— Es mégis — mondta —, tudod, hogy nem hivjik 6ket
poétiknak, hanem sokféle mas neviik van, s az egész poi-
észisznak egy kis részét, mely a zenével és a versmérték-
kel foglalkozik, levalasztjik, s erre alkalmazzik az egész-
nek a nevét. Mert csak ezt hivjak poézisnek, s azokat, akik
az alkotis e részecskéjét birtokoljak, poétiknak.

—Igazad van—mondtam.

— Tehit igy van | Er6sszal is. Altaliban véve minden
emberben minden vagyakozis, amely a j6ra és a boldog-
sigra irinyul, nem mas, mint a nagy és fondorlatos szere-
lem; de azokra, akik mis utakon fordulnak feléje, példaul
a pénzszerzés, a testedzés vagy a filozé6fia Gtjan, azokra
nem mondjuk, hogy szeretnek, se hogy szerelmesek,
azok azonban, akik Er6sz egy bizonyos alakja utin men-
nek, s arra torekednek, megkapjik az egésznek a nevét:
szerelem, szeretni, szerelmesek.

—Ugy latszik, igazad van — mondtam én.

—Esvanegy | olyan tanitis is — mondta —, hogy azok a
szerelmesek, akik 6Gnmaguk misik felét keresik.100 Az én
tanitisom szerint viszont Erosz se nem a félnek szerelme,
sem az egészé, hacsak nem j6 az a fél vagy az egész, bara-
tom; hiszen az emberek készek a sajit libukat meg a ke-
ziiket is levagatni, ha artalmasnak taldljik — pedig az
ovék. Tehit, agy latszik, hogy ki-ki nem ahhoz ragaszko-
dik, ami a sajitja, ha ugyan nem akarja valaki a j6t rokon-
nak és a magiénak nevezni, a rosszat pedig idegennek.
Mert az, amit az emberek szeretnek, | nem mas, csak a j6.
Vagy te masképp gondolod?

— Zeuszra, dehogy — mondtam én.

— Tehit — sz6lt 6 — mondhatjuk-e Ggy egyszerden,
hogy az emberek a j6ra vigyakoznak?

—Mondhatjuk - sz4ltam.

— Hogyhogy? Nem kell-e azt is hozzitenni — mondta —,
hogy azért vigynak a j6ra, hogy az 6vék legyen?

-Deigen.

— S vajon csak arra, hogy az 6vék legyen — sz6lt —, vagy
hogy 6rokre az 6vék legyen?

100v.6.191d- 193 d.
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—Ezt is hozzé kell tenni.

— Tehat 6sszefoglalva — mondta —, Er6sz annak a vi-
gya, hogy a j6 mindig a miénk legyen.

—Tokéletesen igazad van — mondottam én.

XXV. — Ha mirmost Er6sz mindig erre vagyik -~ mon-
dotta 6 —, milyen médon és miféle tevékenységgel kere-
sik 6t azok, akiknek a buzgalmat és eréfeszitését szere-
lemnek nevezziik? Miféle tevékenység ez? Meg tudod
mondani?

— Ha tudnim, Diotima - mondottam én —, nem csodal-
nim gy a bolcsességedet és nem jarnék hozzad, hogy
megtanuljam mindezt.

—Hat akkor megmondom én neked101 —mondta. — A sze-
relem: sziilés és nemzés a test vagy a lélek szépsége-
ben.102

— Jostehetséget kivin, amit beszélsz — mondtam. — En
nem értem.

—Megmondom hit viligosabban — mondta 6. - Az em-
berek, Szokratész, mind termékenyek, testben és l1élek-
ben egyarint; és amikor egy bizonyos korba jutunk, sziil-
ni és nemzeni vagyik a természetiink. Nemzeni pedig
nem lehet ratsigban, csak szépségben. Nemzésen a férfi
és a n6 egymasra talalasat értem. Isteni dolog ez, s a ha-
land6 lényben ez a halhatatlan: a foganas és a nemzés.
Mindez azonban nem mehet végbe olyanban, ami | nem
illik hozza, marpedig a rat semmiképpen sem illik &ssze
az istenivel, a szép viszont 6sszeillik. Igy tehata szépséga
sziilés és nemzés Moiréja és Eileithiiidja.103 Ezért ha a nem-

101 A kévetkez6 érv (206 b 7 - e 7) elemzését 1d. az utészéban.

102 A mondat kétféleképpen érthet6:

(1) A szerelem: sziilés és nemzés a test vagy a lélek szerinti szépben.

(2) A szerelem: a test vagy a lélek szerint val6 sziilés és nemzés a megfe-
lel6 idében.

A kovetkezSkben Diotima mindkét értelmezést kihasznilja:

(1) .Ezért ha a nemzésre és foganisra kész 1ény a szépség kodzelébe jut,
felvidul ...” (206 d);

(2) ... és amikor egy bizonyos korba jutunk, sziilni & nemzeni vigyik a
természetiink” (206 c).

103 Ejleithiiia a sziletésnél segédkezs istennd. A Moira, azaz a sors-is-
tennG is jelen van a sziiletésnél. Példdul Hekabé, Hekt6r anyja a fia hali-
laré6l éntesiilve ezt mondja:
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zésre és fogandsra kész 1ény a szépség kozelébe jut, fel-
vidul, eldmlik benne az 6rom, és nemzeni fog illetve
megtermékenyil. Ha azonban a rithoz kézeledik, elko-
morul, bisan begubézik, elfordul, 6sszehiazédik, s nem
tud sziilni, hanem kinl6dva hordja tovibb a terhét. Innét
az a mélységes megrendiilés, amit a nemzésre kész és
mar duzzadé lény | a szépség kozelében érez: mert ez
nagy fijdalomtél szabaditja meg azt, aki hozzijut. Mert
Er6sz nem a szép szerelme — mondta —, ahogy te gondo-
lod, Sz6kratész.

—Hit akkor mi?

— A szépségben valé nemzés és sziilés vigya.

— Elfogadom — mondottam én.

— Bizony igy van — mondta 6. — Es miért éppen a nem-
zésé? Mert 2 nemzés az, ami a halandoban 6rok életd és
halhatatlan. S abbél, | amiben az el6bb megallapodtunk,
sziikkségképpen kovetkezik, hogy a joval egytitt a halha-
tatlansigra is vigyakozunk, ha egyszer a szerelem annak
a vigya, hogy a j6 6rokre a miénk legyen. Ebbél a tanitas-
bdl sziikségképpen kovetkezik, hogy Erész a halhatatlan-
sagvagyais.

XXVI. Tehit ezekre tanitgatott engem, valahdnyszor a
szerelemrdl beszélt, s azutin megkérdezett egyszer:

— Mit gondolsz, Sz6kratész, mi az oka ennek a szere-
lemnek és vagyakozasnak? Vagy nem veszed-e észre, mi-
lyen sajatos allapotba keriil minden llat, amikor szapo-
rodni kivdn, a négylibaak is meg a szarnyasok is? Hogy
val6siggal betegek, | a szerelem egészen feldilja Sket,
el6szor, amikor parosodni kivannak, azutan pedig, ami-
kor magzataikat nevelik? Erettiik a leggyengébb is kész
harcolni a leger6sebbel, akdr meg is halni, az éhség kinja-
it szenvedni, hogy &ket tiplilhassa, s akirmit megtenni
értiik. — Az embereknél — mondotta — még azt lehetne hin-
ni, hogy mindezt | meggondolisbdl teszik; de az 4llatok-

-neki ezt igy sz6tte a Moira

élete szilihoz, kezdetben, régtén amint én
megsziiltem”

(I1.24.209-211).
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nil mi lehet az oka, hogy a szerelem ilyen 4llapotba hozza
Sket? Meg tudod mondani?

Megyvallottam, hogy nem tudom. O pedig azt mondta:

— Es azt gondolod, hogy valaha is fogsz érteni a szere-
lem tudoméanyihoz, ha ezt nem érted meg?

— Hiszen éppen azért jottem hozzad, Diotima, mint
mdr az el6bb mondottam, mert tudtam, hogy tanitéra van
sziikségem. Mondd meg hit ennek az okat és minden
masnak is, ami a szerelemhez tartozik.

— Ha tehidt — mondotta - elhiszed, hogy a szerelem ter-
mészettSl fogva annak a vagya, amiben mir tobb izben
megallapodtunk, akkor ne csodilkozz ezen. Mert erre is
az a tanitds vonatkozik, ami az emberekre: a halandé ter-
mészet igyekszik lehetSség szerint 6rokre megmaradni és
halhatatlan lenni. Erre pedig csak igy képes, szaporo-
dassal, mert igy mindig Gjabb, masik 1ényt hagy hatra a ré-
gi helyett. Hiszen ugyanez a helyzet az egyedekkel is:
amig €l és gy emlegetjiik, mint aki mindig ugyanaz — pél-
ddul az embert is ugyanannak tartjdk gyermekkoritél
Oregségéig, pedig semmi sem marad benne ugyanaz,
mégis egyforman hivjak, holott folyton Gjjasziiletik, s vala-
mi mindig elpusztul benne, a hajiban, a hiisdban, csont-
jaiban, | vérében és egész testében. 104 Es nemcsak a testtel
van igy, hanem a lélekkel105 is: a tulajdonsagok, szokasok,
vélemények, vagyak, 6romok, binatok, félelmek, min-
dez senkiben sem marad mindig ugyanaz, hanem egyes
sajatsigok megsziiletnek, masok meg elpusztulnak. S ami
még ennél is sokkal furcsibb: | nemcsak hogy ismere-
teink is folyton keletkeznek és pusztulnak, €s nem mara-
dunk soha ugyanazok ismereteinkben sem, hanem min-
den egyes ismeret is elszenvedi ugyanezt. Amit ugyanis
tanulasnak neveziink, az foltételezi az ismeret eltivoza-
sat; az ismeret eltdvozisa a feledés, a tanulds pedig Gjat
tesz a tivoz6 helyébe, és ezen a médon 6rzi meg az is-
meretet, Ggyhogy az mindig ugyanannak latszik. Mert igy
6rz6dik és marad meg minden, ami haland6: nem Wgy,

104 Ez a nézet kozel all Hérakleitosz tanitdsdhoz. V. 6. Hérakleitosz b
49 a, b 91, Platén: Kratiilosz402 a.
105 4 lakomdban Platén nem emliti a lélek halhatatlansdgit.
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hogy mindig teljesen ugyanaz marad, mint | az isteni, ha-
nem hogy a tivoz6 dregebb egy masikat, Gjat hagy maga
helyett, amely olyan, mint & volt. Ez annak a médja, Sz6k-
ratész, hogy a halandé részt kapjon a halhatatlansiagbél, a
test is és minden egyéb. A halhatatlanoknil ez persze
masképp van. Ne csodilkozz hit, ha természettSl fogva
minden 1ény megbecsiili magzatit, mert ez a buzgalom és
vagy a halhatatlansag kedvéért lakozik mindenkiben.

XXVILI. En pedig elcsodilkoztam e beszéden és igy sz6l-
tam:

—Csakugyan igy lenne ez, bdlcs Diotima?

O pedig, mint a tokéletes szofistik, azt mondta:

— Nyugodj bele, hogy igy van, SzOkratész. Mert ha pél-
diul az emberek becsvigyira tekintesz, csodilkoznod
kellene oktalansdgukon, ha nem vennéd figyelembe azt,
amit elmondottam, s csak azt latnad, hogy milyen meg-
débbentd hatdssal van rajuk a hirnév vagya, ,hogy halha-
tatlan dicsGséget szerezzenek 6rok idGkre”,106 s ezért ké-
szek barmilyen veszélybe rohanni, még inkibb, mint
gyermekeikért, vagyonukat is felildozni, nagy faradsag-
gal firadozni, s akiar meg is halni. Gondolod-e — mondot-
ta —, hogy Alkésztisz meghalt volna Admétoszért,107 Ak-
hilleusz utinahalt volna Patroklosznak,108 vagy a ti Kod-
roszotok kész lett volna elébb meghalni gyermekei ki-
ralysagaért,109 ha nem hitték volna, hogy ,erényiik halha-
tatlan emlékezete” megmarad, ami csakugyan rink is ma-
radt? Tavol allt volna t6liikk — mondotta: mert Ggy gondo-
lom, hogy éppen ,erényiik halhatatlansagiért” és az efféle
»,dicsé hirért” tesz meg mindenki mindent, és minél kivaléb-
bak, | annil inkabb; mert halhatatlansigra vigyakoznak.

Marmost azok, akik testlikben hordozzik a termé-
kenység magvit—mondotta —, azok inkdbb a nék felé for-

106 Ebben a bekezdésben négy, idézGjelbe tett verstredék olvashaté.
SzerzGjlk ismeretlen.

107v.6.179b5-d 2.

108v,6.179e1-180a 7.

109 Kodrosz, Athén legendis kirilya szindékosan kereste a halilt a dér
ostromlékkal vivott csatiban, mert j6slatot kapott, amely szerint a dérok
csak akkor tudjik bevenni a virost, ha sikeriil elkeriilniiik a kirdly meg-
Olését.
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dulnak, igy nyilvanul meg benniik a szerelem, s a gyer-
meknemazéssel ,szereznek minden jovendé6 id6re”, amint
vélik, halhatatlansigot, emlékezetet és boldogsigot ma-
guknak. Akik pedig | lelkiikben termékenyek, mert ilye-
nek is vannak — mondotta -, akik inkdbb lelkiikben, mint
testiikben hordozzak a nemzési vigyat, azok azzal terhe-
sek és azt hozzak viligra, ami a lélekhez illik. Es mi illik a
lélekhez? A bolcsesség és minden mis erény. K6zéjiik tar-
tozik minden kolt6, aki mdveket hoz viligra, a mesterek
koziil pedig azok, akiket feltaldlénak hivnak. De minden
bolcsesség koziil a legnagyobb és legszebb, amely az il-
lamok és otthonok belsG rendjét igazgatja, s ennek a neve
mértékletesség és igazsigossag.

Ha marmost egy ebbdl a fajtabél valé ember, aki | fia-
talsagitol fogva a lelkében hordozza a termékenység
magvat, megérik és eljut abba a korba, amikor nemzeni
kivan, Ggy vélem, & is korbejar és keresi a szépet, amiben
nemzeni tud; mert a rdtban nem tudna nemzeni soha.
Termékenysége inkibb a szép testekhez fogja vonzani,
mint a ratakhoz, ha pedig szép, nemes és tehetséges lé-
lekre is talal, annil nagyobb 6rommel fogja lidv6zdlni a
kettS egyiittesét. Az ilyen embert nyomban eldrasztja be-
szédeivel az erényr6l meg arr6l, hogy milyennek kell len-
nie | egy derék férfinak, mivel kell foglalkoznia, s hozzi
is fog a neveléséhez. Mert ha megérinti 6t a szép, s egylitt
van vele - akar a kézelében, akar pedig a tivolbél rigon-
dolva -, akkor beléhinti a termékenység magvit, vagyis
vilagra hozza azt, amit régbta ott hordozott magiban, s
magzatit vele egyiitt neveli fel; Ggyhogy az ilyen embe-
rek a kozonséges sziil6khoz képest sokkal erGsebb ké-
zosségben élnek és szilirdabb baritsigban, mert szebb
és halhatatlanabb gyermekeket hoztak kéz6sen a vildgra.
El is fogadna mindenki, hogy inkibb ilyen gyermekei le-
gyenek, mint | emberi sarjai, s ha Homéroszra tekint és
Hésziodoszra, meg a 16bbi koltdre, irigyen litja hogy
olyan ut6dokat hagynak maguk utin, melyek halhawatlan
hint és emlékezetet szereznek nekik, lévén maguk is hal-
hatatlanok. Vagy ha akarod — mondia -, nézd, milyen
gyemekeket hagyott hdtra Likurgosz Lakedaiménban:
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Arisztotelész: De Anima

9.fejezet

Az ¢él6lények lelkét két képességével hatarozzuk meg: a megitélés képességével, amely a gondolkodas és az
érzékelés funkcidja, valamint a helyvaltoztatd mozgast eldidézé mozgatassal. Az érzékelésrdl €s az észrdl ennyit
kivantunk megjegyezni, ami viszont a mozgatot illeti, meg kell vizsgalni, hogy mi az a Iélekben, ami mozgat:
vajon elkiiloniilt része-e a I¢leknek akar kiterjedés, akar definicio tekintetében, vagy a lélek egésze; ha pedig
valamely része, akkor vajon egy tovabbi, sajatos rész-e azokon til, amelyekrdl beszélni szokds és amelyeket mi
is emlitettiink, vagy pedig ezek egyike? Itt mindjart az a nehézség meriil fel, hogy milyen értelemben beszélhetlink
a lélek részeirdl, és hany részrol beszélhetiink. Bizonyos értelemben ugyanis hatartalannak tiinik a szamuk, ¢és
nem csupan azok léteznek, amelyeket meg szoktak emliteni, némelyek a gondolkodo, az indulattal bird és a
vagyodo, masok az értelmes és az értelem nélkiili 1¢élekrész kozott téve kiilonbséget. Mert ama kiilonbségek
alapjan, amelyeknél fogva ezeket elkiilonitik, mas, ezektdl nagyobb mértékben kiilonbozd Iélekrészek is
mutatkoznak, amelyek itt is szoba keriiltek: a taplalo 1élekrész, amely jelen van a ndvényekben is és valamennyi
allatban, és az érzékeld 1¢lekrész, amelyet egykonnyen se értelmesnek, se értelem nélkiilinek nem tekinthetiink.
Ott van tovabba a képzetalkotd 1élekrész, amely ugyan mivoltat tekintve valamennyi masik részt6l kiilonbozik,
de annak az eldontése, hogy — ha elkiiloniilt részeket tételeziink fol a Iélekben — melyikiikkel azonos, és
melyikiiktd]l kiilonbozik, nem kevés nehézséggel jar. Ezekhez jarul még a torekvd lélekrész, amely mind
a kivansag az értelmes I€lekrészben, a vagy ¢€s indulat pedig az értelem nélkiili 1élekrészben tdmad: ha harom
részbdl all a 1élek, a torekvés mindegyik részében jelen lesz.

Ezzel eljutottunk a jelen eldadas targyahoz: mi okozza az ¢é161ény helyvaltoztatd mozgasat? A novekedés
¢és fogyas mozgésat ugyanis, amely mindegyikiikben jelen van, Ggy tlinik, a mindegyikiikben jelen 1év6 nemzd-
¢s taplaloképesség okozza. A be- és kilégzést, valamint az alvast és az ébredést a késObbiekben kell szemiigyre
venniink, ugyanis ezek is sok nehézséget rejtenek magukban. Ami pedig a helyvaltoztatd mozgast illeti, azt kell
megvizsgalni, mi inditja az €él6lényt haladé mozgéasra. Hogy nem a taplaloképesség, az vilagos; ez a mozgas
ugyanis mindig valami végett miikodik, tovabba képzelettel és torekvéssel jar egyiitt. Semmi sem mozdul meg
ugyanis — hacsak nem kényszer hatasara — anélkiil, hogy térekednék valamire vagy menekiilne valamitdl. Tovabba
ebben az esetben a novények is mozognanak, €s volna valamiféle szerviik az ilyen mozgashoz.

Hasonloképpen nem is az érzékeldképesség mozgat. Sok olyan él61ény 1étezik ugyanis, amely érzékeléssel
rendelkezik ugyan, de ¢élete végéig egy helyben és mozdulatlanul marad. Marpedig ha a természet semmit sem
alkot hidba és nem hagy el semmit a sziikséges szervek koziil (kivéve a csonka és fejletlen 1ények esetében,
marpedig az emlitett €l6lények kifejlettek és nem csonkak: ennek jele, hogy nemzdképesek, valamint hogy van
érett és hanyatl6 allapotuk) — ennélfogva a haladé mozgasra szolgalo testrészeik is meglennének.

De az értelmes 1élekrész és az tigynevezett ész sem lehet a mozgato. Az elméleti képesség ugyanis nem

elmélkedik olyasmin, ami gyakorlati tevékenység targya, €¢s semmit sem mond az elkeriilendé dolgokrél meg



azokrol, amelyekre torekedniink kell, marpedig a mozgas mindig egy valamit elkeriil6 vagy valamire torekvo
¢l6lény mozgésa. De még ha szemlél is ilyesmit az ész, nem indit arra, hogy elkeriiljiik azt vagy torekedjiink ra;
példaul gyakran elgondol valami félelmetes vagy kellemes dolgot anélkiil, hogy félelemre inditana — a sziv az,
ami ilyenkor mozgasba jon, kellemes érzés esetén pedig valamely mas testrész. Tovabba ha 6sztondz is az ész, és
azt javasolja a gondolkodas, hogy keriiljiink valamit vagy torekedjiink ra, mégsem mozdul az ember, hanem a
vagya szerint cselekszik; igy tesz példaul, aki az 6nuralom hianyaban szenved.

Es altalaban azt latjuk, hogy akinek a birtokaban van az orvoslas mestersége, nem mindig gyogyit,
minthogy a tudas szerint vald cselekvést masvalami kormanyozza, nem maga a tudas. De nem is a torekvés
kormanyozza ezt a mozgast: azok ugyanis, akiknek van onuralmuk, még ha folébred is benniik a torekvés és a

vagy, nem azt teszik, amire a torekvés 0sztonzi dket, hanem az esziik utdin mennek.

10. fejezet

Lathato, hogy e kettd az, ami mozgast ébreszt: vagy a torekvés, vagy az ész — ha a képzeletet a gondolkodas egyik
fajtdjdnak tartjuk. Sokan ugyanis tudasuk ellenében kovetik képzeteiket, a tobbi éldlényben meg sem
gondolkodas, sem megfontolas nincs, csupan képzelet. E kettd — az ész és a torekvés — ébreszt tehat helyvaltoztatod
mozgast. Mégpedig az észnek az a fajtija, amely valamely célra iranyulva megfontol: a gyakorlati ész. Ez az
elméleti észtdl céljaban kiilonbozik. Egy bizonyos célra iranyul az 6sszes torekvés is: ami ugyanis a torekvésnek
célja, az a gyakorlati ész kiinduldopontja. A sorban az utols6 pedig a cselekvés kiindulopontja. Ennélfogva
helyesen latjuk, hogy e kettd: a torekvés és a gyakorlati ész a mozgatd. A torekvés targya ugyanis mozgat; a
gondolkodas pedig azért mozgat, mert a kiindulopontja: a torekvés targya.

Aképzelet is, amikor mozgast ébreszt, ezt nem teszi torekvés hijan. Egyetlen fajta hat a mozgatd: a torekvo
lélekrész. Mert ha kettd mozgatna, az €ész €s a torekvés, valami k6z6s forma szerint mozgatnanak. Marmost
lathato, hogy az ész nem ébreszt mozgast torekvés nélkiil (a kivansadg ugyanis torekvés; és amikor valakiben
megfontolas hatdsara mozgas ébred, akkor egyben kivansag hatasara ébred benne a mozgas), mig a torekvés még
a megfontolas ellenére is mozgast €breszt; a vagy ugyanis egy fajtaja a torekvésnek. — Nos, az €sz szava mindig
helyes; a torekvésé és a képzeleté meg hol helyes, hol helytelen. Ezért a térekvés targya mindig mozgast ébreszt
ugyan, csakhogy ez a targy vagy a jo, vagy a latszolag j6. Nem mindenfajta azonban, hanem a cselekvés altal
megvalosithat6 jo. Cselekvés altal megvalosithato pedig az, ami lehet masképp is.

Nos, hogy a I¢éleknek ez a fajta képessége: az igynevezett torekvés az, ami mozgast ébreszt, nyilvanvalo.
Azoknak pedig, akik a lelket részekre osztjak, ha képességek szerint osztjak fol és kiilonboztetik meg, nagyon
sok ilyennel lesz dolguk: taplalo, érzékeld, gondolkodo, megfontold, valamint torekvd 1¢élekrésszel. Ezek ugyanis
jobban kiilonboznek egymastol, mint a vagyo és az indulatos. Keletkeznek egymassal ellentétes torekvések is: ez
akkor kovetkezik be, amikor az értelem €s a vagyak ellenkeznek egymassal, ilyen pedig az id6érzékkel rendelkezd
lényeknél fordul eld (az értelem ugyanis ellendllasra buzdit amiatt, ami a jovében kovetkezik be, a vagy meg

azzal hat rank, ami mar itt van, mivel a jelen 1évd kellemes feltétleniil kellemesnek ¢és feltétleniil jonak tlinik



szamunkra azaltal, hogy a jovot nem latjuk). Ezért fajta szerint egy a mozgatd: a torekvo l1élekrész mint térekvo
(minden torekvést megeldzden pedig a torekvés targya: ez ugyanis anélkiil €breszt mozgast, hogy maga mozogna
— azaltal, hogy gondoljuk vagy elképzeljiik); szadm szerint azonban tobb a mozgato.

Harom tényezd6t kiilonboztetliink meg: az egyik a mozgatd, a masik az, amivel mozgat, a harmadik pedig
a mozgo; a mozgatod pedig kétféle: az egyik mozdulatlan, a méasik meg mozgast ébreszt €s maga is mozog. Itt a
mozdulatlan a cselekvés altal megvalosithato jo, a mozgatd és mozg6 pedig a torekvo 1élekrész. (A mozgo ugyanis
azaltal, hogy torekszik valamire, mozog; az aktualis torekvés pedig a mozgas egy fajtija.) A mozgo: az €l6lény.
Amivel a torekvés mint eszkdzzel mozgat, az mar testi jellegli tényezd, ezért a test és a 1élek kozos tevékenységei

kozott kell tanulmanyoznunk.

Most pedig, mintegy cimszavakban szélva: az, ami eszkdz modjara mozgat, ott talalhatd, ahol ugyanaz a dolog
kezdet és vég — ilyen példaul az iziilet. Ebben a dombort és a homort a vég és a kezdet (ezért emez nyugalomban
van, amaz meg mozog) — €s ezek definicid szerint kiilonboznek, de nem kiiloniilnek el kiterjedésiik szerint.
Ugyanis 10kés vagy huzas kovetkeztében mozog minden. Ezért kell valaminek — mint a korben is —
mozdulatlannak maradnia, és a mozgasnak ebbdl kell kiindulnia.

Nos, altalanosan szolva az €l61ény, mint mondottuk, amennyiben térekvéssel rendelkezik, annyiban képes
onmagat mozgatni. Torekvo 1ény pedig nincs képzelet hijan; és minden képzelet vagy értelmi, vagy érzékeld

jellegli. Ez utobbiban a tobbi élolénynek is része van.

11. fejezet

Azt is meg kell vizsgalnunk, hogy a tokéletleniil fejlett Iényekben, amelyeknek egyediili érzEkiil a tapintas jutott,
mi a mozgato; vajon lehetséges-e vagy sem, hogy meglegyen benniik a képzelet és a vagy? Lathat6 ugyanis, hogy
a fajdalom és a gyonyor megvan benniik. Ha pedig ez megvan, akkor sziikségképpen vagy is lesz. De hogyan
lehet képzeletiik? Vagy talan amiként mozognak is, am hatarozatlanul, gy ezek is megvannak benniik, csak éppen
hatarozatlan moédon? Nos, az érzéki képzelet, mint mondottuk, jelen van a tobbi éldlényben is, a dontéshozéssal
kapcsolatos képzelet viszont csak értelmes lényekben van meg. (Hiszen hogy ezt vagy azt cselekszi-e, annak
eldontése mar mérlegelés dolga. Es egyetlen mércével kell mérnie, mert a nagyobb jora torekszenek: ezért tobb
képzetbdl egyet képes alkotni.) Ezért gondoljak a csak érzéki képzetekkel rendelkezé é161ényekrdl, hogy nem
rendelkeznek vélekedéssel: mert nem rendelkeznek kovetkeztetésen alapuld torekvéssel.”°Ezért a torekvés nem
foglalja magaba a dontéshozo képességet. Néha az egyik torekvés gydzi le és mozgatja a masikat, maskor meg a
masik emezt — ahogy a jatékban az egyik labda kiiiti helyébdl a masikat —, amikor a viselkedés fegyelmezetlenné
valik. De természeténél fogva mindig a magasabb rendii az, amelyik az uralkodésra inkébb képes és amely
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mozgést ébreszt. Ennélfogva haromféle mozgés lesz.”~*A tudas képességét azonban nem mozgatja semmi, hanem

nyugalomban marad.'”®


https://mersz.hu/dokumentum/m33li__43/#m33li_ch3-FN58
https://mersz.hu/dokumentum/m33li__43/#m33li_ch3-FN59
https://mersz.hu/dokumentum/m33li__43/#m33li_ch3-FN60

Mivel pedig az itéletalkotas és a beszéd egyik fajtaja az univerzaléra vonatkozik, a masik meg az egyesre
(az egyik ugyanis azt mondja meg, hogy az ilyen és ilyen embernek ezt meg ezt kell cselekednie, a masik pedig
azt, hogy ez a cselekedet ilyen €s ilyen, én pedig ilyen €s ilyen vagyok), ezért vagy ez az utdbbi vélekedés az, ami
mozgat €s nem az univerzaléra vonatkoz6, vagy mindkettd, de ugy, hogy az egyik inkabb mozdulatlan marad, a

masik meg nem.
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1.6 (1)
On Beauty

§1.6.1. Beauty is found for the most part in what is seen, although it is
also found in sounds, when these are composed into words, and in all the
arts generally.” For songs and rhythms are beautiful, too. And beauty is
also found by those who turn away from sense-perception towards the
higher region; that is, practices,” actions, habits, and types of scientific
understanding are beautiful, to say nothing of the beauty of the virtues.?
If there is some beauty prior to these, this discussion will show it.

What, then indeed, is it that has actually made us imagine bodies to
be beautiful and our sense of hearing incline to sounds, finding them
beautiful? And as for the things that depend directly on the soul, how are
all of these beautiful? Is it because all of them are beautiful by one
identical beauty, or is it that there is one sort of beauty in the body
and another in other things? And what, then, are these sorts of beauty, or
what is this beauty?

For some things, such as bodies, are not beautiful due to their
substrates, but rather by participation, whereas some things are beauti-
ful in themselves, such as the nature of virtue.* This is so because bodies
themselves sometimes appear beautiful and sometimes do not®> since
what it is to be a body is distinct from what it is to be beautiful. What is
it, then, thatis present in bodies that makes them beautiful? It is this that
we must examine first. What s it, then, that moves the eyes of spectators
and turns them towards it® and draws them on and makes them rejoice at

The word pouoikn (‘art’) is, literally, all that is governed by the Muses, including poetry,
literature, music, and dance. Later these came to include philosophy, astronomy, and
intellectual practices generally.

The word #mTndeUpara (‘practices’) here refers to habitual activities that lead to the
acquisition of moral virtue. See Pl., Rep. 444E; Lg. 793D.

See PL., Hip. Ma. 297E6 298B4; Symp. 210B6 C7.

See Pl., Hip. Ma. 288A8 289Dys; Phd. 100C10 103Cr1; Symsp. 211B21 235.

See PL., Symp. 211A3.

The word émoTpégew (‘reverting to’, here ‘turns’) is a central semi technical term in
Plotinus for the (re )orientation of the soul in the direction of the One. Cf. 1.2.4.16;

2.4.5.34; 5.2.1.10.
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the sight? By finding this and using it as a stepping-stone,” we might also
see the rest.

Itis actually said by everyone that the symmetry of parts in relation to
each other and to the whole added to fine coloration makes something
beautiful to see.® And, generally, in regard to the objects of sight and all
other things, their beauty consists in their symmetry or measure. For
those who hold this view, no simple thing will be beautiful; necessarily,
beauty will exist only in the composite. The whole will be beautiful for
them, while each of the parts will not have its own beauty but will be
a contributing factor in making the whole beautiful. But it should be the
case that if the whole is indeed beautiful, the parts are also beautiful. For
beauty is indeed not made up out of ugly things; all of its parts are
beautiful.

For these people, the beauty of colours, for example, and the light
of the sun, since they are simple, do not have proportion and so will be
excluded from being beautiful. Indeed, how [on this view] is gold
beautiful? And how about lightning in the night and the stars, which
are beautiful to see? And as for the beauty of sounds, the simple ones
will be eliminated for the same reason, although it is frequently the
case that in the beauty of a whole composition, each sound is itself
beautiful.

Further, when the identical face sometimes actually appears beau-
tiful and sometimes not, though the symmetry remains identical,
would we not have to say that beauty is other than the symmetry
and that the symmetry is beautiful because of something other than
itself??

But if they actually pass on to beautiful practices and discourses
and attribute their beauty to symmetry, what does it mean to say that
there is proportion in beautiful practices or customs or studies or
types of scientific understanding?*® For how could theorems be pro-
portional to each other? If it is because they are in concord, it is also
the case that there is agreement or concord among bad theorems. For
example, to say ‘self-control is stupidity’ and ‘justice is laughable
nobility’ is to say two things that are in concord, or in tune, or
agree with each other.”

Further, then, the beauty of soul just is its virtues and a beauty that is
truer than the previous ones. But how are these proportioned? It is not

7 See PL., Symp. 211C3.

8 This is in particular the Stoic view, although it was widely held by others as well.
See SVF 3.278 (= Stob., Ed. 62.15); 279 (= Cicero, Tusc. 4.13.30); 472 (= Galen,
De plac. Hip. et Plat. 5.3). Also, Pl., Tim. 87C4 D8; Ar., Meta. 13.3.1078a36 br.

9 Cf. 6.7.22.24 26. ¥ See PL., Symp. 210C3 7, 211C6.

" See PL, Rep. 3¢48C11 12, 560D2 3; Gorg. 491E2.
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as magnitudes or numbers that they are proportioned. And since there
are several parts of the soul, what is the formula for the combination or
the blending of the parts or of the theorems? And what would be the
beauty of Intellect taking it in isolation?

§1.6.2. Taking up the matter again, let us say what, then, is the primary
beauty in bodies. There is, of course, something that is perceived at first
glance, and the soul speaks about it as it does about that with which it is
familiar, and takes it in as something thatit recognizes and, in a way, isin
concord with it. But when it encounters the ugly, it holds back and
rejects it and recoils from it as something with which it is not in
harmony and as something that is alien to it."> We indeed say that the
soul, having the nature it does, and finding itself among Beings in the
presence of the greater Substantiality,’3> when it sees something to
which it has a kinship™ or something that is a trace of that to which it
has a kinship, is both delighted and thrilled and returns to itself and
recollects itself and what belongs to itself.

What sameness is there, then, between the things here and the things
that are beautiful in the intelligible world? For if there is a sameness,
then we assume that the things are the same. How, then, are things here
and there both beautiful? We say that these are beautiful by participa-
tion in Form. For everything that is shapeless but is by nature capable of
receiving shape or form, having no share in a expressed principle or
form, is ugly, and stands outside divine reason.” This is complete
ugliness.™®

But something is also ugly if it has not been mastered by shape and
an expressed principle due to the fact that its matter has not allowed
itself to be shaped completely according to form."” The form, then,
approaches the matter and organizes what is going to be a single
composite made from many parts, and guides it into being a completed
unity, and makes it one by the parts’ acceptance of this; and since the form
is one, that which is shaped had to be one, to the extent possible for that
which is composed of many parts.

Beauty is, then, situated over that which is shaped at the moment
when, the parts having been arranged into one whole, it gives itself to
the parts and to the wholes. Whenever beauty takes hold of something
that is one and uniform in its parts, it gives the identical thing to the

2 See PL., Symp. 206D6.

3 Substance in the intelligible world is greater than substance in the sensible world.
When the soul finds itself among Forms and undescended intellects, it finds itself in the
presence of Substantiality.

'+ See Pl., Phd. 79D3; Rep. 611E2; Tim. goAs 7. 5 See PL., Tim. 50D7.

% Cf.1.8.9.14 18;3.6.11.15 27. 7 See Ar., GC 4.3.769b12, 4.770b16 17.
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whole. Itis, in a way, like craftsmanship, that sometimes gives beauty to
a whole house along with its parts, but sometimes it is like the particular
nature that gives beauty to a single stone."® Thus, a body actually comes
to be beautiful by its association with an expressed principle coming
from divine Forms.

§1.6.3. The power in the soul that has been made to correspond to
beauty recognizes it, and there is nothing more authoritative in judging
its own concerns, especially when the rest of the soul judges along with
it. Perhaps the rest of the soul also expresses itself by bringing into
concord the beautiful object with the form inside itself, using that for
judgement like a ruler used to judge the straightness of something.

But how does the beauty in the body harmonize with that which is
prior to body? How can the architect, bringing into concord the exter-
nal house with the form of the house internal to him, claim that the
former is beautiful?

In fact, it is because the external house is — if you consider it apart
from its stones — the inner form divided by the external mass of matter.
Being in fact undivided, it appears divided into many parts. Whenever,
then, sense-perception sees the form in the bodies binding together and
mastering the contrary nature, which is shapeless — that is, whenever it
sees an overarching shape on top of other shapes — it gathers together
that which was in many places and brings it back and collects it into the
soul’s interior as something without parts, and at that moment gives it to
that which is inside as something which has the harmony and concord
thatis dear to it. This is just as when a good man sees in the fresh face of
a youth a trace of the virtue that is in harmony with the truth that is
inside himself.

The simple beauty of a colour resides in shape and in the mastery of
the darkness in matter by the presence of incorporeal light and of
an expressed principle or form. This is the reason why fire, above all
the other bodies, is beautiful; it has the role of form in relation to the
other elements, highest in position, finest of the other bodies, being as
close as possible to the incorporeal, and is alone not receptive of the
other elements, though the others receive it."? For it heats them, but is
itself not cooled, and is primarily coloured, whereas the others get the
form of colour from it. So, it shines and glows as if it were form. That
which fades in a fire’s light, unable to dominate the matter, is no longer
beautiful, since the whole of it>® does not partake of the form of the
colour.

'8 Presumably, the nature that is the ensouled earth. Cf. 6.7.11.17 36.
" See Ar., GC 2.8.335218 21. *° Reading 8nov with Kalligas.
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As for the non-sensible harmonies in sounds that make the sensible
ones,”" they make the soul grasp them so as to have comprehension of
beauty in the same way, showing the identical thing in another way. It is
logical that sensible harmonies be measured by numbers, though not by
every formula but only by one that serves in the production of form for
the purpose of dominating the matter. And so regarding sensible beau-
ties, which are actually reflections and shadows that come to matter as if
they were making a dash there to beautify it and thrill us when they
appear, enough said.

§1.6.4. Regarding the more elevated beauties not given to sense-
perception to see, soul sees them and speaks about them without the
instruments of sense-perception, but it has to ascend to contemplate
them, leaving sense-perception down below.”* But just as in the case
of the beauties perceived by the senses it is not possible to speak about
them to those who have not seen them or to those who have never
grasped them for what they are, for example, those who have been
blind since birth; in the same way, it is not possible to speak about the
beauty of practices to those who have not accepted their beauty nor
about types of sciences and other such things. Nor can one speak
about the ‘splendour’®? of virtue to those who have not even imagined
for themselves the beauty of the visage of Justice and Self-Control,
‘not even the evening nor the morning star as so beautiful’.”#

But such a sight must be reserved for those who see it with that in the
soul by which it sees such things, and seeing it are delighted and shocked
and overwhelmed much more than in the previous cases, inasmuch as we
are now speaking of those who have already got hold of true beauties.*®
For these are the states one should be in regarding something which is
beautiful: astonishment, and sweet shock, and longing, and erotic thrill,
and pleasurable excitement. It is possible to have these emotions, and
practically all souls do have them in regard to all the unseen beauties, so
to say, but in particular those souls who are more enamoured of these.
It is the same with regard to the bodies that all can see, though not
everyone is ‘stung’>® equally by their beauty. Those who are stung
especially are those who are called ‘lovers’.

*! See Heraclitus, fr. 22 B 54 DK.

** See PL, Symp. 210B6 D1; Alcinous, Didask. 157.16 20, 165.27 30.

*3 See PL, Phdr. 250B3.

** Cf6.6.6.39. See Ar., EN 5.3.1129b28 29 quoting Euripides, Melanippe, fr. 486 Nauck®.

*5 Cf.6.7.36.4,39.19; 6.9.4.27. See PL., Symp. 206D8, 212A4 §; Phdr. 259B8; Rep. 572A8,
600C6, 608A7.

26 See PL, Phdr. 251D5.
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§1.6.5. We should next ask those who are indeed enamoured of the
beauties not available to the senses: ‘What state are you in regarding the
practices said to be beautiful and in regard to beautiful ways of being in
the world and to self-controlled characters and, generally, to products of
virtue or dispositions, I mean the beauty of souls?’*” And ‘When you see
your own “interior beauty”,*® what do you feel?” And ‘Can you describe
the frenzied*® and excited state you are in and your longing to be united
with yourselves,3® when extricating yourselves from your bodies?’ For
this is how those who are truly enamoured feel.

But what is it that makes them feel this way? It is not shapes or
colours or some magnitude, but rather they feel this way about soul, it
being itself ‘without colour?" and having self-control that is also with-
out colour and the rest of the ‘splendour’* of virtues. You feel this way
whenever you see in yourselves or someone else greatness of soul or
a just character or sheer self-control or the awe-inspiring visage of
courage?3 or dignity and reserve circling around a calm and unaffected
disposition with divine intellect shining on them all.

We then love and are attracted to these qualities, but what do we
mean when we say that they are beautiful? For they are real and appear
to us so, and no one who has ever seen them says anything other than
that they are real Beings. What does ‘real Beings’ mean? In fact, it means
that they are beautiful Beings. But the argument still needs to show why
Beings have made the soul an object of love. What is it that shines on all
the virtues like a light?

Would you like to consider the opposites, the ugly things
that come to be in the soul, and contrast them with the beauties? For
perhaps a consideration of what ugliness is and why it appears as such
would contribute to our achieving what we are seeking. Let there be
a soul that is actually ugly,** one that is licentious and unjust, filled with
all manner of appetites and every type of dread, mired in fear due to its
cowardice and in envy due to its pettiness, thinking that everything it
can actually think of is mortal and base, deformed in every way, a lover
of impure pleasures, that is, one who lives a life in which corporeal
pleasures are measured by their vileness. Shall we not say that, just as in
the case of something beautiful added to the soul, this very vileness
supervenes on the soul, and both harms it and makes it impure and
‘mixed with much evil’,>* no longer having a life or sense-perceptions
that are pure, but rather living a murky life by an evil adulteration that

7 See P, Symp. 210B6 Cg. 28 See PL, Phdr. 279Bo; Phd. 83A7.

29 See Pl., Phd. 69D1.

3° Cf. 6.7.30.36 38. Presumably, a reference to our undescended intellects.

31 See PL., Phdr. 247C6. 32 See PL., Phdr. 250B3. 33 See Homer Il. 7.212.
3+ See Pl., Gorg. 524E7 525A6. 35 See Pl., Phd. 66Bs.
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includes much death in it, no longer seeing what a soul should see, no
longer even being allowed to remain in itself due to its always being
dragged to the exterior and downward into darkness?3®

This is indeed what I regard as an impure soul, dragged in every
direction by its chains towards whatever it happens to perceive with its
senses, with much of what belongs to the body adulterating it, deeply
implicating itself with the material element and, taking that element
into itself due to that adulteration that only makes it worse, it exchanges
the form it has for another. It is as if someone fell into mud or slime and
the beauty he had is no longer evident, whereas what is seen is what he
smeared on himself from the mud or slime. The ugliness that has
actually been added to him has come from an alien source, and his
job, if indeed he is again to be beautiful, is to wash it off and to be
clean as he was before.

We would be speaking correctly in saying that the soul indeed
becomes ugly by a mixture or adulteration and by an inclination in the
direction of the body and matter. And this is ugliness for a soul; not
being pure or uncorrupted like gold, but filled up with the earthly.
If someone removes that, only the gold is left, and it is beautiful, isolated
from other things and being just what it is itself. Indeed, in the identical
manner, the soul — being isolated from appetites which it acquires
because of that body with which it associates too much — when it is
separated from other affections and is purified of what it has that is
corporeal, remains just what it is when it has put aside all the ugliness
that comes from that other nature.

§1.6.6. For it is indeed the case, as the ancient doctrine?? has it, that
self-control and courage and every virtue is a purification and is wisdom
itself. For this reason, the mysteries correctly offer the enigmatic saying
that one who has not been purified will lie in Hades in slime, because
one who is not pure likes slime due to his wickedness. They are actually
like pigs that, with unclean bodies, delight in such a thing.3®

What would true self-control be, besides not having anything to do
with the pleasures of the body and fleeing them as impure and as not
belonging to one who is pure? And what is courage but the absence of
fear of death? But death is the separation of the soul from the body.3?
And this is not feared by one who longs to be alone. And greatness of
soul*’ is actually contempt for the things here below. And wisdom is the
intellection that consists in a turning away from the things below,
leading the soul to the things above.

36 See Pl., Phd. 79C2 8. 37 See PL., Phd. 69C1 6.
38 See Heraclitus, fr. 22 B. 13 DK; Sext. Emp. PHT 56.
39 See P, Phd. 64C2 65A3. 4° See Ar., EN 2.7.1107b22, 4.7.1123a34 bg.
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The soul, then, when it is purified, becomes form,*' and an
expressed principle, and entirely incorporeal and intellectual and
wholly divine, which is the source of beauty and of all things that
have a kinship with it. Soul, then, being borne up to Intellect, becomes
even more beautiful. And Intellect and the things that come from
Intellect are soul’s beauty, since they belong to it, that is, they are not
alien to it, because it is then really soul alone. For this reason, it is
correctly said that goodness and being beautiful for the soul consist in
‘being assimilated to god’,** because it is in the intelligible world that
Beauty is found as well as the fate of the rest of Beings. Or rather,
Beings are what Beauty is and ugliness is the other nature, primary evil
itself, so that for god ‘good’ and ‘beautiful’ are identical, or rather the
Good and Beauty are identical.#3

In a similar way, then, we should seek to discover that which is
beautiful and good and the ugly and evil. And first we should posit
Beauty,** which is the Good from which Intellect comes, which is
itself identical with Beauty. And Soul is beautiful by Intellect. Other
things are beautiful as soon as they are shaped by Soul, including
examples of beauty in actions and in practices. Moreover, bodies that
are said to be beautiful are so as soon as Soul makes them so. For
inasmuch as it is divine and, in a way, a part of Beauty, it makes all that
it grasps and masters beautiful insofar as it is possible for them to
partake of Beauty.

§1.6.7. We must, then, ascend to the Good, which every soul desires.*’
If someone, then, has seen it, he knows what I mean when I say how
beautiful it is. For it is desired as good, and the desire is directed to it as
this, though the attainment of it is for those who ascend upward and
revert to it and who divest themselves of the garments they put on when
they descended. It is just like those who ascend to partake of the sacred
religious rites where there are acts of purification and the stripping oft of
the cloaks they had worn before they go inside naked.*® One proceeds in
the ascent, passing by all that s alien to the god until one sees by oneself
alone that which is itself alone uncorrupted, simple, and pure,*” that

# Or ‘Form’. Cf. 5.7 on Forms of individuals.

42 See Pl., Rep. 613B1; Tht. 176B1; Lg. 716C6 Dg.

4 The Good is both beyond Beauty because it is beyond Substandality (cf. 6.2.18.1 3;
67.32.22) and identical with Beauty because itis the cause of all that is beautiful, thatis,
the Forms.

+ The unusual term here is | kaAovry who appears as a goddess in Plato’s Symsp. 206D. Cf.
6.2.18.1 3;6.7.33.22.

4 See Pl., Rep. 517B4 5. 46 See Pl., Gorg. 523C E.

47 Cf. 5.1.6.11 1256.7.34.7 8;6.9.11.51. See PL,, Symp. 211E1.
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Enneads 1.6.7

upon which everything depends,*® and in relation to which one looks
and exists and lives and thinks. For it is the cause of life and intellect.
And, then, if someone sees this, what pangs of love will he feel, what
longings and, wanting to be united with it, how would he not be over-
come with pleasure?*’

For though it is possible for one who has not yet seen it to desire it as
good, for one who has seen it, there is amazement and delight in beauty,
and he is filled with pleasure and he undergoes a painless shock, loving
with true love and piercing longing. And he laughs at other loves and is
disdainful of the things he previously regarded as beautiful. It is like the
states of those who have happened upon apparitions of gods or daemons
after which they can no longer look at the beauty of other bodies in the
same way.

What, then, should we think if someone sees pure Beauty itself by
itself, not contaminated by flesh or bodies, not on the earth or in heaven,
in order that it may remain pure?*° For all these things are added on and
have been mixed in and are not primary; rather, they come from the
Good. If, then, one sees that which orchestrates everything, remaining
by itself while it gives everything, though it does not receive anything
into itself, if he remains in sight of this and enjoys it by assimilating
himself to it, what other beauty would he need? For this, since itis itself
supremely beautiful and the primary Beauty, makes its lovers beautiful
and lovable.

And with the Good as the prize the greatest and ‘ultimate battle is
indeed set before souls’,”* a battle in which our entire effortis directed
towards not being deprived of the most worthy vision. And the one
who attains this is ‘blessed’,’” since he is seeing a blessed sight,
whereas the one who does not is luckless.”? For it is not someone
who fails to attain beautiful colours or bodies, or power or ruling
positions or kingship who is without luck, but the one who does not
attain this and this alone. For the sake of this, he ought to cede the
attainment of kingship and ruling positions over the whole earth, sea,
and heaven, if by abandoning these things and ignoring them he could
revert to the Good and see it.

¥ Cf. 3.8.10.1 4 5.3.16.35 38; 6.7.18.16 31. See Ar., DC 1.9.279228 30; Mera.
12.7.1072b14.

49 Reading &v <oUx> éxmAayein with HS*. Cf. 6.7.27.24 28.

5° See PL, Symp. 211A8, 211D8 Eo2. 5t See P, Phdr. 247B5 6.

5% See P, Phdr. 250B6.

53 Or: &tuyns 8 <dvtws> ‘truly’ luckless, according to the emendation of Vitringa,
endorsed by Kalligas.
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Ennead 1.6.8 1.6.9

§1.6.8. How, then, can we do this? What technique should we
employ? How can one see the ‘inconceivable beauty’>* which remains
in a way within the sacred temple, not venturing outside, lest the
uninitiated should see it? Indeed, let him who is able go and follow it
inside, leaving outside the sight of his eyes, not allowing himself to
turn back to the splendour of the bodies he previously saw. For when
he does see beauty in bodies, he should not run after them, but realize
that they are images and traces and shadows, and flee towards that of
which they are images.’> For if someone runs towards the image,
wanting to grasp it as something true, like someone wanting to grasp
a beautiful reflection in water — as a certain story has it, hinting at
something else, in an enigmatic way, I think, who then falls into the
water and disappears’® — in the identical manner, someone who holds
on to beautiful bodies and does notlet them go plunges down, not with
his body but with his soul, into the depths, where there is no joy for an
intellect, and where he stays, blind in Hades, accompanied by shadows
everywhere he turns.

Someone would be better advised to say: ‘let us flee to our beloved
fatherland’.>” But what is this flight, and how is it accomplished? Let
us set sail in the way Homer, in an allegorical®® way, I think, tells us
that Odysseus fled from the sorceress Circe or from Calypso.
Odysseus was not satisfied to remain there, even though he had visual
pleasures and passed his time with sensual beauty. Our fatherland,
from where we have actually come, and our father are both in the
intelligible world.>®

What is our course and what is our means of flight? We should not
rely on our feet to get us there, for our feet just take us everywhere on
earth, one place after another. Nor should you saddle up a horse or
prepare some sea-going vessel. You should put aside all such things and
stop looking; just shut your eyes, and change your way of looking, and
wake up. Everyone has this ability, but few use it.5°

§1.6.9. What, then, is that inner way of looking? Having just awakened,
the soul is not yet able to look at the bright objects before it.” The soul
must first be accustomed to look at beautiful practices, next beautiful
works — not those works that the crafts produce, but those that men who

5% See P, Rep. 509A6; Symp. 218E2. 55 See P, Tht. 176B1.

56 Cf. 5.8.2.34 35. 57 See Homer, II. 2.140.

58 The word odvitreabon (often rendered ‘to riddle’, ‘to speak enigmatically’) seems to be
rendered best in the above manner.

59 Marfp (‘father’) sometimes refers to the One and sometimes to Intellect. Cf. 5.1.1.1;

5.8.1.3.
Cf. 4.3.24. ' Cf. 5.8.10.4 8.See Pl., Rep. 515E1 516A8.

101

I0

15

20

25


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9780511736490
https://www.cambridge.org/core

L RS I .

Bdrha regszetn, még egyre tanulgatok én . ..

Szolén gyakran ismételgette ezt a Verssort
oreg kordban. fn is elmondhatnim a magamé-
ban, ha értelmének egyik oldalit tekintem;
4mbér igen szomord az a tudominy, amelyet
hiisz esztendeje gylijt a tapasztalatom: a tudat-
lansig kellemesebb. A balsors ketsegtelenul
nagy tanitémester, de drigin fizetteti meg
leckéit, és a bel6liik szirmazé haszon gyakran
nem éri meg az drit. Egyébként is, mieltt még
az ember elsajitithatnd mindazt az ismeretet,
amit ezek a késdi leckék nydjtanak, elmilik az
alkalom, hogy hasznit vehesse. Fiatal fével
még érdemes tanulminyozni a bolcsességet;
6reg korban mir gyakorolni kell. A tapasztalat
mindig tanulsigos, elismerem; de csak hdtra-
1év8 id8nkre szdrmazik belble haszon. Ki ér rd

megtanulni, amikor iit a haldl érdja, hogy mi-
képpen kellett volna élnie 2

4T



Ugyan mit érek oly kés&n <

szerzett ismeretein:un}:allfe}jz;1 :‘; oLy fjdalmagay
Islomra. ¢és szerzBinek rosszindtjllz}:'vimek %
hogy Jjobban megismertem az ok o
b e emI?efeket, csak
tottek, s bir tudisom valariezlnor'usagba' .dESn-
feltirta el6ttem, elkeriilni méy1 p e
egyiket sem. Miért is nem o
€8y maradtam me
orokre abban az ostoba, de édes bizalomba :
an}ely hosszii éveken 4t a nagy hangii barﬁtolic’
zsdkminyavi és jitékszerévé tett, hogy hiléjuk
@glyaként még csak ne is gyanitsam a hilét!
A‘ldozatuk voltam, akit riszedtek, igaz, de azt
thFem, hogy szeretnek, és szivemnek jOlesett
az irdntuk érzett baritsig, mert dgy képzeltem,
Ylszonozzzik érzéseimet. Ezek az édes dbrindok
u'nmér szétfoszlottak., Az id8 s az értelem fel-
tirta a szomord valbsigot, rieszmdltetett bal-
sorsomra és megértette velem, hogy nincs el-
lenc orvossig, bele kell torédném. gy tehdt
kororrf minden tapasztalata sem teszi clényo-
sebbé jelenlegi helyzetemet s a jovEben éppoly
kcvéisé hazhatok belSle hasznot.
]u:}:}t{llctcs??lﬁk’or kiizd6térre szallunk, hald-
e }?r e ta:roz.unk' réla. Mit ér, ha jobban
. :Ecz fg::l?‘my/of‘?l ha’rci szekeriinket, amikor
pr a p‘x’ya végére? Legfeljebb azon
- odhatunk még, hogyan 1épjiink le réla.

yé.ltalzin van még
feladata maradt:

. meg 2 koromban €ppen
g g;ik el a legtobben; mindenre gon-
K erre nem. AZ oregek mindig jg)}):—
odnak az ¢lethez, mint _aﬁgyerekek,
biil vilnak meg tole, mint a fia-
den munk4juk ennek az élet-
nek szolt, ezért a végén Ugy érzik, hogy kér-ba
yeszett a firadozdsuk. Minden gondjt'lk_a:,;nnn-
don javukat, dolgos, dlmatlan gjszakdik minden
gyii»mﬁl‘tsét, mindeniiket it hagyjik, amikor
omennek. Eletiikben nem gondoltak arra,
hogy olyasmit is szerezzenek, amit magukkal

vihetnénck a haldlba.
Mindezt idejében végiggondoltam, és ha
gondolataimbél nem htzram tobb hasznot,
nem azért tortént {gy, mintha késén jutottak
volna eszembe vagy rosszul emésztettem volna
meg Gket. Mdr gyerekkoromban elkapott a
viligi élet 6rvénye, s a tapasztalat kordn meg-
tanftott r4, hogy nem erre a vildgra sziilettem
¢s sohase érhetem el benne azt az dllapotot,
amelynck szivem sziikségét érzi. Beldtva hit,
hogy az emberek kozote tigysem taldlhatom
meg a boldogsigot, kozottiik nem is kerestem
tbbé, s forré képzeletem mdris talszokkent
alig elkezd6dott életemen, mintha nem is az
43
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enyé i
oo ava:IE:é léo.‘%”" rabukkanjon 4 Jeegg
Ezt o rokre megpihenjen
az’ €rzést mar gyerekkorom].g .

n'eveltctesem, majd cgész életem £ 1 - t'aplzilta
Sitette a napjaimat betsltd 4 o - Yazn}an o
csz.lpésok végtelen szovedéke .Yezomsagok S
mindig lényem természetét s ?hi(usatt? 2
ol}"an’ gonddal és figyelemmel, ami] . el%é.t
na;:;snz}l nem tapasztaltam. Sok ’ember}t,cltétstenh
: I}allarf} sokkal tudésabbag béil__cs_elkedqttalclilé

o cs'c etiik valahogy idegen volt éinmaouk,t-’
Tudésabbak akartak lenni misoknil zDs 'OL
tanulz:}ényouék a viligegyctemet, min’t ahcl)lgy
°gy véletleniil megpillantott gépezetet tanfl}—’
glxazinzztak vo’lna, puszta kivincsisigb6l. Azért

nulmanyoztik az emberi természetet, hog
tuc?os médon beszélhessenck réla, ncm’ pcdiy
azért, hogy megismerj¢k onmagukat; azér%
(érfldoztak, hogy misokat okitsanak ’s nem
az.r;cl'.f,.}logy bevildgitsanak 6nmagukb:’1. Sokan
kozuh‘l.k csak arra torekedtek, hogy megfrjanak
egy kdnyvet, mindegy hogy milyet lcjszlk ol-
vassa el a k6z6nség. Miutdn m.cgfrtﬁk,és kozzé-
E'cttck, tartalma t6bbé egyiltalin nem érdekelte
6ket, legfeljebb csak annyiban, hogy el akart4k
f,’ogadtatni misokkal és megvédtek, ha tﬁniﬁd:is
¢rte, de ’kiiliinbcn a maguk hasznfra semmit
sem meritettek belble s még azzal sem t5rédtek
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v 2 tartalom hamis-¢ vagy 1gaz, csak ne
hogy ha tanulni vigytam,

dfolja senki- En viszont, ’
magam rud4siért tanultam, nem aze t, hogy
a ¢

anithassak; mindig ugy gondoltzm’l, ho%y mi-
clott masok tanitdsira villalkoznink, "onmzt-
gunknak kell elegendd tuddst szerezniink, €s
csaknem mindazt, amit életem folyamin az
emberek kozott igyekeztem elsajtitani, szive-
sen megtanultam volna akkor is, ha tanulmd-
pyaimat egymagarm folytatom egy lakatlan
szigeten, ahovi holtom napjdig szdmiztek.
Hogy mit kell tenniink, nagyban fiigg attol,

(amit hinniink kell, s a természet elemi sziikség-

t

letein tdl minden cselekedetiinket nézeteink
irinyitjik. Bzt az elvet kévetve, melyet mindig
is vallottam, sokszor és sok4ig kerestem €letem
valédi céljat, hogy ahhoz igazodhassam, s bér
ezen a viligon vajmi kevéssé voltam képes
iigyesen viselkedni, csakhamar megvigasztalt az
az érzés, hogy a célt nem itt kell keresnem.
Olyan csalidban sziilettem, ahol erkolcs és
jimborsig uralkodott, késébb egy mélységesen
bsles és valldsos lelkészt6l kaptam szelid neve-
lést: fgy sajétitottam el még zsenge koromban
azokat az elveket ¢s szabilyokat, mdsok szerint
taldn el6itéleteket, amelyek sohasem hagytak
¢l cgészen. Gyerekfejjel, magamra hagyva,
engedve a hizelgéseknek, a hitsig csibitdsinak,
45



a remény dbrindképének ¢s a k

katolikussi lettem, de mindig‘m éﬂyszcmck'
kc:rmztc’nyncl:, és a megszok4s cig\fnamdmm
szivem csakhamar Gszintén hozzéné?tc fOIYtdn
soinhoz. Warens-né intelmei ¢s péld-’l'lJ o
e:’osftettck ebben a vonzéd4sban, A vi‘cl.i]zk;ncg.‘
ga.r.l}", ahol ifjiisigom legszebb ¢veit tolts =
a2 jo konyvek, amelyeket teljes od:mgt’em’
tanulményoztam, mellette még ink4bb i(il;lssal
ta%:c‘)zm.ttik természetes ha_jlandészigaimqton;
szivbeli érzelmeimet, s csaknem f'énclon; h'Ls
buzgalommal tsltéttek el. Az elmélkedd ;]t*
vgr}ultség, a természet tanulminyozisa ;
viligegyetem szemlélése mindig arra kész,tcti
a mfa.gz'myost, hogy a dolgok teremtlje felé
lcl?dul_)ijn ¢s édes nyugtalansiggal keresse
mindannak a céljét, amit l4t, s mindannak az
okfn.'t, amit ¢rez. Amikor sorsom visszadobott
a vilig forgatagiba, mir semmit sem tal4lram
bclrmc, ami egy pillanatra is j6leshetett volna
s'a.vcmnc}:. A driga kitetlenség f4j6 emléke
mindenhovs elkisért, s kézonybe ¢s utdlatba
burkolta mindazt, amit elérhettern, ami si-
kerhez ¢s ranghoz vezethetett, Bi"zonytalan
voéltam nyugtalan vigyaimban, keveset re-
]rrélt ]g]l:h: é}fdllclt)uxbl,nt szereztem, s még a jo-

sivllland an is gy éreztem, hogy hidba

szerezném  ineg mindazt, amire térekedni
46

ahhoz a boldogsig-

m oly mohén v:igyot.t, bir
ligosan. fgy tehit minden

 iult abhoz, hogy vonzalmaie ]:151;”';:
kadjanak ettol a vxl:igtél,.mcg miclott edn
vetkeztek volna azok a bajok, amc%yek’ azu
végképp clidegenitettek t6le. Inség és golét,
bilcsesség €s tévelygés kozott lebegve értem
meg negyvenedik évemet, a szok4s sokban
blindssé tett, de szivemben nem volt rossz
hajlam: véletlenszer(ien éltem, az értelem 4ltal
viligosan megszabott elvek nélkiil, s talin
elhanyagoltam, de nem vetettem mcg koteles-
ségeimet, amelyeket sokszor alig ismertem.
Mir fiatalon a negyvenedik életévemet tlz-
tem ki végs6 hatirpontnak, amelyen til mér
semmi erdfeszitést nem teszek az érvényesiilé-
st s lemondok minden becsvigyamrol.
Szentiil elhatiroztam, hogy ha megérem ezt

yéleem, sohasem jutnék el

hoz, amelyre szive :
4t nem Jatta V1

a kort, birmilyen helyzetben leszek is, tobbé

nem igyckszem viltoztatni rajta, ¢s hitralévs
idémet egyik naprél a mésikra élem le, mitsem
tor6dve a jov6vel. Megértem a negyvenedik
dyet és konnyen végre tudtam hajtani terve-
met, bir akkor éppen gy litszott, hogy
sorsom biztosabb mederbe keriil; a lemondds
nemhogy fijt volna, de igazi Srdmbt szerzett,
Megszabadulva a csaloka dbrindoktdl, a hid
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arany paszominy,

OS

egyaltala
: i l tet?tzlall: nem \,roltam alkalmas, &s oldalanként
s ottamasolisra adtam magam, m :
¢z mindi A p %
- Iiu?dlg hatirozott kedvet érez::em t
a ’ / .
e u I:;asom nem korlitozédott a kiilss-
. EBr
ey CZ.tCIl”l, ’hogy gondolkod4somtdl
i gyszinten dtalakulist kvetel, nyilvin
e I:;at)abat, de sziikségesebbet; s mivel
r 2 i
e m fc{munkat végezni, bens8met
iase ynsgalatnak vetettem  alj, hogy
=St Icgc’lg olyan rendet teremtsek benne
yet halilom éréjara kivintam o

A bennem lejdtsz6dot
4 szemem el6tt %clt:zizr(iﬁzti'l'mgy e
cmberck esztelen nézetei .
telenségét miar kezdtem :
tudtamm elre,
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erkdlesi vildg, az
amelyeknek kép-
e ‘étlétni, bir még nem

yire az Sldozatuk leszek,

igény, hogy valami
z irodalmi dicsfényen
péirdja nyomban undorral
gcsapott, végill az 2
észét kevésbé

o
iintelet noveky
ot 1 szerezzek 2

i, amelynck 2
ot €b rm}lelyt me .
Jgy, o8y életem hatralevo . 5
pizonytalan pély4n fussam végig, ‘x.mnt az e j :
szebbik felét, amely mar mogott’em volt:
mindez rikényszeritett a nagy szemlére, amely-
nek mér régota szitkségét éreztem. Beletjogtam
hit, s ami télem tellett, meg is tettem mindent,
hogy sikerrel fejezzem be villalkozdsomat.

Ebb6l az id6bEl szirmazik teljes lemonda-
som a viligrol s a magénynak az a heves szere-
1. Tervbe vett

tete, amely azéta se hagyott ¢
munkémat csak feltétlen magényban fejezhet-
tem be; hosszd és békés tlinédések kellettek
hozzi, amilyeneket a tarsadalom forgataga
nem engedélyez. Ez arra kényszeritett, hogy
cgy ideig mds detmédot vilasszak, s azutin
olyan jél éreztem magam ebben, hogy csak
kényszerliségb8l s rovid pillanatokra szakitot-
tam meg, majd szivvel-lélekkel visszatértem
hozzi, mihelyt tehettem, és konnyen megma-=
radtam a korldtai kozott; s amikor késSbb az
emberek maginyossigra kirhoztattak, tapasz=
talhattam, hogy bir szimiizésemet kinzdsnak
szintik, tobbet tettek a boldogsigomeért, mint
amennyire én magam képes voltam.
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til;l, akik vajmi k
o
cz. Ahelyett, hogy eloszlattik voln,

geimet és kiemeltek v

bdl, megrenditették mindazt a bizg
nYyoss3

ame Am
melyet a szimomra legfontosabb k¢ ’

be ’ s » ’ rd' .

hjfx:i n’mr elémi véltem: az ateizmus v ’esek-
S L, érm

e tmkan, Parancsolé dogmatikusok médes
» semmilyen kérdésben sem tlirték hara;;

nélkiil, hogy birki is miéskép

; AL pen merjen gon-
olkodni, mint 8k. Sokszor elég gyc')’ngéngvé-

d .0

nf:f:t-i:; aIil:cnullcc, mcrt' gy(lolom a vitét és

L 1sol tshctscgci’m hozz4, de soha

e utgl c'suggcszto tanaikat, és ellen-

i sosofban szftotta £61 az ellen-
a tirelmetlen emberekben,

ls

{ Nem g

kétsg.

“Erveik ngfctxellélmcg dclnyugtalzmné tettek.
belém; nem tal/ tttmkf bdr sohasem hatoltak
hogy 2,1 vélaZzta Alam;jé vdlaszt, de éreztem,
tévedéssel ' megvan valahol, Nem annyira

sel, mint ink4bl ba]gaséggal vidoltam

magam, ¢s szfvem kiilg
- ilonbii Y o
mint értelmem. il megfelelt nekik,
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ak a régi-

) amban: tigem-=c
oltam mag gyCSebb

végil 18 % oda hinydjam 22 8

hogy °* O lfle‘?i(ii;:zatt, amikor még abban
peszédiiek szof%zm e |
ok bizonyos, hogy 3z ale |
tet; Irlnzisokk’al elfogadtatni, csakugyan @ l.eg- ‘.
nt’:étabb meogy6z6désiik sziilottei 2 A tanaikat |
grm;inyzé Dszenvedélyek, érdelfeik, .amel}’el_{“
nek ssztonzésére €l akarnak hitetnl valamit,
Jehetetlenné teszik, hogy meg:illapitsuk', voltst—
képp miben hisznek. Kereshetiink-¢ partveze-
rekben_j6hiszemiiséget.? Bolcseletiik méasok-
‘nak sz6l; én olyat kivinok, amely nekem
sz6ljon. Hadd keressem h4t ezt minden erém-
b3], amig nem kés6, hogy hétralévd napjaimra
biztos szabalyok irdnyithassik magatartisomat.
Frett férfi vagyok, szellemi képességeim teljé-
ben, Ezutin mér a hanyatlds kovetkezik. Ha
virok még, a kései fontolgatisban aligha ren-
delkezhetem majd valamennyi erdmmel, ér-
telmem mér nem lesz oly tevékeny, kevésbé
i6l fogom elvégezni azt, amit ma legjobb tu-
ddsom szerint megtehetek; ragadjuk meg ezt
a kedvezd pillanatot; kiilsd ¢s anyagi 4talaku-
lisom korat ¢lem, hadd legyen ez szellemi és
erkolesi dtalakuldsom kora is.l:lg_tg’_:gzzuk»mcg_
egyszer s mindenkorra nézeteimet,. elveimet,
és hatralév6 idémben legyek az, amivé ugy
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‘gdonflioAl‘tan_n, érett megfontol4s
nem kell,

Tervez?et lassan, tSbbszor pe
::Lttm:g;e; c(i:tsz o'lya'n igyekezette] & odaadys.
al, ak képes voltam. M¢lys¢ :
atcreztem, hogy ettd] fiigg hétralévé’y e1g =
nyugalma és egész sorsom. El8szir az eketm'n
lyok: ?ehézségek, ellenvetések, kanyai-1 ?d%
€s sotétségek olyan ttveszt&jébe kerij%: -
hogy Pﬁss?or is csaknem felhagytam mindeem,
:'1cl,"kls hJ'_]'én letettem a hisbavalé kutatésr:l-
és t?prengesehnben mAar-mir elfogadtam a kg ’
n.ap1lokosség szabilyait, miutin az oly nehez o
tisztdzhaté elvekben ilyesmit ugyis hasztin
!anul keresnék. De épp ez az okossig ann m:
idegen volt tSlem, annyira kevéssé érezzlcm
magam alkalmasnak az elsajititssira hogy ha
kalauzomul vilasztom, bizonyira é;)pcn }1’1
Ssclckszcm, mint aki tengereken ¢s viharokgx}ll
i, korményszerkezet és irdnyt nélkiil i' ck-
s'/,lkla csakncl'n clérhetetlen jclzéﬂémpag)t,'clé,
:(r)r:e y egyébként nem is jelez semmilyen kiko-

’Ncrn hagytam magam: detemben clészir
bat.or voltam; és ennck készsnhetem ho
;:{l'stcltcm’a szorny(i sorsot, amely m:ir’ :11(15)1t
: ;ltralrta filicm a karjat, bir ¢n még a legkevéshé
- gyanitottam, Olyan buzgé ¢s olyan 8szinte

utdn, hogy Ik
7 len.

kikedee haj_

" csalodhattam is

yizsgalodds utdn, amilyet taldn haland6 erflbfr
oha qem végzett addig, minden fontos €rze=.
= 16an meghatdroztam; S ha

. élCHC‘526 ”
semet €6Y-2 .z eredményekben, afelol

bizonyos vagyok, hogy tévedésemet
¢ biinds okokra visszavezetni, mert
Zitést nem sajniltam véde-

lcgalzibb

nem lehe

Jlen semmi eréfes
; konnyen meglehet, hogy a

kezésiil.  1gaz, ; : gy 2
gyerckkori cléitéletek és szivem titkos vagyal
2 szZhmomra legvigasztalébb oldalra billentet-

ték a mérleget. Amit oly hevesen kivinunk,
nehéz nem hinniink, s ki kételkedik abban,
hogy a tilviligi clet {téleteinek elfogaddsihoz
vagy elvetéséhez fliz6dé érdek a legtdbb
ember hitét meghatirozza, reményei vagy ret-
tegése szerint? Mindez, elismerem, gizsba
kothette gondolkoddsomat, de nem rontotta
meg johiszemf{iségemet, hiszen féltem attdl,
hogy mindenben tévedek. Ha minden eldol
a f6ldi ¢letben, ezt tudni kell, hogy legalibb
télem telhet8leg minél tobb hasznot hizzak
beléle, amfg nem kés8, s ne legyek teljesen al-
dozat. De akkori hangulatomban attél retteg-
tem legink4bb, hogy lelkem 616k sorsit koc-
kéra teszem az eviligi javak élvezetéért, holott
ezeket sohasem tartottam valami értékesnek.

Bevallom azt is, hogy nem mindig sikeriilt
teljes megelégedésemre kikiisz8bdlném mind-
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azokat az akadilyokat, amelyek ¢
a

g rtzk,t a}i ame{}’ekkd fﬂOZO'ﬁlsaink mbap all-
gtak a fiilemet. De tiiein I‘LIY 8Yakray,
Clhat;

hogy végleg 4l
s flyaillga;; I;C;glalok azokban
csekély a hatalma, s
hmﬂin rejtélyekbe
Yetése’ be iitkdztem, minden kérdés
ot e, s s
zottzbb ofg ozvetleniill is 2 legmegalapi}.’
s nem t’6r6dt 2gdban véve is a leghihetgp,
B . 1cm az ’eHenvetc’sckkelt megold:i.’
= ktam’ ke’pesl,, de hiszen az ellenkez
kiegyenlitettek evesbéerds ellenvetései amigy i
‘ma:ikus : oket. Ilyen dolgokban a dog-
- fontos hoang ssak a szélhimosokhoz illik; de
| gyen - azthJ.le'cjnberfl cke sajét felfogdsa.le-
gel vilassza L] woi-legbuaticlih | tél8képesség-
tévedéshe esﬁnkmflgém}k»Ha ennck ellenére is
el érte, mert n:: 1gazsigos birésig nem ftélhet
Ez az a rcndl’théntctlv .a gyunk vétkesek benne.
tonGSégOInat éPl'tcttcn(:1 alapelv, amelyre biz-
yotrelmes vizsgilod4saim A1
az ¢ nagyjé
is Z‘;innlanayrg;’ccht?k’ amclyet kgé)s,{';bbboic('::zrg
ezt a munkit m:l't):i;;: vikdrius - hitvalldsd-ban
gyalizta a maj ncm;ct:llérc%?ﬁcfom, i
54 : gyszer még

ziroztam
oo 2 kérde.
c?mben crtelemnek ole ;
minden oldalrg] éthatoli’

és
megoldhatatlap ellen-

(A
|

,
-

" 6zott
Jmat ;dézhet €lo 32 em})erek”k,o fe 1’
forrada o7 és a jOhiszemuscs e
témadasatt;{;odVa hét az oly hosszd € m¢gfon—
a A .
; ﬂy'z‘;dés'utan elfogadott clvekben, azota
s hitem soh g
¢ tettem Sket, mit sem torédve
pr cllenvetései_diﬁlg amelyeket koribban nem
1 se
J4thattam €lore s idénként felmeriiltek szelle-
nem renditettek meg. Mindig azt mondtam
magamban: ezek csak metafizikai okoskodi-
az alapvet elvekhez képest, amelyeket agyam
clfogadott, szivem megerdsitett, S amelyek
pecsétjét hordozzik. Ezek a kérdések amigy 1s
fslstte 4llanak az emberi ¢rtelemnek: nos, ha
dbl-c a szildrd tanok egész épiilete, melyet
annyi elmélkedés drdn, oly nagy gonddal szer-
szfvemnek, egész lényemnek, ds olyan_bels6
jovhhagyss igazolja, mint a tobbick koziil
bolhatjik szét azt az dsszhangot, amelyet hal-
hatatlan természetem ¢s a vildg felépitése s a

ha mcgéfik 4 jézan 2
gatartasom ?I a meg nem ingat-

_sem azokkal, amelyeket nem
memben. Néha nyugtalanitottak, de soha
sok €s sz8rszalhasogatdsok, semmi slyuk nincs
2 szenvedély nyugalméban a bels8 jovahagyds
nem tudok feloldani egy ellenvetést, mir meg-
kesztettem, amely annyira megfelel agyamnak,
egyiket sem ? Nem, lres érvek sohasem rom-
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benne ur 5 fizikai

Amikor illlz(:;a(l)cfcliak e
” 2d1ny kialaki

megfeleld erkélcsi vilig rend t
tam benne azt a_timagyt ;:n&;
van, hogy dletem nyomordsiggs 2
Minden mis rendszerben kif; & elviselen,
reményteleniil halnék meg Ezsitva ’élnék &
sz’ercncsétlenebb teremtméx; Raennek 2 ey
hit chhez, amely egyediﬂy.k' e
tenni, fittyet hinyva a jélétnekepes e
= ¢s az emberek-
K o i s
5 urt kovetkeztetést maga a
chr::agzl;a,voln’a, hogy el8készitsen a rzimé:/érg
wee €pessé tf:gyen elviselni ? Mivé lettem

lna, :mvc lennék akir ma is, a rdm szakadt
:zoml);lf gyb'rfelmekben s az életem végdig
nel:lll m;nlyszentett ’hihctctlen helyzetben, ha
- c1(ﬂva menc’dclset engesztelhetetlen iildo-
s kcn; sem Ifarpotlést az ebben a vildgban
P hgy:flazatért, sem pedig reményt,
s at :11 is ch?yerhctcm a neckem jiré
. legszar, ¢ sten ki lettem volna szolgéltatva
- ményushgcscbb sorsnak, amelyhez fog-

e étgtatslc:n :5 nem sdjtott £6ldi halandét ?
ok mi 1gom nyugalméban csak meg-
; s Joindulatot véltem tapasztalni

z emberek részérd], mig nyflt és bll')y:iod(l’)l
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ottik a5 ennek.

CICt, megtaly).

és testvérek el6tt,

Jearult a jO baritok
T orftottik a pokol

k csondben rim b ’
¢t haléjukat. Kébultan a legvarat=

st61, melynél sz6rny1’iségesebb soha
piiszke lelket, 2 sirba taposva, bar
dtam, kit8l és miért, a gyaldzat
ba dontve, koros-koriil iszonyatos
amelyb8l csak ijesztd tirgyak
156 meglepetés levett a ]4bamrol;
4lltam volna talpra a vératlan
baj utdn, ha mir el6tte meg neml taldlom azt
2z erét, amely buk4saimbél fel tudott emelni.
Csak hosszd évek vergbdése utin, eszméle-
il visszanyerve 6 ismét magamra
hogy milyen értckes tartalé-
dejére. Miutin
ges don-

szl'VCIn
4z 4ruld
mélyén 526
Janabb csapé
nem is érhet

szakadékd
homalyban,
viltak ki: az ¢

és soha nem is

temet VEg
tallva Iittam be,
kokat gy(jtottem a balsors 1
2 szimomra fontos dolgokban végle
tésre jutottam, elveimet helyzetefi;mel Ossze-.
hasonlitva megértettem, hogy az emberek esz-
telen nézetei és rovid dletiink kis eseményei
sokkal kevésbé jelentdsek, mint addig_kép-
zeltem, Mivel az €let megprébiltatisokbol 4ll,
egészen mindegy, hogy milyen fajtdjiak a
megprobiltatisok, ha az az eredmény kovet-
kezik bel8liik, amelyre elrendelték Sket, kovet-
kezésképpen minél nagyobbak, erésebbek, sza-
mosabbak a megprébiltatdsok, anndl inkabb
érdemes elviselni valamennyit, A leghevesebb
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f:éjd::lom is clvesziti erejét, ha ay emb
és biztos kirporlist it maga elggr. « <8
a kdrpétlis bizonyossiga volt koréb’bi elppfm
kedéseim legf6bb gyiimalcse, it
Igaz, hogy a szdmtalan merén ¢
téktelen béntalmak kézepete, am?:lll;ctzks e
oldalr6] rim zddultak, idénként feltimadt been
nem 2 nyugtalansig és a kétely, hogy kikczdl};
rc?)cnyernct ¢s megzavarja békémet. A nyi-
mos ellenvetések, amelyeket nem tudtam fe]-
o.]dam' , ilyenkor még nagyobb ergvel meriiltek
£6] szellememben, hogy épp azokban a pilla-
natokban teljesitsék be vereségemet, amikor
a balsors irdatlan csap4sainak silya alatt mir
!aiizcl dlltam a csiiggedéshez. Sokszor a késGbbi
id6ben hallott érvek jutottak eszembe s tdr-
sultak azokkal, amelyck régebben gyotortek,
0: gondoltam ilyenkor a csaknem fojtogat
‘ s%xvszoroug{as kézepette, ki vhat meg a két-
ségbeesést], ha szbrny(iséges sorsomban puszta
’ :}gyrémnek litom mindazt a vigaszt, amellyel
j .c:rtclimcm ajdndékozott meg, ha igy elpusztitja
onndn mfivét s végképp megfoszt a reménység
, .és a bizakod{s timaszité], amelyet a balsors
- idejére adott segitségiil 2 Milyen timaszt nyjt-
hatnak azok az 4brindok, amelyckben rajtam
kiviil senki sem ringatézik ezen 2 \)ilﬁgon? A
mai nemzedék csak tévedést és eldftcletet It
58
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pindabban a2 ér.zésbcin, amell}'el egye’diil én

iplilkozom; Z igazsigot, a blzonyos.sagot az

¢l ellentétes rendszerben taldlja meg;

gy Jitszik, el sem tudja hinni, hog}t én a ma-

gamét jéhiszemtien fogadtam el, s én magam

js, bér minden akaratommal belékapaszko-

dom, lekiizdhetetlen nehézsé_ggkgt taldlok ben-

ne, amelyeket nem ‘tgaok:;ﬁqun_ feloldani, de

azért mégis kitartok a megkezdett uton. Hit
coyediil én volnék bdles és felvildgosult a ha-
Janddk koz6tt 2 Amiért nekem megfelel valami,
mir biztos, hogy igaz? Alapozhatok-e felvili-
gosult hitet olyan ldtszatokra, melyekben a
tobbi ember semmi kézzelfoghatét nem 1dt, s
amelyek az én szememben is puszta dltatdsnak
tiinnének £6l, ha szfvem nem tdmogatnd ér-
telmemet ? Vajon nem lett volna jobb egyenl6
fegyverekkel kiizdeni {ild6z8im ellen, szabd-
lyaikat elfogadva, semmint a magam agyrémeit
kergetve tlirni tdmaddsaikat és mitsem tenni
azért, hogy clhdritsam Gket ? Bolcsnek hiszem
magam, pedig csak egy hid tévedés hiszékeny
dldozata ¢és mirtirja vagyok.

A kétely és a bizonytalansig . pillanataiban
hényszor dlltam kozel ahhoz, hogy dtengedjem
magam 2 kétségbeesésnek! Ha csak egyszer
is Ggy adbdik, hogy egy teljes honapot toltk
ecbben az 4llapotban, végem lett volna, vége
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az €letemnek. De ezek
gyakor vélsigok mind;
mindmdig nem szabadultam mep rx1::
SZ€n, most mir oly ritkik & oL ege-
y titkdk és gyors lefoly 4
hO%'y meg sem tudjik zavarni békémet };S}lak’
oyu nyugtalansigok csupin, s legfel'el;b o
nyira borzoljik f&l lelkemet, mint 31 4
hu].lé madirtoll a viz tiikrée, E’reztempafkba
ha ismét megfontolis tirgyivi teszem n i dOgy
amit kordbban mér eldsntstte e
: m, ezzel mintegy
fe}tetclezem, hogy okosabb lettem, vagy itélg-
képességem tokéletesebbé vélt, vagy hogy t5bb
b}lzgalommal vigyom az igazsigra, mint elsg
vizsgélédisom idején; mivel azonban az ilyen
feltevések koziil egyik sem volt é nem is lehe-
tett igaz, semmilyen alapos érv nem Sszt&nsz-
hetett arra, hogy olyan nézeteket részesitsek
clényben, amelyck a kétségbeesés szakadéks-
ban csak nyomortsigom elmélyitésére csibi-
tottak, szemben azzal a felfogéssal, amelyet
legszebb koromban, szellemi érettségem tel-
jében, a legalaposabb vizsgilédss utdn fogad-
tam el, amikor nyugodt életem lehetSvé tette,
hogy mindenekel8tt az igazsig megismerésé-
vel foglalkozzam. Most, amikor a f4jdalomtél
meggyotort szivem, a csapdsoktél megtort
lelkem, rémiilt képzeletem, a koriilttem sii-
ris6d6 sz0rny(i rejeélyektSl megzavart el-
6o

a rfgebben Ugyan e)¢
g rovidek voltak, s bér

'ép"és egészs

’ 4 / e £
‘m, 42 sregségtol €s 2 szorongdstol 11{11 g
i i { ru-
e ilt képességerm mind elveszitette:
e onké ondjak le minden
aln1as erejiiket, Snként mondj 1
’lyforrésomrél, amit sikeriilt feltirnom,
sege

jobban bizzak hanyatlo ¢rtelmemben, hogy
S 1

jguzshgtalanul vbcfldogta_l;ﬁ_m_lév _tegyi?n,_k mlzf :
éges értelmemben, amely XatPo

<lhat a meg nem érdemele bajokért? Ner,

¢om bolcsebb, sem tanultabb, sem J?h1526mubb

nem vagyok, mint amikor eldontottem ez’ekf’:t

a nagy kérdéseket; akkor is lattam a ’ne'hezse—

geket, amelyek ma gyotornek; nem alhtottal‘:
meg utamon, s ha azéta fjabbakat eszeltek 1‘(1,

ozek csak a szérszilhasogatd metafizika szofiz-
mii, é nem ellensilyozhatjdk az orok igazsigo-
kat, amelyeket minden bdlcs minden idoben
clfogadott, minden nemzet elismert, s ldtérii{-
hetetlen betfikkel vannak bevésve az_emberi-
sztvbe. Ezeken a kérdéseken elmélkedve beldt-
tam, hogy az érzékek korlitai kzé szoritott
emberi értelem nem foghatja fel Sket teljes
kiterjedésiikben. Megmaradtam hit a magam
képességein beliil, s nem akartam 4tlépni hatd-
raikat. Bz ésszerti volt, mir régen igy dontot-
tem, és kitartottam dontésem mellett, mert
szivem 1is, értelmem is jévihagyta. Milyen
alapon térnék el téle most, amikor oly nyomés
okok késztetnek a megtartisira ? Milyen ve-
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sze.ly szdrmazik abbdl, ha kit
MJbr’:n lenne hasznomra, h, - i
I'-Ia atveszem {ild6z6im tapajt melg(‘t.a Sdlatig
atvegyem-e ? Azt a g}’ﬁkértele’nel: 010§f: g
te.lcn erkdlesst, amelyet kidiszftves e
konyveikben ¢s hangzatos szin d('3 taialn.ak il
bér a sziviiket és értelmiiket sl;a S
it beldle; vagy pedig azt a mn:;'Ls?l;1 e
ke’gyetlcn erkolesdt, a beavatottak h;s
szént elméletet, amelynek az el8bbi csups
arca, amely cselekvésiik egyetlen irﬁf aIell =
s amelyet oly iigyesen alkalmaztak x)r’el: :
sz?mben ? Ez az erkélcs tisztén offenziy jelle i
vcflckczni nem lehet vele, csak t4mad4sra g:s]’
Mi hasznit litndm abban az dllapotbin'
amelybe épp 8k kényszerftettek ? Bajaim kb"zc-’
pcm’z csak 4rtatlansigom tartja bennem a lelket:
s mcg sokkal boldogtalanabb lennék, ha meg-’
fosztva magamat ett6] az egyediili, de hatalmas
segélyforrdst6l, a gonoszsiggal helyettesite-
ném! Utolérném-e Gket az drminy miivésze-
t(”:bcn, s ha sikeriilne is, milyen bajtél mente-
ilz(s::fc; az, amclgct ¢én okozhatok nekik > El-
eném  Onbecsii & '
i B, csiilésemet, ¢ semmit se
.fgy hit snmagamban elmélkedve lassanként
cljutottam arra a pontra, ahol mir nem ingat-
hatnak meg elveimben a cs'alékony érvek
62 ’

znalatira

titkos &5 °

1 L

2 fcloldhafﬁt.l.?t?,‘?.n@nvﬁtés?k s mmda.z a’nché,z-
-s‘ég,"axiely meghaladta kep’essege1met és taldn
4z emberl szellemét is. Az en sz?]@e_@_mgg- ‘
lapodott a legszilirdabb nyugyoponton, ame=
tam neki, s lelkiismeretem oltal-

Iyet nydjthattam nexd, S i :
‘mdban annyira megszokta ott a pihencst, hogy

:mmér semmilyen idegen tan, akar régi, akdr
{j, nem kavarhatja fel tobbé s egy pillanatra’
sem zavarhatja meg békémet. Ebben a szellemi
jankaddsban és ernyedésben még azokat az
érveket is elfelejtettem, amelyekre hitemet ¢és
elveimet alapoztam, de sohasem fogom el-
felejteni a kdvetkeztetéscket, amelyeket lelki-
ismeretem és értelmem jévahagydsival vontam
e bel8lik, s most mir mindig ezekhez tartom
magam, Hadd vitatkozzon velem minden sz0r-
szilhasogaté filozéfus: csak idejét és erejét
vesztegeti, Most m4r életem végdig mindenben
ahhoz a déntésemhez igazodom, melyet akkor
tettem a magamévd, amikor még jobban tud-

tam vélasztani.
Ebben a lelki békében nemcsak nyugodt

lelkiismeretet taldlok, hanem reményt és vigaszt -

is, amire 4llapotomban oly nagy sziikségem
van. Elkertilhetetlen, hogy az ilyen tokéletes,
ilyen 4llando, snmagaban véve ilyen szomort
magdny, az egész mai nemzedék mindig érez-
het$ ¢ mindig tevékeny ellenszenve s a szdm-
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talan merénylet, amelybep Tészesiilsk, olyk
ne tegyen leverttd: ha a remg y meginoor
a csliggesztG kételyek néha még ViSSZatémei,
bogy megzavarjdk és szomortisiggal isragy el
lelkemet. Tlyenkor képtelen vagyok arra, hogy
adott szellemi erdim miikSdtetéséve] nyugtas.
Sam meg magam, s f6l kell idéznem régi el-
hatirozisaimat; eszembe Jjut, milyen gonddal,
figyelemmel és 8szinte szivvel Jutottam el hog-
zdjuk, s ett8] visszatér minden bizalmam. E]-
zirkézom tehit minden 4j eszme el6l, végzetes
tévedésnek és hamis l4tszatnak tartom, amely
csak arra j6, hogy nyugalmamat megzavarja,
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Chapter Two
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ON THE DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN THE ETHICS
AND A MORALITY

No philosopher was ever more worthy, but neither was any
philosopher more maligned and hated. To grasp the reason for
this it is not enough to recall the great theoretical thesis of Spi-
nozism: a single substance having an infinity of attributes, Deus
sive Natura, all “‘creatures” being only modes of these attributes
or modifications of this substance. It is not enough to show how
pantheism and atheism are combined in this thesis, which denies
the existence of a moral, transcendent, creator God. We must
start rather from the practical theses that made Spinozism an
object of scandal. These theses imply a triple denunciation: of
“consciousness,” of ““values,” and of *‘sad passions.” These are
the three major resemblances with Nietzsche. And already in
Spinoza’s lifetime, they are the reasons for his being accused of
materialism, immoralism, and atheism.

1. A devaluation of consciousness (in favor of thought): Spinoza the
materialist.

Spinoza offers philosophers a new model: the body. He pro-
poses to establish the body as a model: “We do not know what
the body can do . . . ” This declaration of ignorance is a provo-
cation. We speak of consciousness and its decrees, of the will and
its effects, of the thousand ways of moving the body, of dominat-
ing the body and the passions—but we do not even know what a

17
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body can do.? Lacking this knowledge, we engage in idle talk. As
Nietzsche will say, we stand amazed before consciousness, but
“the truly surprising thing is rather the body . .. ”

Yet, one of the most famous theoretical theses of Spinoza is
known by the name of parallelism; it does not consist merely in
denying any real causality between the mind and the body, it dis-
allows any primacy of the one over the other. If Spinoza rejects
any superiority of the mind over the body, this is not in order to
establish a superiority of the body over the mind, which would
be no more intelligible than the converse. The practical signifi-
cance of parallelism is manifested in the reversal of the tradi-
tional principle on which Morality was founded as an enterprise
of domination of the passions by consciousness. It was said that
when the body acted, the mind was acted upon, and the mind did
not act without the body being acted upon in turn (the rule of
the inverse relation, cf. Descartes, The Passions of the Soul, arti-
cles 1 and 2). According to the Ethics, on the contrary, what is an
action in the mind is necessarily an action in the body as well,
and what is a passion in the body is necessarily a passion in the
mind.? There is no primacy of one series over the other.

What does Spinoza mean when he invites us to take the body
as a model? It is a matter of showing that the body surpasses the
knowledge that we have of it, and that thought likewise surpasses the
consciousness that we have of it. There are no fewer things in the
mind that exceed our consciousness than there are things in the
body that exceed our knowledge. So it is by one and the same
movement that we shall manage, if possible, to capture the pow-
er of the body beyond the given conditions of our knowledge,
and to capture the power of the mind beyond the given condi-
tions of our consciousness. One seeks to acquire a knowledge of
the powers of the body in order to discover, in a parallel fashion,
the powers of the mind that elude consciousness, and thus to be
able to compare the powers. In short, the model of the body, ac-
cording to Spinoza, does not imply any devaluation of thought
in relation to extension, but, much more important, a devalu-

1. Ethics, 111, 2, scholium.
2. Ethics, 111, 2, schol. (and 11, 13, schol.).
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ation of consciousness in relation to thought: a discovery of the
unconscious, of an unconscious of thought just as profound as the
unknown of the body.

The fact is that consciousness is by nature the locus of an illu-
sion. Its nature is such that it registers effects, but it knows noth-
ing of causes. The order of causes is defined by this: each body in
extension, each idea or each mind in thought are constituted by
the characteristic relations that subsume the parts of that body,
the parts of that idea. When a body ‘“‘encounters’ another body,
or an idea another idea, it happens that the two relations some-
times combine to form a more powerful whole, and sometimes
one decomposes the other, destroying the cohesion of its parts.
And this is what is prodigious in the body and the mind alike,
thesesets of living parts that enter into composition with and de-
compose one another according to complex laws.? The order of
causes is therefore an order of composition and decomposition
of relations, which infinitely affects all of nature. But as con-
scious beings, we never apprehend anything but the effects of
these compositions and decompositions: we experience joy when
a body encounters ours and enters into composition with it, and
sadness when, on the contrary, a body or an idea threaten our
own coherence. We are in a condition such that we only take in
“what happens’ to our body, “what happens’ to our mind, that
is, the effect of a body on our body, the effect of an idea on our
idea. But this is only our body in its own relation, and our mind
in its own relation, and the other bodies and other minds or
ideas in their respective relations, and the rules according to
which all these relations compound with and decompose one an-
other; we know nothing of all this in the given order of our
knowledge and our consciousness. In short, the conditions un-
der which we know things and are conscious of ourselves con-
demn us to have only inadequate ideas, ideas that are confused and
mutilated, effects separated from their real causes.* That is why
it is scarcely possible to think that little children are happy, or
that the first man was perfect: ignorant of causes and natures,

3. Even the mind has a very large number of parts: cf. Ethics, 11, 15.
4. Ethics, 11, 28, 29,
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reduced to the consciousness of events, condemned to under-
go effects, they are slaves of everything, anxious and un-
happy, in proportion to their imperfection. (No one has been
more forceful than Spinoza in opposing the theological tradi-
tion of a perfect and happy Adam.)

How does consciousness calm its anguish? How can Adam
imagine himself happy and perfect? Through the operation of
a triple illusion. Since it only takes in effects, consciousness
will satisfy its ignorance by reversing the order of things, by
taking effects for causes (the illusion of final causes): it will con-
strue the effect of a body on our body as the final cause of its
own actions. In this way it will take itself for the first cause,
and will invoke its power over the body (the illusion of free de-
crees). And where consciousness can no longer imagine itself
to be the first cause, nor the organizer of ends, it invokes a
God endowed with understanding and volition, operating by
means of final causes or free decrees in order to prepare for
man a world commensurate with His glory and His punish-
ments (the theological illusion).> Nor does it suffice to say that
consciousness deludes itself: consciousness is inseparable from
the triple illusion that constitutes it, the illusion of finality, the
illusion of freedom, and the theological illusion. Conscious-
ness is only adream with one’s eyes open: ““The infant believes
he freely wants the milk; the angry child that he freely wants
vengeance; and the timid, flight. So the drunk believes that it
is from a free decision of the mind that he speaks the things he
later, when sober, wishes he had not said.’’8

It is still necessary for consciousness itself to have a cause.
Spinoza sometimes defines desire as ‘‘appetite together with
consciousness of the appetite.”” But he specifies that this is
only a nominal definition of desire, and that consciousness
adds nothing to appetite (‘‘we neither strive for, nor will, nei-
ther want, nor desire anything because we judge it to be good;
on the contrary, we judge something to be good because we

5. Ethics, 1, appendix.
6. Ethics, 111, 2, schol.
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strive for it, will it, want it, and desire it”’).” We need, then, to
arrive at a real definition of desire, one that at the same time
shows the “‘cause’” by which consciousness is hollowed out, as it
were, in the appetitive process. Now, the appetite is nothing else
but the effort by which each thing strives to persevere in its be-
ing, each body in extension, each mind or each idea in thought
(conatus). But because this effort prompts us to act differently ac-
cording to the objects encountered, we should say that it is, at
every moment, determined by the affections that come from the
objects. These determinative affections are necessarily the cause of the
consciousness of the conatus.® And since the affections are not sep-
arable from a movement by which they cause us to go to a great-
er or lesser perfection ( joy and sadness), depending on whether
the thing encountered enters into composition with us, or on'the
contrary tends to decompose us, consciousness appears as the
continual awareness of this passage from greater to lesser, or
from lesser to greater, as a witness of the variations and determi-
nations of the conatus functioning in relation to other bodies or
other ideas. The object that agrees with my nature determines
me to form a superior tbtality that includes us, the object and
myself. The object that does not agree with me jeopardizes my
cohesion, and tends to divide me into subsets, which, in the ex-
treme case, enter into relations that are incompatible with my
constitutive relation (death). Consciousness is the passage, or
rather the awareness of the passage from these less potent total-
ities to more potent ones, and vice versa. It is purely transitive.
But it is not a property of the Whole or of any specific whole; it
has only an informational value, and what is more, the informa-
tion is necessarily confused and distorted. Here again, Nietzsche
is strictly Spinozan when he writes: “The greater activity is un-
conscious; consciousness usually only appears when a whole
wants to subordinate itself to a superior whole. It is primarily the
consciousness of this superior whole, of reality external to the
ego. Consciousness is born in relation to a being of which we

7. Ethics, 111, 9, schol.

8. Ethics, 111, definition of Desire (“in order toinvolve the cause of this
consciousness in my definition . .. ”’).
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could be a function; it is the means by which we incorporate into
that being.”

I1. A devaluation of all values, and of good and evil in particular (in
favor of “good” and ‘‘bad’’): Spinoza the immoralist,

“Thou shalt not eat of the fruit. .. ””: the anxious, ignorant
Adam understands these words as the expression of a prohibi-
tion. And yet, what do they refer to? To a fruit that, as such, will
poison Adam if he eats it. This is an instance of an encounter
between two bodies whose characteristic relations are not com-
patible: the fruit will act as a poison; that is, it will determine the
parts of Adam’s body (and paralleling this, the idea of the fruit will
determine the parts of his mind) to enter into new relations that no
longer accord with his own essence. But because Adam isignorant of
causes, he thinks that God morally forbids him something,
whereas God only reveals the natural consequence of ingesting
the fruit. Spinoza is categorical on this point: all the phenomena
that we group under the heading of Evil, illness, and death, are
of this type: bad encounters, poisoning, intoxication, relational
decomposition.?

In any case, there are always relations that enter into composi-
tion in their particular order, according to the eternal laws of
nature. There is no Good or Evil, but there is good and bad.
“Beyond Good and Evil, at least this does not mean: beyond good
and bad.”’!® The good is when a body directly compounds its re-
lation with ours, and, with all or part of its power, increases ours.
A food, for example. For us, the bad is when a body decomposes
our body’s relation, although it still combines with our parts, but
in ways that do not correspond to our essence, as when a poison
breaks down the blood. Hence good and bad have a primary, ob-
jective meaning, but one that is relative and partial: that which
agrees with our nature or does not agree with it. And conse-
quently, good and bad have a secondary meaning, which is sub-
jective and modal, qualifying two types, two modes of man’s
existence. That individual will be called good (or free, or ration-

9. Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 4. And Letter XIX, to Blyenbergh.
10. Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morals, First Essay, section 17.
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determining the movement of the line or the semicircle). For
with the idea of God all fictions and abstractions cease, and ideas
follow from it in their order just as real singular things are pro-
duced in theirs (idem, 73, 75, 76). This is why the geometric no-
tions are fictions capable of conjuring away the abstract to which they
relate, and capable of conjuring themselves away. Consequently they
are closer to the common notions than to the abstracts; they im-
ply, in the Treatise on the Intellect, a foreshadowing of what the
common notions will be in the Ethics. We will see, in fact, how
the latter maintain a complex relationship with the imagination;
and in any case, the geometric method will preserve its full
meaning and extension.

ACT. Cf. Power,
ACTION. Cf. Affections.
ADEQUATE -INADEQUATE. Cf. Idea.

AFFECTIONS, AFFECTS.—1. The affections (affectio) are the
modes themselves. The modesare the affections of substance or
of its attributes (Ethics, 1, 25, cor.; I, 30, dem.). These affections
are necessarily active, since they are explained by the nature of
God as adequate cause, and God cannot be acted upon.

2. At a second level, the affections designate that which hap-
pens to the mode, the modifications of the mode, the effects of
other modeson it. These affections are therefore images or cor-
poreal traces first of all (Ethics, 11, post. 5; 11, 17, schol.; I11, post.
2); and their ideas involve both the nature of the affected body
and that of the affecting external body (11, 16). “The affections
of the human body whose ideas present external bodies as pres-
ent in us, we shall call images of things . . . And when the mind
regards bodies in this way, we shall say that it imagines.”

3. But these image affections orideas form a certain state (con-
stitutio) of the affected body and mind, which implies more or
less perfection than the preceding state. Therefore, from one
state to another, from one image or idea to another, there are
transitions, passages that are experienced, durations through
which we pass to a greater or a lesser perfection. Furthermore,
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these states, these affections, images or ideas are not separable
from the duration that attaches them to the preceding state and
makes them tend towards the next state. These continual dura-
tions or variations of perfection are called “affects,” or feelings
(affectus).

It has been remarked that as a general rule the affection (affec-
ti0) is said directly of the body, while the affect (affectus) refers to
the mind. But the real difference does not reside there. It is be-
tween the body’s affection and idea, which involves the nature
of the external body, and the affect, which involves an increase
or decrease of the power of acting, for the body and the mind
alike. The affectio refers to a state of the affected body and im-
plies the presence of the affecting body, whereas the affectus re-
fers to the passage from one state to another, taking into
account the correlative variation of the affecting bodies. Hence
there is a difference in nature between the image affections or
ideas and the feeling affects, although the feeling affects may be
presented as a particular type of ideas or affections: “By affect I
understand affections of the body by which the body’s power of
acting is increased or diminished, aided or restrained. . .. ” (I11,
def. 3); “An affect that is called a passion of the mind is a con-
fused idea, by which the mind affirms of its body, or of some part
of it, a greater or lesser force of existing than before. . . . ” (III,
gen. def. of the affects). It is certain that the affect implies an
image or idea, and follows from the latter as from its cause (II,
ax. 3). Butit is not confined totheimage or idea; it is of another
nature, being purely transitive, and not indicative or representa-
tive, since it is experienced in a lived duration that involves the
difference between two states. This is why Spinoza shows that
the affect is not a comparison of ideas, and thereby rejects any in-
tellectualist interpretation: “When I say a greater or lesser force
of existing than before, I do not understand that the mind com-
pares its body’s present constitution with a past constitution, but
that the idea which constitutes the form of the affect affirms of
the body something which really involves more or less of reality
than before.” (I1I, gen. def.).

An existing mode is defined by a certain capacity for being af-
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fected (I1I, post. 1 and 2). When it encounters another mode, it
can happen that this other mode is “good” for it, that is, enters
into composition with it, or on the contrary decomposes it and is
“bad” for it. In the first case, the existing mode passes to a great-
er perfection; in the second case, to a lesser perfection. Accord-
ingly, it will be said that its power of acting or force of existing
increases or diminishes, since the power of the other mode is
added to it, or on the contrary is withdrawn from it, immobiliz-
ing and restraining it (IV, 18 dem.). The passage to a greater
perfection, or the increase of the power of acting, is called an
affect, or feeling, of joy; the passage to a lesser perfection or the
diminution of the power of acting is called sadness. Thus the
power of acting varies according to external causes for the same
capacity for being affected. The feeling affect (joy or sadness)
follows from the image affection or idea that it presupposes (the
idea of the body that agrees with ours or does not agree); and
when the affect comes back upon the idea from which it follows,
the joy becomes love, and the sadness, hatred. In this way the dif-
ferent series of affections and affects continually fulfill, but un-
der variable conditions, the capacity for being affected (III, 56).
So long as our feelings or affects spring from the external en-
counter with other modes of existence, they are explained by
the nature of the affecting body and by the necessarily inad-
equate idea of that body, a confused image involved in our state.
Such affects are passions, since we are not their adequate cause
(IT1, def. 2). Even the affects based on joy, which are defined by
an increase of the power of acting, are passions: joy is still a pas-
sion “insofar as a man’s power of acting is not increased to the
point where he conceives himself and his actions adequately”
(1IV, 59, dem.). Even though our power of acting has increased
materially, we will remain passive, separated from our power, so
long as we are not formally in control of it. That is why, from the
standpoint of the affects, the basicdistinction between two sorts of
passions, sad passions and joyful passions, prepares for a very dif-
ferent distinction, between passions and actions. An idea of affectio
always gives rise to affects. But if the idea is adequate instead of
being a confused image, if it directly expresses the essence of the

A
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affecting body instead of involving it indirectly in our state, ifit
isthe idea of an internal affectio, or of a self-affectionthat evinces
the internal agreement of our essence, other essences, and the
essence of God (third kind of knowledge), then the affects that
arise from it are themselves actions (III, 1). Not only must these
affects or feelings be joys or loves (111, 58 and 59), they must be
quite special joys and loves since they are no longer defined by
an increase of our perfection or power of acting but by the full,
formal possession of that power or perfection. The word blessed-
ness should be reserved for these active joys: they appear to con-
quer and extend themselves within duration, like the passive
Jjoys, but in fact they are eternal and are no longer explained by
duration; they no longer imply transitions and passages, but ex-
press themselves and one another in an eternal mode, together
with the adequate ideas from which they issue (V, 31— 33).

AFFIRMATION. Cf. Negation.
ANALOGY. Cf. Eminence.
APPETITE. Cf. Power. .

ATTRIBUTE.—“What the intellect perceives of substance, as
constituting its essence” (Ethics, 1, def. 4). The attributes are not
ways of seeing pertaining to the intellect, because the Spinozist
intellect perceives only what is; they are not emanations either,
because there is no superiority, no eminence of substance over
the attributes, nor of one attribute over another. Each attribute
“expresses” a certain essence (I, 10, schol. 1). If the attribute
necessarily relates to the intellect, this is not because it resides in
the intellect, but because it is expressive and because what it ex-
presses necessarily implies an intellect that “perceives” it. The
essence that is expressed is an unlimited, infinite quality. The
expressive attribute relates essence to substance and it is this im-
manent relation that the intellect grasps. All the essences, dis-
tinct in the attributes, are as one in substance, to which they are
related by the attributes.

Each attribute is *“conceived through itself and in itself” (Let-
ter I1, to Oldenburg). The attributes are distinct in reality: no at-
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ian philosophy. But Spinoza gives it a profoundly original mean-
ing and recasts it completely by turning it back against the hy-
pothesis of creation, and by showing how nonbeing or
nothingness is never included in the nature of something. “To
say that the nature of the thing required this limitation . . . is to
say nothing. For the nature of the thing cannot require anything
unless it exists’’ (Short Treatise, 1, chap. 2, 5, n. 2). Practically, the
negative is eliminated through Spinoza’s radical critique of all
the passions that derive from sadness.

NUMBER. Cf. Abstractions.
OBEY. Cf. Sign, Society.

ORDER. Cf. Nature.

PASSION. Cf. Affections.
POSSIBLE. Cf. Intellect, Necessary.

POWER.—One of the basic points of the Ethics consists in deny-
ing that God has any power (potestas) analogous to that of a ty-
rant, or even an enlighténed prince. God is not will, not even a
will enlightened by a legislative intellect. God does not conceive
possibilities in his intellect, which he would realize through his
will. The divine intellect is only a mode through which God
comprehends nothing other than his own essence and what fol-
lows from it; his will is only a mode according to which all conse-
quences follow from his essence or from that which he
comprehends. So he has no potestasbut only a potentia identical to
his essence. Through this power, God is also the cause of all
things that follow from his essence, and the cause of himself,
that is, of his existence as it is involved by his essence (Ethics, I,
34).

All potentia is act, active and actual. The identity of power and
action is explained by the following: all power is inseparable
from a capacity for being affected, and this capacity for being
affected is constantly and necessarily filled by affections that re-
alizeit. The word potestas has a legitimate use here: ‘“Whatever is
in God'’s power (in potestate) must be so comprehended by his es-
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sence that it necessarily follows from it” (I, 35). In other words:
to potentia as essence there corresponds a potestas as a capacity for
being affected, which capacity is filled by the affections or
modes that God produces necessarily, God being unable to un-
dergo action but being the active cause of these affections.

Divine power is twofold: an absolute power of existing, which
entails a power of producing all things; an absolute power of
thinking, hence of self-comprehension, which entails the power
of comprehending all that is produced. The two powers are like
two halves of the Absolute. They should not be confused with
the two infinite attributes that we know; it is obvious that the
attribute of extension does not exhaust the power of existing,
but that the latter is an unconditioned totality which possesses a
priori all the attributes as formal conditions. As for the attribute
of thought, it forms part of these formal conditions that relate to
the power of existing, since all ideas have a formal being
through which they exist in that attribute. It is true that the at-
tribute of thought has another aspect: by itself it is the entire 0b-
Jective condition which the absolute power of thinking possesses a
priori as an unconditioned totality. We have seen how this the-
ory, far from being inconsistent with parallelism, was an essen-
tial component of it. The important thing is not to confuse the
strict equality of the attributes relative to the power of acting,
and the strict equality of the two powers relative to absolute
essence.

The essence of the mode in turn is a degree of power, a part of
the divine power, i.e., an intensive part or a degree of intensity:
“Man’s power, insofar as it is explained through his actual es-
sence, is part of the infinite power of God or Nature” (IV, 4).
When the mode passes into existence, an infinity of extensive
parts are determined from without to come under the relation
corresponding to its essence or its degree of power. Then and
only then, this essence is itself determined as conatus or appetite
(Ethics, 111, 7). It tends in fact to persevere in existing. Precisely
because the modal essence is not a possibility, because it is a
physical reality that lacks nothing, it does not tend to pass into
existence; but it tends to persevere in existing, once the mode is
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determined to exist, that is, to subsume under its relation an in-
finity of extensive parts. To persevere is to endure; hence the
conatus involves an indefinite duration (111, 8).

Just as the capacity for being affected (potestas) corresponds to
the essence of God as power (potentia), an ability (aptus) to be af-
fected corresponds to the essence of the existing mode as a de-
gree of power (conatus). This is why the conatus, in a second
determination, is a tendency to maintain and maximize the abili-
ty to be affected (IV, 38). Concerning this notion of ability, cf.
Ethics, 11, 13, schol.; I11, post. 1 and 2; V, 39. The difference con-
sists in this: in the case of substance, the capacity for being af-
fected is necessarily filled by active affections, since substance
produces them (the modes themselves). In the case of the exist-
ing mode, its ability to be affected is also realized at every mo-
ment, but first by affections (affectio) and affects (affectus) that do
not have the mode as their adequate cause, that are produced in
it by other existing modes; these affections and affects are there-
fore imaginations and passions. The feelings-affects (affectus) are
exactly the figures taken by the conatus when it is determined to
do this or that, by an affection (affectio) that occurs to it. These
affections that determine the conatus are a cause of conscious-
ness: the conatus having become conscious of itself under this or
that affect is called desire, desire always being a desire for some-
thing (111, def. of desire).

One sees why, from the moment the mode exists, its essence as
a degree of power is determined as a conatus, that is, an effort or
tendency. Not a tendency to pass into existence, but to maintain
and affirm existence. This does not mean that power ceases to
be actual; but so long as we consider the pure essences of mode,
all of them agree with one another as intensive parts of the di-
vine power. The same is not true of the existing modes; insofar
as extensive parts belong to each one under the relation that
corresponds to its essence or degree of power, an existing mode
can always induce the parts of another to come under a new rela-
tion. The existing mode whose relation is thus decomposed can
weaken as a result, and even die (IV, 39). In this case, the dura-
tion that it enveloped as an indefinite duration is terminated
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from without. Here everything is a struggle of powers therefore;
the existing modes do not necessarily agree with one another.
“There is no singular thing in nature than which there is not an-
other more powerful and stronger. Whatever one is given, there
is another more powerful by which the first can be destroyed”
(IV, ax). ““This axiom concerns singular things insofar as they
are considered in relation to a certain time and place” (V, 37,
schol.). If death is inevitable, this is not at all because death is
internal to the existing mode; on the contrary, it is because the
existing mode is necessarily open to the exterior, because it nec-
essarily experiences passions, because it necessarily encounters
other existing modes capable of endangering one of its vital rela-
tions, because the extensive parts belonging to it under its com-
plex relation do not cease to be determined and affected from
without. But just as the essence of the mode had no tendency to
pass into existence, it loses nothing by losing existence, since it
only loses the extensive parts that did not constitute the essence
itself. “No singular thing can be called more perfect for having
persevered in existing for a longer time, for the duration of
things cannot be determined from their essence” (1V, pref.).
Thus, if the essence of the mode as a degree of power is only
an effort or conatus as soon as the mode comes to exist, this is
because the powers that necessarily agree in the element of es-
sence (as intensive parts) no longer agree in the element of exis-
tence (insofar as extensive parts pertain provisionally to each
power). The actual essence can only be determined in existence
as an effort then, that is, a comparison with other powers that
canalways overcome it (IV, 3 and 5). We have to distinguish be-
tween two cases in this regard: either the existing mode encoun-
ters other existing modes that agree with it and bring their
relation into composition with its relation (for example, in very
different ways, a food, a loved being, an ally); or the existing
mode encounters others that do not agree with it and tend to
decompose it, to destroy it (a poison, a hated being, an enemy).
In the first case, the existing mode’s ability to be affected is ful-
filled by joyful feelings-affects, affects based on joy and love; in
the other case, by sad feelings-affects, based on sadness and ha-
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tred. The ability to be affected is necessarily realized in every
case, according to the given affections (ideas of the objects en-
countered). Even illness is a fulfillment in this sense. But the ma-
jor difference between the two cases is the following: in sadness
our power as a conatus serves entirely to invest the painful trace
and to repel or destroy the object which is its cause. Our power
is immobilized, and can no longer do anything but react. In joy,
on the contrary, our power expands, compounds with the pow-
er of the other, and unites with the loved object (IV, 18). Thisis
why, even when one assumes the capacity for being affected to
be constant, some of our power diminishes or is restrained by
affections of sadness, increases or is enhanced by affections of
joy. It can be said that joy augments our power of acting and sad-
ness diminishes it. And the conatus is the effort to experience
joy, to increase the power of acting, to imagine and find that
which is a cause of joy, which maintains and furthers this cause;
and also an effort to avert sadness, to imagine and find that
which destroys the cause of sadness (I1I, 12, 13, etc.). Indeed,
the feeling-affect is the conatus itself insofar as it is determined
to do this or that by a given idea of affection. The mode’s pow-
er of acting (Spinoza sometimes says force of existing, gen. def. of
the affects) is thus subject to considerable variations so long as
the mode exists, although it essence remains the same and its
ability to be affected is assumed to be constant. This is because
joy, and what follows from it, fulfills the ability to be affected in
such a way that the power of acting or force of existing in-
creasesrelatively; the reverse is true of sadness. So the conatus is
an effort to.augment the power of acting or to experience joy-
ful passions (third determination, III, 28).

But the constancy of the ability to be affected is only relative
and is contained within certain limits. Obviously, the same indi-
vidual does not have the same capacity for being affected as a
child, an adult, and as an old person, or in good health and bad
1V, 39, schol,; V, 39, schol.). The effort to increase the power of
acting cannot be separated therefore from an effort to carry the
power of acting to a maximum (V, 39). We see no difficulty in
reconciling the various definitions of the conatus: mechanical
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(preserve, maintain, persevere); dynamic (increase, promote);
apparently dialectical (oppose that which opposes, deny that
which denies). For everything depends on and derives from an
affirmative conception of essence: the degree of power as an af-
firmation of essence in God; the conatus as an affirmation of es-
sence in existence; the relation of motion and rest or the
capacity for being affected as a maximum position and a mini-
mum position; the variations of the power of acting or force of
existing within these positive limits.

In any case, the conatus defines the right of the existing mode.
All that I am determined todo in order to continue existing (de-
stroy what doesn’t agree with me, what harms me, preserve what
is useful to me or suits me) by means of given affections (ideas of
objects), under determinate affects (joy and sadness, love and
hate . . . )—all this is my natural right. This right is strictly iden-
tical with my power and is independent of any order of ends, of
any consideration of duties, since the conatus is the first founda-
tion, the primum movens, the efficient and not the final cause.
This right is not opposed “‘either to struggles, to hatreds, to an-
ger, to trickery, or to absolutely anything the appetite counsels”
(Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 16; Political Treatise, chap. 2, 8).
The rational man and the foolish man differ in their affections
and their affects but both strive to persevere in existing accord-
ing to these affections and affects; from this standpoint, their
only difference is one of power.

The conatus, like any state of power, is always active. But the
difference lies in the conditions under which the action is real-
ized. One can conceive an existing mode that strives to perse-
vere in existing—in accordance with its natural right—while
remaining at the risk of its chance encounters with other modes,
at the mercy of affections and affects which determine it from
without: it strives to.increase its power of acting, that is, to expe-
rience joyful passions, if only by destroying that which threatens
it (111, 13, 20, 23, 26). But, apart from the fact that these joys of
destruction are poisoned by the sadness and hatred in which
they originate (I1I, 47), the accidental nature of the encounters
means that we always risk encountering something more power-
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ful that will destroy us (Theological- Political Treatise, chap. 16; Po-
litical Treatise, chap. 2) and that, even in the most favorable in-
stances, we will encounter other modes under their discordant
and hostile aspects (IV, 32, 33, 34). This is why it matters little
that the effort to persevere, to increase the power of acting, to
experience joyful passions, to maximize the capacity for being
affected, is always satisfied; it will succeed only to the extent that
man strives to organize his encounters, that is, among the other
modes, to encounter those which agree with his nature and en-
ter into composition with him, and to encounter them under the
very aspects in which they agree and accord with him. Now, this
effort is that of the City, and, more profoundly, that of Reason.
Reason leads man not only to increase his power of acting, which
still belongs to the domain of passion, but to take formal posses-
sion of this power and to experience active joys that follow from
the adequate ideas that Reason forms. The conatus as a successful
effort, or the power of acting as a possessed power (even if death
puts an end to it), are called Virtue. This is why virtue is nothing
other than the conatus, nothing other than power, as an efficient
cause, under the conditions of realization that enable it to be
possessed by the one who exercises it (IV, def. 8; IV, 18, schol.;
IV, 20; 1V, 37, schol. 1). And the adequate expression of the con-
atus is the effort to persevere in existing and to act under the
guidance of Reason (IV, 24), that is, to acquire that which leads
to knowledge, to adequate ideas and active feelings (IV, 26, 27,
35;V, 38).

Just as the absolute power of God is twofold—a power of ex-
isting and producing, and a power of thinking and comprehend-
ing—the power of the mode as degree is twofold: the ability to
be affected, which is affirmed in relation to the existing mode,
and particularly in relation to the body; and the power of per-
ceiving and imagining, which is affirmed in relation to the mode
considered in the attribute of thought, hence in relation to the
mind. “In proportion as a body is more capable than others of
perceiving many things at once, or being acted on in many ways
at once, so its mind is more capable than others of doing many
things at once’ (11, 13, schol.). But, as we have seen, the ability
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to be affected relates to a power of acting that varies materially
within the limits of this ability, and is not yet formally pos-
sessed. Similarly, the power of perceiving or imagining relates
to a power.of knowing or comprehending which it involves but
does not yet formally express. This is why the power of imagin-
ing is still not a virtue (II, 17, schol.), nor even the ability to be
affected. It is when, through the effort of Reason, the percep-
tions or ideas become adequate, and the affects active, it is
when we ourselves become causes of our own affects and mas-
ters of our adequate perceptions, that our body gains access to
the power of acting, and our mind to the power of compre-
hending, which is its way of acting. “In proportion as the ac-
tions of a body depend more on itself alone, and as other bodies
concur with it less in acting, so its mind is more capable of un-
derstanding distinctly” (II, 13, schol.). This effortpervades the
second kind of knowledge and reaches completion in the third,
when the ability to be affected only has a minimum of passive
affects and the power of perceiving has a minimum of imagina-
tions destined to perish (V, 39 and 40). The power of the mode
then comprehends itself as an intensive part or a degree of the
absolute power of God, all degrees being congruent in God,
and this congruence implying no confusion, since the parts are
only modal and the power of God remains substantially indivis-
ible. A mode’s power is a part of God’s power, but this is insofar
as God’s essence is explained by the mode’s essence (IV, 4). The
entire Ethics presents itself as a theory of power, in opposition
to morality as a theory of obligations.

PROPHET. Cf. Sign.

PROPRIA.—Are distinguished both from essence and from
what follows from essence (properties, consequences, or ef-
fects). A proprium is not an essence, because it does not consti-
tute any part of a thing and does not enable us to know
anything concerning the thing; but it is inseparable from the
essence, it is a modality of the essence itself. And a proprium is
not to be confused with that which follows from the essence,
for what follows from the latter is a product having an essence
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which has ies “original history” (Urgeschichte), in Benjamin’s sense of the
term, in the dialectic of the proper and the improper.

Theory of Passions

Let us now return, af'ter this long detour, to the problem of love that
was our point of departure. An attentive analysis shows that the statement
that Heidegger’s thought is “without love” (ohne Liebe) is not only inexact
froma philosophical point of view but also imprecise on the philological
level. Several texts could be invoked here. I would like to pause to con-
sider the two that strike me as the most imporrant.

Almost ten years af ter the end of his relationship with Hannah Arendt,
in the 1936 lecture course on Nietzsche entitled “The Will to Power as
Art,” Heidegger thematically treated the problem of love in several very
dense pages in which he sketched an altogether singular theory of the pas-
sions. He begins by withdrawing passions from the domain of psychol-
ogy by defining them as “the basic modes that constiture Dasein . . . the
ways man confronts the Da, the openness and concealment of beings, in
which he stands.”™* Immediately afterward, he clearly distinguishes love
and hate from other feelings, positing them as passions (Leidenschaften)
as opposed to simple affects (Affekze). While affects such asangerand joy
are born and die away in us spontaneously, love and hate, as passions, are
always already present and traverse our Being from the beginning. This
is why we speak of “nurcuring hatred” but not of “nurturing anger” (ein
Zorn wird genihrt).*® We must cite ar least the decisive passage on
passion:

Because hate traverses [durchziebt] our Being more originally, it has a cohe-
sive power; like love, hate brings an original closure [eine urspriingliche
Geschlossenbeit] and perdurance to our essential Being. . . . But the persistent
closure that comes to Wasein through hate does not close it off and bind it.
Rather, it grants vision and premeditation. The angry man loses the power of
reflection. He who hates intensifies reflection and rumination to the point of
“hardboiled” malice. Hate is never blind; it is perspicacious. Only anger is
blind. Love is never blind: it is perspicacious. Only infatuation [Verliebtheit)
is blind, fickle, and susceptible—an affect, not a passion [ein Affekt, keine Lei-
denschaft]. To passion belongs a reaching out and opening up of oneself [das
weit Ausgreifende, sich Offnende]. Such reaching eut occurs even in hate, since
the hated one is pursued everywhere relentlessly. But such reaching out [Aus-
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griff) in passion does not simply lift us up and away beyond ourselves. It
gathers our essential Being to its proper ground [au fseinem eigentlichen
Grund), it exposes our ground for the first time in so gathering, so that the
passion is that through which and in which we take hold of ourselves [in uns
selbst Fuff fassen] and achieve lucid mastery of the beings around us and
within us [hellsichtig des Seiende um uns und in uns méchtig werden).*!

Hatred and love are thus the two Grundweisen, the two fundamental
guises or manners, through which Dasein experiences the Da, the open-
ing and retreat of the being that it is and must be. In love and hate, as op-
posed to affects (which are blind to the very thing they reveal and which,
like Stimmungen, are only uncovered in distraction), man establishes him-
self more deeply in that into which he is thrown, appropriating his very
facticity and thus gathering together and opening his own ground. It is
therefore not an accident that hatred, with its “original closure,” is given
a primordial rank alongside love (like evil in Heidegger’s course on
Schelling and fury [d@as Grimmige] in his “Letter on Humanism”): the di-
mension at issue here is the original opening of Dasein, in which “there
comels] from Being itself the assignment [Zmweisung] of those directions

[Weisungen)] that must become law and rule for man.”*?

Potentia Passiva

This original status of love (more precisely, of passion) is reaffirmed in
a passage in the “Letter on Humanism” whose importance here cannot
be overestimated. In this text, “to love” (lieben) is likened to magen (which
means both “to want” and “to be able”), and migen is identified with Be-
ing in a context in which the category of potentiality-possibility is con-
sidered in an entirely new fashion:

To embrace a “thing” or a “person” in its essence means to love it [sie lieben],
to favor it [sie migen]. Thought in a more originary way, such favoring [me-
gen] means to bestow essence as a gift. Such favoring is the proper essence of
enabling [ Vermégen), which not only can achieve this or that but also can let
something essentially unfold [wesen] in its provenance, that is, let it be. It is
on the “strength” [£7afZ] of such enabling by favoring that something is prop-
erly able to be. This enabling is what is properly “possible” [das eigentlich
“Magliche”], that whose essence resides in favoring. . . . Being is the enabling-
favoring, the “may be.” As the element, Being is the “quiet power” of the fa-
voring-enabling, that is, of the possible. Of course, our words miglich and
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The Absent “Mood” (Stimmung)

It has often been observed that the problem of love is absent from Hei-
degger’s thought. In Being and Time, which contains ample treatments of
fear, anxiety, and Stimmungen in general, love is mentioned only once, in
a note referring to Pascal and Augustine. Thus W. Koepps,' in 1928, and
Ludwig Binswanger,? in 1942, reproached Heidegger for not having in-
cluded love in his analytic of Dasein, which is founded solely on “care”
(Sorge); and in a Notiz that is undoubtedly hostile, Karl Jaspers wrorte that
Heidegger’s philosophy is “without love, hence also unworthy of love in
its style.”

Such critiques, as Karl Léwith has remarked,? remain fruitless as long
as they do not succeed in replacing Heidegger’s analytic with an analytic
centered on love. Nevertheless, Heidegger’s silence—or apparent si-
lence—on love remains problematic. We know that between 1923 and
1926, while Heidegger was preparing his greatest work, he was involved
in a passionate relationship with Hannah Arendt, who was at this time
his student in Marburg. Even if the letters and poems in the Deutsches
Literarurarchiv in Marbach that bear witness to this relationship are not
yet accessible, we know from Hannah Arendt herself that, twenty years
after the end of their relationship, Heidegger stated that it had been “the
passion of his life” (dies nun einmal die Passion des Lebens gewesen sei) and
that Being and Time had thus been composed under the sign of love?

How, then, is it possible to explain the absence of love from the ana-
lytic of Dasein? It is all the more perplexing if one considers that on
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Hannah Arendt’s part, the relationship produced precisely a book on love.
[ am referring to her Dokzordissertation (published in 1929), The Concept
of Love in St. Augustine, in which it is not difbicult ro discern Heidegger’s
influence. Why does Being and Time remain so obstinately silent on the
subject of love?

Let us closely examine the norte on love in Being and Time. It is to be
found in $29, which is dedicated to the analysis of “stare-of-mind”
(Befindlichkeit) and “moods” (Stimmungen). The note does not contain
even one word by Heidegger; it is composed solely of two citations. The
first is from Pascal: “And thence it comes about that in the case where we
are speaking of human things, it is said to be necessary to know them be-
fore we love them, and this has become a proverb; but the saints, on the
contrary, when they speak of divine things, say that we must love them
before we know them, and that we enter into truth only by charity; they
have made of this one of their most useful maxims.” The second is from
Augustine: “One does not enter into truth except though charity” (Vor
intramur in veritatem, nisi per charitatem).® The two citations suggest a
kind of ontological primacy of love as access to truth.

Thanks to the publication of Heidegger’s last Marburg lectures from
the summer semester of 1928, we know that the reference to this funda-
mental role of love originated in conversations with Max Scheler on the
problem of intentionality. “Scheler first made it clear,” Heidegger writes,
“especially in the essay ‘Liebe und Erkenntnis,” that intentional relations
are quire diverse, and that even, for example, love and hatred ground
knowing (Lieben und HafS das Erkennen fundieren]. Here Scheler picks up
a theme of Pascal and Augustine.”” In both the essay cited by Heidegger
and a text of the same time published posthumously under the title Ordo
amoris, Scheler repeatedly insists on the preeminent status of love. “Be-
fore he is an ens cogitans or an ens volans,” we read in Ordo amoris, “man
is an ens amans.” Heidegger was thus perfectly conscious of the funda-
mental importance of love, in the sense that it conditions precisely the
possibility of knowledge and the access to truth.

On the other hand, in the lectures of the 1928 summer course, love is
rcferred to in the context of a discussion of the problem of intentional-
ity in which Heidegger criticizes the established notion of intentionality
as a cognitive relation between a subject and object. This text is precious
since it demonstrates how Heidegger, through a critique that does not
spare his teacher, Husserl, overcame the notion of intentionality and ar-
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rived at the structure of transcendence that Being and Time calls Being-
in-the-world.

For Heidegger, what remains unexplained in the conception of inten-
tionality as a relation between a subject and an object is precisely what is
in need of explanation, that is, the relation itself:

The vagueness of the relation falls back on the vagueness of that which stands
in relation. . . . The most recent attempts conceive the subject-object relation
as a “being relation” [Seinsbeziehung)]. . . . Nothing is gained by the phrase
“being relation,” as long as it is not stated what sort of being is meant, and as
long as there is vagueness about the sort of being [Seinsart] of the beings be-
tween which this relation is supposed to obtain. . . . Being, even with Nicolai
Hartmann and Max Scheler, is taken to mean being-on-hand [Vorbanden-
sein]. This relation is not nothing, but it is still not being as something on
hand. . . . One of the main preparatory tasks of Being and Time is to bring
this “relation” radically to light in its primordial essence and to do so with full
intent.®

For Heidegger, the subject-object relation is less original than the self-
transcendence of Being-in-the-world by which Dasein opens itself to the
world before all knowledge and subjectivity. Before the constitution of
anything like a subject or an object, Dasein—according to one of the cen-
tral theses of Being and Time—is already open to the world: “knowing is
grounded beforehand in a Being-already-alengside-the-werld [Schon-Sein-
bei-der-Welr].”” And only on the basis of this original transcendence can
something like intentionality be understood in its own mode of Being.

If Heidegger therefore does not thematically treat the problem of love,
although recognizing its fundamental status, it is precisely because the
mode of Being of an opening that is more original than all knowledge
(and that takes place, according to Scheler and Augustine, in love) is, in a
certain sense, the central problem of Being and Time. On the other hand,
if it is to be understood on the basis of this opening, love can no longer be
conceived as it is commonly represented, that is, as a relation between a
subject and an object or as a relation between two subjects. It must, in-
stead, find its place and proper articulation in the Being-already-in-the-
world that characterizes Dasein’s transcendence.

But what is the mode of Being of this Being-already-in-the-world? In
what sense is Dasein always already in the world and surrounded by
things before even knowing them? How is it possible for Dasein to open
itself to something without thereby making it into the objective correlate
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of a knowing subject? And how can the intentional relation itself be
brought to light in its specific mode of Being and its ptimacy with respect
to subject and object?

It is in this context that Heidegger introduces his notion of “facticity”
(Faktizitit).

Facticity and Dasein

The most important conttibution made by the publication (which has
barely begun) of Heidegget’s lecture courses from the carly 1920s consists
in decisively showing the centrality of the notions of facticity and facti-
cal life (faktisches Leben) in the development of Heidegget’s thought. The
abandonment of the notion of intentionality (and of the concept of sub-
ject that was its cortelate) was made possible by the establishment of this
category. The path taken here was the following: intentionality-facticity-
Dasein. One of the future tasks of Heideggerian philology will no doubt
be to make this passage explicit and to determine its genealogy (as well as
to explain the progressive eclipse of the concept of facticity in Heidegget’s
later chought). The observations that follow ate only a fitst conttibution
in this direction.

First of all, it must be said that Heideggert’s fitst students and friends
long ago emphasized the importance of the concept of facticity in the fot-
mation of Heidegget’s thought. As eatly as 1927, in a wotk that appeated
as the second half of the Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie und Phinomenologische
Forschung in which the fitst edition of Being and Time was published, the
mathematician and philosopher Oskar Becker wrote, “Heidegger gives
the name of ontology to the hermeneutics of facticity, that is, the intet-
ptetation of human Dasein.”"" Becker is tefetting hete to the title of Hei-
degger’s 1923 summet-semestet coutse held in Freiburg, “Ontology, or
Hermeneutics of Facticity.”! What does this tile mean? In what sense is
ontology, the doctrine of Being, a doctrine of facticity?

The references to Hussetl and Sartre that one finds in philosophical
dictionaties under the heading “Facticity” ate misleading here, for Hei-
degget’s use of the tetm is fundamentally different from theirs. Heideg-
get distinguishes Dasein’s Fakrizitit from Tarsichlichkeir, the simple fac-
tuality of inttawotldly beings. At the start of his /deas, Hussetl defines the
Tatsiichlichkerr of the objects of experience. These objects, Husserl writes,
appeat as things found ar determinate points in space and time that pos-



tiirén alétheiasz),? a példak egyarant azt mutatjak, hogy
a cinizmus nem mas, mint az igazsag kinyilvinitasinak
egy formdja, az a méd, ahogyan az ember az aléthurgi-
at gyakorolja, vagyis az igazsigot a maga életformajiban
is megalkotja. Azt hiszem, itt egy olyan témdra bukkan-
tunk - e téma nyilvan tovibbi elemzéseket kivinna meg,
amire a jelen keretek kozott nincs lehetGségiink -, amely
nagyon fontos volt az antik filozéfidban és a keresztény
spiritualitdsban, és mik6zben a kortirs filozéfidban nem
jatszik szimottevé szerepet, abban nagyon is fontos, amit
a XIX. szdzad politikai etikdjdnak nevezhetiink. E téma
nem mds, mint az igaz élet. Mi az igaz élet? Ha gondolko-
dasunk aktudlis formdja és keretei elsGsorban arra 6szt6-
noznek is minket, ami persze szdmos problémat vet fel,
hogy rdkérdezziink arra, hogy mitdl lesz egy kijelentés
igaz vagy hamis, hogy mi alapjin tulajdonitunk egy kije-
lentésnek igazsagértéket, attél még elgondolkodhatunk
azon, hogy milyen értelmet adhatunk az ,igaz élet” kifeje-
zésnek. Milyen értelemben hasznilhatjuk az ,igaz” meg-
jelolést akkor, ha az életrdl beszélink? Ugyanez a kérdés
persze felmertlhet egy magatartas, egy érzelem, egy atti-
tid kapcsan is. Mi egy igaz érzés? Mi az igaz szerelem? Mi
az igaz élet? Az igaz életnek ez a problémdja abszolut lé-
nyegi eleme volt a nyugati filozofiai vagy spiritudlis gon-
dolkodais torténetének. Errél szeretnék most dltaldban be-
szélni, az igaz élet témdjardl, a cinizmusra timaszkodva.

Mindenekel6tt hadd kezdjem azzal, hogy felvizolom,
mit értett a gorog filozofia az ,igaz élet” fogalman a ciniz-
mus megjelenése elétt vagy azzal egy id6ben. Az igaz
élet” kifejezés néhdnyszor - és nem is kevésszer - el6-
fordul Platon miveiben is. Miel6tt feltenném a kérdést,
mit is jelent az igaz élet (aléthész biosz, aléthinosz biosz),
szeretnék, nagyon-nagyon vazlatosan, felidézni néhany
dolgot az igazsig fogalma kapcsén. Alétheia - igazsag.
Aléthész - igaz. Mit mondanak aléthésznek, igaznak al-
taldban a klasszikus gérég gondolkoddsban? Mit értenek

2 Ld. Nazianzoszi Gergely kordbban mdr idézett 25. homilidjat (feb-
rudr 29-i el6adas, elsé 6ra).
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az alétheian? Azt hiszem, négy olyan jelentést vagy for-
mat lehet megkiilonboztetni - ismétlem, ez egy nagyon
sematikus bemutatés, elnézéstket kérem -, amelyek sze-
rint vagy amelyek miatt valami igaznak mondhato.

Els6sorban természetesen az mondhaté igaznak, elné-
zést, hogy erre a jol ismert dologra hivatkozom itt, ami
nem rejtett, ami kend6zetlen. A-létheia, a-léthész - jol
latszik a fogalom negativ struktiraja, amely oly gyako-
ri a gorogben. Az a-trekész sz6 példaul, amely azt jelenti:
egyenes, etimolégiai értelemben annyit tesz: ,nem gor-
be”. Az észinteséget kifejez6 sz6 (né-mertész) etimologi-
ai értelemben annyit tesz: aki nem csap be, aki nem ver it.
A-léthész-nek az mondhatd, ami, mivel kendézetlen, mi-
vel nem rejtett, ezért teljes egészében feltarul a szemiink
elott, abszolut lathato; valami, aminek egyetlen része
sincs eltitkolva, eldugva eléliink. Ez tehit az aléthész sz6
elsé értelme. Aléthésznek (igaznak) azonban nemcsak azt
mondjuk, ami nincs elrejtve, hanem azt is, ami hijan van
barmilyen hozzdad4snak és kiegészitésnek, ami semmi-
lyen értelemben nem keveredik olyasvalamivel, ami nem
6 maga. Azt nevezziik igaznak, ami tehdt egyrészt nem rej-
tett €s nem leplezett, masrészt pedig aminek a l1étét nem
valtoztatja meg egy hozza képest idegen elem, amely it-
alakitana, kovetkezésképpen elrejtené benne azt, ami va-
I6ban 6 maga*

Az igazsag harmadik jelentése az egyenesség (euthiisz:
becsiiletes). Az egyenesség itt egyrészt a kertiléssel és a
kerteléssel, a visszahuzdd4ssal és a titkolézassal 4ll szem-
ben, ami tehét éppenséggel elrejti az egyenességet, mis-
részt pedig a sokasdggal és a keverékkel, amely massa
tesz. Azt is mondhatjuk, hogy ha az aléthész azt jelenti:
egyenes, haaz alétheia (az igazsag) annyit tesz: egyenes-
sé€g, az pontosan abbdl fakad és kdzvetleniil abbél ko-
vetkezik, hogy az igazsdg az, ami nem rejtett, és amiben

* Az elbadédshoz készilt kéziratban Foucault az igazsag egy tovabbi
értelmét is megjeloli, amelyet azonban késébb kihazott: ,az aléthész
sz6 egyuttal mindannak ellentmond, ami puszta visszatiikkréz6dés,
kép, arny€k, imitdcio, ltszat, aléthésznek azt mondjuk, ami megfelel
a maga lényegének, ami tehdt azonos énmagaval.”
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nincs sem sokasdg, sem keveredés. Teljesen természetes
tehdt, ha azt mondjuk, hogy az adott magatartds- és cse-
lekvésmodok annyiban igazak (aléthai), amennyiben
nyiltak, amennyiben egyenesek, amennyiben megfelel-
nek annak, amilyennek lennitk kell.

Nézzik az aléthész sz6 negyedik értelmét, negyedik
eszmei értékét: aléthésznek azt mondjuk, ami minden
viltozastol figgetleniil 1étezik és tartja fenn magat, ami
nem lép ki az azonossdgbdl, a viltozatlansigbdl, a romol-
hatatlansdgbol. A nem rejtett, az idegen elemmel nem ke-
veredd, az egyenes igazsdg, éppen azért, mert mentes a
kibuvotol, a rejtézkodéstdl, a keveredéstdl, a gorbeség-
t6l, a zavarodottsidgtol (hiszen egyenes), képes arra, hogy
megmaradjon annak, ami 6 maga, a maga viltozatlan és
romolhatatlan azonossdgdban.

Ez az a négy alapvets eszmei érték, amelyet, nagyon
vizlatosan, felfedezhetiink az aléthész és az alétheia go-
rog fogalmaban. Konny beldtni, hogy az igazsag igy
értett fogalma, a maga kiilonboz6 jelentésértékeivel és
négy részre oszthato jelentésmezejével, nem pusztin az
illitasok és a kijelentések, hanem egészen mds dolgok le-
irdsdra is alkalmazhat6. Az igazsignak ez a fogalma - az
igazsig az, ami mentes a rejt6zkodéstol, a keveredéstol,
ami egyenes, viltozatlan és romolhatatlan - mind a négy
jelentése szerint, vagy akdr hol az egyiknek, hol a masik-
nak megfeleléen életmodok, cselekvés-, magatartas- és
tevékenységformik leirdsdra is haszndlhat6. Az igazsag-
nak ezt a fogalmat (a maga négy jelentésével egyutt) ma-
gdra a logoszra is alkalmazhatjuk, nem az dllitas vagy a
kijelentés értelmében értett Jogoszra, hanem a logoszra
mint beszédmadra. A logosz aléthész nem egyszerien

azon kijelentések osszessége, amelyeket helyesnek taki-
lunk, és amelyek igazsiagériékkel birhatnak. A logosz ale-
thész az a beszédmod, amelyben semmi sem marad el-
rejive; amelyben az igazhoz nem keveredik semmi, ami
hamis, semmi, ami puszta litszat, semmi, ami ¢csak véle-
kedés; amely [harmadsorban] egyenes beszéd, olyan be-
széd, amely megfelel a szabilyoknak és a torvénynek; az
aléthész logosz végil az a beszéd, amely ugyanaz marad,
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amely nem viltozik dt és nem romlik meg, amelyet nem
lehet sem legydzni, sem megdonteni, sem megcéfolni.
Az is viligos azonban, hogy az aléthész és az alétheia
szavakat nem pusztdn a logosz leirdsdra lehet alkalmazni.
Legalabb egy olyan tovdbbi alkalmazasi teriiletet meg le-
het nevezni, ahol nagy szerepet kapott az aléthész meg-
jelolés; kétségtelen, hogy érdemes elid6zni egy kicsit en-
nél a tertiletnél, akdr csak egy felvetés erejéig, ennek a
terliletnek az igazsag dltali megjelolése ugyanis a késéb-
biekben is nagy szerepet jatszott a nyugati kultdrdn belil:
azaléthész erész vagyis az igazi szerelem kérdésére gon-
dolok.? Az igazi szerelem - kiilonos, egyediildllé, nagy je-
lentéségui fogalma ez természetesen a platonikus filozofi-
anak, de dltaldban a gorog etikdnak is -, mit értstink ezen
a kifejezésen? A helyzet az, hogy az igaz szerelem kap-
csin pontosan azokat a jelentésrétegeket fedezhetjiik fel,
amelyekrél az el6bb beszéltem. Az igazi szerelemt6l el6-
szOr is idegen a rejt6zkodés: mindenekel6tt azért, mert
nincs semmi, amit el kellene rejtenie, hijan van teht min-
den szégyenletes dolognak, amelyet el kellene kendéz-
nie. Az igazi szerelem nem keresi az drnyékot, elfogadja
- mert olyan, hogy elfogadhatja -, hogy mindig legyenek
tanti a megmutatkozdsinak. Ez a szerelem nem rejti vé-
ka ald a céljait, nem akar olyasvalamit kicsikarni a szerel-
métdl, amit titkolnia kellene a masik el6tt, s ami mégis az
6 igazi célja. Nem ravaszkodik és nem vezeti félre azt, akit
szeret. Ahogy nem rejt6zik el szerelme tandi el6l, gy sze-
relme el6l sem rejtézik el. Az igazi szerelem mentes a rej-
t6zkodéstdl. Az igazi szerelem masodsorban keveredés
nélkili, ami azt jelenti: nem keverednek benne az érém-
teli €s a visszatetszé dolgok, az érzéki 6romok és a lelkek
baridtsiga; ebben az értelemben tehit tiszta szerelemnek
mondhaté, mivel keveredés nélkiili. Az aléthész erész
harmadsorban azt koveti, ami egyenes és igazsagos:
az igazi szerelem becsuletes (euthtisz). Nincs benne sem-
mi, ami ellenkezne a torvényekkel és a szokdsokkal.

3 Vo. Foucault: A gyony6rék gyakorldsa V. fejezetét (,Az igaz szere-
lem”), id. kiad. 229-248. o.

299

¥ R

:  Scanned with !
i & CamScanner’;


https://v3.camscanner.com/user/download

Az igazi szerelem végiil olyan szerelem, amely soha nincs
alavetve az dtalakuldsnak, a valtozasnak, megronthatat-
lan, és mindig ugyanaz marad.

Nagyon konnyd fellelni az alétheidnak ezt a négy je-
lentését az igazi szerelem meghatdrozdsanak, jellemzé-
sének, leirasanak szentelt szokratikus és platonikus szé-
vegekben. Azt hiszem, hogy az igazi szerelemnek ez a
meghatarozadsa lehet6vé teszi azt is, hogy egy lépéssel
kozelebb jussunk az igazi élet (aléthész biosz) fogalma-
hoz, amely jelen pillanatban foglalkoztat minket. Fontos
megemlitentink, hogy az igazi szerelem a platonikus filo-
zofidban - de persze, mint azt 6nok is nagyon jol tudjak,
a keresztény misztika és spiritualitds egyik fontos részé-
ben és irdnyzatdban is - az igaz élet par excellence for-
madja volt. Az igaz szerelem és az igaz élet a platonizmus
6ta hagyomanyosan szorosan osszefiigg egymassal: a ke-
resztény platonizmus is nagymértékben atveszi majd ezt
a belatast. Itt most nincs id6 részletesen kitérni erre, de
ez egy oriasi és nagyon érdekes kutatdsi teriilet.

Ami az aléthész bioszt illeti, kezdjik mindenekel6tt
azzal, hogy megvizsgiljuk az igaz élet fogalmdnak nem
cinikus felfogdsat - hogy aztdn rdtérhessiink arra a na-
gyon paradox és nagyon kiilénés értelemre, amellyel a
cinikusok ruhiztik fel az igaz élet fogalmat. Azt kell te-
hit megvizsgdlnunk, miként jelenik meg az igaz élet fo-
galma a klasszikus kor filozofiai szovegeiben, elsGsorban
Platonnal (ami persze nem jelenti azt, hogy a fogalom ne
fordulna eld, kevésbé kidolgozott és kevésbé érdekes
formaban, példaul Xenophonnil is). Nézziik ezt a meg-
hatarozdst. Nem az a célom, hogy megvizsgiljam, mi az
aléthész biosz végso filozofiai értelme Platonnil, hanem
az, hogy feltarjam az igaz élet magatol ériédo és szoki-
s0s értelmét, ugy, ahogyan az mindenféle kiilondsebb fi-
lozofiai okfejiéstol fuggetlenil megjelenik a platonikus
szovegekben.

Az aléthész biosz elsOGsorban természelesen egy nem
rejiozkoda élet, vagyis egy olyan élet, amelynek nines ar
ny¢kos oldala, képes arra, hogy mindenféle tartozkodas
nélkal, teljes vilagossagban lathatova viljon mindenki
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