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war is not started by sickness of the body, but
many wars are started by sickness of the soul

Maximus of Tyre, Oration 7.3
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INTRODUCTION
MIDDLE PLATONIC MORAL PSYCHOLOGY:
PHYSICS AND ETHICS JOINING FORCES

What does it mean for us to be a good person? How should we behave? What is our soul like;
how is it structured? And how does our soul affect our behaviour?

These questions have occupied us since the beginning of time, and throughout the ages
many a philosopher, wielding many a different approach, has painstakingly attempted to answer
them. When considering these types of questions in a modern psychological context, it is
obvious to us that psychological affairs go hand in hand with ethical questions: we know for a
fact that the health of our minds corresponds to our actions and thoughts, and vice versa. In
antiquity, however, matters were presented less straightforwardly. Traditionally, psychology
was grouped under the category of physics, as it is the branch of ancient philosophy that
concerns itself with the nature and structure of the human soul. Ethics, then, comprising the
thought surrounding virtue and moral principles, occupied its own philosophical class. While it
appeared obvious to great philosophers such as Plato that the healthily structured soul inevitably
had one’s good moral behaviour as a consequence — demonstrating the conventional notion of
moral psychology being the field dealing with character development — later philosophical
thought, especially that of the Hellenistic variety, generally maintains this strong split between
psychology and ethics, resulting in the two fields being treated separately in philosophical
treatises and in the prevailing thought of the day. Contrary to this, however, in the later Platonic
tradition thinkers return to the fundamental relationship between the structure of the human soul
and matters of ethics and good behaviour. Especially in second-century AD Middle Platonism
— when the intellectual movement experienced its heyday — it is discernible that thinkers are
actively reconciling psychological and ethical thought. By using the structure of the human soul
— a structure they more often than not establish themselves over the course of their corpus — to
think about good ethical behaviour, second-century AD Middle Platonists seem to seek to
redefine coeval approaches to questions of moral psychology. At first sight, one could conclude
that this is simply the Middle Platonists’ return to, and copying of, Plato and his way of writing,
arguing and thinking. After all, Plato frequently and convincingly uses the structure and nature
of the human soul when it comes to explaining moral behaviour. Middle Platonists have
therefore traditionally received the label “B-List Actors” in scholarship, and are thus often
written off as unimportant. However, when these thinkers and their texts receive the attention

and research they deserve, it becomes obvious that they are not merely weak Platonic



deductions, but are rather of great philosophical significance. Innovation in both method and
material is present in Middle Platonism: these thinkers are operating in an entirely different
playing field than Plato did, having to now also take into account their own intellectual milieu,
contemporary medical knowledge, as well as their wide range of audiences. Yet, how precisely
are the Middle Platonists going about merging psychology with their ideas on morality in the
context of their own philosophical environment? How are they innovating upon traditional
Platonic moral psychology? And what do their thoughts and methodological tendencies tell us

about the (in)coherence and (un)importance of the Middle Platonic intellectual movement?

| MIDDLE PLATONISM: A BRIEF HISTORY

Before delving into the main concern of this thesis, it is essential to give an, albeit brief,’
introduction to the intellectual movement of Middle Platonism and inquire into its identity,
history, and sources of inspiration. The operational period of Middle Platonism starts when
Antiochus of Ascalon dissociated himself from the New Academy in 88 BC,? rejecting its
scepticism and returning to a more doctrinally oriented approach to Plato’s works. The
movement reaches its heyday in the second century AD — with important players in the
philosophical field including Apuleius of Madaura, Taurus of Beirut, Numenius of Apamea,
Plutarch, Maximus of Tyre, Alcinous, and Galen — coinciding with the flourishing of the second
sophistic,® and it remains present until the first half of the third century AD, when it made room
for Plotinus’ Neoplatonism. Despite this doctrinal approach, however, Middle Platonism is
generally not a movement that presents cohering doctrines, but rather a rich conglomerate of
authors and thinkers who impose upon themselves the notion that Plato implies unwritten
doctrines and subsequently incorporate many different ideas from many different philosophical
schools in order to reach satisfying conclusions. Middle Platonists are left with the entirety of
Plato’s corpus, along with all of its internal discrepancies and oddities, as well as its elegance
and philosophical authority, and they have set themselves the task of making sense out of this
decidedly chaotic hodgepodge. A (Middle) Platonist, therefore, does not seem to be a thinker
that exclusively presents Plato’s thought, but rather a thinker that is inspired by him and

! This thesis does not allow the space to give an elaborate exploration of the Middle Platonic intellectual
movement. For such discussions I refer to e.g. Dillon (1977), Opsomer (1998), Boys-Stones (2017), and Tarrant
et al. (2017).

2 Dillon 1977: 52-62, especially 53.

3 refer to e.g. Anderson (1993) for an examination of the second sophistic.
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primarily builds upon his ideas in order to come to what they deem to be the most Platonic end
result.

This diversity within the field of Middle Platonism inevitably raises the question of
eclecticism:* are Middle Platonists merely cherry-picking in order to argue what they wish to
argue? Or are they collecting philosophical evidence and moulding it into a coherent whole? It
really depends on the definition of “eclecticism” under which one operates. Cherry-picking has
strong negative connotations and implies fastidiousness and lack of creativity. The etymology
of eclecticism — ékAéyetv, meaning to pick or to choose something — rather implies the building
upon, working with, deviating from, and refuting a large amount of material, including one’s
own thought, in order to reach the most substantiated conclusion. In my well-considered view
it is then unfair to call Middle Platonists eclectics in the sense that they would be cherry-picking,
but it is fair to state that they are eclectics on account of their carefully working with a range of
material.

And that range of material with which Middle Platonists work is positively gigantic. It
would be impossible to go over every bit of every source of inspiration in detail,” nor would it
be possible to treat every piece of preceding moral psychological information. Let us
nevertheless briefly address the most important precursing ideas that make their way into
Middle Platonic thinking in order to sketch the basis upon which the authors discussed in this
thesis are building.

First of all, of course, Plato.® Plato treats the structure of the human soul most
elaboratively in his Republic, and gives further dimensions to the nature of the human soul and
its ideal character development in dialogues such as the Timaeus, Phaedo, and Symposium.
Middle Platonists, not surprisingly, most frequently use the tripartite soul as presented in
Republic TV.436a-441d, which consists of a rational, spirited, and appetitive part, each part
having its own proper function. When ideally balanced, the rational part of the soul holds its
chief position with the goal of leading us towards the Good, an idea which is strengthened by
the immortality of the human soul an sich as explored in the Phaedo, particularly in its Myth
of the Afterlife in 107d-115a. The tyrannical soul, as presented in Republic 1X, does also often

seem to be on Middle Platonists’ minds, as they utilise this imbalanced soul — which, due to its

“ For a more in-depth exploration of the phenomenon of eclecticism in ancient philosophy, I refer to e.g. Dillon
& Long (1988) and Donini (2010: 197-209).

3 For general studies regarding ancient moral psychology — which unfortunately do not treat Middle Platonic
moral psychology in any capacity — I refer to e.g. Cooper (1999) and Warren (2022).

® For more in-depth discussions of Platonic (moral) psychology I refer to e.g. Brickhouse & Smith (2010),
Ferrari (2007), and Kamtekar (2017).



insatiable desires, is a slave to its own spirited part, and therefore utterly unhappy — to
demonstrate its subsequent unfavourable behaviour.

Particularly in works such as the De Anima and the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle
explores the structure and nature of the soul along with its ethical ramifications.” Ironically,
more often than not Middle Platonists use a relatively large amount of Aristotelian thought in
their moral psychological views. Especially Aristotle’s hylomorphic account of the body-soul
unit, as well as his initial bipartite division of the soul, are in popular demand among Middle
Platonists.

Also on the Middle Platonist’s desk when philosophising and authoring their own works
are, though ostensibly in a lesser degree than Plato and Aristotle, Stoic and Epicurean treatises.
Particularly their eudaimonistic approach to moral psychology seems to make its way through
to Middle Platonic thinking.9 The Stoic and Epicurean structures of the human soul, however,
given their materialistic nature, are favoured less among the Middle Platonists, as these thinkers
generally prefer the incorporality and thereby essential immortality of the traditional Platonic
soul. Nevertheless, more Stoically inclined physicalist approaches to the soul are indeed taken
by for example Galen.

In short, a lot of philosophical material, often quite complex in nature, is applied in
Middle Platonic works. Typical of these works is that most of them are not philosophical
treatises pur sang. While thinkers such as Plutarch do indeed opt for the traditional
philosophical treatise, most Middle Platonists purposefully present their thought in other
literary packaging such as educational handbooks and rhetorical orations. This, however, does
not make their works any less philosophically valuable: philosophical treatises reach the
initiated, aristocratic student; other, more accessible, literary forms reach much broader
audiences with which Middle Platonists are apparently concerned. Moral psychology is then a
particularly important topic to be discussed, as it affects its listeners and readers on a practical
level, and on a daily basis. The variety of literary forms used to propound philosophy
demonstrates that Middle Platonists are experimenting with the most effective ways of
communicating their ideas to their respective audiences and within their respective intellectual
contexts. Within the texts themselves, then, we find that many a Middle Platonist often uses

the structure of the soul in order to argue in favour of their own ideals regarding practicable

7 For explorations of Aristotle’s (moral) psychology I refer to e.g. Caston (2006), Cooper (1999: 251-252), and
Pakaluk & Pearson (2011).

8 I refer to Everson (1999) and Rosenbaum (1996), and Brennan (2003) and Long (1999) for discussions of
respectively Epicurean and Stoic (moral) psychology.

9 Cf. Cooper 1999: 427; 485.
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good behaviour, rather than solely professing practically unfeasible paragons of moral
perfection. In other words, Middle Platonists, as this thesis will examine and establish,

explore moral psychology by the means of a method of psychological morality.

II. STATUS QUAESTIONIS

While in recent decades interest in the previously almost fully overlooked intellectual
movement of Middle Platonism has certainly increased, both the size as well as the
philosophical range of the scholarly field is quite narrow. Still relatively little attention goes out
to Middle Platonism, and when it does, it leaves many a stone unturned when it comes to the
topics it treats.

It is thus difficult to present any leading interpretations of thought presented by Middle
Platonists. A few notable scholars and their works and views, however, should be mentioned in
order to gain an adequate view of the state of the field. To start with, Dillon’s 1977 work
(revised in 1996) is a first stop when examining Middle Platonism. Dillon, next to displaying
many a Middle Platonist’s work, does consider their ethical as well as psychological thought
specifically. However, he, albeit excellently, merely reports these philosophical ideas, and does
not thoroughly investigate them. Boys-Stones (2017) too explores many Middle Platonic texts
and thought extensively, but unfortunately does so in a rather perfunctory manner. Opsomer
(1998), then, concentrates on the Middle Platonists’ attitudes towards, and ways of dealing with,
Plato’s texts, thereby trying to determine the place of Middle Platonism within the Platonic
tradition. His discussion, however, does not come to much more than the conclusion that Middle
Platonists are a loose conglomerate of thinkers on account of the fact that questions regarding
the either sceptical or doctrinal nature of Middle Platonic thinkers do not receive any clear
answers. Furthermore, both Trapp (1997) and Lauwers (2015) study one Middle Platonist in
particular, namely Maximus of Tyre — an endeavour which in itself is certainly laudable — and
stress the value of his works in general. Trapp meticulously sifts out Maximus’ many references
to his sources of inspiration — mainly Plato and Aristotle, but also some contemporaries — but
unfortunately generally argues that Maximus does not bring anything new to the table. In other
words: Maximus’ creativity is overlooked. Lauwers does in fact allow for some creativity by
focussing on Maximus’ effective communication strategies, demonstrating the importance of

rhetoric when it comes to getting across philosophical matters to a broader audience.
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It may be clear, then, that a common theme within research on Middle Platonism is the
fact that it seems to treat Middle Platonic thinkers as “isolated islets”, never in conjunction with
other Middle Platonists and their thought (with the notable exception of Lauwers, perhaps, who,
albeit concisely, explores the rhetorical strategies of other Middle Platonists besides Maximus
as well). Thought is not compared, nor are methodologies. The result is that the scholarly
consensus still seems to be that Middle Platonism is, simply, a mishmash with a reported source
of inspiration called Plato. Potential systems, methodologies, and connections are ignored.

Ancient moral psychology, on the other hand, is a huge scholarly field. On Plato’s and
Aristotle’s moral psychologies we most notably find Kamtekar (2017) and Pakaluk & Pearson
(2021) respectively. For more general works on ancient moral psychology, we find Cooper
(1999) and Ostenfeld (1987). However — and this may not come as a surprise — Middle Platonic
moral psychology is overlooked in these works. They will indeed prove themselves to be useful
when examining the philosophical contexts in which Middle Platonic thinkers operate, but they
will eventually evince themselves to be insufficient when it comes to examining Middle
Platonic moral psychology — along with its explanatory and enforcing strategies in order to
effectively transmit ideas on practical ethics — per se.

In short, then, while Middle Platonism, its authors, texts, and its importance in some
capacity, is being recognised more and more in scholarship, research in multiple of its
philosophical areas leaves much to be desired. Middle Platonic psychology — or even physics
in general — is often overlooked, as well as moral psychology. Ethical thought is indeed
considered, but methodologies as to how exactly certain moral conclusions are reached are
glossed over. Furthermore, to the best of my knowledge, the idea that Middle Platonists possess
philosophical creativity themselves and produce their own systems and connections between

several philosophical fields seems to be virtually out of the question in scholarship.

I11. THE AIM OF THIS THESIS

Having explored the questions by which many a Middle Platonic thinker is occupied, and
having briefly established the relevant philosophical history and context in which these
questions arise, as well as the state of the scholarly field surrounding these matters, it is now
time to get to business and address the questions at hand in this thesis. Given the apparent
tendency to turn to the constitution of the human soul in order to tackle moral conundrums, as

touched upon above, the main concern of this thesis can be summarised in one question:
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how do the Middle Platonists of the second century AD use the structure of the human soul in

order to enforce practical ethics? This thesis focuses on practical ethics in particular — rather

than on ethics as a whole — because of the second-century AD Middle Platonic authors’ apparent
position within society: the nature of their texts suggests that they wish to speak to a relatively
wide array of audiences who can in turn practically implement philosophical thought in their
day-to-day life. The demarcated area of the second century AD has been chosen on account of
it being Middle Platonism’s heyday and it therefore providing the most complete and
encompassing view of the movement’s thought and methodologies.

In order to answer its main question, this thesis will be divided into three main chapters,
after which a concluding chapter will follow in order to summarise the thesis’ findings. Each
chapter will begin by outlining the context in which the respective author operates. Then, both
the proposed structures of the human soul as well as the moral behaviours for which is argued
will be demonstrated. It will subsequently be explored how exactly the constitution of the
human soul — psychology, that is — is being used in order to argue for the propounded desirable
conduct. By examining the primary texts in this way, this thesis concerns itself both with moral
psychology as well as with its methodology.

It may be clear, then, that it is key to examine primary texts from different genres within
the same intellectual movement, as this will allow for a comprehensive view of the methods
and thoughts of second-century AD Middle Platonism regarding (moral) psychology.
Therefore, the authors, who are representative of their respective genres, that will be examined
are: Maximus of Tyre, Alcinous, and Galen. Selections of these authors’ primary material will
be examined through the lenses of ancient (moral) psychology. Chapter I will dive into
Maximus of Tyre’s Orations, exploring the rhetorical side of second-century AD Middle
Platonism. Chapter II considers Alcinous’ Didaskalikos, the educational handbook that
advances a decidedly sensitive take on Platonic moral psychology. Finally, chapter III focuses
on the medical treatises Affections and Errors and The Capacities of the Soul by Galen, who
demonstrates a strongly physicalist approach to Plato. The philosophical treatise pur sang will
not be treated in this thesis, wherefore Plutarch will not feature as a main character.'? This is
due to the fact that Plutarch authored his works in similar fashion to, and with comparable aims
and audiences as, Plato’s own texts. It is to be expected for moral philosophy and psychology

to be combined in Plutarch’s texts, whereas such intricate thought and methodologies do not

10 For discussions of Plutarch’s ethics I refer to e.g. Demulder (2022), Van Hoof (2010), and Xenophontos
(2016). For his moral psychology I refer to Castelnérac (2007). Plutarch’s philosophy in general is discussed by
Lamberton (2001) and Beck (2014).
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necessarily lie in the line of expectation in rhetorical, educational, and medical texts. It is,
therefore, indeed more fruitful to focus on the numerously present non-strictly-philosophical
works of the era.

Exploring the usages of the structure of the human soul in matters of practical ethics
from these different angles — while aspiring to remain unbiased when it comes to the cohesion
of the Middle Platonic intellectual movement and while being careful not to draw rash
conclusions — this thesis aims to show how the second-century AD Middle Platonic tendency
to blur the lines between psychology and practical ethics, as well as to clarify and clearly
communicate ideas surrounding these matters, has developed into what seems to be a
methodology of psychological morality: the structure of the human soul is being used in order

to enforce good moral behaviour.

Aeskoskoskosk
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CHAPTER 1
BLURRY LINES, CLEAR WORDS: MAXIMUS OF TYRE

Let us thus start by examining one of the most rich Middle Platonic authors of all: the orator
Maximus of Tyre, who presents Platonic thought in a strongly rhetorical, yet nevertheless
original and refined, way in his Orations. Maximus addresses almost all philosophical themes
presented by Plato in his dialogues, ranging from morality to metaphysics,!! but seems to be
especially concerned with advancing what he deems to be good Platonic ethical behaviour to a
relatively large and diverse public.'? To, of course, remain within the demarcation of this thesis,
this section will, after a brief introduction to the elusive figure of Maximus of Tyre, examine
the material presented in several Orations in order to see how Maximus uses the structure of
the human soul, which he himself contrives over the course of his Orations, in order to enforce
practical moral matters. The Orations that will be addressed in this section are those
predominantly concerned with psychology — first and foremost Oration 11 (‘Plato on God’), as
well as Oration 6 (‘Knowledge’) — and a selection of those Orations with more ethical
inclinations — Oration 6 again, as well as Oration 7 (‘Diseases of Mind and Body’), and Oration

37 (‘Virtue and the Liberal Arts’).

1. INTRODUCTION: EXCLAIMING PHILOSOPHY

Maximus of Tyre: life, work, and context
Awfully little is known about Maximus of Tyre as a historical figure.'? Eusebius states in his
Chronicon that Maximus ‘came to prominence’ (agnoscitur) in Olympiad 232, which

corresponds to the years 149-152 AD, and the Suda, moreover, places Maximus of Tyre in

''In contrast to the scholarly consensus, Maximus certainly concerns himself with metaphysical matters (contra
e.g. Dillon (1977: 400) and Trapp (1997a: xv)). Especially the combination of Orations 8 and 9 (‘Socrates’
Daimonion’ — for a discussion of Maximus’ demonology, I refer to Timotin (2013: 201{f.)) and 11 (‘Plato on
God’) provide a clear layout of the metaphysical system in which Maximus is operating. While this system is not
necessarily complicated, nor fully worked-out, such as Plato himself presents his, it is workable, sufficient, and
elegant enough in Maximus’ rhetorical, and more popularly inclined, context.

12 Trapp (1997a: xxff.) argues that Maximus’ audience consisted of a selection of rich and aristocratic young
men. Lauwers (cf. his entire section on ‘Maximus’ Audience’ (2015: 139ff.)), more nuancedly, notes that
‘Maximus’ audience in all likelihood at least partly — but not necessarily exclusively! — consisted of young
adolescents of about 16 to 20 years old; not necessarily exclusively because the careful rhetorical handling of the
philosophical material may have lend itself to a wider exposition in a theatre or another public place’ (2015:
139). I wholeheartedly agree with Lauwers that it is certainly likely that most of Maximus’ audience was a scala
of young men looking for philosophy, but that Maximus would surely have performed his Orations, given their
oratorical and rhetorical nature, to a larger public as well.

13 Cf. Trapp 1997a: xiff..
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Rome at the time of emperor Commodus, which would have been in 180-191 AD,' making
Maximus a thinker present in the second half of the second century AD. Other than that, more
or less all we know about him is what we can glean from his Orations, information which tells
us about his intellectual interest more so than about anything else.

Maximus’ corpus consists of 41 Orations," and it seems to have been transmitted in
full, minus a few lacunae in the texts here and there. These Orations are in their tradition
referred to as both ‘philosophical questions’ ({ntruata) as well as ‘talks’ or ‘lectures’
(Sr0AéEe1c). !0 Tt is unfortunately unclear whether these Orations were actually delivered in front
of a live audience, or if they were intended for private recitation or readership.'” In any case,
the Orations have a strong didactic character. That does not mean, however, that the Orations
are uncomplicated, so to speak. Maximus presents intricate and decidedly complicated material
in a deceptively simply way, exemplifying his so-called dual status as a rhetor and a thinker.'®

The context in which Maximus operates is a rhetorical one. With his ornamented
Orations,'” Maximus can be comfortably placed within the Second Sophistic.2’ This cultural
phenomenon, as Anderson (1993) rightly calls it, is present in the Roman Empire from the
second half of the first century AD until the first half of the third century AD, according to
Philostratus’ cataloguing. It is characterised by a revival of Attic fifth- and fourth-century BC
values, ideals, thought, and education. As for Maximus’ personal case, his works fit into this

sophistic context thanks to his ability to present this relatively complicated intellectual material

14 Ibid.. Sudal Hesychius s.v.: Sittpuye 8 &v Poun éni Kopddov; the manuscript of Maximus® Orations (Paris
1962 fol. 1) states that Maximus delivered his Orations when he came to Rome for the first time: t@v v Poun
SwAéEemv Tig mpog Emdnuiag. Lauwers (2015: 1), among others, points out that Eusebius’ account of
Maximus is most likely wrong, which would make him an even more elusive figure than he was already
supposed.

15 A few textual editions of Maximus of Tyre’s 41 Orations exist, and the orders in which the Orations feature in
those editions differ somewhat. Examples of editions include Laurentianus Conventi Soppressi 4 (cf. Trapp
19970 for a discussion of this manuscript), which has its own order; Diibner (1892) and the Paris manuscript gr.
1962, which share an ordering; and Hobein (1910), Trapp (1994), and Koniaris (1995), which in turn share a
separate ordering. This thesis utilises the most recent ordering of the Orations, namely that by Hobein, Trapp,
and Koniaris. In addition, these textual editions provide, in my view, the most authoritative solutions to lacunae
and thoughtful emendations to Maximus’ texts. The specific textual editions used for this thesis are those edited
by Hobein (1910) and Trapp (1994).

16 Trapp 1997a: xxxii.

17 Cf. e.g. Fowler 2016: 86; Trapp 1997a: xli. Cf. also Trapp 1997a: xIff. for a discussion on the manuscript title
of the Orations: dwléEeic. The word, being a derivative of dtuAéyecBat, Trapp notes, suggests the conversational
nature of the Orations and the intention of the author to have this conversation with an audience, as well as the
author’s objective to have a Socratic-dialectical conversation with that audience. Given the fact that this is the
title of a 15™-century manuscript, however, this notion is only tentative.

18 Cf. Anderson 1993: 137.

19 Cf. Trapp 1997a: xxxiiff. for a discussion of the rhetorical form of the Orations. For a more general discussion
of Greek oratorical art, I refer to Russell (1983).

20 This thesis is not the place to delve much further into the phenomenon of the Second Sophistic or rhetoric in
the second century AD. For discussions on these topics I refer to Anderson (1993), Bowersock (1969), Fowler
(2008; 2017), and Lauwers (2015).
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in an accessible manner.?! With the help of many an adornation and literary reference — for
example the numerous Homeric allusions, which both literally mention Homer before a citation
as well as rely on the audience’s knowledge of the Homeric epics — Maximus succeeds in
skilfully and elegantly getting across the points he wishes to make. What results is a highly

embellished collection of texts which aim to effectively communicate Platonic thought.

Maximus the thinker

Let these embellished texts not prevent us from appreciating the Orations’ philosophical value.
When talking about Middle Platonists such as Maximus, one is nowadays often prevented from
calling them philosophers. Dillon, who dedicates a meagre page and half to Maximus in his
great work on Middle Platonism, calls Maximus ‘a sophist rather than a philosopher’,?* and this
is a trend that seems to be maintained in scholarship. While it is indeed a relatively challenging
endeavour to argue that Maximus — who, like many other Middle Platonic authors, has certainly
chosen a divergent fashion from philosophical texts and dialogues for his propounding of
Platonic thought — is a full-blown philosopher, it is unfair to simply state that he merely poorly
copies Platonic philosophy in his Orations. The following material will indeed show that
Maximus — as well as the authors that will pass in review in this thesis’ subsequent chapters —
deserves much more credit than he has generally received. I argue that, on account of his
undertakings of presenting philosophical matters in an understandable, innovative, and thought-
provoking manner, Maximus can indeed be referred to as a philosopher. It would undoubtedly
be overconfident to level Maximus with Plato in terms of his philosophical contributions, but it
would at the same time be negligent to write Maximus off as a poorly parrot of Plato’s thought.
Contrary to the prevailing scholarly notion,”® Maximus does not seem to be playing fast and
loose with his predicate ‘Platonist’.>* While Maximus certainly does not merely present Plato’s
ideas in his Orations — as sometimes he conforms to Plato, sometimes he deviates from him,
sometimes he builds upon his ideas, and on top of that he is also clearly inspired by
contemporaries and ideas based upon concerns of the day, as well as by Aristotelian, Stoic, and

even Epicurean thought — his self-professed Platonism in the end does uphold. Maximus’ broad

2 Trapp 1997a: xxxiv.

22 Dillon 1977: 399.

2 Contra e.g. Trapp 1997a: xxv.

24 Cf. Petrucci 2018: 96. Apart from a very brief mention by Tarrant in the chapter on ‘Platonism before
Plotinus’ (2000: 91 n.48), The Cambridge History of Philosophy in Late Antiquity (Gerson: 2000), in the chapter
by Fowler (2000: 100-114), groups Maximus under the Second Sophistic, rather than in the category of (Middle)
Platonism, discarding Maximus’ status as [TAatmvikdg. This, as stated in the main text of this chapter, seems
incorrect.
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philosophical interests, with Plato at the core of these, is far from a negative aspect: it rather
argues in favour of the philosophical value of his Orations. A predominantly Platonic thinker
that resides in a particular intellectual and cultural milieu cannot do otherwise but be influenced
by, and build upon, the ideas and interpretations of others. It is the challenge, then, to present
these different ideas as interesting, coherent, and understandable, and that is precisely what
Maximus is doing. While he does not come up with a philosophical system that is entirely his
own, he does clearly think about, and build upon, many profound philosophical ideas
originating in different schools, while also presenting the occasional philosophical innovation.
This is, as the remainder of this chapter will demonstrate, also the case when it comes to
Maximus’ thinking on the structure of the human soul, moral psychology, and the usage of the

former in matters of the latter.

II. EXEGESIS AND EXAMINATION OF ORATIONS

Maximus’ intricate model of the human soul
It is essential to first of all establish what model of the soul and its capacities Maximus
constructs in order to subsequently see how this is being used in the propounding of good moral
behaviour. While psychology seeps through in many of Maximus’ Orations, one of them in
particular stands out, namely Oration 11 (‘Plato on God’). This Oration primarily concerns
itself with the place and identity of god within the universe, yet it also provides a context in
which Maximus seizes the opportunity to explore the nature of the human soul in relation to
this omnipotent and supreme divine being. While also taking into consideration Orations which
present further psychological thought, let us thus take Oration 11 as our primary guide and
edify the idea of the human soul under which Maximus operates.

Offering a model of the soul based on Maximus’ presented thought is a less
straightforward endeavour than one might initially expect, as Maximus introduces surprisingly
difficult and intricate material. It is then key to start from the most basic division within the

human soul which Maximus makes:
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T1) Tod avOpmdTOL YuyT] dV0 OpYAvVEV OVI®V TPOC GUVEGLY, TOD UEV ATAOD,
OV kaAoDpev vodv, Tod d¢ moikidov Kol ToAvepoDS Kol TOAVTPOTOL, GG
aicOnoeic karodpev (...).
(Or. 11.7)
There are two faculties present in the human soul, which present a unity,
one of which is simple, which we call intellect, and the other is diverse
and various and manifold, which we call perception (...).?

Already, this is an intriguing initial division: one would first of all naturally expect a three-part
division of the human soul, yet, a two-part division is made in this Platonic context, a division
upon which this section will later elaborate further. Moreover, the full inclusion of intellect in
the human soul can strike us as quite bold, as the average Platonist would be quite hesitant to
state that intellect is in the soul of a human, rather than something that can be tapped info and
that may or may not be attainable. The qualifications of intellect (vodg) and perception

(aicBnoig) are given in Oration 11.7 as well:

T0 0& voNTOV, ATNALOYLEVOV THG TOVTOV ETaQT|g Kol Emepeicemc avTO
K00’ £0010 0pacOaL TEPUKEY VO TOVTOVL (...). Kai pév oM kai 1 T®V
aicONT®OV PVGIC, TOAVEING TE 000, KUL CUUTEPOPNIEVT, KO PEOVOU,
&v petafoiri] mavroig cuvolatiOnoy adt TV Yoy, Gote Kol
petofiBalovoay oty £mi v 10D vontod UGV, GTAGIUOV TE 0VGAV
Kol £dpaiav, un dHvachat dtopdv AcPUAdS VO ToD GAAOV Kol TOD
TOPAYOV KPOOAULVOUEVTV.

(Or. 11.7)
The intelligible, being free from contact with or dependence on such
things [= sensory experiences], can be understood on its own by itself,
by the intellect (...). As to the nature of perceptibles, being manifold
and mashed-up and constantly-flowing, in an ever-going state of
change, it forms the soul to their own image, so that, when the soul
moves on to the realm of the intelligible, it is so stopped in its ways and
knocked-out, that it is not able to see clearly due to it being shaken up by
the uproar and tumult.

The intellect is clearly defined as something that can think itself, by itself, on account of itself,
while perception is something that has the tendency to corrupt the intellect in one way or
another, so much so that the soul is blind and shaken if and when it arrives in the intelligible

realm, and is therefore, if perceptibles have taken over too much, supposedly quite unable to

25 All translations in this thesis are my own.
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adapt to the new situation of residing in a purely intellectual environment. This text and its
notion clearly resembles Plato’s Allegory of the Cave as presented in Republic VII.514a-520a.

Matters get even more intricate when Maximus divides the soul further:

T@v dviav toivov Ta pev ayoya, 1o 6 Epyoya: Kol o pev dyoyo,
AMBot kai VAo kol 6oa Totadta: T 0€ Epyuya, eUTA Kol (Do KpelTTOoV
&’ Euyuyov, aydyov: Tod & Euylyov T0 pév QUTIKGY, TO 08 aicONTIKOY-
T0 <6&> aicOnTIKoV ToD PLTIKOD KpeitTov: Tod 8¢ aicOntikod TO pév
AOYIKOV, TO 0 dAoyov: KPEITTOV O€ TO AOYIKOV TOD AAdYoL AAAA Kol
&V AOYIKT yuyd), Emednmep €otiv 1| mica domep GOpoicud 1, OpemTIKOY,
aOENTIKOV, KIVI|TIKOV, TO.ONTIKOV, VONTIKOV (...).

(Or. 11.8)
Now, in all beings the inanimate and the animate can be found: and as for
the inanimate, these are stones and sticks and so on: as for the animate,
these are plants and animals: and the animate is superior to the inanimate:
and in the animate category the vegetative and the perceptive can be found:
and the perceptive is superior to the vegetative: and in the perceptive
category the rational and the irrational can be found: and the rational is
superior to the irrational: but also in the rational soul, since it is as a whole
a kind of compound, the nutritive, vegetative, motive, affective, and
intellective faculties can be found: (...).

Before dissecting this passage from a psychological viewpoint, one point of interest must be
noted first, namely Maximus’ use of the term d0poiwoud. The application of this term here is
striking, as Plato himself uses the term only sporadically. He, however, uses it in an ontological
sense — in order to refer to a collective of similar beings or objects, such as humankind — rather
than, in a psychological sense, to refer to a compound of different elements that make up an
entity like the human soul as Maximus does. A fervent user of the term — and one of the very
few users indeed — however, is Epicurus, particularly in his Letter to Herodotus,?® where he
refers to the atomic make-up of bodies. If Maximus was inspired by Epicurus when he
constructed his model of the soul, it could be suggested that Maximus’ soul is at least partially
mortal and can therefore break apart, based on the Epicurean idea that compound can dissipate.
While this idea of a partially mortal soul is certainly not unheard-of in Middle Platonic thinking
— as the subsequent chapters of this thesis will evince — it is unlikely that Maximus argues for

a (partially) mortal soul on account of his strongly and explicitly arguing in favour of an

% E.g. in Ep. Hdt. 62-65.
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immortal and unbreakable soul in Oration 10.5. It is rather more likely that Maximus was aware
of his Hellenistic predecessors, in this case particularly the Epicurean tradition, and used the
term for his own Middle Platonic thinking regarding the soul, rather than for the purpose of
arguing in favour of an Epicurean model of the soul. On top of that, as Schrenk (1991) rightly
notes, by the time of Maximus the term has made its way to the relatively standard and wide-
spread philosophical vocabulary, which, while it may still have different usages, corroborates
the fact that the term is no longer solely Epicurean intellectual property.

Now to return to the compound that is the human soul according to Maximus. As the
passage above demonstrates, everything on earth can be put into the category of either animate
(Buyoyo) or inanimate (&yoya) beings. Inanimate beings — if beings is indeed the correct term
to use, as these things are not ensouled and thus not really alive, wherefore things that are might
be a more accurate phrase — are, as Maximus states, sticks and stones and so on, while animate
beings are said to be animals and plants. Maximus shows us that the category of animate beings
can be further divided into vegetative (putikdv) animate beings and perceptive (aicOnTikov)
animate beings. It may be clear here that perceptive animate beings are not at all the same as
the abovementioned perceptive part of the human soul. By making this particular division,
Maximus seems to make a distinction between vegetative plants (pvtd) and the like, which,
while animate, are incapable of perception, and perceptive living beings ({®a), which are
indeed capable of perceiving and do not merely exist in a vegetative state. Maximus continues
his methodology of philosophical division (Swaipeoic),?’ and further divides the class of
perceptive living beings into rational (Aoywo6v) beings and irrational (&¢Aoyov) beings, of which
the rational beings are argued to be the superior. It must, in my view, be gleaned from context
and Maximus’ presented thought that animals are to be reckoned under the category of the
irrational, and human beings under that of the rational. Rational souls, if we look back at the
passage of Or. 11.7 posed above, seem to be divided into two main parts, namely the intellect
and perception. The intellect is deemed pure and simple and therefore indivisible, while
perception, then, as Maximus states clearly and ascendingly, can be divided even further into

five parts, namely the nutritive (Opentikdv), vegetative (adEnTikoOV), motive (KnTikov),

27 Cf. Trapp 1997a: 102 n.30. Maximus is, quite amusingly, being rather self-reflective regarding his
methodology in this Oration. In Or. 11.8, Maximus states that ‘reason divides entirely familiar kinds of things in
half, and then each next time further dividing the most valued one of the remaining pieces, until it arrives at the
object of what we are now examining’ (AtopoOUEVOG TG YVOPLULOTATOG POCELS diya, Kol TV £TEpAV TNV
TQOTEPAY TEPVOV del, E6T” av pikntat Tod viv {ntovpévov), giving a succinct definition of what it means to
employ the method of daipeoic.
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affective (mafntucov), and intellective (vontucov). This final intellective part does indeed seem
to be closely linked to the pure intellect of the soul. One could indeed argue that the intellective
part of the soul’s faculty of perception presents itself as the potential of the actuality that is the
intellect of the soul — if one may speak in Aristotelian terms here. Given the strong insinuation
that, due to its close relationship to the intellect in the soul per se, the intellective faculty is the
most rational of the five presented under perception, one can argue that we are to suppose
varying degrees of rationality within the perceptive part of the soul. In other words: it seems
that the intellective faculty of the soul’s grander perceptive faculty is deemed more rational than
this faculty’s other four subordinate faculties. But are we to assume, then, that the whole of the
human soul is rational, given that humans are gathered under rational beings? This information
is not to be found in Oration 11, but must be looked for elsewhere, for example in Oration 6
on Knowledge (an Oration which will be further treated below). There, in 6.4, it is explicitly
stated that perception is the irrational (dAoyov) element of the soul, while its intellect is
considered the divine (6¢ia) element. A strong, and not unwarranted, temptation is then to deem
this divine element rational.

The material presented above is, as stated earlier, rather complex. A schematic
representation of the human soul and its parts within the grander scheme of earthly beings will

serve to clarify Maximus’ thought-through and intricate model of the soul:
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Figure 1. Model of the human soul, as well as its relation to the other earthly beings, as presented by
Maximus of Tyre in Orations 11.7-8 and 6.4.
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So, what are we left with then? A few important things can be noted from this model already.
It is intriguing that, contrary to what one would expect in a Platonic context, Maximus seems
to advance the idea of an initial two-part division of the soul.?® One, then, might be tempted to
argue, as for example Trapp (2013) does, that an underlying thought of the Orations is the idea
of a human soul with a higher rational part and a lower appetitive and emotional part. This
sentiment, however, seems only partly true. While the text of Oration 11 does suggest that there
is a hierarchy in the faculties of the soul that fall under its perception-faculty, the primary
material does not allow us to conclude that Maximus argues in favour of this greater distinction
between a higher rational and lower irrational part of the soul. Nowhere does Maximus state
that the irrational, perceptive part of the soul is inferior to, or in service of, the rational intellect.
While in its entirety irrational, it is clear that Maximus assumes the perception-faculty, along
with its five sub-faculties, especially the intellective faculty, to be at least partly rational as well.
This stress on rationality should not be so surprising. Given the fact that the human soul, in a
Platonic context, is destined to eventually reach the realm of Forms — an endeavour which is
achieved by training and exercising the soul in virtues — one needs a soul that, by nature,
possesses rational faculties. It is not unreasonable to assume that Maximus deemed the human
soul a primarily rational entity with irrational elements on account of the fact that this would
strengthen the notion that one is capable of living the ideal philosophical life in pursuit of the
ultimate Good.

Maximus, then, clearly does not argue for a tripartite model of the soul, as his master
Plato did in Republic IV .436a-441c.?® This has not been left unnoticed in scholarly literature. It
is often argued that Maximus rather presents us with an Aristotelian bipartite model of the soul,
as put forward in, for example, the Nicomachean Ethics.>® As stated above, Maximus does
divide his human soul initially in two parts, namely intellect and perception.’! This indeed

seems to correspond to the Aristotelian two-part division in the Nicomachean Ethics between

28 One could argue that this is Maximus’ interpretation of Platonic dualism as purported in for example the
Phaedo. There, the soul is obviously separated from the body, which could correspond to Maximus’ division
between the rational part of the soul that is concerned with the intellect and the irrational part that is more closely
connected to bodily matters. This, however, is, in my view, a tentative conclusion at best.

2 Plato, of course, demonstrates that, according to him, the human soul consists of a rational part — 10
Aoylotcov (e.g. Resp. IV.439d5) — a spiritual part — t0 Bvpoedéc (e.g. Resp. IV.439e2; 441¢3) — and an
appetitive part - 70 émBopuntikov (e.g. Resp. 1V.439d8). While Maximus may certainly, in one way or another,
have taken inspiration from these notions, it does not closely correspond to his own model of the human soul.
3 E.g. by Fowler (2016: 85) and Trapp (1997a: 55 n.15).

31 Compare Or. 16.5, where Maximus more explicitly argues for a tripartite soul, which, due to the political
comparisons Maximus makes, strongly resembles the material presented in Plato’s Republic. This notion of the
soul is not worked out sufficiently, however, by Maximus, wherefore it does not feature in the main discussion
of this thesis.
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the rational and irrational parts of the soul.?? So far so good: while perhaps somewhat
embarrassing to admit for a Platonist, it seems that Maximus was clearly inspired by Aristotle
when he constructed his model of the human soul. In the De Anima, more points of agreement
between Maximus and Aristotle can be found. There Aristotle states that there are ‘the
capacities of nourishment, appetite, perception, movement in space, and thought’ (dvvaueig &’
(...) OpemTikdV, OpeKTIKOV, OicONTIKOY, KIVNTIKOV KoTd TOmOV, Stavontikdv). 2> These
connections, however, are much less watertight. Stating that Maximus’ subdivisions of the
intellective, affective, motive, vegetative, and nutritive faculties correspond to Aristotle’s
account of the soul is too rash.>* For example, Maximus makes distinctions that Aristotle does
not make, such as that between the nutritive (Opemtucov) and the vegetative (avEntikdv)
faculties. Maximus ostensibly has read his Aristotle, but it would be unfair to conclude that he
has simply copied, or even that he was solely inspired by, his material.

The human soul, then, according to Maximus, seems to be an animate entity consisting
of a naturally rational and divine element — the intellect — and an irrational part — perception —
which further consists of nutritive, vegetative, motive, affective, and intellective faculties. It
does not, however, stop there. Further capacities can be attached to this model of the soul, as
Maximus demonstrates in other Orations besides Oration 11. One of these — one could argue
the most important one — is the human soul’s natural capacity for knowledge. This claim is in
itself, particularly in a Platonic context, quite striking, but as Oration 6 will demonstrate, the
potential for knowledge (émiotun) is inherent to the human soul, and, even though a human
employs it, does not differ in an essential way from actual knowledge.*> Maximus explains this

at the very beginning of Oration 6:

Ti mot’ dotiv t00710, O draépet &vOpwmog Onpiov; kai ti Toté doTIV, @
Srapépet avOpmmov 0o Eya pév otpon Onpiov pév avipodnovg Emothiun
Kpotelv, Oedv o0& hattodabat Goeig: 0e0c pev yap avOpOTOL GOPMTEPOV,
dvOpwmog & Onpiov émoTnHOVEGTEPOV. AXLG TL 0DV EMGTHUNY GOPiag NYET;
OV pa 10v Ala, o0 pariov i) Loy {ofg dAAL KooV DTtdpyov 10 Thc {of|g
Bvnti] eOoEL TPOG TO ABAVATOV, KOTA LEV TNV TO1OTNTA IGOUOPET, KATH

0¢ Vv Bpaydmra tod Pilov oyiletar: Beod pev yap Lon aidviog, avOpmdmov

8¢ épnuepog. ‘Qomep odv &l Tic fv dHvapg dOQOuLLOIg Opav del Kai dmoteivety
dmvek®dg v dyv kai d€xecBar v Tposfornv TodD eMTOG, Kol UNdev avToig
£0e1 KaATTOVIOV PAe@dpmv UndE Hvov TPoOg AVATAVANY UNOE VOKTOG TPOG

32 E.g. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1.13-9-10; 1.13.19-20.

33 Arist. De An. 2.3. Cf. also De An. 2.4-5 and 3.9.
3 As Trapp (1997a: 102 n.30) does.

35 Cf. Lauwers 2015: 245.
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Apepioy. Kowdv piv Ny 10 6péy Ekeivolg Toig 09Oaipoic TPOS TOVTNVE THY
TOV TOLALDV oYLy, S1EPEPEY 08 TA OMVEKEL 0VTMG GRELEL KOl 1] EmoTun,
KOWév TL 0V6a, Srapopay dpwmg Exel 1 Ocia Tpog THY avOpwmivyy.

(Or. 6.1)
What is it, then, that differs man from beast? And what is it that differs
god from man? I for my part know that men are superior to beasts in
knowledge, and inferior to gods in wisdom: for god is wiser than man,
and man is more knowledgeable than beast. But do you then take
knowledge to be something different from wisdom?' No, by Zeus, no
more different than I deem life different from life: but granted that the
origin of life is shared by mortal nature with the immortal, even though
it participates equally in its quality, the shortness of human life separates
the two: for the life of a god is eternal, but the life of a human is ephemeral.
So, just like if there were some power in eyes to see eternally and to extend
a gaze continuously and to receive the incoming rays of the light, and for
them there is no need for covering eyelids nor for sleep to give them rest
nor for night to give them quietude. The faculty of sight would be something
in common for those eyes with conventional vision, but it differs in degree
of continuity: and just like that knowledge, even though it is something
similar, differs in its human and its divine forms.

As is evident from the Oration’s text, Maximus deems human knowledge to be no more
different from divine wisdom than he deems life to be different from life: they are, in essence,
the same. He strengthens this sentiment with the use of a natural analogy: both the divine and
human possess the faculty of sight, yet this sight merely differs in degree of continuity. The
divine, on the one hand, is able to see everything eternally, at the same time, and without
interruption or blockages. Human eyes, on the other hand, are sometimes blocked by eyelids
and by the interruption of sleep and the darkness of night.* In essence, however, divine and
human sight are the same: they are simply operated in different degrees of continuity. For
Maximus, knowledge works in a similar fashion: qualitatively human knowledge and divine
wisdom are the same, but they differ quantitatively. Divine wisdom is described as integral and
continuous, while human knowledge is fragmented and intermittent. The cause of this
difference, then, seems to be the short span of human life:*” humans are simply unable to have

the same share in wisdom as the divine does — presumably, given the Platonic context of

36 While Maximus uses the natural analogy of the eye and its vision here in order to describe the workings of
knowledge and wisdom, this analogy seems to be of Aristotelian origin. In De Anima 11.7, where Aristotle
describes the sense of vision, it is noted that light is the actualisation of the transparent, while darkness is its
potentiality. This is why we cannot see colours in the dark. This Aristotelian notion seems to relate to Maximus’
idea that vision is blocked during the night.

37 This idea is further elaborated upon by Maximus in Or. 11.8.
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Maximus’ Orations, due to a human’s perishable and impermanent body — wherefore Maximus
gives the name of knowledge to this human capacity.

So, how does knowledge precisely relate to the soul then? After all, Maximus recognises
the need to ‘attribute some contemplative property to the soul’ (&v Tiva Bewpiog Th woyh
npootifepev (Or. 6.4)). The clue lies in the fact that, contrary to perception, a faculty which is

shared with other, non-human, animals, knowledge is a distinctly human capacity:

Mrrote 00V oicOnGoic pév Kol meipa 00K avOpmmvov, Aoyog 8¢ avOpdTov
iowov- Kai 00d&v av €in drho Emotiun Ay Befardotng Adyov (...).
(Or. 6.4)
Perhaps then it is so that perception and experience are not distinctive
of humans, but reason is: and then knowledge would be nothing more than
the secure operation of reason (...).

It is not difficult to see that this ‘secure operation of reason (AOyog)’ is a matter that belongs to
the intellect, as well as the intellective sub-faculty, given the fact that this is a rational (Aoywkdv)
part. Knowledge then would seem, simply enough, a capacity that belongs to the intellect. There
is, however, more to it than initially meets the eye. Maximus explicitly states that knowledge is

the ‘harmony’ (appovia) of the operation of multiple faculties of the human soul:

Kai éotiv Epyov yoytic, ®g pev drdyov, aicnois: mg 8¢ Beiag, vodg:
o¢ 8¢ avOpomivne, ppovnoic: dbpoiler’® 8¢ aichnoic uév éumeipiav,
QpoOVvNo1G 0 AOYOV, voig o¢ Befardtnta- TNy 0¢ €€ amdvrmv appoviav
EMOTNUNV KOAD.
(Or. 6.4)
And the function of the soul, in terms of its irrational element, is
perception; and as for its divine element, it is intellect; and as for its
human element, it is prudence: perception collects experience, prudence
collects reason, and intellect collects stability. And I call the harmony
of all of these things knowledge.

Knowledge does not belong to one single faculty of the soul, but is then, in some way, the
harmonious employment of both the intellect-faculty (vodg) of the soul and its perception-

faculty (aioOnoig), as well as the distinctly human function of the soul referred to as ‘prudence’

38 Note the similarity between the use of the verb 40poilet here and the use of &0powopd in Or. 11.8. In contrast
to Maximus’ atypical use of the word in Or. 11.8, where he refers to a conglomerate of different things, here in
Or. 6.4 his employment of the verb is a more expected one, as he now refers to collecting multiple of the same

thing.
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(ppdvmoic).>® The notion of prudence is not elsewhere discussed in the context of the human
soul by Maximus, wherefore it is rather striking that he suddenly introduces it here. It is,
however, not an entirely illogical introduction: @pdvncig has to do with actions and practical
wisdom,*’ something that is specifically reserved for humans. Knowledge, then, is not simply
a matter for the intellect — or the intellective faculty, for that matter — but is rather a harmonious
combination of both the rational and irrational part of the human soul. In order to gain
knowledge, a human soul must employ intellect and perception, along with all of the latter’s
sub-faculties. Knowledge is thus not a distinctive part of the soul, like intellect is, but rather a
capacity that comes about when the parts of the soul are harmoniously employed. This having
of, and employing, knowledge is hugely important, as, especially due to Maximus’ inclusion of

prudence in the matter, it allows for ethical considerations and subsequent good actions.

Use your soul wisely: act knowledgably

Thus, we can now start to see how this particular model of the soul that Maximus lays out is
being used in order to enforce moral behaviour. We see this first of all in the usage of the human
soul’s inherent capacity for knowledge as described above, because, as Maximus states, ‘what
is the point of knowing, if it is not used towards knowing’ (tig 6vynoig tob €idéva, €ig dmep
ouvtelel 10 1dévan (Or. 15.6)), that is, towards its proper goal? That it is important for humans
to act knowledgeably — that is, use all of the faculties of the soul harmoniously — Maximus

describes in an elaboration on the mortality and immortality of the human soul:

A0 OO Aéyopev- 8t 1) ToD AvOpOTOL Yoyt TO EVKIVITOTUTOV OVGO
TOV dvtov Kol 0&0TaTov, Kekpauévn €k Ovntiig kol a0avatov pvoend,
Kot pev To Ovntov avtig Suvtdttetan T Oprdder pvoel, Kai yop TPEQEL,
Kol avéet, Kol Kivel, Kol aicBdvetar: katd 0¢ 10 afavatov T® Osie {kai}
Euvantet, kol yap voel, kol Aoyiletat, kai pavdvet, koi Eniotatorl: kabo
0¢ Eupupdrrovay avtig al Bvnral eucelg @ dbovaTe, ToDTO AV KUAETTOL
@poOVNGIC, d1 HéGOV 0V60 EMTHUNG TPOG aicOnGLy.
(Or. 6.4)

% This has a decidedly Aristotelian ring to it. Cf. e.g. Arist. De An. 111.4-8, passages throughout which Aristotle
describes how the intellect and perception work together in order for the human soul to gain knowledge. This
Aristotelian passage is notoriously vague and difficult to interpret, and it seems that Maximus — by trying to find
the right balance amongst intellect, perception, and prudence — is engaging in an intellectual sparring match with
Aristotle here.

40 Cf. e.g. Pl. Symp. 209a4; Arist. Eth. Nic. V1.v (1140a24). Maximus does not use the term too often over the
course of his Orations. Most instances can be found in Or. 6, with sporadic usages in Orr. 4.8; 15.2; 26.4; and
33.7.
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Let us instead say this: that the human soul, which is the most agile and

the keenest of all beings, being a compound of mortal and immortal nature,
in virtue of its mortal element it falls into the same category of nature as
wild beasts, for it is also nourished and it too grows and it is set in motion
and it perceives; but in virtue of its immortal element it unites with the
divine, for it too thinks and reasons and learns and knows; and in so far as
its mortal characteristics meet with its divine ones, that whole is called
prudence, which is in between knowledge and perception.

A few things must be clarified and noted here. First of all: what are the mortal and immortal
parts of the soul are supposed to be? One may be tempted to say that, obviously, the soul’s
mortal element equals the perception-part, and its immortal element is supposed to be the
intellect-part. However, one should not draw rash conclusions. It should be proven, and it can
be with the help of Maximus’ model of the human soul. Given the descriptions and explanations
Maximus utilises, the human soul’s mortal part is to be understood as the perception-part: wild
bests — or other animal life besides humans, if you will — are perceptive beings too — as figure
1 above, and the discussion around it, demonstrated — but lack the intellect-part. Bodies, and
therefore wild beasts, are mortal — wherefore we are to conclude that the mortal part of the soul
is its perception. The immortal part of the soul, then, is quite easily defined as the intellect, as
this is, in Or. 6.4 — noted above as well — deemed the divine (Bgin) part of the soul. Secondly,
it should be noted that the passage above seems to display a discrepancy with the material
presented before: here it is stated that ‘prudence (...) is in between knowledge and perception’,
whereas, in Or. 6.4’s passage above it is noted that knowledge is the harmonious usage of
intellect, perception, and prudence. How can prudence be something in between knowledge and
perception then? One could explain this by the fact that prudence is in itself not a faculty of the
human soul, as intellect and perception are, but it is rather something distinctly human that
involves actions and practical wisdom. Prudence is then presumably obtained by experience,
received through perception, combined with the reason of the soul’s intellect-part and the
employment of the intellective sub-faculty. Both in the sense that it is, very much like
knowledge, not a full faculty of the human soul, and that it is something that is not quite equal
to perception, prudence can be something in between knowledge and perception.

With regards to straightforwardly ethical matters then, this passage seems to propound
that acting knowledgeably means to act virtuously. This, of course, needs further clarification.
Knowledge is, again, the harmonious employment of intellect, perception, and prudence.

Isolated in terms of intellect, exercising one’s natural capacity for knowledge then seems aimed
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at reaching the divine, which is, of course, the goal for any Platonist, as living the ideal
philosophical life is aimed at reaching the divine Forms. The intellect, given its divine nature,
is the part of the soul that stands closest to the purity of the Forms, and would therefore allow
the human soul to reach these and make them its own. Maximus strengthens this idea by
likening the intellect to a divine law in Or. 6.5, stating that ‘its function is freedom, and virtue,
and a life free from pain, and a steadfast happiness’ (&pyov €AevBepia, kol
apetn, Kai flog dAvmog, Kol Aceaing vdarpovia). It is not clear whether or not, according to
Maximus, one is capable of just simply accessing and exercising the intellect, or if one should
travel some other route throughout the faculties of the soul in order to exercise the intellect pur
sang. It is not unreasonable to presume that the perception-faculty is somehow employed in this
matter. Rather than being deemed an entirely interfering faculty of the soul, perception is not at
all useless according to Maximus. He states in Or. 6.5 that ‘experience, which deals with fire
and iron and all kinds of other material, utilises the resources of the crafts for the purpose of
facilitating the needs of life’ (Koi 1 pév éumepia, nepl mdp kol oidnpov kol GAAaG DAOG
TPOYUOTEVOUEVT]  TOVTOdOmAS,  £pavilel Tag ypeiog tod Plov  taig edvmopiong TdV TEYVOV).
Experience is, as stated above as well, that which perception accumulates. Ergo, in a rather
Aristotelian way in this overall Platonic ideal, perception is an essential faculty of the soul that
gathers experience which the human soul is to use in order to develop knowledge, which in turn
sets in motion the journey towards the reaching of the Forms. That is not to say that perception
should not be controlled in any way. As one would expect from a Platonist, Maximus strongly
argues that it is prudence that is supposed to ‘take control over the passions of the soul, and
subject them to the power of reason’ (H 8¢ ppoévnoig émtetaypévn toig g yoyic modnuacty,
Koi oikovopodoa tadta T® Aoyiopud (Or. 6.5)). The passions of the soul — the wédOnparta — are
clearly related to the affective sub-faculty of the perception-part of the soul — the mabnrikdv —
the second most rational sub-faculty after the intellective sub-faculty. One would therefore
assume that to ‘take control over the passions of the soul’ entails not only keeping the affective
sub-faculty of the soul in check, but also the sub-faculties that are rationally inferior to it: the
motive, vegetative, and nutritive sub-faculties. The power of reason — the Aoyiopog — that
Maximus is talking about would then be related to the intellect, as this is a rational unit.
Prudence thus, it seems, fulfils an intermediating function: it governs the perception-part of the
soul, thereby clearing the road for the intellect to take control so that the human soul can
exercise virtues in order to reach the Forms. This is what acting knowledgeably seems to be
about: the harmonious operation of intellect, perception, and prudence, which work together in

order to reach the best result for the human soul as a whole. This desired result is, of course,
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living the ideal philosophical life in pursuit of the Good. Concisely said, acting knowledgeably
leads to moral excellence.*!

Yet, this is still rather abstract. What exactly does it mean to “act knowledgeably” in
practice? Oration 6 does not elaborate on this any further, but other Orations certainly do.
Oration 7 — an overall moral psychological lecture titled ‘Diseases of Mind and Body’ — gives
us clear examples of what it means to keep one’s passions in check. Maximus lays out the main

concern of the Oration by stating the following:

Yyela pgv copatog té€xvng Epyov, vyeia 8& Youyic, ApeTiic Epyov: vooog
yoyiis poydnpia, vocog codpatog dSvostuyio: £ékovotov 1) poydnpia,
drovoov 1 dSvotuyia: Eleeital Td AkoVo10, GETTOL TO EKOVGLA.
(Or.17.2)
The health of the body is product of craft, while the health of the soul is
the product of virtue: sickness of the soul equals moral turpitude; sickness
of the body equals misfortune; moral turpitude is voluntary, misfortune is
involuntary; involuntariness is to be pitied, voluntariness of evil is to be hated.

In this comprehensive and concise statement Maximus stresses the importance of virtue once
again: falling ill in one’s body is quite simply a matter of misfortune and is a matter of chance,
but moral corruption is a matter of choice. So, it is the active duty and the responsibility of the
human soul to choose to act virtuously rather than viciously, and therefore not commit any of

the misbehaviours laid out by Maximus:

TOAELOV 0V KIVEIG S10 VOGOV CAOUOTOC, d10 & Yoy VOGOV 01 ToALOl
TOAELOL OVOELG VOGMDVTO 6D 6VKOPAVTEL, T| TURPpLYEl, T AnileTon,
1} TL GAL0 dpd KaKOV péya <...>- VOG0G CAOUATOS AVIpOV T( EXOVTL:
v060¢ Yuyiis Gviapov Kai T@® TAnciov.

(Or. 17.3)
War is not started by sickness of the body, but many wars are started
by sickness of the soul: no one who is physically ill gives false
evidence, or breaks open graves, or acts as a plunderer, or does
anything else that is immensely wrong <whereas sickness of the soul
is at the root of all such offences**>: a sickness of the body is grievous
to the sufferer; a sickness of the soul is grievous to those around him too.

41 Something similar is argued by Maximus in e.g. Oration 5 (‘Prayer’). In Or. 5.1 it is stated that evils do not
originate in the divine, but rather in their own ‘unreasoning lack of reason’ (dAoyog dAdyov), which seems to
imply that evil is the result of a lack of intellect, which would make it impossible to act knowledgeably, as this is
the harmonious employment of intellect, perception, and prudence.

42 Trapp (1997a: 62 n. 8) takes the lacuna in the Greek text into account and subsequently offers the suggested
translation in brackets.

32



A sick soul, which has fallen into moral turpitude, would lie, rob, and plunder, and commit any
other crime unscrupulously.* Its perception-part — particularly its affective, motive, vegetative,
and nutritive sub-faculties — seems to have taken control over the soul: acts like cheating and
stealing are driven by an uncontrollable desire for gain, and not the good intellectual kind, but
rather the lavish kind that corrupts the soul. Moreover, a social responsibility is stressed as well
by Maximus: others are affected by one’s abominable behaviour. Keeping one’s passions in
check and preventing oneself from, for example, taking what is not one’s own, but rather
spending one’s time by exercising one’s intellect, is essential and desirable behaviour for
oneself as well as for society as a whole.

In order to train and use one’s intellect appropriately, Maximus suggests some

conducive activities to practice in Oration 37 (‘Virtue and the Liberal Arts’):

Dépe 01, vopobETov dikny mapitm raeco@io, yoynv dtaxtov Kol
TAOVOUEVI)V KOGUNGOoLo, KaBdmep STjLOV: TopaKaAEiT® O
EuAmTopag copévog ot kKol dALaS Téxvac, o0 Bavavcovug, pua Ala,
000E XEPOVPYIKAG, OVOE 010G CLVTELETV TA PADA NUTV: GAAL TNV PEV
10 o®dpa TH Yoyt Tapackevalovoay dynpo evmeBE Kol EppwpEVOV
TOIG TPOGTAY LGV DINPETELV, YOUVAGTIKIY TOOTNV Ovoudlovsa: Thv
0¢ dyyelov @V TG Yuyiic dStavonudtwv, PNToptkiy tadtyv ovopdalovoa:
NV ¢ dyadny TIONVNV Kol TPOQOV YVOUNG VEAGS, TOUTIKIV TOVTNV
ovopdlovca- TV 8 yeudva TG apldudv eHoewc, apropnTikny
TavTV Ovopdlovca: TNV O Kol Loyiou®dV S10ACKAAOV, AOYIGTIKNYV
TaOTNV OVOUALoVGa: YEMRETPILAV OE Kol POVOIKNY, Suvepifo T€ Kol
Euvictope Prrocooiag, TV aOTAV VElPacH EKAGTY HEPOS TOD TOVOL.
(Or. 37.3)
Come then, let philosophy come forward as a law-giver, bringing order
to a disorganised and wandering soul, like to a people: and let her call to
her assistance other arts as well, not only mechanical ones, god forbid,
which involve manual labour, and bring us only vulgar things; but first
of all that which will make the body an obedient vehicle to the soul
and is strong to provide for its commands, which she calls gymnastics;
then that which is the messenger of the soul’s conceptions, which she
calls rhetoric; then the ‘goodly nurse and nurturer of young minds’,
which she calls poetry; then the guide to the nature of numbers, which

43 This seems to be a reference to the ninth book of Plato’s Republic, where he describes the behaviour of a
tyrannical soul — that is, the soul that has completely been taken over by its spirited part. Cf. specifically Resp.
IX.575b6-9 (Olo. kAémTovat, Toympuyodot, Budlaviiotopodot, Aomodutodoty, iEpocviodoty, avdpamodilovror
£0118” éTe oVKOPAVTODGY, &0V Suvatol ML Aéysty, kol yevdopaptupodot kai dwpodokodoty: ‘For example, they
steal, they break into houses, they are pickpockets, they steal clothes, they plunder temples, they kidnap; and
sometimes it is so that they are sycophants, if they can speak in such a way, and they are false witnesses and they
accept bribery’).
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she calls arithmetic; then the teacher of reason, which she calls logic; and
finally let her call to her assistance geometry and music, the pair of helpers
and confidants to philosophy, and give to each its own share in her labours.

Thus, in order to exercise one’s intellect one needs to, essentially, become a philosopher.
Philosophy is to make an entrance into one’s life, at the same time with which order will be
created within the soul. ®1loco@ia — philosophy — is of course a derivative of cogpia — wisdom,
that from which knowledge only differs in terms of quantity rather than quality, as observed
above. This implies that exercising the activities that philosophy commands one to do can help
one in reaching a more pure and more continuous form of knowledge, which could eventually
resemble and perhaps even become wisdom. This final stage would then be the attainment of
the Forms, one presumes. The activities one should undertake in order to exercise one’s intellect
cover many different fields of expertise. As stated in the passage above, one should train oneself
in gymnastics, rhetoric, poetry, arithmetic, logic, geometry, and finally music.** This list of
liberal arts encompasses a wide variety of skills in which one should become proficient, and all
of them seem to serve as a way of making the body and the irrational parts of the soul
subservient to its rational part. It is, for example, interesting to note that for Maximus, in
contrast to its modern focus that lies on the health and fitness on the body, gymnastics serves
to make the body submissive to the soul. All of the liberal arts Maximus mentions require the
attention of the intellect of the soul per se, as this is the rational part and therefore the part where
contemplation takes place. One assumes, however, that the intellective sub-faculty of the
perception-part of the soul is also required for doing the abovementioned activities: after all,
one has to read and write in order to practice these liberal arts. And if one is not capable of
reading and writing, one at least has to listen, see, and so on, and in any case in one way or
another take experiences and perception into account when undertaking any of these liberal
arts. While Maximus does operate under the very Platonic assumption that the memory of the
Forms is stored within the soul,* the Aristotelian line of thinking that one quite literally learns
from experience also has its place within Maximus’ model of the soul. Everything that is being

taken in by the affective, motive, vegetative, and nutritive sub-faculties is presumably evaluated

# Trapp (1997a: 292-293 n.12) notes that the list of liberal arts — rather than mechanical crafts — Maximus lays
out is not necessarily conventional. He for example does not specifically stress the liberal art of dialectic —
though this is assumed to fall under Maximus’ category of logic — and he omits astronomy altogether. A
discussion of the latter, however, is present in the discussions of music and geometry in Or. 37. It should also be
noted that Plato would never have included rhetoric in his philosophical curriculum, given his aversion against
the practice.

4 Cf. e.g. Maximus’ Oration 10 (‘Learning and Recollection’).
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by the intellective sub-faculty, given the fact that this sub-faculty is the superior one and related
most closely to the intellect an sich.

Acting knowledgeably means the ideal harmonious employment of the intellect- and the
perception-part of the soul, as well as the distinctly human ability of prudence. This harmonious
employment entails keeping one’s perception-part in check by controlling its passions with the
help of prudence. This results in the abstinence from stealing, cheating, and the like. The other
side of acting knowledgeably culminates in training and exercising one’s intellect by
committing to the liberal arts which philosophy presents. The intellect may then be the part that
is primarily used for the purpose of these liberal arts, but that does not mean that the perception-
part is left out. It is rather used — both its intellective sub-faculty for the surveyance and
examination of experiences, as well as the other sub-faculties in order to collect these
experiences in the first place — for one’s intellectual benefit.

The moral material presented above is not the limit of Maximus’ ethical discussions. In
more politically and civically centred Orations, for example Oration 12 (‘Revenge’) and
Oration 17 (‘Homer in Plato’s State’), Maximus propounds ideal ethical behaviour as well.
However, these ethical prescriptions do not seem to be anchored in the construction of the
human soul, as those above were. Moreover, contrary to expectation perhaps, since it is also
very much a matter of personal and intellectual growth, Platonic love is clearly anchored in
something other than the structure of the soul. In Orations 18-21 (‘Socratic Love’) Maximus
discusses the ideal way of loving® — Platonic love, that is, as described by Plato in the
Symposium’s well-known speech by Diotima (201d-212c). While, among other things, referring
back to Diotima’s scala amoris, Maximus explains his notions on Platonic love by using mainly
natural analogies. A connection to for example the intellect or the affective sub-faculty of the
human soul — or to the soul in general — is not being made. One wonders what the reasons for
this are. Certainly, using the structure of the human soul in order to enforce ethical behaviour
is not a necessity: there are many other ways of clarifying and furthering complex ideas. A
tentative explanation for this difference could be the idea that the human soul is a highly
personal matter: each individual soul, in the Platonic tradition, is to reach the Forms by
themselves. One has to live virtuously and behave well towards others, but when push comes
to shove, it is the individual that is to return to its origin. Activities that can be employed to
train one’s individual human soul, like practicing gymnastics and geometry, are then logically

enforced by the structure of that soul. While loving properly is also a personal matter — after

46 For a discussion of Socratic love in Maximus of Tyre’s Orations I refer to e.g. Scognamillo (1997).
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all, it leads the soul towards the Good — it is logical that Maximus anchors this discussion in
Plato’s Symposium: it is most obvious to make use of the direct connection to Plato’s text and

thought on such well-developed and well-known ideas.

III. CONCLUSION: PSYCHOLOGICAL NUANCES IN LOUD ORATORY

This chapter has demonstrated that Maximus is a much more creative, refined, and innovative
thinker — rather than a mere Platonic messenger — than he has previously been given credit for
in scholarship. The model of the human soul with which he presents us — particularly in Oration
11 and Oration 6 —is a thoroughly worked-out and intricate one. It is, as the material above has
shown, a decidedly Aristotelian model in a Platonic cover, with Maximus’ own innovations put
into the mix. This model, given its elaborate nature, allows Maximus to utilise it in order to
argue in favour of what he deems good ethical behaviour. He works out particularly how one
is to train and apply one’s intellect; how prudence is to keep the soul’s passions in check; and
how perception nevertheless is able to benefit the development of the soul.

Thus, not only is the structure of the human soul a mechanism of rhetorical persuasion
for Maximus — after all, the use of an intricate model of the human soul generally does it quite
well in terms of authority — it is also a refined apparatus that he uses to propound that, on
account of the nature of the human soul, one has no choice but to behave well. Maximus
specifically uses his notions of the human soul to argue that one has to act knowledgeably — in
order to finally, if possible, become wise — which entails more abstract ideas such as keeping
one’s passions in check and giving control to one’s intellect, as well as more concrete
prescriptions of actions such as abstaining from cheating and stealing and exercising oneself in
music and rhetoric. In a more implicit sense it is also clear that, simply by demonstrating that,
for example, the affective sub-faculty is lesser than the intellective sub-faculty in the model of
the human soul, Maximus argues that one needs to keep an eye on this lest it takes over the soul
an sich.

Based on the thought presented in this chapter, it can further be concluded that
Maximus’ material is a relatively coherent whole. Of course, the occasional discrepancy in his
work can be found, but Maximus is overall consistent, which shows his well-versedness and
intellectual capabilities as a thinker. With the bombasticism of his oratory, Maximus uses the
structure of the human soul in a surprisingly nuanced way. He is clearly, as Lauwers rightly

calls him, both the ‘accessible insider’, as he comprehensibly and ornamentally proclaims his
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thought, as well as the ‘authoritative instructor’,*’ given the fact that he is obviously the master
of his own material and provokes thought and subsequent moral actions in his audience. In
short: Maximus repackages complex thought in an understandable and coherent story.

In sum then, some methodology of psychological morality is clearly present here:
Maximus enforces what he deems to be good moral behaviour by using the structure of the

human soul.

Heskoskoskook

47 Lauwers 2015: resp. 147ff. and 155ff..

37



38



CHAPTER 11
SOUL, SENSES, AND SEEMLINESS: ALCINOUS

After having just discussed the rhetorical side of Middle Platonic (moral) psychology with the
help of Maximus of Tyre and his Orations, it is now time to move on to a different branch of
philosophical business, namely the educational handbook. In his pocket sized work
Didaskalikos,*® a 36-chapter Handbook of Platonism, the thinker Alcinous attempts to assemble
most, if not all, of Plato’s thought in very few yet well-considered words. This does not mean,
however, that Alcinous merely summarises and copies Plato’s work: while amalgamating and
combining the Platonic corpus, one of Alcinous’ greatest concerns seems to be to make Plato’s
thought coherent. In other words: Alcinous is trying to filter out Plato’s internal discrepancies
and paradoxes while at the same time making Plato’s thought fit with his own intellectual
milieu. While this tendency is also discernible in the logical chapters of the handbook, for the
purpose of our current investigation, this section focuses on the handbook’s physical —
specifically those chapters focussing on psychology (chapters 23-25) and the senses and sense-
perception (chapters 17-19) — and ethical chapters (27-30) in order to answer the question of
how Alcinous uses the structure of the human soul in order to enforce what he deems good
moral behaviour. Because of his proclivity to wish to “make Plato work™, Alcinous ends up
with a structure of the human soul that has a much closer relationship to the body and the
physical senses and sense-perception than Plato himself would have allowed for. Alcinous
demonstrates how the human soul is structured; where its parts are housed within the human
body, and thus how these parts are related to the senses that are connected to a particular body

part; and how all of this affects our behaviour.

| INTRODUCTION: POCKET-PLATO

Alcinous: life, work, and context
Let us, however, first of all briefly consider the figure of Alcinous, as he is quite the elusive

one. As this thesis’ previous section stated, little is known about Maximus of Tyre. Even less

8 Edition of the Greek text of the Didaskalikos in this thesis is that by Louis (1945). One must note that Louis
still deems the author of the Didaskalikos to be Albinus. This does not, however, detract anything from the
contents and quality of his edition.
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is known about Alcinous,* so much less that he went by the name Albinus in the scholarly
tradition until quite recently. A thinker by the name of Albinus, the teacher of Galen, had long
been thought to be the author of the Didaskalikos, with the name ‘Alkinos’ then being a
corruption of ‘Albinos’. It was, however, later virtually proven that the author of the
Didaskalikos really was one Alcinous,’® not to be confused with the actual Albinus, the author
of different Platonic works. This confusion in the scholarly tradition regarding the Didaskalikos
does make it a bit awkward to examine the actual figure of Alcinous — and thus the Didaskalikos
that in reality belongs to him — but it is not impossible. Literature that attributes the
Didaskalikos to Albinus is still useful, as long as it concerns the Didaskalikos alone, and none
of the other works which should be attributed to Albinus, such as the Eisagogé (‘An
Introduction to Plato’s Dialogues’).>!

As mentioned above, the Didaskalikos attempts to deal with all of Plato’s thought in a
succinct and systematic manner.>? The manual concerns itself with logic in chapters 1-6; then
with metaphysics and physics along with all its branches in chapters 7-26; and finally with
ethics in chapters 27-34, after which the final two chapters close Alcinous’ educational agenda
with a discussion of the difference between a sophist and a philosopher, as well as offering

some motivating words.”

Alcinous the scholar
While a handbook of Platonism may be seen as an introduction to Plato’s thought, the

Didaskalikos is often riddled with surprisingly advanced material that is influenced by the
tradition of Platonism, other philosophical thinkers and schools such as Aristotle and Stoicism,
Alcinous’ intellectual zeitgeist, and, of course, Alcinous’ own desire to amalgamate. Thus,
while little is known about Alcinous himself, some conclusions regarding his audience can be

drawn based on the philosophical material presented in the Didaskalikos. The complexity of

49 Alcinous, in contrast to Maximus’ meagre page-and-a-half, does receive a decent examination of his work by
Dillon (1977: 267-306). This is, however, at the time when Dillon still deemed the author of the Didaskalikos to
be Albinus, wherefore the information about his life may be incorrect. It is of little to no importance, however,
when it comes to the examination of the Didaskalikos per se.

59Tt was proven by John Whittaker — and assumed and furthered by e.g. John Dillon (1993) — that Alcinous was
really the author of the Didaskalikos. 1 agree with this notion on account of the arguments summarised by Dillon
(1993: ix-xiii).

51 Cf. e.g. Dillon 1977: 268. Literature that attributes the Didaskalikos to Albinus but still is useful for the
purpose of examining this work includes Dillon (1977), Reedy (1991), and Witt (1971).

52 Cf. Lauwers 2015: 141.

33 Cf. Dillon 1993: xvii-xxvi.
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the work as well as the required foreknowledge demonstrates that the manual is intended for
the already-initiated, rather than for the curious novice.>*

It would thus seem that Alcinous is not simply the educator with his handbook of
Platonism — quite the misleading title, given by Dillon (1993), due to not merely Plato’s thought
being presented in it — but also very much an independent and inventive thinker. Rather than
being merely a teacher, Alcinous would seem to be the true scholar, examining and building
upon previous work while at the same time being concerned with the comprehensible transfer
of information to students. Certainly, Alcinous adopts many a Platonic thought — and often does
indeed almost literally copy Plato’s work — but he also interprets it. His creativity and ingenuity
lies in his ability to elegantly combine and integrate Plato’s often conflicting thought into a
coherent system that is becoming of his own intellectual milieu of the second century AD. This
is especially discernible when we look at the way Alcinous has designed the human soul, how

he connects this structure to the body, and how he relates this combination to practical ethics.

II. EXEGESIS AND EXAMINATION OF DIDASKALIKOS

Alcinous’ sensitive model of the soul
Plato, most distinctly in the Republic and the Phaedo, famously propounded the idea of dualism

— that is, the human soul is an ontologically different entity from the body to which it is
attached.’> While this notion of dualism certainly persisted in the Platonic tradition, the idea
that the body is merely a cumbersome load that impedes the soul in its philosophical quest
towards the Good seems to be modified and dulled somewhat. Alcinous is one of the thinkers
who take a strongly physical approach to affairs surrounding the human soul, particularly its
placement within, and relationship to, the body. It turns out that, according to Alcinous, the
relationship between the body’s senses and the soul is an interwoven and fundamental one. He
takes into account the importance of the body and its abilities when it comes to the structure
and placement of the human soul, as well as when it comes to how all of this is related to
practical ethics: how is one supposed to behave on account of the relationship between the soul

and the body along with its senses and sense-perceptive capacities?>®

5% O’Brien 2017: 171. Cf. also Dillon 1993: xiv.

53 Robinson 2020; Nightingale 2016: 57; 58.

% In recent years, the human senses have become a field of the humanities just as much as of the sciences. The
ancient senses, in particular, have experienced a lift in interest, of which the academic series ‘The Senses in
Antiquity’ is a prime example. The six volumes treat each of the five traditional senses, as well as the
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It behoves us thus, even in a discussion of a Middle Platonic model of the soul and its

influence on practical ethics, to focus on the body and its senses as well. Let us therefore first

of all consider the traditional five physical senses of the human body as presented by the

Didaskalikos.>” Alcinous describes most elaborately, though still succinctly, the sense of vision

in the dedicated chapter 18. This description — it may even be referred to as the poetic version

of Plato’s text — is strongly Platonic and is found in decidedly similar vocabulary in Plato’s

Timaeus 45b2-46a2:>%

‘Topvoavteg 8¢ mepl TO TPOCOTOV TA POSEOPA OppaTa. KodeipEov

£V 00101 TOD TVPOS TO POTOELDES, Omep AETOV LITAPYOV KOl TVKVOV
adeL@OV dovro sivan Tod pednuepvod otoc. Todto &1 piota S
OA@V PEV TOV OPOOAUDY, paAMGTO 0 KOTH TO pécOV AVTAV O1EKOE],
70 KOOOPAOTATOV TE KAl EIMKPLVEGTATOV: O YIVOUEVOV GUUTOYEG

@ EEmBev, dporov opoim, opatikny aicOnow mapéyetal.

Having placed the light-bearing eyes upon the face, in them they [the
gods] enclosed the luminous element of fire, which, as it is smooth

and dense, they deemed to be the brother of the light of day. With the
greatest ease this flows out of the whole eye, but most of all from the
middle of the eye, which is the most pure and most refined, and as
this is blended with the external light, like to like, the sensation of vision

is produced.

(Did. 18.1)

The sense of vision is clearly, as one would expect, a matter of the eyes. These eyes are, quite

literally, able to shed light upon perceivable matters due to the fact they themselves possess the

light-bearing and -conducting element of fire, which objects in the perceivable world exude as

well due to that world around us also consisting of the same four elements that make up the

human body: earth, water, air, and, of course, fire.>® Out of the whole eye, the pupil is the part

phenomenon of synaesthesia, from Greek and Roman literary, philosophical, cultural, and historiographical
perspectives. Cf. Butler & Nooter (2017) on sound, Purves (2017) on touch, Rudolph (2017) on taste, Squire

(2015) on sight, Bradley (2014) on smell, and Butler & Purves (2014) on synaesthesia.

57 Alcinous discusses the construction of the human body in chapter 17. He mainly borrows elements from
Plato’s Timaeus 42e-43a and 72e-75c, but it is also especially interesting to note that Alcinous seems to be
inspired by Epicurus and Democritus: his constructing the body-parts from a.o. triangular entities strongly

resembles the atomistic approach typical of Epicurus and Democritus (cf. Nightingale 2016: 55ff.).

38 Dillon 1993 (especially pp. 138-148, wherefrom this thesis has taken the passages of the Timaeus regarding
the senses and sense perception). Dillon yonder gives a more in-depth exploration and a catalogue of the material
from the Timaeus on which Alcinous seems to be basing his work. Cf. Nightingale (2016: 57ff.) for an

exploration of vision in Plato’s Timaeus.

% Alcinous describes the generation of the perceivable world in his chapter 12. In 12.2, he elaborates upon the
usage of fire, earth, water, and air yonder. These elements are then subsequently also used in the construction of
the human body in chapter 17 (cf. note 57 above). Alcinous is certainly primarily using Plato’s thought in his
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that is able to receive — as well as itself radiate — this luminous element most of all thanks to it
reportedly being the eye’s least adulterated portion. In other words, then, the experience of
seeing is brought about by the interaction between the inner light of the eyes and the external
light of visible objects. It is thus too simple to state that, according to Alcinous, one virtually
touches an object with the help of the light of the eyes. Alcinous rather sets out what seems to
be a true interaction between inner and external light that causes sight to occur. Seeing
something is thus not an instance of one-way-traffic that originates either in the human eye or
in external objects: it rather is the mutual interactivity of light-bearing and -conducting entities.
This interactivity is particularly special: Alcinous states that, when inner and external light are
blended, ‘like to like’ (6porov 6poi®), vision can come about. In very similar terms to Plato —
though not exactly the same: Plato uses dpotov npog dpotov (7im. 45¢6) — Alcinous does not
only explain that vision operates based on the principle that ‘like is known by like’®° — that is, the
fiery light exuding from the eyes and that from the external object have the same essential nature,
wherefore they can properly interact — but he also simultaneously argues against Aristotle.
Aristotle, namely, would argue that the unlike is affected by the unlike, after which these two
unlikes will become like, as they will be assimilated through the act of perception.! The fact that
Alcinous here seems to argue against Aristotle is interesting to note, as he will later on, in his
discussion of the parts of the soul, use Aristotle’s notions in a positive sense for the sake of his
own argument.

It is clear that, as mentioned before, vision is a matter of the eyes, but unlike the other
senses which Alcinous is about to describe, he does not tell us where a vision ends up in the
body. One can, however, anticipatorily say that, due to the strong focus on the eyes, vision
remains within the region of the head.

The other four senses are treated in chapter 19 in a more condensed fashion. Alcinous
first of all elaborates upon the sense of hearing. In a passage that strongly resembles the
Timaeus’ treatment of the sense of hearing in 67a7-c3, of course highlighting the famous

Platonic analogy of sound being a blow,%* Alcinous describes in 19.1 how sound enters the body

construction of the perceivable world and the body, but elements of Stoic materialism are also discernible in his
account.

0 Lamb 1925: 101.

o1 Arist. De An. I1.5 (418a5-6).

62 Cf. P1. Tim. 67b3-4 (8hog pév obv eoviy 0dpey Ty 8t dtov On’ dépog &ykepdiov Te Kol oipotog péypt yuyfic
v Swdwopévny: ‘let us therefore on the whole lay down that a sound is a blow transmitted through the ears by
the action of the air upon the brain and the blood, reaching as far as the soul’).
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via the ears, then travels through the brain and blood before finally ending up in the upper

abdomen, where the liver is located:

Axkon 8¢ yéyove TPOG POVIG YVAGLV, APYOUEVT UEV OO THG TEPL TV
KEPAATV KIVIOEWMC, TEAEVTAG A OE TEPL ITTOTOS EdPAV- 1 OE POVI|
€oTv 1) 01" ATOV Epyouévn EYKEQPALOL T€ Kol OipHOTOS, d100160puévN
0¢ péypr yoyiis Tinyn, 6&eia pev 1 taxémg Kivovpévn, fapeio & 1
Bpadémc, Kol HeydAn Hev 1 ToAAY|, LIKpa 08 1 OALYT.

(Did. 19.1)
Hearing has come into being for the purpose of recognising sound,
beginning from a movement that is situated around the head, and
ending up in the seat of the liver: and sound is a blow that is
transmitted through the ears and the brain and the blood, and is
penetrating as far as the soul, sharp when it is a quick movement,
deep when it is a slow one, and loud when it is a large movement,
and soft when it is a small one.

In the same way as sound, an odour — which Plato treats in Timaeus 66d1-67a7 — too ends up
in the abdomen, but this time in its lower region. It comes in via the sense of smell that is
governed by the nose, then travels through the veins, and finishes in the area around the navel,
by which Alcinous presumably means the bowels.® Taste — found in Timaeus 65¢1-66¢7 — only
travels so far as the chest: after it has touched the tongue, it journeys through the veins and stops
in the heart.%*

In contrast to the other four senses, the power of touch is not linked to a specific sensory
organ of the body. Without mentioning the skin in any capacity, Alcinous nevertheless implies
that the whole body is somehow affected by touch. When describing the sensation of feeling
cold, Alcinous notes in Didaskalikos 19.5 that ‘a shock and a tremble then take over, after which
a shivering sensation within the bodies follows’ (Zelopog ydp i kol tpopog tOTe GuvicTatal,
Kol TO €7l ToVT® TAbog &v T0lC cdpact piyog vrapyel). The text does not state explicitly that
this shivering sensation is felt across the whole body, yet the phrase év Toig cmdpact is not
indefinite either: it refers to the bodies. It is therefore not unreasonable to assume that the
experience of cold — or any such sensation for that matter — is felt across the whole body, a
notion which hints at the idea that the whole body is capable of perceiving touch. Alcinous,
with these ideas, seems to deviate from Plato’s account of touch in Timaeus 61c3-64al

somewhat then: for Plato, vision, hearing, smell, and taste are subcategories of the so-called

%3 Alcinous Did. 19.2: (...) péypt 1@V Op@aAdv tomwv: ‘(...) as far as the region of the navel .
% Alcinous Did. 19.3: (...) uéxpt xapdiog: ‘(...) as far as the heart’.

44



“gate-way sense’” of touch. One can for example “touch” a sound with one’s sense of hearing,
or “touch” an odour with the sense of smell.® In other words: those four senses are deemed a
form of touch. Alcinous, however, does seem to differentiate between all five senses equally.
They each fulfil their own specific purpose, and do so operating in their own specific manner.
Moreover, unlike Plato, Alcinous does not use any haptic terminology when it comes to
describing the other four senses apart from touch.®® For Alcinous, then, all senses exist in their
own right and are full-fledged.

Having treated the sensitive, it is now time to concern ourselves with the soul: its
structure as well as its relationship with the senses and sensory organs as explored above. This
latter matter will prove to be especially important when it comes to Alcinous’ propounded
practical ethics. As is beseeming of his Middle Platonic intellectual milieu — as chapter I of this
thesis on Maximus of Tyre also demonstrated — Alcinous is strongly influenced by Aristotle’s
thought on the human soul, and thus initially seems to argue in favour of a bipartite rather than
a true Platonic tripartite soul.®’ In chapter 24.2 Alcinous presents a two-part division of the soul
in a rational (10 Aoywotikdv) and an irrational, or, more precisely, an affective part (16
mobntikov). However, Alcinous tries his utmost best to incorporate the three Platonic parts of

the human soul into this bipartite model:*®

‘EEMNg 8¢ mepi yoytic pntéov, EvtedBév mobev dvarafoviag tov Adyov,
el kal 06&opev malhdoyetv. Poymv yap maparafovieg avOpmmivny
a0avatov odcav, i deiéopev, mapd Tod TpdTOL OE0D 01 TE BVNTAL
vévn dnovpyodvieg Beol dvo avth Tpocébecav puépn Bvntd- MG 68
i Tiig eAvapiag Tig OvnTiic avampmldpevov i 10 Ociov avTiic Kol
a0avatov, katdkicoy &mi 10D cOpUATOC £l THC 010V AKPOTOAEMC,
Gapyov Kai Pactledov Amopnvavieg oTkNGiv T€ Amoveipavteg anTd TV
KEQUAMY, oyfjia Exovcav HLHoVUEVOV TO TOD TavTog, VTEBecav O TO
dAL0 oo TPOg VIINpeciov Mg dyna TPOSPHGOVTES, Kol AVTOTS 0
701G OvnToig aVTiic HéEpesty oiknoty ANV GAL®D Amévelpay.

(2) To pev yap Bopkov Etalav &v kapdig, To 6& EmBLUNTIKOV &V TG
RETASD TOMT® TOD TE TPOS TOV OUPALOV OPOV KU1 TOV PPEVAV,
KaTOdNoAVTEG MOTEP TL 0IGTPODV Kol dyprov Opéupa: TOV Tveduova O
gunyovnoavto TG Kapdiog yapty LoAaKOV T Kol AVOLLOV GNPy ymon

% Dillon 1993: 143. Cf. also Arist. DA 11.3 (414b12), where he states that ‘flavour is one of the things that
apprehended by touch’ (6 8¢ yupog €v TL TdV anTtdV E0TiV).

% Plutarch’s De Genio Socratis is an example of a Middle Platonic text that does frequently use haptic
terminology in order to describe those senses and sense perceptions other than touch. For an examination of this
topic I refer to e.g. Roskam (2014).

7 Cf. e.g. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1.13. Cf. Dillon 1977: 290; Dillon 1993: 139; O’Brien 2017: 177.

% Alcinous emphasises the notion of a tripartite soul in 24.1 when he states that ‘the soul is tripartite
corresponding to its powers’ (TPYLEPNS EGTIV 1) YuyT| KOTO TAG SUVAUELS).
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T€ Kol 6TOYY® TOPOTANGIoV OTTmG X0t Tt Hadaypo mnddoa 1 Kopdio
kot TV (éov 10D Bupod. TO 8& Nrap mpdg 10 Sieyeipetv 10 EmiBvpunTcOV
TG WLuYiiG Kol TPOS TO Katampaively Exov YALKOTNTA T€ KOl TkpOTNTAL.
(Did. 23.1-2)
Next one must mention the soul, resuming our discussion at the
following point, even if we seem to be repeating ourselves. For when
they received the human soul in its immortal form, as we will
demonstrate, from the primal god, the gods who fashion the mortal races
added to it two mortal parts. But, so that the divine and immortal part
of the soul should not be filled with mortal rubbish, they placed it on
the acropolis of the body, as it were, deeming it the ruling and kingly
part, and assigning it to the head, which has an order that resembles the
whole of the universe, they subordinated the rest of the body to its service
by attaching it to it as a vehicle, and to each of the mortal parts of the
soul they assigned a different house.
(2) And they arranged the spirited part in the heart, and the appetitive
part in the region between the boundary at the navel and the midriff,
binding it down like a raging and savage beast. The lungs they fashioned
for the sake of the heart as soft and bloodless and full of cavities like a
sponge, so that the heart, when it is leaping in the heat of spirit, might have
some padding around it. The liver possesses sweetness and bitterness for
the sake of arousing and softening the appetitive part of the soul.

This section of the Didaskalikos leaves us with a quite a bit of information to unpack.® Not
only does Alcinous succeed in establishing a tripartition within an initial bipartite model of the
soul — distinguishing the rational and immortal (d0dvatov) part, and the irrational and affective
part, which is further divided into the spirited (10 Qupukov) and the appetitive (10 EmBounTikov)
parts, which receive mortal status (Bvntog) — but he also manages to demonstrate where and
why the soul is distributed throughout the body, especially when the material presented here in
chapter 23 on the construction of the human soul is combined with that on the workings of the
senses in chapters 18 and 19 as presented above. Let us first discuss the mortal parts of the soul.
As noted above, the heart is the destination of taste, a sensory experience which passes over the
tongue in the mouth and through the veins. The heart is also, as chapter 23.2 makes abundantly
clear, that part of the body where the spirited part of the soul is housed. It is therefore also
interesting to note that, unlike Aristotle, who argues that the centre of perception lies in the
heart and the heart alone,”® Alcinous operates under the assumption that the heart is simply the

terminus of taste, and that sense perception en general is a full-body affair. The appetitive part,

% Plato discusses the situating of the soul within the human body in general in Tim. 43a-44e and 69c-72d.
"0 Cf. e.g. Arist. Parv. Nat. 469a10 (= De Iuventute et Senectute, de Vita et Morte).
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then, is housed in the upper and lower abdomen. A sound travels through the ears, via the brain
and the blood, down to the liver, and an odour similarly travels to the appetitive part of the soul
via the nose and the veins. While it is not explicitly stated by Alcinous, this distribution of the
spirited and appetitive parts to respectively the heart and the upper and lower abdomen is
certainly not illogical: simply based on the fact that we feel hunger and libido somewhere in
the abdomen, and that we experience heart palpitations when we fall in love, it is not strange
that Alcinous — especially considering his physical approach to matters of the soul — connects
these areas of the body to specific parts of the soul and their inherent qualities. This now leaves
us with the rational part of the soul. This part, which is deemed immortal, is assigned to the
head on account of this resembling the roundness and therefore perfection of the universe, and
is deemed the soul’s ‘ruling and kingly part’.”! The eyes, situated on the head, with their most
pure and unadulterated pupils, perceive vision, which then seems to be passed on directly to the
rational part of the soul. While this is not directly stated in the text, it is clear that Alcinous, in
contrast to Plato himself, is aware of the fact that the brain makes up the nervous system along
with the spinal chord and the nerves,”? wherefore it is entirely logical that the rational part of
the soul is placed within the head and linked to the eyes and the sense of vision. This placement
is then no longer a necessity on a solely Platonic basis, but is also based on scientific grounds.

As explored above, the human soul consists of one immortal and two mortal parts. It
should be noted, however, that Alcinous, taking the argument from the Phaedo,” also states

that the whole of the soul is immortal:

H yoym 6t av Tpocyévnral, Emeépel 00T 10 (iiv ¢ GOUPVTOV
VIapyov £avTi]- TO 0& EmeEpov Tivi T Cijv dvemidekTov ot OavdaTov:
70 0¢ TorovTov a0avartov. Ei 8¢ a0dvatov 1 yoyn, kol dvoredpov dv ein:
AcOUATOG Yap 0TIV 0VGia, AUETAPANTOG KOTA TV VTOGTAGLY KOl VO TN
Kol GEONG Kol LOVOEING: 0VKODV AGVVOETOG, AO1AAVTOG, ACKEDAGTOG.
(Did. 25.1)

"I The rational part of the soul is also deemed ‘the leading part’ (10 fiyepovikdv) by Alcinous in 17.4. The usage
of this term is particularly Stoic (cf. e.g. Diog. Laert. Lives of and Opinions of Eminent Philosophers VII). Cf.
O’Brien 2017: 178.

72 Cf. especially Did. 17.2. As Dillon (1993: 140) states: ‘The discovery that the brain is the centre and origin of
the nervous system is to be credited to the physician Erasistratus of Ceos in the third century BC, and so was
quite unknown to Plato’. Cf. Dillon 1977: 289; O’Brien 2017: 179.

3 Dillon 1993: 151.

47



The soul brings life to whatever it attaches itself as naturally associated
with itself; but that which brings life to something is itself not-accepting
of death; and such a thing is immortal. And if the soul is immortal, it
would also be indispersible; for it is an incorporeal being, unchanging in

its substance and intelligible and invisible and uniform: therefore it is
uncompounded, indissoluble, ineffaceable.

This idea that the soul is supposed to be immortal as a whole, while at the same time consisting
of an immortal and two mortal parts, seriously complicates things.”* This immortality-mortality
paradox is, however, not unsolvable, as will be explored below when we discuss Alcinous’
practical ethics based on the structure of the human soul.

This structure of the human soul and its fundamental relationship to the senses and sense
perception can be clearly visualised in the schematic representation below. It demonstrates how
external stimuli make a journey through the body towards particular parts of the soul. As is
clear, touch — a sensation that is sensible across the whole of the body and thus presumably
perceived through the medium of the skin — is not included in this model, as it does not seem

to be linked to a specific destination within the body or a specific part of the soul.

4 More so than in Maximus’ texts: Maximus too constructs a model of the soul that consists of immortal and
mortal parts, but quite easily solves this by combining the mortal and immortal parts into the distinctly human
activity of prudence, not making much more of a point of it. For Alcinous, the (im)mortality conundrum is a
much greater issue, as he connects the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul thusly closely to the physical
body.
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Figure 2. Model of the human soul according to Alcinous’ Didaskalikos 18-19 and 23-25.
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To be(come) immortal
Having explored Alcinous’ structure of the soul above, it is already clear that Alcinous seems

to be quite the empiricist in a Platonic context. This would seem to be a rather strange
conclusion to draw, but it is not necessarily untypical considering Alcinous’ own intellectual
milieu as well as his tendency to amalgamate all of Plato’s thought into one Platonic manual.
Moreover, Alcinous makes the soul relate more closely to the world around us, and uses his
highly sensitive model of the human soul in two ways: in order to enforce practical ethics, he
both uses the (im)mortality of the soul, as well as its relationship to the senses and sense
perception.

The first way in which Alcinous most conspicuously uses the structure of the human
soul in order to enforce practical ethics is by emphasising its immortality. As noted above, the
whole of the soul is to be seen as immortal, but at the same time, Alcinous states that the
affective and irrational part — that is, the spirited and appetitive parts — of the soul is mortal,
while its rational part is immortal. This seriously complicates matters. How is it possible that
both mortal and immortal parts can exist in the unit of the soul that is in itself supposed to be
whole, indispersible, and imperishable? These matters seem, at first glance, irreconcilable.
Looking at the structure of the soul and its interactions with the senses and sense perception,
however, certainly provides clarification. As our exploration of this chapter of this thesis so far
has demonstrated, the body and its sense are important for the soul when it comes to interpreting
external stimuli. At least three out of the five senses — taste, smell, and hearing, and perhaps
touch — are directly connected to the irrational and mortal parts of the soul. Vision, then, seems
to be attached to the rational and immortal part of the soul situated in the head. One may most
logically explain this particular connection of vision to the immortal by arguing that the physical
act of seeing something beautiful reminds the soul of Beauty itself and thus allows the soul to
glimpse at the divine Forms.”” Taste, smell, and hearing, on the other hand, are linked to the
mortal parts of the soul located around the heart and the abdomen. In contrast to vision, which
possesses the light-bearing and -conducting element of fire, taste, smell, and hearing are linked
to mortal and unimportant matters: while many different flavours, odours, and sounds exist,
Alcinous suggests in chapter 19 that these do not have any particular value for the soul.”® That

is certainly not to say that one can then just go and act loosely and indulgently: it is rather to

75 This idea, of course, resembles Diotima’s scala amoris as presented in P1. Symp. 210a-212a. One may also
note that a similar idea is found in the Neoplatonist Plotinus’ work On Beauty (Enn. 1.6 [1]), where it is, in short,
propounded that the vision of something colourful reminds the soul of higher Beauty.

76 Alcinous’ description of the mechanical and thus relatively inconsequential workings of taste, smell, and
hearing in Didaskalikos 19.2-4 seem reminiscent of the Stoic notion of indifferentiae.
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say that one will not reach moral superiority by perfecting one’s senses of taste, smell, and
hearing. Moral superiority is rather reached by keeping those passions in check — the job of the
rational and immortal part of the soul. Moreover, these three senses are more closely connected
to bodily functions themselves: food, which is smelled and tasted, needs to be digested by the
body. As the body is reported to be perishable — it is, for example, ‘dispersible, composite,
multiform’ (ckedaotdv, cuvteBdv, morveldég (Did. 25.2)) — the parts of the soul that are related
to these sense perceptions are therefore, in a sense, perishable too: the body and its parts, as
well as the matters it perceives via the senses of taste, smell, and hearing, can die, and thus the
parts of the soul that are located in those particular parts of the body and are connected to those
particular senses can metaphorically die off as well. Because these parts of the soul concern
themselves with mortal things, these parts are in that sense mortal too. Thus, because they have
differently natured connections within the body and to the soul, the senses elegantly allow for
the human soul to be mortal and immortal at the same time.

And if we are essentially immortal then, that means that we have to behave accordingly:
morally good, since, according to Alcinous as well as the Platonic tradition in general, our soul,
by being immortal, participates in the Good.”” For Alcinous, in a nutshell, this means that one
has to use one’s mind: acting morally good and actualising one’s immortality lies ‘in the
knowledge and contemplation of the primal Good’” (¢v tf] émoTun Koi Bewpig T0D TPOTOL
ayabod (Did. 27.1)),” and in the usage of our human right mind (ppovipog (Did. 28.1)) and
reason (A0yog (Did. 28.4)). In less abstract terms, this means that one has to train the soul,
particularly its rational part — the perfection of which is referred to as wisdom’® — for the purpose

of a proper preparation of our soul’s ability to handle potentially soul-damaging factors:

wpotédeln 8¢ kol mpokabdpaoio Tod v UiV daipovog, i uéALEL TO
peiCova pogicon padnuoto, €in av o o1 povoIKilG: Kol aplOpnTikiic
TE K01 AGTPOVORING: KOl YEMUETPIOS, GCUVETIUEAOVUEVOV NUDV KOl TOD
OOUATOC 10 YOUVOGTIKIG, TIG Kol TPOG TOAELOV Kol TPOG siprynv
gb0eTa TO COUATA TOPACKEVACEL.

(Did. 28.2)
The introductory ceremonies and the first purification of our inherent
guide, if one is to be initiated into the greater sciences, will consist of
music, and arithmetic and astronomy, and geometry, and at the same
time we must care for our body: through gymnastics, which will prepare
our bodies properly for both war and peace.

77 Alcinous Did. 27.2.
78 Cf. Dillon 1977: 299; 1993: xxii; xxiii.
7 Alcinous Did. 29.1; 29.3.
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Like Maximus, who, as demonstrated in this thesis’ previous chapter, distinguished gymnastics,
rhetoric, poetry, arithmetic, logic, geometry, and music as ways to exercise one’s soul, Alcinous
too lays out the practices with which one should ideally concern themselves: a well-trained soul
entails exercising music, arithmetic, astronomy, geometry, and gymnastics. Alcinous, however,
differs slightly from Maximus when he describes the goal of gymnastics: whereas Maximus
defines gymnastics as a medium to truly make the body obedient and subservient to the soul,
Alcinous allows for a more positive approach. For him, gymnastics prepares our body thusly
that it will provide the proper energy and training in order for our soul to subsequently be able
to act virtuously in war and peace.

Our immortality necessitates us to primarily exercise the rational part of our soul, but
our mortal parts should be exercised properly too according to Alcinous. In order to argue for
this, Alcinous then most conspicuously uses the sensitive part of his model of the human soul.
Yet, rather than being used in a positive and adhortative sense, for the purpose of enforcing
practical ethics the soul’s connections to the body, along with its senses and sense perceptions,
are being used more prohibitively: the spirited and appetitive parts and the body and its senses
to which they are connected should be kept in check, which is done not only by the rational part
of the soul, but also by the spirited and appetitive parts themselves due to their own specific
virtues which are acquired through habituation and practice,® as well as their respective
abilities for courage (avdpia) and self-control (co@pocvvn).8! Courage expresses itself in the
ability of the spirited part to hold a correct opinion of what is and what is not to be feared
(‘H 8¢ avdpio £éott dOYHOTOC EVvOUOL cmTnpio <mepi ToD>  devod te Kai ur dswvod  (Did.
29.3)). Thus, rather than having the rational part of the soul make this decision, the spirited part
is to have a courageous heart and judge whether something is to be feared or not with the help
of its connections to the experienceable world via the body’s sensory inlets. For the appetitive
part, ‘self control is a sense of order in relation to passions and desires and the submission to
their ruling element’ (1 8¢ cwEpocHvn TAEIS Tepl TOG EmbBupiog kol Tag OpéEelg kol v
evmeifelav avT®V TPOg TO Nyepovikdv (Did. 29.2)). The job of the appetitive part here is then
to filter the external stimuli that come in via the sensory inlets, for example a pleasant odour,

and act on it appropriately, namely to pass on the decision of whether or not we should go after

80 Alcinous Did. 30.3.

81 Alcinous Did. 29.1. Cf. also Alcinous Did. 28.2. Courage and self-control can indeed be a purely bodily affair,
because if one dies, one’s rational part of the soul persists and ideally reaches the divine, and, as for example
Aristotle explains in the Nicomachean Ethics (Eth. Nic. X.7 (1178b7ff.)), the gods find things like courage
absolutely useless.
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a piece of cake that smells nice to the rational part of the soul. This ability to be self-controlled
is thus inherent of the appetitive part, and is not superimposed on it by the rational part.

Thus, in quite a logical and basic manner, the rational, spirited, and appetitive parts of
the soul act appropriately towards external stimuli respectively by acting wisely, by being
courageous, or by being self-controlled thanks to their interactions with the body, along with
its sensory inlets and organs and sense-perceptive abilities. Alcinous clearly highlights the
senses and their connections to the parts of the human soul in his laid-out structure, but he still
mostly emphasises the importance of exercising the rational part of one’s soul. This focus —
which is certainly Platonic — is strengthened by the fact that Alcinous makes the soul both
entirely immortal as well as partly mortal and partly immortal in his model. This (im)mortality
conundrum, which is elegantly solved by making connections between the soul and the senses,
essentially goes two ways when it comes to practical ethics: because one’s soul is immortal as
a whole, one simply has to behave well on account of its essential immortality; and if one
behaves well — that is, actively exercise the rational part and properly deal with the spirited and

appetitive parts — one can become (more) immortal.

I11. CONCLUSION: ACTING AND INTERACTING SENSIBLY

Alcinous’ Didaskalikos is a deceivingly unchallenging work. When examined more thoroughly,
however, as this chapter has aimed to do, a complex yet well-thought-out psychology with a
physicalist approach emerges. It can immediately be said that not only Alcinous’ intellectual
context differs from that of Maximus — the former being educational and the latter being
rhetorical — but their approaches certainly also differ: specifically utilising the senses and
making connections to the functions and the parts of the soul is something that Maximus does
not do. Doing this allows Alcinous to demonstrate that one’s soul is both immortal as a whole
— as it participates in the immortal Good — as well as partly mortal — for its spirited and appetitive
parts are concerned with mortal matters — and partly immortal — as one’s rational part is
concerned with immortal matters, namely wisdom and virtue. Therefore, one must particularly
take care of this rational part by exercising it with, among other things, music and geometry.
Furthermore, as one perceives matters with the body, which are in turn filtered and handled by
a specific part of the soul that is connected to a specific body part and sensory organ, one must

act accordingly — that is, wisely, courageously, or self-controlledly.
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While Alcinous definitely and ostensibly falls back on his master Plato when it comes
to presenting his thought, he also makes the active endeavour to amalgamate Plato’s sometimes
discrepant ideas and therefrom create a novel structure of the human soul that incorporates
physicality. Alcinous uses this structure to enforce good moral behaviour by focussing on both
the immortality of the soul as a whole and its rational part in isolation, as well as on its mortality
and its relationship to the senses. The structure of the human soul as Alcinous propounds it is
then used, other than to simply show the connections between the soul and the senses, as a
persuasion mechanism that demonstrates why we have to behave well and why we cannot do
anything but behave well — we are immortal, after all, and thus we inherently strive for the
Good.

Just as the previous chapter demonstrated in the case of Maximus, there seems to be a
methodology of psychological morality present in Alcinous’ work in some measure too.
Alcinous uses the structure of the human soul, though in a more abstract sense as he particularly

focuses on the soul’s (im)mortality, to enforce good Platonic ethical behaviour.

skokeskokosk
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CHAPTER III
PUTTING THE PHYSIQUE INTO THE EQUATION: GALEN

It is now lastly time to turn to the medical side of Middle Platonic philosophy and examine one
of the most prolific and influential authors not only in the second century AD, but also in the
whole of antiquity: Galen of Pergamon. Though primarily a physician, Galen also propounds
his fair share of philosophical thought on ethical matters. This section will examine how Galen,
with his strongly physicalist approach, structures the human soul and subsequently uses this
structure to enforce ideal ethical practice. The Galenic corpus cannot be described otherwise
than enormous. Rather than attempting to study all of Galen’s thought, then, this section will
therefore go about investigating Galen’s moral psychology by focussing on two of his treatises:
De Propriorum Animi Cuiuslibet Affectuum Dignotione et Curatione — The Diagnosis and
Treatment of the Affections and Errors Peculiar to Each Person’s Soul — Affections and Errors
for short; and Quod Animi Mores Corpores Temperamenta Sequantur — The Capacities of the
Soul Depend on the Mixtures of the Body — The Capacities of the Soul for short.®> While Galen
has generally received ample scholarly attention, his moral psychological and ethical thought
has gone somewhat under the radar. This is a shame, as this thought features prominently in his
treatises on the anatomy of the soul. This chapter demonstrates that Galen takes what Alcinous
did — namely taking a physical approach to matters regarding the human soul — to the extreme
and comes up with a model of the human soul that lends itself excellently to the enforcement
of ethical matters, as it allows for humans to make desirable choices in a traditionally Platonic

tripartite context.

1. INTRODUCTION: MEDICAL PLATONISM

Galen: life, work, and context
Out of the three Middle Platonists examined in this thesis, by far the most is known about

Galen.®® Claudius Galenus was born in Pergamon in Asia Minor and was the pupil of one

82 Greek editions of the texts are those by Kiihn (1821 — The Capacities of the Soul — and 1823 — Affections and

Errors). The chapter divisions are those as used by Singer (2014). For detailed analyses of The Capacities of the
Soul and Affections and Errors 1 refer to Singer (2014: 343-359 and 220-232 respectively).

8 For a more elaborate discussion of Galen’s person, I refer to e.g. Singer (2014). For a general examination of

Galenic medicine, I refer to Nutton (2013).
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Albinus® — a thinker actually named Albinus, who is not to be confused with Alcinous/ Albinus
of the previous chapter — but spent most of his professional life as a physician-philosopher in
Rome. While working, dissecting, researching, and practicing medicine — as Tieleman notes,
Galen was also quite the exhibitionist who performed his medicine in Rome for an elite
audience® — Galen authored many treatises on physiology, pharmacology, anatomy, as well as
on (moral) psychology and the effects of physical and philosophical therapy.

While the “Platonist allegiance” of the previous two authors treated in this thesis was
not in question, in the case of Galen one needs to delve a bit further into this matter: does Galen
even belong in the list of Middle Platonists?®® Boys-Stones puts Galen in his list of ‘people
commonly thought of as Platonists, but whose claim on the criteria is problematic or
untenable’.?” Indeed, because of his abstaining from the immortality of the soul — as will
become clear below — Galen certainly is not the Platonist one would expect to encounter. He
nevertheless is a thinker that explicitly engages with, builds upon, is influenced by, and utilises
Plato’s thought — which is not atypical of the so-called average Middle Platonist.®® Galen surely
is an exegete of Plato who ostensibly reveres the great philosopher’s work and thought and aims
to reconcile it with his own medical and physicalist background and approaches. It would
therefore, in my considered view, be validated to refer to Galen as a “junior” Middle Platonist,
or at least a Platonising author, and his Platonism is particularly discernible in his psychological

discussions.

Galen the physician-philosopher
Dillon calls Galen ‘first and foremost a doctor’, and points out his utilisation of Platonist

philosophy in his medical practice and thinking.® But, as Galen himself points out with his
eponymous treatise, ‘the best physician is also a philosopher’ (si quis optimus medicus est,
eundum esse philosophum). Galen makes great effort to examine the origins of, and
relationships between, physical and psychological affections and issues.”® As the rest of this

chapter will demonstrate, Galen succeeds in combining his physiological ideas — on the basis

8 Boys-Stones 2017: 603.

85 Tieleman 1996: xiii.

% The question of Galen’s Platonism has often passed in scholarly review, and opinions are divided. Cf. e.g.
Chiaradonna (2009: 243), Dillon (1977: 339), Singer (2014: 18), and Tieleman (1996: xx). Cf. Gill (2010) for a
discussion of the relationship between Galen and Stoic thought.

87 Boys-Stones 2017: 593.

8 Tieleman 1996: xxi.

8 Dillon 1977: 339.

% Cf. Veith 1961: 316. I refer to Hankinson (2008) and Gill, Whitmarsh & Wilkins (2009) for general studies of
Galen and his medical and philosophical thinking. I refer to Rocca (2018) for a discussion of the relationship
between Galen’s medical epistemology and the Platonic Demiurge.
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of medical thought and empiricism — with the traditional Platonic tripartite model of the soul
by appointing a physiological origin to psychological problems and vice versa.

Galen will thus turn out to be not merely an intelligent medical doctor, but also an
inventive and innovative thinker who manages to successfully approach Plato and Platonist
thinking in a physicalist way. By including the medical knowledge of his time, Galen comes up
with a structure of the soul that lends itself perfectly for the usage of advice regarding ethical

behaviour on account of it taking into account the reality of bodily and physical experience.

II. EXEGESIS AND EXAMINATION OF AFFECTIONS AND ERRORS AND THE CAPACITIES
OF THE SOUL

Galen’s physicalist approach to the traditional Platonic soul
Like Alcinous, Galen is clearly aware of the fact that our brain is the centre of our nervous

system. Unlike Alcinous, Galen has extensive medical knowledge, which he appropriates in an
attempt to scientifically prove the Platonic tripartition of the soul.”! This is the starting point
from which Galen departs one of his other major works, aside from Affections and Errors and
The Capacities of the Soul, on psychology: On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato (De
Hippocratis et Platonis Decretis). This work, in nine books, sets out the initial tripartite Platonic
structure of the soul.”> With his quintessential physicalist approach to the structure and nature
of the human soul, Galen already manages to reconcile the human physical experience and
anatomical truth with Platonic psychology in this work.”® He builds upon it further in Affections
and Errors and, in particular, The Capacities of the Soul. There, Galen not only lays out the
traditional three parts of the Platonic soul, using the same terminology as Plato does, but he also
attributes several functions to each of these parts, and explains what each function means and
to what part of the body, and how, each function is connected and related. One especially telling
and extensive passage can be found in chapter 2 of The Capacities of the Soul. After having
explained that a capacity of the soul is simply something of which it is capable of doing, just
like there is no difference between saying that ‘aloe is capable of cleansing’” and ‘aloe has a

cleansing capacity’ (¢ o0d&v dapépov 1j kabaipev dvvacsOot edvar Thv AAONV §} dvvapy Exsv

°! Hankinson 1991: 210. Cf. Hankinson (1991) in general, as well as Tieleman (1996) for excellent discussions
of Galen on the human soul in On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato.

92 Cf. Dillon 1977: 3309.

93 Cf. Hankinson 1991: 231.
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kaBoptiknv (IV770 K, 24 M)), Galen goes on to elaborate on the parts and capacities of the

human soul:

KT 08 TOV aOTOV TPOTOV, dTaV EIMMUEV ‘1) &V EYKEPIA® Kab1dpLUEVN
AOYLGTIKT] Woyr) dvvartot pev aicbdavestat dia tdv aicOnmpiov, ddvatat
0¢ kol pepviioBot [d10] T@V aicOnTdV vt Kab’ Eavtiv dkolovbiav te
Kol paynv &v 1oig mpdypoasty opav avaivciv e Kai cuviesty,” ovK GAAO TL
onAodpuev q el mepthofdvteg simoyev ‘N AoyloTIK) Yoyn ovvapelg

(771) &yer wheiovg, aicOnov Kol ViUV Kol cHVESY EKAGTNV <TE> TOV
GAlov.” €mel &’ oV puévov aicbavesOot duvachal eapev oOTNV GALG Kol
Kat’ €100¢ Opdv dxove doudcOat yevesOat 8ntecOar, Ty o dvvapelg
avTV XV AEYOUEV OTTTIKIV GKOVGTIKI|V 0GQPNTIKIV YEVGTIKIV
Gt v. oVt 6¢ Kol TV EmBvuNTIKNY oVt dvvapy o ITAdtov drapyey
Eleyev, v [1€] 01 KOWvdS EmbBountikny, ovk idimg dvoudlety €00c avTd.
IMieiovg pév yap etvor <koi> todTng tfig Wwoyfg émbvpiog enoi, mheiovg

0¢ Kol Thg Bupogrdovg, ToAD d¢ TAclovg Kol ToKIA®TEPAG THS TPiTNG, TV
OU anTo TodTo KT’ EE0YTV MVOLOCEY EMOBVUNTIKNY £im06TOV. (...)
(772) ¢émBopnTIKOV 0DV £6TL KT TO KOOV TG émbvpiog onuavopevov
aAnOeiog pev kol EmoTNUNG Kol LofNRATOV Kol 6VVEGCEMS KO Pvi|Ung
Kol cuAMBONV eielv AmavTOv TOV KOADY EKeTVo TO UEPOG THS Yuyis, O
KaAEly €ibiocpedo AoyIoTIKOV- €hev0epiog 0¢ Kol ViKg <Ko1> TOD KPATELY
Kol apyev kot <tov> 80&alec0ar kai [Tod] TipdoOar 10 Ovposdés:
aQpodcimV 0 Kal TG £€ £KAOTOV TAOV £0010PEVOV TE KOL TIVOREVOV
amroravoemg O kat’ EEoyv ovopalopevov 1o [MAdtwvog EémOounTIKOY.

(QAM IN'TI10-T72 K, 34-36 M)

And along the same lines, when we say: ‘the rational soul, which is seated

in the brain, is capable of perceiving through the perceptive organs; is capable
of remembering the objects of perception by itself; is capable of seeing the
consequence and combat in things, as well as their analysis and synthesis’,

we demonstrate nothing other than what we would if we summarisingly said:
‘the rational soul has a multitude

(771) of capacities: perception and memory and understanding and

each of the others’. But since we do not only say that it is capable of
perceiving, but also that it is specifically capable of seeing, hearing, smelling,
tasting, and touching, yet again we say that it has the capacities of sight,
hearing, smell, taste, and touch. In this way Plato said that it had the capacity
of desire — calling it desiderative by its customary usage in the common sense,
not in the specific sense. For he says that there are many desires of this soul,

as is also the case with the spirited soul, and there are much more and more
manifold desires of the third soul, which for this very reason he called appetitive
in the usual way. (...)
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(772) And thus, in the general case of desire, that part of the soul which we are
accustomed to call the rational is desiderative, namely of the truth and of
scientific knowledge and of learning and of understanding and of memory
and of, in short, all fine things: and the spirited part is desiderative of
freedom and of victory and of domination and of power and of reputation
of and of honour: and in very much the same way that part which is called
appetitive by Plato is desiderative of sex and of the enjoyment of everything
that is eaten and drunk.

This elaborate passage tells us much about Galen’s psychological thought. To start, Galen
divides the human soul in three parts: the rational soul (Aoyiotikn yoyn), the spirited soul
(qupogdng yoym), and the appetitive in the customary sense soul (EmBvuNTIKY Yoyn €l®OOTOC).
In the customary sense seems to mean that this part is called appetitive by Plato and should be
separated from the appetitive, or desiderative, capacities of each of the three parts of the soul.
Galen’s referring to the three parts of the human soul as ‘souls’ should not be overinterpreted:
it is simply his way of indicating the parts of the soul. While it is clear from this passage that
the rational part of the soul is, well, rational, the question of the (ir)rational nature of the other
two parts rises. Galen answers this question in for example the sixth chapter of the book
Affections in Affections and Errors, where he deems the spirited and appetitive parts non-

rational:

(29) 800 yap Eyopev &v Taig yuyeig duvapeig ardyovg, piov pév, g <to>
Oopovobai te mapoypiina kKoi 6pyilesBar T10ic S0EacT TL TANUUEAETY €1G TUAG
gpyov €oTi. TG 6’ aTAG TAVTNG Kol TO pnvidy dypt TAeiovog, 0 TOGOVT® TAEIOV
€0t Bupod mabog, 66 Kal YPovIOTEPOV. BAAN &’ €oTiv &v UiV dOVOUIS BAOYOG
EML TO OUVOUEVOV 1OV TTPOTETDOS PEPOLEVT, TPV dlackEyacbat, TdTepov
OEEMUOV €0TL Kol KaAOV, T} PAaPepov Te Kol <KaKOV>.
(Aff. Dig. 20 DB, V29 K)

(29) For we have two non-rational capacities in our soul:** the first, of which
the function is to be enraged and angered on the spot at those who seem to

us to be doing us some wrong. Of this the function is also the holding of
resentment over a long period of time, which affection of the spirit is greater,
as it is longer-lived. Our other non-rational capacity is dragged rashly towards
that whichever seems pleasant, without examining whether it is helpful and
good, or harmful and bad.

% Tt is rather confusing that Galen here calls the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul ‘capacities’ (Suvapeig),
as in the passage above of QAM IV770-772 K, 34-36 M the soul was divided in souls (yvyai), or parts, each of
which had its own capacities. One should assume that this is simply a Galenic linguistic discrepancy, and take
that the passage of Aff. Dig. 20 DB, V29 K is describing the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul.
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Each of the three parts of the soul has its own specific functions or capacities (dvvapelc). As
Galen demonstrates above, the rational part of the soul has, among other things, the capacities
of understanding (cVveoig), memory (uvnun), and, last but not least, perception (aicOnoic), the
inclusion of which in the rational part of the soul is probably one of the most striking things to
note. Perception is not a part of the soul per se, as Maximus would have it, nor does the rational
part of the soul merely interact to certain a degree with perceptive organs, as Alcinous
propounded, but for Galen perception is indeed an inherently rational capacity. This inclusion
also demonstrates that physical matters are always nearby in Galenic thought: it is obvious that
the rational part of the soul ought to interact with the sense-perceptive organs in order to be
capable of perceiving, receiving, and understanding the senses. It seems that, therefore, Galen
has incorporated sight, hearing, smell, taste, and touch (OmTIKT)V AKOVLGTIKTV OGOPNTIKNV
yevoTikny amtikniv) — the traditional five senses — as sub-capacities of perception: according to
Galen, there certainly seems to be a co-dependent relationship between the rational part of the
soul, along with its capacities, and the body, along with its sense-perceptive functions.
Furthermore, as is clear from the very beginning of the passage of The Capacities of the Soul
above, Galen operates under the assumption that the rational part of the soul takes up its
residence in the brain.” Elsewhere in The Capacities of the Soul — namely in IV772 K, 36 M —
he propounds that the spirited part of the soul is housed in the heart, while the appetitive part is
seated in the liver.® The capacities of the spirited part of the soul include anger and, the longer-
lasting version of that, the ability to hold resentment. The appetitive part of the soul only seems
to have the capacity of desire, a capacity which all three parts of the soul have in common, but
in different gradations and iterations. By laying out these desires specific to each part of the
soul, Galen clarifies the natures of each of its parts. Given the fact that the rational part desires
truth, memory and so on, we can say that this part is certainly more intellectually inclined. The
spirited part is desiderative of matters which may make one’s ego grow, such as honour and
power. The appetitive part then desires what seem to be purely physical matters, such as sex
and food.

Aside from the question of (ir)rationality of the parts of the human soul, a question that
also naturally rises in the context of Platonic psychology is the question of (im)mortality of the
human soul. This is quite the conundrum, as Galen is not straightforward when it comes to these
matters. In order to somewhat answer that question we have to turn to a different section of The

Capacities of the Soul. There, in chapter 3, he immediately poses the idea that, due to the fact

9 Cf. note 72 above.
% Cf. Donini 2008: 187; Gill 2010: 93; Johnston 2020: 327.
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that the heart and the liver perish at death, the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul do so as
well (mpdtov ovv émokeydueda mepi TdV &v kapdig kol fratt Thg Yyouydc eiddv, & Kkdxeivep
Kapol cvvopordyntar ¢Bsipecban katd tov Bavatov (IV773 K, 36 M)), making them
essentially mortal. The rational part’s (im)mortality lies more complicatedly. The closest we
can come to an answer is perhaps in IV774-775 K, 38 M, where Galen states that, if the rational
part of the soul exists, then it must be mortal on account of it being a mixture of the brain (&i
H&v ovv 10 Aoyi{dpevoy eidog Thg Woyfig éott, Bvntov Eotar: <wod yop> kai ovtod (775) Kpdoic
116 £ykepdrov).”” The brain is a physical entity, wherefore the rational part that houses there
has to expire along with it as it dies. This makes the soul in its entirety mortal. In the end,
however, Galen does not answer the question head-on, and he seems to dissociate himself from
the question of the (im)mortality of the soul. His sympathies, nevertheless, seem to go out to
the notion that the human soul is essentially mortal. This puts Galen on the edge of Platonism,
so to speak, as immortality is, as noted above, quite the crucial element in a Platonic context.
However, despite this essential mortality, one could of course still reach so-called earned
mortality — that is, becoming immortal through virtuous action, given the fact that virtues are
in themselves ever-existent. This will be discussed below.

Taking all of the above together, Galen, perhaps surprisingly, leaves us with a relatively

uncomplicated and traditional Platonic model of the human soul.

97 Cf. Hankinson 1991: 202-203.
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Figure 3. Model of the human soul according to Galen’s Affections and Errors (20 DB, V29 K) and The
Capacities of the Soul (1V770-772 K, 34-36 M; IV772 K, 36 M; IV773 K, 36M; IV774-775 K, 38 M).
This model assumes that Galen deems the human soul essentially mortal.
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An almost entirely Platonic model of the human soul, that is: while it is visible that Galen
explicitly operates under the traditional tripartition of the human soul, it is also visible that the
soul is not immortal, as Plato would have it.

Deceptively Platonic, would then be a better denomination for Galen’s model of the
human soul. This, however, is not necessarily problematic: his Middle Platonic intellectual
context allows Galen to come up with a noticeably physicalist approach to psychology. As has
already become clear above, the soul and the body are strongly interconnected according to
Galen, making his approach one that combines Platonic and Aristotelian thought.”® The human
soul is even referred to as ‘the mixture of the body’ (] kpdoig tod copotoc (cf. IV782 K, 44M)),
suggesting not only the influence of the body on the soul and vice versa, but also the ethical
connections between the treatment and temperament of the body and one’s behaviour — this we
will discuss below.

This physicalist and almost holistic approach, as well as his reluctance to call the human
soul immortal, could lead one to assume that Galen thinks the soul is material. It is, however,
in short, impossible to answer this question on account of Galen’s vagueness on the matter —
not only in the texts discussed in this chapter, but throughout the whole of his corpus. While
the idea strongly suggested by Galen that all three parts of the human soul are mortal could
imply that, therefore, a part has to be able to perish and thus has to be material in order for it to
be perishable, and while Galen also explains that it is impossible for an incorporeal entity — the
soul, one presumes — to act upon a corporeal one — the body — in QAM IV775 K, 39 M, he
refrains from any strong claims regarding the materiality of the human soul.”

In sum, Galen’s psychology is both Platonic and deceptively Platonic in nature. Starting
from the point of the traditional Platonic tripartite soul, Galen is truly building on this model
and incorporating elements of his own intellectual and medical zeitgeist, eventually presenting

a view of the human that can comfortably be referred to as psychosomatic.

Philosophical and physical therapy
This psychosomatic model of the soul allows Galen to much closer involve the body in matters

of moral psychology and good ethical behaviour. Nevertheless, some more traditionally

Platonic cognitive way of therapy is certainly also present in Galen’s thinking. ‘Philosophy as

% Cf. Donini 2008: 197-198; Gill 2006: 292; 297; Gill 2010: 104; 328; Johnston: 2020: 326-327; Singer 2014:
338.
9 Cf. Hankinson 1991: 203; Tieleman 1996: 9; Singer 2014: 33; 335-336; Veith 1961: 319.
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therapy’, as Gill elegantly calls it,'% consists of both the education and correction of
respectively the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul,'! as well as the development of its
rational part. According to Galen in Affections and Errors, the education of the spirited part
involves the steering of affections: rage (Bvpog), anger (0pyn), fear (po6Poc), distress (AOTN),
envy (pOovog), and excessive desire (émbopia cpodpad) (7 DB, V7 K), as well as love of quarrel
(prrovewcia), love of reputation (@p1lodoéin), and love of power (pihapyia) (24 DB, V35 K).
These affections of the spirited part of the soul cause one to be taken over by this part and
subsequently behave irrationally and, in extreme cases, as Galen states, cause one to for
example get mad at a door.'%? The errors of the spirited part include drunkenness, involvement
in prostitution, and going to wild parties ((...) 6otig &v péboig €raipaig 1€ Kol KOUOLG
kataytvetar (5 DB, V5 K)). The steering and controlling of the affections and errors of the
spirited and appetitive parts of the soul is to be achieved by the active further development of
the rational part of the soul, which involves the constant act — as one, according to Galen, has
to keep on training throughout one’s life in order to become a perfect man (Acitoan yap
AoKNoEMS EKAGTOG UMV GYEIOV <O > BAov ToD Pilov mpdg 10 yevésBut téhetog avnp (11 DB,
V14 K)) — of contemplation (StackéyacOar'®?), so that one will not conduct oneself solely under
the influence of the spirited and appetitive parts and thereby experience affections and errors
such as anger, envy, and drunkenness.

This cognitive approach is very much to be combined with a balanced treatment of the
body — the body is, after all, interconnected with the soul, as was demonstrated above. This
balance is to be found in the proper sustenance of the body, as well as the resistance of the
(excessive) desires of the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul.!%* Galen makes a reasonable
number of comments about proper dietary practices,'? for example when he states that ‘we
bring about a good mixture through food and drink’ (310 T®v €decpdtov T€ Kol ToudT®V (...)
gvkpoaoiov Epyalopedo (QAM IV768 K, 32 M)). A more specific prescription is made, using
quotations from Plato’s Timaeus, based on the notion that one’s body is supposed to lean
towards the dry side of things, on account of the fact ‘that, because of the wetness of the body,
the soul reaches a forgetfulness of the things which it knew before entering the body’

(OO TS T0D SOMATOC VYPOTNTOG €ic ANV EpyecOdar ThHV yuyv GV TtpdTEPOV NTicTATO TPiV

100 Gill 2010.

01 E o Gal. Aff. Dig. 19 DB, V28 K. Cf. Gill 2006: 295; Gill 2010: 256; 318.
12 Gal. Aff. Dig. 16 DB, V22 K.

19 E.o_ Gal. Aff. Dig. 10 DB, V12 K. Cf. Singer 2014: 226.

104 Cf. e.g. Singer 2014 : 223,

105 Cf, Singer 2014: 375, n.6.
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gvoebfvar @ copott (QAM 1V780 K, 42 M)). This statement requires more explanation. One
could, at first sight, quickly conclude that one should not be drunk on account of it
disconnecting one from the memory of the eternal Platonic Forms. This would, however, be a

196 of the eternal Platonic Forms is a logical impossibility in the

strange conclusion: the memory
Galenic system in which the human soul is mortal. If the soul perishes, it cannot have roamed
eternity. Therefore, eternal Forms cannot have been instilled in it. Thus, stating that ‘the soul
reaches a forgetfulness of the things which it knew before entering the body’ does not make
any metaphysical sense. Why is Galen saying it then? The answer lies in the fact that Galen is
appropriating Plato’s Timaeus — in which the dryness-wetness metaphor is used to explain why
newborn infants have forgotten the eternal Forms!?” — to argue that diet influences the soul.
Simply using this passage does not commit Galen to the Platonic anamnesis-theory, but does
allow him to use the authority of Plato to promote his own point about drunkenness and the
abstinence therefrom.

In terms of resistance, then, Galen states that one has to completely distance oneself
from the enjoyment of the spirited and appetitive parts’ desires, for that would make these
parts strong and predominant over the whole soul, which is far from ideal in a Platonic
context.'® Tt is absolutely fine, imperative even, to seek after necessities such as a roof over
one’s head and sufficient nutrition,'” but Galen strongly recommends us to refrain from
luxuriousness of any variety, in order to remain dignified.''°

It is important to further address the question of (im)mortality in Galen’s psychology.
As this chapter has made clear, Galen seems to be obliged to give up the immortality of the soul
on account of his physicalist approach. Essential immortality is thus out of the question.
However, earned immortality — that is, becoming “immortal” through virtuous behaviour, as
these virtues are everlasting — indeed seems to be possible. As Galen explains, it is feasible to

become wise — with true wisdom then equalling earned immortality:

KAV TNV T0D 6o@od ur duvvopeda oyeiv, GALA pidota pev EATilopey €ty
Kakeivny, av €k pepakiov Tpovodueda Tig Yoyiig NuAY.

(Aff. Dig. 11 DB, V15 K)

106 The memory of the eternal Forms seems to be impossible in Galen’s thought; their existence is an entirely
different discussion. Eternal Forms could still exist — and they indeed seem to exist according to Galen, as he
suggests ideal behaviour based on immortal virtues, which are supposedly derived from the Forms.

07 P1. Tim. 43aff.; cf. Singer 2014: 384-385. The idea that diet influences the soul is not found in the Timaeus.
188 E.g. Gal. Aff. Dig. 19 DB, V28 K; 20 DB, V29 K.

1 E.g. Gal. Aff. Dig. 31 DB, V46-47 K.

0 E. g. Gal. Aff. Dig. 21 DB, V30-31 K.
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Although we may not certainly be able to get [the soul] of a wise man,
we do have a great hope of obtaining that, if we take care of our souls
from youth.

While it may not be in the cards for everyone to beget the soul of a wise man and thereby
become immortal, earned immortality is attainable if one begins in time with the proper taking
care of one’s soul — from youth, that is. The correct combination of philosophical and physical
therapy as described above ensures the development and betterment of the human soul so that

even a physical whole of body and soul can become, in a sense, immortal.

III. CoNCLUSION: CONTROLLING THE BODY, CONTROLLING BEHAVIOUR

On account of the exegesis and examination of Affections and Errors and The Capacities of the
Soul, it can comfortably be stated that Galen operates under a deceptively simple Platonic model
of the soul. Galen agrees with Plato that the human soul consists of three parts — the rational,
the spirited, and the appetitive — all of which have their own specific capacities. Galen starts
diverting from Plato when he includes capacities such as perception in the rational part of the
soul, and even more so when it becomes clear that none of the parts of the soul, let alone the
soul as a whole, can be immortal according to Galen’s line of thinking.

Nevertheless, even though his physicalist approach makes an essentially immortal
human soul nigh impossible, Galen’s so-called psychosomatic model of the human soul does
allow him to make strong arguments in favour of virtuous behaviour, which could eventually
result in earned immortality, thereby allowing Galen to reconcile his medicine with a Platonic
model of the human soul. Galen uses this structure of the human soul in order to make the
argument in favour of the education and correction of respectively the spirited and appetitive
parts of the soul, which is to be achieved through the training and the development of the
rational part by the act of contemplation. If one does not exercise the rational part of the soul
over the spirited and appetitive parts, these latter two will gain too much power and become
vulgar and dangerous for the whole of the soul on account of their proneness to affections and
errors such as anger and drunkenness. Given the fact that the body and the soul are so
interconnected, Galen further states that one should adhere to a proper diet, and resist luxuries,
particularly those of the body — that is, for example, lavish foods and mindless intercourse — as

these have direct influence on the balance of the soul.
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A methodology of psychological morality can thus be discerned in at least these two
works by Galen. Galen’s methodology, however, is certainly the most physicalist of the three
examined in this thesis. Concrete matters relating to the body one can practice in daily life are
high on Galen’s list when it comes to practical ethics. A more abstract usage of the structure of
the soul is nonetheless also visible: as we saw in the works by Maximus of Tyre as well, Galen
uses the soul in order to argue in favour of the act of contemplation and the exercise of the
rational part of the soul.

While Galen’s psychological morality has strong physiological tendencies — more so
even than Alcinous in the previous section, who focused solely on the relationship between the
soul and the senses — it would be remiss to state that it is entirely body-centred: for Galen, the
psyche and the body are one interconnected unit, meaning that anything that the soul does also
affects the body, and vice versa. In a certain sense, the soul equals the body, which means that
Galen’s psychological morality, in short, comes down to the notion that, if one manages to
control the body and its vehement desires, and if one manages to achieve the right physical

balance, one will inevitably also act virtuously.
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CONCLUSION
A MIDDLE PLATONIC METHODOLOGY OF PSYCHOLOGICAL
MORALITY

This thesis commenced by asking several questions regarding the nature and methodology of
Middle Platonic (moral) psychology, which were captured in the one overarching research
question of how the Middle Platonists of the second century AD use the structure of the human
soul in order to enforce practical ethics. On account of the fact that the Middle Platonic
intellectual movement consists of very different thinkers who each take very different
approaches to tackling, as well as presenting, philosophical conundrums, it behoved us to
examine an array of diverse authors and works in order to gain a representative image of Middle
Platonic (moral) psychology. Having explored the main research question through the thought
of Maximus of Tyre, Alcinous, and Galen over the course of this thesis, now is the occasion to

draw conclusions.

1. REVIVAL AND INNOVATION

Chapter I of this thesis found itself in the rhetorical realm, as it examined how Maximus of
Tyre’s Orations structured the human soul, and used this soul in order to argue in favour of
ideal moral behaviour. This chapter found that Maximus presents us with a highly complex and
elaborate psychology — which is based on not only Plato’s thought, but also, primarily, on
Aristotle’s ideas — which in turn is used to solidly demonstrate that one should train one’s
intellect, use prudence to keep one’s passions in check, and employ one’s perception to the
benefit of the soul as a whole. The human soul is not only simply a mechanism of rhetorical
persuasion for Maximus, but it is also a true and noble attempt at understandably exhorting his
listeners to behave properly.

In chapter 11, this thesis examined Alcinous’ philosophical handbook Didaskalikos. This
educational work too presented us with more intricate thought than initially meets the eye. Even
though Alcinous is mainly building upon Plato’s Timaeus, he comes up with a much more
sensitive model of the human soul than Plato would have allowed for. On account of his
inclusion of the senses, sense-perception, and sensory organs within the structure of the human
soul, Alcinous is able to demonstrate that the human soul is both immortal as a whole, as well

as partly mortal and partly immortal, and that we therefore have to act accordingly. In short, for
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Alcinous this means that one has to most of all take care of the rational part of the soul by
practicing liberal arts such as music and astronomy, and that one has to develop the spirited and
appetitive parts of the soul in such a manner that these can act courageously and self-
controlledly.

Finally, chapter III turned to the medical side of Middle Platonism, and examined the
treatises Affections and Errors and The Capacities of the Soul by Galen. In this chapter it came
to the fore that Galen presents a so-called deceptively Platonic model of the human soul, which
shares many characteristics with Plato’s ideas on the human soul, including its quintessential
tripartition, but departs from those when it comes to immortality. For Galen, given his truly
physicalist approach, the human soul has to be essentially mortal, but that does not stop him
from using its structure in order to argue in favour of morally virtuous behaviour that could
eventually lead to earned immortality. Connecting the soul closely to the body through his
psychosomatic endeavours, Galen is able to show how physical matters such as a proper diet
affect the balance of the soul, and vice versa.

This thesis has demonstrated that the Middle Platonic human soul is used manifoldly:
namely as a mechanism of persuasion; in order to show that one has no choice but to behave
well; to demonstrate both essential and earned immortality; and, in a decidedly non-Platonic
manner, to exemplify the connections between body and soul. It has also ostensibly
demonstrated that Middle Platonic thought regarding (moral) psychology is not necessarily
coherent: there does not seem to have been a ‘“Middle Platonic conclave” of some kind. As the
material presented in the chapters above shows, similar sources of inspiration inevitably result
in divergent material when the author mixes in their own creativity and thought. What we do
see, however, is a similarity in methodology: Middle Platonic authors working in a broad range
of intellectual contexts all apply psychological morality when it comes to enforcing practical
ethics. The human soul is always being used as a mechanism of persuasion in some way:
progressing from Plato’s relatively simple demonstration of the soul and its parts, the Middle
Platonists now use this as a form of true exhortation as well.

The Middle Platonists, then, indeed return to Plato’s thought. However, given their
philosophically, medically, and culturally evolved milieu, they have no choice but to innovate
upon it as well. This, combined with their desire to amalgamate Plato’s thought, as well as with
their methodology of psychological morality, results in the fact that Middle Platonists are quite

easily, elegantly, and effectively able to enforce what they deem to be good moral behaviour.
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II. THE VALUE OF MIDDLE PLATONISM

So what do the Middle Platonists’ thoughts and methodological tendencies surrounding (moral)
psychology tell us about the (in)coherence and (un)importance of the Middle Platonic
intellectual movement as a whole? As noted above, Middle Platonism is not a movement of
cohering doctrines: an author individually takes inspiration from Plato, as well as from other
philosophical schools, and comes up with what they deem to be the most Platonic and satisfying
conclusions in their own intellectual context. On the other hand, there seems to be the
omnipresent desire to “make Plato work”, as well as an apparently prevalent methodology of
psychological morality.

Middle Platonism is present in many forms of literature: not only in rhetorical,
educational, and medical texts as examined in this thesis, but also in philosophical treatises pur
sang, the ancient novel, and so on. This literary diversity, along with its multiformity of
philosophical ideas, should be seen as an asset rather than an obstacle. Every thinker has chosen
their preferred medium and mode of communication purposefully: these are conscious
decisions to address a certain audience and provide them with their Platonic thought. In turn, it
demonstrates us nowadays the appeal, value, and presence of Middle Platonism in ancient
society of the second century AD.

Neoplatonism did not come into existence in a vacuum. Plotinus is certainly not the pure
exegete of Plato he professes to be. Middle Platonism is an essential precursor to later Platonic
thought and the development of the school. The author of this thesis can therefore go on and on
about the importance and interest of Middle Platonism. To remain brief, however, it suffices
now to state that this thesis has shown that Middle Platonism proves itself to be of utmost value
on account of it devising complex thought and subsequently repackaging it in understandable
and thought-provoking literature. Looking into Middle Platonism provides key information
regarding the elegance and success of Platonism an sich. While Middle Platonism may not be
the most coherent of intellectual movements regarding doctrine, it indeed seems to be one of

the most fruitful, prolific, and creative eras within ancient philosophy.
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