a morte il tragico, perché nelle
sue opere le ha diffamate con i piu biechi e violenti insulti. Euripide pertanto decide di chiedere aiuto
ad un suo kndeotc. Il piano di Euripide € scaltro: andare, assieme al kndeong, a casa di Agatone e,
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vista la sua straordinaria bellezza, che si fonda su seducenti tratti femminei, su un'eleganza senza pari,
convincere Agatone a unirsi alle Ateniesi, travestito per l'appunto da donna, per evitare che lo
condannino a morte. Sul piano scenico, dunque, nelle Tesmoforiazuse due uomini, Euripide e il
parente, si dirigono presso la casa di Agatone, come nel Simposio presso la stessa casa si dirigono
Socrate e Aristodemo. A differenza delle Tesmoforiazuse, perd, nelle quali Euripide e il parente
resteranno fuori dalla dimora del tragico, dinanzi alla porticina, il 60piov, nei pressi della chiostra, il
Bpryxdc (24-38), e osserveranno l'uscita di un Ogpdnov che annuncia 'uscita spettacolare di Agatone
(38-128), nel Simposio, seppure in momenti ben diversi, Aristodemo e Socrate entreranno nella casa
di Agatone per prendere qui parte al banchetto. Non solo: nella fase iniziale della commedia, il
fascino di Agatone ¢ destinato a diventare una connotazione fisica negativa. Tutto su Agatone ¢
comicamente affascinante e sublime tanto da suscitare il violento accanimento e il dissacrante
sarcasmo del kndeotic. Inevitabile pertanto appare il richiamo serrato del xndeotic al kdAhog di
Agatone che dalle parole armoniose di poeta delicato e kaAlenng si riverbera sul corpo imbellettato
ad arte di novella Cirene, GAL' 1 TOEAOG pév &ip'; "Eyod yap ody Opd / dvdp' oddéV' évhadd' Gvta,
Kupnvnv &' 0p@d (97-98). La bellezza che Socrate, invece, nel Simposio scorge come un tratto fisico
connotante Agatone, tanto da indurlo ad un personale e raro kaAAonilecOo, traspare da subito quale
componente positiva e distintiva.

Ad Agatone dyofdg Platone dedica in fondo le prime pagine del Simposio. Si tratta di una
sezione nella quale € presentato il tema dell'andare a cena dkAntog, un tema centrale anche nell'incipit
del Simposio di Senofonte (II 2-7). Qui, infatti, a banchetto iniziato arriva Filippo, il buffone
parassita, Kultperson ricorrente nella commedia a partire dall'Eracle presso Folo di Epicarmo (fr. 66
K.-A.) e poi spesso centrale nella péon e nella véa. Filippo calcia con forza alla porta della casa di
Callia, desideroso di entrare quanto prima; per giustificare la sua presenza nel segno del yelolov,
afferma che per un buffone andare alle cene altrui dxAntog desta maggiore riso che presentarsi su
invito, ko 8¢ mpobduwe vopicag yelotdtepov eivar t0 dxAntov fi 10 kekAnuévov éMOely €mi 10
detnvov. Callia subito ordina che Filippo entri, ritenendo un gesto volgare privare qualcuno di un tetto
(I 12-13). L'arrivo del buffone parassita, descritto durante il banchetto da Senofonte, del resto,
promette un salace divertimento che poi nei fatti non avra luogo. Ben diversa, invece, ¢ la situazione
nel Simposio di Platone per non pochi motivi. Certo, qui manca la figura del buffone parassita e il
yelolov che all'inizio del banchetto ¢ prodotto dalla sosta di Socrate presso il portico - Aristodemo
dira infatti che proprio a questo punto gli successe una cosa davvero buffa, kol Tt £on yeholov nobetv
(174e1-4) - come si capira in breve tempo, non ¢ altro se non un £0og peculiare e serissimo di Socrate
quando Socrate ¢ alla ricerca della cogia. Ma non solo: nella cornice del Simposio Socrate invita
presso Agatone Aristodemo incontrato per strada che, a questo punto, da dkAntog diventa a suo modo
KekAnpévog, anche se non per diretto invito del padrone di casa. In tal modo Aristodemo che dice di
essere un QaDAOG rispetto ad un uomo co@dc, viene integrato in una gerarchia etica superiore. L'invito
di Socrate ¢ dunque decisivo. Certo, non ¢ finalizzato a minare l'armonia del banchetto al quale si sta
recando o a suscitare ilarita. Socrate intende alterare tutt'al pit una mopowio, un proverbio, per
dimostrare che sono i buoni ad andare spontaneamente al banchetto dei buoni, dyafdv émi doitag
{oowv avtépototl dyaboi. Non sfugge in questa sequenza il gioco di parole prezioso e colto che si
sviluppa tra il nome di Agatone e l'epiteto dyabdc. Non a caso, Lachmann ipotizzo che sotto il
genitivo ayab@v sul quale unanime concorda la tradizione si celasse un dativo con aferesi Ayd@wov(1).
Senza dubbio, una congettura ingegnosa e ricca di fascino, non a caso accolta in testo da Burnet, tale
da restituire il sottile gioco al quale inevitabilmente Platone - come ogni Greco — pensava al suono del
nome parlante del tragico Agatone. Ma forse, a mio avviso, non ¢ necessario spingersi alla correzione
della tradizione e preferire nel testo il dativo Ayd@wvi. Anche il genitivo dya0dv, infatti, rende conto
del verbo dwa@beipw che, assieme a petofdAlo, contrassegna l'azione sovversiva che ora Socrate
compie nei confronti della mapoytia citata. Un'azione sovversiva che, peraltro, ¢ di poco peso, se
messa a confronto con quanto invece, secondo Socrate, avviene in Omero. Omero, infatti, non solo
altera il proverbio ma addirittura commette un atto di VBpig nei suoi confronti. Nell'Iliade, prima che
I'esercito greco marci contro Troia, Menelao spontaneamente si dirige presso la tenda di Agamennone
durante un sacrificio per propiziare Zeus, avtdpatog 8¢ ot nAOe Bonv dyabog Mevélaog (IT 408). La
scena ¢ di per sé strana, visto che secondo Omero, come aggiunge Socrate, Menelao ¢ un parbokog
aiyung rispetto a Agamennone considerato nel Simposio un dyafog avnp ta mtolepkd. Non sfugge
in questa sezione una voluta fusione delle tessere dell'epos compiuta da Socrate. Socrate attribuisce a
Menelao, nel II libro del poema definito Bonv dya6dg, il profilo riservato all'eroe durante un momento
decisivo del XVII libro, non a caso dedicato alla aristia di Agamennone, quando cioe¢ Apollo per
spronare alla guerra Ettore chiama molle guerriero il re di Sparta, olov 81 Megvéhaov vréTpecac, 0¢ 1O
ndpog ye / parBakodg aiyuntig (587-588). Ne consegue dunque che in Omero Menelao, un uomo
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inferiore, yelpwv, senza invito, va di sua iniziativa al banchetto di Agamennone, un uomo superiore,
apetvav.

Per comprendere le implicazioni sottese dalla lettura dell'lliade avanzata ora da Socrate ¢
opportuno considerare l'uso del verso proverbiale dyabdv émi daitag foowy avtdpotol dyadol
presentato a questo punto del dialogo. Di sicuro Socrate ne altera la struttura, come suggerisce il
verbo Swapbeipev, compie un mutamento di termini, come testimonia il verbo petofdidewv, se
consideriamo la forma iniziale alla quale Platone forse intende riferirsi. Sia uno scolio al Simposio sia
Ateneo sia il paremiografo Zenobio, infatti, individuano un rapporto di diretta dipendenza tra la
noapotpia citata da Socrate € un frammento che deriva dal Xpvcodv yévog di Eupoli (fr. 289 K.-A.):

avtopatol 8' dyadoi del@dv £mi dattog looty.

Sequenza esametrica che nella commedia di norma evoca e tradisce la parodia epica. Il titolo di questo
dramma, del resto, richiama chiaramente il mito delle cinque razze delineato negli Erga di Esiodo
tanto che forse non sara azzardato credere che qui Eupoli sviluppasse il tomog delle origini per
muovere una polemica contro la societa coeva. Del resto, ¢ plausibile che in questa commedia fosse
presentata una realtd anomala, un mondo alla rovescia, nel quale ¢ ammessa un'interazione tra buoni e
cattivi, tra dethot e dyabot per I'appunto, durante una mitica eta primitiva in cui i buoni si recano di
propria iniziativa alla mensa dei cattivi. Socrate, dunque, smentisce il verso di Eupoli, nel momento in
cui, tramite l'invito ad Aristodemo, fa in modo che siano solo i buoni a recarsi adtépaTOL,
spontaneamente, presso i buoni.

Ma, a ben vedere, l'inserimento di dyaf®v che compie Socrate nella Tapoyuio con €M@V non
¢ solo un abile espediente con il quale Platone anticipa il profilo di chi partecipa alla mensa di
Agatone: diventa una dotta énavépbwoig, una correzione, per cosi dire, filologica, capace di restituire
al proverbio il suo cété epico.

I1 verso del Xpvoodv yévog di Eupoli, infatti, si fonda su un verso attribuito alle Nozze di
Ceice, un poema in antichitad assegnato ad Esiodo (frr. 263-268 M.-W.). Qui era narrato l'arrivo di
Eracle nella dimora di Ceice nel momento in cui il re offre un banchetto per le sue nozze con Alcione.
Ma non solo: nel poema iniziava a delinearsi anche il doppio profilo di Eracle, cio¢ quello dell'Eracle
mangione, molto caro alla commedia, e quello dell'Eracle virtuoso. In effetti, una volta entrato nel
banchetto di Ceice, Eracle contende con Lepreo, altro commensale di Ceice, per vedere chi dei due sia
il piu abile e forte nel divorare il cibo. Solo dopo il banchetto invece subentrera una gara ben piu
difficoltosa, relativa alla virtu, nella quale Eracle sara il vincitore. Certo ¢ che nel poema, arrivando
senza invito e inatteso alla casa dell'amico Ceice, Eracle esclamava, come ricorda Zenobio, avtdpatot
3" dyabol ayubdv émi Sdaitag Teviar (fr. 264 M.-W.). L'idea per cui i buoni si possano recare
spontaneamente presso i buoni risale dunque gia ad un poema della tradizione arcaico-esiodea dove ¢
collegata in maniera vistosa alle gesta di Eracle, ad un contesto simposiale, ad una disputa agonale.
Non a caso, dopo le Nozze di Ceice, nel narrare la stessa vicenda, anche Bacchilide, nel IV Peana,
ricorda l'entrata di Eracle nel palazzo di Ceice con parole che hanno il valore di una citazione
programmatica (fr. 1, 21-25 Irigoin):

A~ Qo 2\ Zos Q7
o010 o' €ml Adivov 000V,

NN ’ % TQL 4N
tol 6¢ Bolvag Evivov, mOE T' Epar
"Avtopatol 8' dyubdv &g
datrog e0dyHovg Enépyovton dikatot
oOTEC."

I versi sono un chiaro esempio di memoria poetica tra epos e lirica. Fermo sulla soglia di bronzo del
palazzo del re, mentre ¢ allestito il banchetto nuziale, Eracle giustifica il suo arrivo improvviso e
inatteso, ricordando di nuovo che alla mensa dei buoni gli uomini giusti vanno da soli, senza essere
invitati, spontaneamente. Aikaiot @®dteg sono ora per 'Eracle di Bacchilide gli dyabot di Esiodo. Solo
dopo Esiodo e Bacchilide, dunque, il verso arriva alla commedia: lo troviamo, come abbiamo visto, in
forma alterata in Eupoli. E lo troviamo anche nella TTvAaio di Cratino, forse durante la parabasi,
quando il poeta tramite il coro si rivolge al suo pubblico (fr. 182 K.-A.):

ey 3 ~ ¢ ¢ \
01 0" avb' NUELS, ¢ O TAANLOG
Adyoc, avtopdtovg dyadovg iévol
Kopy®Vv £mi daito Ocatdv.
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A differenza di Eupoli, Cratino volutamente ricorda la tradizione che il verso ha alle spalle: l'antico
detto, il modaiog Adyog al quale accenna ¢ il verso delle Nozze di Ceice, il verso che ora serve al
comico per rivelare che, come un poeta dyaddc, assieme al suo coro, dunque assieme alla sua opera, si
sta recando presso spettatori eleganti, kopyol Ogatai, in quanto capaci di giudicare un'arte perfetta, in
un banchetto che coincide con il teatro secondo una metafora simposiale non peregrina sulla scena
ateniese.

Il verso errante che Socrate, incontrando Aristodemo, modifica a partire dalla forma scelta da
Eupoli con il riferimento agli dyafoi, ha dunque una funzione decisiva all'inizio del dialogo, un
funzione prolettica che non a caso ruota intorno al concetto di dyabdv. Non stupisce del resto che nel
Simposio la convergenza tra kaAdv e dyabdv diventi a poco a poco un sostanziale Leitmotiv che in
fondo omaggia il padrone di casa, almeno sino a quando Socrate tramite Diotima non rivela che
amore, realtd demonica intermedia tra uomini e dei, né bello né brutto, ¢ tutt'al piu tensione suprema
al xaAdv e all'dyabdév. Ma certo, almeno sino ad Agatone, Eros ¢ causa per l'appunto di dyafd, &
nommg ayaddc, hewg dyabdcg e émpeAng dyabdv. Socrate, ora, nel prologo dialogato della cornice,
come un nuovo Eracle che avanza per le strade di Atene, si sta dirigendo presso la dimora di un poeta
ayabdéc dove incontrera uomini dyoboi. Certo, a differenza di Eracle, Socrate & stato invitato da
Agatone: il suo arrivo non ¢ dunque inatteso né imprevisto. Inatteso e imprevisto ¢ tutt'al piu 'arrivo
di Aristodemo, l'amico che Socrate incontra per strada. Ma l'invito, proposto da un avip dyabdg e ad
un tempo 6o@d¢ ad un amico, non altera il corretto andamento del d€invov, la sua struttura armoniosa
e consequenziale. Lo dimostra, ad esempio, sul finale del Simposio la serie di arrivi di altri
personaggi, uomini che, in modo diverso, rappresentano per il delrvov un momento critico, certo
potenzialmente di difficile gestione. A casa di Agatone, infatti, la stessa sera giungono altri conoscenti
di Agatone non invitati, nel momento in cui la cvvovsia volge al termine: Alcibiade con il suo
corteggio ebbro e festante, nonché un secondo gruppo di rumorosi comasti. Giungono entrambi
inattesi, senza invito, all'improvviso, é€aipvng (212¢7 € 223b2). Alcibiade addirittura trovera la porta
chiusa e dovra bussare per entrare a differenza di Socrate e di Aristodemo dinanzi ai quali le porte
della casa di Agatone sono aperte e dunque accessibili, £énedn 8¢ yevésOau &nt Th oikia thi Aydbovoc,
aveypuévny kotadapBdvey v 00pav (174d8-e2). Si ha come l'impressione che per chi partecipa a
questo detnvov speciale, la guida di Socrate sia una garanzia irrinunciabile, necessaria, indispensabile.

Una testimonianza in questa direzione ¢ offerta, per l'appunto, dall'ultima fondamentale
citazione che Socrate, nel convincere Aristodemo a seguirlo, propone nel prologo dialogato della
cornice. Prima di intraprendere la strada che condurra alla casa di Agatone, nel momento in cui i due
amici decidono cosa dire al loro imminente ospite, Socrate esclama alcune parole che, nella Dolonia,
Diomede rivolge a Nestore per ottenere la compagnia del saggio Odisseo, Vv te 80", £pn, £pyopuévem
npo 0800 (174d2). Si tratta anche in questo caso di un verso riadattato rispetto all'originale, odv t& 80’
gpyopnéve kai 1 Tpo O 10D &vdnoev (Il X 224), nel quale palese ¢ il cambio funzionale Tpd 030D
rispetto al tradito tpo O 10D. La tradizione di questo verso della Dolonia peraltro ha una lunga storia:
del resto Platone lo utilizza, nella sua completezza, una seconda volta, nel Protagora (348d1), quando
Socrate per l'appunto, nella sezione dedicata al commento del Carme a Scopas, dimostra a Protagora
che entrambi dispongono di buone risorse nella discussione per quanto riguarda azione, parola e
pensiero, EDTOPOTEPOL YAp MG AmovTES Eopey ol AvOpmTol TPOG dmay Epyov kai Adyov Kol Stavonpa.
Aristotele lo cita poi sia nell'Etica Nicomachea (1155a12-16) sia nella Politica (1287b13-15). Certo,
nel Simposio questo verso, una volta rivisitato da Socrate, ha una spiccata valenza evocativa.
Nell'lliade Diomede sceglie Odisseo come compagno di viaggio per la sua superiore capacita
intellettiva prima di un'impresa difficoltosa e piena di pericolo; nel Simposio Socrate, dopo aver
integrato il suo amico nel novero degli dyobot, procede assieme a lui - 0 almeno cosi lascia credere il
lettore - verso un evento decisivo e a suo modo impegnativo lungo una strada che conduce alla dimora
di Agatone.

Certo, colpisce a prima vista, che il proposito che Socrate rivela a Aristodemo, procedere
entrambi assieme sulla stessa strada, nel Simposio sia subito disatteso. Mentre Aristodemo avanza per
le strade di Atene, Socrate resta indietro, avvinto dai suoi pensieri, nella sua estatica concentrazione.
Quando l'amico di viaggio si girera per attenderlo, Socrate lo mandera avanti, presso Agatone, verso
la meta dove Aristodemo entrera da solo. Il procedere assieme, dunque, presto diventa un cammino
parallelo ma solitario e si ricomporra nell'intreccio dei Adyot a casa di Agatone. L'atteggiamento di
Socrate, tuttavia, non deve stupire. Non a caso, quando Agatone vede arrivare a casa sua Aristodemo,
afferma che avrebbe voluto invitarlo ma che non ¢ riuscito nell'intento per la folla numerosa che lo
circondava e che gli ha impedito di scoprire dove fosse andato il suo amico. Al di 1a dell'urbanita di
Agatone che deve far sentire a suo agio il conoscente giunto senza suo invito, ma come precisa di
nuovo Aristodemo invitato da Socrate, ¢ qui possibile cogliere una sottile allusione al fatto che chi
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viaggia con Socrate e lo frequenta assiduamente ¢ una figura opportuna ¢ ammessa tra gli dyofoi. E
qui, tra gli dyabot, Socrate quale nuovo eroe della sontuosa moinoig de Simposio ha il ruolo decisivo e
di guida, paradigma, maestro, in vista della lode suprema che ricevera al termine del dialogo. Socrate
ha ormai indicato ad Aristodemo - e dunque al lettore del Simposio - dove occorre andare, quale sia il
vero banchetto che 1'uvomo deve frequentare, quale sia la strada corretta da intraprendere. Non resta
che percorrere questa strada e entrare nella casa di Agatone dove Aristodemo scoprira, come il lettore
del dialogo, che nell'impulso ad eros si nasconde l'inesausta tensione dell'uomo verso il bene, verso
l'eterno possesso dell'immortalita.
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No Invitation Required? A Theme in Plato’s Symposium

Giovanni R.F. Ferrari

Uninvited arrivals are a salient theme of Plato’s Symposium. Why is this?

The theme is broached when Socrates, coaxing Aristodemus to accompany him, uninvited, to
Agathon's, twists a proverb to make it say that the good go uninvited to the feasts of the good (174b).
Three distinct acts of uninvited arrival are involved here: most obviously, good going uninvited to
good; implicitly, superior going uninvited to inferior, since this seems to be the version of the proverb
that Socrates is treating as his original; lastly, inferior going uninvited to superior, which is how
Socrates claims Homer portrayed Menelaus's visit to Agamemnon in the Iliad. Each of the three has
its significance for the dialogue.

Aristodemus worries that his situation would fit, not the first case, good going uninvited to
good, but the third: inferior going uninvited to superior. For protection, he seeks an invitation from
Socrates. This, however, is a revealing error. For to go uninvited as inferior to superior, in Plato, is
emblematic of one's philosophic independence. It is to follow where nothing and no one actively
beckons or responds; where what draws you on is your own desire for the wisdom that would yield
complete, godlike satisfaction, if you could attain it. It is this connection with desire that makes the
theme a natural one to appear when the talk in Plato's dialogues turns to love, since love may well
pursue its object without regard for invitation, and may continue the pursuit — indeed, may pursue
more ardently — if unrequited.

Not coincidentally, therefore, the theme reappears in Plato's other dialogue on love, the
Phaedrus, where it receives a full-dress mythical presentation as the relationship in which
philosophers should properly stand to the divine. The Olympian gods in Socrates' great speech on
love in the Phaedrus are said to wander the pathways of the heavens, enjoying blessed visions and
"doing each his own" (pratton hekastos autén to hautou, 247a), while any human soul who is able and
willing may follow them (hepetai de ho aei ethelon te kai dynamenos), ascending after much struggle
to glimpse the place where the gods are to feast and dine on the vision of true being (pros daita kai epi
thoinén); for the gods begrudge nothing (phthonos gar exé theiou khorou histatai). The gods, then,
issue no invitations. Nor, however, do they pose obstacles. It is up to humans to follow, in
sympathetic imitation, if they wish to enjoy a similar blessedness. They must go uninvited to the feast
of their superiors.

The Symposium too does not lack for a mythical presentation of this theme. Whereas the
divine feast of the Phaedrus, however, is high-flown in every sense of the word, that in the
Symposium is narrated in the lower, comedic register of Aesopic fable, as is appropriate to the less
serious, "sympotic" tone of the dialogue as whole. In the symbolic story of Eros' origins, told by
Diotima to Socrates (203b-204a), it is Eros' mother, Poverty, who goes uninvited to beg at the doors
where the gods are holding a celebratory feast for Aphrodite's birth. As Poverty incarnate, she is
herself poor and, one assumes, hungry, while the gods' feast is sumptuous (hoion dé eudkhias ousés,
203b). It is her own nature, then, that draws her on. And there she seizes on a second opportunity,
again without invitation: finding the god Resource (Poros) prostrate in a drunken stupor in the garden
nearby, and conscious of her own lack of resources (dia tén hautés aporian, 203b), she takes
advantage of his temporary defenselessness and conceives a child from this most well-off of fathers.

The child Eros, however, turns out to resemble its mother more than its father. Eros'
resemblance to Poverty, expressed allegorically in terms of the external features of his life, is well-
nigh perfect. Like his mother, he is poor and homeless and lives a hardscrabble life out of doors.
Hence his life is excluded from resembling that of his divine father, who, unlike his mother, is a fully-
paid up member of the happy company of feasting gods. And here it is important to see that Poros’
name, in the context of this fable, means Resource in the sense of "Resources" rather than
"Resourcefulness." When Plato writes that "in conformity with his father [or perhaps, "in the
direction of his father"], he is a schemer after the beautiful and the good" (kata de au ton patera
epiboulos esti tois kalois kai tois agathois, 203d), and when he follows this with a long list of
attributes making Eros out to be a cunning and resource-ful provider of those resource-s, it is the
resources that he inherits from his father, not the resourcefulness. The resources or goods that Eros
seeks (but only occasionally and temporarily achieves) are those times in his life when he prospers
and enjoys success (fote men ... thallei ... tote de apothnéiskei, 203e)." Resource himself, however,

!'So too, when terms etymologically related to Poros are used in this passage, they refer to achieved goods rather than to the
process of achieving them. This is certainly the case at 203e, just cited in the text, where Eros is described as capable in one
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has no need to be resourceful: he is a god, who already has all that he needs.

In fact, the parent who demonstrates resourcefulness in this fable is not Resource but Poverty.
She is the one who is driven to scheme after resources that she lacks — driven by an awareness of her
own lack of resources that seems the seed of the philosopher's awareness of his own ignorance (cf.
204a). The word for her scheming is epibouleuousa (203b). When we read at 203d, then, that Eros is
epiboulos, a "schemer" after the beautiful and the good, we should attribute the scheming to his
mother, while to his father, who lives large, we should attribute only the broad range of "beautifuls"
and "goods" (fois kalois kai tois agathois) to which Eros aspires — a larger goal than his mother could
have attempted to attain for herself. Eros's philosophic nature, then, makes him a striver after the
beautiful and good, and in this he resembles his mother, who goes uninvited to the feasts of her
superiors. Although transposed to the genre of fable, it is essentially the same message as the one we
found in the Phaedrus.

Let us return now to the early scene between Socrates and Aristodemus and see how the
theme plays out there. It might seem that the theme applies only to Aristodemus, not to Socrates,
since with his opening words Socrates informs Aristodemus that he has accepted an invitation to
attend a dinner party at Agathon's that day (174a). More precisely, the occasion would seem to be a
case of the good going invited to the good: for Socrates jokingly gives as his reason for having
groomed himself unusually well for the occasion his desire to go to Agathon kalos para kalon, "as one
beautiful person to another."

This appearance, however, turns out to be deceptive, and that in two ways. First, Socrates'
beauty is only cosmetic; it is not the kind of beauty that bears a close relation to the good.
Accordingly, although Socrates' physical beauty is much inferior to Agathon's, we are not surprised to
find, as the dialogue progresses, that when it comes to the good, and to the beautiful that attends the
good, it is Socrates, not Agathon, who is the superior. Second: despite having a bona fide invitation,
Socrates manages, in a sense, to arrive uninvited after all. En route to Agathon's he becomes pensive
and falls behind, putting Aristodemus in the embarrassing situation of entering Agathon's house
without him. Socrates then ignores the slave sent by Agathon to summon him from the neighbor's
porch, to which he has repaired. Agathon makes many further moves toward calling Socrates inside,
but Aristodemus refuses to permit them even to reach Socrates' ears. Finally, when the guests are
already halfway through their meal, Socrates arrives unheralded, having spent the intervening time in
his accustomed way (174d-175¢).

When Socrates arrives, then, he arrives on his own initiative. He interrupts the meal like an
uninvited parasite — somewhat in the way that the clown Philip in Xenophon's Symposium interrupts
the dinner at Callias' house (1.11-13). Philip, however, as an ironist of a far cruder stamp than
Socrates, makes an issue of his uninvited status, claiming that it is funnier to come to dinner without
an invitation than with one. Socrates, by contrast, is simply being himself, arriving without comment
and only when he is good and ready. His arrival fits the version of the proverb that Socrates seized
upon in order to twist: he is a superior going uninvited to the feast of his inferior. If that version of
the proverb is itself a satire on the version that has the good going uninvited to the feasts of the good
— since we find it in the comic poet Eupolis (fr. 289), while the version that has good going to good
is found in Hesiod (fr. 264) — its comic quality would also fit Socrates' general situation well. That
is to say, among his fellow human beings, a philosopher such as Socrates is permanently in a
condition analogous to that of a superior going uninvited to the feasts of the inferior. He lives among
the pleasures of his fellow human beings without defining himself by their pleasures. Socrates in the
Symposium drinks, but he never gets drunk (176c, 214a, 220a). He joins in, but stays sober, while

and the same day as "living and flourishing" and then "dying": for it is when he is flourishing — when the desire is not just
live and active, but successful — that Eros is said to euporein, find resources. And it is when he "comes back to life on
account of his father's nature" that he is said once again to have a porizomenon that he can lose — a "provision," not a
"means of providing." What his father represents, then, is the wealthy pole at the opposite extreme from aporia, as
described in the conclusion that Eros "neither lacks resources nor is wealthy" (oute aporei Erés oute ploutei). Poros
represents achieved wealth, not the pursuit of wealth. Accordingly, the earlier reference to Eros' being phronéseds
epithymétés kai porimos (203d) should be understood to say that he both desires to understand and is resourceful about
coming to understand — not just about seeking to understand. In its general usage, the word porimos seems in any case to
be used in contexts where resourcefulness is proven by success. Rowe in his commentary to 203d5-7 agrees that "we might
expect porimos to mean 'resourceful in finding [wisdom]"; in his translation, however, he writes "resourceful in looking for
it," on the grounds that a philosopher, unlike a god, never does actually find wisdom, at least according to 204a. But what is
said at 204a is that a wise person (sophos) does not philosophize. This does not exclude — in fact, had better not exclude —
that a philosopher could on occasion achieve some better understanding than he previously had. As Rowe himself puts it in
a subsequent note (to 203e2), the idea that Eros at any particular moment is neither resourceless nor rich makes sense "as a
metaphorical description of the ups and downs of philosophic discussion." [C. J. Rowe, trans., comm., Plato: Symposium
(Warminster 1998)]
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those around him make fools of themselves. It is a situation rich in comic possibilities.

But although the philosopher among his fellow human beings is as a superior going uninvited
to the feasts of the inferior, this is not the condition to which he aspires. In his pursuit of wisdom he
resembles, as we have seen, an inferior going uninvited to the feasts of his superiors. And ultimately,
he would wish to be as the gods themselves could be said to be (and in the Phaedrus, are said to be):
the good going uninvited to the feasts of the good.’

Both of these latter situations, in fact, are alluded to also in this opening scene between
Socrates and Aristodemus. The allusion is contained in Socrates' garbling of Homer's treatment of
Menelaus. Homer, so Socrates claims, made Menelaus out to be a "soft spearman," while portraying
his brother Agamemnon as a superior fighter; despite which, Homer has Menelaus arrive uninvited, as
inferior to superior, when Agamemnon arranges a feast for the Greek generals at Troy (174b-c).
Aristodemus, ever subservient to his idol Socrates, accepts Socrates' account of Homer without
objection. But Plato's readers should not. Socrates has had to stretch to find that slighting evaluation
of Menelaus' soldierly prowess: it occurs in the seventeenth book of the Iliad (17.587), separated by
much incident from the feast that Agamemnon held in the second book. What is more, it is an insult
put in the mouth of Apollo rather than uttered as a judgment of the narrator. Menelaus in Homer is
generally quite as brave a fighter as most — indeed, Apollo's taunt here is an attempt to discount a
conspicuous act of valour that Menelaus has just performed.

Thus alerted, the reader who considers more closely the incident in Book 2 will recall that the
reason Homer gives for Menelaus having come unbidden to Agamemnon's feast is that, as
Agamemnon's younger brother, he knows the elder's mind without needing to be told: "And
Menelaus of the strong war cry came to him of his own accord, for he knew in his heart the cares that
troubled his brother" (2. 408-9). That is, as one brother to another, he took his invitation for granted
at such a time, even if Agamemnon's worries caused him to forget to include Menelaus among the
formally invited guests. (This is how Plutarch interprets the passage at Moralia 706f.) Although the
brothers differ in status —Agamemnon being the elder and exercising the greater kingly authority —
they belong together by nature.

To the extent that the description "inferior going uninvited to superior” still fits Menelaus'
situation, then, it does so in a positive sense. Although not his brother's equal, he too, like his brother,
is a valiant warrior. And it is with this positive spin that his situation corresponds to the philosopher's
pursuit of godlike wisdom. The philosopher is not equal to the divine; but he has within him the
godlike spark of reason that allows him to aspire, by nature, to associate himself as closely with the
divine as a human being can (as, for example, at the summit of Diotima's ascent, where the
philosopher keeps company with the beautiful itself, 211e-212a). It is with the divine that the
philosopher naturally belongs — ultimately, as the good having gone uninvited to the good.

To seek out invitations, by contrast, is to look for acknowledgment from one's fellows and to
find in this a source of validation. Yet the love that seeks a return of this or indeed of any sort is a less
adequate love than the uninvited love felt by the philosopher for the divine. This is the philosophic
point embodied in the theme of going uninvited in the Symposium. The philosopher seeks creative
self-realization through belonging, to the fullest extent, with that to which the best in his nature is
congenial; he seeks Diotima's "birth in the beautiful," not the quid pro quo that is the basis of the
standard love-affair between Athenian males or of the everyday sacrificial transactions between the
Greeks and their gods.” Those who seek invitations in the Symposium duly come unstuck.

We have already seen one such case, when Aristodemus gets left in the lurch on the way to
Agathon's house. Aristodemus, described by his kindred spirit Apollodorus as a "huge fan" or "lover"
of Socrates at the time (erastés, 173b), makes the mistake of loving and seeking sponsorship from
Socrates, rather than simply loving what Socrates loves. That is why he goes barefoot like his idol,
and reports on his every word (173b). He imitates Socrates, rather than the divine. When Socrates

2 These three possibilities for uninvited arrival (good to good; superior to inferior; inferior to superior) naturally suggest a
fourth, which would complete the four-place grid: bad going uninvited to bad. It is a possibility realized at the very end of
the dialogue, when the crowd of drunken revellers break in uninvited on the company at Agathon's house. ("Bad" here is a
relative term, and describes the typical behavior of ordinary Athenians by contrast to the aspirational conduct of
philosophers.)  The incident represents and is an instance of complete disorder on a humdrum level. It implicitly
acknowledges the necessity of "invitations" — of mutual acknowledgment and negotiation — to the smooth running of
social life. That the philosopher has the ability to transcend such behavior makes him exceptional.

? Admittedly, in Diotima's initial description of Eros' role as daemonic intermediary between humans and the gods, the
relationship mediated by "the daemonic" (fo daimonion) runs both ways, in the manner of traditional religion: requests and
sacrifices are conveyed from men to gods; commands and returns for sacrifice are conveyed from gods to men (202e). But
her account here is preliminary. Once Diotima has left the "Lesser Mysteries" behind for the Greater (209¢), the religious
traffic becomes one-way, as the philosopher ascends, through Eros, to join with the divine. Such communion is its own
reward.
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abandons him along the road, then, Aristodemus is getting his symbolic come-uppance.

In this behavior, Aristodemus at the dialogue's opening turns out to be a precursor of
Alcibiades at its close. Like Aristodemus, Alcibiades makes Socrates, rather than the divine, the
focus of his love. His aspiration is not simply, as he claims (218d), to become the best he can be, but,
as his behaviour reveals, to have Socrates acknowledge him as the best. And once again, Plato
deploys the theme of invitation-seeking and uninvited arrival to help make his point.

We have seen how Socrates, at the beginning of the dialogue, seems to have been invited to
the feast but ends up coming uninvited. Alcibiades, at the dialogue's end, seems to show up
uninvited, with much drunken banging on the doors, but turns out to be responding to an invitation
after all. "I couldn't come yesterday, so here I am now," are among his first words (212¢).* Then, in
the story Alcibiades tells of his pursuit of (not wisdom, but) the wise Socrates, we learn that, in his
impatience to receive an invitation from Socrates, he went so far to issue his own invitation to the
feast (217c), inviting Socrates to dinner at his house as if he were the older lover and Socrates the
young man whose love he sought. In this role, Alcibiades could be described as the inferior inviting
the superior to the feast in order that the superior may approve of him. But the description should ring
a bell: it is based on Agathon's instruction to his servants at the start of the evening's dinner:
"Imagining that I and these others have been invited to dinner by you, serve us, so that we may praise
you" (175b). Agathon, the master, here comments wryly about being at the mercy of his slaves.
Alcibiades attempts the same trick, but cannot disturb Socrates' mastery.

4 1t is once again Socrates who appears uninvited, startling Alcibiades when he turns around to find him sitting as third guest
on the couch. "Always popping up where I least expect you," says Alcibiades (213c).
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Diotima and kuésisin the Light of the Myths of
the God’s Annexation of Pregnancy

Anne Gabri¢le Wersinger

In Plato’s Symposium (201d-212b), Diotima of Mantinea introduces herself in an hyper-masculine
environment, through a complex apparatus of speech embedded relays and nested narratives of which
the main effect is to blur the source of enunciation'. Reported by a male, Socrates, one of Diotima’s
main thesis seems rather surprrsrng at first sight: men’s desire (erds) even the most manly of them, is
to become pregnant (kuésis)”.

Male pregnancy and the Olympian and Orphic myths

Scholars” have tried to edulcorate Diotima’s thesis, pretending that it does not imply any valuation of
a feminine attribute. After all, does not Plato write in the Timaeus that a male’s seed, a divine part
derived from the marrow which forms the brain, is sown in the “ploughland of the womb with living
creatures too small to be seen (aorata ... zoia) and that those are nourished until they grow large
within” (91¢8-d5)? Aeschylus seems to echo the same tradition in a passage of the Eumenides, when
Athena says: “It is not the mother who is the begetter (fokeus) of what is called her child, beeing only
the nurse of the newly-sown embryo (kumatos); the one who begets (tiktei) is the one who mounts
(d’ho thréiskén)” (v. 658-660). The phallus is considered the key element for the birth, and if the
maternal role has not completely disappeared, it is reduced to a nurturing function. Anaxagoras held
that man’s ejaculation of seed produced an homunculus which reached it’s full size thanks to the
nourishment supplied by the mother’. Accordingly, when Diotima says that the males aspire to
pregnancy, one should understand (except by uttering something absurd) that she can’t of course be
speaking of the mother’s pregnancy, but only of the condition whereby a man is ready to ejaculate his
seed’.

But, to postulate that kuésis applied to males can’t have the usual meaning and must be
interpreted in a metaphorical sense, since a male can not reasonably be pregnant, is a petition of
principle that prohibits understanding why Diotima chooses this metaphor rather than another®.
should be noticed also that in the Timaeus, (where one would mostly expect the word to occur), kueSIS
(and its derivatives) is not used by Plato. It seems therefore reasonable to assume that, as Diotima
stresses the metaphor of kuésis built on the verb kuéd’, she means something else than the male’s
condition before ejaculation.

It seems then that a better method would imply working on a material where male pregnancy
is fully acknowledged, such as in the mythological tradition called “Olympian” going back to Hesiod,
which points toward the annexation of the feminine function of giving birth, by the father. Thus, in
Hesiod, while allocating privileges (timai) to the gods, Zeus marries Metis. When she is about to give
birth to Athena, Hesiod says, Zeus swallows her into his nédun® (v. 899) to avoid that some one else
would take his privilege from him (time, v. 892) and then he begets Athena (Theogony, v. 886-890
with the verb etikte, v. 922, 1mp11ed v. 924). N Loraux reminds us that Athena is Dios pais, Dios
tekon, and above all, that she is motherless’. In Euripides’Bacchae, Zeus is accused of having
deprived Semele from her child Dionysus, while still in her womb. He then hid the child in his thigh

Wersmger 2011, p. 96-100 and 2012, p. 2-6.

% Symposium, 20601 (kueo), c7 (kuesrs), d4 (to kuoin), d7 (to kuéma) d8 (t6i kuointi); 208°2 (egkumones), 209al
kuotisin), bl (egkumon), b5 (kudn), c3 (ekuei).

Morrisson, 1964, p. 54.
4 Leitao, 2012, p. 15, speaks of « male pregancy as scientific fact » but it seems rather a deduction as the word kuésis does
not occur in what is left of Anaxagoras’work.

Morrisson, ibid., Pender, 1992, p. 72 ; Leitao thinks that there is a strategic turn in Diotima’s discourse, and agrees with
Pender up to 210d5 where one has to acknowledge a feminine form of pregnancy (2012, p. 188).

¢ Wersinger, 2012, p. 11. Unfortunately, Leitao who deals a lot with the word tiktein (p. 281-284) does not examine the word
kueésis.
" Morrisson, (1964, p. 53), and Evans, (2006, p. 15, and n°2) have pretended that kued may have the causal meaning of
“impregnate™ that applies to the male role in procreation, as attested in the aorist tense in Aeschylus, fr. 44, Nauck (8uppog &'
an' edvdeviog odpavod necwv / Ekvoe yolov: N 8¢ tikteton PBpotoic). But Aeschylus here does not employ the verb kueé (to
be pregnant), but the verb kud with an accusative that, in this case, means “impregnate”.

The word reinforces the analogy with the womb often designated by the belly or other parts of the digestive tract (e.g.
Euripldes Bacchai, v. 527).

? Loraux, 1981, p. 142.
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(v. 96-97 and v. 523-530)"°. Athenian vases often place one or more llithyies alongside Zeus, to
emphasize its annexation of the mother’s priviledge.

And so, it looks as if in the “Olympian” tradition, Zeus appropriates himself pregnancy, an
attribute that he explicitly steals from woman.

But another important tradition is noteworthy. More recent than the Olympian tradition, it is
mentioned in the Papyrus Derveni whose anonymous interpreter assigns to Orpheus (Coll. VII, 4-8).
In this tradition, the role of the phallus is strongly emphasized:

“aidoiov katémvev, 0¢ aibépa éxbope mpdTog”.
(He swallowed the phallus (or the venerable) Fr. 8 (Coll. XIII, 4)"'.

The examination of the theogonic vocabulary in the Derveni Papyrus shows that in the Orphic
scenario Zeus having swallowed the phallus of Heaven would beget the “cosmos”. In other words,
Zeus would become pregnant, directly after having swallowed Ouranos’ phallus. This pregnancy
seems to be confirmed by the Hellenistic version of an hymn to Zeus, the original dating from the 5th
century BC.

“A domination, a daimon, great sire, principle of all things / a royal body in which all things
are moved in a circle” (“en hof tade panta kukleitar’,Orphica F 168, Kern, v. 6-8).

One will undoubtedly agree that the image of things and beings that move circularly in the divine
body strongly suggests pregnancy.

According to Bernabé whose interpretation we shall follow, Zeus, having swallowed the
phallus of Heaven, after having listened to the prophecies of the Night and of his father Kronos,
would go back to the origin of all things and would restart the history of the universe, by becoming
the “new mother” of who was the first born. If Heaven has been the first-born, Zeus, somehow, for
having introduced the phallus of Heaven in his breast, becomes himself the ascendant of the first
being, while having been also the new born. Indeed, we may read in fr. 14, 1 “Zeus was born first,
Zeus, the last”.

Such material offers us a first lesson concerning the comparison between the Olympian model
and the Orphic model. In Hesiod's Olympian model, Zeus annexes pregnancy considered as a
feminine attribute, while in the Orphic model of the Derveni papyrus, pregnancy is considered a result
of the ingestion of the phallus, as if the mere ingestion of the phallus made Zeus a mother, capable of
pregnancy, and so explicitly gaining bisexuality .

Such a duality of sex roles is acknowledged by all the posterity of the Derveni Papyrus. The
later Orphic Hymns seem to interpret the role of Zeus as a sexual duality. Let us start with the Hymn
to Zeus (v. 4) quoted in the Ps.-Aristotle’s De Mundo, 401a25:

“Zeus was born a male, immortal Zeus was a nymph”

Similarly, in the Orphic Hymn 6, even if it involves Phanes which is not discussed in the fragments of
papyrus Derveni, we have:

THpwtéyovov kaéw Swpvn, uéyav, ailbepdriaykrov,
@LOYEVT], XPVOEQLCLY AYAALOUEVOV TTEPVYETTI,
tavpofoav, yéveow paxdpwv Ovntdv t’ avlpdrwyv,
onmépua molvuvnorov, moAvépyiov (...)

“I invoke the First Born, of both natures, the great who haunts the Ether
Born of the egg, glorious with his golden wings,

Roaring like a bull, he, the origin

Of the Blessed and mortal men

Seed of many memories of many orgies”

07n the Melampodia, Metis is said hupo splagchnois, fr. 343, 13, R. Merkelbach and M.L. West, 1983.

1t is unnecessary here to recall the controversy around the term aidoion. According to Bernabé (2002), there is no doubt
that the word here means not simply the “venerable” but Ouranos’phallus which is also associated with the Sun. This is
confirmed by the anonymous comment of the Papyrus, explaining that the word (aidoion) refers to men’ genitals.

12 Bernabé, 2010, 78.
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This tradition continues lately, as evidenced by the following Latin authors:
Tiberianus, Versus Platonis de deo (ed. S. Mattiacci, 1990), vers 21-24 :

Tu genus omne deum, tu rerum causa uigorque

Tu natura omnis, deus innumerabilis unus

Tu sexu plenus toto, tibi nascitur olim

Hic deus, hic mundus, domus hic hominumgque deumque

“Thou, the first origin of the gods, thou cause and vigor of things,
Thou, universal nature, countless single god,

Thou, the whole sex, it is from thee that in one day are born

this god, this world, this home of gods and men”

R. F. Avienus, Les Phénoménes d’Aratos (ed. J. Soubiran, CUF, 1981, v. 25-28) :

(...) sexuque inmixtus utroque
atque aevi pariter gemini simul omnia lustrans
sufficit alterno res semine. (...)

“(...) mixed with both sexes
with an equally twofold life, running at once through all things
he provides things with seed of either sex”.

In these texts, we see that the focus is on the duality of the sexes, as if Zeus was hermaphrodite, both
male and female. Moreover, in column 7, we read:

Agpoditn Ovpavia
Kal Zevs kal appodiotdev kai 6pvvobar kal I1g10a
kal Appovia @1 avtdt Osdt Svoua ketral.

“Aphrodite Ourania,
Zeus, sexual intercourse, ejaculation, Persuasion
and Harmony are names given to the same god”.

In this excerpt where Zeus is identified with female deities, we can see evidence that Zeus acquires
both sexes. And if Zeus is the nois, one must notice also that in column 26, the noiis is explicitly
called the “mother” of other things.

Bernabé recalls a Hurrian myth known from a Hittite version, The Kingdom of Heaven (or
Theogony). In one episode, Anu, the god of heaven, is emasculated by the bite of Kumarbi. Then he
swallows the phallus of Heaven. However, precises Bernabé, he finds himself “pregnant” of many
gods.

The Derveni Papyrus seems to reflect a source of inspiration, perhaps Hittite, where the god
creator is pregnant.

The scope of Diotima’s thesis (whose name etymologically meaning, Zeus’timé, might hint at
an Orphic character) makes sense, compared to these traditions.

The ellipsis of ejaculation in Diotima’s speech
Now, on one point at least, Diotima explicitly reverses the tradition of Olympian patriarchal myths of
annexation. Indeed, she describes Eros’ birth through rather surprising words:

€ ) ’ pJ / AY \ e ~ 2 /7 /7 / bl ~ /4
n ovv llevia €miPoviedovca S v ovtic amopiav mowdiov momoacHor €k tod I1dpov,
kotoakhivetal te Top’ adTd Kol Ekdnoe tov "Epota (203a3-203c¢).

“Then Penia, being of herself resourceless, planned to make for her a child from Poros, and
lying down by his side she became pregnant of Eros”.
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It should be noticed here that the middle voice aorist infinitive of the verb poid", suddenly stresses
the active role of some unexpected person, for gender and context reasons: Penia, whose name means
Poverty, being resourceless with regard to resourceful Poros, and of course being a woman, shows her
capacity of devising and initiating an intercourse with a sleeping, unconscious, and for this reason,
passive male. There i Isan obvious hint here to the myth in which Zeus steals Métis or Semele of their
power to give birth'*. But in Diotima’s version of the myth, it is as if there was annexation by a
woman of the male share of generation. At the same time, since Penia necessarily had to be
inseminated by Poros, we must assume that kuésis implies the existence of a man’s sperm.

But one is left then with a question : why is Diotima so elliptical about ejaculation when
redefining the purpose of love as kuésis? According to her, it is men’s business, even for those who
love and have intercourse with women (208e2-4), to "beget children" (paidogonia), but things seem to
happen without any reference to ejaculation, although Plato uses, in erotic contexts such as the
Phaedrus (250e5) the verbs paidosporein "to protrude" or bainein "to mount. Should we assume that it
is so obvious that pregnancy 1nv01ves ejaculation, that it is not necessary to mention it?

A fortiori, some scholars'" have pretended that, since men are at stake, it can’t be female
pregnancy but ejaculation that is evidently supposed in Symposium 206d4-206el (“fo kuoiin is
released (...) from its great birth pangs (dia to mega]és 6dinos apoluein”), this passage having a
parallel in the Phaedrus : as he looks at his pais’ beauty (251c6), the lover feels the discomfort of
sexual tension described by the metaphor of the production and growth of feathers'®, and, when his
soul receives the himeros, he is released from his birth pangs (odunés, 251 d1). The Word 6dis being
generally used for women'’, one too easily believes that since Plato applies to men a word usually
used for women in the Pbaedrus, there is no reason to admit that it would not be the case in the
Symposium, including the word kuésis. But one may reverse the argument : why does the word kuésis
appear in the Symposium and not in the Phaedrus ?

Anyway, it seems difficult to accept that the ellipsis of ejaculation is unimportant in Diotima’s
speech face to a tradition that emphas1zes so strongly its importance, as it is the case in the Orphic
tradition (in Fr. 15, the word thornei'®, a substantive presumably denoting ejaculation). The ellipsis
makes sense with regard to this emphas1s.

Taking for granted these points, we may conclude that Diotima reverses the Olympian myths
of annexation of the female share of generation, by rendering to the mother the initiative of gestation.

Regarding the Orphic myth, she seems to conceal both ejaculation and phallus for the benefit
of pregnancy.

The orphic and musical background of the female genious
What is then the real scope of Diotima’metaphor of kuésis? Answering this question requires setting
the background of the notion of creation in Plato’s Timaeus.

In the Derveni Papyrus, and unlike what happens in Homer and Hesiod, to produce (poein)
and to give birth to (tiktein) are no longer opposed'”.

In an Orphic poem, which dates from the second century AD, (an older version being quoted
in the Derveni Papyrus), the first two lines show that the assimilation of the two concepts is indeed
realized:

“Zeus was born first, Zeus with the bright lightning, is the last
Zeus is the head, Zeus is the middle, from Zeus all things were made (Dios tetuktai panta ek),
v. 1-2

Zeus alone is the prime genitor (archigenethlos)”, v. 5 (fragment 168, Kern, quoted by
Apuleius, De Mundo, 37, and Porphyry, Peri Agalmaton, 3, 7).

The Orphic Zeus is the demiurge that begets and makes the cosmos. This assimilation of ideas for
making and childbirth is completely Orphic. Thus the musician Timotheus of Miletus mentions
Orpheus, demi-god, son of the Muse Calliope in indicative terms for our purpose:

'3 Wersinger, 2012, p. 9-10.
' Wersinger, ibid., Leitao, 2012, p. 221.
15Pender(1992) p. 72-75. as Morrisson (1964), p. 51-52.
6 Csapo, 1993, p. 12
”Loraux(1990),p 40, 63.
§ West, 1997, p. 91- 92,
!9 Wersinger, 2009, 2013. Leitao notices it (2012, p. 122) but without being able to tell the origin of the birth metaphor (p.
127).
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“Orpheus, Calliope’s son, he of the intricate muse,
was the first to beget (etekndsen) the tortoise-shell lyre in Pieria” (fr. 711, Page, 221-224,
trad. D.A. Campbell)

The birth of a lyre, an instrument of music being a technical and unnatural object, reflects the
assimilation of the two registers, the demiurgic and the procreative, and this reference is Orphic
(compare with Hermes in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, who is said to “make a singer
(tekténat'aoidon)” (v. 25).

But it looks too as if the assimilation of the idea of begetting and the idea of demiurgy implied
the female gender.

In Aristophanes' comedy The Thesmophoria, the poet-musician Agathon who, like Timothy,
is a follower of the New Music which feeds with Orphism a proven relationship, is in action. He is
currently composing a tragedy of the kind of the Phaedra, and needs the musical mode akin to tragedy
(a Mixolydian for example, which is said to be “feminine”). For this purpose, the creator must engage
in a mimesis of a special type which is to get into the spirit (gnome) of female fashion, that is to say,
he has to “think like a woman” and to “feel like a woman” in his very body. This is the theory called
the Gunaikefa Dramata, according to which a composer of dramas must impulse mimeésis so far that
his own ways and attitudes must conform with the feminine character he creates. That is why Agathon
has the feminine attributes of childbirth that Aristophanes caricatures. This does not mean that
Agathon is an effeminate man, and Aristophanes outlines the poet’s virility (v. 95-153).

The teaching of this passage is that a man, a male, who is explicitly a poet-musician, can be
said to give birth like a woman. Timotheus of Miletus’ dithyramb called the Birthpangs of Semele
was probably composed through this feminine mimetical device®. But it should immediately be added
that this birth metaphor is characterized by novelty. Agathon and Timotheus of Miletus both
emphasize the novelty of their music: Eros is a musician-poet that Agathon praises, and by calling
him neétaton and aei neos (Symposium, 195c), he is obviously echoing Timotheus of
Miletus’ Persians:

“I do not sing the old songs, because mine are new (kaina) and better.
A young Zeus reigns (neos) ...” (fr. 20, in Athenaeus, Deipnosophistes, 122c-d).

It is also known that music is likened to the birth of a newborn. Thus, according to Athenaeus, the
comic poet of the 4th century, Anaxilas has said in his Hyacinthus:

“Music, like Libya, thanks to the gods gives birth (tiktei) to a new creature each year
(kainon)”
(Deipnosophistes 623F).

The same testimony is offered about the comic poet of the fifth century, Eupolis:

“The comic poet Eupolis, my friends said that" Music is a thing (pragma) deep and complex
'and is constantly offering new discoveries (aiei te kainon hexeuriskei) for those who can
reach them” (Athenaeus, Deipnosophistes 623F).

Such material constitutes the evidence of the background of what Diotima says about production
(poiesis):

“(...) a single section, disparate from the whole of creation (pasés tés poiéseds), —merely the
business of music and meters (to peri tén mousikén kai ta metra)—is entitled with the name of
the whole. This and no more is called creation (poiésis); those only who possess this branch of
creation (tés poiéseds) are creators (poictas) “ Symposium, 205c4-c8).

According to Diotima, one came by synecdoche to denote by the word creator what we call, still
today, the poet, in fact the musician. The creator par excellence, is the musician, i.e. the melic poet.

But the musician illustrated by Agathon, is also, as we have seen, not only the one who gives
birth, but the one who always gives birth to something new, as a neo-musician. As Timothy or

22 Hordern, 2002, p. 249 ; Leitao, 2012, p. 65, 155.
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Philoxenus, Agathon is a “passionate of novelty, a philokainos”.
It is not insignificant either that Timothy expressly claims novelty by claiming the name of
the “new Zeus” and by repudiating the Muses of the past:

“Go away Muses of the Beginning (Apito Mousa Archon)” (fr. 20, in Athenaeus,
Deipnosophists, 122c-d) *'

Through the synecdoche operated by Diotima, one may reckognize an undeniably Orphic theme
accordlng to which creation and musical poetry considered as begetting a newborn child are
identified*

Subversion of paiderastic intercourse: the beloved as a midwife
But to grasp the very significance of Diotima’s subversive operation, another key element is worth
noting. Indeed observe that Diotima subverts paiderastic relationship (one adult, the erastes is
supposed to appeal to a younger, the erémenos, and to assault him sexually)® by giving the er6menos
the posture of a midwife (206d2) and the erastés that of a mother, giving birth to beautiful
discourses™

However as Diotima herself gives birth to logoi face to Socrates, we must recognize that a
woman, pregnant with discourses, subtitutes herself to an erastés, facing Socrates himself being
invested with the character of an eréménos-midwife™

This is understandable only by comparing the Symposium (where the figure of the midwife
remains passive, all the active part belonging fully to the one that is pregnant, 206d7), with the
Theaetetus where, on the contrary, Socrates as midwife expert in deliveries, masters the art of
delivering as well as aborting (151c4). Obviously, birth control involves the selection of products. It
means that, conversely, in the speech of Diotima, gestation takes over the product itself. Everything
happens as if, according to Diotima, the work as a result was worth less than its gestation, that is to
say, if one wants to translate this into logoi, the gestation of speech outweighs the speeches
themselves.

Philosophical gestation

Even if Diotima's speech is a pastiche composed by Plato for fun®, it offers a testimony on the
relationship between New music and Orphism, and on the semantic and conceptual transformations of
the concept of creation under the influence of Orphism. It looks as if the style of orphic religion, of
which it is agreed that it was not fixed in a dogmatic code, proceeded as a kind of wreath by profusion
of ingenious theories. Such could be the theory of the genious musician giving birth to a newborn
work, under the auspices of Orpheus. In this perspective, the metaphor of feminine pregnancy in
Diotima's speech would have the purpose of claiming that especially in thought matter such as
philosophy, where intelligence and truth are concerned, and where the Ilithyie is the Form of Beauty
itself (212a2), creation can’t reduce itself to the begetting of novelty and invention, but takes time”’ as
does a maternal gestation.

21Tt is not possible to show in detail here that Agathon's speech reflects the close relationship of the new music with
rehglous language promoting innovation of which Orpheus seems to be the effigy, Wersmger 2009, 2013.

2 Diotima emphasizes the opposition between new and ancient, through several progresswe arguments (heteron neon anti
toll pa]azou 207d3-4, for the desire to perpetuate one’s mortal life ; (presbutés d6 / neos aei, d8) for one’s own life ; (kainén
emporousa anti tés apiousés 208a6) for spiritual matters such as memory, knowledge.

? Leitao (2012, p. 131sq.) rightly says that Plato invented the Socrates-as-midwife metaphor as a counter to a teacher-as-
impregnator metaphor originated by Prodicus or another Sophist. But he does not see that the metaphor of the midwife starts
already in the Symposium.

4 We have to remember that fo kalon currently denotes the pais (Wersinger, 2012, p. 44-45). Now, Diotima explains that
érés consists in tokos en kal6i (206b6). Then she progressively explains this deﬁmtlon by proceeding through substitutions:

- kuoiisi gar substitutes for tokos (206 c1)

- en de kal6i opposed to men aischréi substitutes to en kal6i (206¢4-5)

- he kuesis kai he gennésis substitutes to tokos (206¢7-8)

- Diotima goes back to the opposition between aischron and kalon taken as anarmoston opposed to harmotton (notice the
chiasma) (206 d1-2)

-Moira et Eileithuia are related to Kalloné (substituting to kalon) (d2-3) and Kalloné (206d2) which substitutes to Eileithia,
The formula “en philosophiai aphthon6r” (210d5-6) shows the same construction with en.

Wersrnger 2012, p. 11.
21t is out of the hm1ts of this contribution to locate Diotima’s subversion in the broader context of phallic Dionysian rituals,
where cross-dressing and playing with gender riversal was common, Csapo 1997, p. 263.

27 Eight months are needed for the real philosopher’s seeds to mature in the soul (Phaedrus, 276b1-8).
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Phaedrus and the sophistic competition of beautiful speech

Noburu Notomi

In Plato’s Symposium, a series of speeches in praise of Eros are introduced as customary
entertainment at a symposium with reference to the sophistic activity of encomium. The five speakers
before Socrates predominantly depend on experts’ or sophists’ knowledge, and respond to each other.
It is against these sophistic modes of speech that Socrates forwards his own speech. I will clarify this
sophistic feature of the earlier speeches in contrast with that of Socrates in contrast with that of
Socrates by puttlng special focus on Phaedrus, the ﬁrst speaker and orlglnal proposer of this theme.
The dialogue is concerned with “wisdom” (coia),' and its relation to “philosophy” (pthocopia) and
“sophistry”.

1. Speech competition over wisdom

In the symposium celebrating the first victory of Agathon, the participants agree to enjoy
conversation, rather than heavy drink or music. They choose “encomium to Eros” for the topic of
conversation. While this topic is proposed by Eryximachus at the party, the original idea comes from
Phaedrus. Eryximachus explains that Phaedrus insisted each time that Eros should be praised, for he
complained that this god alone has not been bestowed proper honour differently from other gods
(177a-d). He tried to prove this claim with reference to poets and sophists: whereas the past poets
dedicated hymns and eulogies to the other gods, no poet has made an encomium to Eros. Then, he
refers to the sophists, as follows.

[Plato, Symposium 177b-c]

Or again, if you like, consider the case of the sophists, I mean the respectable ones (todg xpnoTovg
c0p1oTdg). Isn’t it terrible that they write prose panegyrics of Heracles and others, as the excellent
Prodicus did — in fact, that isn’t so amazing, but I have actually come across a book by a clever man in
which salt was the subject of amazing praise for its usefulness (mpog aeeriov), and you’ll see many
other things of that sort given encomia. (trans. C. J. Rowe)

His first reference is to Prodicus’ famous work, The Choice of Heracles,2 in which he
encourages young people to choose, as Heracles did, a life of virtue and labor, instead of that of vice
and pleasure. Phaedrus takes this moralist story as a kind of encomium to the hero (half-god). Next,
the “clever man” mentioned here and one Who pralses “bumble-bees and salt and the like” (Isocrates,
Helen 12) are supposed to be Polycrates.’ He is said to have produced encomla to such trifles as
pebbles and mice, and to such notorious heroes as Clytemnestra and Paris.* Thus, it is true that the
sophists produce speeches in praise of gods and heroes, but they are nothing but playfulness
(matyviov), as Gorgias says at the end of his Encomium of Helen (21), and as Agathon emphasizes in
his own speech by calling it “play” (roudid, 197¢).

On the other hand, we should remember that Prodicus advances the rationalistic view that
useful things (td deelodvra) and the men who designed them were regarded as gods.” He is said to
have related Demeter to bread, Dionysus to wine, Poseldon to water and Hephaestus to fire. For this
idea of the gods, he is later regarded as an atheist.’ In this respect, Phaedrus’ reference to the sophists
implies departure from traditional religion, notwithstanding his apparently pious proposal of
encomium to the god.

It is also interesting to note that Gorgias is not mentioned here as the author of the famous
Encommm of Helen. This work may not have been written before 416 BC (the date of Agathon’s
party);” however, it seems possible that Phaedrus deliberately ignores it because it is too paradoxical

! For example, Bury (1932?), xix, says that “one main motive of the dialogue as a whole is to exhibit the copia of Socrates,
his intellectual as well as moral supremacy”.
2 DK 84 B2 (Xenophon, Memorabiliall 1,21-34).
Th1s is assumed by Sauppe, Blass, Jebb Hug, Bury, Dover, and Rowe. For the relation between the two texts, see Bury
1932?), xx-xxi; cf. Radermacher (1951), B XXI 9. Bury introduces Antisthenes as another candidate.
He wrote The Apology of Busiris, a monstrous king of Egypt, and also published a pamphlet entitled The Accusation of
Socrates, around 393BC.
° Cf. DK 84 B5 (Sextus Empiricus, Math. 9.18, cf. 9.51-52).
6 Cf. Notomi (2010).
Gorgias may have responded to Eupirides’ Trojan Women, produced in 415 BC, since there are many similarities between
the two works. If Euripides responded to Gorgias, his work may have been written around 416 BC.
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or scandalous (but in any case, Plato’s contemporary readers must have been aware of it).

Now it is obvious that “encomium to Eros” constitutes a sophistic competition. Phaedrus
becomes “father of the discourse” (matip 10D Adyov, 177d), and is appointed as the first speaker.”

Agathon’s welcome address to Socrates points out that “wisdom” (co@ia) is a hidden theme
(175c-e). He asks Socrates to lie next to him, so that he can enjoy the wisdom that Socrates must have
discovered before entering the door. He assumes that wisdom flows from the fuller to the emptier by
touch. This reminds us of sophistic teaching. Agathon says that “On this, we’ll take our rival claims to
wisdom to court a bit later on, with Dionysus as judge” (175¢).’

2. Phaedrus’ citations of authorities"’

The first speaker Phaedrus appears in the other two dialogues of Plato, namely Phaedrus and
Protagoras. In the Phaedrus, he converses with Socrates over rhetoric and love. When Phaedrus comes
across Socrates, he is learning by heart a short rhetorical text written by Lysias with the view of
reciting it in front of the others. This initial scene vividly shows that he loves any kind of discourse
(philologos).'" In the Protagoras, he appears among those who eagerly follow Hippias of Elis at the
spectacular gathering of the great sophists in Callias’ house (315¢).

In the Symposium, Phaedrus begins his speech with the citations of authorities. While this
passage (178b2-c2) has been drastically emended since the beginning of the 18th century, I propose to
retain the readlng of the major manuscripts (BTW), and to reject the modern editions that print
different texts.'> Since I have already examined elsewhere how these differences emerged, so as to
demonstrate that the traditional reading of the manuscript is correct, I simply assume my reading here.

[ Plato, Symposium 178b2-c2 ]
b2 yovii¢ yop "Epwtog o1’ ioiv ofite Aéyovtor v’ 00devOg
obte 1d1wtov obte momtod, AL’ ‘Holodog tpdtov pev Xdog gnot
yevécOor—
b5 avtap Eneita
Cal’ e0phoTEPVOC, TAVIOV £30C AGPUALS Oief,
nd’ "Epog
b8 onoi peta 1o Xdog d%o tovtm yevéshat, I'iv te kal "Epmrta.
[Moppevidng 8¢ v yéveowv Aysr—
npdtiotov pev “Epwta Bedv unticato ndvimv.
cl ‘Howddwm 8¢ kol Akovcidemg Oporoyel. obTe moAlayo0ev
oporoyettar 0 "Epwc &v 1oic mpecsPitatog eiva.
For Eros neither has any parents, nor is he said by anyone, whether layman or poet, to have them.
Hesiod says that first to come into being was Chaos;
“and then broad-bosomed Earth, a seat for all, safe for ever, and Eros”.
He says that these two, Earth and Eros, came into being after Chaos. Parmenides says of the origin of
Eros
“First was devised Eros, of all gods”.
Acusileos agrees with Hesiod. Thus it is agreed on many sides that Eros was among the oldest. (trans.
C.J. Rowe, modified)

The recent studies of doxography show that Phaedrus here depends on Hippias’ Anthology for the
citations. The first evidence comes from a parallel passage in Aristotle, Metaphysics A4, 984b23-31:
in discussing the earlier thinkers who investigated the first principles, Aristotle cites the same
Parmenides (B13) and Hesiod, Theogony (116-117 and 120). Although modern editors found this
exact correspondence with the Symposium strange and often emended the transmitted text, the
parallelism of the two texts is best explained by the assumption that the citations derive from the same
source, i.e. Anthology, a collection of famous sayings of the authorities, edited by the sophist

HlS role as chairman continues in 194d-e, 199b-c, and 212b-c.

The issue of wisdom gets focused again in 194b-c.

' This section provides a summary of my arguments in Notomi (forthcomlng)
"1 The character of Phaedrus as “philologue” is analyzed by Ferrari (1987).
12178b8 to c2: Burnet (1901', 1910%) emended the test of 178b8 to ¢2 on the suggestion of Schanz (1882), 7, and was
followed by Dover (1980), Vicaire (1989), and Rowe (1998). It reads “Acusileos too says the same as Hesiod, that these two,
Earth and Eros, came into being after Chaos” (b8-9). Among the 20th century major editions, Robin (1929', 1958%) is the
only one that maintains the manuscripts’ reading, with one minor addition.
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Hippias."

Since Hippias is the only author, as far as we know, who compiled an anthology up to the
latter half of the 5th century BC, he most probably was the common source for Plato and Aristotle.
His policy of compilation, namely to excerpt from both verse (poetry) and prose writings,'* fits what
Phaedrus says before the citations (178b1-3).

If we assume that Phaedrus uses Hippias’ Anthology in citing famous sayings on Eros, we can
observe the following points:

(i) The citations of Hesiod, Theogony, Parmenides, and Acusileos are a part of the chapter on Eros in
Hippias’ Anthology.

(i) Hippias probably introduces the sayings in chronological order, namely, “Hesiod, Parmenides,
Acusileos”,"” according to his assumed editorial policy.' If this is the case, the manuscript reading
better fits the original source, as long as Phaedrus cites it more or less faithfully.

(iii) Hippias probably omits the two lines 118-119 in quoting from Hesiod for his own purpose. Plato
and Aristotle then quote from this shorter version (in slightly different ways from each other).

(iv) Phaedrus adds a paraphrase of the older word “Gaia” in Hesiod for “Gé” after the citation
(178b8). To modern commentators, this appears insignificant or redundant, but it may well be a
customary way of commenting on citations.

(v) Hippias may also have collected some words from Acusileos in the Anthology. If so, Phaedrus
makes it simple by saying, “Acusileos agrees with Hesiod” (178cl), but this never means that both
insist on exactly the same things, as is evident from the testimonies of Acusileos.'’

When “encomium to Eros” was chosen as the theme for the symposiastic speeches, Phaedrus
must have already prepared to give a speech by learning the relevant materials by heart. No doubt, the
useful collection of famous sayings of poets and others, edited by Hippias, was a main source for his
preparation.'® Therefore, he starts a speech with citations from the three men of wisdom, namely
Hesiod, Parmenides, and Acusileos, to appeal to authority.

The style of sophistic polymathy (for which Hippias was particularly famous) is suitable for
the beginning of the competition of speeches at the symposium. From the Phaedrus, we know that
Phaedrus is fond of memorising many texts of poets, rhetoricians, sophists, and other intellectuals to
show off his knowledge in front of others by freely citing the authorities. We know that Hippias was
also an expert of such mnemonic skills (cf. DK 86A2, 5a, 16, etc.). This kind of exhibition of wisdom
might look shallow to those who possess or seek true knowledge, but it must have attracted many men
of culture. Phaedrus’ audience may well be aware that he depends on Hippias’ Anthology, and
responded to him reflecting this awareness. It is a sort of intellectual game, more or less expected on
such an occasion as a symposium. The polymathy and mnemonic skills of Hippias characterise this
beginning of the competition."

3. Sophistic responses to Phaedrus

Next, we shall look at how the other speakers respond to Phaedrus, above all, to his sophistic
presentation of Hippias’ style. Pausanias starts with a sort of criticism of Phaedrus’ speech.

[ Symposium 180c-d ]

Phaedrus, our subject seems to me not to have been put forward in the right way — I mean in that we
have been instructed, as we have, simply to give an encomium to Eros. If Eros were such that there
were just one of him, that would be in order; but in fact there isn’t just one of him; and if there isn’t, it
is more correct (0pBdtepov) to preface what one says by first saying what sort of Eros one should
praise. So I shall try to put this right (énavopBdcacOar).

'3 This view was originally given by Bruno Snell on the doxography of Aristotle, Metaphysics A3 (983b21 ff.) and Plato,
Cratylus 402b; cf. Snell (1944), 170 ff., von Kienle (1961), 41 ff. It was then applied to the Symposium passage by Classen
(1965), 175-178; cf. Mansfeld ([1986]/1990), 35, 46, 48, 71, n.9, Patzer (1986), 43-48. While they take it for certain that
Symposium 178b-c depends on Hippias, no commentary on the passage, notably Dover and Rowe, takes this aspect into
consideration yet.

' DK 86B6 (Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis VI1.15).

'3 Acusileos of Argos probably came after Parmenides (active in the beginning of the fifth century BCE) since his date of
activity is assumed to be around the Persian War.

16 Cf. Patzer (1986), 46.

17Cf. DK 9 Bl (Damascius, On the First Principles 124 (1.320, 10R.), Eudemus fr.117 Wehrli, Philodemus, De pietate 137,
13 p.61 Gomperz) and B3 (Scholia to Theocritus 13 1/2c Wendel).

'8 1t is also suggested that Phaedrus is influenced by Isocrates (or Lysias): cf. Rowe (1998), 137, Wardy (2004), 180-181.

!9 Also, Phaedrus presents, in the third part of his speech, literary criticism concerning Homer, Aeschylus and others
(Euripides?). His speech is essential to understand the whole dialogue: see Wardy (2012).
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Pausanias then distinguishes two senses of Aphrodite, one heavenly (Ovpaviov) and the other
common (ITavdnpov), and two senses of Eros accordingly (180d-181a). Making a distinction between
each word is a typical method of another sophist, Prodicus of Ceos, who is much concerned about the
correctness of words (Opboémeia) and criticizes others by pointing out the ambiguity of words, so as to
exhibit his acute knowledge of language and various issues. Pausanias’ remarkable emphasis on
“correctness” clearly represents the main concern of Prodicus.”’ Since he insists that “correctly”
(0pB®c) means “beautifully” (kakidc, 181a4), his correct speech becomes a beautiful speech (cf.
180c4). It seems obvious that Pausanias uses this sophist” arsenal for criticism against Phaedrus, who
assumes, as Hippias does, the traditional view that Eros is a single object.

Pausanias’ long argument seems to show another feature of Prodicus. In the distinction
between the two kinds — high and low — of Aphrodite and Eros, each plays some function but neither
looks very “divine”. In particular, “Common” Aphrodite and Eros are not highly respected. This
shows a characteristic position of Prodicus, who challenges traditional views on gods and eventually
rejects them as human deification.”’ This may explain why Pausanias provides a strange excuse:

[Symposium 180¢]
Now one should praise all gods, but for now what matters is to try to say what domain falls to the lot
of each Eros.

Moreover, Pausanias frequently refers to the “custom” (vopog) of each society (181d-184c). Different
societies, such as Sparta, Ionia, and Athens, have different attitudes and laws towards love. This kind
of relativistic observation is typical of the sophists in the latter half of the 5th century BC. In contrast
with Pausanias, Aristophanes repeatedly emphasizes the ancient “nature” (¢¥o1c) of human beings in
his original myth (189d, 191d, 192e, 193c-d). He explicitly contrasts physis with nomos as a
compelling force in a society (192b). This contrast is manipulated by the sophists.

Here we should also remember that Pausanias appears in the Protagoras as one of the
followers of Prodicus (315d). A young beautiful boy, Agathon, was sitting next to Pausanias (315d-e).
So when the sophists compete with each other at Callias’ house (the dramatic setting is around 432
BC), Agathon sides with Prodicus, but 16 years later in 416 BC, he is fully influenced by Gorgias. It
was in 427 BC when Gorgias made an impressive debut at Athens.

Finally, the rhetorical speech of Agathon manifestly imitates Gorgias’ style: in particular, the
repetition of similar words, the use of antithetic phrases, the order of encomiac argument starting from
the praise of the origin, and the mocking ending claiming “playfulness” (197¢).>* Socrates mockingly
points out this imitation (198c).

Agathon reacts against Phaedrus in commenting on his interpretation of the oldness of Eros.
This opposition corresponds to Gorgias’ antagonism against Hippias. He says:

[ Symposium 195b-c ]

I agree with Phaedrus on many other things, but on this I do not agree, that Eros is more ancient than
Cronus and lapetus: I declare that he is youngest of the gods, and always young, and that those old
happenings that Hesiod and Parmenides report in relation to gods, if they were actually reporting the
truth, happened through Necessity and not through Eros.”

Gorgias was famous for his paradoxical arguments (mapadoyoroyin), notably On What Is Not
and Encomium of Helen. He is good at forwarding most unexpected views against our common sense,
so as to subvert it. Here, Agathon presents a similar uncommon view that Eros is the youngest god.
For, as Hippias provides abundant support (Hesiod, Acusileos, et al.), Eros was regarded as one of the
oldest gods in traditional mythology. Therefore, Agathon’s criticism of Phaedrus recapitulates the
sophistic opposition between Hippias’ austere presentation of traditional wisdom and Gorgias’ playful
demonstration of paradoxical wisdom: one authoritative and the other shocking but enchanting. They
are two contrasting skills of sophistic exhibition.

In criticizing Phaedrus with reference to Hesiod and Parmenides (195¢), Agathon must be
aware that his opponent depends on Hippias’ Anthology. Thus, the critical exchange between the two

20 Cf. dpBbtepdv, 180¢7; dnavopbdoachar, d2, dpbdc kaheichat, e2; dpOdc Aéyovtag, 183d1.

2! For this aspect of Prodicus, see Notomi (2010).

22 For the detailed analysis, see Dover (1980) ad hoc.

2 Some commentators suggest that Agathon raises here an issue of literary criticism: while Phaedrus takes “tiv T'éveowv”

[P

(Generation, 178b9) for the subject of Parmenides B13, Agathon proposes “dvdykn” for it.
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speakers represents sophistic antagonism.
4. Socrates’ criticism and a double image of Eros

We find many hints of sophists’ influence in the earlier speeches, but Socrates starts his
speech with a total rejection of this kind of sophistic discourse: the latter is concerned solely with
“beauty” in appearance, but not with the real “beauty” (i.e., the truth). Socrates expresses this
rejection exactly when the sophistic tendency culminates in the Gorgianic extempore speech by
Agathon (197c-e). His encomium is typically empty and fallacious. Thus, philosophy as seeking for
the truth is sharply contrasted with rhetoric as presenting beautiful logos.

Socrates cross-examines Agathon in a philosophical way (i.e., through questions and
answers). However, his elenchus reveals a more radical view than that of Prodicus, since they
conclude that Eros is not a god at all. He criticises the previous speakers, notably, Aristophanes in
205d-e (cf. 212c); this reminds us of sophistic competition. Therefore, Socrates must seem to the
others to be a far more formidable sophist who defeats all the others. This might be related to the
perplexing passage where Eros is characterized as “sophist” along with “philosopher” (cf. 204a-b):

[ Symposium 203d ]

His father’s side, for its part, makes him a schemer after the beautiful and good, courageous,
impetuous, and intense, a clever hunter (Onpgvtng dewdc), always weaving new devices, both
passionate for wisdom and resourceful in looking for it, philosophizing through all his life
(phocopdv da mavtdog tod Plov), a clever magician, sorcerer, and sophist (dewvog ydng kol
QAPUOKEVS KOL GOPLOTNG).

Also, Socrates reports that Diotima speaks like “accomplished sophists” (o1 téleot coiotai, 208¢).

This fusion of “sophist” and “philosopher” is striking as well as perplexing, since Plato
always tries to make a clear distinction between the two. The sophists, such as Protagoras, Gorgias,
Prodicus and Hippias, are sharply contrasted with the philosopher, Socrates, and therefore we see few
“respectable” sophists in Plato’s dialogues.**

It seems obvious that Plato deliberately fuses the philosopher and the sophist in these
passages. Then, should we, or can we distinguish between the two in a clear way? These coincide in
the figure of Eros as if they are an inseparable twin. How about Diotima? What is her wisdom? Again,
what is the “erotic” wisdom of Socrates, which he was taught by Diotima?>’ Plato may be suggesting
that the distinction is neither simple nor easy. Do we need sophists in order to do philosophy?
Sophists may be within us, when we seek for truth in philosophy. I think this is a genuine challenge of
the Symposium.
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Eros sans expédient : Banquet, 179b4-180b5

Annie Hourcade Sciou

A la ligne 178b7 du Banquet, Phédre cite de maniere tronquée le vers 120 de la Théogonie d’Hésiode,
se contentant de nommer Eros mais omettant la définition, pourtant décisive, qu’Hésiode lui-méme
donne du dieu (vers 120-122) :

o / bl b /’ ~

0¢ KOAAloTOC £V abavatolol Beolot,

Aouee, tdviwv e Bedv Tdviov T° avBponmv
dapvatar v otibecot voov kai énippova BovAny.

« Celui qui est le plus beau parmi les dieux immortels, celui qui affaiblit les membres et
dompte dans la poitrine des dieux et des hommes la raison et la prudente délibération ».

La lecture du discours de Phedre révele que les vers manquants conférent au texte sa structure sous-
jacente et que 1’omission constitue avant tout un procéd¢ de nature rhétorique. De fait, si Phédre en
appelle expressément a 1’autorité d’Hésiode et de Parménide afin de montrer (1) qu’Eros puise sa
supériorité dans son ancienneté (178a9-178c5), il consacre la plus grande partie de son discours a
démontrer (2) qu’Eros est étranger a toute forme de laideur (178c5-179b3) et (3) qu’Eros confére a
tous une puissance d’action qui, méprisant tout recours aux stratagémes issus de I’intelligence, permet
d’outrepasser les limites imposées par la raison (179b4-180b5). C’est en ce sens qu’Alceste est
supérieure a Orphée qui est puni des dieux pour avoir usé d’un expédient pour entrer vivant dans
I’Hades (179d6) et qu’Achille est honoré pour avoir choisi de combattre Hector en dépit du savoir
prévoyant conféré par sa mére (179¢2).

Le but de cette communication est d’explorer plus particuliérement cette troisiéme
caractéristique d’Eros et le traitement que Phedre en fait, notamment par 1’intermédiaire des figures
exemplaires d’Alceste, d’Orphée et d’Achille. De manicre plus précise, il s’agit d’interroger les
conséquences, pour la conception de I’dme et des rapports a ’ceuvre entre ses parties, de cette
caractéristique problématique d’Eros — caractéristique d’Eros qui est d’ailleurs, au méme titre que sa
beauté, remise en cause, dans la suite du dialogue, par Diotime.

Les développements de Phédre conduisent en effet & envisager 1’existence d’un thumos
foncierement moral en dépit — ou méme en raison — de son insoumission a toute forme d’influence du
nous ou plus largement de la raison ; un thumos que la puissance d’Eros autorise a ne viser que le
beau, a réaliser également sa vocation premicre, et a proprement parler essentielle, en présidant de
maniére exclusive a I’action indépendamment de tout assujettissement au calcul, & ’expédient et a la
délibération issus de la raison.

I

Les vers 120-122 de la Théogonie d’Hésiode ne sont pas présents dans le discours de Phédre.
Seul apparait, de fait, le nom d’Eros et non sa définition, en cela, il est assimilé d’emblée & un
principe cosmologique, alors que les vers d’Hésiode conduisent a voir en lui, également, et peut-&tre
méme surtout, un principe psychologique. Cette définition d’Eros, pourtant, Phédre va y faire
référence, non pas en 1’énongant au moyen d’une formule, d’un logos, comme le fait Hésiode, mais en
ayant recours, dans le cadre d’un discours de nature épidictique, a des figures exemplaires et
traditionnelles qui sont représentatives de 1’effet produit par Eros sur le coeur des hommes et des
dieux.

Incontestablement, ce qui témoigne d’un tel effet, c’est la présence d’une vertu morale, de la
vertu morale par excellence du cceur, a savoir, le courage. Vertu qui trouve essentiellement a s’exercer
sur le champ de bataille. Excellence du cceur qui n’est pas le signe d’un bon naturel, mais d’une
inspiration divine. Personne n’est mauvais au point qu’Eros, lui-méme, 1’inspirant, ne produise en lui
la vertu, de sorte qu’il devienne semblable au meilleur par nature (179a7-8). C’est exactement le cas
pour Alceste, femme pourtant — dont la principale excellence par nature par conséquent n’est pas le
courage —, attestant qu’elle est inspirée par Eros lorsqu’elle consent a mourir a la place de son mari
alors que les propres parents de celui-ci n’ont pas accepté de le faire. Eros peut donc inspirer un
sentiment qui dépasse les liens familiaux traditionnels et la nature méme de chacun. A proprement
parler, ce que récompensent les dieux en Alceste, c’est le courage qu’elle a eu de sacrifier sa vie.

En revanche, méme si 1’action accomplie par Orphée est du méme ordre : il descend dans
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I’Hadés pour en ramener sa femme, il ne mérite pas la renommeée, a la différence d’Alceste, car il a eu
recours a un stratageme : « au lieu d’avoir sous I’impulsion d’Eros, le courage de mourir comme
Alceste, il avait eu recours a un artifice pour pénétrer vivant chez Hadés (kai o0 ToApdv €veko tod
Epmtog anobviokew domep AAKNOTIC, AAAO dtounyavicOor (dv eiciévar gig Awdov) » (179d5-7).
C’est précisément en soulignant cette différence entre Alceste et Orphée que Phédre fait implicitement
référence a la définition d’Eros pourtant non énoncée, a 1’effet qu’il produit, non sur le corps — celui
selon lequel il affaiblit les membres — mais sur le cceur, tel qu’il se manifeste dans la poitrine : « il
dompte dans la poitrine des dieux et des hommes la raison et la prudente délibération ». De fait, si
Alceste n’a en aucun cas réfléchi avant de consentir au sacrifice de sa vie pour son mari, si elle n’a
pas délibéré afin de trouver un moyen efficace permettant d’atteindre ce qui pourtant était la fin de
son action, a savoir la vie sauve pour son mari, sans pour autant sacrifier la sienne, Orphée, en
revanche, a utilisé sa raison et sa sagesse pour rechercher un moyen afin de préserver sa propre vie.
En cela, Orphée s’est davantage placé sous I’égide de la raison — visant 1’utile — qu’il n’a écouté son
cceur. C’est sans doute pour cette raison que son action n’était pas belle et c’est pour cette raison qu’il
n’a pas recu les honneurs des dieux, pour cela également que les moyens mis en ceuvre, en dépit de
leur caractére réfléchi et calculé, ne lui ont finalement pas permis de parvenir a sa fin ; alors que I’ame
d’Alceste, sans que cela ne soit le résultat d’un stratagéme de sa part, a eu acces a I’immortalité.

De méme Achille « a appris » (179¢2) de sa mére qu’il trouverait la mort s’il tuait Hector,
pourtant la préscience de son avenir ne 1’a pas détourné de venger Patrocle. La encore, comme chez
Alceste, la peur de la mort, I’intérét pour 1’individu de faire prévaloir sa propre vie sur toute autre, la
possibilité d’utiliser son intelligence, sa capacité de délibération et de prévision, ne le détournent pas
d’accomplir un acte de sacrifice qui suscite I’admiration des dieux.

C’est précisément le double critére de la beauté du geste et de son caractére désintéressé —
action belle parce qu’elle est désintéressée — qui permet de hiérarchiser les actions d’Alceste,
d’Orphée et d’Achille. Orphée voit son entreprise échouer et il regoit la punition des dieux car il use
d’un subterfuge pour ramener Eurydice a la vie. Le qualificatif de « lache » (179d4) utilisé a propos
d’Orphée est partiellement lié au fait qu’Orphée use de stratagéme et par conséquent agit non en vue
de la beauté, mais de I’utilité — pour lui comme pour celle qu’il aime. Cette intervention de 1’intérét
suffit a rendre son action laide et par conséquent lache, c’est parce que ’action n’est pas accomplie
exclusivement sous I’emprise du cceur qu’elle témoigne d’une absence de virilité ou de courage, bien
qu’Orphée soit un homme. Alceste agit en revanche en vue de la beauté exclusivement et de manicre
personnellement désintéressée, en cela, son action est courageuse, bien qu’elle soit une femme. Cette
action cependant est moins belle que celle d’Achille car Achille est I’aimé et agit pour I’amant et
I’amant est « chose plus divine que 1’aimé » (180b3). Sans doute pourrait-on en outre souligner que
I’action d’Achille est encore plus libre d’intérét que celle d’Alceste dans la mesure ou ce n’est méme
pas pour sauver la vie de son amant qu’il consent & mourir, puisque ce dernier a déja été tué par
Hector.

II

Si I’on tente a présent de réinscrire la perspective de Phédre dans le cadre d’une conception de
I’ame et des rapports entre ses parties, on note la valorisation par Phédre de 1’excellence qui ressortit
au thumos, en ’occurrence le courage, mais un courage qui n’a semble-t-il rien & voir avec
I’intelligence, un courage qui n’est précisément courage que parce qu’il ne fait pas intervenir la
délibération. Si I’on essaie d’éclairer les exemples choisis par Phédre a la lumiére de la partie
tronquée de la citation d’Hésiode, il semblerait que 1’action accomplie par Alceste, ou encore par
Achille, le soit exclusivement sous 1’emprise du cceur et que ce soit cette exclusivité qui, a la
différence précisément des développements de Platon sur la question au livre IV de la République, lui
confére son caractére moral'. Pour Platon, en effet, I’action ne sera courageuse que parce qu’elle sera
inspirée par la raison, que parce que le cceur sera a I’écoute de la voix de la raison et agira selon son
conseil (442b5-c3). C’est en ce sens qu’Ulysse ne fait pas preuve de lacheté (Odyssée, XX, 17)
quand, selon la citation homérique de Platon en République, 1V, 441b5-c2, « s’étant frappé la poitrine,
il réprimanda son cceur en lui tenant ce discours ». Dans le discours de Phédre, comme dans la
définition cachée d’Hésiode, ’amour nous fait agir au contraire en faisant taire, en domptant, le nous
et la prévoyante, la sage délibération, ce qui conduit Phédre a une définition du courage bien
particuliére, celle selon laquelle le courageux agira sous 1’emprise du cceur, mais sans intervention
aucune de la raison, faute de quoi il sera considéré comme lache, comme c’est le cas pour Orphée’.

"Sur la place implicite de la tripartition de I’ame dans le Phédre, voir Alessandra Fussi, « The Desire for Recognition in
Plato’s Symposium », Arethusa, 41 (2), 2008, pp. 237-262, p. 238.
La beauté de I’action est ce qui prévaut selon Phédre. Kenneth Dorter, « The Significance of the Speeches in Plato’s
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L’un des intéréts du discours de Phédre est d’exemplifier un fonctionnement exclusif du thumos’,
indépendamment par conséquent de toute intervention de la raison, mais aussi de |’epithumia.
L’amour n’est pas considéré par Phédre selon la dimension qui fait de lui un principe de génération,
un principe de vie ; bien au contraire, il est, tout au long de son discours, associé a la mort*. De fait,
c’est exclusivement en tant qu’il confére a chacun cette capacité d’aller jusqu’au sacrifice de sa vie
pour I’autre (179b), qu’Eros est envisagé.

L’autre aspect, lié, c’est [’association d’Eros et de la beauté. Eros en effet, pour Phedre, ne
peut qu’étre beau et se pose ici la question de la finalité de 1’action accomplie. Plus que dans les
figures traditionnelles convoquées par Phédre, c’est dans la mention, non moins traditionnelle, du
bataillon sacré de Thebes que ’association d’Eros et de la beauté est la plus présente. Phédre en effet
introduit la référence a la beauté et le sentiment qui lui correspond dans I’ame de celui qui agit de
maniere belle : ’honneur et, en regard, la référence a son contraire, la laideur et le sentiment qui lui
est associé : la honte (178d). Alceste et Achille ont recherché I’honneur par la beauté de leur action et,
de fait, ils ont I'un et ’autre provoqué l’admiration des dieux et ont obtenu une récompense
proportionnelle a la beauté de leurs actions respectives. Orphée, en revanche, a agi en usant de ruse et
de stratagéme, il a donc agi de manicre laide, provoquant le mépris des dieux et un chatiment honteux
proportionnellement a la laideur de son action : le fait d’étre mis a mort par des femmes.

Je voudrais insister sur le fait qu’un tel schéma trouve un corrélat rhétorique et un corrélat
politique’. Phédre en effet s’inscrit de maniére trés classique dans une visée épidictique. Son discours
en effet est beau, il use de 1’¢loge et du blame, il vise en outre & en appeler aux sentiments que
provoquent dans I’auditoire la beauté et la laideur afin d’exhorter & ’action belle et détourner de
I’action laide en ayant recours essentiellement a des références traditionnelles, qu’elles soient
collectives, comme I’armée de Thébes, ou encore individuelles mais exemplaires, comme c’est le cas
pour Alceste ou Achille. Comme cela apparait aussi bien dans la référence a ’armée de Thébes que
dans I’exemple d’Alceste ou d’Achille, ce n’est pas, en dernier recours, la beauté de 1’aimé que
I’amant inspiré¢ par 1’amour recherche (et inversement), c’est en définitive la belle action, celle qui
provoquera I’admiration des hommes et des dieux, celle qui conférera I’honneur, et c’est en ce sens
qu’il semble légitime de considérer, comme cela a souvent été fait, que cette pratique rhétorique est,
de maniére tres classique, au service d’une visée politique et éducative. Le discours de Phedre en effet
s’inscrit dans la perspective d’une éducation a la vie civique des jeunes par les anciens®; et le
comporte7ment valorisé par Phedre est conventionnellement considéré comme beau par les membres
de la cité'.

I

La critique du discours de Phédre, mise en ceuvre par Diotime, a souvent été signalée® et tout
particuliérement le fait que Diotime souligne que ce n’est pas par amour pour Admeéte qu’Alceste a
sacrifié¢ sa vie et qu’Achille a suivi Patrocle dans la mort, mais par amour de la renommée et de
I’immortalité (208d-e). De fait, Alceste comme Achille préts pourtant a sacrifier leur vie, ont, selon la
volonté des dieux et en vertu de la beauté de leur action désintéressée, accédé 1’un et 1’autre a
I’immortalité. Diotime, en revanche, n’évoque guére la figure d’Orphée et, de fait, ce dernier, comme
on le sait, en raison méme de sa conduite honteuse, parce qu’il a usé¢ d’un subterfuge, n’a accédé ni a
la renommée, ni a I’immortalité. Pourtant, ce silence de Diotime a son propos est susceptible de
signifier qu’a la différence d’Alceste et d’Achille, c’est bien par amour d’Eurydice qu’il a agi comme

Symposium », Philosophy & Rhetoric, 2 (4), 1969, pp. 215-234, pp. 216-217, souligne que méme si, selon Phédre, il est
beau de mourir plusieurs fois plutdt que de jeter les armes (Banquet, 179a5), il peut étre meilleur, sous certaines conditions,
de battre en retraite, comme cela fut le cas pour Socrate (220e8), plutdt que de tenir bon contre toute raison. Il en va bien
entendu de la définition du courage et de la place accordée a la raison dans la conduite courageuse.

? Sur Achille emblématique de la prévalence du thumos dans la République de Platon, voir Angela Hobbs, Plato and the
Hero. Courage, Manliness and the Impersonal Good, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2000, pp. 199-219.

* Comme le fait remarquer Arlene W. Saxonhouse, « Classical Greek Political Thought II : 1. Eros and the Female in Greek
Political Thought. An Interpretation of Plato’s Symposium, Political Theory, 12 (1), 1984, pp. 5-27, p. 14.

Voir notamment les développements de Steven Berg, Eros and the Intoxications of Enlightenment. On Plato’s Symposium,
Albany, State University of New York, 2010, p. 15 : «[ ...] Phaedrus understands the ground for his teaching regarding the
divinity of Eros to be neither a cosmology nor a psychology, but a novel art of speaking that combines poetry and political
rhetoric in equal measure ». Voir également Andrea Wilson Nightingale, « The Folly of Praise: Plato’s Critique of
Encomiastic Discourse in the Lysis and Symposium », The Classical Quarterly, NS, 43 (1), 1993, pp. 112-130, p. 117.
®Sur ce point, Gary Alan Scott, William A. Welton, Erotic Wisdom. Philosophy and Intermediacy in Plato’s Symposium,
Albany, State University of New York, 2008, p. 48.

7 Gabriel Richardson Lear, « Permanent Beauty and Becoming Happy in Plato’s Symposium », in J. H. Lesher, Debra Nails,
Frisbee C. C. Sheffield (ed.), Plato’s Symposium. Issues in Interpretation and Reception, Cambridge (Mass.)-London,
Harvard University Press, 2006, pp. 96-123, p. 100.

8 Voir notamment, Kenneth Dorter, « The Significance of the Speeches in Plato’s Symposium », op. cit., p. 231.
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il I’a fait.

Je voudrais suggérer que la critique que Diotime met en ceuvre de la conception de I’amour
par Phedre est également présente dans la définition méme qu’elle donne d’Eros, prenant I’exact
contrepied de la définition d’Eros donnée dans les vers manquants d’Hésiode. Un tel état de fait est
plus particuliérement prégnant dans le passage suivant dans lequel Diotime dresse le portrait d’Eros.
Comme sa mére il est pauvre, rude et malpropre ; «[...] a I’exemple de son pére en revanche, il agit
par préméditation (¢niBovldc) en vue de ce qui est beau et de ce qui est bon, il est viril (Avdpelog),
résolu (1tng) et ardent (cvrovog), ¢’est un chasseur redoutable (Onpgvtng dewvdq) ; il ne cesse de
tramer des ruses (unyavdg), il est passionné de savoir (ppoviicemg émbountnc) et fertile en expédients
(mdpwog), il passe tout son temps a philosopher, c’est un sorcier redoutable (dewvog yonc), un
magicien (@apuokedg) et un sophiste (copiotic) » (203d4-8).

De maniére assez inattendue, Diotime dresse ici le portrait d’un Eros qui serait mi-Achille,
mi-Orphée. D’Achille, sans aucun doute, il aurait le courage et 1’ardeur, le caractére résolu
également ; comment en serait-il autrement puisque 1’amour produit son effet avant tout sur le coeur
des hommes et des dieux ? Mais d’Orphée, I’Eros de Diotime posséderait aussi plusieurs traits. Dans
le registre irrationnel, Eros aurait, comme Orphée, un don pour la magie, la capacité de captiver et de
charmer ; I’usage par Diotime de la référence au co@iotig ressortit d’une orientation similaire : Eros
est capable de charmer au méme titre que le sophiste charme par son discours et Orphée par sa
musique ; ’Eros de Diotime est un chasseur comme le sophiste mais aussi comme Orphée qui est
capable de captiver, par son art, aussi bien les hommes que les animaux les plus sauvages. Mais
comme Orphée également, I’Eros de Diotime présenterait la caractéristique d’user avec talent de sa
raison pour arriver a ses fins. De fait, a son propos, elle use du terme de ruse (unyavn), terme que
précisément Pheédre utilise lui aussi par ['usage du verbe : diopnyovacOot (179d6), mais contrairement
a Diotime a des fins critiques, précisément pour suggérer que I’amour est absent du comportement
d’Orphée. Une remarque similaire peut étre faite concernant ['usage, par Diotime, de l’adjectif
noppog. Plus encore, semble-t-il, c’est 1’usage, par Diotime, de I’adjectif &nifovAdg appliqué a Eros
qui est particuliérement intéressant. On en trouve peut-étre un écho dans les vers tronqués d’Hésiode,
tout particuliérement dans 1’expression &rnippova BovAnv. Dans les deux cas, en effet, ¢’est moins
I’idée de stratagéme ou d’expédient qui est présente qu’un recours a I’anticipation et a la prudente
délibération. L’Eros d’Hésiode et de Phedre n’a rien a voir avec la ruse et avec la raison ; I’Eros de
Diotime est sophiste, parce qu’il charme mais aussi parce qu’il use d’un savoir de type pratique ; il
est aussi philosophe car il est passionné de sagesse ppoviceng mbvuntngc.

Sans aucun doute, méme si elle n’est pas abordée directement, la question de la constitution
de I’ame et des rapports entre ses parties est présente dans le Banquet, avec un intérét tout particulier
accord¢ au thumos. L approche de Phedre est intéressante car elle permet d’envisager la possibilité,
pour I’ame, d’étre exclusivement dominée par son thumos, sans que pour autant cette domination ne
conduise a sortir des cadres de la cité. Bien au contraire, Phédre prend appui sur la définition de
I’amour qui, en définitive, le met au service des valeurs collectives et fait de lui un auxiliaire
indispensable des pratiques éducatives de la cité’ car « sans cela, ni cité ni particulier ne peuvent
réaliser de grandes et belles choses (178d2-4). L’amour dans ce cas, il est vrai — en ce sens Diotime a
sans aucun doute raison —, se confond avec la passion de I’honneur et de la renommée.

°On pourra, toutes proportions gardées, se référer a Thucydide, 11, 43.1. Voir sur la question Sara Monoson, « Citizen as
Erastes: Erotic Imagery and the Idea of Reciprocity in the Periclean Funeral Oration », Political Theory, 22 (2), 1994,
pp. 253-276.
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Eros protrepon: philosophy and seduction in the Symposium

Olga Alieva

The scope of this paper is to provide some literary background for Pausanias’ speech in the
Symposium and, against this background, to reconsider the notion of "Epw¢ mpotpénwv in the
dialogue. I assume that one of Plato’s  purposes in this dialogue was to question the protreptic function
of Eros as understood in Antisthenes.'

I’ll try to show, firstly, that Pausanias’ speech echoes Antisthenes’ views that only the wise
man is worthy of love. A natural inference from this conviction would be that the sage has a sort of

“monopoly”” on seduction: the idea most explicitly set forth by Pausanias.

Secondly, I’ll turn to the Phaedrus where we also find the notion of "Epw¢ npotpénav. Certain
parallels with “Lysias’ speech” enable to consider Pausanias’ praise of Eros as a sort of “sophistic”
palinode.

But first of all, a brief background should be given concerning Adyotr épwrtikoi and their
relation to protreptic.

"Epa¢ copiotic

In 1944 F. Lasserre suggested that prosaic ﬂ,oyoz épwrixol, as we find them in the Symposium and in
the Phaedrus, originated among the sophists,’ and he even assumes that “Lysias’ speech” in the
Phaedrus is indeed an unknown piece written by the famous orator.*

In his seminal Protreptik und Parinese bei Platon Gaiser adopts Lasserre’s thesis on sophistic Adyot
gpa)rncoz { and claims that “Lysias’ speech” has as a “precondition” (Voraussetzung) the existence the
genre.” But as a matter of fact, we don’t have to go that far: the only “precondition” here is the
common opinion un épactdl yapiCeobar aicypdv which can be used as a departure point for Adyoc
apddoéoc.

We do actually find this opinion in the anonymous Dissoi Logo1 One the chapter of this
writing is entitled “Concermng seemly and drsgraceful” (Hepz kaAob kal aioypod) and contains the
following statement: avzika yap maidl wpaiot spaamz uev [xpnotdi] yopileobar kaAév, un 5paamz
08 [Kaddt] aloypov. Thereafter a set of “comparative” examples follows, many of them concermng
sexual comportment.® The conclusion of the section, de51gned as a merely rhetorical exercise, is:

drsgraceful and seemly are really the same thing” (2. 21), or Zdvra Kaipdt uev kaid vi, &v akaipiai
o' azaxpa ? In other words, under certain circumstances, un épaordt yapileoOar may also be kaAdv.
It is this “inversed” thesis that is defended by Lysisas, but we find here a feature which is not

"In this paper, I can’t linger on parallels with Aeschines in the Symposium, which are also very important. On his notion of
eros see: Dittmar, H., Aischines von Sphettos: Studien zur Literaturgeschichte der Sokratiker, Berlin, 1912; Gaiser, K.,
Protreptik und Pardnese bei Platon: Untersuchungen zur Form des Platonischen Dialogs, Stuttgart 1959; Ehlers, B., Eine
vorplatonische Deutung des sokratischen Eros: der Dialog Aspasia des Sokratikers Aischines, Minchen, 1966; Kahn, Ch.,
“Aeschines on Socratic Eros”, in P. A. Vander Waerdt (ed.), The Socratic Movement, Ithaca NY, 1994, 87-106; Idem, Plato
and the Socratic D1a]ogue The Philosophical Use of a Literary Form, Cambridge / New York, 1996

21 owe this expression to M. Narcy whose book Le Phr]osophe et son double : un commentaire de I’Euthydéme de Platon

Paris, 1984) helped to formulate many of the ideas expressed in this paper.

Lasserre, F., “’Epwtikoi Adyor”, Museum Helveticum, 1 (1944), 169-178. Lasserre singles out two forms of Adyot
pwrixol: a more primitive that is “un propos adressé a un étre aimé”, and a more advanced one, that is an encomium of
Eros “Primitive” A6yot épwrixoi, according to Lasserre, date back to the elder sophists.

4 This guess is not supported by any evidence. For reasons set out below, I am inclined to agree with prof. Shichalin’s
assumption that Lysias’ speech reproduces in a playful manner some features of Antisthenes’ teaching on eros.
Unfortunately, the work I’'m referring to is not translated into English. See: Shichalin, Y. (ed.), Egunov, A. (trans.), Plato,
Fedr, Moskva, 1989 (in Russian).
5Galser op. cit., 66.

¢ The unknown author of this writing adopted Protagoras’ meth