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Resumo

Nesta dissertacdo proponho investigar o conceito de mimese em trés fases
distintas, mas conectadas, do Platonismo, cingindo-me aos autores: Platdo, Plotino e
Proclo. A mimese é um conceito filoséfico tratado primordialmente por Platdo.
Comumente, a mimese € definida como imitacdo. Nesta tese defendo e estabeleco que
este mecanismo implica dois movimentos: a contemplagéo e a criagcdo. Para se imitar um
objeto, € necessario, primeiro, contemplar esse objeto e, em seguida criar a representacao
desse objeto. Esta divisdo da mimese em dois movimentos distintos servira de base a
minha argumentacdo. Platdo, no Livro X da Republica, ataca os artistas miméticos por
estarem trés vezes distantes da realidade. Se tivermos em consideracdo que a realidade
para Platdo é o mundo inteligivel, esta critica aos artistas miméticos pode ser entendida
na medida em que estes imitam objetos sensiveis que, por si, ja sdo imitacGes dos objetos
inteligiveis e, por esta razdo, estes artistas estdo a imitar imita¢des, criando ilusdes através
das quais enganam quem as contemplar. Porém, esta ndo é a Unica perspetiva de Platdo
face a mimese. Como defendo, a mimese, tal como é interpretada por Platdo, ndo se limita
a critica feita no Livro X da Republica. No primeiro capitulo, apresento uma perspetiva
que escapa as criticas da Republica. Denomino esta nova perspetiva “mimese superior”.
E definida pela sua contemplag&o, que, ao contrario da mimese criticada na RepUblica, a
qual intitulei “mimese inferior”, tem como objeto os proprios Inteligiveis. Esta “mimese
superior”, assim denominada porque contempla aquilo que Platdo considera ser a
verdadeira realidade, cria algo que é apenas uma vez removido da realidade, sendo uma
representacdo mais perfeita do que a dos poetas miméticos.

O foco desta dissertacdo ndo se limita a visdo estética ou artistica da mimese. Ou
seja, embora tradicionalmente o conceito de mimese se englobe nos campos filosoficos
de teorias estéticas e teorias da arte, considero que o verdadeiro valor da mimese esta
numa visdo desta num contexto de teoria de criatividade. A mimese, como mecanismo
metafisico (visto que o conceito de imitacdo implica uma relagdo entre varios niveis
ontoldgicos) tem uma importancia vital para a realidade Platonica, particularmente para
a criacdo do mundo sensivel. Como demonstro, os varios niveis ontoldgicos das
metafisicas platénicas tém uma relacdo mimética entre si, no sentido em que cada nivel é

uma imitacdo do nivel que € seu superior. Este foco na mimese como mecanismo criativo



incorpora, por consequéncia, teorias estéticas e artisticas, visto que o estabelecimento dos
ideais de criacdo levar-nos-do aos ideais de beleza e de arte. No esquema metafisico
platénico, a verdadeira beleza é a Forma do Belo, que é imitada por todas as coisas que
participam nesta forma. A “mimese superior”, sendo capaz de contemplar as Formas, esta
potencialmente mais préxima da verdadeira beleza do que as teorias de beleza que se
centram no mundo sensivel. Através deste foco numa teoria de criatividade, demonstro a
particularidade da mimese no sistema filosofico platénico.

Esta distingdo entre o que denominei “mimese superior” e “mimese inferior”
estende-se para |4 das obras de Platdo, embora ndo seja uma distincdo feita
conscientemente pelos autores estudados. Ainda que ndo seja feita a distincdo
diretamente, os trés autores Platonicos que apresento nesta dissertacdo exibem
perspetivas particulares face a mimese que obedecem a defini¢do de “mimese superior”
e “mimese inferior”. Desta forma, cada capitulo, dedicado a um autor platénico, analisa
e define as perspetivas miméticas consoante a minha interpretacdo da divisdo da mimese
em “superior” e “inferior”, tal como a minha divisdo do mecanismo mimético em dois
movimentos, contemplacdo e criagdo. A escolha dos trés autores, Platdo, Plotino e Proclo,
reflete, até certo ponto, uma evolugdo do pensamento platonico, representando trés
grandes etapas do Platonismo. Comecando pelo préprio Platdo, fundador da filosofia
platonica, passando por Plotino, fundador do pensamento Neoplatonico, e acabando em
Proclo, o melhor exemplo do Neoplatonismo Tardio.

No primeiro capitulo, dedicado a Platdo, demonstro a critica ex libris da mimese
na Republica, estabelecendo aqui a definigdo de “mimese inferior”. De seguida,
argumento contra a interpretacdo que dita que esta perspetiva da mimese em Platdo é
monolitica, apresentando fatores condicionantes a conclusdo do Livro X da Republica.
Depois, concluindo que a “mimese inferior” ¢ apenas uma forma de mimese em Platao,
defendo a possibilidade de uma “mimese superior”, por meio de evidéncias que podem
ser encontradas em varios didlogos de Platdo. Esta “mimese superior” ¢ referida em varios
contextos, mas sempre com um foco na relacéo entre diferentes niveis ontoldgicos.

No segundo capitulo, focado em Plotino, demonstro as varias formas de mimese
que o fundador do Neoplatonismo aceita, dividindo-as, tanto quanto possivel, entre
“mimese superior” e “inferior”. A mimese em Plotino, embora evidentemente relacionada
com a mimese em Platdo, exibe caracteristicas particulares, devidas as inovagdes do
sistema Neoplatonico, que é reconhecido por varios autores como o sistema filoséfico

mais complexo da tradigdo ocidental. Por essa razdo, procuro introduzir de uma forma



generalizada o esquema metafisico que permeia toda a filosofia de Plotino.
Seguidamente, trato o conceito de “mimese inferior” em Plotino, demonstrando as
inovacdes nesta perspetiva negativa da mimese. A “mimese superior” em Plotino,
particularmente na sua vertente de mecanismo metafisico que compde o cosmo, ganha
ainda mais relevancia no sistema filosofico Neoplaténico, visto que neste sistema ha uma
grande insisténcia nos multiplos niveis ontologicos distintos. Consequentemente, este
capitulo contém uma sec¢do dedicada a mimese como mecanismo criador da realidade
sensivel e inteligivel. As seccBes seguintes sdo dedicadas a “mimese superior” como
mecanismo criativo num contexto da agéncia humana, discutindo também as formas de
atingir esse ideal através da virtude, dialética e anamnese, com o objetivo de relatar as
formas de iniciar contemplacdo do reino divino, de acordo com Plotino. Por fim, este
capitulo discute o potencial artista ideal, que consegue contemplar os inteligiveis e criar
algo que, embora ndo seja uma representacdo perfeita (o0 que seria fora das capacidades
da mimese), tenha uma relagdo dindmica que implica semelhanca.

Por fim, o terceiro capitulo foca-se em Proclo. Este filosofo é considerado vital
para 0 nosso entendimento da filosofia Neoplatonica Tardia, visto que a sua obra
sistematiza todo o esquema metafisico desta filosofia. O Neoplatonismo Tardio é
caracterizado por um acréscimo na complexidade na metafisica, pois 0s niveis
ontologicos sofrem um “efeito telescopico”, no sentido em que o que era um nivel
ontoldgico em Plotino transforma-se em varios niveis. O foco desta dissertagdo no
contexto de Proclo é a sua obra intitulada Comentario a Republica de Platéo,
particularmente nos Ensaios V e VI, onde Proclo elucida a relacdo entre Platéo e os
artistas miméticos e defende Homero das acusacdes feitas por Platdo, e nos seus Hinos.
Anexo a dissertacao a traducdo do Ensaio V e dos Hinos.

Neste capitulo discuto a visdo da mimese que Proclo descortina. Proclo, enquanto
comenta a Republica, segue a conclusdo de Platdo sobre os artistas miméticos, que
apresentam ilusbes trés vezes distantes da realidade, argumentando que estes sao
prejudiciais a alma da audiéncia. Proclo, porém, também sugere que as conclusdes da
Republica sdo condicionais devido ao contexto em que se inserem, e por vezes, indica a
possibilidade de a mimese escapar as criticas de Platdo. Além disso, a sua filosofia dos
symbola, fruto do conceito de teurgia, ¢ dependente do conceito de “mimese superior”,
como argumento. Este symbola sdo marcas que existem dentro de todos os seres e que
representam a semelhanca dinamica que estes seres tém com as suas causas.

Com esta dissertagédo, procuro defender uma visdo da mimese que ultrapassa as



limitacBes de perspetivas estéticas e artisticas e que reabilita o potencial da mimese, ndo
s0 defendendo que é uma forma valida de criacdo, mas também que é a unica forma de

criacdo dentro do esquema metafisico platonico.
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Abstract

This thesis investigates the concept of mimesis in three philosophers, Plato,
Plotinus, and Proclus, who represent three major stages of Platonism, with Plotinus being
the founder of what is considered to be Neoplatonic philosophy and Proclus representing
Later Neoplatonic thought. Most studies of mimesis focus on its value in theories of
aesthetics or poetics. Particularly in Plato’s works, mimesis is usually seen negatively and
is criticized for creating things “three times removed from reality” —mere illusions. My
focus, however, will be on mimesis as a creative mechanism. In fact, as | argue, mimesis
is the only possible creative mechanism within the metaphysics of Platonism, be it in the
creation of a work of art or the creation of the universe itself.

Mimesis, therefore, also has a positive value in Platonism, particularly since
Platonic and Neoplatonic metaphysics are dependent on the concept of mimesis. I
distinguish between two versions of mimesis: one I have called “inferior mimesis”, which
is equated with Plato’s criticism of mimesis in Book X of the Republic. This “inferior
mimesis” is a form of imitation that is limited to the mere copying of copies, and
consequently creates illusions. The other version, “superior mimesis”, defends that
mimesis can look beyond the Sensible directly into the Intelligible realm and create
representations of that reality. In each chapter, dedicated to each philosopher, | present
their different perspectives on mimesis, while highlighting that the distinction between
“superior” and “inferior mimesis” is maintained by all.

I have translated into Portuguese Proclus’ Hymns and Essay V of Proclus’
Commentary on Plato’s Republic, which are, respectively, Appendix | and Appendix II.
This translation fills a gap in modern translations of Neoplatonic authors into European
Portuguese. It is the first time that a complete work of Proclus is translated into European

Portuguese. It is my aim to contribute to the Neoplatonic studies in this language.

Keywords: Neoplatonism, Mimesis, Creativity, Metaphysics, Platonism
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Introduction

This study aims to re-examine mimesis within the Platonic philosophical scheme,
not only in Plato’s philosophy but also in Neoplatonic thought. Mimesis has often been
discussed as a theory of aesthetics or poetics. This study proposes a different approach to

mimesis as a creative mechanism, or, in other words, a theory of creativity.

Mimesis, particularly in Plato, has usually been studied within the context of Book
X of the Republic, where Plato seems to exile the mimetic artists on account of their lies
and potential damage to the political structure of Kallipolis. If we only take Plato’s view
on mimesis as the imitation performed by tragic and comic poets, as many have before,
we may consider Plato’s criticism of poetry as three times removed from reality to be a
dogma. Chapter I discusses in more depth, however, Plato’s opinion regarding mimesis,
which goes beyond the simple imitation of characters postulated in the Republic. Mimesis
in Plato is also a metaphysical mechanism used to explain our whole experience of reality.
As such, it escapes the criticism suggested in the Republic. As | will argue consistently
throughout this thesis, there is a possibility for a “superior” form of mimesis that is not
limited to being three times removed from reality. This possibility is revealed through a
perspective on mimesis that focuses on its creative mechanics, rather than on its artistic
side, meaning that mimesis is not merely something an artist uses in his work, but the
only possible form of creation possible within Platonism, and is used by artists as well as
by the gods to create the world. Yet, this perspective, which focuses on the wider issue
of creation, can still give rise to a theory of art, a theory that has its roots in mimesis as a
metaphysical mechanism capable of transcending the “shadow-painting” of comedy and
tragedy, which I have defined as “inferior mimesis”. In essence, “superior mimesis” is a
form of mimetic creation that does not look towards Sensible particulars, and therefore
escapes the three removes criticism. Beyond the value of the object created, “superior
mimesis” implies the capacity to contemplate the Intelligibles, which is part of the telos
of the philosopher, and by extension the goal of human life. As I will be demonstrated
throughout this thesis, this idea is already present in Plato and is consequently accepted

and further developed by the Neoplatonists.
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As a basis for my thesis, | have used a definition of mimesis that is bipartite.
Mimesis, be it in the superior or inferior form, always implies two phases or “motions”,
the use of which will define the value of a particular mimetic product. In mimesis, it is
always implied that the mimetic creator looks at something, which is the phase | have
called theoria, contemplation. This is the first phase in mimetic creation: since an
imitation must have a model, a paradigm to which to look. The second phase is the
creation, which I have called poiesis. To imitate something is to create something which
has a likeness to its model. A mimetic artist, who can be as much a poet as a god and as
a philosopher, is always bound by this two-phase process of mimesis. Just as the painter
looks to the couch to create a painted couch, the Demiurge looks to the Forms to create
the universe. Both products are mimetic products, and ultimately are also objects of
contemplation which can potentially be used as models for other mimetic products. The
value of mimesis, whether it produces mere shadows or things according to Intelligibles,
is not primarily dependent on its product, but on its contemplation. “Superior mimesis”
implies the contemplation of a higher reality, and consequently the creation of a product
at a superior ontological level. This entails that mimesis can create something that is not
a mere copy of a copy, but on the same level as nature, which is a copy of an original.
With this perspective on mimesis as a creative process, it is possible to view other
concepts within the mimetic scope. It will be found that divine inspiration, for example,
is essentially a “superior” form of mimesis. Fundamentally, in Platonic thought, mimesis
is the only possible form of creation. Nothing entirely original can be created, except by
the First Principle which creates everything. Every proceeding creator is limited to being
an imitator.

Chapter | discusses Plato’s views on mimesis. It first tackles the common
interpretation of the Republic, regarding the exile of the mimetic artist, demonstrating
that the statements made against mimesis are hesitant and conditional to the context of
Kallipolis. After establishing the openness of Plato’s criticism against mimesis, this
chapter will present a discussion on many other references to mimesis which are usually
ignored when discussing mimesis in the artistic context. While these references might not
all be directly referring to the use of mimesis by artists, they nonetheless illustrate Plato’s
true attitude to mimesis as a creative mechanism. The conclusion will be that Plato
believes in the possibility of a mimesis that contemplates divine reality and imitates it in
a way that creates an object of contemplation that will lead others upwards. This form of

“superior mimesis” will prove to be the philosophical art, and the philosopher is,
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ultimately, the best human mimetic creator.

In chapters Il and 111, both of which discuss Neoplatonic philosophers, | have tried
to give a general introduction to the notoriously complicated Neoplatonic metaphysics?.
While | make no claim to an in-depth primer, | hope that it is enough to understand the
concepts employed in the investigation concerning mimesis. In chapter Il, I focus on
Plotinus’ usage of the concept of mimesis, which is somewhat distinct from Plato’s usage.
Plotinus receives and expands upon Plato’s theories, and this is reflected also in relation
to mimesis. In Plotinus, mimesis achieves its most clear form as a metaphysical
mechanism that explains the relationship between various levels of reality, which will be
treated in a separate section. In Plotinus, “superior mimesis” becomes a concept openly
alluded to, especially in relation to its use by artists and philosophers, in contrast to Plato’s
more enigmatic form of exposition. Furthermore, Plotinus’ metaphysical scheme, which
involves many levels of reality, is fertile ground for mimesis as a metaphysical concept
since every level is imitating the one above it.

Chapter 111 is dedicated to Proclus (415-485 CE), who represents the later stage
of Platonism, the post-lamblichean branch, usually called Late Neoplatonism or Eastern
Neoplatonism?. This stage of Platonism, in contrast to Plotinian Neoplatonism, becomes
a religion in its own right. The catalyst for this evolution is lamblichus, who opens
Neoplatonism to the influence of both traditional Hellenic and Roman religion as well as
other religious traditions, such as the Chaldean Oracles. Proclus stands as the great
organizer of Late Neoplatonism, not only being one of the Neoplatonic authors by whom
we have the most extensive corpus, but also because two of his most important works aim
to expound Neoplatonic metaphysics in a schematic manner, premise by premise. My
discussion on Proclus’ perspective on mimesis is centered on his Essays V and VI of the
Commentary on the Republic and on his Hymns. In the former, he establishes what has
been regarded as his theory of poetics which makes use of theurgy to justify divine
inspiration and to defend Homer against Plato’s criticisms®. In the latter, he puts into
practice his creative theory. Theurgy in Proclus is, I will suggest, based on mimesis, and
acts as a form of “superior mimesis”, an innovation not present in Plotinus nor Plato.

I have chosen to dedicate a chapter to each of these authors in a way that represents

1 Chlup (2017) 1.

2 Chlup (2017) 18.

8 Lamberton (2012) entitles his translation of Essay V and VI of the Commentary on the Republic
as “On Poetics”.
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three major stages of Platonism. | bypass Middle Platonism due to its small textual
weight, compared to Neoplatonism, and the fact that mimesis is not discussed in depth in
Middle Platonism, as it is in Neoplatonism. By examining these three authors in sequence
| try to demonstrate not only the impact of mimesis as a theory of creativity in Platonism,
but also to show how Platonism evolved, while still maintaining a connection to its
source. While Plato famously writes through dialogues, which sometimes seem
inconclusive, Plotinus writes in tractates which are replete with paradoxical imagery, and
Proclus writes commentaries on other works. These diverging forms of exposition make
each chapter’s structure naturally different. Still, all chapters discuss both negative views
on mimesis, which I have called “inferior mimesis”, and optimistic views, which | have

called “superior mimesis”.
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Chapter | — Plato

This chapter will discuss Plato’s theory of mimesis, based firstly on the Republic
and the way it is commonly interpreted, and then discussing divergent interpretations of
his critique of mimesis. My argument will be that Plato does not see mimesis as
pessimistically as it is usually assumed. | will defend the existence of both a positive and
negative view on mimesis, depending on the method of contemplation of the paradigm to
be imitated.

First, | present a definition of mimesis: above all, | take this to be a creative
mechanism. Stephen Halliwell*, commenting on the translation of mimesis to the Latin
imitatio argues that the modern term “imitation”, in all modern languages, has been
“impoverished” and “narrowed” because of the negative interpretation of mimesis as a
“limited exercise in copying, superficial replication, or counterfeiting of an externally
‘given’ model”. Halliwell also defends that mimesis can be used semantically in relation
to five categories or phenomena: visual resemblance, behavioral emulation,
impersonation, vocal or musical production, and finally, metaphysical conformity (i.e.,
how different metaphysical entities relate to each other)®. Mimesis, in all these contexts,
has the meaning of “correspondence”. Arne Melberg argues that, for Plato, mimesis is a
“movable concept and every effort to make it reasonably unambiguous would be a

betrayal of that floating ambiguity”®

. Halliwell’s definition gives us many meanings, but
the overall meaning of mimesis is ambiguous, especially in Plato’s case. For that reason,
| propose the following distinction, in order to discuss the concept with a solid definition
of what it entails.

Mimesis, as a mechanism that creates equivalence to a paradigm, implies two
“motions” or “phases”. To imitate something is to contemplate that something (be it
through vision, sounds or intellectively) and project its distinguishing features onto
another thing that becomes the imitation of the first. Thus, we have the initial motion of
“contemplation” (theoria), which leads the contemplator to “creation” (poiesis). Mimesis

is dependent on both these processes - the mechanism could not function if either of the

4 Halliwell (2002) 13-14.
® Ibid. 15.
® Melberg (1995) 18.
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two motions was lacking. Nonetheless, it mainly depends on the contemplative phase and,
as | will argue below, it is what defines the value of creation and of mimesis as a whole.
It should also be noted that mimesis always implies that the product of contemplation is
inferior in some way to the paradigm. The relationship between paradigm and image is
always one of superior to inferior, often ontologically even’, as in the case of the Forms
and Particulars, which I will discuss below. If the image were a perfect representation of
the paradigm, it would not be an image. Instead, it would be more akin to a copy (although
if it were a perfect copy in all senses, it would be indistinguishable from the original and
therefore not a copy at all either)®. The mimetic product need not be a physical object, it
can also be a simple action, as in the case of ethical emulation.

Plato uses mimesis in all the five semantical meanings defined by Halliwell. One
could argue (and many have)®, that the dramatic medium of the dialogue is itself a
mimetic product. Plato is, as will be shown in this chapter, more optimistic than
pessimistic regarding the value of mimesis. But modern literature has focused almost
exclusively on his attack in Republic X. There, so the popular interpretation claims, Plato
condemns mimetic products as being an image of an image and three times removed from
reality. This is a landmark in the history of philosophy - the introduction of the idea that
philosophy and art clash'®, which will later be claimed to be “the greatest problem of

9911

philosophy”**. This negative vision of mimesis creates implications that seem to
transform all art into useless playthings that are ultimately harmful to one’s philosophical
education — mere illusions that attract and deceive the uninitiated as to their ontological
status. This is the negative perspective on mimesis, which seems to remove all potential
from mimesis, leaving it playing with shadows in the worst case, and merely looking at
the physical world in the best case.

If we consider all of Plato’s references to mimesis, however, it is possible to
understand his complex view of the concept. If we do so, another perspective will emerge,

one that values mimesis and its potential to reach the metaphysical realm and to produce

" By this | mean that in the Platonic metaphysical scheme reality has many levels, and in this
context the paradigm is superior in reality to the image.

8Crat. 432b: "Iowg 8o &k Tvog apBpod dvoykedov ivor ff pr ivol Tdoyot &v TodTo & ob Aéysl,
domep kol avtd T déKka 1 doTIc fovAEL BAAOC ApOuOg, £av ApéANS TL | TPpooOi|g, £Tepog €OV Yéyove: TOD
8& mo1od TIvog kel cupmdong ikévog un ovy abTn <A 1) OpOTNG, AAAY TO dvavtiov oVS8E TO mopdmoy Sén
mévto dmododvar oldv gotv @ sikalet, €1 pédAet eikov eivon.

% E.g., Blondell (2004), Coulter (1976), Melberg (1995).

10 Plato is credited with inventing the statement: “ancient quarrel” between poetry and philosophy,
even though there is no evidence of such a quarrel before the Plato. Most (2011).

11 Zovko (2018) 89, Halliwell (2002) 37.
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something with “equivalence” to Plato’s actual reality of the Forms. By “equivalence” |
mean a relationship between two distinct entities that is based on likeness, although
likeness does not imply merely similar appearances but can be extended to less
Intelligible criteria®2. | will argue that there are two competing forms of mimesis,
“superior” and “inferior”, as I will refer to them. “Inferior mimesis” is the kind that Plato
criticizes and expels from Kallipolis in the Republic. It is limited to the mere imitation of
physical things, which are already themselves imitations of Intelligible things. Since this
mimesis contemplates only physical things, the contemplator stays within the same
ontological level and, as such, this type of mimesis works horizontally. Since it
contemplates the Sensible, its product will be inferior and a mere illusion. “Superior
mimesis” contemplates directly the heavenly realm of the Forms and therefore produces
something ontologically superior to the product of “inferior mimesis”, something which
is valuable to the ascent of our souls.

My aim is not only to defend a positive Platonic perspective on mimesis but also
to demonstrate its relevance for contemplation and creation. First, | will synthesize the
“inferior mimesis” position of the Republic and afterwards I will discuss the other
mimetic references related to “superior mimesis”. Finally, I will briefly examine some
references to mimetic-adjacent concepts that are relevant to the notion of “superior
mimesis”. It is also worth noting that I follow the unitarian view of Platonic
interpretation®®, which defends that Plato has a concrete doctrine (in contrast to other
interpretations such as the no-doctrine position that argues that the Platonic works are
philosophical works but designed to only raise questions and not to provide answers)**
and that this concrete doctrine is totally concordant between all the dialogues and the
unwritten teachings®™. It is my view that Plato is not paradoxical or inconsistent with
himself, but that passages that may imply contradiction only do so prima facie. There are

Platonic interpreters that reject these statements and claim that Plato’s theories evolve

12 The Forms are not sensible and therefore their particulars similarity will not be representing a
direct equivalence of sensible appearance. | will discuss this more in depth below.

13 Tigerstedt (1977) 52.

14 E.g., Blondell (2004) argues that Plato makes a point to mask his first-person voice through the
dialogue form in order to avoid any claim to dogmatism.

15 Reported by Aristotle in many works and by Aristoxenus in Elements of Harmony, 11.30-1,
Meibom. These unwritten teachings show that Plato has a doctrine beyond what is discussed in the
dialogues. See Tigerstedt (1977) 64, 71. The legitimacy of these unwritten teachings is disputed, but
Neoplatonic philosophers accepted their existence. Findlay (1974) postulates the unity of the unwritten
teachings with the Platonic writings. For a list of passages referring to the unwritten teachings see Findlay’s
Appendix .
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over the course of his works, which justifies their inconsistencies®®. Other interpreters
took to rejecting any Platonic work that might seem inconsistent with their idea of
Platonic doctrine!’. To argue against the many and varied interpretations of Plato is
beyond the scope of this thesis. Suffice to say that, to Neoplatonic philosophers, Plato
had a concrete doctrine and was never inconsistent. Since my aim is to discuss the concept

of mimesis from Plato to Proclus, I aim to see Plato as the Neoplatonists did.

“Inferior mimesis” in Plato’s Republic

In this section, | will refer to the Republic’s critique of mimesis, particularly the
“inferior kind”. This apparently fatalistic theory has been the target of much heated
debate, starting with Aristotle’s own divergent use of mimesis in the Poetics up until
modern aesthetic discussions®®. This theory has been viewed as monolithic and dogmatic,
but it need not be so. It is only one aspect of the much more complex and broader Platonic
concept of mimesis, as will be further discussed. First, I will summarize the critique of
mimesis in Republic 11 and Ill and then that of Republic X. Afterwards, | will discuss
their relationship and the theme of “inferior mimesis™ at large.

In the Republic, Plato’s main concern is the “foundation” of a Utopian city'®,
which is fundamentally governed and legislated according to philosophical principles.
Much of this work is dedicated to the pursuit of the ideal education for the Guardians®,
which are a caste entrusted to protect their co-citizens and repel the city’s enemies. No
other caste is given as much attention as the Guardians in the Republic. The main
desideratum of this utopia is simplicity of character. What this entails is that, when
possible, any one person should be fully dedicated to only one craft and, consequently,
try to cultivate only the one personality that is most efficient at that craft, with the goal

that each citizen should become the most efficient and consequently the best at their

16 Tigerstedt (1977) 25.

7 1bid. 19.

18 Potolsky (2006) 32 claims that “Unlike Plato, for whom mimesis is a mirror of something else
and therefore potentially deceptive, Aristotle defines mimesis as a craft with its own internal laws and
aims”.

19 This Ideal City is used to understand Justice in the soul, by “zooming out” and dealing with the
topic at a larger scale. See Rep. 368c.

20 Rep. 374e: ‘Huétepov &1 Epyov v &in, dg Eowkev, einep oloi T’douév, éxAéEachan Tiveg Te Kai
moton PUoELg EmTndetot i TOAEWS PLAAKNV.
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craft’’. When applying this principle to the Guardians, however, Socrates and his
interlocutors realize that their case is exceptional (Rep. 375¢). The Guardians, by virtue
of their job, which is to be aggressive towards enemies and compassionate to their fellow
countrymen, must forgo some of the simplicity of character that the other castes are free
to enjoy. Much concern is generated over this matter, for once you add some variety to
one’s character, no longer can you guarantee their uniformity at work and in their private
life. Socrates worries that the Guardians’ character will always have the potential to
become tyrannical or submissive. Herein lies the great political problem of the Republic,
with much subsequent discussion being geared towards how to educate the Guardians in
order to make them as uniform as possible.

Naturally, one of the chief concerns of Plato is poetry’s role in the cultivation of
a person’s character. Homer was, of course, commonly regarded as the “educator of all
Greece” (even by Plato himself, Rep. 606e) and poetry was considered the default form
of education??, a fact that Plato tries to undermine and make his contemporaries
reconsider in multiple works (lon, Euthyphro, Apology?). Within the investigation
related to the education of the Guardians, poetry is, therefore, thoroughly probed. To
simplify, in the Republic, there are two principal instances where Plato deals with poetry,
the first one starting at the end of Book I1 (Rep. 376¢) and ending halfway through Book
I11 (Rep. 403c), and the other, more infamous, instance being confined to Book X (Rep.
595a-608a). While both sections are concerned with poetry’s value in education, their
perspectives can be considered divergent?,

Books Il and 111

Plato starts his discussion on mimesis halfway through Book Il. There, the
discussion is initially concerned with defining what is a just soul, and what is an unjust
soul. When the theme seems to become too complicated for the interlocutors, Socrates

proposes a solution (Rep. 368d):

gimov ovv dmep guoi Edokev, 611 TO (ympa @ &mtyetpodusy od godiov GAL> OED PAémovToc, K¢

21 Rep. 370c: 'Ex &7 tovtov mhsln Te Ekaota yiyvetal kol KGAMOV Kai pdov, ETav €1¢ &V KoTd gUoY
Kod &V Kop@, GYoANY TV ALV dywv, TpdTTy.

22 Xenophon, Symposium 3.5; Lycurgus, Against Leocrates 102. Cf. Jaeger (1947) 35.

23 Halliwell (2002) 39.

24 | discuss this further below.
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guol @aivetol. &metdn odv Nueic od dswoi, Sokd pot, RV & &yd, TowwTnv Tomcacdar {iTnoty
avToD, ofovmep v &l TPOCETOEE TIG YPAULOTO OUIKPO TOppwbev dvayvdvar pn mhve o6&y
BAémovowv, Emertd Tig évevonoey, OtL T0 avTa Ypdppoto 6Tt Tov kol GAlobl pello te Kol &v
ueiCovt, Eppatov v £pévn olpol ékeiva Tp@dTov Avayvovtag obteg émokonsiv o EMATTo, &l Td

avTd Gvta TuYyYavEL.

So, | told them what | had in mind: The investigation we’re undertaking is not an easy one but
requires keen eyesight. Therefore, since we aren’t clever people, we should adopt the method of
investigation that we’d use if, lacking keen eyesight, we were told to read small letters from a
distance and then noticed the same letters existed elsewhere in a larger size and on a larger surface.
We’d consider it a godsend, | think, to be allowed to read the larger ones first and then to examine

the smaller ones, to see whether they really are the same.?

Socrates explains that the constitution of a just soul will be a smaller version of
the constitution of a Just City, thus setting up the discussion of the Republic to be seen as
a discussion primarily on Soul and Justice, and secondarily and analogically, on a Utopian
city. It is in this context that the problem of education is brought up. The Guardians (who
represent the spirited part of the soul, as will be established later in the Republic), must
be double in character, in contrast to all other citizens of this Utopia who must be as
simple of character as possible in order to cultivate the best skills in their respective crafts.
Since the Guardians must display both an aggressive character towards enemies and a
complacent character towards friends, they must be twofold in nature. And their education
must be well thought out, since we cannot afford for our Guardians to be violent against
friends and passive towards enemies. It is in this context that mimesis is brought up in
reference to their education.

Socrates proposes the first distinction in mimetic arts: truthful or false (Rep. 377a).
He calls the epic poems of Homer false?®. He justifies what he means by false stories thus
(Rep. 377e): “When a story gives a bad image of what the gods and heroes are like, the
way a painter does whose picture is not at all like the things he’s trying to paint”?’. This
is Plato’s first criticism of mimesis in the Republic. Mimesis is bad when it imitates
something poorly. Plato’s main concern here is with the case of negative depictions of

divine entities, which are, in reality, good. This criticism seems self-evident since, by

25 Al translations of Republic by Grube (1997).

2 00 povlavele, qv 8éyd, dtL TpdTOV TOic TAdiolg pHBoVS Aéyopev; TodTO 8¢ TOV (O TO Bhov
Elmelv Yebdog, vt 08 Kol aAnoT. Tpdtepov 8¢ pHboig mpog Ta Todia 1 yopuvaciolg xpdpeda.

27 *Ortav eikdln 11 Kakde [ovoiav] @ Aoy, Tepi Bedv Te Kol pdoV oloi eicty, Homep YPoPedg
und&v gokoTa Ypaemv oig &v Spota PovAndij ypdya.
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definition, mimesis is always a poor representation of the paradigm?. What is at stake
here is not mimesis’s incapability of perfect reproduction, but the consequences of its
imperfections being taken literally, as in the case of children that hear the stories of Hades
and become afraid of death. Socrates admits (Rep. 378d) that the “lying myths” are not
necessarily to be taken literally (an interpretative tradition going back to the
Presocratics?®) and accepts that they potentially hold allegorical meanings®. What is
problematic here is their literal interpretation by those who are incapable of making
allegorical connections. At the end of Book I1, not much else is said regarding mimesis:
Socrates insists (Rep. 378e) that only certain representations must be censored in such a
way that only representations with positive literal interpretations can be allowed in the
city.

In Book IllI, the discussion on education shifts into the distinction between
narrative and imitation in literature, narrative being the narration by a third-person
narrator and imitation being the dramatization of the characters” words, which he
exemplifies by turning a dramatic passage of Homer into a narration®!. Here, Socrates
claims that this kind of imitation has an impact on whoever reads® or listens to these
dramatizations, since the soul will mold itself into the character dramatized. Hence,
Socrates defends that this kind of mimesis should only be undertaken for good characters,
and even then, only in moderation®. This criticism of mimesis is based on its production
of bad characters or ideas, which become objects of contemplation. Since its products are
bad, by contemplating these products the contemplator will produce bad effects as well.
This is in line with Book X’s greatest charge, which says that mimesis habituates the soul
to immoderation. Plato’s point in this section is simply to defend that artists should,
ideally, only imitate good things, but this is still in the realm of “inferior mimesis”, since
these things are Sensible things. The critique of Books Il and 111 is particularly concerned

with the literal interpretation of unwanted behavior and ideas in the city, which might

28 Stated in Crat. 432b, cited above.

2% Obbink (2010) 17; Robinson (2008) 487.

30 “Hpog 8¢ Seopode vmd véog kol ‘Heoictov Plyelc vmd matpdc, LEALOVTOC TH UNTPL TUTTOpEVT
apovely, kol Beopoayiog doag ‘Ounpog memoinkev ob mopadektéov €ig v mOA, ot &v Vmovoioig
nemompévog odte Gvev VIovoldy. 6 yap vEog ody 010¢ Te kpively dTL Te Dmdvoln kol O un, GAAS & &v
TAMKoDTOG OV AAPn &v Taig d0&aig dvoékvirtd te Kol auetdotata eiel yiyvesar.

31 Melberg (1995) 17 notes the irony that “Socrates thereby corrects and improves not only Homer,
but also, indirectly, Plato himself, who, after all, presents his investigation of mimesis, including the
criticism of mimesis, in the very manner that he has Socrates define and criticize as mimetic”.

32 Halliwell (2002) 52 argues that reading in Plato’s time implied vocalizing the words which
causes the reader to impersonate the characters.

33 For further discussion on this moderation, see Motta (2018).
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cause corruption in the soul. I will discuss this further below. For now, | will synthesize

Book X’s critique.

Book X

In this Book, Socrates attacks all mimetic artists, focusing especially on the poets
(Rep 605b-d). He believes that all mimetic works are responsible for the destruction of
their appreciators’ minds. To explain why he believes this, he refers to his metaphysical
system, which he previously established in Book V1134, For some context: Plato believes
that reality is not what we apprehend through our senses. Instead, reality is confined to
the divine realm and only our minds can apprehend bits and pieces of it. Within this realm
of reality exist universal Forms, which are the paradigms of Sensible things here below.
In the Platonic metaphysical scheme, the Intelligible (divine world of Forms) and the
Sensible (the world we as composites of body and soul inhabit) are contrasted, the first
being reality and the source of the second, which is a mere image. In Book X, Plato uses
this metaphysical scheme to explain his unease with poetry and mimesis generally.

Plato asks (Rep. 596b) us to imagine a couch®, but not just any couch: a universal
couch, the Form of a couch®. This couch is the perfect couch. It lacks nothing that any
couch can have and has nothing that a couch should not have. This Form is made by God
and exists beyond the physical world. It is the only real couch. I will refer to it as the Ideal
Couch. Then, Plato brings up a craftsman that makes couches. He “looks™ at the Ideal
Couch and creates an image of it¥”. The craftsman, however, cannot fully apprehend the
Ideal Couch, only being able to recognize®® a particular couch, which he makes. All
reproductions of the Ideal Couch, as long as they are physical reproductions with Sensible
properties (i.e., dimensions), are doomed to fail, since the material world is not capable
of fully embracing Intelligible things. This particular couch is technically unreal, since

reality is reserved to the Intelligible world.

% Rep. 514a.

35 olov, &l ‘Béhelc, mordai mov eict KAivon ko tpémelat. As Brunyeat (1997) 232 comments, these
were the couches used in symposia.

36 Halliwell (2002) 57 take this as a cue to take the passage ironically, because a Form of a couch
is a great downgrade to a Form, especially when the previous discussion only regarded Forms of higher
concepts like Justice and Good. I argue that Plato uses this example as merely analogical to put the role of
the craftsman in a comprehensible exposition.

37 Gonzalez (2018) 24 questions the promotion of a craftsman to contemplator of Forms.

38 Even the inspired poet is incapable of fully grasping what inspires him and can only represent a
semblance of it. Cf. Collobert (2011) 48.
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Next comes the painter, who will represent all mimetic artists (Plato later says that
the Painter and the Poet are the same. Rep. 605b-d). The Painter will look to the particular
couch and use it as a paradigm for his own couch, which will be the mimetic couch. This
mimetic couch is based solely on a couch that already has no reality (Rep. 597a-b);
therefore, the mimetic couch is even further removed from reality. One can think
(analogically) of the Ideal Couch as a three-dimensional paradigm, the particular couch
as a two-dimensional representation of that paradigm, and the mimetic couch as a one-
dimensional representation of the three-dimensional paradigm, being infinitely incapable
of representing accurately what was the original paradigm. But the main concern of Plato
here is that the analogical one-dimensional representation of a couch can fool (Rep. 598c¢)
“ignorant adults and children” into believing that these flawed representations are
accurate. This seems curious if one only keeps in mind the Couch metaphor. In fact,
Halliwell thinks it ironical to consider that children would believe that a painted craftsman
was a real craftsman (Rep. 598¢)%®. Later in the text (Rep. 601a) it becomes clearer that
we must look at this issue in another way. It seems simpler to switch the Couch with
another loftier Form, like Justice. If a mimetic artist, not knowing any better, imitates a
form of Justice that is not perfect, those who hear him, not knowing themselves the true
Form of Justice, will take the poet’s interpretation as accurate and act as if the poet’s
justice is the true form of justice. This is just another instance of Plato’s long-winded
campaign against poetry’s claim to true knowledge and status as main educative agent. It
is not poetry that he is against, but poetry as a source of knowledge. His goal, as will be

discussed below, is to supplant poetry with philosophy.

Educative status of poetry is attacked

As has been made clear, the poet imitates something that is already flawed. That
by itself is not something to be particularly wary of, as Plato considers imitations as “not
serious, a mere plaything” (Rep. 602b*). When these flawed depictions have the
pretension to educate, however, claiming their opus as true knowledge, only then do they

become prejudicial to one’s rational capabilities. What Plato is doing here is the

39 Halliwell (2002) 57. Although there are anecdotes regarding cases where paintings were said to
fool people. See Pliny the Elder, Natural History, 35.36

4 Todto uév 87, G¢ ye paivetar, Emede UiV Stopoldyntat, T6V Te LUNTIOV Undev sidévon
8E10v Aoyov mepi OV pupeitar, GAL glvol ardiéy Tve Kei o0 6Tovdny TV pipmot, tovg Te Tiic Tpayiiic
Tomoeng antopévong &v iopufeiorg kol év Enect TAVTOG VoL LIPMTIKODE MC 010V TE PHEMGCTOL.
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culmination of an agenda that he seems to have been advancing since as far back as the
Apology and the lon*!, works where he seems to care particularly to show that the poet’s
claim to true knowledge is false*. Plato’s objective is to make clear to his countrymen
that using poetry as a source of wisdom is dangerous, leading good men astray with its
false opinions. Plato argues that poetry’s persuasive nature is independent of its words.
Its power to move the audience is owed to its musical aspect, which, when removed,

makes the words feel soggy (Rep. 601b*).

The greatest charge against poetry

I have discussed above what is one of the charges against mimetic poetry that
Plato intends to make. He reveals, however, that its untruthfulness and educative pretense
is not the thing he considers the most dangerous. What he really considers to be his
“greatest charge” is poetry’s potential to cultivate the irrational part of the soul (Rep.
605d). Earlier in the Republic, Plato defended the tripartition of the soul (Rep. 435b-
448e). His basic argument for the partition of the soul is that one element cannot hold two
distinct opinions regarding one thing (Rep. 439d-e). Here he only refers to two parts: the
rational and irrational. There is no reason, however, to suspect inconsistency, as some
do*, considering that this division of the soul in two parts is unrelated to the tripartition
of Book IX. As Rachel Senguprwalla® convincingly argued, the division of the rational
from the irrational soul in Book X does not undermine the tripartition of Book 1X. The
tripartition of rational, spirited, and appetitive can be bipartite, divided in rational and
irrational (which is composed of both spirited and appetitive parts*).

Plato’s example makes us imagine a moderate*’ man in mourning (Rep. 603d).

When alone, he cannot control his grief and cries, but when among his fellows he will

41 Halliwell (2002) 39.

42 Normally, these works are considered part of a the “Socratic dialogues”, which seem to be less
concerned with establishing doctrines than deconstructing traditional views. These dialogues are usually
taken to be a different phase of Plato’s thought. As Rowe (2007) argues, however, the same agenda is
present throughout all of Plato’s works: the deconstruction of traditional forms of knowledge and the
establishing of a new form of inquiry, philosophy.

43 OvKkodv, v 8¢ &yd, Eowev ToiC THV OPAIDV TPOSHOTOIS, KAAGY 8& i, ola yiyveton id&iv Stav
abTa TO GvOog Tpoliny;

44 E.g., Nehamas (1999) 264-269.

4 Singpurwalla (2011).

46 Rowe (2007) 169-170 sees the tripartition of the Soul as not a dogmatic doctrine since Socrates
himself reports the nonequivalence of his theory to reality. In reality, the soul is unified — it only appears
to us to be tripartite.

4T Emeucng.
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contain himself, for he believes that this is a lawful*® thing to do. This man’s inclination
to give into his emotions and his counter-inclination to exhibit self-control are different
entities, one rational and the other irrational. Having established this, Plato reports (Rep.
605¢) that even “moderate men™*® fall prey to poetry’s powerful emotions. When people
listen to mimetic poetry, they relate to the characters and invest themselves in the
narrative’s emotions. When tragedy befalls a character, the audience will feel, often times,
the same immoderate grief (Rep. 605d). Plato argues that most people will recognize that
grief displayed in dramatic performance is overblown and morally reprehensible in one’s
private life. But when the same exaggerated expressions are displayed in the theater and
affect the audience, most will commend the poet’s craftsmanship.

Plato believes (Rep. 605a) that the poets will always have a tendency to represent
immoderate characters, for he believes that only varied and complex characters, in
opposition to unified characters which cannot be immoderate, are fundamentally easy to
imitate and prove to be the most popular among the common people. He believes that the
poets will themselves have a complex character.

Plato argues (Rep. 606a) that this subliminal habituation of the soul to
immoderation of emotion has consequences. Essentially, it trains the irrational part of the
soul to thrive in overbearing emotion, which in turn depletes the rational soul’s power
over the irrational and spirited. Strengthening one’s feelings of pity and grief with others’
misfortunes will do the same towards one’s own. This is the opposite of Aristotle’s theory
of catharsis. Aristotle argues that our experience of these emotions in the theater cleanses
our need to feel them in our everyday lives, while Plato believes that such an experience
will only strengthen our emotional immoderation®. Plato worries that too much of this
cultivation will cause deep wounds in our souls and undermine the foundation of the Ideal
City. He recognizes poetry’s power, and it is precisely on account of that power that he
expels it from his city.

To sum up, in Book X, Plato has two main charges against mimesis in poetry. He
believes that mimesis fails when it imitates something already flawed and produces an
even more flawed product. He charges the poets with the spreading of false opinions as
knowledge, whilst being ignorant themselves. The second charge is one of emotion.

Poetry’s emotional influence is detrimental to one’s virtuous life. These are Book X’s

48 1 vouw Eropov melbecban, 1 6 vopog éénysitar.

4 Emeikeic,
%0 Aristotle, Poet. 6, 1449h27-28. Cf. Destrée (2014).
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main claims, and those which most influenced western aesthetic thinking.

The compatibility of the critique of mimesis in Books Il and 111 with the one in
Book X has been sometimes put into question®®. Not only does Plato seem to use the word
mimesis in different senses for each of these critiques, but he also apparently shifts his
focus. While in the first Books Socrates seems to only censor poetry’s more problematic
verses, and even allows the reading of Homer by initiated adults, in Book X he claims to
have banished all sorts of mimetic poetry.

I argue, however, that these two critiques can be quite compatible. Where Books
Il and Il claim that poetry tells lies, be it regarding the gods or giving false examples of
virtue, Book X criticizes mimesis for presenting something “three times removed” from
reality and fooling “children and ignorant adults”. The main thematic connection, I
believe, is one of epistemic value. Mimesis’s irredeemable aspect is not necessarily that
it is thrice removed from reality, or that it creates something inferior to its paradigm.
Mimesis is detrimental to one’s philosophical journey only inasmuch as it creates
something that is not real and is taken to be so. The claims of poetry’s authority in regard
to education is what Plato is against. Poetry’s incapability of truly representing reality
should be recognized. Socrates’ goal in the so-called “Socratic dialogues” was always to
establish the goal of philosophy as the knowledge of the good and the bad, and his
criticisms of poetry in the lon, for example, as well as his criticisms of many other technai
(like the techné of a general in the Laches, or the tecnhé of rhetoric in the Gorgias®?), are
centered on these technai’s lack of knowledge of what is truly good*.

Regarding the criticism of Book Il where Socrates points to the possibility of
mimesis as “impersonation”, as Halliwell calls it>, this form of mimesis, within the
framework of the two-phase division of mimesis, implies the contemplation of ethical
behavior and the creation of a similar ethos within the contemplator. This contemplation
can be done through reading, or by merely listening to a performance. | argue that this
criticism of mimesis is much like the “greatest charge” of Book X. What an actor or reader
might be susceptible to, inasmuch as they temporarily identify with a bad character, is

much the same as an audience will be susceptible to as well. | argue that what Socrates

51 E.g., Halliwell (2002) 76, (2011); Coulter (1976) 13; Moss (2007) 417.

52 Although the discussion is about the techné of rhetoric, Socrates concludes that it is not a techné
at all, but merely a knack.

53 Rowe (2007) 11.

5 Halliwell (2002) 52. An actor who impersonates mimetically a character becomes similar to that
character. This is extended into readers as well as actors, since Plato assumes that the reader will vocalize
the words and therefore impersonate to some extent the characters.
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claims is that, since poetry is seductive by the use of rythms and harmonies®, it will make
us believe in its false representation of reality, meaning we will take the ethical and moral
positions represented within these rhythms and harmonies to be correct values®®.

The common interpretation of these passages from the Republic is what | have
defined as “inferior mimesis”, in the sense that it takes a negative perspective on
mimesis’s value. It can also be considered “horizontal” in the sense that the mimetic artist
first contemplates something on his ontological level and thus his product is inferior, since
mimesis always implies a product of inferior ontology. This is the usual view of mimesis.
But a different perspective is possible and appears more valid: as much recent scholarship
has argued®’, these criticisms should not be taken as monolithic and as representative of
a Platonic dogma. The “common interpretation” can be considered to be suffering
somewhat from tunnel vision, since it ignores not only other Platonic dialogues where
mimesis and art are viewed in a more positive light, but also ignores the very conditional
context of the Republic.

To understand Plato’s claim, we must first pay attention to the context in which
these claims are inserted. In the Republic, this context is heavily defined by the discussion
of an “ideal state”. But this “ideal state”, is arguably not Plato’s truly ideal state, or at
least Socrates’. As he affirms (Rep. 372¢):

Eiev, v & &yd' povOéve. od mOAv, o¢ £oike, okomoduey pévov dmmg yiyveran, GAAY Kod
TPVODGAV TOAY. IGMC 0BV 0VE KoKMdE EYEl” GKOMODVTES YaP Kol TOwTNY TaY &v KoTidoley THY
1€ S1KatocvHVNV Kol dikiay 8 ToTE ToAC TOAEGY EUpVOVTAL 1) PEV 0DV GANOVE TOAC SoKET pot
givaw fiv SieAnio0apev, domep vymMg Tic &l & av Poviecle, koi @Aeypaivovcov mwOMV

Bswpricopey.

All right, I understand. It isn’t merely the origin of a city that we’re considering, it seems, but the
origin of a luxurious city. And that may not be a bad idea, for by examining it, we might very well
see how justice and injustice grow up in cities. Yet the true city, in my opinion, is the one we’ve

described®®, the healthy one, as it were. But let’s study a city with a fever if that’s what you want.

It seems, then, that even the so called “utopia” discussed in the Republic is not necessarily

the true “ideal state”. The defended arguments are aimed at a specific case of a city that

%5 Rep. 601a-b.

56 As sophistry also does, cf. Notomi (2011) 308.

57 Verdenius (1962); Halliwell (2002); Coulter (1976); Rowe (2007).

58 |t was described in the preceding section. This city is distinguished by the fact that all necessities
are produced and shared by the city, but only the bare necessities.
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is Ideal but not the most Ideal. Furthermore, inasmuch as the talk is of an idealized
constitution (Rep. 592b), a “city that exists in words”®, which is better than a “city in
action”, it is bound by the extraordinary aims of Socrates. For example, in the case of the
Guardians, their education must not allow anything that can potentially harm their quasi-
simple character, so as not to cause the potential destruction of the whole city. So, by
default, anything that is neutral but has the potential to be harmful will be exiled from
this Ideal City. Hence, arguably, mimesis, which is mostly neutral outside of the “ideal
state”, comes under heavy scrutiny in this context and seems too unstable to be allowed.

Secondly, Plato, through Socrates, seems to be hesitant on more than one occasion
regarding his criticisms. On some occasions, he implies that he will accept the mimetic

arts, as in 378a:

IIpdtov pév, v & £yd, TO PEYIOTOV Kol Tepl TV PEYioTOV WedSOG O EimdV 00 KAADC EYeDGOTO
¢ OVpavog te NPYhooto & enot Spdcor avtdv Hoiodog, 8 e ab Kpdvog t¢ ETiumpioato odTov.
0L 8¢ 67 100 Kpdvov Epya xod madn vrd tod Déog, 008 dv el v dAndf dunv Seiv pading obtag
AéyeoBon TPOC Gppovac Te Kod VEOUC, AL néoTa pév otydicBor, &l 8& avaykm Tic {v Adysw, S
ATOPPNTOV AKOVEW MG OAYIGTOVG, BucaUEVOL 0L Xoipov GAAG Tt péya kai dropov Bua, drmg

6t éhayiotolg cuvEPT dodoat.

First, telling the greatest falsehood about the most important things doesn’t make a fine story — |
mean Hesiod telling us about how Uranus behaved, how Cronus punished him for it, and how he
was in turn punished by his own son. But even if it were true, it should be passed over in silence,
not told to foolish young people. And if, for some reason, it has to be told, only a very few people
— pledged to secrecy and after sacrificing not just a pig but something great and scarce — should

hear it, so that their number is kept as small as possible.

Socrates hesitates here, seemingly allowing poetry to be heard by initiated adults
in a setting reminiscent of mystery cults. He believes that poetry can support an
allegorical reading (Rep. 378d) but, in the context of education of the young guardians, it
should be controlled, since they cannot yet distinguish what is allegorical from what is
literal. Moreover, in Book X, Socrates starts his discussion on mimesis by arguing that
there exists a pharmakon to protect the ones who are susceptible to being seduced by

poetry’s claims®.

59 gv 1) viv dujlBopsv oikilovteg moOAsl Aéysic, TH &v AOyolg keévn, émsl yiic ye ovdapod oipon

otV eivar. Rep 592b.
80 For what this entails see Halliwell (2011).
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Socrates also hesitates to accuse Homer, out of devotion, at 391a%%. And at 388e,
at the conclusion of the argumentation of Book |1, Socrates says that “we must remain
persuaded by it [the preceding argument] until someone show us a better one®?”. This is

then repeated in Book X, when Socrates says (607d):

Aoipey 8¢ y€ mov Gv Kol Toig TPOSTATAIS aVTHG, 6001 U TomTIKol, PLoTomTal O, Bvev PETPOL
AOYyoV mEP aTHG EimElV, MG 0V POVOV MOETD AAAG Kol dEEAUN TpOG Tag ToMTeing Kai TOv Piov
TOV AvOpdOTIVOV €0tV Kol DUEVAG AKkoLGOUEDN. KEPOAVODEY Yap TTOV E0v LT LOVOV NOETD GOV
B kol OdEEMN. (...) E188 ye ui, & oike £tdipe, Gomep ol moté Tov épacévisg, dav fyMomvio

i deéhpov etvar tov Epwta, Pig pév, dumg 8¢ dméyovral...

Then we’1l allow its defenders, who aren’t poets themselves but lovers of poetry, to speak in prose
on its behalf and to show that it not only gives pleasure but is beneficial both to constitutions and
to human life. Indeed, we’ll listen to them graciously, for we’d certainly profit if poetry were
shown to be not only pleasant but also beneficial. (...) However, if such a defense isn’t made,
we’ll behave like people who have fallen in love with someone but who force themselves to stay

away from him because they realize their passion isn’t beneficial.

There is an open-endedness in this passage, as well as in the former passage cited. It
seems that Socrates only argues for the exile of poetry on the basis of the arguments which
led him to accept these conclusions, but he remains open to another possibility. Likewise,
this might be a reason for Socrates’ expulsion of the poets with honors (Rep. 398a), which
will be a matter of some debate by Proclus, as will be discussed in Chapter III.
Furthermore, it seems that the three removes critique of Book X can be in fact a
four removes critique®. In the example of the couch, Socrates claims that the painter
“imitates the appearance” of the particular couch made by the craftsman (Rep. 598a).
Therefore, the painter is looking into something that is not twice removed from reality (a
particular couch based on the real universal couch) but three times removed - an image
of that particular couch. Consequently, the painter’s product will be four times removed
from reality. This leaves open the possibility of a painter that imitates the bed as is, and
not as it appears. Moss argues that, in Book III’s critique, where some forms of mimesis

were allowed (namely, certain excerpts of Homer and the “eulogies of good men”), this

51 0xcvéd 8¢ e, v &° &yd, S1° ‘Ounpov Aéysty &1L 00d° dc10v TADTE Ye KaTd AYALEDC @avar Kol
A ov Aeydviov meibecBar. Rep. 391a.

82 Al 8¢ ye oby, m¢ dptt Nuiv 6 Adyoc dorjuonvey: @ TEIGTEOY, Em¢ GV TIC TUAC SAAD KaAliovt
neion. Rep. 388e.

83 As Moss (2007) 437 argues.
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mimesis does not imitate appearances of excellence, but imitates excellence as is.

Another reason to render doubtful the notion that mimesis is entirely dismissed in
the Republic is the fact that the criticism is centered on Plato’s epistemic attack on
competing traditions of education. As | have mentioned above, poetry is only criticized
because it has unquestioned paideutic supremacy and authority in Plato’s society®. While
poetry has this privilege as educator, it does not have nor represent real knowledge about
the things it talks about. But one is left to wonder what the conclusion would be if poetry
acknowledged its lack of knowledge. Some have considered this. Halliwell® argues that
Book X’s conclusion is that poetry or mimesis need to have an external source of value.
Verdenius®® also makes a similar claim saying that: “Plato never tires of emphasizing the
limitations of art. In his opinion art does not possess any independent value in the sense
of having its aim in itself. It is important only in so far as it points to something more
important”. Also, Gonzalez®”: “Counter to what the beginning of Republic 10 might
suggest, the philosopher will differ from the poet not in terms of the production of image,
but rather in terms of their use”. Therefore, the critique of the Republic can be overridden
by a mimetic artist who recognizes the limitations of his own medium® and who claims
no authority or paideutic status. Elsewhere, Halliwell®® also argues that the critique of
Book X are not arguments against poetry, but “incitements to recognize the need for a
new and better understanding of artistic mimesis”.

Essentially, there is an aura of uncertainty in the whole discussion of mimesis in
the Republic. Not only are the arguments deeply conditioned by the context of the
discussion, but Plato apparently hesitates to commit truly to the exile of poetry and tries
to keep the conclusions open. What this shows is that mimesis is not unequivocally
condemned by Plato in the Republic, and what | have deemed the common interpretation,
which supports this, ignores the clues inside the dialogue. Besides this, there are clearly
different takes on mimesis in other Platonic dialogues. As Rowe™ defended, we as
interpreters of Plato can legitimately take his works to be parts of a whole. No single

dialogue is its own universe: they all refer back to each other and are evidently linked by

84 Burnyeat (1997) 255 discusses Plato’s programme to replace the cultural status quo of poetry in
Classical Greece and establishing a different cultural paradigm, one that is philosophical.

8 Halliwell (2002) 137-138.

8 Verdenius (1962) 27.

57 Gonzalez (2018) 23.

% And of the sensible world, in the case of the representation of Intelligibles.

89 Halliwell (2011) 243.

0 Rowe (2007) 3.
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topics and arguments. As Verdenius puts it: “Plato does not expound his aesthetics in a
systematical form, but the same applies to the whole of his philosophy”’*. I make no claim
of having solved the notorious interpretative difficulties of mimesis in Book X. | only
argue that whatever Plato meant to say in the Republic was not necessarily a monolithic
take and that he keeps his mind open to different perspectives and uses of mimesis. Thus,
the section below will focus on other discussions of mimesis by Plato, outside of the
Republic. These, | will argue, have a much more optimistic tenor than what has been seen

so far.

Superior mimesis

This section will address the more positive side of mimesis. Mimesis is pervasive
in Plato’s thought and works; it is not limited to the discussion of the Republic where it
applies exclusively to the mimetic arts. Mimesis is the heart of Platonic metaphysics, as
will be discussed below. Beyond that, Plato also seems to be open to the possibility of an
artistic mimesis that has value and that escapes the criticism of the Republic.

Mimesis is the basis for the Theory of Forms, in the sense that the Theory of Forms
is Plato’s solution to the problem of the Sensible world. Everything that exists in a
particular way is an imitation or representation of a thing that exists universally as a form.
What is usually understood as participation is essentially mimesis. As | have argued
above, mimesis always implies a product (a particular) inferior to the object of
contemplation (a Form). Plato sees Reality as a hierarchy, and each ontological step down

is a weaker representation of the level above. As Verdenius puts it:

The clue to a correct understanding of Plato’s philosophy lies in his conception of a hierarchical
structure of reality. There are different planes of being, each of them (except the Good, which is

absolutely real) trying, within its own limits, to express the values superior to it.

The “image-paradigm relationship of mimesis is the foundation of Plato’s vision of

reality”’3. It is in this sense that I call mimesis a metaphysical mechanism. Mimesis is the

"1 Verdenius (1962) 9.
2 \Verdenius (1962) 16.
73 Zovko (2018) 94.
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relationship that unifies the many levels of reality through likeness. There are many

examples of this in Plato’s works In Timaeus 47bc:

0eov Muiv dvevpeiv dopnoacboi te Sy, iva tag &v ovpavd Tod VoD KATIOOVTEG TEPLOOOVG
xpnooipedo €mi TOG mMEPIPOPAS TAC THG 7ap’ MUV SVONGCEWS, GLYYEVELS Eketvalg oboog,
atapdktolg TeTapaypévog, ekpofovieg 0& kal Aoylopudv Kot @O 0phOTNTOG UETAOYOVTES,

pipodpevol Tog Tod Beod mavtog AmAoveig oboog, Tag &v MUV TETAaVNUEVOS KataotTnoaineda.

The god invented sight and gave it to us so that we might observe the orbits of intelligence in the
universe and apply them to the revolutions of our own understanding. For there is a kinship
between them, even though our revolutions are disturbed, whereas the universal orbits are
undisturbed. So, once we have come to know them and to share in the ability to make correct
calculations according to nature, we should stabilize the straying revolutions within ourselves by

imitating the completely unstraying revolutions of the god.’

Our intelligence is an imitation of “orbits of intelligence in the universe”, which
the Neoplatonists will consider the Nous, the Divine-Mind, of which our own minds are
an imitation. Again, in Timaeus (38a):

70 mapdmay 1€ 0VdEV OG0 YEVESLS TOIG &V aicOnoel Pepopévolg mpoctjyey, AL ypovov tadto

ai®dVo LUOVHEVOL Kol KOT™ aptOpov KukAovIEVOL YEYOVEV €10N.

And all in all, none of the characteristics that becoming has bestowed upon the things that are
borne about in the realm of perception are appropriate to it. These, rather, are forms of time that

have come to be — time that imitates eternity and circles according to humber.

As the “realm of perception” is not capable of bearing eternity, it has time as an imitation
of it. This is the essence of the mimetic relationship between Sensibles (particulars) and

Intelligibles (universals). Verdenius™ puts it best:

The empirical world does not represent true reality, but is only an approximation to it, “something
that resembles real being but is not that” (Rep. 597a), it “yearns” to be like the Ideal Forms but
falls short of them (Phd. 74d, 75ab), “with difficulty” it reveals something of the superior world
of which it is an image (Phdr. 250b).

" All Timaeus translations by Zeyl in Cooper et al. (1997).
S Verdenius (1962) 16.
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The division of mimesis as a two-process mechanism, theoria and poiesis, within the
scope of metaphysical relationships between levels of reality is best seen in the case of
the creation of the Sensible world by the Demiurge. As is explained in the Timaeus, the
Demiurge contemplates the Forms and represents them in matter, thus creating particular
things which participate in the universals (Tim. 29a).

Plato’s philosophical scheme of reality, which sometimes has been called a
dichotomy between Sensible and Intelligible worlds, is in fact a hierarchy which connects
each level of reality through a dynamic relationship of likeness and representation. This
is dynamic in the sense that the Sensible world is neither a direct copy of the Intelligible,
nor does it necessarily imply that the Sensible world has a direct similarity to the
Intelligible. As in the case of time and eternity, time is a weaker form of eternity, but they
are not directly similar. Still, as Plato warns us, “an image cannot remain an image if it

presents all the details of what it represents”?®.

The ldeal poiesis

Having considered Plato’s position on “inferior mimesis” and on mimesis as a
metaphysical mechanism that connects reality within different ontological levels, it will
now be addressed the way in which “superior mimesis” can be related to the world of
human affairs. As I have argued above, Plato’s condemnation of the poets is conditional
to their ignorant imitation of particular things, which creates illusions, and their claim to
authority. This leaves open the possibility of a mimetic art that rises above these criticisms
- one that contemplates beyond imitations.

It should be established beforehand that to Plato all crafts are a form of poiesis’’.

As Socrates says (Symp. 205c¢):

1M Y6p tot €k 10D pn| 6vtog €ig 10 OV i6VTL 0T®OV aitio Tdod £0TL TOINGIS, MOTE Kol ol VO TAGULG

TOAG TEYNVOIG EPYOCion TOGELS €iG1 Kol 01 TOOT®V dNoVPYol TAVTES TOMTO.

After all, everything that is responsible for creating something out of nothing is a kind of poetry;

and so, all the creations of every craft and profession are themselves a kind of poetry, and everyone

76 A0 TO &vavTiov 0DSE TO mopdmay SN mavTo. Amododvar olov EoTv @ eikalel, £l PEAAEL EikdV
eivar. Cratylus 432b. All Cratylus’ translations by Reeve (1997).

T The term poiesis had already been established as primarily referring to poetry. Murray (1992)
29, although this was a late development, cf. Notomi (2011) 301.
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who practices a craft is a poet.

Not only are all crafts poiesis, but all crafts are mimetic’®. Accordingly, 1 will then discuss
poiesis as a general concept which includes poetry and all other forms of crafts, and which

has as its source the mimetic process of theoria.

Nothing new can be created and divine inspiration

All crafts are mimetic in the same sense that all creation is mimetic. Within the
Platonic metaphysical scheme there are no possibilities for non-contemplative creation,
except from the God who created the world. Everything that has not been created by God
is an imitation of the things which He created. While Plato does not say this directly, it is
the logical conclusion from Plato’s perception on metaphysical reality. There is no room
for true originality. Since everything in the Sensible world is an image of the Intelligible
world, then nothing that an artist can create within the Sensible world can be truly
original. In fact, as Verdenius™ interprets it:

And is there no wisdom in Plato’s warning that a man who claims to have created something
absolutely new is to be regarded as a charlatan producing false illusions just as the sophists (Soph.
234b, Rep. 596¢, Crat. 432bc)?

Even within the Intelligible word, there is a limit to possible things and, in the end, all
that can exist already exists there. Therefore, since nothing original can be created, it
means that everything a poet (in the extended sense argued in Symp. 205¢%%) can compose
will be an image of something else. The value of creation is not in its originality but in its
object of contemplation. If a poet imitates improper objects of contemplation (such as
immoral actions) his creation will be inferior (depictions of the gods acting immorally)
to one who does contemplate proper objects of contemplation. Plato states in the
Phaedrus (245a) something along these lines, where he establishes that a poet “out of his
mind” will always be better than a skillful poet. The divine inspiration to which Plato is

referring here is a form of contemplation of a higher reality, inasmuch as divine

8 1 will argue in favor of this in the next section.
9 Verdenius (1962) 33.
8 Cited above.
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inspiration is contact with the divine and that it produces something akin to what is seen.
Sometimes, divine and inspiration are juxtaposed as opposite forms of creation in Plato.
As | see it, divine inspiration and mimesis are one and the same creative process. When
it is said that the Muses speak through the poet, it means that the Muses show the poet
things which he imitates in his works, imperfectly even. This concept is alluded to in
Laws 719¢, which Gonzalez® interprets as the poets “being out of their minds when they
exercise their art of imitation”. While it is not Gonzalez’s point, I believe that this
interpretation perfectly illustrates my point. The poet exercises mimesis (as the only form
of creation) but, when divinely inspired, he is exercising a form of “superior mimesis”,
since he is contemplating higher realities. Nickolas Pappas®?, in the context of the same
passage in the Laws where Plato brings mimesis and divine inspiration together,

comments that:

In the end Platonic mimesis means too much more than impersonation to be either clearly
compatible or clearly incompatible with divine inspiration. And in particular, Plato’s desire to call
the process ignorant undermines the other sense of it that his dialogues voice, that mimesis rests

on skill and expertise.

| believe that this compatibility and incompatibility between mimesis and divine
inspiration is not due to an inconsistency in Plato’s thought, but that there are two
different mimeseis. It is clear that Plato uses mimesis in two different ways. One is the
skillful way in which poets use mimesis to imitate things that are already imitations, and
this happens through a skill. The other is the way in which mimesis acts in the cosmos
and which is related to the form in which divine inspiration acts through the poet. By
contemplating the divine realm, the poet is coerced into creating something
spontaneously®® and passively®*. These two different ways through which Plato sees
mimesis are the distinction between “inferior mimesis” and “superior mimesis”, as [ have
interpreted it. Divine inspiration is mimesis, in the superior sense. Skillful poetry is

mimesis, in the inferior sense. The image of the magnets from the 1on®®, where Plato

81 Gonzalez (2011) 100.

82 Pappas (2012) 671.

8 The idea of spontaneous creation will gain importance in my interpretation of Plotinus’ views
on mimesis. See Chapter II.

8 Plato seems to break from the Archaic view of inspiration and emphasizes the passivity of the
poet. Murray (1992) 34.

85 lon 533d.
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establishes that the Muses create a chain of inspirations that has as links the poet, the
rhapsode, and the audience, further corroborates my claim. Each link is contemplating
the link above and creating consequently something that is a representation of what was

contemplated. William Welton® puts it best:

This image [the magnets] contains the notion that inspiration involves a kind of participation in
something that implies a certain amount of imitation: the iron rings each acquire the power to

“imitate the magnet by participating in its force, thus becoming magnets themselves”.

Divine inspiration is therefore a mimetic process. This is the basis for my claim that
mimesis is the only source of creation. No creation happens in a vacuum: the creator will
always look at something, be it nature, ethical actions, or divine inspiration through the
Muses. All creation is mimesis. The value of the creation is defined by the object of
contemplation. Poets can be criticized for creating illusions through mimesis and also
praised for being divinely inspired. These claims are not detrimental to the value of

mimesis as a mechanism, but to the way in which it is used.

Poetic creation as pointing towards Intelligibles

While divine inspiration is “superior mimesis”, the latter entails more than just
divine inspiration. Contemplation of the divine realm is sometimes alluded to outside the
context of divine inspiration. This appears to open the possibility of contemplation of
divine realities without the aid of Muses or other divinities. If a poet can contemplate
actively a higher reality, his product will be of higher value. There are many passages
which allude to this form of mimesis. The whole discussion in the Republic is considered

a “city in words” that imitates a model (Rep. 592b):

MavOavo, Een: &v 7 viv diiBopev oikilovieg molel Aéyelg, TH &v AOYoIC Kewévn, &mel Yig ye
ovapod olpon ad TV givar. AML, v 8’ £y®, &v 00pavéd Iowe Topdadetypo dvdiettar T6 Bovlopéve

Opav Kol OpAVTL E0VTOV KOTOIKILEY.

I understand. You mean that he’ll be willing to take part in the politics of the city we were founding
and describing, the one that exists in theory, for I don’t think it exists anywhere on earth. But

perhaps, | said, there is a model of it in heaven, for anyone who wants to look at it and to make

8 Welton (1995) 26.
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himself its citizen on the strength of what he sees.

This shows that something described in words can be an imitation of an Intelligible
paradigm and that one is capable of contemplating that paradigm without divine help. In
fact, the theme of constitutions and laws as being imitations of Intelligibles appears

elsewhere®’ in Plato. The point is made clear in Timaeus 28a:

6tov pv odv v 6 dNuovpydg TPOS TO KaTd ToTH EYOV PAET@Y GEl, TO10VTE TIVI TPOGYKPOUEVOC
mapadetypatt, Vv idéav kai dvvapuy avtod anepyalntot, kKahov €€ avaykng obtmg dmoteAdeioan

niv: o0 & B &lg yeyovog, YEVWNTH TapadelypaTt TPOCYPMUEVOS, OV KOAGY.

So, whenever the craftsman looks at what is always changeless and, using a thing of that kind as
his model, reproduces its form and character, then, of necessity, all that he so completes is
beautiful. But were he to look at a thing that has come to be and use as his model something that

has been begotten, his work will lack beauty.

When the craftsmen (and the poets, according to the poiesis argument above) contemplate
what is changeless (the Forms), they create something akin to its changeless character,
and this is beautiful. This is “superior mimesis” - the object made is ontologically superior
to the imitations criticized in the Republic X. This form of mimesis still creates through
variegation, since that is the limitation imposed on creations within the Sensible cosmos.
Having a superior object of contemplation grants, however, a different status to this
variety. This variegation will point towards unchanging things, while the variegation
criticized in the Republic is used to give pleasure to the masses. As Plato established in
Laws 892b, art is above nature since it was created by soul and soul is prior to matter.
Nature is a product of art, which is a product of soul. What this means is that a bare rock
will be less perfect than a rock sculpted by a human soul® because, ideally, the human
soul will look beyond nature. If a human soul contemplates nature and imitates it, he is
looking at “something that has come to be and use[s] as his model something that has
been begotten” and therefore “his work will lack beauty”. Both forms of mimesis are
present in this passage of the Timaeus, where Plato allows the capacity of the craftsman
to look to what is changeless.

Furthermore, as Melberg noted, in Laws 811c, the whole discussion of this

87 For a study on the origins of laws through mimesis and divine inspiration see Welton (1995).
8 Plotinus inherits this idea and establishes that the artist can elevate the ontological status of
nature. See Chapter II.
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dialogue is framed as a “literary composition” which acts as the “pillar of knowledge and
of the building of society”®. This form of mimesis, used by the philosopher who looks to
the Intelligibles, implies the ordering of society as an image of the heavenly realm. The
Ideal City in words, discussed in the Republic but also in the Laws, acts as both an image
of the Intelligibles (inasmuch as it is created through philosophical contemplation) but

also as a model for a city in action.

Assimilation to God through poiesis

In many dialogues®, Plato establishes that the greatest goal of human life is
“assimilation to God”. This doctrine is grounded on the idea that we as humans can
become like God, in the sense that we can participate in certain divine characteristics.
This is possible through the mimetic relationship of paradigm-image discussed above.
Therefore, by imitating the paradigm God (as much as it is possible for the human soul),
it is possible to become, in a way, a god image. Marie-Elise Zovko®® argues that
assimilation to God can be achieved through different aspects, giving the example of
moral assimilation, which is attained through the practice of virtue. On the other hand,
the divine poet can imitate the divine creator (Demiurge) and participate in his creative
power®, If the demiurge himself is, in a way, a mimetic poet, since he contemplates
(theoria) the Forms and produces (poiesis) the world, then the human poet that imitates
this same process will ultimately be imitating the divine order and will be assimilated to
a god®3. Creation is a form of assimilation. Again, the poetic creation will not be
changeless since that is beyond the Sensible realm. The act of contemplation of the
Intelligible realities will create, however, something that is more attuned to the divine

order than the mere act of poetic imitation of Sensibles. Gonzalez® notes:

Of course, Socrates’ defense of the philosopher against the hostility of the many in Book VI
characterizes him or her as a demiourgos who, contemplating the eternal and unchanging realities,

imitates them in his own character, the character of others, and the city itself (500c-d).

8 Melberg (1995) 21.
% Zovko (2018) 90.

%1 Ibid. 90.

92 Gonzalez (2018) 24.
93 Zovko (2018) 99.

% Gonzalez (2018) 25.
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The philosopher, being capable of contemplating the Intelligibles, will order the character
of himself and those around him. As mentioned above, | take the philosopher as a kind of
poet, inasmuch as creation is poetic and mimetic. There is also a connection between
assimilation to God and divine inspiration, inasmuch as both are mimesis. In relation to
the Council of the Laws (966¢9-d3) which are the governing body of the ideal legislation,

Welton®® comments:

The [nocturnal] Council members participate in or become inspired by divinity by means of their
philosophical pursuits, and their imitation of god becomes a way of resolving the tension between
the authority of traditional religion and the claims of reason, as divine inspiration becomes

transformed into the participation in the divine through the likeness to gods.

Welton’s interpretation offers us a connection between assimilation, inspiration, and
imitation. Besides that, as | have argued, it is imitation that is the true connection between
the concepts - in this case, superior mimesis, since assimilation and inspiration both imply
contemplation of higher realities. Assimilation as contemplation not only allows the

possibility of “superior mimesis”, but it is also the highest goal of human life.

Poesis in the Symposium

The Symposium establishes a form of creativity that works by contemplating
beauty. The ones who contemplate beauty are called lovers, and they are categorized in
three separate levels. Nehamas® insightfully compares this tripartition of lovers to the
tripartition of the soul in the Republic and makes the following connection: at the first
level, lovers, who love the beauty of bodies, are primarily motivated by their appetitive
side; at the second level, the lovers of glory and fame are motivated by their spirited part;
and finally, the highest level comprises the lovers of the Form of Beauty, the lovers who
turn to philosophy and are motivated by their rational aspect. The creative mechanism
established in the Symposium is motivated above all by the human desire for immortality,
which is allegedly the key to happiness. Immortality is only achieved through generation,

which is equivalent to poiesis. As Zovko®’ argues:

% Welton (1995) 22-23.
% Nehamas (2007) 6.
97 Zovko (2018) 92, citing Symp. 208a-b.
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This process involves a fundamental form of mimesis. For it is not by staying always the same,
like the divine, that the mortal creature achieves immortality, but by leaving behind something

new in the semblance of the original.

The lover, by contemplating the beauty of his beloved, becomes “pregnant”, at the
intellectual level, with logoi (which can be works of art, laws or just arguments in
general). This creative process is essentially the mimetic process since it implies the
contemplation of something and the production of something else based on that object
previously contemplated. The same applies to poetry, which is, nonetheless, not the most
ideal form of contemplation, since the lover that creates it is contemplating mere glory
and fame, as Nehamas suggests®. The true lover, however, contemplates truth and not an
image, and therefore produces true virtue®®, further cementing my argument for the
possibility of “superior mimesis”. The idea of contemplating inner logoi is picked up by

Plotinus®,

Philosophy as the true art form

It has been demonstrated that Plato accepts a form of mimesis that is beyond the
criticism of the Republic. In this scope, all creative processes are mimetic, and superior
mimesis is possible to any creator. It is philosophy, however, what he considers the truest

form of poiesis. He makes it clear through the mouth of Socrates in Phaedo 61a:

Q hkpatec,” N, “UOVGIKTV ToiEL Kai £pydlov”. kod Y0 &V ve @ Tpdchev ypoéve dmep Enpattov
T00T0 VTIEAdUPavoy avTOd pot Topakeievechol Te Kol Emikelevewy, domep ol Tolg BEovat
dwakelevopevot, Kol £uol obtm 0 évinviov dmep Enpattov ToDTO EMKEAEVEY, HOVGIKTV TOETY,

MG PrAocoPiag peEv obong peyiomg Hovoikig, Euod 6& Tohto mTpdtTovToc.

“Socrates,” it said, “practice and cultivate the arts”. In the past I imagined that it was instructing
and advising me to do what | was doing, such as those who encourage runners in a race, that the
dream was thus bidding me do the very thing | was doing, namely, to practice the art of philosophy,
this being the highest kind of art, and | was doing that.

% Nehamas (2007) 6, citing Symp. 209d.
9 Symp. 212a.
100 See Chapter II.
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Likewise, in Phaedrus 248d, Socrates reports that when the soul first falls, it
becomes, “according to the law”, a philosopher, since this is the highest form of existence
in the body. Philosophy is associated with Calliope and Ourania'®?, the oldest Muse,
putting it again above all other arts. In all discussions of mimesis and representation, one
theme has reigned: knowledge of the Good. Mimesis is at its best when the artist

contemplates (and therefore gains knowledge of) the Good.

Good poetry presents what is worthy of imitation, and what is worthy of imitation may only be
achieved through a knowledge of what is good and bad, and through a directedness towards the
good which aims at making the listener better.1%2

As | see it, philosophy is the highest form of poiesis not because it is distinct from all
other forms of poiesis, but because it is the culmination of all creative forms. By this |
mean that if a poet (for example) achieves the superior form of mimesis, his creation will
transcend the limitations of the poetic medium and will in fact be philosophical. The Ideal
Poet is the Ideal Creator, and that is what the philosopher is, as was claimed by Plato in
the Phaedrus. The philosopher creates by contemplation of the Intelligibles, and his
creation brings order reflecting the divine order to the Sensible world. The philosopher
achieves assimilation to God and becomes an image of the god, becoming himself the
best object of contemplation. Thus, his work points towards the higher realm and is
truthful (insofar as it is possible to express truth in the Sensible world), and whoever
contemplates the philosopher will be transported above. Andrea Capral® attentively
noted that Alcibiades’ description of Socrates’ effect on his listeners in the Symposium
was parallel to the description of divine inspiration in the lon. The Philosopher is both
the subject of contemplation and the object of contemplation in a chain of mimetic

104

relationships. As Gonzalez*** also noted, Socrates has a philosophical techné which he

received from divine inspiration.

Conclusion

101 Phaedrus 259d.

102 Herrmann (2011) 39.

108 Capra (2014) 99.

104 Gonzalez (2011) 104, citing Phaedrus 257a7-8: v épmtikiv pot téxvny fiv Edmikag.
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It has been my aim in this chapter to show the complexity of Plato’s thought
regarding the mimetic process. | have argued that the discussion in Republic I1l and X is
deeply conditional to the context in which it is inserted. Furthermore, | have argued for
the two-phase division of mimesis in theoria and poesis and defended that this is the only
possible form of creation in the Platonic worldview. | have also suggested the possibility
of what I have called “superior mimesis”, which entails the contemplation of the higher
realities of the Platonic metaphysical scheme, thus creating a product more valuable to
those who contemplate it. Key passages in the Platonic opera allude to such theories,
even if somewhat subtly (as is Plato’s modus operandi). It is evident that mimesis is
treated in a twofold manner by Plato, both as an inferior and as a superior form of creation,
depending on the object of contemplation, and that mimesis is crucial not only as a

creative but also a contemplative mechanism.
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Chapter Il — Plotinus

Plotinus was a philosopher of the third century A.D. He was the founder of
Neoplatonism, the logical philosophical successor to the “Middle Platonism” of the first
and second century A.D. His thought is, by his own admission (Enn. V.1.8.10-14),
Platonic. The “Neoplatonic™ label is a later invention, because in his mind, and no doubt
in the mind of all the Neoplatonic philosophers, his own philosophical claims are not
original: he only clarifies what Plato already said'®. Plotinus uses some concepts
inherited from Aristotle’s philosophy, but the degree to which he uncritically uses those
concepts is debated!%. Still, Plotinus believes that Aristotle is mostly in agreement with
Plato, and when he is not, Plotinus puts the blame on Aristotle, never on Plato"’.

I have suggested above that Plato had at least two different ways of looking at
mimesis, one being the Republic’s criticism of mimesis as a fool’s tool that is at best
useless and at worst potentially harmful, and the other being the overall view that Plato
seems to defend in many other works, sometimes indirectly. This second view perceives
mimesis in a loftier way, granting the human soul the power to contemplate and imitate
the Forms, bypassing the critique of Republic X that attacks mimetic art as three times
removed from reality. In Plotinus, we will find both views and further ramifications of
these.

To fully understand Plotinus’ thought is no small task, as all topics are
interconnected. One cannot simply discuss any particular doctrine without referring to
the whole. Thus, a short, but hopefully elucidating, introduction is in order. Neoplatonism
is known to be an all-encompassing philosophical scheme which systematizes the whole
of Reality'®. This system works like a web of entities!®® with different grades of reality
but all connected in a relationship of cause-effect. This means that there is a hierarchy of

Being, starting from the One — the Absolute that causes Being and is therefore beyond

1051 outh (2007) 36.

106 Magrin (2016).

07 Wallis (1972) 23-25.

198 Here meaning the whole existence and non-existence. Both the metaphysical realm and the
sensible realm.

109 | yse “entity” in a neutral way to avoid confusion between philosophical concepts like Being,
Essence, Hypostasis or non-Being. It can be used to refer to anything that does or does not exist, with no
particular attention to its predication or non-predication.
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Being — and ending in Matter, the Absolute non-being. Everything else is in between. For
Neoplatonic philosophers, the simpler an entity is the higher it is placed on the grade of
Reality. From the One down, all things become increasingly complex and, consequently,
less real. Reality is definition (actualization), as the One is full actuality and the origin of
Forms. Matter is full potentiality; thus, it is formless. This works hierarchically. For
example, a soul is simpler, and therefore more real than a body, insofar as souls are
without parts, while bodies are composed of many parts (right down to the atomic
composition). Following the same logic, Soul is inferior to the Forms, because Soul has
many faculties (reason and sense perception, for example), while Forms are the second
simplest entity, as components of Intellect. Intellect is a whole made of Forms. Thus,
Intellect is not fully unified and is only second in the scale of reality. The One is the
absolute simplest entity. The main objective of all the cosmos, including human life, is
the non-mediated contemplation of the One (Enn. 111.8). Everything an entity does must
ideally be towards something above itself. This does not mean that every entity can
achieve this. Only that it should strive for it and achieve as much as it is proper to their
nature, as is the case of plants and non-rational animals (Enn. 111.8.1). There are two great
metaphysical motions in Neoplatonic philosophy: prohodos and epistrophe, which mean
procession and reversion!®®, respectively. Procession is the motion of all things being
created and consequently being projected outside their cause, which contains its product
in some way. Reversion is the motion of all things turning back and contemplating their
cause, which in turn causes the contemplating entity to abound in “energy” and create
another entity which proceeds from it. This idea will be discussed below.

To greatly simplify the divine hierarchy, there are three archai (commonly
translated as principles or causes, but Lloyd Gerson warns against this over-
simplification!!): the One, Intellect (or Nous) and Soul, which define the basis of the
whole cosmos. The One is that which creates everything, to the extent that it is what
grants Being to everything else, a doctrine of Pythagorean ancestry'?. “Nous”, as J. M.

Rist insightfully comments®3

, 1S a complicated term to translate. Since it has many
connections with the Greek concept of thought and intuition, he defends the use of “divine

mind” as a near equivalent term in English. In this thesis, however, the term Intellect, or

110 |outh (2007) 37. Cf. Enn. V.2.
111 Gerson (1994) 1.

112 Wallis (1972) 48.

113 Rist (1989) 190.
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sometimes Nous, will be used to avoid adding unfamiliar terms to an already complex
system. The Intellect is composed by the Forms and is that which grants Essence,
therefore defining the unlimited creative power of the One. Logic and Reason are defined
by the Forms, which is why the One is supra-rational - it exists prior to reason (not
temporarily, but ontologically). Essence is what gives Life, for Intellection, the activity
of the Intellect, is the most perfect Life, and all things that partake of Essence partake of
Life in some way. Lastly, Soul is that which grants motion, creates Time (in contrast to
the Eternal State that everything above Soul enjoys) and, most importantly, it is that which
connects Forms to Matter. Soul has images of Forms within itself, and projects images of
images of Forms into Matter 1*4. These are the impressions of the Forms in the soul, which
are commonly referred to as the spermatikoi logoi, a concept which will be mentioned
below.

As Gerson explains regarding these archai: “They are fundamental explanatory
concepts”t!®, What this means is that whenever Plotinus is confronted with any particular
problem, like the nature of evil or what is virtue, he always falls back on these
fundamentals of his philosophical scheme to answer it. As R. T. Wallis insightfully
suggested, Plotinus’ scheme should be studied from the ground (Sensible world) up (the
One), but with a slight detour through a primary exposition of the nature of the One'6,
This is because Plotinus always starts his treatises from the world of common experience
(as opposed to Proclus, as will be discussed in the next chapter) and then climbs up to the
Heavens. Thus, this should be the natural way of viewing his scheme. None of this ascent,
however, will be Intelligible if the nature of the One is not, at least partially, understood.
To discuss mimesis in Plotinus, one must discuss everything. This chapter will be a
spiraling journey, in the sense that many themes will be explored multiple times with

different focus on certain perspectives.

Mimesis

Plotinus does not follow dogmatically the Platonic texts, at least not as much as

the later Neoplatonic tradition, especially since the exegetical theories that dictate that

114 These concepts are elucidated in Gerson (1994) 11-I11.
115 Gerson (1994) 2.
116 \Wallis (1972) I11.
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every element in Plato’s work is philosophically important were not yet fully formulated,
allowing Plotinus to somewhat ignore “irrelevant” elements!'’. Still, even though
Plotinus sometimes seems disingenuous in his citations of Plato, he is still a Platonist
nonetheless, and arguably more faithful to Plato’s original thought than he is given credit
for. Considering this, it will not be surprising to find Plato’s doctrine of mimesis in
Plotinus’ own works, albeit expounded differently. Generally, it is believed that Plotinus
holds a more positive view on mimesis and art in general. Usually, when referring to
Plotinus’ views on art, modern authors!'® consider that he is diverging from Plato’s
doctrine. Regardless of modern interpretation, Plotinus seems to advocate indeed for a
superior mimesis in his works, and he is vocal about this (Enn. V.8.1). Still, Plotinus does
not (or cannot!!®) ignore Plato’s criticisms of inferior mimesis.

What can be found in Plotinus is an expansion of Plato’s doctrine, but it is
presented in a textual form that is different from the Platonic dialogue. As Daniele lozzia
says, metaphor is for Plotinus what dialogue is for Plato: the ideal form of exposition of
philosophy*?°. Furthermore, as shall be demonstrated, Plotinus’ expositions, even if based
on Plato’s doctrines, are usually more extensive and with further ramifications. Plotinus’
works are all a mix of lecture, inner dialogue, dialogue between himself and his students
and dialogue between himself and imaginary adversaries’?’. While this mix of
interlocutors, sometimes even within the same tractate, can be confusing and even
overwhelming at times, Plotinus’ general exposition is very direct, compared to Plato’s
more dramatic approach to philosophy. This might account for the fact that Plotinus is
more direct regarding his views on mimesis. Another relevant aspect is the more intense
focus on contemplation in the Neoplatonic tradition, which is very connected to the idea

of mimesis, as will soon be shown.

Inferior Mimesis

Plotinus has two different perspectives on mimesis, which have been
distinguished above as “superior mimesis” (that looks beyond Sensible reality) and

“inferior mimesis” (that looks only to the Sensible). Let us start with “inferior mimesis”.

17 Wallis (1972) 11

118 E g., Rich (1960), Armstrong (1967), Wallis (1972), Rist (1967), Sheppard (1980).
118 Kuisma (2003) 52.

120 10zzia (2015) 15.

121 Wallis (1972) 42.
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Plotinus, though termed a “Neo” Platonist, is still a Platonist, and it is no surprise that his
criticism of mimesis harks back to Plato’s own doctrine. In fact, Plotinus echoes (Enn.
IV.3.10.19) his master’s words: “For craft is posterior to soul and imitates it, making
obscure and weak imitations, just toys in a way, things of little worth, using many
contrivances to produce an image of nature”*??, The image of the toys and things of little
worth evidently calls to mind Rep. 602b-c where Plato calls imitation a “Plaything of no
matter’?3,

There is an interesting concept in this citation that is not present in Plato: craft
imitates Soul. As will be shown later'?*, Soul orders the cosmos by directly contemplating
the Forms and projecting these Forms into matter, which is in itself a mimetic motion.
Soul does this unconsciously and spontaneously as a consequence of its epistrophic
phase. Craft imitates what Soul does but substitutes the Forms with inferior images of the
Forms, as well as creating with intention, in contrast to Soul’s unconscious production.
Just like in Plato, mimesis is associated with craft as being a mere imitation of an

imitation. It is as useless as the “mere toys” and detrimental as “three times removed from

reality”, following Plato’s own conclusions.

Shadows and Reflections

In Plotinus, however, there is a new development regarding the conception of

“inferior mimesis”. In Enn. V1.4.10.1-15, Plotinus asserts:

Ei 8¢ 11 Aéyot, dg ovK avdykm O €i0®AOV Tov cuvnptiicbot T@ GpyeTvn — E0TL YOp Kol ikOva
glval AmévTog Tod APYETOTOL, G’ OV ¥ £ikdV, Kol ToD TPdg dmelddvTog THY OepudTnTa sivar &v
1@ OeppavOévtt mpdTov pev Emil tod dpyetdhnmov Kol Tfig €lkOVog, €l TV mapd 100 {OYpapov gikdva,
AéyoL TIG, 00 TO GPYETLTOV PYGOUEY THV £ikOVo Temomicéval, GALd v {oypdgov, ovk odGoy
ovTod £icdva 00d’ £l aDTOV TIC YPAPEL TO VAP YPAPOV TV 0D TO cdua 10D {mypapov 0vdE TO £160¢
TO pELUNEVOV” Kal 00 TOV {oypaeov, GAAD TV B0ty IV 0UTOGL TOV YPOUATOY AEKTEOV TOLETY
TV Tolom TV gikdva. OVSE Kuping 1 Tiig &ixévog kol Tod ivSdApotog moinoig olov &v Bdaot Kol
KOTOTTPOLS 1) €v oKlig — Evtadfa veioTatal Te Tapd ToD TPOTEPOL KLPIMG Kol yivetal A’ ovToD

Kai 00K E0Ttv A’ £0nTod dmoTeTUMuUéV T YEVOpEva slvantZS,

122 Tgyvm yéip DoTépa anTic Kod upsiton auodpd kai 4odevi] moodoa pupfiuata, Toiyvia rTo Kol
oV ToAAOD d&La, pryavaic ToAAaig gig idmAov pvoswe Tpooypwuévn. Translation by Gerson et al. (2018)

123 60 glvon Toud1év Tva kod 00 GTovdTy THY pipmoy.

124 See below: Superior Mimesis.

125 All Enneads translations by Gerson et al. (2018).
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But if someone should say that it is not necessary for a reflection to be joined to its archetype,
since it is possible for there to be an image when the archetype from which the image is derived is
not there, just as something heated by fire can be hot when the fire is removed; first, in the case of
the archetype and image, if one is speaking about the image made by the painter, we will say that
it was not the archetype that produced the image, but the painter, given that even if someone paints
himself, it is not an image of him. For what does the painting is not the body of the painter, nor
the imitated form. It is not the painter but the arrangement of these colors thus and so that should
be said to produce this kind of image.

Nor is this the making of the image or reflection in the strict sense such as occurs in water, mirrors,
or in shadows. For in these cases, images come to exist strictly as derived from that which was
prior to them, and they come to be from it, and it is not possible for them, once they have come to

be, to be when they are cut off from that.

Plotinus clearly contrasts two types of mimesis, although the distinction is not between
what | have dubbed “superior mimesis” and “inferior mimesis”, since both examples
seem to concern Sensible and inferior paradigms. It seems that Plotinus is distinguishing
between two types of “inferior mimesis”: one artistic and another reflective. Plotinus
seems to grant a superior rank to artistic mimesis, for it has independent being imparted
by the artist, but still not dependent on the paradigm nor the artist, since a painting or
sculpture of a man does not require the existence of the man in order for it to exist itself.
In contrast, reflective mimesis, exemplified by shadows and reflections in water,
disappears when its paradigm steps away. Since reflections do not have an independent
being, they could be associated with the Absolute non-being, which Plotinus considers to
be Evil, as mentioned above. Plotinus, however, does not make that connection. In
contrast, the artistic mimesis alluded to in this passage implies that the artist has the power
to create things, granting them being, and thereby participating in the creative power of

the Demiurge.

Mimetai crafts and Intelligible crafts

Plotinus, in another context, says the following, regarding mimesis in art (Enn.
V.9.11.1-6):

Ta odv kot Tévnv Kod ai téyvor; Tév 81 teyvdv dcot wumticad, ypapuc pév kol dvéprovtonotia,

Spynoic te Kai xewpovopia, &vtaddd mov Ty cvotacty Aafodoatl Kol aicONT®d TPooypduEVHL
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Tapadetypatt Kol ppovpevol €0 te Kol KIvoelg ¢ te cuppetpiag 6¢ opdaot petotifgioot ovk

av eikoT®g kel avayowvto, €l P @ avBpdmov AdY®.

Actually, among the crafts, such as the mimetic ones — painting and sculpture, dance and mime —
the construction of which, | suppose, is done here by the use of a sensible paradigm, that is, by
imitating forms and motions, and transferring the symmetries that they see, one would not
reasonably refer to the intelligible world, unless it were to the expressed principle of human

being.1?¢

Here, Plotinus clearly identifies some crafts as mimetic, which implies that there are, to
his view, certain crafts that escape the mimetic qualification. Moreover, he reports that
these mimetic crafts are constructed “by the use of a sensible paradigm, ... by imitating
forms and motions”™. I take “forms and motions” to be the imitation of Forms projected
in matter. This criticism is not new per se, since it is essentially what can be found in the
Republic’s critique. A few lines further below, Plotinus adds, however, another comment
(Enn. V.9.11.13-17):

‘Ocot 8¢ momTikedl aicONT®Y TV KOTY TEXVIV, 01OV OIKOSOMIKY Kol TEKTOVIKY, KaBOGOoV
GUUUETPLOIG TPOTYPBVTAL, ApYiG GV EKETBEV Exotev Kal TV Ekel ppoviice@V: T@ O€ aictntd Tadta

GLYKEPUGAEVOL TO BAOV OVK v Elev EKET" 1} &V 16 AvOpOTQ.

And so, too, those of the crafts that produce sensible objects, such as architecture and carpentry,
to the extent that they make use of symmetries, would have their principles in the intelligible world
and their thought processes there, too. But insofar as they are mixed with something sensible, they

are not as a whole in the intelligible world, except within the human being.

Here, Plotinus creates a further distinction within “inferior mimesis”, between that which
is Sensible and that which is mixed*?’. Since, as has been noted before, mimesis implies
two phases - contemplation and creation - it is also natural for there to be a mixed mimesis
that contemplates beyond the Sensible but whose actions are aimed at the Sensible
cosmos. As Audrey Rich noted*?®, in this passage, carpentry and painting have the same
relationship with each other as in Plato’s Republic, where the carpenter creates by looking
at Intelligibles, and the painter by looking at the carpenter’s creation. As noted above, the
Forms of objects need not be taken seriously as a doctrine of Plato, since the use of the

126 talics are mine.
127 Denominated “productive arts” by Rich (1960) 234.
128 1pid. 234.
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Form of Couch is merely exemplificative. Plotinus rejects the form of objects t00'?® but
takes the cue here to develop the concept of mixed mimesis, identified with productive
crafts that utilize Intelligible concepts in their Sensible productions. They are
distinguished from the “superior mimesis” inasmuch as their products are for the Sensible
world and their creation is purposeful, as opposed to “superior mimesis”, which creates
unconsciously and spontaneously.

“Inferior mimesis” is a reality in Plotinus’ own thought and does not diverge from
Plato’s own conception, although Plotinus shows a more elaborated and straightforward
version of these notions. Moreover, he further distinguishes the difference between
various kinds of “inferior mimesis”. Plotinus appears to defend the classic conception of
mimesis as put forward in the Republic: that mimesis of Sensible paradigms is thrice
removed from reality and a “mere plaything”. Nevertheless, he adds to this conception an
inferior and a superior derivation: shadows and reflections represent the inferior Sensible
mimesis, which are devoid of Being itself, and Mixed mimesis, that looks to the
Intelligibles but is left in the cosmos. So, there are three distinctions within the “inferior
mimesis” category. Some have justified both of Plotinus’ attitudes to mimesis as
dependent on chronology**°, meaning that, in the earlier treatises, he is more pessimistic
towards mimesis and, in later treatises more optimistic, always juxtaposing both attitudes
as contrasting, which, it is claimed, reflects an on-going departure from Plato’s teachings.
| argue that there is no need for such arguments and that the two attitudes are reconcilable
with each other and compatible with Plato’s fundamental teaching, albeit expounded
more precisely and with some further developments. The distinction between “inferior”
and “superior mimesis” in Plato has already been analyzed in the previous chapter, and
Plotinus’ additions to this doctrine are faithful to his master’s supposed intentions. In all
cases, “inferior mimesis” is criticized for its dependence on the Sensible cosmos, partly

for using it as paradigm, partly for using it as goal.

Superior Mimesis

1291 e., Plotinus does not believe that there is specifically a Form of Couch, or a Form of Table;
only Forms of loftier things like Justice and Wisdom.
130 Finberg (1926) cited by Rich (1960).
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Mimesis as a metaphysical mechanism

The “inferior” view of mimesis is only one side of the Neoplatonic attitude to
imitation. In fact, there is a generally more optimistic view on the mimetic process within
the Neoplatonic metaphysical scheme. Neoplatonism uses mimesis as a full-fledged
metaphysical mechanism crucial to the “functioning” of the whole Reality, and as an
explanation for the dynamic relationship between levels of reality. | believe this fact to
be one of the greatest arguments for the value of mimesis in its “superior” form. Since
Reality is itself constituted and constitutive through mimesis, it is evident that it cannot
be seen only in a pessimistic way.

This section will explore the role of mimesis in the ordering of Reality as a process
intrinsic to the Neoplatonic philosophical scheme. This, | argue, is part of the “superior
mimesis” attitude, which reveals that the mimetic process itself'is free from criticism, and

its value is somewhat dependent on its paradigm.

Participation as Mimesis

Participation (uéfe€ic) is the expression used by Platonists to explain the way
Sensible objects retain an inferior version of an Intelligible Form!3L. Following Plato’s
lead, any couch participates in the Ideal Couch, although all physical couches are
relatively imperfect. The Ideal Couch is that which most perfectly describes a couch,
having all couch-like qualities without any non-couch-like elements. When a particular
couch is created, it is only a part of the Ideal Couch (or Universal Couch), for it is
impossible for all couch-like qualities to be present simultaneously in one entity in the
physical world (Enn. V.8.1.23). It can be thought of as a dice represented in a two-
dimensional drawing. As a dice, it has 6 sides. As a drawing, however, its representation
is limited by the medium in which it is represented, and in this form, we can only see 3
sides at most. The same applies to the general theory of Forms, in both Plato and his heirs.
Any physical object is a representation in a non-natural (in the sense of natural ontological
level) medium of a Form, and so it is bound to be imperfect. And it is in this sense that
participation is mimesis. The proverbial couch imitates the Ideal Couch. It is implied in

mimetic action that the product is inferior to the paradigm, and this is the crux of the

131 Clark (2015).
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Neoplatonic metaphysical scheme. Nature itself is an imitation of the Nous. The Nous is
an imitation of the One, as Plotinus himself defends in Enn. 11.9.2.1: “(...) We must posit
there to be one Intellect, unchangeably self-identical, without any inclination towards
what is below it, and imitating its father as much as it can”2,

Another example would be that every Form participates in / imitates the One
insofar as each Form is a unity. In fact, all things imitate the One, for all things are
ultimately one. Therefore, the One is the cause of all Being, since Being is first of all
existence which implies limitation, which in turn implies some form of unity. All things
that are, are so by virtue of their imitation / participation in the One. Mimesis as
participation plays a key role in explaining the most fundamental of ideas in

Neoplatonism, and this is indicative of the potential positive value of mimesis.

Macro-microcosm relation

Still within this realm, this participative process implies a relationship between
the paradigm and the mimetic product, which is essentially the same relationship between
cause and effect. Since all things are imitations of their causes, they must have some
similarities. In fact, Neoplatonism holds a macrocosm-microcosm doctrine, which
implies that the Sensible mimetic products are similar to the metaphysical paradigms.
This is most noticeable in the case of Nature as a mimetic product of the Nous as a
paradigm, which means that what exists in Nature is an inferior version of the Intelligible

Realm, but is still the same, as Plotinus says in Enn. 11.9.8.16-22:

Ei 82 povpevov i 8oty 8keivo, antd todto katd eooty Exer ob yop v &t ppovpevov. To 88
dvopoimg peppficOat yeddog ovdEV Yip mapUAELEWTTOL OV 01OV Te v KoMV £ikOVEL GULGIKTY

gxew.

And if, as it [Soul] imitates the intelligible, it is not the intelligible itself, that is precisely what is
natural to it. For otherwise it would no longer be an imitation. And it would be false to say that it
is an imitation bereft of sameness. For none of the things of which it can obtain a fine and natural
image has been left out.

All Forms exist in nature in participated form, as they exist in the Nous in their pure form.

132 OY toivuv obte mheim TovT@Y 0BTE Emvoiog TEPLTTAG £V EKeivolg, fig ov déyovrat, Oetéov, GAN
&va voiv TOV a0TOV MGONTMS £XOVTO, GKALVT] TOVTOYT], IHLOVUEVOV TOV TaTépa kaf’ 6oV 0ldV T€ aTd.
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It is due to this relationship that we, as souls in the physical cosmos, can learn things

133

about the Intelligible through contemplation of Nature. As Wallis™* notes, Plotinus

generally starts his expositions of metaphysical themes from the world of Sensible
experience and then moves upwards. Plotinus himself mentions on some occasions this
need to contemplate things in the world below in order to understand the things above.

For example, at Enn. V.3.14:

"H, &t un &yopev Tij YvdGOEL, Kol TovteA®dg ovk Eyopev; AAL’ obtmg Eyopev, dote mepi adTod pev
Aéyewv, adto 8¢ un Aéyew. Kol yap Aéyopev, O un Eotv 0 0€ €oty, 0b Aéyopev: dote €K TAOV

Votepov mepl avTod Aéyopeyv.

In fact, if we do not have knowledge of it, does it follow as well that we do not have it at all? But
we have it in such a way that we can speak about it, though we cannot speak it. For we say what
it is not; what it is, we do not say, so that we are speaking about it on the basis of things posterior
to it.

Another example in Enn. V1.8.8.1:

‘Huelg 8¢ Bewpodpey o0 ovufefnrog 10 adtebovcov €keive, GAAL And T@V mepl o GA o
ante€ovcimv APapicel TOV Evavtiov avtd £¢° £0vTd TPOG aVTO T0 EMATTO AnO EAATTOV®V
petapépovieg advvopio tod Tuxelv Tdv 4 mpoonkel Adyewv mepl awtod, tadTo Av mepl odTOd

gimoyev. Kaitol 000&v v ebpotpev gimelv ovy 6Tt kat’ avTod, GAL” 000E TEP AdTOD KLPILS

We see that autonomy is not an accident of the Good; rather, we see that it has this autonomy by
stripping away the contraries from things with autonomy in other respects. In transferring lesser
attributes from lesser beings to the Good, on account of our inability to grasp those things which
should be said of it, we would like to say the following about it; yet we are in no position to find
anything to say about it, let alone anything properly applicable to it.

To gain knowledge of the One, we must look to its posteriors and abstract from
them the qualities that we understand are not applicable to the One. In Enn. 1.2.3.25-28
Plotinus says:

ITédy obv 10 Vosiv OpdvVpov; ODSaUdS GAAY TO PEV TPOTMC, T 8 map’ ékeivov ETépmc. Qg yap

0 &v QaVi] Adyog pipnpa Tod &v yoyi), obTe kai 6 &v yoyf] pipnua tod €v ETépm.

133 \Wallis (1972) 47.
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But again, we must ask if the word “thinking” is equivocal? Not at all. But there is a primary type
of thinking and one derived from it, which is different. For as a spoken word is an imitation of a

word in the soul, so a word in the soul is an imitation of something in something different.

The relationship between spoken words and words in the soul / mind is another
relationship of microcosm and macrocosm. In Enn. 11.2.1 Plotinus argues that the
heavens’ motions are due to them being an imitation of the Nous, as he succinctly says at
the beginning of the tractate: “Why does it ‘move in a circle’? Because it is imitating
Intellect”*®*.In Enn. 11.9.8-9 Plotinus defends that the Sensible cosmos is the most perfect
imitation of the Intelligible cosmos, in his famous treatise against the Gnostics. It is clear
that, for Plotinus, contemplating a microcosm leads one to a macrocosm, and this is the

true essence of the “superior mimesis”.

Prohodos and epistrophe as Mimesis

In the Neoplatonic tradition, there are two terms that come as a pair and define the
two great metaphysical motions: epistrophe and prohodos - Reversion and Procession,
respectively. Prohodos is the motion caused by an entity over-abounding and creating
another entity that proceeds from the first causal entity. Epistrophe is the opposite motion
- the reversion of the effect to the causal entity. These two motions work in a circular
logic, the effect reverts to its cause through contemplation and in this act the effect over-
abounds and creates another entity, the effect then becoming a cause. Epistrophe is then
the innate desire of all things to return to their cause, and prohodos is the consequence of
that return, which causes new entities. Plotinus comments in I11.8.1 that Nature “produces
what it produces through contemplation”. Considering that there is legitimate reason to
do so, both these processes are identified with the two phases of mimesis within the scope
of this investigation. Mimesis, as explained above, is a two-phase process: contemplation
and creation. Likewise, epistrophe is a form of contemplation'*®. Prohodos is a form of
creation. In the prohodos phase, an entity imitates unconsciously its own cause and
creates spontaneously. As will be later observed, spontaneous creativity is the ideal form
of creation. This is part of the mimetic mechanism that is pervasive in all Neoplatonic

discussions of metaphysics.

134 Ay i <kOKA@ Kveiton>; ‘Ot vodv ppeitat.
135 Enn. 11.2.3; 1V.3.4.25-37; IV.8.4; V.1.7; V.8.11. Cf. Louth (2007).
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Nature as a Mimetic product

Having shown that mimesis is more than an artistic process and that it is a crucial
mechanism for the Neoplatonic system, this section will address Plotinus’ perspective
towards this kind of mimesis. Plotinus explicitly says (Enn. V.8.1.33) that one should not
criticize mimesis, as everything is made through mimesis, even the Sensible cosmos
being an imitation of the Intelligible cosmos. The flaws of mimesis are not to be taken
too seriously - it is only natural that the product should be inferior to its cause and
paradigm. Nonetheless, all hypostases use mimesis. Likewise, Physical beauty is not to
be disdained. Still, one must distinguish between a beautiful thing and Beauty itself. In
Enn. 111.2.3.1-5:

Kai o0k @v 115 €ikdTmg 000€ TOHT® HELYOLTO MG OV KOAGD O0VOE TOV UETO CAOUOTOG OVK APIoTO,
003’ o TOV oitiov Tod sivar AT aiTidcuTo TP@®TOV eV EE Avaykmg dvtog oTod Kol ovk &k

Aoyiopod yevopévov, GAAL PUGEMG AUEIVOVOG YEVVAGTG KOTO UGV GO0V EVTT.

And it isn’t reasonable for anyone to find fault even with this world as not being beautiful or the
best of things that are accompanied by body or again to be critical of that which caused it to exist,
when, first, it exists of necessity and did not come into being as a result of calculative reasoning

but was generated in a natural process by a better nature to be the same as itself.

While Plotinus is usually portrayed as pessimistic regarding the physical world — the
anecdote in his biography by Porphyry (Vita Plotini 1) where Plotinus disdains his own
body is notorious — his actual outlook on nature is optimistic regarding its potential to rise
to the higher realm. Nature is inferior to the Intelligible, that much is clear. Nature,
however, is nonetheless an imitation of the Intelligible and is created by it. Thus, it should
be respected for its origins. Likewise, one should not criticize the mimetic process itself,
since all things were created “mimetically”. It is not the process itself that must be judged,
but how it is used.

Plotinus argues (Enn 111.8.3) that Nature contemplates itself, and that this is a form
of “weaker contemplation”*, since Nature is not looking upwards but inwards, which is

still superior to the downwards®®’ gaze of “inferior mimesis”. Nature, Plotinus puts it

136 Weaker in comparison to the ideal contemplation that produces union with the One.
137 In the sense that the contemplator looks towards things that are inferior to the human soul, in
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(Enn. 111.8.2.20), is separate from nature in the material world. It is a Form separate from
the composite which is an offspring of the World-Soul**®, This works because Nature,
inasmuch as it is soul, has the spermatikoi logoi. These logoi are impressions of the
Forms, and not the Forms themselves (Enn. 1.2.4.20). When Nature contemplates itself,
it is contemplating impressions of the Forms, but this is not exactly the same as when a
painter imitates nature, since the impressions within Nature are on the same ontological
level as itself. In the case of the painter, for example, the nature!®® which he imitates is a
level below his own ontological status, since nature (as a composite) is below humans’

souls, in reality. As Plotinus puts it (Enn. 111.8.4.15-21):

i 0DV Tadto BovheTan; MG 1| Aeyopévn UGIC Yoy 006a, YEvwnua Yuxiic TPOTéPOG SuVOTMTEPOV
Ldomge, Novydi &v £avti] Oswpioy Exovca od TPOC 1O Eve 00 ad ETt TPOC TO KATO, GTAGH 58 &V (O
gottv, &v Tf] aOTiC 6TaoEL Kai 0lov cLVaIGONGEL, TH GLVEGEL TADTY Kol GLVOIGONGEL TO PeT’ odThY

£10ev MG 010V Te avTh Kol 0VKéTL E{TNoEY dAkA Oedpnua dmoTEAEGUTA ByAadV Kol YAPIEY.

What, then, does this mean? It means that what we call “nature” is a soul, offspring of a prior soul
having a more powerful life, holding contemplation still within itself not directed to what is above,
nor even to what is below, but stationary in what it is, in its own stable position, it saw what comes

after it by a comprehension of this kind and a sort of self-awareness.

And (Enn. 111.8.4.25-27):

£tépa yap avti|g €ig Oéav évapyeotépa, 1 0¢ €idmiov Bewpiag dAANG. TavTy 61 KOl TO Yevwnbev

V1 atiig dobeveg mavidmacty, 6t dobevodon Bempio dobeveg Bedpnua Totel.

For there is another type of contemplation clearer than it in its vision, and nature is an image of
the other type. Indeed, for this reason, what is generated by it is also completely weak because a

contemplation that is weak makes a weak object of contemplation.

Nature is then not only a product of mimesis, in the sense that it is an imitation of the
Soul prior to it (just like Soul is an imitation of Intellect and Intellect an imitation of the

One!), but it also produces nature in matter, by contemplating the Forms that are present

the ontological hierarchy.
138 |_outh (2007) 39.
139 1t should be noted that | distinguish Nature (capitalized) from nature. The former is the Soul
that creates nature. The latter is the manifestation of Nature in the sensible world, creating nature, our world.
140 O’Meara (1995) 76.
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in itself as impressions. Hence, Nature produces inferior objects of contemplation, since
her contemplation is weaker than the direct contemplation of the Forms.

As has been shown in this section, mimesis is much more for the Neoplatonic
system than just an ‘“aesthetic” or “artistic” concept. It is the cornerstone of all
metaphysics. Having argued for its value as a metaphysical mechanism, the next section

will be focused on its more artistic value.

“Superior mimesis” in the human sphere

This section will present an analysis on how the concept of “superior mimesis” is
manifested in Plotinus in the context of “artistic” creation. The term is used to refer to the
production of works of art by human souls through Sensible means. This section will be
further divided into two sub-sections, corresponding to the two phases of mimesis:

contemplation, and creation.

Contemplation

As has been argued repeatedly above, “superior mimesis” is distinguished from
its “inferior” version by its contemplation of Intelligible paradigms, which | have also
commonly referred to as “Forms” and “Ideas”. This form of contemplation implies a
different process from the Sensible kind of contemplation. We can essentially define
Sensible contemplation, part of “Sensible mimesis”, as physical vision. Contemplation of
the Intelligibles, however, implies a different kind of vision which is not truly vision, as
the Intelligibles have no Sensible form themselves. Plotinus himself uses the metaphor
for vision in opposition to “knowing” in the context of the contemplation of the Forms*,
It is very usual of Neoplatonic thinkers to use common words of everyday experience to
discuss metaphysical ideas, as Wallis**? reports. This sub-section will illustrate how
Plotinus believes one achieves this contemplation of the Intelligibles and how it works,
so far as Plotinus himself reports it. Plotinus is notoriously*® elusive on these themes, as

they relate to the ineffability of his mysticism.

141 Wallis (1972) 89.
142 Wallis (1972) I.
143 | outh (2007) 48.
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Purification or Ways to Ascend

There are two major ways, as | categorize them, to initiate contemplation of the
Intelligibles, and while both might appear independent, they work in unison and can be
seen as different perspectives of the same phenomenon. The first one is by purification
of the soul through Virtues and Dialectic. The second is through the power of anamnesis.
The basic assumption of Plotinus’ thought is that the Sensible world is infinitely inferior
to the Intelligible world. It is not that Plotinus believes the Sensible to be bad - it is just
inferior to the divine. As such, we should pay no tribute to it, but only take it seriously
when it acts as a gateway to the Intelligible cosmos. His view on the human body reflects
this vision as well (Enn. 1.2.3.12): “The soul is evil when enmeshed with the body”#4, It
is understood form this quote that Plotinus does not mean that the soul itself is evil while
simply existing in the body, but that it is evil when it is too mixed with the body’s urges.
In Neoplatonic thought, the divine world is wholly good, and what is evil cannot be
assimilated with what is good. Therefore, before one can have any contemplative contact
with the Intelligible cosmos, one must be purified of the body’s lowliness. As R. T. Wallis
pertinently noted'®®, purification in Neoplatonic parlance is very much unlike the
Christian conception of purification. In Christianity, one must purify deeds done, that is,
sins. This purification is granted through God’s grace to all who truly want it, in an act of
forgiveness, and it is the key for reconciliation with God. For Platonic thinkers, the
concept of sin is somewhat at odds with the Christian’s. There is no need to clean oneself
after evil deeds, for these deeds are not direct acts against God’s will but only against
one’s divine integrity. These sins are also confined to the body only. In fact, the Platonic
God would not be bothered by these actions, as He is totally transcendent and impersonal.
Platonic purification is the act of separating soul from body, making it possible for the
person to be rooted in the Intelligible world, where the soul belongs. There are two major
mechanisms to achieve this: Virtue and Dialectic, each of which has a full tractate of the
Enneads dedicated to it, both in the first Ennead, which is associated with the purification

phase of the philosopher’s journey.

184 "H gneidn woucry pév dotv 1 yoyn) <GLUTEQLPUEVN> TG GHOUATL
145 \Wallis (1972) I.
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Virtue

The ideal goal of the soul is to flee the Sensible world, for “evil inhabits it (Enn.
1.2.1). Plotinus reports that this flight is “assimilation of oneself to god”*®. He simplifies
how this happens by stating that assimilation to God occurs when one is “just and pious
with wisdom”. It is through the virtues that one escapes the Sensible world and evil in
general. We, as composites of body and soul, are divided between both these constituents.
Body, since it is composed of matter, is formless and indefinite, meaning that it is without
control. This is what Plotinus considers the source of evil, as it is completely opposed to
the immutable nature of the divine reality.

Soul, being an Intelligible entity, is essentially definition and order. We must
follow the Intelligible side of us and imitate the order of the Intelligibles in order to add
form to the body and control somewhat the passions. Virtue, essentially, is the result of
the human soul participating in the Ideal Forms, which create Order and arrangement. As
Plotinus defines it (Enn. 1.2.1.46): “In the same way, then, we participate in order and
arrangement and consonance coming from the Intelligible world, and these, when in the
Sensible world, are virtue”'4’.

Virtue is then what we receive from participation in the Intelligible. It is the
product of our imitation of the divine order. With this ordering comes unity. In the
Neoplatonic thought, ordering is the organizing of parts to be in concordance with the
whole, which brings to mind the Phaedrus, where Plato establishes this as an ideal for

148 This relates, through the macrocosm-microcosm relationship,

literary works
previously mentioned!*, to the Intelligible cosmos’ relationship to the Sensible cosmos.
This organizing of parts in wholes is considered an aesthetic, ethical and metaphysical
ideal, since unity is participation / imitation of the One, the ultimate principle. It is this
process that grants Being.

Plotinus divides virtues in two types: the civic and the purificatory, also called the
practical and the theoretical®>. The first type of virtue is what is called the “temperating”

virtues. These virtues put limits in our bodies’ indefiniteness but are themselves limited

146 "Emedn <td kokd> évtadBo kod <tovee TOV TOMOV TEPMOAET &€ dviyknc>, PodAeton 8 1) yoym
PLYELY & Kakd, <pevkTéov EviedDev>. Tig obv 1) puyy; <0ed>, pnoty, <Opo1WOTvar>.

147 OBT¢ 0DV KOGLOL Kal TREEME Kal OpoAOYiag peTodopBivovteg ékelbev kol TOVTMV dviov THG
apetiic €vOade.

148 Phaedrus 264c.

149 Supra: Macro-microcosm relation sub-section.

150 Kalligas (2014).
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to matter. They are meant to make us more ordered as a composite and make us live better
in the world. The purificatory or theoretical virtues go beyond this. Their goal is not to
make the composite better, but to fully abandon the body, as far as possible, and to return
to the heavens. As Plotinus puts it (Enn. 1.2.3.10):

"H éne1dn Kokn PEV €6TV 1) Yoyt <GLUTEPLPLEVI> T( CMOUOTL KOl OLOTOONG YIVOUEVT] DT Kol
navto cuvdo&alovoa, €N dv dyadn kai apetnv &xovoa, el pfte cuvooEalot, GAAL Hovn Evepyol
Omep €otl voely te kal epovely — pnte opomadng € — dmep €oti cwEpovely punite PoPoito
APLoTApEVT) TOD oMpTog — Omep €oTiv Avdpilesbor 1yoito d& Adyog Kkal volc, Ta 8¢ [N avTiteivol

— dwawoovvn &’ v €in todto

In fact, since the soul is evil when it is enmeshed in the body, and has come to experience the same
thing as it, and has come to believe the same things, it would be good, that is, it would have virtue
if it were not to believe these things, but were to act alone — which is what thinking and being wise
is — and not feel the same things as the body — which is what self-control is — and not fear being
separated from the body — which is what it is to be courageous — and if reason or intellect were to

lead it, with the appetites not opposing it — which is what justice would be.

It should be noted that the theoretical virtues imply the civic virtues. To have the former
is to already have conquered the latter, but not vice-versa. Furthermore, all virtues are
mutually implicating, as Plotinus himself attests, though he does not expand on this. My
interpretation is that all virtues are different aspects of the same phenomenon. Justice is
following one’s rational part, which is our proper nature; self-control is ignoring what is
irrelevant and focusing on what is proper to our nature; wisdom is discerning what is
proper and, lastly, courage is anchoring ourselves on what we know to be proper to our
nature. All these virtues are anchored in the knowledge of one’s own nature. One is
courageous by knowing that the soul is immortal. One is just by knowing what is one’s
nature and to obey it (the rational soul). Having one of these virtues implies having all
other virtues, in the sense that knowledge of one’s nature implies all virtues.

In practical terms, the function of virtues is one of purification. Here below,
among the Sensibles, we are trapped in our bodies and are chained to its appetites and
impulses. Matter, as | have explained above, is the closest thing to a principle of evil
insofar as it is formless non-being. Matter is the opposite of the ordering and unity which

virtue brings (Enn. 1.2.2.20"Y). In contrast, the soul is part of the Intelligible cosmos, and

BLTo pgv yap mévin duetpov BAn dv mévin dvopoiotar. “For matter, being in every way
unmeasured, is unassimilated to everything”.
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it is that which gives form to matter. The human being, since it is composed of both body
and soul, is torn between these worlds. Virtue, then, is following our higher selves, which
is soul, and ignoring our lower selves, body. This translates to virtue as being a
detachment of the soul from the body and becoming aware of the body’s false beliefs, as
Plotinus puts (Enn. 1.2.3.11) it: “It would be good for the soul, that is evil when enmeshed
in the body, to not believe what the body believes to be good”*?. Virtue seems to be
twofold; it brings unity through imitation of the divine but also separation through
purification of the composite. This seems to be because matter can never truly receive
Form and should therefore be abandoned. It should be noted that, while Plotinus does
affirm (Enn. 1.2.7.10) that “all virtues are purifications”>®, he explains that virtues are
actually what is present in us after having been purified. Virtue is the manifestation in the
Sensible of the higher existence of the soul.

Achieving this purification is somewhat a circular logic, very much like the whole
Neoplatonic schema. Purification is achieved by noticing the existence of the higher
realm and progressively ignoring the lower realm. We should (Enn. 111.6.5.18) “not look
at images, and not make judgments based on them”**, For us to notice the higher realities,
however, we must already be aware of them which already implies some level of
purification.

In Enn. 111.6.5, Plotinus gives us more details concerning the role of purification.
Here he implies that it is through philosophy that we make the soul “unaffected” by lower
afflictions. But he also reminds us that the soul is never truly “stained”. Our lower soul,
which is in the body, is a reflection of our true selves. No matter how “enmeshed in the
body” it is, it is always a mere reflection unconnected to our true being. The distinction
between a virtuous life and a sinful life is that the surface on which our soul is reflected
is either clearer or murkier, meaning that a virtuous person will see more clearly the true
nature of his soul. This is what purification means - to realize our true nature and to see
the composite of our bodies and lower soul as a mere reflection. When we realize this,
we receive virtue, since truly knowing our nature will make us want to ignore the body
and contemplate the Intelligibles. For Plotinus, purification is conversion to the

philosophical-contemplative life!®,

152 "H greid) kakn Pév Eo0Tv 1) Yoy <COUTEPLPUEVI> TG COUOTL Kol OO Yvopusvn odTd

Kai hvta cuvdo&alovaoa, €in av dyadn kai dpetnv £xovoa, &i unte cuvdo&alot.
158 xai tfj kaBapost 8, einep nhico KaBaposlc katd 1O kekaddpOo, Gvaykn Taoac:
15 ifte opav T gidwAa ute 88 odtdv EpydlecBon Taon.
155 Kalligas (2014) 142.
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Purificatory virtue, then, aims to ignore the body and focus the soul’s attention to
the Nous and towards the goal of assimilation and eventually identification with it. There
is a distinction between assimilation and identification. Identification is the mystical
process in which an entity is fully equal to another superior entity. Assimilation is
essentially mimesis®®, as has been argued in the previous chapter. Mimesis, while
mystical in some forms, implies the duality of contemplation and creation. Kalligas®®’
rightly claims that assimilation does not imply likeness (or similitude), which is
compatible with my interpretation of mimesis in this study. Since mimesis works within
the framework of multiple levels of realities, it is evident that likeness is not what it aims
for, at least in its more obvious sense. As has been demonstrated above, speech, for
example, is an imitation of thoughts, and thoughts an imitation of the Forms. How can
we claim likeness between these three elements when speech is limited by temporality,
but the Forms exist beyond time? How can the particular couch have “likeness” to the
Form of Couch which exists without spatiality? Mimesis is a dynamic relationship, as
Kalligas eloquently puts it, between things in different realities. The product of mimesis
will always be inferior in reality to the paradigm which it imitates. So, this assimilation
IS participation but in a subjective perspective.

To further corroborate this argument, we can take into Plotinus’ final words in
Ennead 1.2, where he defines two forms of assimilation: one according to the civic virtues

and one according to the theoretical virtues:

TPOG Yap TOVTOVE, OV TPOG AvOpdTOLS dyafovg 1 Opoimats. ‘Opoimoig 8¢ 1 PV TpoOg TOVTOVG, MG

glkav elkovL dpoimTat Ao Tod avtod ekatépa. 'H 8¢ mpog dALoV M TPOG TAPASELY L.

For assimilation is to the gods, not to good human beings. Assimilation to good human beings is
making an image of an image, one from another. But the other assimilation is like making an image

according to a paradigm.

Essentially, Plotinus argues that civic virtues are imitation of good human practices,
which are virtues focused on the Sensible world, and he qualifies it in the very familiar
words of “image of an image”. In the case of theoretical virtues though, these are an image
according to an Intelligible paradigm. This distinction is evidently the same distinction

that has been presented within the mimetic processes. What has been referred to as

156 Zovko (2018), (2017).
157 Kalligas (2014) 138.
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“inferior” and “superior mimesis” can be seen as horizontal or vertical, respectively.
Vertical mimesis is the process which looks upwards to a proper paradigm, and horizontal
to that which is already an image, creating a further step down in the chain of reality.
Assimilation is then a process of purification and mimesis.

Virtue is therefore contemplative. Pierre Hadot puts it thus: “In every sense of the
word, then, virtue is the continuation of contemplation. Born of contemplation and
returning to contemplation. Plotinian virtue is nothing but contemplation”!*®, One must
participate in the Intellect, as far as his own powers allow, in order to produce virtue. The
horizontal / civic assimilation is done with the purpose of creating virtue. The vertical /
theoretical assimilation is made with the purpose of contemplation, virtue being the
spontaneous byproduct. This is a reflection of the mimetic process of contemplation /
participation / assimilation and consequent creation. Note that Virtue only exists in the
Sensible world. Like the mimetic relationship between Nous and thoughts, virtue is a

reflection of Intelligible order.

Dialectic

Plotinus reports (Enn. 1.3.1), paraphrasing Plato®°, that the one who ascends must
be the one that has seen all, or most, Beings. He distinguishes three types of lives
(philosopher, musician, and lover), following Plato’s Phaedrus®®, and states that all lives
ascend through two phases. First, one must ascend from the Sensible to the Intelligible,
and then to the “pinnacle of the Intelligible World”. The first phase is the phase of
purification, which has been discussed above. As noted, purification is essentially looking
up towards the Intelligible and ignoring the Sensible. This is what all the three types of
lives must do, although each has its own way of ascending. Plotinus orders these lives
hierarchically, which is at odds with Plato®?, since in the original discussion all three
lives are equal in honor and somewhat implied to be different perspectives of the same
life. Predictably, the philosopher detains the highest honors and is said by Plotinus to be
the closest to the Intelligibles, by a natural disposition. Next is the lover and, lastly, the

musician, who is bound by Sensible beauties. Notwithstanding, all lives have the same

158 Hadot (1998) 71.

159 Phaedrus 248d.

160 1bid.

161 Noted by Kalligas, who also notes a parallel between this hierarchy and a passage in V.9.1.1-
21.
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objective, their distinction in Plotinus being one of natural disposition, which potentially
facilitates the journey. The philosopher is further ahead, in comparison to the other two,
to the first phase of the ascent, since, for example, he has a natural disposition to love the
incorporeal realities.

This first phase, as noted above, is one of purification, but in 1.3 Plotinus gives a
better example of what this entails. Plotinus clarifies (Enn. 1.3.1.30-35) how the musician,

the lowest kind of life (within this context), ascends:

yopilovra THY DA £9° GV ai dvaloyion kai ol Adyor gl 10 KEAAOC TO &m’aDTOIC GKTEOV KOl
S18axtéov, m¢ mepi & &ntomTo Ekgiva fv, 1| vonTi dppovia koi TO &v ToTn KaddV Kol dAmG TO
KOAGV, 0D TO T KOAOV PLOVOV, Kai AdYog ToUC @rlocopiag &vhetéov: g GV &ig moTv dKTéov OV

ayvoel Eymv

Setting aside the matter from the proportions and expressed principles in the beauty which is
present, he should ascend, or be instructed that the things to which he is transported are the
intelligible harmony and the beauty which is in it and, generally, Beauty, not the beauty of some
one thing alone; and he should have instilled in him philosophical arguments from which he should

ascend to confidence that he possesses that of which he is ignorant.

This, however, applies to all lives; we should progressively abstract ourselves
from the particular instances of beauty and climb the ladder until we realize the true
universality of Beauty. The difference between the three lives is between what they must
be abstracted, which leads us to dialectic. Dialectic is, according to Plotinus, the highest
part of philosophy. He makes a point to distinguish it from logic, for it works without
prepositions, having instead a direct use of the “first principles in Intellect”. As Kalligas
puts it: “The investigation of the constitution and articulation of Being is the work of

dialectic'®2, Plotinus explains how dialectic works thus (Enn. 1.3.4.1-10):

"Eott pév on 1 Aoym mepi Ekdotov duvauévn £ELg einelv Tl 1€ Exaotov kal Tl GAA@V dopépet Kol
Tic 1 KOWOTNC' v 01¢ 0T Kol oD ToVTEOV EK0cTOV Kol &l E0TV & £0TL Kai T SvTa OMOGH Kod T
un dvra od, Etepo 8¢ Svrwv. Abn kol mepi dyafod Suhéyeta kod mepi ui dyafod koi oo VIO O
ayobov kol 6co Vo TO Evavtiov Kol Ti TO Gidlov dNAoVOTL Kol TO [T T010DTOV, EMIGTHUN TTEPL

mavtov, od dO&N.

It is actually the capacity to say what each thing is, and in what way it differs from other things,

162 Kalligas (2014) 154.
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and what it has in common with them, and in what and where each of these is, and if it is what it
is, and how many Beings there are and, again, how many non-Beings there are, different from
Beings. Dialectic converses about what is good and not good, and such things as are classified
under the good and such things as are classified under the opposite, and, clearly, about what is
everlasting and what is not so. It does this by means of scientific understanding about everything,

not belief.

Dialectic, then, is the comparison between differences and similarities of things, which
leads us progressively into abstraction from Sensible things and further into the universal
concepts of the Intelligibles. This journey is ecumenical, as all lives must in some way or
another traverse this path. This abstraction of dialectic is essentially a form of
contemplation, in the sense that it is a form of reversion (Enn. 1.3.4.9'%%). We need to look
ever higher and more universally until we are contemplating pure Forms. This is what
purification is, as has been established in the context of virtues, paying more attention
upwards than downwards. Dialectic (Enn. 1.6.7.7-10) “is just like those who ascend to
partake of the sacred religious rites where there are acts of purification and the stripping
off of the cloaks they had worn before they go inside naked”4,

Since dialectic is reversion, which implies contemplation and purification, as each
of these is the other two equally, dialectic is also part of the mimetic process, being the
first phase of mimesis. Dialectic is thus essentially contemplation, which, as
demonstrated repeatedly, moves us to creation. In this specific context, dialectic inspires
us to create virtues. The greatest work of art that a human soul can create is its own

perfection, as Plotinus puts it in 1.6.9.7-15:

KV AT canTov 181 KaAdv, ola TomTig dydApaTtog, O 81 Koddv yevésDat, TO pev dpoipel, o 8¢
anééeoe, 10 O€ Aglov, T00¢ kabapov Emoincey, Emg £6€1&e KaAOV €l T® dydApatt TpdomTOV, OVTM
Kol oV dpaipsl 8co meprTd Kol dmevduve Soo okold, oo okotewd kabaipwv Epydalov sivar
Aoumpd Kol pun wavor) <TeKTaivav> 0 6OV <dyolpe™>, Emg v EKAALYELE 6oL ThG APETTG 1) BE0E101g

ayAaio, £mc Gv 1016 <cmepocivny &v ayvd Pefdoav adpw

If you do not yet see yourself as beautiful, then be like a sculptor who, making a statue that is
supposed to be beautiful, removes a part here and polishes a part there so that he makes the latter
smooth and the former just right until he has given the statue a beautiful face. In the same way,

you should remove superfluities and straighten things that are crooked, work on the things that are

163 Schiaparelli (2009).
164 olov &mi TaL Brylo TV iepdv Tolg Aviodol kaBdapaoel Te kol ipotiov amobicelg TdY Tpiv Koi TO
YOUVOIG Avigvor
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dark, making them bright, and not stop “working on your statue” until the divine splendor of virtue

shines in you, until you see “Self-Control enthroned on the holy seat”.

As seen above, virtue is the mimetic product of purification, since purification is
the ordering of the soul according to the Intelligible paradigms. To become virtuous, one
needs to see the perfection of the Intelligible realm. Through dialectic, we see the
Intelligible Forms and participate in their order, which in turns creates an imitation of that
order in our souls, in the form of virtues. And this initial contemplation is the cathartic

process by itself.

Anamnesis

Anamnesis, or “recollection”, Plato’s doctrine that implies that “all learning and
investigation is in truth a recollection”, is picked up seamlessly by Plotinus!®, although
he adds more nuances to the concept, as with everything platonic. H. J. Blumenthal®®,
however, argues that the doctrine of anamnesis in Plotinus loses somewhat its relevance
to the ascent thanks to the “undescended soul” doctrine. That need not be so: we can only
become aware of our higher soul after recollection of the existence of such soul. Plotinus
seems to distinguish two types of memory, as both Stephen Clark!®” and Riccardo
Chiaradonna® have noted. But more interestingly, he seems to make a clear connection
between memory and imagination. Chiaradonna defines two types of mimesis within
Plotinus: our normal day-to-day memories of all things we have experienced, which he
calls, very logically, M1; and another type of memory, called M2, is equivalent, claims
Chiaradonna®, to Plato’s anamnesis doctrine - a memory of Intelligible beings present
co-naturally in our souls as impressions. Within the framework of this investigation, these
types of memory will be referred to as horizontal and vertical, to reflect the distinction of
mimesis defended in this thesis and to put in focus the ontological direction of one’s
mnemonic gaze. Our normal memory is horizontal in the sense that all we can remember

with this memory is what has happened within the Sensible realm, in which we inhabit,

185 McCumber (1978), however, points to three passages which might suggest that Plotinus did not
accept Plato’s doctrine of anamnesis.

166 Blumenthal (1971).

167 Clark (2016) X.

168 Chiaradonna (2019).

189 Also, McCumber (1978).
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like things we have learned. The other type of memory, the vertical, is a recollection of
the higher beings through our innate knowledge of them, like universal truths. The term
“memory” applied to this concept might be a misnomer, since memory implies discursive
thought, which also implies temporality. This is not the case of anamnesis, at least in its
contemplative form. When “recollection” is triggered, we are in fact activating our inner
logoi'’® and apprehending them as a whole noetically. Plotinus explains (Enn. 1V.3.25.13-

20) that the Intelligible beings have no need for memory:

Mvfuny on mepl Bedv 000€ Tepi TO Ov Kai vodv Betéov: 00dEY Yap €ig adTOVG 00V0E YPOVOG, GAN
aiov mepl 10 6V, Kai oUTe 10 TPdTEPOV 0VTE TO €ediic, AAL™ €oTv del d¢ Exel €v T adTd oV
deyouevov maporra&v. To 8¢ &v Td anTd Kol Opoim TG Gv &V vAun Yévorto, ovk Exov 00d’ ioyov
ANV KathoToow ped’ {v slxe mpodTepov, §j vOnov BAANY pet’ ANV, tva év SAAY pévn, GAANG 8¢

pvnpoveon fiv elye mpodTepov;

Indeed, one should not attribute memory to a god or to Being or to Intellect; for these have no
element of time, but Being is attended by eternity and there is no before and after there; it is always
as it is and in the identical state, and admits of no alteration. How, after all, could what is in an
identical and uniform condition be involved in memory, since it neither has nor maintains a
different state after the one it had before, or a different act of intellection after another one, so that

it would be in one state, while remembering the different one that it was in before?

Therefore, vertical memory is dynamically similar to horizontal memory, in the sense that
they are both the focusing on things impressed within our souls, but their similarity is
unequal in the sense that they exist within different ontological levels. It could be said
that horizontal memory is an imitation of vertical memory. Horizontal memory only

exists in the soul from the moment that it falls in the Sensible world (Enn. 1V.3.25.30):

OV 1otV 0DSE YUYV PUTEOV LIVI|HOVEVELY TOV 0DTOV TPOTIOV 010V AEYOLEV TO UVILOVEDEY ETval
OV Exel oVUEUTOV, GAL Emedn) éviadfd dotiv, Exev Kol pun évepyelv kot adTd, Kol pdMoTo

&vtadba nrovo.

So, on identical grounds neither should we say that the soul remembers things which are parts of
its nature, although, when once it is in the sensible world, it is possible for it to possess them while

not being active in respect of them, particularly when it has just come to the sensible world.

170 «But as for its being active, the ancients seem to apply ‘memory’ or ‘recollection’ to souls that
activate what they have within them”, Enn. 1V.3.25.
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This dynamic relation is the same dynamic that we find in the case of mimesis.
Our memories work in a superior or inferior mode, depending on their focus of attention.
Leaving behind horizontal memory, anamnesis is the soul’s own form of contemplation.
Plotinus defends that Soul has memory of Forms, while Intellect has intellection of
them?’. Essentially, whenever we see something in the Sensible world, it has a chance to
trigger our innate knowledge and this “recollection” will bring us instantaneously to
contemplation of the Forms above, which is made through intellection. Our innate
knowledge, represented in the spermatic logoi, is merely made of impressions?’?, not the
real Forms, but it is through their activation that we can ascend. As John McCumber
synthesizes: “non-pictorially, memory of Intelligibles is their successive actualizations in
a soul which is not yet identified with Nous; intellection of them is timeless, self-forgetful
cognition of Nous, and of the soul united to Nous™"3,

The particular focus of anamnesis is the Form of Beauty'’. Seeing a beautiful
thing, like a just law or a courageous act, will make us see that Courage and Justice are
things that exist by themselves in the Intelligible realm. This will lead us to see how the
Intelligibles are present in our daily lives. The Form of Beauty, considered in Plato’s
Phaedrus (150b-c) the first Form, is the form through which we first apprehend the
Intelligible world, and which points towards all other Intelligibles. This marks the first
step of contemplation: as we are reminded of the existence above and turn our attentions
towards it, we start to forget the world below. As Clark insightfully puts it “Plotinus’ goal
is not [only] Remembrance but [also!™®] Forgetfulness™'’®, since, to remember the

Intelligible reality, we must forget the Sensible world.

Virtue, Dialectic and Anamnesis

So far, these three contemplative paths have been discussed as distinct forms of
ascension, in an attempt to make it more manageable to explain these concepts. But their

distinctiveness is not well defined. In truth, these three concepts are interlinked to the

171 McCumber (1978).

12 Enn. VI.3.15.24-38; 1.2.4.19-25.

173 McCumber (1978) 165.

174 McCumber (1978): “Anamnesis seems here to be restricted to the soul’s apprehension of the
first Form; and Plotinus seems to accept the view of Phaedr. 150b-c that this is normally that of Beauty
(1.8.15.23-29)”.

175 Square brackets are my addition to the interpretation.

176 Clark (2016) 131.
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point of dizziness. Each one implies the other two, just like the Forms in the Intelligible
realm. It is meaningless to speak of one without the others. This section will demonstrate
their connection.

First of all, in these three concepts, one major theme arises - contemplation, which
is, as has been noted in the Virtue section, purification. Dialectic is the tool through which
we abstract ourselves and elevate or focus above. Our striving for Virtue is in itself an
abstraction, for virtue is focusing our attention above and forgetting the below. Anamnesis
is the activating of our inner instincts that take us to the Intelligible world.

Virtue and Dialectic could not function without anamnesis, for the simple first
step of starting our ascent by looking upwards could not even begin without us first
realizing that there is an upwards realm. Our assimilation to the God could not happen

without “memory” of God. As Hadot!’’ puts it:

How could the soul know that there is a part of her that remains up above if she had not become
conscious of it? How could she desire to make herself similar to God if she had not, all of a sudden,

experienced divine presence?

Likewise, purification is a sort of forgetting. Following Clark’s insight, we can
say that anamnesis is itself forgetting, in the sense that it is purification, since it makes us
focus above and not below*’®. To truly be purified and contemplate the above, we need
to forget the world here below. To remember the Intelligibles, we must cast the Sensibles
to oblivion. What is particular about our lives (i.e., our identity and our environment) is
detrimental to our ascent. Memory of the Sensibles is what makes us unique and
particular, but this is also what prevents us from abstraction and purification.

Virtue is anamnesis 17° in the sense that, to achieve virtue, it is necessary that the
soul activates the inner logoi and contemplates that which they are impressions of. “If
they (the innate logoi) are to be illuminated and it is to know them as being present, it
must impel itself towards that which does the illuminating* (Enn. 1.2.4.20).

Much more could be said about the connection between these three processes but,

moving forward, what must be remembered is that all these are three perspectives of the

177 Hadot (1998) 69.

178 Clark (2016).

179 Enn. 1.2.4.19. “A seeing and an impression of that which has been seen embedded in it and now
active — like seeing in relation to the object seen. Did it, therefore, neither have them nor recollect them?
In fact, it had things that were not active, but dispersed and unilluminated”.

180 fva, 8¢ oTI00f Kol TOTE VA 0T £vOVTa, SET TPosPodelv 16 poTilovTL.
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same contemplative ascent to the Intelligibles and that this itself is purification. Much has
also been said concerning these concepts’ relationship to mimesis. The point that has been
attempted to be made, in this chapter, is that purification and contemplation are the same
first step of the mimetic process. The best artist will be the one who is the most aware of

the Intelligible world and therefore, most purified.

Projection

In his Ennead 111.8, Plotinus explains how contemplation works. This treatise is
considered by modern scholarship as being the first part of the “Great Treatise” against
the Gnostics, as defined by Von Richard Harder'®!, composed of 111.8, V.8, V.5 and 11.9,
in order. As Kalligas®® argues, the main purpose of this treatise is to show, against the
gnostic dualism, that there is value to the Sensible world and that the higher entities can
be apprehended by seeing their reflections in this world. In this treatise, already cited
within the context of Nature as paradigm, Plotinus states (Enn. 111.8.4.40) the following:
“Indeed, everywhere we will find that production and action are a weakened form of
contemplation or a consequence of contemplation*®3. In fact, the beginning of the whole

treatise is as follows (Enn. 111.8.1.1):

[ailovteg o1 TV TPOTV TPIV EXYEPETV 6moVdALEWY €l Aéyouev Tavta Oewpiag Epiecbon kol €ig
TéA0¢ 10070 PAETEWY, 00 pOVOY EAAOYQ GANG Kol dAoya {@a kol TV €v pUTOig OOV Kol THV TadTa,
yevwdoay yiv, kol Tévta Tuyydvey kad’ dcov 0lov Te avToic Kath gvoty Exovra, AL 8& GALmC
kol Oepeiv kal Toyydvew kol To pév dAnddce, to 82 pipmow xod ikéva tovtov Aappévovta — ap’

Gv T1g avaoyorto 10 mapddoLov 10D Aoyov;

If before attempting to be serious, we were actually to begin by playing and say that all things aim
at contemplation and look to this goal, not only rational, but also non-rational animals and nature
in plants and the earth which produces them, and that all things achieve it as far as they can in their
natural state, but contemplate and achieve it different ways, and some in a genuine manner, other

by acquiring an imitation and image of it, would anyone put up with the oddity of the statement?

The playfulness of this statement should be seen as a rhetorical device used on

several occasions by Plotinus with the intent of making his audience indulge him on his

181 Harder (1936).
182 Kalligas (2014) 620.
183 avtayod 81 dvevpricopey Ty woinoy kod T Tpdcy §| dodiveioy Oswpiag f| TapakolovOnua:
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views, as both Kalligas'® and Corrigan®® suggest. Plotinus’ point is, therefore, not
playful at all, but it is his actual opinion. He believes that all things contemplate, and, in
fact, every action has contemplation as its goal. This contemplation, however, does not
necessarily imply looking above one’s own ontological level, as in the case of vertical
mimesis. Plotinus defends that there are different kinds of contemplation according to
each entity’s powers. In Nature, this is reflected in its limited power to only contemplate
itself and not above (Enn. 111.8.4.15). Plotinus then recognizes that contemplation has
many forms, depending on the subject’s limitations regarding their object of
contemplation. The distinction | propose is based on the object of contemplation. Weak
objects of contemplation create weaker contemplation that in turn creates weaker objects
of contemplation.

In the case of human souls, Plotinus defends that contemplation is generally the
gaze upwards through the forgetting of, and abstraction from, the Sensible world. This
usually implies some form of philosophical lifestyle, since the main forms of ascending
are through Dialectic, Virtues and Anamnesis. The goal of life is contemplation, but, as
Plotinus puts it himself, all action is contemplation. This phenomenon will be expanded
upon below.

There is a form of contemplation unique to Plotinus which relates to mimesis and

art: “projection”. This is expounded on in the following text (Enn. 111.8.4.30-40):

émel kol dvOpommol, dtav dobevicmow gig 10 Bewpeiv, okuav Oewpiag kai Adyov v Tpa&v
mowovvtot. ‘Ot yap pn ikovov avtoig 10 tiig Bempiog vn” dobeveiog yoyiic, AaPeiv 0d dvvapuevol
70 Béapo ikavde Kai i TodTo 00 TANPOVLEVOL, EpiEpevol 8 avTod delV, el mpd&y eépovtat, tva
dwoty, 0 un v@ édvvavto. ‘Otov yodv moldaot, Kol owtoi 0pdv BodAovial avtd Kol Oempeiv Kol

aicdvesOar kai Todg SAAOVG, &Tav 1) TPOBEsIC avTOiC OC 016V TE TPAEC 7.

Human beings, too, when they are weak in contemplation, produce action as a shadow of
contemplation and reason. For their faculty of contemplation is not adequate for them due to
weakness of soul and being unable to grasp adequately the object of their vision and because of
this not being filled by it, yet still desirous of seeing it, they are carried towards action so that they
can see with their eyes what they cannot see with their intellect. Whenever they do succeed in
producing something, they also want to see it for themselves and others to contemplate and

perceive it, whenever their project is realized as far as it can be in action.

184 Kalligas (2014) 625.
185 Corrigan (2005) 102.
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Later in this chapter, Plotinus also comments (Enn. 111.8.4.45): “And less
intelligent children are also evidence of this; not being capable of study and theory, they
turn to crafts and manual work™8, Here, Plotinus presents a new type of mimesis within
the “superior mimesis” genera. While the “superior mimesis” that has been defended
implies the contemplation of the Intelligible realm and consequent production of
something imitating that realm, this type of “projective mimesis” seems to imply a
different kind of contemplation. One who contemplates is projecting their own innate
logoi into external things in order to contemplate them visually, since they are incapable
of doing it by intellection. It is not within the group of “inferior mimesis”, for evidently
it does not claim “horizontal” contemplation of the Sensible world in which we live. In
fact, what “less intelligent children” and “human beings weak in contemplation” are
contemplating in this case is some form of Intelligible beings, even though it is only their
impression in the soul. Still, this is a superior form of contemplation than contemplating
mere Sensible things. As mentioned, in regard to Nature’s contemplation, in which Nature
contemplates the logoi present within herself, all souls have in somehow these logoi in
the same way. These logoi are merely impressions of the Forms. As in the case of
anamnesis, we need to actualize them. This “projective mimesis” is contemplating these
impressions and producing Sensible things. Now, since these logoi are inferior to the
actual Forms, they are also weaker objects of contemplation. “Indeed, for this reason,
what is generated by it is also completely weak because a contemplation that is weak
makes a weak object of contemplation*®” (Enn. 111.8.4.30).

The contemplation part of the “projective mimesis” is a weaker contemplation, in
the sense that it is not done by intellection but by a form of weak intuition®. This weaker
contemplation creates an object of contemplation which is even weaker, for the object of
contemplation is created purposefully with the intention of the creator to contemplate
visually what they cannot contemplate by intellection. This contrasts with the “superior
mimesis” interpretation, since “superior mimesis” creates something spontaneously.
“Projective mimesis” is merely a lesser form of mimesis that imitates a weaker version
of the Intelligibles and creates with intention. Still, it is to be contrasted with “inferior

mimesis” in the sense that it “looks”, albeit in a form of weak intuition, to the immaterial,

186 Maptopodot 8¢ kai oi vobdistepot TdV maidmv, ol Tpog Tde padfoslc kai Bewpiog adVVETMOG
EYOVTEC €L TAG TEYVOS KOL TAG EPYAGING KATOPEPOVTOL.

187 Tadn &1 kai 10 yevwnO&v O odtfic doBevec movtdmacty, &t dodevodoa Bempio GoOevig
Bedpnuo moteT

188 Chlup (2012) 144.
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while “inferior mimesis” looks to the material to create something also material. While
not “inferior mimesis”, “projective mimesis” is also not vertical in the same sense as
“superior mimesis”. It has its own category; one it shares with Nature - self-contemplation
- not quite fitting my distinction between ‘“horizontal” and “vertical mimesis”. The
potential products of “projective mimesis” can be material, in the example of the children
that turn to arts and crafts, but they can also be immaterial in the form of actions. As in
the passage above quoted, “action is a shadow of contemplation and reason”. A good
example would be that of a Homeric Hero performing brave deeds in order to see in those
deeds the very essence of Courage and potentially trigger the anamnestic mechanism,
activating the inner logoi. From an artistic point of view, this kind of mimesis would be
somewhat like the production of art in order to capture the immateriality of the
Intelligibles but failing in the sense that these cannot be represented materially. It can also
be associated with innate talent, in the sense that the projection of logoi is not an
intellectual activity, nor necessarily a mere copying of Sensible things.

“Superior mimesis” is reserved to the “intellectually capable”, those who pursue
the philosophical and anagogic lifestyle. This “projective mimesis” is the best the less
“intellectually” inclined can do, in the sense that they are still stuck in matter and their
attention has not moved upwards yet. Nonetheless, the logoi exist within us intrinsically
and are accessible to all souls. The contemplative distinction between “superior mimesis”
and “projective mimesis” lies on the object of contemplation. I have referred to “superior
mimesis” as “vertical” and “inferior mimesis” as “horizontal”, but “projective mimesis”
seems to be a non-vectorial mimesis. It stays within its own level, just like how Nature
creates nature by contemplating itself.

The section above presented an attempt to put into perspective the contemplative
aspect of “superior mimesis”. As has been alluded to multiple times, mimesis implies
contemplation and creation. This section has offered a discussion on the first phase of the
mimetic process. The next will present a discussion on the creative process. Some topics
will be the same as the ones explored above but approached from a different perspective.
Just as we cannot separate the creation from the contemplation temporally, it is only
natural that a divided discussion of such a unified theme will run into repetitions and
reiterations.

Before that, a general conclusion is in order. This section has explored the
methods of ascension - Virtue, Dialectic and Anamnesis - and their mutual relationship.

This is the first step to understanding the contemplative aspect of Plotinus’ metaphysics.
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The conclusion has been that all these elements are necessary for contemplation,
insomuch as they are integral parts of the purification necessary for the true ascent to the
Intelligible world. These three elements can also be put in the vectorial distinction | have
used, vertical and horizontal. Such is the case of the vertical assimilation to God or the
horizontal assimilation to Man, and the vertical memory of the universal or the horizontal
memory of our particular lives. Likewise, Dialectic can be used as a tool to ascend to the
abstraction of the immaterial but can also be used for the categorization of the material.

Within “superior mimesis”, I have pointed to a further distinction, which I have
called “projective mimesis”. In this case, the contemplative focus is on the immaterial
world. Therefore, it is superior to the Sensible world, but still represents a contemplation
of a weaker version of the Intelligibles. Likewise, its product is a weaker object. The
philosopher is expected to contemplate the higher realms, but Plotinus also believes that,
in the end, every single soul contemplates in some form. The only true distinction between
a philosopher and a child or brute is simply the realization of the source of the things they
wish to see, which entails the capacity to contemplate the Intelligibles. The philosopher
can look to the Intelligibles themselves, while the child is limited to their impressions in
the child’s soul.

How all this connects to the artistic role of mimesis will be discussed below. For
now, suffice it to say that contemplation is the key to define the value of a work of art,
both as the source element, in the sense that contemplation is what causes creation, and
in the creative element, in the sense that works of art are also objects of further
contemplation. A work of art is only as good as what the artist contemplates. Its value
will also be dependent on its function as object of contemplation itself. As will be
discussed below, however, this is beyond the superior artist’s control.

The main purpose of this section has been to demonstrate that, for Plotinus,
“superior mimesis” is more than an accepted doctrine. It is, in fact, the whole basis for
his metaphysical scheme. As has been discussed before, there are two major movements
in Plotinus’ metaphysics: prohodos (procession) and epistrophe (reversion). The
returning of a Being to its source is the contemplative phase of mimetic process. It is only
through this that all Beings are capable of rising to a superior ontological level.

Creation
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In this section I will discuss the creative perspective on “superior mimesis”. As
noted above, all creation is fruit of contemplation (Enn. I11.8). In tun, mimesis implies
contemplation and the consequent creation, which are the two motions of mimesis.
Following that logic, | have chosen to focus on one perspective at a time, but it must be
kept in mind that contemplation and creation are just two sides of the same coin. Creation
is the secondary activity of contemplation and creation creates more contemplation. Some
aspects of mimesis that have been previously discussed will be discussed again with a

particular focus on the creative side.

Impossibility of perfect mimesis

One thing must be made clear regarding the creative process in “superior
mimesis”: as all forms of mimesis, inferior and superior alike, what is produced from the
mimetic process - the imitation - is always one ontological level inferior to the paradigm.
In the case of art, the same applies, even if it is produced through “superior mimesis”.
Evidently, it cannot be expected that a work of art, made in the Sensible world with
material elements, will represent perfectly the immateriality of the Intelligible world.

Then, criticisms arise, as Kuisma states!®®:

Plotinus’ view concerning the representative potential of art entails that artistic works can
represent the beauty of particular bodies as well as instantiated species properties without
difficulty, whereas in the realm of the beauty of the soul the resources of art begin to fail. For

instance, how does one portray the soul’s immortality or immateriality?

Kuisma later defends that no “superior mimesis” can exist in the context of art,
since nothing in the material world can represent the immaterial. But a direct copy of the
immaterial is never implied when “superior mimesis” alluded to by Plotinus. The main
focus of “superior mimesis” is what it contemplates, not necessarily what it creates. Since
contemplation is what creates, the product’s value is, to a certain extent, dependent on the
object of contemplation. Mimesis as mechanism always produces something inferior to
the paradigm. Even “superior mimesis” will produce something inferior to the
Intelligibles themselves. But this fact does not remove the possibility of “superior

mimesis”, which, as [ have suggested above, permeates the whole hierarchy of reality.

189 Kuisma (2003) 69.
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Another factor for the impossibility of a perfect representation of the Intelligible
is that matter is wholly incapable of receiving Form!®. As Plotinus states (Enn.
111.6.15.25-30):

1M 0& — AoBevesTéPO Yap EGTIV MG TPOG SVVOLLY TOAAD Yoyiig Kol el 00OEV TV GVTmV 0UT AAN0EG
0T ab oixelov weddog — odk Exet 8i 8Tov povi) Epnpia vty oboa, GAAY yiveTon uév aitio dALo1G
oD QaivesOat, oV dHvatal 8¢ ginelv 00OE T0DTO, MG Eyd Eviabba. AAX i Tote £EgVpot v TV AdYOg
Babvug T1g €5 GAA®V dvtav, MG Gpa 0TI TL ATOLEAEUEVOV TAVI®OV TOV SvTv Kol 1@V DoTEPOV

do&avtov givat, EAkdpevov el mavta kai dkodovBodv dg 6Eat kai ad ovK dkoAovdodv.

But matter, because it is much weaker in power than soul and possesses nothing of Being whether
true or even at its own deceit, does not possess that by which it might appear since it is completely
destitute of everything. And yet it is the cause of other things appearing, thought | cannot even
utter “Here |1 am”. But if some profound reasoning could distinguish it from other beings, it would,
therefore, appear as something cast apart from all Beings, even from those that later appear to
exist, a thing dragged into everything, apparently accompanying them though, again, not

accompanying them.

Matter only gains its visibility when it “touches” upon Form. But even this
“touching” does not imply any manner of mixing. In fact, it is more like the reflection in
a mirror, as Wallis'®® says. Evidently, it is not reasonable to suppose that “superior
mimesis” is an incorrect interpretation if we cannot fathom the material representation of
something immaterial. Surely it is also unfathomable that the Nous is represented in Soul
if we follow that argument. The representation of superior ontological realities will
always be inferior to the original, which is implied in the paradigm-image relationship.

In regard to art, as will be argued below, its value lies not in the object necessarily,
but in the act of contemplation. Even the production of art is dependent on the form of

contemplation, as will be discussed in the next section.

Spontaneous Creation

One of the main attributes of “superior mimesis” that distinguish it from the lesser
forms of mimesis, like the shadow and the Sensible mimesis, is the intention of creation.

In Enn. 111.5.1.45, Plotinus claims:

190 Wallis (1972) 49.
191 \Wallis (1972) 49.
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And so that kind of love which does not want to generate anything is more self-sufficient in beauty,
whereas the kind that desires to produce something beautiful wants to produce it because of a need

and is not self-sufficient.

As Wallis writes, regarding the Plotinian eros, “As with other external activities,
its real aim is contemplation”®2, So, in this context, love is the contemplative part of
mimesis. Spontaneous production, the ideal present in “superior mimesis”, implies that
the creator is not particularly concerned with what it produces, which would, in a way,
turn its focus downwards and stain its contemplation of the Intelligibles. Likewise, craft,
inasmuch as it focuses on the creation of something, is inferior in its contemplation and
consequently in its creation. Creation, (or pro-creation'®®) implies deliberation about
one’s situation and the necessity of creating something, which evidently means there are
needs, this being a characteristic of an inferior form of life. When a craftsman creates a
tool, he does so out of need for that tool to improve his hold on the Sensible cosmos. In
contrast, the ideal paradigm of creation, the hypostases, have no need for anything since
they are entirely self-sufficient (Enn. 11.9.4) and are eternally in contemplation. Therefore,
they create all things spontaneously as imitations of that which they contemplate (i.e., the
Forms).

In “superior mimesis”, the phase of creation does not imply that “something” is
created by subtraction from the productive cause. The creator “overflows”, or emanates,
through sheer over-abounding in “energy received” from its epistrophic phase. This is
what Intellect does when it creates Soul, spontaneously, without subtraction of anything
and without care. This phenomenon pervades the whole metaphysical scheme of
Plotinus®®,

Thus, there seems to be here a further distinction within mimesis. As has been
mentioned above, one of the main distinctions between the different types of mimesis

was the object of contemplation, mimesis can, in turn, also be differentiated by the intent

192 Wallis (1972) 86. Vel. sim.

193 Wallis (1972) 86. This theme is discussed in the Symposium, regarding the beauty of the couple
and their form of creation in the act of reproduction.

19 O°Meara (1995) 76.
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of creation. The ideal of “superior mimesis” is that the one who contemplates creates
entirely without intention, by super-abounding in their contemplation of the highest
realities. In the case of “projective mimesis”, while the one who contemplates is limited
to impressions, they are still of the Intelligibles, but they create with intention -
specifically the intention of contemplating what they cannot see by intellection. In fact,
“projective mimesis” already fails from the beginning by having creation in its mind.
“Projective mimesis” is not the only possibility for certain “less-intellectual” people due
to their incapacity to go beyond the impressions but is the best possible type of creation
when we are concerned with creation and not with contemplation. “Inferior mimesis” also
fails in this respect, since it contemplates the Sensible world with the purpose of creating
an imitation of it. It is relevant, however, to understand that the type of creation is
nonetheless characterized by the form of contemplation. Direct contemplation of the
Intelligibles will always create spontaneously. To contemplate the Forms directly,
however, it is necessary to be already disposed only to contemplate, and creation will be
a by-product. The mediocre artist will remain chained by his ambition to create. The point
is that the true artist is not one who aspires to be an artist, but one who aspires to the
philosophical life.

Role of Soul/Conclusion

Soul is the hypostasis that creates the Sensible cosmos. Its role in the ordering of
reality is contemplating the Intellect and consequently “projecting” the Forms into matter,
thereby making the Sensible cosmos an image of the Intelligible reality. In the case of the
human soul, this implies certain considerations. Nature is created by the World-Soul by
its contemplation of the inner logoi within herself. The case of human soul is similar, as
noted in the example of “projective mimesis”. The human soul also contemplates its inner
logoi to create something within Nature. Both these contemplative motions are
ontologically neutral, in the sense that they both self-contemplate the Forms as
impressions within their own ontological level. But this need not be the case. In fact,
Plotinus believes that the human soul can go beyond this, as was discussed above. In the
case of “superior mimesis”, the human soul is expected to directly contemplate the
Intelligible (and potentially even the One). What this entails is that the human soul can

go beyond what the World-Soul itself contemplated, having a more perfect access to the
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Forms. We can, theoretically, better the Sensible cosmos. We can make nature be more
similar to the Intelligible reality and less like an image. Plotinus gives the following
example (Enn. V.8.1.12):

QOveln p&v av 6 Vo THC TéVNG YeYEVNEVOC i¢ €180V KAALOG KOADC 0D Tapd TO sivan AlBog — v
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povpy®d od kaBdcov dpOaluol | yEipec Hoav avTd, GAL’ &t petsiye Thic Téxvne. “Hv dpa &v T
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The stone which has acquired the beauty of form by craft does not appear beautiful by being stone
— for in that case the other would be similarly beautiful — but by the form which craft imported.
So, the matter did not have this form, but it was in the one conceptualizing even before it came to
be in the stone. And it was in the creator not insofar as he had eyes or hands, but because he partook

of the craft. The beauty was, therefore, in the craft, and it was far superior there.

This theory makes, not only the artist but also the craftsman, capable of participating in
the ordering of the cosmos, and therefore having a share in the Divine Craftsman.

Concluding the creative aspect, what must be remembered is the distinction
between spontaneous and intentional creation, which are distinguished by the form of
contemplation and will further define the quality of the object of contemplation created.
It must also be kept in mind that, when “superior mimesis” is discussed, it is not implied
that the artist can represent what is unrepresentable, but only that he can contemplate that
superior reality and create something that is an imitation, and not a duplicate, of it. The
main value of this form of creation is that it creates a better object of contemplation, since
better contemplation creates better objects of contemplation. This carves, through art,
new pathways of ascension and triggers anamnesis for the souls that remain fully in the
Sensible. Furthermore, this act of creation has the potential of making the Sensible world
a better image of the Intelligible, since the soul has direct access to Intellect, bypassing
the mere impressions that the World-Soul contemplated to create nature.

Inasmuch as everything, both the Intelligible and the Sensible were created
through contemplation, and therefore through mimesis, all things have a potential
previous existence within the transcendence of the One. What this means to the artistic
perspective is that absolutely nothing new can be fathomed, much less created. Creativity
has, therefore, a limited meaning within the Neoplatonic metaphysical scheme. As

moderns, we might demand originality from our artists, but in the Neoplatonic circle what
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is, theoretically, demanded is exactly the opposite. A true artist will perfectly capture the
originative causes in the world and his art will strive to make others realize this
dimension. Furthermore, all that can potentially exist will exist.

The greatest synthesis of what | have tried to argue for has been given by Plotinus
himself in 111.8.4.31-43:

ToVTo oD O GveLPNGOEV THV Toincwy Kol v Tpdlv fj doBévelav Bempiog 1 TopakorodOnua
acOévelav pév, el undév tig &yot petd to mpoyEv mapakorovdnua 8¢, i Eyor GAlo TpoO TOVTOV
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Indeed, everywhere we will find that production and action are a weakened form of contemplation
or a consequence of contemplation; a weakness where a person has nothing in mind beyond what
has been made, a consequence where he as something prior to this contemplate which is superior

to what has been produced.

Mimesis is “superior” when it contemplates something superior and creates as a
consequence. Mimesis is “inferior” when it is concerned with creation. Since, “superior
mimesis” implies at all levels an intense focus on contemplation and the attainment of a
direct vision of Intellect, it is reasonable to ask what kind of artist would be capable of
this. The artist, as a person with creative ambitions, will always have the creation of an
object of contemplation as their objective. Therefore, an artist qua artist will never truly
achieve “superior mimesis”. The best he can attain, theoretically, is “projective mimesis”,
contemplating the inner logoi of souls by mediation of imagination'®® and maybe
achieving an inferior form of anamnesis. Still, this is a better form of artistic creation than
the case of “inferior mimesis”, which is limited to the mere copying of appearances - an
image of an image. To truly attain “superior mimesis”, one must not be at all concerned
with the potential of creation. The greatest of creations will not be made by intention, but
as a consequence - a secondary product of the purest of contemplations. One who strives
to attain this will not be an artist, but a philosopher. The Ideal Artist is not an artist at all,
but a philosopher, a concept with which Plato would very much agree. True
contemplation of the Forms is made by the path of philosopher, that is, through the
achievement of Virtue and Purification, utilizing Dialectic to abstract our minds from the

particular instances of Forms and by activating our Intelligible memories, triggering the

195 Chiaradonna (2018).
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“anamnetic” process. Only then, by being a philosopher, will one create the true Ideal
Work of Art. One must remember that the product of “superior mimesis” cannot be a
direct representation of the Intelligibles that are being imitated. It will ultimately be
inferior, since we cannot represent the unrepresentable. It will be the closest possible
imitation, and, one would hope, the safest way of beginning our ascent upwards.

Having then defined the way that contemplation and creation work in the mimetic
process, one is left to ponder the conclusions. Modern scholars have had the tendency to
assume that, when Plotinus shows a positive outlook on art or mimesis, he is somehow
diverging from Plato’s doctrine. Evidently, in Plotinus, the positive view on mimesis is
more common than the negative, which contrasts with Plato’s outspoken criticism of
mimesis in the Republic and the more subtle references in the case of a positive mimesis.
Nonetheless, it is my view that Plotinus is mostly in agreement with Plato, the major
distinctions being the form of expression of their philosophical writings: Plato hiding
behind drama and Plotinus being direct through metaphors and allegories. Both agree that
the essential value of mimesis is defined not by its function, but by its focal direction.
“Superior mimesis” is present in both, supporting that one can look directly to the Forms
themselves and consequently create something meaningful (be it an action or an artwork),
akin to being divinely possessed. “Inferior mimesis” is treated by both with the same
disdain, both considering the products of such mimesis playthings and mere illusions.
What Plotinus does differently is “telescoping” the two kinds of mimesis in further
distinctions. Plotinus defined the kind of mimesis which merely creates shadows and
reflections below the “horizontal mimesis” of the Sensible world. Beyond that he seems
to imply a kind of “projective mimesis” which implies the contemplation of an
ontologically stable version of the Forms in the soul and an intention to create. At the top
of the mimetic modes is the “superior” or “vertical” mimesis which contemplates directly
the Forms and, by over-abounding, creates spontaneously.

Contemplation of art and Nature are crucial elements for the doctrine of mimesis.
The maxim “weak contemplation creates weaker objects of contemplation”, being
reversed, gives value to good objects of contemplation that can potentially trigger a better
contemplation. We, as individual Souls, have a better access to the Nous than the World-
Soul, which only contemplates their impression. We can permeate the natural world with
better representatives of the Intelligible world and consequently create more opportunities
for our fellows to realize the true nature of Reality. As Gerson puts it: “One is more keenly

aware of a soul at work when regarding works of art than when regarding works of
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nature”'%, To Plotinus, art has great value for its anagogical potential. In contrast to
modern theories of aesthetics, art in Plotinus does not have an independent value in itself.
But that is not so strange, since all things are striving for the Good and their values is
defined by their relation to the Good. Everything is a potential instrument for ascending

and achieving the greatest goal in Reality: contemplation of the One.

196 Gerson (1994) 213.
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Chapter 111 — Proclus

Proclus was a Neoplatonic philosopher of the 5th Century CE. Born in Byzantium
circa 410-412, he received a rhetorical education in Alexandria'®’, which he would
eventually abandon for Athens, having “conceived contempt for these institutions”
(Marinus, Vita Procli 10'%). In Athens, the “doorman” of the city spoke these words to
Proclus: “Honestly, if you had not come, I was about to close up”'®® (Vita Procli 10).
While the Neoplatonism of Plotinus is already considered a very complex metaphysical

200 \which will be discussed

system, Proclus’ systematization created further complexities
below. Proclus’ opus is quite extensive (the fifth largest among extant works and it is
composed of line-by-line commentaries of many Platonic dialogues, a commentary on
Euclid’s Elements, and two systematical works): the Elements of Theology, which
establishes the main premises for the Neoplatonic metaphysical scheme, and the Platonic
Theology, a looser form of systematical approach to Platonism?®. Proclus also wrote
many shorter works on many topics, such as providence, evil and theurgy.

Proclus exerted much influence on the Platonic circles of the Italian renaissance,
particularly on Ficino, as evidenced by the latter’s use of Proclean theories of symbola
applied to astrology. But Proclus’ popularity was severely restricted in modern times due
to the view that Neoplatonism was an impure and irrational form of Platonism?%2. That
tendency has gradually subsided and in the last fifty years much more attention has been
focused on Proclus as a philosopher.

This chapter will look at Proclus’ more direct discussions of mimesis, the Essays
V and VI of his Commentary on Plato s Republic and his Hymns. While these works will
be the main focus, this chapter will also present a discussion on certain passages from
other works.

197 Chlup (2012) 8-9.

198 Al Vita Procli translations by Edwards (2001).

19 These words have been interpreted to mean that the Academy was on its last leg, primarily due
to Christian pressure, and that Proclus revitalized what was left. These signs, and many others reported by
Marinus (Vita Procli 10), represented Proclus’ destiny as the last great head of the Academy.

200 Chlup (2012) 1.

201 Chlup (2012).

202 Dillon et al. (2017) 1.
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Differences between Plotinus and Later Neoplatonism

The differences between Plotinus and Proclus in terms of Platonic doctrine might
seem a matter of minor points of contention. But their worldviews, Radek Chlup
comments?®, are at odds. Plotinus begins from the world of common experience and
moves upwards towards the One, in contrast to Proclus, who starts his discussions with
the simplest entities?®: for example, his Elements of Theology begins with the
preposition, “Every multiple somehow participates in unity”?%. The major differences
between Proclus and Plotinus can be attributed to a fundamental change in worldview,
caused by the separation of the soul from the Nous and the consequent introduction of a
more religious preoccupation on the part of the Later Neoplatonists?®. For Plotinus, the
human soul is continuously present in the Nous (Divine Intellect), making our human
souls below a mere image of that higher soul but leaving open the possibility to ascend
to the higher realm, as has been discussed in the previous chapter. This Plotinian doctrine
IS quite optimistic in its worldview, in the sense that the highest goal of human life not
only is already present in us in a way, but it also depends on us fully to attain it.
lamblichus, Porphyry’s student and philosophical opponent, was the greatest influence
on Late Neoplatonism, of which Proclus is a part. It is through his thought that
Neoplatonism became more distinct from Plotinian philosophy and gradually evolved
into a full-fledged religion?”’, with rites and initiations. Proclus was reported to have said
that “the philosopher ought not to worship in the manner of a single city or the country
of a few people but should be the common priest of the entire world” (Vita Procli 19). In
contrast, Porphyry reported Plotinus’ disinterest in religious celebrations and rites, having
notoriously claimed that “it is they [the gods] that should come to me, not I to them?%
(Porphyry, Vita Plotini 10). The Plotinian and lamblichean branches of Neoplatonism can
be distinguished by their area of influence, the former being particularly influential in the
Latin West and the latter in the Greek East?®. But what truly distinguished Plotinus from
the lamblichean side of Neoplatonism was the latter’s postulation that the human soul is

isolated from the divine realm. Our souls are not, says lamblichus (and Proclus), within

203 Chlup (2012) 3.

204 Wallis (1972).

205 Elements of Theology 1.

206 Sjth (2004).

207 Chlup (2012) 16.

208 Translation by Edwards (2001).
209 Chlup (2012) 18.
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the Nous. Proclus states (In Parm. 948.12-30):
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Knowledge in us, then, is different from the divine sort, but through this knowledge we ascend to
that; and neither do we need to situate the intelligible realm within us, as some assert, in order for
us to know the intelligible objects as present within us (for they transcend us and are causes of our

essence).?*0

Here Proclus is subtly criticizing Plotinus’ doctrine of the undescended soul?!!. In
Proclus’ thought, the borders between levels of reality are not permeable. The highest
goal of life - to achieve assimilation to the gods - is not possible by our own efforts. We,
as human, are forever dependent on the gods’ grace. For Proclus, human intellective
contemplation is only a mere imitation of true intellection. With this development in
thought, Late Neoplatonism needs to rethink its soteriological plan. It is not through
intellectual practices, as was with Plotinus, that one escapes the Sensible realm.
lamblichus turns to theurgy, a religious ritual practice that has made lamblichus less
appealing to modern tastes. Eric Dodds is usually referred to for his bold take that the
greatest work on Theurgy (lamblichus® De Mysteriis) was a “manifesto of
irrationalim”?2,

Theurgy, literally the combination of theos and ergon, has been interpreted as
“works done by gods”?!3, Theurgy appeared around the 2nd Century CE along with the
Chaldean Oracles, a collection of religious utterances heavily influenced by Middle
Platonism, which would go on to become the “Bible” of Late Neoplatonism?4. Through
this mechanism, the theurgist can perform miracles, affecting the Sensible cosmos
through the power of divinities, like provoking rain through the evocation of a local god
of harvest. The greatest goal of theurgy, however, is assimilation to God?%°. The theurgist,
if properly prepared and purified, can invoke a lesser (encomsic) god who can elevate the

theurgist upwards to the higher (hypercosmic) gods. This works through the sympatheia

210 Translation by Morrow & Dillon (1992).
211 Finamore and Kutash (2017).

212 Dodds (1951) 287.

213 Addey (2016) 3; Shaw (1995) 5.

214 Chlup (2012) 31.

215 Shaw (1995) 5.
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that all things share with each other and the cosmos. For the theurgist, moving mountains
is N0 more amazing than using a pulley to lift large boulders. The use of divine powers
works like basic physics: through cause and effect. By performing the appropriate rite,
the desired event occurs. The biggest difference is that it is much harder to know what
the proper rites are than it is to know how physics work. This divine knowledge is not
discovered through philosophical inquiry, since the divine realm is always somewhat
ineffable, even though the lower levels are more knowable than the higher. This
knowledge is not discovered but revealed. The Late Neoplatonist sees certain ancient
writers and oracles as divinely inspired by gods who generously bestowed that knowledge
upon humankind®®, This knowledge is composed of symbola, objects (physical,
intellectual, or even linguistic) that have a relationship to divine entities. By handling
correctly these symbola, the theurgist can act supernaturally in the world. Since the
traditional religions, be it Hellenic, Roman or any other, are seen to be divinely inspired
revelations as well, the Late Neoplatonists pay particular attention to the cults and rites
of all forms of polytheistic religions.

Furthermore, there is a methodological distinction between Plotinus and the
lamblichean branch of Neoplatonism. Plotinus wrote treatises that always remained
general, while the lamblicheans wrote line by line commentaries. Moreover, the Later
Neoplatonists have the tendency to telescope hypostases. So, where Plotinus had three
hypostases, the lamblicheans see nine. This might not be a difference of scheme. As
Chlup points out®’, Plotinus was aware of different aspects of the hypostases but chose
to discuss them as a whole, while lamblichus and Proclus prefer to separate different
aspects of an entity into different entities altogether. For example, in Plotinus, the concept
of participation is straightforward: a particular object participates in the universal Form
(which is untouched by the particular thing). In Proclus, the concept of participation
implies three distinct levels of reality: the un-participated universal (the Form), the
participating particular (the object) and in the middle the participated influx, emanated
from the Form and immanent in the object?®8,

Plotinus has a predilection for the use of images that might seem paradoxical.
Proclus prefers to use precise definitions and connections between entities. The Elements

of Theology is the best example of this tendency. In this work, Proclus establishes the

216 Chlup (2012) 31.
217 | bid. 19.
218 |bid. 22. See 2.4.
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basis of the Neoplatonic metaphysics by succinctly arguing for short, direct, and
fundamental premises. This is not to say that Proclus does not use images and paradoxical
statements to elucidate his doctrines, but this is not his primary tool. He only resorts to
these more poetic forms of communication when the direct form fails to give a proper
account of what he is trying to expound upon.

There are, then, three distinctions between Plotinian and lamblichean (and
Proclean) Neoplatonism: the separation of soul from Nous; the introduction of theurgy
and religious rites; and the methodological differences that makes the latter more
extensive, systematic, and detailed?'®.

Late / Eastern Neoplatonic philosophy can be divided into two schools: the
Athenian and the Alexandrian. We have a continuous succession of Neoplatonic Heads
of the Academy from Plutarch of Athens (first Neoplatonic Head, died 432 CE) to
Damascius (until the Academy’s closure by Justinian in 529 CE??). In the case of the
Alexandrian school, we have little information. It is usually agreed that it was in decline
and that it was relatively inferior in quality comparing to Athens’ school??!. The
Alexandrians were less eager to discuss polytheistic metaphysics and seemed very
“lukewarm” in their acceptance of Theurgy. This might be, Wallis??? suggests, because
the religious context of Alexandria, a city with a relevant Christian community, pressured
(not necessarily intentionally nor by force) the pagan philosophers to “tone it down” on
the paganism. Most of the extant works by Alexandrian Neoplatonists are commentaries
on Aristotle, rather than on Plato, since the former was more religiously neutral.
Nonetheless, the distinction between schools need not be as rigid as | may have made it
out to be. While the interests of Athens and Alexandria were formed around their
particular environments and resources, their philosophy was the same. Different theories
are not something to distrust in the Neoplatonic world, as there is very little rigidity to
their doctrine?,

Proclus’ metaphysical scheme, all things considered, will still be similar to
Plotinus’. To avoid repetition, this chapter will focus more on the discussions of mimesis

that seem to be original to Late Neoplatonism, taking Proclus as its major representative.

219 This account is by no means exhaustive. | have simply tried to connect my discussion of
Plotinus’ philosophical context to Proclus’.

220 Wallis (1972) 138.

221 1pid. 141.

222 | bid. 142.

223 Sheppard (1980) 10.
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The Republic Essays

Proclus stands as the only known Neoplatonic commentator on the Republic. The
Neoplatonic lack of attention to this dialogue, considered by modern scholars the magnum
opus of Plato®®, has been attributed either to the formulation by lamblichus of a
somewhat fixed curriculum stipulating which Platonic works should be studied and in
what order, or to the general disinterest regarding politics among Neoplatonic
philosophers, who were primarily preoccupied with metaphysical and theological
questions?®. Proclus’ treatment of the Republic also runs counter to the standard modus
operandi of the Later Neoplatonic philosophers, who tend to comment line by line on the
major works, which are studied in the classroom??. This might be another reason for the
lack of commentaries on the Republic, which is too large a work to be treated line by line.
What we have by Proclus are actually short essays regarding specific topics discussed in
the Republic??’. In the Neoplatonic theory of exegesis, every Platonic dialogue must have
a specific skopos, a main theme to unify all its parts. While the Anonymous

Prelegomena?®

argues that the skopos of the Republic is the “ideal constitution”, Proclus
argues that, in fact, it is the constitution of both the Ideal City and the ideal soul, inasmuch
as both aim at harmonizing unequal parts??°.

Both Essays V and VI are concerned with poetics. Essay V follows along the
criticisms of Plato’s Republic and tries to show that they need to be taken at face value,
as | have attempted to do in Chapter I as well. He poses ten questions stemming from
certain key passages and sets out potential solutions to each one. In contrast, Essay VI is
much more concerned with defending Homer from Plato’s criticisms, defending the
divinity of Homer’s inspiration, which allows the possibility of allegorical reading.

Proclus uses this opportunity to reformulate Homer’s meaning in the key passages that

224 At least by modern sensibilities. See Baltzly et al. (2018) Introduction, 1. The Timaeus was the
magnum opus for the Neoplatonists.

225 |_amberton (2012).

226 Baltzly et al. (2018) 5.

227 Essay XVI, however, is a line-by-line commentary to the Myth of Er. There was a long tradition
of commenting the Myth of Er, see Athanassiadi (2017).

228 This work from the second half of the sixth century CE aims at giving an introduction to the
Platonic dialogues, through Neoplatonic lenses. Layne (2017) 533.

229 Proclus. In Rem. 1.8.6-11.4.
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Plato criticizes as unacceptable. Even though these essays address different concerns
regarding poetics generally, both use the concept of mimesis in ways that are relevant to
the present thesis.

It could be argued that the Commentary on the Republic is a mismatched
collection of essays put together after Proclus’ death, and that it is composed both of notes
for specific introductory classes and more advanced texts destined for a more advanced
audience?®. This would explain supposed different takes on certain topics, like the
differences between Essay V and VI, both on poetics. These essays’ incompatibility
seems to be one of the key arguments for the disunity of the Commentary, since they
seem, at first reading, to contradict each other. This could be explained by defending that
one was an earlier work, and that Proclus changed his mind with time (an argument also
used to justify Plato’s apparent discrepancies??). I argue, following Dirk Baltzly, John
Finamore, and Graeme Miles?* (henceforth Baltzly et al.) that the discrepancy between
Essays V and VI is only apparent. | will defend this view after discussing the Essays

themselves.

Essay V — “Plato’s view on the art of poetry, the kinds that fall under it, and the

best harmonies and rhythms”

Essay V is considered the more modest of the pair. Lamberton argues that if we
only had Essay V, Proclus’ “place in the history of poetics would quickly dissolve into
thin air’2®, This is because, in this Essay, Proclus says nothing that could be considered
innovative, contrary to what we will find in Essay VI. His main purpose in this essay is
to elucidate certain points regarding the “art of poetry” that are of wider interest. Proclus’
discussions in the Commentary are centered on what would be the exegetical problems
for his students?®*. By Proclus’ time, the Homeric poems, as much a sacred text as the
Platonic dialogues, were expected to reveal the same Eternal Truth. That Plato seems to
reject Homer’s revelatory knowledge would be a big thorn in the Neoplatonists’ side.

There is a particular preoccupation in Neoplatonic philosophy, at least starting with

230 See Baltzly et al. (2018) 121.

231 Called the developmentalist theory. See Chapter 1.

232 Baltzly et al. (2018) 118-129. Beyond these two essays, Baltzly et al. also argue that the whole
of the Republic Commentary is more unified that previously supposed.

233 _amberton (2012) XViI.

234 Baltzly et al. (2018).
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Porphyry, about defending the orthodoxy of the great texts. Proclus’ students would have
as a primary concern Plato’s invective in the Republic and must have been most eager to
learn of a possible workaround.

The first question is about why Plato seems hesitant regarding the expulsion of
the poets from the Ideal City. In this case, Proclus gives many of the same arguments
presented in Chapter I, which argued for the Republic’s conditional expulsion of the
poets. First of all, Proclus defends that poetry is only expelled from the Ideal City, where
no potential harmful thing is allowed, i.e., poetry can be useful outside the context of the
Ideal City (In Rem. 47.25%%),

Within this argument, Proclus also argues that the variety of characters, which
was one of the major criticisms made in the Republic, can be potentially useful in the case
of the opposite of the Ideal City, since mixing good with bad characters might make
people in a bad constitution delight in watching good characters and consequently be
positively influenced (In Rem. 48.19): “It would seem that just as this variety is harmful
for the form of constitution that is kingly and divine?®, so too, for the one that is lowest
and tyrannical, it is beneficial”®". Proclus also argues, as | have, that Plato seems to allow
poetry within a context of initiatory mysteries (In Rem. 48): “In any event, as he himself
says, even the poetry that has represented divine matters falsely has a place in the
intermediate mysteries”23,

Lastly, Proclus also defends the idea that what | have called “inferior mimesis” is
only expelled from the Ideal City inasmuch as it tries to have authority and educative

priority over philosophical legislation (In Rem. 49.4):

ol HEV YOp OPYaVIKTV TTOpEXOVTOL T TOMTIK® Kai TOig dpyovowv ypeiov, O vroteTdyBot Kol U
AUEIOPNTEV TV £0VTAOV PLAATTOVCOS TAEWV TPOG TOVG THG TOAEWG CMTIPAS TNV 0& TOUTIKTV
(PPOVILLOTOC ODGAY AVATAE®Y Kol ToudgVEW EmaryyeALopévny ovk E0TL GLYKATAAEYEWY TAIC TéXVOILC,
un Adbopev miteyiopoto Kotaokevalovieg mpog ToLG Gpyovtag €K THG KAt ToOAemg Kol

TPEPOVTEG EMTNOEVIA TTPOG TIV TOV PVAGK®V EMITNOELOY EVOVTIDTOTOV.

Some crafts have an instrumental role for the person who practices politics and for the rulers,

235 117y yaup 81y TodTo 0IddpEV, ETL KO THY TOLDTV TOMTUKHY, Kol &l Tf] apiotn moAtsiq Tuyydvel
npoctkovca pndév, Tpog micav {ony dvapuoctov sivar Ofceton kai Prafepdy, GAL’ eivai Tvag, ol kai
4o TV TaHTNG OVIivovTo av Adymv.

236 The constitution established in the Republic.

237 ol yap Eowcev O 16 Pociiid Kol Belg tiig moMreiog sidet TodTo £ivon 1o ToKilov PAaPepdv,
oVTO 1@ £6YATO Kol TUPAVVIKGD OPEMOV.

238 ¢ yobv adTdc enoty, kol THY yeudde Té Osla pepunpévny v pécoic iepoic ydpav Exetv.

89



insofar as these crafts are ranked below them and do not dispute [their place] and stick to their
own rank in relation to the preservers of the city. Poetry on the other hand, since it is full of
arrogance and exults in its claim to educate, is not included among the arts, lest we inadvertently
erect obstacles for the rulers from the lower city and nurture endeavors that are maximally opposed
to the guardians’ project.?%®

This is a point which | have claimed to be one of the major conditional points against
mimesis in the Republic. Proclus seems to see mimesis as potentially acceptable within
the Ideal City as well, upon condition that poetry accepts that it will lose its authoritative
status. In this context, Proclus is discussing poetry specifically, but as he says (In Rem.
44), “all poetic activity is mimetic”?*°, which allows for an extension of this discussion
on poetry to the wider sphere of mimesis. Moreover, with this statement, Proclus seems
to recognize that mimesis is the only possible form of creation, as | have argued in Chapter
I. Proclus recognizes that Plato’s critique of mimesis is conditional to certain criteria,
which means, following my interpretation, that Proclus recognizes a form of mimesis that
goes beyond the “inferior mimesis” which Plato condemns in the Republic. In fact,
Proclus’ own formulations of the ways in which mimesis fails seems to imply a

conception of “superior mimesis”. Proclus’ gives his own summary (In Rem. 47.15):

Ao Toivuv, tva cLALOPOVTEG simopiey, aitio ToD uf etvol TopadekTéay THY TOMTIKNV £i¢ Tondeioy
OpONy, <&v> oig pév anddg ppeiton (tadta & dotiv Td dvOpwmikd), TO moucilov tfig puncend,
v 0l¢ 8¢ Yevddc ppsitol, 16 Anddov TH MPAoEmS, Kol TodTo S1TTOV, i £V T0IC OVOUAGTY LOVOLC

1] Kol T0ig TpayHacty, dg E0&ikvuLEY.

Let us say by way of summary that there are two explanations for why poetry may be inadmissible
in correct education. It may be inadmissible in what it truthfully imitates (i.e., things to do with
human beings), on account of the variety involved in the imitation. Alternatively, it may be
inadmissible in those things which it imitates falsely on account of the unbefitting nature of the
imitation. The latter is twofold: it is either unbefitting in the language alone or it is unbefitting to
the facts, as we have shown.

Following Plato, mimesis is condemned for imitating human characters that are “varied”,
meaning that they are imperfect, since perfection implies simplicity. This criticism fits
the ideal status of the Ideal City. It is not that mimesis fails per se, but that what is

239 All translations of Commentary on the Republic by Baltzly et al. (2018).
240 yop ppmTikdc amdong obong tiic TV TomTdY Tpoyuateiac.
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demanded of it is not in line with poetry’s usual practices. Still, this is “inferior mimesis”
in the sense that it imitates human affairs that are within the Sensible realm. Mimesis is
also condemned for failing to accurately imitate things of higher realms, i.e., heroes and
gods?*. In the case of heroes, poets fail not by imitating heroes as they are (virtuous and
simple), but by projecting human traits into the heroes’ characters. This is the “unbefitting
to the facts” variant of this criticism. Sheppard notes that, to Proclus, “poetry about heroes
is not inherently allegorical as poetry about the gods is242,

What Proclus means when he says “unbefitting in the language alone” is what
concerns my argument. As he puts it (In Rem. 44.14): “... in the case of the gods, they
use indecent language as a screen for the truth about them — these being matters about
which it is not easy for the audience in general and for young people in particular to
become competent judges?4. First of all, this is another defense of “inferior mimesis”.
Proclus defends that mimesis need not be read literally but agrees with Plato, that, in the
case of the Ideal City, literal readings should be prioritized, since not all are capable of
allegorically interpreting these texts (Rep. 378a). More to the point, however, is the
remark “they use indecent language as a screen for the truth about them”. This seems to
imply that the poets do know the truth about the gods. It is not, in this case, that mimesis
fails to imitate the gods as they are, but that their products do not pass the high standards
of the Ideal City. As Proclus says, distinguishing the two forms of imitations (In Rem.
44.16): “Both these things manifest imitation that lacks semblance. One of them
obviously does not conform to that which it imitates, while the other does not obviously
conform due to the appearance of absurdity corresponding to the screen of myth-
making”*. Again, the poets are not criticized for not reflecting in their poetry “that which
it imitates”, but for producing “appearances of absurdity” given through the allegorical
veil. According to Proclus, Plato had the habit of saying (In Rem. 44.24) “about the poetry
of divine myths that it lies beautifully — calling that lie beautiful which hides the truth
through beautiful language”?*. “However,” notes Proclus (In Rem. 44.25-45.1), “on the

subject of the imitations of things to do with the heroes, he did not say that it fails to lie

241 Sheppard (1980) notes that in Essay V the false depiction of facts by mimesis seems reserved
to heroes, while concerning the gods it is the appearance of the representations that is criticized.

242 Sheppard (1980) 18.

23 mopomeTdopacty 88 ypmuévong OVOLAGTY oicypoic émi thv Oedv Thg mepl adTdv dAndeiog, v
00 pédiov T0i¢ KooV FAAMG TE KoL VEOIC 0V YEVEGHAL KPITOAC.

244 The italicized emphasis is my own.

245 810 mepi pév Tii¢ TV WHbwv Tdv Bsinv mowcemg simbev Afysy cuyvov, STL KA yeddsTal,
yeddog £keivo koAOV dvopdlmv, dmep dv | 81 dvopdtav kKaldv drokpdmtov v 6Anosioy. | follow the
correction of Kroll’s addenda by Baltzly et al. (2018).
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beautifully, but rather that it simply lies whenever it portrays those heroes to be like
human beings*24°.

This can potentially be interpreted as Proclus’ acceptance of a “superior mimesis”
since the poets are, in this case, contemplating the higher reality of the gods (in order to
really know their truth) and representing them mimetically in poetry. Of course, this
poetry does not represent faithfully the gods (that is impossible), but it is still a
representation, and one who knows how to read in-between the lines can see a glimpse of
the gods. Proclus does not question the value of mimesis, and even recognizes these
mimetic products’ hieratic potential among those who can read beyond the literal meaning
(In Rem. 48.5):

N ToVTOV GKPOOOCLS cuvtehel Tpog TNV OV igpatikny, avtiig thg {ofic @V dKkovdvImV
&vidpuBeiong Toic B=oic Kol AGPUARDC HdN TdV To10VTMV dKovovong Adywv, 81 GV Eraviystal Ko
Ta televTaia TV mvevpdtev, Kol 0EAEavta Tolg To0icde cupPorolg dkdAVTOV TpoLevel Top’
dketvov gig Nudg mpoiévar v Belav éninvolav, olov dmomincdévimy oig yaipovoty dvouacty Ko

TPAYLOCLY.

The recitation of these [words] contributes towards the universal hieratic art, since the very life of
the listeners has been established among the gods and can now safely hear such words — words
through which the lowest classes of pneumatic beings are invited in. When these beings have
worked their magic by virtue of these symbols, they provide for the divine inspiration to proceed
unhindered from those higher beings into us as if they had been satiated with the words and the
things in which they delight.

Not only can these kinds of poets contemplate and know the truth about the gods
and consequently create a representation of this truth, but their products become
themselves objects of contemplation that can invoke minor gods and lead to divine
inspiration. This concept fits perfectly into what | have called “superior mimesis”. In the
end, it is this side of mimesis that grants poetry the honors worthy of “an image of the

M uses’a247

, even as it is expelled due to its “inferior” side.
In the second question, “Why does Plato not accept tragedy and comedy on the
basis of their ability to moderate the passions as Aristotle supposed?”, Proclus criticizes

“inferior mimesis” in its ethical variation. When a person who loves variegated poetical

246 ept 8¢ Tfic TV NPOIKDY TPAYUETOV PURGEOS, 0VY 8TL 00 KOADS webdetad enowv, GAL" SAag
d11 Wendetal, To10VTOVE Elvar TodG fipwog Setkvdoa ofoug Todg AvOpdOTOUG.
247 In Rem. 48.25.
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representations contemplates those representations, that person produces an ethical
representation in themselves. This is the case for ethical “superior mimesis” as well,
where the subject contemplates higher realities and consequently produces an ethical
representation of them, i.e., a well-ordered and simple character. Proclus argues that (In
Rem. 50.1):

3fjlov obv 811 koi TV Tpoyediay Kai THY kopediav mavioiny obcug ppumticag 1OV kol ped’
NOOViiG TPOGTITTOVGAG TOIG AKOV-0VGLY dlELANPNONcOuEda, U TO Enaywyov adTdV €ig cLUTG-

Beiav 10 dydyyov Elkdoay Ty TdV Taidmv (oM avamtAnon Tdv &K TiG LIUNCE®MG KOK®V.

It is thus clear that since comedy and tragedy imitate every kind of character and fall upon their
audience in conjunction with pleasure, we must beware of them, lest their allure draw those who
are easily led into a similar condition, filling the lifestyle of the young with evils that result from

imitation.

The variety that is criticized in the dramatic depictions is criticized inasmuch as it
is contrary to virtuous characters, which are simple, as already established by Plato in the
Republic.

In the fifth question, “What are Plato’s views on mousiké and its species?”,
Proclus discusses mousiké and its relation to poetry. He seems to define mousiké as
cultural®® activities which are inspired or presided by the Muses. Proclus establishes (In
Rem. 57.7-15) that philosophy is the “greatest mousiké” through which the philosopher
can:

N yoyn té 1€ avBpdmva mhvto dSuvatov KOGUETY kol To Ogio TEAEMG DUVAOIETV, ADTOV LIHOVUEVT|
TOV povonyétny, 0¢ DUVET pEV TOV TOTEPO TAIC VOEPUIG Mg, cLVEXEL 08 TOV OAOV KOGLOV TOTg

GAOTOIG dECHOTG OLOTOADY TAVTOL.

Introduce order to all things human and to celebrate the divine matters perfectly, imitating the
Leader of the Muses himself who, on the one, celebrates the Father with intellectual songs and, on

the other, establishes continuity throughout the whole cosmos by means of insoluble bonds.

Here, the philosopher is not only considered to be inspired (“though the fact that the
philosopher is divinely inspired is something that escapes most people?* (In Rem.

248 As Baltzly et. al. note, Proclus’ use of mousiké seems to be more alike our definition of culture
than of music.
249 1oi yap 6 PLOG0QOC EvBouc1almv AéAn0e Todg mOALOVC.
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57.17), but he is also considered to be imitating the Leader of the Muses (Apollo) in his
praising of the divine order and in his ordering of the cosmos. For Proclus, as | interpret
it, the philosopher, by contemplating Apollo as a divinity, imitates the god’s activity. This
calls to mind Proclus’ conception of the craftsman as imitating the Divine Demiurge, a
topic that will be discussed further below.

Proclus, still in the fifth question, argues (In Rem. 58.6-15) that the poetry which
Plato allowed in the Ideal City - that poetry which consists in encomia of good men doing
good deeds - is thrice removed from reality. The poet is three times removed from reality
because he is still only imitating good men who are imitating the example of other good
men who “aimed at good things”?*°, It is implied by this scheme that the ones who aim at
good things are one time removed from reality, meaning that they are the closest to reality
and the ones who can best contemplate the Intelligible reality. By contemplating the
divine realm, these ancient men then create a representation of the divine order of reality
within their character, thereby becoming ordered and virtuous. Proclus comments (In
Rem. 58.12) that “this mode of education was especially familiar to the ancients — through
a certain kind of experience of those who had lived virtuously, leading others to virtue on
the basis of imitating them”2°%, This is the ethical form of mimesis which I have discussed
in Plato’s chapter. The subject contemplates the Intelligible order of the divine realm and
forms his own ethos as a representation of it. Proclus contrasts this way of teaching (the
Ancients’) with the Lawgiver’s since the former teaches by example and the latter by
universals. Proclus states (In Rem. 58.25): “His (the Lawgiver’s) education works by
means of universal paradigms, not particular ones”?®. This statement, in my
interpretation, further argues for the possibility of a “superior” kind of mimesis since the
Lawgiver is capable of contemplating universals in order to imitate them in the
constitution of his city. He will understand how best to order the city following the divine
paradigm of the “city in heaven” (Rep. 592b).

While Proclus makes a contrast between the Lawgiver and the Ancients’ form of

teaching, he accepts in both cases the possibility of both contemplating universal

250 gmov &1 kod 1 Epyov pédota tfig mouTiktic doov EoTiv gig moudsioy avijkov EEEpnvey Kai olov,
Kol ¢ 00 vouobeTikdv €otv, GAL’ Gvtmg Tpitov amd Thg aAndeiag, 610 @V €ig TOLC dyabolg yeyovoTog
gykopiov maudedov Todg nhodvtag té @V dyaddv émmdevpata. kai yap kol o0Tég oty moudeiog Tig
TPOTOG TO1G Apyaiolg LdAoTa cuvnOng, 610 61 Tva Telpay TV Kot ApeTnv {nodvimv 6dnyelv GAAOLG KoTd
TV éketvav pipmow eig dpetv: olov dnhol kol 8keivog O mopd 16 <momtii> Aéywv obtw.

L kol yop kai 00To¢ oty mondsiog Tic TPOMOC TOIC Apyaiolg paAoTa GUVIONC, S18 81 TIva TETpay

TV Kot apetnv {nodvtov 0dnyelv GAlovg Katd TV EKeivev pipuncw gig apetnyv.

252 coi 1 mandeior Do KaoAMK@BY 0Vl HEPIKDY TOPASELYHATOV.
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paradigms, which | take to mean that they contemplate Intelligible reality. And, in both
cases, their contemplation manifests its creative side in the ordering of the ethos, be it of
the individual or of the city. They seem to differ inasmuch as the Ancients’ educative
influence is transmitted through their imitation in poetry, while the Lawgiver directly
influences the constitution of his city. The poets to whom Proclus assigns the “three times
removed” status are imitating the imitators of the Ancients. In either case, we find that
Proclus does not question their capacity to contemplate universals, which lends support
to the thesis of a “superior mimesis”.

Proclus notes (In Rem. 59.24) that Plato introduced a type of mousiké which
“discovers which harmonies and rhythms are able to educate the passions of souls and to
shape them with the best character traits in every action and situation”?®3, He argues that
this mousikeé is the one which Socrates looks to in the Republic when he (In Rem. 60)
“introduced guidelines concerning musical modes and rhythms”. Proclus’ point is that
this mousiké is beyond (In Rem. 60.5) “Sensible harmonies, but rather leads us up towards
universal principles, moving our intellect into the Intelligibles away from the
Sensible”?*, Proclus’ interpretation of Republic’s Book III seems to go beyond Socrates’
conclusions. Proclus argues that there is a kind of mousiké that can contemplate and
represent universal paradigms, leading the “hearers”?*® to apprehending the Intelligibles.

Another comment is made in the fifth question, where Proclus distinguishes

poetry as imitative (In Rem. 60.10):

ATV Yap €lxev O mpdTIcToc Piog, kol TavTy Siwplev THC TOMTIKAC OC HHNTIKAC, 0vK
€0éhovcav pymTik®dg Civ, AL o TV M T®V Avapraley 0vTy €ig T mapadelypata Tdv

appovidY Td®V TfioE Kol puOudv.

The first way of life [in the Phaedrus, the philosophical] had this [philosophical mousiké] and he
distinguished this from poetry insofar as it [poetry] is imitative, since this mousiké does not wish
to live in an imitative manner, but instead to snatch itself from imitations to the paradigms of the

harmonies and rhythms down here.

253 Qgye1 81 ovv ki ANV &7 TADTOUG LOVGIKTV, THY TOUSEVTIKNY TdV NGBV S18 € ApUOVIBY TdY
glg apetnv kai puoudv, avevpickovoav tiveg pev apuovial kai pubuol madevew dvvavtor To Tadn TV
Yoy®dv kol TAdtTew 110ect PeAtiotolg &v TacaLg TPAEEST KOl TEPICTAGESLY.

domep €ig TNV TPO TANTNG, NviKe TaG EMoTAG {NTdV TG X000 TLTPOG TNV AANOEIY OAKOV
a&ot xal v appoviav un v aicOntyv dondlecbor tavTnVv, GAL’ €ig ToG KaBolkovg avdyey Adyoug,
pebiotdoay TOV vodv U@V €ig To vonTa 4md TV aicOntdv.

255 Since this mousiké works beyond sensible harmonies, there is no clear reference to it being
something audible.
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Here, Proclus contrasts the highest life of the Phaedrus, which is the philosophical life,
with poetry. They differm since poetry is imitative, while the philosophical mousiké goes
beyond mere imitations and looks towards Intelligible realities. Proclus here, | argue, is
not criticizing poetry for being mimetic, in the sense that it imitates something, but in the
sense that it imitates imitations. There is ample evidence from this essay that Proclus
believes in the value of a mimesis that imitates the universal paradigms; therefore, his
criticism must not be of the mimetic process, but of the model of imitation - in this case,
other imitations. In the case of the philosophical mousiké, it is said that it looks to the
Intelligible paradigms and imitates them within the Sensible reality. The philosophical
mousiké was discussed above in Proclus’ “imitation of the Leader of the Muses”
conception. This kind of mousiké seems capable of using “superior mimesis”. As was the
case with both Plato and Plotinus, this form of mimesis, if not reserved for the
philosopher, is at least best exemplified by the philosophical way of life.

In the sixth question, “what are the modes and meters that he finally approves of
and why, given the importance of these things, has this been left unclear?”, Proclus
mentions that poetry must be mimetic, but here he uses the term mimesis in the sense of
drama, as opposed to narrative, a sense first used by Plato in Books Il of the Republic.
Proclus reports (In Rem. 67.6) that “the (ideal) poetry, according to Plato, would thus be
a mimetic disposition that, through both myths and logoi, and in conjunction with mode
and metre, is capable of disposing the souls of the audience to virtue”?®. Proclus is
considering here the arguments from Books Il and I11 of the Republic in order to postulate
what the ideal form of poetry would be for Plato. Proclus’ view on mimesis in this section
is limited to the “inferior mimesis”, based on Socrates’ conclusions. In the case of
“inferior mimesis”, the best one can do is to imitate solely examples of virtue and simple
characters, and through these, teach the audience forms of virtue. | consider it “inferior
mimesis” because, as noted above in the fifth question, this form of poetry and mimesis
is still “thrice removed from reality”, even if it has earned an educative role.

In the last question, “what god within the universe plays the role on the cosmic
scale that the good poet should seek to emulate here below?”, Proclus’ goal is to connect
the poet to a universal paradigm of creativity. In the Proclean metaphysics, individual
gods represent specific metaphysical mechanisms. For example (In Rem. 69.7),

“Asclepius is the one who reveals all things to be in a natural condition since it is through

26 (ot e Gv 1 momTIKY Kotr odTOV EEIC LpmTIKY 816 Te WbV Kol Adymv HeTd dpuoviBY Kai

PLOUGY KOT’ dpetrv dtTBEVAL SUVAUEVAOVY TAG TAV AKOVOVI®V Yoy ig.
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him that the universe neither sickens nor grows old, nor releases the elements from their
indissoluble bonds”?®’. Or (In Rem. 69.1), “The general among these [gods] is the great
Ares who presides over conflicts and rouses all things to the cosmic opposition”?®, In
this section, Proclus is arguing that human roles, such as the general, the doctor, the
statesman, and the poet, are images modeled after the paradigm of the role of the gods.
The human general must look to the universal general to understand his art in the best
way. Likewise, the poet?® must look to the universal poet to better understand his craft.

Proclus says (In Rem. 68.15) concerning this universal poet:

obT® Yap mov kol Tom TG GALOG 0TI KOGHIKOG, LVOOAOYIKOG HOVMG, LUAILOTO TOIDY TO ELPOV
TV AQOvAY Kol KAAGY KOAL, TOV KaTd VoDV T8 Katd eVoty, dppoviag ypduevog, 81 v dpetv
&V 1@ OA® TopExeTon Kpatoboay, NTTOUEVIYV 08 Kakiov: kol puOpilov tag Kvhoews, dote KoTd

Adyov KvelcBat, Kol piov ék mavtov (doav droteh®dv appoviov kol Eva puoudv.

[All this being so] there must also be the one who is the cosmic poet, who is a maker of myths in
a unique manner. He makes imitations both visible and beautiful of things both invisible and
beautiful and makes imitations that exist naturally of the things that exist intellectually; using
musical modes through which it is provided for the virtue that is in the whole to dominate and for
vice to be diminished. He gives the rhythmic metre to the motions [in the universe] so that they
undergo a motion that is rational and produces a single living harmony and one rhythm that is
composed from all things.

And who is this god? It is (In Rem. 69) “none other than Apollo, who is the poet /
creator of imitations that are endowed with harmony and rhythm”?%. Apollo imitates
Intelligible reality and thus creates Sensible reality, being the paradigm of the mimetic
creator. When the particular poet creates, he is in a way imitating the activity of Apollo.
In fact, Proclus (In Rem. 69.15) in the end claims that:

Tavta 8¢ Amd T@V Yuy®dv dpEdpueva Tomuatd Eoty AToAlmvog Evapudvia Kol Eppulua’ Kol gig
ToVTOV PAENTOV O Tf|OE TOMTNG DUvEiT pEV Beovg, Vuveitm 6¢ dyabovg dvopag &v te poboig Kol

Gvev wobav, fj Tepl GALG OTPEPOUEVOC YIYVOOKET® KO TOMTIKTG AUAPT®V Kol ATOA®VOG.

357 5 8¢ mavta Kot UGV EYova Setkvdc ASKAmIOC, S’ OV 00 VOosl <Td> mdlv, 00 YNPACKEL, Td
otoyEia 0UK Avinotl TV GAVT®V SECUMV.

258 gieeivov 88 O P&V oTpatNydC 6 NEYIOTOC ApNG, TOAEUMY TPOGTATHG BEdC Kai dveysipov TévTa
TPOG TNV EVAVTIOOLY TIV KOGUIKNV.

259 Baltzly et al. note the ambiguity with the term “poietikos” and translate it as both poet and
creator.

260 oYk BAAog oTiv T O ATOM®V, TOWTHS OV WUNUATOV EVopprovioy Kol vpodumy.
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Everything that has its origin from souls is the work of Apollo, harmonious and rhythmic. Looking
to this universal poet let the earthly poet compose hymns to the gods. And let him compose hymns
to good men, whether in myth or without myth. Otherwise, if he turns to other subject matter, let
him know that he sins against poetry and against Apollo.

This is Proclus’ final statement concerning the best poet, according to Plato’s Republic.
The best poet will only compose hymns to the gods and good men, as was established in
the sixth question. Proclus, however, seems to imply that the contemplative side of the
mimetic artist is capable of contemplating the divine beings and is not limited to the
imitation of good men, which he himself considered to be “thrice removed from reality”
in the fifth question. He establishes that the poet “looks to this universal poet”. What else
could this looking be if not contemplation of a divine being? Even so, Proclus evidently
limits creativity to what Plato deemed acceptable. In the end, Proclus is establishing the
ideal poet for the ideal form of education, and since “superior mimesis” will potentially
create something that works beyond mere literal interpretations, Proclus deems that the
ideal poet, even if he contemplates the higher realities, must still obey the criteria that
Plato established in the Republic. Even though the universal poet concept seems to be a
Neoplatonic original idea, Proclus is still following the conclusions from Books Il and 111
of the Republic. Both the possibility of contemplating the Intelligibles and the expulsion
of every poetry except hymns and encomia need not be at odds, but Proclus clearly calls
the representation of good men “three times removed from reality”. Yet here he seems to
imply that the poet is looking directly to the Intelligible realm, which would go against
the former point. Is Proclus mixing his own views on mimesis and poetry with Plato’s
conclusions on the best type of poetry? Is Proclus’ conclusion conditional to the audience
of Essay V, a point argued by Baltzly et al.?%1? Certainly, this cannot be the whole picture
of Proclus’ views, since Essay VI will reject this claim, as will be seen below. Proclus’
commentaries usually work within the skopos of the dialogue being commented, meaning
that Proclus will try to solve the problems he is faced with by referring to the framework

of that dialogue, so this problem might be Proclus’ way of justifying Plato’s claims and

261 Essay V seems to be given to a less experienced audience, which justifies why he should give
a more civic conclusion, in contrast to a more metaphysical / contemplative conclusion, something he will
give in Essay VI. In fact, this is one of the main arguments for the discrepancy between Essay V and VI,
which solidifies the thesis that Proclus wrote both essays at different times, Essay V being the earliest of
the two. Baltzly et al. (2018).
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inserting his own views on mimesis and poetry?,

Be that as it may, I would like to bring to mind a parallel within Essay V, between
this passage just discussed and an earlier passage cited above, through which Proclus
seems to give us a glimpse into the mimetic creativity of the philosopher. In the fifth
question, Proclus claims that the highest form of mousiké, the philosophical mousiké,
follows the “Leader of the Muses”?%, which is identified as Apollo. As noted above,
Apollo has a twofold role: to sing intellectual songs of praise to the Father and to order
the cosmos through his contemplation of the Intelligible reality. It seems that, in Proclus’
mind, both the philosophical mousiké and poetry can, and must, imitate Apollo in his role
as the universal paradigm of a creator.

In conclusion, Essay V maintains a critical outlook towards mimesis, following
Plato’s example in the Republic. But a lot of genuine original ideas are present, giving us
a glimpse into a possible perspective of “superior mimesis”. As has been noted along this
section, Proclus recognizes many times the capacity of certain individuals (be they
philosophers, poets, or lawgivers) to contemplate Intelligible realities and to create a

representation of that reality within the Sensible cosmos.

Essay VI — Proclus the Successor On the things said by Plato in the Republic on

Homer and Poetry

If in Essay V Proclus is much too dependent on Plato’s arguments, in Essay VI he
might seem to be going against his master. Certainly, his concern in Essay V is definitely
limited to explaining the Republic’s arguments and their relationship to other Platonic
dialogues. As I have argued, Proclus’ originality is not obvious at first sight, but slips
through the cracks here and there throughout the essay. This need not be a criticism of
Proclus, since the discussion of Essay V was probably aimed at an audience very early in
its philosophical curriculum. This can be apprehended by the very few digressions into
higher metaphysics, which are frequent in all of Proclus’ works. In fact, Proclus, in his
Commentary on the Alcibiades - a dialogue which was the first step into the Neoplatonic
curriculum - very easily and frequently moves from the simple skopos of the dialogue to

higher theological concepts that might be thought to be reserved for more advanced

262 Baltzly et al. (2018) 125.
263 In Rem. 57.7-15.
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students. Generally, Proclus does not seem to have a threshold of difficulty to his
audience, meaning that in almost all of his commentaries he discusses both beginners and
advanced material, be it on commenting the simpler dialogues or the more advanced
ones?®, a fact which makes more strikingly blatant how much Essay V seems to be aimed
at a much more general audience that any other work. This is also the main argument for
the supposed unity between Essay V and VI, since they might seem discrepant with each
other, but this might be a question of context and the level of philosophical capacity of
the audience.

In Essay VI, Proclus’ defense is reserved for the more advanced students, as he
puts it in the final words of the essay (In Rem. 205.21): “Dear friends, let these thoughts
be a memorial of thanks for the company of our teacher. They have been told by me to
you but are not to be spoken to the masses”?%°. The Essay was given as an oral lecture for
the occasion of Plato’s birthday and was later revised by Proclus, as seems to have been
Proclus’ modus operandi®®. Sheppard®®’ argues that Essay VI seems to have gone
through four stages of development, which she categorizes as: first, a lecture by Syrianus,
Proclus’ master and previous diadochus; second, a subsequent discussion on this topic
between Proclus and Syrianus; third, a lecture by Proclus on Plato’s birthday; and fourth,
the writing of that lecture into Essay VI. Proclus’ debt to Syrianus is openly admitted by
Proclus himself, who mentions (In Rem. 72.21) that he is merely reporting what Syrianus
already said®®, Essay VI is vastly longer than Essay V, thus the approach taken
henceforth will necessarily be focused on key passages and concepts and will not be as
extensive as the discussion on Essay V.

Proclus’ mission in this essay is stated clearly at the beginning (In Rem. 69.23-
70.7):

... mapéotn duokéyachat, tiva dv Tig tpomov vmép te Ounpov mpog Tov &v IoMreig Tokpdtn
TOVG TPOCTKOVTOG O oaLTo AOYoVus Kol EMOEiEeiey T T€ PUOEL TOV TPAYLATOV Kol TOlG 0T
<1®> EUOGOP® HOMOTH TAVTOV GPECKOVGIY GLUE®VOTATO TEpT 1€ TMV Belwv Kol TV
avOporivov dvadiddokovta, kai tov ITAdtova tiig Tpog £anTtov £ENoL dlapmviag, Kol Amopnveley

¢ Gpa €K pdg EmotHung dmavta Kol voepdg EmPAEYemS kol Tpoalpécems Beompenolc, doa 1e

264 Baltzly et al. (2018).

265 radta, & eikol ETaipot, pvipm kexapicOm Tfic oD Kadnyepévos HUMY GLVOLGING, Hol UiV via
pMTa TPOG VUAC, VUV 8€ GppnTa TPOG TOVG TOAAOVG.

266 As reported by Marinus in Procl. 22.

%67 Sheppard (1980) 32.

268 For Syrianus’ influence on Proclus in Essay VI, see Sheppard (1980) Chapter 2.
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gykodlov yéypapev v Ounpov moinow kol dca Emattidpevog Epdeykral.

... I should consider how one might compose an appropriate reply on behalf of Homer to Socrates
in the Republic — to show that Homer’s teachings are completely in accord with the natural facts
and, above all, with the doctrines of the philosopher himself on matters both divine and human. [I
considered] how one might save Plato from self-contradiction and show that such things as he
wrote in praise of Homer’s poetry, as well as the accusations uttered [against it], all result from a

single knowledge, one intellectual conception, and a single plan that is worthy of the gods.

Proclus considers that both Plato and Homer are discussing the same reality, but this
reality is not demonstrated in the same way by either one. First of all (In Rem. 73.20),
Plato acts like the ideal poet of Essay V, who contemplates the divine realm and
represents it in his works, but conceals it not with unworthy and ugly images, but with
appropriate images. Furthermore, Proclus fully recognizes that Plato tries to imitate
Homer (In Rem. 164.9):

Ei 8¢ tovtv dmaAlayévieg Kol TV mepl TV AEEW TOALTTPAYLOGUVIY BAAOIC GQEVTEG €l TV TH|g
Bewpiog ava-dpapoyey TV GvopdY OpotdTTa, TAALY KAvTodOa TV AvEAEYKTOV EMGTAUNY TNV
ATV TP’ AUPOTEPOLS SwAdpumovcay yvoooueba kai tov ITAdtova mavtoyod petabiovto v

1pog Ounpov dpopoiocty.

If we move away from these matters and leave agonising over style to others and move quickly to
considering the similarity in the intellectual vision (theoria) of these two men, in this too we shall
recognize that the same irrefutable knowledge shines out in the work of both, and that Plato at all

times pursues likeness to Homer.

Proclus discusses at length (In Rem. 163.13-172.30) the relationship between Plato and
Homer, concluding that both speak regarding the same reality, but in different manners.
Homer speaks through images and allegorical meanings, while Plato argues for the same
doctrines by “demonstrational arguments” (In Rem. 172.9).

Proclus establishes that Homer’s activity “went beyond every human and partial
conception and that the gods were established within his own thought’?%® (In Rem. 70.25).
This statement is made to synthesize Plato’s claim that Homer is divinely inspired. What

this means is that Homer’s divine inspiration implies that his discursive thought (dianoia)

269 1o ugv yap émékevo maong Tig avOpomikic kai peptotic EmPoliic adTov Evepynoava Kai Toig

0e0ic Evidpvcavta TNV 00Tod VONGLV EMOEIKVUCLY.
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is overridden by a superior form of noesis, which implies that Homer has a vision of
divine beings that is beyond what language (as imitation of discursive thought) is capable
of expressing. Therefore, while Homer can have a superior contemplation of the
Intelligible realm, he may never fully imitate it in words, which is why Proclus defends
that Homer’s controversial passages are worthy of being read allegorically. Still, Proclus
shows here that Homer can have the superior type of contemplation that implies “superior
mimesis”. More significantly, however, Proclus says (In Rem. 71.2) that Homer’s
teachings are “common with the truth subsequently contemplated by Plato?’°, Both Plato
and Homer reveal things about Intelligible reality, but they express them differently.

Likewise, Proclus mentions (In Rem. 72.1):

£mel 0& PO TOV GAAOV andvimv 0 Zokpdtng aitidrol Tov Tfjg pubomnotiog tpomov, kKo’ dv ‘Ounpog
te Kol ‘Hoiodog tovg mepi Bedv mapédooav Adyovg, kal tpod tovtmv Opeedg kal €1 01 T1g dAlog
€vBEw oTopaTL Yéyovey TV Gel KaTd TO oOTA Kol GoadTOg EXOVImV EENynTng, avaykn dnmov Kol
Nuac, mpiv Tovg mepl TdV ko’ Ekacta doypdtov dvackeyopeda tig Bempiog THmOLG, AVTV TV
TV Ounpcdv podwv S140ecty mpockovsay EmSETE T0i¢ Tpaypacty, GV 81 Kol TapéyovTal Ty

Evoetw.

Now, since prior to everything else Socrates blames the manner of the myth-making through which
Homer and Hesiod conveyed their stories about the gods — and prior to Homer and Hesiod,
Orpheus and anyone else who with inspired lips expounded things eternally and invariably the
same — it is surely necessary for us to demonstrate that the very composition of the Homeric myths
as proper for the facts about which it doubtless provides an indications [and to do this] before we

provide an outline of the meaning of specific teachings.
Proclus states that the poets can contemplate the facts (In Rem. 73.13):

51 8¢ Bipa TovG POBOVG, ETmEP [N TAVTATOGLY AMOTENTWKOTES EGOVTOL TG &V TOiC ooV dAndsiog,
dnewdlecfoi g Tolg TPAYHOOY, AV GTOKPUNTEY TOIC QOIVOUEVOIS MOPUMETACUAGLY THV

Bewpiavemyelpodoty.

Thus, unless they are in fact going to fall short of the truth that is found in these [divine] beings, it
is necessary for myths to conform somehow to the facts — facts whose contemplation they attempt

to conceal by means of visible screens.

270 Bép’ obv Boa KavtadOa Tod Kadyerdvoc HUMY HKoOVGOUEY TEPL TOVTMV S1TATTOUEVOD KOl
¢ Kowoviog TV doypdtav, fiv el ta Ounpov mompato Tpog v v Tod [TAdtwvog &v DoTépolg xpovolg
KaBempapévny aAndelay.
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These visible screens are the allegorical veils that the poets use to mask the impossibility
of faithfully representing the Intelligible reality which they have contemplated. Proclus’
objective is to explain how the scandalous things which Homer says can be fitting of an
existence that “accords with Goodness Itself” (In Rem. 72.12%"%). And, as will be
discussed below in more detail and has been alluded to above, Proclus believes in
Homer’s authority and inspiration. Still, this passage points to Homer’s capacity to
“contemplate the facts” and to conceal them?’,

Proclus distinguishes between the good and bad use of myths. He argues that one
should not only read the superficial meaning of the myths, which ultimately are a good
thing given to us by the gods but try to understand their anagogical meaning which allows
those who are capable to contemplate the higher realities. Those who only contemplate
the literal meaning of the inspired poets are doomed to fall into “gigantic impiety”?”® (In
Rem. 74.15). Proclus then argues (In Rem. 76.19) for a bipartition of mimesis / poiesis,
one educational and another anagogical. The last one is reserved to the highest form of

life that uses myths, the life of the philosopher.

The tripartition of Poetry

In Essay VI, Proclus establishes his greatest contribution to the philosophy of
aesthetics. Lamberton®’ considered this contribution as Proclus’ distinguishing theory.
This innovative contribution, that sets off Essay VI from the dryness of Essay V, is
commonly called?” the three types of poetry. Proclus establishes (In Rem. 177.15) three
lives in the soul which correspond to the three types of poetry. These three lives are
hierarchically organized, starting from the highest and best form of life to the lowest and

worst. Proclus starts with the best form of life (In Rem. 177.15):

TprtTdic v yuydi elvai popev Mg O Shov singly {wdg THv pév dpiomv kai telewtdtny, kb’ fiv

2 nidg yap SN tadto, @aim T &v, T6 mOppw Tod Ayadod kai Tod KkoAod kol THG ThEEmc

amomlovapeva Kol aioypd kol EKOESLO TV OVOLATOV TPETOVTO AV YEVOLTO TOTE TOTG KatT’ adTO TO Ayafov
TV BrapEv AoyoBow Koi T6 KoAD GLVVPESTNKIGLY, Kol &V 0l¢ 1) TAEIS TPOTOC £6TIV Kai 6’ GV TévTa T
OVt PLECTA HEV KAAAOVTIC, LEGTA OE TH|G APAVTOL SVUVALEMS AVEPAVT).

272 Fyrther ahead (In Rem. 73.15), Proclus says that this is Plato’s modus operandi.

273 Lamberton (2016) argues that references to gigantic and atheistic masses refers to the Christian
community.

274 Lamberton (2012) XViI.

215 E.g., Sheppard (1980); Lamberton (2012).
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cvvantetat toi¢ 0ol kai Cf) v ékeivolg cuyyevestdny Koi dt” OHOIOTNTOG GKPAG VOUEVIV
Lomv, ody, £avtiic odoav, GAL’ ékeivav, dmepdpapodon pév tov avthc vodv, dveyeipaca 8¢ 1O
Gppnrov chvOnua tig T@V Bedv éviaiag VTOoTACEMS Kol cVVAyacH T@ OMoi® TO OpoloV, T@ Ekel
QOTL TO £QVTTG PAG, TG VREP oVoiav Taoav Koi {mny &vi 10 Evoegldéotatov [Thv] Tiig oikeiag ovcing

te kol Lofjc.

We say generally speaking that there are three lives in the soul. The best and most perfect life is
that in accordance with which the soul is connected to the gods and lives a life which is in closest
kinship with them, and which is unified through the highest form of likeness. It is a life that belongs
not to the soul itself, but to the gods. On the one hand it transcends the soul’s own intellect, on the
other it awakens the ineffable symbol of the unitary existence of the gods. It attaches like to like,
its own light to the light there, the most uniform part of its being and life to the one beyond all

being and life.

Here it is reported that the best life implies the highest form of likeness to the gods. This

is the telos of the soul - to assimilate itself to God, to become like the divine. Here,

mimesis has a mystical function. Like in Plotinus, when the philosopher contemplates

(theoria / epistrophe) the divine intellectively, he creates (poiesis) a form of life that is

perfectly in union with the divine order. This contemplation is created through the

activation of the soul’s symbolon that is connected to the One, the one in the soul. This is

the best form of “superior mimesis”. Regarding the second-best form of life, Proclus
states (In Rem. 177.23):

TNV 0¢ TavTNG pev devtépav TpecPeiq te Kol Suvapel, péony o8 v péon i) yoyi) tetaypévny, kad’
fiv émotpépel pev glg €avtnv amo Tig évBéov kartaPdica (ofjg, vodv 8¢ kol Emotnunv
TpooTNGaUEV THG évepyeiag apynv aveAittel pev o mAndn tdv Adywv, Oedtal 8¢ tag mavtoiog
TV €ld®V EEaAlayds, gig ToOTOV 8& GLVAYEL TO T€ VOOV Kol TO vooduevov, dretkoviletat 8¢ v

vogpav ovaiav &v Vi TV TV vont@dv oo teptiafodoa.

The life which is second to this in seniority and power is that which is a middle life arranged in
the middle of the soul, in accordance with which [the soul] reverts upon itself, descending from
the divinely inspired life, and, by establishing intellect and knowledge as first principles of its
activity, it unravels the multitude of logoi and contemplates all of the variations among the forms.
It brings together as one thing that which thinks and the object of thought, and it represents the

intellective substance, since it encompasses the nature of the Intelligibles in one [unified activity].

This form of life is similar to the concept of projection explored in the previous chapter.
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The philosopher of the middle life, in contrast with the divinely inspired one, does not
transcend his reality. Instead, he studies the logoi which are present within him,
postulating visions of the Intelligibles through scientific ways (episteme). While not
transcendent, this life is still occupied with true reality, the Intelligibles. And lastly, the
third and worst form of life (In Rem. 178.3):

TpitnVv 6& GAANV €M TAOTOLG TIV GUHPEPOUEVIV TOIG KOTOOEESTEPAUG SVVALESY Kol PET’ EKEVmV
gvepyodoav, @aviociong 1€ Kol aictfoecty aAdyols mpooypwuévny Kol mivty Tdv YEPOHVOV

AVOTIUTAOUEV V.

The third life after these is the one that is carried away by the lesser powers and has its activity in
conjunction with them, employing irrational imaginings and sense-perceptions, and is altogether

filled with lower things.

This is the worst form of life, due to its occupation with mere illusions - the Sensible
world. It ignores the reality of the divine realm and is stuck believing that the images
down here are the paradigms. This is Plato’s criticism of mimesis in Book X, to which
Proclus responds by dividing poetry into three forms. Sheppard notes that Proclus’
division of the lives corresponds to the division of the soul?’®. The highest life is related
to the highest element in us, the one of the soul. The second-best life is related to our
rational part. And the worst part is related to the irrational side of the soul. Plato’s
criticism of mimesis in Book X associates the inferior form of mimesis with the irrational
part, but Proclus has a different tripartition of the soul.

The best form of life corresponds to poetry that is divinely inspired, and which is
“defined by reference to divine proportion”?’” (In Rem. 179.1). Proclus connects the
Platonic concept of mania to this form of poetry?’®. The second form of poetry
“recognizes the essence of the things that truly exist, and it loves to contemplate the
beautiful and the good, both in words and in deeds, it also brings each of the subjects that
it treats into an interpretation in metre and rhythm”2® (In Rem. 179.5). This is the form

of poetry that is the most common and is composed of good advice, characters worthy of

276 Sheppard (1980) 97.

217 Gomep ovV katé pPEV THY GABelay TV HavTIKY, KaTtd 88 1O KEAAOC THY EpOTIKTV pHovicy
Veiotaobal Aéyopey, obTmg dpa kol Katd TV cvppetpiov v Ogiav v Tomtikny deopicOat eouév.

278 Sheppard notes that in this passage Proclus is joining the four maniai of the Phaedrus with the
three monads of the Philebus. See Sheppard (1980) 100.

219 yryvédokovsa pév Ty odoiav Tdv Sviov kol TdV KoAdV kol dyaddv Epyov te Kai Adyov
VIAPYoVGa PIA0DEAI®Y, 1g O TNV EUIETPOV TPOdyovsa Kol EvpuBov EkacTta TV TPAyUAT®V EpUnveioy.
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emulation and scientific investigations that “provide a recollection of the cycles of the
soul and of the eternal logoi and diverse powers in them”?®° (In Rem. 179.13). The last
and worst form of poetry is “mingled with opinions and imaginings, and since it is
constituted through nothing but mimesis, it both is, and is rightly called, ‘mimetic’? (In
Rem. 179.16). Interestingly, this phrase says that this form of poetry is criticized for being
“nothing but mimesis”, which seems to imply that either the other forms of poetry have
mimesis but also something else, or that Proclus uses mimesis here to refer to the type
that does not contemplate beyond mere appearances. Proclus forks this type of poetry into
the eikastiké and the phantastiké, following the Sophist’s definitions. The former is only
defined as “representations”, meaning direct imitations of something, while the latter is
accused of distorting its paradigms in order to appease to the opinion of the majority. This
distinction joins the Sophist’s perspective on mimesis to the Republic’s. Even though
mimesis works with imitations of Sensibles in the eikastiké variant, it represents them
accurately, which has some value. The phantastiké poetry, on the other hand, is not even
considered real mimesis by Proclus, who claims that it deals “in illusion and provides
only an apparent mimesis2% (In Rem. 179.31).

It seems, then, that Proclus sees in these three (plus one) forms of poetry four
forms of mimesis, although he only uses the term to describe one form of poetry. Despite
not using mimesis to describe it, all forms of poetry discussed are mimetic. Since the last
form of poetry (which encompasses both eikastike and phantastike poetry) is evidently
mimetic, | will focus on the other two forms to argue that they are also mimetic.

The first form of poetry represents what | have called “superior mimesis”: through
divine inspiration (which represents the theoria phase of mimesis). The poet becomes like
the divine, ordered according to Intelligible principles, and produces (poiesis) not only
the ordering of his own soul but also orders “the lowest activities of the soul [writing] by
metres and rhythms”?8 (In Rem. 178.28). Furthermore, the poem created through this
mimetic process is itself an object of contemplation that leads others to contemplation of

higher realities.

280 gvauvnoiv Te Tapeydusve TV THS Yuyfc TEPOdV Kol TV didinv &v ovtoic Adymv Kai TdvV

TOKIA®V SUVALEDV.
B Tpit 8¢ émi todtoig otiv 1 SOENC Kol QOVTAGIOG GUUMYVOREVN Kol S0 ppiosng
GUUTANPOVUEVT] KOL ODSEV GAN’ T} N TiKT).
gotv 8¢ Omep Epapey Kol TanTng TO PEV iKaoTKOV, O Kol Tpog TV 0pBoTNTA TOD IALOTOG
avateivetal, T 82 T0100TOV 010V EIMOLEY, PAVTAGTIKOV KOi QOIVOUEVIV LOVOV TRV H{HNGLV TOPEXOUEVOV.
283 510 &1 xoi Tag EoydTag anTiic dvepyeiog HETPOIS T Kol PLOUOIC KATEKOGUNGEY.
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The second form of poetry, called epistemic by Sheppard?®*, is mimetic because
(InRem. 179.5-15):

YIYVOOKOLGO, HEV TNV oVGIoV TAV dvimv Kol TV KoAdv kol ayoddv Epyov te Kol Adywv
VIapyovoa PAobedpumy, gig 8¢ v Eupetpov Tpodyovso Kol Evpubuov Ekacto TV TPayUATOV
Eppnveiav. ola 81 oAG TV dyaddv TomTdv £0poig v yevviuota, (NAmTA Toig €0 PpovodoLy,
vovbeciog Kol GUUPBOLVAGY dpicTmv TANPN Kol VOEPEG EDUETPING AVAUESTO PPOVIGEDS TE KO TTG
BAANC GpeTiic mpoTEivOvTa THY PETOVGIAY TOIG ED TEPVKOGLY, AVAUVNGIY T TOPEXOUEVA TV TG

YuyAg mEPLOdV Kai TV didinv &v avtaic AOy®V Kai TV TOKIA®Y Suvapemy.

While it recognises the essence of the things that truly exist, and it loves to contemplate the
beautiful and the good, both in words and in deeds, it also brings each of the subjects that it treats
into an interpretation in meter and rhythm. You would find many of the creations of good poets to
be of this type, worthy of emulation by those who are right-minded, full of advice and of the best
counsels, and abounding in intellective proportion. They hold forth a share of intelligence and the
other virtues to those with a suitable nature and provide a recollection of the cycles of the soul and
of the eternal logoi and diverse powers in them.

This form of poetry also works as an object of contemplation that can trigger anamnesis
in those who listen to it with the proper mindset. While inferior to divine poetry, it still
functions very similarly to it. It contemplates Intelligibles (albeit in a lesser form) and
projects its contemplation into a creation that in its turn makes its viewer experience the
vision of the creator.

These three (or four) types of poetry, then, are all equally mimetic, in the sense
that all imply contemplation and consequent creation which represents the object of
contemplation. Proclus’ use of the term mimesis in this discussion is limited to the type
of mimesis which I have designated as “inferior mimesis”, and which is clearly criticized.
This hierarchic definition of forms of poetry that represent forms of mimesis is
fundamentally the same as the distinctions that have been discussed in the previous
chapters. There is a “superior mimesis” which contemplates higher realities and whose
products are worthier, and an “inferior mimesis” which contemplates mere Sensible
reality and whose products are considered illusions and “shadow-painting”. Proclus’ main
distinction seems to be supported by the fact that, contrary to Plotinus, “superior mimesis”

is not performed through one’s own power, but through the help of divinities.

284 Sheppard (1980).
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Symbola as likenesses

One of the key features of the best form of poetry is that it is symbolic, in the
sense that it uses symbola. These symbola (literally, “things that bring together”) are
marks present in objects (not necessarily physical objects, words can be symbolic too, for
example) which demonstrate the relationship between the object and other entities. All
beings have this mark which connects them to their seira, the chain of being?®. At the
top of the chain are the leader-gods who create further links in their movement of
prohodos. These chains go all the way down to irrational beings and even inanimate
objects, like plants and stones. To give an example, the sunflower has a relationship with
Helios, and can be used to invoke the god through the links of sympatheia that connect
the metaphysical chain.

In the case of poetry, Proclus introduces the concept of symbolic veils, which are

the key feature of divinely inspired poetry. He states (In Rem. 74.20-24):

€l yop ot p&v puvbot v mpofefAnuévny adt@v drocov okevnv avtl Thg &v amoppnTolg 1pupévng
aAnOeiog TpogoTNOAVTO Kol YPOVTIOL TOIG PUIVOUEVOLS TAPATETAGLOCL TAV AQOVAY TOlG TOAAOTG
Kol dyvdotov dtavonudtov (koi todtod otv, 6 pdiota é€aipetov avtoig dyabov vmapyset, 1O
undev v aAnddv eig tovg PePfridovg Ekeépety, AL’ Tyvn tva udvov Tiig OANG puoTtoyyiog

TPOTEIVEWY TOIG GO TOVTWV &l TNV Gfatov T0ig ToALoig Bempiav Tepidyecbot TepudOoWY).

After all, the myths have put out the fancy costumes that they project (instead of the secret truth
that is established within) and utilize visible screens for thoughts that are invisible and unknowable
to the many. And this is in fact the special good that belongs to them: they don’t disclose any of
their truths to the profane masses, but instead extend only some traces of the entire mystagogy to
those whose nature permits them to be turned from these things to a contemplation that is

inaccessible to the many.

The divine poets are here praised for the same reason why they are condemned elsewhere.
What they say about the gods is perverse. But if it is damaging to the youth that takes
these myths literally, it is powerful for the sage who knows how to interpret and sees the
mimetic relationship that goes beyond mere appearances. When scholars discuss symbola

in relation to divine inspiration, they suggest that, to Proclus, symbola work in the

285 Shaw (1995); Van den Berg (2001).
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opposite of a mimetic manner. The Homeric myths are useful for the ones who know how
to interpret them, but one must learn to see the real meaning in the perverse stories, which,
as Proclus says, is the opposite of their veils. The bizarreness of these myths prods the

reader to question their meaning. Proclus says (In Rem. 198.15-19):

TPOG LEV YOP TNV TPUYIKTV TTOIMNGIY KOl KOUIKTV iKavd: To0Tov yap 10 6Aov pipnoig €0ty Tpog
MV T®V AKovOvIeV EEEpyacuévn yoxoyoyiav: mpog 8¢ v Ounpov momtikiy v amd Oedv
opunuéEVNY Kal T@dv Ovtav Ekeaivovcayv Ty eUoY ovdEV Gv TPOcHKOL. Kol TdC Yap av 1
SLUPOLOV T OEl0. APEPIMVEDOVGA IUNTIKT TPOGAYOPEVOLTO; T8 Yip GOUPOAA TOVTOV, AV £6TL
cOUBoAa, piun-pata 00K E0TV' TO PEV Yop Evavtio T@V vavtiov oDK v mote pupnipata yévolro,
70D KaAoD 10 aioypdv, Kal Tod KoTh PO TO Topd EOGV. 1 8¢ cvpuPforikn Bewpia Kol S TGV

EVOVTIOTATOV TNV TOV TPAYLATOV EVOEIKVUTOL QUCLY.

These criticisms [Plato’s in the Republic X] apply well enough to tragic and comic poetry, since
the whole substance of these is a mimesis working towards the entertainment of its audience. But
it has nothing to do with the poetry of Homer which takes its impulse from the gods, and which
reveals the nature of the really existent. Moreover, how would poetry which interprets divine
matters through symbola be called mimetic? For symbols are not imitations of the things of which
they are symbols: opposites cannot be imitations of their opposites, for instance ugliness of beauty
or that which is contrary to nature of that which is in accordance with nature. Contemplation
through symbols demonstrates the nature of things even through the greatest oppositions.

It seems clear that symbola are not mimetic. Divine inspiration is characterized by the use
of such mechanisms which seem to point towards their opposites. Contrary to this, the
second type of poetry, which is called epistemic, works by use of eikones, which are
straightforwardly images of their paradigms?®®. This is the contrast between inspiration
and epistemic poetry, the former being characterized by unlikeness and the latter by
likeness, and which is the main focus of much modern scholarship?®’. Robbert Van den
Berg suggested that the previous translations of the phrase “n 8¢ cvufoiikn Oswpia kol
ol TAV EVOVTIOTATOV TV TAV Tpaypdtov évdsikvutar evoy” did not capture the
significance of xoi in the phrase?®. Baltzly et al. have accepted this suggestion and
rendered kai as “even”, rather than ignoring it or using it as a reinforcement of the

289

superlative évavtiotdtov-"". Van den Berg’s point is that this phrase is not saying that

286 \/an den Berg (2001) 120.
287 Sheppard (1980) 199; Trimpi (1983) 216.
B8 E g., “For symbolic wisdom hints at the nature of reality through the medium of elements totally

contrary in their nature”. Coulter (1976) 50.
289 \/an den Berg (2001) 121.
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symbola always represent their opposites, but that they can do so, even though they are

not limited to that form of representation. John Dillon?®

notes that Proclus is usually not
rigid with his use of the words symbola and eikon, often using them as synonymous.
While they might seem to be opposites, with one implying unlikeness and the other
likeness, in reality, both are fluid in their relationships to their paradigms. As noted above,
mimesis does not imply perfect likeness: that would not be the creation of a
representation, but of a double. Therefore, an eikon, inasmuch as it is a mimetic product,
always implies some unlikeness to its paradigm. Time and Eternity are eikon and
paradigm, respectively. Being a metaphysical mimesis, it is one of the most perfect forms
of imitation?®*. Still, to compare Time to Eternity is baffling.

Likewise, symbola cannot imply perfect unlikeness. They work only insofar as
they have a relationship to the chain of being that is being invoked. “The basis of theurgy
is the likeness between a symbol and the god to which it belongs?®. It is illogical to
suppose that poetic symbola have no relationship to their meaning, otherwise their
meaning would be non-existent. Van den Berg’s second argument follows this logic. If
the symbol has no connection whatsoever to its referent, being absolutely unlike it, then
there would be no reason to connect the two, which would render the concept useless.
Furthermore, being opposites does not imply unlikeness: “Pairs of opposites, on the other
hand, have something in common and may thus be said to be like each other in some
respect or another”?*3, In the case of Homer, he hints at supra-natural realities through
infra-rational concepts. They are extreme opposites, but both share the likeness of being
outside the bounds of rationality. Likewise, a sunflower has a likeness to Helios?**: they
sit at opposite ends of their chain of being but share nonetheless that relationship that is
essentially mimesis. Of course, as | have reiterated multiple times, mimesis does not
imply the kind of likeness that is usually assumed for a painting and its model. Mimesis
always implies a representation deeply inferior to its paradigm, ontologically speaking.
The representation of gods doing perverse things is infinitely inferior to the reality of the
relationships that the gods actually have with each other. Only through true contemplation
can we ever understand reality in its own terms.

My conclusion, above all, is that Proclus’ use of mimesis in both Essay V and VI

29 Dillon (1976) 254.

291 In Tim. 458.

292 \/an den Berg (2001) 121.

293 |bid. 122.

294 proclus, De Sacrificio 148.10.
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is limited to the semantical meaning of “inferior mimesis”. His use of mimetic terms is
primarily connected to the idea of representation of characters and Sensible objects. The
concept of mimesis, however, is not limited to its terminology, and it is clear that mimesis
as a mechanism, particularly the “superior mimesis” variant, is clearly accepted and used
by Proclus in many contexts, be it related to metaphysical reality, ethical emulation,

artistic reproduction or religious mysteries.

Hymns

Proclus is the author of a corpus of Hymns, composed, according to Marinus,
during the nights when Proclus could not sleep®®. Seven of Proclus’ Hymns have reached
us, preserved in a manuscript?®® that contains the Homeric Hymns, Callimachus’ Hymns,
and the Orphic Hymns. Proclus’ Hymns are more than the amateur poetical attempt of a
philosopher. They are the crossroads where philosophy and Greek culture intersect,
presenting the traditional Greek gods as the metaphysical entities of the Neoplatonic
world, as well as using the poetic dialect of Homeric Greek and obeying the standard
hexameters of Greek hymns?’.

Following Plato’s claim that hymns are prayers to the gods®®, Proclus’ own
Hymns have a religious tinge, which is characterized by Neoplatonic theology.
Nonetheless, while their religious side is potentially the main focus of their creator, the
Hymns are poetic in form, which shows that, to Proclus, philosophical creation can be
extended to various genres. Interestingly, this can be compared to the Neoplatonic
interpretation of the Parmenides as a prayer?®®. Proclus interprets the singing of hymns
as an epistrophe to the gods®®, which is equivalent to the assimilation to God that is the
ultimate goal of human life, particularly for the philosopher®X. Epistrophe is considered
here a form of prayer. Another equivalent term for hymns, prayer and epistrophe is

contemplation®®2, Praying or hymn-singing are ultimately a mimetic process, which

295 vita Procli 24.

29 v/an den Berg (2001) discusses manuscript history in his introduction.
297 Sheppard (1980) 11.

298 |_aws 700b1.

299 \/an den Berg (2001) 25.

300 |pid. 20.

301 proclus, In Tim. 1.210.30-211.

302 Brisson (2016) 113.
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involves the contemplative and the creative motions. The first elevates the soul to its
causes (theoria), and the second is the soul’s expression of its contemplation (poiesis), be
it in the form of prayers, hymns, commentaries on the Platonic dialogues or even just

303 This process has a soteriological function®®. It is by reverting back to

teaching a class
our causes, and ultimately to God, that we can achieve our telos and escape the formless
uncertainty of our embodied lives. This attempt at contemplating and reverting is not

exclusive to the human soul. As Proclus puts it (De Sacrificio 148.10):

"H 160ev nAotpomIa pev NA®, GEANVOTPOTLL 3€ GEANVT] GUYKIVETTOL GUUTEPUTOAODVTO £C SVVOLLLY
T0ig TOD KOGHOL QwoTtiipowy; Ebyetal yap mévta katd v oikeiov T&v Kol DUVET TOVG 1yEUOVOG
BV GepdY AV §j Voep®E 1| Aoyikde | PUGIKAC 1| cicOnTdS el kod T HAOTPOTIOV § EoTIV
€bAToV, TOUTM Kiveltan Kad, €1 61 TIG aTOD KATA TNV TEPLGTPOPT|V AKOVEY TOV AEPA, TANGGOVTOG
016¢ 1€ Ty, Duvov dv Tva S1d Tod Hyov tovTov cuvicdeto 1d Bacilel mposdyoviog, dv dHvatar

QUTOV DUVEV.

Why do heliotropes move together with the sun and the moonplants with the moon, accompanying
the lights of the cosmos in as far as possible? Because, since everything prays according to its own
order and celebrates in hymns the leaders of the whole series noerically or with words or physically
or perceptibly, the heliotrope too moves to the extent that it is flexible. And if someone would be
capable of hearing it hitting the air as it turns around, he would observe that by means of this sound

it renders to the King a kind of hymn, that a plant is capable of singing.3%

This is a concept that Proclus employs within his definition of the seirai, the chains of
reality that connect all existence to the heads of these chains, who are the gods. Since all
things belong to a chain, they all share a likeness to the upper links of that chain. And
thus, all things, while trying to contemplate their causes, are led to produce something
that represents that attempt, which is what | have interpreted as mimesis. In the case of
plants, their form of poiesis is the creation of a hymn composed through the sounds of
their movements, or the mere act of movement, as in the case of the lotus which open and
closes its flower according to the motions of the sun, to whom it prays. Proclus clarifies
this comparison (De Sacrificio 149): “What difference is there between people who sing
a hymn to the sun while opening and closing their moth or lips and the lotus which opens

and closes its leaves3%? Since the products of things that contemplate are themselves

303 |pid. 127.

304 Nieva (2019).

305 All translations of the Hymns by Van den Berg (2001).

306 T{ 81 ovv Srapépet Tod AvBpmdmovg aipovtag §| TI0EvVTAC <TAG> YEVUC fi T Yeiln DUVETY TOV
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objects of contemplation, the movements of plants in their prayers could lead a human
soul to contemplation of higher realities, since, arguably, these plants are enacting a form
of “superior mimesis”, inasmuch as they are praying to higher beings in their chain.
Following the mimetic logic which has been employed throughout the previous chapters,
This follows that the movements of plants are worthy objects of contemplation that can
bring to mind the higher realities, as much as a hymn sang by human lips. Humans should
contemplate irrational beings not because they are irrational, but because every being is
created according to the divine order. It also follows that “inferior mimesis” is not a
possibility for the lower beings such as plants and animals, since they have no rational
part of their soul. Inasmuch as “inferior mimesis” is a failed attempt at contemplation that
represents a false belief, it is conditioned by the rational element in us that deems
something credible. The inferior artist contemplates something Sensible and represents it
in a lesser form, for he believes he is representing reality, as was Plato’s criticism. It is
through a defective rationale that “inferior mimesis” is committed, but it is through
reason, nonetheless. It seems that, in Proclus’ thought, plants are capable of a form of
“superior mimesis”. As Van den Berg put it: “hymns are always about superior beings,
never about inferior ones. This is consistent with the idea that hymns consist in a
movement of epistrophe towards a causative principle, which, by its very nature, can of
course never be to something inferior to the one that sings the hymn”3%’. It is relevant to
remember, however, that, in Proclus’ thought, contemplation is not a faculty of the
contemplating being itself, who cannot reach above with its own powers. It is always
through a divine being that contemplation is achieved. It is not that plants are capable of
“superior mimesis”, but that the gods are capable of making plants achieve true
contemplation.

Proclus’ Hymns are likewise a form of reversion / contemplation. Even in Essay

308

V Proclus claims®™, as mentioned above, that philosophy is an imitation of the hymns

sang for Zeus by Apollo. Moreover, throughout the hymns many references are made to

anagogical motions®%®

. And, as Van den Berg points out, Proclus saw both the Parmenides
and the Timaeus as hymns to the gods. Furthermore, Proclus’ usage of the verb hymnein

reflects the view that any philosophical discussion concerning higher metaphysical

fiAov, fj TOV AoToVv T0 OAAL cupTTHGCOVTA Kol GvamTAoDVTa,
307 \v/an den Berg (2001) 21.
%98 In Rem. 57.7-15.
39 E.g., 1.33-38; 111.1-18; IV.5-15; V.14-15; VI1.8-12; V11.35-36.
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entities is in a way a hymn®%,

Hymns (and prayers) work to elevate our souls into contemplation by means of
theurgy. Through the use of symbola, the (lesser) gods can be invoked to possess us. This
is distinguished from magic in the sense that it does not “make” the gods do anything
against their will; it “persuades” them through the links of sympatheia and likeness that
bind the symbola to the invoked gods. In the case of the Hymns, Proclus does not purport
to achieve true contemplation through them, since the gods he invokes are lessers!,
Proclus’ aim is to use these gods’ help to achieve true contemplation, by virtue of their
presence within a divine chain. Prayer is still a way to achieve assimilation, but the
invocation done in the Hymns is of the lesser gods, in order for them to take us to the
higher gods.

Van den Berg establishes various types of symbola used in the Hymns®!2, First of
all, he establishes the existence of both innate symbola which are present immaterially in
the product of a cause (in the sense that all products are already present in their cause)
and material symbola which are the products themselves. Van den Berg further divides
the latter distinction into “linguistic objects” (special words or stories) and truly material
symbola, such as stones or flowers, one example of which is Proclus’ mention (Hymn
VI1.21-22%1) of the Acropolis as a symbolon of Athena. In the case of innate symbola,
since the human soul is a product of divine causes, it also has that immaterial token within
it. Proclus sees himself as being imprinted with a symbolon of Athena’s chain, which he
deduces from his affinity for wisdom and from Athena’s patronage of both his hometown
(Byzantium) and the city where he lived (Athens). But one is not limited to only a singular
patron god. In his Hymn to Aphrodite, Proclus invokes Aphrodite as patron of the Lycians,
since Proclus’ parents were from Lycia®'*. Proclus also uses what Van den Berg called
the “linguistic symbola” by referring in his Hymns to specific mythological stories™® that
hold an allegorical meaning®'®. Similar to Proclus’ defense of the Homeric myths in Essay

VI, where the gods’ passionate actions are interpreted as metaphysical relations between

310 1hid. 24-28.

311 |bid. 63.

312 | bid. 91.

313§ Néiyec ducpomdAna kad’ Dyikdeoto kordvng, / cOpPorov GkpotdTng peYdAng céo, ToTVIO,
oeipiic /" fi x06va Botidvepay épikao, untépa Biprwv, / tatpokactyvitolo fioausvn nébov ipov, / obvoua
&’ dotel ddKog Exev 60 Kol Ppévag EONAS.

314 Hymn V.1.

315 For example, the gigantomachy in Hymn VI1.8; the agon between Athena and Poseidon for the
patronage of Athens in VI11.21; and the marriage between Aphrodite and Hephaestus in V.5.

316 Sheppard (1980) 145 notes that the verb allegorein is usually replaced by mystery related
vocabulary, such as symbolon and related verbs and adjectives.
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divine beings, Proclus refers to the same stories in the Hymns, albeit without the
“unseemly veil” that he criticized in Essay V. His Hymns follow the criteria that he
established for the ideal poet of Essay V, that is, they speak about the gods in a veiled
manner, but the veil is appropriate to the subject matter. Since symbola imply likeness to
some degree, Proclus’ Hymns are examples of a mimetic process. He is representing
metaphysical realities through symbolic language.

It is not straightforward how the Hymns might fit in a “superior mimesis” model.
While Proclus is definitely looking into the divine realm, his contemplation seems to be
more the fruit of discursive thought than the divine intellection discussed in Plotinus’
chapter. The Hymns are an attempt at producing contemplation through the invocation of
the helpful gods. First and foremost, the Hymns are objects of contemplation. There are
two categories into which the Hymns might fit. The Hymns can be the product of
contemplation, and thus the creative phase of “superior mimesis”, or they can be an
attempt at an object of contemplation made through “educated guess” (based on
discursive investigations), and which creates contemplation afterwards. In a passage from
his Commentary on the Timaeus where Proclus explains his theory of prayer, he claims
that the first step of prayer is knowledge, meaning the knowledge of the divine
hierarchies®’. This knowledge comes before the prayer itself, and thus is not a product
of the contemplation that happens through that particular prayer. That knowledge is
obtained prior, either through discursive or intuitive means. Proclus’ Hymns are then
either a fruit of contemplation or of scientific knowledge. It seems to be a paradoxical
concept. In the prayers, Proclus repeatedly asks (Hymn 1.39-44) for divine inspiration

which is essentially reversion and contemplation:

aigl 6 HUETEPUUGLY AAEEIKAKOIGIY APWYOIC

YOI L&V A0g ayvov Eufi ToAboABov onalolg
ayAOV dmookeddcag OAesifpoTov, i0AdYELTOV,
oopatt 8’ aptepinv te Kol dyAaddmpov vyeiny,
gOKAeinG T’ émifnoov Eué, mpoydvav T’ évi Becoig

Movcamv £pacimAOKAU®OY dDPOLGL LEAOTUNV.

May you always through your evil-averting help
give holy light rich with blessings to my soul,

once you have scattered the man-destroying poisonous mist,

817 Proclus, In Tim. 1.206.26-214.12.
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and to my body fitness and gift-bestowing health;
bring me to glory, that in accord with the traditions of my forefathers

I may cultivate the gifts of the Muses with pretty locks.

Here, Proclus asks for both “holy light”, which is the illumination of the intellect®!8, and
the “gifts of the Muses”. “Holy light” is also mentioned in other hymns®°. The “man-
destroying poisonous mist” is a reference to the Iliad V.121-132, when Athena disperses
the mist that hides the gods’ true form from mortal eyes. This intertextuality, noted by
Van den Berg®?, functions as a theurgical symbolon. But divine inspiration is essentially
reversion and contemplation, as is prayer®?!. The use of symbola might reflect the possible
divine inspiration of Proclus, since he connects the use of such mechanisms to theurgical
efforts in Essay V1. It should be noted that by “the gifts of the Muses” Proclus is probably
referring to philosophy as a form of mousiké. As seen in Essay V, the philosopher is the
true mousikos.

But in his prayers for “holy light”, Proclus also mentions that this kind of

inspiration can be achieved through books and rites (Hymn 1V.5-7):

KAUte, camTipeg peydrot, Lobéwv 8’ amo Bifrmv
vevoat’ €pol pAog yvov AmookedAoavTes OpiyANyY,

dppa kev €d yvoiny Bedv duppotov 18E Kol &vdpa.

Hearken, great saviours, and grant me from very divine books
pure light, scattering the mist,

so that I know well an immortal god from a man.

And (Hymn V1.4-7):

tevyete & alylnesoav Epod Piotolo mopeinv
BpiBouévny ayaboiot, kKakag 6’ aneladvere voOoovg
€K pebéav, yoymv 6& mept yBovi papyaivovcay

EAKET” £YEPOIVOOIGL KOO PAUEVIV TEAETTIOL.

Make the course of my life radiant,

318 \/an den Berg (2001) 182.

319 Hymns 111.15; 1.40; VI1.31, 33.
320 \/an den Berg (2001) 182.

31 In Tim. 211.9.
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weighed down with good things, but drive the evil diseases
from my limbs; attract my soul, now madly raging around the earth,

once it has been purified through the intellect-awaking rites.

And finally (Hymn 111.1-5):

Yuvéopev, HepoOmmV Avaydylov DUVEOUEY PAG,
gvvéa Buyatépag peydov Aldg AyAaop@dvoug,
ol yoyag katd BéEvOog dhmopévag Brotoo

aypavtolg teretiiow Eyepovomv amod Bifrov (...)

We hymn, we hymn the light that raises man aloft,

on the nine daughters of great Zeus with splendid voices,

who have rescued from the agony of this world,

so hard to bear, the souls who were wandering in the depth of life

through immaculate rites from intellect-awaking books (...)

These three texts speak of both books and rites as capable of transmitting divine
inspiration, having themselves been composed by divine inspiration. This follows the
theory of the chain of inspiration, which claims that the audience of a divinely inspired
poem (or other forms of creation) will in turn be divinely inspired. Since the Hymns
themselves utilize symbola and are capable of using theurgy to create divine inspiration,
the ones who read or hear Proclus’ Hymns will be divinely inspired in turn - the chain
theory seems to imply so - since the symbola act then as objects of contemplation that
point upwards.

In conclusion, the Hymns of Proclus are a form of theurgy that puts into practice
what Proclus established in Essay VI of his Commentary on the Republic. These poems
act as a mimetic product of a contemplation of the higher realm, although it is
inconclusive if that contemplation was discursive or intuitive (i.e., if they are products of
philosophical inquiry or divine inspiration). The poems themselves, inasmuch as they use
theurgic symbola, are objects of contemplation that provoke the superior form of

contemplation — in Proclus’ terms: divine inspiration.

Conclusion

Proclus has distinct views on mimesis, particularly dependent on the Neoplatonic
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context in which he was inserted. The concept of theurgy led Proclus to discuss mimesis
in its soteriological aspect as a form of ascent and to focus on the mimetic power of
symbola and the sympatheia which connect the whole Neoplatonic reality through links
of likeness. Furthermore, the religious context of lamblichean Neoplatonism possibly led
Proclus to see divine inspiration as a cornerstone of the revelatory status of Plato and
other forms of divine knowledge passed down through books, which are an important
element in Proclus’ thought, which is made evident by his many references to books in
the Hymns. While Proclus definitely has his own theories which employ mimesis as a
creative and contemplative mechanism, he still abides by the distinction which I have
found in both Plato and Plotinus. This is the distinction between “superior” and “inferior
mimesis”, which all three stages of Platonism employ in their metaphysical and artistic

discussions.
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Appendix |
Hinos de Proclo, Traducéo
I - Hino a Hélio

Escutai, 6 Rei do Fogo noérico, Titd detentor das rédeas douradas
Escutai, dispensador da luz, que sustenta a vida, 6 soberano

Que tem a chave da fonte e canaliza de cima

ao cosmo material uma abundante torrente de harmonia.

Escutai! Pois, estando acima do trono central do Eter

E possuindo o coragdo do cosmo, disco brilhantissimo,

Enchestes todas as coisas com a tua Providéncia que desperta o intelecto.
Os planetas, dotados dos teus sempre-prosperos archotes,

Através de dancas sem fim e sem descanso,

Sempre sobre os terrestres langcam gotas que geram vida.

Sob as viagens circulares da tua carruagem,

Todas as coisas geradas germinam de acordo com as estaces.

O clamor dos elementos embatendo uns contra os outros

parou ao surgires (vindo) do misterioso gerador.

O inabalavel coro das Moiras detém-se para ti,

E novamente enrolam o novelo do destino que agrilhoa,

Quando (o) desejares pois dominas ao redor,

Pois reinas com poder tudo a volta.

Da tua corrente o Rei do canto que respeita os deuses, Febo, surtiu.
Cantando as palavras dos deuses, acompanhado da citara,

Refreia a grande onda da estrondosa geracéo.

Péon, do teu séquito de doces oferendas que afasta o mal, brotou,

E imputou a sua saude, enchendo de uma harmonia toda indcua

O vasto cosmo. Cantam-te em hinos, como glorioso pai de Dioniso.
E também na mais funda das profundezas da Matéria como Euios Attis.
Outros como delicado Adonis te celebram em cantos.

Temem a ameaca do teu agil flagelo os Daemones,
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Nefastos aos homens e de temperamento selvagem,
Preparando males para as nossas miseraveis almas,

[30] Para que no fundo da vida ruidosa sempre sofram,
Por terem caido sob o jugo do corpo,

Esquecendo o patio brilhante do Pai Celeste.

Mas, 6 melhor dos deuses, coroado em fogo, bem-aventurado Daemon,
Imagem do Deus Pai de Tudo, ascensor das almas,
[35] Escutai e purificai-me sempre de todos os erros,
Recebei a minha suplica lacrimosa, protege-me dos pecados funestos,
Que me protejas para longe das deusas da vinganca,
Apaziguando o &gil olho da Justica que vé tudo claramente.
Que envies sempre uma luz santa e bem aventurada para a minha alma
[40] Com os teus favores que afastam o mal,
Quando dispersares a venenosa nevoa assassina de homens;
E (que envies) uma saude inabal&vel para o meu corpo,
Eleva-me para a gloria, para que, nas leis dos antepassados,
Me cultive nos dons das Musas de adoraveis madeixas.
[45] Concede, pela piedade amorosa, uma firme felicidade,
Se desejares, 6 Soberano. Es capaz de facilmente realizar
Todas as coisas, pois tens o dominio e o poder ilimitado.
E se, gracas ao novelo movido pelas estrelas, e gracas a agulha
Que circula em hélices, algum mal vier para mim,

Tu, protege-me com a tua grande forca.

Il - Hino a Afrodite

Cantamos hinos a corrente de muitos nomes de (Afrodite) da espuma
nascida,
E a grande nascente real, da qual todos os imortais amores alados
Brotaram, dos quais uns disparam flechas noéricas contra as almas
[5] Para que, sofrendo a picada anagdgica da saudade,
Desejem (as almas) ver o patio fogoso da mée.
Outros, gracas as vontades que afastam o mal e a providéncia do pai,

Desejando aumentar o universo infinito com geracdoes,
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Incitaram nas almas um desejo da vida terrestre.

Outros supervisionam sempre 0s caminhos variados

Dos cantos matrimoniais, de modo que produzem

Uma imortal raga de homens que muito sofrem a partir da raga mortal.
E nos trabalhos da Citereia geradora do amor todos se interessam.
Mas, 6 Deusa, pois tens ouvidos que ouvem ao longe

Por todo o lado, quer cerques o grande céu,

Onde dizem que tu és uma alma divina no eterno cosmo,

Quer habites no éter acima dos ciclos das sete Orbitas,
Depositando poder inquebravel sobre as tuas correntes,

Escutali, e que guies a minha muito cansativa viagem da vida,

O soberana, com os teus justissimos dardos,

Refreando o impulso arrepiante dos profanos desejos.

I11 - Hino as Musas

Cantamos hinos, cantamos hinos a luz que eleva os homens
As nove, de bela voz, filhas do grande Zeus,

Que protegem das agonias insuportaveis

As almas que vagueiam nas profundezas da vida

Através de ritos imaculados vindos dos livros que acordam o intelecto
E ensinaram-nas (almas) a desejar seguir com urgéncia o trilho
Para |4 do abismo do esquecimento

E a irem puras até ao astro parente do qual foram separadas
Quando cairam no cabo da mundo gerado,

Enlouquecidas com as sortes materiais

Mas, 6 Deusas, refreiem também o meu turbulento impeto

E inspirem-me através das palavras noéricas dos sabios

E que a raca dos impios mortais ndo me afaste

Do divino, brilhante e frutifero caminho

Puxai sempre do ruido da geracéo errante

Para a luz sacra a minha alma deambulante,

Cheia das vossas colmeias que fortalecem a mente

E possuindo a gloria da tua eloquéncia que seduz o espirito.
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IV - Hino comum aos deuses

Escutai, 6 deuses, que detendes o leme da sagrada sabedoria,

Que acendendo uma chama anagdgica puxais almas mortais

Para os imortais, abandonando elas o escuro esconderijo,

Purificadas pelos ritos misteriosos dos hinos.

Escutai, 6 grandes salvadores, concedam-me uma sacra luz vinda dos livros
divinos, dispersando a névoa,

Para que possa distinguir bem um deus imortal e 0 homem também.

E que um Daemon, fazendo-me coisas terriveis,

N&o me mantenha para sempre sob um fluxo de esquecimento,

Estando eu longe dos bem-aventurados,

Que nenhuma arrepiante Vinganca prenda a minha alma

Com as correntes da vida, ndo desejando ela vaguear por muito (tempo)

Ao cair nas ondas da gélida geragédo

Mas, 0 Deuses, soberanos da brilhante sabedoria,

Escutali, e revelai, ao avancar em direcdo ao atalho celeste,

Os mistérios e ritos secretos das palavras sagradas.

V - Hino a Afrodite Licia

Cantamos hinos a rainha dos Licios, Virgem Afrodite.

Uma vez, estando cheios com a sua ajuda que repele os males,

Os lideres da nossa patria, inspirados pelos deuses,

Estabeleceram uma sagrada estatua na cidadela

Com os simbolos do casamento noérico, dos matrimoénios noéricos
Entre o Fogoso Hefesto e a Urania Afrodite.

E chamaram a deusa Olimpia, através de cujo poder

Muitas vezes escaparam ao veneno da morte que destroi os mortais,
E fixaram os olhos na exceléncia;

Uma geragéo de brilhante sabedoria, firme, brotou dos leitos partejantes.
Por todo o lado existia uma calma frutifera da vida.

Mas aceita 0 nosso sacrificio de eloquéncia, 6 Soberana,
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Pois eu proprio sou também de sangue Licio.
E eleva de volta a alma da desgraca para a grande beleza,
Enquanto ela foge da picada destrutiva do terrestre desejo.

VI - Hino comum a Hécate e a Jano

Saudacdes, 6 mae dos deuses, de muitos nomes, bem-nascida;

Saudac0es, Hécate que guarda as portas, de grande forca; mas tu também,
Saudac0es 6 Jano ancestral, Zeus imperecivel; Saudacdes, 6 Zeus supremo
Tornem radiante o caminho da minha vida,

Carregada com coisas boas, expulsem as funestas doencas

Dos meus membros. A minha alma que agora em frenesim

Rodeia a terra elevem quando for purificada pelos ritos que acordam a alma.
Sim, rezo, deem (me) as maos, revelem-me, a mim que necessito,

Os caminhos revelados pelos deuses. Observarei a preciosa luz

A partir da qual € possivel fugir ao mal da negra geracéo.

Sim, rezo, deem (me) as méos, puxem-me para o porto da piedade

Com as vossas brisas, pois estou cansado.

Saudacdes, 6 mae dos deuses, de muitos nomes, bem-nascida;

Saudacdes, Hécate que guarda as portas, de grande forca; mas tu também,

Saudac0es 6 Jano ancestral, Zeus imperecivel; Saudac6es, 6 Zeus supremo.

VII - Hino a Atena de muitos conselhos

Escutai-me, filha de Zeus detentor da égide,

Que salta da fonte do pai e do topo da tua corrente

De espirito viril, portadora de escudo, de grande forca, fidalga,

Palas, nascida de Trito, lanceira, do elmo dourado,

Escutai. Aceita em bom espirito (este) hino, 6 Soberana,

Nunca abandones em vao as minhas palavras ao vento,

Tu que abriste os portfes da sabedoria usados pelos deuses

E derrotaste a raga dos gigantes terrestres que lutaram contra os deuses.

Tu que fugiste do desejo de Hefesto apaixonado,
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E guardaste a cinta inconquistavel da tua virgindade.

Tu que no esconderijo do Eter salvaste o coragdo (ainda) ndo mutilado

Do soberano Baco quando foi despedacado pelas méaos dos Tités

E ao pai trouxeste-o, para que, através das misteriosas vontades,

Um novo Dioniso renascesse de Semele a volta do Cosmo.

O teu machado, cortando pela raiz as cabecas das bestas dos sofrimentos

de Hécate que tudo vé, adormeceu a geracao.

Tu que amaste o0 sagrado poder das virtudes que acordam os mortais.

Tu que ordenaste toda a vida com variadas artes

Dispondo artes demidrgicas noéricas as almas.

Tu que recebeste a acrépole na colina de crista alta,

Simbolo do grande topo da tua corrente, 6 Senhora.

Tu que amaste a terra, bergo dos homens, mée dos livros,

Enquanto resistias ao desejo sagrado do teu tio,

E concedeste a cidade ter o teu nome e nobres mentes.

Al geraste uma oliveira como sinal que se vé ao longe

Da contenda para os vindouros, junto da borda mais alta do monte,

Quando uma agitada onda imensa vinda do mar

Lancava-se contra os Cecropidas por comando de Posidon

Flagelando tudo com as suas estrondosas ondas.

Escutai-me, tu de quem brilha uma sacra luz.

Dai-me, ao errar pela terra um abencoado porto,

Dai uma sacra luz vinda das tuas palavras sagradas a alma

E também sabedoria e amor. Soprai para o (meu) amor

Uma forca tal e tdo grande que, vindo das barrigas das terras,

Novamente (me) puxara em direcdo ao Olimpo até a morada do teu nobre
pai.

Se algum obstaculo terrivel me dominar a vida,

Pois sei que sou despedacado por muitas e varias a¢des profanas,

Por vérios lados, as quais cometi em espirito insensato,

Sede graciosa, 6 tu que das conselhos moderados, que preservas 0s mortais,

N&o deixes que me torne em espolio e presa para as terriveis vingancas

Estendido no chdo, pois eu proclamo ser teu!

Dai aos (meus) membros uma saude inquebravel e firme,

E afastai a multiddo de doengas amargas que comem a carne.

Sim, rezo, 6 Rainha, e com a tua mdo imortal
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Parai todas as terriveis agonias negras.

Dai a viagem da minha vida ventos calmos,

Filhos, leito, gloria, boa aventuranca, felicidade amavel,

Persuasdo, conversas entre amigos, uma mente astuta,
[50] Poder contra os inimigos, autoridade entre 0s povos.

Escutali, escutai, 6 Soberana. Como grande suplicante

Venho a ti por (grande) necessidade. E tu, emprestai-me o gentil ouvido.
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Appendix 11

Comentario a Republica de Platédo, Ensaio V: Os ensinamentos de Platdo

sobre a poética, as suas ideias, 0 melhor género e ritmo

42. Primeiro é necessario falar e discutir sobre a razdo pela qual Platdo ndo aceita
a poesia, mas expulsa-a da cidade correta, mesmo se a ungindo com mirra, como é
costume das estatuas nos rituais mais sagrados, assim a coroou como sagrada, tal como é
costume coroar as estatuas. Pois bem, isto € o que é digno de examinar:

1. Se a poesia é algo divino em si, por que razdo € expulsa da cidade divina? Se
ndo tem nada de divino, por que razdo é honrada com as honras dos deuses?

2. Segundo, porque que raio ndo admite acima de tudo a tragédia e a comédia,
mesmo embora estas contribuam para as expiacGes das paixBes, que nem € possivel
excluirem totalmente nem, por sua vez, sdo seguras de cedermos excessivamente, mas
necessitam no momento certo de um estimulo que, se se completa durante o espectar
destas (comédia e tragédia), nos esvaziam destas coisas no resto do tempo.

3. Terceiro, de que modo no Simpdsio, por um lado compeliu ambos Agatén e
Aristofanes a concordar que a comédia e a tragédia tém origem na mesma ciéncia, mas
por outro lado na Republica ndo deseja que haja um mesmo escritor para as duas, mesmo
sendo as coisas mais proximas uma da outra, nem que haja um ator para as duas, embora
sejam ambos imitadores.

4. Quarto, porque que raio nega saber quais os cantos de simpdsio e quais 0S
fanebres, nem quais o interlocutor propde como melhores do que 0s outros e mais
préprios para a educacdo, mesmo que Sécrates diga saber algo sobre ritmos gragas a
tutoria de Damon, e nomeando aqueles que ele ensinou.

5. Quinto, 0 que é a musica verdadeiramente por si SO, e quais sdo 0s modos de
musica o secundario e terciario. 43. Parece que diz coisas diferentes em distintos sitios
sobre isto: tanto considera a poesia como um tipo de musica como a distingue da masica.

6. Sexto, que tipo de harmonias admite como util para a educacdo, que é
necessario os poetas da Republica praticarem, e qual das imagens ritmicas elege. Pois
parece que deixa estas coisas indefinidas, sendo necessario definicdo para aqueles que
discutem sobre a educacéo.

7. Sétimo, o que é que diz serem os erros dos poetas de acordo com ele, e por que
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razdo as préprias musas nunca falhariam. Descobriremos através destas investigacOes
como era ele o melhor critico de poesia, € ndo o pior, como alguns consideraram
antigamente por causa do elogio dos poemas de Sélon no Timeu.

8. Oitavo, qual é o melhor poeta segundo Platdo, e a partir de que vantagens de
conteldo e expressao € caracterizado. Pois é necessario que um seja de todas as formas o
mais correto, aquele para o qual, olhando, consideramos que se deve julgar a poesia.

9. Nono, qual é o objetivo da poesia correta segundo ele. Pois é necessario que o
correto de todas as coisas seja levado até algum objetivo, e por causa deste ou falhando
ou acertando é possivel atingir o correto ou o disforme de cada coisa das que tentamos
[fazer].

10. Décimo, qual é o poeta no universal para o qual o poeta no particular olha e
atingira o objetivo pessoal. Pois ndo existe nada das coisas verdadeiramente boas que néo
exista muito antes no [mundo dos] universais do que [no mundo] dos particulares.

Primeiro ponto. Comecando desde o inicio, falemos. Por que razdo ndo aceita a
poesia, embora esta tenha sido bem considerada como educativa naquele tempo, quando
estabelece os modelos da educacdo. 44. Pois parece provavel que, visto que toda a préatica
dos poetas & mimética, compreendeu que os poetas falhavam em relagdo a estas duas
coisas na mimese: umas vezes imitando os factos sobre 0s quais escrevem desigualmente;
outras vezes com semelhanca, mas sendo imitadores de coisas diversas, produzem da
mesma forma imitagdes diversas. Entdo, sempre que imitem as coisas dos deuses ou as
coisas dos herois [Platdo diz que] os imitam desigualmente sem saberem, ao tentar
descrever algo por linguagem com emogdes, mesmo sendo contraria a natureza dos seres,
ou contra 0s costumes a cerca destes, tanto em narrativas forjadas como sem narrativas,
assemelhando as coisas heroicas aos costumes da humanidade, arrastando para estas
coisas (heroicas), através de palavras, as paixdes: a ganancia, a subjugacdo, a arrogancia,
a intemperanca (Platdo diz que estas coisas sdo totalmente indignas dos herdis que nos
aceitamos serem filhos dos deuses), usando como cortina [para esconder] a verdade sobre
0os deuses uma linguagem vergonhosa que ndo é facil para 0s que escutam e
particularmente para os que sao jovens julgarem.

Ambas estas coisas (seguintes) mostram uma mimese desigual: Por um lado
imediatamente quando as coisas ndo sdo adaptadas aquilo que imitam; por outro lado,
quando sdo adaptadas, mas ndo diretamente, por causa da aparéncia inadequada devido
a0 véu da composicdo de narrativas. E necessario que o imitador forneca pensamentos

préprios as coisas, pois as imagens sdo desejadas como proprias de cada coisa, e [é
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necessario que o imitador] escolha palavras apropriadas aos pensamentos. 45. E por isso
[Platdo] costumava dizer muitas vezes sobre a poesia dos mitos dos deuses que mente ndo
belamente, chamando bela mentira aquilo que esconde a verdade através de palavras
bonitas. Mas sobre a imitagéo das coisas heroicas ndo disse que mente belamente, mas
disse que totalmente mente ao mostrar os herdis a serem como 0s homens. Quando é
necessario dizer as coisas verdadeiras mente porque as paixdes que atribuem aos herois
sdo muito inapropriadas, quando é necessario mentir mente ndo belamente por causa da
linguagem ser muito inapropriada para os deuses, linguagem a qual utilizam nos mitos
divinos.

Mas a razdo disto, a qual Platdo no Timeu revela claramente, é que a raca imitadora
é capaz de imitar acima de tudo as coisas nas quais foi criada, mas o que esta fora destas
coisas torna-se dificil de imitar em atos e mais dificil ainda de imitar em palavras. Logo,
[os da raca imitadora] nem s&o capazes de atribuir feitos apropriados aos herdis e [através]
destas coisas imitar a natureza deles que produz atos [tanto] humanos [como] moderados,
nem palavras que eles diriam dirigindo-se a quaisquer guerras ou a paz, ou [dirigindo-se]
aos deuses ou aos homens, mas que muitos dos homens diriam ou blasfemando contra os
deuses ou falando com demasiada confianca ou bajulando os homens ou cometendo
Hubris.

Por esta razdo é que falham em relacdo aos deuses, utilizando linguagem que €
habitual para si e na qual foram educados, tanto quanto imaginam ser (til para a cortina
sobre os deuses, os furtos, as rapacidades, os erros, os adultérios, as batalhas e as
conspiracdes dos deuses, faltando bastante no aplicar cada palavra as coisas sobre as quais
falam, tanto quanto é préprio dos bem-educados e que sdo da linguagem comum nas
cidades corretas, tanto as de cima como as de baixo, como a justica, a lei, a simplicidade,
0 respeitos e todas as coisas do género, coisas que sao naturais aos bons cidad&os.

N&o é toleravel para estes dizer coisas vergonhosas e ilegais, pois ndo consideram
atil poluir a lingua [que €] o 6rgdo das himnddias dos deuses e da comunhdo com o Bem
através da vocalizacdo destas coisas. 46. E [Platdo] flagelou os poetas por causa da
mimese duplamente desigual. Fazem a mesma coisa como se um pintor, propondo imitar
Aquiles, pintasse Tersites, ou pintasse Aquiles, mas omitisse a natureza masculina a qual
nas Leis [Platdo] chamou [uma representacdo] bem unida com o certo.

E maldisse a imitacdo desigual nos poetas doutra forma por causa da
representacdo da vida nas imagens e de todo o género de costumes e tipos imitando da

mesma forma cobardes, indisciplinados e ignorantes como homens corajosos, temperados
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e inteligentes. Esta diversidade € totalmente imprépria para a educacdo que procura
moldar os costumes dos que sdo educados apenas nos feitos bons e nas palavras boas.

A nossa alma regozija-se por natureza com imitacles, e por isso somos todos
amantes de mitos, e todos, quando somos jovens, se Nnos acostumarmaos a viver com todo
o0 tipo de imitagOes, assimilamo-nos a elas por causa da empatia e tornamo-nos alguns
iguais a elas e acabamos por ter costumes diversos devido a nos alegrarmos com coisas
diversificadas e sendo moldados por imitagdes variadas. A razdo pela qual a poesia dos
costumes diversos é melhor do que a dos simples é a mesma que antes dissemos estar
escrita no Timeu, a raga mimética [consegue] imitar mais facilmente estas coisas, nas
quais foram educados. Pois os poetas que sdo educados como homens complexos e de
todos os tipos ndo atingem a imitac@o dos [homens] simples e ndo moldados e de produzir
poemas iguais a estes (homens simples), [poemas] que sdo capazes de, moldando[-0s],
fazer os outros que estudam os poemas semelhantes em relagdo as mesmas coisas.

Entdo, por exemplo, encontraremos entre 0s homens de hoje os maiores
admiradores dos quais a maioria € de costumes complexos. 47. Pelo menos existe 0
argumento que todo aquele que admira, logo se assemelha ao admirado, e todo aquele
que tem prazer, concorda com o que apraz. Em relagdo as leis que regem a educacgéo para
0S jovens, é necessario resguardar contra esta poética, visto que é um prazer para as
criancas, e ndo é util para a virtude, mas quanto maior for o prazer para eles, maior
também € o dano. Pois sera eleita a musa mais austera, a que a virtude diretamente conduz.
Pois nem nos admiramos com a medicina que d& prazer, mas com a que cura. E aeducacéao
¢ a medicina das almas, concerta a anomalia e a distorcdo das paixdes nas almas, de tal
modo que é necessario eleger esta musa, todos os poemas e todos os habitos para a
lideranca dos jovens, ndo aquilo que, sendo prejudicial, apraz a juventude, mas aquilo
que dé disciplina, embora seja duro.

Duas coisas, para que falemos resumidamente, duas razdes para ndo ser aceitavel
a poética para a educacdo ideal: Nas coisas que imitam corretamente (0s assuntos
humanos) a variedade da imitacdo; e nas coisas que imitam ndo corretamente a
desarmonia da imitacdo e isto € duplice: ou na linguagem apenas, ou também nos feitos,
como observamos.

Visto que interpretamos todos que a poética das musas € sagrada e que chegou
inicialmente a humanidade gracas a inspiracdo delas, igualmente, presumo, enviando esta
para fora da sua cidade por causa das razdes referidas, [Platdo] ndo considerou necessario

expulsé-la porque ndo a honrava, mas honrou-a como sagrada para as musas com as
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mesmas honras das estatuas, com mirra e grinaldas. Mas ndo pensemos que, mesmo se
por acaso esta poética ndo pertencer na melhor cidade, [Platdo] considerou esta como
imprépria e prejudicial a todos os tipos de vida, mas que é propria de alguns, que
beneficiem das palavras desta poética. 48. Tal como o préprio diz, mesmo a [poesia] que
imitou incorretamente a coisas divinas tem lugar nos mistérios intermédios, nos quais as
coisas ditas simbolicamente mostram-se claras ao servi¢o dos deuses como um todo e a
recitacdo destas [coisas simbolicas] contribui para toda a arte hieratica. Visto que a
prépria vida dos ouvintes ja esta estabelecida entre os deuses e ja escutam estas histdrias,
sem prejuizo, através destas narrativas os Ultimos dos espiritos sdo evocados, e
enfeiticando através destes simbolos fazem com que a providéncia divina, sem
obstaculos, va destes [espiritos] até nds, como se estivessem cheios com as palavras e 0s
feitos que regozijam. Assim encontrariamos a imitagdo dos caracteres variados [como]
atil a alguns, aos quais o ndo-diverso é mais prejudicial do que o [proprio] diverso. E por
isso que € util para aquela cidade que é totalmente tiranica, pois ndo permite regozijar
apenas com a pior forma de vida, mas introduz uma educacao através de uma imitacédo de
caracteres multiplos, incluindo igualmente os habitos melhores e os piores. Pois tal como
esta diversidade é prejudicial para esta forma divina e real da cidade, assim também é (til
para a forma pior e tiranica. Isto divide-se em dois pontos: o melhor ou o pior do que a
diversidade. O melhor, por um lado, ao utilizar a diversidade, seria prejudicado [por ela],
tornando-se pior, enchendo-se do pior, e o pior do que a diversidade, por outro lado, ganha
[com a diversidade] e torna-se melhor, usufruindo do melhor.

Entdo se a poesia é Gtil para algumas outras cidades, logo é exilada como nao
concordante com a [cidade] ideal, mas mesmo assim € honrada. 49. Pois afirmamos que
toda a arte hieratica é prépria de algum deus, mas ndo desejaremos por causa disto tornar
0s nossos guardibes em artesdos, pois tém como Unica ocupacdo apenas a salvacdo da
cidade. Entéo [Platdo] expulsa as artes para a cidade de baixo [inferior], e igualmente
expulsa a poética para outra cidade. Aquelas [artes] completam as necessidades
instrumentais aos politicos e aos lideres, como se submetem e ndo discordam da ordem
delas em favor dos salvadores da cidade. Mas ndo € possivel incluir entre as artes a poética
que estd cheia de espirito e afirma que ensina, para que ndo preparemos fortificacbes
[inimigas] desde a cidade inferior e ndo engrandecamos o0s habitos opostos aos habitos
dos guardides.

Entdo desta maneira resolvemos o primeiro dos problemas.

[2] Entédo o segundo [problema] (este € o expulsar a comédia e a tragédia, estranhamente,
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embora seja possivel através destas saciar moderadamente as paixdes e, estando saciadas,
conter bons feitos propicios a educacdo, curando o sofrimento delas). Isto forneceu
Aristdteles com muito pretexto para acusacdo e forneceu aos que defendem esta poesia
pretexto contra os argumentos de Plat&o, assim desta forma resolveremos de acordo com
0 que [foi dito antes].

Todos os imitadores de caracteres multiplos, através da imitacdo, facilmente
entram nas mentes da audiéncia, através da diversidade tornam-se prejudiciais para eles
(pois, sejam as imitacdes de que tipo [forem], é forcoso que aquele que as sente torna-se
semelhante a elas, através das imitacdes), e isto € 0 mais contrario a educacao das criangas
a virtude. A virtude é simples e muito semelhante a propria divindade, da qual dizemos
que o Uno é especialmente proprio. E necessario que aquele que se tornara semelhante
ao Uno fuja da vida contréria a simplicidade, de tal modo que deve purificar-se de toda a
diversidade. 50. Mas se isto é assim, também € sobretudo necessario que aquele que é
jovem, devido a facilidade de moldar a juventude, se afaste 0 mais possivel de todos
aqueles hébitos que nos arrastam para aquela [diversidade]. Entdo é dbvio que
protegeremos 0s ouvintes contra a tragédia e a comédia porque sao imitacdes de todo o
tipo de caracteres e que precipitam para o prazer, para que o agradavel delas, arrastando
0 suscetivel para a simpatia, ndo encha a vida dos jovens com males originados nas
imitacdes, e, em vez de uma moderacdo expiatoria das paixdes, ndo cause nas almas um
estado de opressdo dificil de limpar, o qual suprime o que € uno e simples, moldando
coisas opostas a isto a partir da amizade por imitacdes de todos os tipos.

Logo, estas poesias atraem diferentemente aquela [parte] da alma que esta mais
exposta as paixdes; esta [a comédia], provocando o deleite no prazer e conduzindo para
0 riso excessivo; aquela [a tragédia], exercitando o deleite pela dor e arrastando para 0s
lamentos sérdidos, e na medida em que cada uma dela faz o seu trabalho melhor, tanto
mais alimenta o nosso lado patético. Entdo diremos que é necessario que o politico arranje
algumas formas de purgar estas paixdes, mas nao de tal modo que intensifique a nossa
dependéncia emocional delas, [mas] pelo contrario, de tal modo que dé,
harmoniosamente, rédea curta as a¢des destas. Entdo diremos que aquelas poesias, porque
tém, além da diversidade, também a imoderacdo na estimulacdo destas paixdes, estdo
longe de ser Uteis para a expiacdo. Pois as expiacdes ndo estdo nos excessos, mas nas
atividades moderadas que tém pouca semelhanca aquelas das quais sdo expia¢coes. Se ndo
€ necessario que os educados por nos se tornem amantes da dor e do riso, ndo serd

necessario que eles se associem com as imitac6es multiplas de ambas estas duas paixodes.
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51. Duas coisas entdo fizeram que Platdo ndo aceitasse a tragédia e a comédia na
cidade ideal como nédo sendo dignas, para os jovens, de atencdo: uma, a diversidade das
imitacdes destas [poesias], como foi investigado; outra, a estimulacdo imoderada das
paixdes, as quais [ele] deseja refrear tanto quanto possivel; e terceiro [em adi¢ao] a estas,
a tolerancias delas [da comédia e tragédia] para com os erros em relacdo a toda a raca
divina e heroica. Ndo se afastam de todo das conversas que fogem para a impiedade,
blasfemando contra os deuses, escrevendo para os herdis discursos indignos de herois; se
0S N0ssos jovens acreditarem nestes discursos, serdo educados numa vida gigantica e na
fantasia ateia, devido a qual, ao crescer, todo o coro das virtudes arruinar-se-a. Pois ndo
deseja [0 coro] existir em harmonia com a vida ateia e arrogante face aos mais fortes. Mas
se ndo acreditarem, nem se as poesias tivessem algo de util, ndo considerariam credivel
por causa da incredibilidade sobre elas em relagdo as coisas maiores. Pois, por natureza,
se nos desconfiarmos daquelas coisas que sdo dignas de muita atencdo também ndo
daremos a nossa atencdo aquelas coisas que sdo menos dignas. E Platdo, prevendo estas
coisas, ndo da um coro aos que fazem este tipo de imita¢Ges, nem deixa aos que sdo jovens
escuta-las, por causa das trés preocupagdes, como foi investigado:

- Por causa da viciosidade dos pensamentos / doutrina

- Por causa da imoderacdo das paixdes

- Por causa da diversidade em todo o tipo de vida.

Destas, uma é um mal para a faculdade cognitiva em nés; outra para a faculdade
apetitiva e a outra para toda a alma.

52.[3] Mas, tendo sido estas coisas examinadas, avancemos para aquilo que
propusemos como familiar ao que foi [dito] anteriormente, como pode concordar consigo
préprio [ser consistente], [se] no Simpdsio a forca faz a comédia e a tragédia proprias da
mesma arte, mas na Republica diz que as mesmas nédo sdo relacionadas uma com a outra
e ndo sdo produzidas pela mesma habilidade, por causa da geracdo da nossa natureza
fragmentada em coisas diferentes para coisas diferentes, de tal modo que em relacdo a
tragédia apenas, nem todos tém as metades da mesma poesia iguais para o todo, mas uns
sdo corretos numas partes desta e outros noutras, e assim também com a comédia.

Entdo a verdade € que é possivel a todos perceber que a alma humana, devido a
distancia da vida e a queda desde a energia universal para a particular, caiu na [vida] mais
dupla. Aquela tornou a propria cdsmica, tendo visdo para o todo e administrando em
conjunto com os deuses tudo, olhando pouco para a génese, enquanto o lider neste mundo

estd acostumado a contemplar o todo. Mas a descida para esta forma aconteceu porque
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ela [a alma] foi conduzida do todo e do tudo para o mais definido. Por um lado, preferindo,
[em vez] do logos césmico, de acordo com o qual ja vivera primordialmente, apenas a
vida mortal, por outro lado, depois disto, atirou-se para outra [vida] mais fragmentada, a
humana, em vez da providéncia da totalidade da vida mortal como um todo. E depois
disto, fixando a sua vida de acordo com a vida de algum ser humano, como a do fil6sofo,
pondo de lado o logos comum do ser humano. E depois disto, vestindo uma vida nesta
regido, nesta cidade, nesta familia, e assim tornando-se particular em vez de universal, e
por causa da queda para esta existéncia, toma outras caracteristicas, umas por causas
proximas, como 0s pais e 0 esperma, e outras [por causas] do ambiente e da natureza
propria em si, e outras [por causas] circunstanciais da vida propria aos lugares nos quais
calhou cair a ultima queda. 53. Atraves destas coisas todas, a natureza dela [da alma],
estando verdadeiramente despedacada, limitou a sua capacidade para as artes, ciéncia e
devocgdes diversas, e outra [alma] produziu outras [capacidades para as artes, ciéncias e
devocgdes], e ndo para todas estas mesmas, visto que ela divide as vidas relacionadas com
estas coisas, em relacdo aos poderes dela. Isto entdo € a maior verdade de tudo o que eu
disse, como é possivel a alguns escrever comédia e a outros tragédia e a outros ndo é
possivel escrever todas as partes da comédia ou igualmente da tragédia.

Mas, é necessario aos que fazem estas poesias duas coisas: 0 conhecimento e a
vida. O conhecimento para que tenham a arte de como preparar o tratamento de cada
[parte] e através de que partes, e como as organizar e através de que tipo de personagens,
coisas que 0s gque escrevem sobre estes assuntos estdo habituados a discutir. A vida [ou
aptitude], para que produzam uma imitacdo [correta] de caracteres, [como] que tipo de
coisas, de circunstancias e de personagens sdo, e para que nao se tornem imitadores
incorretos das coisas que sugerem, [logo] é possivel haver um conhecimento técnico para
ambas, aquilo que Sécrates diz no Simpdsio (pois ndo diz que o mesmo [poeta] imita a
tragédia e a comédia, mas que 0 mesmo sabe escrever comédia e tragédia); Mas,
forcosamente, a habilidade de imitar através de caracteres ja ndo é uma para ambas as
poesias. E Socrates na Republica diz que o0 mesmo [poeta] ndo é capaz de imitar
tragicamente e comicamente. Pois, a imitacdo é sobretudo a criacdo de caracteres, mas 0
mesmo caracter ndo é proprio para a tragedia que se deleita nos lamentos, [como] para a
comédia que se deleita no riso.

Logo, Socrates, razoavelmente dividindo o técnico do ético num momento disse
gue um mesmo poeta sabe fazer ambas, e noutro momento disse que 0 mesmo nao pode

imitar ambas. Pois é necessario técnica e caracter para ambas, e destas duas, a técnica é
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comum a ambas, mas o caracter € diferente por propriedade. Ja [foi dito] muito sobre isto.

54.[4] O que diremos sobre a quarta [questdo]? Como € que Socrates nega saber
os diferentes tipos de harmonias, [enquanto] diz que ouviu algumas coisas sobre ritmos
junto de Damon, e passou o conhecimento destas coisas para Glaucon, adicionando “tu
€s musico”?

De acordo com isto, digamos em favor desta investigacéo que é proprio do politico
dizer algo sobre harmonias e sobre ritmos, mas ndo [da mesma maneira] como é proprio
do musico. E necessario que seja proprio deste [politico] o trabalho de determinar que
tipo de modo de harmonias sdo proprios para a ascensdo e educacao dos jovens, mas ao
outro [musico] é préprio investigar aprofundadamente as distingdes entre as [diferentes
harmonias], quais instigam o deleite na dor da alma, quais d&o licenca ao deleite no prazer
e quais moderam as a¢Oes de ambas [estas paixdes]. Deve entdo, se for verdadeiramente
musico, investigar quais as proprias para as constitui¢des. Portanto, dizem corretamente
gue nem o politico deve ser ignorante na masica, nem o masico ignorante na politica.
Pois, destes, 0 que € ignorante na musica, por causa do seu desconhecimento de musica,
ndo saberd que harmonia contribui para a educacédo. E destes, o apolitico aceitara todas
as harmonias igualmente, [tanto] as que tém tendéncia para a incorre¢cdo [como] as que
contribuem para a educacdo. Embora a musica professe que torna a alma simpatética as
coisas belas e adversa as coisas feias.

Entdo, Sdcrates, defendendo o que é prdprio para o politico, como demiurgo de
uma constituicdo, passa para outros a distin¢do das harmonias, enquanto o préprio traca
apenas os topicos da harmonia com tendéncia para a educagdo. Assim como pertence ao
verdadeiro politico definir o objetivo do general e contra quem fazer guerra, [contra]
aqueles que tentarem cometer injustica, e deixar a este [general], como especialista, as
direces, as coisas da guerra e as [suas] divisdes, onde, como e através de que coisas fazer
guerra. 55. Assim também, o politico comandara ao médico curar aqueles que for
necessario, nos casos onde ndo se esta a prolongar a morte, mas permitir-lhe-a4 conhecer
as direcOes da saude, se € possivel [curar] atraves de dietas, ou se através de farmacos ou
se através de cirurgias. Do mesmo modo, o politico mandard ao orador discursar e
convencer que as coisas justas e as coisas proveitosas sdo as mesmas coisas, mas deixara
ao orador distinguir e conhecer as formas de discurso, usando as quais é possivel
convencer, e as diferencas entre elas, se € necessario convencer 0s ouvintes através de
discursos augustos ou se através [de discursos] eticos ou [se atraves de discursos] que

tenham maior intensidade. Convencera cada um, atraves das coisas apropriadas.
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Assim entdo, o politico até em relacdo as harmonias estabelecera a colecdo de
topicos delas, e deixard ao musico os detalhes proprios das diferencas entre elas. Por causa
destas coisas, Sdcrates diz que ndo conhece as harmonias, nem quais as dos funerais nem
quais as dos simpdsios, mas apenas [diz] que determina aquilo para que é necessario que
o0 educador olhe, para aquela harmonia que cause ordem ao educando em todas as acoes,
em todas as circunstancias e em todas as paixdes, [aguela que] o torne homem nas coisas
violentas e nos constrangimentos, e que ndo o torne relaxado com a energia da vida,
aquela que o torne sensato nas licengas e nas vontades e que ndo o torne desarmonizado
por causa da presente boa conduta [bem estar]. Pois das coisas que acontecem, as
indesejadas costumam tornar humilde as almas, mas as desejadas relaxam-nas. 56. Mas
se, [embora] negue conhecer as harmonias por causa do que € proprio ao politico, diz algo
sobre ritmos, a culpa disto talvez seja a ignorancia de Glaucon. Pois disse que conhecia
as harmonias e as formas entre elas, mas disse que ndo conhecia os ritmos, [ou] mesmo
se alguns destes seriam uteis para a educacdo. Entdo, para que demonstrasse as utilidades
desta [musica] para a educacdo e para que ndo fosse deixado incompleto por ele o
raciocinio [ou didlogo] sobre o poder destas coisas e sobre o0 todo da musica, disse poucas
coisas, como é razoavel, sobre ritmos, chamando a aten¢do como nestas coisas ha [algo]
educativo e que leva a virtude. Logo, continuando no [topico do] politico, mas / e ndo
desejando mudar [0 tema] para 0 musico, passando a teoria dos ritmos para Damon,
conclui uma s6 coisa a partir de todas [estas] coisas, que é necessario que o educador
procure a eloquéncia, a harmonia e o bom ritmo, olhando talvez aqui para o todo da alma.

Através da boa linguagem e eloquéncia, o racional é aperfeicoado em nds, atraves
da boa harmonia e do bom ritmo o irracional € ordenado. Originando esta [a boa
harmonia] nos poderes das almas (pois estas harmonizam-se antes das energias), e 0 bom
ritmo manifestando-se apenas nas ac¢des. Pois, 0s movimentos sdo ordenados através dos
ritmos, visto que o ritmo é a ordenacdo destes, de acordo com o qual sdo medidos no
tempo e ha neles o primeiro e o seguinte).

[5] Disto [ja] chega. Contemplemos a proxima [questdo], o que é necessario que
conhecamos sobre a musica e poesia, de acordo com ele [Platdo], como se relacionam
umas com as outras e quantas ordenacdes / categorias de musica ha. Esperariamos que
juntasse a musica a poética, visto que diz que o poeta se senta no tripode da musa e visto
que diz que a inspiracdo pela musa, que toma a delicada e pura alma, incita e excita para
as odes e outras [formas] de poesia, mas [logo] separa uma das outras, tal como quando,

ordenando as vidas, estabelece 0 musico na primeira posi¢do, exatamente [como faz] com
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0 amante da beleza, mas ao poeta colocou-o0 em sexto, exatamente [como faz] com todos
os imitadores. 57. Na verdade, parece que ele contempla muitas formas de mdsica e
atribui toda a raga poética sob a categoria de musica, mas nao fecha toda a musica na
[categoria] poética. E de valor diz, delimitando todas as formas de masica primeiro, qual
a que ele chamaria masica poética.

(1) Nés dizemos que a propria filosofia é a maior musica, tal como o maior
erotismo, se quiseres afirmar que a coisa mais erdtica ndo é regular a lira, mas [regular]
a propria alma com a melhor harmonia, por causa da qual a alma é capaz de organizar
todas as coisas da humanidade e cantar em hinos perfeitamente as coisas divinas, imitando
0 proprio Lider das Musas que canta em hinos o pai com odes noéricas, e contém o cosmo
todo com vinculos inquebraveis, movendo toas as coisas, de acordo com o que Socrates
diz no Crétilo. Logo, diria também que primeiramente a musica inspirada esta no filésofo
(pois passa despercebido a maioria que o fildsofo é inspirado), e ainda mais as coisas
nobres da musica educativa, e todas estas coisas de um modo simples, olhando para as
quais consideramos a musica digna de estudo por todos. E 0 mais elevado dos musicos é
assim, o mesmo, como dissemos, que o filésofo, aquele que falha em nada das coisas boas
em relagdo a musica.

58. (2) Mas chama a possessdo musical das musas por outra expressdo, como
incitante e excitante das almas para a poesia inspirada. “Pois,” diz, “aquele que atingir as
portas da poética sem a loucura das musas é um poeta incompleto e a sua poesia, a de um
homem sdo, é ultrapassada pela poesia dos loucos. Aqui, 0 poético e 0 musico vao para o
mesmo [ponto], a musica inspirada aperfeicoando o poeta inspirado. Diz que a possessdo
pelas musas ndo inspira para alguma outra coisa que ndo o tornar-se poeta, um cantor em
hinos dos feitos nobres que aconteceram outrora, e que incita, através destes, os vindouros
para o zelo da educagdo. Aqui, mostra qual, acima de tudo, é o papel da poética, estando
relacionado com a educacdo, e qudo grande, e que ndo esta relacionado com a legislacao,
mas verdadeiramente terceiro desde a verdade, educando, através de encdmios dos que
foram nobres, aqueles que invejam os habitos dos nobres. Certamente assim era um modo
de educacdo habitual entre 0s antigos, através da experiéncia / exemplo dos que viveram
de acordo com a virtude, levar outros a virtude gragas a imitacdo destes. A mesma coisa
é demonstrada por aquele que, no poeta, diz o seguinte:

“E aprendemos as glorias dos homens de outrora”.

E:

“N&o vés tal a gloria que divino Orestes entre todos os homens ganhou”?
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E:

“Pois, nunca vi tais homens, nem verei. Eram os mais fortes”.

Cada um destes [versos] educa, mas atraves de paradigmas. Este ndo é o método do
legislador, mas é dizer qual o verdadeiramente bom [homem], e como o educando se
tornara semelhante [a esse], a educacdo do legislador é por universais, ndo por exemplos
particulares.

59. (3) Também designa uma terceira forma de musica, ja ndo, como a anterior,
inspirada, mas na mesma € anagdgica atraves de harmonias visiveis em direcdo ao belo
invisivel das harmonias invisiveis. Pois este musico ¢ amante do belo, tal como o0 amante,
este € relembrado do [verdadeiro] belo através das aparéncias, aquele através dos sons.
Enumera este na primeira vida com o amante e faz trés os que escolhem a vida anagogica
e introspetiva desde Ultimos até novamente aos primeiros, a partir de onde cairam até
aqui, o filésofo, 0 amante e o musico. Este age de acordo com algum belo que esta nas
harmonias e ritmos e a partir disto sobe para as harmonias e ritmos invisiveis que ja nao
sdo apreensiveis através dos sons, mas visiveis ao logismos da mente. O outro age de
acordo com todo o belo que esta no sensivel, sendo relembrado do belo simples, mas ndo
de algo [particular]. O terceiro € enviado longe de todas as formas sensiveis para a
[natureza] divina das formas noéticas, cujas formas sensiveis sdo icones, e atingiu
antecipadamente o objetivo do musico e do amante. Algo particularmente belo é
certamente e de todas as formas belo, e alguma forma particular é de todas as maneiras
uma forma. O espectador de todas as formas conhece ambos, tanto o belo simples, que é
uma forma particular, e a coisa bela especifica. Portanto, este tipo de mdsica estara na
mesma categoria que o filésofo.

(4) Ainda conta outra musica em adi¢do a estas, a que é educativa dos caracteres
através das harmonias e dos ritmos em prol da virtude, [mdsica a qual] descobre quais as
harmonias e ritmos capazes de educar as paixdes das almas e de moldar com os melhores
caracteres em todos 0s assuntos e circunstancias, e quais as opostas as anteriores que
torcendo ou relaxando-as, tornam [as almas] desafinadas, e levam-nas para a desarmonia
e arritmia. 60. E poderas dizer que esta é a musica educativa ordenada sob o politico e
estd na mesma categoria que a ginastica, para a qual Socrates olhando, na Republica,
inicia os raciocinios sobre as harmonias e sobre os ritmos, tal como olha para aquela antes
desta quando ,procurando aquelas ciéncias que tém algo que atraia para a verdade, decide
ndo aceitar a harmonia que é sensivel, mas aquilo que é anagdgico para 0S racios

universais, colocando a nossa mente nas coisas noéticas em vez de nas sensiveis.
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De acordo com ele, os tipos de musica sdo tais; ja é claro como a poesia tem de
ser ordenada sob a musica, quer inspirada, quer ndo, da qual se deve distinguir aquela que
é anagogica. A vida primordial tinha esta [musica], e separou-a da poética por ser
mimética, ndo desejando esta [musica] viver mimeticamente, mas [desejando] levar-se
para longe dos imitadores e para [perto] dos paradigmas das harmonias e dos ritmos neste
mundo.

[6] Mas ja que estas coisas foram definidas, ndo deixemos indefinidas aquelas
coisas secundarias a estas, quais as harmonias que pensa serem necessarias ao poeta de
adotar para a educacéo dos jovens, e quais 0s ritmos que exige ao poeta que procure, visto
que proibe a cultivacdo do todas as harmonias e de todos os ritmos como sendo causa de
uma diversidade amusical para os caracteres dos educandos? Parece, em todo o caso,
gracas as raz6es que dissemos, que transfere o juizo destas coisas [para outros] e que nos
deixa em suspense, com sede de ouvir qual é sobre estas coisas la [nesse didlogo] a
opinido de Sdcrates que é o mais elevado dos musicos. Tal como eu penso, e ele proprio
confessa, ao dizer que a filosofia € a melhor masica e que ele nunca abandonou esta em
toda a vida, e, mantendo estas coisas, ele, irénico, diz que nada soube até aos dias finais.
Entdo qual era a sua opinido sobre a harmonia e sobre o ritmo, dos que levam & educacao,
nos quais exige que componham os poetas, que cantardo para os jovens, e s6 aos quais
diz que dara um coro, e ndo aos imitadores de caracteres de todos 0s tipos?

61. Em relacdo aos ritmos, sobre os quais dizer ter ouvido Damon e aceitou aquilo
que disse, é claro que aceitou, de entre os compostos, 0 Marcial, que é composto por um
Iambo, um DAéctilo e um Pariambo. Isto cria um caracter masculino e preparado para todas
as empresas forcosas e involuntéarias.

De entre os ritmos simples [admite] o dactilo heroico, sobre o qual diz ter ouvido
licdes de Damon que regulou o dactilo e o heroico, mostrando como considera que esse
ritmo é produtivo de organizacdo e de equilibrio de coisas boas destas. E que a partir
destas duas, torna a alma ao mesmo tempo agil e gentil. Ambas estas coisas bem
misturadas uma com a outra de tal modo que criam uma verdadeira educacdo. Pois, no
Politico diz que ndo se deve apenas tomar dos caracteres o agil, que é por si sO instavel e
incerto, nem também o gentil, que separado do outro € languido e impotente. Entéo,
ambos 0s ritmos, quando juntos, introduzem a moderacdo um do outro.

Novamente em relacdo as harmonias, aquelas dos funerais e dos simposios, destas
umas relaxam o deleite no prazer, outras incitam ao deleite na dor, entéo j& expulsas estas,

[alguns] consideram que Sdcrates aceita as restantes, das que Damon ensinou, a harmonia
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Frigia e a Ddrica como educativas. Mas discordam uns dos outros, uns dizem que,
segundo ele, a Frigia é pacifica e a Dorica polémica, mas outros, contrariamente, dizem
que a Frigia, como estimulante, é polémica, e a Dorica, como acalmante, pacifica. Mas
encontramo-lo no Laques, dizendo claramente que o homem bom e verdadeiramente
educado é aquele que se adaptou ndo a lira nem aos instrumentos da educacgao, mas aquele
que se aplicou a sua alma, nem na harmonia Frigia, nem na Jénica, nem na Lidia, mas na
Darica que é a Unica harmonia grega. Pensamos que ele considera que apenas esta entre
[todas] as harmonias € suficiente para a educacdo, e a Frigia é propria para as coisas
sacerdotais e inspiradas (diz ele no Minos, claramente, que apenas os cantos do Olimpo
movem os que tém disposicao natural a éxtase para a possessao). 62. Mas dos ritmos, [ele
diz que] o Marcial ndo € proprio para a educacdo das almas dos jovens, mas € proprio
para 0 marchar paras as coisas da guerra e para suportar a necessidade, e dai o ritmo
recebe o seu nome. E que apenas o Dactilo Heroico regula os educados e organiza-los
totalmente em igualdade. Parece-me que desta forma disse ter ouvido Damon a definir
este ritmo, como contribuindo verdadeiramente para a ordenacdo da vida e como
formativo.

Logo, diremos que ele pensa que apenas uma harmonia —a Dorica — e apenas um
ritmo — o Dactilo Heroico — sdo proprios para 0s poetas que certamente irdo educar. Pois,
h& uma comunhdo entre estes, de acordo com a logica da igualdade. Tal como o ritmo
Déctilo é composto em igualdade de arsis e thesis, assim também a harmonia Dorica
harmoniza o igual logos para ambos os tons. Pois, em relacdo a ela ha duas tetracordas
que cantam divididas por tom. A Idgica da igualdade € prépria para as virtudes das formas
irracionais, removendo 0s excessos e as faltas que fazem parte da desigualdade.

63. Que cheguem estas coisas que foram demonstradas, quais as harmonias e quais
os ritmos que [ele] escolheu para a poesia educativa. Que, tal como rejeitava a diversidade
na imitacdo e por causa disto expulsava esta poética, assim também rejeitava nas
harmonias e nos ritmos os habitos diversos destas que conquistam 0s ouvidos da maioria,
e mostra que condena, dos instrumentos, os chamados pan-harmdnicos, o tragono e o
préprio aulos, este é semelhante aos pan-harménicos por causa da multiplicidade de
buracos, cujo nome deve-se a ser possivel ostentar todas as harmonias através deles.

Entdo, resumidamente falando, é necessario que o poeta contemple totalmente
estas duas coisas na sua obra: tanto nas imitacbes como nas harmonias e nos ritmos, o
belo e simples, dos quais o primeiro é noérico e o segundo divino. E sensatamente [0

fard]. Pois € necessario que a alma se assemelhe a estas coisas que sdo anteriores a ela. O
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corpo e a matéria sdo posteriores a ela, esta é uma deformidade e o corpo € um composito.

[7] Estando concluidas por nos estas coisas, olhemos qual a coisa que censura a
certa altura nos poetas do tempo dele e por causa de que coisas diz que eles ndo atingem
a verdadeira musica. As musas nunca cometerem 0s erros que estes cometem mostra que
eles se afastam da verdadeira musica e sdo levados a agradar a grande multidao. Entre
estes [erros] que ele diz que os poetas que conhece cometem, hd um que € 0 ndo tornar
[as harmonias] apropriadas as formas de vida que imitam os discursos, as harmonias e 0s
ritmos, utilizando palavras de homens nas mulheres, e nos homens as das mulheres, e
destas até de ndo virtuosas. Isto ndo é proprio da imitagdo correta, tal como [atribuir]
ritmos dos corajosos aos cobardes e vice-versa. 64. Outro erro € confundir as harmonias
e os ritmos em relacédo as formas de discursos e tecer juntas as coisas que nao deviam ser
tecidas juntas, como arrastar a harmonia Dorica para os discursos funebres e a Lidia, que
é de lamentos, para as coisas dos homens. [Ele diz que] é necessario que a harmonia
obedeca ao discurso, e o0 ritmo a harmonia. E se € um discurso de homem, as coisas
restantes [devem] ser do mesmo modo, e se é uma lamentacéo, cada coisa tem de ser da
mesma forca. E parece que através disto, assim explica que, estando as harmonias
divididas de acordo com as formas de vida, os poetas, usando todas para todas sem ordem,
exibiram a opinido de como ndo existe esta diferenca nas harmonias, mas que sao todas
possiveis de encaixar em todos os caracteres. E que por acaso se lamenta em harmonia
Jonica, e que nos simposios intervém-se em harmonia Mixolidia. Alguns escolheram
escrever isto, enquanto admitem que existem diferencas de discursos e ritmos, e que ndo
se junta o discurso do corajoso com o cobarde, nem que o ritmo do corajoso é proprio do
cobarde. E ridiculo que n&o se divida a harmonia de acordo com estas coisas, sendo 0s
extremos separados desta maneira e que cada uma seja propria a caracteres diferentes.
Entdo isto que eu disse é aquilo que parece que ele censura nos poetas, 0 misturar todas
as coisas. O primeiro [erro], € o ndo produzir discursos, harmonias e ritmos que
concordem com os caracteres e formas de vida sugeridos, mesmo se estes nao estiverem
tecido uns com 0s outros ao acaso. Isto é proprio daquele que nos ensina que € necessario
levar 0 uso e a organizacdo destas coisas todas para a realidade. E que as ideias devem
seguir esta realidade, as [ideias] que tém a funcgéo principal nos discursos, aos quais se
torna préprio que as harmonias sigam, tal como os ritmos sigam estas.

65. E se descobrimos corretamente as coisas ditas nas Leis, € talvez claro que
assumiriamos que é o melhor critico dos poetas aquele que acima de tudo utiliza estes

critérios poéticos e que distingue as medidas de todos estes — discursos, harmonias e
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ritmos, e ndo como a alguns pareceu fraudulento por causa das palavras no Timeu sobre
0s poemas de Solon, que transmitiu para o ancido Critias que, falando sobre um homem
seu préximo, era necessario que falasse, falando coisas oportunas. Para além de lancar
um louvor sobre a poesia de S6lon por causa da licenca de pensamentos e de linguagem.
Ele ser o mais livre dos poetas € mostrado pela falta de medo nestas coisas, ndo refletindo
na elegancia das palavras, 0 que a maioria considera ser o mais importante, adornando os
versos, nem a variedade de ideias, o que alguns idolatram, tornando obtuso o caracter que
leva a virtude. De tal modo que me parece que este nome apropriado para o caracter
especifico dos poemas de Sélon é digno dele, mesmo que Critias seja o critico.

Mas, sendo estas coisas suficientes para esta investigacao, segue-se que digamos
qual sera o melhor poeta segundo Platdo, quais as coisas que o descrevem, umas em
relagio & pragmatica e outras em relagio & expressdo. E necessario que a poesia louvada,
segundo ele, como verdadeira, quer fale sobre os deuses ou sobre os Daemones, observe
estes topicos que ele proprio descreveu, cantando em hinos sobre eles como apenas
benfeitores, e como imutaveis tanto quanto a esséncia como a poténcia e a atualidade, e
como possuidores da verdade congénita as unides com o Uno. Mesmo que molde alguns
mitos sobre eles, tal como é necessario moldar (pois, Platdo concede a mitologia aos
poetas, pois, diz ele, se estiver destinado a ser poeta, € necessario que facas mitos e ndo
discursos), entao é necessario que moldem semelhantemente as coisas sugeridas, mas que
ndo desejem esconder estas coisas através de desigualdades.

66. [Deve tomar] dos nomes naturais aquilo que é concordante com a natureza,
como casamentos, partos, a educacdo dos que nasceram e constituicdes que sédo
concordantes com a natureza e ndo monstruosas. [Deve tomar] dos [nomes] éticos as
coisas validas e merecedoras de serem sempre adornadas com o Belo e Bom, como a Lei
e a Justica, e o respeito dos filhos para os pais, e a transmissdo de autoridade dos pais
para os filhos. Estas coisas seriam cortinas dignas das percecdes dos deuses, arrastando
para eles conceitos posteriores a eles. E se falar sobre herdis e sobre homens, [deve]
escrever as coisas proprias dos herois para os herois, sem qualquer tipo de cortina,
investindo-lhes a apatia propria aos semideuses, e [quando falar] sobre homens [deve]
apontar para o louvor dos sempre nobres, e adornar com discursos os feitos deles,
servindo-se da imitacdo destas coisas e ignorar os feitos dos meus, para que sejam Uteis
aos jovens em prol da licdo, e dedique o seu tempo as narrativas dos assuntos melhores,
sempre procurando o caracter simples em vez do diverso em relagéo a imitacéo.

Entéo, é necessario, segundo ele, que este seja o contetido da poesia. A eloquéncia
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de acordo com o estilo e secundaria aos pensamentos, deve ser principalmente narrativa
e aderente as reflexdes que foram ditas, se a certa altura for necessario haver imitacdo
(pois Platdo determinou isto tal como [fez] com a mitologia, assim também o poeta é
imitador), forcosamente é necessario que a imitagdo ndo participe da diversidade, mas
que seja imitagdo dos nobres apenas, e se alguma vez imitar algo patético, nem serd livre
de castigo nem havera deleite na imitacdo. Familiarmente a estas coisas, [esta poesia]
[deve], compondo em poesia, respeitar a harmonia que aponta para a virtude e [deve]
especialmente servir-se desta.

67. E se alguma vez admitir alguma das outras, enquanto imita algum dos maus
durante um bocado, deve tornar 6bvio que se afasta desta forma da harmonia, como nao
excelente, mas por ser incapaz de a suportar, para que seja concordante com o Politico. E
se utilizar ritmos, [deve] tecé-los apropriados a harmonia, maior parte das vezes,
[compondo-o0s] seriamente, 0s outros, menos vezes, [compondo-0s] como brincadeira.
Assim sera a harmoniosa consigo mesmo.

De tal modo a poesia, segundo ele, sera uma habilidade mimética [que funciona]
através de mitos e discursos com harmonias e ritmos capazes de dispor as almas dos
ouvintes em concordancia com a virtude.

[9] Entdo esta é a melhor forma de poética para ele. A proxima [questéo], [a sequir
a esta], qual é o objetivo da poesia, é facil parra todos de deduzir. Pois, se 0 poeta é um
imitador, o facto de que ndo tem o objetivo no prazer, tal como compreendem aqueles
que consideram que ele admite todas as acfes para a mimese, e que se serve de todas as
harmonias e € emulador de todos os ritmos para que torne a poesia deleitosa, o que ndo é
correto, [Platdo] nas Leis mostrou-o, deduzindo assim: O poeta é imitador. Todo o
imitador tem como objetivo fazer o semelhante ao paradigma, quer seja para dar prazer
ou ndo. Logo, é dbvio que o poeta n&o fara o seu objetivo simplesmente deleitar. E claro
também que, se for de facto destinado a ser este tipo de poeta que menciondmos, olhara
para 0 Bem como objetivo, e isto é bem sabido. Diremos que nao ha outro objetivo de
todo o habito em prol da virtude, quer com imitagdes, quer sem imitacdes, a nao ser o
bem. O que é isto, é digno de examinar, aquilo que a forma precursora da vida politica,
elevando a alma para o objetivo teorético, mas para o politico. Por isso dissemos que é
forcoso que o politico defina para o poeta as medidas das atividades, como para o general,
para 0 médico e para o orador, e ele comanda que componha os tropos que disse,
utilizando estas medidas, levando os poemas para este objetivo.

68. [10] Tendo sido isto observado por nds, penso que é obvio para nos a ultima

142



das questdes, qual o poeta no todo, para qual politico que esta acima dele olha. Tal como
ha outro general no todo, e outro orador e outro medico, este comanda a batalha cosmica
pelo Pai, fazendo com que as coisas melhores conquistem sempre as inferiores, e entre
isto ndo fazendo com que o poder destes pereca (pois estas coisas sao de todo necessarias
para que tudo seja composto de opostos), o outro da poder a natureza no todo, para que
todos 0s corpos sejam coerentes e para que seja indestrutivel e imune, tendo o todo estas
coisas segundo a natureza, o outro convence com palavras noéricas as coisas que 0
politico noético no todo desejar, a viver. Assim, de alguma forma o outro poeta é cdsmico,
unicamente mitoldgico, que faz imitagdes percetiveis das coisas impercetiveis e imitacbes
belas das coisas belas, faz imitagcdes concordantes com a natureza das coisas concordantes
com a mente, servindo-se de harmonias, através das quais faz a virtude conquistar no
todo, sendo o mal derrotado. D4 ritmo aos movimentos, de tal modo que se movem de
acordo com o logos, produzindo uma harmonia via e um ritmo a partir de tudo.

Eu diria que este poeta ndo é outro se ndo o grande cumplice do grande politico,
e grande educador como verdadeiro deus, olhando para a mente dele. Pois, o grande
politico, Zeus, é cantando em hinos, de quem ele diz que surgiu a politica. 69. O
colaborador dele em toda a ordenagéo no todo, tanto nos movimentos agudos como nos
graves, tanto nas revoluc@es de drbita mais curta como nas de Orbita maior, ndo é outro
do que Apolo, poeta das coisas que sdo imitacdes ritmicas e harmonicas. E Ares é o maior
general entre eles, deus patrono das batalhas e que incita todas as coisas para a oposi¢éo
césmica. E o demiurgo da persuasdo ndo é outro do que Hermes, através do qual os outros
deuses falam em assembleia com os outros, e Zeus fala com todos, mobilizando o Hermes
em si. E Asclépio torna toas as coisas detentoras de acordo com a natureza, através do
qual o todo ndo adoece, nem envelhece, nem os elementos escapam dos seus vinculos
insoltveis. Entdo, se é necessario que eu diga as que séo inefaveis, é claro aquele que é o
Poeta. [Ele] incita as sereias a cantar, orando uma s6 voz € um s6 tom, como conta 0 mito
no décimo livro da Repulblica. Incita também, como Timeu diz, os ciclos das almas
divinas a racionalmente se moverem ritmicamente em rotacdo. E todas as coisas
originadas pelas almas sdo poemas / a¢fes de Apolo, harménicos e ritmicos. Que o0 poeta
do nosso mundo, olhando para ele, cante em hino os deuses, cante em hino os homens
bons em mitos e sem mitos, ou, virando-se para outras coisas que saiba que peca contra

a poética e contra Apolo.
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