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ABSTRACT

Title: Philosophical Mysteries: From émomteia to émomtixé—Epiphany in the

Highest Mysteries

Abstract: This thesis argues that Diotima’s ¢éromtixa are presented into a well-
structured, controlled, and prepared way of leading to divine epiphanies beyond
the constraints of divine agency, adapted by Plato from Eleusinian éwémreio and
presented as epiphanies, in an interplay of intermediary agency, at the summit of
an educative, transformative, complex exercise of hermeneutics in the
apprehension of truth after the attainment of a reorienting and lifelong
continuous state of viewing: the philosophical framing during the philosophical
life. This argument examines the outcomes of rendering émomtica as Plato’s
transpositions of the unique divine rbeoria from the Eleusinian Mysteries into a
philosophical theoria, specifically the philosophical framing of the transformative
process by which individuals continuously seek to view for themselves and
transform themselves. The analysis of éromtica at Diotima’s passage could aid us
in discussing the manifold interpretive challenges that emerge from Plato’s
engagement with the mysteries in the Symposium, debating the extent to which

Diotima’s émomtixa is presented as the Philosophical Mysteries.

Keywords: Plato, visuality, knowledge, epiphany, Mysteries.



ABSTRACT

Titulo: Mistérios Filosoficos: de émomreix a émomtixe — Epifania nos Grandes

Mistérios

Resumo: Essa tese argumenta que as émomticd de Diotima sio apresentadas
enquanto uma modalidade bem estruturada e controlada para direcionar a
epifanias divinas para além das limitagoes de agéncia divina, adaptadas por Platio
da é¢mémrein Eleusina e apresentadas como epifanias em um jogo de agéncia
intermediada, no culminar de um exercicio educacional, transformativo e
complexo de hermenéutica na apreensio da verdade apds a obten¢io de um
estado continuo e duradouro de reorientagio do ver: o escopo filoséfico durante
a vida filoséfica. Esse argumento examina as consequéncias de interpretar
¢momTika enquanto transposigoes de Platio da rheoria divina dos Mistérios
Eleusinos para uma theoria filoséfica, especificamente no que diz respeito ao
escopo filoséfico do processo transformativo pelo qual individuos
continuamente buscam ver por si mesmos e transformar a si mesmos. A anélise
de émomtika na passagem de Diotima poderia auxiliar-nos a discutir a
multiplicidade de desafios interpretativos que emergem do relacionamento de
Platio com os mistérios no Banguete, a debater em que medida as éromtika de

Diotima sio apresentadas como os Mistérios Filoséficos.

Palavras-chave: Platio, visualidade, conhecimento, Epifania, Mistérios.
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INTRODUCTION

This Thesis argues that Diotima’s émomtixa! are presented into a well-
structured, controlled, and prepared way leading to divine epiphanies beyond the
constraints of divine agency, adapted> by Plato from Eleusinian émémreta 3 and
presented as epiphanies, in an interplay of intermediary agency, at the summit of
an educational, transformative, complex exercise of hermeneutics in the
apprehension of truth and attainment of a lifelong reorienting and never-ending
continuous state of viewing: the philosophical framing in the philosophical life.
This argument examines the consequences of rendering émémtike as Plato’s

transposition+ of the unique divine rbeoria from the Eleusinian Mysteries into a

uwnPeing T 8¢ Télea kol émomTixa kTA, “...could be made into a wootye. However, the
Highest Mysteries and insightful viewing...” (PL. Symp. 210al). Dover’s (1980) Greek
text. The translation is our own. The discussion for this choice for pwnbeinc- Ta 9¢ Tékea
xod émorrtika will be discussed at the correlate pagination in the ‘Commentaries’ section
on Chapter II.

> This thesis depards from the underlying assumption that this is not a simple matter of
‘using motifs’ but a conscious intellectual processes involved in selecting, imitating or
adapting the purpose or function for which, as Lorna Hardwick suggests in her
reception studies, “the new work or appropriation of ideas or values is made,” using it
to sanction subsequentideas or practice in “a close approximation to the supposed form
and meaning of the source” and “representing in such a way that difference between
source and reception is emphasized” (Hardwick 2003, 5-10).

3 Tolot whot[eo ] xad To[ig] [¢m]émreiow (/G I 6 B9-11), Sokolowski’s (1962) Greek text.

+ This will be discussed throughout as “adapting the purpose or function for which the
new work or appropriation of ideas or values is made,” as “using it to sanction
subsequent ideas or practice,” as “a close approximation to the supposed form and
meaning of the source” and “representing in such a way that difference between source



Introduction

philosophical theoria, specifically the philosophical framework in which
individuals undertake a transformative process of seeking to view for themselves
and transform themselves. The analysis of éromtika at Diotima’s passage could
aid us in discussing the manifold interpretive challenges that emerge from Plato’s
engagement with the mysteries in the Symposium, debating the extent to which
Diotima’s émomtixa is presented as the Philosophical Mysteries.

This thesis lays the conceptual groundwork for approaching Diotima’s
speech, centred not on ‘what is seen,” or on ‘who sees,” or on ‘when it is seen.’
Instead, our approach is centred on ‘how one sees,” namely the ‘ways of viewing,’
grounded in the concept of visuality. Georgia Petridou defines it as “the entire
sum of discourses,” that stand “between the eye of the beholder and the things
seen” (Petridou 2013, 310). This departs from the assumption of vision as
“submit[ting] his or her retinal experience to the socially agreed description(s) of
an intelligible world” as a “social construction of visual reality” (Brysson 1988, or).
Like language, which exists before one is born and is immersed in a community,
persisting after one’s passing, viewing is informed by a myriad of cultural signs
that exist before one is born and persist after one’s passing. Inasmuch as one
‘accepts’ language to engage with others by using it, the same applies for viewing:
what emerges from our field of gaze has been named, organised, and categorised
by a community. Therefore, like with language, one must ‘accept’ what is socially
accepted regarding what comprises the field of gaze inherent to previously
established cultures, under the risk of being perceived as hallucinating by the
community if not in accordance with what has been socially established in the

domain of viewing.

and reception is emphasized;” as well as “reworking material” and “refiguration of a
source” (Hardwick 2003, 9-10).
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Therefore, our reading rejects “the notion of vision [as] unmediated visual
experience,” assuming, instead, that “between retina and world is inserted a screen
of signs” (Brysson 1988, 92). They are considered as “scopic regimes” (Metz 1982,
61), the multiplicity of culturally constructed visual reality that informs viewing,
“a contested terrain, rather than a harmoniously integrated complex of visual
theories and practices. It may, in fact, be characterized by a differentiation of visual
‘subcultures,” whose separation has allowed us to understand the multiple
implications of sight” (Jay 1988, 8).

In this sense, to approach émémrewa according to these postulates, we
attempt to conduct émémtewe “in the context of the larger cultural system that
generated and received them,” considering, as Julia Kindt suggests, the ancient
perceptual filters which have shaped ways of viewing and through which they
were perceived (Kindt 2012, 19).5 For example, the numerous votive plaques
depicting gods appearing among mortals, which are spread throughout Greek
temples, are something one sees from youth. Also, the very notion that gods are
present and can manifest themselves in terrifying ways to someone unaware of
them, as depicted in festivals during the theatrical performance of Greek poetry.
Ultimately, the very personal expectations of viewing a god during choral dances
in festivals, the unique relationship worshippers have with statues and their odd
ontological status to the ‘insiders’ who partake in their displaying, which is highly
debatable by the ‘outsiders’ who can no longer take part of long-gone events, or
other similar religious performances that enhance the perception: all of it

informed the ways of viewing in ancient Greek communities.

s This in line with Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood (1991; 1996; 2002).
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In the introduction of the first Chapter, we discuss methodological
intricacies in our subject of analysis, such as “making decisions about probability
in the face of historical possibility” (Bloch 1953, 124) as well as considering
theoretical models from other fields of knowledge in the absence of sufficient
historical data (Martin 2004, 12). To put it forthrightly, there is no direct historical
data on the events that happened at the site of the goddess during the Eleusinian
Mysteries at all. The difficulties surrounding Eleusis are manifold, although our
study in light of Plato asks for adjustments in approach, namely a synchronic
analysis considering imes, in the plural, “suspended or abolished analytically so
that things that actually occur in the flow of time are treated as part of a uniform
moment” (Sewell 1997, 40). Admittedly, during a ‘single uniform moment’ in a
given culture, there is a conflicting complexity of plural ‘beliefs, practices,
judgments, and forms of action.” They differ from one another on numerous
levels yet coexist in dynamic friction, entailing, thus, the possibility for us “to
suspend time” and focus on how “different times are present in a continuous
moment” (Sewell 1997, 41), linked together by ‘thin coherence’ of competing and
conflicting beliefs and discourses (Parker 2005, 78). Concludingly, we briefly
present the problem of ‘initiation’ as a category discussed in anthropology,
sociology, and also in classical studies, particularly questioning “the often
uncritical acceptance of the view that initiation was a common and coherently
legible phenomenon within the Greek world and that it provides the
hermeneutical keys to interpreting a wide array of cultural and literary
productions” (Dodd 2003, xiv). We intend to “use it more sparingly,” whilst
questioning whether to expand “the paradigm or make it more complicated and
nuanced” (Dodd 2003, xiv) or to use it strictly as an analytical tool to enable

understandable and clear communication.



Introduction

In the section ‘Seeing the Language,” we aim at an analysis of terminology.
The approach to beliefs, discourses, and practices in ancient Greece cannot
disregard the uniqueness of the language used at the time: wotpta, woote,
TereT], as well as émomreln itself, offer nuances that are daringly challenging to
translate into modern languages. Nonetheless, this section displays the limits of
terminology for our investigation. In this sense, the second section, ‘Seeing the
Mortals,” addresses ‘ritual’ to account for ways to handle the practices, discourses,
and beliefs surrounding émémtei in Eleusis. This step reveals profoundly
ideological origins for the term ‘ritual’ and its implications for understanding
culture and meaning. This moves us closer to Eleusis to the extent of suggesting
the use of ritual as an analytical tool® to describe a set of sometimes gradual,
oftentimes continuous, occasionally contradictory, inevitably juxtaposing
symbolic acts in the mortal-immortal interaction, called ‘religious ritual,’
including the eventual long and gradual preparation for some central act and the
outcomes of maintaining a positive relationship with the gods.

The third section, ‘Seeing the Gods,” explores the extensive range of
mythology in Greek culture at the time and how the gods and their myths may
clarify the ways individuals and groups interacted with the gods, converging the
discussion on the mortal-immortal visual interaction in Eleusis. Jenny S. Clay’s
valuable insights into ‘archmyths’ (Clay 1989, 13) and aetiological myths (Parker
2011, 25) present ways to analyse phenomena from which we cannot provide
direct evidence. Nonetheless, mythology cannot be detached from approaches to
‘ways of viewing,” particularly within the Homeric Hymn to Demeter (Petridou

2013, 310). As we will see further in this investigation, the exhaustingly recurring

¢ In some way, similarly to our decision to use ‘initiation’ as an analytical tool to make
ourselves understandable.
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usage of a visual vocabulary in the Hymn, which is also connected to knowledge,
particularly when narrating the misfortune of deities, should not be overlooked.

In the final section, ‘Seeing the Visions,” we bring together visuality, scopic
regimes, and a more pluralist approach to Greek culture, held in a loose
coherence, to the sanctuary of Demeter. There, émémtea is considered in relation
to its embeddedness within a ceremony, which, in turn, lies in a set of political
and religious institutions of Greek life, as well as within the broader cultural
framework that held it together at the time, providing it meaning. Most
importantly, in the section that directly precedes the final one, epiphany is
proposed as an exercise of hermeneutics, namely divine appearance dynamically
followed and grounded by the apprehension of signs, onuarta. Accordingly, the
notion of ‘face-to-face’ encounters is noted to reflect a Christian world-view (1
Corinthians 13.12) in many ways incompatible with the manifold complexities of
Greek polytheism (Versnel 2011, 23-149), such as the epiphanies in moral-
immortal interaction in Eleusis as Verity Platt reminds us: “A phenomenon that
is grounded in very different concepts of deity and forms of religious practice”
(Platt 2015, 493).

At the ‘Conclusion,’ considering such a plurality of beliefs, practices, and
discourses, as well as the scopic regimes that may have framed the ways of viewing
in Eleusis, we converge ritual-centred visuality (Elsner 2007, 25), reciprocal gaze
(Elsner 2007, 27), divine agency in epiphanies (Platt 2015, 493—s01), and ritual
framing in the Mysteries: “The passage from ritual blindness to ritual sight, the
transformation from being a wooty¢ (being sightless and blind to true knowledge)
into being an é¢momtyg (that is, an insightful and sensitive viewer)” (Petridou 2013,
316). Remarkably, these approaches allow us to establish a valuable link between
the Eleusinian Mysteries and Plato. Precisely, the manner in which the ways of

viewing are interpreted in Eleusis compared to what is proposed by Diotima, one

Vi
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that cannot be detached from the manifold complexities of polytheism nor from
the very different concepts of deity and forms of religious practice, as well as the
intertwinment of vision and knowledge, alluded and directly mentioned by Plato
through this character: “The most pressing question is not whether they [the
gods] exist at all, but, first, how they can be known and, second, how such
knowledge can be correctly transmitted without sacrificing cognitive immediacy
to the distancing effects of representation. It is telling that epiphany’s negotiation
of the relationship between vision and knowledge provided Plato and his
contemporaries with an influential paradigm for philosophical practice itself”
(Platt 2011, 60).

A second Chapter is devoted to an English translation of the dialogue
between Socrates and Diotima in Plato’s Symposium (201c-212¢), with a facing
Greek text, to facilitate a full appreciation of the text. The translation seeks to
reflect the hermeneutic approach posed in the first chapter of the thesis. The
extensive set of notes accompanying the translation, along with its lengthy
‘Introduction,’ is intended to represent the dialogue with commentators that was

necessary to achieve the proposed result.

Vii



CHAPTER ONE



Wreathed in Divine Light: éwronteia in the Eleusinian
Mysteries'

1. Seeing the Framework: Initiation and Time in an Introduction

This chapter will discuss the Eleusinian Mysteries. More specifically, we
will discuss the Eleusinian Mysteries to propose an interpretation of Plato’s
¢momrTika in Diotima’s Highest Mysteries. Accordingly, we present in this chapter
approaches to ¢momtela in the Eleusinian Mysteries. This route aims to lay the
groundwork for building our path in rendering the philosophy presented by
Diotima in Plato’s Symposium. The reason for this lies in “Plato frequently
refer[ing] to various mystery cults” and, most importantly, Diotima making
“explicit mentions and more subtle allusions to the Eleusinian Mysteries” (Betegh
2022, 234). Betegh means in ‘explicit mentions’ the cultic vocabulary transformed

by Plato, whose first documented occurrence is in Eleusis 19.> Moreover, the

1 We follow the Chicago manual of style (2017) as the guideline for both English language
writing and visual structuring. Accordingly, we aimed at reproducing the framework of
one standard guideline for English academic writing to better reflect the expectations of
readers in English language. Moreover, adjustments were made for the usage of British
English, favouring its standard conventions. In this sense, the particular instructions of
the University of Oxford Style Guide (2016) were assimilated with the Chicago Style
general recommendations. Additionally, we will ignore rules of style that directly affect
the ways authors may express their identities, such as «guillemets» when originally used
in French or Italian citations, the same to German ,, Anfiibrungszeichen®. Finally,
divergence will be maintained in English citations according to their original usage (e.g.
‘behaviour’ and ‘behavior’).

>This Athenian decree regulates fees in the Eleusinian Mysteries to be charged from
oot whot[ea]w, xad To[Tg][¢m]émreiorw (IG I° 6 BY-11), Sokolowski’s (1962) Greek text.
In Diotima’s words: uwyfeing: e 3¢ Tédea xaul émomixg, “...could be made into a wotyg.
However, the Highest Mysteries and insightful viewing . .. ” (Pl. Symp. 210al) Dover’s
(1980) Greek text. The translation is our own.



Seeing the Framework: Initiation and Time in an Introduction

scholar means by ‘subtle allusions’ the Eleusinian Mysteries’ framework that is
beyond the terminological level, adapted throughout the dialogue between
Socrates and Diotima, enhanced by the explicit mentions at 210a1 and transposed
into philosophy in her final words. Therefore, Plato reframes émémteto along with
its surrounding cultic framework, transforming not just the terms but, most
importantly, their locus and dynamics into philosophy at the summit of this
remarkable speech.

In more than ten of his dialogues, Plato’s engagement with various mystery
cults invites questioning, cf. Bianca M. Dinkelaar (2020, 36). Notwithstanding,
the scope of the present analysis is the dialogue between Socrates and Diotima in
the Symposium. Thus, we question Plato’s engagement with the Eleusinian
Mysteries in this moment of his dialogue. To minimise ambiguity and favour
economy, ‘mysteries’ as in ‘mystery cults’ or ‘mystery religions’ will be henceforth
called mysteria. Moreover, ‘Eleusinian Mysteries’ will be referred to as ‘the
Mysteries,” always capitalised. Finally, the anonymous ‘Homeric Hymn to
Demeter’ will be called ‘the Hymn.” This does not mean that we consider the
variety of beliefs and doctrines in many mystery cults to be the same, let alone that
it is possible to approach one of them analytically and adequately without
considering the others. Alternatively, this is a heuristic convenience for the sake
of clarity in language use, albeit solely as a taxonomic horizon that does not aim
to reflect a set of identical phenomena in ancient Greece.3

We thus present a set of general questions: i) ‘How precisely does Plato

engage with émomrei during the dialogue between Socrates and Diotima?’

3 The sources indicate a wide array of heterogenous mysteria. Each cult may have had
distinct aims and motivations for participation. Cf. Wellman (2005, 308-48) for
taxonomical challenges and trends in recent scholarship on this subject.
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Namely, “‘What surrounding éwémteix has Plato transposed into this moment of
the Symposium?’ This begs the set of questions: ii) “To what extent could we
determine what would be é¢momteia and its framework in the Mysteries?” More
precisely, “What could we consider as ¢rémrei in the Mysteries in light of Plato?’

Many more questions could be formulated. Yet, these alone pose
difficulties on numerous levels: on the one hand, complications arise from
competing and conflicting beliefs and discourses in tension within the ancient
Greek cultures of that time, and, on the other hand, the challenge of establishing
an interdisciplinary dialogue between multiple fields of knowledge. This poses
the inevitable risks of “trying to work out precisely Plato’s engagement with
mystery cults,” a path “fraught with methodological difficulties,” to the extent
that “interpretations are bound to remain speculative and tentative” (Betegh
2022, 235). Even so, as Betegh has compellingly displayed, if we take another look
at the Mysteries, if we immerse ourselves within its ways of viewing, it may as well
be “a risk worth taking” (2022, 235).

As such, this chapter proposes to address the second set of questions
formulated above: we are to analyse émémteia and its framework in the Mysteries
in light of Plato. Accordingly, we cannot afford to limit our discussion to literacy
alone, as archaeological remains, such as iconographic and epigraphic records, are
invaluable sources in the absence of direct written records of this religion.
Furthermore, when we say ‘discussion,” we precisely mean to approach the
Mysteries from scholarship on classical studies and from any other field of
knowledge that can assist us, in an open dialogue with their respective
perspectives, tools, and methods. This is one way to build an adequate path,
drawing on authoritative recent scholars, and address the central inquiry of this
chapter: namely, “What could we consider as ¢romteix in the Mysteries in light of

Plato?’
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Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood (2003, 25) argues that many culturally
determined assumptions render the reconstructions of the Mysteries’ basic lines
vulnerable: to say it again, not their ‘deepest aspects’ but their ‘basic lines.” This
Hellenist cautions against proposing definite reconstructions. “Instead, we
should try to set in place some basic parameters for the reconstruction of the most
elementary aspects of the nexus” (2003, 25). This is what she called “artificially
reconstructing” basic lines as “parameters” that can clarify one another once
mapping them “in a process roughly comparable to that of pinpointing the
location of a radio transmission through triangulation” (2003, 25). This is a
consequence “[of] the nature of our phenomena and our limitation of access”
(2003, 25), which urges us for more humble approaches “to recreate fluid
contours, not locate accurately definite positions” (2003, 25).

Naturally, we can make decisions about probability in the face of historical
possibility (Bloch 1953, 124). However, the complications regarding
reconstructing émomtete in the Mysteries pose a question of method: “In the
absence of sufficient historical data, might some historiographical reconstructions
be completed on the basis of theoretical models that have elsewhere been
substantiated?” (Martin 2004, 12). Sourvinou-Inwood suggests precisely
adjustments for an interdisciplinary dialogue: by comparing distinct grids of
evidence, from “archaeological, cultic, and mythological,” as well as doing “cross-
checks between grids,” that is, to depart from “wider nexuses,” which begs a
dialogue with invaluable insights from different fields in fluid approaches to the
Mysteries (Sourvinou-Inwood 19904, 217).

The main issue regarding the evidence, or the lack of evidence, is beyond
the constraints of culturally determined assumptions because, as Helene P. Foley
reminds us, “the majority of our specific knowledge comes from hostile witnesses

who often received their information secondhand” (Foley 1993, 68). This does not
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mean, however, that they should be disregarded altogether. Indeed, indirect
witnesses have their own beliefs and discourses shaped by culturally determined
assumptions, as they lived at least five hundred years apart. Yet, they can still
provide valuable insights if approached in the right way. Nonetheless, it is difficult
to argue away that “our understanding of events is based on evidence drawn from
a long chronological period, and some parts of the procedure may have been
introduced later than others” (Bowden 2010, 30).

These later introductions mentioned by Bowden comprise “a process of
bricolage, to fit the ‘needs’, the ‘spaces’,” through which “any echoes of cultic
history are radically reshaped and adapted” (Sourvinou-Inwood 19904, 216).4
This means that, when we look back to Eleusis, at least from a historiographic
perspective, what we glimpse must consider both the possibilities of continuity
and change. On a broader level, “around 8oo BC, different communities had
developed in very different social, political, and economic ways, and this
development was also reflected on their religious level” (Bremmer 1994, 1). That
is to say, we “have to reckon with Greek societal developments at widely varying
paces and into widely varying directions” (Graf 2003a, 11). Burkert mentions that
“shifts, changes, and revolutions were constantly occurring at the social, political,
and intellectual levels” (Burkert 1987a, 4). “Yet,” adds Burkert, “there were traits
of identity maintained through continuous tradition” (19874, 4).

Fundamentally, the scholars acknowledge that precise reconstructions of

what has been undertaken on the terrace beyond the eighth-century Eleusinian

+It should be noted that Sourvinou-Inwood’s description is developed to debate the
relation between myth and historiography, cf. Sourvinou-Inwood (1990a, 21541 at
215-17).
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wall are off the table.s Additionally, we depart from multiple gaps between
heterogeneous readings. In this sense, “the most recent detailed analyses by Walter
Burkert, Fritz Graf and Robert Parker have given up on the attempt to offer a
linear reconstruction of the initiation proper” (Bremmer 2014, 1). Considering
this direction in scholarship, we propose to evaluate and discuss émémreta and its
position within the framework of the Mysteries, examining them in terms of
‘fluid contours’ from ‘elementary basic lines’ of reconstruction, approaching
them regardless of the nature of the evidence, instead of presenting a complete
itinerary both for the festival within which the Mysteries took place and for other
specific events that surrounded the Mysteries at the time.

We can ask, then, ‘How can we begin to approach émémteie in the
Mysteries, considering Plato, if approaching the Mysteries fout court is an open
field of debate in scholarship?’ Indeed, our investigation is frail to yet another
complication, one of method. It begs for one other adjustment.

This adjustment departs from Sewell’s “brilliant definition of synchronic
analysis,” as Kindt (2012, 277) labels it. Sewell suggests that synchronic analyses of

culture could better approach time not as a ‘snapshot’ or a ‘slice of time,” which

s For a debate on archaeological evidence attesting to a dividing wall which dates back
to the eighth century BCE, cf. Mylonas and Travlos (1952, 55-56); Mylonas (1961, 44—
45); Darcque (1981, 593-605); Travlos (1983, 239-30) and (1988, 92); Le Roy (1984,
167); Parker (1988, 102 no. 31); Kokkou-Vyrid (1991, 5 and 55-56); and Survinou-
Inwood (1997a, 132-64). For archaeological evidence of a possible cult dating back to
the fifteenth century BCE in the Mycenaean period, cf. Mylonas (1972, 44 ft.). Foley
argues that “Mylonas and others may be overly optimistic about the Mycenaean
evidence” (Foley 1993, 65 no. 1). Graf would disagree, as he defends a widely spread
diffusion of the cult already in Ionia, antecedent to the late Bronze Age (Graf1974, 275-
77). Nonetheless, the archaeological evidence of a dividing wall in the eighth-century
BCE’s sanctuary is out of discussion. Despite the evidence, what the existing wall meant
and, most importantly, what took place on the inner grounds and buildings divided by
the wall remains widely open.
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would assume that there is one time as “a temporal sequence of statement and
counterstatement or as linked by causal chains of antecedent and consequence”
(Sewell 1997, 40). Conversely, we could better approach rimes instead, in the
plural, “suspended or abolished analytically so that things that actually occur in
the flow of time are treated as part of a uniform moment.” Namely, they are “seen
as components of a mutually defined and mutually sustaining universe of (at least
momentarily, until the analytic spell breaks) unchanging meaning” (Sewell 1997,
40). In this way, we could “convince our readers—and ourselves—that we have
truly understood the pastness of that time by showing how a wide range of
different beliefs, practices, judgments, and forms of action were linked by some
common but now foreign logic” (Sewell 1997, 41).

Admittedly, this does not mean setting distinct and conflicting discourses
horizontally as a univocal development of culture, whilst many dissonances are
kept hidden. Neither does it mean to dissolve contradictions among discourses
and complications in diverging meanings. Conversely, we acknowledge that, even
during a single moment, there is a complexity of plural ‘beliefs, practices,
judgments, and forms of action’ in a culture. They differ from one another on
numerous levels yet coexist in dynamic friction, entailing, thus, the possibility “to
suspend time” and focus on how “different times are present in a continuous
moment” (Sewell 1997, 41), linked together by alterity of meanings. Not one
meticulously established time, but a plurality of diverging ‘times’ within a ‘time,’
dynamically in tension with one another, whose dissonances left petrified remains
from which insightful results may emerge if their conflict could be artificially
reignited, to the extent we can attempt to make sense of possible cultural
dynamics.

As Kindt suggests, “despite the fundamental changes in the religious

landscape between the eighth and fourth centuries BC, these periods are
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frequently constructed as a uniform epoch in which time can be ignored in favour
of a mutually sustaining universe of unchanging meaning” (Kindt 2012, 27).
Periodisation is a useful marker that can and should be adjusted to fit the needs
of the subjects of analysis. Moreover, the period of Plato becomes much more
interesting to discuss if, at the same rime, we consider that each discourse holds a
system of meaning in a competing and conflicting tension of its own, as the
philosophers sustain beliefs that do not match even among themselves. The same
applies to politicians, poets, or worshippers.¢ Even so, they can and should be
linked analytically in a broader framework of meaning that minimally accounts
for the linkage that temporally revokes their profound differences.

Our suggestion is to approach émémreia in the Mysteries in light of the
broader framework of meaning that holds them in tension with Plato in “one
moment” (Sewell 1997, 40). As such, the ruler to measure the axis of our analytical
framework should be the cultural tension current at Plato’s time. In this sense,
although helpful to our analysis, later testimonies render their accounts too
fragile, making it imperative to evaluate their plausibility by reconducting them
in light of the competing and conflicting beliefs and discourses of Plato’s time.

“The evidence,” concludes Sourvinou-Inwood, “is scarce and problematic, as

it comes from mostly late sources, often of questionable reliability, as we
often do not know how well-informed the relevant writers were—and in
any case their particular filters had shaped their perceptions of what had
taken place (let alone of what it had meant) and their articulations of

¢ Alternatively, cf. Versnel (1990; 1992) on inconsistencies within ‘the system’ of Greek
religion, unearthing even more plurality among worshippers: They differ drastically
from cult to cult. More notably, Veyne (1988, 32) makes a compelling call for
contradictory forms of beliefs in ancient Greece grounded on varying concepts of truth
instead of a sustaining single-voiced discourse, cf. (Kindt 2012, 21).
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what they had perceived, in texts written with particular aims and biases
(Sourvinou-Inwood 1997a, 133).

Nonetheless, she adds, “it is desirable to attempt to reconstruct” (19974,
133). Otherwise, “the vacuum is implicitly filled by older orthodoxies and
unexamined assumptions so subtly enmeshed into the scholarly discourse as to
appear to be self-evidently correct—‘common sense’” (19974, 133). In light of this,
we finish the introduction by noting something that should not be taken as a ‘self-
evidently correct’ assumption: ‘initiation’.

Dodd admitted a “collective frustration about the limitations of the
traditional initiation paradigm or the wisdom of applying it uncritically to many
different ceremonies and texts” (2003, xv). The ‘initiation paradigm’ is a category
from the 20t century scholarship, whose primary influence, on the one hand, he
claimed to be that of Jung (CW 7 = GW 9),7 exerted upon Eliade (1958) and
Campbell (1949), as well as, on the other hand, van Gennep’s (1909) notion of
‘rites of passage,” which influenced Turner (1969), Vidal-Naquet (1968; 1989), and

Vernant (1959; 1992).8 Both of these ideas, Dodds argues, were articulated in a

7 “Primordial images” (Jung CW 7, §101)—following Burckhardt (Shamdasani 2010,
297-99)—in the “deeper layer of the unconscious” (§102), which has “two layers;” the
‘deeper’ is called “collective unconscious” (§103) “where the primordial images”—not
to be confused with personal memories—are “common to humanity” (§102). The
German text, an earlier version published much later (Hull 2014, 6-7), is similar: ,, Die
Frage lautet einfach, gibt es solche universalen Formen, oder gibt es sie nicht? Wenn es sie

gibt, dann bestebt ein Bereich der Psyche, den man das kollektive Unbewufste nennen
kann“ (GW 9, §92).

8 As Graf (2003, 5) summarised, van Gennep (1909, 163-93) would have proposed a
‘formalisation of initiation,” with a spot for «initiation aux sociétés secretes» (1909, 94),
albeit eclipsed by the massive influence that initiation «aux classes d dge» (1909, 94) had
in scholarship, such as in Schurtz (1902, 19), Webster (1908, 19), Mauss and Hubert
(1909, 144), and Jane Ellen Harrison (1903, 22). Harrison brought this model of aux
classes d dge to the Greek world, cf. West (1965, 149-59), also inspired by “Durkheim’s
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“quasi-mathematical formula” by Lévi-Strauss (1958, 257) in an attempt to
categorise myths in culture (Dodd 2003, xiii). Accordingly, Graf notes one of the
ideas incorporated in the paradigm is from Frazer (1890, 3:2225-78), namely,
‘death and rebirth’ as a universal symbol manifested in ‘rites of passage.’ Later, it
influenced Eliade (1958, 103-36) on mysteria, who expanded its manifestation to
all rituals, both ancient and modern, whether religious or secular. “Eliade’s global
approach seemed to break down the Frazerian wall between Them (tribal
societies) and Us and thus resonated deeply in Western culture” (Graf 2003a, 7).9
It is glaringly noticeable that earlier models did not hesitate to compare “certain
features in the mysteries” with “the mysteries of savage races” (Lang 1913, 270).
At the very least, we have a methodological tool in the ‘initiation

paradigm’ to approach the Mysteries.’© Dodd says that familiarity with the works

theory of the social origin of religion” (Graf 2003a, 5). Moreover, Vidal-Naquet (1968;
1981; 1989) and Vernant (1959; 1992) would have also presented their contribution to
our understanding of ‘rites of transition’ and the establishment of the initiation
paradigm into Ancient Greece. Van Gennep’s model “gained new luster during this
period” (Graf 2003a, 5). The modern paradigm was also influenced by Frazer (1890)
and Eliade (1958), noticeable in Burkert’s detailed analysis of the Mysteries (Burkert
1983, 248-97; 1987, 89-106), as we will see further below.

9 “Any genuine human life implies profound crises, ordeals, suffering, loss and
reconquest of self, ‘death and resurrection’ (Eliade 1958, 135). Eliade’s view is more
optimistic, notes Lincoln, as Eliade, compared to the scholarship at the start of the last
century, has a wider integrative view regarding religious behaviour both across the globe
at his time and in Antiquity across the myriads of cultures and their respectives
practices. Yet, Lincoln argues, and we wonder, if “he also took care to blur this
difference, using the modifier ‘genuine’ to signal that some human lives are not
‘genuine’ atall . . . in the present only to a privileged few” (Lincoln 2003, 244-45).

10 “Strictly speaking, the use of the term outside ancient mystery cults is metaphor, and
a rather bold one, based on some phenomenological similarities. The term in its
metaphorical meaning became current in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
ethnographical reports and, in the later nineteenth century, in the theorizing of the
armchair ethnographers” (Graf 2003a, 4). We follow this reading, perhaps not as

10
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of the scholars influenced by the paradigm “seems to have provided a better-
informed audience for accounts of Greek religion and society” (Dodd 2003. xiii).
At the same time, what is predicated of the initiation paradigm differs drastically.
Is it worth paying the price? The model undeniably assists us in approaching the
plethora of beliefs, discourses, and practices surrounding what we refer to as
‘initiation.” Conversely, it might be challenging to understand ‘each initiation’
from a formula, particularly ‘initiations’ from different religions, at distinct
places, over a long period of time. “Once we conceptualize these two models in
this way, it becomes clear that we are dealing with a dynamic model for initiation
as well” (Graf 2003a, ). The nearly unrestricted usage of van Gennep’s
paradigm has created “a kind of Kuhnian paradigm, which in turn has
encouraged the often uncritical acceptance of the view that initiation was a
common and coherently legible phenomenon within the Greek world and that it
provides the hermeneutical keys to interpreting a wide array of cultural and

literary productions” (Dodd 2003, xiv).

ardently as Graf. Yet, we depart from the assumption that this process of
‘metaphorisation’ of initiation is more harmful than clarifying for our approaches to
¢momTel in the Mysteries, as it blurs the lines both between ubdotg and émémrg in
Eleusis and between the wootat in Eleusis with the wdotou in multiple other mysteria.
As our research unfolds, we will leave the usage of ‘initiation” and its ‘troubled history’
to the bare minimum as possible, namely, as an analytical tool to make ourselves
understandable in the absence of a clearer Greek term.

1 Two models of the initiation paradigm explained, at it follows, by Whitehouse in
terms of ‘Rites of passage’ vs ‘initiation into secret societies’: “Rites of passage mark
transitions, for example, between changing seasons (calendrical rituals) or between
social statuses such as the transformation from child to adult (initiation or puberty rite),
or from prince to king (coronation). Van Gennep argued that these transition rituals
had a universal tripartite structure, involving rites of separation (detachment and
sacralization), liminality (segregation), and incorporation (reaggregation), all of which
were symbolically marked” (Whitehouse 2021, 17).

11
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Furthermore, “this somewhat fuzzy consensus has developed, in part,
because of the indiscriminate or interchangeable use of the terms ‘initiation’,
‘transition ritual’ and ‘rite of passage’ (Faraone 2003, 43). Moreover, “some, for
example, assume that all these terms mean the same thing” (2003, 43). In contrast,
“others blur these two senses of the term ‘initiation’” (2003, 43). At this point,
the scholar further divides the blurred and confusing senses exactly like both
Dodd and Graf: “i) age-grade or puberty rituals” contrasts with “ii) ceremonies
connected to mystery cults like those celebrated at Eleusis” (Faraone 2003, 44).
Yet, to what extent would this twofold, general initiation paradigm account for
the ‘ceremonies connected’ to the Mysteries in contrast with the ones juxtaposed
with other mysteria in different locales at the time? 12

Proposing a critical view of “this seemingly monolithic paradigm of
initiation” is not about “throwing out the baby with the bathwater” (Dodd 2003,
xiv). We have to acknowledge that it is like “an observer’s category bringing
together phenomena that the Greeks described by a variety of terms, a variety that
also changed over time; and though those terms often overlap, they do not
intertwine so densely as to give the concept the firmness of a rope . . . the Greek
vocabulary extends out to include practices that we might wish to exclude”
(Parker 2011, 154). What should be the parameter for including or excluding

practices, deities, offerings, etc., that clearly differ or overlap?

> Most notably, “in the absence of key organising principles of the religious such as a
church, a dogma, a holy book and a creed, classical scholarship has conceptualised the
fabric of ancient Greek religion around a bipolar model in which ‘the local’ (read: the
polis) and ‘the universal’, or ‘panhellenic’ serve as opposing, yet mutually reinforcing,
localisations of the religious” (Kindt 2012, 123). However, the very notion of polis
religion (cf. Sourvinou-Inwood 1990b, 295-322; 2000b, 13-37; 2000a, 38-54) and the
extent of the overlapping at the local level has been at the center of historiographic
discussions again and again (e.g., Price 1999; Kindt 2012, 97-98), making the
categorising of Greek ‘religions,” in the plural, an absolute grueling task.

12
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Returning to the Mysteries, we have the terms wotpia, Terety], udmotg,
and 8pyta surrounding émomtela, all called ‘initiation.” These terms, in the context
of the Mysteries, have been used interchangeably, and, as we will discuss in the
first section of this chapter, they can be used with distinct meanings yet have
considerable overlap. Moreover, distinctions that apply to one testimony do not
work for the others. “We are faced with an array of practices that resemble one
another in varying degrees and again in varying degrees are described in similar
terms” (Parker 2011, 154,).

The problem does not lie in the words themselves, let alone in using
analytical categories because “often there are compelling reasons for the use of a
scholarly non-native term for certain phenomena even when there would be a
native term, be it to maintain comparability with other cultures, or more simply
just to understand what is going on” (Graf 20034, 13). That is precisely why we
may eventually use the term ‘initiation.’

Even if we concede that the initiation paradigm can help clarify many
points, it can also hinder our research, and we can briefly explain the reason. It
lies in, on the one hand, grouping many different age-grade rituals together in
one subcategory, and, on the other hand, those connected to the mysteria in
another. For analytical purposes, this is not impractical. However, we cannot
forget that we initially set those two subcategories at the end of the analysis. By
forgetting the analytical usage of the tool, we may fail to perceive how, when
viewed through the same label within each of those very subcategories, the
plethora of different religions and cultures bear differences that are meaningful
enough to enrich our understanding of each phenomenon by itself and in
relation to the others. Moreover, it may further blur our vision to the extent that
their profound similarities are equally valuable for our understanding of the

mysteria and, particularly, the Mysteries. Over a hundred years have passed, to

13
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the extent that we can no longer simply and uncritically use a crystallised
paradigm without reflecting on the very terms that the paradigm predicates.

Accordingly, in the first section of this chapter, we approach the terms to
ground a point of departure in terminology, avoiding all-encompassing
definitions to discuss possible tentative ways to diminish the difficulties and
‘understand what is going on,” even if that means setting analytical categories as
tools in our analysis.

The second section of the chapter discusses what is called ritual, assuming
that it may not necessarily mirror ritual acts directly and accurately (Lada-
Richards 1998, 90). From this discussion, we aim to present possibilities for
dealing with roughly comparable sets of activities concerning the Mysteries by
using sufficiently adequate analytical tools to approach the “even more basic lines
of the associated perceptions and beliefs” (Sourvinou-Inwood 2003, 25).

Burkert (1987a, 11) claimed the Mysteries were based on personal choice,
emphasising the individual experience. While Graf concedes to this reading, he
considers that their secrecy played a significant role in determining group identity
(Graf 2003b, 256). Moreover, scholarship is further divided on the extent of the
interaction émomteta provided between mortals and their gods, as more recent
discussions challenge fundamental readings on religious activity and its
overlapping nature, rendering the Mysteries into a one-of-a-kind and complex
mysteria. This can be further elucidated through mythology, as Sarah Iles
Johnston suggests that ‘myth’ and ‘ritual’ “were still /iving languages in Greece,
possessed of all the communicative fluidity of which we sometimes forget they
are capable, seeing only their petrified remains as we do” (Johnston 2003, 171).
Not only ‘living languages,” as Johnston rightly notes, but also filled with gods.
Henrichs mentions that the gods have been scholarly neglected in classical studies

in the 20™ century (Henrichs 2010, 24-25). If “we do not share the ancient

14
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religious and cultural assumptions,” (Sourvinou-Inwood 2003, 25) then we must
consider cultural constructions that mediate between the eye of the beholder and
the things seen (Brysson 1988, 91-92). Thus, in the third section, we focus on the
myths and gods, particularly through approaches centred on viewing. This is
something dangerous that we do not wish to forget to see: the gods.

Lastly, the closing section will approach the highest point in the Mysteries.
We are in profound disadvantage: ,wie dieser Ritus im Einzelnen vor sich ging,
wissen wir nicht . . . das religiose Erlebnis, vom dem wir Kunde haben, stebt in
einem rational kaum fafSbaren Verhiltnis zum zugrundeliegenden Ritual® (Graf
1974, 139). 3 Like Begeth, Clinton warns it “relies on a good amount of
speculation” (Clinton 1993, 93). Bremmer states that “almost all analyses of
ancient festivals are no more than probable, ahistorical scripts or templates,
because we cannot access the original performances, and must confine ourselves
to static outlines of festivals, however unsatisfactory that may be. This is certainly
true of the Eleusinian Mysteries” (Bremmer 2014, 2). Even so, we believe we can
do more than static outlines of festivals, as Bremmer commented above.
Therefore, we will conclude the chapter by analysing émémtewe in relation to the
framework that held it together, along with its surrounding rituals in the
Mysteries, considering ‘times’ within ‘times’ to account for ‘one moment.’

In the end, we cannot finish the introduction by declaring: “Let us see

what we may through the veil of secrecy that has enshrouded them for so many,

13 Graf, in the context of this citation, is aware this is not a concern restricted to the
Mysteries, nor is he suggesting we should revoke from approaching the traces of their
rites. Graf’s suggestion, which is the one we follow, is for flexibility in approaching
mysteria. “Indeed, it may only be in modern educated circles, influenced by the
philosophical traditions of the Enlightenment, that this flexible approach seems
contradictory” (Whitehouse 2021, 64-65).
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many generations” (Mylonas 1961, 261). After all, we seek to take a closer look at

how they could have been seen.
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2. Seeing the Language: The Eleusinian Mysteries from

Terminology

In the closing remarks of the Cratylus, Socrates says, “Perhaps, Cratylus,
this is true, but perhaps this is not. Therefore, this must be considered
courageously and thoroughly and not accepted carelessly, for you are still young
and in your prime. Then,” Socrates adds, “Should you find out after having
investigated, share it with me” (Pl. Cra. 440d2-6).20 They bid farewell, and the
dialogue comes to an end. Socrates’ reminder of the importance of careful and
thorough investigation, even after exhaustively discussing language, should not
be understated.>:

Aristotle said that “a name is a significant spoken sound”22 (Arist. Intr.

16a19)2 and that “written words [are] from spoken sounds” (/nt. 16a4).24 It

20 {owg uev oy 8, @ Kpatide, obtwg Eyet, owg 0t xal ob. axomelofou oy ypn dvopeiwg Te
o €D, xaul Wi pading dmodéyeadou—~eTt yap véog el kol fhixcloy Eyeig—axeyauevoy OF, écv
ebpys, metadoovar xal guol (Pl. Cra. 440d2-6). Fowler’s (1989) translation, modified,
Burnet’s (1900) Greek text.

2 For a study on Plato’s Cratylus, cf. Sedley (2003), particularly regarding the limits of
etymology (Sedley 2003, 123-46).

2> “Name’ gives the original and central meaning of the Greek onoma” . . . “it is
tempting to write [i.e. translate to] ‘word’ or ‘noun’, but only ‘name’ can do duty in all
contexts” . . . “The linguistic items he wishes to consider are marked off from sounds
not spoken, from spoken sounds that are not significant . . . marks them off from
phrases and sentences . . . distinguishes names from verbs” (Ackrill 1963, 115). Ackrill
precision on defining the reasons for translating Aristotle’s words is a privilege that
scholars who study Greek religion, particularly the Mysteries, do not possess.

23 Gvoua ey odv €0Tl Pwvn onuovtikn (Arist. Int. 16a19). Ackrill’'s (1963) translation,
modified, Minio—Paluello’s (1963) Greek text.

24 ol To ypapopeve T@V &v Tf] ewvf] (Arist. Int. 16a19). Ackrill’s (1963) translation,
modified, Minio—Paluello’s (1963) Greek text.
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follows that ‘names’ used in discourse, whether written or spoken, 25 are
onuowvticy].26 Indeed, when Aristotle presents a new term such as ‘name’ and
‘written words’ in his writings, the Stagirite attempts to clarify them by using Aéyw
d¢ right afterwards, which Ackrill (1963) translates to ‘I mean.’

We have inherited much from this tradition, as discursive precision urges
us to promptly explain the meaning of the terms used in the arguments.
Unfortunately, methodological adjustments are necessary to approach the terms
of the present subject. They comprise a broad web of Greek terms. They are terms
from different word families that are assumed to match the same modern taxa.
This assumption: perhaps it is correct, but perhaps it is not. Burkert warns us by
reinforcing that “sound methodology requires that clear definitions stand at the

beginning of research.” But he also reminds us that “in the study of religions,

>s Aristotle also distinguishes ‘significant’ spoken sounds “from spoken sounds that are
natural signs (e.g. certain animal calls and cries—the word rendered ‘spoken sound’ has
a wider range of application than the English expression)” (Ackrill 1963, 115). That is to
say, in this context, as Ackrill clinically argued above, évoua is not simply a ‘name’ or
‘word’: w1 and oepavtiy are both necessary to form propositions. The crucial point
in wvy ceuvatixy, either in spoken or written discourse, is that they give body to
propositions, the very fabric of scientific discourse. Again, the abundance of writings
we have from Aristotle allows Ackrill, and much of Aristotlean scholarship, to present
crystal-clear definitions of the ‘conceptual vocabulary’ presented by Aristotle in his
works. Again, this does not apply to the Mysteries, of which we do not have even a
single, direct, documented, written record of the ceremony to assist us with their
vocabulary.

26 In line with Ackrill (1963, 115), ‘significant’ does not exhaust the term onuavTiicn, here
employed, as aforementioned, to enable discursive definitions, cf. s.v. onuavtixég in LS]
(1996), Pape (1880), Bailly (1935), and Woodhouse (1982). Even when dealing with a
vocabulary whose records are abundant, the wider range of meanings inherent within
ancient Greek language raises trouble even to scholarship who possess numerous
written records as their subject of analysis. We also deal with a wide range of meanings
for central terms connected to the Mysteries, making the investigation, from its
beginning, considerably discouraging.
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however, a satisfactory definition may rather be the final outcome” (Burkert
19872, 7).

The first section of this chapter is a suitable place to clarify the terms and
hope for a satisfactory final outcome, as Burkert noted above. In this sense, we
aim to approach the terms while mindful of inevitable terminological ambiguity,
“given the fluidity of any such reconstruction outside Greece” (Graf 2003a, 11). If,
indeed, in this subject “we are least well documented” (Eliade 1958, 110), then we
should start by establishing a firm grip on the loose threads to hopefully create a
stable web of meanings that will enable us to pull ourselves forward in our
investigation. Again, the task is gruelling, to say the least. After all, “it is difficult
to say anything useful about mysteries in short compass (or indeed in long)”
(Parker 2011, 252).

Notwithstanding, we begin from Graf’s questioning: “How are we to
understand the term ‘Mysteries’ (or rather mysteria) when the term covers a much
wider ground?” (Graf 2003b, 242). This also concerns the broader scope of Terety
and 8pyta in the Mysteries. “Recent approaches,” proposes Wellman, “(including
Gordon’s dictionary entry)27 to the subject have generally taken the major
corrective works of Walter Burkert (1987a) and Jonathan Z. Smith (1990) as the
methodological starting points for any serious inquiry into the subject” (Wellman
2005, 310).

Wellman is referring to interdisciplinary approaches that sought to address
what he calls “taxonomic markers,” terms related to culture that cover a much

wider range of phenomena. “Smith, Burkert and others,” continues Wellman,

27 Wellman refers to Gordon (1996) s.v. ‘Mysteries’ in the third edition of the Oxford
Classical Dictionary, turther expanded in the fourth edition (Gordon 2012 s.v.
‘Mysteries’ at 990).
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“have emphasised that mystéria were often joined to other cultic complexes and
were particular parts of larger systems of religious practice and world-making for
their participants” (Wellman 200s, 310-11). This can be further elucidated, argues
Wellman, when we uncouple ‘mystery’ from ‘cult’, the contribution from Smith’s
(1990) reorientation of our awareness towards the myriad of local mysteria, the
cults intertwined in layers of social complexity, as displayed by Graf (2003b, 241-
62).

Richardson suggested that the “Mysteries retained throughout antiquity
their local character, as the cult of Eleusis” (Richardson 1974, 16). However, we
may have to disagree with this statement to some degree, as continuity is also
marked by change. Mylonas (1961, 7) describes it as “a local cult originally, perhaps
even a family cult limited to the members of the family or clan.” Afterwards, “it
gradually spread beyond the narrow confines of Eleusis and the Thriasian Plain,
and in historic times, when the town became part of the Athenian State,?8 it
developed into a Panhellenic institution” (Mylonas 1961, 7). Later, “the cult was
adopted by the Romans, it acquired universal status” (Mylonas 1961, 7).
Regarding this later adoption, Bremmer says that “for obscure reasons, the
Romans used the term initia, also plural, to translate Mysteria, and this usage

became the basis of our term initiation” (Bremmer 2014, xiv).

28 Sourvinou-Inwood’s (1997a, 132-64) compellingly argued for Eleusis being part of
Athens from the beginning, a possibility previously suggested by Clinton (1993, 89-90)
and later debated by Parker (2005, 343). The abundance of documented data from the
period, particularly laws passed by Solon that aimed at Eleusis and the significant
archeological data confirming structural changes in the buildings, which were expanded
considerably from the eight to the fifth centuries BCE, are enough to persuade us that
Eleusis was part of Athens from the beginning. By Platos time, for example, the
Telesterion had been rebuilt and expanded at least three times.
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Furthermore, Scarpi notes that wwotpie, Teletn, 8pyta. and their correlated
inflexions appear to be woven together (Scarpi 2002, I:xvi). In the Hymn, *tel-is
used only once, in the term d&telvj¢ in verse 482 during the makarismos>9
proclaimed by Demeter to those destined (aioav) to be in nether darkness ({6@w
ebpoevtt),3° unlike those favoured by the goddesses. The term is composed of a
privative alpha added to *te)l- and the suffix -7¢. Before establishing what *te)- is,
the resulting translation could not be much different from ‘the one that does not

act/does not do that which *te)- is,” which is utterly unacceptable. Foley (1993)

29 On the motif of makarismos, as Richardson (1974, 314) suggests, cf. Norden (1913, 99
ff.); Dirichlet (1914, 62 ff.); Regenbogen (1930, 11); and Festugiere (1956, 78 ff.). For
studies after recent evidence on Orphic connections with the Eleusinian makarismos,
cf. Graf (1993, 239-58) on Tsantsanoglou’s and Pardssoglou’s (1987, 3-17) findings;
Burkert (1993, 259-75) on Foti’s and Carrateli’s (1974, 91-126); West (1982, 17-29) on
Rusajeva’s (1978, 87-104); Bernabé and Cristébal (2008) for a broader analysis; and
Guthrie (1966, 171-82) should also be mentioned, bearing in mind it predates clarifying
discoveries from Hipponian, Olbian, and Pelinnan inscriptions.

30 Richardson argues that “the dative {ow is not used in Homer, and the substitution
of edpwevtt for the formulaic #epdevtt is perhaps due to a reminiscence of Hes. Th. 72-
31. It also enhances the menacing tone of these lines” (1974, 265). Furthermore, “the
great majority of expressions used do have definite parallels elsewhere. Of these, the
greatest proportion are Homeric, but there are also a striking number of Hesiodic
parallels” (1974, 29). Moreover, he adds that “%epéevtog: when used of the underworld,
this probably means ‘dark’, &np in early epic means mist, darkness, etc.” (Richardson
1974, 315). Among lexicons, we find Autenrieth (1891): “Gloom, darkness, esp. of the
nether world, and for the realm of shadows itself” (s.v. {6@og I); Chantraine (1968):
«ténebres», notamment celles des enfers, «obscurité, region obscure» c’est-a-dire ouest
(Hom., poétes grec bellén. et tardif) . . . Dérivés: {opepds «sombre, obscur» (Hés.) (s.v.
(6@og, 401); Frisk (1960): ,, Dunkel, Finsternis, Westen (ep. poet, seit I1., bell, u. spat). Als
Vorderglied z.B. in lo@o-eid¥, dunkelfarbig (Hp.)—Ableitungen: {opepd ,dunkel,
finster(Hes.) (s.v. {6@og, 614)“; and Beekes (2010): “Darkness, west (L) ... DER Cogepéc
‘dark’ (Hes.)” (s.v. (é@og, 502). In English translations of the poem, Evelyn-White (1914)
renders &mo {6pov 7jepbevtog at 337 into “from the misty gloom”, the same as Foley
(1993), whereas b1o (6Qw ebpwevtt at 482 is “down in the darkness and gloom” in Evelyn-
White (1914) and “in the dreary darkness” in Foley (1993). Finally, LS]J (1996) suggests
“nether darkness” in the context of epic poetry (s.v. {6pog I).
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has translated the term to ‘uninitiate,” following Evelyn-White (1914) and
Richardson (1974, 313-15). Yet, the latter indicates that there may be broader
meanings for this word: “In Homer 4&teljg occurs only once, meaning
‘unaccomplished’ (Od. 17.546), which later would have reflected the terms . . .
TéLog, TEA of initiation ceremonies, especially the Eleusinian Mysteries . . . Teletn,
TEAETTYPLOY, etC. . . . Télog and Tekelv are also used of religious services in general”
(Richardson 1974, 314).

This is not different from the Roman term initia. Scarpi proposes a

relation between Greek wwotpie and Roman initia:

Se teleté era per i Greci il completamento ovvero la perfezione conseguita
attraverso la partecipazione alla cerimonia rituale, un completamento
conseguibile soltanto alla fine di un itinerario e dunque un punto d arrivo
espresso anche dal nesso etimologico di Tehety| e di Teéw con Télog, <fine»
appunto, e con tekevty|, «fine della vitax, il suo corrispondente latino era,
con una paradossalita ossimorica, initia (Scarpi 2002, L:xvi-xvii).3z
It indeed is absurdly contradictory because of the opposition between
*1el-, which is found in terms such as Télog, “coming to pass, performance,
consummation,” in s.v. Téhog I, TLG (1996), and initia, plural of initium, “ab
inire,” in s.v. initium 1, TLL (2024), or, in a Latin-English lexicon, “a beginning,

commencement,” in s.v. initium I, Lewis and Short (1879). That s to say, whereas

in Greek the term belongs to a family of words related to ‘the end,

3t Eliade also noted this connection: “The play on words between ‘initiation’ (teleistha)
and ‘dying’ (telentan) was quite popular in Greece” (1961, 110-111). As found, for
example, in the Republic: eior pév &t {How, eiol Ot xal TeAevToQOY, big ON TeEkeTAs
xodoow, “...while they are still in life and later in death, and they even call it Teketag”
(PL Resp. 365al-2). The translation is our own; Sling’s (2003) Greek text. Cf. Graf (1993,
246) and Bernabé and Cristébal (2008, 92-93) for two readings of Pl. Resp. 364b-365a;
cf. West (1983, 24) for Eleusinian resonances.
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‘accomplishment,” and ‘completion’ (even of life), the Latin term, conversely,
belongs to one related to ‘beginnings.’

Borgeaud points to Aristotle’s Rberoric, where the Stagirite considers
wotiple, «sous-entendu d Eleusis» (2013, 137), the most honoured TEAETY). 32
Scarpi proposes it «¢é giocoforza concludere che la teleté é un genere di cui i misteri
sono una specie» (2002, I:xv). Indeed, the conclusion could not be different:
wvotpte is predicated of teket) by Aristotle. Yet, this distinction between genre
and species does not tell us much about the meanings of these terms in relation
to Eleusis.

Borgeaud proceeds on his search and argues that «en latin, pour parler de
la féte d’Eleusis, on conserve sonvent le terme grec mysteria» (2013, 138). Not only
would the Romans have done a kind of proto-Romanisation, but they would
have also done «une vraie traduction latine», from pwotpia to the neuter plural
of initium: initia (Borgeaud 2013, 138). In this reading, initia would have been
closer in meaning to Greek uvatpta than to our modern term ‘initiation.” This
is because the Latin term initiatio has only a single documented occurrence in
antiquity (Borgeaud 2013, 138—39). In Suetonius’ recount, Nero was dissuaded

from the ‘initiation’ of the Eleusinian sacris:

When he was in Greece, he durst not attend the celebration of the
Eleusinian rites, at the initiation of which impious and wicked persons

32 “The mysteria are the most honoured teket)” is our preliminary translation of Ross’
(1959) Greek text: T yap uvothplo Tao®y Tiwwtety) Terety] (Arist. Rb. 2.1401a.15). We
do not have elements to formulate a complete translation before establishing a
vocabulary. For the same reason, Borgeaud offers on page 137, like us, an incomplete
translation: «les mystéres sont la telete la plus respectée» (Borgeaud 2013, 137).
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are warned by the voice of the herald from approaching them (Ner.
34.4.10-13).33
Scarpi further argues that «su initia ¢ costruito initiatio» (2002, L:xvii),
which is followed by Bremmer (2014, xv). Borgeaud continues and finds in Cicero
a possible distinction between initia, which he calls the Roman translation, and
mysteria, the «transposition latine» (2013, 138). In Cicero’s De Legibus 2.35-36,
Cicero proposes regulations on the “nocturnal sacrifices” (nocturnis sacrificiis,
35.1). Borgeaud’s argument is grounded on subtleties in the language employed by
Cicero, which, indeed, is quite compelling. Cicero warns about the risk of
dismissing the “revered mysteria” (augusta illa mysteria, 35.5) through strict laws.
The “revered mysteria” are the mysteria of “your Iacchus and Eumolpidae”
(Lacchus Eumolpidaeque nostri, 35.4-5), Atticus is told, precisely because the laws
are “notjust for the Roman people” (non enim populo Romano, 35.6), but “for all
good and stable communities” (sed omnibus bonis firmisque populis leges damus,
35.7)-
Atticus, then, or Cicero, instead, puts himself in the catbird’s seat, as his
best friend asks if Cicero meant to make an “exception,” maintaining “those great
initia in which we participate” (quibus ipsi initiati sumus).3+ Cicero nods in

agreement and presents a rich testimony.

3 Peregrinatione quidem Graeciae et Eleusinis sacris, quorum initiatione impii et
scelerati noce praeconis summouentur, interesse non ausus est (Suet. Ner. 34.4.10-13).
Rolfe’s (1914) translation, modified, Thm’s (1907) Latin text.

3 Rudd’s (1998) translation, modified, Plinval’s (1959) Latin text. According to
Borgeaud’s suggestion, we render initiati as perf. part. pass. nom. pl., which indicates it
takes place before the action of the main verb. Accordingly, sumus becomes ‘we
participate’ to reflect the perfect tense of the nominative participle initiati. Lastly,
quibus and ipsi are linked directly to the nominative initiati, instead of to a compound
with the verb sumus. The translation result is the only possible lexical answer to
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Yes, I shall do so. For I think your beloved Athens has brought to birth,
and contributed to human life, many outstanding and divine creations,
and nothing better than those mysteria. Thanks to them, we have become
mild and cultivated, moving from a rough and savage life to a state of
civilization; we have learned from the #zitia things which are in fact the
first principles of life, and we have been taught a way of living happily
and also of dying with better hopes (Cic. Leg. 2.36.3-9).35

Fundamentally, one does not have to assume anything implied in the text,
such as in Aristotle’s Rbetoric regarding wotpte. Here, Cicero presents many
elements, and we are to evaluate this late testimony by reconducting it to distinct

sources at Plato’s time.36

Borgeaud’s reading. Otherwise, excipis credo illa, quibus ipsi initiati sumus would be
translated into “I believe you are excluding that one in which we have been initiated”
(Rudd 1998). In this rendering, ipsi becomes dative singular instead of nominative
plural, thus linking the two clauses through the ablative guibus, maintaining the
adjective behaviour of the participle, sc. ‘initiated’. Although this last translation better
matches the Latin construction, it could be argued that it sees the context of the
sentence differently from Borgeaud. The construction is preceded by angusta illa
mysteria, 35.5, anominative plural. Nonetheless, it could be argued that mysteria at 35.5
is not a participle but a noun; thus, it should be translated differently than the participle
initiati at 36.1. This would be a sound lexical rendering, albeit rather oblivious to initia
defined as a neuter plural at 36.7 by Cicero in the answer that directly follows Atticus’
indirect question.

35 Ego uero excipiam. Nam mibi cum multa eximia diuinaque nide<a>ntur Athenae
tuae peperisse atque in uitam hominum attulisse, tum nibil melius illis mysteriis, quibus
ex agresti immanique uita exculti ad bumanitatem et mitigati sumus, initiaque, ut
appellantur, ita re uera principia uitae cognouimus, neque solum cum laetitia winendi
rationem accepimus, sed etiam cum spe meliore moriendi. Quid autem mibi displiceat in
noct<ur>n<is>, poetae indicant comici. Qua licentia Romae data quidnam egisset ille
qui in sacrificium cogitatam libidinem intulit, quo ne inprudentiam quidem oculorum
adici <f>as fuit? (Cic. Leg. 2.36.3-9). Rudd’s (1998) translation, modified, Plinval’s
(1959) Latin text.

36 Cicero is as close to Plato’s time as we are to the first print of Newton’s Principia
(1687).
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Euripides mentions “burnt offerings” and the “Great Mother,” including

the “night-long celebrations” of the goddess.

You made burnt offerings

that were neither just nor hallowed

In the chambers of the gods,

And you have incurred the wrath

of the Great Mother (neyatog Matpés), child,

By not honouring her sacrifices (Bvaiag od oepilovoa).37

Oh! Great is the power of dappled,

Fawn-skin robes, and green ivy that crowns (otepfeioa) a sacred (iepovg)
thyrsus, the whirling beat of the tambourine circling in the air,

Hair streaming wildly for the revelry (faxyevovoa) of Bromios,

And the night-long celebrations (wavvvyides) of the goddess (Eur. Hel.
1353-65).3%

Herodotus mentions “Iacchus” of the “sacred rites” in “Eleusis” and its

power in the fortunes of war:

They marvelled at what men might be raising such a cloud of dust and
immediately heard a cry. The cry appeared to be the Iacchus of the
Mysteries (tév pvotieoy laxyov), and Demaratus, ignorant of the sacred
[rites] of Eleusis, asked him what was making this sound (Hdt. 8.65.7-

13).39

37 Cf. Parker (2011, 115 ff.), Georgoudi (2010, 99 ff.), and Bremmer (1994, 40 ft.).

38 v ob Oéuig obf’ daia/imopwang év Bokdpor,/uijvy 8 Eyetg meydhas/Matpog, @ o,
Buaiag/od oePilovoa Oedc./uéye ot Svvaron velpdv/mapmoixiior oTodidec/xI1000T Te
ote@leioa  yhoo/vapdnrag elg  lepode/pouPov 0 elioooudva  xdxhiog  Evooig
aibeplor/Poucyevovad. T EQeipo Bpowl-/wt xal mwavvuyideg Oedg (Eur. Hel 1353-65).
Coleridge’s (1938) translation, modified, Diggle’s (1981c) Greek text.

39 dmobwudley T oPeog TOV KoviopTOY STewy KoTE €ln) &vBpumwy, Kol TpoxaTE Py
&icovew, kol of paiveafou Ty pwyny elvau Tov vty Toucyov. Eveu 87 &danuove t@v ipdv
iy &v Edevavt yivouevewy tov Anudpytov, elpéafout e adtov & T 6 pheyyduevoy iy Toito
(Hdt. 8.65.7-13). Godley’s (1925) translation, modified, Legrand’s (1932) Greek text.
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Moreover, we find more in the words of Philodamus of Scarphea on épyiwy
“for all the Greeks,” the “Eleusinian” one, where the émémtaug are favoured by the

“god Iacchus.”

There, all the people of Greece

among the inhabitants of the land, celebrate Iakchos

benevolent to the ¢mémroug of the spyiwy.

Thou openest a safe haven from the suffering in mortals (Phld. Dio. 32-

35).4°
Aristophanes mentions the fertility in “the flower-bearing grove” and in

“the blooming, flowery meadows,” including the “all-night celebration.”

In the sacred round dance of the goddess, in the flower-bearing grove
Playing with all who partake in the festival (¢0ptfjc) dear to the goddess
(Beoprrot).

I will go with the women and young girls,

Where they dance all night (ravvvyifovow)

For the goddess to bring the divine splendour (@éyyog iepov).

Let’s march (ywpduev)+ to the lowery meadows (Ar. Ran. 441-49).4>

Back to tragic poetry, we have mention of the Eumolpidai’s protagonism,
whom Cicero set side-by-side with the god Iacchus ({acchus Eumolpidaeque uostri

et augusta illa mysteriadae, 2.35.4-5). In the words of Sophocles,

40 [E0vog €v0’] &mow EXdadoc/yag &[up(l) é]vwartetoug [@idiov] em[om]Toug/épylowy bgliwy
"Tlax-/yov [xheiet ¢]e (Phld. Dio. 32-35). The translation is our own. Powell’s (1970)
Greek reconstruction of the text includes a possible [Eke]vaivog between lines 29-30.

# The significance in the carefully polished wordplay between the Aristophanes’
Chorus at the stage, the motifs of choral odes, choral rites of dancing and chanting, as
well as the compounds used to predicate them (e.g. xaAdryopwtartov at 451), all share the
same morphologic nexus that wheels this Greek masterpiece.

42 yyy {epov dva xvxdov Beds, dvBopdpov &' Bhoos/mailovteg ol metovaio Heopilodg
¢optfic./Eyw 8¢ obv Todow xépoug el kol yuvou§iv,/od mavvuyifovow Bed, péyyos lepdv
olowy./Xwpduey eig moAvppodove/Aetuivag dvleundelg (Ar. Ran. 441-49). Colleridge’s
(1938) translation, modified. Coulon’s (1928) Greek text.
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By the torch-lit coasts,

Where the hallowed goddesses foster TéAyn for mortals,
On whose lips the ministers of Eumolpidae

Have laid the golden seal of silence (Soph. OC. 1049-53).43

In an Aristotelian text, there is a division of their roles:

Initially, the Archon basilens took charge of the Mysteries (uvotypiwv),
among overseers elected by the people (dfjuoc): two from all the

Athenians, one from the Eumolpidae, and another from the Keryx
(Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 57.1.1-4).44

Interestingly, we can make a triangulation with the Decree of the First
Fruits. Not only does the inscription suggest that it is lawful to offer harvest to
the two goddesses, but it s also in accordance with tradition (t& warpia),4s a detail

also mentioned by Cicero.4¢ The decree prescribes:

The Athenians shall have the first fruits of the harvest led to the two

goddesses, according to both ancestral custom (ta watpier) and the oracle
at Delphi” (/G T’ 78a 4-5).47

B houtaaw &xtals,/od oo euva TOvodvTan TELY/Bvatolow v xal xpuaia/ kA i
YAwooa BéPa-/xe mpoomodwy Edpuormday (Soph. OC. 1049-53). Jebb’s (1889) translation,
modified, Dain’s (1955) Greek text.

+4 6] 0¢ <Pagtdede> TPOTOV eV UVTTYPIWY EMUENET[ Tl UETR TRV EMUEAYT@Y @ ]V 6 ST og
xJetpoTovel, dvo wiv ¢ Abnyaiwy &mdvtwy, tva 8 [¢£ Edpodmdav, éva] 8 éx Knp[dxw]v
(Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 57.1.1-4). Rackham’s (1935) translation, modified, Oppermann’s
(1928) Greek text.

4 For a trend in scholarship on the importance of rituals to be perceived as traditional,
cf. Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983).

46 “By all means bring in such a ban for Rome, but do not take our [Athenian] laws

away from us” (Tu uero istam Romae legem rogato, nobis nostras ne ademeris, Cic. Leg.
2.36.15-16). Rudd’s (1998) translation, Plinval’s (1959) Latin text.

47 dmapyeafou Totv Deoly T8 KapTs KT TAL TATPL Kol TEV o Teloy Tev ¢y Aedpdy Abevalog
(IGT’°78a 4-5). Lambert’s (2022) translation, modified, Sokolowski’s (1969) Greek text.
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Further in the decree, sacrifices are also to be offered, according to the
Elmopidae tradition. In contrast, fertility is directed to the goddesses in a context
that establishes a relation between what is dear to and sanctioned by the gods
(iepog) and what is sanctioned by the law. Again, the emphasis here is tradition (T

TATPI).

And they should willingly give to the goddesses from the cake (relovs)+8
as the Eumolpidae expound, and a triple sacrifice (tptttotay Béapyov) led
by a bovine with gilded horns to each of the two goddesses from the
barley and the wheat . . . and the overseers of the sacred (iepav) with the
Council shall sell the rest of the barley and wheat and dedicate gifts to the
two goddesses, doing whatever the Athenian people decide, and shall
write on the gifts that these were made from the first-fruits of the harvest
and that the Greeks were delivering first-fruits; and to those who do this
may much good come, and good and plentiful harvests (edxapmiov xai
molvkapmia[v), as long as they do no wrong to the Athenians or the city
of the Athenians or the two goddesses (/G I’ 78a 36-46).49

Isocrates presents a discourse very similar to Cicero’s, which makes one

wonder if the latter has not taken inspiration from the former:

[Furthermore, the goddess] gave a twofold gift, the greatest that happens
to be: the fruits of the earth, which have enabled us to rise above the
savage life, and the teAetyv which [inspires] in those who partake of it to
have sweeter hopes (#diovg T éAmride) regarding both the end of life (7¢

8 « [l mehawog con ogni probabilita é una focaccia» (Tonelli 2015, E54.189).

49 Obev O¢ &mo ey 16 medod xaboTt v Eduodmidou [éxche][y6]vau, TpitTolaw ¢ Boapyov
xpvaoxepov Tolv Oeolv hexa[Tép] [o &]mo TEv 1p1b6v xatl 6V TVpdY Kol T6L Tpirrodéuot Kol
61 [Oe]dt kol T Oedu kol 61 EVBOAot hiepeiov hexaotor Tédeov kol TEL Abevation (Bov
xpuooKepov- Tag 0 &Akag Kkplbig xal Tupdg &modouivog To¢ hiepotolog weta TEg Bolg
dvabépato dvatifévou Totv eolv, moteoouevog harrt’ v 81 dépot 61 Abevaiov doxét, xal
¢mypagey ol dvadéuaaty, hott dmo 16 kapmd Té dmapyés Avedile, xai heldévov Tov
&mapyouevoy- [Tot]¢ O0¢ Tadta mo1dat moAkk &yafa évau kol edwapiow kal moAvkapialv,
hot]tweg av [u]é &ducdor Abevartog pedé Tév méhy Tév Abevaiov pedé 16 6ed (IG I’ 78a 36-
46). Lambert’s (2022) translation, modified, Sokolowski’s (1969) Greek text.
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109 Biov TedevTijc)s® and the entirety of one’s lifetime (Isoc. Paneg. 4.28.7-
12).5"

This suggests plausibility from Cicero’s late initia, which can be argued to
resonate elements from the moment framing the times we set to discuss: Isocrates
depicts a mighty Athens, heir to tradition, rooted in its glorious past; in
Philodamus, Dionysus and Eleusis come together; this is also true in
Aristophanes’ Chorus, albeit his play is profoundly critical of the direction taken
by the Athens praised by Isocrates. Again, Sourvinou-Inwood calls for caution.

The Hellenist warns about

reconstructing the knowledge behind the texts, as is the case with ritual.
The established religious beliefs and collective representations provided
the parameters within which poetic creativity operated. Texts touching
on religious belief refract, are shaped and determined by, the society’s
established beliefs in complex ways. They are articulations of particular
perceptions, determined by a variety of factors, including their place and
role in the texts, and the nature, conventions, and aims of these texts; they
may be exploring the interstices of established belief and/or giving a
particular form to an ambiguous concept-or stressing one facet of an
ambivalent one (Sourvinou-Inwood 1997b, 163).

In other words, the very existence of this collection of documented written
data, which bears the same set of terms and makes explicit mentions of Eleusinian
elements, does not mean they should be analysed at the same level, particularly
poetry depicting religious beliefs and practices. That is to say, by approaching

these texts, we solely aim at checking historical possibility during Plato’s time for

s© The wordplay in Isocrates’ Greek text between tedetyv and tekevtijg adds to Eliade’s
precise comment and to Plato’s Republic, inevitably wiped away in translation.

st xaul 000TY)g Owpedts OLTTAG, alTep UEYITTAU TVYXAVOVTTLY DAL, TOUG Te KapTTovg, of ToD Wi
Onprwdde {7y fudg odTiol yeydvaaty, Kol THY TEAETHY, ¥)g of weTaoydvTeg mepi Te g ToD Biov
TEAEUTHG kol ToD TUUTOVTOG ai@vog 1)olovg Tag edTtidag Eyovaw (Isoc. Paneg. 4.28.7-12).
Norlin’s (1928) translation, modified, Mathieu’s and Brémon’s (2003) Greek text.
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the continuity of meaning to the terms, to the extent this movement may allow
us to consider, with enough historiographic stability, their resemblance to
Cicero’s later testimony and their plausibility. Moreover, by identifying the
occurrence of these terms in environments which feature Eleusinian elements, we
methodologically stop there, namely, at their sole identification, to the extent that
neither do we question the truth value of the theatrical and poetic representations
nor the truth value of Isocrates’ speech and Herodotus’ recount.

That said, this set of evidence is in tension, displaying to us elements
predicated from tedety), wvotpia, and dpyia as follows:s> i) hopes for happiness
in life and the afterlife appeared in Isocrates (Paneg. 4.28.7-12) and Philodamus
(Dio. 27-36), the latter mentioning épyta; ii) the nocturnal celebration appeared
in Euripides (Hel. 1353-65) and Aristophanes (Ran. 441-49); iii) the decree heavily
emphasised sacrifice (/G I’ 78a 4-5); iv) while Sophocles (OC. 1049-53) enforced
secrecy. Among the many mysteria, it seems that, at least for Cicero, there are the
augusta illa mysteria, which he defined as the initia, the Athenian mysterialed by
the god Iacchus and officiated by members from the Eleusinian Elmopidae family,
which may be the most honoured teket) to Aristotle. Borgeaud concludes, and

we cannot help but agree: «On peur donc se dire que quand le mot (initia) est

52 We consciously repeat the term ‘elements’ related to Eleusis because, in fact, none of
them are direct written records of the Mysteries. Moreover, this inevitably poses us
problems and raises questions regarding whether a deity mentioned in Eleusinian
records is sufficiently ressembling to be included. As Parker notes, “Discursive accounts
of the ritual of the Mysteries never existed, but gods and heroes who had a relation to
them were honoured with sacrifices and votive reliefs, and might be depicted on vases
or coins with Eleusinian themes. . . . One indirect approach to the Mysteries, therefore,
is to assemble from such sources a cast of Eleusinian deities, and the method is not the
less useful for inevitable uncertainties at the margins over whom to include” (Parker

2005, 334).
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appliqué aux mystéres d *Eleusis, il signifie quelgue chose d analogue, se référant aux

inventions de Déméters» (Borgeaud 2013, 140). In this sense,

la réception a Rome peut étre considérée comme l'étape qui introduit la
confusion et qui entraine l'usage du mot « mystére» (ou de son équivalent
grec de plus en plus utilisé, telete) pour désigner un ensemble de rites
difficilement réductible a une seule structure (Borgeaud 2013, 140).

Scarpi presents a similar conclusion, «a initia va in certo modo attribuita
la responsabilita dell inveterata consuetudine di tradurre telete con «iniziazgione»
(Scarpi 2002, L:xvii). Borgeaud concludes from Cicero’s testimony that «les initia
(mysteres) sont congus, a Rome, comme des rites qui marquent un début, une
introduction 4 un savoir fondamental» (2013, 139).

Indeed, there is historical plausibility of initia being used to refer precisely
to the Mysteries and to Demeter, which are «/les initia par excellence, ce sont ceux
d Eleusis: initia vocantur potissimum ea, quae Cereri fiunt sacra» (Borgeaud 2013,
140). This Latin citation in Borgeaud’s text belongs to Varro, the first documented

occurrence of the term initia.s3

It was not without good reason that they called earth at the same time
Mother (Mater) and Ceres. And those who would worship her believed
to conduct a proper and pious life, and even [believed] to be the very
remnants (religuos) from the lineage (stirpe) of king Saturn, who
sanctions what is called initia, which they regard as the most prominent
sacra dedicated to Ceres (Varro, Rust. 3.1.5).54

$3“De origine: Varro” in s.v. initia, TLL (2024).

s+ nec sine causa tervam eandem appellabant matrem er Cererem, et qui eam colerent,
piam et utilem agere vitam credebant atque eos solos reliquos esse ex stirpe Saturni regis.
cui consentaneum est, quod initia vocantur potissimum ea quae Cereri fiunt sacra (Varro,
Rust. 3.1.5). The translation is our own, cf. Hooper’s (1934) translation. Goetz’s (1929)
Latin text.
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Varro adds another element to Cicero’s account, who mentioned only the
god Iacchus. Mostimportantly, it suggests that during the Republic, the Romans,
or at the very least Varro, considered initia as “the most important sacra dedicated
to Ceres.” Even so, Wagenvoort remains unconvinced. The scholar argues that the
cult of Demeter had already been introduced in Rome by the fifth century BCE
and connects it with the sacrum anniversarium Cereris, attested in 216 BCE. “The
term initia,” he concludes, “in origin has nothing to do with [Eleusinian]
mysteries” (1956, 152).

Inevitably, we find complications in conflicting sources, periodisation, and
origins. At the same time, #zitia seems to be the term from which we derived our
modern ‘initiation,” as concluded by the three other scholars. Moreover, both
Cicero and Varro point to mysteria and not to initiatio, because the latter is
marked by a sufhix employed to form a noun relating to an action or the result of
an action, recorded only in Suetonius. Furthermore, initia bears the same form as
the neuter plural, such as mysteria. This is where Borgeaud’s argument led us. The
same evidence, however, presented us with no conclusion regarding teAe.

“Telete,” argues Dowden, “derives from the verb releo in the same way that
melete derives from meleo. It therefore means ‘performance,” but in fact is

3%

restricted in usage to a ‘performed rite’” (Dowden 1980, 416), whereas “zeleo is
derived from relos by regular laws via *teles-yo. It can mean ‘to fulfil or perform,’
including a technical sense ‘to perform rites’ (1980, 415). Dowden adds that “in

Pindar, as Zijderveld’s thesis shows,ss it can cover the Panthenea, the Olympic

Games, the Theoxenia and ecstatic rites of Dionysos. After Pindar there is a

55 Scarpi also makes good use of Zijderveld’s (1934) monumental catalogue of nearly all
occurrences of the term teket] in antiquity. Cf. Schuddeboom (2009, 3-119; 199-226;
239-441) for “a revised and expanded English edition of the studies by Zijderveld.”
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narrowing of the term to refer especially to secret and esoteric rites” (1980, 416).
Clinton disagrees with what “has been claimed” (Clinton 2003, 25): “While it is
true that this more narrow usage predominates,” proceeds Clinton, “it is not
universal” (2003, 53). Clinton, then, displays archaeological evidence from the first
century CE to sustain his claim, in which, indeed, an inscription states that the
¢pe(dng were to partake in all the TeAetai considered by tradition, [T]&v Te Tedetddy
amac(@v @]v matpov pv (/G 11> 1042 c14). Furthermore, Clinton helpfully

compares different sources for us.

Pindar uses telete for the festivals Theoxenia at Acragas (OL 3.41) and the
Panathenaia at Athens (Pyh. 9.97), Euripides for the Choes (I7. 959-
960), Aristophanes for the Mysteria, Dipolieia, and Adonia (Pax 420) and
evidently—perhaps in jest—even for sacrifice (Pax 413). Prose usage, too,
was certainly not restricted to mystery cults or initiations. Herodotus
refers to the Thesmophoria, which were neither Mysteria nor an
initiation, as Demeter’s zelete (2.171.2—3). The Scythian king, Scyles, was
initiated into Bacchic cult (Stovdowt Baxyelwt tekeadiveun), which
Herodotus called a relere (4.79): this is a good example of the verb
(tedeabijveu) and noun (zelere) being used to indicate initiation, but there
is no sign that this was a mystery cult (Scyles was not called mystes, and the
cult was not called mysteria. (Clinton 2003, 54)

Clinton finishes with a decree from the fourth century BCE, one that “had
nothing to do with initiation” (2003, 54): “Hippokrates proposed that the
Plataeans be Athenian (citizens) from this day forward to have the same rights as
the other Athenians, and have a share of whatever Athenians have a share of, both
sacred and secular matters, exceptif a priesthood or zelete belongs to a clan (genos),
nor are they eligible to be one of the nine archons, but their descendants are to

have this right.” 56

56 Trrmoxpartyg elmev, IThateugag eiveut ABnvaiovg &mo tijode Tig Huépas, Emitipovg xabdamep
ol 8ot AbBnvaiot, kel wetelvou adtols dvmep Abnvaiols weTea Tt TavTwy, Kol lep@v kol baiwy,
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Scarpi (2002, I:xiv) goes in the same line with Dowden, for he argues that
TeAeTV| «qualificava la dimensione e la pratica rituale» . The critical insight Scarpi

presents is, conversely, distant from Dowden’s definite reading:

questi vocaboli erano per lo pin impiegati senza rigidita e si sovrapponevano
gli uni agli altri, dando vita anche a formazioni lessicali che concorrevano
e comprire le articolazioni del campo concettuale significato dai misteri
(Scarpi 2002, L:xiv—xv).

Fundamentally, Scarpi’s more cautious and tentative reading proposes that
pyta, TereTy] and even wbdvoig, an inflexion of wvotpia, all partake in this usage
«senzza rigidita e si sovrapponevano gli uni agli altri» (Scarpi 2002, L:xiv—xv).
Bowden also expressed this caution: “orgia, mysteria or teletai, [are] words
usually translated as mystic rites, mysteries or initiations, though the terms tend
to be used somewhat flexibly in both Greek and English” (Bowden 2010, 14).

For instance, 8pyta is present in the Hymn, right before the makarismos

mentioned above, after the establishment of the Mysteries. Scarpi clarifies that

conesso con ergon (¢pyov), orgia indica l'<agire» tipico del rituale e in
generale dei culti misterici. Forse é possible che orgia individuassse [ agire
destorificato dellwomo nel tempo limitato del riro, in opposizione al
«narrare» del mito—greco beninteso—che descriveva lagire degli déi e
degli eroi nel tempo precosmico (Scarpi 2002, I:xv).57

Scarpi’s nuanced reading allows us to notice the wrath, sorrow, and grief

undertaken by Demeter within the poem (dpyaic, Hom. Hymn Dem. 205),

T €l T lepwativy 7 TeEAeT)] 0Ty éxc YEVOUG, UNOE TRV EVVER dpYOVTWY, TOTG O €K TOVTWY
(Dem. Naer.104.9-13). Clinton’s (2003) translation, Rennie’s (1939) Greek text.

57 Eliade suggested a similar possibility: “The myth of Demeter and Kore became
contemporary once more; the rape of Kore, Demeter’s laments, take place here and now,
and it is by virtue of this nearness of the Goddesses, and finally of their presence, that

the initiate (mystes) will have the unforgettable experience of initiation” (Eliade 1958,
110).
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diminished once Iambe pleased [the goddess’] moods (edadev bpyaic), as
translated by Foley (1993). In other words, whether this term allows us to make
such a connection, as Scarpi does, a more nuanced approach to the terms invites
us to appreciate the Hymn by following the narrative with our attention turned
to the deity’s emotions and passions, which may leave room for readings in favour
of probable reenactments of her path filled with toils during the Mysteries (cf.
Parker 1991).

Furthermore, winotis, «appartiene alla medesima famiglia di mysteria», is

also traced along with uvotmpia to the verb uv®d (Scarpi 2002, I:xvii). Dowden

adds that

myo is the most basic word in Greek from the root my-. In origin
presumably Indo-European),s® the meaning of the word is given by the
shape of the lips in forming it, namely pressed together. It is used
therefore of closing the lips and (more usually) the eyes (Dowden 1980,

414).
Scarpi accurately points to Homer (/1. 24.420; 637) for its first documented
occurrence in Greek: « Designa il richiamarsi delle ferite o il chiudersi degli occhi»

(2002, L:xvii). Scarpi suggests the semantic range in wwé@ might have been inherited

58 Beekes (2010, 988) in s.v. wow: “<IE? *meus-, *meuH-" Beekes further adds that “the
present wow can be explained either from “mus-je/o-, or from “muH-je/o-. The short
vowel in the aor. mboay, like that of gfaoau, etc., may perhaps be explained from an
older root aor. (Frisk suggests that mboav ) 637 stands for older *udv); uboou can be
secondary after mdw. The fut. wbow derives from the aorist. The innovative presents
wvéouat and wow may have arisen from non-presentic forms enlarged with 7, like
uonbiveu, wupdnued; cf. Schwyzer: 721. The perfect uéudxa recalls other intransitive
perfects, like Zomxa, B<Brxa, etc., and could be a recent formation. . . . So, either the
[Indo-European] root was *meus-, in which case the perfect was innovated, or it was
*meuH-, when the aorist and nominal forms like uvog are young” (Beekes 2010, 988 -
s.v. whw). Cf. West (2009, 432); Kloekhorst (2008, 587-88); and Adam (2013, 504-5).
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from scholiastic tradition, and we take a closer look at Tzetzes’ commentary on
Aristophanes’ Frogs to check this possibility.
“The many of us pepvnuedo’: ‘¢redéotnuey the festival’s wwotpio’ means
that we have looked upon (¢méyvwuev) the mystic [objects] (ta wvotika)
which are ineffable (&méppnta), and not to be revealed to the &uvyrove. It
is called pvotpie because of this: the closing (uvew) and barring the
uepvnuevovs’s mouth, not even one of them is allowed to say anything to

the &uvntwv. [Therefore], ‘the many of us peuvnued’ means to have

¢tedéabnuey the wwompre. (schol. In Ar. Ran. 456a.1 Com. Recen. Jo.
Tze.) 5o

From this commentary in the form of a scholium, one in which we
deliberately left key words untranslated to take a closer look at them, we can
identify two distinct word families. The first, uepvnuebe, indicates the perfect
mediopassive and could be preliminarily translated to “have been initiated.”
Problems arise as, in the same line, we also have ¢redéaOnuey, from the second
family of terms, the aorist passive of Tedéw, which could be preliminarily
translated as “initiated.” The problems lie precisely in the fact that the first verb
is in the perfect tense and, thus, bears the aspect of a complete action or lasting
state. Astonishingly, the very word from the second family of terms denotes
completeness, as its root is that of Télog, inferred from its genitive form Téleog,
namely, *tel-. Clinton (2003, 54 no. 14) argues that, if the meaning of Teke
narrowed from archaic to hellenistic Greece, “the meaning of mysteria, on the
other hand, broadened, and could mean simply secrets” (cf. Nock 1952, 184-89).

What about the usage of the perfect mediopassive tense? For now, it is in our

59 <dool pepunueda:> iredéoOnuey T& pwvoTiple TG opTiig, TOUTETTWY EMEYVWUEY TX
LVOTIKG Kol ATTOppYTL Ko TTpoG UVY|TOVG AVEKPOpa. LVTTHpLa Yop AéyeTou did ToDTo, dii
TO UVELY Kl KAEIEW TO OTOUOL TOVG LEUUIUEVOVG Kol UNOEVL T@Y GUVNTWY AéYely adTd. ool
uepunued’] éredéadnuey & wvotyple. The preliminary translation is our own. Koster’s
(1962) Greek text.
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reach to stop at admitting that, in the context provided, mysteria is linked with
‘hiding’ and ‘not speaking about’ t& pvotika for whatever reason, as it is clearly
predicated as &méppyre in the line that follows.

Regarding uvotpia. and the verb w@, the root does indeed go back to
Homeric wooav, the aorist from which both wwotpia and wiotyg are presumably
derived. This does not solve our problem because Tzetzes, who uses both
derivations of *teA- and *uvo-, writes in the 1ath century CE. The context of his
commentary and the range of meanings that these words would have had more
than 15 centuries after Plato suggest they may or may not have meant the same
thing. Should we try for a reading that follows Tzetzes’ commentary and
analytically revoke from rendering both different terms as synonyms for
‘initiation,” we would have to translate oot uepuviueda into “the many of us who
have been made into a wotyg” and éredéaOnuey Ta wvoTpia T¥jg foptijg into “we
accomplished the mysteria of the festival.” Moreover, the perfect pepvnuévoug
would serve, exclusively according to what Tzetzes says, to designate the ones who
undertook and maintained a lasting state of being made into a wbotyg. Finally,
&uvntwy would literally be the not-ubdormg.

Beyond any doubt, this would move us no further. Nonetheless, it
contributes to taking a closer look at a commentary in which there is an explicit
mention of the closing and barring of one’s mouth, 76 woew xal kAetety 16 oo,
already mentioned above in Sophocles. In an attempt to resolve the problem of
blurred lines and juxtaposed meanings, Dowden (1980, 411) states that Foucart
broke down Eleusinian initiation into two grades to distinguish the meaning of
the terms: «1l y avait deux degrés dans linitiation: les mots myesis et mystai
sappliquaient au premier, epopteia et epoptai au second» (Foucart 1914, 432).

Dowden, however, presents a profoundly worrying claim.
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Realising that myesis already had a meaning and one which did not fit
into the scheme above, he closed the myesis at Athens before the
procession reached Eleusis (in a passage omitted from his 1914 book) and
yet unbelievably claimed that it was the revelations of the Great Mysteries
which constituted /initiation proprement dite. This phrase has had an
unhappy influence on later authors.. . . I cannot see any other explanation
for these positions than a desire that the first grade of the Great Mysteries
should be called myesis or ‘initiation,” whatever the evidence said
(Dowden 1980, 411).

Scarpi offers an alternative route, as he ponders that secrecy implies a field
of exclusion destined for those who were not admitted and remained outside, a
notion that was earlier suggested by Burkert (1972, 253) and later maintained by
Graf (2003b, 256). «Forse attraverso un processo di lessicalizzazione», concludes
Scarpi,
orgia, teleté e myesis hanno sviluppato l'idea di esclusione dal rito iniziatico
ovvero di negazione . . . di pepvypusos, di Tetereouévos, di dpylouauevos,
e cioé &uveTos, ATENeTTOG, dwopylaaTos, termini che individuano molto
prosaicamente colui che non ba le labbra chiuse, che non é complero, che é

rimasto senza il rito, in una parola chi non ha partecipato al rito iniziatico
e pertanto ne rimane escluso (Scarpi 2002, I:xix).

This makes translation tricky, yet it presents a better route nonetheless.
Scarpi’s reading indicates a way to avoid difficulties in handling four different
terms from four different word families with distinct and precise definitions.
Moreover, the concept of exclusion adds sociological depth to the terms, assisting
us in handling them when preceded by a privative alpha, implying, to a fuzzy
extent, exclusion from the Mysteries.

Edmonds (2017, 196) presents an alternative for handling tedety. In his
reading, he suggests the possibility of translating tedetai to “perfections,” which
“would be more accurate” instead of to “the often misleading” initiation. This is
because mysteria are not aimed “to introduce the worshipper into a group of

other worshippers but rather to improve or perfect the worshipper’s relationship
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to the god” (Edmonds 2017, 196). This is a more convincing reading, and to some
extent, we should follow it. Admittedly, even Scarpi considers this with caution,
which is grounded on teke) being derived from the same root as that of té\og:
«teleté, sul piano alguanto rarefatto del significato, é ['«azione portata a
comprimento», l'<atto perferto» . .. Tetereauévos o Tereaels ¢ colui che é stato
portato a compimento attraverso il rito, ovvero é stato portato a perfezione dalla sua
partecipazione alla celebrazione rituale» (Scarpi 2002, I:xvi). Alternatively,

Bernabé and Ana Isabel J. San Cristébal suggest that

TereTy] is mostly used to refer to rituals whose peculiar characteristic
consists in that the relation that human beings establish with the divinity
through them is not based, as in the case of civic rituals, in worshipping
them, but in searching in such practices for a solution to the fears of the
participants, the fear of sickness, of death, and what happens after it
(Bernabé and Crist6bal 2019, 20).

This reading becomes quite interesting when we take a closer look at the
ending of the Hymn. The twofold gift Demeter offers is precisely the
establishment of the Mysteries and a possibility of countering, for example, the
fear of death or of what happens in death through blessings:

Blessed is the one who has seen (§mwmev)¢° these things,
among the mortals who live upon the earth;

but to the &telng in the sacred rites (iepiv),
who has no share in them,

¢o Note the perfect tense, whose aspect marks the verb by adding layers of meaning, such
as a lasting or continuous state. Therefore, Demeter is not simply dealing with vision
here, but also knowledge and perhaps personal transformation: in the perfect tense, the
verb has the sense of ‘the one who sees and somehow maintains something in the future
of whatever is seen.” The very blessings are supposed to last, be it happiness or freedom
from fears. Most importantly, we can infer from the perfect tense a typical feature of
viewing, attesting already in Epic tradition, which is the deep connection between the
realms of viewing and knowing in ancient Greece, something we will return to further
below.
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has no lot of similar things when waned in nether darkness (Hom. Hymn.
Dem. 480-2).61

Bremmer has yet to be satisfied with Hellenic scholarship’s solutions for
making sense of these terms, as “generations of scholars have connected mystérion
with the Greek verb myd, which means ‘to close the lips or eyes’, and they have
explained it as referring to Demeter’s commandment in her Homeric Hymn (478-
479) to keep the rites secret. This assumption may be correct if mystérion contains
a secondary -s-, like many other Greek words” (Bremmer 2014, vii). He points to
Hittite scholars instead.

Melchert displays how Hittite sznna- means to keep a secret, although
primarily with the verbal sense of withholding information, whereas munna(i)-
would be the act of putting out of sight (2004, 337). Melchert notes that these
explanations have been provided in detail by Puhvel. This scholar has
exhaustively presented occurrences of the words in Hittite, emphasising that
“munnai- implies visual concealment as shut out of sight, cover up’” and “tends
to refer back to au(s)- ‘see’ . . . breached by fingerpointing (rekkussanu-); only
occasionally in late texts does munnai- imping on sanna- as ‘withhold spoken
information’, with a sequence istamas-...munai- (...mema-)” (Puhvel 2004b, 102).

From archaeological evidence, Puhvel displays occurrences in over thirty
fragments from clay tablets. In the Hatice Gonner-Bagana Hittite Collection, there
is a treaty between Mursili II and Targasnalli, in which we find the line “or you

hide him from my majesty” (nasma-an-kan ANA PUTU-SI-ma munnisi, KBo

o1 5ABrog 8¢ Ta0” dmwmey émiyBoviny &vBpwmwy- 8¢ 6 dTekng lepdv, 8¢ T’ Aupopog, ob o’
buolwy adoaw Eyet POiwevog wep’ o Lopw edpwevtt, Hom. Hymn. Dem. 480-2. Petridou’s
(2013) translation, modified, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.
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V 4) (Puhvel 2004a, 198). Interestingly, Puhvel traces his evidence back to the

Homeric uwboav. According to the Hittite scholar,

the Greek synonym wbw was basically intransitive, e.g. [liad 24.637 o0 yép
T wooay éoae 1o Prepapotaw éuolow, ‘not yet did the eyes close under
my lids’, where ubooav may well be a sigmatic innovation for a root aorist
*ubv (whence the sigma spread further into the root, as in mvog). ww
<*mu-yo points to a root *mew-, while munnai- reflects *mu-na-ye-w with
transitivizing -nd- as in sunna-, sanna-, iskuna- (unlike nasal infix verbs
tarna-, kinai-, cf. Puhvel (2002, 244—45). The intransitive base verb does
not survive in Hittite, but the phrasal sdkuwa munnai- may be a direct
transitivization of the equivalent of Gk. wioav éooe (Puhvel 2004b, 191-

92).62

This profoundly fertile comparison between Hittite and Homeric Greek
is followed by Bernabé and Helena R. Somolinos (1993, 123). They specify the
meaning of wooaw not as ‘to close,” which they consider a highly literal rendering.
Alternatively, they propose ‘to hide’: «car mes yeux ne se son pas encore cachés
sous mes paupiéres» (Bernabé and Somolinos 1993, 123).63 Furthermore, the
scholars are convinced that ‘to hide” explains the semantic evolution of the set of
terms related to mysteria, which they consider a much better explanation than ‘to
close’: «le rapport entre [hittite munnai- et le grec wow semble plus clair»
(Bernabé and Somolinos 1993, 123). Unfortunately, the nature of the evidence of
Hittite munna(i)- in the Bronze Age is even more scarce than that of Greek terms
at Plato’s time. Therefore, we are restricted to Cuneiform Tablets and should stop
here.

Burkert mentions that “the root m2y(s)- seems to be attested in Mycenaean

Greek” (19874, 8). There is evidence in Baumbach’s (1971, 174) s.v. wbw, woéw: “mu-

62 Cf. Oettinger (1979, 161) and Beekes (2010, s.v. wiw).

©3 09 yaup e wooay oae H1o Brepapotoy éuoioy (Hom. 1. 24.637). Allen’s (1963a) Greek
text.
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jo-me-no PY Un 2; prob. dat. sg.: poss. muiomenoi ‘being initiated’ [Docs. 2215
Chadwick, Minos s. 125”. However, Lydia Baumbach notes that “the Mycenaean
form implies a verb wviw ( < *mus-jo), cf. wiw, but in a sense equivalent to uvéw”
(1971, 174).

Palaima describes the Mycenaean tablet on which the word mu-jo-me-no is
found: “On tablet Un 2, a sacrificial and commensal ceremony within the
religious territory of pa-ki-ja-ne is recorded as taking place on a ceremonial
occasion when the wanaks is initiated” . . . “Where the feasting accompanying the
ritual initiation of the king, or wanaks, might be assumed to involve all segments
of society” (Palaima 2004, 229-23).

Hiller indicates broader possibilities in reading the same tablet: “Linear B
documents concern the economic administration of the palace in its various
aspects. Therefore, there are no religious texts in the strict sense of the word—no
prayers, hymns, manuals of religious instruction” (Hiller 2011, 170). Furthermore,
“all conclusions can only be incomplete and provisional since they are mostly
based on extrapolations from the restricted number of relevant terms and names
available in the few texts at our disposal” (Hiller 2011, 171). Nonetheless, “two new
and important pieces of evidence have now appeared: firstly, the sealing found in
Thebes in 1982 document the existence of State banquets . . . Secondly, the tablets
found in Thebes in 1993-95 have raised lively and extensive discussion” (2011, 171).
“Etymological observations,” warns Hiller, “though always of interest, are a less
secure guide and can only be used with caution” (2011, 173).

At the same time, Hiller is not sure that the text can be rendered from an
initiation pattern, although he does not rule out the possibility. Hiller mentions
Chadwick’s reluctance: “If the ceremony really were a royal initiation, these
offerings are by no means excessive” (Chadwick 1976, 100). Weilhartner, when

analysing Pylos Tablet Un 2, also mentions the abundance of “supplies for
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sacrificial banqueting,” and emphasises that “there exists a fairly substantial
amount of iconographic documentation for this practice on Bronze Age sealings
and frescoes” (Weilhartner 2012, 220). However, there is no mention of initiation.
In Hiller’s description of what he calls a state banquet, he mentions that Pylos
Tablet Un 2’ “introductory line informs us that a banquet was held at the cult
centre (holy district) of pa-ki-ja-ne on the occasion of mu-jo-me-no e-pi wa-na-ka-
te, mujomenoi epi wanaktei. This must mean either that the wanax was
introduced into a religious mystery cult (?) or that he presided over some kind of

initiatory ritual” (Hiller 2011, 178). This has led the scholar to conclude that

we have a very limited view, glimpses more than anything else, of the
rituals performed. We owe it once more to single designations of festivals
which can be etymologically interpreted . . . and also to descriptions of
cult activities like mu-jo-me-no e-pi wana-ka-te, mujomenoi epi wanaktei
'(on the occasion) when the wanax was introduced into a religious
mystery cult’ ([?]; PY un 2; other interpretations cannot be excluded) . . .
Much remains to be done before we can achieve a generally satistying
interpretation of the Linear B texts concerning Mycenaean religion . . . in
any case, and despite all the difficulties which must still be, the tablets are
an invaluable source of information (Hiller 2011, 206-8).64

“The etymology of uvotpte. and tekety) which seemed to be clear,” in
Burkert’s words, “has been lost again on account of Mycenean evidence” (Burkert
19873, 9). There is not enough Mycenaean data to discuss, as the records are from
the palace administration, which is unlikely to advance our investigation.
Moreover, there is not much to sustain a compelling claim on a religious
connection between Greek pvotipio and Mycenaean mu-jo-me-no, for it seems

that mu-ja-me-no’s rendering induces from Homeric Greek the meaning of what

iller uses question marks and brackets to highli a tentative assessment, as in the
64 Hill t ks and brackets to highlight a tentat t th
previous citation.
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is described in the Pylos Tablet, leaving us without further converging evidence
to render the unquestionable linguistic connection between the two terms.

Wellman alerts us to the dangers of (2005, 314) “the originalist claim,”
which is “that origin defines nature or essence” (Wellman 200s, 314). This
tendency, argues him, “is to valorise the oldest examples and to see later use as a
(varyingly legitimate) extension of the category, but this is an interpretive decision
with particular underlying assumptions and consequences, not an automatic
ascription of importance” (200s, 312—13). That is to say, “determining the
lineaments of the word mystéria in its various ancient uses,” concludes the
scholar, “is a different project from defining the comparative modern taxon
mystery cults stricto sensu, but it is an equally useful one” (Wellman 2005, 314).
The difference between what Wellman urges the scholarship to aim at, which is a
methodological horizon, and our search for the delineaments of juxtaposing
terms is that our aim is not wwotplee “in its various ancient usages” but to
converge conflicting usages, including the terms intertwined with wwetmpia, to
what can be mapped at Plato’s time.

To conclude this stage of our investigation, we have approached the terms
from the Mysteries. This discussion has covered different grids of evidence to
further advance our analysis of the ritual and mythological context in which the
terms were embedded. Naturally, some conclusions presented compelling
possibilities for broader meanings to be sustained. In contrast, others presented
problems that we must account for in any choice we make for the following
sections.

We moved from pwwotipie, Tekets), and bpyla, whose echoes point to the
Bronze Age and to our own time: munnd(i)- and mu-ja-me-no; wooow; initia; and
initiation. “It is evident that this word family is much more general in meaning;

usually it does not suffice to identify mysteries proper” (Burkert1987a, 9). Neither
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does it suffice to identify the ‘not-mysteries’ that appear to suggest a field of
exclusion. They all point to action and discourses whose conflicting tension must
be reintegrated within a broader framework of possible practices, discourses, and
beliefs in the following sections, primarily because “etymologies can never replace
the meaning of words in current parlance” (Bremmer 20133, 44).

In this sense, restricting the analysis to terminology may render the terms
devoid of cultural significance if they are not considered immersed in a wider
nexus of meaning. At the same time, analyses of cultural practices and beliefs lose
complexity if they do not engage with the terms within their own nuanced
semantic field. The absence of direct written records of the Mysteries can be
circumvented if we remain aware of possible morphological subtleties that
indicate overlapping practices and beliefs. For example, when considering the
usage of the perfect participle in relation to these terms, which denotes a
continuous and lasting state connected to their religious dimension. This detail
is carefully explored by Graf and also explained by Bernabé.

According to Graf, “the perfect participle designates someone who not
only has performed the rite but who has been transformed into a new and lasting
state of being through his initiation” (2003b, 252). Bernabé notes the conscious

usage of this pattern by Plato in the Phaedo:

Platon vuelve a utilizar un participio de perfecto, me@logo@yxéte, como
los que wusaban los de las teletai (PePoxyevuévos, xexabopuévos,
UELVYUEVOS, TETEAETUEVOS), pero para definir a los fildsofos, dado que para
él es la prdctica continuada de la filosofia la que produce un estado (el gue
define el perfecto en griego) que permitiri al fildsofo un destino mejor en
el Mds Alld (Bernabé 2011, 227).

Plato’s transposition at the linguistic level in the Phaedo, which uses the
perfect participle to define the one who pursues a transformative way of life

mentioned by Bernabé, is at Phaedo 69dr1: mepilocopnroteg. This shows us that
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Plato is engaging with the Mysteries by adapting a linguistic typical feature,
namely, the perfect participle to mark in individuals the attainment of a
continuous lasting state (BePaxyevuévos, xexabopusvos, mepvnuévos, Tetereausvos,
and Plato’s mepilogopnxoteg). Even if we did not reach precise definitions in this
section, this subtlety of mysteria’s vocabulary at least points us in a direction
regarding how Plato can engage with them.¢s

Bremmer suggests that the variety we face in terminology begs to contend

with Wittgensteinian family resemblance (Bremmer 2014, xiii).¢¢ After all, this

¢ The context of this subtle transposition done by Plato at the linguistic level in the
Phaedo at 69b-d: Socrates mentions many promises of wisdoms are made by people
reputed as virtuous. Yet, he notes, the truth would be, in fact, a ‘kind of purification’
from all sorts of false virtues (76 8” &Anbic 1@ vt xabapaic Tic T@Y TolobTWY TAVTWY, Phd.
69b). Socrates also even dares to reckon that those from the tedetai (ko xtvdvvedovot ke
ol Tag Teletag MU odTol, Phd. 69¢) got something right. Obviously, they did not get it
right by claiming that it is through completing the purification in the teAetai that they
are to become happy and dear to the gods—note the double perfect participle used in a
row to identify those who bear a continuous lasting state derived from undertaking the
TeAeTal: 6 O¢ xexabopuévog Te kol TeTeAeTUEVOG ExeTTE &Pricouevog ueTa Dedv olknaet, 69¢).
Not even close: Socrates, in his usual double-edged mockery, afhirms that the ones who
got it right in the teAetai, in hbis opinion, are the ones who ‘have become philosophers’
correctly (note the perfect participle being subtle modified by the adverb épbag, with
clear Orphic resonances, cf. Bernabé 2011): 9ot 6’ elotv xorta v duny 865aw odx 8dhot §)
ol me@rhogopnxéTes 6pbig, 69d). In other words, the problem does not lie in the Tedeta
for Socrates, but in failing to undertake, among the many teletai, among the many
mysteria, the correct one, which is the continuous practice of philosophy. Namely the
‘becoming a philosopher’ through a continuous effort that leaves in the individual a
lasting transformative state, marked by this aspect of the perfect participle
me@tiogopyotes and subtly modified by the adverb épfic: again, not only one must
continuously practice philosophy, but, quite literally, in a continuous state of being a
philosopher correctly.” And that is precisely how Socrates describes his own way of life:
“That is how I too, as much as possible, never left it away from my life, but eagerly
desired to become one [a philosopher] in every single way” (&v o7 xai éyo xota ye T0
duvortov 0ddey &mehmoy &v ¢ Biey dAda oyt TpoTY TPoLOLUNOYY YeviaOau, Phd. 69d).

¢¢ Bambrough summarises Wittgeistein’s family resemblance: “The realist’s claim that
there is an objective justification for the application of the word ‘game’ to games and
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Greek set of terms is significantly loose compared to our current analytical
categorisation. They are “part of the cultural repertoire available to Greek
individuals and groups” in “a never-ending, rather than essentialist, process
susceptible to forces of semantic innovation as well as conservatism, which at least
partially accounts for the diversity of materials to which the term was applied”
(Wellman 2005, 311). As Henrichs suggests, “what people do in pursuit of their
religious beliefs is more consistent over time and more indicative of social realities
than what they szy” (Henrichs 2010, 26). Wellman further elaborates on semantic

innovations:

In this case, we have cultural texts (the cultic systems) which are in
constant dialogue with other cultural texts, both each other and things
not given the name mysteria. The constant process of taxonomic and
formal realignment in which cultic terminology (e.g. mysteria, epopteia
and mystes) is appropriated by other discourses and actors is also a
feedback situation. After the terms have acquired, through these new
associations, altered semantic fields, they may be borrowed back into the
cultic complexes. The process of signification, negotiation and
contestation never stopped for mysteria and neither should they for
mystery cults (Wellman 2005, 329).

This implies that ancient terms were constantly reframed to account for
the fluidity of the ongoing ancient phenomena from which they emerged.
Conversely, the fluid and changing ancient phenomena were informed and
culturally reshaped by the representations that assisted in constituting their
identities. From this, we should approach the terms with sufficient stability yet

fluidity enough to account for their dynamics: “We must be prepared for

the nominalist claim that there is no element that is common to all games”. There is no
objective element common to the phenomena predicated of the terms in the vocabulary
employed to analyse the phenomena. Yet, there is an objective justification for
analytically applying the terms, viz. phenomena’s overlapping similarities that support
the usage categories proposed by argumentation (Bambrough 1961, 207-21).
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reinterpretation, inclusion, shifting relevance and signification” (Wellman 200s,
329). In the end, “attempting to use an analytical category that is organized by
family resemblances does pose various problems” (Saller 1999, 397). However, as
Graf has it, sometimes we cannot help but use flexible or scholar categories “to
understand what is going on” (Graf 2003a, 12). “Terms such as ‘religion,’

‘sacrifice,” ‘value’ and so forth are conveniences,” notes Saller, as he argues that

they allow us to talk about things that interest us in more or less
intelligible fashion. And we can do so even though the terms themselves
are polysemous and the categories to which they pertain are organized by
family resemblances. We need to be cognizant of their complexities and
subtleties, however, if we are to avoid using them in rigid and otherwise
nonproductive ways. And we need also to have some sense of their
connotations (Saller 1999, 403).

That said, we will use ‘initiation’ to refer to what happened within the
enclosed terrace in the Eleusinian sanctuary’s grounds, only in the absence of a
better term, partially accepting Edmonds’ suggestion (2017, 196). ‘Initiate,” as a
noun, or even better wootye maintained in Greek, will be preferable to
‘worshipper,” as noted by Bernabé and Cristdbal (2019, 20), in the sense of it being
a ‘kind of worshipper,” sc. considered by family resemblance and not by
definitional fiat. The initial evidence suggested closing the mouth and the eyes.
After further analysis, it appears more reasonable to connect it with ritual secrecy
and identity. Considering the usage of the perfect participle, the state of being a
uwooTyg appears to be continuous and maintained, thus indicating personal
transformation. Regarding wotpta, we will follow scholarship in using the
“Mysteries” [of Eleusis] in the Eleusinian context.

Furthermore, our analysis suggests teAety predicates both the events or acts
in mysteria and the individuals who participated in them when inflected as a

participle or verb. Although the nature of their participation remains unclear at
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this point, the term indicates they did so positively, given its kinship with Téloc.
Thus, we have to evaluate further the extent to which it would be possible to
follow either Edmond’s and Scarpi’s (2002, I:xvi) suggestion for ‘perfections’ in
the context of the interaction between gods and mortals. Additionally, épye,
interchangeable with Teletr, remains elusive. We have not passed through
sufficient accounts to propose any categorisation. It might be helpful to follow
Scarpi’s indication of its possible relation to Demeter in the Hymn. In this sense,
the loose usage will overlap with tedetr as “cultic acts’ or ‘rituals,” the next section’s
subject.

Nonetheless, since the terms point to complexities in ancient Greece that
are beyond the scope of definitional fiat, perhaps we should consider Calame’s

suggestion.

Cest dire gquen Gréce ancienne aussi bien que dans lanthropologie
moderne, il n’ a de définition quopératoire de ces manifestations
symboliques que sont devenus a nos yeux mythes et rites . . . Par ailleurs,
classant des produits langagiers ou gestuels du processus symbolique, elles ne
peunvent plus se contenter détre ['objet de notre part d'une simple analyse
lexicale et sémantique de type structural. Leur étude requiert
interrogation des circonstances de leur formulation et de leur énonciation,
avec les implications pratiques de toute mise en discours (Calame 1991, 204).

It may be methodologically fruitful to consider the terms ‘provisionary’ or
‘of immediate analytical utility.” In other words, to view the terms as bearing the
typicaliry (Jackendoff 1983, 139) of the Mysteries so that we better approach
¢momteta. They are a necessity upon which we will base the following sections on
practices, discourses, and beliefs in ancient Greek culture at that time. “Whether
or not to admit peripheral cases,” should remain “a matter for scholarly argument
relative to our defining pool of features and their linkages rather than a matter to
be settled by definitional fiat” (Saller 1999, 398). The terms themselves obviously

“allow us to talk about things that interest us in a more or less intelligible fashion.
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And we can do so even though the terms themselves are polysemous and the
categories they pertain to are organised by family resemblance” (Saller 1999, 403).
“The analytical and conceptual danger,” warns Wellman, “of course, lies in
reifying the solutions that we advance and forgetting the provisionality of our
taxonomic markers” (Wellman 200s, 310).

In this sense, we must follow scholarship as tentatively as possible and
accept the tragic fact that “substitution of categories will not save us from
problems” (Saller 1999, 404). They are a necessary taxonomic groundwork, not as
solid as brick columns but stable enough, like a rope whose resembling linkage

allows for a firm yet malleable grip (Wittgenstein 1953, 66-67).
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Burkert’s “tentative definition” of mysteria resonated deeply in
scholarship.¢7 It is another befitting starting point for approaches to émémreix in
Eleusis: “Mysteries [ mysteria] were initiation rituals of a voluntary, personal, and
secret character that aimed at a change of mind through experience of the sacred”
(Burkert 1987a, 11). The Eleusinian are the prominent mysteria in Burkert’s
reading, considering that his detailed analysis of the Mysteries (1972, 274-327; =
1983, 248—97) comprised the highest point of his most influential work. In this
section, we will discuss two central elements of this definition: (i) ‘Mysteries were
initiation rituals’ and (ii) ‘experience of the sacred.” The more specific ‘voluntary,
personal, and secret character’ and the ‘transformative aspect’ will be discussed in
the concluding section of this chapter.

First, it follows from element (i) that the terms discussed in the previous
section are to be rendered as ‘rituals,” ‘ritual states,” ‘ritual acts,” or ‘ritual agents.’
Moreover, if this collection of terms used by the Greeks to refer to the Mysteries
is to be rendered in such a framework, then it follows from (ii) that they are ‘sacred
rituals.” Burkert’s analysis of the Mysteries is grounded on a complex sacrificial
theory that cannot be disregarded for a deeper understanding of the Mysteries—
one among the most prominent contributions to our fragile grasp of mysteria.
For this reason, we will attempt to observe in this section how these two central

elements are embedded in a set of intricacies whose critical debate with

67 “This tentative definition largely coincides with the term misterico in the typology of
Bianchi, in Bleeker (1965, 154-71) and Bianchi (1976, 1-8; 1979, 5-9; 1980, 11); cf. Cosi
(1976, 54) and Sfameni Gasparro (1981, 377; 1981, 6)” (Burkert 1987a, 138 no. 59).
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scholarship may deepen our comprehension and provide a valuable
methodological tool in our approaches to émémteia in the Mysteries.

Bremmer observes that “the study of ritual has always been an important
part of Burkert’s work” (Bremmer 1998b, 14). Admittedly, Burkert (1979, 35)
acknowledged that there is no consensus on a definition of ritual. Even so, as
Bremmer (1998b, 14) notes, Burkert considered ethology sufficiently capable of
defining and observing rituals. Problems emerge from “how these scholars knew
what they had to observe. Surely, their point of departure was the pre-existing
notion of ritual in anthropology and psychology” (1998b, 14). From this follows,
Bremmer says, that “ethology can not present the key to the problem of how to
define ritual” (Bremmer 1998b, 14).

We are unsatisfied with the assumption that observed phenomena are
independent of the actors, undetermined by the context, and also not by the
scholars. This is utterly unacceptable. Nonetheless, Asad remarks that
anthropologists—himself included—, particularly ethnographers, “will probably
recognize a ritual when he or she sees one, because ritual is (is it not?) symbolic
activity as opposed to the instrumental behavior of everyday life” (Asad 1993, s5).
Burkert was not the first scholar to face the problem, noted Bremmer (1998b, 1),
and since Burkert’s works on mysteria, “there have been literally dozens of
definitions, which all depart from the idea that ritual is an objective
phenomenon” (Bremmer 1998b, 15).

Naturally, one could wonder what this “idea” means. “What does it entail
to consider ritual as an independent objective phenomenon?’ In particular,
religious rituals, such as those defined by Burkert as mysteria. Asad explains that
the idea of independent objective phenomenon for human behaviour entails that
“ritual is to be conceived essentially in terms of signifying behavior—a type of

activity to be classified separately from practical, that is, technically effective,
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behavior” (1993, 58). In other words, “behavior, which is itself likened to a text”
(Asad 1993, 58).

The context from which this idea emerged, according to Boudewijnse, was
the moment when many human customs could not be explained in the late 19th
century “and therefore seemed irrational.” Moreover, “these customary practices
came to be seen as isolated phenomena” (Boudewijnse 1998, 286). Furthermore,
“scholars became interested in religious behaviour—i.e. prescribed ceremonial
behaviour—because its rule-based nature could not be rationally explained. 8
Thus, religious action was set apart as a separate category of behaviour, and it
seems to have been in this context that the word ‘ritual’ was first used to refer to
religious practice” (Boudewijnse 1998, 286-87).69

To consider ritual as an isolated and independent objective phenomenon
implies that so-called irrational rituals can be reduced to rational symbols.
Moreover, rational symbols are passive to being decoded and deciphered.
Furthermore, “the term ‘ritual’ seemed inspired by its original meaning of a script
for behaviour,” continues Boudewijnse, and “may have instigated adoptions of
the term ‘ritual’ to refer to ‘ordered sequences of religious acts,’ ‘acts based on (a)
ritual,” later to be called ‘ritual acts,” which, with the passage of time, became
‘ritual’ (1998, 287). The outcome, remarks Bremmer, is “the modern inability to

reach a consensus about a definition” (Bremmer 1998b, 14).

68 “Unlike technically useful behaviours, rituals lack a fully specifiable causal structure”
(Whitehouse 2021, 12).

69 “The ritual turn,’ then, clearly took place in the late 1880s and 1890s. According to
the Oxford anthropologist Franz Steiner (1909-1952), it was caused by the interest of
the Victorian Age in ‘irrational rules’ of religion which could not be explained by the
more rationalistic theories of the time” (Bremmer 1998b, 22).
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Both Asad (1993, 65-69) and Boudewijnse (1998, 280) agree that “outward
behaviour now came to be perceived in terms of its public aspect: as ‘strategic’ in
the social arena. This made it possible to see conventional behaviour as essentially
representational and independent of the individual self” (Boudewijnse 1998, 280).
Therefore, if the idea of behaviour not having a causal structure, being
independent, and an objective phenomenon had presented the framework for the
definitions of ritual, and, further, if behaviour began to be considered as
representational, then it is no coincidence that “the question arose as to what it
represents and why” (Boudewijnse 1998, 280).

“But if rituals have no knowable causal structure,” asks Whitehouse, “and
therefore no objective technical value—and if they are also a drain on time and
resources, why do them at all?” (Whitehouse 2021, 13). This is the most pressing
question for Eleusis: the answers to the ‘what’ and ‘why’ posed by Boudewijnse
above are inherently related to the question of the inexistence of a causal structure
underlying ritual. In other words, if we ask the same questions, we may not
receive the answers we are looking for. Even if we hypothetically consider, for a
moment, in an analytical manner, that both propositions are true, namely, an
objective phenomenon with no causal structure, then we may have to change our
questions to make sense of this kind of phenomenon.

Asad states that the earlier answers were immersed in a belief that regarded
representational behaviour as manifesting universal symbols present in every
culture, “identifiable by the ethnographer prior to its meaning and effect being
determined” (1993, 60). In other words, since scholarship in the early 20th century
considered the symbols that the rituals represented as universal and part of
human nature, it entailed “establishing as authoritatively as possible the meanings
of representations where the explanations offered by indigenous discourses are

considered ethnographically inadequate or incomplete” (Asad 1993, 60).
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In approaching émémrei in the Mysteries, this scenario could pose
impregnable obstacles. If a religious ritual is to be likened to a text, then it begs
‘reading,” understanding, and explaining: the question ‘why’ or the pursuit of a
causal structure. However, undesirable results will follow if the ‘reading’ is
grounded on understanding the manifestation of universal symbols as
independent of the cultural context where they are manifested in the past and
independent of the scholarly discourse that ‘explains’ them in the present.
Neither would one have to look to ancient Greece nor to consider debates in
current scholarship to understand émémteia in the Mysteries as rituals.

The universality of symbols manifested in rituals and the dismissal of the
actors was first posed by Smith, entailing what follows: “So far as myths consist
of explanations of ritual, their value is altogether secondary, and it may be
affirmed with confidence that in almost every case the myth was derived from the
ritual, and not the ritual from the myth” (1889, 16). This is a relegation of
mythology to mere pastime tales, and we cannot accept it. “The omission of
mythology,” comments Bremmer, “is once again a legacy of the late nineteenth
century and not the outcome of the actor’s point of view” (Bremmer 1998b, 14).

Furthermore, suppose we concede that it is possible to abstract universal
symbols from the Mysteries, supposedly represented in their rituals. In that case,
it is imperative to ask who would possess the secret cypher to decrypt the
Mysteries. Even if we temporarily sustain the possibility of universal symbols
manifested in representational behaviour, it could be perniciously argued that the
Greeks themselves did not possess the means to ‘read,” understand, and explain
what their own behaviour represented. This is precisely what has been suggested
by the famous remarks of Jane Harrison: “Ritual practice misunderstood explains
the elaboration of myth” and “there is no more fertile source of absurd mythology

than ritual misunderstood” (Harrison 1903, iii; xxxii—xxxiit).

56



Seeing the Mortals: The Eleusinian Mysteries from Ritual

Appalling suggestions. Asad renders it as a view on “unsophisticated who
employ ‘outward signs’ in formal behavior and speech do not understand the
entire meaning being signified” (1993, 59). This, according to Asad, indicates a
relation of power. And, in our view, also colonialism and racism. “But, in this
case, behavioral signs need to be seen as representations conceptually detachable
from what they represent; only then can they invite readings in a game of power,
a game in which the ‘true’ self is masked by its representations, and where this
masking is aptly done” (Asad 1993, 65).

Admittedly, to “treat a cultural performance as a text,” one might be
tempted to conceptually “bracket the question of the processes that produced it
in order to work out its internal logic” (Roseberry 1982, 1021). Both Asad and
Roseberry note the danger in detaching behavioural signs and what they may
represent, in order to conceptualise them apart from their social, religious, and
political contexts. Sewell discussed Geertz’s theory on ritual as a symbolic system,

one that allows

searching out and analyzing the symbolic forms—words, images,
institutions, behaviors—in terms of which, in each place, people actually
represented themselves to themselves and to one another (Sewell 1997,

39).

This means that it is possible to approach ritual from the underlying
assumption of cultures as interlaced and mutually sustaining systems of meaning.
This grounds our synchronic approach to the Mysteries, namely, analytically
assuming tensions of distinct ‘times’ whose framework links them according to
their common systems of meaning: a ‘framework’ as ‘one moment’.

The problem, however, lies in proposing conceptual, symbolic forms
manifested in the rituals as detachable from the ‘moment’ in which they occur, in

our case, detaching them from Plato’s time and the Mysteries. To be more precise,
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“the specific cultural setting of the archaic and classical polis as a cultural context
of its symbolic meaning” (Kindt 2012, 15). These are the ‘culturally determined
assumptions’ of which Sourvinou-Inwood has ominously warned us in the
introduction. The perceptual filters must not be removed from the equation,
even if we decide to abstract the symbols to discuss meaning analytically. Whether
it is ‘scopic regimes,’ culturally determined ways of viewing, or place and time,

they are all part of the phenomenon’s system of meaning.

Several of her [Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood] works explore religious
phenomena as forms of collective representation, which must be studied
in the context of the larger cultural system that generated and received
them. To ‘read’ such religious symbols we must place them back in their
original culture. ‘Reading’ as an act of decoding cultural symbols is a
concept central to all her monographs. Sourvinou-Inwood’s main goal,
then, is to reconstruct the ancient perceptual filters which have shaped
these symbols and through which they were perceived in their own time
(Kindt 2012, 19).

Geertz was clinical in warning us to refrain from “confusing our traffic
with symbols with our traffic with objects or human beings, for these latter are
not in themselves symbols, however often they may function as such” (1973, 93).
At the same time, “no matter how deeply interfused the cultural, the social, and
the psychological may be in everyday life . . . it is useful to distinguish them in
analysis” (Geertz 1973, 93).7° Rituals, then, “give meaning, that is, objective

conceptual form, to social and psychological reality both by shaping themselves

70 Geertz is most criticised at this point: “Setting religious symbols apart from the social
actions and processes from which they derived their meaning, in effect assigning
religious symbols a sui generis quality” (Kindt 2012, 78). He offers an undeniably
helpful analytical tool to the extent one employs it as a stage to identify differences
between Greek religions, provided that at the end of the analysis, they are traced back
to the cultural framework sustaining their meaning.
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to it and by shaping it to themselves. It is, in fact, this double aspect which sets
true symbols off from other sorts of significative forms” (Geertz 1973, 93-94).
From this kind of dialectics of meaning, there is no room for ‘a cypher to
decrypt’ the Mysteries because “meaning [is] notlocked away in actors’ heads but
embodied in publicly available symbols. He [Geertz] insisted that the symbol
systems that make up a culture are as public as marriage and as observable as
agriculture” (Sewell 1997, 39). Most importantly, we insist that meaning, and
particularly regarding rituals surrounding the Mysteries, should be reconducted
to the plurality of competing and conflicting beliefs and discourses at Plato’s time.
It may as well be found in literary, archaeological, mythological, or cultic records.
It is there that we will find possibilities regarding the meanings the Greeks could
have represented themselves, which is inseparable from their own ‘moment.’
Moreover, we also insist that the possibilities must be sustained through
argumentation, preferably along with authoritative scholarship. There is no other
way but through academic dialogue. “Geertz’s definition of religion,” praises

Kindt,

remains ‘good to think with’ for the classical scholar because it reminds
us of the symbolic dimension of ancient Greek religion, which should no
longer be neglected by scholars. A more thorough embrace of Geertz, and
of symbolic analysis more generally, promises to open up a variety of
avenues for the classical scholar (Kindt 2012, 69).

This symbolic dimension of Greek religion does not mean that “there is
only a single symbolic discourse in the ancient Greek world,” namely, “[one
discourse] providing a total and uncontested realm of religious meanings” (Kindt

2012, 21).7" Conversely, the Mysteries are a form of religious discourse that engages

7t “Even in so far as Greek religion is structured by the polis, it is not confined to the
inner workings of the individual polis. One of the main ways religion works in ancient
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with other conflicting religious discourses, i.c., a large variety of mysteria, all
reflecting the tensional dynamics of ancient Greece’s plural culture.72 When we
look back 2,500 years, we single out the Mysteries because they have been
historically established, particularly after Solon and, above all, after Pericles, as the
most elevated in terms of political and religious relevance. However, at the boiling
cauldron of Greek religion during the time of Plato, namely, as living religions
dynamically shared by communities, many other mysteria existed and fought for
their place in the social arena of ancient Greek religiosity, an open system without
the religious exclusives of monotheism. Greek polytheism was characterised by
openness, without any pretence of a vertically oriented, causal structuring. In this
way, other mysteria were in tension with the more popular ones, seeking their
place in a more juxtaposing, sometimes devoid of logic, and integrative religiosity
than we are comfortable admitting. Again, we do not propose Greek culture as a
whole “as a consensual sphere of interaction,” but rather seek “a more flexible and

fluid understanding of it as open to the internal frictions” (Kindt 2012, 22.).73

Greece is by facilitating connections with the broader world through networks that
connected individuals and cults in different locations, and through a framework of
common sanctuaries. . . . Even contact between Greek and non-Greek is negotiated in
part by the translation of religious ideas between cultures” (Rutherford 2013, 1).

7> The problem in assuming Greek religion as one discourse in an uncontested realm of
religious meaning is not that patterns of coherence will be found—which are helpful —
but that plurality that does not fit the patterns, by a logical necessity, is seen as
exceptional, “largely to the exclusion of religious divergence” (Kindt 2012, 21).
Conversely, the plurality of meanings that links religious discourses in tension with one
another “allows us to bring in religious movements such as Orphism and the use of
magical practices, which have so far been marginalised” (Kindt 2012, 24).

73 “There were many vibrant cultures (and thus a variety of competing and compelling
cultural identities) within Greek culture,” held in a ‘thin coherence’ or ‘thin
framework,” from which the Mysteries cannot be detached (Ober 2005, 78). Of course,
there is ‘a framework’ and coherence in the face of plurality in tension, otherwise it
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Rituals,7+ or ritual acts, are proposed by us as a symbolic activity within
the environment of the Mysteries. Hereafter, we use ritual precisely as defined
above, as an analytical tool to describe the mortal-immortal interactions
undertaken in the Mysteries in light of émémreia. 75 Burkert suggested that
mysteria were initiatory rituals and, particularly in the Mysteries, he emphasised
the ‘experience of the sacred,” namely, killing-sacrifice (,die Opfertitung®).76

Graf admits that, among the various ways ancient Greeks interacted with

their gods, the most privileged occasion was their festivals (éoptai), where

sacrifices and prayers were central features.”” Before Burkert, Mauss and Hurbert

would not comprise systems of meaning and the analysis would collapse altogether. At
the same time, it is one ‘thinly held’ by alterity and constantly reshaped and transformed
by it.

74 “The terms are not faithful reflections of reality but scholarly constructs of which the
definitions remain up for negotiation and adaptation” and “awareness of their
ideological origin may lead us to ask new questions” (Bremmer 1998b, 32). The debate
by posing new questions, particularly over ideology, although necessary, is beyond the
reach of the present investigation.

7s «Le rite, c’est donc en Gréce la féte ou laction qui en forme le pivor . . . les Grecs
aimaient a désigner la célébration rituelle du nom de laction situce en son centre: le
concours (&ywv ou &bhog), la procession (mouty), la performance chorale (yopés) et surtont
le sacrifice (Quoio ou o fepér)» (Calame 1991, 199).

76 ,Grunderlebnis des ,Heiligen ist die Opfertotung® (Burkert 1972, 9). “Heiligen is
“Holiness’ or ‘the sacred”” (Bremmer 1998b, 24). Not only is ,Opfertitung® directly
connected with ,Grunderlebnis des Heiligen®, indicating Burkert’s clear emphasis on
killing, but also the univocal images used by Burkert in the passage reinforce it. Burkert
is clinical in stating that ,der Gott an seinem Opferplatz®, although they are present in
wAschenhaufen, presentin ,den Hornern oder Schideln der geschlachteten, present in
»Blut®. What makes ,Gort am dchtigsten erlebt” is the todlichen Axthieb, im
verrinnenden Blut und im Verbrennen der Schenkelstiicke” (Burkert 1972, 9).

77 « A travers topT) et la permanence de son signifié, les Grecs semblent donc posséder un
concept stable de la féte comprise comme ‘célébration en ['honneur d'un dien’. . . Cette
conception de la féte comme loisir, comme un moment de repos interrompant le
déroulement des occupations quotidiennes va naturellement étre développée dans les rextes
chrétiens» (Calame 1991, 196-97).
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saw animal sacrifice as “a ritual that opened communication with the gods
through consecration of a victim” (Parker 2011, 134).78 Meuli’s (1975, 907-1021)
reading of Greek animal sacrifice, which was embedded in guilt and would have
been derived from the hunting life, added to Hubert’s and Mauss’ sacred-
prophane dichotomy in killing, influenced Burkert’s Opfertirung in the Mysteries
(Bremmer 1994, 41). Burkert had made the feeling of guilt, central in Meuli’s
work, the focus of his theory on the Mysteries.7

Parker outlines Burkert’s view on the ‘experience of the sacred’ as follows:

Burkert saw sacrifice as a social ritual that dealt with the problem of
human, more specifically male human, aggressiveness in two ways: on the
one hand it discharged it harmlessly against an animal victim; on the
other hand, even in regard to that discharge it created a sense of guilt
which helped inhibit aggression against fellow humans. Burkert linked
sacrifice to guilt. (Parker 2011, 160)

Parker presents a broader sense of sacrifice beyond the limiting constraints
of Burkert’s reading. Parker proposes the charis ideal: “The exchange of gifts and
favors as the ideal relationship between man and god” (Parker 2011, x). In the
lliad, Achilles is carefully described as preparing what Parker notes to be of
“utmost solemnity” in the name of Patroclus to succeed in battle and return in

complete safety.

But Achilles went into his hut,

and opened the lid of a large chest, fair and richly-dight . . .
Therein had he a fair-fashioned cup,

wherefrom neither was any other man

wont to drink the flaming wine,

Nor was he wont to pour drink offerings

78 “This procedure consists in establishing a means of communication between the
sacred and profane worlds through the mediation of a victim, that is, of a thing that in
the course of the ceremony is destroyed” (Hubert and Mauss 1964, 97).

79 Cf. Burkert (1985, 5-20).
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as a libation to any other of the gods save

only to father Zeus.

This cup he then took from the chest

and cleansed it first with sulphur,

and thereafter washed it in fair streams of water;

and himself he washed his hands,

and drew flaming wine. (Hom. 7/ 16.220-32)%°
This is no mere cup but a goblet or bowl of the highest value. Not even he,
who celebrated many renowned victories, had ever sipped from it. No one was
ever allowed to use it, not one among the men (ob7’ &vdp@v). Thisis a relinquished
bowl, and he dared not use such a relic to make libations to any other god (oté
Tew omévoeoxe 0edv). No mere trinket would be held with such care, nor would it

be brought to this critical expedition in a large chest (ynto?). “The care with

which he purifies the libation bowl,” notes Parker,

a bowl that he reserves for offerings to Zeus, is elaborately described. He
does all this because he is about to seek a favour from the god, and the
honorific libation is a gift; in an emergency when he lacked time to bring
an offering, he could have reminded Zeus of offerings brought in the past,
or promised such in the future (Parker 2011, x).

Indeed, the epic poem describes this right after he prepared such solemnity.

Then he made prayer, standing in the midst of the court,
and poured forth the wine, looking up to heaven;

And not unmarked was he of Zeus,

that hurleth the thunderbolt. . .

‘Aforetime verily thou didst hear my word,’

‘When I prayed: me thou didst honour,’. ..

S0 adTap Aythheds/B7 p7 Tuev & khainy, ynhod & &mo AW dvéwye/ kol daudadéng . . .
Evho O¢ o Oémog Eoice TeTVYEVOY, 0VOE Tig dAdog/oDT &vdp@v Triveakey A adTod aifoma
olvov,/obTé Tew omévdeowe Oedv, dte un A TaTpl./T6 pa. TOT Ex ynAolo AaBav Exadrpe
Decicy/TpidTOV, EMrertaL O v}’ Doatog xakijot pofia,/vivearto 6 abdTog yelpag, dpvooaTo &
adBoma. olvov./edyet’ Emerta 0T e Epkcel, AelBe Ot olvov/odpavoy eicavidwy- (Hom. 71
16.220-32). Murray’s (1925) translation, Allen’s (1963a) Greek text.
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‘Even so now also fulfil thou for me this my desire’ (Hom. /L. 16.231-38).8"

Zeus was present to receive this sacrifice. In line with our current
discussion, this sacrifice can be better understood as a set of ritual acts: polishing
the cup, cleansing the hands, and selecting a worthy relic, all of which are carefully
performed, resembling a purification. Finally, the central ritual act is the libation
to the god surrounded by prayer: the act of presenting a gift, in which the giver
directly and carefully participates in a set of ritual acts from start to finish. This is
what Burkert himself considered a symbolic exchange, as noted by Kindt (2012,
66), at the very core of the dedication of items at sanctuaries (Burkert 1987b, 43—
44).8> The limits of juxtaposing ritual acts, namely, when one begins and the
other starts, are better left blurred amid the symbols they evoke and present. In a
libation, the moment of pouring forth the liquid is clearly the central ritual act;
we could say, “That is the ritual.” However, the tricky point lies in firmly
establishing the surrounding acts: What about every ritual act that precedes it?
What about the moment the bowl was first selected? What about the choice of
place? The participants who witnessed, and maybe even contributed with
prayers? What about the aftermath of the liquid’s offering? Are they to be
excluded from the ritual?

Even upon making himself present, the god that Acchiles favoured above

all other gods granted only a portion of the mighty hero’s requests: Patroclus

8t elyer Emerta oTRG Méow Epkel,/AelPe Ot olvov odpovov elgavidwv-/Aix 8 od Adde
Tepmiképavvov-/Zed &ve Awdwvale Telaayke ™Ao0t vaiwy/ . . . Juev 01 moT dudv Emog
Eichveg edEauévoto,/Tiunoag Uev dué . . . 197 Tt xad vy wot 1607 Emixpryvov ¢éddwp (Hom.
11.16.231-38). Murray’s (1925) translation, modified. Allen’s (1963a) Greek text.

82 This is what Pierre Bourdieu would call ‘symbolic capital,” as in what mortals invested
in the expectation of something in return to reciprocate the value of the sacrifice

(Bourdieu 1977, 171-83).
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succeeded but did not return alive. “What is at issue is not therefore a simple ‘do
ut des; whereby one gift buys one benefit, but a continuing relationship (what
anthropologists call “generalized reciprocity”). Because of the charis ideal, the
study of Greek religion is inevitably a study among other things of the cult
practices that constitute the gifts made by mortals” (Parker 2011, x).%3

Parker’s analysis of Achilles’ ritual sacrifice and the nourishment and
reinforcement of his relationship with Zeus through the ritual act of libation
provides both a broader view of sacrifice and clarifies to us that ‘ritual’ in ancient
Greek religion could be better understood if considered as a set of gradual and
continuous, symbolic, juxtaposing activity in the interaction with gods that
includes the long and gradual preparation for some central act and its outcomes
in this continuous relationship with the gods. Although we use a single term,
namely ‘ritual,” the Greek counterpart 60ew points to a set of ritual acts that are
often juxtaposed and overlap, and must be considered in a broader and fluid
context through family resemblance.34 In this sense, sacrifice or §vewv is not
exclusively killing to offer animal meat to the gods, either burnt or raw. “In some
contexts,” adds Parker, even “vegetarian offerings replaced blood sacrifice; and the
verb used for bringing them was that used also for animal sacrifice, 6vewv” (Parker
2011, 135). Moreover, Parker reminds us that “incense too is ‘sacrifice’ (the original
application, as it seems, of the verb 60ew, and one it never loses): the sweet smoke

goes up, like the savor of sacrifices, to please the nostrils of the gods. Ovev, we

8 Not to be confused with modern sacrifice, oftentimes “pointless and self-punishing
renunciation.” Instead, Greek sacrifice could be better understood as “the renunciation
for another’ benefit known as a gift” (Parker 2010, 138).

84 Namely, a loose definition of sacrifice as “the renunciation for another’s benefit
known as a gift” (Parker 2010, 138) by bringing together a collection of practices whose
resemblance is close enough to be included, despite their differences concerning context,
locales, or even communities.
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note, relates to what is burned for the gods (whether incense, cake, or bones)”
(2011, 136). Most importantly, what cannot be overlooked by any means
whatsoever is that the set of overlaps “is not one of language but of practice”
(Parker 2011, 155).85

Bremmer turned to the dichotomy of ‘sacred’ vs ‘profane’: “Is it a valid
one?” (1998b, 24). He is not convinced that it applies to ancient Greek culture.
The words we translate to ‘holy’ and ‘sacred’ are &yvég and iepdg, argues Bremmer
(1998b, 28). The former would be “an adjective used to indicate the reverence due
to divinities, the inviolable sanctity of places, such as sanctuaries, and activities,
such as a dance in divine service. At the same time, it also indicates the purity of
the worshipper who thus expresses his reverence for the gods or their domain”.
The latter “was the word used for everything to do with gods and sanctuaries”
(1998b, 29). Burkert offers a beautiful rendering of the broader sense of fepdg: As

The issue is not in defining iepdg as ‘sacred’ or ‘holy,” but in assuming that
the opposite of iepdg would be ‘profane.” Wagenvoort’s (1949, 319) suggestion of
pro fano as “that which is away from the holy place” is not convincing enough, if
we consider, as Bremmer, that ‘holy’ and ‘sacred’ were split “into a number of

words,” albeit there was no single term for the sense of profane whatsoever:

&viepds, like its modern equivalents ‘onbeilig,” ‘unbeilig’ and ‘unholy,’
does not mean ‘secular’ but rather ‘evil,” whereas 8c1o¢, the normal
opposite of iepdg, does not mean ‘profane’ or ‘taken out of the religious

8 Following the killing, the feast itself propagates the nourishment and augmenting of
a good relationship with the gods (Parker 2011, 139). Even iconography depicts gods
present in their feasts, as Burkert also noted (1972, 9). This suggests a much broader
sense for ritual acts called sacrifice (preparation, killing, feasting, and the three could
further be broken down in more acts).
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domain’ but ‘non-holy behaviour,” which nevertheless remains
sanctioned by the gods (Bremmer 1998b, 30).

To conclude this section on approaching the Mysteries from ritual, the
element i) in Burkert’s definition can be fruitfully considered more nuancedly
according to the terms analysed in the previous section. In other words, ‘rituals’
like those proposed by Parker and Bremmer seem a better analytical tool to
approach ‘ritual acts’ at the time, namely a long and gradual set of symbolic
activities that overlap with one another, scholarly determined by the linkage in
their resemblance.

Burkert view of sacrifice is strongly tied to his theory: ii) ‘experience of the
sacred’ is by him proposed as a social ritual in the Mysteries, that is, the killing act
that discharges a male’s individual aggressiveness in an animal to connect one with
the sacred through a direct encounter with death, fostering and strengthening
social bonds in the community of individuals whose lives would be spared of male
aggressiveness because of guilt. This moment, die Opfertitung, would mark the
accomplishment of the initiation ritual and, thus, would define the ‘experience of

the sacred’, according to Burkert.

The great fire at a festival for the gods does not burn for its own sake but
for its purificatory and its destructive powers. Offerings for the gods,
sacrificial remains, corpses are purified and dispensed with by fire. Thus,
the fire in the Eleusinian Telesterion must likewise have formed the center
of a sacrificial ritual. And if our sources do not mention it, this must be
because it was an &ppytog Gvoia (Burkert 1983, 277).

Burkert’s clever argument is based on the necessity of no written evidence
of what is &ppntog. Considering our approaches to the Mysteries, Burkert’s
sounds like a possible reading. As such, could killing-sacrifice be the central part
of the Mysteries concerning é¢mémtei? Are killing sacrifices what possibly define

the undertaking of the Mysteries and émomteta, as Burkert suggested? Could the
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encounter with death in killing possibly be émémteia and foster the relationship
between gods and mortals during the highest point of the Mysteries?

We do not have the elements to respond to these questions at this moment.
Even with our discussion on ritual and possible ways to approach émémtea in the
Mysteries, we must continue our investigation to assess them by considering the
myths and their respective gods, which have been lacking in the present analysis.
Now, we must turn our eyes to the gods surrounding Eleusis and, above all,
consider the possible cultural framework that sustained how the Greeks could
have interacted with their gods in the Mysteries to better frame émémreta.

After all, one can only maintain a positive, continuous relationship with a
god if one knows what is loved by the god. Many possibilities will emerge from
discussing the gods, as well as what could have been considered the best outcome
from interacting with them. And, most importantly, how they interacted in light

of émémreta to reinforce their relationships in the Mysteries.
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Rituals were at the core of our discussion in the previous section. They
were proposed as a symbolic activity within the environment of the Mysteries
(Asad 1993, s5; Sewell 1997, 39; Geertz 1973, 94-95). As such, ritual is used as an
analytical tool to describe what could have been undertaken in the Mysteries.8¢
Although this is a significant tool, particularly in light of the linguistic subtleties
discussed in the absence of direct historical data from the Mysteries, it does not
suffice alone. Both terminology and rituals are devoid of cultural significance if
left unrelated to possible beliefs and discourses that influenced how Greeks
interacted with the divine in the Mysteries.37 The gods must be made present.

Fortunately, previously relegated myths are now relevant in scholarship:
“Mythology is fully integrated into Greek religion” (Bremmer 1998b, 14). Most
importantly, mythology as /iving language (Johnston 2003, 271), conveying a
profound communal potential to connect Greeks with one another and with
their gods. At the time, there was no such thing as an opposition between, on the
one hand, logical discourse as in reasoning, and, on the other hand, myths as a

religious discourse. The two were not exclusive but integrative. Mythology, then,

8¢ «Iln’y a de définition quopératoire de ces manifestations symboliques que sont devenus
a nos yeux mythes et rites» (Calame 1991, 204). In this way, it does not mean that the
meaning for the symbolic behaviour upon which we predicate the term ‘ritual’ should
be derived from the term, but it is the other way round: our focus is in the meaning
from the behaviour to approach religious acts and access émomteia, whereas the terms
used are used insofar as tools and means for academic communication.

87 « 1l s'agit en effet de traduire en un langage propre, dépendant d’un découpage culturel
singulier, un ensemble de concepts dont articulation et désignation sont différentes>
(Calame 1991, 179). That s to say, the problem is not one of translation regarding words
but one regarding culture, particularly phenomena which are for long lost.
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is an integral dimension of Greek culture and life, as if it were one central thread
fastening the rope we weave to grasp meaning from everything we comprehend
from ancient Greece.

The discussion on sacrifice as a series of juxtaposed ritual acts grounded on
the charis ideal clarifies that rituals are better understood as undertaken by
mortals with their gods, “shown on votive reliefs standing behind altars to which
worshippers are leading a victim” (Parker 2011, 141). The gods were present: “At
the ideal level, gods attend their sacrifices” (Parker 2011, 141).

Even so, Henrichs noted scholarship “[has] paid infinitely more attention
to cult and rituals than to the gods” (Henrichs 2010, 24). To pay adequate
attention to the gods, this section proposes discussing three general divine
properties within the context of the Mysteries, particularly centred on the visual
interaction between mortals and immortals. Fundamentally, we will tentatively
debate how these three properties are articulated in the mythology surrounding
¢momtela in the Mysteries, sustained in tension with broader systems of meaning
that gave body to the cultures in ancient Greece.

Bremmer argues that “from the very beginning of Greek religion,”38 there
would have been “divine invisibility” along with i) power, ii) anthropomorphism,
and iii) immortality (Bremmer 2010, 2).89 These divine properties are intertwined
with vision and the lack of vision in the Hymn. Immediately upon the first

encounter between gods and mortals in Eleusis, the three daughters of Keleos

88 “The very beginning’ dates to nearly a thousand years before Plato.

89 We owe this triad of general properties to Henrichs (1993, 18-21; 2010, 29-39).
Rdmon (2005, 85-86) has discussed invisibility based on Mycenaean theophoric names
“a-wi-to-do-ro/ Awisto-dotos”. ‘Invisible’ is attested in epithets to gods as a compound in

Mycenaean Greek with the same root from Indo-European *weyd-, which is shared with
Homeric Greek’s *13-.
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“did not recognise” (000’ &yvwv, 111) the disguised Demeter they had seen sitting

by the Kallikoron’s well. The same verse concluded with a fateful statement.
The gods are difficult (yademot) for mortals to see (6pacofo).2°

This characteristic undeniably augments the sense of distance between
mortals and gods. However, in the cultures of ancient Greece, from the
beginning, they consistently found ways to connect with their gods. And, in
many ways, they had to make their gods known and recognisable to legitimate
their own worship. Secrecy is a powerful social mechanism for establishing and
justifying interaction with gods, who, by their nature, are invisible to mortal eyes
and remain so by their own will. “The special secrecy attaching to mysteries
[mysteria),” argues Parker, “required associated myths (or some of the associated
myths, for not all were secret) to be sucked in and incorporated in the ceremony
itself” (Parker 2011, 22). This affects considerably “the participant’s experience of
the ritual,” for it “must have been so shaped by the knowledge of the myth that
the myth was close to constituting the plot of the ritual” (Parker 2011, 28). We
sustain this to be the case for the Mysteries: their ritual acts would be entrenched
in “archmyths” (Clay 1989, 13).

Accordingly, the Hymn could be considered a set of aetiological myths, as
it presents the arrival of gods at their principal cult site, which is centred on the
institution of the Mysteries. At the time in Eleusis, perhaps, the Hymn was “an
act of dedication, establishing and perpetuating a relationship of mutual

gratitude between the god and his mortal devotees” (Platt 2011, 31). Even so, the

90 yarherol O¢ Deol Bvirolow dpaabou (Hom. Hymn. Dem.111). Foley’s (1993) translation,
modified, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.
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relationship between myths, gods, and the religiosity of the people, who differ

from place to place, sometimes even within the same city, is not that simple.

It is not that myths explain rituals in detail but that, without myths, the
gods and heroes lose shape and attributes and differentiation. They cease
to be the gods known to us, or to the Greeks. Not all myths, to repeat a
point, reveal the gods in this way. Why should they? Real progress has
been made in the last two decades or so in appreciating how myths gave
a sense of identity to human groups, rooted them in a landscape, placed
them in history, mapped out their interrelationships with other such
groups (Parker 2011, 25).

When we return to the passage from the Hymn, the difficulty for Keleos’
daughters to recognise Demeter is not an isolated case, nor is it an extraordinary
event. Even though “seeing the gods is one of the most ubiquitously attested
forms of divine-human interaction in antiquity” (Henrichs 2010, 19), one cannot
rule out the “deep-seated Greek belief in a special sort of visual ability that can
only be provided by the divine” (Petridou 2013, 311). Again, the visual ability to
see in the Hymn depends on the will of a goddess. At Keleos’ house, Demeter’s

divine presence is gradually presented

from certain signs, onueie, which commonly accompany it, such as
physical beauty, extraordinary stature, radiance, fragrance, exceptionally
bright light, and above all, the power to perform and achieve beyond
human measure (Petridou 2015, 23).

If there are signs and, thus, a way for them to be seen and recognised, to
what extent, then, were the gods invisible? “If we asked another, more cautious,
Greek,” proposes Henrichs, “he might play it safe and say with Homer: ‘Gods are
dangerous (yakemoi) when they manifest themselves clearly’ (2010, 19).9" “Or

does the verse suggest that gods are ‘difficult’ to recognize when they appear to

9 yakemol Ot Oeol patveafou évapyeic (Hom. Od. 20.131). Henrich’s (2010) translation,
Allen’s (1963¢) Greek text.
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mortals?” (Henrichs 2010, 19 no. 2). The ambiguity in translating yokemég may
reinforce the context in which “gods rarely appear to men in their own form”
(Richardson 1974, 185), perhaps only “to a very limited number of individuals”

(Petridou 2015, 26).
They are difficult for living to recognise (Hom. Od. 11.156).9>

Could the ambiguity between ‘difficulty’ and ‘danger’ in seeing the gods
be connected to the quality of the relationship between gods and mortals? If so,
then Metaneira’s sneak peeking of the goddess’s rituals in the Hymn turns out to
be useful for our analysis. Immediately, Demeter manifested her divine self and
“gave light to the splendour of her immortal skin” in anger (t§j 3¢ yohwoouevy,
251),93 declaring not-so-gentle words in a powerful, divine appearance.

Mortals are ignorant and foolish, unable to make sense (wpoyvauevou)
If what they are to receive (adoay émepyouévov) is good or bad.o+

Mortals could struggle to sustain what Parker conceptualised as
“reciprocity” through sacrifice, namely “the renunciation for another’s benefit
known as a gift” (Parker 2011, 138) because “the gods were invisible . . . this posed
a considerable problem in maintaining good relations with them” (Bowden 2010,
12). Fox further connects the quality of the relationship as a marker for the

outcome of an appcarance:

92 yokemov 0¢ Tade (wolaw épacdar (Hom. Od. 11.156). The translation is our own,
Allen’s (1963b) Greek text.

9 @éyyog &mo xpodg dbavatolo Aaume Oedg (Hom. Hymn Dem. 278-9). Foley’s (1993)
translation, modified, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.

94 Tf] 0¢ yolwoouévn kaAMoTéavog Anuntmp . . . Njideg &vlpwmot xai &ppaduoveg obt’
&yafolo adoay émepyousvov mpoyvwpevan obte xaxolo (Hom. Hymn Dem. 251; 255-56).
Foley’s (1993) translation, modified, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.
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The gods were best seen by the pious or their special protégés, a limit
which put their presence beyond refutation; those who failed to see them
had only themselves to blame (Fox 1988, 106).

Dodds analyses Greek dreams, “[of] little resemblance to our own dream-
experience, and scholars have been inclined to dismiss it” (1951, 104). Moreover,
“the Greeks never spoke as we do of having a dream, but always of seeing a
dream—b&vap i0etv, évimviov i0elv” (Dodds 1951, 104). These visual interactions
prescribe “a dedication or other religious act; and this has left concrete evidence
of its actual occurrence in the form of numerous inscriptions stating that their
author makes a dedication ‘in accordance with a dream’ or ‘having seen a dream”
(Dodds 1951, 108). This means that although neither do we have records from the
dream experience nor from the viewing of gods in dreams in ancient Greece, the
historiographic records derived from them, as Dodds catalogued, are numerous:
dedications, buildings, temples, or even political decisions across the centuries, as
he has argued, are documented with words related to a visual vocabulary: évep
10€tv, EvOTTVIoY 10Ty,

Fox also suggested that there would be a significant difference between
seeing the gods at the time and “modern accounts of a presence or encounter in
Western culture” (Fox 1988, 112), namely, hallmarked by “emotional warmth,
reassurance and a sense of unity” (1988, 13). Quite unlike it, Metaneira’s

encounter with Demeter is all but a warm reconnection with the divine.

As a direct, unmediated manifestation of divine presence, epiphany
might be understood as the purest form of contact between mortals and
immortals, whereby the gods reveal themselves ‘face to face’ rather than
communicating through oracles or divinatory signs that must be decoded
by religious personnel. Yet epiphanies are inevitably cxulturally mediated.
Despite the influence of Greek epiphany on Christian modes of
revelation (Mitchell 2004), we must be wary of applying Christian
language, such as Paul’s notion of a ‘face-to-face’ encounter with God at
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1 Corinthians 13.12, to a phenomenon that is grounded in very different
concepts of deity and forms of religious practice. (Platt 2015, 493)

The cultural mediation of vision, as mentioned by Verity Platt, is what we

propose as the concept of visuality.

When I'look, what I see is not simply light but intelligible form: the 7zys
of light are caught in a rets, a network of meanings, in the same way that
flotsam is caught in the net of the fishermen. For human beings
collectively to orchestrate their visual experience together it is required
that each submit his or her retinal experience to the socially agreed
description(s) of an intelligible world (Brysson 1988, 9o—or).

The multiple discourses on vision integrated within a culture would
mediate vision down to the most basic level, as we all submit our retinal
experience to accord with the socially agreed description of an intelligible world
of meaning, where competing “scopic regimes” (Metz 1982, 61), are positioned
between what is seen and the eye of the beholder. This myriad of perspectives,
which are, again, the result of a collective phenomenon, therefore varying from
community to community, certainly influences sow one views the gods. Greek
epiphany emerges from the intricacies of multiple ‘sopic regimes’ in Greek
polytheism, responding to the expectations of a people who acknowledged the
power of gods, their anthropomorphism, and, above all, their immortality.
Furthermore, this specific kind of epiphany also occurs in a moment when the
ability to visualise, identify, and represent divine forms was fundamental to the
detailed taxonomies found in ancient records (Versnel 2011, 23-149). Perhaps the

‘Greek scopic regimes’ could be better understood as suggested by Jay,

a contested terrain, rather than a harmoniously integrated complex of
visual theories and practices. It may, in fact, be characterized by a
differentiation of visual ‘subcultures’, whose separation has allowed us to
understand the multiple implications of sight in ways that now only
beginning to be appreciated (Jay 1988, 4).
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Demeter only assumed an anthropomorphic form because her daughter
was raped at the Nysian plain, a location that “has associations with the wine god
Dionysos, who later played a role in the Mysteries, probably under the name
Iakchos” (Foley 1993, 36).95 Dionysus may well be “the most complex and
multifaceted of all the Greek gods” (Faraone 1993, 1), in a paradoxical way as “the
most visible as well as the most elusive” (Henrichs 1993, 13). In Euripides’ Bacchae,
Dionysus makes “the city of Thebes ‘see’ his divinity” (Foley 1980, 119).9¢ This is
no mere coincidence in vocabulary: “In 1047 the messenger says of Dionysus:
Eévog 07 8¢ Muiv moutds v Bewpiag (“and the stranger who was escort in our
mission”). Pentheus is being led by the god to a thedria, 97 a word which can mean
embassy, the experience of being a spectator, or spectacle, such as those presented

at the theater or the games” (Foley 1980, 116).

Pentheus repeatedly seems unable to see . . . he unconsciously responds
to the god’s message as he is finally lured to the mountain by a desire to

95 Burkert (1983, 279) comments that “in classical times Iakchos was considered a divine
or demonic personage, frequently identified with Dionysus” (Soph. Anz. 1119, 1151; fr
959 Pearson; Eur. Jon 1075-86; Eur. Bacch. 725; Phld. 27-36. IG 1I/I1I* 1672.67; 4604),
cf. Mylonas (1961, 68-118); Marcovich (1986, 297-98); Contra Clinton (2012, 720).

9¢ Interestingly, the Dionysus wants to be seen by Thebes, not by Athens: “That play
[Bacchae] can now be seen not as an isolated exploration of ecstatic cult in a society
innocent of such goings on, but as an exploration of what it is like to be an outside
observer of phenomena with which Athenian society had long been familiar” (Osborne
1997, 211). In other words, ecstatic inspired women capable of viewing and invoking a
deity to be among them during ritual acts are not the expection or a rare phenomenon
to Athenians, but, if we are to follow Osborne clinical reading of Euripides, then we see
how the poet uses both actors and spectators, presenting something familiar to them
and, conversely, incomprehensible to the eyes of Thebans, whose scopic regimes may
have been filtered by different interaction with the divine.

97 Theoria is “the practice of ‘going to see’ a god—and prepared visitors for their own
encounters with deity by drawing upon the visual authority of the cult image that
served as the divinity’s ultimate embodiment” (Platt 2011, 73), cf. Rutherford (2000,
133-35; 2013, 217-21). We will return to this further below.
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see or spy upon the god’s forbidden rites (81115, 829, 838, 912, 916, 952,
1060-62); in fact he is never allowed, despite his wishes, to see the sacred
activities of the maenads on the mountain (1060, 1075) until the moment
of his death. (Foley 1980, 123)

During the enactment of Euripides’ play, tension is made fully manifest
through the gods’ epiphany. Unlike Demeter’s appearance to Metaneira,
Pentheus, like many depicted in Greek literature, did not have a second chance in
his dvayvwpiotg of the god’s epiphany.

The sun that Pentheus sees is not the dawn that warms a mountain
landscape, with its bright patches of snow (661-62, 677-80), nor even the
level glare of the arid Persian plateau (14) . . . Instead of the heightened
perception and power of the worshiper, he is helpless before the
hallucinogenic god who makes him ‘see what he should see’ (924; cf. 918)

... For Pentheus, as for Semele, the brilliance that attends the complete
epiphany of a god means destruction for the mortal onlooker (Segal 1982,

231).

Euripides implies throughout the play a claim for controlled divine vision
(Foley 1980, 132,98 a strong claim about his discourse’s capacity to depict a divine
reality beyond the grasp of human viewers. Most importantly, Euripides’
discourse notes the ‘danger’ and ‘difficulty’ of not seeing with recognition, 29
namely, seeking to see the divine based on mortal imposition without the

irrevocable nourishment of the relationship with them. “Both Pentheus and the

98 Alternatively, this could depict the tension and conflict of beliefs that stirred at the
moment: “What Euripides should be seen as doing in the Bacchae is not helping
Athenians to come to terms with the alien but helping them to see just how shocking
were the rituals to which they were so accustomed” (Osborne 1997, 211). It is the
Thebans whose worship the god desired and wanted, perhaps, to norture a true
reciprocity directly with their leader, yet constantly rejected by Pentheus impositions to
see without understanding, namely, without observing the ritual acts accordingly.

99 “In this sense the complexities of the Greek anthropomorphic system mean that 7o
encounter with divinity can transcend the need for interpretation entirely” (Platt 2011,

57).
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Chorus of Dionysus’s devotees are looking at the same things, but end up seeing
completely different things. The vision of the unbeliever is contrasted with the
vision of the believer” (Petridou 2013, 315). Here, visuality makes all the difference
in approaching the poem: a contrast in ways of viewing, whose scopic regimes
that inform viewing are not shared by both communities. There is pride,
arrogance, and many other traits in Pentheus, undeniably. However, the
complexity of the Bacchae can be savoured by alternative renderings, should we
also consider what lies between the eyes of the beholder and the things seen,
which is what lies behind visuality. Nonetheless, “Dionysus will punish Pentheus
only if he insists on resisting the god (so ff.) . . . the similarities in the language of
the early choral odes of the Bacchae and the comic chorus of Eleusinian initiates
in the Frogs are for this reason not surprising” (Foley 1980, 120).100

There are striking occurrences of being able to see or recognise in the
Hymn, reinforcing the centrality of seeing and recognising appropriately in the
Mysteries. There are id¢abou 10, Aeboae 34, 100v 57, Txomov 62, 10ov 68, KaTadépreat
70, dTwTag 71, ei07)0elg 76, €100g 94, elcopowy 95, 1dov 105, bpdadau 111, eldog 146, €ldog
157, dodoa 167, €ldov 172, €idvin 195, ldvia 203, idodoa 222, EmTYpRoaTa 244,
oreyato 245, De@v 259, eldog 275, eidwe 321, 100t dpOoluoiot 333, dpBauoiory idodoa
339, 6@Oaduoiary idodon 350, idolon 385, 1dev Supata 387, 6pbatuciow idoboa 409,
i0éofau 427, 100v 458, mwmey 480.1701 It is difficult to argue away that “the Hymn

privileges seeing, and especially seeing with understanding and pleasure, over

0o Cf. Ar. Ran. 326-29 and Eur. Bacch. 80 and 106-07; Ran. 345-47 and the
Cadmus/Tiresias scene; Ran. 333-34, 376, 394, and 410 and Bacc. 160-61; Ran. 346 and
Bacc. 380-81.

101 Tt should be noted these are only words directly and explicitly related to seeing and
recognising. The list could be multiplied if we add the numerous ambiguous words and
absences that suggest seeing and recognising.
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hearing” and that “the motifs of hearing and seeing are important in the rites of
the Mysteries as well” (Foley 1993, 33; 39).70> Most importantly, “one must not
forget that the connection between the realms of knowledge and viewing is built
into the Greek language and culture (cf. {0l idéveu and eidov oidar) . . . it was a
commonplace that visual data were, generally speaking, more trustworthy than
auditory data” (Petridou 2013, 313).

This plethora of occurrences contributes to our discussion when we relate
them to the acetiological relation between this poem and the Mysteries. It is
striking to notice that the series of difficulties in seeing, both among gods and
mortals, led to the establishment of the Mysteries. What kept Kore’s hope alive in
the underworld was her desire “to see (6yecfiou) her dear mother and the race of
immortal gods again.” 193 “For so long, hope charmed her strong mind despite her
distress.” 14 Demeter repeatedly refused to yield until she could fulfil her desire
to “see her daughter with her own eyes” (6pbatuoiow idoboa 333, 339, 350, 387,
409). None of these makes sense unless we further ask how this contributes to the
final outcome that matters, namely, the institution of the Mysteries.

Zeus’ betrayal of her daughter is indeed puzzling. Let’s consider thatin the
poem, Zeus is called “Father Zeus of infallible vision” (&@6ira eiding),™s and

further look at the outcomes of his particular actions in relation to the whole

102 For hearing: fxovaoev 23, fiynoav 38, fjxova’ 57, &xovoa 67, &pboyyog 198, &ie 250,
&pBoyyos 282, éadxovoay 284, cf. note directly above.

103 ¢11 07 EATreTo wnTépar kedviY E\reabou kol pida Oedv aietyevetawy (Hom. Hymn Dem.
35-36). Foley’s (1993) translation, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.

104 To@pot ol éArig EDedye uéyay voov dyvouevyg mep’ (Hom. Hymn Dem. 37). Foley’s (1993)
translation, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.

105 AVuntep xoéet oe Tatp Zedg &@bita eidng, “Demeter, Zeus, the father, with his

unfailing vision is calling you” (Hom. Hymn Dem. 221). Foley’s (1993) translation,
modified, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.

79



Seeing the Gods: The Eleusinian Mysteries from Mythology

poem. We sustain that this ‘betrayal” was a renunciation of his own daughter as a
gift to the god of the underworld, as a gesture of a good relationship to be
reenacted by initiates and allow for reciprocity between mortals and gods to take
place in the Mysteries. Again, reciprocity through sacrifice, or Quelv, as “a
renunciation for another’s benefit known as a gift” (Parker 2010, 138). What if we
consider Zeus’ observance of a good relationship with Aidoneus as what set in
motion the establishment of the Mysteries that enable continuous and ongoing
nourishment of the good relationship between the realms of gods and mortals,

both in life and the afterlife? Parker’s route is aligned with our reading:

The Mysteries commemorated Kore’s return after the rape, from which
derived her unique status as a commuter between the two worlds. Such a
movement between the two worlds was not what the mystes aspired to,
but it was (we assume) as a commuter that the goddess was also a
mediator, both Kore, the inoffensive maiden who could be imagined
seated on her mother’s lap, and Persephone, who slept in the arms of the
king of the dead. The return of Kore betokened the opening of
communication between the two worlds and the possibility for mortals
of winning the favour of the queen of the underworld (Parker 2005, 360).

This is what Parker calls reading it less in its motives and more in its results:
“Demeter naturally turns her steps to Eleusis, because there she is worshipped; it
is comprehensible that she seeks to make Demophon immortal, and fails, because
that failure leads to the establishment of her Mysteries” (Parker 1991, 11). In this
sense, maybe we could consider the Hymn also “as a representation of the act of
offering, it is also an offering in itself,” providing a model of ritual behaviour and

“functioning as a ‘mediating mechanism”” (Platt 2011, 31). According to her, the

Hymns introduce the epiphanic narratives . . . they accompany the
worship of deities at festivals, where they have an invocatory function,
charming their divine addressee into witnessing rhapsodic or choral
displays, acknowledging receipt of sacrifices and dedications, or attending
ritual processions. . . the hymn is designed to induce the god’s attendance
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at its own performance . . . hymnic performance functions as a spatio-
temporal frame. (Platt 2011, 73)

In fact, Aristophanes indicates that a god leads the initiates in the
procession to the Mysteries, ¢ a deity who is invoked by the initiates to
participate in the sacred ritual acts of the choral dances, like in the Hymns’
performance, it sets through the reenactment of the poem at the theatre stage a
spatio-temporal frame for ritual-viewing, one in which the ‘insiders’ at the stage
undertake an epiphany based on ways of viewing which may be shared with the

spectators during the theatrical play.

Tacchus ("Taxy’, @), here dwelling in the sanctuaries most honoured,
Tacchus, Oh Iacchus ("Taxy’, @),

Come to dance (yopevowv) in this meadow;

To your hallowed (é6ciovg) followers (Oraawac)

Come to shake the leafy crown

Around your head, brimming

Surrounded in myrtle (oTépavoy woptwy), boldly stomp your feet
Among the undisciplined

In the wild, fun-loving worship,

Having a full share of the favours (yapitwv), the divine dance (yopeiaw),
sacred (iepaw)

Among your hallowed initiates (6cioig uwootaug). (Ar. Ran. 324-336) 17

Aristophanes describes the god as having a full share of the charis (yapitwv

mheloTo Eyovaav wépog), who is invoked to participate in his own choral rituals

106 « E la processione del 19 Boedromione da Atene a Eleusi » (Tonelli 2015, E42.155).

107" Jouey’, & moAvTiunT’ v €dpag évBade vaiwy,/Tay’, & Tokye,/EX0E Tov0' dva Aeyudva
yopebowv/baiovg el Daowrag,/Todbkapmoy  Wwey  TWATOWY/TeEpt  xpatTi 0@
Bpvovra/oTépavoy upTwy, Bpacel 8 éyxatakpodwy/modl Tav dxélaaTov/Plomalyuove
TIWAY,/YoplTwy TAEITTOV Eyovoaw Wépos, dyvyy, lepav/éaiolg uiotaig xopeioav (Ar. Ran.
324-36). Dillon’s (1938) translation, modified, Coulon’s (1928) Greek text.
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alongside mortals.©8 The ritual acts he mentions were performed during the
procession to Eleusis, specifically an overlap between the procession, choral
dances, and night-long ecstatic rituals, all of which were surrounded by the

presence of the divine.

Iakchos, greatly honoured,

Thou who founded the sweetest song of the festival,

Join in our midst here (debpo cvvaodovlet),

With the Goddess (mpog Ty Oeov),

And show how effortlessly you travel a long way.

Iakchos, who loves the choral dances (@uloyopevtar),

Commune with me in this procession. (cuumpémeuné) (Ar. Ran. 397-

403)1
Tacchus is directly connected to the goddess (mpog v feov), as the wdorou
are led to Eleusis carrying the sacred objects: “The procession took an entire day,
and it was guided by Iacchus, ‘Demeter’s servant” (Graf 2004, 126). The statue is

at the forefront of the initiates, in a

presentation of divine form to its internal worshippers, while re-
presenting the god and his consorts to a broader group of external
viewers. The latter may only see the god in image form, yet for those who
have entered the ritual system of reciprocity, such representations have
effaced their status as mere objects and become the divine beings they
embody (Platt 2011, 37).

This myrtle-wreathed Iacchus is one of the gods multiple

anthropomorphic forms. Graf argues that “once the anthropomorphic form is

108 The ritual cry in uttering the god into the procession to Eleusis is presented in verse
316 by Aristophanes as faucy’ @ Taxye (Tonelli 2015, E42.155), Coulon’s (1928) Greek
text.

109 « F il canto degli efebi che scortano gli oggetti sacri» (Tonelli 2015, E98.279).

1o "Joveye ToAVTIWNTE, Uedog EopTiic/HOLaTov ebpwy, Oebpo cuvakorovlel/mpog Ty Deov/xal
Selbov Gg Bvev movov/ToAly 606V mepaivels./ Taxye @loyopevtd, cvuTpdmTeTé Ue (Ar.
Ran. 397-403). Dillon’s (1938) translation, modified, Coulon’s (1928) Greek text.
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seen not as the real physical image of a divinity, but as just another form to make
the divine essence accessible to human perception, the distance between god and
image can become even smaller” (Graf 2004, 125). This distance between the
statue leading the procession is further narrowed because of the power inherent
to the anthropomorphic nature of gods. Images may “blur the distinction
between statue and ‘real’ deity within its ritual and pictorial frame, yet it is still
dependent upon the sculptural tradition that it seems to disavow. In this sense, it
functions as a ‘multi-stable image’, allowing the viewer to shuttle between
different modes of interpretation: it is both literal and symbolic, both god and
image”. (Platt 2011, 37) ™ The visuality of the god leading them strikes precisely at
the seemingly paradoxal nature of the different modes of interpretation of the
same phenomenon: to the ‘insiders,” whose scopic regimes informs viewing by
the very image represented, by their psychological expectations to be with the
divine, by their desire to see, and so forth; to the ‘outsiders,” we who are informed
by our scopic regimes today, it is a symbolic act and an image made of marble.
“Greek viewer-worshippers,” notes Platt, “were fully aware, for instance,
of the materiality of cult statues (the use of wood, stone, ivory or precious metals
was actually of paramount importance), but they were rarely impious enough to
think them Sust’ statues” (Platt 2011, 50).7> The matter is not about matter, since
the gods were constantly considered in their corporeality. “Divine body was

different from the human body,” clarifies Kindt (2012, 157). “The notion of

1 “The tangible physical presence implicit in the human form enabled the Greeks to
‘see” and recognize their gods, thus making the concept of divine epiphany possible; by
the same token, the epiphanic experience must have been instrumental in the creation
of the earliest Greek cult images” (Henrichs 2010, 33).

2 Note the dissonance in discourses and beliefs in Xenophanes B 14-16 and Heraclitus
B 5 (Diels and Kranz 1992).
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alterity to the body of the divine” is what complements “the idea of its identity
to the human body. The resulting paradoxes pervaded every level of the divine

existence as a corporeal existence” (2012, 157). Furthermore,

the mortality of the human body was contrasted with the immortality of
the divine; like the human body, the divine body contained blood but
not as a vital substance and source of energy (even bleeding gods do not
die); gods enjoyed meals but without satisfying a bodily need, etc. Divine
ichor was like and unlike human blood; ambrosia and nectar were like
and unlike human food. As Vernant succinctly putit, ‘the corporeal code
permits one to think of the relations between man and god under the
double figures of the same and the other, or the near and the far, of
contact and separation’ (Kindt 2012, 157).13

“They constantly behaved and spoke as if their statues were gods; when a
statue of Dionysus was brought in procession . . . this was not a ‘representation
of the bringing in of Dionysus’ but quite simply ‘the bringing in of Dionysus’;
and so on in numerous other cases” (Parker 2011, xi). This is an ambivalence of
‘reality’ in Greek religious and cultural practices with statues (Platt 2009, 141), an
ambiguity of an open, not a closed religious system (Gould 2001, 210), filled with
“internal frictions, inconsistencies and tensions springing from them” (Kindt
2012, 20). We find this ambivalence already in Homer (/I 6.302-311): in the temple

of Athena,

there is no distinction made between goddess and statue. The word
‘statue’ does not occur in the text, yet the mention of her knees clearly
suggests the presence of a statue of a sitting divinity . . . Moreover, the
goddess/statue gave a sign with her head (Bremmer 2013b, 8).

13 “One of the features of gods is that they can pass the barrier constructed by the
oppositions formed/shapeless, limited/unlimited, visible/invisible, great/small. As a
range of artificial objects, statues of gods permitted the Greeks to register this aspect of
the ‘otherness’ of the gods” (Gordon 1979, 14).
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Additionally, Bremmer mentions Alcaeus’ (Storey 2011) fr. 298-20-27: “We
are first told that Cassandra embraced the image of Athena, but subsequently that
the goddess left her temple” (Bremmer 2013b, 9). Herodotus (8.64.2), “tells us that
the Athenians had sent a ship to Aigina ‘to fetch the sons of Ajax’, presumably
their cultic images” (Bremmer 2013b, 9). Sophocles’ fr. 452 (Radt 1999) also show
us gods carrying their own cultic images, or as Hélscher has it, “the image in

narrative scenes” (Holscher 2010, 113).

It is of the essence of the representation that it denies in order to assert.
It is a sort of logical puzzle. But then, so are gods. They are here and not
here, seen and invisible, human and not human, just and unjust, ordered
and disorderly, powerful and weak. They combine every contrary. They
are impossible but actual. As representations, statues and pictures of gods
indeed represent them. They are true illusions, pictures of a world we
cannot know. (Gordon 1979, 25)

However, despite their potential to justify rupture and change through
direct demonstrations of divine agency, “epiphanies nevertheless gain validity
through their incorporation into a network of pre-existing traditions, and
ratification by alternative sources of divine authority” (Platt 2015, 499). The
distance may be short, but it remains a distance, nonetheless. It lies in the gods
being gods, not mortals (Parker 1991, 11). Immortality “has created even more
confusion among modern scholars” (Henrichs 2010, 31). Demeter failed in
making Demophon immortal, a failure due to Mateneira’s seeing what she could

not recognise: it better suits

the Eleusinian context, since the story of immortality (inevitably) lost
seems there to prepare for a second best, the institution of Mysteries that
help mortals to secure a better lot in the afterlife (Parker 1990, 197).

This is immortality in the Mysteries: not an eternal life after death, “nor
of a soul and the transmigration of souls, nor yet deification” (Burkert 1983, 294).

It is being blessed both in life and the afterlife as one single reward, as the divine
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interaction in Eleusis can “bring to perfection what is good” (Burkert 1987a, 93)
through “an immediate encounter with the divine” (Burkert 1987a, 90).
Immediate, yet to some extent, as we must disagree with Burkert. It is mediated
by the filters that shape viewing, standing between the retina and the light of the
goddess. In this context, the onueia scattered throughout the procession, which
led the wotar from image to the goddess, from statues to Demeter in her full
splendour. “Epipanhy is a complex exercise in hermeneutics, concerned with the
relationship between sense-perception and conceptual knowledge, with the
question of how do I know what I see? In this sense, it sheds its own revelatory
light upon the design and operation of the gods within Greek culture” (Platt 2011,
59)-

Nonetheless, Burkert’s insight on the encounter with death becomes
interesting once we note that the gods themselves had to encounter death in the
aetiological poem, entailing direct consequences to mortals. In this sense, Bernabé

is clinical, as he mentions

it is noticeable that Dionysos and Persephone, who as gods should in
principle be immune to death, take part in some odd stories where they
were affected by death. Dionysos is dismembered and is then reborn.
Persephone is raped by the god of death and disappears from the
Olympian world and from the spheres of life and sunlight. To the latter
episode we must add an even stranger event, which is found in relation to
the rape, both in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter and in the Orphic
version of the same theme preserved in the Berlin Papyrus (OF 396):
Demeter’s failed attempt to compensate for the loss of her divine child by
turning a mortal child, Demophon, into a god. It is very probable that
the relation of both these gods with death and with the other events of
human life combines to turn them into mediators of the destiny of men
in the afterlife (Bernabé 2010, 438).

Their encounter with death presented the possibility of ensuring a

‘countergift’ as a better life both in this world and in the afterlife. In this sense,
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the very immortality of the gods allows them to be sent to face death and
thereafter cast their blessed light over the entirety of mortals’ lives, both in life and
in the afterlife, which is a refraction of the shadow of their own divinity (Burkert
1977, 17). The divine blessing in the Mysteries is the immortality one can hope
for, or a ‘second best’ to immortality, in an “intimate [relationship], personal and
not necessarily easy to talk about” (Bowden 2010, 22). It is definitely not easy to
talk about, as “their significance is not always self-evident, but requires careful
decoding so that the rupturing effects of divine incursion into mortal experience
can be acknowledged and responded to appropriately” (Platt 2015, 496).

In the Mysteries, the interplay between gods, their power,
anthropomorphism, immortality, and their closer relationship with mortals
appears to point indeed to émémreta as a form of visual encounter with the divine,
which Burkert (Burkert 1987a, 90) has suggested as a form of killing-sacrifice.
Nevertheless, the encounters appear to be at a somewhat elevated and unique
level of seeing with proper recognition, unlike the mortal agency attempted to be
imposed upon the sacred by Pentheus. We sustain that what Pentheus sees is
unlike what the worshippers could see precisely because of the filters that shaped
their viewing, carefully adjusted by observing the ritual acts in a dimension of
reciprocity with the divine. The filters are what stand between the eye and the
divine appearance, as continuously emphasised by the Hymn and comprising
visuality as an interpretive model proposed by Metz (1982, 61), Bryson (1988, 90—
91), Jay (1988, 4), Platt (2009, 2011), and Petridou (2013). In this view, epiphany
stands as a valuable key to approach émomteia in the context of attaining the best
outcome one could expect from the Mysteries: a better lot in life and the afterlife.

“For the modern scholar,” however,

epiphany can only exist at the level of discourse: the challenge is thus to
identify, contextualize, and elucidate discursive trends in the cultural
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treatment of epiphany without losing sight of either the phenomenon’s
validity for Greek worshippers or its propensity to resist straightforward
categorization and interpretation (Platt 2015, s00—501).

It is toward this challenge that we approach émémteia at the highest point
of the Mysteries, keeping a clear vision of its terms, rituals, myths, and gods, to
the extent of minimising, as much as feasible, losing sight of its cultural validity

or its resistance to categorisation and definite interpretations.
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Mysteries

The splendour (¢éyyog, 278)14 of Demeter’s divine appearance manifested
no words from the host who bore the weight of the goddess’s gaze. This is what
happens when one meddles with the goddesses and their sacred rites while unable
to recognise what is seen (o07’...mpoyvauevat 256-57).15 “At once Metaneira’s knees
buckled. For a long time, she remained voiceless (&pfoyyos), forgetting to pick up
her dear only son from the floor” .16

Once again, this is not an isolated case in Greek religion. As Verity Platt,
quite rightly, reminds us, “the intense immediacy of such unsought experiences
serves to validate and reinforce ritually generated means of encountering the
divine, and so affirms traditional religious practice and belief” (Platt 2011, 57). In
this case, the episode does not follow the epiphanic pattern of divine appearance
directly followed by and led to a correct interpretation of signs, which in turn
leads to understanding. Instead, the abrupt, unsought experience is usually

followed by confusion, blindness, voicelessness, and even death. "7 The power of

14 Tk 3¢ Péyyog Ao ypodg dbavaToto Aaume Oedg, “gave light to the splendour of her
immortal skin” (Hom. Hymn Dem. 278-79). Foley’s (1993) translation, modified,
Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.

15 097 dryaboiov aloaw émepyouévov mpoyvauevou obite xaolo, “unable to make sense if
what they are to receive is good or bad” (Hom. Hymn Dem. 257). Foley’s (1993)
translation, modified, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.

16 ¢ 8” adtina yovvar EAvvo, dnpov 0 &pboyyog yeveTo xpovov, 0DdE TI TaUdOG VN TATO
™AvYETolo Amod damedov &vedéabou (Hom. Hymn Dem. 281-83). Foley’s (1993)
tfranslation, not modified, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.

17 “An unnerving revelation of divine form and disruption of intimacy is prompted by
a sense of misunderstanding or difference that opens up between mortal and god—grim
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gods is also manifested in their divine presence, as seen in Zeus’s thunderbolt in
the Iliad, as previously discussed. However, in that case, the god was sought
through a series of ritual acts, culminating in a sacrifice, Gvetv: the libation and the
goblet, that is, the sacred pouring of liquid to a god.8

Perhaps, as a first guess, one could consider this as the worst outcome to
befall a mortal in the Mysteries, namely, breaking into the sacred rites and
meddling with the goddesses. However, the plot begs to differ. Metaneira is given
a second chance to repair the damaged mortal-immortal relationship born from
observing divinely sanctioned hosting customs, ™ carefully observed by the
mortal even when unable to recognise the sparks of the divine traces, onueia,
faintly glimpsed through Demeter’s anthropomorphic disguise. Moreover, the
second chance is to deliver a gift suitable enough for the height of the goddess,
which grounds the proper field for reciprocity. Thereafter, it becomes the
environment for a privileged interaction between mortals and immortals, when
Demeter brings to light (8¢ie, 474) the Mysteries to be undertaken correctly, that
is, through a sought series of willingly observed ritual acts that may lead to divine
epiphanies rather than abrupt unsought sightings. The establishment of the
Mysteries is possible only after Metaneira disrupts Demeter’s rituals in the Hymn.

In this sense, as a more educated guess,

reminders of the chasm that yawns between the human and divine . . . which is expressed
through the exceptional characteristics of divine bodies and the paralysis or mutism of
their mortal counterparts” (Platt 2011, 64).

18 “Human acts of worship are balanced by a corresponding bestowal of divine
presence—that within the network of reciprocity so characteristic of Greek religious
practice, the divine goodwill generated by a dedication or sacrifice is rewarded with an
epiphany, a ‘becoming visible’ of immortal form to mortal eyes” (Platt 2011, 33).

19 dekaévy 8° bty Evexev molumdtvia Ane, “Almighty Deo accepted [to break fasting]
for the sake of what is sanctioned by the gods” (Hom. Hymn Dem. 281-83). Foley’s
(1993) translation, modified, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.
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[encounters] locate or draw their authority from external sources (the
epiphanic agency of the divine), yet are actually responsible for creating
the very cosmic order and presupposition of divine presence that they
draw upon, helping to generate a sacred environment which, constructed
and reconstructed by the actions of the social agents within it, provides
an experience of the objective reality of the subjective schemes that have
created it. (Bell 1992, 141)

The “objective reality of the subjective schemes that have created it,” as
mentioned above by Catherine Bell, is precisely what makes the Mysteries
unique, secret, and sacred rites: it is the result of a tiresome, long, and, to some
degree, repetitive path undertaken by wootat. To violate the Mysteries means to
obscure the objective reality of the subjective schemes within a visual mode of
reciprocity, “reflected in the standard terminology of sight that can be found
throughout the epiphanic record” (Henrichs 2010, 34).

“Epiphany,” proposes Henrichs, “is a matter of seeing and being seen, of
patveafou and i0elv” (2010, 35). However, we believe it is much more than that.
“As many epiphanic narratives suggest,” Platt reminds us, “the visual
manifestation of a god, often signified by the use of phainesthai or enarges,
requires a corresponding process of perception and recognition—noesis and
anagnorisis—from its mortal witnesses” (Platt 2011, 57). This latter process is the
key point and the spark for the central question among the many that might have
been unfortunately overlooked in this chapter, and that must guide this
concluding section: How can the discussion with scholarship’s reconstructions of
the Mysteries, particularly on epiphany, clarify our approaches to émémreia during
their highest point, precisely the elevated position émémteta has in this restricted,
exclusive religious setting? What surrounds émémtela in the Mysteries in Plato’s
time?

Graf presents the Mysteries in the context of ,dem jihrlichen Hauptfest

der Mysteria“ (Graf 2000, 613). The Mysteries are undertaken in a once-every-
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year festival “celebrated in autumn, at the start and not the finish of the farming
year,” for “in Attica the seeds germinate in autumn” (Parker 1991, 11-17). This is
profoundly connected with the propagation of human life. “Not only the
agricultural cycle,” notes Richardson, “but also the important stages in the life of
the community, birth, marriage, and death” (Richardson 1974, 15). Agricultural
plenty is part of the twofold gift rewarded from the nourishment of a good
relationship with the goddesses in the Mysteries. They give “abundance to
mortals” that “they graciously favour with love”2e (Hom. Hymn Dem. 487-89).21
The Mysteries are undertaken in the festival of the “Greater Mysteries,”22 an
annual festival towards which the god Iacchus leads the wiorta, “the ecstatic
participants of the procession, the statue and the god turned into one figure”
(Graf 2004, 126).

The sacred artefacts, usually referred to as ta iepé or simply iepa, are vital
for ritual modes of representation. Their image, as a material marker of divine

presence, helps bridge the gap between pilgrims 23 who desire and expect to be

1o “The goddesses will send Ploutos to earth as a guest in the houses of those they love,
to give them aphenos (489), presumably ‘agricultural abundance’. Demeter and
Persephone love initiates prophroneds (graciously, 487), and the poet asks here that they
be prophrones (494) to himself. (The word prophron is used elsewhere at 140 and 226 of
Demeter’s proposal to serve the household of Keleos assiduously, and of the daughters’
concern to take care of the disguised Demeter at 138)” (Foley 1993, 64).

2L mpo@povewg Pidwvtat émiyBoviwy dvlpwmwy . . . ITholTov, 8¢ &vBpwymols &pevog BvnToiat
didwaw (Hom. Hymn Dem. 487-89. Foley’s (1993) translation, modified, Richardson’s
(1974) Greek text.

122y ]eil[oow] [w]votepio (/G I* 6 C 8-9). Lambert’s (2022) translation, Sokolowski’s
(1962) Greek text.

123 “This is a somewhat controversial use of the term ‘pilgrimage,’ in so far as some have
recently questioned whether it is appropriate to use ‘pilgrim’ or ‘pilgrimage’ either for
theoroi and their activities or for any other group of visitors to sanctuaries in the ancient
Greco-Roman world . . . not everyone deines pilgrimage in such a narrow and loaded
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closer to the divine and the divine, who are described as loving the very iepa
produced and conducted by sacred officials: the sacred objects are dear to the gods

and vital for enabling the possibility of divine appearance. As Platt explains,

By representing—and yet underdetermining—forms of divine
manifestation within ritual contexts, artefacts like these exhibit theology
in action. While retaining an important degree of ambiguity about the
ontological status or precise details of epiphanic experience, they explore
the visual and verbal means by which the gods’ favour can be
apprehended and communicated through material markers of divine
presence (Platt 2011, 39).

This can be better understood by aligning Burkert’s (1987, 12-15) suggestion
of gradual ritual acts in which initiates would foster a significantly closer
relationship with the gods. Yet, we add that it seems to have been through sacred
objects, to the extent that they can improve their familiarity with such signs until
they can fully recognise the god through the oepein. Parker’s (Parker 2011, ix—x; 155
ff.) suggestion of juxtaposition in rituals surrounding mortal-immortal
interaction at the festivals of the Mysteries also contributes to our understanding
of the role of sacred objects, as markers of divine presence, scattered across the
entirety of the festival, from the piglets washed at the beginning of the procession
and, later, sacrificed, to the divine birth at the last minutes of the Mysteries.

Bremmer argues that “prospective initiates first had to complete a whole
series of ritual acts” (Bremmer 2014, 3). That is to say, the Mysteries are embedded

and juxtaposed with ritual acts that start way before Eleusis, from the very annual

way; for many historians of religion and anthropologists, ‘pilgrimage,’ understood in a
broader and weaker sense, is something found in all cultures and religions, and any
journey undertaken for religious reasons, whether by an individual or a group, can

qualify” (Rutherford 2013, 12).
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procession from the city of Athens during the festival of the Greater Mysteries,24
or perhaps even at ,die Kleinen Mysteria; diese wurden im Frithjabr in Agrai am
1lissos vor den Toren Athens abgehalten® (Graf 2000, 613).225 Therefore, it is a
difficult assessment to argue away that “initiation into the Mysteries, then, was
not a simple act” (Bremmer 2014, 4). Even the legislation highlights the
indispensable position of spending time (Bremmer 2014, 4). From this set of
circumstances, we can assume that prospective wbotou who met the criteria chose
to elevate an already existing relationship with the goddesses, and even with other
gods who surround Eleusis, maintained through many distinct and juxtaposing
rituals that are continuously undertaken before, during, and after the Mysteries

in the Eleusinian sanctuary of Demeter once every year.

124 “The Archon Basileus, the magistrate of Athens who had the supreme direction of
the celebration, called the people to a festive assembly at the Stoa Poikile, or Painted
Stoa, in the famous Agora of Athens. Because of this gathering the day was officially
known as the &yvpués” (Mylonas 1961, 247).

125 “The bipolarity acted out in the spatial articulation of the Great Mysteries is in a way
duplicated across ritual time . . . and this can be said not only to reinforce the strength
of the Mysteric cult component in the asty, but also to place the asty as the starting point
of a bigger, spatio-temporal articulation of the mysteric initiation. The temporal
articulation increases the symbolic strength of the initiation and thus goes with the
grain of the ritual logic of rites of this kind. But there is an aspect of its spatial
articulation which appears to be less in harmony with that logic. Much of the Mysteries,
all but the last (major) stage inside the Eleusinian sanctuary, took place in spaces that
were not secret, but open to all. In its basic lines, the spatial articulation of the Mysteries
corresponds to the schema ‘procession to outlying sanctuary’, with the
territorial/poliadic and agricultural dimensions of signification we discussed”
(Sourvinou-Inwood 1997a, 151).
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Notwithstanding the ‘public’ section of the festival (Sourvinou-Inwood
2003, 39), so to speak, the Mysteries are voluntary 2¢ and optional,7 restricted
and secret,”28 of personal choice,® which lends it a personal character, carried out
at closed doors at Demeter’s sanctuary. Burkert proposes that “the goal of

initiation is the path to Eleusis and to seeing what occurred in the great chamber

126 Price proposes that “initiation or non-initiation into public mystery cults illustrates
nicely that individuals made choices within a wide range of civic cults” (Price 1999, 114).

17 Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood, following Foucart’s (1914, 277) reading, also followed
by Clinton (1974, 98), believes the optionality is ambiguous because the entire polis
would have been initiated through the rites performed in the Prytaneum (Clinton 1980,
284 = IE 138 41-42; cf. Clinton 1980, 285). We follow Julia Kindt in reinforcing that
“most recent scholarship has moved away from the narrow conception of ancient Greek
religion as always and necessarily confined to the communal and civic. The trend is now
distinctly towards a more flexible and pluralistic depiction of the religious culture at
Athens and elsewhere,” to the extent that “a more complicated picture of the religious
emerges in which the civic and the non-civic are variously intertwined,” and a “more
interesting account of ancient Greek religions: it does not set elective cults in a
conceptual vacuum, but rather considers them in interaction with polis religion” (Kindt
2012, 97-98). For polis religion, cf. Sourvinou-Inwood (1990b, 295-322), (2000b, 13-
37), (20004, 38-54).

18 “The mystes is distinguished by the fact that non-mystai, the uninitiate, live alongside
him. The inner circle of initiates contrasts with those who stand outside, and man reacts
to this dichotomy of ‘in’ and ‘out’ with an almost instinctive urge toward the inner
circle” (Burkert 1983, 253). “Even children,” notes Burkert, “discover again and again
spontaneously how keeping a secret evokes respect and a feeling of power: blessed is he
who belongs” (Burkert 1983, 253). Graf maintains that restriction and secrecy played
vital roles: “I would assume that nevertheless a distinction between those who
underwent the Mysteries and those who were invited was maintained, the invitees
forming the necessary outsiders whose perception of the initiated as different was vital
in the dialectic process of secrecy and knowledge” (Graf 2003b, 256).

129 Jt should be noted that beyond social and political implications discussed above “the
individualism of the Mysteries stands out by contrast, and reflects their character as a
preparation for another individual experience, death” (Parker 2005, 342—43). Even after
analysing the social dimension of the Mysteries, Burket acknowledges that “the
sociological and structural description of the Eleusinian festival as the self-renewal of a
secret society through initiation describes only a superficial function” (Burkert 1983,
254). The blessings after death are, undeniably, individual.
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of initation on the sacred night” (Burkert 1987, 274). However, as
aforementioned, this supposed ‘goal’ of seeing what occurred at the site is framed
and inseparable from a long, gradual path that leads toward the sanctuary of

Demeter.

Viewer-pilgrims, already taken out of their normal social realities through
rituals which affect on the external level the body itself and on a more
interior level the individual’s sense of subjectivity, bring their identities to
the house of the god. This house is already an especially holy place (Elsner
2007, 23).
The émémtewa is framed within the rituals in the sanctuary, possible only
“as a culmination of a ritual process” (Elsner 2007, 23). In this sense, the
multitude of initiates, male or female, Athenian or visitors, free people or
enslaved persons, 3° have chosen to undertake a transformative process down to
their regular identities, to the extent that they become woorau. It is “within the
temple,” after many ritual acts such as the ecstatic procession, the choral dances,
the invocations, the chanting, and the ‘night-long celebrations’ that the woorout
pass through personal transformations to “the culmination of the journey (from
a pilgrim’s personal point of view) and at the pivotal center of the site (from the
viewpoint of both liturgical action and sacred geography), the viewer confronts
the god” (Elsner 2007, 23).
Demeter’s arrival in Keleos” house “is the aetiological core of the poem, rich

in allusions to the preliminary ritual of the Mysteries. Most notably, Demeter sits

on a special stool covered by a fleece, she refuses wine but takes instead a drink of

Bo “All Greeks, including slaves, could participate in the Mysteries—from which
barbarians and those who had impure hands were excluded” (Sourvinou-Inwood
1997a, 145). Parker poses the “possibility for slaves at Eleusis received uidwoig at the
sanctuary’s expense, not, we assume, from solicitude for their souls, but to allow them
to perform repairs within the sacred precinct” (Parker 2005, 345).
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kykeon,5" and she is cheered up by lambe’s jests (192-211); these are allusions as clear
as one could wish to aspects of the historical Mysteries” (Parker 1991, 8). The
rituals of drinking kykeon are part of the gradual, steady, and continuous
purification process carried out within the sanctuary (Parker 1983, 284),
accompanied by ritual washing, as Demeter, for nine days, maintained fasting and
remained unclean (Parker 1991, 8). Moreover, “these final cleansings were merely
the culmination of a long series of preparations for the great revelation” (Parker
1983, 284).

These rituals, called by Parker the ‘final cleanings,” could have included, as
Burkert suggested, “purification with fire” (Burkert 1987a, 98). Parker

acknowledges this from votive reliefs.

Such a rite seems to be illustrated by the well-known reliefs which show
a veiled and seated Heracles, behind whom stands a priestess, holding a
winnowing-fan over his head or a torch at his side. A scene to the left
portrays Demeter enthroned in splendour. Heracles seems to be
undergoing a ritual of submissive ‘sitting’ of a kind that is common in
initiations and for which certain acts of the grieving Demeter in the
Homeric Hymn provide a prototype. Formally this is a purification—the
mystic torch cleanses the sitting man . . . its expressive force clearly derives
largely from the symbolism of admitting a candidate to a new status by
raising him up from his humble posture (Parker 1983, 285).

Not only did the goddess herself perform the sitting on a stool as a guest
in Keleos’s house in the Hymn, but also Heracles, a demigod and divine-like
figure, is portrayed to be doing the same. Moreover, the hero does it willingly to
please the goddess, whom he sought in hopes of taking a share of her power. This
relief is the kind of object placed in sanctuaries, known to pilgrims and part of the

plethora of visual representations that informed and shaped the ways of viewing

11 For a debate on supposed hallucenoegenics in the kykeon, ct. Burkert (1987a,108-10),
Wasson (1978); Kerényi (1967, 96; 179 ff.) and (1976, 35-36).
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in ancient Greece. The visuality of a goddess gazing back at a human-like hero,
Heracles, is depicted here. Platt notes the role of reliefs in ritual viewing, such as

the rituals surrounding émomteia in the Mysteries.

The relief provides a visual field for exploring the relationship between
mortals and immortals, establishing the spatio-temporal conditions in
which the divine can be apprehended. In doing so, it also raises questions
about how such relations can be depicted and communicated, reflecting
and shaping the physical and conceptual framing devices that influenced
ritual activity and modes of viewing within the sanctuary (Platt 2011, 33).

Additionally, the rendering of Heracles’ relief provided above finds
support in Euripides. The poet makes striking use of terms related to vision,
highlighting the ritual modes of viewing that comprised the set of expectations of

wooteu undertaking the Mysteries.

-Did you really go to the house of Hades (Atdov),3* my son?

—Yes. And even scorched the three-headed Cerberus with my light
(pag).33

-Did you conquer him in combat, or [received] it as a gift from the
goddess (Oedic)?

—In combat, for I have been fortunate to have seen (idwv) the sacred rites
of the mystae (wwot@v) (Eur. HE. 610-13).534

132 The etymology of Aidvg points to invisible, a possible privative alpha added to the
*10-, as found in Beekes (2010, 34), Chantraine (1968, 31), Frisk (1960, Band I: A-Ko:33-
34), cf. s.v. Hades in Der Neue Pauly (Bremmer 1998a, 51-53).

133 This is a very literal translation to emphasise the choice of words by Euripides, better
translated as ‘torch.” Parker points to “the very common iconographic type of a torch-
bearing Demeter” (Parker 1991, 7). Helene P. Foley adds that “the carrying of the torches
by the goddesses and initiates is a standard motif on vase paintings associated with the
rites at Eleusis” (Foley 1993, 38).

B4 A0eg yap dvtwe douat eig Atdov, Téxvov; xal 0fjpa ¥’ &g @@g TOV Tpixpavoy fyoyov.
uaynt xpatnaas ¥ Oedic dwpnuaatv; waynt e uvatév 8 spyt’ edtixne” idwv (Eur. HF. 610-
13). Coleridge’s (1938) translation, modified, Diggle’s (1981b) Greek text.
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Here, it is not said that Heracles has ‘undertaken sacred rites’ to maintain
a good relationship with the goddess, a reciprocity invoked by the mention of a
gift, lit. ‘[what is] received from the goddess’ (Oedg dwpruacy), but that Heracles
has seen (idwv) Ta wvot@v & 8pyr’, that is, he has seen the sacred rites of the wdotou.
Not only did this enable him to go to the realm of the invisible, but it also
provided him with ‘light’ to succeed in his challenges. “The dominant language
in early texts is of ‘showing’ or even just ‘doing’ the Mysteries” (Parker 2005, 353).
This inevitably links ritual modes of viewing to émémreta 35 into the framework
of the Mysteries. Beyond a shadow of doubt, there are difficulties in a
juxtaposition between wootou and émémron.36 Burkert proposes that “the epopteia
repeats, renews, and deepens that which had been laid as a foundation in the
myesis. Already the mystai were permitted to see the blissful ‘sight’. The epoprai
may simply have seen more or, more importantly, differently” (Burkert 1983, 275).

This nuance suggested by Burkert of ‘seeing differently’ is indeed valuable
and cannot be detached from both the framework of the Mysteries and Demeter’s
sanctuary. There, one of the ritual acts would be a sacred drama, “more
appropriate . . . ‘dramatic performance appropriate for the uwbotaw’” (Petridou

2013, 327). Survinou-Inwood follows Clinton (1992, 131) 37 in suggesting priestly

s Note the radical of the term with that of &youeu, first-person singular future
indicative middle of épaw: sv. épaw in LS] (1996), Pape (1880), Bailly (1935), and
Woodhouse (1982).

136 For a debate on precise definions on pinoig vs émomteia, cf. Foucart (1914, 432 ft.),
Dowden (1980, 409-27), and Clinton (2003, 50-78). The reason for not entering the
debate is, fundamentally, “no evidence has survived to tell us how this juxtaposition of
myesis and epopteia was organized” (Burkert 1983, 275).

157 Clinton proposes that “the mystes remained blindfolded as he or she wandered
through the darkness, helped by a mystagogue, and experienced all the terrors of the
route” (Clinton 2003, 66). Simms indicates that there is no evidence for such a claim at
the period, because “uvotaywyéds and its cognates are relatively late words, attested only
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personnel “impersonating the deities” (2003, 29). Georgia Petridou notes that
“representational strategy, whereby a human being is assimilated to the god or his
statue as his facsimile and the living embodiment of his power, is attested in both
Greek art and cult from Archaic times onwards” (Petridou 2013, 329).38 This
representation can be better understood in the context of the tension between
scopic regimes at the time, as well as the semiotic complexities inherent in the

relationship between divinity and mortal creativity in Greek culture.

Humans can only know the gods by means of representations (whether
conceptual, verbal or visual), yet in order to be compelling and
trustworthy, these representations must derive their value and authority
from a perceived potentiality for direct engagement with the divine.
(Platt 2011, 53)

Here lies the core of the epiphanic aspect embedded in the ritual viewing
of the Mysteries, the ‘seeing differently’ suggested by Burkert, namely the
expectation of viewing a goddess during the assimilation of the search conducted
by Demeter. This is what Elsner calls our attention to, namely, to consider the

‘insider’ texts, such as the Hymn written by religious devotees, where we may find

twice before the first century AD: first in a fragment attributed to Menander (fr. 714
K), next more than 200 years later in an Attic decree of the first century BC LSCGS 15.
Plutarch (Alc. 34.6) projects the word back to fifth-century Athens, but this is very likely
an anachronism,” which would be “terms are not attested before ca 300 BC because
they were not in use at Eleusis, but were adopted there in Hellenistic times as a
replacement for pveiv, in the sense of what the Eumolpidai and Kerykes did at the
Mysteries” (Simms 1990, 193-94). Bowden adds that “mystagogoi are only mentioned
in connection with the Eleusinian Mysteries from the first century BC ownwards”
(Bowden 2010, 32).

138 “Throughout the Greek-speaking world this blurring of boundaries between the god
and his human body is most clearly reflected in the prerequisites for becoming a priest
or a priestess of a deity . . . Furthermore, in iconography this close visual link of the deity
with her or his ritual servant is often denoted by portraying the latter as the mortal look-
alike of the former” (Petridou 2013, 329).
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traces of their ways of viewing, which are never the same as the ways of viewing of
sceptics. The insider’s ways of viewing is what Elsner defines as “ritual-centered
visuality” (Elsner 2007, 23).139

Burkert proposed that the hierophant “completed the initiation in the
Telesterion ‘amid a great fire’ . . . And the myszai then saw him ‘emerge from the
Anaktoron, in the shining nights of the mysteries.” A ‘great light’ would become
visible ‘when the Anaktoron was opened.” This was, then, the location of the great
fire; the smoke escaped through a hole in the roof above it” (Burkert 1983, 276 -
77). In light of his ‘experience of the sacred,” as already discussed in the second
section of this chapter, Burkert’s reading would abstract érémteia from the Greek
epiphanic context.

Petridou offers an alternative reconstruction for émémteta in the Mysteries.
She argues that we should move our focus from ‘vision,’ that is, “unqualified and
unmediated visual experience” (Petridou 2013, 310), to ‘visuality,” our main

methodological approach.

Even if we could actually look at what happened within the teAeatyprov,
it is quite unlikely that we would be able to see what the initiates saw, as
it is extremely difficult to reconstruct with any certainty the complex
nexus of sociopolitical and cultural discourses that shaped their gaze,
their ways of viewing (Petridou 2013, 310).

Conversely, by focusing on what the scholar mentions as “ritual framing,”
in line with Elsner’s (2007, 23), we have an alternative approach to émémreia in the
Mysteries. Additionally, what she calls ‘ritual framing’ in the Mysteries is “the
passage from ritual blindness to ritual sight, the transformation from being a

wootyg (being sightless and blind to true knowledge) into being an émémyg (that

139 For an overview on insider/outsider, or emics/etics, cf. Headland, Pike, and Harris
(1990).
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is, an insightful and sensitive viewer)” (Petridou 2013, 316). In other words,
¢momrela surrounding ritual modes of viewing in the Mysteries would not be read
in terms of goals but as part of the symbolic behaviour surrounding agents and
the construction of identities, in the context of either of ‘recognising’ what one
sees by affinity — again we are back at identities — or of ‘being sightless’ to what
one sees and cannot recognise in the same circumstances.

Bremmer is not convinced of this route. He acknowledges that “our best
recent students 4° both consider the importance of ‘seeing’ and ‘showing’ is
continuously stressed by our sources as a fundamental component of the highest
degree of initiation” (Bremmer 2014, 15). Conversely, the scholar is concerned
with the multiple pillars in the Telesterion, which “must have been impossible for
everyone to see exactly what was on show during the climax of the ritual” (2014,
15), as well as concerned with the dramatic aspect of the spectacle, “clearly a well-
staged moment in the ritual which made a big impression on the participants”
(Bremmer 2014, 14).

Admittedly, one of our best recent students (Parker 200s, 3s1)
acknowledges that “it is very difficult to see how the crucial display of sacred
objects or depiction of sacred scenes could in fact have been visible to all the

initiates in the room.” And we agree with Parker in his response:

However, here a robust and table-thumping response is in order: we
know that the initiates did see the sacred objects, even if we do not
understand how. It is illegitimate to use the problem of visibility as an
argument against certain kinds of representation (‘sacred drama’), when
it applies equally to those representations which we know, beyond a
peradventure, to have occurred (Parker 2005, 351).

140 Fritz Graf and Robert Parker.
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Nevertheless, one misses the opportunity for insightful approaches to
¢momtela in the Mysteries if the debate centres on vision and not visuality—that
is, around ‘immediate visual data’ instead of the semiotic complexities inherent
in viewing. This does not mean downplaying the display of “an ear of wheat
harvested in silence™4 or “the showing of which was probably accompanied by
the display of a statue of Demeter” (Bremmer 2014, 14). Alternatively, “ritual
props (statues, priests dressed up as gods, empty couches, divine names as signs of
divine presence), however, seem to have been the exception, not the rule. They
were props that help us understand how the Greeks bridged the gap between the
physical world and divine manifestation” (Graf 2004, 127). This returns us to
ritual framing: “Iconography of the deities depicted both draws upon and
magnifies the ‘aura’ of the cult image, preparing the viewer for an epiphanic
encounter with the statue within by contributing to its ritual framing” (Tanner
2006, 85—87).

Following this route, we are convinced that ‘ritual blindness’ creates a
necessary visual and intellectual void, the contrast to pave the way for the
forthcoming intense divine vision bestowed by the goddesses overseeing the

ceremony and their sacred representatives:

The wootou saw during their initiation what they expected to see after
their death, and that these visions may have included visions of
underworld deities and especially visions of Persephone or Koré. The
underlying idea may have been that proper ritual behavior in the course
of initiation determines afterlife experience and existence (Petridou 2013,

319).

141 Here Bremmer refers to Hipp. Ref. 5.8.39-41.
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This is precisely the intentional confrontation prepared by the ritual, “the
word for it in Greek is theoria” (Elsner 2007, 24).14> Petridou explains “that the
expectation of encountering the ultimate ‘Other’—the deity or the deities that
presided over the religious festival or the sanctuary—was embedded within the
viewing modality of private fewpic at a festival” (Petridou 2013, 317). In this sense,
¢momtel. would be surrounded by these Greek scopic regimes: “Hopes and
expectations create focus, and focus creates reality. Effectively, this kind of
culturally nuanced visuality of the sacred provides the right conceptual
framework for the spectacle to come” (Petridou 2013, 318). Both the gradual
preparation and the set of diverging beliefs that informed the scopic regimes in
Greek culture at the time contribute to framing ritual visuality, positioning
¢momTela at the core of a mortal-immortal interaction grounded in viewing with

recognition in the Mysteries.

Viewing the sacred is a process of divesting the spectator of all the social
and discursive elements which distinguish his or her subjectivity from
that of the god into whose space the viewer will come. In the reciprocal
gaze of divine confrontation, there is a form of visuality in which the
image does not just look back at the viewer, but in which the viewer has
specifically made the journey in order that the image should look back.
(Elsner 2007, 23)

These are the intricacies of divine agency surrounding émémtewe in the
Mysteries, establishing a reciprocal gaze in divine confrontation at the

culmination of a theoria. Not a matter of ‘seeing or not seeing’ but of

142 “The true spectator. The word theorid itself seems to have sometimes meant
‘spectacle’ or ‘festival,’ and it was also probably an advantage to this semantic
development that theoros was sometimes felt to be related to the Greek word for ‘god’ -
theos. Indeed, modern linguists are still divided about whether theoros should be
analysed as ‘sight-watcher’ (thed + (e.g.) *woros) or ‘god-watcher’ (theos + (e.g.) *woros)”
(Rutherford 2013, 5).
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‘recognising’—“a complex exercise in hermeneutics” (Platt 2011, 59). As Betegh

mentioned, “going through the Eleusinian mysteries was the most well-

established, controlled, and structured way a Greek could prepare for and expect

personally to experience an epiphany at the moment of epopreia” (Betegh 2022,

241).

Clinton presents one claim for ritual-centred epiphany in the Mysteries

based on a fourth-century BCE relief, “a small votive plaque (Wilhelm 2006)

found within the sanctuary” (Clinton 2004, 98). He links this relief to Euripides’

“mistress of the fire” (Eur. Phaeth. fg. 286)4 epithet to Demeter. Petridou

provides a detailed and appropriate description:

One could say that this votive relief resembles those found in the famous
healing sanctuaries, if it were not for the remarkably beautiful image of a
radiant Demeter with red rays springing out from her head,'+4 her hair,
and her neck, and attached to the top of the plaque. This striking artefact
is unique in having the paint almost intact on its surface of white marble.
We can even see the red paint on the right eye, the lips, and the eyes of the
goddess. Her hair, on the other hand, is painted in a red-brown color.
The flat area that surrounds the nose and the eyes in the lower part of the
relief must have also been painted in a bright red-orange color . . .
Demeter was perceived in a similar way, as emitting light and radiance
that are compared to those of lightning,'+s by Metaneira in the Homeric

43 00 0 @ mupdg otomowaer Anuntpog xopy (Eur. Phaeth. fg. 286). Clinton’s (2004)
translation, Diggle’s (1998) Greek text.

144 “They clearly do not represent a radiant crown. They represent light” (Clinton 2004,

98).

145 “In the extract from the Homeric Hymn the luminosity (péyyog) comes from the

body and hair of the goddess, not from anything she wears (clothes, jewelry, etc.)

(Petridou 2013, 322).
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Hymn to Demeter (lines 189-90); and then again in lines 277-9 (Petridou
2013, 32.1).146

Burkert mentions the birth of a child during the sacred rites: “Side by side
with the peril of death and blood we find the miracle of new life in birth. This is
the sacrificial ritual’s necessary supplement, which makes the cycle of life a
possibility” (Burkert 1983, 290). After what Burkert suggested as ,die
Opfertitung (1972, 9), this ritual birth would manifest the universal symbol of
‘death and rebirth’,47 from which “the collective experience that life and
nourishment result from terror, the encounter with death and destruction, binds
the mystai together and adds new dimensions to their lives” (Burkert 1983, 291-

92).148

146 “Light beamed far out from the goddess’s immortal skin, and her golden hair flowed
over her shoulders. The well-built house flooded with radiance like lightning”, tije d¢
Péyyos &md ypodg dbovdtoto Adume Bedg, Eavbad 0 xduaut xorrevvodey dovs, adyfig o
¢mAnoby mukwog dopwog &ateporiig g, (Hom. Hymn Dem. 278-80). Foley’s (1993)
translation, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text.

147 In a more reasonable rendering of Greek’s cultural scopic regimes informing the
Mysteries: “Given the cultural equation of light to life and knowledge and of darkness
to ignorance and death (on which see above), this externally imposed temporary
blindness may also have been thought of as a kind of symbolic death of the initiate,
which will be subsequently negated by his symbolic rebirth” (Petridou 2013, 321).

148 Eliade originally brought this peculiar manifestation of universal symbolims from
Frazer to the discussion of the Mysteries, in which the initiates would perform a ritual
death and rebirth: “At Eleusis, as in the Orphic-Dionysiac ceremonies, as in the Greco-
Oriental mysteries of the Hellenistic period, the mystes submits himself to initiation in
order to transcend the human condition and to obtain a higher, superhuman mode of
being. The initiatory rites reactualize an origin myth which relates the adventures,
death, and resurrection of a Divinity. We know very little about these secret rites, yet we
know that the most important of them concerned the death and mystical resurrection
of the initiand” (Eliade 1958, 112). Parker is strongly against this rendering, and so are
we for obvious reasons. Beyond Frazer (1890, 3:2225-78), Parker notes a relation to
John 12:24 and Plut. (De fac. 943b).
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Bremmer suggests that “this is likely an import from Orphic poetry,
probably at the end of the fifth century BC” (Bremmer 2014, 15). Moreover, this
“seems to have been incorporated into the Eleusinian ritual” (Bremmer 20134, 41),
from the “closeness of the Orphic movement in Athens to Eleusis in the last
decades of the fifth century BC” (Bremmer 20133, 40). The embeddedness of
“Eleusinian eschatology” with “Orphic” literacy was also suggested by West (1983,

24).149 In Parker’s rendering,

as a minimalist interpretation it might be said that, in general Greek
perception, cults, particularly mysteries [mysteria], of Demeter and
Dionysus were so closely associated that vase-painters, orators and other
persons not bound to precision could amalgamate them if they chose; in
regard to Eleusis this could happen all the more easily because the famous
Tacchus procession had a markedly Dionysiac character. A maximalist
interpretation will introduce the ‘Orphic’ myth of Dionysus son of
Persephone, and transfigure our picture of the cult. . . I shelve that issue
for the moment. (Parker 2005, 341)

Parker shelves the issue because “if the Mysteries consisted primarily in
‘showing,” not teaching, it is unlikely that the hierophant set out to expound all
this as one of the secret doctrines of the cult.5° But if the hierophant did, the
Orphic writings on these subjects would have been profanations of the Mysteries;

yet they circulated without complaint. Perhaps “Wealth’st is after all the best

149 “You too, goddess, once gave birth to a beloved boy” (Eur. Supp. 54). érexes xai a0
moT’, @ movia, xobpov @ida (Eur. Supp. 54). Coleridge’s (1938) translation, modified,
Diggle’s (1981b) Greek text. It should be noted that Persephone has eaten Aidoneus’
seed (xoxxov) in the Hymn (371-73), whose blossoming remained unmentioned in the
poem.

150 “Orphic tedetal are oriented towards the acquisition of eschatological [doctrinal]
knowledge” (Bernabé and Cristébal 2008, 186)

151 “For soon they will send to the hearth of his great house/Ploutos, the god giving
abundance to mortals” alyo 0¢ of méumovow épéoTiov é¢ wéye ddua/IThobtov, &¢
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candidate for the child” (Parker 2005, 358—59). Furthermore, Berbabé describes to
us that in the gold tablets Persephone appears “as Lady of Hades, who controls
the access to the Meadows of the Blessed, before whom initiates come as
suppliants and to whom they address their declarations of purity and liberation”
(Bernabé 2010, 437). Graf remarks that in the Pelinnan gold leaves “again, we are
in a world where Orphic and Eleusinian details go together: in both Orphism and
the Eleusinian mysteries the queen of Hades is the person who decides about the
destiny after death” (Graf 1993, 242). Despite being the one who “must give her
ultimate permission” (Bernabé and Cristébal 2008, 205), the inscription (OF
485.2)15% emphasises Dionysos as the mediator for deliverance (Bernabé 2010,
437). Most importantly, “tablets emphasize ‘liberation” more than the initiate’s
visual experience, which is characteristic of the Eleusinian rites” (Bernabé and
Cristobal 2008, 194).153

Graf clarifies that “the ‘deliverance’ or ‘freeing’ (/usis) granted by Dionysus
and relevant to Persephone . . . cannot just mean death as the freeing of the soul
from the body: why should that be the work of Dionysus, and why should that
be relevant to Persephone? It has to be more, namely, release from punishment

after death that would otherwise be in store for human-kind” (Graf 1993, 243). As

&vlpwmolg &pevog Ovntoiot ddwaw (Hom. Hymn Dem. 488-89). Foley’s (1993)
translation, Richardon’s (1974) Greek text.

152 “Tell Persephone that Bakchios himself has liberated you” (eimeiv Iepoepévou o’ &t
B<ax>ytog adtog Elvae, (OF 485.2). Bernabé’s (2010) translation and Greek text (2005).

153 “On a minimalist view, to undergo Orphic initiation in addition to initiation at
Eleusis would have been merely the eschatological equivalent to carrying a second credit
card” (Parker 2011, 257). Alternatively, in Orphic initiation “both gods act as mediators
who grant the initiates salvation and divinization. The initiates hope to be identified
with Dionysos after death, in the last stage of a long series of reincarnations, and be
welcomed by the god's mother, Persephone, whom they now consider their own
mother” (Bernabé 2010, 441).
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seen in the previous section, immortality in this context is not as an eternal
afterlife or a life after death because “immortality means freedom from death”
(Henrichs 2010, 31).

Nonetheless, Betegh acknowledges that, as we have seen, “secrecy
surrounding these cults makes a precise reconstruction of the ritual actions and
the religious ideas sustaining them well-nigh impossible. There is no scholarly
consensus about what happened at the various stages of the Eleusinian mysteries”
(Betegh 2022, 234). Burkert also concludes, “we cannot guess what appeared—
perhaps only for an instant—in the flickering firelight” (Burkert 1983, 287). It
should be noted “the religious prohibitions regarding the secret ceremony (the
Oewpog is not allowed to speak about what he saw), as well as the difficulties of
putting the unique visual experience of the secret segment of the mysteries into
words” (Petridou 2013, 320).

Finally, says Bremmer, “whatever awe there was would eventually have
turned into relief and joy. With their personal well-being assured the initiates will
have left the relestérion tired but content” (Bremmer 2014, 16). In Burkert’s more

poetic words:

The nighttime festival was brought to a close outside the Telesterion,
perhaps even outside the sanctuary. The narrow confines were too small
to hold in such an experience . . . The waning moon would by now have
risen and could illuminate this festival until dawn, as a celestial torch
(Burkert 1983, 292).
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The previous section’s abrupt ending is a deliberate move to maintain our
intention proposed at the ‘Introduction’ clear until the very end. That is to say,
this anti-climactic ending in textual form serves as a reminder, on the one hand,
of the absolute lack of direct historical data on the Mysteries and, on the other,
the absence of consensus among the most experienced scholars on the possible
reconstructions proposed for the Mysteries (Betegh 2022, 234). Moreover, we
believe this is the furthest any serious inquiry on the Mysteries can reach along
with authoritative scholarship as of today, given the lack of causal structure in
symbolic activity and, therefore, our honesty as scholars must not be understated:
we must be humble and admit the need to end the inquiry at this point, instead
of forcing a goal-oriented construal to festivals and behaviour to fit an agenda,
which should not be done by any means whatasoever in any scientific research. It
is a scholarly absurdity to attribute goals to agents as the final explanation for
Greek festivals or their ancient religious behaviour, of which, beyond this point,
we have room only for wild speculation.

Conversely, an assessment of the identities of agents and the
transformations they may have undertaken at the Mysteries is in line with trends
in recent scholarship on Greek religion. As such, our intention in “artificially
reconstructing” basic lines as “parameters” to clarify one another once mapping
them “in a process roughly comparable to that of pinpointing the location of a
radio transmission through triangulation” (Sourvinou-Inwood 2003, 25) could
not end in a more modest way other than presenting the views of most recent
scholarship, displaying the impossibility of coming to terms with what happened

in the Mysteries, and proposing our alternative approach, namely, visuality.
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Ultimately, as long as the debate without definite positions can still formulate
enough insights to assist us in interpreting Plato, we decided for an open ending,
rather than a definite closure.

However, we could only do so after exhaustingly comparing distinct grids
of evidence, from “archaeological, cultic, and mythological,” as well as doing
“cross-checks between grids,” of evidence, which asked us for a dialogue with
invaluable insights from different fields of knowledge, their respective tools and
methods, in fluid approaches to the Mysteries (Sourvinou-Inwood 19904, 217). By
doing so, this chapter aims to contribute to the scholarly debate on émémreia in
the Mysteries, having discussed various aspects of this central element at the
highest point of the sacred rites in Eleusis. It proposes visuality as a
methodological alternative to provide new insights into reconstructions of the
Mpysteries.

From the beginning, we have seen the risks of isolating the analysis of
terms, particularly if they are abstracted from their cultural significance, which
fastens them to wider webs of meaning. Despite the risks, we have also seen that
analyses of beliefs, discourses, and practices cannot disregard the uniqueness of
the language used at the time: wvopia, wootye, Teret), as well as émomrewa itself,
offer nuances that are daringly challenging to translate into modern languages.
They shed significant light on the particular set of beliefs discussed, such as those
in the Mysteries. Additionally, this provided more ways to consider its position
among the broader framework available to individuals and groups at the time,
indeed in “a never-ending, rather than essentialist, process susceptible to forces of
semantic innovation as well as conservatism, which at least partially accounts for
the diversity of materials to which the term was applied” (Wellman 2005, 311).

The terms point to what we further proposed as a set of sometimes

gradual, oftentimes continuous, and even contradictory and devoid of a causal
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structure, inevitably juxtaposing symbolic acts in the mortal-immortal
interaction, called ‘religious ritual,” including the eventual long and gradual
preparation for some central act and the outcomes of maintaining a positive
relationship with the divine. This is by no means immune to complications. At
the time of Plato, there was no all-encompassing term such as ‘ritual,” as they were
simply referred to as ta vou{oueva, activities also known as kot ta matpia, cf.
Lys. (30.19-21); Isoc. (7.29); Ath. Pol. (57.1). Furthermore, killing acts were usually
called ‘to do,” and many events were named after the most central act (Bremmer
1994, 53), such as wpobipara, cf. IG II* 47 (23-39), named after the preliminary
sacrifices in the émdavpia, cf. IG II* 4962, in turn, is named after the sanctuary
that held ritual sacrifices in honour of Asclepius (Clinton 1994, 153). However, by
using ‘ritual’ as a tool of immediate utiliry, we realised that there is not simply a
juxtaposition of terms, but one of practice (Parker 2011, 155).

Furthermore, the terminology and the rituals did not suffice to handle the
subject because it required considering the possible beliefs and discourses that
influenced how the individuals and groups interacted with the divine in the
Mysteries, equally shaped by the competing and conflicting mythology held
together in a ‘thin coherence’ comprising the culture at the moment (Ober 2005,
78). This challenging set of competing and conflicting beliefs provided us with
the means to note resemblance and similarities between émédmtei and other
occurrences of epiphany at the time. At the same time, a glaring uniqueness in
Eleusinian émémrei emerged from this route. After all, émémtewa gua émémrea
belongs to one mysteria, which we may further abstract into a set of ritual acts
carried out in one or two nights, connected to a collection of purificatory rituals
equally subject to extensive abstraction into a myriad of juxtaposing acts during

almost 20 days, in turn, held by the polytheism of a people in ‘one moment.’
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In this sense, it is part of the challenge to turn a synoptic eye to the many
competing and conflicting discourses in a bigger picture, even if exposing
ourselves to the risk of simplification, so that mythology so essential to Greek life
may give life to properties of the gods that were once present in “a religious
mentality that tried as hard as possible to make a divine presence felt if not seen .

especially during the extraordinary experience of [Eleusinian] mystery
initiation” (Graf 2004, 126-27). This led us to realise that the general properties
of gods, such as power, anthropomorphism, and immortality, are intertwined
with the properties of particular gods we suggested to be gods in the Mysteries,
“honoured with sacrifices and votive reliefs,” the deities that “might be depicted
on vases or coins with Eleusinian themes.” Nonetheless, even this decision is a
debatable task, namely, assembling “from such sources a cast of Eleusinian deities
... not the less useful for inevitable uncertainties at the margins over whom to
include” (Parker 2005, 334).

Interestingly, the secrecy attached to the Mysteries provided us with an
encouraging way to approach the properties of the gods to make sense of the
position of ‘viewing’ in the Mysteries, namely the indication of associated myths,
or some of them, being incorporated in the ceremony itself, informing the
individuals to the point of such myths nearing to “constituting the plot of the
ritual” (Parker 2011, 28). The Hymn invoked a collection of beliefs and discourses
whose traces we found scattered in the plurality that comprised the moment,
assisting from ‘an outsider’ point of view possibilities to analyse émémtela in the
Mysteries, whilst from ‘an insider’ point of view we reckon that the Hymn was
once a dedication itself to the gods central within a system of reciprocity that this
people held with their gods (Kindt 2012, 66).

The mythology in the Hymn repeatedly insists on the ambiguity between

‘difficulty’ and ‘danger’ in seeing the gods, particularly regarding the ability to

113



Seeing Visuality: The Reciprocal Gaze in a Conclusion

recognise appropriately what ‘appears,’ reflecting the quality of the relationship
between gods and mortals. Most importantly, it also reinforced divine agency, as
it was up to Demeter to manifest herself to a mortal who at the time could not
recognise what was shown: Demeter’s epiphany cast light on the asymmetrical
relationship between gods with their “radiant immortal skin” (xpoog &bavétoto
Aoute, 278-9) and humans “powerless and lacking understanding” (v]ideg
&vBpuwmol xaul APpaduoveg, 256).154

The core of our contribution to the debate was approaching the ways of
viewing in Eleusis through visuality: “the entire sum of discourses” between the
eye and the appearance, which “make[s] visuality different from vision, the
notion of unmediated visual experience. Between retina and world is inserted a
screen of signs, a screen consisting of all the multiple discourses on vision built
into the social arena” (Brysson 1988, o1). The epiphany of Demeter is part of a
culture in which the belief in ‘viewing’ and ‘understanding’ is rooted at the
linguistic level (Petridou 2013, 313): the individuals expected to encounter gods, as
we have seen in numerous distinct discourses, either literary, iconographic or
epigraphic. These were proposed as many of the “scopic regimes” (Metz 1982, 61)
that informed the way individuals viewed the world at the time.

This led us to follow Verity Platt and concede that epiphany in the
Mysteries was unlikely to be just a matter of idelv and @aivetoau, of ‘visions’ and

‘apparitions,” but ‘apparitions’ followed by a necessary “corresponding process of

154+ Here we use ‘powerless’ as in the sense of ‘inability’. Helene P. Foley translates to
“ignorant and foolish,” which is the rendering we have chosen during the chapter. The
term vv]ideg has genetive -100¢, which Authenrieth (1891) points to “root F16” in Homeric
Greek, further connected with both idev and eidévou in LSJ’s (1996) s.v. vijic. Moreover,
LSJ points &ppaduoveg to &ppadic, which Beekes (2010) suggests to be from gpalw (“to
show”) + -%g. In this sense, it is not a matter of humans having or lacking ‘power’ but
of “ability to understand what is manifested’.
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perception and recognition—noesis and anagnorisis—from its mortal witnesses”
(Platt 2011, 57), whose life (and afterlife) in the poem depended on this
corresponding process. Again, gods are ‘dangerous’ and ‘difficult’ for mortals to
‘see with recognition’ or simply ‘to recognise’ (yodemol 3¢ Oeol Ovyrolow bpaada,
111).555 This makes epiphany in the Mysteries “a complex exercise in hermeneutics”
(Platt 2011, 59). As such, we ended the section ‘seeing the gods’ by agreeing with
Burkert that both blessings in life and the afterlife rewarded to the wotyg in the
Mysteries from the mortal-immortal closer interaction grounded on reciprocity
are in “an immediate encounter with the divine” (1987a, 90), whilst noting that
the immediacy is to some extent because the reward is measured by anagnorisis:
“blessed is who has seen these things” (8APiog 8¢ Tad" émwmey, 480),'s¢ that has a
lasting state indicated by the perfect tense, which down to the linguistic level
indicates a ‘viewing that lasts,” thus is retained: seen with understanding.

The discussion in the last section, based on the reconstructions provided
by scholarship in ancient Greek religion, then, was not centred around ‘what is
seen’ or ‘who sees,” nor in goals, which would lead to endless circular disputes.
Instead, we opted for possibilities on ‘how one sees,” namely, ‘the ways of
viewing.” This led us to Elsner, who suggested ritual-centred visuality (2007, 23),

in line with Tanner’s (2006, 85-87) insights on the value of ritual framing.

155 Note the mediopassive reflexive sense of épdw in the form épacfai: ‘re-see,” ‘re-view,’
thus ‘re-cognise.’

156 Morphologically, the demonstrative pronoun is nom. masc. sing. However, we take
into account the fifth-century BCE decree that ratified what the Council and Assembly
decided according to tradition, demanding that “as they have paid untl now the
Elmopidai and Kerykes are to receive five obols from male and three from female
wooTen” (Téwokduate [ddvan xad]amep Téog [&]véroTo Keép[vx]ag AapBav[ev mapa] 16 -
botlo hlexdoto mév[te 8Bord T]-ov [&pplévov, Behed[v 3¢ Tpetc], IG ' 6 C 19-23,
Sokolowski’s (1962) Greek text). In this sense, nothing in the context suggests whether
the blessing it to male or female persons, hence ‘who’ instead of ‘he.’
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Namely, it is a context of expectations, ritual acts, beliefs, and temporary, ritually
generated identities that may lead to the transformation of pilgrims into
insightful viewers. Elsner proposed it as a ritual framing in the culmination of a
transformative process: we agree that one becomes wvotg.

Additionally, Georgia Petridou and Verity Platt also noted the pattern of
divine theoria in émémtela, a resemblance that clarifies both wootyg and émémreta.
However, it does not appear to define the juxtaposing terms positively, as a final
explanation, because the ritual framing, doing justice to symbolic behaviour and
the identities of the agents, appears to provide us with a tool for a helpful
‘negative’ postulate. In other words, the transformative journey dissolves and
negates everything that an individual is at the point one enters the liminal space
of the house of the divine to contribute to the effectiveness of the encounter with

the goddesses:

To undermine the multiple discourses of the social arena, the screen of
signs produced by and carried over from ‘everyday life.” Instead the
pilgrim is put through a process of purification of body and mind, in
which the self is prepared in a liminal space for the meeting with the being
from the Other World (Elsner 2007, 25).

Precisely what Petridou called “the passage from ritual blindness to ritual
sight, the transformation from being a ubotyg (being sightless and blind to true
knowledge) into being an émémtyg (that is, an insightful and sensitive viewer)”
(2013, 316). In this sense, we sustain that the Mysteries, in the context of ritual
framing, would dissipate the identities of the participants in the name of
cleansing them, to the point of sufficient void for the contrasting and profound
encounter with the divine: they are reframed from anything they are to become
nothing but the “blessed who has seen these things” (Hom. Hymn Dem. 480).

Again, the “putting aside of normal identity and the acquisition of a

temporary cult-generated identity,” (Elsner 2007, 25) which the transformative
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aspect suggests to be a lasting state, would culminate in framing one’s vision for a
. s . . . . o« . » . .
reciprocal gaze as an “intimate communication with the divine,” precisely into

epiphanies grounded on this mode of viewing that begs recognition, anagnoris.

This is a complex semiological process in which the relevant divinity must
be correctly identified by recourse to the numerous semata of form and
attribute that distinguish each individual god from the pantheon. But
proper cognitive response to an epiphany also necessitates the
understanding that, although each divine sea may function as a ‘sign,’
it also constitutes the thing itself, for what makes an epiphany ‘epiphanic’
is that the categories of sign and referent inexorably coalesce (Platt 2011,

57-58).

In this sense, particularly following Petridou’s rendering of Demeter’s
relief (Wilhelm 2006), the reciprocal gaze adds to émémrela as a ritual mode of
viewing in the Mysteries, submitting one’s identity and mortal impositions to the
divine agency necessary for the goddesses to manifest themselves clearly, making
¢momTela a matter of ‘recognition’ in the culmination of a process of reorientation
and transformation. The wotyg does not voluntarily choose to undertake the
Mysteries to see the divine, but may as well be there for “the power that comes
from being allowed to view and being viewed by the divine” (Petridou 2013, 311).
In terms of identity, we propose that the reciprocal gaze is the outcome of the
wooteu subjecting themselves to appropriately ‘émémt’ the gaze of the gods. The
divine may bestow upon the wdotg the attainment of blessings both in life and
the afterlife only if the reciprocal gaze from divine confrontation is grounded in
visual reciprocity, a typical feature so central in Greek religion: one does not
simply walk into the Mysteries.

Additionally, the ritual birth in the Telesterion has been suggested to be a
symbolic representation of death and rebirth, which resembles Orphic
eschatology, as noted by Bremmer (2014, 16) and Bernabé (2008, 194). Being

Orphic does not exclude it from the Mysteries, as juxtaposing beliefs and practices
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has been clearly indicated throughout the chapter: polytheism leaves open the
possibility for constant integration. The problem, however, is the very structure
of the Hymn: facing death is not praised in the poem, but it is what causes
profound distress in both goddesses to the extent that Demeter employs her
divine powers to cleanse Demophon of mortality with fire during the night.
Most importantly, death marks being sightless, as Demeter cannot see her
daughter anymore once in the realm of the dead and repeatedly demands to see
her again with her own eyes. It does not make sense to propose symbolic ritual
death to take part in the highest point at the Mysteries, whose own goddess
refuses death and, instead, associates ‘the power of sight’ with immortality from
start to finish and death with ‘being sightless’, invisible, and even dead. In this
sense, any symbolic ritual death ar the end of the sacred rites after light blazes forth
seems contradictory: “One might expect the strong child born to the strong
mother to do something with his life. After his birth, Wealth has no history”
(Parker 2005, 358).157 Conversely, the ritual birth in the Mysteries could be
rendered as subjecting mortals to partake in viewing the begetting of immortality
as an insightful viewer.” This point is an interesting link with Plato’s Diotima.
Nonetheless, the ‘second best’ to immortality (Parker 1991, 10) is ineffable
(&ppyog), precisely for “the difficulties of putting the unique visual experience of
the secret segment of the mysteries into words” (Petridou 2013, 320). Moreover,
ritual-centred visuality “constructs a ritual barrier to the identification and
objectification of a screen of discourse and positions a possibility for sacred

vision” (Elsner 2007, 25).

157 “But in religious terms a ‘birth of Iacchus’ would have been a rather weak climax;
TIacchus has nothing to offer mankind beyond the mystic experience itself” (Parker 2005,
358). As we have seen in the previous section, if it were Dionysus, we would know: the
Orphics made no attempt to keep secrets.
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In the Mysteries, we propose that the charis ideal would come to light in
the religious relationship of personal character, reinforced by the mortal’s choice
to subject themselves willingly in a personal and mutual relationship to “get
acquainted with, get to know the god” (Betegh 2022, 243) in closeness to the
divine (Burkert 1987a, 12). In contrast, the goddesses have the privilege of
continuously receiving the voluntary, insightful visions that mortals undertake in
profound reverence, the ‘cognitive reliability,” for the goddesses’ very existence,
reaffirmed by the reciprocal gaze in the Mysteries.

Admittedly, “the most pressing question is not whether they exist at all,
but, first, how they can be known and, second, how such knowledge can be
correctly transmitted without sacrificing cognitive immediacy to the distancing
effects of representation. It is telling that epiphany’s negotiation of the
relationship between vision and knowledge provided Plato and his
contemporaries with an influential paradigm for philosophical practice itself”
(Platt 2011, 60).

This influence is precisely what must guide our rendering of ¢momtixa in
Diotima’s words, considering the philosophical framework that presents us with
an epiphanic setting for the epistemological process presented by her discourse,
which might have much to say regarding the ‘insightful viewer’ that undertakes

the Philosophical Mysteries of Plato.
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CHAPTER TWO



Becoming Insightful to the Truth: éwrowtixad in Diotima’s
Philosophical Mysteries

INTRODUCTION

1. A three-part dialogue, yet not quite the tripartite scheme

Before we begin the ‘Introduction’ to Chapter II, where we will present
the structure that unfolds this passage of Plato’s Symposium, it is imperative to
clarify the reasons for our translation, interpretation, and commentaries. To put
it forthrightly, we challenge what has become, from the late 20t century, the
reasoning for accepting the standard tripartite scheme of Diotima’s passage.
Moreover, we are surprised by the absence of critical assessments of the
archaeological, cultic, and mythological data within Plato’s Symposium
scholarship, which often accepts data at face value without engaging in debate
with the scholars of those respective areas. Namely, a proper questioning of the
groundworks that sustain any construal, regardless of the nature of the sources,
is what one should expect. Notwithstanding, we see in this passage many
recurring signs of Plato’s integrative relationship with the Mysteries, to the point

of transposing elements from mysteria to weave his spectacle of Philosophical
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Mysteries,’s8 as brought to light by Socrates and Diotima at the closing moments
of the passage. Nonetheless, it has become commonplace in the scholarship of the

Symposium that

According to an influential reconstruction, the two festivals were linked
as stages in a continuous progression, so that the Lesser Mysteries were a
preparatory stage for the Higher Mysteries. Accordingly, interpreters of
the Symposium tried to make philotimia a stage on a path leading to
philosophia (Riedweg 1987: 2—29; Tonescu 2007). Yet, as an alternative
reconstruction shows, there is no need to assume this. The Lesser
Mysteries were probably an independent festival, and taking part in them
constituted an act of piety complete in itself, although of lower prestige
than being initiated at Eleusis (Betegh 2022, 265 n.31).15

Indeed, “the relation between pre-initiation and participation at the
Lesser Mysteries—was the one a precondition for the other?—is obscure. So too
is the content of both sets of ceremonies” (Parker 2005, 345). As we have seen in
‘Chapter I,” the lines are further obscured when we also consider how a series of
events is somehow interconnected yet bearing a religious significance of its own.
They are spread between the i) Lesser Mysteries at Agrai, cf. Graf (2000, 614); the
ii) Procession, cf. Bonnechere (2003, 176); its iii) choral rites of invocation, cf.
Kindt (2012, 69); iv) the display and carrying of statues, cf. Graf (2004, 126); and
vi) many other ritual acts such as a) washing and b) fasting, which all bear the
typicality, cf. Jackendoff (1983, 139), of resembling acts of purification (Parker 1983,
257-309). Immersed in the plurality of polytheistic Greek cultures at the time,

each of these ritual acts had a piety of its own, lending religious significance and

158 We owe much of our insights, particularly on terminology, such as ‘spectacle,” which
has a technical sense as we will see further below, to Andrea Wilson Nightingale (2001,
2004, 2005, 2010, 2021).

159 To specify Betegh mention of Riedweg’s scheme: “i) £leyyog, ii) tdayy + wiboc, iii)
¢romtika. These can respectively be found at i) 199¢3-201¢9, ii) 201e8209¢4 e iii)
209e5-212a7” (Cornelli and da Paz 2022, 8).
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reciprocity to the small communities that lived near those sites and engaged in
such ceremonies as part of their local communities. Moreover, we have no idea
how these scholars can define the motivation of individuals to perform religious
acts over 2,500 years ago, given the elective nature of the Mysteries in Eleusis and
the sheer lack of historical data on the ceremony, as well as on other religions of
the time. In particular, the ritual acts at Agrai (Lesser Mysteries), taken as strictly
as ameans for an individual to become eligible to perform the voluntary, optional,
secret, and of personal choice sacred rites in the Temple of Demeter in Eleusis

(Greater Mysteries):

Whether someone participated in a cult because everyone else was doing
it, or had always done it, or because there was a specific objective, I suspect
that motivation was either more vague or more specific than we tend to
feel comfortable about (Wellman 2005, 312).16°

We sustain that an Athenian could be very much content with pursuing
other elective local cults either in the polis or abroad, for any personal vague or
specific reason we do not know, whilst still joining fellow Athenians during other
activities in the Eleusinian festival, such as the aparchai of the first fruits (Elenusis
28a = /G I’ 78a). Furthermore, an Athenian, or even civilians from other poleis,

can choose whether to proceed in further attunement into a pious life, eventually

160 We reinforce the umpredicatibility for the motivation of individuals regarding
behaviour in symbolic activity, which is not oriented towards goals, with two examples
found in Isocrates: “We always went with him to spectacles [sc. public theoria] and sat
at his side” (xaul uet’ éxetvov Te £0ewpoiuey xabdnuevol Tap’ adtov: Isoc. 8.16.); . .. during
our childhood we were fonder of each other than of our brothers, and we would
perform no sacrifice, make no pilgrimage [sc. divine theoria], and celebrate no festival
except in one another’s company” (wg v yap maideg Auey, mept mAtlovog Nuds adTog
1yovueda 7 Tobg ddekpois, xai obte Guaiow olite Dewpicy b’ &AAny EopTyv 0Depiaw Ywplg
&AMAwy Fyouev: Isoc. 19.10). Here the ‘goal,” or rather the motivation for participation
in the ceremonies, is clearly friendship, a very specific and personal one, whose
determining should be left to the agents.

123



Chapter II’s Introduction

pursuing the prestigious and elective sacred rites of the Mysteries toward
Demeter’s sanctuary in Eleusis. In any case, both in the “Mysteries of Eros,” as we
will further discuss, and the Eleusinian Mysteries, such ‘preparation’ or
‘purification’ is not, by any means whatsoever, a matter of any singular set of acts
of qualification and graduation, such as it is equivocally claimed about “The
Lesser Mysteries,” but a matter of a continuous and transformative practice
(Elsner 2007; Petridou 2013; Edmonds 2017, 201-02), following the pattern of
reciprocity so typical of Greek religion, from the Homeric to the Hellenistic
periods.

Furthermore, the ‘Lesser’ and ‘Greater Mysteries” debate on eligibility is
otiose at this point. Surprisingly, despite the lack of consensus among
authoritative scholars on the Mysteries over the past so years,* scholarship on
the Symposium appears to have largely agreed by accepting the traditional reading
proposed almost 40 years ago without much critical scrutiny,¢> drawing from just
one of the many probable reconstructions of the Mysteries. The primary issue
with this reading is that its historiographic foundation can no longer sustain
itself.

The shift in the historical debate in Greek religion and ancient Greek
history hasits roots in the works of Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood (1997, 151), who

clarified the integration of the Mysteries within the Athenian intra-polis civic

161 The following authoritative sholars on Greek religion, epigraphy, archaeology,
literacy, and ancient Greek history, repeteadly emphasise their own inability to reliably
provide a reconstruction of the Mysteries based on inexistent direct historical data: Graf
(1974,139); Burkert (1979, 35; 1983, 287); Foley (1993, 68); Clinton (1993, 93); Bremmer
(1998b, 14; 2014, 2); Sourvinou-Inwood (2003, 25); Parker (2011, 252); Petridou (2013,
320).

162 Betegh (2022) and Edmonds (2017) are two exceptions to the wide acceptance of
Riedweg’.
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context in the Classical Period. It was Price (1999, 144 ff.), however, who pointed
to blurring lines between i) Athenian obligatory, civic religiosity and ii) elective,
public mysteria spread within and outside Athens, suggesting a more nuanced
view of Sourvinou-Inwood’s ‘closures’ and ‘openings’ at the individual level, cf.
Sourvinou-Inwood (1987, 227). Graf elucidated the social aspects of ‘lesser’ local
mysteria in forming group identity through a dialectic relation with the
prestigious Mysteries from the Archaic to the Hellenistic periods (Graf 2003, 254-
56). The core of the technical issue could not be better expressed than by Parker’s

corrective view:163

Festivals are, above all, forms of collective activity, but those who
interpret them in terms of goals are hard put to it to explain why this
should be so, or why they constitute, in fact, the most important form of
festivity for societies that take them seriously . .. one in which the identity
of the actors is just as important as the acts which they are called on to
perform. The meaning of such a performance cannot be squeezed out
into a formulation in a few words any more than can that of a play or
other work of art; and labels such as ‘rites of passages’ or ‘calendrical rites’
are legitimate only for use in crude preliminary sorting, not by way of
final explanation. Unfortunately, if this approach to the understanding
of ritual is sound, the vast gaps in our knowledge become all the more
damaging. One might with luck be able to grasp the main aim of an
action many details of which were obscure. But fragments of a
performance mean little, and the quality of an experience can emerge
only from a continuous description (Parker 2005, 158-59).

In this sense, we opted to minimise in our interpretation the tendency to
view Greek religious acts as goal-oriented activities. From the second section of
‘Chapter I,” we were clear in adopting ‘rituals’ as an analytical category of
immediate wutility, rather than as a final explanation, which pointed to

juxtaposing, gradual, and sometimes contradictory symbolic behaviour thereafter

163 Julia Kindt (2012, throughout) as a corrective is also worth mentioning.
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described in terms of action and identity of the agents. We thus moved away from
definite positions regarding Greek religion. We cannot answer for the pwoorout
regarding their motivations in undertaking the Mysteries, as scholars have
apparently done, and, by doing so, profanating the dméppyta: unfortunately, the
secrets remain, to this day, well-kept. Although we tentatively proposed a
probable structure for subjective and personal transformation regarding
identities grounded on visuality in the Mysteries, we were cautious enough not
to extrapolate the limits of each set of religious acts, particularly those within the
domain of visual activity. It is quite absurd to assume that literally a dozen
religious practices and beliefs at the time, at different locales, existed for the sake
of the sole purpose of enabling people to undertake the Mysteries in Eleusis.64
Therefore, considering the inexistence of direct historical data of the
ceremonies during Mysteries in the time of Plato, there is no historiographic
justification to follow the traditional tripartite scheme’s reasons, as explained
above by Betegh, because it draws its sources from considerably later testimonies,
particularly Clemens, Theon, and Philon: they are as close to Plato as we are to
Thomas Aquinas. It does not mean their testimonies should be disregarded or
considered invalid. Conversely, as we demonstrated in Chapter Is first section, it
is possible to find plausibility in the face of historical possibility, cf. Bloch (1953,
124), based on later testimonies. In fact, we were even able to find historical

plausibility in Cicero’s later testimony because we have found historical

164 It should be noted that it is sound to accept that many individuals, across over a
thousand years of Eleusinian Mysteries, decided to seek the ‘Greater Mysteries’ for
prestige, and may have invested money and an unreasonable amount of time to do so.
However, we cannot take the exception for the rule, as each year over 3000 pwiortau
undertook initiation by the time of Pericles, numbers carefully provided by Bremmer
(2014, 15). As such, generalisations do not help us in the scholarly debate on the
Mysteries.
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possibilities surrounding Plato’s time in many other sources, including literary,
laws, and inscriptions. However, it is not the same case with Clemens, Theon, and
Philo regarding Eleusis in Plato’s time. The reason is simple: in a process of
bricolage, to fit the ‘needs,” the ‘spaces,” through which “any echoes of cultic
history are radically reshaped and adapted” (Sourvinou-Inwood 1990a, 216),
Eleusis underwent considerable changes over the span of more than 600 years
from Plato to the Imperial period, providing a different picture to the first
Christian authors. The plausibility in their view of the Mysteries, when compared
to the possibility of practices and beliefs surrounding Plato’s time, is something
we cannot simply determine, because, on the one hand, their testimonies are not
as simple as Cicero’s and, on the other hand, they do not even agree among
themselves, depicting drastically different images of the Mysteries. Admittedly,
Clemens, Theon, and Philo provide significant and relevant insights into the
religion of the Greeks. Their contribution is robust and valuable. However, their
insights reflect a religious ‘moment’ in many ways incompatible with the
Mysteries of the fifth century BCE. Therefore, their views remain distant from
the Eleusis we take as one of the main objects of this study.

As such, we reject Riedweg’s construal and present our approach to the
text, seeking to translate it word by word, in a close dialogue with over 30
translations and the four editions of the text we have at our disposal, as well as the
Second Century CE’s Papyrus P.Oxy.s 843 (1908), which has the entirety of
Diotima’s dialogue with Socrates on its pages and insightful remarks from its
editor. Naturally, since Schleiermacher, translations dealt with the Greek text and
proposed solutions to many of its complex problems. Furthermore, each
translation reflects an interpretation of the text, enriching the debate on this
passage. Consequently, one-liner footnotes would not do justice to a careful and

critical debate over choices on translation, both at the theoretical and at the lexical
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level. Conversely, not only does a section of commentaries leave the translation
clean, providing readers with a fluid text without requiring them to shift their
focus to the bottom of each page, but it also enables us to properly debate
problems in length and point to possibilities that inevitably remain open.

Lastly, although we do not follow the widespread tripartite schematisation
of this passage, we do not disregard a vocabulary that has been crystallised in
studies of the Symposium in the last 40 years. In this sense, we still refer to the
second moment of the passage as the ‘Lesser Mysteries’ and the third as the
‘Highest Mysteries’ for the sole purpose of academic clarity and to insert us in the
debate by making ourselves understandable regarding such scholarly
consolidated terms. Nonetheless, now we will present the structure that unfolds
this moment of the Symposium, along with our interpretation of the text,
followed by extensive commentaries, not before displaying Plato’s transpositions

of the Mysteries into Philosophy in the pages that follow.

2. The Being of Eros, The Doings of Eros, and the Telos of Eros:

for an alternative tripartite reading of Diotima in the Symposium

The structure of this passage from the Symposium consists of three core
moments, a living, unfolding structure carefully crafted by Plato. The young
Socrates, by himself, continuously seeks the priestess Diotima (¢oitwv mapa o€
adte TadTe: 206bs) in a dialogue permeated by religious elements, as Plato
transposes them into philosophy through the characters, setting, words, and
images. The very first word spoken by Diotima sets the religious tone for the
passage: obx ed@nunoels. Yet, her words demonstrate how Plato subtly and

gradually transposes religion into the heart of the philosophy presented by
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Diotima, who, instead of practising religious acts along with Socrates, employs
questions and answers (&vaxpivovaa dijet: 201e), a typical feature of dialectics.
This is a meaningful shift, one carefully executed through a character who has
halted the plague in Athens for ten years (déxa €ty &vafolny émolnoe T7jg vooou:
201d) and urges Socrates to speak words of good omen (odx ed@nuyoelg; 201€), yet
she herself relentlessly presents complex philosophical arguments. When Socrates
wonders, usually marked by Oavualew, Diotima rebukes him (&AAc wy Bovopal’:
205b) and calibrates her tone to become understandable (&AL’ éyw, % & 4,
copETTepoY Ep@: 206¢), shifting the subject of their investigation and marking
points of inflexion in the passage, to the extent the young can follow. Diotima
does not display sacred objects to the young but instead displays him reasons
(Aoyov dodvau: 202a). To put it differently, the very text, and its points of inflexion,
are built by, on the one hand, Socrates’s desire for truth, which impels him not to
give up as he faces thorny arguments and acknowledges his own lack (yvovg 81t
doaarddwy dtouat: 207¢) and, on the other, Diotima’s desire to care for the
youth’s eagerness to follow her reasoning (¢p& wév odv, £pm, éyw xal wpobuuiog
odOev &molelyw: 210a), in their conjoint seeking for truth. Regarding the third
moment of the passage, our interpretation owes its structuring to the insights of

Christopher Rowe:

The so-called ‘ascent’ passage, which introduces a new metaphor, that of
the mysteries [mysteria] (mainly those of Eleusis), and combines it with
the one already in play . . . However, there is no real sense of strain in the
combination, partly because the latter theme is not entirely a metaphor:
just insofar as the passage is — like what precedes it — about desire as a
whole. .. However if it is read closely with, and as representing the climax
and end-point of what precedes it, its general sense and shape seem to
emerge clearly enough . .. I have described what I believe, at least for the
moment, to be the most satisfactory interpretation, measured by its
explanatory power both in relation to the actual language of the passage
and, equally importantly, in relation to the passage’s context as the last
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part of a long and apparently structured piece of writing. No reading is
likely to be successful which fails to explain the development of the
argument from at least as far back as Agathon’s speech (since Diotima
incontrovertibly starts from there), and the way in which the ascent
passage develops out of that (Rowe 1998, 192-193).

Indeed, the third moment does not present a shift in subject but instead
presents the logical dynamics of what has been discussed up to that point,
converging the two other moments in a presentation of a general methodological
horizon to be correctly pursued by the wotyg in ta ¢pwtixa. Following the
pattern of naming events after the most central acts in Greek religion (Bremmer
1994, 53), such as wpobipara, cf. IG II* 47 (23-39), named after the preliminary
sacrifices in the émdavpia, cf. IG II* 4962, here we opted to translate & ¢pwticd,
when mentioned by Diotima, as the Mysteries of Eros, to emphasise the centrality
of Plato’s conscious transpositions of mysteria into philosophy. The brilliant
point in this movement is that they are not mutually exclusive but rather

integrative:

Plato thus never suggests that taking the Forms as divine, and conceiving
philosophy as the highest mystery leading to them, should be
concomitant with a deprecation of the traditional gods or a
desacralization of sacred rites, and the traditional mysteries in particular
— as long as they are in line with his theological principles. Indeed, in the
very same texts in which Plato presents philosophy as the highest mystery,
he also allows that poets, priests, diviners, and founders of telezai can have
direct access to information about divine matters — or more precisely, that
gods can choose to communicate with humans through select individuals
(Smp. 202e—203a, Meno 99c—d). Plato appears to accept that on such
important topics as the soul-body relationship and the immortality of
the soul, or what might happen to the soul after death, the divinely
inspired pronouncements of such people might contain crucial insights.
Once we make a genuine effort to understand what these
pronouncements really mean, and subject them to a thorough critical
examination, they can galvanize and feed into philosophical investigation
(Betegh 2022, 239).
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To say it again, in the Symposium, it becomes philosophy without ceasing
to be religious, as both characters, from the conclusions they reached together
through the dialogue (0D molAdixig duoloynrapey: 207¢), and after a toilsome
route through complex philosophical arguments (oD 07 évexev xai of Eumpocbey
TaTeG TOvol Noav: 210¢), end up together in seek of the divine beautiful itself
(a0 TO Oelov kadov: 211¢e), in hopes of becoming dear to the gods by the continued
practice of philosophy, the only way of life to make one truly virtuous (texévtt 3¢
&peTy A7) kol OpeVoumeve dmapyet Oeo@ilel yevéaOou: 212a). Notwithstanding,

the passage has been divided in our rendering into three main sections:

i) The Being of Eros: A linkage between gods and mortals (201d1-206am); ii) The
Doings of Eros: An activity of extreme eagerness (206b7-209¢e4); iii) The Telos of

Eros: Becoming kindred to the Truth (209as5-212a7).1¢5

2.1. Intro: From wanderings to wondering: Socrates passes the torch from

Agathon to his young self.

In the Introduction (201d-e7), Socrates reminds us of a crucial detail for
comprehending Diotima’s path, which subtly shifts the object of Eros from ‘what
is beautiful’ to ‘what is good,” a movement that may confuse the interpretation
of the text. The detail is precious and well-woven by Plato. In comparing his

young self to Agathon and stating that ‘his young self has reached the same

165 Introduction (201d-e7), along with Outro (212b-c3), are not considered here as
belonging to any of the three moments, given that they comprises remarks of the ‘old
Socrates,” namely, moments in the fictional ‘present’ of the Symposium, when the ‘old
Socrates’ offers and finishes his talk, rather than belonging to the dialogue with
Diotima.
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conclusions the host has arrived,” he also adopts the very conclusions both have
reached together in the discourse as the starting point for his dialogue with
Diotima.

The key point to follow Diotima’s complex explanation, which is indeed
thorny at some points, is found precisely at 201c2-3 (S: Téyafa oD xal xaha doxel
oot elvau; A: Epotye. S: el &pa 6 "Epwg Tév xadddv voeng éaTt, T 0¢ dryada kodd, k&
6w dryald@v évdeng eln). Here, back at the ending of Agathon speech, Socrates and
the host concluded together that ‘good things are also beautiful things,” thus
equating ‘what is good’ with ‘what is beautiful’ and vice versa. This is the
credential for Diotima, who inherits the arguments carried out by Agathon and
Socrates through this Platonic literary device, allowing her to shift between the
two as objects of Eros whenever it is more convenient for her to continue her
arguments.

Moreover, Socrates makes it clear that it is a recount (dteAfetv: 201d) of a
talk about Eros (tov 0¢ A6yov Tov mepi Tod "Epwtog: 201d) he has held with Diotima
(Mavtvicije Atotiwag: 201d) in the past. Furthermore, ‘recounting’ has been
emphasised by the verb diépyopeut in multiple layers, from the prologue’s first lines
(172b4) to its insistent repetition in the opening of each talk, up to Socrates
himself, as noted by Pio (2025, forthcoming). Moreover, ‘recounting’ what has
been seen is an integral part of a divine theoria, arguably as central as the journey
to view the gods. The listeners form the necessary ‘outsiders’ whose perceptions
are vital to the dialectic process of creating the boundaries required to instantiate
the social identity and validating the discourse of a divine zheorvs, the ‘insider’ of
the tale (cf. Grat 2003, 256). The very structure of this presentation transposes the
image of the theoros into this passage, transforming the pilgrimage’s wanderings

into the philosophical wonderings, cf. Nightingale 200s, as just the very
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beginning of a series of appropriations and transformations of religious elements

to fit Plato’s construction of this text.

3. The Being of Eros: A linkage between gods and mortals (201d1-206air).

3.1 (201d1-203a8): Eros as Intermediary: Mediated agency.

Diotima begins precisely as Socrates introduced her, namely, by refuting
Socrates’ notion (#ieyye 01 ue) that Eros is beautiful or good (obte xahog . . . ofite
&yafog). He is neither of the two (201e5-6). To the young’s astonishment, Eros,
however, is not ugly nor bad either (aioypog &pa 6 "Epwg éoti kol kaxog; 201€7-10).
Diotima presents an analogy of correct opinion (¥ ép6% 86Ea: 202a7) to solve the
astonishment of the young Socrates, which is profoundly relevant to the dialogue
that is about to unfold.

Diotima explains that correct believing is being unable to give reasons for
what one believes (16 6pfc dofaletv xai 8vev Tob Eyet Aéyov Sodvau: 202as). After
all, knowledge cannot be unreasonable (&Adyog: 202a6) and ignorance cannot be
of what may happen to be true (70 yeap 00 8vtog Tuyydvov: 202a7). The correct
opinion, then, lies between wisdom and ignorance (¥ 6p07 86&a., uetakd ppoviicewg
kol dpadiog 202a5-7202a7-8). By extension, their conclusion also counts for Eros,
which is also situated between the beautiful/good and the ugly/bad (éuoloyeic wy
elvaut &yoldov wunoe xaddy, undév Tt uaAdov olov Oelv adTov aloypov kol Kooy elval,
&ha Tt petakd, Epn, TovTow: 202bi-s). The dividing line between a recount of a
theoros and this transposition made by Plato may be in the offering of reasons to
justify the recounting of what is viewed, passive of collective examination:
Diotima explains here that knowledge implies being able to give an account (¢yev

A6yov dodvau: 202as) of ‘what is.”
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Socrates displays difficulties in abstracting the ‘in-between’ from the
tension of one pole with the other. Diotima, then, focuses on the core of what
sustains her argument on Eros’s status as intermediary. The pillar for this
argument is that Eros is not a god (¢pwta 0d Oeov: 202b6-¢2), drawing resistance
from the puzzled Socrates. But Diotima carefully calibrates her words so that not
only can Socrates himself follow, but it is also the very Socrates that will enounce
the conclusion at which both arrive together.

Diotima claims that gods are happy and beautiful (mavtoag feods @y
eboaipovag elvaut kol xaAovs: 202¢5-6) and that the happy are those who possess
beautiful and good things (eddaipovag 0¢ 0% Aéyelg o Todg T&yader xal Ta Kokt
KEXTNUEVOVG: 202c10). Since Eros desires what he lacks, which is good and beauty
(Bvdetow @ dyaiv kol kod@v: 202d1-2), then Eros does not have what is typical
of a god (még &v odv Bedg €l 8 ye TOY kaAddv xal &yadidv duotpog; 202¢6-d7). In fact,
now Socrates is ready to accept that Eros is an intermediary between gods and
mortals, a great daimon (daiuwy Ueyos, @ ZwKpaTeg: Kol yop TAY TO OoUUOVIOV

wetakd ot Beod Te xad BvnTod: 202d8-¢2).

3.2. (202€3-203a8): The dvvayug of Eros: his power/abilities.

Upon concluding together with Diotima that Eros is not a god, Socrates
turns the question to his dovawg (tiva,, 7v 6’ éyw, dvvauuy Exov; 202¢). Diotima
explains that he is an interpreter and messenger between gods and mortals
(épunvedov xai diropbuedov Deolg Ta ap” &vBpiymwy ket &vBpwmolg Te mapct Bedv:
202¢5). Eros mediates distinct modes of religiosity. Most importantly, Eros is one
among many daimones (oDtot 3% ol daipoves ToALol kol TavTodTol eloty, elg d¢

TovTwY 0Tl xal 6 "Epwe: 203a), precisely the one who provides communion and
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communication between gods and human beings (d1& TodTov Téoa éotwy 1) didia
Ko 1) Otéhextog Deolg mpog dvdpwmovg: 203a).

This entire paragraph, particularly its conclusion, holds significant
philosophical importance. From “Eros is one of them” follows that there are
many other daimones (obtot 0% ol daiwoveg ToALol kol TavTOdCUTOL ElTY: 20326-7)
whose influence on either mortal or divine domains is left unspecified by
Diotima. Additionally, it follows from this paragraph that other modes of
religion (1] wovtiicy) Taoo ywpel kol ¥ T@VY lepéwv TEXYY TOV Te Tepl Tag uaiag kol
TEAETAG Kol TOG EMwos Kol TV LovTelaw Taoaw kol yonTelow: 202€6-203a2) and
their respective specialists (copog daupoviog &vip: 202e6-203a2) also become
possible because of Eros. Furthermore, Eros is not #be intermediary but is instead
one of the intermediaries, namely the one because of which (di&x TodTov: 203a2)
communion (intercourse) and communication (transmitted language/perhaps
semata?) become possible between gods and mortals (1] duidio kel ) Siokextog Deoig
Tpog dvbpwmovg: 203a2-3). This is a bold move, challenging the claim of religious
specialists and cults to offer access to the divine, as many mysteria consider
themselves the most fitting way to provide and maintain more intimate
relationships with the divine. Plato, however, does not cut the knot to artificially
remove the issue by denying their claim. After all, since both éuihic kel ) Siakextog
are because of Eros, Plato lays the ground for his transposition of Greek religion’s
crowning jewel into his philosophy. Diotima’s words set an exclusive ontological
groundwork for any claims to the acquisition of knowledge from the divine to be
grounded on Eros. More precisely, Diotima’s image of Eros’s d0vautig depicts him
as clearly being responsible for two core, typical features of divine epiphany in
Greek religion at the time: divine presence (éwilia: 203a3) and a need for

interpretation (¢purvedv: 202¢3) of the divine that appears.
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No encounter with divinity can transcend the need for interpretation
entirely. As many epiphanic narratives suggest, the visual manifestation
of a god, often signified by the use of phainesthai or enargés, requires a
corresponding process of perception and recognition—noésis and
anagnérisis—from its mortal witnesses (Platt 2011, 57).

Not only is Plato’s transposition of divine epiphany at the core of
Diotima’s speech, but it may also be at the centre of his philosophical project as a
whole (cf. Phdr. 249d4-256e2, Resp. 518d3-7; s21c5-8). As Platt reminds us: “As a
hermeneutic exercise, however, epiphany also functions as a religious expression
of the epistemological project that drove much Greek philosophy” (2011, 59).
Further below, we will see how, at the same time, it does not cease to be religious
and is transposed to the domain of the philosophers, the ones who may establish
an intimate contact with divine beauty itself (ad76 16 Oelov xodov: 211€3) in the

correct way.

3. (203b1-e9): Eros’ origin as the cause for his nature.
33 3 9 g

Diotima, then, is asked about the origins of Eros, and Plato presents
through her a beautiful aetiological myth, following a tradition dating back to
Hesiod, as we saw in Chapter Is third section. To be precise, it is a tradition that
incorporates narrative elements in recounting the establishment of a religion or
the worship of a deity. In the case of Eleusis, regardless of whether the Hymn
served as a script for cultic behaviour during the Mysteries or not, it is a narrative
that explains, through a causal structure grounded in a cosmogony, how the
sacred rites were instituted. Plato’s myth resembles, at least in its structure, the
explanatory myths that give reasons or causes for the origin of a deity or a cult,
even if it resorts to images. The difference, which is profound, is that Plato

explains the origins of something that is neither divine nor worthy of worship.
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Eros has a divine birth: child of Poros (Resource) and Penia (Poverty)
(203br-c4). Because he was conceived during the divine celebrations of
Aphrodite’s day of birth (8te yap éyéveto ) Appodity, fotidvTo of Oeol: 203b) due
to Penia’s aporia (dix ™y adtiig dmoplay moudiov momoacbor éx tod Ilépov,
xoTakAivetal Te Top’ adT Kol £xvr)oe Tov EpwTa: 203b-c), he was by nature a lover
of the beautiful because of Aphrodite’s divine beauty (@voet paatyg v Tept 6
xohov xal THg Appoditng ke obamg: 203¢).

Therefore, due to his double nature and quite a unique ontological status,
his pboig is unlike either that of gods or mortals (&fcvatog mépurey odte dg BvyTog:
203e1), for he rises and flourishes while resourceful (tote uév tjg adriig Muépag
Oaddet e xai (7, ETa edmopnoy: 203e1-2) to die again when they fade away (toté o¢
&mofvyoxel: 203e3). He is neither in aporia nor in abundance (otte &mopet "Epwg
moté obTe mAouTel: 2034). This is the mythological reason for being an
intermediary: he exists between ignorance and wisdom (co@iog Te ad kol duadiog
&v utow £oTiv: 203¢€).

If we translate &mopiaww instead of maintaining it in its transliterate form as
aporia, we may lose an insightful detail from the image conveyed by Diotima’s
actiological myth of Eros. As we will see further below, ITépog is neither ‘wealth’
nor ‘abundance,” as ITho¥7og is in the Eleusinian/Orphic tradition, but instead
explains the ‘Resource-ful’ pvoig of Eros. At the same time, Eros has a poor
(mevig) poatg as well, because his origins also lie in ITnvia (Poverty). Accordingly,
if we read this clause as causal/explicative (St v amopiav: 203b7-8), then the
upcoming definition of Eros as a philosopher, between wisdom and ignorance,
displays how, by analogy, it is also part of the philosopher’s nature to sometimes
have the resources in the pursuit for truth, whilst to sometimes be in aporia—
lacking resources during an investigation. In other words, 4poria may be

indicated here as an integral part of both Eros’ and the philosopher’s nature,
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instead of the expected candidate: wisdom. Conversely, 4poria could be attractive
to be read as an inherent marker of both Eros’ and philosophers’ needful nature,
which maintains the philosopher in a never-ending movement of seeking truth.
That is, a necessary limiting element responsible for moving, so to speak, both
Eros and the philosopher toward the unlimited horizon of wisdom, which cannot
be fully attained due to the aporeric nature of both Eros and the philosopher.
Furthermore, the perfect tense in yéyovev contrasts with terms used to
determine Eros’ event of birth (yevvy0ei¢: 203c3, aorist) and origin (1] yéveaug:
204b6, noun). Both yéyovey and mépuxev (203e1) in the perfect tense refer to the
dvvaug of Eros’” @votg. Namely, the inherent constitutive attributes that Eros
currently has for being an intermediary daimon. In this sense, Diotima answers
Socrates’ question from the start of this section (ttvet, 7v 8" éyw, dvvouuy Eyov;
202¢1) by describing the origin and nature of Eros and displaying to Socrates how
an investigation of his @voig and yéveaig provides reasons for Eros’ current dovoytig

as an intermediary daimon, better expressed with the perfect tense.

3.4. (204a1-c6) Eros is a philosopher: intermediary and acknowledged lack.

This route — once the investigation of Eros @voig grounded through
reasons unfolded the answer to Socrates’ question about his dvvauig — allows
Diotima to define Eros as a philosopher and define intermediary as acknowledged
seekers: Neither gods, wise people, nor ignorant desire to become wise (009’
¢mBuuel coog yevéaOou: 204a), the latter because they cannot even acknowledge
their lack wisdom, as they find themselves sufficient enough as they are (7o uy évta
Kooy 1&yadov unde ppovioy dokely adT® eivaut ixavoy: 204a), seekers of wisdom
are neither wise nor ignorant (ol PtAocoodvTeg, el wyTe oi ool wyTe of Aadelc;

204a), wisdom is of utmost beauty (¢otwv yép 3 @V KodrioTwy 1) cola 204b2),
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and Eros is love for the beautiful ("Epwg & éotiv £pwg mepl 60 xaddv: 204b3)
Therefore Eros is necessarily a philosopher (dvayxaiov épwta priécopov eivou
204d), intermediary between the wise and the ignorant (pléoopov ot 8vra ueta&d
elvau co@od Kol duabdods: 204d), who seek both what they lack insofar as they both
acknowledge and value it (204b1-7). And the value of the object they seek is
described bearing heavy resonances with mysteria: both Tékeov and paxapiotov.166

Diotima, through this route, which goes back to Socrates’s original
question that opens this section (tiva, v 8’ éyw, dOvauy Eyov; 202¢), can only reach
this conclusion because the investigation pointed to the nature (¢votg) of Eros,
from which emerged the nature of the philosopher. And the Greek text is
emphatic: the origin of them, namely, ¥ yéveoig TovTwy, lies in a reason (aitiow 3¢
adT@: 204b): the nature of Eros (#] uév odv @oig tod daipovog: 204b), that is, a wise
and resourceful father and a lacking mother in aporia (watpog wév yep copod éott
Kol eDTOpoY, WNTPoG Ot od codil¢ kal &mopov: 204b). The aetiological myth,
therefore, is also a pedagogical display to the young Socrates, teaching him to
investigate the cause (aitia) in the nature (@vo1g) of the subjects he seeks, for

investigating the causes may as well reveal the answers a philosopher looks for.

166 ¢f, Norden (1913, 99 ff.); Dirichlet (1914, 62 ff.); Regenbogen (1930, 11); and
Festugiere (1956, 78 ft.). For studies on late-twentiethcentury evidence for Orphic
connections with the Eleusinian makarismos, cf. Grat (1993, 239-58) on
Tsantsanoglou’s and Parissoglou’s (1987, 3-17) findings; Burkert (1993, 259-75) on
Foti’s and Carrateli’s (1974, 91-126); West (1982, 17-29) on Rusajeva’s (1978, 87-104);
Bernabé and Crist6bal (2008) for a broader analysis. Guthrie (1966, 171-82) should also
be mentioned, bearing in mind that it predates clarifying insights from Hipponian,

Olbian, and Pelinnan inscriptions. For Plato’s transposition of makarismos, ct. Faraone
(2010, 145-66).
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3.5. (204d-205b2): Happiness as the object of Eros for humans: possessing what

they lack and value.

After such along explanation, as Diotima warned him (uaxpdtepov 3¢, Epy:
203b), Socrates then pushes for another pressing question: “What is the value of
Eros and all of this to human beings?’ (totoftog &v 6 "Epuwg Tiva ypeiov Exet Tolg
&vlpawymolg; 204c7). Diotima, then, moves toward questioning that lovers of
beautiful things love to have beautiful things (D: £p& 6 ¢p@v v xaAddv: Tt £pd; S:
kol &yw elmov 11 yevéahou adtd: 204d1-10). Insofar as lovers of good things love to
have good things (D: ¢p& 6 ¢p@v t@v dyabav: Ti £pd; S: yevéahau, v 0 éyw, adTd:
204e1-2). When both lovers of beautiful things and good things have those things,
they become happy (eddaiwwy éotau: 204¢). Therefore, Diotima defines happiness

as the object of love for what is good (204e1-205a2).

3.6. (205b3-206a2): The Analogy of Eros-Poiesis: mistaking parts and whole.

Diotima is satisfied with the conclusion of this moment in their
investigation, by subtly using another term from the Mysteries which will be
constantly repeated later in the passage (&Ad& Tédog doxel Exetv #] dmoxplotg: 205a).
However, the priestess wants to move their conclusion in generality, namely,
Diotima decides to move upwards along with the young Socrates by testing if they
can reach a general definition of Eros. Their point of departure is in asking if this
Eros is commom to every and all human beings (tov €pwta TodTov ToTEPRL KOIWYVOY
ofet elvou TavTwy dvOpwmwy: 205a). Socrates believes so, but is left wondering again
(Bavpalw, v & ¢yw: 205b) because Diotima strikes at the heart of the problem: of
some we say they love and are lovers, whilst of others we do not (&Aka Ttvag ey

¢pév, Tobg 0” ob; 205b).
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Diotima shifts to an analogy between Eros and poiesis: one form of love is
abstracted from the whole of love (&pelovteg yap dpa oD EpwTos Tt eldog: 205b3-
5). Poiesis is crafting in general, and all crafters are poets (205b6-¢c3). But we take
one form of poiesis and poets to name the whole (0d xadobvtau mowTal dddd Ao
Exovaty dvouaTa, Ao O¢ TAoYG THG mowgewg Ev oplov doplabey TO mepl TNV
LOVTLKYY Kol TaL UETPAL TG) TOD AoV SVOUALTL TPOTayOpeVETAL. TOINT1G Yop TODTO UOVOY
KokelTat, Kol of Exovteg ToDTo TO UoploY THg mowoews TotTal: 205¢s5-c9). All the
desire for good and happiness is in everyone (205d1-2), but we do not apply the
name of the whole to all forms of love (o 3¢ xata & 11 €ldog iovTee Te xaul
EomovdaxoTeg TO ToD SAov Bvoua loyovay, Epwta Te Kaul Epay Kal épaaTal: 205ds-€8).
Diotima even moves towards ‘those who say’ (11g, £y, Adyos: 205d) that love is for
the whole or a part, because we do not love either part or whole unless valued as
good (6 &’ guog Aoyog obTe Nulaeos praw elvau Tov Epwta obite Shov, Eav Wy TVYYAVY
Y€ Tov, & ETaldpe, dyafov dv: 205e1-3). After all, being whole is not a sum of parts
but integrality (205e4-6). Thus, everyone loves what they value as good (&g 0ddév

e 8o ¢otiv od Epdaty BvBpwol 7} oD dyabod: 206a1-2).

3.7. (206a3-11) Eros is love for having what is good forever: the first general

definition.

Diotima, now, can present a first general definition of Eros after aiming
towards generality by asking what is common to all before the analogy of Eros-
poiesis (Tov EpwTa TODTOV TOTEPAL KOWOY Olel elvan TavTwY &vBpwmwy: 205a). Precisely,
human beings love what is good (of &vbpwmot Tdyabod ¢p@av: 206a3-4). Not only
do they love to have what is good for them (xai eivou 6 &yafov adtols ép@ay:
206a6-7), but they also love to always have what is good for them (xai 00 wévov

elvau, dAA xol &el elvau: 206a8). Therefore, the conclusion can be no other than
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that Eros is for having what is good for oneself forever (6 £pwg T0 16 dryafov ad e

elvou el: 206ar).

4. The doings of Eros: an activity of extreme eagerness.

4.1. (206b7-207a4): The activity of begetting in what is beautiful.

Right after conceding that what they concluded together was absolutely
true (&Anbéotata, €y tyw, Aéyelg: 206a), the young Socrates was again left to
wonder, this time at Diotima’s wisdom and eager to learn (¢0adualov et copia
kol époitwy mapa ot adTta Tabta uabdnoduevos: 206b), for she shifted the
investigation from ‘what Eros is’ to seek questions on ‘the doings of Eros’ (i todto
TVyYAVEL &Y TO Epyov; 206b). The young Socrates comes to the point to suggest the
need for someone related to the divine to make sense of the general mechanism
of Eros (uavteiag, v 8 ¢yw, deitou 871 ToTE AéYelg, xal od povbavw: 206b): begetting
in what is beautiful with the body and with the soul (téxo¢ év xad® xal kot 6

T@pe Kol Kt Ty Yuyny: 206b).

The centrality of “giving birth” as the culmination of philosophical life is
a striking feature of the Symposium, and interpreters of the dialogue
sometimes have a hard time explaining it. As we now understand, this
special focus is in a way overdetermined. It is naturally linked to the topic
of erotic desire, the overarching theme of the dialogue. Giving birth is
also the way to achieve “immortality” through one’s biological or psychic
progeny. But for someone who knew what happened at the Mysteries,
Diotima’s pronouncement had deeper meaning and powerful
connotations, echoing and reinterpreting the culmination of the rites
(Betegh 2022, 251).

Diotima proceeds to explain that everyone is pregnant and desires to beget

(kvobow . . . mavteg &vBpwmol: 206¢1-5). Living beings beget for the sake of
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immortality (tofto &v BvnTd 8vtt 6 {ww &Bavatov EveaTv: 206¢6). Pregnancy and
begetting are something divine (todto Oelov 16 Tpayua: 206¢7): the ugly (aioypov)
has nothing to do with the divine (&vapuootov 0’ éoti 16 aioypov mavtt @ Deley:
206d1-3). Beauty, on the other hand, is attuned to the divine (10 0¢ xodov
&puoTTov: 206d1-2). Since begetting cannot be in (through) what is ugly/bad
(206d1-2), beauty is the medium of begetting (206d3). Beauty delights and relaxes
for begetting and procreation (Tlewv Te ylyvetau kol edppatvouevoy dloyettan Kol
TixTel Te Kol yewwd: 206d4-e2), whereas Ugly/bad repulses and painfully halts
procreation (206d4-7). Beauty releases the great anguish held within (76 xodév dice
TO UEYAAT)G MOTVOG ATOAVEW TOV EYovTa: 206€1-2), for great is the state of excitement
near the beautiful (modn 1) Trotnotg yéyove Tepi T6 KaAdv: 206€2).

Note that whar is beantiful (xod®, dat.) in the singular indicates a
particular beautiful medium in which who is pregnant (16 xvodv) may beget and
procreate (TixTel Te xod Yevva: 206ds) whatever they bear within. Sheffield adds that
“the notion that lovers are seeking something beautiful in which to beget needs
to be analysed carefully. The phrase téxog 2v xakd suggests begetting (literally) in
beauty, as if lovers were ejaculating inside a beautiful object in the context of a
sexual encounter. Throughout, téxog is ambiguous between ejaculation and
delivery. But since the role of beauty is to preside over childbirth (206dr) and we
are told that the pregnant lover begets ‘in proximity to the beautiful’ (mepi 16
xoh6v, 206e1), we need to modify our understanding of Téxog év xaAdv so that it
does not import any literal, spatial sense of begetting in beauty. Beauty is better
described as the creative environment in which lovers beget their offspring, where
the ¢v indicates being in the presence of, rather than literally inside, beauty. Price
notes a similar use of ‘in’ to signify the occasion rather than precise location at
Phaedr. 228 e 4; cf. Love and Friendship in Plaro and Aristotle (1989), 41 n. 457
(Sheffield 2001, 3).
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4.2. (207b1-208b6) The cause of this activity: for the sake of immortality.

Diotima finishes this moment of her explanation of Eros being for
procreation and begetting in what is beautiful (t7j¢ yevwnoewg xai Tob Téx0V €V TG
xo@: 206€3-4) by noting that, if Eros is for having what is good forever (207a3),
then it is necessary to admit that Eros is desire for immortality (dvoyxadov om éx
TOUTOV ToD AdYov xal Tig &favaaiog Tov Epwta elvau: 207a4). Therefore, Diotima
and the young can conclude on the cause of this activity: it is for the sake of
immortality (207b1-208b6). This suggests a universal function and mechanism
for Eros, as animals are also subject to this love and desire (ravta ta Oypia: 207bi-
207b6): first, intercourse, then communion in care for offspring (wp&Tov uev mepi
TO TUUMLYTvat BAAYAoLG, EeLTaL Tepl TV TPOPYY ToD Yevouevou: 207b3).

Socrates is left bewildered and even scolded by Diotima when asked why
animals do such a thing, if they are not rational like humans (# 0’ efmev, Aiowvof] odv
detvog mote yevnoeabou Ta épwtika, éav TadTa Wi éwofjc: 207c). However, he
acknowledges his own lack and need for a teacher (8mep vuvon eimov, mapa o€ fxw,
Yvovg 8Tt ddaokadwy déopau: 207¢), urging Diotima to continue. And she does
again by describing the general activity of Eros: All living beings seek to beget and
procreate (207d1-208b3). If mortals seek to exist forever and be immortal (¥) Gvn)
Vo1 {nTel xarTa TO duvaTow del Te v kol dfdvatog: 207d1), then the key is to
replace the changing by a sort of eixacio (&el xotadeimer Etepov véov &vti ToD
maautod: 207d3-8b3). That s, eixog as something new left behind to replace the old
(207d4-5), similar enough to being mistaken as the same (émel xai év & v ExooTov
6w {wwv {7y xakeltou xal elvat 10 adTé: 207ds-6). Every living being undertakes
this general mechanism (208b3-6). Mortals partake of immortality by this kind of
eikastic renewal (Ovntov dfavaaiog uetéyel, xal odua xai TéAlo Tavta: 208bs3),

whilst immortal beings do in another manner (208b4). This is the reason for
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esteeming eikastic offspring (208bs). Therefore, eagerness and love are for the sake
of immortality (&Bavaciog yop yapy mavti abty ¥ omovdn kol 6 Epwe Emetou:

208b6).

4.3. (208c1-209¢5) Philotimia: misguided expectations as love for what appears to

be the most valuable immortality.

Socrates is left amazed by everything he hears (¢yw &xovooag Tov Adyov
éDaduaad: 208b), although he is not entirely sure if everything is as she said it.
Particularly after hearing that even the soul and our very pieces of knowledge leave
us (kate Tag EmoTUAG, BAAG Kol Wi EXATTY] TRV EMTTNUEY TADTOY TATYEL 8 Yop
KaAeTToU Lehe Ty, Q6 EE10Dag E0Tl THg EmoTAUNG: ANOY Youp EmoThung Eodog: 208a),
Socrates could not contain himself and asked a very important question to the
framework of the entire passage: ‘Are these things, I asked, really like you are
saying?’ (tadte tg dAnddg obtwe Exel; 208b). This line returns us to the original
question of this second moment at 206b (T@v Tiva TpoTOY SlwKSVTWY ADTO / Ti
TolTO TVYYAVEL BV TO Epyov; 206b2-4).

To summarise the path Diotima followed to answer the question from
206b2 to 208by7: All living beings pursue i) immortality with ii) the good by a) the
continuous delivery of what they carry within via b) an intimate contact with
what is beautiful. Nonetheless, this explanation of ‘what Eros does’ (t& £pya
adTod; 201e1; TO Epyov 205b3) left Socrates wondering (xai £y dxodaag Tov Aéyov
éDaduaad: 208b7-8) to the point of asking whether her general description
matches with how everyone i fact (4An08@¢: 207b8) loves.

Fortunately, the analogy of Eros-Poiesis on the relation between the parts
and the whole becomes crucial for Diotima. From the analogy’s conclusion,

departing from the previously established necessary condition that Eros is a desire
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for the sake of immortality together with what is good (&favaaicg 0¢ &veryxaiov
¢mBuuey ueta &yadod: 207a1-2), Diotima describes the general mechanism (tadty
TH wyowvij: 208b2) shared by all the living (xai cdpe kot TéAdo wévta: 208b3), the
general way for mortals to partake of immortality (Ovntov dbavaciog uetéyet:
208bz2). It is challenging to recognise the general or the whole of Eros within the
manner (T@v Tiva Tpomov: 205br) and the activity (mpalet: 206b2) of extreme
eagerness called love (¥) amovdy) xai ) ovvtaois Epwg &v xodotto: 206b2). Even more
in the multiple particular forms of Eros towards which people turn to pursue it
(of wev &AAY Tpemoueol moAkoyd] . . . ol 3¢ xata &v Tt eldog iovTeg: 205d7-8), like
money-making, fondness for exercise, and love for wisdom (] xata ypruatiouoy
7] xaTa ployvwvaatiow 7 xota prhogopioy: 205d6). These particular forms may be
what one first notices when looking at (BAéyou: 208c2) how people 7 fact (&An07:
208b8) love.

Upon Socrates wondering (¢0aduacd,), Diotima leads him (208c1-209¢4)
to take a look at the philotimia of the people (tév &vlpumwy i £0ékerg eig v
prioTiwioy BAéyau: 208c1-2), a manner by which people are dangerously affected
by Eros (w¢ dewdg dtaxewtan Epwtt: 208¢6). According to Rowe, Philotimia is a
phenomenon within the “generic erds, but presented as if it followed the pattern
of specific erds—and so involving a beautiful partner, who provides the necessary
environment for giving birth” (Rowe 1998, 188). Suppose we do not reflect upon
what she has been saying, becoming conscious of it (¢yw elpnxa ei un éwvoeic,
évOuunleic: 208c4), like Socrates was warned. In this case, we may be left
wondering about how this phenomenon appears inconceivable (Savualors &v Tijg
&Moyiog wepl [6g dewiyg . . . EpwTt] 208c2-4) with the whole of Eros.

The careful reflection on how people in fact love is followed by a
concluding response to this &loyia: how people should love (209es-212a7). We also

follow Rowe on this point: Diotima’s response does not seem to be another
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particular form of love but what loving really is. “How we should set about
achieving it, both in life as a whole and in our erotic relationships” (Rowe 1998,
192). This reading suggests this aim is the whole and not another part, even if it
were the correct part. The reason, as Aronadio proposes, lies in “the 8 ov Diotima
envisages is not a genus or a composition of parts. It is an internally articulated
whole, whose #nity precedes its parts from a logical as well as ontological point of
view” (Aronadio 2016, 222). This sense for the whole, concludes Aronadio,
“highlights a vertical dynamics, axiologically structured, in virtue of which the
6hov of €pwg takes shape as an identitary structure, with respect both to the
reference of the name and to the nature of the denoted thing” (Aronadio 2016,
222). This can lead us to consider the truth both as a unitary principle and an end
on the horizon.

Would this be Diotima’s antidote to avoid loving like everyone, doing
everything for what is reputed to be immortal virtue? (dmep &petijg dbavartov xai
Tola TG 8681 edxheolg mavteg mavta motobow: 208d7-8) The candidate for an
antidote for a disoriented Eros may be a person who has become reoriented
(TeTtpauevog: 210ds) from what everyone gazes at with envy (&g . . . &moPAéyag .
.. In@v: 209¢7-d3) and believes to be valuable enough to live (and die for) toward
what is t7uly valuable and for the sake of which all the toils must be undertaken
(oD 01 &vexev xai ol Eumpoobey mavteg movol foaw: 210e6). Only then one may
contemplate and deliver «in un amore per la sapienza privo di invidia»
(Casertano 2016, 229 sc. fewp@v . . . TIKT] . . . &v Prhocopia &pHove: 2105-7).

Even so, Diotima does not put the cart before the horse, going straight for
it. Instead, she proceeds by “resultados concordados” (Casertano 2018, 173). For
this reason, if Socrates is willing to see (€D 1ot . . . &i £0é)ewg: 208c1-2), he may as
well attempt to follow her as best as he can (meipé o¢ Emeabou, &v olog Te fi¢: 210a4)

towards a possible whole, whilst avoiding the dangerous (dewdg: 208c4) partial
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forms of love—as well as the multiple sacred rites (iepc. moAda: 209e2)—to be
made into something we can identify if we are also willing to see with clarity.

The most significant table-turning point at the end of Diotima’s response
to philotimia: people, in fact, love for the sake of what they believe (olouévoug
208ds; ofovTau 208e4), they say (Aéyovtau 209a4; we Emog eimely 209d6), they esteem
(Tiwtog 08 Top’ DuIv: 209d7), and make appear (&dmopnvauevor: 209¢2) to be the
most valuable to ‘wield them immortal fame for all time’ (tob dvopactol yevéahou
<xod KAEog €0 TOV el ypovov dBavatov kataféobou>: 208¢s-6). Eros gua Eros, or
loving insofar as loving, always is for the sake of immortality, as previously
concluded. The problem does not lie in Eros but in what people gaze ar with envy
(még . . . dmoPAéVag . . . (nAdv: 209¢7-d3), instead of looking at what is truly
valuable. After all, since youth (¢x véov 209a7-br), echoing the &pyeadou véov dvta:
210a4-5 at the start of the upcoming ascent, they are aiming at a mistaken mirror-
image of what is true, looking toward what is 7eputed to be the most valuable: “If
anyone does things for the sake of fame, that is because they think fame a good
thing” (Rowe 1998, 189). This does not appear to be an intellectualist matter of
knowledge or a lack of knowledge tout court but rather may be of becoming
reoriented to pursue what must be truly loved.

The problem of philothimia can be noted with a subtle omission at 208er:
00 yap dfavatov tpdaty. Note the absence of the good paired with love for
immortality in this whole paragraph, precisely what has been previously
established as ‘what is necessary to be pursued’ (&0avaciog 3¢ &verykaiov émbuuelv
uete &yabod: 206e8-207a1). Conversely, the ones who die for the sake of a
renowned immortality do so because it is reputed as good, regardless of whether
or not it is tru#ly good: hence, a philotimia.

This is also made evident when Diotima directly mentions Homer and

Hesiod at 209c7-d2: xaid wég 8v Sé€outo . . . xa elg “Ounpov dmoPrévoag . . . (pAév
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¢xyove.. The (logical) subject of the participle accords with the main verb’s (wés,
nom. sg.). As we have suggested before, those who are unable to recognise what
they see may have their love (philotimia) directed towards what they believe to be
valuable. The translation of &woBréVag + {n@v into looking at nothing but Homer
and Hesiod, envying their offspring, is based on the construal followed in our
translation. Namely, Diotima is here describing how people i fact love, not how
they should love. Accordingly, we suggest they regard Homer’s and Hesiod’s
offspring, which are of an immortal kind, as worthy of love because they tunnel-
view immortality from renowned and reputed offspring that bestow it upon their
‘parents’ (& éxeivolg &Bavatov Khéog Kol WYNUNY TapéxeTan adTa TolodT dyTeL:
209d4-5), fixed on it to the extent of becoming unable to distinguish the value of
the immortality they have set their eyes upon.

Itis interesting to note a construction conveying to Diotima’s words a term
for sacred rites (iepa moAAa: 209¢2-3) being established for people regarded as akin
to the divine, right before presenting the making into a wbotg on her
accomplished/highest rites. Moreover, there is a direct occurrence of Télea in the
Orphic golden leaves from Pelinna, cf. Graf (1993, 240-49), particularly: “They
are either the prizes attained or the rituals to be performed . . . after all, the
performance of the rites is the supreme prize” (Graf 1993, 242); and Bernabé and
San Cristébal (2008, 89-93), particularly: “Plato seeks to modify a more
elementary scheme, in which a better life is simply promised to whoever is

initiated” (Bernabé and San Cristébal 2008, 92.).
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5. The Telos of Eros: Becoming kindred to the Truth (209as-212a7).

5.1 Philosophical Mysteries: Plato transpositions of Eleusinian émomteie into

Diotima’s ¢romTixa.

Diotima’s émomtixa is framed in a well-structured, controlled, and
philosophically oriented process of leading to divine epiphanies beyond the
constraints of divine agency. Plato’s émomtika is the spectacle for the insightful
viewing of truth in an interplay of intermediary agency: it is the correct seeking.
Fundamentally, it is the continuous procedure of viewing desireful signs that
appear simultaneously as ‘what is’ and ‘what is not.” They are Plato’s
transposition of the onuela in epiphanic records, primarily from Eleusis. As

Betegh carefully explain:

The viewer thus acquires a preliminary, ordinary acquaintance with the
god through her culturally validated representations [the
viewing/display of objects]; and most people will remain at this stage.
The select few are, however, allowed a direct vision of the divine
prototypes in an (epoptic) epiphany, which then leads to a recognition of
the ways in which the representations give something back of the god’s
features, but are still paltry images compared to the full power and
radiance of the god. This scheme could serve Plato as a model for
describing the relationship between everyday acquaintance with different
properties in the physical world and the stable recognition of
instantiations based on knowledge of the Forms, which, at the same time,
makes us realize that the physical manifestations fall short of the divine
original. . . . The encounter with the divine original not only enables us
to recognize its manifestations in the physical world; remembering the
epiphany motivates and enables us to create instantiations of it in the
physical world — just as it was sometimes claimed that Praxiteles and
Phidias created their astonishing cult statues on the basis of epiphanies.
By remembering the Form of Virtue one can give a fully satisfactory
account of virtue, and also produce truly virtuous acts, as agalmata of the
Form. Such truly virtuous acts, based on remembering the Form, are
extraordinary, even to a much higher degree than the stupendous cult
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statues of Praxiteles and Phidias. . . . It is precisely his direct observation
and knowledge of the divine prototype that enables the demiurge to
create a valid “agalma,” which represents as well as possible the relevant
features of the divine original. It is on the basis of his direct knowledge of
it that he can also perfect his creation, making the agalma an appropriate
likeness of the model in as many respects as possible (Betegh 2022, 247-

48)

In this procedure, individuals remain motivated to see and understand for
themselves what is in these signs of beauty, viewed along with or in the context of
their partners or guides, namely the value that provides the signs of beauty with
ontological and logical unity. This continuous and intimate scopic development
expands the range of one’s gaze, gradually improving the ability to recognise the
value from the manifested signs of beauty: from outward appearance to the soul,
from beautiful gestures to discourses. Ultimately, if correctly reoriented, this
narrowing and expanding of one’s view by focusing on the manifested, desireful
value becomes the movement of a transformative and reoriented pursuit of value
itself.

Moreover, neither is this viewing determined by the arbitrary will of the
divine nor by the arbitrary wish of human beings. It is neither like with Demeter,
who manifests herself at her will in the Hymn, nor like Pentheus who demands
to view the sacred by arrogance without observing the prescribed rites in
Euripides’s Bacchae. Instead, they are negotiated effortfully by a mediated agency
through Eros during one’s education from youth. This is a negotiation that aligns
the immediate desires of individuals with the philosophical pursuit of what is
truly valuable, rather than simply nullifying desires. The ‘correct seeking’ is
famously presented step-by-step by Diotima, namely a movement from
recognising value in desirable things that manifest beauty to having value itself
within view: the beautiful itself. As Betegh, quite rightly, concludes on Eleusis

and Diotima:
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Diotima offers a coherent, self-contained, and philosophically
sophisticated account of the complex relationship between the
(im)possibility of reaching immortality for human beings, how this is
connected to the endless cycles of death and birth in nature, the
transformative experience of getting close to and beholding the divine,
and giving birth in that very moment to what makes a life good — indeed,
we wouldn’t need to know anything about what happened at Eleusis to
understand and appreciate all this. Yet, as I have tried to show, the
conjunction of these themes is conspicuously close to the key elements of
the rites; these elements now receive new meaning as part of Plato’s
substantive account of the quest for the best human life. We see once
again that Plato’s attitude toward the Mysteries is not confrontational
but integrative (Betegh 2022, 252).

Accordingly, the transformative ‘making into a wvoty¢’ in the Mysteries, as
well as insightfully viewing the gods during the annual sacred rites, acquires a new
locus in Plato’s Symposium. It may culminate in the attainment and maintenance
of a life-long, lasting, reoriented state we call insightful viewing. We claim that
this insightful viewing can be understood as Plato’s philosophically centred
visuality. The philosophical framing presented in the Symposium leads to a
transformative viewing, as much as it fosters a sense of kinship with what is
viewed and given birth. The constant begetting of beauty in the presence of a
beautiful medium gradually transforms individuals at an existential level.

Itis a process of locking eyes with what manifests beauty: one delivers what
is kindred to it. Therefore, this cannot be read in terms of the locus of ritual-
centred visuality in ancient Greek religion. Instead, Plato’s visuality transcends
the boundaries of ritual activity because it is about the constant practice of
philosophy, a constant delivery of what is valuable, as the locus for a kind of divine
intimacy and recognition of divine presence is beyond determined sacred objects
or sanctuaries.

Additionally, it is not the sacred officials who manifest the divine. In

Diotima’s words, not only may individuals recognise the presence and
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manifestation of the beautiful in everything that manifests beauty, but also the
philosopher is the one who, by becoming kindred to what is truly valuable, may
recognise and manifest beauty to others through actions and discourses which
excel in value. Plato’s transposition of émémreia as a one-of-a-kind philosophical-
centred visuality is marked by individuals becoming transformed by what they
correctly view to the point of collectively manifesting the best one can bring to
light: virtue and excellence.

As such, we sustain that this transposition lays the ground for Plato’s
display of a procedure, step by step, of becoming reoriented to view the truth in
the ‘correct seeking’ to the point of eventually becoming kindred to it. Unlike the
eventual teletal, Diotima’s procedure is to be undertaken during one’s entire
lifetime, which resonates with many other dialogues. Moreover, the insightful
viewing, typical of divinely intimate and insightful viewers in the Mysteries, is
transposed into an integral development of the education of individuals and their
partners or guides by the development of the ability to deliver and nourish true
human excellence, according to the correct intimate contact with ‘what is” and
‘what is not.” The accomplished nourishment in this intimate relationship with
the divine happens in the philosophical life during which a person, who has been
correctly educated and, most importantly, has been correctly reoriented to a
lasting and continuous state, may view (epopt-) and manifest the divine, xata tov
dvvactov, through actions of true human excellence.

Finally, Plato’s transposition also accounts for being seen by the divine: the
divine blessings bestowed upon accomplished wiotau/émémran dear to the gods
during the Mysteries. Plato’s reciprocity emerges upon the individual becoming
capable of recognising one’s kinship with the divine through one’s offspring that

are kindred to the truth: the true human excellence continuously delivered and
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manifested, as much as possible, is akin to ‘whatis,” as a marker of an integral self-
development that has the best human life possible at its horizon.

The most striking of Plato’s transpositions of the Mysteries lies at the
linguistic level. The participle Oewpdv (210d4) is paired through xai with the only
perfect participle (agreeing in gender, case, and number) of the entirety of the
‘Highest Mysteries,” Tetpouuévog, a significant image of mysteria. Again, we
mention Graf’s insights in the conscious usage of the perfect participle by Plato
as a marker of mysteria; the inscriptions from antiquity remain silent about the
content of secret rites. However, they use the perfect participle to determine the
initiates in a way that has much to tell. The writings “also refers to the initiates as
kekorubantismenoi (“those who have become Korybants”), an expression closely
related to the bebakcheumenoi (“those who have become bakchoi”) in the famous
graveyard regulation from fifth-century Cumae in Italy and, no less important, to
the Ephesian designation of former Kouretes as kekoureutekotes, “those who have
been Kouretes” (Wankel et al. 1979-1984, 47.7 [=Knibbe 1981, 53 no. Bs4.7]): in
all three cases, the perfect participle designates someone who not only has
performed the rite but who has been transformed into a new and lasting state of
being through his initiation” (Graf 2003b, 252). We also recall Bernabé’s analysis,
which, for us, is the best in terms of linguistic subtlety regarding the usage of this

nuance of the Greek language by Plato to transpose the Mysteries in the Phaedo:

El primero, es que Platon vuelve a wutilizar un participio perfecto,
TePIAOTOPNYOTES, como los que usaban los de las teletai (Pefoucyevuévos,
KexaopUévos, LeuVnUEVos, TETELETUEVOS), pero para definir a los fildsofos,
dado que para €l es la prdctica continuada de la filosofia la que produce un
estado (el que define el perfecto en griego) que permitid al fildsofo un detino
mejor en el Mds Alld. El segundo detalle es que determina el participio
con el adverbio «correctamente» (5p0@g), cuyas resonancias orficas son
claras (Bernabé 2011, 227-28).
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Indeed, the Republic too presents the most comprehensive description of
this transposition, particularly after the Cave, where the most renowned image of
becoming reoriented to view ‘what is’ can be found in the dialogues. After the
Cave, when Socrates proceeds to discuss it with Glaucon, he clarifies that such a
‘turn’ would not be a simple act, “like flipping a shell during an oyster-turning
game” (odx daTpciicov &v el eptoTpodn: Resp. s21cs), “but the conversion of a soul
from a day which is somehow night to the real daytime” (&Aka Yuyfjg mepraywyy
£ YWKTEpYTG TIVog Nupas eig dAnOwny: Resp. s21cs5-7). At this point, Socrates uses
the very same image presented by Diotima, immediately linked to this clause, the
image of ascent: “[this conversion] is an ascent to what is” (tod évtog odoav
¢mévodov: Resp. s12c7), “that which we can really affirm to be true philosophy” (#v
0" plocoiav dAn07 @roouey elvau: Resp. s21c7-8). This is consistent with how
Diotima had just described philosophy with the same perfect participle
TETPaUULEVOG—not an occasional turning to observe the vast, open sea of beauty
during a sunny afternoon. In the Republic, Socrates uses the same Tetpapuévos
presented by Diotima, now undeniably in terms of becoming reorientated to
view the truth in the acquisition of knowledge: “This would be the proper art of
conversion” (TovTov TolvVY, v O Eyw, adToD TEXVN &v €l T|¢ TeplarywyTig: Resp.
518d3-4), “the most efficient and easy way to be turned into a direction” (ttver
TPOTOV WG PATTA Te Kol AVVTWTATA RETATTPAPY|TeTa: Resp. s18d4-5), “not for
inserting in a person the power of sight” (o0 100 éumotfjoot adt® T6 dpav: Resp.
518ds), “because a person already has it in them” (8A\” d¢ Exovtt wev adté: Resp.
518ds5-6), “but, instead, because one neither views what is needed nor has become
correctly reoriented” (odx 6pOédg O TeTpapUEVY 0DOE BAémovTt of Edet: Resp. 518d6-
7) “it contrives one precisely in this way” (todto Syavioacdar: Resp. 518d7).
Therefore, fewpiv here comes directly after one ‘has reached and maintained a

continuous and integral, lasting state of reorientation,” which in the Symposium
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is the one who becomes reoriented to view what is truly beautiful. This is what
we consider having been at the core of Plato engagement with the Mysteries
through the transposition of this continuous and lasting transformative state into
his philosophy: or, as Betegh has it, “one can then either say that philosophy is a
direct competitor of the mysteries in offering the best life through closeness to the
divine or — and this appears to be Platos preferred way to conceive the

relationship — that philosophy is the truest mystery.” (Betegh 2022, 237).

The Highest Mysterie’s structure:

5.2 (209as-210a3): The Making into a wbotyg in the Highest Mysteries and Insightful

Viewing.

5.3 (210a4-210€2): The Ascent to what is: how to proceed correctly.

5.4 (211d2-212a7): From recognising ‘what is’ to begetting what is true.

5.5 (21rar-211bs): The choral ode to Beauty: an invocation of ‘what is.’

5.6 (211b6-d2): The Scala Amoris is the accomplished way to see ‘what is.’

5.7 (211d2-212a7): From recognising ‘what is’ to begetting what is true.
8 (

5.8 (212a5-7): Becoming kindred to what you view and beget — &petyv &A07.
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TRANSLATION

Plato’s Symposium (201¢c-212¢) - Dover ed. 1980



Introduction and Eros as intermediary, 201d1-202b7

“Now off you go, Agathon, so that I recount the talk about Eros I once heard
you go, Ag

from Diotima, a Mantinian woman, wise on these matters and in much more—

before the plague, when the Athenians were amid sacrifices, she even made a ten-

year halt for their disease—it was her the very person who taught me things about

Eros.”

“I'will try to recount how she said her talk, departing from the conclusions that
Agathon and I have reached together, in whatever manner I possibly can. It is
necessary, dear Agathon, as you proposed, first to go through in detail about what
Eros is and what he is like, then his doings.”

“I think the easiest way to do it is like the visitor from Mantineia went with me
at the time, by questions and answers. I, too, told her something similar to what
Agathon has been telling me now: that Eros would be a great god and of what is
beautiful. She promptly refuted me in these arguments, just like I did here.
According to my own argument, Eros would not be beautiful or good!”

“But I protested.”
‘What are you saying, Diotima? Is Eros then ugly and bad?’

‘Be careful with profanation,’ she rebuked. ‘Do you honestly believe that what
is not beautiful has to be ugly?’

‘For sure.’

‘What is not wise would have to be ignorant too? Have you not noticed that
there is something between wisdom and ignorance?’

‘And what is that?’

‘Correct believing in something without being able to give a reason for it.
Don’t you know,’ said her, ‘that neither is it to have knowledge (how could
knowledge be a matter that lacks reason?) nor ignorance (how could ignorance
be, somehow, of whar is?). Correct opinion, I presume, is like this: between
wisdom and ignorance.’

“This is true,’ I admitted.

“Then stop insisting that what is not beautiful has to be ugly and what is not
good has to be bad. The same applies to Eros: from your conclusion that it is
neither good nor beautiful, it does not follow that Eros has to be ugly or bad.
Instead,’ she said, ‘it is something between the two.’

‘So what?’ I continued. ‘Everyone agrees that he is a great god.’
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Eros as intermediary and the description of his d0pautg, 202b7-202¢5

‘By everyone do you mean who is insightful,” asked her, ‘or who is not
insightful?’

‘Tam talking about all the people.’

And she laughed. “Well, Socrates, how could it be,” she asked, ‘that everyone
agrees on Eros being a great god when they say he is not a god at all?’

‘They who?’ I asked her.

‘Huh? You and I, for instance,’ she replied.

Then I 'had to ask, “‘What are you talking about?!’

“This is easy,” she mocked. ‘T am talking about us, or would you not say that all
gods are happy and beautiful? Would you dare to affirm that the gods are not
beautiful nor happy?’

‘By Zeus! I would never!” I said.

‘And would you not say that happy is who possesses beautiful and good
things?’

‘For sure.’

‘But, instead, you have concluded that, by lacking what is good and beautiful,
Eros desires these very things he lacks.’

“Yes, I have.’

“Then how would it be possible for a god not to have a share of what is good
and beautiful ?’

‘No way, it looks like.”

‘Can’t you see,” she concluded, ‘that you too, in fact, do not believe that Eros
isagod?’

‘But what would Eros be?’ I asked. ‘A mortal?’

‘By no means.’

“What then?’

‘As we have said before,” she replied, ‘Eros is something between mortal and
immortal.’

“What is that, Diotima?’

‘A great daimon, Socrates, for every daimon is intermediary between divine and
mortal.’

‘What kind of power,” I asked, ‘does Eros have?’

‘He is an interpreter and transmits mortal pleas and sacrifices to the gods and
divine commands and recompenses to mortals for their sacrifices. He
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Eros as intermediary and the description of his d0pautg, 202b7-202¢5
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From ddpapig to pvoig: the aetiological myth of Eros, 202¢6-203¢3

is in the middle, partaking from both and maintaining everything completely
interconnected. For this, all prophecies make their journey, as does the art of
sacred officials regarding sacrifices, sacred rites, chants, divination, and magic.
Even though the divine is not brought into contact with a mortal, through Eros
all the communion and dialogue between gods and mortals, either awake or
asleep, is possible. Additionally, Daemonic is the person wise in these affairs. The
wise in something different, like arts or any handicraft, is a craftsperson. These
daimons are indeed multiple and manifold. Eros, too, is among them.’

“Who is his father?’ I asked. ‘And who is his mother?’

“This is along story,” she said. ‘But I will tell you nonetheless. When Aphrodite
was born, the gods gathered together. One of them was the son of Metis: Poros.’

‘After they finished their meal, Penia arrived intending to beg, as expected when
a feast is happening, and stayed by the door. Poros got drunk with too much
nectar, as wine did not yet exist. He went to the garden of Zeus. Being filled with
nectar, he laid himself down to sleep.’

‘Meanwhile, Penia schemed to make a son with Poros because of her aporia.
Thus, she laid with him and got pregnant with Eros. Because he has been given
birth on Aphrodite’s birthday and because, by his nature, he is a lover of the
beautiful, and Aphrodite is beautiful, Eros also comes into being as a follower and
servant of Aphrodite.’

‘Given that heis a son of both Poros and Penia, Eros happens to be in a position
such as this: in the first place, he is always poor. Despite many supposing that he
has to be exceedingly delicate and beautiful, he is, conversely, harsh and rough,
barefoot and homeless, always lying bedless on the ground, dumped by the doors
and sleeping on the streets in the open air. Eros is always associated with lack, for
he has his mother’s nature. On the other hand, like his father, he is preying upon
the beautiful and good ones, being vigorous, bold, and eager, a mighty hunter,
always devising some trick, desireful of wisdom and resourceful for it, in a life-
long pursuit of knowledge, terrific sorcerer, enchanter, and sophist.’

‘And neither is he made to be like an immortal nor a mortal, for during a single
day he rises and flourishes when he has the resources, only to die and rise back to
life again because of his fathers nature. Even so, he has his
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resources always slipping through his fingers, to the extent that neither is Eros in
aporia nor in abundance. He exists, to repeat it, in the middle of wisdom and
ignorance.’

“This is what follows: no god pursues knowledge nor desires to become wise—
for they already are—, neither does anyone already wise: they will not pursue
knowledge. Likewise, neither do the ignorant pursue knowledge nor desire to
become wise. This is the problem of ignorance: who is neither beautiful nor good
nor wise considers themself to be just as fine. Therefore, the one who does not
believe to be in need certainly does not desire what they do not believe to lack.’

‘Who are them, Diotima?’ I asked. “Those who pursue knowledge, if they are
neither wise nor ignorant?’

‘By now this is obvious even to a child,” she mocked. “Those between the two,
among whom Eros would also be. Wisdom is among what is of utmost beauty.
And Eros is love for the beautiful. Therefore, Eros is necessarily a philosopher,
because a philosopher is intermediary between wise and ignorant. The cause lies
in his origin: while his father is wise and resourceful, his mother is not wise and is
in aporia.’

‘Therefore, that is the nature of this daimon, Socrates. There is nothing
surprising in what you believed Eros to be. After all, judging from your words,
you believed that Eros was the beloved, not the lover. This is the reason Eros
appeared to you as supremely beautiful. For it is the beloved that is beautiful,
graceful, complete, and the most blessed. In fact, the lover has another
appearance, the sort of which I described.’

“And I'said, “This is very good, dear visitor. You speak beautifully! But tell me,
what kind of value does Eros have for human beings?’

“This is precisely what I will try to teach you next,” she replied. “We have
discussed how Eros comes into being, that he is of beautiful things, as you say.
But what if someone asked us: Socrates and Diotima, what does it mean to say
that Eros is of beautiful things? Or, to put it as clearly as possible, Whar does the
lover of beautiful things love?’

“And I replied that it was ‘that they become his.’

“This answer begs the question: What will happen supposing that beautiful
things become his?’

“At that point, I had nothing at hand to answer her question.”
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‘For the sake of happiness’ and the analogy between Eros-Poiesis,
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‘What if instead of what is beautiful,” she suggested, ‘this person changed the
question, replacing it with what is good? The question would be: zell me, Socrates,
what does the lover of good things love?’

‘That they,” I replied, ‘become his.’
‘And what will happen presuming that good things become his??’
“This,’ I said, ‘T have more resources to answer: he will be happy.’

“The happy are happy in possession of good things. There is no need to further
ask: What does the one who wants to be happy want? The answer seems to be
complete.’

“That’s true,’ I nodded.

“This wish and this love—Do you think this is common to everyone? Do you
think everyone wants good things for themselves always? What say you?’

‘That’s it!” I agreed.“This is common to everyone.’

‘Why then, Socrates,” asked her, ‘we do not say that everyone loves, if every
single person is in love—and always—but, instead, we say that some are in love,
others not?’

‘I wonder this too,” I admitted.

‘There is no reason to wonder,” she snapped. ‘“This is because they abstract
what we call it from a certain kind of love and apply to it the name of the whole,
Eros, and for the other kinds we use other names.’

‘Like what?’ I asked.

‘Like this: you know very well that poiesis is something multiple. That is to say,
inasmuch as poiesis is named after causing something to come into being from
nothing, poiesis is also named after all those arts in which things are manufactured.
Additionally, all the crafters of these arts are poets.’

“True.

‘Even so,’ she said, ‘you know very well that they are not called poets but have
other names. From the whole of poiesis one part was abstracted, the one about
music and metric, being called by the name of the whole. This alone is called
poiesis and the ones who belong to this part of poiesis are called poets.’

“That’s correct,’ I said.

“This is the same regarding love. Most importantly, all the desire for what is
good and for happiness, the greatest and treacherous love, is in everyone.
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Eros causes the desire to beget with the body and the soul, 206¢1-207b5

‘Conversely, they who turn to love in many other forms, either by money-making,
fondness for exercise, or love of intellectual excellence, are neither said to love nor
called lovers. Instead, they hold back the name of the whole—love, loving, and
lover—from those who eagerly proceed toward one form of it.’

“Your words are truly terrific,” I told her.

“There is something also said,” she added, ‘a talk about how those in love would
seek their other half. My argument is that neither is love for a half nor a whole, if
it does not somehow happen, my dear friend, to be good. After all, people would
be willing even to cut off their feet or hands if they seemed to be in a bad state.
Thus, I don’t think either of them is after what is proper of themselves—unless a
person calls the good what is proper for themself, and the bad improper. People
in love are after nothing but what is good. Do they seem to be after something
else?’

‘Tam not saying anything! For Zeus!” I exclaimed.

‘Well then,” she wondered, ‘is it possible, so to speak, to say that people love
what is good?’

“Yeah,” I replied.

‘How come?’ she asked. ‘Should we not add that they also love to have the good
for themselves?’

“Yes, let’s add this.’

‘And too,” she added, ‘not only to have it but also to always have it?’

‘Let’s add this as well.’

“To put it shortly,” she said, ‘Eros is of having the good for oneself forever.’
“This is so true!’ I exclaimed.

‘It this is what Eros is always,” she went on, ‘then how do people pursue it?
And in what kind of activity could the extreme eagerness be called Eros? What
does this function happen to be? Can you tell?’

‘It T knew it,” was my response, ‘I would not be marvelled by your wisdom,
going after you to learn these very things.’

‘But to you,’ she said, ‘I will tell: it is begetting in what is beautiful with the
body and with the soul.’

‘Now I need to ask an oracle to make sense of this!” I told her. ‘T don’t get what
you are saying.’
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Eros causes the desire to beget with the body and the soul, 206¢1-207b5

‘Then I, she offered, ‘will speak more clearly. Every person is pregnant with
the body and with the soul. When they come of age, it is natural that one desires
to beget. It is impossible to beget in what is ugly, for we do it in what is beautiful.
Indeed, there is a begetting from the intercourse between a man and a woman.
This is something divine, pregnancy and procreation, for this is also how
immortality happens within mortality for a living being, impossible to happen in
something not attuned: whereas the ugly is not in tune with anything divine, the

beautiful is attuned. Therefore, Beauty is the Moira and Eleithyia of procreation.’

‘They would be what drives the pregnant into what is beautiful, more than
happy to become relaxed, both to beget and to procreate. Conversely, before what
is ugly, one shrinks, repulsed, coiling up, affected by pain and would not
procreate, restraining the offspring in a way difhicult to bear. Hence, the one who
is pregnant and ready to burst comes into a great state of excitement near the

beautiful because of the release from a striking anguish that one holds.’

‘For this, Socrates,’ she said, ‘Eros is not for what is beautiful, as you believe.’

‘And what, then?’

‘Tt is for procreating and begetting in what is beautiful.’

‘Fine,” I replied.

‘It is more than fine,” she snapped. “Why, then, is it for procreation? Because
procreation is a way for mortals to be everlasting and immortal. If Eros is really
for having what is good forever, then, from what we have concluded, it is

necessary to desire immortality together with what is good. Therefore, it also

follows from this argument that Eros is for immortality.’

“Eventually, when teaching me all these things and talking a bunch of stuff
about Eros, she asked: ‘Socrates, what do you think is responsible for this love and
desire? Have you not noticed how all the animals are terribly affected when
desiring to procreate? The birds and land beasts alike all suffer and are subject to
love: first for intercourse with one another, then for the nourishment of the
newborns, to the point even the weakest are ready to fight against the strongest
and die for their offspring, maintaining themselves in hunger to rear their brood,

and for anything else that must be done.’
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Eros is for the sake of immortality within mortality, 207b6-208b2

‘One might suppose human beings do these things because they are rational,’
she said. “What about the animals? What is the cause of being subject to love in

such a way? Can you tell?’

After telling her once more that I could not see the reason, she said: ‘Do you
think that you will ever become terrific in the matters of Eros if you are not

reflecting on these things?’

‘Look, Diotima, as I just said, this is the very reason for coming before you,
knowing that I am in need of teachers. Anyway, tell me about these things, the

cause, as well as the bunch of stuff about Eros.’

‘Very well,” she nodded. ‘If you believe that by nature Eros is for that which we
have concluded together many times, then you do not have to wonder.
Remember that argument in which mortal nature seeks, as much as possible, to
exist forever and be immortal? There, only one way emerged as possible. It was
by procreation: that s, to always leave behind something new in the place of what
is old, to the extent that from each one of the living beings it is said that they are
alive and that they are the same individual, just like an elderly who turns out to
become old from youth is said to be the same person. But, as a matter of fact, this
person who is called the same has by no means the same things in them. Instead,
there is always something new coming into being, whilst others are fading away.
This applies to hair, flesh and bones, blood, and the whole body. And this is not
just with the body but also applies to the soul: the behaviour, customs, beliefs,
desires, pleasures, pains, and fears. None of these things remains the same for a
person, but they are always coming into being and ceasing to be. It is quite strange
that these things happen with pieces of knowledge as well: not only are they
coming into being and being lost from us, but also we are never the same, not
even regarding pieces of knowledge. Instead, each piece of knowledge—one by
one—passes. What is called improvement is because of the knowledge that is
leaving us: forgetting is the departure of knowledge; improvement is preserving
knowledge by creating a new memory to replace what is departing us, to the
extent it appears to be the same. In this way, everything mortal is preserved, not
by always being entirely the same, as if it were divine, but by leaving behind

something new of the same kind as the decaying and the departing.’
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Eros is for the sake of immortality within mortality, 207b6-208b2
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From Philotimia to the description of somatic and psychic pregnancies,
208b2-209¢8

‘By this mechanism, Socrates,” she said, ‘a mortal partakes of immortality, as does
the body and all the rest; the immortal do in another manner. Thus, do not be
surprised that every being esteems an offshoot of themself. This eagerness and
love in every being is for the sake of immortality.’

“I listened to what she said and voiced my amazement: ‘Diotima, the wisest!
Are these things,’ I asked, ‘really like you are saying?’

“And her, as if she were those accomplished sophists, said: ‘Pay attention,
Socrates, if you will, and look at the philothimia of the people. If you do not
reflect and become conscious of what I have been saying, you might wonder
about the lack of reason for the manner they become dangerously affected by the
love of renowned things ro lay up immortal fame for all time. For the sake of this,
they do not hesitate to risk all kinds of danger, waste money and suffer whatever
toils, even more than they would for their children, to the point of dying.’

‘Do you believe,” she said, ‘that Alcestis would have died for Admetus, or
Achilles after Patroclos or your Kodros early on behalf of his children’s succession
if they had not expected that the memory of their virtue, which even now we still
have, would be immortal?’

‘Tt must be far from it,” she said. ‘I believe they all do everything for immortal
virtue and this kind of glorious fame: the better they are, the greater they do. They
love what is immortal’.

‘The pregnant,’ she said, ‘with the bodies tend to turn towards women.
Affected by Eros, thus, they expect that begetting children is how they are to
obtain for themselves immortality, memory, and happiness for all the time to

come.’

‘The pregnant with the soul—for there are indeed those,’ she said, ‘even more
pregnant in the souls than in the bodies—, who has something fitting for the soul
to be pregnant with and beget. What, then, is fitting? Wisdom and the remaining
virtue, of which the makers are all procreators, just like the crafters considered to
be cunning inventors.’

‘By far the greatest and most beautiful,” she said, ‘kind of wisdom is the one of
the ordering of the poleis and households, whose name is moderation and justice.
Moreover, when someone is pregnant of these
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From Philotimia to the description of somatic and psychic pregnancies,
208b2-209¢8
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The Highest Mysteries: The Making into an Insightful pooty,
209b1-210a4

things with the soul since youth, being unmarried and coming of age, he, then,

desires to beget and procreate.’

‘He too, I believe, goes after the beautiful, seeking to procreate in there, for in
what is ugly he would never procreate. Because he is pregnant, he welcomes
beautiful bodies over ugly ones. When he stumbles into the beauty, kindness, and
gracefulness of the soul, he is more than happy to accept the combination of both.
Before such a person, he is immediately resourceful of talks on virtues and on

whatever befits to make a good person and attempts to educate him.’

‘For, I believe, that by attaching himself to what is beautiful and getting
acquainted with it, the memory of which is bringing to presence by having it
recalled to mind in absence, he thus begets and procreates what he has for so long
been bearing in pregnancy, rearing the offspring in communion with the other
person. They have a much stronger partnership and firmer friendship with one
another, as the offspring that maintain them united are beautiful and immortal
compared to children. Everyone would rather be a parent of this kind of children
over humans and gaze at Homer, Hesiod, and the other good poets, envying the
offspring they leave behind, which yield them immortal memory and fame, a kind

in itself immortal.’

‘If you want more,” she said, ‘take, for example, the kind of children Lycurgus
has left behind in Sparta as the salvation not only of Sparta, as word has it, but
also of all Greece. Solon, too, is held in honour by producing laws for your people.
And elsewhere, among Greeks and non-Greeks, many other people display their
own great and beautiful deeds, producing all sorts of virtue. For the sake of this
kind of children, many sacred rites have now been established in honour of these

people. For the sake of the human kind, not a single altar has been sprinkled.’

‘These are the Mysteries of Eros. Perhaps even you, Socrates, could be made
into a mystes. Regarding the Highest Mysteries and insightful viewing—for the
sake of which all of this exists, if one proceeds correctly—I cannot see if you can
be made into one. I shall tell,” she said. ‘And I will not leave anything lacking. But

you too must try to follow as best as you can.’
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The Highest Mysteries: The Making into an Insightful pooty,
209b1-210a4
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The correct, accomplished, and effortful ascent to view what is,
210a4-210e4

“To proceed correctly on these matters, it is necessary to begin from youth by
pursuing beautiful bodies. First, if the guide leads correctly, he must love a single
body and there generate beautiful discourses. Afterwards, it is necessary to see for
himself that beauty upon any particular body is kindred to beauty upon any other
body. Additionally, if it is necessary to pursue beauty manifested in appearance,
then it would be quite foolish not to consider beauty upon all bodies as one and
the same. He must come to realise this to loosen the exceeding love for one body,
leading him to look down upon it as of lesser importance to become a lover of all
beautiful bodies.’

“Next to all of this, it is necessary to consider beauty in the souls more valuable
than the beauty of the body, so that even if someone happens to have just a spark
upon the surface while being the soul suitable, it would be enough for him to love
and care for a person and beget discourses as much suitable, seeking whichever
may make the youth better people, to the extent one may be impelled to see with
turther clarity the beauty in different kinds of activities and laws, also observing
that all is in itself related, to the point of considering the beauty surrounding the

body as something of lesser importance.’

‘Tt is necessary to lead from activities toward distinct kinds of knowledge to the
extent one may further see the beauty of different kinds of knowledge. Looking
toward beauty, now multiple, he may no longer be enslaved to the beauty of
anyone, as if serving one master, content with the beauty of a young boy or the
beauty of a person, or even the beauty of a sole activity, babbling about trivial

matters.’

‘Instead, he has become reoriented to the vast, open sea of beauty and
contemplates it, begetting many beautiful discourses and magnificent thoughts
in ungrudging philosophia. At this moment of life, if matured and faring well, it
might be possible to recognise a kind of unique knowledge: the knowledge of a
beauty which I will try to describe. Turn your attention to me,” said Diotima,

‘trying as best as you can.’

‘Whatever youth who is led up to this point in the Mysteries of Eros, seeing
with clarity the beautiful things in the correct and ordered way, nearing the

culmination of the Mysteries, now the Highest, may
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The correct, accomplished, and effortful ascent to view what is,
210a4-210e4
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From the procedure for viewing 6p6ég to a description of what is,
210e4-211c6

suddenly have something wonderful within view: the nature of beauty. That one,
Socrates! The one for the sake of which absolutely all the toils up to this point

have been undertaken!’

‘Above all, it always sV’

‘Not born! Nor die! Not big! Nor small?’

‘Not this! Nor that! Not here! Nor there!’

‘Not in this! Nor in that! Not in these! Nor in those!’
‘Not for me! Nor for thee!’

‘Not will the beautiful itself be flickered elusively!”
‘Not as some mask! Not some handiwork!’

‘Not as any other thing!?’

‘Not the sort of which the body partakes with!”
‘Not some discourse! Not some knowledge!’
‘Never in anything different than itself!

‘Neither in the living!”

‘Nor on the earth!’

‘Nor in the sky!

‘Nor in any other place!’

‘Neither will it flicker, but will clearly come to light’

‘Being itself, according to itself, by itself, pure forever!’

‘And all the other beautiful things partake of it by means such as this:
“They become and uncome and what else such as this!’

“That one is neither any bigger nor any smaller!

‘Nor is subject to absolutely any single thing!”

‘At this point, when one proceeds correctly in the love of boys, ascending from
these here to that beautiful there, one begins to have it within view, close to

somehow touching upon what is perfect.’

“This is really the correct way to pursue or to be led by another on the Mysteries
of Eros: beginning from all of these beautiful things here that are for the sake of
the beautiful there, always ascending by using them like steps of a stair, from one
to two and from two to all beautiful bodies, from beautiful bodies to beautiful

activities, from activities to beautiful
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From the procedure for viewing 6p6ég to a description of what is,
210e4-211c6
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Down from the Scala Amoris into a life in viewing and begetting truth,
211c6-212c1

kinds of knowledge; and from kinds of knowledge to that accomplishing
knowledge, which is no other than knowledge of that one beautiful itself: there,

one culminates in knowing what is the beautiful itself.’

‘At this moment of life, dear Socrates,’ said the Mantinian visitor, ‘if anywhere,
life is worth living for a human being, in seeing with clarity the beautiful itself. If
you ever happen to glimpse that, it would not be comparable to gold and
garments, nor as the beautiful boys and younglings may seem for you, who now
you see in astonishment and for whom you and others are eager, seeing the
beloved younglings and always wanting to get acquainted with them, if somehow
were it possible not to eat nor to drink but uniquely to have them seen and get

acquainted with them.’

‘What then,” she said, ‘can we suppose to happen if one were to see the
beautiful itself unmixed, clean, undefiled, not infected by flesh or by mortal skin
and by any other mortal folly, but instead able to see with understanding the

divine beautiful itself in its pure form?’

I think you may suppose,’ she said, ‘that life would become of little value for
the one who looks there and must see that one beautiful itself with clarity and get

acquainted with?’

‘Would you not conclude,” she said, ‘that it is within this circumstance alone,
by seeing the beautiful in the manner which itis to be seen, begetting notillusions
of virtue, because one is not taking hold of illusion but what is true, since one is
holding gaze on what is true? By begetting true virtue and nourishing it, would
one not become dear to the divine? And, if it were indeed possible for any person

to become immortal at all, would it not be that person?”’

“This, Phaedrus and everyone else, is what Diotima said, and I am persuaded
by her. Since I am persuaded by what she said, I have been trying to persuade
others too that by acquiring this possession one could hardly get a better partner
for human nature than Eros. That’s why I say left and right that everyone has to
honour Eros, and I myself honour and practise these things about Eros in

different ways. I have been recommending
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Down from the Scala Amoris into a life in viewing and begetting truth,
211c6-212c1
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TETELTUEVOG OE Telp@dual Kol Tovg EAdovg melbety $T1 TovTOV ToD KTHUATOG TH]
&vBpweia OTel TuVepyoy duelvw "Epwtog odi v Tig pading Adot. 316 87 Eywye
PYuL YpAven TavTe &vdpe Tov Epwtal TIAY, Kol adTog TG TAL EpwTiica Kol

dlaPepoVTwG oK, Kol Tolg BAlolg Tapake evopat

183



Socrates as Truth’s Witness: An Offering of a Way of life,
212c1-212c3

it to others. And, now and always, I am praising the power and might of Eros as
many times as I can. This is my talk on Eros, Phaedrus—my praise, as you usually
say, if you will. Or else, if you prefer to call it by whatever name, call it as you

please.”
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Moments before, Socrates rebuked the manner in which all the previous
symposiasts made their praise (tpémov Tod émaivov: 199a4). They praised Eros, so
to speak, with ‘fancy words’ (xai xadddg y* Exet xal oeuvidg 6 Emouvog: 199a2-3).
Socrates, however, aims at nothing but to say the truth (od pévror &l & ve
&nb7j: 199a7). He speaks plainly: “dizer a verdade, como Socrates, é grosseiro e
pertinaz” (Casertano 2010, 17). Accordingly, we attempt to translate Socrates’
words by offering vernacular English to match his character. On the other hand,
his Mantinian guest has a distinct vocabulary. Nonetheless, her words equally
contrast with the previous ‘fancy words’—or, somewhat, the dialogue between
Socrates and Diotima contrasts, in many ways, with the encomiastic genre (cf.
Danzig, 2016, 36-44), as Plato transposes a dispute in which Eros, and the
symposiasts themselves, are made to appear as the finest (@aivntau g xaAoTog
kol &ploTog: 199a1). Moreover, Diotima has consistently adjusted her tone to
accommodate an inexperienced youth eager to follow her. This is noticeable
throughout (201d-212¢), particularly in the range of constructions’ syntax, word
choice, and sentence length (cf. Morgan 2021, 558). Accordingly, we attempted to
utilise the English language as a living element to convey our interpretation of
this dramatic and philosophical movement, whenever the Greek text permitted

us to do so.



Commentary

201d1-6: TOV 3¢ L6yov . . . 8v oDy éxelvy) Eeye Aoyov, metpdooman DU OteAbelv. In this
long sentence, éxovoa appears to indicate that Tov A6yov is meant as spoken words.
We opt for ‘the talk . . . heard’ in the sense of a “continuous statement, narrative
now will try to recount (mepaoopar duiv oterfeiv: 201d6). Moreover, ‘talk’ is
translated without implying falseness. After all, Socrates may have been
persuaded (mémetouau 0" éyw: 212b2) by Diotima’s T épwTtxa, to the point of even

trying to persuade others (memetouévog o metpduat kol Tovg EAlovg meibety: 212b2-

3).

201d3-4: Abnvaiolg mote Quoapévolg . . . dvaBolyy émoinoe. As Parker notes,
individual sacrifice was “commonplace in Greek religion,” although collective
priestess, have sacrificed for Athens? Parker would maintain that “magistrates
represent the city, before the gods as in other spheres; the priest communicates
with the divine, for the city as for other clients” (2005, 98). Moreover, “on the
basis of this evidence not only numerous priests but also the eponymous archon,
the generals, the hipparchs, the taxiarchs, the pryraneis, various kinds of epimeletai
and hieropoioi and, in the Hellenistic period, the agonothetai and the kosmetes of
the ephebes all sacrifice for Athens or for segments of it” (Parker 2005, 96). Yet, it
seems that the religious specialists frequently mentioned by Plato in the dialogues
may not technically belong to any of those categories: “Perhaps Plato is using
‘priests and priestesses’ in a loose way which will include religious specialists of all
type” (Parker 2005, 99). Nevertheless, a more literal translation may aid us in
avoiding this contested territory: Abyvaiols . . . Bvoauévors, a noun and participle

both in the dative plural, whereas déxa €1 dvapodyy émoinoe requires a singular
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(logical) subject. It can be read that she (sg.) made a ten-year halt for them (pl.)

who were offering sacrifices (Abnvaiolg mote Buoauévors).

201d6-8: S1elbety . .. bmeog &y dvvwpat. ‘T will try to recount in whatever manner I
can’. The relative 8mw¢ (from & ‘who’, ‘which’) + mag, ‘how’) with the
subjunctive, often with the conditional &v, expresses purpose (Ayer 2018, 638¢).
Here it expresses Socrates’ intention of recounting tov Aéyov according to his own

abilities (dvvwuau).

201d6-7: buoloynuévwy. Perfect participle mediopassive in the plural. It can be
read as more than simply ‘agreeing’. That is, as having agreed together,
particularly from uot xai AyaBwvt: concluded together may better match the
perfect tense. Regarding its central meaning in Plato’s philosophy, particularly its
methodological position in the dialogues, Casertano is clinical: “Nao apenas a
busca da verdade por meio de um didlogo que se faga corretamente, quer dizer,
com base num método que prevé ndo so a corre¢do logica das argumentagoes, mas
também o consenso dos interlocutores em cada passagem do didlogo” (Casertano
2018, 171). This consensus is a result (note épokoynuévwv’s perfect tense) of a
collective and discoursive effort in the search for truth: “o gue na realidade ¢ mais
conforme a dialética (75d4: dwhextixwtepov), por um lado, é responder a verdade
(75ds-6: TéAn07] dmoxpiveado), mas, por outro, e sobretudo, formular a sua resposta
dentro dos termos com que o interrogado declare concordar’(75d6-7: 30 éxelvewy by
&v Tpogouoloyi] eidévau 6 épwTwuevos) . . . E esta caracteristica da dialética como
capacidade de fazer perguntas e de dar respostas, de refutar-se reciprocamente e de
alcangar resultados ‘concordados’ estard fortemente presente em muitos didlogos

platonicos, do Gorgias ao Fédon” (Casertano 2018, 173).

201d8-9: 01e)elv adtov mp@Tov. The meaning of dieAfeiv here can be inferred from

what directly precedes it (éomep ob omynow: 201d8). As such, diedfetv in this
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construction specifies the description of a way to proceed in the investigation,

namely going through in detail first . . . then . .. (201e1-2).

201e1-2: Tig 0Ty 6 "Epwe xetl moldg Tig, Emetta Tow Epyor adtod. The terms tig éoty and
T Epyo bear a profound philosophical relevance. In modern English, we would
rather say the effects of Eros or what Eros causes regarding té Epyo adtod.
However, while the terms cause and effect are a better match to ‘love,’ they would
anticipate propositions established by Diotima only at 206d4. At this early point,

a more vague translation (its doings) may be a safer route.

201€3: 7] Eévy). Both i) stranger/foreigner and ii) visitor would work here. The
second option appears to better capture Diotima’s position as ‘the special guest’
or ‘the Mantinian visitor’ that Socrates called to partake in this symposium.
Nonetheless, it should be noted that 7 vy has a broader meaning which

simultaneously denotes the stranger/foreigner nonetheless.
201e3: dvacplvovoe. Lit. just questioning, or even examining.

201e5: el 0e v xekiv. The genitive in the plural indicates ‘of the beautiful
things,” leaving the object of the clause undetermined. This extremely literal
translation serves to preserve, at this early point in the dialogue, the philosophical
propositions being presented by the characters. Namely, Eros g#a Eros has so far
been defined as ‘of beautiful (and good) things in general,” precisely the
conclusion Agathon and Socrates have reached together (¢x t@v @uoloynuévwy
¢uot xal Ayafwvti: 201d6-7). Although subtle in English, the distinction between
‘beautiful things’ and ‘the beautiful’ is significant in this dialogue, as we will see

further below.

201e6-7: TOUTOIG Tolg Aoyols . . . xartew Tov euov Adyov. In the beginning, tov Aéyov

(201d1), which Socrates éxovoa (201d2) and Diotima #leye (201ds), indicates a talk
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or, more literally, ‘things said’ about Eros by her. Now Aéyot is an indirect object
governed by the verb #eyye. In the context of dvaxpivovoa (201e4), both can be
translated into arguments, passive of refutation/examination (#eyye). It should
be noted that the direct object in the clause is e, in the sense that Socrates was
refuted/examined in Aéyoig such as these here (1. 6 "Epwg uéyog O¢og; 11. €ln) 0 t@v

KOAGY: 201€5).

201e8-9: aloypog dpee 6 "Epwg éatl xal kakog; The usage of beautiful and good and
their contraries ugly and bad has been happening since Socrates examined
Agathon’s speech and will be maintained throughout Diotima’s speech. They
apply to a considerably broader sense than ‘beautiful’ and ‘good’ today, for it had
significant religious and ethicopolitical resonances in ancient Greece; cf. Barney

2010, 363-77) for an overview of xadév and é&yafév in Plato.
Y

201¢10: obx eD@ruoels. This term is typical of sacred rites and the very first word

used by Diotima in the Symposium.
202a3: peteky. Eros is repeatedly emphasised as an intermediary.

202a5: Moyov dobvaut. Typical of dialectical discourse, ‘to give an account of the

discourse’, is recurrent in later books of the Republic.

20225-9: T6 6p0a dokalew . . . émioTachal toTw . . . 16 yop ToD vtog. Diotima’s entire
response here carries a considerable epistemological and ontological weight. For
this reason, the translation remained exceedingly anchored in the Greek text,
maintaining the Greek word order without attempting to match it with

colloquial spoken English.

202b6: 6uoloyeital. Unlike the perfect duoloynuévwy at 201d6-7, the current
éuoroyeltai does not convey the wide semantic field provided by the perfect tense

of the former. Therefore, we assume it indicates a weaker sense of ‘agreeing’.
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Unlike the perfect tense, the present lacks both the sense of a complete action of
‘agreement’/‘concluding’ and the lasting state of ‘agreeableness’ as noted above

by Casertano.

202b8: Ty i elddTwy . .. 7] kal @y elooTwy. In the context of mystery cults, the
perfect participle to determine a group of individuals denotes a continuous and
lasting state connected to completing the sacred rites, a detail carefully explored
by Graf (2003b, 250 ff.) and also explained by Bernabé (2011, 227-28). In this
context, there is no reason to expect the same meaning. Here, it simply means
‘those who know’. However, it should be noted that the perfect participle eidotwv
indicates that the “connection between the realms of knowledge and viewing is
built into the Greek language and culture (cf. ideiv-cidévan and eldov-oida)”
(Petridou 2013, 313). This will be heavily explored in Diotima’s speech further
below. To avoid projecting it back to this early point, ‘insightful’ maintains in
English a morphological trace of this connection regarding viewing-knowing in
Greek culture, particularly in Plato’s philosophy. And does so without removing

the strong cognoscitive meaning of this perfect participle.

202.01: 6uooyoito. Yet again, the present tense does not seem to convey the wider
semantic range of this verb in the perfect tense, leading us to take it as ‘agreeing,’

exactly as translated four lines above.

202c11: kextnuévovs. This term has philosophical implications, as noted by
Sheftield (2001, 27-28). The meaning of this perfect participle is more specific
than that of other verbs we can translate to ‘have,” such as yw. Fundamentally,
xtaopat indicates possession in a narrower sense, as in the possession of
properties, lands, or any objects. Therefore, xéxtquou does not imply the
possibility of ‘having’ something as an inherent quality. Conversely, the usage of

this verb here makes the distinction between ‘what possesses’ and ‘the things
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possessed’ quite clear, leaving no room for identifying Eros with its objects. This
reading would maintain Diotima in line with what they have previously

concluded together.

202d1-3: GG v "Epwta ye buoloynicag ot Evdetow Tév dyad@v kol kod@v emibuueiv
adTew ToUTWY WY £vdeng éoTty. Plato switches again from the present to the perfect
tense. In this context, duoldynxag again may indicate the sense of having ‘arrived
at a conclusion,” suggesting the typical state of ‘agreeableness’ during o6

dadéyeaBou, as Casertano (2018, 171-174) carefully explained above.

202ds: &uotpos. Note the resonance it will have in 206d1: Beauty as Moira and

Eileithyia of procreation.

202d7: 6pac. ‘Can’t you see (reckon) that?” Another use of ‘viewing’ to imply

‘knowing.’

202d13-e1: &Y 1O Soupdviov petald tott Oeod Te ki Ovntol. The ‘doubling of
between’ (intermediary + between) is used here to emphasise the double role of
ueta£ in this construction. First, the neuter-definite article is used before the
(logical) subject to which peta? is attached, which can be read as 16 daupdviov [16]
ueta£d. Second, peta£d as a preposition also governs the genitive from which, in
turn, it is pushed away by the verb ¢ot. This indicates peta£d functioning as the
subject predicative of daumoviov, which it determines, and as a preposition for the
indirect objects, which it governs. Thus, peta&V is both ‘intermediary’ as the

object and ‘between’ as a preposition.

202e2: Tiver . .. Ovvequty Eyov; This usage of €yov does not seem to present the same
sense of possessing as xtaopeut used above, but instead of a capacity/ability, as in

the inherent/intrinsic dynamis Eros has (¢yov).
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202¢7: ywpel. This term bears significance in Greek religion, cf. Eur. Bacch. and
Ar. Ran. It is worth noting that this image is reinforced further below, as Plato
transposes the choral dances into Diotima’s religious invocation, marking a key
pointin her philosophical journey of ascent, culminating in the description of the

beautiful itself (210e6-211bs). For now, we stop at it being of religious significance.

202e8: epéwv . .. Teketo. Regarding lepéwv, “terms ‘priest’ and ‘sacred official’ also
need some explanation. The latter term is meant to include persons who had
religious functions in the cult but were probably never called iepetg or iépeta”
(Clinton 1974, 8). Moreover, this is the only occurrence of tedety in Diotima’s
speech. The other occurrences of cognates in religious contexts, such as
TeAevTAioow: 210¢7 and TelevTt@v: 210¢8, or of its etymon, like Télog: 210€3 and

TéAovg: 211b7, as we will see, must be addressed case by case.

203a1-2.: De0g ¢ dvpldme ob petyvutar. This mediopassive ranges from 1. “. . . is not
engaged in sexual intercourse with’ (if the two sides of the clause were persons),
to2. ... holdsa (friendly) intercourse with’, 3. “.. . is not brought in contact with’,

as well as 4. “. . . is not to mingle with’.

203a4-5: co@og ooupoviog évyp. This literal translation follows dauuéviog as an
adjective and co@og as the subject predicative for &vp (the daimonic person [is]

wise).

203b1: got épi. This is the first of the many occurrences of ¢p@, which is the future
of both ¢paw and elpw, that Plato uses through Diotima. Here, it means ‘I will tell
you’. Even so, the refinement of this wordplay and its pairing with the drama
should also be considered. It may indicate, simultaneously, that Diotima is willing

to tell’ and ‘to care’ about Socrates.
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203c4: mepl 70 wokov. This s the first occurrence of 6 xaddv in the entire exchange,

instead of the commonly used t00 xakoD or @V Kakdv.

203¢6: mevye. As mentioned earlier, mévyg is a reference to his mother, Penia,

manifesting &mopiaw as a contrast to the resourcefulness of his father, Poros.

203d3: v ™G unTpog puow Eywyv. Note Eywv @voty as determining an intrinsic
characteristic (to have) as opposed to possessing (xéxtiuct) something distinct

from what possesses.

203d4: émifboviog toti Tolg kenkols xal Tolg dyaboic. The plural dative here refers to

beautiful and good things and persons.

203d7: @ulogopiy oo mavtog Tob [biov. Here, @ilocopdv is a participle and

functions as a verb, instead of a noun or subject predicative.

203d8-e1: xal obte g dbavatoc TEQurey obTe dg HvnToc. Plato does not use an aorist
to determine the event of, so to speak, Eros’ assembling. Instead, the perfect tense
here indicates the presence of elements from Eros’ current dvvaug, which have

been established during his generation.

203¢e5: coplog Te o kol duodiog év uéow éotiv. Here we have an existential éotiv in

the clause.

204a1 and 204a2: QLAoTOPET; 204a3: Plogopoioy. Once again, @locoel and
priocopodaty are used as verbs and participles, rather than as nouns or subject
predicatives, to the extent that Plato, in a subtle yet deliberate way, continues to
hint at the category instead of defining it, sc. Philosophy or Philosopher. This has
a literary reason: Diotima has not presented them to Socrates, and it is his desire
for knowledge that will lead him to pose the question that prompts Diotima to

immediately present a definition. For now, Plato has not put the horse before the
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cart and continues to use the Greek language as a literary and philosophical

device.

204a6: 6 Ui oldpevos . . . wy olnton émoeicbor. This construction is crucial, as
Diotima emphasises believing/expecting. This verb will be reinforced in the
description of philotimia. It should be noted that Plato uses this term in
Diotima’s speech in multiple senses: ‘think’, ‘believe’, ‘mean’, ‘suppose’, ‘expect’,

and ‘feel’.

204a8: Tlveg obv . . . ol pthocogoivtee. Finally, Socrates poses the famous question
‘what is’, which begs for a definition that follows directly, thus specifying the
philosopher as a noun for the first time in their exchange. Plato carefully tailors
his linguistic masterpiece as Diotima is called to clarify to the youth what she has

only hinted at.

204b3: "Epwg 0 totiv Epuwg. Lit. ‘Eros is eros.” This is traditionally translated as
‘love’ and is thus maintained. However, it should be noted that £pw¢’s meaning
should be re-conducted to its cultural context. As useful as the term ‘love’ is in
translating Zpwe, its resemblance must take into account the manifold
incompatibilities between £pw¢ and what we call Jove in a considerably distinct

cultural context today (cf. Carone 2006, 208-228).

204b4-5: Phdoopov 8¢ Bvta wetald elvau co@od kol duafods. Once again, ueta&d is
used to determine a neuter-singular noun, which in this clause is ptlégo@ov. The
positioning of eivat pushes the preposition away from the genitive which it
should govern, further indicating peta£d as both a preposition and the subject
predicative. Most importantly, it determines a neuter-singular noun, which, on
its part, can transform a verb or adjective (e.g. to pursue knowledge) into a noun

(16 ptléoogov, the knowledge-pursuer = philosopher). For this reason, the verbs
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and participles translated as pursuing knowledge thus far must now be translated

as philosopher.

204C6: TO 0¢ e £piv BlAny 10¢aw Tolad Ty Eyov. Noun from the verb to see, thus

the appearance in the sense of the look, form, or shape of what is seen.

204¢7-8: 6 Epug tiverypelow Eyel. Note again the usage of £yet to denote something
inherent (the value, ypeiav) and not a possession which does not necessarily

identify with what possesses it.

204d7: yevéaOou a1, The absence of both &yw and kéxyuou regarding tév xoddv
that has been used before with v dyafav or dvvaug and ypeiov makes it unclear
what construal should be considered into translating this. Philosophical
problems emerge both from claiming that here it is love for possessing what is
beautiful in the sense of xéxtuon and from claiming that it is having in the sense
of &yw, cf. Sheflield (2001, 16-25). Perhaps a more literal translation, namely the
vague “that they become his”, may allow us to avoid projecting back into this line

what is yet to be defined further below.

204¢5: Tl Eotou éxelve @ &y yevyton T kehd; Here yévyrou (3rd sg.) is being
governed by tdyafa (nominative-neuter in the plural), a phenomenon repeated

since 204d8-9’s ta kaka. Thus lit.: what will happen (ti £otou) supposing that (¢

&v) good things (t&yabda) become (yévytou) for that one [his] (éxeivw).

20521 KTETEL Youp . . . dyaldv ol ebdaipoves evoeaioves. This construction is tricky
because xtécet is not a verb (for it would beg a second person to govern it) but a
noun. Moreover, it cannot be the subject, because of determines both the subject
and the subject predicative. In this sense, ko€t must be an indirect object; thus,

the dative of ‘possession’/ ‘property’ + the dyabiv.
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205d4-5: 7] kT YPYUATIOUOY 7} KarTa PLhoyvvaaTiow 7 kata rhocodicy. Here we
follow Rowe in considering the term philosophia, a term in vogue in intellectual
circles of the time, as similarly done by Pausanias during his speech to determine
the love for intellectual excellence, the activity suitable to Pausanias’ environment
and not to Platonic philosophy: “In business, like Apollodorus’ listeners (173c6),
and for philogumnastia and philosophia, see Pausanias at 182b8 (where philosophia
was ‘love of intellectual excellence’;s now ‘philosophy’ is surely meant, introducing

the same opposition as in 173¢)” (Rowe 1998, 180).

205bs: 11 eldog dvoualopey, To Tob Blov émitiféves Svoue. For a debate on this
analogy of parts and whole here in Diotima’s speech, cf. Aronadio (2016, 218, 223),

Bravo (2016, 16-23), and Casertano (2016, 224—30).

205d10: ol Aéyetou ey ye Tig . . . Adyos. Here, Xéyog is considered to bear the same
meaning as Tov Aéyov at the beginning of the first paragraph in 201d1. However,
now it has a negative connotation, namely, the Aéyetou at the beginning of the
clause, it is said, without a precise specification of who says, marking Aéyog as a
subject predicative. While at first the Greek grammar does not indicate it has a
negative connotation, scholarship has, quite rightly, pointed to the speech of
Aristophanes as the ‘subject’ of this Aéyetau, as well as those who align with the
contents of Aristophanes’ speech, in many ways resembling Ar. Av. and its
parody of Orphic motifs, respectively, cf. Destrée (2015, 365) and Calame (1999,

181-185).

205¢1: 60 £uog Aoyos. Like in the first paragraph (Aéyous: 201es5), Aéyog here appears

in a narrower sense, ‘my argument.’

205¢6: oixeiov. This translation renders oixelov as ‘what is proper.” For a discussion

on its usage as ‘what is proper for oneself’ in Aristophanes’ speech as opposed to
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‘what is good as proper for oneself’ proposed by Diotima, cf. Destrée (2015, 360

66).

N

206a: ¢pia &vbpwol 7 10D dyafod. This detail is significant: Diotima is here
asking about love for ‘what is good,” as in the quality of a part/whole/half
discussed in this argument. Notably, a more substantial claim is about to be used
down below: one that neither is ‘for what is good” nor for ‘good things’ (gen. -

neut. pl.).

206a11-12: 6 Epwg 10D 6 dyaldov T elveut del. For the first time, the general object
of love is specified as ‘the good,” not ‘something good’ in particular. From
previously concluding that having good things leads to happiness (i £otou éxeivé
@ &v yevyrou téyades; / eddaipwy Eotau: 204e6-7) and that everyone wishes to have
good things for themselves always (mavrog téyada Bovdecbou abrols elvau del:
2052a6), being this wish and desire (b 01 ™y Boddnow xal Tov Epwta: 205a5)
common to everyone (xowov vt TavTwY: 205a7), Diotima can finally present a
general definition of Eros: love is for having the good for oneself forever (6 £pwg

700 76 &yadov adTd elvou del: 206a11-12). The emphasis at the end, in the placement

of the adverb &ei, may be better captured in English with the strength of ‘forever.’

206bs-7: tpoltwy mopa. ot adTa . . . dhha éyw got, gy, tpd. Plato’s wording
contributes to the image of ‘what happens to people in love.” He uses a participle
¢poltwy that can convey sexual meaning. Additionally, there is again the usage of
a homonymous verb between ‘telling’ and ‘loving’, namely ¢p®. The motivation
behind Socrates’ eagerness and Diotima’s care, however, is presented in terms of
pursuing knowledge and guiding one’s pursuit, hence ‘coming and going after

you’ (époitwy Tapa o¢) and ‘but, to you, I will tell/care’ (dAda eyw got, ), £p®).
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206d9-c1: wovTelag, v O éyw, Oeitau 8Tt ToTe Aéyels, kol 0d wovbavw/dARd éyw, ) O
7, oapéotepoy tpid. The morphological wordplay here is lost in translation: one
between povteiag, akin to Diotima’s image—“which Diotima of Mantineia
probably is” (Rowe 1998, 183)—and pavbavw, ‘learning/understanding’. Plato
continues to lay the ground for his upcoming transposition of erotic activity into
‘loving correctly’ in the Mysteries of Eros, emphasising here the ‘guiding
correctly.” Plato insists on repeating the homonymous ¢p@: I will speak (to

you)/love (you) more clearly.

206¢5-6: 1) yap &vOpog xal ywoukog ouvovoia Toxog ¢otiv. The article here
determines cuvovcoia, whilst téxoc, in the nominative, is left undetermined. The
latter is the subject predicative in this clause. Moreover, elvat positioning suggests
an existential sense. Literally: a [kind/form of] begetting exists (in? from?) the

intercourse of a man and a woman.

206¢7-8: 1 ®0nolg xal 1] yévvolc. Begetting is used here exclusively to translate
tixtew (the delivering). ‘Pro-creation’ and birth are used for translating yevvav.
The difference in usage in the Greek text is subtle. Yet, considering that everyone
is pregnant (mavteg &vlpwmor: 206¢2), then the contact with beauty does not
appear to imply the generation/creation of a content (xvno1g), but rather the
delivery and birth of what everyone already has within in the first place. This

reading is from Shefhield (2001, 1-33).

206d1-2: Moipew 00v werl Eikeifviee 1) Keldovr) éoti 7] yevéoer. Shefhield suggests this
as “the description of beauty as Moira and Eileithyia at the birth (206d1). In the
role of Eileithyia, beauty presides over the delivery; in the role of Moira, beauty
determines the fate of the offspring in the sense that the quality of one’s virtuous
offspring is determined by the quality of the beautiful environment in which one

gives birth. For Moira’s role see Pind. Ol 6” (Sheffield 2001, 9). Rowe also
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indicated further reading in Pindar, adding the Nemeans 7.1 to the Olympians
Odes 6.41-2, “for the presence at births of Fates, as well as Eileithyia (goddess of
childbirth)” (Rowe 1998, 183).

206d8-e1: oA ¥ TTolN TG Yéyove mepl o kokov. In the end, to describe the lasting
state of extreme excitation upon the moment of delivery, the neuter of the
singular is used to determine the beautiful medium: it is 76 xaAév and not tov

xodov. The significance of this neuter 16 should not be understated.

207a1-2: £x T@V Huoloyuevwy. Once again, a perfect mediopassive participle may

indicate ‘from what we have concluded.’

2072 Kal éyo ab Eheyov 611 ok eldelny. Like Plato has done throughout, €ideiny, a
term from the realm of vision, is used to convey the meaning of
knowing/understanding, emphasising our insistence on a fluid and juxtaposing

approach to viewing-knowing in Ancient Greek language and culture.

207¢9: ob mollaxig duoloyrauey. Note the perfect tense for ‘what we have

concluded many times.’

207€5-208a3: ol émoTiual . . . Tog emoTiues. Regarding the image of ‘pieces of
knowledge’ and the usage in the plural in this entire sentence, we follow Rowe in
considering that, “as Diotima points out, we may at any time forget anything we
currently know, so that while knowledge qua what is known will not change, and
is a paradigm of stability, our possession of it is, sadly, not so reliable. ‘Pieces of
knowledge’ translates epistémai, the plural of epistémé, knowledge’: the plural
indicates cases of knowledge/knowing (so regularly with abstract nouns), as the
Meno passage illustrates—the Greek there for ‘true opinions become knowledge’
is ‘true opinions become epistémai’. Sier is surely wrong to suggest that Diotima

is referring to a popular conception of knowledge (Sier 1997, 244-4s); in

200



Commentary

principle, she suggests, anyone can forget something, because that is what human
knowing is like. Someone with complete, perfect knowledge (which allowed him
or her to make sense of everything, and connect any item with any other) might
well not forget any part of it—but then he or she would have joined the company

of the gods” (Rowe 1998, 187).

208a3: 8 yap wokeltoun eketay . . . peréty) 0¢. Here is a wordplay between peéty
and An0v. The former is not simply a practice, but a very specific ‘kind of practice’
in Plato, one that is aimed at improving oneself, sc. the well-known Socratic

EmuedeLaL.

208a4-5: A0y youp emotus éodoc. Not by chance, A0y is also deeply connected
to recollection, cf. the entire discussion on recollection in the Phaedo and Ionescu

(2007, 27-42) for the Symposium.

208b3: Ovnrov dbowvaciog uetéye. Here the emphasis lies on petéyer or

‘participation,’ the obscure ontological relation Plato presents in the dialogues.

208bs: &bowaciog yap yapw. The yapw is emphatic, namely, ‘for the sake of,’

clearly in reference to the object of Eros.

208cr: e0 1001 Note the imperative in this construction, paired with a perfect tense
of viewing (+ €d), which we attempted to capture with the command ‘pay
. bl < . bl . .
attention,” as one who ‘pays attention’ to an object may see well/realise
something. Without the imperative, this could be better translated as ‘you see

well’ / ‘you know well.”

208c1-3: 1001 . . . Phéder. Diotima urges Socrates to see twice in the same

construction, paired with reflecting deeply (évvoeic).
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208e3: ¢pwtixol elo. This noun is derived from a causative verb, and this should
be considered. It has the sense of those who are affected by love; those who

become driven by love. Thus amorous, erotic, and so forth.

209a1-2: ¢ Tale Yuyals xvodoty €Tt udddov # év tolg cwuaoty. For the first time,
pregnancy is described in terms of ‘in the souls/bodies’ (locative) and not

‘with/according to’ (xate + acc.).

20924-5: @V 0] €iol kol ol ToWTAl TAVTEG YEVVNTOPEG Kol T@Y ONUIovpY@V b0l
Léyovtau ebpetirol elveut. Sheffield presents an interesting reading for this passage:
“Pausanias’ speech praises the practices of Eros which are lawful (182a7),
Eryximachus praises Eros as a fine craftsman (186ds), and Agathon praises his
poetic practices (197a—b). See also Rowe (1998, 190), who argues that the reference
to the poets is meant as ‘an ironic compliment’ to Aristophanes and Agathon,
and the reference to the craftsmen is meant to recall Eryximachus, who is
indirectly ‘compared to the great inventors of the past’ (cf. dnuiovpyds ‘craftsman’,

used by him of the doctor in his praise of Eros at 186ds)” (Sheftield 2001, 10).

20926: 1] mepl . . . Olcoounaic. Literally, the greatest and most beautiful of kinds

of wisdom is [the wisdom] of the ordering of poleis and households.

209b1-2: #fe0¢ v wal Mrovone Tic Rhiclas . . . émbuuel. This sentence does not
specify the gender at all, which may tempt translators to use a singular ‘they’ to

govern the clauses. However, the following sentence specifies it with odtog.

209b3-4: TO KaAAOV €V @ &v YeVVYTeley- &V T)) Yap aioypd oddEmoTe Yevvyoel. Again,
the image of procreating through a beautiful medium is maintained with the
dative in this construction, in the neuter giving it a more sense of ‘conceptual
generality,” so to speak, emphasised by the preposition v at 209b3 and repeated

right afterwards to determine its contrary (sc. in the ugly).
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209b6-7: mawv 61 domaleton o cuvappotepov. Here the subordinate comes before
the main clause in Greek, whose ordering is maintained in translation to keep its
causal effect evident. The adverb that starts the main clause, followed by an
emphatic 07, has an emphasis of its own (‘exceedingly,” ‘greatly,” ‘very’). Thus, we

decided to reproduce its force by using a larger construction in English.

209d1-2: ol Tovg dhdovg o Ta Tovg dryefiovs. Here momtag is used to specify the
genre of metric and verse makers for the first time since the analogy of Eros-poiesis,

to the extent it may be better translated into ‘poets.’

209¢1: &v "Elnar kel v baplapols. . . . among Greeks and non-Greeks’ captures
the same semantic range of ‘hbellenes’and ‘barbaroi,” whilst holding back a racist

term.

209e5-210a: TodTec ey 00v Ta épwTike. This demonstrative refers to nearby things
around, perhaps pointing to the previous section of Diotima’s speech, which is
closer compared to its first section, cf. Riedweg (1987, 21). Moreover, this could

refer to everything Diotima said thus far, cf. Pratt (2011, 128).

209e5: k&v ov. As Pratt reads it, “xai 8v 00 = even you. Diotima’s disparagement
of Socrates’ abilities is typical of her, but is particularly pronounced here” (2011,
218). “The contemptuous xai o0 here,” concurs Bury, “serves to keep up the same
ironical fiction . . . the disguise assumed by the ideal Socrates when he played the
part of pupil” (Bury 1909, 124). Dover considers it could carry “Socratic mock-
modesty” (Dover 1980, 155). Rowe (1998, 193—94) disagrees, for it could refer to
the opening of a presentation significantly difficult to follow. Sheffield goes in the
same line, providing a fitting explanation: “After the elenchus of Agathon,
Socrates continues to play the role of both the Agathon who now realizes he lacks

wisdom about Eros, and the wise Diotima (201d—e). He comforts Agathon with
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the thought that he too used to make the same mistakes about Eros, but now, as
a mature Socrates who has learnt about these things from the wise Diotima, he
has come to understand ‘erotic matters.” In other words, Socrates’ abject
ignorance belongs to the past and is rehearsed here for the sake of his host, who
has just been refuted by Socrates. It is not, then, the mature Socrates who would
not understand the erotic matters of the ascent, but the young, inexperienced
Socrates who—before he met Diotima—used to be in just the same state in which
Agathon is now (201d8)” (Sheffield 2001, 10). Nonetheless, it is the conditional
particle x&v that roots the central optative verb in the upcoming transposition of
the wbdot¢’s transformative journey into the transformative ‘becoming

reoriented’ into a philosophical life.

210a1: wyfelne. Aorist optative of wéw, another typical feature of mysteria. This
verb, paired with the setting, contributed to our rendering of t& ¢pwtixc. as ‘the
Mysteries of Eros.” In this we followed Dowden’s view on the verb: “myeo is a
causative verb from my-, meaning ‘to make someone 72y/-” but necessary only in
the light of the word mystes: it is therefore restricted to the sense ‘to initiate
someone’ and is used especially in the context of the Eleusinian mysteries, to
whose technical language it belongs, but also in the context of other solemn
mysteries constructed either on the Eleusinian model or at least in the same way”
(Dowden 1980, 414). Moreover, my- comes directly from péw and not from piw.
Although wvéw is undeniably derived from wiw, the context of mysteria in the
fifth century BCE suggests a narrower sense of the verb wiw (‘to hide’) into péw
(the causative verb ‘to make into a woty¢’), maybe later widened to ‘keeping
secrets’ in general from the Helenist period forward, cf. Clinton (2003, 71), Nock
(1952, 184-89), and Nilsson (1992, 19-21). As tempting as it can be, we cannot

define this term unless by Wittgensteinian family resemblance, cf. Saler (1999,
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395—96). There are i) too many mysteria in ii) too many places iii) during a too
long period, called by iv) too many juxtaposing names. Therefore, “determining
the lineaments of the word mystéria in its various ancient uses is a different project
from defining the comparative modern taxon” (Wellman 2005, 314). Admittedly,
it bears the typicality and resemblance of the modern taxons ‘initiate’ and
‘initiation,” cf. Jackendoff (1983, 139), albeit cannot be reduced to it without
forcing onto wbotng our modern sense of «initiation aux sociétés secretes» (van
Gennep 1909, 94). Both in the ‘Mysteries of Eros’ and the Mysteries of Eleusis,
there are compelling reasons to admit that wew would not be “to introduce the
worshipper into a group of other worshippers but rather to improve or perfect
the worshipper’ relationship to the god” (Edmonds 2017, 196), cf. Burkert (1987,
12). Even so, in Eleusis, both senses are not exclusive: i) one may voluntarily choose
to be made into a uboTyg to perhaps attain and maintain a better relationship with
the divine in hopes of a blessed life and afterlife, while ii) accepting it is &ppnog
and keeping secrecy, cf. Graf (2003b, 256). Nonetheless, the text indicates that
Plato’s transposition of the making into a ubotyg may provide the correct way for
a person to become reoriented (teTpapuévog: 210d4) by being led from youth
through education (roudaywyn07: 210e3), entailing in personal growth (pwobeig
kol oadEnBelc: 210d7), complete knowledge (76 udOnua teevtiioau: 211¢c7), and true
virtue (Texovtt Ot &petyy &An07): 212a6), intimacy with the divine (Oeouiet
yevéaau: 212a7), and the best immortality available (dvOpwmwy &bavatw: 212b7).
For this, as much as ‘initiated’ is an adequate translation to wwyfeing, we
recommend a literal rendering, instead, to capture the masterpiece Plato is doing
here with this transposition, which may be lost in translation: to be made
(transformed) into « mystes of philosophy: the one who has become reoriented to
view that which is of the highest value and to become akin to it by begetting what

is akin to it, instead of an initiation in the sense of ‘graduating’ in Diotima’s
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mysteria. For the origins of this verb in Homeric Greek uboav, cf. Bernabé and
Somolinos (1993, 122—23). For Hittite munn(4)i- as, in turn, a possible origin for
the Homeric uboav, cf. Melchert (2009, 337) and Puhvel (2004, 189-92). For
Mycenaean Greek mu-jo-me-no as an alternative, cf. Baumbach (1971, 174), contra
Burkert (1987, 9). For a corrective, cf. Hiller (2011, 207-16). For a discussion on its
Indo-European roots, cf. Beekes (2010, 988), West (2007, 432), Kloekhorst (2008,
587-88), and Adams (2013, 504—5). For Roman translations of wwompi into
mysteria (Cic. Leg. 2.36.3-9) and transposition into izitia (Varro, Rust. 3.1.5), the
latter derived into initiatio (Suet. Ner. 34.4.10-13) as the Latin origin of our
modern term ‘initiation’, cf. Wagenvoort (1956, 150-68) and Borgeaud (2013, 131-
44). For a methodological debate on the ‘troubled” modern concept of initiation,
especially van Gennep’s (1909, 93-163), Frazer’s (1890, 3:225—78), Smith’s (1889,
150—s1), and Harrison’s (1903, 19—22), cf. Dodd (2003, xiii-xvi), Graf (2003a, 3—

24), and Faraone (2003, 43—44).

210ar: T 08 Téheo. After suggesting the possibility of making Socrates into a
Uoo Ty, Tekea is a clear marker of a transposition of religious images throughout
the ‘Highest Mysteries.” Bernabé and San Cristébal (2008) argue against the
meaning of Télea as ‘prizes’ or ‘accomplishments’ in the context of the
aforementioned Orphic tablets: “télea in the sense of ‘prizes’ occurs only in
epinicia, in metaphors referring to athletes” (2008, 90). They prefer to read it as a
culmination to “achieve the happiness that awaits initiates, thatis, those who have
carried out the same rites” (Bernabé and San Cristobal 2008, 91-92). It is the sense
of culmination suggested by Bernabé that we will follow in our construal of the

entirety of the ‘Highest Mysteries.’

210a1: Taw 08 Téheow ol émomrtica. It is here considered an accusative of respect,

where both clauses are linked via uév - 6¢. In this sense, we follow the interplay
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between T épwTiia, as ‘the Mysteries of Eros’, and t& 0¢ Tékea xaut émomtina that
are to follow. The next clause can justify this, Gv &vexa kol Tadte Eotwy, in which
kol emphasises Tadta, “repeating Tadta Ta fpwtied” (Bury 1909, 124).
Furthermore, if rendering ¢pwtixa as ‘Mysteries of Eros’ may be acceptable, then
Tédea, considering the term in the context of mysteria, could be translated into i)
‘the Highest Mysteries” or ii) ‘the accomplished/culminating rites,” the latter
more accurate and the former more familiar to the Symposium’s scholarship. For
a thorough study of tedet’s documented occurrences, cf. Zijderved’s (1934)
monumental work, revised and expanded by Schuddeboom (2009, 3-119; 199-
2275 239-241). Moreover, émomtia as ‘insightful viewing’ should be understood
not as an event but instead as reflecting Plato’s glaring usage of a juxtaposing
vocabulary for viewing-knowing, exhaustingly repeated by Diotima in the
‘Highest Mysteries’: xatavoijoau 210a8, évvonoovta kataotiival 210b4, feacachour
210¢3, I0lv 2104, 10Y) 210¢7, PAémwy 210¢7, Dewpdv 210d4, kaTidy 210d7, Deduevog
210€3, KoTweTal 210e4, kabopdy 211b6, fewuivy 211d2, 6pdv 211ds, 6pdvTeg 211d6,
OedoOou 211d7, idev 211e1, KaTIOEW 212¢4, BAémovTog 212a1, Dewuévoy 212a2, Sp@VTL
212a3. This appears to be a transposition in line with the well-known, seventh-
century Eleusinian epic poem, in which the anonymous author also insistently
used a juxtaposing vocabulary for viewing-knowing: idéofau 10, Aedoae 34, 1dov 57,
oxomov 62, 10ov 68, xatadépreal 70, dTwmag 71, eldnTels 76, €ld0g 94, eigopowy 9s,
100v 105, dpaabeu 111, €ldog 146, €idog 157, idoaa 167, €06V 172, eldvin 195, eidvin 203,
idoloa 222, tmTnpNoaTR 244, TKEVaTO 245, Dedv 259, €ldog 275, eldwg 321, 0ol
6@bakuotow 333, dphauoior idodoa 339, dpHaiuoior idodoa 350, idolon 385, 1dev
Supocta 387, 6@batuoiow idodoa 409, idéabou 427, 10ov 458, émwmey 480 (Hom.
Hymn Dem.). For the relationship between the Hymn and the cult in Eleusis, f.
Richardson (1974), Foley (1993) and Parker (1991, 1-17). For the first documented

occurrence of émomt-, cf. Eleusis 19 = IG I’6 Biv. For a debate on pimaig vs émomeio
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in Eleusis, cf. Foucart (1914, 432 ff.), Dowden (1980, 409-27), Burkert (1972, 274~
327 = 1983, 248—97), Sourvinou-Inwood (1997, 132—64), Clinton (2003, 50-78).
For émomteiat in the context of a well-established, controlled and structured way
of preparation to experience a divine epiphany, cf. Graf (1974, 128-29; 2004, 126 -
27), Parker (2005, 351-52), Burkert (1987, 90), Elsner (2007, 24-25), Platt (2011,
121), Petridou (2013, 309—41; 2015, 121 ff.). For an overview of é¢momtixa in Plato’s
Symposium, cf. Cornelli and da Paz (2022, 44-56); for mysteria across the

dialogues, cf. Dinkelaar (2020, 36-62) and Begeth (2022, 233-67).

210ar: xal todte. ‘All of this,” “xat (before Tafta): not connective here, puts
emphasis on tadta” (Pratt 2011, 218). For now, it might be safe to stop at tabta ‘as

repeating T& ¢pwttkd’ (Bury 1909, 124).

210a1-2: ¢o1y. Considered as existential in our translation, following Souza (1972):
“existem;” Allen (1981): “exist;” Hernandéz (1986): “existen;” Zehnpfennig

(2000): ,da sind”.

21022 UeTly). “UéTeut = go after, pursue” (Pratt 2011, 218). This transitive verb has
no clear object, following an existential £otwv, which is more reasonable to
consider as part of Plato’s deliberate and precise usage of the Greek language in
these clauses rather than an occurrence by chance. From this section to the last
line of Diotima’s speech, the complexity of the constructions follows the
astonishingly complex exposition presented by the Mantinian visitor. Following
Rowe (1998, 194), we maintain that the transitive is presented without a clear
object, which indicates that petiy, conditioned by ‘should’ to sustain the
subjective in our English translation, could be rendered as connected to xai tade,

sC. T £pwTiKa as its object.
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21022 6plix Lely. Bernabé notes the usage of 6pbig in the Mysteries and displays
how Plato in the Phaedo adapted and appropriated the ‘state of perfection’
attained by the Baxyol in their cult (OF 434 111, 576 1), transposing this religious
message into a defence of philosophy (Bernabé 2004; 200s; 2011, 228). Moreover,
“we know that at the end of the fifth century BC there was a considerable Orphic
influence in Eleusis” (Bremmer 2014, 2). The six occurrences of épfi¢ here
indicate a series of steps of pursuing correctly (6p0d¢ wetiy: 210a2), proceeding
correctly (tov 6pbag iovTa: 210a4-5), leading correctly (6pfig fyfiTon 6 neyoduevog:
210a6-7), seeing with clarity the beautiful things in the correct way and the correct
order (Becduevog pe&iig Te xail dpBing T& xaAd: 210€3), the correct love for boys (16
6pT@G TeudepaaTelv: 221bs), and, finally, pursuing the Mysteries of Eros or being
led by another into it correctly (16 6pbig émi T EpwTira. iéveu 7} D1’ dAdov &yeaDou:
211b7). As noted by Calame: “Those initiated into Orphism were encouraged to
adopt a series of ascetic practices in order to recover their initial state” (Calame
1999, 197). The scholar grounds his analysis on the Deverni papyrus, the Birds,
and the Orphic Rhapsodies, displaying how “the metaphysics of the Orphics even
managed to reconcile the generative movement from the one to the many with a
mystic passage from the many to the one” (Calame 1999, 193). The difference, as
we have seen with Diotima’s rebuke (Aéyetou uév ye tig Aéyos: 205d1o), namely,
‘what is said about pursuing the half or the whole,” Plato’s transposition makes it
clear that the movement from the many to the one is valid only if ‘the one’
happens to be good [and beautiful] (obte Huioeds pyow eivou Tov Epwta obite Elov,
o Wi Tvyxovy Y€ mov, @ Etalipe, &yadov 8v: 205c2-3). In this sense, 6pbag in the
Highest Mysteries may resonate with Plato’s transposition of Orphic imagery of
ascent, precisely in the series of steps to ascend toward the correct philosophical
life, albeit we do not see it possible to read the ascending as ascetic, because it is

not for the sake of ‘the one’ but for the sake of what is truly good (and beautiful),
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whose value, or &petfig aAn07j¢: 212e5, applies to both body and soul, quite
encouraging the correct way to love the body and a partner instead of suppressing

the body and its love.

21022 oD% 0i0’. Rowe discusses Diotima’s abilities: “that she is a ‘Mantinean’ is
usually taken—by those who treat her as a fiction—to be intended to suggest a
particular connection with seers (manteis, sing. mantis). The traditional role of
the seer is to have an understanding of things, past and present as well as future,
which is superior to that possessed by ordinary human beings, and Diotima
certainly has that” (Rowe 1998, 173). Concerning visual terms which clear
cognoscitive resonances, we insist that “one must not forget,” as alerts Petridou,
“the connection between the realms of knowledge and viewing built into the
Greek language and culture cf. i0¢iv eidévou and eidov oida” (Petridou 2013, 313). In
this sense, ‘I cannot see’ instead of ‘I do not know’ is our decision to maintain this
nuance evident on the eve of the spectacle to come, without altering the semantic
range of the Greek verb olda. Admittedly, ‘T do not know’ is the sense of olda used
here instead of ‘I do not see.” At the same time, this Greek nuance may be better

left explicit in English.

21022: T & elng. Here el is used as another potential optative, that of eivau. The
‘Highest Mysteries’ is introduced by a thorny linguistic construction, which is not
pleasing to the eye, considered by authoritative scholarship as the usage of “the
art of rhetoric,” done “more subtly” than “the proper verbal sophistries of
others,” albeit “no more honestly” (Dover 1980, 145). Maybe we could play it safe
and suggest, as Bury believes, py0eing as implied in this clause: “olog 7° &v elnc. sc.
wunbijver” (Bury 1909, 124). That might be the case, as also indicated by Pratt
(2011, 218): “olog T &v €lyg: supply wwnbijveu (of which ta...émomrixa of line 210a is

the obj.)”. At the same time, the openness in syntax raises the question of whether
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this was not intended to remain as it is. Admittedly, there is a contrast between i)
kol TabTa sc. T& épwTika and i) Ta O¢ Télea kol émomTika. Nonetheless, Bury’s
(1909, 124) insights point to the glaring ‘presence in absence’ of a potential
optative (uvv0eing) attracting an equally potential optative (ely). Moreover, these
two are constructed with a transitive subjunctive (uetiy) in between, whose object
is left unspoken by the Mantinian visitor. Rowe has noted the linguistic
framework’s intertwinement, as the passage “combines it [Télea xaul émomTing]
with the one already in play . . . However there is no real sense of strain in the
combination” (Rowe 1998, 192). At the minimum, this syntactic complexity
introduces “the last part of a long and apparently structured piece of writing”

(Rowe 1998, 193).

210a3: ¢pi ey ovv. The homonymous future of elpw with the future of ¢paw
(contr. ¢p®) in the first person of the singular follows a pattern that has been done
across Diotima’s speech (203b, 206b, 206¢, 210a). As before, uév odv is used to give
force to what precedes it, namely £p@. (1st. fut. sg. of both épaw and elpw). It
should be noted that, again, the text promptly uses ‘she said’ after it, “as often, the
‘she said’ marks that a particularly important point is about to be, or is being,
introduced” (Rowe 1998, 198). This adds further emphasis to this construction,
as Plato makes an external reference to the narrative. This is the reason for using
a solemn shall paired with the verb to mark the future tense instead of using the
colloquial will as we have done before. The usage of shall over ‘will’ is also
followed by Benardete (2001). The next occurence of ¢p@ in such a way is said by
Alcibiades. The young aristocrat announces: I will tell the truth (t&An67 ¢p@:
214¢6), echoing ‘I will love the truth’. This wordplay appears to further dissociate
Alcibiades’ image with philosophy, as ‘philosopher’ was previously equated with

‘Eros’ by Diotima ("Epwta @técopov elvou: 204b4). Alcibiades intends to
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exchange bronze for gold’ (<ypvoea yaixelwv> dropeiBeadou voeis: 219a1), because
he may not have been capable of loosening his exceeding love for a single person
(évog ¢ 10 opddpa TobTO YaAdoau: 210bs). He considers his bodily beauty as
valuable as the beauty he sees within Socrates, instead of regarding it as more
valuable than the beauty in the body (Yvyais xéddog TiwiwTepoy fynoacbor Tob év
6 owuatt: 210b6-7). In the end, Alcibiades neither loves nor tells the truth, as his
words and love end up being neither akin to Socrates’ nor to philosophy, let alone
to the ‘Highest Mysteries.” For Alcibiades” speech, cf. Cornelli (2016, 337-41),

Boeri (2016, 362—70), Vegetti (2016, 321-36), and Edmonds (2017, 194-215).

210a3: mpobupiag 0voey dmoellw. As Pratt reminds us, “&mwoleinw + gen. = be

lacking in” (Pratt 2011, 218).

210a4: metpd ot EmecBol. Although we follow Dover’s edition of the text, the
Second Century CE’s Papyrus P.Oxy.s 843 (1908) indicates meip® d¢ <xal ov>
¢meabou, which is also displayed in the apparatus criticus of both Burnet’s (1901)
and Dover’s (1980) editions. Even though Tomlison (2019) offers interesting
arguments for the Papyrus to stand level as manuscript A, we cannot provide an
assessment of the textual tradition of the Symposium or textual criticism, cf. West
(1973, 48—59). Bury suggests that <xai gv> could aid us regarding the uev - 3¢
linking the clauses: “It serves to lay an appropriate stress on the personal effort
required on the part of the disciple” (Bury 1909, 124-125). For this, we maintain

<xad 0> in the English translation.

210a4: & olog e 7)¢. Conditional (&v) + capable (ol6g Te) + to be (efvar) followed by
the subjunctive mood in 7j¢. Unfortunately, “the force of &v with the subjunctive
cannot usually be expressed in English” (Smith 1920, 1768). Schleiermacher’s
wwenn du es vermagst” (180s) captures the range of this conditional. As such, &v,

when it means if, usually has a long vowel, because it is a contraction of &i + &v:
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sc. ¢av. Here at 210a4, however, it is just &v: “The subjunctive with &v is not
employed as a form of independent statement in Attic prose. In dependent
clauses it is either a future or good for all time” (Gildersleeve 1900, 451). Given the
urge in the imperative with <xai o0> implied, perhaps Bury’s suggestion (1909,
124-25) can better clarify the context of Diotima urging Socrates with her words.
Put differently, we could note the interplay of uev - 6¢ as follows: i) ‘I will do my
best’ + utv, followed by ii) a command + 3¢ conditioned by ‘v + subjunctive’
integrated with ofog e (‘capable’). In this sense, we suggest the following reading:
‘I cannot guarantee that you will succeed. For this, while I will try my best in
telling/caring, you (on your part) must try to follow as best as you can’.
Therefore, &v + subjunctive is here maintained as ‘the best’ (possible future). This
appears to be the case for English translation, like done by Waterfield (1994),
closer to the Greek construction. This is also done by Robin (1938): «a roi
d’essayer de me suivre dans la mesure de tes moyens»; and Trombino (2004):

«cerca di seguirmi, almeno finché puoi», and Carlos Alberto Nunes (1980):

“Esforca-te por acompanhar-me até onde te for possivel”.

210a4-5: 1oV 6p0ig iovtar el TodTo T0 mpdyue. To proceed instead of ‘to pursue’
because iévau is used in the following clause. We maintain the urge of ‘to pursue’
for iévau (pres. inf. governed by def) instead of iévtau. Rowe’s clinical reading
suggests “this looks as if it is meant to echo 210a2 [8pOig petiy] . . . if so, and if
‘this matter’ [TofTo 10 mpayua] is 211b8 [TolTo yap 07 éott T6 dpBidg i T EpwTiia ],
we should perhaps take 210a2 too to refer to priorities” (Rowe 1998, 194). Rowe’s
construal points to what Plato could be doing in this section. Fundamentally, the
scholar questions the possibility for A) the object of 1) 6pbag uetiy at 210a2, which
begs an object because it is a transitive verb modified by the adverb, to be A) xai

Tadte in the clause directly before it. In turn, xai tTafte must be read as A) ta
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¢pwtikd, linked to this clause via uév - 0¢, because ii) dv &vexa excludes the
possibility of A) xai Tadte to determine C) Téhea kai émomtia. After all, the latter
is the ‘reason’ for the sake of which (sc. v gvexa) A) xal TadTa ‘exists’ (sc. EoTw).
Additionally, considering we accept this possibility (sc. A xai Tadte = Tt EpwTiied),
then another possibility is posed by Rowe: i) 6pfag petty at 210a2 is echoed by iii)
oV 6p0idg ovTa &l ToDTO TO TPAyUa at 210a4-5, in which B) tobto 10 mpayma may
be stated again all the way ahead at 211b8 as iv) Tofto yap 0% éot1 6 6pbig émi B) Tt
¢pwTika ievar. If we agree with Rowe, which the Greek text at the very least allows
us to accept the possibility, then B) tobto to mpayua (210as) is reinforced as iv)
TolTO0 Yap 01 toTt T6 6pbidg émi B) Ta dpwtina iévon. Consequently, C) T 3¢ Tékea
xod émomtika—which cannot be A) ta épwtia since A) ta pwtia back then is
the object of i) 6pbig wetiy—could be bork iii) tov dpbag iovta and o
6pbac...iévau...&yeabou, namely, C) the ‘Highest Mysteries’ / accomplished rites
and ‘insightful viewing’ iii/iv) determined by 6pfég as Plato’s insistent marker for
the correct undertaking of t& ¢pwtixd. Robin (1938), Hamilton (1951), Souza
(1972), Hernandéz (1986), Zehnpfennig (2000), Reale (2001b), Brisson (2007),
and Trombino (2004) translated Tofto 76 Tpéyue to ‘this goal’, ‘this target’, ‘this
end’, ‘this destination’, ‘this summit’. Alternatively, our translation of 76 wpayua
into these matters maintains the sense of generality in this case as well as remains
less forceful than determining a referent that appears to, on the one hand, echo
both épbag wetiy and tédea xal émomTika and, on the other hand, be echoed at
To0T0 Yap 0] doTt TO bplidg émi T epwTixa iéveu. This choice may be an alternative

to risking putting the cart before the horse.

210a4: Ol yap. This impersonal 3¢t “governs the construction of the entire
paragraph” (Pratt 2011, 218). Moreover, “the massive sentence beginning at del yap

in 21024 is composed of six items dependent on d¢i,” and “with (2) and (3) adtév
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is inserted as subject of the infinitive, but not the (4) and (5)” (Dover 1980, 155).
As such, 0el yap governs up to Totodde at 210e1, including the clause that begins
with €wg &v at 210d6. The scholars further suggest that “this straggling style” of
text, written with multiple subordinate clauses, is perhaps “a parody of the style
of Pausanias” (Bury 1909, 125). Alternatively, as Rowe (1998, 193) suggests, Plato
may use Greek syntax here to intertwine the Highest Mysteries with an already

ongoing discussion, which we suggest being the Mysteries of Eros (ta ¢pwtika,).

21025 “lovTec émrl / iévou émrl = go after, go for; i.e. pursue” (Pratt 2011, 218). The verb
< b o« e . .
to pursue’ has a stronger sense of urgency and, originally, of intention, better

matching the context than ‘to go’.

210a6-7: ¢aw 6pfig MyfToun 6 yoduevos. Perhaps guided by Bury (1909, 125), Rowe
(1998, 194) argues for a parallel between #yoduevog here with pvotaywyds in the
“real Mysteries” [of Eleusis], grounded on a first-century CE’s Eleusinian decree
and Plutarch. The wotaywyés would be “someone who guides the new initiates”
(Rowe 1998, 194), a role described during the ritual search in Clinton’s (2003, 66)
reconstruction, the ones who may have led the blindfolded wiotou at Eleusis
during the sacred rites. It should be noted this term is “not attested before ca 300
B.C.” (Simms 1990, 1994): “uvotaywyds is attested only twice before the first
century A.D.: first in a fragment attributed to Menander (Fr. 714 K), next more
than 200 years later in an Attic decree of the first century B.C (LSCGS 13).
Plutarch (Alc. 34.6) projects the word back to fifth-century Athens, but this is
very likely an anachronism” (Simms 1990, 193). Cf. Bowden (2010, 32). Even if the
term is an anachronism, a possible ritual role for priestly personnel to conduct
sacred rites can be speculated from archaeological, literary, and mythological
sources dating to ca. 750 BCE (cf. Mylonas and Travlos 1952, 53—72; Mylonas 1961;

Sourvinou-Inwood 1993, 1-13; 1997, 132—6 4; 2003, 25—49; Graf 1974; Clinton 197 4;
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1993; 2005; Parker 1991, 1-17; 2005). Despite the debate on the term uvotaywyég
in the context of the Mysteries, it may be worth considering discussions on Plato’s
reformulation of pederasty (tov 6pbdg moudepaatelv: 211bs-6): “In the present
context the ‘mystagogue’ will be someone already initiated in, i.e. experienced in,
‘loving correctly’ . . . His ‘correct leading’ will in the present case perhaps consist
not so much in pointing the initiate towards beautiful bodies” (Rowe 1998, 194),

cf. Brisson (2006, 22.9—51).

21027 £v0g adToV cruatos épay. Both évog and cwuatog are genitive and the object
of ¢pav because the ‘body’ here is a person. This has been the subject of ongoing
debate because of divergence in textual tradition: “Editors have raised problems
about adTév in both 210a7 (where one of the principal manuscripts has adtév)
and 210a8” (Rowe 1998, 194). We consider adtév as the one pursuing, “which has
the support of the Papyrus” (Bury 1909, 125), marking “the return to the original

(logical) subject of the sentence after the conditional clause” (Rowe 1998, 194).

210a7: evtadbo. As Dover suggests, ““with it’, ‘in it’/ the idea of ‘procreating in a
beautiful medium’ (last encountered in 209bi-3) is maintained throughout (cI,
ds)” (Dover 1980, 155). Cf. Sheffield (2001) on delivering through a beautiful

medium.

210a7: yewaw. It should be noted although it is yevvaw here, namely, the
‘procreation,’ the contexts may suggest as ‘the moment of bursting ripeness’ (66ev
¢ T@ xvolVTI Te kol %07 TTAPYBYTL TOALY| 7] TTOI LG YEYOVE TEpL TO KoY Ol TO
ueyadng wdivog &molvety Tov Eyovta: 206d8-er). That is, the same verb that has
previously been used to ‘procreation’ or even ‘creation,’ as applied to poets,
animals, and parents. Conversely, here it is now used in the context of the correct
procreation/creation/generation. The difference is subtle. Nonetheless, this

subtlety has been noted by Sheffield: “It is important to bear in mind the degree
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of continuity between the start of the Lover of the Highest Mysteries’ progress
and its finale: the activity of repeated begetting in the context of a correct method
and in response to different beautiful objects of desire does not inspire the Lover
of the Highest Mysteries to reconceive, but rather to bring forth the conception
he already carries (note the exclusive use of tixtew and yewav here). This might
seem problematic unless one takes it that this pregnancy he has undergone ‘from
youth’ is a potentiality which is being developed” (Shefhield 2001, 12). Moreover,
“the philosophical method of the ascent is required for the proper realization (the
‘successful delivery’) of the lover’s potentiality,” namely to become reoriented to
recognise that for the sake of which everything is loved and, ultimately, see it with
understanding: “one comes to be in the presence of the Form of beauty by

understanding beauty” (Sheffield 2001, 9)—not the other way round.

210a8: Loyoug kekots. Here it should be noted the broader semantic field of A6yoc.
Admittedly, we translated into discourses as we had to make a choice.
Nonetheless, it should be understood here as words that are reasonable, in a more
literal sense. Further below, it will be specified that one should come to a point of
begetting xakodg Adyovs . . . xai dtavonuata: 211ds-6. For now, however, if we
consider this delivery of Adyovg as the result of intimate contact with the beauty
of a person, then there is no clear distinction between speech and thoughts. It

may be better understood as discourses sc. ‘spoken words that are reasonable.’

210a8: ¢merte o¢. This clause is also governed by 0¢i yap from 210a4, as 3¢ marks
what may follow i) 0¢l épav and ii) del yevvéav, considering that i) and ii) are a
possibility subject to the clause conditioned by épbég at 210a6-7. The impersonal
J¢el is an impersonal form of d¢w: ‘to bind,” ‘tie,” ‘fasten,” ‘fetter,” The choice could

not fit better the context of the Highest Mysteries: according to the impersonal
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Jet, ‘it is nmeedful for one to do’ p to reach what may (or may not) happen,

reinforcing the potentiality of wuy0eivg. This is a hallmark of this entire section.

210a8: adToV xotovofioot. Pratt reads it as “xatovoéw = observe well, understand”
(2011, 218). Sourvinou-Inwood (2003, 29), following Clinton (1992, 131), contra
(Mylonas 1961, 310-11), suggested a possible representational strategy of priestly
personnel at Demeter’s sanctuary, “attested in both Greek art and cult from
Archaic times onwards” (Petridou 2013, 329). The sacred officials may have
assimilated the divine as the living embodiment of the gods during the dpaua
wvotkév during the Mysteries. This would be a ritual search for the goddess’
daughter, the maiden for the sake of which Demeter repeatedly refused to yield
to Zeus’ demands until she could fulfil her demands to see her daughter with her
own eyes (6@Ooluoio idodoa: Hom. Hymn Dem. 333, 339, 350, 387, 409), the girl
who, in turn, kept her hopes alive in the underworld wishing to see her dear
mother again (untépa xedviy 8Vealou: Hom. Hymn Dem. 35-36). For a parallel,
from 210a4’s 3¢l yap it is necessary, at 210a8 &vtov xatavofjow, ‘to observe well/to
understand for himself’, see with understanding for himself that beauty is
kindred in all beautiful bodies, a xatavofjoou undetachable from correctly
delivering in beauty (sc. Adyovg xakovg: 210a8). At the minimum, this is
“something which is in any case a requirement of his progress as a philosopher”
(Rowe 1988, 195). At the maximum, Plato reinforces this visual centrality in his
transposition and, as aforementioned, appropriates and transforms divine
epiphany in the manner it has, in turn, been transposed in Eleusis to become a
typical feature of the Mysteries, to present his correct way of preparation to
experience a divine epiphany (Begeth 2022, 242), one that will beg understanding

and recognising what appears (Shefhield 2001).
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210a8-210b1: &T1 TO }AALoG TO Tl STWODY TWUATL TR Tl ETEPW TOUATL AOELPOY ETTL.
For the first time in Diotima’s speech, Plato uses 76 xaAog in the singular instead
of the neuter nominative 6 xodév. Thus, we translated it into ‘the beauty’ of a
singular person. This is a linguistic subtlety that aligns with the starting moment
in the Highest Mysteries: the dimension in which the relationship with a
particular beauty is through a particular medium. Admittedly, behind this
‘singular beauty’ lies an implied generality: a ‘particular beauty’ in any (sc. all)
‘particular body’ is kindred to the ‘particular beauty’ in any other (sc. all) body.
This recognition of one in the many, however, is something for he who correctly
undertakes (Tov 6pBdg iovTa: 210a4-5) the Mysteries of Eros and if correctly led (écv
6pbig NyfjTou: 210a6) to see for himself (adtov xatavofioou: 210a8): ,wenn im
einzelnen dasAllgemeine erkannt wird, verliert das einzelne seine zentrale

Stellung® (Zehnpfennig 2000, 158).
210b1: doedpov. “Akin; cf. Resp. 402¢” (Dover 1980, 155).

210b2: el Oel Odwcery 10 ém” eloel kdhov. There is a subtle switch to the neuter xelov,
indicating it is not to the beauty of a particular person but, rather, possibly to
everything that manifests it, viz. beauty manifested in appearance. As Dover has
it, “if beauty (sc. manifested) in appearance is to be pursued” (Dover 1980, 155).
Bury summarises possible renderings of the passage as follows: “This has been
interpreted in three ways: (1) ,das in der Idee Schéne® (Schleiermacher), ,das
Schéne der Gesammigattung® (Schulthess); so too Zeller and F. Horn; (2) “guod
in specie (opp. to ‘summo genere’) pulchrum est” (Stallb., after Wyttenbach), so too
Hommel; (3) ,das in der Gestalt Schone® (Ruge), “pulcritudo quae in forma est
atque sensibus percipitur” (Riickert). The last of these is undoubtedly right, and
has the support also of Vemebreu, Rettig and Hug; for €idog of physical ‘form’ or

‘outward appearance,’ cp. 1964, 215 B” (Bury 1909, 125). All three alternatives
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presented by Bury are compelling, and the third may be “undoubtedly right”
because 16 ém’ €ldet xakov 21bi-2 will repeatedly be governed by participles of
‘seeing’/‘understanding’. However, this distinction between physical and non-
physical seems misplaced in this context: it would be very difficult to accept the
offspring of Polykleitos and Phidias—certainly two among té&v dnuovpy@v 8aot
Aéyovtau edpeTikol elvat: 209a4-5—as a result of psychic pregnancy: ‘non-physical’
children of pure stone. Yet, ol momtai wavteg yevvytopes, in whose category
Polykleitos and Phidias belong, are clearly described under of &v taig Yuyais
xvobaw Ett waddov §) &v Tol cwmacty (209a1-2). Accordingly, in our rendering Jet
duwxew refers to the t7u#e beauty medium in a particular appearance that ought to
be pursued, because this early at 210b2 what is in question seems to be the way of
the pursuit, not the ontological status of beauty. As such, ei 3T diwxcety 76 ém’ldet
xodov is rendered here as if one seeks [to see and procreate through] the beauty
manifested [in any = every particular] appearance. This rendering maintains the
present line in the context of a gradual and controlled mode of epiphany, now at
an early point, viz. the dimension of the particular beauty. Admittedly, even if
beauty manifested in a particular medium is a z7#e appearance and notan illusion,
we concede that there is a difference in degree between i) a particular
manifestation of true beauty and ii) the true beauty itself. That is to say, it is
difficult to argue away that the particular beautiful thing is frail to illusions of
multiple natures, whereas ‘that one’ beauty is always true. However, to repeat,
the ontological question in the Highest Mysteries does not seem to be a
distinction between ‘physical’ and ‘non-physical’. We believe this is misplaced
because of the recurring usage of ‘touching’, ‘taking hold’, and other ‘physical’
vocabulary surrounding even beauty itself up to the last line (¢pamtouéva: 212a5
and 212a6). After all, would not a ‘physical’ manifestation of beauty be possibly

preferable to a ‘non-physical’ manifestation of beauty, if the latter happens to
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appear falsely (eldwlov) while the former, even physical, happens to appear

(@avettaun) as a true image of beauty (eixog)?

210b2-3 un ody . . . Nyeiobou. The negation of the infinitive is expressed with u,
thus ‘not’ of which the infinitive is, sc. not to consider. In this sense, ody is omitted
in English to avoid confusion with double negation (w1 Myelofou + ody &v e xai

TadTov). It is implied as [not being] one and the same.

210b3: kédlog. The language again shifts to the beauty of the particular. However,
here there is a step towards more generality: it is one and the same (&v e xai

TodTOV: 210b3).

210b4: évvonoovte wateotiiven. Bury argues that the implied (logical) subject is
the one pursuing, “sc. adTov O¢i, resuming the oblique construction” (Bury 1909,
125). Here there is an echo from adtov xatavofjoou at 210a8: he must see for
himself. Now, there is no reflexive pronoun (adtév). The verb is taken in the sense
of ‘to become,’ ‘to come to,” and ‘to set,” which is infinitive because it is governed
by the impersonal 3¢t from 210a4. The active participle implies ‘reflection’ when
used with the accusative, which here Tod7o is an accusative of respect. Then we
assume a similar construction in the sense as that of 210a8: ‘He must come to
consider this,” sc. ‘end up having this in one’s own mind’ or ‘come to this within

one’s own mind.’

210b6: xaTappovioavTe Kol auikcpoy ynaauevoy. Both participles here are taken
as a consequence of the previous yaAdow, the expectation of ‘loosening the
exceeding love for one body.” If the expectation is fulfilled, then yadaoaut is not an
expectation anymore and becomes a reality, lit. ‘that leads [one] to look down

upon [a ‘particular’ body] as of lesser importance.’
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210b7: fynoacbor. Aorist infinitive governed by J¢l from 210a4, with a sense
similar to MyeioOou at 210b3. It is the same verb used to lead or guide (#y7Ton 6
1yoduevos: 210a6-7). However, paired with 16 xaddog and tyudwtepov, it may be
better translated as ‘to consider’ such as #yeicat at 210b3. Namely, ‘to regard

beauty in the souls more honourable/valuable than beauty in the bodies.’

210b7: xeddoc. Once again, we are at the level of beauty through a particular

medium; thus, the vocabulary indicates the beauty of individual souls.

210c1: TieTew Loyovg TolovTovg. Now the vocabulary, which describes the same
delivery of discourses through particular beautiful mediums, makes use of ixtew
in the exact same construction as yewéav a few lines above (yevvay Aéyovg kakovg:
210a7-8). It should be noted that “the verb used in the hierophant’s dramatic
announcement, eteke, runs through Diotima’s speeches [téxog: 206bs, 206¢6;
TOKOV: 206€5; TIKMV: 207a6; TIKDC: 207CL; TIKTEW: 2063, 206¢4, 209b2, 2101, 21223;
TeKelv: 209a3; TIKTEL: 206ds, 209¢3; TikTY: 210ds; Tikew: 212a3; TexovTL: 21245 ], and
she uses the same word repeatedly at the climax to describe ‘giving birth’ to true

virtues” [TexévT: 212a5] (Betegh 2022, 256).

21003 e dvaryracf] ab Oecoocbor. First, tva is rendered as an adverb of
circumstance, considering the recurrent usage of the subjective tense, including
the verb &vayxacfi that immediately follows it—one among thirteen other
conditional particles in this whole paragraph. Second, a? is considered an adverb
of repeated action, for it is conditioned by the circumstance and by the subjective
tense in this clause. This adverb is integrated with the following verb, fedoacda,
leading to the following construction: fva. = given the preceding circumstance (‘so
that’/‘in order that’); dvayxacdfi = one might be impelled to; ad = further;

Oecqoaabou = see with clarity (contemplate) the beauty.
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210C4: TO £V Tolg EMITY0eDUaoL kel Tolg vopols kehov. Now, there is a shift back to 16
... xaAov instead of xéAdog, perhaps matching the increasingly general sense that

beauty acquires.

210C5: mepl 0 ohua kakov. If we are to follow our rendering, then the body here
is presented as the category and not of an individual, thus the neuter subject (16

o@pe) paired with the neuter object xadov instead of the masc./fem. acc. xéddov.

210c7: dyoyelv. According to Rowe, “the Greek is not identifying either the
subject or the object of the ‘leading,” but the Greek even omits the ‘he’ and the
‘him.” In a way no explicit identification is needed; we know who is doing the
leading (the leader) and who is being led (the lover). However the sudden use of
the transitive verb, with no subject, and with the likely candidate for the role last
mentioned seventeen lines ago (in a6), is striking (that the object is unspecified is
less so, since the obvious candidate for that role has been present all the time).
Nor, if there are two relationships involved (guide/lover, lover/beloved), is the
question ‘who must lead who?’ obviously otiose. In that case, it is not
unreasonable to suspect a deliberate ambiguity: perhaps both guide must lead
lover, and lover the beloved (that is, on separate occasions)? It is already fairly
clear, after all, that both lover and beloved will progress; and if they do, they

presumably do in the same way” (Rowe 1998, 196).

21007: o 107] ad matuiy kaddog. The same criteria from 2rrer (fve &veryxoaati]
ad feaoacdaun) were applied here to match the interconnected constructions and

keep a consistent translation.

210¢6: Ta EmiTyOevpate el Tag émioTyuas. Here we have three sentences in a row
with activities, laws, and knowledges in the plural, either accusative, dative, or

genitive, like émtydedpuarta translated into a kind of activity, mirroring émotiueg

223



Commentary

insistently used in the plural back from 207¢s to 208e6 (‘pieces/bits of knowledge’
rather than knowledges). Moreover, the usage of xoddég as a predicate of
particulars (‘the beauty of a p’) aids us in translating into ‘a particular kind of p’

from é¢mmydeduata and émotiuas.

210d1: moAD #0710 xakdv. The subtle pattern of alternance between xaAdég and
xodov is strikingly maintained, now pointing to beauty in a general sense, or
rather ‘beauty not-of-an-individual’. The adjective mold is in the predicate
position, as argued by Pratt: “The beautiful, multiple now” (as opposed to how

it was perceived previously) (Pratt 2011, 220).

210d1: oixétyg. Pratt suggests it is a “slave, apparently implying narrow and petty,

possibly because a slave serves a single master” (Pratt 2011, 220).

210di-2: wcétt 1o mop” Evi [rekdog]. Prate, quite rightly, says that “the pieces of
this sentence are hard to put together and have generated some scholarly dispute
(Rowe 1998, 196-97). Probably the easiest thing to do is to make wnxétt negate
the subjunctive 7} and to make 76 map’ évi [xadov] the object of the participle
&yam@dy. moudapiov kaAAog . . . vog is then a series of examples in apposition to 16
map’ &vi [xodov]. Or, as Rowe suggests, take xaddog as completing 16 mop® évi”
(Pratt 2011, 220). Perhaps we could suggest a middle ground? That is, a route
closer to the latter because up to this point the interplay of beauty has been
between the beauty of individuals (persons, kinds of ‘something’) and beauty in
a more general sense, as we have previously stated. Here, the construction does
not seem to be the object of &yam@v. Instead, it may be attached to an implied
verb (‘to be enslaved,’ implied from oixéty¢) with the sense of ‘no longer enslaved’
to the beauty surrounding an individual, 16 [x&Adov] map’ évi, instead of 1o
[xadov] map’ évi, similarly to above: 6 [év Tatig Yuyaic] kadAog: 210b6-7. Cf. Rowe:

“The general upshot is that the conversion away from the individual—whether
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lover or beloved ?—is an epistemological process, involving the acquisition of that
ability to grasp the general/generic which is blocked by too great an attachment

to the particular” (Rowe 1998, 197).

210d3-4: émri T TOAD TEAAyog TETpaEVOG ToD KakoD xal Dewpdv. According to
Bury, “this should be taken closely (supplying adt6) with what precedes, not with
moMolg...A6yovg (as Ast’s Dictionary s.v. implies). It should be noted that the
morphological base of this active, present participle: “From 6éa (théz, ‘sight’) +
6pauw (bordo, ‘I see’). Although with partial signification from 0eég (zheds, ‘god’)”
(Rutherford 2013, 5). This is the only occurence in the Highest Mysteries of feciw
+ 6paw. Additionally, this is the only combination of active voice and present
tense for any inflexion of fedw or fedopat during the Highest Mysteries. Not only
is the main verb &yayeiv governed by an impersonal d¢i, but also the usage of
&yayelv, as noted by Rowe (1998, 196) and discussed above, deliberately leaves
open the question of who the subject of the sentence is. In this sense, we can
sustain that the (logical) subject of fewpdv is the same subject of Tetpapuévos, thus
whoever becomes reoriented by correctly undertaking the Highest Mysteries,
regardless of their role. “Theorises’ renders into English Plato’s transposition of
the Eleusinian divine theoria into a philosophical theoria: it is a transposition of
a well-established, controlled mode of divine epiphany into his own
philosophical contemplation—the translation we have chosen—, grounded in
simultaneously seeing and understanding what is manifested, an insightful
viewing reallocated from the sacred halls to be ‘theorised’ év pidocopia dpbove at
210d6: “The philosopher who ascends correctly moves from the ‘sight’ of the
beautiful body of a boy to the beauty of all bodies and, from there, to the beauty
of the soul; he will then ‘behold’ the beauty of laws and institutions and, finally,

‘theorize’ (Oewp@v) the Form of the Beautiful (210a-d). In this passage, then,
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Diotima clearly identifies philosophic theoria with the revelation of the highest
mysteries at the initiation ceremony at Eleusis” (Nightingale 2005, 84). It is worth
noting, as we will see directly below, that ‘philosophical rheoria’ is immediately
followed by ‘philosophical begetting’: tixty at 210ds.210d6: £v prlocodio &pbove.
Pratt argues that “afovog is used alike of fruits (Plt. 272a) and of soils (Soph.
222a), thus meaning both ‘abundant’ and ‘bountiful’ — ‘unstinted’ and
‘unstinting’. Rowe, quite rightly, points out that ptlogopia is philosophy. Yet, “c3
(‘and seeks for’, with the text as transmitted) has reminded us of the connection
Diotima made earlier—in her description of Love the philosopher—between
philosophy and searching. Given that this searching will take place in the presence
of someone else, and will issue in ‘words,’ it is only a short step to the Socratic
notion of philosophy as conversation (dialegesthai); and also to the near-total
metamorphosis of the relationship between lover and beloved into one between
philosopher and pupil (or between an experienced and a less experienced
philosopher). But that is just what bs own ‘eroticism’ will turn out to amount to
the drive towards wisdom, and more ‘procreation in beauty’—‘That grudges
nothing’: Dover comments ‘ungrudging,” hence ‘unlimited,” but in a context that
has aspects of a donor-recipient relationship, it seems reasonable to allow room
for the literal sense of the word” (Rowe 1998, 197). Yet, the most striking detail in
this construction is the contrast with its poor mirror image, the gazing
(&moPréag: 209dr) in philotimia, which was a gazing envying ({nA&v: 209d2) the
immortal children of renowned poets. Here, who has become reoriented and
contemplates (Bewp@v: 210d4, note the active voice) the vast, open sea of beauty
(T6 TodD wéyohog TeTparévog ToD kadoD: 210d4) ends up in a profoundly different
kind of love: one in philosophia, like Casertano brilliantly has it, as «un amore per
la sapienza privo di invidia» (2016, 229). There is no room for envy, but, instead,

there is begetting many beautiful discourses and magnificent thoughts (moAloig
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Kol Kahovg Aoyovg kol peyodompetels TIKTY Kaul dtavonuate. £v Priocodio dpbove:
210d4-6). To illustrate the clear contrast between philotimia and philosophia, we
have left both words transliterated in Greek instead of translating them into

English.

210d7: Twve émotiuny wiew. In Bury’s reading, “this unitary science—émotiuy in
the strict Platonic sense, called also (211¢c) wabnuoa—is dialectic: cf. Phdr. 247b

&v 1§ 8 toTw by SvTwg Emouny odoaw” (Bury 1909, 127).

210e1: Tov voiv Tpoctpyew. Literally, ‘turn the mind.” It is interesting to note the
wording here, particularly after an image of a vast, open sea of beauty: turning the
mind or thinking (vodv) is from the same family of words such as ‘turning the
ship’ or navigating, a connection noted by Dover back a the beginning of the

previous sentence: &yaryelv (lead, guide) with dydyer (set sail) (Dover 1980, 158).

210e1: Telpd 0¢ Lot “Here again,” argues Bury, “as at 210a (melp@ ¢ émeaou xTl.),
a climax in the exposition is marked” (Bury 1909, 127). Pratt remarks that “not =
for me, for my sake, please (ethical dat.)” (Pratt 2011, 221). We follow Rowe (1998)
in translating into ‘to me,” precisely as a particular medium through which beauty
may be delivered. Most importantly, the Choir in Eur. Bacch. and Ar. Ran. had
their lead constantly rising their voice and calling attention as they announced the

invocation of the divine during the mavvvyide.

210¢3: mouderywyy07). This construction has the verb in the passive voice. Cf. Pratt
(2011, 221): “Taudoywyéw = attend as a maudoywyd, train and teach, educate.” The
context suggests who has been led by education. Even so, as Rowe notes, “the
person normally led by a paidagdgos, or taught, is (as the word suggests) a boy
(pais); thus although paidagdgein can be used generally of teaching, it positively

encourages us to think of the relationship between lover and beloved rather than,
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or at least as well as, that between the lover and his ‘leader’ (cf. ¢78n.)” (Rowe
1998, 198).

210¢3: Déwuevos . .. 6pbiing (6pBdg + participle). Here fewupevog remains consistent

with BedoacBou from 210¢3.

210€3: ¢@ebijg Te xal 0plag. Bury translates the passage as “in correct and orderly
succession”/ see 211b ad fin. Tolto yip 01 eTt TO pT® . . . iévaut KTA., and 210a where
the right order or procedure (mp@tov . . . émerta, etc.) is specially emphasised”
(Bury 1909, 128). Cf. Rowe: “The emphasis again is on the procedure” (1998, 198).
Additionally, as much as it is undeniable that ‘orderly succession’ (¢pefic) “is
necessary”—for this clause is still governed by o€l yep from 210a4 (Dover 1980,
155)—, the possible Orphic resonances on repeatedly using épfé¢ to determine
participles, cf. Bernabé (2011, 228), could be, once again, pointing to the (logical)
subject’s action, expressed through the participle after the main verb
meudarywyndij: keine Stufe iibersprungen werden, und auf jeder Stufe mufs das
BewnfStsein ibrer Vorldufigkeit prisent sein—sonst kime es wieder zu einer
Fixierung“ (Zehnpfennig 2010, 158). Seeing with clarity (fewuevog) is determined
by 6pbig and can also mean no fixation in the vision of any of the beautiful things
successively recognised during ‘education,” an arguably life-long educational

practice, as this participle is connected to the main verb mwoudarywyn6i.

210e4: Tpog TELog 107, Bury notes that “mpog téhog %O lov dicebantur ii, qui
superatis gradibus tandem ad spectanda arcana admittebantur [were said to those
who, having passed the steps, were finally admitted to see the mysteries]
(Hommel)” (Bury 1909, 128). Additionally, here there is an echo of wpog woAd #oy
from 210c9-di. In this sense, at 210c9-d1 we translated the neuter molv in the
predicate position, as suggested by Pratt (2011, 220). Thus, considering the echo,

the neuter Télog is rendered in the predicate position again, we propose: wpog +
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iwv = nearing; Télog = the culmination; Té&v épwtik®v = of the Mysteries of Eros;
+ [Téhog] #1on = now the Highest / accomplished: what at this point should have
been correctly undertaken, viz. the accomplished ¢pwtixa. Rowe suggests quite a
compelling reading: “final (zeleos) like ‘end’ (zelos) here includes the senses both
of ending/completion and of end/goal” (Rowe 1998, 198). Alternatively, it may
not be a final or ultimate goal, but rather a primary aim, thus
accomplished/perfect/highest. After all, “the goal of the process is reached when,
having beheld Beauty itself, the philosopher-epopzes gives birth to the highest
form of virtue, the best of offsprings . . . What is born at the climactic encounter
with the divine is still the highest reward: The life of the highest virtues is the best
possible life and possibly the closest a mortal can get to immortality” (Betegh

2022, 251).

210e4: by, Dover proposes the 2£ai@yyc here in this context of the epiphany
as possibly analogous to “the excitement of glimpsing a wonderfully simple,
comprehensive answer to a problem after a process of reasoning which was full of
difficulties and discouragements” (Dover 1980, 157). Additionally, “this suggests
the final stage in the mystery-rites, when out of darkness there blazed forth
suddenly the mystical péyyog, and &v adtf] kabapa the paouate or iepa puvoTice—
consisting probably of images of Demeter, Iacchus and Persephone, and other
sacred embles—were displayed to the awe-struck worshipper (wokepio &g Te kot
0éa)” (Bury 1909, 128). However, even at Eleusis, the vision was not a passive
receptacle of whatever is shown but an activity: seeing and being seen upon
recognition in a state of attunement and correct ritual orientation, resulted from
a long and gradual process of purification, of seeing to get acquainted with the
divine to know them and have a share in whatever power the divine might bestow

upon their dear ones. As the ending lines of the poem solemnly declare: “Blessed

229



Commentary

is the one who has seen these things, among the mortal who live upon the earth;
but to the uninitiated in the sacred rites, who has no share in them has no lot of
similar things when waned in nether darkness”: éABtog 8¢ Tad” émwmey émryfovinwy
&vOpaymwy- 8¢ 8" &tedvg lepidv, 8¢ T’ &upopog, o Tob’ duoiwy adoaw Exet PBiuevos mep’
oo (opw edpwevt, Hom. Hymn. Dem. 480-2. Petridou’s (2013) translation,
modified, Richardson’s (1974) Greek text. Note the renowned ¢aigvng in the
Republic.

210e5: katovetal. Bury suggests a similarity with the Phaedrus at 247d: “(xabopé
uev adTny dtkaoavvny kTA..), which suggests that xafopay was a vox propria for
viewing ritual displays” (Bury 1909, 218). This is one of the reasons for
emphasising in translation the vocabulary of vision: ,um den mystischen
Charakter des Aufstiegs zu betonen (Zehnpfennig 2010, 158). However, it is
primarily to keep in mind that the vocabulary of ‘seeing’ and ‘understanding’ is
interconnected not only in the Greek language and culture, cf. Petridou (2013,
323), but also transposed by Plato into seeing épfd¢ in a way authentically
Platonic, regardless of its original connotations. After all, this is a transposition
and not a mere reproduction. Therefore, this is Plato suggesting the correct
philosophical theoria. As Zweisprachige also notes: ,,Diotima spricht andererseits
aber von der Erkenntnis des Schonen; so eindeutig dem Nicht-Rationalen

zugurechnen ist dieser Aufstieg also nicht (Zehnpfennig 2010, 158).

210e4-5: T Gowpeatov ™ oot koo, Itis worth noting the thauma we have seen
during Metaneira’s before the light radiating from Demeter during her epiphany
in the Eleusinian Hymn in the previous chapter. Similarly, Phdr. 250b: xéAdog 3¢
TOT Ny Oelv Aaurrpov. For Bowpaato cf. 219b: “it often connotes the supernatural,
e.g. Resp. 3984 mpoacuvoluey &v adtov 6 lepov xal Havuaatov ki 10vy” (Bury 1909,

128).
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210es5: v @vow. We follow Pratt in rendering it as “accusative of respect with

Oowpaotov” (Pratt 2011, 221).

210€5: To0T0 £xelvo, i Zwrpotes. “The expression has a somewhat exclamatory and

dramatic character” (Dover 1980, 157).

210e6: mavTeg Tovol. Rowe notes that “those Diotima has been describing since
a4. The description may have been short, but the ascent itself is long and arduous;
indeed some of the things Diotima has said earlier (see esp. 203e-204a) suggest
that mere human beings may not be capable of completing it at all (cf. 212a6-7n.,
211b7-8n.) The beauty in question is, of course, ‘the (Platonic) form of beauty’

(Rowe 1998, 198).

210e6-211ar: del iy, “Is, ie. ‘is (just what is)’; an example of what Kahn—
appropriately enough—calls the ‘stative-durative value’ of the Greek verb ‘to be,’
einai” (Rowe 1998, 198), cf. Kahn (1966, 249). This section breaks the form of the
text from prose to verse, evidencing Plato’s transposition of sacred rituals,
particularly of the choral dances (mepiywpelv) in mysteria: “In describing the
nature or essence of Beauty found there, the prose suddenly bursts into
dithyrambs, in the manner of a choric ode (21a-b). This is a metaphysical
description that is also a hymn. Plato’s style quickens under the impulse of certain
ideas; it is impossible to preserve in translation the pounding beat of his rhythms,
the beat of the dance” (Allen 1991, 82). In the Mysteries, like in the prose
conducted by Plato, the procession led by the priestly personnel gave way for
choral dances at the night-long revelry of the goddesses (Eur. Hel. 1365: wavvvyideg
mavvuyideg Oedig), possibly by the shores of the Thriasian Plain close to the
sanctuary of Demeter (cf. Soph. OC 441-42: #} Aapmwaow &xtals, od TOTVICU Teuval
Ti0vodvTau Tély, or by the torch-lit coasts / where the hallowed goddesses foster

sacred rites). As Graf notes, “the sacrifices to the divinities must have taken place
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in the grove, as part of the secret ritual, as did dances for which the regulations list
the musicians” (Graf 2003b, 244). Moreover, not only is a Hymn “as a
representation of the act of offering [fveiv], it is also an offering in itself . . .
functioning as a mediating mechanism” (Platt 2011, 31). In this sense, “Hymns
introduce the epiphanic narratives . . . they accompany the worship of deities at
festivals, where they have an invocatory function, charming their divine addressee
into witnessing rhapsodic or choral displays, acknowledging receipt of sacrifices
and dedications, or attending ritual processions. . . the hymn is designed zo induce
the god’s attendance at its own performance . . . hymnic performance functions as
a spatio-temporal frame” (Platt 2011, 73). These sacred rites of choral dances and
chants marked an ‘appearance’ of the deity in ‘divine splendour’ upon the
processions’ culmination (Ar. Ran. 448: @éyyos lepov olowv), usually Iacchus
(Phld. Dio. 34-4s: ém[om]Toug dpylwv égliwv Tlaxyov, lakchos / benevolent to the
¢momtoug of the sacred rites), or Dionysus (Ar. Ran. 368: tals matplotg TekeTalls Tatl
T00 Atovvoov, the traditional sacred rites of Dionysus), having a full share of the
xapts (Ar. Ran. 349: yapitwy mAelotov) with the pilgrims at the end of long
processions: “Here the ritual came as close to a collective epiphany as possible”

(Graf 2004, 126).

21122 T7] eV . .. 7] 0¢. “As is typical, the feminine dative singular implies adverbial

‘way’ = in one way . . . in another” (Pratt 2011, 221).
21123: TTPOG LEV TG . .. mpog 0t T6. “For one purpose . . . for another” (Pratt 2011, 221).

2m1as: povtaoOnoetal. Literally, “will appear, with a suggestion of illusion,
appropriate to the particulars (a6-br) with which abstract beauty is contrasted”
(Dover 1980, 156). We follow Dover in reading here as pointing to ‘appearing’ as
an illusion to which particulars are subject. Moreover, we see an echo from

&mo@yvépevol at 209e2 (moAka xal kada &mopyvipevor Epya). Nonetheless, we
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cannot reduce the particulars to being necessarily illusions, considering that
particulars can manifest true beauty as feasible to a particular (eixég). Conversely,
illusions made to appear as beautiful (eldwlog) certainly will not lead to the
beautiful as they are not kindred to truth but to deception instead, a deception
which pavtactvoetar denotes, given the context in which it is used. As Bury has
it: “pavtacioetar adtd. pavtaleahou often connotes illusive semblance; cf. Phd.

11od, Resp. s72b” (Bury 1909, 129).

21123: Aoyog . . . émotyuy. Here, Bury mentions “o0¢ Tig Aéyog [and we add the
0b0¢ Tig ¢motwy that directly follows]. It is difficult to be sure of the sense in
which Aéyoq is used here” (Bury 1909, 129). It is indeed difficult, and Bury suggests
either to take it as a Adyog [and émotrun] of a lesser kind compared to 16 uabnua
TeAeVTAoU in 211C7, or to take it as a ‘concept,” which would not exhaust adtd 16
xodov from 21a6. He concludes that neither option would be satisfactory,
implied by “it is difficult to be sure” at the opening of his comment, so that he
presents a third way: “Mathematical relation. Perhaps ‘formula’ would best
render the word here” (Bury 1909, 129). Rowe presents possibilities that go in line
with this, although he is not entirely sure: “Given that there are hardly any clues,
no doubt we should conclude that this is another case of deliberate ambiguity—
with the difference that nothing much hangs on it” (Rowe 1998, 198). We suggest
an alternative way, which considers the context of the sentence in which the clause
is used. Here, many conditionals surround the main verb avtactvoetar. This
verb implies the deceit typical of illusions: olov mpocwmoy Tt 000 €ipeg paired with
pavtachyoetan may be more than ‘one face or hands’ (note the plural of yeipes),
considering s.v. yeip IIT in LS]J (1996): “The hand often receives the attributes of
the person using it,” which in this construction points to the display of illusion.

The ‘hands’ also share in the attributes of @avracOnoerou, the ‘displaying
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illusion;” thus, we follow LSJ’s sense of ‘handicraft’ for this term’s usage in the
plural. Once this sense is paired with mpéowmov as a mask/face, the combination
makes one wonder if it is not critiquing the anthropomorphic nature of gods,
through which they effectively use illusion. Particularly Dionysus, “the most
complex and multifaceted of all the Greek gods” (Faraone 1993, 1); also the god of
illusion, the mask, and the theatrical play. In the Bacchae he is actually in charge
of a controlled mode of vision, a typical feature of epiphany in the Ancient Greek
of Plato’s time: “Gods control sight and it is up to them to bestow or to withdraw
it. This is an idea that goes back to Homer” (Petridou 2013, 314). In Sophocles’
Ajax, for example, “his piece of stagecraft creates a mental and visual focus on the
partial vision and knowledge of the mortals, versus the complete and impartial
vision and knowledge of the immortal” (Petridou 2013, 314). Even in the Hymn,
one of the primary sources for reconstructions of the Mysteries, this feature is
highlighted in the first encounter between gods and mortals, specifically in the
interaction between Demeter and Keleos” daughters. The young girls did not
recognise (000" Eyvwv: Hom. Hymn. Dem. u1) Demeter disguised as an old lady
sitting by the Kallikoron’s well. This same verse concluded with a fateful
statement: “The gods are difficult (yaAemot) for mortals to recognise” (6pacofau).
In the Bacchae, Dionysus assumed a multiplicity of forms that throughout the
play deceived Pentheus, “led by the god to a thedria: 1047” (Foley 1980, 116), and
whoever refused to worship him in a comedy of a ¥Bpioty¢ that looked down
upon the god in illusive disguise, unable to recognise yet constantly desiring to
“spy upon the god’s forbidden rites (811-15, 829, 838, 912, 916, 952, 1060-62)” (Foley
1980, 123), leading the spectators to be sympathetic to the deceit and illusions that
the masked god constantly subjected to the King’s arrogance. “What Pentheus’s
vision lacks,” argues Petridou, “is essentially what Elsner (2007, 25) calls ‘ritual-

centered visuality’; this allows the viewer to put aside his normal identity and
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temporarily acquire a new cult-generated identity one whose aim is to undermine
a culturally engendered secular visuality, and to prepare, usually through a process
of physical and mental purification, the self for the possibility of a meeting with
the divine” (Petridou 2013, 315). This pattern is similar to the one offered by
Diotima. However, here, with pavtactioetal, the priestess makes it clear that the
divine beauty has nothing to do with either divine agency or deceitful appearance,

let alone with any Aéyog or émotiuy related to falseness or illusion.

21128: 000¢ mov 6v. We do not follow the local sense of mwov. Since the preposition
¢v and the dative vt both imply location, it seemed to be redundant to translate
it to further emphasise the local sense. The adverb of manner seems a suitable

match. ContraBury (1909, 129): “00d¢ mov dv. Tov is probably used in a local sense.”
211a8: étépw. It “implies than itself” (Dover 1980, 157).

211br &), We follow Dover and consider “it is more appropriate to understand
eaveiton ‘it will clearly be...” (Dover 1980, 157). Namely, it is appropriate to
understand this &AL bearing an implied aveitau, in opposition to the main verb
pavtactnoetar. This would capture the image presented here, namely not
manifested as false (00 pavtaoOnoetan) vs manifested as true, an implied paveitou
in this &\Aa as [coming to light as nothing but] always being itself, according to

itself, by itself, of pure form.

211br-2: wovoetdeg éel 8v. This is an echo of the start of ‘Plato’s Hymn,” namely
Tp@TOV Wev &el 8v at 210e6-211a1. The start of the ‘Hymn’ makes a clear usage of
Kahn’s stative-durative value of elvou (Kahn 1966, 249), remaining existential. In
this sense, this echo of 211ar’s &ei 8v sets wovoetdég between éei paired with ‘is’ (not
copular) is the last element of the clause, thus receiving further force (Dover 1960,

32—-34). Admittedly, wovoetdés is a terrific term, which strikes the eyes given its
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metaphysical tradition: “Stewart renders ‘of one Form,” but the full force may be
rather ‘specifically unique,” implying that it is the sole member of its class” (Bury
1909, 129). Moreover, it is striking, given its sense in ancient Greek religion, in the
‘pure’ and ‘simple’ technical sense, so to speak, concerning what is iepéc. This
sense is a typical feature of epiphanic records in the Mysteries, specifically
regarding the purity (a lasting state of attunement) necessary to commune with
the divine. Nonetheless, the position of the terms and the echo from 210e6-211a1
appear as stronger reasons to consider ‘always’ as determining the entire sentence.
Moreover, given the form of ‘elvat’ from Kahn’s reading, namely not a copula, &v
can be redirected toward the starting adto with the sense of existing as / being

itself, also determining the entire sentence.

anay: petéyel. “Quite what relationship is indicated by this notion of
‘participation‘ is unclear (as Socrates himself is elsewhere represented as
admitting, see Phaedo 100d); but that there must be some sort of relationship of
beautiful particulars, over however wide a range, would be capable of leading
towards an insight into Beauty Itself, in the way Diotima envisages in the present

context” (Rowe 1998, 199).

211b4: unte e mhéov unTe Ehattov yiyveaor. This is an echo from odte yryvouevov
obTe &moAdduevov at 211a. Admittedly, the word ‘uncoming’ in English is attested
only in the late 1500s, which is atypical in modern English. Yet, it fits very well the
poetic contrast with ‘becoming’ in this clause. Like in the entire section, we make
daring usage of ‘poetic licence,” whilst trying to remain as literal as we can in the
clauses that bear significant metaphysical weight. In this sense, we remain
grounded in the Greek text, evidencing the choral ode in what we called Plato’s
‘Hymn to Beauty,” trying as much as possible not to ignore syntax nor

philosophical significance.
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211b4: 2xeivo. In a similar construction as éxetvov from 202b2, which will be

constantly repeated from now on: “Sc. (ad106) 76 xaAév” (Bury 1909, 130).

211bs: étaw 07 Tig o mvoe. Now the ‘Hymn’ comes to an end after Diotima’s
invocation makes the divine ‘appear’ as a016 xaf)’ adto neb’ abrod wovoeldeg &el Bv:
211br-2. The prose returns to the Greek text, and likewise in our translation. The
Mantinian now leads us ‘upwards’ through the renowned Scala amoris. The
construction that marks this linguistic turn is made by an indefinite conditional
clause leading to a subjunctive verb, as a transition pattern repeated in this section
of Diotima’s speech. First, at 210d6-7: ¢ &v évtada pwodeic xai odEnBeic xatidy;

then at 210e6-7: 8¢ yap &v uéypt évtadta Tpog Ta tpwTika Taudarywynoi.

211bs: mic. This ‘someone’ (or ‘a person’) is nominative, $tav conditions it
similarly to éav, further strengthening the temporal significance of 6. This is the

reason for not rendering as a particle of emphasis but in apodosi to étaw (67°+&v).

211bs-6 moudepaately (6pbdg + articular infinitive). Pederasty, “a reminder that
Diotima is not speaking of solitary mysticism, but of the ‘right’ use (6pbég recurs
throughout: 21022, 21024, 21026, 210€3, 211bs, 211b7) or the emotional relationship
about which Phaedrus and Pausanias were talking” (Dover 1980, 158). Pederasty
has been reformulated into the correct love of boys, which is undertaken to lead
a youth to see with understanding for himself what is truly beautiful and good to
the extent of begetting true virtue. What will be at stake now is to lead a life worth
living (Buwtov dvBpwme: 211d2), a consequence of loving and caring and begetting
discourses as much suitable, seeking whichever might make the youth better
people (xai épav kol xndegbou kol TikTew Adyovg ToloUToug [Kkal {MTelv] ofTiveg

Toroovat ek Tiovg Tovg VEOUG: 210CI-3).
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211b5-6: &mo T@vde . . . Exelvo 10 kakov. Plato makes a cataphoric usage of 8¢ in a
well-written linguistic interplay between ‘these here’—nearby/present, plural
and multiple—and ‘that one there’—distant, singular, whose sight begs
ascending (¢mowviwy: 211b6) from these here. This provides the rhetorical effect of
anticipating T@v xad@v cwuatey in the following sentence, insofar as exclaiming
this really is (tofTo yap 01 éoti: 211by) the correct way to pursue the Mysteries of
Eros (76 6pfdg émi T&x Epwtina iévou: 211b7-cr). The masterclass in Greek writing is
not simply an opposition between ‘that one there’ and ‘these many here,” but as
we have seen in the ‘Hymn,’ it is a multifaced distinction between ‘here and
there,” ‘now and then,” ‘down and up,” ‘this and that,” ‘what is and what is not,’
‘illusions and real appearance.” Accordingly, we maintained the translation by
hiding the noun phrase (sc. ‘from these’ instead of ‘from these things’), omitting
it from the translation, in an attempt to add in some way this flavour from the

Greek text to be savoured in the English translation.

211b7: gredov & i dmrtorto Tob Téhovs. This oxedov Tt (‘I dare say / so to speak’ and
so forth) is paired with &motto, here considered to be a construction “joined with
Verbs: somewhat, in any degree, at all” (LS] 1996 s.v. 116 11.C). Additionally, while
&mrotto is here paired with oxedov 11, it will be mirrored onto épamtouéve used
twice at 212a4-5, precisely to echo the aftermath of a visual/epistemological
contact with the beautiful itself (just after having touched/grasped’). Moreover,
regarding the objective genitive here: “This combines the sense ‘goal’ and ‘sacred
symbol” (Bury 1909, 130). Bury is clinical in noting the wordplay with the
vocabulary of mysteria. At the same time, both regarding the Mysteries and
Diotima’s Mysteries, ‘final’ depends on the construal. Rowe reads it as the goal:
“The optative + an (‘would’) reflects the tone of circumspection introduced by

Diotima’s ‘practically’ (schedon . . . ti), and also by her ‘begins to’ (‘begins to
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catch sight of that beauty,” b7). Itis, evidently, an elusive object” (Rowe 1998, 199).
What if, conversely, it is the most visible object, the one which is
accomplished/sacred? Again, although this is the culmination of an ascent, it does
not seem to be ke ‘goal/aim’ of the lifelong, correct way of loving presented by
Diotima. Moreover, neither in the Mysteries of Eros nor in the Mysteries is the
‘reaching upon the sacred’—here explicitly what Rowe rightly connects to “catch
asight” (xafopév)—final. After all, both at the closing moments of the sacred rites
and by the last lines of Diotima’s speech, it is a begetting that lies as final. In
Eleusis, the divine is born and witnessed by intimate, mortal pilgrims who have
undertaken and observed all the long preparation: “Epopreia in Eleusis did not
consist in simply catching sight of the goddesses, but—as mentioned at the outset
of this section, in the dramatic event of the goddess giving birth to a child,
announced at high voice by the hierophant, the leader of the rites, and marked by
the appearance of an ear of grain (and possibly of a child)” (Betegh 2022, 251).
Here, as aforementioned, in a bold and original transposition, Plato turns the
philosopher into the correct/accomplished theoros, who comes in intimate
contact with the divine as a culmination, from all the toilsome efforts (oi
tumpoofey mavTe movolL fjoaw: 210€6), of an ascent to ‘what is.” Most importantly,
as becomes clear in Diotima’s last lines, the epiphanies are in no way the final step
or aim of Plato’s transposed theoria, because the zelos in the sense of ‘the end’ or
‘aim’ is not simply ‘getting acquainted with’ and ‘seeing/understanding’ the
divine, since this ‘intimacy’ with the divine is pursued for the sake of ‘delivering’
the best that one has within—not mere images of the divine (tixtew odx eldwla:
212a3-4) like statues or sacred objects—, but ‘offspring’ whose excellence is truly
kindred to the divine (Téxovtt 3¢ &petny &An07): 212a5-6): the truth. This sets
immortality with the good/beauty on the horizon as the Télog in the sense of goal

and aim of Diotima’s Mysteries, not the epiphanies which happen within an
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accomplished ascent. This reading inevitably brings the image of Plato’
philosophy’s transformative potential to mind: éuolwag 0ed xoter 0 Juvetov-
buolwatg 3¢ dixauoy xal éatov wete Ppovyoews, “becoming alike the divine, as much
as possible: to become alike the divine is to become just and pious along with

having wisdom” (P1. Thz. 176b1-3).

211b7: TodTo yop 7). “Here commences a recapitulation of ‘the Ascent of Love’ as

described in 210a-211b” (Bury 1909, 130).

211b7-cr: 10 6pbiog eml Ta épwTire €vau. This construction mirrors tov 6pfdg iovta
¢mi ToDTo To TPAyUa . . . ivau &Ml Ta ke cwuaTe from 210a4-6. Accordingly, in
both constructions iévau is translated into ‘to pursue’ because in English, again, it
has a stronger sense of urgency and, originally, of intention, better matching the

context than ‘to go.’

211by-cr: 10 6pbiog . .. iévat .. H .. Ayecfou. (8pBig + double articular infinitive,
sC. 70 . . . iévau 7} [16] . . . &yeoOou). Bury argues that the 97’ &Adov &yeabou (passive
verb) “refers to the moudaywyds or wwotaywyods of 210e” (Bury 1909, 130). Rowe
adds that “this is how a lover should behave in relation to his beloved, or (rather)
be guided to behave; I take that Diotima here marks the reintroduction of the

idea of the ‘leader’, who has been left out of the picture for a little while” (Rowe
1998, 199—200).

21103: emowvaaapoic. “Ascending steps” (Dover 1980, 158).

211c7: 10 uadnuer televtijoat. Pratt notes that “the infinitive is parallel to
¢maviévon” (Pratt 2011, 223). Not only is this a parallel in theme but also in syntax,
one noted by Dover, following Bury and Usener, who emended televtyoy from
the subjunctive and xai yv§ into et yv& (Dover 1980, 158; Bury 1909, 131). In this

sense, ¢maviévou can be read as a present dynamic infinitive, expressing a
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continuing event, further heightened by the construction &el émaviévou 211c2.
Conversely, Tehevtfioau is not a participle nor an aorist; hence, there is no time
involved in it. The construction through the usage of a neuter-singular article o
from uafvua leads us to take it as a verbal noun: w6 wabnua [16] Terevtiioau as ‘the
accomplishing knowledge.” If it were a participle, it would be better considered as
‘finishing’ the action of ‘ascending.” Could this indicate that the ascension may

point to what lies beyond it?

211¢8: v yvéd . . . terevtdy. Here is where the difference between Burnet’s (1901)
and Dover’s (1980) Greek texts is significant. In Dover’, the circumstantial
participle does not become an adverb because v replaces Burnet’s xau: “There is
surely something wrong with the transmitted text here (see apparatus: the sudden
break into subjunctives looks hardly possible); none of the editorial solutions to
the problems looks particularly attractive, but none makes much difference to the
sense. The solution I have adopted, following Dover and others, gives that sense
straightforwardly: the final clause at the end (‘in order that one may finally know
what beauty is, itself’) simply brings us back to the crucial point of the purpose
of the whole ascent (‘for the sake of that beauty,” 210c1-2). “What beauty is, itself:
or ‘what is (truly) beautiful, (by) itself, or that very thing that is beauty,” or . . .
(for what is in Greek a closely similar formula, see 199e4 ‘just insofar as he is a
brother’); in any case the sense of the formula is given by the preceding
description, in 210e6-211bs” (Rowe 1998, 200). Perhaps a better solution may be
found in considering both televtijoou and Tedetdv as images of mysteria,
transposed by Plato to become the philosophical culmination of the ascent in
Diotima’s Mysteries. In the environment of mysteria, the image of TeAety] stands
for performing/accomplishing the sacred rites, whereas the image of Televty

stands for its culmination. In this sense, the ‘finality’ suggested by Bury (1909, 130)
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becomes less attractive to our construal regarding the goal/aim of either the
Mysteries or the Philosophical Mysteries. According to Reale, «la rivelazione non
¢ sufficiente, ocorre che chi ¢ iniziato ai misteri dell’Eros compria un lungo
cammino (dialettico) di preparazione; ma neppure questo basta» (Reale 2001). In
Eleusis, the image of the end (such as the end of life) is the horizon of expectations
for the blessings in the afterlife. Yet, were the blessings for the afterlife alone, then
this reading would be acceptable. However, blessings during life are also expected
from the sacred rites. As such, this cannot mean ‘finishing’ Eleusis without
disregarding the religious and repeatable aspects of their sacred rites. Could Plato
have transposed this central detail from mysteria to also propose that philosophy
is not a one-time imparting of secret knowledge but rather an ongoing lived
activity (Edmonds 2017, 201-02), one that s life-long compared either to the yearly

Eleusinian festival or to other tereTai?

211d1: ToD [lov. Pratt suggests it as “partitive gen. with évtatfa = at this moment

of life; literally = in this place within life” (Pratt 2011, 223).

211d2.: elmrep mov dAlolt, blwtov vbpumew. Dover points out that “we say ‘if any,” ‘if
anywhere,’ etc., but Greek adds ‘other,” ‘else-,” Buwtév (sc. it is) livable,” i.e. “(a

man [human being]) should live” (Dover 1980, 158).

211d3: & éaw mote 107)¢. As Rowe carefully noticed, “if ever you see it: that Socrates
has not yet ‘seen’ beauty itself is not just part of the present fiction based around
Diotima; the whole dialogue pictures him as the needy, philosophical lover”
(Rowe 1998, 200).

211d3: katee. “On the same level with” (Pratt 2011, 223); “In the same way as . . . on

»

the plane of .. .” (Dover 1980, 158).
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211d7-8: dhha Oeaafou povoy xal cuveiver. Here, Diotima uses the same language
to the beloved boys that she had previously used strictly to ‘see with
clarity’/‘beholding’/‘contemplating.” This nears the scorn as Diotima in this
digression speaks about the opposite of the correct way of love that has been
described in this closing section. Additionally, Rowe notes the sexual
connotations of suneinai (get acquainted with), such as sexual intercourse (Rowe

1998, 200).

211€1: AUTO TO ko (0l eidicpvéc. Cf. Pratt (2011, 22.4): “efdicping -6¢ = unmixed,

pure; &uetktog -ov = unmixed (cf. wetyvout).”

211e2: dvamhens. Dover proposes that “is literally ‘full of...,” but Thuc. 2.51.4 uses
the verb &vamumlavar of infection by disease, and cf. Phd. 67a, where it is said
that knowledge is best attained by our souls if we have as little as possible to do

with the body unde dvammlwueda tjg TovTov Pvoews” (Dover 1980, 158).

211€2: Wi AvamAewy oopr@dv Te dvlpwmivay xal ypwuatwy. Cf. “Gave light to the
splendour of her immortal skin” (@éyyog &mo ypoog dfavatoto Adume Bedg: Hom.
Hymn Dem. 2;78-9). Foley’s (1993) translation, modified, Roberston’s (1974) text.

Contra Pratt (2011, 224): “yp@uatog 6 = color.”

211e4: 0Uvauto is governed by the same (logical) subject as yévorto at the start of the

question.

212a2-3: evtadbo . . . poveyod. Contra Pratt: “In this one place alone” (Pratt 2011,
22.4); wovayod, as Dover notes, qualifies évtadfa (Dover 1980, 159). Here it should
be noted that Diotima uses évtadfa five times in her exposition of the Highest
Mysteries (210a7, 210d6, 210€2, 2ndi, 212a2). In every occurrence within
conditional clauses, évtadfo was here translated in the adverbial sense of time,

sequence, position or circumstance. The only occurrences outside conditional
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clauses were the ones translated in 210a7 and 211d1. On the one hand, the latter
may convey the adverbial sense of time (¢vtadba Tod Biov: 211d1, the time being
‘moment of life’). On the other hand, the former is the only construction which
conveys the adverbial sense of place (évog adtov cwpatog épav kai évtadfa yevvay
Aoyovg kadovg: 210a7-8, the place as ‘a beautiful medium’). In this sense, we
suggest that Plato maintains a pattern for the usage of évtaa, making it at 211a2-

3 to determine a condition foxut court in a conditional clause.

212.43: 6 bportov 16 ke ov. We propose that this ‘manner by which (&) the beautiful
is to be seen’ (bpatov 16 xodov) is precisely by becoming reoriented (teTpauuévos:
210d4, perf. part. mp.) in ‘insightful viewing’ as the determining transformation
to philosophical contemplation (fewpdv: 210d4). In other words, becoming
reoriented in the sense of philosophical framing here is the transformative aspect
which is central in ‘the correct manner’ for the accomplished
loving/accomplished philosophising, namely, ‘by seeing the beautiful in the
manner it is to be seen’ (6pdvTt @ dpatov T6 kakov), directly followed by ée oD
&nbode épamtouévy. In this sense, after using a recurrent and exhausting visual
vocabulary, it is no wonder to see Diotima conclude her speech by indicating that
what is most beautiful is most visible. Contra Dover and Rowe: “With the faculty
he should use: lit. ‘with what he must (contemplate)’, i.e. the soul/mind, not the
body; if he uses the body, he will ‘contemplate’ only physical beauty” (Rowe 1998,
200). The physical vs non-physical debate seems at this point otiose in the context
of our reading, particularly in this section where the contrast is here proposed to
be between ‘touching’ or ‘grasping’ what is false versus what is true. In this sense,
precisely in the context of this passage, we cannot predicate eidwe to any physical
object if they instantiate what is truly beautiful. It seems counterintuitive because

an eixég manifestation instantiates truthfully (&An07), regardless of its materiality.
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Diotima appears to refer to degrees of reality, not to the substantiality of reality.
Accordingly, we follow Rowe precisely as he presents this good point: “But then
it is an extraordinary difference of degree, as Diotima has emphasized—the
difference, I take it, that philosophy makes, allowing us to perceive and to pursue
the real good, the real object of our ‘love’ and desire. The whole ascent passage
describes the process which might lead to that, away from our current—and
mistaken—preoccupations). If this interpretation is right, all those ‘great
achievements’ referred to in the earlier passage—those of Homer and Hesiod,
Lycurgus and Solon—are written off as insubstantial; but so they must be, by
implication, in any case, since Homer and the rest lack the vision of true beauty

that enables the philosophical lover to procreate true virtue” (Rowe 1998, 201).

212a4: oDx eldwhar &peTi . . . &Te 0dx eldwlov épamtonévw. Dover notes it has the
sense of “images, with the connotation of ‘poor imitations,” ‘remote and partial
copies”” (Dover 1980, 159). As much as this is the correct definition of eldwla, we
do not believe that the context here allows us to translate eidwle into ‘image,” even
in compounds like ‘poor image’ or ‘partial image,” which are correct translations,
nonetheless. In the line directly above, ‘to be seen’ (épatov) is predicated of 1o
xod6v, which is not as an elusive entity but, conversely, T6 xodév is presented by
Diotima as what is most visible/recognisable to those who view it correctly.
Unsurprisingly, the opposite of eldwla presented by Plato in this very sentence is

&n67}. The opposite of ‘truth’ is ‘false.’

212a4-5: tpamtopévw. Morphologically, from ém+amtouat (to touch) = verb. act.
¢pamtouat. There is a phonetic transition from emie to e@o. As part. mp. dat. sg.
¢pamTouévy means to take hold/grasp through vision and understanding.
Additionally, the passive sense also has the sense of kindled. It is worth noting, as

Nightingale, that “seeing, then, is not the passive reception of external
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impressions or effluences but a participatory activity in which the human being
interacts with its object in the medium of light. In fact, vision occurs when the
subject reaches out and, in some sense, ‘touches’ the object. The perceiver’s visual
faculty does not, however, become identical with either the light or the object of
vision. Rather, the kinship between the ‘light-bearing eyes’ and the external light
allows for the perception of the quite different essence of the object . . . in its
ongoing attempts to ‘see’ the Forms, the soul grasps its own nature and
limitations by apprehending both its kinship to and difference from these
timeless, changeless beings” (Nightingale 2004, 12). Cf. Dover (1980, 159): “to

grasp the nature of the entity itself.”

212a5: Téxovtl . .. Opelauéve. Pratt indicates that “participles with éxeive in line
30, can be interpreted either as circumstantial participles or as indefinite
substantive participles without significant difference in sense” (Pratt 2011, 225).
According to Rowe, “for ‘nurturing,’ cf. 209¢4, but especially 207a ff., on the care
that animals take to rear their offspring; like them, the lover nurtures his
offspring, and sees to it that they flourish—because after all, what he desires is the
‘immortality’ they are going to provide for him (a6-7). The virtue he gives birth
to, if we may judge by the parallel case in 208e-209¢ (as we surely may, if that
passage describes a ‘shadowy imitation’ of the procreation of virtue), will be both

his beloved’s (209c4-7 with 208e6-209a3; cf. 210¢) and his own” (Rowe 1998, 201).
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212a6: Dmapyet Deopulel evéabor. Dover suggests this as “a relation of mutual @ukia
with the gods, who do not love a sinner but do not reject a devotee” (Dover 1980,
159). In the ending lines of the Hymn ter, Foley notes that “the goddesses will send
Ploutos to earth as a guest in the houses of those they love, to give them aphenos
(489), presumably ‘agricultural abundance.” Demeter and Persephone love
initiates prophroneds (graciously, 487), and the poet asks here that they be
prophrones (494) to himself. (The word prophron is used elsewhere at 140 and 226
of Demeter’s proposal to serve the household of Keleos assiduously, and of the

daughters’ concern to take care of the disguised Demeter at 138)” (Foley 1993, 64).

212a7: dfowvérte. Prate reads it as “pred. adjectives with yevéofou / elmép o 8w

&vBpwymwy: parenthetical = if indeed for any human being at all” (Pratt 2011, 225).

212a7: ¢xelv). Pratt notes that “by delaying the demonstrative that completes the
impersonal expression and setting it apart with an adverbial xai, Plato makes the
final words of Diotima’s speech more emphatic and dramatic (= ‘he too,” ‘that
man especially’). The question carries over from évbvuf}” (Pratt 2011, 225). The
debate on what kind of immortality Diotima refers to is an ongoing one in
scholarship: “It is a vexed question whether Diotima only allows the immortality
of the soul, or only immortality through our biological and/or intellectual
progeny” (Betegh 2022, 266). Rowe argues that “immortality, according to
Diotima's theory, will stem from his offspring, whose true value will be
recognized by the gods (and not by mere the politicians and poets); there is no
immortality in the strict sense mortals, like those of for human beings—how
could there be, when they are mortal? On the absence from Symp. of the notion

of immortality of the soul, see 206e8-207a2n.; what the Mysteries
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themselves offered was not immortality, but some altogether vaguer promised

things for the initiate after death” (Rowe 1998, 201).

210b1-2: TabTec 01 L L B pev Atotine, mémetopon 6 éyo. As Rowe remarks, “so
Socrates is committed to the truth of what Diotima told him (or rather,
presumably, what hides beneath its metaphorical garb); he has evidently lived up

to his notion of what an encomium should be (198b ff.)” (Rowe 1998, 202).

212b3: tolbTov ToD wrtéuatos. Rowe argues that “this possession must be
immortality, which is after all, according to Diotima, what we all desire, always; if
it is Love who works within us to direct our actions, then it will be an
understatement to say ‘one couldn't easily get a better co-worker than Love”

(Rowe 1998, 202).

212b8: dhvoyuy. Power as dynamis (an intrinsic characteristic) and not possession
as a predicate. This claim, thus, does not contradict Eros being a lack (Eros gua

Eros being ‘of something’).

212b8: évdpeiow. This is a harder statement to argue away. Rowe presents a
possibility: “The idea of Love’s courage here is surely meant to take us back to the

arduousness (ponoi: 210e6) of the ascent” (Rowe 1998, 202).

212C1-3: € wev Bodlet, wg éyxwwoy eic "Epwta vouwaov eipfioBal, ei 0¢, &1t xai 8my)
yodpelg dvopalwy, Toito dvouale. Rowe notes a subtle detail in its ending, which
fits well with Diotima’s speech: “Socrates plays with a formula often used in
prayers and hymns—°T address you, X, or Y, or whatever name it pleases you to

go under’” (Rowe 1998, 202).
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Our argument that émommika are presented into a well-structured,
controlled, and prepared way leading to divine epiphanies beyond the constraints
of divine agency, adapted by Plato from Eleusinian émémteio and presented as
epiphanies, in an interplay of intermediary agency, at the summit of an
educational, transformative, complex exercise of hermeneutics in the
apprehension of truth and attainment of a lifelong reorienting and never-ending
continuous state of viewing: the philosophical framing in the philosophical life,
was grounded on a careful analysis of the “relationship between this process and
the contexts in which it takes place,” which is the philosophical text of the
Symposium. Plato’s émémteie in Diotima’s speech and the ‘ways of viewing’ in
search for truth were reconducted in “a close approximation to the supposed
form and meaning of the source” (Hardwick 2003, 5). The philosophical
significance of émémrel and how and when it is employed by the character
Diotima demanded “us to look closely at the source text and context as well as at
the receiving ones” (Hardwick 2003, 10), maintaining a ‘critical distance’ that
illuminated our philosophical investigation of ¢momtixa.

We delved deep into the text of the Symposinm during Diotima’s speech,
under the assumption that “according to an influential reconstruction, the two

festivals were linked as stages in a continuous progression, so that the Lesser
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Mysteries was a preparatory stage for the Higher Mysteries. Accordingly,
interpreters of the Symposium tried to make philotimia a stage on a path leading
to philosophia (Riedweg 1987: 2-29; lIonescu 2007). Yet, as an alternative
reconstruction shows, there is no need to assume this. The Lesser Mysteries were
probably an independent festival, and taking part in them constituted an act of
piety complete in itself, although of lower prestige than being initiated at Eleusis”
(Betegh 2022, 265 no. 31). Accordingly, following Betegh, our analysis did not
oppose ‘Higher Mysteries’ to ‘Lesser Mysteries’. A close look at the Greek text
provided us with clarifying insights on the continuity, juxtapositions, as well as
imcompabitilities of the two. There, we have found uwy0eing, passive optative
from pvéw: “a causative verb from my-, meaning ‘to make someone my/-’ but
necessary only in the light of the word mystes” (Dowden 1980, 414). Moreover,
uvnBeing may be supplied by olég T° & €lng (Pratt 2011, 218; Bury 1932, 124), directly
linked to 8pB&g uely.167 From this ‘pursuing correctly’ we find five occurrences of
6pbic, indicating a series of steps of ‘proceeding correctly’ (tov 6pBdg iévTa 210a4-
5), ‘leading correctly’ (6pbég NyfTau 210a6), ‘contemplating correctly’ (Gewpevos . .
. 6pbixg 210€3), loving the youth correctly’ (16 6pbdg moudepaaelv 211bs-6), and,
finally, ‘pursuing by themself or with another person correctly’ (76 dpfé . . . iévout

.. &yeaBou 21by-c1), all underlying the philosophical activity in the Highest
Mysteries. Bury’s (1932, 124) insights evidence that, right at the start of the Highest
Mysteries, there might be a glaring presence of an implied potential optative
(uwnBeing) attracting an equally potential optative (elyg). Furthermore, these two
are constructed with a transitive subjunctive (uetiy) in between, whose object is
left unspoken by the Mantinian visitor. Rowe has noted the linguistic

framework’s intertwinement, as the passage “combines it [the Highest Mysteries]

167 3pBidg has clear Orphic resonances (Bernabé 2011, 228.
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with the one already in play. . . However, there is no real sense of strain in the
combination” (Rowe 1998, 192). The syntax of Plato’s writing may suggest the
maintenance of pwnleing’s potentiality throughout. Diotima gives birth to
thirteen verbs in the subjunctive mood (21022, a4, a6, c1, c2, 3, ¢6, c¢7, d3, ds, d7,
e3, e4), three verbs in the potential optative mood (21041, a2, bs), all paired with
sixteen conditional conjunctions (209es, a2 x3, a4, a6, b2, b8 x2, 2, 3, cs, ¢7, d6,
e3), as Plato gradually builds up the ‘sudden’ (¢£aipvyc) and wonderful viewing
of beauty itself through xatéyerar, a subjunctive verb, in an indefinite
subordinate conditional clause rooted at a relative pronoun expressed as collective
hypothetical. Interestingly, the entire block’s structure is governed by an
impersonal J¢t yép from 21024 (Bury 1932, 125; Dover 1980, 1555 Rowe 1998, 193;
Pratt 2011, 218). Right after this, ‘suddenly’ all conditionals, subjunctive, and
optative leave the scene. The conditionals, subjunctive, and optative return in full
force precisely as the first word after what Allen called “dithyrambs in the manner
of a choric ode” (1991, 82): étav 211bs, one of the nine conditional conjunctions
(211bs, b7, c3, ¢8, d2, d3, d7, d8, 212a6), grounding four subjunctive verbs (211b6,
c8, d3, 212a2), and three potential optatives (211b7, d8, e4), as well as conditioning
two indicative future verbs (211d4, 212a3). Plato’s usage of Greek syntax as a
philosophical element in this piece of writing should be taken into account.

In our engagement with Diotima’s speech, we discovered how the
‘wanderings’ of the pilgrims are transformed into ‘wondering’, inviting us to
question “the link between philosophic theorizing and the traditional practice of
theoria at religious festivals and sanctuaries” (Nightingale 2004, 36), generally
treated by scholarship “as superficial metaphors” (2004, 73). Most importantly
for us: “Diotima uses the technical language of the Eleusinian Mysteries, explicitly
referring to theoria at this famous festival . . . Diotima identifies Socrates as a

mustes . .. He is not, she claims, an epopres and thus cannot be granted the vision
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of the highest mysteries. When Diotima goes on to describe these “epoptika” in
the passage that follows, she is clearly referring to the contemplation of the
Forms” (Nightingale 2004, 84).

We have seen how the process presented by her emphasises individuals
who are encouraged to engage deeply with the signs of beauty around them,
gaining insight not only through personal observation but, above all, from their
relationships with their partners or guides. The signs of beauty, when considered
in this context, reveal their inherent ontological and logical unity. Through this
ongoing and intimate process of looking, one’s perspective broadens, enhancing
the ability to discern value in these manifestations—progressing from surface
appearances to deeper qualities, from gestures to the underlying discourses.
Ultimately, when approached with the right focus, this dynamic of narrowing
and expanding one’s perspective leads to a transformative reorientation, guiding
the pursuit of value itself in a more profound and meaningful way.

The key difference and originality in Plato’s transposition, as we have also
seen, lies in this epiphanic process not being governed by the arbitrary whims of
the divine, nor does human desire govern the manifestations. They point to the
appearances. Thus, Plato’s model stands in contrast to the figure of Demeter in
the Hymn, who appears by her own discretion, or even Pentheus in the Bacchae,
who attempts to grasp the sacred through arrogance, thereby bypassing the
necessary rituals. Instead, this engagement with beauty is the result of a mediated
effort, due to the intermediary nature of Eros throughout one’s education,
beginning in youth. This is not a suppression of desire, but a thoughtful
negotiation that aligns individual desires with the philosophical aim of seeking
what is genuinely valuable. Diotima’s model of ‘correct seeking’ encapsulates this

transformative journey: it begins with recognising beauty in the things we desire.
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It culminates in the pursuit of the highest value—the beautiful itself, in its purest
form.

This showed us how the continuous practice of facing beauty at all their
ontological levels with a responsive gaze—one that seeks understanding of what
it perceives. Such a dynamic cannot be fully understood through the framework
of ritual-centred visuality typical of ancient Greek religion. Plato’s transposition,
as we have approached through visuality, allowed us to realise how it is not
confined to sacred spaces or prescribed ceremonies. It became clear to us that it
was solely grounded on Plato’s philosophical exercise—a sustained, lifelong
practice through which one continuously begets to what is valuable as a response
to the beautiful things that are correctly viewed. The recognition of divine
presence, then, does not depend on ritual objects or sanctuaries, but emerges in
the ongoing, intimate exchange between body and the soul and the beauty of
which individuals gradually enhance their comprehension. In this way, by using
visuality as a tool to interpret Plato’s transpositions in the Symposium, we
redefined how we understand divine intimacy as a matter of philosophical
commitment rather than a ritual encounter.

In light of this, we have also seen how the transformative experience of
becoming a wotyg in the Mysteries, as well as the privileged epiphany of the
goddesses during the sacred rites, acquired a new philosophical locus in Plato’s
Symposium. The momentary and ritual-bound ceremony, after being transposed
by Plato, brought to light the possibility of a new lifelong condition: the
reoriented and continuous state that we have described as insightful viewing. This
state, we suggest, can be understood as Platos own formulation of a

philosophically grounded way of viewing.
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In other words, Diotima presented a mode of viewing that not only
transforms the one who contemplates but also evidences a kinship with what is
beheld and continually brought forth. In the presence of beauty, individuals are
compelled into a process of existential transformation, giving birth to what is akin
to the beautiful itself. To view, in this sense, is already to take part in this personal
transformative way of life that Plato presents as philosophy.

Such originality in Platos rendering cannot be reduced to the ritual-
centred visuality of Greek religion. Plato’s ways of viewing do not culminate in an
epiphanic moment tied to sacred spaces, objects, or occasions. Instead, we have
seen how it is directly tied to the continued philosophical practice: an ongoing
engagement with beauty as the locus of divine intimacy and recognition. It is in
this ceaseless generating and responding to beauty through a negotiation with
Eros that philosophy takes the place of ritual, and viewing becomes the medium
of enduring transformation.

Therefore, we conclude that such transposition provides the foundation
for Plato’s articulation of a gradual, procedural ascent: a reorientation of vision
toward truth through the practice of “correct seeking,” culminating in becoming
kindred to what is sought. In contrast to the momentary teletal of the Mysteries,
Diotima presented a path to be pursued throughout the entirety of one’s life.

The “insightful viewing” once reserved for ritual initiates is now
transformed into a lifelong education for individuals and their companions or
guides. Its aim is the cultivation of the capacity to generate, nurture, and embody
true human excellence—an excellence grounded in intimate contact with both
“what is” and “what is not.” The fruit of this intimacy with the divine is not
ecstatic or fleeting but rather manifests through a sustained philosophical life. In
this life, those who have been rightly educated and reoriented into a lasting state

of view may, as it is possible for human beings, behold and manifest the divine as
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possible for a human to bring to light: the acts of true excellence and the dialogue
grounded in the truth.

Our translation and commentary took us to discuss mythology. As seen in
‘Seeing the Gods’ in Chapter I, mythology is fully integrated into Greek culture
and can be misleadingly taken as a religious discourse fout court. The aetiological
myth of Eros is in focus here and enables one to ‘see for themself’ in the émomixa
during the Highest Mysteries. This may be a matter of intermediary agency:
without considering the birth of Eros during the ‘celebration’ of a divine birth by
the gods, the resonances of Eleusinian émémreie and the clear differences they have
with philosophical émémtica might be severely understated. Namely, if Eros were
a god, then divine agency would determine the epiphanies, entailing the
dissolution of philosophy in Diotima’s speech: the priestess would be acting on
behalf of the divine to display it by ritual-centred visuality.

We also grasped the extent of human agency in determining epiphanies:
Eros’ intermediary agency allows one to desire to ‘see with understanding’ the
divine truth in an active philosophical interaction of correctly pursuing the
Highest Mysteries. Moreover, one’s intermediary agency allows one to pursue a
lasting state of reorientation (tetpapuévog 210d4),68 the ‘turn’ to the sea of
beauty to theorise (fewpiv) and give birth (tixty) to discourses and thoughts in
ungrudging philosophy (¢v prlocopia d@Bévw). This ‘turn’ marks the state of
philosophical growth that determines the apprehension of divine epiphanies of
truth.

Obviously, a doctoral thesis has a limited scope. There is still much to be
written on the subject. In the future, we would very much like to finish our

investigation by more details from Plato’s engagement with the Mysteries

168 Note the perfect tense.

255



Conclusion

regarding the apprehension of truth after the attainment of a reorienting and
lifelong, continuous philosophical life. This is not an event nor an end, but a
transformation that enables a new way of seeing the world through
‘philosophical framing’, the insightful state in which epiphanies, as the

apprehension of truth grounded in intermediary agency, may become a reality.
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