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® Love ın Plato and the New Testament
Lıebe beı Plato und ım. Neuen Testament
L’amour chez Platon eit dans le Nouveau
Testament

Danaher, Nyack,

ZUSSAMMENFASSUNG ıst dıe emot:onale Zuwendung eLwas
Schönem und Gutem, DO deren Erwerb

In dem wıichtıgen Forschungsbeıtrag Befriedigung UO  - Wünschen,
Agape und Eros UonN Anders Nygren Genugtuung und Glück erwartet wırd.
wırd behauptet, daß weıtreichende und Daneben hennen das Neuen Testament
deutlıche Unterschiede bestünden und Plato eıne Form göttlıcher Liebe,
zwıschen den beıden Formen vO.  - Lıiebe dıe nıcht besıtzergreıifen wıll, sondern
BeLi Agape handele sıch den sıch verschenken, sıch für den Gelıebten
neutestamentlıche Begrıff für Liebe, beı weggeben ıLl Wıe hbeı körperlıcher
Eros den platonıschen. Der Lıebe durch geschenkten Samen Leben
Unterscheidung der beıden pragnaten verlıechen wırd, findet sıch sowochl beı
Begriffe ıst sıcher zuzustımmen, nıcht Plato W1Le ıM Neuen Testament dıe
ber der Zuordnung z2U Neuen Vorstellung der Besamung‘ ın einer
Testament bzw Plato Passender ware vergeıstıigten Form. Dabe:i geht dıe
dıe Unterscheidung vUO.  - göttlıcher und Befruchtung durch Worte, dıe als eın
menschlıcher Lıebe eıde Formen Same Lın einem Menschen Leben
finden sıch beı AaLOo wW1Le ım Neuen hervorbrıingen sollen. Natürlıch ıst dıe
Testament und beıde sınd nıcht mLt Art dıeser Lıiebe hbeı Jesus und Sokrates
eiınem einzıgen Begriff zu bestımmen. nıcht ıdentiısch, dıe Unterschiede werden

Plato wW1Le das Neue Testament hennen L Schlußteil dıeses Aufsatzes
eıne Form menschlıche Liebe, dıe aufgeführt
vereınnahmend und egozentrısch ıst. Es

RESUME spécifiqüe DOUFr desıgner chacun d’eux.
Platon et le OUVEAL Testament

Dans Ihıvre importdnt ıntıtule Eros et deerivent humaın quı
Agape, Anders Nygren 6crıvanıt qu’ıl est pOossessıif et egocentrıique. est UNe
avaıt des dıfferences ıen nelttes entre affectıon DOUr QUEC O0US5 CFOYOTNLS etre
deux sSortes d’amour, l’agape et l’eros. eal bon, et dont la pnOSsESSLON
Alors GUEC l’agape seraılt l’amour ont satısfera nOLre desır el OS apportera le
parle le OUVEeAL Testament, eros seraıt bonheur QUE NnLOuUs recherchons. Le
le theme Platonıcıen. Nous SOINTINeEeSs OUUVEeaAL Testament et Platon deerıvent

AuUSsSsL FfOUS deux UuNe forme dıvıne ded’accord DOUT affırmer qu’ıl deux
l’amour. Dans le OUVEAL Testament etsortes amour dıstınctes, MALS PDasS DOUFr

dıstinguer entre l’agape et l’eros, chez Platon, cet dıvın est
entre le OUUVEeAL Testament et Platon. #7 essentiellement ZLN ıntımıte quı conduıt
semble plutöt qQUe€ la dıstınction SoO1t la procreatıon. est desır NO  _ PasSs
entre ’amour dıvın et ’amour humaın. de posseder MALS donner Q- Ia
Les deux SOoNnLt mentionnes AUSSL ıen aımee. De meme quun homme
dans le OUUVEeAL Testament QUE chez quı ıme TansmMe et donne Ia U1ie celle
Platon, et A N Y DaS erme qu ıl ıme [u. communıquant un
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semence physıque, A dans le paroles quı agıront LUNe SCINENCEe
OUVEAL Testament et chez Platon I’ıdee DOUFr produıre Ia U1Lie O1l
de Ia commun.ıcatıon d’une sSemence Naturellement, Jesus et Socrate
spirıtuelle. JSEesus et Socrate aıment FOUS concoıvent DaS l’amour de anıere
deux dans Ia INesure 0OU. ıls cherchent ıdentıique el ’artıcle presente
communıquer CeluUX qu  2  ıls aıment des conclusıon les poLınNts de dıivergences.

In 1930, Anders Nygren’s landmark tıon tOo speakıng about the kınd of dıvıine
work, Agape and Eros offered ManYy ınter- love that 1S unmerıted an object-
esting insıghts concern1ing under- independent, Iso speaks of INOTE NOTINAa-
standıng of love it 15 put forth ın the tıve kınds of affection, namely those
New Testament and Plato Over the forms of affection that ATre the result of
VYCars, several scholars have challenged somethıng g00d beautiful wıthın the
the polarıty he found between New object. Contrary LO the COININON notion,
Testament Platonıic er0s. hıch Nygren has endorsed an a_
Indeed, Nygren ımagınes ard gated, the New Testament o0es not
dıstinct conceptual dıfference between desıgnate the unmerıted an object-
New Testament an Platonic eros independent kınd of love wıth the word
Wıth the ıdea that there AarTre two un1ıque Zape, NOr o0€eSs ıt TeEeSerTrVvVe the wordphılıa
and dıstinet kınds of love aSree, but that for that less than dıvyvıne affection that 1s
the dıstınction 1S between eroos an Sape, object drıven. there ATe tımes

between New Testament an Platonic when phılıa 0es SECEeIM to desıgnate
love, dısagree. It ould rather SECEETIN that worldly Lype ofection that 1sS dependentthe dıstıinetion 1S5 between dıyıne an hu- uDOI the object of the affection, but ın
INa  _ love, both of hıch Ca  } be found 1ın other places phılıa looks lıke godly,the New Testament an! Plato, both object-ındependent affection: ‘For the
of hıch wıthout specıfıc word LO Father loves the SO  - (John 5:20 NIV),’
desıgnate dıstıinguısh them ‘the father hımself [oves you because yYouPlato an Arıstotle both understood have loved John 16:27 NIV).’ These
human affection LO be motivated by SOTNE- certaınly SEPEETIN to be examples of godly
thıng eiıther beautiful g00d wıthın the rather than human affection, but the
object of aftection. 'T’hıs ould SECEETIN LO word phılıa, an not 15 used.
be ve much 1ın confhiet wıth the New The SaInNne 15 trul 1ın regard to At
Testament command LO love OUu enemıles. tıiımes ıt. o0eSs Seem toO denote the specılal,It ould SCECEIN that neat anı ard lıne dıyvıne kınd of object-ındependent affec-
could be drawn between human dı- tıon of hıch Jesus spoke, but al other
V1INe love S basıs that the ON  D 1s times ıt. refers LO object-drıvenfounded uDOIN somethıing beautiful good human affection: eCcCAause yYou [ove the
that find ın the object that love, mMOsSt ımportant seats ın the SYN:  eswhıle the other 15 ındependent of the Luke 11:43 NIV),’ men loved darkness
object instead must COIMNe Out of the instead of lıght 3:19 NIV),’ ‘they
nature ofthe lover hımself. 'Thıs later Lype loved praıse irom INe  =) INOTe than praıseof love LO be the kınd of unmerıted firom God (John 12:43 NIV),’ ‘Do not
alftection which 1S denoted Dy the fact that love the world anythıng 1n the world
Jesus loves hıs enemıles. Nygren 3SSOCH- (1 John 2:15 NIV): All these instances of
tes the Greek term ıth thıs INoOoTrTre love ATrTe translated from the Greek
dıvıne notion of love hıch 1s independent an al Aare examples ofsomethıng far less
of anythıng go0od beautiful wıthın the than the specıal Sort. ofdıyıne love that
object. But the sıtuation 1s INOTe complıi- ATre told 1sS5 Suppose LO denote.
cated than thıs The truth 1S5 that W as used by the

'To begın wıth, the Scripture, 1ın addı- wrıters of Scripture LO refer tLO broad
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varıety of LypeS of affection. Sınce, how- have together become COrrupt; ere 15
CVCI, Jesus, an later the dıscıples, often 0)81 wh 0€eSs gy00d, not Ven OTl (Psalm

14 :3 NIV).’ Or, ‘All of have become lıkespoke of NEW an radıcally dıfferent
kınd of affection, zx  » understand why 0)81 wh: 1S unclean, an rıghteous
ater wrıters would want to designate cts are lıke fiılthy rasgs Isaıah 646
that unıque kınd of affection wıth SDEC- NIV).’ How God love somethıng ın u
cıfiıc word. So today desıgnate and hıs love be ILNOTeEe than purely indıs-
that word which refers to that specıal crımınate, ıf there 15 nothıng good 1ın
kınd ofaffection ofwhıch ‚Jesus spoke and hıch might the object of Hıs
manıfested wıth hıs lıfe, but thıs distinc- affection?
tıon and designatıon of 1S not LO be 9 ıt 1s possıble that 0d’s love
found ın Scripture the early church. 1s nNnOot totally indıseriımınate an ıt 1s COIN-

But although the Scripture 0€eSs not nected to something ın u but that thıng
have Lwo dıfferent words TLO desıgnate the wıthın that 15 the object of 0d’s ffec-
LWO different Concepts of love, there 1S5 tıon 15 potential rather than actual
clearly put forth 1n Scripture dıvıne thıng.
kınd of love that 1sS distinet TOM the a_ (0d Ove ‘while WerTIe yet sınners.’quısıtıve an egocentrıic kınd of love that But ould he love ere WerTe DOS-natural LO humans. Nygren
claıms thıs dıvıne kınd of love 1s5 marked sıbılıty that WOU. EVEeT be anyt. but

by four characterıstics that dıstınguısh it sinners? reıker 338)
from the acquısıtıve an egocentric love TIrue, there 15 actual g00d thıng ın
that he claıms makes the Platonic u but (G0d 1S not interested ın wh:
motif. ese charaecterıstics include be- ar but wh: could become. God sSeces
ıng 1) ‘spontaneous an unmotivated,’ ıth CYCS offaıth hıch reveal poten-

“indıfferent LO value,’ creatıve,’ and tıal good beauty wıthın When
Agape 1s the inıtıator of fellowshıp wıth look at people, moOost often SEeeEe hat 15

G0d (Nygren 5—80).’ actually there, but that 1s because lack
At first glance Rse characterıistics 0d’s vlisıon hıch sSEeES wıth the lıght of

(especlally the fırst two) certaınly do SEEIN faıth hıch iıllumınes the potentıial 00d
LO represent the kınd of unmerıted favor beauty that God sSEEeS Vel ın Hıs EeEINlE-
of whiıich Jesus speaks. Indeed, New mles When ‚Jesus loves Hıs enemi1es, He
Testament love o0eSs SECEIN tLO be c  sponta- o0es nOotL sSEE I but apostle LO

an unmotivated,’ and \indıfferent the gentiles. Hıs 15 love mıngled wıth
LO value’ 1n that iıt. 1S ındependent of the hope an! faıth ın the potentıal that He
object of affection an! orıgınates instead desıres LO brıng about 1ın the beloved
from wıthın the diıvıne nature iıtself. through Hıs love. Hıs love intends, not to

thıs WeTe true, however, an 0d’s gratify desıre brıng gaın LO Hımself
love wWerTe completely independent of aAlıy- but LO enrich the beloved. Jesus’ love 15
thıng wıthın u then (+0d could easıly nNnot self-seekiıng" (1 Cor 13:5 NIV), but 1Ss
love oNnıonN 11411 Certammly 0d’s iıntent uponN bringiıng the beloved TLO
love 1s not ındıserımınate that He has vVer greater perfection. Furthermore, not
the Samne love for INa  5 for the rest of only 1S the thıng wıthın that 1s the
Hıs ereation—that He loves rocks object of 0d’s affection potential that
much I1NenNn. But ıT (30d’s love for INa  - 1s God SEeCS and intends LO brıng about, but
unıque ifrom the love He has for the rest Hıs love 1s the agen actıve force that
of Hıs creatıon, there MUST be somethıng CAauses that potential LO be realızed
go0od beautiful wıthın that, 155 m1Sss- 'Thıs 1sS the great dıfference between
Ing fifrom the est. of Creation. T’here must human a! dıyıne love. Unlike human

love hıch 1s ection because ofSOTINE-be somethıng ın that makes SPE-
c1al object of 0d’s affectjon. But the thıng wıthın the object of Our affection
Scripture tells that there 1sS go0od hıch beheve wıll satısfy desıre
thıng ın have urne asıde, they wıthın u od’s love 15 desıre for
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creatijon. Hıs affection 1s5 not desıre to 'Thıs 18 the nature of Godly affection. It
acquire but to ımpart It 1S affection 15 desıre LO continually ımpart an CTE -
that has the LO create an brıng LO ate wıthın 'Thıs 1S obvıous when
actualıty potentıal wıthın consıder that dıvıne ection 15 the affec-

So although Nygren 1S5 not exactly tıon of creator for Hıs creatures. It 1S5
Correct about dıvıne love being 1) unmo- Ven obvıous that OU. father, (30d
tıvated,’ and indıfferent LO value,’ he 1S5 demonstrates desıire for creatıion. But

(G0d’s desıre for ecreatiıon 155 not liımıted LOCorrect about ıt. beıing ‘creatıve.’ Truly,
what God loves 1S not to acquıre, whiıich 1sS Hıs being OUur Creator an Father, it
the basıs for human love, but tLO ımpart extends Iso to include the affection He
an create. has for Lover.

'Thıs creatıve nature of 0d’s love and
ıts contrast to human love Ca  » be SEPEEeN ın The lover . S impregnator © SsSOWE
the STOTY of Jonah After Jonah had
preached repentance LO Nıneveh, he Sal Nygren 1sS Iso correct Concern1ıng hıs last
outsıde the cıty LO SEE hatould become point about 0d’s love beıing hat inıt1-
of Nıneveh tes relatıonshıp wıth Hım The

'Then the Lord provıded V1ne extent LO whiıich thıs 15 true, however, D0O€CS
made ı4: SFOW OVeTr ona tO g]ve beyond hat Nygren imagınes. He SaVYSs,
for hıs head to ease hıs 1ıscom({ort, Not only o0es determıne the 11-
Jonah Wäas vVeC. happy OU: the Vvine But t1ıal anı characteristic ontent of Christian
al dawn the next day God provıded WOLIN fellowshiıp wıth God, but virtue of ıts
ıe chewed the ViNe that ıt. thered creatıve NAatiLure ıt 1S5 Iso ımportant for the
Whe then s U1} roöse, God provıded Sscorch- inıtıatıon of that fellowshıiıp. (Nygren 80)
ıng east Wın an! the SNn blazed
Jonah’s head that he STCW faınt He 'Thıs 1s certaınly true, for 1ın the rela-
wan tOo dıe, an! saıd, E ould be better tiıonshıp between God an INan}n, God 15 the
for to dıe than LO hve.’ inıtıator an lover, hıle 1s5 the be-

loved Today, do not make much ofBut God saıd tOo Jonah, °Do you ave dıstinetion between the lover the be-rıght be ansry OU: the vine”?’
x do,’ he sald. E enough tOo dıe loved, an! often consıder theır roles
But the Lord saıld, ‘You ave een COINMN-

mutual an rec1ıprocal. But the ıdea of the
cerned OU: thıs vıne, though you nOot lover unıquely dıstinet from the

beloved W as ell understood 1n thetend ıt make it 9Tr0OW Pr OVerTr ancıent world In the ancıent world ıt W asnıght diıed overnight. But Nıneveh has
INOTeEe than undre and Lwenty 'housand understood that the lover 1sS the inıtıator
people Jon 4:‘6—-11 tOo whom the beloved responds. The

beloved 1s the OTIe who recelves the love,God Says that Jonah has had pıty uDONN an responds tLO 1L, but the beloved 1S
the gourd for whıch he dıd NOt labor wantıng an o0es not have the love
make STW In fact, Jonah’s only CONCEeETrN inıtıally but must recelıve ıt from the
for the gourd Was because iıt brought hım lover.
pleasure. hat, 1s5 the nature of human af- hıs dıstınection between lover an
fection, NCeEe the pleasure CEeaSeESsS the belovedCperhaps best be SEEN when

of the affection CEaSES. 9 consıder that ın the physiıcal the
((0d’s affection 155 for Nıneveh even though lover 1s the ıimpregnator of the beloved,ıts people do NOt brıng Hım pleasure. They conversely the beloved 1S the OIl who
Aare Hıs creatıon, anı for that, rather than 1S impregnated by the lover. thınk thıs
the pleasure they brıng Hım, He loves analogy T0CS long WaY LO explaın the

tru extent LO hıch God 1s the inıtıatorthem Furthermore, God SECES that ıf they
could be brought LO repentance, they 1n the love relatıonshiıp. In the spiırıtualwould have ever greater capacıty for realm, 1ın the physıcal realm, the roles

tO continue Hıs creatiıon wıthın them of lover an! beloved Are not recıprocal and
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the beloved cannot ıimpregnate the lover, the alr ate ıt. OoOme fell rock,
NOT the lover be impregnated by the when ıt. Came the plants thered
beloved. because they had mo1lsture. er seed

'T’hıs ıdea of the lover the impregna- fell N Orns, which STW wıth ıt
LOr of the beloved Iso provıdes go0od and choked the plants Still er seed fell
basıs uDON hıch LO understand the WaY g00d so11 It CAamnle and yıelded A  S CTrOD,
1ın hıch dıyıne love 15 dıfferent from undre tiımes INOTe than WwWAas SOWI)L

human afftfection. Whiıle human affection Luke 8:5- NIV)
seeks LO acquıre what belıeve LO be In explaınıng thıs parable, Jesus SaVYVS,beautiful g00d, the kınd of affection
‚Jesus has for 1S not desıre TLO acquiıre, ”T ‘hıs 1S5 the meanıng of the parable: the
but desıre LO gıve hat 1s truly beautiful seed 15 the word of God’ (Luke $:1 1 NIV)

'T ’hıs LO be dıfferent from thean go0od ‚Jesus 1S OUTr lover ın far able of the tares, SINCE ın that parable theHe impregnates ıth Hıs seed that seed WerTrTe the children of the kıngdom,MaYy brıing forth offspring after Hıs hıle here the seed 15 the word of God ÖOrlıkeness.
Thıs analogy ofthe lover the 1mpreg- they the SAaTiNe thıng? It ould SEEIN

that they AarI’Cc, for Just physıcalnator of seed 15 SE a]] OVeTr the exıstence began seed, ın the SameNew Testament In Matthew 13:3—-13:43
WaY eternal lıfe 1ın hrıst began JustSEE three parables 1ın hıch God SOWS

seed ın order to brıng about lıfe The such seed, namely the word of (G0d My
eternal ex1ıstence began when allowedsecond of the three parables 1s the parable the word of God LO ımpregnateabout the tares.

'The ingdom of heaven 15 lıke Hor VOu ave een born agaın, not of
who SOoWed g0o0d seed 1ın hıs fıeld; But perıshable seed, but of imperıishable,
hıle W as sleeping, hıs Nn through the hıvyıng anı endurıng word of
CAaINe an sowed weedsIhıs wheat God 1st etier 1:23 NIV)

13:24-—925 NIV)
ater when Jesus’ discıples qask Hım to How exactly thıs happens, do not

explaın the parable of the tares, Jesus know It 1sS iındeed mYySterYy.
SaVYSsS, 'T 'hıs 185 hat the gdom of 15 hke

SCATiers seed the ground 1g. andThe OINle who sSowed the good seed 15 the Son
day, whether he sleep gets the seedof The Held 18 the WoOTr. the good seed

stands for the SONMNS of the gdom 'T’he SprOouts and STOWS, though he o0es not.
weeds ATeEe the SOI1S of the evıl ONEC, the know how Mar D3 NIV)

who SOWS them 1S the devıl Ma But myster10us thıs 1S, do
133739 know what mMust do 1ın order tOo brıng
Here aAare told that the of the thıs 111e lıfe about an thıs seed LO

seed 1sS the Son of 11a1l Indeed, ‚Jesus 1s 9TOW We MUST OPECI ourselves an allow
ONe wh: ımpregnates an plants Hıs seed ‚Jesus’ words to impregnate He 1S OU.  in

wıthın 1ın order that NEW lıfe miıght lover and must choose to become hıs
beloved allow Hım tOo impregnateSprıng wıthın It 1s Hıs seed that od’s love 155 always desıre forCauses the 1ie bırth and makes ınto
creatıon, whether ıt be Hıs lovethe children of God

In the Gospel of Luke only the first of Creator, OU. Father, Lover.
the parables that Matthew offered 1Ss PTC- 9 0d’s creatures chıldren,

had choıice but to accept Hıs creatıvesented. 'Thıs 1s the parable ofthe seed that
love, but Hıs beloved, do havefalls dıfferent ground cho1ce. We must choose LO become Hıs

farmer went out tOo S() hıs seed. he beloved and recelive Hıs seed, ıf AT tOo
Wäas scatterıng the seed, SOINE fell along the be made ınto the fullness ofHıs ımage an
path; ıt, Wäas rample O:  ‚9 anı the bırds of brıng forth 111e lıfe, must first be
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impregnated. T'hose who have not een Platonic love
impregnated Dy the word of (GJ0d that
Jesus brıings IMNaYy look lıke Chrıistians, Contrary LO what Nygren has TLO Say aboutthey MaYy ven aCL lıke Christians an Platonıic eCros, e ıdea of the lover thedo miıiracles 1ın ‚Jesus’ Name, but ıf they ımpregnator of the beloved to be
WerTe ımpregnated Dy Hım, He

knew them, an they Are not Hıs key tOo the hıgher form of love of hıch
beloved. Plato speaks. ıke the New Testament,

Plato Iso speaks of LWO distinet loves,
Many wiıll Sa V LO that day, Lord, human an dıiıvine lıke the New

Testament, Plato o0€es not uUusSe dıfferentLord, dıd not prophesy VOour name?
VYOUTr ame drıve Out demons words LO dıstinguıish between human an

perform Man y miracles? Then tell divine love It 1S vVe clear, however, that
them pla  a a knew vou Away fifrom there 1s human love that
IN} VoOou evıildoers!’ Ma D_ all have for the beautiful the g0o0d.
It 1S5 dıifficult LO interpret thıs passagsce, Indeed, the V e1ıdos ESSEINCE of INa  }

an 1n partıcular the word NewW ın an y
1s that l love the beautiful the
g00d, aT, eas what consıder beauti1-other WaYy but personal intimacy ful g00d (Meno 77B—-78C) Such love 1Swhen Scripture SaVSs, ‘Adam knew Kve hıs COINIMNONMN to all human beıngs, but,wiıfe; an she conce1ved Gen KJV).’

'To understand the word In other WaYy
Socrates poıints out, although CVETYVYONEC
loves hat they beheve to be beautifulsımply o0es not make God knows gy00d, that 1S not hat makes SOTINEONEal hıngs The haırs of OuUu.  — ead Are al ‘lover,’ for not all ATre called lovers (Sym-counted, 0)81 CSCAaDECS Hıs notice, but posı1ıum5)In order for SOINEe-

Man Yy refuse the kınd of intimacy that
would allow Hıs seed LO produce lıfe ON LO truly be lover an tLO have INOTeEe

than the generı1c love that 1sS COTININON towıthın them He mMay be theır Creator, but al] human beings, OI! needs LO havethey have become Hıs beloved be- specılal kınd of desıre love for the eau-they have g1ven themselves
Ver LO be impregnated by Hım As theır tıful 1ın order LO satısfy theır desıres. For

creator, He SaVeC them lıfe (over whıich Socrates, the lover’s desıre for the eau-
tiıful 1S5 desıre for engenderıng anthey had choi1ce), but, Concern1ıng the begetting upon the beautiful (Symposı1iumDE W lıfe that He wants LO g1ve them, they O06E).’ Thus, unlıke the unıversal desıiredo have choı1ce. In order LO have that 111e

lıfe, they must g1ve themselves Ver an LO POSSCSS the beautiful, the lover’s desıire
allow Hım LO become theır lover by 1s the Ve specıfic desıre LO ımpregnate

the beautiful and brıng forth offspring.impregnating them wıth Hıs seed. They 'The ıimplıcatıon the physıcal level 1SmMust choose LO whom they are LO be that hıle INan y 1NenNn IMNaVYy want LO haveJoıned. SE  D4 ıth W OINan LO gratify theır OW'
Do yVou not ow that he who unıtes 1mMse desıres, the true lover of that
wıth prostitute 18 ONe wıth her OdYy wıshes LO impregnate her an! have off-
YFor ıt 1sS sald, “T'he LWO wiıll become OI spring wıth her
es. But he who unıtes MSEe TO the For Plato there 1S spıirıtual lover
Lord 15 OI! wıth Hım SDIrN (1 Cor. ell 'The spirıtual lover wıshes LO 1mpreg-
6—-1 NIV) nate the soul rather than the body of the

beloved an thus brıng forth spıirıtual off-The intımacy which the Scripture tells spring So the Platonic desıre LO beget anGod desıres 1s nothıng less than the
intımate unıon that produces 1ie Lıfe brıing forth offspring Ca be directed al
'Thıs 1S the unıque affection God has for eiıther body soul.

OUTr lover. 0oOSse who AaTe teemıing body be tak:  O
them rather LON,an! are AaINOorous
S W1Se Dy gettingen they acquıre
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immortahlıity, memorI1al, and StTATLEe of form of madness, but ıt 1S divıine
blıss, hıch theır imagınıng they “for al madness an heaven sent.
succeeding tıime procure.’ But PregNanCcYy of —  at W as he hıch saıd that thesoul—for there AT PeTSONS, who theır beloved ought to accept the non-lover andsouls st1il] INOTe than theır odıes COINM- reject the lover, because the ONNe 15 Sanecelve OSe things which AaTe ProOper for soul
tO CONCE1IVE brıng forth Symposıium the er ma\ YKor that might truly ave

208E-—-209A) een sa1ıd madness were SsSımply eviıl;
but ere 18 Iso specılal madness which

Thus, Just the desire LO ımpregnate 185 the speclal ofheaven, and the SOUTCE
of the chiefest blessing N} INEeE  5 ae-an! brıing forth offspring wıth 1s

instance of love, LOO 1s Socrates’ drus 244 A)
desıre LO ımpregnate VoOoung INe  - ıth
phılosophy an have them brıing forth Or, he SaVyY>S later, the madness
wısdom an! viırtue ınstance of love of love 1S the greatest of heaven’s bless-

ings (Phaedrus 256):; Socrates love
the true lover’s e70s 0eSs not lead hım then 15 not ratıonal iın earthly M  9

but 15 out of dıvıne madness which 15TO want LO POSSCSS usSe hıs beloved
physıcally even spirıtually. heaven sent. Such madness CAauses ONne

STro: 199) LO forsake the earthly desıre for POSSECS-
S10NS that would gratify Nes OWI)l desires,

It 1sS rather the desıire LO ımpart tOo the an instead PUTrSUuC dıvıne desıre LO
create wıthın the beloved.beloved and create wıthın them, either ın

the physıcal spirıtual T ‘hıs DITO- As much Platonic love might-
creatıve aspect of Platoniıic love 15 Ve ble the Chriıstian idea of dıviıne love, how-
sımılar LO the creatıve nature of dıvıne CVEeT, ıt. 15 cdistinet ın several WAaYS well
love it 1S5 set forth ın the seed parables 'T wo of the MOST ımportant distinecetions
an other Scriptural analogıes. should be noted First, nlıke Socrates

In Plato, 1ın the New Testament, wh\ wıshes to produce wısdom an vırtue
there ATrTe LWwO kınds of love. T’he OT} 1S5 1ın hıs beloved, ‚Jesus intends Hıs words LO
human an acquisıtiıve, the other 1S be seed that 111 supernaturally produce

Hıs OW: nature an the nature ofHıs lovediıvine an! desıres, not LO acquire, but tOo
bestow blessings anı ımpart lıfe to the wıthın Secondly, although Socrates 1s
beloved. In the Phaedrus, these LWO loves the lover of hıs students an thus theır
Al VerYy clearly put forth impregnator, ıt 1S possıble that OIl day

After havıng made rst speech ın they could become hıs lover an impreg-
nate hım wıth wısdom an vırtue. 'Thıs ofhıch he spoke of how ratiıonal ıt Was LO

seek LO POSSECSS the beloved ın order to 155 not possıble wıth Jesus. We ATrTe

gratify oNe’s OW: desires, an that the not capable of being Hıs lover an 1mpreg-
true lover who desıires INOTEe than the natıng Hım He has impregnated
gratificatıon of hıs OW. desıires 1s ın fact Thus, Ca  - be 0d’s lover, He
mad, Socrates Say>S that he needs to 1sS OUT.: Surely love (GJ0d because
repent for the hıe he had Just told human beiıngs love beautiful an good
COUTSC, ıt. 1S ratıonal LO acquıre that which thıngs, but 1ın terms of dıvyıne love, ATre
111 satısfy OW desıres, but such always LO be the beloved and the

lover.love 1s earthly and less than ıdeal
dıyıne. Socrates SayY>S there 1S5 greater 'Thıs ralses VerYvV interesting question.
love hıch seeks tO bestow blessings and be od’s lover, an
impart lıfe LO the beloved. It 1S difhcult LO have toward Hım the Same divine
explaın rationally how such g1V1INg 15 love He has toward u how are to De
better than acquiırıng, an Socrates o0€es made ınto Hıs ıimage an take Hıs
not attempt LO do Rather he nature an the nature ofHıs love? I} must
that thıs hıgher form of love (which 1ın hıs be that ıf ATe LO take the divıine
first speech he called madness) 1s ındeed nature an become dıyıne lovers, mMust
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do toward other human beings an nOot. Notes
toward God Although cannot be 0d’s
lover wıth anythıng but human love Arıstotle Nıcomachean 2 Trans

aCcC (Vol Cambrıdge,affection, Ca  - be lovers ofother human
beings have for them the SaImne dıvıne Harvard Unı1iversıty Press, 19892

Armstrong, Aaton1ıCc Ove repIylove (G0d has for tOo Professor Verdenius.’ T’he WownsıderInterestingly then, the ıdea that Ca  > Revıew. 44, No Z July (1964) 199208be hrıstlans take the nature of vygren, ers Agape and Eros. Trans.Jesus, an the nature of Hıs love, sımply Phılıp atson Phıladelphaa, The
through OUT relatıonshıp ıth Hım 1S estminster Press, 1953
WTONS It IMNaYy SEEIN that the Chrıistian lıfe Plato Meno. TITrans Lamb

be lıved, an be lıved best, when (Vol II) Cambrıdge, Harvard Unıver-
OINle 15 In onstant an exclusıve- sıty Press, 1977
107 wıth God But 0d’s PUTrDOSEC for ato Aaedrus. 'Irans. Benjamın Jowett

ıneola, Dover Publhications Inc.,lıves Ca  - be realızed 1ın that WaY I 1993aAare LO take 0d’s nature an INanl- ato 'ymposıum Trans Lambfest Hıs kınd of love, MUStT do 1ın (Vol ILL) Cambrıdge, Harvard Un1iıver-relationshıp wıth other people. dıyıne sıty Press, 1983love 15 LO be manıfest wıthın u it Streiker, Lowell "T’he Chrıistian Nnder-
requıres SOTNEOTIE besıdes God an - standıng of Platoniıic Love: Critique of
gelves. It requiıires thırd party LO whom ers Nygren  s Agape and Eros. T’he

MaYy be the lover and ımpart to them OChrıstian Scholar. AL 1nier (1964) 33I
the SAaInNne words of lıfe that God has 340
imparted LO

\ GollegeTrinity BRISTOLL.

Certificates and dıplomas
Undergraduate
Postgraduate degrees-
Valıdated by Universıty of Bristol

General Englısh wıth
Christian Language Skılls Academic
Englısh Preparatıon for study In at thıs
leadıng Anglıcan and interdenominational theologıical college
wiıth Language Centre for internatıional students and Day
Nursery for za year-olds

Regıistered Charıty No 311793

126 EuroJTh


